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The Eternal Triangle of Growth, Inequality, and Poverty Reduction:
A Survey of Findings
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Abstract

This paper surveys findings on the traditional and still controversial relationships among economic
growth, inequality, and poverty reduction, the so-called Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle. There is no
doubt that growth and income distribution should be considered simultaneously for poverty reduction.
However, this does not necessarily mean that growth in average income and income distribution are
endogenously related to each other in a predictable and regular pattern. The Kuznets’ inverted-U curve,
a growth-inequality trade-off found in many cross-country analyses in the 1970s, lost significance in
panel analyses from the 1990s that utilized household surveys over time periods. When country-level
fixed effects were taken away, any regularity in impacts of growth on inequality disappeared. Similarly,
once-believed positive (or negative) regular impacts of income/expenditure (flow) inequality on growth
performance seem to have disappeared once country-specific factors were taken into consideration.
Inequality in asset (stock) distribution, however, was found and is still considered to have significant
negative impacts on growth performance. Therefore, on average, as long as an overly skewed
distribution of assets can be modified early on, we can then focus on accelerating growth, believing in
‘growth is good for the poor’. In terms of the elasticity of poverty reduction with respect to growth and
distribution, the latter was found to be twice as large. The impact of growth on poverty reduction would
be much larger in countries where inequality in income/expenditure distribution is smaller. Growth-
oriented policies can generally be executed independently from (endogenous) distributional concerns.
Nonetheless, distributional policies (social development initiatives) should be considered simultaneously
if we aim for greater impacts on poverty reduction. Finally, country-specific factors dominate the
relationships among growth, inequality, and poverty reduction. Thus, success/failure in the pro-poor
growth in a certain country is largely decided by these country-specific factors (such as institutions,
governance, social development initiatives, openness, etc.) on the ground, not by the average ‘growth is
good for the poor’ relationship found in cross-country studies.
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Triangle) IZ 2V T EDOWEDERE» 6 EH &
thahicb o f»rZHERAL, SHOWHED
HlikzEs L2 HNE T 59 — X A5
Th 5. 11213, P-G-I Triangle 23/R &1 T
WBEM(Z I TREH V=ML L TER),
— I EREIRIS AR B L S « BEE
DIYEL S IX THIBIR D 2 DIt/ 50 5
& &1 5 (e.g. Bourguignon, 2004). % ExhHE
ENTNRZMNL L TR A 2008 S5 0id, £
BHE RSSO P L — K 4 7 (Growth-
Inequality trade-off), F 7237 X % »v v
RG] DRREE S 3L D AEEE DS I Rk R
IZ5 2 25N R OMGEEICHL .

#wE, Iz —kBLTE, 7
R % w7 i (Kuznets: 1955, 1963) Df5 L
MY bDEL T, RFKE LD AT
L ORRAHUFR A (inverted U-
curve) THEDOINEE L Sh, BFFKEOH]
W 3B O A ELL, Fprfs
D& % BPE X AEANEITT 51t >N T
TNREWEINDIEVD [7 X%y VIRGE
(Kuznets” hypothesis) | 2k S 17c. Alb,
BAFE O WIS > 5 &b 5 HirfSIc £ 5 £ T,
R & TSRO EEOMICE F L —F
A 7IEAEL, FHSOMINEE2d 570
&, AEOATFZZORIEME L THZS
ha~x&bolashTwi H b5, Pro-
Growth’ ® %f & §& & L T ‘Pro-Equality’ 75 1
‘Pro-Poor’ SIFAEL TH Y, RFKED Y
gy R (trickle-down effects) 12 & D
BRHIFRZE R o9 ic Yo, S D s
MO AR, BITREZT > ERENO
BeBORPRIHL HFOLEWIETHEES
nTui, LrLBNs 7%y Y HED,

The paper is perhaps 5 per cent empirical

information and 95 per cent speculation,

some of it possibly tainted by wishful

thinking. (Kuznets: 1955, p. 26)
LiRRTWVWB X SIT, TORGOKEFIZED
ZLOMEEDOFILERON TV EF A 5.

1990 XK IT 72 D, ‘Pro-Poor Growth’ &\
IEENFBEIHFE I a =T 4 —ltBVLT
HHENAI EEL 512D, TOSEMNEIIC
BT 2LA0b0 PSS TEE, 20
THFC AR OB 51T B W T ‘Pro-Growth” & ‘Pro-
Poor’ 8443 L b AN TV S DTIEK L,
ZIRHIEZ H A & L 72 ‘Pro-Poor Growth’ 755
HaniGs b0 ofEnitAEsn s L
MofelEl3izlhrTchs.?

R & DRI E S W T E N HITR
ZHIETHR T 7 32 MiTd T, 208
R E DREEANVER IR 2@ U 7 I ERIC &
DHBRENZDH, BEDONY 7V Y %)
ROPKR D B0 idd bz &z 2R, AF
EANDOEED SR EP GRS 7255
SR EDEEL T BA 2 S DILDNE 5D,
BFE O F i iE A (main-stream thinking) (3 &
D& S B E FICER RS TE D
m. R A O (Settled Questions) (F
fif, RKEFOME (Open Questions) (& 1]
BDh, INSEEET 5 L1F, SRLE
LanTwa, H{lE Ty 2P
=)=y g YN ERBRICE A 5 E
P« M ORNRZGIRT ZBRIC & AR[RISHE
¥ L =2 %. What have we found, so far?

KGO NOEY TH 5. KEITI
9, K1 IREnBBlkE-NEE-ER
Hiljk © = A B % (Poverty-Growth-Inequality
Triangle) 7&E D & IR S, & Tl
72 MEE DRSNS d 2 i AL THRRT 5.
F3HEICB VT, REREN SIS KT T
HICOWT O - FREEY —~ AL, HlFf
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MTOBFIIaAT 1 -8B 2150
WEHRT s W1od—). H4fiek
WTIE, WIS P EE O AVEN R
DRI TR BT BEkam - MHIE A — X A
9% K10 Ell<), BBV T
FEEREP ERBIRIC KX T B EET 5
(K1 0&EAN). T TREFRESERHI
DO FEBETH B E T BT ‘Growth is Good
for the Poor’ D i WL 2 BEAN T 5 & &
bic, BAWNHIRO R T 5 ik,
oz ot T A AEEMANL,
‘Growth’ % £ 0 ‘Pro-Poor’ 129" % ICBH 9 5 i
MEAANT A, BeHIcBWL T, EWNHIH
DATELOBEEITH S B i, %72 OHEET
B 2N 5 (X1 ofaH).
Tl &/, BWNHIRORFNES LU 578
ST B EE R O BFRICBE 9 2 &
FICOWTHIANT 5. fEficld, Ao
EDEPIRL, SHBISICHEE SN
OFERNCE NI 5. £, T P-G-I Triangle
(CHIEE « AN F v ZARED 7 o =N £ —
¥ a v RED &S MEHZE KIZ S i ORI
TNEMT 5.

