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A. Project Overview

This is a survey of the definitions and measures of poverty in use by various organizations and governments around the world.  This does not describe every single one of them because this paper would be hundreds of pages long.  Instead it describes a few definitions and lists the sources for many more, and begins to compile some of the problems with the current situation.     

The purpose of this background material is to provide the source material to create a framework that shows the types of elements or factors that make up different definitions, e.g. income, assets, government benefits, social factors, etc.  We will also try to make explicit the underlying assumptions, which requires “unbundling” the definitions in some cases.

We recognize that most definitions are based on: a particular culture, on the values of the society or organization that create it, on the extent to which a definition is based on social science, religion, economics or some other discipline, and on the political compromises they reached to arrive at their definition.  Unlike chemistry or astronomy or microeconomics, there is no standardized set of definitions to use as building blocks – there is just whatever the promulgator uses.

We will then group the definitions according to the (a) underlying assumptions, or (b) major themes emphasized, or (c) clusters of similar factors.  

We will then seek to compare the definitions in terms of the factors that make them up, and create a construct that reflects the major themes.  

We are not trying to judge them as being “right” or “wrong” and we are not trying to construct the perfect definition.  Furthermore, this is not intended to be an exhaustive review; we are not trying to include every citation on this topic (there are thousands of them).  We are trying to get enough of a picture that we can compare the apples and oranges – and assess the utility of the different types of definitions with regard to the primary purpose of this overall project -- to create a 21st century model.

Virtually all the content material is from the publications and websites as cited, i.e. we have included items from the sources as written there.  We did no editing of this source material.  We just put it in. I think the benefit of this “web search” approach are three-fold.  First, this is what other people see when they do web searches.  Secondly, it is a lot faster for us to do.  Thirdly, you get hot links to jump to other material.  

Initially I thought this paper was going to be about 10 pages, but as Teresa and I dug and dug we discovered far more sources than we had anticipated.  I think in the final version it might be useful for me to put my comments in a different typeface.

It will be useful to read this on a computer that is connected to the Internet so that as you come upon a source you want to look at further you can click on it.  Happy clicking!

B.  Dictionary Definitions of Poverty

a).  From Webster’s Dictionary (c/o http://dictionary.reference.com/search) 6/2004

pov·er·ty  n. 

1. The state of being poor; lack of the means of providing material needs or comforts. 

2. Deficiency in amount; scantiness: “the poverty of feeling that reduced her soul” (Scott Turow). 

3. Unproductiveness; infertility: the poverty of the soil. 

4. Renunciation made by a member of a religious order of the right to own property. 

b). Merriam-Webster Unabridged. Source: Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary, © 1996, 1998 MICRA, Inc. 

The quality or state of being poor or indigent; want or scarcity of means of subsistence; indigence; need.   “Swathed in numblest poverty.” --Keble.
Any deficiency of elements or resources that are needed or desired, or that constitute richness; as, poverty of soil; poverty of the blood; poverty of ideas.

Synonyms: Indigence; penury; beggary; need; lack; want; scantiness; sparingness; meagerness; jejuneness.

Usage: Poverty, Indigence, Pauperism. Poverty is a relative term; what is poverty to a monarch, would be competence for a day laborer. Indigence implies extreme distress, and almost absolute destitution. Pauperism denotes entire dependence upon public charity, and, therefore, often a hopeless and degraded state.

c) And a 2000 update on definitions from the Institute for Research on Poverty is available at http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/irp/faqs/faq7.htm
d) www.wikipedia.com  The free, open-source resource

Poverty is a subjective and comparative term describing a lack of sufficient wealth (usually understood as capital, money, material goods, or resources especially natural resources) to live what is understood in a society as a "normal" life: for instance, to be capable of raising a healthy family, and especially educating children and participating in society. A person living in this condition of poverty is said to be poor. The meaning of "sufficient" varies widely across the different political and economic areas of the world.

d) www.wikipedia.com  (more)
Poverty is essentially the collective condition of poor people, or of poor groups, and in this sense entire nation-states are sometimes regarded as poor. To avoid stigma these are usually called developing nations.

Poverty is often strongly correlated with social problems, such as crime and disease (notably sexually transmitted diseases), sometimes in epidemic form. As a result, many societies employ social workers to fight poverty by a variety of methods which range from moral persuasion to financial subsidy to physical coercion.

There is evidence of poverty in every region. In developed countries, this condition results in wandering homeless people and poor suburbs (with so-called bidonvilles or favelas) in which poor people are - more or less - restricted to a ghetto.

The condition in itself is not always considered negatively, even if this is the prevalent interpretation: some cultural or religious groups consider poverty an ideal condition to live in, a condition necessary in order to reach certain spiritual or intellectual states. A notable example is that of the Christian Franciscan order. This is called voluntary simplicity, of which voluntary poverty is an extreme form.

Poverty is studied by many social, scientific and cultural disciplines.

· In economics, two kinds of poverty are considered: relative and absolute. 

· In politics, the fight against poverty is usually regarded as a social goal and most governments have - secondarily at least - some dedicated institutions or departments. The work done by these bodies is mostly limited to census studies and identification of some income level below which a citizen is technically considered poor. Active interventions may include housing plans, social pensions, special job opportunities, or requirements. Some ideologies (such as Marxism) argue that the economists and politicians actively work to create poverty. Other theories consider poverty a sign of a failing economic system and one of the main causes of crime. 

· In law, poverty is recognised, in most developed countries, as a mitigating factor for the determination of the punishment, being usually considered coincident with a generic and permanent state of need which can affect and alter the correct capability of clearly or freely identifying the legally and socially acceptable behaviour. Poverty is generally argued to cause increased crime rates amongst the poor by increasing their stress. 

· In education, poverty affects a student's ability to effectively profit from the learning environments. Especially for younger students coming from poverty, their primary needs as described in Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs; the need for a safe and stable homes, clothes on their backs, and regular meals clouds a student's ability to learn. Furthermore, in education circles there is a term used to characterize the phenomenon of the rich getting richer and the poorer getting

d) www.wikipedia.com  (more)
·  poorer (as it relates to education but easily transfers to poverty in general) is the Matthew Effect. 

Related debates on a states' human capital and a person's individual capital tend likewise to focus on access to the instructional capital and social capital available only to those educated in such formal systems.

Causes of Poverty

Poverty is a highly political issue. People with right wing views often see it as related to laziness, and a lack of Family planning. People with left wing views see it more in terms of Social Justice and lack of opportunity in Education. It is a highly complex issue in which various factors often play a part.

Eliminating Poverty

Many societies at various times have tried to eliminate poverty, through numerous measures including education, industrialization, and through forms of social welfare. A true solution has remained elusive.

See also:  Poverty pimp ,  Poverty line    Giffen good    Pauper's oath .  [edit]

External links:

· Poverty, Racism and Literacy. ERIC Digest (http://www.ericdigests.org/2003-5/poverty.htm) 

· Poverty and Learning. ERIC Digest (http://www.ericdigests.org/1993/poverty.htm) 
C.  United States Government Definition of Poverty

For the current poverty guidelines, see:  http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/04poverty.shtml
Note:  The following is from the Department of Health and Human Services, illustrating the differences between poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines.   We include their examples of years used to illustrate these concepts.

1. THE HHS POVERTY GUIDELINES:.  One Version of the [U.S.] Federal Poverty Measure  (from http://www.mindfood.com/sustainable/fedpovertyguidelines.html
There are two slightly different versions of the federal poverty measure: 

· the poverty thresholds; and 

· the poverty guidelines. 

The poverty thresholds are the original version of the federal poverty measure. They are updated each year by the Census Bureau (although they were originally developed by Mollie Orshansky of the Social Security Administration). The thresholds are used mainly for statistical purposes--for instance, preparing estimates of the number of Americans in poverty each year.

The poverty guidelines are the other version of the federal poverty measure. They are issued each year in the Federal Register by the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The guidelines are a simplification of the poverty thresholds for administrative purposes--for instance, determining financial eligibility for certain federal programs. (The full text of the Federal Register notice with the 1996 guidelines is available here.)

Programs using the guidelines (or percentage multiples of the guidelines--for instance, 130 percent of the guidelines) in determining eligibility include Head Start, the Food Stamp Program, the National School Lunch Program, and the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program. Note that in general, public assistance programs (Aid to Families with Dependent Children and Supplemental Security Income) do NOT use the poverty guidelines in determining eligibility.

The poverty guidelines (unlike the poverty thresholds) are designated by the year in which they are issued. For instance, the guidelines issued in March 1996 are designated as the 1996 poverty guidelines. However, the 1996 HHS poverty guidelines only reflect price changes through calendar year 1995; accordingly, they are approximately equal to the Census Bureau poverty thresholds for calendar year 1995. (The 1995 thresholds should be issued in final form in September or October 1996; a preliminary version of the 1995 thresholds is available now from the Census Bureau.)

The poverty guidelines are sometimes loosely referred to as the "federal poverty level," but that term is ambiguous, and should be avoided in situations, (e.g., legislative or administrative) where precision is important. 

For information about how the poverty guidelines are used in a particular program, contact the federal (or other) office which is responsible for that program.

For general information about the poverty guidelines (but NOT for information about how they are used in a particular program), see Gordon M. Fisher, "Poverty Guidelines for 1992" [a background paper on the poverty guidelines], Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 55, No. 1, Spring 1992, pp. 43-46; or contact Gordon Fisher, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Room 438F, Humphrey Building, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 200 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20201--telephone: (202)690-6141; internet address: gfisher@osaspe.dhhs.gov 

For information about the number of persons in poverty or for general information about the Census Bureau (statistical) poverty thresholds, contact the Income, Poverty, and Labor Force Information Staff, HHES Division, Room 416, Iverson Mall, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C. 20233--telephone: (301)763-8578; internet address: hhes-info@census.gov

For historical tables showing the poverty thresholds back to 1959 and the poverty guidelines back to 1965, see Tables 3.E1 (poverty thresholds) and 3.E8 (poverty guidelines) in the most recent Annual Statistical Supplement of the Social Security Bulletin.

For information about how Mollie Orshansky developed the poverty thresholds during the 1960's, see Gordon M. Fisher, "The Development and History of the Poverty Thresholds," Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 55, No. 4, Winter 1992, pp. 3-14. (For the 75-page unpublished paper from which this article was condensed, contact Gordon Fisher at the address given above.)

For historical information about unofficial poverty lines in the United States between 1904 and 1965, contact Gordon Fisher at the above address. (A 75-page paper and a 6-page summary are available.)

For historical information about the income elasticity of the poverty line--the tendency of poverty lines to rise in real terms over time as the real income of the general population rises--contact Gordon Fisher at the above address. (A 78-page paper and a 9-page summary are available; they assemble historical evidence from the U.S., Britain, Canada, and Australia.)

