Data: Regional Household Survey Archive

To arrive at the internationally comparable assessment of poverty,
this report uses primary unit record data from recent household sur-
veys to construct a comparable indicator of living standards across all
countries in the Region.

The comparable indicator of living standards created for this study
is described in detail below. Based on the indicator, the study team
calculated poverty and inequality data and a set of indicators pre-
sented in this appendix (B. Key Poverty Indicators, tables 1-10) and
used throughout the book.

All data are taken from household-level surveys implemented in
the Region’s countries during 1997-2003. Survey names, years, and
basic characteristics are shown in chart 1). The data of the surveys
included in the analyses are nationally representative. To ensure rep-
resentativeness, most countries, with a few exceptions (Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo), rely on the most recent census of the popula-
tion as a sampling frame and use random multistage sampling tech-
niques. Some of the surveys, such as the Russian Longitudinal
Monitoring Survey (RLMS) and Bosnia and Herzegovina’s Living
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Standards Measurement Study (LSMS) are implemented as panels
designed to follow the same households over time.

Countries differ substantially in sample sizes used (as revealed by
chart 1). Those that intend to collect regionally representative infor-
mation have larger samples than countries that aim at representative-
ness by location types only (urban-rural). None of the surveys used
relies on simple one-stage random samples, so everywhere sampling
weights have to be used to arrive at the estimates based on surveys.

Survey data were available for 23 countries, although the data do
not span the entire period of 1998-2003 in all countries. Those that
do have reasonably comparable data over time spanning the entire
period are grouped into cluster A on chart 1 and used as the main
source for the dynamic analysis in this book. Overall, there are 10
countries for which data are available and comparable (see discussion
of comparability in this appendix, “Comparable Consumption Aggre-
gate”) over the entire period under review, 1998-2003.

Several countries are represented by a single survey (year) or by
surveys that are not sufficiently comparable to assess trends in
poverty over time: Albania, Azerbaijan, and Serbia and Montenegro.
To widen the coverage of the study, the team also relied on data that
cover a shorter period, but provide useful information with regard to
poverty profile or coverage of nonincome dimensions of poverty
(cluster B, chart 1). The countries not covered are Croatia, the Czech
Republic, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Turkmenistan, and the UN
Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) (cluster C, chart 1). Some of these are
not covered based on the assessment of their household survey data
as inaccurate: in addition to design flaws in the Czech Republic and
Slovak Republic, the response rates to Household Budget Surveys
deteriorated to the extent that their representativeness is questioned
(EC 2004). Other countries (Croatia, Slovenia, Turkmenistan) make
access to data extremely cumbersome and are not willing to provide
access to the entire data sets—a precondition to construct a compara-
ble welfare aggregate. Finally, for UNMIK, many auxiliary data nec-
essary to carry out international comparisons (such as reliable price
indexes, or PPP exchange rates) are not available, which preclude the
use of data for comparison purposes.

Finally, three countries were used as benchmarks (Colombia,
Turkey, and Vietnam), and the surveys used are also listed in cluster D
on chart 1. The choice of these countries was based on several factors.
First, it was important to have a broad geographic coverage. Second,
benchmark countries had to have comparable levels of living stan-
dards to the Region’s countries and some systemic features of the
economies that resemble transition settings. Third, survey data had to
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be easily available and include variables necessary to create consump-
tion aggregates (see next section). The team of the World Bank World
Development Report 2005 helped to identify such data and kindly pro-
vided access to them. Turkey, being the only nontransition country in
the Region, was an automatic choice; in fact, its geopolitical and eco-
nomic situation is very similar to CEE countries. Vietnam, a country in
East Asia transiting to a market economy from a planned system, was
identified as a good comparator to the poorest countries in the Region.
Colombia, with its large informal sector and dependence on natural
resources, was a good match for the middle income CIS group.

The previous regional report on poverty, Making Transition Work for
Everyone (World Bank 2000a), relied on a single survey data set for
many countries and could produce an estimate of poverty over time
for only three countries (Hungary, Poland, and Russia); it also had to
use partial data, with full data sets closed to any users outside statisti-
cal offices. In some countries, there was no option but to rely on non-
representative data (Albania, Azerbaijan), and data for some
countries were missing (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Mon-
tenegro).

Since the end of the 1990s, many countries in the Region have
moved to ongoing surveys that periodically (normally every month
or quarter) collect representative data on income and nonincome
dimensions of living standards. Because such data collection is often
too costly, some countries rely on one-time comparable surveys con-
ducted every three to five years. In both cases, data generated can be
used to monitor poverty over time. In addition, countries in the
Region started to use collected survey data better by providing open
access to researchers trying to understand poverty and its causes and
to assess public policies. Not only did the middle-income countries in
the EU-8 (such as Hungary) achieve the greatest improvements in
collecting data and providing open access but also some countries in
SEE (such as Bosnia and Herzegovina and Romania), middle income
CIS countries (Kazakhstan), and even low income CIS countries
(Georgia and Moldova).

However, many countries continue to lag behind the leaders in
both adequacy and openness of data, as reflected by the survey
description provided on chart 1. Some countries are still struggling to
start continuous data collection on living standards, or they change
the survey design too often to make any comparisons over time (Alba-
nia, Azerbaijan, Serbia and Montenegro, Turkmenistan, and UNMIK).
Some countries recently introduced new standards in data collection
(following recommendations of the Statistical Office of the European
Communities [Eurostat]), and the new surveys are not comparable
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with the previously collected data (Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, and FYR
Macedonia). There are countries in which household surveys of living
standards suffer from extremely low response rates, to the point of
making them not fully representative (the Slovak Republic). Unfortu-
nately, most countries in the Region still do not provide open access to
household survey data. They either impose many restrictions on data
users and require significant access fees or simply treat household sur-
vey data as closed-access information that is not available outside sta-
tistical offices, even in the anonymized form.

Normally, survey data sponsored by international agencies are
open-access information. Such data sets (in the chart, labeled
“Open”) are simply downloadable through the Internet free of charge
or with a minimum fee (after provision of sufficient information on
the user). Of course, as with any data set in the public domain, all
personal information that would allow identification of individual
respondents is removed from such data sets. The Household Budget
Survey (HBS) can also be open access and easily accessible to any
individual or organization, either by a request that is reviewed by the
staff of the statistical office and payment of service fees (in the chart,
labeled “Limited”), or it can be restricted to a narrow set of users,
sometimes exclusively to statistical offices. Some of the data sets
included in the study are not freely available; the World Bank used
these data with the permission of the countries” authorities solely for
the comparative poverty data analysis presented in this report (in the
chart, labeled “Restricted”). None of the data sets used in this report
will be disseminated to any user, given the confidentiality and rights
restrictions on most of them.

Countries differ in types of household data available. In most coun-
tries, there are official household surveys that collect information on
expenditures and incomes. Such detailed surveys of household budg-
ets, with limited information on other aspects of well-being, are classi-
fied as Expenditure and Income (EI) Surveys (Household Budget
Surveys, in a narrow sense). Nevertheless, such one-topic surveys also
normally collect detailed labor market information alongside informa-
tion on the characteristics of household members and household con-
ditions. Other nonincome indicators are not normally included in such
surveys. If they are included, and information on the health status of
household members, their social participation, and access to education
is also collected, these are classified as Integrated (IN) Surveys. Multi-
topic design is a standard inherent feature of a different type of survey,
designed and implemented as part of the Living Standards Measure-
ment Study (LSMS) of the World Bank (see www.worldbank.org/Isms
for details). Several countries in the Region undertook LSMS surveys
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and rely on them for poverty monitoring (Albania, Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Tajikistan), but the mainstream approach is clearly the use of
the HBS integrated with additional modules to capture nonmonetary
aspects of living standards.

The LSMS survey and the HBS rely on two different approaches
and types of instrument to collect detailed expenditure and income
information from households: the LSMS survey is a recall question-
naire asking a household to remember all expenditures over a certain
period (usually the past quarter); the HBS is a diary of purchases and
incomes that a household has to fill in daily over a certain period
(usually two weeks). Sometimes these two types of instrument are
combined within the same survey. It is clear that the nature of the
data collected by each of the instruments will differ. Unfortunately,
few studies are available that compare the relative strengths and
weaknesses of both instruments to assess possible biases in each type
of data (all of these studies are from outside the Region), so they are
treated as comparable.

The recall data are normally collected by an integrated type of sur-
vey supported by the World Bank: the LSMS program, with some
degree of standardization and common features of data collection.
LSMS surveys are particularly prevalent in the developing countries.
The HBS programs across transition countries have benefited from
large flows of international technical assistance (Eurostat and the
World Bank being particularly active), also with a useful unification
and standardization.

Notwithstanding the progress achieved in data quality and accessi-
bility, chart 1 documents significant gaps. First, improvements to data
quality and availability are very recent, and for many countries in the
Region, reliable data on poverty changes could be obtained for only a
few recent years. The efforts in collecting data should be maintained
to provide policy makers with data on the evolution of poverty and
inequality in the future. The survey coverage and response rates have
universally fallen in all countries, and there is a need to strengthen
the technical capacity of statistical offices to curb this trend and deal
with it appropriately.

Second, this report documents wide gaps in data collection on non-
income dimensions of poverty: there are practically no attempts to
gauge trends in the quality of health, education, and infrastructure
services, and even indicators of access are not consistently collected.
Many countries rely on one-topic surveys, and integrated survey
design is not yet mainstreamed. Moreover, there is a worrying ten-
dency in some countries to move away from multitopic design to a
narrowly focused Expenditure and Income Survey. Given the chang-
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ing nature of poverty with the increasing role of nonincome compo-
nents, this gap is the most worrying with regard to collecting relevant
and useful data.

Finally, not all countries have disseminated their data and opened
data sets to researchers, undermining the effective use of public funds
spent on data collection and monitoring. These areas—keeping up
with period surveys providing comparable data, collecting informa-
tion on nonincome dimensions, and opening up access to survey
data—are priorities for action to ensure adequate information sup-
port for poverty reduction efforts.

Comparable Consumption Aggregate

To examine poverty and inequality, one needs a measure of material
well-being. Ideally, this measure should correspond as closely as pos-
sible to the way a person experiences his or her standard of living. It
is natural to think that a person’s standard of living, or material well-
being, is a function of all goods and services consumed by that person.

But how can one compare different individuals consuming differ-
ent quantities of various goods? Economic theory allows one to rank
levels of well-being using the cost (monetary value) of the consump-
tion bundle consumed in a given period. In theory, any welfare meas-
ure should include all of the factors (including health, leisure, social
capital, and other desiderata) that contribute to welfare. In practice,
however, because of measurement and valuation difficulties, the
focus in microdata analysis is on only material well-being, using infor-
mation on consumption of goods and services by a household. Even
such “simple” measures are, in practice, quite complicated to capture
well, and there is debate as to whether income or consumption is the
preferable measure (see Deaton and Zaidi 2002).

Income is often considered to be the preferred measure because it is an
indicator of the “potential” to enhance welfare (including nonmaterial
aspects such as leisure). Income data are used by Eurostat to compile
EU statistics on poverty and social inclusion, using the integrated sur-
vey model that is intended to provide comparable data within the EU:
the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) and the European
Community Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC).
However, measuring income suffers from several defects, both in
theory and in practice. First, income can be highly volatile, whereas
consumption can be, and is, more readily smoothed by individuals.
This smoothing makes consumption a better indicator of welfare than
income, because it more accurately represents the welfare level of an
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Data Sources

Country Survey Name Year Access Policy | Type | Sample
A. Countries with Extended Time Series of Comparable Household Data
Armenia Integrated Living Conditions Survey 2003 Limited IN 4,600 hh
Integrated Living Conditions Survey 2001 Limited IN 4,037 hh
LSMS-Integrated Survey 1998/99 Limited IN 3,600 hh
Belarus Household Income and Expenditure Survey 1998-2002 Restricted El 4,882 hh
Georgia Integrated Survey of Georgian Households 2000-2003 Open IN 2,800 hh
Survey of Georgian Households 1996-1999 Open El 2,800 hh
Hungary Household Budget Survey 1998-2002 Open El 10,200 hh
Lithuania Household Budget Survey 1998-3 Limited El 7,111 hh
Moldova Household Budget Survey 2003 Open IN 4,592 hh
Household Budget Survey 1998-2002 Open IN 6,159 hh
Poland Household Budget Survey 1998-2002 Limited El 31,708 hh
Romania Family Budget Survey 1998-2003 Open IN 32,000 hh
Russian Fed. Household Budget Survey 1997-2002 Restricted El 49,000 hh
RLMS (9-11 rounds) 2002, 01,1998 Open IN 3-4,000 hh
Tajikistan Living Standards Survey (LSMS) 2003 Open IN 4,160 hh
Living Standards Survey (LSMS) 1999 Open IN 2,000 hh
B. Countries with Limited Time Series
Albania Living Standards Survey (LSMS) 2002 Open IN 3,600 hh
Azerbaijan Household Budget Survey 2002-3 Restricted El 8,157 hh
Bosnia & Herzegovina Living in BiH Panel 2004 Open IN 3,000 hh
BiH Living Standards Survey 2001 Open IN 5,402 hh
Bulgaria Household Budget Survey 2003 Limited IN 3,000 hh
Integrated Household Survey 2001 Limited IN 2,633 hh
Living Standards Survey (LSMS) 1995,1997 Open IN 2,322 hh
Estonia Household Budget Survey 2000-3 Limited El 4,600 hh
Kazakhstan Household Budget Survey 2001-2003 Limited El 12,000 hh
Kyrgyz Rep. Household Budget Survey 2001-3 Limited IN 2,857 hh
Household Budget Survey 2000 Limited IN 1,894 hh
Latvia Household Budget Survey 2002-3 Limited El 3,600 hh
Macedonia, FYR Household Budget Survey 2002-3 Restricted El 4,100 hh
Household Budget Survey 1996-2000 Restricted El 1,025 hh
Serbia & Montenegro Serbia Living Standards Survey 2002-3 Limited IN 6,400 hh
Ukraine Household Budget Survey 2002-3 Restricted El 9,646 hh
Uzbekistan Household Budget Survey 2001-3 Restricted El 9,600 hh
C. Countries with Outdated or Limited Availability (Not Used in this Report)
Croatia Household Budget Survey On going Restricted El 3,123 hh
Czech Rep. Household Budget Survey On going Restricted El 3,650 hh
Slovak Rep. Household Budget Survey On going No Access El |1,640-4,700 hh
Slovenia Household Budget Survey 0On going No access El 2,577 hh
Turkmenistan Living Standards Measurement Study 1998 Open IN 2,099hh
UNM Kosovo Household Budget Survey Kosovo 2003 Restricted El 2,800 hh
Living Standards Survey (LSMS) 2000 Open IN 2,880 hh
D. Benchmark Countries
Colombia National Survey of Living Standards 2003 Open IN 23,000 hh
Turkey Household Income and Consumption
Expenditure Survey 2002 Restricted El 9,555 hh
Vietnam Vietnam Living Standards Survey 1997/98 Open IN 6,000 hh

Note: Types of survey: EI- Expenditure and Income survey; IN- integrated surveys, Access Policy: Open — data are downloadable for free or limited fee from the
statistical office with minimum restraints; Limited — policy provides access to data or sets of data to researchers or organizations meeting certain criteria; Re-
stricted- data were made available only to the World Bank/selected agencies on exceptional basis; No access —no access to data from outside statistical office.
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individual at any given time. In transition economies, people are paid
very irregularly, with several months of wage arrears being common.
In this context, relatively steady consumption-based welfare meas-
ures give a more accurate picture than often erratic income-based
measures.

Second, regardless of the measure, it is essential that it be compre-
hensive, that no aspect of income or consumption be omitted. Other-
wise, erroneous conclusions may be drawn about the numbers and
characteristics of the poor. If, for example, the value of home-pro-
duced food were omitted from an income aggregate (total income
measure), then rural populations would look much poorer than they
actually are. Or if a consumption aggregate is constructed using only
monetary expenditures, those who receive in-kind benefits from
employment would look poorer than they actually are.

Measurement problems are more severe in transition countries for
income than for consumption. Income underreporting is common for
many reasons, including sometimes because survey respondents are
not willing to fully disclose illegal or semilegal income sources. Expe-
rience in many countries showed that households were not willing to
provide information on unregistered businesses and informal sector
activities. Repeatedly, practical experience suggests that the quality of
consumption-based data obtained from households is better than the
quality of income-based data. At the top end of the income distribu-
tion, households tend to underreport their income, reflecting a lack of
faith in the confidentiality of the survey, concerns about the tax
authority, complexity of earnings that would lengthen an interview,
and the like. At the other end of the income distribution, the problem
is less one of willingness to provide accurate data and more one of
inability to do so. Households engaged in informal activities or with
household businesses of a subsistence nature often cannot separate
out what is “household” income and what is “business income,” thus
undermining the reliability of the data collected.

This specificity of countries in the Region with regard to quality of
income data collected through the regular surveys is recognized by
Eurostat and by the countries themselves, which continue to use con-
sumption expenditure to monitor poverty. It also raises an important
question about whether the EU-SILC will provide credible and com-
parable data on the context of poverty in transition economies for the
new EU member states.

In summary, given the difficulties of defining a total welfare meas-
ure, the problems noted above with income-based measurement, and
the practices of countries in the Region to measure poverty, this
report relies on measuring welfare here with consumption.
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Consumption is being used as a measure of well-being in most poverty
assessments undertaken in the Region over the past five years (14
countries covered) and is accepted as the main base to monitor
poverty officially in a number of countries (for example, in Armenia,
Bulgaria, the Kyrgyz Republic, and FYR Macedonia).

Making Transition Work for Everyone, the previous regional report on
poverty and inequality (World Bank 2000a), relied on any welfare
indicator (for example, income where consumption was not avail-
able) supplied with the data to carry out the analysis. This study fol-
lows a different approach: it re-creates consumption aggregates from
unit record data, using the same set of rules and definitions (see
appendix, A. Data and Methodology, chart 2). Why was it deemed
necessary?

There are significant differences in the details of how aggregates of
consumption expenditures are constructed in different countries. The
list of items included in consumption expenditures differs across
countries (for example, inclusion or exclusion of purchases of
durables). The procedure for imputing the value of goods and services
consumed in-kind (housing, flow of services from durables, or own
food production) differs a great deal. The treatment of outliers is also
strikingly different. Finally, different versions of price indexes to cor-
rect for regional and intertemporal prices are applied.

