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Important issues of mitigating poverty

• Where and Who: geo-spatial analysis 
• What: Benefit of public housing
• How: a decompositional analysis
• Some reflections
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Our earlier work identified Seven “Poverty Clusters” 

e.g., 元朗 and 天水圍 (high concentration of new arrivals and young-ages in 
poor families and they are relatively deprived in health and cultural and 
entertainment services)
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Poverty and physical health: 
Health disparities by premature mortality
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Using the GIS technique, we can further locate the 
disadvantaged youths from a geographical sense

High concentration of 
disadvantaged youths are in 
天水圍, 屯門西, 荃灣東,
牛頭角, where large public 
housing estates are located. 

Many of them only have low 
education attainment 
(e.g. secondary education)

山景邨
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天瑞邨,天耀邨
天悅邨,天澤邨

黃大仙邨
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麗瑤邨
大窩口邨
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The Benefits of the Public Rental 
Housing on Household Savings
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Source: C&SD
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• The high-speed rise of private housing price and rent in Hong Kong during the past decade 
was accompanied with a mismatched low-speed increase of household income. 
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Decile group 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011

1st (lowest) 1,661 3,316 3,351 3,457 3,500 

2nd 4,984 6,079 6,702 6,337 6,944 

3rd 5,815 7,737 8,377 8,065 8,000 

4th 6,812 8,843 10,053 9,217 10,000 

5th 8,307 9,948 11,170 11,522 11,500 

6th 9,553 11,053 13,404 12,856 13,195 

7th 10,833 13,816 16,754 16,130 16,000 

8th 13,292 16,580 20,664 19,967 20,000 

9th 16,614 22,106 27,924 27,364 30,000 

10th (highest) 33,229 44,213 50,263 51,848 55,000 
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Median monthly income (at constant (2011) price) 
from main employment by decile group



Decile group 1991-2001 2001-2011

1st (lowest) 102% 4%

2nd 34% 4%

3rd 44% -5%

4th 48% -1%

5th 34% 3%

6th 40% -2%

7th 55% -5%

8th 55% -3%

9th 68% 7%

10th (highest) 51% 9%
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Increase of median monthly income from main 
employment by decile group

Only working population (excluding domestic helpers) from domestic households were included.



Average household savings by income deciles and type and 
tenure of accommodation (at 2010 constant price)
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Income
Decile

1999/2000 2004/2005 2009/2010

PRH 
tenants

Non-PRH 
tenants Owners PRH 

tenants

Non-
PRH 

tenants
Owners PRH 

tenants
Non-PRH 
tenants Owners

1st (lowest) *** -519 -1282 *** -2521 -1310 *** -3474 -757
2nd 991 807 1323 452 -887 1075 1451 -2086 -663
3rd 2605 409 2584 2736 662 1227 2792 -500 2451
4th 3742 98 4496 4063 2650 5494 4671 -257 4609
5th 6532 3773 5279 6077 4919 7019 6810 2497 7718
6th 9203 1545 8284 8475 5989 8416 10253 4554 9494
7th 11239 6577 11223 11153 6156 12930 13414 4561 13235
8th 17123 11672 16776 17739 7579 15732 19544 11844 19349
9th 23805 17616 26420 21573 19608 25354 29099 21267 28890

10th 
(highest) *** 39477 51557 *** 42668 55019 *** 37800 57261



A decompositional study 
of the poverty indicators

to find out WHO and WHAT
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Number of poor population in 2009 and 2013

Pre-intervention Post-intervention Effect

Poor population in 2009 1 348 600 1 043 500 - 305 100

Poor population in 2013 1 336 100 971 700 - 364 400

Change in poor population between 2009 and 2013 - 12 500 - 71 800

Source: C&SD. General Household Survey (GHS) 15



Three factors to be considered

• Ageing effect (increase of older adults)
• Household size effect (singleton and divorce)
• Population size effect  (6.9 to 7.1 million)
• Poverty rate (this is the bull eye!)  
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Decomposition of Poverty Rate (2009-2013)

Poverty rate in 2009 and 2013

Pre-intervention Post-intervention

Poverty rate in 2009 20.64% 15.97%

Poverty rate in 2013 19.93% 14.49%

Change in poverty rate between 2009 and 2013 - 0.71% - 1.48%

Source: C&SD. General Household Survey (GHS) 

Pre-intervention: This income type only includes household members' employment earnings, investment income and non-
social transfer cash income. In other words, the income is pre-tax income with all cash benefits excluded.

Post-intervention (recurrent cash): It refers to the household income after tax, including recurrent cash benefits received.

Taxation includes salaries tax, property tax, rates, and government rents.

Recurrent cash benefits refers to cash-based benefits / cash-equivalent supplements recurrently provided by the 
Government, such as social security benefits and education allowance in cash.
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Source: C&SD

Ageing and smaller household size increased poor population in 2009-2013.
(The decrease in poor population between 2009 and 2013 would be larger if the 

population structure remained the same as of 2009 in 2013.)
Pre-

intervention
Post-

intervention
Change in poor population between 2009 and 2013 - 12 500 - 71 800

1. Age effect 29 660 21 237

Percentage contribution of Age structure changes - 237.3% - 29.6%

2. Household size effect 17 255 14 941

Percentage contribution of household size changes - 138.0% - 20.8%

3. Population size effect 34 672 26 067

Percentage contribution of increase of overall population - 277.4% - 36.3%

4. Poverty rate effect - 94 086 - 134 045

Percentage contribution of changes in poverty rate 752.7% 186.7%

Decomposition of Number of Poor Population (2009-2013)
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Ageing and smaller household size increased poverty rate in 2009-2013.
(The drop of poverty rate between 2009 and 2013 would be larger if the

population structure remained the same as of 2009 in 2013.)
Pre-intervention Post-intervention

