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BACKGROUND
i. A balanced economic growth allows for a fair distribution of benefits to population. However, under certain circumstances, the economic growth alone is not enough to curb and reduce poverty. Despite economic growth, the poverty levels increased in the Republic of Moldova during 2008. The growth of poverty in the country is due to a great extent to the upward sloping poverty lines in the rural areas. 

ii. The absolute poverty line in the country was 26.4 per cent in 2008 – 0.6 pp growth versus 2007. In the same vein, the food poverty line increased from 2.8 per cent in 2007 to 3.2 per cent in 2008. Much like in previous years, there have been considerable differences noted between the standards of living of urban and rural population, with rural poverty rates way over those reported in urban areas. This discrepancy has heightened during 2008. The high rural poverty rates are due to a large proportion of people working in agriculture, low incomes of agricultural workers, as well as due to the slow restructuring of other economic branches in rural areas.

iii. Poverty continued to affect the traditional vulnerable groups of population, such as the elderly, people with no education and no professional skills, long-term unemployed and occasional workers. In terms of people’s quality of life, children stand out as a particular problem, specifically those from rural areas, who continue to account for the most vulnerable of all groups of population, being affected by poverty this year to a greater extent. 

iv. The objective of the annual Poverty and Policy Impact Report is to provide accurate and indispensable analytical data to monitor poverty and further design poverty policy and strategies. The Report provides a multidimensional review of the: macroeconomic trends, monetary poverty and inequalities, degree of people’s subjective assessment of one’s own state of well-being, specific features of poverty in different groups of population, as well as of community deprivation issues
. Given the high rural poverty rates, the Report focused more on rural poverty issues and on the situation of children as a vulnerable group of population. Moreover, the Report looks into the impact of labor force and employment policy. 

v. The review outlined in the Report drew upon the data provided by the Household Budget Survey (HBS), conducted by the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) on an annual basis. Administrative data from various sources has also been used, whenever needed. The UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF) supported the chapter on child poverty.
vi. In the context of the Government’s changing institutional and functional frameworks, and of the shifting national policy coordination functions, the chapter assessing the impact of the upheld policy on poverty is focusing merely on the Ministry of Economy policy in certain of its areas of competence this year. There was a poverty impact assessment conducted on employment, wages and migration policies. The report has no poverty impact assessment for the social protection, education and health policies. These limitations are due to the above areas falling outside the Ministry of Economy’s areas of competence. The relevant competent institutions have to make use of the findings set out under the given report in developing and adjusting the policy in the area.
vii. By and large, the findings outlined in the given Report are quintessential to identifying and eliminating the poverty drivers and to further carrying out of the objectives set out in the key strategic planning papers, as well as to complying with other policy commitments undertaken by the Republic of Moldova. The policy impact assessment boils down to evaluating the progress accomplished towards reaching the set common targets. Yet, it takes time for policy implementation to be felt, with real policy bearing fruits several years down the road only. 

I. MACROECONOMIC CONTEXT
1. The evolution of economic and social indicators in 2008 is indicative of the ongoing trends reported in the economic growth and in people’s improving living standards in terms of upward sloping development curves in agriculture, foreign trade and retail trade, communications and certain services. At the same time, economic growth was threatened by the development on monetary and foreign exchange markets, as well as by the ongoing ups and downs of energy and food prices worldwide. Consumption continued to be the main driver of economic growth. Moreover, favorable weather and the lifting of ban on export wine products have had a positive impact on national economic growth.
2. Nevertheless, there was a slow-down in the pace of growth reported in certain economic activities since October last year. This circumstance accounts for the negative impact exerted by the world financial and economic crisis on the country’s economy.  

3. In 2008 the gross domestic product raised to MDL 62,840 million – 7.2 per cent up versus the same period last year (in comparable prices). Making allowance for the higher GDP growth rate in the first 9 months (7.6 per cent), one may notice the negative impact of the world financial and economic crisis on the national development of the Republic of Moldova in the last quarter.

4. Listed below are the features of the GDP breakdown by input lines in 2008:

· An upward sloping curve for the services sector by 3.8 per cent; to a great extent, the resulting growth in the above economic sector was due to an increasing purchasing power of population. However, it is worth mentioning that this sector was plagued by negative expectations following the world financial and economic downturn, thus contributing towards a decline in the growth of its key activities;

· A meager 1.1 per cent growth in the gross value added (GVA) gained in constructions. This situation was largely influenced by the negative expectations of manufacturers for this sector’s development prospects, as well as for the financial sector, thus counting towards diminishing domestic credit opportunities;

· A significant increase (by 9.5 per cent) in the GVA gained in wholesale and retail trade;
· An increase in GVA gained in the transport and communication sectors by 4.5 per cent, driven by the communications sector, which went up by 8.8 per cent as compared to 2007;
· An upward sloping curve (the most significant of all recorded over the last years) for the GVA gained in agriculture – by 35.2 per cent, mainly due to favorable weather conditions in 2008 and to the low comparison base;

· An industry sector affected by a decline in foreign demand. As a result, its gross value added dropped by merely 0.3 per cent versus 2007; and
· A significant increase in net taxes on imports and products (by 11.4 per cent). 

5. Hence, the GDP breakdown points to a further deterioration of input categories: the share of gross value added is dropping and the share of net taxes on imports and products is significantly growing. The latter are favored by the growing purchasing power of population, as a result of growing income, including due to higher wages and remittances.

Table 1 
Changes in GDP in 2007 and 2008
	GDP by inputs categories and uses
	In current prices, MDL million
	Breakdown, per cent
	As per cent versus the same period last year
	Change, +/-

	
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008

	INPUTS
Gross Value Added 
	44 413
	51 754
	83.1
	82.4
	2.3
	6.3
	1.9
	5.3

	        including:

   Agriculture 
	5 334
	5 617
	10.0
	8.9
	-35.0
	35.2
	-5.1
	3.5

	   Industry
	7 616
	9 079
	14.2
	14.5
	-0.8
	0.3
	-0.1
	0.1

	    Services
	32 679
	38 517
	61.2
	61.3
	14.0
	3.8
	8.0
	2.3

	    Proxy services of financial intermediaries 
	-1 216
	-1 459
	-2.3
	-2.3
	 -
	- 
	-0.9
	-0.6

	Net taxes on products and imports
	9 017
	11 086
	16.9
	17.6
	6.7
	11.4
	1.1
	1.9

	GDP
	53 430
	62 840
	100.0
	100.0
	3.0
	7.2
	3.0
	7.2

	USES
Final consumption 
	60 618
	71 534
	113.5
	113.8
	3.9
	4.6
	4.4
	5.2

	Gross capital formation
	20 360
	23 222
	38.1
	37.0
	22.0
	-0.9
	7.2
	-0.4

	including: gross fixed capital formation
	18 222
	21 413
	34.1
	34.1
	25.5
	1.8
	7.2
	0.6

	Net exports
	-27 548
	-31 916
	-51.6
	-50.8
	18.5
	-4.6
	-8.6
	2.4


Source: National Bureau of Statistics 

6. Listed below is the breakdown of GDP by categories of uses: 

· An increase by 4.6 per cent in the final consumption, mainly due to the final consumption of households growing by 4.5 per cent as compared to 2007. The ongoing growth of the final consumption of households was driven by the growing income of population, including as a result of higher wages, accounting for about MDL 19.4 billion in 2008, i.e. 31 per cent of GDP, and as a result of cash inflows (remittances) sent home by Moldovan residents and non-residents working abroad, accounting for circa USD 1.9 billion in 2008, i.e. 31 per cent of GDP;

· A 1.8 per cent growth of the gross fixed capital formation; and
· A 4.6 per cent reduction in the negative balance of the net exports.

7. The breakdown of GDP by categories of uses has a grim outlook, too: the final consumption grows at a relatively high pace, driven mainly by remittances. However, the scantier foreign demand, as well as the negative expectations resulting from the world economic crisis, has led to dropping exports and imports, which helped bring down the negative value of net exports. Moreover, the negative expectations led to a slower growth of investments.
8. The GDP per capita remains low in the Republic of Moldova (USD 1,694 in 2008) as compared to developed countries. This leads to ongoing outflow of labor force – a phenomenon that implies new social and macroeconomic challenges. The amount of remittances, estimated at approximately one-third of the GDP, is boosting the growth of consumption and, at the same time, hinders the providing for an efficient monetary and foreign exchange policy. In the same vein, the emigration phenomenon impacts the sustainability of the retirement system by eroding the pool of funds available from the mandatory social insurance contribution payments. 

Figure 1: GDP per capita at purchasing power parity, USD
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9. The inflation rate has significantly dropped as compared to 2007. As the consumption prices went up by 7.3 per cent in 2008, the inflation rate decreased by 5.8 percentage points (p.p.) versus that reported in 2007. The inflation rate during the reference period was generally influenced by the growing purchase price for energy and growing food prices, specifically for meat and rice.

10. There was an 8.1 per cent nominal appreciation reported for the official MDL-to-USD and 11.4 per cent for the MDL-to-EUR exchange rates of the national currency in 2008. The main drivers underpinning the ups and downs in the exchange rates were the significant increase in the amount of remittances and the USD fluctuations on the foreign exchange markets.

11. The M3 money supply reached MDL 31.7 billion at the end of 2008, i.e. 15.9 per cent up as compared to the 2007 year-end. The evolution of the M3 money supply was the result of the growing national currency reserves (up by 21 per cent) and foreign currency reserves (up by 10.7 per cent). Moreover, the credits granted in the economy increased by 20.3 per cent.

12. The national public budget revenues and expenditures grew moderately: there have been MDL 25.5 billion in revenues reported within the national public budget – up by 14.3 per cent as compared to 2007 – and expenses tallying up to MDL 26.1 billion, growing by some 16.5 per cent. Hence, the budget deficit was MDL 630.9 billion, accounting for merely 1 per cent of GDP.

13. The social indicators improved significantly. The average monthly wage of a national economy employee was MDL 2,530 in 2008, i.e. it grew by 22.5 per cent as compared to 2007. The real salary increased by 8.7 per cent. Moreover, the average monthly pension benefits rose by 17.9 per cent to reach MDL 646.4, whereas the real monthly pension payout went up by 9.9 per cent. The unemployment rate in Moldova, computed as per the IBL (International Bureau of Labor) methodology, was 4 per cent in 2008. The average unemployment benefit payout was MDL 661.58, i.e. a 20.4 per cent growth versus 2007 reported values.

14. The sectors of industry did not impress: the industrial outputs in 2008 reported a meager 1.5 per cent growth (in comparable prices) versus 2007 outputs, accounting for merely MDL 30 billion.  

15. The output of agriculture sector grew considerably – by 32.1 per cent (in comparable prices) versus 2007 outputs, tallying up to MDL 16.5 billion (in current prices). The increase in the farming production was driven by the significant increase in crops collected – by 68.9 per cent, with animal husbandry reporting an 18.9 per cent decrease versus 2007 output figures.

16. Within the investments sector, there was a 1.7 per cent increase in the fixed capital investments reported, totaling MDL 18.1 billion. The above growth resulted, to a great extent, from the use of one’s own funds, which went up by 3.9 per cent to reach circa MDL 9 billion during the reporting period.  

17. The bulk of imports exceeded that of exports by 3.1 times. In 2008 exports grew by 18.6 per cent and imports grew by 32.8 per cent as compared to 2007. Therefore, the negative balance of the trade balance went up by 40.9 per cent to reach about USD 3.3 billion. 

18. The considerable growth of the trade balance deficit for goods resulted in a deteriorating current account of the balance of payments. The above deficit continued to increase, reaching as high as 16.3 per cent of GDP versus 15.3 per cent and 11.4 per cent in 2007 and 2006 respectively.
19. The State-managed government foreign debt, as of 31 December 2008, amounted to USD 778.3 million, or 12.9 per cent of GDP versus 16.2 per cent at the end of 2007.
20. Taking into account all of the above, one could have noticed the relatively good prospects for the macroeconomic context in the country in 2008. All that is because the negative impact of the world crisis on the country’s economy was not fully fledged as of the 2008 year-end. Therefore, last year may be regarded as a positive year in terms of the economic and social development of the country. 
II. POVERTY ASSESSMENT
2.1.  Evolution of Poverty and Disparities
Poverty in the Republic of Moldova has the same features as in other countries in the region. Alike in many other countries in transition, poverty is a multidimensional phenomenon consisting of: low levels of income, consumption and employment; poor or inadequate nutrition; poor health status; limited access to education; limited participation in decision-making; lack of empowerment, resulting in limited options to influence one’s living standards.

· Poverty in 2008

1. Poverty rates were on a rise in 2008 due to growing poverty rates in rural areas. According to official data, the absolute poverty level in the country was 26.4 per cent in 2008 versus 25.8 per cent in 2007 and 30.2 per cent in 2006. The extreme poverty level changed from 2.8 per cent in 2007 to 3.2 per cent in 2008. In the Republic of Moldova someone is considered poor if that person’s consumption spending falls below the poverty threshold.
 Hence, the number of poor people increased by 15 thousand in 2008 to tally up to about 875 thousand, of which 106 thousand were in extreme poverty. Despite a drop in the poverty levels reported in urban settings over 2008, the growth of poverty rates in rural communities was driving the poverty up nationwide (see Table 2). 
Table 2: Poverty indicators throughout 2006 – 2008

	
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Absolute poverty threshold (MDL)
	747.4
	839.3
	945.9

	Absolute poverty rate
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4

	Depth of absolute poverty 
	7.9
	5.9
	6.4

	Absolute poverty severity 
	3.0
	2.1
	2.3

	Extreme poverty threshold (MDL)
	404.2
	453.9
	511.5

	Extreme poverty rate
	4.5
	2.8
	3.2

	Depth of extreme poverty
	1.0
	0.5
	0.5

	Extreme poverty severity
	0.4
	0.2
	0.1


Source: Ministry of Economy and Trade (MET), based upon the Household Budget Survey (HSB) data
2. Impact of the 2007 drought at the beginning of the year and dropping remittances at the year-end were the key drivers influencing the upward sloping poverty curves 
· There was a second spell of poverty in rural areas noticed during the 2000-2008 timeframe, with a first wave being reported back in 2005. In 2005, as in 2008, poverty spread out in rural areas after a year of drought – a phenomenon that has had delayed negative repercussions on people’s well-being. The highest extreme poverty level was reported in quarter one of 2008 (see Figure 2). The waning of reserves of crops and animal products to the brink of even exhausting those at the beginning of 2008 noticed in many households led to the growth of food poverty. The statistical data show that there were 2.1 times less crop reserves and 1.5 times less animal product reserves in households at the beginning of 2008 than there were at the beginning of 2007. 
· The ripple effects of the world economic crisis started being felt by the Republic of Moldova’s economy at the end of 2008. One side of the impact exerted by the crisis was the dropping amount of remittances, which accounted for a lion share of the funds used by the country’s population to overcome poverty. Remittances have been used as means to purchase housing, pay for education and consumption over the last years. Starting with the end of 2008, remittances sent back to Moldova suddenly decreased. Hence, the National Bank of Moldova data indicates that remittances dropped by 17 per cent in Quarter IV of 2008 as compared to prior quarter. The decrease in remittances from abroad impacted mainly the growth of absolute poverty. The figure displayed below shows that the highest absolute poverty rate was specifically reported in Quarter IV, when remittances waned down. A more significant impact of plummeting remittances was noticed in rural areas. Keeping in mind the further worsening of the world economic crisis, there are real prerequisites in place to assume that during 2009 the poverty phenomenon will not continue to just spread in rural communities only, but rather it will involve urban settlements, as well.
	Figure 2: Trends in extreme and absolute poverty rates throughout 2007 – 2008, by quarters 

