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Figure 1: The Human Poverty Index for Developing Countries 

A prior question concerns the choice of poverty dimensions to assess. Alkire (2008) 
suggested five possible bases for selecting the dimensions: 

• Data availability or an authoritative convention 

• Implicit or explicit assumptions made by the researcher 

• “Public consensus” (e.g., list of Millennium Development Goals or MDGs) 

• Deliberative participatory processes 

• Empirical evidence concerning people’s values 

While the UNDP’s HDI combines education (basic literacy, and later, school enrollment 
rates) and health (life expectancy) dimensions with the economic dimension (per capita 
GDP), Allardt (1993) took a slightly different perspective and identified three dimensions 
simply defined as Having, Loving, and Being. Ramos and Silber (2005) attempted to 
implement the Allardt approach using the British Household Panel Survey, further defining 
subdimensions and corresponding indicators for the three dimensions as follows: 

• Having – reflected in economic resources, housing, employment, working 
conditions, health, and education 

• Loving – reflected in degree of satisfaction with social life (family, friends, etc.) 

• Being – reflected in self-determination, political empowerment, leisure activities, 
opportunities to enjoy nature, and work satisfaction 

Asselin (2005) applied multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) to the measurement of 
multidimensional poverty involving two steps. A composite indicator is first constructed from 
multiple primary poverty indicators, before proceeding with computation of poverty indices 
with the composite indicator. MCA is resorted to after explaining the limitations of the more 
popular approach of Principal Components Analysis (PCA). 

However, introducing multidimensionality gives rise to more practical challenges in defining 
who are poor and nonpoor. One approach is to define a poverty threshold for the various 
non-income dimensions, then aggregating the dimensions, and finally aggregating across 
individuals (Chakravarty, Mukherjee, and Ranade 1998; Bourguignon and Chakravarty 2003; 
Chakravarty, Deutsch, and Silber 2005). The other way is to reverse the latter two steps, i.e., 
first define a poverty threshold for the various non-income dimensions, then aggregate 
across individuals before aggregating the dimensions. This is the approach adopted by the 
Fuzzy Approach to multidimensional poverty assessment, applying the mathematical theory 
of fuzzy sets (Zadeh 1965) to address the difficulty of defining who belong or do not belong 
to the “poor” category upon aggregating the poverty dimensions. Betti and Lemmi (2006) 
surveyed various implementations applying such approach, including the work of Deutsch 
and Silber (2006) applying the method to Israeli Census data. 


