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FOREWORD

The Integrated Household Living Conditions Assessment (IHLCA) project provides the Government of
the Republic of the Union of Myanmar, the UN and other national and international stakeholders with
statistical data for determining living conditions in the country. The first nation-wide survey was carried out
in 2004-2005. This second survey, in additon to providing the most recent state of living conditions and
poverty levels, also provides opportunities to make comparisons and trend analysis for contributing to well-
informed, pro-poor decision making,

The overall survey design of the THLCA-IT was chosen to mirror the IHLCA-I, in order to secure
comparability. For this reason almost half of the number of interviewed households was the same
households as in 2004-2005, allowing for poverty dynamics analysis. The survey included a nationwide
tepresentative sample of 18,660 households. As in the first survey, all of the field work was divided into
two rounds; the first round took place between December 2009 and January 2010 (after the harvest) and the
second round from May 2010 onwards (before the harvest).

The survey has been undertaken in close cooperation with the Planning Department of the Ministry of
Mational Planning and Economic Development (MNPED), the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) and the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency (Sida). The survey
methodology and process follows international control standards and the project team has received
extensive technical oversight and support from organizations such as the World Bank and Statistic Sweden,
as well as from technical staff from UNICEF and UNDP. These partners have also monitored the survey
process from design and methodology to data analysis.

Being one of the most comprehensive surveys on living conditions and poverty undertaken in Myanmar we
trust that this statistical data will be useful and valuable for vanious purposes and a variety of stakeholders,
and it is our hope that this will lead to well-informed planning and decision making and subsequent
improvements in the well-being of the Myanmar population.

Bishow Parajuli Daw Lai Lai Thein

Resident Representative UNDP Myanmar Director General, Planning Department
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Executive Summary

1. Introduction

The Porerty Profile presents select results from the IHLCA-11 survey with emphasis on consumption
poverty and its correlates. It is not limited to consumption poverty however, as other dimensions of living
conditions, including health, education, water/ sanitation, ete. are reviewed. Its core objective is to provide
information on levels and trends in key indicators of well-being, and their correlates, with a view to
inform public policy decisions. In terms of format, the Porerty Profife reviews the following issues in turn:
Poverty and Inequality (Section 2); Demographic Charactenstics of Houscholds (Section 3); Economic
Activities of Houscholds (Section 4); the Labour Marker (Section 5% Housing, Water and Sanitation
{Section 6); Health and Nutrition (Section 7), Edueation (Section 8) and Conclusion (Section 9).

2. Poverty and Inequality

Food poverty afflicts around 5% of the population and has fallen from around 10% in 2005, Food
poverty incidence is more than ewice as high in rural than urban areas, at 5.6% and 2.5% respectively,
Rural areas account for over 85% of total food poverty. The highest values of food poverty incidence are
in Chin at 25% followed by Rakhine (10%%), Tanintharyi (9.6%) and Shan (9%). The four major
contributing states/regions to national food poverty, are Avevarwady (18.7%), Mandalay (16%), Shan
(154%) and Rakhine State (14.9%).

Poverty afflicts around 25% of the populaton and has fallen by 6 percentage points since 2005. Poverty
incidence is around twice as high in rural than urban areas ar 29% and 15% respectively. Rural areas
account for almost 85% of total poverty. The highest values of poverty incidence are in Chin at 73%
followed by Rakhine (44%), Tanintharyi (33%), Shan (33%) and Aveyvarwadv (32%). The four major
contributing states/regions  to national poverty incidence are Ayevarwady (19%), Mandalay (15%),
Rakhine (12%) and Shan State (11%).

Findings on trends in three poverty ‘proxies’, namely, caloric intake, the food share in consumption and
ownership of small assets, are mixed. Caloric intake has increased for the bottom decile, which
represented the ‘food poor” in 2005, and for the second and third deciles. The food share in consumption
has risen across the bottom three deciles and begins to fall only towards the top of the consumption
distribution. Small asset ownership is increasing across the distribution at higher rates wowards the bottom
of the distribution, Trends in the food share are not what one would expect, prima fade, in light of findings
on reductions in poverty. On the other hand, the dam on caloric intake and small asset ownership are
broadly consistent with falling levels of poverty and inereasing consumption expenditure among the poor.
I light of these conflicting results, cantion is wrged in the interpretation of data on poverty fevels and trends, in particnlar on
the meagnitude of the decling in poverty.

Both ‘relative’ and ‘absolute” inequality appears to have fallen between 2005 and 2010, The consumption
share of the bortom 20%, a measure of relative equality, has risen slightly from 11.1% to 12%, though
sampling error may account for this difference. Further, the consumpton gap between the richest and
poorest 20% has decreased by around 8%. In general, the data suggest that poorer population groups
have experienced faster growth than richer ones across the entire consumption distribution. In additon,
the rates of growth of the poorest two deciles are quite substantal ar 14% and 9% respectively, while
those of the richest two deciles are zero or negative. In summary, these data suggest that both relative and
absolute inequality have fallen in Myanmar over the period 2005-2010,

Poverty dynamics is concerned with changes in the poverty starus of individual households over tme.
Specifically, it analyses those households which: 1) remain poor (chronically poor); i) escape from or enter
in poverty (transitory poor) and iii) remain non-poor. Overall, transitory poverty appears to affect close to
3 dmes the number of houscholds as chronic poverty, 28% vs. 100 of houscholds respectively. The
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extent of beth descents into (11.3% of houscholds), and escapes from (16.5% of houscholds), poverty
appears significant, While measurement error undoubtedly inflates the size of transitory poverty, it still
remains a significant phenomenon. For policy purposes, a better understanding of the reasons for
descents into, and escapes from, poverty is necessary.

3. Demographic Characteristics of Households

As in 2005, there is an associaton berween poverty and howschold size. Poor houscholds tend o be
larger than non-poor, at 6.0 and 4.7 members, respectively. There is not much difference in household
size berween urban and rural areas,

The demographic dependency ratio compares the number of houschold members less than 15 and over
59 years of age, relatve o those between the ages of 15-59, As in 2005, the reladonship between the
demographic dependency ratio and consumption poverty is weak, These data suggest that poverty is not
primarily driven by life-cycle considerations related to the early child rearing vears and with caring of
elderly parents.

The economic dependency ratio compares the number of economically inactive and active household
members between the ages of 15-539. As in 2005, there appears to be an inverse relationship between this
indicator and poverty, i.e. the poor have proportionally more cconomically actve houschold members,
Owverall, these data suggest that thar poverty in not due to economic inactivity, even in urban areas, but 1o
low returns associated with economic activites.

As in 2005, there is an inverse rclatonship between poverty and female-headship. The relaove
proportions of poor and non-poor female -headed houscholds are 18% and 21.5% respectvely. It may
be due to receipt of remittance income or the fact that only better-off women, in primarily urban areas,
are able to form their own households upon divorce or death of a spouse.

4. Economic Activities of Household Members

In terms of industrial structure, agriculture, hunt'mj__, and forestry is by far the biggest employer accounting
for half of wal employment. Manufacturing is very small, me]rmnh around 6% of the economically
active population. The remainder of employment is mainly in the low-end service sector. Around 54% of
poor household members are engaged in agricultural activities, compared to 49% of non-poor household
members. The size of the agriculural sector, combined with the small size of, and slow growth in,
manufacturing, and the preponderance of low-end service sector jobs, make a priwa fude case for the
centrality of rural-based, agricultural-led development to any successful strategy of poverty reduction, at
least in the short-run,

In terms of occupation, casual labour in rurmal areas is quite high at around 21% of economically active
houschold members and increasing among the poor, from 23 to 28%. There has been a corresponding
decline in contributing family workers among the poor from 17.5% to 12% but not in own account
workers, Together, these data suggest that the increasing ‘casualisaton” of poverty is due primanly to
contributing family workers entering into casual employment and not, say, to growing landlessness
associated with a fall in own-account work. It also suggests that the increases in consumption expenditure
amongst the poor discussed in Section 2 may be due to an increase in work-time and effort, as labourers
increasingly supplement contributing family work with casual labour.

With respect to land size, average farm size of 6.7 acres (or 2.71 hectares) is moderate by South-East
Asian standards, though low by international standards. Poor households have significantly smaller farm
size that non-poor households ar 4.4 and 7.3 acres respectively. Overall, there has not been a worsening
of the size distribution of farm land. In summary, small farm size is a correlate of poverty which has
remained quite stable since 2005 among most consumption deciles, including the poorest.
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Landlessness is a significant phenomenon at 24% of those whose primary cconomie activity is agriculture,
which appears to have declined slightly from 26% in 2005. It is much higher among poor than non-poor
households at 34% and 19% respectively and may have increased slightly for the former since 2005, from
32% to 34%, though this difference is not statstically significant. There may have been an increase in
landlessness amongst the very poorest bottom decile from around 34% to 38% though the difference is
not statistically significant. The highest rates of landlessness are found in Bago (41%), Yangon (39%) and
Ayevarwaddy (33%). In summary, landlessness is another important correlate of poverty which may have
increased slightly over time, in particular among the very poorest. This finding suggests that while the
imereasing ‘casualisation” of poverty is not due pmariy to an increase in landlessness, it may be a
contributing factor among the poorest of the poor.

In terms of credit access, around one-third of agricultural houscholds received a formal or informal loan
for agricultural acuvities in 2009, compared with around 38% in 2004, Only around 11% of non-
agricultural households wok out such a loan to finance business activities in 2009, compared with around
15% in 2004. The average loan size to the poor is not insignificant amounting to around 60% of the
annual food poverty line. Around half of agricultural eredit is sourced informally, a share which has staved
relatively constant over ome and which is similar for poor and non-poor houscholds. In terms of debr,
there has been a striking decline in the number of indebted houscholds from around 48% o 30%
between 2004 and 2009, a fall which is equally evident in poor and non-poor houscholds. Debt levels of
poor houscholds, at 14% of total annual consumption expenditure, appear quite high. The policy
implications of the analysis of credit and debt are not without complexity. On the one hand, there is a
case for increasing formal eredit aceess given low and declining coverage as well as the apparent ability of
a significant number of houscholds to pay off existung debts. On the other hand, the sustainability of
some debt loads, in particular among the poor, appears uncertain given relatively high debt/consumpuon
ratios,

5. Labour Market

In terms of labour force participation, overall rates are high at two-thirds (67%%) of the populaton aged 15
and above and higher for the poor than non-poor at 69% and 66% respectively. There are stark
differences in child participation rates (ages 10-14) between the poor and non-poor at 18% and 10%
respectively, and between participation rates of the poor and non-poor aged 15-24 at 72% and 62%
respectively. These findings suggest that poverty is not primarily due to non-participation in the labour
force but to low remuneration/returns for those who do participate (as found in Section 4.2 on the
economic dependency ratin).  In addition, they provide limited, additional support to the suggeston in
Section 4.2 that increases in consumption expenditure amongst the poor discussed in Section 2 may be
due to an increase in work-time and effort, as houschold members increasingly enter the labour force.
Finally, the much higher rates of child labour force participation among the poor raise questions about
the possibility of the intergeneratdonal ransmission of poverty and poverty traps, as evidenced by low
enralment rates for working children.

In terms of unemployment, levels are extremely low in Myanmar at around 1.7%. The poor are more
likely to be unemploved than the non-poor, at 2.4% and 1.4% respectively, but the level of open
unemployment of the poor is still very low and unchanged from its 2005 level of 2.3%. The Time Rates
of Unemployment (TRU), proxied by unemployment in the 7 days preceding the questionnaire is very
low as well at 25%. The relationship between poverty and the TRU is very similar to the
poverty/unemployment relationship described above. The poor/non-poor breakdown is 3.7% and 2.1%
respectively, with levels for the poor virtually identical between 2005 and 2010, In summary, there is an
association berween poverty and open unemployment and between poverty and the Time Rare of
Employment in Myanmar, but both the relatonship is weak and both are very small contributors to
overall poverty, Poverty has much more to do with low returns to work than with the absence of work.,

Finally, underemployment appears to be a significant phenomenon in Myanmar with pronounced
seasonal dimensions, which appears to have increased between 2005 and 2010, It is not, however, closely

associated with poverty, These findings provided added support for the view that poverty has much
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more to do with low returns to work than with the absence of work (as argued in the contest of
economic dependency ratios, labour force participation rates and unemployment). They also attest o the
impertance of poverty dynamics, or flows into and out of poverty over the course of the agriculrural
cvcle.

6. Housing, Water and Sanitation
Section 6 has presented data on various aspects of housing, water and sanitaton conditions in Myanmar,

In terms of ‘quality” roofing, which is sometimes used as a proxy of consumption poverty, around 53% of
houscholds had access in 2010, a statistically significant increase from its 2005 level of 44%. There are
large differences between the poor and non-poor, at 32% and 59% respectively, though access for the
poor has inereased from its 2005 level of 27.8%, a change which is not statistcally significant. There is
quite significant state/divisional variation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (20%) and Ayeyarwaddy
(39%). In summary, access to quality roofing has increased significanty overall, though slighdy less so for
the poor, with significant remaining gaps between states/ regions. If sub-quality roofing is interpreted as a
proxy for poverty, these findings provide support for the drop in poverty rates found in Section 2.

In terms of safe drinking water, overall access has increased in statstically significant fashion between
2005 and 2010, from 63% to 70% respectively. There are differences in access between the poor and non-
poor, at 62% and 72% respectvely, and between rural and urban dwellers, ar 65% and 81% respecrively.
Access to the poor has increased over time from its 2005 level of 59%, a change which is not statistcally
significant. Particularly low levels are found in Aveyarwaddy (45%), Rakhine (50%) and Tanintharyi
{56%). In summary, access to safe drinking water has inereased modestly overall, though less so for the
poor, with significant remaining gaps between states/regions and between urban and rural areas.

With respect to improved sanitation, overall access has increased in statistcally significant fashion
berween 2005 and 2010, from 67% to 79% respectively. There are large differences in access berween the
poor and non-poor, at 72% and 82% respeetvely, and moderate differences berween rural and urban
dwellers, at 77% and 84% respectively. Access to the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 59%, a
change which is sratistically significant. Particularly low levels are found in Rakhine (54%), though in this
state, access appears to have increased over time ( high standard errors urge caution in interpreting this
result). In summary, access to improved sanitation has increased over time, at higher rates for the poor,
with moderate remaining gaps along state/divisional lines and between the poor and non-poor

In terms of electricity, overall access has increased in statstically significant fashion between 2005 and
2010, from 38% to 48% respectively. There are very large differences in access between the poor and
non-poor, at 28% and 55% respectively, and berween rural and urban dwellers, ar 34% and 89%
respectively. Access o the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 20%%, a change which is statistically
sipnificant. Pardcularly low levels are found in Rakhine (26%), Avevarwaddy (30%), Magwe (31%) and
Bago (32%). In summary, access to clectricity has improved over tme, at faster rates for the poor, with
significant remaining gaps along state/divisional lines and very large differences between the poor and
NoN-poor.

Owerall, these data suggest a process of general improvement across all indicators, though with remaining
gaps along state/ divisional and poverty lines, Rakhine State has tended to fare among the worst for all the
indicators presented.

7. Health and Nutrition

In terms of immunisation against measles, coverage stood at around 82% in 2010, a modest increase from
its 2005 level of 80%. There are considerable differences in coverage between the poor and non-poor, at
76% and 86% respecdvely, and between rural and urban dwellers, ar 80% and 92% respecuvely. Coverage
of the poor has fallen slightly from its 2005 level of 78%, a change which is not statistcally significant.
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There is moderate regional/state variaton, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (68%). In summary,
immunisation coverage against measles has increased modestly overall, though has declined shightly for
poor houscholds. Remaining gaps exist berween the states/ regions, urban and rural dwellers and between
poor and non-poor households

With respect to maternal health, antenatal care coverage stood at around 83% in 2010, virtually identical
to its 2005 level. There are moderate differences in access berween the poor and non-poor, at 77% and
86" respectively, and differences berween rural and wrban dwellers, at 81% and 93% respectvely.
Partcularly low levels are found in Chin (60%) and Rakhine (67%6). Overall, 78% of births were artended
by skilled personnel in 2010, similar to its 2005 level of 73%. There are considerable differences berween
the poor and non-poor, at 69% and 81% respectively, and differences berween rural and urban dwellers,
at 74% and 93% respectively.

Oince again, particularly low levels are found in Rakhine (55%) and Chin (61%). In summary, indicators of
maternal health have staved at relatively high levels or increased modestly with remaining gaps between
states/ regions, urban and rural dwellers and between poor and non-poor households

In terms of morbidity, self-reported morbidity stood as 5.4% of the population in 2010, virtually identical
to its 2005 level of 5.3%. These data show slighty higher levels of morbidity for the non-poor than the
poor, at 5.5% and 5.1% respectively, which is undoubtedly due to self-report bins. Comparatively higher
levels are found in Kayin (8.9%), Chin (8.1%), Kayah (8.0%) and Rakhine (8.0%). In summary, self-
reported morbidity levels have remained unchanged over time bur reflect the self-report bias found in the
literature whereby the poor appear less ill than the non-poor.

With respect to moderate malnutrition, levels stood at 32% in 2010, a non-statisdeally significant decline
from its 2005 level of 34%. There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 30.6%
respectively, and between rural and urban dwellers, at 33.7% and 25.5% respectively. Malnutrition among
the poor has declined from its 2005 level of 37.9%, a change which is not statistcally significant.
Particularly high levels are found in Rakhine (53%) and Shan (5) (48%).

In terms of severe malnutrition, levels stood at 9.1% m 2000, a non-staustically significant decline from
its 2005 level of 9.4%. There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 10.2% and 8.6%
respectively, and between rural and urban dwellers, at 9.7% and 6.9% respectively. Unlike moderate
malnutrition, females have higher rates than males at 10% and 8.3% respectively. Malnutrition among the
poor has declined from its 2005 level of 11.3%, a change which is not statistically significant. Particularly
high levels are found in Shan (5) (18.5%) and Rakhine (16.3%), Owverall, these data suggest a pattern of
modest improvement over time and are broadly consistent with findings of declines in food poverty and
poverty presented in Chapter 2.

Access to health care stood at around 81% in 2010, compared to 65% in 2005, an increase which is
statistically significant. There are slight differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 77% and
B2% respectively, and large differences berween rural and urban dwellers, at 75% and 96% respecovely.
Access to the poor has increased over tme from its 2005 level of 57%, a change which is sradsocally
significant. Particularly low levels are found in Sagaing (62%) and Chin (68%). In summary, access to
health care has improved quite substantially since 2005, in particular for the poor, with large remaining
gaps between urban and rural dwellers.

Owverall, health shares of expenditure were around 5% in 2010, almost identical to their 2005 level, Shares
of the poor are significantly lower than the non-poor, at 3.7% and 5.1% respectively, as is the case with
shares of rural vs. urban dwellers, at 4.4% and 5.9% respectively. The non-poor pay close to three times
the amount of the poor on health, which suggests much better access to higher quality care.

8. Education

In terms of literacy, overall rates stood at around 90% in 2010, compared to 85% in 2(05, an increase

which is statistically significant. There are large differences berween the poor and non-poor, at 84% and
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93% respectively, though literacy of the poor has registered g statistically significant increase from its 2005
level of 79%. There are considerable differences berween ruml and urban dwellers, at 89% and 953%
respectively and berween females and males ar 89% and 96% respecuvely. The lowest levels of literacy are
found in Rakhine (75%) and Shan (75%). In summary, literacy levels have increased somewhat from
already high levels, with proportionate gains for the poor. Modest gaps persist between poor and non-
poor houscholds, males and females and urban and rural households with much larger differences along
state,/division lines,

MNet primary enrolment stood at around 88% in 20140, a statstically significant increase from its 2005 level
of 85%. There are large differences in enrolment rates between the poor and non-poor, at 81% and 90%
respectively.  Net primary enrolment rates of the poor increased slightly from their 2005 level of 80%,
Noticeable differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, at 87% and 92% respecuvely, though
not along gender lines. The lowest net primary enrolment rares are found in Rakhine State (71%). In
summary, net primary enrolment rates have increased slightly from already high levels and have staved
constant for the poor, Significant gaps remain between states/ regions, urban and rural dwellers and poor
and non-poor households,

Net secondary enrolment stood at around 53% in 2010, a statstcally significant increase from its 2005
level of 42%. There are large differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 59% respectively,
though the secondary enrolment rate of the poor has increased in statistically significant fashion from its
2005 level of 28%. Large differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, at 47% and 75%,
respectively, though not between males and females. Once again, the lowest rates are found in Rakhine
State (32%). In summary, net secondary enrolment has increased considerably with large gains for the
poor. Significant gaps remain between states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and poor and non-poor
houscholds,

With respect to access to a primary school, defined in terms of physical distance, levels stood at around
91% in 2010, virtually unchanged from 2005, There are slight and statistically insignificant differences in
access between the poor and non-poor, at 89% and 92% respectively, while larger differences are found
between rural and urban dwellers, ar 89% and 96% respectively. The lowest levels of access are found in
Chin (73%) and Kayin (75%). In terms of access to secondary school levels stood at around 34% in 2010,
a slight and stadstically insignificant increase from irs 2005 level of 32%. There are considerable
differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 27% and 36% respectively, and access for the
former has increased from its 2005 level of 24% though the change is not statistically significant. Big
differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, at 24% and 61% respectively. The lowest levels
of access are found in Rakhine (23%) and Magwe (22%), despite apparent improvements in both these
states since 2005, In summary, access to secondary school has increased slightly with modest remaining
gaps between poor and non-poor houscholds and very large differences berween urban and rural
dwellers,

In terms of educational attainment, around two-thirds (65%) of houschold heads have achieved only
primary education or less, a figure which has remained virrually constant since 2005, Only around 15% of
houschold heads have secondary school or higher. Around 22% of poor households heads have
completed middle school or higher, compared to around 40% of non-poor houschold heads There are
significant differences across strata, in that 75% of rural dwellers have only a primary education or less
compared to 37% of urban residents.  Owerall, levels of education arminment are low in Myanmar with
large gaps between poor and non-poor houscholds and berween urban and rural dwellers

With respect to education expenditure, overall, education shares were around 2% in 2010, down 4% from
their 2005 level. Shares of the poor are lower than the non-poor, at 1.2% and 1.8% respectively, as is the
case with shares of rural vs, urban dwellers, at 1.5% and 2.2% respectively, The non-poor pay close to
three times the amount of the poor on education, in absolute terms, which may suggest better access o
higher quality education. In summary, v relafive ferws, the burden for the poor of education is less than
that of the non-poor though the quality of educaton received by the latter is likely higher.
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9. Trends in Well-being in Myanmar, 2005-2010
Economic Dimensions of Well-being

THLCA data suggest that there have been eight main areas of improvement between 2005-2010. There
have been staustcally significant declines in food poverty and in poverty across all FGT poverty
measures. Caloric intake has increased for the botom decile, which represented the *food poor’ in 2005,
and for the second and third deciles. Small asset holdings have increased across the consumption
distribution, at a faster rate for the poorest deciles. Both relative and absolute measures of inequality have
improved. Consumption expenditure has increased for all but the top decile and at a4 much higher rates
for the lower deciles The size distribution of land holdings has remained quite stable or improved slightly,
Both the percentage of houscholds reporting debt, and the debt burden per indebted household, have
fallen. Data on roof-type and malnutrition, summarised in the following Section, are also consistent with
improvements in economic well-being.

On the other hand, the food share in consumption has dsen across the bottom four deciles and begins o
fall only towards the top of the consumpdon distribution. There appears to have been an increase in
landlessness among the bottom decile, ie. the very poorest, and among the poor. Credit access for
agricultural activities has declined overall and for the poor in particular. Underemployment has increased
somewhat, though is nor closely associated with poverty. In addition, it should be recalled the some of the
apparent increases in consumption expenditure may be due to an increase in labour time and effore as a
higher percentage of workers have entered the labour market, and others have supplemented contributing
family work with casual labour.

Owverall, these data present a mixed picture (as shown in the table below). Certain economic aspects of
well-being have improved markedly, while others have deteriorated or stagnated. s mentioned abore, in liabt
af these conflictinmg reswelts, cantion is weged in the inferpretation of data on poverty loels and trends, v particalar on the
awagritiede af the decline in poverty
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Trends in Economic Well-being, 2005-2010

Mo
Improvement Deterioration Change
Deciles Poor| All Deciles Poor| All | Poor | All
{im] 1(2|3]4 1(2]3]4
Food Poverty
1 PO x™
2 P1 o
3 P2 X
Poverty
4 PO x>
5 P1 x*
6 P2 o
Poverty Proxies
Caloric Intake x| x| x X
Food Share KX XX X
Asset Ownership
9 ™ Ko X
10 Radio/Stereo K K X
11 Bicycle X X X X
12 Motor-Cycle KK X
Inequality
13 Share of Bottom 20% b 4
14 Consumption Gap ®
15 Consumption Exp. NI X | X
16 |Land Size Xl X | XX X X
17 |Landlessness X X X | X X X
18 |Credit Access (Agriculture) x| X"
Debt
19 % of Households X*= | x>
20 Total Debt/Cons. Exp. b4 »
21 |Unemploymemt X X
22 |Time Rate of Unemployment X X~
23 |Underemployment L.

*Statistically significant at 95
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Social Dimensions of Well-being

Almost all indicators appear to have improved, many in staustically significant fashion. The mwo
exceptions concern measles immunisation coverage and access to primary school for the poor which have
fallen slightly, These latter changes are noe statistically significant. In summary, IHLCA data suggest a
broad improvement in the social dimensions of well-being berween 2005 and 2010,

Trends in Social Well-being, 2005-2010

No
Change
Poor| All |Poor| All |Poor| All
1 |Quality Roofing X | X=
2 |Access to Safe Drinking Water b Gl
3 |Access to Improved Sanitation X* | M
4 |Access to Electricity bl " o
5 |Immunisation » b
6 |Antenatal Care Coverage » *
7 |Births Attended by Skilled Personnel | X | x*
8 |Self Reported Morbidity X X
9 |Moderate Malnutrition x X
10 |Severe Malnutrition X *
11 |Access to Health Care bl B
12 |Literacy M| oww
13 |Net Primary Enrolment b o
14 |Net Secondary Enrolment X* | X~
15 |Access to Primary School X X
16 |Access to Secondary School X X
*Statistically significant at 95%
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PoverTy PROFILE

1. Introduction

Section 1 begins with a brief history of the IHLCA-IT survey (Section 1.1) and proceeds to outline a
number of methodological features of the survey. Specifically, it reviews select issues concerning data
collection and analysis and provides an overview of the IHLCA-1l questionnaire (Section 1.2). Next, a
number of sampling issues are discussed and clarified (Section 1.3). It concludes with an overview of the
format and objectives of the Porerty Profile (Section 1.3).

1.1 Background

The Integrated Houschold Living Conditions Assessment (IHLCA) is a multi-purpose houschold survey
which provides data on key dimensions of living conditions and well-being. The first IHLCA survey was
conducted in 2004-2005 with the support of the United Nations Development Programme and national
partners including the Ministry of National Planning and Economic Development and the Central
Statistical Organization. The THLCA-T was a nationally representative sample of 18 660 houscholds in
both rural and urban areas across Myanmar. It allowed for the estimaton of poverty levels drawing on a
detailed consumption module, using modern, ‘industry-standard’ techniques to set the poverty line.

At the request of the government of Myanmar, UNDP, UNICEF and 5ida have supported a follow-up
survey to the original IHLCA. The core objective is to update the 2004-2005 data, shedding new light on
levels and trends in living conditions. To this end, a technical workshop was held with stakeholders in
April, 2000 to discuss issues of survey design, data analysis and processing. It was agreed that the IHLCA-
11 should retain a similar format as the IHLCA-I o facilitate consistent comparisons of results over time.

1.2 Data Sources, Collection and Analysis1

The THLCA-IT survey is comprised of three main instruments:  the Houschold Questionnaire, the
Community Questionnaire for Key Informants and the Community Price Questionnaire,

The Household Questionnaire forms the basis of most of the information presented in the Paverty Profile.
It contains the following modules:

i.  Houschold Characteristics;

ii. Housing;

i, Education and Literacy;

iv. Health, Nutrition and Mortaliey;

v. Consumption Expenditure;

vi. Houschold Assets, Gifts and Remittances;
vil. Labour and Employment

vili. Business Actvites:

ix. Finance and Savings,

The Community Questionnaire for Key Informants contains a range of community-level information on
infrastructure, housing, cconomic activities, schools, health facilities, ete. In most cases, these data are not
presented in the Poverty Profile which focuses on houschold level information.? Data from the Community
Price Questionnaire were used to adjust consumption expenditure data for difference across space (states,
regions) and over time (between 2004-2005 and 2009-20107,

! These issues are discussed in much greater detail in THLCA-I, Techwical Report an Narvey Design and
Lmplementation, Feb, 15, 2010,

* The two exceptions are data on access to health and education discussed in Sections 7 and 8
respectively,



INTRODUCTION

Following the format of IHLCA-L, data collection was conducted in two rounds, December-January,
2009-2010 and May, 2010, The original rationale to conduct rwo rounds was to capture seasonal variaton
in core well-being indicators associated primarily with the agricultural evele. Generally, December-January
marks a period of greater prosperity for many rural houscholds following, or during, the harvesting of the
monsoon paddy. May falls within the summer months and is a time of greater hardship. Data from the
two separate rounds are necessary to estimate ‘true’ average, annual figures for data which experience
higher and lower levels over the course of the year, such as consumption expenditure. The ITHLCA-1I
retained this format for those indicators which are expected to vary seasonally.

At the level of data collection, a number of measures were put in place to reduce measurement error.
Consistency checks were performed on-site by field supervisors which allowed enumerators o return o
respondents and probe discrepant information. Field enumerators were recruited locally to increase the
likelihood that translation issues, or contextual differences in interpretation, did not influence results. In
addition, field reams comprised both male and female enumerators to ensure that respondents could be
interviewed by persons of their same gender. The aim was to enhance the validity of sensitive information
om issues such as reproductive health,

Drata entry and cleaning has been undertaken by the Planning Department (PD) of the Ministry of
National Planning and Economic Development (MNPED) with technical assistance from the World
Bank. Data analysis has been conducted by the IHLCA technical unit drawing on technical support and
training provided during the first IHLCA. Analytical support concerning sampling, and standard error
estimation, has been provided by Statistics Sweden.

1.3 Sampling Issues’

The IHLCA-11 is a nationally ‘representative,” 50% *pancl’ survey with sample size of 18,660 households.
It is important to clarify at the outset the meaning of the terms ‘representative’ and ‘panel” and to say a
word about the special sampling problems posed by evelone Nangis in May, 2008,

The THLCA surveys are ‘representative’ of the population of Myanmar in the sense that it is possible to
estimate the relationship between sample results and the “true’ results in the entire population. In order to
make such estimates, and interpret them correctly, it is important to define four additonal concepts: i)
standard errors; ii) sampling error; i) confidence intervals and iv) levels of statistical significance.

L Standard ervors provide a measure of how far estimated sample stadstics differ from their ‘true’ values
in the entire population. They are calculated on the basis of the variance and number of observations
in the sample. The variance is a measure of the dispersion, or the spread, of the values of a variable.

ii. The estimarted difference berween sample estimates and population values is known as sempling error,
The extent of sampling error is known by examination of the size of the standard errors in question.

i, Confidence intervals provide a range of plausible values for an unknown population parameter. The
wider the confidence interval, the more uncertain we are about the unknown parameter. Confidence
limits are the lower and upper boundaries of a confidence interval.

iv. Levels of statistical significance provide a degree of certainty thar sample results are not due to chance. By
convention, statistical significance is often set at the 95% level.

These four concepts arc relevant to the interpretation of results in the Porerty Prafife in two ways:
First, standard errors are presented (in parenthesis) below all results in the Parerty Profilke. If we multiply the

standard error by approximately 2 (1.96), and subsequently add and subtract thar value from the value of
our results, we arrive at a 95% confidence intervals for all data in the Porerty Profife. Otherwise stated, the

¥ These issues are discussed in much greater detail in IHLCA-LL, Techwica! Report an Survey Design and
Tmpiemsentation, Feb, 15, 2010,
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reader can determine, with 95% certainty, how far the estimated sample results from the IHLCA-I differ
from the ‘true’ population results in Myanmar,

Second, tests of statistical significance of differences berween 2005 and 2010 are reported in the text and
presented in the Sratistical Appendix at the end of this volume. If differences are deemed to be
statistically significant, we simply mean that we are at least 95% certain that such differences reflect ‘real’
differences in the populadon of Myanmar, and not differences in the samples, due o chance, It does st
mean that such differences are economically or socially significant. It should also be noted thar we
present actual ‘p values® in the Statstical Appendix, which represent the acrual probabilides that observed
differences are due to chance. So, all *p values” less than or equal to 0.05, are those which are statistically
significant at the 95% level.

The IHLCA-1I also contains a *panel’ element, in that 50% of houscholds are the same as those selected
in 2004-05. Panel data facilitates the analysis of poverty dynamics, i.e. the entry into, and escape from,
poverty of individual houscholds, and not simply the analysis of stocks of poverty at different points of
time. Otherwise stated, it allows for an analysis of both transitory and chronic poverty which may call for
very different policy responses. In the Porerty Prafile, data on poverty dynamics are presented in Chaprer 2,
Table 11. They are addressed at greater length in the companion volume on Porerty Dynamics.

From the point of view of sampling, cyclone Nargis poses immediate challenges in that certain villages have
cither ‘disappeared’ or have been so extensively damaged to preclude conducting a survey. In particular,
the issue arose for eleven villages in Bogalay and Laputta Township in Ayvevarwady Division. To address
this problem, cleven villages with similar characteristics, from the same or nearby village tracts, have been
substituted into the sampling frame. It should be emphasized that widespread loss of life associated with
this tragedy will not increase poverty rates, if those who perished were on average no worse/better off
than those who survived.t

1.4 Format and Objectives of the Poverty Profile

The Parerty Profife presents select results from the IHLCA-IT survey with emphasis on consumption
poverty and its correlates. 1t is not limited to consumption poverty however, as other dimensions of living
conditions, including health, education, water/sanitation, etc. are reviewed. Its core objective is to provide
information on levels and trends in key indicators of well-being, and their correlates, with a view to
inform public policy decisions.

In most cases, trend data are presented to facilitate comparisons with data from the IHLCA-1. Most data
are also disaggregated by states or regions, strata (urban/rural) and poverty status. Where relevant, gender
is also presented as a caregory of disaggregation. Most of the data are presented in tabular form, though
maps are also presented to show the spatial distribution of poverty.

