Briefing Note
POVERTY IN REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA 2010
Ministry of Economy
Chisinau

July 2011
INTRODUCTION
This briefing note examines the evolution of poverty in Moldova in 2010, highlighting the dynamics, size, depth, and profile, as well as other individual factors that influence it. The analysis presented in this Note is ​​based on the Household Budget Survey data – a selective study conducted by the National Bureau of Statistics, which is aimed at determining the living standards of people in terms of revenues, expenditures, living conditions, and other indicators. In order to assess the evolution of poverty, data of 2009-2006 were taken as comparison data. No data was compared with previous years, since 2006 data are not comparable with data up to this year.

The research is structured into three parts: analysis of trends in poverty and inequality, poverty according to various demographic characteristics, analysis of consumption expenditure and income structure. The briefing note is accompanied by tables and figures, which are described briefly in its narrative part.
I. POVERTY AND INEQUALITY TRENDS
Poverty in Moldova recorded in 2010 a significant reduction compared to previous years. The share of poor, whose consumption is below the absolute poverty line, was 21.9% and fell compared to 2009 by 4.4 percentage points. The absolute poverty line was on average MDL 1,015.9 per month per person, up by 7.4% compared to 2009, since the average annual Consumer Price Index was 107.4%. The extreme poverty line was at MDL 549.4, while the share of people whose consumption was below this level represented 1.4%. Hence, approximately 734,900 people had a consumption below the absolute poverty line and approximately 46,300 people - a consumption below the extreme poverty line.
In 2010, the absolute poverty gap, or otherwise the poor income gap relative to the poverty line, represented 4.5% and the extreme poverty represented 0.3%. This means that each absolutely poor person has an average deficit of about MDL 45.7 to overcome absolute poverty, and each extremely poor person doesn’t have approximately MDL 1.6 to get out of extreme poverty.
Regarding the poverty severity index, which reflects the seriousness of poverty, this indicator continued on the downward trend in 2010, at 1.4%.
Table 1: Poverty indicators during 2006 – 2009

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Absolute poverty line (MDL)
	747.4
	839.3
	945.9
	945.9
	1015.9

	Absolute poverty rate
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9

	Absolute poverty gap
	7.9
	5.9
	6.4
	5.9
	4.5

	Absolute poverty severity
	3.0
	2.1
	2.3
	2.0
	1.4

	Extreme poverty line (MDL)
	404.2
	453.9
	511.5
	511.5
	549.4

	Extreme poverty rate
	4.5
	2.8
	3.2
	2.1
	1.4

	Extreme poverty gap
	1.0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.4
	0.3

	Extreme poverty severity
	0.4
	0.2
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1


Source: NBS based on HBS data.
Nationally, the inequality level was insignificant, but declined in 2010. According to the Gini coefficient, inequality in Republic of Moldova was 0.305 compared to 0.309 in 2009. Another indicator that reflects the inequality level is the 90/10 distribution of average consumption spending per adult equivalent. It also indicates a slight decrease in inequality in the country and reports that the average spending of the richest 10% of the population is about 6.3 times higher than of the poorest 10% of the population (Table 2). In terms of regional distribution, inequality grew in villages and small towns, and the difference between poor and rich welfare declined in large cities.
Table 2. Distribution of consumption spending during 2006 – 20091

	

	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Share of consumption spending by quintile groups (20%)  per adult equivalent:
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Quintile I
	8.2
	8.1
	8.3
	7.9
	8.1

	Quintile II
	12.8
	12.9
	13.5
	13.1
	13.0

	Quintile III
	17.1
	16.7
	16.7
	16.9
	16.6

	Quintile IV
	22.8
	22.1
	21.7
	22.5
	21.7

	Quintile V
	39.1
	40.1
	39.8
	39.6
	40.5

	Gini coefficient for consumption spending per person (weighted)
	0.315
	0.298
	0.292
	0.309
	0.305

	90/10 distribution, average of consumption spending per adult equivalent
	7.01
	6.73
	6.19
	6.51
	6.29


Source: NBS based on HBS data.
1Numbers are weighted and are representative nationally.
II. POVERTY PROFILE

