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Introduction 
 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development underscores the urgent need to address 
poverty as a multidimensional issue that limits human capabilities (United Nations Development 
Programme, 2023). A multidimensional approach to poverty is essential because it recognizes that 
poverty is not solely defined by financial resources but encompasses a range of interrelated factors 
that affect individuals’ lives (Townsend, 1979). Financial deprivation restricts access to critical 
resources such as education and healthcare, thereby limiting opportunities for social and economic 
participation (Sen, 1999). This framework acknowledges that deprivation in multiple domains 
collectively impedes consumers’ capability to lead fulfilling and meaningful lives (Nam, 2020). The 
absence of basic resources necessary for a decent standard of living creates barriers to access, 
participation, and opportunity for individuals and communities beyond financial constraints (Dhongde 
& Haveman, 2022). These barriers manifest as the multidimensionality of poverty—a state of 
deprivation that fails to provide conditions for a decent life. 

By examining poverty through the lens of multidimensionality, we can more accurately 
capture the complex realities and diverse needs of marginalized populations. A comprehensive 
understanding of the various deprivations that constrain human well-being can help advance social 
equity and improve overall quality of life (Sen, 1999). Traditionally, poverty has been addressed 
through the concept of absolute deprivation, a framework that falls short of capturing the nuances of 
inequality of opportunity and exclusion present in developed societies (Townsend, 1979). 
Acknowledging the multifaceted nature of deprivation allows for a more sophisticated approach to 
addressing the challenges faced by marginalized groups. To this end, a nuanced understanding of 
relative deprivation, grounded in the specific characteristics and conditions of each society, is 
essential. This study aims to synthesize existing research on multidimensional poverty (MDP) by 
providing a systematic review of prior studies and findings. Particularly, it will highlight the various 
dimensions of deprivation that contribute to social exclusion in developed countries, offering a 
foundation for understanding consumer quality of life in societies that, while prosperous and meeting 
basic survival needs, still grapple with complex and entrenched inequalities. This process enables 
researchers to identify how to determine the multidimensional and aggravated deprivation in 
developed societies, facilitating a more refined understanding of how multiple factors intersect to 
shape individuals’ lives.  
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Methods 
 

Article selection process 
 
We conducted a systematic review, a well-structured review approach that addresses a 

clearly specified question by delineating the findings of all relevant studies (Chanphati & 
Thosuwanchot, 2023). One of its distinct benefits is to “limit bias with the use of a reproducible 
scientific process to search the literature and evaluate the quality of the individual studies” (Crowther 
et al., 2010, p. 3140).  
 In order to identify the relevant articles, Scopus and Web of Science, which are appropriate 
journal-quality databases for systematic literature review (Paul et al., 2021), were searched. 
Keywords were selected based on the scope of the review and included the following terms: 
“multidimensional poverty” and “developed country.” The keyword search was done on the title, 
abstract, and keywords of journal articles. This process yielded 823 of English-written articles.  
 The identified articles were filtered through two procedures. First, in accordance with the 
purpose of this study, the articles that do not include the countries classified as developed countries 
based on UNCTAD or as high-income countries based on the World Bank were eliminated. The 
remaining 123 articles were further filtered according to the three conditions: 1) articles that claim to 
use MDP but actually have fewer than three dimensions of poverty; 2) articles of which the original 
document cannot be downloaded; 3) articles that only propose a new calculation method for the 
weights of the MDP indicators. The aforementioned procedure resulted in a total of 86 articles to be 
analyzed. 
 

Analysis framework 
 

To present our systematic review findings, we follow the TCCM framework (Paul & Rosado-
Serrano, 2019), which presents the widely used theories (T), contexts (C), characteristics (C), and 
methodology (M) in research. This framework explains the theoretical and empirical facets of a 
research domain, being an effective tool for a comprehensive understanding of a given area of 
research (Shahab, Ghazali, & Mohtar, 2021; Paul & Rosado-Serrano, 2019). It was adopted to 
thoroughly analyzed the MDP in developed countries because the framework has overcome the 
limitations of narrow domain-based, theory-based, or method-based systematic reviews (Chen, 
Mandler, Meyer-Waarden, 2021). 

