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Foreword

This report presentsthe Human Needs Index (HNI), which was developedin a unique
collaborationbetweenindianaUniversity Lilly Family Schoolof Philanthropyandthe Salvation
Army. This project was aimed at providing a new lens on povertyrelatedneedand therefore
combinesanalysisof organizationalservicedatawith an assessmenif governmentaldata to
understandhuman need in communities acrossthe U.S. This comprehensiveexamination
considergheintersectionof povertyrelatedhumanneedand the impact of economicand social
environmentswithin communitiesand acrosstime. The advantageof this approachis that it
provides critical observationsinforming the work of nonprofit organizations and public
policymakersin reducingpoverty. An important contribution of the HNI is that it advances
understandindpy developinga valid andreliable instrumentfor measuringhumanneedin reat

time andfor trackingtrendsin humanneedovertime.

The goal of this project was to use the Salvation Army’s rich collection of servicedatato
expandthe pathwaysthroughwhich individuals and communitiesin povertyare identified and
targeted so that immediate and long-term solutions to improve these conditions can be
implemented.To achieve this aim, the HNI’s seven indicator variables—Meals Provided,
Grocelies Provided Housing Assistance Clothing Provided Furniture Provided Medical
Assistance and Energy Assistance-aggregatedfrom the site level to state, regional, and
national levels have beenstatisticallytestedand validatedto ensurescientific rigor. The result
iIs a comprehensivemeasure/scoref needthat can track changesn needbaseddemand,and
thatwill be updatedquartery—two of theadvantagethatsettheHNI apartfrom other measures
of poverty relatedneedwhich areunableto identify thesevariationseitherwith suchspecificity

or immediacy.

In this inauguraledition, the HNI was developedusing the Salvation Army’s recentlyavailable
servicedata.The specificline-item dataselectedepresenthe variationin the most basic human
needs:food, clothing, health and well-being services,and housing. For more than 130 years

the SalvationArmy, operating7,546 centersin communitiesacrosgsheU.S.,



has been "Doing the Most Good” to feed, to clothe, to comfort, and to care by providing food
distribution, disaster relief, job training, shelter, energy assistance, rehabilitation centers, anti-
human trafficking efforts, and a wealth of children's programs. The HNI presents an
opportunity for not only the Salvation Army, but also for other nonprofit organizations as well
as policymakers, to enhance and magnify that work. To address a complex issue such as poverty
requires a sensitive measurement tool that is timely in detecting need, accurate in informing
decision-making, and precise in identifying how and what human needs were met. The HNI
leverages these strengths and as a result is beneficial in revealing the dynamic aspects of need

and vulnerability.

While governmental measures of poverty are useful, they are reported with a substantial lag. The
real-time assessment of specific poverty-related need at the local and national levels is important
for nonprofit organizations, like the Salvation Army, to effectively provide for those demanding
assistance. This index not only elicits the breadth and depth of predominant factors affecting
provisional need but it also tracks the evolution of human need over time and within specific
communities. For example, included in this report is a discussion of chronic widespread
national need that was precipitated by the economic shocks of the Great Recession; however,
regional differences in the HNI are also witnessed, many of which were likely the result of
acute events such as natural disasters and differences in how and when the Great Recession
affected individual regions. Understanding the distinctive ways in which human need changes
in specific locales and at particular times may inform public policy and address poverty-related

human need and policy reform in a more deliberate, meaningful, and successful manner.

In the past, nonprofit organizations have been a part of policy discussions centered on reducing
and alleviating poverty; but to date, very little nonprofit data have been used in effectively
assessing poverty-related need that could potentially affect policy. The HNI, however,
constructed from the Salvation Army’s service data, is different from the traditional measures
of need-based poverty in the detailed specificity it offers. This index provides a timely census

of need in different locations (sites, states, and regions) from an enduring and



consistent sample of Salvation Army service sites. Therefore, variations in services provided
are attributable to changes in the demand for, and not the supply of, services in these areas. In
addition, referral service data were analyzed because referrals made to other organizations further
confirm need is present but cannot be served by the Salvation Army. The HNI is comprised of
indicators that represent features of well-being that may not be captured by traditional measures
of need-based poverty ? that is, it reflects need substantiated on consumption, instead of income,
which may denote more extreme deprivation at the local level. Combining these factors, the
+ 1, flevkatest strength is that it illustrates a more intimate portrayal of need than any other index

of its kind.

In the future we envision further disaggregating data so that the HNI can be used to measure
increasingly more specific local levels (counties, metropolitan statistical areas, etc.) of specific
need like energy and housing, as well as unmet need. To ensure its ongoing relevance and
accuracy, the HNI will continue to be validated with external governmental data. Over time
the HNI may also provide important insights highlighting the links between changes in poverty-
related need and trends in governmental services associated with healthcare (such as the
Affordable Care Act, for example), food insecurity, and housing policies. Finally, perhaps the
+ 1, fgveatest contribution to the field is that it uses objective nonprofit organizational data
to measure poverty-related need ? therefore advancing the mechanisms to combat poverty from

anecdotal notions to evidence-based solutions.



Introduction

The most recent statistics show that nearly 16 percent of Americans, or about 48.8 million
people, live below the government-defined poverty line.! For many decades, policymakers,
practitioners and nonprofit leaders have sought accurate and timely data to measure poverty,
economic well-being, and vulnerability. And, greater emphasis is being placed on the numbers
today, as data play a critical role in decision-making for organizations across sectors. However,
very little is known about conditions facing the hungry, the homeless, or the unemployed, as

income alone may not be an adequate measure of poverty.

The official definition of poverty in the United States relies on the measurement of 3P RQHWD U\
income before taxes and does not include capital gains or noncash benefits (such as public
housing, Medicaid, and food stamps 2 Official national poverty data are calculated using this
Census Bureau definition of poverty, which has remained mostly unchanged since it was
introduced in the 1960s! (see Appendix A for an environmental scan that provides a detailed

history and discussion of poverty measures in the United States).

Today, nonprofit agencies have become vital partners in poverty reduction. Yet, while the efforts
of nonprofit organizations in providing for basic human needs are well-known, data
quantifying these effects and measuring the impact of nonprofit organizations in combating
poverty have neither been in the public domain nor been used widely to inform policy debates
on poverty. The Salvation Army, in particular, has played a critical and expanding role in
improving the well-being of individuals and local communities. In fact, thousands of nonprofit
organizations throughout the United States, including the Salvation Army, constitute the safety

net of services addressing basic human needs.3

In addition to community outreach and support, the organization collects high-quality data on

poverty-related social services provided within thousands of communities, states

i This measure is annually adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index, and is useful for measuring long-term poverty
trends; however, it provides only limited insights into the dynamics of poverty within distinctive households and among
geographically diverse communities. The Census Bureau releases the poverty data in an annual report, the most recent of which
was released in September 2014.



and regions in the U.S. These data afford a unique opportunity to address the call for increasingly
more accessible and more rigorous data from nonprofit organizations to better illuminate trends
in poverty over time. As such, Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy, in
partnership with the Salvation Army, has analyzed and interpreted these service-related data as

a means for measuring not only need but also the impact of the Salvation Army services.

In this document, we introduce the standardized Human Needs Index (HNI). The HNI was
developed with the goal of illuminating trends in poverty and vulnerability by using newly
available data from the Salvation Army. Ideally, the HNI will allow for comparison of human
needs across regions and track the shifts in need over time. Indiana University Lilly Family
School of Philanthropy and the Salvation Army intend for this information to be informative and
useful in human service and policy-making work. The HNI will continue to be a reliable and
timely measure that is a transparent and rigorous source of data that identifies trends in human

need across time and communities in the United States.

The HNI intends to provide a timelier picture of poverty and to contribute to the discussion of
poverty measures in the United States. Therefore, the HNI aims to answer the following

question:

What are the patterns of human needin the United Statesacrosstime and regions?

In constructing the HNI, four key components were identified that, taken together, allow us to
measure dimensions of human need in a given geographic area:

e Food Security
e Clothing Assistance
o Health/Well-being Services

o Housing/Shelter Assistance



Each component is important to the overall HNI measurement and captures the extent to which
the Salvation Army provides for people’s basic needs by depicting whether individuals need
assistance with clothing to wear, food to eat, basic medical care to improve health or treat
illness, and shelter for housing. The HNI has been shown to be strongly correlated with
governmental poverty-related measures, rising most sharply with increases in the Supplemental

Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefit and steadily with the U.S. unemployment rate.

The results of the HNI suggest that the Salvation Army and other organizations involved in
providing basic needs continue to be an essential element in combating poverty. The findings from
this report concur with prior claims that government safety net services, in isolation, may not be
adequate in serving individuals, families, and communities in need.*> The HNI provides a
retrospective investigation that is critical to understanding the current state of specific need-
based demand across the U.S. and in comparing needs across specific regions of the country. By
tracking trends over time, the HNI illuminates shifts in demand that are vital in effectively
serving individuals and families in need, as well as in predicting when and where specific needs
may arise. The HNI scores are predicated on monthly data that are finalized at the conclusion
of each quarter—an important distinction that differentiates the HNI from other measures of
poverty-related need. These “real time” data allow the HNI to emerge as a valuable tool and an

important complement to existing poverty and vulnerability indicators.

The HNI is unique because it is the first measure of poverty-related need constructed from the
analysis of a nonprofit social service organization’s rich longitudinal service data. The breadth
and depth of these service data allow for a transparent examination of human need across time
and region. This investigation also is set within the scope of broader social- contextual
explanations—both necessary elements in facilitating better understanding and initiating directed
action to alleviate the complex multifaceted issue of poverty. Therefore, the evidence presented

in this report may be used as a mechanism to elicit more-informed
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decisionmaking, programdelivery, and evaluationtechniquesby nonprofit organizations and

policymakers.

Theconstructiorof the HNI requiredthatwe capturethe key elementsof human needs,which
would be comparablein scientific rigor to otherindicesused to measure other aspectsof
humanneed.The included povertyrelatedvariablesrely on SalvationArmy service data and
were selectedto accuratelyreflect critical aspectsof humanneed.We used local and national
poverty indicatorsand unemploymentratesalong with historical Salvation Army servicedata
to determinethe most relevantindicatorsof humanneed acrossthe United States.Principal
ComponentAnalysis (PCA) was usedto determinetheweightsfor eachof the variables(see
Appendix H, the Technical Appendix, for a complete descriptionof the methodologyusedto
constructheHNI).

The Human NeedsIndex includes site-level service data from Salvation Army’s 20042014
program/fiscalyears.Thesedatahavebeenaggregatedo representtate,Regional,and National
HNI Scores.While the focusis on both the regionaland nationalHNI scorestrendsin state
scoresare alsoprovidedin Table 1, Appendix B. Therefore,within the regional and national

sectionsthisreport:

> Displays HNI scoresover time, 20042014. Theseyearsare Salvation Army

program/fiscalearsthatspanOctoberl-SeptembeB0.

> Providescontextualexplanationdor thosefactorsthat will most significantly
influenceHNI scoreswithin particular years,as well as emergingtrendsfrom
one month to anothermonth and/or acrossyears. Some factors are onetime
eventsthatimpact HNI scores,while othersare chronic influencesthat affect

the HNI in predictablevaysacrosdime.

> Discusseswhich indicators within a particular year or month might be

stimulatinga changen HNI score.

11



This report beginswith the presentationof national and regional HNI scores,as well as an
explanationof those conditionsthat will affect HNI scores,followed by an overview of the
methodologyusedin the developmenbf the HNI. In addition, appendicesontainingraw data

andadditionalpresentationsf datareferencedn thereportareincluded.
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Findings

Sincethe goal of the HNI is to betterassistanaudienceof multiple stakeholderin assessingeed
andevaluatingorogramthroughtheilluminationandcomparisorof patternsof need the following
sectionandsubsectionpresentationalandregionalmodelsof the HNI (see Table 1, Appendix
B, for StateCompositeScores)lt is importantto notethatindividual indicator variables—Meals
Provided, Groceries Provided, Housing Assistance, Clothing Provided, Furniture Provided,
Medical Assistance, and Energy Assistance—are raw datarepresentingjuantifiable needbased
servicesprovided;therefore, these variablescan be calculatedto measurepercentagechanges
over time. The HNI score,however,is a single calculationthat symbolizesthe net amountof
all sevenindicatorvariablesand changesn thosevariablesfrom a standardizedaselinescore
(100)andfrom onetime pointto anotherFinally, the HNI score althoughderivedfrom numerical
computationsjs a compositescoreonly to be used in making comparisonsin the overall
provision of needbasedservicesacrosstime and location.Consequentlyjt is not appropriateo
interpretvariationsin the HNI scoreas percentageointsof change.

The presentatiorof the findings includeboth HNI scoreswhich illustrate overall trendsin need,
andindividual indicator scoresthat demonstratespecificincreasesand decreasesf needbased
servicesover time. In addition, to assistin understandinghe variability of the HNI scoreat
particulartime points, percentagechangesin the net amountof indicator variables are also

providedwhereappropriate.
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National Human Needsindex (HNI)
ThenationalHNI scoresrepresenthe degreeof povertyrelatedneedfor the U.S.asa whole. In

this section,HNI nationalscoresare presentedver time and a discussionof the variability of

scoress alsoprovided.

National HNI Scoresby Year (20042014)

The HNI appeargo mirror overall economictrendsover time. As illustratedin Figure 1, the
nationalHNI scorewaslowestin 2014(1.45, lower even than in 2004 (1.82)hich indicates

that povertyrelatedneed appears to be decliningt the start of the Great Recessionjn 2008,

the HNI scorebegana gradualincreasewith a scoreof 2.30, and climbed from 2.57to 2.79

in 2010, its highestpeakuntil 2012, when it reacheda scoreof 2.85 In the pastyear, HNI
scoreshave begunto decline,reflecting an overall decreasén povertyrelatedneed. Although

the 2014 national HNI scorehasdecreasedubstantiallyfrom the two previousyear$o bdow
pre-Great Recession levels, it is still too early to tell if these numbers will remain low or if this was
temporary. Preliminary 2015 values suggest nesy still be elevated relative to pGreat
Recession, but markedly lomtran 20162013.

Figure 1. National HNI Scoresby Year (20042014)
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The Great Recession’s Impact on Human Need

NationalHNI scoresreveala patternthat mirrors the economicvolatility in the U.S. during the
Great Recession.The Great Recessionexerteda powerful impact on unemployment rates,
personalincome, and wealth, as well as the housing marketin the U.S. The nationalHNI

scoregeflectthis reducedeconomicactivity asdemonstratethy the lowestHNI scoresoccurring
during the pre-Great Recessiorperiod (20042007), moderatescoresappearingin the midst of

the GreatRecessiorf20082009),andthe highestscoresepresented durinthe immediate post

GreatRecessiorera(20102013).1t is notsurprising that the first substantialincreasein HNI

scoreg a representationof increasedneed? is witnessedin 2010, the year immediately
following the end of the Great Recession.This lag in demonstratedeedis likely attributedto
the depthof the recessiorandeconomidnsecuritythatindividualsandhouseholds experiencéd

aresultof this profoundeconomiadownturn andweakrecovery.

