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-Abstract-

Child poverty can be measured on a global scaleyguapproaches that aim to make
cross-country comparisons, or at a lower level wélgsis, aiming to capture a country’s
specific poverty context. The underlying rationdi@sthe design and use of these child
poverty approaches have great implications for rththeoretical and conceptual
frameworks. This paper investigates whether thereasing trend to analyze
developmental issues at a global level providetemiht outcomes in terms of child
poverty compared to the use of a country-speciiigreach. Vietham is used as a case
study. Findings suggest that the approaches capmtifferent groups of children in terms
of domain vulnerabilities but do not point towaglgnificant differences with respect to
demographic decomposition. The findings are a Ja@ki@ontribution to the discussion
on the relevance of the use of global conceptghferassessment of more local issues,
underlining the argument that a tailor-made apprbauight be preferable to a general
one.
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I ntroduction

Different ways of measuring poverty can tell diffiet stories about children’s lives.
Within the child poverty literature, it is widelgecognized that a multidimensional child-
specific approach to poverty is of great importatcceomplement the household poverty
measurement (e.g. Minujin et al. 2005). Childrere atependent on their direct
environment for the distribution of resources fbe tfulfilment of their basic needs,
calling for the use of a poverty measurement tbasers the child as a unit of analysis
rather than the household or community it liveq\ihite, Leavy and Masters 2002).
Poverty manifests itself as a vicious cycle andrpdoldren often grow up to be poor
adults (Corak 2006a). Child-focused poverty measerg can provide valuable
information to break this cycle. Further, childreave different basic needs than adults
and a lack of these basic needs can have lifedolgrsary impacts (Waddington 2004).
A child-focused poverty approach provides insigtib ithe degree to which basic needs
are not met and how this impacts children’s lieimally, a practical and sound child
poverty approach can not only demystify the stdtectoldren’s well-being but also
provides an important tool for the design, formiglatand evaluation of policies geared
towards the enhancement of children’s lives (BerethA2000).

Several studies have attempted to capture chileenypvhrough conceptualization and
measurement (Roelen and Gassmann 2008). The majbtitese attempts take a global
perspective, aiming to draw a picture of child pbtyen a comparative manner at a
regional or global level. Examples of these are Hig Child Well-being Index,
comparing performance of child well-being withiretBU region (Bradshaw et al. 2006),
the US Child Well-Being Index that specifically cpares and ranks the individual US
States’ performances over time (Land 2005, 200d)tha Bristol deprivation study that
compares child poverty figures in 46 developingrtdas on a global scale (Gordon et al.
2003a, 2003b). These approaches draw from natmmsiate-level data and provide an
aggregate and standardized picture of the reafitghddren’s lives in the specified
geographic areas. These types of studies, withr-aoentry comparison being their
primary purpose, might be less capable of captuting specific dynamics and
characteristics of child poverty within a given atny. An approach that is specifically
designed to identify and capture the country-specihntext might tell a different story
of and give more insights into the aspects of inatoy child poverty. In this paper, we
investigate whether the underlying conceptual diffiees between the global and
country-specific approaches also lead to diffenitld poverty estimates. The case of
Vietnam is used for the application of both apphescand analysis of results.

In the past two decades, Vietham has experiengediad of outstanding rapid economic
growth after the Doi Moi (renovation) reform poBsi came into place in the late 1980’s,
accompanied by a large reduction of poverty. Cépteaaning made way for free-market
oriented economic policies, bringing about greaanges in the agricultural sector,
private business and employment development, forg@de and social sector policies,
creating business and entrepreneurial opporturfiie¥ietnamese as well as foreigners.
The reforms proved to be greatly beneficial fortWamn’s economic performance, with
average economic growth rates of 6.9 percent fré881to 1994 and 7.4 percent from
1994 to 2000 (Glewwe 2004). Furthermore, monetamepy was also reduced notably;



from 58 percent in 1993 to 19.5 percent in 2004 $&2006). These poverty figures can
be decomposed by various demographic groups anaftarepresented by region, gender
and ethnicity. However, representation per age @mral less common and, as a
consequence, little is known about the state ofdchoverty. Further, the monetary
measure does not provide a picture about other ri@poaspects of children’s lives
including education, nutrition, health and sociaitjzipation, among others.

The acknowledgement of the need for a child-focysederty approach in Vietham to
visualize children in a comprehensive, multidimensi manner and provide information
for policy input and monitoring has led to the depenent of a tailor-made child poverty
approach for Vietham (Roelen et al. 2006). Thiddclpoverty approach serves as a
specific illustration of a country-specific apprbadhe global approach, with which the
country-specific approach is compared, is represeny the Bristol deprivation approach
developed by Gordon et al. (2003a, 2003b). Thelteesaf the application of these
approaches to the specific case of Vietham are acedpand analyzed to assess the
guestion whether global scale measurement prodd#iferent picture than tailor-made
country-level measurement does. The findings pewviauable input into the debate on
global and comparative measurement versus couensl-land specific measurement.
The paper is structured as follows. First, the uyde theory and concept of both
approaches and their commonalities and differeacesliscussed. Second, the data and
method used are explained. Next, the results asepted and discussed and finally, a
conclusion is drawn from our analysis.

Theory and concept

The approach by Gordon et al (2003a, 2003b), frare fonwards referred to as the
global approach, and the country-specific approablare a number of common

characteristics but also display fundamental difiees. Commonalities include the
multidimensional perspective, the use of childrenights and needs as conceptual
underpinnings, the use of quantitative data andnhoaetlogies for the calculation of

poverty incidence rates. The main difference betwsath approaches can be found in
the methods and criteria employed for the seleatibdomains and indicators and, as a
result, the actual domains and indicators usedtler operationalization of the child

poverty approach.