Figure 1 demonstrates the article selection process and TCCM framework adopted in this 
study. 
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Figure 1. Article selection process and TCCM framework 

 
 

Results 
 

Theory: What are the extant theories in the study of MDP? 
 

The analysis of MDP in developed countries reveals that researchers have used specific 
frameworks: the works by Amartya Sen (n=36, 51.43%) and Alkire and Foster (n=10, 14.29%). Sen 
argues that poverty should not be defined merely as a lack of income but rather as a deprivation of 
capabilities—the inability to achieve essential functioning, implying that people who have sufficient 
income may still experience poverty if they lack access to education, healthcare, or political 
participation (Sen, 1999). A variety of MDP in developed countries adopted this approach to set their 
foundational perspective toward poverty (e.g., Callander, Schofield, Shrestha, 2012; Wagle, 2014).  

Furthermore, several research reveals that their theoretical framework was from Alkire and 
Foster (2007; 2011); however, it has been based on Sen’s capability approach. This demonstrates 
that the capability approach has dominated the research on MDP in developed countries.  
 
 

Context: What is the context of the publication regarding MDP? 
 
Journal 
 

The journal that published the most research on MDP in developed countries was Social 
Indicators Research (n=24, 26.74%), followed by Child Indicators Research (n=4, 4.65%), PloS one 
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(n=3, 3.49%), Asia Pacific Journal of Social Work and Development (n=2, 2.33%), Review of Income 
and Wealth (n=2, 2.33%), Social Science Research (n=2, 2.33%), and Sustainability (n=2, 2.33%). 
Consequently, the majority of papers were found to be published in journals that focused on the 
measurement of well-being and quality of life. Especially, the articles published by Social Indicators 
Research included topics regarding poverty level survey (e.g., Mitra et al., 2013; Vick, 2020), use for 
poverty classification (e.g., Mishra, Ray, Risse, 2018), and cross-country comparison (e.g., Herranz 
Aguayo et al., 2016).  
 
Year  
 

Traditionally, poverty has been a topic of interest primarily in the context of developing 
countries, where basic needs such as food, clean water, and shelter are often unmet. However, as 
shown in Figure 2, an interest in MDP has grown in developed countries. This shift underlines that not 
only the satisfaction of a minimum standard of living but also the quality of activities such as family 
activities, recreation time, and social relations should be considered (Martinez & Perales, 2017). 
Furthermore, the Great Recession in 2008 and the economic disruptions caused by the COVID-19 
pandemic have exacerbated poverty and inequality in developed countries such as the US (Dhongde 
& Haveman, 2012), highlighting the need for more concrete research focusing on those countries.  
 
 

 
Figure 2. Number of articles by year 

 
 
Country 
 

In terms of countries, Australia was the most frequently researched country (n=20, 14.18%), 
followed by the UK (n=12, 8.51%), Germany (n=11, 7.80%), the US (n=10, 7.10%), and South Korea 
(n=9, 6.38%). Researchers including Callander E. J. and Saikia, U. have led the studies on MDP in 
Australia. Specifically, Callander E. J. utilized the Freedom Poverty Measure, drawing on Sen’s 
capability approach, and used three indices to scale poverty: income, health, and education. 
Callander and her colleagues have conducted various studies such as comparing poverty levels 
across regions (Callander, Schofield, Shrestha, 2012) and examining the impact of asthma on MPI 
(Callander & Schofield, 2015). On the other hand, studies in other countries exploratorily examined 
the poverty, highlighting the need for further depth and expansion in research scope.  
 
