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Childhood poverty and social exclusion - Incorporating children’s perspectives

The challenge of childhood poverty 

There are 374.823 children under the age of 15 living in poverty in Greece.
 It is estimated that the likelihood of spending part of their childhood in poverty has become a reality for many children. Throughout last 20-years period, the issue of extraordinary increase in child poverty remained largely unacknowledged in either political discourse or public policy (Bradshaw, 1990; Oppenheim and Harker, 1996; Walker and Walker, 1997). Anti poverty measures directed towards children and their families have always been constrained by tensions between the interests of the state and the rights and responsibilities of the parent; in this arena the needs and rights of the child can come a poor third (Ridge, 2002).

Given their socially vulnerable positions in society, children are often disproportionately affected by poverty and social exclusion. Most of us that talk about this issue are neither powerless nor poor. We have the power to influence thinking, policy and practice and to some degree - denied to the poor - we are free to make choices and changes. So, we can make poor children our primary focus and incorporate the perspectives of those others who are significant in their everyday worlds. 
Our major aim is to facilitate the visibility of child poverty and try to deepen our awareness and understanding of poverty as a lived experience in childhood proposing the use of child-centered qualitative research. Findings from child-centred research qualitative research give voice to poor children and inform policy-making about the need to account for their needs and perspectives - not simply from the vantage point of adults. This can raise critical issues in childhood poverty - policy and practice.

Childhood poverty: a priority issue?

The rising number of children in poverty throughout EU and the increased likelihood that these children experience many different forms of social exclusion in their daily lives brings in focus the need to address the issue as an urgent one in our efforts to eradicate poverty and social exclusion. Tackling child poverty must be a cornerstone of building a progressive, modern society, both decent and successful. The importance of eradicating child poverty should not be in doubt.
 The debate should be over policy and performance
  
Poverty is a complex, multifaceted problem. So too are its solutions. Long-term, sustained intervention is required to ensure true equality of opportunity for all children. Although many policies have the potential to impact on child poverty, there are key reforms, each of which would bring us much closer to eradicating child poverty.

Childhood poverty: What do we know? 
Much of the research work so far has focused on understanding the disadvantaged trajectories of these children.  Though that is an important task, our efforts should also be directed towards incorporating children’s own understandings and points of view in the production of knowledge.  This is necessary to ensure that these children and their particular needs are addressed in an inclusive and sensitive manner which is informed by their own lived experiences, their stated needs and preferences, and ultimately their interests.  

Most of the quantitative study - not available in Greece - provides a valuable insight on the impact of childhood poverty on the future adult. As Ridge (2002, p. 2) says:

 ‘this echoes traditional concerns about children that focus less on the lived experience of childhood and more on the child as investment for the future and this in turn leads to policies taking a particular form….. Without an informed awareness of the economic and social pressures that disadvantaged children experience in the immediacy of their everyday lives, policies directed towards alleviation of child poverty and social exclusion run the risk of failing to respond adequately to those children’s needs’. 

Prioritising children and their rights: poverty is also human rights concern 

International debate is starting to recognise the human rights approach to poverty reduction.
 This means that policies and institutions directed towards poverty reduction should be based explicitly on the norms and values set out in the international law of human rights. This context provides poverty reduction strategies, the potential to empower the poor, rather than simply direct development efforts towards poor people. As empowerment is a long road, one key aspect to human rights approach to poverty reduction includes the principle of participatory decision-making processes.

Reducing child poverty
 calls for development policies and interventions that direct targeted support to children in particular – that is, child-orientated policies that focus on improving the livelihoods, capabilities and future social and economic opportunities of poor and vulnerable children, and ensuring their rights. Placing children at the heart of poverty reduction policies requires child-focused policies.
 In doing so we have to choose strategies that prioritise children’s rights and target child poverty reduction
. We must also have in mind that effective prioritisation is a key element of reforms that support child poverty reduction and implementation experiences suggest that prioritisation depends a lot on participatory processes.

Childhood poverty: Children’s needs
Much of the research carried out on poverty has focused on the problems and challenges faced by families but the voices of the children who belong to these families have largely remained silent. Children’s interests and needs are usually subsumed and hidden within family interests and needs (Ridge and Millar, 2000; Ruston, 2001).

