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Poverty and the new middle class in the decade 

of equality 
 

Executive Summary 
 

The Brazilian National anthem states: “If with strong arm we have succeeded 

in winning a pledge of equality (…In thy bosom, O Liberty, Our hearts will 

defy death itself!)”. Winning this pledge rests upon a condition. Nevertheless, it 

is possible to begin pursuing it, not individually, but collectively. If a historian 

from the future would point out the main changes that occurred in the Brazilian 

society in the first decade of the third millennium, he would call it the decade of 

reduction of income inequality, or equalization of results - just as the 1990s was 

the decade of stabilization and, the 1980s, of redemocratization1. There is 

nothing similar to the inequality reduction observed since 2001 in the Brazilian 

documented statistics history (since 1960). The accumulated reduction is 

comparable, in magnitude, to the famous increase in inequality in the 1960s, 

which placed Brazil as the land of inertial inequity in the international psyche. 

According to World Bank data, 2005 data had already put Brazil as the 10th 

country in inequality in the world – we had been 3rd beforehand. In other words, 

the bad news is that we are still very unequal; whereas the good news is that 

there is much inequality to be reduced and, consequently, much income growth 

to be generated at the basis of the income pyramid. Roughly, it is as if Brazil 

had discovered – in this century alone – such reserves of pro-poor growth. For 

instance, in order to fight poverty, India - a poor country with half our inequality 

rates, hence more evenly poor - has one basic alternative to increase society’s 

income. Similarly, Belgium, an evenly rich country, does not have, in substantial 

terms, an additional alternative to improve the population welfare beyond 

growth. In the so-called Brazilian Belíndia, besides growth as a limitless source 

of well-being improvement, we have the option to reduce inequality as a way to 

                                                 
1 The creation of formal job posts is the other feature of this decade; whereas increase in school enrolment 
and education as well as stabilization were the main features of the previous decades. Advances of the 
1960s and 1970s were the economic miracle, i.e. economic growth. 
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lessen poverty and improve well-being. Obviously, equality is finite as, for 

instance, the oil reserves, but we are very distant from their exhaustion. No 

other country in the world can reduce poverty through redistribution in such 

wide scale as Brazil. Fighting inequality has common grounds to fighting 

cholesterol: there is the good and the bad fight, with various consequences to 

the economic organism. Besides keeping incentives for income growth for all, it 

is necessary to reach the fundamental causes of inequality, approaching inter-

generational differences of opportunities. In the last years, we have just begun 

exploring the surface of inequality in outcomes. 

The Brazilian flag aims to depict the country’s sky color – maybe reflecting our 

habit of too often looking upward. Brazilian high inequality is, however, a sign 

that we seldom look at the people standing beside us. It reflects – by revealed 

preference – our inability to see the stellar distances between people around us. 

The study of inequality measures the transversal distance between people; 

projecting it upward is similar to measuring the distance between the stars. If 

the study of Brazilian inequality were like analyzing the movement of celestial 

bodies, PNAD would be the device receiving and diffusing the light in Brazilian 

skies a year after its collection. PNAD allows star hunters to point to a 

reasonably clean atmosphere and observe the main relative movements in the 

previous year inside Brazilian society. 

Here, as if using an eye-glass focus, we will look at the relative displacements 

occurred in the income of the different Brazilian classes. Of all the changes 

observed since the recent release of IBGE’s 2007 PNAD, the most remarkable 

is the reduction in income inequality. Despite being a bit inferior to the major 

redistributions observed in the historical series such as 1986, 1990 and 2004, 

2007’s gives sequence to the de-concentration trend that began at the turn of 

the century. Brazilian income inequality, which remained stagnated between 

1970 and 2000, has had successive decreases year after year since 2001, 

comparable in magnitude to the only known displacement: the increase in 

inequality in the 1960s. Inequality of per capita household income measured by 

the Gini index fell c. 0,0074 points in 2007, 10% more than the pace of 

reduction assumed from 2001 to 2006 (0,0067). Among all these observed 

changes, income redistribution is, in our view, the 2007 highlight, especially 

because the growth of average per capita income of 2.3% was surprisingly low 
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both in comparison to the 2007 per capita GDP  (c. 4%) as well as the previous 

years’ PNADs (9,16% in 200¨and 6,63% in 2005). Inequality is the driving force 

for the continuous poverty reduction that drops from 19.18% of the population in 

2006 to 18.11% in 2007, that is, around 1.5 million people crossed the income 

line below 135 reais/ month per person. The number of extremely poor 

according to the new PNAD reaches 33,68 million people. The proportion of 

extremely poor falls 5,6% in 2007; hence below the 15% decrease in 2006, 

10,33% in 2005, and 9,85% in 2004. Conversely, the pace of poverty reduction 

in 2007 is more than twice as fast the minimum required to meet the goal of 

reducing extreme poverty, according to the Millenium Development Goals 

(2,73%) and a bit higher than the pace observed in Brazil since 1993 (4.3%). 

 

The year 2007 is the best synthesis of what happened to the main social 

indicators gathered throughout this decade. Firstly, the 2.26% growth of per 

capita income is the closest to the average of the last seven years (2,5% per 

year). Poverty as insufficient income falls 5,59% in 2007 against 6.7% per year 

in the period, once more, this year is closest to the decade average (6.72% per 

year). Finally, as we saw, the pace of per capita income inequality decrease 

measured by the Gini index is also the closest the decade’s average, c. 10% 

above it, which constitutes a historical mark. 
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Income - Brazil
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

Brazilian income inequality is the outcome of an interaction of various causes, 

and also has its impacts on various areas in social life, beginning with crime, 

health, and reaching consumer markets. There is a deeper layer of income 

distribution sources that emerge today, such as education policies and previous 

structural reforms. There are also changes in past income policies, such as 

impacts from the minimum wage re-adjustments and the expansion of the Bolsa 

Familia. In 2007, maybe for being a non-election year, there aren’t effects from 

the expansion of public transfers, but a distinguished labor performance 

compared to previous years. The liquid generation of job posts was more than 

50% inferior to the three previous years, with a liquid elimination of lower quality 

job posts, but with a record high in the generation of formal employment. The 

Brazilian labor market has become more ford-like and formal. There are signs 

that the so-called workforce blackout begins to affect the labor attraction 

dynamics and the evasion of young people from school, worsening the future 

scenario. This all happens amid the Pro-Uni program, which aims to increase 

access to higher education. Education has fallen 4.5% for young people aged 

between 18 and 24 years old, while the contingent of this group falls only 1.8%. 

Education statistics for younger students also shows saturation in terms of 

coverage advances – apart from those aged 5 and 6 years old who have seen 

the impact of the 9-year education system. This scenario shows the importance 

of measures and goals concerning the improvement in the quality of education, 

such as those from the federal government educational PAC and the Todos 

pela Educação civil society movement. Education and employment are, in this 
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order, the most fundamental determinants of the future level of income 

inequality in the country. 

Overall, 2007 shows that achievements and/or challenges cannot be measured 

by their quantity, but by their quality, be it of income, employment or education. 

In terms of education, we need to take advantage of the reduction in the 

number of children and adolescents to increase school time and to improve 

students’ learning and performance. In this work, we have to understand the 

causes of the increasing job market formalization to foster it as the workforce 

harvests the fruits of a better quality education and as labor institutions change 

for the better. Finally, the small growth in the PNAD average income in these 

years has had its impact leveraged also by qualitative upgrades: the greater 

inequity of income combined with the greater sustainability of these movements 

as an outcome of the labor expansion that currently unfolds. 

Otherwise, like the decade so far seen as a whole, 2007 is less remarkable for 

its generalized income growth for all population strata, than for the observed 

inequality reduction. The inequality measured by the Gini index falls 1.32% - 

above four of the five years of the inequality reduction decade: 1,2% in 2002, 

1% in 2003, -1,9% in 2004, -0,6% in 2005 and -1,06% in 2006. According to 

graph 1, the accumulated income gain between 2001 and 2007 by each tenth 

part of the population. Growth rates are decreasing as we move from the first 

(49,25%) to the last tenth (6,70%) – this progressive feature is not so well 

translated by the apparently small changes in the Gini index series. 

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Pulling the 2007 year survey from the analysis, we notice income reductions in 

the two extremes of the income distribution continuum, particularly among the 

10% poorest of -5,3%, which seems to indicate an increase in the number of 

people with a null income against past years’ trend. We observe a virtual 

stagnation of per capita income in 2007 - -0,1% among the 10% richest. The 

tenths that have gained more in 2007 are the 5th, 6th and 7th – which will cause a 

reduction in the polarization of the distribution, hence producing a relative 

growth of the so-called new middle class, as will shall see ahead. 

 

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

PNAD data reveal an impressive reduction of income in the PNAD residual that 

considers the so-called Bolsa Família effect: a decrease of more than 5% in 

income in the first tenth as a result of an increase of 50% in the null incomes. 

As a result, we receded from the MDG of 1US$, in terms of income from social 

transfers and have all become more confused. As we announced last year, 

Brazil had already accomplished the first, and maybe most famous, goal of the 

UN MDG concerning a reduction in extreme poverty of 50% in 25 years. While 

the accumulated decrease between 1992 and 2005 had been 54,61%, by 

adding 2006 data to the series, there is an accumulated reduction of 58,54%. 

Our perception is that the Social Program Supplement introduced in the 2006 

and 2004 PNAD seems to be creating this distortion. The 2004 and 2006 

Supplement years were exceptional in terms of income indicators’ impacts: 

2004, for the inequality decrease; 2006, for the general prosperity. These years 
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would be better than the previous ones, even in terms of statistical precision, 

because the supplement encourages PNAD questionnaire respondents to 

report their income and especially the income of their relatives in a stronger way 

than usual. Such questions from the 2004 and 2006 supplements are: do you 

receive bolsa familia? Do you receive the benefício de Prestação Continuada 

(BPC)?; How many people receive these benefits in your household?, etc. This 

would cause changes in the cake and in the distribution among various 

resource allocations that are directly inferred from the data. By being less 

nihilistic, we could compare 2007 to 2005 or the pre-2004 years only. This 

would solve the problem because the difference among data collection tools in 

different years tends to eliminate distortions. 

 

Extreme Poverty US$ 1 PPP 

Brazil

11
,7

3

11
,3

1

7,
77

8,
69

8,0
4

7,5
0

7,5
8

7,
92

6,
63 7,3

6

5,3
2

4,
94

6,1
5

4,
69

4,00

6,00

8,00

10,00

12,00

1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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There is still another warning about the PNAD. As a result of the supplement-

effect, the proportion of zeros goes from 1,2% in 2006 to 1,8% in 2007 – 

numbers which are based only on positive income like these indicate a greater 

improvement in inequality and in the average than what should have been 

observed this year, but which causes the inverse effect in the remaining years 

(except maybe for 2004). The problem is how to combine the supplement-effect 

with partial statistics that do not consider those with zero income, as released in 

the official publications with PNAD tabulations. In the PNADs without special 

supplements, those without income grow. Our suggestion is to calculate 

statistics for all Brazilians and only for those with a positive income. As users, 

our suggestion to increase the statistical precision of the PNAD would be to 

have a supplement every year. 

Back to the poverty line proposed by the Center for Social Policies 

(CPS/IBRE/FGV) – higher than the UN’s – we observe an accumulated 

decrease of 48,5% of the respective insufficiency in the 1992-2006 period. We 

are not there yet, but we are close to poverty’s half-life, according to the new 

PNAD data and the FGV line. The average poverty reduction annual rate from 

1992 to 2006 was -4,43% per year, which is almost twice as much as the 

necessary rate to halve extreme poverty within 25 years – that would be 2,73% 

per year. 

 

Given the different time horizons involved, we will compare the statistics in 

terms of the average annual growth rate allowing a direct comparison with the 

results obtained in the last year. The 5,59% poverty reduction rate in 20o7 

suggests, for instance, that in the mathematics of the MDGs, we have advanced 

in the last year what, according to the deal, we should have advanced in 5,1 

years. In its turn, the poverty reduction observed since the end of the 2003 

recession reaches on average 11,8% per year, that is, each year of the period 

we call Lula’s Real corresponds to 4,1 years of accomplishment of the MDG 

commitment – while in the original Real boom period (1993 to 1995) we 

reduced poverty on average at 10,74% each year, confirming the parallels 

between the two episodes explored here. 
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New middle-class – Class C - %  of the population - Brazil
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Sources  – among the immediate determinants of income distribution in Brazil, 

we have the level and inequality of the different income sources from private 

revenues from work, family transfer or assets to income transferred by the state 

such as pensions, social programs like unemployment benefit, rural social 

security and bolsa familia. We break down the per capita household income 

growth derived from different sources. Our departure point is the relation 

between the annual per capita evolutions for each income type, and then we 

gauge their relative weight in the total income composition. We split the 

individuals’ income in 5 pieces – separating social security benefits up to and 

above PIS, following our methodological and public policy suggestion made in 

1998 – according to the table. 

We begin the analysis by the period covered by the new PNAD from 1992 to 

2007. There has been an increase in the average per capita income received by 

each person that goes from R$ 344,93 to R$ 524,27 – an increase of 2,86% per 

year per person, or 52,65% accumulated in this period. Now, what explains this 

variation in income? First and foremost, labor factors with 71,16% of relative 

contribution towards income growth; and with 18,85%, social security above 

one minimum wage; The second type of security income (those up to one 

minimum wage) comes second with 6,73%. Other income sources such as 

official income transfers and other private incomes contribute relatively with 

0,93% and 2,34%, respectively. 
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Soc. security  

Year  Income all 
sources 

Income all 
jobs 

Other private 
income 

Public transfer 
– BF 

Basis social 
security – 

mw 
abovet-basis 

> mw 

2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

1992 344,93 282,17 6,06 7,6 10,24 38,86 

Annual growth rate 
(%) 2,86% 2,42% 3,71% 1,17% 6,32% 4,66% 

Relative 
contribution to 

income growth (%) 
100% 71,16% 2,34% 0,93% 6,73% 18,85% 

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

The analysis of the last PNAD in relation to the previous one presents even 

more impressive results with relation to the variation in income as a result of 

labor factors. Income from work and from social security boosted the growth of 

total income that reached 2,26% on average, compensating for those 

decreases of official income transfers and other private transfers. In terms of 

relative contribution, that is, considering the participation of each income in the 

total, income from work reached the highest rate of 120,24%, while other private 

income contributed negatively towards the growth of total income (-18,61) and 

the concept of public transfer falls a barely believable -17,75%. 

Following the tradition of more than a decade by the Center for Social Policies 

at the Fundação Getulio Vargas, we aim to provide information on social 

indicators based on income. The research that gave origin to this paper was 

carried out in a record time. The lag between the microdata release of PNAD in 

IBGE and its launch was one hour and forty minutes. CPS poverty statistics was 

broadcast live at GloboNews noon news program. The research was officially 

launched on Friday, at 11am – 24 hours after microdata was released – with an 

interactive data base, video and text. The research website 

www.fgv.br/cps/desigualdade  has an interactve data bank that enables the 

user to break down and analyse the levels and changes in the social indicators 

based on income from his perspective. It is like a vessel’s hatchway through 

which one can observe PNAD from where no one has ever been. 
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Poverty and the new middle class in the decade 

of equality 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Of all the changes observed since the recent release of IBGE’s 2007 PNAD, the 

most remarkable change is the reduction in income inequality. Despite being a 

bit inferior to the major redistributions observed in the historical series such as 

1986, 1990 and 2004, 2007’s gives sequence to the de-concentration trend that 

began at the turn of the century. Brazilian income inequality, which remained 

stagnated between 1970 and 2000, has had successive decreases year after 

year since 2001, comparable in magnitude to the only known displacement: the 

increase in inequality in the 1960s. Inequality of per capita household income 

measured by the Gini index fell c. 0,0074 points in 2007, 10% more than the 

pace of reduction assumed from 2001 to 2006 (0,0067). Among all these 

observed changes, income redistribution is, in our view, 2007’s highlight, 

especially because the growth of the average per capita income of 2.3% was 

surprisingly low both in comparison to the 2007 per capita GDP  (c. 4%) as well 

as the previous years’ PNADs (9,16% in 200¨and 6,63% in 2005). Inequlaity is 

the driving force for the continuous poverty reduction that drops from 19.18% of 

the population in 2006 to 18.11% in 2007, that is, around 1.5 million people 

crossed the income line below 135 reais/ month per person. The number of 

extremely poor according to the new PNAD reaches 33,68 million people. The 

proportion of extremely poor falls 5,6% in 2007; hence below the 15% decrease 

in 2006, 10,33% in 2005, and 9,85% in 2004. Conversely, the pace of poverty 

reduction in 2007 is more than twice as fast the minimum required to meet the 

goal of reducing extreme poverty according to the Millenium Development 

Goals (2,73%) and a bit higher than the pace observed in Brazil since 1993 

(4.3%). 

 

The year 2007 is the best synthesis of what happened to the main social 

indicators gathered throughout this decade. Firstly, the growth of per capita 
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income of 2.26% is the closest to the average of the last seven years (2,5% per 

year). Poverty as insufficient income falls 5,59% in 2007 against 6.7% per year 

in the period, once more, the year that is closest to the decade average (6.72% 

per year). Finally, as we saw, the pace of per capita income inequality decrease 

measured by the Gini index is also the closest the decade’s average, c. 10% 

above it, which constitutes a historical mark. 

 

If a historian from the future would point out the main changes that occurred in 

Brazilian society in the first decade of the third millennium, he could call it the 

decade of reduction in the income inequality, or equalization of results - just as 

the 1990s was the decade of stabilization and, the 1980s, the 

redemocratization2. There is nothing similar to the inequality reduction observed 

since 2001 in the Brazilian documented statistic history (since 1960). The 

accumulated reduction is comparable, in magnitude, to the famous increase in 

the inequality in the 1960s, which placed Brazil as the land of inertial inequity in 

the international psyche. According to World Bank data, 2005 data had already 

put Brazil as the 10th country in inequality in the world – we had been 3rd 

beforehand. In other words, the bad news is that we are still very unequal; 

whereas the good news is that there is much inequality to be reduced and, 

consequently, much income growth to be generated at the basis of the income 

pyramid. Roughly, it is as if Brazil had discovered – in this century alone – such 

reserves of pro-poor growth. For instance, in order to fight poverty, India - a 

poor country with half our inequality rates, hence evenly poor - has a basic 

alternative to increase society’s income. Similarly, Belgium, an evenly rich 

country, does not have, in substantial terms, an additional alternative to improve 

the population welfare beyond growth. In the so-called Brazilian Belíndia, 

besides growth as a limitless source of well-being improvement, we have the 

option to reduce inequality as a way to lessen poverty and improve well-being. 