As discussed above, two rounds of the IHLCA were conducred, in December-January, 2009-2010 and
May, 2010, In most cases, merged data across the two rounds are presented in the Porerry Profile.
Exceptions are for cases where there are significant differences in results between the two rounds or for
those indicators which were only collected in the fisst round,

For select indicators, results of other major survevs are presented in Section-specific Appendices o
] ) P P PPE

provide a robustness check of results. Specifically, such data are presented for water/sanitation (Section

6), nurrition (Section 7) and literacy (Section 8).

4 This paradox of poverty measarement is explored in Kanbur R, and D. Mukherjee, 2007, “Premature
Mortality and Poverty Measurement,” Belletin of Eeonomic Research, Vol 59, No, 4.
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There are two companion volumes to the Paverty Profile, First, the MG Data Repart, presents data on a
range of MDG indicators. There is some overlap with the Parerty Profile which also contains cerrain MDG
indicators. Second, the Porerty Dynamics Report, exploits the panel dimension of the IHLCA-II and reviews
dama on trajectories of individual houscholds with respect o consumption poverty and other core
indicators.

In terms of format, the Parerty Profife reviews the following issues in turn: Poverty and Inequality (Section
2); Demographic Characteristics of Households (Secrion 3); Economic Activities of Houscholds (Section
4); the Labour Market (Section 5); Housing, Water and Sanitation (Section 6); Health and Nutrition
(Section 7) and Education (Section 8) and Conclusion (Section ¥).
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2. Poverty and Inequality

Section 2 presents information on poverty and inequality in Myanmar. It first explains, in layman’s terms,
the poverty lines and measures used in the Porerty Profile. It then presents data on levels and trends in
‘food poverty’ (Section 2.2), ‘poverty’ (Section 2.3), poverty proxies (Section 2.4) and inequality (Section
2.5). Next, data on the dynamics of poverty in Myanmar are reviewed (Section 2.6). A final section (2.7)
summarizes key findings.

2.1 Poverty Metrics, Lines and Measures

Three core issues arise in applied poverty analysis. The first concerns the appropriate well-being metric, 1o
use and addresses the question ‘poverty of what'. The second concerns the distinction between the *poor
and non-poor,’ and addresses the question *how to set the poverty line’. The third issue, aggregation,
concerns the poverty measures used and addresses the question *how to ‘add-up’ those who fall below the
poverty line”,

2.1.1 The Metric

In the Poverty Profile, the well-being metric used is consumption expenditure. There are two key advantages
to using consumption expenditure, over say income. First, generally, consumption expenditure is
measured with less error than income, Second, it is subjeet to less fluctuation than income and as such, is
a better medium-term gauge of well-being as houscholds ‘smooth’ consumption over time.

In order to make consumption expenditure comparable across houscholds a number of adjustments must
be made. Specifically, it is necessary 1o adjust for different household composition, for economies of scale
in consumption and for prices differences across sites. All of these adjustments have been made and are
detailed in a technical report accompanying IHLCA-ILS

One final complication to note when using consumption expenditure as a measure of well-being, is the
problem of ‘necessary’ expenditures which are wellbeing-reducing, For example, large expenditures on
health care count “positively” by increasing household expenditure, yer they are likely to reduce well-being
(from both the illness and the expenditure burden). While the issue is complex, we address it by removing
health expenditure from houschold expenditure estimates when caleulating poverty measures.

2.1.2 Poverly Lines

Two poverty lines are presented in the Porerty Profile, the “food poverty” and ‘poverty” lines. The foad
poverty line measures how much consumption expenditure is required to meet basic caloric needs only.
The poverty line simply adds an allowance for non-food expenditure,

There are different ways to set food poverty and poverty lines. In the Poverty Profile, the ‘food share’
method has been used, relying on the actually expenditure patterns of the poor. Whar follows is an
intuitive explanation of this method. A technical exposition is available in the above-mentioned
Lnantitative Nurvey Technical Repord,

The Food Poverty 1ine

There are five basic steps which are required to set the food poverty line:

 THLCA-LL 2010, Techwical Report an Snrvey Design anid Imrﬂr;m:mr.-hu. February 15,
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1. First, a “poor’ reference group is selected, which, in the present case, is the second quardle (25%) of

the consumption distribution, Le. the bottom 25-50%,

Second, the number of calories consumed by this reference group is calculated. This step requires

information on the quantities of food items consumed and the caloric content of these food items.

3. Third, the minimum required caloric intake is caleulated for different population groups based on
nutritional norms. In Myanmar, different ealoric requirements have been set for males, temales,
children and rural /urban dwellers.

4. Fourth, the food actually consumed by reference group is ‘scaled up or down’ unul it reaches the
minimum required level of caloric intake. In practice, this means that the ‘basket” of foods consumed
stays the same but the level is increased or decreased.

5. Finally, the cost of this new scaled food basket is ealeulated, and represents the food poverty line,

]

It should be noted that the “food poverty” line is very meagre indeed. It represents the amount required to
meet caloric requirements assuming that @/ houschold income is spent on food. As such, it represents a
level of extreme hardship.

The Paverty Line

The poverty line retains all of the above steps and simply adds an allowance of non-food expenditure.
Three additonal steps are required:

First, the non-food share in consumption expenditure of the reference group is caleulated,
Second, a monetary value is assigned to this share (by multiplying it by the food poverty line).
Third, the monetary value is added to the food poverty line to arrive at the poverty line.

L

Calculated in this way, the poverty line represents a minimum of food and non-food expenditures based
on the consumption patterns of the second quartile of the consumption distribution,

The actual (nominal) values of the food-poverty and poverty lines per adult equivalent per year, in 2005
and 2010 kyats, are as follows:

2005 2010
Food Poverty Line 118402 274990
Poverty Line 162136 376151

2.1.3 Poverty Measures

In the Poverty Profile, the industry standard Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (FGT) class of poverty measures is
used to ‘add up’ those who fall below the poverty line (see Appendix 2.1 for a more technical discussion).
By convention, three FGT measures are widely used, represented as PO, P1 and P2:

o PO, or Paverty Tncidence, vepresents the percentage of the populadon who are poor.

*  Pl, or Porerty Intensity, multiplies poverty incidence by the poverty gap, i.e. the average shortfall from
the poverty line. As such, it is a combined measure of the extent and the depth of poverry.

o P2, or Porerty Severity, multiples poverty incidence by the squared poverty gap. The effect s to give
proportionally more weight to houscholds which are further away from the poverty line
Accordingly, P2 may be interpreted as a combined indicator of the extent of poverty and inequality
among the poor.’

% In the initial Poverty Profile presenting the IHLCA-] results, PO, P1 and P2 were labeled the poverty
headcount, poverty gap index and squared poverty gap index, respectively.

§
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While the value of PO has a clear intitive interpretaton the same cannot said of Pl and P2, Their main
value is to allow for a relative ranking of the poverty situation of different population groups in terms of
poverty intensity and severity respectively.

Another useful feature of the FGT class measures is called *additive decomposability”. Otherwise stated, it
is possible to caleulate the relative contrbution of different populaton groups to overall poverty for the
three FGT measures. Throughout Section 2, data on national poverty shares are presented for the PO, P1
and P2 measures.

2.2 'Food’ Poverty

Table 1 presents data on food poverty levels in Myanmar in 2010 for the FGT class of poverty indices
presented in the previous section, Four points are particularly relevant:

i.  Levels of food poverty are very low, at around 5% natonally (reflected in the 0,048 value in bold in
the table).

ii. Food poverty remains primarily a rural phenomenon in Myanmar. Overall, rural food poverty
incidence, at 5.6%, is around double that of urban poverty, at 2.5%. The pattern holds in virtually all
states regions for all poverty measures. Further, the contribution of rural poverty to total poverty is
around 87%,

ili. There is wide variation berween states/regions. The highest values of food poverty incidence are in
Chin ar 25% followed by Rakhine (10%), Tanintharyi (9.6%) and Shan (9%) (see Figure 1). These
four states/ regions remain the poorest, no matter the FGT poverty measure used.

iv. The four major contributing states/regions to natonal poverty, no matter the FGT measure used,
are Ayeyarwady (18.7%), Mandalay (16%), Shan (15.4%) and Rakhine State (14.9%) (see Figure 2),
Together, these four states account for around two thirds of tol food poverry in Myanmar,

It should be recalled that the “food poverty” line represents a level of extreme hardship (see Section 2.1.2).
It corresponds to the amount required to meet caloric requirements assuming that o household income
is spent on food.

Table 2 presents data on trends in food poverty incidence between the two IHLCA surveys in 2005 and
2010, A number of points are relevant to note.

i Owerall, food poverty incidence has been halved between 2005 and 2010, from 9.6% to 4.8%, a
change which is statistically significant.

il. The downward trend is evident in both urban and rural arcas at a broadly similar rate.

iii. The downward trend is found in all stares and regions, though some of these changes are not
statistically significant.

These data suggest an improvement in basic food consumption for the poorest populaton groups in
Myanmar,” with remaining gaps between states/regions and in pardcular, berween rural and urban areas.

7 See Section 2.4 for addidonal analysis,
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Figure 1 Food Poverty Incidence by State/Region, 2010
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Figure 2 National Food Poverty Shares by State/Region, 2010
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Table 1 Food Poverty Measures, 2010

PoverTy aMD INEQUALITY

Urban Rural Total
and Union | (incidence) (Intensity)  (Severity) | ' ' : Shave |t || Share. ' Share
(%) (%) %)
Kachin 0.025 0.003 00006 | 0.050 0.007 00015 | 0.043 2.4 0.006 2.5 0.0013 2.7
(0.016] {0.003) [0.0005) [0.022) [0.002)  (00005) | (0.011) {0.73) (0.001) 0.44) [0.0001) [0.56)
Kayah 0.000 0.000 0.0000 | 0.019 0©0.002 0.0003 | 0.012 0.1 0.002 0.1 0.0002 0.0
{0.000) {D.000) :u._uum; (o021 [0.003)  (00003) | (0.012) (0.02) {D.002) {0.01) {0.0002) _{ﬂ.m
Kayin 0.000 0.000 0.0000 0.021 0.002 00002 | 0017 1.0 0.001 0.6 0.0001 0.3
(0,000] {0,000} {0.0000) [0.007)  [0.000)  (00000) | (D.006) {o.18) | (0.000) (.15} [0.0000) {i0.08)
Chin 0.064 0.007 0.0011 0308 0.046 0.0105 | 0.250 38 0.037 4.5 0.0082 4.8
(D.008) (0,002} [0.0004) (0.080) [0.020)  (0.0064) | (D.038) (052} | (ooa2) (1.25) (0.0041) [2.08)
Sagaing 0.025 0.003 0.0004 0.011 0.001 00002 | 0.013 2.8 0.001 2.5 0.0002 2.1
(011 {0.001} [0.0001) (0.005)  [0.001)  (0.0001) | [0.005) {054 [ [oood) {cnaa) {0.0001) [0.33)
Tanintharyi 0.045 0.005 0.0010 | 0.111 0018 0.0053 | 0.09 54 0.015 6.8 0.0043 o4
(0.045) (0.004) (0.0008) (0.043) [0.009) (00028 | (0.040) (211} | (0007 {3.14) (0.0023) (4.77)
Bago 0.034 0.003 0.0005 | 0.014 0.001 00001 | D017 6 0.001 20 0.0001 1.0
(0,008) {0,002} [0.0003) [0.005)  [0.000)  (0.0000) | (0.005) {102} | (o000 {067} {0.0001) [0.47)
- Bago (E) 0.049 0.004 0.0007 | 0.024 0.002 00001 | 0.028 33 0.002 18 0.0002 0.9
= 000 1PA008 - [I00M 00U (IoN0oh | 930 00T | Do e | oo e
- Bago (W) 0.007 0,001 0.0000 | 0003 0.000 00000 | 0.003 0.3 0.000 0.2 0.0000 0.1
(0.005) {0.000) |0,0000) [0.002) (0.000) (0.0000) | (0.002) {0.18) (0.000) {0.08) {0.0000) [0.03)
Magwe 0.021 0.001 0.0002 | 0.038 0.005 00012 | 0.036 6.4 0.005 Tl 0.0011 7.4
I_D.E)l:ﬂ] 10_.0121}1 t'u.t_lu?ii [{:.l:nl:l_I :u.m;!: (0.0005) I_I:I.I_:ICE] u_.s:-_p :_un_:n_; u_.mp m.ﬂ_ﬁud-l (2.50)
Mandalay 0.023 0.003 0.0006 0.065 0.009 0.0024 | 0.053 16.0 0.007 17.9 0.0019 22.1
(0.004] {0.001) (0,0003) [0.027)  [(0.00)  [0.0011) | §0.020) (5.02) | to.003) {6.02) (0,D008) [7.73)
Mon 0.024 0.002 0.0003 | 0.038 0004 0.0007 | 0.036 3.2 0.003 2.4 0.0006 2.2
(0.008) (0.001) (0,0002) (0.015)  (0.001)  (0.0004) | (0.013) {051} | (oooy {o.45) | (0.0004) {0.49)
Rakhine 0.044 0.005 0.0012 0.11% 0.011 00017 | 0.100 14.9 0.010 12.2 0.0016 9.2
(0.004) {0,000} [0.0001) [0036)  [(0.004)  [0.0007) | (0.033) (5.30) | (D.004) (4.78) [0.0006) [3.64)
Yangon 0.016 0.002 0.0004 | D.O48 00068 0.0011 | D.024 6.5 0.003 6.6 0.0005 5.6
(0,006) {0,001} (0,0002) (o.o2s)  [0.003)  (0.0006) | (0.00S) (o3} | (0.001) (1.55) (0,0003) (2.42)
Shan 0.035 0.004 0.0006 0108 0012 00020 | 0.090 15.4 0.010 142 0.0017 11.1
(0.028] {0,003} [0,0005) [0.025)  [0.004)  [0.0006) | (0.031) (5.38) | (0.004) {5.75) [0.0007) [4.65)
- Shan (5) 0.036 0.004 0.0006 | 0.098 0.014 00023 | 0.082 B.2 0.012 71 0.0018 5.4
| S rizad 0006 1ooog) | 1e0Rsh  Wogosy ooy | WOeS) () | 10008 eod); | a0 Lo,
- Shan (N) 0.034 0.005 00008 | 0116 0.012 00020 | 0.099 7.2 0.010 6.0 0.0018 5.0
(0.029) {0L004) [0.0004) [0.026) (0.002)  (0.0004) | (0.028) (2.35) | (0.002) {1.33) [0.0004) [1.20)
- Shan (E) 0.035 0.001 00001 | 0108 0.008 00011 | 0.091 2.0 0.007 1.2 0.0008 0.7
| s Womy ool | @0l oo, (0003 | maam  inan) | eeey a0
Ayeyarwady 0.038 0.005 0.0010 | 0.065 0.009 0.0020 | 0.061 18.7 | 0.008 20,7 | 0.0018 220
{0.007) {0,001) [D.0003) [D.016) [0.002) [0.0006) {0.013) {4.15) (0. 002] {4.65) [0.0005) |5.77)
UNION 0.025 0.003 0.0005 | 0.056 0.007 0.0015 | 0.048 100.0 | 0.006 100.0 | 0.0012 100.0
[0.004] {o.001} (p.0001) | (o007 (0.001)  (0.0002) | (D.006) {o.00) | (p.001) {0.00) {0.0002) {0.00)
- Urban na n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.025 135 0.003 128 | D.0005 11.2
(0.004) {272} | (0.001) {2.70) (0.0001) [2.72)
= Rural n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a 0.056 86.5 | 0.007 87.2 0.0015 BE.8
(0,007) (2.72) | (o001 {2.70) {0.0002) (2.72)

Soureet IHLCA Survey 2008-2010
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Table 2 Trends in Food Poverty Incidence, 2005-2010

Kachin 8.6 2.5 16.6 5.0 14.3 4.3

{4.66) {160 [5.32) [2.18) [4.11) (112}

Kayah 5.1 0.0 171 1.9 125 12
(041§ 10.00) (4.59) (2.10) (2171 (122

Kayin 0.0 0.0 22 21 15 1.7
{0.00) (000} [0.77) (0.73) (0,76 (0.61)

Chin 5.5 B4 494 ELE:] 39.8 250
{1.65 (2.76). 114.23) [8.03) i7.65 (3.83]

Sagaing 4.0 2.5 8.3 11 7.3 1.3

{1.39) (107 [2.43) [0.53) (1.95) (0.55]

Tanintharyi 5.1 4.5 119 11.1 114 9.6
(o4 (4.51) 11.78] [432) | (330) (400 |

Bago 10.0 34 5.7 1.4 6.3 1.7

{2.22) 0.83) [1.40) (0.53) [1.59] {0.50)

- Bago (E) 124 49 49 24 61 28
(2.74) (LR [2.05) 11.02) (253} {0.95)

- Bago [W) 55 0.7 6.7 0.3 6.6 0.3
{148} (0.54) {1.70) [0.24) (1.52) {0.15)

Magwe 7.0 2.1 13.8 3.8 131 3.6
(1.23) (2.30) (2:58) (Lo 12.58] {0.87)

Mandalay 6.0 2.3 13.1 6.5 111 5.3
11.22) {0,238} [1.47) [2.68) (1.17) {1.98)

Mon 81 24 4.3 38 5.0 36
= : {4.19) {0.79) (2.80) fr48) | (2600 (130) |
Rakhine 7l a.4 129 115 11.8 10.0
(1.54 {0.40) [2.11) [2.65) (193] (3.85)

Yangon 35 16 4.9 48 39 24
{1.77) (0.63) 14.99) (2.53) 11.93) (0.52)

Shan 11.1 3.5 189 10.8 17.2 9.0

{5.58) (2,76} (2.24) [2.54) (3.27] (3.12)

--Shén {5) F 3.6 14.5 9.8 1249 82
(911} 15.19) (4.48) [5.54) (6.51] 16.57)

- Shan (N) 15.8 34 22.2 116 20.8 9.9

{7.38) [2.95) [2.85) [2.64) (3.33] {2.81)

- Shan (E) B4 35 231 109 19.8 9.1
(3.50 145} [2.87) {1.45) (B.67) 1.27)

Ayeyarwady 8.5 38 9.6 6.5 9.6 6.1

(3.46) (066} [1.36) [1.54) {1.39) {1.30)

UNION 6.1 25 109 56 9.6 4.8
(0.93} {0.73) {0.70) (0,66} (0.56) |

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-20005, THLCA Survey 2009-20010
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2.3 Poverty

Table 3 presents data on poverty levels in Myanmar in 2010 for the FGT class of poverty indices (see
Section 2.1.3). Four points are relevant to note.

v,

Overall, around 25% of the population falls below the poverty line.

As with *food poverty’, there is a decided rural aspect to poverty in Myanmar. Overall, rural poverty
incidence, at 29%, is around double that of urban poverty, at 15%. The pattern holds in almost all
states/regions for all FGT poverty measures. Further, the contribution of rural poverty o total
poverty is 84%,

There is wide variation berween states/regions. The highest values of poverty incidence are in Chin
at 73% followed by Rakhine (44°%), Tanintharyi (33%), Shan (33%) and Avevarwady (32%) (sce
Figure 3). This ranking of states/regions parallels that for food poverty, with the addition of
Avevarwady. Of particular note, is the extremely high rural poverty incidence in Chin State of 80%.
As with food poverty, the four major contributing states/regions to national poverty, no matter the
FGT measure used, are Aveyarwady (19%), Mandalay (15%), Rakhine (12%) and Shan State (11%)
(see Figure 4). Together, these four states account for over half of total poverty in Myanmar.

Table 4 presents data on trends in poverty incidence between the two IHLCA surveys in 2005 and 2010,
Three points are important.

i

Owerall, poverty incidence has fallen by around 6 percentage points berween 2005 and 2010, a
change which is statistically significant.

As with food poverty the downward trend is evident in both urban and rural areas though at a higher
rate in the former than latter,

The downward trend is found in almost all stares and regions, though many of these differences are
not statistically significant,

Owverall, these daa sugpest an improvement in basic consumption for the poorest 30% of the population in
Myanmar with remaining gaps between states/ regions and in particular, between rural and urban areas. ®

F See Section 2.4 for additional analysis,
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Figure 3 Poverty Incidence by State/Region, 2010
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Figure 4 National Poverty Shares by State/Region, 2010
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Table 3 Poverty Measures, 2010

Kachin 0.234 0.037 0.0083 | 0306 0.045 0.0112 | 0.286 29 | 0.043 28 | 0.0104 2.7
{0.032) (0,007 {0.D024) (.026) (000G} (0.0024) | (0.026) {0.20) {0.00a) {0.37) (0.0013) [D,47]

Kayah 0.023 0.002 00001 | 0163 0.019 0.0041 | 0.114 0.1 | 0013 0.1 | 0.0027 0.1
(0.028) 10.002) (0.0001) | (0.025) (0.006) (0.0023) | (0.004) (0.01) | (0.002) 0oy | (00012 (0.03)

Kayin 0.168 0.020  0.0030 | 0175 0018 00038 | 0.174 19 | 0.018 1.3 | 0.0036 1.0
| o) (GO} 00K 000 DN5) _000s) nes (A0 L R0 (LU | 0d0k0] (B4
Chin 0.521 0.076  0.0160 | 0.800 0.196 0.0613 | 0.733 21 | 0167 29 | 0.0505 35
(0.039) (0004)  {0.0013) | (0042) (0027) (0.0249) | (0.022)  (018) | (0012} (023 | (0.0077) (0.43)

Sagaing 0.160 0.024 00057 | 0.149 0.017 0.0034 | 0.151 6.1 | 0018 46 | 0.0037 3.8
(0.025) (0.005) {0.0016) (0.014)  (0.003) (0.0008) | (0L015) [0.54) (0,003} (0.69) (0.0008) {0.78]

Tanintharyi 0.167 0029 00077 | 0375 0077 00238 | 0326 35 | 0.066 44 | 00200 53
{0.125) (0.027) 00072) | (o.080) (0.022)  (0.0088) | (0.094) 082 | {0023) (1.32) | (0.0080) (1.95)

Bago 0.190 0.032  0.0077 | 0182 0023 00043 | 0.183 7.2 | 0.024 6.0 | 0.0047 4.7
(B.025) {0.005) (00018) | (0.021)  (0004)  (0L0009) | (0.020) (0.71) | (0.004) {0.81) [0.0009) {0.86)

- Bago (E) 0.209 0040 00103 | 0201 0028 00057 | 0.202 44 | 0030 41 | 0.0064 35
(0.024) [0.004) {oo019) | (ooao) (o0o7)  (00017) | (0.038) foss) | (0.007) {075 | (0.0018) 10.82)

- Bago (W) 0.156 0.018  0.0031 | 0159 0.017 00027 | 0.159 28 | 0017 1.9 | 0.0027 1.2
{0,068} [0.008) {0.0014) (0.006) {0001 10.0002) {0011} {07 {0.001} {0.15) (0.0001) (0,12)

Magwe 0.158 0022 00048 | 0.282 0.040 0.0096 | 0.270 89 | 0.039 80 | 0.0092 7.6
{0.052} (0oos)  (00019) | (0.038) (0007)  (00020) | (0030}  (078) | fooos) (107 | (o.0oa7) (1.32)

Mandalay 0.141 0021 00052 | 0316 0055 0.0148 | 0.266 150 | 0.045 159 | 0.0120 16.8
{0,020} [0.004) {0.0010) (0072} {0017}  0.0053) | {0.058) [2.66) {0u013) (3.87) (0.0041) (4,72

Mon 0.178 0.024 00056 | 0160 0025 00063 | 0.163 27 | 0,025 26 | 0.0061 26
{0.021} (0.006) {0.0015) | (0.018) (0.005]  (0.0017) | {0.015) {o.38) | {o.004) {057) | (o.0015) 0.76)

Rakhine 0.221 0.032 00081 | 0491 0087 0.0220 | 0.435 12.2 | 0,076 13.3 | 0.0191 13.3
{0.019) (0.002) {00006) | (0044) (0014) (00043) | {0072} (188) | {o.019) {299) | (0.0058) (3.68)

Yangon 0.119 0.016  0.0036 | 0.287 0.043 0.0101 | 0.161 81 | 0023 7.1 | 0.0052 6.6
f0.020) (0003)  (00003) | (0029) (00111  (00041) | (0017) (131 | (©003)  (104) | (00012 (1.24)

Shan 0.141 0.025 0.0066 0,392 0071 00189 | 0.331 10.6 0.060 12.0 0.0160 12.7
(G.076) [0.015) {00045 (053] (0.012] (0.0036) | (0.072) [2.560) (L016) (3.37) (0.0047) [4.01)

- Shan (S) 0.083 0015 00058 | 0312 0057 00165 | 0.252 36 | 0,047 42 | 0.0137 48
(0.113) (0.026) {oo0s3) | (o404 (0025 (0.0081) | (0.148) (244 | (0.032) 323) | ipn.0101) (387

- Shan (N) 0.163 0.028 00072 | 0.431 0081 0.0211 | 0.374 5.1 | 0070 6.0 | 00181 6.2
L _(0.051) 5016} OO | G0EY) Q07 0. | {h0%7) 130 | (R417% {135 | (00043) (1.56)
- Shan (E} 0.286 0.040  0.0077 | 0523 0084 00196 | 0.464 19 | 0073 19 | 0.0166 1.7
i S [ ) (00a31) | 10041) (0007} (0.0019) | {0.038) o131 || (0.005) AATYT T 00 N
Ayeyarwady 0.231 0.037 0.0089 0.339 0.056 0.0143 | 0.322 18.6 0.053 18.1 0.0135 19.4
(0.0332) [0.004) 10.0010] (0.029) (0,008 (0.0027) | 10.029) [2.23) {0007} {3.05) (0.0022] (3.63]

UNION 0.157 0,023  0.0055 | 0.292 0.047 0.0120 | 0.256  100.0 | 0.041 1000 | 0.0103 100.0
{0.011) fo.002) {o.0006) | (n.016) (0.000) {0.0012) | (0.014) {o.00) | {o.003) fooo) | (o.0010) {o.00)

- Urban n.a n.a n.a na n.a n.a 0.157 159 | 0.023 14.8 | 0.0055 14.0
{0,011} (1L.B7) | (0002} [1.96) (0,000 (2.11)

- Rural n.a na na na na na | 0292 24.1 | 0.047 852 | D.0120 86.0
(0.016) (L87) | (0.004) (196) | (0.0012) (2.11]

Source: THLEA Survey 2009-2010
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Table 4 Trends in Poverty Incidence, 2005-2010
e : T r

Kachin 3.7 23.4 46.8 30.6 44.2 28.6

[2.34) [3.22) (B.83) (2.57] {570} {2.62)

Kayah 26.1 23 382 16.3 336 114
{7.45) [%:82) (3.31) 1252) (164} (037} |

Kayin 1.8 16.8 125 17.5 118 17.4
{3.36) [3.08) [4.09) (0.39) {4.14) (0.51) |

Chin 45.9 521 809 ‘80.0 733 733

13.41) (3.28) (10.31) (4.20) 1610} (2.18)

Sagaing 219 16.0 27.4 14.9 26.6 15.1

{2.57) [2.51) (4.58) (1.43) [EE:] {1.43)

Tanintharyi 208 16.7 37.2 37.5 338 326
(1567)  (1253) (5.35) (7.96) (758} (9.43)

Bago 0.7 19.0 318 18.2 ile 183

{5.40) [2.54) {#.99) {2.13) {4.95} (2.00)

- Bago (E) 348 209 30.2 201 309 202

16.97) [2.39) [6.73) (4.03) {7.00) 13.57)
- Bago (W} 231 15.6 338 15.8 326 159

(2.32) (6.83) [7.13) {0.52) {6.74) (1.07)
Magwe 25.8 15.8 439 28.2 42.1 210
{4.55 15.200 17.44) (3.85) (7.58) (298}
Mandalay 24.1 141 44.7 316 389 6.6
{3.20 (2.04) [5.27) [7.75) {4.07} 5.77)
Man 225 17.8 213 16.0 215 16.3
(584} [2.05) (2.26] 193] {7.73) {153}
Rakhine 255 22.1 41.2 49.1 38.1 435
{266} (1.38) (268 {8.37) {2.88) (7.24)
Yangon 144 119 17.4 28.7 151 16.1
{3.68) (1.99) i17.39] (293 16.19) 11.68)
Shan 310 141 50.5 39.2 46.1 331
{9.27) [7.56) [4.66) [4.96) {6.75) (7.22)
- 5han (5) 26.1 83 A4.5 31.2 40.2 252
(14.81) (11.28) 10.79) (10.44) 114.32) {14.77)
- Shan [N) 347 16.3 55.0 43.1 50.6 37.4
[12.01) (6.07) [4.93) (8.09) [[:%:1] 8.72)
- Shan (E) 371 286 56.0 52.3 51.8 46.4

74 (581 | (1103 (408) | (923}  {377) |
Ayeyarwady 24.4 231 30.3 339 293 32.2
{6.14) [3.16) [2.49) {2.47) {1.91} (2.94)
UNION 215 15.7 35.8 29.2 321 25.6
{1.86) (1.08) (2.90] (135 (L67) {1.38) |
Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20002010
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2.4 Poverty ‘Proxies’

The previous two Sections have presented data which suggest a stadstically significant decline in both
food poverty and poverty. In the section, we examine whether the fall in poverty is consistent with three
poverty ‘proxies’, or indicators which one would expect to show similar trends, namely: i) caloric intake;
i) the food share in consumption and iii) ownership of small assets. Data are presented by decile for the
entire consumption distribution.

2.4.1 Calaric Intake

Table 5 presents dara on daily caloric intake per adult equivalent by consumption decile.” The data suggest
a statistically significant improvement for the lowest decile, which represented the “food poor” in 2005, as
well as increased for the second and third deciles. Overall, caloric intake appears to have fallen by around
1%, These data are consistent with a fall in food poverty.

Table 5 Caloric Intake by Decile, 2005-2010

—

1st decile (lowest 10%) 2577 2656 3
(27 {29)

2nd decile 2992 3015 1
(20} (26)

3rd decile 3142 3161 1
130) 134)

4th decile 3317 3302 o
128] (34)

Sth decile 3439 3385 -2
| {34) 139)

|6th decile 3534 3529/ (1}
(39) 138)

7th decile 3637 3587 -1
156) 53]

h decile 3782 3708 -2
(53) (46)

ath decile 3862 3813 -1
i} i

10th decile (highest 10%)| 4125 3898| -5
(118} (82)

UNION 3441 3405 -1
(37 (28]

Source: ITHLCA Survey 2004-2003, THLCA Survey 20002010

* In order to calculate caloric intake it was necessary to impute a caloric value to a number of food items
for which there was no quantity informaton in the IHLCA questionnaire. The procedure used was to
calculate the unit cost of calories of those food items for which quantity information existed and
subsequently, to impute this value to ‘other” food to ardve at caloric consumption, This excrcise was
conducted for every houschold in the database and results averaged to arrive at the figures above.
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2.4.2 Food Shares in Consumption

Table 6 presents dara on levels and trends of the food share in consumption expenditure (including health
expenditure) berween 2005 and 2010, The food share is a well-being indicator in its own right, as it shows
the ‘burden’ of food expenditure in total expenditure. In addition, it can be considered a proxy measure
of changes in consumption expenditure, and potentially poverty. Typically, the food share falls as
consumption rises from low levels.

The data in Table 6 suggest that the food share has increased across the bottom three deciles and begins
to fall only towards the top of the consumption distribution. These changes among the bottom three
deciles are statisdeally significant. This finding is surprising in light of the above findings on the reduction
of poverty as well as data on increases in consumption expenditure for the bottom deciles (see Table 10).
It is also surprising in that consumption expenditure has increased much more rapidly at the lower end of
the distribution and had actually fallen among the top decile (see Table 10 below).

Table & Food Shares by Decile (Including Health Expenditure)

i i 3

1st decile (lowest 10%) B
(067}
2nd decile 72.0
: |D.63)
3rd decile 71.6
[ {048}
4th decile 722
(0.53)
Sth decile 714
{066}
6th decile 71.2
{0.80}
Tth decile 70.4 70.4
{053} (01.68)
8th decile 70.8 69.3
(0-89) (0.72]
ath decile 6&.5 66.6
———k o7y _10.93]
10th decile (highest 10%) 63.6 56.8
(0.83) {2.11)
UNION 69.4 68.0
{0.47) (0.57)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2009-2010

2.4.3 Small Asset Ownership

Table 7 presents data on trends between 2005 and 2010 of four potential poverty ‘proxies’. The proxies,
percentage of houscholds owning radio-cassettes, TVs, bicyeles and motoreyeles all exhibit significant
differences between poor and non-poor houscholds and are likely to be responsive to changes in living
standards.'" It addition, small assets are measured with less error than say consumption expenditure or
income, and as such, provide estimates of high reliability.”!

1" These were the five main small assets reported on in the initial Peversy Profife from IHLCA-L
! The one caveat concerns declines in the real prices of these goods, due to say increased imports from
China, which could serve to overstate the consumption gains proxied by increasing asset ownership.
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According to the data in Table 7, the poorest decile has realised statisteally significant increases in
ownership of TVs, radio-cassettes/stercos and motoreycles since 2005, Bicyele ownership has stayed
virtually constant ar a relatvely high level.' The same upward trend is found across the bottom 4 deciles,
excepting that bicycle ownership begins to increase from the 2% decile. In general terms, the rate of
increase of asset ownership is higher towards the lower end of the distribution which is consistent with
the data on consumption expenditure in Table 100 In summary, data on small asset ownership are
consistent with the above findings on food poverty and poverty.

1st decile 6.89
(lowest 10%) (2.93}
2nd decile 9.56
(1.16)
3rd decile 13.01
(1.15)
4th decile 15.32
{1.07)
Sth decile 18.32
{1.61)
6th decile 20,52
| SR L RS E
7th decile 28.96 5
12.70) (2.45) [1.99) 222 12.26 12.50} (132 [1.66)
8th decile 33,58 52.62 3364 42,55 48.39 52.00 13.81 33.98
(2:26) [2:42) [1.94) (273} (2:13) (263} (1.39) [L93)
9th decile 43.24 60.09 40.77 44,12 49.84 53,19 17.73 38.40
(267} [2.38) [1.35) (2.23) {2.41) {2.68) [1.84) (2.28)
10th decile 65.23 76.00 46.41 46.42 44.29 47.27 22.04 42.03
_l;ﬂhest 10%) (2.3a) [2.68) {2.35) (3.04) 16.27) (3.23) (325} 3.61)
UNION 25.46 39.66 27.48 37.48 41.48 44.26 9.74 24.19
{1.59) (1.84) (1.19) [187] (1.82) (1.90) (0.85) (122}

Sourcer IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2000

Overall, results from the poverty proxy data are mixed. Trends in the food share are not whar one would
expect, prima fade, in light of findings on reductions in poverty. On the other hand, the data on caloric
intake and small asset ownership are broadly consistent with falling levels of poverty and increasing
consumption expenditure among the poor. I lght of these conflicting results, camution is wrged in the interpretation of
data on poverty levels and trends, in particular on the magnitude of the decline in poverty.

