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PREFACE
 

The present grant was awarded in February, 1969
 

for'the purpose of employing quantitative techniques to
 

analyze the sources of inter-country differences in
 

political and economic participation and to make
 

reconmmendations to AID on the instruments which can be
 

utilized to increase popular participation in the benefits
 

of economic development. The grant was executed under
 

Title IX of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1968 and directed
 

at elucidating some of the concerns of the Congress on the
 

impact of U.S. foreign aid.
 

The report is organized in three parts. Part I contains
 

the sunmmary, conclusions, and recommendations. Parts II and
 

III present the analytic and empirical results of the in

vestigations into political participation and the distribution
 

of income, respectively. It is upon these studies that the
 

conclusions and recommendations are based.
 



AN ANATOMY OF PATTERNS OF INCOME DISTRIBUTION
 

IN DEVELOPING NATIONS
 

by Irma Adelman and Cynthia Taft Morris
 

The distribution of income among the individuals and households
 

of a nation is central to its economic welfare. An understanding of the
 

interactions among the inequality of income distribution and economic
 

modernization is therefore essential for the formulation of appropriate
 

development policy. In the more limited context of foreign assistance,
 

it is necessary to ascertain the circumstances under which such assistance
 

actually results in a transfer of income from the poor of the developed
 

nations to the wealthy of the underdeveloped ones.
 

The present study is an empirical investigation into the sources of
 

intercountry variation in various facets of the distribution of income within
 

developing countries. The analysis is based on data from 44 underdeveloped
 

nations which span the range from predominantly subsistence economics to those
 

rapidly approaching a developed state. It should be made clear at the outset
 

that the technique employed to show the relationship between independent and
 

dependent variables does not establish causation but only association. This
 

does not exclude the possibility of a causal nexus; but empirical work in
 

specified situations would be required to establish it.
 

The present research was supported by Grant AID/csd-2236 from the Agency
 
for International Development. The Agency is, of course, not responsible
 
for the views expressed in this paper. We are indebted to Donald Masterson
 
and Bernadette McBrien for their assistance with this research.
 



THE TECHNIQUE OF ANALYSIS
 

Changes in income distribution are brought about by highly complex
 

processes which impinge in a different manner on various strata of
 

the ropulation. In addition, the forces responsible for altering the
 

distribution of income may be expected to interact differently in
 

countries characterized by varying sets of characteristics. For example,
 

where approximately 65% of the population is agricultural, industrialization
 

may shift the distribution of income against the lower 60% of the population
 

and in favor of the tipper 20%. On the other'hand, in mnore industtialized
 

countries, policies centered on the development of manufacturing may well
 

shift the income distribution in favor of the middle 40-60% of the
 

population. It would therefore be highly desirable, in the analysis of
 

income distribution, to rely upon statistical techniques which place few
 

restrictions upon the functional forms of the interactions to be studied.
 

In particular, it would be advisable to avoid using a technique of
 

analysis which specifies that interactions among variables must occur
 

linearly within the set of data being studied.
 

The statistical technique used in the present study is based on an 

analysis of variance. It employs an assymetrical branching process to 

subdivide the original sample into a series of subgroups constructed so as to 

laci Iltate prediction of the value of the dependent variable with the least 

erlor. At each step of the analysis, and for each candidate independent
 

variable, one forms all possible mutually exclusive partitions of the
 

parent group into two subgroups. Each subgroup includes all observations
 

which correspond to particular, usually successive, sets of values of the
 

independent variable. The means of the two subgroups and the variances
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of the group means from the grand mean are calculated for each
 

partition. For each variable, that partition is selected which
 

maximizes the fraction of the total variance of the dependent variable
 

accounted for by the means of the subgroups (i.e. 
which maximizes the
 

sum of the squared deviat'ons of the group means from the grand mean).
 

At each step in the branching process, the results of the above calcula

tion are 
compared for all the independent variables included in the analysis.
 

That variable is chosen for which the best split accounts for the 

greatest portion of the overall variance of the dependent variable.
 

The corresponding partition is then actually carried out. 

For example. if the independent variable X assumes r distinct
 

values X
r then the parent group is arranged initially so that all obser

vations which have values X 
< XP are in group 1, and all observations
 

which have values X 2 , . ., 
 Xr are in Group 2. The means of the two subgroups 

are then calculated as well as the variance from the overall sample 

mean which is due to the group means (the "regression" sum of squares); this
 

latter variance is equivalent to the variance a*'.ributable to (or "explained" 

by) the partition. Next, the partition which vlaces the values of Xr < X
 

in Group I and the remaining data in the paent group in Group 2, is tried
 

and the same calculations are carried cut. 
 The process is then repeated
 

for X < X3Y X < X etc.
3'- 4' For each independent variable,that binary
r 

partition of the parent group which provides the largest reduction in the
 

unexplained sum of squares (i.e., 
that partition which maximizes the
 

"regression" or group sum of squares) becomes a candidate for splitting
 

the parent group. The same analysis is carried out for each of the inde

pendent variables in turn, and the reduction in the variance provided by
 



the best partition associated with each independent variable is then com

pared. At each step of the analysis, that split of the parent group is
 

chosen which maximizes the sum of squares explained by the partition over
 

all possible binary, non-overlapping partitions and over all the independent
 

variables included in the analysis.
 

Groups are candidates for splits provided that (1) they contain a
 

number of observations greater than N (set equal to 10 for our study);
 

and (2) they includ: at least a specified proportion of the overall variance
 

(this proportion was set equal to 10% for our analysis). Splits which
 

are not statistically significant (by an F test), and splits which
 

produce splinter groups (i.e. which, in our case, contain less than
 

10% of the observations in the parent group) are disregarded in the present
 

analys is. 

If the independent variables are ordinal in nature (i.e., are
 

ranked in either ascending or descending order, so that Xr+ I is either
 

greater or less than X ) only those splits are permissable which place
 

all values of Xr which are less than or equal to a certain value, say
 

Xm, in a given group. If an independent variable is only nominal (i.e.,
 

is assumed to have no natural order) then the analysis forms the parti

tions which correspond to all possible combinations of values of X
 r 

taken 2, 3 4, . . ., r-1 at a time, and selects that partition which 

performs best. The analysis can therefore accomodate dummy variables, or 

variables for which the investigator does not wish to specify a ranking. 

It is evident from this description that this particular form of 

inalysis of variance is extremely flexible. In spirit, it is akin to a 

highly non-linear type of stepwise multiple regression analysis. Like 



stepwise regression, the present technique finds, at each step, those coLi-,
 

binations pf!1values of the independent: variables which permit predic

tion of the value of the dependent variable with least 
error. However,
 

unlike regression analysis, the branching process used admits of highly
 

non-linear interactions. 
The variables, interactions, and coefficients
 

which best "explain" a difference of AY in the value of the dependent
 

variable can be quite different for high values of the dependent variable
 

from those which are required to account for the same difference at
 

low, or intermediate values of the dependent variable. 
Furthermore,
 

unlike regression analysis, the independent variables need not be
 

assumed to be uncorrelated with one another. That is, the present
 

statistical technique 
can accomodate interactions among independent variables.
 

(These interactions, of course, constitute a particular type of non-linearity).
 

Thu present technique of analysis is therefore ideally suited to
 

the study of the systematic interactions among a dependent variable on
 

the one hand, and a set of independent variables on the other, when there
 

is reason to believe that the phenomenon to be analyzed affects different
 

parts of the data differently, and when the best principles for stratifying
 

the original sample into subsample are not known a priori. Indeed, this
 

technique of analysis is very well adapted to indicating the best principles
 

for meaningful stratification.
 



THE DATA AND THE MODEL
 

THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Most of the theoretical discussion in the literature on 
income
 

distribution refers 
to the manner in which functional shares 
(i.e. shares
 

accruing to the factors of production) are determined. 
The dominant theory
 

is essentially that the share of each factor is equated to the values of
 

its marginal product. 
 Individuals are hypothesized to possess various
 

quantities of the primary factors of production (land, labor, capital,
 

and entrepreneurship). The establishment of functional shares then ipso
 

facto determines the distribution of personal incomes.
 

Even if such a theory is applicable to developed economies, there are
 

many qualifications which must be introduced in an application to 

developing countries. Differences in individual wages 
are often the result
 

of non-ma.'- considerations -- norms set by the previous colonial power 

or a politically )owerful traditional 
 elite, and influenced by semi

arbitrary scales for government employees, the social philosophy of the
 

government, minimum wage laws, the degree of often premature unionization,
 

and the role of expatriates. En developing countries 
 these historical and
 

politicil considerations 
can be toexpected Interact with the classical 

econ7 ic considerations in the determination of the distribution of personal 

income.
 

T11 extent of 
conrentration of income in underdeveloped nations should
 

therefore depend not only on various aspects of the structure of the economy,
 

the nature of its factor endowments, institutions, and linkages with the rest
 

of the word, but also on the political. complexion of the government, the 

country's colonial heritage, the structure of political power and pressure 



mechanisms, and the recentness of independence. Various indices of
 

economic, political and social forces which could on a priori grounds
 

be expected to exert 
an impact upon the distribution of income were
 

therefore introduced into the analysis as independent variables.
 

A brief description of the indicators constructed to represent these
 

characteristics is given below; a complete description of the classifica

tion schemes employed may be found in Society, Politics, and Economic
 

Development. Unless otherwise indicated, the variables are treated as
 

ordinal rather than nominal. 

Economic Indicators 

1. Per C-ipita GNP (1961). 
 The score which each country is given with
 

respect to this indicator is the value of its per capita GNP in 1961 dollars.
 

2. Natural Resources. 
 The grouping of countries into categories by
 

natural 
resource abundance was based upon information regarding the quantity
 

and variety of fuel and nonfuel mineral resources together with data on the
 

amount of agricultural land available per capita.
 

3. 
Size of Traditional Agricultural Sector (About 1960). 
 This
 

classification indicates the proportion of the 
 population of less developed
 

countries engaged in traditional subsistence agriculture in which production
 

is largely for self-contained indigenous communities, and marketing of
 

surpluses is of incidental importance. Both modern commercial agriculture
 

and indigenous cash-crop agriculture are excluded.
 

4. 
Extent of Dualism (About 1960). This index stratifies countries by
 

the presence and extent of socio-economic and technical dualism. 
At one
 

pole are the largely agrarian societies having extremely small exchange
 

sectors; at the other pole are countries with continuous interaction between
 

Irma Adelman and Cynthia Taft Morris, Society, Po[iticsand Economi

Development, (Baltimore: 
 Johns Hopkins Press, 1968),. Chapter 2.
 



modern and nonmodern elements. Intermediate are societies in which a for
 

thle most part financed and directed modern sector is superimposed upon a
 

predominantly agrarian society and countries 
 in whiJi, tile growth ,,J ar, in

digenous small-scale cash-crop sector using conventional techniquies has L-volve, 

at th. expense of a traditional subsistence sector. 

This variable was treated as a nominal variable in order to allow for 

tile possibility that the association of income distribution with lack of dual

ism is similar when the economies are very underdeveloped and when they are 

relatively developed.
 

5. Level of Modernization of Techniques of Agriculture (About 1961).
 

This indicator is a composite based upon the extent of 
use of mechanical power,
 

fertilizer, and other modern techniques in agriculture, and the relative weight
 

of traditional and of modern agriculture.
 

I'. Der-t',,_of Improvement in Agriculture Productivity Since 1950.
 

This indicator distinguishes among countries by the extent to which they had
 

experienced an increase in output 
 greater than could be accounted for by the
 

additional 
 inputs of the same quality as those prevailing in 1950. Indica

tions concerning t01 xtent of increases in thIt use of chemical 
 f, riiizCr,
 

mechanical p(wcr, the completion 
of modern irrigation systems, or extensions
 

ill the, USC of other mdern agricultuIlral techniques, provided thel basis for
 

thits cla_--si H catjt.0 .
 

7. Character of Agricultural Organization (About 1960).
 

i'1s. index combines indices of land tenure patterns and the size and viability 

of farming units. 
 Various types of agrarian structure are viewed aslocated
 

along a ;cale, one end of which is represented by communally owned agricultural 

laids on which the marketing of crops is only of incidcntal importance, and 

the oth.r end of which is depicted by conuimrcial agrictilture in whi h 0li.1 "r 



operated farms are sufficiently large to be economically viable.
 

Intermediate on 
rhe scale are tenant-operated subsistence 
farms and
 

large owner-absentee commercial farms or 
plantaciohs.
 

8. Level of Modernization of Industry (About 1961). 
 This indicator
 

combines three principal elements: 
 the relative importance of domestically 

directed ind financed modern power-driven industrial activities; the
 

modernity of machinery and of organization patterns in the modern industrial 

sector; and the diversity and range of goods produced in the modern
 

in the modern industrial sector.
 

9. Change in Degree of Industrialization Since 1950. 
 This index is
 

a composite of three statistical elements: 
 the average rate of change
 

(in constant prices) in industrial output; the increase in the proportion
 

of GNP originating in industry; and the change 
 in the proportion of 

Sn!'itr i.l emi oymout., all over the period 1950-63. 

10. i!tructure of Foreign Trade (About 1960). This variable is a composite
 

measure of the extent to which 'leveloping countries have shifted from
 

the export of primary products and raw materials 
to the export of processed
 

and manufactured conmmodities and t-he degree to which these countries have
 

diversified their exporis.
 

11. Size and Pattern of -Devopment (About 1960). This nominal variable
 

groups countries into three 
 categories depending upon their populations
 

and their economic strategy. A similar grodping was found to induce 
-,.
 

significantly different patterns of industrial growth. All small (less 
than 20 million population), primary oriented, countries are in one group; 

All small nmanufacturing oriented countries are in another group; all large 

It. Chenery and 1. Taylor, ")evelopment Patterns Among Countries and OverTime." Review of Economics and Statistics, Nov., 1968. Vol. L, No. 4. 
pp. 391-416.
 



(niore than 20 lii 1.lion populat ioit) countri es are in a ifrd group. This 

indicator was found invor to enter the analysis. 

12. Level of Adequacy of Physical Overhead Capital (About 1961).
 

Countries were grouped into four categories based upon the adequacy of
 

internal transport systems (including roads, rail and waterways) and
 

power networks, in meeting current requirements for economic development.
 

13. Level of Effectiveness of the Tax System (1961). This indicator
 

is a composite based upon: the proportion of total domestic government
 

revenue to CNP; the ratio of direct tax revenues to total government
 

revenues with, however, special treatment of countries in which a single 

[oreign sector provided almost all direct tax revenues; and the breadth of the 

tax base and the efficiency of tax collections. 

L4. Level of Effectiveness of Financial Institutions (About 1961). 

This vxaic, abroad composite which combines both the success of'le is 


financial institutions in attracting private savings and the extent to which
 

they provide medium and long-run credit to the major sectors of the economy.
 

L5. Rate of Improvement in Human Resources (1961). This indicator
 

is based upon the [larbison-Myers composite index of the level of human
 

resource development and is a weighted average of secondary and higher level
 

school enrollment ratios as a percentage of the relevant age group. We
 

interpret this index to refer to the rate of improvement in human resources
 

since it measures the rate of additions to the stock of education (about
 

19(6) rather than the related total stock of education.
 

16. Population. The score which each country is given with respect to
 

this variable is the size of its population, as of the latest census data,
 

in millions.
 



17. Level of Socio-Economic Development. This indicator is the factor
 

score 
on the first factor of a 74-country factor-analys!s of the inter

relationship between per capita GNP and 23 social and pol.t.cal variables.*
 

18. 
 Extent of Potential for Economic Development. This index groups
 

74 iinderdeveloped countries into three categories accoring 
to performance
 

during the t950-51 to 1963-64 period with respect to raising rates of 

growth of per capita GNP and to improvements in seven areas of economic
 

institutions and .Ictivities. 

Soco-Gui rural Indicators 

[9. Extent of Urbanization (1961). The categories of this index are
 

eiined in terms of the proportion of the population living in urban areas 

containing over 20,000 people.
 

20. Extent of Literacy (About 1958). This classification groups
 

countries by the percentage of population (aged fifteen and over) which is
 

literate.
 

21. importance of the Indigenous Middle Class (About 1960). This
 

classification is based upon the relative size and political importance
 

of indigenous people in middle class occupations in less developed countries 

Middle clas:; occupations are interpreted to include entrepreneurs, and
 

managerial., technical., administrative, conmmercial and banking employees. 

22. Extent of Social Mobility (About 1960). This classification is
 

based upon a composite measure of several aspects of social mobility,
 

including the extent of racial or 
cultural barriers to mobility, the extent
 

of educational opportunity, and access to membership in the middle class.
 

Adelman and Morris, op. cit., Chapter 4.
 

Irma Adelmar 
 and Cynthia T. Morris, "Performance Criteria for Eivaluating
Economic Development Potential: An Operational Approach," Quarterly
Journal of Economics, LXXXII (May, 1.968): p. 261..
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23. Degree of Cultural and Ethnic Hornogeneity (About 1960). This
 

indicator ranks countries into groups differentiated by the proportion
 

of the population wh;.ch speaks the dominant language. Distinctions
 

within categories are based upon the extent of ethnic and religious
 

heterogeneity.
 

