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Abstract

In this paper we use MIMOSIS, a Microsimulation rabfibr Social Security and personal income taxes
in Belgium (Decoster et al., 2007), to simulate thdistributive impact of potential reforms in the
family allowances system. The aim of these hypathketeforms is to adapt the amount of social famil
allowances and to extend their coverage to otheupy at-risk of poverty. Up to now, only single-
parent families and specific categories of socemusity beneficiaries (i.e. unemployed, disabled an
pensioners) were concerned. The simulated refortene these social family allowances supplements
to other children, mainly those living in workinggr households, on a means tested base. As is often
the case, the concepts used to evaluate the sedutatorms are different from the ones used to
implement them. Nonetheless all suggested measesalt in a considerable increase of the number of
children below the poverty line that receive anitaoidal supplement. Some of the suggested reforms
even reach almost all children below the povertg land much less those above, which illustratds tha
the measures are targeted well on those who hbighaisk of being poor.
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the Council of the European Union (Marche-en-Famerti3 September 2010). The authors want to thaekNational Office of
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Open Method of Coordination (OMC) adopted l® Buropean Union in its Lisbon 2000 meeting
fixed a series of social inclusion targets, amorgctv the reduction of poverty. These targets were
associated with specific indicators defined at B¢ Laeken 2001 meeting, known today as the EU
National Action Plan Inclusion Indicators (NAP-Irfchmework).

In this paper we are interested in one of theseators, the at risk of poverty rate measured among
children living in Belgium, and on the potential pact of hypothetical reforms of social family
allowances on this indicator. For this purpose we MIMOSIS, a Microsimulation model for Social
Security and personal income taxes in Belgium (Begcet al., 2007).

The aim of these hypothetical reforms is to adaptamount of social family allowances and to extend
their coverage to other groups at-risk of povemtyhie population. Up to now, only children of sig|
parent families and specific categories of soocedusity beneficiaries (i.e. unemployed, disabled an
pensioners), were eligible for family allowancep@ements, on the basis of earning tests. The &im o
the potential reforms analysed here is to exteacktigibility conditions, mainly to working poor drio
other jobless families.

Several simulations are made using alternativermefgcenarios. All scenarios consist in the extensio
of family allowances supplements, either to alegaties of the population, or to workers only, ba t
basis of earning tests applied to total family meoor to labour income exclusively. These scenarios
introduce changes in supplements, for all eligdfiddren, either increasing the allowances forfthret
rank child, or proposing uniform amounts for alhka. They also simulate changes in the single paren
and two-parent families’ earnings mean test thrielsho

The obtained results illustrate, among other thirge difficulty to identify accurately families dn
children at-risk of poverty. For instance, in ttese of Belgium, analyzed here, the eligibility $ocial
family supplements is based upon a narrow defimitibthe household composition, which is called the
nuclear family. It is generally composed of the hest the father and the childrén.

It does not take into account other individualg gwuld live with that narrow family, as a grand-grat

for example. But when studying poverty rates, we asbroader concept which is the sociological
household. It includes all the individuals living the household, i.e. a grand-parent, a child densd

as non dependent, a daughter-in-law, etc. As aecpresce, income of the nuclear family on which the
granting or not of the supplements is based cawquie different from income in the sociological
household. If the income of the first concept iffisiently lower than income in the second one, the
system may give a supplement to a family whicmdeed not poor when all incomes of the household
are taken into account. The reverse can also ke #&ruamily can be excluded from a supplement
because its income is too high, but when consideahe sociological household, the family actuatg h
to share this income with other low-income memizérthe household (a grand-parent with a very low
survival pension for instance).

This paper is divided into several sections. IntiBa2, we present the design of the family allovem
scheme. Section 3 is devoted to a descriptione@MMOSIS model and of the dataset we use. Section
4 describes the simulated reforms of the familpwadinces system and their main characteristics. In
Section 5 we present our results. The first pathisfsection is devoted to a comparison of thes&tof

2 Other examples of nuclear families are those coepa$ partners with children from their former pets, grand-parents
with their grand-children, adopted children, ...



poverty rates obtained for the case of Belgium gigiJ-SILC and MIMOSIS. The second part shows
the main results of the simulated scenarios withiqdar attention to different types of families,
including single parent families, as well as labowarket status of parents. Section 6 contains the
conclusions of this study.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE BELGIAN FAMILY ALLOWANCES SYSTEM

2.1. BASIC AMOUNTS

Here we describe the family allowance system asiexppn January *12010. In this system a basic
amount is granted to all eligible children for whdme claimant is entitled to child benefits. Inrmiple
the claimant is entitled on the basis of currenpast contributions as either a) a wage earnex,dil
servant or c¢) as a self employed.

In general, the granting of the basic amount tgildke children is thus not means tested. Noneteekas
exception is possible here. If a beneficiary wittildren who are eligible in principle, would not be
entitled to benefits on the basis of his past esent contributions he can apply for a guaranteeefii.
This benefit is means tested and thus only gramelér certain conditions.

Children remain eligible until the age of 18 witthdurther conditions (21 for handicapped children).
They can continue to be eligible until the age 6f uhder certain conditions (mainly because they
continue to study, instead of working). The basimant granted to eligible children differs accoglin
to the rank of the child but is more or less camstaroughout the different regimes. The exceptimn
this rule is that children of rank 1 of self emm@dyget a slightly lower benefit. Orphans receivegher
amount than non orphans, as long as the survi\angnp remains single.

In Table 1, we give the monthly basic amounts, iagplvithin the four different “schemes” on January
1%'2010 according to the rank of the child.

Table 1: Monthly amount of child allowances infeiient schemes on Januafy2010

Rank Wage earner Civil servant Self employed Guarsd benefit
1 Trank 83,40 83,40 78,00/ 83,40 83,40
2 2Yrank 154,33 154,33 154,33 154,33
3 3%rank 230,42 230,42 230,42 230,42

©) 78,00 £ for the children who do not receive supjglets for disabled, self-employed or for disabledtieapped children.
Note: Orphans, independently of their rank, 32&40

2.2. SUPPLEMENTS

On top of these basic amounts, certain supplenmeaysbe granted.

A first supplement is granted depending only ondge of the child (i.e. it is not means tested)eseh
age supplements differ according to the rank, ditbetween those that are eligible for social
supplements and those who are not (see below digcaission on the social supplements) and are not
constant throughout the different regimes. In #lé amployed scheme youngest and single children ar
treated differently than within the other regimes.

® See the ONAFTS website for amounts for wage earneand for the guaranteed scheme:

http://www.rkw.be/Fr/Documentation/Amount/amountliance 0000.php
See the INASTI website for amounts for self-emphinhttp://www.rsvz.be/fr/tools/numbers/familyallowan@dild.htm
See the ONSSAPL website for amounts for civil aats:http://www.rszppo.fgov.be/fr/citoyens/allocationsiiiales/montants.htm




In Table 2 we give the “general” monthly amountstioé age supplement, applied within the four
different “schemes” on January} 2010 according to the rank of the child.

Table 2: Monthly amount of age supplement in déferschemes on January2010 (in €}

Rank Wage earner and Civil servant Self employked ( Guaranteed benefit
‘Ordinary’ Social allowances ‘Ordinary’ Social allowances for
allowances allowances (*) disabled and

handicapped childrep
1 Prank | 6to11= 14,53

= 6to 11= 28,98
12 to 17= 22,12 6to 11= 28,98
6to 11= 28,98 12 to 17= 44,27 12 to 17= 44,27 6t0 11= 28,98
18 on= 25,50
d 12 to 17= 44,27 18 on: 12 to 17= 44,27
2 ek |81011= 2899 18 on= 56,29 18 on 1% child= 48,86 18 on= 56,29
on= 56, . child= 48, on= 56,
3 3Y%rank |12to 17= 44,27 1% child= 48,86 o 880
18 on= 56,29 Z”d child a.0.=56,29 chila a.0.=50,

Note: Age supplements for children aged 6 yearsolahore.
(*) In the scheme for self-employed, youngest @ndls children with only ordinary allowances dateive age
supplements.

A second supplement (which we call the social seqeint) is granted to people with certain types of
replacement income. People who are unemployedjainlesave for more than 6 months, disabled or
retired can be granted the social supplement. gt who meet this status condition, the grosslyami
income is compared with an income ceiling thataseaccording to the family status:

— if the recipient lives together with a husband/Mptetner (and children) the labour income and
benefits of both partners should not exceed a grmsghly amount of 2.131,19 EUR

- if one lives alone (with children) the labour incermnd benefits should not exceed a gross monthly
amount of 2.060,91 EUR.

In principle, all types of income are taken int@@ant to calculate gross income. This includes amon
other things:

- benefits from unemployment, for health insuranoejridustrial accidents, for occupational
diseases, for the handicapped and subsistenceblewefits;

— pensions;

- wages;

- income as a self-employed;

— Replacement incomes for the handicapped

The following types of income are excluded from giness income concept:
— child benefits;

— alimony;

— compensations for the help of certain third payties

— integration compensations for the handicapped

4 See for the detailed description the ONAFTS welfeir amounts for wage earners:

http://www.rkw.be/Fr/Documentation/Amount/ pagessamtAllowance 0102.phmand for the guaranteed scheme:
http://www.rkw.be/Fr/Documentation/Amount/ _pagessamtAllowance 0201.php

See the INASTI website for amounts for self-emphiyhttp://www.rsvz.be/fr/tools/numbers/familyallamce_child.htm

See the ONSSAPL website for amounts for civil aats:_http://www.rszppo.fgov.be/fr/citoyens/alldoasfamiliales/montants.htm




The recipient and the possible husband/wife/padneiconsidered to be a factual family when they:
— live together at the same address;

— are not related to each other up to the third defge parents, children, brothers, sisters,
grandparents, uncles, aunts are excluded here);

— and arrange the household together and both catertb it financially or otherwise.

In Table 3 we give the monthly amounts of socigigements as applied on Januafy2010 according
to the rank of the child.