12 The ownership ratio between the top and bottom deciles for bieyeles was 1.5 in 2005, compared to 9.5,
3.3 and 7.3 for TVs, radio-cassettes/stereos and motor-cyeles, respectively,
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2.5 Inequality

Inequality is different from poverty in that it looks at the entire distribution of some variable, in this case
consumption expenditure, and not simply those below the poverty line. There are many different
measures of inequality with a range of propertics. Here, we rely on two indicators which have intuiove
appeal.

The first, the Consumption Share of the Poorest 20%, is an indicator of relative inequality. Relative
inequality is only concerned with ‘one's share of the pic’. This measure remains constant as long as
everyone's consumption increases or decreases ar the same rate,

The second inequality measure, the Consumption Gap berween the Richest and Poorest 20%, is a
measure of absolute inequality. It is concerned with the absolute value of the difference in consumption
between the richest and poorest. It should be noted thar if the consumption expenditure of the richest
and poorest 20% both increase by the same rate, relative inequality will remain unchanged but absolute
inequality will increase. The reason is that the richest 20% are at a much higher level of consumption so
their absolute gain will be much greater,

Table 8 presents data on the first inequality measure. Overall, the consumption share of the bottom 20%
has risen slightly from 11.1% to 12%, though sampling error may account for this difference, The same
upward trend is found across all states/regions and almost all strata. According to these data, in reladve
terms, the bottom 20% has outperformed the rest of the population in terms of growth of consumption
expenditure berween 2005 and 2010,

Table 9 reviews changes in absolute inequality, The data are presented in constant 2009 kyat to allow for
consistent comparisons over ime.” According to these data, the consumption gap berween the richest
and poorest 20% has decreased berween 2005 and 2010, This apparent decline is found in most
states,/regions. These data suggest that the prowth rate of consumption expenditure of the poorest 2004
must have been significantly higher than that of the top 20% over the time period in question.

Table 10 further probes the issue of the relative growth rates of consumption among different deciles
(10%) of the consumption distribution. The data show an inverse relationship between levels and growth
rates of consumption expenditure among a// deciles of the consumption distribution. Otherwise stated,
the poorer one is, the faster one grows. Further, the rates of growth of the poorest two deciles are quite
substantial at 14% and 9% respectively, while those of the richest two deciles are zero or negative.
Though large standard errors urge caution in interpreting trends at the top end, a downward and
stanstically significant trend is evident throughout the distribudon,™

In summary, these data suggest that both relative and absolute inequality have fallen in Myanmar over the
period 2005-2010. According to the data, poorer population groups have increased their consumption
faster than richer ones across the entire consumption distribution (though high standard errors urpe
caution when interpreting trends among the top 20%),

1 The price deflator was constructed from data collected in the price questionnaires.

1 While underreporting of consumption at the top end is likely occurring, (which is common for
houschold survey data), it is unclear why the extent of underreporting would have increased substantially
between 2005 and 2010,
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Table 8 Consumption Share of Bottom 20%, 2005-2010

Kachin 10.4 11.6 11.2 124 10.9 12.2

{3.33) {1.53) [3.58) (1.0 |2.45) {0LEE)
Kayah 13.2 14.4 113 12.4 12.0 12.8
13.63) [4.33) 0.27) {2.18) {2.42) {0.47)
Kayin 11.2 1.7 12.8 13.1 12.7 12.9
_ (6.81) {0.61) [3.82) {0.57] 14,59 {0.84)
‘Chin 14.0 133 B8 13.9 92 13.6
(2.32) (2.57) (4.30) (#.06] (3:30) 2.711)
Sagaing 11.6 113 12.0 13.5 119 13.1
{2.23) (2.07) (2.60) {1.45] {2.30) {1.25)
Tanintharyi 8.1 111 111 11.3 104 11.0
- (6300 {7.13) (2.84) (397) | 343) (432
Bago 11.2 11.7 12.7 13.0 12.5 12.8
3.1y {2.58) (2.63) (1.64] (273 (162
- Bago (E) 10.8 117 12.7 128 125 12.7
' {3.16) (1.90) (3.82) (2:79) 14.21) {2.71) |
- Bago (W) 11.6 119 127 13.1 12.6 13.0
{2.07) {7.73) [3.21) [1.81) {3.25) {2.06) |
Magwe 11.0 115 120 13.3 118 13.0
2.71) {2.44) 2.7 (2271 (3.13) (1.56}
Mandalay 10.7 111 12.5 125 11.7 11.7
(2.6} [1,66) {2.20) (3.73] {1.84} (2.94)
Mon 11.3 116 12.3 132 123 129
{1.93) fo8s) | (6.25) (132) (529 {129
Rakhine 11.7 119 12.1 13.1 12.0 125
{154} {0.94) {1.43) {257 (1.77) {4.18)
Yangon 9.5 10.9 12.0 126 99 11.0
{3.65) (288) | (13.84) 3.80) {5.14) {2.09)
Shan 10.6 116 115 12.5 11.1 11.9
(3.76) [4.78) [1.83] {2.39) {2.69) {3.79)
- Shan (5) 10.7 113 116 127 | 112 12.0
1617} (4.80} 13.66) i7.06] 15:12 8.57)
- Shan (N} 10.2 11.5 11.4 12.3 11.1 11.8
{5-12) [6.48) {1.72) {4.04) {2.57) {4.54)
- Shan (E) 11.0 12.4 118 14.0 11.8 13.4
4.04) (340) | (529 {1.29) {547)  [1A3)
Ayeyarwady 10.4 113 115 12.8 11.3 12.5
{3.48) [2.94) [1.12) [1.87) {1.00) {2.06)
UNION 10.0 11.1 11.8 12.6 111 12.0
{1.49) (.12) {0.92) {0.92) (8.90) {0.81) |

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 9 Consumption Gap between Richest and Poorest 20% (in December, 2009 Kyat)

468292 T 497849

555099

- [9BE5) {17213} {10190
Kayah 485195 -5 430619 17 458517 8
(42059) (29947) (16741)
Kayin 702841 646662 -8 441244 -4 486849 466158 -4
(44995) {29240) {12000 {22683) {13215) {35113)

Chin 281814 320984/ 14 541979 222396 -58 | 512453 26293 -49
f13339) (23341 {37437)  (12063) | f147392)  (14348) i

Sagaing 580448 673354 16 443418 396840 -1 465628 445894 -4
[15626) {49611) {10083) {9204) (9130} {20026)

Tanintharyi 799233 636130  -20 503558 489134 -3 587840 546960 7
(s8243)  (22979) (11921) (864 (21490) (19167

Bago 539675 597062 11 405687 431853 3 424821 455783 7
{27545) {22861) {6872} (21657) (6373} (12355)

- Bago (E) 519131 5676 9 418403 424145 1 435113 447662 3
(23092) (1016 (7618} limﬂl (T3e1) (20380

- Bago (W) 555730 628083 12 391960 439496 12 413805 462506 12
{37605) {31218) {5568 (29174} (5252 {10254)

Magwe 601958 638059 6 401438 388445 -3 434415 425125 2
(9414)  (30382) (20163)  (10036)| (18779)  (22929)

Mandalay 677718 705688 4 365934 407316 1 487688 533874 9
{42829} 19667) (7133) {6650) {33836 (13530)

Mon 487259 548727 13 448306 402826]  -10 | 454581 436961 -4
(38328)  (15399) (8310)  (26248) {11265) {14828

Rakhine 472938 527493 12 396187 345765 -13 422374 410776 3
{10836) {13786) {15528) {9201 (14718} {18567)

Yangon 1098456 867863|  -21 457350 417419 -9 970235 786429 -19
(144562) (81232 (6152) (26064 (138492)  (79107)

Shan 638398 636335 0 426444 390912 8 496640 486160 2
{25673} {24939) {5325) {17553} (26920} (23182)

- Shan (S) 680135 648849 -5 434800 389562 -10 | 515739 510038 =1

| Cuesn) e issse)  (21508) (ass2) _(aswas)|

- Shan (N) 616928 641716 4 416760 408057 2 476588 483585 1
{18387) {45243) (5809 {10452) {20582} {22549)

-Shan (E) 537990 -11 387814 zrsassl =29 | 44526 25
{51538) (14236)  (5661)

Ayeyarwady 601151 7 482657 390809 -19 -12
{10874) {7458} (15115

UNION 836180 -12 445046 4154&7[] -7 8
{100180) (3630) 5854

Souree: THLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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Table 10 Consumption Expenditure by Decile, 2005-2010 (Dec. 2009, Kyats)

S ™ - ”

1st decile (lowest 10%) 247827 281494 14
L 1 1046} {1296)
2nd decile 319508 348782 8
(378} (384]
3rd decile 366053 391039 7
{385) {378)
dth decile 407208 429125 5
[245) (252)
Sth decile 447008 464807 4
{z7a) {298)
Gth decile ABBEGE] 504432 3
I (341) . 1355)
Tth decile 537609 550423 2
(624) {3301
Bth decile 602177 608931 1
{771} 1485)
ath decile B96612 698597 ]
{1382} {1124)
10th decile (highest 10%) 1017433 983550 -3
(ooio)  (zose)
UNION 513003 526110 3
(14621) (8404)

Source; IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20009-2010

2.6 Poverty Dynamics

As discussed in Scction 1.3, the IHLCA contains a partal panel element, in that 50% of houscholds are
the same as those selected in 2004-05. Panel data facilitates the analysis of ‘poverty dynamics,” i.e.
changes in the poverty status of individual households over tme.'® Specifically, it allows one to
distinguish berween those households which: i) remain poor (chronically poor); ii) escape from or enter in
poverty (transitory poor) and iii) remain non-poor. In jargon, it is said that poverty dynamics moves
analysis from “stocks” of poverty, at one or more points in ime, o ‘flows’ of poverty over ime,

The analysis of poverty dynamics is, in principle, quite important for policy purposes. It is important to
know if poverty is due mainly to those who are chronically poor or if there are significant numbers of
houscholds who fall into, and escape from, poverty. The processes generating chronic and transitory
poverty may be quite different, as will be the appropriate policy response. Present-day global poliey
iniiatives in favour of social protection are o a large extent driven by the imperative of berter addressing
transitory poverty,

There is one important methodological point about the data presented in Table 11 below. Measurement
error, Le. respondent error about houschold consumption, is a much more serious problem for panel data
than data on stocks of poverty. When analyzing the latter, a reasonable assumption is that over/under-
reporting of consumption will balance out over large enough numbers, so that the overall poverty
estimate will be unbiased. In the case of panel data, over and underreporting around the poverty line will
have the effect of artificially inflaring the numbers of entrants into and escapees from poverty and
artificially inflate the magnitude of tansitory poverty. The data presented below have not been adjusted
for measurement error and therefore will likely overestimate the size of ransitory poverty.

1% See Shatter, P. 2008, “New Thinking on Poverty: Implications for Globalisatdon and Poverty Reduction
Strategies.” UNDESA Working Paper No. 65. ST/ESA/2008/DWP/65.
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It should also be made explicit thar the data present here are based only on informadon from the panel
houscholds in the survey, As such, the poverty torals are not the same as the data presented above, which
draws on the full samples.

Table 11 presents data on poverty dynamics between 2005 and 2010 in the form of a transition matrix
displaying the four categories of houscholds mentioned above, There are three important points o note:

i.  Overall, transitory poverty appears to be a significant phenomenon in Myanmar, These data suggest
it is close to 3 times the size of chronic poverty, affecting 28% vs. 10% of houscholds. Even if a
significant portion of transitory poverty is due to measurement error, its magnitude is sall significant.

il. This pattern repeats across most states/regions, though high standard errors urge caution in
interpretation. It is interestng that there appears to be a high degree of transitory poverty in
states/regions with both high and low poverty incidence, such as Chin and Yangon, respectvely.

ili. The extent of bath descents into (11.3% of houscholds), and escapes from (16.5% of houscholds),
poverty appears significant.

The last point suggests that for policy purposes, a better understanding of the reasons for descents into,

and escapes from, poverty is necessary. ldeally, appropriate policy instruments should be in place o
prevent the former and facilitate the larter.
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Table 11 Poverty Transitions Matrix

Kachin 12.5 8.9 23.6 55.1

[1.15) [2.25) [6.68) (5.90)
Kayah 3.7 4.9 19.7 717
(L.40} (0:14) (Lag] (0.05)
Kayin 19 13.0 9.5 75.6
0.21) (0.90) (3.72) {3.44]
Chin 515 17.4 20,6 10.5
[B.06) (.25 (181} i1.66]
Sagaing 31 7.5 19.1 70.3
0.58) [0.57) (4.22) (4.92]
Tanintharyi 15.0 153 13.2 56.6
(5.35) (2.33) {1.85) (8.77) |
Bago 5.6 9.7 17.9 66.8
(0.71) [1.32) [3.25) [3.24)
- Bago (E) 6.2 10.5 19,1 64.3
(1.17) (2.33) (4.85] (5.07)
- Bago (W) 5.0 89 16.7 69.4
i _ {0.84) [1.18) [4.25) {5.10)
Magwe 13 13.3 247 50.8
(2.59) 11709 641 15.51)
Mandalay 14.8 B.0 205 56.6
(3.83) 166 (2.39) (5.43)
Maon 4& 'B.t;} 11.7 748
_ [0.74) (183) [5:38) (3.34)
Rakhine 17.0 19.8 16.2 47.0
E (4.01) [5.58]) [154) 19.11]
Yangon 38 9.9 7.0 79.8
[1.61) 1.22) 3.82) i5.14]
Shan 183 125 21.0 48.2
[4.97) [4.04) [2.51) (10.65]
- Shan (s) 10,0 143 183 574
(8.15) (8.84) 15.43) (22.41}
- 5han (N) 26.2 9.8 3.7 40.3
[7.65) [0.77) (1.44) (8.51)
- Shan (E) 21.1 15.8 211 421
B {6.26] (4.23) [148) | 1334).
Ayeyarwady 115 143 133 60.9
(163 [1.50) 0.88) {2.186)
UNION m’.u_ 11.3 16.5 62.1
{0.89) {0.66) u17) | (184)

Source: THLCA Survey 20002010

2.7 Summary

Section 2 presented data on levels and trends of ‘food poverty’, ‘poverty’, poverty proxies and inequality
and examined aspects of the dynamics of poverty in Myanmar.

Food poverty afflicts around 5% of the population and has fallen from around 10% in 2005, Food
poverty incidence is more than twice as high in rural than urban areas, at 5.6% and 2.5% respectively,
Rural areas account for over 85% of total food poverty. The highest values of food poverty incidence are
in Chin ar 25% followed by Rakhine (10%), Tanintharyi (9.6%) and Shan (9%). The four major
contributing states/regions to natdonal food poverty, are Aveyarwady (18.7%), Mandalay (16%), Shan
(15.4%) and Rakhine State (14.9%),

Poverty afflicts around 25% of the population and has fallen by 6 percentage points since 2005, Poverty
incidence is around twice as high in rural than urban areas at 29% and 15% respectively. Rural areas
account for almost 85% of total poverty. The highest values of poverty incidence are in Chin at 73%
followed by Rakhine (44%), Tanintharvi (33%), Shan (33%) and Aveyarwady (32%). The four major
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contributing states/regions to national poverty incidence are Avevarwady (19%), Mandalay (15%),
Rakhine (12%) and Shan State (11%).

Findings on trends in three poverty *proxies’, namely, caloric intake, the food share in consumption and
ownership of small assets, are mixed. Caloric intake has increased for the bottom decile, which
represented the “food poor” in 2005, and for the second and third deciles. The food share in consumption
has risen across the bottom three deciles and begins to fall only towards the top of the consumption
distribution. Small asset ownership 15 increasing across the distribution at higher rates towards the bottom
of the distribution. Trends in the food share are not whar one would expect, prima face, in light of findings
on reductions in poverty. On the other hand, the data on caloric intake and small asset ownership are
broadly consistent with falling levels of poverty and increasing consumption expenditure among the poor.
I light of these conflicting resalts, cantion s srged fn the interpretation of data on porerty fevels and hrewds, in parficwdar on
the magnitude of the decline in poverty

Both ‘relative” and *absolute’ inequality appears to have fallen between 2005 and 2010, The consumption
share of the bottom 20, a measure of relative equality, has risen slightly from 11.1% o 12%, though
sampling error may account for this difference. Further, the consumption gap between the richest and
poorest 20% has decreased by around 8%. In general, data sugpest an inverse relatonship berween levels
and growth rates of consumption such that poorer population groups have grown faster than richer ones
across the consumption distribution. In addition, the rates of growth of the poorest two deciles are quite
substantial ar 14% and 9% respectively, while those of the richest two deciles are zero or negative. In
summary, these data suggest that both relative and absolute inequality have fallen in Myanmar over the
period 2005-2010.

Poverty dynamics is concerned with changes in the poverty status of individual houscholds over ome.
Specifically, it analyses those households which: 1) remain poor (chronically poor); ii) escape from or enter
in poverty (ransitory poor) and iii) remain non-poor. Owverall, transitory poverty appears to affect close to
3 dmes the number of houscholds as chronic poverty, 28% vs. 10% of houscholds respectively. The
extent of fetd descents into (11.3% of houscholds), and escapes from (16.5% of houscholds), poverty
appears significant, While measurement error undoubtedly inflates the size of transitory poverty, it stll
remains a significant phenomenon. For pelicy purposes, a better understanding of the reasons for
descents into, and escapes from, poverty is necessary,
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Appendix 2.1 The Foster, Greer,Thorbecke (FGT) Class of Poverty Measures

The Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (FGT) class of poverty measures may be represented as:

e Fin
r-23(2)

where 7 is the poverty ling; g = 7 - 5, the consumption shortfall from the poverty line of the #h poor
person, ¢ the number of poor persons and # the total population.

When a is assigned the value of 0, the index collapses to g/ w, the proportion of poor individuals in the
total populaton or poverty incidence. When o is assigned the value of 1, the index measures the
normalised poverty gap, or population-weighted average shortfall from the poverty line. Py=1 provides a
measure of the intensity of poverty. When @ is assigned a value greater than 1, the index becomes
distributionally sensitive as greater weight is assigned larger individual poverty gaps. By convention, P, is
assigned the value of 2 to gauge the severity of poverty.
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3. Demographic Characteristics of Households

Section 3 reviews data on three important demographic characteristics of houscholds with emphasis on
their relationship to consumption poverty. First levels and trends of average household size are examined
(Section A1) followed by dependency rmtios (Section 3.2) and the proportion of Female-Headed
Houscholds (Section 3.3). A final secton (3.4) summarises key results.

3.1 Household Size

Table 12 presents data on houschold size over time in Myanmar, disaggregated by state/region, poverty
status and strata, There are four key findings:

i.  Houschold size had stayed relatively constant berween 2005 and 2010 ar around 5 individuals per
houschold.

il, Second, there is limited variation across stares/regions though the overall range is only berween 4.7
and 6.0. It is relevant to note that some of the poorest states also have the larger households, as
evidenced by Chin (6.1), Rakhine (6.0), Tanintharyi (5.8).

iif. As in 2005, there is an association between poverty and household size, Poor houscholds tend to be
larger than non-poor, at 6.0 and 4.7 members, respectively, The differences are seatistcally
significant,

iv. Interestingly, there is not much difference in household size berween urban and rural arcas,

It should be noted that the above relationship between houschold size and poverty is a common finding,
despite the face that many rich houscholds are also very large. These apparently contradictory findings
have been labelled the *demographic paradox of poverty” (Lipton) or the ‘family size paradox’ (Krishnaji).
That is, larger households are, on average, poorer though cermin population groups have larger
houscholds and are less likely to be poor. It is likely that both of these phenomena are occurring but that
the first dominates the second.
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Table 12 Average Household Size

Kachin 6.7 5.5 6.0 5.7 5.8 6.0 -2.7
{0.13) {0.16) [0.31) {o.o9) {0.14) [0.18)
Kayah i | 5.1 4.8 55 S 55 -4.2
{0.63) (0-23) 0.15) {0.28) (0.18) f0.23)
Kayin 7.1 5.4 5.5 56 5.6 5.6 0.8
{0.30) {0.02) [0.12) {0.04) {0.02) [0.07)
Chin 'E.}' 4.8 5.7 b.2 6.0 6.1 -0.1
{0.47) (028} [0.41) 10.30) 0.37) 10.32)
Sagaing 6.2 5.1 4.9 53 5.2 5.5 -5.6
(0.34) 0.12) [0.07) (0.14) (0.13) [0.05)
Tanintharyi 6.6 5.4 6.0 5.7 57 5.8 -1.0
{o.15) {0z} 0.17) fo.18) (0.14) (.23} -
Bago 56 4.4 45 4.6 4.6 4.7 -3.0
(0.:33) {015} [0.25) (0.18 (0.18) (0.23)
- Bago (E) 6.2 4.7 5.0 49| 49 52| 58
i0:20) (010} [0.08) {0.15) (0.14) [0.15)
- Bago (W) 4.8 4.1 EX: 4.2 4.2 4.2 0.7
{0.11) {0.20) 0.08) {0.18) (0.18) {0.12)
Magwe 56 45 4.4 48| a8 s0| 35
- i0.20) {0.14) [0.04) {0.09) (0.09) [0.10)
Mandalay B.O 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.2 -4.8
(2.17] {016} [0.14) [0.09) (0.09) [o.09)
Mon Bl 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.2 53 2.1
i0.38) 10.15) lo.0g) fog) | (0.6) [0.38)
Rakhine 6.9 5.2 5.3 6.0 5.8 6.0 -2.7
(0.24) (010} {0.06) {0.15) i0.03] [0.18)
Yangon 5.9 4.5 4.7 44 4.7 4.7 -1.4
(0-38) {013} 0.17) {o.00) (0.13) {0.0)
Shan B.2 4.9 51 5.3 53 55 -4.3
(0.35) {0.11) [0.29) {0.20) (0.21) [0.23)
-Shan (5) 6.8 4.9 4.7 5.5 53 5.6 -5.6
(0.34) {0:21) 0.17) [0.38) (0.47) (0.53)
- Shan (M) 5.7 5.0 5.5 5.1 5.2 5.5 4.8
{0.20) {m.az) [0,12) {007} {0.08) [0.20
-Shan (E) 5.7 5.1 6.3 5.5 R 5.6 28
{039 foa1) [o.27) 10.33) 10:36) fo.z7
Ayeyarwaddy 55 4.4 45 47 4.7 5.1 -T.8
(.08 {008} (0.19) {0.0%) {008 (0.04)
Union 2010 6.0 4.7 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.2 -39
L 004 jose) {0.04) oy
Union 2005 6.1 4.9 5.1 5.2 5.2
(0.08} (0.03) (0.09) (0.03) (0.04)
m{!ﬁ -0.9 -3.1 -4.5 -3.7 -3.9

Source: THLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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3.2 Dependency Ratios

3.2.1 Demographic Dependency Ratios {DDRs)

The demographic dependency ratio compares the number of houschold members less than 15 and over
59 vears of age, relative to those between the ages of 15-59. The higher the ratio value, the higher the
‘dependency burden’ on the houschold. In some contexts, high DDRs, this indicator can serve as a proxy
tor lifeeyele poverty associated with the carly child rearing years and with caring of elderly parents,

Table 13 provides dara on the demographic dependency ratio over dme in Myanmar, disaggregated by
state/ region, poverty status and strata. There are a number of relevant results:

i, The ratio has been quite stable over time, declining from 0,58 w 0.53,

. As in 2005, the relationship between the demographic dependency ratdo and consumption poverty is
weak. The ratio values for poor and non-poor are (.56 and (.52 respectively.

iii. It is interesting thar even in Chin State, with the highest poverty incidence in Myanmar ar 73%, the
very high overall demographic dependencey ratio (0.71) is not associated with poverty. The respective
figures for poor and non-poor households are 0.68 and 0.79.

iv. Unsurprisingly, it is higher in rural than urban areas (as the fernlity rate is higher in the former).'®

In summary, these data suggest that poverty is not primarily driven by life-cycle considerations in
Myanmar.

3.2.2 Economic Dependency Ratios (EDRs)

The economic dependency ratio compares the number of economically inactive and active houschold
members between the ages of 15-59. *Economically active’ is defined as being engaged in an economic
activity, including a contrbuting family worker. As above, the higher the ratio value, the higher the
‘economic burden’ on the houschold. In conjunction with data on consumption, the EDR addresses the
relationship berween consumption poverty, labour force participadon and employment.

Table 14 provides data on the economic dependency ratio over time in Myanmar, disaggregated by
state/ region, poverty status and strata. There are a number of relevant results:

i, The ratio has been virtually constant over time, increasing from (0,65 to (L.67,

. As in 2005, there appears to be an inverse relationship berween this indicator and poverty, The ratio
stands at (169 and (.62 in non-poor and poor households respectvely.

ili. There is significant variation across states/regions, The one real outlier is Rakhine state where the
ratio exceeds 1 and there is a stronger association between economic inactivity and poverty,

iv. The relatonship is significantly higher in urban than rural areas at 0,88 and 0.69 respectively.

v, Within urban arcas themselves, the above relationship with poverty holds as the ratio is higher
among non-poor than poor households at (.89 vs, (184 (not shown in Table 14).

Owerall, these data suggest that that poverty in not due to economic inactivity, even in urban areas, but o
low returns associated with economic activities. Rakhine State appears to be the lone exception.

6 The 2007 Fertility and Reproductive Health Swrvey (p. 60) reported total fertlity rates of 2,18 and 1.68 in
rural and urban areas respectively,
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Table 13 Demographic Dependency Ratio

Kachin 0.53 0.63 0.57 0.61 0.60 0.64 -6.8

_ 0.05) (0.01) 0.04) (0.0} (0.02) [0.02)
Kayah 0.75 0.60 0.55 0.66 0.62 0.59 3.7
o3y [0.09) (0.04) {014} ooy (0.04)
Kayin 0.58 0.64 0.45 0.67 0.63 0.74 -15.8
{0.a1) [0.03) {0.03) {0.03) [0.02) {0.05)
Chin 0.68 0.79 0.59 0.75 071 078 | 9.0
(0.04) [0.11) (o.08). 10,05} [0.04) (0.03)
Sagaing 0.64 0.51 0.47 0.54 0.53 0.56 -6.3
{0.03) (0,03 oL01) (0,03} {0.03) (.06
Tanintharyi 0.62 0.59 0.57 0.60 0.60 069 | -13.2
o-10) [0.02) (0.04) (0.06) o) (0.05),
Bago 0.56 0.51 0.51 0.52 0.52 0.59 -12.2
(0.05] (0.02) {0.03) {0.02) (0.02) (002}
- Bago (E) 0.53 053 0.49 0.54 0.53 062 | -134
' (0.4} [0:03) [0.05) i0.01) [0.02) [0.02)
- Bago (W) 0.61 0.48 D53 0.50 0.50 D56 -10.3
(0.15) (0.03) (0.02) (0,05} (0.04) |o.01)
Magwe 0.57 0.51 0.48 0.53 052 059 | -109
i0.02) [0.02) {0.02). (0.1} i0.01) (0.02).
Mandalay 0.53 0.51 0.46 0.54 0.51 0.56 7.9
(0.03) (0.02) (.02} (0.03) (0.02) (.02}
Man 0.38 0.53 0.46 0.51 0,50 056 | -9.9
Rakhine 0.62 0.60 0.39 0.67 0.61 0.72 -15.2
(0.03) (0.07) {0.03) 0.02} (0.05) 10.04)
Yangon 0.50 0.46 0.45 0.49 0.46 0.45 18
' (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) {0.05) (0.03) (0.03)
Shan 0.49 0.54 0.47 0.54 0.52 0.59 -10.9
(0.05) (0.04) [.03) {0.05} {0.E84] [.04)
~Shan (5) 0.59 0.57 0.44 0.64 0.58 0.66 -12.6
(0.04) 0.13) (0.03) {0.09) 0.11) 10.11)
- 5han (N 0.43 0.53 0.55 0.47 0.45 0.56 -12.4
(0.4 [0,01) (0.02) {0.04) (0,03) 0.04)
- Shan [E) 0.48 0.46 0.40 0,49 047 0.45 16
(0.08} (001 (0.05) {0.03) (0.04) (o.01)
Ayeyarwaddy 0.58 0.55 0.46 0.58 0.56 0.59 5.6
{001 (0.02) (.01} {0.01] {0.a1) (0,02
Union 2010 0.56 0.52 0.46 0.56 053 0.58 -8.1
e Pl L jo.03) Ry fo.01)
Union 2005 0.62 0.56 0.48 0.61 0.58

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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Table 14 Economic Dependency Ratio

Kachin 0.75 0.81 0.95 0.74 0.80 0.70 13.0

{0u05) {0.06} (0.16] (0L06) {0.05) {0.04]
Kayah 0,61 0.53 0.65 0.47 0.54 0.55 1.8
0.14 0.07 0.03 0.09 0.08 0.03
Kayin 0.56 0.69 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.65 2.0
10,08} {0.03) (0.14] {ou01) {0.02) (0.03)
chin 0.52 0.64 0.86 0.47 0.55 0.63 -121
0.05 0.10 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.13
Sagaing 052 0.57 0.73 0.54 0.57 0.61 7.2
{0.03) jo.02) (0.03) 10,01 {o.02) 0.03)
Tanintharyl 0.73 0.77 0.88 0.72 0.76 0.76 -1.0
0.07 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01
Bago 0.55 0.62 0.80 0.58 0.60 0.54 11.5
(006} {0.06] [C!.IJ‘!] {ﬂﬂﬁ!l {0.05) [42!.05]
- Bago (E) 0.58 0.73 0.83 068 0.70 0.58 220
0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02
- Bago (W} 0.50 0.50 0.75 0.47 0.50 0.50 0.5
{0.14) {0.06) [0.02) {0.07) {0.07) (0.12]
Magwe 0.46 0.49 0.79 0.46 0.48 0.51 4.7
0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.03
Mandalay 0.50 0.66 0.83 0.54 0.61 0.62 0.5
{003} 0.04) [0.05) {0.02) {0.03) (0.03)
Mon 0.68 0.76 0.79 073 0.74 0.80 6.5
0.05 0.07 0.03 0.09 0.07 0.03
Rakhine 117 1.03 1.08 1.09 1.09 1.00 8.4
{0.05) 10,05 0.01) {0.06) {0.04) (0.06]
Yangon 0.89 0.96 1.01 0.78 0.95 0.93 1.8
0.11 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05
Shan 0.41 0.47 0.63 0.39 0.45 0.43 4.9
{005} {0.03) (0,04] (0.04) {0.03) (0,03}
~Shan (5) 0.47 047 0.59 0.43 047 0.46 2.0
0.08 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.04 0.04
- Shan [N) 0.38 0.47 0.73 0.37 0.43 0.39 9.8
[[+X:E]] (oumaj) (0,07] [XE]] |0UDS) U.‘I.E_E:I i
- Shan (E) 0.39 0.43 0.56 0.36 0.41 0.41 0.5
0.07 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.09
Ayeyarwaddy 0.66 0.72 0.79 0.68 0.70 0.60 15.2
{0.03) (0.04) [0.05) 10.04) {0.03) (0.03]
Union 2010 0.62 0.69 0.88 0.60 0.67 0.65 33
{0.02) (0.01) [0.03) {0.01) (0.01) [0.01)
Union 2005 0.57 0.68 0.86 0.58 0.65
{0.02) f0.02) [0.03) {0.01) fo.01)
Change (%) 8.5 0.2 1.7 4.0 33

Source: IHLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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3.3. Female-Headed Households (FHHSs)

Because consumption data is collected ar the level of the houschold, it is often difficult to determine the
distribution of consumption along gender lines. Specifically, it is hard to determine if females are more or
less poor than males. One partial way to address this question is to compare the situation of male and
female-headed households. '™ Table 15 presents this comparison and comes to three core findings:

i.  The percentage of FHH has increased somewhat between 2005 and 2010 and stands at around 21%
of houscholds

i, As in 2005, there is an inverse reladonship berween poverty and female-headship, The relanve
proportions of poor and non-poor FHHs are 18% and 21.5% respectvely

iii. Female-headed houscholds are much more likely 1o be in urban than rural areas, at 27% vs, 19% of
houschold respectively.

The lack of relationship between poverty and female-headed has been found before in Myanmar'® and
elsewhere, It may be doe to receipt of remittance income or the fact that only better-off women, in
primarily urban areas, are able to form their own households upon divoree or death of a spouse, rather
than say, being absorbed into a relative’s family. It should also be emphasized thar the female vs, male
headship comparison is only one, partial way of assessing the relative consumption poverty of males and
females.

3.4 Summary

Section 3 presented demographic data on levels and trends of: 1) average houschold size; i) demographic
and economic dependency ratios and i) the proportion of Female-Headed Households in the
population.

As in 2005, there is an associaton between poverty and houschold size. Poor houscholds tend to be
larger than non-poor, at 6.0 and 4.7 members, rt:spl:cr'[w:!y. There 1s not much difference in houschold
size berween urban and rural areas,

The demographic dependency ratio compares the number of houschold members less than 15 and over
59 years of age, relative to those between the ages of 15-59. As in 2005, the reladonship between the
demographic dependency ratio and consumption poverty is weak. These data sugpest that poverty is not
primarily driven by life-cycle considerations related 1o the early child rearing vears and with caring of
elderly parents.

The economic dependency ratio compares the number of economically inactive and active household
members between the ages of 15-59, As in 2005, there appears to be an inverse relationship between this
indicator and poverty, ie, the poor have proportionally more economically active houschold members,
Owerall, these data suggest that thar poverty in not due to economic inactivity, even in urban areas, but to
low returns associated with economic activites.

As in 2005, there is an inverse relationship between poverty and female-headship. The relative
proportions of poor and non-poor female -headed houscholds are 18% and 21.5% respectively. It may
be due to receipt of remittance income or the fact that only better-off women, in primarily urban areas,
are able to form their own households upon divorce or death of a spouse rather than say, being absorbed
into a relative’s family.