	Evolution of extreme poverty
	Evolution of absolute poverty and remittances
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	Source: Ministry of Economy and Trade (MET), based upon HBS, NBM


3. Absolute poverty deepened in the Republic of Moldova in 2008. Depth of poverty
, which points out to how poor are those below the poverty threshold, increased by 0.5 percentage points as compared to 2007 and accounted for 6.4 per cent. Therefore, each person in absolute poverty was on average short of about MDL 60 to overcome the absolute poverty status in 2008. When accounting for all of the poor people in the country, the aforesaid deficit of monetary funds that it takes to have all the poor overcome poverty tallies up to about MDL 52 million. For comparison, in 2007 each poor person needed MDL 50 on average to overcome poverty, with the aggregate amount totaling MDL 46 million nationwide. The depth of extreme poverty was flat at the level reported for the previous year, i.e. 0.5 per cent. 
	Figure 3: Distribution of household consumption, 2008

	

	Source: Ministry of Economy and Trade, based upon HBS


4. A significant proportion of population has a consumption level very close to the absolute poverty threshold, whereas a relatively limited proportion of people could boast an acceptable level of well-being as indicated by high consumption levels. A review of Figure 3 emphasizes a considerable share of population having consumption levels somewhere near the absolute poverty threshold (MDL 945). About 33.4 per cent of population have consumption levels below MDL 1,040 (+10 per cent above the poverty threshold), circa 40.2 per cent of people consume less than MDL 1,135 (+20 per cent above the poverty threshold), and approximately 47.4 per cent of population use less than MDL 1,230 a month for consumption (+30 per cent above the poverty threshold). Hence, one may notice highly polarized consumption levels, by concentrating large shares of population around the absolute poverty threshold. At the same time, this means that the poverty rate is sensitive to the negative shocks on consumption.
· Reaching the poverty-related Millennium Development Goals 
	Figure 4: Share of population with consumption levels of less than USD 4.3 a day at PPP
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5. Trends in poverty reported in 2008 made it highly unlikely that the targets set for poverty under the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) will ever be reached. The above goals set the reduction in the share of population with consumption levels below USD 4.3 a person a day from 34.5 per cent in 2006 to 29 per cent in 2010 and to 23 per cent by 2015. When looking at the status of MDG achievements, in 2007 the Republic of Moldova was quite optimistic about fulfilling the set targets. In this vein, the poverty rate computed by per capita expenses, by making use of international threshold of USD 4.3 a day, was 29.8 per cent in 2007, i.e. a drop of 4.7 percentage points as compared to 2006. When comparing the poverty level reported in 2007 against the target set for 2010 at 29 per cent, it was very likely that the set target would be reached, given some economic stability. Yet, the evolution of poverty throughout 2008 brought down the likelihood of accomplishing the set targets in the medium run. The poverty rate, computed in line with the international threshold, accounted for 30.4 per cent in 2008 – going up by 0.6 percentage points as compared to the year before. At the same time, the deepening of the world economic crisis during 2009 could further reduce the Republic of Moldova’s chances to reach the set targets. Despite all the above, the Government of the Republic of Moldova aspires to reaching its set goals by undertaking specific and quite ambitious actions for economic recovery and towards supporting the most vulnerable social groups of people.


Box 1. Before 2006, “the share of people with income of less than USD 2.15 a day at PPP” was used as an international indicator to monitor poverty in the Republic of Moldova, and the goal set was “to lower the share of population with incomes below USD 2.15 a day (at PPP) from 39.8 per cent in 2002 to 28 per cent in 2006, and to 23.0 per cent in 2010 and down to 18.0 per cent by 2015”. The poverty rate computed by per capita income, by making use of the international poverty threshold, was 27.6 per cent in 2005, with the above indicator dropping to merely 13 per cent in 2006 as per the new methodology implemented. Thus, the intermediary target set for that indicator for 2006 was exceeded by more than twice (13 per cent versus 28 per cent, respectively), thus justifying the need to review the indicator and the target set for it. To that end, the Republic of Moldova decided to shift to higher standards for poverty measurement – the international poverty threshold of USD 4.3 per capita a day at PPP. Besides, it was decided to use consumption instead of income to assess people’s well-being, given that consumption expenses are more accurate and relevant of an indicator for the Republic of Moldova.
	Figure 5: Trends in the share of people with per capita income of less than USD 2.15 a day
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	Figure 6: Share of population below extreme poverty threshold
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6. Another important target set by the Government of the Republic of Moldova within the framework of MDGs was to eradicate extreme poverty and famine. In this context, the Republic of Moldova considered cutting down extreme poverty from 4.5 per cent in 2006 to 4 per cent in 2010 and to 3.5 per cent by 2015. Much alike the aforesaid poverty rates, extreme poverty rates considerably dropped in 2007 and went up in 2008. Hence, this indicator was 2.8 per cent in 2007 – 1.7 percentage points down as compared to 2006. In 2008 about 106 thousand people (3.2 per cent) were below the extreme poverty threshold of MDL 511.5 (USD 49). By cross-comparing the extreme poverty level reported in 2008 against the targets set for 2010 and 2015, one may conclude that for the time being the intermediary targets for extreme poverty reduction are being met. Given the trends of this indicator reported in 2008, it is important to keep it at the current level and to avoid its further increase.
· Economic growth and poverty
	Figure 7: Trends in poverty rates and GDP growth rates in the Republic of Moldova, 1998 - 2008
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9. By and large, there is a strong link between economic trends and poverty, with economic growth being a prerequisite for better living standards and poverty reduction. Having overcome the ripple effects of the financial crisis from Russia back in 1998, the Republic of Moldova has reported a remarkable economic growth, with poverty levels swiftly subsiding (see Figure 7). The Republic of Moldova reported a 7.2 per cent economic growth in 2008. This spectacular evolution contributed to fading poverty rates in larger and small cities, yet not in rural communities. The extent to which economic growth influenced poverty levels may be assessed by establishing the impact of average consumption growth (a component of economic growth) and the impact of consumption redistribution (disparity) on poverty rates. Hence, poverty rates increased by 0.6 pp on average during 2007-2008; this growth was almost entirely owed to dropping consumption levels. 
7. The analysis of distribution of economic growth benefits is done by using incidence curves. Growth incidence curves consist of the cumulative consumption growth rate for the whole period, on the Y axis, and the ascending order of population by consumption, on the X axis. At the same time, growth incidence curves make it possible to understand what groups of population recorded gains / losses as a result of economic growth for the time frame under review. A downward-sloping incidence curve is indicative of people from poor groups benefiting more from economic growth, or losing less as a result of economic growth. An upward-sloping curve shows the opposite. Figure 8 outlines the growth incidence curves at country level and by residence areas for the 2007-2008 timeframe. 
	Figure 8: Real growth incidence, 2007-2008

	Total
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	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


8. Cumulative average consumption per adult equivalent dropped by circa 6 per cent during 2007-2008, whereas economic growth influenced the consumption of the poorest category of population only. The economic growth impact assessment shows that during 2007-2008 only people from the first 5 percentiles
 reported a growth in consumption by about 4 per cent, whereas the consumption of other higher-percentile groups dropped, on the contrary. Therefore, the benefits of economic growth were ripped by the poorest only. This evolution matches the trends in Gini coefficient. Although the poverty rates grew over 2008, the level of inequities as measured by Gini coefficient decreased. However, the increase by 4 per cent in the consumption of the poorest percentile was not enough to reduce national poverty, given the significant decrease in consumption levels of the remaining 95 percentiles. 

9. The analysis of distribution of consumption by residence shows that, generally, consumption levels dropped both in urban and rural establishments alike, except for people from the lowest percentiles. The highest growth in consumption levels in 2008 was reported among poor households from larger cities, i.e. by some 48 per cent. Such consumption growth levels were reported in the poorest people from 1-2 percentiles. This was the key driving force dragging poverty down in large cities. Much alike in larger cities, economic growth in small cities has had a positive impact on consumption levels of the poorest people only (1-2 percentiles). Consumption of the poor from small towns went up by about 13 per cent on average. The main beneficiaries of economic growth in rural communities were also the poor from 1 and 2 percentiles. Yet, the consumption growth reported in these people is insignificant – merely 3 per cent, which was not enough to cut down poverty rates. For the rest of them, the poor from percentiles 3-50, as well as people above percentile 50, both from urban and rural settings, did not benefit from economic growth. Considering the trajectory of growth incidence curves, one may conclude that the impact of economic growth on poverty is merely partial and definitely not enough to curb poverty rates. Although the poorest benefited from economic growth the most in 2008, the share of the poor feeling the impact of those benefits was extremely small, so that it had no impact on the evolution of poverty at country level. 
· Trends in disparities
10. The level of population consumption disparities continued to drop, despite poverty rates growing countrywide. As per the Gini coefficient, disparity levels went from 0.298 in 2007 down to 0.292 in 2008. Disparity dropped even in rural areas, where poverty levels increased. Yet, when cross-comparing Moldova’s disparity level with that of other countries, one may find out that the country is placed somewhere in the middle of the list of countries looked at (see Figure 9). Therefore, Moldova has a disparity level almost matching that reported in the United Kingdom, Macedonia, Poland, Estonia, with like Hungary, France, Belarus, Belgium, and Bulgaria ranking higher. At the same time, Republic of Moldova has a lower disparity than Lithuania, Romania, Latvia, Armenia, Ukraine, and Russian Federation. Another indicator outlining disparity levels in a particular country is the 90/10 distribution of average consumption expenditures per adult equivalent. In this vein, the average expenditures of the poorest 10 per cent of population are about 6 times lower than those reported by the richest 10 per cent of people. This gap decreased when compared with previous year, pointing out to a narrowing income gap between the rich and the poor.

	Figure 9: Disparity in the Republic of Moldova versus other countries in the world, Gini coefficient, 2006
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	Source: United Nations University: http://www.wider.unu.edu/research/Database/


· Gaps in consumption and income of the poor and the rich
11. Consumption expenses are the key indicator of people’s well-being, used to measure poverty and disparity. Generally, average consumption expenses per adult equivalent rose to MDL 1,462 in 2008 – up by MDL 111 as compared to previous year. Consumption expenditures increased by merely MDL 43 on average in comparable prices. Consumption expenditures of the highest quintile group were four times the consumption expenditures of people from the lowest quintile. The poorest quintile spent MDL 657 on average, as compared to the richest quintile spending about MDL 2,728 a month on average. 
12. There is a considerable discrepancy in aggregate consumption between the poor and rich populations. In the aggregate consumption expenditures, food expenditures account for the largest share of total expenses incurred by people, standing out with circa 42 per cent. Food expenditures are much higher in the consumption basket of the poor than it is for the rich. While rich households spend less than 34 per cent on food, the poorest spend over 53 per cent of their consumption expenses on food (see Figure 10). These trends come to back the theoretical findings: the higher one’s income is, the lower the share of spending on food is in a household’s consumption basket.
13. Consumption on food dropped in richer households in 2008 as compared to 2007. In terms of monetary value, the poorest spend monthly MDL 351 on food versus MDL 920 spent on food products by the richest – 2.6 times more. This gap narrowed as compared to the year before, specifically because people from the richer quintiles spending 6 per cent less on food, whereas poorer population spent circa 6 per cent more. 
	Figure 10: Breakdown of consumption expenditures by people’s wellbeing status, 2008

	
[image: image13]

	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


14. Food needs and house utility costs limit the access of poor population to other goods and services. Along with food costs incurred, another key component in a poor’s consumption expenditures consists of utility costs and house maintenance expenses. On average those account for 13 per cent, while the poor from the lowest quintile earmark for those 18 per cent of their monthly consumption basket, or almost twice as much than people from the highest quintile. Hence, about 60 per cent of means of the poor are spent on food and utility costs. This results in limited funds being available in poor households for other goods and services that ensure a decent living. For instance, the richest 20 per cent of households spend on average MDL 414 a month on clothing and footwear, while the poorest households spend merely MDL 64, or 6 times less.
15. Poor have a more limited access to health and education services. Poorer households spend almost 8 times less on health care and 19 times less on education services than do richer households. This gap deepened as compared to the year before. Poorer households spent 7.6 times less on health care and 13 times less on education services in the previous year than did the richer households.
16. There was a significant discrepancy noticed in the breakdown and level of people’s income. Average income available to people tallied up to MDL 1,470 a month in 2008. The poorer population from quintile I generated income amounting to MDL 795, accounting for merely 54 per cent of the country’s average. At the same time, the income available to people from the highest quintile was over 3 times higher than that generated by the lowest quintile population (see Table 4). The income discrepancy remained flat at the level reported in the year before. It is worth mentioning that for the first time ever the income declared by people exceeds expenditure levels. This could be the result of wage increases, social payouts in 2008, as well as due to lower inflation rates as compared to the years before.
Table 3
Breakdown of income available in households by quintiles, 2007 - 2008, %

	 
 
	Quintiles by consumption expenses (per adult equivalent)

	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	Total

	
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008
	2007
	2008

	TOTAL, including income from:
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Wage/employment related income
	32.5
	33.3
	34.8
	33.0
	37.0
	41.0
	40.4
	43.7
	48.3
	50.3
	40.8
	42.9

	Income from self-employment in sectors other than agriculture 
	4.2
	5.8
	4.9
	6.7
	5.2
	6.8
	7.5
	8.0
	7.3
	8.4
	6.3
	7.5

	Income from self-employment in farming 
	22.1
	16.1
	21.5
	17.4
	20.3
	14.3
	16.0
	10.1
	8.4
	4.4
	15.6
	10.5

	Real estate income
	0.0
	0.1
	0.2
	0.2
	0.4
	0.1
	0.4
	0.1
	0.2
	0.5
	0.3
	0.3

	Social benefit payouts
	28.1
	28.8
	20.0
	24.6
	15.5
	16.0
	11.5
	12.3
	7.1
	7.7
	13.7
	14.9

	- including pensions
	24.2
	25.3
	17.4
	21.7
	13.3
	13.9
	9.8
	10.8
	5.6
	6.0
	11.6
	12.8

	- compensations
	1.2
	1.3
	0.8
	1.0
	0.7
	0.6
	0.5
	0.4
	0.3
	0.2
	0.6
	0.6

	- child benefits 
	0.9
	0.9
	0.5
	0.5
	0.4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.3
	0.5
	0.3
	0.5
	0.4

	Other income 
	13.2
	16.0
	18.6
	18.1
	21.6
	21.7
	24.2
	25.7
	28.7
	28.6
	23.3
	23.9

	- including remittances
	9.2
	12.3
	14.7
	13.4
	17.4
	18.1
	19.3
	21.4
	20.6
	22.6
	17.7
	19.1

	Average income available (per adult equivalent), MDL
	694.8
	794.4
	961.9
	1038.9
	1182.2
	1294.3
	1458.5
	1695.7
	2219.0
	2505.8
	1308.0
	1469.7


Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data
17. Like in prior years, the main source for people’s income formation was waged employment, with remittance related incomes coming second. The share of income generated by waged employment accounted for 43 per cent of total income available to population. Circa 33 per cent of the poorest population and about 50 per cent of the richest quintile get their income from waged employment. This is indicative of differences in the wages paid in the Republic of Moldova, which in the case of richer quintiles is enough to overcome poverty, while it is way off to do so in the case of the poor. Remittances get a large share in the income breakdown, with 19 per cent. However, most of the income generated from remittances (67 per cent) is concentrated within rich quintiles of population. That is, put in other words, remittances sent back home from abroad are an important means of ensuring people’s well-being. In this context, it is expected that a significant share of population, which were getting income from remittances, will be subject to poverty some time down the road, following a drop in the amounts of cash transfers from the countries affected by the world economic crisis.
18. To a great extent, poor are the people that make their living from farming activities and live off the social benefit payouts. Circa 45 per cent of the aggregated income of the poorest quintile is generated from self-employment in farming activities and from social benefit payouts versus merely 12 per cent in the richer quintile. Hence, the assumption is that the elderly and those living off individual farming activities make up the main bulk of those with income specific for the lowest quintiles. 