Political Tndicators
 

24. Extent of Poli tical Participation (1957-1962). This varfabLe is
 

an aggregate of three elements: the extent to which the major socio

economic and cultural-ethnic groups have their interests represented in
 

national political decisions; the extent of choice among political channels
 

for national representation; and The extent of actual participation in
 

national politi al processes.
 

25. E:x.,tnt of Direct Government Economic Activity (About 1960). This
 

classifiction scheme is based upon estimates of the relative weight of
 

direct government economic activity in the economy, judging by the share
 

of government investment in total net investment.
 

26. Polizical Strength of the Tradicional Elite (1957-1962). This
 

index classifies countries by the extent to which traditional land-owning
 

or other tradition-oricnte-I eiites were politically dominant during the
 

period.
 

27. Strength of the Labor Movement (1957-1962). This indicator is a
 

composite which ranks countries by the extent of olitical power of labor

unions, by their freedom from political restrictions, by their independence
 

of government influence and the extent of 
their popular support.
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28. Political Strength of the Military (1957-1962). This indicator
 

groups countries into three broad categories determined respectively by
 

a marked, moderate, or negligible military influence in the political arena.
 

29. Nature of Colonial Experience. This nominal variable classifies
 

countries into three groups, differentiated by whether their colonial
 

experience had been British, Frensh, 
or other.
 

30. Recentness of Self-Government. 
This variable scores countries by
 

the number of years since they have become politically self-governing.
 

31. 
 Degree of Commitment of Leadership to Promoting Economic Development
 

(1957-621. 
Three broad categories of leadership commitment were distinguished
 

on 
the basis of the following judgments: (1) whether the heads of agencies
 

involved in direct or 
indirect central guidance of the economy typically
 

make concerted efforts to promote the country's economic growth; (2) whether
 

or not this planning effort includes serious attempts to alter the
 

institutional arrangements which clearly block the achievement of planning
 

goals; and (3) whether or not there is a national plan and a planning
 

group functioning within the government which is charged full-time with
 

executing the plan.
 

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES
 

Data on income distribution are notoriously unreliable, even in
 

developed countries. 
 The raw data are usually derived from information 

supplied by the income receipients themselves; its accuracy is therefore 

a function of the recall of the respondent, of his perception of the use to 

wLich th information will be put, of his veracity about a sensitive subject 

etc. In a very small number of countries, the income curves are based 
on
 

information reported on ta: returns, which can be regarded as somewhat 
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1Iort, it'I Ial, . 

Three types of sources were employed in order to con.truct 

the income distribution data used in the present study.
 

Budget, income-expenditure, studies which sample different strata of the
 

population; income information compiled from national censuses; and tax
 

returns. In some cases, the results of budget studies referring to
 

particular segments of the population (e.g. only urban or only wage
 

earners) were used in conjunction with data from the National Accounts
 

Statistics and from other soUrces to construct the overall picture of
 

income distribution. In some cases, the basic information was exceedingly
 

,Loarse; a Finer breakdown into class intervals was achieved by fitting
 

the distributions to similar empirical or theoretical distributions. When

ever the lowest end of the lowest income class was not given, the minimum
 

income was estimated by fitting a Pareto curve to the data. Whenever
 

the average income in the upper class interval was not given, it was
 

estimated by selecting a value which would equate the average per capita
 

(or per household) income estimated from the income distribution to the
 

corresponding value estimated from the national accounts 
(i.e. to per
 

capita nati.onal income).
 

There were other sources of incompatibility In the basic data. Some
 

of the information for example referred to households, 
some to individuals,
 

and some to active population. Information on households was preferred
 

because of theoretical considerations. It should be noted however that
 

...7,:, given country the distribution based on active population indicates
 

less concentration than the distribution based on households; 
the latter,
 

in turn, shows less concentration than Aata for individuals. Since the
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percentage adjustment differs with the nature of the distribution,
 

no adjustment on this score was attempted.
 

Also, our data refers to various years in the late fifties and
 

sixties; since Income dlistributions do not change very rapidly, this is 

not, however, a very serious disadvantage. What is more serious is that
 

the extent of detail differs substantially among countries varying
 

from 28 class intervals for Zambia to 5 class intervals for some
 

African and Latin American nations. The more detail provided the
 

greater is the estimate of concentration.
 

The basic data for the study is summarized in Table 1, together with
 

the sources from which the data is derived. A full bibliography of 

country sources is included in the appendix together with the country
 

income -11stributions from which this table is obtained. 

Sevn different dependent variables were constructed from the data:
 

(1) ",he concentration (GINI) coefficient. This index is a measure 

of the extent of departure of the actual income distribution from a 

uniform income distribution. It is the ratio of the area between the 

cummulative income distribution curve and the uniform distribution line
 

to the area of the triangle in which this distr bution is inscribed. This
 

coefficient is the best single index of concentration. It should, however,
 

be noted that it is not an additive measure and is therefore only an 

ordinal indicator of income inequality. In addition, income distributions 

with differentvery properties have thecan same concentration ratio. 

In the analysis of income distributions, one must therefore supplement 

!his ,fic[,< with other indicators. 

(2) The income share of the poorest 20% of the population. 



(3) The proportion of the tot&l product accruing 
to the lowest
 

60% of the population.
 

(4) 
The ratio of income of the 
middle quintile (i.e. of the house

holds 10% 
below and 10% above the median income households).
 

(5) The share of total output accruing to the wealthiest 5% of the
 

population.
 

(6) The percentage of national income accruing to the upper 20% of the
 

population.
 

(7) An index of the point at which the income distribution shifts its
 
slope from less 
than unity to greater than unity.* The households
 

before That 
point are receiving less than their fare share under
 

a uniform distribution; the households after that point are receiving more
 

than their fair share. The more 
concentrated the distribution, the 
further
 

to the right will this 
point be. 
 The analysis with this 
indicator as
 

dependent variable 
was 
not very illuminating and is 
therefore not discussed
 

in the paper.
 

This point is 
found by locating the point of tangency on the Lorenz curve
of a line parallel to 
the diagonal (even-distribution) line. 
 The definition
in the text assumes 
the same scale is used to measure percentage points of
income and of households.
 



I TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS 

C~~u.~'rR~ ~ 20-/; 21 -40~-/. 41~ 9 ~ 9-~8 


CO yp .1 6i 61 -/, 8 5/ 9 0I 

! .C1ZN. 0 cu h CUMCMcum. .. Iincome lincole incomesincome income income income lincoe incm incoe incel , 

Argentina1 7.00 7.00 10.30 17.30 13.10 30.40 17.60 148.00 22.60 70.60 29.4- 1l00.00 

dolivia 4.00 4.00 13.70 17.70 8.90 26.60 14.30-140.90 23.40 64.30 35.70 1100.00 

Brazil3 
I 3.50. 3,50 9.00 12.50 10.20 22.70 15.80 138.50I 23.10 61.60 38.40 1100.00 

!8urma4 10.30 10.00 13.00 23.00 13.00 !36.00 15.50 151.50 20.29 .71.79 28.21 :100.00 

Ceylon5 4.45 4.45 9.21 13.66 13.81 ;27.47 20.22 i47.69 33.93 i81.62 18.38 100.00
 

Chad6 
 12.00 12.00 11.00 23.00 12.00 i35.00 22.00 157.00 20.00 77.00 23.00 100.00
 
!Chi e7 .
 I
 

5.40 5.40 9.60 15.00 12.00 27.00 20.70 147.70 29.70 77.40 22.60 100.00 

lLaiwan 4.50 14.50 9.7t 14.20 14.30 i29.00 19.00 48.00 27.90 .75.90 24.10 .100.00 

'Colombia 9 2.21 2.21 4.70 6.91 8.97 !15.8d 16.06 :31.94; 27.70 59.64 40.36 100.00 

ICosta Rica1 6.0 6.00 7.30 13.30 12.10 25.40 14.00 .40.00 25.00 65.00 35.00 100.00
 
!OahomeylJ 8.00 8.00 10.00 18.00 12.00 130.00 20.00 50.00 18.00 i.68.00 32.00 :100.00
 

!Ecuador12 6.30 6.30 10.60 16.50 26.10 142.60 15.60 58.20 20.30 178.50 21.501100,00 

lS1 Salvador1 3  5.50 5.50 6.70 12.20 11.30 123.50 15.10 38.60 28.40 167.00 33.00 100.00 
bon 2.00 I 2.00 6.00 8.00 7.00 15.00 14.00 29.00 24.00 j53.00 47.00 100.00 

Greace 15  9.00 9.00 12.80 21.80 12.30 34.10 16.40 50.50 26.50 77.00 23.00 100.00
 

'India16  8.00 8.00 12.00 20.00 16.00 36.00 22.00 58.00 34.00 92.00 8.00 :100.00
 

Iraq 7 2.00 2.00 6.00 8.00 8.00 16.00 16.00 32.00 34.00 66.00 34.00 100.00
 

israel 18  6.80 6.80 13.40 120.20 18.60 38.80 21.80 60.60 28.20. 88.80 11.20 100.00
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COUNIRY LCY:"ST 20% 21 - 40% 41 - 60% 61 - 80% 81 - 957 96 - 10C! 

incoze 
% cum. 
income income 

.cu 

income 
%um. 

.ncome 
cL3.M 

income income 
% cum. 
income income 

cum 
income inco-e 

cm. 
inc 

Ivory oast, 8.00 8.00 10.00 18.00 1Z.0030.00 15.00 45.00 26.00 71.00 29.&, lO.O0 

Jamaica2 0  2.20 2.20 6.00 8.20 10.80 19.00 19,50 38.50 30.30 68.80 31.20 100.0 

Japan 21 4.70 4.70 10.60 15.30 15.80 31.10 22.90 54.00 31.20 85.20 14.80 100.0 

;enya2 2  7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 7.00 21.00 15.00 36.00 41.80 77.80 22.20 100.00 

Lebanon 23 3.00 -3.00 4.20 7.20 15.80 23.00 16.00 39.00 27.00 66.00 34.00 100.00 

Lybia 24  0.11 0.11 0.39 0.50 1.28 .1.78 8.72 10.50 43.10 53.60 46.40 100.00 

Madagascar 2 5 7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 9.00 23.00 18.00 141.00 22.00 63.00 37.00 100.00 

Mexico2 6  3.66 3.66 p6.84,10.50 11.25 121.75 20.21 41.96 29.52 71.48 28.52 100.00 

,orocco 2 7 7.10 7.10 7.40 114.50 7.70 22.20 12.40 34.60 44.50 79.10 20.60 100.00 

Niger28  12.00 12.00 11.00 23.00 12.00 35.00 23.00 58,00 19.00 77.00 23.00 100.00 

Nigeria 29  7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 9.00 23.00 16.10 39.10 22.50 61.62 38.38 100.00 
Pakistan30 6.50 6.50. 11.00 17.50 15.50 33.00 22.00 55.00 25.00 80.00 20.0C 100. 

Panama 31 4.90 4.90 9.40 14.30 13.80 28.10 15.20 43.30 22.20 65.50 34.50 100.0 
Peru32  4.04 4.04 4.86 8.90 8.30 17.20 15.20 32.40 19.30 51.70 48.30 100.00 
khilippine 33 4.30 4.30 8.40 12.70 12.00 24.70 19.50 44.20 28.30 72.50 27.50 100.00 

N. RhodesiS34 

(Zazibia ,Rhodesia 

6.27 

4.00 

6.27 

4.00 

9.55 15.82 

8.00 12.00 

11.10 

8.00 

26.95 

20.00 

15.95 

15.00 

42.90 

35.00 

19.60 

5.00 

62,50 

40.00 

37.50 

60.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Senegal36  3.00 3.00 7.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 16.00 36.00 28.00 64,00 36.00 100.00 
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%% cu,!!. 
21 - 4', 

/ cure. 
41 -0:I 

%, , cum. 
j1

; 
- -

cur. 
81 - 95 

' cure. 
9 - 100 

; *i cram; 

_ _ _ income income income income income ncome income ncome income income income income 
Sierra Leone37 3.80 3.80 6.30 10.10 9.10 19.20 16.70 35.90 30.30 66.20 33.80 100.00 
South Africa 1.94 1.94 4.17 6.11 10.1E 16.27 26.37 bL2.6t 17.98 60.62 39.33 100.00 
Sudan39 5.60 5.60 9.40 15.00 14.30 29.30 22.60 51.90 31.00 82.90 17.10 100.00 

Surina:40  10.70 10.70 11.56 22.26 14.74 37.00 2c.S0 57.60 27.00 34.60 15.40 100.00 
Tanzania41  9.75 9.75 9.75 19.50 ?.85 29.25 9.75 3 .'?0 18.10 57.10 42.90 100.00 
Trinidad41nd 3.6C 3.60 5.76 9.36 9.16 13.52 24.48 43.00 30.40 73.40 26.6C 100.00 
Tunisia 43 

Venezuela 
4 4 

4.97 

4.40, 

4.97 

.40 

5.65 

9.00 

i1"62 

113.4.? 
. 

9.95 

-3 
.r 

20.57 

CC 
. 

14.43 

22.9 
2 9 

35. C ' 2.56 

2.";3. 
-u2 ? 3 9 

77.56 

721 
-76 . 8 0 

22.44 
2 3 . 20 

100.00 
100 . 0 0 



SJURCES - TABLE 1
 

1Argentina households (1961): 
 United Nations Publication, "Economic
 
Development and Income Distribution in Argentina," 
Economic Commission
 
for Latin America, United Nations,.-/CN.12/802. (New York: 1969).
 

2Bolivia households 
(1968): National Secretariat of Planning, Prepared

for AID by Mr. Folando Sanz-Guerrero.
 

3Brazil population (1960): 
 United Nations, Economic Conmiit-sion for
 
Latin America, "Economic Survey of Latin America, 1969, Part Three."
 

4Burma households (1958): 
 Central Statistical and Economics Department,

Government of the Union of Burma, "Report on 
the 1958 Survey of Household
 
Expenditure in Rangoon," 
(adjusted on the basis of National Account Statistics
 
to reflect the distribution of rural income).
 

5Ceylon population (1963): 
 Survey of Ceylon's Consumer Finances 1963,

Central Bank of Ceylon, Department of Economic Research, (Colombo, 1964) 
p. 66.
 

6Chad population (1.958): 
 Christian Morrisson, La Repartition Des

Revenus Dans Les Pays Du Tiers-Monde, Editions Cujas, (Paris. 1969). 
pp. 194, 20
 

7Chile households (1968): 
 United Nations, Economic Conmission for
 
Latin America, . . . loc. cit.
 

8Taiwan households (1961): Prof. Kowie Chang, "Report on Pilot Study
of Personal [ncome (and Consumption) in Taiwan," 
(prepared under the sponsorship

of Working Croup of National Income Statistics Directorate - General of Budget,

Account and Statistics, The Executive Yuan).
 

9Colombia households (1964): 
 United Nations, Economic Commission fir
 

Latin America, . . loc. cit.
 

10Costa Rica households (1969): ibid.
 

11Dahomey population (1959): Christian Morrisson. . . . 9R. cit., p. 194.
 

12Ecuador population (1968): 
 National Development Plan, 1964-73, Alianza

Para El Progresso, Evaluacion del Plan General de Desarollo Econom'co y Social
 
del Ecuador, (August, 1964).
 

1 3 El Salvador households (1968): United Nations, Economic Comm i ssion 
for Latii Amt'rica , . . . loc. cir. 
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14 'i:gh,1i pol lI I 96O): I r=hI: rr iI::oi. 

15Greece population (1957): 
 Jean Crockett, "Consumer Expenditures and
Incomes in Greece," University of Pennsylvania and Center of Planning and
 
Economic Research, (Athens, 1967).
 

16India households (1956-57): 
 P.D. Ojna and V.V. Bhatr, "Patterns of
 
I,2ome Distribution in an Underdeveloped Economy: 
A Case Study of India,"

American Economic Review, (September. 1964), p. 714.
 

1 7Iraq population (1956): 
 Christian Morrisson, . loc. cit. 

18Israel population (1957): laim Ben-Shahar and Moshe Sander.. "Economic
 
and Institutional Effects on Income Distribution: 
The Case of Israel,"
 
Public Finance, Vol. XXII, No. 3, 1967, p. 244.
 

1 9Ivory Coast population (1959): Christian Morrisson, loc. 
cit.
 

20Jamaica households (1958): 
 A. Ahiram, "Income Distribution in Jamaica.
 
1958," 
 Social and Economic Studies, Vol. 13, No. 3, (Jamaica: Inscitute of

Social and Economic Research, University'of the West Indies, September, 1964),
 
p. 337.
 

21Japan households (1962): 
 Tadao Ishizaki, "The Income Distribution in

Japan," The Developing Economies, Vol. 5, No. 2, (June 1967), p. 356.
 