2. ER P-G-l Triangle & EE AR
DR * S ECHEM(E
1 @ P-G-I Triangle T/RI N % K 9T,
— i EREIRR R 3 REF R B K O -
BRED DB KE T HIERNRD 2 2530 6
bEEZOoNDB. BEWROELDKER) R
(growth effect) & 73L& S (distribution effect)
D4R DWW Cld, Datt and Ravallion
(1992) AFEL WA, RIT T Fields (200D,
Bourguignon (2003, 2004) 5T & ZHMICH D
b Twa, HRRITOF -7/ 32
P THOEN - ISR DOE AT TH
% Bourguignon (2003, 2004) 1T k% &, &
Ris 0 BRFOE(E, TN (&
B, IS, B XOFSSEOZLO
Bifchb, Tho 3BRICHHLES. Al
5,
Change in Poverty = F(growth,
distribution, change in distribution) 1)
Thh, IENhERET S L, bEEDOH
BIERIC B 2 ENHIEIL, FEEE O
# (growth effect) &S ELOZAL (distri-
bution effect) 12 £ » TEHEEBIWCRE SN S
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2 Decomposition of change in distribution and povertyinto growth and distribution effects
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HiAfr © Bourguignon (2003), Figure 1.2; Bourguignon (2004), Figure 1

(Bourguignon: 2004, p. 5).? Z T T3, BIF®
ZEm o H T & 5 i BN O HIlFE & 2 T
3. BRRB1H1FVEOREOERNS 1 v
PIN o BWRERSE, Wb E R A2 fHE
(Gini fhfi7z & cEkb SN B2 ER TR
< absolute poverty headcount index % f25E) L
T3, K20 AT AR
4345 (log-normal distribution) T&» % & L T,
BWHLL N D EWNfE DALz Bris s )T
Mic> 7 b4 5 CEEFRGOEINT 5) £
ESR (growth effect) 12Xk 3 b D&,
BB ERICY 7 b3 AEHS SR
DHF (distribution effect) (T30 5 T &M
M ST 5.

2N B @, FrissnfmizmiG—EE L
7o IR LR Bl (elasticity of poverty with
respect to growth) (&, FEERE LSO
# S FEEE RT3 <, BRI

F-oTHES., BN (HIED O~ D AFE
fE Tt 9 % gt {E (elasticity of poverty
with respect to inequality indicators, i.e. distri-
bution) & F 722k T H % (Bourguignon:
2004, p. 2). F 7o, BRHITEL DR R I
56 L FS R R I RO L~
A Ad v Opris) OB TH v, T
TS AEEORUVBIRTH 2 T &8, Him
b EiFlcBLwTbRran TV 53
(Bourguignon: 2003, p. 5; Bourguignon: 2004,
p. 10).

T D& DI REFRE & TR BL O AR
DOZEALIZBRHENRIC 3\ CEE L AEZH S
DTHBH, oo GEXH) EEEY
WIS K EER A KIEIC K B T & 2B
Va7 4 —ldlEFATE L, BREGR
HIIC BT, R EDBLEFRIRICEE SN
TZ D2 DERITIEL 7o (BiIFE) BER Y
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=Y OREEBVEELE SRS, ZEORMI
JBU 7 BOREBS LA DT H 508, BERD
BIFAERSE 2L TYF Y ZERLHDT
HHILELECHONICEETHS. PRI,
Bourguignon (2004) 2 k5% &, TF4E 7T
(3 1981 420 © 1995 -0 15 - D[l ic B A=
MHEWEE (poverty headcount) % 31% HIljk
IHTOVRERTTH - 7cd, X ANPEFHE
1L 7o TS L8 37% D BRI ZE B o #nic
FE L AR, BWERL 6% Dfitd & 7.
TV TR ERBRL Ay F Ry TIeE
WTRYEDOBRBBIE SN, 1996 F > 5
1999 D, FEFMkEDE biAS (B DK
) OEWEEEINCG A 5 BR8N, 7
et (LD BWRENDSEL) 1T & - THEM
STz (pp. 7-8).

BT L 2= 14—, BLEDEE LB
Fra s 32 OMTIE, PSS ECE I
ZEL s E WS BRWBGED T, &N
Bl (Rf I i Tl E TRt © 1 2 BN O HIED
ICREFRE CEPIREOEND AR T
b5 LB STV B, B, BT
[ M (3 Deininger and Squire (1996), Dollar
and Krray (2002) % & U Bourguignon (2003)
HOWMER XS TV % (Bourguignon:
2004, p. 2).

AR E TR OANFEEDORIC G L (G
ELT) bL—F « A 7DEELBVET S
L, BWHIROREFNEMEEE, 5B
PEMEPSUIDEEL Cafand 5 2 &Ik B C
st s, Hib, 1 @ Elasticity of Poverty
Reduction w.r.t Growth (Elasticity of Poverty
Reduction w.r.t. Distribution & Assets D43t T
(375 < Income DHBL- Bl ZEANE T 5T
HBH) 3, L T CHERNERRIcBE VT
SRS (total elasticity) & L THLO F A

5T LTS, TITHRY, REKE LTS
DL —=FA7, Prifl, 7 X% » v O UF
RO FEEEARIEE QIE RS MW, 22T
IR &S « IHE O RS E DR
RERZDOHBOT, TFFTHHELFLI S
BEDE] (70 —DRFHEEZ v 7 DR
SR ICBAL TEED LD AEED KT
BRDBERIC DV T DY — A bSFEE SN
5.

3. BERROAMEAEICRITTE
EB—U Ry UDiFEUFEE
RAFET M7

Kuznets (1955) 13 FZAEHIFEIC & > TR,
WE, F A v (1913 LA IE Prussia & Saxony
Hitg) < 19 &S 20 it AT
2B T BREFIEE & TSRO A & DB
REMETL 7o, BEFRRE LRI O REE
& DORERA U FANER (inverted U-curve)
TEbShB2TEn0, BRI 2=
T4 —IBVWTHIAL, REBEOVIICIE
TS IO AEZBLL, hirEEO b %
B @S MAERNEITT i o0 TN
WEINLEEWS 27 X% v VG (Kuznets’
hypothesis) | 232k S 417z,

FEEDS, SPEEPTSKE R OISR L D
SPELENE 7 5 — (b5 0WIFEE) L7
S bR ORNEEE S RS WHitit 7 ¥ —
(BBVIRTHE) PORDIL-TVWEET 5,
zHThNE, ZLOANOBERE 7 ¥ —
(B35 1T & 2 R OB > S #rifb (T
/b)) mEL I >N T 1 HEEORED RE
i, SEEETEormE Bk s ic
5. Wity — (L3 »REELHD 3
Kot s &, SEEGIEHVTOERE
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DI - THFO A FEERILEZE SN S &
WHDPELAEAMNTTH -7z, LALE
Mo il 72 & 912, Kuznets &5, T D
WX 5% DT L 95% DHEEICH O VW TH

0, TOENPEIHENBERE S DT
&% &L (Kuznets: 1955, p. 26), T DGO
RAL A HOMRE D FITRRT O,

Fields (2001) 3, Kuznets (1955 and 1963)
BV TI/REN I 7 X % Y HIFR D
AR E LT ST &, ElEh
LDF =537 X%y ViR E XL TV
W EEMHRLTWA, T ITIE, 191340
Hii® Prussia & Saxony flkicBW DA 7 X
%oy Y O U TR S 1, United King-
dom, Germany, Netherlands, Denmark, Nor-
way, Sweden, %< L <C United States O ftliod +
Y7 NVETEAFFRIE LT Tl &
ZRAICLF =52 £ EDTRLE (p.47).