We know that growing up in poverty has severely adverse outcomes for many children (Bradshaw, 1990; Kumar, 1993, Gregg et al, 1999; Bradshaw, 2001).  But child poverty reduction and child rights enhancement depends critically on location of children and child poverty within the demographic and poverty profiles and on priority towards child-focused social service and support programmes that support the right to development of all children – without discrimination
.
The perspectives of adults, such as parents, teachers and other professionals, are definitely important in understanding the life situations of these children   But, it is crucial to also include children’s perspectives. As Ridge (2002) points, what we know far less about is how the experience of poverty and social exclusion impacts on children’s own perception of their lives, how they interpret their experiences of poverty and how those experiences may be mediated through their differences and embedded in a diversity of social and structural environments.
Scientists who are involved in social exclusion should make attempts to answer these questions by placing children at the centre of inquiry by using child -centered process of research and analysis.Through this knowledge we can build on it and add a new dimension that will complement our understanding of poor children.
In recent years, this challenge of taking children’s perspectives into account has been taken seriously by scholars and practitioners who wish to see the development of more socially cohesive societies where children are fully integrated and their views, opinions, and feelings are taken into account when formulating policy and taking decisions which affect them (see James and Prout 1990; Pryor and Rodgers  2001; Smart, Neale, and Wade 2001; Neale 2002; Moxnes 2003, Smith, Taylor and Tapp 2003; Dunn and Deater-Deckard 2001).  Children in these studies are seen as social actors, rather than passive victims of their circumstances, who act upon their worlds, have views and opinions on their lives and therefore have a right to express them (see Hetherington 2003). 

A voice for children within demographic and poverty profiles

Locating children and child poverty within demographic and poverty profiles are critical to their prioritisation in policies and interventions because, ideally, these data should provide the critical information in a country that is necessary to guide the appropriate policy choices and interventions. It can also offer some recognition and support for particularly vulnerable groups of children.
In fact, a common feature of our data is the absence of gender or child-focused demographic and poverty information and analysis
. There is lack of statistical data that places children at the centre of analysis (Jensen and Saporiti, 1992) and children have tended to be ignored or excluded from social and statistical accounting, though, there is a better appreciation of the need to change (Ovortrup, 1997). Sometimes they appear as an adjunct to adult data.  Large -scale surveys tend to exclude respondents below the age of 16.

 As far as the collection of childhood-directed statistics
 is concerned, Ovortrup (1997) argues that no change has taken place in most nations’ statistical offices, but, on the other hand, we can see that specific statistical reports about children have been published in a few countries and in other countries special sections about children have been inserted into current statistical series. Interest in children’s lives per se is still relatively rare (Scott et all, 1995).
Where are children’s needs? – The ‘need’ for child-centered qualitative research. 

However, increasing acknowledgement that children are not passive members of households, increased research with children and young people (see Middleton et al, 1994). Unfortunately, most of this research entails adult perceptions of children’s needs. Re-evaluation of children’s status extends into research too. As Woodhead(1997, p.81) says: ‘‘the passivity implied in treating children as ‘subjects’ of research is being reconstructed by increased reference to children as ‘participants’’.

 In order to develop an understanding of child poverty,
 we have to place children at the centre of our analysis, using in-depth interviews to explore the lives and experiences of children from low-income families. 

Although much remains to be done, a significant change has occurred in social sciences. As James and Prout (1997) say, children should be seen as already social actors not being in the process of becoming such. There is now a widespread acceptance of ‘best interests of the child’ as the base-line for social and political action. Boyden(1997) asks who defines those interests and remains cautious as to how, in practice, these rights are being interpreted and asks in whose interests are ‘the best interests’ of the child being addressed.

In sum, child-centered qualitative research and analysis mean research with children and for children, requires an informed and considered approach at every stage of research. This means a shift from ‘object” to ‘subject’.

Children’s experiences of poverty and social exclusion

As Ridge (2002) says, children experience the realities of poverty and social exclusion in the immediacy of childhood, not only in relation to their future status as adults. Therefore, a concern for the quality of life and the experiences of children in childhood is essential if childhood poverty and social exclusion is to be addressed.

The challenge of power: Whose voice counts?

Poor people lack voice and power. They do exercise agency but in very limited spheres of influence.

