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Abstract

Applying the Shapley decomposition to unit-record household survey data, this paper
investigates the trends and causes of poverty in China in the 1990s. The changes in
poverty trends are attributed to two proximate causes; income growth and shifts in
relative income distribution. The Foster-Greer-Thorbecke measures are computed and
decomposed, with different datasets and alternative assumptions about poverty lines and
equivalence. Among the robust results are: (i) both income growth and favourable
distributional changes can explain China’s remarkable achievement in combating
poverty in rural areas in the first half of the 1990s; (2) in the second half of the 1990s,
both rural and urban China suffered from rapidly rising inequality and stagnant income
growth, leading to a slow-down in poverty reduction, even reversal of poverty trend.
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1 Introduction

Poverty dynamics in China commands world-wide attention not merely because the
sheer size of its population and its low starting point entail that China still has the
second largest share of the poor in the world,! despite the great strides made in
alleviating poverty. China’s combat against poverty will continue to affect global
poverty trend in a significant way. More intriguing, and also puzzling, is the fact that
poverty reduction slowed down and at times were even reversed in the past decade or so
(Ravallion and Chen 2004) while per capita real GDP frequently posted growth rates of
well over 8 per cent per annum. This development contrasts with China’s experience in
the 1980s when growth in the same range successfully lifted hundreds of millions out of
poverty. What could the weakening of the responsiveness of poverty to aggregate output
growth be attributed to? Was it caused by a reduction in the household share of national
income, in which case even the income of an average person would have been grown
much slower than suggested by GDP growth rates? Or, was it down to an increase in
inequality such that the gains from aggregate growth have failed to trickle down to those
on the bottom rung of the income ladder? A theoretically less interesting yet empirically
important third possibility is that the reported poverty trend is a statistical artifact
arising from inappropriate measurement of poverty.

In this paper, we explore poverty changes in China in the 1990s and attempt to attribute
these changes to contributions by income growth and redistribution, respectively. To
address the issue of robustness, we use unit-record household survey data from two
separate sources rather than the grouped data published by the National Bureau of
Statistics (NBS). Further, we compare results from using different poverty measures,
poverty lines and equivalence scales and adjust poverty lines over time and space.
Urban poverty, as well as rural poverty, is considered. Our results help assess the
relative importance of growth and inequality in affecting poverty, and thus shed light on
the proximate causes of the lack of progress in poverty reduction in the 1990s.

The plan of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we describe the decomposition
methodology and discuss various uncertainties involved in assessing poverty trend and
decomposition. Section 3 presents the time profile of poverty measures and the
decomposition results. Particular attention is given to results that are consistent across
alternative poverty measures, poverty lines and equivalence scales. Concluding remarks
are given in the last section.

1 According to the World Bank’s Global Poverty Monitoring database, more than 210 million people in
China live with less than US$1.08 per day (in 1993 PPP) as of 2001, 99 per cent of whom are in the rural
areas.



2 Decomposition procedure and the robustness of decomposition results

As is known, poverty decomposition typically follows Datt and Ravallion (1992) which
is similar to Kakwani and Subbarao (1990) and Jain and Tendulkar (1990). All three
variants are path-dependent. In addition, the first two are either inexact or come with a
non-vanishing residual component unless distribution remains the same or growth is
absent over time. As shown below, these nuisances can be removed by a simple
averaging procedure.

Let AP denote a change in poverty index P and assuming both income Y and poverty
line z are measured in real terms (changes in the poverty line can also be
accommodated). A change in poverty between period 0 and period T can be written as

AP =P(Yr;2) - P (Yo; ) (1)

By definition, the growth component is the change in poverty due to a change in the
mean of Y while holding its distribution (characterized by the Lorenz curve) constant.
The inequality or redistribution component is the change in poverty due to a change in
the distribution of Y while holding its mean constant. Let Y(L;, p;) be a hypothetical
income distribution with Lorenz curve L; and mean y; taken from different distributions,
te,1=0o0rT,j=0or T and i # j. Let P(L;, ;) represent the corresponding poverty
index of Y(L;, ;). The growth component of AP can be defined as

growth component = P(Lo, pr) - P(Yo; z) 2)
or, alternatively as
growth component = P(Yr; z) - P(Lt, po) (2A)

Similarly, the redistribution component can either be defined as

redistribution component = P(Lt; o) - P(Yo; z) 3)
or
redistribution component = P(Yr; z) - P(Lo, pr) (3A)

It is easy to see that different combinations of the alternative growth and redistribution
components produce four distinct decompositions of AP. If equations (2) and (3) are
used, period 0 is considered as the reference period. By contrast, choosing equations
(2A) and (3A) implies that the reference period is period T. The results from the two
decompositions need not agree, and both are inexact in the sense the growth and
redistribution components do add up to AP. If the combination (2A)-(3) or (2)-(3A) is
used, the decomposition will be exact since



P(Y1;z)-P(Yo; z) = [redistribution component] + [growth component]
=[P(Yr; 2) - P(Lo, ur)] + [P(Lo, ur) - P(Yo; 2)] 4)
= [P(L1; po) - P(Yo; 2)] + [P(Y; 2) - P(L1; po)] )

However, the redistribution and growth components are measured against different
reference periods in equations (4) and (5). Again, the two decompositions will produce
different results in general and are thus equally arbitrary or equally justified.

A solution to the reference point problem is to take the average of equations (4) and (5)
to arrive at

AP = 0.5{[P(YT; z) - P(Lo, ur)] + [P(L1; po) - P(Yo; 2)]}
+ 0.5{[P(Lo; pr) - P(Yo; 2)] + [P(YT; 2) - P(Lt; po)l} (6)

As it turns out, the decomposition in equation (6) is not an arithmetic gimmick;
theoretical justifications can be found in the cooperative game theory (Shorrocks 1999;
Kolenikov and Shorrocks 2005). Apart from notational difference, equation (6) is
identical to what Shorrocks (1999) derived using Shapley value. Thus, we can
decompose poverty differences into a growth component G and an inequality
component I as

G = 0.5{[P(Lo, ur) - P(Yo; 2)] + [P(YT; 2) - P(L, po)]} (7
1=0.5{[P(Yr; z) - P(Lo, u1)] + [P(Lr, po) - P(Yo; 2)1} (8)
The decomposition is symmetric as well as exact.

How can the poverty indices P(Lo, ur) and P(Lt, po) of the hypothetical distributions be
obtained? The method used in previous studies is to derive the functional form of the
poverty index as a function of the mean and parameters governing the shape of the
Lorenz curve or the distribution. The parameters are then estimated econometrically for
both periods 0 and T. Plugging into the derived formula the parameter estimates for
period 0 and mean income of period T gives P(Lo, ur). P(Lt, Ho) can be obtained
similarly. Implementing this method requires a priori specification of the parametric
form of either the Lorenz curve or the probability density function of relative income.
Both the specification and the estimation of parametric models can give rise to errors
biasing the results, a price one is forced to pay when faced with grouped data. If unit-
record micro-data are available, which is the case of this study, a simpler solution exists.
To leave the Lorenz curve of an income distribution intact but give it a new mean, one
can simply scale every observation, that is, Y(Lt, o) = Y1 X (to/pr) and Y(Lo; pr) = Yo
x (/o).