1970 FERUABEA ITiTTON 2 2 X % v Y
D% U FlifR O #Eat FIRREE 2 FH 3 2 R,
TS O APEEN R F R ikl (Gini
FEOBEND, PrTEThPEDICEL 5 C
LIcHEmN A S % 2092 & LT, Stiglitz
(1969) & Fields (1980) =451 T4 <. Stiglitz
(1969) Db Rk & 6 L UL E 7V D
heid, e Ao (REER ERMEHEE
ROPRFAERDE FIcLE<s/aL LT
D H PR ER AN O O RRIKAEALD, 7 X
v VIR CAREN D & 5 BETEBL DO EE
ZEIHL T, BAMITER (b5 WiIE—
EDITER), —EDANOEINR, HHELT7E)
71, B LTI b DEE L EREAEGE K
T BB IEAFEET v G iRk
EFV) ICBVTE, HrIREEREET
IIT & B RIIEEAR « F7i AR~ DRI
L 0 HEERE P ZEEN TOENE, & (&

A) LR ENEINCAFIC AR I N S (as-
ymptotically evenly distributed).” Z OZEfE &
R ETFVICBOTAPFEDORINE 85 D,
DI 7] DAV (Gr R & k),
i) ITFETEHD 7 7 2EEOHB (BARKE
FiiE 7 7 2), i) AFEEISEERGBER O
ME (BR ks E) Tohs.

Fields (1980) (%, o —v v v ilif# (Lorenz
curve) 25 2 EAFERIFEE (dualistic develop-
ment) @3 DOER A — 2, BB D) &l
[ERE, T2E /B, BRI/ EHREIED 2 8
P9854 (two-sector economy) (35 W\ Cifj &
75 —DEeMPEESNIcthTiie s ¥ —
LRI % 4 — Z (i.e. modern-sector enlarge-
ment) i) FEFWEN—EHDOLERE7 ¥ —
ZINEOFHFORDOHICESN B — 2
(i.e. modern-sector enrichment), 3 & O iii) i
RS ES GRS 2 7 4 —ICRESN 5
r — A (i.e. traditional-sector enrichment)
BWTEDXIITY 7 T BhERL
Lewis (1954) o MR 75 57 @ fHL4a & £F 5 2
BP9 € 7 (two-sector model with unlimited
supply of labor) &, 1) OIEflt 7 & — KR
DREBEREr — RSN 5 L5 X 50,
O — A TRBEFRER K > THOI TS 13
WA, #HdERG DT 20, 2RI B L
To—vryililzEf< L en s 35%Ed 5
Iy, NEERENRIAL L TE S ZAL
T B EN TV, Felds (1980) (&,
C ORIDIRKERERMIE THh NI, RNFEEE
PAFE DRI REIC BV TR L, % D%
/N5 T & %R L 72 (Todaro: 2006, pp.
209-210).

7 X %oy O U IR O R HIRREEIC S
WTTH BN, FEamd bl g &, 1970
FRD 5 1980 FROWEAFE Tld T s 7 o
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Z2AV b ) —THERINE I EMbB -1
(fi] 2 1F Paukert (1973), Ahluwalia (1976),
Ahluwalia, Carter and Chenery (1976) 75&)
s, FO®RIZ T X % v VARG E S ES B FIE
SHEDBHKE, SHTRZhREESNTL
5EE2%. bL L1970 ERF TRELE
L 72BafRA3 1990 fERR E Tic i3k L2 & &
2%5ZHbdHb. F1, FiIJEE (household
survey) OmPHEBKE LA LU R, X

O IERES RFHATIC RS Kok R 7 X
* v Y O UFHROFANBE SN LT
PEHRLH 5.

Ravallion (1995) 13 1980 4 ft @ (1990 4
B 2R FEALO 78% % HEiEd 5)36 741
H o EED S INEL 72 52 tho Kt #EE»
5 Gini (RE & FEHBE O ZELEHEH L
T U PRl T 2584 7o (Gini B0 £ 1L
AP E S o2 L& 2 oo biclE
fRSEr) B, HEHRBUCHE B R
DN -7V TS OFHALET — 7 135K
RRAESELAMIBI 2L 0O T E b
H5E0S T ELREL TV SR
2 (p. 415).

1981 £ 5 1994 FE D D 42 71 109 14D
Fit#d4 7 — # % H L 72 Ravallion and Chen
(1996) DHFZE T, Gini FRELIAIC b GRFE
2 it 8 8 (polarization index ; T T T3
Wolfson polarization index) % i\ T % OZ&{L
ZIHESH R AL XS &Lk
FER, REELTMR OISR R & &
b 32 WO AR SN T, B
R FICh 2RFICBOTFiET 22 &b
b4 3 EbREEEICELTVLS E SN,
Fho, HORENRE BBEHEOHN 135
LD E > TOREFETH S T LEAUR
N,

Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1996) T (&,
1981 470 5 1992 4E D D 44 71 1T 2 3363 D
Kt » o ik & BL O BIRZ MGE L 7e.
C TR OBLOKER DA 1269, H
L OMEEZFE (country-level fixed effect)
ERET B bt T hE N OEKOE(LDH
DORIRERGEL TV 325, ¥ U Fiifto A&
HrLoBabt@Bvontih i (p4b.
1950 A 5 1970 FERAIEH £ TO BT —
SAREHL TREES N7 a2 h vy b ) —D
WU FHREZTOEAENRDPSPTLDIC
otzdy, MELZOTRIEVLD, 262
NS O TH U THIB O AN TR S 1
72D, b SN 722 (omitted variables) I
X3b0ThH->T, TNOEEKOELH R
J EOFUFHIFREHT C EICE -7 TIE
O E BB i St (p.5).

CAHICBL#E L T, Tanzi (1998) (&, iS5
RO AFEEIRFREICL > TR EALEE
2TV DDOEENXE TREBIEENDH
B0, EH OLWEETOREHIZLPE
IFDIEFILIANC, RNEFG 2T OETHK
LU TW B i ISR R Ot EGEk I
Lo TRELEEEZFITVENLTHS E
e L TWA, 2L, HABEIE TR L
fopt TR EE P TR O SR EERE O
EHEWIETL, - TEIFOEERL W
HRTOREBNEL DB RE 85 EE
kLT3 (F9 12004, p.32).

