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1. IXCOI

Afaid, FENTORFRE. &2 NFEE BLOERAIRE L ORI 72 =A%
(Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle; P-G-I Triangle) (22 TildEDMFIEOEFE ) HE X H
SN DI ZHER L, SEOMEO T LIRS Z e 2 AN E T 50— A1 FmLT
» 5, K 1121%, P-G-1 Triangle 27 R SV TWAHD (Z ZTIEEE B —=AE & L TERR) .,
— I E W ERITRR B AR KOS « BRED DL KT THIRA R D 2 D123 6%
L &% (e.g. Bourguignon, 2004), FRZNR & /BRI RZIMSL L THRRZ D00 E 9 DT,
Growth-Inequality trade-off, F72I3FTHE [ 7 X% VRG] DORRFERZIHL O AR D3 2%
BRI E 2 D8R OBREEICHD
WE, I I =T =BV TE, 7 XX v Vi (Kuznetz: 1955, 1963)Df5 Lrd
HOE LT, BRFRE LTSI OARYE L ORIRA WU FREh#R (inverted U-curve) T
Kbashfis & e, BFERBROVIHNIIFRDRONEEFIEL L, TAGEOH % B
B2l & EAE~BAT T DI o T EiddE S D &) 7 ARy VL (Kuznetz’
hypothesis) | 23JERK S L7z, BlH, BHFE OB G & 2 PHFICE S £ T, BRHFRK
R LD OFEDOMICIT MU — FAT7RMHEL, FifFOMNE F%T 57201213, 4
FLOAREFIIZORIEN E LTHZ SN L NE D E STV, BB, Pro-Growth 0%
#Featr & LC Pro-Equality 72 ¥ Pro-Poor 2MF(ELTHEY | #HFHED MU 7 20 2R
(trickle-down effects)IZ & W BRI A K- TI2H 720 | PG/ 0 iSO A5 FRIC
BB AT O BWE~OFTE - BOEPEIBLFORNILThHEIN TV, Ll
IND T ARy HH D,
The paper is perhaps 5 per cent empirical information and 95 per cent speculation, some of
it possibly tainted by wishful thinking. (Kuznetz: 1955, p.26)
LIERTND L 912, ZOIGRDOMAEIHE DL < DIEFEDFICENRLN TN EF X D,
1990 FEARIZ72 ¥ | Pro-Poor Growth & W 9 STENHEITHRE 2 I 2 =7 4 — 2BV Tl
MENDZ L epole, ZOFEPEICERTDHLIADLDORMNISTES, 20
AR DIFALIZ IV TIEPro-Growth & Pro-Poor23 44" L S AHA L2V b O Tid/e < | ARHAI
Ja B & L 7zPro-Poor Growth/ A EELSINGL b D L OGN IEAINDL Z ik o72 2
LEELAThD, | REME LEAOIERICESO CEARAIE BRTHE=a/ I3
MTE o T, ZORRN EORERNFEHIEZ 8 U gIEIC L VARSI DD, lE
DTrickle DownZFDIER B 2 WITREb A2 B 2 DIFIC, RN EES~OREL R UGENE
WHIRIC B 76T 2 RE2 DML THROYFZDbORONE I 0, BAFEO Ll EM
(main-stream thinking)l% & D X 9 7R WFFEAR SR % LI 2850 % 121 C & 72D D>, Settled Questions
I3 T, Open QuestionsiXfA 72D, T O AT L Z LiX, SHBMEL INLTND, il
JE o TRF U ABEFESL 7 v — Y B — v g VR ERENRIC G2 D ERE - O R A0

1 Pro-poor growth® RFEIZS>WTix, £ H (2007) IZFEL VY,



T HENC B AR R2ESE & S 2 5, What have we found, so far?

1 : Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle
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AFOEBITILLTOBEY ThH D, WEITIIAET, M 1ITRINTRFERE - NEE—8]
IR > = 4 B R (Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle)?’ & D L 9 (ZHEpk & 4v, & ZITHFSE -
RREDHLIE o 2B L TR T 5, 5 3HIZEB W T, BFEMRED DRI KT T 2
WZDOWT O « R EZ Y —_A LBIRERTOBR I oA 7 4 —ICBIT 5558 %
BT 2 (1o Ed—), FHAEITBWTIE, $ICEOEED R EEDNRFRE O KIE

RABICET Dk - AR — A 95 (K1 0 L), B5 iV TIE, RFMRE
DEREIIC RIET HEE BT 5 (K1 OLIN), I 2 TIERERENSERERO &
T 5 L7 5T Growth is Good for the Poor D + ML & HEBANT 5 & & bz, AR
HIR ORI AR T xE T 5 M, £ OHEFHIBRE T 298448/ L. Growth % LV
Pro-Poor (23 HIZBHT 2ikim A FR T 5. 5 6 Bl Tl BRHIEO /3Bl O UEE x5t
TOWMEAE, EFOHFHIEAT I ARN T2 (K1 ohid), ZZ2TCiEE, AN
HINE D& F AR 36 K OV LB 2 k9~ 2 BRI 0 BIGRIC B - 2 A JEIC DWW T HfET
TLMEH T ARMOEL O LR L, ARSI BICHEL SNDMEORHNCE KT D,
F72. T P-G-1 Triangle (2L » AT U AEREL 7 m— ") EB— g R ED K5 fE
M %& RET IOFERIFFEA~E R T 5,

2. BN P-G-I Triangle & BRARD ALK « 7 ECHAEE

B4 1 @ P-G-I Triangle T/REND K 91T, —MRIZEAHEIBEN R ITREF R B KOS -
BEODNBEIETHIRIRED 2 >3 FbnbEEZbND, BRFEOEIMORENF
(growth effect) & 53R 2h & (distribution effect) ~D 7 fi#fEBHIZ-DUVTlX, Datt and Ravallion



(1992)235F L2, #ixiT Tl Fields (2001), Bourguignon (2003, 2004)% T & ZEAIZH Y $do
nTnWn, HREITOF—7xza ) IX M THYVER - IO —ANETH D
Bourguignon (2003, 2004) (2L 5 & &R 72 0 BRI OZELIX, SEHIFTE OB EEFE R E).
Frfgnfi. BRLOFESEOZBIOREKTHY . £ b 3ERIIHMLEDS, Wb,
Change in Poverty = F (growth, distribution, change in distribution) (1)

ThY., i MaET 2 L. HOEOH DRI T H2ERBIIT. FEFTE O8N
2 (growth effect) & FT 15 43 Bl @ 2 {1k (distribution effect) (2 & > TR EBICHRE I N D
Z 2T, B OO AR Th Dkt &N OB Z S 2 T
W, BRIZ1 A1 FAVEDOREDERT A L LUTOARELRSE, BB & R 2 485E

(GinifRHit7e & CFio S 41 D XA K Tld 72 < absolute poverty headcount index Z 87E) L T
W5, 2 2B W TS A A RHHOER /07 (log-normal distribution) TdH 2 & LT,
AR T OBREIE OB E IR MR AEH NS 7 T2 CEAFTROMENT %) 5
RN E: (growth effect) (2 &2 & D & | FriF ok L FI2Y 7 M5 S oBl 2L %)
R (distribution effect) 124370345 Z E NKE I TV 5,

(Bourguignon: 2004, p.5), *

[X] 2 : Decomposition of change in distribution and poverty
into growth and distribution effects

[ll]
—— > Growth effect

------ ¥ Distribution effect

- Growth effecton
poverty

05

0.4

Initial distribution

Final distribution

Distribution effect
on poverty

03

Density {share of population)

1 10 100
Poverty line

Income (Sa day, logarithmic scale

i : Bourguignon (2003), Figure 1.2;  Bourguignon (2004), Figure 1

2 ICII 2 IZBWTREDRICE D EAOBE & pERICE DHTROEEDOELH L
DI L0 BREIBEN RO SENEITAL S D &0 ) BRI S 203, b/ n &
RE., &DWNINERZEACOFER BT EE 2L, ZUTEGR IS (Bourguignon: 2004, p.5,
fn.3)



AR (HIJED) o, IifSaAmEir G —iE & UToRE R HIEME (elasticity of poverty with
respect to growth) 1%, FERELRE-CPTIR AN OiE O 5EEM THRI—Tid/e <. AR OFHANEIC
FoThiES, BN (HIK) OFE 4 OARFERRARIT 3 2 MR (elasticity of poverty with
respect to inequality indicators, i.e. distribution) & £725KkY TdH 5 (Bourguignon: 2004, p.2)
Flz. BWHIEORF R B RS X OFTS o BLs I EI IR O L~ L (1 AHT2Y
DFfF) OEMBEETH Y | HHIFTIR AR EEORADREETH L Z L3, w9z b FE3E
WZBWTHRSN TS (Bourguignon: 2003, p.5; Bourguignon: 2004, p.10) ,