The majority of approaches aiming to measure clpitiverty has recognized the
importance and need for a multidimensional starm&atds poverty (Roelen and
Gassmann 2008). Poverty is more than a monetang iaad measures of such should
thus also incorporate other areas of deprivatiog. (&/addington 2004, Minujin et al
2005). However, not all of these approaches has@ tahnslated this conceptual logic in
its actual implementation. For example, Corak’srapph to the measurement of child
poverty for rich nations (Corak 2005, 2006b) corngelty builds upon multidimensional
notions of poverty but de facto employs a unidini@masl monetary measure. This is due
to the six principles for best practices that ensptea practical implementation and



interpretation for the child poverty approach (Go2805, 2006b) The global approach
as well as country-specific approach can both garded as multidimensional in concept
and in implementation (Roelen et al. 2006; Gordorale 2003a, 2003b). Within the
conceptual framework, a range of domains and inolisais chosen to give a
comprehensive picture of child poverty in differanéas of deprivation.

A second commonality, in line with the majority difild poverty approaches, is the use
of the Conventions of the Rights of the Child (CR©Gyether with the basic needs
framework as the basis for the multidimensionamieavork of both approaches (Roelen
and Gassmann 2008; Gordon et al. 2003a, 2003bhitwihe CRC, a denial of
constitutive rights can be regarded to contribatechild poverty (Delamonica 20G7)
The needs defined under the basic needs approdctharconstitutive rights formulated
under the CRC are largely overlapping and pointht same areas of development for
children. Hence, they complement and reinforce egiclr as underlying lines of thought
for child poverty.

Further, the global and country-specific approaothluse predominantly quantitative
information for poverty estimates, building on sedary qualitative information for the
underlying conceptual framework and verification adsults. Other child poverty
approaches are known to have a stronger focusemdhusion of qualitative methods,
including the Young Lives studyand DEV framework(Roelen and Gassmann 2008;
Feeny and Boyden 2003; Young Lives 2001). The Yduwags project aims at long-term
combined qualitative and quantitative researctmvestigate the changes in child poverty
in four selected countries over a period of 15 geafoung Lives, 2001). The DEV
framework rejects the emphasis that is generalacgd on statistics and quantifiable
outputs in the child poverty literature. Instead, builds upon a framework that
acknowledges the complexity of poverty and the drpees of children themselves
(Feeny and Boyden 2003). As a result, however, DE®/ approach becomes more
difficult to implement and use for child poverty aseirement. To keep the child poverty
approach feasible and employable as a practicdl fasoadvocacy and policy input
purposes, the global and country-specific appr@aehforemost quantitative approaches
that can be complemented with qualitative inforonati

The method of aggregation of the quantitative tesala final commonality between the
global and country-specific approach. Results aresemted at different levels of
aggregation but all in the form of poverty inciderrates as opposed to, for example, an
index score. Index scores are used within the EWdOWell-Being Index study by
Bradshaw et al (2006) and the US Child Well-Beindelx study by Land (2001, 2005).

! The six principles of Corak’s practical appraostliide the avoidance of unnecessary complexities, t
use of a limited humber of complementary indicatorsxcome measures, the inclusion of social ndrms
the drawing of pover tlines, regular updating afigators, the use of a fixed as well as moving pgMene
and the building of public support for poverty retdan (Corak 2005, 2006b).

2 Delamonica (2007) argues that children’s rights lsa divided into constitutive rights and instruran
rights. A denial of constitutive rights can be ddesed as (leading to) deprivation while a denfal o
instrumental rights can not.

% The Young Lives project is an initiative of DFIBdSave the Children, UK, started in 2001 and is
conducted in Ethiopia, India, Vietham and Peru (Yguives 2001).

* DEV framework stands for Deprivation, Exclusiordarulnerability framework and was the developed
by the Christian Children’s Fund (CCF) to assistF&aff and other stakeholders in deepening their
understanding of child poverty and its related éss(Feeny and Boyden 2003).



The use of index scores provides the opportunitgigplay the relative performance on
child well-being for the specified units of analysind rank them as such. The use of an
index, however, holds the disadvantage that is do¢gprovide any information on the
absolute performance and the index scores as swrstaistic does not have a strong
intuitive meaning. A child poverty incidence ratm the other hand, can easily be
interpreted as the proportion of children sufferiram poverty. The aggregation methods
used for the country-specific as well as globalrepph are the union approach (Atkinson
2003) and the dual cut-off identification stratégikire and Foster 2007).

Despite these similarities, the global and couspgeific approaches also display crucial
differences that can have great impact on theiepggwestimates. These differences are
predominantly the result of the underlying purpasd rationale for the development and
use of the child poverty approaches. The globataah was designed for the purpose of
international comparison (Gordon et al. 2003a, P)@®d thus not necessarily geared to
capture the national context of child poverty. Toentry-specific approach, on the other
hand, was mainly developed to gain an insight thto Vietham-specific characteristics
of child poverty without considering the use of tla@proach for international
comparability purposes (Roelen et al. 2006). Aesult, different mechanisms were at
work for the selection of domains and indicatorgresenting the areas or dimensions of
child poverty and different criteria for the iddidation of indicators were adhered to.
The selection of domains and indicators within ¢h&bal approach is based on purely
conceptual and theoretical foundations, not comsigeparticipatory processes or other
selection mechanisms It employs a standard list of domains and intica for all
countries in the study, ranging from Asia to Afriaad Latin America, to make direct
comparisons possible. The wide social and cultdreérsity and its implications on
children’s lives are not taken into consideratinrthe application of this approach. The
choice of domains and indicators for the countrgedic approach, on the other hand, is
based on the living conditions and the direct a6 agindirect environment of children
in the specific country. The final selection is &&hsipon a mix of methods, including
expert opinions, conceptual and theoretical foundat data availability, participatory
processes and sensitivity and responsiveness analys

