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市民自治力向上とアクション・リサーチ研究班（AR研究班）
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●Speaker

Mr. Patrick Guyer
Social Science Research Council, 
Measure of America, Chief Statistician, 
米国社会科学院アメリカ社会発展測定プロジェクト主席統計官

●Moderator
Prof. Takayoshi Kusago

草郷 孝好
AR研究班主幹
関西大学社会学部・教授

本セミナーはすべて英語で行います。

●Commentator 
Prof. Yumiko Okamoto

岡本 由美子
同志社大学政策学部・教授

リーマンショックや東日本大震災を契機に、経済成長一辺倒ではない社会発展モデルへの関心がひろがりを見せてきた。内閣
府は経済面、社会面、環境面を重視した日本の幸福度の測定を提案し、また、2013年には、全国から６０近くの地方自治体が
「幸せリーグ」を結成、生活の質の高い地域社会づくりに向けた取り組みを模索している。生活の質の高い地域社会づくりには、
生活当事者である市民の知見と行動が求められるが、どのようにして市民自治力を底上げしていけるかが重要である。市民自
治を加速させる動きは、多くの先進国で見られるようになった。その一つに、アメリカの社会発展測定プログラム（Measure of
America）がある。本セミナーでは、Measure of Americaの開発したアメリカ型人間開発指標と国・州・郡単位での応用事例を取り
上げ、地域の社会発展を目指す市民主導のアクション・リサーチについて検討してみたい。

The Measure of America Approach
to Gauging Well-Being and Opportunity

in the United States 
Concept and Application at the Community-Level

米国社会科学院 アメリカの社会発展測定プログラム（Measure of America）主席統計
官。同プログラムにおける統計指標の構築、データ分析を担当し、国レベル、州レベル、
郡レベルの諸レポート作成に携わる。また、アメリカ・ブルックリン大学講師、国連事務局
経済社会局や国連ユニセフのコンサルタントでもある。

【プロフィール】
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（b）．報告資料

The Measure of America Approach 
to Gauging Well-Being and 

Opportunity in the United States: 

Concept , Application and Impacts at the 
Community-Level

Patrick Nolan Guyer

Kansai University – December 15th, 2014

AGENDA

1. About Measure of America
2. The human development and capabilities approach
3. Human development snapshot of the US
4. Case Study I: A Portrait of Sonoma County and Local 

Health Goals
5. Case Study II: Maricopa County, Arizona and the 

Challenge of Youth Disconnection 
6. Discussion of Cases and Conclusions
7. Questions and Comments

2MEASURE OF AMERICA

About 
Measure of America

3MEASURE OF AMERICA

• Non-profit, non-partisan research group; project of the Social 
Science Research Council

• Established in 2006
• Work addresses the distribution of well-being and opportunity 

in the United States
• Inspired by the United Nations Development Programme’s

Human Development Reports and the human development 
and capabilities approach to development

4MEASURE OF AMERICA

MISSION

• Measure of America provides easy-to-use yet 
methodologically sound tools for understanding well-being 
and opportunity in America. 

• Through evidence-based reports and online tools, 
Measure of America breathes life into numbers, using data 
to identify areas of need, pinpoint levers for change, and 
track progress over time. 

5MEASURE OF AMERICA

About 
Human Development

6MEASURE OF AMERICA
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• The process of improving people’s well-being and enlarging 
their freedoms and opportunities. 

• Puts people at the center of analysis.

• Is expanded by the things we do ourselves and by the 
conditions and institutions around us.

WHAT IS HUMAN DEVELOPMENT?

7MEASURE OF AMERICA

• Rooted in Nobel Laureate Amartya Sen’s capabilities 
framework.

• Pioneered at the United Nations; human development 
reports produced in over 135 countries.

• Seen as the global gold standard for measuring well-
being.  

WHERE DID IT COME FROM?

8MEASURE OF AMERICA

HOW IS IT MEASURED?

W W W . M E A S U R E O F A M E R I C A . O R G   9MEASURE OF AMERICA

Human Development and the HD Index: 
• Provides an alternative to GDP

• Includes everyone 

• Merges silos; well-being is multidimensional 

BENEFITS OF A NEW APPROACH

10MEASURE OF AMERICA

Human Development 
Snapshot

of the United States

11MEASURE OF AMERICA

HISTORICAL TRENDS IN HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
United States

12MEASURE OF AMERICA

A gain of 
more than 
9 years

Dramatic 
gains in 

educational 
attainment

Stagnant 
earnings in 

recent 
decades
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HUMAN DEVELOPMENT PROGRESS HAS NOT 
KEPT PLACE WITH GDP GROWTH

13MEASURE OF AMERICA

Slowing 
growth in 
earnings 

explains much 
of this 

decoupling

AMERICAN HUMAN DEVELOPMENT INDEX
The U.S. Human Development Index is 

5.03

TOP:

CT

BOTTOM:

MS
US in ‘90

14MEASURE OF AMERICA

15MEASURE OF AMERICA

Life Expectancy by State

16

Hawaii
81.3
years

Mississippi
75

years 

MEASURE OF AMERICA

Life Expectancy by Race and Ethnicity

Outlive 
whites by 
4 years

12‐year 
gap 

between 
top and 
bottom.

78.9
years

74.6
years

78.9
years

82.8
years

86.6
years

17MEASURE OF AMERICA 18MEASURE OF AMERICA
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Postsecondary Attainment by State

19

WV
17.5%

DC
50.1%

MEASURE OF AMERICA

Postsecondary Attainment by County

20MEASURE OF AMERICA

Clinton, 
KY

3.7%

Falls 
Church, 

VA
71.0%

Demographics and Educational Attainment of 
Asian-American Ancestry Groups in California

MEASURE OF AMERICA 21

California is home to 
more Asian-Americans 
than any other state, 

making up 13% of the 
California population 

22MEASURE OF AMERICA

Median Personal Earnings by Metro Area

23MEASURE OF AMERICA

DC
$42,000
(¥5 m)

Idaho
$23,000 
(¥2.8 m)

THE MEASURE OF AMERICA  |  FOCUS ON CHILDREN

Women’s Earnings Have Grown Steadily But Still Lag 
Behind Men’s Earnings

24MEASURE OF AMERICA
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Who Uses Measure of America Data?

25

academic
53%

public sector
7%

non-profit
15%

private sector
9%

personal or 
other use

16%

Downloads by Type of User Top User Types:

Academic: 
• Research
• Coursework

Personal: 
• General interest
• “to decide where to move”

Non-profits: 
• Grant proposals
• Needs assessments
• Strategic planning

Private Sector: 
• Market research 
• Media 

Public Sector: 
• Government at all levels
• International organizations

Downloads between July 8th, 2012  - October 29th, 2014. N = 1,804

MEASURE OF AMERICA

Average > 2 downloads per day

Main Points So Far

26

• Human development is a new way to think about well-being and 

societal progress

• The Human Development Index is a proxy measure for key 

capabilities of health, education and a decent standard of living

• Since 1960, America’s HD Index value has tripled, while GDP has 

increased nearly five-fold

• MoA research documents major disparities in well-being between 

regions, race and ethnic groups, and women and men

• MoA data is used for a variety of purposes by the private and 

public sectors as well as academia

MEASURE OF AMERICA

Case Study I: 
A Portrait of Sonoma County and 

Local Health Goals

27MEASURE OF AMERICA 28MEASURE OF AMERICA

29MEASURE OF AMERICA

A Portrait of Sonoma County – Key Findings

• Top-ranking East Bennett Valley, with an index value of 8.47, 
is only five miles (8 km) away from bottom-ranking Roseland 
Creek, with an index value of 2.79.

• An entire decade separates the life expectancies in the top 
and bottom census tracts.

• The range in the percentage of adult residents with less than a 
high school diploma is huge, going from a low of 0.4 percent in 
North Oakmont/Hood Mountain to a high of 46.1 percent in 
Roseland Creek.

• Whites in Sonoma earn the most ($36,500 or ¥4.4 m) and 
Latinos the least ($21,500 or ¥2.6 m). Men in Sonoma County 
earn about $8,500 (¥ 1m) more than women at their 
respective medians.

30MEASURE OF AMERICA
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A Portrait of Sonoma County – Participatory 
Process

• Commissioned by Sonoma County Department of Health 
Services (DHS)

• 47-member Leadership Group
• “Pledge of Support” started with endorsement of 49 

organizations and 19 individuals
• “Agenda for Action”

31MEASURE OF AMERICA

A Portrait of Sonoma County – Outreach and 
Preliminary Impacts

• Outreach effort ongoing; 90 public presentations so far 
• Report is widely available, including in Spanish translation

• Next steps are to encourage local ownership of the data and 
then take action to reduce disparities in health and well-being

• Data downloads: grant applications and strategic planning
• County Board of Supervisors decisions

• Restricting use of electronic cigarettes 
• Planning universal, high-quality preschool system

• Other uses:
• Living wage campaign
• “Urban Hike” and school exchanges planned

32MEASURE OF AMERICA

Case Study II: 
Maricopa County, Arizona and the 
Challenge of Youth Disconnection 

33MEASURE OF AMERICA

Who are “Disconnected Youth”?

• 5.8 m young people ages 16-24 not in 
school and not working nationwide

• At risk of not gaining the knowledge, skills
and networks so important for success

• Some may get “reconnected” but many 
never will

• Society pays a price as well:
• Members of the next generation of adults are 

not meeting their full potential
• Financial costs of public services and 

incarceration; foregone income tax revenue
• Loss of global competitiveness

34MEASURE OF AMERICA

Maricopa County – Phoenix Metro Area

35MEASURE OF AMERICA

Halve the Gap – Topline Findings for Phoenix

36MEASURE OF AMERICA

• Ranked 25th out of 25 in the rate of youth 
disconnection among major metro areas in 
the One in Seven report

• 93,000 young people, or more than 17 
percent, are disconnected from school and 
work

• Higher rate of disconnection among young 
women than among young men

• Disproportionately high rate among Latino 
youth especially troubling
• Phoenix metro area ~ 30 percent Latino
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37MEASURE OF AMERICA

Phoenix - Catching Policymakers’ Attention

• Front page news in The Arizona Republic, August 2013
• Poor performance of the Phoenix metro area motivated local 

leaders to take action
• Phoenix Mayor Greg Stanton
• Maricopa County Superintendent of Schools Dan Covey

• Research identified a group that these policymakers had 
a mandate to assist but that had previously been 
invisible to them

• “Disconnected youth” to “Opportunity Youth”?