Z O XD ITRFRER & TSRO A E O LITE N ATEIC W CTEE & E 24 5
DTH DN, T b (FHxH) EE IO R K EL A EFEKEEC L D 2 & 2% = 2
2 =7 4 —REFATE L, FREARAEICIHNT, R & SBUIIFEIRFICEE ST
Z DR & DEREITIE Uz (BHF8) BOR N 7 — PV ORBBKE L S D, FEORBUTIST
TZBERERN MR D TH DN, BRI EDEXICLTAT U RAZRBDTHD
ZELREHBNTZFEETH D, HlxiE, Bourguignon (2004) IZX B L, =F AT T
198 14/hH199 5401 5EDHICHRFEMENEREE (poverty headcount) % 3
1 %HIR S TN TH o723, L0 APPSR LIEFTRBiAs 3 7 % D EINHA K
DI T 5 UTosb R, ANFEHIL 6 QoM 2 Wic, 77 ezt Lo K
FUTICBWTCIHOBRSEN B S, 199641519 9 9EDRH, BEMEDOHED
A (AORFERR) OBRBEEINC G- 2 2 28, st (L0 BRE~D5E)
WX TRtz (pp.7-8),

P a=2=7 14—, BEDR bR I X SO TR, ATMEoEA IS
AL L 72N & D BLERZRE D T2, BREE (FFIZFTE0HE CRFo L2 A IR OEITE)
WZIERRFE AR CEEFTS O AARAIR TH L LRk ST\ 5, FEBR, FrfGso Bl O
[E 141X Deininger and Squire (1996), Dollar and Krray (2002) 5 & U Bourguignon (2003)%
WFECXFF &I TV % (Bourguignon: 2004, p.2)

PR E RO R EFEOMICH L (FELT) FL—F - AT7MFELRVET D
&L BB ORI R BMEEZ . SR OBMENGEI D EEL TEgmd 2 2 L kD 2
L7 b, BB, X1 @ Elasticity of Poverty Reduction w.r.t Growth (Elasticity of Poverty
Reduction w.r.t. Distribution % Assets D 43H Tld7e < Income D43AL - Biii & & 2 UXE H T
HDH) 1T, LT CEHMZRBIRICINT) 2AEHIEE (total elasticity) & L THY %
25T LTI D, £ THT, growth-inequality trade-off, Ffid Kuznetz’ inverted-U curve
DIFEZ REERITR 6720, 2 2 TIHRRE R L TEo R - HE OAREE & OBk z 7
LOHBIRLY, FTHHELFLSLELEDE], 170 —DRFHELA Ly 7 ORFE] IZ
B L CEEDELD A EE D RAT TR DOERIZONTOF—_ A b REE I D,



3. BEMRDOFH/NELICRETRE I XXy Y OB UFRBBRIIFET 55?2

Kuznets (19551 L FEFEMFZEIZ &L o TORE, 5FE, N> (1913 HLLRTIS Prussia & Saxony
Hiik) 1 9L ENS 2 Ot A E TICB T 2 RFERE L TSRO AR FEE L O
BIfR 2t L7z, #RE R & TS0 EL O A5 & OBRAN U TR ihi# (inverted U-curve)
TEDLINFLZEND, A II 2= 4 —IZBVWTHIAL . RFEBEOYINIIITE
SEDAFETE L, PEREO S 2 B 2l il AE ~ATT I o> TENITSGE
SNBHEWS [ 7 X%y VG (Kuznetz’ hypothesis)| 23K S 4172,

FEED, ERIPTSRKEIR OIS K 0 EER BNt ¥ — (B WITRE) LY
3 b RO AR EEE S KEWETTTEZ 2 — (B WL TE) LRV > TS ET 5,
Z o ThEX, ZLDOANAREMEZ Z— (JBH) ZHDHBEOYERSE ) HH ik (T
¥Ab) BETIZON T 1 EREROFGEO AN EE, FEFEOMEMN & LT T 5 2 LTk
%, #hits 24— (1T.3) BDRBEZLHDDL XD L, SEITB &V TOVEFED
BEINZE > THMGO AR FEIEKESIND E V) ORELLHBEMT THo7, L Lan
b ER L7z & 912, Kuznets HE A, ORI 5 %DHIFEEL 9 5 %DHELREITESWTE
D, ZOESMIFALERBINCHE S LDOTH D & L(Kuznetz: 1955, p.26), I DRGFRDOIR
AL & % OWFEE O FIZETR TV,

Fields (2001) . Kuznetz (1955 and 1963) (2B W THIRSN-LENR 7 X% o Y o
A EREE E LT SN TE R, EBENDO DT — X137 A3 v g% 3R L T
WZ L EEEE L TWD, T 2Tl 1913 £ELLRTO Prussia & Saxony #Uls(IZI W TDH 7 X
v O U TR 2 7 5 4L, United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Denmark, Norway,
Sweden., % L T United States DOV > FVETIIARAFEE I T LT T2 E2FE U
T—HEFELEDTRLE (p47),

19 7 OFEMRLBERE A ANATON =7 X% Y OWU TR OFKE ARG 2 #9 DRI,
TG O RRF TR &I L (GinifrE o) R TERNEICHEIE L 5 2 &
\CHERRA SR A 52 DHFSE & L C, Stiglitz (1969) & Fields (1980)% 2815 CH5 <, Stiglitz (1969)
OF AR E R LONEET A O R TIE, Hx NOAEPEER)EFIGHE) & EARDORAE
PEVEDIR TIC K 2~ 7 v LUV TOAPERER A~ DM ORIKEZE N, 7 A3V il T
TREND XD RSO ZSE AN LTz, ARSI (b D WIT—EDITER) .,
—EDO NI, BWEZ2R587). XTI b~ BB EE & UET 5 i 5 7e
BAERHET NV bRk ETT V) 1BV TiE, #riiRREREETVICL 5 EH
PIrE AR « B RA~OIRIC L 0 AR RERENLZER ThiUL, 8 (BAR) LI
BTS2 B S5 (asymptotically evenly distributed), ° 2 DOERE & iEET VIS
BWTARFEEDRK & 722 OlE, 1) 578 /1O RE—ME (rEAEENE S G885 . i) ITE
TEYD 7 7 AREZDOHBL (BARR L 57@E 7 7 A) | iil) A EERBEMGEBER O HBL (B

3 PRI FEBUEDRRD T\ DD O EATHIRE 23BN E STV D,



BHMfER E) ThD,

Fields (1980) %, v — L >/ i (Lorenz curve) 3 2 HEAEIERIFEE (dualistic development)

D3OOFRLr—2 0 WIS 1) BH/RA. LERFE, AR TAE O 2 ARG
(two-sector economy) (ZEBWTHi& 7 ¥ —DOEENEE I N-FTEREZ ¥ =K T
%7 — A (i.e. modern-sector enlargement) i) FRFMEN —EROFE 7 & —S N OFT
BOHIROZIZIRE 415 77— A (i.e. modern-sector enrichment) , 33 & OViii) W2 AR
PR 7et 7 # —IZRE S5 77— A (ie. traditional-sector enrichment) (23T ED X
2> 7 D50 AR LT, Lewis (1954) D% KU 72 57 @ 46 &2 £ o 2 ¥ €5 v
(two-sector model with unlimited supply of labor) (%, i) DO IT{EE 7 & — KA @ﬁ%?ﬁﬁiﬁ/f
— R IND EF LM, TO7r —ATIIRFREA - TSI 2 . Mg
ﬁ%ﬁ@#é#\Zﬁﬁ_%wfm—v//@ﬁ%ﬁ<&%h%ix%#é_kmﬁb\
AR DIR L LT E D BT 2 IEENTIZ 22, Fields(1980) 1%, Z DI s bk
MPAE THIIE, APEIIBHFE ORIV TITILR L, %UD%(E/J o ZE%x
s~ L7z (Todaro: 2006, pp.209-210) ,

7 XF Y O UTHROBEHIREEIZ SOV T TH DM, Fmmnbllck<sL, 19
7051 98 0FROWETIXENN I B AT MY =S CHERIND Z &N
7= (B 21X Paukert (1973), Ahluwalia (1976), Ahluwalia, Carter and Chenery (1976)72 &)

. FDORITT ARy VR E B ET D EIESH DR E, 4 H TIEENIFRES AL TY
HEEAD, LT 97 OFENETIIAAELLERA T 9 9 0OFE TITITHKLE
ET5E2HF DD, £T-. FetHAE (household survey) D ERE K X < A b L7z fb SR,
£V ERERRREFREHCEE D OITORER 7 X% oY O U FBOFIENGRE SN LT
LERG®D D,

