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Are Uzbeks Better Off? Economic Welfare and Ethnicity in
Kyrgyzstan

Damir Esenaliev and Susan Steiner*

Abstract:

In the light of violent clashes between Kyrgyz atlnic Uzbeks in Kyrgyzstan in June 2010
we investigate the association between economitareebnd ethnicity in this country. We
intend to answer two questions. First, are Uzbekisbbolds better off than Kyrgyz
households, as is often claimed in the media asul 3y some academics? Second, what are
the correlates of household welfare in recent yearsl how have these changed in
comparison with the 1990s? We use data from twesesections of the Kyrgyz Integrated
Household Survey (2003 and 2005) and run OLS regnes using three measures of welfare,
i.e. per capita consumption, per capita income,andsset index. We find some evidence for
higher welfare of Uzbek headed households compaitd their Kyrgyz counterparts, but
mainly in rural areas. In the south of the countpere most Uzbeks live and where the
violence took place, there appears to be no sulistaifference in welfare. This is clearly in
contrast to what was commonly propagated in theiaraad what most Kyrgyz tend to think.
In terms of the other correlates of welfare, wel fihat household size, educational attainment
of adults, and residence outside the capital amd nkighbouring Chui oblast are most
importantly connected with welfare. This coincidesh findings from earlier studies using
data from a decade earlier.
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Introduction

In the light of violent clashes between Kyrgyz atldnic Uzbeks in Kyrgyzstan in June 2010
(see below), which left around 300 people dead,investigate the association between
economic welfare and ethnicity in this country. Bk, who are today the second largest
ethnic group in Kyrgyzstan after the Kyrgyz, arensidered to be economically more
prosperous than Kyrgyz, at least in the south efdbuntry, while being politically under-
represented and discriminated against. Academicwadlsas the media reporting on the
mentioned violence largely referred to the econodmparity between Uzbeks and Kyrgyz
and even inferred causality for the outbreak ofdlashes. For example, the New York Times
reported on 15 June 2010: “The most notable digtincthe one that is most responsible for
the animosities that led to the recent violencent@e Asian experts say, is economic: Kyrgyz
are traditional nomads, while Uzbeks are farmehat Tivide has translated today into a wide
class distinction, as Uzbeks have prospered andavwawmany of the businesses in southern
Kyrgyzstan, which has engendered resentmenBond and Koch (2010: 535) note:
“Although the fighting was primarily between ethidgrgyz and Uzbeks, the basis for much
of the tension between the two groups is not ettynper se [...], but rather economic and
class differences.”

Such a portrayal implies that the violence is coeised to be the result of so called
horizontal inequalities between Kyrgyz and UzbdHsrizontal inequalities are systematic
inequalities between groups that are differentiatkxhg regional, ethnic, class, or religious
lines (Stewart, 2000, Stewart, 2062)The inequalites may constitute themselves in
economic, political, and/or social terms and thegynbe historical or the product of
discrimination and policy failures (Murshed and €at2005, Stewart, 2000). It is argued that
horizontal inequalities enhance grievances andmuomhesion among the relatively deprived
and thus facilitate mobilisation for violent cowtliMurshed and Gates, 2005, Stewart, 2000,
@stby, 2008, Gurr, 2000). However, it is recognigleat it is not only resentment by the
deprived that causes political instability. Theatiedely privileged can also attack the
unprivileged, fearing that they may demand moreusses and political power (Stewart,
2002).

! Seehttp://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/asia/15éthmtml?scp=75&sq=kyrgyzstan&st=cfast
accessed on 18 February 2011).

2 Very similar is the concept of relative deprivatiovhich states that comparing oneself with thoke do
better may result in violence (Gurr 1970).




Whether or not potential horizontal inequalitiesvmen Kyrgyz and Uzbeks help
explain tensions and the sporadic violence betwleerwo ethnic groups is not the focus of
this paper. Instead, we move one step back andstigage whether there is empirical
evidence in nationally representative household/esurdata for relatively higher welfare
among Uzbeks. Our motivation to do so comes froefélct that the argument appears to be
seen as a stylized fact that is (almost) nevertipresf or studied empirically even though it
has been used to explain violent conflict. As wenswarise below, research has focused
comparably more on the inequality between Uzbekkkyrgyz in political as well as social
terms, showing that Uzbeks have been systematitialiyed in access to resources and
positions (Fumagalli, 2007, 2007; Bond and KocH,@Melvin, 2011).

Some evidence for relatively higher economic welfaf Uzbeks, few years after the
country’s independence from the Soviet Union in1,98ems from studies on the correlates
of household welfare (usually measured as per &apipenditure). These use data from the
Living Standard Measurement Study (LSMS) type sys¥eonducted in 1993, 1996, 1997,
and 1998 (Ackland and Falkingham, 1997, Andersod Becker, 1999, Anderson and
Pomfret, 2000). The main correlates of welfare fatend to be large household size, low
education levels, employment in agriculture, argldence in rural areas and in the south of
the country. The studies show that Uzbek househatdsindeed better off than Kyrgyz
households, particularly at the beginning of thed Yet, this finding usually holds only for
certain regions of Kyrgyzstan or for certain years.

Ackland and Falkingham (1997) provide a povertgfilg based on data from the
1993 LSMS survey. They find that households whiehleaded by Uzbeks are less likely to
be poor than households headed by Kyrgyz in rimai,not in urban areas. Anderson and
Becker (1999) demonstrate that Uzbek headed holasehee less likely to be poor at the
national level in 1993 but not in 1996. Andersord @&omfret (2000) estimate quantile
regressions. They show that there are ethnic diffggs in terms of household expenditure but
only when the south of the country is considerexhel Here, Uzbek households have higher
expenditure by 41 percent compared with Kyrgyz lebosds in 1993 and by 23 percent in

1996. The effect is more pronounced at the bottbtheodistribution.

% Two exceptions are Matveeva (2010) who calls #regption of richer and more privileged Uzbeks a
stereotype and Melvin (2011) who notes that etlifferentiation in southern Kyrgyzstan is reinfoddey the
organisation of the economy, i.e. Uzbeks in urbamtres and Kyrgyz in rural areas, but he doeseiate this to
the eruption of violence. He merely claims thaioiging economic pressures increasingly came to &eethnic
contact points”, such as markets (Melvin, 2011: 21)

* The 1993 survey was called Kyrgyzstan MultipurpBseerty Survey, and the 1996, 1997, and 1998 gsrve
were called Kyrgyz Poverty Monitoring Surveys.
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Not much is known about what determines economitanein Kyrgyzstan in recent
years and whether ethnicity plays any role. Thig gaclearly attributable to the restrictive
data access policy of the National Statistical Camem (NSC) of the Kyrgyz Republic
regarding the Kyrgyz Integrated Household SurveyH® which has been conducted
annually since 2003. Apart from a number of WorlahB reports (World Bank, 2003, 2005,
2007a, 2007b, 2007c), we are aware of only two ewdal studies analysing KIHS data
(Falkingham et al., 2010, Ukueva, 2010). In ourgrapve use data from two years of the
KIHS and study the determinants of household welfiargeneral and the association between
welfare and ethnicity in particular.

The main contribution of this paper is novel inpub the discussion about interethnic
relations in Kyrgyzstan by studying the relativeoeamic situation of Uzbek and Kyrgyz
households in recent years. We do not claim to andiwe question whether horizontal
economic inequalities explain interethnic tensionsiolence; we merely provide evidence in
favour or against their existence. We also contelia the literature on household welfare by
investigating the correlates of welfare in more egah terms. As noted above, all of the
existing studies use data from the 1990s but tlodilgrof poverty may have changed
substantially since then.