38MEASURE OF AMERICA

Phoenix – Awareness Raising and Coalition 
Building

Phoenix Disconnected Youth Summits
• May 2014 – 160 participants
• October 2014 – 245 participants
• Working group meetings November and December 2014 to organize 

collective impact strategies

39MEASURE OF AMERICA

Phoenix – Preliminary Impacts 

• Significant ownership of research findings on the part of local 
government (Mayor’s Office, Maricopa County Education 
Services Agency)

• Major convening of youth-serving organizations and community 
leaders to organize a response

• Youth service asset-mapping underway
• Policy response organized around establishing “re-engagement 

centers” for disconnected youth
• Unexpected developments:

• Phoenix participating in Starbucks Solutions Cities initiative
• Rising Youth Theater staging “Disengaged” at Phoenix Center for the Arts

40MEASURE OF AMERICA

Discussion
&

Conclusions

41MEASURE OF AMERICA

• Contrast: Endogenous vs. exogenous origins of research

• Commonalties:
• Local indicators help create local accountability

• Community/elected leaders champion data

• Public sector as initiator and momentum-builder

• Broad coalitions of actors convened to take collective action

• Right issues at the right time?

• Ranking leads to action?

Discussion of the Cases

42MEASURE OF AMERICA
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• Local-area indicators can be used to measure well-being at 

the community-level 
• Can help galvanize cross-community support for new initiatives

• Provide new tools for advocacy, policymaking, strategic planning and 

grantmaking

• Providing accessible research and actionable data

• Our role is to supply this to change makers doing the real 

hard work at the ground level

Conclusions

43MEASURE OF AMERICA

Thank you!
www.measureofamerica.org

@MOA_org

patrick@measureofamerica.org
44MEASURE OF AMERICA
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Comments and questions on a paper 
presented by Mr. Patrick N. Guyer

Yumiko Okamoto
Professor, Doshisha University

December 15, 2014

Comment  

• Enjoyed reading your paper and listening to your 
presentation very much.

① From developing countries  
to developed countries

② An innovative approach to solve the disparities 
of well‐being between regions, race and ethnic 
groups, and women and men 

(A shift from a top‐down to 
a bottom‐up approach?) 

Question 1

• Since 1960,  America’s HD Index value has 
tripled, while GDP has increased nearly five‐
fold. 

出所：Ian BremmerのFACEBOOKサイト
（平成２６年４月８日付け）

4

Question 2  

• Why were these two places chosen as case 
studies?  

Question 3

• Two cases make a contrast: endogenous vs. 
exogenous origins of research.   I wonder 
whether that makes a difference.

Question 4

• You mentioned in your paper that the 
leadership of local government and the pre‐
existing momentum for certain policy was 
essential to trigger a series of changes at the 
community level.   Would you please 
elaborate on this?  If those preconditions do 
not prevail at the community level, what do 
you do?

Question 5

• What is the most difficult part of your work or 
the process?
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（c）．記録

Takayoshi Kusago

Okay. Good afternoon everyone, now I’d like to start today’s seminar. My name is Takayoshi 

Kusago. I’m a Professor and a core member of Inter-Disciplinary Study Group for Action 

Research on Citizen Autonomy and Community Empowerment.

We are part of the Institute of Economic and Political Studies at Kansai University. I’m today’s 

moderator of this seminar. At the beginning, we’d like to have all of your understanding and 

comprehension about the recording of this seminar. So, as usual, we record with this voice 

recording machine and also we also capture this part of the session by video and occasionally 

we take picture by the building, standing by the side of this room. So, if anyone of you doesn’t 

feel comfortable taking a picture of you. Please let us know.

Today we are very fortunate to have excellent guest; a speaker from the United States, Mr. 

Patrick Guyer, who kindly accepted our invitation to speak about innovative case studies done 

by his research team, Measure of America, SSRC. And also we are very fortunate to have an 

excellent commentator from Doshisha University, Professor Yumiko Okamoto.

Then, we’ll explain how we proceed today’s seminar. So, first we will request Mr. Guyer for his 

presentation about 75 or 80 minutes and after his presentation we have a short break about 

between 5 to 10 minutes. Then, after the break we invite Professor Okamoto for her comments 

on his presentation. Then, after her comments, Mr. Guyer will respond to some of the 

comments by Professor Okamoto. After that we will open the floor for further discussion and I 

will invite all of you to participate with your views on this presentation; evaluation.

So, let me introduce Mr. Guyer’s profile briefly. So, Mr. Patrick Guyer is the Chief Statistician 

and leads the qualitative and quantitative research and analysis efforts for Measure of America. 

He has also been a lecturer in the Children and Youth Studies Program at Brooklyn College of 

City University of New York and he served as a coordinator and a consultant to UNICEF and 

UN/DESA and worked as a researcher with the Economic and Social Rights Empowerment 

Initiative and Mr. Guyer holds a Bachelor of Arts in political science from McGill University, 

Canada, and a Master of Arts from the Graduate Program in the International Affairs from The 

New School in New York City. So, Mr. Guyer, now the floor is yours.

Patrick Guyer

Great! Thank you and good afternoon everybody. Is my voice coming through okay? Great! So, 

thank you very much for the kind introduction and, most of all, for the very kind invitation to be 

here. It’s really quite a pleasure to bring this work of ours from the United States to Japan and I 
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very much appreciate you all coming out. I hope you’ll find this interesting and informative and I 

look forward to our Q&A that we will get to a little bit later.

So, as Professor Kusago mentions, my name is Patrick Nolan Guyer, I’m the Chief Statistician 

for Measure of America, which is a project of the Social Science Research council based in 

New York and today I will be telling you a little bit about our work; Measure of America’s work 

on gauging wellbeing and opportunity in the United States and I’ll be telling you a bit about the 

concepts and the theory that underlies our work, how we have applied that to different 

communities around the country and also some of the preliminary impacts that that work 

seems to be having at this local level or community level and I’ll illustrate that through two 

cases.

So, just briefly to summarize I will be telling you a bit more about Measure Of America, we’ll be 

talking about the human development and capabilities approach; which is the theoretical 

background for our research.

I will show you a few slides to give you a human development snapshot of the United States 

drawn from some of our recent research and then we look at some of the case studies one of 

which is for a County in California called Sonoma, where our work has been used to help 

support public policy efforts towards very ambitious public health goals. And then second to 

Maricopa County in Arizona which is more or less synonymous with the City of Phoenix, one of 

our larger metropolitan areas, and the challenge of reconnecting young people who have 

become disconnected from education and employment.

We’ll have a brief discussion and a comparison of these two cases, some conclusions that I’m 

going to get to the discussion with Professor Okamoto and questions from you that I look 

forward to very much. So, let’s begin.

Measure of America is a non-profit, non-partisan research group. We have been a project of 

the Social Science Research Council since 2008. Our origins began outside of that. In 2006, we 

were established as an independent non-profit group. And our mission is to perform accessible 

research that addresses the distribution of well-being and opportunity in the United States and 

this is inspired in large part by the work of United Nations Development Programme’s Human 

Development Reports Series that some of you may be familiar with. And this, of course, also 

draws on the same theoretical background as ours, the human development and capabilities 

approach to development.

Here are just some thumb nails of a few of our publications from the past few years. I have a 

couple of examples here, if anybody would like to take a look a little later. So, our mission is to 

provide easy-to-use methodologically rigorous data-driven tools for understanding well-being 
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and opportunity in America. And through these evidence-based reports and online tools we try 

to breathe life into numbers we’d like to see using data to help identify areas of need, pinpoint 

levers for change and track progress over time to see if the kinds of changes that we would 

hope to happen are actually happening.

So, a little more about this human developments and capabilities approach. Formally defined, 

human development is the process of improving people’s well-being and enlarging their 

freedoms and opportunities, so this is a way of thinking about the development that’s very 

much based on thinking about freedoms, thinking about what people and communities are free 

to do or become, so this is quite a departure from more traditional, financially or economically 

focused views of development.

It puts people, as opposed to the economy, at the center of the analysis and human 

development is something that is expanded by the things that we do ourselves, by the 

decisions that we make in our personal agency and also the conditions and institutions around 

us be they economic, social, political, etcetera. So, just to put this into contrast, the traditional 

approach, thinking about development, asks the question, how is the economy doing and we 

have some very well-used and time-worn approaches to gauging that; the things like gross 

domestic product.

Human development asks a different question which is, how are people doing? How are 

communities and individuals doing? And there are very different ways that we go about 

answering that question. Our work proposes one way to go about that.

Where did this approach come from? This is very much rooted in the philosophical work of 

people like Nobel Laureate from Amartya Sen; Martin Nussbaum is another major name in this 

field, although they are only two of many, so this capabilities framework is firmly rooted in the 

thinking of some very advanced theorists. Actually, measuring this human development was 

pioneered at the United Nations where human development reports have been produced for 

the globe every year since 1990.

And more than 135 countries have had either a country level or some national reports prepared 

for them usually by UNDP regional offices in collaboration with the national level groups and so 

those national and sublevel reports now total almost 700, I believe. And human development 

has come to be seen as the gold standard for measuring well-being and so we’re very proud to 

be one part of that tradition in applying that concept to the United States.

How was this measured? The capabilities–I regret that this is hard to read. I hope perhaps it’s 

more legible on your handout–but this graphic is simply meant to show that human 

development is a very multifaceted thing, but there are lots of different capabilities that are part 
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of the totality of the kind of life that we would like people to be able to lead and the kinds of 

choices that we would like people to have to expand their own capabilities. So, these identify a 

number of those.

Now, some of these things, like physical safety, political participation, having voice and agency 

are rather difficult to quantify, so although these are all equally important we have to be a little 

bit more specific when it comes to measuring these things with numbers, so we boil these 

down to three core capabilities; not saying that there’s a hierarchy, but simply that this is a 

pragmatic consideration.

So, the three capabilities that we look at; most closely, are the capability to live a long and 

healthy life, to have access to knowledge and to enjoy a decent standard of living; a decent 

standard of material well-being. We can operationalize these concepts with four indicators. Life 

expectancy at birth; measured in years, educational degree attainment of the young population; 

school enrollment for the school age population and this says median personal earnings as a 

proxy for material living conditions.