Ravallion (1995) (X1 9 8 04D (1 9 9 0FICKBIFDZBREEALD 7 8 %% MfE
%) 36 MEOBEEFEMNOIE LS 2 HEOFEFFHAEN O Ginifrtk & EHTHE L HO AL
i U T USR5t 2580 72 (GinifRE D 20 2 R B S D2 b & 2 O D
ZACICIRNG S872) 23, HERHMREUCHEHIEMMEIZ R b o e, ¥ Zh b OFFFHE

ZIIRRIIARAFEELZIREIE L0 2B IEL LN T EHREL TN

F w772 (p.415),

198182519 944FDMD4 2H[E1 0 IFOFEFFHAET — 2\ /zRavallion
and Chen (1996) DOWFFETIL, GinifRELIAMZ & BN FL M EHEEL (polarization index ; Z
Z CiX Wolfson polarization index) % W\ TZOZEA LA HE S (BRFHKE) THBL XD
ELTz, R, RPEESHTEOSBEASRERE & & BISHINT 5 &0 )BTRS

4 7 ARy O U FHBEHETHI BT, RIS S L <IXEE TR L 72 GinifR ¥ % |
s LIXFEIER, BLOERRLO 2%1,575)3@;5{ ZIElE S5, EHEAIMEIL, FAEIC
;éﬁ%%&ﬁﬁOTﬁéﬁmﬁ TANDRER, ERINDZ LD,
BW=2(u*—plYm T, p* B D1 S S YIAEL (1-Gini) & 0T 72 40 Bl R 1 A -2
uLmAm@iwgmﬁBO%E@ﬁ%§m1Wﬁ miFHRETH 2,



T, DEUIRE TIZhH2RFICEBNTHIRT 5 2 L kT Z & bRREIZAE T TY
DI, £lo, ADORERE (BEBBEOHN/N) XI0BOFFEIZLE > THREFET
HDHZENRENT,

Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1996)Ti&X, 1 98 14/ 19 9 2HFDRID 4 4 B[EIZ K
56 3DOFFHFAEN DR & EOBRAMREELTZ, T 2 TIEPTS00EL O KER D 7 72
59, HIZEDOEEDRE (country-level fixed effect) ZFRET H7-DICENTNDOEKDE
LD OBIRZIRFE L TV D2, U FHIROF BT EOHRE RO bR o7 (pd),
19506197 0FERYAETONET —FZMH L THEES Nz m A |k
U —O#HUTHBRIZZDOFEERHLESLR L DI o T2, HMELZO TR, T
ZTH IO O THUFHAARDOFIEDNHER I NTZDE, BRE S 72 & (omitted
variables)lZ X2 b D Th o T, TILLEOEN T EOMUFIREZ R Z &2
SO TR E BB ETNT o (p.5),

ZHUCBIE LT, Tanzi (1998) (X, S0 BLORNFEITREREIC L - TT LA EEE
TR OO EXF CREREEN B D DL, HH DOIEVVER TORRFIZELCB
I OIEBLISMT . RPEFEILE N EILDETHAL L TV DA RO S E#IC X
STRELEELZTTVDINLTHD LML TS, 72720, xR TR L7z
LTI HFECTROASMREEOEBEMEIIEK T L, b o TEIFOEEIIAWE
R CORFIECDOEENRKRE L 8D L ERLTWD (B 2004, p. 32),

ZAVE COREMIZE T3 b alffii 727 — % % {EAK L 72 Deininger and Squire (1996) I
196 0FMMNH1 99 0FERETHHT, 108 FEIZKS6 8 20D Gini fRECHMOFT
BOBFREZ IR L TR LR L DR EZ ST L TnD, A< e 1 OFU LD O
28Nz 2 R R ORIR O (36 L URE 5 /0 hifg O FTE) & Gini R TR
HARFEDZAL (decadal growth episodes) ZUNEE, H#ET 25 Z &1 KV K & 3RI2 2 b L
RWEEEA OBEEDRITRE SN TND, R LITIXZNOEHHOBEAER S TY
DA, THICE D T RFRE & Gni R TRD SN DBIEOREEHEDOZE L ORI
X AT =T 4 v 7 RBGA R, FEH S 5T O£ & 480 Gini
BEOEAOMOMBITAE T <, ZHUTERMER 2 E L AKFEE, i 722 E
EREERE, REEREOHRWELEBWNEEL D7 LV—T031F% L THRLETH 72
(p.587), ETOY 7 ND Gini FREDFEJFEREFRIZO0. 28%THY. 1 AHY
DFFFOYEHZEFED 2. 1 6% LTS, 22 L DELOEITD 7T &R
Enie (p.587), E-DHED2 A THLIN, R L HEZ\LOMIZITA B2 BERITA
HEZRWR, BT (B2 WITEEFTE) OOE ik EAEZ RN T, RE S gz
T4 JEOFTEEORIZITRVHEBEN S o7, R1D2I/THIZRINTWD L HIZ, F
FIfFOEMNIE, 72 & A RFEEDOHIELZED DO Th-Th, A 58D FE TR DOH
IMTHFEODSNTWD  (p.587),



# 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.

HiFT : Deininger and Squire (1996), Table 7.

Deininger and Squire (1998) CiZ. Deininger and Squire (1996) CUVEE SN 7=/ "R /VT — X %&
AWT 7 X% oy oMU TR Z SR AHEEH L T D, 0 PRIk 1 0K Z & oFifF L
IYBL DYl (levels) & F L7-#liF/2 7 o A > b U =0 Tl 7 A% w7 Mg 23w
STz, Lo LM s I — %8009 % & BfROABEIIRIE S Uiz, TS E Tk
IR EEDESVDORENWT T T AU « FI—REAIND &7 ARy HifRILH
Jeli, 7 WIT1 OEMDOFTE & ABDZAL (decadal differences) DDRAMFRE LT X
oy iRz HEEE, BIBRHC A SN WS ERA OBEENRZIRE LTeHEET 2179 &
7 Ay RO EMEITROR L Giffah < zotz), BITFEHIME (levels) %
L=z a2y MY = CHEBEROUR Z I —%28 A (BEHRERE) 5L, Fifs
RGOV OHEFHR T B IEZ RV, WO A U EEY . HUT TR UTORMSRME
Z (AETIEZRWA) RLTE (p. 277-278), K311 2 THERF S L7227 Ak > iR o
HEFHRE B 2 Bourguignon (2004) BEUR L7 O % FET 5, EROFEENPRFTHICHGE T
TTHM LT,

IO ORGERERATT S OIIRENDEICE B REEL LTS b)) 2 & Tt
< T, E EDOBFRO AL Z I DITITRVICEL OFERA OERNFAET D &
WHZEThD, 7aRr M) =g CIER KEOr — A5k 5 & SEOZE
ITRF R DN — AEIE IR WIZELE SN D Z LRSS 5 (Bourguignon:
2004, p.13), RELHDEOBMENR 7 v 2 b —TiER < FEORRYITHFEL TV D
AIREMEIIASE L & 72\ A3, Deininger and Squire (1998) TIEXRRAIIBFEDOHES 4 9 B [H
O, 40 BENZEBNTIES % DA EAETHUT MRS 2 VXU THBOFENED 5
niginoiz LTn% (p.279),

6 GinifR¥iz ., It dH L<IXFEHHEE, BLOZTh L 0FHICEIFESE TV S,
TITrT A B ERS EFUTHEBRERT S Z &I, Fields 2Q00)IZHB W T H IR S
TW5,



3 : Cross-country estimates of the Kuznets curve (Deininger and Squire, 1996) ®

465

Pure cross-sectional estimate

44
Difference estimate

2| f ettt N,
-

'1
ao | foek TR e e

Ginicoefficient

35 Fixed effects estimate
35
34
3z
30
400 1400 2400 3400 4400 2400 G400 7400 400 3400 10400

GDP per capita (in USS adjusted)

Hi AT © Bourguignon 2004, Figure 5

4. HBESBREIZRETHEE—FHCEDOREALEIIREREZNHE/S{L X502
4.1 P - HEORFEE (7 u—DFREE)

1 BAOENSE~D, BIHETECEEO SR RRE R 2 g 5V 38k S8 2
22 &S BIRMEDIRFE T d 223, T BL DR RAIZ RIZ T BT OV T 1 9 9 04K
DFEFHFHEZ W=7 1o 25> N U —%34T (Benabou, 1996; Perotti, 1996; Alesina, Alberto and
Roberto Perotti. 1996) TILFTf5 « WHE DR FENRIFREICADEELZ KT T 2 & 1 HER
S 17z, Deininger and Olinto (2000)(Z K % & . R VEERTE O 1 EHERZ OB 23 1 A
W7D PRS- R O ESR% 0.5-0.8 EA S RREENS A I E SN TN (p.8),