Even with unit-record data, however, making poverty comparison is still subject to a
host of uncertainties, many of which carry over to the decomposition of poverty
changes. We consider three such uncertainties here: poverty measures, poverty lines and
equivalence scales. The three most widely-used poverty measures are the head-count
ratio PO, the poverty gap index P1 and the squared poverty gap index P2, all of which
belong to the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) (Foster et al. 1984) family of poverty
measures

1 z-YY
pa_ﬁz( j ©)

Y <z z

The head-count ratio (a = 0) gives the proportion of the population whose incomes fall
below the poverty line z. The poverty gap index (a = 1) measures the average income
shortfall in meeting the living standards implied by the poverty line. The average
shortfall is expressed as a percentage of the poverty line, and the income shortfall of the
non-poor is deemed to be zero. The squared poverty gap index (a = 2) is the sum of the
proportional poverty gaps weighted by themselves. It is well known that, depending on
how inequalities among the poor have changed, the three measures may give out
conflicting signals regarding changes in poverty. This in turn will lead to different
assessment of the relative role played by income growth and redistribution in affecting
poverty.2

The evaluation of changes in poverty may also be very sensitive to where the poverty
line is drawn. For example, a poverty line set near a local mode of the income
distribution might unduly exaggerate the growth component of poverty decomposition,
thereby obscure changes occurring further down the distribution. In this paper, we
consider four sets of national and international poverty lines. These include the US$1.08
and US$2.15 per capita per day poverty lines in 1993 PPP, the US$1 and US$2 per
capita per day poverty lines in 1985 PPP, the urban and rural poverty lines proposed in
Ravallion and Chen (2004) (1,200 yuan for urban areas, and 850 yuan for rural areas in
2002 prices), the official rural poverty line of 530 yuan in 1995 prices, and a 1995 urban
poverty line obtained by adjusting the official rural line by the 2002 urban-to-rural
poverty line ratio in Ravallion and Chen (2004). Another concern about the poverty line
is whether a uniform nominal value of the poverty line is applicable to all regions under
examination. The costs of living vary, sometimes widely, across Chinese provinces.
Official CPIs published by the NBS, available at the provincial level, allow one to trace

2 To take a simple example, suppose that an income distribution has changed from (1, 2, 3, 4) to
(2,2,2,4) and the poverty line is set at 2.5. The head-count ratio would indicate an increase in poverty
(from 0.5 to 0.75) whereas the poverty gap index would show a decrease (from 0.2 to 0.15).
Decomposing the change in head-count ratio according to equations (7) and (8) would put the
contribution of growth at zero and the contribution of redistribution as poverty worsening (I > 0). The
same decomposition applied to the change in the poverty gap index would give a negative redistribution
component.



the changes in the costs of living within a province over time, but not the differences
across provinces. Using official CPIs and price data for 1990, Brandt and Holz (2004)
constructed several panels of provincial price levels for the latter purpose. One of these
price deflators is adopted in this paper to convert poverty lines at the national level to
provincial poverty lines or, equivalently, to convert nominal income figures to real
incomes measured in national prices of the base year.3

Most existing studies about China’s income poverty use per capita income as the
indicator of individual welfare.4 As is known, some important household consumption
items like housing, utilities, transportation, etc., are fairly non-rivalry. The existence of
scale economies due to such semi-public goods, along with the varying needs of
households of different demographic compositions, means that the same amount of per
capital income does not always denote the command of the same amount of real
resources for individuals from different households. To account for such idiosyncrasies,
we employ the constant-elasticity equivalence scale to normalize household sizes. More
specifically, if n; represents the number of people in household i, the normalized
household size is given by k, =n’, where 0 is alternatively set to 0, 0.8 and 0.5.5 Given
a poverty line defined in per capita income, it is clear that the larger the value of 8, the
lower the level of poverty. Whether and how applying different equivalence scale will
impact on the change in poverty and its decomposition is not immediately clear.

3 Poverty dynamicsin the 1990s

The rural and urban household surveys administered by the NBS have long been the
most important data source for studying income distribution in China. Nonetheless, the
number of available alternative surveys has been on the rise. It is on two of these
alternative datasets that the analysis in this paper is based. Our first data set, taken from
Wan and Zhou (2005), comes from the rural household survey conducted by the
Research Centre for Rural Economy (RCRE) of the Ministry of Agriculture of China. A

3 For rural areas, we use the deflator obtained by applying to a rural consumption basket rural CPIs
adjusted for consumption of self-produced products. For urban areas, the deflator is obtained by applying
official urban CPIs to a urban consumption basket. It is necessary to note that although Brandt and Holz
(2004) used separate rural and urban baskets, they applied the same compositions to all provinces
throughout 1984-2000. As a result, regional differences in and changes over time of consumption patterns
are ignored. In addition, consumption baskets used for deriving CPIs are meant to be representative of the
consumption pattern of the entire population, and hence may well differ from the consumption pattern of
the poor.

4 In a study of urban residents in 12 cities, Gustafsson et al. (2004) found that the size and age
composition of households have a modest impact on households’ perception of minimum living
expenditure.

5 =1 corresponds to the assumption that there exist no scale economies. 6 = 0.5 is the equivalence scale
most frequently found in OECD countries. Note that although the one-parameter equivalence scale does
not explicitly account for differences in household characteristics other than household size, Figini (1998)
found that, for OECD countries, many two-parameter equivalence scales in common use are empirically
similar (when measuring inequality) to the one-parameter equivalence scale with § = 0.5.



brief description of the history of the RCRE survey is available in Wan and Zhou
(ibid.). We note here that the data set covers the period 1995-2002 and that the three
provinces included in the data set, Guangdong, Hubei and Yunnan, constitute a
relatively representative sample of the economic geography of contemporary China.

Our second data source is the China Health and Nutrition Survey, a joint project run by
the Carolina Population Center at the University of North Carolina, the National
Institute of Nutrition and Food Safety, and the Chinese Center for Disease Control and
Prevention. Five rounds of CHNS were conducted in 1989, 1991, 1993, 1997 and 2000.
Each round covers around 15,000 individuals from about 4,000 households spread over
nine provinces. Though not primarily an income survey, the income-related part of the
questionnaire was designed to enable imputing the values of incomes and subsidies
received in kind, both of which are excluded in NBS surveys. The CHNS data also
distinguish between urban and rural neighbourhoods.6

3.1 A decade of progressand reversein thefight against poverty

As stated in the introduction section, one of our concerns in this paper is whether the
slowdown in poverty reduction reported in some recent studies is a reliable assessment
of poverty trend in China during the 1990s in the sense that it is robust to data from
alternative sources, poverty measures, poverty lines and equivalence scales. Various
poverty indices and their annual percentage changes have been calculated for the above
three panels of income data, and are tabulated in Appendix Tables 1A, 1B and 1C.

Table 1A traces out the time profile of poverty of the RCRE panel. It can be seen that
when per capita income is used as the indicator of living standards (6 = 1), the
directions of year-to-year changes in poverty indices are quite consistent across the six
poverty lines. More specifically, over a rather wide income range (the value of the
highest poverty line is nearly four times that of the lowest poverty line), first- and
second-order stochastic dominance can be found for most pairs of years while third-
order dominance always obtains.” The percentage changes tend to be greater in absolute
value, the lower the poverty line is, suggesting concentration of per capita income at the
lower end of the income spectrum. Changes in higher order poverty measures tend to be
greater than those in lower order measures.8 This indicates that per capita income
growth of households well below the poverty lines (i.e., the ultra poor) is usually
positively correlated with the income growth of those around the poverty lines. As
expected, allowing economies of scale within households (6 = 0.8, 0.5) reduces not only
the values of poverty measures, but also the magnitudes of their changes. It doe not,

6 Readers interested in obtaining more information about the CHNS are referred to the website
www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/china.

7 For the definitions of first-, second- and third-order stochastic dominance, see Ravallion (1992).

8 For instance, if the official poverty line is adopted, the head-count ratio declined by 10.3 per cent during
1996-97, the poverty gap index by 16.4 per cent and the squared poverty gap index by 24.6 per cent.



however, alter the picture qualitatively. In particular, over the entire period between
1995 and 2002 poverty is shown to have increased.