" The question can also be addressed by examining gender differences in nutritional outcomes or by
modeling the intra-houschold resource allocation process,
B UNDP/UNDESA. 1999, Stadses in Social Deprivation in Myanmar. Yangon.
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Kachin

Table 15 Female-Headed Households (%)

209 |

25.0 |

228

279 24.0 36.7
13.1) {2.9) 1241 11.3) (1.8 (3.2
Kayah 232 178 27.1 126 182 183
(1.8) 2.4) 16.3] {14) 1231 0.2
Kayin 24.5 1.5 24.8 213 219 18.9
35) (0.8) i2.5) (1.0} {1.0] i3.1)
Chin 13.6 16.4 7.8 16.9 14.6 10.4
12.5) {24). (2 14.3) i24) 7
Sagaing 22.3 21.2 25.2 20.7 21.3 17.3
L (4.1} 1.1 12.2) {1.0) (0.9 i2.8]
Tanintharyi 24.5 20.5 185 225 216 20.2
2 {3.0) (23] {28) {25 0.7
Bago 19.9 21.8 2758 205 215 18.2
[4.5) 12.5) 14.8] {2.2) (2.3} 1.7
- Bago (E) 24.7 26.7 34.8 248 26.4 210
i (7.8, 2.8) 48] {2.5) 23 {EX|
- Bago (W) 14.0 16.8 18.1 16.2 16.4 15.3
(2.6) 1.2} (1.8 (1.2) i1.0) i0.7)
Magwe 20.1 218 285 20.6 214 20.8
] (200 {2.1) {13} (LB} (1.1}
Mandalay 183 23.7 27.3 206 225 209
(1-2) (2.1} [2.5) {2.0) {1.5] [1.6]
Maon 186 161 215 15.5 166 17.3
(6.0) {1.7) (21) {28) 123 (3.0 |
Rakhine 18.8 209 22.6 19.4 201 19.5
{3.5) i1.7) 22 {2.0) 17 11.3)
‘Yangon 19.0 26.1 284 16.1 252 24.4
(10 1.2} (1.3 2.0) 1.1} (24)
Shan 13.0 19.2 278 14.0 17.4 14,3
(2.5) {1.5) (4.0] Z1 i1.9) 1.7
-Shan (5) 7.1 16.4 221 11.5 14.6 11.1
12.3) (ELY (1.6 3s) (4.0) [2.1)
- Shan (M) 173 24.0 37.0 17.8 21.7 18.0
(19) {1.8} [5.1] (1.3} {2.1) (3.1
- Shan (€) 10.6 138 26.5 85 125 12.8
(5.6). 18.1) 132 33) 14.7) 1351 |
Ayeyarwaddy 16.4 17.1 218 15.9 16.9 14.3
[1.0) (0.5} (.01 {0.5) (0.5} (.2
Union 2010 1855 215 26.7 187 208 18.9
A0.8) (0.5} (0.8) (0.5 0.4) (0.6)
Union 2005 183 19.1 25.1 16.7 18.9
(0.7} (0.7} (1.2 (0.7} (0.6)

Source; IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 209-2010
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4. Economic Activities of Household Members

Section 4 begins by classifving houschold members in terms of their relevant industries/sectors (Section
4.1) and employment type (4.2). It proceeds 1w review issues of land ownership and landlessness (Section
4.3) and access to credit and debt (Section 4.4). A final section (4.5) summarise the main findings.

4.1 Industrial Classification

Table 16 presents data on the industrial classificadon of the main economic activity of houschold
members disaggregated by poverty status, strata and gender. These data shed light on the overall
industrial structure of Myanmar as well as on issues specific to the above population groups. Three points
are relevant to note:

. Owerall, agriculture, hunting and forestry is by far the biggest emplover accounting for half of total
emplovment. Manufacturing is very small, employing around 6% of the economically active
population. The remainder of employment is in the low-end service sector whose major components
arc trade/repairs (10.5%), miscellancous production activities of private houscholds (7.9%) and
renting and business activities (7.1%).

ii. The relative size of agriculture has remained unchanged since 2005 which implies thar the structural
transformation of the economy, or the shift from agriculture o manufacturing and services, has
stalled. OFf particular note is the decline in the size of manufacturing, from 74% to 5.9% of
employment, which contrasts starkly with the experience of rapidly industrialising countries in
South-East Asia.'?

iii. As discussed in Section 2, there is an association between agriculture and poverty. Around 54% of
poor houschold members are engaged in agricultural activities, compared to 49% of non-poor
houschold members.

The size of the agricultural sector, combined with the small size of, and slow growth in, manufacruring,
and the preponderance of low-end service sector jobs, make a prima fade case for the centrality of rural-
based, agriculture-led development to any successful strategy of poverty reduction, at least in the short-
run.

4.2 Employment Type

Table 17 presents data on the main trpes of emplovment for the economically active population. These
data prm.'in.'l{: an indication of the changing nawre of work in Myanmar with implicatiuns for poverty,
There are three important findings:

i.  The extent of casual labour in rural areas is quite high at around 21%.

ii. There has been a significant increase in casual labour among the poor, from 23 to 28% of
cconomically active poor houschold members, This change has equally affected male and female
workers and is concentrated in rural areas.

iii. There has been a corresponding decline in contributing family workers among the poor from 17.5%
to 12%. Own-account workers have staved flar ar 33% of the poor and employees have increased
from 16% to 20%. The proportion of own-account workers and employees in rural areas have
actually increased.

Together, these dara suggest that the increasing ‘casualisation” of poverty is due prmarily 1o contributing
family workers entering into casual employment and not, say, to growing landlessness associated with a
fall in own-account work (though, see Section 4.3). It also suggests that the increases in consumption
expenditure amongst the poor discussed in Section 2 may be due o an increase in work-time and effort,
as labourers increasingly supplement contributing family work with casual labour,

" For example, in Vietnam, manufacturing’s share of emplovment increased from 8.7% to 12.3% over
the period 2000-05 (Republic of Viemam/General Stnstcs Office, Statistical Yearbooks, Hanoi).

37



Economc AcTivimies oF HouseHoLD MEeMsERs

OIOT-GO0E 42308 VIYTHT “S00g-HE Aaamg yIrH] Paumog

viv

(%) uonendod aApoY AllE2iwou0d3 JO UOHEIYISSELD [LISNPUT 9T 3|geL

et

0'00T 000t 0'00T 0'00T 0'00T 0'00T 0'00T lezoL
ool ol o) ool ool frol foal ool ) - .
00 10 &1] T0 10 £0 0 1o 531p0q pue SUoRETIUETIo |BlI01IN-BIXT
(zol (a0l [F&] (Lol leal (&0 ol [a°t)
. . . . . : . saniagae uonanposd pajequadagipun
21 64 L8 £ a9 TEt 69 201 1 s1h0jdwa se HH 21eALd J0 SARINAY
ool Twol ol ol ool ol ol ol R
95 A0 80 90 o o 80 o #I0M [B120S pUE yijeay
{rol [z'al e {rol (1301 {50} {zol fral
0e L' Bt 01 8T a5 TE ot uogeanpy
(o) fz'ol o) izo) (] Tvol (F27] o KiisRa elts
i & kS ik *9 o T 9 Kuosinduio ‘23u3j3p pue UonensIULIPe 4ng
(] {&'0l {30} fv'ol {e'l £1) [C] fsal
B's TL B80T 'y LN T'ST BL s sa0ALIE ssauIsng pue Fugual ‘ajelsa [eay
(ool Torol o fool []] o) ool forol . .
0 Z0 E'0 To T0 9'0 zo T0 SUCHEIPIULTIUI [BUBL
(3] el (ol (57] {zol {z0) ivol (vl
£'E 2 L0 19 Fard 68 'y 8T SUCHEIUNWILICD pue a8es01s ‘odsuel ]
L&l o) ) wof fTo) €] ol el . R
&0 £1 . £'T 60 9T 1 £T SIUBINE]S3) pUE S|310H
(o) (o0 (a0} {50 (e {0 {0l (50
. ; ! . f ; ; spoof HH pue jeuosiad pue 521343 1030 “S3[YIA
Sl sot Gkl L 9'9 62t LH 0L Jajow jo edad ‘aped) |le1a) pue 3|esajoym
e Tral fral (6] (CE Tl ol () .
LT ow | 9 e 75 gE ' uonINsuo]
(rol [t'm [ irol foa zo) irol fz'0)
ED 50 0 L0 £0 T 80 50 Ajddns Jjayem pue sed 'Ajau103|3
foro) isol {50l wal (] {5'0) lso) (sl
L 65 'L 0's &y g6 8's £9 ‘Bupnoegnuep
zol zm {ro) {eol [(30] (D) {e0l (0]
1 91 Lo (A4 91 a1 81 L1 Furduenb pue Jujuw
(] feal frol (o] [G] [ izl [E]
8T 7T L0 TE I 60 L1 vE Buiysyy
ozl (&1 =1 81} 4] {#a) 61} izl
7'0s T0s : T'rs Ansalsog pue Jupuny ‘aunynapdy

38



PowerTy ProFILE

DINZ-BNIE #2408 VITHT "SO0T-HNIE 420G VI TH] oy

0001 | 0°00T  0°00T | 0'00T 0'00T | 000T  0°00T | 0'00T | 0'00T 0007 | 0°00T O0DOT | 0'00T  0°00T IB301 0TOZ

[[3]] Tzod {va) (5] (5ol [£'0) (s'0l {zob fz'0) [[37] (£'0) (o) izl iwol

6'E 2T E'E L'E 't ¥E og TE LT S'E 't T'E L't 9t B[QEYISSE|D JOU SIHI0M,

I O T I O A B T ) R

66T | v'ST OLT | 98T Ll LA 8 6ZC | 0BT |99 06T | 212 L S¥I 182 Jainoqe| [ense)

o) [ERd] []] z1) [{341] (& 1] leT] {ort) *'1) (ol frm 11} [{R 4] feol

691 T'1E ¥t L8T g11 291 A ST S8I ST 19t ¥e £'5T 61T Jayiom Ajwe) Buangiue)

o) | (o) oo} | trol (ol | (vo) fto) | o) | (o) fwo) | foo) ol | foD) (o'o) aAnesadood

Z0 0 0o a1l o o -0 00 oo oo oo T oo oo 5, Jaonpoud Jaquiagy
B [ET) (31} [:400] 2zl 51} [ET) {ET) [ET) (ETh (1] 52} [ET) (5Tl

9Lt el g0¢ 6TL 6VE 8L ot 98T £81 L'8T (4 T'9g et 96T aahojduiy

o | fE0 e o R 3 A (L B (G 5 R = T R 3

F9E | SBE 0o | 8LE ETE B'LE E'EE | ¥OF | 8'6E 60F | STy OLE (70 TEE JENIOM JUNOIIE UMD

{ro) (£0) isal [51] tgol Isa) (e {0l =) {ral [eo) {50l [0l 3]

T6 6T 6'S T'é 6'8 60T s ¥'s 'y ¥'a s s 9 S'L Jakojdwy

bttt

(%) vonendod 3Ry Ajjediwoucdy Jo sadA) -Jualdoidwl L1 ageL

39



Economec AcTivimes oF Housenolo MEeMaERs

4.3 Land

Given the association berween poverty and agriculture, the questdon of land ownership looms large. Land
is an income-generating asset if farmed or rented, as well as a source of collateral for access to credit.
From the point of view of poverty, two key issues involve average farm size of agneultural houscholds
and the extent of landlessness,

Table 18 presents data on average farm size owned by agricultural households. Six points are relevant to
Moee:

i Average farm size of 6.7 acres {or 271 hectares) is moderate by South-East Asian standards,®
though low by international standards,

ii. Since 2005, farm size has apparently increased slightly from 6.1 acres, a difference which is not
statistically significant,

iii. Poor houscholds have significantly smaller farm size than non-poor households at 4.4 and 7.3 acres
respectively, compared to 4.1 and 6.9 acres respectvely in 2005,

iv. Since 2005, the difference in farm size between poor and non-poor houscholds has improved
slightly.

v. Owerall, there has not been a worsening of the size distribution of farmland, as evidenced by Table
19 which shows changes in farm size per consumption decile. In general terms, the lower and middle
deciles have increased their land size more rapidly than the top deciles,

vi, There is considerable variation across states and regions. The largest average farm sizes are found in
Avevarwaddy (11.2 acres) and Yangon (9.3 acres), while the smallest are in Chin (1.7 acres).

In summary, small farm size is a correlate of poverty which has remained quite stable since 2005 among
most consumption deciles, including the poorest,

Table 200 presents data on landlessness in agriculture. Landlessness is defined as those belonging w
houscholds whose main economie activity is agriculture, that do not own any agricultural land. Landless
persons include causal workers, emplovees, contract farmers, erc.

i Landlessness is a significant phenomenon at 24% of those whose primary cconomic activity is
agriculture,

il. It may have declined slightly from 26% in 2005, though the difference is not statistically significant.

iii. It is much higher among poor than non-poor households at 34% and 19% respectively. As
suggested by Table 17 above, it is likely that many of the landless are employed as casual workers in
agriculwre.

iv. The landlessness rate for the poor may have increased since 2005, from around 32% to 34%, though
this difference is not statistically significant,

v. The analysis by consumprion decile in Table 21 reveals an increase in landlessness amongst the
poorest decile from 34% to 38%, though the difference is not statistically significant.

vi. There is considerable variation across states and regions with the highest rates found in Bago (41%),
Yangon (39%) and Ayevarwaddy (33%).

In summary, landlessness is another important correlate of poverty which may have increased over tme,
in particular among the very poorest. This finding suggests a more nuanced interpretation of the results
of Table 17 on occupational-types. While the fnervasing ‘casualisation” of poverty is not due prwarly to an
increase in landlessness, it may be a contributing factor among the poorest of the poor,

' For example, according to the FAO's Farm Census data, average farm size (in hectares) in select South-
East Asian countries in the 19905 was as follows: Indonesia (0.87); Korea (1.05); Laos (1.57); Thailand
(3.36) (Eastwood R. and M., Lipton, 2004, Farm Size,” University of Sussex, mimeo)
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Table 18 Average Land Area Owned by Agricultural Households (Acres)

6.1

Kachin 4.2 6.9 i3 85.4
(0.5 (1.7} i1.4) (0.5
Kayah 4.7 5.0 50 36 41.0
(0.4 (0.1} {0.1) [2.2)
Kayin 3.7 49 a8 37 30.4
(0.5 (0.6} 106 (0.6
Chin 17 18 37 06| 2061
(0.3] (0.4) 0.3} (0.1
Sagaing 5.6 B.0 7.8 7.8 -1.6
_ (0.8) 0.4) 0.:4) (1.2) _
Tanintharyi 57 84 7.7 39 96.5
L ' _ (0.8 {1.4) iLop 0.5 B
Bago 4.9 79 7 58 27
{0.9] (1.3} 11.2] [0.7)
- Bago (E) 5.1 96 9.2 6.9 34.0
(13 11.6) 1.3 L3 '
- Bago (W) 4.5 6.5 6.4 4.9 9.8
(1.0] 7 {15] (0.4)
Magwe 37 5.8 5.4 5.2 53
i0.5) (0.5 (0.4 (0.4)
Mandalay 4.4 B.5 6.0 5.5 9.4
{0.5) i0.6) 10.5] f0.2)
Man 56 87 8.4 6.1 389
I (0.7} 11.7) (1.5} (1.0 :
Rakhine a2 4.6 4.5 a1 9.5
{1.4] {0.5) {0.71 (0.5)
Yangon ol 10.1 9.3 7.3 279
i0.) (1.5) (15 [0.8) )
Shan 3.7 44 4.1 1.6 56.5
(0.2) 10.7) 0.5) (0.3}
- 5han (S) 40 4.0 4.0 32 241
i0.1) (0.8 (0.5) (0.6)
- Shan (M) a7 5.2 4.6 2.2 106.1
(0.3] 111 {0.7] (0.3)
- Shan (E) 3.2 3.0 31 2.1 445
i0.4) {0.2) 82} 0.4
Ayeyarwaddy 55 10.3 93 11.2 -16.9
i0.8] (1.0 (1.0 {28
Union 2010 4.4 73 6.7 6.1 9.4
.2 {o3) 0.2 o4
Union 2005 4.1 6.9 6.1
{0.2] (0.6) [0.4)
M (%) 8.4 4.6 9.4

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 19 Average Land Area Owned by Consumption Decile (Acres)

1st decile (lowest 10%) 317 3.88 22
(0.18] 021}
2nd decile 414 4,60 11
(0.18) {023
3rd decile 4,91 5,37 9
{0.38) {234}
Sth decile 5.10 6.22 22
(0.29) (0.36)
6th decile 6.14 7.04 15
Tth decile 6,12 7.27 19
(035 (2.43)
(2001 (038}
ath decile 8.07 9.53 18
{0.56) {101
10th decile (highest 10%) 1213 e
. (329 [ﬂﬂ_‘
UNION 6.11 6.69 10
{0.43) {0.23)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20092010
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Table 20 Landless Rate in Agriculture

Kachin [ 214 15.0 17.2 | 256

{33 {21 (2.4} (2.4)
Kayah 24.5 10.8 127 111
(9.8 fo2). {15) (1.3)
Kayin 15.0 11.0 11.7 16.4
187 {0.8) (03) 9.6)
chin B4 1.0 81 10.2
Sagaing 0.3 12.8 15.2 15.6
{a.9) (1.4) (L8} i2.5)
Tanintharyi 396 102 203 255
{10.9) 21 (6.8} i5.9)
Bago 69.6 35.4 40.7 40.9
(5.2} {2.0) (2.9) 13.6]
- Bago (E} 64.4 36.8 41.9 45.6
{92} (4.5) 15.5) @7
- Bago (W) 75.8 4.4 39.8 36.1
143) [2.3) {28} i1.6]
Magwe 33.4 18.4 231 26.2
{36} (8:2) (3.8} {38
Mandalay 18 19.0 23.0 24.3
_{54) {5.2) {45} (2.3)
Mon 49.9 201 24.9 249
(19.4} (8.2) (5.9} iL9)
Rakhine 34.0 17.8 24.6 315
19.0) 14.3) 15.3) (1.3)
Yangon 57.5 295 39.4 51.2
{87y {5.0) (5.8} 22) |
Shan 7.0 6.3 6.6 9.9
127} {11 (1.4} iLa)
- Shan (S) 7.4 7.8 7.7 10.0
(4.6) 03) (1.6) (1.8} |
-Shan (N) BS 6.0 7.2 106
{3.8) {2.9) {26 {2.7)
- Shan (E) 21 138 19 7.6
1.7 {04 (0.8} 3.0
Ayeyarwaddy 50.4 242 326 32.3
(8.0} (3.8) {5.1} i3.2)
Union 2010 336 19.8 236 25.7
2.7) (1.2) 11.3) (1.0}
Union 2005 318 22.0 25.7
(2.0 (1.1) (1.0}

Source; IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 200-2010
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Table 21 Landless Rate in Agriculture by Consumption Decile

1st decile (lowest 10%) 3377 a7.96
(2.42) (4.05)
2nd decile 3181 2982
@) (240
3rd decile 29.19 30.60
(2.39) (1.78)
4th decile. B2 2333
5th decile 24.38 21.83
(1.71) (187}
s wm
Tth decile 21.38 15,38
{1.93) {158}
8th decile 1751 1445
ath decile 19.12 10.60
(2.30) (157}
10th decile (highest 10%) 1480 695
@
UNION 25.72 23.61
(1.04) (1.33)

Source: |HLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLEA Survey 20092010
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4.4 Credit and Debt

Aceess to credit bears a potentially important relationship to poverty in thar credit can serve as a means of
financing income-generating activities and/or a means of ‘smoothing” consumption when income
fluctuates, It has partcular importance for agricultural houscholds given the tme lag berween sowing and
harvest seasons and attendant fluctuations in houschold income. On the other hand, eredit can lead to
unsustainable debr loads, especially in a context of slow growth. The data presented below attempts to
shed light on eredit access, loan size and source, and debt loads over time in Myanmar.

Table 229 presents data on the proporton of households, whose main economic activity is agriculture,
having received a loan between the period May-October, 2009 for agricultural activites. It is important to
note that this table combines recipients of both formal and informal credit institutions. There are four
core findings:

i Around one-third of agricultural houscholds received a loan for agricultural activites in 2009,
compared with around 38% in 2004,

ii.  Non-poor houscholds are somewhat more likely than poor houscholds to have credit access at 34%
and 30% respectively.

iii. There are very small differences in credit access between male and female-headed houscholds

iv. There is wide spatial variaton in credit access. Very low credit access is found in Shan East (1.8%)
and North (8.9%) as well as Chin (5.6%) and Tanintharyi (11.2%) In the case of Shan state, there are
strong social mores against money lending,

Table 23 presents data on the proportion of households, whose main economic activity is not agriculture,
having received a loan for business activity, Five points are relevant to mention:

.. Only around 11% of non-agricultural houscholds took out a loan to finance business activities in
2009, compared with around 15% in 2004,

il.  Interestngly, a higher percentage of poor houscholds (13.5%) than non-poor houscholds (10.6%)
had access to credit.

ii. Credir access is low in urban arcas at 8.6%, compared to 13.2% in rural areas.

iv. Gender differences, as measured by male and female-headed households, do not appear to be
significant.

v. As with agricultural credit, Shan East (2.5%) North (5.3%) have the lowest levels of access followed
by Bago West (5.5%)

In light of the fact that the above data comprise both formal and informal lending, levels of credir access
appear moderate to low. Also, in the case of agriculture credit, access has declined over time. Accordingly,
there is a prima face case to extend official credit access, though the issue is not withour its complexity (as
discussed below).

I For ease of exposition, Table 22 and Table 23 have been labeled *Access to Credit,” though strictly
speaking they measure “receipt of loans’,
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Tahle 22 Access to Credit (Population %, Agriculture)

Kachin 285 244 | 245 305 | 55| 217

(7.6} (4.3} 3.2} 110.0) (3.2) {9.4)

Kayah 52.4 436 43.2 50.5 444 408

23 (8.1} {4.1) (30:2) (8.5) (64)

Kayin 12.8 10.6 9.8 15.6 109 16.3
{2.4) (256} {4.3) {5.1) (22) {9.6) |

Chin 8.2 0.0 5.7 5.0 5.6 54

(8.4} {00} [6-3) (8.4} (] 4.4}

Sagaing 25.0 326 329 27.0 31.8 388

(4.3} (3.9} [4.3) {2.5} [3.8) [3.8)

Tanintharyi 12:2 10.8 116 8.8 112 10.7
- {2.4) (5) 35) {3.6) (3.4) (1.6}

Bago 44.5 384 37.8 43.7 38.8 56.9

1109} (5.0} 15.6) {4.5) [5.1] {73}

- Bago (E) 66.6 45.1 47.5 45.8 47.1 67.7
(8.:8) {10.7) {10.2) {7.) 19.6) (83) |

- Bago (W) 14.4 32.8 305 40.6 317 48.0

(104} {50} {6.3) (8.1} (4.9) {22

Magwe 415 33.2 34.4 36.7 34.8 452

8.5) {8.3) .1 {116) (8.2) (E1)

Mandalay 343 343 334 3B8 343 36.2

{3.8) {3.3) {2.3) {3.9) {2.0) (2.4)

Mon 213 13.9 15.2 96 14.6 229

{14.1) {5.0) (5.9) 1541 (5.7) {3.6)

Rakhine 6.5 28.1 29.7 13.6 276 24.9

15-1} 13.4) (4.4) 5.2} [3.6) (2.2}

Yangon 66.9 75.8 75.3 66.7 74.3 58.6
{139) (7.8). (7.4) {238 (9.3) (4.8)

Shan 11.1 16.6 15.1 12.0 147 23.5

(4.8) (3.0} {3.4) {3.9) [3.4) {8.3)

- Shan (S) 27.1 25.2 59 24.4 257 385
(2.0} {1.9) (1.8) {43) 12.1) (16.0) |

- Shan (N) 49 11.6 8.5 6.1 8.9 15.3

ﬂ.;r {2.1} |2.5) 5.2} [2.8) 6.6}

- Shan (E) 18 19 18 2.0 18 16

{1.1) (0.3) (03) (26) {0.5) {13)

Ayevarwaddy 48.5 55.4 55.0 47.5 54.0 49.4

7.0} {2.5) 12.3) 5.6} [2.1) 16.8)

Union 2010 29.7 EER.] m 32.0 33.0 38.1

i2.3) {L.7) {1.6) {2.0) (L8] {1.8)

Union 2005 36.7 38.6 38.1 37.8 38.1
[2.5) [2.0) {1.9) [2.3) (L8]

Source: THLCA Suevey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 23 Access to Credit (Population %, Non-Agricultural Businesses)

Kachin j T 87 | 72 10.0 81 107 88 15.2

7.2} 1109 {2.4) 1.1 [ERY {2.0) 18] (26

Kayah 584 9.4 12.8 8.2 10.8 11.4 108 2.7
f48.2) (50) (6.2 57 (6.3) (7.8) 155} 120},

Kayin 341 12.7 4.5 21.2 17.7 5.6 15.6 23.0
{6.0} 13.9) {4.1) 12.6) (3.4) 12.6) 125 54

Chin -24.0 9.3 17.4 162 16.9 19.9 17.1 8.0

104 (5.0} {7:5), i12.0) 7.2 118.5) (751 (6.8)

Sagaing 13 79 7.0 13 73 7.1 72 124

(1.3} (L3 {0.7) i16] (12} 12.9) i1.2) (25

Tanintharyi 10.2 18.9 15.6 17.7 188 9.4 17.0 182

15.5) {14) {19) 1.5} (1.3 12.5) {05} 3.9)

Bago 0.2 15.1 15.7 13.8 13.4 17.7 14.4 19.3

5.8) (7.0} {5.5) (7.5) [7.1) 16.2) (6.6) [1.1)

- Bago (E) 223 20.0 23.7 18.6 216 17.0 20.3 19.3
' (78) iy (22) 122 114 (8.3} (105} fo9)

- Bago (W) 0.0 6.7 i3 6.6 30 20.0 55 19.2
{0.0) {2.9) (0.8} 13.3) 0.5 111.2) 12.5) [2.8)

Magwe 16.7 12.5 8.6 15.0 14.1 10.2. 13.3 i6.8

(2.0} {2.3) {27} 128 (2.5 164} 1.7 (2.0}

Mandalay 12.5 7.3 5.1 115 7.1 10.7 7.9 10.6

16.5) 12.0) 11.3) i8.4] (2.3 {3.8) (2.5 {1.8)

Mon 28.1 10.6 15.6 111 1.3 16.8 123 11.8

(18.0y 15.5) 14.5), (7 15.8) 110.5) (B.5] a7

Rakhine 227 16.1 16.7 18.1 18.1 11.9 17.6 20.6

_ {6.1) {2.8) {2.4) (3.7 3.6 14.5) (2.7] 15.1)

Yangon 51 7.6 19 4.3 69 8.9 7.4 8.6
{4.2) f2-1) 22 (27) R5) B5). (21) R4) |

Shan 1.6 4.9 3.9 51 4.0 5.8 4.4 6.9
(1.2) 1) {1.1) i13] (L1} 13:2) i0.9] (L9} |

- Shan (S) 49 39 24 81 30 74 4.0 6.2

15.7) (2.4) 10.7) {6.2) [0.8) {10.0) (18] (2.9)

- Shan (N) 12 6.6 6.7 4.2 5.4 4.9 53 8.1

(1.2) {0.5) 10.7) i1.2) 0.9 {3.1) in.a} (3.1

~Shan (E) 57 13 09 a1 20 4.9 25 48

2.7 11.0) 11.2) 1.3 13) 12.4) (0.9 (14)

Ayeyarwaddy 18.2 15.6 11.3 18.3 16.1 17.3 16.3 22.0
500 12.4) {1.4) 2.7 2. (48] 25 (2.6) |

Union 2010 13.5 10.6 8.6 13.2 1.0 11.4 111 15.0

(20 11.1) f1.0) (1.4) 11.3) {1.6) 1 {0.9)

Union 2005 18.8 14.0 12.6 16.6 15.0 14.8 15.0
{1.3) 10.9) 11.1) {1.1) 11.0) (1.3) [0.9]

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-20110
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In addinon to credir access, or outreach, two other relevant considerations consider loan size and source.
Very small loans are unlikely to translate into significant impact on houschold income or consumption.
Loan source is relevant in thart it sheds light on repayment terms and conditons. While the IHCLA-11 did
not collect data on interest rates, it is safe to assume that rates will be higher, in some cases significantly
higher, from informal credit sources. The formal/informal distinction contrasts public banks/govt.
agencies, private banks, local credit unions/local NGOs and internatonal organisations on the one hand,
and relatives or friends, employer/landlord, traders/brokers and pawn shops/money lenders, on the
other. The data in Table 24 concern loans extended between the Myanmar New Year and the Lighting
Festival in 2004 and 2009, respectively. There are four key findings:

i.  Average loan size, in particular of the poor, is not insignificant at around 170,000 kvats, which is
approximately 45% of the annual poverty line of 376,151 kyats (see Secuon 2.1.2),

il. Loan size of the poor has increased quite substantially berween 2004 and 2009, though high standard
errors raise caution in interpreting this change.

ili. Around half of agricultural eredit is sourced informally, a share which has stayed relatively constant
over time.

v, Interestingly, there are not large differences berween poor and non-poor houschold in accessing
informal credir.

Table 24 Size and Source of Agricultural Credit
1] Pc |

=

Size of most Recent Agricultural Loan

[December, 2009 Kyat) 108779 170170 187981 213791 167974 206966
(7575) [24815] {28108) (218953} {21651) (16708

Informal Share of Agricultural Credit (%) 45.8 47.2 41.5 52.1 47.0 Iﬂﬂij
3:52) j.06) (2:35) {3.00) f2.78)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010

The flip side of credit is debr. Debr loads can become onerous if credit does not generate sufficient
returns to facilitate loan repayment. Table 25 presents partal information which sheds light on the
sustainability of debt over time and at present. The data are based on questionnaire responses on debt
loads at the time of the Myanmar Light Fesdval in 2004 and 2009, There are three key results:

. There has been a striking decline in the number of indebted houscholds from around 48% w0 30%
between 2004 and 2009, While the questionnaire did not ask about debt forgiveness from official
lending sources, it is reasonable to assume that some of this decline reflects successful debt
[CPFI.}"I.TII'.‘I"IL

ii.  The fall in the number of houscholds in debt is equally evident in poor and non-poor houscholds.

iii. Total debt levels of poor houschold appear quite high at 14% of total consumption expenditure, in
light of high food shares in consumption of around 74% (see Section 2, Table 6).
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Table 25 Household Debt

Percent of Households in Debt 53.0 EERY 46.6 29.4 48.4 30.2

1.3 [1.9) [ [1.4) [1.4) [1.4]

Total debt as % of Indebted Household

Consumption (including health expenditure) 15.0 14.1 24.0 223 219 20.8
(L2} (1.0 (2.0 (3.5 {17} {2.9)

Source: THLOCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-201()

The policy implications of the preceding analysis on credit and debt require suitable nuance. On the one
hand, there is a case for increasing formal credit access given low and declining coverage. Further, it
appears that a significant number of households have been able to pay off existing debts. On the other
hand, the sustainability of some debt loads, in particular among the poor, appears open to question given
relatively high debt/consumprion ratios. In some cases, lower interest rates associated with formal credit
extension will alleviate the debrt burden, but in other cases, credit repayment may prove unduly onerous
for those at low levels of consumption.

4.5 Summary

Section 4 has presented information on the types of the economic activities undertaken by houscholds in
Myanmar, as well as their access to productve assets, land and credit,

In terms of industrial structure, agriculture, hunting and forestry is by far the biggest employer accounting
for half of total employment. Manufacturing is very small, employing around 6% of the economically
active population. The remainder of employment is mainly in the low-end service sector. Around 54% of
poor houscholds are engaged in agricultural activities, compared to 49% of non-poor houscholds. The
size of the agricultural sector, combined with the small size of, and slow growth in, manufacturing, and
the preponderance of low-end service sector jobs, make a priwa faqe case for the centrality of rural-based,
agricultural-led development to any successful strategy of poverty reduction, at least in the short-run,

In terms of occupation, casual labour in rural areas is quite high at around 21% and increasing among the
poor, from 23 to 28% of economically active poor houschold members. There has been a corresponding
decline in contributing family workers among the poor from 17.5% to 12% but not in own account
workers. Together, these dara suggest that the increasing ‘casualisation’ of poverty is due prmarily 1o
contributing family workers entering into casual employment and not, say, to growing landlessness
associated with a fall in own-account work. It also sugpests that the increases in consumption expenditure
amongst the poor discussed in Secton 2 may be due to an increase in work-time and effort, as labourers
increasingly supplement contributing family work with casual labour.

With respect to land size, average farm size of 6.7 acres (or 2.71 hectares) is moderate by South-East
Asian standards, though low by internatonal standards, Poor houscholds have significantly smaller farm
size that non-poor houscholds at 4.4 and 7.3 acres respectively, Overall, there has not been a worsening
of the siz¢ distribution of farm land. In summary, small farm size is a correlate of poverty which has
remained quite stable since 2005 among most consumption deciles, including the poorest.

Landlessness is a significant phenomenon at 24% of those whose primary economic activity is agriculture,
which appears to have declined slightly from 26% in 2005, It is much higher among poor than non-poor
houschalds at 34% and 19% respectively and may have increased slightdy for the former since 2005, from
32% to 34%, though this difference is not statstcally significant. There may have been an increase in
landlessness amongst the very poorest bottom decile from around 34% to 38% though the difference is
not statistically significant. The highest rates of landlessness are found in Bago (41%%), Yangon (39%) and
Ayevarwaddy (33%). In summary, landlessness is another important correlate of poverty which may have
increased slightly over time, in particular among the very poorest. This finding suggests a more nuanced
interpretation of the results of Table 17 on occupational-types. While the mavasing ‘casualisaton’ of
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poverty is not due primardly to an increase in landlessness, it may be a contributing factor among the
poorest of the poor.

In terms of credit access, around one-third of agricultural households received a formal or informal loan
for agricultural activities in 2009, compared with around 38% in 2004, Only around 11% of non-
agricultural households took out such a loan to finance business activides in 2009, compared with around
15% in 2004, The average loan size to the poor is not insignificant amounting to around 60% of the
annual food poverty line. Around half of agricultural credit is sourced informally, a share which has stayed
relatively constant over time and which is similar for poor and non-poor households. In terms of debt,
There has been a swiking decline in the number of indebted households from around 48% w 30%
between 2004 and 2000, a fall which is equally evident in poor and non-poor houscholds. Debt levels of
poor houscholds, at 14% of total annual consumpton expenditure, appear quite high. The policy
implications of the analysis of credit and debt are not without complexity. On the one hand, there is a
case for increasing formal credit access given low and declining coverage as well as the apparent ability of
a significant number of houscholds to pay off existing debts. On the other hand, the sustainability of
some debt loads, in particular among the poor, appears uncertain given relatively high debt/consumption
oS,
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5. Labour market

Section 5 reviews three key aspects of the labour marker, namely participation rates (Section 5.1),
unemployment rates (Section 5.2) and ‘underemployment’ rates (Section 5.3) before summarizing main
findings (Section 5.4).