Further differences between the global and chikks approach can be observed with
respect to the indicator criteria. The criteria fodicators within the global approach
primarily focus on the comparative characteristitgdicators over time and place, their
multidisciplinary nature and aspects of feasibilfgordon et al. 2003a, 2003b). The
country-specific approach employs criteria thatcplgreater emphasis on the child as
unit of analysis and the incorporation of countpgdfic characteristics. Indicators are to
be measured at the child-specific level, be eastlyervable and measurable, be easily
interpretable, be factual, be Vietham-specificdeeomposable by gender, age, location
and ethnicity and measure outcomes (Roelen e0@6)2 For both approaches, we should
note that indicators adhering to these criteria idesml indicators. The majority of
indicators will de facto not meet all of the abossteria, forcing us to work with
imperfect measures. Nevertheless, the criteriaes@y important guidance for the
selection of indicators that fit the underlying ceptual and theoretical framework.

5 For a detailed account of the selection mechantlatscan be used for the selection of domains and
indicators within a multidimensional (child) powegpproach, see Alkire (2008) and Biggeri (2007).



A final fundamental difference between the globadl aountry-specific child poverty
approach lies in the formulation of indicators ahdeshold setting. While the global
approach errs on the side of caution and uses restyictive thresholds (Gordon et al.
2003a, 2003b, Delamonica and Minujin 2006), thentguspecific approach employs
cut-off points relevant within the social and cudtucontext (Roelen et al. 2007). The
thresholds determined under the global approachlegmmuch lower standards for
vulnerability for the various dimensions of deptiga. The country-specific approach
uses the average standard of living and perceptatyeut child well-being as a
benchmark for the determination of thresholds anmiare inclusive with respect to child
vulnerability and deprivation.

The global approach employs 7 domains with a widll indicators, while the country-
specific approach consists of 8 domains includirtg iddicators. Both approaches
incorporate the dimensions of education, nutritioeglth, shelter, water and sanitation as
separate domains. The global approach distinguiséiegeen water and sanitation as two
separate domains and incorporates information separate issue. The country-specific
approach bundles water and sanitation in one doararfurther includes the domains of
labor, leisure and social inclusion and protectibime full lists of domains and indicators
of both approaches are presented in Table 1.



Table 1 Domains and indicators of the Global and Qmtry-specific approach

Global Approach

Country-specific approach

1. Education

Education

1 | gross enrollment rate: children that have nevenaid school and are
not currently attending school as a percentagd chddren, age 7-15

1

net enrollment rate

children in age 3-5 attending pre-school as a mage of all children in age

n

2 135
b children in age 6-10 attending primary school ag@entage of all children i
age 6-10
c children in age 11-15 attending lower primary sdtasoa percentage of all
children in age 11-15
5 completion rate: children in age 11-15 that havagleted primary education
as a percentage of all children 12-15
2. Nutrition 2. Nutrition
1 | Children that are underweight as a percentaged chddlren, age 0-4 1 | Children that are underweight as a percentagd chdtlren, age 0-4
2 | Children that are stunted as a percentage of atireh, age 0-4 2 | Children that are stunted as a percentage of édireh, age 0-4
3 | Children that are wasted as a percentage of ddrelm, age 0-4
3. Health 3. Health
Children not having received any immunization geecentage of all 1 children in age -4 that have received full immunization as a petagea of all

children, age 0-4

children age -4

Children that had diarrhea in the last two withdabking rehydration
2 fluids as a percentage of all children, age 0-4

4, Shelter

4, Shelter

1 Children living in dwellings with more than 5 persoper room as a 1 children living in a dwelling with electricity asgercentage of all children age
percentage of all children, age 0-15 0-15
5 Children living in a dwelling with natural/mud floas a percentage of 5 children living in a dwelling with natural/grassofcas a percentage of all
all children, age 0-15 children age 0-15
3 children living in a dwelling with natural/mud floas a percentage of all
children age 0-15
5. Water 5. Water and Sanitation
1 Children having access to surface water only forkiing purposes as a 1 children living in a dwelling with hygienic sanitah facility as a percentage of
percentage of all children, age 0-15 all children age 0-15
2 Children living in households that are at leastriibutes away from 2 children drinking safe drinking water as a petaga of all children age 0-15

nearest water source as a percentage of all chjldge 0-15

6. Sanitation

| Children having no access to a toilet or sanitatamility as a percentag




| of all children, age 0-15 |

7. Information 6. Labor
1 Children not having access to radio, tv or teleghionthe household as 1 children age 5-14 that have worked for an empldyeihpusehold production
percentage of all children, age 0-15 or self-employer in the last 12 months as a peeggnof all children age 5-14
7. Leisure

children in age 0-4 that do not store bought or &enade toys worth as a

1 percentage of all children age 0-4

2 children in age 0-4 not having at least one chiltrer picture book as a
percentage of all children age 0-4

8. Social Inclusion and Protection

1 children in age 0-4 not having a birth registratasna percentage of all
children age 0-4

Note: Nutrition is included as a separate domaie dolits theoretical significance in both approashdowever, lack of data prevents us from incorfiotp
this domain into our empirical estimations and riésu



Data and Methodol ogy

Data

The data used for our study is the Multiple Indica€luster Survey (MICS) from 2006.
This household survey provides child as well asskbold specific information that are
crucial for child poverty estimation. The Viethaml@& is based on the standardized
MICS surveys as technically supported by UNICEFe Tinst and second round was
conducted in 1995 and 2000, while the third rouras wompleted in 2006. The survey
contains a range of questions especially focuseedocation, health, reproductive health,
HIV/AIDS and is separated into a questionnaireHouseholds, women of reproductive
age and children under five. Regions were idemwtiis the main sampling domains and
the sample was selected in two stages, based onegation areas from the census (GSO,
2007). The sample consists of a total number oB@D.households with 36.573
individuals out of which 10.874 are children udltbyears of age.