2.2. Poverty incidence, breakdown and risks
19. This chapter looks into the specific features of poverty and allows answering the following questions: Who the poor are? What are the most vulnerable groups of population? What factors underpin poverty risks? Statistical data that the charts from the given chapter drew upon are presented in the statistical annexes to this Report.

Where do the poor live?

· Poverty profile by places of residence
	Figure 11: Absolute poverty rates by residence, 2006 – 2007
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	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


Place of residence remained a critical factor underlying people’s well-being. There still are considerable gaps in poverty rates in the Republic of Moldova between urban and rural settlements, with rural poverty being twice that reported in urban settings.

20. The poverty rate was growing in the country in 2008 fueled by rural poverty. Rural poverty rate reached 34.6 per cent, i.e. a 3.3 percentage point growth versus 2007 value, getting back to 2006 levels. 
21. The high dependence of people’s revenues on weather conditions, dropping revenues in the farming sector, along with waning remittances, were among the key driving forces of having poverty expand to rural areas. By and large, 2008 was a year favorable for farming, with an upsurge of 32 per cent reported in farming: crops increased 1.7 times, including cereals and legumes – 3.5-fold. Despite all of the above, the stock-outs of crops at the end of 2007, caused by drought, have led to upward trends in poverty in 2008. This factor led specifically to food poverty scaling up so that as of the beginning of 2008 extreme poverty rose to 5.1 per cent in villages. Another underlying factor was the dropping income generated by the selling of farming goods, following declining prices. Fruit prices dropped by 10 per cent and vegetable prices – by a quarter during 2008. Moreover, upward trends in poverty rates were augmented by falling income-generating remittances at the end of 2008, 64 per cent of which were bound for rural areas.
22. Like in past years, poverty rates continued to drop in urban settings. On average, absolute poverty rate in urban settlements was 15.2 per cent – 3.2 percentage points down as compared to 2007 and 9.6 per cent short of the 2006 value. There was a significant drop reported in larger cities: only 11 per cent of inhabitants of large cities were in absolute poverty some time during 2008, then falling by 3 percentage points as compared to prior year. In smaller towns poverty levels reached 21.2 per cent, i.e. dropping at almost the same pace as in larger cities as compared to 2007 – 2.6 percentage points down. Inhabitants of large cities are the least likely to be at poverty risk due to a larger number of employment opportunities, retraining, starting up a private business, more developed infrastructure and services.
· Geographic features of poverty

	Figure 12. Poverty levels in the Republic of Moldova by zones, 2008

	

	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


23. There still is significant geographic disparity in the Republic of Moldova, which hinders the balanced economic and social development of the whole country. Highest poverty rates and highest poverty growth in 2008 was reported in the South of the country. About 35 per cent of population from that region was in poverty, which grew by 4.7 percentage points as compared to the year before. In the North and Center zones poverty rates remained flat at the level reported during the years before – circa 30 per cent. The well-being of people from the Municipality of Chisinau stands obviously out – it is way higher than in other zones of the country. Thus, poverty rates in this zone are almost 3 times lower than the average poverty level in the country and it accounts for merely 8.5 per cent. When cross-compared with other regions of the country, the Municipality of Chisinau has the production factors and infrastructure elements needed to bring in investments and for a swift social and economic development, thus ensuring people’s higher well-being.
· Demographic features of poverty
This chapter looks into various specific features of households exerting a considerable impact on poverty incidence rates: size and mix-up of households, number of children in a family, age, sex, employment status, education levels etc.

24. People living in large households, with five or more family members, are at higher poverty risk. Almost half of the country’s population lives in families consisting of 4 and more people. The highest absolute poverty rates are reported in households made up of 5 and more members (37.4 per cent), with absolute poverty rates absolute being 11 percentage points higher than the country average. This gap widened as compared to the year before. Moreover, single people are more disadvantaged than those living in households made up of 3 individuals, because those usually consist of single retired people.  

	Figure 13. Profile of poverty by the size of household, 2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


25. Number of children is an important determinant of poverty. Poverty rates increase with the number of children in a family. The highest poverty rates are reported in households with 3 or more children. Poverty rates in those households were almost twice those reported in households with one child and reached 42.3 per cent. Moreover, the share of those in the total number of households is quite low – merely 9.4 per cent. It is worth mentioning that circa 43 per cent of the country’s households have no children. 
	Figure 14. Mix-up of households and poverty levels by number of children, 2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


26. The poorest are those families that generate income from farming activities and social benefit payouts. Poverty rates by the household’s breadwinner’s main source of income match the trends reported in previous years. The highest poverty rates are reported in households, the main source of income of which is self-employment in the farming sector. Absolute poverty rate for this type of households is 37 per cent. The same standards of living are common for people, the main income source of which are social benefits. Those living off wages report an absolute poverty rate of 19 per cent – 1 percentage point down from the year before – indicative of raising salaries having had a positive impact on the well-being of the poor. Marginally brighter is the situation of those generating income from other sources, such as remittances. Therefore, poverty rates reported in the households benefiting from remittances tally up to 14 per cent.

	Figure 15. Mix-up of households by main source of income and poverty rates, 2008

	
[image: image19]
	
[image: image20]

	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


Box 2: Effects of social policy on poverty
27. Effects of social policy are distributed generally heterogeneously. Actions, such as indexation of pensions and salary raises, contributed to increasing population’s income and poverty aversion. Pensions have a significant social impact on poverty. Data review shows that actions aiming at raising pensions resulted in poverty reduction by 12 percentage points (see Figure 16). However, those increases are not good enough for a good portion of retired people. Income of circa 40 per cent of the retired does not suffice to overcome poverty. To that end, one may consider the providing for specific policies aiming at raising pensions by people’s well-being status.

28. Effects of social assistance on poverty are reckoned as insignificant. Thus, poverty rates for the social assistant benefits (child support and nominative compensations) differ by more than a percentage point before and after the benefit payouts.

	Figure 16. Impact of social benefits on poverty, %, 2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


29. From a standpoint of streamlining the targeting of social benefits, one may notice that merely 26 per cent of the poorest households benefited from nominative compensations in 2008, worth 26.2 per cent of the total amount. At the same time, this type of payouts accounted for 14.3 per cent of the overall amount in richer households. A review of efficiency of child support targeting shows that those were more efficiently targeted, due to the means-testing approach employed in assessing one’s eligibility for social benefits. About 35 per cent of the poorest families benefited from child support in 2008, tallying up to 38 per cent, whereas the share of rich families represented merely 6.6 per cent, with amounts received accounting for 5.3 per cent of the total amount (see Figure 17). 

30. Fundamentals of the social support streamlining reforms were laid in mid-2008, once the Law on social support, no.133-XVI, as of 13 June 2008, was adopted. However, the effects of those policies have not been felt yet, because the de facto implementation of those occurred in late 2008 only. Moreover, even in the immediate wake of its implementation, the given system will not be fully operational due to early stages of its implementation and there still will be two parallel social support systems operating at the same time – nominative compensations targeting 11 categories of people, a good portion of which is non-poor, and a household means-testing based social support system.
	Figure 17. Impact of social benefits on poverty, %, 2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


31. Poverty risk declines considerably with the growth of education level – being extremely low in people with higher education. Thus, absolute poverty rate for households run by people with higher education is only 8 per cent, falling as compared to prior year. Approximately 60 per cent of all households are run by people with primary and incomplete secondary education. Poverty rates in these groups of population match the average for the country. The highest absolute poverty rates are reported in households run by people with no education at all – 56 per cent. Those households are 7 time more likely to live below poverty threshold than do the households run by people with higher education.
	Figure 18. Population structure by education levels and poverty rates, 2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


	Figure 19. Poverty levels by sex in the Republic of Moldova

	

	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


32. There are no clear-cut differences in poverty rates by gender, with households run by men and women alike being at equal risk of poverty. Thus, a data review by sex shows that both women and men have an almost similar well-being status – circa 26 per cent (see Figure 17). Despite all this, there were poverty upward trends noticed in households run by men over the last couple of years. The situation differs by place of residence. Those living in rural communities, be it men or women, have a poverty risk of about 20 percentage points higher than those living in urban settings.
2. 3. Perceived Poverty
33. In order to ensure a comprehensive poverty assessment in the Republic of Moldova, perceived poverty is being assessed in population. Perceived poverty was assessed by using the poverty threshold as per the minimum maintenance requirements for each household. HBS findings collected by the National Bureau of Statistics are used to identify the perceived poverty threshold based upon the minimum maintenance requirements set for households. As part of this survey, households fill in the cash amounts reckoned as needed to ensure minimum living. According to this computation methodology, the perceived poverty threshold gets different values depending on household size and place of residence
. 
34. Poverty threshold estimated as per the minimum population perceived needs is, on average, much higher than the estimated poverty threshold at country level. Hence, the value of perceived threshold is set at MDL 790 per household consisting of a single individual and MDL 3,127 – for households made up of 5 people. At the same time, there is a significant discrepancy reported between perceived poverty threshold values in rural and urban settlements. It gets values about 1.5 times higher in urban settings than does it in rural communities. This confirms the higher aspirations of urban population, as well as the higher cost of life in that setting.
Table 4

Estimated perceived poverty threshold by household size, 2008 (MDL)

	Household size, number of people
	Perceived poverty threshold 

	
	Total
	Rural
	Urban

	1
	789.7
	651.4
	941.1

	2
	1428.4
	1150.7
	1762.6

	3
	2020.3
	1605.1
	2544.2

	4
	2583.6
	2032.7
	3301.0

	5
	3126.7
	2441.3
	4039.8


Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data
35. Perceived poverty rates differ from monetary poverty; yet, there are major poverty gaps between places of residence. In the overall population, perceived poverty rates measured based on the minimum income needs were lower than those measured by monetary means. Hence, perceived poverty rates were estimated to account for 21.3 per cent versus 26.4 per cent measured by monetary means. These trends are specific for urban settings. Urban inhabitants perceive their poverty to a greater extent as compared to the monetary method of poverty assessment (18.1 per cent versus 15.2 per cent). Compared against urban settlements, rural monetary poverty rates are about 2.4 times higher the assessed perceived poverty rates.

Table 5

Poverty rates in urban and rural settings in 2008, weighted, %

	
	Total
	Rural
	Urban

	Extreme poverty
	3.2
	4.6
	1.3

	Absolute poverty
	26.4
	34.6
	15.2

	Perceived poverty
	21.3
	14.7
	18.1


Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data

36. More than half of population self-assesses its living standards as fair. As per a perceived poverty analysis data, circa 13 per cent of population self-assesses its living standards as good or excellent, 65 per cent of them claiming fair living standards, and 21 per cent of people believe their living standards are poor or extremely bad. There have been downward trends reported in these shares during 2008 (by some 1 p.p.) At the same time, more people from urban settings claim to have poor or extremely bad living standards compared with rural settlements. Conversely, more people from rural areas claim to have a good and excellent well-being status.

	Figure 20: Self-perceived status of household living standards, 2007, %
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Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


37. More than half of population believes that their situation has not changed as compared to prior year, and about one-third reckon that their situation has worsened. In this vein, approximately 56 per cent of households believe that their situation have not changed as compared to the year before, whereas 29 per cent deem that their situation has actually worsened (see Figure 19). At the same time, 13 per cent of all respondents assessed their situation as better than it was the year before. In the breakdown of poor, the share of respondents assessing their situation as being worse than the year before is 10 percentage points higher than the non-poor sharing the same opinion. About 15 per cent of non-poor population believes that their situation improved versus merely 7.9 per cent among poor respondents.
	Figure 21: How does a family live as compared to prior year (perceived well-being), 2008, %
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 Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


2.4. Rural Poverty
38. More than half of the Republic of Moldova’s population lives in rural communities. Poverty continues to affect to a greater extent people from rural settings. The quality of life in rural settlements keeps being among the burning issues that the Republic of Moldova has been facing over the last years and which ought to be sorted out within the framework of economic growth, poverty reduction and social protection policies. 
· Evolution of rural poverty
39. Poverty increased nationwide as a result of rural poverty growth. Rural poverty rates accounted for 34.6 per cent in 2008 – 3.3 percentage points up compared to 2007, getting basically back to 2006 levels. The given rate exceeds the national rate by 8.2 percentage points, and urban poverty rates – by circa 20 percentage points. 

	Figure 22. Rural poverty rates, 2008

	Absolute poverty rates
	Extreme poverty levels
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data
	


40. There was an increase in the share of rural poor reported of all poor during 2008. Rural population accounts for about 58 per cent of the country’s people. At the same time, circa 76 per cent of all people living in absolute poverty reside in rural settlements, and approximately 83 per cent of them were below the extreme poverty line. The share of people residing in rural settings living in absolute poverty went up by 6 percentage points as compared to the year before, whereas the share of people living in extreme poverty surged up by 2 percentage points. 
	Figure 23: Distribution of poor by place of residence, 2007

	Distribution of population in the country
	Distribution of population in absolute poverty
	Distribution of population in extreme poverty
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	Source: Ministry of Economy based upon HBS data


· Rural disparities
41. Growing rural poverty rates are not due to widening disparities but, to a great extent, are due to falling consumption of the non-poor from prior year. Contrary to poverty trends, rural disparities decreased as compared to the year before. The review of consumption discrepancy, according to the Gini coefficient, showed that consumption disparity dropped from 0.284 to 0.271 in rural settings. These trends pointed out to the growth of poverty rates not being due to widening disparities, but rather due to impoverishing population that was above the poverty threshold the year before. 
42. When compared with urban settings, rural disparity is lower, despite poverty rates being higher at all times. As per the Gini coefficient, disparity in large cities was 0.292 in 2008 versus 0.271 reported in rural communities. Disparity in towns is higher because of various activities undertaken there, and because of higher revenues generated there. There are no significant gaps across incomes generated in rural settings, where the majority of people practice farming activities. 
43. However, there still is a significant discrepancy between population income and consumption across the rural poor. The poorest quintile accounted for 9.4 per cent of overall consumption costs in 2008 versus 35.8 per cent reported for quintile 5. Discrepancy dropped in rural settings for this indicator as well, so that quintile I consumption increased from 8.7 per cent in 2006 to 9.4 per cent in 2008.
· Disparity across places of residence
44. As much as 77 per cent of Quintile I consist of rural population. The consumption breakdown of population quintiles by places of residence stresses out a higher concentration of rural population in lower quintiles and people from large cities – in higher quintiles. As much as 77 per cent of Quintile I consist of rural people. Therefore, the share of rural population in quintile I is 2.3 times higher than the share of those from quintile V. There was an increase in the number of people living in rural settings in the poorest quintile reported over the last years. People from rural communities accounted for 68 per cent of quintile I in 2006, with their share increasing to 73 per cent in 2007 and further up to 77 per cent in 2008. The situation outlined above is indicative of growing disparity between rural/urban residence despite a narrowing gap across rural areas.
	Figure 24. Breakdown of consumption expenditure quintiles by places of residence, 2008

	
[image: image32]

	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data
	


· Economic growth and poverty reduction in rural settings
45. By and large, poverty is closely tied with economic growth; yet, at times this growth is not enough to avert and reduce poverty. Growing rural poverty rates reported in 2005 and 2008, amidst economic growth, have come to corroborate it. GDP growth in 2005 and 2008 did not result in poverty reduction in rural communities. The small share of agriculture in GDP could not contribute towards cutting down poverty rates in rural areas of the country. At the same time, development of non-farming activities in villages is yet to gain momentum to allow for a considerable change in income breakdown.