Poverty by area of residence and region
Positive trends were found in the evolution of poverty by area of residence. The area of residence is one of the factors most strongly correlated with the welfare of the population.
In 2010, after three years of consecutive growth, there has been a significant reduction in the poverty rate in rural areas, which constituted 30.3%, or by 6.0 percentage points lower compared to 2009. About 80% of all poor live in rural areas, out of the 735,000 people living in poverty in Moldova, 588 thousand people originating from rural areas.
An analysis of the Household Budget Survey data shows that both household consumption in rural areas and their disposable income in 2010 were increasing. According to NBS data sale prices of agricultural products grew by 43% in 2010, including crop production - by 55% and animal products - by 4.7%
It is to be mentioned that income from paid employment and income from social benefits also grew in 2010 in rural areas, hence contributing to an improvement of rural population welfare.
Also, the volume of remittances from emigrant workers increased. As migration is characteristic mainly to rural areas, the amount of money transferred from abroad has a leading role in ensuring the welfare of rural population. HBS shows that remittances in rural areas increased by about 16%. However, more and more households receive social assistance. If, in 2009, 1.2% of total rural households received such benefits, then in 2010 the share of these households accounted for 3.4%.
As for the consumption of rural households, according to HBS it increased in 2010 by about 12%, while the CPI was 107.4%. The rural population spent more for food, equipment and maintenance of housing, health, transport. However, spending for clothing, footwear and leisure remained practically at last year’s level.
As in previous years, the overall poverty rate in urban areas continued to fall. On average, the absolute poverty rate in urban areas was 10.4%, falling by 2.2 percentage points compared to 2009 and by 4.8 percentage points compared to 2008. This evolution was driven in particular by a significant decrease in poverty in small towns, but not in big cities. In large cities the poverty rate stayed at previous year’s level and was 7.3%, and in small towns the poverty rate fell by 5.5 percentage points and constituted 14.2%.
The negative impact of the financial and economic crisis on entrepreneurial activity in cities continued to be felt in 2010, with revenues from that activity continuing to fall by approximately 29%. This indicator fell in small towns by about 3%. Difficulties encountered on the sales market: Reduced volumes of orders from foreign and local companies, insufficiency of funding have determined lower company profitability. However, we noted that the negative effects of the crisis have affected primarily the richest income strata of the urban population, and less the poor urban citizens.
Also, cities have seen a reduction in income from wages from 65% in 2009 down to 61% in 2010. Unlike rural areas, remittances in urban areas have also tended to decrease.
The average level of consumption spending in cities has also increased compared to 2009. But the population of Chisinau and Balti municipalities spent more on home maintenance services, transport and education, but less on clothing, footwear, health services, leisure, etc. People in small towns have limited their consumption for transport services, communications and entertainment.
Figure 1. Absolute poverty rate by area of residence, 2006 – 2010
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Source: ME based on HBS.
Similar to previous years, significant differences were found in 2010 in the incidence of poverty by region. Thus, by statistical areas, data show that the poorest region in Moldova in 2010 was the Centre, followed by the South, then the North. In the Center of Moldova approximately 30% of the population is poor, 28% in the South and 24% in the North. It is to be mentioned that in all three regions mentioned the poverty level exceeds the average poverty rate in the country. Compared to 2009, there has been a reversal of position in the hierarchy of most affected regions. Thus, if the previous year recorded the highest poverty rate in the South (38%), then in 2010 the greatest risk of poverty was ascertained in the Center (29.6%), with the North retaining a last position at a rate of 23.7%. The most dramatic relative reduction by 10.3 percentage points was recorded in the South; the North followed with a reduction by 4.6 percentage points, and the lowest relative reduction was found in the Center – 3.6 percentage points. 
The extremely large differences between the welfare of Chisinau population and the rest of the population continued in 2010, although, unlike the rest of the country, the poverty rate here remained similar to the one recorded in 2009. Hence, only 5.3% of capital city residents have a consumption below the poverty line.
Figure 2. Poverty level in Republic of Moldova by region, 2006 – 2010
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Source: ME based on HBS.
Who are the poor?