As such,the greatesincreasesn needfrom 2009to 2010areseenin specificcomponentsof the
HNI, including medicalassistancehat increasedoy 36 percent(from 16,770serviceordersto
22,856 service orders), housing assistancehat increasedby 22 percent(from 10,880service
ordersto 13,275serviceorders),and furniture assistancéhat increasecdby 128 percent (from
333 serviceordersto 757 serviceorders).The variability of theseindicatorsover time suggests
that economicand financial shocks,including long-term

unemploymentinability to pay mortgagesor rent,

I"HSNE&'( yHY+, f.l. PL*&H'12) and the loss of employersponsored health

34%,14 y96"##7&" B,9,18"+: J+, ) | insurancemayrequirealongerperiodof recovery.

<$,1*)8,",99&#" R'f+, }'&* %) In addition, many individuals who facedjob loss

[<1%,9 R19*%B$#TF,",7>,$ P@@A| may have also experiencedreduced access to
B4, ?@@C. credit, including homeequity,
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which theymight haveusedto buffer their food consumptiorduring boutsof unemployment.
Natural 'LV DV W H U W Hum&TNe&d

Anotherimportantfactorto considewwhencomparingnationalHNI scoresovertime is the effect
of naturaldisastersWhile theseeventsare geographicallyspecific, their impactis reflectedin
the nationalHNI score,asthe elevationof specificpovertyrelatedindicatorsare associatedvith
servicesprovided during natural disastersthereforeaffecting the fluctuation of national HNI
scoresFor examplewhenthe nationalHNI scoreincreasedn 2008 (2.30), the meal assistance
indicator also reachedits peakto the highestscore amongall otherindicators.The increasen
mealassistances likely dueto theSuperTuesdayl ornadoOutbreakof Februarys-6, 2008, which
included 87 tornadosacrossnine states; Alabama, Arkansas,Kentucky, and Tennesseavere
amongthe hardesthit statesi In 2012, the nationalHNI reachedts decadehigh score(2.89, up
from 2011(2.77). A plausibleexplanationfor this acuteincreaseis the last few daysof October
2012,whenthe EasternUnited States experiencedHurricane Sandy, which left thousand=of
people homelessand millions without electricity Consequently, reflecting these trends, the
three greatestdemandsfor assistancealuring this time were for furniture, witnessinga 104
percentincrease(from 705 service ordersto 1,437 service orders); housing,realizing a 15
percentincreasgfrom 8,655serviceordersto 9,954serviceorders);and clothing, whichincreased
by 25 percent(from 14,570 serviceordersto 18,236 serviceorders) from 2011 (seeTable 1
andFigurel, AppendixC, for acompletelist of indicatorsand correspondingcoredrom 2004
2014).

i Hurd, M. & Rohwedders. (2010).Effectsof thefinancialcrisisandthe GreatRecessiomn Americanhouseholds
(Working Papemo. 16407).Retrievedrom NationalBureauof EconomicResearchvebsite:

http://www.nber.org/papers/w16407.pdf.

i Formoreinformation,seehttp://www.nws.noaa.gov/os/assessments/pdfs/super_tuesday.pdf
v For moreinformation,see:http://www.livescience.com/2438urricanesandystatusdata.html
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Seasonalityimpact on Human Need
WhenyearlyHNI scoresarereducednto monthlyor quarterlyscorestrendssuggesthat

seasonalitynaybeanimportantfactor 'S W(SEIESHS, 94/°0 %
in anticipating human need. For example,

1'#%)(,.$& B"# B*#.,(.3 %
&$*+.194*.,3 9%5$% ... BTH% " %
65$, %$%BH)S(*$  R(/&HB/'6 Y9
&)$1.2.B6H)$*(*$8  9BS*$2"*$
4%$/(0.,3 %$*30 9%6$$48%./ %)*.,39

Figure 2 illustrates this trend for program/
fiscal year 2014. HNI scoresbeganto climb
in November 2013 (2.00; December
2013(4.30 is markedlythe

highestscoreduringthe2014programand
fiscal year.Scoredegarno decreasén January2014(1.33 andFebruary2014(0.00, which
representshe lowestscorein the entire seriescoresoriefly increasedagainin March2014
(1.87). While thescoregpresentedherearespecificto the mostrecent programyear,the overall
trendacrossyears(andregions)illustratespoverty relatedneed increasesatein the calendar
year(seeTablel, AppendixD, for acompletdist of NationalHNI scoresby month,from 2004
2014).Thisincreasan needatthe endof the year is further demonstratedy the rise in the
use of the SupplementaNutrition Assistanc&rogram (SNAP)benefit;while unmetneeds also
prominentasevidencedythe Salvation $ U P \ieMérral data (sed@able7, AppendixH, for a
complete lisof governmentameasuresf needand SalvationArmy referraldataby month,from
20042014).

Figure 2.

H&&
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Regional Models of the HNI

The Salvation $ U P \ffddonal service areas are divided into four segments: Central, East, South,
and West (Table 1, Appendix B, contains a complete list of states in each region). While the national
Human Needs Index (HNI) scores are valuable to understanding overall poverty- related need
and in measuring the effectiveness of response to that need in the United States as a whole,
regional HNI scores may be more useful in understanding trends that are specific to a geographic
area. In this section, regional annual HNI scores are presented over time, and a discussion of

the variability of scores is also provided.

Regional HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)

As presented in Figure 3, regional HNI scores across time suggest unique patterns based on
geographical location, which is likely the result of the Great Recession and the length of recovery
time needed in each region. In addition, regional HNI scores appear to be sensitive to natural
disasters like hurricanes, tornadoes, and snowstorms that are geographically endemic but that
often also traverse regional boundaries. Finally, the regional HNI scores also appear to represent

the historical economic deprivation known to exist in the southern United States.

While the effects of the Great Recession are revealed in each region, the timing and impact are
variable, as evidenced by HNI scores during particular years. For example, the Western UHJLR Q{V
HNI scores began to increase steadily in 2006 (101.56) and continued to rise until 2009 (102.33)
when the score declined before increasing again in 2010 (102.87). This pattern seems to
suggest that the Western region experienced the effects of the Great Recession more

immediately and in longer duration than any other region.

The Central and Eastern U H J LIRND édfes illustrate very similar trends, each realizing initial
increases in 2010, although the Eastern region experienced a considerably lower HNI score during
that year (102.13) than the Central region (102.69) 2 its highest score during the decade. These
patterns point to the lagged effects of the Great Recession. In addition, the

18



Eastern region increased again in 2012 (102.50) and continued at that level through 2013
(102.53) 2 indicative, perhaps, of the impact of Hurricane Sandy.

The Southern region  MNI score began more elevated than any other region ? the start of a trend
that continues over time. HNI scores in this region initially increased in 2005 (102.56) and then
experienced a marked rise in 2012 (103.86). These patterns may indicate that poverty-related
need is more prevalent in the Southern region and that need is exacerbated in times of natural

disasters (see Table 1, Appendix E, for a complete list of regional scores by year).
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Figure 3. RegionalHNI Scoresby Year (20042014)
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lentral Region
CentralRegionHNI ScorespyYear(20042014)

Central Region HNI scoresremainedfairly constantfrom 2004 (101.26)to 2008 (101.46) but
increasedsharplyin 2009 (101.84)and achievedthe highestlevel in 2010 (102.69). After 2010,
the HNI scoresbeganto declineslowly but remainedhigherthanthe prerecessiorera, reaching
102.13in 2014.

As Figure 4 depicts,the trend for Centralregiony VNI scoresover time is comparableto the
nationalHNI scoresandlikely for similar reasonsWhile the Central regionincludesa few states
impactedby the 2008 SuperTuesdayTornado,post2008 HNI scorevariationmight characterize
the effectsof boththat naturaldisastelandthe GreatRecessionFor example the need for housing
assistancerose from 2008 to 2009 (increasingby 46 perceng from 2,955 service orders to
4,327 service orders), and then peakedagain in 20102 demonstratinga 119 percent increase
from 2008 (from 2,955 serviceordersto 6,486 serviceorders).This considerablegrowth perhaps
indicates $ P H U L Fieed ¥6f] affordable housing following a destructivetornado and during
the wake of the Great Recession(seeTable 1 and Figure 1, AppendixF, for a completelist of

Centralregionindicatorscoredy year).

Figure 4. Central RegionHNI Scoresby Year (20042014)
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Seasonal effects on Central region HNI scores are similar to the trends at the national level.
Figure 5, for example, demonstrates the most recent year’s trend. The HNI score achieved its
highest level in December 2013 (104.01) and then declined in January 2014 (101.78). Central
region HNI scores increased in 2014, reaching slightly higher than normal levels in July and

August (see Table 1, Appendix G, for a complete list of Central region HNI scores by month).

Figure 5. Central Region HNI Scores, by Month (2014)
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Eastern Region
Eastern Region HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)

In the Eastern region, HNI scores stayed relatively constant between 2004 and 2008. After 2008,
these scores rose to reach 102.53 in 2013. The year 2014 represents a potential return to pre-

recession levels.

As Figure 6 depicts, the Eastern region’s HNI scores over time correspond with the national HNI
scores, and in part, for similar reasons. The Eastern region experienced two major natural
disasters during this decade. One event, Lake Storm “Aphid” in mid-October 2006, resulted in
widespread power outages and extreme cold.V Then, in late October 2012, Hurricane Sandy hit the
Eastern U.S. During both these years, the need for grocery assistance demonstrated more volatile
changes, realizing a 67 percent increase from 2005 to 2006 (from 113,406 service orders to 189,154
service orders), and another dramatic rise in 2012, which was a 17 percent increase from 2011

(from 174,217 service orders to 204,413 service orders).

Figure 6. Eastern Region HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)
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v For more information, see: http://www.erh.noaa.gov/buf/storm101206.html
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The effectsof the GreatRecessiorwerereflectedin the Easternregion HNI scoresafter 2008,as
the index reached102.13in 2010. More specifically, the ongoing increasedneedfor assistance
with furniture, groceriesand clothing wasmarkedduring the postGreatRecessioryears.Theneed
for furniture assistanceosein 2013,which wasanincreasef 24 percentfrom the previoushigh in
2010 (from 312 serviceordersto 387 serviceorders).Greaterneedfor grocery assistancenas
alsorealizedin 2010, and then grew by 40 percentwhen hitting its peakin 2012 (from 146,074
serviceordersto 204,41 3serviceorders),andremainecelevatedthrough2014.Demandor clothing
assistancdemonstratea postGreatRecessiottag in needasit rose in2010andexperienced 104
percentincrease(from 1,367 serviceordersto 2,788 serviceorders)betweenthis time and upon
reachingits peakin 2013 (seeTable 2 and Figure 2, Appendix F, for a completelist of Eastern

regionindicatorscoreduy year).

Seasonakffectson Easternregion HNI scoresare comparableo the trendsat the nationallevel.
Usingthemostrecent \ H D dafayfor example,Figure 7 demonstratesdNI| scoresvarying over
time, with an increasein December2013to 103.05and then a decline until slight growth was
realizedin March (101.82)and April (101.83).The index roseduring the summermonthsbefore
it reachedts highestlevel (104.06)of the yearin Septembef014 (seeTable2, Appendix G, for
acompletdist of EastermmegionHNI scoredby month).

Figure 7. EasternRegionHNI Scorespy Month (2014)
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SouthernRegion

Southern RegionHNI Scoresby Year (20042014)

Perhapghe mostvolatile of all regions,the SouthernU H J L IRN) §icdresdisplaygreatvariability
over time. Reflecting Hurricane Katrina and other largescale regional disasters,the index
increasedn 2006to 102.88andin 2012to 103.86.The index thendeclinedafter 2012,reaching
102.20in 2014.
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As Figure 8 depicts,the SouthernU H J L& QURMNI scoresover time aretypically higher than
any other region. One potential explanationfor this trend may be the three largescale natural
disastersthis region experiencedduring the past decade.The first year the HNI increasedvas
2006. In August of 2005, Hurricane Katrina hit the southernUnited Statesand left millions of
peoplewithout homesi As such,threeindicatorsrealizedimmediateconsiderableincreases.From
2004to 2005,theneed for housing assistancegrewby 27 percent(from 2,373 service ordersto
3,020serviceorders);medicalneedincreasedoy 59 percent(from 7,595serviceorders to 12,098
service orders); and assistancewith groceriesincreasedby 68 percent (from 73,261 service
ordersto 122,734serviceorders).In 2006, the yearimmediatelyfollowing this disaster, energy

assistancgrew 14 percentfrom 2005(from 10,008serviceordersto 11,429serviceorders).

Figure 8. Southern Region HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)
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While the 2008 Southernregion HNI score(102.47)only suggestsa moderateamountof need,
specificindicatorsof needrosemore substantially For example,meal assistancgrew 27 percent
from 2007(from 1,171,42%erviceordersto 1,482,31&erviceorders).Thisincrease

vi For moreinformation,see:http://www.livescience.com/22522urricanekatrinafacts.html
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most likely is in response to the immediate need for food after the February 2008 Super Tuesday
Tornado outbreak that involved many Southern region states. Finally, in 2012, the Southern region
HNI reached its decade-high score (103.86), which could be a result of many of the Southern
states being affected by Hurricane Sandy. From 2011 to 2012, housing services increased 36
percent (from 2,596 service orders to 3,538 service orders), while clothing and furniture assistance
rose 50 percent (from 4,656 service orders to 6,985 service orders) and 159 percent (from 266
service orders to 688 service orders), respectively (see Table 3 and Figure 3, Appendix F, for a

complete list of Southern region indicator scores by year).

The effects of the Great Recession appeared to be less pronounced in the Southern region,

perhaps due to the abundance of natural disasters during this same time. The Southern region’s HNI
remained fairly stable during 2007 (102.65) and 2008 (102.47) with only a modest increase in
2009 (102.67), while assistance with meals grew 27 percent from 2007 to 2008 (from 1,171,429
service orders to 1,482,317 service orders) and energy needs rose 21 percent from 2008 to 2009

(from 10,633 service orders to 12,835 service orders).
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Seasonal effects on Southern region HNI scores are also similar to the trends at the national level.

Figure 9 demonstrates the most recent year’s data, for example. HNI scores are extremely variable,

peaking in December 2013 at 104.21, dipping down to 100.00 in February 2014, before exhibiting

a sharp rise in March (101.86), and then rising again to 103.74 in September 2014 (see Table 3,

Appendix G, for a complete list of Southern region HNI scores by month).

Figure 9. SouthernRegionHNI Scores by Month (2014)
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Western Region
Western Region HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)

While other regions’ HNI scores were highly variable during the years prior to the Great Recession,

the Western region HNI scores, as Figure 10 depicts, increased dramatically yet consistently. This

pattern is revealed by scores rising from 101.56 in 2006 to 102.25 in 2007 to

102.78 in 2008. While every other region's HNI scores increased in 2009, the Western region’s

score declined to 102.33. Subsequently, scores remained fairly stable near 103 for the rest of the

decade.

Figure 10. Western Region HNI Scores, by Year (2004-2014)
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Although natural disasters, like wildfires, affected the Western U.S. for ongoing periods of time
during 2004 - 2014, and therefore influenced the demand for acute assistance, the Western region
witnessed more dramatic growth than any other region in HNI indicator scores after 2008. These
scores reflect, perhaps, the more intense and far-reaching impact of the Great Recession on the
Western U.S. Most notably, medical assistance, a service for which there is ongoing demand
throughout each year and consistent need across the decade, witnessed a 104 percent increase
in 2011 from the highest pre-Great Recession level in 2007 (from 7,199 service orders to 14,693
service orders). Clothing assistance peaked in 2008, a 37 percent increase from the highest pre-
Great Recession level in 2007 (from 4,141 service orders to 5,677 service orders); clothing need
then declined and became more stable, through 2014. Housing needs, though relatively constant
through 2012, rose 125 percent from 2012 to 2013 (from 1,500 service orders to 3,375 service

orders). Meanwhile the need for meals and energy remained constant throughout the decade.