Table 6

Correlation between GDP, growth of farming production and rural poverty rates, 2002-2005

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	GDP growth, %
	7.5
	4.8
	3.0
	7.2

	Share of agriculture in GDP, %
	16.4
	14.5
	10.0
	8.9

	Growth of GVA in agriculture, %
	1.5
	-2.8
	-35.0
	35.2

	Poverty trends, %
	29.1
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4


Source: NBS data
46. Generally, high poverty rates reported in rural areas are due to a large proportion of population being employed in the farming sector, low income of agriculture employees, as well as to the slow restructuring of other branches of the country’s economy in rural settings. A good share of households with income from agriculture farm and collect crops for their own consumption only. Boosting up the trade of agriculture/food products, and food industry development in those areas will result in more opportunities to overcome poverty. 

47. Apart from those, the reliance of people’s income on weather conditions is underpinning the instability of those and is a specific risk factor. Hence, one of the factors to have impacted poverty growth throughout 2008 was the drought of 2007, which had ripple effects mostly in the first half of the year and influenced mostly extreme poverty. Food poverty in rural settings began growing in quarter IV of 2007, yet it peaked in quarter I of 2008. During the above time frame, food poverty reached 5.1 per cent, i.e. 1 percentage point higher than it used to be one year before at the date. Therefore, waning or even stock-outs of crops and animal products pushed food poverty to cover rural communities, too. To that end, the building up of specific irrigation systems could be a way to avert and alleviate the effects of such weather disturbances.
· Review of consumption and income reported by rural population
48. Average consumption expenses incurred by rural population reached MDL 1,257 a month in 2008 – some MDL 205 short off the average consumption expenses reported nationwide, and less by MDL 478 that those incurred in urban settings. Average consumption expenses incurred in rural settlements increased by merely 2 per cent (in comparable prices) compared to 2007, which was not enough to cut down poverty rates, as the poverty threshold went up by 12.7 per cent. 

49. As it was stated above, dropping consumption was the main driver of growing rural poverty rates, given the falling disparities. By and large, there was a decrease in consumption spending for food, alcohol and tobacco, recreation and leisure, hotel and restaurant costs reported in rural settings during 2008. Specifically, the dropping expenses in rural areas were due to shrinking consumption of non-poor population (see Figure 23). These trends prove that the dropping disparity resulted from declining consumption of non-poor population, which is not indicative of one’s growing well-being but rather it means the getting of non-poor closer to poverty threshold.
50. Hence, in 2008 the non-poor cut down on their consumption costs on food by 3 per cent, on alcohol and tobacco products – by 24 per cent, on recreation and leisure – by 2 per cent, and on hotel and restaurant services – by circa 10 per cent. The falling consumption costs were due to declining incomes of rural population, and due to skyrocketing prices on certain services.
	Figure 25. Trends in consumption spending of rural population, 2007-2008
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	Trends in consumption spending of non-poor
	Trends in consumption spending of the poor 
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	Source: ME, based upon HBS data
	


51. Waning inflow of remittances has had the most marked impact on dropping revenues of population from rural areas following the worsening of the financial situation of family members with migrants. According to HBS data, over 60 per cent of all remittances are bound for rural communities and about 72 per cent of these inflows end up in the hands of richer groups. Falling remittance-related income by about 17 per cent at the year-end led to lower consumption levels reported in rural people, specifically in those relying on those revenues to a greater extent. 
52. Despite all of the above, the impact of remittance inflows on people’s growing well-being in rural settlements still is an important one. Thus, cash transfers from abroad reduce rural poverty rates by 4.4 percentage points. Having not had remittance inflows getting into the country, rural poverty rates would have reached 39 per cent instead. The impact of remittance inflows on poverty reduction was more significant in 2007 than was it in 2008: poverty dropped by 13.6 percentage points due to remittance inflows to the country, as compared to prior year. These trends corroborate the waning remittance inflows reported during 2008.
	Figure 26. Impact of remittance inflows on poverty

	2007
	2008
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	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data
	


53. The well-being of rural population was also influenced by price trends for a considerable portion of goods and services. Thus, price declines on crops caused dropping income for rural population on the one hand, given a high share of people heavily relying on those revenues; yet, the growing prices on utility costs, transport, health, and education services further diminished their likelihood of overcoming poverty risks, on the other hand.
Box 3. Price trends during 2008

The average annual inflation rate was 7.3 per cent in 2008 – down by 5.8 percentage points compared to the rate reported in 2007. The overall inflation rate in 2008 was influenced by the falling price growth on food by 8.9 p.p. and non-food goods by 9.5 p.p. respectively, as well as by the up-surging growth of service tariffs by 4.5 p.p.
	Figure 27. Monthly trends in consumer price index by key categories of goods and services in 2008
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	Source: NBS data


Food prices reported an increase of 6.5 per cent in 2008, fueled by the growing prices on rice two-fold, meat and canned meat and meat products – by 33.1 per cent, and bread – by 10.8 per cent. The dropping supply of meat, caused by a significant drop of livestock and poultry at farming enterprises following the culling of those in 2007 (caused by drought), led to growing prices on meat and meat products, which contributed most significantly to the growth of the overall CPI by 2.3 per cent. At the same time, prices dropped by 25.8 per cent on vegetables, by 40 per cent – on potatoes, by 9.9 per cent – on fruits, by 7.5 per cent – on vegetable oil, by 2.5 per cent – on sugar, and by 1 per cent – on fresh and preserved fish. Thus, food price growth accounted for 2.3 per cent of the total growth of 7.3 per cent of consumption prices.
Prices on non-food goods increased by 2.1 per cent in 2008 compared to December 2007, as a result of growing price on cars by 11.3 per cent, drugs – by 4.3 per cent, ready made cloths – by 3.4 per cent etc. At the same time, fuel prices plummeted by 10.7 per cent. Hence, prices on non-food goods led to the growth of the overall CPI by 0.9 per cent.
Prices on services rendered to people reported the highest increase of all – 17.5 per cent compared to December 2007. That growth was mostly caused by the growing tariffs on house maintenance and utility services by 29.2 per cent, on transport – by 20.1 per cent, public nutrition – by 15.9 per cent, and health – by 8.8 per cent. The upsurge in utility costs / maintenance prices was caused by the growing purchase price of gas and power bought from Russia and Ukraine, as well as by the growth of heating tariffs by 75.9 per cent. These accounted for 2.4 per cent of the overall CPI growth. Tariffs accounted for 4.2 per cent of the overall CPI growth, of which utility costs and transport services accounted for 3.0 per cent.
54. Price fluctuations on a number of goods / services were directly linked with rural population’s consumption levels. There was a significant increase in the price of utility services, transport, health, and ready-made cloths reported in 2008. A review of rural population consumption trends for these categories of goods and services showed a directly proportional relationship with price trends. In this vein, the consumption expenses grew for utility costs (17 per cent), transport (8 per cent), footwear and clothing (16 per cent), health and education (8 per cent) in 2008. 

55. On the other hand, growing consumption spending on these goods and services limited rural population consumption of other categories of goods / services. To that end, people shifted the consumption towards cheaper goods, used on a daily basis, that being specifically true for food consumption. For instance, rising prices of meat and meat products has had a negative impact on consumption levels for these types of goods – falling by 7 per cent and 6 per cent, respectively, compared to 2007. At the same time, consumption levels of population were offset by other cheaper products, such as: bread and bakery products, dairy, vegetables, and fruits.
2.5. Child Poverty
· Monetary issues of child poverty
56. Child poverty is one of the worst forms of social exclusion, which children are facing in Moldova. Child poverty issues may not be sorted out by parents alone, with Government playing a critical role in curbing child poverty and social exclusion. 

57. Child poverty incidence is significantly higher as compared with that reported in adults. Given the overall poverty rates of 26.4 per cent reported in people in 2008, 27.2 per cent of children are poor, whereas 3.7 per cent of children fall below extreme poverty line versus 3.2 per cent of the total population (see Figure 28). Children account for 25.0 per cent of the overall poor population and 27.8 per cent of people below the extreme poverty line. 

	Figure 28. Absolute and extreme poverty rates, 2006-2008
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58. A review of poverty trends from the last 3 years showed positive trends in child poverty reduction. Poverty rates increased by 0.6 percentage points in overall population in 2008 and stayed flat at the values reported in the year before in the case of children, while dropping by 5.6 percentage points compared to 2006. At the same time, the situation of children in extreme poverty worsened. Poverty rates went up by 0.5 percentage points for this group of children, thus being indicative of a growing number of children whose minimum food needs, at least, were not met.

59. Rising extreme poverty rates in children are generally caused by hiking rural poverty rates, which is also the case for households with children. As many as 4.8 per cent of children from rural areas are at risk of extreme poverty versus 1.7 per cent of children from urban settings. At the same time, extreme poverty rates in children from urban settlements dropped by 0.3 percentage points as compared to prior year, while going up by 0.8 percentage points for children from rural communities. Another factor outlining the high vulnerability of children from rural areas is what proportion they make of all poor children – 81.1 per cent in 2008 versus 71.0 per cent reported in 2006.

60. Specific features of households, such as number of children and types of households, have an important impact on child poverty incidence. Families with children are at significantly higher risk of falling below poverty line with every extra child to the family. Hence, the highest poverty rates were reported in households with 3 and more children (41.8 per cent) in 2008, and the lowest – in households with just one child (20.5 per cent). One may notice poverty rates falling by 8 percentage points compared to 2006, specifically, in the case of children from households with 3 or more children (see Figure 29).

	Figure 29. Absolute poverty rates by number of children in household and by type of household, 2006-2008
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61. By type of household, one may notice that the highest risk of falling below poverty line is reported for children from households made up of several nuclear families (28.3 per cent), given that this type of households prevail in rural communities, where overall poverty incidence rate is generally higher (see Figure 29). At the same time, those households are usually made up of several generations, with lots of cases of non-working individuals, which have no income source, or the income of which is not enough to ensure decent living conditions for children.

62. As to the Republic of Moldova, children from monoparental families face lower poverty risks than do children from biparental families (21.5 per cent versus 27.3 per cent). The existence of only one breadwinner proved to be no driver of poverty risk. One reason for that would be that most of these families are run by women and most of the times these are residing in urban settings, because of more employment opportunities available there. 

63. Like in other countries elsewhere, child poverty varies by the parents’ education levels and, thus, children’s likelihood to be poor is lower if parents have education. In this vein, each extra education level of parents results in dropping child poverty risks from 7.2 per cent for those households, in which householder has higher education, to 40.2 per cent for those households, in which householder has no primary education at all. Mother’s education level has a higher impact on child poverty. Therefore, in the case of mothers with only primary education, or with no education at all, 86 per cent of children are poor as compared to one-in-four children in the case of mothers with higher education, or specialized secondary education. Interdependence between a father’s education level and child poverty is less conspicuous, with child poverty rates being lower when cross-comparing parents with the same education levels (see Figure 30).

	Figure 30. Child poverty rates by parents’ education levels, 2008
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64. Employment status of parents is another important factor underlying a child’s well-being status. In this vein, the lowest poverty rates are reported in children, both parents of which have salary jobs (19.8 per cent), or if at least one of the parents is self-employed in a non-farming sector (22.4 per cent). In worse situation are the children, both parents of which are self-employed in agriculture, with poverty rates for this category of children going over 46.2 per cent (see Figure 31). This once again confirms the fluctuant nature of income gained by the country self-employed population in agriculture.

	Figure 31. Child poverty rates by parents’ employment status, 2008
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	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


65. The presence of parents in a family is another important specific feature underlying the assessment of child vulnerability. Population migration and specifically the migration of working age people, led to 21.7 per cent of children to live in families, in which at least one of the parents has left for a job abroad (see Figure 32). Of the total number of children with migrant parents, for one-in-ten children both parents have left, with only fathers leaving for a job abroad in the case of 60 per cent of children, and only mothers leaving – for the remaining 30 per cent of children. 

66. In those families, in which at least one parent has left for a job abroad, the financial situation of children is much better than in families with no migrants. Poverty risks for children from families with migrants are twice as low as those reported in children from families with no migrants (30.6 per cent). Poverty incidence in children from families with migrants is lower when both parents have left for a job abroad (13.4 per cent) (see Figure 33). Remittance inflows are much more important a source of income for rural households with children. Having at least one parent working abroad drags child poverty incidence in rural areas down by 2.3 times, whereas there is a 1.6-fold gap in child poverty rates between households with and without migrants in urban settings.

	Figure 32. Distribution of children by parent’s presence in the country, 2008, %
	Figure 33. Child poverty rates by parents’ presence in the country, 2008
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· Education and child poverty
67. Ensuring every child’s equal opportunities and access to education services is a key goal set out in education policy papers. Children from poor families are one of the categories at high risk of school dropouts or education limited to lower levels. While the gross preschool education enrolment rate is growing and the primary and lower secondary education levels remaining flat at the levels reported the year before, there is variance, however, in child’s enrolment in education facilities by their well-being status. 

68. Hence, gross enrolment in preschool education grows as a household’s well-being improves from 70.9 per cent for poorer households (quintile I) to 85.3 per cent for better-off households (quintile V). There is less variation in the gross enrolment in primary education, which accounts for 90.0 per cent for the children from poor families versus 100.7 per cent for best-off families (see Figure 34). 

	Figure 34. Gross enrolment in preschool education and primary education by income quintiles, 2008
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	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


69. The biggest disparity by child’s residence is noticed for preschool enrolment rates: with only 69.3 per cent of children from rural communities versus 91.2 per cent from urban settings attending on average. It is worth mentioning that preschool enrolment of children form rural areas has been continuously growing over the last three years.

70. It is well known that access to education and quality of education both depend to a great extent also on the education system financing. The Republic of Moldova authorities have provided for a steady growth of the funds earmarked for education over the last years. However, attending an education facility implies parents making some additional payments, thus limiting the access to education services, specifically for children from poor families.

71. Getting the child ready for school and making payments for education services still are a heavy burden for the budget of families with children. On average, a poor family with children in primary education incurs half the costs incurred by non-poor families and 3 times less than those with children in lower secondary education. The gap is wider by residence of families with children, with poor families from urban settings being in the position of making higher payments compared to those from rural communities.

72. There is a correlation between children enrolment in education system and parents’ education levels. If one is to look at the gross enrolment in preschool education, the enrolment in this level of education of children, the mothers of which have lower secondary education at most, is 60 per cent, whereas all children, the mothers of which have higher education, attend  kindergartens. 

· Child social protection and poverty
73. The current child social protection system, besides ensuring different social services, also provide for a number of payments made to families with children (monthly allowance payouts for child support and care, one-off indemnity payouts at birth, nominative compensations, social allocations, material aids etc.). 

74. By and large, social insurance and support benefits are one of the sources of income of households with children. On average, those account for 7.2 per cent of the current revenues generated by households with children, the largest share of which are social insurance benefits and specifically pensions (5.0 per cent). Depending on the well-being of a household with children, one may notice that social benefits account for a larger share in the lowest income households – with 12.2 per cent of total income – versus 3.9 per cent reported in highest income households. At the same time, these benefits are based mainly on pensions given out as per the laws in place, accounting for an important source of income for households with children, including poor households, too. This is indicative of a higher reliance of poorer households on social insurance benefits (see Figure 35).