N £ TOBENR TR WL ST —
% Z{ERk L 72 Deininger and Squire (1996) (&
1960 A 5 1990 - £ T DT, 108 7 [H]
(K52 682 D Gini FREP M D ATy AR %
IV L THRE & 0lid & OB AT L TV 3.
Wi E B 10FELL EoBloZE v 1o 2 B AR
DOHRARDFFE (B X URE 5 gD
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% 1 Growth, Inequality, and Poverty

Periods of growth (88)

Periods of decline (7)

Indicator Improved  Worsened Improved  Worsened
Inequality 45 43 2 5
Income of the poor* 77 11 2 5

Note: “Improved” in the income distribution implies a decrease of the Gini coefficient; “worsened”

implies an increase. The sample includes ninety-five economies.

a. The income of the lowest quintile.
HiFr © Deininger and Squire (1996), Table 7.

i) & Gini TR SN B AEEDOLEAL
(decadal growth episodes) 2 X%, Hi#Kd %
ST K 0 IR & s 2 L L 7w GG Db
FPRRBREINLTVE, £litBIhoE
B OBBBIEREN TV SEY, Thick?
Lo, BRFEE & Gini RETRbEIN B
KOREZEOEE DI Y 2T 2T 4 v
2 IS BARA RHE O, [ S 2 W I ETH
OFREALE AW O Gini (RO E LD D
HRERAETHK L, ThiRENERLEE
(KT, M s [ & A E, Bk
R O WE & B WESE 2 D7V — 7 51
L THEILTH > (p.587). &TDH vV
7V @ Gini FRE DI FRZA LRI 0.28% T
b0, 1ANb1-0 OFBOLEE(LD
2.16% ELhNT/h&E L, 2bZ bAoA L
3wz EaRan (p.587). T/ bH
Ho2fAHTH 20, & ESEALORIC
FHEELSERERBEEOS, BRE (b3
WIS ot s, & EAEERWT
KE S HIEE ST 4 BOREELoITiE
OB B o 7o, K1 D 2fTHIOREINT
W5 LS, HERBOMEING, 7tL AN
LOWIEZES bDOTH->Th, HKES5 DL
J& DS ROMIncHE T v TWw 3 (p.
587).

Deininger and Squire (1998) Tld, Deinin-

ger and Squire (1996) TIXEZE SN fc ¥ % b
F=s AT X % v v O UFHfRE <
FOVHERTL TV 3.9 SEFRIK 10 T Lo
ATt & LD P ME (levels) (L 72 flike
omxAY b =T, 7Xxy vl
wostER s N, L LHIES 3 —Z28nd
% BB ORI RRICEDL 72, hiEng
ETHEICAFEDEEVDORE VT T~
TAVH e FI=DPEAINEETIZ Xy Y
HRAR R L 72,7 RIS 10 SER 0 i & 0B
DAL (decadal differences) DRDREFKRE L
TO X % v iRz, HIBRpcAG sh
WK ERFEG OEEDNREREL fcHiit 21T
S5&, /X%y VRO BAEMIIHORL /2
GEhRranis Lt -72). I FHEE (evels)
EEALZz o 2H Y ) =S CRERE
oYy I —2BmA EEMRRE 55 &,
AT ETS O OHEHR BT A EREZ RV,
WD 4 Y Z2RY, $UTFTH L UTFORMGR
e (FETEZWA) RL K (p. 277-278).
B3 icid T T Tt N7 X & v v il D
#5455 % Bourguignon (2004) 23XIR LU 72
bOEEIBT 5. FalofE BosE NI iR
TECHEL LT,

N5 DRGSR ART b DR EDS S
CEEREELERIZSLVEVS T ETRE
T, B ENEDOREFRDO Al % 32 51
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3 Cross-country estimates of the Kuznets curve (Deininger and Squire, 1996)*

46

44
Difference estimate

42

40

)

Pure cross-sectional estimate

Gini coefficient

a6
34
32

30

38 [l Fixed effects estimate

400 1400 2400 3400 4400

5400 G400 7400 5400 5400 10400

GDP per capita (in USS adjusted)

HiFr : Bourguignon 2004, Figure 5

BRDICE K DREFRHE OBERPIAES 5 &
WHZTETHB, saRhv ) =DHTE
B EEDOr — 20Wric k5 &, EoZAL
FREF IR D < — 2P RE R R WIS/
HIb EMREINE S (Bourguignon:
2004, p. 13). KE & OBRA 7 v 2 7
YY) —TRESCEREORSRIITHAEL TV
5 AJREME I TRAE L E 175 W A3, Deininger and
Squire (1998) TlIRRFIIRAED 2K 5 49 4
Eorh, 40 7EIZB VT 5% D HEKIET
WU PRI D 2 Wi UFPHHRE O GAEN RS 5
nisip-tzE LT3 (p. 279).

4. FENRRICKRIZTHE IS
PEOHERFEFIEEFREE
e / #fbsE oM ?

4.1 FR1Z - HEBOAEZE (70—-DREH)

M1 EADEDS EAD, HIEEE0 &R
O ELI R % IddH 2 W idsih s & 5
» &V S BRIEDOREETH 508, TSRO

FER BRI MdE 37522 2 W T 1990 FEAR D
Fit#&EEH W7o 20y Y =5
(Benabou, 1996; Perotti, 1996; Alesina, Al-
berto and Roberto Perotti. 1996) T3« 7H
B DOANZEPRBREICADOREE KT C
E DR S 2. Deininger and Olinto (2000)
Tk B L, RN D 1 EEERAS O
LD 1 N4t 0SS - B Ok ER%E
05-08 bR srmerRiiahic s &
nhcuws (p. 8.
NEXVAEAREICT A LV RVT — 5 &
R L 729 0ricid, RS RRE 2 i
I B8R ERR L 72 Forbes (1998) 73db 5.
Forbes (1998) (&, FiiS A& LKERD 5
M % 35 AEIC OV TINEL, BEES
R (fixed effects) €7V, Zw=#f (random
effects) €7 IWVEHED /¥ IUVHERTET - 1R,
FTS DA ERRFERER EORICIEOFEE
Bk 2D 7. Liand Zou (1998) (L[H] U
<35 HED5HEF T — 5 2L T, K
Lo x gt cdzoxhy b Y —
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AT cRE SN IR EE R EREDR (8
OBIR) MIHKkT B EERL . F i,
Barro (1999) &, 84 #[E» 5 @ 146 D 10 4
7 — & Z2REEE L N 2 VHERT 2170, B
FONFELREDOHMOEDRIFRIE 1 Hoo%H
BEnEOKECLZDTRE VA EHER
L7, TofoBRBERRISVWSDOTHD
TEFRMEZR < &L T,

NS EZEUERTMENSEONIIE LD
fE B A 5 L 7o &5 B, Deininger and Olinto
(2000) (F, Deininger and Squire (1998) #3#%
B ES IR O LFEFICRIT T HE (7 X
F oy v O U PRI ZHEEL 72X S1T, <
DHTIFATEE D S FEFRENDEHOPRE W
S FEa R (empirical regularity) & % 7c
ELEEWLZDTREWR, HIbsazhy
b =S TREBEOHORBESED SN T
b, —EEEEGOREIENR (fixed effects)
NrEIN B &2 OBRNIHAT 5D TR
W ERFEEL TV (p. 8).