Jim says:  Gordon Fisher is the “go to” expert on poverty definitions and measurement.  See especially The Development of the Orshansky Poverty Thresholds and Their Subsequent History as the Official U.S. Poverty Measure.  By Gordon M. Fisher.  Poverty Measurement Working Papers, U.S. Census Bureau.  May 1992, partially revised September, 1997.  http://www.census.gov/hhes/povmeas/papers/orshansky.html
D.  How the Census Bureau Measures Poverty

From http://www.census.gov/hhes/poverty/povdef.html 

	Income used to compute poverty status:
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Money income
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Includes earnings, unemployment compensation, workers’ compensation, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, public assistance, veterans’ payments, survivor benefits, pension or retirement income, interest, dividends, rents, royalties, income from estates, trusts, educational assistance, alimony, child support, assistance from outside the household, and other miscellaneous sources. 

[image: image3.png]


Noncash benefits (such as food stamps and housing subsidies) do not count.

[image: image4.png]


Before taxes. 

[image: image5.png]


Excludes capital gains or losses. 

[image: image6.png]


If a person lives with a family, add up the income of all family members. (Non-relatives, such as housemates, do not count.)

	Measure of need (poverty thresholds): 
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Poverty thresholds are the dollar amounts used to determine poverty status 

[image: image8.png]


Each person or family is assigned one out of 48 possible poverty thresholds
[image: image9.png]


Thresholds vary according to:

[image: image10.png]


Size of the family

[image: image11.png]


Ages of the members

[image: image12.png]


The same thresholds are used throughout the United States (do not vary geographically)

[image: image13.png]


Updated annually for inflation using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U). 

[image: image14.png]


Although the thresholds in some sense reflect families needs, 
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they are intended for use as a statistical yardstick, not as a complete description of what people and families need to live
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many government aid programs use a different poverty measure, the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines, or multiples thereof

[image: image17.png]


Poverty thresholds were originally derived in 1963-1964,using:

[image: image18.png]


U.S. Department of Agriculture food budgets designed for families under economic stress

[image: image19.png]


Data about what portion of their income families spent on food

	Computation
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If total family income is less than the threshold appropriate for that family,

[image: image21.png]


the family is in poverty

[image: image22.png]


all family members have the same poverty status
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for individuals who do not live with family members, their own income is compared with the appropriate threshold 
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If total family income equals or is greater than the threshold, the family (or unrelated individual) is not in poverty

	Example:
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Family A has five members: two children, their mother, father, and great-aunt. 

[image: image26.png]


Their threshold was $22,007 dollars in 2002. (See poverty thresholds for 2002)

[image: image27.png]


Suppose the members' incomes in 2002 were:
Mother:                    $10,000
Father:                      5,000
Great-aunt:                 10,000
First child:                     0
Second child:                    0
Total family income:      $25,000 
[image: image28.png]



Compare total family income with their family's threshold. 

[image: image29.png]



Income / Threshold = $25,000 / $22,007 = 1.14
[image: image30.png]



Since their income was greater than their threshold, Family A is not "in poverty" according to the official definition. 
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The income divided by the threshold is called the Ratio of Income to Poverty. 

[image: image32.png]


Family A's ratio of income to poverty was 1.14.  

[image: image33.png]


The difference in dollars between family income and the family's poverty threshold is called the Income Deficit (for families in poverty) or Income Surplus (for families above poverty)
-- Family A’s income surplus was $2,993 (or $25,000 - $22,007). 

	People whose poverty status cannot be determined:
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Unrelated individuals under age 15 (such as foster children)
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income questions are asked of people age 15 and older
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if someone is under age 15 and not living with a family member, we do not know their income
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since we cannot determine their poverty status, they are excluded from the “poverty universe” (table totals)
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People in:
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institutional group quarters (such as prisons or nursing homes) 
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college dormitories
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military barracks
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living situations without conventional housing (and who are not in shelters) 

	Authority behind official poverty measure:
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The official measure of poverty was established by the:

· Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in Statistical Policy Directive 14. 

[image: image44.png]



To be used by federal agencies in their statistical work. 
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Government aid programs do not have to use the official poverty measure as eligibility criteria. 
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Many government aid programs use a different poverty measure, the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines, or variants thereof
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Each aid program may define eligibility differently
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 Official poverty data come from the Current Population Survey (CPS) Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC), formerly called the Annual Demographic Supplement or simply the March Supplement.

	History:
	“The Development of the Orshansky Thresholds and Their Subsequent History as the Official U.S. Poverty Measure,” by Gordon M. Fisher 


Go to Poverty Statistics 
\Last Revised: September 30, 2003

See also Computations for the 2004 Annual Update of the HHS Poverty Guidelines for the 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia



Thresholds and Guidelines

From I*R*P http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/irp/faqs/faq7.htm
What is the difference between poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines?
Since December 1965, there have been two slightly different versions of the federal poverty measure: poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines.

Poverty thresholds are the statistical version of the poverty measure and are issued by the Census Bureau. They are used for calculating the number of persons in poverty in the United States or in states and regions.

Poverty guidelines are the administrative version of the poverty measure and are issued by the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). They are a simplification of the poverty thresholds and are used in determining financial eligibility for certain federal programs. 

A major reason for issuing guidelines distinct from the poverty thresholds is that the thresholds for a particular calendar year are not published in final form until late summer of the following calendar year. If poverty guidelines were not issued, HHS and other agencies would have to use two-year-old data in determining eligibility for programs during the first half of each year.

Both poverty thresholds and poverty guidelines are updated annually for price changes using the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U).

The HHS poverty guidelines are used in setting eligibility criteria for a number of federal programs. Some programs actually use a percentage multiple of the guidelines, such as 125 percent, 150 percent, or 185 percent. This is not the result of a single coherent plan; instead, it stems from decisions made at different times by different congressional committees or federal agencies. 

Some examples of federal programs that use the guidelines in determining eligibility are: 

· In HHS: Community Services Block Grant, Head Start, Low-Income Home Energy Assistance, Children's Health Insurance Program 

· In the Department of Agriculture: Food Stamps, Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), the National School Lunch and School Breakfast programs 

· In the Department of Energy: Weatherization Assistance 

· In the Department of Labor: Job Corps, Senior Community Service Employment Program, National Farmworker Jobs Program 

· In the Legal Services Corporation: Legal services for the poor 

Certain relatively recent provisions of Medicaid use the poverty guidelines; however, the rest of that program (accounting for roughly three-quarters of Medicaid eligibility determinations) does not use the guidelines. 

Major means-tested programs that do NOT use the poverty guidelines in determining eligibility include Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (and its predecessor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children), Supplemental Security Income, the Earned Income Tax Credit program, the Department of Housing and Urban Development's means-tested housing assistance programs, and the Social Services Block Grant.

Some state and local governments have chosen to use the federal poverty guidelines in some of their own programs and activities. Examples include state health insurance programs, financial guidelines for child support enforcement, and determination of legal indigence for court purposes. Some private companies such as utilities, telephone companies, and pharmaceutical companies have also adopted the guidelines in setting eligibility for their services to low-income persons.

Note: The most recent IRP research on the poverty measure can be found by searching the IRP site from the home page.

This description, revised July 2000, is based upon Gordon M. Fisher, 'Disseminating the Administrative Version of the Federal Poverty Measure in the 1990s,' paper presented June 6, 1996, at the annual meeting of the Sociological Practice Association, Arlington, Va. Gordon Fisher, a program analyst in the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation in the Department of Health and Human Services, has been responsible since 1982 for preparing the annual update of the poverty guidelines.

Poverty Research 

The following organizations have received support from ASPE to conduct and report on research related to poverty: 

The Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin 

The Joint Center for Poverty Research of Northwestern University and the University of Chicago 

The National Poverty Center at the University of Michigan 

The Kentucky Center for Poverty Research at the University of Kentucky 

The RUPRI Rural Poverty Research Center at the University of Missouri 

The Census Bureau is the federal agency that prepares statistics on the number of people in poverty in the United States. 

(From http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/index.shtml, June 2004)

E.  Income Levels used for State Tax Credit Programs 

	
	State Earned Income Tax Credits

	 
	Income eligibility criteria 

	 
	Income eligibility rules same as for federal EITC (2003) [A] 
	Income limit for 1-parent family w/ 1 qualifying child (2003) [A] 
	Income limit for 1-parent family w/ 2 or more qualifying children (2003) [A] 

	Alabama 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Alaska 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Arizona 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Arkansas 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	California 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Colorado 
	Credit suspended for this year 
	Credit suspended for this year 
	Credit suspended for this year 

	Connecticut 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Delaware 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	District of Columbia 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Florida 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Georgia 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Hawaii 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Idaho 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Illinois 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Indiana 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Iowa 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Kansas 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Kentucky 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Louisiana 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Maine 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Maryland 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Massachusetts 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Michigan 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Minnesota 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Mississippi 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Missouri 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Montana 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Nebraska 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Nevada 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	New Hampshire 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	New Jersey 
	No 
	$20,000/year [3] 
	$20,000/year [3] 

	New Mexico 
	No 
	$22,000/year 
	$22,000/year 

	New York 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	North Carolina 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	North Dakota 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Ohio 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Oklahoma 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Oregon 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Pennsylvania 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Rhode Island 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	South Carolina 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	South Dakota 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Tennessee 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Texas 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Utah 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Vermont 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Virginia 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Washington 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	West Virginia 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 

	Wisconsin 
	Yes 
	$29,666/year [1] 
	$33,692/year [2] 

	Wyoming 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 
	No state credit 


Above data from http://www.nccp.org/wizard/wizard.cgi 6/2004, c/o National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP).

Other definitions that vary from state to state:

Living Wage Successes: A Compilation of Living Wage Policies on the Books
Prepared by Living Wage Resource Center, 1486 Dorchester Ave, Boston, MA 02122, phone 617-740-9500.  List of the 121 city and county campaigns, from January 2001 to current.

http://www.livingwagecampaign.org/victories.php
See also Wider Opportunities for Women at http://www.wowonline.org/
· For general info on EITC, see the California Human Needs’ pdf file on EITC. http://www.chn.org/pdf/ibeitc.pdf 

· See NDOL.org, the New Democrats Online, which offers a state and local playbook on social, family, and housing policy, including earned income tax credits. http://www.ndol.org/ndol_ci.cfm?contentid=3607&kaid=139&subid=277
· Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.  A HAND UP: How State Earned Income Tax Credits Help Working Families Escape Poverty in 2003.  Summary, by Nicholas Johnson, Joseph Uobrera, and Bob Zahradnik.

· Welfare Information Network. Issue Notes, Vol. 4, No. 4, April 2000. The Earned Income Tax Credit. By Pamela Friedman.

* Oregon EIC. See TaxCreditResources.org at 

http://www.taxcreditresources.org/pages.cfm?contentID=39&pageID=12&subpages=yes&dynamicID=622
1) The Child Trends Research Brief suggests “five purposes that social indicators can serve: description, monitoring, setting goals, increasing accountability, and “reflective practice”(which functions like an internal evaluation).  The brief also sounds some cautionary notes about the misuse of social indicators. For example, it suggests that it is inappropriate to use these statistical markers to determine cause and effect. Thus, social indicators can tell you that the rate of binge drinking among American teens has gone up over the past decade but, alone, they can’t tell you that a particular factor or factors caused this increase.”
2) The Child Indicator, Spring, 2004 Vol. 4, Issue No. 5. Publication #2004-07, ISBN # 0-932359-08-6. Developing a Set of Key National Indicators for the Nation. http://www.childtrends.org/Files/ChildIndicatorSpring04.pdf  
3) JobWatch.org   http://jobwatch.org/  Economic Policy Institute.  JobWatch Bulletin: May 21, 2004.  Tracking jobs and wages.