All of these differences in procedures to construct consumption
aggregates imply that some part of observed differences in outcomes
could be attributed to differences in procedure and that only to some
extent do they reflect real differences. Of course, data comparability
depends not only on consistency of processing the data but also on
underlying data quality, which may differ. Clearly this aspect was
beyond the control of the team, but to the extent that it was possible
to set up the data in the most comparable way, it is reflecting a stan-
dard approach to international comparative studies. For example, the
Luxembourg Income Study (LIS), which relies on income survey data
to carry out social welfare comparisons between OECD countries,
relies on a set of strictly and uniformly defined rules to construct an
income aggregate.

In relying on uniformly defined consumption of goods and services
by a household as the measure of living standards, there were a num-
ber of conceptual and practical issues that needed to be addressed.

First, unlike food, consumer durables and housing are consumed
over a long time. It is customary, therefore, to include the imputed
value of the consumption flow associated with the possession of con-
sumer durables (including housing), but exclude the expenditure on
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Structure of Consumption Aggregate Constructed, Percentage

Included components, structure
Food, beverages, Utilities Transport and
tobacco Clothing (w/o rent) Furnishings® | communication® Education
COICOP Divisions I 11l [\ V VILVII IX
Albania 2002 61.7 45 10.8 43 73 1.6
Armenia 2003 723 55 6.2 23 41 5.1
Azerbaijan 2003 64.3 76 6.0 3.1 6.8 1.0
Belarus 2002 68.1 76 6.0 28 6.1 13
Bulgaria 2002 58.7 35 183 1.1 73 47
Georgia 2003 67.7 55 5.7 27 107 19
Estonia 2003 122 74 16.0 3.1 12.0 18
Hungary 2002 387 7.0 16.2 6.7 15.1 1.6
Kazakhstan 2003 60.5 85 10.2 35 6.9 2.0
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 65.0 119 8.2 0.5 6.1 16
Latvia 2003 1.0 8.5 135 28 16.0 14
Lithuania 2003 445 103 14.9 28 15.6 1.1
Macedonia, FYR 2003 54.2 89 12.0 36 116 0.3
Moldova 2003 66.4 9.0 124 25 35 0.8
Poland 2002 398 6.4 19.7 33 135 1.5
Romania 2003 57.8 6.4 156 22 10.1 1.0
Russian Fed. 2002 55.8 137 8.0 2.3 6.9 11
Serbia 2002 60.8 5.9 13.0 37 8.1 1.2
Tajikistan 2003 7.2 54 6.4 33 48 41
Ukraine 2003 722 6.0 99 1.0 45 1.3
Uzbekistan 2003 723 6.8 1.6 26 9.6 0.3
Colombia 2002 M1 6.9 8.5 46 147 6.3
Turkey 2002 388 73 14.2 38 129 1.7
Vietnam 1998 56.0 6.3 34 5.7 38 55
Note: a = excluding durables; b = at 2000 PPP, top and bottom coded; ¢ = ratio to total consumption aggregate; — = not available.

the purchase of these goods. However, for the Region, data availabil-
ity limits the application of this approach to all countries. The authors
did not, therefore, include estimates of flow of services of durables,
nor have they added in durable purchases or rents. Catastrophic
health expenditures were excluded from the estimate of current con-
sumption on similar grounds.

Second, when consumption is used as a measure of well-being,
higher consumption should indicate a higher level of well-being. For
most consumption items, this correspondence is reasonable; how-
ever, for some categories such as health expenditures, this correspon-
dence is questionable. As a result, health expenditures were not
included as a part of consumption (Deaton and Zaidi 2002).

Third, given the significance of spatial differences, the authors
adjusted for spatial price differences, employing survey-data-based
Paasche price indexes using the same set of information in all coun-
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Included components, structure Excluded components, ratios
Hotels & Recreation All Total consumption,
restaurants and other? components $ per capita® Health® Rent® Durables®

Xl X, Xl Vi

29 6.8 100 1,388.00 117 06 —
12 32 100 913.72 115 — 08
52 6.0 100 1,429.84 35 05 75
1.5 6.6 100 2,704.13 2.3 — 1.7
00 6.4 100 2,248.00 3.1 07 06
17 40 100 972.89 5.7 03 13
35 14.0 100 2,752.61 41 1.2 13
3.1 116 100 2,890.00 44 09 8.1
0.7 1.7 100 1,476.00 24 02 36
1.0 56 100 708.00 16 05 26
5.7 1.1 100 3,401.00 38 09 8.1
24 8.4 100 2,762.00 47 00 100
33 6.1 100 3171.00 32 0.1 41
08 46 100 1,045.81 48 1.0 44
20 138 100 2,611.00 55 44 6.1
15 54 100 1,624.00 30 03 16
25 96 100 2,179.00 24 0.8 11.0
12 6.1 100 1,992.98 8.0 1.0 16
06 43 100 670.00 58 02 —
16 35 100 2,496.30 28 04 25
33 35 100 1,042.00 30 — 0.6
4.6 133 100 4,398.00 29 59 4.0
30 183 100 1,816.00 28 38 9.1
59 134 100 1,078.00 18.0 02 188

tries (see Deaton and Zaidi [2002] for a detailed discussion; also see
Price Deflators section below).

Fourth, households in the Region cope with poverty by relying on
an array of nonmarket strategies, including producing their own food
and engaging in reciprocal exchange with other households and insti-
tutions. A consistent approach was used in assigning a monetary value
to these components of consumption. Median local prices were relied
on to impute the value of in-kind food consumption from own agri-
cultural activities, and households” own estimations of the value of
gifts and transfers in-kind for food and nonfood items were used.

Fifth, the same procedure, which conforms to methods used in
other international household survey data depositories (such as the
Luxembourg Income Study), was used to clean the data of outliers
across all data sets. The data are “bottom-coded” at 1 per cent of per
capita mean real consumption and “top-coded” at 10 times the median
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of household consumption, following a similar approach to income
survey data proposed by Gottschalk and Smeeding (1997, 661). This
procedure limits the effect of extreme values at either end of the dis-
tribution. The final data set excludes all records with zero consump-
tion. This decision is consistent with Atkinson and Micklewright
(1995) and with the method used and recommended by the LIS Key
Figures reported on the LIS Web site (http://www.lisproject.org/).

Because the authors have followed a consistent approach across all
data sets, they are reasonably confident that differences across coun-
tries in the final consumption measure are due to differences in the
primary data and are not due to the method of aggregation. The basic
descriptive statistics for all countries covered (latest available year)
are presented in chart 2.

The constructed consumption aggregate produces a ranking that fits
closely with the macroeconomic data (see appendix, B. Key Poverty Indi-
cators, table 1 for GDP per capita data). Richer countries tend to have
lower food shares. The excluded rent, being a small component, makes
little effect on the ranking of households (note that utilities included in
the consumption are large, reflecting the climatic and infrastructure fea-
tures of the Region). Finally, food share behaves in a standard fashion
across deciles of the distribution, falling with higher welfare. (Full details
on consumption aggregates’ components are provided on the dedicated
Web site: http://www.worldbank.org/eca/.)

All these features show the validity of the approach chosen to con-
struct a measure of living standards. Some countries stand out some-
what, and the comparability may not be fully taken for granted. For
example, Ukraine has a food share comparable to the poorest coun-
tries in the Region, yet its consumption per capita measured at PPP
puts the country solidly in the middle-income range. Vietnam, on the
other hand, has a rather low food share, which would imply a higher
living standard than suggested by other data. However, these peculi-
arities, while important, are not in themselves undermining the com-
parability of consumption aggregates.

There are also some persistent differences between countries in the
consumption aggregate as measured by different types of survey; for
example, education and health expenditures seem to have much
higher shares and ratios in the LSMS surveys than in the HBS. Given
that the information on these types of expenditure is collected in LSMS
surveys in a contextual section (that is, in a module on the use of edu-
cation services) and with much longer recall periods than in the HBS, it
is not a surprising outcome. The ongoing research project conducted by
the LSMS group intends to answer the question about the effect of dif-
ferent designs of data collection instruments on the welfare indicators.
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The constructed estimate of consumption has several shortcomings
that reflect some persistent data problems in the Region. Over time,
there has been a considerable deterioration in response rates in many
countries. Countries deal with this problem in different ways, which
may have (as yet unknown) implications for survey-based poverty
and inequality measures. There are other issues (reliability of diaries
versus recall estimates and so forth) that are behind the research and
are less evident, but affect the quality of data.

This is the first time to the authors’ knowledge that comparable con-
sumption aggregates have been constructed for countries in the Region.

Poverty Lines and Purchasing Power Parity

This report uses an absolute concept of poverty, which is consistent with
a large body of literature from both outside and within the World Bank,
in which poverty is seen as the inability to meet basic material needs.
Although the notion of basic needs differs across countries, it can be rea-
sonably well defined as the current cost of the subsistence consumption
basket. In practically all countries in the Region, one finds groups of the
population unable to meet such basic needs. This group, and the group
who are “nearby” in income terms, are the focus of this book.

The alternative measure of deprivation—relative poverty—has also
been used in the literature. It is also a mainstay of the official poverty
and social exclusion statistics used by the European Commission to
monitor the situation in the EU member states (see Atkinson, Mar-
lier, and Nolan 2004). However, the difficulties that it creates for
monitoring differences across countries and changes over time within
countries, combined with the still relatively fragile economic situa-
tion in many countries of the Region, make the authors favor the
absolute poverty approach. The noncomparability of poverty lines
based on the relative concept is also admitted by the EC and Eurostat
(Dennis and Guio 2003).

An absolute poverty line, as the name implies, attempts to estab-
lish the value of consumption that a person needs to stay out of
poverty, regardless of time and place. Clearly there are difficulties
with doing this. The first widely accepted global poverty estimates,
produced by the World Bank’s World Development Report 1990, chose a
poverty line measured in 1985 purchasing power parity (PPP). Chen
and Ravallion (2001) have since updated these numbers, using an
expanded database of household surveys based on 1993 PPP
exchange rates for consumption.

This report uses the most recent PPP numbers from 2000, as reported
in OECD (2003). The report uses data from most countries in the Region
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and provides PPP exchange rates between national currencies and the
euro. The report also provides the PPP conversion factor from the euro
to U.S. dollars of 2000. Thus, these data can be used to convert national
currencies to U.S. dollars of 2000, based on their PPP for that year. To
make it comparable and relevant for global poverty monitoring, the
2000 U.S. dollars are then converted to the 1993 ones, using the U.S.
consumer price inflation index. The final set of factors then represents
the amount of national currency needed to buy a bundle of consumer
goods that one dollar in 1993 would have bought. To get current value
for the survey years, national inflation rates (CPI) are used to inflate
(deflate) these 2000 exchange rates.

Some countries excluded from OECD (2003) (such as Bosnia and
Herzegovina) were estimated based on the PPP from neighboring
countries and exchange rates. PPP data for some came from EBRD
(Sanfey and others 2004), and data for Albania have been estimated
based on the 1996 PPP set.

More recent data on PPP are more relevant for the transition
economies of the Region because they reflect contemporary (in many
cases, liberalized) prices, as opposed to the administered prices of the
past rounds of international price comparison surveys. Using 2000 PPPs
also provides more plausible estimates of absolute poverty (see chapter
1, annex 1 for a detailed discussion). For example, it is highly implausi-
ble that poverty in Uzbekistan is negligible (which is the impression that
one gets using the 1993 and 1996 PPPs). Errors can also go the other
way (that is, overstate poverty), as appears to be the case when the 1993
PPP is used for Georgia. In addition to issues with relative prices, Geor-
gia experienced one of the worst hyperinflations in its history in 1993,
which would have made measurement of prices problematic.

On one hand, the total poverty headcount for the Region does not
change much whether one uses 1993 PPP or 2000 PPP; however,
individual country assessments are affected. On the other hand, 1996
PPP, with few exceptions—Bulgaria, Estonia, and Lithuania—pro-
duces a lower poverty count than 2000 PPP.

The use of 2000 PPP has additional drawbacks. The OECD (2003)
reported both consumption and GDP PPP euro exchange rates, but con-
version from euros to dollars were provided only for GDP numbers. The
choice was made to use GDP 2000 PPP figures (which are also more eas-
ily available for countries outside the Region) as a baseline. The full set
of the PPP exchange rate estimates used for this study is provided on the
dedicated Web site: http://www.worldbank.org/eca/.

There is some arbitrariness inherent in setting the level of poverty
lines. The absolute poverty line attempts to gauge a standard in a way
that is comparable across time and space (Ravallion 1994). The World
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Bank often uses $1 a day for cross-country comparisons, which (in 1985
PPPs) was chosen around 1990 because it was the most typical poverty
line among the low-income countries (later updated to $1.075 a day,
using 1993 PPPs). None of the Region’s countries was considered when
coming up with this estimate. This $1-a-day poverty line has since come
to be regarded as providing the absolute minimum standard of living.

Much has changed since 1990, particularly in the Region. Com-
paring national poverty lines for a group comprising countries of the
Region, outside the Region, and in the EU, one sees that, as else-
where in the world, there is a close correlation in the Region between
the average standard of living and the national minimum needs defi-
nition (see box 1.1 for a detailed discussion). However, no country in
the Region has a poverty line close to $1 a day. On the contrary, the
lowest poverty lines cluster around the $2 mark. (See appendix B,
table 2.)

The study therefore uses $2 a day (or, more accurately, $2.15, which
is exactly double $1.075) as an absolute poverty line for the purposes
of this report. The study also uses a higher poverty line ($4.30 a day)
as a proximate vulnerability threshold to identify households that are
not suffering absolute material deprivation, but are vulnerable to
poverty. Although it seems somewhat arbitrary, it does bear some rela-
tion to empirically observed vulnerability to poverty. Analysis of panel
data from the Region suggests that households with per capita con-
sumption at least twice the poverty line face less than a 50 percent
chance of becoming poor in the foreseeable future (World Bank 2002).

To provide data comparable to other regions and test for robustness
of findings based on a single estimated PPP, the study also calculated
a full set of poverty indexes (reported in appendix B, Key Poverty
Indicators, table 2). For the 1993 and 1996 PPP revisions, they are
provided for any interested reader on http://www.worldbank.org/
eca/. There one can also find estimated poverty rates for the Region
and benchmark countries with $1-a-day international poverty lines
not reported in this book.

Price Deflators

In the cases in which data were collected over a long period of time,
it was also necessary to adjust for changes in prices over time. Quar-
terly CPI (IMF) indexes were used to compute real values.

This measure ignores the differential impact of price increases on
the poor and nonpoor. No price indexes for low-income groups are
routinely available in the Region that would allow this study to
address this issue.
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Regional price differences can cause the same bundle of goods to
be more expensive in one region than in another. However, the dif-
ference in expenditure caused by these regional price differences does
not reflect differences in material well-being. Hence, these regional
price differences need to be corrected.

As discussed in Deaton and Zaidi (2002), the Paasche price index
offers a most reliable way to measure spatial price differences. Note
that this index involves not only the prices faced by a household in
relation to the reference prices but also its expenditure pattern, some-
thing that is not true of a Laspeyres index. The distinction is an impor-
tant one: to convert total expenditure into the welfare index, the
price index must be tailored to the household’s own demand pattern,
a demand pattern that varies with the household’s income, demo-
graphic composition, location, and other characteristics. The refer-
ence prices are the median of the prices observed from all households.
Based on these deflators estimated for each household, an indicator
of regional price levels is calculated, which is then aggregated (using
the median) to the regional level in each country.

The resulting indexes usually range within 0.9-1.1 of the
national price level. Because nonfood prices are usually not avail-
able for the Region’s countries from statistical offices and unit val-
ues for nonfood are normally not collected by household surveys,
the spatial price deflator is based entirely on differences in food
prices. This clearly is an issue but given data limitations, nothing
can be done to deal with it.

Equivalence Scales

Consumption data from household surveys are collected at the level
of the household rather than of the individual; however, to deter-
mine the welfare levels of people, total household consumption must
be divided among household members. Consumption cannot, how-
ever, be explicitly assigned to individual household members using
the data. Instead, an adjustment based on some allocation rule must
be imposed to attribute their share of a household’s resources to indi-
viduals within the household.

Onme such allocation rule is simply to divide total household con-
sumption by the number of household members. This yields per
capita consumption. This report relies on per capita measure of con-
sumption, and, as discussed in Deaton and Zaidi (2002), it is a rea-
sonable choice. This is the most commonly applied method, and it
implies that all family members receive an equal share of household
resources. For some findings that are sensitive to the equivalence-of-
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scale assumptions (especially demographic profiles), the robustness
checks have been carried out, and the results reported in the study.

Poverty Indexes

The sections that follow describe a set of poverty indicators to assess
the extent of the deprivation of individuals in the income dimension.

Measuring Poverty (appendix B. Key Poverty Indicators, table 2)
The simplest and most commonly used measure of poverty is the
headcount index, which is given by the fraction of individuals with
equivalent consumption below the poverty line (Foster, Greer, and
Thorbecke 1984).! This measure, however, does not show whether
the poor are only slightly below the poverty line or whether their
consumption falls substantially short of the poverty line. The head-
count measure also does not reveal whether all the poor are about
equally poor or whether some are very poor and others just below
the poverty line.

To examine these three dimensions of poverty—headcount, short-
fall, and inequality among the poor—an FGT class of poverty meas-
ures is used. This class is described by the following equation:

P(or) = % é {max(z _Zci , Oﬂ

where o is parameter (explained below), z is the poverty line, ¢; is

consumption of individual 7, and # is the total number of individuals.

If one sets o equal to 0, P(0), or the poverty headcount index, is
obtained. P(0) simply measures the fraction of individuals below the
poverty line.

If one sets oo equal to 1, P(1), or the poverty deficit, is obtained. The
poverty deficit is a poverty measure that takes into account how far
the poor, on average, are below the poverty line. One can show the
following equation:

P(l) = P(0) * (Average Deficit)

in which the average deficit is the amount, measured as a percentage
of the poverty line, by which the consumption of the poor on average
fall short of the poverty line.