The Western region’s HNI scores trend may imply that the West experienced both the immediate
and long-term impact of the Great Recession much more intensely than any of the other regions—
perhaps due in part to the financial distress experienced from extensive job loss as well as the
dramatic fluctuation in the housing market, including the substantial number of households that lost
their primary residences due to foreclosure during this time, in this regioni (see Table 4 and

Figure 4, Appendix F, for a complete list of Western region indicator scores by year).

vii For more information, see: Grusky, D.B., Western, B., & Wimer, C. (2011). The consequences of the Great Recession. In
D.B. Grusky, B. Western, & C. Wimer (Eds.), TheGreatRecessiofipp. 3-20). New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
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Seasonal effects on Western region HNI scores are also similar to the trends at the national level.

Using the most recent year’s data (presented in Figure 11), for example, HNI scores are variable,

peaking dramatically in December 2013 at 104.44, and then dropping temporarily until March,

when an increase is witnessed (102.75). Scores then reach another temporary increase in August

(103.12), before they decrease again in September (102.40) (see Table 4, Appendix G, for a

complete list of West region HNI scores by month).

Figure 11.Western RegionHNI Scores by Month (2014)
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Situationsand Conditions Affecting the HNI

The influence of each of the povertyrelated variablesfound to correlatewith human needis
assumedo be static; that is, their representatiomf humanneedis generallythe sameover time.
However,whenassembledogether someof the variablesbecomemore meaningfulthanothersin
their representationf humanneedandasindicatorsof poverty. Additionally, someindicatorsmay
remainmorestableovertime, irrespectiveof the micro or macroclimate,while otherindicatorswill

be moresensitiveto suchdynamicchange This acutesensitivityto changein needis animportant
elementof the HNI 2 a strengththat setsit apartfrom othermeasure®f povertyrelatedneedthat

areunableto capturehesevariationseithersoimmediatelyor so specifically.

Below arefactorsthatwill affecttheinfluenceof povertyrelatedvariablesusedin constructingthe
HNI, thereforecausingfluctuation in overall HNI scores.Thesesituationsand conditions may
impactboththeavailability andaccessibilityof providingservicesaswell asimpactingthe demand

for services.

SystemicFactors Affecting Capacity

An importantaspectof the HNI is that it measureghe needfor servicesand not the capacityto
provide services.Thereare manyfactorsthat affect the capacity(supply) of resourcesequiredto
provide servicesto thosein need® andthereare also manyelementsmpactingthe fluctuationin
need(demand)for acquiringtheseservices.Wheneverthereis a changein the factorsof either
supply ordemandmarketequilibriumwill be affected. In order to understandreal demand, and
thereforetrue need,detailedinformation on the scaleandimpactof thesupplyanddemandfactor

changess warranted.

The overall economicclimateinfluencesthe availability and the capacityof the Salvation $U P\ V
human and financial resourcesas well as the financial resourcesof local, state,and federal
governmentsthat financially supportthe Salvation Army (and other nonprofit human service
organizationsand associatedesourcesand services While humanserviceorganizationsreceived

only 11.7 percenbof all charitablecontributionsn 2014(a 3.6 percent
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increase from 2013, nearly onethird (32.3 percent)of nonprofit revenueswere provided by
governmenfundingin 2012vii However,only 10 percentof the Salvation $ U P \ financial support
comesfrom governmensourceswhich suggestshatincreasesinddecreasem this funding would
likely only minimally impact changesin the RUJD Q L ] EapatitR 1Q Ppkovide assistancéo
thosein need.Therefore,variationsin HNI scoresreflect changesn the demandfor servicesand

notthesupplyof services.

In 2002, the first Salvation Army Ray & JoanKroc Corps Community Center openedin San
Diego asa resultof a $90 million gift from JoanKroc. Subsequento her death,Mrs. Kroc left an
additional $1.5 billion that was evenly split amongthe four Salvation Army territories for the
construction of 28 additionalKroc Corps Community Centers.These centers are expectedto
provide opportunities that facilitate positive, life-changing experiencesthrough art, athletics,
personal development,spiritual discovery and community servicefor millions of children and
their families® While Kroc Corps Community Centerswere constructedto provide needed
experiencesfor developing well-rounded individuals, their purposeis not to providefor basic
needsTherefore the servicesprovidedby the Kroc CorpsCenter,while critical to the community,

will not likely influencethe demandfor basicneedassistanc¢hatis measuredy the HNI.

SeasonakEffects

Basichumanneedswhile alwaysessentialarealsoincreasinglyin demandduring specific seasons
of the year. Winter months, for example,often require more adequate clothing and shelter;
individuals may experienceincreasedutility costs and suffer from reducedhealth and well-
being. In addition, due to increasedneedfor temporary,parttime workers during the extended
holiday season,decreasedates of unemploymentnay be observed.Somestatesalso prevent
utility companiesfrom terminating service during the 3 F R On@riths or when the temperature
falls below a specific temperaturethereforedelaying energyneedsuntil spring.

vii Urban Institutg2014). Thenonprofitsectorin brief 2014: Public charities,giving,and volunteering WashingtonD.C.:

McKeeverB.S.& Pettijohn,S.L.
x Formoreinformation,see:http://www.salvationarmyusa.org/usn/kroenters
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Decemberconsistentlyacrossyears,is the month when the greatestneedis witnessedmuch of
which is attributedto the demandfor food (groceres providedl The Salvation $ U P \@hfistian
tradition andthe strongsenseof giving by its supportergluringthe Christmasholiday seasorresult
in increaseddonationswhich facilitatesthe expandedorovision of goodsand servicesto thosein
needduringthis time. However, L Wé4$livhatedhatgreaterthan50 percentof needduring this time
is not directly relatedto the holiday, and thereforethe HNI scoreis not artificially inflatedin
themonthof Decembe? althoughthe capacityfor meetinggreatemeedis possibledueto increased

donationgduringthisseasonTheHNI scoreswill alsoreflectthese variations.

Natural Disasters

Natural disasterssuch as hurricanes,floods, mudslides, tornadoes,and earthquakesnot only
substantiallyimpact the stability of individual basic needs(food, clothing, shelter,health/well-
being) but also presentconsiderableeconomicchallengesfor the afflicted communities.Natural
disastersare not always predictable,but are known to strike during certaintimes of yearandin
specific geographicalegionsof the United States While theseeventsmay increasethe needfor
services,they may also limit the ability of the organizationto provide the neededesourceseach

of thesesituationswill likely berepresentetly HNI scores.

Periodsof ReducedEconomicActivity
Indicatorsof economicactivity, like unemploymentates,stockmarketvaluations personalincome

and wealth, housing prices and starts, etc., will likely have a variable impact on HNI scores.

Limitations

Sincethe GreatRecessionthedemographicef humanneedhaveattractedyrowing attention.
Investigatingdimensionf race,ethnicity,andgendelis animportantpartto understandinghe
faceof poverty.Usingthelongitudinalneedbasedservicedatacollected

from individuals
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and families that the SalvationArmy works with from acrosscommunitiesin the U.S., the HNI

usesscientific rigor and well-establishedeconometriomethodologyto track patternsof needover
time. While the resultsof the index reveal trendsthat capturepovertyrelated needacrosstime
andregion,onelimitation of the HNI isthat it does not provide demographicinformation (race,
ethnicity, and gender)aboutthe individuals and families who are demandingtheseneed based
services.However,the HNI can be usedas a tool to betterunderstandvhat is likely to happen
and at what time, with datathat could also suggestpatternsof vulnerability in the economic
climate or to unanticipateddisaster$ information that is critical in creatingtargeted effortsto

alleviatepoverty.
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Methodological Overview

TheHuman Need#dex (HNI) wasdevelopedhrougha rigorousmethodologywith the goalof
informingnonprofitleadersandpolicymakersaabouthedegreeof povertyrelatedneedand
measuringheeffectivenessf responséo needpvertime,in specificcommunitiesand acrosshe

country.To achievethisgoal,astandardizethdexwasconstructed.

Constructingthe HNI was an iterative processthat employed empirical evidence, statistical
methodologies,and expert consultation. We began this processby developing a conceptual
framework for analyzing poverty by identifying appropriate line-item service variables that
represente@ssentiabasicneeds.The selection of variableswas basedon carefulconsideratiorof

theliteratureandtheoreticaconstructassociatesvith measuringpovertyandhumanneeds.Overall,

we testedmore than 450 combinationsof variablesto createthe HNI 2 at the national, regional,
andstatelevel. Fromthe morethan 230 organizationakervicevariables,we selected21 material
assistancand personalizedservice variables representativef basic humanneed? that is, the
delivery of food, clothing, shelter,or health/ well-being services(seeTable 2 in Appendix H, the

TechnicalAppendix,for acompletdist of variablesconsideredor inclusionin theHNI).

Initial tests of these variables were conductedat the national level and by year, although
subsequentlydatawere disaggregatedo test variablesat the servicecentersite, county, stateand
territorial levelsandby month.In testingthe Y D U L RI&EIy kbVitasurdaumanneed,we relied on
external governmentalmeasuresof poverty including the poverty rate, unemploymentate, and
the SupplementaNutrition AssistanceProgram(SNAP) benefit usage.The statisticallysignificant
associationglemonstratedavith thesegovernmentmeasuregprovided guidancein selectingwhich
variablegto includein preliminarymodeling(seeTable 3 in AppendixH, the TechnicalAppendix,
for alist of theseinitial variablesand correspondingorrelationsvith external governmentatiata).

Next, the 30-memberteam of statisticians programofficers, economistsand National Advisory

Boardmemberdrom the SalvationArmy andindianaUniversityLilly Family School
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of Philanthropyengagedn in-depthdiscussionsboutwhich variablesdedicatedo food, clothing,
shelter, or health/wellbeing serviceswere collected in all statesandacross all four regions
during eachyear. As a result, three variables(Meals Provided,Clothing Provided,and Lodgings
Provided)wereinitially selectedor preliminarytestingagainstthe externalgovernmenmeasures,
individually and togetheras a test model (see Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 in Appendix H, the
TechnicalAppendix,for a list of initial indicator variablesand models and corresponding
correlationgo externalgovernmentatiata,by territory). Theresultsrevealedpositiveandsignificant
correlationsThus,additionalvariablesrepresentinghesebasicneedswere addedor furthermodel

testing.

In thefinal iterationsof creatingthe HNI, usingthe governmentaineasuressbenchmarkvalidation
andthe 21 material assistanceand personalizedservicevariablesrepresentativef basic human
need, we employedthree approachedo weighting variablesto determine appropriatenessor

inclusion or exclusion in the final national and statelevel models. The most parsimonious
model (Model One) included three variablesrepresenting food, shelter,and health/weltbeing
services.The weightingfor this modelwasbasedon the geometricmeanof theincluded variables.
The secondtechnique(Model Two) was the most analytical and pragmatic,in that it usedboth
theoretical and empirical justifications for the weightingandselectionof variables. The initial

testing of this approach included five variables representingfood, shelter, clothing, and
health/weltbeingservices.The third andfinal approaci{Model Three) wasalsoan analytic model
thatincludedall 21 variables.This processconcludedwith the presentationof the six strongest
modelsderived from thesedistinctive approacheqsee Table 5 in Appendix H, the Technical

Appendix,for eachof theseweightednationalandstatemodels).

Ultimately, the secondapproach(Model Two) using Principal ComponentsAnalysis (PCA) was
usedto build the HNI becausat allowedfor both intuitive variableselectionaswell as statistical
confirmation of individual variables' utility in the overall model measuringhuman need.
Subsequentlyto ensurethe strongestmost appropriatemodel was selected further discussions

about,andstatisticaltestingof, Model 2 were conductedThis concludingphase
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of testingnecessitatethe retentionof four variables the removalof onevariable,and the addition

of three variables. The final model, therefore, includes seven (7) line-item variables and
demonstratestrongcorrelationsvith benchmarldata.These seven variables bathstandardied (so that

they are more comparable to each otheradjugted on a peapita basis, so they are comparable across states and
time.Anotherimportantstrengthof the final model usedto constructthe HNI is thatit is built from
variablesrepresentingessentiabspectf human needthat are measuredy the SalvationArmy
consistentlyacrosgime andregion.(seeTable6 in AppendixH, the TechnicalAppendix,for final

nationatlevel and state level modelcorrelationswith governmentatlatausing2013data).

Table 1. Human Needslndex Indicators
HNI Indicator HNI Indicator Description

All mealsprovidedwhethempurchasedrom another

el sourceor servedhrougha SalvationArmy facility.

Groceriegprovidedby voucher odistributedthrougha

GroceriesProvided food pantryor foodbank.

Thenumberof rent/mortgagassistancpaymentso

HousingAssistance establishand/ormaintainanindividual/familyin their
ownhome.
Clothing Provided Thenumberof clothingordersprovided.
Furniture Provided Thenumberof furnitureordersprovided.
Thenumberof medicalordersprovided(i.e.,
Medical Assistance prescriptionsandthenumber ofvolunteers/hours
served.

Thenumberof energyassistancerdersprovidedandthe

Energy Assistance numberof volunteers/hourserved.

Interpretation of the HNI Scores

The HNI has been standardizedso that the minimum (baseline)value is 0 (resulting in an
averageof aroundl1.02), with a standarddeviationof 1. The + 1, fMelluesareprimarily useful for
comparingconditionswithin or acrosscommunitiesin the United States.Variationin HNI scores
from one time point to anotherindicate a net differencein the net amountof the sevenkey
indicators(listedin Table1l shownabove)duringthattime frame.The differencebetweenthesetwo

HNI scoressignalschangesn demandor needbasedservicesandlikely indicates
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eitheranimprovemenbor declinein L Q G LY la@MIR® WK Q waN-hdinyg fetweenthese

two time points.

Further, variationsin the HNI scorelikely also indicate similar changesin the use of SNAP
benefitsthe unemploymentrate, andthe numberof referrals made by the SalvationArmy to
other community serviceproviders(seeTable 7 in Appendix H, the Technical Appendix, for a
comparisoramongthe nationalHNI scoresandthe governmentaunemploymentratedata,andthe
SupplementaNutrition Assistancd’rogram(SNAP) benefit databy monthfrom 20042014). The
+ 1, fstrong correlationswith these external variable valueswere verified by statisticaltesting
during eachphaseof its construction.Therefore, HNI scoresreflecting services provided by the
SalvationArmy would be relatedto and alignedwith these (and other) indicators of economic
conditions acrossthe United States,thus, providing a strong and accurateepresentationf need

onthelocal andnationallevels.

SeeAppendixH, the TechnicalAppendix,for a full explanationof how the HNI was constructed,

includingPCA equationgpresentedn Tablel.
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Appendix A: Environmental ScanReport

)\

The Center on Philanthropy
AT INDIANA UNIVERSITY

INDIANA UNIVERSITY « PURDUE UNIVERSITY « INDIANAPOLIS

Human Needsindex

Environmental ScanReport

The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University
November30,2012
Executive Summary

This reportassessethe feasibility of developinga methodologyfor calculatinga HumanNeeds
Index for useby the SalvationArmy. This will eventuallyinform public dialogueandimprove
understandingf poverty and basicneeds.The following documentincludesa literature review
exploringconceptsof povertyand the methodologiesisedin the indicationand measuremenof
poverty, along with the relevanceof povertymeasurego local and national policymakers.We
presenthereportin thefollowing sections1) QuantifyingPoverty:The Developmentof Poverty
Measures?2) The Multiple Dimensionsof Poverty,3) Other Consideration®f Poverty: Canit
Accuratelybe Measured?4) Creatingan Index: Indicatorsof Poverty,5) BeyondPoverty: Other

Relatedndices,and6) TheFeasibilityof Developingg HumanNeeddndexfor theSalvation Army.