TR T O ABATE RS 2006 -5 (Equity
and Development) D/~ 77 5w v KX &
L TERK & 7172 Ravallion (2005) T3, Wk
EVEDF L —FATZ7IZD0T, LN
DAL SRR DI R 2105 5 "l Ret:D
BLELTVE, I TRAFEENREED;
WA EERET LB E L T Galor
and Zeira (1993) ®137>, Banerjee and New-
man (1993), Benabou (1996), Aghion et al.
(1999) & Bardhan et al. (1999) % %51 T W
3. FRFEFLESTICO VTR, BEKEE
(KETHAE D ¥ — N A SFEFE 2 HE Ok
H) LHIOFTE (b 2V IFTHE) OAPE
EEofRAE 7oAy ) =L, I
DASERE NS\ — 2 E E T DREFE
EKPELS BB EERTHILEL T, Ales-

ina and Rodrick (1994), Clarke (1995), Bird-
sall et al. (1995), Perotti (1996), Deininger
and Squire (1998), Easterly (2002) 75 & %
EFTn5,

COXSICHREEROERIRLERKVICAE
WE > TWBH, AT « IHE A &K
R EOADBRE, 7 X % v v O U FHliEl
LHEUEGZWS & WS BN NEB>SH
BLEAB. CLAFELAOKMRKIE, &I
DAENRFNRNC G A 5B >WTH
HThHs, Wb, rifE Vo 7 o —DREE
LODHEE - FEVI RNy 7 DRPEDNE
DIREF IR RIE T E DT AT, 2h
MATH2LOIBERELZIEL T LV
O MEN BT o 7 3 2 b O TA S
nNoob5.

42 EBE - - EORFEE (Rb v I DFRESE)

HEDAFED (HEXRETEHZEL )
BEREICH I Z 2ADFEBIC > L TORE
Whroy vy 7V BiRETVEL T, Gaor
and Zeira (1993) i< & 2 EEMHAMER €7
)V (overlapping generations model) 2 {7-7Ed
5. GRS OALTREDRED M, EiE
AN SRR REEIC (B) w8z 5
Z, SOICHERED AR5 (indivisibility)
DIGEMINA 6N 5 LEEBIEMIT & 0l
5 (HEREPHEESN, AFEERERL,
BEBRELEXT ) LanTHy, Tk
BANCEEB O 1 Ad 72 0 OB ZEDEAE
35 DHE WD EAFDOEAKI~ND—> DA
ELizoTwb,

Hikd 5 &, CofimETIVIGEEIE
HREEERRE S CREEEE e T v &
U CREBESIN TV B, —TEEA D D3 2457 )
&b B\ 3 IERGRTT B 2 RN [ 5 2 A
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Wi ORI NG S, SEA GiE) &
2WEE S &L, 1HHICEANERE (human
capital) 1ZHE L ¥ %215 5 IERBHEST ) &
LT < pox7yavindby, 20HICIZ
A@oEE QWMHICEFTEZI S &
LThsVEIEEIMEE L THE, HE
EiEeL, TL CEEE (o) K. &
AN D EAERET] P IHE O IEIF S R [FRl—& U,
ME—D#E W IIHFEL 2 ERED 2, WS EES
BLORNPED AN LEL 5 ERET 5. A
EOFRIEMEORRLD, 0 FDIFR
PWEERLE=45 1) v 7 3 2 b PREETEVE
RKESN B (AT O AEREDRE.
il 2 N\o NEDsER DES W (FTHD 13k
TERDLINS.

u=a logct+ (1—a)logh, O0<a<l (2)
TCT, clI2WHITBI 2HELTHODI
FHRICETEERBETH S, CORERNT
T B ERD R EE 2 R DB I DEE &
BETVATEE L35 EMRIN S,
Z OFER, 2 TOMRTHEEENI Fitx,
MOTEE & LTl TR E LR T ER
72—% (rich dynasties) &, D7 WHEHLEE
TIRAEOTEIE & L Tl =k, FtRicd
A 12 IEPE L DR &S 78 W BN 75— (poor dy-
nasties) 2AHHIT A Lic 3, EHilicBWL
THEEMRF OISR TRENIE W24
C2DR3ERTSPATRTHEPOTHS.
BLFLEOFoRME—T, HoZFIC
HgbnELVOTHNE, Axid (BE%
HOANTS) HERE T > THAHMITEE
LRDEMIBE—RENE > TV EEESET
THb. &, KMITEPAELTH-TH,
AW —RKEI DL FHoTHHEREETL,
PR TR ER AT EH—Kicsh
LAREVEN B 513972, b LEBEREITA

a5 (indivisibility) 25FEd % &, BN
—REHBEHREEVOETHITAT, YIHE
FEMRAE D AN EINC D /e » TR ZEE AT
JlicissY

FAE9Hr T, Deininger and Olinto (2000)
I & B REWR /XX VT3 d 5. Deinin-
ger and Squire (1996) OFElFWEDELSEKT
HBT—FN=2ZIGHL, THITFAO Ot
B 29 A (FAO World Census of Agricul-
ture) At EK L b 103 HE D 261 i i
B EERM (B E oIt 5 B
PHERD) OWIHEICRE T 57 — 7 2 INA,
N FIVHERTIC X DTS O S ERE (VI
EEEHM) DAEED T DR DA « THERK
RICKE T B =L 7o, #558, IrSoR
FETRECHEE (Bt DO ATEE
RERERICG A 2 ADENKRE VT LR
SNt FHEBEIRE LEENEEDOREI
DIREHERTIC L D, FIERESBL DO AEED
FHERED GO HmE T 5 Ltk
D) HELEONRE LRSI E L LERL
fo. BHIETA RSO AR « prisin~ o
D 2 O i ;k & L T Deininger and Olinto
(2000) &, 7 7 ¥ L O FHIFTE Gini FEHS
10— %y 7 VKAV DT HIEE, T
DEDAMER GAE) R b v 758435
5 5.7 T 144 FE SN 5 2 LIFEL L &
LTw3 (p.15)."

HrE rEHSH S O 1985 fEAr 5 1990 T 5
131 BBz 1) 5 6,651 D A O KGR &
7 — % %5 L 7c Ravallion (1998) @ I 7 &
NXVAITTIE, FEYIERE, SRERE OB
Ak L 7o WA RE O 21TV, S o
ERE DI D AFEERE D HKET DIHE S O
O (BEFERER) K5 A2HDOMEPKREV
TEERLI Fi, Bt oBIHEE W]
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& PE DEBN D 4y BLIR T AT Xt 9~ 2 AR (3,
SES DN RTHE & 131 BRI O W E EE O
SYBCARDUT XS 2 BEPEEIC < 5 XT3 5K
EV T EAURS NI BESBURA DA
Ik B A (5 ortaSEEEE o 2RE,
L0 I 7ungorTH{EbNEEVI T L
THO, 7 oiffEOMAEQOEENENH
s,

THFER T O HABAFE RS 2006 -5 (Equity
and Development) Tl%, TN 5O HN%E
WEAT, TEPALTLETH 2RI TE Y
7 — R EEDAVEP S DO NE LY,
IR OISR LRI 2R E VD
ALY Ay =V EERATVS, ZOWED
LoD ALY Ayt —VlF, BEPRHIED
AEENFIE ORI ELET L2E 05
bDTH A TN £ 7, Deininger and
Olinto (2000) TRH &7, AFHRILGE
P RE L EDRILE (public ‘bads’) DIEEEIC
O - &, HFkEE, HENLES 21—V %
WL TR TEL, TOFHICY v — Z20E|
P T &R, WMERDONLZENNRE 26T
REERORHE» S b ERIE S LV D Tk
(p. 8) *°, Bourguignon (2004) T®, A5
Mk 05EE (social conflicts) R EGE DAL
5E (political instability) % & 72 5 L 3R P AL
REMRET 2 &0 Ek (p.17), 2L 7
bOTHA.

