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Introduction

Amartya Sen's work on poverty can be classified in three categories.  One aspect deals with the refinement and accurate description of income poverty. His path breaking contributions regarding the axioms that a poverty measurement should adhere to laid the groundwork for the widely used Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) index. Secondly, Sen has forcefully argued that poverty and well-being should encompass more than income and economic growth. Thus, a measure of poverty should incorporate non-income dimensions (e.g. direct measurement of unsatisfied needs). Moreover,  as a third point, these non-income dimensions should not be conceived  merely as based on "needs" or "utility" but on intrinsic human values  ("capabilities and functionings" in his words) which are related to  human rights. 


In this paper, we endeavor to present a methodology which captures  and integrates these three strands of Sen's thought for the analysis  of child poverty. We construct a child poverty measure which allows for the calculation of incidence, depth and severity of child poverty. Then we show how this measure can be combined with estimations of income poverty to simultaneously classify children according to the different dimensions of child poverty (i. e. income and non-income). Finally, we explain how this is related to child rights.


In the first section of the paper, we take the first ever estimate of child poverty in developing countries.
 This was done by calculating the percentage of children in developing countries who suffer from deprivation in at least one of seven indicators which are internationally recognized as characterizing poverty. This results in an estimate of the incidence of poverty. We extend these results. Two countries could have the same proportion of children living in poverty, however, the actual plight of children could be very different depending on how many deprivations they suffer on average (the depth of child poverty). Even if this average were the same in two countries, they could be unevenly distributed (the severity of child poverty). We use regional data to provide an applied example of this approach.


In the second section, we analyze the shortcomings of using income poverty for the description of child poverty. Nevertheless, if there are income shortfalls in a household, children will suffer. Thus, it seems it would be interesting to integrate an income dimension to the measurement of child poverty. Rather than "adding" it as another dimension in the approach described in section 1, we propose creating a two-by-two classification where children could suffer from income-poverty or non -income poverty, or both or neither. Unfortunately, calculating child poverty this way is difficult in practice as surveys which gather both income and non income data are needed. These are time consuming and costly, which means they are less common than household surveys which only gather non-income data. Nevertheless, many surveys do provide the required information. Thus, we are able to present two country examples applying this methodology. 

In the final section, the link between these measures of child poverty and child rights is explored. This involves asking question about whether all child rights violations constitute child poverty or not and how to measure child rights violations. Also, the links between the capabilities and the human rights approaches is explored. This allows us to highlight the similar problems they face when measuring the actual living conditions of children.

1) The incidence, depth and severity of child poverty

Gordon et al (2003) estimate that, in developing countries, 1 billion children are severely deprived of at least one of the following seven elements: drinking water, sanitation, nutrition, health, shelter, education, or information. This represents about half of the population under 18 years of age. They arrive at this result using data from household surveys available from 72 countries
. The approach is a variant of the basic needs
 approach to poverty measurement, where households (and the children therein) were considered living in poverty depending on insufficient access to each of the seven elements representing various rights of children
: health, education, shelter, water, sanitation, nutrition, and information (see appendix).

This pioneer work is by now being actualized through a global study on child poverty and disparity that is conducting by the Global Policy Section, Division of Policy and Planning, UNICEF. This study will be carried out in 40 countries and six regions. Its aim is to generate evidence on child poverty as tools for influencing the social policy debate and the global, regional and national agenda in favor of children wellbeing
  

When dealing with the measurement of deprivation, it is necessary to define: a) thresholds for the indicators, and b) the number of indicators that determine deprivation. For a given indicator, the degree or intensity of its satisfaction will result in whether a household is classified as not enjoying this good or right. For instance, in education, lack of schooling could be determined by less than 2 years of attendance in a formal school, or less than 4 years, or not having completed primary schooling, or not having completed the secondary level. Thus, a (relatively arbitrary) threshold needs to be established in order to measure poverty. In other words (see Figure 1), there is a continuum from no deprivation to extreme deprivation (absolute absence). Gordon et al (2003) have used a very strict measure of severe deprivation for each of the seven indicators (See appendix 1). The threshold could be adapted to country’s characteristics and conditions and also range from extreme deprivation to moderate (see for example UNICEF Mozambique, 2006). However, in this case the intent of the authors was to err on the side of caution. Using a severe deprivation approach prevents a critique based on the argument that the estimates of the number of children living in poverty are inflated. 

