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Table 5 compares the PEG values and rankings in the 2000–2006 period under alternative 
definitions of poverty.8 It is noteworthy that defining poverty more holistically to capture non-
income dimensions significantly changes the picture, particularly on a cross-country basis. It is 
remarkable how Indonesia moves from the top of the list based on income poverty to the opposite 
end near the bottom once poverty is defined multidimensionally. Aside from Indonesia, other 
countries whose relative standings change markedly with a multidimensional definition of poverty 
are Mongolia, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka, and to a lesser extent, the Philippines and PRC. In the 
case of Mongolia and the Philippines, a more positive picture emerges once poverty is defined 
multidimensionally, as the perverse positive sign of the PEG disappears with this more holistic 
poverty definition. 

Table 5: PEG Rankings Using Income and HPI, 2000–2006 

Country PEG   
(Income) 

 PEG       
(HPI) Country 

Indonesia -1.652 -1.464 Malaysia 
Pakistan -1.636 -1.231 Singapore 
PRC -1.306 -1.190 Thailand 
Malaysia -0.806 -1.181 Viet Nam 
Thailand -0.755 -1.021 Nepal 
Viet Nam -0.643 -0.901 Mongolia 
Sri Lanka -0.586 -0.791 PRC 
Nepal -0.515 -0.583 Cambodia 
Bangladesh -0.469 -0.547 Pakistan 
Cambodia -0.158 -0.489 Philippines 
India -0.157 -0.373 Bangladesh 
Philippines 0.154 -0.322 India 
Mongolia 1.855 -0.292 Myanmar 
Singapore NA -0.284 Indonesia 
Myanmar NA -0.130 Sri Lanka 

These results suggest that in these countries, there is weak correlation between income level 
and human welfare indicators, particularly in education and health which are the two 
elements additionally accounted for by the HPI. In the case of Indonesia and Pakistan, the 
evidence suggests that strong improvement in reducing income-based poverty after 2000 
has not translated into similarly strong improvement in education and health status of the 
people, particularly the poor. Similarly, the moderate pace of income poverty reduction that 
accompanied economic growth in Sri Lanka did not translate into a commensurate 
improvement in non-income welfare indicators for the poor. On the other hand, the increase 
in income poverty incidence in Mongolia and the Philippines was mitigated by improvements 
in non-income based welfare indicators. This outcome suggests that the government may 
have been relatively successful in delivering education and health services to the income-
poor, particularly in Mongolia where the turnaround resulting from the broader definition of 
poverty is more dramatic. 

Comparing country performances across the two decades and considering the redefinition 
from income-based to multidimensional poverty (Table 6), Thailand and Malaysia emerge as 
                                                 
8  Note that the interval over which the income poverty-based PEG is derived may not exactly coincide with the 

2000-2006 interval used for the HPI-based elasticity estimates due to varying periods of data availability (see 
4th column of Table 2). 