RIET DTS « HE AR &R & OB
FREGEIC D W THIREROERPEVE - T
W5 (e« HEAES LEFRR E DA O
BIRRIE, 27X % v v @i U FHhfR & [E Uy
Bz WS RAEDNNEESDDHLEVHD
BERTIIHEN) TEII>VT, 72, &
FESYBLANT S &R & OBIfRIC DWW T b,

Bourguignon (2004) 1%, &Mz o254
b =R O REHRPE A4 S fc i, A
LB R BRSO T G E T Y
(structural models) % H§EEHERT 45 & &,
HRET VETRESNIL I 7 0B A H =
2 LOWGAEZEITH T EZEIREL TV, BE
CoWTE, Bl ERTTIS O AR5E e % i
B4 27coicid, &F R AWER) Off
FUEFEMIIS A~ 7 4 — = VP D2 D RE
WE L ZNLIADBTES & D DERGET
hFEVWOTRELTWS (p.19).

b, BERRIEIERFANDEE—E
PRI D#EF R REMEEIL L& D
EEMN?

AE [ 27 X % v O] BEESH, #%
B RO AEEORIC CEFEL O
PL—F «A70FAELTBVWET S L, ER
KRR D £ R (B %, 2 e 0 i fiE 20 ©
Pl CEIRT A kB T LIt B,
AL, 1 @ ‘Elasticity of Poverty Reduction
w.r.t Growth’ (%, #EL T CHIrERIc BV
BRHVEE (total elasticity) & L THD % %
ZLith b, 1 @ ‘Elasticity of Poverty Re-
duction w.r.t. Distribution” & &£ (Assets) @
S T3 s s (Income) DAL « Fiz &
FBANRX TS THS.Y K, FHEKE L
BAB O b L — 8 % 7 (Growth-Inequality
trade-off) 23/L 75 < & &IEEHIITIIFEL 12
W&EF 5 EF, ‘Pro-poor’ DIFEEIT S IF
® ‘Pro-growth’ TIZ 75 <, & - T 1990 FEAEK
DI ICEAICH WS LA T & & 78 - 72 “Pro-
poor growth’ &\ 5 FIED i AR A1 % S
Frg o &icdb s, HEAKECTE - &
DRLSY %8 U T EWNHIRZ Hs 9 BoK % b
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TAICERLLED1E, BREIKOZnZ
T g 2 E O IERE & T hpsic & -
TEAISNAZDITOVWTONIREETH % &
=2 5.

5.1 Growth is Good for the Poor — Dollar
and Kraay (2001, 2002) 3#®X DM

C T, BROBAEIFRICKEDEELL
Z 12 Dollar and Kraay (2001, 2002) & X23#f
SHIRGEZ VTR e L T a0 HE £ &
DTHNT 5. ZoatroiEt BRI EE
CHHEHENTOELDTHOHLLBOT
FrE0ns, FREHTic b 2 o SE O
S - HEB LUK M Ahifgozn o
D7 — % LA O OHEETFiE A/ L,
RIEERED b Y 7v 8y v ISFEREICHRAL T
BORFREPENTRO LETHZ L%
RLTVWE, RIFEOBEREOVERTHHE
WEBRIC B W T & BIAE D ‘industry standard’
L -ThD, 2L OEFEPHMEZT T,
Z DR DOHEERI T, EEDORERIIT 3
7 v o OEFRICE S L 7.

Dollar and Kraay (2002) & 3 T {35547, 1950
DS 1999 FToflT, Dl &b 2
2BV THSKED ML 20% D8 (K M5
SIE) OSSR I NS 92 A E,
285 kD7 — 5 Z{EHL T, & M5 2 A7E
D1 ANH 7D OFEEEENE, 1 EHA2EK
D1 AH 10 ONVEFRENE (=7 vk
Bd) Wktd AufE (elasticity), Ahig [F
YRR | 2HERT L T B HERTRER,
e 1212F 1 Th s EnWH T &
Th-1z. ORI, BEHREEREEY
L EERSE oK EER T L T b, AL
H ] (log differences) THEFFL THRIL T

il

B ot BEEROMER - IEERIC b
59, F 77 OGO %
[Al—& 92y 27 4 GMM #iH T2 HWT
bEDLL T, HEEHPIFEMHEMEE 15"
BRIEHL CWsEREA AL Db
matrncaER CHAmg) BfRiE, Ricz
CHIHENB L E kL TOX 405/
HiC BTN 5,

4  Growth is good for the poor
Levels
10

v=1.0734x - 1.7687
9 R? = 0.8846 s

capita income in poorest quintile)
<

Log (per

Log (per capita income)

Growth rates

Average annual change in log (per capita income in poorest
quintile)

Average annual change in log (per capita income)

Hifr : Dollar and Kraay (2002), Figure 1

Dollar and Kraay (2002) (3/Xic, KB &
ERA2EOFEHEMOEARE TV (level
equation) Z W\ T, T 5 ZHE OGN {ED
SRR, HUIERIZERE 5 L -2 VTR
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AELTWA, Thic kB E 60 FEfRITHL T
70, 80, 90 FRIC B RNEHE O E RS
Ikt BB LL 722 L RED ST,
R & AR O BIR I MR A B AL
ZRLICEREARY, TOBKREIERE-
ATLEENTH B E s, Hilghsy I —%
W7 HERTHRE R 513, mrEsEEic BT
SIS E IR R b E <, ThITERT,
W7 Y7 RKEEMBLORFICS T 7 A0 A

TR S AMED T & 2 H A A3 R
aht. L»L, s%ofEKET, Mg
& OV EHMEEIIFEL K 1 ThE 0D
SRR R S g - 2. [\EBRT, 1990
FEDEEFTEKEDE VI X - THEF T AR
DAL 2PHEEL TW A D, G ERIEE
HoNKh-Tto, T T7 X%y ViG]
NDO—DDGEEEIE LIS 5. BB E DK
E BEaKE © 28R 288355
DHEREAEL TWAH, TITHOABERERR
OO NI - T,

Dollar and Kraay (2002) &Kz, FEEnkE
Ao a3y b e — VB B0 IEBERAR
SN 2 BUNEEZHOX GDP I, (v 7
VR, SRiFEREORE (RH3EHATERE DX
WITEER, BEEEOEEE (rEHEDIEL
), B LXOHEGMAEE (i & A ORI oD
XGDPI) Z B E L TF A LTV 5
AR BRI E RSN A > TVW 50D T,
a v b o= VEROHEETHRENE, TSR
WEEE 2@ L cohE A, ERgoD
FRBICS 2547 b ERST T EITKS
(p. 209). H#EFHEESHE, o BHUE AN
IC—oF oA e, ENbREIcEE
BbDERUEOHM -1, INORFRED
BRSrTEbN S 3 v b o — VR (D
5 E S EEMID), BRSPS HERE