Figure 1: Continuum of deprivation
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 Source: Gordon et al (2003)

Secondly, given that seven indicators are used simultaneously, it is necessary to establish how many deprivations will result in a household being considered “poor”. Usually, the absence of one basic need is sufficient to classify a household as poor
. It can be argued that, given the indivisibility of rights, children ought to be considered poor if they suffer from any rights violation. Consequently, in the case of children, when there is one severe deprivation out of the seven, it is sufficient to say that the child is poor.

Table 1 shows the number and proportion of households (and children) suffering one or more severe deprivations in countries grouped in five geographic regions. Across regions, the percentage of children and households suffering from severe deprivation are very similar. Thus, in looking at the incidence of poverty by households, no great distortion is introduced. 

Table 1: Distribution of severe deprivation at individual and household level

	Region
	Children
	Households 

	
	%
	Number (000s)
	%
	Number (000s)

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	83
	264,460
	84
	82,336

	South Asia
	82
	459,444
	81
	157,077

	Middle East & North Africa
	65
	99,354
	62
	27,898

	Latin America & Caribbean
	35
	68,493
	30
	24,277

	East Asia & Pacific
	23
	137,054
	20
	65,518

	Developing World
	56
	1,028,804
	48
	357,107


Source: Gordon et al (2003)

Depth

The results reported in the previous section correspond to what is usually considered the incidence of poverty, i.e. the percentage of people whose income is below a certain threshold (the poverty line). In this case, the incidence corresponds to the percentage of children who suffer from at least one deprivation. This is a typical application of the basic needs approach to measuring poverty.

It is well known and widely agreed that the incidence of poverty is only one aspect of poverty.
 Besides the incidence, authors have explored questions relating to how poor (how far from the poverty line) are the poor on average? Another important question is how poor are the poorest of the poor? These questions can be answered within a simple framework when dealing with an income poverty line. However, it is not clear how this can be done when dealing with basic needs. Table 2 presents the basic information (by region) which is needed to answer the above questions within the basic needs approach.

Table 2: Depth of deprivation for households with children (%)

	Number of deprivations
	Developing world
	Sub-Saharan Africa
	South Asia
	Middle East &North Africa
	Latin America & Caribbean
	East Asia & Pacific

	0 (Not poor)
	52
	16
	19
	38
	70
	80

	At least 1
	48
	84
	81
	62
	30
	20

	1
	16
	16
	18
	22
	15
	14

	2
	12
	19
	23
	16
	8
	4

	3
	10
	19
	21
	12
	4
	1

	4
	6
	16
	13
	8
	2
	1

	5
	3
	10
	5
	3
	1
	-

	6
	1
	4
	1
	1
	-
	-

	7
	-
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100


Source: Gordon et al (2003)

Comparing the first two columns it can be seen that child poverty in sub-Saharan Africa is worse than the developing world average (the incidence being 48 per cent and 84 per cent respectively). Also, visually, it is straightforward to notice that not only are there more children who suffer at least one deprivation (i.e. incidence) but 31% suffer 4 or more extreme deprivations and some children actually suffer all seven deprivations. This extent of deprivation does not exist in any of the other regions except South Asia. 

Also, while 15 per cent of the children in sub-Saharan Africa live in households where at least 5 deprivations exist
, only 4 percent of the children in the Middle East and North Africa region are deprived to the same degree. While 1 per cent of the children in the East Asia and Pacific region suffer from 4 or more deprivations, in South Asia this group represents 19 per cent of the children.

Figure 2 summarizes the information on the distribution of deprivations in different households by region. It clearly shows that besides difference in incidence, the depth of child poverty (i.e. the fact that many children suffer from multiple deprivations) varies considerably among regions. The depth is represented by the thickness of the tail for each region in the graph.

Figure 2: Percentage of households with children suffering from 1 or more deprivations
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Source: Gordon et al (2003)

The next step, then, is to construct an indicator that would represent these observations with a numerical index. Ideally, such an indicator would also be easy to interpret intuitively and would be comparable to the notion of depth of poverty as developed by Foster, Greer, and Thorbecke (1984).

Such an indicator would be the average number of deprivation suffered by children in a given country (or region). For the developing world, this indicator is 1.15. It can be read as: children in developing countries live in households where they suffer, on average, from 1.15 deprivations. The average number of deprivations in each region is indicated in the table below. The variation among regions is noticeable. 