Obviously, equality is finite as, for instance, the oil reserves, but we are very 

distant from their exhaustion. No other country in the world can reduce poverty 

through redistribution in such wide scale as Brazil. Fighting inequality has 

                                                 
2 The creation of formal job posts is the other feature of this decade; whereas increase in school enrolment 
and education as well as stabilization were the main features of the previous decades. Advances of the 
1960s and 1970s were the economic miracle, i.e. economic growth. 
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common grounds to fighting cholesterol: there is the good and the bad fight, 

with various consequences to the economic organism. Besides keeping 

incentives for income growth for all, it is necessary to reach the fundamental 

causes of inequality, approaching inter-generational differences in opportunities. 

In the last years, we have just begun exploring the surface of the outcomes 

inequality. 

 

Brazilian income inequality is the outcome of an interaction of various causes, 

and also has its impacts on various areas in our social life, beginning with 

crime, passing through health, and reaching the consumer markets. There is a 

deeper layer of income distribution sources that emerge today, such as 

education policies and previous structural reforms. There are also changes in 

past income policies such as the impacts from the minimum wage re-

adjustments and the expansion of the Bolsa Familia. In 2007, maybe for not 

being an election year, there isn’t a harvest of the effects from the expansion of 

public transfers, but a distinguished labor performance compared to previous 

years. The liquid generation of job posts was more than 50% inferior to the 

three previous years, with a liquid destruction of inferior quality job posts, but 

with a record in the generation of formal employment. The Brazilian labor 

market has become more ford-like and formal. There are signs that the so-

called workforce blackout begins to affect the labor attraction and the evasion of 

young people from school, worsening the future scenario. This all happens amid 

the Pro-Uni program, which aims to increase access to higher education. 

Education has fallen 4.5% for young people aged between 18 and 24 years old, 

while the contingent of this group falls only 1.8%. Education statistics for 

younger students also shows saturation in terms of coverage advances – apart 

from those aged 5 and 6 years old who have seen the impact of the 9-year 

education system. This scenario shows the importance of measures and goals 

concerning the increase in the quality of education, such as those from the 

federal government educational PAC and the Todos pela Educação civil society 

movement. Education and employment are, in this order, the most fundamental 

determinants of the future level of income inequality in the country. 

  



 17 

Overall, 2007 shows that achievements and/or challenges cannot be measured 

by their quantity, but more by their quality, be if of income, employment and 

education. In terms of education, we need to take advantage of the reduction in 

the number of children and adolescents to increase school time and to improve 

students’ learning and performance. In this work, we have to understand the 

causes of the increasing formalization to foster it as the workforce harvest the 

fruits of a better quality education and as labor institutions change for the better. 

Finally, the small growth in the PNAD average income in these years has had 

its impact leveraged also by qualitative upgrades: the greater inequity of income 

combined with the greater sustainability of these movements as an outcome of 

the labor expansion that currently unfolds. 

 

Workplan 

 

If the study of the Brazilian inequality were like analyzing the movement of 

celestial bodies, PNAD would be the device receiving and diffusing the light in 

Brazilian skies a year after data collection. PNAD allows star hunters to point to 

a reasonably clean atmosphere and observe the main relative movements in 

the previous year inside the Brazilian society. 

 

Here, as if using an eye-glass focus, we will look at the relative 

displacements occurred in the income of different Brazilian classes. Following 

the tradition of more than a decade by the Center for Social Policies at the 

Fundação Getulio Vargas, we aim to provide information on social indicators 

based on income. The research that gave origin to this paper was carried out in 

a record time. The lag between the microdata release of PNAD in IBGE and its 

launch was one hour and forty minutes. CPS poverty statistics was broadcast 

live at GloboNews noon news program. The research was officially launched on 

Friday, at 11am – 24 hours after microdata was released – with an interactive 

data base, video and text3.  

 

                                                 
3 A diferença mais fundamental desta versão está neste plano preliminar e no anexo sobre informações 
regionais.  
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We offer a data bank in the research website allowing everyone to see 

their respective social group statistics, like young people, women, rural workers, 

etc. separately (panoramas) or jointly ( simulator of estimated statistical models 

or mirror). The intention is not only to give our interpretation to the main 

changes in income, but also to allow each one to tell a social story from the 

wealth of data based on the PNADs. 

 

Apart from describing: how much has the Brazilians’ pocket changed? 

When did it change? (last 15 years until 2007 PNAD) and Whose income has 

changed? the research aims to identify: what has changed in Brazilians’ 

pocket? For instance, income from work may fall more to the unemployed and 

increase the income from unemployment benefit? Our last objective as 

researchers is by asking “Why did it change?” to find out how to change the 

economic situation of Brazilians for the better, starting with the poorest of the 

poor. This path implies identifying the determinants of changes in the 

distributive cake. We offer the decomposition of the evolution of different 

income sources and their impacts on the pockets of Brazilians from different 

social strata, open by their demographic and individuals attributes. We also 

analyse the cost-benefit of public transfers in terms of poverty reduction. Beside 

the traditional dive of the CPS into the fresh series of PNAD national microdata 

on inequality and poverty as insufficient income, this work will pay special 

attention to the expansion of the so-called New Middle Class, including access 

to durable goods and productive assets. Data indicate that 2007 is the Year of 

the New Middle Class. Sections of this work approach the following topics: 

inequality, poverty, the new middle class and changes in income sources. The 

appendices at the end help to observe the main changes in regional data from 

PNAD. 

 

The research website has an interactve data bank that enables users to break 

down and analyse the levels and changes in the social indicators based on 

income from his perspective. It is like a vessel’s hatchway through which one 

can observe PNAD from where no one has ever been. 
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All combinations may be analyzed for the whole group of the population or for 

the open subgroups: i) demographic features such as gender, age, years of 

education, ethnic background and position in the household; ii) socio-economic 

features like maternity, job position; iii) spatial features such as housing 

location, area (rural, metropolitan, urban), States. 
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2. The Decade of Income Inequality Reduction   

The study complements the IBGE statistics that deal with the total 

household income, excluding the null values from the average and income 

inequality calculations. Here, we work with per capita household income from 

effective household members, but including the null income as captured 

superbly by PNAD (IBGE) through nine questions about income asked directly 

to the people at their homes. We describe the evolution of social indicators 

based on income such as inequality, poverty and well-being analyzing their 

close determinants and some of their consequences. In other words, we 

describe the various aspects of the “Brazilians’ pockets” that would be, 

according to some economists, the most sensitive part of the “human anatomy”. 

 

Overall, 2007, like the decade so far seen as a whole, is less remarkable 

for its generalized income growth for all population strata, than for the observed 

inequality reduction, according to the following chart: 
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

The inequality measured by the Gini index falls 1.32% - above four of the 

five years of the inequality reduction decade: 1,2% in 2002, 1% in 2003, -1,9% 

in 2004, -0,6% in 2005 and -1,06% in 2006.  

 

Next, we present the accumulated income gain between 2001 and 2007 

by each tenth part of the population. Growth rates are decreasing as we move 

from the first (49,25%) to the last tenth (6,70%) – this progressive feature is not 

so well translated by the apparently small changes in the Gini index series.  
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Accumulated Variation of the Average Income - Brazil (2007/2001)

49,25%

43,41%

38,03%
34,79%

31,98% 30,28%

24,75%

19,65%

14,37%

6,70%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

Pulling the 2007 year survey from the analysis, we notice income reductions in 

the two extremes of the income distribution continuum, particularly among the 

10% poorest of -5,3%, which seems to indicate an increase in the number of 

people with a null income against past years’ trend. We observe a virtual 

stagnation of per capita income in 2007 - -0,1% among the 10% richest. The 

tenths that have gained more in 2007 are the 5th, 6th and 7th – which will cause a 

reduction in the polarization of the distribution, hence producing a relative 

growth of the so-called new middle class, as will shall see ahead. 

Accumulated Variation of the Average Income - Brazil (2007/2006)

-5,22%

3,52% 4,25% 4,88% 5,64% 5,96% 5,27% 4,03% 2,52%
-0,13%

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

 

PNAD data reveal an impressive reduction of income in the PNAD residual that 

considers the so-called Bolsa Família effect: a decrease of more than 5% in 

income in the first tenth as a result of an increase of 50% in the null incomes. 
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As a result, we walked away from the MDG of 1US$, receded in the income 

from social transfers and have all become more confused. Our perception is 

that the Social Program Supplement introduced in the 2006 and 2004 PNAD 

seems to be creating this distortion. The 2004 and 2006 Supplement years 

were exceptional in terms of income indicators’ impacts: 2004, for the inequality 

decrease; 2006, for the general prosperity. These years would be better than 

the previous ones, even in terms of statistical precision, because the 

supplement encourages the PNAD questionnaire respondents to report their 

income and especially the income of their relatives in a stronger way than usual 

like do you have bolsa familia, BPC, etc. This would cause changes in the cake 

and in the distribution among various resource allocations that are directly 

inferred from the data.  We could compare 2007 to 2005 or the pre-2004 years 

only. This would solve the problem. 

 

There is still another warning about the PNAD. As a result of the 

supplement-effect, the proportion of zeros goes from 1,2% in 2006 to 1,8% in 

2007 – numbers which are based only on positive income like these indicate a 

greater improvement in inequality and in the average than what should have 

been observed this year, but which causes the inverse effect in the remaining 

years (except maybe for 2004). The problem is how to combine the 

supplement-effect with partial statistics that do not consider those with zero 

income. In the PNADs without special supplements, those without income grow. 

Our suggestion is to calculate statistics for all Brazilians and only for those with 

a positive income.  

 
 

Tables below allow the reader to deepen the analysis of the variation by 

different periods, while opening the level of income by year



 

TOTAL 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
2007 2007/2006 2,3% -5,2% 3,5% 4,3% 4,9% 5,6% 6,0% 5,3% 4,0% 2,5% -0,1%

Lula 2007/2002 13,1% 31,7% 30,2% 27,4% 26,2% 23,2% 21,8% 17,5% 14,9% 11,5% 7,6%

Lula I 2006/2002 13,1% 31,7% 30,2% 27,4% 26,2% 23,2% 21,8% 17,5% 14,9% 11,5% 7,6%

FHC 2002/1993 25,3% 66,6% 39,9% 33,9% 29,8% 30,1% 29,2% 29,0% 28,8% 27,3% 20,3%

FHC II 2002/1998 -3,5% 8,8% 5,5% 2,4% 0,0% -0,3% 0,6% -2,7% -3,5% -4,4% -5,2%

FHC I 1998/1993 29,8% 53,2% 32,6% 30,7% 29,8% 30,5% 28,5% 32,6% 33,4% 33,2% 26,9%

Década 2007/2001 16,0% 49,2% 43,4% 38,0% 34,8% 32,0% 30,3% 24,8% 19,6% 14,4% 6,7%

Total 2007/1992 52,6% 108,5% 87,0% 76,1% 67,9% 66,1% 63,1% 55,1% 52,9% 48,9% 45,8%

Per capita Household Income

TOTAL 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Atual 2007/2006 2,3% -5,2% 3,5% 4,3% 4,9% 5,6% 6,0% 5,3% 4,0% 2,5% -0,1%

Lula 2007/2002 2,5% 5,7% 5,4% 5,0% 4,8% 4,3% 4,0% 3,3% 2,8% 2,2% 1,5%

Lula I 2006/2002 3,1% 7,1% 6,8% 6,2% 6,0% 5,4% 5,1% 4,1% 3,5% 2,8% 1,8%

FHC 2002/1993 2,5% 5,8% 3,8% 3,3% 2,9% 3,0% 2,9% 2,9% 2,9% 2,7% 2,1%

FHC II 2002/1998 -0,9% 2,1% 1,3% 0,6% 0,0% -0,1% 0,1% -0,7% -0,9% -1,1% -1,3%

FHC I 1998/1993 5,4% 8,9% 5,8% 5,5% 5,3% 5,5% 5,1% 5,8% 5,9% 5,9% 4,9%

Década 2007/2001 2,5% 6,9% 6,2% 5,5% 5,1% 4,7% 4,5% 3,8% 3,0% 2,3% 1,1%

Total 2007/1992 2,9% 5,0% 4,3% 3,8% 3,5% 3,4% 3,3% 3,0% 2,9% 2,7% 2,5%

Per capita Household Income

Variation - Annual

Variation

 

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Isolating the two last years of PNAD, the average income of Brazilians increase, 

according to PNAD, 2,26% in 2007 and 9,16% in 2006, against 4% and 2,3% 

respectively of per capita GDP growth, even after a methodological revision of 

the national accounts.  The first number in 2006 suggests a Chinese-like 

growth, while the last one points to a stagnation Haitian-like. In 2007, numbers 

are closer, but inverted. In fact, PNAD tends to present greater volatility in boom 

periods such as in post-Real period and the 1999 and 2003 recessions, as well 

as in the 2004-2007 recovery. What appeases us is that, in the total 1995-2007 

period, the two series converge to closer numbers up to the third decimal, as 

the index numbers with a 100 basis in 1995 (stability when deflators and 

changes in the monetary pattern do not constitute a source of noises) show in 

the graph below 
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* Deflacionado pelo INPC centrado no final do mês. (vide Neri 1995) 

Fonte: Banco Central, IPEA e IBGE. 

 

Sen’s Social Welfare Measure  

In order to provide a final synthesis, we have added the effects of the 

average and inequality to a simple social welfare function proposed by Amartya 

Sen, Nobel Prize in Economics. This function multiplies the average income by 

a measure of equity, given by one minus the Gini index (that is: Average * (1 – 

Gini)). Therefore, inequality works as a factor that decreases welfare in relation 
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to the level of average income. For instance, the average income of 526,27 

reais per month per Brazilian would be the value of the social welfare according 

to Sen’s simples measure, if equity were full. But in truth it corresponds to 

44,51% of this value, 234,40 reais, given the extreme Brazilian inequality. The 

discount woul be even greater if the index were only 40,43% of the average 

income in 2001, before the inequality reduction began. In the table below, we 

present the year-on-year evolution of the income average, of income inequality 

and the combination of both, given by Sen’s welfare measure. 

The chart shows the growth of the average income and of the synthetic 

measure of welfare by Sen from 1993 to 1998 (at 2007 constant prices), with an 

emphasis on the 27% growth between 1993 and 1995, when the average 

income sees a strong recovery and inequalilty, only a slight reduction. In the 

2001-2007 period, the redistributive aspect plays a major role in determining 

welfare. As a consequence of the new cycle of distributive improvement on the 

two fronts in 2004, welfare recovers the 1998 and 2004 levels and sees a 7,6% 

growth in 2005 and 10,68% from 2003 to 2007 – which, in its turn, has a welfare 

growth of 31,09% in a performance comparable to the Real biennium when it 

rose 27,12%, reinforcing the parallel aspects between both episodes. 
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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well-being Brazil
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

 

The accumulated variation in the average income and the income 

inequality contained in the chart shows that both periods in questions are 

marked by increases in the cake and by improvements in its distribution. While 

in the post-Real period the main component was growth, in the last period the 

main component was the reduction of income inequality. The last table sums up 

these effects through the variation in the Poverty index. 

 

 

3. Poverty 

Successive studies by the Centro de Políticas Sociais (CPS/IBRE/FGV) 

which were launched with a similar title in the same period last year 

(immediately after PNAD microdata had been released) have shown two 

marked changes in the poverty levels in Brazil: one in the 1993-95 period, in 

which the proportion of people below the poverty line fell 18,47%, and another 

one in 2003-05, in which it fell 19,18%. These two episodes 10 years apart have 

been separated by a period of relative stability in poverty levels, interrupted only 

in 1998 and 2002. The existing parallel between these two episodes of 

permanent poverty reduction, just as the transitory fluctuation in election years, 

could be seen in the graph below:  

 



 27 

Poverty - % of the population - Brazil 
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

The novelty in this year’s chart is 2007, that not only gives sequence to 

the achievements observed since 2003, but it is also the best year in the 

historical series, constituting the isolated year in the historical series, when 

poverty falls less, 5,59%. In October 2007, the proportion of extremely poor 

reaches 18,11% of the population – 33,6 million of people – with a per capita 

income below 135 reais/month in Sao Paulo’s metropolitan area prices or 127 

reais at average national prices weighted by the population of each state. 

Next, we present some results from this panorama in a simple and direct 

way. Other income information and also concerning access to consumption 

items can be accessed in the site. 

 
 

Poverty %  
 1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Total  34,96 35,03 28,65 28,82 28,37 26,88 28,14 27,5 26,59 28,03 25,27 22,66 19,18 18,11 

               
               

Income  
Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
 344,93 363,35 453,35 460,55 464,31 471,72 445,01 453,78 455,12 428,67 442,12 471,44 514,62 526,27 

               
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

Millenium Development Goals 

It is worth noting that the trends and fluctuations in income insufficiency above 

mentioned are not robust to all other poverty lines, or for the 1$S/day adjusted 

for purchasing power parity based on the MDG. For instance, we see a 5,28% 

increase between 2006 and 2007, as extreme poverty moves from 4,69% to 
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4,94% of the population4. We use the MDG framework to consider the long-term 

trends of poverty and their determinants.  

Extreme Poverty US$ 1 PPP 
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

As we announced last year, Brazil had already accomplished the first, 

and maybe most famous, goal of the UN MDG concerning a reduction in 

extreme poverty of 50% in 25 years. While the accumulated decrease between 

1992 and 2005 had been 54,61%, by adding 2006 data to the series, there is an 

accumulated reduction of 58,54%, as shown in the next chart5. 

Extreme Poverty Accumulated Variation

In relation to the Millenium Goals - Brazil
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Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

Back to the poverty line proposed by the Center for Social Policies 

(CPS/IBRE/FGV) – higher than the UM’s – we observe an accumulated 

                                                 
4  We also work with the extreme poverty line adjusted for ppp, corresponding to R$ 47,6 at Greater Sao 
Paulo today’s prices, adjusted for regional differences in living costs, according to the appendix. This same 
procedure of internal price and costs adjustments was applied to the CPS line, corresponding to R$ 
124,63. See Ferreira, Lanjouw e Neri (2003). It is worth noting that 1994 and 2000 are averages, of 
adjacent years. PNAD was not collected in these years. 
5 Three weeks ago, the UM announced the achievement of this goal, confirming CPS predicted 
accomplishment.   
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decrease of 48,5% of the respective insufficiency in the 1992-2006 period. We 

are not there yet, but we are close to poverty’s half-life according to the new 

PNAD data and the FGV line. The average poverty reduction annual rate from 

1992 to 2006 was -4,43% per year, which is almost twice as much as the 

necessary rate to halve extreme poverty within 25 years – that would be 2,73% 

per year. 

 

Given the different time horizons involved, we will compare the statistics in 

terms of average annual growth rate allowing a direct comparison with the 

results obtained in the last year. The 5,59% poverty reduction rate in 2006 

suggest, for instance, that in the mathematics of the MDGs, we have advanced 

in the last year what, according to the deal, we should have advanced in 5,1 

years. In its turn, the poverty reduction observed since the end of the 2003 

recession reaches on average 11,8% per year, that is, each year of the period 

we call Lula’s Real corresponds to 4,1 years of accomplishment of the MDG 

commitment – while in the original Real boom period (1993 to 1995) we 

reduced poverty on average at 10,74% each year, confirming the parallels 

between the two episodes explored here. 