WL TLUADHRE (EThbhfaTdh) H
KEOFSINc 52 % 2 L3 Ens T
L b,

Dollar and Kraay (2002) (>3 C, ‘Globali-
zation and the Poor’ &\ 95 & 7 ¥ 3 v & &,
fieDs m—NY €= a VB (D5 WIHEE
FAEEEED) 75, BWEOHIpig o & i,
ERNPEIREOZE e @ L TOER Rk
B3 Do A v s 2B ZTO0 5%
BEEL TV 3, S5, "EERE
FE (it & A 0RO X GDP 1), FiEH
D aE (BB mo 5 BRI CIE S
N5 2B\ iz b @, Frankel and Romer
(1999) THwWonIKBEE 7 57 4
VD F %G L C), Sachs-Warner Open-
ness Index, “FHBIBR, WTO IMEE S 3
IMF & KB HIE 4 3 — (IMF Report on Ex-
change Arrangements and Exchange Controls
THEEREINCHRYR S 5 2 EhlEsn
TV, ZH>THRINIZE0 ThD. #E
R, Iho0sm—nN)¥—v a3 ViEEE
MA TS, PSR 1 Td 2
M EESNL L - e, HEERSE, KES5
DD (b LK BASY = 7) &
BRI~ DB & D RIS #RET IC T = 2B
i 5 EldnEnismotc. TOEKTIE
FHEEEE D2 <& & FEIIT I Pro-
Poor’ T & Anti-Poor’ T MWL WH T ETH
%,

Dollar and Kraay (2002) (% f % 1< —fi% i< Pro-
Poor B &b a3V b v - VEHOHE
PEETF 2 b LTWE, PIEHEERE, BN
OHETH FEEB LORED OB
i, ERAEN, BXUOH Y v REH
DV EDTH B RIETZRIITH (Voice in-
dex) DENRRGE S N7z, ME—FEMENED

-%7—

’
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SNt ol REFFEI AR (Voice index)
TH e, TN FHIE (nstitutions)
DO'H &S \WAHBIRAR DS & O M il B ELR] %
MA 1256 3 HEE T <75 - 7 (robustness
MWhwkshi), £->7T, TN 5D Pro-
Poor ZH73, EEROFIpG O 2@ C 7
R B A TENERSZME S g =
TEREPT) LR NLH T
VI EofESRH» 5, Dollar and Kraay (2002)
BRLC T, FFkE (ERPEE/KEDN
) 28, SEE 3 hoFr S & Rk ZIR
b REE b3 LD, EERNR
PEREIEHED 723D DBER S & © W 2 EIRHIE
BRI H 2x&EEEL TV S (p. 219).

Fixans DEEWE ] B 1 ED Pro-
Poor Growth’ = HIEd Ic b7z b R AEFER
EmRERfEL cuisL, K4icBOLTIRED
EE OB E S HEHHR 72 D 45 FERR i &
LTuwignwa s, I ToRBIcHiEEN
LREEE, FFERE T QEONE S
D B W TREE OIS KRR D
T25E0HIREREL TBO, [@ROFHEF
AR D MM %Z R L TV 5. Dollar and
Kraay (2001, 2002) OWfFE<T2s o 24>~ b
) = TR ROV o TR I Rh R A R
S NIEH - TFEBOR, HIRE « N v 2, %
BHBESE SR OEIC B VLTI, RFEE
DRFENE ORERENEIC K337 2 BIEL
TWicrReN b 5. FiFkE (BRSO
R & AT iSEE) % T s L CHREIK O &
DICEA -S> b, BWRHIER ORI
BEPEEA D T KB T] - ik 2R - Tl
BoRWOTHS, K4lcBW0T, LR
Ricfian s, b20iEHEHEL D & BH
HOAIE T 2 EK, kEEEBfETICE, T

1 5 ‘Pro-Poor Growth’ % EBi 4 2 1IN EE 1534
T, HEEAE R IR RIERS I
W,

5.2 BRBIBDBEEMRRICXTT ZHMEED
HEET

KEiTR, BEOFERR, SFOoN L
Pk O FHEFSE RIS Pro-Poor B, BB E[K
BT DR R X9 2 gt fE o HEF T I B o
5 RN E N T 5.

Ravallion and Chen (1996) (%, 1987 &» 5
1993 FE D[ D 42 W EOFKEHREEZ MV, H
R 2 W) (initial year) O FE RS-SRSO
EAVITFTHEEL TV AEEEREL, BRE
DEALD NI HG DR RFRIT N 9 5 it {E &
fER L —2.6, BB 10% O PG 0 s
IR DS O 53 LUT O g7k #EIc b
BN Z 26% /DS 5 EHEEL TO
5. 1H1FV (1985 PPP) OHERT 1~ %
L CEREEK - 7123561, TR —
3.1 L, EWF v » 7 (cents per day)
BT 5 EWPEEIE 3.7 EHEESh TV
5.

Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1996) < (&,
1984 FFE7» 5 1993 D D 20 #E O FKETH &
F=4%2HVT, 1H1FVOERBICK S
BWRDEAZE + — N A DFEE PR DL
fticm s €T s, fiEFHEEER —212 T
H - 1z (10% D FEFS O 21% D EIN
FORLESLLS ). 2FERF v+ v 7
(squared poverty gap) DZEALFH % g IHE TR
&L e aic i MRS —3.46 1< B L
TV, [\fZEE £k, 1~ F 040 ER-IC
b1 b 3B3OFHEDT -y EHWT, A
¥ F DED 5 BNFELIT OB & THE
D OyEfE % —1.33 2 TEWKNF + v 72
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BIHAE 95 & —2.26) LifERTL T 3.
Adams (2003) %, 1980 ZE4> 5 1999 4F &
ToT, 50 #[H 101 OO F -5 (Kt
W) VT, BRI DR R E
ZitLCw03d. 1H1 FVvoERETOH
K= (poverty headcount), HR* + 7 (pov-
erty gap index), 2 EWF + v 7 (squared
poverty gap index) % #¢FIHZA R & L THEAIL,
IR T H BREFRR I TN TN DS —~
1 DS (HE) oZfbckbahTw
5. C O, o T TRELE L HK
wE @3 —4) oF -2 2R L,
M ERE T 2.6, ERF + 7 T-3.0, 2
FERF v+ v 7 T34 LT TV 3.

Ih S DIFFIC & 2 BRI O R FLE
(FriS-THEHR) sPEEHERHIc B VT, Hifb
BERRXO S, gGINF v » 7, 2EN
F oy T E R E U 725 E I HES o
EPARELEZDE, BEREORFEEZ
(EWHIER) (3 R T O BINJE D 12
LEEST, ARh SEIN I mERBICL %
NBRATVEZEDIEAETEH B, Th
b F 7o, RFRE R ERERO L (F
B) THHIEaEXFTbHiRTHLLER
5.

6. srBEickE L BERRAIR—S2BECDH
ZIERABDORRHMEE E
DRIESEBZM?

6.1 Inequality is Bad for the Poor—Ravallion
(2005), WDR2006 D7
ERFES—ETH S LT, TOEN
JENDFTSELA IR U CERFRN TN S T &
FEHOREL DT O & BIEDORREER 4
L a0, Gaor and Zeira (1993) 1T &

% I £ 7OV 2 A BHTE R 2006 425 (Eg-
uity and Development) TH&ii & 11 7c EEE D4y
BED AR & 72 & 3R R P TIE S
ENDOEEZ, PrisHo KN ECES (dis-
tortions) & [HlEEL 22179 L S THIF &
WipEWHBGR - IFEEREIR S, £/, H
IR D REF RS0 2 il Z D & DA
g (b5 VIETHE) OAFFEDEEWVITK
HFIasLRIESMOoNIHEETHS, T
TRET, Ny sy v FiRE L THA
BIFEHRE 2006 FEED A A ¥ % 5 £ — VI
K15 5538 % K3 L 72 Ravallion @ “Inequal-
ity is Bad for the Poor” (2005) &wX D F 73457y
Prifl e A5 R ZN 9 5.