Population 
 

In studies on MPI, the target population is often not clearly defined (n=50, 58.14%). In other 
studies that do specify, the population typically includes adults aged 15 or 19 to under 65 (n=13, 
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15.12%). Research on children and adolescents accounted for a small proportion (n=11, 12.79%), 
focusing primarily on developmental and growth-related subdimensions such as education (e.g., 
outdoor activities, early childhood education and care, educational resources), health (e.g., 
overweight), and nutrition (e.g., food insufficiency, meals with fresh fruits and vegetables) (e.g., Wüst 
& Volkert, 2012; Chzhen et al., 2016; Leu, Chen, Chen, 2016). The remaining population groups 
included specific cohorts like patients (e.g., Boyer et al., 2014), women (e.g., Nam, 2020), and 
individuals with disabilities (e.g., Park and Nam, 2020).  

In studies on developed countries where income levels are relatively high and assets and 
infrastructure are well-established, it is more necessary to focus on specific populations rather than 
examining samples across all age groups. Especially, considering that there may be a blind spot for 
welfare in the developed countries, poverty levels and dynamics should vary accordingly (Alkire, 
Roche, Vas, 2015). Thus, it is crucial to analyze poverty patterns by subgroup to better capture these 
distinctions.  
 
 

Characteristics: What contents are studied regarding MDP? 
 

Articles regarding MDP in developed countries can be classified into two categories 
according to the contents of the research: the ones examining antecedents and outcomes of poverty 
(n=34) and the others studying research questions (n=57).  
 
 
Antecedents and outcomes of MDP in developed countries (n=34) 
 

Among the research studying the variables that have causal relationships with MDP, literature 
has relatively focused on revealing the relationships between MDP and its antecedents including the 
variables as follows: demographics (n=15: age, marital status, education, household size, gender, 
lack of English proficiency), physical health (n=6: disease, self-rated health, current smoking), socio-
economic variables (n=5: household income, employment status), emergency events (n=4: COVID-
19, natural disaster), mental health (n=3: psychological distress), housing (n=3: rent, length of 
residency), surroundings (n=3: rural location of household), and national economic status (n=2: 
growth rate, service-to-manufacturing ratio).  

On the other hand, outcomes of MDP have been focused on physical (n=36: habit, self-rated 
health, physical activity) and mental health (n=5: self-efficacy, anxiety, perceived happiness). 
Interestingly, only one article has studied a variable that represents life satisfaction or quality of life 
(Baumstarck et al., 2015).  
 
Research questions regarding MDP in developed countries (n=57) 
 

Among the articles that examine research questions regarding MDP in developed countries, 
research on poverty-level survey (n=21, 36.84%) and indicator calculation improvement (n=10, 
17.54%) have occupied a major proportion. Research on poverty-level surveys identified the poverty 
status of a specific country or region (e.g., Callander et al., 2012), and those on indicator calculation 
improvement focused on reforming the calculation of poverty indicators to determine MDP status 
(e.g., Liberti, Resce, Tosi, 2022). In addition, six articles classified into poverty and non-poverty 
groups and compare the two groups (e.g., Mishra et al., 2018). Four articles identified the 
relationships between sub-dimensions of poverty (e.g., Wüst & Volkert, 2012), and another four 
articles compared poverty levels across multiple countries (e.g., Chzhen et al., 2016). Other topics 
included poverty trend survey (e.g., Dhongde & Haveman, 2022), development of new indicators 
(e.g., Alkire & Foster, 2007), and poverty threshold adjustment (e.g., García-Pérez, González-
González, & Prieto-Alaiz, 2017). Given these results, research on MDP is still at a foundational stage, 
focusing primarily on establishing and solidifying its conceptual framework. 
 
 

Methodology: How can we measure MDP? 
 