4) United Way’s State of Caring Index tracks social, economic, and employment trends from 1990 to 2000, provides critical information on pressing social issues that are common across the country. The tool is used to highlight areas of success for each state and the nation; identify areas that need improvement; compare current conditions with past performance; and compare the conditions in any one state with those in other states or the nation.  See http://national.unitedway.org/stateofcaring/list.cfm. See Appendix A.

5) The Levy Institute of Bard College publishes the Measure of Economic Well-Being: Concept Measurement and Findings: United States, 1989 and 2000. (February, 2004)  LIMEW is informed by the view that three key institutions – market, state, and household – mediate the access of the members of the household to the goods and services produced in a modern market economy.  By Edward N. Wolff, Ajit Zacharias, Asena Caner.  
6) c/o Chillicothe Constitution Tribune, Chillicothe, MO, USA. A Simulation shows officials reality of poverty. -About 60 participants experienced the virtual realities of poverty in a unique poverty simulation conducted Thursday by Green Hills Community Action Agency. http://www.chillicothenews.com/articles/2004/05/26/news/news3.txt See all stories on this topic at:

http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://www.chillicothenews.com/articles/2004/05/26/news/news3.txt
7) C/o the Maryville Daily Forum, Maryville, MO.  Area citizens meet to discuss poverty concerns. More than 637,000 Missourians are living at or below federal poverty level, according to the state's 2000 census. An additional 989,702 individuals have incomes just above the poverty level. These total more than 1.6 million Missourians struggling to meet their basic needs. Article by Rochelle Shimak. 

See http://www.maryvilledailyforum.com/articles/2004/05/26/news/news2.txt
8) c/o Yahoo News press release, USA, May 26. National Church Leaders Sign Unity Statement on Overcoming Poverty .. Hundreds of people gathered Monday evening in the Washington National Cathedral for a “Service of Unity to Overcome Poverty.” Then, one-by-one, Evangelical, Catholic, Mainline Protestant, Pentecostal, Black, Latino and Asian national church leaders and heads of faith-based organizations signed a statement of unity during a powerful and moving ceremony on behalf of the 35 million people in the U.S. living in poverty. See http://biz.yahoo.com/prnews/040526/dcw049_1.html or http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://biz.yahoo.com/prnews/040526/dcw049_1.html
9) c/o Science Daily.  Madison, WI. Study Shows That Genes Can Protect Kids Against Poverty. - For children growing up poor, money isn't the only solution to overcoming the challenges of poverty. According to a new study, the genes and warm support received from parents also can buffer these children against many of the cognitive and behavioral problems for which poverty puts them at risk. The findings are published in the May issue of the journal Child Development.  

See http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2004/05/040526064421.htm or see http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2004/05/040526064421.htm
Measures Specific to Fields

· health

· aging

· education

· children

· seniors

etc.

F.  United States – Other Organizations


These organizations either have their own definition of poverty or incorporate the U.S. Federal definition into their measures:

	United Way of America

http://national.unitedway.org/ or

www.unitedway.org
	United Way

701 North Fairfax St.
Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 836-7112

	World Council of Churches

http://www.wcc-coe.org/wcc/english.html 
	World Council of Churches
150 route de Ferney
P.O. Box 2100
1211 Geneva 2, Switzerland

Tel.: (+41 22) 791 6111
Fax: (+41 22) 791 0361

	(Catholic) Campaign for Human Development

http://www.nccbuscc.org/cchd/ 
	Catholic Campaign for Human Development
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops
3211 4th Street, N.E., Washington, DC 20017-1194 Ph (202) 541-3000

	Catholic Social Services (Canada)

http://www.catholicsocialservices.ab.ca/home_css.asp 
	Catholic Social Services

8815 – 99 Street

Edmonton, Alberta Canada T6E 3V3

	Lutheran Social Services


	(numerous local chapters, national contact not found)


G.   International Organizations

	United Nations
http://www.un.org/english/
	UN Headquarters
First Avenue at 46th Street
New York, NY 10017

	UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization)
http://www.unesco.org 
	7, place de Fontenoy
75352 
Paris 07 SP 
France 
                       OR:
 1, rue Miollis 
75732 Paris Cedex 15
France 
General ph: +33 (0)1 45 68 10 00 
Fax : +33 (0)1 45 67 16 90 
Telex: 204461 Paris; 270602 Paris 

	World Bank

http://www.worldbank.org/

	Headquarters
The World Bank
1818 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20433 U.S.A.
tel: (202) 473-1000
fax: (202) 477-6391

	International Monetary Fund

http://www.imf.org/ 


	International Monetary Fund
 700 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20431
Tel Operator: (202) 623-7000     
Fax: (202) 623-4661

	World Health Organization

http://www.who.int/en/ 
	Avenue Appia 20
1211 Geneva 27
Switzerland
Telephone: (+ 41 22) 791 21 11
Facsimile (fax): (+ 41 22) 791 3111
Telex: 415 416
Telegraph: UNISANTE GENEVA

E-mail: inf@who.int

	Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)

http://www.oecd.org/home/ 
	OECD
2, rue André Pascal
F-75775 Paris Cedex 16
France

Tel. : +33 1.45.24.82.00

OECD Washington Center
2001 L Street, NW Suite 650
Washington, DC 20036-4922


H.  Measuring Global Poverty

From http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0908762.html
Traditionally, poverty has been measured by the lack of a minimum income (or consumption level) necessary to meet basic needs. Measuring poverty on a global scale requires establishing a uniform poverty level across extremely divergent economies, which can result in only rough comparisons. The World Bank has defined the international poverty line as U.S. $1 and $2 per day in 1993 Purchasing Power Parity (PPP)1, which adjusts for differences in the prices of goods and services between countries. The $1 per day level is generally used for the least developed countries, primarily African; the $2-per-day level is used for middle income economies such as those of East Asia and Latin America. By this measure, in 2003 there were 1.2 billion out of the developing world's 4.8 billion people living on $1 per day, while another 2.8 billion were living on less than $2 per day2. In 2003, the richest fifth of the world's population received 85% of the total world income, while the poorest fifth received just 1.4% of the global income.

The $1- and $2-per-day measures offer a convenient, albeit crude, way to quantify global poverty. In the last several decades, poverty research has adopted a broader, multidimensional approach, taking into account a variety of social indicators in addition to income. The UN's Human Poverty Index, for example, factors in illiteracy, malnutrition among children, early death, poor health care, and poor access to safe water. Vulnerability to famine or flooding, lack of sanitation, exposure to disease, a diet poor in nutrients, and the absence of education are as much the signs of poverty as material deprivation. Providing the poor with basic social services and infrastructure would in many cases alleviate poverty to a greater extent than simply a rise in income level. 

1. Purchasing power parity (PPP), as defined by the World Bank, is “a method of measuring the relative purchasing power of different countries’ currencies over the same types of goods and services. Because goods and services may cost more in one country than in another, PPP allows us to make more accurate comparisons of standards of living across countries.” 

2. The original $1 per day was based on 1985 PPP estimates; currently the poverty line is based on 1993 PPP estimates, which has raised the amount from $1.00 to $1.08. As a convention, “$1 a day” is still widely used when discussing income poverty.
See also: Gap Between Rich and Poor: World Income Inequality;  Economic Statistics;  World's Poorest Countries, 2003.

International – Other Nations

1. AFRICA

www.AllAfrica.com.  

POVERTY is the Dilemma of a People.

Not a few people see poverty as a disease that must be eradicated. What can policy makers and civil society groups do to make this possible? See http://allafrica.com/stories/200405260904.html or see all stories on this topic at: http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://allafrica.com/stories/200405260904.html
2. CAMBODIA. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an updated poverty profile of Cambodia using newly available data from the 1997 Cambodia Socio-Economic Survey (CSES). The baseline poverty profile was prepared by The World Bank using data from the 1993-1994 Socio-Economic Survey of Cambodia (Prescott and Pradhan 1997).  See http://www.un.org.kh/undp/povertynet/pdf_files/Poverty_profile_of_Cambodia/Poverty_profile_of_Cambodia.pdf
3. CANADA


The Fraser Institute.  

4th Floor, 1770 Burrard Street

Vancouver BC Canada V6J 3G7

Tel: (604) 688-0221

Fax: (604) 688-8539

Calgary Tel: 1-866-716-7175

Toronto Tel: (416) 363-6575

info@fraserinstitute.ca
Book Orders: 1-800-665-3558 ext. 580   sales@fraserinstitute.ca
Events: 1-800-665-3558 ext. 578  events@fraserinstitute.ca
See http://www.fraserinstitute.ca/shared/readmore.asp?sNav=pb&id=216 

And Measuring Poverty in Canada, Part 1
And Measuring Poverty in Canada, Part 2
And Measuring Poverty in Canada, Part 3
By Chris Sarlo.

4. CHINA

CHINA welcomed delegates to poverty reduction conference in Xinhua, China. SHANGHAI, May 26 (Xinhuanet) -- A banquet was held here Wednesday for delegates to the Global Conference on Scaling Up Poverty Reduction, initiated by the World Bank.  See http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2004-05/26/content_1492489.htm  See all stories http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2004-5/26/content_1492489.htm
5. ENGLAND


Save the Children.  

(http://www.savethechildren.org.uk/scuk/jsp/wherewework/country.jsp?ukww=uk&section=england&subsection=&pagelang=en&page=4)

The UK is the fourth richest country in the world yet 1 in 3 children are living in poverty according to the Government’s own statistics. In poorer families children have higher accident and injury rates, lower birthweights and worse nutrition - and more than 100,000 of them are homeless. 

The UK Government is committed to eradicating child poverty by 2020 and Save the Children in England is identifying which children are the poorest and not getting basic services such as education, play opportunities or a decent environment in which to live. 

We are consulting with children and young people in their communities to ensure that their experiences and views are taken seriously by those developing anti-poverty programmes e.g. in community environmental re-generation projects in 6 areas of England and with homeless and disabled young people in London. 

(Also insert the findings of the surveys they do of public opinion)

6. EUROPE

EAPN:  European Anti Poverty Network. 

See http://www.eapn.org/default_en.html
7. FINLAND


See http://global.finland.fi/english/poverty/

“Poverty reduction is the main goal of Finland’s development policy.”

The guiding principles of Finland’s development policy are described in the development policy programme approved by the Government of Finland in February 2004. The eradication of extreme poverty globally is the main goal of this programme. 

Development policy is a part of Finland’s Foreign Policy, by which Finland strives for coherence in all the areas in its international cooperation and domestic policies that influence the position of the developing countries. Such areas are e.g. security, human rights, trade, environment, agriculture, forestry, health, social, immigration and information society -policies.

