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This paper makes a comparative analysis of national poverty reduction experience in eight Asian countries—Bangladesh, China, India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippines and Thailand—on the basis of the findings of the country studies recently completed under the auspices of the United Nations Development Programme.� These eight countries together account for 48 per cent of the world’s population, 57 per cent of the population of all developing countries, 92 per cent of the population of developing Asia.� They also account for well over two-thirds of world's poor by any absolute standard of poverty. The three South Asian countries and China belong to the category of low-income countries. The remaining four countries, all in Southeast Asia, belong to the category of middle-income countries, Malaysia being in the category of upper middle-income countries.� As Table 1 shows, these countries vary a good deal in terms of average living standard. The ratio of per capita GNP, in US dollars, of the richest country (Malaysia) to the poorest country (Bangladesh) in the group is 16.2 to one. In terms of incomes measured in purchasing power parity dollar (PPP$) the ratio are compressed, but is still as high as 6.5 to one.


Table 1. Basic Indicators for the Eight Countries


		


		Per capita GNP in 1995 Growth Rate in Per Capita	Investment as 


					 GNP 1985—95 p.a. Per Cent of GDP


�
US$�
PPP$�
�
1980�
1995�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Bangladesh�
240�
1,380�
2.1�
15�
17�
�
India�
340�
1,400�
3.2�
21�
25�
�
Pakistan�
460�
2,230�
1.2�
18�
19�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
China�
620�
2,920�
8.3�
35�
40�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Philippines�
1,050�
2,850�
1.5�
29�
23�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Indonesia�
980�
3,800�
6.0�
24�
38�
�
Thailand�
2,740�
7,540�
8.4�
29�
43�
�
Malaysia�
3,890�
9,020�
5.7�
30�
41�
�



Note: Per capita GNP in US$ is estimated according to World Bank's "Atlas Method" (GDP in domestic currency deflated by the average exchange rate of 1995 and of the two preceding years in "real terms.") PPP$ estimate refers to the purchasing power parity dollar GNP. All estimates are from the World Development Report 1997.


	


	I. Characteristics and Patterns of Development





In terms of growth in per capita GDP, these countries fall in two distinct groups: the three South Asian countries and the Philippines have grown at low or moderate rates in recent decades while the three remaining Southeast Asian countries and China have achieved extraordinarily high rates of growth.





The initial industrialization experience in all the eight countries was characterized by import substitution behind protection fostered by high tariffs and quantitative restrictions. The four slower-growing countries adopted the classic kind of import-substituting industrialization (ISI) with high and non-uniform protection that promoted industries in an arbitrary manner, without a clear consideration of efficiency or potential comparative advantage. These countries also persisted with this kind of ISI until the current phase of reform when they gradually started to move away from this strategy in favour of a more balanced incentives for import substitution and export promotion.





Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand adopted a less virulent form of ISI in which protection was focused to a far greater extent on the promotion of efficiency in industries in which these countries had potential comparative advantage. In addition, the rate of protection was often lower in these countries than in more extreme cases of ISI. Finally, these countries embarked on a much earlier transition toward a better balance in incentives for import substitution and export promotion than did the four slower-growing countries.





China followed a near-despotic ISI strategy until the end of the 1970s. During the early years of systemic reform in China, there was little change in this strategy. By the middle of the 1980s, China embarked on an aggressive export-led industrialization strategy while simultaneously retaining a good deal of direct regulation of industry and trade.





