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Difference of Relative Poverty between Urban and Rural Areas

and Poverty Alleviation Effect of Social Security

WANG Jing' ,JIAN An-qi*
(1. Institute of Sociology,Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Beijing 100732, Chinaj;

2. School of Social Sciences, University of Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Beijing 102488, China)

Abstract; Based on the data of China’s Comprehensive Survey of Social Conditions in 2015, 2017 and 2019, this paper
analyzes the difference of relative poverty and evaluated the poverty alleviation effect of social security policies in urban and
rural areas. The results show that the national average relative poverty level is higher than that of Chinese cities and towns
and lower than that of Chinese rural areas. Social insurance, medical reimbursement, social assistance, and other policies
have played a certain role in alleviating the relative poverty in rural areas,but there is a big gap between the effect of social
security in urban and rural areas(11% and 2% respectively). The low coverage rate and level of rural social security have
inhibited the poverty reduction effect of related policies. In the future,China needs to carry out multi-dimensional policy
reforms on relative poverty alleviation to promote social equity.

Key words: Relative Poverty;Social Security; Urban-rural Difference;the Poverty Alleviation Effect



