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POPULATION LIVING IN
EXTREME POVERTY

Why focus on children?

Europe and Central Asia 875

Amcricas

Asia and the Pacific

Africa
In nearly every country, children are more likely to live in

poverty than adults, including the elderly World

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Children/houscholds recciving child/family cash bencfits (%)

SDG indicator 1.3.1 on effective coverage for children and
families: % of children and households receiving child and
family benefits, by region, ILO (2018)
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Exploring the potential of Universal Child Grants

Legal coverage

Usually (child) citizens, legal residents

Financing Tax-financed non-contributory or mixed approach

Modality Paid in cash and occasionally as a tax credit/benefit

Paid to who primary caregiver

Periodicity Paid regularly (usually monthly), occasionally as a yearly
lump sum

Amounts Varies according to the number and age of children in HH

Ages Paid aged 0-18; possibly longer if in full time
education/apprenticeship (i.e. 21, 25) or severely disabled

Conditions *  Usually non-withdrawable unconditional and

obligation-free
. A few UCGs are conditional on school attendance

Universal Child Grants

UNICEF is asking if universal child grants (UCGs) could be an important
practical policy instrument to ensure all children realise their potential

Why focus on cash? Overwhelming evidence that cash has positive
impacts on child outcomes.

Benefits of investing in children: Long-term economic growth,
country’s ’human capital’, maximise inter-sectoral synergies (health,
nutrition & education).

UCGs could complement UNICEF’s practical approach to progressive
realisation + aspiration of universal coverage of social protection.

UNICEF plans to examine the case for UCGs + convening an
international conference to consider the evidence on the 6-8t" Feb
2019 at the ILO.




Renewed interest in universalism

 SP Floor & Universal Social Protection Initiative

e Upsurge of interest in Universal Basic Income (UBI)

BUT: Retrenchment and waning public support in some quarters

Unconditional/

Non-

Rights [ Universal Individualised Citizen or | No Payment | Non- Work
based payment legal means- | modality | contributory [ history/work [ obligation free withdrawable/
(recipient resident | test (cash) seeking non-sanction
different to behaviour able
beneficiary) irrelevant
UBI proposal v v v v v v v v v v
UCGs v v v v v v v v v v
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Current status of UCGs

High-income countries:

20 HICs have fully-fledged statutory UCGs

UCGs staple policy measure: 10 countries
introduced their UCGs in the aftermath of
World War Il

Middle and lower income countries

5 MICs/LICs countries have statutory
UCGs.

Some have mixed-system approach

Several countries expressed a preference
to universalise coverage

Plans for UCGs: UNICEF is assisting govts
of Angola, Bangladesh, Kenya, Tunisia to
develop UCGs

Why gap outside HICs? Resources? Other
practical challenges?

Universal child grants

Worldwide incidence of UCGs

B HICs with statutory UCGs
(Universal, Non Confributory
and Non-Means Tested)

B De-universalised UCGs
[reforms recently infroduced
means testing)

B Examples of HICs with mixed
system (contributory and non
contributory)

B MICs/LICs with statutory UCGs
(Universal, Non Confributory
and Non-Means Tested)

[ Exomples of MICS/LICs with
mixed system (contributory
and non contributory)

‘Near UCGs experiencing

turbulence

Created with mapchart.net @




Examining the case for a UCG - Pivotal considerations

Human rights - The right to social protection

Reaching most vulnerable children and avoiding exclusion errors
Administrative efficiency and usability

Dignity and shame

Social cohesion

Political economy

Affordability and financing

pU bl em D s e

Waste and misuse
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The Case for UCG

Right to social protection

* Children have the right social security (social protection)

* Universality consistent with human rights

Reaching the most vulnerable children
and avoiding exclusion errors

* Avoids risks created by targeting, e.g.
* missing poverty fluctuations
* Low capacity for targeting efforts

* Obstacles and opportunity costs for poor to be
included in targeted schemes

Universal child grants




Abbreviated tables from 2018 ILO study of admin costs of universal vs
targeted schemes

Country/ territory Scheme type Programme name Administration Inception year Data year
costs (percentage
of total benefits)
Botswana Social Pension Old-Age Pension 457 1996 1999
Cabo Verde Social Pension National Centre of Social Pensions 142 20063 n/a
e ° e [ °
Ad trat ff
m I n I s ra Ive e I c I e n Cy Kosovo Social Pension Old-Age "Basic Pension” 15° 2002 2006
Mauritius Social Pension Basic Retirement Pension 25% 1976 1999
[ ) ‘ O St Namibia Social Pension Old-Age Pension 44" 1949+ 1999
New Zealand Social Pension Olid-Age Pension (Superannuation) 05" 1898 2005/6
e b . Average 25
* Simplicit
Malawi Cash Transfar Sacial Cash Transfer 1501 2006
Mexico Cash Transfar Tortivales 12.02 1930 1992
Mexico Conditional Cash Transfer PROGRESA | Oportunidades 6.02 1997 2003
R Moracco Public Works Promotione Mationale 6.0 1990
Usa bl I It Pakistan Conditional Cash Transfer  Pakistan Child Support 8.0 2006
Program
Peru Pubdic Works A Trabajar Urbano 302 2002-2003 2003
Peru Conditional Cash Transfer Juntos 120" 2005
Romania Cash Transfer Guaranteed Minimum Income 982 2002 2003
Program
Rwanda Public Works - Cash Transfer Vision 2020 Umuremnge 80" 2008 2010
- Access to Finance Program
South Africa Social Pension Older Persons Grant 525 1997 2014
Yemen Cash Transfer Saocial Welfare Fund 852 2001
Yemen Pubdlic Works Second Public Works: ar: 2003
Programs
Fambia Cash Transfer Karungula SCT (Rural) 200 2003 2008
Fambia Cash Transfer Chipata SCT (Urban) 1007 2003 2006

—

Universal child grants unlcef @



Dignity and Shame

 Shame squanders human potential and is harmful to mental

wellbeing and social relations.