Table 3: Monthly amount of social supplements amuday £' 2010 (in €)

Rank Long term unemployed/pensioners Disabled lpeop
11 42,46 91,35
2 2 26,32 26,32
3 3 with couple 4,62 4,62
4 sa‘r’(va':; single 21,22 21,22

The recipients who are not entitled to a socialptempent because they do no meet a status condition
(i.e. are not unemployed etc.), may be entitlech teingle parent supplement. They are granted this
benefit if they are single (i.e. they do not fornfaatual family) and their gross income is belowe th
single parent ceiling used for the social supplédrfien 2.060,91 EUR).

In Table 4 we give the monthly amounts of singleepasupplements as applied on Janudr2d10
according to the rank of the child.

Table 4: Monthly amount of single parent supplersemt January®12010 (in €)

Rank

1 42,46
2 26,32
3 21,22

Apart from a supplementary benefit the recipient®vare entitled to a social supplement, the single
parent supplement or the supplement for handicappédren also receive a higher (in most cases a
double) age supplement for children of rank 1.Hase occasions the age supplement of children of
rank 1 is equal to the more elevated age suppleoferitildren of a higher rank. The lower (halvegag
supplements are applied to those children of rawkd are not granted these supplements.

The social supplement and the single parent sumpleroan not be combined by the same child.
However, children of rank 3 who receive the sosigbplement and live with a single parent, receive a
higher social supplement than those who live wittoaple. In fact, the supplement for all childrén o
rank 3 who live with single parents and meet thgilality conditions for one of the supplementshie
same for all, whether they receive a social supgetéror not.

3. DESCRIPTION OF MIMOSIS AND OF THE DATA

MIMOSIS is a microsimulation model for the Belgiaacial security and personal income tax system,
running on a dataset with administrative datde underlying sample of the model contains irdiiai

5 See http://socialsecurity.fgov.be/nl/nieuws-pedaties/publicaties/mimosis/mimosis.hfar more details on the model.




identification variables that mostly date from thet quarter of 2001. Nominal variables, like wages
allocations are either simulated or inflated to phiee level of the “day” of analysis, i.e. thesfirof
January 2010 in this study.

To construct the underlying sample a two step mhoee has been followedkirst, a random sample of
100.000 individuals was drawn from the set of adlividuals who, according to the National Register,
are known to have had their main place of residem&elgium on January 1, 2002. Individuals in this
random sample could be either living in privatecoflective households (e.g., retirement homes or
prisons). In a second step, the sample was extetwdatl household members of those individuals
drawn in the first step and living in private holskls. The final sample comprises a set of 305.019
individuals. Sample weights have been construaddflate the sample to a level of about 10,2 ouili
individuals or 4,3 million households. These wesghtorrect the over-representation of larger
households caused by the sampling method.

For the sample, a data set with microdata fromougriadministrative sources was constructed. Apart
from some household characteristics taken fromNtagonal Register (age, sex, relationship between
household members, region, and population densitthé residence area), the data set consists of
variables taken from the “Datawarehouse labor masdee social protection” maintained by the
CrossRoads Bank for Social Security. The data geemploy contains: (i) labor market income and a
number of labour market characteristics for wageesa in either the private or public sector; §pme
labour market characteristics and incomes of thfeesgployed; and (iii) information on various sdcia
benefits, such as unemployment benefits, sickmesbdisability benefits and pensions.

With this sample, seven different policy areas hagen modelleda) social security contributions, b)
unemployment benefits, c) sickness and disabikydiits, d) family benefits, e) welfare adaptations
pensions, f) existence minima and g) personal irctares. For the current version of the model,ghes
policy domains have been parameterised for thb¢aefit years 2001 until 2010.

The use of a microsimulation model of this kindinslispensable for the current analysis for two
reasons. First, such a model allows keeping trdd¢keo- often hidden — interactions between diffiere
income components and eligibility rules. Seconthg, underlying database with micro information on a
representative sample of households or individabidsvs to complement the standard aggregate results
(e.g. for the budget) with a rich and detailedribstional analysis. One of the main deficienciéshe
current version of the model is that it is probatoly generous in attributing social minima, thi®da

the fact that we lack a proper take up functiothese kind of benefits. We do not have informaton
those who take up social benefits and those whd.dsince these benefits are means tested and we do
dispose of most income components used withindsewe can replicate the test. This implies that al
people who are considered to be eligible accortbngur data, are granted the benefit. Howeves it i
well known that for these types of benefits notpabple eligible for it in principle, also take tie
benefit in reality’

In the current exercise simulations will be carr@d in a static way (i.e. the underlying populatie

kept constant) and apart from the changes in faalibpvance no other income sources change. Hence,
for example household members do not adapt thieauiasupply and their labour income will remain
constant between the baseline and the reform sosnar

5 For this study the sample has been limited, ugdiegule that when a beneficiary is not known b of the organisations responsible

for the payment of the child benefits and he andlispartner do not have any income source, themtiole household is excluded
from the analysis. This implies a loss of abou088.households.

For each tax benefit year the parameters onghefDanuary of this tax benefit year are taken.

See Hernanz, Malherbet and Pellizzari (2004).



4. DESCRIPTION OF THE SIMULATED REFORMS

We simulated 24 different reform scenarios. Allshescenarios were set up to screen for those having
low income but not receiving either a social supmat or a single parent supplement yet. Table 5
summarizes the different scenarios (a more detglesentation is given in Appendix 1 of this
document).

In the first 12 scenarios (i.e. labelled scenarmiSto Sim12 later on) we kept the means test huies
applied to gross income constant as compared tdvdkeline scenario (i.e. 2.131,19 EUR for factual
couples or 2.060,91 EUR for singles).

For the next 12 scenarios (labelled Sim13 to SitaB# on) the means test thresholds applied tosgros
income were slightly increased as compared to #eelime scenario (i.e. 2.362,04 EUR for factual
couples or 2.077,38 EUR for singles).

Table 5: Description of the reforms. Simulation itnars

Simulation description Typel Type2 Type3
Labour income yes - below threshold
Household income below threshold below threshold -

Thresholds unchanged
(single parent = 2.060,91; couple = 2.131,19)
Supplements
Unmodified Siml Sim2 Sim3
1*'rank = 91,35 € Sim4 Sim5 Sim6
1" rank = 53,15 € Sim7 Sim8 Sim9
All rank = 38,87 € Sim10 Sim11 Sim12
Thresholds modified
(single parent = 2.077,38; couple = 2.362,04)
Supplements
Unmodified Sim13 Sim14 Sim15
1"rank = 91,35 € Sim16 Sim17 Sim18
1*rank = 53,15 € Sim19 Sim20 Sim21
All rank = 38,87 &) Sim22 Sim23 Sim24

® Including all categories of beneficiaries of sodnhily allowances supplements.

Within each set of 12 scenarios we have 4 groupsaol time 3 scenarios (i.e. scenario Siml to Sim3,
Sim4 to Sim6 and so on) in which we apply the saapplement under different income conditions.

In a first scenario of each subset we test, fos¢hoot receiving a social supplement yet, whether t
overall gross income is below the given threshaid whether they have labour income (this covers
both wage earning income as income from a self eyepl activity). Since this part of the scenarioyonl
applies to those who did not pass one of the othesting tests yet, this scenario is targetedaking
couples. We refer to this type of simulations asutations of Type 1.

In a second scenario of each subset we test, dsethot receiving either a social supplement angles
parent supplement yet, whether the overall grossnre is below the given threshold. Hence, as
compared to the previous scenario we drop the tiondihat there should be labour income. Therefore



this part of the scenario is targeted at coupleh Yaw gross income (independent of their income
sources). We refer to this type of simulationsiasikations of Type 2.

In a third scenario of each subset we first tasttifiose not receiving either a social supplemerd o
single parent supplement yet, whether a) thereassglabour income and b) whether this gross labour
income is below the given threshold. Hence thisare is targeted at couples that fail previousstes
have low labour income but have other income sauticat would bring them above the threshold in
simulations of Type 1. We refer to this type of siations as simulations of Type 3.

The amounts of the additional supplements are riedplby the amounts in the existing supplement
regimes. They are either a copy of it or a weiglaeerage of the existing amounts. We guarantee that
the supplements, according to the rank, are eveavtine same in the social supplement, single paren
or the additional supplement regime that we sinautestre. This explains why in some scenarios tigere i
a lowering of the existing supplement and thus thewte are losers because of the reform. This msppe
in scenario Sim7 to Sim12 and Sim19 to Sim24.

5. RESULTS

There are several ways to look at the obtaineditsedn this note we focus on one type of poverty
analysis. In the data set underlying the modelheae information on the household composition, i.e.
we know which individuals within the administratisample form a sociological household. In our case
this means they are registered in a National Regast living at the same address. We also knowdke

of individuals and we observe various income congpds covering labour income and replacement
income and personal income taxes paid on these @aengs. All this information allows us to define
the equivalised disposable income concept thatséx throughout for computation of the at-risk of
poverty rate, defined as 60% of the median of eaijised disposable household incothélhe
equivalized income is computed using the equivaestale defined as follows: 1,0 for the head of the
household; 0,5 for the other adult (14 years oldnore) and 0,3 for children (aged less than 14 Th
poverty threshold computed in this way, based emvthole population income distribution, is equal to
816,9 € for a single adult household,1062,0 € ftore parent household with one child, 1715,5 for a
family composed of a couple with two children, aadon.

Although we can apply the definition of the equisetl disposable income concept on the available
data, this does not mean that we have all inconmgoaents that might be considered to be relevant fo
a welfare concept. We lack among other things estdte income, income from movable property and
information to identify benefits of certain disathlpeople. Neglecting this information most likelylw
lead to an overestimation of the at-risk of poveaty, assuming that the neglected information doés
influence the income ranking too much and keepgledeelow the poverty line while they are above in
reality. Moreover, we neglect a child allowance@ement that is granted to children with a handicap
In 2009 about 2% of all eligible children were reagg such a supplement. Since the granted amounts
are considerable it might be that a number of tlobgdren are, within our analysis, situated betbe
poverty line, while they would be above if the slgppent for handicap were included. As explained
above we also can not distinguish those who takeagial benefits from those who don’t with the
administrative data we currently have at our digho®n the one hand, including the social benefits,

o Changes in the amount of supplements are designbd neutral in terms of their impact on the alldoudget, but only when the

existing (Baseline) group of beneficiaries is tak&o account.

