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Aim of this Paper

• To outline strategies for synergetic child and all-population 
multidimensional poverty measurement

• To explain and exemplify these strategies, including normative 
and technical pros & cons

• Ultimately: To inform multidimensional poverty measures as 
policy-tools that help eradicate poverty in all its forms, also and 
especially among children.



Overview
• Four Measurement & Analytical Strategies for 

Multidimensional Poverty Indices and Children

– Motivation
• Child Poverty & Poverty Measures as Policy-Tools
• Synergetic versus Disjoint Measurement 

– MPIs & the Alkire-Foster Method
– 4 Strategies, Examples, and Pros & Cons
– Key Take-Aways for (Child-)MPIs as Policy-Tools
– Further Research



Motivation



• Children are among the most 
vulnerable and often poorest 
members of society

• To break intergenerational 
cycles of poverty and sustainably 
alleviate deprivation, child 
disadvantage requires 
prioritization

• Deprivation experienced during 
childhood can affect a person 
for the rest of their life



• Children of different ages experience poverty 
differently, and differently from adults

• Child-focused poverty measures capturing age-
appropriate deprivations are key to fully grasp how 
well- or badly-off children are

à beyond ‘children in poor households’ and ‘adult equivalents’



SDG 1, Target 1.2., Indicator 1.2.2





Disjoint
versus

Synergetic
Measurement



MPIs as Policy Tools

But: For policy-purposes, additional child poverty 
measures can be difficult to interpret and derive clear 
guidance from

Why?
• All-population measures include children & overlap

with child-specific measures



• Coherent disjoint measurement requires entirely separate 
child vs. adult measures
à Proliferation of measures for many subgroups

• Invites siloed, but impedes multisectoral solutions
• Interpersonal comparisons across groups and full 

welfare orderings are difficult
– How to identify and prioritise those worst-off overall?



• Disjoint measurement also puts additional strain 
on statistical capacity
àSDG Indicator 1.2.2 is only 1 among 231. 



MPIs & the
Alkire-Foster Method



• Multidimensional poverty measures rely on the 
joint distribution of deprivations

• Deprivation profiles capture overlapping 
disadvantages at the individual/household level 

• Multidimensional poverty cutoff discriminates 
poor/non-poor



Alkire-Foster (AF) MPIs

𝑀𝑃𝐼 = 𝐻 𝑥 𝐴.
Incidence ~ the percentage of people who are 
poor, or the poverty rate or headcount ratio: 𝐻.
Intensity ~ the average percentage of dimensions 
in which poor people are deprived, or the average 
deprivation score of poor persons: 𝐴.

Alkire and Foster (2011)



Key Policy Advantages of the AF-Method

• Allows for disaggregation by population subgroups, e.g. 
by subnational regions, urban—rural areas, or age 
(subgroup decomposability axiom)

• Allows for breakdown by indicator, to reflect indicator-
wise levels and contributions to MPI,
e.g. for child-specific deprivation indicators 
(dimensional breakdown axiom)



National MPIs and Global MPI

• Global MPI
– Harmonised measure of acute multidimensional 

poverty for 100+ countries and almost 6 billion 
people

• National MPIs
– Tailored to countries’ contexts and priorities
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Include & Analyse Child Indicators in National MPIs

• Method: Include child-specific or child-inclusive 
indicators prominently in National MPI
• e.g. school attendance, child nutrition, etc.
• ensure that household-level indicators are child-relevant





Source: Dirksen (2020)







Pros & Cons
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Child-Disaggregating National MPIs
• Method: Sub-group decomposing MPIs by Age

– e.g. children (0-17) vs. adults or narrower age 
cohorts



Age-Disaggregated National MPIs & Results



Pros & Cons
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Analysing Intra- & Inter-Household 
Inequalities in Child Indicators

• Method: Disaggregating child indicators at 
individual level by age, gender, etc.
– Reveals gendered and age-wise patterns of 

deprivation and intra-household inequalities





Pros & Cons
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The ‘Drawer’ Approach

Individual-Level Child-MPI including age-appropriate 
deprivation indicators

• Method: Directly adding one or more child-dimension(s) to 
age-disaggregated all-population MPI
– retaining and refining poverty identification function



What is the “Drawer Approach”?

All-Population 
MPI

is

Childhood
Conditions

Drawer Child-MPI

Child-Disaggregated MPI

Yes!



Source: Vaz, Oldiges, and Alkire (2020).





Pros & Cons



Key Take-Aways

• Disjoint measures cause confusion and make interpretation for 
policy-applications difficult.

• There are promising synergetic measurement strategies
1) Ensure that National MPI captures key child deprivations 
and analyse these
2) Age-disaggregate the National MPI
3) Analyse intra- & inter-household patterns and inequalities 
of deprivation
4) A separate, individual-level Child-MPI can be directly 
linked to the National MPI, e.g. ‘Drawer Approach’



Future Research

• Beyond important, context-specific child poverty measurement:

– How to achieve policy-actionable synergies between 
measures:

• Advancing analysis of intra- and interhousehold 
inequalities by gender and age

• Advancing empirical studies of linked Child-MPIs (e.g. 
Drawer Approach)



Future Research

• Theoretical and Normative Questions:
– Equivalence and Direct Comparability of Age-Specific Deprivational

Indicators in Child-MPIs?
– Strong emphasis on harmonised measurement for international-

level analyses
• E.g. harmonised global and regional MPIs & no direct comparison of 

different National MPIs

– But for Child-Poverty measures:
• direct equivalence (through equal weights) of sometimes very 

different age-specific indicators is an implicit assumption throughout 
the literature
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