Finally, if one sets o equal to 2, P(2), sometimes also called the
severity of poverty or FGT(2), is obtained. This poverty measure also
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takes into account whether some of the poor are deeper into poverty
than others.

In this presentation of the poverty results in the appendix, B. Key
Poverty Indicators, table 2, the authors rely on the headcount index,
P(1), and P(2) indexes.

Measuring Inequality (appendix, B. Key Poverty Indicators, table 2)
Because inequality has many aspects, there are many ways to meas-
ure it. This report relies mainly on two types of inequality measure:
quintile shares and Gini coefficients.

Quintile shares are straightforward indicators of inequality that are
easy to interpret because they depict the share of total consumption
that goes to each of the 20 percent groups of equal size ranked by per
capita consumption. The report uses the share of the bottom 20 per-
cent in the total consumption. Quintiles are used to construct tables
on nonincome dimensions to highlight socioeconomic differences by
income groups.

Quintile shares do not reflect what happens in other parts of the
distribution. To address this shortcoming, the Gini coefficient is also
used. It is given by the following equation:

2 +1
G=—Z(ri—n7]ci

wn? i=1

in which there are # individuals indexed by 7, their consumption per
capita is given by ¢, and mean consumption is denoted by p and in
which r;is household’s i rank in the consumption ranking (that is, for
the household with lowest consumption, r; equals 1, while for the
household with the highest consumption, r; equals #). The Gini coef-
ficient is bounded between 0 and 1, with 0 indicating absolute equal-
ity and 1 indicating absolute inequality. The Gini coefficient is
especially sensitive to changes in inequality in the middle of the con-
sumption distribution.

Poverty Profiles Characteristics

Identifying the key characteristics of the poor is an important first
step in understanding causes of poverty. Because poverty in the
Region is a multifaceted phenomenon, the multiple poverty profiles
show simple correlations between household and individual charac-
teristics and poverty and the contribution of each group to total
poverty (structure of poverty).
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Regional Characteristics (appendix, B. Key Poverty Indicators, table 3)
All surveys used in the analysis are representative by urban-rural
location or by the size of the population center, because these nor-
mally form the strata for survey samples. In several countries, surveys
are also conducted to produce representative data by regions. Capital
cities are often distinguished as a “region.” In countries where sam-
ples are representative by region (note that definition of a statistical
region differs from that of an administrative one), poverty statistics
could also be computed by these regions. Given the importance of
spatial dimensions of poverty as produced in this report, poverty
indexes are reported for both poverty line ($2.15 at 2000 PPP) and
vulnerability to poverty line ($4.30 at 2000 PPP) on panels A and B.
To give a sense of the variation of poverty across regions and the con-
centration of poverty in the poorest regions, maximum and mini-
mum poverty rates and contribution to national poverty are
presented for countries where data allow this breakdown. Names of
the poorest and richest regions are given for reference.

Demographic Dimension of Poverty (appendix, B. Key Poverty
Indicators, table 4)

The table reports both the poverty rates and contributions to the
national poverty by age groups, gender, and number of children in a
family. Age groups are defined based on the common age brackets
and use the age of respondents at the time of the survey.

Education Dimension of Poverty (appendix, B. Key Poverty
Indicators, table 5)

To make sure that those in the compulsory education process are
not influencing the distribution (because computation of com-
pleted level may be problematic for them), the table uses only indi-
viduals above 15 years old. It classifies the detailed educational
categories that differ across countries into a set of standard classifi-
cations (a simplified version of the International Standard Classifi-
cation of Education [ISCED] 1997) proposed by Sullivan and
Smeeding (1997). It distinguishes five levels of education: persons
without education or with incomplete primary education, those
with completed primary only, those with general secondary, those
with specialized (vocational or technical) secondary, and those
with university education.

The Labor Market Profile of Poverty (appendix, B. Key Poverty
Indicators, table 6)
To construct labor market indicators, the labor section of the house-
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hold surveys are used. Sometimes they are detailed enough to build
employment and unemployment categories, following the ILO defini-
tions. In other cases, they rely entirely on respondents’ self-identifica-
tion. Employment is normally defined in Household Expenditure and
Income Surveys in a very inclusive way: all types of gainful activity
over the reference period (usually a month, but sometimes even a
year) are considered as employment, however short that work period
was. The table is built for all individuals above 15 years old. In addi-
tion, those above 65 years old are considered outside the working age
and reported as “retired.” Classification into self-employment or wage
(salaried) employment is based on the type of job in the primary occu-
pation of a household member. All unpaid family workers reporting
work for a family farm or business are classified as “self-employed.”

Nonincome Poverty Indicators

Different aspects of poverty—income and nonincome—interact and
reinforce each other in ways that often exacerbate the deprivation
that poor people face. Poor health outcomes and low educational
achievement not only decrease well-being but also limit people’s
income-earning potential.

Defining poverty as multidimensional, however, also raises the
question of how to measure these different dimensions. There are no
strict and agreed-on standards that would fit every country. This
report uses the survey data and other sources of information to obtain
individual or household-level measures of deprivation in the follow-
ing dimensions: education, health, housing, and infrastructure.

To see whether deprivation in these dimensions is different across
groups, all four tables highlight spatial differences (reporting value of
indexes by location). They also show the correlation between poverty
in the monetary dimension with the nonincome space by reporting
nonincome indicators for the top and bottom quintiles.

The Profile of Poverty: Health Dimension (appendix, B. Key Poverty
Indicators, table 7)

Only a few surveys in the Region allow the construction of health
indicators. The most common question is about a health condition
over the reference period (which differs across countries) serious
enough to limit daily activities. This indicator (morbidity rate) is
reported by groups described above. The use of services is computed
for those with a health condition as a share of respondents that used
formal medical services (clinics, hospitals, private doctors) to take care
of their illness in a reference period. There are significant differences



Appendix: Data and Methodology

235

across countries in the length of the reference period; hence, large dif-
ferences in the value may be partly ascribed to these design features.

The Profile of Poverty: Education Dimension (appendix, B.

Key Poverty Indicators, table 8)

Surveys allow construction of basic enrollment rates (for two age
groups), which are reported by quintiles and locations.

The Profile of Poverty: Infrastructure Dimension (appendix, B.

Key Poverty Indicators, table 9)

Two indicators are selected: access to water (connection to a water
pipe) and use of clean fuels (electricity, liquid fuels, and gas) for heat-
ing. The use of dirty fuels (coal and firewood) is shown to have sig-
nificant health effects. Overall, there is no consistently collected
information on the quality of infrastructure services (with a few
exceptions discussed in the report). This is a major gap in the data.

The Profile of Poverty: Housing Dimension (appendix, B.

Key Poverty Indicators, table 10)

Housing dimension is reported as the ownership rights on the
dwelling the household is residing in (thus a refection of inequality in
asset ownership), and the measure of quality is determined by report-
ing the share of population living in overcrowded dwellings (with
more than three persons per room or with a total living space per per-
son of less than six square meters).

1. The exposition of the poverty and inequality measures is phrased in
equivalent consumption, but the same measures could be applied to
equivalent income.
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Macroeconomic Environment

GDP Inflation Government | Real wages
GDP per capita, | (CPI, annual | expenditure, total index,
Country Year Population growth 2000 PPP % change) (% of GDP) 1998 = 1.00
Albania 2002 3,150,265 5 4113 52 — —
Armenia 1998/99 3,162,500 5 2,206 465 — 1.06
Armenia 2001 3,086,704 10 2,669 31 — 1.25
Armenia 2002 3,067,953 13 3,019 1.1 — 1.38
Armenia 2003 3,055,630 14 3,468 46 — 1.46
Azerbaijan 2002 8,172,000 11 3,096 28 — 1.93
Azerbaijan 2003 8,233,000 11 M7 22 — 2.29
Belarus 1998 10,069,000 8 4,369 730 30.37 1.00
Belarus 1999 10,035,000 3 4527 2940 30.86 1.07
Belarus 2000 10,005,000 6 4,802 168.6 28.90 1.20
Belarus 2001 9,970,260 5 5,043 61.1 2958 1.56
Belarus 2002 9,925,000 5 5,331 426 — 1.68
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 4,057,056 4 5,378 32 58.8 —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 4,158,000 6 6,267 0.4 50 1.87
Bulgaria 1995 8,400,000 3 6,285 62.1 40.96 —
Bulgaria 2001 7,910,000 4 6,585 75 34.38 1.08
Bulgaria 2003 7,823,000 4 7,304 23 — 1.20
Estonia 2000 1,369,500 8 10,253 40 2952 114
Estonia 2001 1,364,000 6 11,064 58 28.02 1.21
Estonia 2002 1,358,000 7 11,907 36 — 1.30
Estonia 2003 1,353,000 5 12,790 13 — 1.40
Georgia 1997 5,320,000 " 1,725 7.1 17.32 —
Georgia 1998 5,307,000 3 1,755 36 15.16 1.00
Georgia 1999 5,289,000 3 1814 19.2 14.98 1.02
Georgia 2000 5,262,000 2 1,880 40 12.26 1.05
Georgia 2001 5.224,000 5 2,040 47 10.93 1.32
Georgia 2002 5,177,000 5 2,169 56 12.35 1.50
Georgia 2003 5,126,000 11 2,445 48 — 1.58
Hungary 1998 10,114,000 5 11,503 14.3 43.99 1.00
Hungary 1999 10,068,000 4 12,010 10.0 43.42 1.02
Hungary 2000 10,024,000 5 12,705 97 4137 1.06
Hungary 2001 10,187,000 4 13,105 92 445 1.14
Hungary 2002 10,159,000 3 13,391 53 — 1.28
Kazakhstan 2001 14,909,200 14 5,206 8.4 14.63 1.34
Kazakhstan 2002 14,875,000 10 5,672 58 — 1.49
Kazakhstan 2003 14,878,100 9 6,302 6.4 — 1.60
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 4,915,000 5 1,560 18.7 18.00 090
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 4,955,000 5 1,599 6.9 17.73 1.00
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 5,003,900 0 1,570 2.1 — 1.14
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 5,052,000 7 1,654 3.1 — 1.25
Latvia 2002 2,338,000 6 8,922 19 — 113
Latvia 2003 2,321,000 7 9,702 29 — 119
Lithuania 1998 3,555,000 7 8,464 5.1 29.38 1.00
Lithuania 1999 3,531,000 -2 8,384 08 3058 1.05
Lithuania 2000 3,505,000 4 8,716 1.0 271.34 1.03
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GDP Inflation Government Real wages
GDP per capita, | (CPI, annual | expenditure, total index,
Country Year Population growth 2000 PPP % change) (% of GDP) 1998 = 1.00
Lithuania 2001 3,482,000 6 9,313 13 26.08 1.02
Lithuania 2002 3,469,000 7 9,955 03 — 1.07
Lithuania 2003 3,454,000 9 11,055 -12 — 117
Macedonia, FYR 2002 2,038,000 1 6,257 18 — 1.03
Macedonia, FYR 2003 2,049,000 3 6,419 12 — 1.07
Moldova 1998 4,299,000 -7 1,337 77 35.86 1.00
Moldova 1999 4,288,000 -3 1,294 393 2971 087
Moldova 2000 4,278,000 2 1,290 313 2958 089
Moldova 2001 4,270,000 6 1332 98 22.80 1.08
Moldova 2002 4,255,000 8 1420 52 2552 1.31
Moldova 2003 4,237,600 6 1,426 17 — 151
Poland 1998 38,666,152 5 9,159 11.8 35.19 1.00
Poland 1999 38,658,000 4 9,529 73 33.24 1.28
Poland 2000 38,648,000 4 9,935 10.1 32.72 1.30
Poland 2001 38,251,000 1 10,125 55 34.65 1.33
Poland 2002 38,232,000 1 10,299 19 — 1.36
Romania 1998 22,503,000 -5 5,751 59.1 33.33 1.00
Romania 1999 22,457,990 -1 5,699 458 35.06 1.00
Romania 2000 22,443,000 1 5715 457 34.09 1.01
Romania 2001 22,132,000 5 6,098 345 30.40 1.12
Romania 2002 21,803,000 4 6,476 225 — 1.15
Romania 2003 21,744,000 5 6,875 153 — 1.25
Russian Fed. 1997 147,304,000 1 6,427 148 0.00 1.15
Russian Fed. 1998 146,899,008 -5 6,244 21.1 26.14 1.00
Russian Fed. 1999 146,308,992 6 6,642 85.7 2168 078
Russian Fed. 2000 145,555,008 10 7,242 208 2289 0.94
Russian Fed. 2001 144,752,000 5 7,559 215 24.63 113
Russian Fed. 2002 144,070,800 5 7,993 15.8 — 1.31
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 8,160,000 4 — 212 — 153
Tajikistan 1999 6,160,000 4 740 215 12.41 1.06
Tajikistan 2003 6,304,700 10 1,045 16.4 — 167
Ukraine 2002 48,717,300 5 4719 08 — 1.38
Ukraine 2003 48,355,700 9 5,188 52 — 1.61
Uzbekistan 2000/01 24,808,500 4 1539 26.1 — 167
Uzbekistan 2002 25,271,000 4 1,604 21.3 — 1.93
Uzbekistan 2003 25,590,000 4 1,648 102 — 1.98
Colombia 2003 44,584,000 4 6,331 713 — —
Turkey 2002 69,626,000 8 6,145 450 — 1.36
Vietnam 1998 76,520,000 6 1,855 7.27 20.34 1.00

Source:\WDI 2005.

Note:— = not available.
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Main Poverty and Inequality Indicators

Poverty indices, $PPP 2.15/day

Poverty indices, $PPP 4.30/day

Poverty rate | Povertydepth | Poverty severity | Povertyrate | Povertydepth | Poverty severity
Country Year PO P1 P2 PO P1 P2
Albania 2002 24 5 2 Al 28 14
Armenia 1998/99 58 19 8 92 49 30
Armenia 2001 59 19 9 91 50 31
Armenia 2002 55 17 7 91 48 28
Armenia 2003 50 14 5 93 46 26
Azerbaijan 2002 5 1 0 74 19 7
Azerbaijan 2003 4 1 0 70 17 6
Belarus 1998 9 2 1 48 15 6
Belarus 1999 7 2 1 42 13 5
Belarus 2000 6 1 0 38 1" 4
Belarus 2001 4 1 0 21 7 3
Belarus 2002 2 0 0 21 5 2
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 5 1 0 40 10 4
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 4 1 0 35 9 4
Bulgaria 1995 3 1 1 20 6 3
Bulgaria 2001 10 3 1 36 13 6
Bulgaria 2003 4 1 0 33 9 4
Estonia 2000 4 1 0 26 7 3
Estonia 2001 4 1 0 28 8 3
Estonia 2002 4 1 0 21 8 3
Estonia 2003 5 1 0 26 8 3
Georgia 1997 45 18 10 80 42 26
Georgia 1998 42 16 9 80 40 25
Georgia 1999 50 20 " 84 45 29
Georgia 2000 53 22 12 86 48 31
Georgia 2001 55 22 12 88 49 32
Georgia 2002 49 19 10 84 45 28
Georgia 2003 52 2 11 85 46 30
Hungary 1998 1 0 0 20 4 1
Hungary 1999 1 0 0 19 4 1
Hungary 2000 1 0 0 18 4 1
Hungary 2001 1 0 0 13 3 1
Hungary 2002 0 0 0 12 2 1
Kazakhstan 2001 31 9 4 73 32 17
Kazakhstan 2002 26 7 3 7 29 15
Kazakhstan 2003 21 5 2 66 25 13
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 78 32 16 97 61 42
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 74 29 14 97 59 40
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 73 28 14 97 59 39
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 70 24 11 % 56 36
Latvia 2002 3 1 0 18 5 2
Latvia 2003 3 1 0 17 5 2
Lithuania 1998 3 1 0 24 6 3
Lithuania 1999 3 1 0 25 7 3
Lithuania 2000 4 1 0 29 8 3
Lithuania 2001 4 1 0 29 8 3
Lithuania 2002 4 1 0 30 8 3
Lithuania 2003 4 1 0 24 7 3
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Inequality indices Mean per capita $PPP 2.15in National poverty
Gini coefficient Share of the | annual consumption local currency, | line in local currency,
Country Year (per capita) lowest 20% in local currency annual annual
Albania 2002 0.3194 8 9,518 54,553 58,359
Armenia 1998/99 0.3208 8 141,940 128,484 140,584
Armenia 2001 0.3249 8 143,828 131,800 143,783
Armenia 2002 0.3102 9 151,498 133,250 145,364
Armenia 2003 0.2850 10 162,286 139,379 152,051
Azerbaijan 2002 0.1812 13 2,026,126 1,150,929 1,478,966
Azerbaijan 2003 0.1822 13 2,143 867 1,176,639 1,512,004
Belarus 1998 0.2908 9 38,983 16,699 27,263
Belarus 1999 0.29% 8 167,415 65,796 107,417
Belarus 2000 0.2933 8 475,632 176,741 288,544
Belarus 2001 0.3008 8 902,610 284,730 464,845
Belarus 2002 0.2918 9 1,399,101 406,025 662,869
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 0.2634 9 2,687 1,064 2198
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 0.2951 9 3,026 1,077 —
Bulgaria 1995 0.3261 8 52,249 14,070 20,287
Bulgaria 2001 0.3368 7 1,496 522 753
Bulgaria 2003 0.2774 9 1,562 565 815
Estonia 2000 0.3386 7 21,384 6,023 14,953
Estonia 2001 0.3323 8 21,709 6,372 15,890
Estonia 2002 0.3350 7 22,800 6,602 16,900
Estonia 2003 0.3301 7 23457 6,687 17,167
Georgia 1997 0.4041 5 586 415 543
Georgia 1998 0.3855 6 614 430 562
Georgia 1999 0.3936 6 655 512 670
Georgia 2000 0.3970 6 646 533 697
Georgia 2001 0.3825 6 646 558 729
Georgia 2002 0.3901 6 763 589 770
Georgia 2003 0.3906 6 765 617 807
Hungary 1998 0.2498 10 261,938 81,765 219,572
Hungary 1999 0.2589 10 294,765 89,942 241,530
Hungary 2000 0.2540 10 322,988 98,666 264,958
Hungary 2001 0.2510 10 390,509 107,743 289,334
Hungary 2002 0.24% 10 417,447 113,346 304,379
Kazakhstan 2001 0.3458 7 67,472 40,178 37,876
Kazakhstan 2002 0.3297 8 74,844 42,548 40111
Kazakhstan 2003 0.3183 8 85,163 4527 42,678
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 0.2993 9 6,578 8,322 7548
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 0.2902 9 7,390 8,897 8,069
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 0.2924 9 7,663 9,083 8,238
Kyrayz Rep. 2003 0.2761 10 8,445 9,365 8,494
Latvia 2002 0.3403 7 982 236 416
Latvia 2003 0.3503 7 1,051 243 437
Lithuania 1998 0.3029 8 4524 1,348 2,822
Lithuania 1999 0.3035 8 4,503 1,359 2,845
Lithuania 2000 0.3057 8 4,298 1,373 2873
Lithuania 2001 0.3052 8 4,286 1,391 29
Lithuania 2002 0.3050 8 4,285 1,395 2,919
Lithuania 2003 0.3251 8 4,850 1,378 2,884