This section identifies different categories of the population, which have a higher chance of falling into poverty. Thus, the poverty level will be analyzed through the number of children in a household, main source of income, education level and gender characteristics. 
People living in large households with five members or more are at increased risk of poverty. Almost half of the population lives in families consisting of more than 4 people. The highest absolute poverty rates were recorded in households of 5 or more members (35%). We found that the living standards of this population have improved compared to 2010, with poverty decreasing by 6.7 percentage points. The next category of people most affected by poverty is the lonely people, as they usually consist of lone pensioners. However, the highest poverty rate reduction, from 29.7% in 2009 to 20% in 2010, was recorded for this category.
Poverty grows with an increasing number of children in the family. The highest poverty rates are recorded in households with three or more children. Thus, 39.1% of households with three or more children fall into poverty. Although the poverty level in this category exceeds by far the national average, it fell compared to the previous year by 11.7 percentage points. However, their share in total of poor households is quite low, at only 11.9%. It is noteworthy that almost half of the country's households are those without children.
The level of education of household members determines its level of welfare. The risk of poverty decreases significantly with an increasing level of education, which is very low for people with higher education. The poverty rate ranges from 4.8% for households headed by persons with higher education to 39.1% for households headed by persons with secondary education and 53.5% for households headed by persons without education, which make up only 2.2% of all households. The most significant reduction in the poverty rate was recorded in the largest category of households, where the household head has only primary or incomplete secondary education, representing 42% of all households, with the poverty rate experiencing a reduction of 7.6 percentage points.
Poverty rates depending on the main income source of the household head showed declining trends for all categories of households. The highest level of poverty is recorded in households with self-employed activities and workers in agriculture, with a 2010 absolute poverty rate of 36.5% and 44.9%, respectively – rates that exceed by far the national average. Nonetheless, compared to 2009, households with self-employed activity in the agricultural sector recorded the most significant poverty reduction – by 10.5 percentage points. Another vulnerable group is households dependent on benefits. Approximately 28% of them fall into poverty. Those who are employed have an absolute poverty rate of 15%.
There are no major differences in the welfare of households by gender of household head. Thus, an analysis by gender shows that both women and men are almost at the same level of poverty of approximately 22%, though an increasing poverty trend is noted for households headed by men compared to those run by women (22, 1% versus 21.6%.
III. STRUCTURE OF CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE
The level of consumption spending is the main welfare indicator used as a basis for calculating poverty indicators. Overall, average consumption spending per adult equivalent was at MDL 1371.71 in 2010 and increased compared to the previous year – MDL 154.31. Food spending makes up the largest part of total household expenditures – 41%, its overall share remaining at previous year’s level. The data show that there are significant differences in the structure of household consumption by rich and poor families. In 2010, consumption spending in the top decile was about 7 times higher than consumption spending in the bottom decile of the population. The poorest spend an average of MDL 487.28 compared to the wealthiest, who spent about MDL 3,368 per month.
Figure 3. Structure of consumption expenditure, 2010
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Source: MEC based on HBS.
Providing for food needs is a priority for the poor, which is a factor limiting their access to other goods and services. In addition to spending on food, another main component of consumption by poor is the cost of house maintenance. These represent on average 18% and the population in the lower decile spends monthly allocations of 15% of their consumpti7on basket. Hence, approximately 60% of financial resources of the poor are absorbed for food and housing maintenance. This leads to poor households limiting the resources necessary to provide other goods and services that would ensure a decent living. For example, the richest 10% of households spend an average of MDL 350 per month for clothing and footwear, and the poorest households – only MDL 45 or about seven times less. 

CONCLUSIONS
In 2010, the average poverty level in Moldova showed declining trends. The share of poor was 21.9%, decreasing by 4.4 percentage points compared to 2009. The number of poor in the country amounted to 735,000 people, of which 588,000 were in rural areas. Extreme poverty was 1.4%, decreasing by 0.7 percentage points.
The discrepancy between living standards of rural and urban population remained as significant. However, after negative developments in the poverty rate in rural areas recorded during 2008-2009, a reversal of situation was established in 2010. Thus, if in 2009 36.3% of the population were poor in villages, then in 2010 the share of poor people fell down to 30.3%.
Also, population welfare in urban areas increased overall, except Chisinau and Balti, where the poverty rate remained at the level of 2009. In small towns the poverty level fell from 19.7% to 14.2% in 2010.
The most vulnerable categories of the population exposed to poverty are the traditional ones: numerous households and those consisting of more children, households living on income from agricultural activities and the elderly.
The main factors with a significant impact on poverty evolution in 2010 were the following:

· Increased volume of agricultural production;
· Increased prices for agricultural products;
· Reforms implemented in the areas of social assistance through a more efficient targeting of social benefits to the most vulnerable categories of the population, of social aid in particular.