Turning now to Table 1B where rural poverty indices estimated from the CHNS data are
presented, the first thing that strikes one is the fluctuations of poverty levels between
1988 and 1992. There does not seem to be any historical events during this period to
justify such large swings within so short a period. Upon checking the household size
series in the dataset, we found that the average size of rural households was 4.31 in
1988 and 4.18 in 1992, but drops to 2.94 in 1990. Similarly, the average size of urban
households was 3.92 in 1988 and 3.68 in 1992, but 2.96 in 1990. This raises serious
doubts about the reliability of the 1990 data, given the considerable overlaps between
the samples of the three rounds. We have excluded the 1990 data from subsequent
analysis, but decided to retain the calculated poverty indices in Tables 1B and 1C for
reference purpose. Comparing Table 1B with Table 1A, it is easily seen that not only
are the estimated poverty indices for the two overlapping years of the two datasets—
1996 and 1999—at comparable levels, but most of the characteristics observed above of
Table 1A also show up in Table 1B, including the consistency of the directions of
poverty change across poverty lines, poverty measures and equivalence scales, and the
tendency for the magnitude of poverty change to be negatively related to the value of
the poverty line but positively related to the order of the poverty measure. Most
importantly, poverty increased between 1996 and 1999, confirming the poverty trend
identified in the RCRE dataset. Thanks to the success in bringing down poverty in the
late 1980s and early half of the 1990s, however, the period of 1988-99 as a whole saw a
reduction in poverty.

Table 1C shows the poverty levels and changes in the urban areas covered by the
CHNS. The overall level of urban poverty is still way below that found in rural areas.
However, all poverty indices exhibit a worrying trend of rapid increase, especially in the
second half of the 1990s. This trend seems to have broke off temporarily between 1992
and 1996. Yet the evidence is inconclusive.

Putting the results from the three tables together, the message, not incompatible with
findings in studies using NBS data, emerges: while much progress was made in the first
half of the 1990s in the battle against poverty in rural areas, grounds were lost in the
second half of the decade. In urban areas, poverty had been creeping up throughout the
1990s and possibly at an accelerated rate in the later years.

3.2 Impactsof growth and inequality

The fact that the lack of progress in poverty reduction occurred alongside rapid output
growth suggests that the nature of output growth is such that either the labour share of
total output has been shrinking, and/or the part of the income distribution below the
poverty line has become longer and fatter. For the first part of this proposition, we do
not possess sufficient data to compute the exact metric of labour income share for



testing. Nonetheless, the growth rates of rural and urban per capita income and real
GDP per capita plotted in Figure 1 are tale-telling. Except for one or two years, urban
income growth was on average 3—4 percentage points lower than per capita GDP
growth in the 1990s, rural income growth was even lower. The validity of the second
part of the proposition turns partly on the assumptions about the poverty line and
equivalence scale. Since we are not only interested in whether income distribution has
become adverse for the poor but also the relative impact of changes in distribution vis-a-
vis income growth, we now turn to decomposing poverty changes following the method
described in equations (7) and (8) in Section 2. The results of applying this procedure
are in Table 2A and Tables 2B and 2C in the Appendix.

In Table 2A, the welfare indicator is per capita income. The first panel presents results
using the RCRE data. The signs and relative magnitudes of the growth and
redistribution components are highly consistent across the three poverty indices. In most
cases, the results also do no appear to be very sensitive to the choice of the poverty line.
The exceptions are the 1998/99 and 2000/01 years where at higher poverty lines the
redistribution component switches from poverty-increasing to poverty-decreasing. The
growth component is mostly poverty-decreasing, but is usually outweighed by the
effects of adverse changes in distribution. However negative income growth occurred in
1998 and 2001, whilst 1997 and 1998 saw ameliorative distributional changes. Pinning
down the causes for these deviations from the general pattern is beyond the scope of this
paper. But in view of the finding in Ravallion and Chen (2004) that lower inflation
helps reduce poverty, our conjecture would be that rapid disinflation, or deflation in the
case of 1998, in these years might have played a role.

The results in the second panel concerning the CHNS rural data also demonstrates sign
consistency across poverty measures. In the two periods before 1996, poverty reduction
was driven by income growth, but was also aided by distributional changes favouring
the poor. During 1996-99, zero or negative income growth, compounded by adverse
distributional changes reversed some of the progress made earlier. Whatever the forces
responsible for the distributional changes in this period, their impact on income
distribution was apparently large and came through quickly, so much so that the
improvement achieved in the nine years before 1996 was completely undone. In 1999,
the relative position of the poor on the income spectrum is already less favourable than
that in 1988. In the third panel where the results are for the CHNS urban data, the urban
poor are found to have suffered similar misfortunes as their rural counterparts in 1996-
99. In the other years covered by the sample, overall income growth seems to have left
the poor behind.



Figure 1: Growth rates (%) of real GDP per capita, rural and urban per capita income
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Table 2B and Table 2C in the Appendix present the results of applying the same
decomposition procedure to income data adjusted by the two equivalence scales with
6 = 0.8 and 6 = 0.5 respectively. These two tables reveal qualitatively similar
information to that in Table 2A. It appears, therefore, that the choice between these
equivalence scales does not matter much to the decomposition results.

4 Summary

Correct assessment of poverty trend and understanding of the relative roles of income
growth and redistribution in affecting poverty trend often matter more to the
formulation of poverty reduction policy than does the estimation of cardinal poverty
measures. In addition to being vulnerable to measurement errors, the latter also hinges
crucially on the choice of poverty lines, poverty measures and equivalence scales. In
principle, all these factors can also affect the evaluation of poverty trend and the results
of poverty decomposition. How robust they are to these factors are not well studied
empirically. Meanwhile, the most important data source for studying poverty in
China—the NBS household survey—has been criticized for its exclusion of many non-
monetary incomes and subsidies, the importance of which increased in the reform years.
The sharp contrast posted by the rapid GDP growth in the 1990s and the slow progress
in poverty reduction in the same period once again raised concern about the quality of
the NBS data.



This paper examines poverty trend in China in the 1990s, employing two unit-record
household survey datasets. One of the datasets, the CHNS data, has taken particular care
to cover various incomes in kind received by households. The derived poverty changes
are then decomposed into contributions due to income growth and to shifts in relative
income distribution. Different poverty measures, poverty lines and equivalence scales
are considered. The following results appear to be empirically robust: poverty reduction
in both rural and urban China was hampered by rising inequality in the second half of
the 1990s. In urban China, worsening income distribution had been ongoing throughout
the decade, while in rural China it seems to be a ‘late-1990s’ phenomenon. In the
second half of the decade, rural and urban households also experienced slow income
growth, pointing to an enlarged gap between the growth of household income and the
growth of aggregate output.

Admittedly, the datasets used in this study have limited coverage. This would diminish
to certain extent the comparability of our results with those obtained from using more
comprehensive surveys such as those conducted by the NBS. However, the NBS data
are mostly available only in grouped format. Access to its unit-record data is strictly
limited. It is our view that, in the absence of nation-wide observations, useful results can
still be obtained from relatively selective surveys. Moreover, the possible sampling
biases are less of a concern when changes in rather than the levels of poverty are the
main subject of research. The biases will become even smaller if changes in poverty are
decomposed, as is in this paper.
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Appendix

Table 1A Rural poverty levels and changes using RCRE data

Levels of poverty measures Percentage changes of poverty measures
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 95-02

6=1
PO (1) 9.61 1047 939 861 12.69 10.63 12.06 10.40 898 -10.30 -8.33 4734 -1622 1348 -13.79 822
(2) 16.11 17.88 17.58 16.66 19.08 16.55 17.93 19.71 10.99 -1.63 -5.27 1455 -13.29 840 9.92 2240
(3) 18.21 20.22 19.33 1827 20.75 17.38 19.11 20.47 11.01 -439 -5.50 13.60 -16.24 996 7.10 12.39
(4) 19.49 23.14 21.42 2026 23.52 20.11 21.05 2294 18.69 -7.42 -541 16.08 -14.52 472 893 17.66
(5) 48.85 50.46 50.20 50.77 50.93 50.86 47.27 46.01 331 -053 1.14 032 -0.12 -7.06 -2.68 -581
(6) 53.21 54.55 53.82 5531 5453 5450 51.94 50.96 252 -133 277 -142 -0.05 -470 -1.88 -423