Opportunities

Household surveys like the MICS provides micro-datain other words, data at the
individual child level. This offers the possibilitp derive all deprivations back to the
individual child, thereby creating the possibility make cross-tabulations and create
poverty profiles. The survey provides data on aeaof issues related to children’s well-
being and poverty, providing information in the ordy of the conceptually defined
domains.

Limitations

This study is subject to a number of limitationdiieh are largely the result of the data
used. A first limitation is that nutritional data mot available from MICS 2006. Rather
than including the module on anthropometric measireéhe MICS 2006, it was part of
Vietnam Household Living Standards Survey (VHLS®P& As the VHLSS uses a
different sample than the MICS does, nutrition&bimation can not be derived back to
individual children and be incorporated in thisdstuSecond, the sampling method of the
MICS causes a substantial group in the society écofmitted from the sample and
subsequent data. The survey sample is constructetieobasis of the official lists of
registered households in communes and urban war¥¥éetnam that have lived in the
enumeration area for at least six months (Pincus $ender 2006). This implies that
households or individuals that have recently mapgaare not included in the sampling
frame. Further, due to the strict the householdsteggion system, or ho khau system,
many households and individuals do not satisfyrteeessary criteria to newly register
and stay unregistered. The omission of this grougociety is not only an important issue
to point out because of its suspected significawe but even more so because of the
denial of social and public services they experedue to their status. The structural
exclusion of this group from the data will mostelik present us with underestimations
for all indicators. Third, the data is only repnesgive when broken down to regional
level but does not permit us to consider child ptyvat a lower level of disaggregation,
such as the province or district. This limits i thse of the child poverty measurement
approach for geographic comparative purposes itnsie.
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Methodology

The issue of child poverty is considered at thréfer@nt levels of aggregation for the

global as well country-specific approach. At thevdst level of aggregation, we find the
most detailed information from the individual indiors. The second level of aggregation
presents domain vulnerability rates and the fiaa&l of aggregation is constituted by the
child poverty rates, referred to as severe depanair absolute poverty.

Individual indicators can be broken down by gendge, area and region to provide as
detailed information as possible and renders adimethod of comparison between the
global and country-specific approach. The indicat@re dichotomous or binary
indicators, indicating whether a child is belowatrove a pre-determined threshold. We
refer to the percentage of children falling beldwe specified threshold per indicator as
the indicator vulnerability rate. This can be dewdoas follows:

\VERE] (1)

wheren stands for all children for which the indicatorabservable andi represents a
dichotomous variable with value 1 if the child isldw the indicator threshold and thus
vulnerable and value O if the child meets the thoéband is not vulnerable.

At the next level of aggregation, the domain vuldndity rate reflects the rate of children
experiencing vulnerability within a specific domais a percentage of children for whom
the indicators within that domain are observablee @omain vulnerability rate is given

by

DV = 2)

wheren represents all children for which the indicators abservable anB; stands for
domain vulnerability, a dichotomous variable witlalve 1 if the child suffers
vulnerability within the specific domain and val@e if the child does not suffer
vulnerability. A child is considered to suffer damavulnerability if it experiences
indicator vulnerability for at least one indicateithin that domain:

D =1 ifZIizl (3)

whered stands for the total number of indicators ideatlfper domain.

The construction of the aggregate child povertyrigg is based on the union approach
(Atkinson 2003) and dual cut-off identification atiegy (Alkire and Foster 2007)
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methodology and builds upon the domain vulneraegditTwo different poverty lines are
used to determine the headcount of child povehg, devere-deprivation line (union
approach) and absolute-poverty line (dual cut-diniification strategy). A child is

considered severely deprived when it is vulnerablat least one of the domains and
absolute poverty is constituted by deprivation wo tor more domains. The rates for
severe deprivation and absolute poverty can béenrés follows:

i Sey

SevDep= 'ZlT (4)
N
D" Abs

AbsPov= 'ZlT (5)

whereN represents the full sample size of children agdé @ndSey and Abs represent
dichotomous variables with value 1 if a child sudfesevere deprivation or absolute
poverty:

Sey=1 if > D, =1 (6)

Abs =1  if YD, 22 (7)

whereD stands for the total number of domains withingpecific approach.

Severe deprivation and absolute poverty are nouatiytexclusive concepts. Children
that are identified as absolutely poor are by dighim also identified as severely deprived
since they suffer more from more than one domainerability.

A limitation of the data and methodology used wittioth approaches is that not all
indicators can be observed for all children. Dugjuestionnaire design, information for
the education, health, labor, leisure and socielugion and protection domains is only
available for children in specific age bracketsdidators that are collected at the
household level, including shelter, water, sarotatand information are available for
children of all ages. As a result, the presentechado vulnerability and poverty rates
likely represent underestimations of actual chid@grty. A child, for whom vulnerability
for a specific indicator is unobservable due to thstrictive age categories, is
automatically counted as not deprived. The usaiopoverty rate definition circumvents
this problem to a certain degree. As the povertynden does not consider the total
number of deprivations, or a percentage of thataaseasure of poverty but the
experience of one, two or more domain deprivatiansnsures that children of all ages
can theoretically be included.