This threshold of 60% of the median disposabt®ine is the poverty concept used by the Europeaonun her Open Method of
Coordination destined to fight poverty. For moréimation, see EU website for her 2009 Joint ReportSocial Protection and
Social Inclusion at http://ec.europa.eu/social/msirPcatld=751&langld=en&publd=323&type=2&furthetidryes
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computed by replication of the means tests leadmtonderestimation of the overall at-risk of poyer
rate (mainly due non take up of social allowanc@s)the other hand, excluding these benefits fiwen t
computations leads to an overestimation of thisral/g@overty rate. Since the results excluding the
social benefits are most in line with those of exaésource's, we continue to report these results.

With the available data we can reproduce some eft#ibbles included in the Child Poverty report
published by the European Commission in 280&he results published by the Commission are mainly
based on surveys conducted by the different mersia¢es. In essence the EU_SILC and the Labour
Force Survey. We reproduced two basic tables here:

— Atrisk of poverty rates according to household position only
— Atrisk of poverty rates according to household position and work intensity

In the tables according to household compositiordisgnguish the following household types: a) lone
parents, b) couples with one child, couples witlth®dren, couples with 3 or more children and
complex households.

Children are defined here as household membersanbelow the age of 18 and who are not head of
the household. National Register information allaygsto identify married couples or de facto parner
who are living in the househotéiWith the single/couple definition and the defioitiof children we can
identify all household types listed in the tablésChild Poverty report explicitly except the comyple
one. The latter is defined as the residual category

For the singles and couples we also observe théauaf hours worked per week. Those for which the
official registered hours are 0, are considerebeqgobless, individuals working more than O hows b
19 hours or less are considered to be working frae. Individuals working 38 hours or more or
working as self employed, are considered to be ingrfull time.

In the following subsections, we first discuss tlenparison of our baseline results with those reglor
for Belgium in the EU-survey report. Although thesults in the EU-survey report and our data are for
different years, a comparison of both sources sgmmmsitted, assuming that the at-risk of povertgsa
for the studied subclasses remains rather stalelietione.

Secondly, we analyse the impact of the simulatédrmes presented in Section 4, compared to the
baseline situation. Namely, we focus on the effeftthe reforms on the new targeted population and
we also take into account all possible consequeihoeght have for those who already receive eitner
social supplement or a single parent supplemenmplzie and detailed results for this section are
presented in Appendices 2 and 3. Tables in Appefdizke into account changes in social family
allowances for new beneficiaries exclusively, whdbles in Appendix 3 take into account changes for
all the beneficiaries.

5.1. BASELINE RESULTS COMPARED WITH EXTERNAL SOURCE

For 2005 the Commission reports an at-risk of pigveate for the overall population for Belgium of
15% and for children (i.e. household members betbe age of 18) of 18%. We find, using

11 see the report: “Child poverty and child well-lbggim the EU”, Report of the Indicator's Sub-Group tbe Social Protection

Committee, SPC meeting on 13 December 2007.

See the report: “Child poverty and child welldigiin the EU”, Report of the Indicator's Sub-Groapthe Social Protection

Committee, SPC meeting on 13 December 2007.

Note that for this analysis we use a definitidradchild” (less than 18 years old) which diffdrem that used by family allowances
administrations in Belgium that includes also ndiials aged 18 to 25 years old. Furthermore, dkfinition also differs from that

used for poverty measurement purposes (less thgedrd old for a “child” and 15 and more for anul®.

See the report: “Child poverty and child welldigiin the EU”, Report of the Indicator's Sub-Groapthe Social Protection

Committee, SPC meeting on 13 December 2007, volutables A1 and A2.
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10.

administrative sources an at-risk of poverty rdt&@52% for the whole population and for childrdsca
15.2.

One hypothesis for underestimating the at-risk @fgpty rate of children as compared to the external
source could be that the income sources, not iedud our income concept, but included for the
computations of the 2008 Commission report ardively low for households with many children and
high for households with few children. We thus fihat the difference between the overall population
at-risk of poverty rate and that of children isslggonounced then what one would expect on thes basi
of the survey computations. The results are sunaediin Table 6.

The at-risk of poverty rate of children is, almémst all subdivisions studied in this note, belowe thne
reported on the basis of survey results, but thdatens differ among subgroups. However, the
ordering in terms of the at-risk of poverty rateghim subgroups seems more or less respectedhee.
group with the highest risk in the external soustep has the highest risk in our source and sorah
the ordering is reversed this is for comparablesiktof poverty rates).

Table 6: Population at-risk of poverty (in %). EULGS vs. Baseline resufts

EU_SILC Baseline

1 Whole population 15,0 15,2
2 Children 18,0 15,2
3 Households

4 Lone parent 37,0 30,8
5 Couple + 1 child 8,0 10,5
6 Couple + 2 children 10,0 9,5
7 Couple + 3 children and more 21,0 16,5
8 Complex, with children 21,0 10,6

The differences between the obtained at-risk okepiywate and the one presented in the externatsou
seems striking for complex householtié.s a percentage of the external value, this &t-afspoverty
rate deviates for about 50% from the external valhde for the other subgroups the deviations are
more modest. We therefore will not focus on theultesobtained for complex households, which are a
residual category, when discussing the simulaisuilts®’

We can also note large differences when lookinghat subdivision by household type and work
intensity in Table 7. In particular, the underestiions of the at-risk of poverty rates for couplégth
children and one full time worker only, is strikir{,5% against 26,0%). Indeed, the results in our
analysis are underestimated compared with the readtesources. Differentiation over the couples
according to the number of children learns thats thinderestimation is mainly due to the
underestimation of the at-risk of poverty rate bildren within couples with 3 children or more and
only one full time worker. Since the deviation beéem the overall at-risk of poverty rate of this
subgroup with the external source is much less queoed, this indicates that we probably fail to
replicate the definition of one full time job ingtsource used for the Child Poverty report but tisb
the subgroup of one full time worker in the groughvd or more children is not the dominant subgroup

15 EU_SILC refers here to the Child Poverty reppublished by the Commission (see the report: “Cpdgerty and child well-being in

the EU”, Report of the Indicator’'s Sub-Group of Becial Protection Committee, SPC meeting on 13bBwber 2007.)

Complex households are defined here as the rsithss of households.

Of all children that had to be classified onlB%, was classified in these complex households, sonvill neglect here a rather
unimportant group.
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Table 7: Children at-risk of poverty (in %) for féifent categories of households. EU_SILC vs. Baseksult¥
Household members work status Lone parent Couple

All 1-2 children 3 and + children

SILC Baseline SILC Baseline SILC Baseline SILC Biase

1 Jobless 65,0 48,3 85,0 75,0 75,0 73,9 85,0 76,1
2 Part-time 33,0 28,5 41,0 36,5 43,0 35,0 41,0 38,9
3 1 Full-time 11,0 4,8 26,0 9,5 16,0 10,2 26,0 8,3
4 Full + Part-time - - 2,0 0,5 2,0 0,4 2,0 0,7

5 2 Full-time - - 2,0 0,6 1,0 0,6 2,0 0,8

6 Al 30,7 30,8 14,0 12,0 9,0 9,9 14,0 16,5

5.2. SIMULATED SCENARIOS COMPARED WITH BASELINE VALUES

In this section we focus on the simulated impadhefreforms paying particular attention to the gy
rate among children. We first analyse the comphaggact of the suggested reforms, taking into actoun
all changes in the simulated benefits.

Analysis of impact taking into account all simukhtghanges in benefits

Table 8 reports the percentage of children bersfas for each of the 24 alternative simulations. A
expected, reforms targeting all households witlome below the threshold (Type 2) benefit a higher
number of children, followed by reforms targetinglyo households with labour income below the
threshold (Type 3). For instance, simulations Si8iln2 and Sim3 concern respectively 6,5 %, 10,5 %
and 9,5 % of all children (more than 2 million). d\their number increases to 8,8 % (Sim13), 12,8 %
(Sim 14) and 12,1 % (Sim15), respectively, whennttean test thresholds increase.

Several simulations, Sim7 to Sim12 and Sim19 to28incorrespond to reforms addressing changes in
the amount of social family supplements for allegatries of beneficiaries. As these reforms are also
applied to beneficiaries of social family allowas@ipplements in the baseline situation, the p&agen

of beneficiaries increases considerably (up to 26,9inder simulation Sim20). Nevertheless, as a
consequence of some of these reforms part of theficearies of social family allowances in the
baseline case are net losers after the reform:94,8f 1% rank (disabled parent) children under
simulation Sim7 to Sim9 and Sim19 to Sim21 and %, X unemployed, pensioners and lone parent
households) under simulations Sim10 to Sim12 an®23ito Sim24.

18 EU_SILC refers here to the Child Poverty reppublished by the Commission (see the report: “Cpdderty and child well-being in

the EU”, Report of the Indicator's Sub-Group of ®ecial Protection Committee, SPC meeting on 13¥bber 2007.)
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Table 8: Reforms simulations. Percentage of childy@ners and losers

Simulation description Type 1 Type 2 Type 3
Labour income yes - below threshold
Household income below threshold below threshold -
Thresholds unchanged
(single parent = 2.060,91; couple = 2.131,19)
Simul. Gainers Losers Simul. Gainers Losefs Simuyl. Gainers Losers
Supplements
Unmodified Sim1 6,5 0,0 Sim2 10,5 0,0 Sim3 9,5 00,
1rank = 91,35 € Sim4 6,5 0,0 Sim5 10,5 0,0 Simp 9,5 0,0
1*rank = 53,15 € Sim7 20,7 1,7 Sim8 24,6 1,7 Sim9 23,6 1,7
All rank = 38,87 &) Sim10 17,5 51 Sim1l 21,4 51 Sim12 20,4 5,1
Thresholds modified
(single parent = 2.077,38; couple = 2.362,04)
Supplements
Unmodified Sim13 8,8 0,0 Sim14 12,8 0,0 Sim15 112, 0,0
1'rank = 91,35 € Sim16 8,8 0,0 Sim17 12,8 0,0 Sim18 12,1 0,0
1*rank = 53,15 € Sim19 22,9 1,7 Sim20 26,9 1,7 Sim21 26,2 1,7
All rank = 38,87 &) Sim22 19,7 51 Sim23 23,6 51 Sim24 23,4 5,1

® Including all categories of beneficiaries of sodainily allowances supplements. See Table A3.7 ppehdix 3 for
details.