Development cooperation is one important instrument in Finland’s development policy by which a strengthening of the enabling environment for development can be promoted in the poorest countries. Key issues for Finland is to strengthen the private sector, investments and trade opportunities in the poorest countries and thus, support economic growth in the poorest countries. 


The basic objectives of Finland’s development policy are: 
· A commitment to the values and goals of the UN Millennium Declaration 

· A broad national commitment and coherence in all policy sectors 

· A commitment to a right-based approach. This means that individual rights agreed upon in the international human rights agreements are taken as the starting point in Finland’s development policy 

· The principle of sustainable development 

· A broad conceptual understanding of development finance 

· Partnerships for development. Both national and international partnerships between the public and private sector as well as with the civil society are important requirements for development 

· Respecting the right to self-determination and responsibility of the developing countries and their citizens. The contributions of Finland are directed to support the efforts of the developing countries themselves 

· Long term commitment and transparency. The rationale behind Finland’s development policies and actions are long term commitment, predictability, transparency and openness about its actions and plans
  

Eradication of extreme poverty is the main goal of Finland’s development policy 

Eradication of extreme poverty is the main goal of Finland’s development policy. The achievement of this goal is supported by the prevention of global environmental problems, promotion of equality, human rights and democracy, promotion of global security and promotion of economic dialogue, which formed the policy framework for Finland’s development co-operation already in the 1990s.


In supporting efforts to eradicate extreme poverty Finland emphasizes the creation of global partnerships according to the UN Millennium Declaration. This implies that developing countries commit themselves to poverty reduction and to the development of their own societies. The industrial countries will on the other hand commit themselves to support these processes through development co-operation, trade and private sector investments. 

In the Millennium Declaration the international community has committed itself to common development goals. The Millennium Declaration includes eight development goals and objectives, which achievement by the year 2015 Finland has committed itself to. The seven first development goals include agreements on the main challenges on an individual and country level. Goal number eight focuses on how the industrial countries and the donor community should participate in securing the needed resources and to promote an enabling environment for development.
updated 24.3.2004

8. GERMANY

(1)  GTZ’s Poverty Reduction Project.

See http://www.gtz.de/forum_armut/english/c05.htm and see Poverty - World Bank and UNDP Concepts. GTZ. Eschborn, February 1999 (pdf, 26 kB)


(2) Poverty in Western and Eastern Germany: A Detailed Comparison.  From © DIW Berlin and Springer-Verlag.  Economic Bulletin 2/2003

Authors: Birgit Otto and Thomas Siedler
In the time period spanning 1992 to 2000, we witnessed a low income inequality[1] in eastern Germany - a situation which remained essentially unchanged over the years. At the same time, fewer people in eastern Germany than in the west were affected by poverty - relative to a 'regionally defined' poverty line. In both the east and the west, around half the poverty phases that individuals entered during the survey period had come to an end one year later. In western Germany, people who have experienced poverty in the past were found to be more likely to re-enter poverty than their counterparts in eastern Germany. In both regions, however, the likelihood of renewed poverty decreases with every additional year not spent in poverty. Socio-political measures to alleviate poverty, therefore, ought not to be aimed exclusively at liberating people from poverty, but also at reducing (re-)entry rates into poverty. 

Using data from the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP)[2], we examine the development of poverty rates over time, poverty duration as well as poverty entry and exit rates.[3] The term 'poor' refers to individuals whose income is less than half of the average income of the population living in private households.[4] The income used is disposable income,[5] also referred to as net household income. A needs-based weighting is used to translate this into a modified per-capita income value ('equivalent income'), making the income situation of individuals in different-sized households comparable.[6] 

The development of poverty was examined by means of two different indicators (see box). The poverty rate establishes the proportion of poor individuals within the population, whereas the poverty intensity is an index[7] which evaluates the poverty rate in relation to the average poverty gap. The poverty gap is the value reflecting the respective distance between income and poverty line; it is sensitive to changes in the income situation of the poor.
Definitions of the terms poverty rate, poverty gap and poverty intensity

The poverty rate is defined as the percentage of the population whose family income falls below an absolute level, the poverty line. The poverty gap describes the income deficit for those living in poverty, that is, the amount of money that would be required to lift all poor families to the poverty line. The poverty intensity accounts for the number who are poor, the depth of poverty and the inequality among the poor. Poverty intensity gives the strongest weighting to income distances experienced by the poorest of the poor. These three indicators can be calculated using the formula: 

[image: image49.png]



where n stands for the number of individuals observed, q for the number of poor people, y for the equivalent income of poor individuals and z for the poverty line and α is a weighting factor.

If α is equal to zero, we get the poverty rate. If α is equal to one, the resulting figure will represent the poverty gap (whereby the sum of all individual poverty gaps is divided by the number of observed persons). When calculating poverty intensity, α is normally given a value of two (at all events a value which is larger than one). 

This article only provides information on the poverty rate and poverty intensity.

Poverty in Germany

A comparison of the years 1992 and 2000 reveals that Germany experienced an increase in the poverty rate from 10.5% to 13% (cf. table 1). There was, however, relatively strong fluctuation in the rate during this period, with no clear trend apparent to indicate increased poverty intensity. In western Germany, the poverty rate saw a slight rise and poverty intensity likewise rose marginally against the 1992 level. With values of 6% to 9%, the poverty rates for eastern Germany were considerably lower than those measured in western Germany.[8] Poverty intensity, too, was considerably less severe in eastern Germany in 1992 (1.5) and in 2000 (1.1) than in the western part of the country (2.8 and 3.0, respectively). Using the regional poverty line, the income situation of poor people in eastern Germany was found to be more advantageous than that of poor people in western Germany, given that the poverty gap for the former group was distinctly smaller than that for poor people in western Germany.

See http://www.diw.de/english/produkte/publikationen/bulletin/docs/eb03/n03_02feb_3.html#HEAD-1
to view:

Table 1: Poverty Rates and Poverty Intensity in Germany1 1992 to 2000

Table 2: Poverty Rates and Poverty Intensity in Germany1 1992 to 2000

Table 3: Duration of Poverty Within the Period 1992 to 20001

Table 4: Duration of Poverty and Probability of Leaving It Behind

Table 5: Duration of Non-poverty and Probability of Its Ending

The picture for eastern Germany changes when the figures are based on the national average income rather than on the regional average. Using this method of calculation, the scope of poverty in eastern Germany from 1992 to 1994 was in the proximity of that ascertained for western Germany (cf. table 2), with one in ten people in either region afflicted by poverty during this period. Until 1999, the poverty rate for eastern Germany (between 9% and 10%) remained consistently lower than that for western Germany (between 12% and 13%). In the year 2000, the poverty rate was the same in both regions again (13%). This is remarkable for the fact that the average economic capacity[9] of private households during this period was lower in eastern than in western Germany. Based on the national poverty line, poverty intensity in eastern Germany averaged around 1.7. In spite of the low level of economic capacity in the eastern part of the country, poverty intensity (for all years examined) was only marginally higher than when it was based on the regional poverty line for eastern Germany.(Table 2)

The Structure of the poverty experienced

Table 3 depicts the proportion of Germany's population that lived in poverty during the survey period either for one year, for several years[10] or long term (for nine years). The figures also enable us to deduce the proportion of the population not affected by poverty at all during this period. From 1992 to 2000, some 18% of the population of eastern Germany and 23% of the population of western Germany experienced poverty during at least one of these years. These figures are significantly higher than the poverty rate for any one specific point in time. While 9% of eastern Germans and 8% of western Germans experienced one-time poverty (one year of poverty), 9% of the population of eastern Germany and 13% of western Germans experienced several years of poverty (two to eight years), with only 1% of people in eastern Germany and 2% of people in western Germany remaining poor throughout the survey period. The majority of the population (82% in the east and 78% in the west) was not affected by poverty during the survey period.[11] Since the length of the survey period influences the definition of long-term versus temporary poverty, these results allow only limited conclusions. Far more conclusive in nature are analyses on the duration of poverty after poverty entries and on the corresponding probability of exiting poverty.

Duration of poverty and the probability of leaving it

This section refers to those individuals from the longitudinal population for whom a period of poverty[12] started in or after 1993.[13] Table 4 shows the duration of poverty for these individuals and also the probability of their leaving poverty behind.[14]
(Table 4)

Around half the individuals in eastern Germany who entered poverty remained poor for at least two years. Close to one third of individuals experienced at least three years of poverty, and 15% of the poverty-affected population of eastern Germany experienced at least four years of poverty. A minimal proportion of the population suffered longer periods of poverty. The poverty profile for western Germany differs markedly from that for eastern Germany. In the western part of the country, more than half the poor population experienced a poverty phase which lasted for at least two years; for almost two fifths the poverty phase lasted at least three years; and for close to one third the poverty phase extended to a period of at least four years. The differences between east and west become more conspicuous with lengthening duration of poverty. The proportion of individuals in western Germany who experienced a six-year poverty phase (24%) was around three times as high as the corresponding figure for eastern Germany. 

Such differences again become apparent, too, when we look at the figures representing the probability of exiting poverty. In eastern Germany the probability of exiting poverty after one year came close to 52%; after two years of poverty the likelihood was down to 34%; after three years it was back to 52%. In eastern Germany, the probability of exiting a poverty phase was not reduced until after four years of living in poverty. By contrast, the probability of exiting poverty in western Germany became lower (with one exception) with each additional year in the poverty phase. In this part of the country, the risk of being or becoming chronically poor is higher. And the probability of individuals' exiting poverty after a one- or two-year poverty phase was also lower than in eastern Germany. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate both the similarities and the differences between eastern and western Germany in terms of poverty duration. In both regions, around half of all poverty phases observed during the survey period had ended after one year, though the proportion of the poor population who experienced a longer duration in poverty was considerably larger in the west than in eastern Germany.[15]
Duration of non-poverty and the probability of re-entering poverty

Just as the duration in poverty and the probability of exiting poverty can be measured, we can measure the duration of non-poverty and the probability of entering renewed phases of poverty (cf. table 5). This requires looking at all people from the longitudinal population who exited a poverty phase in or after 1993.
(Table 5)

In eastern Germany, close to 93% of all individuals who exited a poverty phase remained above the poverty line the following year. In western Germany, the corresponding proportion was only 87%. The survey recorded a seven-year phase of non-poverty for 83% of eastern Germans who had formerly lived in poverty, while only 67% of poor people living in western Germany shared a similar fortune. The probability, therefore, that formerly poor individuals will enter renewed poverty is higher in the west than in the east. A common tendency in both regions is that (with one exception in eastern Germany) the probability of renewed poverty is reduced considerably with every additional year spent in non-poverty.

Conclusion

We could not observe a clear trend in terms of the development of poverty in Germany from 1992 to 2000. There are indications of a rising tendency with respect to the poverty rate for western Germany, coupled with a lower level of deterioration of the income situation of impoverished individuals. During all the surveyed years, the poverty rate and poverty intensity in eastern Germany were significantly lower than those in the western part of the country. This profile changes when the national average income level is used as a basis for calculating the poverty line rather than using the average income level for eastern Germany - in which case the values for east and west assume similar levels. The poverty rate for eastern Germany does, however, remain below the values for western Germany for most years, and poverty intensity is even (markedly) lower in all cases than the values ascertained for western Germany.[16] 

What is remarkable about this situation is that both the scope and intensity of poverty remained relatively unchanged over all the survey years despite the fact that income levels in the east have gradually moved towards levels corresponding with those in western Germany. Hence, the growing market-income disparity in eastern Germany during the course of the transformation process has not resulted in any perceptible increase in the number of people affected by poverty. 