The remainder of this paper is organized a®¥adl In the next section, we elaborate
on the Kyrgyz economy and labour market. We alsvide information on the situation of
the Uzbek community in Kyrgyzstan. We then predéet data we use for our empirical
analysis and introduce the estimation strategyerAfiat, we define our welfare measures and
the right-hand side variables. Subsequently, wertefne estimation results. Finally, we

summarise the main findings.

Background

The Kyrgyz Economy and Labour Mar ket

At the time of the Soviet Union, the economy of Kygyz Republic was part of the Soviet
integrated economic space with its strong demaxddsapply networks (Pomfret, 2006). After
dissolution of the Soviet Union, many factories &velosed down and important aid and trade
relations were ended. In consequence, the physiapltal stock of the country was
dramatically reduced. Between 1991 and 1995, thmtcp experienced negative economic
growth accompanied by a substantial increase irptiverty headcount and a strong decline
in living standards (Kuehnast, 2002, Howell, 1986kland and Falkingham, 1997). In these



early years of transition, Kyrgyzstan proved tothe most rapidly reforming former Soviet

republic. Its government adopted comprehensiveepaied trade liberalisation reforms and
extensive small-scale privatization between 1998 4898. It managed to achieve secure
macroeconomic stability, and hence, economic groprtked up again in 1996 and has
amounted to 5 percent on average since then. Roke#t also decreased steadily from its
highest level of 64 percent in 1999 to 32 percerd09 (NSC, 2010).

Table 1 provides an insight into the developmenthefsectoral composition of GDP
and employment between 1991 and 2009. In the liast of the 1990s, industrial output
dropped dramatically, but then grew again, mairdgause the Kumtor gold mine, which is
now the largest enterprise in the country, stapestiuction in 1997. However, Kyrgyzstan
does not have any other noticeable resources fipartgold. The contribution of agriculture
to GDP was substantial in the first years of tramsj but the sector’s value added has been
decreasing since growth resumed at the end ofa@i@sland now accounts for about one fifth
of GDP. The trade and communication sectors flbedsin the early 2000s as a result of
massive transit trade of consumer goods from C{faenfret, 2006) and a boom in mobile
services.

Due to the transition shock, the labour marketliesen characterised by high (hidden)
unemployment, underemployment, high numbers oftvageople, and a re-emergence of
subsistence and informal activities (Bernabe antewa2005, Pomfret, 2006, World Bank,
2007b). Bernabe and Kolev (2005) analyse LSMS ttata the 1990s and report that the
share of adults being employed was no more thape38ent in 1996. The share of those
inactive was 48 percent and the unemployment dRi@ercent. They also show that being
employed does not protect people from being pobe majority of the poor are actually
employed, and most of these are in the informatose@re wage employees without a
contract, or are self-employed in agriculture. Tiifermal sector, defined as all activities that
take place in unregistered units as well as alisutiat have fewer than five employees, is
actually very large. In recent years, it employsrov0 percent of the total number of
employed peopld.Compared with the 1990s, the labour market sitnatioes not seem to

have improved much. Recent data from the Natiotatisiical Committee suggests that the

® The World Bank poverty report (World Bank, 200%ised a slightly different methodology to define the
informal sector in Kyrgyzstan. It is the sharelod economy that escapes the formal legal envirohemhis
therefore not affected by taxation, labor laws, atiger enterprise regulations. This means thatywmtoh units
with less than five employees are not necessaaity qf the informal sector, only if they do not pige written
contracts to their employees. According to thisrdéén, the informal sector made up 54 percentotdl
employment in rural areas and 39 percent in urlbb@asan 2003.



participation rate (employed plus unemployed) wasiiad 65 percent in the years 2006-2008
with an unemployment rate of 8 percent (NSC, 2089a)

After all, the economy and the labour market ar ista difficult situation twenty
years after transition. As Pomfret (2006: 74) Statthe “major source of the economic
problems was the failure to create an environmeniviiich market forces could produce
socially desirable outcomes.” High prevalence afuation, an overly importance of personal
contacts, legal instability, and a weak bankingtesys make doing business very costly.
Hence, there is very little formal job creationgespread joblessness, and a high incidence of
precarious employment (Bernabe and Kolev, 2005¢ [Blck of good jobs with reasonable
salaries and some income security is reportedlyntost important reason for sustained
poverty (World Bank, 2007b). In rural areas, thganty of households hold land and use it
mainly for subsistence farming, but lack compleragntassets to make productive
investments. As a coping strategy, many peopleategr often temporarily and mainly from
the south of the country — to cities (mostly to HBisk) or abroad (mostly to Russia and
Kazakhstan).

Uzbeks in Kyrgyzstan

Kyrgyzstan was among the most ethnically heterogesi&oviet republics around the time of
the collapse of the Soviet Union (Fumagalli, 2007b)1989, the three largest ethnic groups
were the Kyrgyz (60 percent), Russians (16 percemdl Uzbeks (14 percent). Numerous
other ethnic groups, such as Dungans, Turks, Uicamd Tajiks, lived in the territory of
today’'s Kyrgyzstan, but they accounted for margstalres of the total population. Today, the
Kyrgyz make up 71 percent, the Uzbeks 14 percéwet,Russians 8 percent, and all other
ethnicities around one percent or less, respegtiiEC, 2009b). The two largest minority
groups are spatially concentrated: Uzbeks mainby il the south of the country in the oblasts
of Osh, Djalal-Abad and Batken - close to the bordéh Uzbekistan - while Russians
mainly live in the north (see Figure 1 for a magha country).

Traditionally, the Kyrgyz were a nomadic people &yed in animal breeding, whereas
the Uzbeks were sedentary agriculturalists andnidased craftsmen and traders (Fumagalli,
2007b, Tishkov, 1995, Spector, 2004, Matveeva, 20IBis implied a higher concentration
of Uzbeks in the plains and of Kyrgyz in mountaia@reas, which is still prevalent today.

Fumagalli (2007b: 216f.) calls this a “Soviet-inddcbalance between ethnic groups and

® The relative stability of the labor market indimat puts the quality of the official data into qties, as the data
seem to be insensitive to large scale and sendivlelopments in the economy, such as external kalgmation
or the food price shock in 2007.

6



ethnic stratification of labour”. After the collap®f the Soviet Union, the Uzbeks are said to
have “made the transition to business ownershipemeadily” (Bond and Koch, 2010: 535)
than the Kyrgyz, which allegedly makes them forra tore of a relatively more prosperous
class in the south today. This appears to be thermmn perception among the population in
Kyrgyzstan and the Central Asian region as a whblany media reports reinforce this
perception. For example, they describe the Uzbsk%atter off than their once nomadic
Kyrgyz counterparts, running most businesses andgliin bungalows with courtyards and
apricot trees”. They are reported to play “a major role in businasd commerce, and in
urban life generally. Despite their economic powtrey feel sidelined from political
decision-making. It is significant that the interimational government as well as local
government lack Uzbek figures who could represeair ttommunity’s interests and serve as
mediators. Attempts to lobby for greater recognitior the Uzbek language in the south have
been both ignored and resent&d”.