22Kenya population (1961-62): Estimated by amalgamating data from the
 
following sources with U.N. National Account Statistics data on subsistence
 
income and on functional shares: Priyatosh Maitra, "Implications of Income

Distribution for Economic Development: 
East Africa a Case Study," Economic 
Affairs, Vol. XIII, Nos. 1-2, (January-February, 1968), p. 87. 

Government of Kenya, Economics and Statistics Division, Ministry of 
Finance and Economic Planning, "Reported Employment and Earnings in Kenya 1962."
 

Christian Morrisson,. loc.-cit.
 

23Lebanon households (1955-60): 
 Christian Morrisson, . . loc. cit. 

24 Libya households (1962): 
 Sani W. Dajani, "Family Budget Survey in
 
Tripoli Town 1962," (Tripoli: United Kingdom of Libya, Ministry of National
 
Economy Central Statistics Office).
 

"Yearbook of National Accounts," (United Nations, 1968), p. 410.
 
"Compendium of Social Statistics," Series K., No. 2, (United Nations,
 

1963).
 

2 5Madagascar households 
(1960): Christian Morrisson, . . . op.cit., pp. 159, 
204.
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26Mexico households (1963): 
 United Nations, 
Economic Commission for
 
Latin America, . . . loc. cit.
 

27Morocco population (1965): Abderrazak Lazraq, "Les SalaLres dans 1.1Revenue National de 1955 a 1966," Bulletin Economique et Social du Maroc,
Vol. XXIX, Nos. 106-107, (Juillet-Decembre, 1967).
 

28Niger population (1960): 
 Christian Morrisson, . . . M. cit., pp. 194, 
204.
 

29Nigeria population (1959): 
 Tean Marchal and Bernard Ducros, The
Distribution of National Income, (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1968), 
p. 405.
 

30Pakistan households (1963-64): 
 Dehjom, "Personal Income Distribution

and Personal Savings in Pakistan, 1963-64," Pakistan Development Review,
 
(Summer, 1967).
 

3 1Panama households (1969): 
 United Nations, Economic Commission for
 
Latin America, . . . loc. cit.
 

3 2Peru population (1961): 
 David Cha, "Income Distribution, 1961,"

Instituto Nacional de Planificacion, private communication.
 

33Philippines population (1961): 
 Eustaquio 0. Ordono, "The Pattern of

Post-War Income Distribution in the Philippines," Economic Research Journal,

Volume XI No. 3, (December, 1964), p. 144.
 

34Northern Rhodesia -'Zambia 
households (1959): 
 Robert E. Baldwin,

"Economic Development and Export Growth, A Study of Northern Rhodesia, 1920
1960," (Berkeley and Los Angeles: 
 University of California Press. 
1966),
 
p. 46.
 

3 5Rhodesia population (1946): Christian Morrisson 
 . . . loc. cit. 

3 6Senegal population (1960): 
 ibid.
 

3 7Sierra Leone households (1968): 
 Sierra Leone Household Survey, Africa
 
Research Bulletin, (Feb. 14, 1968), p. 917.
 

38South Africa population (1965): Republic of South Africa' Bureau of
Statistics, "Report No. 11-06-03, Survey of Family Expenditure, Ten Principal

Urban Freas and the Urban Areas of the Vaal Triangle and the Orange Free State
 
Gold Fields, November, 1966, Family Income."
 

G.R. Feldmann-Laschin, F.E. Radel, and C. De Coning, 
"Income and
Expenditure Patterns of Coloured Households Cape Peninsula," 
 (Pretoria:

Bureau of Market Research, University of South Africa, 1965).


United Nations, Yearbook of National Accounts Statistics, '(various years).

United Nations, Demographic Yearbook, (various years).
 



39Sudan households (1969): "Omdurman Household Budget Survey," 
 Republic
of the'SoJdan, Department of Statistics, p. 24.
 
40Surinam population (1962): 
 "Surinam in Figures, No. 44," 
Aigemeen
 

Voor de Statistiek, (March, 1967), p. 3).
 

41Tanzania population (1964): 
 Maitra Priyatosh, . . . p. cit.. pp. 96-97.Hadley E. Smith, "Readings on Economic Development and Administrationin Tanzania," IPA, Dar Es Salaam, N. 4, Table 1.
 

42Trinidad and Tobago population (1965): 
 Nugent Miller, "Some Observations
on 
the Income Distribution of Trinidad and Tobago," 
 Income Earnings of
Individuals by Sex IN 1-1, Continuous Sample Survey of Population 
- Publication
No. 6, p. ix, p. I (urban paid employees).
 

43Tunisia population (1971): Chazi Duwaji,
Tunisia," " Economic Development in
(New York: Frederick A. Praeger, New York), 
p. 189, figures are

projected.
 

44Venezuela households 
(1962): 
 United Nations, Economic and Social
Council, "Economic Survey of Latin America, 1969, Part Three, Special Studies,"
(March 20, 1970), E/CN.12/AC. 62/2 Add. 2.
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STATISTICAL RESULTS
 

TIlE SHARE OF INCOME ACCRUING TO THE IOS 
 20% OF Tr' POPULATION 

Tihe present section is devoted to a discussion of the forces affectiluI 

the distribution of income at the lowest end of the income scale. The
 

avrage share o[ (GNP :ccruing to the poorest 
 20% in the couintries in our 

sample is 5.6%. 
This income group thus receives, on the avarage, about 

one-fourth of what it would receive had income been distributed completely
 

uniformly throughout the population.
 

To facilitate interpretation of the results, 
the analysis is
 

summarized graphically. For each step in the branching, the variable which 

distinguishes among groups is listed on 
the chart. The percentage of
 

the variance accounted for by the split is indicated in parenthesis next
 

to the name of the variable. 
 For every split, the characteristics of
 

each group are sunmnarized in a box on the chart. The mean of the
 

dependent variable (represented by y . . .) 
 and, the number of observations 

(N = . .) are listed in the box. A characterization of the values of 

the independent variable included in the group is also given. 

The analysis (see Diagram 1) indicates that the most important association 

of the share of income accruing to the lowest income group is with the extent 

of socio-economic dualism. Differences in dualism account for 35% of the 

variance in the portion of income accruing to the poorest 20% of the 

population. Next in importance in explainingthe gross differences among 

countries in the portion of the total product flowing to the poorest 20% 

of households is the level of modernization of industry (26% of the overall 

variance). 
 Countries in which there is little industrial development
 

allocate a larger portion of their income to their poorest households. 'jh 

analysis thus suggests that industrialization works to the relative disadvan

tage of the very poor. 



riss ha rc of Income ,f the Poorest 20% of the Population 

Group 3 

v =8.66% 

ilimited and moderate 
 Group 7 
,!dualism;low development . 7 .=Y 7 %10 

- sma]l farms
 

N =5 

Group 5 "" --. o."Group 9
 

y= 5.6%/ Y = 
 6.2
 
S\DUALISM (.35) moderate and high / 

!N=44 2 productivity RICULTURAL ORGANIZATION (.21) gh moblit3 

,_ N= 29 N=4 
Group 2 _/Group/ 6 / 
y = 4.8% y = 4.6% 

\ sharp,. moderate, low AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTI,!ITY(.26) 
 agriculture:SOCLAL MOBILITY-commercial (.3(
dualism; high devel.
 , N = 2 4
 

N 34
 

Group 4 
 Group 8
 

y=S 2.2% • y-427\! =4.2% 
alow productivity 
 \moderate, Low 

N = 5 
 mobility
 

N = 20*
 

*This group is 
not split further because it contains less than 107 of the total variance. 
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Councries in Which a Relatively Large Share of NNP Accrues to the Lowest
 
20% of Households
 

In the first split, the countries are divided intwo two groups
 

according to the extent of cleavage between their modern and traditional
 

sectors. The top group (Group 3) in which, on the average, the lowest
 

20% of households gets 8.6% of national income is comprised of: Bolivia,
 

Burma, Chad, Dahomey, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Malagasy, Niger, Nigeria
 

and Surinam. This group includes: (1) countries not characterized by
 

significant dualism because of their extremely limited economic develop

ment (Chad, Dahomey, Malagasy, Niger); (2) two countries (Bolivia and
 

Burma) in which there is a sharp contrast in technology and in styles of
 

life between the moretized and the traditional sect:ors, and in which the
 

traditional subsistence sector comprises approximately 80% of the
 

population; and (3) four countries (Ivory Coast, Kenya, Niger, and
 

Surinam) which have a large traditional sector intermingled with an
 

agricultural sector, consisting of comnercial owner operated farms which
 

are large enough to be economically viable. All countrie - in this group
 

have over 75% of their population engaged in agriculture. With the
 

exception of Bolivia, their industrial sectors are, at best, producing
 

a limited number of commodities in small scale factories; modern, large

scale technology is confined to foreign financed and foreign managed
 

industry. With the exception of Kenya, the countries in this group are
 

all exporting primarily agricultural products. In addicion. all countries
 

in this group are at most intermediate in the extent of their development
 

potential.
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Countries in Which a Relatively Small Share of NNP Accrues to 
the Lowest
 
20% of Households
 

Group 2, the lower of the two groups in the first split, contains
 

34 countries 
in which, on the average, the lowest 20% of the population
 

captures only 4.8% of national income. 
 This is roughly half tlie share of
 

income accruing to the lowest 20% in the top group. This group of 

countries which branches off from the top group on the basis of the
 

extent of dualism consists of several distinct types: (1) countries in which
 

there is significant modernization of methods of production in almost all
 

sectors of the economy (Argentina, Chile, Taiwan, Greece, Israel, Jamaica,
 

Japan, Lebanon, South Africa, and Trinidad); (2) countries with important
 

modern industrial, mining or agricultural sectors existing side by side
 

with a large, traditional non-monetized agricultural sector (Brazil, Ceylon,
 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, India, Mexico, Pakistan, Panama,
 

Philippines, Rhodesia and Venezuela); and (3) countries in which there is
 

a sharp geographic or sectoral cleavage between their modern and their
 

traditional sectors (Gabon, Iraq, 
 Libya, Morocco, Peru, Senegal, Sierra
 

Leone, Sudan, Tanzania, Tunisia and Zambia). 
This last group includes a
 

set of countries 
(Gabon, Iraq, Libya, Sierra Leone, Zambia) with important
 

mineral resources exploited largely under foreign franchise.
 

In the next split, five of this last set of countries (Gabon, Iraq,
 

Libya, Senegal and Sierra Leone) separate from Group 2, using the 
level
 

of agricultural productivity as a differentiator. The countries 
in this
 

There are no other variables which perform as well as agricultural producLivity

(26% of variance) in reducing variance in this split.
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group (Group 4) are all characterized by extremely low agricultural
 

productivity. 
In addition, they are sharply dualistic, with a modern
 

economy based upon the foreign managed and financed exploitation of
 

a rich mineral resource. 
As might be expected, in this group of countries,
 

the lowest 20% of the population is extremely poor, receiving, on 
the
 

average, only 2.2% of national income. 
This percentage is one-tenth of
 

what this group would receive were the distribution of income completely
 

uniform.
 

The remaining countries in Group 2 are relegated to Group 5. This
 

group has an average of 5.2% of income accruing to the poorest 20%. But it
 

is still rather heterogeneous, combining a set of non-dualistic, well
 

developed countries, with countries which are at an intermediate level of
 

development. The range of agricultural productivity included in this
 

group is still quite substantial. even thotigh the great majority theof 

countries in this group has a relatively important monetized agricultural
 

sector in which there is some significant use of modern techniques.
 

As might be expected, most of the lower productivity countries in
 

Group 5 branch off into a separate group, Group 7, in the next step of the
 

analysis. 
 This group consists of Ecuador, India, Morocco, Pakistan and
 

Tanzania. 
It is characterized by the predominance of small owner-operated
 

subsistence farms in which the marketing of surpluses is either only of
 

incidental importance, or in which the size of the farming unit is too small
 

to be economically viable. In the countries in this set, 
an average of
 

7% of the total produce accrues 
to the poorest 20%.
 

The remaining group of 24 countries combined in Group 6 now consists
 

of Argentina, Brazil, Ceylon, Chile, Taiwan, Colombia, Costa Rica, El
 

Salvador, Greece, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, Lebanon, Mexico, Panama, Peru,
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Philippines, Zambia, Rhodesia, South Africa, Sudan, Trinidad, Tunisia
 

and Venezuela. 
In this group, the lowest 20% of the population
 

receives, 
on the average, only 4.6% of national income. 
All the countries
 

in this group have relatively important conmercial agriculture, in
 
which there is some significant use of modern technology; traditional
 

subsistence agriculture absorbs less than 55% of their total populations.
 

Tn terms of land tenure this group consists of (1) countries characterized
 

by the predominance of conmmercial 
owner operated farms large enough to
 
be economically viable (Costa Rica, Greece, Israel, Jamaica, Japan,
 

Lebanon, Mexico, South Africa, Taiwan and Trinidad); (2) countries
 

characterized by the predominance of large absentee-owner comaercial
 

farms or plantations, (Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, El Salvador, Peru,
 

and Venezuela); and (3) countries characterized by the predominance of
 

small owner-operated farms in which the marketing of surpluses is of
 
incidental importance but in which there is also an important segment of
 
small owner-operated (indigenous or expatriate) farms large enough to be
 
economically viable (Ceylon, Panama, Philippines, Zambia, Rhodesia, Sudan,
 

and Tunisia).
 

Groups 6 and 7 are distinguished from one another by reference to
 
type of land tenure; this variable accounts for 21% 
of remaining differences
 
in the income share accruing to the lowest 20%. 
Of secondary importance
 

in distinguishing among the countries in this split is the level of socio
economic development (18% of variance). 
Among the only moderately dualistic
 
countries remaining in Group 5, the higher the level of socio-economic 
devel
opment, 
 the larger is the share of the poorest segments of the population.
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Group 6, is capable of one further split. The extent of social
 

mobility, accounting for 36% of variance, is the variable distinguishing
 

among groups. Of lesser importance in differentiating among countries
 

in this split are the degree of ethnic homogeneity (32%), the rate of
 

improvement in human resources 
(31%), the level of socio-economic devel

opment 
(21%), the extent of political participation (23%), and f-'Ie
 

literacy rate (21%). The relationship between the variables describing the
 

extent of economic and social modernization and the share of the poorest
 

2G is U-shaped.
0 The share is larger at both extremes and reaches a
 

minimum only at very high levels of socio-economic development (for under

developed countries): literacy rates of at least 65%, a minimum of 65%
 

of school age children in primary school and of 25% 
of the relevant age group
 

in secondary school; and levels of socio-economic development exceeding
 

that of Chile. The relationship between the extent of political parti

cipation and the share of the least privileged is monotonic; the more
 

widespread participation, the larger is the share.
 

The top group (Group 9) contains the four most developed countries
 

in the sample: Argentina, Greece, Israel, and Japan. 
The average share
 

of the poorest 20% 
is 6.8% in this group of well developed nations.
 

The bottom group, Group 8, consists of countries in which (except for
 

Peru) at least 70% of the population speaks the dominant language. 
 In
 

this set of countries, which are, 
on the average, less developed than
 

those of the complementary group, the part of the least privileged 20%
 

is, on the average, 4.2%.
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Conclus ions
 

Th, i mport.t (haracteristic's which dl t fiugilsh anIog count i ,
 

with respect to the share of income accruing to the poorest 20% of
 

households are the extent of dualism as 
well as various aspects of
 

foreign trade and agricultural policy. The relationship between the
 

share of income devoted to the lowest 20% 
and economic development varies
 

with the level of development. Economic development is associated with in

creases 
in the share of the bottom 20% only after relatively high levels of
 

socio-economic development have been attained. 
At the early stages
 

of the development process, economic development works to the relative
 

disadvantage of the lowest income groups.
 

The countries in which the highest share of national income accrues
 

to the bottom 20% of the population (8.6%) are characterized by at most
 

moderate degrees of dualism, by the pursuit of agriculturally oriented
 

foreign trade policies, and (except for Kenya) by agriculturally oriented
 

development patterns. 
 They are also, at best, at the lowest end of the
 

intermediate scale in the extent of their socio-economic development and
 

in the extent of their development potential.
 

The countries in which the smallest portion of national income accrues
 

to the lowest 20% 
(2%) are likewise rather underdeveloped. In addition,
 

however, they are characterized by sharp dualism; and have economies
 

centered on the foreign-financed and foreign-managed exploitation of natural
 

resources.
 

Between these extremes there are 
three types of countries in which
 

approximately the same share of national income (7%) is channeled to the
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lowest 20% of their respective populations: (I) countries with small
 

owner operated farms devoted mostly to subsistence agriculture and of only
 

moderate agricultural productivity (Group 7); 
and (2) the best developed
 

countries in the group which are ethnically and culturally homogeneous
 

and have highly productive, modern, commercial agricultural sectors.
 