We then put these indicators on a common scale because these are all in different units so we 

can convert numbers measured in years, percentages and dollars onto a common scale and 

then from that we can calculate a composite indicator called the American Human 

Development Index; which is a measure of all of these things put together. If there are any 

economists or statisticians in the room I realize that’s a very insufficient definition; I’d be happy 

to give you more detail about that if anyone is interested, but for a broad overview that’s the 

main point.

So, what are the benefits of doing this? Looking at development from the Human Development 

perspective and measuring it with a proxy indicator like the Human Development index, 

provides us for one thing with an alternative to GDP, so another indicator; a summary measure 

that we can use to help us think about how well communities are doing? How well people are 

doing as opposed to how well is the economy doing which we have quite a few indicators for 

that already.

Another benefit is that it includes everybody; I’m not sure what the new answers of the 

discussion are in Japan, but in the United States talking about poverty is a very polarizing 

discussion. We tend to think of that as a dichotomy; of communities or individuals who are poor 

compared to those who are not poor but people who are advantaged compared to those who 

are disadvantaged.

And this dichotomist thinking has a lot of negative aspects to it. When we can think about 

something like this in terms of human development, that’s a continuum that every community 
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can see itself on at some point which is a much more holistic and optimistic way to look at 

something like this. And very importantly, it also gets at the multidimensionality of developments 

and human development.

I think as technical experts, policy makers and also in academia it’s very easy for people to 

stay rooted in the world view in which they have been trained, so education experts tend to see 

the technical problems in education as strictly that.

Public health people see problems and relate that to public health; economists and economic 

planners think in economic terms, but human beings experience all of these things at once, so 

individual people and communities see these challenges and experience these challenges as 

one holistic experience of being alive and trying to be successful in a challenging world, so 

putting these different things together; these elements of health, education and income 

together into one measure; how to demonstrate the unity between those things; the 

interconnections between those things and the multidimensionality of both human progress 

and challenges to that.

So, these are some of the main benefits of this new approach.

So, when we apply this to the United States, what do we learn? This is really the interesting 

part. Let’s start – I apologize that is a rather busy slide, but let’s walk through some of the main 

things. This is a time series for the United States as a whole. We have been able to calculate 

using historical records, a time series by a decade, from 1960 up to 2000 and then some more 

frequent points from that year on. And so what do we see? Well, I forgot to tell you, the human 

development index we put on the scale of 0 to 10, where 10 represents the best possible 

outcomes in health education and income.

So, if we look at the United States in 1960 on a scale of 0 to 10; 1.63 is not particularly high, but 

look at how that changes over the decades that follow. So, we’ve come quite a ways; about 

half of the way to what we think is the optimum performance by the year 2010. Now, if we 

decompose that and look at these indicators that make up the human development index we 

can see some more specific things. For example, since 1960, we’ve seen a gain of more than 9 

years in life expectancy; so almost a decade of additional life expectancy; that’s pretty 

remarkable.

If we look at educational attainment, similarly, we see some very dramatic change over the 

course of those decades, so if we look just at the percentage of adults who have never 

completed high school or never completed secondary education. In 1960, that was more or less 

the norm, almost 6 out of 10 adults had never completed a high school diploma or a higher 

degree. By the time we get to 2010 that percentage has shrunk to a distinct minority and, in 
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fact, education at higher levels, at post-secondary levels have more than tripled, so quite a bit 

of progress there.

If we look at the income component though; the material standards of living dimension and I 

should note that these are in constant 2010 dollars that these numbers have been adjusted for 

inflation, we see pretty rapid progress over these decades, the 1970s was a bit of a difficult one 

for us economically, so there wasn’t much of a change from 1970 to 1980.

But then ’80 to ’90, ’90 to 2000, but then look what happens after that, we’ve actually seen 

median personal earnings decline; stagnated and declined in real terms since 2000. So, in our 

historical series, 2000 is really the high watermark for the purchasing power of the typical salary 

of the typical worker in the United States and so this is really cause for some concern and we’ll 

see this reflected on some of the next few slides. So, stagnant earnings in recent decades is 

really one of the main things that emerges from our work that we are trying to call attention to.

Another way to visualize the data on the previous slide is to graph it, so here we have the 

same time series, 1960 to 2010, and what we’re comparing here is percent change in gross 

domestic product to the size of our national economy; again in constant dollars, compared to 

growth in the human development index. And one interesting thing is that at the beginning of 

this time series from 1960 to 1980, you can see that the slope of both lines tracks very closely. 

So, it was the case at one point that the economic growth tracked very closely with growth in 

human products.

However, that changed and changed quite dramatically from the 1980s on. Happily we’ve still 

seen growth in human development, but it hasn’t been anything like the growth that we’ve seen 

in GDP. Recessions notwithstanding, by the end of this time series we’ve seen gross domestic 

product increase by over 360% compared to the 1960 benchmark, whereas human 

development has only been still; this is quite an increase but comparatively speaking has only 

increased about 200%.

So, what do we make of this decoupling? A lot of this is really attributable to that stagnation and 

then decline in median personal areas that we saw in the previous slide. So, that’s something 

to be concerned about and something that we dig into more substantively in many of our 

reports.

What about the regional dimensions of this? This, of course, is a map of the 50 states; we 

include Washington DC among them, by convention. And what you’re looking at is the human 

development index mapped by state; darker colors represent higher scores; so that’s better. 

And the top ranked state on our index is Connecticut and there are some here in the Northeast, 

among a number of other states that also do quite well.
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The bottom ranked states; the last time we ran the numbers was Mississippi in the deep south 

along the Gulf of Mexico; the Gulf Coast and just to position this; to put this in a bit of a 

historical context, the human development index score that we see from Mississippi today is 

very similar to the score for the entire US in 1990. The 1990 may not seem like a very long time 

ago, but in terms of human development progress that’s actually quite a step back from where 

we are today as a nation. So, the fact that we have examples of such progress and as 

alongside states that are really stuck in human development terms at a point where the nation 

is all it was well over 20 years ago is very troubling.

I have a few more slides here to give us a bit more detail about what this really means. So, let’s 

look at the health division. Here, once again, we’re mapping by states; life expectancy at birth, 

the high and the low are already noted here. For any cartographers in the room, obviously this 

map is not quite correct in terms of projection, but just so we don’t lose Hawaii and Alaska, 

together we’ve nestled them in there. So, life expectancy by state is highest in Hawaii, over 81 

years, so that’s approaching levels that we see in a country here like Japan, which is I’m sure 

many of you are well aware; does very well in international league tables of life expectancy.

At the other end of the spectrum though is–this may be familiar–Mississippi with a life 

expectancy of only 75, so that’s more than 6 years less just by states. So, if we could compare 

life expectancy in Hawaii to Japan, we could also compare life expectancy in Mississippi to a 

country like Mexico; a country which in GDP per capita terms is significantly poor than we are 

and faces a lot more public health challenges than most parts of the United States. So, we 

have really quite a world of difference in the kinds of longevity outcomes that we see by state.

Another thing to point out here is that while the geographic distribution of states, where life 

expectancy is comparatively strong, there is a bit of a concentration up here in the Northeast, 

the upper Midwest and some of the states in the Rocky Mountain and West Coast regions are 

pretty good. There’s really a concentration, geographically speaking with the states, where life 

expectancy outcomes are low and that’s really in the same Gulf Coast region; states like 

Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas, and then extending upwards into the Appalachian region; so 

there’s really a geographic concentration of deprivations in the field of health.

And this is not new really, but one value that our work adds is that no other organization 

currently calculates life expectancy at birth by states or by any geography smaller than states. 

So, this information is really in much demand for groups trying to improve the situation because 

our federal government does not actually publish these statistics itself.

Just to give you another sense of how we can look at these disparities; this is life expectancy 

at birth or the country as a whole by major race and ethnic groups. So, life expectancy for all 

American residents is just under 79 years, as we said a few slides back; that’s quite a bit of 
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improvement over where we’ve been historically, although compared to other countries in the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development or other high-income countries; it’s 

actually not so good at all. Quite a number of countries with quite lower levels of GDP per 

capita and longer life expectancies. But then if we break this out by race and ethnic group, you 

can see that there’s quite a bit of variation here as well.

The groups with the greatest challenge in this area are African-Americans with a life 

expectancy less than 75 years, Asian-Americans as a group having the longest life expectancy 

of over 86.5 years. And some surprising findings within that; one thing that we find again and 

again that tends to surprise audiences is that Latinos, who as a group tend to have greater 

challenges in terms of educational attainment and poverty than the population as a whole 

actually outlive whites by over 4 years and that’s something that we see again and again in our 

studies of specific states and counties.

And then the gap, overall, is quite remarkable also. So, if we compare Asian-Americans to 

African-Americans, the groups with the highest and lowest life expectancies respectively, that’s 

a 12-year gap between those 2 groups which is really quite remarkable.

So, we have within; we break this average down; this is just one way that we can do that, we 

see some examples of communities that are having exceptional life expectancy outcomes, 

sometimes living next door to members of groups with experiencing severe health challenges. 

And what makes up these outcomes is a whole collage of factors and many different factors 

rooted in economics and social composition, in environments; both social environment and the 

built environment; that contribute to these outcomes, we can talk about some of them later 

perhaps, but just as a starting point these disparities are really quite striking.

Let’s look at a few indicators of education now. Back to our state map. Here, we’re looking at 

postsecondary attainment by state, so this is the percentage of adults who have completed at 

least a bachelor’s degree or a first postsecondary degree, we have the high and the low 

identified here.

The highest pointing to Washington DC which is a little bit too small graphically to really be 

seen on the map, but that’s where it is between Virginia and Maryland and the low is 

geographically very close in West Virginia. What this means in numeric terms is that the 

percentage of adults with at least some college degree is as low as about 17.5% in West 

Virginia and it’s high as 50.1% in Washington DC, so really quite some tremendous variation in 

just that one educational indicator by state.