The SalvationArmy providesa unique role in meeting basic needsand reducingpoverty.
Uncertain state funding levels have createdan increasinglyvisible role for nonprofits fighting
poverty at local and national levels. As poverty ratesincreased27 percentbetween2006, the
yearbeforethe onsetof the GreatRecessionand2010(Seefeldt Abner,Bolinger,Xu & Graham,

2010), policymakersandresearchersicreasinglyfocusedon the accuratemeasurement

IndianaUniversityLilly Family Schoolof Philanthropywasformerlythe Centeron PhilanthropyatIndianaUniversity.
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andtrackingof poverty. Yet, in spiteof Q R Q S WcBntlaNyv ddressingoverty,few nonprofit
agencieshave dedicatedresourcedo measuringpoverty. For the pastfour decadesresearchers
haverelied solelyon governmentatasourcego assesshe scope magnitude anddistribution of
poverty. With renewedinterestand commitmentto the accurateconceptualizatiorof poverty at
local and nationallevels,a uniqueopportunityarisesfor the SalvationArmy and othenonprofit

organizationgo contributeto the nationaldialogueon povertyandbasicneeds.

To addresghis needfor improvedandaccuratgovertymeasurementhe SalvationArmy can
createa HumanNeedsindex predicatedn a hostof availableorganizationatlata. Thosestatistics
includethefollowing: 1) mealsprovided,2) housingassistance3) clothingprovided,4) medical
orders provided, as well as 5) employmenttraining/educationand 6) employment
placementAdditionally, theinclusionof variablescharacterizingnergyassistancandthenumber

of persongransporteanaybe considered.

Understandinghe problemis thefirst stepin solvingit. The Salvation $ U P \ fhivestmentin this
index will allow evidencebased allocation of resources,better meeting the needs of its
communities. This environmentallandscapeof poverty will also serve the wider nonprofit
community, as organizationsnationwide may use the collected data to identify atrisk
populationsAs Salvation Army setsthe precedencevith datafocusedpoverty alleviation, the
organizatiorgainsthe opportunityto contributeto wider policydebate®n poverty.

Background and Setting

After theunemploymentatereached .1 percentandthe povertyratewasin excesof 22 percent
in 1964, Presidentyndon B. Johnsordeclaredhe 3: D dn 3 R Y HW&y&i & Sullivan,2012).
This declarationled to the expansionof federal programsto assistthe poor: the permanent
authorizationof the food stampprogram(Departmenbf Social Services2011),theinitiation of
the Head Start program (U.S. Departmentof Health and Human Services,n.d.), and the
implementatiorof Medicare(Rowland& Lyons,1996)andMedicaid(GoMedicare2012).The

U.S.governmentombinedheWar on Povertywith aneweffort to defineandmeasurgoverty,
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including the collectionof new datasourcesln 1963, Molly Orshankyof the Social Security
Administrationintroducedhefirst povertythresholdn theUnited StategFisher,
1997).Governmentahndnonprofitorganizationdiaveusedthis measurein updatedversions,
sincethattime to inform policy andprogramminglecisions.

Nearly four decadedater, the role of the nonprofit sectorin fighting poverty has expanded.
Thousandf nonprofit organizationghroughoutthe U.S. constitutethe safetynet of services
addressindpasichumanneedgAllard, 2008).Nonprofit agenciesravebecomevital partnersn
poverty reduction.Salamon(2002)estimatedhatthe numberof nonprofithuman service
organizationsncreasedy 115percentthat is approximatel®3,000organizations year,from
1977 to 1997, comparedto a 76 percentincreaseamongfor-profit businessesAllard (2008)
reportedthat the numberof nonprofit humanserviceorganizationancreasedoy more than 60
percentetweerl990and2003.Governmenspendingn safetynetprogramshasalsoincreased,
with the federalgovernmensupportreachingb466 billion in 2011Centeron Budget

and Policy Priorities, 2012). The SupplementaNutrition Program(SNAP) totaled$75 million in
stateand federalspendingfrom 2007 to 2011 (U.S. Departmentof Agriculture, 2011). Previous
estimate®f thecombinedpublic andprivateexpendituregor socialserviceprogramsandicatethe
U.S. allocatedbetween$150and $200billion annually(Allard, 2008). More recently,charitable
giving to humanserviceorganizationgotaled $35.3®illion (Giving USA, 2012).

Today,nonprofitshavea critical role in improving thewell-beingof individualsandof thelocal
community. As Allard (2008) reported, employmentelated, childcare, housing, and meal
servicesnot only addresghe immediateneedsof individuals, but alsoimprove neighborhoods,
empower residentgndstrengthercommunitiesHowever,data fromnonprofitorganization$has
not beenusedwidelyto inform policy debateon poverty. Theremaybe a uniqueopportunityfor
increasinglymore accessibleand rigorousdatafrom nonprofit organizationdo betterilluminate

trendsin povertyovertime.
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Defining Poverty

TheU.S. Office of ManagemenandBudget(OMB) definesandmeasurepovertyat theindividual,
family, and householdlevel. This measuremenhas a profound impact on how effectively
governmengandnonprofit organizationmeetthe needsof thepoor. Povertyis determinedy using
3 Betof moneyincomethresholdghatvaryby family sizeandcompositionto determinewhois in
S RY HUMWe\atficial povertydefinition relies on monetaryincome before taxesand doesnot
includecapitalgainsor noncastbenefits(suchaspublic housing,

Medicaid,andfood V W D P'ST¥ieU.S. povertyrateis derivedfrom thetotal numberof households
that operatebelow the establishedhresholdsandis issuedby the U.S. CensusBureau® Yet this
standardis not universal. Governmentagenciessuch as the Departmentof Health and Human
Services,which overseesfederal food and healthcareprograms,may use their own poverty
measurement® determineeligibility for benefitsandservices.

1. Quantifying Poverty: The Developmentof Poverty Measures
The sectionbelow describedow the U.S. hasmeasuregovertyat the individual andhousehold
levels in monetaryterms.For comparison,this section presentsother approache<reatedby

economists.

Definition and Use

Researcherdeterminedthe first official U.S. povertythreshold,the headcountatio, by
analyzingconsumptioractivitiesof Americanfamilies,aspresentedy findingsof a1955
Departmenpf $J U L F X ®levsebattifioéd ConsumptionSurvey. This surveyconcludedthat
families comprisedof threeor moremembersspentapproximatelynethird of their netincome
on food (Fisher,1997;Nelson& Lohmer,2009).For an averagehreepersonfamily, Orshansky
multiplied the 1955costof abudgetfood planby threeto derivea povertythreshold.
Researcherapplied different multipliers to families with different compositionsand sizes,as
well asto familieswholived onafarm. If afamily did notmeetthenetincomecriteriato purchase
at least the minimally nutritional food plan, then researchersdesignatedthat family as
impoverishedFisher,1997).

43



Limitations

While the headcountatio was advancementor its time, manyeconomistsnow considerit too
absolutefor use.Suchcrudemeasureslio not considerthe distancea personis from the poverty
line, the distributionof incomeamongthe poor, or the lengthof time a personspendsn poverty
(Sen,1976).Additionally, the headcountatio doesnot accountfor othercoststhatatypical family
incurs monthly, which may rise over time2 namely, housing. According to the Consumer
ExpenditureSurveyfor the year2010,Americanhouseholdspent,on averagejust overathird of

theirannualexpenditure®n housingandhousingrelatedcosts

(http:/lwww.bls.gov/cex/csxann10.pdfin comparisonhouseholds spewinly 13 percenton
food.

The headcountatio wasalsolimited, becausét did not takeinto accountchangesn the standard
of living in the United StategFisher,1997) or provide for the regionalvariationsof the cost of
living acrosghe United States Sincetheofficial measuravasadoptedthe only major
adjustmenmadeto this povertythresholdhasbeenfor inflation usingthe ConsumePrice Index
(CPI) (Meyer & Sullivan, 2012).1n 1969, researchergrdexedthe povertythresholdfor the first
time usingthe CPIratherthan 3 E the per capitacostof the economyfood S O REher,1997,
para.8). While the povertythresholdfor families of different sizesand compositionshasbeen
updatedrom timeto time basednthecostof aneconomyfood planusingthe CPI,no othermajor

revisionshave takerplace.

Alternative Approaches

Socialscientistshave developedother measuresthat addressan LQGLY LaGG XDDMNVO\TV
distancefrom the povertyline, compensatingor the limitations of the official U.S. poverty
measureThis measurallows researchert assesshe severityof poverty,the potentialof one
becomingimpoverishedor overcomingpoverty, and whether or not these transitions are

temporaryor ongoing.
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Somescholarsand policymakershave arguedthat the official povertyrate may not accurately
capturethetruelevel of povertyin the United Statesgeitherbecaus¢éhehouseholgovertythreshold

is too low or becauseat doesnot effectively captureall the elementsthat constitutea IDPLO\|V
financial situation. In particular,the official povertymeasuredefinesa IDPLCGUYNVRXE FHV’
pretaxincome,which doesnot accountfor payroll deductionsn the form of tax liabilities, suchas
federal,state SocialSecurity,andMedicaretaxes,or for othermonthlyexpensetike studentoans
and mortgagepayments.Additionally, measureghat determinethe poverty thresholddo not
addresghe useof tax creditsor noncastbenefitsmadeavailableto low- incomefamilies, suchas
SNAP, governmenassistechousing,and schoollunch subsidies Anotherimportantconsideration
in the determinationof the official povertyrateis the way in which the resourcesharingunit is
defined.Official povertyratesaredeterminedyfamily income whichincludeonlythoseresources
for individuals relatedby blood or marriage,while residentswithin a housingunit who are not

relatedarenot considered resourcesharinggroup.

As a result, the official poverty rate may underrepresenimpoverishedindividuals. Meyer and
Sullivan (2012) prescribea comprehensivdist of definingdimensionsfor a new povertyindex.
The first is to addresshe underlyingresourcemeasured income or consumption.The former
capturesthe potential goodsconsumedwhile the latter describesresourcesactuallyused. The
researcheralsomandatesettinga *W L8 HU LaRRG H V Rsbadrig Q [f&vhily or household),
anda specific 2 W K U H ¥ Kdp@dithoseaboveandbelowthe povertyline. This lastdimension
mayeitherbe 3D E V R @ X WHHO Danwdimvistiuridergoadjustmentover time. The index must
alsoallow researcher® equalizefamiliesof varyingdemographicandsize,agreeingpn asingular

measuref poverty.

While the povertyratemeasureshangesn povertyovertime, it mayprovidelimited insightsinto
the dynamics of poverty within distinctive householdsand among geographicallydiverse
communitiesA multidimensionaHumanNeedslndex addressinghe scopeof humanneedssuch

asemploymentfood security,housing,healthcaregducationand otherfactors,aswell ashow
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theseneedsarebeingmet at the communitylevel mayaccuratelyeflect povertywithin specific

communitiesandhow basicneedsarebeingmet.

2. The Multiple Dimensionsof Poverty

Multiple perspectiveshoth quantitativeandqualitative definethe conditionof povertyatthe
individual, householdandfamily levels. The sectiondbelowdescribe&he mostprominent
perspective®y which socialscientistscanapproachgdefine,andmeasurgoverty. Researchers
have exploretheseareasof measuremerdichotomouslyhroughmonetaryneasureandnon

monetarymeasures.

The Monetary Dimension

SocialscientisthavelongdefinedU.S. householgovertyin monetaryterms,eitherfrom available
householdresourcesor total householdconsumption.The former, often used to determine
entitlementeligibility in the United Statescompares | D P L @Qro$a&ihcomeagainstts sizeor its

standardf living 2 sometimesipheldby drawinguponsavings(Meyer & Sullivan,

2012).Incomedefinedmeasuresf resourceslo not accountfor wealthaccumulationpwnership
of house9or cars,or accesgo credit, eachof which directly affectsthe level of deprivationthat
families experience Consumptionas a measureof resourcesaddressesvhetherfamilies have
specificgoodsat their disposal,suchas adequatéhousingandfood, aswell asaccesgo health

careand education.

Betweenincomeandconsumptiorasa measuref poverty,a numberof researchersuggesthat
consumptionis the better indicator. Ethnographicresearchin the United Statessuggestghat
citizensmoreaccuratelyeportconsumptioractivitiesthanincomelevels(Meyer& Sullivan,
2003).Low-incomehouseholdsin particular,tendto underreportheirincomein orderto be

eligible to participaten governmenfundedtransferprogramgZiliak, 2006).

Therearebenefitsto measuringpovertyby incomeor consumptior? both measuresreeasily
guantifiable. Howeverwhenusedalone,monetaryindicators do not reveal ttdepth,
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persistenceanddistributionof povertyat the individual, family, or nationallevels.In addition,
the monetaryapproachposescomplicationsin the policy arena,as economistsand politicians
oftendebatevhatmeasureshouldrepresenappropriatgpovertythresholdsQuestionsarise,
suchasincludingwhich incomesourceshouldbe attributedto the totalincomeof the family, or
whetherthe utility of measuringhow manycaloriesa personconsumeser day shouldbe the
primarymeasuref poverty (Ziliak, 2006).Evidencefrom existingstudiesndicateghat
researchermustconsiderdimensionseyondincomeor consumptiorwhenanalyzingthe nature

andeffectof poverty.

The World Bank Institute defines poverty as a 3SUR Q R ¥eépiivetiGn in wellF EHLQJ”
(Khandker & Haughton,2005, p.8). The notion of well-being captureshealth, nutrition, and
literacy aswell conceptghatinclude socialrelationshipssecurityand confidence.lnvestigating
poverty in the contextof overall well-being can be advantageoushecauset provides non
monetarydimensionsof welfare.well-being also includesa host of factorsthat determinean
LQGLY Lo XIDRQ feafidardof living. For example,Etzioni (1968) suggestedresearchers
assumehereis a universalsetof basichumanneedshathaveattributesof theirown andthat are
not determinedby specific cultures,socioeconomicclassesor socialization processes=tzioni
proposedhat peoplewith well-balancedheedsatisfactionexperiencencreased well-being than
individuals who have disparateneed satisfaction,with some needsbeing met frequentlybut
othersbeing met rarely. In contrastto (W ] L Ra@dufptioraboutthe balancein frequencyof
needssatisfaction,someresearcherbelievethat the poor can be identified by their deprivation

of minimally acceptable levelsf basicneedgChakravarty& Silber, 2008).