The great majority of countries are all devoting approximately
 

4 - 5 % of national income to the lotqest 20% of households. The countries
 

in the relevant groups have at 
least moderate (but not extremely high)
 

development potential. 
 They are for the most part not sharply dualistic;
 

most 
 have at least 10% of their indigenous active male population in
 

middle class occupations; they have at most 50% of their populations in
 

subsistence agriculture, at 
least moderate agricultural productivities,
 

and important commercial farming.
 

The entire analysis has an F ratio of 11.8, which is equivalent to
 

an R2 (adjusted for degrees of freedom) of .56.
 

The exceptions 
to this are Peru, Zambia, Sudan and Tunisia.
 

The exceptions to this are Zambia, Rhodesia, South Africa, and Sudan.
 



Figure 2. Analysis of Share of Income of the Poorest 607. of the Population 
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*This group is not split further because it contains less than 10% of the total variance. 
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THE SHARE OF INCOME ACCRUING TO THE LOWEST 60% OF THE POPULATION
 

On the average, over the entire group of 44 countries, the lowest 60% of
 

the population receives 25% of national income. 
 This is roughly 40% of the 

share this portion of the population would have had were income evenly dis

tribitited throtiglhoi tho coronty. The. : tandnird deviation of the shi 'e is 

7.7%; the range is from 2% (Libya) to 39% (for Israel).
 

The first split divides the entire group of 44 countries into two
 

subgroups (Groups 2 and 3) according to tile extent of the.r dualism.
 

(See Figure 2.) Differences in dualism "explain" 26% of the variance 

in the share of income of the lowest 60%. The only other variable which
 

distinguishes well among all countries in 
our sample with respect to
 

the portion of income of the lowest 60% is the extent of government
 

participation in economic activity (24%). In countries with extensive
 

government role in the economy, the share of the lowest 60% is 

higher; it averages 31% in countries which have nationalized Important 

segments of their industry.
 

Low Share of NNP to the Lowest 607,
 

The group in which the bottom 607 of the population gets least (Group 2) 

consists of: Gabon, Iraq, Libya, Malagasy, Morocco, Peru, Zambia, Senegal, 

Sierra Leone. South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, and Tunisia. In terms of 

dualism, the countries in this group are all characterized by a sharp 

sectoral or geographic cleavage between an important* exchange sector and
 

*Malagasy is, to some extent, an exception to this statement since it has
 
an extremely small modern sector.
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a predominant, traditional non-monetized sector. 
 In this latter sector, 

traditional patterns of economic 1and soci:l organization reinain relarivt'ly
 

untouched by the activities of the monetized sector despite intermittont
 

f]ows of labor into the modern economy.
 

Except for Sudan, the countries in this group are all inrich naturall 
resources, but they have attained at best moderate levels of socio-economic
 

development and have at best moderate development potential. 
 The nations
 

in this group are all small; all have school enrollment ratios of less than
 

40%; 
and middle class occupations account for less than 10% of total employ

ment. Handicraft production is still more important than modern techniques
 

in the manufacture of their domestic consumer goods. 
 With the exception
 

of South Africa, their GNP in 1960 did not exceed $200 
per head.
 

This group, which is characterized by sharp dualism, at most moderate
 

development, and a low share of GNP to the lowest 60%, is subdivided further
 

into Groups 4 and 5, using GNP per capita as 
a differentiator. 
 Differences
 

in per capita GNP account for 60% of the variance remaining in Group 2.
 
Next in ability to distinguish among countries with respect to the share of
 

the lowest 60% are: 
 the level of socio-economic development (59%), the rate
 

of improvement of human resources 
(40%), and the rate of growth of per capita
 

GNP (34%). 
 On the average, the higher the level of socio-economic develop

ment, and the higher th school enrollment ratios, 
the larger the portion
 

accruing to the lower 607. of households. 
The trend is not uniform, however;
 

the highly underdeveloped countries, with virtually no modern sectors have
 

as 
large a share of GNP allocated to their poorer 60% as the most developed
 

*The exception to this statement is South Africa.
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u;ItIons in the sample The Iwr the rate of growth of per capita GNi',
 

the higher the share of the lower 607. 
 n sharply dualistic countries, the
 

analysi s thi-'rfort, stgges ts 
 that iconmic c(dvn.i i.sm works to the r, at iL! disadv;in-

Lage of Lhe lower income groups. In these sharply 'ualisttc L'Coll iios, the Lyp,. 

of economic opportunities which income growth opens up are not such as 

to provide relatively greater possibilities for the participation of the
 

Indigenous people in the opportunities opened up by economic expansion. 

The group in which, on the average, the share of jul ion;al income of the
 

bottom 60% is higher (24%) has 
 a lower per capita CNP than other groups. 

This group (Group 5) is comprised of: Malagasy, Morocco, Zambia, Sierra
 

Leone, Sudan, Tanzania, Tunisia. The countries in this group all had
 

per capita incomes below $1.70 
in 1960. They all were prodominantly
 

agricultural; had at 
least 357Z of their adult populations literate; were,
 

except for Sudan, at least moderately endowed with natural resources; and
 

had low potential for further economic development. 

Group 4, in which the share oC income of the lowest 60% is, on the
 

average, 17%, had a GNP per capita which, in 1960, ranged from $175 to
 

$430. This group is composed of Gabon, Iraq, Peru, Senegal, and South
 

Africa --
a set of resource rich countries in which expatriates or traditional
 

elites appropriate most of the economic benefits. 

High Share of GNP to the Lowest 60%. 

Croup 3, which branched off from the original group of 44 nations,
 

contains two distinctly different types of countries. (I) countries which
 

are not dualistic because they have virtually no modern sectors 
(Chad,
 

Dahomey and Niger), and (2) countries which despite sectoral or geographic
 

cleavages between their modern and traditional sectors are characterized
 

by some intermingling of modern and traditional technology, and by the
 

absence of very sharp contrasts in style of life among their modern and
 

This point is made by S. M. Komorovsky: "Development for Whom" A Preliminary

Inquiry into African Realities" Economic Commission for Africa (June 1970),
 
(Mimeographed).
 



traditional sectors. The countries are: Argentina, Brazil. Ceylon, Chile,
 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Dalvadorp Greece, India, Israel, Ivory
 

Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lebanon, Mexico, Pakistan, Panama,
 

Philippines, Rhodesia, Surinam, Taiwan, Trinidad and Venezuela.
 

Not surprisingly, in the next split, all the countries of the first
 

type are removed from Group 3 and combined with three other countries to
 

form Group 7. The countries in Group 7, all have low potential for
 

economic development and have shares of GNP accruing to the lowest 60.
 

above 30%. These countries also have industrial sectors in which only a
 

limited number of goods are produced in small-scale factories, and in which
 

whatever large-scale modern production exists is foreign financed and managed.
 

The agricultural productivity of countries in this group did not improve
 

significantly between 1950 and 1963. Their exports are primary products,
 

and are not diversified.
 

Group 6, contains 25 countries of moderate and high development
 

potential. The countries in this group are characterized by low and
 

moderate dualism by virtue of having attained higher levels of development.
 

On the average in thi group the share in the total product of the lowest
 

607. is only 26%. Differences in development potential "explain"
 

34% of the variance in NNP share remaining in Group 3. No other variables
 

differentiate as well among the countries in this group.
 

In the next step of the analysis the 25 countries in Group 6 separate 

into two sets, according to their rate of improvement in human resources 

(40% of variance). Th,iro ar, two other variables which "explain" 307. of 

the remaining variance: the degree of development potential, and the extent
 

of social mobility. In the less dualistic countries, the higher the levels of
 

There are also two count ies in Group 3 (Bolivia and Burma) which are
 
sharply dualistic, but in which the share of GNP of the lowest 60% is more
 
akin to that of Group 3 than of Group 2. In these countries there was an
 
unusual extent of direct government economic enterprise.
 

The nations in this group are: Burma,.Chad, Dahomey, Ecuador, Niger and
 
Surinam.
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economic and sociil development, the larger is the share of the lower
 

income households.
 

Group 8, the low rate of improvement in human resources 
group, has a
 

mean of 23% of national income in the hands of the lower 60% of households.
 

The countries in this group are: 
 Bolivia, Brazil, Ceylon. Colombia,
 

El Salvador, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, 
 Lebanon, Mexico, Nigeria, 

Pakistan, Rhodesia and Trinidad. 
Most of the countries included in this
 

group are intermediate in their levels of socio-economic development.
 

The great majority of countries involved in this group are moderately
 

dualistic. 
 Only four countries contained in this set have high
 

development potential (Brazil, Jamaica, Mexico, and Trinidad); the rest
 

are intermediate.
 

By contrast, with the exception of India and the Philippines, the countries
 

in Group 9 are economically and socially the most developed in 
our sample
 

This group contains: Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, Greece, India, Israel,
 

Japan, Panama, Philippines and Venezuela. 
 In this group, the share of
 

national income of the lowest 60% is on the average 30%, and at 
least 25%
 

of secondary school age children are in school.
 

Conclusion
 

The allocation of income to the poorest 60% of the population
 

is related 
to both the extent of dualism and the level of modernization.
 

rhe share of the national product accruing to the poorer 60% of households
 

is high under two distinctly different sets of circumstances: reasonably
 

The exceptions to this are Trinidad and Lebanon, which have attained high

levels of socio-economic development.
 

The exceptions to this 
are Jamaica, Lebanon, and Trinidad in which dualism
 
is low and Bolivia, which is sharply dualistic.
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pervasive underdevelopment (Group 7) and very substantial development
 

(Group 9). Under both of these circumstances, the share of NNP of the
 

lowest 60% is, on the average, between 30% and 40%. 
The bottom 60% of 

households gets the smallest share when a sharply dualistic development 

process has just been initiated. In all other instances, the share of national 

income of the lowest 60% is, on the average, about 25%. This is the 
case
 

in moderately dualistic, moderately developed countries, as well as 
in 

sharply dualistic more poorly developed countries. 

The overall coefficient of multiple determination adjusted for degrees 

of freedom (R 2) is .74. 
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Analy is of the Share of Income of the Middle Income Groups
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THE SHARE OF INCOME OF THE MIDDLE INCOME GROUPS
 

In our sample, the average share of the national product accruing
 

to the middle 20% of households (i.e. to the households in the two
 

deciles clustered around the median income) 
is 12%, with a standard
 

deviation of 47.. The share ranges from 1.3% for Libya to 26% for
 

Ecu:-dor. In only one country in 
 the entire sample (Ecuador) do Lhc
 

middle income families get as much as they would 
were income uniforiy distributed 

throughout. 
The share of the middle income families varies from approximately
 

one third to 757, of he "even distr ibuLtion" share,
 

The portion of income allocaLed to the middle incone groups is the
 

only share which appears to vary systematically with the level of development
 

throughout the entire sample. 
 In the first split, (see Diagram 3) our 44 countries
 

are divided into two groups, differentiated by the importance of the
 

indigenous middle class. 
 This variable accounts 
for 26% of the overall
 

variance in income share of the middle income groups. 
Other variables of
 

importance are: the extent of dualism 
 (24% of variance), the rate of 

improvement in human resources 
(22%), the extent of government participation
 

in economic activity (22%) and the literacy rate (20%). 
 The lower the degree of
 

dualism, the higher the literacy rate, the larger school enrollment ratios, and
 

the greater government involvement in the economy, the higher is 
the portion 

of output accruing to the middle class. 

rhe countries in tlme group with the higher share of income flowing to 

the middle income households(Group 3) are: Argentina, Brazil, Ceylon, Chile
 

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Greece, India, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, Lebanon,
 

Mexico., Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Surinam, Taiwan, ''ri.nidad, 

Tunisia and Venezuela. At least 10% of their indigenous active male 

The next highest figure is 7%.
 

The next highest figure is 19% for Israel.
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populations are engaged in commerce, banking, insurance or in technical,
 

professional, managerial, administrative, or clerical employment. Except
 

for India and Pakistan, which have unusually well developed middle
 

sector manpower, the countries in this group are economically the most
 

developed in our sample. The countries in this group are also. except
 

for Ecuador and Surinam, all at least intermediate in the extent of their
 

development potential.
 

By contrast, countries in which the middle income groups receive,
 

on the average, only 10% of the national product are distinctly less
 

developed. Their middle class consists for the most part of expatriates,
 

and accounts for less than 10% of overall employment. The countries
 

in this group are Burma, Bolivia, Chad, Dahomey, El Salvador, Gabon.
 

Iraq, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Libya, Malagasy, Morocco, Niger, Nigeria,
 

Zambia, Rhodesia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan and Tanzania.,
 

With the exception of Burma, Bolivia and El Salvador the countries in this
 

group are all African. They all have over 60% of their populations in
 

subsistence agriculture. and are characterized by, at best, fairly
 

limited social mobility. Except for South Africa, the countries in this
 

set have at most moderate potential. for further economic development,
 

and (except for El Salvador) have attained at most intermediate levels of
 

socio-economic development.
 

Low Share of National Product to the Middle Income Groups
 

Group 2, the less developed group of nations, is divided in the next

step of the analysis into two groups, (Groups 4 and 5) in accordance
 

with the abundance of natural resources. Differences in natural resource
 

endowments account for 40% of the remaining variance in the income share
 

The exception to this -,tatemcnt is El Salvador. 
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of the middle income groups. 
 Next in importance in distinguishing
 

among the countries in this group are the political role of the military
 
(31% of variance), followed by the degree of cultural and ethnic
 

homogeneity (27%) and per capita GNP (26%). 
 Among this group of nations
 
the share of GNP of the middle income groups is lower than in ethnically,
 
relatively 
more homogeneous countries. The portion of income accruing to
 
the middle 
 sectors of the population is also less in countries with relatively 
more emphasis on industrial exports. It is greater, however, in the countries wit 
lower per capita GNP, and in nations with military governments.
 

Group 5, in which a larger share of GNP (12%) accrues to the middle
 
income households, is comprised of: 
 Chad, El Salvador, Niger and Sudan.
 
The countries in this group have, for the most part, limited agricultural
 

resources, 
no significant known non-agricultural resources, little
 

industry, low to moderate agricultural productivity, low rchool enrollment
 

ratios, and agriculturally oriented foreign trade.
 

Group 4, with a smaller share of GNP (9%) going to the middle
income groups, is rich in natural 
resources. 
 The countries in this group
 
have either relatively abundant agricultural resources, or significant fuel
 
or non-fuel mineral resources. Expatriate groups are generally important
 

in their economies; the benefits from abundant natural resources accrue
 
mostly to the expatriates, who are in the top income groups, or 
to
 

indigenous traditional elites.
 

In the next step of the analysis, the countries in Group 4 divide
 
into two groups, 8 and 9, distinguished from one another by the extent of
 

political participation.
 

Bolivia, Burma, Gabon, Iraq,]vory Coast, Kenya, Malagasy, Morocco. Nigeria,
Zambia, Rhodesia, Senegal, 
 Sierra Leone, South Africa and 'ra,-%4 % 



Group 8, in which, on the average, the middle quintile of households
 

receives only 87 of national income, includes: Gabon, Iraq, Kenya, Malagasy,
 

In this group of African
Morocco, Rhodesia, Sierra Leone, and South Africa. 


countries, political participation is defective because at least one third
 

and most often as much as two thirds of the population is without formal
 

political representation. In addition, in some of the countries in this group
 

there is a very limited choice of channels for political representation (Gabon,
 

Iraq), and actual participation in any form does not involve more than a quarter
 

of their adult males. In all these countries, expatriate elements play a sig

nificant role in commerce, industry, and/or comitercial agriculture.
 

Group 9, where, on the average, the share of the middle income groups
 

is 11%, is comprised of: Bolivia, Burma, Ivory Coast, Nigeria, Zambia,
 

Senegal, and Tanzania. This group includes countries with reasonably effective
 

political representation but no choice, for a given individual, of channels
 

of political representation, since there are either uni-party systems or
 

because party affiliation is determined by membership in a given ethnic or
 

socio-economic group.
 

Iih Share of National Product to the Middle Lncome Groups 

The well developed countries in Group 3, wiLh large indigenous middle 

classes and a relatively high share of national income accruing to the middle
 

income groups, are differentiated into two groups. The variable used to
 

distinguish among countries is, as for the low group, the abundance of
 

natural resources (42% of va:iance). The next variables which could appear in
 

the analysis are: the structure of foreign trade (34%), the rate of improvement
 

in human resources (29%), the extent of development potential (28%), and the
 

level of modernization of techniques in agriculture (25%). The better the
 

agricultural porductivity, the higher the school enrollment ratios, the more
 

directly involved the government in the economy, the more diversified and less
 

primary-oriented the foreign trade, and the higher the development potential,
 



the larger is the total product of the middle-income group.
 