IRANVGHTZFRRICT 2 K0 BWTF =2 2 Lo oAricid, Wi ARSEE D R 2 I
SE LR B A FE R L7z Forbes (1998)733 5, Forbes (1998)1%, FTfF A4 & pli KR D 5 4
M3 % 3 5 BEIZ W TUEE L, [ E RN (fixed effects) €7 /L 22 E%0E (random effects)
EBTNWVEDSRINMEGT AT o TR, IO ARPE L RFRER & OMICEDOH E 2 BE%
Zi»7-, Liand Zou (1998)IX[F U< 3 5 H[ED 57— & 24l L C, Wefililh 2 2
LTeRRNGHTTIE 7 v 271 2 b ) =53 TR R S Ve RO R 2R (A O BIRR)
PHKTHZ LR LT, E£72, Barro (199913, 8 4 HWENSHD 1 4 6 D 1 OF/FEHT
— Z ARG LS RAHERH ATV, TR O R TE L R ORI OAORRITZ 1 Bo&EE I
BOKEZLDDTIERVNEHERE LD, ZOADBERAMKIZI[HNG DO TH v M4

8 Bourguignon (2004), Figure 5 "Ci Deininger and Squire (1996) ~DZ AR S 41TV 5 AR
\HERH DM T AL TN D DI Deininger and Squire (1998) (ZAWTTH 5,



KL E LT,

IO ZELRATHRN /R LT 4 OFE R ZWGIE L72#E £, Deininger and Olinto
(2000)/%. Deininger and Squire (1998) 23R A FTF O AN FEIZ KT THE (7 A1y
Y OMFUTHM) ZRIELIEL DI, ZOFEREENDRFRES~DOADIR LD HH
FHEBLHIME (empirical regularity) & F72[F CiEZ a5 O TixZewin, i a x> R
— I TIRABEOROBEEARO 6T, —EAERA OE TR (fixed effects) 235k
EEND EZOBBEREETAZOTIERVNERIEL TS (p.8),

HIERIT OSBRSS 2 0 0 6 4275 (Equity and Development) D/ 3w 7 75 w7 2 Rig
L& L CERL E 4172 Ravallion (2005) TlX, Equity-Growth trade off (22T, @ LD
REE LR ORF R Z 05 D AR mWv & LT D, 2 Z Tl inequality 73 growth
Ui S Z LR T ARG & L C Galor and Zeira (1993)D1Z7>, Banerjee and
Newman (1993), Benabou (1996), Aghion et al. (1999) & Bardhan et al. (1999)% 2] T\ 5,
FFRERHTIC OV TR, BRFRER (FEHHEO Y — A LY ENEE ORER) &
PO (HDWITIEE) ORPEELOFREZ 7 v A B =258 L, A1 OARF
FENESWT —REEZOBRBFRERPIELS 0D 2 &2/ 458 L LT, Alesina and
Rodrick(1994), Clarke(1995). Birdsall et al. (1995). Perotti(1996), Deininger and Squire (1998).
Easterly (2002)72 £ & 281 T 5,

ZDO X ITHEEMOEFIIRTERVICEVIES TWDH N, Fifs - HERFE &Rk
REOAOBMRIL, 7 ARy Y OMiUFiREF UMzl D &) BB %E/H5O0H
HEEAD, LLAHERADERIL, BRED AN EENRFHREIZE A 5B HOWTH
HThd, b, FiiFe V) 7o —0RPEELD BERE - BEL D X by 7 ORFENRE
DOREFERRN LT THEO T BT, TAPRATHL EVIBRELLZEL TN EWD
IR NBER T2 /) I A MO THES SO H D,

4.2 BE- - EORFEE (R by 7 OREE)

HREDORNVEDN (BERETHZIEL ) BRERRICHIZADADKEI OV TORE
oy I B#wmET V& LT, Gaor and Zeira (1993)12 & % EE M HE T T v

(overlapping generations model) 23MFET 5, ° ARHTHORESMEDIRED I, &HE
AEDNFLII 2R TEENC () EEBL X, S OICHBERE DO RAIMEOREN N Z
LD ERBIRMNZR b DL D (HERENHESh, REFIIFR L. BREKED
BT 2) LEINTEY . MHEUKGIIZHEER O 1 NHT2 ) OFFFICENFET 2 DnE
W) BIR OB ~D —DDREIEK L 72> TS,

T 5 L. ZOEE T VITEEM L A EER A S OB T T L &

9 HARBARHE 2 0 0 6 FEF B M L TU DHinequalitySgrowthZ #5111 % = & & /R~IB3 2 B
FEIX TSN CTldZe < BENTE & BRFEME L OBRICET 2D TH 5,
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LTHESN TN D, —HEEOM DR I8 & 2\ 3G 8) 2 LA R 3 % B
WA SEMENG S, SEA (FEF) T2MEXSE L, 1T HBEIZIZANENR (human
capital) ([CHE LAB =52 0IERE T E LTI oA 7 v a vrBZdH o, 2/ HITIE
R mE (LHBICHBEEZT7256) L LTHDLWITIERE I @E & LT, HE
AiEE L, ZLTHEZ (FHHD) R, SMEADETERR IO E ORBAFEITR— & L,
ME—DEWIHRRE LIZEPEDZE, HIGBESBLO N FEDOHLNLELD LIRET D, fEA
BORRITEMEOMRLIY | B FOBFRNESLET=F Y 732 FBPLERFEWE
RESND (BT S O RN TEEDRE) . lx NONEDZEDEE (FIH]) 13RAT
KbIhd,

u=a logc+(1-a)logb, 0<o<I 2)
ZIT, c F2HBICBITLHEHETHY b FHMRIETEERE TH D, ZORE T
T+ RBEOMBEE L FF OB T NHBERE ATV @E L0 ZENRESh 5,
ZORER, ETOMRTHEREHE ., Bl BE & LTIV TRE RBEELKTER
72—%% (rich dynasties) &, D72 WHEEE PE CIERGB 2 & L Tl =k, R
PEDNREPE LR S 7 WEINTe—5L (poor dynasties) 283925 2 L1725, AR
THEERF O ZED T SRIFEINGE VAL L D20FEMTTSHE A RERTHLINL TH D,
BLFLEY FOSFNE—T, H0 2T Ik BERVOTHNE, AxiE (Bex
D ANTS) BHERELIT> CHITEE LR ERR—FK Lo TV ELZESTT
Thd, £l RMTIHARTEETH-ThH, AR —FKIIP LT HOTHLHEREZITV,
RN TR EH 2T B —F N D RN H DI T 7208, b LEFHREICA
A5y (indivisibility) 2NFFET 5 &, ' BRAR —-FIIHEBEREZ2 VO E THITAT, #IH
BERFONEENRYIChlc o T EL £ Z 212 5,

FEEES BT TlE, Deininger and Olinto (2000)(Z & 5 RFEHI 72 SV 3477238 %, Deininger and
Squire (1996)DFFHFHEDELGEKRTHDLT —FX—2AZIEH L, ZHIZF AODHREE
74 (FAO World Census of Agriculture) <CHLOEEIL D 1 0 3 WED 2 6 1 IS ¥
i (KBS RE BRI DD FHER) OWIINEICET 2T — 2 2z, v
HEGHC L 0 TGO AL L & (PIEEAM) ORFESERZDOROFH - MEKEICK
ETREE N Uiz, R, TGO RPETII R EE (L) OBl R4 D3R5 ik
RIZEZDADMENRKRENT EPRINT, ETEE IR L BERTEDZEZHDRE
HEFHIZ K 0, P PE RO ARNFEDR BEREO GO THEE T2 LICkb) #
BXEONREWRSEL Z L a2R LTz, THFTA R FEDERE « i ~nA o5

10 RAS3HE (indivisibility) 12 oWTIE, ZREAD T B =7 MO b 5 FE A X 2 B1E &
M (fixed setup cost) MWIFET D Z & &MHE L CHEHITIVUIEME LLT WV, HEEREICH AF
GBS - Bk - gk, ABE e EoOPIH#E A (initiation fees) 2MEE S 415, Gaor and Zeira
(1993) IZHBWTIE, AMAED 1 HIHZ R THEREICEST . 2O & L TE 2k
W ARAESy BB THEIR— OB E SN TWD,
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D7~ & L CDeininger and Olinto (2000) (%, 7 7 2L @ LHIFT A Ginitc #5723 1 0 /x—& >
TURA L MEATHZ L, ZOEOANHER (HE) Ay 74, 3FENLE. 7
AT L. A4FEBBIMT 5L 2ELnELTVD (p15), !