 Targeting can be stigmatising and therefore shaming
compounding and perpetuating poverty by discouraging take

up rights.

* Universal approach represents better way to ‘shame-proof’ SP

* Key Q: Is a UCG be better placed to reduce shame/stigma
compared to targeted approaches + promote benefit take-up
and contribute to better quality services and benefits?

Universal child grants
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Social Cohesion & Political Economy

Would a UCG make a contribution to social cohesion?

Figure 5. Gini coefficient reduced significantly by
progressivity of taxes & social transfers —

Creates a coalition of interests between different income groups

* Can help establish/maintain the ‘social contract’ Supports legitimacy and Direct taxes & STs Direct taxes and STs +
institutional sustainability. contribute to a contributory pensions
reduction in income contribute to a
inequality: reduction in income
* Kick-start virtuous circle: If citizens receive Spmay be more willing to pay inequality:

taxes and enter formal work
e 0.03 percentage e 0.09 pps drop among

* Universalism signals a clear message: All citizens have a stake in society points drop in 22 dev.elopmg
generally, and provision of social protection programmes specifically — sample ?f 30 countries
leading to sustained and quality programmes. developing
countries
* Shock-responsive measure Large numbers of children live in crises-prone e 0.07ppsintheUS e 0.11 pps in US.
contexts (UCG could enable scale up) - attractive argument to prospective
UCG states e 0.09 ppsinEU-28 e 0.21 ppsin EU-28

Source: WB, World Development Report 2019.

R
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Affordability and Financing

ILO’s 2017 costing simulations of different types of UCGs in
57 Low Income Countries

Costs and efficiency of a universal child allowance versus
universal food and fuel subsidies in Tunisia (simulation of
fuel subsidy converted to UCG)

UCT for children 0-5 years, with 1.4% of GDP
benefit for each child set at 25% of
national poverty line. (1) (I (1H1) (IV)
A universal benefit for all orphans | Would add 0.04 pps of Total cost (USD)  Impacton Impacton  Cost of lting
. . poverty rate poverty 1 person out
0-15, estimated at 100% of national | GDP to the cost (percentage  headcount  of poverty (USD)
poverty line points)
Food and fuel subsidies 1,464,683,061.22 —6.62 —704,315 2,079.59
Child allowance 353,922,840.17 —3.23 —343,646 1,029.91
10% of HH expenditure
Child allowance 761,144,258.94 —6.17 —656,438 1,159.51
20% of HH expenditure
Child allowance distributing all savings 146468306122  —1270  —1,351,178 1,084.00
of subsidies
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Waste and misuse

SOCIAL INCLUSION SUMMARIES

January 2017

Addressing the Myths:
Do social protection programs lead to
misuse and dependency?

THE CLAIM: CASH
. TRAMSFERS ARE
* Won’t transfers be wasted and misused and lead to MISUSED AND FOSTER
. . . A mund 5 DEPEMDEMCY
increased fertility, dependency, and idleness? edhat s ot e Comty, s licmpepli
misused and lead beneficanes deweloping countrias parsicipase in 2t
Es rwbep————
N T cmyott, D T
fromn @ range of conbexts, poang raducing food Esecurity, povarty amd
o the contrary ndicating that volsarability to specific child related
fars do ot discotrsee such 25 schocling, beelh and
. ik ancl that they e mTition ameag, mamy othars.
* Important to address these concerns in a .c.ontext where e o
Govts are more focussed on poverty/vulnerability 8 e A ISTS e ced o e ey
x?::mcm: ]:d:p'upmwﬂntm
brsachualyreduce e e o v o g

unite for
childran

Universal child grants

— parsiculasty cash ramsfors — thay will

Whils in amy large progresens thars
ey b imdividual cases leading o
azocdotal examplas to muppert thase
CORCAMES, s iportant o visw tham in.
[ght of the cverall smpirical evidance of
en sxisting svidencs to analyse thass
concarzs about socil assistmcs and
s propemsy 1o duce dapandancy
amd misuse.

THE ARGUMENTS
UNDERPINMING
DEFPENDENCY AND
MISUSE

Driscuszion of dependency can roveal
differeet cozcarms * Oins sirand relats

of tho tramefor is closn to o shove the
income that the recipient could sxpect fo

| samm fom paid seoployment #

| | Anotier ralated point & o iden that

craziu a depsndency 5y
or memtality in wisich peopls stest o
wxpect contimied aeitance, which in
turn undsrmings their self-relfance and
mntivasion, thersby resding larsass 4
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Please join us for our International
Conference on Universal Child Grants —
6-8t" February 2019, at the ILO in

Geneva

Thank you

unicef®