The group (Group 7) in which the share of the middle groups in tile
 

nati n:tl ijrodtict Is hifghei l (16%) co0msiso. of' n:tt: r;, I rensoil- pOOl 
 t'1)(10I 

C.ylon, Indi a, Israe l , Imb.3il1)n, IPallisLatn, Sur Inalim and Taliwan. Th1 cl'oulnl j t.;
 

in this group have middle class occupations accounting for over 20% of
 

employment, but beyond that, exhibit a great variety of characteristics
 

with respect to levels of development and economic policy.
 

The remaining group, Group 6, in which, on 
the average, natural resources
 

are more plentiful and the share of middle income groups is lower 
(12%).
 

consists of relatively developed underdeveloped countries only. In addition,
 

the countries in this group all have at 
least intermediate development prospects.
 

The group includes: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Greece,
 

Jamdica, Japan, Lebanon, Mexico, Panama, 
Peru. Philippines, Trinidad, and
 

Vcnezuela.
 

Once again, this group is subdivided into two subgroups, distinguished
 

from one another by the rate of improvement of their human resources. 
 Group 11,
 

the group with the larger share of national product accruing to the middle
 

income groups (13.5%), is comprised of: Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, Greece,
 

Japan, Panama, Philippines, and Venezuela. 
The countries in this group have
 

60% of school age children in school, and at 
least 60% literacy rates. Except
 

for Panama, the countries in this set have well established independent
 

labor movements with moderate political power, and have industrial sectors
 

with several modern, large-s,:ale industries that, 
as of 1961, were produciiig 

a fair variety of products by power-driven factory methods. 

Group 10, in which the middle sectors received only 10% of the national
 

product, consists of: Brazil, Colotbia, Jamaica, Lebanon, Mexico, Peru, and
 

It does not, however, include all 
the highly developed countries in the
 

sample.
 



This group has school enrollment ratios varying between 54 and 60.
Trinidad. 


On the average, the countries in this group are less developed along both
 

,.oclal and economic lines Lhan those in Group I.
 

The rate of improvement of human resources accoanted for 60% of the 

Next in importance
variance in share of income accruing to the middle groups. 


in distinguishing among countries in Group 6 are the extent of development
 

The
potential (45%) and the level of socio-economic development (43%). 


higher the development level and the better the potential for further
 

the share of income of the middle class.
development, then the larger is 


Conclusion
 

Social and economic development are uniformly to the advantage of
 

the middle income groups. The) appropriate the highest share of GNP in
 

countries which are well developed, both economically (Group 7, with 16%
 

of national income going to the middle quintile), and socially (Groups 3
 

and 11 with 1.3.5% of national income accruing to the middle income groups).
 

Given the level of socio-economic development, natural resource abundance
 

is associated with a lower share for the middle income groups and a higher
 

share to the top income groups. Greater political participation is correlated
 

with higher shares for the middle-income households, even when the indigenous 

middle class accounts for less than I0% of active males.
 

The entire analysis explains 88% of the overall variance in the share
 

of income of the middle income group...
 

This figure is adjusted for degrees of freedom.
 



Figre 4. Analysis of the Share of Income of the Wealthiest 5Z of the Population 
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THE SHARE OF TNCOME ACCRUING TO THE UPPER 5%
 

In our sample the a~erage share of income captured by the top
 

5% of the householil is 30% -- six times as large as their share under
 

an even distribution pattern would be. The standard deviation of this
 

share is quite large, 10%. The lowest share is 8%, in India; the highest
 

is 60%, in Rhodesia.
 

The analysis indicates(see Diagram 4) that one of the primary
 

correlates of the sh !re accruing to the top income group is natural
 

resource abundance. Where ratural resources are plentiful, the top 5%
 

of the population appropriates a much larger share of national income. In
 

the first split, the enLire sample of 44 countries subdivides into two
 

groups of 33 and 18 countries respectively, according to the quality of
 

the natural resource base (27% of overall variance). Next in importance
 

in"accounting for"intercountry differences in the portion of income of
 

the top group are the extent of government participation in economic
 

activity (19%), the extent of popular participation in the political
 

process (19%), and a group of variables all of which"explain"approximately
 

15% of variance: the political strength of the traditional elite, the extent
 

of leadership commitment to economic development, the strength of the labor
 

movement, the rate of improvement of human resources and the importance
 

of the middle class.
 

Natural resources aid the political complexion of the country thus
 

play an important cole in accounting for the share of income accruing to
 

the top income group. The larger the middle class, and the higher school
 

enrollment ratios, the lower is the share of the upper families. The less
 

powerful the traditional elite, the more widespread the popular parti

cipation in the political process, the larger the share of government
 

ownership of enterprise, and the greater the political strength of the
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labor movement, the smaller is the concentration of income at the top.
 

Countries with a Relatively Low Income Share Accruing to the Upper 5%
 

Group 2 consists of 18 countries in which, on the average, 23% of
 

national income goes to the top 5%. This group of countries has, at best,
 

relatively abundant agricultural resources but no significant non-agricultural
 

rnsources. The nations in this group are: Ceylon, Chad, Dahomey, El
 

Salvador, India, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Lebanon, Niger,
 

Pakistan, Philippines, Senegal, Sudan, Surinam and Taiwan. The countries
 

in this set span the entire range of levels of socio-economic develop

ment covered in our sample. Most of the developing countries in this
 

group are pursuing policies of rapid industrialization in order to over

come natural resource limitations.
 

In the next split, this group is subdivided into two groups of nine
 

countries each, differentiated from one another by the extent of tlie
 

economic role of government. Group 8, in which the share of the top 5%
 

is smallest of all groups of countries in our sample, is comprised of:
 

Ceylon, Chad, India, Israel, Japan, Niger, Pakistan, Sudan and* Taiwan.
 

These are all mixed government-private economies in which the share of
 

government investment in net investment often exceeds the share of private
 

industry. In terms of development levels and economic policies the
 

countries in this set span the entire range.
 

In the nine complementary countries which are combined into Group 9,
 

the average share of the top families is 50% higher than in the similarly
 

naturally endowed but socialist countries of Group 8. This group includes:
 

Dahomey, El Salvador, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Lebanon, Philippines,
 

Senegal and Surinam. Except for Kenya and Senegal, in which government
 

participation in economic activity is quite recent and still limited, the
 



countries in this group are all predominantly private enterprise economies.
 

The direct role of the government is relatively limited as indicated by a
 

relatively small government contribution to net investment and a relatively
 

small public section.
 

The role of government in economic activity explains 49% of variance
 

in the share of the top 5% in resource poor countries. Other statistically
 

significant variables are the extent of development potential (34%), the
 

extent of political participation (32%), and the rate of improvement of
 

human resources (32%). The less limited the access to education, and the
 

greater the popular participation in the political process, the smaller is the
 

concentration of wealth in the upper income groups.
 

Countries with a High Income Share Accruing to the Top 5%
 

Group 3, consists of countries rich in either agricultural resources
 

or in fuel or non-fuel mineral resources (or in both). Included in this
 

group are: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
 

Ecuador, Gabon, Greece, Iraq, Kenya, Libya, Malagasy, Mexico. Morocco,
 

Nigeria, Panama, Peru, Zambia, Rhodesia, Sierra Leone, South Africa,
 

Tanzania, Trinidad, Tunisia, and Venezuela. In this group, the average
 

share of the top 5% is one-third of national income. Like Group 2,
 

this group spans the entire range in levels of socio-economic development
 

and in development policies.
 

In the next split, seven exceedingly socially underdeveloped
 

countries are segregated into a separate group (Group 5). This group
 

consists solely of rosource rich African countries: Gabon, Malagasy,
 

Nigeria, Zambia, Rhodesia, Sierra Leone and Tanzania. The countries in
 

this set characteristically have a small indigenous middle class, h1ave
 

more than 557 of their populations in traditional subsistence agriculture,
 

and have fewer than 40% of school age children in primary school.
 



The variable used to separate the countries of Group 5 from the rest
 

is the rate of improvement of human rasources which accounts 
for 26%
 

of overall variance. Variables next in importance in distinguishing
 

among the countries of Group 3 are: the importance of the indigenous
 

middle class (25%), the change in degree of industrialization (24%), the
 

level of socio-economic development (23%), the extent of political
 

participation (22%), the extent of literacy (21%), and the strength of
 

the labor movement (20%). These are all characteristics relating to
 

levels of social, economic and political development. The larger the
 

middle class 
the higher the literacy rate, the better the school enrollment
 

ratios, the more rapid the degree of industrialization, and the more
 

widespread the political participation, the lower is the share of income
 

of the wealthiest 5%.
 

In the next step of the analysis, three countries with severe
 

racial problems and large, exceedingly poor, ethnic minority groups
 

(Bolivia, Peru, and South Africa) branch off front the rest. 
 In these
 

countries, the average share of the national product appropriated by the
 

top 5% is 41% -- approximately 8 times their share under an even distribution
 

pattern!
 

In the next step, the sixteen countries remaining in Group 6 divide
 

into two groups differentiated again by the extent of government role in the
 

economy. 
As for the resource poor countries, the more mixed (government-private)
 

the economy, the lower the share of the upper 5% in the national product.
 

The countries in Group 10 in which there is
more nationalized enterprise
 

(Argentina, Burma, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Mexico, Morocco, Tunisia
 

and Venezuela) devote only 25% of GNP to the top 5% of their population.
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In the corresponding group (Group 11) in which (as of 1963) the economic 

role of government was considerably less pronounced (Brazil, Col lbia, Greece, 

Iraq, Libya, Panama, and Trinidad) one-third of nation income accrues, on the 

average, to the top 5%. Both groups in this split encompass wide variations 

in Ieveus of econoumic anml social dve lopment. 

The extent ofIgovt,rnment roke in tile economy accounts for 36% of 

the variance in the income share of tile top 57 remaining in ti' parent group 

(Group 6). The level of socio-economic development (33%), the level of 

effectiveness of financial institutions (33%), the level of modernization of 

techniques in agriculture (33%), the size of traditional agricultural sector 

(33%), the type of colonial experience (33%), the extent of political partici

pation (29%), and the structure of foreign trade (29%), could all distinguish 

among countries with respect to their portion of the national product 
ac

cruing to thL top 5%. A relationship between greater economic development 

and smaller concentration of income at the top is evident; however, tile 

relationship is not at all monotonic.
 

Conci us ion
 

Two variables emerge as important in distinguishing reliably
 

among countries with respect to the income share accruing to the upper 5%
 

of families: natural resources and the role of government in economic
 

activity. The share of income accruing to the top 5% is larger in
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resource rich countries and in countries in which private enterprise
 

predominates. Except for Group 5, (the natural resource rich, human
 

resource poor group) in which the share of NNP accruing to the top
 

5% is the highest, all the final groups combine wide variations in
 

levels of social and economic development.
 

The explanatory power of the entire analysis is equivalent to
 

a value of R2 of .65, after adjustment for degrees of freedom.
 



Figure 5. 
Analysis of the Share of Income of the Wealthiest 20% of the Population
 

Group 3 Group 9 

y= 66% 

sharply dualisti4 
low and moderate 
school enrollment 

N=l 
"~~~ .. . . NI=I= 12 

Group 5 

y = 56% HUMAN RESOURCES (.35) 

.predominantly private Group 8 

enterprise y = 52% 

N = 20 high enrollment 

56% N= 8 
DUALISM (.29) 

N = 44 

Group 2 Group_7 

y 53%y =56% 

Slow and moderate "VERNMENT ECONOMIC ACTIVITY (24) .plentiful resources. 
dualism 

Group 4 N = 4 
NN 33 ------

Y = 49% 

much nationalized industry -NATURAL RESOURCES (.44) 

N= 13 \ 
Group 6 

y 46 

*moderate resources 

N - 9 

-54



-55-


THE SHARE OF INCOME ACCRUIN' TO THE UPPER 200
 

OF THE POPULATION
 

On the average, the upper 20% of households earns 56% of the
 

national product. The standard deviation of the share accruing to the
 

top 20% is 10%. 
 The range varies from 90% in Lybia* to 39% in Israel.
 

High Share of Income to the Upper 20%
 

The first split to distinguish among the shares of the total product
 

accruing in different countries to the wealthiest 20% of the population
 

separates a set of eleven sharply dualistic fromnations the rest of the
 

sample (Group 3 in Diagram 5). The share of GNP devoted the upper
to 20%
 

is, on the average, the highest of any of our groups 
-- 66%. The countries
 

in this group are: 
 Gabon, Iraq, Libya, Morocco, Peru, Senegal, Sierra
 

Leone, Sudan. Tanzania, Tuitisia, and Zambia. In all of these countries
 

there is 
a sharp and pervasive (sectoral or gaographic) cleavage between
 

an important exchange sector and an 
important traditional non-monetized
 

sector. 
 For the most part, the countries in this group are rich in
 

natural resources. 
 They are small in terms of population and, except
 

for Peru, rely predominantly on primary exports. 
Their levels of per
 

capita rNP did not exceed $200 in 1960; they are at most intermediate 

in development level and in development potential. 

The extent of dualism is the variable which best differentiates
 

amofg the entire set of countries in the first split; it accounts for
 

29% of variance. 
The quality of natural resources (27%) and the extent
 

The next highest is 71" in ,abon.
 

The exceptions to this are Senegal and Sudan.
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of government participation in economic activity (25%) are the only other
 

significant variables in this split. The more abundant the natural resources
 

and the smaller the role of government in the economy, the larger is the
 

share of the upper class.
 

ILower Share of Incoie to the tipper 207. 

Group 2 includes 33 countries characterized by low and moderate
 

degrees of dualism. Tt combines countries in which there is no dualism
 

because they have virtually no modern sectors, with countries wih little 

dualism because modern and traditional technologies and styles of life
 

intermingle. In this group the average portion of income of the upper 20%
 

is 53%.
 

At the next step in the analysis, the extent of government partici

pation in economic activity distinguishes best among our groups of
 

countries; this variable accounts for 24% of the variance within '"roup 2
 

in income share of the upper 20%. The abundance of natural resources (22%),
 

the degree of development potential (20%), and the strength of the labor
 

movement (17%) are also statistically significant. The less rich in natural
 

resources, the smaller the development potential, and the more politically
 

powerful the labor movement, the lower is the share of the wealthiest 20%
 

in the total product. 

Group 4, one of the two lowest in the share of the total product
 

accruing to the upper 20%, consists of: Argentina, Bolivia, Burma, Ceylon,
 

Chad, Ecuador, Israel, Japan, Niger, Pakistan, Rhodesia, Taiwan, and
 

There are two exceptions to this statement, Bolivia and Burma. Both
 
are sharply dualistic, but have more equalitarian income distributions
 
than the strongly dualistic countries of Group 3.
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Venzuela. 
An average of 49% of the total product goes to the wealthiest
 

20%. 
 In all of these countries, the economy is characterized by significant
 
government ownership of productive enterprise. 
Otherwise this group
 
includes a wide range of development 
levels and modernization policies.
 

Group 5, in which the share of the upper 20% is, 
on the average, 56%
 
combines: 
Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dahomey, El Salv:dor,
 

Greece, India, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Lebanon, Malagasy, Mexico.
 

Nigeria, Panama, Philippines, South Africa, Surinam, and Trinidad. 
1*:,is
 
group includes a wide range of private and mixed enterprise economies, and
 

is also characterized by large differences in development 
levels and
 

development policies.
 

Each of the above two groups, is susceptible of one more split. 
 Group 5
 
branches into two groups of countries, separated by levels of socio-economic
 

development; Group 4 divides into two sets which differ from one another
 

in the quality of their natural resource base. 
The more abundant the natural
 
resources 
(Group 7) and the poorer the human resources (Group 9); the larger
 

is the share of the upper segments of the population.
 

Natural resource differences account for 44% of the variance in
 
Group 4. 
No other variable differentiates as well among countries at this
 

split.
 

The group of countries with the lower share 
of product accruing to the 
top 20% (Group 6) consists of: 
 Burma, Ceylon. Chad, Ecuador, Israel, Japan,
 
Niger, Pakistan. and Taiwan. 
The countries in this group have, at best, a
 
moderately good natural resource base. 
The more developed countries in this
 
set have succetded in compensating for natural resource handicaps meansby of 
an industrialization program based on human resource development. 



-58-


The four countries in Group 7 (the group complementary to Group 6)
 

are: Argentina, Bolivia, Rhodesia, and Venezuela. 
All have economies based
 

upon the exploitation of plentiful agricultural or mineral resources, and
 

upon thc channeling of a large share of the total product to a small privileged
 

group.
 

The two groups of countries which branch off from Group 5 :,re
 

distinguished from one another by the rate of improvement of human resources.
 

The group in which income is most unequally distributed (Group 9) is also
 

characterized by a very limited access to education. 
This group includes:
 

Brazil, Colombia, Dahomey, El Salvador, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya,
 

Lebanon, Malagasy, Mexico, Nigeria, and Trinidad. No more than 55% of
 

school age children are in school in these countries.
 

Group 8, in which the income distribution is not as concentrated at
 

the top, has an unusually widespread access to education for underdeveloped
 

countries. It includes: 
 Costa Rica, Greece, India, Panama, Philippines,
 

South Africa, and Surinam. The Harbison 
 human resource development index
 

is over 35 in the countries of this set.
 