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Main Poverty and Inequality Indicators

Poverty indices, $PPP 2.15/day

Poverty indices, $PPP 4.30/day

Poverty rate | Poverty depth | Poverty severity | Povertyrate | Poverty depth | Poverty severity
Country Year PO P1 P2 PO P1 P2
Macedonia, FYR 2002 4 1 0 23 7 3
Macedonia, FYR 2003 4 1 0 24 7 3
Moldova 1998 67 29 16 93 56 38
Moldova 1999 79 37 22 9% 64 46
Moldova 2000 77 35 19 % 62 44
Moldova 2001 70 29 15 9% 57 39
Moldova 2002 56 20 10 0 48 30
Moldova 2003 43 13 5 85 Iy 23
Poland 1998 2 0 0 23 5 2
Poland 1999 2 0 0 25 6 2
Poland 2000 2 0 0 26 6 2
Poland 2001 yi 0 0 26 7 2
Poland 2002 3 0 0 27 7 3
Romania 1998 14 3 1 63 21 9
Romania 1999 19 4 2 69 25 12
Romania 2000 20 5 2 72 26 13
Romania 2001 16 4 1 64 22 10
Romania 2002 16 4 1 62 22 10
Romania 2003 12 3 1 58 19 9
Russian Fed. 1997 10 3 1 4 14 7
Russian Fed. 1998 13 4 1 46 17 8
Russian Fed. 1999 21 6 3 59 24 12
Russian Fed. 2000 17 5 2 54 20 10
Russian Fed. 2001 " 3 1 47 16 7
Russian Fed. 2002 9 2 1 Iyl 13 6
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 6 1 1 42 12 5
Tajikistan 1999 91 45 26 100 Al 53
Tajikistan 2003 74 30 15 9% 59 40
Ukraine 2002 3 1 0 31 8 3
Ukraine 2003 1 0 0 22 5 2
Uzbekistan 2000/01 54 19 9 89 48 29
Uzbekistan 2002 42 12 5 86 Iy 23
Uzbekistan 2003 47 14 6 86 43 25
Colombia 2003 6 2 1 24 8 4
Turkey 2002 20 6 2 58 23 12
Vietnam 1998 4 10 4 85 39 21

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: PO reported in %. P1 and P2 are multiplied by 100. — = not available.
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Inequality indices Mean per capita $PPP 2.15in National poverty
Gini coefficient Share of the | annual consumption local currency, |line in local currency,
Country Year (per capita) lowest 20% in local currency annual annual
Macedonia, FYR 2002 0.3678 6 73,520 17,784 59,881
Macedonia, FYR 2003 03732 6 72,735 17,997 58,644
Moldova 1998 0.3710 6 1,368 1,454 1,359
Moldova 1999 0.3653 7 1,536 2,026 1,894
Moldova 2000 0.3500 7 2,095 2,660 2,487
Moldova 2001 0.3571 7 2,674 2920 2,730
Moldova 2002 0.3449 8 3,482 3,072 2872
Moldova 2003 0.3280 8 4,573 3432 3,208
Poland 1998 0.2960 9 4,967 1,467 2,592
Poland 1999 0.3024 9 5,236 1.574 2,781
Poland 2000 0.3050 8 5722 1,733 3,062
Poland 2001 0.3072 8 6,039 1,828 3,230
Poland 2002 0.3197 8 6,199 1,863 3,291
Romania 1998 0.2736 9 5,311,954 2,736,291 3,372,638
Romania 1999 0.2834 9 7,100,299 3,989,513 4,917,307
Romania 2000 0.2820 9 9,979,185 5.812,720 7,164,516
Romania 2001 0.2862 9 14,849,780 7,818,109 9,636,274
Romania 2002 0.2939 8 18,767,966 9,577,183 11,804,435
Romania 2003 0.2878 9 22,797,434 11,013,761 13,575,100
Russian Fed. 1997 0.3527 7 6,417,704 2,276,173 3,059,599
Russian Fed. 1998 0.3694 6 7,760 2,907 3,907
Russian Fed. 1999 0.3566 7 11,412 5,398 7,256
Russian Fed. 2000 0.3488 7 14,961 6,521 8,765
Russian Fed. 2001 0.3392 7 20,256 7,922 10,648
Russian Fed. 2002 0.3381 7 25,467 9173 12,331
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 0.2920 9 85,313 33,593 44,940
Tajikistan 1999 0.2890 8 147,001 253,064 245,296
Tajikistan 2003 0.3274 8 519 608 589
Ukraine 2002 0.2736 9 2,551 891 1,691
Ukraine 2003 0.2681 10 2,982 937 1,779
Uzbekistan 2000/01 0.3549 7 103,091 87,324 —
Uzbekistan 2002 0.3260 8 178,141 132,397 —
Uzbekistan 2003 0.3545 7 193,781 145,902 —
Colombia 2003 0.4877 4 2,645,884 472,157 —
Turkey 2002 0.3932 6 1,436,459,264 620,648 442 916,489,450
Vietnam 1993 0.3110 9 2,443 1,779 1,79
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Panel A (Based on 2.15 $ PPP) Poverty Profile: Spatial Dimension

Poverty rate (%), Regional poverty rates (%),

$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Country Year Capital | Otherurban | Allurban Rural Maximum Minimum
Albania 2002 16 19 18 27 32 (Mountain) 16 (Tirana)
Armenia 1998/99 58 66 62 52 77 (Shirak) 35 (Tavush)
Armenia 2001 55 64 60 59 74 (Tavush) 27 (Siunik)
Armenia 2002 48 67 57 51 81  (Shirak) 0 (  Siunik)
Armenia 2003 35 57 46 57 70  (Armavir) 35 (Yerevan)
Azerbaijan 2002 5 7 6 5
Azerbaijan 2003 4 8 6 3 .
Belarus 1998 8 " 10 7 12 (Gomel) 7 (Minsk)
Belarus 1999 5 9 8 6 10 (Vitebsk) 5 (Minsk)
Belarus 2000 3 8 7 4 8  (Mogilev) 3 (Minsk)
Belarus 2001 2 5 4 3 5 (Gomel) 2 (Minsk)
Belarus 2002 1 3 2 2 4 (Vitebsk) 1 (Minsk)
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 3 5 5 5 —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 2 6 4 4 —
Bulgaria 1995 3 3 3 4 — —
Bulgaria 2001 0 8 10 17 — —
Bulgaria 2003 0 5 6 6 — —
Estonia 2000 2 5 4 6 — —
Estonia 2001 3 4 4 6 —
Estonia 2002 2 5 4 5 —
Estonia 2003 4 5 5 5 — —
Georgia 1997 34 42 38 52 63  (Guria) 34 (Thilisi)
Georgia 1998 35 M 38 47 59  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 35 (Thilisi)
Georgia 1999 44 51 48 52 61  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 39 (Adjara)
Georgia 2000 46 53 50 57 80  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 42 (Samegrelo)
Georgia 2001 40 60 51 60 72 (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 40 (Thilisi)
Georgia 2002 32 54 43 56 68  (Kakheti) 32 (Thilisi)
Georgia 2003 32 50 M 62 67  (Kakheti) 32 (Thilisi)
Hungary 1998 1 1 1 2
Hungary 1999 1 1 1 1
Hungary 2000 1 1 1 2
Hungary 2001 0 1 1 1
Hungary 2002 0 0 0 0 .
Kazakhstan 2001 7 25 24 40 54 (Jambyl) 7 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2002 5 19 18 35 44 (Kyzylorda) 5 (Almaty)
Kazakhstan 2003 2 14 13 31 39 (South) 2 (Astana)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 55 79 68 84 94 (Naryn) 55 (Bishkek)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 50 71 65 79 96 (Naryn) 50  (Bishkek)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 49 72 62 79 94 (Naryn) 49 (Bishkek)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 42 68 57 71 95  (Naryn) 37 (Chui)
Latvia 2002 1 3 2 4 — —
Latvia 2003 1 3 2 5 — —
Lithuania 1998 1 3 2 5 —
Lithuania 1999 1 3 2 7 —
Lithuania 2000 1 2 2 9 — —
Lithuania 2001 3 3 3 8 — —
Lithuania 2002 1 3 2 9 — —
Lithuania 2003 1 2 1 8 — —
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Contribution to poverty (%), Regional contributions poverty (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day

Country Year Capital |Other urban | All urban Rural Maximum Minimum
Albania 2002 8 25 33 67 49 (Central) 8 (Tirana)
Armenia 1998/99 28 34 62 38 28 (Yerevan) 2 (Vayots D)
Armenia 2001 26 34 60 40 26 (Yerevan) 2 (Siunik)
Armenia 2002 26 35 62 38 26 (Yerevan) 3 (Vayots Dzor)
Armenia 2003 20 34 54 46 20 (Yerevan) 3 (Vayots Dzor)
Azerbaijan 2002 33 25 57 43
Azerbaijan 2003 " 45 56 44 . .
Belarus 1998 14 62 76 24 22 (Gomel) 11 (Grodno)
Belarus 1999 1 64 75 25 20 (Gomel) 9 (Grodno)
Belarus 2000 9 72 80 20 19 (Mogilev) 9 (Minsk)
Belarus 2001 10 66 76 24 20 (Gomel) 10 (Minsk)
Belarus 2002 7 67 75 25 22 (Vitebsk) 3 (Grodno)
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 " 49 60 40 — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 7 53 60 40 — —
Bulgaria 1996 12 47 59 Ly — —
Bulgaria 2001 0 42 42 58 — —
Bulgaria 2003 0 60 60 40 — —
Estonia 2000 14 45 59 4 — —
Estonia 2001 20 39 60 40 — —
Estonia 2002 16 48 64 36 — —
Estonia 2003 24 42 66 34 — —
Georgia 1997 19 26 46 54 25 (Imereti) 4 (Samtskhe-Javakheti)
Georgia 1998 22 27 50 50 23 (Imereti) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 1999 23 28 52 48 23 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2000 22 21 48 52 22 (Thilisi) 5 (Guria)
Georgia 2001 18 29 47 53 18 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2002 17 28 45 55 18 (Imereti) 5 (Samtskhe-Javakheti)
Georgia 2003 15 23 39 61 17 (Imereti) 3 (Swaneti)
Hungary 1998 12 30 43 57
Hungary 1999 17 37 53 47
Hungary 2000 " 36 47 53
Hungary 2001 4 43 46 54
Hungary 2002 13 52 65 35 .
Kazakhstan 2001 1 43 44 56 21 (South) 1 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2002 1 40 40 60 21 (South) 1 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2003 0 36 36 64 26 (South) 0 (Astana)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 " 19 30 70 27 (Osh) 5 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 10 20 31 69 28 (Osh) 5 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 10 19 29 Al 29 (Osh) 5 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 9 19 28 72 31 (Osh) 6 (Talas)
Latvia 2002 17 39 56 44 — —
Latvia 2003 1 34 45 55 — —
Lithuania 1998 15 21 42 58 — —
Lithuania 1999 12 27 39 61 — —
Lithuania 2000 14 17 32 68 — —
Lithuania 2001 24 17 i 59 — —
Lithuania 2002 13 19 31 69 — —
Lithuania 2003 10 18 28 72 — —

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Panel A (Based on 2.15 $ PPP) Poverty Profile: Spatial Dimension

Poverty rate (%), Regional poverty rates (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Country Year Capital | Otherurban | Allurban Rural Maximum Minimum
Macedonia, FYR 2002 5 3 4 5 — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 4 5 5 3 — —
Moldova 1998 42 70 56 74 — —
Moldova 1999 57 80 69 85 — —
Moldova 2000 54 83 69 82 — —
Moldova 2001 49 78 64 74 — —
Moldova 2002 33 61 47 61 — —
Moldova 2003 21 48 37 47 — —
Poland 1998 1 1 1 2
Poland 1999 1 1 1 3
Poland 2000 1 2 2 3
Poland 2001 1 2 2 3
Poland 2002 2 2 2 3 . .
Romania 1998 6 9 8 20 23 (North-East) 6 (Bucharest)
Romania 1999 7 13 12 21 31 (North-East) 7 (Bucharest)
Romania 2000 10 15 14 28 30 (North-East) 10  (Bucharest)
Romania 2001 7 10 9 25 26 (North-East) 7 (Bucharest)
Romania 2002 6 9 8 24 25 (North-East) 6 (Bucharest)
Romania 2003 4 7 6 20 18 (North-East) 4 (Bucharest)
Russian Fed. 1997 1 9 8 14 28 (Tyva Republic) 1 (Moscow)
Russian Fed. 1998 3 13 12 15 75 (Ingushetiya Rep.) 0 (Belgorod oblast)
Russian Fed. 1999 18 20 20 24 45 (Dagestan Rep.) 3 (Belgorod oblast)
Russian Fed. 2000 15 16 15 20 68  (Ingushetiya Rep.) 2 (Belgorod oblast)
Russian Fed. 2001 5 10 10 16 40 (Dagestan Rep.) 1 (Yamalo-
Nenetskiy
Aut. Reg.)
Russian Fed. 2002 5 7 7 14 39 (Taimyr Aut. Reg.) 0 (St. Petersburg)
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 6 4 4 9 9 (South-East Serbia) 5 (Vojvodina)
Tajikistan 1999 73 0 85 92 — —
Tajikistan 2003 54 73 67 76 — —
Ukraine 2002 2 3 3 4
Ukraine 2003 0 1 1 2 . .
Uzbekistan 2000/01 24 50 44 60 85  (Kashkadarya) 24 (Tashkent city)
Uzbekistan 2002 " 39 33 47 66  (Kashkadarya) 10 (Tashkent city)
Uzbekistan 2003 4 43 34 55 72 (Syrdarya) 4 (Tashkent city)
Colombia 2003 1 3 3 14 13 (Pacific) 1 (Bogota D.C.)
Turkey 2002 8 21 18 24 39 (SE Anatolia) 8 (Aegean)
Vietnam 1998 3 19 14 48 65  (Rur. N. Mountains 3 (Hanoi and
& Midlands) Ho Chi Minh
City)

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, Serbia & Montenegro column “Capital” includes some rural dwellings.
Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.
Poland (1999-2002): column “Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains five urban counties—Warsaw, Radom, Plock,

Siedlce, Ostroleka.

Russian Federation: data for Ingushetiya Republic is not available for 1999.

Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul and includes some rural dwellings.

Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.
..=Negligible; — = not available.
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Contribution to poverty (%), Regional contributions poverty (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Country Year Capital | Other urban{ All urban Rural Maximum Minimum
Macedonia, FYR 2002 33 29 62 38 — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 30 42 7 29 — —
Moldova 1998 " 20 31 69 — —
Moldova 1999 13 20 32 68 — —
Moldova 2000 13 21 34 66 — —
Moldova 2001 13 21 33 67 — —
Moldova 2002 1" 21 31 69 — —
Moldova 2003 " 20 31 69 — —
Poland 1998 3 49 52 48
Poland 1999 4 35 38 62
Poland 2000 3 42 45 55
Poland 2001 3 44 47 53
Poland 2002 6 46 52 48 . .
Romania 1998 5 31 36 64 29 (North-East) 5 (Bucharest)
Romania 1999 4 32 35 65 28 (North-East) 4 (Bucharest)
Romania 2000 5 34 38 62 25 (North-East) 5 (Bucharest)
Romania 2001 4 27 31 69 27 (North-East) 4 (Bucharest)
Romania 2002 4 26 30 70 27 (North-East) 4 (Bucharest)
Romania 2003 3 23 27 73 25 (North-East) 3 (Bucharest)
Russian Fed. 1997 1 61 62 38 4 (Rostov oblast) 0 (Belgorod oblast)
Russian Fed. 1998 1 67 68 32 5 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Murmansk oblast)
Russian Fed. 1999 5 65 70 30 6 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Kamchatka oblast)
Russian Fed. 2000 5 63 68 32 5 (Moscow) 0 (Krasnoyarsk territory)
Russian Fed. 2001 3 59 62 38 5 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Evenkiyskiy Aut. Reg.)
Russian Fed. 2002 4 54 58 42 6 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Evenkiyskiy Aut. Reg.)
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 19 21 46 54 22 (Vojvodina) 12 (East Serbia)
Tajikistan 1999 5 15 21 79 — —
Tajikistan 2003 7 18 24 76 — —
Ukraine 2002 3 59 61 39
Ukraine 2003 2 54 56 44 . .
Uzbekistan 2000/01 4 26 30 70 14 (Kashkadarya) 2 (Syrdarya)
Uzbekistan 2002 2 26 28 72 15 (Kashkadarya) 2 (Navoi)
Uzbekistan 2003 1 26 21 73 12 (Andizhan) 1 (Tashkent city)
Colombia 2003 3 31 34 66 23 (Atlantica) 0 (San Andres & Providencia)
Turkey 2002 6 48 54 46 19 (Mediterranian) 5 (Aegean)
Vietnam 1998 0 7 8 92 26 (Rur.N. Mountains | 0 (Hanoiand Ho Chi Minh
& Midlands) City)
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Panel B (Based on 4.30 $ PPP) Poverty Profile: Spatial Dimension

