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1. Preliminaries

Concepts and measurements of ‘development’ and ‘poverty’ began by borrowing several ideas from economics. Development has long been conceptualized in terms of economic growth, and measured in terms of GDP/GNP growth. Poverty has long been conceptualized in terms of inadequacy of income/consumption in order to have a decent standard of living, and measured in terms of poverty incidence. Assuming the economic growth will invariably take care of poverty, many developing countries introduced economic growth as the main agenda in their development plans in the 1950s. Within a few years international communities realized that economic growth does not automatically reduce poverty. A series of dialogues then started among eminent scholars for the refinement of the notion of development. In this process, the notion of poverty also got refined. Now, both development and poverty are considered as multi-dimensional concepts and their measurements are also practiced over several dimensions. 

Poverty when conceptualize on economic dimension (in terms of income/consumption) is widely known as monetary poverty. Poverty can also be conceptualized on non-economic dimensions, more specifically in terms of health, education, and living conditions. Mortality, illiteracy, malnourishment, and poor access to safe drinking water, sanitation and health care services are some of the most common aspects of non-monetary poverty. Human Poverty Index, introduced by UNDP in 1997, is a measure of non-monetary poverty.    
Development practices in Nepal have taken new course since the restoration of democracy in 1990. Development programs are directed more and more towards eradication of poverty, building people's capabilities by improving health and education facilities, narrowing down the gender inequalities and empowering women. People's participations in development works are more valued. Decentralization is recognized as a part of development and initiated this process. NGOs are encouraged in development works. Efforts for bringing marginalized population into the main stream of development become a major concern. Economic reforms were initiated and private sectors were encouraged to take part in the development process. More standard norms were set up for monitoring and evaluations of development programs, which made the development works more transparent, and the impacts became more comparable at regional as well as at international level. Due to all these and other efforts, Nepal made significant progress in different development fronts and poverty reduction.  
· A remarkable progress is made in poverty reduction: incidence of poverty has declined from 42 percent in 1995/96 to around 31 percent in 2003/04.
· Another remarkable progress is made in narrowing down the gender inequality in education sector. Census data shows that the ratio of male to female adult literacy rate declined from 2.8 in 1991 to 1.8 in 2001. Also, for the first time in 2001, life expectancy at birth of female population slightly exceeded that of male.
· The percentage share of children (0-to-14) in total population was steadily in increasing trend over the past census years: for example, 40.0, 40.4, 41.4 and 42.4 per cent in 1961, 1971, 1981 and 1991 respectively. One of the remarkable achievements Nepal made in the 1990s is that this past increasing trend has been able to reverse, which will have several entwined implications on people's life.    
       
The major concerns of research in poverty are measuring of monetary and non-monetary poverty, understanding their causes and consequences, and establishing their inter-linkages. The main objective of this paper is to discuss some of these concerns. 
2. Poverty on Economic Dimension 

The main purpose of this section is to discuss some of the basic notions, which are useful in the measurement of monetary poverty.      

2.1 Concepts of Absolute and Relative Poverty 

In the measurements of monetary poverty, the distinction between the "absolute poverty" and "relative poverty" must be clear. These notions are basically originated from the work of Rowantree, who in 1901 introduced the concepts of "primary" and "secondary" poverty. He defined families as being in primary poverty if their total earnings are insufficient to afford a minimum standard of living, a threshold value. A family is identified as poor if its total earnings fell below its estimated threshold value. He defined secondary poverty as a situation in which real incomes are adequate to buy the minimum needs basket, but for one reason or another (he identified drink, gambling and inefficient housekeeping) the poor do not spend the money on satisfying the basic needs. Thus, the primary poverty is due to insufficient resources; and secondary poverty is due to inefficient management of adequate resources. 