Apart from the difference in the efficiency of resource use due to the above difference in development strategy, the difference in growth performance between the slower-growing and the rapidly growing groups of countries is accounted for by the large difference in their respective rates of investment (Table 1). In recent years, the (unweighted average) rates of investment in China, Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand have been about twice as high as the rates of investment in Bangladesh, India, Pakistan and the Philippines. While the rates of investment in the former group of countries have grown steadily in recent decades, the rates in the latter group of countries have been sluggish and have occasionally declined.�





Two other asymmetrical features of growth of the two groups of countries deserve to be highlighted. Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand and China succeeded in providing the masses of their population with access to basic human capital—primary education, including primary education for girls, and basic preventive health care—much earlier than did Bangladesh, India and Pakistan.� China, Indonesia and Thailand also achieved transition to lower fertility and population growth rates much quicker and earlier than did Bangladesh, India, Pakistan and the Philippines.�











	II. Growth, Distribution and Poverty





Table 2 summarizes the evidence on changes in per capita income, distribution of income and the incidence of poverty (defined as the proportion of population below a given level of living determined in terms of per capita income or consumption). Some of the important conclusions emerging out of the experience of these eight countries may be summarized as follows.





1. Over the entire period under review—which varies among countries, but typically covers  two decades—the incidence of poverty declined in all eight countries. In other words, the proportion of population in poverty today is less in each country than two decades or so before.





2. However, poverty did not decline steadily in every country. There have been numerous cases of fluctuation in the rate of poverty incidence. In some countries, the most recent estimates of the incidence of poverty are higher than the lowest rate achieved in recent decades. Some examples from the case studies are worth citing:





(a) In Pakistan poverty increased between 1987-1998 and the 1990s.





(b) In Bangladesh, poverty increased between the mid-1980s and 1991-1992 and it is possible that this trend has continued beyond 1991-1992.





(c) In the Philippines, poverty in the early 1990s was almost certainly higher than in the peak years of average per capita income (1980-1982) for which direct estimates of poverty are not available.





(d) Most amazingly, the incidence of poverty in urban China has been undiminished (indeed almost certainly increased) between 1988 and 1995—a period of unprecedented growth in per capita GDP—as revealed by the recent findings of the only detailed surveys of income and its distribution.�





3. Growth in per capita income was the principal driving force behind poverty reduction. Over the period as a whole, the most dramatic reduction in poverty took place in the four rapidly growing countries: China, Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand. There is virtually no example of poverty reduction primarily due to redistribution without significant growth. Indeed, there are numerous cases of poverty reduction in spite of increasing inequality, due to the powerful offsetting effect of high growth. In contrast, India's long-term downward trend in the incidence of poverty was reversed after 1989-1990 with a drastic decline in its growth rate.






































�
Table 2. Trends in Poverty, Growth and Distribution





Country			Poverty Trend		Growth Performance	Distribution


Bangladesh�
Fell until the mid-1980s; rise thereafter until 1991-1992.�
Moderate growth in GDP per  capita that was higher after 1985; growth in agricultural GDP slowed after 1985.�
Moderate rise in 


inequality within rural and urban areas.�
�
China�
Rapid decline in poverty between the late 1970s and the mid-1980s. A drastic slowdown in poverty reduction since then. Between 1988 and 1995, a small reduction in rural poverty and no reduction (almost certainly a rise) in urban poverty.�
GDP growth very high and accelerating throughout the period since the late 1970s.�
Inequality rose sharply both in rural and urban China, more sharply in urban China.�
�
India�
Long-term reduction between the late 1960s and 1989-1990 with minor periodic fluctuations. Significant rise between 1989-1990 and 1992. Some improvement in 1993-1994 when poverty was still higher than in 1989-1990.�
Moderate growth until the 


mid-1980s. Growth 


accelerated since the mid-1980s but there was a drastic slowdown in the early 1990s.�
Trend in inequality not documented; a modest rise in inequality seems highly likely.


�
�
Indonesia�
Steady decline.�
Rapid growth. Growth 


slowed during the 


stabilization period 1981-87.�
No evidence of increasing inequality. During the 


stabilization period 


inequality declined.�
�
Malaysia�
Steady decline.