Poverty rate (%), Regional poverty rates (%),

$PPP 4.30/day $PPP 4.30/day
Country Year Capital | Otherurban | Allurban Rural Maximum Minimum
Albania 2002 63 67 66 75 80  (Mountain) 63 (Tirana)
Armenia 1998/99 91 95 93 91 88  (Siunik) 84  (Tavush)
Armenia 2001 87 9% 9N 92 98 (Shirak) 53 (Siunik)
Armenia 2002 87 9% 9 92 99  (Vayots Dzor) 81 (Siunik)
Armenia 2003 86 9% 90 96 100 (Siunik) 86 (Yerevan)
Azerbaijan 2002 72 78 74 74 90  (Nakhchivan) 66  (Sheki- Zagatala)
Azerbaijan 2003 66 74 69 70 84 (Nakhchivan) 62  (Baku)
Belarus 1998 44 52 50 45 53 (Gomel) 44 (Minsk)
Belarus 1999 38 44 42 42 45 (Vitebsk) 38 (Minsk)
Belarus 2000 28 42 39 34 44 (Mogilev) 28 (Minsk)
Belarus 2001 19 32 29 23 30 (Mogilev) 20 (Minsk)
Belarus 2002 14 26 23 18 26 (Brest) 14 (Minsk)
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 39 43 37 42 — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 21 39 38 33 — —
Bulgaria 1995 17 18 18 24 — —
Bulgaria 2001 23 30 29 49 — —
Bulgaria 2003 20 34 31 36 — —
Estonia 2000 17 27 23 32 — —
Estonia 2001 23 27 25 33 — —
Estonia 2002 21 27 24 32 — —
Estonia 2003 21 21 24 28 — —
Georgia 1997 76 79 78 83 91 (Guria) 72 (Adjara)
Georgia 1998 78 78 78 82 86  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 78 (Thilisi)
Georgia 1999 84 86 85 84 91 (Guria) 75 (Kvemo Kartli)
Georgia 2000 81 89 85 88 95  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 81 (Thilisi)
Georgia 2001 80 92 86 89 92  (Samtskhe-Javakheti) | 80 (Thilisi)
Georgia 2002 73 89 81 87 92 (Guria) 73 (Thilisi)
Georgia 2003 75 87 81 89 94 (Kvemo Kartli) 75 (Thilisi)
Hungary 1998 14 18 16 25 25 (Nograd) 10 (Csongrad)
Hungary 1999 14 16 16 26 29  (Baranya) 11 (Csongrad)
Hungary 2000 14 17 16 22 27 (Baranya) 12 (Heves)
Hungary 2001 7 12 10 18 25  (Nograd) 5 (Csongrad)
Hungary 2002 8 " 10 16 20 (Baranya) 5 (Csongrad)
Kazakhstan 2001 40 66 65 82 91 (Jambyl) 40 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2002 37 63 62 82 90  (South) 37 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2003 29 57 55 79 90  (South) 29 (Astana)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 9% 98 9% 97 100 (Naryn) 92 (Chui)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 92 97 95 98 100 (Naryn) 92  (Bishkek)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 23 97 95 98 100 (Naryn) 89 (Chui)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 89 9% 93 98 100 (Naryn) 88  (Chui)
Latvia 2002 " 19 14 26 — —
Latvia 2003 7 19 12 27 — —
Lithuania 1998 15 20 17 40 — —
Lithuania 1999 14 21 17 42 — —
Lithuania 2000 18 21 22 44 — —
Lithuania 2001 17 28 22 46 — —
Lithuania 2002 16 30 22 47 — —
Lithuania 2003 " 21 15 42 — —
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Contribution to poverty (%), Regional contributions poverty (%),
$PPP 4.30/day $PPP 4.30/day

Country Year Capital [ Other urban | All urban Rural Maximum Minimum
Albania 2002 10 28 38 62 47 (Central) 10 (Tirana)
Armenia 1998/99 27 31 58 42 27 (Yerevan) 2 (Vayots Dzor)
Armenia 2001 27 32 60 Iy 27 (Yerevan) 2 (Siunik)
Armenia 2002 28 30 58 42 28 (Yerevan) 3 (Vayots Dzor)
Armenia 2003 27 30 58 42 28 (Yerevan) 3 (Vayots Dzor)
Azerbaijan 2002 33 21 54 46 23 (Baku) 5 (Nakhchivan)
Azerbaijan 2003 32 21 53 47 22 (Baku) 5 (Nakhchivan)
Belarus 1998 15 55 70 30 17 (Gomel) 13 (Grodno)
Belarus 1999 14 54 68 32 17 (Gomel) 12 (Mogilev)
Belarus 2000 12 60 72 28 16 (Brest) 12 (Minsk)
Belarus 2001 12 62 73 27 17 (Brest) 12 (Minsk)
Belarus 2002 11 63 74 26 19 (Gomel) 10 (Grodno)
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 18 42 60 40 — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 12 43 55 45 — —
Bulgaria 1995 12 48 60 40 — —
Bulgaria 2001 9 44 53 47 — —
Bulgaria 2003 8 57 66 34 — —
Estonia 2000 19 Iy 60 40 — —
Estonia 2001 24 39 63 37 — —
Estonia 2002 23 40 63 37 — —
Estonia 2003 25 39 64 36 — —
Georgia 1997 24 27 51 49 24 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 1998 26 28 54 46 26 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 1999 26 28 54 46 26 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2000 23 28 51 49 23 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2001 22 28 50 50 22 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2002 22 27 49 51 22 (Thilisi) 4 (Guria)
Georgia 2003 22 25 46 54 22 (Thilisi) 3 (Swaneti)
Hungary 1998 13 39 52 48 13 (Budapest) 2 (Csongrad)
Hungary 1999 13 39 53 47 13 (Budapest) 2 (Vas)
Hungary 2000 14 43 57 43 14 (Budapest) 2 (Zala)
Hungary 2001 9 Iy 50 50 12 (Borsod-Abauj-Zemplen)| 2 (Csongrad)
Hungary 2002 " 42 54 46 11 (Budapest) 2 (Veszprem)
Kazakhstan 2001 2 49 51 49 17 (South) 2 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2002 i 48 49 51 28 (South) 2 (Astana)
Kazakhstan 2003 2 46 48 52 20 (South) 2 (Astana)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 15 19 34 66 25 (Osh) 4 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 15 20 34 66 25 (Osh) 4 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 15 19 34 66 26 (Osh) 4 (Talas)
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 14 20 34 66 26 (Osh) 4 (Talas)
Latvia 2002 23 34 57 43 — —
Latvia 2003 16 35 51 49 — —
Lithuania 1998 24 23 47 53 — —
Lithuania 1999 22 24 46 54 — —
Lithuania 2000 24 27 51 49 — —
Lithuania 2001 23 27 50 50 — —
Lithuania 2002 21 27 49 51 — —
Lithuania 2003 19 24 42 58 — —

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Panel B (Based on 4.30 $ PPP) Poverty Profile: Spatial Dimension

Poverty rate (%), Regional poverty rates (%),
$PPP 4.30/day $PPP 4.30/day

Country Year Capital | Otherurban | Allurban Rural Maximum Minimum

Macedonia, FYR 2002 26 20 20 26 — —

Macedonia, FYR 2003 26 25 24 25 — —

Moldova 1998 83 93 88 9% — —

Moldova 1999 88 97 93 98 — —

Moldova 2000 87 98 93 98 — —

Moldova 2001 84 97 0 96 — —

Moldova 2002 75 93 84 93 — —

Moldova 2003 75 88 81 87 — —

Poland 1998 9 18 17 32 45 (Przemysl) 9 (Warsaw)

Poland 1999 13 20 19 35 34 (Podkarpackie) 20 (Slaske)

Poland 2000 15 21 21 34 34 (Podkarpackie) 18  (Lodzkie)

Poland 2001 16 22 21 34 34 (Podkarpackie) 20 (Slaske)

Poland 2002 20 22 22 36 35  (Podkarpackie) 22 (Lodzkie)

Romania 1998 47 56 55 72 73 (North-East) 47 (Bucharest)

Romania 1999 55 62 61 79 79 (North-East) 55 (Bucharest)

Romania 2000 59 66 65 81 80  (North-East) 59  (Bucharest)

Romania 2001 53 54 53 77 74 (North-East) 53 (Bucharest)

Romania 2002 46 52 51 75 70 (North-East) 46  (Bucharest)

Romania 2003 | 47 45 72 64  (North-East) 41 (Bucharest)

Russian Fed. 1997 19 4 39 47 84 (Ingushetiya Rep.) 18 (Belgorod oblast)

Russian Fed. 1998 25 48 46 48 91 (Ingushetiya Rep.) 22 (Belgorod oblast)

Russian Fed. 1999 51 58 58 63 89  (Chita oblast) 33 (Tumen oblast)

Russian Fed. 2000 51 52 52 58 92 (Ingushetiya Rep.) 25 (Tumen oblast)

Russian Fed. 2001 37 44 43 56 82  (Dagestan Rep.) 14 (Khanty-Mansiyskiy
Aut. Reg.)

Russian Fed. 2002 36 37 37 53 79 (Ingushetiya Rep.) 10 (Yamalo-Nenetskiy
Aut. Reg.)

Serbia & Montenegro 2002 36 37 35 51 5 (South-East Serbia) |36 (Belgrade)

Tajikistan 1999 98 99 99 100 — —

Tajikistan 2003 89 % 93 97 — —

Ukraine 2002 18 30 29 37 63  (Zakarpatska) 12 (Sevastopol)

Ukraine 2003 " 20 20 28 32 (Rivnenska) 10 (Mykolaivska)

Uzbekistan 2000/01 70 86 82 93 99  (Kashkadarya) 70 (Tashkent city)

Uzbekistan 2002 51 83 75 92 95 (Syrdarya) 51 (Tashkent city)

Uzbekistan 2003 39 83 73 93 99  (Syrdarya) 39 (Tashkent city)

Colombia 2003 8 17 15 47 43 (Pacific) 3 (San Andres &
Providencia)

Turkey 2002 34 57 52 67 77  (Eastern Anatolia) 41 (Aegean)

Vietnam 1998 45 A 63 91 96 (Rur. N. Central Coast) | 45 (Hanoi and
Ho Chi Minh
City)

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, Serbia and Montenegro.
Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.

Poland (1999-2002): column “Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains five urban counties—Warsaw, Radom, Plock, Siedlce, Ostroleka.

Russian Fed.: data for Ingushetiya Republic are not available for 1999.
Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul, and includes some rural dwellings.
Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

— =not available.
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Contribution to poverty (%), Regional contributions poverty (%),
$PPP 4.30/day $PPP 4.30/day
Country Year Capital [Other urban |All urban Rural Maximum Minimum
Macedonia, FYR 2002 31 31 62 39 — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 29 38 67 33 — —
Moldova 1998 15 19 34 66 — —
Moldova 1999 16 19 36 64 — —
Moldova 2000 17 20 36 64 — —
Moldova 2001 16 19 35 65 — —
Moldova 2002 15 19 35 65 — —
Moldova 2003 16 19 35 65 — —
Poland 1998 2 44 46 54 7 (Katowice) 1 (Chelmno)
Poland 1999 4 Iy 45 55 10 (Wielkopolskie) 3 (Lubuskie)
Poland 2000 5 43 47 53 10 (Mazowieckie) 3 (Lubuskie)
Poland 2001 5 43 48 52 10 (Mazowieckie) 3 (Opolskie)
Poland 2002 6 42 48 52 12 (Mazowieckie) 3 (Lubuskie)
Romania 1998 8 41 49 51 20 (North-East) 8 (Bucharest)
Romania 1999 8 Iy 49 51 19 (North-East) 8 (Bucharest)
Romania 2000 8 42 50 50 19 (North-East) 8 (Bucharest)
Romania 2001 8 38 46 54 20 (North-East) 8 (Bucharest)
Romania 2002 i 38 46 54 19 (North-East) 7 (Bucharest)
Romania 2003 7 36 43 57 19 (North-East) 7 (Bucharest)
Russian Fed. 1997 3 67 69 31 5 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Magadan oblast)
Russian Fed. 1998 3 69 72 28 5 (Moscow oblast) 0 (Magadan oblast)
Russian Fed. 1999 5 66 7 29 5 (Moscow) 0 (Krasnoyarsk territory)
Russian Fed. 2000 6 66 7 29 6 (Moscow) 0 (Krasnoyarsk territory)
Russian Fed. 2001 5 63 68 32 5 (Moscow) 0 (Evenkiyskiy Aut. Reg.)
Russian Fed. 2002 5 60 66 34 5 (Moscow) 0 (Evenkiyskiy Aut. Reg.)
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 19 35 54 46 25 (Vojvodina) 9 (East Serbia)
Tajikistan 1999 6 15 22 78 — —
Tajikistan 2003 9 18 26 74 — —
Ukraine 2002 3 58 61 39 8 (Donetska) 0 (Sevastopol)
Ukraine 2003 3 55 58 42 8 (Donetska) 0 (Sevastopol)
Uzbekistan 2000/01 7 28 35 65 12 (Samarkand) 10  (Bukhara)
Uzbekistan 2002 5 21 32 68 11 (Samarkand) 3 (Navoi)
Uzbekistan 2003 4 28 32 68 12 (Fergana) 3 (Navoi)
Colombia 2003 5 42 48 52 27 (Atlantica) 0 (San Andres &
Providencia)
Turkey 2002 9 46 55 45 19 (Marmara) 9 (Aegean)
Vietnam 1998 4 13 17 83 18 (Rur. Mekong 4 (Hanoi and Ho Chi
River Delta) Minh City)
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Poverty rate by gender Poverty rate by number
Poverty rate by age (%), of HH head (%), of children in HH (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Children | Adults | Elderly No One or
Country Year (<16y.0.) | (17-65) | (>65Yy.0.) Male Female children two Three
Albania 2002 30 21 19 18 13 5 17 43
Armenia 1998/99 | 62 56 54 52 54 40 56 67
Armenia 2001 64 58 57 54 55 43 59 70
Armenia 2002 59 53 52 50 51 4 55 63
Armenia 2003 54 49 47 46 42 34 48 65
Azerbaijan 2002 6 5 5 4 3 1 4 8
Azerbaijan 2003 5 4 4 3 2 1 4 6
Belarus 1998 1 7 6 6 8 7 10 26
Belarus 1999 9 6 5 6 6 5 8 22
Belarus 2000 8 4 3 4 5 4 7 28
Belarus 2001 4 3 2 3 3 3 4 15
Belarus 2002 3 2 1 1 2 1 2 10
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 6 4 5 4 2 3 4 10
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — 4 3 — — —
Bulgaria 1995 6 3 3 2 3 2 2 26
Bulgaria 2001 13 7 5 5 5 3 7 36
Bulgaria 2003 8 4 2 3 3 2 5 28
Estonia 2000 6 4 3 3 4 3 5 1
Estonia 2001 6 4 3 3 4 3 5 10
Estonia 2002 6 4 3 3 4 3 6 8
Estonia 2003 6 5 4 4 5 4 5 8
Georgia 1997 49 43 44 4 37 33 44 57
Georgia 1998 49 40 Iy 38 35 30 43 59
Georgia 1999 56 48 48 43 42 37 48 72
Georgia 2000 60 51 51 48 46 38 53 74
Georgia 2001 62 53 53 50 47 39 55 79
Georgia 2002 55 47 50 44 45 38 50 66
Georgia 2003 57 49 53 46 45 39 51 Al
Hungary 1998 3 1 0 1 1 0 1 7
Hungary 1999 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 5
Hungary 2000 3 1 0 1 0 0 1 5
Hungary 2001 2 1 0 1 0 0 1 4
Hungary 2002 1 0 0 — — 0 0 42
Kazakhstan 2001 38 29 18 26 18 9 25 54
Kazakhstan 2002 33 24 14 22 14 7 21 49
Kazakhstan 2003 28 19 " 18 10 5 17 46
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 85 74 Al 75 55 40 72 93
Kyrayz Rep. 2001 82 70 62 72 55 37 69 0
Kyrayz Rep. 2002 81 68 53 70 50 29 69 91
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 80 66 51 67 36 20 64 90
Latvia 2002 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 7
Latvia 2003 5 3 2 2 2 1 3 13
Lithuania 1998 4 2 1 1 2 1 3 8
Lithuania 1999 6 3 2 2 3 1 3 13
Lithuania 2000 7 3 2 3 3 1 4 17
Lithuania 2001 7 4 2 3 3 2 4 14
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Structure of poverty by Structure of poverty by number
Structure of poverty by age (%), | gender of HH head (%), of children in HH (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Children Adults Elderly No One or
Country Year (<16y.0.) (17-65) | (>65y.0.) Male Female children two Three
Albania 2002 i 52 7 91 9 9 48 43
Armenia 1998/99 34 59 8 72 28 27 49 24
Armenia 2001 30 61 9 73 21 34 49 17
Armenia 2002 29 62 9 72 28 33 52 15
Armenia 2003 29 63 8 73 21 3 53 16
Azerbaijan 2002 37 57 7 79 21 13 18 39
Azerbaijan 2003 34 58 8 87 13 12 55 33
Belarus 1998 31 56 13 39 61 72 27 1
Belarus 1999 30 55 15 40 60 72 26 1
Belarus 2000 30 56 14 39 61 73 26 1
Belarus 2001 26 59 15 46 54 76 24 1
Belarus 2002 21 57 16 4 59 76 23 1
Bosnia & Herzegovina | 2001 21 60 13 84 16 50 35 15
Bosnia & Herzegovina | 2004 — — — 71 23 — — —
Bulgaria 1995 33 56 12 73 21 48 31 21
Bulgaria 2001 31 58 " 77 23 40 4 18
Bulgaria 2003 30 63 7 72 28 43 46 1
Estonia 2000 28 61 11 Iy 59 53 38 9
Estonia 2001 28 62 10 43 57 52 Iy 7
Estonia 2002 27 62 11 47 53 52 42 6
Estonia 2003 22 63 15 44 56 63 34 4
Georgia 1997 25 62 13 67 33 45 44 10
Georgia 1998 25 61 14 68 32 47 43 10
Georgia 1999 24 63 13 66 34 50 Iy 9
Georgia 2000 26 62 12 65 35 42 48 10
Georgia 2001 24 62 13 67 33 42 48 10
Georgia 2002 22 63 15 66 34 47 45 8
Georgia 2003 24 62 14 69 3 45 45 10
Hungary 1998 44 52 4 76 24 25 4 34
Hungary 1999 44 50 6 81 19 39 31 30
Hungary 2000 46 53 1 88 12 20 48 32
Hungary 2001 48 50 1 9 5 4 59 37
Hungary 2002 66 56 2 — — 19 24 57
Kazakhstan 2001 37 58 4 63 37 18 52 30
Kazakhstan 2002 37 59 5 61 39 17 54 29
Kazakhstan 2003 37 59 4 63 37 14 54 31
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 42 53 5 73 21 16 48 36
Kyrayz Rep. 2001 42 53 4 70 30 14 49 36
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 4 55 4 72 28 13 54 33
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 a 55 4 79 2 " 54 36
Latvia 2002 21 63 10 38 62 55 35 10
Latvia 2003 31 61 8 35 65 Iy 46 13
Lithuania 1998 36 58 6 Iy 59 30 56 15
Lithuania 1999 i 52 7 47 53 25 54 21
Lithuania 2000 39 54 7 46 54 32 47 20
Lithuania 2001 36 59 5 48 52 37 47 16