The proportion of people affected by poverty during the period of the survey (1992 to 2000) was significantly higher than the annual poverty rates for any one specific year. Less than 2% of the population experienced long-term poverty. Of the individuals who entered poverty during this time, a little under half of those living in eastern Germany remained poor for at least two years, as against more than half of their counterparts in western Germany. Only quite a small fraction of the population suffered longer periods of poverty. 

The probability of formerly poor people re-entering poverty was considerably higher in western Germany than in eastern Germany, and the probability of re-entering poverty decreased in both regions with each additional year spent living above the poverty line. These findings clearly emphasise that, to help overcome poverty, the focus needs to be not only on increasing the frequency of exit from poverty, but also on preventing (renewed) poverty.
Footnotes

[1] See German Council of Economic Experts. Annual Report 2002/2003, p. 350.

[2] The SOEP is a representative survey of households conducted annually in western Germany since 1984 and in eastern Germany since 1990. See SOEP Group: The German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) after more than 15 years - Overview. In: Elke Holst and others (eds.): Proceedings of the 2000 Fourth International Conference of German Socio-Economic Panel Study Users (GSOEP 2000). In: Quarterly Journal of Economic Research, DIW Berlin, 1/2001, pp. 7-14; or http://www.diw.de/deutsch/sop/. 

[3] For a variety of reasons, the results may differ from those of other studies, in particular from the results of calculations based on SOEP data. Depending on the income basis chosen (annual income in previous year, monthly income), on the poverty line used as a reference value (e.g. 50% of average, 60% of the median) and on the weighting used to define the needs of individual members of a household, the resulting poverty profiles for both regions of Germany may differ. See: Lebenslagen in Deutschland. Der erste Armuts- und Reichtumsbericht der Bundesregierung. Berlin 2001, pp. 154-155; Peter Krause and Roland Habich: Einkommensverteilung und Armut. In: Federal Statistical Office (ed.): Datenreport 1999. Zahlen und Fakten für die Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Bonn 1999, pp. 581-591.

[4] For Germany as a whole, the reference value used to determine the poverty line is the average income of the overall population. Separate poverty values were also ascertained for eastern and western Germany, whereby the reference value used here is the respective average income for the region. When the poverty quotas in eastern Germany are calculated based on income in western Germany, they are significantly higher. See: Stephen P. Jenkins, Chris Schluter and Gert G. Wagner: 'Einkommensarmut von Kindern - Ein deutsch-britischer Vergleich für die 90er Jahre.' In: Wochenbericht des DIW Berlin, no. 5/2002.

[5] Income measurements are based on previous-year 'annual income', i.e. income after redistribution in accordance with the tax and transfer system. See also: Markus M. Grabka: 'Einkommensverteilung in Deutschland - Stärkere Umverteilungseffekte in Ostdeutschland.' In: Wochenbericht des DIW Berlin, no. 1/2002, p. 52 ff.

[6] To translate a household's net income into a per-capita income, it is divided by the sum of the individual need-based weightings. The resulting amount is then allocated to each member of the household and represents the welfare level of the household - with due consideration given to the composition of the household. For the purpose of need-based weighting, the so-called OECD equivalence scale has been applied according to which the head of the household is given a weighting of 1.0, each additional adult a weighting of 0.5 and children under the age of 15 a weighting of 0.3. See also: Jürgen Faik: Equivalence Scales. Theoretical Discourse, Empirical Analysis and Distribution-Specific Application for the Federal Republic of Germany. Berlin 1995.

[7] An index developed by J. Foster, J. Greer and E. Thorbecke. For a detailed description, see: A Class of Decomposable Poverty Measures. In: Econometrica, 52 (3), 1984, pp. 761-766.

[8] See Irene Becker, Joachim R. Frick, Markus M. Grabka, Richard Hauser, Peter Krause and Gert G. Wagner: A Comparison of the Main Household Income Surveys for Germany: EVS and SOEP. In: Richard Hauser and Irene Becker (eds.): 'Reporting on Income Distribution and Poverty.' Berlin 2003, p. 55-90.

[9] 'Only as the result of a high level of transfers do disposable incomes in eastern Germany reach around 80% of the level for western Germany. In 1998, however, the economic capacity of households in eastern Germany - based on the market income achieved - only equalled 70% of the value for western Germany.' See: Markus M. Grabka and Birgit Otto: 'Angleichung der Markteinkommen privater Haushalte zwischen Ost- und Westdeutschland nicht in Sicht.' In: Wochenbericht des DIW Berlin, no. 4/2001.

[10] This figure gives no indication, however, of whether the stated years of poverty were consecutive years or represent separate periods of poverty. 

[11] See: Walter Hanesch, Peter Krause, Gerhard Bäcker, Michael Maschke and Birgit Otto: 'Armut und Ungleichheit in Deutschland.' Hans-Böckler-Foundation, Hamburg 2000, p. 106. The authors report that, in the period 1991 to 1997, 81.9% of the population of eastern Germany and 78.9% of the population of western Germany did not fall below the regional poverty threshold at all.

[12] It must be noted that multiple incidents of poverty meant that the individual concerned was correspondingly counted multiple times. 

[13] Poverty phases extending back into the year 1992 cannot be taken into account, since it is not known when they actually began. Such phases of poverty are referred to as left-censored spells. 

[14] Using Kaplan-Meier Survival Rates, we can establish the proportion of the population afflicted by poverty over a continuous period. This measure takes into consideration whether individuals exited poverty during the survey period or whether they were still living in poverty at the end of that period. 

[15] The values of the Kaplan-Meier Survival Function show a significantly lower number of people remaining in poverty for an eight-year phase in eastern than in western Germany.

[16] Research based on monthly income and on the German national poverty line does, however, lead to the conclusion that the scope of poverty in eastern Germany is more extensive than in the western part of the country, though the authors point out that this finding was not verifiable once the statistics were based on annual rather than monthly incomes. See: Jan Goebel, Roland Habich and Peter Krause: 'Einkommensverteilung und Armut.' In: Federal Statistical Office (ed.): Datenreport 2002. Bonn, pp. 580-596.

9. SHANGHAI

C/o The New Nation – Bangladesh.  Prime Minister Begum Khaleda Zia addresses Poverty Reduction Conference in Shanghai, strongly pleading for evolving a new global financial arrangement with compassion for the poor to reduce resource gap with the rich. “Obviously the existing resource gap cannot be covered by traditional ODA (overseas development assistance) alone. What is needed is a new global financial arrangement that can ensure fair play, justice and compassion for the poor,” she said while addressing the opening session of the World Bank-sponsored global conference on poverty reduction here.” See http://nation.ittefaq.com/artman/publish/article_9430.shtml or see all stories on this topic at: 

http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://nation.ittefaq.com/artman/publish/article_9430.shtml
10. SOUTH AFRICA

C/o Sunday Times, Johannesburg, South Africa. By Thabang Mokopanele. The United Nations gains support for report on South Africa poverty crisis. Development report that South Africa as a country is in crisis, with almost all South Africans living in poverty.

See http://www.sundaytimes.co.za/zones/sundaytimes/newsst/newsst1085558992.asp or see all stories on this topic at: 

http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://www.sundaytimes.co.za/zones/sundaytimes/newsst/newsst1085558992.asp
C/o Mail & Guardian online.  Durban gets set to fight poverty.  Fighting poverty and creating a climate for growth and development are the key challenges facing Durban, eThekwini Mayor Obed Mlaba said in his budget speech on Wednesday. See http://www.mg.co.za/Content/l3.asp?ao=66909  Or see all stories on this topic at: http://news.google.com/news?ie=utf8&oe=utf8&persist=1&num=30&hl=en&client=google&newsclusterurl=http://www.mg.co.za/Content/l3.asp%3Fao%3D66909
11. SPAIN


No documentation found online 6/2004.

12. SWEDEN

Sweden’s action plan against poverty and social exclusion 2003–2005, by the Government Offices of Sweden.  See http://www.sweden.gov.se/content/1/c6/02/42/04/81d24d2b.pdf   See also “Europe’s position on social cohesion” at http://www.sweden.gov.se/sb/d/3990/a/24717
13. RUSSIA


See the World Bank Group’s Russian Federation at http://www.worldbank.org.ru/
Main goals of socio-economic development of Russia as well as the main directions of cooperation between Russian Government and the World Bank comprise the foundation of the Project. They are emphasized in the following documents: 

· Mid-term Socioeconomic Development Program of the Russia Federation till 2004 (In Russian)

· Program of cooperation between the Russian Federation and the World Bank for 2002-2004 

· Memorandum of the President of the International Bank on a country assistance strategy of the World Bank Group for the Russian Federation
ALL Nations poverty rates

From http://www.phatnav.com/factbook/fields/2046.html (based on CIA data)

Field Listing – Population below poverty line

	Country 
	Population below poverty line (%) 

	Afghanistan 
	NA% 

	Albania 
	30% (2001 est.) 

	Algeria 
	23% (1999 est.) 

	American Samoa 
	NA% 

	Andorra 
	NA% 

	Angola 
	NA% 

	Anguilla 
	NA% 

	Antigua and Barbuda 
	NA% 

	Argentina 
	37% (2001 est.) 

	Armenia 
	50% (2002 est.) 

	Aruba 
	NA% 

	Australia 
	NA% 

	Austria 
	NA% 

	Azerbaijan 
	49% (2002 est.) 

	Bahamas, The 
	NA% 

	Bahrain 
	NA% 

	Bangladesh 
	35.6% (FY 95/96 est.) 

	Barbados 
	NA% 

	Belarus 
	22% (1995 est.) 

	Belgium 
	4% 

	Belize 
	33% (1999 est.) 

	Benin 
	37% (2001 est.) 

	Bermuda 
	NA% 

	Bhutan 
	NA% 

	Bolivia 
	70% (1999 est.) 

	Bosnia and Herzegovina 
	NA% 

	Botswana 
	47% 

	Brazil 
	22% (1998 est.) 

	British Virgin Islands 
	NA% 

	Brunei 
	NA% 

	Bulgaria 
	12.6% (2001 est.) 

	Burkina Faso 
	45% (2001 est.) 

	Burma 
	25% (2000 est.) 

	Burundi 
	70% (2002 est.) 

	Cambodia 
	36% (1997 est.) 

	Cameroon 
	48% (2000 est.) 

	Canada 
	NA% 

	Cape Verde 
	30% (2000) 

	Cayman Islands 
	NA% 

	Central African Republic 
	NA% 

	Chad 
	80% (2001 est.) 

	Chile 
	21% (1998 est.) 

	China 
	10% (2001 est.) 

	Christmas Island 
	NA% 

	Cocos (Keeling) Islands 
	NA% 

	Colombia 
	55% (2001) 

	Comoros 
	60% (2002 est.) 