Now, what if we went one level further down. If you’ve been to the US or have studied the US, 

you may know that we have sub-states, geographic units called counties. In some states like 
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Louisiana, they are called parishes, but it’s basically the same thing. Usually, they have limited 

political jurisdiction and limited legal jurisdiction over certain areas of policy. But it’s a unit that 

most Americans are familiar with, so we may not know in what electoral district we live or any 

number of other political designations, but pretty much everybody knows what county they live 

in or work in.

So, we have over 3000 counties, so this allows us to really look at a much more micro level and 

here the disparity is even greater, so if we look at the county with the lowest postsecondary 

educational attainment in the Appalachian region of Kentucky, Clinton County, fewer than 4% of 

adults have completed college and university, so if you rounded up a random sample of a 100 

residents; adult residents, fewer than 4, well 4, rounding up to the nearest integer would have a 

diploma of that level.

However, if you went a couple of 100 miles away to the city of Falls Church in Virginia which is 

a very affluent suburb of Washington DC, 71% of adults have completed college and university; 

and many of them with a higher degree. So, that’s really the norm, 7 out 10 adults have attained 

that level in that one community. So, here when we zoom down another level, those disparities 

become even wider and this is another theme that we see repeated again and again in our 

work.

This is just a bit of a detour, still on the theme of education, but I thought this might be 

interesting to you. This comes from a very recent report we’ve just done on California and I 

wanted to talk just a bit about demographics and educational attainment of Asian-American 

ancestry groups in California.

When we talk about race, I realize that that may be a concept that is not so familiar to you as it 

is to us because that’s such a dominant part of our reality in the United States. But we can also 

go within these groups, so we looked at, for example, life expectancy for Asian-Americans. To 

a limited extent, we can look at more specific groups within that and the way we usually think 

about that in our statistical system is to think about ancestry groups.

So, for immigrants who were born abroad that could be their country of origin or for native-born 

American citizens that could be the country from which – the contemporary country from which 

their ancestors came, so if we use California as a test; California is our most populous state, 

and we’ve just done quite a bit of research for it so I thought I would pull this out.

So, California, home to about 38 million people also has more Asian-Americans than any other 

state. They make up about 13% of the total population. If we look at the ancestry groups, so 

this sums to the total of Asian-Americans in California, I realize this is a bit small, you can see 

that Mainland Chinese and Filipino make up the largest two ancestry groups for Asian-
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Americans in California, each comprising about a quarter of the total.

And then other groups smaller, Asian-Americans of Japanese ancestry are about 217,000, so 

quite a small percentage of that total, but then if we look at the educational attainment of the 

adults in those groups, we see quite a diversity of outcomes and I should start that by saying 

that Asian-Americans in California, as in other states, as a whole have extremely high levels of 

educational attainment and generally very high levels of human development outcomes across 

the board and I realize this may not be legible in the back, but if you can see on your slide and 

I’ll try to walk you through, but if we get beyond that average we see quite some disparities 

here as well within and between these different Asian-American ancestry groups, so groups 

like Japanese, Filipino, Korean and Asian-Indian or individuals who can trace their origins to 

the Indian subcontinent have exceptionally high levels of educational attainment.

So, for Japanese-Americans, for example, more than 50% have completed a Bachelor’s degree 

or higher. Among Indians or people of Indian ancestry, 71% but then as we look at some of the 

smaller groups who perhaps not inconsequentially have also tended to have been in the US for 

shorter periods of time; groups like the Vietnamese, the Hmong or Cambodians, it’s a very 

different picture there. So, for example, among people of Cambodian ancestry in California, 

only about two-thirds or less than two-thirds have completed high school and only about 16% a 

college or university degree.

So again, if we get beyond that average we see quite a diversity of experiences looking at 

these individual ancestry groups within the Asian-American population in California.

Let’s move on to talk about material living standards; just a little bit here. The proxy indicator 

that we use for material standards of living is median personal earnings, so this is median 

earnings from work or income from work. So here, we are considering salaries and wages, 

other forms of income are not part of this, so income from sources such as rents or dividends, 

investments are not included, the net of taxes and transfers is not included so this is a minimal 

definition of income.

However, for Americans, earnings from work are the largest single component of income. And 

this is also a statistic that comes from a very robust survey that allows us to disaggregate 

meaningfully by gender as well as a number of other characteristics. So, it’s very versatile and 

we can do a number of comparisons with it, so that’s why we prefer to use it.

So again, looking at this by state, we’ve identified the high and the low; the high, once again, is 

pointing at Washington DC, the low here is Idaho, a very raw ［ph］ state in the Rocky 

Mountains and I put the approximate Yen equivalent here hoping that that might just help make 

this a bit more relatable. These are market exchange rates, not purchasing power parity, but I 
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believe there would be a ballpark pretty similar.

So, if we look at the state with the lowest median earnings; Idaho, that’s only about $23,000 a 

year or approximately ¥2.8 million. If we go over to DC, very ballpark terms that’s approaching 

twice that amount, so median earnings of $42,000 a year or roughly ¥5 million per year, so quite 

a bit of disparity even at the state level in just this one indicator.

So, as I mentioned, one thing that we like about median personal earnings is that we can break 

it apart in a variety of different ways to look at disparities in things like earnings by gender and 

this is another time series which is admittedly a bit out of date; we need to extend it, but at 

least this shows us how things have changed from the early 1970s up to the time of the great 

recession, 2008, where what we are looking at is the progression of the median personal 

earnings of men in the labor market compared to the median personal earnings of women; and 

then this black line in the middle is both combined.

And again, these are in constant dollars, so this has taken the effects of inflation into account 

already. And what’s interesting about this to me is that if we look just at the top line; just median 

personal earnings for men, you can see there’s some fluctuation that roughly tracks to the 

business cycle, but the end point, if you trace this back over, is essentially at the beginning as 

well. So, when we’re thinking about this in inflation-adjusted terms in real dollars, the median 

earnings of men in the American economy have really not gone up in any kind of durable way 

since about the early 1970s. Now, what about the picture for women? Well, this is quite a bit 

different.

If we could fit a regression line to this, you would see a modest but positive slope and then 

where that leaves us with our interpretation of the mid-point is that to the extent that median 

personal earnings for all workers have increased, that really just reflects the increased earnings 

of women.

And that’s a function of a number of things; two of the main ones are increased female 

participation in the labor market for one and also increased levels of human capital of those 

women when they enter the labor market, so since the 1970s, we’ve seen tremendous changes 

in the gender composition of higher education, so women now outnumber men among 

university students and also outnumber men among university graduates.

So, women have made great gains in the past couple of decades in terms of their educational 

achievement and also their position economically in the work force. However, where this leaves 

us is still with a sizable gap, as you can see, and pay equity remains a major challenge that we 

have.
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The reasons for this gap are many and we can talk about those later, but we have still 

obviously not come to a point where the median earnings for men and women are the same.

If we could control for all the factors it could be explaining part of that difference, we would find 

that if you could control for things like educational attainment, employment level, time on job, 

etcetera, etcetera, those would whittle down that difference, but there is still a gap even when 

all of those other independent variables are controlled for and that is something that is still of 

great concern to us; it’s something that we still seek to document in all of our work, but it is 

interesting to take this historical perspective into account. So, if people have questions about 

this, perhaps we can come back to that later.

Just a few other comments to round out our human development snapshot. I wanted to tell you 

a little bit about who actually uses this information. So, we’ve produced a lot of information and 

we make almost all of it available for free because we want people to use it and so since 2012; 

July 2012, we’ve been tracking people that download our data, so although it’s free of charge 

we do ask them to tell us a little bit about who they are and what they would like to actually do 

with this.

When I did this analysis that was beginning of November, so these numbers reflect downloads 

from the middle part of 2012 to the fall of this year and in that time we had about 1800 

downloads, so that’s just a little more than 2 every single day which is pretty exciting.

And in terms of who is taking this information and what they are doing with it is you can see the 

biggest single slice is academia and this accounts for researchers, professional academics as 

well as students and we are very gratified to see that a number of professors have made our 

work required reading in their courses, many students download it for statistics or public policy, 

political science or even GIS mapping, so that’s always fun to hear about.

The second biggest slice is personal use, so a lot of just regular people download our 

information to satisfy their own curiosity, more than a few have said that they intend to use our 

information to decide where to move which was a use we did not anticipate.

Another major group using our data is the nonprofit sector and for them this information is very 

useful for filling our grant proposals, so if you want to write a grant to say that we need to 

address public health in, well, Mississippi, it’s helpful to have numbers to be able to say that 

this is the extent of the problem, so our information is useful for that.

Many also use it for assessing community need and for strategic planning; thinking about how 

they would use their own resources or what kinds of challenges or experience they would like 

to address.
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We also have a lot of interest from the private sector; companies have used our information for 

market research, media companies use it as background for some of their reporting and even 

though the public sector makes up the smallest percentage, this is actually a group of data 

users that we are very excited about, we have had people working with government entities 

from the federal government all the way down to state, city and counties have used this 

information and also international organizations, like the European Commission or the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, so we are deeply gratified that this 

diversity of individuals and organizations use this information and this is just a bit of a 

breakdown of who they are.

So, just to summarize the main points so far before we get to two case studies. Human 

development is, broadly speaking, a new way to think about well-being and society progress. 

The human development index is a proxy measure for key capabilities that we can measure of 

health, education and a decent standard of living.

Thinking back to those first couple of slides about the historical progress, since 1960, America’s 

human development index has tripled; not too bad, but at the same time GDP has increased 

nearly fivefold and remember that in the first two decades of that time series that trend was 

more or less uniform, so something has really changed since 1970-1980, where economic 

growth is no longer translating into growth and human progress and this is something that we 

are very concerned about that we feel really speaks of the importance of this kind of research.

So, our research documents major disparities in well-being between regions, race and ethnic 

groups, and women and men and our data is used for a variety of purposes by actors in both 

the private and public sectors as well as academia as well.

So, now we get to the really interesting part; well, a really interesting part for me, I hope for you 

as well. The first of our case studies is about a report that we did earlier this year called ‘A 

Portrait of Sonoma County’ and how this has been used to help one public health authority, 

advanced and informed policies towards meeting very ambitious health goals, so here is our 

thumb nail of the United States, the icon will show you where California is; which I’m sure most 

of you are well aware.

California has 58 counties; here they are, and Sonoma is here, so this is the San Francisco bay 

area and Sonoma is just to the north. And Sonoma is relatively small in the grand scheme of 

things for California County with just under half a million people, some of who would commute 

to San Francisco for work but most of whom would be working locally if they are in the labor 

force.