FEFEEH D 1 9 8 54ENH 19 9 04EICHES 1 3 1ECHITH 6 6 5 1 Ot
DFEFFAE T — & 215 H L 7= Ravallion (1998)D I 7 /SR LS Tld, HEWERE, SRE
PED ST % IR U 7= HIHTE PEOHEFH 21TV, Z OFIRIE PE D 3 DO AN FE O R
ZHOMOYY (BFREFR) IZHERXDADOMRBREN EER LT, o, At o]
THE DY PEDERN OSBRI A3 2 BEMEEIL . BRSO FEEHAEE & 1 3 1B D
WG PE O ER DU T D B EIC S DR T3HFHREWVWI LRSI Tz, EREDEUR
FEOREEIT LD AM () OfFSBRFEEOERIT, LV I 7 ek Tl Eibh
HEWHTZETHY, I 7R OEAEROEEENERIND,

HIERIT OSBRI HE 2 0 0 6 4275 (Equity and Development) TiL, Z iU SHFIEDE
NzEEEFE 2T ISR RZEETH DRI TIE T =& O AR PSS O AR L 2 FEOY,
AFEBRIROMER N RB N E AT L VW) ALV Ay —VE B TND, ZOHE
DE—=DDAAL A y—TF, BESCBURD A EENGIE O/ ELHET D &0
IHDTHD, ZHITET-. Deininger and Olinto (2000) THEEBH S 7=, A FEITI0TECZE)
72 E DI (public ‘bads’) DAEFEICHE R D&, BFEMEL, HENMRZA—VE2BELT
72 TR, ZOFHICY Y —REhiLDd Z L0, MEMOARZEND G- 6T REEAK
DOWERN D HEIRE 5 L) 28R (p.8) X°. Bourguignon (2004) T D, AR AFELZ) G+
#% (social conflicts) CEIEDARZE (political instability) % 725 LR E 2 HHE T
HEWI)FER (p17), EKMLIZEDTH S,

ATET DI « R A TE &R R & OBIRBGEEIC DWW TIFEE OB RB BV ES T
W5 (AT - THE RS L RBERE EOADBRIZ, 7 A3 v OMiU TR & A Ui
D ENIBRENRNEHSOHDENIORERTIEH L) Lo T, -, &
PESYBOATEAE &R R & OBIFRIZ OV T, Bourguignon (2004) (X, ¥R o 27
¥ R U= HTRER O ARHIRIEZAH O T2 01T, AERE &R GR & BIfR O S SR E T v

(structural models) ZHEHHEFHTH 2 L & EIMET NV ETRESNTLI 7 2 REA =
ALDORREEAT D Z L E2IEE L TWDH, BEICHOWTIL, Bl 2 T[S O RZE2ME % FE
T 57201213, B FRICAWER) ORFAEDDA 7+ —~ VEH OO RE
AJE & TN LSO TED 7 E D e BFETILUTR VWO TIZE LTWD (p.19),

1 ZATT 7 VMO A A EEGNIR L 0.74 IS TR LM, 2R ThRB, AFvan
0.61 RCHEEE D 0.34 (TS EEENEFIIREWVWEE TH D LR TU 2 (Deininger and
Olinto: 2000, p.15),
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5. BFHEIIEREIBO EE—E R EIB OB R BIEEIT L ORE) ?

il 17 X% oY ORER] DEE S, BRFE & FTEOREEORIC (FH L L)

FL—F - FT7BFEELRWET D & BREIRORGE R MM Z . B OHPEE) S
UIVHEEL Ciamd D Z & HkD Z 21272 %, BIG, X1 DElasticity of Poverty Reduction
w.rt Growth X, LT CEHRZRBIRICEWT) 2R (total elasticity) & L THL
Dz 5D L2/ %, X 1 DElasticity of Poverty Reduction w.r.t. Distributiont, &£ (Assets)
D TIER L F14F (Income) DR - Bilist ZExIEZ 5> THDH, ? FEiE, RFRE
LT ELD R L — R4 7 (Growth-Inequality trade-off) 723072 < & & SEHHITITHAIE L7
WET 5 Z LI, Pro-poor’ DXFREILH IR "Pro-growth® Tid/e<, K»>T199 04
RAERLIRICE AN SIS Z & & 72 o> 72 Pro-poor growth’ &\ 5 SIEDOFRELFEATEE
XFFTHZLICb D, RERESHE - BEOR S 7@ U CERAA BT BOR%
JEBHT DBRICEEE L 72 5 D%, BREROENEITToWT 2 HMEEOER & E iz
Ko TEAEINDIDIZOVWTOOWRIETH D L 25,

5.1 Growth is Good for the Poor—Dollar and Kraay (2001, 2002) #&3C DK

Z 2Tk, H%OBBEAFIEIC K & 2% B % 72 Dollar and Kraay (2001, 2002) #f L3 FE T
FIRGEE VTR T2 0MERE L O TR T2, ZooroHatXa i =c
LEA SN TWELDOTH Y H LN O TIZARWA, Ktz 2 i o4& E oW
s « HEBLOR P OMEOZN DT —4 LFix OO TEEHEH L, &
FHRED MY 7 V27 U PREERICHAE L T RBREREPERHIBOEETH D Z L &27R
LTV 5, RIFFEDORRIL B WERTHEWERIZIE W T H BILED industry standard & 72 5
TEY., 2L ORBERIHZZT T, ZO%ROMEIEN ST, FEORERFISHITRCI 7 vhy
Fro B w5 Lz,

Dollar and Kraay (2002) #3CCTIZSET, 1950 005 1999 FF £ TORIT, D7p b b 2K
RIZBWTHTRKED TL2 0%DfE (i ML5 hifE) OFHFERFR IG5 9 2
SIE, 285D F—FEMHA LT, & PS5 DMED 1 ANdH 70 OFEFFHEINERD,
1EEEDO 1 AT OFEFEHEMNE (v 7 aRFE) (26 2 HrEfE (elasticity) |
Fred DERIPTEMMEE ) 2 HEGH L T D, HERHRE R, TR rEE) 2M3E 1 Th D
LWV Thote, ZORSIT, BIRREGREFY & E R OFT1S K UER THERH L
TH, Z{b=M (log differences) THEFFL CHEI U Th o7, BAEEHOEH - IEMEHIC
LD BT EWTOHEF RO FEFGEMEEZ R — & 35 2 27 L GMMH#EGHFIE

12 23508, 47 M E (partial elasticity) Td 28513, BRFREBEORIZ L 0 BRAIZ X 5 B
K29, ZO0EL%EE U CORIRIZIE S IRERIE e 57, BOREEN L EMER L DI
2%, bo L BN ER D TERET DRI DOEZ, Hugk, RERIZB W TOERIRIFEE
BORBEHR L7252 LITED D X0,
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AW THED LT HEFHFFTSHEMEEIL 1 22 DA RICTEHE L TWD EIXFE AR o7,
LI EDOKETHICAE R CEZ) BfRIE, RICESIHEND Z & &R T LUF DA
HHRTAIC R TN D,

X 4 : Growth is good for the poor

Levels

10 7

v=10734x - 1.7687

().

Log (per capita income in poorest quintile)
o

3 T
3 B 5 6 7 8 9 10
Log (per capita income)
Growth rates
0.24
*
0.154 P
*
014 +2 &°
*
-02 =015 0.1 0.1 0.15 0.2

y = 1,185 x - 0.0068
R*=0.4935

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

Average annual change in log (per capita income)

HiFT : Dollar and Kraay (2002), Figure 1
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Dollar and Kraay (2002) [Z&IC, BRE & [EHRAEROFEEFT1EH O FKARE T /L (level
equation)Z FHN T, 24U B A OB DRG], HUBBI AR A2 &4 I — 855 TR
FAELTWD, ZHIZEDE 6 0OFEMRIZXILTT7 0, 80, 9 0FRICENEHTTGOER
BIFTAF ISt 2R EAE L L2 Z S IFRRD b LT, BEME & A5 OBRITH A
BEREAER LI EIFE RV, ZOBRITFFRZEX TLRENTH D & iz, Hulgdyl
"= HWEHEEHSE R 61X, mPTEREEIC B W RIS MR b m <, 2
AT, W7 U7 REFEINB L ORRIC T 7 o7 A U 0 TIES PSP E MK D Td 18
FMNHER SN2, Ll 5% DOAEKET, HillZ & OFHFEMEMEIIFEL 1 TH
L EW D IRIEEFUIER SN0, FERIZ, 19 9 0O FEOERFTEFKEDENIT L -
THERHIERDECDDHEEL TWD R, FERERITEO N RhoT, T 17
ARy ] ~O—D>DRGEL B LG5, MFNPADOKRE (REfakR 8 T) 2k
TLEHBEEIPBRIEL TVDR, T2 THHERERIRD bR ol