Table 3 Summary measure of depth of poverty for households with children (%)

	
	Developing world
	Sub-Saharan Africa
	South Asia
	Middle East &North Africa
	Latin America & Caribbean
	East Asia & Pacific

	Depth of poverty
	1.15
	2.5
	2.1
	1.4
	0.8
	0.3


Source: Gordon et al (2003)
While in East Asia, there are no households with children with 5 or more deprivations, in South Asia and  in Middle East and North Africa 6 and 4 per cent, respectively, of the households suffer 5 or more deprivations. The average number of deprivations are: 0.3 (East Asia), 1.4 (M. East and N. Africa) and 2.1 (South Asia). In the same way, while in Latin America and the Caribbean children live in households which, on average, suffer less than 1 deprivation, in Sub-Saharan Africa they suffer from 2.6 deprivations. This comparison illustrates the depth of child poverty.

Severity
It is well known that averages hide important differences. Thus, in middle and low income countries, about half the children live in poverty, but this number obscures the fact that in Sub-Saharan Africa the percentage surpasses 80 per cent but in East Asia and the Pacific it represents less than a quarter of all children. Similarly, the example in Table 4 shows a hypothetical case of two regions with the same incidence of child poverty (i.e. the same overall percentage of deprived children) as well as the same depth (i.e. with the same average number of deprivations), but where the severity is different, as indicated by the percentage of children far away from the average, or the percentage of children who suffer more deprivations in one region than in the other one.

Table 4: Hypothetical example of two regions with the same incidence and depth but different severity of child poverty.

	Number of deprivations
	Region
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Households suffering from deprivations
	A
	50
	15
	30
	5
	0

	Households suffering from deprivations
	B
	50
	20
	25
	0
	5


In each region there are 100 children. In both cases, half the children suffer from at least one deprivation. The average number of deprivations suffered by children is also the same in the two examples. In region A, there are 15 children suffering from 1 deprivation (i.e. there are 15 deprivations), 30 children suffering 2 deprivations (i.e. “60 deprivations”), and 5 children suffering 3 deprivations. This gives a total of 90 deprivations. Out of 100 children, this results in almost one deprivation per child, or an average of 0.9 deprivations. In region B, on average, children also live in households where 0.9 deprivations are present.

However, the situations are different, as evidenced by the existence of 15 children suffering from 4 deprivations in one region but not in the other. Certainly, this greater degree of severity needs to be captured. It would be simple, when averaging the number of deprivations, to “add weight” (i.e. importance) to the children who suffer more deprivations. This would be similar to the transformations in the FGT index for income poverty. For example, each term in the average described in the previous paragraph could be multiplied by the number of deprivations corresponding to that  term, i.e. the deprivation of children suffering one deprivation will stay the same, but the children suffering two deprivations would be “counted twice” and those suffering three deprivations would be “counted thrice”, etc.
 For the two hypothetical cases in Table 3, the indicator would be 1.8 and 2.0, showing the severity in region B being worse than in region A.

One of the virtues of the approach to measure children living in poverty developed by Gordon et el (2003) is that it not only illustrates the magnitude of the problem, but also allows to find the areas (health? education? shelter? etc) where the problems are more pressing. This is crucial for an informed debate by the public and concomitantly an evidence-based decision by policy-makers.

Such a measure is commendable in that it is similar to the standard practice in the analysis of income poverty. However, its interpretation is not very intuitive. The percentage of children who suffer from at least one deprivation (the “incidence” of children living in poverty, 50 per cent in the hypothetical example above) is a clear measure, which every person can easily interpret. The idea that, on average children suffer from a certain number of deprivations (the “depth” of child poverty, 0.9 in the hypothetical example) is also intuitively acceptable. However, 1.8 and 2.0 are not actual deprivations nor are they percentages of children. It would be particularly difficult to convey the meaning of this metric to policy-makers and the general public.

Thus, alternative measures which convey the idea of how close or far away children are from the average number of deprivations are needed. A simple way to accomplish this is by comparing the average number of deprivations with the most common one (the mode) or the number of deprivations which separates the lower half (the median) or a quarter (the bottom quartile) of children with the most deprivations. 

The problem with this way of measuring the severity of poverty is that the situation of the poorest children could improve, without the indicator showing the improvement. For example, if children suffering from 6 deprivations become deprived of “only” 5 elements but are still among the poorest 25 per cent of the children. Consequently, an index which allows for changes when the real situation of children in poverty changes is needed. Although the weighted average presented above does accomplish this, the search is for an indicator that would provide these changes while also being easy to interpret.