�
Rapid growth.�
Declining inequality between


1970 and the late 1980s; a rise thereafter.�
�
Pakistan�
Rise in the 1960s; fall between 


1970 and 1987-1998 and rise 


thereafter.�
Rapid growth in the 1960s; slower growth in the 1970s; return to rapid growth in the 1980s until slowdown after 1987-1998.�
Rising inequality in the 1960s and after 1987-1998. In between trend in inequality is not well documented, perhaps not rising much, if at all.�
�
Philippines�
Long-term trend can not be ascertained, due to absence of data. A rise in the years before 1985 seems highly likely. A fall during 1985-1988 and a rise during 1988-1991.�
Very slow growth during the 1980s. A rise in growth rate in the 1990s though still very moderate until 1995.�
Long-term increase in inequality. Short-term improvement during 1985-1988 and deterioration during 1988-1991.


�
�
Thailand �
Steady fall in poverty except between 1981 and 1986�
Rapid and accelerating growth in per capita GDP.�
Rise in inequality.�
�



�












4. Although growth is a necessary condition of poverty reduction, it is untrue that growth, even rapid growth, is a sufficient condition for poverty reduction. There have been numerous cases of increase in the incidence of poverty in spite of rapid overall growth in per capita income. There have also been periods of more rapid reduction in poverty in periods of less rapid growth. Again, it is useful to cite some of the evidence from the case studies.





(a) Pakistan's growth was very high during the 1960s, a period during which the incidence of rural and overall poverty increased. In contrast there was an overall reduction in poverty during the 1970s, a period during which the rate of GDP growth was only about half as high as in the 1960s.





(b) Per capita income growth in Bangladesh was higher after the mid-1980s than before and yet the period before the mid-1980s witnessed a rapid reduction in poverty while the period since the mid-1980s was characterized by an increase in poverty (at least until 1991-1992 and perhaps beyond).





(c) China's overall growth accelerated after the mid-1980s while the rate of poverty reduction drastically declined.





5. Clearly, growth is not the only determinant of poverty reduction. The distribution of incremental income and output also matters and this can take a variety of forms. An increase in per capita GDP could fail to augment the income of the poor for a variety of reasons. 





First, the increase in GDP could be diverted to uses other than an augmentation of personal income, which is the principal and direct determinant of the change in the incidence of poverty. Thus, for example, macroeconomic policies may divert the increment in GDP to public accumulation and/or undistributed business income. This seems to have been the major reason why the reduction in poverty in China drastically slowed after the mid-1980s when the rate of growth in personal income began to lag far behind the rate of growth in GDP.





�
Second, the increment in personal income may be concentrated in the sector in which the incidence of poverty is relatively low (typically the urban sector) away from the sector in which the incidence of poverty is high (typically the rural sector). This partly explains the slower poverty reduction in Bangladesh and China since the mid-1980s whence the growth of the rural economy substantially slowed.





Finally, an increase in personal income for any given population group may fail to reduce poverty in the group if there is an adverse change in the distribution of its personal income. With the exception of Indonesia and Malaysia, this appears to have offset the poverty-alleviating effect of growth in varying degrees in all the countries recently. In most cases, the increase in inequality was sufficiently low to be more than offset by the moderately high growth in income (e.g., Bangladesh before the mid-1980s, and India in recent years) or growth was rapid enough to offset the adverse effect of a relatively large increase in inequality (e.g., China before the mid-1980s and Thailand). However, poverty can increase if growth is too weak to offset the increase in inequality (e.g., in Pakistan after 1987-1998) or if the increase in inequality is too high to be outweighed by the positive effect of high growth on poverty reduction (as illustrated by the phenomenon of unchanged or increasing poverty in urban China between 1988 and 1995).








	III. A Profile of the Poor





In all the eight countries, poverty is heavily concentrated in rural areas, the share of the rural society of the poor usually being far more than its share of total population. Another feature of poverty is its regional concentration in most countries: Assam, Bihar and Orissa in India; Baluchistan and Sind in Pakistan; Bicol, Central and Northern Mindanao, and Eastern Visayas in the Philippines; Eastern Islands in Indonesia; northeastern region in Thailand; and Central and Western regions of China. Poverty also typically has an ethnic dimension. Although ethnic minorities usually have a higher than average incidence of poverty (e.g., in China and Thailand), in Malaysia, poverty was higher among the most populous group.