Ravallion (2005) T&, ZKO KR % F-
PR ER (BEFRER) &2k (total
elasticity) D& L THfEL CW5, I T,
R AEEEE (2 2 TR Gind f7E0
DIFIERIEL L L TER SN ZD/¥T £ 5 —
miEEtshcws. M1licsd s, LFEED
R & REER ORNR G S 1 ok fiE A
fistLcwac &icm 3.

Rate of poverty reduction
=[—9.33*(1-Inequality index)**]

*Ordinary growth rate 3)
62 D4 v FIVEIC C OGN A Y TIRY B
&, BWHIROREF MM, Gini fREL
7802 5@ 5 0.6 HEICE/T ZIcOoNT,
—43 55 —06 IZfi/NT B L ENMB. TOD
fE % i - C Ravallion (2005) (&, 3% 2%
D 1 A7 0 prighEin (1980—2000 D& |
EEE) 23d b, HINFH (headcount index)
75 40% (1980 FELH D& FIEE1) Th -
fo& 9 % &, Gini RED 0.3 & AFEEE DK
WETHNIZERFIHEFR64% TR L,
10.5 TS 2 A%, Gini (55008 0.6 & A
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FEEOHVWEHTH X ERFIZFER1.2% T
UK N, BRFR E Tlc 57 F 0
5ELTVE, RPEE, BREIEOKEM
PE{E (total elasticity) 2D S &2 Z itk -
THHEARHI YT 522 &IC85DTH 5.

6.2 BEAEIRDOHEREICKTT SEMEBED
W —RR ESBROHEEER
Bourguignon (2003) (3 Z Kl D s g %
SEHRRRIT R L TO A TR 1 K RO AELE
FEicoW bk L T s, b LkEE
SPEORICKRIEN R E T TRV VITL A
s OAHBAS b, ZEILEYE (multicolline-
arity) OREANT T 52 & &5, LT
mgE ko G5 3HL, 418D, B
Al & TS O AL & o I [RIRFFHBE A3 72 0
L, BREIROBFERESTIC X 53
e, Al X 2En & [EFIcHEt T &
5 EFMEN TN AT Y 2 v TH S,
1980 fEALA 5 1990 s - T, 50 A[EH
D 114 O KEFHED 7 — 5 Z(EHL, 5
3, 1H1 NV (ppp$) DB S EH-H
WD ZALHR A — < A PR ZE LRI
[F S, —1.65 & WS HEFHEmE ATV
5. RIT Gini (R8O ZALHR & S DA
fbFicnA <lola s &, FHETiS o d: iE
—2.01, RNPEEEE OREEE 4.72 2 HEGTL TV
3.9 & O T R 13 P R S K HE D RS
LEDKEIKGFT 2 EIREL, BRF 1/
PRSI, B Gini fRECE ] L 750218
PR OENRD A, B LOFEERED
ZALH & Gini RO EALF O AGITEHE L
rHEEtb L v b, ERoFERIC VLT
B8 BRREEDS TR DS, ORI AT R,
BRHIR D REF R 0 2 Bk D A 755
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DHECHITE2HENITHRERFETH B
&, TOND 0% R E R DO 5
BcHATE 5 2 2R 2. BRI K
bREBHIRAEF > T ORIREBKETH
D, FHFHEENDORET - L/hal, H
PRI D REF R O LA SR 7o U o1&
3% LI FEEHEINEZZE/NSD 5T
T LT s. Y ZofRIE, 41 THAL
7z Dollar and Kraay (2002) (< 3\ CHrifi Pro-
Poor BURZEHAS, ERDYEFTS O st % 8
UcthReB A2 calgmiGe 4 g
VT ARMEPT) LRSS, B M5
SLE TR O E RS R IT 5 [
RS | © 125 OTREENGEY 5N is
MotV ITHER EBAENTH 5.

Bourguignon (2003), Bruno, Ravallion, and
Squire (1998), Kraay (2004, 2006) 5 O 43
PGSR RT & D, GNEIE O S
PEAE D ZEAL D L 2 B S 47 Bl O AP D L
H#D b SEWHIFIR DO R/ > W TIRHEE
NIZVS DN D 5D, skl E AL I
RKEWbDD, ZDZEHIHFHEINT
WizhEwS T ErbLiizwy, ERHEIKO
BEEMIEEE L 5 2 &, BRkE%
£ O ‘Pro-Poor’ b DIcd 5 &, HIL ‘Pro-
Poor Growth’ D FEHUTMIL S 78043, 27 o 2
By b ) =t TR SRS &,
LeEnPHEIIEERZRED 23 KT
T I p ot BRFENEFBVA O EINEL
HOMBRHEDREREDOTE M7 T
LARBL TSI EITEES. Ly
5, Bourguignon (2003), Bruno, Ravallion,
and Squire (1998) Dy Hrik it 72, Frfs
S e & U 7856 o EINHITR O B kR
(FriSHE R 1o xtd 2 sibfEc o, SEEpTS

IKEEZFT G- & U 7856 o EIREIR O Fris o B
ANFEESCEIT B B E IR R < 2 f5FiTR
ThorTEERBELTBY, RFEREEL
b, GG 1EEDTIC (THRHLBEER
JE DAY, F7EEE DT EKS D
DIREIT & 2 R Do Z 11 9712) Fr
BoRSIEEEBLTENE, ThE
#1175 Pro-Poor B, BINAIRECK &5, &
55 A, BFENE & FBLOUEDEIIRFISTTH
LR “Pro-Poor Growth’ 23R L, EKEI
SRRSO LS, IS ATREMEARE
LB oIz d, ThooimTbiafis
NTWBEIIL, GRINSDI7 B RV b
) =T ORERE, SEOFHE ORI EREES
E BN L 72KER5159 T, FER) € 7V Ok
FHEEE, Y 7 oas S THISES 0L B LEEN
5.

7. TED—RKRLEBFAEZALLEN?
SHEOAEREBELHAEDO A MM
FESHBINEM?

ARk, Mlwrahi, SENTOR
B, HE - RS, BIUOERNEIRE O
[E#E ) 75 = BAt%  (Poverty-Growth-Inequal-
ity Triangle) 12> W CREDWIILOEHRE» S
HxthanzcbodmrzEL <L, 4
ROMED SREEES e HYE L TR
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5 Expanded Analyses on the Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle

Globalization
Trade Integration
Financial Integration
HR Integration

4 \
v \
v N\
» I Sa
Growth. ¥ [ Inequality
Increases in Trade—off ? Distribution of Income
Mean Income Level Distribution of Assets

Development Governance
Institutions
(country specific)

P

Elasticity of Poverty Reduction 'Pro—Poor’ Elasticity of Poverty Reduction
P w.r.t. Growth w.r.t. Distribution
/
/ Poverty
- Reduction in
- Absolute Poverty
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HEWEZER % b 72 & 9 IS O iR
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