A common measure of variability around the average is the standard deviation. This is an average of the distances between each observation and the average value. The graphs below also show the result of adding a standard deviation to the average number of deprivations. For the developing countries as a whole, the standard deviation is 1.5. This means that the severity of child poverty would be 2.65 (given that the average number of deprivations is 1.15).

Figure 3 Incidence, depth and severity of child poverty.

[image: image3.emf]
An interesting complement to this measure is the percentage of children who suffer from more than 2.65 deprivations. If the deprivations were following a normal distribution among all children, around a sixth (16.6 per cent) of the children would be found suffering from 2.65 deprivations. However, deprivations are not strictly distributed as the normal model would describe. Thus, 20 per cent of the children suffer from more than 2.65 deprivations
. Figure 3 also shows these percentages for each region. They range between 15 and 24 per cent and,  across regions, average 18 per cent
. Of course, this complementary number will not vary much from country (region) to country (region) because it is a relative percentage. So one possible reading of the severity index is: “roughly one sixth of the children suffer from at least 2.65 deprivations”. Although mathematically inexact, it is a better expression than: “2.65 is the number of deprivations when the standard deviation is added to the average number of deprivations”

2) Merging income and non-income poverty

While there are various approaches to address poverty measurement, they can be roughly classified in two large groups. There are simple measures and multidimensional ones.
 

The monetary approach is the typical uni-dimensional approach and it is the most widely used by analysts and development agencies (Boltvinik, 1998). This approach relies on the level of income of households (or individuals) to measure poverty and identify who are the poor.
 Monetary income (or consumption) is then used as a proxy to assess whether people have access to various items deemed necessary to survive. The list of these items (combined with their cost) constitutes the poverty line. This line could be more or less stringent. Nevertheless, all possible needs and desires get subsumed in the comparison between a person’s (or household) income (consumption) and the poverty line. Monetary income becomes, then, the universal criterion to estimate poverty. Thus, income is the only dimension of poverty. This is the case whether the society is market based (where such an approach may reasonable, although we mention some further limitations below) or a rural society where few transactions are money-mediated.

There are many reasons why the monetary approach is not appropriate to measuring child poverty. For example, it gives little consideration to household structure, gender and age. It ignores the fact that children’s needs are different from those of adults. The standard monetary solution of increasing the individual income level ignores the fact that some household members are discriminated against and may not be given a proportional share of household income.) For instance, when children work, a family’s income often rises above the poverty line. These children are deprived, yet according to the traditional income approach, they would not be considered poor. Also, numerous studies have shown that within households, “. . . the burden of poverty [is] being unequally heaped in accordance with age and gender biases that adversely affect women and children in particular.” 
Furthermore, the monetary approach neglects to note that children’s well-being also depends on non-market-based goods. Access to basic services and a safe environment for play is generally more dependent on the level of local provision than on household income. Thus, individuals cannot purchase these goods even if they have sufficient income. 

Consequently, income poverty only partially captures child poverty and distorts their dimensions and characteristics. We argue in favor of using a ‘combined’ approach using simultaneously the monetary and the deprivation approaches to measure child poverty.
Multidimensional approaches, such as those based on basic needs, capabilities or human rights, use a broad spectrum of indicators to assess the extent and characteristics of poverty as well as to find out who are the poor. These approaches claim that the monetary approach is too limited to understand the plight of the poor. In contrast, the multidimensional approaches, by creating a list of needs, rights or capabilities, also allow to provide guidance in terms of anti-poverty strategies. 

The unsatisfied/unmet basic needs approach is a multidimensional one which highlights that the poor cannot access a set of material and non-material needs. This set or list of needs is defined socially (as interpreted by the analysts) as those which are required to actively and fully participate on society. Individuals who lack these needs are deemed to be poor.  

As these needs change throughout the life cycle, it is important to separate the needs of children from those of adults when estimating child poverty. Gender and other demographic characteristics may be taken into account too. 

Experts agree that not only should the list be socially acceptable and validated, it should also be flexible to be adjusted to different countries and cultural contexts. Common elements in most lists of basic needs include access to safe water, nutrition, shelter, sanitation, transportation, and education.  

The use of the ‘combined method’ would allow to encompass a more complete vision of child poverty. It would highlight the simultaneous relevance for child wellbeing of family income and basic services.  From a point of view of policy and program design would move the exclusive focus on income generation towards a more holistic vision that is crucial particularly for children.

In this section we present briefly the results of applying the combined approach to the cases Nicaragua and Panama. The objective is to show the feasibility of this method and illustrate its possibilities.  