In rural areas, small farmers and landless workers have a greater-than-average incidence of poverty. Although in Thailand poverty is more extensive among agricultural households, in Bangladesh, India and Pakistan the incidence of poverty is greater among nonfarm occupational groups than among farm households (indicating the rudimentary nature of nonfarm rural activities in these countries). Evidence from a selection of these countries shows that attributes of poor households include a relative lack of educational endowment and a high dependency ratio.





�
	IV. Poverty Reduction Strategy





Trends in poverty in each of the eight countries have been determined by a different combination of instruments of poverty reduction. A comparative analysis of the country strategies brings out the relative effectiveness of specific instruments for poverty reduction. It also shows that a particular instrument can have asymmetrical effect on poverty reduction depending on the specific context of its application.





Growth Without Inequality





As already indicated, the most successful cases of poverty reduction were characterized by rapid growth in GDP that resulted in an increase in income of the poor. The linkage between aggregate growth and the growth in the living standard of the poor depends on a reasonably high incremental ratio of personal income to GDP and a reasonably egalitarian distribution of personal income.





Employment-Intensive Growth





The most effective instrument for the achievement of the above linkage is to ensure a high labour intensity of growth that distributes a high proportion of incremental output to those who would otherwise be without any income, hence, the poorest of the population. Preconditions for a high labour intensity of growth include a system of incentives and institutions that avoid an undesirably high capital intensity of investment (e.g., an artificial underpricing of capital and overpricing of labour; the promotion of large mechanized farms instead of smallholders making intensive use of family labour). Much of the poverty reduction in India during the 1970s and 1980s was because of the high labour intensity of growth, especially in the rural economy. The growth of rural nonagricultural employment was particularly high in the decade ending in the late 1980s when the growth of employment in the organized sector had appreciably slowed. The growth of employment was also rapid in rural Bangladesh and rural China (until the mid-1980s), Indonesia and Malaysia. Several countries—notably Bangladesh and India—have used rural public works programmes as effective methods to provide the poor with employment. In Pakistan "labour intensity of growth" was indirectly bolstered by the high rate of emigration during the 1970s and the early 1980s, a period of rapid reduction in poverty. The Philippines is a counter example of a country in which poverty reduction was hampered by an employment-hostile system of incentives and institutions.








Poverty Reduction and the Growth of the Rural Economy


 


�
Poverty in the countries under review is an overwhelmingly rural problem. An essential aspect of the avoidance of poverty-inducing inequality in this context is the avoidance of increasing inequality between the rural and the urban societies. Therefore it is important to avoid discrimination against agriculture. Such discrimination can take many forms: a low share of public investment and expenditure for rural society; the use of public policy to turn the terms of trade against agriculture (through, for example, trade regulation to discriminate against agricultural exports and the direct regulation of agricultural prices and marketing); and restricting the migration of labour out of the rural economy to the urban economy in response to market incentives. China's remarkable success in poverty reduction during the initial years after the institution of systemic reforms in 1979 was largely because of a sharp improvement in agriculture's terms of trade and an increase in public expenditure for the rural economy. Among the main reasons for the slowdown of poverty reduction in China after the mid-1980s were the reversal of these policies and the restriction on and discriminatory treatment of the "floating migrants" from rural to urban China. The reversal of poverty reduction in Bangladesh after the mid-1980s was also largely due to the sharp reduction of growth of agriculture, the principal source of rural income. Thailand's inequality might also have increased at a slower rate, except for the continued discrimination against agriculture, especially agricultural exports. In contrast, the remarkably egalitarian and poverty-alleviating growth in Indonesia was principally due to the direction of a high proportion of public investment to the rural economy and to the improvement of agriculture's terms of trade through the reform of the trade regime.





Access to Human and Physical Capital





It has already been noted that the four rapidly growing countries than the four slower-growing countries had far greater access to basic human capital. Human capital enhanced  productivity both in self-employment and in wage employment and facilitated the poor’s escape from poverty.