Table 9 reports the poverty rates among childrégr aéform. Compared with the baseline situatidn al
the simulations indicate a rather small effectyiay from 0,5 % point (Sim1, Sim3, Sim13 and Sim15)
to 1,2% point (Sim23). Among all the reforms analyhere, those that produce the more significant
results correspond to Type 2, targeting all houklshimdependently of their source of income, mainly
working poor, and to reforms designed to uniformigiofamily allowances supplements for all children
independently of their rank position (Sim10 to Siahd Sim22 to Sim24).
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Reforms simulations, children at-risk of/erty (in %):Baseline: 15,2 %

Simulation description Type 1 Type 2 Type 3
Labour income yes below threshold
Household income below threshold below threshold
Thresholds unchanged
(single parent = 2.060,91; couple = 2.131,19)
Supplements
Unmodified Sim1 14,7 Sim2 14,6 Sim3 14,7
B'rank = 91,35 € Sim4 14,5 Sim5 14,3 Sim6 14,5
T'rank = 53,15 £ Sim7 14,4 Sim8 14,4 Sim9 14,4
All rank = 38,87 € Sim10 14,2 Sim11 14,1 Sim12 14,2
Thresholds modified
(single parent = 2.077,38; couple = 2.362,04)
Supplements
Unmodified Sim13 14,7 Sim14 14,6 Sim15 14,7
B'rank = 91,35 € Sim16 14,4 Sim17 14,3 Sim18 14,4
Irank = 53,15 € Sim19 14,4 Sim20 14,3 Sim21 14,4
All rank = 38,87 € Sim22 14,2 Sim23 14,0 Sim24 14,2

® Including all categories of beneficiaries of sodahily allowances supplements. See Appendix 3lédailed results.

Whether the observed changes in the at risk of pypvate for children are small or great remains a
subjective judgement in the end. We consider theebetrather modest in this case. This impliesttiat
suggested reforms attain only a limited amounteafige who are at the edge of passing the povewy li
with the additional benefits, while they would rembelow this line without the benefits. This doex
imply that the suggested reforms only affect tmsted number of children, as was already illugtdain

the discussion of Table 8 above. This conclusiaukhalso not be interpreted as a judgement on the
possible importance at the individual level of éxtra amounts granted by the reform. Changes iatthe
risk of poverty rate tell us a) something aboutithpact of measures at the aggregate level andob) m
importantly only something about changes at a paryicular place in the welfare distribution.

Even if it where the sole objective of the suggéseforms to focus only on those people who atbeat
edge of passing the poverty line, it should nopgse that only a limited amount of them is affecte
The reason for this is that the national institaéiiorules used to target the population in neef@difom
that advocated by international institutions, apgli@d in this section, to identify children atkisf
poverty.

In the case of Belgium, for instance, the familgame taken into account for means testing is based

a narrow definition of the household and of itsome resources, as well as it takes into account the
family composition in a simple way: single parest gouple income thresholds. On the contrary, the
equivalised income concept used to compute povatés takes into account the size of the household,
with a distinction between adults and children glésan 14 years old), and an income threshold
corresponding to 60% of median equivalised incomi&eé whole population.

That the differences between the baseline andefloenn poverty rates are considered to be modest her
should also not hide that these differences mhkshyliwill be statistically significant when applgrthe
appropriate statistical inference measures. Usiaig&ani’s (1990) measure for the standard errohef t
headcount at risk of poverty rate here as a pri@ayns that with an at risk of poverty rate of 1&%@d
70.000 observations, differences of more than @@&entage points between the baseline and the
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reform will be outside the 95% confidence inter{isg¢. having a value of the t-statistic of morertha
1,96).

In order to analyse the potential improvement thatsimulated reforms would imply for the screening
of children who are at-risk of poverty, we compd#ne situation under the baseline case and after
reforms for this particular population. The resaite reported in Table 10.

In the actual situation, and taking into accouhki@d of social family allowances (social supplertse
guaranteed and orphan allowances, ...), 53,3 % amoogchildren benefit from them. This percentage
increases to a rate more than 70,0 % for Type 1Type 3 reforms, and close to 97 % for Type 2
reforms.

From this point of view the main effect of the mefocorresponds to the extension of social family
allowances coverage to new categories of the ptpolaMainly to jobless and working poor
households, as will be shown later.

We also computed the percentage of children abbeepbverty threshold receiving social family
allowances after the reform (the results are nponted in Table 10 but in Table A4.1 in Appendix 4)
The number of cases increases from 9,2% in theliBas&tuation to 13,6% in simulation Sim1 and
close to 20% under simulations Sim15, Sim18, Simd Sim24. In other words, when children below
the poverty line are targeted imperfectly, childedrove the poverty threshold benefit from the mefas
well.

The impact of increasing the income thresholds ljzands an impact on this measure (compare the
results for thresholds unchanged with thresholddifieal in Table 10).

Table 10: Percentage of children at-risk of povegteiving social family supplements: Baseline 353,

Simulation description

Type 1

Type 2

Type 3

Labour income

yes

below threshold

Household income below threshold Below threshold -

Thresholds unchanged

(single parent = 2.060,91; couple = 2.131,19)

Supplements
Unmodified Siml 73,0 Sim2 96,6 Sim3 73,0
B'rank = 91,35 € Sim4 72,6 Sim5 96,5 Sim6 72,6
P rank = 53,15 £€) Sim7 72,8 Sim8 96,6 Sim9 73,0
All rank = 38,87 €” Sim10 72,8 Sim11 96,6 Sim12 72,8

Thresholds modified
(single parent = 2.077,38; couple = 2.362,04)

Supplements
Unmodified Sim13 73,5 Sim14 97,3 Sim15 73,5
1rank = 91,35 € Sim16 73,1 Sim17 97,2 Sim18 73,1
P rank = 53,15 £€) Sim19 73,5 Sim20 97,3 Sim21 73,5
All rank = 38,87 €” Sim22 73,3 Sim23 97,2 Sim24 73,3

O Including all categories of beneficiaries of sodahily allowances supplements. See Table A4.1ppehdix 4 for
detailed results.

The considerable impact of the different reforntgttcan be derived from the results presented in
Table 10, does not contradict the observations noadéhe basis of Table 9. We see for instance in
Table 10 that under Type 2 reforms near all childie poor household benefit from social family
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allowances, while only one over two and two ovasrfbenefit from the Baseline and in Typel and
Type3 simulations, respectively. However when wegare the rates of poverty before and after reform
reported in Table 9, we observe slight differences.

This implies that the additional supplements otiigvaa limited amount of poor households to pass th
poverty line due to the additional supplement ($able 9) but at the same time that all suggested
reforms reach a very considerable amount of cmldhedow the poverty threshold (see Table 10). Since
the number of children above the poverty line biemefich less from the suggested reforms, one could
say that the suggested measures are targetedmibibse who have a high risk of being poor.

To investigate how much the population below theegpty line moved, on average, into the direction of
the poverty line, we computed poverty gaps. Theepgvgap results are reported in Table“1The
results reported in Table 11 show a slight diffeerd,1 to 0,2 percentage point, variation in txeepty
gap before and after the reforms.

Table 11: Poverty gap among children at-risk ofgrtw(in %). Baseline: 3,2 %

Simulation description Type 1 Type 2 Type 3
Labour income yes - below threshold
Household income below threshold below threshold -

Thresholds unchanged
(single parent = 2.060,91; couple = 2.131,19)

Supplements

Unmodified Sim1 3,2 Sim2 3,2 Sim3 3,1
B'rank = 91,35 € Sim4 3,1 Sim5 3,0 Sim6 3,0
rank = 53,15 £ Sim7 31 Sim8 3,0 Sim9 3,0
All rank = 38,87 €) Sim10 31 Sim11 3,0 Sim12 3,0

Thresholds modified
(single parent = 2.077,38; couple = 2.362,04)

Supplements

Unmodified Sim13 3,2 Sim14 3,1 Sim15 3,1
B'rank = 91,35 € Sim16 3,1 Sim17 3,0 Sim18 3,0
' rank = 53,15 €) Sim19 31 Sim20 3,0 Sim21 3,0
All rank = 38,87 €” Sim22 31 Sim23 3,0 Sim24 3,0

Finally, we are also interested in the impact démas on different categories of households on the
basis of their composition, lone parent vs. cougahel number of children, and the work status of
parents. The rate of at-risk of poverty among childn these categories are reported in Table 1th@®n
one hand for the baseline and, on the other hamahé reforms corresponding to simulations Sim1
(Type 1, unchanged threshold and unmodified all@@anamounts) and Sim23 (Type 2, threshold
modified and uniform family allowances for all rankildren and all beneficiaries). In fact, simubais
Sim1 and Sim23 correspond to the two extreme refanalyzed here, Sim1 is the less ambitious and
Sim23 the most ambitious, respectively.

The results reported in Table 12 can be summagzsddllows:

- As expected, simulation Sim1 has no effect onepigwates among children in lone parent households
and a slight effect among children living in joldgzarent households. Remember that Sim1, like other

¥ The poverty gap indicates the average percentagdetween individuals’ equivalized income andgbeerty threshold for the whole
population, in this case for children, at-risk ofvprty.
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Type 1 reforms, is designed mainly to transfer aof@mily allowance supplements to working poor
couples.

- On the contrary, under simulation Sim23 joblasd lone parent households benefit from the reform,
mainly jobless couples with 3 children and more (tloverty rate declines from 76,1 % to 68,7 %). In
the case of simulation Sim23 the reform is desigoegach all categories of the population in ptver
simultaneously increasing the mean test threshatdisintroducing uniform family allowances for all
children ranks.

- But without doubt, the main effect of the reforif®ml1 and Sim23) is among children living in
working poor families composed of a couple withldtgn. When parents, one or both, work in a part-
time schedule, the poverty rate in the Baselineasiin is as high as 36,5 %. After reforms it ipented

to diminish to 33,5 % (Sim1) or 33,0 % (Sim23).

- Furthermore, as illustrated before in Section($dble 7), close to one over ten children (9,3i%0g

in families where only one adult has a full-timerware poor. The effect of reforms on poverty among
them is proportionally the highest one. From 9,50%8,1 % under simulation Sim1 and to 7,9 % under
simulation Sim23.

