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Poverty Reduction Effects Evaluation and China’s
Rural Poverty Alleviation Policy

LI Yi KE Jiesheng
( College of Economic and Management South China Agricultural University Guangzhou 510642 China)

Abstract: Focusing on the controversial issue of “how the rural poverty alleviation policies alleviate pov—
erty in China” this paper selected 159 empirical research samples from 2 950 related studies extracted
531 effect values and evaluated the poverty alleviation effect of the policies and their structure and path
effect using the Meta—Analysis. Results of adopting the FAT-PET-PEESE strategy show that poverty alle—
viation policies have a positive and significant effect on farmers” income growth and reduction of the inci-
dence of poverty. Among them the former is more significant while the latter is relatively weak. From a
structural point of view the poverty reduction efforts ranked from high to low are: industrial poverty alle—
viation education poverty alleviation relocation poverty alleviation social security poverty alleviation
and ecological poverty alleviation. Differences in poor people’s ability have had a possible role in reduc—
ing poverty. This paper points out that the poverty alleviation policy in the new period should maintain
consistency and focus on strengthening farmers” anti-poverty capabilities and in the meantime set up a

long-term mechanism for relative poverty governance.

Key Words: fiscal poverty alleviation; poverty incidence; poverty reduction effect; increment effect;

relative poverty