Sonoma is a beautiful place and it is also one of the most productive agricultural counties in 
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California which leads the nation in agricultural production is particularly well-known for its 

vineyards and some of the most famous wine makers in California are based there. However, it 

also has a very beautiful coastline on the Pacific as well as San Francisco Bay and also has 

some small, modest sized urban centers such as Petaluma pictured here and the City of 

Sonoma pictured there. So, it’s really a mix of rural, a little bit urban, suburban, ex-urban, no 

big cities but lots of smaller communities and smaller cities.

So, our portrait was done at the invitation of the local public health authority, the County of 

Sonoma Department of Health Services and what they wanted us to do was to help them 

understand what kinds of disparities existed within their community on key health indicators 

and may understand health to be more than just disease and mortality outcomes. They wanted 

to understand what we think of as the social determinants of health which very much includes 

things like levels of education and access to education, income; lack of income and 

opportunities in the labor market and a variety of other things.

So, we looked at women and men, major race and ethnic groups in the county and also 99 

communities that comprised the county and these are relatively small units of just about 5000 

people each so that could either be a small town or a rural region, sparsely populated rural 

region or a section of the city and when we did this we found some very interesting things and 

this is just a summary of some of those key findings, so when we looked at the human 

development index by community we found that the top ranking community on the human 

development index was a place called East Bennett Valley, sort of a suburban community 

outside of the city called Santa Rosa.

On our scale of 2 to 10, it had an index value of 8.47 out of 10, so that’s much higher than the 

top ranked state of Connecticut, so outcomes here are really, really, really high. However, only 

5 miles or about 8 kilometers away you could find the community with the lowest score in one 

neighborhood of the City of Santa Rosa in a place called Roseland Creek, with an index value 

of only 2.79 out of 10 and for context that’s considerably below the score of the lowest ranked 

state, Mississippi.

So, we have a disparity wider than what we see among all the 50 states, only 8 kilometers 

apart in just one section of this one county. So, to be a bit more specific, we also found that an 

entire decade separates the life expectancies of the top and bottom census tracts and that the 

range and the percentage of adults who had never completed the high schools also 

tremendous, so in some of the best off neighborhoods effectively no adults had failed to 

complete high school, so almost everybody had a high school diploma and many of them had 

much higher degrees.

However, in the same Roseland Creek, that did so poorly on the overall index, approaching 
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half of all adults had never completed just a bare bones minimum of a high school diploma, so 

some tremendous variation and a very fundamental educational outcome and then when we 

looked at something like earnings by wage in the city we found that whites in Sonoma had the 

highest median earnings, about 36,500 or roughly ¥4.4 million per year and Latinos make up a 

sizable chunk of the total population; earn the least, only about 21,500 or roughly ¥2.6 million 

and there’s a sizable gender gap in earnings in Sonoma as well, with men earning about $8500 

or roughly ¥1 million more than women at their respective medians.

So, those were some of the key findings in the record. So, what made this report unique? Well, 

there are a couple of aspects. One was that this was the first time that we had been directly 

commissioned by a public health entity or by anybody in the public sector. And in this case the 

commission was from the Sonoma County Department of Health Services.

And they had really done a lot of thinking about why they wanted this and one of the reasons; 

the main reason was that they had come up with a plan in the mid part of 2000s called Health 

Action with the goal of making Sonoma the healthiest County in California by the year 2020 and 

they had done this with the collaboration of a wide range of actors within the county, including 

other government agencies, business leaders, community groups, etcetera.

And so this had been a longstanding plan that they had done a number of initiatives to help 

support and they wanted this information to get that micro level analysis of where the problems 

really were and what kinds of gaps would need to be closed to help move the average for the 

county up, so that was the origin.

To help us do this, they convened a 47-member leadership group of individuals from a wide 

range of organizations around the county who helped us think through what the report should 

address? What kinds of topics needed special attention? And the members of the leadership 

also gave us feedback and comments on early drafts of the report which gave us some really 

invaluable local knowledge and helped steer us in the right direction.

When the report was finally launched in May of this year it began with – this was just a blowup 

of the page – with what was called the “Pledge of Support” and what this was, was a short 

statement saying that we, the undersigns, commit ourselves to using this report in any way that 

we can to help further our collective goal in making Sonoma the healthiest county in California.

And this Pledge of Support at the time of the reports publication was endorsed by 49 

organizations, including educational groups, government agencies, business leaders, media; 

all kinds of different actors and 19 individuals who included educational authorities, mayors of 

local towns and cities, members of city councils; so people who were in a position to affect 

policy. And that really, between the leadership group and the Pledge of Support, gave us a 
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readymade coalition of people who were ready to use the report to take the next step of 

figuring out how to address these disparities, so this was a tremendously exciting experiment 

for us to see what that could achieve.

Our report concluded after going through all of our findings from the research; concluded with 

an agenda for action which was a list of relatively brief policy prescriptions of things that the 

county could actually do; so things that were within the county’s authority to change in public 

policy to help address some of the gaps that our research had uncovered. So, that was 

something that we had done a little bit before, but this was a more robust version of policy 

prescriptions.

So, what’s happened since then? This was really the interesting thing for us because we don’t 

always hear about these things, so in doing a bit of research for this presentation and learning 

some very surprising and very heartening things.

For example, that our partners who had commissioned the report in first place; the Department 

of Health Services, had done 90 public presentations throughout their community since May to 

everybody from town halls of regular citizens, whoever could make time to show up; all the way 

up to local business leaders, so sharing the key findings of the report and really helping people 

become aware of these issues that existed in their communities. Some of which were already 

known, but our report clipped specific data to them in a way that help to make those challenges 

actionable.

Also the report itself is widely available in prints and electronically and has also been translated 

into Spanish; so this is a thumbnail of the Spanish version; Un Retrato Del Condado De 

Sonoma, which is very important because about 20% of the population of Sonoma County 

speaks Spanish as a first language and many of them live in some of the most challenged 

neighborhoods, so this was a key part of making this report accessible.

So, the next steps as the outreach campaign continues are to encourage local ownership of 

the data and then to really help local actors, a variety of local actors take ownership and really 

plan what they’re going do to respond. So, how can these gaps be closed and how can 

different actors in the community contribute to them? From looking at our data downloads of 

people who have downloaded the data from this report, we know that this is already happening 

to an extent, so many different groups are using the information to write grant proposals, to 

obtain funding for different interventions and also strategic planning.

So, we know that some community organizations are using data from the report to rethink how 

they are allocating their own resources and thinking, well, maybe this area is pretty well taken 

care of, but now we know that this community really struggles with access to primary education 
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or with access to health services; so maybe that’s what we need to target, so those kinds of 

conversations are already taking place. Also, we’ve seen a change in policy, the county has 

limited self-governance, the executive body of that county government is called the board of 

supervisors and since the report launch they have made two important decisions that were part 

of our agenda for action.

One was to restrict the use of electronic cigarettes throughout the county, and that happened 

just a few weeks after the report was launched, and the other was to forward our work towards 

implementing the plan to institute a universal high quality preschool throughout the county; just 

a brief note on the US context, this is a very hot issue for us. One way that we are different 

from a lot of other high income countries is that we really lack a lot of the kind of family oriented 

labor market policies that many other countries have instituted.

So, for two working parents having a young child who is not old enough to go to school means 

that you need to find some form of child care or prekindergarten education, if they are ready for 

that, and that is a tremendous financial burden on middle class, working class families, so 

these kinds of systems that are being set up are really a tremendous advantage for working 

class families.

In many cases, for people who are not earning top incomes it can actually make more financial 

sense for one parent to leave the labor market because what they would need to pay for 

private childcare is so much more than what their salary would be after taxes.

So, Sonoma is one case where a system like this is in the process of being built and that’s 

really very exciting; especially because that was one thing that we highlighted in the report. 

And then it’s also interesting to note that the report is being used for things that we didn’t 

anticipate, so while a broad cross section of actors from across the county were involved in 

helping plan the report, in helping giving us feedback on early drafts so we knew that they 

would make use of it. People that we never heard of are using it for very interesting things as 

well.

For example, another hot issue in different places in the United States now is raising the 

minimum wage, so it depends on where you are, but in most places the living wage is less than 

about $8 or $9 an hour, so trying to support a family on that in most places is extremely difficult, 

so there’s a lot grass roots organizing at the city level, at the community level about raising that 

wage floor.

And in Sonoma, there is a coalition fighting for a minimum wage of $15 an hour which would be 

about an increase of one-third for California. And minimum living wage campaigners have used 

our report to make the case for why that’s so important by looking at data that we’ve produced 
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on some communities where earnings are extremely low.

Also, another very interesting plan that’s being made by a local nonprofit group is to organize 

an Urban Hike for people who live in that census tract with the top human development score 

and their neighbors who live in the tract with the lowest. So, you may recall that geographically 

they are very close, those two communities are only 8 kilometers apart, but they probably don’t 

interact with each other very much.

There are major socioeconomic differences, major demographic differences; spatially, the city 

is not really planned for there to be easy transit links between those two communities.

So, groups are organizing chances for people from those two communities to actually meet 

each other, and hopefully form more lasting bonds and to visit each other’s communities and to 

help see firsthand what kinds of assets and what kinds of challenges they each face; and 

another school group is planning a similar thing for high school students where students from 

those two communities would visit each other’s homes and schools with the same goal of 

fostering those connections and we think both of those are excellent ideas.

Let’s move on to the second case and then after that we’ll have a wrap up and then we’ll get to 

the discussion.

So, the second case is Maricopa County, Arizona and the Challenge of Youth Disconnection. 

This is a bit of a different indicator and I’ll tell you a bit more about that in a second.

So, who are disconnected youth? Here, we count young people between the ages of 16 and 24 

who are not working and also not studying. So, they are not enrolled in school and either 

unemployed or not in the labor force. Now, why this matters is because the 16 to 24 age group 

is really a point of major transition for teens and young adults. So, young people who are 

disconnected from what we call these anchor institutions of school and work are at risk of not 

gaining the knowledge, skills and networks that are so important to success and not just 

success in the work force, success in life, socially and professionally.