5.1 Labour Force Participation Rates

Labour force participation is defined as those who are working or available for work, for a given age
group. It excludes the following population groups: those unable to work for health reasons; those doing
unpaid domestic work fullime; full-time students; full-nime religious personnel; those who are physically
or developmentally delayed and unable 1o work; those living on a pension or retired and others who are
not secking employment.

Table 27 presents dam on labour force participation rates for the six months prior to the administration
of questionnaires. The data is merged across the two rounds of the IHLCA-11, as there are very small
differences berween rounds. Five findings are quite significant;

i. Participation rates are high at around two-thirds (67%) of the population aged 15 and above, a rate
which has increased slightly from its 2004 level of 64%.,

ii. As in 2004-5, the poor have higher participation rates than the non-poor at 69% and 66%
respectively,

iii. There are large differences between urban and rural participation rates at 60% and 70% respecrively,
and between male and female rates, at 82% and 54% respectively.

iv. Lowest participaton rates occur in mainly urban Yangon (57%) and in Rakhine (58%), where
cconomic dependency ratios were found to be very high (see Section 3, Table 14).

v. There are stark differences in child partcipation rates (ages 10-14) between the poor and non-poor
at 18% and 10% respectively, and berween parricipation rates of the poor and non-poor aged 15-24
at 72% and 62% respectively.

Together, these findings suggest that poverty is not primarily due to non-participation in the labour force
but to low remuneraton/returns for those who do particpate (as found in Section 4.2 on the economic
dependency ratio). In additon, they provide limired, additional support to the suggestion in Section 4.2
that increases in consumption expenditure amongst the poor discussed in Section 2 may be due o an
increase in work-time and effort, as houschold members inereasingly enter the labour force.

The much higher rates of child (aged 10-14) labour force participation among the poor riscs questons
about the possible intergenerational transmission of poverty and poverty traps. In order to probe this
issue further, Table 26 presents data on enrolment rates for labour force participants and others, aged 10-
14. The data show a quite striking difference between enrolment rates of labour force participants and
non-participants at 11.6% and 78.3% respectvely, In addition, poor labour force participants in this age
group have even lower enrolment rates than non-poor participants at 9.9% and 127% respectively,
Accordingly, labour force participants, aged 10-14 may constitute one sub-group of the poor that
warrants special attention from a policy perspective.

Table 26 Enrolment Rates of 10-14 Year Olds

X —

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20002010
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Table 27 Labour Force Participation Rate: Past 6 Months (15 Years and Above)

Kachin 1T 644 64.5 58.9 66.8 78.4 52.0 645 | 63.0

(2.0) (.7 14.0) 2.3y 13.2) (3.1 (1.6} (L.5)
Kayah 719 729 68.7 754 83.7 61.9 72.8 66.9
(63) (23) ) (3.3) (2.7) (1.4) (28) 28).
Kayin 725 68.9 66.5 70.3 84.0 56.7 69.6 64.8
(4.1) (11 (r5] (0.4 {2.1) [14) 0.2} {2.3)
Chin 75.2 68.9 61.2 78.0 83.9 63.5 73.5 64.8
1L3) [5.4) (0.6} (0.6} {21}, f2.8). 12.3) {4.0)
Sagaing 74.2 70.0 54.0 717 BL& 60.1 70.6 B5.9
(1.0} (0.9) 113y [0.8) 10,6 [L2) (0.9} 1.3)
Tanintharyi 66.0 65.3 61.1 66.9 82.4 50.6 65.5 61.2
(1.5) (2.1} 10.8) (0:8), i1.8) f2.3) 11.0) 113
Bago 70.6 68.3 61.6 69.8 85.5 53.9 68.7 66.4
2.4y [1.6) {0.9) (L7} (0.5) (2.8 {16} {18
- Bago (E) 70.1 66.2 62.2 67.9. 84.4 520 67.0 65.9
. fo.7) {05} 11:4) o) {1.5) {06} f0:5). {1.3).
- Bago (W) 713 70.6 60.6 719 86.9 56.3 70.7 67.1
' 17.3) [28) (0.6} [3.5) {0.5) [6.7) 13.4) 14.7)
Magwe 74.9 733 62.2 751 B4.4 64.9 J3.7 69.1
{0.6) (0.5) {18) (0.5) {0.4) 10.8) 10.2) 11.3) |
Mandalay 73.2 67.2 61.4 719 826 571 63.8 B5.5
(1.5) IL5) {1.5) 10.9) (0.9 (20 (1.3) (0.8
Mon 65.0 64.5 63.2 64.9 B1.7 48.6 64.6 58.7
(2.4) [2.2) (1.0) 2.7) 11.0) 14.2) 12.2) (0.8}
Rakhine 58.5 58.4 57.1 58.9 79.3 40.0 58.4 57.2
(1.6} [L3) (0.4} 1.3) (0.8} (1.4) (1.2} 10.5)
Yangon 61.1 57.3 56.3 631 73.5 44.4 57.9 551
{2.1) {12} (13) (24) | (14 12) {331 {18)
Shan 79.2 76.1 68.1 g0.3 85.9 68.7 77.1 738
- 3.3 {09 .3 gu l i) A0.9) fid)
- Shan (S} 81.1 76.6 69.6 B1.2 8BS 69.0 71.6 72.2
(18) (04 10.5) {25) 122) (18] {0.6) 1.7}
- Shan (M) 78.7 75.2 B65.0 79.8 84.7 69.1 76.6 751
(1.9 [2.0) 12.6) 11.3) 2.2) (2.2) 12.2) 2.2)
- Shan (E) 7.5 7.2 raEy 78.5. 87.9 66.6 T3 74.5
13.7) (3.8) 13.3) {2.7) 135) (25) 13.6) 12.8)
Ayeyarwaddy 67.8 64.8 61.1 66.7 84.7 48.6 65.8 64.6
(1.0 [L5) 1.4} [14) {0.7) [1.9) (1.2} 1.2}
Union 2005 67.1 62.7 56.4 67.0 79.6 50.1 64.1
10.5) 10.5) (0.8} (0.5) (0.4} {0.7) 10.5)
2010 Age 15-24 722 62.1 48.4 70.1 73.0 57.4 65.1
{0.9) {1.0) {1.3) (0.8) (08) 11.3) (0.9}
‘2010 Age 25-59 75.5 76.1 724 7.5 942 60.4 76.0
10.7) (0.6) (0.7) (0.5) {0.3) (0.8) (0.5)

Souree: [HLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20092010
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5.2 Unemployment

Table 28 presents dara on the open unemployment rate in the six months prior to the administration of
questionnaires. The open unemplovment rate is defined as the percentage of the labour foree aged 15 and
above, who did not work during the above time prior. The data are merged across the two rounds of the
THLCA-II, as there were very small differences berween the rounds. Four findings are quite significant

i.  Open unemployment is extremely low in Myanmar at around 1.7%, which is close to its 2004-5 level
of 2%,

ii. The poor are slightly more likely to be unemploved than the non-poor, at 24% and 1.4%
respectively, but the level of open unemployment of the poor is very low and unchanged from its
2005 level of 2.3%.

iii. Urban unemployment is three dimes that of rural unemployment at 3.5% and 1.1% respectively and
unlike the participation rate, there is little difference between males and females.

iv, As with participation rates, the highest rates of open unemployment are in Rakhine (6.7%) and
Yangon (4.4%), where poverty is also much more strongly associated with unemployment (high
standard errors suggest caution, however, when interpreting these results).

The limited contribution of unemplovment to poverty is not uncommon in countries which are primarily
rural and lacking in provision of an extensive and formal safety ner. In these situations, the relationship
between poverty and lack of employment may be more starkly evidenced by the Time Rate of
Unemployment (TRU}, or the number of days within any reference period, that labour force participants
are out of work. One indirect measure of the TRU is the unemployment rate in the seven days prior 1o
the administration of questionnaires, on the assumption that those in casual or precarious employment
are less likely to be emploved over such a short period than those in more formal employment.

Data on this indicator are presented in Table 29. As above, the data are merged across the two rounds of
the IHLCA-IL, as there were very small differences between the rounds. Two findings are relevant to
note:

. ‘Seven-day’ unemployment is very low in Myanmar at 2.5%, down from 3.1% in 2005.

ii. Surprisingly, the relationship between poverty and *7-day’ unemployment is very similar to the
relationship between poverty and ‘6 month’ unemployment. The poor/non-poor breakdown is 3.7%
and 2.1% respectively, with levels for the poor virtually identical between 2005 and 2010,

In summary, there is an association berween poverty and open unemployment and between poverty and
the Time Rate of Employment in Myanmar, but both are very small contributors to overall poverty. Only
around 2.5% of the poor were unemployment over the past 6 months or 7 days. As argued above,
poverty has much more to do with low returns to work than with the lack of work.
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Table 28 Unemployment Rate: Past 6 Months (15 Years and Above)

“Kachin ' 19 2.5 32 2.0 25 2.0 23 1.7

10.6) (R (2.3) 10.4) (0.6) in.4) (0.5) (0.3}
Kayah 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.5 0.0
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2.7 10.6) (L51] (1.4) (0.6) 2.0 (1.2 {0.4)
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0.6) [0.4) 0.3 {0.5) (04} (0.4} (0.4 0.2}
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i A10) {0.51; f0.5) fo8) A7) 106} | fo7) (01|
- Bago (W) 0.0 0.2 1.0 0.1 ol 0.2 0.2 1.0
b .o faa}_ 10.3) (0.0} 10.1) 0.0} 0.0} L
Magwe 0.5 0.6 31 03 0.5 0.7 0.6 11
{03} (0.2) (0.7} (0.1} (0.2) (0.3} [0.2) {0.1)
Mandalay 1.1 1.0 2.1 0.6 0.8 1.2 1.0 1.4
(0.2} (0.2) (0.2) 10.2) 10.1) 10.2) [0.1) {0.2)
Mon o 16 2.4 16 10 2.8 2 b 2.4
{08 lo.3) (0.4) {0.3) (0.3) 0.7 0.2 (0.3)
Rakhine 10.6 3B 1.2 &5 5.1 9.5 6.7 5.7
(0.9) 12.2) {0:3) (2.2} 1.2y i23) i1.6) 11.3)
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(28) o) {0:7) {0.5) {0:9) (08) 7). LS I
Shan 0.9 1.0 27 05 1.0 1.0 10 1.1
10.5) (04) [0.7) 104 10.2) 03] | 0.3 03]
- Shan (S} 1.7 13 35 0.6 11 17 A 1.0
(0.:6) (L0} (0.9) 0.3} (0.:5) i0.s) [0.5) (0.7)
- Shan (N) 0.3 0.9 2.0 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.6 1.2
0.2} 10.2) 10.1) 0.1} {0.1) i0.2) [0.1] {0.5)
- Shan (E) 0.9 0.7 15 0.6 0.8 0.9 0.8 14
(0.5) 12.2) {0.4) (2.1} (0.4) (8] (02) (0.6)
Ayeyarwaddy 0.9 0.5 1.5 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.6 1.0
{0.3) 10.3) j0.1) {2.1) {0.1) i0.3) 0.2) 0.1y
Union 2010 2.4 14 3.5 11 15 19 1.7 2.0
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Sowree: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20092010
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Table 29 Unemployment Rate: Past 7 Days (15 Years and Above)

. Kachin 6.7 5.4 6.0 5.7 6.5 4.8 5.8 4.3
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(14) {0.9) 2.2} (0.7 {10} 1.7 {13} i3.4) |
Sagaing 0.7 0.7 1.9 0.6 0.6 09 0.7 35
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Souree: HLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 20002010
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5.3 Underemployment

The underemployment rate is here operationalised using the time-urilisation method. It is defined as the
percentage of the working population, aged 15 vears and older, who worked for less than 44 hours in the
7 days preceding the questionnaire. Table 30 present merged data for both rounds of the survey. In light
of significant seasonal variation in this indicator, Table 31 and Table 32 present data for Rounds 1 and 2
respectively. There are a number of interesting results:

i Overall, underemployment stood at around 37% of the working population in 2010, somewhat
above its 2005 level of 34%.

ii. There are very slight differences berween the poor (38%) and non-poor (37%) which are not
statistically significant,

ili. Underemployment is more prevalent among females (41%) than males (35%) and in rural (38%)
than urban (35%) arcas.

iv. Underemployment appear highest in Kayvah at 59%, where it is also associated with poverty, though
high standard errors urge caution in interpreting this result.

v. The underemployment rate is much higher during round 2, conducted in May 2010 than in Round 1,
conducted during, or just following, the harvest season in December-January, 2009-10, The
respective rates are 43% and 30%.

Underemployment appears to be a significant phenomenon in Myanmar with pronounced seasonal
varation. [t is not, however, closely associated with poverty. These findings provided added support for
the view that poverty has much more to do with low returns to work than with the absence of work (as
argued in the context of economic dependency ratios, labour force participation rates and
unemployment), They also attest to the importance of poverty dynamics, or Hows into and out of poverty
owver the course of the agricultural cyele

5.4 Summary

The importance of the labour marker for poverty has already been shown in Section 4, Table 17 in that
around half of the poor are either employees or casual labourers, Section 5 has presented additional
information on the relationship between the labour market and poverty.

In terms of labour force participation, overall rates are high at two-thirds (67%) of the population aged 15
and above and higher for the poor than non-poor at 69% and 66% respectively. There are stark
differences in child participation rates (ages 10-14) between the poor and non-poor at 18% and 10%
respectively, and between participaton rates of the poor and non-poor aged 15-24 at 72% and 62%
respectively. These findings suggest that poverty is not primarily due to non-participaton in the labour
force but to low remuneration/returns for those who do participate (as found in Section 4.2 on the
economic dependency ratio). In addition, they provide limited, additional support to the suggestion in
Section 4.2 that increases in consumption expenditure amongst the poor discussed in Section 2 may be
duc to an increase in work-time and etfort, as houschold members increasingly enter the labour force.
Finally, the much higher rates of child labour force participation among the poor raise questions about
the possibility of the intergenerational transmission of poverty and poverty traps, as evidenced by low
enrolment rates for working children.

In terms of unemployment, levels are extremely low in Myanmar at around 1.7%. The poor are more
likely to be unemployed than the non-poor, at 24% and 1.4% respectively, bur the level of open
unemployment of the poor is stll very low and unchanged from its 2005 level of 2.3%. The Time Rates
of Unemployment (TRU), proxied by unemployment in the 7 days preceding the questionnaire is very
low as well ar 2.5%. The relationship berween poverty and the TRU is very similar to the
poverty/unemployment relatonship deseribed above. The poor/non-poor breakdown is 3.7% and 2.1%
respectively, with levels for the poor virtually identical between 2005 and 2010, In summary, there is an
association between poverty and open unemployment and between poverty and the Time Rate of
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Employvment in Myanmar, but both the reladonship is weak and both are very small contributors to
overall poverty, Poverty has much more to do with low returns to work than with the absence of work.

Finally, underemployvment appears to be a significant phenomenon in Myanmar, with pronounced
seasonal dimensions, which appears to have increased between 2005 and 2010, It is not, however, closely
associated with poverty, These findings provided added support for the view that poverty has much
more to do with low returns o work than with the absence of work (as argued in the context of
cconomic dependency ratios, labour force participation rates and unemployment), They also attest to the
importance of poverty dynamics, or flows into and out of poverty over the course of the agricultural
cycle.
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Table 30 Underemployment Rate: Past 7 Days, 44 Hours (15 Years and Above)

46.3

Kachin 53.2 449 49.4 46.7 50.3 48.2 36.7
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11.6) (13} (1.3 (1.5) (1.2} i1.3) (12} {13
Union 2005 34.5 33.7 34.6 33.8 31.0 38.0 33.9
(1.5) (1.1) (1.8 (1.4) (1.1} (1.2) 1.1]
2010 Age 15-24 343 34.8 293 35.7 32.8 3r.0 34.6
(2.0} (L.7) (2.0 (1.7] (L4} {L8) (L5)
2010 Age 25-59 39.3 37.8 35.9 35.0 35.0 423 38.1
(1.5} (1.2 (1.4 (L) 11.2) 112} (1.2}

Souree: THLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009. 2010
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Kachin

49.8

Table 31 Underemployment Rate: Past 7 Days, 44 Hours (15 Years and Above - Round 1)

48.9 i 45,6 338
i11.) (9.6) (13.91 {8.4) (9.5) [10.2) (9.8) (5.0}
Kayah 643 497 452 547 6.4 579 | 513 48.1
(30.9) fe3) (09 {4.9) 133 (4.6) 3.7 {11)
Kayin 48.8 34.5 40.7 36.5 34.7 40.4 72 29.0
(24.8) (8.7) {15.8) {10.8) (10.7) (13.1) (117} {15}
Chin 50.6 414 371 50.5 46.9 49.9 48.1 50.4
11L6) [3.6] 5.3} 110.8) (78] (10.3) [8.7) 16.0)
Sagaing 40.5 337 42.2 33.6 317 383 347 322
(4] (3.4) 12.9) 135 (2.0 (5.7 [3.6) {a.1)
Tanintharyi 404 34.1 26.5 387 332 40.6 36.2 35.7
54) (2.2) (24} 13.6) (28] 27 (2.7} 35)
Bago 16.0 209 26.6 18.2 17.2 24.1 201 226
5.9] (4.5) {a.0) 14.8) [4.6) {4.8) [4.6) 12.7)
- Bago (E) 71 114 19.8 5.0 7.6 14.7 10.5 20.0
12 [0.7] 118} (13) (0.5) [1.5) [0.8) 2.0)
- Bago (W) 29.6 303 37.8 285 27.6 337 30.2 25.6
(116) (d.4] 2.7 {5.3) (5.2) [5.5) 5.1) (6.4)
Magwe 347 29.7 285 31.2 285 337 310 316
(561 (4.5] (18] 15.1) [4.4) [5.0) [4.5) 153
Mandalay 243 225 294 209 221 24.2 23.0 26.7
(3.7) 2.0) (3.2} (ERT] 12.0) 2.3) (2.0) {3.0)
Maon 232 36.0 354 335 291 419 339 37.0
79 (4.8) 127} {6:4) [6.0) (23] (5.2) {4.8).
Rakhine 24.6 39.8 43.8 311 28.9 424 339 28.7
(2.0 [2.6) 11.5) {1.2) 123 (3.3 (2.5 {4.5)
Yangon 323 325 341 27.8 28.5 381 325 30.0
(8.2] (28 1351 {0.9) (2.3) [28) [2.7) 2.
Shan 376 326 34.4 34.4 325 36.6 34.4 385
(5.1) (4.2) 135 (4.9 [4.1) [4.9) [4,4) {40y
- Shan (S) 473 38.0 35.0 424 394 418 40.5 26.7
(3.8] (7.7 14.0} {821 (6.0) 1Ly 8:2) (1.0}
- 5han (N) 301 25.4 33.3 25.0 243 30.7 273 43.2
(4.3) 2.8) (8.6} (2.4) (2.9) (3.5 [2.9) {5.4)
- Shan (E} 426 37.4 35.5 411 378 42.3 398 63.3
(14.7) (2.0 76 (137 (116) (119) | (118 53)
Ayeyarwaddy 254 24,6 26.9 24.5 215 303 249 28.8
4.51 28] {15} {3.5) (28] [3.4) [2.9) {10}
Union 2010 304 29.4 33.4 28.5 26.7 33.6 23.7 303
a8 @y 0o 03) (10) (3| @ (1) |
Union 2005 30.8 30.1 35.1 28.9 273 34.5 30.3
[1.6] [1.1) (1.3} 1.2} (1.0 (1.2} {1.1)
2010 Age 15-24 26.7 26.8 28.9 26.4 ‘254 28.5 26.8
[23) (14 (2.9) {L5) (13 (1.7 {14)
2010 Age 25-59 318 30.0 343 23.0 26.8 353 30.4
(L8] (Lo [1.6) (13} (1.0 (1.3) {100

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010

59



Lapour MarkeT

Table 32 Underemployment Rate: Past 7 Days, 44 Hours (15 Years and above - Round 2)

Kachin 57.8 48.3 42.8 53.5 51.0 50.8 50.9 40.2

{10.6) {9.9) {7-5) (10.6) 11.4) (8.5 {10.1] (6.5
Kayah 63.7 65.3 46.4 76.0 61.1 70.7 65.1 495
(36) (19} 8:8) 3.9) 27) (0.0) (14) (22)
Kayin 53.0 65.1 66.2 62.1 63.7 61.7 62.9 414
{16.7) {16.2] (16.2) (16.4) (17.4) {15.1) (16.4] (6.7)
Chin 520 35.3 386 50.2 417 54.9 478 50.9
19.5) 169} 15.6) [10.0} 16.4) 110.1) 7.9} (11.2)
Sagaing 52.8 55.5 453 56.6 52.7 58.1 55.1 43.4
_ 16.7) 14.5) _{aai [4.7) ll_.i-} [#.5) l-‘-ﬂ [5.0
Tanintharyi 39.0 37.4 335 393 346 426 379 36.8
1.3} EE ) {5.4) (13 13.2) 331 i2.4) (5.0)
Bago 36.0 44.9 33.0 44.8 41.8 45.5 43.3 314
_ {10.9) (8.5} {49 f9.4) 19.2) (8.4) {8.9) [5.7)
- Bago (E) 182 30.6 24.2 287 259 312 281 20.9
{95) (86) (4.4) 19.7) (85) 19.0) (87) B3
- Bago (W) 62.6 59.5 473 61.4 59.2 61.2 60.0 45.8
{9.9) {2.7) 4.8} (10.5) {10.3) 18.3] (9.5} [6.7]
Magwe 54.3 56.7 376 579 52.9 59.6 56.1 533
7.5 (6.8} (4.5) [5.8) (5.7} (6.4) (6.0} (7.7
Mandalay 369 36.1 27.7 393 344 38.5 36.3 333
{4.4) {5.5) (3.0) [B.0) {5.0} {4.8] (4.9 [4.1)
Mon 315 47.0 428 446 418 483 443 40.4
(13) (5.0} 2.2y (&:7) (55 {5.8) (5.1} (3.3)
Rakhine 54.8 53.5 47.2 56.4 48.4 65.9 54.0 33.0
(4.1} 2.5} 1.5} [2.5) {4.2) [2.5] {2.8) (4.8)
Yangon 322 34.6 34.5 334 30.4 395 34.2 30.8
(39) (4.1) (4.0 (6.3) 148) (28) 38 27)
Shan 55.1 443 36.7 514 45.8 50.8 48.0 45.6
{3.1) (2.2 [28) [2.8) {2.5) (2.7} (2.4) (5.3) |
- Shan (S} 52.0 44.1 350 502 44.2 486 46.2 395
(2.8) (1.6} 101y 11 (1.0 (5.9 (3.1} [7.4)
- Shan (N} 58.2 43.2 36.6 52.0 46.1 5.8 49.2 44.2
3.3) 15.2) 7.3) [5.4) {5.2} (3.3} (.21 [6.2)
- Shan (E) 51.6 48.9 428 525 49.9 50.4 50.1 70.4
(14.6) 53] _37) (129) 19.4) (o7) | |98 |  (84)
Ayeyarwaddy 44.6 41.9 36.0 44.1 42.3 43.7 42.8 325
{6.0) {4.5) [2.8) (5.7) {5.2) (4.8) (4.9) [1.5)
Union 2010 45.6 45.2 362 483 43.0 48.6 453 37.8
|19) J15) {7) 0| 8 27 1.7} {14
Union 2005 383 375 34.0 358.0 34.9 41.8 3i7.8
(1.8) (1.4) {1.5) (1.7} (1.4) {1.5) (1.4}
2010 Age 15-24 421 42.7 29.7 45.0 40.0 458 425
i22) (2.3) (250 (2.3) (91 (241 (2.0
2010 Age 25-59 46.8 45.6 37.4 49.1 433 49.3 45.8
(20) (18) (1.8) (2.0) (1.8) (L5) (16)

Source: IHLEA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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6. Housing, Water and Sanitation

Section 6 presents begins with a review of housing characteristics, in particular roof type (Section 6.1),
and proceeds to address access to three key dimensions of well-being: safe water (Section 6.2), improved
sanitation (Section 6.3) and electricity (Section 6.4). All of these data were collected in Round 1 only,
given that they are unlikely to vary seasonally, A summary of key findings is presented in Section 6.5

6.1 Housing Characteristics (Roof-Type)

Table 33 presents data on the material used in the construction of the roof. A distinction is made berween
‘quality’ and  ‘sub-standard’  construction materials. For  roofing, ‘sub-standard” includes: i)
thatch/leaves/palm/dhani and ii) bamboo while ‘quality” comprises i) tin pieces; ii) tiles; iii) corrugated
metal; 1v) wood shingles and cement. Quality roofing 1s important in itself, as a dimension of well-being
or quality of life, a5 well as sometimes being used as a proxy for consumption poverty.

There are a number of important results:

i Owerall, around 53% of houscholds have quality roofing in 2010, a statistically significant increase
From its 2003 level of 44%,

ii. There are large differences berween the poor and non-poor, at 32% and 59% respectively,

il Access for the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 27.8%, a change which is not statistcally
significant,

iv. There is quite significant state/divisional variation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (20%) and
Aveyarwaddy (39%).

v. There appear to be some quite large increases at the state/region level, though many differences are
not statistically significant.

In summary, access to quality roofing has increased significantly overall, though shightly less so for the
] ) | B ) L)

poor, with significant remaining gaps berween states/regions. If sub-quality roofing is interpreted as a

proxy for poverty, these findings provide support for the drop in poverty rates found in Section 2.
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Table 33 Access to 'Quality’ Roofing (Population %, Round 1)
] 010 T

Kachin 36.1 67 599 25.6
{4.0] {3.4] {4.0) 7.7

Kayah 459 791 76.3 50.5
(401 14 13.8) (6.1

Kayin 714 68.3 68.7 26.6
(9.9] 5.0 13.1] i4.8]

Chin 83.2 77 814 73.0
(2.9 i 15.0) {16}

Sagaing 24.0 44.7 18.5
(3.6] (2.6) 3.1

Tanintharyi 11.0 28.6 4.9
(4.1 (7.4 (2.1}

Bago 22.6 44.4 185
[2.7) (4.0) 1101

- Bago (E) 274 406 18.0
{3.6) 125) (1.6}

- Bago (W) 16.7 485 18.0

| I _(38] _A72) {14)
Magwe 10.6 35.7 135
L= (2.5 (4.0 123)
Mandalay 39.8 E 57.0 30.9
(5.5] . [4.2) {6.7)

Mon 3749 BB, 62.2 36.4
(9.7 (7.5 7.2

Rakhine 5.0 : 19.6 9.9
: 291 2 8s) (5.9)
Yangon 57.3 ‘B5.5 50.9
(12.1) i (6.2} {13.5)

Shan 73.2 ; 76.1 58.4
(3.1) (5.3} (5.4

~Shan () 66.0 : 718 54.5
3.1 1113 17.4]

- Shan (N) 76.4 ; 791 61.0
(4.2) (13) (7.8)

= Shan (E) 76.6 BO.B 59.5
(10.6) i8.2) 110.0)

Ayeyarwady 15.0 4b6.5 35.0 20.5
(2.2) (2.0 (3.5) (4.7}

UNION 32.0 58. 52.9 27.8
22 1.9 (19

Souree: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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6.2 Access to Safe Drinking Water

Table 34 presents data on access to safe drinking water. Safe drinking water includes: 1) private tap water.
ii) public tap/stand pipe; iii) tube well/bore hole; iv) protected hand dug well and v) protected
spring/pond/rainwater, [t excludes: i) commercial bottled water; i) water sold by any means; iii)
unprotected hand dug well; iv) unprotected spring/pond/rainwater; v) river/stream and vi) lake/dam. It
should be noted that bortled water does not qualify as a safe drinking water source (see below). Access
requires that a safe drinking water source is within 30 minutes walking distance, according to
questionnaire respondents, or approximately 1 kilometre.2 Five findings are relevant to note:

i Owerall, access to safe drinking water stood at around 70% in 2010, a statstcally significant increase
from its 2003 level of 63%,

ii. There are differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 62% and 72% respectively, and
between rural and urban dwellers, at 65% and 81% respectively.

iti. Access to the poor has increased over tme from its 2005 level of 59%, a change which is not
staostically significant,

iv. There is quite significant state/divisional varation, with particularly low levels in Ayeyarwaddy
(45%), Rakhine (50%0) and Tanintharyi (56°%),

v. There appear to be some quite large increases at the state/region level, though high standard errors
urge caution in interpreting these results,

vi. There is a significant drop in urban access from B9.6% o 81.4% of houscholds, The likely
explanation involves greater use of bottled water as the primary drinking water source among urban
households, which increased from 6% 1o 13.4% (not shown in Table 34),

Table 37 in Appendix presents data from other major surveys conducted in Myanmar which have
collected data on access to safe drinking water., The data are not strictly comparable because of
differences in indicator definition and population coverage, As a result, information on levels may not be
expected to converge, Nevertheless, trend data from UNICEF's Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys
(MICS) undertaken in 1995, 1997 and 2000 do reveal a consistent pattern of improving access over tme.

In summary, access to safe drinking water has increased modestly overall, though less so for the poor,
with significant remaining gaps between states/ regions and berween urban and rural areas.

2 Access to Safe Drinking Water is defined in the same was as in the 2005 Poverty Profife 1o allow for
consistent comparisons, It differs from the MDG indicator, Population Proportion Using Improved
Drinking Water Sources in the following ways: i) the MDG indicator is about ‘use’, not access, and
accordingly does not require the water source to be within 30 minutes walking distance; i1) the MDG
indicator excludes all surface warter sources including ponds whereby the present definiton includes
protected ponds (the IHLCA questionnaire did not distinguish berween protected spring/pond or
rainwater); iii) the MDG indicator includes bottled water if a secondary improved source is also available,
whereby the present definition excludes bottled water altogether (the IHLCA questionnaire only asked
for the main houschold source of water and not whether or not there was a safe secondary source).
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Table 34 Access to Safe Drinking Water (Population %, Round 1)

Kachin 80.7 928 | 959 87.0 89.4 83.9

(6.0) (2.2 (1.8} (2.8 (4.1} (6.3)

Kayah 773 89.4 91.8 859 88.0 B85
(49) (0.5) {4.8) 7 11.3) (4.6

Kayin 77.8 77.2 80.3 76.7 773 55.4

[13.0) (4.0) (L4) (681 {5.5) i2.5)

Chin 89.5 99.4 100.0 939.3 95.4 F7.0

(0.6] 0.7 {0.0) (0.8) (L] (6.6}

Sagaing 64.9 74.2 78.6 71.8 72.8 59.9

(5.4) (2.1 {3.6) (2.6 (2.6 (4.4)

Tanintharyi 55.6 56.7 56.8 562 56.4 53.5

(13.5) {111 112.2) (o 111.6) 7.6

Bago 819 81.2 B87.1 80.4 813 65.8

i7.8) (6.0] 3.8 (5.5) (62} 17.6)

- Bago (E) 892.2 90.8 99.7 - BOG 91.1 731
153) (.9) 0.3) 5.0) (4.8) fa5)

- Bago (W) 65.3 69.8 6.6 69.6 69.1 55.8

- (15.1) (98] (18.2) (9.7) {10.6) (7.0]

Magwe 64.4 i B ‘B5.3 602 62.6 56.8

(5.4) 167 (6.0) 159 15.6) (8.5}

Mandalay 67.7 79.4 8282 715 76.3 75.5

(8.2) [4.00 2.9) (5.8) {4.8) (3.9)

Maon ES."_Z 828 821 794 799 866

(5.6] 47 2.4) [&:5) 15.6) 2.3}

Rakhine 42,6 549 73.7 43.2 48.5 41.4

(15.7) (212.2) {3.8) [12.4) {14.0} (12.8)

Yangon 57.6 ‘803 818 61.0 76.7 86.1
[14.2) {63} 15.6) (18.1) (6.9) 6.3 |

Shan 813 84.0 91.2 80.6 831 65.1
B (3.8) (2.6) (2.8) [3.5) 12.8) {8.3) |

- Shan (S) 833 857 883 840 85.1 52.8

(1.5) L9 14.3) 7 (1.5) {18.2)

- Shan (N} 76.8 79.2 93.0 743 78.3 74.4

_ (6.3) (3.9] 2.7 (5.1 (4.5) (9.4]

-Shan (E} 899 845 96.8 91.0 92.4 75.8

(6.2] (2.4 L7y (5.1 (8.2) (1.0

Ayeyvarwaddy 44.1 44,9 B1.3 41,5 44,6 36.1
(7.00 (3.00 [5.9) [5.3) (4.1 i53]

Union 2010 62.2 719 81.4 65.2 69.4 62.6

g-li 18] Q] (2.3) (19) 23

Union 2005 559.4 b4.2 89.6 55.3 62.6
(2.9) 2.2) {1.1) [2.4) {2.3)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-20005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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6.3 Access to Improved Sanitation

Table 35 presents data on access o improved sanitation. Improved sanitation includes: i) flush toilet
connected to sewage system or septic tank; i) pour flush toilet with water seal; iii) covered pit latrine with
toot step lid and 1v) direct and indirect covered pit latrine without foot step lid, It excludes: 1) open pit
latring; ii) bucket/pan latring; iii) surface/hanging latrine and iv) no facilities. Access is based on the type
of facility typically used by the household. Five findings are relevant to note:

i Owverall, access to improved sanitation stood at around 79% in 2010, a statstically significant
increase from its 2005 level of 67%.

ii. There are differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 72% and 82% respectively, and
moderate differences berween rural and urban dwellers, at 77% and 84% respectively.

iii. Access to the poor has increased in statstically significant fashion from its 2005 level of 59%.

iv. There is moderate regional /state variation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (54%).

v. There appear to be some quite large increases at the state/region level, e.g. Rakhine, though high
standard errors urge caution in interpreting these results.

In summary, access to improved sanitation has increased over time, at higher rates for the poor, with
moderate remaining gaps along state/divisional lines and between the poor and non-poor.