A deeper analysis of poverty evolution and policy impact on this phenomenon will be presented in the Poverty Report for 2010, which will be developed by the end of 2011.

STATISTICAL ANNEXES
Table 1. Poverty indicators, 2006-2010

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Absolute poverty line (MDL)
	747.4
	839.3
	945.9
	945.9
	1015.9

	Absolute poverty rate
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9

	Absolute poverty gap
	7.9
	5.9
	6.4
	5.9
	4.5

	Absolute poverty severity
	3.0
	2.1
	2.3
	2.0
	1.4

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extreme poverty line (MDL)
	404.2
	453.9
	511.5
	511.5
	549.4

	Extreme poverty rate
	4.5
	2.8
	3.2
	2.1
	1.4

	Extreme poverty gap
	1.0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.4
	0.3

	Extreme poverty severity
	0.4
	0.2
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1


Source: NBS
Table 2. Poverty rate, 2006-2010

	
	Absolute poverty rate, %
	Extreme poverty rate, %

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Total population
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	4.5
	2.8
	3.2
	2.1
	1.4

	        including:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban areas
	24.8
	18.4
	15.2
	12.6
	10.4
	4.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.1
	0.4

	Large towns
	20.6
	14.0
	10.9
	7.0
	7.3
	3.5
	0.7
	0.8
	0.6
	0.4

	Small towns
	30.1
	23.8
	21.2
	19.7
	14.2
	5.0
	1.9
	2.0
	1.8
	0.3

	Rural areas
	34.1
	31.3
	34.6
	36.3
	30.3
	4.7
	3.9
	4.6
	2.9
	2.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: NBS

Table 3. Poverty gap and severity, 2006-2010

	
	Poverty gap index, %
	Poverty severity index, %

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Total population
	7.9
	5.9
	6.4
	5.9
	4.5
	3.0
	2.1
	2.3
	2.0
	1.4

	        including:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban areas
	6.6
	3.6
	3.3
	2.8
	1.8
	2.7
	1.1
	1.1
	1.0
	0.5

	Large towns
	5.6
	2.6
	2.4
	1.5
	1.3
	2.3
	0.8
	0.8
	0.5
	0.3

	Small towns
	7.9
	4.8
	4.6
	4.3
	2.5
	3.2
	1.6
	1.5
	1.5
	0.6

	Rural areas
	8.8
	7.6
	8.7
	8.2
	6.5
	3.4
	2.8
	3.2
	2.7
	2.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Source: NBS

Table 4. Level of inequality, 2006-2010

	Share of consumption spending by quintile groups (20%)  per adult equivalent:
	Total
	Large towns
	Small towns
	Rural

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	TOTAL
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Quintile I
	8.2
	8.8
	8.9
	7.9
	8.1
	7.5
	8.9
	9.0
	9.5
	9.2
	8.4
	9.2
	9.8
	9.0
	9.7
	8.7
	9.1
	9.4
	8.5
	8.8

	Quintile II
	12.8
	13.3
	13.6
	13.1
	13.0
	12.9
	13.6
	13.7
	14.0
	13.8
	13.2
	13.3
	14.5
	14.1
	13.4
	13.2
	13.5
	14.2
	13.3
	13.5

	Quintile III
	17.1
	17.3
	17.3
	16.9
	16.6
	17.1
	17.4
	17.2
	17.1
	15.9
	17.2
	17.3
	17.7
	17.5
	18.0
	17.5
	17.9
	18.1
	18.2
	18.0

	Quintile IV
	22.8
	22.6
	22.4
	22.5
	21.7
	22.3
	22.1
	23.1
	21.5
	21.2
	22.8
	23.0
	22.3
	22.7
	21.4
	23.0
	22.5
	22.5
	22.2
	21.8

	Quintile V
	39.1
	38.0
	37.7
	39.6
	40.5
	40.2
	37.9
	37.0
	37.9
	40.0
	38.5
	37.1
	35.7
	36.6
	37.5
	37.6
	36.9
	35.8
	37.8
	38.0