Non-Monetary Dimensionsof Poverty

Further,non-monetaryfactorssubstantively contributedo S R'Y H bndétdr sbsencevithin a
household.Scholarshavesuggestetheseelementsnclude,but arenot limited to: healthand
nutrition, educatiorandliteracy, geographyandraceandethnicity,andgender (Foster &i.,

1984). Togethethesefactorsprovideinsightinto the nonrmonetaryprofile of poverty.
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Health and nutrition aretwo importantfactorsof well-being.As suchtheWorld Bank(2011)
hassuggestedhat researchersledicateattentionto health and nutrition as distinct
dimensionsof recognizingdeprivation.Practitionersdentify the following of indicatorsof
health:the incidenceandprevalencef specificdiseaseand/orthelife expectancyf different
groups,number ofvisits to a hospital or healthcenter,accesgo (and use of) specific
medica peromasgaraf téldren receiving vaacinations. Nutrition is a building block of health.
Its lack or abundanceleterminedevelsof povertyor health,asit includesthe availabilityand
accessibility of food,theamountof food available andfood security,aswell asthesufficiencyof
caloricintake andwhether or not those calories are nutritionally adequate.During the
GreatRecessionpatrticipationin entitlementprogramdike SNAP increasedlueto arisein
unemploymentainda decreasen incomes.Zedlewskiand Huber (2012) reportedthat more
than 46 million people receivedSNAP benefitsin 2012,whichwasa 76 percentincreasdrom
2007.

Education is also an important considerationin overall well-being. As literacy and formal
schooling correlate positively with future income, accessto educationreducespoverty rates
(Khandker & Haughton, 2005). Formal educationand literacy allow individuals to access
resourcesimproving living standardseindbasicneedsattainmentAs Clark (2012)reported the
Great Recessionprecluded many people from attending or continuing their education. As
decreasingstatefunding hasincreaseduition costs,reducedscholarshipmoney, and canceled
hundredsof classesthe availableof affordableeducationhas declined.Evenin a fragile job
market,the unemploymentate for college graduatess lessthanfive percentwhich is half the

rateof high schoolgraduates.

Geographiclocation encompassesvo dimensionf poverty:the costof living andthe natureof
a KR XV H kirrouBdindarea(Ziliak, 2006). One studyhasfound that povertyis mostintense
amongurbanresidentsn the innermostpartsof metropolitan areagndamongrural residentswith
limited accesdo economicandsocial opportunities(Rodgers& Rodgers,1991). The addition of
raceand/orethnicityaddsanotherdynamicto the geographidensof poverty. WhereasNhitesin

rural farmingcommunitieshavethe highestincidenceof poverty,minoritiesaremostlikely to be
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poorwhenresidingin centralurbanareasDuringthe GreatRecessionpovertywasgreateramong
Hispanicsand African-Americansthan among Whites. The following 10 stateswitnessedthe
greatestincreasesin poverty: Florida, Nevada, Arizona, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, California,
ConnecticutSouthCarolina,andMinnesota/NorthCarolina/Wyoming Seefeldt etal., 2012).

Anotherimportantdimensionof povertyis gender. More menlost jobs thandid womenduring

the GreatRecessionyet menhavegainedmorejobsin the recovery(Kochhar,2011). However,

at any given time in history, more women than men have beenin poverty. Accordingto the

31 HPLQL pD B/R RIQUDEUITE, women representa disproportionatenumberof the ZRUO G TV
poor;thattrendis deepeningAs the numberof femaleheadechouseholdsncreasemorewomen

slip into poverty(Chant,2006). The reality that womenearnonly 82.2 percentof P H Qnfedian
weeklyincomeexacerbatepovertyalonggender linegHegewischWilliams, & Harbin, 2012).

Time, anotherfactor of poverty,transcendsll previousdimensions As Watts(1968) explained,
3 2 Qddesnotimmediatelyacquireor shedthe afflictions we associatevith the notionof poverty
by crossingany particularincome O L @H325). While measuref incomeand consumption
seemto capturepoverty, the definition of 3 E H L®)R Rvdries acrosstime, place,and person
(Iceland, 2005). 2 Q H@e¥Spectiveof poverty fluctuatesaccordingto acceptedsocial norms.
Certaindemographicsr life eventsalsocorrelatewith varyingrates ofpoverty. For examplethe
elderlypopulationneitherusuallyhas agreatdealof incomenor consumegoodsat the same rate
asmostothersubgroupsbut their assetsnaybe greateithanyoungerindividualswho havehigher
income and consumptionMeyer & Sullivan, 2012). Othersslip into povertyastheyor another
family memberosesa job or becomesseriouslyill. While somepeopleareonly in povertyfor a
limited periodof time, othersdealwith persistenpovertythroughoutheir entirelives. The Great
Recessiorpushedsomeof thosewho were abovethe povertyline below it: participationin the
entittement, 3V D | B WMbgramsincreasedsuchas TemporaryAssistanceor NeedyFamilies
and federalhousingassistanceDuring that time, the greatestincreasesn povertywere among

children and working-age adults? not the elderly (Seefeldt et al., 2012) Those people
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experiencingemporarypovertymight needalternateprograms,in comparisorto thosefamilies
experiencingpersistentpoverty. Given thatsome individuals, like headsof householdswith
mentalor physical disabilities, requirea long-term approachto povertyalleviation, an accurate
assessmerf impoverishegeoplemustinvolve their capabilityto functionin society(Khandker
& Haughton2005).

3. Other Considerationsof Poverty: Can it be Accurately Measured?

Measuringpoverty accuratelyis challenging.Despitethe highlighted criticisms of existing
povertymeasuresesearcherbelieveaccurategpovertymeasuremeris possible However,the
measuremenmustcontinueto evolveover time. In particular,researchersnust continuously
prioritize two fundamentaboals:1) povertymeasureshouldidentify the mostdisadvantaged,
and?) theymustassesshange®vertime amongthe mostdisadvantage{Meyer& Sullivan,
2012).

Someefforts to eliminatethe deficienciesn commonpovertymeasuresave provedless
successfulTheU.S. governmenteleasedhe SupplementaPovertyMeasuran November

2011, designedas an alternativeto the official U.S. povertyrate measureWhile accountingfor
geographiaegion,this measuraisedincome aghe basicunit of measurementut, unlike in other
measuresjncome was conceptualizedn regardsto consumption.The SupplementalPoverty
Measurealsoemployeda moreappropriateadjustmentor family sizeandcompositionexpanding
to include all personswithin a household,since individuals who cohabitatecommonly share
resourcesInsteadof consideringcashincome only, this measureincludedtax creditslike the
EarnedincomeTax Credit and the Child Tax Credit, alongwith noncashbenefitssuchas food
stampsMoreover,severalcategorie®f expense$rom income,includingtax liabilities, payments
for child support,child care, and out-of-pocket medical expensesvere subtracted Ratherthan
establishinghe povertythresholdon food costsalone, expenditurdatafor food, clothing, shelter,

andutilities 2 directedby the ConsumeExpenditureSurvey? informed thismeasuref poverty.
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Thoughthe SupplementaPovertyMeasureseemedo addressnostflaws of the official poverty
measurethis measureloesnot takeinto account S H R SaGst§indsavingsthatcould be usedfor
consumptionAs a result,thosewho are categorizedas poor are actually lessdisadvantagethan
thosewho the official measurecategorizedas poor. One such group is the elderly, who, as a
subgrouparemorelikely to rely on assetsandsavingsandhavemuchlargerout-of-pocketmedical
expenseghan the rest of the population.In implementingthe SupplementaPoverty Measure,
researchershave found that, by examining the inclusion and exclusion characteristics,a
determinationcan bemaderegarding the sensitivity of that measurein identifying the truly
disadvantaged=ffective povertymeasuresmustallow robusttestingmethodsto ensurethatthey

capturethedepth,distribution,andpersistencef poverty.

4. Creating an Index: Indicators of Poverty
Measuringpovertythroughmultidimensionalindicesis possible but onlyif the criteria for index
creationand the desiredoutcomesof the indicesare testedfor theoreticaland practicalviability.
Bobbitt et al. (2005) proposedhe following criteria be met when evaluatingpotentialindicators;
they should: 1) provide logical contributionsto the conceptbeing measured?) be universally
interpretable;3) be basedin theory; 4) have associateddata consideredat the time of index
developmentp) includelocal dataat the time of index-developmentandobtainit from areliable
source;6) havedirectionalagreementand 7) employthe samedatagatheringmethodologyfrom
yearto yearfor annualcomparisondn variability. Indicatorsfor which consistentdataare not
availablemustbe eliminated.If indicatorsthat are usedin anindex changedueto uncontrollable

circumstancegsheindexwill alsohaveto bemodified.

Yet eventhe criteria highlightedabovedo not capturehow to fully developeffectiveindices.The
weighting methodologiesusedto assignimportanceto dimensionsand individual indicatorsare
somewhairbitrary. The theorythat weightsoneindicator over anotherprovidesguidancefor why
specificdimensionsareof greateimportancewhenmeasuringhe phenomenorat issue.Statistical

methodssuchasfactoranalysisandregressiortansystematicallyassigrweightsto dimensionand
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individual indicators While it might betemptingto arguethat notassigningveightseliminatesthe
problemof arbitrarinessgoingsocould potentiallyexacerbatéhe

problemby failing to provide an accuratdllustration of the issuebeingmeasuredin sum,
developingindices basedon theoryand evidencebasedstatistical practicesis integral to

understandingumanneedat theindividual, community,regional,andnationallevels.

Thefollowing sectionprovidesthreedistinctexamplesof humanneeds/welbeingindicesand

themethodsywhich theywerecreatedandscored.

1. HumanDevelopmentndex(HDI)
Like the index we proposethe HDI is a multidimensionalmeasurewhich focuseson
threedimensionseducation health,andincome.The United Nationsusesthe HDI to
determineoverall developmenicapabilitiesof citizensin countriesaroundthe world
(Klugman et al, 2011). It is a well-regardedmeasureof well-being. A
country ceceves arating between 0 and 1
(http://hdr.undp.ayen/statistics/hdj. This rating is determinedbasedon indicator data
relating back to eachdimension.For example,the indicator usedfor the dimensionof
educationis the averagenumberof yearsof schooling.The country withthe bestaverage
receivesa ratingof 1, andthe country withthe worst averagereceivesa ratingof 0. The
index ratesremainingcountriesbetweenthosescores pasedon how well theyperformed
on the indicator. The index can presentmeasuredesultsby geographidocation or asa

summarystatistic,just asthe SalvationArmy indexwill provide.

Leete (2005) describedhow the HDI is a valuable well-being index that has distinct
advantagesnddisadvantageds-or example the HDI is along-standingandwidely used
measurefor summarizing human development.It is also an effective measureof
individual human dimensionsof well-being that does not fully equate human
developmentvith level of income.Additionally, the HDI is asimplemeasuremerthatis
easily refined to provide comparableassessmentscross countries and over time.
Criticisms of the HDI include its minimal areasof measurementThe index includes

educationhealth,andincome
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dimensionsof human developmentbut neglectsto evaluateimportant aspectsof human
rights. Secondly,HDI does not show inequity and is not gender sensitive in its

measurementastly,the HDI is not directlyableto inform policy.

. TheDepartmenbf HousingandUrbanDevelopmen{HUD)

HUD createdan index with the two primary purposesof understandingL Q GL Y Lc@rérid O V |
needsand monitoringchangingcommunityconditions(Eggers,2007). The researcherbegan

the procesof developinghis communityneedsndexfirst by definingdomainsof community
needs and then identifying indicators that appropriately operationalizedthose domains.
Twentyfive variables were proposedin the beginning; however, two indicators were
eliminated afteafactoranalysisvasperformed.This

factoranalysisidentified two crime indicators,for which therewas a significantamountof

datamissing(A list of theremaining23 variabless includedin Appendix2).

To preventthe populationsizeof thecity from affectingthe magnitudeof aparticularindicator,
researcherexpresseall indicatorsasa percentager ratio. HUD gathereddatafrom a variety
of governmentalsourcesincluding the American Community Survey, decenniakensuses,
economiccensusesJSPSvacancysurveys,Home MortgageDisclosureAct records,andthe
Bureauof Labor StatisticsLocal Area UnemploymentStatistics.HUD used standardfactor
analysisto identify patternedrelationships among variables. Researcherddentified three
domains: needs associatedwith poverty and structural problems, needs associatedwith
immigrationandlack of affordablehousingandneedsarisingfrom limited economigrospects.
Following the Haggerty et al. (2001) time series criteria, the researchersdevelopeda
methodologyfor applyingfactor analysisto the needsdataat two pointsin time, contending
thatdimensionf needidentifiedin thebaseyearmuststill berelevantin thecomparisoryear.
The base \H D th&hsand standarddeviations,usedto standardizehe scoringcoefficients,

mustremainconsistenandstandardizéheneedsndicatorsin bothyears.

3. UnitedWay #.arimerCounty
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The 2002 Larimer County Index of CommunityWell-beingwasdevelopedo assista
local UnitedWayin determiningundingpriorities. Thiscountylevel well-beingindex
wascreatedn Larimer County,Colorado,asa vehiclefor nonprofits toassess
communityneedqBobbitt et al., 2005). Theindexwascreatedhrougha five-step
processl) determininghe scopeof theindex; 2) identifyingtheindicators forinclusion;

3) scoringtheindicators;4) presentingandaggregatinghe indicators;and5) validatingthe
indicators.The index includedfive domains:1) The Health Index, with indicatorsdrawn
from the HealthyPeople2010 Index; 2) The Seniorand DisabledIndex, with indicators
drawn from the Federallnteragencyrorum on Aging RelatedStatistics;3) The Nurturing
the Next Generation Index, which used indicators from well-established human
developmentheories4) The BasicNeedsindex; and5) The Self-SufficiencyIndex. Listed
indicatorswithin eachindexwerescoredonascalefrom 1 (poor)to 9 (excellent).Responses
were tallied to provide a well-being score for eachindicator and were also averaged
within each of the five index categoriesto provide an overall scorefor that area of
measurement (Compass of Larimer County, 2002). Collected data were then
standardize@ndranked.The index, however,wasnot designedo be reportedasa single
numericvalue;therefore specificfocus areasof well-beingweremeasuredbut the overall

well-beingof thecommunitywasnot ableto be quantified.

Well-beingIndices

Whenmeasuringvell-beingor 3 T X D @ LO/X Yhtoughbasicneedsjndicesarecommonlyused.

In a recentinvestigation(Haggertyet al., 2001), researchersised 14 criteria to evaluate22

quality of life indices used both in the United Statesand around the world. The most

comprehensivevell-beingindicescompliedwith a majority of the criteria outlinedby Haggerty.

This researci{Haggertyet al., 2001)revealedthe four mostcritical criteriain assistinghonprofit

organizationdn building an index with objectiveindicatorsinclude the following: 1) the index

musthavea clearandpracticalpurpose?) it mustbe of assistancéo policymakersan developing

and accessingprograms at every level of aggregationfrom the individual to the entire

community;3) it shouldbe basedn timeseriego allow monitoringandcontrol asneededor
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the purposeof assessingvhetheror not conditionsareimproving for the populationgargetedby
anintervention,andto forecastuture conditions;4) theindexshouldbe basedon well- established
theoryregardingquality of life conceptsandit shouldbe divided into specificdimensionswhile
retainingthe ability to be reportedasa singlenumber.While mostindicesreviewedby Haggerty
etal. (2001)includedtheseprinciples,importantaspect®f the criteriawereomitted.Manyindices
werenot embeddedn well-establishedheory. Anothercommonlyidentified problemwith many

of thereviewedindiceswasthat qualityof life indiceslackedreliability, validity, andsensitivity.