In due course of time the notions of primary poverty gave rise to the notions of absolute poverty, which nowadays is a very relevant notion in developing countries. Absolute poverty is defined as the inability to attain a minimal standard of living. The perception of minimal standard is, however, not fixed but varies across countries. 
In developed countries, the concept of primary poverty has lost its significance. The notion of hunger and, consequently, primary poverty has been more or less banished from the economies of developed countries; and the notion of relative poverty has emerged. Relative poverty is defined in different ways. It is often defined as inability to attain a given contemporary standard of living. There is no consistent definition for the standard of living while defining relative poverty.
2.2 Concepts of Absolute and Relative Poverty Line

In due course of time the notion of threshold value, introduced by Rowntree, below which an individual or a family is considered as poor gave rise to the notion of absolute poverty line, the starting point for measuring absolute poverty. It is the minimum cost that would require for consuming or buying the basic needs - food and non-food items, and basic services. It separates the population into two groups – poor and non-poor.    

Relative poverty line may define as one half of the median income, a proportion of the mean income, or proportion of other measure of location in income distribution. This approach of setting poverty line is attractive in the sense that it is both simple and transparent. There are, however, two principal disadvantages to this approach. First, a relative poverty line is not very much useful if one wants to monitor poverty over time or space. Second, a relative poverty line is quite arbitrary. 
3 Measurements of Absolute Poverty & Definitions of Poor 

 The measurement of absolute poverty is a complex exercise. In this endeavor, at the very outset we must make proper choices of the basic elements, which will be discussed in Section 3.1. Estimation procedure of poverty line will be covered in Section 3.2. Various measures of absolute poverty will be discussed in Section 3.3. Definitions of poor will be considered in Section 3.4.   

3.1 Proper Choices of Basic Elements


The very first basic issue relating to the measurement of poverty is the choice between the income and consumption as a measure of welfare. Consumption is preferred to income. This is due in part to the fact that incomes are harder to measure accurately. Current consumption is likely to give a better indication than current income of a household's long-term economic welfare; income may fluctuate greatly over time, particularly in rural economies (see, for example, Ravallion, 1994 ). 

Second basic issue is the choice between household and individual as a measurement unit. In other words, what should we count household or individual while measuring poverty? This issue has been thoroughly investigated in the literature of poverty. Even though the relevant data are collected or available at the household level, there are some technical problems in using household as a measurement unit (see, for example, Streeten, 1990). Consequently, the per capita household consumption is preferred to household consumption as a measurement unit. It is often suggested to adjust the per capita household consumption for adult-equivalence, which gives lower weights to children since children do not consume as much as adult does.

3.2 Estimation of Absolute Poverty Line

In practice, the estimation of absolute poverty line is a complex exercise and there are a number of value judgments embedded in this practice. There exist a number of methods for estimating absolute poverty line. The most common one is the cost-of-basic needs (CBN) method for estimating absolute poverty line; moreover, Nepal has been using this method. According to this method, absolute poverty line is the sum of food poverty line and non-food poverty line, and these two poverty lines are estimated separately. The four major steps involved in the estimation of absolute poverty line according to the CBN method are listed below.

· Estimation of nutritional needs 

· Identification of food basket 

· Estimation of the cost of food basket   

· Estimation of non-food poverty line 

3.2.1 Estimation of Nutritional Needs

The nutritional need of individuals is a starting point for measuring a poverty line, and it depends upon several factors such as age, sex and activity levels of individuals. It also depends upon the types of nutrients: calories, proteins, carbohydrates, fats, vitamins, and minerals. A diet is balanced if the various nutrients appear in it in their required quantities. Ideally, the construction of food basket must take account of all these nutrient types. This is almost an impossible task. Consequently, the focus is on the minimum per capita daily calorie requirement for survival. At this stage we would require information on recommended per capita calories per day of individuals according to their sex, age and activity level, and composition of average household by age and activity level. Here implicitly we assume that obtaining sufficient calories implies that other nutritional requirements are met.  