 

Just as we use the Millenium Development Goals to consider the long-

term poverty trends, we apply electoral cycles to understand some social 

oscilations. 

 

Poverty Future Scenarios 

This is a traditional section in our annual studies of poverty released 

soon after the Pnad launch, where we make projections for the next year. In 

general, there is information about two trimesters of the national accounts (per 

capita GDP growth of 4,5% and 6% for 12 months until the third trimester) data 

from the metropolitan job market from PME and Caged covering at least the 

same period, allowing the projection of PNAD growth and of the inequality rates, 

choosing a Lorenz curve of reference and making an association with synthetic 

indexes, notably the Gini index. Nonetheless, we have faced more difficulties in 

foreseeing the product trends rather than the inequality’s in 2005 and 2006. 



 30 

The proportion of extremely poor people in Brazil (individuals living with 

less than R$ 135 a month at São Paulo prices in October 2006) will fall fom 

18,11% in 2007 to 17% in 2008, a 6,31% drop, if the national per capita income 

grows 4% in the year. If the income growth is similar to last year’s (9%) the 

poverty rate will fall to 16% of the population, a 11,5% decrease.  

  The reduction will be even greater if this growth comes hand in hand with 

some reduction in inequality. If the 3% expansion were combined with a 

decrease in the Gini index. For instance, from the average income level and the 

income distribution in 2007, a 2% growth as observed would lead to a poverty 

reduction around 40% lower than the observed. We track the inequality 

scenario chosing a Lorenz curve as reference and making the association with 

synthetic indexes, notably, with the Gini index, one of the most popular. 

 

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE 
microdata

Poverty Scenarios

Per capita
Household
Income

% 
Extremely
poor

Variation

Brazil 526,27 18,11 0,00

Growth Effect of
1% 531,53 17,73 -2,08%
2% 536,80 17,54 -3,12%
3% 542,06 17,25 -4,76%

4% 547,32 16,97 -6,31%
5% 552,59 16,76 -7,43%
6% 557,85 16,59 -8,36%

7% 563,11 16,40 -9,46%
8% 568,37 16,21 -10,48%
9% 573,64 16,03 -11,48%
10% 578,90 15,85 -12,45%
11% 584,16 15,66 -13,51%
12% 589,42 15,49 -14,44%
13% 594,69 15,31 -15,45%
14% 599,95 15,16 -16,26%
15% 605,21 14,99 -17,21%
16% 610,48 14,89 -17,75%
17% 615,74 14,73 -18,68%
18% 621,00 14,54 -19,73%
19% 626,26 14,35 -20,75%
20% 631,53 14,20 -21,58%
21% 636,79 13,98 -22,82%
22% 642,05 13,75 -24,06%  

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

Poverty eradication costs 

 
A useful measure in the design of public policies is the income gap (P1). 

That is, how much income is still needed on average for the extremely poor to 
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be able to meet their basic needs. Using our income gap line as the basis, the 

average deficit in monetary terms of each extremely poor Brazilian would be R$ 

53,61 monthly at average prices in Brazil – going back to the level over the one 

prior to 2004, when it was R$ 52,32 at constant prices. In 2006, the same 

statistics were R$ 50,6. Data shows some deepening in the acuteness of 

poverty (captured by the P2 index – please see the statistics in the panorama of 

evoluation in the site, open by all socio-demographic characteristics in the 

1992-1997 period) – in opposition to its small extension (p0). Data on income 

reduction in the first tenth and the increase of the proportion of people with very 

low income measured in the poverty line indicate that the winners have been 

the middle groups. 

 
Back to the 2007 calculations, as just a part of Brazilians are below the 

line, data show that R$ 9,71 would be necessary per person on average to 

totally reduce poverty in Brazil, totaling R$ 1.776 billion per month and R$ 21,3 

billion in the year.  Information reveal how much it would cost to complement 

each Brazilian’s income up to the national R$ 127 line (or R$ 135 at Sao Paulo 

met area prices), that is, the lower value of transfers to hoist each extremely 

poor up to the level of their basic needs. This exercise should not be 

understood as advocating some specific policies, but as a reference to the 

social opportunity cost of unfocused policies. Data is useful to trace the target of 

policies and organize its financing sources. 

Brazil 2007 186029533 18,11 33.686.228 5,08

Brazil 2006 183305600 19,32 35.405.477 4,8338
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata
.
Notes: Effective household members. 

* Average Quadratic Poverty Gap - Poverty acuteness (Considers inequality among the poor;

Year
Total 

Population
Poverty
Rate

Poor
Population

P2*

 

Minimum transfers to erradicate poverty

R$ person R$ total month R$ total year
R$ non

poor
R$ extremely
poor

Brazil 2007 9,71 1,805,836,942 21,670,043,298 11,85 53,61

Brazil 2006 9,77 1,790,895,712 21,490,748,544 12,11 50,58

  
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Simulators of Income, Poverty and the New Middle Cl ass (Class C)   

http://www3.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/SIM_PNAD_eng/renda.htm 

 

A system of probability simulators was developed from multivariate models applicable to 

continuous interest variables (e.g. Income) or discreet variables (e.g. the probability of being 

below the poverty line); or, still, belonging to the new middle class, controlled for individual 

and geographical attributes derived from the microdata. The estimated results may identify, 

for instance, various factors relating to income, income insufficiency and their impacts. Once 

found, all these factors are synthesized into one probability indicator. This exercise, in a 

user-friendly and interactive way, allows to calculate the probability of one individual being 

poor or not, given his socio-demographic, geographical and economic features. 

 

Tool used to simulate probabilities through the combination of their attributes – select the 

features in the form below and click on Simulate 

 

 

 

Charts show, in the following order: 

- average income values,  

- probability of being below the poverty line or not; 

- probability of being in the middle class. 

 

One of the bars represents the Current Scenario according to the selected features; the 
other bar shows the Previous Scenario, with the previous simulation. 
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4. The New Middle Class 

 

Definition of Economic Classes  

Contrary to the analysis of relative income distribution where we map out the 

relative share of each group in the total income, we focus here on the share of 

the population that is inside fixed parameters for the whole period. In other 

words, we are concerned with the absolute income of each person. The present 

approach is similar to that used in the analysis of absolute poverty, only we are 

also concerned with the other frontiers likes those that determine the entry into 

the middle class and the exit of this group towards the upper class.  

 

We could make an analogy in which the relative distributive analysis is a fixed-

sized pizza graph where for a group to win, another has to diminish. In the 

absolute analysis here used, beyond the distributive dance, the size of the pizza 

can change. What is behind the result is that, not only have the lower income 

population won a relative greater slice of the pizza (inequality reduction), but the 

same has increased its size (growth). In the present analysis, we are concerned 

not only about the relative slice, but about the quantity of the pizza owned by 

each social strata. Given that our classification is based on income from work, 

we refer to the group in active age between 15 and 60 years old. 

The Class C is the central class, below A and B and above D and E. In order to 

quantify the layers, we calculate the household per capita income from work, 

and then express it in terms of total household income from all sources. The 

central C layer is located between R$ 1064 and R$ 4561 at today’s São Paulo 

prices. Our class C is located immediately above the 50% poorest and 10% 

richest at the turn of the century6. Heuristicaly, the boundaries of class C would 

be the frontiers to the Indian and Belgian side of our Belindia. Here, we 

investigate the migrations between these different Brazils. Our class C receives 

on average the average income in society, that is, it is the middle class in the 

statistical sense. Class C is the closest image to the average of the Brazilian 

                                                 
6 O status relativo de renda dos 10% mais altos vis a vis o resto da distribuição era segundo os estudos de 
David Lam e Ricardo Paes de Barros o que diferencia a concentração de renda no Brasil frente à de outros 
países, como os Estados Unidos que não é um país particularmente igualitário. 
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society. Given inequality, the average income in Brazilian is high in relation to 

the inferior strata of the distribution. 

In comparison with the rest of the world: 80% of the people in the world 

live in countries with per capita income levels lower than Brazil’s. the income 

distribution in Brazil is close to that observed in the world. We have an adjusted 

income by purchasing power parity (PPP) similar to the world’s and the internal 

Gini is similar to those observed between per capita GDP and PPP among 

these countries. That is, our middle class would not be different to that observed 

in the world using the same methods. Perhaps because of this, the most recent 

study about the world middle class by Goldman Sachs (The Expanding Middle) 

generates results that are close to our class C, or middle class: their R$ 859 to 

R$ 4296 against our R$ 1064 to R$ R$ 4591, both expressed in reais at Great 

Sao Paulo today’s prices. Other international studies vary greatly about the 

definition of the middle class from R$ 115 to  R$ 516 in the Barnajee & Duflo 

study from the MIT in 2007 up to R$ 2435 to R$ 10025 from the Banco Mundial 

(Global Economic Prospects, 2007). The latter is closest to the definition of 

middle class in the developed countries, according to the Goldman Sachs 

study. Our class C is within their limits that vary among themselves. Some look 

at our class C and see it as a low middle class, and to our class B and see it as 

an upper middle class. The most important is to have a consistent and define 

criterion. In any case, a person belonging to our class A, who considers himself 

to be middle class, could look for the words Made in USA behind his mirror. 

According to our previous study using PME, the share of class C rose 22.8% 

from April 2004 to April 2008, in the same period our class A and B rose 33,6%. 

Therefore, for those who think that the middle class is richer than our class c, 

the conclusion that the middle class grew is not affected – quite the contrary. 

Long story, short: the numbers below show the boundaries of the social classes 

measured in term sof the total household income from all sources per month 

(quickly followed by an explanation): 
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* inclusive - calculada a partir da renda per capita e convertida 
 

www.fgv.br/cps

Inferior* Superior
Classe E 0 135
Classe D 135 282
Classe C 282 1218
Classes A e B 1218

* inclusive

Definição das Classes Econômicas

Renda Domiciliar Per Capita de Todas as Fontes
Por Mês

Limites

 

 

Simulator of Economic Class –  Which one is yours? 

http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/Lorenz/index.htm   

The definition of this new middle class, or class C, in the research is that 

whose total family income remains between R$ 1064 e R$ 4591. For those who 

reckon themselves to be poor for the parameters used in the research, we 

suggest using the simulator available in the site to see which percentage of the 

population is below you. For instance, we can use the example of someone who 

bears the costs of living in the Greater Sao Paulo area and lives with four 

people at home – the average size of household there. If the total household 

income was R$ 1064,00, 45,7% would live below this person’s family. This is 

the beginning of class C, or the new middle class. Then, if the family’s total 

income were R$ 4591,00, it would have around 92% of the Brazilian population 

Inferior* Superior
Classe E 0 768
Classe - D 768 1064
Classe - C 1064 4591
Classes – A e B 4591

Definição das Classes Economicas

Renda Domiciliar Total de Todas as Fontes
Por Mes

Limites
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below it. Fill in your data and see on the next page which is the percentage of 

the Brazilian population who belong to poorer families than yours. 

 

Economic Class Simulator

(find out the share of the population with

Income below yours)

Total Household income (R$):4.561,00 Number of people in  
household

4

State SP region M etropolitan

Simulate RReset

 
 

Economic class simulator
http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/Lorenz/index.htm

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata

População abaixo de sua renda (%)

Região
MetropolitanaRegião: Metropolitana

Estado: SPEstado: SP

Numero de Pessoas no Domicilio: 4Numero de Pessoas no Domicilio: 4

Renda Familiar Total (R$): 4561Renda Familiar Total (R$): 1064

Cenário AtualCenário Anterior

 

 

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Measuring the New Middle Class 

 

 
This new FGV research about the new middle class shows, based on 

Pnad microdata recently available, that the rise of this class is a national 

phenomenom that began before the launch of the Real plan. The same class 

would represent 30,9% of the Brazilian population in 1993, then 47,1% in 2007 

with a 2,5% yearly growth in the period. In the Cardoso years, it grew at a 

historical pace of 2,5% per year; in the Lula administration, it grows at 4% per 

year. In the last year, despite the cake of Brazilians having not grown so much, 

there is much more baking powder for the middle class which grows at 4,4%. 

44,7%2007/1992Total

23,5%2007/2001Década

20,7%1998/1993FHC I

3,5%2002/1998FHC II

24,9%2002/1993FHC

16,5%2006/2002Lula I

21,6%2007/2002Lula

4,4%2007/20062007

TOTAL

Accumulated variation of the middle-class

 

 

2,5%2007/1992Total

3,6%2007/2001Década

3,8%1998/1993FHC I

0,9%2002/1998FHC II

2,5%2002/1993FHC

3,9%2006/2002Lula I

4,0%2007/2002Lula

4,4%2007/20062007

TOTAL

Annual Variation of the Middle-class

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Here we present some results generated from this panorama in a simple 

and direct way. Other income and access to durable goods information can be 

accessed in the site.  

 

Class C 
Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Total  32,52 30,98 36,52 36,74 37,01 37,39 36,37 38,11 38,69 37,64 39,85 41,96 45,08 47,06 

               
               

Proportion of formally registered employees 
Category  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Total  10,59 10,41 10,61 10,54 10,61 10,63 10,34 11,31 11,47 11,77 12,44 12,96 13,45 14,17 

               
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

 

There are at least two perspectives to conceptualize Middle Class.Various 

indicators point to a boom in class C: house, car, computer, credit and 

employment registration are all in their historical levels.  The first additional 

way to define the economic classes E, D, C, B and A is by their consumption 

potential. The Brazil Criterion uses access and number of durable goods (TV 

set, radio, washing machine, fridge and freezer, video or dvd player), 

bathrooms, domestic servants, level of education of the head of the household. 

This criterion estimates the weights from a mincerian income equation. Beyond 

measuring this, we suggest the complementary conceptualization to measure 

the evolution of the new middle class in Brasil also from the producer’s point of 

view. That is, from the capacity to really keep the consumption potential through 

time. This type of concern with education and occupational insertion consists of 

criteria applied in England, Portugal and India. The innovative aspect of the 

methodology is its capacity to look to symbolic aspects of the middle class such 

as employment registration booklet, entry into an university or into the 

Information and Technology era – also, we combine the social status aspect 

related to the private demand for good, which were a monopoly of the State, 

such as social security, school, health and real estate credit. Since the seminal 

work of Robert Hall in 1977, we know that the current consumption contains 

information about future consumption patterns. The analysis of this expenses 

breakdown, separating hedonism from productive capacity to the same level of 
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expenses is useful. In terms of La Fontaine’s fable, one must distinguish 

between the ants and the consumerist grasshoppers. 

Another way to conceptualize the middle-class is through the analysis of the 

attitudes and expectations of people. Consumers survey from the Instituto 

Brasileiro de Economia in the Fundação Getúlio Vargas on a monthly basis for 

Brazil follows this direction. This kind of survey which was much developed in 

the 1950s and 1960s by George Katona, a behavioural psychologist who 

greatly admired the economist James Tobin.  Following this line, Thomas 

Friedman, an international columnist for the New York Times in his recent Best-

seller “The world is flat” defines middle class as that which has a well defined 

plan of social ascension for the future. This industry of individual dream 

realization is the fundamental engine for the acquisition of wealth by nations. 

The fuel is the drive to rise in life; the lubricant would be the work and business 

environment. Complementarily, we propose the Future Happiness Index (FHI) 

developed by the CPS in a project for the Inter-American Development Bank, 

based on a sample of more than 132 countries covered by the 2006 Gallup 

World Poll microdata.  

 

The new Middle Class is half today 

Including the present one, FGV presented two recent studies which put the New 

Middle Class inthe map of social researches in Brazil – i.e. Class C family who 

earns between R$ 1064 e R$ 4591 per month in the Greater Sao Paulo area. In the 

first study launched in August, the middle class reached 51,89% of the population in 

the 6 main metropolitan regions, having grown respectively 6,18% in the last year and 

22% in the last four years. In the second study, the first one launched that is based on 

the new IBGE 2007 PNAD. The new middle class reached 47,05% of the Brazilian 

population in October 2007, when data was collected. In the ensemble of the Brazilian 

metropolitan areas, the new middle class was 50,35% in 2007. According to marcelo 

Neri, research coordinator: By projecting a 6,2% growth of the last 12 months of 

the first research to the national coverage of the second research, an exact 

50% of the population is now in the middle class, that is, 93,8 millions of 

Brazilians would be in class C today. 
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What is the middle class? 

For those who reckon that the boundaries of Class C considered as the new middle 

class are low: it  is located immediately above the 50% poorest and 10% richest 

at the turn of the century. Our class C receives on average the average income 

of society, that is, the middle class in the statistical sense. In comparison with 

the rest of the world: 80% of the people in the world live in countries with per 

capita income levels lower than Brazil’s. Therefore, it is not low in Brazil or in 

the rest of the world. 

The most recent study about the world middle class by Goldman Sachs (The 

Expanding Middle) generates results that are close to our class C, or middle 

class: their R$ 859 to R$ 4296 against our R$ 1064 to R$ R$ 4591, both 

expressed in reais at Great Sao Paulo today’s prices. The most important is to 

have a consistent and define criterion. Now, the share of class C rose 22.8% 

from April 2004 to April 2008, in the same period our class A and B rose 33,6%. 

Therefore, for those who think that the middle class is richer than our class c, 

the conclusion that the middle class grew is not affected – quite the contrary. 

Other indicators show the occurrence of a boom in class C: house, car, 

computer, credit and formal employment are all  in their historical record levels. 

Now with the crisis made in USA, the question is: until when? 

  

In time 

The research website has a Simulator based on the last PNAD allowing you to fill in 

you data with the household income, among others, and to see how many Brazilians 

are below you: http://www.fgv.br/cps/desigualdade/. Welcome to Belindia! 
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The Brazilian Dream  
 
Even before the discussion about who is the new Brazilian middle class came 
up, the FGV study had planned to launch a subjective measure of the middle 
class. Middle class would be a state of mind in which life is expected to improve 
in the future. We have shown in the research entitled “Jovens, Educação, 
Trabalho e o Índice de Felicidade Futura” that, among 132 countries, Brazilians 
present the greatest expectations of happiness for 5 years into the future. In a 
scale from 0 to 10 reported directly by the interviewees, the average grade for 
satisfaction with life in 2011 was 8,78 in Brazil, surpassing the United States (9th 
place in the ranking) and Denmark, the world leader of current happiness, but 
the 3rd one in terms of future happiness. The worst in this ranking is Zimbabwe. 
 