Dollar and Kraay (2002) (ZIRIZ, #RFRE IO = b a1 — VB S 2 WITBORER L F
PNABIFHEZHOMGD P, A v 7 LR, SRIERORE (WEMITEEDOS R
ITEEL) . BEMOERE (FTaEOHE) . BLXOESRAE (&Aoo
*fGDP) ZBIAEKE LTT A LTS, EARICBICERFEHFENR A>T D
DT, Ay br—VERHORFHREIL, T OEBDIRFREZE L TORRLUIMZ, &
WEDOFTHIZ G2 DA /87 NaERT 28025, (p209)  HERHAERIZ, 2 DB %% ik
AHNZ—DTOMRTHREZ, ENEFEINCAER DO LITRORDoT, TIVHRRFERK
FOERGH LN D 2 br—Z2850E (D7 & bR | EEREHFTEE R
Zl L TS O RE (IETONATOHN) ARNEOFERINCE XS Z Lidnin)
LD,

Dollar and Kraay (2002) %25V T, Globalization and the Poor& V9 &7 o 3 » Z5% T,
flixDra—N)E—a URE (B WITERERAETEE) 25, BREOEHpG 0%
feic, EEPHFEOZLZ @ L TOMR BEHREDHR) USADOA 7 hahZTH
D BEREL TV D, A SIZERIE, BEMAE (EH EMADOKRMOXGD P ),
HEE G MEE (BHED 5 BHBIRRIT TRIE SN D3 Z R\ 726 O Frankel and
Romer (1999) THV b4 7-trade gravity model® F-ik% i L C), Sachs-Warner Openness
Index, FXJREFIF, WTOMMBE# I —, IMFEARMHIE 4 I — (IMF Report on Exchange
Arrangements and Exchange Controls CEFEREARBENCHIRN &5 2 & A3 dE S Tuhiud
1,5 TRIFITO0) ThD, kT, 2honrZue—n"YEB— g UIRIEZINZTH,
SEEIFRH ML 1 Th DIFERDUIGE SR o Te, BARTIE, &E 5 5D
g (b LIEFEY =7) & EESRE A~ OB & ORICHEHICA B RBER1H 5 &
RSN ole, ZTOEKRTIER, RFEREEITD < L HFEHIZIE Pro-Poor Th
Anti-Poor ThiaNE NS ZEThB,

1B L, BABROS 272 LIX, BRRBOIG Y =7 LADBERRH D (1 0%DHEK
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Dollar and Kraay (2002) (5412 —f%IZ Pro-Poor BUR & SvH 2 b — VEBOA E
Mz T 2 P LCWD, WIBAEEME, BUNOHRIH (BE B L OMWER) OHRBUTX
b R PENE, B X O AR U A OO DT 5 BRI T FN 72 EHk (Voice index)
DINRPREES LT, ME—AEMEDRFRD LN OIXREEZ2HE (Voice index) Th
STEH, ZHUIMOHIEE (institutions) D'E & @\ WHBIBIRR A & U fth D il EERYEEK 4 50 % 7=
BB I3AE T2 < 72 o7 (robustness 372\ & Sh7z), Ko T, 2B D Pro-Poor 22473,
E RO FrsOEtE 2l U R a2 B2 CTERBITEZ XS FifEs =7 2#H07)
Z LT bR o T,

PLEDFEF DB | Dollar and Kraay (2002)13#8 UC, & akE (EREHFSKEDF F)
5, BRI OFTRE & FERICEREIC b BEEZ 26T 2 L b | IR AL
RHED T2 D DBURN & b D 2B RWHIBBOR O F.LINCH 5 &L LTS (p.219),

FiEoh s REHEYZe ) BFRIZ 1 E2 Pro-Poor Growth # B4 IcH -0 R A&
AR L TRy, M4BT EOBE OB HEEHR 72 0 4 5 B I
BELTWRWZ &, FATORBICHESINDHEE T, BFEKET (1 EOFHFEN
B IR WTHREE O FHFENERICED T2 WO Rae LTk, [EilofEhi
R DIFIE DN FVE A 7’/ LT 5, Dollar and Kraay (2001, 2002) OFfFETr 2 Al v R Y
— TR SRV HT TN IIN RN L DA Do o BUR . L - HAT U R B
B DME B O ENZ BV T, RFREDOREN EORERBREIZ LS EHEL T
W RTREMED B D, MRBRE VRIS Ol & TSHEtE) 4 T8 & L CRREERO .0
IZHEZ 2o b, BRHEIORRFE IR R 2 I E 2 @ T ST - iR %2 8- T
LRVDOTHD, K4IZBWT, A LEOGRIZHEEIND, HOHWTIHEEFRELY & EFHIC
IALE T HEZ, kEE2 BT, 3725 Pro-Poor Growth % 39 25|25k
PR, WEORZ WL T A e e B e,

5.2 BWRHFOBERFEIIH S D BIEEOHER

ARHEITIZ, WEOBHIERIRD D15 DI DR AR DOFE G R 72 Pro-poor £, AT HE A
I D& B AR KT 2 TEEE O HEFHI B3 2 IR R EE BT 5,

Ravallion and Chen (1996) |£, 1 9 8 7451 9 9 3FEDOM D4 2 H[EDOH S Z H\,
BN Z Y (initial year) OEREHFTEOYZUL T CTAFEL TWHE EER L, AR

WT) LWVIHIRERBETHDOTETHEFRARL LW DI Tidkwn, Eio, BHMEGESOH
7HOpenness R kR & BIREI & OREFRIZE X DRI OV TIHBIO Y —_A @ TE LD
23, #il z i¥Milanovic (2005)IZ R OGDPD 9 5%, A D 9 0 %% #173—9 % World Income
Distribution (WYD)7 — # (1988, 1993, 1998 -7 — 2) & W\ T, A A D 1 0 5 TS %
B GD P, WM& GD P AR SR, EOREIIRICaREO RS T
JEPTHICR L CTROMRZ KIET 2 & (L0 miEEO S EF I EORR) 2 RiFT L
R LTz, ZOHHTIERTES < DOpen Questions3% X431 TH Y . Dollar and Kraay (2002)723
industry standard & N7 L 72 & 1E S 2720,
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KOEACDOFELFTG ORI 2 HEE A HEFH L 2.6, BIH 1 0 % DFE G0
A HIFEE DB FTAR O3 LUT OFTfS K EEIC WD N AR Z 2 6 %l S5 L HEE
LTW5h, 1H1 K198 PPPYDEINT A > & L CRREL X - =5E 1%, HrEE
I 30 EHERFE N, BIRX v » 7 (cents per day) & 35 & HMEIL 3.7 LHEESNT
W5,

Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1996) Ti%, 1 9 8 442251 9 9 3HFEDMD 2 0 WEDF
AT — 2 ZHWT, 1 H 1 VORI L 2EREOEZ Y —A OREFHT
BOEZEIFESE TN D, HEFHREET -2.12 TH-o72 (1 0 %D FEHFHGFOHINE 2
1 %DEREOWD % B2 59), 2FEMX ¥ v 7 (squared poverty gap) DAL E B
AR & LI A IR R MRS I -3.46 I EH LT D, RBFZEIZE, 41> R4
025 3 3OFFHFEDT — X2 HNT, 4 FOEDLERMBLL T OEK R L
LB ORI OFMEEZ-1.33 (2 REARX v v 7 E WAL E T 5 &£-226) LHEEHL T
W5,

Adams (2003) I£. 1 98 02519 9 94FEFETOMT, 50HE1 0 1 OHHOT—
2 (Fitaidh) ZHnT, ARHIEORFREREEZHE LTS, 1 H 1 FLoFIN
FTOERNFE (poverty headcount), BN F v 7 (poverty gap index). 2 FEKF ¥ » 7

(squared poverty gap index) Z#atPHZA#E L CTHEH L., AR TH HRFREITZN
TNDY—_A OYLFE (HE) OB TROINTWD, ZOR, MmEROK T TR
LA A7 EERGEE (2 SHIMT —%) OF —X &< &, BIEHEIXRRET 2.6, BRF
¥ 7T 3.0, 2EARF v v 7T 34 LHEEISNTVD,

I B DOWIZEIC X 2 BINEIRORFE KR (IS - HEHER) IR EHEEHI W T, Bl
BRIV S, BRF v v 7 2REARFT v v T 2P LE L U728 I HER T M E
RELRDDOME, RIFHEOREZSZ (ERHEZRER) TERBMFEOBREDOHIZE L
5P, AR OHN-BEBICLENPRATND Z EDHETHH S, Y hb
Fio, BRFREE EREPEOF L () ThHZ L2 IFHTHMRTHLEE 2D,