	Figure 35. Share of social benefits in the total income available to households with children, by quintiles, 2008
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	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


75. Child support and care indemnity payouts are less important for households with children, accounting for 1.7 per cent of total income of households from quintile I versus 0.7 per cent of households from quintile V. These payouts draw upon the principles of both social insurance and social support: i) child care payouts for children until 1.5/3 years-old, irrespective of income; ii) child care payouts for children from 1.5/3 to 16 years-old, linked to parents’ income levels.

76. Means-tested child support has a more evident pro-poor targeting effect than does child support payable for children until 1.5/3.0 years-old. Therefore, the share of households with children benefiting from child support payouts until 1.5/3 years-old is dropping as a household’s well-being improves: 11.2 per cent for households from quintile I versus 2.0 per cent from quintile V (see Figure 36). When looking into the share of households benefiting from child support for children under the age of 1.5/3.0, one may notice that these social payouts basically do not differ by households’ well-being status. 

	Figure 36. Share of households benefiting from child support payouts, by quintiles, 2008
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77. The targeting of child support payouts towards the most vulnerable groups is an efficient method to harness the funds earmarked for children. At the same time, the establishing of a fair system for child support may have an impact on child poverty reduction only when the amount of payouts made is quite significant. 

78. Child care payouts have been raising over the last years, yet the amount of those payouts still is insignificant. Child care support payouts for children under 1.5/3.0 years resulted in poverty rates going down by 0.5 percentage points in 2008, whereas child support payouts for children older than 1.5/3 years-old led to a 0.2 percentage points drop of poverty rates (see Table 7.). 

Table 7
Impact of social support payouts on child poverty rates, %

	
	Absolute poverty rate
	Difference, percentage points
	Extreme poverty rate
	Difference, percentage points

	
	Before child support payouts
	After child support payouts
	
	Before child support payouts
	After child support payouts
	

	Child support payouts until 1.5/3.0 years-old
	27.7
	27.2
	0.5
	3.4
	3.2
	0.2

	Child support payouts for children older than 1.5/3 years
	27.4
	27.2
	0.2
	3.5
	3.2
	0.3

	Total child support payouts
	27.8
	27.2
	0.6
	3.7
	3.2
	0.5


79. Under-1.5/3.0 child support payouts have a higher impact on child poverty rates in urban settings, given that those are set based upon the average salary income, among other things, which is usually higher in urban settlements. 

III. POLICY IMPACT ON POVERTY RATES
80. The public policy pursued by the Government over the last years were socially oriented, with more than 60 per cent of the national public budget costs earmarked for social measures. The National Development Strategy (NDS) – the key paper for strategic planning in the Republic of Moldova – set the human resource development and promotion of social inclusion as one of the five development priorities of the country on the medium run. 

81. In order to support vulnerable people, including those falling below the poverty threshold, with the support granted by the country’s development partners, within the framework of NDS and other policy papers
, the Government accomplished a number of actions, with a variable degree of success. On the one hand, actions such as pension indexation and salary raises led to growing incomes of population and poverty aversion. On the other hand, actions to streamline social assistance and targeting of social benefits towards vulnerable people only, were not accomplished in full. The foundations of these changes were laid in mid-2008 only, when the Law on social support, no.133-XVI was adopted on 13 June 2008. One may not well feel the effects of this reform in the nearest future, as there still were two parallel social support systems running at the same time during 2009 – that of nominative compensations targeting 11 categories of people, a great share of which is non-poor, and that of means-tested social support. The new system has covered merely 45 thousand people as of the 2009 year-end (compared to over 250 thousand people covered with nominative compensations).  

82. Moreover, there have been provisions made, yet to accomplished, for a agriculture subsidy system reform to ensure the efficient and highly effective nature of subsidies granted. Therefore, the granting of subsidies in an efficient and effective way is critical, given that about half of population is working in agriculture, of whom the poor account for a large share (40 per cent). 
83. People’s well-being will be affected due to delayed undertaking of prompt crisis control measures. The Republic of Moldova’s economy felt the ripple effects of the economic crisis as early as the end of 2008. Making allowance for political changes in place (time of elections), the Government of Moldova did not react appropriately at the end of 2008 to launch specific prompt crisis control measures. To that end, the curbing of effects of the global financial crisis has become a more difficult process to carry out, while population has felt and will feel for quite some time the effects of that crisis.
3.1. Employment and salary policies
· Employment policy
84. Employment policies shall contribute towards reaching the objectives of sustainable economic development, high employment rates and social protection coverage, high economic competitiveness, growing quality of living, as well as towards greater economic and social cohesion. Labor quality is interdependent on the progress accomplished in building up a knowledge-based competitive economy and is ought to be delivered through joint efforts of all stakeholders, specifically by means of social dialogue. Changes produced in employment have a direct influence on poverty trends. 

85. Labor market is a developing market, whereas the employment policy pursued should be aligned with economic policy guidelines, thus ensuring direct ties between employment and the country’s economy. The employment policy implemented in 2008 is aiming at providing employment opportunities on the labor market, upgrading mediation and information services, setting up conditions for and professional reintegration services for the unemployed and vulnerable groups, bringing the education system in line with labor market requirements, and improving the social dialogue system.
86. By reviewing the labor market trends in the Republic of Moldova during 2008, one may notice improvements in terms of employment prospects and better standing of the labor market. At the same time, there was a rebound of the effects exerted by the world economic crisis on the country at the end of 2008.

	Figure 37 Trends in activity and employment rates of population throughout 2004-2008

	

	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


87. Economically active people (employed and unemployed) reached circa 1,302.8 thousand individuals – slightly down compared to figures reported the year before (0.8 per cent). The falling values are due to the number of unemployed dropping by 15 thousand. There have been no sex disparities reported in active people: the number of men was basically equal the number of women (50.6 per cent and 49.4 per cent respectively).  

88. The activity rate of population was 44.3 per cent – falling by merely 0.5 percentage points as compared to 2007. The participation rate of working age people, as per the laws in place (16-56/61 years-old), was 51.7 per cent, and 50.4 per cent reported in the wage group 15-56/61 years-old. The activity rate of people aged 15- 64 years (working age according to EU) was 49.4 per cent. This indicator underwent insignificant changes as compared to 2007.

89.  Employed population tallied up to about 1,251 thousand people – marginally more (by 3 per cent) than reported in 2007. Employment rate was 42.5 per cent, staying flat at the value reported the year before. It was slightly higher in men – 45.2 per cent against 40.1 per cent reported in women. The highest employment rate – 63.9 per cent – was reported in the age groups 40-44 and 50-54. A review of the employed by age groups shows that adults (25-54 years-old) accounted for 73.3 per cent of all, young people (15-24 years-old) – 9.9 per cent and 55 and older – 16.8 per cent, including 65+ years-old people – 19.4 per cent. Three-quarters of the elderly aged 65 or older were employed in farming activities.

90. Based on a review of distribution by activities in the national economy, one may notice that 31.1 per cent of all employed were working in agriculture – 1.7 p.p. lower than the one reported in 2007. The number of people employed in this sector dropped by about 20 thousand (5 per cent). Of them, 47.4 per cent have been working in their own ancillary households, i.e. one-in-seven of all employed people. Their number went down by 11.5 per cent as compared to the year before, i.e. circa 24 thousand people. The number of people employed in non-farming sectors was on a rise by approximately 3 per cent compared to 2007. That growth was reported in constructions, as well – circa 10 per cent, in trade – about 6 per cent, and in industry – 3.3 per cent. Individuals working in industry accounted for 13.1 per cent, and in hotel services – 16.7 per cent. Health workers and education employees made up 14.4 per cent of total, followed by construction workers with 6.6 per cent.  

91. The distribution by ownership shows that 69.7 per cent of population was working in the private sector and 26.4 per cent – in the public one. Private sector prevailed in agriculture (98.2 per cent), trade (96.9 per cent), constructions (94.2 per cent), hotel services (89.8 per cent), and processing industry (74.5 per cent). 
92. Employment policy in the Republic of Moldova gives high priority to providing for employment opportunities on the labor market. Thus, there have been 91.9 thousand jobs created in 2008 alone. Most of the jobs have been created in the following sectors: wholesale and retail trade – 22.3 thousand jobs, industry – 18.1 thousand jobs, agriculture – 8.9 thousand jobs, real estate trade - 7.9 thousand jobs, and transport and communications – 7.1 thousand jobs. In this context, one may follow the trends in new jobs throughout 2001-2008, as per the chart below (see Figure 36).

	Figure 38 . Trends in new jobs, 2001-2008

	

	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


93. Moreover, in reality, there have been a number of measures taken to enhance employment opportunities for the youth labor markets. Among those one may single out the considerable support extended to youth for education and vocational training and youth entrepreneurship. 
94. Informal employment continued to be a challenge to the country’s development in 2008. Hence, as many as 10.9 per cent of all the working in the economy during the year were employed informally, whereas 31.1 per cent have been employed both formally and informally at the same time. Employees accounted for 31 per cent of the number of informally working people.

95. In order to expedite employment, a new type of service is being promoted – electronic mediation of jobs within employment agencies. To date, 30 employment agencies benefited from such self-information posts, of which 15 self-information posts were purchased and set up within 13 regional employment agencies in 2008 alone. Once this system is scaled up to cover all of employment agencies, any individual may access the list of job vacancies via PC, within the premises of employment agencies. As a result, 2,034 people benefited from e-mediated self-employment services, with another 7,546 people accessing these services via telephone.  
96. The number of unemployed, according to the International Bureau of Labor standards, reached 51.7 thousand people in 2008, or 15 thousand short of the number reported in 2007. Unemployment affected men disproportionately more – 58 per cent – going down by 4.2 percentage points to total 62.2 per cent in 2007. It is worth mentioning that of all unemployed, 71.3 per cent was skilled labor force. 
97. Unemployment rate (share of unemployed, as per IBL, within all economically active) in the country decreased to 4 per cent in 2008, going down by 1.1 percentage points, as compared to 2007 values. Average unemployment duration dropped by three months compared to 2007 to settle at 16 months. 
98. The link between unemployment and poverty is well-established; yet, besides this, there is a strong relationship surfacing out between poverty, on the one hand, and unemployment in youth and migration, on the other hand, in Moldova. Hence, as it was already stated, poverty in Moldova is mainly a rural phenomenon. Unemployment rates among youth are also higher in rural communities, whereas migration originates most of the times from rural areas. Data shows that dropping income of households reversed the rural poverty decline and that real revenues also fell because the payments they were getting were low, while consumption prices rose.
	Figure 39. Trends in unemployment rate by place of residence
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	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


99. There still is significant disparity reported between unemployment rates in urban and rural settings (see Figure 37). By place of residence, unemployment rates in rural communities are lower, at 2.7 per cent, than are the rates reported in urban areas, with 5.5 per cent. People from urban settlements accounted for 63.2 per cent of the total number of unemployed versus 61.1 per cent in 2007. This could be explained by limited activities undertaken in rural communities. Most of the times, lack of job vacancies at the place of residence was cited as reason for unemployment. The difficulty of getting a job is also caused by a good proportion of rural population having no skills or craft to let them undertake specific activities, or the craft they know is in excess in a particular region.

100. The impact of rural poverty may also be exacerbated by the process of transition in agriculture – a sector which, in most countries with transition economies, acted as an informal safety net, providing people with means of subsistence and cash from the selling of fresh food and processed fruit and vegetable products. The flow of labor to rural communities threatens the farming trade today, turning agriculture more in to a business rather than a safety net or lifestyle. Naturally, the exodus of labor from agriculture that was reported in Moldova over the last years (with impact on productivity growth), coupled with slow progress in agriculture and with poverty scaling up to rural communities, all together cause a strong impact on the actual capacity of the farming sector to reuptake labor thereafter.

101. Of the 46.2 thousand people registered with a regional employment agency in 2008, those enrolling and graduating from professional training courses accounted for about 9 per cent, with one-in-nine registered unemployed benefiting from training courses. There have been customer-tailored mediation plans developed in order to heighten the accountability of unemployed for the situation those are facing and boost the activism of 4.1 thousand unemployed to have them integrated on labor markets. Following the measures taken, 45.3 per cent of vacant jobs entered in the databases of employment agencies were filled up, getting a job for 22.2 thousand unemployed of the 46.2 thousand unemployed registered with an employment agency (48 per cent). As many as 2,912 people benefited from unemployment allowances, and another 67,121 people turned to labor mediation services. 
	Figure 40. Unemployment rates by age groups, 2008

	

	Source: National Bureau of Statistics


102. Disadvantages faced by the youth on labor markets could augment with the crisis scaling up in the second half of 2008. Youth will carry on coping with the “normal” handicap they have on labor markets because of their lack of experience and distrust of potential employers, while at the same time having to compete with more experienced migrants, which are getting back home. Hence, unemployment among people from the 15-24 years-old age group was 11.2 per cent in 2008, i.e. 3.2 p.p. lower than the figure reported in 2007. Unemployed youth (15-24 years-old) accounted for 30.2 per cent of all unemployed, staying flat at the value reported the year before. 
103. In order to improve one’s professional mobility and to have one integrated or reintegrated in to labor markets, the unemployed are provided with training, retraining and capacity building courses. As many as 4,382 people graduated from professional training courses in 2008, of which 75 per cent were women. In that vein, 79 people benefited from employment and integration indemnity payouts during the reporting period, including 38 unemployed who benefited from employment indemnity payouts in the amount of one average salary in the country. 
· Migration policy
104. Outbound labor migration is an extremely marked phenomenon in the Republic of Moldova at this point, and through the prism of historical trends, it is common for any type of transition phases. Massive outflow of labor used to be and still is a reality that goes back to 1990’s, keeps going on and is further fueled up. Main reasons underlying the migrants’ decision to leave for a job abroad were, like in previous years, lack of jobs in the country, low wages and aspirations for reaching better living standards. One’s incapacity to meet basic needs to start up a family was the main driver of younger generation’s decision to migrate abroad. 
105. Migration trends were flat or even on a rise during 2008. During the same period, national institutions and international entities started paying more attention to the migration phenomenon to study it and develop, and subsequently implement, policies to curb the negative impact of the above phenomenon. 
106. According to statistical data, the number of people declared as having left for a job abroad or in search of a job rose to about 309.7 thousand in 2008 (as per an Employment Questionnaire). People from rural settlements account for the highest share of those, of which three-quarters (3/4) are people from the 25-54 years age-group. Average age of migrants is 35 years. Main destination countries for migrants were Russia (61.7 per cent), Italy (17.9 per cent), Greece, Spain, Portugal, and Israel. According to the data made available by the National Institute of Statistics from Italy, there were 68.66 thousand Republic of Moldova citizens working in Italy as of 31 December 2007. 

107. By and large, those who left for a job abroad are young and highly skilled people. Of the total number of migrants, only 41.6 per cent were holding residence and work permits for the destination countries, whereas approximately 19 per cent were illegally in those countries. One-third of migrants were temporarily registered in those countries. Of all people working in EU-27, more than half – 52 per cent – were holding residence and work permits, 22.6 per cent – were without a legal status, and about 14 per cent – were temporarily registered with authorities. Of all the people working in Russia, about 46 per cent were temporarily registered with authorities, 40.6 per cent had work permits, and 7.9 per cent – had no official status. 