Two rounds of a household survey are available for Nicaragua. One is for 1993 and the other one for 1998. The incidence of income poverty among children estimate was based on the national poverty line while the estimate of non-income child poverty was based on the deprivation method introduced above. 

Table 5 Child poverty Nicaragua 1993

	
	 
	Poverty Line

	
	
	Poor
	Non poor
	Total

	Child Deprivation 
	Poor
	44.3
	17.3
	61.6

	
	Non poor
	9.1
	29.3
	38.4

	
	
	53.4
	46.6
	


As it can be observed in Tables 5 and 6, both in 1993 and 1998, the majority of children suffer both non-income deprivation as well as income poverty. Almost two thirds of poor children suffer from both types of poverty. However, there is a significant percentage of children (17.3% for 1993 and 20.1% for 1998) who suffer from extreme deprivation and are not income poor. It would be necessary to explore the characteristics of the families in this category and the kind of deprivations they suffer. Also, in both years, the incidence of child deprivation is higher than for income poverty.

Table 6 Child poverty, Nicaragua 1998

	
	 
	Poverty Line

	
	
	Poor
	Non poor
	Total

	Child Deprivation
	Poor
	46.6
	20.1
	66.7

	
	Non poor
	7.9
	25.4
	33.3

	
	
	54.5
	45.5
	


Of course, it is important to find out if the changes between the two rounds are statistically significant. For instance, the incidence of income poverty seems to decline by just one percentage point (from 46.6 to 45.5). However, this change may be due to random sampling.

In the case of Panama, the household surveys publicly available to use both poverty measurements are for the years 1997 and 2003. The same variables and thresholds used to estimate non income child poverty in Nicaragua were used for Panama. As in the case of Nicaragua the national income poverty line was used to estimate the incidence of child income poverty.

Table 7: Child poverty in Panama 1997

	
	 
	Poverty Line

	
	
	Poor
	Non poor
	Total

	Child Deprivation 
	Poor
	29.4
	6.3
	35.7

	
	Non poor
	15.0
	49.4
	64.4

	
	
	44.4
	55.7
	


As in the case of Nicaragua, the majority of children suffer both from income and non-income poverty. In Panama, the incidence is a little lower than in Nicaragua (just below 50 per cent). 
Table 8: Child poverty in Panama 2003

	
	 
	Poverty Line

	
	
	Poor
	Non poor
	Total

	Child Deprivation 
	Poor
	27.0
	9.4
	36.4

	
	Non poor
	17.0
	46.6
	63.6

	
	
	44.0
	56.0
	


In contrast to the Nicaraguan case, non-income poverty is lower than income poverty. This may indicate that Panama is a country where the population enjoys a higher income per capita and development than in Nicaragua, resulting in a larger share of the population having access to the basic social services (most of which are usually provided publicly as they cannot be purchased in the market). The existence of these services reduces non-income poverty. As a consequence, there may be a risk of under-estimating child poverty when the severe deprivation thresholds mentioned above are used. 
These examples show that using household surveys it would be possible to have a more comprehensive estimation of child poverty. This estimation allow to explore different situations that embody the three intersections and design more appropriate policies. Studies using a method that combine basic needs and income poverty for estimating poverty shows, for example, that the group that was income poor and not poor according to basic need had particular characteristics, they were the so called ‘new poor’
.

3) Child poverty and child rights

The human rights-based approach to poverty endeavors to integrate human rights concepts, analysis, values and language into the poverty reduction dialogue.  The approach holds that the objectives of anti-poverty strategies should be guided by the international human rights laws and values (OHCHR, 2002).  Because international human rights laws have been formally recognized by almost all countries and are reinforced by legal obligations, the human rights-based approach provides a compelling and explicit normative framework to guide national and international policies anti-poverty programs (OHCHR, 2002).  

One aspect of the human rights-based approach to poverty is the empowerment of the poor.  The concept of rights gives the poor the opportunity, as rights-holders, to claim from their governments the policies that will improve their lives.  “Poverty reduction then becomes more than charity, more than a moral obligation – it becomes a legal obligation” (OHCHR, 2002).  This has important implications for the politics of policy and the implementation of programs (with regard, for instance, to such issues as universality, avoidance of ‘clientelism’, etc.) and budget allocations without which the laws are merely dead letters on a piece of paper.