6. EHE L ARHIB—2EEOWEITARBIBOERHEMEEL L& 5 BILSE 50?2
6.1 Inequality is Bad for the Poor—Ravallion (2005), WDR2006 7R~

ERFFNR—ETH L LTUT, TDOERE~DFEELT IS CTERRRTRL Z &
FRBOMEZRO T OZ & ARORGETSE & SFU720 A3, Gaor and Zeira (1993) (25 %
BT OB #HE 2 0 0 6 2% (Equity and Development) CHifii S V72 EFED 4y
BLORFER S 2O TRFMECHIBIERE~OBEEL, BRI BELRER

14 f5il 2 |, Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1996)Ci%. ’This indicates that the gains are not confined to
those near the poverty line (p.10).” & L CZ O RZEEH L T\ 5,
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(distortions) % [FI#E L D217 5T E D TAUT K WD) & v 5 BUR - F9EREITF% 5 £ 72,
EIRENEORRFE AT 2 BMEEZ O b OB (2D WITIEE) ORFEEDES W
KETDHZ LIRS MbNTFRETHD, Z2TIRET, Nv 7 770> Rigsek LTt
AEBHRE2006F DAL A vE—TICE KR LHEE%L KT LT Ravallion O
“Inequality is Bad for the Poor” (2005) i3 D E 7223 ATl &SR AT 5,

Ravallion (2005)TlE, BROHIHHEZ FEFERESR (RBREMESR) L2 (total
elasticity) OFEE L THRL TWD, Z 2T, ERAMEIIAFEERS (2 2 Tl Gini £230
DI L L TER ST ORI A X =it ST b, R1IZBITS, REED
BhF L B RE O RENE L S NI AR LT D 2 i D,

Rate of poverty reduction = [-9.33*(1-Inequality index)*®' ] * Ordinary growth rate 3)

6 20V TNVEILZOHFHREZ Y TEH D &, AREEORFREBDMET, Gini 53K
M2 0D 6 0 FREIZHEILT HIZONT, 43 25H-0.6 IZHE/INT2HZ L LD, ZOk
H.%{f - T Ravallion (2005) 1T, FELR2%D 1 ANG7-VErE#M (1 980—200 04
O EENEY) 2380 | ZIRE (headcount index) 7234 0% (1 9 8 O 4FEHD & L34 E 1)
Tholol$ 5L, Gini REIS 0.3 & RPEEDRNVETHIUTERRITFER 6.4% TR T
L. 105 THT 203, Gini FRED3 0.6 & A FEE O @O ETHIVUTERFITFEE 1.2%
TULME T, BRFHERETIZE THEID E LTS, AP, BREBOKE
BAPEAE (total elasticity) ZJAD & E2Z LICX - THRAKNHAET S Z L1250 TH
%o

6.2 HWRHFOZEKEIH Y D BAEEOHER—HER & SECOMEE/EH

Bourguignon (2003)/3% KAl I8 0D FEMAE 2 P PRI 6F L T D A TidZe < 43 Bl O A5
FEIZOWT B AIFEHERH L T D, b LR & PEORICRIEIER & £ TRV nic LA
FRVHEE R HaviE, ZEIMLHME (multicollinearity) OREANETHZ & &5, ET
AEENTZL O (3, H4. 1), RIFME & ITMEOARFEE L OMICFIRAEE A 72
W ETIUE, EREIRORRFEREZNRIC L D5 &L EEIC X Dy & R HERE T
52 EITHMENTENRIR A T2 a o ThDH, 1 98 0B 1 99 0FERITHIZ- T,
500ED1 1 AMMOFEHEDT — 2 2L, &7, 1H1 N (ppps) DOEKHRE
D BT BRI O IR P — A PG OE LRI EF S, -1.65 &\ D HEFFHIEE
ZH TV D, WICGIniFRE DAL 2 TS O 2RI 2 Tl &, FEEIFTE O
PEA-2.01, RPEEEE DGEPERE 4.72 ZHERF LTV D, P & BICK LI TG AKHER
RO KEEARTFT D EAE L. BIRT A AR S, O1HIGInifR 5 & 6 L 722875
WA SRR O ZBAR DI 36 X OEHFTG O R & GiniffRE DAL RO MIF IR E L

15 = OFF, IERERIT 027 705 04912 FHLTEBY ., HFHRXo@RB 8L T\Wa,
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THERF D LTV D, FEROEERMEICOWTIIFE R D EEN BTN, & WA EE T,
B RHIRORER AR T D WO A 72 53 SREUGEICKT T 2 HMEE b B S 5 2

EVNTRE Tz, FERRIC, IROWETSKEIZH - Tk, BRAE ORISR 5 ik
EOHRL BT, FEUEIIXT T 2 HMEE DN E WO FERITRBICEL O TH D, T
%, HOBEFTSEHEN BFRE) PHuEICES EBRABOMMEES FA- L, RN X
DERANRIZ SRR D LD ZETHY, ARANROIZDITITETREREO= V%
AR —RNSHDLIENEETHOLZ EE2RBEL TN,

Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1998) %, 1 9 8 442251 9 9 34FEDRD 2 0 WEDF G
PFET =2 ZHNT, 101 KLVOBRBIC L DBRFOLEE V—A OFE LT
DEAL (BRFRER) B X Gini FREBOZELRIZEYG S TWD, HEFHHMEEITES TS
ZARIZ OV TIE-2.28, Gini BRI DZELFRIZHUWNTIE 3.86 T - 7=, Bourguignon(2003)DH#E
FHREREF UL, RESEBEBOBRIZONWTOEEENKE otz ) Z Lk, BRiF
RENEEEREL 2 E LI OMEN L SNVTERIIRELBGESND Z & %
ARLTWD, Gni R CORLIEATEEN 1T 0%kESND E, BRFIL3 9% 54 7%
bUEIND Z LITRD, bbAA, BREME &R OUED FRIRHIAT OIAUTE R HIE
RITHER e b D & 72D (FFE: 2004, p.33),

Kraay (2004, 2006) 1%, &I[K= (headcount index), BN ¥ ¥ v 7 (poverty gap). 2FH&E
K%+ v 7" (squared poverty gap) FDZEALZ FHIEFMESR (RFHKE) ., AREED
EEIFTAF M, B X OFS B0 3 BRI T 5 2 & 2l AT\ D, 5HLL RRfnL
2R OFFRERERNGEOND 4 1T K B0 ORERIE, AR A O ERERO 5
DO, FHIFENRESFEL L OGnifR B L R OS5 TR TE2EEN 9 7% & RETH
5T L, TONDT 0 WIFFEHFERMERROSETHATE 5 2 & 2R Lz, ARAIEIC
KORERDREZF > TOWEDIIRFHRETH Y | iESBLZ bOIRITT - /&<,
EINREIIE DR R OB Fe T2 LB ENL 3% T EMEINEDIFENE o
mZlichB, 1 ZoRRIE, H4. 1 HiTHRA LzDollar and Kraay (2002) (ZFW\T
FTa Pro-PoorBURZ# S, [H RO FEFTG Ot 28 U 7o 2h R 2 2. TR W@ prfs 2 (i
3 (IS = 7 2H09) 2 LR ST, i FAL 5 L8 TS o [E R AE TS
W92 TESFTSHMEE] O 1226 OTEFERFRD BV o 7o &0 D S HTfE R & A1
Th b,

Bourguignon (2003), Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1998). Kraay (2004, 2006) & O3t F
DR b OIE, EREIE O - FTS AR O 280 O HEMERCFTR S B D AR FEFE DU D b
DERHBENFE D KM DN TIFHAEN NS DR H DA, HPEE B AR K & 0

16 = DO K HIPk D R 53 F Tk, & REI OBl Z I 5 P O ZbIEB B S v T
W, FE T2, BIREIR ORI B O Z b N B R EIBI F 72 U725 EBNE 3%LL T & M
SNEDIFENENSTZ L TELXDE, FHLLOBMHEL ZDICHENRLOTHD
CHEESNTWAZ LTk b,
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LOD, TOEBIHEVBEINTORNE NS ZEnb Ly, BRERORFERK
MM Z B 5 2 &3 BERUE %2 £ Y Pro-Poor 72 & D23 % Z & BI'D Pro-Poor Growth
DRBUMAR RV, 7 a2 h o B =i CERNZRBREZHRD & wmEZ R HE
MAEBEEZRDDIFEEITEINT I 2o lah, BRFEREFEBUNOEREBIR O IR &
EVRESBRODOTERDP ST EEZRRLTND Z EIZERD, LALARBDL,
Bourguignon(2003), Bruno, Ravallion, and Squire (1998) DM/ #rfk Rix E 7=, ATl 2 Fr
b L L6 0B NARORFERE  (FrSER) 1263 2 B EIC -, SFHETGKEZ
TG & Lizina OB NHIO TS Bl A UG I 2 P EII R E < 2 f5RE TH D
TEERRBELTERY, BFNRLBRDT. fiGEE 2 B0 I (TROoLREFEOK
BRI . EERE O EERZR Y OREEIZ X DREE ORUEZ BT SO
SRR RE 2 i b C Z AU, E AU /I AU 72 Pro-Poor BUR  BNFIMBUR & 725, B HA A,
RRF AR & 3Bl DB DN AR 2T 4 4UIE Pro-Poor Growth 23AEL L | 2 IR HITssh S 1 3 ok
LD LD, TNHAREMEEZFELIIELOIZH, ZROOMmMITHIEMIN TS L
I, BBRINED 7 v R Y = OfERIL, FEORA ORI B/ &6k L
TeRERB T, REERE T L OREHEEE, I 7 n i ETHIEINOMLENRH D,