P1 (1) 268 353 295 261 531 455 493 426 31.44 -1643 -11.32 103.08 -14.22 823 -13.63 58.61
(2) 626 725 655 611 9.01 780 856 822 1572 -9.69 -6.70 47.52 -13.45 9.75 -397 31.22
3) 697 803 733 68 976 841 923 9.01 15.17 -8.72 -6.40 4215 -13.75 9.64 -2.33 29.19
(4 782 9.03 826 776 10.66 9.15 10.01 9.95 15.48 -8.47 -6.07 3739 -1420 943 -0.61 27.29
(5) 20.13 21.52 20.88 21.27 23.07 21.55 21.53 21.26 6.88 -295 1.86 844 -6.57 -0.08 -130 5.57
(6) 22.49 23.89 2328 23.70 25.33 2394 23.69 23.36 6.27 -256 1.79 690 -551 -1.04 -137 3.90

P2 (1) 1.02 158 1.19 098 275 240 261 207 55.59 -24.59 -17.42 179.54 -12.94 8.79 -20.43 104.15
(2) 316 391 335 3.04 550 473 517 4.63 23.76 -1433 -9.16 80.53 -13.97 9.29 -10.45 46.40
(3) 360 439 381 348 599 516 564 514 21.80 -13.18 -8.54 71.99 -13.89 9.36 -8.97 42.60
(4) 413 497 437 4.02 658 566 620 574 20.15 -12.07 -7.97 63.77 -1391 9.41 -7.34 3898
(5) 11.32 1255 11.90 11.76 14.10 12.75 13.22 13.11 10.82 -519 -1.13 19.89 -9.56 3.69 -0.86 15.79
(6) 12.79 14.05 13.40 13.34 1559 1423 14.61 1447 9.78 -4.60 -042 16.84 -8.74 268 -098 13.06

0=0.8
PO (1) 442 636 550 429 937 796 878 823 044 -0.13 -022 118 -0.15 0.10 -0.06 0.86
(2) 10.26 11.34 1049 989 1436 12.12 1329 1294 0.11 -0.08 -0.06 045 -0.16 0.10 -0.03 0.26
(3) 1091 11.79 11.53 10.65 14.96 12.62 13.71 13.62 0.08 -0.02 -0.08 040 -0.16 0.09 -0.01 025
(4) 12.17 12,74 12.58 1237 15.84 14.01 14.89 14.62 0.05 -0.01 -0.02 028 -0.12 0.06 -0.02 0.20
(5) 2945 31.66 30.97 33.44 32.66 3120 31.67 30.98 0.08 -0.02 0.08 -0.02 -0.04 0.02 -0.02 0.05
(6) 34.52 3593 3538 3822 36.54 35.18 34.64 35.23 0.04 -0.02 0.08 -0.04 -0.04 -0.02 0.02 002

Pl (1) 088 1.64 120 0.82 301 265 286 233 085 -0.27 -031 265 -0.12 0.08 -0.19 1.63
(2) 347 437 370 334 626 534 579 519 026 -0.15 -0.10 0.87 -0.15 0.08 -0.10 0.49
(3) 395 485 418 380 6.81 581 631 572 023 -0.14 -0.09 0.79 -0.15 0.09 -0.09 045
(4) 450 538 475 436 742 634 6.88 6.32 020 -0.12 -0.08 0.70 -0.15 0.09 -0.08 0.40
(5 11.76 13.14 12.60 1222 14.73 13.11 13.72 13.81 0.12 -0.04 -0.03 021 -0.11 0.05 0.01 0.17
(6) 13.27 1478 14.19 14.02 16.22 14.64 1521 1532 0.11  -0.04 -0.01 0.16 -0.10 0.04 0.01 0.15

P2 (1) 026 059 032 023 131 116 129 0.85 124 -045 -029 473 -0.11 0.11 -034 224
(2) 144 209 165 138 340 294 319 268 045 -021 -0.16 146 -0.13 0.09 -0.16 0.86
3) 1.73 241 194 166 380 328 356 3.03 039 -0.19 -0.14 129 -0.14 0.09 -0.15 0.75
(4) 208 279 229 2.00 426 3.67 398 345 034 -0.18 -0.13 1.13 -0.14 0.09 -0.13 0.66
(5) 651 753 698 659 922 804 862 837 0.16 -0.07 -0.06 040 -0.13 0.07 -0.03 0.29
(6) 739 847 793 755 10.14 890 948 9.29 0.15 -0.06 -0.05 034 -0.12 0.07 -0.02 0.26

6=0.5
PO (1) 0.83 1.82 0.68 033 358 340 291 244 1.20 -0.63 -0.51 977 -0.05 -0.14 -0.16 1.94
(2) 331 541 517 370 898 7.57 797 785 0.63 -0.05 -028 142 -0.16 0.05 -0.01 1.37
3) 454 616 571 460 981 817 944 858 036 -0.07 -020 113 -0.17 0.16 -0.09 0.89
(4) 539 723 657 562 1029 929 1007 9.29 034 -0.09 -0.15 0.83 -0.10 0.08 -0.08 0.72
(5) 1443 1573 1534 1584 1736 16.00 17.28 16.65 0.09 -0.02 003 0.10 -0.08 0.08 -0.04 0.15
(6) 16.16 17.93 17.85 17.12 19.08 17.64 18.41 18.79 0.11 000 -0.04 0.11 -0.08 0.04 0.02 0.16

P1 (1) 010 028 0.12 007 0.79 066 088 0.37 .70 -0.59 -0.41 1034 -0.16 032 -0.58 2.50
(2) 082 151 098 071 280 246 261 214 0.85 -035 -027 294 -0.12 0.06 -0.18 1.62
(3) .02 180 127 094 324 282 3.01 255 0.76 -0.29 -0.26 245 -0.13 0.07 -0.15 1.49
(4) 131 215 162 124 374 324 350 3.02 0.64 -025 -023 201 -0.13 0.08 -0.14 1.30
(5) 546 645 589 556 857 742 798 754 0.18 -0.09 -0.06 0.54 -0.13 0.08 -0.06 0.38
(6) 622 724 6.67 641 931 815 875 832 0.16 -0.08 -0.04 045 -0.12 0.07 -0.05 0.34

P2 (1) 002 0.08 003 0.03 023 019 033 0.07 238 -0.56 -0.16 691 -0.18 0.75 -0.78 221
(2) 028 056 029 021 1.19 1.04 1.17 077 1.02 -048 -027 4.63 -0.13 0.13 -034 1.81
3) 036 070 040 029 142 124 138 098 095 -043 -027 392 -0.13 0.11 -029 1.73
(4 047 088 054 040 1.71 149 1.64 1.23 0.86 -0.38 -0.26 327 -0.13 0.10 -025 1.61
(5) 268 349 297 264 511 442 477 431 030 -0.15 -0.11 093 -0.13 0.08 -0.10 0.61
(6) 3.15 399 345 3.14 567 492 530 4.84 0.27 -0.13 -0.09 0.81 -0.13 0.08 -0.09 0.54
Notes: (1): the official rural poverty line of 530 yuan in 1995 prices. (2): 850 yuan in 2002 prices, equivalent to 833.85 yuan in 1995 rural prices.
(3): USS$1.08 per day in 1993 PPP, equivalent to 892.85 yuan in 1995 rural prices. (4): US$1 per day in 1985 PPP, equivalent to 1035.50 yuan in
1995 rural prices. (5): US$2.15 per day in 1993 PPP, equivalent to 1777.40 yuan in 1995 rural prices. (6): US$2 per day in 1985 PP, equivalent
to 2071.10 yuan in 1995 rural prices.