12



Results

On the basis of our methodology, we calculate thesr of severe deprivation and
absolute poverty for the global and country-speaipproach. The results are presented
in Table 2. High child poverty rates are obsen@dbbth the global and country-specific
approach. The rates are considerably lower forglbbal approach than the country-
specific approach with an overall rate of sevengrigiation of 39 percent compared to 66
percent and rate of absolute poverty of 15 percentpared to 36 percéntWe observe
similar patterns for both child poverty rates pemdgraphic characteristic, including
gender, area and region, for the global and cotsgegific approach. Poverty rates are
similar for boys and girls, not conveying any sfg@Eint degree of gender inequality.
Rural poverty is more wide-spread than urban pgweith almost half of all children in
rural areas identified as severely deprived bydlobal approach and 74 percent by the
country-specific approach. Regional disparitiessatestantial with relatively low poverty
rates for the Red River Delta and South East regamd high poverty rates in the North
West and North East regions. The pattern of pgyeet age category does not follow the
same trend for the global and country-specific appin. Within the global approach, the
rate of severe deprivation drops as the age othildren increases. The figures for the
country-specific approach, however, display anahidrop in severe deprivation with an
increase in age but a rise in rates from the ageridards. A similar picture can be
observed for absolute poverty.

Table 2 Severe deprivation and Absolute poverty (%ll children)

global approach country-specific approach
Severe Absolute Severe Absolute
deprivation poverty deprivation poverty

Total 38.81 15.31 66.97 36.65
Gender
Male 38.76 15.44 66.39 36.86
Female 38.87 15.16 67.58 35.42
Area *kk *%k%k *%% *kk
Urban 16.31 3.12 38.80 12.04
Rural 44.99 18.66 74.70 43.40
Reglon *kk *k*k *k%k *kk
Red River Delta 13.26 2.00 47.63 11.26
North East 56.93 35.31 80.20 58.76
North West 66.10 42.13 93.09 77.65
North Central Coast 37.96 9.44 68.49 30.95
South Central Coast 43.26 16.52 60.61 28.79
Central Highlands 44.09 22.18 74.21 40.53
South East 27.25 5.66 55.14 22.63
Mekong River Delta 55.22 21.29 83.20 59.95
Age group *kk *kk *xk *kk
0-2 50.39 18.14 82.98 51.12
3-4 46.10 21.97 76.50 52.04
5 44.61 19.13 60.52 28.08
6-10 37.65 15.89 56.21 27.30

® The large differences between the severe depoivaind absolute poverty rates can be attributéieio
specific methodology. As severe deprivation is deiteed by deprivation with respect to at least one
domain, the vulnerability rate of a single indigatan inflate the overall poverty figure.
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11-14 33.07 12.12 65.38 35.05
15 31.82 10.41 73.59 36.14

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Note: *** indicates that poverty rates are sigmwifintly different at a p-value<0.001.

Tables 3 and 4 present the domain vulnerabilitggrdébr the specific domains identified
within the global and country-specific approache ercentages indicate the proportion
of children in reference to all children in the sifie age group that suffer vulnerability in
the various domains. For the global approach, weede high rates of vulnerability for
the domains of health, shelter and sanitation, irgnffom 25 percent to 17 percent. A
remarkably low vulnerability rate of 1.4 percentpiesented for the education domain.
The domain that is specific to the global approable, information domain, holds a
vulnerability rate of 13 percent. The highest radés/ulnerability within the country-
specific approach can be attributed to the domafrigisure, water and sanitation and
health, ranging from 69 percent to 32 percent. Wweisis one of the domains only
included in the country-specific approach as welladbor and social inclusion. The latter
two domains display vulnerability rates of 24 ar@dpkrcent.

Table 3Domain vulnerability rates — Global approach

Vulnerability rate
Education | age 7-15, n=6972 1.38
Health age 0-4, n=2680 25.10
Shelter age 0-15, n=10874 17.18
Water age 0-15, n=10874 8.12
Sanitation | age 0-15, n=10874 16.66
Information | age 3-15, n=9242 13.45

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006

Table 4 Domain vulnerability rates — Country-specific approach

Vulnerability rate
Education age 5-15, n=8167 18.71
Health age 2-4, n=1612 31.37
Shelter age 0-15, n=10874 24.57
Water and Sanitation age 0-15, n=10874 44.07
Labor age 5-15, n=7228 23.67
Leisure age 0-4, n=2680 69.09
Social Inclusion and Protection age 0-4, n=2680 12.37

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006

Linking the domain vulnerability figures back taethggregate poverty rates can serve as
a two-fold explanation for the higher rates of sevéeprivation and absolute poverty in
case of the country-specific approach comparedh& global approach. Firstly, the
formulation of the indicators and their specificesholds serve as a reason for the higher
domain vulnerability rates for the country-specitapproach. The global approach
employs errs on the side of caution and uses lesmadding thresholds in setting the cut-
off point determining indicator vulnerability. Takthe example of the education
indicators, the formulation of which can be foundTiable 1 for both approaches. While
the country-specific approach considers net enesilnas an appropriate determinant for
education vulnerability, the global approach coessdvhether a child has ever attended
school or not. The great disparity in the thresbotdsults in an education domain

14



vulnerability rate of 1.4 percent for the globabapach and 21 percent for the country-
specific approach. The large majority of indicaterthin the approaches follow the same
trend. While the global approach formulates indicsitand sets thresholds in a way that
will only include the highly destitute children,eltountry-specific approach provides a
more inclusive number.