Other variables which could have been used 
to distinguish among the
 

countries in Group 5 are: 
 the extent of political participation (26%), and
 

the extent of social mobility (25%). The more widespread the political
 

participation and the greater the social mobility, the smaller is the
 

concentration of income and wealth at the top.
 

Conclusion
 

The facLors which explain intercountry differences in the share of the
 

upper 20% are quite similar to those which account for the share of the
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upper 5%: the extent of socio-economic dualism, the share of nationalized
 

enterprise, the abundance of natural resources, and policies with respect
 

to human resource development.
 

The countries in which over 60% of income accrues to the top 20%
 

fall into one of two categories. They are either sharply dualistic (Group 3),
 

or have neither strongly socialist governments nor generalized access to
 

education (Group 9). The countries at the other extreme, with at most 50% of
 

the total product in the hands of the wealthy, have socialist governments and
 

not too abundant natural resources (Groups 4 and 6). In the other groups of
 

,aountries, the share of the upper 20% is approximately 55%. There is thus
 

not much variance among groups in the average share of income accruing to the
 

wealthiest 20%.
 

The proportion of variance explained by the analysis is .68.
 



Figure 6. Analysis of the Coefficient of Concentration of Income 
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TIlE COEFFICIENT OF CONCENTRATION
 

'The coe [lficionf. of concentration is a s lllniry measu"tr which ,'h~ti. -

t,rize,,; t.I, xt.eOn t o1 divo'rg,,lnc'e i a cenuptetely tniform di.Ll ibuLiolloil 

income. The higher the coefficient of concentration, the more unevenly is 

income distributed. As such, it offers the best single index of 'he degree 

of income concentration. 

The average coefficient of concentration equals .48; the hiphesc 

is .83 for Libya and the lowest is .30 for Israel. (The corresponding 

value for the United States is about .43.) 

Countries With a Substantial Concentration of Income 

The first split (See Diagram 6 ) divides the entire set of countries 

according to the extent of dualism. Group 3, in which income concentration is 

higher, consists of countries which are sharply dualistic: Gabon, Iraq,
 

Libya, Morocco, Peru, Zambia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan,
 

Tanzania, and Tunisia. In these countries, the average shares of the lowest
 

20% and 60% of the population are 4% and 19%of the total product, respectively;
 

these proportions are two thirds of the corresponding values for the comple

mentary group (Group 2). On the other hand, the top 5% get 39%, 
about 1257 of
 

their share in the complementary group, and approximately eight times their
 

share would be under a uniform income distribution. In most of the countries
 

in this set, political participation is limited and expatriates dominate
 

the entrepreneurial, commercial, administrative and technical groups..*
 

Literacy rates in this group are at most 54%; the great
 

.,eThe exceptions to this statement are Iraq and Tunisia.
 



-62

majority of countries had literacy rates beLow 16%. All countries il this 

set are small!; the great majority are following a primary-oriented
 

development strategy.**
 

In the next stage of the analysis, these sharply dualistic countries
 

are subdivided in accordance with the extent of government role in their
 

economy. Four, predominantly private enterprise, resource rich countries
 

separate from the rest: Gabon, Libya, Peru, Sierra Leone. In this group
 

of countries (Group 7 ), the average concentration ratio is .69, the highest
 

of any other group. The lowest 20% get, on the average, 2.5% of GNP, while
 

the upper 5% appropriate an average of 43%.
 

The complementary group (Group 6) consists of: Iraq, Morocco. Senegal,
 

South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, Tunisia, and Zambia. In all ways other than
 

the extent of government role in the economy, the countries in this group
 

are quite similar to those of Group 7 • In this group, in which the govern

ment's role in the economy is more extensive, the average concentration ratio is.
 

howover, .53. The average share of the bottom 20% is 5% -- twice that in
 

Group 7 ; the share of the top 5% is 31% -- approximately two-thirds of 

that in Group 7 .
 

Differences in government's role in the economyaccount for"46% of the
 

variance in the concentration ratio. Other variables which could'explain"
 

differences in the concentration of income at this step are: per capita GNP
 

(44%), and the structure of foreign trade (25%). In this sharply dualistic
 

group of nations, the higher per capita income, the higher the concentration
 

of income; the less primary oriented the economy, the lower is the
 

concentration of income and wealth.
 

Ihcy have populations below 20 million.
 

The exceptions to this are Peru and South Africa.
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Countries with a Relatively Smaller Concentration of Income
 

The countries in Group 2, which, in the first split, were segregated
 

from those of Group 3, are composed of: Argentina, Bolivia. Brazil. Burma.
 

Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dahomey, Ecuador, El Salvador.
 

Greece, India, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lebanon. Malagasy,
 

Mexico. Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Philippines, Rhodesia, Surinam,
 

Trinidad. and Venezuela. In the great majority of these countries
 

there is at least some intermingling of modern with traditional technologies
 

and styles of life. A small number of countries in this set (Dahomey,
 

Malagasy, and Niger) are not dualistic because they have virtually no modern
 

sectors; two countries (Bolivia and Burma) appear to be characterized by
 

a more equal i tar ian dist'rihution of wealth dospite sharp sectoral cleavages 

:.Lwen a :small modern sect'or and a predominant traditional sector* Ohl th. 

average, in this set of countries the bottom 20% receives 6% national income;
 

5%Z, only 

Differences in dualism account for 28% of the variance in income concen

tration among our full set of nations. Other variables which are statistically
 

significant in the initial split are: The abundance of natural resources
 

(21%), the government's role in the economy (17%),and the political strength of
 

the traditional elite (16%). The less plentiful natural resources, the more
 

government participation in economic activity, and the weaker the traditional
 

elite, the less is the concentration of income.
 

At the next step in the analysis the 32 countries in Group 3 are sub

divided into two Groups, 4 and 5, according to the extent of cultural and
 

ethnic homogeneity (26% of variance). The extent of development potential
 

(22%), natural resource abundance (20%), and the extent of direct government
 

the upper receives 28%. 

*In these two countries, the government's role in the economy is unusually
 

large for sharply dualistic nations.
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economic activity (18%), are also statistically significant at this point.
 

The lower the potential for further economic development, the less plentiful
 

the natural resources, and the more active the government in the economy,
 

the more uniformly is income distributed.
 

The group w1th the better income distribution (Group 4), is culturally
 

and ethnically less homogeneous. In all countries in this group, less than
 

This group includes:
80% of the population speaks the dominan. language. 


(1) countries in which less than 51% of the population speaks the dominant
 

language (Bolivia, India, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Niger, Nigeria, and Philippines),
 

(2) countries in which 51 - 70% of the population speaks the dominant 

language, but in which over 90% of the population is of the same race and 

religion (Burma, Israel, and Pakistan); (3) together with countries with 

important ethnic minorities (Chad and Surinam) in which the same linguistic 

It will be recalled that the countries in Group 3 are all
criteria apply. 


not sharply dualistic. In addition, in all countries in this group, tradition
 

oriented elite had little or no political power during most of the period
 

1.957-62. Indeed, quite of few of the countries in this set have actively 

modernizing national governments. Under those circumstances, cultural and 

ethnic heterogeneity makes for a more equalized pattern of income distribution. 

On the average, the coefficient of concentration is .40, in this set of 

countLies; the mean share of the wealthiest 5% is only about 24%. 

Group 5 in which the income distribution is less uniform (the concen

tration ratio is, on the average, .48) is composed of: Argentina, Brazil, Ceylon, 

Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica., Ecuador,El SalvadorCreece,Jamaica,Japan,Lebanon, 

*Less han 717, is of the same race.
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Malagasy, Mexico, Panama. Rhodesia, Taiwan, Trinidad, and Venezuela. This
 

group consists of countries in which over 707, of the population speaks the 

dominant language and in which tradition oriented national or colonial 

elites were of at least moderate influence during an important part of 

the period 1957-1962. this group is also composed of countries which. 

except for Malagasy, have attained at least an intermediate level of
 

social and economic development: the indigenous middle class is at least
 

107,; literacy rates are at least 35%; since 1950, the average annual rate
 

of increase of industrial output in constant prices has been at least 3%,.;*
 

commercial agriculture is predominant; and since 1950 there have been at
 

least moderate improvements in agricultural productivity. The countries
 

in this group are thus, on the average, characterized by more social and
 

economic development than the countries in the complementary group.
 

Politically, however, they are less progressive.
 

In the next step of the analysis, the 19 countries in this group are
 

subdivided according to the rate of improvement of human resources (39% of
 

the remaining variance). Also statistically significant are the extent of
 

political participation (307.), the degree of development potential (232.),
 

the extent of literacy (21'), and the extent of direct government economic
 

activity (21%). Within the group of at best moderately dualistic, and at
 

least moderately socially and economically developed cbuntries -- the more
 

socially and politically developed the countries, and the more dynamic their
 

economies, the better is their distribution of income. The higher the degree of
 

development potential, the more widespread the opportunities for political
 

*Rhodesia and Malagasy are exceptions to this statement.
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participation, and the larger the role of government in the economy. the less
 

concentrated is the distribution of income.
 

Group L0 is comprised of a set of 8, socially and economical 1%, wc-l 

developed countries: Argentina, Ch'ile, Costa Rica, Greece. Japan, Panama.
 

Taiwan, and Venezuela. The average concentration -atio in this group is .4?
 

(akin to that in the United States). The mean share of the poorest 20.
 

is 6%; that of the upper 5% is 26%.
 

The countries in the complementary set (Group Ii are: Brazil, Ceylon, 

Colombia, Ecuador, El Sal.iadcr, Jamaica, Lebanon, Malagasy, Mexico, Rhodesia,
 

and Trinidad. This group excludes both of the extremes in social and
 

economic development; it also excludes both the nations with the highest
 

and lowest development potential. The average concentration of income in
 

this group is higher than in Group 10 (the average concentration ration is
 

.52); however, this group still combines a fairly wide range in the extent 

of concentration of income. 

In the next step, this group can be subdivided further. There is an
 

association (54% of variance) between higher development potential (highcr
 

growth rates and better overall economic performance) and more concentration
 

of income. Group 12 contains four countries (Ceylon, Ecuador, El Sal-vador, and 

M'lagasy) with at most intermediate potential for self-sust-ained growth, and 

in ivurage concentration ratio of .44. Group 13, consisting of fir,, iL. 

Colombia. amaica. Lebanon, Mexico, Rhodesia and Trinidad. has distinctly
 

better prospects for further growth and an average concentration ratio of
 

.56.
 

Group 4, the culturally more heterogeneous countries with the moderI/Lilg 

elites, subdivides into two groups, distinguished by natural resource abundance. 

Except for Malagasy. 
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The group with the poorL rosot rc'es, hut with the best income distrihution 

or any of out g,"oupS ((',roilp 8-' cnbines (I) fou r of the economi cally , 

d.ve:Loped c'otintrios In our sample (Chad, Dahomey, Niger and Surinam) witli 

(2) two modernizing countries at the intermediate level of economic and
 

social development, and of intermediate development potential (India !Ard
 

Pakistan) and with ,(3) one country (Israel) which is one 
of the two most
 

highly developed nations in our sample. 
 Thus this group spans the extremes 

in the range of developmnnt. T;,e more developed countries in this set aLl 

have mixed, government-private-economies. The average concentration ratio
 

in this group is .34; the share of the bottom 20% averages 9% and that of 

the top 5% averages 19%. 

By contrast, the complementary group (Group9 ) is cons iderably morc 

homogeneous in its levels of economic and social development. It combines: 

Bolivia, Burma, Ivory Coast, Kenya, Nigeria, and the Philippines. nhese are 

relatively resource rich countries which are low-to-intermediatc, in the 

modernization scale. 
 The average concentratio ratio in this set 
is .46; 

about 6% of nation income accrues to the bottom 20% and about 30% to the 

top 5%.
 



Conclusion
 

The forces which influence intercountry variations in the concentration
 

coefficient are those which were found earlier to impinge upon various
 

portions of the distribution of income: the extent of socio-economic
 

dualism, the degree of direct government economic activity, human and
 

natural resource endowments, the extent of cultural and ethnic homogeneity,
 

and the degree of develcpmeit potential. Sharp dualism, good natural
 

resources, poor human resources, and the prevalence of private enterprise,
 

all increase the concentration of income. More rapid economic growth
 

increases concentration in two of the splits, even where it occurs among
 

only moderately dualistic ctuntries and is accompanied by widespread
 

improvements in economic institutions.
 

The analysis explains 85% of the overall variance of the V.INI
 

Coefficient.
 

it will be recalled that this latter element is built into our definition
 
of development potential. The extent to which improvements in economic
 
institutions accompany growth is one of the elements distinguishingbetween
 
countries in the top two categories.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
 

The most important variables affecting income distribution are
 

ecological, socio-economic and political. 
Table 2 present a summary
 

of the impact in all six analyses of all the variables included in the
 

study. 
The second column of the Table indicates the frequency with which
 

a variable is statistically significant; the third column lists the
 

number of splits in which a given variable is the primary differentiator
 

among groups. In the summary which follows we will discuss only the
 

six most important variables.
 

Among socio-economic indicators, the rate of improvement of human
 

resources 
is the variable most frequently associated with differences in
 

patterns of income distribution. This variable is statistically significant
 

in 10 of the 27 splits. The rate of improvement of human resources 
is
 

esseotially an index of the equality of access 
to middle level and university
 

education and therefore reflects the extent of political commitment to
 

equalizing economic and social opportunities throughout the various
 

strate of society: when access is limited, education is solely an elitist
 

activity. In the analysis, higher school enrollment ratios are uniformly
 

associated with less concentration in income distribution and with larger
 

shZ.res accruing to the lower and middle income strata.
 

The variable to appear next most frequently in the analysis is the
 

A.bundanco of natural resources. 
 This indicator is statistically significant
 

i.1 thi d or th splits, and it appvars as primary differentiator in 

5 of 27. At all levels of social and economic development, wealth in
 

natural resources 
is associated with a shift in the allocation of income
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TI'b! 2: SIJMARY OF SICNIFICANl VARIABSES 

Frequency of Frequency of 
Significance Appearance as 

Primary Variablt 

Rate of Improvement in Human Resources 10 5 

Extent of Direct Government Economic Activity 9 4 

Abundance of Natural Resources 9 5 

Extent of Potential for Economic Development 9 2 

Extent of Political Participation 6 1. 

Extent of Dualism 5 4 

Strength of Labor Movement 4 0 

Level of Socio-economic Development 4 0 

Per Capita GNP 3 1 

Level of Modernization of Techniques in Agriculture 3 1 

Structure of Foreign Trade 3 0 

Importance of Indigenous Middle Class 3 1 

Extent of Literacy 3 0 

Degree of Cultural and Ethnic Homogenity 3 2 

Extent of Social Mobility 2 1 

Political Strength of Traditional Elite 2 0 

Political Strength of the Military 1 0 

Extent of Leadership Commitment to Development 1 0 

Character of Agricultural Organization I I 
Level of Modernization of Industry 1 0 

Change in Degree of Industrialization 1 0 

Level of Effectiveness of Financial Institutions 1 0 
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towards the wealthiest 20% and 5% and against the middle income groups.
 

thereby increasing the concentration of income and wealth. Among the
 

least developed countries, most of which are in subSaharan Africa.
 

there is, of course, an association between the extent of dualism and
 

the abundance of natural resources; this association is the result of
 

colonial settlement and exploitation patterns. Since their i!cent
 

independence, these countries have been unable to overcome this economic
 

legacy of colonialism.
 

The more developed Va.ural-resource-poor countries have had to rely
 

on human resource c ve!iin.:,t as a substitute for poor natural resource
 

endowments. The less developed countries that lack natural resources have
 

not been colonized to the same extent and are, therefore, not as
 

dualistic in their structure. As a result, the countries with only
 

moderate natural resource endowments, whether developed to a greater
 

or a lesser extent, tend to have better income distribution patterns.
 

The extent of direct government economic activity is the next most
 

important variable to differentiate among countries in their patterns of
 

income distribution. It appears in 9 out of 27 splits and is a primary
 

variable in 4 of the splits. The larger the government's share in total
 

investment, the smaller is the share of income of the wealthiest 5 and 20
 

percent and the larger is the share of the middle income groups. It is
 

interesting to note that this variabLe has been found not to affect either
 

levels of economic development or rates of change of per capita GNP but
 

it does exert a significant impact upon income distribution.
 

The extent of dualism appears as the first variable to differentiate
 

among countries in four out of the six analyses. Higher dualism increases
 

The mean difference in concentration ratios between the resource poor and 
resource rich countries is .07; the average differences between the shares 
of the upper 5 and 20 percent are 9 and 7 percentage points respectively. 



the concentration of income by lowering the shares of the least privileged
 

20% and 60%,by decreasing the share of income of the middle class, and
 

by increasing the share of the wealthiest 20%. Furthermore the analysis
 

indicates that, once a sharply dualistic development pattern has been
 

initiated, further economic growth actually reduces the share of the
 

lowest 60%. When the dualistic development pattern is primarily foreign

managed and financed, higher GNP tends to lower the share of the middle
 

income households as well. In the absence of government intervention,
 

dualistic growth therefore increases the concentration of income. The extent
 

of cleavage in technology and life styles thus exerts a profound effect
 

upon income distribution, not only in itself, but also by influencing the
 

way in which further development affects the distribution of income.
 