12



Table 1B Rural poverty levels and changes using CHNS data

Levels of poverty measures Percentage changes of poverty measures
1988 1990 1992 1996 1999 88-90 90-92  88-92 92-96 96-99 88-99
0=1

PO (@) 14.81 1.59 7.26 7.44 10.86 -89.26  356.71 -103.94  2.40 46.07 -26.66
2) 27.71 621 17.82 1511  20.35 -77.60 187.08 -55.51  -15.19  34.65 -26.57

3) 30.21 7.15  19.80 1697 2222 -76.34 176.92 -52.62 -14.27  30.93 -26.45

“ 3506 9.85 25.10 21.79 2641 -71.91 154.79 -39.70  -13.19  21.19 -24.69

) 59.39 2926 4933 4394 4574 -50.74 68.59  -2041 -1091 4.10 -22.98

6) 66.30 3629 56.60 50.79 52.84 -45.26 5594 -17.14  -10.26 4.04 -20.29

P1 (N 5.68 0.40 2.71 2.42 4.40 -92.90  586.49 -10520 -12.44 81.40 -22.59
) 11.36 1.55 6.22 5.56 8.39 -86.37  301.80 -82.61  -10.61 50.88 -26.14

3) 12.52 1.88 7.04 6.25 9.25 -84.99 27477 -77.80 -11.30  48.03 -26.15

“ 1529 279 9.12 8.06 11.32 -81.75  226.78 -67.68 -11.60  40.49 -25.93

Q) 28.80 9.84 20.82 1851 21.86 -65.84 111.66 -3832  -11.10 18.08 -24.11
(6) 33.65 13.09 2536 22.62 25.73 -61.10 93.73  -32.69  -10.82 13.76 -23.54

P2 (N 3.02 0.17 1.64 1.18 2.46 -9432 85732 -8397 -2827 108.88  -18.55
) 6.40 0.62 3.34 2.89 4.85 -90.34 44030 -91.51  -13.35 67.79 -24.08

3) 7.10 0.76 3.76 3.28 5.36 -89.33  396.03 -88.93  -12.81 63.55 -24.53

4 8.86 1.16 4.87 427 6.63 -86.88  319.18 -81.89  -12.27  55.16 -25.16

®) 18.06 460 11.88 1049 13.57 -74.54 158.52  -51.94 -11.76  29.40 -24.85

6) 21.55 642 1486 13.16  16.28 -70.23 131.56 -45.05 -11.43  23.70 -24.47

6=0.8

PO (N 9.53 0.83 4.28 4.05 7.40 -91.28  415.04 -122.74  -5.33 82.74 -22.33
) 18.21 2.80 9.64 9.49 13.44 -84.62 24420 -88.89 -1.59 41.72 -26.17

3) 2027 3,57 1127 10.86  14.99 -82.37  215.16  -79.96 -3.64 38.06 -26.08

“ 2462  6.05 1458 13.16 18.45 -75.42 140.88  -68.93 -9.71 40.20 -25.07
®) 4491 1842 3457 3056 3472 -58.99 87.64 -2993  -11.60 13.62 -22.70

(6) 51.00 25.73 40.25 37.79 40.39 -49.56 56.48  -26.71 -6.13 6.90 -20.81
P1 (1 3.36 0.22 1.80 1.32 2.89 -93.47  717.14 -87.32  -26.72 11947 -14.14
) 7.05 0.75 3.62 3.26 5.59 -89.42 38583 -94.51 -10.09  71.71 -20.63
3) 7.85 0.91 4.07 3.72 6.16 -88.41 348.15  -92.57 -8.79 65.79 -21.47
4 9.84 1.42 5.27 4.83 7.61 -85.53 27045 -86.54 -8.34 57.48 -22.62
) 2029 570 1342 1194  15.67 -71.93 135.62  -51.17 -10.99  31.20 -22.75
6) 24.23 8.05 16.79 15.08 18.76 -66.76 108.45 -4433  -10.14 2438 -22.57
P2 (1 1.69 0.11 1.13 0.59 1.53 -93.52 937.99 -48.60 -47.80 15791 -9.39
) 3.84 0.33 2.07 1.60 3.19 -91.47 532,06 -8538 -22.73 98.90 -17.10
3) 4.30 0.39 2.30 1.84 3.53 -90.90  487.26 -87.14 -19.87  91.56 -17.98
4 5.47 0.59 291 2.47 4.40 -89.27 39552 -88.04 -15.14 7793 -19.71
®) 12.13  2.54 7.27 6.48 9.41 -79.04 185.96 -66.81 -10.85  45.09 -22.46
6) 1482 3.68 9.35 8.34 11.47 -75.14 153.86 -58.46 -10.78  37.54 -22.57
0=0.5

PO (1 438 0.41 2.16 1.69 3.94 -90.68  430.13 -102.38  -21.69  132.71 -9.95
) 9.22 1.29 4.59 3.94 7.93 -85.96  254.61 -100.81 -14.18 101.27  -13.98
3) 10.27 1.60 5.18 4.65 8.44 -8437 22290 -98.17  -10.25 81.63 -17.74

@) 12.65 1.90 6.48 6.28 10.38 -84.99  241.11 -95.27 -3.02 65.09 -18.01
) 26.63 888 1735 1557 21.72 -66.66 9538  -53.50 -10.24  39.45 -18.46

6) 31.88 1248 21.63 19.84  25.66 -60.85 7325  -47.42 -8.26 29.34 -19.51

P1 @) 1.37 0.14 1.08 0.40 1.39 -89.95  684.57 -26.76  -62.55 243.41 1.46
) 3.32 0.35 1.88 1.34 3.08 -89.40  434.85 -76.36 -28.93 130.41 -7.15

3) 3.75 0.42 2.08 1.54 3.42 -88.72 39296 -79.86 -26.33  122.68 -8.78
4 4.83 0.60 2.59 2.07 4.24 -87.58 33219 -86.36  -20.09 10480 -12.18

) 1096  2.44 6.24 5.83 9.07 -71.76 156.04 -75.64 -6.56 55.58 -17.23
6) 13.58  3.59 8.13 7.51 11.15 -73.59 126.53  -67.18 -7.53 48.35 -17.94

P2 (N 0.62 0.08 0.73 0.16 0.69 -87.46 84433 1552 -77.53 32042 11.81
) 1.67 0.17 1.18 0.60 1.63 -89.67  580.60 -4222  -4941 172.83 -2.94

3) 1.91 0.20 1.28 0.70 1.83 -89.53 539.37 -49.37  -45.09 160.78 -4.14

@) 2.53 0.28 1.55 0.99 2.35 -88.88  453.24 -62.59  -36.55 138.22 -7.04
4) 6.19 1.07 3.45 3.00 5.28 -82.80 22429 -79.27 -13.08  75.98 -14.68
(6) 7.80 1.58 4.44 3.97 6.56 -79.79 181.71 -75.67 -10.60  65.29 -15.89

Notes: (1): the official rural poverty line of 530 yuan in 1995 prices. (2): 850 yuan in 2002 prices, equivalent to 833.85 yuan in
1995 rural prices. (3): US$1.08 per day in 1993 PPP, equivalent to 892.85 yuan in 1995 rural prices. (4): USS$1 per day in 1985
PPP, equivalent to 1035.50 yuan in 1995 rural prices. (5): US$2.15 per day in 1993 PPP, equivalent to 1777.40 yuan in 1995 rural
prices. (6): US$2 per day in 1985 PP, equivalent to 2071.10 yuan in 1995 rural prices.
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Table 1C Urban poverty levels and changes using CHNS data

Levels of poverty measures Percentage changes of poverty measures
1988 1990 1992 1996 1999 88-90 90-92 88-92  92-96  96-99 88-99
0=1

PO (€))] 1.64 1.56 3.83 4.01 5.61 -4.73 144.55 57.08 4.71 40.02 241.61
2) 3.02 1.85 4.82 4.48 7.22 -38.79  160.73 3734  -7.12  61.22 138.97

3) 5.39 3.19 9.06 6.10 10.55 -40.92  184.22 4045 -32.60 72.83 95.61

4 5.64 3.30 9.57 6.17 10.95 -41.45  189.88 41.08 -3545 77.36 94.30

5) 16.10 9.08 18.09 12.89 18.22 -43.63 99.30 1099 -28.72  41.30 13.15

6) 30.80 15.96 28.70 19.92 26.96 -48.18 79.82  -7.32  -30.61 35.36 -12.48

P1 1) 0.46 0.67 1.05 1.17 2.45 46.15 55.18 5591 11.39  109.89  430.24
2) 0.74 0.83 1.56 1.62 3.07 12.58 87.23  52.56 3.65 89.55 314.15