Table 12: Children at-risk of poverty (in %) fofférent categories of households

Household Lone parent Couple
Al | 1-2 children 3 and + children
Baseline vs. simulation Sim1
Status Baseline Siml Baseling Sim1 Baseline Siml selBee Sim1
Jobless 48,3 48,3 75,0 74,9 73,9 73,9 76,1 76,0
Part-time 28,5 28,5 36,5 33,5 35,0 324 38,9 35,2
1 Full-time 4,8 4.8 9,5 8,1 10,2 8,8 8,3 7,1
tFIrLT‘]'('a + Part - - 05 0.4 0.4 03 07 07
2 Full-time - - 0,6 0,6 0,6 0,5 0,8 0,7
All 30,8 30,8 12,0 11,5 9,9 9,3 16,5 15,9
Baseline vs. simulation Sim23
Status Baseline Sim23 Baseline Sim23 BaseIiA1e SimZ3 Baseline Sim23
Jobless 48,3 45,7 75,0 73,2 73,9 73,6 76,1 68,7
Part-time 28,5 27,7 36,5 33,0 35,0 32,2 38,9 32,7
1 Full-time 4,8 4,7 9,5 7,9 10,2 8,6 8,3 6,5
tFIrLT‘]'('a + Part - - 05 0.4 0.4 0,3 0,7 0,7
2 Full-time - - 0,6 0,5 0,6 0,5 0,8 0,7
All 30,8 29,3 12,0 11,4 9,9 9,2 16,5 14,8

In appendix 2 we also report a number of statistcshe new targeted population only. To compbee t
results, reported there, only the newly createdefiehas been taken into account and the sideteffec
adapting the age supplement has been neglectedaN\this the direct impact of the reforms. A numbe
of things can be learnt from analysing these siegisand comparing them with the overall impact
measures discussed so far and reported in app8nfixietailed analysis of these results is preskinte
a frame hereatfter.
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Direct impact on the overall and children at rigkpoverty rates for new cateqgories affected by
reform (Annexe 2, Table A2.1)

Of the 24 scenarios, the overall at risk of povedte reduces with 0,2 to 0,4 percentage poins
Coll of Table A2.1) while the poverty rate amongidrien reduces with 0,4 to 0,8 percentage p9

(see Col2 of Table A2.1). In all cases the simalagforms have, as expected, a greater impacteatth

risk of poverty rate of the targeted group tharttanrate of the whole population.

The scenarios with the highest additional supplérf@rrank 1 and a status quo for the existing fien
(i.e. scenarios Sim4 to Sim6 and Sim16 to Siml1§eapto have the largest impact on the at ris

the

(se
ints

k of

poverty rate (compare Coll and Col2 of Table A2NDnetheless the previous scenarios come, in terms

of their potential to reduce the at risk of povawye, close to the ones with a mediated benefitlio
scenarios (i.e. simulations Sim10 to Sim12 and itn2Sim24).

For the new targeted group, the direct impact @nahrisk of poverty rate of increasing the income

thresholds seems negligible. The maximal differandie at risk of poverty rate for scenarios vitike
more elevated ceiling and the old ceiling is 0.@cpatage point (compare Sim1 to Sim12 with Sim1
Sim24 in Table A2.1).

Direct impact on children poverty rates for newecatries affected by the reform: By household t
and parents’ work intensity (Annexe 2, Tables A®.1A2.7)

Since all the simulated reforms are targeted infitls¢ place at couples with children, no effecte
expected among single parents (as is confirmedI8 Gf Table A2.1 and Table A2.2).

For couples the at risk of poverty rate changes tive different scenarios and over the housel
compositions. One might expect that couples withr 31ore children, who are on average poorer {
couples with less children, would benefit more frime reforms. There is indeed a difference in
maximal percentage point reduction of the at risgaverty rate over the different couple-types asia
percentage of the baseline value of the at rigkookrty rate this reduction is more or less condsee
Col3 to Col6 in Table A2.3).

When looking further at the split out of the resuver couples according to the work intensity cae
see that, as expected, simulations of Type 1 ape Bydo not have an impact on the at risk of pgv
rate of jobless households (see Coll of Table Akdl Table A2.5). For other work intensity types.
couples with at least one part timer in the houkBhiie reductions in the at risk of poverty rate
general come in packages of three. Hence, the tiedadn the at risk of poverty rate for simulatsoof
Typel, Type2 and Type3 seem to be more or lesd égueouples of these work intensity types (3
Col2 to Col5 of Table A2.4 and Table A2.5). Oves gubsets of simulations there is some variatig
the reduction nonetheless (see Col2 to Col5 of@ABl4 and Table A2.5) because of the differ
benefits applied.

We see that the potential influence on the at oisgoverty rate of the Type 1 to Type 3 simulatio
constant for couples with at least one part timeking individual. This must be that for those pg
couples, who are at the edge of passing the potterghold, the non labour income sources are
important. The same couples pass at the sametigntest for the additional benefit and the poviney
whether only their labour income is taken into asdoor when other income sources are taken
account as well.

When looking at the number of children and hous#holho gain from the different reforms (g
Table A2.6 and Table A2.7) one can see that sinomisitof Type 2, not unexpectedly, always have
largest number of gainers. However, the differemit simulations of Type 3 is limited, which aga
confirms that other sources than labour incomeles® important to pass the income test to gran
new benefits. Not unexpectedly, simulations of Typkave the lowest number of gainers but
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difference in the number of affected individualsviieen Type 1 and Type 2 is more outspoken than the

difference between Type 2 and Type 3.

Hence, we see a) that for households with workimdjviduals the reduction in the poverty rate|
constant over the different simulation types andhia} the reduction of the at risk of poverty réde
jobless households in Type 2 simulations is limitGdherefore one could conclude that simulation
Type 1 seem best targeted at those who are ordtiee@ passing the poverty line with the additio
benefit (i.e. the same poverty rate reduction ahed with less affected people). Choosing for peTly

is

5 of
nal

scenario would come at the cost of not reachinggegsbhouseholds but in the knowledge that for them

the extra benefit granted in these scenarios igheamount that would bring them above the pov,
line.

One can see from Table A2.6 and Table A2.7 thakasing the ceilings leads to a higher numbe
people affected (compare the number of gainers3,@olSim1 to Sim12 with those in Sim13 to Sim
of both tables). Expressed as a percentage ofuhder of gainers with non adapted income ceilir
there are 18% to 29% more children that gain frogrdasing the income ceilings, which might
considered to be a considerable amount (use fertltlei figures in Col3 of Table A2.7 and express
difference between the figures in Siml1 to Siml1lzhwitose in Sim13 to Sim24 as a percentage o
figures in Siml to Sim12). This results along witle earlier observations on the weak impact of
increase of ceilings on the at risk of poverty ra@n be translated as saying that measures wat
current ceilings but with an additional supplemarg better targeted at those who are on the ed
passing the poverty line (i.e. a similar reduciiomhe at risk of poverty rate is obtained withwathout
increased income ceilings but without increasirgdéilings less people are affected).

Comparison of the impact on the at risk of poveates for all affected people with the direct impaifc
new beneficiaries (Annexes 2 and 3, Tables A2.11A8 A3.3)

In general the pattern of the impact on the at oisgoverty rate when all effects are taken intooamt
is similar to the one observed when we only condide direct impact for gainers but the impact los

at risk of poverty rate is larger when all effeate considered (compare Table A2.1 and Table A3.1).

Hence, in most cases the at risk of poverty ralaaes more by taking into account all effects, ewe
scenarios where there might be losers. Nonethelessme rare occasions we find an increase intth
risk of poverty rate because of the reform, if efflects are considered (see e.g. Sim7 and Co
Table A3.3).

Because of the more pronounced reductions in thslkaof poverty rate, the scenarios that also gere
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losers now look somewhat more advantageous in tefrtfeir poverty reducing potential as compared

to the scenarios with a high benefit for rank lldiein only (see e.g. Col2 in Table A2.1 4
Table A3.1).

One might also observe that taking into accounttigitional age supplement for simulations withyo

nd

nl

gainers, has a modest impact on the reductioneoéthiisk of poverty rate (compare Sim1 to Sim6 and

Sim13 to Sim18 in Table A2.1 and Table A3.1).

What can be remarked as well is that the impadherat risk of poverty rate of increasing the ineg
ceilings remains limited when all simulated effeatshe reforms are taken into account (comparelS
to Sim13 with Sim14 to Sim24 in Table A3.1). Henalksp for those who already receive a supplem
there is only a limited number of beneficiaries ware at the edge of passing the poverty line viigh
increased benefit.

For singles there is an impact on the at risk ofepty rate now, but apparently not of increasing
income ceilings but because of the adaptationeif thenefits (see Table A3.2).

m
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6. DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we simulate the redistributive impaé€tpotential reforms in the family allowances
schemes in Belgium. The aim of these hypothetiebdrms is to adapt the amount of social family
allowances and to extend their coverage to otheupy at-risk of poverty. Up to now, only single-
parent families and specific categories of socemusity beneficiaries (i.e. unemployed, disabled an
pensioners) were concerned. The simulated refortene these social family allowances supplements
to other children, mainly those living in workinggr households, on a means tested base.

For this purpose, several (24) scenarios are steujlaarying either the population eligible for sdc
family allowances supplements (three scenariosgheearning mean test thresholds (two scenanos),
the amount of supplements by children rank (foenscios).

In order to analyse the redistributive impact st potential reforms, we rely on the at-risk ofgyty
definition adopted by the European Union (Laeketidators) that identify as poor all the members of
households with equivalised disposable income bét@y60 % median threshold.

The results show that, depending on scenarios, ale#lne children at-risk of poverty would benefit
from these reforms, close to 75 % if eligibilitkés into account explicitly labour income (Typeantd

3 scenarios) and close to 100 % if eligibility i¢ended to the whole population on the basis of an
earnings mean test. Nevertheless, independentlyeo$cenario analyzed, the main impact on poverty
rates will be, as expected, among those childress (than 18 years old) living in jobless and wagkin
poor families.

Further, the results presented illustrate thatethi®mixed evidence to evaluate the different scesa
that have been suggested:

— All scenarios reduce the at risk of poverty ratelofdren more than the overall at risk of poverty
rate.