7. ZFLO—BLIIMEZEARLD? SROMERELEHEOTMMIIE ) HDHEHh?

AfETlE, R1IRSne, HEENTOREMRE., B2 - A%, BLOEREREE O
R 72 = B6%  (Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle) (22 CilZDMFFEDEFE) 5 E
SHEINTEbDIIMNZELSRHE L, SOOI ELRS Z LA HE LTRE
B R BEAFIFZE DY — A 24T o 72,

—RIZEONAEE & FED N L— R4 7 (Growth-Inequality trade-off) . & 5 VNI FTHH

(7 2%y Oifi Uit OFECOWTE, 197 0RO AR MY —4HT
IR S 2y, 19 9 OFROEEDOFEHET —# 28D, Kz 8m (x5
M) L7 TG E S iviz, [H 2 & ORFEEZE: (country-level fixed effect) ZFrET 25 &
R - RNEFICEZDHEBOHAIMEITEA EoTcDTh D, AL, iR & SBLDOM
RO ALZ T DIIERVICE L OFERAOERDIAHAET DLV H 2L TH D,

IO EENRF LRG3 HEEIZHOWTIL, s - HER S L RFERE & DA
DRRIL, 7 ARy Y OMUFHFRE R CiEME LD LW RN N E/GOOHLEF R
L. e LA ERADBRITEPED RN PEENRFHRICEG R DHEIIOVWTEETH D,
HH, rifGe Vs 7 —0RPEELY EE - BL WD R by 7 ORPERRORFMRE
WCRIETREDOLFRHMET, ZNUDNATHL E V) BRELRZEL TWD RSN D,

‘Growth is good for the poor’ & %V ME TRRFE N ENAKOEE ] TH D L9 EiRIZ
DONWTIE, 7 v A2 b Y =0 X5 E AR & BINARO N 72 BROHED 5 13
RIEZFFESNT-EE 2 D, BARZFFOHE TRHIT 2RV X, RFkRE (EEREHHG
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KEEDM F) 23, PRI OFTRE & FARICEREICbRELZ b T 2 &b, £
YERY 2R RIGE D T2 D DBUR D & H D 2 B WHIBER O FLICH 5 NE T EF 2 D,

BWNHR ORI E (T - HEER) WEEHERHI B 258pFEIc W\ Tid, HidE
WERED b, ARF v v 7 2REART v v T YRR L L7256 OHEFHRMEE N K
LD T ENBIIS ., BEMRERORFEEZ (BRHRENR) 1 3ERNBHEOE RGO
e EELT, BARBOOEEN BB TN KA TND Z & OFELENE LIV,
Flo. BT, BIRBIRORER BCR AT D BMED 272 B3 s BddeE It
THHMEE GBI D Z RSz, EFEERIC, [RWETEBKEICSH - Tk, ARHI
IRORF LA D DI 72 B3 BLiCE SR 2 B E B &V I FER &R
SNT, ThiE, HOFREFEEN BFERE) 2H0EICRD & B NAIROHEMEE S E5-
L. ERXVAREIBIZORNDE WS ZETHY, BRANEO DI TRERE
DTV HAZ—NSEDHZENHEETHLZ LZTREBL TN,

EINAIR ORI 2 B D 2 &3 BE R %2 £V Pro-Poor 2 b DIZT 5 Z & |
B1% Pro-Poor Growth D SEELIZAh R B 723, 7 o A H > R U —5kr CEBM R BR 2 5
L RBEZNDBHMEAEMELZRD DIZEFATINT IR oToi, BFEMREFEIRLSN O
BWNEERCHTEASARBERDNRR HE D RER O TIERDN T2 EBRRENT,

ERFHENS—ETH L ETIUL, ZDOBERE~DOFGEIIS CTEKNFERTRL Z &
TABOMEROTIOZ &L BROBRFETILE L SNRWA, s EiiE & Licha
DERHIRORF R (BRI 2 WMEEIC e~ AP KEL TG & LS
B OBERHIRO PR/ B A P E BB T 2 WMEEII R E < 2fERIE TH D Z EAFHAS
NTEY  RFEHRELELRDLT, TG#ENZEDTIZ (T RDLbLEEFEOREEKRY |
THEE T DT EER R U ORI X 2R OROE A1) IS OB BUHEE 4 R
fbTERIE. ZHITESIHI 72 Pro-Poor BUR, BRHIREGR & 705 2 & bk iz,

L, BRI b omEEs e EHRY7Ze ) BIfRIE 1 EAS Pro-Poor Growth Z H 57712
STV HRVAEBRRERERMEL TN & ERR SN, 58 EOREE OB S
EHE L CRD BN HEFHRIALE L TR N2 L O CTH D, BFRET (1 EHOF
EIFTAF AN 2RV TREJE DN FEERICED T 5 L ofdire LEE 6 £ <
ERI DFH 2 PR DR O MEMENTERR S e, 7 1 AT b U — oS Vot T
HINZIZRNR D R O o ToREBUR . HIEE - T U A0 BFBRBESEMER OEIZ B
T, BFREORFEN EOREFERBIZ L SNERE L TWAREER & 5, #RFK
£ RSO L PTfaEitE) 2 FE s L CRRBEO F.LIciEZ>o b, AREIEO
TR R KT DM Z SO TV B T) - R 2 8-> TER B RVWDTH D, TR
BEIER D & Tl L 72 it SR A2 A3 D56 E RGBS T EN TV DREED r — AR X T 1 |
RERBNGHT. X7 a2 H#E LIED R IT LR B0, ZDK 5 IR SN HDOILKR
WD kD F ¢ #E E [E A (country specific) O BHFE A7 /37 A (development governance)
ROl B (institutions) 723, £ ENDOE DR & ARAIH, & 2 WIIZE ORI LT L7z
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BN IHRET D E WO BEMKT 5, THOMEBIERDOHIEN S, BENDHBHIEE
RNy =V NN E T DLENH D,

X 5 : Expanded Analyses on the Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle

Globalization
Trade Integration
Financial Integration
HR Integration

7/ N
7/ N
7 N\
¥ . 1 ) N
Growth v . Inequality
Increases in . Trade—off ? _| Distribution of Income
Mean Income Level ,‘ | Distribution of Assets
Development Governance
Institutions
(country specific)
v
Elasticity of Poverty Reduction 'Pro—Poor’ Elasticity of Poverty Reduction
£ w.r.t. Growth w.r.t. Distribution
/
/ Poverty
_ - Reduction in
- Absolute Poverty
HAT . EEER

FLFUESHBITRENTND L9, EHIZRENO=MARRN, Ze—")E—
2 DO FTORBBBRICENTED X IITEML 20D 50 b A BIRGES N TIT2RIEZR
L7V, BEME, . AREIRE S OBEEIEZRIZOW T, Z DIEICAFZEL
HEATWD EF R D, ERGTEBEIONROMIEIILHENLTND B, B EEIN TD
Zb 2 578 e T R0, & EEARE 2R 2 b 72 b T HIERAI SR S AR
4% (Getting geography right?) NRZMFET HDMLERHDH, ZNHIZHOV TR I T
HRERERIT, BHRBIT OV TUIRFE LR RPHER STV DR, SRHEIZOW
TIEZ DORZEMZER BT L RREDRDPHER SN T L DIT TIERNI L TH
%o ENOD P-G-1 Triangle DfRFEE R L LT w2 Y =0T L b /7
=AY B— g CORFRE, BERBIEIROSITICENT, 5% KV BENRET L
AR L2 gEe, B ERNOFTE - Milld& 220 IO 2 Y TRMgE, £ LT 7 v &Gt
A2 LS EEBOA o x T MR EDIFNEEND EZATHL, ZTITH
Flo, 7u R b =RV TR E H S EHR R BRSO KER ED L H I
TeBfET 20, FRICEREIIC X IFREREZAEA T A TEREZ 726 L2 b iz, A
B ORI AR O & ZDOEZ RS> TS LERH D,
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