3) 1.52 1.23 2.73 2.45 4.45 -19.09 122,92 4456 -1042  81.88 193.84

(@) 1.61 1.27 2.89 2.53 4.60 -20.89  126.66 4423 -12.24 81.47 185.58

5) 451 2.87 6.42 4.76 7.94 -36.48  123.69 29.63 -25.83  66.86 75.86

6) 8.94 5.00 10.42 7.47 11.24 -44.11 108.44 14.16 -28.26 50.38 25.68

P2 [€))] 0.18 0.38 0.46 0.47 1.48 116.31 22.08 62.13 1.04  217.20 746.32
2) 0.29 0.49 0.71 0.74 1.85 65.62 44.88 5832 436  151.03 528.64

3) 0.63 0.71 1.28 1.27 2.63 12.32 81.39 5092 -1.00 107.18 317.84

4 0.67 0.73 1.35 1.33 2.72 8.83 84.83 50.29  -2.00 104.95 304.01

5) 1.97 1.46 3.21 2.59 4.73 -2591  120.31 38.74 -19.27 82.38 140.35

6) 3.92 2.47 5.36 4.05 6.74 -37.05  117.48 2696 -24.50 66.51 72.11

0=0.8

PO 1) 1.01 1.25 2.12 2.33 4.22 23.48 69.14 5212 10.20  81.05 316.69
2) 1.38 1.59 2.35 3.25 4.78 15.55 4731 4125 3858  47.07 246.91

3) 2.37 2.28 4.67 4.36 6.71 -4.06 105.11 49.18 -6.60  53.79 182.65

(@) 2.84 2.28 4.85 4.57 7.17 -19.82 11296 4143  -5.67 5692 152.76

5) 7.44 5.06 11.33 7.66 13.17 -31.95  123.68 3431 -32.38 71.87 76.92

6) 14.70 8.88 16.96 12.92 18.44 -39.62 91.12 1335 -23.87 42.78 25.44

Pl [€))] 0.19 0.50 0.56 0.51 1.77 160.56 1026 65.19  -7.67 24346 811.07
2) 0.35 0.64 0.82 0.89 2.18 86.85 27.93 58.17 7.50 14549  530.85

3) 0.69 0.93 1.47 1.61 3.01 35.42 57.37 53.08 9.51 87.57 337.75

(@] 0.73 0.96 1.55 1.67 3.10 31.60 60.43  52.64 8.23 85.41 323.69

5) 2.11 1.77 3.68 3.10 5.51 -16.20  107.76 42.56  -1591  78.02 160.63

6) 4.16 3.03 6.04 4.70 7.93 -27.27 99.76  31.17 -22.16  68.50 90.56
P2 1) 0.07 0.28 0.26 0.19 1.07 329.76 -9.59 7426 -27.45 47385 1517.63
2) 0.12 0.37 0.38 0.33 1.33 195.78 427  67.58 -12.75 29745  969.52

3) 0.28 0.54 0.69 0.72 1.85 89.55 27.62  58.66 3.97 157.91  548.70

4 0.30 0.56 0.73 0.76 1.90 83.49 30.09 58.11 444  150.74  525.11

5) 0.92 1.00 1.75 1.68 3.26 9.49 7458 47.68  -4.13 94.36 256.17

6) 1.83 1.58 3.04 2.59 4.71 -13.67 92.89 3995 -15.04 81.89 157.34

0=0.5

PO 1) 0.22 0.71 0.74 0.47 2.70 218.90 4.02  69.85 -36.29 473.77 1112.62
2) 0.41 0.94 1.10 1.11 2.82 131.51 16.84  63.03 0.98 154.25  594.49

3) 1.01 1.42 2.14 2.64 4.07 40.31 50.64 52.69 23.18 54.11 301.25

4 1.03 1.56 2.14 2.78 4.18 51.31 3695 51.74  29.78  50.29 304.19

5) 2.43 2.82 4.85 4.64 7.33 15.76 72.09 49.80 -4.21 57.90 201.31

6) 5.11 4.24 8.16 6.79 11.02 -17.04 92.58 37.41 -16.85 62.34 115.66
Pl 1) 0.05 0.36 0.29 0.14 1.17 560.04 -17.61 81.61 -51.46 725.16 2077.83
?2) 0.10 0.44 0.40 0.22 1.42 339.70 -9.14 7497 -43.38 53419 1334.49

3) 0.24 0.62 0.64 0.58 1.87 152.89 429  62.08 -9.96 22328  667.65

4 0.26 0.64 0.68 0.63 1.92 143.04 6.47 6135 -736 206.08 633.71

5) 0.73 1.16 1.49 1.69 3.15 59.14 2831 51.02 13.63  85.80 331.08

6) 1.44 1.71 2.64 2.62 4.56 18.73 53.97 4530 -0.63 74.29 216.62
P2 1) 0.02 0.20 0.15 0.06 0.67 87549  -27.52 85.86 -62.13 1109.42 3138.30
?2) 0.04 0.26 0.20 0.09 0.85 606.02  -21.43 8197 -55.33 842.65 2235.94
3) 0.09 0.37 0.33 0.21 1.17 30456 -10.63 7234 -3527 451.82 1191.39
4) 0.10 0.38 0.34 0.23 1.21 285.82 -9.39 7139 -32.90 42296 1126.68

5) 0.32 0.67 0.75 0.77 1.96 109.74 11.30  57.16 324 15341 510.73

(6) 0.63 0.99 1.29 1.35 2.74 57.20 30.64 51.31 4.18 103.82  336.07

Notes: (1): 689.69 yuan in 1995 urban prices. (2): US$1.08 per day in 1993 PPP,equivalent to 816.39 yuan in 1995 urban prices. (3):
US$1 per day in 1985 PPP, equivalent to 1059.6 yuan in 1995 urban prices. (4): 1200 yuan in 2002 prices, equivalent to 1085.1 yuan
in 1995 urban prices. (5): US$2.15 per day in 1993 PPP, equivalent to 1625.2 yuan in 1995 urban prices. (6): US$2 per day in 1985
PPP, equivalent to 2119.2 yuan in 1995 urban prices.
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Table 2A Decomposition and growth elasticity of poverty measures (6 = 1)