3.2.2 Identification of Food Basket

The second step in the estimation of food poverty line is to identify a food basket that meets the daily calorie requirements. According to the expenditure-based method, identify the actual food consumption patterns of some segment of the population, called “reference group”, and prepare a table that include list of food items with their quantities consumed by the reference group, and the quantities are then set so as to reach the minimum daily calorie requirement level. This method would require detailed consumption data including the total food expenditure levels and the quantities of the food items actually consumed. This method would also require the calorie content per gram or per milliliter of each food item included in the food basket. 
3.2.3 Estimation of Food Poverty Line
Once the food basket is determined the foods are priced to obtain the food poverty line. In order to widen the scope of a poverty line, it is a good idea to use prices of a particular region at the prevailing prices. Then, the poverty comparisons across different regions or between rural and urban areas are adjusted for variations in the cost of living. It is, therefore, essential to construct a regional price index so as to achieve spatial comparability of consumption distribution. 

3.2.4 Estimation of Non-food Poverty Line 

The estimation of non-food poverty line seems to involve relatively more difficult. The difficulty arising in practice is to determine the basket of non-food items and services which would be necessary in order for a person not to be poor. One of the recommended strategy for getting around this problem is to compute the ratio between non-food spending to food spending for the most disadvantaged persons in the society (for example, the 50% with the lowest income) and then to multiply this ratio by the food poverty line to obtain the non-food poverty line.   
3.3 Poverty Measures  

Currently, three measures of absolute poverty are in practices. They are headcount index, poverty gap index and squared poverty gap index. To illustrate these measures, assume that there are N individuals in a society whose household per capita consumption expenditure (y) are arranged in ascending order as follows.

y1 (  y2  (  y3  ( . . ., (  yq  (  yq+1 (  yq+2 ( . . . ( yN                              (1)
Suppose z is the poverty line and y1 (  y2  (  y3  ( . . ., (  yq < z (  yq+1, showing that there are exactly q individuals below the poverty line. 

3.3.1 Headcount Index
The headcount index or ratio (H), also known as poverty incidence or poverty rate, is defined as the ratio of the number of individuals below the poverty line to the total number of individuals. That is

H =
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Note that H is simply the proportion of individuals below the poverty line and its value ranges in the interval (0, 1). This measure is appealing because it is easily interpretable. Some major disadvantages of this measure are as follows.  
· It does not tell how poor the poor are: whether they are close to the poverty line, are far below it, in acute misery and hunger (Sen, 1999a: 33). In other words, it takes no account of the intensity of deprivation.

· It violates the monotonicity axiom (see Sen, 1999b: 171). The axiom says that, other things remaining the same, a reduction in income of any poor person must increase the poverty measure.

· In general, it also violates the weak transfer axiom (see Sen, 1999: 171). That is, other things remaining the same, a transfer of income from a richer poor person to a poorer poor person must lead to a reduction of poverty measure. Simply put, any decrease in inequality among the poor, due to one or a series of progressive transfers, does not change H.     

3.3.2 Family of Poverty Measures 

At the outset it is important to note that gap, deficit and shortfall are three different terms used to describe the same thing in the measurement of poverty. We begin with the aggregate poverty gap defined by 
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which measures the total cost required to eliminate poverty completely and the value of this measure lies in the interval (0, qz). The average poverty gap is defined by
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where
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 is the mean consumption level of the individuals living below the poverty line, and the value of average poverty gap lies in the interval (0, z). Sen instead of q divides by q(z to obtain a slightly different measure, called the depth of poverty (G) 
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whose value lies in the interval (0, 1). Clearly, depth of poverty is the difference between the poverty line and the average consumption of the individuals living below the poverty line, expressed as a fraction of the poverty line. G satisfies the monotonicity axiom; however the measure does not satisfy the transform axiom. In other words, G does not measure the severity of poverty.  
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Motivated by the above issues, Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (1984) have introduced a class of poverty measures P((), where ( is index (0 and P(() is defined by