The second part of the explanation for differentdchoverty levels can be attributed to
the choice of domains and indicators within thearhdng conceptual frameworks of the
global and country-specific approach. The counpgesfic approach includes more
domains and, within those domains, more indicatefsich are capable of identifying
more children as being vulnerable. Further, the @lomincluded in the country-specific
approach that are not part of the global appro#dbof, leisure and social protection)
have high domain vulnerability rates, inflating tlaggregate poverty figures. The
information domain that is part of the global aggmio and not included in the country-
specific approach does not increase overall povatss to the same degree. The choice
of domains and indicators can also explain theetkfices in age patterns for both
approaches. The inclusion of the labor domain & ¢buntry-specific approach, for
example, conveys considerably higher vulnerabitdyes for older children, causing
higher overall poverty rates for children in thghier age categories.

The micro-data used in this study further enabkesouanalyze whether the global and
country-specific approach also identify the sammugrof children as severely deprived
or absolutely poor. Is there overlap in the chidieentified as poor or do both

approaches include children with different chanmasties due to the differences in

included domains and indicators? Venn diagramsuseel in Figures 1 and 2 to present
investigation of this issue. Four different povegsoups can be identified. Group AB

includes those children identified as poor by kagiproaches, group A stands for children
identified as poor by the country-specific but rmt the global approach, group B

incorporates the children identified as poor withine global but not country-specific

approach and group C are the non-poor.
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Figure 1 Overlap Severe Deprivation

Group C - M%

Group A - 30%

Group AB - 37%

Group B - 2%

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006

Note: group A — children severely deprived in coyspecific approach,
group B — children severely deprived in global apgeh, group AB —
children severely deprived in both approaches, gréu- not deprived

Figure 1 displays the overlap between the groupshdfiren identified as severely
deprived by the global and country-specific apphodte large majority of the group of
children identified as severely poor by the glopproach is also identified as such by
the country-specific approach. As a proportion lbichildren up to the age of 16 years
37% are identified as severely deprived by bothr@gghes. Only 2 percent of all
children are considered severely deprived whengusiia global approach but not when
using the country-specific approach. We can alseenke that the country-specific
approach is more inclusive than the global approaapturing 30% of all children in
addition to those already identified as severelyrided by the global approach. In other
words, the country-specific approach captures tvasemany children as the global
approach does.
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Figure 2 Overlap Absolute Poverty

Group C -62%

Group A —23%

Group AB —14%

Group B —1%

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006

Note: group A — children absolutely poor in counrsgecific approach,
group B — children absolutely poor in global appobagroup AB —
children absolutely poor in both approaches, gr@up not poor

Figure 2 displays a similar picture for the casaldolute poverty. More than half of all
children are not identified as poor by either tlairdry-specific or global approach.
Merely one percent of all children identified asopdy the global approach are not
considered as such by the country-specific appro&ehther, the country-specific
approach captures 23% of all children as absolyietyr that are not captured as such
otherwise. The children that are identified as gepoor by both approaches can be
considered the core-poor. They are poor using ttitest criteria, meaning the absolute
poverty measure, and their poverty status is inge@go the approach used. This group
represents 14% of all children up to the age of 16.

Further analysis of the groups of children ideadfiby both or one of the approaches
provides more information about their specific @uderistics, which is crucial for the
investigation whether the same types of groups @ptured. A breakdown of

demographic groups over the various poverty groppsvides insight into their

demographic composition. Further, gaining an urtdeacing of the most urgent
vulnerabilities can be done by breaking poverty ugroresults down by domain

vulnerability.

17



Table 5 Vulnerability rates for demographic characeristics and domain vulnerabilities as a proportionof child in specific poverty group

Severe Deprivation

Absolute Poverty

A B AB C A B AB C
n=3189 n=200 n=4444 n=3041 n=2518 n=162 n=1916 n=6278
Vulnerability | Vulnerability | Vulnerability Non-poor Vulnerability | Vulnerability | Vulnerability Non-poor
rate rate rate rate rate rate
Total 30.03 1.87 36.94 31.16 22.63 1.29 14.01 62.07
Gender
Male 29.52 1.89 36.87 31.72 22.51 1.09 14.35 62.05
Female 30.56 1.85 37.02 30.57 22.75 1.50 13.67 62.09
Ar ea *%% *%k% *k*k *%% *%% *kk *%% *%%
Urban 24.43 1.94 14.36 59.26 9.44 0.52 2.60 87.45
Rural 31.56 1.85 43.14 23.45 26.25 1.50 17.16 55.10
R®| On *%% *%k% *k*k *%%k *%% *kk *%%k *%%
Red River Delta 36.52 2.15 11.11 50.22 10.07 0.81 1.19 87.93
North East 25.09 1.82 55.11 17.97 24.00 0.55 34.76 40.69
North West 27.43 0.44 65.66 6.47 36.54 1.03 41.10 21.32
North Central Coast 34.28 3.75 34.21 27.76 23.87 2.36 7.08 66.69
South Central Coast 19.47 2.12 41.14 37.27 15.91 3.64 12.88 67.58
Central Highlands 32.26 2.14 41.95 23.66 20.04 1.70 20.48 57.78
South East 29.32 1.43 25.82 43.43 17.61 0.64 5.02 76.73
Mekong River Delta 28.47 0.49 54.73 16.31 39.40 0.73 20.55 39.31
Chl|dl‘en |n hh *%% *%k% *k*k *%% *%% *kk *%%k *%%
1 child <16 in hh 29.19 1.02 35.10 34.69 24.30 0.70 7.60 67.39
2 children <16 in hh 32.95 1.58 30.28 35.19 22.22 1.07 11.31 65.41
3 children <16 in hh 42.98 2.19 28.23 26.60 22.22 1.04 18.36 58.38
More than 3
children <16 in hh 60.41 4.47 20.66 14.45 21.31 4.12 32.21 42.36
Eth n| C| ty *%% *%k% *k*k *%%k *%% *kk *%% *%%
Kinh/Chinese 31.96 2.15 29.55 36.34 20.84 1.19 7.43 70.564
ethnicity
Other ethnicity 20.46 0.49 73.50 5.55 31.45 1.76 46.64 20.16
Age gr OU p *k%k *kk *k*k *k%k *kk *k*k *k%k *k%k
0-2 34.69 2.10 48.30 14.92 33.76 0.78 17.36 48.11
3-4 31.34 0.94 45.16 22.56 30.45 0.38 21.58 47.58
5 19.39 3.47 41.14 36.00 11.98 3.03 16.10 68.89
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6-10 20.86 2.29 35.36 41.49 13.68 2.27 13.68 70.43
11-14 33.94 1.63 31.44 33.00 23.88 0.95 11.17 64.00
15 42.77 1.00 30.82 25.42 25.88 0.13 10.28 63.73
Country-specific