— The largest impact on the at risk of poverty ratehtained in scenarios that might generate losers
but their impact on the at risk of poverty ratevisll approached by scenarios with a high benefit fo
children of rank 1.

- For the new targeted group as well as for the wigobeip that might be affected by the reforms,
increasing the income ceiling hardly has an eftecthe at risk of poverty rate.

- For the new targeted group the at risk of poveatg also hardly differs over the different simwati
types (i.e. testing on labour income only or oMegadss income leads to marginal differences only).

— The differences in impact for this subgroup maiobme from the differences in the attributed
benefits.

— If the focus of the reform would be to influence tht risk of poverty rate for the new target group
only, then simulations of Type 1 seem best suitégty have almost everywhere a similar impact on
the at risk of poverty rate as the other two typesthey affect less individuals, so they are bette
targeted within this respect.

— With simulations of Type 1, jobless householdsrareattained. If the objective is to influence tte
risk of poverty rate, choosing for a Type 2 simigiatwould not have a large additional impact for
couples without a job. Apparently they are too darthe poverty line to be lifted over it by the
simulated reforms.

— All scenarios increase the number of beneficiaiidotn with a supplement and below the poverty
line considerably but simulations of Type 2 have thrgest impact according to this measure.
Increasing the income ceilings does not seem axtfhis measure a lot.
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- Increasing the income ceilings leads to more imlligls and households gaining from the reform.
Since this observation goes hand in hand with tieekvation that the at risk of poverty rates are
hardly affected by the increase in these ceilings similar numbers of children below the poverty
line that receive a supplement with or without meréased ceiling, one could say that the scenarios
without an increased ceiling are better targetati@de at or below the at risk of poverty line.

— A question that remains it whether one wants tdog@ measure that is best targeted to reduce the
at risk of poverty rate or a measure that reachest treneficiary children below the poverty line.

— If one wants to go for the first, it seems advisatdl choose for simulations of Type 1 without an
increase of the existing income ceiling and eitwéh a considerable increase in the benefit for
children of rank 1 (i.e. for Sim 4) or with a umifio supplement for all ranks (i.e. for Sim 10).

- If one wants to go for the latter one should chasémulation of Type 2 without an increase of the
existing income ceiling and either with a consitigancrease in the benefit for children of rank 1
(i.e. for Sim 5) or with a uniform supplement fdirranks (i.e. for Sim 11).

— The impact on the at risk of poverty rate of chogsior Sim 4 or 5 is estimated to be a bit more
modest than in Sim 10 and Sim 11 but Sim 4 andSSirave the advantage that they avoid that there
are losers because of the reform.

Certainly the results presented here are drivethbydesign of the reforms. An extended sensitivity
analysis will be necessary to identify alternatigforms. And further analysis has to be done ireotd
identify the specific redistributive impact of reflas on couples whose one of the members is self-
employed.

Another interesting issue for future research & difficulty to identify accurately the beneficiesi of
social family allowances. In the case of Belgiunalgped here, social family supplements eligibilgy
based upon a narrow definition of the household pmsition, while the analysis of poverty rates
requires a broader concept which relies on theotmgical household. Thus, if the income in thetfirs
concept is lower enough than that in the second as&ipplement can be granted to a family which is
indeed not poor when all incomes of the househaddtaken into account. The reverse might also be
possible.



21.

1. REFERENCES

Decoster, A., De Swerdt, K., Maréchal, C., Orsii, Perelman, S., Rombaut, K., Van Camp G. and
G. Verbist, 2008, MIMOSIS: A Belgian Microsimulatidvodel for Social Security and Personal
Income Taxes, SPF Social Security,
http://www.socialsecurity.fgov.be/docs/fr/publiegimimosis/MIMOSISDescribe.pdf

European Commission, 2007, Child poverty and owidl-being in the EU, Report of the Indicator’s
Sub-Group of the Social Protection Committee, SR@ting on 13 December 2007

European Commission, 2009, Joint Report on Soc@kktion and Social Inclusion,
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=751&ldrgh&publd=323&type=2&furtherPubs=yes

FPS Social Security, 2006, Apercu de la sécuritéatoen Belgique,
http://www.socialsecurity.fgov.be/fr/nieuws-publiies/publicaties/beknopt-overzicht.htm

Hernanz, V, Malherbet, F and Pellizzari, M (200Bgke-up of Welfare Benefits in OECD Countries:A
Review of the Evidence, DELSA/ELSA/WD/SEM(2004)2yi3: OECD SOCIAL, EMPLOYMENT
AND MIGRATION WORKING PAPERS.

Institut National d’Assurances Sociales pour lesvailleurs Indépendants, 2010, Family Allowances
Amounts for Self-Employed, http://www.rsvz.be/fdte/numbers/index.htm

Kakwani, N., 1990. “Testing for Significance of Rty Differences”, World Bank LSMS, Working
Paper No. 62.

Office National des Allocations Familiales pour Vadleurs Salariés (ONAFTS), 2010, Family
Allowances Amounts for Wage Earners and GuararSebgéme,
http://www.rkw.be/Fr/Documentation/Amount/amountMlance_0000.php

Office National de Sécurité Sociale pour les Adstiition Provinciales et Locales, 2010, Family
Allowances Amounts for Civil Servants,
http://www.rszppo.fgov.be/fr/citoyens/allocationsiidiales/montants.htm




22.

APPENDIX 1. SUMMARY OF SIMULATED SCENARIOS

Table A1.1: Summary of simulated reform scenarios 1 to 12 (no change in income ceiling for meanstest)
Baseline Siml  Sm2  Sm3  Sim4  Sm5 Sm6  Sm7  Sm8& Sm9 Sm10 Simil Sm12

Monthly income ceiling

single parent 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 206091 2060,91 206091 206031
couples 231,19 213119 213,19 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119 213119
Basic amount (monthly)

Social supplement (unemployed or pensioner)

rank 1 440 4246 446 4246 4246 446 5315 5315 5315 3887 3887 3887
rank 2 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2631 2632 2632 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 462 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - with single parent supplement A U2 U2 U2 U2 U2 U2 U2 222 3887 3887 3887
Social supplement (disabled)

rank 1 9135 9135 9135 9135 9135 9135 53,15 5315 5315 3887 3887 3887
rank 2 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 462 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - with single parent supplement 2 A2 U n2 A2 U2 N2 AN U2 BT 38T 3887
single parent supplement

rank 1 240 246 846 A4 4246 R4 5315 5315 5315 3887 3887 3887
rank 2 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2630 2632 2632 3BT 388 3887
rank 3 22 22 un n2 A u2 0 02 AN U2 BT 38T 3887
Extra supplement

Conditions:

social supplement no suppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl.
single parent supplement no suppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl.
[abour income yes - low yes - low yes - low yes - low
household income low low - low low - low low - low low

Monthly amount of the supplement

rank 1 440 4246 446 9135 9135 9135 5315 5315 5315 3887 3887 3887
rank 2 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 2632 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement 462 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 4,62 462 462 3887 3887 3887
rank 3 - with single parent supplement 2 A2 U n2 A2 U2 02 AN U2 BT 38T 3887

" means no test
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Table A1.2: Summary of simulated reform scenarios 13 to 14 (increase in income ceiling for means test)

Baseline
Monthly income ceiling
single parent
couples

Basic amount (monthly)

Social supplement (unemployed or pensioner)
rank 1

rank 2

rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement
rank 3 - with single parent supplement
Social supplement (disabled)

rank 1

rank 2

rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement
rank 3 - with single parent supplement
single parent supplement

rank 1

rank 2

rank 3

Extra supplement

Conditions:

social supplement

single parent supplement

abour income

household income

Monthly amount of the supplement
rank 1

rank 2

rank 3 - without sinlge parent supplement
rank 3 - with single parent supplement
' means no test

Sim 13

42,46
26,32
4,62
122

91,35
26,32
4,62
2,22

42,46
26,32
122

Sim 14

42,46
26,32
4,62
20,22

91,35
26,32
4,62
2,22

42,46
26,32
20,22

Sim 15

42,46
26,32
4,62
12

91,35
26,32
4,62
21,22

42,46
26,32
12

Sim 16

42,46
26,32
4,62
122

91,35
26,32
4,62
21,22

42,46
26,32
122

Sim 17

42,46
26,32
4,62
0,22

91,35
26,32
4,62
2,22

42,46
26,32
20,22

Sim18

42,46
26,32
4,62
JAY;

91,35
26,32
4,62
21,22

42,46
26,32
122

Sim19

5,15
26,32
4,62
0,22

53,15
26,32
4,62
20,22

53,15
26,32
20,22

Sim 20

53,15
26,32
4,62
1,22

53,15
26,32
4,62
21,22

53,15
26,32
1,22

Sim 21

53,15
26,32
4,6
122

53,15
26,32
4,62
21,22

53,15
26,32
122

Sim 22

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87

Sim23

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87

Sim 24

206091 207738 2077,38 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738 207738
23119 236204 2362,04 236204 2362,04 236204 236204 236204 236204 236204 2362,04 236204 2362,04

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

38,87
38,87
38,87

nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. no suppl.
nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. nosuppl. no suppl.

yes
low

42,46
26,32
4,62
2,22

low

42,46
26,32
4,62
2,22

low

42,46
26,32
4,62
21,22

yes
low

91,35
26,32
4,62
2,22

low

91,35
26,32
4,62
20,22

low

91,35
26,32
4,62
2,22

yes
low

53,15
26,32
4,62
20,22

low

53,15
26,32
4,62
2,22

low

53,15
26,32
4,62
2,22

yes
low

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

low

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87

low

38,87
38,87
38,87
38,87
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APPENDIX 2. AT RISK OF POVERTY RATES, DIRECT IMPACT FOR NEW
BENEFICIARIES EXCLUSSIVELY

Table A2.1: At-risk of poverty rates by type of household
Couple

Complex

. . . Whole All Lone .