As a contribution to the empowerment of the poor, the human rights-based approach includes several salient features: an emphasis on accountability, the principles of non-discrimination and equality, and the principle of participatory decision-making processes.  These features aim to ensure that anti-poverty strategies are more than window-dressing, that marginalized groups are not excluded, and that the poor are included in the formulation, implementation and monitoring of poverty reduction strategies. This is a holistic approach.  When their civil and political rights are ensured, the poor will have a better chance (alone or through political alliances) to influence their governments to adopt anti-poverty strategies that will help them live a decent and independent life. Thus, these rights are considered “instrumental” rights, i.e. rights which help in the fight against poverty, although their absence does not define or constitute poverty.

As for identifying the poor, that is, for measurement and analysis, the human rights-based approach looks at constitutive rights – those rights, in other words, without which a person is considered poor. Clearly, some rights could be both constitutive and instrumental. However, the important point is that not all rights violations constitute poverty. For instance, a child from a very wealthy family could be physically abused. This is a rights violation but saying that the child should be considered poor would stretch the meaning of “poverty” beyond any accepted understanding of the word. Thus, the importance of explicitly identifying those rights violations which constitute poverty. 
The list of these constitutive rights may differ from one country to another, but based on empirical observation, the Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights (OHCHR) developed a common set which apply to most countries:

· Being adequately nourished

· Being able to avoid preventable morbidity and premature mortality

· Being adequately sheltered

· Having basic education

· Being able to appear in public without shame

· Being able to earn a livelihood

· Taking part in the life of a community

This list can be used to identify the poor, to learn more about their exact needs, and to evaluate the success of poverty reduction strategies. Moreover, implicit in the definition of poverty based on the non-fulfillment of rights is the assumption that governments have the legal responsibility to fulfill these rights, as the ultimate duty bearers.

Clearly, these human rights which constitute poverty are very similar to the standard list of basic needs which have been used to estimate poverty since the early 1980s and which we have been used in the analysis of child poverty in the previous section. Although the analytical framework, based on duty bearers and legislation, may be different, in practice the two approaches result in basically the same measurement. In this sense, they both face shared difficulties in terms of setting the boundaries or thresholds below which individuals or families would e considered poor. 

Moreover, the process (participatory, run by experts, determined by government officials, etc.) to set these limits is difficult. As emphasized by Chambers, the poor know more than the outside experts are usually willing to give them credit for, but often eliciting this information is hard and needs to be shpepherd by an external agent. In addition, just as experts debate the concept and best way to measure poverty, it would be expected that the public at large could also give some contradictory information about who are the poor.

A similar comment can be made in respect to the capabilities approach. Sen has introduced the concepts of functionings and capabilities. The former are all the important activities that people may value engaging in, i.e. the ability to lead healthy, literate, knowledgeable lives. While an achieved functioning (e.g., of being healthy) is an attribute of an individual, it depends on public policies and actions.

Functionings are also related to capabilities, which Sen introduces to criticize the orthodox economic approach (based on utility) to valuation of alternatives, especially public ones. For instance, a rich person may obtain very little utility from having several houses and many cars, while a poor person may be content with a small hut and a bicycle. This could lead to policy conclusion that redistribution from the latter to the former would increase aggregate utility. The attempt to solve these paradoxes by stressing that fairness should be analyzed at the level of commodities, however, also leads to some dead-ends. Actually, people do need different goods and services, and more or less of them, e.g., if they are sick or they live in different climates. Thus, Sen argues for a “middle space” between commodities and utilities, which he calls “capabilities”. Again, under most circumstances, these capabilities cannot be obtained by individuals alone, they cannot be bought in the market nor can they be produced by the household. This leads Sen to emphasize collective action and the importance of public policy.
In this context, he stresses that achieving capabilities and functionings for all members of society should be the objective of policy makers. Moreover, under democratic governance and freedom of the press, there would be public pressure for policy makers (even if their own interests are different) to pursue policies to enhance capabilities. Here the convergence between Sen´s approach and human rights become evident.

On the one hand, the instrumental view of human rights which, while not intrinsic to the definition of poverty, assists in shaping policies to reduce and eliminate poverty (in all its dimensions). Sen has written extensivley about public action and the role of freedom both as contributing to andbeing the essence of development.