108. Although no massive come-back of migrants from abroad is envisaged for the time being, migration phenomenon is likely to downscale. This process is highly underpinned by the effects of world crisis, too, because of job loss (reasons implied by 16.3 per cent of returning migrants), dropping salaries (9.4 per cent), as well as the situation of migrants abroad undergoing negative changes and other issues, such as the increasing cost of living, loss of residence, tightening immigration policies of host countries. 

109. Hence, the number of migrants absent from the country dropped by some 17-28 per cent, and the number of migrants returning back home with no intention to ever leave again for a job abroad grew by 5.8 per cent as of July 2008. Under this circumstance, the negative impact of migration on a country’s work potential is less prominent than the one reported in 2007.

110.  In order to scale up the labor market related awareness and advice opportunities, there were three migration information centers opened and equipped within the employment agencies in the municipalities of Chisinau, Balti and in the town of Cahul. The purpose of the Centers is to contribute towards increasing awareness about unregulated migration risks, human trafficking, alternative employment opportunities in the country etc. People will gain access to information about destination countries, employment opportunities abroad and other issues.
	Figure 41. Trends in remittance inflows throughout 1999-2008
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	Source: National Bank of Moldova


111. Remittance-driven income continued to grow in 2008. According to the National Bank of Moldova data, the total remittance inflow sent by both residents and non-residents from abroad tallied up to USD 1,605 million in 2008. Remittance inflows steadily increased until July 2008, but starting in August remittance inflows started to gradually ebb off, following the world economic crisis. Courtesy of positive trends reported in cash transfers in the first half of 2008, the current transfer surplus went up by 33.1 per cent to total USD 1,622.67 million, accounting for 26.8 per cent of GDP versus 27.7 per cent reported the year before. Remittance-generated income was estimated to be as high as USD 842.00 million, i.e. 93.0 per cent of all income inflows, influencing directly the households’ well-being status. 
	Figure 42. Impact of remittance-driven income on absolute poverty rates by zones, 2008

	

	Source: Ministry of Economy, based upon HBS data


112. The country’s economy was significantly influenced by remittance inflows. The number of Moldovan citizens working abroad has increased significantly over the last years and reported upward-sloping trends in the first half of 2008 just before the economic crisis stroke. The dropping remittance inflows, given the dramatic fall in economic activity due to the crisis, is not felt, or is felt just marginally all over the region. In reality, dropping trends in remittance inflows may become obvious as the time passes by. Amidst a potential easing of pressures, remittance inflows tend to decrease less steeply than one could have expected given the economic downturn. This is due, in part, to se the small amounts of remittances sent home (usually, around 5 per cent of one’s revenues) and, as a result, payments could be kept even when facing dropping revenues. The largest share of remittance inflows still comes from payments made by long-term migrants who spent several years abroad, which, oftentimes, due to their stable situation in the destination country, may easier come up with alternative sources of income when losing a job.

113. One may feel the ripple effects of declining remittance inflows countrywide. Despite that, it may take some time for migrants to return, more as a gradual phenomenon rather than occurring in a huge wave. Usually, this could be explained, in part, by migration related high bureaucracy and travel costs that keep migrants in the destination countries. Their commitment to stay will further be reinforced due to new immigration controls imposed through new regulations, for instance, in Australia, United States of America, Spain, Italy, and Malaysia.
114. Migration trends reported over the last years resulted in the need to set qualitatively new rules to regulate labor migration and more efficiently manage the given area. Upgrading of the labor migration flow regulatory mechanisms was aiming at protecting the rights of Moldovan citizens and at ensuring the temporary nature of their migration – the basic prerequisites to efficiently manage labor migration. 
115. In order to streamline the national legal framework on migration with international standards, a Mobility Partnership between RM and EU was signed in June 2008. An efficient implementation of this Partnership is of outmost importance for the country’s migration management policy; therefore, for the purpose of internally monitoring the carrying out of Partnership related projects, a Steering Committee was set up through a Government Resolution to monitor the implementation of the EU-RM Joint Declaration on Mobility Partnership.

116.  In view of implementing the EU-RM Joint Declaration on Mobility Partnership, there has been a number of actions taken, such as: the Republic of Moldova’s Ministry of Interior implemented two joint projects, namely “Strengthening the potential of migration services in the Republic of Moldova for the accommodation and detention of foreign nationals”, and “Fighting human trafficking by strengthening the migration management system in Moldova and international cooperation”; a draft Agreement to be signed between the Republic of Moldova and the Republic of Bulgaria on labor migration regulations between the two countries was perused. An Agreement on social insurance was signed between the Republic of Moldova and the Republic of Bulgaria in Sofia on 5 December 2008.
117. The implementation of a number of important projects started under the aegis of “Strengthening Moldova's capacity to manage labor and return migration” within the framework of the mobility partnership with the EU, considering specifically that it will count towards the implementation of the National Development Strategy (2008-2011) and the National Employment Strategy (2007-2015).

· Salary policy
118.  Securing one’s social well-being could be reached by providing for an efficient payroll policy, and by sustaining economic growth. An impact assessment of the payroll policy shows that its effects are influencing directly the quality of people’s living, specifically that of the poor. Average wage in the national economy is having an impact on the poor the most. High-income population is better protected, as it has access to financial tools whereby to protect themselves, while the poor use to hold cash, but the latter, as we already know, is depreciating during inflationary periods. Adjustments to the income of the poor are procrastinated, and if inflation rates are high, the poor have lower purchasing power, therefore – inflation is causing dropping real incomes. At the same time, poor rely more heavily on income offered by the Government and, given that pensions, transfers and other allowances are not fully indexed, their value decreases in relative figures.

119. The Government payroll policy aimed at ongoing designing and implementation of several measures for the liberalization of the tariff-based wage system, thus allowing for the building up of a payroll fund worth MDL 19 billion in 2008. 

120. Payroll measures gravitated to implementing a new budget payroll system in 2008, set out in the Law no.355-XVI, as of 23 December 2005, on the budget payroll system, increasing State minimum wage guarantees, and protection of low-income employees. 

121. Starting on 1 October 2008, staff salaries for payroll categories 1 to 15, payable based upon a single tariff scale, were set to the upper limits of their respective salary scales. Over 118 thousand low-paid employees benefited from basic salary increases by 16-18 per cent, including 23 thousand teaching staff and 69 thousand workers. 

122. The Parliament adopted the Law no.242-XVI on 20 November 2008, whereby amendments were operated to the Salary Law no.847-XV, as of 14 February 2002, and Labor Code. The aforesaid Law aims at securing the legal framework for providing business entities and social stakeholders with a wider autonomy on how the payroll is organized, depending on their financial standing. Therefore, business entities – subject to their specific interventions and economic terms – shall apply both tariff-based and non-tariff-based salary payment systems to organize their respective payroll.

123. Measures taken in 2008 resulted in a growing average monthly salary payable to workers employed in the national economy by some 22.6 per cent to reach MDL 2,529. Real wages went up by 9 per cent during the same time frame. Average monthly salary payable in the real sector rose increased by 23 per cent to amount MDL 2,825, whereas the average monthly wage in the budget sector was MDL 1,959 – 21 per cent up as compared to the same period of last year. Tariff-based wages for category I skills surged up by 19 per cent in 2008 for the employees of public the health care facilities covered by the mandatory health insurance system, set at MDL 615.

124. Wages for category I of skills for the employees working in the real sector of economy stayed flat at the amounts set for prior year (MDL 700 for the workers in agriculture and forestry sectors, and MDL 900 – for other employees).

125. At the same time, in order to have the Government protect low-paid employees, the former shall set the minimum guaranteed amount of wages in the real sector. This minimum guaranteed amount of wages in the real sector shall be reconsidered on an annual basis – subject to aggregate yearly increase in the consumption price index and labor productivity growth rate nationwide, i.e. by using a clear and transparent formula.

126.  In order to ensure better monitoring of the policy impact on poverty, one has to make allowance for the following employment guidelines:

· Implementation of employment policies aim at full employment, bettering labor quality and productivity, and at strengthening social and regional cohesion.

· Ensuring an inclusive labor market, enhanced attractiveness of labor and valuing labor for the people in search for a job, including disadvantaged groups and inactive people.

· Improving the match with labor market needs.

· Providing for flexibility coupled with employment security.

· Ensuring an employment-enabling development of labor costs and payroll wage setting tools.

· Scaling up and heightening investments in human capital.

· Adapting education and training systems to the new skill-mix requirements.

ANNEX 2: Statistical addenda
Table A. 1. Poverty indicators (rates, depth and severity) 1,2, weighted data
	Indicators and sources
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Absolute poverty threshold (MDL a month per adult equivalent) – upper limit
	820
	920.9
	1037.9

	Poverty rate, per cent
	36.5
	32.3
	33.1

	Depth of poverty, per cent 
	10.1
	7.9
	8.5

	Poverty severity 
	4.1
	2.9
	3.2

	Absolute poverty threshold (MDL a month per adult equivalent) a)
	747.4
	839.3
	945.9

	Poverty rate, per cent
	30.2
	25.8
	26.4

	Depth of poverty, per cent 
	7.9
	5.9
	6.4

	Poverty severity 
	3.0
	2.1
	2.3

	Extreme poverty threshold (MDL a month per adult equivalent) a)
	404.2
	453.9
	511.5

	Extreme poverty rate, per cent
	4.5
	2.8
	3.2

	Depth of extreme poverty, per cent
	1.0
	0.5
	0.5

	Extreme poverty severity
	0.4
	0.2
	0.1

	Relative poverty threshold (MDL a month per adult equivalent)3
	591.8
	707.1
	763.96

	Poverty rate, per cent
	16.9
	15.1
	14.8

	Minimum subsistence, MDL a month per adult equivalent
	935.1
	1099.45
	1368.1

	Poverty rate by adult equivalent expenditures), per cent
	46.2
	45.0
	56.5

	International threshold of $4.30 at PPP per capita / day (MDL / per capita / month)4
	604
	678.3
	764.1

	Poverty rate (per capita spending), per cent
	34.5
	29.8
	30.4


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 


a\ NBS

Notes:

1\ Nationwide weighted data
2\ Poverty thresholds are measured per adult equivalent a month, unless stated otherwise
3\ Relative poverty threshold is set at 60 per cent of the median consumption expenditures per adult equivalent
4\ Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) adjusted. Values computed per capita a month
5\ http://www.statistica.md/statistics/dat/1138/ro/minimul_de_existenta_anul2007.pdf 

Table A. 2. Poverty rates by place of residence, 2008, weighted data, %
	
	Large cities
	Small towns
	Rural communities

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Absolute poverty – upper limit
	25,1
	18,3
	15.0
	36,4
	30,9
	28.0
	41,2
	38,4
	42.5

	Absolute poverty a)
	20,6
	14,0
	10.9
	30,1
	23,8
	21.2
	34,1
	31,3
	34.6

	Extreme poverty a)
	3,5
	0,7
	0.8
	5,0
	1,9
	2.0
	4,7
	3,9
	4.6


	Statistical zones 2

	
	North
	Center
	South
	Municipality of Chisinau

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Absolute poverty- upper limit
	40,5
	38,3
	37.7
	39,0
	36,3
	38.7
	42,3
	37,4
	43.1
	24,4
	15,2
	12.2

	Absolute poverty
	32,8
	30,4
	30.0
	33,7
	30,2
	31.2
	34,1
	29,5
	35.2
	19,7
	11,4
	8.5

	Extreme poverty
	4,9
	3,1
	4.0
	6,1
	3,9
	4.2
	3,5
	3,1
	3.9
	2,7
	0,6
	0.4


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 


a\ NBS
Notes:

1\ Nationwide weighted data, by place of residence
2\ North – Briceni, Edinet, Ocnita, Donduseni, Soroca, Drochia, Riscani, Glodeni, Falesti, Singerei, Floresti, Soldanesti, municipality of Balti; Center – Ungheni, Telenesti, Rezina, Orhei, Calarasi, Nisporeni, Straseni, Criuleni, Dubasari, Anenii Noi, Ialoveni, Hincesti; South – Leova, Cimislia, Basarabeasca, Causeni, Stefan Voda, ATU Gagauzia, Cantemir, Taraclia, Cahul; municipality of Chisinau.

Table A. 2. Distribution of consumption expenditures 1

	Consumption spending by quintiles (20%) of population
	Total
	Large cities
	Small towns
	Rural communities

	
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2006
	2007
	2008

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

	Quintile I
	8.2
	8.8
	8.9
	7.5
	8.9
	9.0
	8.4
	9.2
	9.8
	8.7
	9.1
	9.4

	Quintile II
	12.8
	13.3
	13.6
	12.9
	13.6
	13.7
	13.2
	13.3
	14.5
	13.2
	13.5
	14.2

	Quintile III
	17.1
	17.3
	17.3
	17.1
	17.4
	17.2
	17.2
	17.3
	17.7
	17.5
	17.9
	18.1

	Quintile IV
	22.8
	22.6
	22.4
	22.3
	22.1
	23.1
	22.8
	23.0
	22.3
	23.0
	22.5
	22.5

	Quintile V
	39.1
	38.0
	37.7
	40.2
	37.9
	37.0
	38.5
	37.1
	35.7
	37.6
	36.9
	35.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gini coefficient by per capita consumption quintiles (weighted)
	0.315
	0.298
	0.2924
	0.328
	0.290
	0.2845
	0.304
	0.288
	0.2662
	0.297
	0.284
	0.2711

	90/10 distribution, average consumption costs by adult equivalent
	7.01
	6.11
	6.01
	8.30
	5.95
	5.75
	6.75
	5.74
	5.21
	6.12
	5.64
	5.25


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 

Notes: 
1\ Nationwide weighted data
2\ Quintiles are computed separately for each place of residence
Table A. 34. Impact of remittance-driven income, 2007 - 2008, %

	
	2007
	2008

	
	Poverty rate, net of remittance inflows
	Poverty rate, including remittance inflows
	Impact degree
	Poverty rate, net of remittance inflows
	Poverty rate, including remittance inflows
	Impact degree

	Total
	37.1
	25.8
	11.3
	33.8
	26.4
	7.4

	Place of residence

	 - urban 
	26.4
	18.4
	8.0
	26.6
	15.2
	11.4

	 - rural
	44.9
	31.3
	13.6
	39.0
	34.6
	4.4

	Statistical zones

	 - North
	44.8
	30.4
	14.4
	38.1
	30.0
	8.1

	 - Center
	41.3
	30.2
	11.1
	37.5
	31.2
	6.3

	 - South
	43.8
	29.5
	14.3
	40.8
	35.2
	5.6

	 - Municipality of Chisinau
	16.2
	11.4
	4.8
	17.7
	8.5
	9.2


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 

Table A. 33. Poverty incidence and breakdown for households with migrant family members, 2007, %, people
	
	Poor
	Extremely poor
	Total 

	
	Headcount
	Share 
	Poverty rate
	Headcount
	Share 
	Poverty rate
	Headcount 
	Share 

	Destination country1 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Russia
	465
	72.0
	20.9
	34
	73.9
	1.5
	2223
	59.1

	Ukraine
	9
	1.4
	12.9
	3
	6.5
	4.3
	70
	1.9

	Italy
	67
	10.4
	9.1
	4
	8.7
	.5
	739
	19.7

	Portugal
	9
	1.4
	10.6
	.
	.
	.
	85
	2.3

	Israel
	13
	2.0
	15.3
	.
	.
	.
	85
	2.3

	Other
	83
	12.8
	14.9
	5
	10.9
	.9
	558
	14.8

	
	646
	100.0
	17.2
	46
	100.0
	1.2
	3760
	100.0


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 

Note:
1\ Unweighted data
Table A. 33. Poverty incidence and breakdown for households with migrant family members, 2008, %, people
	
	Poor
	Extremely poor 
	Total 

	
	Headcount
	Share
	Poverty rate
	Headcount
	Share
	Poverty rate
	Headcount
	Share

	Destination country1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Russia
	424
	53.8
	11.6
	41
	65.1
	1.1
	3647
	61.1

	Ukraine
	59
	7.5
	22.3
	
	
	
	264
	4.4

	Italy
	135
	17.1
	12.7
	6
	9.5
	0.6
	1063
	17.8

	Portugal
	8
	1.0
	5.7
	
	.
	.
	141
	2.4

	Israel
	22
	2.8
	15.0
	5
	7.9
	3.4
	147
	2.5

	Greece
	10
	1.3
	11.4
	6
	9.5
	6.8
	88
	1.5

	Turkey
	77
	9.8
	36.0
	5
	7.9
	2.3
	214
	3.6

	Other
	53
	6.7
	13.0
	
	
	.9
	409
	6.8

	
	788
	100.0
	13.2
	63
	100.0
	1.1
	5973
	100.0


Source: MET, based upon HBS data 

Note:
1\ Unweighted data[image: image52.png]
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Figure 3. Child poverty rates by parents’ education levels, 2008
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� The chapter on community deprivation is still to be included.