A number of academic publications focus on thetjali and social standing of the
Uzbek community in Kyrgyzstan and confirm this @mstion in the media. After the
collapse of the Soviet Union, president Askar Akayghowed to be committed to the
ideology of a multiethnic society, as reflectedhis slogan “Kyrgyzstan is our common
home” (Matveeva, 2010, Fumagalli, 2007b, Melvin 12D At the beginning of his rule,
improving ethnic relations was one of his priostend he was able to build a broad coalition,
which was inclusive of more nationalist factionsvasll as ethnic minorities (Fumagalli,
2007a, Melvin, 2011). For example, he formed theeksbly of the People of Kyrgyzstan,
which drew together leaders from almost 30 ethonrmmunities and gave them a voice in the
political process (Spector, 2004). However, overdburse of his presidency he became more
and more authoritarian and less concerned with lesp@ortunities for different ethnicities.
For example, ahead of the 2000 presidential elestibe introduced a language law which
required the president to speak the Kyrgyz languemedisqualify several challengers
(Spector, 2004). Uzbeks were reportedly very camerthat an even more nationalist-
oriented president might replace Akayev and thuppsted him despite increasing
frustrations and grievances (Fumagalli, 2007a, ®pe2004, Melvin, 2011). When Bakiyev
became president in 2005, the situation of the Wzimemmunity deteriorated further, as he
exposed open nationalist rhetoric and applied exaduand intransparent personnel politics in
the south (Matveeva, 2010).

" Seehttp://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/20/kyrgyas-uzbekistan-ethnic-civil-watast accessed on
March 21, 2011).
8 Seehttp://iwpr.net/print/report-news/addressing-rootslict-kyrgyzstan(last accessed on March 21, 2011).
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The Soviet government had applied a practice afiedily balanced appointments but
this was no longer done under Akayev's later ruid mnuch less so under Bakiyev. Instead,
Uzbeks had restricted access to jobs in the sgcsettor, the judiciary, and the public
administration (Matveeva, 2010, Fumagalli, 200Hmagalli (2007b) provides evidence for
widespread perceptions among the Uzbek communigy tbrmal institutions, such as
parliament, the state and provincial administratenmd the above mentioned Assembly of the
People of Kyrgyzstan, are viewed as being ratheffective in dealing with Uzbek-related
issues. In addition, a clear majority states thzlibeks are not adequately represented in state
organs.

Another reason for strong grievances among Uzhbekise issue of the status of their
mother tongue. Support for the Uzbek language duiiteon to Russian and Kyrgyz, which
have official language status) was already in dectiuring Akayev’'s presidency. Bakiyev
took several actions determined to reduce the ndevibility of the Uzbek language in the
public sphere (Matveeva, 2010). For example, ae#eby the Ministry of Education in 2007
stated that Uzbek schools should have increaseds hafuKyrgyz language classes at the
expense of their native languages (Omuralieva, RO@8December of 2010, the regional
governor of Osh “instructed local government ingiins to conduct all business in Kyrgyz,
as opposed to Russian which is widely used as dnfyjanca among different groups.
Kyrgyzstan's government has long striven to promtbte use of the state language. In this
case, it is the timing of the move that has creajet resentment among Uzbeks, who
guestioned the symbolism of the campaign and tled far it at a time when so many other
urgent needs had to be addressed.”

So far, there have been two episodes of major Mialenflict between ethnic Uzbeks
and Kyrgyz. The first episode dates back to Jur98D when mass riots broke out in the city
of Osh and neighbouring areas. 170 people (mostgeks) were killed and many more
injured (Tishkov, 1995). There was no single catasthe violence. One of the triggers was
the fact that Uzbeks claimed the local governmextt awarded plots of land and housing
disproportionately to Kyrgyz and that these hadupcd the land prematurely (Bond and
Koch, 2010). Additional factors seem to have beestraggle to gain control over power
structures, increased social differentiation alotity-village lines, and high rates of
unemployment (Tishkov, 1995). After this episodevadlence, the Uzbek community in
Kyrgyzstan was initially considered “a potentiakibed for conflict” (Fumagalli, 2007b: 214)

® Seehttp://iwpr.net/report-news/deep-rifts-remain-cactftorn-kyrgyz-southlast accessed on March 24, 2011).
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and it was said to have “left a legacy of mistrinstt was never fully overcomé®. To what
extent this is true is debatable, however. Datanftbe Survey of Conflict Prevention and
Cooperation conducted by the World Bank in 2004wskiwat three quarters of the sampled
households (or, 78 percent of Kyrgyz households7hgdercent of Uzbeks households in the
sample) reported somewhat good or very good relsteamong people of different ethnic
groups.

The fact that there was no violent conflict betwékaibeks and Kyrgyz for many years
gave rise to analyses into the causes of non-wieleRumagalli (2007b) argues that under
Akayev informal politics balanced the shortcomirfgfamal institutions. This implies that
Uzbek leaders who held official positions in paktj universities, and cultural organisations
acted as patrons of the Uzbek population, who hlatemrally no influence themselves, and
provided them with key benefits. In turn, thesedkra were of critical importance to their
own patrons, i.e. the president and the ruling elis they were considered to be able to keep
the Uzbek community quiet and trouble-free. Yet, thg mid-2000s, the situation was
assessed slightly differently as the MinoritieRRatk Database with information on Uzbeks in
Kyrgyzstan current as of end 2006 states: “Thegensoderate risk of rebellion of Uzbeks in
Kyrgyzstan in the near futuré®.

The second episode of violence refers to the ctaghdune of 2010 in the south of
Kyrgyzstan, in which around 300 people were kil{gte majority of them Uzbeks), at least
one hundred thousand fled temporarily to neighlmgutdzbekistan, and large numbers of
property were destroyed (Bond and Koch, 2010, Mel2011)"? The cause of these events is
not entirely clear as the conflict did not appeabé spontaneous but may have been triggered
by a series of coordinated attacks carried out dgasate groups of armed men. In the
beginning, Kyrgyzstan's interim government undee tleadership of Roza Otunbayeva
accused Bakiyev, who was ousted in April of the samar and who had fled to Belarus, to
have organised the clashes in order to destabiisenew government. Yet, no evidence has
been presented to support this claim (Melvin, 2011)

The conclusion of a national commission formed lgnt interim government states
that Uzbek community leaders and members of thayBakegime were responsible for the
violence®® An Independent International Commission of Ingqunpblished its report in May

2011 in which it does not identify any individuakssponsible for the crimes. However, it

10 Seehttp://iwpr.net/report-news/addressing-roots-candfkyrgyzstan(last accessed on March 21, 2011).
M Seehttp://www.cidem.umd.edu/mar/assessment.asp?qredp@D2(last accessed on March 30, 2011).
12 The exact number of victims and refugees is cortsial. Different sources provide different nunter
13 Seehttp://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/54Q8ast accessed on March 21, 2011).




states that “had the military been properly indedcand deployed, it would have been
possible to prevent or stop the violené&’Human Rights Watch reports that Uzbek and
Kyrgyz crowds clashed following a fight between es@l men of both ethnic groups, with
Uzbeks responsible for many of the initial attadkater, the balance reportedly shifted and
ethnic Kyrgyz descended on Uzbek neighbourhoodschwblearly identifies the events as
‘interethnic conflict’ (Human Rights Watch, 2010lelvin (2011: 26) objects this view and
calls the events “an incident of ethnic violencehm a broader conflict” which involves a
wide range of political forces and social groups. plits much weight on the rise of Kyrgyz
nationalism. Yet, he acknowledges that once fightstarted ethnicity became a defining

factor of the violence, which reflected underlyiegsions between the two communiti2s.

Data and Estimation Strategy

The data we use in this paper is from the Kyrgytedrated Household Survey (KIHS)
conducted annually by the National Statistical Cottaa (NSC) of the Kyrgyz Republic.
This survey has covered around 5,000 househol@sdh year since its inception in 2003.
The sampling procedure is stratified, multistagedmm sampling and the survey is
representative at the national, rural/urban as asbblast levels. There are 15 strata in total,
corresponding to the urban as well as rural aréadbeoseven oblasts and the capital. The
KIHS includes information on demographics, educstibealth, internal migration, labor
market, household expenditure, income, and assets.