Data and indicator basis 
 

In terms of data, analyzing secondary datum was dominated. Especially, The Household 
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Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey—associated with the Callander and her 
colleagues’ studies—was the data that mostly used (n=13, 15.12%). Research studied MDP in 
European countries utilized EU statistics on income and living conditions (EU-SILC) (n=10, 11.63%). 
However, studies that solely examined Germany used German Socio-Economic Panel (n=6, 6.98%). 
Similarly, studies including South Korea analyzed data collected in Korea (i.e., Korea Welfare Panel 
Study) (n=6, 6.98%). While these national surveys provide valuable, representative data, their fixed 
indicators often limit flexibility. This highlights the importance of ongoing research input to establish 
more comprehensive, MDP standards at the national level. 
 In terms of indicator basis, one from Alkire and Foster (2011) was mostly used (n=18, 20.93), 
followed by Callander et al. (2012; 2013) (n=15, 17.44%). Alkire and Foster (2011) and Callander et 
al. (2011; 2012) considered income, health (i.e., self-reported health status, chronic illness), and 
education (i.e., education achievement, education participation) as subdimensions of MDP.  
 
Subdimensions of MDP 
 

In order to examine the studied indicators of MDP, they were listed and grouped according to 
each meaning. After scrutinizing the and organizing the subdimensions of MDP, twelve subdimensions 
were found as Table 1. Subdimensions other than the ones that studied frequently through literature 
such as education, surroundings, health, and employment, noticeable subdimensions—information 
and personal empowerment—were revealed. It shows that instead of unified indicators, enormous 
subdimensions are addressed sporadically. 
 

Table 1. Subdimensions of multidimensional poverty 
Main category Secondary 

category 
Tertiary category Main category Secondary 

category 
Tertiary category 

Education Inherited ability Natural ability Wealth Material asset Equipment 
Educational 
outcome 

Language proficiency Home appliance 
Knowledge Financial asset Debt 
Work ability Financial satisfaction 
Educational achievement Financial situation 

Resource Access to school Income 
Educational activity Management ability 
Educational tools Savings 
School attendance Social security 

Surroundings Environment Air quality Relationships Feeling Bullying 
Dirty street Membership 
Noise Relationship satisfaction 
Pollution Status Reputation 
Oder Behavior Social engagement 

Neighborhood Convenience Voluntary 
Crime Support Social support 

Housing Condition Basic services Health Condition Body 
Overcrowding Disability 
Shelter Physical health 
Floor Mental health 
Leak Health satisfaction 
Light Incapacity 
Heat Management 

resource 
Health management ability 

Comfort Healthcare access 
Wall Management 

behavior 
Habit 

Housing satisfaction Workout 
Housing cost Housing fee Leisure Recreational 

activity 
 

Lease Leisure  
Housing type Housing type Vacation  

Employment Employment 
situation 

Employment status Personal 
empowerment 

Autonomy  
Occupation Equal treatment  
Job stability Self-esteem  

Labor satisfaction Number of workers Political activity  
Job satisfaction Necessity 

 
 

Nutrition Malnutrition 
Working hours Unbalanced meal 

Transportation Car  Sanitation 
 

Sewage 
 Drinking water 

Public 
transportation 

 Cloth  
 Information Internet 

connection 
Devices 

 Internet 
 

Discussion 
 

Our review revealed that research on MDP has been largely inspired by the foundational 
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work of Amartya Sen, and an increasing number of studies have been published in the last two 
decades. These studies have been conducted in various developed countries, notably Australia, UK, 
Germany, US, and South Korea—countries that regularly conduct nationally representative household 
surveys with rich data on poverty’s subdimensions. In terms of sample characteristics, most studies 
focused on pre-retirement adults, with only a few addressing at-risk populations, including individuals 
with disabilities, older adults, and young children. The existing studies used the concept of MDP to 
assess the overall poverty level within a country or region or to identify vulnerable population groups. 
This underscores the necessity of targeting specific population because there may be dynamics of 
MDP in the developed countries due to their well-structured social security system. 