In contrastafew recentlydevelopedndiceswith dimensionsof well-beingare worthmentioning
as they meet most of the criteria outlined by Haggertyet al. (2001). An index of well-being
allows social scientiststo examinethe utility of needsindices, informing policy and program
decisions Researchersreateda countylevel index of well-beingin Larimer County, Colorado,
asa vehicle for nonprofitsto assessommunity needs(Bobbitt et al., 2005). The intended
objectivewas to direct the funding priorities of the United Way. Researchersreatedthe index
througha five-step process:1) determiningthe scopeof the index; 2) identifying the indicators
for inclusion; 3) scoring the indicators; 4) presentingand aggregatingthe indicators; and 5)

validatingtheindicators.Thefive indices,basedn eachof thefive domainsidentified,included:

1) the HealthIndex, with indicatorsdrawnfrom the HealthyPeople2010Index; 2) the Seniorand
Disabled Index, with indicatorsdrawn from the FederallnteragencyForum on Aging Related
Statistics; 3) the Nurturing the Next GenerationIndex, which used indicators from well-

establishechumandevelopmentheories;4) the Basic NeedsIndex; and 5) the Self-Sufficiency
Index. Researcherstandardizedcollected data and computedresulting standardizedscores(z-

scores)o calculaterankednormalizedstandardizedcores(staninescores) Although the overall
research objectivewas met, it is importantto note that one particularly importantcriterion
identified by Haggertyet al. (2001)wasviolated. The index wasnot designedo be reportedasa
single numeric value; therefore,the overall well-being of the community was not able to be

guantified.

5. BeyondPoverty: Other RelatedIndices
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Though this report focuseson well-being and poverty, looking beyondthe field of poverty
measurementan revealsomelessonsin the use of new datasourcesto capturehumanneeds.
The Tennessedligher Education & R P P L V \Ad&c&tifnalNeedsindex identifies the causal
link betweeneducationahkttainmentand socialwelfareacross 7 H Q Q H ¥5/cdudties(Davis &
Noland,2003).

Theindex used20 variablesreflectingparticipationratesin postsecondargducationeducational
attainmentlevels, employmentpatterns populationgrowth, and socioeconomicstatusof county
residentsFourdomainsencompassetesevariableseducationaleconomicgrowth,andmarket.
Researcherassignedweights to the domainsbasedon their relative importancein
understandinghe needand demandfor postsecondargducationand training. The literature
reviewassociateavith the creationof the EducationaNeedsIindex suggestedhatwhenusing
the index approacha clearoverall purposeof the index shouldbe establisheda finite setof
indicatorsshouldbeidentified,anda limited numberof dataelementshouldbe verified using

regressioranalysigDavis& Noland,2003).

6. Feasibility of Developinga Human Needslindex for the Salvation Army
As demonstratedn the literature review, monetaryindicatorshave historically characterized
poverty. However,recentresearchhasexpandedgovertyto include nonmonetaryfactorsthat

reflectotherhumanneeds.

The previoussectionsof this paperprovideda detailedoverviewof how to define,measureand
accountfor the complex intersectionof human needsand poverty. Specifically, this paper
reviewedthefollowing items:1) the dimensionsandindicatorsof poverty; 2) theapproachessed
to measurgoverty;3) guidelinesfor creatingeffectiveindices, with a specifitocuson
thosethat indexpovertyandwell-being;and4) the nonprofit D J H Qrélefindelivering

programsandserviceghatmeetindividualhumanneeds.

56



The SalvationArmy is a leaderin providingprogramsandservicesaddressinghe multitude of
needsfor families andcommunities.Theseresourceensurethe fulfilment of bothimmediate
andlong-term basimeedsemergencyfferingsof food, clothing, andshelter andattainmenbof

healthrelatedservicessustainablemploymenplacementandeducationabpportunities.

The Salvation Army has madea commitmentto accuratecollection and analysisof its own

organizationabata,aswell ascommunitylevel povertydata. With this evidencebasedapproach,
the SalvationArmy will be betterable to addresshe varying typesof povertyrelatedissues
throughouteachof its regions.With the D J H Q &€t§id,comprehensivelatarepresentinghe

impacttheseprogramsandserviceshavehadon L Q G L Y walMXoBiiyHg SalvationArmy is

uniguely positionedto createa Human NeedsIndex. This measurewill evaluatepoverty and

quality of life with datadriven dimensionsacrossthe approximately5,000communitiesacross
the United States.

After a careful review of the ways in which poverty and well-being have beenmeasuredand
indexed,the constructionof a HumanNeedsIndex will rely on hostof availableorganizational
data.Thosestatisticsincludethe following: 1) mealsprovided,2) housingassistance3) clothing
provided, 4) medicalordersprovided,aswell as 5) employmenttraining/educationand 6)
employmentplacementAdditionally, the inclusionof variablescharacterizingenergyassistance
and the numberof personstransportedmay yield additional insights. Table 2 (Appendix 3)
containsa list of specific variablesincluded in the Salvation $ U P \ flatasetthat have been

identifiedfor potential inclusion in thelumanNeedsindex.

The Salvation $ U P \(jumanNeedsIndexwill evaluatandividual sitesin muchthe sameway as
the HDI evaluatescountries.The index will assignsitesa rating between0 and 1, basedon the
governmentatiatacollectedon a specificindicator fromoneof the dimensionf basicneedsThe
scoredrom variabledataof the differentdimensionswill be summedandaveragedcreatinga new
overall scorefor eachdimensionand eachsite. The index will use governmentdisaggregated
Census estimatds createa povertyprofile, representativef distinctiveregionswithin the United
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StatesResearcherwill thencomparetheseprofilesto internal SalvationArmy datato determine
how well the Salvation Army respondsto the problemsof poverty depth, distribution, and
persistencén specificregions.The SalvationArmy, asa result,will likely be ableto discernthe

individual povertystatusof regionsin which it hassite operations.
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Appendix 1
Operationalization of Terms

Measure: 1) an adequateor due portion, a fixed or suitablelimit, 2) the dimensionscapacity,or
amountof somethingascertainedy measuring,3) a measuredjuantity(amount,degree)4) an
instrumentor utensilfor measuring5) astandardr unit of measurement”

Indicator: 1) onethatindicates,asanindex hand(pointer),2) anygroupof statisticalvaluesthat
takentogethemive anindication ofthe healthof theeconomy

Index: 1) a devicethat servesto indicate a value or quantity, 2) somethingthat leadsoneto a
particularfact or conclusion,3) a numberderivedfrom a seriesof observationsand usedas an
indicatoror measure.

Factor Analysis: 1) the analyticalprocesf transformingstatisticaldata(as measurementshto
linear combinationsf usuallyindependenvariables

*RegressionAnalysis: 1) the useof statisticalregressiorto makequantitativepredictionsof one
variable fromthevaluesof another

Definitionsfrom MerriamWebster.com
*Definition from The FreeDictionary.com
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Appendix 2

Table 1. The Department of Housingand Urban DevelopmentDomainsand Index Variables

Population Groups
Which Might Have

Complications Arising as

NeedsBeyond Those Troubled the City Makes Efforts to [ Detrimental Long-Term
of Average Citizens Housing Neighborhoods Socialand Economic Improve ltself Trends
| | | | |
PopulationLiving in City- Metropolitan
Lack of Affordable | HighPovertyCensus| SchoolAge Population Differencesin Minority Excesslnfrastructure/Loss
PovertyPopulation RentalHousing Tracts Living in Poverty Population of Households
PopulationLiving in
ChildrenLiving in the ModeratePoverty City- Metropolitan
Population OvercrowdedHousing CensusTracts *UnemploymentRate | Differencesin PovertyRate |Changen EmploymentBase
Older RentalHousing| | City- Metropolitan
PersonDver Age 74 Occupiedby Poor ' Differencesin MedianFamily] Changein Concentratiorof
Living in Poverty Persons AbandonedBuildings Income Low-Income Families
Low-Income Population | | |
Excludingthe Poverty | MortgageLoanDenial ' ' '
Population Rate
SingleParentFamilies || | | |
Adults Without High | | | |
SchoolDiplomas | ) ) ’

Working-Age Persons
Without a CollegeDegree|

Recentimmigrants

* Dueto methodologicalssuestwo additionalvariableswerefirst usedand
thenexcluded1) The Rateof Violent Crimesand2) The Rateof Nor+

Violent Crimes
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Table 1. Suggested/ariables to be Usedin the Salvation Army’s Human NeedsIndex

Appendix 3

Name of Variable

Variable Number

Variable Series

Variable Description

Allmeals provided whether purchased
from another source or served through
a Salvation Army facility. Count 1
meal for each person served, hence a
mother and 2 children would be 3

Meals Provided 5202 Material meals multiplied by the number
Assistance provided.
The total number of snacks served. A
‘ Material snack equals ! meal. Multiply number
Snacks Provided 5206 . of snacks by number of persons
Assistance
served.
Groceries provided by voucher or
. . Material distributed through a food pantry or
Gi , Orders Provided 5207
roceries, Orders Provi Assistance food bank.
Number of rent/mortgage assistance
payments to establish and/or
Housing Assistance 5223 Material maintain an individual/family in their
Assistance own home.
i Th ber of clothing it ided.
Clothing- Ttems Distributed 5230 Material © furiber O CLofuing 1ietms provi
Assistance
i Th ber of clothing ord
Clothing- Orders Provided 5231 M'atenal ¢ fumber o ,co & orders
Assistance provided.
. The number of medical orders
. . Material . . .
Medical- Orders Provided 5234 Assi provided (i.e., prescriptions).
sistance
E Assistance. Ord ) The number of energy assistance
NCTEY ASSIS . ce- Lrders 5238 Material orders provided and the number of
Provided Assistance
volunteers/hours served.
The number of individuals provided
- ation. P Material transportation during the month. This
ransportation- TErsons 5242 ,a ena should be cumulative. Record the
Transported Assistance
number of volunteers and hours
served.
Sessions held specifically for the
Personalized purpose of employment training and/or
ini i 6810
Employment Training/Fducation Services education, for program participants.
Employment Placement 6814 Personé?lized The cumulative number of referrals
Services made.
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Appendix B: StateHNI Scores

"#$%& §"*%&,- §/0%1283&%"0%67'8 &9: &7',< !

2013HNI 2014HNI 2013HNI 2014
State  StatelD Region Score | Score State StatelD Region Score HNI
IConnecticut 9 East | 100.28| 100.36JAlabama 1 South | 100.39| 100.25
[Delaware 10 East | 100.06| 100.09JArkansas S South | 100.35| 100.20
IMaine 23 East | 100.11} 100.11jwashingtonDC 11 South | 100.17| 100.13
[Massachuset] 25 East | 100.54| 100.55fFlorida 12 South | 101.89| 101.55
IN ew Jersey 34 East | 100.45 100.38|Georgia 13 South | 100.90| 100.61
INewyork 36 | East | 102.00| 101.83|Kentucky* 21 | South | 100.44| 10058
{ohio** 39 East | 101.41] 101.30|Louisiana 22 South | 100.19| 100.17
[Pennsylvanid 42 East | 102.94| 102.43|Maryland 24 South | 100.19| 100.18
|Rhodelsland 44 East | 100.14 100.10|Mississippi 28 South [ 100.25| 100.37
Vermont 50 East | 100.06 100.07|North Carolina 37 South | 101.01] 100.85
llinois 17 | Central| 101.56] 101.43|Oklahoma 40 South | 100.47| 100.34
Jindiana 18 | Central| 101.20f 101.19]SouthCarolina 45 South | 100.53| 100.34
|Iowa 19 | Central| 100.38| 100.38]Tennessee 47 South | 100.75| 100.27
|kansas 20 | Central| 100.60| 100.54|Texas 48 | South | 102.51| 102.21
IMichigan 26 | Central| 102.33| 101.60}Virginia 51 South [ 100.76| 100.77
IMinnesota 27 | Central| 100.87| 100.79]WestVirginia 54 South | 100.26] 100.20
|Missouri 29 | Central| 100.45| 100.44}Alaska 2 West | 100.08 100.08
[Nebraska 31 | Central| 100.43| 100.36jArizona 4 West [ 101.09| 101.07
[NorthDakota | 38 | Central| 100.08| 100.09]cCalifornia 6 | West | 106.53] 105.07
SouthDakota 46 | central| 100.10] 100.10]Colorado 8 West [ 100.30| 100.57
[Wisconsin 55 | Central| 100.80| 100.70JHawaii 15 West | 100.13| 100.13
! ! ! ! ! {idaho 16 West | 100.12{ 100.14
! ! ! ! ! |Montana 30 West | 100.10{ 100.08
! ! ! ! ! INevada 32 West | 100.63| 100.74
! ! ! ! ! New Mexico 35 West | 100.17| 100.13
! ! ! ! ! Oregon 41 West | 100.28( 100.31
! ! ! ! ! Jutah 49 West | 100.04| 100.06
! ! ! ! ! \Washington 53 West | 100.99( 100.87
! ! ! ! ! \Wyoming 56 West | 100.06| 100.05

¥ The Salvation Brmy prolides servites to the $tate of Ke
purposes of thisstudy, all services provided to Kentucky were includedin the Southregion.
**The Salvation Army provides services to the state of Ohio from the East region, however, generally Ohioisincludedin
the Central region by the U.S. Census.

htucky from both the East anH South régions; however, for the
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Appendix C: National HNI Indicator Scores, by Year (2004-2014)

Table 1. National HNI Indicators, by Year (2004-2014)

National National National National National National National

Housing Medical Meals Grocery Energy Clothing Furniture
Year Orders Orders Provided Orders Orders Orders Orders
2004 -0.67 -0.18 0.10 -0.64 -0.30 -0.80 -0.82
2005 -0.25 0.36 -0.18 -0.24 -0.56 -0.80 -0.82
2006 -0.10 -0.54 -0.06 0.14 -0.25 -0.75 -0.01
2007 -0.22 -0.46 -0.01 -0.21 -0.04 -0.28 -0.33
2008 -0.39 -0.50 0.59 -0.13 0.22 -0.08 -0.48
2009 0.44 -0.30 0.40 -0.17 0.34 -0.12 -0.40
2010 1.17 0.95 0.04 0.13 0.48 0.20 0.14
2011 -0.23 1.13 -0.03 0.26 0.34 d 0.52 0.07
2012 0.16 0.04 0.16 0.44 0.32 0.85 0.99
2013 0.57 0.02 0.14 0.14 -0.06 0.71 1.13
2014 -0.39 -0.37 -0.57 0.20 -0.24 0.24 0.38

S0+, 101 '1.2'3H 643 HEEPBIEAT <<= 3<(=? |
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Appendix D: National HNI Scorespy Month (20042014)

Table 1. National HNI Scores by Year (20042014)