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty rate by gender Poverty rate by number
Poverty rate by age (%), of HH head (%), of children in HH (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Children | Adults | Elderly No One or
Country Year (<16y.0.) | (17-65) | (>65y.0.) Male Female children two Three
Lithuania 2002 7 4 3 3 3 2 4 17
Lithuania 2003 6 3 2 2 3 2 3 14
Macedonia, FYR 2002 6 4 2 3 1 1 4 9
Macedonia, FYR 2003 6 4 2 3 2 1 4 9
Moldova 1998 74 65 64 63 58 52 68 83
Moldova 1999 85 76 79 7 68 66 80 9%
Moldova 2000 84 74 77 74 65 64 79 92
Moldova 2001 78 67 Al 67 58 57 73 87
Moldova 2002 66 52 54 51 45 39 60 80
Moldova 2003 53 40 38 38 32 27 47 68
Poland 1998 3 1 0 1 1 0 1 6
Poland 1999 4 1 1 1 1 0 1 7
Poland 2000 4 2 1 1 1 0 2 7
Poland 2001 5 2 1 2 1 0 2 9
Poland 2002 5 2 1 yi yi 0 2 9
Romania 1998 22 12 7 9 8 4 12 43
Romania 1999 29 17 " 13 12 7 18 55
Romania 2000 32 18 10 14 12 7 20 61
Romania 2001 21 14 9 11 10 6 14 58
Romania 2002 26 14 8 11 5 14 54
Romania 2003 21 1 7 8 7 4 " 47
Russian Fed. 1997 13 9 8 10 7 4 10 25
Russian Fed. 1998 18 12 " 12 9 6 14 32
Russian Fed. 1999 26 19 20 19 16 12 22 43
Russian Fed. 2000 21 15 17 15 12 9 17 40
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 13 8 8 9 6 4 9 21
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 7 5 8 6 5 5 5 18
Tajikistan 1999 92 0 89 88 87 61 84 92
Tajikistan 2003 76 72 72 69 61 39 61 78
Ukraine 2002 6 3 1 2 2 1 4 19
Ukraine 2003 2 1 1 1 1 0 2 5
Uzbekistan 2000/01 | 58 51 48 50 39 20 42 63
Uzbekistan 2002 45 40 35 38 27 15 33 49
Uzbekistan 2003 50 45 40 43 29 15 38 56
Colombia 2003 8 4 5 4 4 2 3 1
Turkey 2002 29 16 14 14 16 5 12 i
Vietnam 1998 49 36 37 38 30 20 32 59

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note:— = not available.
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Structure of poverty by Structure of poverty by number
Structure of poverty by age (%), | gender of HH head (%), of children in HH (%),
$PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day $PPP 2.15/day
Children Adults Elderly No One or
Country Year (<16y.0.) (17-65) | (>65y.0.) Male Female children two Three
Lithuania 2002 35 57 8 49 51 39 42 18
Lithuania 2003 35 56 9 i 59 45 38 16
Macedonia, FYR 2002 34 61 6 92 8 16 55 28
Macedonia, FYR 2003 34 60 6 87 13 18 55 27
Moldova 1998 31 60 9 66 34 44 46 10
Moldova 1999 29 60 1 67 33 48 44 8
Moldova 2000 28 60 12 66 34 52 40 7
Moldova 2001 28 59 13 ) 35 53 il 6
Moldova 2002 29 58 13 62 38 50 44 7
Moldova 2003 28 60 12 63 37 47 45 7
Poland 1998 51 46 3 69 31 14 37 49
Poland 1999 51 46 4 63 37 10 40 50
Poland 2000 46 51 3 61 39 15 44 40
Poland 2001 46 52 2 ) 35 17 42 42
Poland 2002 43 55 2 58 42 17 46 37
Romania 1998 38 57 5 78 22 29 46 25
Romania 1999 35 59 7 77 23 34 46 20
Romania 2000 35 59 6 79 Al 32 49 20
Romania 2001 35 59 7 77 23 33 46 Al
Romania 2002 35 58 7 76 24 33 47 20
Romania 2003 35 58 7 76 24 34 45 21
Russian Fed. 1997 34 60 6 38 62 28 60 12
Russian Fed. 1998 32 61 7 35 65 32 58 10
Russian Fed. 1999 29 63 8 32 68 38 56 6
Russian Fed. 2000 29 63 9 32 68 38 55 8
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 30 63 8 32 68 34 58 8
Serbia & Montenegro | 2002 14 55 31 64 36 81 16 3
Tajikistan 1999 48 48 4 83 17 5 26 69
Tajikistan 2003 45 51 4 82 18 8 30 62
Ukraine 2002 38 57 5 48 52 20 62 18
Ukraine 2003 34 57 8 42 58 27 63 10
Uzbekistan 2000/01 45 52 4 81 19 7 37 56
Uzbekistan 2002 42 54 4 82 18 8 40 52
Uzbekistan 2003 42 55 4 83 17 7 44 49
Colombia 2003 49 46 5 n 29 13 36 51
Turkey 2002 47 49 4 89 1" 12 38 50
Vietnam 1998 45 49 6 78 22 13 43 44
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Poverty rate by education (%), $PPP 2.15/day (adults, >15y.0.)
None/ unfinished | Primary/ Secondary Secondary
Country Year primary basic general special Tertiary
Albania 2002 12 27 14 11 3
Armenia 1998/99 6 58 57 55 41
Armenia 2001 69 62 61 56 44
Armenia 2002 48 57 58 51 40
Armenia 2003 63 58 52 47 35
Azerbaijan 2002 8 6 4 5 4
Azerbaijan 2003 8 5 4 4 3
Belarus 1998 7 " 10 8 4
Belarus 1999 6 9 8 7 3
Belarus 2000 4 6 6 5 2
Belarus 2001 4 5 4 3 1
Belarus 2002 2 3 2 2 0
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 5 6 4 2 5
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 7 4 1 0 1
Bulgaria 2001 16 9 2 3 1
Bulgaria 2003 14 5 2 1 0
Estonia 2000 8 6 4 4 1
Estonia 2001 4 6 4 4 1
Estonia 2002 6 6 4 4 1
Estonia 2003 8 7 3 5 1
Georgia 1997 — — — — —
Georgia 1998 44 48 44 38 30
Georgia 1999 54 55 51 51 38
Georgia 2000 59 59 55 53 Iy
Georgia 2001 62 62 57 55 40
Georgia 2002 61 57 51 49 33
Georgia 2003 66 62 56 48 33
Hungary 1998 2 1 0 1 0
Hungary 1999 2 1 0 0 0
Hungary 2000 2 1 0 0 0
Hungary 2001 1 1 0 0 0
Hungary 2002 1 0 0 0 0
Kazakhstan 2001 25 32 36 24 13
Kazakhstan 2002 23 21 31 19 9
Kazakhstan 2003 19 22 26 14 7
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 80 75 80 69 56
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 67 7 75 67 49
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 66 72 74 62 48
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 92 65 74 57 i
Latvia 2002 14 4 3 1 0
Latvia 2003 7 5 3 2 0
Lithuania 1998 4 4 3 1
Lithuania 1999 4 4 4 1
Lithuania 2000 5 4 4 1
Lithuania 2001 7 5 5 1
Lithuania 2002 7 6 4 . 1
Lithuania 2003 8 5 2 4 0
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Structure of Poverty by Education (%), $PPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
None/ unfinished Primary/ Secondary Secondary
Country Year primary basic general special Tertiary
Albania 2002 1 77 13 8 1
Armenia 1998/99 2 23 44 19 12
Armenia 2001 3 15 44 26 13
Armenia 2002 2 14 48 25 12
Armenia 2003 2 14 49 25 11
Azerbaijan 2002 3 20 47 21 10
Azerbaijan 2003 2 21 47 21 10
Belarus 1998 16 13 27 37 7
Belarus 1999 8 18 32 35 6
Belarus 2000 8 16 32 38 6
Belarus 2001 12 17 28 37 6
Belarus 2002 8 24 29 35 3
Bosnia & Herzegovina | 2001 32 7 46 5 1"
Bosnia & Herzegovina | 2004 — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 61 24 7 4 4
Bulgaria 2001 51 28 5 14 2
Bulgaria 2003 Iy 39 6 12 2
Estonia 2000 2 35 17 M 4
Estonia 2001 1 40 19 36 4
Estonia 2002 1 40 18 38 3
Estonia 2003 1 38 14 43 4
Georgia 1997 — — — — —
Georgia 1998 5 " 43 30 "
Georgia 1999 5 " 42 22 20
Georgia 2000 6 1 42 22 20
Georgia 2001 5 12 43 21 18
Georgia 2002 6 1 45 20 18
Georgia 2003 6 14 45 18 16
Hungary 1998 25 43 3 28 1
Hungary 1999 30 46 1 23 0
Hungary 2000 26 49 1 24 0
Hungary 2001 24 56 2 18 1
Hungary 2002 35 33 5 28 0
Kazakhstan 2001 7 15 43 29 7
Kazakhstan 2002 8 17 43 21 5
Kazakhstan 2003 7 16 45 26 5
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 2 13 54 22 9
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 1 14 52 24 9
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 2 15 56 18 10
Kyrayz Rep. 2003 1 16 56 18 9
Latvia 2002 7 52 22 18 0
Latvia 2003 2 55 22 19 2
Lithuania 1998 49 34 " .. "
Lithuania 1999 44 37 14 .. 14
Lithuania 2000 39 42 14 . 14
Lithuania 2001 40 42 14 . 14
Lithuania 2002 47 37 11 o 11
Lithuania 2003 6 49 21 16 3

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty rate by education (%), $PPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
None/ unfinished | Primary/ Secondary Secondary
Country Year primary basic general special Tertiary
Macedonia, FYR 2002 0 5 2 0 1
Macedonia, FYR 2003 2 4 3 2 1
Moldova 1998 70 75 68 58 40
Moldova 1999 83 84 79 73 53
Moldova 2000 81 81 7 70 54
Moldova 2001 72 76 70 63 4
Moldova 2002 59 61 55 46 28
Moldova 2003 46 47 42 33 18
Poland 1998 1 2 0 1 0
Poland 1999 2 2 0 1 0
Poland 2000 2 3 1 2 0
Poland 2001 1 3 0 2 0
Poland 2002 2 3 1 2 0
Romania 1998 17 15 8 9 1
Romania 1999 23 22 12 14 1
Romania 2000 24 23 13 15 1
Romania 2001 23 20 8 " 1
Romania 2002 22 19 7 " 1
Romania 2003 18 16 5 8 1
Russian Fed. 1997 . 7 8 6 3
Russian Fed. 1998 .. 14 17 13 8
Russian Fed. 1999 . 17 19 15 10
Russian Fed. 2000 . 14 15 12 i
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 . 7 8 6 3
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 1 7 1 4 1
Tajikistan 1999 91 9 9 88 79
Tajikistan 2003 75 76 75 63 50
Ukraine 2002 2 3 3 . 9
Ukraine 2003 2 2 1 . 0
Uzbekistan 2000/01 57 51 58 43 30
Uzbekistan 2002 46 40 45 33 20
Uzbekistan 2003 48 44 52 37 24
Colombia 2003 13 7 2 0 0
Turkey 2002 29 17 7 6 1
Vietnam 1998 43 37 31 . 50

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Kyrgyz Rep.: individuals reporting incomplete higher education are included in “secondary general” category. Lithuania 1998-2002; Ukraine, Vietnam:
separation of secondary education into secondary general and secondary special was not possible. Russian Federation 1997-2000: “Primary/basic” includes
individuals with none/unfinished primary education; 2002: only 5 people reported to have “none/unfinished primary” education.

— =not available.

... =negligible.
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Structure of Poverty by Education (%), $PPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
None/ unfinished Primary/ Secondary Secondary
Country Year primary basic general special Tertiary
Macedonia, FYR 2002 0 76 22 0 1
Macedonia, FYR 2003 0 63 32 2 2
Moldova 1998 17 24 34 19 6
Moldova 1999 16 24 34 20 7
Moldova 2000 15 26 35 18 7
Moldova 2001 14 26 36 17 6
Moldova 2002 14 28 38 15 5
Moldova 2003 14 30 40 10 5
Poland 1998 3 46 3 48 1
Poland 1999 3 47 2 47 0
Poland 2000 3 47 3 46 1
Poland 2001 1 49 2 47 1
Poland 2002 1 49 3 46 1
Romania 1998 26 32 23 18 1
Romania 1999 25 34 22 19 1
Romania 2000 23 33 23 21 0
Romania 2001 27 36 17 20 1
Romania 2002 27 38 15 20 1
Romania 2003 26 39 14 20 0
Russian Fed. 1997 7 43 40 "
Russian Fed. 1998 7 40 40 13
Russian Fed. 1999 6 38 40 16
Russian Fed. 2000 . 6 40 40 14
Russian Fed. 2001 . — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 . 5 46 38 12
Serbia & Montenegro | 2002 | 28 2 28 1
Tajikistan 1999 13 18 46 17 6
Tajikistan 2003 7 20 58 9 6
Ukraine 2002 2 34 6 — 6
Ukraine 2003 3 35 5 — 5
Uzbekistan 2000/01 5 16 57 16 5
Uzbekistan 2002 4 16 56 19 5
Uzbekistan 2003 3 15 59 18 5
Colombia 2003 25 57 18 0 0
Turkey 2002 33 60 5 1 0
Vietnam 1998 50 " 0 . 0
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Poverty Profile: Labor Market

Poverty rate by labor market status (%), SPPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
Wage Inactive in
Country Year employee Self-employed | Unemployed | Retired Student working age
Albania 2002 13 24 31 16 12 23
Armenia 1998/99 49 45 67 60 50 60
Armenia 2001 47 52 69 59 53 62
Armenia 2002 45 51 63 52 45 57
Armenia 2003 38 53 51 49 43 54
Azerbaijan 2002 4 3 5 4 7
Azerbaijan 2003 3 . 3 5 4 6
Belarus 1998 7 6 17 7 8 13
Belarus 1999 6 6 13 6 7 10
Belarus 2000 5 4 12 4 5 9
Belarus 2001 3 3 7 3 4 7
Belarus 2002 2 2 5 2 2 4
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 2 3 8 4 2 6
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 1 0 10 3 0 10
Bulgaria 2001 2 4 16 4 2 17
Bulgaria 2003 2 2 12 3 2 "
Estonia 2000 2 2 12 4 5 7
Estonia 2001 3 2 " 3 4 9
Estonia 2002 2 1 12 3 5 8
Estonia 2003 3 2 10 4 6 8
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 38 47 56 56 44 54
Georgia 2000 45 51 58 58 46 60
Georgia 2001 44 54 61 59 47 61
Georgia 2002 39 49 49 52 40 53
Georgia 2003 — — — — — —
Hungary 1998 — — — — — —
Hungary 1999 — — — — — —
Hungary 2000 1 0 0 1 0 1
Hungary 2001 0 0 3 0 1 3
Hungary 2002 0 0 1 0 0 1
Kazakhstan 2001 19 35 39 19 29 37
Kazakhstan 2002 16 29 37 15 25 33
Kazakhstan 2003 12 24 31 13 21 30
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 — — — — —
Kyrayz Rep. 2002 56 80 75 54 69 75
Kyrayz Rep. 2003 49 81 69 54 67 76
Latvia 2002 1 3 9 2 2 6
Latvia 2003 1 3 9 2 2 8
Lithuania 1998 2 6 1 2 4
Lithuania 1999 2 8 2 2 6
Lithuania 2000 3 8 2 2 5
Lithuania 2001 3 1 2 3 7
Lithuania 2002 3 . 6 4 4 8
Lithuania 2003 1 6 9 2 3 7
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Structure of poverty by labor market status (%), SPPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
Wage Inactive in

Country Year employee Self-employed | Unemployed Retired Student working age
Albania 2002 12 Y 1 13 3 20
Armenia 1998/99 23 21 17 17 5 17
Armenia 2001 20 14 21 21 6 18
Armenia 2002 21 15 20 21 6 17
Armenia 2003 20 18 15 20 7 20
Azerbaijan 2002 54 0 17 3 29
Azerbaijan 2003 46 . 0 21 6 21
Belarus 1998 50 5 10 21 6 8
Belarus 1999 50 6 8 21 5 10
Belarus 2000 51 5 9 20 5 11
Belarus 2001 46 4 8 22 5 14
Belarus 2002 44 5 1 21 7 13
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 9 7 10 24 4 47
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 21 2 30 29 0 18
Bulgaria 2001 10 3 i 23 2 21
Bulgaria 2003 17 10 24 16 3 30
Estonia 2000 28 2 23 20 11 17
Estonia 2001 30 1 22 16 10 20
Estonia 2002 21 1 23 17 14 19
Estonia 2003 35 1 15 19 14 16
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 20 4 10 15 7 7
Georgia 2000 20 44 8 13 7 8
Georgia 2001 18 46 9 12 7 7
Georgia 2002 17 38 9 12 6 18
Georgia 2003 — — — — — —
Hungary 1998 — — — — — —
Hungary 1999 — — — — — —
Hungary 2002 46 2 0 0 1 51
Hungary 2001 16 0 21 6 9 18
Hungary 2002 17 0 31 19 6 28
Kazakhstan 2001 22 27 20 11 11 10
Kazakhstan 2002 23 28 17 11 12 10
Kazakhstan 2003 25 27 13 11 13 10
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 28 38 5 9 13 7
Kyrayz Rep. 2003 24 37 4 10 15 9
Latvia 2002 19 5 34 25 7 10
Latvia 2003 23 7 31 19 5 14
Lithuania 1998 61 15 8 5 "
Lithuania 1999 53 20 " 5 "
Lithuania 2000 56 20 10 6 8
Lithuania 2001 50 23 9 7 10
Lithuania 2002 47 o 18 11 10 13
Lithuania 2003 18 19 17 16 11 19