95-96

96-97

97-98

98-99

99-00

00-01

01-02

95-02

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

PO P1 P2
() ¢))] 3) 4 ) (6) (€9 ) B €) B C) B ) (6) H @ 3 & 6 ©
RCRE rural data
G -060 -131 -2.10 -1.06 -3.05 -2.94 -0.41 -0.64 -0.71 -0.76 -1.75 -1.82 -0.22 -0.39 -042 -047 -1.07 -1.17
| 146 3.08 4.11 471 4.67 4.28 1.25 1.62 1.77 197 313 3.23 0.78 1.14 121 130 229 242
G -029 -049 -0.51 -0.57 -1.28 -1.37 -0.16 -0.26 -0.29 -0.32 -0.70 -0.73 -0.09 -0.16 -0.17 -0.19 -0.43 -0.47
| -0.79 020 -0.38 -1.15 1.01 0.65 -0.42 -0.44 -041 -0.44 0.06 0.12 -0.30 -0.41 -0.41 -041 -022 -0.18
G 025 097 053 072 1.64 1.88 0.21 036 039 043 099 1.03 0.11 021 023 026 0.62 0.68
| -1.03 -190 -1.59 -1.88 -1.07 -0.39 -0.54 -0.80 -0.86 -0.93 -0.60 -0.61 -0.32 -0.52 -0.56 -0.60 -0.75 -0.73
G -0.10 -054 -0.60 -0.35 -046 -0.66 -0.10 -0.15 -0.16 -0.18 -0.41 -0.43 -0.06 -0.09 -0.10 -0.11 -0.26 -0.29
| 418 297 3.08 3.60 0.62 -0.13 2.79 3.05 3.06 3.08 221 207 1.83 2.55 2.61 2.67 260 2.53
G -1.06 -285 -4.12 -477 -546 -5.63 -0.86 -1.21 -1.36 -1.61 -3.75 -3.89 -0.61 -0.86 -0.92 -1.00 -2.33 -2.55
| -1.00 031 0.75 1.36 540 5.61 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.10 223 250 026 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.99 1.19
G 039 045 076 0.85 1.65 1.22 0.20 0.28 0.30 0.34 085 090 0.14 020 021 023 0.53 0.58
| 1.04 094 097 0.10 -524 -3.78 0.17 048 0.51 0.52 -0.86 -1.15 0.07 0.24 0.27 0.31 -0.06 -0.20
G -460 -631 -8.12 -8.44 -1448 -14.54 -2.18 -332 -3.56 -3.88 -791 -8.41 -1.41 -224 -239 -2.58 -5.09 -5.54
| 294 8.09 947 1032 1322 13.56 1.51 298 335 382 7.63 8.08 0.88 1.70 1.89 2.12 497 5.40
G -836 -11.03 -12.13 -12.65 -22.98 -22.82 -3.19 -534 -575 -6.20 -12.26 -13.07 -1.79 -3.33 -3.61 -394 -793 -8.63
| 9.15 14.64 1439 16.09 20.14 20.57 476 729 7.78 833 13.38 13.95 2.85 480 5.15 555 971 10.30
CHNS rural data
G -521 -924 -10.05 -10.30 -13.34 -13.18 -1.96 -396 -434 -517 -8.25 -9.00 -1.05 -2.24 -248 -3.07 -5.63 -6.43
| -2.34 -0.65 -036 0.33 3.28 3.48 -0.96 -1.18 -1.14 -1.00 0.27 0.71 -0.33 -0.82 -0.86 -0.92 -0.54 -0.26
G -086 -222 -2.14 -2.88 -3.66 -4.07 -0.34 -0.75 -0.84 -1.05 -1.93 -2.15 -0.17 -0.39 -0.45 -0.57 -1.21 -143
| 1.04 -049 -0.69 -0.43 -1.73 -1.74 -0.01 0.09 0.04 -0.01 -0.38 -0.60 -0.29 -0.05 -0.04 -0.02 -0.19 -0.27
G 058 109 1.02 1.09 1.64 227 0.23 043 048 058 099 1.11 0.13 025 027 034 0.65 0.76
| 2.85 4.15 423 353 016 -022 1.74 240 252 269 236 201 1.16 1.71 1.81 2.02 243 2.36
G -577 -930 -9.88 -10.63 -15.19 -15.40 241 -438 -472 -548 -8.54 -9.51 -1.42 -2.65 -290 -3.47 -595 -6.77
| 1.82 193 1.88 197 1.54 1.95 1.12 142 145 152 160 1.59 0.86 1.11 1.15 124 146 1.50
CHNS urban data
G -144 -289 -3.14 -333 -9.08 -13.77 -0.54 -0.76 -1.34 -1.38 -3.00 -5.01 -0.26 -0.36 -0.66 -0.69 -1.51 -2.55
| 363 469 680 726 11.07 11.67 1.13 1.58 2.56 2.66 490 6.49 0.54 0.78 1.31 137 276 4.00
G -071 -0.72 -196 -228 -396 -5.80 -0.34 -043 -0.64 -0.67 -1.40 -2.20 -0.18 -0.24 -0.36 -0.37 -0.75 -1.18
| 0.89 038 -0.99 -1.11 -1.24 -2.99 046 049 035 032 -025 -0.75 0.19 027 034 034 0.13 -0.13
G 026 054 053 0.67 1.16  2.74 0.19 023 032 033 062 0093 0.11 0.14 020 0.20 0.36 0.53
| 1.35 220 392 411 4.17 430 1.09 122 1.68 1.73 256 283 090 097 1.16 1.19 1.78 2.16
G -236 -320 -436 -4.77 -10.22 -15.57 -0.86 -1.15 -1.72 -1.78 -3.48 -5.73 -0.47 -0.62 -0.95 -099 -1.89 -3.02
| 6.33 740 9.52 10.09 12.33 11.73 2.85 348 465 477 690 8.03 1.78 2.18 296 3.04 4.65 5.85
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Table 2B Decomposition and growth elasticity of poverty measures (? = 0.8)

95-96

96-97

97-98

98-99

99-00

00-01

01-02

95-02

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

TOTOTOTOTOTO-O0"O

TOTOTOTO

TOTO OO

PO Pl P2
H @ B3 @ © (6) H @ B @ & © H @ B @ & ©
RCRE rural data
-0.61 -0.29 -0.60 -1.14 -297 -3.73 -0.23 -041 -042 -046 -1.11 -1.22 -0.10 -0.25 -0.27 -0.30 -0.65 -0.72
256 137 148 1.71 518 513 099 131 131 134 249 273 042 090 096 1.01 1.67 1.81
-0.23 -0.30 -0.18 -0.41 -1.13 -0.61 -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.15 -0.37 -0.42 -0.04 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.22 -0.25
-0.62 -0.55 -0.08 024 043 0.06 -0.35 -0.53 -0.52 -048 -0.17 -0.17 -0.23 -0.35 -0.38 -0.39 -0.32 -0.30
028 037 038 065 236 191 0.13 022 024 026 0.65 0.74 0.05 0.13 0.14 0.16 0.37 042
-1.50 -097 -125 -0.85 0.12 094 -0.50 -0.59 -0.62 -0.65 -1.03 -0.90 -0.14 -040 -042 -0.45 -0.76 -0.79
-0.08 -0.12 0.00 -0.15 -040 -0.19 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.15 -0.17 -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.08 -0.09
5.16 458 430 3.63 -039 -149 222 297 3.07 312 266 236 1.10 2.05 218 231 271 2.68
-1.82 -1.69 -1.67 -1.71 -597 -6.81 -0.74 -096 -1.00 -1.06 -2.40 -2.71 -0.41 -0.69 -0.72 -0.77 -1.41 -1.58
0.40 -0.55 -0.67 -0.13 452 545 0.38 0.04 0.00 -0.02 0.78 1.13 027 023 020 0.17 023 0.34
042 039 035 048 1.69  1.60 0.19 025 025 027 0.63 0.70 0.11 0.17 0.18 020 0.36 0.40
041 0.78 0.74 040 -122 -2.15 0.02 020 025 027 -001 -0.13 0.02 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.23 0.18
-3.17 -4.07 -470 -5.19 -1236 -12.80 -1.62 228 -242 -2.61 -5.10 -5.65 -091 -1.55 -1.65 -1.77 -3.24 -3.56
2,62 372 461 491 11.67 13.40 1.08 1.67 183 2.05 518 576 047 1.03 1.12 124 3.00 3.36
-422 -722 -7.67 -8.08 -17.61 -18.95 -1.81 -3.41 -3.69 -4.00 -8.00 -8.75 -1.02 -1.99 -2.19 -2.42 -500 -5.50
8.04 990 10.37 10.54 19.14 19.66 325 512 546 583 10.05 10.80 1.61 324 350 3.80 6.87 7.40
CHNS rural data
-3.20 -6.37 -7.23 -8.51 -12.63 -13.43 -1.15 237 -2.65 -3.37 -627 -7.27 -0.61 -1.31 -146 -1.86 -3.99 -4.73
-2.05 -220 -1.78 -1.53 229 2.68 -0.42 -1.06 -1.12 -1.19 -0.59 -0.17 0.06 -0.46 -0.54 -0.70 -0.86 -0.73
-0.39 -092 -099 -1.52 -225 -2.74 -0.15 -0.36 -040 -0.50 -1.15 -1.33 -0.08 -0.19 -0.21 -0.27 -0.67 -0.82
0.16 0.76 0.58 0.10 -1.76 0.27 -0.33 -0.01 0.04 0.06 -0.32 -0.37 -0.46 -0.29 -0.25 -0.17 -0.12 -0.19
028 0.82 0.76 124 1.71 233 0.17 034 037 046 091 1.07 0.10 020 0.22 027 0.56 0.68
3.07 3.13 337 405 245 0.28 140 199 207 232 281 2.6l 0.84 139 147 1.66 236 246
-3.66 -6.62 -7.06 -8.27 -11.34 -12.39 -1.47 -2.69 -297 -3.61 -6.16 -7.00 -0.85 -1.60 -1.76 -2.15 -4.09 -4.75
1.53 1.86 1.77 2.10 1.15 1.78 099 124 128 138 1.55 1.53 0.69 094 099 1.07 137 141
CHNS urban data
-0.80 -1.49 -2.04 -2.39 -393 -8.33 -0.26 -0.39 -0.63 -0.67 -1.54 -2.67 -0.12 -0.18 -0.32 -0.33 -0.80 -1.33
190 245 434 440 7.81 10.60 0.62 087 141 148 3.11 455 031 043 072 075 1.63 2.55
-0.86 -0.50 -0.86 -0.83 -1.93 -3.27 -0.20 -0.26 -0.36 -0.37 -0.75 -1.15 -0.08 -0.13 -0.20 -0.21 -0.39 -0.62
1.08 140 0.55 055 -1.73 -0.78 0.16 032 049 049 0.17 -0.19 0.01 0.08 023 024 032 0.16
0.58 0.59 0.38 045 1.05 1.71 0.17 020 026 026 047 0.72 0.08 0.11 0.16 0.16 0.28 0.42
1.31 094 197 215 445 381 1.08 1.09 1.15 1.17 194 2.0 0.80 0.88 097 098 1.30 1.70
-0.98 -1.59 -2.52 -2.67 -483 -8.37 -0.43 -0.58 -0.94 -098 -1.87 -2.93 -0.26 -0.33 -0.51 -0.53 -1.04 -1.60
419 499 685 7.01 10.56 12.11 2.00 241 326 335 527 6.69 126 1.53 207 2.12 3.38 447
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Table 2C Decomposition and growth elasticity of poverty measures (6 = 0.5)

