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Table 1 Types and values of subsistence capital indicators

( ) ( )

() N1 0.5 . .
N2 0.25 Likert : . . . . 1 -5
N3 0.25  Likert : . . . . 1 -5
(m?) P1 0.3 (m?)
P2 0.4 . . . NN . 1 7

P3 0.3 ca 1 -4
() F1 0.6 /

F2 0.13 (. ) 1 0

F3 0.13 1 0

F4 0.13 (. ) 1 0

S1 0.25 Liket 1-5 : . s . -

() $2 0.25
$3 0.25
$40.25  Likert 1-5
1 -5

HI 0.4 1 0

H2 0.3 1 0

H3 0.3

2.1

* 2 o
85.4% - 9.9% «
4.8% .
23.1% 73.7% -
2.1% - 1% . .
2 4.14% o

o 45% 7407.7
40.4% 11476.4 45.2%
13547.5 28.5% 14862.1 .
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Table 2 Percentage of livelihood strategy types and household income
(%) 100 45 40.4 9.9 3.7 0.8 0.2
515 232 208 51 19 4 1
() 12069. 4 7407.7 11476.4 17027.2 29810.5 28000 36000
(%) 100 3.7 19.4 45.2 28.5 2.1 1
515 19 100 233 147 11 5
() 12569.4 5384.2 8700.7 13547.5 14862. 1 20754.6 19540
2.2
® 3 0. 285376 0.
344287 20. 64% 0
0 0. 088075 0. 06348 27.9% .
0.7986 0.5167 35.3%; 0.0951
0.0271 71.5%; 0.0916 0.0702 23.36%;
0.7762 0. 6556 15.6%
; 0.073945 0.071745 2.9% . 0.
1191 0.098 17.7% 0.5698 0.5696.
N 0 0.053166 0.111882 110%
o 72 88
16.72% 0. 1064 0.3711 249% ; 0. 034478 0.
064816 88% o 0.14 0.17
21.4% . 0.19 0.47 147%
0.1813 0.2836 56.4% -
0.035712 0. 032364 12069. 43 12569.
43 4.14% 0.23 0.25 8. 7%
3

Table 3 Quantitative values of livelihood capital of migrants for poverty alleviation relocation

(NI 0.5)

(N2 0.25)
(N3 0.25)
(P1 0.3)

(P2 0.4)

(P3 0.3)

(F1 0.6)

(F2 0.13)
(F3 0.13)
(F4 0.13)
(S1 0.25)
(S2 0.25)
(S3 0.25)
(4 0.25)
(H1 0.3)
(H2 0.4)
(H3 0.3)

0.1191
0.6709
0.5698
0. 1064
0.4230
0.2157
0.1156

0.14

0.23

0.47
0.7986
0.0916
0.0951
0.7762

0.14

0.19
0.1813

0.0980
0.6693
0.5696
0.3711
0.3702
1.0000
0.1202

0.13

0.25

0.31
0.5167
0.0702
0.0271
0.6556

0.17

0.47
0.2836

0.073945

0.053166

0.035712

0.088075

0.034478

0.285376

0.071745 3.180% %%

0.111882 —-45.719%**

0.032364 3.521* %%

0.06348 20.280 % * *

0.064816  —12.08***

0.344287 -67.228***

SFFE p<0.01; %% p<0.05;" p<0.1.
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Table 4 Livelihood capital and household income under different livelihood strategies before relocation
)

0.075 0.052 0.03 0.088 0.037 0.282 7407.7
0.075 0.055 0.037 0.088 0.029 0.286 11476.4

0.08 0.055 0.048 0.091 0.048 0.324 17027.2

0.07 0.05 0.063 0.09 0.027 0.306 29810.5
0.066 0.056 0.072 0.085 0.024 0.312 29600

85.4% 0.282 0.286
5
Table 5 Livelihood capital and household income under different livelihood strategies after relocation
)
0.073 0.108 0.025 0.066 0.078 0.341 5384.2
0.074 0.107 0.026 0.062 0.054 0.332 8700.7
0.073 0.113 0.033 0.065 0.075 0.363 13547.5
0.073 0.114 0.036 0.06 0.074 0.363 14862. 1
0.071 0.119 0.052 0.062 0.058 0.371 20375
5
23.1% 62.3% 0.341 0.332
73.7% N
0.363,
2.4

(1)

[43

»
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Figure 1 Framework showing poverty alleviation relocation and livelihood development
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Poverty reduction effect and livelihood development of poverty alleviation
relocation in ethnic minority areas of Nujiang prefecture Yunnan province

MA Ming CHEN Shaojun TAO Siji

(' School of Public Administration Hohai University Nanjing 210098 China)

Abstract: Poverty and ethnicity are highly coupled and poverty alleviation relocation is the main strategy for
ethnic minorities to get rid of poverty in Nujiang prefecture. Based on 515 samples we analyzed the poverty
reduction effects of ex — situ poverty alleviation and migration and the livelihood development of immigrants in
Nujiang prefecture from the dimensions of livelihood strategies family income and sustainable livelihoods. The
study found that firstly the strategy of poverty alleviation relocation has significantly changed the livelihood of
the poor families greatly reduced the number of low — income households who are mainly engaged in agricultural
production and living and increased the number of “high — income” households who are engaged in non -
agricultural production and living. Secondly the incomes of relocated families that participated in poverty allevi—
ation relocation have increased significantly. thirdly the sustainable livelihoods of relocated residents have
improved significantly. Fourthly the livelihood capital and family income of immigrants whose main activities are
non — agricultural production and living are significantly higher than those whose main activities are based on
agricultural production and living. Fifthly the poverty alleviation and spillover effects of relocation for poverty
alleviation and relocation are obvious. The transformation of livelihood strategies has promoted the increase of
household income and cultivated the capacity for sustainable development. In order to consolidate the results of
poverty alleviation and improve the sustainable development and income growth of immigrants the following
suggestions are put forward: continuing to increase employment skills training developing specialty industries
and implement of " endogenous" and " externally introduced" industrial assistance to ensure employment; paying
attention to the optimized combination of various types of livelihood capital increasing the endogenous driving
force for the sustainable livelihood of immigrants; increasing the opportunities for immigrants to engage in
non — agricultural operations and encouraging the development of € — commerce and online operations of ethnic
minority “special products”; while increasing non — agricultural skills training and other support. It is necessary
to help immigrant families whose main focus is on agricultural production and life do a good job in the transfer of
land assets and income increase of contracted land mountain forest land and homestead in the emigration area
attach importance to the restoration of the social network of ethnic minority immigrants and the preservation and
development of culture.

Key words: minority areas; poverty alleviation relocation; poverty reduction effect; livelihood development