Baseline and Simulations - . with
population ~children  parent  1child  2child.  3+child. ¢phiigren

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6 Col7
Baseline 15,2 15,2 30,8 10,5 9,5 16,5 10,6
Siml 15,0 14,8 30,8 10,1 9,0 16,0 10,4
Sim2 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,1 9,0 15,8 10,4
Sim3 15,0 14,8 30,8 10,1 9,0 16,0 10,4
Sim4 14,9 14,5 30,8 9,8 8,7 15,7 10,3
Sim5 14,8 14,4 30,8 9,7 8,7 15,5 10,3
Sim6 14,9 14,5 30,8 9,8 8,7 15,7 10,2
Sim7 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,0 9,0 15,9 10,3
Sim8 14,9 14,6 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,7 10,3
Sim9 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,0 9,0 15,9 10,3
Sim10 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,1 9,0 15,7 10,5
Sim11 14,9 14,5 30,8 10,1 8,9 15,3 10,5
Sim12 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,1 8,9 15,7 10,4
Sim13 15,0 14,8 30,8 10,1 9,0 16,0 10,4
Sim14 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,0 9,0 15,8 10,4
Sim15 15,0 14,8 30,8 10,1 9,0 16,0 10,4
Sim16 14,9 14,5 30,8 9,8 8,7 15,7 10,2
Sim17 14,8 14,4 30,8 9,6 8,6 15,4 10,2
Sim18 14,9 14,5 30,8 9,8 8,7 15,7 10,2
Sim19 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,9 10,3
Sim20 14,9 14,6 30,8 9,9 8,9 15,7 10,3
Sim21 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,9 10,3
Sim22 14,9 14,7 30,8 10,1 8,9 15,7 10,4
Sim23 14,9 14,5 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,2 10,4

Sim24 14,9 147 30,8 10,1 8,9 15,7 10,4




Table A2.2: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
L one parent households

Baseline and simulations Job-less Parttime  Full Time All

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4
Baseline 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim1l 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim2 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim3 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim4 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim5 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim6 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim7 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim8 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim9 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim10 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim11 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim12 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim13 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim14 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim15 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim16 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim17 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim18 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim19 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim20 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim21 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim22 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim23 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8

Sim24 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8

25.



Table A2.3: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith children

. Full time
Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 75,0 36,5 9,5 0,5 0,6 12,0
Siml 74,9 33,9 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,6
Sim2 74,2 33,9 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim3 74,9 33,9 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,6
Sim4 74,9 32,0 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,3
Sim5 73,4 32,0 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,1
Simé6 74,9 31,9 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,3
Sim7 74,9 33,6 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,5
Sim8 74,0 33,6 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim9 74,9 33,6 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,5
Sim10 74,9 33,3 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,4
Siml1 73,2 33,3 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,3
Sim12 74,9 33,3 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,4
Sim13 74,9 33,7 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,5
Siml14 74,2 33,7 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim15 74,9 33,7 8,3 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim16 74,9 31,7 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,2
Sim17 73,4 31,7 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,1
Sim18 74,9 31,7 7,6 0,4 0,5 11,2
Sim19 74,9 33,4 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,5
Sim20 74,0 33,4 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim21 74,9 33,4 8,1 0,4 0,5 11,5
Sim22 74,9 33,1 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,4
Sim23 73,2 33,1 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,2

Sim24 74,9 33,1 8,0 0,4 0,6 11,4




Table A2.4: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith 1 or 2 children

Full time

Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 73,9 35,0 10,2 0,4 0,6 9,9
Siml 73,9 32,9 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,4
Sim2 73,5 32,9 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,4
Sim3 73,9 32,9 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,4
Sim4 73,9 30,4 8,2 0,3 0,4 91
Sim5 72,7 30,4 8,2 0,3 0,4 9,0
Simé6 73,9 30,4 8,2 0,3 0,4 91
Sim7 73,9 32,5 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim8 73,3 325 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim9 73,9 32,5 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim10 73,9 32,6 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,4
Siml1 73,3 32,6 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim12 73,9 32,6 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,4
Sim13 73,9 32,5 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,4
Siml14 73,5 325 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,3
Sim15 73,9 325 8,9 0,3 0,6 9,4
Sim16 73,9 30,1 8,2 0,3 0,4 9,1
Sim17 72,7 30,1 8,2 0,3 0,4 9,0
Sim18 73,9 30,1 8,2 0,3 0,4 9,1
Sim19 73,9 32,2 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim20 73,3 32,2 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,2
Sim21 73,9 32,2 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim22 73,9 32,3 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim23 73,3 32,3 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim24 73,9 32,3 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
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Table A2.5: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith 3 or morechildren

. Full time
Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 76,1 38,9 8,3 0,7 0,8 16,5
Siml 76,0 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 16,0
Sim2 74,9 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim3 76,0 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 16,0
Sim4 76,0 345 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim5 74,2 345 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,5
Simé6 76,0 34,2 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim7 76,0 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim8 74,8 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim9 76,0 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim10 75,9 34,5 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Siml1 73,1 345 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,3
Sim12 75,9 345 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim13 76,0 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 16,0
Siml14 74,9 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim15 76,0 35,7 7,3 0,7 0,7 16,0
Sim16 76,0 34,2 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim17 74,2 34,2 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,4
Sim18 76,0 34,2 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim19 76,0 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim20 74,8 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim21 76,0 35,5 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim22 75,9 345 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim23 73,1 34,5 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,2
Sim24 75,9 34,5 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,7
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Table A2.6: Number of affected households

B_aselln_e and Total number of Not affected Gainers Losers % Gainers % Losers
simulations households
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6

Baseline 4.285.746 4.285.746 0 0 0.0 0.0
Siml 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim2 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim3 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim4 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim5 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim6 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim7 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim8 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim9 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim10 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim11 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim12 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim13 4.285.746 4.175.910 109.836 0 2.6 0.0
Sim14 4.285.746 4.124.098 161.648 0 3.8 0.0
Sim15 4.285.746 4.129.842 155.903 0 3.6 0.0
Siml16 4.285.746 4.175.910 109.836 0 2.6 0.0
Sim17 4.285.746 4.124.098 161.648 0 3.8 0.0
Sim18 4.285.746 4.129.842 155.903 0 3.6 0.0
Sim19 4.285.746 4.175.910 109.836 0 2.6 0.0
Sim20 4.285.746 4.124.098 161.648 0 3.8 0.0
Sim21 4.285.746 4.129.842 155.903 0 3.6 0.0
Sim22 4.285.746 4.175.910 109.836 0 2.6 0.0
Sim23 4.285.746 4.124.098 161.648 0 3.8 0.0
Sim24 4.285.746 4.129.842 155.903 0 3.6 0.0
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Table A2.7: Number of affected children

Baseline and Total number of

. . . Not affected Gainers Losers % Gainers % Losers
simulations children
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6

Baseline 2.122.553 2.122.553 0 0 0.0 0.0
Siml 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim2 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim3 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim4 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim5 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim6 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim7 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim8 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim9 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim10 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim11 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim12 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim13 2.122.553 1.943.519 179.034 0 8.4 0.0
Sim14 2.122.553 1.858.582 263.971 0 12.4 0.0
Sim15 2.122.553 1.873.392 249.161 0 11.7 0.0
Sim16 2.122.553 1.943.519 179.034 0 8.4 0.0
Sim17 2.122.553 1.858.582 263.971 0 12.4 0.0
Sim18 2.122.553 1.873.392 249.161 0 11.7 0.0
Sim19 2.122.553 1.943.519 179.034 0 8.4 0.0
Sim20 2.122.553 1.858.582 263.971 0 12.4 0.0
Sim21 2.122.553 1.873.392 249.161 0 11.7 0.0
Sim22 2.122.553 1.943.519 179.034 0 8.4 0.0
Sim23 2.122.553 1.858.582 263.971 0 12.4 0.0
Sim24 2.122.553 1.873.392 249.161 0 11.7 0.0
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APPENDIX 3: AT RISK OF POVERTY RATES, ALL AFFECTED BENEFITS

Table A3.1: At-risk of poverty rates by type of household

Couple

Baseline and simulations WhoI(_e A" Lone C(\)/vnilﬁlex

population  children parent 1 child 2child.  3+child. cphildren

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6 Col7
Baseline 15,2 15,2 30,8 10,5 9,5 16,5 10,6
Siml 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,1 9,0 15,9 10,4
Sim2 14,9 14,6 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,7 10,4
Sim3 15,0 14,7 30,8 10,1 9,0 15,9 10,4
Sim4 14,8 14,5 30,8 9,8 8,6 15,6 10,3
Sim5 14,7 14,3 30,8 9,5 8,5 15,3 10,3
Sim6 14,8 14,5 30,8 9,7 8,6 15,6 10,2
Sim7 14,8 14,4 29,3 10,0 9,0 15,8 10,2
Sim8 14,8 14,4 29,3 9,9 8,9 15,6 10,2
Sim9 14,8 14,4 29,3 10,0 8,9 15,8 10,2
Sim10 14,8 14,2 29,3 10,1 8,9 14,9 10,5
Sim11 14,7 14,1 29,3 10,0 8,9 14,4 10,5
Sim12 14,8 14,2 29,3 10,1 8,9 14,9 10,4
Sim13 14,9 14,7 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,9 10,3
Sim14 14,9 14,6 30,8 9,9 8,9 15,7 10,3
Sim15 14,9 14,7 30,8 10,0 8,9 15,8 10,3
Sim16 14,8 14,4 30,8 9,7 8,6 15,6 10,0
Sim17 14,7 14,3 30,8 9,5 8,5 15,2 10,0
Sim18 14,8 14,4 30,8 9,7 8,6 15,6 10,0
Sim19 14,8 14,4 29,3 10,0 8,9 15,8 10,1
Sim20 14,8 14,3 29,3 9,9 8,9 15,6 10,1
Sim21 14,8 14,4 29,3 10,0 8,9 15,8 10,1
Sim22 14,8 14,2 29,3 10,1 8,9 14,9 10,2
Sim23 14,7 14,0 29,3 10,0 8,8 14,4 10,2
Sim24 14,8 14,2 29,3 10,1 8,9 14,8 10,2




Table A3.2: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
L one parent households

Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me ﬁ'i'r?ell Al
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4
Baseline 48,3 28,5 4.8 30,8
Sim1l 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim2 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim3 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim4 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim5 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim6 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim7 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim8 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim9 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim10 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
Sim11 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
Sim12 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
Sim13 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim14 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim15 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim16 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim17 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim18 48,3 28,5 4,8 30,8
Sim19 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim20 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim21 45,9 27,4 4,6 29,3
Sim22 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
Sim23 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
Sim24 45,7 27,7 4,7 29,3
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Table A3.3: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith children