We were provided by NSC with KIHS data (exceptlédrour market information) for
all years between 2003 and 2008. Since informaiimethnicity was only collected up to the
year 200%’, we restrict the following empirical analysis tect years, i.e. 2003 and 2005. We
use cross-sectional data for these years and dstitin@ following equation separately for

each year:
W =a +[E +L,H +BX +B,L +¢&, (1)

14 Seehttp://www.k-ic.org/en/news/364-kic-final-report4plished.htmi(last accessed on May 25, 2011).
31t has been debated whether the two mentionedénts can be referred to as ‘interethnic conf(ittshkov,
1999). In fact, the first reports about the 1998rds were not referred to as a conflict betweeneldzland
Kyrgyz but rather as the ‘Osh conflict’ (Tishko\y49, 1995). As mentioned, the 2010 violence secmbé
organised and triggered by a series of attackelbgral groups of armed men. Nevertheless, in bagb<the
incidents took an interethnic turn and manifestegrtselves along ethnic lines (Fumagalli, 2007b).

16 Oblasts are administrative sub-national units ymggzstan, similar to provinces or regions.

" In informal talks with experts close to the NadbStatistical Committee, we were told that ethgici
information was no longer collected because it e@ssidered to be politically too sensitive.
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whereW is the welfare of household E; is ethnicity of the head of householdH; is a
number of other characteristics of the head of &bokl i, X; is a set of household
characteristicd,; is a vector of location dummies for householdid & is the error term.

Definition of Variables

We use three different indicators of welfare inertb ensure that the results are not specific
to any particular type of measurement. Our firgligator is per capita consumption of
households, which is also used as the main weli@asure in Kyrgyzstan. Respondent
households keep diaries of consumption and expeedior 14 days each quarter of the year.
The consumption aggregate underlying our welfarasuee was constructed by NSC in line
with standard practices (Deaton and Zaidi, 2002).cdmprises food and non-food
consumption. Food consumption includes expenditunesfood, the estimated value of
consumed home-produced food, and food receivedftas ljon-food consumption includes
expenditures on clothing, utilities, services, astder non-food items. Housing rents and
expenditures on durable goods are excluded froncémsumption aggregate, but the user
value of owned durable goods is part of it. The maifood consumption of households is
deflated by the food price Paasche index, whicledakto consideration regional and
urban/rural price differencé& The consumption aggregate does not control fon@mies of
scale. We obtain per capita consumption by dividihg consumption aggregate by the
number of household membérs.

Our second measure of welfare is per capita incdmi@mation on different types of
income are collected in each quarter of the resmegear from all households in the sample.
Total household income includes revenue from a walege of sources, including wages,

income from self-employment and seasonal jobs, ipess scholarships, allowances (i.e.

'81n each year, a regional price difference is dated by NSC for 15 different regions, correspogdimthe 15
strata used for sampling.

9 As an alternative, we calculate per adult equived®nsumption. This measure is also based on the
consumption aggregate as described. It is therstdjuinot only by household size (as in the cageotapita
consumption), but also by household composition.aé&ime that children, adult women, and elderlypjgeo
consume less than adult men. The weightings wearngsthose applied by NSC in the 1990s. They ar@ o4
children aged 0-3 years, 0.64 for children agedyéds, 0.78 for children aged 7-13 years, 0.8¢fddren
aged 14-17 years, 0.78 for pensioners, and 0.8&dlt women. These weights are taken from Falkingland
Ibragimova (2005). We run the estimations for thesasure of welfare as well. The results are venjlai to
those for per capita consumption (which is not saifpg given that the correlation between per @apit
consumption and per adult equivalent consumpti@dnd9) and hence we do not report them separately.
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public transfers), alimonies, discounts from emplsy renting out property, dividends and
interest, and the sale of property, real estapsciand livestock. As above, the per capita
variable is computed by dividing total income bg tiumber of household members.

The third welfare measure is an asset index. Osgtasdex is constructed using 17
components that represent ownership of key durabtassing conditions, and access to basic
infrastructure® We do not include land and livestock as these stame mostly owned by
rural households and enter the estimations separatée apply a principal component
analysis to construct our index, in line with Filnand Pritchett (2001). We execute a linear
transformation of the asset index (anchored atranmuim of 1) in order to run estimations in
the more meaningful log form.

Table 2 reports the pairwise correlations betwdmsd measures for the three years
under consideration. The association between getaceonsumption and per capita income is
rather weak at about 50 percéhSuch a strong discrepancy is typical for develgpand
transition economies, and it is usually explainethwhe difficulty in these countries to
exactly measure income from self-employment as veall the sensitivity of income
information (Deaton, 1997). For the case of Kyrggms Ackland and Falkingham (1997)
show that the poverty headcount is largely overestttd when income instead of expenditure
is used as the measure of welfare. As far as thet #sdex is concerned, its correlation with
both consumption and income is low at about 40grerin both years under consideratfon.
Given these low correlations between our three oreasof welfare, we may find different
results with regard to the correlates of welfarkowe Table 2 also illustrates the evolution of
consumption and income in real terms as well asthedardized asset index between 2003
and 2005. All welfare measures increase on aveoage time. This is also reflected in
Figures 2-4, which illustrate the density functiaighe logarithm of the welfare indicators,
respectively.

As right-hand side variables, we include age, genaearital status, and ethnicity of
the household head. In terms of ethnicity, we ahstinguish between Kyrgyz, Uzbek and
Russian-headed households and pool all other etmaigps. Households in Kyrgyzstan tend
to be monoethnic. Therefore, we consider the eitiyndd¢ the household head to be a reliable

proxy for ethnicity of all other household membeBased on KIHS data, among the

% The key durables include music player, color Tew recorder/player, photo camera, washing mashine
vacuum cleaner, auto and motor transport, fridgdrdoom furniture, kitchen furniture, cell phoneddandline
phone. The housing conditions capture central hgaticcess to clean water, and clean toilet. Adoekasic
infrastructure is restricted to reliable energymy@nd less than five minutes walk to the nedpeaststation.

2L The correlation between consumption and incomeedeses even more if only rural areas are considered
% The correlation is even lower (around 0.3) if vee the value of assets instead of the asset index.
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households headed by Kyrgyz, 98 percent are maiwi€grgyz. Among Russian and Uzbek
headed families, this proportion is about 90 peticen

We control for household composition (number of -gprhool children, school
children, working age adults, and elderly membea#tsjh regard to human capital, we use the
average of years of education of adult householthbees?® We believe that this indicator
better reflects the stock of human capital of hbot#s than years of education of the
household head only, as many heads are relativdlyWe control for the ownership of
irrigated and cultivated land as well as livestdakth regard to the latter, we calculate sheep
equivalent units (SEU) in order to be able to egpmdifferent types of livestock in a common
unit* We include dummy variables for rural areas as aelihe main administrative regions
of the country, i.e. the seven oblasts and thetalapity of Bishkek. Table 3 provides the
definition of all explanatory variables, and thestficolumns in Table 4 and Table 5 show their
means and standard deviations for 2003 and 208Becévely?

Throughout this paper, we do not use weights d@liengh the KIHS data includes
such information. However, we do not trust thosegihms as they increase substantially over
time, and relatively more so for Uzbeks than fag tdther ethnic groups. We were told by
NSC that the calculation of weights takes into ader@tion the sampling probability of
primary sampling units in each stratum and the si@agmprobability of households in these
units. These weights are then modified in ordepite a realistic picture of different age
groups (children, working age adults, elderly) acisty, but they reportedly do not control for
ethnicity. A disproportionate increase of weighisWzbek households would then only make
sense, if the number of Uzbeks decreased in thelsaover time or if Uzbek households
became smaller and smaller. Neither of these iscé#se and, hence, we prefer not to use
weights at all in order to ensure that they do inflience our results in undesirable ways.
This implies, of course, that we cannot draw anyctasions for the population at large. Yet,

whether or not ethnicity is related with welfar@sld not be affected by this approach.