 

   
Source: CPS/FGV based on the Gallup World Poll 2006 – IADB Project 

  
Source: CPS/FGV processed the Gallup World Poll 2006 microdatta – in an FGV project for the IADB 

Future 

brazil 8,78 
venezuela 8,52 
denmark 8,51 
ireland 8,32 
jamaica 8,25 
canada 8,14 

Future Happiness (Five years)  
total Population
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Mais 

zimbabwe 4,04
cambodia 4,86
paraguay 5,04
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Income Source  

We have developed here, a new methodology that decomposes the per capita 

household income growth in different sources. We depart from the relation 

between the per capital annual evolution of each type of income, and we ponder 

it by their relative weight in the composition of the total income. We split the 

individual income in five pieces, according to the table below. 

 

 

 

Income Changes Panorama 

http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/RETCM_rendaPNAD/ind ex.htm . The 

website of the present research provides na interactive data bank that allows 

each one to decompose  and analyze  the levels and the income changes from 

their own perspective. Here we trace a snapshot of 2007 and some of the 

observed changes in view of the previous year. It is possible to analyze the 

income growth for different years and the socio-economic features, by 

accessing the site of the research. 

 

 

 

S. security

Year
Income from

All sources
Income all
jobs

Other
private

income
Public

transfers- BF

Social
Security base-

MW
Post--base> 

MW

S. security

Year
Income from

All sources
Income all
jobs

Other
private

income
Public

transfers- BF

Social
Security base-

MW
Post--base> 

MW

S. security

Year
Income from

All sources
Income all
jobs

Other
private

income
Public

transfers- BF

Social
Security base-

MW
Post--base> 

MW
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PNAD 1992 a 2007 

Next, we present the application of this decomposition at the national 

level. We begin the analysis by the period covered by the new PNAD from 1992 

to 2007. There has been an increase in the average per capita income received 

by each person that surpasses R$ 344,93 to R$ 524,27 – an increase of 2,86% 

per year per person, or 52,65% accumulated in this period. Now, what explains 

this variation in income? First and foremost, labor factors with 71,16% of 

relative contribution towards income growth. With 18,85%, social security above 

one minimum wage; The second type of security income (those up to one 

minimum wage) comes second with 6,73%. Other income sources such as 

official income transfers and other private incomes contribute relatively with 

0,93% and 2,34%, respectively.  

  

Income Changes Panorama 1992 to 2007 – (in relation to  1992 – 15 years)

S. security

Year
Income f rom

All sources
Income a ll
jobs

Other
private

income
Public

transfers- BF

Social
Security base-

MW
Post--base> 

MW
2007 526 ,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96
1992 344 ,93 282,17 6,0 6 7,6 10,24 38,86

Yea rly Growth
Rate  (%) 2,86% 2,42% 3,71% 1,17% 6,32% 4,66%

Relative
Contr ibutio n

Income Growth
(%) 100% 7 1,16% 2,34% 0,93% 6,73% 18,85%

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

PNAD 2006 a 2007 

The analysis of the last PNAD in relation to the previous one presents 

even more impressive results with relation to the variation in income as a result 

of labor factors. Income from work and from social security boosted the growth 

of total income that reached 2,26% on average, compensating for those 

decreases of official income transfers and other private transfers. In terms of 

relative contribution, that is, considering the participation of each income in the 

total, income from work reached the highest rate of 120,24%, while other private 

income contributed negatively towards the growth of total income (-18,61)  
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Previdencia 

Ano 
Renda todas 

as fontes 
Renda todos 
os trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia - 

SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2006 514,62 390,11 12,63 11,12 23,83 76,92 

Taxa Crescimento 
Anual (%) 2,26% 3,59% -17,18% -18,62% 7,72% 0,05% 

Contribuição 
Relativa 

Crescimento Renda 
(%) 100% 120,24% -18,61% -17,75% 15,78% 0,34% 

 

Income Changes Panorama 2007 (in relation to 2006 – 1 y ear)

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 

 

 
Next, we present the 2007 results compared with different years since 

2001. This information can be processed through the Income Decomposition 

Panorama, for different population groups, just like the other combinations of 

the period. We see increases ever higher of the contribution of income from 

work in the total (capture by the last line in the following tables). 

 

2001 to 2007 
S. security 

Year Income from 
All sources 

Income all  
 jobs 

 

Other 
private 
 income 

 

Public 
 transfers 

 

Social 
Security  
Base MW 

 

Post- base>  
MW 

 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2001 453,78 353,04 11,96 4,23 16,38 68,16 

Yearly Growth  
Rate (%) 

2,50% 2,28% -2,21% 13,51% 7,78% 2,04% 

Relative  
Contribution 

Income Growth  
 (%) 

100% 73% -2,40% 5,19% 11,56% 12,65% 

       
       

2002 to 2007 
S. security 

Ano Income from 
All sources 

Income all  
 jobs 

 

Other 
private 
 income 

 

Public 
 transfers 

 

Social 
Security  
Base MW 

 

Post- base>  
MW 

 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2002 455,12 351,58 12,2 5,88 17,97 67,49 

Yearly Growth  
Rate (%) 2,95% 2,83% -3,03% 9,01% 7,39% 2,66% 

Relative  
Contribution 

Income Growth  
 (%) 

100% 75,15% -2,80% 4,01% 10,05% 13,59% 

 
Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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2003 to 2007 
S. security 

Ano Income from 
All sources 

Income all  
 jobs 

 

Other 
private 
 income 

 

Public 
 transfers 

 

Social 
Security  
Base MW 

 

Post- base>  
MW 

 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2003 428,67 328,02 10,57 4,59 18,96 66,54 

Yearly Growth  
Rate (%) 

5,26% 5,36% -0,26% 18,50% 7,87% 3,70% 

Relative  
Contribution 

Income Growth  
 (%) 

100% 78,62% -0,12% 3,80% 6,68% 11,03% 

        

2004 to 2007 

S. security 

Ano Income from 
All sources 

Income all  
 jobs 

 

Other 
private 
 income 

 

Public 
 transfers 

 

Social 
Security  
Base MW 

 

Post- base>  
MW 

 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2004 442,12 336,93 10,96 7,04 18,62 68,56 

Yearly Growth  
Rate (%) 

5,98% 6,25% -1,54% 8,73% 11,30% 3,93% 

Relative  
Contribution 

Income Growth  
 (%) 

100% 80,07% -0,64% 2,34% 8% 10,24% 

 
        

2005 to 2007 

S. security 

Ano Income from 
All sources 

Income all  
 jobs 

 

Other 
private 
 income 

 

Public 
 transfers 

 

Social 
Security  
Base MW 

 

Post- base>  
MW 

 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 

2005 471,44 357,62 11,94 8,33 21,2 72,34 

Yearly Growth  
Rate (%) 5,66% 6,30% -6,40% 4,23% 10,04% 3,14% 

Relative  
Contribution 

Income Growth  
 (%) 

100% 84,96% -2,88% 1,33% 8,02% 8,57% 

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata 
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Distributive Dance 

 

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata

-0,680,343,650,302002

-7,32-4,67-4,15-5,812003

0,684,138,343,142004

6,895,748,566,632005

7,859,6611,999,162006

-0,133,984,232,262007

10% richest40% 
middle

50% poorestTotal

Annual Variation of Brazilians’ per capita 
income

 

 

43,6%41,7%14,8%100,0%2007

44,5%41,0%14,5%100,0%2006

45,1%40,8%14,1%100,0%2005

45,0%41,1%13,9%100,0%2004

46,1%40,7%13,2%100,0%2003

46,8%40,2%13,0%100,0%2002

47,2%40,2%12,5%100,0%2001

47,1%40,3%12,6%100,0%1999

47,5%40,1%12,3%100,0%1995

45,6%41,5%13,0%100,0%1993

10+4050-Total

Participation inthe Per Capita Income of Brazilians

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata  

 

* including zero income 
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Distributive Snapshot 2007 

Participation in Total Income 2007 - Brazil

Participation in Total Income 2007 - Brazil

Source: CPS/FGV based on PNAD/IBGE microdata

526,3 540,7

2.178,9

155,3

Total 50- 40 10+

14,8%

41,7% 43,6%

50- 40 10+

 

 

* including zero income 
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Conclusions  

The present research traditionally carried out soon after the release of 

microdata from PNAD-IBGE intends to inform society about its recent 

performance in some economic dimensions, social indicators based on income 

(poverty, inequality, well-being and now the new middle class – class C). The 

research was released 24 hours after the microdata got released, with text, 

video and an interactive data bank. 

I invite you to explore the content of the research in our website, 

http://www.fgv.br/cps/desigualdade, which has a wide data bank interactive and 

friendly where those searching for valuable statistical information may enter to 

find their own treasures. 

Among the released statistics we highlight the reduction in income inequality 

since the beginning of this century. The accumulated reduction is comparable, 

in magnitude, to the famous increase in the inequality in the 1960s, which 

placed Brazil as the land of inertial inequity in the international psyche. The year 

2007 can be seen as a synthesis of the social results reached in this decade. 

Income growth (2,3%) poverty reduction (-5,6%) and inequality reduction (-

0,0074 points in the Gini index) have reached levels closer to the average pace 

since the turn of the century. 

Following the last study which put the New Middle Class in the map of social 

researches in Brazil, the present study shows how the evolution occurred since 

the end of the 1990s. The new middle class reaches 47,05% of the Brazilian 

population in October 2007, when the last PNAD went to field for data 

collection. The class C is measured statistically like that which is immediately 

above the 50% poorest and the 10% richest at the turn of the century. By 

projecting a 6,2% growth of the last 12 months of the first research to the 

national coverage of the second research, an exact 50% of the population is 

now in the middle class, that is, 93,8 millions of Brazilians would be in class C 

today. We keep the methodology intact and are able to make the PME estimate 

reinforce PNAD’s for equivalent regions and periods. We also make available in 

the site an income simulator for you to know your position in the Brazilian 
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pyramid, acess http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/Lorenz/index.htm 

Regional information indicate that if Brazil were only the SouthEast regions, it 

would have your average income diminished by -0,11%; if it were only the 

Northeast , income would have grown 3,09% and only the Center-West, 9,67% 

(as an effect of rural commodities boom). If Brazil were the metropolitan areas 

alone, it would have grown 1,31% (1,68% aa) or only rural areas, 7,39% (7% 

aa). Mato Grosso do Sul was the positive example among the States with 

15,3%, while Rio de Janeiro was the negative example with -5,8. 

 

Overall, 2007 is the closest year to the average of the decade whose mark, in 

our view, was the reduction of the inequality of outcomes (income). 
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APPENDIX: 
 

Logistic Regression 
Population with a per capita Household income below the CPS line -  

1993/2007 
 

Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

1 Intercept . 1.0944 0.0009 1391273 ** . 

2 SEXO HOMEM                   . -0.0623 0.0003 47485.2 ** 0.93957 

3 SEXO zMULHER                 . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

4 COR BRANCO                  . -0.6374 0.0003 4136750 ** 0.52867 

5 COR zNBRANCO                . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

6 IDADE 60 ou mais              . -1.8814 0.0007 7044242 ** 0.15237 

7 IDADE De 15 a 25              . -0.7002 0.0004 2947130 ** 0.49651 

8 IDADE De 25 a 35              . -0.7525 0.0004 2899479 ** 0.47117 

9 IDADE De 35 a 45              . -0.7368 0.0005 2352807 ** 0.47864 

10 IDADE De 45 a 60              . -1.0583 0.0005 4257998 ** 0.34706 

11 IDADE zzAté 15 anos           . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

12 NEW Metropolitana           . -1.2868 0.0005 7538314 ** 0.27615 

13 NEW Urbana                  . -0.9963 0.0004 7169116 ** 0.36923 

14 NEW zRural                  . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

15 TIPOSET Não subnormal           . -0.5880 0.0007 669568 ** 0.55546 

16 TIPOSET zSubnormal              . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

17 CHAVMIG Migrou                  . -0.0087 0.0003 713.00 ** 0.99134 

18 CHAVMIG zNão Migrou             . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

19 ANO 07                      . -0.9325 0.0003 1.026E7 ** 0.39355 

20 ANO z1993                   . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

21 UF AC                      . 0.6711 0.0028 57304.5 ** 1.95641 

22 UF AL                      . 1.4804 0.0010 2118767 ** 4.39466 

23 UF AM                      . 0.8171 0.0012 465675 ** 2.26388 

24 UF AP                      . 0.8095 0.0026 97738.7 ** 2.24669 

25 UF BA                      . 1.2896 0.0006 4618166 ** 3.63120 

26 UF CE                      . 1.4794 0.0007 4453980 ** 4.39049 

27 UF DF                      . 0.2451 0.0015 25020.2 ** 1.27769 

28 UF ES                      . 0.4530 0.0011 174246 ** 1.57296 

29 UF GO                      . 0.2292 0.0009 58894.4 ** 1.25762 

30 UF MA                      . 1.4442 0.0008 3328525 ** 4.23865 

31 UF MG                      . 0.6173 0.0006 1165032 ** 1.85383 

32 UF MS                      . 0.2046 0.0014 21936.5 ** 1.22697 

33 UF MT                      . 0.1124 0.0012 8252.60 ** 1.11901 

34 UF PA                      . 0.9212 0.0009 1036551 ** 2.51231 

35 UF PB                      . 1.4026 0.0009 2220273 ** 4.06564 

36 UF PE                      . 1.4946 0.0007 4841851 ** 4.45749 

37 UF PI                      . 1.3873 0.0010 1846380 ** 4.00414 

38 UF PR                      . 0.1383 0.0008 32025.3 ** 1.14829 
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Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

39 UF RJ                      . 0.5290 0.0006 664999 ** 1.69717 

40 UF RN                      . 1.1872 0.0010 1320845 ** 3.27776 

41 UF RO                      . 0.3944 0.0020 40320.0 ** 1.48352 

42 UF RR                      . 0.4259 0.0036 13629.4 ** 1.53096 

43 UF RS                      . 0.0864 0.0008 12311.8 ** 1.09020 

44 UF SC                      . -0.5642 0.0012 226948 ** 0.56880 

45 UF SE                      . 1.0654 0.0013 716272 ** 2.90200 

46 UF TO                      . 0.7859 0.0016 253073 ** 2.19435 

47 UF zzSP                    . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

 
 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  
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Regressão Logistica 
População com Renda familiar per capita abaixo de 1U$$ - PPP - Brasil -  

1993/2007 
 

Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

1 Intercept . -1.2312 0.0015 647843 ** . 

2 SEXO HOMEM                   . -0.0437 0.0004 9923.80 ** 0.95726 

3 SEXO zMULHER                 . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

4 COR BRANCO                  . -0.4136 0.0005 690516 ** 0.66124 

5 COR zNBRANCO                . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

6 IDADE 60 ou mais              . -1.6996 0.0013 1757573 ** 0.18276 

7 IDADE De 15 a 25              . -0.5982 0.0006 912336 ** 0.54979 

8 IDADE De 25 a 35              . -0.5617 0.0007 667402 ** 0.57024 

9 IDADE De 35 a 45              . -0.5150 0.0007 475360 ** 0.59751 

10 IDADE De 45 a 60              . -0.7292 0.0008 836883 ** 0.48228 

11 IDADE zzAté 15 anos           . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

12 NEW Metropolitana           . -1.0574 0.0007 2297361 ** 0.34735 

13 NEW Urbana                  . -1.0401 0.0005 4003565 ** 0.35342 

14 NEW zRural                  . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

15 TIPOSET Não subnormal           . -0.2052 0.0012 29189.4 ** 0.81449 

16 TIPOSET zSubnormal              . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

17 CHAVMIG Migrou                  . -0.0644 0.0005 15382.5 ** 0.93767 

18 CHAVMIG zNão Migrou             . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

19 ANO 07                      . -0.7946 0.0005 3076148 ** 0.45176 

20 ANO z1993                   . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

21 UF AC                      . 0.1346 0.0063 461.03 ** 1.14403 

22 UF AL                      . 1.4286 0.0014 1027022 ** 4.17284 

23 UF AM                      . 0.7792 0.0021 138311 ** 2.17980 

24 UF AP                      . 0.8174 0.0045 32824.0 ** 2.26463 

25 UF BA                      . 1.1744 0.0010 1471376 ** 3.23618 

26 UF CE                      . 1.5004 0.0010 2071972 ** 4.48338 

27 UF DF                      . 0.2261 0.0028 6533.26 ** 1.25368 

28 UF ES                      . 0.6073 0.0018 116743 ** 1.83555 

29 UF GO                      . 0.0477 0.0018 683.23 ** 1.04890 

30 UF MA                      . 1.7187 0.0011 2468053 ** 5.57717 

31 UF MG                      . 0.3586 0.0011 115761 ** 1.43136 

32 UF MS                      . -0.0868 0.0028 944.02 ** 0.91687 

33 UF MT                      . 0.0136 0.0023 34.00 ** 1.01367 

34 UF PA                      . 0.5593 0.0017 103519 ** 1.74946 

35 UF PB                      . 1.5002 0.0013 1280294 ** 4.48270 

36 UF PE                      . 1.5144 0.0010 2189642 ** 4.54688 

37 UF PI                      . 1.5812 0.0014 1361287 ** 4.86057 

38 UF PR                      . -0.1258 0.0015 6767.15 ** 0.88177 

39 UF RJ                      . 0.6719 0.0011 367817 ** 1.95792 
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Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

40 UF RN                      . 1.1167 0.0015 525270 ** 3.05461 

41 UF RO                      . 0.4910 0.0036 18981.4 ** 1.63392 

42 UF RR                      . 0.4964 0.0067 5475.09 ** 1.64287 

43 UF RS                      . -0.1327 0.0015 7548.66 ** 0.87572 

44 UF SC                      . -0.5867 0.0023 62935.5 ** 0.55619 

45 UF SE                      . 0.9778 0.0019 257225 ** 2.65871 

46 UF TO                      . 0.5488 0.0026 44941.7 ** 1.73122 

47 UF zzSP                    . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

 
 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 63 

Regressão Logistica 
População classe C - Brasil -  1993/2007 

 

Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

1 Intercept . -2.2123 0.0009 6690716 ** . 

2 SEXO HOMEM                   . 0.0454 0.0002 35865.8 ** 1.04649 

3 SEXO zMULHER                 . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

4 COR BRANCO                  . 0.3538 0.0003 1813106 ** 1.42454 

5 COR zNBRANCO                . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

6 IDADE 60 ou mais              . 1.1066 0.0005 5523071 ** 3.02418 

7 IDADE De 15 a 25              . 0.5440 0.0004 2188652 ** 1.72282 

8 IDADE De 25 a 35              . 0.5790 0.0004 2257383 ** 1.78426 

9 IDADE De 35 a 45              . 0.5998 0.0004 2138635 ** 1.82169 

10 IDADE De 45 a 60              . 0.7402 0.0004 3222742 ** 2.09628 

11 IDADE zzAté 15 anos           . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

12 NEW Metropolitana           . 0.8046 0.0004 3396857 ** 2.23590 

13 NEW Urbana                  . 0.7224 0.0004 3538831 ** 2.05936 

14 NEW zRural                  . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

15 TIPOSET Não subnormal           . 0.4440 0.0007 436093 ** 1.55895 

16 TIPOSET zSubnormal              . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

17 CHAVMIG Migrou                  . -0.0101 0.0003 1438.85 ** 0.98995 

18 CHAVMIG zNão Migrou             . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

19 ANO 07                      . 0.6650 0.0002 7249646 ** 1.94452 

20 ANO z1993                   . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

21 UF AC                      . -0.5498 0.0025 48757.3 ** 0.57706 

22 UF AL                      . -1.1203 0.0011 1013898 ** 0.32617 

23 UF AM                      . -0.5448 0.0011 246896 ** 0.57997 

24 UF AP                      . -0.4994 0.0023 46689.0 ** 0.60688 

25 UF BA                      . -0.8903 0.0006 2564297 ** 0.41054 

26 UF CE                      . -1.0515 0.0007 2306169 ** 0.34942 

27 UF DF                      . -0.4173 0.0011 150029 ** 0.65884 

28 UF ES                      . -0.2963 0.0009 107770 ** 0.74353 

29 UF GO                      . -0.2236 0.0007 94833.7 ** 0.79966 

30 UF MA                      . -1.0507 0.0008 1603786 ** 0.34968 

31 UF MG                      . -0.3295 0.0004 561267 ** 0.71925 

32 UF MS                      . -0.2380 0.0011 49502.6 ** 0.78823 

33 UF MT                      . -0.1736 0.0010 31068.1 ** 0.84062 

34 UF PA                      . -0.6893 0.0008 725919 ** 0.50190 

35 UF PB                      . -1.0825 0.0010 1187686 ** 0.33876 

36 UF PE                      . -1.0628 0.0007 2542159 ** 0.34548 

37 UF PI                      . -0.9248 0.0011 718091 ** 0.39661 

38 UF PR                      . -0.0331 0.0005 3768.30 ** 0.96744 

39 UF RJ                      . -0.2603 0.0005 309065 ** 0.77082 

40 UF RN                      . -0.7830 0.0010 578837 ** 0.45703 



 64 

Obs Parâmetro Categoria Estimativa 
Erro 

Padrão  Qui-Quadrado sig  
Razão 

condicional 

41 UF RO                      . -0.2084 0.0016 17781.6 ** 0.81186 

42 UF RR                      . -0.2795 0.0029 9021.42 ** 0.75619 

43 UF RS                      . 0.0668 0.0005 16211.7 ** 1.06912 

44 UF SC                      . 0.4049 0.0007 326453 ** 1.49918 

45 UF SE                      . -0.6995 0.0012 315892 ** 0.49684 

46 UF TO                      . -0.5402 0.0015 128461 ** 0.58261 

47 UF zzSP                    . 0.0000 0.0000 .  1.00000 

 
 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  
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Equação do Log da Renda per CAPITA 
Brasil  

 
Estimated Regression Coefficients 

Parameter Estimate  
Standard 

Error  t Value  Pr > |t|  

Intercept 4.0045062 0.00752201 532.37 <.0001 

SEXO HOMEM 0.0365372 0.00236375 15.46 <.0001 

SEXO zMULHER 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

COR BRANCO 0.4283549 0.00258091 165.97 <.0001 

COR zNBRANCO 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

IDADE 60 ou mais 0.7240531 0.00444453 162.91 <.0001 

IDADE De 15 a 25 0.3062846 0.00345876 88.55 <.0001 

IDADE De 25 a 35 0.4016294 0.00382231 105.07 <.0001 

IDADE De 35 a 45 0.3981101 0.00415453 95.83 <.0001 

IDADE De 45 a 60 0.5744342 0.00416986 137.76 <.0001 

IDADE zzAté 15 anos 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

NEW Metropolitana 0.8186618 0.00391723 208.99 <.0001 

NEW Urbana 0.5715403 0.00345212 165.56 <.0001 

NEW zRural 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

TIPOSET Não subnormal 0.4286639 0.00563366 76.09 <.0001 

TIPOSET zSubnormal 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

CHAVMIG Migrou -0.0122598 0.00267114 -4.59 <.0001 

CHAVMIG zNão Migrou 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

ANO 07 0.4346915 0.00241823 179.76 <.0001 

ANO z1993 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

UF AC -0.1943310 0.01756216 -11.07 <.0001 

UF AL -0.6429721 0.00997966 -64.43 <.0001 

UF AM -0.2875820 0.00846839 -33.96 <.0001 

UF AP -0.2696946 0.01789312 -15.07 <.0001 

UF BA -0.5398174 0.00508271 -106.21 <.0001 

UF CE -0.7630313 0.00589932 -129.34 <.0001 

UF DF 0.1218778 0.00868392 14.03 <.0001 

UF ES -0.1409838 0.00924654 -15.25 <.0001 

UF GO -0.0884763 0.00610463 -14.49 <.0001 

UF MA -0.7005611 0.00977732 -71.65 <.0001 

UF MG -0.2561730 0.00446795 -57.34 <.0001 

UF MS -0.0871484 0.00848514 -10.27 <.0001 

UF MT -0.0357576 0.00817009 -4.38 <.0001 

UF PA -0.4067198 0.00638544 -63.69 <.0001 

UF PB -0.6458049 0.00894666 -72.18 <.0001 

UF PE -0.7349138 0.00572742 -128.31 <.0001 

UF PI -0.6257990 0.01022443 -61.21 <.0001 

UF PR -0.1393968 0.00554400 -25.14 <.0001 

UF RJ -0.1808318 0.00509335 -35.50 <.0001 
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Estimated Regression Coefficients 

Parameter Estimate  
Standard 

Error  t Value  Pr > |t|  

UF RN -0.5100666 0.00953577 -53.49 <.0001 

UF RO -0.1637787 0.01157048 -14.15 <.0001 

UF RR -0.1238126 0.02140401 -5.78 <.0001 

UF RS -0.1040691 0.00523143 -19.89 <.0001 

UF SC 0.0815937 0.00687774 11.86 <.0001 

UF SE -0.4222788 0.00965293 -43.75 <.0001 

UF TO -0.3066774 0.01037304 -29.56 <.0001 

UF zzSP 0.0000000 0.00000000 . . 

 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  
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Miséria e a Nova Classe Média 

na Década da Igualdade* 

(*leia-se: Processo de Equalização Recente de Renda) 

 

NOVO SUPLEMENTO COM DADOS REGIONAIS DA PNAD 

 

www.fgv.br/cps/desigualdade   

 

Rio de Janeiro, 22 de Setembro de 2008 

 

Centro de Políticas Sociais 

Instituto Brasileiro de Economia 

Fundação Getulio Vargas 

 

SUPLEMENTO COM DADOS REGIONAIS DA PNAD 

 

São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro e Minas Gerais puxaram para baixo a taxa de 

crescimento anual do país no item renda domiciliar per capita.  

O índice Brasil foi de 2,26% em 2007, numa comparaç ão com o ano 

anterior. Os três estados de maior PIB do Brasil ti veram resultados abaixo 

disso. São Paulo cresceu apenas 1,02%; Minas foi um  pouco melhor, 

2,02%. E o Rio de Janeiro, um desastre: queda de 5, 8%. Fora dos três 

grandes, o melhor resultado foi do Mato Grosso do S ul. A renda 

domiciliar per capita do estado cresceu eloqüentes 15,3%. Apresentamos 

a seguir rankings regionais construídos a partir do  sítio da pesquisa 

(panorama):  
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Rankings Espaciais: 

 

 

Rankings Regionais : Proporção de Miseráveis 

 

Região 

Miséria - 2007 Miséria (Variação - 2007/2006) Misér ia (Variação Anual - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Nordeste  34,21 1 Norte  -1,35% 1 Nordeste  -6,58% 

2 Norte  21,98 2 Sudeste  -2,94% 2 Sudeste  -7,07% 

3 Centro  13,03 3 Nordeste  -6,40% 3 Norte  -8,21% 

4 Sudeste  11,57 4 Sul  -9,28% 4 Centro  -10,49% 

5 Sul  8,02 5 Centro  -10,01% 5 Sul  -10,57% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Região Metropolitana 

Miséria - 2007 Miséria (Variação - 2007/2006) Misér ia (Variação Anual - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Recife 25,06 1 Rio de Janeiro  28,02% 1 Rio de Janeiro  4,02% 

2 Salvador 22,25 2 Salvador -1,29% 2 Porto Alegre -5,71% 

3 Fortaleza 21,85 3 Porto Alegre -5,29% 3 Recife -6,03% 

4 Belém 17,93 4 Fortaleza -6,22% 4 São Paulo  -6,29% 

5 Rio de Janeiro  14,71 5 São Paulo  -7,81% 5 Salvador -7,09% 

6 São Paulo  10,86 6 Recife -11,29% 6 Fortaleza -8,11% 

7 Porto Alegre 10,03 7 Belo Horizonte -13,17% 7 Belo Horizonte -9,25% 

8 Brasília 9,87 8 Brasília -16,36% 8 Belém -10,23% 

9 Belo Horizonte 9,76 9 Belém -22,55% 9 Brasília -10,89% 

10 Curitiba 4,5 10 Curitiba -35,44% 10 Curitiba -18,27% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Estados 

OBS: Região Norte não inclui a área Rural 

Miséria - 2007 Miséria (Variação - 2007/2006) Misér ia (Variação Anual - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Maranhão  38,3 1 Amazonas  28,64% 1 Rio de Janeiro  2,25% 

2 Alagoas  37,93 2 Rio de Janeiro  21,21% 2 Paraíba  -6,00% 

3 Piauí  37,05 3 Paraíba  8,68% 3 Amapá  -6,25% 

4 Ceará  34,2 4 Amapá  7,31% 4 Pernambuco  -6,27% 

5 Pernambuco  33,76 5 Rondônia  4,64% 5 Maranhão  -6,29% 

6 Bahia  33,5 6 Tocantins  2,74% 6 Sergipe  -6,41% 

7 Paraíba  33,19 7 Rio Grande do Sul  -0,69% 7 Piauí  -6,42% 

8 Rio Grande do Norte  28,73 8 Acre  -2,78% 8 Ceará  -6,43% 

9 Sergipe  28,59 9 Rio Grande do Norte  -2,84% 9 Rio Grande do Norte  -6,50% 

10 Tocantins  25,51 10 Bahia  -3,51% 10 Bahia  -7,09% 

11 Amazonas  23,94 11 Ceará  -5,13% 11 Alagoas  -7,15% 

12 Pará  22,59 12 Sergipe  -7,30% 12 Amazonas  -7,57% 

13 Amapá  21,72 13 Minas Gerais  -7,37% 13 Rio Grande do Sul  -7,76% 

14 Acre  21,02 14 Piauí  -7,56% 14 São Paulo  -7,92% 

15 Roraima  20,45 15 Pernambuco  -8,19% 15 Rondônia  -8,14% 

16 Rondônia  15,1 16 São Paulo  -9,04% 16 Acre  -8,18% 

17 Minas Gerais  14,59 17 Mato Grosso do Sul  -10,72% 17 Tocantins  -8,31% 

18 Rio de Janeiro  14,17 18 Mato Grosso  -11,50% 18 Pará  -8,57% 

19 Espírito Santo  14,07 19 Goiás  -12,02% 19 Mato Grosso  -9,47% 

20 Mato Grosso  13,7 20 Pará  -12,37% 20 Minas Gerais  -10,22% 

21 Goiás  11,86 21 Espírito Santo  -12,61% 21 Distrito Federal  -10,89% 

22 Mato Grosso do Sul  11,16 22 Maranhão  -13,41% 22 Mato Grosso do Sul  -10,97% 

23 Rio Grande do Sul  10,13 23 Alagoas  -14,65% 23 Espírito Santo  -11,12% 

24 Distrito Federal  9,87 24 Paraná  -15,32% 24 Roraima  -11,60% 

25 São Paulo  8,95 25 Distrito Federal  -16,36% 25 Goiás  -11,70% 

26 Paraná  8,29 26 Roraima  -16,56% 26 Paraná  -11,98% 

27 Santa Catarina  3,67 27 Santa Catarina  -21,58% 27 Santa Catarina  -16,29% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Tipo de Cidade 

Miséria - 2007 Miséria (Variação - 2007/2006) Misér ia (Variação Anual - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Rural  37,09 1 Metrópole  -3,77% 1 Metrópole  -5,68% 

2 Urbana  15,86 2 Urbana  -5,20% 2 Rural  -6,42% 

3 Metrópole  13,52 3 Rural  -7,30% 3 Urbana  -8,42% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Rankings Regionais : A Nova Classe Média (Classe C)  

 

Região 

Classe C - 2007 Classe C (Variação - 2007/2006) Cla sse C (Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Sul  60,36 1 Nordeste  9,08% 1 Nordeste  7,38% 

2 Sudeste  54,46 2 Norte  4,26% 2 Norte  4,87% 

3 Centro  47,72 3 Sul  3,84% 3 Centro  4,42% 

4 Norte  39,13 4 Sudeste  3,48% 4 Sul  3,37% 

5 Nordeste  30,03 5 Centro  1,58% 5 Sudeste  3,02% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Região Metropolitana 

Classe C - 2007 Classe C (Variação - 2007/2006) Cla sse C (Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Curitiba 60,7 1 Belém 9,80% 1 Belém 5,33% 

2 Porto Alegre 56,42 2 Curitiba 6,45% 2 Fortaleza 5,27% 

3 São Paulo  54,29 3 Fortaleza 5,31% 3 Salvador 4,42% 

4 Belo Horizonte 54,11 4 Recife 5,16% 4 Recife 3,90% 

5 Rio de Janeiro  51,43 5 Belo Horizonte 4,30% 5 Belo Horizonte 2,76% 

6 Brasília 43,82 6 Porto Alegre 4,27% 6 Curitiba 2,68% 

7 Belém 41,36 7 Salvador 3,38% 7 Porto Alegre 2,40% 

8 Salvador 39,73 8 São Paulo  2,38% 8 São Paulo  2,03% 

9 Fortaleza 37,49 9 Brasília 0,71% 9 Brasília 1,97% 

10 Recife 35,86 10 Rio de Janeiro  -2,04% 10 Rio de Janeiro  0,75% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Estados 

OBS: Região Norte não inclui a área Rural 

Classe C - 2007 Classe C (Variação - 2007/2006) Cla sse C (Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Santa Catarina  67,4 1 Alagoas  25,33% 1 Alagoas  10,28% 

2 Rio Grande do Sul  58,53 2 Maranhão  17,11% 2 Tocantins  10,05% 

3 Paraná  58,26 3 Piauí  14,37% 3 Maranhão  8,98% 

4 São Paulo  57,67 4 Sergipe  10,06% 4 Ceará  8,44% 

5 Rio de Janeiro  52,08 5 Bahia  8,69% 5 Piauí  7,63% 

6 Goiás  51,31 6 Pará  7,71% 6 Bahia  7,42% 

7 Minas Gerais  50,38 7 Rio Grande do Norte  7,52% 7 Roraima  6,92% 

8 Espírito Santo  50,07 8 Pernambuco  6,51% 8 Rio Grande do Norte  6,79% 

9 Mato Grosso do Sul  49,28 9 Espírito Santo  6,42% 9 Pernambuco  6,10% 

10 Rondônia  48,39 10 Ceará  6,30% 10 Espírito Santo  5,90% 

11 Mato Grosso  47,01 11 Minas Gerais  5,71% 11 Amapá  5,87% 

12 Distrito Federal  43,82 12 Rondônia  4,92% 12 Amazonas  5,74% 

13 Amapá  41,29 13 Tocantins  4,64% 13 Paraíba  5,35% 

14 Amazonas  39,87 14 Santa Catarina  4,21% 14 Sergipe  5,33% 

15 Roraima  38,65 15 Goiás  3,99% 15 Minas Gerais  5,23% 

16 Tocantins  38,12 16 São Paulo  3,93% 16 Goiás  5,06% 

17 Acre  37,51 17 Paraná  3,81% 17 Pará  4,96% 

18 Pará  36,88 18 Rio Grande do Sul  3,65% 18 Paraná  4,07% 

19 Sergipe  35,45 19 Roraima  2,85% 19 Mato Grosso do Sul  3,86% 

20 Rio Grande do Norte  35,04 20 Distrito Federal  0,71% 20 Mato Grosso  3,81% 

21 Bahia  31,13 21 Mato Grosso do Sul  0,37% 21 Rio Grande do Sul  3,23% 

22 Ceará  29,87 22 Amazonas  0,35% 22 Rondônia  3,07% 

23 Piauí  29,85 23 Rio de Janeiro  -0,84% 23 Acre  2,73% 

24 Pernambuco  29,45 24 Amapá  -1,29% 24 São Paulo  2,68% 

25 Paraíba  28,11 25 Acre  -1,45% 25 Santa Catarina  2,52% 

26 Maranhão  27,1 26 Paraíba  -1,82% 26 Distrito Federal  1,97% 

27 Alagoas  26,87 27 Mato Grosso  -2,79% 27 Rio de Janeiro  1,00% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Tipo de Cidade 

Classe C - 2007 Classe C (Variação - 2007/2006) Cla sse C (Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

  Metrópole  50,35   Metrópole  2,42%   Metrópole  2,26% 

  Urbana  49,43   Urbana  5,04%   Urbana  4,17% 

  Rural  30,56   Rural  7,53%   Rural  9,41% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Rankings Regionais : Renda Domiciliar Per Capita 

 

Região 

Renda Per Capita - 2007 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Sul  645,65 1 Centro  9,67% 1 Nordeste  4,35% 

2 Sudeste  629,29 2 Sul  5,01% 2 Centro  4,12% 

3 Centro  606,06 3 Nordeste  3,09% 3 Sul  4,09% 

4 Norte  387,82 4 Norte  2,61% 4 Norte  2,95% 

5 Nordeste  309,55 5 Sudeste  -0,11% 5 Sudeste  1,96% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Região Metropolitana 

Renda Per Capita - 2007 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Brasília 1095,11 1 Curitiba 18,96% 1 Curitiba 4,60% 

2 Curitiba 806,82 2 Belém 11,81% 2 Brasília 4,51% 

3 São Paulo  736,69 3 Brasília 11,44% 3 Belém 3,55% 

4 Porto Alegre 718,52 4 Salvador 6,02% 4 Belo Horizonte 3,39% 

5 Rio de Janeiro  677,18 5 Fortaleza 2,02% 5 Salvador 2,59% 

6 Belo Horizonte 661,29 6 Belo Horizonte 1,98% 6 Fortaleza 1,67% 

7 Salvador 521,99 7 São Paulo  1,93% 7 Porto Alegre 1,19% 

8 Belém 467,17 8 Porto Alegre -2,26% 8 Rio de Janeiro  1,10% 

9 Recife 414,8 9 Recife -6,03% 9 São Paulo  0,79% 

10 Fortaleza 397,28 10 Rio de Janeiro  -6,70% 10 Recife 0,37% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Estados 