95-96

96-97

97-98

98-99

99-00

00-01

01-02

95-02

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

88-92

92-96

96-99

88-99

TOTOTOTOTOTOTOTO

TOTOTO O

TOTOTO O

PO P1 P2

O @ B & & © H @ B3 @ S (© H @ B @D G ©
RCRE rural data

-0.25 -046 -0.99 -0.56 -1.21 -1.33 -0.06 -0.19 -0.23 -0.27 -0.54 -0.61 -0.02 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.34 -0.37
1.24 256 2.61 240 252 3.09 024 089 1.00 1.11 153 1.63 0.07 037 044 053 1.15 1.21
-0.16 0.00 -0.09 -0.24 -0.49 -0.42 -0.01 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.12 -0.15 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.08 -0.09
-0.98 -0.24 -0.36 -041 0.10 034 -0.15 -0.48 -0.47 -0.47 -043 -0.42 -0.04 -0.25 -0.27 -0.30 -0.45 -0.45
0.12 038 027 048 0.56 0.56 0.01 0.11 0.12 0.14 030 0.34 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.18 0.20
-0.46 -1.85 -1.38 -143 -0.06 -1.28 -0.06 -0.38 -0.46 -0.52 -0.63 -0.60 -0.01 -0.12 -0.16 -0.20 -0.50 -0.52
0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
324 527 516 466 1.52 196 0.72 2.08 229 248 299 2.88 020 097 1.13 130 245 252
-1.10 -1.88 -1.63 -1.08 -1.77 -2.20 -0.38 -0.72 -0.79 -0.84 -1.20 -1.25 -0.14 -0.40 -0.44 -0.50 -0.86 -0.91
093 047 -0.01 0.09 040 0.76 0.25 038 0.37 0.35 0.05 0.09 0.10 024 0.26 028 0.17 0.16
021 024 0.79 024 1.00 0.48 0.10 0.23 0.24 027 038 041 0.04 0.12 0.14 0.15 026 0.28
-0.70 0.17 0.49 0.54 029 0.28 0.11 -0.08 -0.05 -0.01 0.18 0.19 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.10
-2.28 -3.02 -3.26 -326 -5.56 -5.16 -0.72 -1.52 -1.63 -1.75 -2.67 -2.88 -0.27 -0.81 -0.91 -1.02 -1.87 -2.00
1.81 290 241 248 493 555 022 1.06 1.17 126 222 245 0.01 042 0.51 0.60 141 1.55
-2.85 -333 -3.62 -393 -7.73 -8.88 -0.82 -1.67 -1.78 -1.92 -394 -4.27 -0.31 -0.92 -1.02 -1.14 -2.51 -2.74
446 7.87 7.67 7.83 995 11.52 1.09 2.99 3.31 3.63 6.02 637 036 142 1.64 190 4.13 444
CHNS rural data

-1.62 -2.87 -3.20 -4.08 -8.53 -10.04 -0.53 -1.10 -1.23 -1.58 -3.60 -4.41 -0.26 -0.60 -0.68 -0.86 -2.04 -2.56
-0.60 -1.76 -1.88 -2.10 -0.75 -0.21 0.24 -0.33 -0.43 -0.66 -1.12 -1.05 0.38 0.11 0.04 -0.11 -0.70 -0.80
-0.06 -0.32 -0.34 -043 -1.07 -1.17 -0.04 -0.10 -0.12 -0.15 -0.39 -0.49 -0.02 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08 -0.21 -0.27
-0.41 -0.33 -0.19 024 -0.71 -0.62 -0.63 -0.44 -0.43 -0.37 -0.02 -0.12 -0.54 -0.53 -0.52 -0.49 -0.24 -0.20
0.31 042 051 077 1.76 194 0.11 0.23 0.25 0.31 0.67 0.81 0.06 0.13 0.14 0.18 0.39 049
1.94 3.57 328 332 439 388 0.87 151 1.64 1.86 257 2.82 047 090 099 1.18 1.89 2.11
-1.93 -3.02 -3.38 -394 -7.20 -8.07 -0.69 -1.27 -1.40 -1.72 -3.42 -4.03 -0.35 -0.75 -0.83 -1.02 -2.09 -2.53
149 173 1.55 1.66 228 1.85 0.71 1.03 1.07 1.14 154 1.59 042 0.71 0.75 0.84 1.18 1.29
CHNS urban data

-0.27 -047 -0.54 -0.63 -1.63 -293 -0.08 -0.12 -0.23 -0.24 -0.60 -1.06 -0.04 -0.06 -0.11 -0.12 -0.29 -0.51
0.79 1.16 1.67 1.74 4.05 5098 0.32 042 0.63 0.66 137 226 0.17 023 0.35 036 072 1.17
-0.06 -0.21 -0.57 -0.53 -0.90 ~-1.13 -0.04 -0.08 -0.16 -0.17 -0.28 -0.43 -0.02 -0.03 -0.07 -0.07 -0.15 -0.24
-0.21 022 1.07 1.16 0.70 -0.25 -0.12 -0.09 0.10 0.12 048 0.41 -0.07 -0.08 -0.05 -0.04 0.17 0.29
0.18 020 0.56 0.54 0.79 1.14 0.09 0.11 0.20 0.21 0.32 049 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.20 0.28
2.05 151 0.86 086 190 3.09 094 1.08 1.09 1.08 1.13 145 0.56 0.69 0.86 0.87 0.99 1.11
-0.13 -0.61 -0.75 -0.76 -1.91 -3.55 -0.17 -0.20 -0.35 -0.36 -0.71 -1.17 -0.13 -0.14 -0.20 -0.21 -0.39 -0.61
2.61 3.02 380 390 6.81 9.46 1.29 1.53 197 2.02 3.13 429 0.77 096 128 132 2.02 272
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