	Gini coefficient for consumption spending per person (weighted)
	0.315
	0.298
	0.292
	0.309
	0.305
	0.328
	0.290
	0.285
	0.269
	0.277
	0.304
	0.288
	0.266
	0.274
	0.273
	0.297
	0.284
	0.271
	0.290
	0.281

	90/10 distribution, average of consumption spending per adult equivalent
	7.01
	6.11
	6.01
	6.51
	6.29
	8.30
	5.95
	5.75
	5.50
	5.67
	6.75
	5.74
	5.21
	5.54
	5.25
	6.12
	5.64
	5.25
	5.68
	5.48


Source: ME based on HBS data
Table 5. Structure and rate of poverty depending on main characteristics of households, 2006-2010 

	
	Poverty rate
	Structure of poor population, %

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Area of residence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban 
	24.8
	18.4
	15.2
	12.6
	10.4
	34.3
	30.0
	24.3
	20.2
	20.0

	Rural
	31.4
	31.3
	34.6
	36.3
	30.3
	65.7
	70.0
	75.7
	79.8
	80.0

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Number of household members
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 person
	29.6
	25.8
	29.0
	29.7
	20.0
	7.3
	8.1
	9.9
	9.5
	8.7

	2 persons
	24.9
	23.8
	24.5
	22.5
	16.8
	15.9
	20.1
	20.4
	18.6
	17.2

	3 persons
	21.8
	17.4
	19.2
	18.3
	19.4
	17.1
	15.6
	17.5
	16.2
	20.7

	4 persons
	28.4
	23.7
	25.2
	22.8
	19.0
	25.9
	23.3
	23.8
	21.9
	21.3

	5 or more persons
	46.0
	39.5
	37.4
	41.7
	35.0
	33.9
	32.8
	28.4
	33.9
	32.1

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Composition of household

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Families with 1 child
	25.9
	22.2
	23.0
	23.8
	20.0
	23.6
	22.4
	22.3
	23.5
	23.8

	Families with 2 children
	33.2
	28.4
	26.1
	27.5
	24.6
	21.0
	21.1
	17.8
	20.3
	20.1

	Families with 3 or more children
	55.2
	44.9
	42.0
	50.8
	39.1
	14.2
	12.0
	11.9
	12.1
	11.9

	Families without children
	27.2
	24.0
	25.9
	24.0
	19.7
	41.2
	44.5
	48.1
	44.1
	44.3

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Age of household head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Up to 30 years
	25.2
	15.8
	13.9
	15.1
	13.4
	5.3
	4.5
	3.7
	4.5
	6.7

	30-39 years
	28.2
	23.2
	21.5
	22.6
	17.9
	17.0
	16.0
	14.7
	15.3
	17.5

	40-49 years
	25.8
	24.0
	24.1
	24.2
	21.8
	23.3
	23.4
	22.3
	22.2
	23.7

	50-59 years
	28.3
	24.5
	25.9
	25.0
	22.4
	21.7
	24.2
	24.9
	23.8
	24.3

	60-64 years
	31.9
	26.0
	28.6
	24.7
	18.2
	8.9
	7.1
	6.2
	6.1
	9.2

	65 years and above
	42.9
	37.3
	38.2
	39.6
	30.2
	23.8
	25.0
	28.3
	28.1
	18.4

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Education level of household head
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Higher education
	12.2
	8.7
	8.1
	4.1
	4.8
	6.2
	5.1
	4.8
	2.3
	3.4

	Vocational and specialized education
	24.4
	22.4
	22.5
	22.4
	17.5
	31.8
	36.9
	37.0
	37.1
	34.3

	Secondary general education
	33.5
	26.8
	29.4
	24.8
	23.1
	20.4
	17.5
	18.5
	15.3
	18.1

	Incomplete secondary general or primary education
	45.4
	40.7
	42.6
	46.7
	39.1
	37.4
	37.1
	37.1
	42.6
	42.0

	Without education
	55.2
	51.0
	55.9
	57.0
	53.5
	4.3
	3.3
	2.6
	2.6
	2.2

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Social-economic status of household
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed in the agricultural sector
	42.8
	39.9
	42.8
	48.1
	44.9
	11.9
	26.1
	11.1
	10.8
	13.1

	Employed in the non-agricultural sector
	19.0
	16.2
	14.4
	12.3
	10.1
	22.4
	11.3
	20.0
	16.6
	16.2