P(() = 
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The interpretation of this indexed measure varies according to the value ( takes on. In particular, substituting ( = 0 in (6), we gets P(0), which is equal to 
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, the headcount index measure. Substituting ( = 1 in (6), we get P(1) which is equal to 
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, the poverty gap measure. Note that P(1) can also be written as 
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Thus poverty gap is the combined measurement of poverty incidence (H) and depth of poverty (G). Substituting ( = 2 in (6), a new measure P(2), called the Squared Poverty Gap, will obtain where  

P(2) = 
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The expression (8a) can be reduced to (see, for example, Chaubey (1995: 34))
P(2) = H([G2 + (1 – G)2(C2]                                                     (8b)

where C (=sd/mean) is the coefficient of variation of consumption distribution among the poor, a measure of inequality. Unlike the headcount index and the poverty gap index, it takes into account of inequalities among the poor. It is thus particularly sensitive to the severity of poverty.

In summary, the FGT class of measures is consistent with the monotonicity axiom for ( >0 and with the transfer axiom for any ( >1 (Chaubey, 1995: 35). For fixed N, z and y1, y2, . . .,yq, P(() and ( have inverse relationship. In other words, in cross-sectional analysis three measures within a region hold the following relationship: P(0) > P(1) > P(2) and the strict inequalities become equality when H = 0.     

3.4 Definitions of the Poor

In monetary poverty, two definitions of poor will arise: one is based on the standard of living concept and the other one is based on the right to minimum level of resources concept.  In the standard of living concept, a person is defined as poor if his/her per capita expenditure falls below the poverty line. While in the right to a minimum level of resources concept, an individual is defined as poor if his/her income falls below the poverty line.    

The two definitions, in general, will produce different estimates of poverty rates. In the context of Nepal, for example, the standard of living concept had yielded around 32 percent as poor, while the right to minimum level of resources concept had yielded around 36 percent as poor (NPC, 1978). Now-a-days standard of living concept is preferred to right to a minimum level of resources concept. 
3.5 Some Remarks on Poverty Measures

	Table 1: Importance of P(1) & P(2) 

	Region
	P(0)
	P(1)
	P(2)

	Hills
	0.41
	0.136
	0.061

	Tarai
	0.42
	0.099
	0.034

	Source: CBS (1998: 35)


Out of the three measures of poverty, the most common one is P(0). It is easy to understand and interpret than the other two. In advocacy, P(1) and P(2) seem to have less significance. However, for policy makers and planners sometimes the use of P(1) and P(2) is unavoidable. For this see example presented in Table 1, where the value of P(0) in two regions is more or less equal but the values of P(1) and P(2) are significantly higher in the hills than in the tarai region. In this example, further calculation shows that the depth of poverty (G = P(1)/P(0)) is 0.332 in the hills and 0.236 in the tarai region.  

It is important to note that the measure P(0) may also have dangerous implications. The policy-makers interested in showing good results by reducing headcount index may be tempted to concentrate on the people who are the least poor and leave out those who are the most in need, that is poorest among the poor. In a situation as mentioned in Table 1, if the sole objective of policy maker is to reduce the headcount index, then h/she should concentrate in the tarai region. 

In spite of wider applications of poverty measures, it has one major limitation. Measurement of poverty alone does not explain the causes of poverty. In the literature of the subject, one generally finds three causes for poverty (UNDP, 1998): (a) unequal distribution of production factors, (b) choices that individuals make, and (c) unequal access. 

4. Practices of Measuring Monetary Poverty in Nepal

 
Chhetry (2004) reviewed the various practices adopted in Nepal for estimating poverty rates in the past, particularly those adopted by the National Planning Commission in 1976/77, the Nepal Rastra Bank in 1984/85 and the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) in 1995/96. The three estimates of poverty incidence made available by these three sources are not comparable, mainly due to the change in methodologies for estimating nutritional need, food and non-food poverty lines over time. Despite such methodological changes, surprisingly the estimates of poverty incidence of these three sources fluctuate around 40 percent; more specifically, 36.2, 41.4 and 41.8 percent in 1976/77, 1984/85 and 1995/96 respectively. 