6.4 Access to Electricity

Table 36 presents data on access to electricity, Access to electricity is based on questionnaire responses to
questions abour the main source of hghting for their dwelling. Access includes provision from public,
communal and private sources, Five findings are important to note:

.. Overall, aceess to electricity stood at around 48% in 2010, a statistically significant increase from its
2005 level of 38%..

ii. There are very large differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 28% and 55%
respectively, and between rural and urban dwellers, at 34% and 89% respectively.

iii. Access to the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 20%, a change which is statistically
significant.

iv. There is significant state/divisional varaton, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (26%),
Avevarwaddy (3(0040), Magwe (31%) and Bago (32%).

v. There appear to be some quite large and statisucally significant increases at the state/region level, in
particular a jump from 15% to 50% in Chin.

In summary, access to electricity has improved over time, at faster mates for the poor, with significant
remaining gaps along state/divisional lines and very large differences between the poor and non-poor.
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Table 35 Access to Improved Sanitation (Population %, Round 1)

Kachin 81.5 .ﬁ 79.3 85.4 83.7 80.1

(4.3 {1.6) {2.6) (1.0 {0.7) {3.5)
Kayah 100.0 94.5 92.5 965 | 951 79.0
. 0.3 (] {3.7) 2| (o8| (24)
Kayin 77.8 75.9 83.2 78.8 79.5 65.9
(2.3 {18} {26} (1.5] (L7 {10.5]
Chin 86.6 85.0 89.5 85.1 BE.2 66.3
(4.0} (66} (62) w2 | a1 (73
Sagaing 75.8 85.0 85.2 -E ] 836 72.2
i4.2) (1.8) (4.5) (2.0 {21) (3.6)
Tanintharyi 59.9 771 92.9 B65.0 713 53.4
(4.8] {54) {1.5) 7.0 {6.4) (12.5)
Bago 58.4 80.7 79.2 76.2 76.6 65.1
{10.5) 3.3} [[3:]] [4.7) (4.5 (3.3}
- Bago (E) 76.6 85.1 83.7 833 | 834 723
(54 2.1} {02} 2.7) 12.4) (4.0}
- Bago (W) 29.3 75.4 711 67.8 BE.1 55.6
11.8] 12.2) (17.9) [0.7) 12.4) (0.6}
Magwe 718 783 85.1 75.3 76.6 56.0
(L4 {2.3) {2.2) (25 {2.0) (49
Mandalay 753 83.0 823 20.4 80.9 72.0
(.00 {1.8) (3.7} (2.0 2.2 (3.8)
Maon 79.2 83.6 88.2 26.8 871 79.0
(23] {13} (2.3} (1.7 {1.6) 113}
Rakhine 49.0 58.4 B6.4 45.9 54.3 35.8
{10.7) {115 2.3} (7.3) (11.8) {12.8)
Yangon 69.4 85.4 82.8 830 | =828 76.2
(6.5) (37) (4.8} (761 {4.0) (70}
Shan 81.1 £80.1 85.8 78.8 B80.5 63.4
(5.6] (3.6} 12.9) (5.00 13.8) [0
120 (L7} (4.5) 2.7 {19) 16.3)
- Shan (N} 80.4 73.7 87.1 73.2 76.2 59.9
(7.00 14.8) 11.8) [5.7) 4.4) (2.1]
- Shan (E) 711 88.7 929 76.5 B0.6 576
(19.9) {54 (1.6) 114.5) {128 (23.1}
Ayeyarwaddy 9.2 84.0 87.7 Bl.4 824 74.8
(3.6 [2.7) [5.1) (3.3) {3.0) (2.9}
Union 2010 715 816 84.1 772 | T79.0 67.3
12.2) {1.0) {2.0) 13 11.2) L7
Union 2005 58.7 71.4 75.6 B4.4 67.3
(L8] {1.9) (2.4) (2.0 (1.7}

Souree; IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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Table 36 Access to Electricity (Population %, Round 1)

Kachin 28.2 62.0 7.4 45.4 53.6 40.8

(8.4) (75) (87) 15.4) (82) (3.9)

Kayah 436 79.6 100.0 619 | 766 60.1
83) (5.3) (00) (28) {53) (26) |

Kayin 45.6 44.1 93.0 348 44.3 27.7
{9.9) (5.1 [3.8) (4.3} (3.1) {701

Chin 50.2 51.0 79.0 40.7 50.5 147

(15.0) (8.7) (4.8) (17.2) (9.9) i)

Sagaing 35.5 52.1 86.1 43.8 50.0 32.9

(4.2] t5_.2] [2.3) . _M.d-i (4.6] 15.2)

Tanintharyi 327 643 817 47.7 | 553 345

(79} (5.8) (12.7) (39) (6:2) (6.0}

Bago 17.7 339 77.0 243 315 16.8

i4.6) a.0) (4.5) 15.7) (2.1 2.9

- Bago (E) 265  390| 801  291| 370 203

(29) (32) 6.1 {25 {29) (28]

- Bago (W) 7.0 286 726 19.5 25.6 13.2

(4.7 (7.11 [1.3) (7.7 {6.5) {5.3)

Magwe 185 351 89.4 244 | 313 281

(18) (64) HES) 33) (49) (4.1)

Mandalay 25.6 59.5 90.5 36.8 51.9 371

(5.6 (3.9 (1.1 {5.4) (5.1} (ER]

Mon 62.7 75.1 808 7.7 | 734 523

(82) (5.2) (0.5) 66) | 149 (6.1)

Rakhine 7.4 37.4 76.7 11.5 26.4 232

(58] (12:8) (33) 124 (123) {12.3)

‘Yangon 55.3 889 95.5 539 | 846 79.5

' (159) 134) (1.2) f189) | (55) i57)

Shan 50.8 68.1 913 54.0 63.2 47.0

{3.4] {8.6) (1.8) (6.1} (7.2 (6.8)

~Shan (s) 43.7 66.3 90.1 501 | 619 47.3

(37 {21.2) 4.9) (16.5) (20.5) 19.8]

- Shan (N) 49.1 67.2 91.7 53.2 61.0 48.4

i5.2] (7.01 (25) 5.7} i5.1) (5.4)

- Shan (€} 69.1 80.5 959 702 | 760 414
(11.9) (30). (2.3) 5:9) &7 14.5)

Ayeyarwaddy 14.5 35.4 80.1 19.8 29.7 25.0

(5.6) (5.5) (1) (3.3} i5.8) (7.8)

Union 2010 27.9 54.5 89.0 343 | 488 380
25} 23] e e 23]

Union 2005 20.4 44.6 813 22.4 38.0
[1.7] [2.6) 11.5) 1.7} {2.3]

Source: THLOCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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6.5 Summary
Section 6 has presented data on various aspects of housing, water and sanitation conditions in Myanmar.

In terms of ‘quality” roofing, which is sometimes used as a proxy of consumption poverty, around 53% of
houscholds had access in 2010, a stagstically significant increase from its 2005 level of 44%. There are
large differences berween the poor and non-poor, at 32% and 59% respectively, though access for the
poor has increased from its 2005 level of 27.8%, a change which is not statistically significant. There is
quite significant state/divisional variation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (20%) and Avevarwaddy
(39%). In summary, access to quality roofing has increased significantly overall, though slightly less so for
the poor, with significant remaining gaps between states/ regions. 1f sub-quality roofing is interpreted as a
proxy for poverty, these findings provide support for the drop in poverty rates found in Section 2.

In terms of safe drinking water, overall access has increased in stadstically significant fashion between
2005 and 2010, from 63% to 70% respectively, There are differences in access between the poor and non-
poor, at 62% and 72% respectively, and between rural and urban dwellers, at 65% and 81% respectively.
Access to the poor has increased over time from its 2005 level of 59%, a change which is not stanstically
significant. Particularly low levels are found in Aveyvarwaddy (45%), Rakhine (50%) and Tanintharyi
{56%). In summary, access to safe drinking water has increased modestly overall, though less so for the
poor, with significant remaining gaps between states/regions and between urban and rural areas.

With respect to improved sanitation, overall access has increased in statstcally significant fashion
berween 2005 and 20110, from 67% o 79% respectively. There are large differences in access berween the
poor and non-poor, at 72% and 82% respectively, and moderate differences between rural and urban
dwellers, at 77% and 84% respectively. Access to the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 59%, a
change which is statistically significant. Pardeularly low levels are found in Rakhine (54%), though in this
state, access appears to have increased over time ( high standard errors urge caution in interpreting this
result). In summary, access to improved sanitation has increased over time, at higher rates for the poor,
with moderate remaining gaps along state/divisional lines and between the poor and non-poor

In terms of clectricity, overall access has increased in statistically significant fashion between 2005 and
2010, from 38% to 48% respectively. There are very large differences in access berween the poor and
non-poor, at 28% and 55% respectively, and berween rural and urban dwellers, ar 34% and 89%
respectively. Access to the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 20%%, a change which is statistically
significant. Particularly low levels are found in Rakhine (26%), Avevarwaddy (30%), Magwe (31%) and
Bago (32%). In summary, access to electricity has improved over time, at faster rates for the poor, with
significant remaining gaps along stare/divisional lines and very large differences berween the poor and
nrm-pnnr.

Overall, these data suggest a process of general improvement across all indicators, though with remaining

gaps along state/divisional and poverty lines. Rakhine State has tended o fare among the worst for all the
indicators presented.
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6.6 Appendix Tables

Table 37 Access to Safe Drinking Water (Results of Major Surveys)

Region MICS* | MICS** | MICS*** | FRHS**** IHLEA (2005)

1995 1997 2000 | 2001 (PR) | Rural | Urban | Poor ;d::r Total
Union 58.7 66 71.5 63 | 5530 | 8961 | 5940 64.27 | 62,62
Urban 78.1 B87.9 B9.3 778
Rural 49.6 59.9 65.9 58
Kachin &7 68 75 79.04 | 97.20 | 78.80 868.00 | 83.89
Kayah B4 7 62.6 8350 | 97.00 | 87.70 89.00 | £8.54
Kayin 74 62 43 53.08 | 70.71 | 40.70 57.50 | 5544
Chin 62 57 41.9 7485 | 8467 | 7280 88.50 | 77.04
Mean 69 69 66.4 84,68 | 94.67 | 79.10 88.66 | BB.58
Rakhine EE] 60 47 3385 | 7167 | 4260 40.50 | 41.39
Shan [N) 69 58 75.8 69.28 | 94.34 | B68.20 80.90 | 74,37
Shan (E] (] 63 56.4 7154 | 94.85 | 67.50 B5.80 | 75.83
Shan (5) 45 57 58.2 4625 | 7337 | 40.80 61.40 | 52.81
Ayevarwaddy 43 58 60.2 30,06 | 76.36 | 43.10 32.80 | 36.06
Bago (E) 66 B2 B2.9 69.22 | 93.72 | 73.40 730 | 7311
Bago [W) 53.35 | 8266 | 57.73 54.90 | 55.82
Magway 54 56 76.9 53,71 | %4.06 | 51.82 60.93 | 56,77
Mandalay 75 68 77.2 68,65 | 9631 | 65,60 81.48 | 75.50
Sagaing G0 62 7B.5 57.76 | 74.50 | 58.50 5050 | 5994
Tanintharyi 57 54 518 49,21 | 79.39 | 5280 53.90 | 53.50
Yangon 66 £4 90.6 63,77 | 97.38 93.5 84.68 | BB.07
*Safe and convenient drinking water = piped water, public tap, borehole/tube-well, protected
well/spring; available in the hame or from a source located less than 100 yards from home.
** Safe drinking water = piped water, public tap, borehole/tubswell, protected well/spring, pond
and covered rain water.
**+ Safe drinking water = piped water, public tap, tube well, praotected well/spring, protected
pond/rain water.
**=** Safe drinking water = piped water, protected well,
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7. Health and Nutrition

Section 7 beging with a review of immunization coverage (Secton 7.1) and proceeds to present data on
maternal health, in particular antenaral health coverage and births attended by skilled personnel (Section
7.2), Morbidity (Section 7.3), Nutrition, specifically moderate and acute malnutrition, (Section 7.4), access
to health care (Secdon 7.5) and houschold expenditure on health (Section 7.6). Key findings are
summarized in Section 7.7 followed by the results of other major surveys in Appendix (Section 7.8).

7.1 Immunisation Coverage

Table 38 presents data on the proportion of 1 year-old children immunized against measles, which is an
indicator of immunization coverage.” Four findings are relevant to note:

i, Owerall, immunisation coverage stood at around $2% in 2010, a modest, though not stadstcally
significant, increase from its 2005 level of 80%.

ii. There are considerable differences in coverage between the poor and non-poor, at 76% and 86%
respectively, and differences between rural and urban dwellers, ar 80% and 92% respectively.

i, Coverage of the poor has fallen slightly from its 2005 level of T8%, a change which is not statistically
significant.

iv. There is moderate regional /state variation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (68%).

In summary, immunisation coverage against measles has increased modestly overall, though has declined
slightly for poor houscholds. Remaining gaps exist berween the berween states/regions, urban and rural
dwellers and between poor and non-poor houscholds.

¥ e .

% pata on Immunisation rates for Polio and DPT are presented in Table 46 and Table 47 respectively
in Section 7.8 (Appendix Tables).
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Table 38 Proportion of 1 Year Olds Fully Immunised Against Measles

Kachin B86.4 B4.0 0.4 65.0 65.0 79.8

{13.1) [10.4) [21.1) [11.1) (1109 {9.0)

Kayah 65.7 100.0 100.0 93.1 936 89.6

(26.4) 10.0) (0.0) 16.2) (62) |  (149)

Kayin 100.0 820 85.7 86.2 87.0 76.6

(0.0) 2.8 | 4.1) [5.1) i4.5) {15.4)

Chin 573 60.3 157 BiB 58.5 62.9
f14.2) [29.5) [25.8) (7.3) (202} {14.0) |

Sagaing 89.5 86.5 g1.6 87.6 87.1 78.8

[4.3) 7.6) [2.1) [6.2] i5.7] (1.8)

Tanintharyl 94.9 89.7 79.0 950 | 920| 752
3.3 (3.9) (10.8) [0.6) i1 {a.8)

Bago 56.7 67.4 96.2 616 64.6 B0.9

(22.4) i2.9) (4.3) (12.0) {11.1) {5.6)

- Bago (E) B4.0 78.7 100.0 i 74.5 874
o {3y (4] o0y [14.7) (139 (6.5)

- Bago (W) 39.1 81.2 913 44.2 48.8 659.0

| [47.6) (19.1) (9.1) [20.0) {19.2) {a.4)

Magwe B318 7.6 100.0 79.4 Bl2 B7.5

(11.3) (5.7 (o.0) 75 i6.7) {26}

Mandalay 719 914 89.6 B4.9 86.5 89.6

(7.9) [4.0) [5.0) [7.6) i6.1) 13.1)

Man B5.7 97.8 100,10 91.7 92.8 79.5
(4.61 2.2) (0.0} (5.0) (891 {1.4).

Rakhine 61.1 78.1 76.3 67.3 68.2 B6.8

[9.5) [6.4) (13.4) [8.6) i6.7] {8:2)

Yangon 74.0 96.3 97.6 72.2 91.8 BO.O
2.9) .8 (24). (4.8 (3.0 14.7) |

Shan 50,5 789 20.1 65.5 700 820

s (9.6) 6.2) [&.a) (7.3) 8.5 [10.4}

- Shan (S) 336 753 85.9 53.8 60.3 96.1
.2) (10.6) (23.0) (2.8) (14.1) 15.4) |

- Shan (N) 69.1 82.0 94,1 75.7 79.4 59.9

{18.7) 110.5) [5.9) [14.7) 112.0) 16.1)

-5Shan (E} 69.0 78.7 100.0 723 736 84.6

(2.8) 5.3) oo (ER| (48] 700

Ayeyarwaddy 87.7 91.2 94,1 B9.1 89.9 784
5.3) (19 [4.4) (1.8 (1.7} (5.1}

Union 2010 75.5 B5.6 1.5 79.6 B3 80.3

(3.4) (1.8) (2.6) (2.3) (2.0) (3.4)

Union 2005 78.4 El4 79.7 B0.4 80.3
(2.4) (1.8) (2.1} (1.9) (3.4)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey HM0-2010

72



¥ .

PowerTy ProFILE

7.2 Maternal Health

Table 39 presents data on antenartal care coverage. This indicator is defined as the proportion of women
having given birth in the past five vears who used skilled health personnel for antenatal care at least once
during their last pregnancy. Skilled health personnel include the following: i) doctor; i) nurse; i) mid-
wife; iv) Lady Health Visitor and aoxiliary mid-wife, le excludes traditional birth attendants and voluntary
health workers, Four findings are relevant to note:

iii.

i

Orwverall, antenatal care coverage stood at around 83% in 2010, which is virtually identical to its 2005
level,

There are moderate differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 77% and 86%
respectively, and differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 81% and 93% respectively.
Coverage of the poor has increased slightly from its 2005 level of 76%, a change which is not
statistically significant.

There is moderate regional/state variadon, with particularly low levels in Chin (60%) and Rakhine
(67%).

Table 40 presents data on the proportion of births attended by skilled personnel. *Skilled health
personnel’ is defined in the same way as above for antenatal care coverage. There are a number of key
findings.

il

iy,

Orwerall, 78% of births were attended by skilled personnel in 2010, a modest increase from its 2005
level of 73%,

There are considerable differences between the poor and non-poor, at 69% and 81% respectively,
and differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 74% and 93% respectively.

Coverage of the poor has increased slightly from its 2005 level of 65%, a change which is not
statistically significant.

Particularly low levels are found in Rakhine (55%) and Chin (61%4), despite apparent improvements
in both these states over time (these changes are not statistically significant).

In summary, indicators of maternal health have staved at reladvely high levels or increased modestly with
remaining  gaps between states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and between poor and non-poor
houscholds,

73



HealmH anp MUTRITION

Table 39 Antenatal Care Coverage, At Least One Visit (%)

Kachin 859.1 86.7 99.6 85.2 87.4 83.7

{2.9) {5.1) {0.2] (48] (2.9 (2.41
Kayah 100.0 975 886 1000 97.8 97.1
oo} i3.0) 11786 (0.0 {25) (28]
Kayin 9319 877 93.4 8.4 89.0 7.1
{7.2) 11.2| (2.7] (271 {2.7) (11.9)
Chin 57.5 66.0 975 48.3 60.1 63.1
(116} 19.2) 128) (2.7 19.7) i
Sagaing 875 815 91.1 81.3 82.5 816
(3.8) (2.4 i3.2] (2.2) (2.2] (4.5
Tanintharyi 70.1 88.7 84.4 829 83.2 89.56
113.4) 14.6) (1o.5) (-] 183 2.8}
Bago 706 849 949 79.9 81.7 Bl6
{12.8) (3.0) 12.1] i5.7] i5.1] (1.4
- Bago (E} 84.4 87.6 97.0 85.2 6.8 81.9
(6.5) 14.0) | (27 (2] L f18)
- Bago (W) 49.3 80.8 89.5 72.0 735 836
(25.1) {4.3) [2.0] i10.0] (98] (1.2
Magwe 80.8 838 B6.1 86.3 863 89.1
(5.1} 331, (1.5 13.5) 138 {0.9)
Mandalay 7.7 BE.6 90.5 833 85.1 86.9
(3.5) (2.0 {3.0) 13.3) (2.1] {1.5)
Maon 100.0 96.0 100.0 95.9 96.6 915
(0.0} 1.7 {2] (2.3 {15} 1.7} |
Rakhine 64.7 69.1 75.1 66.2 67.0 59.0
{6.6) (2.8) (3.8 {4.3] 13.9) {5.9}
Yangon 81.2 97.4 96.7 8.4 94.2 954
17.7) 11.8) | 2.4 (31) 3.1) | 12.8) |
Shan 80.9 B3.1 §7.1 78, 825 795
_ (3.6} (4.8) | (18] (3.7 (4.1] i3.4)
- Shan (S} 80.7 81.2 96.1 76.6 811 86.4
(67} 122 5.1 (9.5 (108 (6.5}
- Shan (N) 81.8 84.9 97.6 80.7 84.1 7.2
(7.4 i5.5) (18] i4.2] i2.9] (1.5
- Shan (E) 79.4 828 99.1 77.2 814 630
2.7) =7 (0.3 (4.5 (4.2) (18.4)
Ayeyarwaddy 76.9 799 91.5 773 789 79.6
{3.4) (3.6) (4.8) (3.2) (3.2) (5]
Union 2010 77.2 85.7 933 808 | 833 82.5
i2.2) (Lo (1.4) (14) (1.2) (1.4]
Union 2005 75.5 86.4 82.9 79.5 82.5
(2.1} (L3 (12) (1.4] (1.8

Sowrce: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2008-2000
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Table 40 Births Attended by Skilled Personnel (%)

Kachin 76.0 534 9.7 781 81.2 66.6

[2.8) (4.4) 7.1 4.7} 2n {5.3)
Kayah 100.0 87.6 86.7 ‘89.8 85.3 BO.B
(0.0} (08 119.6) (3.1} fos) 66 |
Kayin g94.0 80.9 97.2 81.8 836 588
5.9) (1.4} (2.2 {2.8) {2.5) {10.0)
Chin 57.3 705 98.3 ; 4_!_!.'? 613 45.2
[2.7) {20.7] 12.4) (7.8) (9.0} 19.1)
Sagaing 81.2 733 90.5 725 74.6 67.1
[7.00 (7.1} 2.3 {6.2) (5.8) (73]
Tanintharyi 72.5 84.8 883 79.0 81.2 79.7
f10.2) 14.5) 19.7] (63} (5.7} (4.3}
Bago 61.6 79.6 87.5 739 75.5 69.9
[14.5) (3.0 {8.0) {6.7) {5.8) {3.6)
- Bago (E) 739 813 86.0 786 796 76.2
o (5:2) 29) 135) (5.4} 27) 38)
- Bago (W) 42,5 76.9 913 66.7 BE.8 60.6
(- [32.7) 16.9) {5.5) {13.4) (13.8} i0.1)
Magwe 74.2 815 87.0 789 79.4 76.3
(5.4) (3.9 19.2) (3.9 (4.1} (L5}
Mandalay 75.1 87.6 BE9 818 831.6 83.9
[2.2) (2.0 (4.5 {3.1) (1.8) i2.2)
Mon 96.8 95.7 100.0 95.0 95.9 91.2
[4.1) (091 (0.0} (1.6} (0.8} (1.1}
Rakhine 450 64.4 78.1 5.8 585.2 48.5
[13.6) {11.9) {11.9) {11.0) {10.3) 1.3
Yangon 76.6 95.3 96.6 80.4 91.7 87.5
(B8] 2.6 12.4) (39) B) 21)
Shan B3s 832 99.0 79.2 T 78.5
(3.1) i5.1] 0. (3.9} EX/] LLIN
- Shan (5} 78.4 89.2 1000 824 B6S | 868
[2.9) 137 {0.0) 32) (4.6) (3.6)
- 5han (N} EB.7 76.6 97.9 75.1 79.6 739
(3.0) (8.4 (1.8} {6.8) (5.4} i5.1)
- Shan (E) ‘B5.3 B7.4 99.1 836 86.6 63.9
(2.5) 6.4) {03 {4.9) (4.1} {z0.3)
Ayeyarwaddy 63.7 739 88.9 68.0 70.4 64.8
2.2) (3.0} {a.8] {3.1) {2.3) (6.3)
Union 2010 69.3 Bl14 92,6 74.2 77.9 725
{2.8) (1.5 1.6} (1.7} {L5) 7
Unian 2005 B4.6 76.9 BB.6 67.9 72.5
(2.0} (1.8} (1.7 (1.8 {1.7}

Source: THLOA Survey 2004-2005, THLEA Survey 2009-2010
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7.3 Morbidity

Table 41 presents merged data on self-reported morbidity, as there was very lirtle variation between the
two rounds of the IHLCA. This indicator is defined as the population percentage who declared having
been hospitalized, staying in bed all day, or reducing their activities because of illness or injury in the 30
days preceding the survey. It should be noted thar self-reports of morbidity often introduce a bias when
comparing the situaton of poor and non-poor population groups. The former often apply a higher
standard when determining what constitutes illness and/or are less able to stay in a hospital or in bed, or
reduce activities. Accordingly, the non-poor often appear with higher levels of morbidity. There are a
number of key findings.

L

il

iii.
iv,

V.

Overall, self-reported morbidity stood as 5.4% of the population in 2010, virtally identical to its
2005 level of 5.3%.

As explained above, these data show slightly higher levels of morbidity for the non-poor than the
poor, at 5.5% and 5.1% respectively,

Morbidity of the poor has stayed virtally constant from its 2004 level of 5.3%.

There data do not reveal significant differences berween urban and rural areas but do suggest higher
rates of morbidity among females than males, at 4.9% and 5.9% respecuvely.

Comparatively higher levels are found in Kavin (8.9%), Chin (8.1%), Kayah (8.0%) and Rakhine
(8.0%).

In summary, self-reported morbidity levels have remained unchanged over time but reflect the selfreport
bias found in the literature whereby the poor appear less ill than the non-poor.
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5.3

Table 41 Self-Reported Morbidity Incidence

6.0

A

Kachin 5.8
(1.00 (0.3 f0.5) (0.9} (1.1) [0.8) (0.9) (1.0)
Kayah 65 82 86 77 63 9.8 80| 64
23) 0:3) (0.6} o.2) 0:3) f04) (o0 (L4)
Kayin 9.2 8.8 8.0 9.1 7.5 10.3 89 89
[2.5) [15) [0.4) {19} (18] (L5} (L6) (2.6)
Chin 8.3 79 B3 81 79 8.3 81 77
(2.4 0.7 122 wn (2.0) L7 (18) 12y
Sagaing 4.3 4.4 5.9 41 3.8 4.9 4.4 4.5
i1.6] i0.7) [17) {06} i0,5] (1.0} [0.8) [0.4)
Tanintharyi 5.9 8.2 10.4 6.6 64 84 7.5 6.5
[1.4) 1.1) {09y (1.4 (s (L4) (14} [o.8)
Bago 5.4 5.3 6.2 5.2 4.8 5.8 5.3 7.0
i {a.7) (0.5) {1.1) {0.5} [0.4) [0.7) 0.6) {10
-Bago (E) 63 63 7.9 6.0 55 70 s3] 81
Lo 03] {0.3). (0.4} 03] (0.6} 0.4} 18]
- Bago (W) 349 4.1 32 4.2 3.8 4.3 41 55
i0.2] (0.9 {10 0.7} [0.4] (L1 0.8 [0.3) |
Magwe 51 54 48 5.4 46 59 53| 57
(0.7} 0.8 11.3) 10.7) 10.5) 0.7 LA 10.9)
Mandalay i5 43 3B 4.2 37 4.4 41 4.1
0.2) 10.7) 2.7} (0.5} (0.3 0.7) 0.5 (0.5
Mon 35 35 3.5 35 30 39| 35) 34
i0:8) 0.4) (0.4 (0.4} 0.3) (08}, 04 05y
Rakhine 6.8 9.0 7.5 B.2 7.2 89 8.0 6.9
_ (0.8] (1.7 {18) (0.9} (1.4 11.3) 151} (17)
Yangon -5 49 5.0 5.0 4.4 5.5 5.0 a4
f0s) (o8] [08) 117 107) {09} [o:8) 1o
Shan 249 45 4.4 isg 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.6
(1.1) (1) 9.6} (1.3} (1.2) (0.9) [1.0) (L2 |
- Shan (3) 5.7 64 6.4 62 6.4 6.1 63 6.4
- (0,91 .2 [0:8) 2.3) 22) 13) [18) 2.9y
- Shan (N) 1.4 27 29 2.0 1.9 25 22 3.2
(0.8) 10.9) 0.7} {0.9} 10.9) 10.9) [0.9) [0.8)
-Shan (€} 16 26 2.0 22 21 T 23 2
: 104 [0.8) (0.6} i0.5) [0.3) (0.8} [0:6) 03y |
Ayeyarwaddy 5.7 71 7.0 6.6 6.2 7.1 6.7 53
{1.1) (0.8 {0.9) 10.9} [0.8] (29§ (0.8) (0.3}
Union 2010 51 5.5 53 5.4 49 59 5.4 5.3
0.3) {03) {o4) 103} - {03) S )]
Union 2005 53 5.3 4.3 5.6 5.2 5.4 5.3
(0.3) 0.2) (0.4) (0.3} (0.3 (0.3} {0.3)

Source; THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2008-2010
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7.4 Nutrition

Table 42 and Table 43 present data on moderate and severe malnurrition, respectively. Malnutrition is
here defined as weight for age. Incidence of moderate and severe malnutrition represents the population
proporton falling below two and three standard devianons, respectively, of a reference population norm
for children under five. It should be noted that weight for age is often interpreted as a composite
nutritional indicator which takes into account stunting (height for age) and wasting (weight for height).

With respect to moderate malnumidon, Table 42 reveals a number of important findings:

il

1,

Owerall, moderate malnutrition stood at 32% in 2010, a non-statistically significant decline from its
2005 level of 34%..

There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 30.6% respectively, and berween
rural and urban dwellers, at 33.7% and 25.5% respectively, though males and females have virtually
identical levels.

Malnutriion among the poor has declined from its 2005 level of 37.9%, a change which is not
statistically significant.

Particularly high levels are found in Rakhine (53%6) and Shan (5) (48%).

In terms of severe malnutrition, Table 43 presents a very similar picture as above, namely:

Overall, severe malnutrition stood at 9.1% in 2010, a non-statstically significant decline from its
2005 level of 9.4%,

There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 10.2% and 8.6% respectively, and between
rural and urban dwellers, at 9.7% and 6.9% respectively.

Unlike moderate malnutrition, females have higher rates than males ar 10% and 8.3% respectively.
Malnutrition among the poor has declined from its 2005 level of 11.3%, a change which is not
statistically significant.

Particularly high levels are found in Shan (5) (18.5%) and Rakhine (16.3%).

Owerall, these data suggest a pattern of modest improvement over time. As such they are broadly
consistent with findings of declines in food poverty and poverty presented in Chapter 2. In addition, thu
are consistent with findings of the 1995, 1997 and 2000 Multiple Indicator Cluster Surveys (MICS) which

reveal a similar downward trend over tdme (see Appendix Tables).
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Kachin 40.4 23.0 20.6 280 27.7 219 253 282

166) {8.9) {14.8) 6.8 i10.1) 84) | [94) {0.6]
Kayah 44.1 13.4 9.1 204 19.8 175 18.7 21.0
[28.3) (2.5) (5.9) 6.0) i0.1) (8.8) 3.7) {6.5)
Kayin 26.2 29.7 16.0 323 30.6 28.0 29.3 30.0
(5.9) 11.3) 3.3} 11.3) (3.1 {1.0) .7 i8.1]
Chin 35.9 32.6 33.2 338 335 333 334 3.7
(8.6) 13.3) 110.2} (53] 81} (20.1) 8.) (6.7)
Sagaing 299 31.5 35.0 30.5 27.5 348 31.3 285
[6.7) {3.2) 2.4} [2.9] {2.6} {4.5) [2.7) {3.4)
Tanintharyi 322 - 24.9 27.4 26.1 203 326 26.6 2889
(3.8 {5.1) 3.2} B8] (6.2} (8.5) [6.4) (1.7}
Bago 36.4 254 256 27.2 3043 229 26.8 291
[5.6) 13.2) |2.4) [4.8] [2.2) 15.9) [1.6] (2.7}
- Bago (E) 35.2 24.4 30.6 253 334 18.5 26.5 318
4.2} (3.6 15.0) 5.8 (3.5} (6.0} 4.3) (1.2}
- Bago (W) 0.4 26.9 18.8 30.1 26.8 276 27.2 24.0
[14.0) (5.3 (3.1} (6.8 (2.8] [9.3) {604 |6.8)
Magwe 18.0 389 | 358 383 38.0 369 | 374 423
L (a0 {43) (6.6) (52 159} By (aR ] (a3}
Mandalay 136 315 0.8 25.1 28.4 254 27.0 330
(L) {3.1) (.7} (23] 2.9) 4.7) [2.5) (3.8}
Man 16.0 26.0 19.5 248 212 26.8 24.2 351
(a0 {4.1) {3.0) 15.2) (7.8 (5.9} [4.8) 19.2)
Rakhine 341 54.4 56.7 487 518 536 52.8 60.5
[5.9] 11.8) 14.2) 12.8] 128 {4.0) [2.4) 123}
Yangon 245 34.1 38.2 g 258 29.2 27.3 270
(5.9) 12.8) 111.6) 2.5 (8.3) 24) [a.4) 15.0)
Shan 324 321 336 316 331 31.0 322 29.8
[13.1) {4.5) {5-3} [2.4] {1.5] {3.5) [2.1) 15.3}
-Shan (5) 58.1 45.8 46.3 49.0 45.6 52.9 483 34.2
R (13.8) f0.8) (0.8} (52) (5] {2.0) 15.20) (79
- Shan (N} 84 18.3 251 14.4 18.1 16.5 17.2 26.5
[3.4) 14.9) 7.6} (5.0 (28] {6.3) [4.5) {73}
- Shan (E) 23 219 24.9 124 203 16.9 18.7 253
0.5 {4.2). (7.0} (4.7) (43 13.6) .1 i5.1)
Ayeyarwaddy 32.5 34.2 335 343 346 334 34.0 36.2
[3.2] {4.1) 14.0) 128 i3.2) [5.9) 3.7 i8.0]
Union 2010 255 337 352 30.6 317 323 | 320 343
(2.7) (1.3) 2.0) (1.2 (1.5 {1.6) (1.2 (1.3
Union 2005 314 35.0 37.9 321 3.4 341 34.3
(3.0) {1.4) 11.5) (1.5) (L5) 11.5) i13)

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 43 Severe Malnutrition (Weight for Age), Under 5 (%)

Kachin 1.7 42 4.2 4.8 52 38 4.6 9.0

, (7.0 2.2) (2.9 (3.4) (2.0) (3.0) (2.1) {09)
Kayah 136 2.5 0.0 5.2 15 77 44 35
(8.7} (0.1) {o.0y (ER] i1.4) (3.5) (2.0) (L.5)
Kayin 2.2 58 0.0 6.8 5.8 53 5B 5.8
{1.0) {17} 0.0y (1.8} [2.4) [0.2) {1.5) 1.0}
Chin 11.4 8.3 6.9 14.3 10.3 76 9.0 4.6
(1.0} (2.7 (3.8) (a.0) (3.4) (3.9 (2.8 {0:3)
Sagaing 12.2 10.4 6.4 115 7.5 134 | 106 5.9
(4.4} {15} (28) (1.2} {1.5) (1.8) (1.0 {0.8)
Tanintharyi 5.8 6.9 6.7 6.6 4.6 8.5 6.6 6.6
: i23) 22) [19) 12.0) (2:6) 10.6) (1.5) (L6}
Bago 8.4 9.3 6.7 9.9 9.4 89 9.2 8.7
{2.8) {1.5) (1.2) (2.0 (1.4] [2.1) (1.3 1.3y
- Bago (E) 10.0 10.6 115 10.2 115 95| 105 101
.7 (1.9) @2 12.2) (1.5) (2.5 (1.5) (0.6)
- Bago (W) 4.9 7.3 0.0 9.5 6.1 8.0 71 6.0
(6.7} (2.1) (0.0} 4.0 (3.4 13.4) 3.2) uzl_
Magwe 0.4 7.3 5.3 7.6 3.2 10.0 6.8 9.5
I . {03} 131 f0) (20 1.2) (1.4) .1 (18]
Mandalay 4.2 7.0 73 5.8 6.8 5.8 6.3 8.9
{15) 13) (2.4) (1.4) (1.2) (2.4) (1.1) (25
Men 17 2.8 6.1 21 37 17 26 104
{18 i1 (a.9) (0.7) 32 |0.8) 112 {a.4)
Rakhine 87 17.0 | 176 15.0 16.8 159 [ 163 26.8
3.6} 1.1} {2.3) 1.6} (2.2] {1.5) (0.7) 10.7)
Yangon 7.5 89| 125 6.5 6.6 9.7 79 45
' (5.3} 113 (7.0) (EE]] 2.9 {a.9) (4.0} .2
Shan 126 101 | 169 8.1 8.4 132 106 7.6
2.0} (2.8} (6.0} (0.8) 11.6] [2.4) (1.8) 24}
- Shan (5) 23.2 17.3 | 346 13.4 143 254 | 185 9.8
(24) {16} [16) 2:2) {04) [24) (08) (4.2
- Shan (N) 3.2 4.0 6.4 3.0 2.0 5.6 3.9 5.4
(2.3} (1.7 (2.2) (1.8} (1.4 {20 (18] {19
- Shan (E) 0.0 2.0 21 13 0.4 32 L7 7.2
{0.0) (0.7) {10} (0.8} (0.3 i0.9) {0.5) {4.0)
Ayeyarwaddy 4.4 130 | 123 118 12.1 18| 120 9.9
(2.7} {1.9) 2.2 11.4) 2.1} [1.4) {1.5) {14}
Union 2010 6.9 9.7 | 102 8.6 8.3 10.0 9.1 9.4
: (2.0) (0.5) (1.0 0.6) 10.7) 0.8 (0.6) (0.6)
Union 2005 8.0 9.7 113 8.2 9.3 9.5 9.4
113) (0.:8) (0.8) (0.7} (0.8) {0.8) [0.6)

Souree: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Suwrvey 2009-20110)
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7.5 Access to Health Care

Table 44 presents data on physical access to health care which is defined as those living within one hour's
walking distance (1.23 miles) of a hospital (including township hospitals, public specialized hospitals and
station hospitals) or health centre (including rural health centers, sub-rural health centers, maternal and
child health centers). The information is from the Key Informant Questionnaire administered at the
community which asks the distance in miles from the centre of the village/ward to the health facility. In
order to calculate standard errors, this distance has been imputed to all questionnaire respondents in that
village/ward. There are a number of interesting results.