Let’s give an example In describing their situation, poor lone mothers often express powerlessness vis-à-vis employers and the state. They express inability to take a stand against abuse, to access market opportunities.  Differences in power between women and men and between the poor and the non poor affect opportunities and outcomes. Organizations of lone mothers can’t influence seriously the implementation of policy, at least in Greece.
 To make a difference, lone mothers must be able to make their voices heard in decisionmaking. This implies changes in power relations.
  

Perspectives of the poor in poverty research
 ‘Poverty is like the air; you can not see it; you can only breathe it and   feel it; to know poverty you have to go through it.’

As we said above, the impact of childhood poverty in childhood itself may be obtained through qualitative research. In this area there is a gap in our knowledge. Indeed, it is only recently that adults in poverty have had any voice in poverty research, an area traditionally dominated by ‘experts’ (Bradshaw and Holmes, 1989; Cohen et al, 1992). Voices of the poor - the true poverty experts –are rarely heard. 

One of the exceptions is a policy document on poverty strategies for the 21st century which is based on the experiences, priorities, reflections and recommendations of poor people, women, men and children. The purpose of ‘Voices of the Poor’, 
 also known as  ‘Consultations with the Poor’, enabled a wide range of poor people in diverse countries and conditions to share their views in such a way that they informed and contributed to the concepts and content of the World Development Report 2000/01 (WDR) on the theme of poverty and development. The Voices of the Poor project is different from all other large-scale poverty studies. Using participatory and qualitative research methods, the study presents very directly, through poor people’s own voices, the realities of their lives. 
 (see Narayan et al, 2000). The global Consultations with the Poor is unique in two respects. It is the first large scale comparative research effort using participatory methods to focus on the voices of the poor. It is also the first time that the World Development Report is drawing on participatory research in a systematic fashion
A voice for children in poverty research and in policy debates: the right to be heard

 ‘Can anyone hear us?’ 

A 10 years old poor child  from Western Thessaloniki asked me 15 years ago. That was one of the greatest challenges that  poor children made to me.
The voices of children are rarely if ever included in poverty research and in policy debates.  It is important, then, to focus on the lived experiences of children. This process establishes the importance of voice and power in poor people's definitions of poverty. We – experts of poverty! - need to expand our conceptions of poverty to include measures of voice and empowerment. This may facilitate the development of specific innovative social policies at the national level to combat the poverty experienced by poor children.  As Kloprogge (1998) claims, innovative social policies which take into account children’s perspectives and preferences can greatly enhance the level and effectiveness of efforts to address poverty and social exclusion.
The concept of social exclusion at childhood - Developing a child-centered understanding of social exclusion. 
Exclusion is a complex and multi-dimensional social phenomenon. As we argued above, developing a more child-centered approach will entail a radical rethink about the concept of social exclusion at childhood itself. Not only it produces new empirical data – quantitative as well as qualitative- but it tackles serious theoretical and methodological questions.

 Much of our analysis of childhood poverty has been framed within an adult discourse, so we have to discuss it. 

Poverty has long been a contested notion. Traditionally, the intellectual understanding of poverty has focused upon distributional issues: the lack of resources at the disposal of an individual or household -primary the lack of income. So, the term ‘social exclusion’ referred initially to those who were excluded from state provision of one sort or another (Room, 1995).  Absolute definitions of poverty were criticised a lot. This led to a more general consensus about the nature of poverty. Poverty is not simply about income, but about lack of resources that impedes participation in society. It has been defined as a relative, multidimensional and dynamic phenomenon (Deleeck et al, 1992) Poverty dynamics is defined in terms of both crossing the poverty line and moving a significant distance in the income distribution. We see that gradually the concept has broadened to encompass exclusion from "the social, economic, political and cultural systems which determine the integration of a person in society" (Walker, 1997) and has become bound up with arguments about the rights of citizenship. 

The definition of social exclusion remains a contested term and one which is phrased in different ways (see, for example, Room 1995, 1999; Levitas, 1998). So far, we have implicitly referred to social exclusion as an outcome. Many argue that it is essentially a process. As Giddens (1998) describes it, “Exclusion is not about graduations of inequality, but about mechanisms that act to detach groups of people from the social mainstream”. But those who emphasise process rather than outcome concentrate on limited access to health and education, and on the increased risks of exclusion that result from poor health and low human capital. Both types of indicator are clearly useful for different purposes
. As Millar and Middleton (2002) say, all these definitions have in common an approach that defines social exclusion not only in terms of income poverty and the lack of material resources, but also in terms of the processes by which some individuals and groups become marginalized in society.
 They are excluded not simply from the goods and standards of living available to the majority but also from their opportunities, choices.