On the other hand, the capabilities and functionings Sen describes are essentially the same as those included in the human rights and basic needs approaches. Two points are worth mentioning in this regard. One is that Sen has pioneered the explicit analysis of ethics and its relationship to economics. Thus, it would be incorrect, from his point of view, to claim that the human rights approach (or, for that matter, even the basic needs one) is in opposition to or contradicts the economic approach. On the contrary, he would argue that while orthodox economics has (mistakenly) eschewed explicit mentioning of values, most economists (and certainly the poilitical economists of the XIXth Century) have a weltanshauung which stresses equality and the betterment of the less fortunate in society.

The second point refers to the problems of actually measuring capabilities or functionings. Not only is the list essentially the same as the one which emerges from the human rights and basic needs approaches, but also the same problem of determining thresholds needs to be confronted. Moreover, most publicly availabe household surveys provide information which has already been standardized, which limits the possibility of innovating in terms of measuring people´s well being.  This is a opint which requires further research and future studies.
Conclusion

In this paper we have tried to show that there is much complementarity between the existing analysis of child poverty, the human rights based approach and Sen´s capabilities perspective. We have done this by introducing and extending the current measurement of child poverty based on rights/needs. 

Moreover, we were able to show how to integrate the basic needs measurement of child poverty with an income-based measurement. We find this to be in line with Sen´s arguments about the holistic view of poverty.

There are several messages that the analysis of income poverty and child deprivation for the cases of Nicaragua and Panama illustrates:

· First, child poverty should not be based on the income poverty line. Income poverty is indeed an important component of child poverty, but not the only or even the most important one.

· Second, when the information is available it is perfectly feasible to estimate child poverty in a way which simultaneously captures all its dimensions (income and non income).
· Thirdly, the relative shares of (or overlap between) the incidence of income and non-income poverty may depend on the relative level of development and public action (policies). This is also a theme in Sen´s work. In addition, more studies along these lines should be encouraged. They would allow to further explore the properties of this type of estimators. In particular the sensitivity of poverty estimates to different deprivation thresholds (e.g. severe, moderate, etc) should be probed. 
· Fifth, we have shown not only that this kind of child poverty estimation is feasible, but also, that it is important in terms of describing different aspects of poverty. Moreover, this description of poverty allows to make inferences about policy issues regarding basic social services and their distribution. As the various dimensions of poverty may be more or less important at different levels of income per capita and development, they could be also a reflection of the living conditions of the middle class. When several rounds of similar surveys are available, these measures of child poverty could be used to analysis the dynamic evolution of poverty (Minujin, 1995).
Finally, we made the case that not all human rights violations constitute poverty. Nevertheless, all human rights violations are related to poverty and need to be taken into account in terms of devising policies and strategies to eliminate poverty. In addition, the need to further explore how to measure and set up thresholds to identify the poor was highlighted for future research. 

Appendix
The indicators and their thresholds are:

• severe food deprivation: children whose height and weight for their

age were more than three standard deviations below the median of

the international reference population, that is, severe anthropometric

failure;

• severe water deprivation: children who only had access to surface

water (for example, rivers) for drinking, or who lived in households

where the nearest source of water was more than15 minutes away

(indicators of severe deprivation of water quality or quantity);

• severe deprivation of sanitation facilities: children who had no

access to a toilet of any kind in the vicinity of their dwelling, that is,

no private or communal toilets or latrines;

• severe health deprivation: children who had not been immunized

against any diseases, or young children who had recently suffered

from an illness involving diarrhoea and had not received any medical

advice or treatment;

• severe shelter deprivation: children in dwellings with more than

five people per room (severe overcrowding) or with no flooring

material (for example, a mud floor);

• severe educational deprivation: children aged 7–18 who had never

been to school and were not currently attending school (no

professional education of any kind); and

• severe information deprivation: children aged 3–18 with
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� This first world wide direct estimation of child poverty was commissioned by UNICEF to the Townsend Poverty Centre, Bristol University. It was elaborated by a team leaded by Peter Townsend and David Gordon with the collaboration of Alberto Minujin, Enrique Delamonica and Jean Vandermoortele from UNICEF 





� Data from Demographic Health Survey (DHS), Multiple Indicators Cluster Survey (MICS) and, for China, the China Health and Nutrition Surveys were used. 


� Streeten et al (1981), Streeten (1984), Beccaria and Minujin (1988). See also  Boltvinik (1997).