So, we know that some of these young people; disconnection is a temporary thing; so maybe 

you are not in school, you had a job, you lost it and you just haven’t got around to applying for 

things again. Your period of disconnection may be brief but we know from a lot of other 

research on the subjects that for many that becomes a much more long-lasting condition that 

will have serious ramifications on your ability to get reconnected. So having a long spell of not 

being in employment on your resume is actually an impediment to getting hired, right.

And we know that there are a lot of other negative externalities that follow from that and it’s not 
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just for the young people themselves, society also pays a price; so we run the risk of having a 

large number of young people disconnected and that number is currently more than five and a 

half million nationwide. This runs the risk that many members of the next generation of adults 

will not be able to realize their full potential, either professionally or personally.

We know that there are tangible financial costs in terms of higher need for public service, 

utilization, higher rates of incarceration and also forgone income tax revenue from young 

people who are not earning an income. And what all this can culminate for, in the worst case 

scenario, is that this loss of potential leads to a loss of competitiveness for our work force in a 

globalized economy.

So, we have dedicated two reports to this topic; one called, “One In Seven” which is a 

reference to the proportion of young people nationwide who are not in work and not in school, 

so that’s about just a little under 15% and we followed that up with another report which came 

out in 2013 called “Halve the Gap by 2030–Youth Disconnection in America’s Cities,” in which 

we looked not only at the proportion of young people disconnected by major city, which was 

also the framing for this one, but also at neighborhoods within those cities and what the gaps 

were between them.

So, our case for looking at this youth issue is Maricopa County, which is synonymous for 

Phoenix metro area; once again the icon is showing us Arizona in the southwestern part of the 

United States. Arizona has 15 counties of which Maricopa is the most populous, here it is, and 

along with neighboring Pinal County that makes up the Phoenix metro area. You use the 

Phoenix skyline and the whole metro area, the city proper as well as its outlined suburbs, has 

about 4.4 million people that makes it the 12th largest metropolitan region in the United States.

So, here are a few things that we found about challenges facing youth in the Phoenix area. In 

our first report, One in Seven, in which we looked at youth disconnection in the 25 largest 

metropolitan areas, Phoenix ranked 25th, so that’s not where you would want to be, if you’re 

Phoenix, so it had the highest rate of youth disconnection out of all the major cities, in the 

nation. 93,000 young people or more than 17% of that 16 to 24 age group were found to be 

disconnected from school and work.

Interestingly, we found that Phoenix had a higher rate of disconnection among young women 

than among young men, that’s the reverse of what we found in most places, and there is some 

evidence that higher teen birth rates in Phoenix could be contributing to that. So, Phoenix has 

a higher rate of teen births than other cities and for many young women that signals, especially 

for those who are already facing challenges that for many it can be a very strong reason to 

step back from schooling and from work to provide primary childcare for their baby.
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We also found that there were disproportionally higher rates of youth disconnection among 

Latinos, which is especially troubling because Phoenix is more than 30% Latino. So, that in and 

of itself may be driving the high rate. So, if you look at Phoenix on this side bar, percentages 

for Phoenix in black and United States as a hole in grey, you can see that by race and ethnic 

group the rates for whites and African-Americans are both probably proportional, although 

they’re all too high, but in Phoenix, Latinos have much higher rates of youth disconnection than 

in the nation as a whole. So, that 22.3% of Latinos in Phoenix disconnected compared to about 

18% nationwide.

And just to give you a sense spatially, here we’ve zoomed in on the Phoenix metro area, this is 

the centre of the city and then suburbs to the north and the south, and what I wanted to show 

you on this slide is that we see, even in a city like Phoenix, some pretty large disparities 

geographically in the rate of youth disconnection.

So, once again, here the darker colors are representing better outcomes and lighter colors 

worse. So, if we look at some of the northern suburbs; places like Scottsdale and Fountain 

Hills. Fewer than 6% of the young people are disconnected from school or work. If we look at 

an area like South Phoenix, that’s almost a third, so almost one out of every three young 

people are disconnected in the city of Phoenix proper and South Phoenix, so some very large 

disparities by geography within the city.

So, what’s happened on the ground, since we did all this research?

Well, we were very interested to learn that actually quite a bit had happened that much of 

which we were unaware of before making some calls. So, we did know this that our first report 

made the front page of a newspaper called “The Arizona Republic” in the summer of 2013, 

that’s the largest newspaper by circulation, in Arizona, and that article; this is a thumbnail of 

that, really drove home the message that Phoenix had a big problem, and a bigger problem 

than a lot of other major cities. And with some very empathetic reporting, the reporter found a 

number of disconnected youth and interviewed them and talked about the challenges that they 

faced and it was really an unusually good article.

So, that was very gratifying to us and that also caught the attention of a number of very 

important policymakers in Phoenix, among them; the Mayor, a mayor named Greg Stanton and 

also the local Superintendent of School, so the chief person responsible for public education, 

his name is Dan Covey and the one thing that really helped people like Mayor Stanton and 

Superintendent Covey, really take ownership of this information is that this identified a group 

that these policy makers and the bureaucracies that they ran had a mandate to assist, but 

because they never really looked at the data in this way, they didn’t really know that this 

population existed.
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So they knew that thousands of young people were dropping out of Phoenix high schools, but 

they didn’t really know what had happened to them since, and many of those young people 

were making up the ranks of those 93,000 disconnected youth that our research documented.

They also had a very pragmatic concern and so I put this as a bit of a question mark, because 

we don’t really know exactly what they were thinking but some of the negative way to think 

about this population is young people who are disconnected but they like to think about the 

opportunity of what could happen if they are reconnected to educational and employment 

opportunities and one particular challenge facing Phoenix is that it was one of the city’s most 

hardly hit or most harshly hit by the recession that we had from 2007 to 2009.

And policymakers, like the Mayor, see a very central role for the local labor force in attracting 

business and investment to help get the city’s economy back on track and so a part of their 

plan is, well, if can reengage with 90,000 disconnected youth and help them get into some kind 

of training to give them the skills to meet the demands of the contemporary economy, then that 

can be a big part of a strategy for regaining our competitiveness, for regaining our economic 

edge.

So, part of their motivation may be based on their interpretation of their mandates, may be just 

based on their own ideology or philosophy but it may also be very pragmatic concern as well. 

This is a group that we could really help become a group of people that will help us get our city 

back on its feet economically.

So, what have they done? In the past year there have been two major summits organized in 

Phoenix, organized by the county’s educational authority; the first one was held in May, had 

about a 160 participants, including my boss, Christian Lewis, who was invited to come as one 

of the authors of that report that generated all this interest in the first place and the main 

summit was really about spreading the word about this challenge, and convening members of 

other sectors of society. So, other government institutions, businesses, service providing 

organizations, community groups and others to bring them up to speed on this challenge and 

the extent of the challenge.

The second workshop, which was quite a bit larger and held in October, was about strategizing 

for what to do about it, and one of the things that they did was invite policymakers from other 

cities that had devised smart ways of thinking about this in their own local contexts, to share 

their experiences with policymakers in Phoenix and since then in November and also this 

month, smaller working groups have been meeting to help devise a collective impact strategy.

So, we’ve seen even though nobody in Phoenix was initially aware of our work, and we weren’t 

aware of their interest. We’ve see a tremendous amount of buy-in from very important 
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policymakers in the city and Maricopa County and some very tangible efforts on their part to 

put together a response.

And so where has this taken us so far? As I said, we’ve seen significant ownership of the 

research findings on the part of local government, in different parts of it and as a response; 

we’ve seen a major convening of youth serving organizations and community leaders to figure 

out what to actually do about it.

One of the things that they’re doing which is smart; one of those things you think, well, it’s kind 

of amazing this hasn’t been done already; is it they are trying to map what kinds of assets 

already exist in their community because there are organizations that work with youth; that do 

educational re-entry for people who have dropped out of high school, that help jobless young 

people get connected with employment opportunities, but they don’t necessarily know about 

each other and they don’t necessarily work together.

So, one of the things that the city is doing as a starting point is just to map, making a database 

and then also actually putting points on the map. Where are these resources located? Who do 

they serve? How could their efforts reinforce each other? And how can local government 

facilitate that? So, that’s an important first step.

Policymakers are also coming up with a plan to create, what they’re calling reengagement 

centers across the City of Phoenix; these will be physical places and offices, where young 

people can come by and get connected with some of these services that actually help them 

return to study, to help them plan a way to get the skills that they would like to have or to help 

them enroll in an educational program. So, that’s something that’s being developed right now 

and will hopefully be rolled out soon.

And much like in Sonoma, we’ve also seen some unexpected developments with this. The 

major international coffee retailer Starbucks is sponsoring an initiative for cities in the United 

States to put forward a plan that Starbucks will help them fund and carry out. And so Phoenix 

was selected as one of the cities for their initiative and the City of Phoenix put together a plan 

to do something about the youth disconnection with that sponsorship.

So, with the corporate sponsor they’re starting to put together a series of activities on Youth 

disconnection. And also right now, as we speak, a youth theater troupe is staging a production 

in Phoenix at the Phoenix Center for the Arts called Disengaged which is about young people’s 

experiences and reactions to being disconnected. So, this is another thing that we knew 

nothing about, but another way that people who have been inspired by this research by taking 

this issue forward and helping bring more attention to it.
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So, just a few brief thoughts, to conclude here; when we think about these two cases next to 

each other, one of the major contrasts which jumped out at us, was the origin of this research.

So, in the first case in Sonoma, we had a very well connected health bureaucracy that invited 

us to do this research for a very specific task and helped put together a coalition of groups to 

guide that process and then to use the information once it was ready. In Phoenix, however, this 

was a research project that we undertook on our own accord that happened to catch the 

attention of people who were motivated to do something about it and they have done the 

legwork of putting together a similar kind of coalition in Phoenix to take action on this youth 

disconnection challenge.

However, there are a lot more commonalities than differences; one is the simple fact that I 

would argue that local indicators help create local accountability for the conditions those data 

describe and this, I think, is a very important conclusion from this work. Another thing that 

comes through in both of these cases is the importance of having high profile individuals, 

elected or not, who really take ownership and champion the data and say, “This is important; 

everybody in our community needs to know about it.”