Welfare and Ethnicity

% vears of education were inferred from the highestl of education obtained. We control for theasaing
reform in 1989, which made secondary school eref aft instead of previously 10 years.

4 Livestock units are essentially an exchange mationg livestock species obtained by converting bwoeight
of animals into metabolic weight. To create theeghequivalent units, we adopted the World Bankescated
in the Kyrgyz Republic for broad livestock categatiThe major unit is sheep, and one cow, for el@mp
corresponds to five sheep.

% We tested for multicollinearity of our right-hasitle variables by calculating pairwise correlatibesveen
the variables as well as computing variance irdftafactors for each year. We see no reason forezanc
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Descriptive Evidence

Table 4 and Table 5 illustrate the means and stdndieviations of our left and right-hand
side variables for the Kyrgyz, Uzbek, and Russi&umie groups as well as for the others. We
compare the means of the variables for each otdbegories with the means for the Kyrgyz
group and test whether they are statistically difie. An interesting insight from this exercise
is that welfare of Uzbeks, however measured, isdiftégrent from that of the Kyrgyz, except
for consumption in 2005. Consumption of Uzbeksasehactually lower, not higher, than that
of Kyrgyz. This is clearly in contrast to the abowveentioned common perception and the
media presentation of the Uzbeks as a more progpetass. With regard to the other ethnic
groups, we see that Russians and the residual r'ogjneup are better-off than Kyrgyz in
terms of all three welfare indicators and in bogiangs.

Another important finding from these tables is th&yrgyz households have
substantially more land and more livestock on ayerthan any other ethnic group. In
addition, they live in rural areas to a far grea&etent. This may be seen as an indication that
Kyrgyz people are more involved in agriculture aadimal husbandry than the other
ethnicities, which corresponds with our observatiam Kyrgyzstan. If it were correct, it
would have two important implications.

First, previous studies (Bernabe and Kolev, 200&jdbaev and Minbaev, 2003) have
shown that employment in agriculture is one of thain correlates of welfare and an
important determinant of living in poverty. If Kyyg households were proportionately more
involved in agriculture, this could mean that tredgo had a disproportionate likelihood of
being poor. It would thus be essential to contool dectoral employment in our regressions
but we are not able to do so due to the lack ofi slata. We thus intend to approximate for
the sector by controlling for ownership of land divéstock as well as for residence in rural
areas.

Second, if Kyrgyz households were proportionatefyreaninvolved in agriculture, this
could also mean that they had a disproportiondteiyability to report income. Comparing
them with Russians, who mainly reside in urban sieathe north of the country and are
rather likely to be wage employed, we believe tha concern is justified. Comparing them
with Uzbeks, however, it is unclear which of botlogps is more likely to accurately report
income — at least if it was true that Uzbeks owmeore businesses. Income from self-
employment is difficult to measure, regardless bether it is earned in agriculture, industry,
or trade. For our below estimations, this implieattany results using income as the welfare
measure should be treated with caution.
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Evidence from Multiple Regressions

In the following, we present our estimation restig run OLS regressions for the correlates
of household welfare in terms of (the log of) papita consumption, (the log of) per capita
income and (the log of) the asset index for they@2803 and 2005. We report results for the
country as a whole (Table 6) as well as for urba@as, rural areas, and the south (Table 7).
We do not report results for the north as the nurob&zbek households in the north is only
marginal. The south covers Osh, Djalal-Abad, antk&a oblast$® The R-squared of the
different estimations (at the national level) ofvaeen 0.37 and 0.47 indicates that up to one
half of the variance in household consumption, mepor assets is explained by our models.
In both years, the estimations based on the asdekiexplain more than the estimations
using per capita consumption or per capita income.

In 2003, we find no statistically significant difesce in income and assets between
Uzbek and Kyrgyz headed households at the nati@val. Everything else equal, Uzbek
households have 8 percent higher per capita consumghough, but this result is only
statistically significant at the 10 percent levalrural areas, Uzbeks turn out to have even 13
percent higher consumption, but again, this esanmtonly marginally significant. We also
find them to have significantly more assets in Iraraas. In sum, we find some evidence for
higher welfare of Uzbeks compared with Kyrgyz imaluareas, but we should keep in mind
that only 28 percent of Uzbek households in our326@mple actually live in rural areas and
hence this result is driven by a relatively low henof Uzbeks. As we would have expected
from the descriptive statistics, Russian and otimrseholds are on average better off than
Kyrgyz households, even though the difference ischmhigher and more statistically
significant for income and assets than for consionpt

In 2005, Uzbek households have 15 percent higieamie than Kyrgyz households at
the national level, and their asset index is highgr6 percent. The coefficient in the
consumption function is also positive, but notistatally significant. As in 2003, most of the
difference that we observe at the national levelrigen by a large difference in rural areas.
Uzbek households have here 18 percent higher pgaaaonsumption, 32 percent higher per
capita income, and a 20 percent higher asset itlgi@gx Kyrgyz households. In terms of

income, there is now also a marginally significegult comparing Uzbeks and Kyrgyz in the

% This definition of the south is the same as in éison and Pomfret (2000)), for which they find #meity
effect in the mid-1990s.
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south. As in 2003, Russian and other householdsiraigeneral better off than Kyrgyz

households.

Robustness Check

As we use data from 2003 and 2005 in the abovemastns, we do not know whether recent
developments have induced changes in the distobuti welfare between ethnic groups,
which may in turn have resulted in the horizontabreomic inequalities referred to in the
media. Even though the KIHS data does not prowvifieination on ethnicity later than 2005,
we can approximate the relationship between etlynasid welfare in 2008 as the KIHS is a
rotating panel. NSC substitutes a maximum of 2% ¢mrof households each year. In most
years, the substitution rate is, however, much tpwaed 65 percent of the households from
the 2005 sample are still part of the sample inB20We use this sub-sample of slightly more
than 3,000 observations, for which we can infernigity from 2005, to estimate the
determinants of welfare in 2008. We are able tahde only for income and assets, as we
were not given consumption aggregates for this.year

Uzbek headed households turn out to have a 14 mtehagher asset index compared
with Kyrgyz headed households in rural areas in82ais result is comparable to those of
the earlier years, when the difference in the aissktx was 16 and 20 percent, respectively.
In fact, to the extent that our 2008 sub-sampl@arfel households is representative of the
total sample of that year, it even suggests thatffference has decreas€dwith regard to
urban areas, our findings show that the income zifdlds is slightly higher and their assets

slightly lower than those of Kyrgyz, but these tesare no more than marginally significant.

Other Correlates of Welfare

Household size is a strong and negative correlat®asehold welfare as found in the earlier
literature. At the national level, one additionag4school child in the household is associated
with 15-19 percent lower per capita consumptiorbath years, and one additional school

child reduces per capita consumption by 15-16 peféen terms of income, the effect is

2"In order to get an idea about representativemessompared the means of key variables for thelsarne
sample with the total sample. Most variables atestatistically different between the two samplBse panel
sample, however, has a higher number of rural Hamide and hence also more land and more livestock.