approach

Education 23.11 19.23 26.54 25.01

Health 4.83 8.72 9.47 12.40

Shelter 11.17 57.42 46.83 85.06

Water and sanitatior 42.58 84.70 83.24 97.31

Labor 30.25 17.89 29.72 20.00

Leisure 22.50 27.92 32.93 32.05

social Inclusionand 4 o, 6.71 6.30 11.19

Protection

Global approach

Education 0 2.41 0.83 3.88

Health 15.60 15.99 6.64 21.11

Shelter 25.21 45,22 36.62 70.41

Water 7.02 21.64 35.52 32.70

Sanitation 0 45.09 64.62 65.30

Information 55.40 28.07 65.84 50.84

Source: Authors’ calculations from MICS 2006
Notes: The rates for demographic subgroups represigifdren in a specific poverty group as a propontof all children in that subgroup. As a resuiletrates
of groups A, B, AB and C add up to 100% per catggbne domain vulnerability rates represent chitdfeom the specific poverty group as a proportidrald
children in that poverty group. As domain vulnetiigis are not mutually exclusive, the rates do add up to 100%

*** indicates that differences between poverty sagge significant at a p-value<0.001.
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Table 5 provides information about the poverty gowonstituted by combining the
country-specific and global approaches in termsdemographic characteristics and
domain vulnerabilities. Per demographic group,shares of the four poverty groups are
presented as percentages of the total demograptip.gThe domain vulnerability rates
represent the percentages of children in the dpgmierty group suffering from domain
vulnerabilities. As domain vulnerabilities are mottually exclusive, a single child can
suffer vulnerability in more than one domain. Hertbe total of all domain vulnerability
rates per demographic group does not add up t@éf@nt.

From the demographic figures, it can be observed title gender composition of the
poverty groups is not biased towards either boygids. The proportions of boys and
girls over the various poverty groups do not dig@enificant differences, regardless of
the poverty method used. However, children livingural areas are disproportionately
poorer than children living in urban areas. Whilerenthan half of all children in urban
areas are not severely deprived, more than 75 peo€¢hose in rural areas belong to one
of the severely deprived poverty groups. Regionspatities are also large and
observable for all poverty groups. Merely 1 percgrdll children living in the Red River
Delta region are identified as absolutely poorhmy global and country-specific approach,
while this amounts to more than 40 percent forNloeth West region. Further, children
living in households with more than 3 children tyglly belong to the various poverty
groups in a disproportionate manner when compavechildren living in households
with fewer children. The aspect of ethnicity shawat children of another ethnicity than
the Kinh/Chinese ethnicity are at a higher riskpoverty. 95 percent of children of other
ethnicities are severely deprived according to eeitthe country-specific or global
approach or both. The poverty group shares by agepgdo not display a consistent
pattern that could lead to the conclusion that gewror older children are more prone to
poverty than others.

The analysis above provides insight into which dgraphic groups are more prone to
poverty. However, it also shows that the demogm@paracteristics of the various
poverty groups do not substantially differ betwesath other. Although the country-
specific approach captures more children than th&bafj approach and some
demographic groups are more biased towards spgufierty groups, the demographic
composition within these poverty groups is rathenstant. Gender equality, the rural-
urban divide and regional discrepancies, for examplbold for all poverty groups,
regardless of the identification method or appraasdd.

An analysis of the domain vulnerability rates ingastes the vulnerabilities suffered by
each poverty group. With respect to severe deponathe figures in Table 5 show that
the most frequently occurring domain vulnerabisitinong the core severely deprived
children (group AB) are water and sanitation aneélteh. Almost 85 percent of all
children in group AB suffer water and sanitationinerability and more than half
experiences vulnerability in the shelter domain.ofg children of group A, the domains
of water and sanitation, education, labor and teiguesent the highest vulnerability rates.
More than 40 percent of the children identified severely deprived by the country-
specific approach suffer water and sanitation walbiity, 23 percent experiences
vulnerability within the education domain and 3@gaat are labor vulnerable. Children
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belonging to group B are mainly vulnerable in thisimation and shelter domains. More
than half of all children in that group are infotioa vulnerable and 25 percent is
vulnerable with respect to shelter. With respecilieolute poverty, the domains holding
the highest vulnerability rates for group AB arscalvater and sanitation and shelter with
rates as high as 97 percent and 85 percent. Wadesamnitation, shelter and leisure are
the domains with the highest vulnerability ratestfe children in group A. With respect

to group B, more than half of those children suffelinerability in the domains of leisure

and information. Only a very small percentage, lss 1 percent, of the children in

group B are identified as vulnerable to education.