Another commonality is the role of the public sector as the initiator and momentum builder but 

not the sole actor. However, in both cases government entities have been the one to start the 

process and then attracted the attention and efforts of other organizations from within and also 

outside of government to help put together and implement a response to the kinds of 

challenges that our work has identified and that speaks to the importance of building these 

broad coalitions from across sectors to take a collective action.

Two other things that made very well maybe factors here are also picking good issues at the 

right time, for example. So, in Sonoma our agenda for action touched on a few things that 

we’ve been very happy to see a response to already; things like restricting tobacco use in 

public spaces and putting together a plan to roll out this universal preschool program. But this 

research isn’t happening in a vacuum, there was already a lot of research and advocacy on 

both those issues already. So, perhaps we can’t really parse out exactly what our contribution 

is, but we at least feel that it’s safe to say we are contributing to the existing momentum to 

push for change in those two areas.

Another point, which is something of some debate, is the role of rankings and encouraging 

action. So, for example, that newspaper headline helped to catch the mayor’s attention because 

Phoenix ranked 25th out of 25 cities. We’ll never know but maybe that wouldn’t have been quite 

so shocking to him if Phoenix had been 20th out of 25 or 15th out of 25; we’ll never know.

But it does seem to suggest that at least in some cases ranking places against one another 
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can help create a bit of a competitive spirit where people or communities would find themselves 

lower on that list than they would want to be, feel that they really need to do something to 

change that. So, that’s something to look into more but perhaps this an example when that is 

the case.

And then in conclusion, we feel that these two cases demonstrate that local area indicators can 

be used effectively to measure well-being at the community level. We feel that in both cases 

having the data and the analysis and the reports has helped to galvanize support from across 

the both communities; to support new initiatives and then it has also provided new tools for 

advocacy, for making policy, for planning and also for grant making. And we know from what 

we see in our data downloads that the people are using information for all of those purposes. 

Providing accessible research and actionable data, I think, is also very important to whatever 

success is coming from these two cases.

Accessibility is key and that means not only translating things into Spanish, but also writing 

reports that are understandable to people who are not experts. Most of the people who have 

done the most with our research are not experts themselves; they may be experts in public 

policy, but they are not statistical experts, but trying to put the information in a way you don’t 

need to have a Ph.D. in statistics to understand, I think, is key to having that be used by a 

wider range of actors.

And also measuring things which are actionable because that really helps people figure out, 

well, how do we take this finding and how do we do something about it. And then, finally, just a 

note to say that to the extent that any of these things are moving towards positive policy 

change and better human development outcomes in these communities is really do the 

extremely hard and dedicated work of people who have been doing this work in those 

communities for years.

Our role of supplying some information to facilitate this change is really just a very small part, 

so I don’t want to overstate our role. Although we are very gratified to see that people do 

mention us and do cite us as inspiration or a data source or a key citation, but really change is 

being made by local players in these communities and it is really our pleasure to help facilitate 

their work and inform them in any way that we can.

That’s it for my remarks, I thank you very much for attending today, I look forward to our 

discussion. If you are interested to learn more please visit us; most of our reports and all of the 

data are available for free, so if you’d like use it or review it you’re very welcome to. You can 

follow us on twitter if you tweet and you’re also very welcome to be in touch with me if you 

have any questions now or in the future. So, thank you very much. I look forward to our 

discussion.



178

Takayoshi Kusago

Well, thank you very much Mr. Guyer for your excellent presentation. As I said at the beginning 

of the seminar so let us take a brief recess now, just checking the time, so we will restart the 

session at 4:35, so take about 10 minutes break so after that I’ll invite Professor Okamoto for 

her comments. Thanks again for your excellent presentation, we’ll discuss further. So, let’s take 

a break.

Yumiko Okamoto

Good afternoon. First of all, I’d like to express my deep appreciation to Professor Kusago for 

inviting me to such a very interesting seminar. I really enjoyed listening to the presentations of 

Mr. Patrick Guyer and I really appreciate the opportunity to participate in the following 

discussion.

Well, actually before I move into the comments and the questions I am really amazed at the 

fact that Mr. Guyer finished presenting your paper in just 75 minutes. Well, I always, whenever I 

have a chance listen to the researchers’ presentation, especially from the United States, there 

is a tendency that they always prepare the presentation and finish it just on time and I really 

wonder how you could do it and please let me know your clue to how to do it and then I’d like 

to follow your way. Okay, well, yes.

Well, actually I’d like to make a comment, a brief comment, and then I’d like to give you some 

of the questions and in that way that may, well, vitalize the discussions of what you presented 

now. The comment, well, I just really want to emphasize the fact that I really enjoyed reading 

your paper and listening to your presentation very much, particularly for two reasons. The first, 

I really found some, well, the flow of concept from developing countries to developed countries.

Actually I have known Professor Kusago for many, many years, but to my regret it was only a 

few years ago that I found Professor Kusago engaged in a very interesting job: that is that he is 

trying to introduce the concept, so-called Gross National Happiness in order to improve the 

well-being of people in Japan at the local level, and the concept, as you know, came from a 

country called Bhutan.

It is the least developed economy in the global societies and I think I remember that Professor 

Kusago emphasized the fact that we can learn something from developing economy to improve 

the well-being in developed economies. When I listened to what he said 3 years ago, I found 

his talk is very interesting and, well, actually when I listened to your presentation today, I think 

there is so much commonality between what he said 3 years ago and your approach.

Maybe your approach started much earlier, in fact, in 2006 or something. But anyway that kind 
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of thing, not just from always developed economies to developing economies, maybe vice-

versa, and that kind of thing I really find interesting, and I really enjoyed listening to your paper.

The second reason why I really enjoyed listening to your presentation is that I found a very 

much innovative way to solve the disparities of well-being between regions, race and ethnic 

groups and women and men. Innovative means may be a policy shift away from more top-

down, more or less top-down to more bottom-up approach, if I understand correctly.

I think usually when it comes to the policy we tend to think it is from top to the bottom. But, my 

understanding is that you try to shift away from top-down to more bottom-up or participatory 

development approach. This is what I found very interesting and very useful for us to think 

about issues not only in developing economies but also in the developed countries. So, that’s 

why I find it very interesting.

Actually these days, I am very much interested in studying Myanmar and I take students, these 

days, to Myanmar and in collaborations with a local NGO of Myanmar called Nature Lovers, we 

try to develop or we target certain community, local community, in central part of Myanmar and 

try to improve the well-being of the villagers and I really try to collaborate with the local NGOs 

because we like their approach. Their approach is very much bottom-up approach or 

participatory approach.

Instead of finding the problem and telling them what to do, I think what the local NGO is trying 

to do is try to let people in the local community think what is the problem and what they can do 

to solve the problem on their own. We just can help them try to find it and try to motivate them 

to or encourage them to change their behavior and I really find that approach very interesting 

and very innovative. When I listened to your presentation today I really find very much 

commonality between your approach and that of the NGO in Myanmar.

Okay, then I have five or six questions. One of the questions–the first question may not be 

relevant to the main theme of your today’s presentation, but I just cannot escape from asking 

these questions. That is, the increase of the human capital–human developing index, has not 

got up with the growth rate of GDP. I am just wondering what is the source of the problem and 

in what way we can do about it. I am sorry this is not the main theme of your presentation, but I 

am just wondering.

Just recently, I read one of the article written by Ian Bremmer. He is a famous political scientist. 

He showed a very interesting graph on his Facebook: particularly after the 1990s, the people 

who were able to increase the share of the wealth is among only top 0.5% of total population.

It’s really amazing. For all others （99.5% of the population）, the wealth share has declined over 
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almost the same period. I was really wondering what that means. The rate of return to human 

capital seems to have been stagnant, especially after the 1990s, except rate of return to very 

small portions of people’s assets such as the Google or Microsoft. So, maybe I am just 

wondering what you think and how that can be related to your today’s presentation.

Question two, I am just wondering–I am sorry this may not be very relevant question either, but 

I am just wondering you showed us two very interesting cases, I am sure that was very 

interesting and I am very glad that your research made a very strong impact on the local 

economies, but I am just wondering why these two places were chosen in the first place. Yes, I 

am sure you had so many other case studies but I am just wondering why these places were 

chosen as the case studies in today’s presentation.

The third question, in the conclusion you said that two cases make a contrast, endogenous 

versus exogenous origins of research. Of course, the origins of research were quite different. 

But I am just wondering if that makes a difference when you create some reaction from local 

communities.

The fourth question, I am not so sure whether you mentioned in today’s presentation but clearly 

you mentioned in your paper that the leadership of local government and the pre-existing 

momentum for certain policy was essential to trigger a series of change at the community level. 

I’d really appreciate if you could elaborate on these two preconditions and in relating to that I 

really wonder what happens if those preconditions do not prevail at the community level.

If these two preconditions do not prevail at the community level, does it mean that maybe 

bottom-up approach cannot be achieved or maybe you have to use a top-down approach or 

something. I just wonder if these preconditions do not prevail, what do you do? I think that was 

the question that I wanted to ask.

Question five, what is the most difficult part of the process? You told us that the intention of 

your research is to try to trigger the reaction from the local level. But, I am just wondering 

during that process what is the most difficult task is on your side. 

Okay and I didn’t prepare one more question, but I really wanted to ask you one more question. 

The ranking, you said the ranking. These days, I am sure, in Japan, ranking, whether we 

should introduce ranking of the school or ranking of everything. These days the ranking of 

university is something that Japan’s Ministry of Education would like to use. We are 

encouraged to improve the ranking of the universities. But you mentioned something about 

ranking, but do you think ranking is always a good thing for us to improve something or I am 

just wondering what is your opinion. Thank you very much.
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Takayoshi Kusago

Thank you, Professor Okamoto for such important questions. Mr. Guyer, would you like to 

respond?

Patrick Guyer

Yes. Okay, thank you very much Professor Okamoto for some excellent questions to start a 

discussion. I am excited to answers all of these. I think I’ll just start at the beginning. So, the 

first question was about what are some of the ways that we can account for that divergence 

that we saw in the growth of human progress as a proxy by the Human Development Index 

and then economic progress as captured by Gross Domestic Product and I think your choice of 

showing us that time series of the changing distribution of wealth gets at one very important 

part of that. But I am getting a little bit ahead of myself.

So, as I mentioned in my presentation, much of that divergence is directly attributable to first 

the stagnation and then the decline in real terms of median earnings, so in other words the 

decline in the purchasing power of the typical workers’ salary.