2 Using per adult equivalent consumption, and heflosving for lower consumption needs of childresduces
this strong effect somewhat to 8-12 percent forquteool children and 14-15 percent for school ckitd If we
do not distinguish between different age groupthéhousehold and use the household size as aanexpty
variable instead, this results in a 12-13 percedtiction in both per capita and per adult equiatensumption
in both years.
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between 22 and 25 percent for pre-school childrehkeetween 17 and 22 percent for school
children. The asset index based results confirnsetifendings qualitatively, although the
coefficients are here of a much smaller size. Smdtrong association between household
size, particularly the number of children, and amdf has been recurrent in the empirical
literature on transition. It has been explainedcbpacks in the real value of social assistance
and a larger private cost for families, including ¢hild care (Anderson and Pomfret, 2002).

The number of work age adults and elderly peoplkalse negatively correlated with
consumption. In 2003, each additional adult in hbeseholds reduces per capita income by
between 5 and 9 percent, but each additional glgemison increases income by 5 percent.
Such a finding could be related to the receipt erigpon income. Yet, in 2005, this positive
income effect of elderly people is not observed anye. It is surprising that an increasing
number of work age adults reduces consumption acoime as we would expect work age
adults to bring additional income to the househaldd hence allow for increased
consumption. Possibly, the phenomenon of the wgrkioor which was identified in earlier
studies (Bernabe and Kolev, 2005, World Bank, 200¥dps explain this. In contrast, the
asset index based regressions show a positivet effeadult members in both years. We
believe that this result is due to the stock natoireghe asset index, which reflects the
accumulation of assets over the longer term. Thonfirmed by the fact that the asset index
is positively related with the age of the househwdd.

The average number of years of education in thesdfmld is positively related with
consumption, income, and assets, which is alsana With the literature. Every additional
year increases household consumption, income,r@nddset index by around 4 percent. We
do not find a consistent and (strong) statistieddtionship between the gender and marital
status of the household head and welfare. Ownerdhlipestock appears to be more clearly
correlated with consumption, income, and assets olanership of land. One additional sheep
equivalent unit, which corresponds to one sheemerfifth of a cow, for example, increases
consumption by about 0.4 percent, income by ab@®#0® percent, and the asset index by
about 0.1-0.2 percent. Land is significantly redatgth consumption only in 2005.

The most important correlates of household welfappear to be the regional
dummies. Almost all oblasts are negatively and iBgantly associated with consumption,
income, and the asset index compared with the Ghilast, which is the omitted category.
Only households in the capital Bishkek do not héweer income in 2003 and lower
consumption in 2005 than households in Chui oblastaverage, households in rural areas

are worse off than their urban counterparts. Thigairticularly true when we measure welfare

17



in terms of income and assets, which is not surgrigiven that households have less regular

and standardised income flows.

Conclusion

In this paper, we analyse the correlates of weliiarn€yrgyzstan with a special focus on the
role of ethnicity. By doing so, we intend to answeo questions. First, are Uzbek households
better off than Kyrgyz households, as is oftennstd in the media and also by some
academics? Second, what are the correlates of holdseelfare in recent years, and how
have these changed in comparison with a decader@aWe use data from two cross-sections
of the Kyrgyz Integrated Household Survey (2003 2605) and run OLS regressions using
three measures of welfare, i.e. per capita consompgter capita income, and an asset index.

Without controlling for other correlates, we shtvat Uzbek headed households do
not have higher welfare on average than Kyrgyz éédwuseholds. In 2005, they even turn
out to have lower consumption than their Kyrgyz rdeuparts. The picture changes slightly
when we control for other factors, such as houskl@mposition, education, land and
livestock, and regional dummies. We then find thabeks have higher consumption in 2003
and higher income and assets in 2005 — all at #dtmal level. Most of these aggregate
findings are driven by the fact that the differetetween Uzbeks and Kyrgyz is particularly
strong — both in terms of the magnitude of the figehts and the level of statistical
significance — in rural areas. Yet, the data previtle evidence for higher welfare of Uzbeks
in urban areas and in the south of the countryrevheost of them live and where violence
between Uzbeks and Kyrgyz took place.

In terms of the other correlates of welfare, wadfthat household size, educational
attainment of adults, and residence outside thé@ataand the neighbouring Chui oblast are
most importantly connected with welfare. Theseifhgd coincide with those in studies using
data from a decade earlier. The most appallingiriopndn our view is the strong negative
association between the number of children in tbesbhold and household welfare. Even
though the government has been targeting transigeor families with children in the form
of social benefits, these do not appear to haveahgrkat effect. In fact, the social benefit
system has undergone a number of changes in 2@l aeeds to be seen whether this will
imply any improvements for poor families. Policy kees concerned about poverty should
also make regional development as well as improwsria the education sector a priority, as

is partly already being done.
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Appendix

Figure 1: Map of Kyrgyzstan
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Figure 2: Density function of log per capita consumption
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Source: Authors’ illustration based on KIHS data.

Figure 3: Density function of log per capitaincome
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Source: Authors’ illustration based on KIHS data.

Figure 4: Density function of log asset index
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Source: Authors’ illustration based on KIHS data.
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Table 1: Share of sectorsin GDP and employment, 1991-2009
1991| 1993| 1995| 1997| 1999| 2001| 2003| 2005| 2007| 2009

Share of sectorsin GDP

Agriculture 37.0 410 439 446 37.7| 373 371 3194 311 211
Industry 35 32.0f 195 228 26.7| 28.9| 223 224 193] 26.6
Services 276 270 36.6| 326/ 356/ 33.8/ 40.6/ 457 49.6| 523

Employment by sectors

Agriculture 355 39.2| 481 434 523 529 43.2] 385 345 34.0*
Industry 26. 243 1v.7| 155 117/ 10.4| 151 176/ 20.2| 20.6
Services 379 36,5 342 36.1| 36.00 36.7| 41.7| 439 453| 453

Source: Authors’ illustration based on data fromONSGDP: based on Socio-Economic Developments;
Employment: 1991-2001 based on Balance of Labowo®ees, 2003-09 based on KIHS Labour Force
Survey). Employment by sectors in the last colugfans to 2008.

Table 2: Descritpive statistics for welfare measures

Corr. Corr. Corr.

Mean SD | Median Min Max PCC PCI Al

2003

Per capita consumption (PCC 11,409 7,315 9,552 711,83100,266 1

Per capita income (PCI) 7,658 8886 5,8Y5 0 301, M3 75* 1
Asset index (Al), standardised 2447 0995 2.228 ] 6.405 | 0.395*| 0.367% 1
2005

Per capita consumption (PCC 13,798 8,5p2 114027411, 114,847 1

Per capita income (PCI) 11,240 10,562 8,640 60.8 8,582| 0.560* 1

Asset index (Al), standardised 2636 1.002 2.4159 l 6.365 | 0.425* 0.404% 1

Note: The means of consumption and income are O3 20ices. *- significant at 1 percent level.
Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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Table 3: Definition of explanatory variables

\Variable Definition

Kyrgyz Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if houskhhead is Kyrgyz, O otherwise

Uzbek Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if houddhm®ad is Uzbek, 0 otherwise

Russian Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if htwade head is Russian, 0 otherwise

Other Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if houddhmad is of other ethnicity, 0 otherwise
Age of head Years of age of household head

Female head Dummy variable, taking the value bifdehold head is female, O otherwise

Married Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if helasld head is married, O otherwise
Widowed Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if hdusld head is widowed, O otherwise

Not marrie Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if householddeés not married, O otherwise

Pre-school childrefNumber of children in the p-school age (0-5 years) in the household

School children  |[Number of children in the school age-17 years) in the household