OBS: Região Norte não inclui a área Rural 

Renda Per Capita - 2007 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Distrito Federal  1095,11 1 Mato Grosso do Sul  15,30% 1 Alagoas  7,38% 

2 São Paulo  695,37 2 Distrito Federal  11,44% 2 Tocantins  6,47% 

3 Santa Catarina  686,51 3 Goiás  11,35% 3 Piauí  6,24% 

4 Paraná  645,7 4 Paraná  10,90% 4 Roraima  5,39% 

5 Rio de Janeiro  641,15 5 Piauí  10,67% 5 Paraná  5,27% 

6 Rio Grande do Sul  623,35 6 Tocantins  9,40% 6 Santa Catarina  5,19% 

7 Mato Grosso do Sul  596,89 7 Pará  7,33% 7 Mato Grosso do Sul  5,08% 

8 Goiás  528,98 8 Alagoas  6,79% 8 Maranhão  4,98% 

9 Espírito Santo  525,45 9 Rio Grande do Norte  5,77% 9 Paraíba  4,90% 

10 Minas Gerais  498,72 10 Amapá  5,74% 10 Rio Grande do Norte  4,89% 

11 Acre  498,24 11 Acre  5,62% 11 Bahia  4,84% 

12 Mato Grosso  468,72 12 Paraíba  4,91% 12 Goiás  4,55% 

13 Rondônia  461,66 13 Espírito Santo  4,26% 13 Distrito Federal  4,51% 

14 Roraima  394,9 14 Ceará  4,21% 14 Sergipe  4,30% 

15 Amapá  386,62 15 Bahia  4,14% 15 Amazonas  4,09% 

16 Amazonas  382,25 16 Sergipe  2,20% 16 Minas Gerais  3,85% 

17 Tocantins  376,99 17 Santa Catarina  2,20% 17 Ceará  3,45% 

18 Pará  366,15 18 Minas Gerais  2,02% 18 Amapá  3,29% 

19 Rio Grande do Norte  362,11 19 Rio Grande do Sul  1,37% 19 Espírito Santo  3,05% 

20 Sergipe  346,26 20 Amazonas  1,11% 20 Pará  2,57% 

21 Paraíba  340,34 21 São Paulo  1,02% 21 Rio Grande do Sul  2,41% 

22 Piauí  320,36 22 Maranhão  -0,23% 22 Rondônia  2,18% 

23 Bahia  317,29 23 Mato Grosso  -1,61% 23 Pernambuco  2,05% 

24 Alagoas  307,76 24 Pernambuco  -2,80% 24 Acre  2,05% 

25 Pernambuco  305,83 25 Rio de Janeiro  -5,80% 25 São Paulo  1,54% 

26 Ceará  290,19 26 Roraima  -7,22% 26 Rio de Janeiro  1,18% 

27 Maranhão  262,94 27 Rondônia  -10,03% 27 Mato Grosso  0,70% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

 

Tipo de Cidade 

Renda Per Capita - 2007 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita (Variação - 

2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Metrópole  673,83 1 Rural  7,39% 1 Rural  7,00% 

2 Urbana  510,95 2 Urbana  2,29% 2 Urbana  3,30% 

3 Rural  251,23 3 Metrópole  1,31% 3 Metrópole  1,68% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Rankings Regionais : Renda Domiciliar Per Capita do  Trabalho 

 

Região 

Renda Per Capita do Trabalho - 2007 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Sul  494,86 1 Centro  11,05% 1 Sul  3,99% 

2 Centro  494,64 2 Sul  5,97% 2 Nordeste  3,87% 

3 Sudeste  486,18 3 Norte  4,16% 3 Centro  3,77% 

4 Norte  324,14 4 Nordeste  2,27% 4 Norte  2,97% 

5 Nordeste  219,91 5 Sudeste  1,84% 5 Sudeste  1,94% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

Região Metropolitana 

Renda Per Capita do Trabalho - 2007 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Brasília 872,44 1 Curitiba 19,70% 1 Curitiba 4,71% 

2 Curitiba 630,01 2 Belém 13,53% 2 Brasília 4,52% 

3 São Paulo  608,29 3 Brasília 13,13% 3 Belo Horizonte 3,62% 

4 Porto Alegre 541 4 São Paulo  5,83% 4 Belém 3,44% 

5 Belo Horizonte 514,27 5 Salvador 4,75% 5 Salvador 3,19% 

6 Rio de Janeiro  475,39 6 Belo Horizonte 4,09% 6 Fortaleza 1,87% 

7 Salvador 408,59 7 Fortaleza 0,33% 7 Recife 1,16% 

8 Belém 363,96 8 Porto Alegre -0,78% 8 Porto Alegre 1,14% 

9 Recife 301,82 9 Recife -2,66% 9 Rio de Janeiro  0,99% 

10 Fortaleza 298,17 10 Rio de Janeiro  -4,18% 10 São Paulo  0,94% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Estados 

OBS: Região Norte não inclui a área Rural 

Renda Per Capita do Trabalho - 2007 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Distrito Federal  872,44 1 Mato Grosso do Sul  15,08% 1 Alagoas  8,21% 

2 São Paulo  557,23 2 Goiás  13,42% 2 Piauí  6,66% 

3 Santa Catarina  537,18 3 Distrito Federal  13,13% 3 Tocantins  5,19% 

4 Paraná  507,85 4 Paraná  10,86% 4 Paraná  5,12% 

5 Mato Grosso do Sul  476,06 5 Piauí  10,74% 5 Santa Catarina  4,87% 

6 Rio Grande do Sul  459,48 6 Acre  9,36% 6 Amazonas  4,81% 

7 Rio de Janeiro  453,16 7 Rio Grande do Norte  8,86% 7 Goiás  4,75% 

8 Goiás  437,24 8 Tocantins  8,49% 8 Sergipe  4,71% 

9 Acre  416,56 9 Amapá  8,46% 9 Distrito Federal  4,52% 

10 Mato Grosso  400,61 10 Pará  7,70% 10 Paraíba  4,43% 

11 Espírito Santo  398,76 11 Alagoas  7,41% 11 Roraima  4,34% 

12 Rondônia  397,98 12 Sergipe  6,53% 12 Rio Grande do Norte  4,22% 

13 Minas Gerais  378,02 13 Amazonas  5,53% 13 Minas Gerais  4,08% 

14 Amazonas  335,96 14 Espírito Santo  5,02% 14 Bahia  4,01% 

15 Roraima  332,73 15 Minas Gerais  3,69% 15 Mato Grosso do Sul  4,00% 

16 Amapá  330,49 16 Rio Grande do Sul  3,15% 16 Maranhão  3,54% 

17 Tocantins  302,22 17 Santa Catarina  2,90% 17 Acre  3,24% 

18 Pará  294,72 18 São Paulo  2,69% 18 Ceará  2,99% 

19 Sergipe  267,31 19 Ceará  2,62% 19 Espírito Santo  2,81% 

20 Rio Grande do Norte  262,42 20 Bahia  1,73% 20 Pará  2,37% 

21 Bahia  229,33 21 Paraíba  1,44% 21 Rio Grande do Sul  2,36% 

22 Paraíba  226,86 22 Mato Grosso  0,50% 22 Amapá  2,32% 

23 Alagoas  222,62 23 Pernambuco  -1,11% 23 Rondônia  1,83% 

24 Piauí  215,84 24 Rio de Janeiro  -3,20% 24 Pernambuco  1,82% 

25 Pernambuco  213,51 25 Maranhão  -3,57% 25 São Paulo  1,46% 

26 Ceará  202,84 26 Roraima  -8,91% 26 Rio de Janeiro  1,19% 

27 Maranhão  190,48 27 Rondônia  -9,20% 27 Mato Grosso  -0,09% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 

 

  

Tipo de Cidade 

Renda Per Capita do Trabalho - 2007 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2006) 
Renda Per Capita do Trabalho 

(Variação - 2007/2002) 

  Categoria  2007   Categoria  2007/2006   Categoria  2007/2002 

1 Metrópole  523,7 1 Rural  6,10% 1 Rural  5,56% 

2 Urbana  394,43 2 Metrópole  4,07% 2 Urbana  3,15% 

3 Rural  170,86 3 Urbana  2,85% 3 Metrópole  1,81% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Banco de Dados Completo no Site: 

 

1. Panorama do Nível e da Evolução Social – De 1992  a 2007. 

http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/RETCM_basicoPNAD/index.htm 
 

• Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  
 

Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  

População Total  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Total  34,96 35,03 28,65 28,82 28,37 26,88 28,14 27,5 26,59 28,03 25,27 22,66 19,18 18,11 

               

Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  

Região Geográfica  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Norte  39,96 38,71 30,23 32,4 33,47 33,15 33,88 32,52 33,73 35,51 28,93 25,79 22,28 21,98 

Nordeste  59,57 60,46 51,68 52,65 52,62 48,77 50,59 49,05 48,09 49,83 46,29 42,47 36,55 34,21 

Sudeste  22,38 23,5 16,99 16,71 16,48 16,37 17,09 17,72 16,69 18,38 16,66 14,11 11,92 11,57 

Sul  22,8 20,18 17,6 16,87 16,65 15,69 17,2 15,36 14,02 13,78 12,17 11,26 8,84 8,02 

Centro  33,63 30,23 27,25 27,55 25,02 22,99 25,09 23,25 22,68 24,65 19,66 18,26 14,48 13,03 

 

Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  

Região Metropolitana  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Pará  31,25 30,73 20,07 26,35 25,18 26,7 29,25 32,56 30,76 33,47 27,22 26,42 23,15 17,93 

Ceará  39,5 41,64 31,55 33,4 32,81 31,89 35,24 35,83 33,36 36,83 34,24 28,41 23,3 21,85 

Pernambuco  43,31 45,51 31,95 35,91 34,41 36,87 35,14 33,98 34,2 39,21 36,55 32,19 28,25 25,06 

Bahia  33,48 38,6 32,3 33,37 30,58 27,96 32,07 31,69 32,13 36,93 32,17 27,91 22,54 22,25 

Minas Gerais  23,32 24,33 14,54 16,63 15,24 16,79 16,66 16,5 15,86 17,67 16,47 13,2 11,24 9,76 

Rio de Janeiro  15,01 19,28 12,35 12,74 12,36 12,08 12,23 15,59 12,08 16,72 15,5 13,07 11,49 14,71 
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São Paulo  15,72 14,65 9,44 9,5 10,68 11,65 13,55 15,33 15,03 17,65 16,27 13,05 11,78 10,86 

Paraná  20,64 15,87 10,23 6,57 10,47 11,03 13,14 12,26 12,34 14,08 10,76 9,49 6,97 4,5 
Rio Grande do 
Sul  16,16 19,23 12,42 13,53 13,64 12,01 13,87 12,25 13,46 14,24 12,46 11,38 10,59 10,03 

Distrito Federal  21,14 19,76 13,04 16,02 12,79 13,4 16,79 17,46 17,57 20,41 17,13 14,46 11,8 9,87 

 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  

Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  
Estado  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Rondônia  33,7 27,93 23,87 22,01 22,04 15,83 18,92 25,49 23,09 23,93 16,57 20,86 14,43 15,1 
Acre  32,3 33,25 23,02 27,68 28,21 25,05 32,01 31,74 32,21 32,52 33,26 29,07 21,62 21,02 
Amazonas  41,65 41,24 30,69 28,25 32,86 39,94 38,33 35,39 35,49 36,3 29,36 21,61 18,61 23,94 
Roraima  15,82 20,7 9,5 15,35 12,12 22,42 16,35 28,37 37,88 32,73 41,15 37,83 24,51 20,45 
Pará  43,14 41,61 34,29 40,34 38,28 34,86 35,69 34,66 35,36 37,8 29,45 27,95 25,78 22,59 
Amapá  35,63 39,49 24,2 22,14 36,84 35,13 39,33 15,49 29,99 36,86 35,12 24,46 20,24 21,72 

Tocantins  60,31 48,09 52,31 52,03 51,94 44,22 42,89 38,12 39,36 39,04 33,55 30,78 24,83 25,51 
Maranhão  69,76 69,3 61,59 59,02 64,48 58,99 58,55 53,53 52,99 55,68 53,15 49 44,23 38,3 
Piauí  69 65,62 56,69 59,26 61,66 55,97 58,07 51,12 51,62 52,01 48,54 46,47 40,08 37,05 
Ceará  61,81 59,95 52,55 53,26 53,19 50,5 51,39 48,33 47,67 48,02 47,28 43,47 36,05 34,2 
Rio Grande do 
Norte  55,78 56,49 45,57 45,14 43,95 41,92 43,66 41,83 40,2 43,36 39,74 35,03 29,57 28,73 
Paraíba  59,93 59,38 46,68 49,06 47,88 44,31 45,37 49,1 45,22 47,28 45,58 39,18 30,54 33,19 
Pernambuco  55,19 57,2 45,12 47,71 47,65 44,41 47,62 47,48 46,66 49,37 45 41,89 36,77 33,76 
Alagoas  53,41 62,66 52,52 53,95 51,76 49,09 52,92 54,27 54,97 57,66 53,88 50,12 44,44 37,93 
Sergipe  51,66 51,93 51,51 47,68 47,87 42,75 47,15 43,83 39,82 41,58 36,91 35,81 30,84 28,59 

Bahia  57,7 59,62 52,33 54,02 52,19 47,88 49,72 49,13 48,39 49,63 44,26 40,24 34,72 33,5 
Minas Gerais  36,61 38,07 29,5 28,61 27,96 27,52 27,71 25,87 25,01 25,09 22,85 19,32 15,75 14,59 
Espírito Santo  39,65 38,11 29,22 30,1 28,68 27,37 26,66 29,56 25,37 27,34 23,09 20,37 16,1 14,07 
Rio de Janeiro  17,32 22,36 15,33 15 14,69 14,45 14,35 16,19 12,68 16,87 15,56 13,71 11,69 14,17 
São Paulo  15,95 15,58 10,51 10,48 10,6 10,81 12,25 13,41 13,52 14,99 13,58 11,27 9,84 8,95 
Paraná  30,36 24,74 21,97 19,12 19,3 18,39 20,3 18,43 15,69 15,96 12,89 13,04 9,79 8,29 
Santa Catarina  19,32 15,92 13,65 14,06 12,25 12,19 14,01 9,93 8,93 8,29 8,22 6,35 4,68 3,67 
Rio Grande do 
Sul  17,58 18,12 15,61 16,26 16,41 14,94 15,93 15,34 15,17 14,64 13,63 12,22 10,2 10,13 
Mato Grosso do 
Sul  31,88 29,34 23,77 27,21 23,03 20,34 24,92 20,78 19,95 21,41 19,92 17,74 12,5 11,16 
Mato Grosso  37,17 30,18 26,94 28,12 25,86 22,95 23,2 22,25 22,53 26,93 18,75 17,58 15,48 13,7 
Goiás  31,37 30,65 28,8 26,28 24,07 23,02 25,28 23,7 22,1 23,25 17,82 17,46 13,48 11,86 
Distrito Federal  21,14 19,76 13,04 16,02 12,79 13,4 16,79 17,46 17,57 20,41 17,13 14,46 11,8 9,87 

Proporção de Miseráveis - Renda de Todas as Fontes  
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Tipo de cidade  
Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Metrópole  21,01 22,16 15,07 15,92 15,84 16,18 17,6 19,04 18,11 21,25 19,2 16,22 14,05 13,52 
Urbana  31,52 31,73 25,89 25,87 25,31 23,33 25,04 25,12 24,62 25,62 22,87 20,37 16,73 15,86 
Rural  62,76 61,43 55,8 56,17 56 52,89 52,9 53,46 51,69 51,34 47,55 45,04 40,01 37,09 

 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  
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• Nova Classe Média (%) - Renda de Todas as Fontes  

 

Nova Classe Média 

População Total  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Total  32,52 30,98 36,52 36,74 37,01 37,39 36,37 38,11 38,69 37,64 39,85 41,96 45,08 47,06 

               

Nova Classe Média 

Região Geográfica  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Norte  27,86 26,74 32,79 30,85 30,86 31,61 30,65 31,5 30,85 28,44 32,47 35,47 37,53 39,13 

Nordeste  15,65 14,82 18,45 18,26 18,14 18,83 18,64 20,73 21,03 20,09 21,22 23,53 27,53 30,03 

Sudeste  41,52 38,11 46,49 46,8 46,9 46,93 45,35 45,96 46,94 45,2 47,57 50,24 52,63 54,46 

Sul  41,78 42,86 44,65 46,44 46,42 47,27 45,99 50,73 51,15 51,98 54,47 54,87 58,13 60,36 

Centro  29,9 31,1 35,29 34,7 36,61 36,61 36,06 37,87 38,44 38,11 41,48 42,39 46,98 47,72 

Nova Classe Média 

Região Metropolitana  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Pará  32,01 31,5 38,28 34,66 34,39 35,9 36,43 30,89 31,9 29,53 33,14 34,89 37,67 41,36 

Ceará  25,44 23,99 30,27 28,5 30,31 29,53 26,45 29,85 29 27,39 27,93 32,19 35,6 37,49 

Pernambuco  25,69 22,47 27,88 28,19 28,24 27,79 28,4 29,35 29,62 26,85 26,68 30,1 34,1 35,86 

Bahia  30,32 26 30,76 29,76 32,17 34,54 30,18 31,36 32,01 27,51 31,26 34,12 38,43 39,73 

Minas Gerais  37,85 36,36 43,54 42,85 46,64 43,8 42,48 44,08 47,23 42,41 46,45 50,03 51,88 54,11 

Rio de Janeiro  47,88 40,45 48,4 48,1 49,41 49,48 50,68 48,68 49,54 47,27 48,01 50,39 52,5 51,43 

São Paulo  46,84 46,21 55,5 54,59 54,55 52,01 48,63 48,18 49,11 46,77 48,82 51,06 53,03 54,29 

Paraná  43,47 45,86 50,35 53,69 52,14 50,14 49,62 52,49 53,18 51,13 55,94 55,41 57,02 60,7 

Rio Grande do 
Sul  47,05 41,75 48,01 48,53 51,18 49,66 46,81 51,55 50,11 49,72 53,1 52,45 54,11 56,42 

Distrito Federal  39,87 38,66 46,11 43,15 45,54 41,93 40,48 39,93 39,75 37,99 38,77 41,87 43,51 43,82 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Nova Classe Média 