CBS estimates of poverty indices are based on the 1995/96 Nepal Living Standard Survey (NLSSI) data. CBS also provided estimates of poverty indices based on the 2003/04 Nepal Living Standard Survey (NLSSII) data. It seems to me that CBS has taken utmost care while deriving food and non-food poverty lines for 2003/04, so that the two series of estimated poverty indices are comparable at the national as well as at the sub-national levels. In this endeavor, CBS has fixed the food basket of 37 items identified in the NLSSI and taken into account of the followings.

· Change in average household composition 
· Change in average quantities of food consumed

· Change in the prices per unit of each food/non-food  item   

The reporting of detail methodologies is just the duplication of work, since interested readers can read the CBS publication for detail methodology (see CBS 2005: 47 – 66). Some important poverty related indicators are summarized in Table 2; other indicators are available in CBS (2004a & 2004b). 
	Table 2: Temporal Comparison of Poverty Related Indicators   

	
	1995/96
	2003/04

	Average household size
	5.68
	5.27

	Recommended per capita daily calorie requirement for survival
	2124
	2144

	Poverty line (PL) in current prices per person per year for all Nepal (Rs)
	5089
	7696

	Per capita consumption expenditure (PCE) in current prices (Rs) for all Nepal
	7235
	15224

	PCE in real (1995/96) prices  (Rs) for all Nepal 
	7235
	10318

	Per capita remittance amount for all Nepal (nominal Rs)
	625
	2100

	Share of farm income in household income in %
	61.0
	47.8

	Source: CBS, 2005 


Average annual growth rate in real PCE over the period is 4.5 percent, which is nearly three times higher than the average annual growth rate in per capita GDP or in per capita private consumption.    
5. Poverty Analyses

5.1 Some Concepts

Once the poor and non-poor individuals or households have been identified, temporal and cross-sectional analyses of poverty and its determinants can be undertaken. Various tools are available for these exercises from simple poverty profiles to regression analysis. A poverty profile is a set of poverty outcomes usually presented in tabular forms.  In monetary poverty, two different sets of analyses can be undertaken through poverty profiles. 

1. One set of analysis deals with the comparisons of poverty measures across the population or household groups defined by the place of residence, such as rural-urban, region, district, and so on. Comparison of poverty measures may also be carried out across individual or household groups defined by socio-economic and demographic factors. 
2. Other set deals with the comparisons of socio-economic and demographic characteristics of poor and non-poor individuals or households.
Such analyses are useful for policy makers in identifying the locations where the poverty reduction initiatives are most urgently needed as well as in identifying the types of poverty reduction initiatives for the needy people. Such analyses are also useful for policy makers in identifying the disadvantages of the poor as compared to the non-poor; consequently, in knowing the disparity between poor and non-poor with respect to the socio-economic and demographic factors as well as living conditions of the people. Such analyses are perhaps the easiest way to establish linkages between monetary poverty and non-economic indicators of living standards and well-being. 
5.2 Temporal Comparison of Poverty Measures     
	Table 3: Temporal changes in poverty indices

	 
	1995/96
	2003/04
	% change

	Headcount Index (%)

	Nepal
	41.8
	30.9
	-26

	Urban
	21.6
	9.6
	-56

	Rural
	43.3
	34.6
	-20

	Poverty Gap Index (%)

	Nepal
	11.8
	7.6
	-36

	Urban
	6.5
	2.2
	-67

	Rural
	12.1
	8.5
	-30

	Squared Poverty Gap Index (%)

	Nepal
	4.7
	2.7
	-42

	Urban
	2.7
	0.7
	-73

	Rural
	4.8
	3.1
	-37

	Source: CBS (2005: 2)