The extent of potential for economic development is statistically
 

significant in a third of the splits, but appears as a primary variable
 

only twice. Faster growth accompanied by improvements in economic
 

institutions tends to redistribute income from the two extremes of the
 

income distribution towards the families in the 40 - 95% income brackets.
 

The more dynamic the economy, and the more malleable its institutions, the
 

larger is the share of the middle income groups. However, more rapid
 

economic growth also increases the proportion of income accruing to the
 

upper 20%, even though it decreases the share of income of the upper 5%.
 

The effect of economic growth on the share of the lowest 20% is not very
 

systematic, but there is an indication that better growth performance tends
 

to lower the share of the poorest households. The overall effect may or
 

may not be an increase in the concentration of income.
 

In two splits, a higher concentration coefficient is associated with
 
higher development potential; in one split, it is associated with lower
 
development potential.
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More widespread opportunittin for political pnrticipation increatip
 
the degree of equality of income disribution. This variable was statis
tically significant in 6 of 27 spliLS, though ft appeared as 
a primary
 

differentiator only orce.
 

Several variables which, on a priori grounds, might have been expected
 
to affect the distribution of income were never actually statistically
 

significant. 
Among economic variables, the size of the traditional agri

cultural sector, the size and pattern of development, the level of
 
adequacy of physical overhead capital, the level of effectiveness of the
 
tax system, and the total population never entered the analysis. 
 The extent
 
of urbanization, the nature of colonialism. and the recentness of self

government also never appeared.
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Argentina (1961)
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United Nations Publication, "Economic
 

oevelopment and Income Distribution in 
for IatinArpentina," hiconomic Commission 

Nations, Ih/C.N.12/802America, United 
New York, Pl'1.)( 



Bolivia (1968) 

households 	 % income*
 

lowest 20.00 3.50
 
next 30.00 11.00
 
next 23.30 20.50
 
next 21.70 29.30
 
next 3.00 17.00
 
upper 2.00 	 18.70
 

Source: 	 National Secretariat of Planning,
 
Prepared for All) by Mr. Rolando
 
Sanz-Guerrero. 

*Allocation between first three groups and between
 

next two groups estimated on basis of distribution
 
in similar countries in Latin America.
 



%population 


lowest 20.00 
next 30.00 
next 30.00 
next 15.00 
upper 5.00 

% income
 

3.50
 
11.50
 
23.5)
 
23.10
 
38.40
 

Source: 	 United Nations, Economic Commission for 
Latin America, "Economic Survey of Latin 
America, 1969, Part Three." 



Burma (1958) 

1 houscholds 	 ' income 

lowest 83.20 S3.58"
 
next o.50 7.08
 
next 3.60 0.76
 
next 2.40 6.15
 
next 1.30 4.0l
 
next 1.90 11.24
 
upper 1.00 10.57*
 

Source: 	 Central Statistical and Economics
 
Department, Government of the Union
 
of Burma," Report on the 1958 Survey of
 
Household Lxpenditure in Rangoon,"
 
Adjusted on the basis of National
 
Account Statistics to reflect the
 
distribution of rural income.
 

*Estimated so that total income equals national
 
income at factor cost.
 

**Estimated by allocating agricultural income to
 
agricultural population and adding urban income
 
at that level. An average family size of 6 people
 
is assumed in this calculation.
 



population 	 % income
 

lowest 10.00 1.50 
next 10.00 2.95 
next 10.00 4.00 
next 10.00 5.21 
next 10.00 6.27 
next 10.00 7.54 
next 10.00 9.00 
next 10.00 11.22 
next 10.00 15.54 
upper 1.00 36.77 

Source: 	 Survey of Ceylon's Consumer Finances
 
1963, Central lank of Ceylon,
 
D)epartment of iconomic Research,
 
Colomho, 1964, p. 66.
 



Chad (1958) 

% population income 

lowest 00.00 
 35.00*
 
next 20.00 
 22.0O)*

next 10.00 
 13.00
 
next 5.00 
 7.00
 
upper 5.00 
 23. 00 

Source: Morrisson, Christian, La Re artitlon
Des Revenus Dans Les Pays Du Tiers
 
fvonde, blditions Cujas, Paris, 1969,
 
pp.79 4,205.
 

*Division of income between groups estimated on 
basis of classification ;n orrisson, p. 194. 



Chile (198)
 

% households i income 

lowest 28.30 7.70 
next 32.40 20.10 
next 18.00 18.90 
next 7.00 11.10 
next 4.40 8.70 
next 2.90 7.10 
next 2.90 8.00 
next 1.50 5.90 
upper 2.00 12.50 

Source: United Nations, lconomic Commission
 
for Latin America, "E-conomlic Survey
of Latin America, 1909, Part Three, 
Special Studies." 



Taiwan (19b1)
 

households 	 % income
 

lowest 17.36 	 3.29 
next 19.58 	 9.00) 
next 14.90 9.41 
next 1.3.18 10.4b 
next 8.13 7.87 
next 6.03 6.87 
next 5.79 7.80 
next 4.56 7.68 
next 3.33 0.87 
next 2.09 5.02 
next 1.85 5.30 
next 1.72 6.52 
next 0.74 4.07 
next 0,49 5.16 
upper 0.25 4.69 

Source: 	 Chang, Prof. Kowie, "Report on Pilot 
Study of Personal Income (and Con
sumption) in Taivan," Prepared under 
the sponsorship of Working Group of 
National Income Statistics Directorate-
General of Budget, Account and 
Statistics, Tie Lxecutive Yuan. 



Colombia (1964)
 

households % income
 

lowest 7.b4 0.45
 
next 5 94 0.75
 
next 5.16 0.77
 
next 8.65 1.52
 
next 8.00 1.84
 
next 6.67 2.34
 
next 15.42 6.76
 
next 6.12 3.52
 
next 6.71 4.90
 
next 8.51 7.37
 
next 6.79 9.02
 
next 4.86 8.59
 
next 1.49 3.24
 
next 2.02 8.41
 
next 1.28 7.78
 
next 0.71 5.83
 
next 0.59 8.55
 
upper 0.20 9.17 

Sot rce: United Natiorjs, lconomic Commi.ssion for 
Latin America, "Eicoriomic Survey of Latin 
America, 1969, Pait Three, Special 
Studies." 



Costa Rica (1969) 

% households 
 % income
 

lowest 20.00 
 6.00
 
next 30.00 
 1".20 
next 30.00 21.8o 
next 15.50 25.00
 
upper 5.0(0 35. (0
 

Source: 
 United Nations, Lconomic Commission
 
for Latin America, "Lconomic Survey

of Latin America, 1909, Part Three,
Special Studies."
 



)ahomey (1959) 

1 populat ion 	 %income 

lowest 00.00 30.00*
 
next 20.00 20.00*
 
next 10.00 1.00 *
 

next 5.00 8.00
 
upper 5.00 31.00
 

Source: 	 Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition 
des Revenues dans leys , du Tiers-
Monde, Editions Cujas, Paris, 1969. 

*Allocation between lowest two groups estimated
 

on basis of classification in Morrisson, p. 194, 2A.
 

*at:stimated on basis of distribution in Togo and
 

Niger.
 



Lcuador (1968) 

population 'o income
 

lowest 20.00 
 6.30*
 
next 30.00 17.00*
 
next 
 24.90 28.00* 
next 23.60 32.00 
upper 1.30 16.60 

Source: National Development Plan, 1964-73?
 
Alianza Para El Progresso, i\valuacion 
del Plan .eneral do lesarollo 1iconomico 
y Social del Lcuador (August, 1964). 

*Distribution between bottom three groups
estimated on basis of distribution in other 
similar hLtin American countries. 



Gabon (1960) 

% population I income 

lowest 60.00 15.00* 
next 10.00 8.00* 
next 10.00' 6.00 
next 10.00 11.00 
next 5.00 13.00 
upper 5.00 47.00 

Source. Morrisson, Christianp ,a Repartition 
des Revenus dans les PaYs du 'iers
0nde . Editions Cujas, Paris, 1969. 

*Distribution between bottom two 
groups estimated
 
on basis of classification 611, Morrisson, p. 194.
 



Greece (1957)
 

population I income 

lowest 20.00 9.00 
next 24.00 15.00 
next 23.50 14.50 
next 5.00 4.30 
next 4,20 4.20 
next 3.30 3.50 
next 3.20 5.50 
next 11.80 21.00 
upper 5.O00 23.00* 

Source: Crockett, Jean, "Consumer Expenditures
 
and Incomes in Greece," University of
 
Pennsylvania and Center of Planning

and lconomic Research, Athens, 1967.
 

*Estimated by adding national account data on
 
property income to this income class. Labor
 
force estimates by skill from ILO Yearbook.
 



India (1956-57) 

% households income 

lowest 10.00 3.00 
next 10.00 5.00 
next 10.00 6.00 
next 10.00 6.00 
next 10.00 8.00 
next 10.00 8.00 
next 10.00 9.00 
next 10.00 13.00 
next 10.00 14.0(' 
next 5.00 8.00 
upper 5.00 20.00 

Source: P.D.Ojna and V.V.Bhatr, "Patterns
 
of Income Distribution in an
 
Underdeveloped Economy: A Case
 
Study of India," American Economic
 
Review, September 1964, p. 714.
 



Iraq (1956) 

population 
 % income
 

lowest oo.00 16. ()0*
next 20.00 
 16.00*
 
next 10.00 
 23.00
 
next 5.00 
 11.00
 
upper 5.00 34.00
 

Source: 
 Norrisson, Christian, La Repartition des

Revenus dan les Pays du Ilers-, onde,
Editions Cuja's, Paris, 1909. 

*Allocation of income between the bottom two
 
classes estimated on 
basis of classification in 
Morrisson, n. 194. 



Israel (1957)
 

% population % income
 

lowest 10.00 2.60 

next 10.0() 4.20 
next 10.00 6.00 
next 10.00 7.40 
next 10.00 8.30 
next 10.00 9. 60 
next 10.00 10. 30 
next 10.00 12. 20 
next 10.00 17.00 
upper 10.00 22.40 

Source: Ben-Shaiiar, laim and Moshe Sandberg, 
"Economic and Institutional Eiffects 
on Income Distribution: The Case of
 

Israel," Public Finance, Vol. XXII,
 
No. 3, 19679 p. Z44.
 



Ivory Coast (1959)
 

% population 9 income 

lowest 60.00 30.00 
next 20.00 15.00' 
next 10.00 IS.O0* 
next 5.00 11.00 
upper 5.00 29.00 

Source: Morrision, Christian, La Repartition

des Revenus dans les Pays du Tiers
onde, ditions Cujas,Paris,"1969.
 



Jamaica (1958) 

% households %income 

lowest 20.00 2.2 
next 10.00 2.5 
next 10.00 3.5 
next 10.00 4.7 
next 10.00 6.1 
next 10.00 8.3 
next 10.00 11.2 
next 10.00 18.0 
next 5.00 13.3 
upper 5.00 30.2 

Source: 	 Ahiram, A., "Income Distribution in
 
Jamaica, 1958," Social and Economic
 
Studies, Institute of Social and
 
MAmic Research, University of the
 
West Indies, .Jamaica, Vol. 13, No. 3,
 
September, 1964, p. 337.
 



Japan (1962)
 

households I income
 

lowest 10.00 1.40 
next 10.00 3.30 
next 10.00 4.70 
next 10.00 5.90 
next 10.00 7.20 
next 10.00 8.60 
next 10.00 10.30 
next 10.00 12.60 
next 10.00 16.20 
upper 10.00 29.80 

Source: Ishizaki, Tadao, "The income 
Distribution in Japan," The 
Developing Economies, VoT,5, 

. Z. June 1967, p. 356. 



Kenya (1961-62)
 

% population 	 income
 

lowest 64.40 21.04
 
next il.50 7.57
 
next 7.10 12.83
 
next .1.;0 .93
 
next 1.40 4.02
 
next 1.o0 7.79
 
upper 2.29 45.79
 

Source: 	 Estimated by amalgamating data from the
 
following sources with U.N. National
 
Account Statistics data on subsistence
 
income and on functional shares:
 
MIaitra, Priyatosh, "Implications of 
Income." )istribution for iconomic I)evelop-

InIv lit at Al-ica I C',ase ,;tlilI'," l;,o011011 ' 

,Al lairs, Vol. X1I1II, No., I-.* .Jaiamary
MFl';T-i'ry, 19OH8, p. 87.
 
tovernment of Kenya, Economics and 
Statistics Division, Ministry of Finance
 
and Economic Planning, "Reported Employ
ment and Earnings in Kenya 1962."
 
Morrisson, Christion, La Rcpartition des
 
Revenus dans ies Pays du Tiers-Monde, 
Editions Cujas, Parts, 1909. 



Lebanon (1955-60)
 

$ households income 

lowest 
next 
next 

2).00 
3).(1 
11). 00 

5,01* 
13.0(1* 
5.0(0 

next 20.00 16.00** 
next 10.00 16.00 
next 5.00 11.00 
upper 5.00 34.0O 

Source: Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition
 
des Revenus dans les Pays du 'iers
11onde, hditions Cujas, Paris, 1969. 

*Division between group- estimated on basis of
 
similar distributions.
 

**Lstimated on basis of similar distributions.
 



Libya (1962)
 

% households 	 % income
 

lowest 21.00 0.11 
next 12.20 0.21 
next 15.90 0.57 
next 18.30 1.0 
ncxt 0.60 2.21 
next 5.70 5.80 
next 13.20 36.10 
next 4.b(0 23.40 
upper 2.o0 28.80 

Source: 	 Dajani, Sami W%., "Family budget Survey
 
in Tripoli Town 1962," United Kingdom of
 
Libya, Ministry of National Economy
 
Central Statistics Office, Tripoli.
 

United Nations. "Yearbook of National
 
Accounts," 190S, p. 410.
 

United Nations,"Compendium of Social
 
Statistics," Series K., No. 2, (1963).
 



Madagascar (1900) 

households , income 

lowest S().()() 18.00 
next 10.00 5.0()*
next 20. O0 18. 0)
next 10.00 11.00'* 
next S.O0 11.0o
 
upper 5.00 
 39.00
 

Source: Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition

des Revenus dans les Pays du Tiers'
monde, Lditions (ujas, Paris, 19F779 
pp. S9, 204. 

* Estimated on basis of distribution in similar 
countries. 

** listimated by subtraction. 



%households income 

I owes t 18.36 3. I() 

next 25.14 8. 59 
next 21.60() 13.13 
Inext 10.89 10.5o 
next 14.99 24.05 
next 4.55 13.00 
next 1.91 7.79) 
next 1.65 9.86 
upper .91 9.32 

Source: United Nations, hconomic Commission for 
Latin America, "Economic Survey of Latin 
America, 1969, Part Three, Special Studies." 



Morocco (1965) 

% populat ion % income
 

lowest 55.70 
 20.00*
 
next 20.60 
 10.50
 
next 1.20 
 1.00
 
next 9.40 
 11.90
 
next 2.80 
 9.10
 
next .80 
 4.70
 
next .30 
 2.20
 
next .07 
 1.10
 
next .07 
 1.90
 
upper 9.10 
 37.50** 

Source: Lazraq, Abderrazak, "Les Salaires dans
 
la Revenue National de 1955 a 1966,"

Bulletin Lconomique et Social du Maroc,
XXIXI 10-"7I, Juillet-Pecembre, 1967,
 

*Agricultural income estimated from Yearbook of
 
National Accounts Statistics; agricultural population

from U.N. Demographic Yearbook; number of non
agricultural wage earner5 and ratio of their

salary to that of urban unskilled wages iven in
 
Lazraq. on. cit;
 

**Property income estimated from Yearbook of National
 
Accounts Statistics and added to this category. Ratio
of non-agricultural property income 
to non-agri
cultural wage income given in Lazraq, op. cit.
 



Niger (1960)
 

i poputation $ income
 

lowest 350.00. * 
next 20.00 23.) 0 
next 10.00 I1.O00 
nCxt 5.00 8.00 
upper 5.00 23.00 

Source: 	 Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition
 
des Revenus dans les Pays du Tiers-

Monde, Editions Cujas, Paris, 1969,
 
pp. -94, 204.
 

*D)istribution between these groups estimated on 
basis of classification in Morrison, p. 194. 

**Estimated on basis of distribution ip. Chad and 

Togo.
 