Adults Number of adults in the househ

Number of elderly people in the housel, defined according to official pension age,
Elderly . ;

which changed over time
Education Average number of years of educatiorl dfausehold members older than 18 years
Land Area of irrigated and cultivated land in heesa
Livestock Sheep equivalent units
Rural Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if houddhesides in a rural area, O otherwise
Issyk-Kul Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if Is@told resides in Issyk-Kul oblast, 0 otherwise
Djalal-Abad Dummy variable, taking the value hdusehold resides in Djalal-Abad oblast, 0 othezWwis
Naryn Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if housdhaisides in Naryn oblast, 0 otherwise
Batken Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if houddhesides in Batken oblast, O otherwise
Osh Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if househekldes in Osh oblast, O otherwise
Talas Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if househesides in Talas oblast, O otherwise
Chui Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if househalsides in Chui oblast, O otherwise
Bishkek Dummy variable, taking the value 1 if hdusle resides in the capital Bishkek, 0 otheryise

Source: Authors’ illustration.
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics, 2003

All Kyrgyz Uzbek Russian Other
Per capita consumption 11,419 10,292 9,877 15,680* 13,263*
(7,315) (6,536) (6,879) (8,458) (7,535)
Per capita income 7,653 6,512 6,527 11,829* 9,368*
(8,886) (7,493) (4,706) (12,966) (9,320)
Asset index 2.447 2.231 2.269 3.159* 2.893*
(0.995) (0.905) (0.841) (0.949) (1.087)
Age of head 49.13 46.78 48.94* 56.05* 53.96*
(14.65) (13.92) (13.47) (15.36) (14.48)
Female head 0.30 0.25 0.22 0.49* 0.43*
(0.46) (0.43) (0.41) (0.50) (0.50)
Married 0.70 0.74 0.76 0.54* 0.62*
(0.46) (0.44) (0.43) (0.50) (0.49)
Widowed 0.19 0.17 0.15 0.28* 0.28*
(0.40) (0.37) (0.36) (0.45) (0.45)
Not married 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.17* 0.10
(0.31) (0.30) (0.29) (0.38) (0.31)
. 0.54 0.64 0.73* 0.18* 0.30*
Pre-school children (0.79) (0.83) (0.90) (0.45) (0.62)
School children 1.21 1.40 1.55% 0.43* 0.86*
(1.21) (1.23) (1.24) (0.73) (1.04)
Adults 2.33 2.53 2.74* 1.49* 1.99*
(1.42) (1.36) (1.46) (1.26) (1.46)
Elderly 0.39 0.29 0.34 0.71* 0.57*
(0.66) (0.59) (0.62) (0.77) (0.74)
Education 10.41 10.55 9.84* 10.36 9.97*
(2.51) (2.31) (2.21) (3.03) (2.95)
Land 5.40 7.49 1.85* 0.68* 1.86*
(23.62) (28.58) (4.66) (2.69) (6.58)
Livestock 6.02 7.87 2.54* 2.12* 2.76*
(14.73) (17.28) (4.69) (6.32) (6.26)
Rural 0.39 0.46 0.28* 0.24* 0.31*
(0.49) (0.50) (0.45) (0.43) (0.46)
Issyk-Kul 0.14 0.15 0.15* 0.17 0.09*
(0.35) (0.36) (0.19) (0.38) (0.29)
Djalal-Abad 0.13 0.15 0.28* 0.03* 0.07*
(0.34) (0.35) (0.45) (0.18) (0.25)
Naryr 0.10 0.15 0.00* 0.00* 0.00*
(0.30) (0.36) (0.05) (0.00) (0.05)
Batken 0.11 0.11 0.15* 0.05* 0.12
(0.31) (0.32) (0.36) (0.21) (0.33)
Osh 0.14 0.13 0.46* 0.04* 0.08*
(0.34) (0.33) (0.50) (0.20) (0.27)
Talas 0.11 0.15 0.01* 0.04* 0.06*
(0.31) (0.35) (0.11) (0.20) (0.24)
Chui 0.12 0.06 0.02* 0.31* 0.34*
(0.33) (0.24) (0.15) (0.46) (0.47)
Bishkek 0.15 0.11 0.03* 0.36* 0.23*
(0.36) (0.31) (0.17) (0.48) (0.42)
Number o observations 4,760 3,162 391 803 404

Note: Cell entries are means. Standard deviationieabrackets. * indicates that the mean of tlspeetive
ethnic group is statistically different at the 58%¢l from the mean of the Kyrgyz group.
Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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Table 5: Descriptive statistics, 2005

All Kyrgyz Uzbek Russian Other
ber canita consumotion| 13798 10,292 9,877+ 18,469 17,277*
P P (8,502) (7,715) (6,398) (8,281) (12,103)
Cer canita income 11,240 6,512 6,527 16,338* 13,084*
P (10,552) (9,827) (8,519) (11,520) (12,366)
nsset index 2.636 2.428 2.487 3.347* 3.046
(1.002) (0.934) (0.870) (0.926) (1.037)
rae of head 49.88 4754 50.75% 57.22* 52.89
9 (14.60) (13.72) (13.79) (15.67) (14.50)
comale head 0.35 0.29 0.32 0.53* 0.42*
(0.48) (0.46) (0.47) (0.50) (0.49)
Married 0.67 0.71 0.75 0.50* 0.59*
(0.47) (0.45) (0.43) (0.50) (0.49)
Widowed 0.22 0.18 0.20 0.33* 0.28*
(0.41) (0.39) (0.40) (0.47) (0.45)
Not married 0.11 0.11 0.05* 0.17* 0.13
(0.32) (0.31) (0.23) (0.37) (0.33)
) 0.49 0.59 0.55 0.18* 0.32*
Pre-school children (0.75) (0.79) (0.81) (0.46) (0.60)
< chool children 1.10 1.29 1.43* 0.37* 0.73*
(1.14) (1.15) (1.24) (0.68) (0.97)
Adults 2.03 2.19 2.46% 1.28% 1.81*
(1.20) (1.09) (1.33) (1.16) (1.22)
Elder 0.38 0.29 0.39* 0.69* 0.49*
y (0.65) (0.59) (0.66) (0.75) (0.68)
= ducation 10.83 11.02 9.98* 10.67* 10.45*
(2.39) (2.17) (2.18) (2.89) (2.85)
L and 5.84 8.01 1.38% 0.98* 2.95*
(19.00) (22.32) (2.79) (4.23) (14.83)
| estock 7.76 10.31 3.01* 2.26% 3.42%
(18.90) (22.21) (6.46) (7.04) (7.94)
ural 0.39 0.46 0.26* 0.22% 0.31*
(0.49) (0.50) (0.44) (0.41) (0.46)
ssvkcKul 0.13 0.15 0.03* 0.14 0.07*
y (0.34) (0.36) (0.17) (0.35) (0.26)
Oialal-Abad 0.13 0.14 0.33* 0.03* 0.08*
J (0.34) (0.35) (0.47) (0.18) (0.27)
Narvr 0.10 0.15 0.00* 0.00* 0.01*
Y (0.30) (0.36) (0.07) (0.00) (0.07)
S atken 0.10 0.11 0.15* 0.04* 0.11
(0.30) (0.32) (0.35) (0.20) (0.31)
osh 0.13 0.12 0.44* 0.03* 0.08*
(0.34) (0.33) (0.50) (0.17) (0.28)
alas 0.11 0.14 0.01* 0.04* 0.06*
(0.31) (0.35) (0.11) (0.20) (0.24)
chu 0.13 0.07 0.02* 0.33* 0.36*
(0.34) (0.26) (0.15) (0.47) (0.48)
Sishkek 0.16 0.11 0.02* 0.39* 0.23*
(0.37) (0.31) (0.15) (0.49) (0.42)
Number o observations 4,771 3,168 428 808 367

Note: Cell entries are means. Standard deviationieabrackets. * indicates that the mean of tlspeetive
ethnic group is statistically different at the 58%¢l from the mean of the Kyrgyz group.
Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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Table 6: OLSregression results, 2003 and 2005, national level

