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tem is the main reason of regional disparities based on examination on the whole country. Percentile of the
expenditure method has its advantage in the unification of minimum living standard. In addition, percen—
tile of the expenditure method can provide an index to compare the benefit level among different regions.

The expenditure substitute rate of minimum living standard in thirty — six center cities is decreasing, while
the expenditure substitute rate of prefectural — level cities is increasing. The result of correlation analysis
shows that the city with high expenditure has low expenditure substitute rate, and the city with low ex—

penditure has low expenditure substitute rate. This rule will be helpful of using percentile of the expendi-

(1) 0. 40

36

Study on the Standard Unification of Urban Minimum Living Standard
Security System: Focus on Percentile of the Expenditure Method
Yao Jianping

Abstract: Disunity of calculation and adjustment method of Minimum Living Standard Security Sys—

ture method to unify minimum living standard.
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