. Full time
Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 75,0 36,5 9,5 0,5 0,6 12,0
Siml 74,9 33,5 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim2 74,0 33,5 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,4
Sim3 74,9 33,5 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim4 74,9 31,3 7,5 0,4 0,5 11,2
Sim5 72,9 31,3 7,5 0,4 0,5 11,0
Simé6 74,9 31,2 7,5 0,4 0,5 11,2
Sim7 75,2 33,2 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim8 74,2 33,2 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,3
Sim9 75,2 33,2 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim10 73,1 32,6 7,8 0,4 0,6 11,2
Siml1 71,2 32,6 7,8 0,4 0,6 11,0
Sim12 73,1 32,6 7,8 0,4 0,6 11,1
Sim13 74,9 33,3 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,5
Siml14 74,0 33,3 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,4
Sim15 74,9 33,3 8,1 0,4 0,6 11,5
Sim16 74,9 31,0 7,5 0,4 0,5 11,2
Sim17 72,9 31,0 7,5 0,4 0,5 10,9
Sim18 74,9 31,0 7,4 0,4 0,5 11,1
Sim19 75,2 33,0 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim20 74,2 33,0 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,3
Sim21 75,2 33,0 7,9 0,4 0,5 11,4
Sim22 73,1 32,4 7,8 0,4 0,6 11,1
Sim23 71,2 32,4 7,8 0,4 0,6 10,9

Sim24 73,1 32,4 7,7 0,4 0,6 11,1




Table A3.4: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith 1 or 2 children

Full time

Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 73,9 35,0 10,2 0,4 0,6 9,9
Siml 73,9 32,4 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim2 73,3 32,4 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim3 73,9 32,4 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim4 73,9 29,9 8,0 0,3 0,4 9,0
Sim5 72,1 29,9 8,0 0,3 0,4 8,9
Simé6 73,9 29,9 8,0 0,3 0,4 9,0
Sim7 74,4 32,3 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim8 73,7 32,3 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim9 74,4 32,3 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim10 74,3 32,5 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Siml1 73,6 325 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim12 74,3 325 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim13 73,9 32,1 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Siml14 73,3 32,1 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim15 73,9 32,1 8,8 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim16 73,9 29,5 8,0 0,3 0,4 9,0
Sim17 72,1 29,5 8,0 0,3 0,4 8,8
Sim18 73,9 29,5 8,0 0,3 0,4 9,0
Sim19 74,4 32,0 8,5 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim20 73,7 32,0 8,5 0,3 0,5 9,2
Sim21 74,4 32,0 8,5 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim22 74,3 32,2 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
Sim23 73,6 32,2 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,2
Sim24 74,3 32,2 8,6 0,3 0,5 9,3
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Table A3.5: Children at-risk of poverty rates (%)
Coupleswith 3 or morechildren

. Full time
Baseline and simulations Job-less P%rrtﬂt;me 1tir':1ue“ + Part Zti;ue“ All
Time

Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 76,1 38,9 8,3 0,7 0,8 16,5
Siml 76,0 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim2 74,7 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim3 76,0 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Sim4 75,9 33,6 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim5 73,6 33,6 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,3
Simé6 75,9 33,4 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim7 76,0 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim8 74,7 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim9 76,0 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim10 71,8 32,7 6,6 0,7 0,7 14,9
Siml1 68,7 32,7 6,6 0,7 0,7 14,4
Sim12 71,8 32,7 6,5 0,7 0,7 14,9
Sim13 76,0 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,9
Siml14 74,7 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,7
Sim15 76,0 35,2 7,1 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim16 75,9 33,4 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim17 73,6 33,4 6,7 0,7 0,7 15,2
Sim18 75,9 33,4 6,6 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim19 76,0 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim20 74,7 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,6
Sim21 76,0 34,8 6,9 0,7 0,7 15,8
Sim22 71,8 32,7 6,5 0,7 0,7 14,9
Sim23 68,7 32,7 6,5 0,7 0,7 14,4
Sim24 71,8 32,7 6,5 0,7 0,7 14,8
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Table A3.6: Number of affected households

36.

Baseline and Total number of

. . Not affected Gainers Losers % Gainers % Losers
simulations households
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6

Baseline 4.285.746 4.285.746 0 0 0.0 0.0
Siml 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim2 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim3 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim4 4.285.746 4.199.431 86.315 0 2.0 0.0
Sim5 4.285.746 4.147.812 137.933 0 3.2 0.0
Sim6 4.285.746 4.158.551 127.194 0 3.0 0.0
Sim7 4.285.746 3.965.850 293.701 26.194 6.9 0.6
Sim8 4.285.746 3.914.299 345.252 26.194 8.1 0.6
Sim9 4.285.746 3.925.007 334.545 26.194 7.8 0.6
Sim10 4.285.746 3.963.435 188.196 134.114 4.4 3.1
Sim11 4.285.746 3.912.451 239.248 134.046 5.6 3.1
Sim12 4.285.746 3.922.773 228.858 134.114 5.3 3.1
Sim13 4.285.746 4.170.547 115.198 0 2.7 0.0
Sim14 4.285.746 4.118.735 167.011 0 3.9 0.0
Sim15 4.285.746 4.124.480 161.266 0 3.8 0.0
Siml16 4.285.746 4.170.547 115.198 0 2.7 0.0
Sim17 4.285.746 4.118.735 167.011 0 3.9 0.0
Sim18 4.285.746 4.124.480 161.266 0 3.8 0.0
Sim19 4.285.746 3.936.981 322.570 26.194 7.5 0.6
Sim20 4.285.746 3.885.237 374.315 26.194 8.7 0.6
Sim21 4.285.746 3.890.967 368.584 26.194 8.6 0.6
Sim22 4.285.746 3.934.723 216.924 134.099 5.1 3.1
Sim23 4.285.746 3.883.544 268.170 134.032 6.3 3.1
Sim24 4.285.746 3.888.902 262.762 134.082 6.1 3.1




Table A3.7: Number of affected children

37.

Baseline and Total number of

. . . Not affected Gainers Losers % Gainers % Losers
simulations children
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6

Baseline 2.122.553 2.122.553 0 0 0.0 0.0
Siml 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim2 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim3 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim4 2.122.553 1.983.538 139.015 0 6.5 0.0
Sim5 2.122.553 1.898.810 223.743 0 10.5 0.0
Sim6 2.122.553 1.920.747 201.806 0 9.5 0.0
Sim7 2.122.553 1.647.899 438.512 36.141 20.7 1.7
Sim8 2.122.553 1.563.370 523.042 36.141 24.6 1.7
Sim9 2.122.553 1.585.254 501.157 36.141 23.6 1.7
Sim10 2.122.553 1.642.169 371.294 109.090 17.5 5.1
Sim11 2.122.553 1.559.311 454.350 108.892 21.4 5.1
Sim12 2.122.553 1.579.839 433.624 109.090 20.4 5.1
Sim13 2.122.553 1.936.011 186.542 0 8.8 0.0
Sim14 2.122.553 1.851.073 271.480 0 12.8 0.0
Sim15 2.122.553 1.865.883 256.670 0 12.1 0.0
Siml16 2.122.553 1.936.011 186.542 0 8.8 0.0
Sim17 2.122.553 1.851.073 271.480 0 12.8 0.0
Sim18 2.122.553 1.865.883 256.670 0 12.1 0.0
Sim19 2.122.553 1.600.417 485.995 36.141 22.9 1.7
Sim20 2.122.553 1.515.677 570.734 36.141 26.9 1.7
Sim21 2.122.553 1.530.452 555.959 36.141 26.2 1.7
Sim22 2.122.553 1.595.010 418.497 109.046 19.7 5.1
Sim23 2.122.553 1.511.941 501.764 108.848 23.6 5.1
Sim24 2.122.553 1.525.453 488.071 109.028 23.0 5.1




38.

APPENDIX 4. SOCIAL FAMILY ALLOWANCES SUPPLEMENTS AND POSITION WITH
RESPECT TO THE POVERTY LINE

Table A4.1: Percentage of children with supplement, below or above the poverty line (in %)

Children below the poverty line Children at or abdke poverty line
Blaselin'e and . Does not . Does not
simulations Poor Receives a receive a Not poor Receives a receive a
supplement supplement
supplement supplement
Coll Col2 Col3 Col4 Col5 Col6
Baseline 15.2 53.3 46.7 84.8 9.2 90.8
Sim1 14.8 73.0 27.0 85.2 13.6 86.4
Sim2 14.7 96.6 34 85.3 14.2 85.8
Sim3 14.8 73.0 27.0 85.2 17.0 83.0
Sim4 14.6 72.6 274 85.4 13.8 86.2
Sim5 14.4 96.5 35 85.5 14.4 85.6
Simé6 14.6 72.6 274 85.4 17.2 82.8
Sim7 14.7 72.8 27.2 85.2 13.6 86.4
Sim8 14.7 96.6 34 85.3 14.2 85.8
Sim9 14.8 73.0 27.0 85.2 17.0 83.0
Sim10 14.7 72.8 27.2 85.3 13.7 86.3
Sim11 14.6 96.6 3.4 85.4 14.3 85.7
Sim12 14.7 72.8 27.2 85.3 17.1 82.9
Sim13 14.7 73.5 26.5 85.2 15.7 84.3
Sim14 14.7 97.3 2.7 85.3 16.3 83.7
Sim15 14.7 73.5 26.5 85.3 19.6 80.4
Sim16 14.5 73.1 26.9 85.5 16.0 84.0
Sim17 14.4 97.2 2.8 85.6 16.6 83.4
Sim18 14.5 73.1 26.9 85.5 19.8 80.2
Sim19 14.7 73.5 26.5 85.3 15.8 84.2
Sim20 14.6 97.3 2.7 85.4 16.4 83.6
Sim21 14.7 73.5 26.5 85.3 19.6 80.4
Sim22 14.6 73.3 26.7 85.3 15.8 84.2
Sim23 14.5 97.2 2.8 85.5 16.5 83.5
Sim24 14.6 73.3 26.7 85.4 19.7 80.3

Note: Computed taking into account all beneficigueé social family allowances, including orphansd goaranteed family
allowances.