Room (1999) provides a theoretical framework of social exclusion that incorporates process and outcomes and the inextricable links between them. His recent analysis traces how an individual's ‘initial endowment’ (their income, savings, social capital etc.) goes on to influence their living conditions, a process interrupted by 'shocks' (such as the loss of a job) or 'opportunities' (such as the acquisition of a job).
 According to Room (1999), social exclusion is multidimensional and interactive, is a dynamic condition, implicated perhaps with intergenerational transfer, it refers to a lack of resources not only at an individual or household level but also to a community or area-based deficit as well, is concerned not only with an absence of basic, concrete resources -such as income, food and housing - but also with a relative absence of more abstract phenomena - such as social engagement and social integration. Social exclusion is not only found towards the end of a continuum of inequality, but is sometimes used to refer to a catastrophic rupture or discontinuity in relationships with the rest of society and its effects may be apparent at both an individual and a community level.
In sum, the notion of social exclusion it may be defined nowadays as an increasingly dynamic, multi-faceted process that confers disadvantage, of which poverty is usually a necessary but insufficient component (Lessof  & Jowell, 2000).

Corresponding with recent increases in child poverty, there has been heightened attention among child development researchers to factors implicated in the psychosocial adjustment of poor children
. Rutter (1990) also argues that it is also very important to see not just the factors implicating in poor children’s adjustment, but more importantly, the processes or mechanisms that underlie the documented effects of different forces.

Social exclusion for children could signify much more than exclusion from society as conceived by adults. It can also mean exclusion from the norms and customs of children’s society. In this respect, as Ridge and Millar (2000) say that childhood needs to be seen as a social experience in itself. This theoretical basis permits detailed consideration of the way in which children actively negotiate the exclusion process. As Brodie (2001) says, this approach has been especially helpful in highlighting the problematic nature of any debate focused on ‘exclusion’ per se. A growing emphasis on the need to assess children’s difficulties early and on seeking new means of ‘inclusion’ is therefore to be welcomed.

The concept of social exclusion at childhood - Developing a child-centered measure of social exclusion.

Developing a child-centered understanding of social exclusion, means that there is a child measure rather than an adult or household measure of poverty and social exclusion.

As we said above, one serious problem is that there is little agreement about the definition of poverty and social exclusion.
Poverty is measured using traditional methods associated with the distribution of household  incomes, whilst dimensions of disadvantage measured include the possession of household items, housing quality, labour market status, health and social participation (Barnes, 2002). The increased interest in social exclusion has focused attention to a broader and multi-dimensional definition of economic and social disadvantage, to the process, to dynamics of poverty and social exclusion and how families change their status over time. As Millar and Middleton (2002) argue, this has involved both longitudinal studies, following the same people over time, and life- course analysis, focusing on what happens to people as they face particular ‘risk’ situations, such as illness or divorce.

While the concept of social exclusion has been tackled in some detail by various writers (such as Room 1995; Levitas 1998; Silver 1994), the practical task of how to measure it has had less attention.There is, however, agreement that social exclusion is a multi-faceted phenomenon. Most scientists also acknowledge that it embraces on the one hand an absence of financial resources and social capital, and on the other a presence of obstacles to building them up. But there the agreement ends.There are various attempts to come up with specific measures of social exclusion (Howarth et al 1998; DSS,1999; Burchardt et al, 1999; Bradshaw et al, 1998). The attempts that have been made so far have incorporated a diverse set of indicators. Even so there are some clear gaps.

According to existing measures of social exclusion, threre are many types of data from many sources that can be useful for poverty analysis and the evaluation of policy interventions. Some data, exist only at the national level.
 Often, these data are collected centrally by the statistical institute. Local-level often include availability and use of services.