	Congo, Democratic Republic of the 
	NA% 

	Congo, Republic of the 
	NA% 

	Cook Islands 
	NA% 

	Costa Rica 
	20.6% (1999 est.) 

	Cote d'Ivoire 
	37% (1995) 

	Croatia 
	NA% 

	Cuba 
	NA% 

	Cyprus 
	NA% 

	Czech Republic 
	NA% 

	Denmark 
	NA% 

	Djibouti 
	50% (2001 est.) 

	Dominica 
	30% (2002 est.) 

	Dominican Republic 
	25% 

	East Timor 
	42% (2002 est.) 

	Ecuador 
	70% (2001 est.) 

	Egypt 
	22.9% (FY 95/96 est.) 

	El Salvador 
	48% (1999 est.) 

	Equatorial Guinea 
	NA% 

	Eritrea 
	53% (1993/94) 

	Estonia 
	NA% (2000) 

	Ethiopia 
	45% (2002 est.) 

	Falkland Islands (Islas Malvinas) 
	NA% 

	Faroe Islands 
	NA% 

	Fiji 
	25.5% (1990-91) 

	Finland 
	NA% 

	France 
	6.4% (1999) 

	French Guiana 
	NA% 

	French Polynesia 
	NA% 

	Gabon 
	NA% 

	Gambia, The 
	NA% 

	Gaza Strip 
	60% (2002 est.) 

	Georgia 
	54% (2001 est.) 

	Germany 
	NA% 

	Ghana 
	31.4% (1992 est.) 

	Gibraltar 
	NA% 

	Greece 
	NA% 

	Greenland 
	NA% 

	Grenada 
	32% (2000) 

	Guadeloupe 
	NA% 

	Guam 
	23% (2001 est.) 

	Guatemala 
	75% (2002 est.) 

	Guernsey 
	NA% 

	Guinea 
	40% (1994 est.) 

	Guinea-Bissau 
	NA% 

	Guyana 
	NA% 

	Haiti 
	80% (2002 est.) 

	Holy See (Vatican City) 
	NA% 

	Honduras 
	53% (1993 est.) 

	Hong Kong 
	NA% 

	Hungary 
	8.6% (1993 est.) 

	Iceland 
	NA% 

	India 
	25% (2002 est.) 

	Indonesia 
	27% (1999) 

	Iran 
	40% (2002 est.) 

	Iraq 
	NA 

	Ireland 
	10% (1997 est.) 

	Israel 
	18% (2001 est.) 

	Italy 
	NA% 

	Jamaica 
	34.2% (1992 est.) 

	Japan 
	NA% 

	Jersey 
	NA% 

	Jordan 
	30% (2001 est.) 

	Kazakhstan 
	26% (2001 est.) 

	Kenya 
	50% (2000 est.) 

	Kiribati 
	NA% 

	Korea, North 
	NA% 

	Korea, South 
	4% (2001 est.) 

	Kuwait 
	NA% 

	Kyrgyzstan 
	55% (2001 est.) 

	Laos 
	40% (2002 est.) 

	Latvia 
	NA% 

	Lebanon 
	28% (1999 est.) 

	Lesotho 
	49% (1999) 

	Liberia 
	80% 

	Libya 
	NA% 

	Liechtenstein 
	NA% 

	Lithuania 
	NA% 

	Luxembourg 
	NA% 

	Macau 
	NA% 

	Macedonia, The Former Yugoslav Republic of 
	24% (2001 est.) 

	Madagascar 
	71% (1999 est.) 

	Malawi 
	54% (FY 90/91 est.) 

	Malaysia 
	8% (1998 est.) 

	Maldives 
	NA% 

	Mali 
	64% average; 30% of the total population living in urban areas; 70% of the total population living in rural areas) (2001 est.) 

	Malta 
	NA% 

	Man, Isle of 
	NA% 

	Marshall Islands 
	NA% 

	Martinique 
	NA% 

	Mauritania 
	50% (2001 est.) 

	Mauritius 
	10% (2001 est.) 

	Mayotte 
	NA% 

	Mexico 
	40% (2001 est.) 

	Micronesia, Federated States of 
	26.7% 

	Moldova 
	80% (2001 est.) 

	Monaco 
	NA% 

	Mongolia 
	36% (2001 est.) 

	Montserrat 
	NA% 

	Morocco 
	19% (1999 est.) 

	Mozambique 
	70% (2001 est.) 

	Namibia 
	50% (2002 est.) 

	Nauru 
	NA% 

	Nepal 
	42% (1995-96) 

	Netherlands 
	NA% 

	Netherlands Antilles 
	NA% 

	New Caledonia 
	NA% 

	New Zealand 
	NA% 

	Nicaragua 
	50% (2001 est.) 

	Niger 
	63% (1993 est.) 

	Nigeria 
	60% (2000 est.) 

	Niue 
	NA% 

	Norfolk Island 
	NA% 

	Northern Mariana Islands 
	NA% 

	Norway 
	NA% 

	Oman 
	NA% 

	Pakistan 
	35% (2001 est.) 

	Palau 
	NA% 

	Panama 
	37% (1999 est.) 

	Papua New Guinea 
	37% (2002 est.) 

	Paraguay 
	36% (2001 est.) 

	Peru 
	50% (2000 est.) 

	Philippines 
	40% (2001 est.) 

	Pitcairn Islands 
	NA% 

	Poland 
	18.4% (2000 est.) 

	Portugal 
	NA% 

	Puerto Rico 
	NA% 

	Qatar 
	NA% 

	Reunion 
	NA% 

	Romania 
	44.5% (2000) 

	Russia 
	25% (37622 est.) 

	Rwanda 
	60% (2001 est.) 

	Saint Helena 
	NA% 

	Saint Kitts and Nevis 
	NA% 

	Saint Lucia 
	NA% 

	Saint Pierre and Miquelon 
	NA% 

	Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 
	NA% 

	Samoa 
	NA% 

	San Marino 
	NA% 

	Sao Tome and Principe 
	NA% 

	Saudi Arabia 
	NA% 

	Senegal 
	54% (2001 est.) 

	Serbia and Montenegro 
	30% 

	Seychelles 
	NA% 

	Sierra Leone 
	68% (1989 est.) 

	Singapore 
	NA% 

	Slovakia 
	NA% 

	Slovenia 
	NA% 

	Solomon Islands 
	NA% 

	Somalia 
	NA% 

	South Africa 
	50% (2000 est.) 

	Spain 
	NA% 

	Sri Lanka 
	22% (1997 est.) 

	Sudan 
	NA% 

	Suriname 
	70% (2002 est.) 

	Svalbard 
	NA% 

	Swaziland 
	40% (1995) 

	Sweden 
	NA% 

	Switzerland 
	NA% 

	Syria 
	15%-25% 

	Taiwan 
	1% (2000 est.) 

	Tajikistan 
	60% (2001 est.) 

	Tanzania 
	36% (2002 est.) 

	Thailand 
	12.5% (1998 est.) 

	Togo 
	32% (1989 est.) 

	Tokelau 
	NA% 

	Tonga 
	NA% 

	Trinidad and Tobago 
	21% (1992 est.) 

	Tunisia 
	6% (2000 est.) 

	Turkey 
	NA% 

	Turkmenistan 
	34.4% (2001 est.) 

	Turks and Caicos Islands 
	NA% 

	Tuvalu 
	NA% 

	Uganda 
	35% (2001 est.) 

	Ukraine 
	29% (2001 est.) 

	United Arab Emirates 
	NA% 

	United Kingdom 
	17% 

	United States 
	12.7% (2001 est.) 

	Uruguay 
	6% (1997) 

	Uzbekistan 
	NA% 

	Vanuatu 
	NA% 

	Venezuela 
	47% (1998 est.) 

	Vietnam 
	37% (1998 est.) 

	Virgin Islands 
	NA% 

	Wallis and Futuna 
	NA% 

	West Bank 
	60% (2002 est.) 

	Western Sahara 
	NA% 

	Yemen 
	NA 

	Zambia 
	86% (1993) 

	Zimbabwe 
	70% (2002 est.) 


J.  Comparing the Elements of the Different Approaches

Jim to do using the source material in this paper.

Problems in the Existing Federal Definition of Poverty

 A.  THE POVERTY INDEX IS OUTDATED.  The poverty index, invented in the early-1960’s, is outdated.  The methodology has been challenged many times over the decades. Our thanks to Garth Mangrum and Steven Mangrum and Andrew Sum for their book, “The Persistence of Poverty in the United States,” Johns Hopkins Press, 2003.   On the surface, the “case for change” appears to be compelling.  A few of the problems summarized by the Mangrums and Sum from previous studies (this synopsis is from pages XX to YY of their book) include:

a.  In the 1960’s, the percentage of the household budget spent on food was assumed to be about 33%, and now the percentage spent on food is about 14%.

b.  The dietary habits of American families have changed dramatically, i.e. the original “grocery basket” of the types of food in the diet is obsolete.

c.  The formula does not take into account the dramatic regional variations in the cost of living.

d. The original formula does not include sources of income that were created after the formula was adopted, including government benefits such as the Earned Income Tax Credit and Food Stamps.  (All income should be counted.)

e. The cost elements are incomplete.  Childcare, housing and transportation costs were not specifically included in the original formula but have now become significant household costs.  (A more complete family budget should be used.)

(This ends the summary of Mangrum and Sum, and begins Jim speculations)

f.  The existing approach tells us nothing about WHY people are poor, or WHAT we can do to change the situation.  There is no clue, and the implicit clues that are there lead us into a dead-end.  Given that the existing formula is consumption based (as opposed to production based, or social system based) in the absence of other information then we might assume that the task at hand is to help them consume.  

There are at least two problems with this, which I will call the standard problem, and the Maslow problem.  The standards problem.  The purpose of many public policies is to subsidize consumption to get people up to “a standard” -- but we do not really know what the standard is supposed to be.  England and some other European countries do surveys to develop an accurate description of what their public(s) perceives as a desirable standard.  (Cite again….)  The Maslow Problem.  Psychologist Abraham Maslow developed a “hierarchy of needs” that described his theory about the evolution of a person over the course of a lifetime.  An individual would grow from being concerned about one type of need to other types of needs.  Maslow did not create a linear sequential theory that assumes that lower level needs MUST be satisfied before a person can move to a higher level need, and that all this has to happen in the course of a year or two.  Instead, he said that the most important need that a person had at the moment was likely to absorb most of their attention and energy before they could move on to consideration of other needs.   However the hierarchical assumption has become embedded in most U.S. social policy, and the shibboleth is often heard that “a person can not really look for a job when they are hungry” or “a person can not a pay attention in school when they are hungry.”  I used to believe this, but I don’t anymore.  People can enter this “needs package” at any level and leave with any combination of satisfied needs that works for them.  (See separate paper on Maslow.)  The trap that is created by people who reify Masow is that it validates the consumption model, with the idea that consumption needs MUST BE MET before a person can move to higher levels.  

g.  The formula does not consider real factors that determine how long a person or family stays in poverty, e.g. it does not assess human capital, social capital, or financial capital.  These cushion a family from temporary income poverty and enable the family to escape poverty more quickly.  The existing formula therefore fails to reveal these cushions and  pathways out of poverty.  

h.  Given the large number of people who are technically in poverty for a short period each year (under 4 months) but who use few or no government services, there must be many factors that we are just not seeing.  Why do they “bounce” and others “stay?”  What are the other drivers of social mobility?  The concept of poverty as we currently use it conceals as much as it reveals.

i.  Put another way, the existing formula focuses too heavily on stuff and not enough on financial assets, human capital and social factors -- and does not help to identify strategy at the national, state, community or family levels.   