2003 2005
Consumption Income Asset index| Consumption Income Asset index
Uzbek .0781 .0824 .0517 .0225 147 .0591
(1.85)* (1.34) (1.39) (0.55) (3.24)*** (1.99)**
Russian .0639 172 .182 .0578 .0744 .138
(2.76)*** (5.05)*** (9.65)*** (2.33)** (1.91)* (6.81)***
Other .0424 .0792 .146 .0666 .0523 115
(1.25) (2.25)** (7.38)*** (2.45)** (1.31) (7.06)*
Age of head .000525 .00238 .00291 .000992 .00111 01949
(0.55) (2.43)** (4.94)*** (1.35) (1.10) (3.73)**
Female head -.0463 -.118 .0251 -.0344 .0433 .031
(-1.75)* (-3.85)*** (1.67)* (-1.64) (1.22) (1.83)
Married -.0579 -.127 .0616 -.0407 .0502 .0648
(-2.01)** (-3.16)*** (4.22)*** (-1.48) (1.12) (279)***
Widowed -119 -.103 -.0173 -.0508 -.0649 -.00089
(-5.14)*** (-2.53)** (-0.96) (-2.20)** (-1.52) (0.05)
Pre-school -.191 -.216 -.0377 -.15 -.247 -.0311
children (-20.12)** | (-12.31)*** (-5.03)*** (-19.90*** | (-19.75)*** (-5.34)***
School -.147 -173 -.0136 -.156 -.223 -.0179
children (-24.32)*** | (-16.47)*** (-3.38)*** (-24.7* | (-23.36)*** (-4.18)***
Adults -.0848 -.0547 .0187 -.0894 -.0923 .0192
(-11.68)*** (-5.73)*** (4.44)** (-11.81)*** (-9. 18)*** (4.01)**
Elderly -.0697 .0502 -.00996 -.09 -.0687 .0169
(-3.43)*** (2.16)** (-0.95) (-6.01)*** (-3.27)*** (1.81)*
Education .0414 .0481 .04 .0357 .0489 .0428
(14.55)*** (10.15)*** (15.94)** (12.16)*** (10.58)*** (15.47)***
Land -.000105 -.000362 -.000196 .000819 -.00138 0180
(-0.30) (-0.73) (-1.31) (2.05)** (-1.05) (0.51)
Livestock .00488 .00593 .00215 .00447 .00287 .0011
(8.50)*** (6.15)*** (6.22)*** (6.82)*** (3.20)*** (3.78)***
Rural .0116 -.364 -.305 -.106 -.347 -.258
(0.26) (-5.97)*** (-9.50)*** (-3.45)*** (-7.01)*** (-7.82)***
Issyk-Kul -131 -.342 -.166 -.303 -311 -.133
(-1.73)* (-2.62)*** (-4.38)*** (-4.31)*** (-3.84)x** (-4.62)***
Djalal-Abad -.328 -.118 -.224 -.366 -314 -.213
(-6.69)*** (-1.43) (-6.37)*** (-8.37)*** (-4.38)** (-5.20)***
Naryn -.36 -.254 -.215 -.393 -.447 -.268
(-6.83)*** (-3.04)*** (-6.53)*** (-10.91)*** (-5. 17)*** (-7.43)***
Batken -.455 -.337 -.317 -.313 -.181 -.298
(-6.84)*** (-3.55)*** (-7.12)*** (-6.74)*** (-2.5 6)** (-8.00)***
Osh -.129 .0136 -.215 -.217 -.119 -.203
(-2.47)** (0.19) (-2.59)** (-5.90)*** (-2.05)** (2.00)**
Talas -.323 -.453 -.169 =272 -471 -.226
(-2.98)*** (-5.27)*** (-5.29)*** (-4.09)*** (-4.0 B)*** (-6.11)***
Bishkek -.0754 161 .0286 -.0902 -.0447 .0631
(-1.54) (2.28)** (0.71) (-2.57)** (-0.66) (1.60)
Constant 9.47 8.79 419 9.68 9.3 471
(125.12)*** (82.95)*** (7.82)*** (152.69)*** (90.47)*** (7.90)***
R-squared 0.427 0.371 0.471 0.416 0.430 0.467
Observations 4760 4751 4724 4771 4766 4756

Note: The dependent variables are per capita coptsom) per capita income and asset index, all gslo
Household weights are not considered, but the sadgsign is taken into account. Omitted dummy bée&@
are Kyrgyz, Married, and Chui. t-statistics areamé@d in brackets. *** - significant at 1 perceaveél, ** -
significant at 5 percent level, * - significantld percent level.
Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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Table 7: OLSregression results, 2003 and 2005, sub-national levels

2003 2005
Rural Urban South Rural Urban South
Consumption
Uzbek 13 .0255 .0537 .183 -.0361 -.000241
(1.71)* (0.93) (1.16) (4.05)*** (-0.81) (-0.01)
Russian .235 .019 .03 .162 .0207 .0885
(4.16)*** (0.67) (0.86) (2.89)*** (0.62) (1.43)
Other 127 .00939 .00258 .18 .00181 .0359
(2.11)* (0.24) (0.07) (2.93)*** (0.06) (0.78)
Income
Uzbek .0499 .0715 .0414 .318 .0804 .0869
(0.34) (1.15) (0.62) (4.30)*** (1.69) (1.68)*
Russian 377 152 .183 .27 .048 .0301
(3.48)*** (4.26)*** (2.69)*** (3.00)*** (1.25) (0.50)
Other .183 .0946 .0236 .257 .000571 -.0498
(2.04)** (2.80)*** (0.46) (3.07)*** (0.01) (-0.58)
Asset index
Uzbek 162 -.0175 .0137 .196 -.0501 .0347
(2.69)*** (-0.39) (0.32) (4.08)*** (-1.29) (1.04)
Russian 219 167 .223 194 122 .148
(4.54)*** (10.52)*** (4.75)*** (5.04)*** (5.34)*** (3.75)***
Other 126 .148 .104 .155 .0859 .0908
(3.36)*** (6.31)*** (2.40)** (4.62)*** (5.31)*** (1 2.99)**

Note: The dependent variables are log of per capitsumption, log of per capita income and logro&saset
index. Household weights are not considered inetltsagculations, but the sample design is takenantmunt.
Non-ethnic regressors are not shown in this takdeatistics are reported in brackets. *** - sigeat at 1

percent level, ** - significant at 5 percent level, significant at 10 percent level.
Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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Table 8: OL Sregression results, 2008

National Rural Urban South
Income
Uzbek .0482 .0756 .0865 .0482
(2.17) (1.59) (1.80)* (1.19)
Russian .0705 .19 .0534 -.0829
(1.62) (1.94)* (1.30) (-0.90)
Other .0236 .159 -.0213 .0735
(0.59) (2.00)** (-0.50) (1.07)
R-squared 0.381 0.394 0.396 0.333
Observations 3085 1376 1709 1204
Asset index
Uzbek .0442 .136 -.0652 .017
(1.34) (2.33)** (-1.85)* (0.45)
Russian 117 .201 .104 .0912
(6.79)*** (5.49)*** (5.75)*** (2.83)***
Other .0848 123 .0598 .0603
(3.70)*** (3.16)*** (2.36)** (1.83)*
R-squared 0.468 0.328 0.331 0.410
Observations 3057 1368 1689 1196

Note: The dependent variables are log of per capitame and log of asset index. Household weigtgshat
considered in these calculations, but the samdigydés taken into account. Non-ethnic regressmrat
shown in this table. t-statistics are reportedrackets. *** - significant at 1 percent level, **significant at 5
percent level, * - significant at 10 percent level.

Source: Authors’ calculation based on KIHS data.
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