Household or individual-level data on welfare components, such as income, consumption, illness patterns, and household priorities and perceptions, present the most disaggregated data. These data are typically gathered through household surveys,
 and they can be summarized at higher levels (at the local or national level) to produce aggregate statistics.
 Along with providing national averages, local-level data can be important because local realities vary, and so do the key dimensions of poverty and the indicators that are useful to analyze and monitor
Qualitative research tools range from participatory assessments to ethnographic and sociological case studies, and institutional to political investigations. Some of these tools can gather precious information
:
As noted earlier, most references to the measurement and monitoring of social exclusion are to indicators of economic and social circumstances and behaviour. Comparatively few 
 take the ‘poverty of expectation’ into account and include attitudinal measures. In our view, this omission needs to be remedied.These sorts of attitudes and perceptions are all capable of being measured quantitatively. Although qualitative research projects are not ‘measurement tools’ per se, they too can be powerful tools in helping to understand elements of social exclusion that quantitative research often only reveals rather than explains. Similar insights have been gained into the role of specific causes of exclusion, such as debt (Rowlingson, 1994) and race discrimination (Chahal and Julienne, 1999). 

Lessof and Jowell(2000) propose what steps need to be taken to extend the range of indicators used and to improve the quality of their measurement while accepting that there is unlikely to be agreement about the definition of the concept for the foreseeable future.

There are many theories on poverty and social exclusion in the literature. Conceptualising the concepts and the most suitable method of measuring the phenomenon can help to clarify policy goals. 

There are clear risks in trying to devise new child-centered measures of social exclusion in the absence of detailed methodological research to guide the process. Successful measurement requires a number of complimentary approaches. It is too soon to come to any realistic conclusion about what the most valid and reliable measures are likely to be, or about how they might connect to one another.

To be sure, the starting point is to define the scope of the measurements as precisely as possible, and to come up with working definitions that rest on a coherent conceptual framework 

Concluding recommendations - A call to action

 ‘Poverty’ is not a neutral term – it implies an unacceptable state about which something must be done. 

Although there is ongoing political and practical debate on what ‘poverty’ means, and how to measure it, the call to action and change is compelling. It is to put the bottom poor children high on the agenda, to give them voice and priority, to empower them with freedom to choose and act. 

Listening to voices of poor children is a beginning. As Narayan et al (2000) say, commitment to change demands a lot and three domains for change stand out: professional, institutional and personal. The professional change that is required is a paradigm shift.  It entails modifying dominant professional preconceptions with insights from participatory approaches and methods. It implies starting with the realities of the poor. Institutional change is cultural and behavioural. To the extent that organizations reward domineering behaviours, they are antithetical to the sensitive, responsive and empowering approaches needed to give the needs and interests of poor people priority. Personal change is fundamental to the other two. 

In addition, interventions targeting poor children’s well- being, there is a need for greater diversity of curricula in educating future scholars concerned with poverty and child development (Luthar, 1999). From my experience, narratives about the lives of poor children and families can be a helpful supplement to formal instructional materials.
Whether voices of the children make a difference depends on the actions or inaction of all us. Poor people around the world have challenged us to create new partnerships with them
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� Source: EU-SILC, 2003 (European Union – Statistics on Income and Living Conditions).


� As the first clause of Article 27 of the United Nation’s declaration on the Rights of the Child suggests, tackling income inadequacy is an international responsibility and will remain so irrespective of the political persuasion of the government in power (UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, Article 27, clause 1).


� See Child Poverty Action Group ‘s manifesto to eradicate child poverty (2005).


� The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) approach forms the basis of the international community’s redefined anti-poverty framework


� See Marcus et al (2003).


� Report of the United Nations General Assembly, 27th Special Session, 2002., p.6


� Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2002, Draft Guidelines: A Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies, p.1-5


� See Save the Children Sweden’s Head Office & Robinson, S. (2003) Children First.


� Gender and child rights focused demographic and poverty information can disaggregated further  into age, ethnicity and social class in order to give relevant information on ‘who are the poor children (See Save the Children Sweden’s Head Office & Robinson S. (2003) Children First)


�  Statistics is an important research instrument – politically it has even a strategic importance  but it represents only a small part of the different sources of information which are needed to encompass the life worlds of children.


�  The child-centered social exclusion is almost absent from research in Greece and there are few   statistical data and research. Thus makes more difficult to move the issue of childhood poverty and exclusion to the centre of the policy agenda.