. Owerall, access to health care stood at around 81% in 2010, compared to 653% in 2005, an increase
which is statistically significant.

ii. There are slight differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 77% and 82% respectively,
and large differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 75% and 96% respectively.

iii. Access for the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 57%, a change which is statistcally
significant,

iv. There is considerable regional/state variation, with partcularly low levels in Sagaing (62%) and Chin
(68%%).

v.  There appear to be some quite large increases at the state/region level, e.g. Chin State, though high
standard errors urge cantion in interpreting these results,

In summary, access to health care has improved quite substanually since 2005, in particular for the poor,
with large remaining gaps berween urban and rural dwellers

7.6 Expenditure on Health

Table 45 presents data on health expenditures in 2009 kyats and health expenditure shares. Health
expenditure includes insurance, inpatient stays in public or private hospitals, outpatient care at public or
private facilitics, home visits, dental care, care from traditonal healers and other related expenses. These
data provide information on two different issues. First, they give an indication of the financial burden
associated with health care costs, in particular for the poor. Second, they proxy access to higher quality,
but higher cost, health care. Three findings are relevant to note:

i, Owerall, health shares of expenditure were around 5% in 2010, almost identical to their 2005 level,

ii.  Shares of the poor are considerably lower than the non-poor, at 3.7% and 5.1% respectively, as is the
case with shares of rural vs. urban dwellers, at 4.4% and 5.9% respecuvely.

iii. The non-poor pay close to three times the amount of the poor on health, in absolute terms, which
suggests much better access to higher quality care,

In summary, i relative fermes, the burden for the poor of health expenditure is less than that of the non-
poor though the quality of health received by the latter is likely higher.
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Table 44 Access to Health Care (Population %)

Kachin 93.2 96.8 100.0 94.2 95.8 74.6

. {2.4) 10.4) (0.0 13 {0.8) {2.2)
Kayah 1000 1000 | 1000 1000 1000 | 100.0
(0.0} (0.0} (09 (0.} fo.0} (00)
Kayin 82.4 76.7 96.0 Ta.1 7.7 68.7
133} {15} i4.7] [3.4) {35 (3.1)
Chin 718 57.6 B25 B3.5 68.1 36.5
(8.2) 111.4) [18.1) 13.3) {8:3) 112.5)
Sagaing 70.5 60.7 97.8 56.4 62.2 54.0
6.4) {7.5) {1.5) 8.2} 7.7 {3.5)
Tanintharyi 717 824 98.5 72.8 78.8 616
i9.9] 17.3) 1.8 19.8) {9.0) 16.2)
Bago 81.7 80.0 100.0 774 80.3 589.2
(7.3 (6.5 i0.0) 175 {5.5) 7.8
- Bago (E) %02 881 100.0 86.5 885 65.7
. {72) {2:2) (0.0} (10.5) 8.7y (LA 1]
- Bago (W) 68.4 706 100.0 66.9 T0.2 50.8
{15.5) {a.0} (0.0) {112} {a.4) 8.8}
Magwe 704 72.0 93.1 69.1 715 49.7
. (8.5 6.4} (6.3) 16.8). (6.8) 1541
Mandalay 745 839 96.8 75.3 81.4 67.0
_ {5.5) (3.4) i2.2) 14.1) 3.7) 13.5)
Mon 100.0 983 100.0 98.2 98.6 79.1
(0.0} A7) om 7y {1.4) 1a.3).
Rakhine 66.0 82.2 98.8 689 75.1 45.1
{2.6) (5.4} (1.5 [1.4) 15.3) (14.8)
Yangon 85.6 95.5 96.2 86.0 93.9 94.4
{74 (1.6} (3.1) {5.0) 2.2) (28
Shan 718 810 93.7 73.0 78.0 59.7
{8.3) {6.2) {4.9) {7.2) (6.1) (4.8)
- Shan (5) 0155 938 100.0 90.8 93.2 63.4
i1.4) 14.5) [0.0) 3.3 {a.0) (10.4)
- Shan [N) 64.8 68.5 834 B62.7 67.1 54.4
{6.0] 7.9} {14.5) 7.1) (4.3) (8B}
- Shan (E) 54.2 67.9 100.0 48.9 61.5 64.7
' 218 (20} [0.0) f14.5) {15:2) {12.8),
Ayeyarwaddy 836 86.8 95.2 B4.0 85.7 3.9
(3.5 (.1} (3.3) [3.9) 3.2) (7.1}
Union 2010 770 822 96.5 753 809 [ 649
B2, a1 {13 (19) {1.6) 20)
Union 2005 57.3 68.4 96.2 53.8 64.9
(2.4) 12.2) {1.2] {2.2) 12.0)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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7.7 Summary
Section 7 has presented data on various aspects of the health situation in Myanmar.

In terms of immunisation against measles, coverage stood at around 82% in 2010, a modest increase from
its 2005 level of 80%. There are considerable differences in coverage between the poor and non-poor, at
T6% and B6% respectively, and berween rural and urban dwellers, at 80% and 92% respectively. Coverage
of the poor has fallen slightly from irs 2005 level of 78%, a change which is not statistcally significant.
There is moderate regional/state varation, with particularly low levels in Rakhine (67%). In summary,
immunisation coverage against measles has inereased modestly overall, though has declined slighdy for
poor houscholds. Remaining gaps exist between the berween states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and
between poor and non-poor households

With respect to maternal health, antenatal care coverage stood at around 83% in 2010, virtually identical
to its 2005 level, There are moderate differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 77% and
86" respectively, and differences between rural and urban dwellers, ar 81% and 93% respectively.
Particularly low levels are found in Chin (60%) and Rakhine (67%). Owerall, 78% of births were attended
by skilled personnel in 2010, similar to its 2005 level of 73%. There are considerable differences between
the poor and non-poor, at 69% and 81% respectively, and differences between rural and urban dwellers,
at 74% and 93% respectively.

Once again, particularly low levels are found in Rakhine (55%) and Chin (61%). In summary, indicators of
maternal health have stayed at relatively high levels or increased modestly with remaining gaps berween
states/ regions, urban and rural dwellers and berween poor and non-poor households

In terms of morbidity, self-reported morbidity stood as 5.4% of the populaton in 2010, virtually identical
to its 2005 level of 5.3%. These data show slightly higher levels of morbidity for the non-poor than the
poor, at 5.5% and 5.1% respectively, which is undoubtedly due to self-report bias. Comparatively higher
levels are found in Kayin (8.9%), Chin (8.1%%), Kayah (8.0%) and Rakhine (8.0%). In summary, self-
reported morbidity levels have remained unchanged over time but reflect the self-report bias found in the
literature wherchy the poor appear less ill than the non-poor,

With respect to moderate malnutrition, levels stood at 32% in 2010, a non-statsteally significant decline
from its 2005 level of 34%. There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 30.6%
respectively, and between rural and urban dwellers, at 33.7% and 25.5% respectively. Malnutrition among
the poor has declined from its 2005 level of 37.9%, a change which is not statsdeally significant.
Particularly high levels are found in Rakhine (53%) and Shan (S) (61%).

In terms of severe malnutriton, levels stood at 9.1% in 2010, a non-statstically significant decline from
its 2005 level of 9.4%. There are differences between the poor and non-poor, at 10.2% and 8.6%
respectively, and berween rural and urban dwellers, at 9.7% and 6.9% respectively. Unlike moderate
malnutrition, females have higher rates than males at 10% and 8.3% respectively. Malnutrition among the
poor has declined from its 2005 level of 11.3%, a change which is not statsdeally significant. Parocularly
high levels are found in Shan (5) (18.5%) and Rakhine (16.3%). Overall, these data suggest a pattern of
modest improvement over time and are broadly consistent with findings of declines in food poverty and
poverty presented in Chaprer 2.

Access to health care stood at around 81% in 2010, compared to 65% in 2005, an increase which is
stanstically significant. There are slight differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 77% and
82% respectvely, and large differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 75% and 96% respectively.
Access to the poor has increased over time from its 2005 level of 57%, a change which is statistically
significant. Particularly low levels are found in Sagaing (62%) and Chin (68%). In summary, access o
health care has improved quite substantially since 2005, in particular for the poor, with large remaining
gaps between urban and roral dwellers.

Overall, health shares of expenditure were around 5% in 2010, almost identical to their 2005 level. Shares
of the poor are significantly lower than the non-poor, at 3.7% and 5.1% respectively, as is the case with
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shares of rural vs, urban dwellers, at 4.4% and 5.9% respectively, The non-poor pay close to three times
the amount of the poor on health, which suggests much better access to higher quality care.
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7.8 Appendix Tables

Table 46 Proportion of One Year Old Children Immunised Against Polio (3 Doses)

Kachin 60.7 73.7 58.9 70.4
{22.5) {1L.7) (17.5) [15.7) {17.7} {17.1) {15.6] [7.7)
Kayah 65.7 100.0 100.0 931 | 1000 80.5 936 774
(26.4) {0.0) {o.0) 16.2) {0.0) 18.6) (5:2) as) |
Kayin 100.0 835 93.9 87.4 91.3 83.6 88.0 62.5
{00} [9.4) {7.1) [5.8) (4.6} (6.7] {4.8) [8.8)
Chin 719 838 558 B9.3 75.5 783 76.7 52.0
(13.4) 16.0) (6.0} (5.2} (9.6) (12.0) (10.4) (21.7)
Sagaing 583 75.6 64.0 72.9 63.7 77.5 718 66.0
116.6} [12.5) 116.2) [12.2) 114.4) (10.9] (10.7) [6.6)
Tanintharyi 88.6 78.2 668 866 80.2 6.9 829 59.0
(4.4) [8.5) {7.7) (6.5) (4.0} (10.7) (6.0) 18.8)
Bago 67.6 58.7 83.2 58.8 57.6 63.8 60.9 84.6
115.3) [9.7) [12B) [B.4) (12,6} (8.1] (8.8 [4.5)
- Bago (E) 79.6 69.7 100.0 70.1 717 73.1 725 893
(12.3) 19.8) (0.0) 13.4) (83) (3.4) (36) {48)
- Bago (W) 39.1 43,1 61.1 40.2 41.4 435 42.3 75.9
g (47.6) [20.4) [27.2) [17.7) {26.3) 19.3) (18.6) &:5) |
Magwe 78.1 69.1 100.0 69.7 596 830 724 89.3
(9.2) 19.7) {0.0) (8.4) {9.9) (6.6 (7.8 (21)
Mandalay 65.3 a0.2 84.9 793 8b.5 744 810 716
{12.0} [4,5) {5.5) [11.9) {7.3) (12.5) (9.5) [2.0)
‘Mon 45.5 75.0 700 70.9 653 745 70.8 69.1
(7.2) (9.6) (17.4) (16,9) (3.8} (19.0) (12.4) 12.6)
Rakhine 65.5 63.9 70.4 64.3 67.5 62.2 64.8 46.7
{15.1} [10.1) [17.7) [213.5) {12.5) {12.00 (12.2) [3.2)
Yangon 79.2 818 86.3 67.5 85.0 73.2 81.2 809
(10.6) [6.0) f6.8) (9.2) {8.1) (45) 5.7 {a.5) |
Shan 419 60.9 50.4 47.2 63.1 46.0 55.2 46.1
{3.6) [18.5) {8.6) [13.5) (12.7} {17.4) i14.5) [6.4) |
- Shan (S) 463 9.9 859 311 533 28.7 422 55.0
(1.0) (41.8) (23.0) (11.0) {19.7) 341} (26.1) 113.1)
- Shan (M) 25.4 20.0 94.3 63.8 75.0 64.4 70,0 37.7
(5.0 {10.5) 5.7 [17.9) {17.8} {10.3) {14.2) {5.9)
- Shan (E) 52.4 47.6 100.0 46.8 58.2 39.9 50.1 280
{13.8) (82) {o.0) (7.4) {9.3) (8.5) 18.2) (2.9)
Ayeyarwaddy 85.5 92.5 92.3 89.6 83.9 97.4 90.0 68.2
{5.5) Ls.r; 6.2} L5.3: {7.2) [0.9) {5.09 @_
Union 2010 71.0 71.4 84.0 72.9 74.7 75.9 75.3 68.9
a1 21) B3l 2l fz2) 138) i29) 24) |
Union 2005 64.3 717 74.7 67.4 69.5 68.1 68.9
{3.1) (2.9) {5.7) (2.4) (2.9} {2.7] [2.4]

Source; THLCA Survey 2004-2003, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 47 Proportion of One Year Old Children Immunised Against DPT (3 Doses)

Kachin [ ss1 57.1| 737 56.1 533 614 56.3 54.8

{22.2) {14.0) [17.5) (16.8) (18.3) 119.9} 116.8) f11.1]

Kayah 65.7 100.0 1000 931 100.0 80.5 936 72.8

26.4) (00) (0.0) (62) (0.0) {8.6) 152) (12.7)

Kayin 100.0 83.4 93.9 87.4 91.0 84.1 87.9 62.6

{0uo) {23} {7.1) 15.7] [4.4) 6.8} 4.7} (8.3}

Chin 63.7 83.8 55.8 815 715 722 71.8 40.1

{6.0) (6.0) (60) (8.2) (4.2) (9.7) {6.0) (25.0)

Sagaing 59.4 71.5 89.0 716 60.8 82.1 73.5 59.1

{10.5) (10.3) [8.21 [10.9) [13.4) {7.3) {10.0) 16.9)

Tanintharyi 89.3 76.2 66.8 85.6 79.6 85.9 82.1 58.7

{5.0) (10.4) 2.7 19.2) (6.7) (115} 8.) (125)

Bago 66.2 60.8 85.1 60.2 65.6 59.0 62.1 73.9

(17.4) [14.4) {11.3) {14.3) (13.1) {15.9} {13.8) {9.1]

- Bago (E) 783 831 100.0 80.5 86.3 78.7 81.7 739
{14.8) (73) (0.0) (74) (9.8) (89) 7.9 (162}

- Bago (W) 39.1 30.0 70.7 275 43.1 17.0 31.8 74.0

{47.8) {23.2) {21.4) {23.6) [25.2) (18.9) (23.8) 110.0)

Magwe 78.1 66.5 92.9 68.7 57.4 81.7 70.8 81.3

' 9:2) (78) (5.5) (7.9) 19.0) {5:7) (6.9) (4.0)

Mandalay 64.6 87.1 83.6 76.3 826 74.2 78.9 61.7

{12.1) {5.7) (4.6 {126 (7.8) (13.4) {9.8) (4.8)

Mon 50.1 86.5 100.0 777 835 79.0 80.9 60.6

85) 6.7} 0.0) (11.2) (6.4) {15.1) (11.2) (129)

Rakhine 53.9 59.5 50.9 56.3 59.2 52.7 56.0 38.6

{13.0) {10:2) (22.00 {11.1) (11.3) {10.2} {10.8) (5.0

Yangon 74.1 79.6 80.5 72.0 7.6 80.5 78.5 79.6
(15.1) {103} (80) _ [218) (14.2) (€8} {110) (8.0}

Shan 51.4 733 90.0 61.5 65.1 68.6 66.7 318

I {15.4) {8.5) {6.8) (7.3) [5.6) 7.9} 16.6) i10.8)

- Shan (S} 78.5 68.8 859 68.9 62.2 845 723 344

(0.4) (18.8) 230) (3.6) (15.5) 153) (10.7) (26.1)

- Shan (M) 24.8 79.8 93.7 63.6 74.3 64.6 69.7 30.9

5.2 110.6) (5.8 17.9] [17.9) 110.2} 114.2] (5.7

- Shan (E) 15.0 54.7 100.0 30.6 43.4 22.0 33.8 208

(6.6) 19.6) (0.0) (106) (19.5) (5.1) (11.4) (8.5)

Ayeyarwaddy 83.8 87.7 89.3 85.8 81.4 92.3 86.3 59.8

{4.6) 4.8} (7.00 (2.3 15.6) 13.3) {3.4) {10.1)

Union 2010 68.9 77.4 83.0 722 72.9 76.5 74.6 60.8

(3.6) (2.8) 3.7) 3.0) (3.2) (2.9) 2.7) 13.3)

Union 2005 55.4 64.0 711 58.1 60.9 60.6 60.8
(43) 3.4) (5.0) (3.6) (4.1) (3.2) (3.3)

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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Table 48 Weight for Age (Results of Major Surveys)

Percent of underweight children under 5

IHLCA (2005): Poverty Profile

Reglon
MICS 1995 MICS 1997 MICS 2000
maoderately severely
Weight for Age | Weight for Age | ‘Weight for Age | underweight underweight
% % % % % %

below | below | below | below | below | below | rural | urban | rural | urban

250 | -350 | -250 | -35D | -25D | -35D
Union 429 15.8 38.6 12.6 353 7.9 34.35 9.4
Urban 359 12.7 32.9 10.9 29.6 55 31.50 B.O
Rural 44.0 16.8 40.4 13.3 37.0 B.6 35.10 9.8
Kachin 37.0 16.0 210 4.0 27.3 7.7 29.44 | 2383 | 9.25 B.41
Kayah 29.0 110 35.0 11.0 359 B.7 2047 | 22.27 1.ag B.24
Kayin A6.0 15.0 39.0 15.0 a0.1 9.9 2962 | 3216 5.32 5.09
Chin 52.0 7.0 45.0 16.0 41.3 9.0 30.66 | 38.16 | 4.25 B.51
Mon 41.0 14.0 39.0 12.0 33.5 5.8 34.27 | 39.24 | 9.70 | 14.33
Rakhine 56.0 29.0 53.0 21.0 48.1 16.9 | 58.46 | B0.22 [ 25.37 | 40.60
Shan (morth) 37.0 12.0 33.0 12.0 22.1 3.7 2650 | 2683 | 4.79 9.62
Shan [east) 48.0 23.0 40.0 20.0 38.7 B.7 26.03 | 22.B6 6,35 10.03
Shan [south) 35.0 12.0 35.0 110 35.6 9.7 36.13 | 23.43 | 1096 3.24
Ayeyarwaddy 44.0 17.0 42.0 15.0 35.8 6.7 35.97 | 3792 | 590 9.65
Bago (E) | 44.0 16.0 44.0 14.0 374 8.6 31.38 | 3420 | 988 | 11.30
Bago (W) 2323 | 3729 | 578 | 1009
Magway 51.0 20,0 44.0 15.0 36.5 5.7 4248 | 4142 | 969 7.48
Mandalay 42.0 15.0 36.0 11.0 31.2 6.9 3398 | 30.36 | 9.61 6,88
Sagaing 42.0 14.0 320 7.0 315 5.3 2761 | 3314 | 547 9.62
Tanintharyi 42.0 15.0 40.0 19.0 40.1 15.7 32.00 | 1691 .74 2.49
Yangon 35.0 q9.0 33.0 7.0 334 58 3087 | 25.88 4.38 4,55
New
settlement
area 41.0 13.0

buts)
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8. Education

Section 8 begins with a review of literacy rates (Section 8.1) and proceeds to examine enrollment rates
(Section 8.2), physical access to schools (Section 8.3), educational attainment, specifically vears of schools
of the houschold head (Section 8.4) and educational expenditures (8.5). There is a final section
summarizing key results (Section 8.6) along with Appendix Tables which provide results of other major
surveys undertaken in Myanmar (Section 8.7)

8.1 Literacy

Table 49 presents data on literacy rates for those aged 15 and above, Literacy is defined as those able to
easily read and understand a simple text, and solve simple mathematical problems or any individual who
has completed the second standard. The literacy rate is a measure of the effectiveness of the primary
education system over the long-term and may also be considered a proxy measure of social progress and
cconomic achicvement. There are four key results:

i, Overall, literacy stood at around 90% in 2010, compared to 85% in 2005, an increase which is
stanistically significant

ii. There are large differences in literacy rates between the poor and non-poor, at 84% and 93%
respectively, though literacy of the poor has registered a statstically significant increase from its 2005
level of T9%.

ii. There are considerable differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 89% and 95% respectively
and berween females and males at 89% and 96% respectively.

iv. There is regional /state variation, with lower levels found in Rakhine (75%) and Shan (75%).

The relatively high levels of literacy are bmndl}' confirmed by the results of other surveys presented in
Table 49 in Appendix. Both the State of the World's Children Survey (SWOC) 1991 and the 2000
Mulriple Indicator Cluster Survey found levels of literacy at very close to 90% using a somewhar less
restrictive definition than in the IHLCA,

In summary, literacy levels have inereased somewhat from already high levels, with proportionate gains
tor the poor. Modest gaps persist between poor and non-poor households, males and females and urban
and rural houscholds with much larger differences along state/division lines.
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Table 49 Literacy Rates (15 and Above)

Kachin B2.7 89.0 815 85.4 932 86.3 B7.2 86.0
{4.8) [1.4] {0.9) (23) (L6 (2.0) (2.5) (LE)
Kayah 783 ‘855 89.2 818 92.4 79.1 84.7 76.5
129) (1.9} {03 (3.2) {16} (100 (1.9) B3s)_
Kayin 90.5 £8.7 93.9 87.9 93.4 88.8 89.0 817
{4.7] {2.9] {15) {361 (2.3 {3.4) i3.2) (4.1
Chin 87.7 B6.6 88.2 871 95.1 827 874 84.3
{51 (4.6 (5a). 15.2) f2.3) {5.2) 15.0) 13.4)
Sagaing 90.9 83.7 95.9 92.8 96.5 92.0 93.3 88.7
i1.1) 0.5) {1.2) {0.4) {04y (0.7} f0.4) 11.6)
Tanintharyi 83.8 91.6 92.3 83.0 93.9 ‘B8.5 89.0 85.8
124 (1.8 2.8 L.7) 11.8) 123) (1.8} 1180
Bago 93.0 96.0 96.0 95.4 98.0 94.8 85.5 87.4
(2.6} (1.3] {LE) (1.5 0.7} 1.7} [1.5) L7}
- Bago (E) 925 94.3 94.7 93.8 97.2 92.8 93.9 85.4
12.4) 13 13.4) (1.1 {0.2) {2.0) J15) 28y
- Bago (W) 93.8 874 98.0 97.2 93.0 97.1 973 B9.8
16.9) (1.2) {1.1) {2.0) {07y (1.8 (18] (1.8
Magwe 90.0 93.5 96.2 92.1 96.4 91.8 926 835
o 12.5) (2.9 1r0) 3.1} (1:3) {3.2) 2.7) 33}
Mandalay 86.9 92.4 95.6 89.0 96.5 B8.3 91.0 86.5
(23| (2.1 (L0} (2.8 o7 (2.7) [2.1) (1.5)
Mon 20.7 932 97.5 91.7 95.4 928 928 88.0
1.7) @7 (1.8) (1.5} {03) 113 (0.8): (18
Rakhine 62.8 84.1 89.7 70.6 90.7 719 75.1 65.8
_ (81} (23 10.5) 13.9) {2.3) {5.5) [4.6) [5.6)
Yangon 89.9 97.0 97.0 92.4 97.6 951 959 93.7
- 2 (0.8} 0.7 (2.0} {o5) (0g) [0.8) {1.3)
Shan 66.7 79.5 89.5 70.2 87.6 73.6 75.2 65.6
15.8) 126] 23) 14.3) {1.9) 3.7 [4.1) (4.2)
- Shan (5) 743 85.1 922 78.3 889 B0.8 826 718
i i1.3) 4.5 11.5) 1331 (4.5) {4.9) [5.3) (8.5
- Shan (N) 66.5 781 90.9 68.8 87.4 721 736 67.1
149 (28] (2.0) 14.9) (2.5) (2.7) (2.9 3.8)
- Shan (E) 54.2 59,7 751 50.8 83.0 55.3 57.2 416
e (25.8) 11.4) (8.4) (188) (6.0) (17.6) [17.7) (73
Ayeyarwaddy 22.9 95.4 97.6 54.0 97.2 94, 94.7 89.8
i2.0] i0.7] {10} (1.3} {0.5) {14) (L1 {0.7)
Union 2010 B4.3 92.6 95.3 Ba.7 95.6 89.3 90.6 84.9
{11) 05 L] 0.8 = 07) jo.5) L2 -
Union 2005 78.8 87.6 92.1 g2.1 B8.2 B2.0 B4.9
(1.2) [0.6] 10.6) 10.9) {0.7) {0.9) (0.8
Change (%) 6.9 5.7 35 8.0 8.4 8.9 6.6

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2009-2010
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8.2 Enrolment

Table 50 and Table 51 present data on net enrolment rates for primary and secondary educaton
respectivelv. Net enrolment rates present the number of enrolled students of official [‘pnmarv or
sccondary) school age as a percentage of the total population of children of official (primary or
secondary) school age. The indicator attempts to measure both the coverage and cfficiency of the
education system, though it is an imperfect gauge of both.*

With respect to net enrolment in primary, there are six interesting findings:

iL,

Overall, net primary enrolment stood at around 88% in 2010, a staustically significant increase from
ite 2005 level of 83%.

There are large differences in enrolment rates between the poor and non-poor, at 81% and 90%
respectively,

MNet primary enrolment rates of the poor increased slightly from their 2005 level of 80%.

There are noticeable differences between rural and urban dwellers, ar 87% and 92% respectively.
There are no differences in net enrolment rates along gender lines,

In rerms of state-level variation, the lowest enrolment rates, by a wider margin, are found in Rakhine

(T1%).

With respect to net enrolment in secondary, five findings are relevant to note:

.
.

Owerall, net secondary enrolment stood at around 53% in 2010, a stansdeally significant increase
from its 2005 level of 42%.

There are large differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 59% respecuvely, though
the secondary enrolment rate of the poor has increased in statstically significant fashion from its
2005 level of 28%.

There are large differences between rural and urban dwellers, at 47% and 75%, respectively.

As with primary enrolment, there are no differences along gender lines,

In terms of state-level variation, the lowest secondary enrolment rates, by a wide margin, are found
in Rakhine State (32%%).

In summary, net primary enrolment rates have increased slightly from already high levels and have staved
constant for the poor. Net secondary enrolment has increased considerably with large gains for the poor.
Significant gaps remain between states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and poor and non-poor
houscholds.

# For example, a lower net enrolment rate may refleet later or carly entry into school rather than non-
attendance, dropouts or grade repetition,
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Table 50 Met Enrolment Rate in Primary

Kachin 91.5 93.0 94.4 91.9 93.0 92.1 926 88.6

: {2.7) 3.1 (4.0} {21 12.7) {3.3) 129 L0}

Kayah 100.0 95.8 95.9 96.4 949 978 | 963 93.1

10.0) i0.3) (5.5} (2.1 A7) 2.3) 0.2y 15.3)

Kayin 76.6 R9.0 79.9 BR.2 B4.6 90.1 | B&7.2 B6.4

(4.4} (3.7} {12.5) 11.7) 11.1) 11.5) [ ] 1.2}

Chin 839 914 91.0 84.7 86.6 851 | 858 814

{1.8) (25) 1.1} Az3) f12) 13.7) {22 (8.0}

Sagaing 92.9 94.3 90.9 94.5 93.9 943 | 941 90.1

(2.9) ;1._1_1} (2.1} 1_!15! |0LB) 11-0_! {0-6§ {1.2}

Tanintharyi 79.6 ‘879 86.7 B4 B7.2 833 | 852 B86.3

- 13.0) (0.7) i14) (1) [15) i20) {06} (1.4}

Bago 72.3 BE.1 88.2 B4.0 B7.4 B1.3 | B45 B4.3
13.4) (2.3 (1.4} (3.1) (2.5) (3.3) 28) 116)

- Bago (E) i | 00,2 883 86.9 88.9 852 87.1 842

i0.2) (0.4) 10.3) 10.3) {12} {0.4) 10.8) 2.8}

- Bago (W) 6.4 85.2 B3.0 B0.0 853 75.4 | BO.7 B4.4

{6.4) (0.5] (2.5) 10.5) 1.7} (0.2} 1aua) {1.7}

Magwe B5.6 94.3 93.5 91.6 934 90.1 | 917 876
] B (2.6} 120 | EL .3) 11.7) 2| (2 2.7

Mandalay 87.4 92.1 91.2 80.6 91.6 B3.9 | 90.7 89.0
{23) {17 {31 {1.5) (1.5} f20) {14} {151 |

Mon 82.7 ‘88.2 826 88.6 87.8 B7.3 | &5 B9

{9.1) i23) i7.8) 12 (26) {2.9) [25) (L7}

Rakhine 63.7 78.3 BE.6 62.8 BE.5 743 714 66.7

{3.8} {3.9) (2.1} 4.6} 13.6) 6.4} 3.7} (4.5)

Yangon 86.4 95.0 943 91.3 94.3 92.5 93.4 87.5

2.7 i0.8) 1.2 (1.5} {1.2) (1.6 10.8) 2.2}

Shan B2.8 88.9 92.9 85.5 B4.8 B9.1 | B6.8 79.0

(6.2} {1.9) {2.8) (2.8} {2.3) {3.3) {2.3) {1.9}

- Shan (S) 93.1 90.9 94.1 91.1 88.3 957 | 915 79.2

E——— = {1.2) (4:3) 6.2} {15 (4.4) {o8). {25) (4.2}

- Shan (N} B0.9 86.6 94.5 819 B39 B5.2 | B46 79.0
{6.3) {15) (28} (EX (2.7) f25) | {22} {2.6)

- Shan (E} 62.6 B7.1 B3.0 73.3 713 789 | 751 77.6
1162 2 {6.4] {10.9) {9.3) {10.1) {9.7) (231

Ayeyarwaddy 85.0 888 93.5 86.7 86.7 B23 | B75 B7.6

13.0) 13.1) 13.71 2.5} 13.4) {2.59) 2.8} {1.6])

Union 2010 813 903 918 B6.7 87.8 876 | 8.7 B4.7

i1.3) [0.7) [1.0] i0.7) {0.8) i0.a) 0.7) [0.7]

Union 2005 80.1 87.2 B7.6 B4.0 B4.2 85.2 | 847
(1.1 (0.7 113 {0.8) {0.8) {0.8) (0.7}

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 20002010
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Table 51 Met Enrolment Rate in Secondary

Kachin 60.4 717 84.9 64.5 66.2 7.3 B8.9 51.8

(11.5) {5.5) (EX:H] {5.7) (9.4] (3.7) 16.9) (3.3)
Kayah 66.6 73.1 831 67.6 66.7 794 724 718
(13.2) {0.5) (1) {35). (5.1) 1.1) (1.7) (67) |
Kayin 50.2 533 76.1 50.1 48.0 57.8 52.8 48.8
(22.4] i1.5) (.5 (5.3} i7.1] i2.7) (500 4.6
Chin 52.8 65.6 91.0 487 58.3 537 55.9 476
(1.0) f5.4) (0.7) (3.6) 3.7 (1.5) (1) (801
Sagaing 29.7 60.9 72.3 55.0 55.9 58.2 57.0 45.7
[4.5] 2.2 [3.5) (2.3) [3.1] [1.9] [2.4) [4.0
Tanintharyi 383 62.6 722 496 50.2 59.4 54.5 37.7
52) (6.3) (13.7) GETS (63) 8.0) (73) (26)
Bago 226 515 66.8 428 476 43,5 45.8 36.0
(53 {3.1) [5.3) {3.61 i3.7) (3.2 (3.7) [2.2)
- Bago (E) 312 56.0 67.5 482 54.2 47.5 512 376
(5.) {4.0) (7.8 (22) (1.6) (36) (1.6) (27)
- Bago (W) 10.2 44.3 64.7 35.0 36.9 376 37.2 336
{171 (3.7 (7.2) (3.1) (2.0 {2.7) [2.7) [4.3)
Magwe 35.1 494 784 426 476 429 45.0 395
: (4.5) (3.4). (2.0) (1.7} 132) (2.00 (23) @
Mandalay 416 61.9 75.8 49.7 56.1 56.7 56.4 434
_ i1.8] {4.01 3.7 {3.8) {3.01 (3.6) (3.2) [2.6)
Mon 453 66.0 76.2 60.5 59.6. 669 63.4 49.2
(239) (18) (67) (21} (2.5) (48 (1.6) 150
Rakhine 138 45.9 60.6 26.0 335 30.2 32.0 25.0
_ (18] 2.7) (1.0) (2.) (2.4) (3.3) (2.7) (5.0)
Yangon 56.2. 771 80.8 58.4 728 74.9 738 65.4
' (7.4) (2.0} (29) (5.3) (3.1) (1.4) (35) (29)
Shan 416 57.6 776 458 49.0 54.6 51.8 315
{6.8] {4.5) [2.8) (5.3 (1.3 (4.9] [4.5) (4.6)
- Shan (S) 50.9 60.7 785 53.4 55.5 59.5 57.5 320
' (1.7) (2.7) (1.7 (1.0} (3.4) 24 (28] 12.1)
- Shan (N) 33.0 53.8 80.4 37.0 41.9 49,9 46,0 315
{300 !H.SJ: [3.6) {73} {5.1] {a.1] [6.8] !3.5_!
- Shan (€) 73 55.7 66.1 413 44.7 49.8 47.2 29.7
IE (16.9) (s.7) B3:6) (133) (132) 121) (125 | (18 |
Ayeyarwaddy 29.4 54.8 66.0 43.2 47.1 44,5 45.9 39.7
(2.9 (2.6) (5.6) {2.6) (2.9 (4.1 (32) {2.2)
Union 2010 30 592 752 65| 521 s29  s25[ 422
A1) 23 (18) o ALy 2 iR g
Union 2005 28.3 49.3 62.4 36.4 42.1 42,2 42.2
11.1] (1.3} 11.5) {1.2) [1.4] {1.4]) 11.3)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, ITHLCA Survey 2009-2010
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8.3 Access

Table 52 and Table 53 present dara on physical access to primary and secondary schools respectively.
Access is defined as those living within a one hour walk (1.23 miles) of the school in questdon. The
information is from the Key Informant Questonnaire administered at the community which asks the
distance in miles from the centre of the village/ward 1o the school, In order to calculate standard crrors,
this distance has been imputed to all questionnaire respondents in thar village /ward.