But why has that happened even in years of economic expansion. A number of people, far 

better schooled in economics than I, have tackled this. So, fortunately I am able to just 

paraphrase some of their excellent arguments.

One economist, whose work we found very helpful, is Sheldon Danziger, currently President of 

the Russell Sage Foundation, and previously Chair of the Department of Economics at the 

University of Michigan, and when I was teaching at Brooklyn College, I had my students read 

one of his papers, the gist of which was what the policymakers know about poverty now that 

they didn’t know in the 60s when very ambitious public policies such as Lyndon Johnson’s The 

Great Society programs were being launched and at that time and, as I showed you in that 

graph, if you look just at 1960 to 1970 and into the 70s, human progress and economic progress 

were pretty closely linked and at that time the conventional wisdom was that economic growth 

has a one-to-one relationship with poverty reduction and increases in human capital.

And I think what our work shows is that maybe that was the case at one point, but it is definitely 

not the case any longer, so what changed and what the economists like Danziger have pointed 

to are two very large shifts, one is structural in the labor force in the way that our 

macroeconomy functions there has been a real shift in which sectors contribute most to GDP.

So, we’ve seen a shift away from manufacturing and other forms of employment where people 

with relatively low levels of education and skill could still make a decent salary and we’ve seen 

a shift towards much more demanding fields, really a polarization between people who work in 
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very high-skilled, high-tech, high-income occupations where the returns on their labor are very 

high and then a growing group of people who work in lower-skilled, lower-paid occupations 

mainly in the service sectors which is an increasing share of employment and especially so 

during and since the great recession.

Some economists have described this as an hour glass where there is a large group of people 

earning very high incomes and utilizing very high levels of skill to do that and a very large 

group of people with relatively low skills making very low wages and not a whole lot of people 

in the middle anymore and that’s a bit of an exaggeration but there is a lot of truth to it. So, one 

part of the stagnation in earnings are those structural changes in our economy.

The other part which is related is inequality. The slide that Professor Okamoto showed us was 

related to wealth inequality which is extremely important and actually something that’s very 

challenging for us to study. We don’t have very many good data sources on wealth and that’s 

not a coincidence because people, who don’t want that information to be public are in a 

position to make sure that it isn’t. We do have much better information about income and we 

know that the changing inequality in income is very drastic and very similar.

Since the last 70s, early 80s, we’ve also seen an increase in income inequality regardless of 

the measure that you use to proxy that. In fact, some of you may be aware of the work of 

Emmanuel Saez at Berkeley, since the recession he published a paper, I believe in 2013, that 

showed that all of the 95% of income gains since the end of the recession, which was formally 

in the second quarter of 2009 to 2012, 2013, 95% of income gains since the recession have 

been captured by just the top, I believe it was 5% of income earners and that was a particularly 

extreme case but that’s emblematic of the trend which is much, much longer than in just those 

years since the recession.

So, even though with some brief interludes of recession and economic contraction, even when 

the economy has been expanding, that new wealth and that new income created by the 

economy has been captured by a very small group of elites at the top of the income distribution 

and that’s part of the reason why that new economic growth, when it has happened, has not 

been helping to move in the end. So, I am sure that there are a variety of other factors, but we 

feel that those are the two biggest.

So, your second question was why these two cases. I wish I could agree that we had a wider 

range of others to consider. Unfortunately, we really don’t and part of the reason is that we are 

a very small team. I am one-sixth of Measure of America and actually one-fourth of our full-time 

contingent. We don’t have, unfortunately, the ability to track all of these things as much as we 

would like to. There may be people doing even more interesting things when they’re working, 

we just have no idea.
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What led me to focus on these two cases was quite literally that we were aware of what had 

happened since we had launched these things and in a way just a very brief note about the 

technology in that a lot of that is simply through Google Alerts. So anytime something is put 

online with Measure of America, we get email and that’s a large part of how we’re able to track 

these things back and following tweets, so people who are tweeting with our handle or 

re-tweeting information from our reports, we can track it that way.

But it’s actually harder than I think we would have ever thought to keep track of what happens 

to this information after we’ve released it into the world. These were two examples where we 

knew that interesting things were happenings and we were able to do some follow-ups to find 

out what had happened. But, hopefully, there will be more. But for the time being, that’s what 

we’ve got.

Your third and very good question was I had singled out that the origin of the research was one 

major point of difference between these two cases. So, in the case of Sonoma, we’ve been 

invited by influential policymakers to do this research to inform a policy process that already 

existed. In the case of Phoenix, we were just as outside exogenous actor that launched this 

report and people heard about it and were motivated.

So, your question was does it matter and that’s a very good question and I think that in just 

these two cases there’s a pretty small end to try to divide. The answer to that, I think what’s 

interesting is that in both of these cases a very similar process results afterwards where public 

sector institutions and policymakers utilize existing connections in the community to bring 

together a coalition of groups, including many from outside of the government who can help do 

something and in both of those cases that’s what we see. So, I think it remains an open 

question of does it matter.

I think and my hunch is that as we have more cases to analyze, we may find that that process 

moves a little more quickly if the origin of research is within an existing policy process because 

then there is a demand, pre-existing demand and in the case of Sonoma not only a demand 

but a pre-existing commitment which was quite extraordinary and a model that we may not be 

able to replicate but if we can, we certainly will, because that created the process of having a 

leadership group that oversaw the process of writing a report and doing your research and then 

the signatories to the pledge.

We automatically had a coalition of close to a 100 organizations and individuals who had an 

interest and had a hand and had felt some ownership in the process and I think that’s been a 

tremendous boost to getting that information accessible in front of the eyes of many people 

across the county, and many very influential people, and that’s helping move that research 

towards a policy reaction and not just a policy reaction, also a public reaction. So, that’s very 
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exciting. But it’s a good question and I hope that we can come back to that later.

Professor Okamoto also asked me about what seemed to be two preconditions for moving this 

from research to action. Is local government as a motivator necessary? Is pre-existing 

momentum necessary? Do you need both and what if you don’t have either and that’s a very 

good question. Again, I think our cases are too limited to really know. But I think and this is 

something that I would like to do with this next is there is a wide range of theory that exists in 

political science, sociology and a variety of other fields to talk about the creation and 

propagation of norms and the effects that it has on policy.

I am thinking particularly of Catherine Siachoque, who has done a lot of work relevant to 

human rights, about how do you get people to take rights seriously in a political or a social 

context where they are not already and she had developed, along with some other theorists, 

an interesting model for how that can happen and I think some of that could be useful for this 

as well because there is a role, say Phoenix was led by people who really weren’t interested in 

young people but there were coalitions of community groups who felt that was important.

Perhaps, another alternative scenario could be a popular pressure scenario where there is 

enough agitation reacting to a report like ours to demand that policymakers take action on it. In 

our case, we were lucky that policymakers were receptive and felt that they had not only an 

obligation to do something but actually wanted to but what if that wasn’t there.

I think there are alternative ways that that can happen and I think there is a lot of scope for 

developing a theory of how that might be the case and so one thing that I would love to do in 

future, in concert with my colleagues, is to see if we can put together a theory informed by 

these other disciplines that have a bearing on this question to think through how that could 

happen and also as time passes and as we see more examples of our work. But that’s an 

excellent point.

What’s the hardest part of this process? I think for us absolutely the hardest part is being heard 

which is part of the reason that doing something like this, not only where I get to share this 

information with you all but where we get to actually investigate cases like this is so exciting 

because it really is–I don’t know what it’s like here, I would imagine perhaps it’s similar but we 

are one minnow in a school of very big fish of think tanks and research institutes and 

universities and high-profile professors who produce information all the time about not the 

same topics, as what we’re doing, but similar ones and we are in a fast-moving media 

environment where getting the attention of people being reporters or policymakers or other 

researchers as extremely challenging.

So, I would say the single hardest part of the process is not the research, it’s not the writing, it’s 
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not the editing, it’s communicating and actually reaching the audiences that we would like to 

reach, it’s very, very difficult and to achieve the kind of success and to whatever extent we’ve 

been successful with that has been through a lot of hard efforts and actually working with PR 

agencies to help us speak the information and project it in a way that will have the maximum 

likelihood of reaching receptive ears. But that’s a whole another discussion. But the 

communication stage is definitely bothersome.

Yumiko Okamoto

Okay, thank you very much.

Patrick Guyer

There was another question about ranking and this is something I am happy to speak to you a 

little bit more. I am actually not convinced that ranking is always a good thing. My view is that it 

can be useful, but I am always interested in at least making sure that the data upon which the 

ranking is done is available and that there are a number of reasons for that.

Really the main one is that the ranking can change regardless of whether or not the subject of 

that ranking has improved or declined. So, for example, Phoenix could increase its position and 

move up in the ranking with the exact same outcomes for young people, if other cities do worse 

or there are other ways that the rankings can give a perverse or perhaps misinformed policy 

decisions.

Also, I think if that is really a consideration in how the Phoenix case generated interested then 

that would be a positive one and I am glad we did it in that case. But I think especially when 

you get into changes over time and saying, well, if we have a 5-year time series and this place 

was last this time and then it was third from last, then it was fifth from last and then it was back 

to last, that could all be completely artificial and attributable to the changes of other places 

which is a long way of just saying that.

I think rankings can be a good motivator but I think it should never be the only piece of 

information and I would also wish that reporters and others who are interpreting this information 

would be more numerate which is perhaps asking for a lot, but what we find in the US is that if 

we really sort of report with raw data about something like Human Development Index and then 

the relative position, it’s the ranking that it gets reported on and sometimes people have really 

no idea what that means.

To illustrate that with one example, we did another report a number of years ago about 

women’s well-being in the 25 larger cities in which we looked just at the Human Development 

Index of women and so the universe for the study was the top 25 cities and we ranked those. 
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Detroit, which is a city facing many charges, I think, placed 25th, but a local media outlet tried 

to spin it in a positive and said Detroit makes the list of the top 25 cities for women which was, 

of course, completely not the right way to interpret it at all. Anyway, that’s a bit of other side. 

But, yeah, rankings, I think, potentially useful for motivating action but should never be the only 

thing. Did I…?

Yumiko Okamoto

Yes, thank you very much for your answers…