! HNE ! HNE | HNE ! HNI
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly
Month Score Month Score Month Score Month Score
2004|January  100.10 |2005[January  100.53 | 2006lJanuary  101.47 | 2007|3anuary 101.64
| February 100.16 | February 100.01 |1 February ~ 100.00 i February 100.18
| March 100.14 | March 100.15 |1 March 100.85 |i March 100.41
| April 100.19 | April 100.25 |i April 100.59 |i April 100.65
| May 100.33 | May 100.27 |1 May 100.33 | May 100.52
| June 100.29 | June 100.24 |1 June 100.19 June 100.85
| July 100.22 | July 100.46 | July 101.38 | July 100.72
1 August 100.40 |1 August 100.26 |i August 101.93 |i August 100.77
| September 101.10 |i September  103.15 | September 101.55 |i September  101.40
| October 100.43 | October 100.71 |1 October 100.75 |1 October 100.91
| November  100.22 |I November  100.36 |I November 100.45 |i November  101.12
| December 101.52 |i December 101.79 |i December 102.46 |i December  103.72
2008|January 100.41 | 2009|January 100.43 2010|Januap/ 102.12 2011 |January 101.36
! February 100.33 [! February 100.48 ! February  101.10 |! February 100.91
[ March 100.59 |i March 100.82 | March 101.41 |1 March 101.20
| April 100.74 |1 April 100.59 | April 101.09 |i April 101.19
| May 100.43 |i May 101.28 | May 102.14 |1 May 101.58
| June 100.70 1 June 101.07 / June 101.13 | June 101.29
| July 100.46 |i July 100.99 | July 101.75 |1 July 102.07
| August 101.02 |1 August 102.04 |1 August 101.96 |i August 101.95
| September  101.51 |i September 101.83 | September 101.96 |I September  102.64
| October 100.92 |1 October 101.41 | October 101.64 |1 October 101.48
1 November ~ 100.92 I November ~ 102.03 ]I November 101.83 |i November  101.52
| December 102.54 |i December 104.12 | December 103.69 |I December  105.04
2012|January 101.79 | 2013|January 102.02 2014|.January 100.87 | | |
| February 101.37 |! February 101.39 |! February 100.24 | | |
| March 101.68 | March 102.12 |1 March 101.07 | ! |
| April 101.55 | April 10151 |i April 100.86 | I |
| May 101.42 |1 May 101.68 |i May 100.76 |i 1 [
| June 101.51 | June 102.03 |1 June 101.32 | | |
| July 101.98 | July 101.82 |i July 101.24 | I |
| August 101.79 |1 August 102.13 |1 August 101.53 | |
| September  105.09 |i September  102.00 i September 102.25 |i 1 |
| October 101.53 |I October 101.35 I October 100.14 | | |
| November 102.01 |i November 101.84 |i November 100.59 |i ] ]
| December 105.08 |i December  103.76 i December 101.65 |i | |
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Appendix E: All RegionalHNI Scorespy Year (20042014)

Table 1. All RegionalHNI Scorespy Year (20042014)

Year Central East South West
2004 101.26 101.35 101.97 101.54
2005 101.33 101.37 102.56 101.44
2006 101.52 101.81 102.88 101.56
2007 101.43 101.48 102.65 102.25
2008 101.46 101.47 102.47 102.78
2009 101.84 101.72 102.67 102.33
2010 102.69 102.13 102.61 102.87
2011 102.32 102.11 103.09 102.66
2012 102.47 102.50 103.86 102.66
2013 102.45 102.53 103.27 102.92
2014 102.13 102.32 102.20 102.59
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Appendix F: All RegionalHNI Indicator Scorespy Year (20042014)

Table 1. Central HNI Indicator Scoresby Year (20042014)

National National National National National National National

Housing Medical Meals Grocery Energy Clothing Furniture
Year Orders Orders Provided Orders Orders Orders Orders
2004 -0.25 -0.66 -0.42 -0.69 -0.12 -0.58 -0.50
2005 0.15 -0.71 -0.48 -0.66 -0.12 -0.58 -0.50
2006 0.02 -0.58 -0.29 -0.34 0.10 -0.58 -0.50
2007 0.18 -0.65 -0.28 -0.64 0.13 -0.58 -0.50
2008 0.38 -0.67 -0.56 -0.54 0.16 -0.58 -0.50
2009 1.26 -0.67 -0.37 -0.45 0.20 -0.38 -0.40
2010 2.66 -0.66 -0.05 -0.38 0.21 0.44 -0.05
2011 0.20 -0.64 -0.28 -0.34 0.10 0.62 0.18
2012 0.05 -0.59 -0.19 -0.43 0.10 0.97 0.28
2013 0.69 -0.64 -0.09 -0.45 0.11 0.52 0.43
2014 -0.13 -0.64 -0.68 -0.43 0.09 0.46 0.33

Figure 1. Central HNI Indicator Scorespy Year (20042014)

2.50 A

2.00 / \

1.50 / \

1.00 //‘/ \\

0.50 //// ]

0.00 /W‘K/ — 7
I ——— S T — e ———

-1.00

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

—+— National Housing Orders —#— National Medical Orders —&—National Meals Provided
National Grocery Orders —+—National Energy Orders —#—National Clothing Orders

National Furniture Orders




Table 2. EasternHNI Indicator Scoresby Year (20042014)

Figure 2. EasternHNI Indicator Scores by Year (20042014)

! National National National National National National National
Housing Medical Meals Grocery Energy Clothing Furniture
Year Orders Orders Provided Orders Orders Orders Orders
'l 2004 -0.64 -0.62 0.16 -0.26 -0.67 -0.58 -0.50
1| 2005 -0.74 -0.72 0.05 0.03 -0.83 -0.58 -0.50
' 2006 -0.66 -0.77 -0.02 1.14 -0.74 -0.55 -0.50
' 2007 -0.54 -0.75 -0.10 0.09 -0.73 -0.54 -0.39 |
! 2008 -0.69 -0.77 -0.17 0.10 -0.68 -0.43 -0.44
"' 2009 -0.45 -0.76 -0.18 0.02 -0.40 -0.21 -0.20 |
' 2010 -0.34 -0.71 -0.37 0.51 -0.37 -0.22 0.46
"' 2011 -0.56 -0.66 -0.48 0.92 -0.68 0.06 -0.15
I 2012 0.07 -0.65 -0.47 1.36 -0.68 -0.17 0.45
' 2013 -0.02 -0.67 -0.50 0.88 -0.60 0.15 0.69
' 2014 -0.58 -0.64 -0.82 1.04 -0.68 0.05 0.54
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Table 3. Southern RegionHNI Indicator Scoresby Year (20042014)

National National National National National National National

Housing Medical Meals Grocery Energy Clothing Furniture
Year Orders Orders Provided Orders Orders Orders Orders
2004 0.00 0.68 0.89 -0.55 0.46 -0.58 -0.50
2005 0.42 1.70 0.70 0.17 0.61 -0.58 -0.50
2006 0.39 0.51 0.82 -0.19 0.91 -0.49 1.40
2007 0.29 0.28 1.03 0.02 0.76 -0.21 0.28
2008 -0.09 0.21 2.29 -0.45 0.74 -0.14 -0.11
2009 0.24 0.07 1.76 -0.22 1.20 0.10 -0.18
2010 0.31 0.22 0.97 -0.02 1.41 -0.08 -0.21
2011 0.15 0.24 1.04 -0.13 1.64 0.63 0.32
2012 0.75 -0.19 1.18 -0.03 1.48 1.24 1.62
2013 -0.15 -0.68 1.27 -0.31 0.90 1.08 1.52
2014 0.15 -0.68 0.83 -0.43 0.74 -0.07 0.11

Figure 3. Southern RegionHNI Indicator Scoresby Year (20042014)
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Table 4. WestHNI Indicator Scoresby Year (20042014)

National National National National National National National

Housing Medical Meals Grocery Energy Clothing Furniture
Year Orders Orders Provided Orders Orders Orders Orders
2004 -0.56 0.37 -0.55 -0.31 -0.22 -0.58 -0.50
2005 -0.39 0.10 -0.68 -0.25 -0.68 -0.58 -0.50
2006 0.00 0.22 -0.69 -0.27 -0.73 -0.55 -0.45
2007 -0.44 0.59 -0.75 -0.09 -0.27 0.50 -0.21
2008 -0.45 0.66 -0.61 0.50 0.14 0.90 -0.14
2009 -0.16 1.00 -0.58 0.15 -0.45 0.14 -0.20
2010 -0.17 2.17 -0.57 0.21 -0.42 0.42 0.13
2011 -0.32 2.28 -0.42 0.23 -0.51 0.16 -0.19
2012 -0.56 1.44 -0.33 0.29 -0.37 0.39 0.07
2013 0.65 1.99 -0.52 0.24 -0.55 0.27 0.12
2014 -0.30 1.53 -0.41 0.33 -0.60 0.23 -0.06

Figure 4. WestHNI Indicator Scorespy Year (20042014)
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Appendix G: Regional HNI Scores, by Month (2004-2014)

Table 1. Central HNI Scores, by Month (2004-2014)

HNI HNI HNI HNI
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly
Month Score Month Score Month Score Month Score
2004 January 101.00 2005 |January 101.25 2006 January 101.30 2007 Panuary 101.22
February 101.36 February 101.04 February 101.31 February 101.15
March 101.18 March 101.18 March 101.64 March 101.31
April 101.18 April 101.23 April 102.43 April 101.44
May 101.49 May 101.35 May 101.29 May 101.34
June 101.39 June 101.09 June 101.28 June 101.94
July 101.21 July 101.42 July 101.40 July 101.34
August 101.47 August 101.24 August 101.35 August 101.26
September  101.02 September  101.24 September  101.25 September  101.28
October 101.89 October 101.51 October 101.64 October 101.17
November 101.25 November 101.38 November 101.15 November 101.18
December 101.81 December 102.08 December 102.05 December 102.15
2008 Panuary 101.23 2009 January 101.58 2010 Panuary 102.60 2011 January 101.87
February 101.15 February 101.27 February 102.42 February 101.44
March 101.40 March 101.71 March 102.32 March 101.68
April 102.09 April 101.63 April 101.97 April 101.62
May 101.32 May 102.53 May 102.49 May 102.35
June 101.79 June 102.07 June 102.15 June 102.03
July 101.26 July 101.78 July 102.60 July 102.56
August 101.50 August 102.50 August 102.96 August 102.32
September  101.32 September ~ 101.95 September  101.92 September  102.31
October 101.15 October 102.62 October 102.65 October 102.00
November 101.52 November 103.13 November 102.43 November 102.36
December 102.36 December 105.08 December 104.51 December 107.29
2012 January 101.92 2013 |January 102.00 2014 January 101.78 | |
February 101.74 February 101.82 February 101.73 | 1
March 101.70 March 102.04 March 102.01 | |
April 101.91 April 102.26 April 101.77 | |
May 101.87 May 102.32 May 101.89 | l
June 101.93 June 102.56 June 101.98 | 1
July 102.39 July 102.55 July 102.20 | |
August 102.44 August 102.45 August 102.19 | 1
September  102.07 September  102.18 September  101.86 | |
October 102.09 October 101.96 October 101.93 | |
November 102.30 November 102.24 November 102.26 | |
December 104.77 December 104.01 December 103.78 | |
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Table 2. EasternHNI S

cores by Month (20042014)
HNI ]

1 HNI 1 HNI 1 HNI
’ Monthly | Monthly Monthly | Monthly
Month Score Month Score Month Score Month Score
2004 |January 101.20 2005 [January 101.05 2006|January 104.52 2007 |January 101.22
| February 101.16 | February 100.98 1| February 101.15 | February 101.26
| March 101.33 | March 101.28 | March 102.51 | March 101.38
1 April 101.25 | April 101.25 | April 101.23 | April 101.49
| May 101.27 May 101.29 May 101.40 May 101.56
| June 101.45 | June 101.40 | June 101.50 | June 101.37
1 July 101.32 | July 10141 | July 101.24 | July 101.51
| August 101.40 | August 101.66 | August 101.45 | August 101.46
| September  101.78 | September  101.71 | September 10149 | September  101.46
| October 101.17 | October 101.40 | October 101.46 | October 101.32
| November 101.31 | November 101.49 | November 101.43 | November 101.43
| December  101.98 | December  102.29 | December 102.10 | December 101.94
2008 |January 101.43 2009 | January 101.14 2010]January 102.70 2011 |January 101.90
| February 101.19 | February 101.16 | February 101.38 | February 101.61
| March 10151 | March 101.70 | March 101.75 | March 102.00
1 April 101.39 | April 101.52 | April 10159 | April 101.76
] May 10148 | May 101.54 May 102.63 | May 101.88
1 June 10154 | June 10143 | June 101.76 | June 101.86
| July 10143 | July 101.93 | July 102.75 | July 102.02
| August 101.49 | August 101.96 | August 102.12 | August 102.36
| September  101.53 | September 102.01 | September  102.05 | September  102.85
| October 101.48 | October 101.78 | October 101.85 | October 102.13
| November 10151 | November 102.01 | November 102.18 | November 102.10
1 December 10321 | December  103.00 | December 103.01 | December  103.05
2012 |January 101.87 2013 |January 103.30 2014|January 101.81 | | |
| February 102.71 | February 101.88 | February 101.73 | | |
| March 102.26 | March 103.00 | March 101.82 | | |
| April 102.13 | April 102.12 ) April 101.83 | | |
| May 102.27 May 102.13 | May 101.78 | | |
| June 102.05 | June 102.25 | June 102.41 | |
1 July 102.23 | July 10259 | July 10254 | 1 1
1 August 102.39 | August 102.09 | August 102.17 | | ]
1 Sepember  104.83 | September  102.41 | September  104.06 | | |
| October 102.13 | October 102.30 | October | | | |
1 November 102.35 | November 102.37 | November | | | 1
| December 104.10 December  103.05 | December | | | |
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Table 3. SouthernRegionHNI Scores by Month (20042014)

| HNE HNE |y HNE HNI
) Monthly [ Monthly | Monthly [ Monthly
Month Score Month Score Month Score Month Score

2004|January 101.89 2005|January 102.66 2006 [January 101.86 2007|January 103.93

| February 101.70 | February 101.79 |i February 101.60 |1 February 101.73

| March 10168 | March 10191 | March 101.92 |1 March 102.26

| April 101.88 | April 101.98 | April 101.98 | April 102.32

| May 102.00 | May 101.82 | May 101.86 | May 102.16

| June 101.71 June 101.90 | June 101.72 | June 102.49

| July 101.98 | July 101.99 |; July 104.98 |i July 102.60

| August 102.18 | August 101.65 | August 105.85 | August 102.87

| September  102.69 | September  107.86 | September 10455 | September  103.69

| October 101.99 October 102.80 | October 102.47 October 101.87

| November  101.86 | November 101.96 | November 102.25 | November 102.00

| December  103.25 | December  103.49 | December 102.97 | December 102.87
2008|Januarv 101.92 2009|Januarv 102.08 2010{January 102.47 2011|January 102.40

| February 102.04 | February 102.30 | February 102.08 1 February 102.02

] March 102.31 | March 102.31 | March 10220 | March 102.24

| April 102.06 | April 102.12 April 102.20 | April 102.04

| May 102.11 May 102.34 | May 102.64 | May 102.82

| June 102.17 June 102.14 June 102.16 | June 102.84

| July 102.20 | July 102.56 | July 102.40 | July 103.94

| August 103.06 | August 103.02 | August 102.62 | August 103.48

| September  104.97 | September  103.90 | September  104.05 | September  106.61

| October 103.70 | QOctober 102.14 October 10252 | October 103.32

| November 10250 | November 102.88 | November 102.64 | November 102.94

| December  103.02 | December 10344 | December 103.48 | December 103.70
2012|Januarv 103.72 2013|Januarv 102.70 2014 |Januarv 10156 | | |

1 February 102.73 | February 10261 | February 100.00 | | |

| March 104.17 | March 10290 | March 10186 | | |

| April 103.36 | April 102.81 | April 10171 1 |

| May 103.12 | May 102.94 | May 101.47 | | |

| June 103.90 | June 103.64 | June 101.86 | | |

| July 103.81 | July 103.09 | July 10151 | | |

| August 103.12 August 104.90 | August 101.89 | | |

| September  108.37 | September 10441 | September  103.74 | | |

| October 102.50 | October 102.83 | October 101.36 | | |

1 November 103.08 | November 103.71 | November 101.74 | 1 1

| December  103.69 | December  104.21 | December 101.89 | 1 |
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Table 4. WesternHNI Scores by Month (20042014)