Estado  
Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Rondônia  30,22 36,61 37,92 38,73 41,05 47,92 40,96 37,31 41,61 38,06 44,67 41,63 46,12 48,39 
Acre  36,16 31,94 41,87 28,2 39,98 39,22 34,97 33,06 32,78 34,27 28,25 33,02 38,06 37,51 
Amazonas  29,68 23,92 35,81 35,37 31,66 29,15 28,68 32,23 30,16 27,17 33,25 37,78 39,73 39,87 
Roraima  39,56 49,79 64,16 56,36 51,51 48,17 46,39 36,11 27,66 36,58 26,03 30,36 37,58 38,65 
Pará  24,45 23,83 26 23,87 25,58 26,77 27,33 27,79 28,95 25,69 30,43 33,28 34,24 36,88 
Amapá  30,69 27,66 40,73 38,73 30,17 33,25 33,59 47,66 31,05 32,08 31,93 38,61 41,83 41,29 
Tocantins  14,73 20,85 18 19,32 17,47 21,47 21,81 26,63 23,62 28,08 30,48 30,38 36,43 38,12 
Maranhão  10,54 11,36 13,37 15,48 12,93 12,86 14,93 16,76 17,63 16,98 16,95 18,91 23,14 27,1 
Piauí  10,21 13,34 14,45 15,76 15,09 16,41 15,76 19,42 20,67 19,04 18,7 21,53 26,1 29,85 
Ceará  14,71 14,05 18,53 16,97 18,03 18,31 16,45 21,18 19,92 19,51 20,33 23,03 28,1 29,87 
Rio Grande do 
Norte  18,15 17,64 23,12 20,89 20,49 22,56 22,86 26,23 25,23 23,78 25,03 26,91 32,59 35,04 
Paraíba  15,39 15,35 20,15 19,25 19,29 20,54 21,59 20,35 21,66 22,94 22,19 24,95 28,63 28,11 
Pernambuco  17,27 15,97 20,63 20,5 20,5 21,31 20,54 22,19 21,9 20,52 21,31 23,71 27,65 29,45 
Alagoas  18,05 13,04 18,14 18,8 19,1 18,09 18,63 17,15 16,47 15,94 16,94 18,86 21,44 26,87 
Sergipe  21,29 20,45 19,51 21,83 21,11 21,67 20,16 23,41 27,34 26,51 28,51 30,36 32,21 35,45 
Bahia  16,82 15,25 18,6 17,93 18,25 19,23 19,06 20,94 21,76 20,24 22,94 25,13 28,64 31,13 
Minas Gerais  29,29 27 33,63 34,65 34,91 35,51 34,95 37,65 39,04 37,71 40,09 44,82 47,66 50,38 
Espírito Santo  28,35 25,27 33,15 34,51 34,71 35,97 34,43 34,23 37,6 36,02 38,92 42,02 47,05 50,07 
Rio de Janeiro  44,77 37,91 45,95 46,4 47,23 47,6 48,44 47,48 49,55 46,56 48,29 49,63 52,52 52,08 
São Paulo  47,35 44,73 54,09 53,89 53,58 53,11 50,06 50,34 50,52 49,04 51,59 53,74 55,49 57,67 
Paraná  35,16 37,61 40,49 42,89 42,63 42,81 41,74 47,03 47,72 48,21 50,49 51,08 56,12 58,26 
Santa Catarina  45,66 48,12 50,26 52,16 52,37 54,22 52,56 57,35 59,5 59,84 62,29 62,95 64,68 67,4 
Rio Grande do 
Sul  45,95 45,05 45,6 46,75 46,96 47,93 46,61 50,7 49,94 51,33 54,02 54,08 56,47 58,53 
Mato Grosso do 
Sul  31,24 32,44 35,7 34,56 35,98 39,64 37,37 38,23 40,77 40,35 42,76 43,7 49,1 49,28 
Mato Grosso  28,07 31,74 35,1 35,02 38,13 37,19 36,84 39,5 38,99 35,59 43,39 44,18 48,36 47,01 
Goiás  29,83 29,56 34,92 34,79 37,03 36,44 36,66 38,67 40,09 40,81 43,69 43,96 49,34 51,31 
Distrito Federal  39,87 38,66 46,11 43,15 45,54 41,93 40,48 39,93 39,75 37,99 38,77 41,87 43,51 43,82 

Nova Classe Média 
Tipo de cidade  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Metrópole  42,21 39,36 46,94 46,36 47,42 46,05 44,35 44,31 45,02 42,54 44,59 46,86 49,16 50,35 

Urbana  34,76 32,72 38,5 38,98 38,61 39,94 38,96 39,89 40,3 39,42 41,74 44,15 47,06 49,43 

Rural  13,56 14,74 16,03 16,25 16,47 17,17 16,99 18,92 19,49 20,64 22,39 23,29 28,42 30,56 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE  
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• Renda Média (R$) - Renda de Todas as Fontes  
 

Renda Familiar per Capita Média  

População Total  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Total  344,93 364,99 453,35 460,55 464,31 471,72 445,01 453,78 455,12 428,67 442,12 471,44 514,62 526,27 

               

Renda Familiar per Capita Média  

Região Geográfica  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Norte  270,51 303,29 379,77 357,45 358,39 348,75 333,84 334,13 335,33 297,53 329,56 347,53 377,95 387,82 

Nordeste  179,61 193,13 236,1 238,05 240,92 253,22 242,45 244,75 250,17 234,22 249,76 264,17 300,28 309,55 

Sudeste  442,42 456,24 587,9 599,79 600,49 603,13 564,48 572,74 571,13 534,72 535,65 580,17 630 629,29 

Sul  403,33 438,32 517,79 524,42 519 532,46 511,81 533,15 528,45 523,33 551,33 570,65 614,87 645,65 

Centro  346,76 393,84 435,57 455,13 482,19 495,16 456,58 479,99 495,38 453,27 487,3 513,36 552,61 606,06 

Renda Familiar per Capita Média  

Região Metropolitana  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Pará  360,46 460,81 520,94 497,26 471,59 495,56 441,36 379,78 392,48 328,44 369,46 377,96 417,83 467,17 

Ceará  271,08 293,63 372,64 363,9 381,87 373,79 351,66 380,39 365,77 321,12 353,22 368,49 389,4 397,28 

Pernambuco  291,95 292,94 371,03 385,61 369,04 399,68 388,1 412,11 407,11 335,15 389,9 415,6 441,4 414,8 

Bahia  373,5 436,18 459,51 464,62 498,34 487,08 445,2 449,2 459,27 375,87 390,7 434,41 492,33 521,99 

Minas Gerais  435,49 447,19 583,56 547,02 604,23 569,87 533,47 528,66 559,89 510,87 521,63 571,64 648,46 661,29 

Rio de Janeiro  543,83 507,99 678,57 722,45 684,2 718,76 670,2 650,99 641,27 615,25 627,73 647,89 725,81 677,18 

São Paulo  550,99 608,13 782,07 805,18 775,31 799,95 697,59 706,83 708,43 632,47 607,72 698,94 722,73 736,69 

Paraná  473,73 584,32 748 742,77 752,01 704,8 647,47 654,7 644,33 569,77 691,51 683,01 678,2 806,82 

Rio Grande do 
Sul  535,89 560,08 729,54 732,15 715,62 746,62 693,91 709,36 677,26 646,41 667,2 720,62 735,17 718,52 

Distrito Federal  569,1 693,67 840,03 801,23 901,01 919,3 845,4 829,98 878,33 804,26 814,74 896,32 982,71 1095,11 

 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Renda Familiar per Capita Média  
Estado  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Rondônia  317,56 338,58 499,1 424,93 480,81 530,62 473,52 383,49 414,49 361,08 435,48 467,94 513,15 461,66 
Acre  368,3 340,86 468,54 515,4 450,65 461,86 464,16 466,44 450,1 375,18 383,87 393,11 471,71 498,24 
Amazonas  262,05 264,28 383,56 366,96 370,4 304,3 286,35 327,02 312,84 297,15 327,55 350,48 378,07 382,25 
Roraima  402,86 519,36 534,47 559,23 401,1 430,5 457,93 354,12 303,68 331,24 267,84 295,05 425,65 394,9 
Pará  248,51 292,04 324,35 299,78 307,67 313,97 307,08 307 322,48 270,17 311,38 316,99 341,14 366,15 
Amapá  242,49 395,62 395,65 400,34 349,86 321,62 309,69 403,79 328,81 349,21 298,56 385,33 365,63 386,62 
Tocantins  171,02 203,82 233,28 238,56 244,51 271,31 239,1 311,38 275,59 286,37 312,61 313,93 344,6 376,99 
Maranhão  117,3 141,13 172,81 189,93 172,14 194,33 191,74 204,55 206,26 201,04 213,97 197,07 263,55 262,94 
Piauí  132,94 152,16 175,75 180,34 187,59 198,13 198,79 219,2 236,75 219,08 231,36 245,62 289,48 320,36 
Ceará  168,34 186,49 233,6 227,71 237,61 244,97 230,03 246,51 244,9 225,96 241,14 258,11 278,47 290,19 
Rio Grande do 
Norte  207,64 194,68 279,64 283,38 277,59 293,88 280,47 284,05 285,17 255,23 279,44 332,18 342,37 362,11 
Paraíba  165,7 202,38 268,71 246,76 277,57 307,27 325,32 244,78 267,93 247,14 265,15 291,17 324,41 340,34 
Pernambuco  203,74 204,82 261,96 266,84 259,83 279,01 262,14 274,62 276,26 243,69 276,9 287,6 314,63 305,83 
Alagoas  200,97 188,9 268,9 250,76 262,06 254,49 227,97 218,04 215,61 217,3 205,24 222,68 288,18 307,76 
Sergipe  226,27 253,58 241,15 287,25 269,65 293,06 281,48 257,1 280,51 284,71 310,83 306,26 338,79 346,26 
Bahia  194,76 210,58 236,2 238,39 246,23 250,89 236,75 244,3 250,54 239,76 248,6 268,36 304,67 317,29 
Minas Gerais  308,29 316,69 409,13 392,09 420,54 398,57 393,46 403,07 412,89 390,11 409,59 437,2 488,83 498,72 
Espírito Santo  284,37 309,21 423,87 404,21 411,75 422,45 425,26 420,27 452,2 411,98 441,51 473,6 504 525,45 
Rio de Janeiro  497,23 469,82 614,83 648,65 618,29 649 610,63 611,95 604,73 580,79 591,68 608,85 680,62 641,15 
São Paulo  499,71 531,67 678,17 698,03 696,42 699,18 640,6 651,93 644,12 596,56 582,2 646,16 688,36 695,37 
Paraná  322,43 395,3 473,43 494,84 481,77 483,54 473,18 494,68 499,48 486,1 540,08 546,16 582,25 645,7 
Santa Catarina  433,92 421,97 532,81 504,94 536,78 539,87 499,79 553,23 533,03 553,58 548,64 605,3 671,76 686,51 
Rio Grande do 
Sul  462,54 485,99 550,57 561,13 544,9 574,69 554,32 558,73 553,34 542,28 563,43 575,09 614,9 623,35 
Mato Grosso do 
Sul 347,09 345,31 409,44 430,44 429,68 423,56 406,17 443,62 465,87 423,3 427,06 456,5 517,69 596,89 
Mato Grosso  262,49 358,1 374,92 400,55 472,95 442,85 401,6 437,61 452,68 387,59 445,73 436,95 476,41 468,72 
Goiás  342,94 359,48 365,96 408,11 397,06 432,67 398,64 412,06 423,47 393,3 438,36 462,87 475,06 528,98 
Distrito Federal  569,1 693,67 840,03 801,23 901,01 919,3 845,4 829,98 878,33 804,26 814,74 896,32 982,71 1095,11 

Renda Familiar per Capita Média  

Tipo de cidade  

Categoria  1992 1993 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Metrópole  490,6 521,8 667,61 681,01 672,12 687,16 623,04 619,97 619,9 561,55 572,42 623,25 665,09 673,83 

Urbana  341,76 354,73 435,82 439,09 448,48 450,21 436,54 432,28 434,29 415,44 430,19 453,23 499,5 510,95 

Rural  142,63 159,8 172,39 173,39 175,79 185,23 182,9 182,12 179,11 190,51 199,69 207,97 233,94 251,23 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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2. Panorama das Mudanças de Renda 

http://www.fgv.br/ibrecps/RETCM/RETCM_rendaPNAD/ind ex.htm  

• Mudanças de Renda (PNAD 2007/2006) 
Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 
2006 514,62 390,11 12,63 11,12 23,83 76,92 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,26% 3,59% -17,18% -18,62% 7,72% 0,05% 

Total 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 120,24% -18,61% -17,75% 15,78% 0,34% 
Tipo de cidade 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 673,83 523,7 12,14 6,94 18,22 112,83 

2006 665,09 503,23 16,45 10,13 16,86 118,41 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,31% 4,07% -26,20% -31,49% 8,07% -4,71% 

Metrópole  
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 233,94% -49,26% -36,46% 15,54% -63,77% 

2007 510,95 394,43 11,4 8,81 25,79 70,52 

2006 499,5 383,51 12,77 11,35 24,12 67,76 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,29% 2,85% -10,73% -22,38% 6,92% 4,07% 

Urbana 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 95,45% -11,98% -22,20% 14,60% 24,13% 

2007 251,23 170,86 3,08 14,7 42,1 20,49 

2006 233,94 161,03 3,51 12,52 38,4 18,48 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 7,39% 6,10% -12,25% 17,41% 9,64% 10,88% 

Rural 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 56,85% -2,49% 12,61% 21,40% 11,63% 
Região Geográfica 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 387,82 324,14 6,09 7,81 16,3 33,47 

2006 377,95 311,2 8,09 10,01 15,16 33,49 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,61% 4,16% -24,72% -21,98% 7,52% -0,06% 

Norte 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 131,24% -20,28% -22,31% 11,56% -0,20% 

2007 309,55 219,91 5,45 12,77 31,18 40,25 

2006 300,28 215,02 6,3 12,86 28,44 37,66 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 3,09% 2,27% -13,49% -0,70% 9,63% 6,88% 

Nordeste 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 52,69% -9,16% -0,97% 29,53% 27,91% 

2007 629,29 486,18 11,37 6,03 23,21 102,5 

2006 630 477,39 15,23 9,32 22,04 106,02 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -0,11% 1,84% -25,34% -35,30% 5,31% -3,32% 

Sudeste 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% -1238,03% 543,66% 463,38% -164,79% 495,77% 

2007 645,65 494,86 15,59 10,64 28,34 96,21 

2006 614,87 466,96 17,25 12,77 25,75 92,14 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 5,01% 5,97% -9,62% -16,68% 10,06% 4,42% 

Sul 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 90,67% -5,39% -6,92% 8,42% 13,23% 
Centro 2007 606,06 494,64 16,75 10,26 21,53 62,88 
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2006 552,61 445,41 15,42 12,54 19,9 59,35 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 9,67% 11,05% 8,63% -18,18% 8,19% 5,95% 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 92,12% 2,49% -4,27% 3,05% 6,61% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE
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Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 
Região Metropolitana 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 467,17 363,96 10,72 7,52 16,17 68,79 

2006 417,83 320,59 9,26 8,8 14,25 64,93 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 11,81% 13,53% 15,77% -14,55% 13,47% 5,94% 

Pará 
(Belém) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 87,92% 2,96% -2,59% 3,89% 7,82% 

2007 397,28 298,17 6,36 7,85 20,71 64,2 

2006 389,4 297,2 8,1 8,88 19,28 55,95 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,02% 0,33% -21,48% -11,60% 7,42% 14,75% 

Ceará 
(Fortaleza) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 12,31% -22,08% -13,07% 18,15% 104,70% 

2007 414,8 301,82 7,42 7,35 23,28 74,93 

2006 441,4 310,06 13,8 15,62 17,53 84,4 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -6,03% -2,66% -46,23% -52,94% 32,80% -11,22% 

Pernambuco 
(Recife) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 30,97% 23,98% 31,08% -21,61% 35,59% 

2007 521,99 408,59 13,79 8,91 16,59 74,09 

2006 492,33 390,07 10,79 8,21 16,28 66,98 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 6,02% 4,75% 27,80% 8,53% 1,90% 10,62% 

Bahia 
(Salvador) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 62,48% 10,12% 2,36% 1,05% 23,99% 

2007 661,29 514,27 12,84 7,7 22,12 104,36 

2006 648,46 494,06 16,91 12,04 20,12 105,33 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,98% 4,09% -24,07% -36,05% 9,94% -0,92% Minas 
Gerais (Belo 
Horizonte) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 157,52% -31,72% -33,83% 15,59% -7,56% 

2007 677,18 475,39 12,88 4,46 19,23 165,23 

2006 725,81 496,11 16,36 6,49 18,81 188,04 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -6,70% -4,18% -21,27% -31,28% 2,23% -12,13% 

Rio de 
Janeiro 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 42,62% 7,16% 4,18% -0,86% 46,91% 

2007 736,69 608,29 10,28 5,24 16,16 96,73 

2006 722,73 574,8 19,18 9,83 15,17 103,75 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,93% 5,83% -46,40% -46,69% 6,53% -6,77% 

São Paulo 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 239,73% -63,71% -32,86% 7,09% -50,25% 

2007 806,82 630,01 25,27 14,59 18,71 118,22 

2006 678,2 526,34 18,22 11,62 16,41 105,61 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 18,96% 19,70% 38,69% 25,56% 14,02% 11,94% 

Paraná 
(Curitiba) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,61% 5,48% 2,31% 1,79% 9,81% 

2007 718,52 541 9,54 11,29 20,21 136,47 

2006 735,17 545,25 16,85 14,64 19,13 139,28 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -2,26% -0,78% -43,38% -22,88% 5,65% -2,02% 
Rio Grande 

do Sul 
(Porto 
Alegre) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 25,54% 43,93% 20,13% -6,49% 16,89% 

2007 1095,11 872,44 23,3 8,25 10,76 180,37 

2006 982,71 771,2 20,62 14,08 9,6 167,2 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 11,44% 13,13% 13% -41,41% 12,08% 7,88% Distrito 
Federal 

(Brasília) 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 90,06% 2,38% -5,19% 1,03% 11,71% 

 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 

Estado 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 461,66 397,98 5,71 3,16 19,78 35,02 

2006 513,15 438,28 7,9 7,87 19,91 39,2 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -10,03% -9,20% -27,72% -59,85% -0,65% -10,66% 

Rondônia 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 78,24% 4,25% 9,14% 0,25% 8,11% 

2007 498,24 416,56 10,35 8,12 19,35 43,86 

2006 471,71 380,89 13,97 11,02 17,21 48,63 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 5,62% 9,36% -25,91% -26,32% 12,43% -9,81% 

Acre 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 134,50% -13,65% -10,94% 8,07% -17,99% 

2007 382,25 335,96 2,79 6,19 12,06 25,25 

2006 378,07 318,35 6,57 14,02 9,91 29,21 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,11% 5,53% -57,53% -55,85% 21,70% -13,56% 

Amazonas 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 420,29% -90,21% -186,87% 51,31% -94,51% 

2007 394,9 332,73 7,6 9,64 17,13 27,8 

2006 425,65 365,29 11,61 16,74 10,68 21,33 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -7,22% -8,91% -34,54% -42,41% 60,39% 30,33% 

Roraima 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 105,89% 13,04% 23,09% -20,98% -21,04% 