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty Profile: Labor Market

Poverty rate by labor market status (%), SPPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
Wage Inactive in
Country Year employee Self-employed | Unemployed | Retired Student working age
Macedonia, FYR 2002 2 1 6 2 . 6
Macedonia, FYR 2003 2 2 5 2 . 6
Moldova 1998 62 67 72 65 62 76
Moldova 1999 74 81 78 79 7 80
Moldova 2000 7 82 85 76 68 76
Moldova 2001 63 74 7 70 65 67
Moldova 2002 47 59 7 54 46 52
Moldova 2003 38 45 57 40 37 33
Poland 1998 1 1 4 1 1 3
Poland 1999 1 1 5 1 1 3
Poland 2000 1 1 7 1 2 4
Poland 2001 1 2 6 1 2 3
Poland 2002 1 2 7 1 2 3
Romania 1998 6 17 23 9 23 6
Romania 1999 7 25 28 13 29 9
Romania 2000 8 25 30 15 34 10
Romania 2001 10 21 23 10 26 7
Romania 2002 9 21 24 10 26 7
Romania 2003 7 16 21 8 20 5
Russian Fed. 1997 8 10 17 8 9 —
Russian Fed. 1998 10 " 20 1" 13 —
Russian Fed. 1999 17 17 29 19 21 —
Russian Fed. 2000 14 10 24 15 17 —
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 7 7 16 7 8 —
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 3 6 10 5 2 12
Tajikistan 1999 9 88 93 90 85 0
Tajikistan 2003 72 68 79 74 61 74
Ukraine 2002 yi 1 5 2 4 6
Ukraine 2003 1 1 2 1 3 0
Uzbekistan 2000/01 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2002 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2003 — — — — — —
Colombia 2003 3 5 5 0 3 7
Turkey 2002 12 21 13 5 1 18
Vietnam 1998 28 40 30 33 17 28

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Azerbaijan, Lithuania 1998-2002: “Wage employee” contains data for both wage employee and self-employed (disaggregation was not possible).
FYR Macedonia 2002—-2003: “Inactive in working age” includes students (disaggregation was not possible).

Moldova, Poland, and Romania: ILO definition of labor force is used.

Russian Federation 1997-2000, 2002: Working pensioners were assumed to be wage employees. Not possible to estimate inactive in working age.
—=not available; . . . = negligible.
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Structure of poverty by labor market status (%), $PPP 2.15/day (adults, >15 y.0.)
Wage Inactive in
Country Year employee Self-employed | Unemployed Retired Student working age
Macedonia, FYR 2002 13 5 25 9 49
Macedonia, FYR 2003 15 9 19 6 . 47
Moldova 1998 45 10 4 28 4 9
Moldova 1999 43 15 3 29 4 6
Moldova 2000 40 18 3 30 4 5
Moldova 2001 37 21 2 31 5 4
Moldova 2002 33 25 3 31 4 3
Moldova 2003 32 25 2 29 5 8
Poland 1998 24 16 17 13 9 20
Poland 1999 21 19 19 14 " 18
Poland 2000 20 10 27 12 " 19
Poland 2001 21 13 27 9 " 19
Poland 2002 20 10 29 9 14 17
Romania 1998 17 39 13 6 15 "
Romania 1999 15 43 13 6 12 "
Romania 2000 15 40 14 6 14 "
Romania 2001 27 31 1 5 16 10
Romania 2002 27 29 11 5 17 "
Romania 2003 28 29 10 6 16 "
Russian Fed. 1997 55 1 21 14 9 —
Russian Fed. 1998 53 1 20 17 9 —
Russian Fed. 1999 54 0 17 19 10 —
Russian Fed. 2000 54 0 17 18 " —
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 53 2 18 16 "
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 17 7 17 31 2 27
Tajikistan 1999 31 16 9 8 6 29
Tajikistan 2003 31 20 3 8 5 34
Ukraine 2002 31 0 25 18 12 13
Ukraine 2003 34 20 8 2 36 0
Uzbekistan 2000/01 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2002 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2003 — — — — — —
Colombia 2003 17 38 7 0 4 33
Turkey 2002 18 37 1 2 4 39
Vietnam 1998 10 71 1 6 3 4
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Poverty Profile: Health Dimension

Morbidity rate (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Albania 2002 4 12 16 14 15 14
Armenia 1998/99 19 17 17 21 18 18
Armenia 2001 17 13 12 15 15 14
Armenia 2002 18 11 13 16 14 14
Armenia 2003 14 10 10 14 10 11
Azerbaijan 2002 — — — — — —
Azerbaijan 2003 — — — — — —
Belarus 1998 — — — — — —
Belarus 1999 — — — — — —
Belarus 2000 — — — — — —
Belarus 2001 — — — — — —
Belarus 2002 — — — — — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 14 24 26 26 24 23
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 17 20 18 18 17 18
Bulgaria 1995 6 10 13 9 9 10
Bulgaria 2001 10 15 15 14 14 15
Bulgaria 2003 20 14 12 17 12 14
Estonia 2000 — — — — — —
Estonia 2001 — — — — — —
Estonia 2002 — — — — — —
Estonia 2003 — — — — — —
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 — — — — — —
Georgia 2000 25 18 17 22 18 19
Georgia 2001 14 14 11 16 10 13
Georgia 2002 10 9 8 " 7 9
Georgia 2003 11 7 9 12 8 9
Hungary 1998 — — — — — —
Hungary 1999 — — — — — —
Hungary 2000 — — — — — —
Hungary 2001 — — — — — —
Hungary 2002 — — — — — —
Kazakhstan 2001 18 17 11 20 9 14
Kazakhstan 2002 14 13 7 16 6 10
Kazakhstan 2003 9 13 8 15 7 "
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 — — — — — —
Latvia 2002 — — — — — —
Latvia 2003 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1998 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1999 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2000 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2001 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2002 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2003 — — — — — —
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Health care utilization rate (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Albania 2002 28 39 34 40 29 35
Armenia 1998/99 40 38 33 43 31 37
Armenia 2001 34 37 32 37 28 34
Armenia 2002 30 35 33 37 34 32
Armenia 2003 38 31 31 39 23 33
Azerbaijan 2002 — — — — — —
Azerbaijan 2003 — — — — — —
Belarus 1998 — — — — — —
Belarus 1999 — — — — — —
Belarus 2000 — — — — — —
Belarus 2001 — — — — — —
Belarus 2002 — — — — — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 51 33 24 25 21 31
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 56 66 55 7 48 61
Bulgaria 2001 73 66 53 68 51 62
Bulgaria 2003 79 84 85 81 85 83
Estonia 2000 — — — — — —
Estonia 2001 — — — — — —
Estonia 2002 — — — — — —
Estonia 2003 — — — — — —
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 — — — — — —
Georgia 2000 69 Il 83 76 71 75
Georgia 2001 85 85 85 84 82 85
Georgia 2002 90 89 87 89 88 88
Georgia 2003 92 93 93 9% 89 93
Hungary 1998 — — — — — —
Hungary 1999 — — — — — —
Hungary 2000 — — — — — —
Hungary 2001 — — — — — —
Hungary 2002 — — — — — —
Kazakhstan 2001 50 59 47 59 47 55
Kazakhstan 2002 61 56 54 59 50 56
Kazakhstan 2003 54 55 56 56 55 55
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 — — — — — —
Latvia 2002 — — — — — —
Latvia 2003 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1998 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1999 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2000 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2001 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2002 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2003 — — — — — —

(Table continues on the following page.)



264 Growth, Poverty, and Inequality: Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union

Poverty Profile: Health Dimension

Morbidity rate (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 — — — — — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 — — — — —
Moldova 1998 — — — — —
Moldova 1999 — — — — — —
Moldova 2000 — — — — — —
Moldova 2001 — — — — — —
Moldova 2002 — — — — — —
Moldova 2003 15 10 13 19 8 13
Poland 1998 — — — — —
Poland 1999 — — — — — —
Poland 2000 — — — — — —
Poland 2001 — — — — — —
Poland 2002 — — — — — —
Romania 1998 14 13 10 15 8 12
Romania 1999 12 14 " 16 8 12
Romania 2000 1" 14 10 15 7 12
Romania 2001 10 13 10 14 8 12
Romania 2002 1 13 10 13 8 12
Romania 2003 12 15 1 15 8 13
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 43 37 32 38 35 36
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 46 38 36 39 34 38
Russian Fed. 2001 42 39 35 42 35 38
Russian Fed. 2002 37 39 33 42 33 37
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 — — — — —
Tajikistan 1999 10 10 8 9 7 8
Tajikistan 2003 6 9 6 8 6 7
Ukraine 2002 87 7 63 73 66 69
Ukraine 2003 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2000/01 10 7 4 8 4 5
Uzbekistan 2002 7 4 2 6 2 3
Uzbekistan 2003 " 4 2 7 2 4
Colombia 2003 9 13 10 12 9 "
Turkey 2002 — — — — — —
Vietnam 1998 38 39 43 37 50 42

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, and Serbia and Montenegro: column “Capital” includes some rural dwellings.

Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.

Poland (1999-2002): column “Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains five urban counties—Warsaw, Radom, Plock,
Siedice, Ostroleka.

Russian Federation: data for Ingushetiya Republic is not available for 1999.

Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul and includes some rural dwellings.

Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

Morbidity rate reference periods are: 1 month for Albania, Armenia, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Colombia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Romania,
Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Vietnam; and 12 months for Ukraine.

—=not available.
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Health care utilization rate (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 — — — — — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 — — — — — —
Moldova 1998 — — — — — —
Moldova 1999 — — — — — —
Moldova 2000 — — — — — —
Moldova 2001 — — — — — —
Moldova 2002 — — — — — —
Moldova 2003 67 54 45 53 52 51
Poland 1998 — — — — — —
Poland 1999 — — — — — —
Poland 2000 — — — — — —
Poland 2001 — — — — — —
Poland 2002 — — — — — —
Romania 1998 22 19 21 21 23 20
Romania 1999 57 56 54 55 52 55
Romania 2000 64 60 59 62 53 60
Romania 2001 68 62 59 66 54 61
Romania 2002 71 63 60 66 57 63
Romania 2003 78 67 60 68 60 65
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 12 12 40 45 34 Iy
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 42 37 37 42 36 37
Russian Fed. 2001 31 27 28 27 29 28
Russian Fed. 2002 33 29 21 31 28 29
Serhia & Montenegro 2002 — — — — — —
Tajikistan 1999 48 47 46 50 Iyl 46
Tajikistan 2003 57 52 53 53 50 53
Ukraine 2002 — — — — — —
Ukraine 2003 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2000/01 49 68 72 65 67 67
Uzbekistan 2002 55 69 70 65 69 67
Uzbekistan 2003 53 65 72 60 63 65
Colombia 2003 73 70 65 78 66 69
Turkey 2002 — — — — — —
Vietnam 1998 37 37 38 33 Iy 37
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Poverty Profile: Access to Education Dimension

Primary enrollment rate, age 7-14 (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Albania 2002 90 92 92 93 90 92
Armenia 1998/99 98 %8 98 99 96 98
Armenia 2001 98 %8 98 99 96 98
Armenia 2002 99 9 98 99 99 99
Armenia 2003 98 9 98 98 98 98
Azerbaijan 2002 99 98 98 99 98 98
Azerbaijan 2003 98 9 97 99 98 98
Belarus 1998 — — — — — —
Belarus 1999 — — — — — —
Belarus 2000 — — — — — —
Belarus 2001 — — — — — —
Belarus 2002 — — — — — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 96 97 97 99 9% 97
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 90 92 87 94 71 91
Bulgaria 2001 97 % 89 99 77 93
Bulgaria 2003 99 97 94 100 90 96
Estonia 2000 99 9% 96 97 95 97
Estonia 2001 9% 97 97 97 9% 97
Estonia 2002 98 %8 97 97 9% 98
Estonia 2003 99 9 99 99 99 99
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 — — — — — —
Georgia 2000 97 98 99 99 97 98
Georgia 2001 98 97 98 99 97 98
Georgia 2002 99 % 97 97 95 97
Georgia 2003 100 9 99 100 99 99
Hungary 1998 9% 94 94 97 92 9%
Hungary 1999 9% 9% 95 9% 93 9%
Hungary 2000 96 9% 9% 97 93 9%
Hungary 2001 100 100 100 100 100 100
Hungary 2002 100 100 100 100 100 100
Kazakhstan 2001 — — — — — —
Kazakhstan 2002 9 93 92 95 91 93
Kazakhstan 2003 96 91 92 93 0 92
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 100 9 99 99 98 99
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 91 97 97 96 97 96
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 99 98 96 95 96 97
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 95 92 91 92 9% 92
Latvia 2002 99 9 98 99 98 99
Latvia 2003 99 100 100 98 99 100
Lithuania 1998 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1999 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2000 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2001 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2002 98 98 97 99 97 98
Lithuania 2003 98 98 99 9% 99 99
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Secondary enrollment rate, age 15-17 (%)
Country Year Capital QOther urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Albania 2002 84 75 39 69 34 53
Armenia 1998/99 80 74 69 77 70 73
Armenia 2001 80 76 72 81 72 75
Armenia 2002 72 78 74 86 69 75
Armenia 2003 75 74 78 84 72 76
Azerbaijan 2002 93 85 84 86 89 87
Azerbaijan 2003 96 88 81 90 85 87
Belarus 1998 — — — — — —
Belarus 1999 — — — — — —
Belarus 2000 — — — — — —
Belarus 2001 — — — — — —
Belarus 2002 — — — — — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 97 92 88 96 80 9N
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 92 83 50 93 44 77
Bulgaria 2001 9 0 56 9% 40 83
Bulgaria 2003 100 0 61 100 56 85
Estonia 2000 98 97 98 98 % 98
Estonia 2001 98 99 97 100 95 98
Estonia 2002 100 9 98 100 97 99
Estonia 2003 92 9 98 100 93 97
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 — — — — — —
Georgia 2000 96 87 83 90 83 87
Georgia 2001 9 0 0 93 87 0
Georgia 2002 %8 % 92 98 89 9%
Georgia 2003 % 93 86 9% 85 0
Hungary 1998 93 9 0 9% 87 93
Hungary 1999 95 97 93 100 88 95
Hungary 2000 100 98 93 99 92 %
Hungary 2001 100 100 100 100 100 100
Hungary 2002 100 100 100 100 100 100
Kazakhstan 2001 — — — — — —
Kazakhstan 2002 100 9 99 100 98 9
Kazakhstan 2003 100 99 100 100 100 99
Kyrayz Rep. 2000 92 81 72 85 68 76
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 97 82 80 88 80 83
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 98 86 89 91 89 0
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 97 76 88 85 83 87
Latvia 2002 9% 97 98 98 94 %
Latvia 2003 97 96 9% 98 91 %
Lithuania 1998 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1999 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2000 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2001 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2002 9 98 9% 97 % %8
Lithuania 2003 100 100 98 100 98 99

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty Profile: Access to Education Dimension

Primary enrollment rate, age 7-14 (%)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 — — — — — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 — — — — — —
Moldova 1998 93 90 95 92 9% 9%
Moldova 1999 9% 96 9% 93 9% 95
Moldova 2000 9% 9% 96 93 96 96
Moldova 2001 %5 9% 95 100 93 95
Moldova 2002 % 96 96 99 97 96
Moldova 2003 99 98 97 99 9% 98
Poland 1998 99 98 98 98 98 98
Poland 1999 98 98 98 98 98 98
Poland 2000 97 98 98 98 98 98
Poland 2001 99 97 98 98 98 98
Poland 2002 %8 98 98 98 98 98
Romania 1998 9% 96 93 98 90 95
Romania 1999 9% % 92 9% 89 93
Romania 2000 9% 9 92 9% 90 9%
Romania 2001 93 9% 91 9% 89 93
Romania 2002 % 95 92 96 90 93
Romania 2003 9% 9% 92 9% 89 93
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 — — — — — —
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 100 98 98 9 97 %8
Tajikistan 1999 9 9% 96 97 92 95
Tajikistan 2003 88 90 91 9 87 90
Ukraine 2002 — — — — — —
Ukraine 2003 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2000/01 9% 87 88 89 89 88
Uzbekistan 2002 97 96 97 97 97 97
Uzbekistan 2003 99 99 99 99 99 99
Colombia 2003 97 96 86 99 86 93
Turkey 2002 97 92 0 9% 88 92
Vietnam 1998 % % 92 95 85 92

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, and Serbia and Montenegro: column “Capital” includes some rural dwellings.

Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.

Poland (1999-2002): column “Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains five urban counties—Warsaw, Radom, Plock,
Siedlce, Ostroleka.

Russian Federation: data for Ingushetiya Republic is not available for 1999.

Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul and includes some rural dwellings.

Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

—=not available.
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Secondary enrollment rate, age 15-17 (%)

Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 — — — — — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 — — — — — —
Moldova 1998 72 75 62 55 54 67
Moldova 1999 68 78 60 62 54 65
Moldova 2000 82 80 60 80 64 69
Moldova 2001 71 72 73 87 73 72
Moldova 2002 67 85 76 89 74 71
Moldova 2003 9% 0 76 97 68 81
Poland 1998 100 98 95 99 % 97
Poland 1999 97 98 96 100 9% 97
Poland 2000 98 98 95 99 92 97
Poland 2001 100 99 97 100 95 98
Poland 2002 99 99 98 99 97 99
Romania 1998 90 85 54 89 53 74
Romania 1999 90 91 65 95 61 81
Romania 2000 92 9% 68 98 66 83
Romania 2001 95 93 68 98 61 83
Romania 2002 0 95 68 97 62 83
Romania 2003 98 95 70 9% 63 84
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 91 88 64 98 80 79
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 0 0 77 85 88 86
Russian Fed. 2001 81 87 77 93 79 84
Russian Fed. 2002 76 86 76 9 66 82
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 100 98 97 9 98 98
Tajikistan 1999 65 61 64 63 58 64
Tajikistan 2003 61 64 67 73 60 66
Ukraine 2002 — — — — — —
Ukraine 2003 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2000/01 76 58 54 64 46 57
Uzbekistan 2002 84 66 7 78 67 70
Uzbekistan 2003 87 78 78 82 75 79
Colombia 2003 81 73 48 81 52 67
Turkey 2002 63 61 49 78 39 57
Vietnam 1998 77 78 56 75 42 60




270 Growth, Poverty, and Inequality: Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union

Poverty Profile: Infrastructure Dimension

Household access to water
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Albania 2002 100 98 98 99 9% 98
Armenia 1998/99 99 96 77 87 91 89
Armenia 2001 100 95 81 93 0 91
Armenia 2002 9 95 73 88 88 87
Armenia 2003 100 98 78 0 88 0
Azerbaijan 2002 92 76 32 68 62 62
Azerbaijan 2003 % 84 42 75 69 69
Belarus 1998 99 91 46 78 81 78
Belarus 1999 100 88 47 78 78 77
Belarus 2000 9 89 48 79 79 78
Belarus 2001 9 91 52 80 80 80
Belarus 2002 98 89 55 79 79 80
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 100 100 100 100 100 100
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 9 99 99 100 99 99
Bulgaria 1995 100 100 99 100 99 100
Bulgaria 2001 100 100 99 100 98 99
Bulgaria 2003 9 97 80 98 78 92
Estonia 2000 9 9% Al 95 80 89
Estonia 2001 100 95 70 95 81 88
Estonia 2002 99 9% 70 % 82 88
Estonia 2003 99 93 74 9% 83 89
Georgia 1997 % 81 69 80 72 79
Georgia 1998 92 68 69 75 69 75
Georgia 1999 97 82 79 0 79 84
Georgia 2000 9% 78 74 85 75 80
Georgia 2001 98 85 72 89 73 82
Georgia 2002 99 86 70 89 Al 81
Georgia 2003 9 85 54 82 56 72
Hungary 1998 100 95 89 99 82 93
Hungary 1999 100 95 90 99 83 9%
Hungary 2000 100 96 90 99 85 95
Hungary 2001 100 100 100 100 100 100
Hungary 2002 100 100 100 100 100 100
Kazakhstan 2001 100 96 86 95 89 92
Kazakhstan 2002 100 96 89 97 88 93
Kazakhstan 2003 100 96 87 97 89 92
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 92 96 77 91 79 83
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 92 96 73 88 70 81
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 92 96 72 91 75 80
Kyrayz Rep. 2003 87 97 77 95 82 83
Latvia 2002 97 85 56 95 64 81
Latvia 2003 98 87 59 95 66 83
Lithuania 1998 % 9% 60 93 67 84
Lithuania 1999 97 93 61 93 66 84
Lithuania 2000 % 92 59 9% 64 83
Lithuania 2001 98 93 62 95 69 85
Lithuania 2002 97 94 63 95 66 85
Lithuania 2003 97 91 56 95 61 82
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Use of clean fuels for heating
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Albania 2002 80 60 24 56 30 4
Armenia 1998/99 58 31 7 31 28 28
Armenia 2001 51 29 16 42 24 30
Armenia 2002 54 21 17 36 24 29
Armenia 2003 61 22 13 44 19 30
Azerbaijan 2002 — — — — — —
Azerbaijan 2003 — — — — — —
Belarus 1998 — — — — — —
Belarus 1999 — — — — — —
Belarus 2000 — — — — — —
Belarus 2001 — — — — — —
Belarus 2002 — — — — — —
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 48 8 5 22 10 14
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 — — — — — —
Bulgaria 1995 0 62 9 62 40 49
Bulgaria 2001 84 46 3 57 16 37
Bulgaria 2003 9 49 9 59 26 43
Estonia 2000 — — — — — —
Estonia 2001 — — — — — —
Estonia 2002 — — — — — —
Estonia 2003 — — — — — —
Georgia 1997 — — — — — —
Georgia 1998 — — — — — —
Georgia 1999 — — — — — —
Georgia 2000 — — — — — —
Georgia 2001 — — — — — —
Georgia 2002 — — — — — —
Georgia 2003 — — — — — —
Hungary 1998 % 84 63 93 54 78
Hungary 1999 9 85 63 92 55 79
Hungary 2000 9% 83 63 91 57 78
Hungary 2001 95 84 63 91 55 79
Hungary 2002 9% 83 63 89 56 78
Kazakhstan 2001 %8 89 64 9 63 78
Kazakhstan 2002 %8 93 73 9% 70 85
Kazakhstan 2003 98 93 75 9% 72 85
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 — — — — — —
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 — — — — — —
Latvia 2002 — — — — — —
Latvia 2003 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1998 — — — — — —
Lithuania 1999 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2000 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2001 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2002 — — — — — —
Lithuania 2003 — — — — — —

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty Profile: Infrastructure Dimension

Household access to water
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 9% 99 89 9% 90 9%
Macedonia, FYR 2003 97 99 85 97 0 9%
Moldova 1998 99 54 2 46 15 29
Moldova 1999 98 55 1 50 16 29
Moldova 2000 99 56 2 49 22 30
Moldova 2001 99 57 3 46 21 30
Moldova 2002 99 52 3 48 18 29
Moldova 2003 100 54 3 43 22 30
Poland 1998 98 99 0 98 0 95
Poland 1999 98 99 9 98 92 9%
Poland 2000 98 99 9 99 91 9%
Poland 2001 98 99 93 99 93 97
Poland 2002 97 99 9% 99 93 97
Romania 1998 85 89 18 76 36 57
Romania 1999 85 0 19 78 34 58
Romania 2000 83 89 20 78 36 58
Romania 2001 96 0 21 82 33 60
Romania 2002 85 90 20 82 31 58
Romania 2003 85 90 19 80 31 57
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 99 89 44 84 72 77
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 100 90 42 87 65 77
Russian Fed. 2001 100 90 49 0 68 80
Russian Fed. 2002 100 90 49 89 68 80
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 9% 98 79 96 82 90
Tajikistan 1999 95 9% 9 93 93 92
Tajikistan 2003 100 93 56 78 57 67
Ukraine 2002 100 83 23 74 56 64
Ukraine 2003 100 86 22 76 54 66
Uzbekistan 2000/01 99 85 55 78 57 68
Uzbekistan 2002 100 89 57 82 64 70
Uzbekistan 2003 100 0 60 85 65 72
Colombia 2003 99 97 52 9% 70 86
Turkey 2002 97 99 85 99 84 9%
Vietnam 1998 99 78 57 78 52 63

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Romania, Serbia & Montenegro, Ukraine, and Turkey: running/piped water.
Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, Serbia and Montenegro: column “Capital” includes some rural dwellings.

Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.

Poland (1999-2002): column "“Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains 5 urban counties—\Warsaw, Radom, Plock,
Siedlce, Ostroleka.

Russian Federation: data for Ingushetiya Republic is not available for 1999.

Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul and includes some rural dwellings.

Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

— =not available.
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Use of clean fuels for heating
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 — — — — — —
Macedonia, FYR 2003 — — — — — —
Moldova 1998 — — — — — —
Moldova 1999 — — — — — —
Moldova 2000 — — — — — —
Moldova 2001 — — — — — —
Moldova 2002 — — — — — —
Moldova 2003 100 70 7 48 27 36
Poland 1998 — — — — — —
Poland 1999 — — — — — —
Poland 2000 — — — — — —
Poland 2001 — — — — — —
Poland 2002 — — — — — —
Romania 1998 71 81 9 67 27 49
Romania 1999 78 81 9 69 25 49
Romania 2000 79 82 10 70 27 50
Romania 2001 9% 82 13 74 26 53
Romania 2002 82 77 1 72 21 48
Romania 2003 82 76 1 7 20 47
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2001 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2002 — — — — — —
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 — — — — — —
Tajikistan 1999 71 38 4 28 10 14
Tajikistan 2003 88 56 7 33 19 24
Ukraine 2002 — — — — — —
Ukraine 2003 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2000/01 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2002 — — — — — —
Uzbekistan 2003 — — — — — —
Colombia 2003 — — — — — —
Turkey 2002 43 9 1 27 3 "
Vietnam 1998 — — — — — —




274 Growth, Poverty, and Inequality: Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union

Poverty Profile: Housing Dimension

Tenancy rights
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Albania 2002 88 0 97 9% 9% 9%
Armenia 1998/99 9% 86 93 93 9 92
Armenia 2001 9% 0 9% % 92 93
Armenia 2002 89 93 9% 92 92 92
Armenia 2003 88 0 95 92 9 91
Azerbaijan 2002 79 89 97 87 0 89
Azerbaijan 2003 80 93 97 89 92 90
Belarus 1998 30 49 75 63 45 54
Belarus 1999 36 50 7 64 47 56
Belarus 2000 58 62 78 75 56 67
Belarus 2001 59 63 75 72 56 66
Belarus 2002 58 70 75 77 62 69
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2001 75 75 84 83 66 79
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 86 83 89 87 78 86
Bulgaria 1995 9 93 % 9% 89 93
Bulgaria 2001 91 D 92 88 89 9
Bulgaria 2003 77 87 0 86 82 87
Estonia 2000 79 86 88 85 78 84
Estonia 2001 86 88 88 87 84 87
Estonia 2002 86 88 88 9 81 87
Estonia 2003 83 89 9 91 81 88
Georgia 1997 88 77 97 91 89 89
Georgia 1998 91 80 97 92 0 9
Georgia 1999 92 81 % 91 0 9
Georgia 2000 94 92 9 % % %
Georgia 2001 94 95 9 97 % 97
Georgia 2002 92 93 %8 9% 9% 9%
Georgia 2003 91 89 9 9% 9% 9%
Hungary 1998 77 89 95 93 82 89
Hungary 1999 78 0 95 93 82 89
Hungary 2000 80 89 % 93 81 90
Hungary 2001 83 89 95 92 82 90
Hungary 2002 83 89 9% 93 83 0
Kazakhstan 2001 93 93 97 % 9% 9%
Kazakhstan 2002 0 9% 98 9 % %
Kazakhstan 2003 92 95 98 % 97 %
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 83 92 99 9% 97 95
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 87 95 98 9% 95 96
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 88 % %8 % % %
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 84 98 97 9% 9% 9%
Latvia 2002 79 66 81 85 62 75
Latvia 2003 82 70 80 85 62 78
Lithuania 1998 88 89 85 90 81 87
Lithuania 1999 87 88 85 89 79 87
Lithuania 2000 89 88 87 9 81 88
Lithuania 2001 88 87 84 88 79 86
Lithuania 2002 85 86 84 85 79 85
Lithuania 2003 85 86 83 85 80 85
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Overcrowded housing (more than 3 per room or less than 6 sq m per person)
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Albania 2002 10 16 19 4 35 17
Armenia 1998/99 23 17 14 7 31 18
Armenia 2001 19 " 6 7 24 "
Armenia 2002 20 10 8 9 18 12
Armenia 2003 19 15 8 10 18 13
Azerbaijan 2002 7 4 " 4 14 8
Azerbaijan 2003 5 3 6 2 8 5
Belarus 1998 " " 7 4 19 10
Belarus 1999 14 9 9 4 17 10
Belarus 2000 12 9 6 3 18 9
Belarus 2001 12 9 6 3 15 9
Belarus 2002 1" 8 7 3 17 8
Bosnia & Herzegovina | 2001 5 13 6 2 17 8
Bosnia & Herzegovina 2004 4 4 2 2 3 3
Bulgaria 1995 5 3 4 1 10 4
Bulgaria 2001 3 4 7 1 21 5
Bulgaria 2003 5 6 8 2 15 6
Estonia 2000 1 1 1 1 3 1
Estonia 2001 1 1 1 0 3 1
Estonia 2002 1 0 2 0 3 1
Estonia 2003 1 1 1 0 2 1
Georgia 1997 21 16 10 12 19 16
Georgia 1998 20 12 5 6 13 11
Georgia 1999 19 9 4 5 13 9
Georgia 2000 16 12 6 7 " 10
Georgia 2001 16 13 4 7 11 9
Georgia 2002 16 " 6 7 13 10
Georgia 2003 15 13 5 6 13 9
Hungary 1998 2 1 1 0 3 1
Hungary 1999 2 1 1 0 4 1
Hungary 2000 1 0 1 0 2 0
Hungary 2001 1 0 0 0 2 0
Hungary 2002 1 1 1 0 3 1
Kazakhstan 2001 8 1 16 4 27 13
Kazakhstan 2002 13 9 14 4 25 11
Kazakhstan 2003 13 8 " 3 19 9
Kyrgyz Rep. 2000 25 22 14 9 28 17
Kyrgyz Rep. 2001 24 20 14 9 21 17
Kyrgyz Rep. 2002 28 23 14 10 33 18
Kyrgyz Rep. 2003 28 20 13 7 30 17
Latvia 2002 2 2 3 0 8 3
Latvia 2003 2 1 3 0 6 2
Lithuania 1998 4 3 6 1 12 4
Lithuania 1999 4 3 5 1 8 4
Lithuania 2000 3 3 3 1 7 3
Lithuania 2001 3 3 4 0 8 3
Lithuania 2002 3 2 4 1 7 3
Lithuania 2003 3 2 3 0 7 3

(Table continues on the following page.)
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Poverty Profile: Housing Dimension

Tenancy rights
Country Year Capital Other urban Rural Top quintile | Bottom quintile | Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 100 100 100 100 100 100
Macedonia, FYR 2003 100 100 100 100 100 100
Moldova 1998 47 78 98 80 90 85
Moldova 1999 53 81 99 80 89 87
Moldova 2000 55 82 98 80 89 87
Moldova 2001 57 80 99 83 89 88
Moldova 2002 67 86 100 87 9 9
Moldova 2003 70 9 99 0 93 92
Poland 1998 56 49 89 68 64 65
Poland 1999 56 50 89 69 65 66
Poland 2000 63 55 90 74 65 70
Poland 2001 60 53 89 73 60 68
Poland 2002 59 54 89 74 63 69
Romania 1998 93 93 95 95 0 9%
Romania 1999 92 93 96 95 91 9%
Romania 2000 9 9% 96 95 91 95
Romania 2001 9% 94 97 9% 92 95
Romania 2002 9% 95 97 9% 93 96
Romania 2003 93 94 97 9% 93 95
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 9% 0 92 91 89 91
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 92 90 92 92 0 91
Russian Fed. 2001 90 90 92 89 91 0
Russian Fed. 2002 9 92 93 91 9% 92
Serhia & Montenegro 2002 87 85 92 86 88 88
Tajikistan 1999 86 83 94 9 87 92
Tajikistan 2003 82 86 97 93 92 9%
Ukraine 2002 74 80 97 87 81 86
Ukraine 2003 74 79 97 87 84 85
Uzbekistan 2000/01 9% 91 9% 9% 9% 95
Uzbekistan 2002 97 93 97 9% 96 96
Uzbekistan 2003 95 9% 98 9% 96 97
Colombia 2003 55 55 64 63 60 57
Turkey 2002 62 66 89 73 77 74
Vietnam 1998 77 93 98 93 9% 9%

Source: World Bank staff estimates using the ECA Household Surveys Archive.

Note: Latvia, FYR Macedonia, Poland (1998), Romania, and Serbia and Montenegro: column “Capital” includes some rural dwellings.

Lithuania: column “Capital” contains estimates for the five largest cities.

Poland (1999-2002): column “Capital” includes urban dwellings of Mazowieckie vojevodship, which contains five urban counties—Warsaw, Radom, Plock,
Siedice, Ostroleka.

Turkey: “Capital” contains estimates for Ankara and Istanbul and includes some rural dwellings.

Vietnam: column “Capital” contains estimates for Hanoi and Ho Chi Minh City.

— =not available.



Appendix: Data and Methodology

277

Overcrowded housing (more than 3 per room or less than 6 sq m per person)

Country Year Capital QOther urban Rural Top quintile Bottom quintile Average
Macedonia, FYR 2002 " 7 12 4 22 10
Macedonia, FYR 2003 9 8 7 2 19 8
Moldova 1998 17 13 7 6 15 10
Moldova 1999 18 12 5 10 " 9
Moldova 2000 16 10 5 7 13 8
Moldova 2001 17 9 5 6 12 8
Moldova 2002 16 7 5 5 12 7
Moldova 2003 18 7 4 5 13 7
Poland 1998 6 5 10 1 18 7
Poland 1999 6 5 10 1 18 7
Poland 2000 6 5 9 1 20 7
Poland 2001 6 5 9 1 18 6
Poland 2002 7 5 8 1 18 6
Romania 1998 7 8 14 2 29 10
Romania 1999 7 8 15 1 32 "
Romania 2000 7 9 14 1 33 "
Romania 2001 6 7 14 1 31 10
Romania 2002 8 9 14 1 32 1
Romania 2003 8 8 14 1 30 10
Russian Fed. 1997 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 1998 9 13 11 8 19 12
Russian Fed. 1999 — — — — — —
Russian Fed. 2000 8 12 12 7 21 12
Russian Fed. 2001 16 12 8 8 18 "
Russian Fed. 2002 18 10 10 7 18 "
Serbia & Montenegro 2002 4 3 2 2 6 3
Tajikistan 1999 37 36 42 26 57 40
Tajikistan 2003 36 33 32 17 50 32
Ukraine 2002 3 3 3 0 8 3
Ukraine 2003 5 4 4 1 9 4
Uzbekistan 2000/01 10 14 Il 7 20 12
Uzbekistan 2002 9 10 9 7 13 9
Uzbekistan 2003 13 9 7 7 " 8
Colombia 2003 5 6 15 0 22 8
Turkey 2002 1 6 7 0 19 5
Vietnam 1998 14 21 27 20 31 25
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