� 	An absolute poverty threshold is the aggregated amount of overall consumption expenses incurred for food, non-food goods and services. An extreme poverty threshold is the monetary value of a food basket.





� Depth of poverty measures the poor people’s shortage of revenues against poverty threshold.


� One-hundredth of total population


� HBS looks into the statistical regions of the country, which differ from the regions set out in Law on regional development, no.438-XVI. The country’s regions for statistical purposes are as follows: North – Briceni, Edinet, Ocnita, Donduseni, Soroca, Drochia, Riscani, Glodeni, Falesti, Singerei, Floresti, Soldanesti, Municipality of Balti; Center – Ungheni, Telenesti, Rezina, Orhei, Calarasi, Nisporeni, Straseni, Criuleni, Dubasari, Anenii Noi, Ialoveni, Hincesti; South – Leova, Cimislia, Basarabeasca, Causeni, Stefan Voda, ATU Gagauzia, Cantemir, Taraclia, Cahul; Municipality of Chisinau.





� Perceived poverty threshold is estimated through simple linear regression.


� Employment Strategy for 2007-2015; National Program for Agriculture Development 2009-2011; Concept of farming subsidies for 2008-2015, and other
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Figura 5. Distribuţia copiilor după prezenţa părinţilor, 2008, %
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		Venit din activitatea salariata		Mean		37.3		39.8		42.7		42.3		50.8

		Venit din activitatea individuala agricola		Mean		18.6		16.6		12.0		9.3		4.5

		Venit din activitatea individuala non-agricola		Mean		8.3		9.6		8.6		9.4		10.6

		Venit din proprietate		Mean		0.1		0.3		0.1		0.1		0.3

		Prestaţii sociale		Mean		12.2		10.5		7.3		5.5		3.9

		Pensii		Mean		8.5		7.2		4.9		4.0		2.5

		Indemnizaţii pentru copii		Mean		1.7		1.1		0.9		0.6		0.7

		compensatii		Mean		0.8		0.5		0.4		0.2		0.2

		asigurare sociala		Mean		8.7		7.9		5.4		4.1		2.7

		asistenta sociala		Mean		2.8		1.9		1.5		1.0		1.0

		Alte venituri		Mean		23.5		23.3		29.3		33.4		29.9

		remitente		Mean		19.4		20.2		27.3		27.6		25.8
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Figura 13. Ponderea prestaţiilor sociale in total venituri disponibile ale gospodăriilor cu copii, pe chintile, 2008
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						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Nivelul de educaţie – mama

				Studii superioare		10.2		4.8		15.6		7		4		15.8		7.2		4.1		15.5

				Studii medii de specialitate		18		10.8		19.8		17.9		11.8		18.4		19.4		11.6		16.2

				Studii vocaţionale		27.6		13.8		16.5		28.4		20.1		19.7		25.7		20.6		21.8

				Studii medii generale		38.2		32.1		27.7		32.9		31.3		26.5		29.1		28.1		26.2

				Studii medii incomplete		60.9		35.8		19.4		46.2		32.2		19.4		47.1		35.2		20.3

				Studii primare sau fără studii		95.6		2.7		0.9		99.9		0.7		0.2		86		0.4		0.1

				Total		32.8		100		100		X		100		100		27.1		100		100

				Nivelul de educaţie - tata

				Studii superioare		12.2		4.8		12.7		8.2		4.3		14.2		8.6		3.8		11.7

				Studii medii de specialitate		16.6		7.3		14.2		21.2		10.9		13.9		13.2		7		14.1

				Studii vocaţionale		31.2		33.9		34.9		27.7		39.9		38.9		26.7		39.5		39.3

				Studii medii generale		36.7		24.1		21.1		30.6		20.1		17.8		32.2		22.7		18.7

				Studii medii incomplete		54.9		27.9		16.3		43.3		23.8		14.8		43.9		26.5		16

				Studii primare sau fără studii		84.3		2		0.8		76.8		1.1		0.4		68.6		0.4		0.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		x		100		100		26.5		100		100

						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Prezenţa părinţilor în gospodărie

				Ambii părinţi prezenţi		32.3		83		84.3		27.2		80.9		81.3		26.6		80.9		82.6

				Numai mama prezentă		38.5		13.6		11.6		32.1		15.3		13		31.8		14.8		12.6

				Numai tata present		22.9		0.8		1.2		22.5		1		1.2		33		1.2		1

				Nici un părinte nu este prezent		28.2		2.5		2.9		17.2		2.8		4.5		22.7		3.1		3.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Ocupaţia părinţilor

				Ambii părinţi lucrează		34.2		56.4		54.1		29		52.5		49.4		30.6		53		47

				Numai mama lucrează		30.8		18.9		20.2		28.9		24		22.7		23.7		20.8		23.8

				Numai tata lucrează		29.8		12.4		13.7		27.6		13.1		13		28.7		14.8		14

				Alte situaţii		33.1		12.2		12.1		19.1		10.4		14.9		20.5		11.4		15.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Statutul ocupaţional al părinţilor

				Ambii angajaţi pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		50.5		17		11		42.4		14		9		46.2		15.1		8.9

				Cel puţin o persoană este salariat		31.3		35.7		37.5		31		41.6		36.5		29.1		41.1		38.4

				Doar o persoană angajata pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		34.1		14.1		13.5		31.3		16.8		14.6		28.4		14.5		13.9

				Cel puţin o persoană angajată pe cont propriu în activităţi non-agricole		25.7		3.7		4.7		19.7		2.6		3.5		22.4		3.8		4.6

				Alte situaţii		32.3		12.6		12.8		18.7		10.1		14.8		21		11.2		14.5

				Ambii salariaţi		27		17		20.6		19		14.9		21.5		19.8		14.4		19.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Părinţi plecaţi peste hotare

				Ambii părinţi plecaţi		13		0.6		1.6		13.4		1.2		2.5		13.4		1.2		2.4

				Numai mama este plecată		16.8		3.1		6.1		19.9		4.5		6.2		16.1		3.9		6.5

				Numai tatăl este plecat		19.4		6.1		10.2		20.6		9.3		12.3		14.2		6.6		12.6

				Nici un părinte nu este plecat		36		90.2		82.2		29.4		84.9		29		30.6		88.3		78.4

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

								Locul de resedinta (oras-1, sat-2)								Total

								oras				sat				Count		Col %

								Count		Col %		Count		Col %

				parinti plecati peste hotare		ambii părinţi sunt plecaţi peste hotare		4235.2		1.5		12834.6		2.7		17069.8		2.2

						doar tatăl este plecat peste hotare		21989.6		7.8		77083.4		15.9		99073.0		12.9

						doar mama este plecată peste hotare		14295.3		5.1		36055.1		7.4		50350.4		6.6

						părinţii sunt prezenţi		241625.1		85.6		358172.4		74.0		599797.5		78.3

				Total				282145.2		100.0		484145.5		100.0		766290.7		100.0

												17069.8		10.3

												99073.0		59.5

												50350.4		30.2

												166493.2		100.0

						Chintile

						1		2		3		4		5

				învăţămîntul preşcolar		70.9		76.2		74.6		90.8		85.3

				învăţămîntul primar		90.0		97.3		96.7		95.9		100.7
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Figura 3. Rata sărăciei copiilor în funcţie de nivelul de educaţie al părinţilor, 2008
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Figura 6. Rata sărăciei copiilor în funcţie de prezenţa părinţilor, 2008
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Figura 5. Distribuţia copiilor după prezenţa părinţilor, 2008, %
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Figura 9. Rata brută de încadrare în învăţămîntul preşcolar şi primar pe chintile, 2008



		

						Quintiles (consumption expenditure)

						Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5

		Venit disponibil		Mean		100		100		100		100		100

		Venit din activitatea salariata		Mean		37.3		39.8		42.7		42.3		50.8

		Venit din activitatea individuala agricola		Mean		18.6		16.6		12.0		9.3		4.5

		Venit din activitatea individuala non-agricola		Mean		8.3		9.6		8.6		9.4		10.6

		Venit din proprietate		Mean		0.1		0.3		0.1		0.1		0.3

		Social benefits		Mean		12.2		10.5		7.3		5.5		3.9

		Pensions		Mean		8.5		7.2		4.9		4.0		2.5

		Child support		Mean		1.7		1.1		0.9		0.6		0.7

		compensatii		Mean		0.8		0.5		0.4		0.2		0.2

		asigurare sociala		Mean		8.7		7.9		5.4		4.1		2.7

		asistenta sociala		Mean		2.8		1.9		1.5		1.0		1.0

		Alte venituri		Mean		23.5		23.3		29.3		33.4		29.9

		remitente		Mean		19.4		20.2		27.3		27.6		25.8
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						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Nivelul de educaţie – mama

				Studii superioare		10.2		4.8		15.6		7		4		15.8		7.2		4.1		15.5

				Studii medii de specialitate		18		10.8		19.8		17.9		11.8		18.4		19.4		11.6		16.2

				Studii vocaţionale		27.6		13.8		16.5		28.4		20.1		19.7		25.7		20.6		21.8

				Studii medii generale		38.2		32.1		27.7		32.9		31.3		26.5		29.1		28.1		26.2

				Studii medii incomplete		60.9		35.8		19.4		46.2		32.2		19.4		47.1		35.2		20.3

				Studii primare sau fără studii		95.6		2.7		0.9		99.9		0.7		0.2		86		0.4		0.1

				Total		32.8		100		100		X		100		100		27.1		100		100

				Nivelul de educaţie - tata

				Studii superioare		12.2		4.8		12.7		8.2		4.3		14.2		8.6		3.8		11.7

				Studii medii de specialitate		16.6		7.3		14.2		21.2		10.9		13.9		13.2		7		14.1

				Studii vocaţionale		31.2		33.9		34.9		27.7		39.9		38.9		26.7		39.5		39.3

				Studii medii generale		36.7		24.1		21.1		30.6		20.1		17.8		32.2		22.7		18.7

				Studii medii incomplete		54.9		27.9		16.3		43.3		23.8		14.8		43.9		26.5		16

				Studii primare sau fără studii		84.3		2		0.8		76.8		1.1		0.4		68.6		0.4		0.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		x		100		100		26.5		100		100

						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Prezenţa părinţilor în gospodărie

				Ambii părinţi prezenţi		32.3		83		84.3		27.2		80.9		81.3		26.6		80.9		82.6

				Numai mama prezentă		38.5		13.6		11.6		32.1		15.3		13		31.8		14.8		12.6

				Numai tata present		22.9		0.8		1.2		22.5		1		1.2		33		1.2		1

				Nici un părinte nu este prezent		28.2		2.5		2.9		17.2		2.8		4.5		22.7		3.1		3.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Ocupaţia părinţilor

				Ambii părinţi lucrează		34.2		56.4		54.1		29		52.5		49.4		30.6		53		47

				Numai mama lucrează		30.8		18.9		20.2		28.9		24		22.7		23.7		20.8		23.8

				Numai tata lucrează		29.8		12.4		13.7		27.6		13.1		13		28.7		14.8		14

				Alte situaţii		33.1		12.2		12.1		19.1		10.4		14.9		20.5		11.4		15.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Statutul ocupaţional al părinţilor

				Ambii angajaţi pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		50.5		17		11		42.4		14		9		46.2		15.1		8.9

				Cel puţin o persoană este salariat		31.3		35.7		37.5		31		41.6		36.5		29.1		41.1		38.4

				Doar o persoană angajata pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		34.1		14.1		13.5		31.3		16.8		14.6		28.4		14.5		13.9

				Cel puţin o persoană angajată pe cont propriu în activităţi non-agricole		25.7		3.7		4.7		19.7		2.6		3.5		22.4		3.8		4.6

				Alte situaţii		32.3		12.6		12.8		18.7		10.1		14.8		21		11.2		14.5

				Ambii salariaţi		27		17		20.6		19		14.9		21.5		19.8		14.4		19.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Părinţi plecaţi peste hotare

				Ambii părinţi plecaţi		13		0.6		1.6		13.4		1.2		2.5		13.4		1.2		2.4

				Numai mama este plecată		16.8		3.1		6.1		19.9		4.5		6.2		16.1		3.9		6.5

				Numai tatăl este plecat		19.4		6.1		10.2		20.6		9.3		12.3		14.2		6.6		12.6

				Nici un părinte nu este plecat		36		90.2		82.2		29.4		84.9		29		30.6		88.3		78.4

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

								Locul de resedinta (oras-1, sat-2)								Total

								oras				sat				Count		Col %

								Count		Col %		Count		Col %

				parinti plecati peste hotare		ambii părinţi sunt plecaţi peste hotare		4235.2		1.5		12834.6		2.7		17069.8		2.2

						doar tatăl este plecat peste hotare		21989.6		7.8		77083.4		15.9		99073.0		12.9

						doar mama este plecată peste hotare		14295.3		5.1		36055.1		7.4		50350.4		6.6

						părinţii sunt prezenţi		241625.1		85.6		358172.4		74.0		599797.5		78.3

				Total				282145.2		100.0		484145.5		100.0		766290.7		100.0

												17069.8		10.3

												99073.0		59.5

												50350.4		30.2

												166493.2		100.0

						Quintiles

						Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5

				Preschool education		70.9		76.2		74.6		90.8		85.3

				Primary education		90.0		97.3		96.7		95.9		100.7

						104.2		101.4		104.6		104.3		101.9
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Figura 5. Distribuţia copiilor după prezenţa părinţilor, 2008, %
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						Chintile (cheltuieli de consum)

						Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4		Q5

		Venit disponibil		Mean		100		100		100		100		100

		Venit din activitatea salariata		Mean		37.3		39.8		42.7		42.3		50.8

		Venit din activitatea individuala agricola		Mean		18.6		16.6		12.0		9.3		4.5

		Venit din activitatea individuala non-agricola		Mean		8.3		9.6		8.6		9.4		10.6

		Venit din proprietate		Mean		0.1		0.3		0.1		0.1		0.3

		Prestaţii sociale		Mean		12.2		10.5		7.3		5.5		3.9

		Pensii		Mean		8.5		7.2		4.9		4.0		2.5

		Indemnizaţii pentru copii		Mean		1.7		1.1		0.9		0.6		0.7

		compensatii		Mean		0.8		0.5		0.4		0.2		0.2

		asigurare sociala		Mean		8.7		7.9		5.4		4.1		2.7

		asistenta sociala		Mean		2.8		1.9		1.5		1.0		1.0

		Alte venituri		Mean		23.5		23.3		29.3		33.4		29.9

		remitente		Mean		19.4		20.2		27.3		27.6		25.8
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						2006		2007		2008				2006		2007		2008

				total		30.2		25.8		26.4				4.5		2.8		3.2

				copii		32.8		27.3		27.2				5.4		3.2		3.7

				adulţi		29.3		25.3		26.1

						2006		2007		2008				2006		2007		2008

				urban		25.6		18.1		13.9				5.1		2		1.7

				rural		37		33		34.9				5.5		4		4.8
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						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Nivelul de educaţie – mama