Change in poverty rate between 2009 and 2013 - 0.71% - 1.48%

1. Age effect 
(aging leads to higher poverty rate) 0.45% 0.32%

Percentage contribution of Age structure changes - 62.9% - 21.7%

2. Household size effect 
(smaller household size leads to higher poverty rate) 0.26% 0.23%

Percentage contribution of household size changes - 36.6% - 15.3%

3. Poverty rate effect
(poverty rate within every subgroup generally decreased) - 1.42% - 2.02%

Percentage contribution of changes in poverty rate 199.5% 137.0%

Decomposition of Poverty Rate (2009-2013)

Source: C&SD. General Household Survey (GHS) 19



Only looking at overall effect could be “misleading”…
Actual rise in poor population

(Post-intervention)
Household size

Total1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p+

Age group

0-14 # -1 700 -7 000 -5 800 -3 600 -3 300 -21 400

15-24 -300 200 -1 600 -7 700 -4 000 -4 000 -17 400

25-34 -400 -2 200 -300 0 900 -1 200 -3 200

35-44 -800 -3 500 -5 500 -1 900 -1 400 -100 -13 200

45-54 -2 000 -6 600 -7 300 -11 400 -4 100 -2 500 -33 900

55-64 2 400 1 000 7 000 3 700 1 300 -500 14 900

65-74 -2 400 400 -1 100 -1 300 400 -400 -4 400

75+ -1 100 9 900 -600 -200 -500 -700 6 800

Total -4 600 -2 500 -16 400 -24 600 -11 000 -12 700 -71 800

Specific poverty effect
(Post-intervention)

Household size
Total1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p+

Age group

0-14 # -74 -3 512 55 -1 078 -2 837 -7 445

15-24 -255 -1 161 -5 696 -6 600 -1 990 -2 437 -18 140

25-34 -121 -1 834 -2 035 -1 214 866 -1 108 -5 446

35-44 -280 -2 066 -4 353 34 -820 -598 -8 085

45-54 -2 703 -10 052 -10 223 -6 915 -1 816 -1 727 -33 436

55-64 -1 151 -12 491 -2 805 -104 372 -667 -16 846

65-74 -4 201 -11 990 -4 785 -1 429 503 -614 -22 517

75+ -7 615 -8 442 -4 261 -573 -748 -493 -22 131

Total -16 326 -48 110 -37 670 -16 745 -4 712 -10 481 -134 045

#: Not released by C&SD owing to large sampling error.  Treated as 0 for calculation. 20



Poverty rate effect: change in poor population by age 
group and household size (2009-2013)

Pre-intervention Household size
Total Column %1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p+

Age
group

0-14 # -345 -4 677 -1 954 -418 -3 014 -10 408 11%
15-24 -238 -1 113 -7 539 -3 329 -1 941 -2 230 -16 390 17%
25-34 -606 -646 -2 447 -2 731 1 056 -873 -6 247 7%
35-44 -92 -2 426 -2 881 932 379 73 -4 015 4%
45-54 -2 974 -8 599 -9 668 -4 525 -1 590 -1 843 -29 199 31%
55-64 -1 315 -13 559 -3 366 1 589 344 -839 -17 145 18%
65-74 -2 481 -4 271 -931 -976 1 350 -220 -7 528 8%
75+ -1 822 -1 135 -724 268 234 26 -3 154 3%

Total -9 528 -32 094 -32 233 -10 725 -586 -8 920 -94 086 100%
Row % 10% 34% 34% 11% 1% 9% 100%

Post-intervention Household size
Total

Column %
1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p+

Age
group

0-14 # -74 -3 512 55 -1 078 -2 837 -7 445 6%
15-24 -255 -1 161 -5 696 -6 600 -1 990 -2 437 -18 140 14%
25-34 -121 -1 834 -2 035 -1 214 866 -1 108 -5 446 4%
35-44 -280 -2 066 -4 353 34 -820 -598 -8 085 6%
45-54 -2 703 -10 052 -10 223 -6 915 -1 816 -1 727 -33 436 25%
55-64 -1 151 -12 491 -2 805 -104 372 -667 -16 846 13%
65-74 -4 201 -11 990 -4 785 -1 429 503 -614 -22 517 17%
75+ -7 615 -8 442 -4 261 -573 -748 -493 -22 131 17%

Total -16 326 -48 110 -37 670 -16 745 -4 712 -10 481 -134 045 100%
Row % 12% 36% 28% 12% 4% 8% 100%

#: Not released by C&SD owing to large sampling error.  Treated as 0 for calculation. 
21
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On-going: A panel household survey on psycho-socio-
demographic determinants of poverty

To determine the factors relating to the change:

Poor

Non-poor Non-poor

Poor
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A "Latte Index" –
A reflection of income disparity and

social mobility
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Rank
(selected)

Cities,
Countries

Minimum 
Wage
(HK$)

Latte price
(HK$) MW per latte

1 Zurich, 
Switzerland 199 56

2 Sydney, 
Australia 107 38

3 Brussels,
Belgium 93 44

4 Paris, France 87 40

11 Tokyo, Japan 59 35

17 Seoul, S. Korea 40 35

21 Hong Kong 
SAR, China 32.5 30

24 New Delhi, 
India 7 22

In total, 26 countries included.
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Take home messages

• Targeting the high risk groups and areas
• Outsourcing could be a cause of poverty
• Investing in education, skills and training for the 

youth is best insurance cover for the future
• A society with less inequality is a happier society
• “We all can make a difference!”
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Community based participation and involvement 
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Enjoy your latte!