The formulation of indicators and their thresholaisd the choice of domains and
indicators within the country-specific and globglpeoach largely explain the domain
vulnerability rates for the various poverty groypesented in Table 5. The relatively
high vulnerability rates for education and wated ganitation in groups A and AB can be
attributed to the fact that the indicator threskoldthin these domains set by the country-
specific approach are considerably less demandingared to the global approach. Due
to the labor and leisure domains not being includedthe global approach, the
vulnerability rates for these domains are highdwup A. The same argument explains
the high vulnerability rate for the information daim for group B children. Further, the
use of different thresholds for the shelter, healtld water domains ensures that some
children suffering these vulnerabilities are ordyptured by either one of the approaches.
The low vulnerability rate for education for groBpfor example, can be attributed to the
fact that educational vulnerability within the gidkapproach is defined in a strict way,
excluding many children in that domain. In sum |dii@n that identified as poor by only
the country-specific approach, group A, experiemigh vulnerability in especially those
domains specific to the country-specific approactd alomains that employ strict
formulations or thresholds within the global apmtnaBy the same token, children that
are only identified as severely deprived or abstupoor by the global approach, group
B, primarily experience vulnerability in the domaiot included in the country-specific
approach or those with different indicator formidas. Children captured by both
approaches can be considered core-poor as theytheeetiteria of both approaches in
terms of thresholds and formulation of indicators.

Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated whether the use dflabal versus country-specific
approach for the measurement of in-country childepty results in different outcomes,
using Vietnam as a case study. Although the glabal country-specific approach
convey a number of similarities in implementatioineir conceptual multidimensional
frameworks and choice of domains and indicatorplaisfundamental differences. As a
result empirical outcomes differ with respect tom@din vulnerabilities but not in

reference to demographic characteristics. An arsalgé the poverty groups formed
through identification by either the country-specir global approach or both provides
insight into the composition and nature of theseepty groups.
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Overall child poverty rates, expressed as sevepeivddion and absolute poverty, are
considerably higher for the country-specific apploaFurther, the country-specific
approach is more inclusive than the global approahk large majority of those children
identified as poor by the global approach are aaptured by the country-specific
approach. Breakdown of the poverty groups by domaainerabilities points towards a

twofold explanation for the empirical dispariti@he group of children identified as poor
by the country-specific approach and not by théala@approach primarily includes those
children suffering vulnerabilities in domains witbhnsiderably less strict indicators and
domains not included in the global approach. By same token, children identified as
poor by the global approach but not by the couspgeific approach include children
that suffer vulnerability in the domain not incluble the country-specific approach but
also other domains due to different formulationiraficators. In other words, the global
approach errs on the side of caution and emplays $brmulations of indicators and

their thresholds. Moreover, the global and couspgeific approaches include different
domains with different indicators, thereby targgtdifferent children. More domains and
indicators are incorporated within the country-sfi@approach, making the approach by
definition more inclusive than the global approach.

An analysis of the demographic characteristicshef\tarious poverty groups provides a
valuable insight into the demographic distributi@@ender and age of children do not
display significant and consistent patterns for wheous poverty groups. The area and
region in which children live, however, does havarge impact. Children living in rural
and mountainous regions are significantly more ertm being poor according to the
country-specific and global approach, regardlesshefmethod used. Further, children
living in households with more than 3 children haldlisproportionately large share in
either of the three poverty groups compared todohi living in smaller households.
Finally, children that do not have the Kinh or Gise ethnicity have a much greater
chance to be identified as severely deprived asdlately poor by both approaches than
those that do. However, the global and countryifipecapproaches do not
disproportionately in- or exclude children belorgito specific demographic groups. In
other words, they capture the same groups of d@mldn terms of demographic
characteristics.

In conclusion, the application of the global andmoy-specific approaches to the case of
Vietnam only partly draws a different picture ofildhpoverty. The approaches capture
different groups with respect to overall child pdyeand domain vulnerabilities but not
in terms demographic composition. The differentcontes of overall estimates and
domain vulnerabilities can largely be attributedthe fundamental differences in the
conceptual frameworks underlying both approachdsclware in turn a result of the
underlying rational and purpose. Consequently, duhderlying rational and purpose
should serve as guidance for the suitability of tise of either the global or country-
specific approach. The poverty figures springiranfrthis study do not provide a value
judgment about the aptness of the approaches tsumeahild poverty in Vietham.
Further research efforts should be directed towamgsovement and fine-tuning of the
methodology used for both approaches. Moreovemaing efforts should address the
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development of alternative perspectives that cast berve the underlying rationale,
concept and context of these and other child ppwagproaches.

Relating these results to the use of global measeme in the form of the Millennium
Development Goals (MDG'’s), the findings suggest tha goals might be a useful tool
for comparative measurement purposes but less rsoeafaturing a country’s specific
situation. The specified targets and indicatorstifier eight MDG’s might not be relevant
for certain social and cultural contexts and thgrihl to indentify in-country hurdles
and obstacles towards development. The analysigsrmpaper is a showcase proving that
tailor-made approaches do provide, at least in, pdifferent results than global
approaches do and go beyond a superficial crosstgocomparison. If the MDG'’s are
to capture country-specific issues and dynamiasy 8hould thus also be tailored to the
country’s social and cultural context.
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