Some studies examined the relationships among subdimensions of m MDP or conducted 
cross-country comparisons using the MDP index. Most importantly, our review identified twelve major 
dimensions of MDP (education, health, personal empowerment, employment, wealth, transportation, 
surroundings, housing, relationships, leisure, necessities, and information) along with associated 
subdomains. This categorization includes economic dimensions such as employment, wealth, and 
housing, which are commonly recognized as poverty subdimensions in developing countries, as well 
as non-economic factors like relationships and personal empowerment, which are more relevant in 
the context of developed economies. 

A noteworthy finding is that the subdimensions of poverty in developed countries are not 
much different from those in developing countries. Although we identified certain non-economic 
dimensions specific to the context of developed countries, these dimensions largely align with what is 
already understood about the general components of poverty. In essence, the subdimensions found—
such as housing, employment, and relationships—do not extend beyond the established framework of 
MDP. While some dimensions reflect the socioeconomic conditions of wealthier nations, the core 
aspects of poverty remain consistent across different economic settings. This suggests that, while 
developed countries may experience poverty with unique characteristics, the foundational elements of 
poverty are broadly similar regardless of a country's development status. In addition, only Australia 
has been researched broadly, underlining the need for in-depth and various research in other 
developed countries.  

In the existing literature, mental health is sometimes considered a subdimension of poverty 
(Vick, 2020), while in other cases, it is treated as an outcome of poverty (Callander & Schofield, 
2015). However, based on our systematic review, it appears more appropriate to consider mental 
health as a subdimension of poverty in developed countries. Mental illness often acts as a barrier to 
escaping poverty, as it can impair an individual’s ability to work, reduce motivation, and limit 
opportunities for social and economic participation (Vick, 2020). Our review suggests that mental 
health is not simply a consequence of poverty but an integral aspect that shapes the poverty 
experience itself in developed countries, where mental health services and social integration are 
essential parts of overall well-being (Leu et al., 2016). Recognizing mental health as a subdimension 
of poverty provides a more nuanced understanding of MDP and highlights the need for policies that 
address mental health as part of comprehensive poverty alleviation strategies. 

MDP could be closely related to one’s subjective well-being and life satisfaction, yet research 
exploring this connection remains limited. Unlike income poverty, which affects well-being primarily 
through financial hardship, MDP encompasses various dimensions of deprivations—such as lack of 
access to education, healthcare, social support, and stable employment—that could affect overall 
well-being through diverse mechanisms. For instance, individuals deprived of social support may 
experience lower well-being because they lack the ability to participate meaningfully in society and 
suffer from social isolation (Siedlecki et al., 2014). Meanwhile, those facing catastrophic health 
expenditures may endure stress from mounting medical bills and face difficult tradeoffs between 
necessities and required medications (Zafar, 2016). While these different aspects of MDP collectively 
lower well-being and life satisfaction, the mechanisms behind this link may vary depending on the 
source of deprivation. Despite the importance of these nuanced effects, there is a paucity of research 
that directly examines how various subdimensions of MDP shape subjective well-being, particularly in 
developed countries. Future research should explore these nuanced relationships and re-examine the 
policies and interventions that could be particularly effective for specific well-being domains. 

A few limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, our search was restricted to the 
papers containing the keyword “multidimensional poverty,” meaning studies that explored single 
dimensions of poverty without explicitly referencing MDP were not considered. This may have led to 
the omission of relevant research on specific aspects of poverty in non-poverty contexts, which could 
provide useful insights into well-being in particular areas. Second, the literature review was confined 
to articles indexed in Scopus and Web of Science databases, which, while comprehensive, may not 
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cover all relevant publications found in other databases or platforms. Third, the classification of 
developed countries often relies on economic indicators such as GDP per capita or industrialization 
levels, which may not fully capture other important dimensions of development, such as social well-
being, income inequality, or access to healthcare. Finally, rapid economic and social changes in 
certain countries can blur the lines between "developed" and "developing" categories, making fixed 
classifications less relevant over time. This subjectivity in classification could impact the selection and 
categorization of studies included in the review, as alternative definitions might capture a broader or 
more nuanced range of perspectives on MDP. 
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