Nigeria (1959)
 

% population 	 % income
 

lowest 90.00 43.98 
next 0.44 0.85 
next 0J.50 1.13 
next 0.59 1.73 
next 0.50 1.65 
next t.57 2.18 
next 0.53 2.12 
next 0.67 2.92 
next 0.62 2.94 
next 0.(,1 3.12 
next 0.57 3.27 
next 0.41 2.50 
next 0.40 2.57 
next 0.35 2.36 
next 1.65 13.69 
next 0.33 3.94 
next 0.11 1.67 
next 0.10 2.12 
upper 0.01 0.72 

Source: 	 Marchal, Jean and Bernard Ducros, "The
 
Distribution of National Income," St.
 
Martin's Press, New York, 1968, p. 405.
 



Pakistan (1963-64)
 

I households I income 

lowest 5.00 1.00 
next 5.00 1.50 
next 10.00 4.00 
next 
next 

10.00 
10.00 

5.00 
b.00 

next 10.00 7.01 
next 10.00 8.50 
next 10.00 9.50 
next 10.00 12.50 
next 10.00 15.00 
next 5.00 10.00 
upper 5.00 20.00 

Source: 
 Dehjom, "Personal Income Distribution
 
and Personal Savings in Pakistan, 1963
64," Pakistan Development Review,

Summer, 1967.
 



Panama (1969)
 

% households % income 

lowest 20.00 4.90 
next 30.00 15.70 
next 30.00 22.70 
next 15.00 22.20 
upper S.AC 34.50 

Source: 	 United Nations, Economic Commission
 
for Latin America, "Economic Survey

of Latin America, 1969, Part Tihree,
 
Special Studies."
 



Peru (19b1) 

% population 	 % income
 

lowest 9.20 1.40 
next 32.70 8.00 
next 22.90 9.90 
next 24.50 21.20 
next 1.80 2.90 
next 0.00 12.80 
next 1.00 3.60 
upper 1.90 40.20 

Source: 	 Cha, David, "Income D)istribution, 1961,"
 
Wistituto Nacional de Planificacion,
 
private communication.
 



Philippines (1961)
 

% population I income 

lowest 17.00 3.30 
next 29.30 12.00 
next 17.80 12.20 
next 12,00 11.50 
next 10.80 14.50 
next 7.40 15.2o 
uppur 5.80 31.30 

Source: Ordono, Lustaquio 0., "The Pattern of
 
Post-War Income I)istribution in the
 
Philippines," Economic Research Journal,
 
Volume XI, No. 3,December, 1964, p. 144.
 



Zambia - ;orthern Rhodesia (1959) 

% households 	 % income 

lowest 14.67 3.73
 
next 40.09 19.11
 
next 24.81 19.70
 
next 9.18 10.20
 
next 4.45 6.37
 
next 1.61 2.82
 
next 0.57 1.19
 
next 0.28 0.66
 
next 0.19 0.51
 
next 0.17 0.53
 
next 0.27 0.94
 
next 0.32 1.30
 
next 0.28 1.36
 
next 0.33 1.76
 
next 0.37 2.22
 
next 0.41 2.72
 
next 0.25 1.83 
next 0.10 1.28 
next 0.16 1.35 
next 0.24 2.22 
next 0.66 7.39 
next 0.38 6.11 
next 0.07 1.48 
next 0.03 0.86 
next 0.02 0.95 
next 0.01 0.48 
next 0.00 0.41 
upper 0.01 0.52 

Source:' 	 Baldwin, Robert F., "Economic D)evclopment 
and Export Growth, A Study of Northern 
Rhodesia, 1920-1960," University of 
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angelcs,
1966, p. 	 46. 



Rhodesia (1946) 

% popultion ,.income 

lowest 00.00 20.00 
next 20.00 15.00* 
next 15.00 5.0()0 
upper 5.00 60.00 

Source: Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition
 
des Revenus dans les Pays du Tiers-
Monde, Editions Cujas, Paris, 1969. 

* 	 Estimated on basis of classification in 
orrisson, p. 194. 



Senegal (1960)
 

p..opulation 	 I income
 

lowest 20.00 	 3.00*
 
next 20.00 	 7.00
 
next 20.00 	 10.00*
 
next 20.00 	 1).()(
 
next 10.00 	 lb.00
 
next 5.00 	 12.00
 
next 5.00 	 36.00
 

Source: 	Morrisson, Christian, La Repartition des
 
Revenues dans les Pays du Tier-s-Monde,
 
Lditions Cujas, Paris, 1969.
 

*Estimated on basis of similar distributions and
 
classification in Morrisson, p. 194.
 



Sierra Leone (1968) 

% households % income 

lowest 18.00 3.20 
next 32.00 10.10 
next 6.00 2.60 
next 36.00 30.00 
upper 8.00 54.1)* 

Source: 	 Sierra Leone Household Survey, Africa
 
Research Bulletin, Feb. 14, 1968T p.717.
 

* Income in this category adjusted so that the 
per capita income times population equals National 
Income figure from Yearbook of National Accounts
 
Statistics.
 



South Africa (1965)
 

% population I income* 

lowest u.60 0.3
next 10.00 1.07 
next 8.70 1.29 
next 12.50 2.bb 
next 11.90 3.84 
next 3.30 1.72 
next 7.30 5.54 
next 12.10 14.30 
next 11.10 17.30 
next 6.80 13.10 
next 4.30 10.40 
upper 5.40 28.40 

Source: Republic of South Africa, BUlreau of
 
Statistics, "Report No. 11-0-03, Survey

of Family Expenditure, Ten Prircipal

Urban Areas and the Urban Areas of the
 
Vaal Triangle and the Orange Free State
 
Gold Fields, November, 1966, Family
 
Income."
 
Feldmann-Laschin, G.R., F.E. Radel and
 
C. De Coning, "Income and Jixpenditure
Patterns of Coloured Households Cape

i'eninsula," Bureau of Market Research,
University of South Africa, Pretoria,
 
195.
 
United Nations, Yearbook of National Accounts
 
Statistics (various years).

lnited Nations, Demographic Yearbook (various
 
years).
 

*Amalgamated from data in cited sources using

Demographic Yearbook data for population distri
bution. All rural income was assumed to be
 
distributed as in the Cape Peninsula.
 



Sudan (1969)
 

% households 

lowest 0.20 

next 5.70 

next 18.20 

next 15.20 

next 14.20 

next 8.40 

next 7.40 

next 4.40 

next 4.90 

next 2.90 

next 3.30 

next 1.70 

next 2.20 

next 1.20 

next 1.40 

next 1.20 

next 0.90 

next 1.00 

next 0.O0 

next 2.20 

next 0.70 

next 0.70 

next 0.40 

next 0.20 

upper 0.20 


% income 

O.0(0
 
0.94
 
5.84
 
7.74
 
9.4!
 
(.95
 
7.35
 
5.11
 
b.49
 
4.32
 
5.4t)
 
3.10
 
4.37
 
2.59
 
3.24
 
2.98
 
2.39
 
2.81
 
1.79
 
7.29
 
2.6o
 
3.02
 
1.42
 
1.56
 
1.1o
 

Source: 	 Republic of the Sudan, Department of
 
Statistics, "Omdurman Household Budget
 
Survey," 	p. 24.
 



Surinam (1962)
 

t population 


lowest 35.50 

next 23.70 

next 12.80 

next 8.10 

next 5,20 

next 3.60 

next 2.70 

next 1.80 

next 1.40 

next 1.00 

upper 4.20 


% incore
 

19.u0
 
17.20
 
12.10
 
9.30
 
7.10
 
5.70
 
4.80
 
3.70
 
3.20
 
2,50
 

15.40
 

Source: 	 Algemeen Bureau Voor de Statistiek,
 
"Surinam in Figures, No. 44," March,
 
1967, p. 3.
 



Tanzania (1964)
 

% population 	 I income
 

lowest 80.00 39.00
 
next 5.01) 4.b0
 
next 2.00 2.30
 
next 10.50 16.10
 
upper 1.50 38.10
 

Source: 	 Priyatosh, Maitri, "Implications of
 
Income Distribution for Economic
 
Development: East Africa A Case
 
Study," pp. 96-97.
 

Smith, Hadley i.,"Readings on Economic
 
D)evelopment and Administration in
 
Tanzania, IPA, Dar Es Salaai, N. 4,
 
Table 1.
 



Trinidad and Tobago (19b0)
 

I population , income,
 

lowest 13.30 2.60 
next 20.00 3.50* 
next 15.00 7.30 
next 31.00 29.00 
next 11.20 18.00 
next 
upper 

5.20 
4.80 

13.0()
26.00** 

Source: 	 Miller, Nugent, "Some Observations on the
 
Income Distribution of Trinidad and Tobago,"
 
Income Earnings of Individuals by Sex IN 1-1,
 
Continuous Sample Survey of Population -
Publication No. 6, p. ix, p. 1 (urban
paid employees).
 

* Income and population in this class are rural 
income estimated from breakdown in Yearbook of 
National Accounts Statistics and Demographic
 
Yearbook,.
 

**Adjusted by figure on profit income from Year
book of National Accounts Statistics.
 



Tunisia (1971)
 

% population % income 

lowest 37.40 9.33 
next 30.30 15.11 
next 12.b() 11.07 
next 5.80 7.4o 
next 1.80 2.78 
upper 12.00 54.24 

Source: 	 Duwaji, Ghazi, "conomic Development in
 
Tunisia," Frederick A. Praeger, New York,
 
p. 189.
 

Figures are projected.
 



\ehezuela (1902)
 

'U households . income 

lowest 3.73 0.33 
next 12.07 2.25 
next 9.40 4.09 
next 9.30 3.81 
next 8.00 4.22 
next 29.-0 25.40 
n10..t 10.70 17.00 
n 't 9.30 10.30 
next 5.10 13.70 
next 1.52 6.20 
next 0.99 4.00 
upper (),89 8.70 

Source: 	 United Nations, Lconomic and Social 
Council, "Economic Survey of Latin 
America, 1909, Part Three, Special

Studies" March 20, 1970, E/CN.12/AC.

62/2 Add. 2.
 



COUNTRY LC.,ST 20% 21 - 40% 41 - 607. 61 - 80A 81 - 95% 96 - 100% 

iwrentinal 

% 

7.00 

cu. 
Ano'.einoi~ 

7.00 

cum. 
icoe i n 
10.30 117.30 

% 
income 

13.10 

' cum. 
income 

30.40 

cumi 
income jincome 
17.60 48.00 

- -cum. 
income incom-n 

22.60 170.60 

l 
inom 

29.40 

n 
-in 

100.0 

4olivia400 4.00 1.3.70 17.70 8.90 26.60 14.30 23.40 6430 35.70 100.0 

Brazil3 3.50 3.50 9.00 112.50 10.20 22.70 15.80 38.50 23.10 !61.60 38.40 100.0 
Burma4 10.00 10.00 13.00 :23.00 13.00 36.00 15.50 51.50 20.29 71.79 28.21 100.01 
Ceylon5 4.45 4.45 9.21 i13.66 13.81 i27.47 20.22 47.69 33.93 ;81.62 18.38 100.0 

Chad6 
Chile 7 

12.00 
5.40 

12.00 
5.40 

11.00 
9.60 

23.00 
.15.00 

12.00 
12.00 

3500 
127.00 

2200 
20.70 

157.00100.0 
!47.70 29.70 .77.40 22.60 100.01 

Taiwan 8 4.50 4.50 9.70 i14.20 14.80 29.00 19.00 48.00 27.90 .75.90 24.10 100.01. 

Colombia9 2.21 2.21 4.70 6.91 8.97 15.88 16.06 3194 27.70 59.64 40.36 100,0( 

Costa Rica10 6.00 6.00 7.30 13.30 1210 12540 14,00 40,00 2500 6500 3500 1000( 

Dahomey 1 

Ecuador1 2 

8.00 

6.30 

8.00 

6.30 

10.00 

10.60 

18.00 

16.50 

12.00 

26.10 

30.00 

42.60 

20.00 

15.60 

50.00 

58.20 

18.00 

20.30 

68.00 

78.50 
32.00 

21.50 
100.0( 

1000( 

El Salvador13 

Gabonl4 

5.50 

2.00 

5.50 

2.00 

6.70 112.20 

6.00 8.00 

11.30 

7.00 

23.50 

15.00 

15.10 

14.00 

38.60 

29.00 

28.40 ;67.0 

24.00 53.00 

33.00 

47.00 

100.0( 

100.0 
Greece15 9.00 9.00 12.80 21.80 12.30 34.10 16.40 50.50 26.50 77 00 23.00 100.OC 
India1 6 8.00 8.00 12.00 20.00 16.00 36.00 22.00 58.00 34.0 92.00 8.00 100,OC 

ra 7Iraq 11 7 2.02.00 2. 0202.00 6.00 018.00 8.00 16.00 16.00 32.00 34.C0 66.00 34.00 IO0OC 
Israel18 6.80 6.80 13.40 20.20 18.60 38.80 21.80 160.60 28.20 88.80 11.20 100.OC 



COUNTRY LOWEST 20% 21 - 40% 41 - 60/ 61 - 80% 81 - 95% 96 - 100% 

%income % .cum. . 7.%income income income Lncome cum. % %M % cum. o% e/uincome income income income income income inco; 
Ivory Coast1 8.00 8.00 10.00 18.00 12.00 30.00 15.00 45.00 26.00 71.00 29.00 100., 
Jamaica 2 0  2.20 2.20 6.00 8.20 10.80 19.00 19.50 38.50 30.30 68.80 31.20 100. 
Japan21 4.70 4.70 10.60 15.30 15.80 31.10 22.90 54.00 31.20 85.20 14.80 100. 
Kenya 22  7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 7.00 21.00 15.00 36.00 41.80 77.80 22.20 100. 
Lebanon 23 3.00 3.00 4.20 7.20 15.80 23.00 16.00 39.00 27.00 66.00 34.00 100. 
Lybia 4 0.11 0.11 0.39 0.50 1.28 1.78 8.72 10.50 43.10 53.60 46.40 100. 
::adagascar25 7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 9.00 23.00 18.00 41.00 22.00 63.90 37.00 100. 

iexico 26 3.66 3.66 6.84 10.50 11.25 21.75 20.21 41.96 29.52 71.48 28.52 100. 
idorocco 27 7.10 7.10 7.40 14.50 7.70 22.20 12.40 34.60 44.50 79.10 20.60 100. 
Iiger 28 2.00 12.00 11.00 23.00 12.00 35.00 23.00 58.00 19.00 77.00 23.00 100. 

Nigeria 29 7.00 7.00 7.00 14.00 9.00 23.00 16.10 39.10 22.50 61.62 38.38 100. 
fakistan3 0 6.50 6.50 11.00 17.50 15.50 33.00 22.00 55.00 25.00 80.00 20.00 100. 
Panama31 4.90 4.90 9.40 14.30 13.80 28.10 15.20 43.30 22.20 65.50 34.50 100. 
Peru 3 2 4.04 4.04 4.86 8.90 8.30 17.20 15.20 32.40 19.30 51.70 48.30 100. 
Philippines33 4.30 4.30 8.40 12.70 12.00 24.70 19.50 44.20 28.30 72.50 27.50 100. 

N. Rhodesi3 4 

(Zambia 5Rhodesia 

6.27 

4.00 

6.27 

4.00 

9.55 15.82 

8.00 2.00 

11.10 

8.00 

26.95 

20.00 

15.95 

15.00 

42.90 

35.00 

19.60 

5.00 

62.50 

40.00 

37.50 

60.00 

100. 

100.' 
Senegal36 3.00 3.00 7.00 10.00 10.00 20.00 16.00 36.00 28.00 64.00 36.00 100. 



COUNTRY LWAIST 20% 21 
- 40/ 41 - 60%/ 61 - 80% 81 - 95% 96 - 100% 

% cum. % % cum. 
 % Acum. % rcu. % ' cum. % %cum.income income income income income income income Lncome income income income income
 
Sierra Leone3 7 3.80 3.80 6.30 10.10 9.10 19.20 16.70 35.90 30.30 66.20 33.80 lO0,OC 
South Africa 38  1.94 1.94 4.17 6.11 10.16 16.27 26.37 42.64 17.98 60.62 39.38 100.OC 
Sudan3 9 5.60 5.60 9.40 15.00 14.30 29.30 22.60 51.90 31.00 82.90 17.10 100.OC 
Surinam4 0 10.70 10.70 11.56 22.26 14.74 7.00 20.60 57.60 27.00 84.60 15.40 100.OC 
Tanzania4 1  9.75 9.75 9.75 19.50 9.85 29.25 9.75 39.00 18.10 57.10 42.90 100.OC 
Trinidad4 nd 3.60 3.60 5.76 9.36 9.16 18.52 24.48 43.00 30.40 73.40 26.60 100.OC 
Tobago

Tunisia 4 3 4.97 4.97 5.65 10.62 9.95 F0.57 14.43 35.00 42.56 77.56 22.44 100.OC 

Venezuela44 4.40 4.40 9.00 13.40 16,60 30.00 22.90 52.90 [3.90 76.80 23.20 100.OC 
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