Nepal has made remarkable progress in poverty reduction (Table 2): the three measures of poverty have declined very sharply over the period of 8 years, 1995/96 to 2003/04. Despite this fact, poverty continued to remain predominantly as a rural phenomenon: around 95 percent of the poor continued to stay in rural Nepal. Rural–urban disparity ratio in the measures of poverty has widened over the said period. As for example, the ratio of headcount index in rural Nepal to urban Nepal has increased from 2.0 in 1995/96 to 3.6 in 2003/04. Likewise, the disparity ratio of the poverty gap index has increased from 1.9 to 3.9, and that of squared poverty gap index has increased from 1.8 to 4.4.  
5.2 Comparison of Poverty Rates across Socio-Demographic Dimensions  
	Table 4:  Poverty & children per households, 2003/04

	Children per households
	0
	1
	2
	3+

	Poverty rates (%) 
	13.7
	29.3
	41.6
	54.0

	Source: CBS 2005: 19


Poverty rate is found to change across various household groups classified by socio-economic and demographic factors. As for example, Table 4 demonstrates the changes in poverty rate across households classified by having the number of children 0-6 years old. It is evident that the probability of households being poor increase with the increase in the number of children (0 – 6). Similar poverty profile has produced the following interesting results.
· Probability of household being poor increase with the increase in the household size 
	Table 5:  Poverty & households size, 2003/04

	Household size
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7+

	Poverty rates (%) 
	7.2
	11.0
	11.7
	19.3
	24.9
	33.5
	41.4

	Source: CBS 2005: 19


· Probability of household being poor decrease very rapidly as the education level of household head increases 
	Table 6:  Poverty & Years of Schooling of household head, 2003/04

	Years of schooling
	Illiterate
	( 5
	6 -7
	8 -10
	11+

	Poverty rates (%) 
	42.0
	28.2
	23.3
	8.4
	1.6

	Source: CBS 2005: 17


· The probability of a household being poor decrease moderately as the size in land ownership increases 
	Table 7:  Poverty & land ownership, 2003/04

	Land ownership in hectare
	< 0.2
	0.2 to 1.0
	1.0 to 2.0
	> 2

	Poverty rates (%) 
	39.3
	38.1
	27.3
	23.8

	Source: CBS 2005: 22


.
· Poverty rate varies across households headed by self-employed occupation group.   

	Table 8:  Poverty & self-employed occupation of household head, 2003/04

	Occupation of self-employed hh 
	Agriculture
	Manufacturing
	Trade
	Services

	Poverty rates (%) 
	32.9
	31.2
	11.1
	14.4

	Source: CBS 2005: 16


5.3 Comparison of Poor and Non-poor
Relationship between Farm Land & Poverty: Comparison of poor and non-poor in the past has consistently shown that the rural poverty is not only a phenomenon of landless/marginal farmers, but also it is a phenomenon of large farm holders (Chhetry, 2002: 310). Further analysis has shown that in rural Nepal farm size as well as land entitlement is not a major factor for dividing households into poor and non-poor; however, land productivity, consequently farm income, is a major factor for dividing households into poor and non-poor. 
Comparison in Change in Age Composition: The percentage share of children (0-to-14) in national population was steadily in increasing trend over the past census years: for example, 40.0, 40.4, 41.4 and 42.4 per cent in 1961, 1971, 1981 and 1991 respectively. One of the remarkable achievements Nepal made in the 1990s is that this past increasing trend has been able to reverse, which will have several implications on people's life.           
	Table 9: Temporal and poor/non-poor comparison of age distribution 

	 
	NLSS I (1995/96)
	NLSS II (1995/96)

	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Overall
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Overall

	0 – 14
	47.8
	40.5
	44.1
	48.2
	35.7
	39.6

	15 – 64
	48.5
	54.8
	51.5
	47.8
	59.2
	55.7

	65+
	3.7
	4.7
	4.4
	4.0
	5.1
	4.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Source: Computed from NLSS I & NLSS II by author