	Self-employed in agriculture
	34.5
	35.0
	36.9
	47.0
	36.5
	22.5
	23.5
	19.9
	25.0
	26.9

	Pensioners
	41.8
	33.5
	37.3
	35.6
	28.1
	34.7
	32.6
	39.9
	37.5
	35.7

	Other
	23.8
	16.4
	17.9
	16.1
	12.7
	8.5
	6.5
	9.1
	10.1
	8.1

	Total
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4
	26.3
	21.9
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: NBS
	Consumption spending per person, MDL, 2010

	 
	Deciles (consumption spending)

	
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	8.00
	9.00
	10.00

	Consumption spending
	487.28
	687.84
	821.13
	953.38
	1091.41
	1229.95
	1414.19
	1651.35
	2009.49
	3368.12

	Food 
	286.39
	372.10
	428.10
	470.97
	520.47
	567.33
	609.05
	687.56
	749.97
	898.36

	Alcoholic beverages, tobacco
	16.77
	17.05
	17.62
	22.68
	24.53
	23.18
	27.15
	26.35
	33.21
	44.50

	Footwear, clothing
	44.62
	67.55
	86.70
	97.31
	117.91
	126.49
	164.18
	178.58
	242.13
	349.03

	House maintenance
	73.19
	110.63
	138.59
	170.50
	190.67
	217.17
	244.55
	285.74
	348.21
	662.59

	House development
	13.65
	20.55
	25.04
	29.04
	34.17
	37.92
	44.62
	56.65
	89.43
	188.90

	Health and healthcare
	15.47
	31.75
	40.33
	53.15
	56.83
	78.88
	90.52
	111.32
	130.14
	264.66

	Transport
	5.51
	12.90
	16.35
	22.39
	35.42
	38.83
	60.72
	91.66
	121.61
	275.09

	Communications
	14.68
	26.31
	33.11
	41.30
	50.04
	61.32
	70.34
	82.77
	106.57
	149.91

	Leisure
	2.54
	4.41
	6.67
	8.70
	12.09
	13.50
	17.99
	21.86
	28.71
	114.36

	Education
	1.46
	2.77
	5.49
	5.95
	8.09
	14.20
	18.16
	27.00
	37.21
	52.42

	Hotels, restaurants
	0.85
	1.81
	2.11
	4.62
	8.44
	9.10
	14.68
	24.36
	43.68
	189.11

	Various
	12.15
	20.02
	21.02
	26.77
	32.76
	42.03
	52.23
	57.51
	78.63
	179.19


Source: ME based on HBS data
	Consumption spending per person, %, 2010

	 
	Deciles (consumption spending)

	
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	8.00
	9.00
	10.00

	Consumption spending
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00

	Food
	58.77
	54.10
	52.14
	49.40
	47.69
	46.13
	43.07
	41.64
	37.32
	26.67

	Alcoholic beverages, tobacco
	3.44
	2.48
	2.15
	2.38
	2.25
	1.88
	1.92
	1.60
	1.65
	1.32

	Footwear, clothing
	9.16
	9.82
	10.56
	10.21
	10.80
	10.28
	11.61
	10.81
	12.05
	10.36

	House maintenance
	15.02
	16.08
	16.88
	17.88
	17.47
	17.66
	17.29
	17.30
	17.33
	19.67

	House development
	2.80
	2.99
	3.05
	3.05
	3.13
	3.08
	3.16
	3.43
	4.45
	5.61

	Health and healthcare
	3.18
	4.62
	4.91
	5.58
	5.21
	6.41
	6.40
	6.74
	6.48
	7.86

	Transport
	1.13
	1.87
	1.99
	2.35
	3.25
	3.16
	4.29
	5.55
	6.05
	8.17

	Communications
	3.01
	3.83
	4.03
	4.33
	4.58
	4.99
	4.97
	5.01
	5.30
	4.45

	Leisure
	0.52
	0.64
	0.81
	0.91
	1.11
	1.10
	1.27
	1.32
	1.43
	3.40

	Education
	0.30
	0.40
	0.67
	0.62
	0.74
	1.15
	1.28
	1.64
	1.85
	1.56

	Hotels, restaurants
	0.17
	0.26
	0.26
	0.48
	0.77
	0.74
	1.04
	1.48
	2.17
	5.61

	Various
	2.49
	2.91
	2.56
	2.81
	3.00
	3.42
	3.69
	3.48
	3.91
	5.32


Source: ME based on HBS data
	Disposable income per person, MDL, 2010

	 
	Deciles (consumption spending)