With respect to access to a primary school, there are a number of interesting results,

V.

Owerall, physical access to primary schools stood ar around 91% in 2010, virtally unchanged from
its 2005 level.

There are slight differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 89% and 92% respectively.
Access for the poor appears to have fallen slightly from its 2005 level of 91%, bur this change is not
statistically significant.

Somewhat larger differences are found berween rural and urban dwellers, ar 89% and 96%
respectively.

The lowest levels of access are found in Chin (73%) and Kayin (75%), though the large drops in the
indicator value for these states since 2005 raise caution about interpretation of results.

With respect to access to secondary school, five findings are relevant to note.

iv.

Owerall, physical access to secondary school stood at around 34% in 2010, a slight and statstically
insignificant increase from its 2005 level of 32%.

There are considerable differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 27% and 36%
respectively.

Access for the poor has increased from its 2005 level of 24% though the change is not stanstically
significant,

Large differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, ar 24% and 61% respectively.

The lowest levels of access are found in Rakhine (23%) and Magwe (22%), despite improvements in
both these states since 2005,

In summary, access to primary education has stayed unchanged from its relatively high levels in 2005,
Secondary access has increased slightly with modest remaining gaps between poor and non-poor
houscholds and very large differences berween urban and rural dwellers,
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Table 52 Access to a Primary School (%)

Kachin 95.2 94.7 100.0 929 94.9 93.4

13.0) {5.2) (0.0 5.59) (4.5) 13.3)

Kayah 1000 1000 | 1000 1000 | 1000 863
—_{o0) (0.0} (0.0) 00 (a0 (142) |

Kayin 62.3 7.1 64.3 76.5 745 98.9

117.8) (0.8} i29.6) (L7 (3.7} i0.4)

Chin 70.5 811 956 66.2 73.3 872

{3.4) {114} (49) fa.4) (4.4} 110.3)

Sagaing 91.1 91.7 99.4 80.4 91.6 929

_ {5.1) 12.7) (] [3.0) 13.0) i.1)

Tanintharyi 639 743 885 654 708 975

{21.4) (16.7) i11.3) (20} {12.8) (25

Bago 886 89.5 95.2 BE.S 89.4 88.2

(7:6) {42) 3] (4.8) {4.7} 16.3)

- Bago (E) 94.6 90.0 97.4 89.8 90.9 95.8

i {3.5) {5.9) (3.00 15:8) (5.5} 121

- Bago (W) 79.4 89.0 91.2 g7.0 874 78.2

{21.2) (8.8} 110.9) [10.5) 110.6) 110.2)

Magwe 50.0 8BS 933 86.8 875 ‘BB.5

{4.8) A6.8) (5.4) (6.1) 81} i3.3)

Mandalay 90.4 92.6 96.6 90.2 92.0 95.4

{2.1) 13.0) i1.4) [3.4) {26} 1.9

Mon 98.1 96.8 100.0 96.4 97.0 94.9
120) (32} (0.0) 3.9) (301 .7

Rakhine 8e.2 90.1 98.5 B5.8 88.4 721
. {3.6) [2.4) (13 14.5) {2.3) (65

Yangon 86,7 95.5 954 96.5 95.7 96.8
- (2.5) (2.3} (2.7) [3.9) ] 1L5)

Shan 893 926 96.8 B89.8 91.5 85.0

{3.7) 12.4) 11.5) [3.5) 126) 2.0

- Shan (5) 91.7 94.6 96.8 94.8 95.4 80.6

' {3:5) 15.0) i1.4) (.op 15.2) (5.9

- Shan (N} B84.1 92.6 99.6 B6.6 89.4 89.6

15.1) 12.3) i0.4) [4.9) i2.2) 122
-Shan (€) 878 832 | 886 83|  854| 850
(4.2) {7.2) 13 19) (18) 16:5)

Ayeyarwaddy 94.1 94.0 100.0 83.0 94.0 96.1

{2.9) {25} (0.0] [3.3) (26} (1.8

Union 2010 893 915 960 89.1 %9 o914
[16) L3 i13) ) 12 29

Union 2005 90.8 916 96.4 89.5 914
(1.4 {0.9) [0.9] (1.4) (1.0

Source: THLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010)
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Table 53 Access to a Secondary School (%)

Kachin 426 511 821 36.0 48.6 45.5

(25.9) [10.3) {100} [7.3) [11.9) {12.7}

Kayah 34.2 516 100.0 218 49.6 27.0
(87 74 (0.0) i0.1) 15.7) 13.3) |

Kayin 419 40.0 90.9 30.6 40.4 236

(B.6] {10.6) {10.7} (14.4] {10.2) (9.3}

Chin 246 354 64.6 156 275 236

(8] (10.2) 7.7) (4.7 [B.3) (6.3)

Sagaing 32.2 25.8 70.5 19.6 26.7 20.6

(6.5 [4.5) 5.7} (2.7 [4.5) 14.2)

Tanintharyi 331 383 60.8 291 36.5 312

(7.9) &3] 1a.4) i8.2) 7.4) 17.3)

Bago 36.1 39.8 81.1 330 39.1 25.7

6.8 [6.6] (6.2} 16.2) [5.9) (5.0}

- Bago (E) 9.0 39.6 81.0 323 395 30.4
(1.0 &3] (8.7) 18.7) [89). (3.4} |

- Bago (W) 316 40,0 81.2 338 387 19.6

(10.2) [12.3) 13.6) 110.7) [10.2) 12.4)

Magwe 253 212 59.5 18.0 23 126

' (14, (7.5) (6.0} (9.7 o) A2.1)

Mandalay 24.5 34.2 58.9 20.9 31.7 30.4

[4.0] [6.5) {5.4) {5.1) [5.8) 34}

Mon 69.7 56.7 78.4 54.6 - 58.8 47.3
[B.7) (5.9) 1350 i8.4] &2 175 |

Rakhine 15.8 29.1 42.4 18.3 233 17.3

[4.2) [3.9) {10.2} (4.4) [2.7) 12.8)

Yangon 205 474 47.0 29.9 432 68.6

i 5.4] (10.7) {12.9) i5.3) [a.9) {2.4)

Shan 222 42.8 86.7 20.0 36.0 241

(5.2) [7.4) (5.8} {4.1] [5.8) (2.8)

- Shan (5) 30.8 50.5 93.8 283 45.5 25.0

} @n (13.3) (7.00 .0 (12.5) (8.1)

- Shan (N} 17.0 355 746 16.0 28.5 19.8

[3.8) (£.9) {10.0) i7.8] [B.2) (0.9}

- Shan (E) 20.1 348 95.5 57 28.0 319
o [138) 73] 11.8) (4.5) (107 {75) |

Ayeyarwaddy 25.2 29.7 78.2 19.2 283 314

6.3) (73] {7.4) i4.5] [5.9) {9.0)

Union 2010 26.8 363 61.1 24.2 339 318
(22) (24) 5.1) 1.9) 2 i/l

Union 2005 243 35.3 75.2 16.5 31.8
11.8) (2.2 2.6} (1.4 11.5)

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009-2010
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8.4 Attainment

Table 54 presents data on the level of education completed by the houschold head. This indicator is a
measure of the overall coverage of the educational system over the long term, as well as a proxy for social
progress. There are a number of key results:

1. Around two-thirds (65%) of housechold heads have achieved only primary education or less, a figure
which has remained virtually constant since 2005,

ii. Only around 15% of houschold heads have completed secondary school or higher.

i, Around 22% of poor houwschold heads have completed middle school or higher, compared to
around 40% of non-poor household heads.

iv. There are significant differences across strata, in that 75% of rural dwellers have only a primary
education or less compared to 37% of urban residents.

Owerall, levels of education attainment are low in Myanmar with large gaps between poor and non-poor
houscholds and berween urban and rural dwellers,

8.5 Educational Expenditures

Table 55 presents data on educational expenditures in 2009 kyats and education expenditure shares.
Educational expenditure includes transportation costs, fees, contributions to schools, textbooks, private
tutoring and miscellaneous other expenses. These dam provide information on two different issues, First,
they give an indication of the financial burden associated with education costs, in particular for the poor.
Second, they proxy access to higher quality, but higher cost, educaton, Three findings are relevant to
note:

i.  Owerall, education shares of expenditure were around 2% in 2010, down from their 2005 level of
around 3%,

il.  Shares of the poor are lower than the non-poor, ar 1.2% and 1.8% respectively, as is the case with
shares of rural vs. urban dwellers, at 1.5% and 2.2% respecuvely.

iii. The non-poor pay close to three times the amount of the poor on education, in absolute terms,
which may suggest better access to higher quality education.

In summary, i redative termer, the burden for the poor of education is less than that of the non-poor though
the quality of education received by the latrer is likely higher.
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Table 54 Education Level of the Household Head

Kachin 18.5 7.8 35.7 23.4 10.4 4.1 100.0

(2.7) (03) (35) 39) {15) {1.5) ]

Kayah 202 3.6 331 299 86 36 100.0/
(29 113) (111} 4.7 125 {0.2)

Kayin 10.8 82 49.9 20.8 82 2.2 1000
(3.4] {3.6) 16.2) (1.5) {0.5] {0.2)

Chin 14.0 0.0 46.3 23.5 125 37| 1000
(6.3] {0.0) (2.2) (251 13.4) (2.1

Sagaing a2 11.8 59.6 15.7 6.4 3.2 100.0
i0.9] (2.2} (3.6 (0.8) i0.9) 2.7)

Tanintharyi 8.9 -15.4 48.2 17.4 8.4 1.7 100.0/
(1.4) s 16:2) [5.3) 2.9} {0.5)

Bago 30 59 0.4 203 78 2.6 100.0

] Lz {23} (3.2 [L&) {0.71 {0.4) )

- Bago (E) 4.9 7a 54.2 223 8.1 13 100.0

iLs) 12.5) 2.2) [L.6) 10.9) 10.2

- Bago (W) 0.9 46 67.0 18.1 7.5 19| 1000
0.5) 3.4 (0.5} (20 i14] 10,6

Magwe 4.2 12.2 59.3 15.6 6.1 25| 1000
(1.4) 2.4 17.5) (18] 113} (0.6}

Mandalay 6.7 13.2 46.1 20.8 9.3 4.0 100.0
(1.4) {3.9) {35 i1.1) (1.5} (0-8)

Mon 6.9 - 47.3 22.8 12.4 4.1 100.0
(1.7] [1.6) {0c7) [15) (o) 0.2

Rakhine 16.7 14.4 37.0 175 10.7 3.7 100.0
H 4.2 (4.2} 1 4.5 [0.8] {5.01 {1.3)

Yangon 4.0 4.0 272 27.6 26.4 10,7  100.0
(0.5] (0.7} 21 (2] (2.4 (1.5

Shan 23.0 17.1 36.6 16.3 5.8 13| 1000
(3.9) {4.5) 13.2) [2.8] 1.3} {04y

- Shan (S) 183 89 a7 225 6.6 1.0/ 100.0
78] (05} | MES) (1.4 i33) 10.2)

-Shan (M) 227 24.5 337 11.2 5.8 2.1 100.0

_ 5.0 i7.9) {5.7) [2.7) 113 {0.8) _

- Shan (E) a1.3 211 239 11.2 2.4 0.0 100.0
[10.9) {571 110.0) [2.9) i11) {0.0)

Ayeyarwaddy 24 5.6 583 20.9 9.4 34 100.0
(0.9 {1.2) (3.5 [0.5) (1.5 {1.3)

- Urban 4.9 38 284 271 24.2 11.6 100.0
[0.5) {051 1.3) (0.8) (12} {1.1)

= Rural 7.8 115 553 17.8 6.1 14 100.0
{071 {1.1) 1.4} [0.4) {0.4) {0.1)

- Poor 125 133 52.8 159 4.7 0.7 100.0
(1.3) {18} 11.6) 0.6) (0.6} {0:2)

- Mon Poor 5.6 8.4 46.9 215 126 5.1 100.0
(0,41 i0.9) (L5} i0.51 i0.8] {0.4)

Union 2010 7.1 95 48.1 20.3 10.9 41|  100.0
0.6) oo {13) {o4) {08) (0.4)

Union 2005 11.9 19.8 34.8 19.4 10.0 4.1 100.0
{0.7) (0.8} {0.8) (0.5) (0.7} {0.5)
Mm (36) -40.7 -52.1 383 4.4 9.0 1.6

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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8.6 Summary

Section 8 has presented data on various aspects of the educational system in Myanmar.

In terms of literacy, overall rates stood at around 90% in 2010, compared to 85% in 2003, an increase
which is statstically significant. There are large differences between the poor and non-poor, ar 84% and
93% respectively, though literacy of the poor has registered a statstically significant inerease from its 2005
level of 79%. There are considerable differences between rural and urban dwellers, ar 89% and 95%
respectively and between females and males at 89% and 96% respectively. The lowest levels of literacy are
found in Rakhine (753%) and Shan (753%). In summary, literacy levels have increased somewhat from
already high levels, with proportionate gains for the poor. Modest gaps persist between poor and non-
poor houscholds, males and females and urban and rural houscholds with much larger differences along
state,/division lines,

MNet primary enrolment stood at around 88% in 2010, a stadstically significant increase from its 2005 level
of 85%. There are large differences in enrolment rates berween the poor and non-poor, at 81% and 9(#%
respectively. Net primary enrolment rates of the poor increased slightly from their 2005 level of 80%.
Noticeable differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, ar 87% and 92% respecuvely, though
not along gender lines. The lowest net primary enrolmenrt rates are found in Rakhine State (71%). In
summary, net primary enrolment rates have increased slightly from already high levels and have staved
constant for the poor. Significant gaps remain between states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and poor
and non-poor houscholds,

Net secondary enrolment stood at around 53% in 2010, a stadstcally sipnificant increase from its 2005
level of 42%. There are large differences between the poor and non-poor, at 35% and 59% respectively,
though the secondary enrolment rate of the poor has increased in statstically significant fashion from its
2005 level of 28%. Large differences are found berween rural and urban dwellers, at 47% and 75%,
respectively, though not between males and females. Once again, the lowest rates are found in Rakhine
State (32%). In summary, net secondary enrolment has increased considerably with large gains for the
poor. Significant gaps remain between states/regions, urban and rural dwellers and poor and non-poor
houscholds,

With respect to access to a primary school, defined in terms of physical distance, levels stood ar around
91% in 2000, virtually unchanged from 2005, There are slight and statstically insignificant differences in
access between the poor and non-poor, at 89% and 92% respectively, while larger differences are found
berween rural and urban dwellers, at 89% and 96% respectively. The lowest levels of access are found in
Chin (73%) and Kayin (75%). In terms of access to secondary school levels stood at around 34% in 2010,
a slight and stadstcally insignificant increase from its 2005 level of 32%. There are considerable
differences in access between the poor and non-poor, at 27% and 36% respectively, and access for the
former has increased from its 2005 level of 24% though the change is not statistcally significant. Big
differences are found between rural and urban dwellers, at 24% and 61% respectively. The lowest levels
of access are found in Rakhine (23%) and Magwe (22%), despite apparent improvements in both these
states since 2005, In summary, access to secondary school has increased slightly with modest remaining
gaps between poor and non-poor houscholds and very large differences berween urban and rural
dwellers,

In terms of educational attainment, around two-thirds (65%) of houschold heads have achieved only
primary education or less, a figure which has remained virtually constant since 2005. Only around 15% of
household heads have secondary school or higher. Around 22% of poor houscholds heads have
completed middle school or higher, compared to around 40% of non-poor houschold heads There are
significant differences across strata, in that 75% of rural dwellers have only a primary education or less
compared to 37% of urban residents.  Owerall, levels of education attainment are low in Myanmar with
large gaps between poor and non-poor houscholds and berween urban and rural dwellers
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With respect to education expenditure, overall, education shares were around 2% in 2010, down 4% from
their 2005 level. Shares of the poor are lower than the non-poor, at 1.2% and 1.8% respectively, as is the
case with shares of rural vs. urban dwellers, ar 1.5% and 2.2% respectively. The non-poor pay close 1o
three times the amount of the poor on education, in absolute terms, which may suggest better access 1o
higher quality education. In summary, i selative ferms, the burden for the poor of educadon is less than
that of the non-poor though the quality of education received by the latter is likely higher,
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8.7 Appendix Tables

Table 56 Literacy Rates, 15 and Above (Results of Major Surveys)

Region SWOC (1991)* MICS 2000* IHLCA (2007)
M F Total M F Total rural | urban
Union 93.9 B4.1 888 | 937 86.2 £89.7 B4.93
Urban 96 89.2 924 | 979 93.3 95.4 92.10
Rural 92.2 5.9 858 | 923 Bi.6 7.7 B82.10
Kachin 8.4 4.6 B84.3 0.0 &2.2 85.8 84,22 a0.11
Kayah 9.1 68.5 733 B3.7 734 784 T0.81 85.41
Kayin a5.7 71 76 790 68.7 735 79.98 91.50
Chin #4.4 0.6 773 B4.1 65.7 4.7 B1.74 92.63
Mon 92.4 88.2 0.2 919 84.5 88.0 86,68 93.38
Rakhine 87.5 BE.6 a7 79.3 63.1 0.8 39.69 B6.62
Shan (north] 74.2 61.7 67.7 63.84 78.20
Shan {east) 509 7.1 838 49.7 30.0 40.6 34.69 64.64
Shan (south) B8.3 67.8 174 66.37 £6.13
Ayeyarwaddy 96.4 92 4.1 98.1 95.0 96.5 83.97 93.43
| Bago (E) 96.7 882 922 8.8 93.8 %6.2 8411 91.68
Bago (W] 89.24 93.69
Magway 97.1 78.1 B87.4 98.3 871 923 82.33 93.61
Mandalay 95.2 85.7 90.2 95.0 92.4 95.5 £4.34 91.64
Sagaing 97.2 82.7 85.4 96.2 83.8 92.7 88.07 92.39
Tanintharyl 97.7 9.8 95 96.6 24.0 95.2 84.97 88,76
Yangon 93.9 87 90.4 98.2 94.7 96.3 £9.60 94.94

* Adult literacy defined as the percent of the population, aged 15 years and over, able to read and write in any
language with reasonable understanding,
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9. Conclusion: Trends in Well-being in Myanmar, 2005-2010

Section 9 brings together the information in the Poverty Profiles which bear on the question of what has
happened to well-being between 2005 and 2010 in Myanmar. A somewhat arbitrary distinetion is drawn
between ‘economic” and ‘social’ dimensions of well-being. The former includes relevant information
presented mainly in Sections 2-5 while the latter includes data from Sections 6-8, Economic dimensions
are discussed in Secrion 9.1, followed by social dimensions in Section 9.2

9.1 Trends in Economic Dimensions of Well-being

According to the data summarised in Table 57, there have been eight main areas of improvement
between 2005-2010, namely:

food poverty;

PI’}\’L‘TI'!.';

caloric intake

asset ownership;

land size;

inequality,

consumption expenditure;
debr

*

R

b

There have been smatistically significant declines in food poverty and in poverty across all FGT poverty
measures, Caloric intake has increased for the bottom decile, which represented the “food poor” in 2005,
and for the second and third deciles. Small asset holdings have increased across the consumption
distribution, at a faster rate for the poorest deciles. Both relauve and absolute measures of inequality have
improved. Consumption expenditure has increased for all but the top decile and at a much higher rates
for the lower deciles. The size distribution of land holdings has remained quite stable or improved
slightly, Finally, both the percentage of houscholds reporting debt, and the debt burden per indebred
houschold, have fallen. Data on roof-type and malnutrition, summarised in the following Section, are also
comsistent with improvements in economic well-being,

On the other hand, findings in four areas suggest a deterioration in economic dimensions of well-being,
namely:

the food share in consumption;
landlessness;

credit access;
ul'ldi:n:rl‘tp!:.]].'mcnt.

.

T

The food share in consumption has nisen across the bottom three deciles and begins o fall only rowards
the top of the consumption distribution. There appears to have been an increase in landlessness among
the bottom decile, i.e. the very poorest, and among the poor overall. Credit access for agricultural
activities has declined overall, and for the poor in particular. Underemployment has increased somewhat,
though is not closcly associated with poverty,

In additon, it should be recalled the some of the apparent increases in consumption expenditure may be
due to an increase in labour time and effort as a higher percenrage of workers have entered the labour
market, and others have supplemented contributing family work with casual labour.

Owerall, these data present a mixed picture. Certain economic aspects of well-being have improved

markedly, while others have deteriorated or stagnated. In light of these conflicting reswlts, cantion is urged in the
interpretation of data on poverty levels and trends, in particilar on the magnitude of the decline in poverty
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Concrusion: TRENDS 1N WELL-BEING N Myanmar, 2005-2010

Table 57 Trends in Economic Well-being, 2005-2010

Improvement Deterioration Change

Deciles Poor| All Deciles Poor| All | Poor | Al

|| 1234 112034

Food Poverty

PO »*

P1 w*

P2 X

Poverty

4 PO x*

P1 X

P2 w*

Poverty Proxies

7 Caloric Intake X*| x| X X

8 Food Share M| | e | W | W

Asset Ownership

9 ™ ol ol bl el

10 Radio/Stereo HEA® > | x>

11 Bicycle X X I X

12 Motor-Cycle X* | X* | X* | X*

Inequality

13 Share of Bottom 20%

14 Consumption Gap

15 Consumption Exp. bl bl bl b Gl S

16 |Land Size XX | XX X

b b A B b 4

17 |[Landlessness x x

18 |Credit Access (Agriculture) x* | X"

Debt

19 % of Households x>

x|

20 Total Debt/Cons. Exp. X

21 |Unemploymemt * x

22 |Time Rate of Unemployment o x*

23 |Underemployment X x*

*Statistically significantat 95

Source: IHLCA Survey 20064-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010
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9.2 Trends in Social Dimensions of Well-being

Table 58 presents data on trends in social dimensions of well-being. Here the picture is much more
urambiguous than in the case of economic well-being, Almost all indicators appear to have improved,
many in statistically significant fashion. The two exceptions concern measles immunisation coverage and
access to primary school for the poor which have fallen slightly. These latter changes are not staustically
significant. In summary, IHLCA data suggest a broad improvement in the social dimensions of well-being

PowerTy ProFILE

between 2005 and 2010,

Table 58 Trends in "Social' Well-being, 2005-2010

Mo
Change
Poor| All |Poor| All |Poor| Al
1 |Quality Roofing X | X
2 |Access to Safe Drinking Water b bl
3 |Access to Improved Sanitation bl B o
4 |Access to Electricity xX* | u~
5 |Immunisation X X
6 |Antenatal Care Coverage X X
7 |Births Attended by Skilled Personnel | X | X*
8 |Self Reported Morbidity X X
9 |Moderate Malnutrition b4 »
10 |Severe Malnutrition x ¥
11 |Access to Health Care ME | e
12 |Literacy X" | X~
13 |Net Primary Enrolment X | X
14 |Net Secondary Enrolment x* | xX*
15 |Access to Primary School X X
16 |Access to Secondary School » x

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2000-2010

*Statistically significantat95%
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STATISTICAL APPENDIX

Table 60 Social Well-being: Statistical Appendix

Indicator 2005 2010 m'::rz:ca c:;f;ﬂ::’::t:ﬁal p value
1 |Quality Roofing
Poor 27.800 32.000 42001 -0.578 8.978 0.085
All 44.100 52.900 B.800 4.275 13.325 0.000]
2 |Access to Safe Drinking Water
Poor 59,400 62,200 2800 -4.548 10.148 0.453
All 62.600 69,400 6.800 1.839 11,711 0.007
3 |Access to Improved Sanitation
Poor 58.700 71.500 12.800 8.119 17.481 0.0004
Al 673000  79.000]  11700] 8248 15.154 0.000|
4 |Access to Electricity
Poor 20,400 27.900 7.500 2.468 12,532 0.036
All 38,000 48,800 10.800| 5466 16.134 0.000
5 |Immunisation
Poor 78,400 75.500 2900 -9.809 4,009 0.412
All B80.284 82.251 1.867 -2.375 6.309 0.373
& |Antenatal Care Coverage
Poor 75.500 77.200 1.700| -3.289 6.689 0.503
All 82.469 83.293 0.825| -2.146 3.795 0.589]
T |Births Attended by Skilled Personnel
Poor 64,600 69.300 4.700| -1.008 10.408 0.107
All 72.453 77.939 5486 1,860 9.112 0.003
8 |Self reported morbidity
Poor 5,300 5.100 0.200| -0.496 0.896 0.575
All 5.300 5.400 0.100| -0.596 0.796 0.779]
9 |Moderate Malnutrition
Poor 37.800 35.200 2700 -1.435 6.835 0.201
All 34.300 32.000 2.300| -0.603 5.203 0.121
10 |Severe Malnutrition
Poor 11.300 10.200 1.100| -1.011 3.211 0.308
All 9,400 9,100 0.300f -1.091 1.691 0.674
Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2009-2010

110



STATISTICAL APPENDIX

Table 59 Economic Well-being: Statistical Appendix (Cont.)

2 Mean Mean Difference
Indicator 2005 2010 Difference Confidence Intervat p value
]ﬁ.ssat Ownership
9 ™
D1 6.890 15.280 8.390 5416 11.364 0.000
D2 9.560 20.230 10.670 7.029 14.311 0.000
D3 13.010 24.970 11.960 7.600 16.320 0.000
D4 15.320 30.540 15,220 11.762 18.678 0.000
All 25.460 39.660 14,200 10.203 18.197 0.000
10 Radio/Stereo
D1 14.170 23.590 9.420 5.218 13.622 0.000
D2 17.950 29.220 11.270 7.301 15.239 0.000
D3 19.930 33.120 13.190 9.385 16,995 0.000
D4 19.85%0 35.980 16.090 11.703 20477 0.000
All 27.480 37.480 10.000 6.598 13,402 0.000
11 Bicycle
D1 27.080 26.980 0.110 -5.647 5.867 0.968
D2 33.420 36,230 2.810 -1.881 7.501 0.242
D3 37.270 39.690 2420 -2.427 1.267 0.327
D4 39.350 44.170 4,780 -0.166 9.726 0.05%
All 41.480 44 260 2.780 -1.535 7.095 0.208
12 Motor-Cycle
D1 3.130 10.570 7.440 3.825 11.055 0.000
b2 3.910 11.870 7.960 5.464 10,456 0.000
03 5.450 14.630 9,180 6,701 11,659 0.000
D4 6.100 18.560 12.460 9.565 15.355 0.000
All 9.740 24.190 14.450 11.980 16.920 0.000
Inequality
13 Share of Bottom 20% 11.100 12.000 0.900 -1.088 2.888 0.273
14 Consumption Gap 573260.285) 525929.379| 47330.906| -33236.245 127898.056 0.250
15 Consumption Exp.
D1 247827.000( 281494.000| 33667.000| 30922.746 36411.254 0.000
D2 319508.000| 348782.000| 29274.000( 28392.650 30155.350 0.000
D3 366053.000( 391039.000) 24986.000( 24101.193 25870.807 0.000
D4 AQ7208.000| 429125.000) 21917.000] 21340597 22493.403 0.000
Poor 304601.000) 318689.000] 14088.000| 10949.204 17226.796 0.000
All 513003000 526110.000] 13107.000| -15341.772 | 41585.772 0.368
Source: ITHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2008-2001)
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Table 59 Economic Well-being: Statistical Appendix (Cont.)

. Mean Mean Difference
Indicator 2005 2010 Difference Confidence Interval p value
16 |Land Size
D1 3.170 3.880 0.710 0.255 1.165 0.002
D2 4.140 4,600 0.460 -0.022 0.942 0.061
D3 4.910 5.370 0.460 -0.377 1.297 0.280
D4 4.940 5.760 0.820 0.078 1.562 0.030
Poor 4,100 4.400 0.300 -0.164 0.764 0.204
All 6.110 B6.690 0.580 -0.248 1.408 0.171
17 |Landlessness
D1 33.770 37.960 4,190 -3.742 12,122 0.298
D2 31.810 29.820 1.990 -3.290 7.270 0.459
D3 29.190 30,600 1.410 -3.520 B.340 0.575
D4 25.740 23,330 2,410 -2.926 7.746 0.379
Poor 31.800 33.600 1.800 -3,761 7.361 0.529
All 25.720 23.610 2.110 -0.676 4.B96 0.139
18 |Credit Access (Agriculture)
Poor 36.700 29.700 7.000 1.425 12.575 0.014
All 38.084 33.017 5.067 1.112 9.022 0.012
Debt |
19 % of Households
Poor 53.000 33.000 20.000 16.170 23.830 0.000
All 48.400 30.200 18.200 14,953 21.447 0.000
20 Total Debt/iCons. Exp.
Poor 15.000 14,100 0.900 -1.671 3.471 0.450
All 21.900 20,800 1.100] -4.561 6.761 0.704
21 |[Unemploymemt
Poor 2.300 2.400 0.100 -0.796 0.596 0.779
All 2.036 1.687 0.350 -0.064 0.763 0.087
22 |Time Rate of Unemployment
Poor 3.500 3.700 0.200 -1,027 0.627 0.638
All 3.133 2,545 0.588 0.031 1.145 0.038)
23 |Underemployment
Poor 34.500 38,000 3.500 -0.098 7.098 0.056
All 33.950 37.491 3.541 0.840 B.242 0.010
Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, THLCA Survey 2009.2010
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10. Statistical Appendix

Table 59 and Table 60 below present results of tests of statistical significance of the mean differences in
indicators of economic and social well being discussed in the text and summarily presented in Section 9.
The formula used 1o caleulate these differences is as follows:

SE(MeanDif;o0s, 2010) = \/(l’ﬂrzuns+ varyg) * (1 — 0.5R)

This formula takes into account the fact the 2005 and 2010 samples are not independent, in thar there is a

50% panel. The R value is (1.6, based on estimates from the panel data.

Table 59 Economic Well-being: Statistical Appendix

Indicator 2005 2010 D'::r:“mu c:':;dlﬂ“::t:::al p value
Food Poverty
1 PO 0.096 0,048 0.048|  0.034 0.062 0.000
2 P1 0.013 0,006 0.007|  0.005 0.010 0.000
3 P2 0.003 0.001 0.002]  -0.002 0.006 0.276
Paoverty
PO 0.321 0.256 0065 0030 0.100 0.000
5 P1 0.064 0.041 0023 0015 0.031 0.000
6 P2 0.070 0,010 0060 0058 0.062 0.000
Poverty Proxies
T Caloric Intake
D1 2577.000|  2656.000 79.000]  13.988 144,012 0.017
D2 2992.000| 3015.000 23.000] -42.242 88.242 0.490
D3 3142.000| 3161.000 19.000] -55.480 93.480 0.617
D4 3317.000] 3302.000] -15.000| -57.515 87.515 0.682
Al 3441.000|  3405.000 36.000]  -40.701 112.701 0.358
8 Food Share
D1 72.400 74,100 1.700|  0.282 3.118 0.019
D2 72.000 73,400 1.400|  0.083 2.717 0.038
D3 71.600 73,300 1700 0551 2.849 0,004
D4 72.200 71,700 05000 -2.226 1.226 0.569
Al 69.400 68.000 1400 0041 2.750 0.043

Source: IHLCA Survey J004-2005, THLCA Survey 2002010
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Table 60 Social Well-being: Statistical Appendix (Cont.)

Indicator 2005 2010 m:;: :W cmm:‘:"l’:t::m p value

11 |Access to Health Care

Poor 57.300 77.000 19.700| 14.738 24.662 0.000

All 64.900 B0.900 16.000] 11.778 20.222 0.000
12 |Literacy

Poor 78.800 84,300 5.500] 2828 8.172 0.000

All 84.900 50.600 5.700 4.046 7.354 0.000
13 |Net Primary Enrolment

Poor 80.100 81.300 1.200] -4.001 1.601 0.401

All 24.700 87.700 3.000 1.377 4.623 0.000
14 |Net Secondary Enrolment

Poor 28.300 35.000 6.700 3.620 9.780 0.000

All 42.200 52.500 10.200 7.499 13.101 0.000
15 |Access to Primary School

Poar 90.800 89.300 1500 -1.993 4.993 0.401

All 91.400 50,900 0500 -2.071 3.071 0,704
16 |Access to Secondary School

Poor 24300 26.800 2500 -2.181 7.181 0.294

All 31.800 33.900 2.100| -2.678 6.878 0.390|

Source: IHLCA Survey 2004-2005, IHLCA Survey 2002010
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