� Partnership in POVERTY-3 program, ensured the participation of persons experiencing poverty. For example, indirectly, through the participation of single parent association the partnership incorporates the voices and interests of single parent families and of their children in particular.  Single parent families and their children actively participated in the production of new knowledge and understanding about their experiences, understandings, and the challenges they face especially in relation to poverty and social exclusion.  


� Investing in lone mothers organizations, as we did in POVERTY -3 program, requires reorientation among professionals and institutions.There are inspiring examples that serve the interests of the poor. Personaly, j feel obliged to stand by lone parents’ organizations in order to ensure that the voices of this social group will be heard  in decision-making.


� This study is part of a global research effort entitled Consultations with the Poor,designed to inform the World Development Report 2000/1 on Poverty and Development.The research involved poor people in twenty-three countries around the world. The effort also included two comprehensive reviews of Participatory Poverty Assessments completed in recent years by the World Bank and other agencies. 


Crying Out for Change brings together the voices of over 20,000 poor men and women from comparative fieldwork conducted in 1999 in 23 countries.


Voices of the Poor is based on an unprecedented effort to gather the views, experiences, and aspirations of more than 60,000 poor men and women from 60 countries. The study consists of two parts:1. A Review and Synthesis of Existing Participatory Studies. An extensive search was conducted in 1999 of existing participatory studies conducted by the World Bank, other donors, NGOs, and research institutes. Over 130 studies were then reviewed and analyzed, and the identification of patterns and systematic content analysis was aided by the social science software QSR*NUDIST .2. New Comparative Studies in 23 Countries. In 1999, fieldwork was carried out in 23 countries in partnership with local research institutes, universities and NGOs. This comparative study used participatory and qualitative methods.The study was undertaken to inform poverty strategies at the global, national and local levels.


� In these studies, the poor discuss and analyze four topics: perceptions of a good life and a bad life; their most pressing problems and priorities; the quality of their interactions with key public, market and civil society institutions in their lives; and the changes in gender and social relations.


� Process measures are important to diagnose how the problem occurs and how it might be prevented, and outcome measures to monitor the success or otherwise of policies that aim to combat social exclusion.


� Later, Levitas (1999) identifies a 'poverty approach' or 'redistributive discourse' as the first of three important schools of thought in the debates about social exclusion. From this perspective, low incomes and resources are the primary causes of social exclusion, revitalising long-running debates about how to define and measure poverty (Townsend 1979). This version of social exclusion is close to Townsend's original concept of relative poverty.This poverty-dominated definition of social exclusion is, however, not the only current of contemporary debate about the phenomenon. 


� The impact of a ‘shock’ or ‘opportunity’ on an individual is in turn influenced by his or her 'buffers' or 'passports'. ‘Buffers’, such as strong social networks, mediate the effect of a shock, while ‘passports’, such as access to a car that enables one to take up a job offer, maximise the benefit of the opportunities that come along. 


�  For an overview of a vast body of research evidence see Luthar (1999).


� Population census is carried out across millions of households, the information gathered is, by necessity, limited. The census has the advantage of being able to provide information at low levels of aggregation, such as the municipality level. Census data are also an important tool to check how representative other surveys are. The usefulness of sample surveys can be increased substantially if they are combined with census information, for example for providing poverty maps.


� Household surveys are essential for the analysis of welfare distribution and poverty characteristics. At the same time, aggregate household-level analysis can provide only limited understanding of the intra-household distribution of resources. 


� Methodologically, the European Community Household Panel (ECHIP) is one set of data that provides detailed economic and social information on individuals and households over periods of several years and gives the opportunity to examine the extent, nature and impact of social exclusion in Europe.


� Subjective dimensions of poverty and variations in perceptions along gender, urban/rural, or ethnicity lines; Barriers that poor people themselves believe are stopping them from advancing; Intra-household inequalities; poor people’s priorities for action; Cultural factors determining poverty, such as gender roles and some traditional beliefs; Political factors determining poverty, such as trust, corruption, and conflict; Certain social factors determining poverty, such as the role of community networks. ( is based on Coudouel et al. (2002), � HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTPOVERTY/EXTPRS/0,,contentMDK:20177055~pagePK:210058~piPK:216618~theSitePK:384201,00.html" �Poverty Measurement and Analysis�, in the PRSP Sourcebook, World Bank, Washington D.C).


� One important exception is the Millennium Poverty Survey (see Gordon et al, 1999).
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