	
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	8.00
	9.00
	10.00

	Disposable income
	535.42
	713.70
	889.92
	995.08
	1125.29
	1224.09
	1386.93
	1518.88
	1762.86
	2583.36

	Income from paid employment
	189.81
	216.72
	304.79
	327.19
	413.80
	448.49
	592.64
	705.94
	943.97
	1279.31

	Income from individual agricultural engagement
	113.84
	163.00
	142.00
	141.21
	148.43
	146.85
	135.69
	99.12
	83.46
	78.04

	Income from individual non-agricultural engagement
	21.38
	29.68
	48.45
	49.87
	72.00
	82.79
	95.12
	96.00
	155.34
	211.68

	Income from property
	0.00
	0.02
	1.51
	0.62
	1.36
	0.00
	2.08
	2.60
	1.36
	7.60

	Social benefits
	142.01
	197.31
	216.46
	275.13
	244.07
	269.37
	268.16
	291.54
	242.81
	231.69

	   Pensions
	91.40
	146.86
	176.15
	238.06
	213.15
	232.98
	218.73
	235.53
	200.92
	169.00

	   Child allowances
	8.28
	11.03
	7.76
	7.55
	6.26
	9.54
	5.49
	7.11
	13.48
	15.19

	   Compensations
	6.28
	8.57
	9.10
	8.55
	7.44
	8.54
	9.74
	8.61
	7.17
	6.99

	   Social aid
	11.45
	9.40
	3.59
	2.59
	0.56
	0.70
	0.30
	0.72
	0.00
	0.00

	Other revenues
	68.39
	106.98
	176.71
	201.06
	245.63
	276.58
	293.24
	323.68
	335.93
	775.04

	   Remittances
	45.03
	71.40
	148.97
	173.63
	197.86
	217.20
	228.42
	258.74
	246.48
	551.03


Source: ME based on HBS data
	Disposable income per person, %, 2010

	 
	Deciles (consumption spending)

	
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	4.00
	5.00
	6.00
	7.00
	8.00
	9.00
	10.00

	Disposable income
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00
	100.00

	Income from paid employment
	35.45
	30.36
	34.25
	32.88
	36.77
	36.64
	42.73
	46.48
	53.55
	49.52

	Income from individual agricultural engagement
	21.26
	22.84
	15.96
	14.19
	13.19
	12.00
	9.78
	6.53
	4.73
	3.02

	Income from individual non-agricultural engagement
	3.99
	4.16
	5.44
	5.01
	6.40
	6.76
	6.86
	6.32
	8.81
	8.19

	Income from property
	0.00
	0.00
	0.17
	0.06
	0.12
	0.00
	0.15
	0.17
	0.08
	0.29

	Social benefits
	26.52
	27.65
	24.32
	27.65
	21.69
	22.01
	19.33
	19.19
	13.77
	8.97

	   Pensions
	17.07
	20.58
	19.79
	23.92
	18.94
	19.03
	15.77
	15.51
	11.40
	6.54

	   Child allowances
	1.55
	1.54
	0.87
	0.76
	0.56
	0.78
	0.40
	0.47
	0.76
	0.59

	   Compensations
	1.17
	1.20
	1.02
	0.86
	0.66
	0.70
	0.70
	0.57
	0.41
	0.27

	   Social aid
	2.14
	1.32
	0.40
	0.26
	0.05
	0.06
	0.02
	0.05
	0.00
	0.00

	Other revenues
	12.77
	14.99
	19.86
	20.21
	21.83
	22.59
	21.14
	21.31
	19.06
	30.00

	   Remittances
	8.41
	10.00
	16.74
	17.45
	17.58
	17.74
	16.47
	17.04
	13.98
	21.33


Source: ME based on HBS data
Various


Hotels, restaurants


Education


Leisure


Communications


Transport


Health and healthcare


House development


House maintenance


Clothing, footwear


Alcoholic beverages, tobacco


Food








� Families with children were considered households that have children of up to 16 years of age.