(Back to the book)

B.  SEVERAL ALTERNATIVES HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED.  Just a few of the alternatives that have been explored, as described by the Mangrum’s and Sum, are listed below.   The ideas for change fall into two general groupings, absolute income measures and relative income measures.

I. ABSOLUTE INCOME MEASURES

1.  Update the food consumption percentage or food mix.

2.  The National Academy of Sciences/NRS created a “basic needs commodity bundle” that adds other household costs to the formula.

3.  The DOL Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and the Census Bureau devised a “basic consumption bundle.”

4.  The BLS also created a “family budget series.”

5. The BLS also created a “lower living standard income level”.  Its acronym is LLSIL.

6.  Oliver and Shapiro created a “resource sufficiency and resource deficiency” model.

7.  Wider Opportunities for Women have promoted the concept of a “living wage.”

II.  RELATIVE INCOME MODELS

8.  Economist Victor Fuchs uses a percentage of median income as the most important measure of poverty, e.g. 50% of median income, or 75% of median income, or 80% of median income.  Most HUD programs use a percent of median income to establish either individual eligibility or group eligibility for the people in a neighborhood.

9.  Public opinion polls have been used to identify what the public thinks about the amount of money that is needed to live in an area, but these are rarely the basis for public policy.

So there are many alternative ways of measuring poverty.  Both HUD and DOL seem to have explored and adopted more approaches that diverge from the original poverty formula than has HHS.  The Census Bureau and others have been active participants in these explorations.  Although staff at HHS have compiled and explored many alternatives, few of them have risen to the level of adoption at the operational level or to the level of changes in the formula itself. 

(Back to Jim)

C.  CHALLENGES IN CHANGING THE EXISTING FORMULA

1.  The poverty formula is written into many statutes as the primary method, or as an element in the method, of allocating Federal money to programs or states.  Many people prefer the known method and predictable resource flows to the uncertainty of possible changes in resource allocations.  Any proposed change in a distribution formula excites huge constituencies who are vested in the existing method.

2.  The sheer number of programs and governmental organizations using the poverty index makes the process of just having a conversation about it a formidable logistical challenge.

3.  Some elected officials do not want the numbers to change upward, i.e. they do not want the numbers to go up “on their watch” for fear that the public might perceive that the policies of incumbent elected officials are causing a real increase in poverty.

4.  Some human service delivery organizations do not want to add in the dollars or dollar-value of the benefits the household receives because they are afraid the numbers in poverty will go down, thus reducing public concern about poverty or reducing federal appropriations.

5.  Some people perceive that any proposed changes are based on ulterior motives, i.e. to reduce Federal expenditures, or to change the Federal role.

6. Existing methods of community assessment are not very useful in that they do not help people understand the causes of poverty and do not lead people into discussions about how to change the economy, social values or personal behavior.   These methods are firmly rooted in dozens of human development programs and will be difficult to change.  One proposal under consideration is to develop new methods of community and family assessment that include ALL of the factors that contribute to a cushion or pathway out of poverty, and to just start using them.  If the program operators find them useful, they will take on a life of their own. 
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Do a summary of the NRS work?  Or not?  It proposes an update of the consumption model.

Expert who wrote many of the papers in Section C and D (Gordon Fisher)

Gordon Fisher, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, Room 438F, Humphrey Building, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 200 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20201--telephone: (202) 690-6141; internet address: gfisher@osaspe.dhhs.gov
Appendix A. United Way’s State of Caring Index

See http://national.unitedway.org/stateofcaring/list.cfm
About the Indicators for the Nation and the 50 States

Economy and Financial Well Being 
Education 
Health 
Voluntarism/Charity/Civic Engagement 
Safety 
Natural Environment and Other Factors 
Figures in parentheses show the weight given these factors in the index. Weights for the categories equal the sum of the weights for the individual indicators.

Economy and Financial Well Being (24%) 

· Median household income (5%)
Median household income (in 2001 dollars)
· US Census Bureau (2003). Median Household Income by State, 1984-2001. Washington D.C. 

· Percentage of population living below the federal poverty level (7%)
Percentage of population living below the federal poverty level
· US Census Bureau (2003). Number of Poor and Poverty Rate, By State: 1980 to 2001. Washington, DC. 

· Unemployment rate (5%)
The unemployment rate is calculated as the percent unemployed of the civilian labor force. The civilian labor force is the sum of employed and unemployed persons. Members of the civilian noninstitutional population ages 16 and older are considered employed if they did any work at all for pay or profit during the week in which the Current Population Survey (CPS) was administered. They are classified as unemployed if they do not have a job, have actively looked for work in the prior 4 weeks, and are currently available for work.
· Bureau of Labor Statistics (2003). Unemployment rates. Washington, DC. 

· Gap between top-fifth and bottom-fifth of income earners (2%)
Ratio of average household income for top fifth of population divided by average household income for bottom fifth
Note: Unless otherwise noted, each data point shown represents three-year averages. So, for example, 1999 data is really the three-year average for 1998-2000. 
· Economic Policy Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (2002, April). Appendix Table 5: Average Incomes of Fifth of Families in ‘78-’80 through ‘98-’00, by State. Pulling Apart: A State-by-State Analysis of Income Trends. Washington, DC. 

· Economic Policy Institute and the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (2000, January). Table 2: Ratio of Incomes of Top and Bottom Fifths and Appendix Table 5:Average Incomes of Fifth of Families in ‘78-’80 through ‘96-’98, by State. Pulling Apart: A State-by-State Analysis of Income Trends. Washington, DC. 

· Apartment rental affordability (2.5%)
Full-time hourly wage needed to afford a 2-bedroom apartment (in 2001 dollars)
· Out of Reach: The Gap Between Housing Costs and Income of Poor People in the United States (2001-2002). National Low Income Housing Coalition: Washington, DC. Data for 2000-01 and 2001-02. 
· Cushing N. Dolbeare. Housing consultant. Data for 1991-1999. 

· Homeownership rate (2.5%)
The proportion of households that are owners is termed the homeownership rate. 
Note: It is computed by dividing the number of households that are owners by the total number of households. The formula is as follows: Owner households / Total occupied households = Homeownership Rate. A second change is that the CPS/HVS has become a totally computerized survey with the implementation of the Computer Assisted Survey Information Collection (CASIC). The CASIC tools consist of state-of-the-art computer-assisted modules for data collection and processing. Although the concepts, definitions, and questionnaire items remain the same, the shift to CASIC may affect vacancy rates and homeownership rates. We are unable to determine the quantitative effects of the use of CASIC on the vacancy and homeownership rates. Data users should use caution when comparing data for 1994 and later with earlier data.
· U.S. Census Bureau (2003). Current Population Survey/Housing Vacancy Survey. Housing Vacancies and Homeownership Annual Statistics: 2002 Table 13. Homeownership Rates by State: 1984 to 2002. 
· Education (20%) 

· Percentage of teens who are high school dropouts (3%)
Percentage of teens who are high school dropouts (ages 16 to 19)
· Annie E. Casey Foundation (2003). Kids Count Data Book 2003: State Profiles of Child Well-Being. Baltimore, MD. 

· Percentage of adults 25 and older who have completed high school or higher level of education (3%)
Percentage of adults 25 and older who have completed high school or higher level of education
· 2002 Statistical Abstract of the United States. Table No. 212. Educational Attainment by State: 1990 and 2000 [Data for 1990 and 2000]. Metropolitan area data available at http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/educ-attn.html. 
· 2000 Statistical Abstract of the United States. Table No. 253. Educational Attainment by State: 1990 and 1999 [Data for 1999]. 

· 1999 Statistical Abstract of the United States. No. 267. Educational Attainment, by State: 1990 and 1998 [Data for 1998]. 

· Percentage of 8th graders at or above proficiency level in math (2%)
Percentage of 8th graders at or above proficiency level in math
· National Center for Education Statistics (2001, August). The Nation's Report Card: Mathematics 2000. Washington, D.C. 

· National Center for Education Statistics (1997, February). NAEP 1996 Mathematics Report Card for the Nation and the States. Washington, D.C. 

· Percentage of 4th graders at or above proficiency level in reading (2%)
Percentage of 4th graders at or above proficiency level in reading
Note: Scores were broken down into four categories: "below basic," "basic," "proficient," and "advanced." Note about 2002 scores: Accommodations for students with learning disabilities and children with limited English proficiency were made in the 2002 test, but were not for the scores we report before 2002. Nevertheless, preliminary research has shown that the effect is minimal. For example, in one scenario "at the fourth grade, for 21 of 38 jurisdictions that participated in both 1998 and 2002 (and for which scenario results are available) the change in average reading scores might have differed by up to one point in either direction from what is being reported, had all excluded students been assessed and performed as hypothesized. Thirty-five of the 38 jurisdictions might have differed by up to three points, and another three jurisdictions might have differed by three points or more" (NAEP, 2003). 
· National Center for Education Statistics (2003, June). The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2002, NCES 2003–521, by W. S. Grigg, M. C. Daane, Y. Jin, and J. R. Campbell. Washington, DC, p. 35. [State results online are the non-rounded estimates]. 

· National Center for Education Statistics (1999, March). NAEP 1998 Reading Report Card for the Nation and the States. Washington, D.C. 

· Test scores on national science exam for 17-year old students (2%)
Test scores on national science exam for 17-year old students
· National Center for Education Statistics (2000, August). NAEP 1999 Trends in Academic Progress: Three Decades of Student Performance. Washington, D.C. 

· Public school expenditure per pupil (4%)
Public school expenditure per pupil in fall enrollment (in 2001 dollars)
· National Center for Education Statistics (2000-2003). Table 5. Student membership and current expenditure per pupil in membership for public and secondary schools, by function and state. [Data for 1997-2001]. Statistics in Brief. Washington, D.C. Search Electronic Catalog for "Statistics in Brief". 

· National Center for Education Statistics (2000, March). Table 172. Current expenditure per pupil in fall enrollment in public elementary and secondary schools, by state: 1969-70 to 1996-97. Digest of Education Statistics 1999. [Data for 1969-1996]. Washington, D.C. 

· Pupil-teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools (4%)
Pupil-teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools
· National Center for Education Statistics (2003, June). Digest of Education Statistics 2002. Table 67. Teachers, enrollment, and pupil/teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools, by state. [Data for 1996-2000]. 

· National Center for Education Statistics (1999). Pupil-teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools, by state: Fall 1970 to fall 1995. (Excel spreadsheet) [Data for 1970 through 1995]. Washington, D.C. 