				Studii superioare		10.2		4.8		15.6		7		4		15.8		7.2		4.1		15.5

				Studii medii de specialitate		18		10.8		19.8		17.9		11.8		18.4		19.4		11.6		16.2

				Studii vocaţionale		27.6		13.8		16.5		28.4		20.1		19.7		25.7		20.6		21.8

				Studii medii generale		38.2		32.1		27.7		32.9		31.3		26.5		29.1		28.1		26.2

				Studii medii incomplete		60.9		35.8		19.4		46.2		32.2		19.4		47.1		35.2		20.3

				Studii primare sau fără studii		95.6		2.7		0.9		99.9		0.7		0.2		86		0.4		0.1

				Total		32.8		100		100		X		100		100		27.1		100		100

				Nivelul de educaţie - tata

				Studii superioare		12.2		4.8		12.7		8.2		4.3		14.2		8.6		3.8		11.7

				Studii medii de specialitate		16.6		7.3		14.2		21.2		10.9		13.9		13.2		7		14.1

				Studii vocaţionale		31.2		33.9		34.9		27.7		39.9		38.9		26.7		39.5		39.3

				Studii medii generale		36.7		24.1		21.1		30.6		20.1		17.8		32.2		22.7		18.7

				Studii medii incomplete		54.9		27.9		16.3		43.3		23.8		14.8		43.9		26.5		16

				Studii primare sau fără studii		84.3		2		0.8		76.8		1.1		0.4		68.6		0.4		0.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		x		100		100		26.5		100		100

						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Prezenţa părinţilor în gospodărie

				Ambii părinţi prezenţi		32.3		83		84.3		27.2		80.9		81.3		26.6		80.9		82.6

				Numai mama prezentă		38.5		13.6		11.6		32.1		15.3		13		31.8		14.8		12.6

				Numai tata present		22.9		0.8		1.2		22.5		1		1.2		33		1.2		1

				Nici un părinte nu este prezent		28.2		2.5		2.9		17.2		2.8		4.5		22.7		3.1		3.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Ocupaţia părinţilor

				Ambii părinţi lucrează		34.2		56.4		54.1		29		52.5		49.4		30.6		53		47

				Numai mama lucrează		30.8		18.9		20.2		28.9		24		22.7		23.7		20.8		23.8

				Numai tata lucrează		29.8		12.4		13.7		27.6		13.1		13		28.7		14.8		14

				Alte situaţii		33.1		12.2		12.1		19.1		10.4		14.9		20.5		11.4		15.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Statutul ocupaţional al părinţilor

				Both parents self-employed in agriculture		50.5		17		11		42.4		14		9		46.2		15.1		8.9

				At least one parent has a salaried job		31.3		35.7		37.5		31		41.6		36.5		29.1		41.1		38.4

				Only one parent is self-employed in agriculture		34.1		14.1		13.5		31.3		16.8		14.6		28.4		14.5		13.9

				At least one parent self-employed in non-farming sectors		25.7		3.7		4.7		19.7		2.6		3.5		22.4		3.8		4.6

				Other situations		32.3		12.6		12.8		18.7		10.1		14.8		21		11.2		14.5

				Both have salaried jobs		27		17		20.6		19		14.9		21.5		19.8		14.4		19.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Părinţi plecaţi peste hotare

				Ambii părinţi plecaţi		13		0.6		1.6		13.4		1.2		2.5		13.4		1.2		2.4

				Numai mama este plecată		16.8		3.1		6.1		19.9		4.5		6.2		16.1		3.9		6.5

				Numai tatăl este plecat		19.4		6.1		10.2		20.6		9.3		12.3		14.2		6.6		12.6

				Nici un părinte nu este plecat		36		90.2		82.2		29.4		84.9		29		30.6		88.3		78.4

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

								Locul de resedinta (oras-1, sat-2)								Total

								oras				sat				Count		Col %

								Count		Col %		Count		Col %

				parinti plecati peste hotare		ambii părinţi sunt plecaţi peste hotare		4235.2		1.5		12834.6		2.7		17069.8		2.2

						doar tatăl este plecat peste hotare		21989.6		7.8		77083.4		15.9		99073.0		12.9

						doar mama este plecată peste hotare		14295.3		5.1		36055.1		7.4		50350.4		6.6

						ambii părinţi sunt prezenţi		241625.1		85.6		358172.4		74.0		599797.5		78.3

				Total				282145.2		100.0		484145.5		100.0		766290.7		100.0

												17069.8		10.3

												99073.0		59.5

												50350.4		30.2

												166493.2		100.0

						Chintile

						1		2		3		4		5

				învăţămîntul preşcolar		70.9		76.2		74.6		90.8		85.3

				învăţămîntul primar		90.0		97.3		96.7		95.9		100.7

						104.2		101.4		104.6		104.3		101.9
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Figura 9. Rata brută de încadrare în învăţămîntul preşcolar şi primar pe chintile, 2008
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						Chintile (cheltuieli de consum)

						1		2		3		4		5

		Venit disponibil		Mean		100		100		100		100		100

		Venit din activitatea salariata		Mean		37.3		39.8		42.7		42.3		50.8

		Venit din activitatea individuala agricola		Mean		18.6		16.6		12.0		9.3		4.5

		Venit din activitatea individuala non-agricola		Mean		8.3		9.6		8.6		9.4		10.6

		Venit din proprietate		Mean		0.1		0.3		0.1		0.1		0.3

		Prestaţii sociale		Mean		12.2		10.5		7.3		5.5		3.9

		Pensii		Mean		8.5		7.2		4.9		4.0		2.5

		Indemnizaţii pentru copii		Mean		1.7		1.1		0.9		0.6		0.7

		compensatii		Mean		0.8		0.5		0.4		0.2		0.2

		asigurare sociala		Mean		8.7		7.9		5.4		4.1		2.7

		asistenta sociala		Mean		2.8		1.9		1.5		1.0		1.0

		Alte venituri		Mean		23.5		23.3		29.3		33.4		29.9

		remitente		Mean		19.4		20.2		27.3		27.6		25.8
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Figura 13. Ponderea prestaţiilor sociale in total venituri disponibile ale gospodăriilor cu copii, pe chintile, 2008
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						2006		2007		2008				2006		2007		2008

				total		30.2		25.8		26.4				4.5		2.8		3.2

				copii		32.8		27.3		27.2				5.4		3.2		3.7

				adulţi		29.3		25.3		26.1
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Sheet3

		

						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Nivelul de educaţie – mama

				Studii superioare		10.2		4.8		15.6		7		4		15.8		7.2		4.1		15.5

				Studii medii de specialitate		18		10.8		19.8		17.9		11.8		18.4		19.4		11.6		16.2

				Studii vocaţionale		27.6		13.8		16.5		28.4		20.1		19.7		25.7		20.6		21.8

				Studii medii generale		38.2		32.1		27.7		32.9		31.3		26.5		29.1		28.1		26.2

				Studii medii incomplete		60.9		35.8		19.4		46.2		32.2		19.4		47.1		35.2		20.3

				Studii primare sau fără studii		95.6		2.7		0.9		99.9		0.7		0.2		86		0.4		0.1

				Total		32.8		100		100		X		100		100		27.1		100		100

				Nivelul de educaţie - tata

				Studii superioare		12.2		4.8		12.7		8.2		4.3		14.2		8.6		3.8		11.7

				Studii medii de specialitate		16.6		7.3		14.2		21.2		10.9		13.9		13.2		7		14.1

				Studii vocaţionale		31.2		33.9		34.9		27.7		39.9		38.9		26.7		39.5		39.3

				Studii medii generale		36.7		24.1		21.1		30.6		20.1		17.8		32.2		22.7		18.7

				Studii medii incomplete		54.9		27.9		16.3		43.3		23.8		14.8		43.9		26.5		16

				Studii primare sau fără studii		84.3		2		0.8		76.8		1.1		0.4		68.6		0.4		0.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		x		100		100		26.5		100		100

						2006						2007						2008

						Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie		Săraci				Total popula-ţie

						rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra		rata sărăci-ei		structu-ra		structu-ra

				Prezenţa părinţilor în gospodărie

				Ambii părinţi prezenţi		32.3		83		84.3		27.2		80.9		81.3		26.6		80.9		82.6

				Numai mama prezentă		38.5		13.6		11.6		32.1		15.3		13		31.8		14.8		12.6

				Numai tata present		22.9		0.8		1.2		22.5		1		1.2		33		1.2		1

				Nici un părinte nu este prezent		28.2		2.5		2.9		17.2		2.8		4.5		22.7		3.1		3.7

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Ocupaţia părinţilor

				Ambii părinţi lucrează		34.2		56.4		54.1		29		52.5		49.4		30.6		53		47

				Numai mama lucrează		30.8		18.9		20.2		28.9		24		22.7		23.7		20.8		23.8

				Numai tata lucrează		29.8		12.4		13.7		27.6		13.1		13		28.7		14.8		14

				Alte situaţii		33.1		12.2		12.1		19.1		10.4		14.9		20.5		11.4		15.2

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Statutul ocupaţional al părinţilor

				Ambii salariaţi		27		17		20.6		19		14.9		21.5		19.8		14.4		19.7

				Cel puţin o persoană este salariat		31.3		35.7		37.5		31		41.6		36.5		29.1		41.1		38.4

				Ambii angajaţi pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		50.5		17		11		42.4		14		9		46.2		15.1		8.9

				Doar o persoană angajata pe cont propriu în activităţi agricole		34.1		14.1		13.5		31.3		16.8		14.6		28.4		14.5		13.9

				Cel puţin o persoană angajată pe cont propriu în activităţi non-agricole		25.7		3.7		4.7		19.7		2.6		3.5		22.4		3.8		4.6

				Alte situaţii		32.3		12.6		12.8		18.7		10.1		14.8		21		11.2		14.5

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

				Părinţi plecaţi peste hotare

				Both parents left		13		0.6		1.6		13.4		1.2		2.5		13.4		1.2		2.4

				Only mother left		16.8		3.1		6.1		19.9		4.5		6.2		16.1		3.9		6.5

				Only  father left		19.4		6.1		10.2		20.6		9.3		12.3		14.2		6.6		12.6

				None of the parents left		36		90.2		82.2		29.4		84.9		29		30.6		88.3		78.4

				Total		32.8		100		100		27.3		100		100		27.2		100		100

								Locul de resedinta (oras-1, sat-2)								Total

								oras				sat				Count		Col %

								Count		Col %		Count		Col %

				parinti plecati peste hotare		ambii părinţi sunt plecaţi peste hotare		4235.2		1.5		12834.6		2.7		17069.8		2.2

						doar tatăl este plecat peste hotare		21989.6		7.8		77083.4		15.9		99073.0		12.9

						doar mama este plecată peste hotare		14295.3		5.1		36055.1		7.4		50350.4		6.6

						ambii părinţi sunt prezenţi		241625.1		85.6		358172.4		74.0		599797.5		78.3

				Total				282145.2		100.0		484145.5		100.0		766290.7		100.0
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Figura 3. Rata sărăciei copiilor în funcţie de nivelul de educaţie al părinţilor, 2008

86,0

7.2

8.6

19.4

13.2

25.7

26.7

29.1

32.2

47.1

43.9

86

68.6



		



%



		Ambii părinţi plecaţi		Ambii părinţi plecaţi

		Numai mama este plecată		Numai mama este plecată

		Numai tatăl este plecat		Numai tatăl este plecat

		Nici un părinte nu este plecat		Nici un părinte nu este plecat



#ССЫЛКА!

%
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Figura 5. Distribuţia copiilor după prezenţa părinţilor, 2008, %
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		Severitatea sărăciei		9.8		17.7		13.7		9.1		5.2		2.7		2.5		3.2		3		2.1		2.3
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		Profunzimea sărăciei extreme, %		12.4		22.7		17.6		11.6		6.6		3.1		3.2		4		1		0.5		0.5

		Severitatea sărăciei extreme		5.9		11.4		8.2		5.1		2.4		1		1.1		1.5		0.4		0.2		0.1

		Coeficientul Gini pe cheltuieli de consum pe persoană (ponderat)		0.399		0.396		0.38		0.39		0.37		0.36		0.36		0.38		0.315		0.298

		Distribuţia 90/10, media cheltuielilor de consum pe echivalent[1]		12.52		11.59		10.45		10.85		9.4		8.39		9.1		10.28		7.01		6.11

		Pragul internaţional de $2,15 PPC pe persoană/zi (MDL/persoană/lună)3		91.6		127.6		167.5		183.9		193.7		216.2		239.5		268.0		302.0		339.2		382.3

		Ponderea populaţiei cu consum sub $2.15 pe persoana zi la PPC		31.9		53.2		45		32.3		21		11.5		11.4		14.4		4.8		2.9		3.5

		Ponderea populaţiei cu venit sub $2.15 pe persoana zi la PPC						64.5		52.4		39.8		28.9		27.8		27.6		13.2		10.5		10.0

		Ponderea populaţiei cu consum sub $4,13 pe persoana zi la PPC																		34.5		29.8		30.4		29.0		23.0
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		Indicatorii şi sursele		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008

		Absolute poverty threshold (MDL)		128.9		179.2		234.8		257.3		270.7		303.5		327		353.87		747.4		839.3		945.9
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		Pragul sărăciei extreme (lei)		101		140.4		183.9		201.5		212		235.5		258.1		278.52		404.2		453.9		511.5

		Extreme poverty rate, %		37.4		59.7		52.2		38		26.2		15		14.7		16.1		4.5		2.8		3.2

		Profunzimea sărăciei extreme, %		12.4		22.7		17.6		11.6		6.6		3.1		3.2		4		1		0.5		0.5

		Severitatea sărăciei extreme		5.9		11.4		8.2		5.1		2.4		1		1.1		1.5		0.4		0.2		0.1

		Coeficientul Gini pe cheltuieli de consum pe persoană (ponderat)		0.399		0.396		0.38		0.39		0.37		0.36		0.36		0.38		0.315		0.298

		Distribuţia 90/10, media cheltuielilor de consum pe echivalent[1]		12.52		11.59		10.45		10.85		9.4		8.39		9.1		10.28		7.01		6.11

		Pragul internaţional de $2,15 PPC pe persoană/zi (MDL/persoană/lună)3		91.6		127.6		167.5		183.9		193.7		216.2		239.5		268		302.04		339.19		382.26

		Share of population with per capita consumption levels of less than $2.15 a day at PPP		31.9		53.2		45		32.3		21		11.5		11.4		14.4		4.76		2.9		3.5
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		Indicatorii şi sursele		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2010		2015

		Pragul sărăciei absolute (lei)		128.9		179.2		234.8		257.3		270.7		303.5		327		353.87		747.4		839.3		945.9
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		Profunzimea sărăciei, %		19.5		32.3		27		19.3		12.4		7.3		6.8		8		7.9		5.9		6.4
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