� For lack of space, in this paper we concentrate only one aspect of the measurement of children living in poverty, the integrated measurement of incidence, depth and severity of child poverty. Issues related to structural determinants of poverty, child participation, difference in culture and context, perception of poverty by children, social exclusion, vulnerability, emotional and non-material needs of children, etc are not addressed although they are very important. Discussion of these can be found, among others in Christian Children’s Fund (2003), UNICEF (2004), Hart (1992), Kahn and Kamerman (2002), Lister (2003), Minujin and Delamonica (2006a and 2006b), Plaisance (1996), Lagrée (1996), Haveman and Bershadker (2002), Gore and Figueiredo (1997).


� For more information see Fajth G. and Holland K. 2007 and UNICEF 2007.


� Besides the very strict thresholds used in each indicator in order to obtain a conservative estimate of the incidence of child poverty, the method also underestimates child poverty because not all variables apply to the same children. Thus, education attendance applies to children over 6 years of age, while nutritional status applies to children younger than 5. Implicitly, under-fives are counted as not education deprived.


� In other words, a minimum threshold is determined for seven characteristics of households. Then, the households where the minimum is not reached for any one of these seven indicators are considered severely deprived. See, inter alia, ILO (1975), Wratten (1995) and Ruggeri et al (2003).


� This is not exactly the terminology used by Gordon et al (2003). They distinguish the households and children living in conditions where at least one deprivation is present (which they call “severe deprivation”) and where at least two deprivations are present (which they call “absolute poverty”).


� See, e.g., Watts (1968), Lipton and Ravallion (1995), Sen (1987), Atkinson (1979), May (2001), Hagenaars (1986), Blackwood and Lynch (1994) and Gordon and Spicker (1998).


� I.e. 10 for 5, 4 for 6, and 1 for 7.


� There are 20 children suffering from 1 deprivation (i.e. there are 20 deprivations), 25 children suffering 2 deprivations (i.e. “50 deprivations”), and 5 children suffering 4 deprivations. This gives a total of 90 deprivations, out of 100 children.


� The general formula for this  index would then be: � EMBED Equation.3  ���, where xi is a dichotomous variable (1 if the child is deprived and 0 if the child is not deprived, N is the sample size, and d is the number of deprivations. When h = 0, the index just tallies how many children suffer from at least one deprivation. When h = 1, the average number of deprivations per child (the “depth” of poverty) is obtained. When h = 2, the weighted average described in the text is calculated.


� One of the virtues of the approach to measure children living in poverty developed by Gordon et el (2003) is that it not only illustrates the magnitude of the problem, but also allows to find the areas (health? education? shelter? etc) where the problems are more pressing. This is crucial for an informed debate by the public and concomitantly an evidence-based decision by policy-makers.


� For the hypothetical example in Table 4, the severity of child poverty is 1.9 for the first row and 2.0 for the second one. 


� I.e.10 per cent of the households with children suffer exactly 3 deprivations, 6 per cent suffer 4, 3 per cent suffer 5, and 1 per cent suffer 6. The total is 20 per cent. None suffer all 7 deprivations (See table 2).


� This is an unweighted average which tries to get a sense, by region, if the estimate is far or close to the theoretical 16 per cent. 


� Another common classification is between relative and absolute poverty. Both can be based on a single or various dimensions. In the European Union, it is common to measure poverty with a relative, monetary approach. 


� An example of this approach is the one-dollar-a-day measure proposed by the World Bank. According to this measure, about half of the children in developing countries World be struggling to survive with less than a dollar a day (Vandemoortele, 2000, who also presents valid criticisms of the dollar a day measure).


� See for example Beaccaria & Minujin 1988, Bolvinik 1998 and Minujin 1995.


� There is also an important rhetorical effect. Even if the poor cannot take the government to court in order to implement specific policies or programmes (i.e. the problem of justiciability of some social or economic rights) the recognition of these rights allows for political pressure to be built up in order to set up or change policies and resource allocations. Clearly, this is not an automatic process. Laws, by themselves, may be limited in their capacity to produce social change. Nevertheless they are a major contribution in the long struggle to eliminate poverty.


� The human rights approach recognizes that governments, especially in Less Developed Countries (LDCs), have limited resources, and it allows for the progressive, staged, realization of a poverty reduction strategy.  However, it does stress that governments must commit to a poverty reduction strategy that explicitly sets out to progressively meet the human rights entitled to the poor.


� This should not invalidate the proposition that most people, in a given society, have a very crisp idea of who are poor and who are not. For instance. In many countries, widows are identified as poor. While widowhood may be an excellent predictor of poverty, there may also be wealthy widows. Nevertheless, no member of that society would fail to distinguish the rich widows from the other ones, showing that conceptualizing poverty an identifying the poor are complex processes.
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