Some of these countries also resorted to redistribution of assets  to endow the poor with means of production. Since 1979, China's rural reform has returned to the egalitarian land reform that it had instituted earlier in the 1950s. This has ensured a very high degree of egalitarianism of the distribution of farm income in rural China without which the overall distribution of income might have been a good deal worse than it has become.� Malaysia's use of land redistribution to promote equality among ethnic groups also helped alleviate poverty by endowing the relatively poor Malays with productive assets. India's failure to implement the existing land reform laws was a major impediment to both growth and equity. Pakistan's two land reforms during the 1970s and the land reforms in the Philippines had insignificant redistributive effects.





Bangladesh has used micro-credit programmes to endow the poor, especially poor women, with productive assets. In various degrees, this policy has also been adopted in a number of other countries in the group. India's Integrated Rural Development Programme also used subsidized credit and inputs to provide poor households with means to productively employ themselves.





Structural Adjustment, Macroeconomic Reform


and Integration with the Global Economy





The transition from ISI toward a more rational system of incentives that are broadly neutral between import substitution and production for export—the "export-led" development regime—consists of a series of reforms that are variously designated as structural/macroeconomic adjustment and integration with the globalizing world economy. The idea is to dismantle the production structure that was artificially promoted through arbitrary incentives of high and nonuniform protection and restructure production in accordance with comparative advantage vis-à-vis the rest of the world. Orthodox economic theory leads one to believe that this kind of adjustment should contribute to higher growth and greater equality. A restructuring of production based on comparative advantage should lead to higher growth because of more efficient use of resources and greater equality and intensive use of an abundant resource: labour in the case of a typical Asian developing country. As evidence of the orthodox theory in action, it is customary to cite the experience of both the first-tier newly industrializing Asian countries (Hong Kong, Singapore, the Republic of Korea and the Taiwan Province of China) and the second-tier newly industrializing countries (Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand), which achieved high rates of egalitarian growth through labour-intensive industrialization of  an export-led variety.





The experience of the contemporary Asian developing countries, which have been trying to replicate the "East Asian" strategy by rapidly integrating with the global economy, has been quite different with respect to the labour-intensity of industrialization. Contrary to the expectation outlined above, the output elasticity of employment in manufacturing industries fell in China, India, Pakistan and several other countries to the detriment of the objective of poverty reduction. This is despite what empirical studies show— well documented in China's case—that the growth of manufactured exports was concentrated in labour-intensive products. The explanation of the paradox seems to lie in the initial conditions of manufacturing industries in many of these countries. The system of incentives prevailing in the period before accelerated globalization permitted an absorption of labour far more than requirement in the manufacturing industries of these countries. In China, this mainly happened in state and collective enterprises and in India in public sector industries. The phenomenon was very much a part of the social policies that these countries were committed to at the time. Economic reform for integration with the globalizing world economy made it increasingly difficult to continue with this system of concealed social protection. Thus, a process of shedding the concealed surplus labour began. The low output elasticity of employment hides the fact that it represents the sum of two effects: (a) a fairly high output elasticity of employment measured at constant intensity of employment per worker; and (b) a rise in the intensity of employment per worker due to a reduction of concealed unemployment in industries. It is possible to argue that reforms leading to globalization should not be blamed for the slow growth of employment in industries. Industrial employment, measured at constant intensity of employment per worker, has increased quite rapidly but is hidden because of the effect of the reduction in concealed surplus labour in public sector industries. Once the process of shedding surplus labour is completed, industries will become more efficient. A proper method of protecting surplus industrial workers is to institute either a formal system of unemployment insurance or transitional public works programmes if the objective is to avoid the social cost of the employment consequence of globalization. Both these alternatives were hard to pursue in an environment of macroeconomic policies emphasizing fiscal retrenchment.�





Globalization and macroeconomic reforms could affect poverty, especially during the period of transition, in numerous other ways. One important linkage between these reforms and the incidence of poverty is through the change in the relative price of food. During the ISI period it was a widespread practice among the developing countries to artificially depress the price of food grains for the benefit of the politically vocal urban middle class and the industrial entrepreneurs who wanted the cost of living of the industrial workers to remain low. The principal instrument for this was the manipulation of the trade regime by supporting an overvalued exchange rate by direct control on imports. Often this was further aggravated by a tax or quota on agricultural exports. The reform of the trade regime dismantled much of these controls and often resulted in improved prices of agricultural products, including food. Evidence suggests that the effect of this on the poor has been substantial, although not the same everywhere. The effect of a rise in food prices appears to have been detrimental to poverty alleviation in India and the Philippines, but quite different in some other cases. In Thailand, an improvement in agriculture's terms of trade, due to a reduction in the rate of negative effective protection, seems to have reduced the incidence of poverty. Indeed, one of the reasons that China's remarkable progress in reducing rural poverty drastically declined since the mid-1980s has been a halt to, and a periodic reversal of, the improvement in agriculture's terms of trade with which reforms had begun in 1979. The effect of a rise in the price of food on the poor depends on the structure of the rural economy. In an economy dominated by agriculture with an egalitarian peasant ownership, there is a small incidence of net buyers of food among the poor. In this case, a rise in agricultural prices, including the price of food, could help alleviate poverty by raising the income of the poor peasants. In an economy characterized by an inegalitarian agriculture, with a high concentration of net buyers of food among the poor, a rise in food price may easily aggravate the incidence of poverty. This may explain the asymmetrical effect of a rise in food prices in China and India.�





Opening up the developing countries was often initiated in a crisis environment in which unsustainable macroeconomic imbalances led these countries to adopt extreme measures of stabilization by reducing public expenditure down to levels that actually resulted in a reduction in the access of the poor to basic education, health services and human capital. This appears to have happened in China and India. Indonesia, on the other hand, represents an example of stabilization by not only preserving, but actually augmenting, the level of public expenditure that provides the poor with access to human capital, employment and basic services.





Yet another source of inequality unleashed by the process of globalization is illustrated by China's approach toward foreign direct investment (FDI). In its nearly single-minded pursuit of FDI, China went for a concentration of public expenditure and investment in infrastructure in the richest provinces which are the most attractive locations for investment projects. This has exacerbated the regional imbalance in growth and the neglect of the regions that have a concentration of poverty.








	V. Lessons Learned





1. All the eight countries under review achieved significant reduction in the incidence of poverty over the last two decades or so for which available data permit meaningful analysis. These countries fall in two distinct categories in terms of poverty reduction: Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand and China achieved far greater overall success in poverty reduction than did Bangladesh, India, Pakistan and the Philippines. Success in poverty reduction, however, has not been steady or monotonic except in a few cases in the former group.





�
2. Success in poverty reduction largely coincided with success in achieving high growth which in turn coincided with differences in patterns of development. High growth, however, does not guarantee poverty reduction; its positive effect on poverty alleviation can be weakened, even outweighed, by the adverse effect of an unfavourable change in the distribution of income, especially if growth in overall GDP fails to bring about a corresponding growth in personal income. The distribution of income in this context should be broadly interpreted to include the distribution of incremental output between sectors of diverse incidence of poverty as well as the change in the inequality of distribution of personal income in specific sectors.





3. There are certain broad similarities of characteristics of the poor among the eight countries: they are mainly located in the rural economy, they suffer from inadequate endowments of physical and human capital, and they have a high dependency ratio. Their characteristics also differ among countries in some regards. In most countries, poverty is more widely prevalent among ethnic minorities. Poverty is greater among the farming population than among the nonfarming rural population in most countries except Bangladesh, India and Pakistan where the pattern is the reverse.