Table 9 shows that the overall share of children has declined by 4.5 percentage points; on the contrary, the share of the poor does not decline, which may due to high migration of the poor adults in search of better employment. Consequently, the child dependency ratio of the poor has increased from 98 percent in 1995/96 to 101 percent in 2003/04, while that of non-poor has decreased from 74 to 60 percent.    
Characteristics of the poor: Based on the comparison of the socio-economic and demographic characteristics between the poor and non-poor, one can identify the common characteristics of the poor.     For example, poor households are characterized by large household size with excessively large number of children, and low income level. Poor children are characterized by low level of literacy. Poor adult couples may characterize by having high fertility and high burden of children. Poor households in Nepal, thus, appear to be locked in the so called ‘demographic poverty trap’ – characterized by high fertility and high child dependency ratio. 
Due to low level of income, poor households could not invest as much as they should on education and family health care, and the forthcoming generation of the poor more likely to remain poor because of low literacy and poor health. They continue to fail to take benefits out of health care system and economic reforms. Consequently, poverty perpetuates from poor households of this generation to the coming generation.  

	       Table 10: Some characteristics of the poor

	Indicators
	Poor
	Non-poor

	Average household size
	6.3
	4.9

	Average number of children 0-14 per household 
	3.0
	1.8

	Average nominal annual household income in ‘000 Rs
	41.2
	93.7

	Child (6-to-14) literacy rate in %
	32.6
	63.4

	Adult (15+) literacy rate in %
	28.9
	54.8

	Child Women Ratio
	0.79
	0.41

	Child dependency ratio 
	101
	60

	Source: Computed from NLSS II data by Chhetry for UNFPA in 2005


In summary, poverty is an intergenerational phenomenon in Nepal, mainly due to excessively large number of children (or equivalently high fertility) among the poor coupled with low level of income. Keeping the child count low in poor households, to a large extent, breaks this intergenerational poverty cycle. Why do the poor have excessive number of children? Is it due to the coping strategy of the poor for fighting against poverty? Or is it due to unwanted fertility? The answers to these questions eventually lead to two entirely different sets of programs for reducing their child counts.
	Table 11: Disadvantages of CMRW

	Indicators
	Poor
	Non-poor

	% of CMRW using contraceptives 
	27
	43

	% of births took place in hospital
	4
	21

	% of births attended by health personnel
	7
	29

	% of women consulting for pre-natal care
	40
	69

	% of women consulting for post-natal care 
	6
	18

	Source: Computed from NLSS II data by Chhetry for UNFPA in 2005  


Disadvantages of Currently Married Reproductive Women (CMRW): Comparative analysis of poor and non-poor in terms of the indicators of reproductive health (Table 11), clearly indicates that the reproductive women are disadvantaged by low use of family planning methods and low use of safe motherhood facilities during pre-delivery, delivery and post delivery period.  Why outcomes of safe delivery services are very low and slow in Nepal? One simple answer could be the country's unfavorable topography, poor road networks, and poor level of urbanization. Apart from these, the answers should be searched from two perspectives - demand and supply of safe delivery services. The demand could be low for the three main reasons (three A's) - awareness, availability, and affordability – as can be seen from a study carried out in 1997 (NMIS, 1997: 71). Supply could be low for two main reasons – lack of trained health workers and financial constraints - as a result safe delivery services in Nepal are available only in the limited number of health institutions.

Summary & Discussions

· Measurement of monetary poverty began more than a century ago with a number of conceptual, practical and technical problems. Some of them been partially resolved; more works still yet to be done. However, the currently available measures are useful for monitoring and evaluation of monetary poverty over time & space.  

· Monetary poverty analyses clearly demonstrate that poverty is not a state of static reality, but a dynamic reality that varies across different population groups defined either by their place of residence or by their socio-economic and demographic conditions. 

· The reasons for drastic reduction in monetary poverty should not be understood only within the economic domain, but they also need to be understood in a broader perspective.      
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