· Health (20%) 

· Percentage of children and adults who are medically uninsured (3%)
Percentage of children and adults medically uninsured
· US Census Bureau (2003). Health Insurance Historical Table 4. Washington, D.C. 

· Age-adjusted injury-related death rate (2%)
Age-adjusted injury-related death rate per 100,000 inhabitants (including firearm-related deaths, homicides, suicides, motor vehicle-related and unintentional deaths)
· National Center for Health Statistics (2003). CDC WISQARS Database [Web-based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting System]. 

· Teen birth rate (births per 1,000 females aged 15-17) (2%)
Teen birth rate (number of births per 1,000 females aged 15 to 17)
· Annie E. Casey Foundation (2003). Kids Count Data Book 2003: State Profiles of Child Well-Being. Baltimore, MD. 

· Percentage of families with children headed by a single parent (3%)
Percentage of families with children headed by a single parent
· Annie E. Casey Foundation (2003). Kids Count Data Book 2003: State Profiles of Child Well-Being. Baltimore, MD. 

· Percentage of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester (2%)
Percentage of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester
· National Center for Health Statistics (2003). "Births: Final Data for 2001." Table 34. Percent of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester and percent of mothers with late or no prenatal care by race and Hispanic origin of mother: United States, each State and territory. National Vital Statistics Report, Vol. 51, No. 2. December 18, 2002. [Data for 2001 available online]. 

· National Center for Health Statistics (2000-2002). "Births: Final Data for 2000 [1999, 1998]" Table 34. Percent of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester and percent of mothers with late or no prenatal care by race and Hispanic origin of mother: United States, each State and territory. National Vital Statistics Report, Vol. 50, No. 5. February 12, 2002. AND Vol. 49, No. 1. April 17, 2001; Vol. 48, No. 3. March 28, 2000. [Data for 1998 through 2000 available online]. 

· National Center for Health Statistics (1996-1999). Table 34. Percent of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester and percent of mothers with late or no prenatal care by race and Hispanic origin of mother: United States, each State, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Guam. National Vital Statistics Report, Vol. 47, No. 18. April 29, 1999; Vol. 46, No. 11. June 30, 1998; Vol. 45, No. 11. June 10, 1997; Vol. 44, No. 11. June 24, 1996. [Data for 1994 through 1997 from hard copy]. 

· National Center for Health Statistics (1995). Table 34. Percent of mothers beginning prenatal care in the first trimester and percent of mothers with late or no prenatal care by race and Hispanic origin of mother: United States, and each State. National Vital Statistics Report, [Data for 1993]. 

· National Center for Health Statistics (1991-1993). National Vital Statistics Report. Table 1-96. Live Birth by Month of Pregnancy Prenatal Care Began and Race of Mother: United States and Each State, 1992 [1991]." [Data for 1991-1993]. 

· Percentage of low birth-weight babies (2%)
Percentage of babies born low birth-weight
· Annie E. Casey Foundation (2002). Kids Count Data Book 2002: State Profiles of Child Well-Being. Baltimore, MD. 

· Infant mortality rate (2%)
Infant mortality rate (number of deaths to persons under age 1 per 1,000 live births)
· Annie E. Casey Foundation (2002). Kids Count Data Book 2002: State Profiles of Child Well-Being. Baltimore, MD. 

· Percentage of children aged 19 to 35 months immunized (2%)
Percentage of children aged 19 to 35 months immunized with 4 + doses of DTP (vs. diptheria), 3+ doses of poliovirus vaccine, 1+ doses of any MCV (vs. measles), 3+ doses of Hib (vs. influenza), and 3+ doses of HepB (vs. hepatitis B)
· National Immunization Survey (2002). National Immunization Program, Center for Disease Control and Prevention: Atlanta, Georgia. Used column "4:3:1:3:3" from January - December table "Estimated Vaccination Coverage with Individual Vaccines and Selected Vaccination Series Among Children 19-35 Months of Age by State -- US, National Immunization Survey, Q1/2001-Q4/2001*. 
· Percentage of 12th graders who have used any other drug than marijuana in the past 30 days (1%)
Percentage of 12th graders who have used any other drug than marijuana in the past 30 days
· University of Michigan Survey Research Center (2002). Monitoring the Future Survey. Ann Arbor, MI. 

· Percentage of adults who reported smoking every day or some days (1%)
Percentage of adults 18 and older older who have ever smoked 100 cigarettes in their lifetime and reported smoking every day or some days
· Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2002). Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey Data. Atlanta, Georgia: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 

· Voluntarism/Charity/Civic Engagement (20%) 

· Average weekly number of hours volunteered by adults who volunteer (2.5%)
Average weekly number of hours volunteered by adults (age 18 and older) who volunteer
Note: This indicator was tracked by the Independent Sector up through 1998, whereupon they switched metholodologies making their post-1998 trend incompatible. In 2002, they partnered with the Bureau of Labor Statistics to add volunteering questions to a supplement to the September 2002 Current Population Survey (CPS). Eventually, time series from the CPS will replace the current and increasingly outdated one. In 2002, the United Way State of Caring Survey calculated this value using Independent Sector's old methodology. 
· United Way of America State of Caring Survey. National sample of 2,020 conducted between August 5th-17th, 2002. United Way of America Research Services, 703-836-7112, ext. 341. 
· Independent Sector (2000). [Data for 1998 from web site]. 

· Independent Sector (1996). Giving and Voluntarism in the United States. Washington, DC. [For data up through 1995]. 

· Percentage of adult population that volunteer (2.5%)
Percentage of the adult population (age 18 and older) that volunteer
Note: This indicator was tracked by the Independent Sector up through 1998, whereupon they switched metholodologies making their post-1998 trend incompatible. In 2002, they partnered with the Bureau of Labor Statistics to add volunteering questions to a supplement to the September 2002 Current Population Survey (CPS). Eventually, this time series from the CPS will replace the current and increasingly outdated one. 
· Independent Sector (2000). [Data for 1998 from web site]. 

· Independent Sector (1996). Giving and Voluntarism in the United States. Washington, DC. [For data up through 1995]. 

· Percentage of people who say, in general, most people can be trusted (2%)
Percentage of people who say most people can be trusted, when asked "Generally speaking, would you say most people can be trusted or that you can't be too careful in life"
· Davis, James Allan and Smith, Tom W (2000). General social survey, 1972-2000. Principle Investigator, James A. Davis; Director and Co-Principal Investigator, Tom W. Smith; Co-Principal Investigator, Peter V. Marsden, NORC ed. Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, producer, 2000; Storrs, CT: The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, University of Connecticut, distributor. 1 data file and 1 codebook. 

· Financial support to non-profit groups per capita (5%)
Financial support to 501(c)(3) non-profit groups per capita (reported to the IRS on their 990 forms, including direct support, indirect support and government grants per capita in 2001 dollars)
Note: Contributions (variable "CONT" in the IRS Core Files) were summed by state and divided by total population (all ages) of each state. As a general rule, church groups are not included, unless they voluntarily submitted a 990 form, which is rare.
· National Center on Charitable Statistics (1991-2001). Core Files, 1990-2001 [cleaned IRS 990 data from the Internal Revenue Service]. 

· U.S. Census Bureau (2003). Data provided by Claritas. 1991 to 2001 Population Estimates. Washington, DC. 

· Amount raised by United Way per capita (5%)
Amount raised by United Way per capita (in 2001 dollars)
· United Way of America, Research Services (2002). United Way Giving Projections by State: 1990-2001. Alexandria, VA. Tele: 703-836-7112, extension 348. 

· Bureau of Labor Statistics (2002). CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) 1982-84=100 (Unadjusted) - CUUR0000SA0 (Most Requested Series, Price Indexes). [used to inflation-adjust data]. 

· U.S. Census Bureau (2002). Data provided by Claritas. 1991 to 2001 Population Estimates. Washington, DC. 

· Percentage of registered voters who voted in presidential year elections (3%)
Percentage of registered voters that voted in presidential year elections
Note: Another measure of voting is the percentage who voted of the total voting age population of the State as reported by the Bureau of Census. However, since the VAP includes all persons over the age of 18 -- including a significant number of people not eligible to vote in U.S. elections, we chose to use the percentage of registered voters who voted. 
· Federal Election Commission (2003). National Voter Registration and Turnout in Presidential Elections. Washington, DC. 

· Safety (10%) 

· Violent crimes reported per 100,000 inhabitants (5%)
Violent crimes reported per 100,000 inhabitants (including murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault)
· Federal Bureau of Investigation (2002). Index of Crime. Table 5, State, 2002. 
· Federal Bureau of Investigation (2002-2002). Section II: Crime Indexes Reported, Crime Index Tabulations, Table 4, Index of Crime by Region, Geographic Division, and State, 2000. [Data for 2000]. 
· Bureau of Justice Statistics/FBI (2001). Uniform Crime Reports 1960-1999 [Data for 1960-1999]. 

· Property crimes reported per 100,000 inhabitants (5%)
Property crimes reported per 100,000 inhabitants (including burglary, larceny, and auto theft)
· Federal Bureau of Investigation (2002). Index of Crime. Table 5, State, 2002. 
· Federal Bureau of Investigation (2002). Section II: Crime Indexes Reported, Crime Index Tabulations, Table 4, Index of Crime by Region, Geographic Division, and State, 1999-2000. 
· Bureau of Justice Statistics/FBI (2001). Uniform Crime Reports 1960-1999 [Data for 1960-1999]. 

· Natural Environment and Other Factors (6%) 

· Percentage of population served by community water systems that have no health-based violations (1.5%)
Percentage of population served by community water systems that have no health-based violations
· Office of Water, Environmental Protection Agency (2002). SIDWIS/FED (Safe Drinking Water Information System/Federal version) Database. 

· Percentage of people who live in counties that meet standards for air pollutants (1.5%)
Percentage of people who live in counties that meet standards for air pollutants
Note: Note that the nonattainment records show that either part of a county was in violation or the whole of the county. Since we are intent on capturing broad trends only, we considered a violation for a part or whole of the county as affecting the whole population of the county, whether directly or indirectly. 
· Office of Air and Radiation, Environmental Protection Agency (2002). The Greenbook: Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants. 

· Annual delay per capita during peak travel periods (1.5%)
Annual delay per capita during peak travel periods (in hours)
Note: This figure represents the average annual delay per capita across 75 of the largest metro areas in the United States. 
· Lomax, Tim and David Schrank (2003). The 2003 Annual Mobility Report. Texas Transportation Institute. 

· Percentage of all municipal solid waste recovered (1.5%)
Percentage of the national municipal solid waste stream (includes materials such as paper, glass, metals, plastics as well as products, such as durable and non-durable goods, containers, and packaging) that is recovered (either recycled or composted).
Note: See note for "Pounds of municipal solid waste produced per person"
· Franklin Associates, Ltd. (2003). [Contracted by EPA Office of Solid Waste]. Municipal Solid Waste in The United States: 2001 Facts and Figures. Table ES-1 Generation, Materials Recovery, Composting, and Discards of Municipal Solid Waste, 1960-2001 (In millions of tons).
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