4. Rapid economic growth—with only a modest rise in inequality of income distribution—is conducive to quick reduction in the incidence of poverty. High labour intensity of growth—combined with wide access to basic human capital—is the best guarantee of egalitarian growth. A further impetus to this process is provided by the widening of the access of the poor to productive assets. Thus the objective of poverty reduction is best pursued by the establishment of institutions and incentive systems that promote rapid growth and labour intensive techniques of production and create access for the poor to human capital and productive assets.





5. Economic theory and the historical development experience of East and Southeast Asia suggest that structural adjustment and economic reform for integration with the global economy are conducive to this kind of transformation. Unfortunately, the outcome of the adoption of these strategies in contemporary developing economies is often substantially different from this expectation because of large-scale distortions in the pre-reform structures of these economies. This calls for measures of social protection for the poor at least during the period of transition to overcome the initial distortions. Many efficiency-promoting macroeconomic policies may also adversely affect the poor, depending on the initial conditions of the country concerned. The institution of these policies in such cases should also be complemented by transitional measures of social protection for the poor.


�
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� These eight case studies were commissioned by SEPED/BDP, UNDP under the project "GLO/96/510—Technical Support for Monitoring and Improving Poverty Reduction.” In the interest of brevity, This paper often presents arguments very briefly. More detailed statements of these arguments and evidence thereof can be found in the case studies available from SEPED. The paper also avoids citing references and sources that are shown in the case studies. The case studies of Indonesia and Malaysia were prepared by Diana Alarcon and of India by Abhijit Sen and Utsa Patnaik. The case studies on the other five countries were prepared by A.R. Khan. The scope of the case study on India is far greater than that of the others. It has not been possible to do full justice to its contents, nor to discuss all the controversial issues that it raises.


� Developing Asia, in this case, represents the developing countries of South Asia, Southeast Asia, East Asia and the Pacific. It excludes Central Asia and the countries to the west of Pakistan.


� These are World Bank categories based on per capita GNP according to the "Atlas Method" (see note to Table 1). Low-income countries are those with a per capita GNP of US$765 or less in 1995; lower middle-income countries had a per capita GNP of US$766-US$3,035; and upper middle-income countries had a per capita GNP of US$3,036-US$9,385.


� The Indian case study strongly argues that the absence of  egalitarian land reform, rather than the inefficiency of the ISI regime, was the main explanation of slower growth of India; it limited private investment in agriculture, increased the capital intensity of the domestic production of consumption goods and created a demand constraint for domestic production.


� The Philippines started out with a much greater access to basic human capital than most Asian countries, but soon fell behind the rapidly growing Southeast Asian countries in this regard.


� Malaysia's demographic transition has lagged behind  the other three rapidly growing countries. But with a much more favourable resource endowment and income per person, Malaysia was far less burdened with population density than the other developing Asian countries with comparable rates of population growth. Among the slower-growing countries, demographic performances of India and Bangladesh have been far superior to the demographic performance of Pakistan.


� This finding became available after the completion of the SEPED/BDP country poverty study of China and has been reported in Khan, A. R., Poverty in China in the Period of Globalization: New Evidence on Trend and Pattern (Geneva: ILO, 1997).


� Unpublished research by the author, based on the survey of income distribution in 1995, shows that income from farm production is the most egalitarian component of personal income in China. The main reason for  this is the egalitarian distribution of land. A comparison of the results of the surveys of 1988 and 1995 shows that the distribution of land between those years has become more equal. Among all the disequalizing elements of public policy in China, the continuing egalitarianism of land distribution is one redeeming feature. For a description of the surveys of 1988 and 1995, see Khan, Poverty in China.


� This paragraph has been largely extracted from Khan, A. R., "Macroeconomic Policies and Poverty: An Analysis of the Experience in Ten Asian Countries,” in Alleviating Poverty in Asia: Some Lessons of Experience,  conference papers and proceedings in Bangkok, February 5-7 1997 (New Delhi: ILO, 1997).


� A rise in food prices would adversely affect the urban poor but usually they are a numerical minority and it makes better sense to protect them by means other than distortionary and inefficient discrimination against agriculture.
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