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Accurate Identification of the Multidimensional Poverty: Based on the

Modified Multidimensional Poverty Measurement Method of FGT
Gao Ming and Tang Lixia
( College of Humanities and Development Studies China Agricultural University)

Abstract: To better measure the multidimensional poverty index of poor households and non—poor
households who are identified by the government’ s poverty card this paper employed the revised
FGT multidimensional poverty measurement method and found that: firstly for the poor area the
highest rates of poverty incidence are sanitation main fuel of living and productive assets.
Secondly the measurement of the sub—index and the peasant households’ type results also show
that the multidimensional poverty difference between the two types of rural households is not
obvious. Poor households have higher rates of poverty in terms of per capita net income health
condition housing and the amount of durable goods. Thirdly the measurement of regional
separation result shows the regional economic development level is not necessarily linked with the
multidimensional poverty index regions with high economic development level also have deep
multidimensional poverty group. Furthermore this paper compares the matching differences
between multidimensional poverty and income poverty. The result shows that 98% of the low —
income households fall into the multidimensional poverty while the proportion of non—income
poverty households in multidimensional poverty is 53%.This indicates that from the perspective of
multidimensional measurement  the income dimension is still an important factor for
multidimensional recognition but the non—income factors have a greater impact on the poverty of
rural households.

Keywords: Multidimensional Poverty Accurate Identification Alkire—Foster Model Multidimensional

Poverty Intensity
JEL Classification: 132 015
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