HNI HNI HNI HNI
Monthly Monthly Monthly Monthly
Month Score Month Score Month Score Month Score
2004|January 101.35 2005|January 101.45 2006|Januaryr 101.38 2007|January 103.46
February 101.62 February 101.34 February 101.33 February 101.66
March 101.53 March 101.32 March 101.43 March 101.88
April 101.51 April 101.38 April 101.41 April 102.07
May 101.46 May 101.53 May 101.50 May 101.81
June 101.29 June 101.38 June 101.21 June 101.60
July 101.18 July 101.49 July 101.55 July 101.81
August 101 .26 August 101.24 August 102.09 August 101.96
September 102.70 September  102.16 September  102.38 September  102.83
October 101.11 October 101.44 October 101.78 October 103.41
November 101 22 November 101.31 November 10153 November 103.76
December  101.71 December  101.75 December  104.61 December  108.22
2008|January 101.87 2009|January 101.75 21')1(.'l|Januarg.r 103.29 2011|January 102.78
February 101.88 February 102.06 February 102.27 February 102.52
March 101.92 March 102.10 March 102.81 March 102.50
April 101.80 April 101.74 April 102.34 April 102.76
May 101.67 May 102.24 May 103.25 May 102.65
June 102.29 June 102.45 June 102.32 June 101.96
July 101.92 July 101.95 July 102.44 July 102.63
August 102.31 August 103.39 August 102.68 August 102.52
September 102.28 September  102.91 September  103.19 September  102.21
October 101.66 October 102.49 QOctober 102 66 October 102.12
November  102.26 November 102.51 November  102.69 November 102.19
December  103.47 December  104.86 December  104.06 December  105.37
2012|January 102.78 2013 (January 102.83 2(1144-|Januan.r 102.37
February 102.18 February 102.72 February 102.27
March 102.14 March 103.02 March 102.75
April 102.47 April 102.39 April 102.34
May 102.11 May 102.76 May 102.33
June 101.89 June 102.75 June 102.62
July 102.63 July 102.05 July 102.41
August 102.45 August 102.19 August 103.12
September 103 61 September 102 41 September 102 40
October 102.71 October 101.98 QOctober 102.38
November  102.85 November 102.02 November  102.95
December  106.40 December 10444 December  104.09
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Appendix H: Technical Appendix

Creatingthe Human NeedsIndex (HNI) was an iterative processthat included creating and

testingnumerougpreliminary indices.Thefirst stepin building preliminary indiceswasto identify

appropriatevariablesto serveas indicators.Prospectivevariablesfor the HNI were identified

and discussediy a 30-memberproject teamof statisticians programofficers, economistsand

NationalAdvisory Boardmemberdrom the SalvationArmy andIndiana University Lilly Family

Schoolof Philanthropybasedon careful consideratiorof the literature and theoreticalconstructs
associatedvith measuringpoverty and humanneeds.Joint monthly meetingetweerthetwo

organizationsvereheldfromMay2013December2014,duringwhich time afinal setof potential

variablesto be includedin the HNI were testedandselected.

Simple Principle ComponentsAnalysis (PCA) was usedto createthe final HNI from this large
number of monthly variables.The main variation amongall the indices testedwas how the

included variables were selected.First, the value of each variable was convertedinto a

standardizedralue consistingof a meanof 0 and a standarddeviationof 1. This procedurds a

relatively commonpracticeto allow immediatecomparisonsamonga diverseset of variables.
Initially, variableswere groupedby specific criteria, multiple times, in attemptsto createthe
strongestmodel. More commonly, though, correlationswere computedamong the selected
variablesand comparedto external data sources(governmentalunemploymentate data and
SNAP benefitdata)aswell asinternal datasourceqreferralsmadeto other organizationsvhen
aparticularmeedcouldnotbemet) asbenchmarksThevariableshatweresignificantly correlated
were then grouped together and weighted via PCA. For different indices, different cutoff

pointswereusedto identify the minimum Eigenvalue (a measuremerf how mucha particular
variable contributedo the index;it is notunusualto limit variable inclusion by selectingsome
cut-off boundarysothatonly the mostvaluable variablesare usedfor the index) for inclusion
in the HNI. The specificsof this analysisare describedbelow, and computationequationsare

provided.
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Mathematical Construction of the National, Regional,and State HNI

Principal component analysis (PCA) works by transforming the data in such a way as to represent
someselection of data in a smaller number of dimensions while losing the least amount of
information. In our application, we are using it to take seven variables and, by summing the resultant
principal component scores, create a single index (the HNI).
Thesescores are defined as:

RolL .0 ..
Wherek LV  ,p,avith p being the number of components calculated (equal to the number of
YDULDEOHY VR KHUH L\t n\béing th®nunbe&) &f observations. This is
repeated for each valwé k. To generate the weight&) used to create these scomsnust be the

solution to the maximization:

L N
I lay

In other words, for each component the weight must maximize the sum of the square of each variable

times theweight, for each observation, while the weighting vector must have a norm of 1 (a norm

being a bit like a sum but in twdimensional terms).

This equation is modified after the first component. The additional components are calculated
similarly, but witha modifiedx in which the previous principal components are subtracted from the

original x.

After these steps are complete, this givep acesmponents op coefficients each (so here, seven
components with seven coefficients corresponding to each vari@flthep possible number of
these components to use, we select however many had an Eigenvalue above one (which is a standard

measure of relevance). Our final index is then generated by:
&
*OyLi .0 .
p@
Wherek «r, with r being the number of components with an Eigenvalue greater than or equal to
one. The indices we present here have also been standardized to have a minimunOwaildeaof

standard deviation of one.



The exact values of w will vary dependingon ZKLFK YHUVLRQ RI WKH LQGH[ ZHYUH
individually calculated for each level of analysis, national, regional, and state. These values are

presented below.

The variables used are all standardized at their respective levels. This is done such that the average
value of the variable is 0, with a standard deviation of 1. This is done so that all the variables are
more comparable to each other, which facilitates our analysis. Due to this, the coefficients below can
be compared, and are a valid method of assigning importance or impact of each variable to the overall

index.

This analysis typically results in an index with a mean around zero, and a standard deviation around
one. After some discussion with [[however we refer to the group w/in SA we communicated with]], it
was decided the index could be more easily understood if re-standardized to have a minimum value
of 0 and a standard deviation of one. So technically each value below is sent through this equation

before resulting in the final values summarizing the index presented below each set of coefficients:

(HNI — min(HNI))
stdev(HNI)

HNlpipnq =

As mentioned, the variables are standardized at their respective levels. Because of this, the smaller

the unit of analysis gets, the larger the maximum value tends to be. This is simply because there are a

far greater number of observations for the smaller units (132 on the national level to 6729 on the state
OHYHO DQG WKXV LWV PRUH OLNHO\ WKDW H[WUHPH YDOXH
degree of difference in the means of the two indices, but it is not a particularly significant difference,

indicating that the difference in maximum values is likely due to the number of observations and not

a difference in distributions.
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Table 1. Final Human Needs Index Equations

National:

*Otol FAXSTKQOALNGANE raist@A@E?=H IN@.AE Oy WP
IA=HO2NKRE@DZEGSVZONK? AN U IN@ANETEZX®
'JANCU1MR@ANE ravs® HBER C 1N @ MOE r&rve
(QNJEPQNADBRL@ANO

Mean:2.29 Std Dev: 1; MinO; Max: 5.70

2% 5P%W@5 P05 P W5 PUb R @ 5 PY@5 P @ate:

State:

*Otcoch ra{t FKQOALIN@ANOE ravv@A@E?=H 3 Nb@AND &rr®
IA=HO2NKREDABravv®NK? ANULNGANP rauy®
'JANCULN@ ANOE sdau® HERC LN @ANGE rzzwe
(QNJEP QN AN ANO

Mean: 102 Std Dev: 1; MinO; Max: 28.7

Table 2 belowillustratesthe initially considered®1 materialassistanceand personalizedservice

variables representative of human need that were selected from the more than 230

organizationaservicevariableswhich wereanalyzedor inclusionin the HNI.
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Table 2. Indicator Variables Consideredfor Inclusion in the Human Needslndex
Line-itemDescription

SalvationArmy ServiceLine-item Variable
PersonsServed All personservedunduplicatediuringthemonth.
PersonsServedFirst Time Personsiotservedreviouslyduringtheyear(October 1September).

All mealsprovidedwhetherpurchaseftomanothesourceor servedhrougha
MealsProvided SalvatiorArmy facility.
SnhacksProvided Thetotal number of snadksserved.  Asnackequals meal.
GroceryOrders Grocerieprovidedby voucherr distributedthroughafood pantryorfoodbank.

Recordonly lodgingprovidedin SalvationArmy facilities. A 3O R G ky@alone

SalvationArmy Lodging persorhousedor onenight.
Recordonly lodgingspurchasefromanothesourcej.e.,hotel,motel,or

missionA 3/R G J LeQuilonepersorhousedor onenight.

Thenumbenf rent/mortgag@ssistancpaymentso establistand/omaintain an
individual/familyin theirownhome.

Non-SalvationArmy Lodgings

HousingAssistanceOrders
Clothing Distributed Thenumbeof clothingitemsprovided.
Furniture Distributed Thenumbenf furnitureitemsprovided.
Medical Orders Thenumbeinf medicalordersprovided(i.e., prescriptions).
EnergyOrders Thenumbef energyassistancerdersprovided.
Thenumbenfindividualsprovidedtransportatiomluringthemonth.Thisshould
PersonsTransported becumulative.
Sessiongeldspecificallyfor thepurposeof employmentrainingand/or

educationfor progranparticipants.
Thecumulativenumbeiof referralamade.
Thenumbeinf mealsserveds: volunteers/voluntedrours(includesseasonal,
disasteandlocalemergencyeedingservices.)
Recoratheunduplicatectountof personservechomedeliverednealsduring
themonth.

Employment  Training/Education
EmploymentPlacement

MassFeeding

PersonsServedHomeMeals
Home-DeliveredMeals Thetotalnumberf homedeliverednealsduringthemonth.
Clothing Orders Thenumberf clothingordersprovided.
Thenumberof furnitureordersprovided.

Furniture Orders

35 H I H Woliher@ommunity 5 HV R X Wkithis morethanjustgiving
information;it is makinga specificarrangementor individualsto apply to
anothesourcej.e.,socialagencyemploymensourcesglinics, for help.

Referrals




As depicted in Table 3 below, we relied on external governmental measures of poverty including

the unemployment rate and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefit

usage to test the Y D U L DikliDyHovnfeasure human need. The testing of these variables and

associated relationships with the governmental variables provided guidance in the retention,

addition, and selection of variables (representing human need) included in the early stages of

modeling.

Table 3. Potential Indicator Variables and Relationshipswith Governmental Data

Unemployment Food Stamp Usage
Group Homes Positive Relationship Positive Relationship
Personsserved:first time Positive Relationship Positive Relationship
Grocery Orders Insignificant Positive Relationship
Housing AssistanceOrders Insignificant Positive Relationship
Energy Orders Insignificant Positive Relationship
PersonsTransported Insignificant Positive Relationship
Medical Orders Positive Relationship Insignificant
ToysDistributed Positive Relationship Positive Relationship

Medical Clinics

Negative Relationship

Negative Relationship
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Tables4.1 and4.2 belowillustrate a later phaseof testingof the HNI, in which three variables

(Meals Provided, Clothing Provided, and Lodgings Provided) were selectedfor preliminary

testing againstthe externalgovernmentmeasuresindividually (in Table 4.1) and togetheras

a testmodel (in Table 4.2). Thesevariableswere selectedfor initial testing becausetheyare

collectedin all statesacrosghefourregions.

Table 4.1.Initial Indicator Variable Correlations with Governmental Data, by Territory

! I"HHS%& (M # $&Y0*#"/(0$0 !
1)$23%"42%) * SISH4 * 6"'0 7'&23*
5&'$! 5&'$! 5&'$!
8Y6&'S$-! "#$" "HY0. O+ (5% !
08-S ("#4 O+, % ! "#01 O+ % !
$- SHH("H4 "#$2 "#%B AH%P
7<= *$HH("#4 'O+ *-.(/ ! 'O +(*,*-.(/ ! 44$5
1$)'#&%
SH#("H#A "H&0 "#$1 "#63
|
! I"HHS%& (%" =()>*#"/(0$0 !
1)$23%"42%)' * SISH4 * 6"'0 7'&23*
5&'$! 5&'$! 5&'$!
896PR'S$-! "#%b "#SB "H%8
9&-"*$##("#4 "#$9 "#61 "#$"
I iia i "#$9 "H0l O+ %= !
7"<'=*SHH("H4 'O +(5*-.(/ ! (i e (N I A (A
1$)'#&9%
$H#("H#4 "#0Q "#59 "#02
|
! I"HH$%& (" #2"0>()>-*#"/(0$0 !
1)$23%"423) * SISH4 * 6"'0 7'&23*
5&'$! 5&'$! 5&'$!
896P&'S$-! "#%D "#$% O+ % !
9&-"*$##("#4 'O +(*,*-. (! "H&N O+, % !
e iia i "#$9 O+ 1 O !
7"<'=*$HH("H#A O+, % ! "O*+(**-.(/ ! 44%0
1$)'#&9%
SH#("H#4 "H&D "#$3 "#0"l
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Table4.2.Initial Indicator Model Correlations with

Governmental Data, by Territory.

UnemploymentRate Poverty Rate Food StampRate
EastTerritory Insignificant 0.60 Insignificant
WestTerritory 0.26 0.18 -0.17
South Territory Insignificant Insignificant -0.23
Central Territory 0.66 0.30 0.51
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Table5 depictsthe six strongestmodelsderivedfrom thethreedistinctiveapproachet weighting

the selectedvariables. This testing was conductedto determinecombinationsof variables

appropriatefor inclusionor exclusionin the final nationaland statelevel models.The approach

in Model Two was chosen,however,subsequento this testing. A different configurationof

variableswas selectedto comprisethe final HNI model (the resultsof the final

presentedbelowin Table6).

model are

Table 5. Weighted Model Correlations with Governmental Data, at National and State

Level
! NATIONAL LEVEL INDEX STATELEVEL INDEX
Model Unemployment PercentSNAP Unemployment| PercentSNAP
Model One 0.38* 0.32* 0.22* -0.03*
Model Two 0.32* 0.24* 0.18 0.11*
Model Three Insignificant Insignificant 0.14* Insignificant

* Representasignificancdevel of .05 or higher.
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Thecorrelationshetweerthe final HNI modelandothermeasure®f povertyrelatedservicesare

presentedn Table6. This modelwasselectedbecauset allowedfor intuitive variableselection

andstatisticalconfirmationof individual variable$ utility in the overall model measuringhuman

need. As illustrated below, the final

model is not only significantly correlated with

governmentalmeasuresof poverty, but it is also significantly correlatedwith the Salvation

Army’s referral services. Significant correlation with referral services was an important

consideratiorwhenchoosingthis modelasthefinal HNI, becauseeferralsindicateneedthatis

presenbutis notableto beservedoy the SalvationArmy.

Table 6. Final Model Correlations with Governmental Data, at National and State Level

Model Unemployment PercentSNAP Referrals
NationalHNI 0.32* 0.24* 0.48*
StateLevel HNI 0.18* 0.11* 0.06*

* Representasignificancdevel of .05 or higher.
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