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We thank both the reviewer and CYE for reviewing Child Poverty in the Developing World. The report summarized a project conducted for UNICEF by the Townsend Centre for International Poverty Research at the University of Bristol and the London School of Economics. A more detailed publication is in preparation, which discusses many of the salient points raised by the reviewer, and also includes data from a number of other countries and regions.

The review highlights a number of very important issues regarding the extent of children's absolute poverty in urban areas. We are in complete agreement with the reviewer on the inadequacies of currently available survey data to identify the enormous disparities in some urban areas. We welcome the recent proposal that UNICEF should include an urban “slum” identifier in its third round of Multiple Indicator Cluster surveys (MICs3). This should help to produce more detailed measures of urban disparities in child poverty, however getting an international agreement on the definition of a “slum” may prove to be problematic.

Our research aimed to produce the first scientific estimates of child poverty in the developing world based on the definition agreed upon by the governments of 117 countries at the 1995 World Summit on Social Development and within the framework of International Human Rights conventions. Absolute poverty was defined as

a condition characterized by severe deprivation of basic human needs, including food, safe drinking water, sanitation facilities, health, shelter, education and information. It depends not only on income but also on access to social services.

We have operationalized this definition specifically for children using definitions of deprivation that are much more severe than have been used previously. In this way we have erred on the side of caution and our estimates of child poverty should only be considered a minimum- the “true” extent of absolute poverty in both urban and rural areas is certainly much higher. For example, the use of crowding as a measure of shelter deprivation originates from the work of Charles Booth on London data from the 1891 Census. In 1895 Booth argued that

A man and his wife and one child, or a widow with two children may occupy only one room; or a family of six or seven may have only two rooms; and yet not be ‘very poor’ in the sense of suffering ‘chronic want.’ But when four or more persons live in one room or eight or more in two rooms, there must be great discomfort, and want of sufficient food, clothing, and firing must be a frequent incident. I have therefore drawn the line at this point.

In our research, we have defined severe housing quantity deprivation as more than five people per room thus we have erred on the side of caution by using a much harsher definition of crowding than that used by Charles Booth to estimate the number of “very poor” people living in the worst slum conditions of nineteenth century London. If evidence were available which demonstrated that crowding was “worse” for children in a congested urban slum than in a rural area then it would be possible to use different crowding thresholds in urban slums, non-slum urban areas and rural areas (once these area types can be identified in survey data). Similarly, different thresholds for sanitation deprivation could be used for young children in urban slum areas.

We agree with the reviewer on the current limitations of our work and hope to remedy some of these in a much larger study for which we have received funding from the UK Department for International Development.