2007 366,15 294,72 7,46 9,57 17,6 36,8 

2006 341,14 273,64 8,04 8,42 17,28 33,76 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 7,33% 7,70% -7,21% 13,66% 1,85% 9% 

Pará 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 84,29% -2,32% 4,60% 1,28% 12,16% 

2007 386,62 330,49 4,63 5,98 14 31,51 

2006 365,63 304,71 9 5,94 11,36 34,62 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 5,74% 8,46% -48,56% 0,67% 23,24% -8,98% 

Amapá 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 122,88% -20,83% 0,19% 12,58% -14,82% 

2007 376,99 302,22 12,23 13,1 26,47 22,98 

2006 344,6 278,56 12,98 14,78 25,21 13,08 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 9,40% 8,49% -5,78% -11,37% 5% 75,69% 

Tocantins 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 73,05% -2,32% -5,19% 3,89% 30,56% 

2007 262,94 190,48 4,5 9,22 32,96 25,78 

2006 263,55 197,53 5,03 13,89 25,68 21,42 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -0,23% -3,57% -10,54% -33,62% 28,35% 20,35% 

Maranhão 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 1155,74% 86,89% 765,57% -1193,44% -714,75% 

2007 320,36 215,84 6,38 13,66 33,46 51,03 

2006 289,48 194,9 6,1 12,51 31,06 44,91 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 10,67% 10,74% 4,59% 9,19% 7,73% 13,63% 

Piauí 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 67,79% 0,91% 3,72% 7,77% 19,81% 

2007 290,19 202,84 4,03 12,02 32,79 38,51 

2006 278,47 197,67 5,05 12,02 30,45 33,27 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,21% 2,62% -20,20% 0% 7,68% 15,75% 

Ceará 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 44,08% -8,70% 0% 19,95% 44,67% 

2007 362,11 262,42 8,2 9,99 30,86 50,66 Rio Grande 
do Norte 

2006 342,37 241,06 9,57 10,78 31,02 49,94 
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Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 5,77% 8,86% -14,32% -7,33% -0,52% 1,44% 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 108,10% -6,93% -4% -0,81% 3,64% 

2007 340,34 226,86 6,14 12,65 35,59 59,1 

2006 324,41 223,63 8,26 10,87 34,76 46,89 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,91% 1,44% -25,67% 16,38% 2,39% 26,04% 

Paraíba 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 20,28% -13,31% 11,17% 5,21% 76,65% 

2007 305,83 213,51 4,56 11,07 29,6 47,09 

2006 314,63 215,9 8,36 16,48 26,29 47,6 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -2,80% -1,11% -45,45% -32,83% 12,59% -1,07% 

Pernambuco  
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 27,16% 43,18% 61,48% -37,61% 5,80% 

2007 307,76 222,62 6,05 10,41 31,77 36,9 

2006 288,18 207,27 5,23 12,22 26,7 36,76 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 6,79% 7,41% 15,68% -14,81% 18,99% 0,38% 

Alagoas 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 78,44% 4,19% -9,25% 25,91% 0,72% 

2007 346,26 267,31 8,6 9,26 22,9 38,19 

2006 338,79 250,92 7,14 8,28 29,25 43,19 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,20% 6,53% 20,45% 11,84% -21,71% -11,58% 

Sergipe 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 219,12% 19,52% 13,10% -84,89% -66,84% 

2007 317,29 229,33 5,7 17,3 29,89 35,08 

2006 304,67 225,44 5,27 12,55 27,27 34,14 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,14% 1,73% 8,16% 37,85% 9,61% 2,75% 

Bahia 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 30,80% 3,40% 37,61% 20,74% 7,44% 

2007 498,72 378,02 9,89 8,17 31,16 71,47 

2006 488,83 364,55 12,79 11,02 29,4 71,08 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,02% 3,69% -22,67% -25,86% 5,99% 0,55% 

Minas 
Gerais 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 136,47% -29,38% -28,88% 17,83% 3,95% 

2007 525,45 398,76 8,39 6,79 26,52 84,99 

2006 504 379,71 14,01 10,86 24,76 74,66 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,26% 5,02% -40,11% -37,48% 7,11% 13,84% 

Espírito 
Santo 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 88,81% -26,20% -18,97% 8,21% 48,16% 

2007 641,15 453,16 12 4,2 21,72 150,07 

2006 680,62 468,16 15,47 6,25 20,89 169,85 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -5,80% -3,20% -22,43% -32,80% 3,97% -11,65% 

Rio de 
Janeiro 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 38% 8,79% 5,19% -2,10% 50,11% 

2007 695,37 557,23 12,09 5,64 19,73 100,69 

2006 688,36 542,61 16,4 9,55 18,75 101,04 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,02% 2,69% -26,28% -40,94% 5,23% -0,35% 

São Paulo 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 207,97% -61,31% -55,62% 13,94% -4,98% 

2007 645,7 507,85 19,58 12,9 27,53 77,84 

2006 582,25 458,08 16,56 12,9 23,76 70,93 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 10,90% 10,86% 18,24% 0% 15,87% 9,74% 

Paraná 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 78,41% 4,76% 0% 5,94% 10,89% 

2007 686,51 537,18 18,43 5,14 26,62 99,15 

2006 671,76 522,06 19,73 9,05 25,1 95,81 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,20% 2,90% -6,59% -43,20% 6,06% 3,49% 

Santa 
Catarina 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 102,37% -8,80% -26,47% 10,29% 22,61% 

2007 623,35 459,48 10,27 11,51 30,05 112,05 Rio Grande 
do Sul 

2006 614,9 445,44 16,56 14,66 27,98 110,26 
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Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,37% 3,15% -37,98% -21,49% 7,40% 1,62% 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 165,96% -74,35% -37,23% 24,47% 21,16% 

2007 596,89 476,06 19,5 17,42 24,72 59,18 

2006 517,69 413,69 17,24 14,54 22,51 49,7 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 15,30% 15,08% 13,11% 19,81% 9,82% 19,07% Mato 
Grosso do 

Sul 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 78,75% 2,85% 3,64% 2,79% 11,97% 

2007 468,72 400,61 10,71 10,08 21,8 25,52 

2006 476,41 398,6 17,89 7,01 20,81 32,09 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) -1,61% 0,50% -40,13% 43,79% 4,76% -20,47% 

Mato 
Grosso 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% -26,17% 93,49% -39,97% -12,89% 85,55% 

2007 528,98 437,24 17 7,67 23,45 43,63 

2006 475,06 385,49 11,87 13,33 21,42 42,96 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 11,35% 13,42% 43,22% -42,46% 9,48% 1,56% 

Goiás 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 95,98% 9,51% -10,50% 3,76% 1,24% 

2007 1095,11 872,44 23,3 8,25 10,76 180,37 

2006 982,71 771,2 20,62 14,08 9,6 167,2 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 11,44% 13,13% 13% -41,41% 12,08% 7,88% 

Distrito 
Federal 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 90,06% 2,38% -5,19% 1,03% 11,71% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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• Mudanças de Renda (Evolução Anual PNAD 2007/2002) 
Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 

População Total 
Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 526,27 404,13 10,46 9,05 25,67 76,96 
2002 455,12 351,58 12,2 5,88 17,97 67,49 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,95% 2,83% -3,03% 9,01% 7,39% 2,66% 

Total 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,15% -2,80% 4,01% 10,05% 13,59% 
        

Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 
Tipo de cidade 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 673,83 523,7 12,14 6,94 18,22 112,83 
2002 619,9 478,71 15,78 9,11 11,59 104,71 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,68% 1,81% -5,11% -5,30% 9,47% 1,50% 

Metrópole  
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 86,24% -8,01% -4,79% 10,91% 15,66% 
2007 510,95 394,43 11,4 8,81 25,79 70,52 
2002 434,29 337,82 12,59 4,36 18,73 60,79 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 3,30% 3,15% -1,97% 15,11% 6,61% 3,01% 

Urbana 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,34% -1,75% 4,67% 8,77% 12,98% 
2007 251,23 170,86 3,08 14,7 42,1 20,49 
2002 179,11 130,37 3,16 4,46 28,83 12,29 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 7% 5,56% -0,51% 26,94% 7,87% 10,76% 

Rural 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 60,27% -0,13% 9,99% 18,86% 11% 
        

Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 
Região Geográfica 

Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 387,82 324,14 6,09 7,81 16,3 33,47 
2002 335,33 279,98 9,18 3,08 13 30,09 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 2,95% 2,97% -7,88% 20,45% 4,63% 2,15% 

Norte 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 87,81% -7,63% 6,65% 6,35% 6,83% 
2007 309,55 219,91 5,45 12,77 31,18 40,25 
2002 250,17 181,85 6,3 4,15 22,72 35,15 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,35% 3,87% -2,86% 25,21% 6,54% 2,75% 

Nordeste 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 67,99% -1,74% 10,10% 14,33% 9,32% 
2007 629,29 486,18 11,37 6,03 23,21 102,5 
2002 571,13 441,54 15,11 7,87 15,29 91,32 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 1,96% 1,94% -5,53% -5,19% 8,71% 2,34% 

Sudeste 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 79,45% -7,73% -3,78% 12,32% 19,74% 
2007 645,65 494,86 15,59 10,64 28,34 96,21 
2002 528,45 406,99 15,07 5,19 19,34 81,86 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,09% 3,99% 0,68% 15,44% 7,94% 3,28% 

Sul 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,99% 0,48% 3,75% 7,19% 12,59% 
2007 606,06 494,64 16,75 10,26 21,53 62,88 
2002 495,38 411,14 13,98 4,27 16,18 49,81 

Taxa Crescimento Anual (%) 4,12% 3,77% 3,68% 19,16% 5,88% 4,77% 

Centro 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 76,87% 2,55% 4,06% 4,72% 11,79% 
Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 

Região Metropolitana 
Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 467,17 363,96 10,72 7,52 16,17 68,79 
2002 392,48 307,36 11,2 3,27 12,51 58,14 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,55% 3,44% -0,87% 18,12% 5,27% 3,42% 

Pará 
(Belém) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 77,08% -0,71% 4,32% 4,81% 14,51% 

2007 397,28 298,17 6,36 7,85 20,71 64,2 
2002 365,77 271,79 8,73 3,33 14,59 67,33 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 1,67% 1,87% -6,14% 18,71% 7,26% -0,95% 

Ceará 
(Fortaleza) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 90,91% -9,59% 11,14% 18,94% -11,41% 

2007 414,8 301,82 7,42 7,35 23,28 74,93 
2002 407,11 284,87 12,11 5,28 16,37 88,48 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 0,37% 1,16% -9,33% 6,84% 7,30% -3,27% 

Pernambuco 
(Recife) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 392,23% -133,84% 42,76% 141,46% -342,62% 

2007 521,99 408,59 13,79 8,91 16,59 74,09 
2002 459,27 349,3 15,37 4,81 12,44 77,35 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 2,59% 3,19% -2,15% 13,12% 5,93% -0,86% 

Bahia 
(Salvador) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 96,74% -2,87% 5,49% 6,41% -5,77% 

2007 661,29 514,27 12,84 7,7 22,12 104,36 
2002 559,89 430,6 15,2 7,39 14,86 91,84 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,39% 3,62% -3,32% 0,83% 8,28% 2,59% Minas 

Gerais (Belo 
Horizonte) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 83,10% -2,69% 0,33% 6,57% 12,69% 

2007 677,18 475,39 12,88 4,46 19,23 165,23 
2002 641,27 452,53 14,83 2,79 10,68 160,45 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 1,10% 0,99% -2,78% 9,84% 12,48% 0,59% 

Rio de 
Janeiro 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 67,69% -6,23% 4,14% 20,13% 14,27% 

2007 736,69 608,29 10,28 5,24 16,16 96,73 
2002 708,43 580,6 17,13 17,22 9,71 83,77 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 0,79% 0,94% -9,71% -21,18% 10,72% 2,92% 

São Paulo 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 150,47% -46,04% -100,95% 28,83% 67,69% 
2007 806,82 630,01 25,27 14,59 18,71 118,22 
2002 644,33 500,51 19,03 7,43 11,37 105,99 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,60% 4,71% 5,84% 14,45% 10,47% 2,21% 

Paraná 
(Curitiba) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,49% 3,79% 3,67% 4,07% 7,99% 

2007 718,52 541 9,54 11,29 20,21 136,47 
2002 677,26 511,26 17,4 6,34 13,28 128,98 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 1,19% 1,14% -11,33% 12,23% 8,76% 1,14% 

Rio Grande 
do Sul 
(Porto 
Alegre) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,23% -27,19% 10,70% 16,05% 20,21% 

2007 1095,11 872,44 23,3 8,25 10,76 180,37 
2002 878,33 699,55 23,61 8,87 8,79 137,52 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,51% 4,52% -0,26% -1,44% 4,13% 5,57% Distrito 

Federal 
(Brasília) 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,12% -0,16% -0,32% 0,92% 19,44% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
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Renda Domiciliar Per Capita - Diferentes Fontes 

Estado 
Previdencia  

Categoria Ano 

Renda 
todas as 
fontes 

Renda 
todos os 
trabalhos 

Outras 
rendas 

privadas 
Transferências 

Pública - BF 

Piso 
Previdencia 

- SM 
Pós-piso > 

SM 
2007 461,66 397,98 5,71 3,16 19,78 35,02 
2002 414,49 363,4 7,99 4,97 12,49 25,65 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 2,18% 1,83% -6,50% -8,66% 9,63% 6,43% 

Rondônia 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 77,81% -6,06% -5,02% 14,04% 19,24% 
2007 498,24 416,56 10,35 8,12 19,35 43,86 
2002 450,1 355,11 15,52 2,21 14,02 63,24 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 2,05% 3,24% -7,78% 29,73% 6,66% -7,06% 

Acre 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 154,87% -16,24% 8,83% 12,55% -60,01% 
2007 382,25 335,96 2,79 6,19 12,06 25,25 
2002 312,84 265,65 7,59 1,5 11,25 26,85 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,09% 4,81% -18,14% 32,78% 1,40% -1,22% 

Amazonas 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 109,01% -11,75% 4,20% 1,34% -2,80% 
2007 394,9 332,73 7,6 9,64 17,13 27,8 
2002 303,68 269 3,61 2,01 9,08 19,98 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 5,39% 4,34% 16,05% 36,83% 13,54% 6,83% 

Roraima 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 74,91% 3,72% 4,75% 7,88% 8,75% 
2007 366,15 294,72 7,46 9,57 17,6 36,8 
2002 322,48 262,16 10,69 3,8 14,64 31,2 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 2,57% 2,37% -6,94% 20,29% 3,75% 3,36% 

Pará 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 79,26% -9,47% 9,84% 7,01% 13,37% 
2007 386,62 330,49 4,63 5,98 14 31,51 
2002 328,81 294,71 2,69 1,35 8,16 21,9 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,29% 2,32% 11,47% 34,67% 11,40% 7,55% 

Amapá 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 67,03% 3,03% 4,59% 9,13% 16,22% 
2007 376,99 302,22 12,23 13,1 26,47 22,98 
2002 275,59 234,71 6,95 4,05 20,21 9,68 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 6,47% 5,19% 11,97% 26,46% 5,54% 18,88% 

Tocantins 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 71,50% 4,89% 6,30% 6,58% 10,73% 
2007 262,94 190,48 4,5 9,22 32,96 25,78 
2002 206,26 160,06 4,81 2,5 22,88 16,01 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,98% 3,54% -1,32% 29,82% 7,57% 10% 

Maranhão 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 58,53% -0,66% 7,70% 17,90% 16,53% 
2007 320,36 215,84 6,38 13,66 33,46 51,03 
2002 236,75 156,33 6,63 5,91 23,83 44,05 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 6,24% 6,66% -0,77% 18,24% 7,02% 2,99% 

Piauí 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 72,18% -0,35% 7,47% 11,60% 9,11% 
2007 290,19 202,84 4,03 12,02 32,79 38,51 
2002 244,9 175,08 5,79 4,69 24,33 35,01 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,45% 2,99% -6,99% 20,71% 6,15% 1,92% 

Ceará 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 65,65% -5,08% 12,19% 18,78% 8,46% 
2007 362,11 262,42 8,2 9,99 30,86 50,66 
2002 285,17 213,41 7,43 2,97 23,43 37,92 

Rio Grande 
do Norte 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,89% 4,22% 1,99% 27,46% 5,66% 5,96% 
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Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 66,43% 1,09% 6,01% 9,79% 16,68% 

2007 340,34 226,86 6,14 12,65 35,59 59,1 
2002 267,93 182,67 7,77 6,27 27,2 44,01 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,90% 4,43% -4,60% 15,07% 5,52% 6,07% 

Paraíba 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 62,94% -2,78% 7,35% 11,69% 20,80% 
2007 305,83 213,51 4,56 11,07 29,6 47,09 
2002 276,26 195,06 7,53 5,78 21,57 46,33 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 2,05% 1,82% -9,54% 13,88% 6,53% 0,33% 

Pernambuco  
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 68,40% -13,82% 15,42% 27,09% 2,90% 
2007 307,76 222,62 6,05 10,41 31,77 36,9 
2002 215,61 150,02 5,17 3,53 19,75 37,14 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 7,38% 8,21% 3,19% 24,15% 9,97% -0,13% 

Alagoas 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,74% 1,08% 5,59% 12,91% -0,32% 
2007 346,26 267,31 8,6 9,26 22,9 38,19 
2002 280,51 212,41 5,36 2,5 19,27 40,96 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,30% 4,71% 9,92% 29,94% 3,51% -1,39% 

Sergipe 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 87,81% 4,67% 6,58% 5,95% -5% 
2007 317,29 229,33 5,7 17,3 29,89 35,08 
2002 250,54 188,44 6,16 3,26 21,97 30,72 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,84% 4,01% -1,54% 39,63% 6,35% 2,69% 

Bahia 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 68,83% -0,87% 11,78% 12,72% 7,53% 
2007 498,72 378,02 9,89 8,17 31,16 71,47 
2002 412,89 309,47 11,14 4,81 21,17 66,3 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,85% 4,08% -2,35% 11,18% 8,04% 1,51% 

Minas 
Gerais 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,91% -1,68% 3,44% 10,90% 6,42% 

2007 525,45 398,76 8,39 6,79 26,52 84,99 
2002 452,2 347,12 13,01 4,36 20,78 66,93 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 3,05% 2,81% -8,40% 9,26% 5% 4,89% 

Espírito 
Santo 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 72,92% -8,16% 3,02% 7,76% 24,46% 

2007 641,15 453,16 12 4,2 21,72 150,07 
2002 604,73 427,14 14,42 3,33 12,51 147,33 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 1,18% 1,19% -3,61% 4,75% 11,67% 0,37% 

Rio de 
Janeiro 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,59% -7,74% 2,35% 21,71% 8,09% 

2007 695,37 557,23 12,09 5,64 19,73 100,69 
2002 644,12 518,39 17,46 11,39 13,08 83,79 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 1,54% 1,46% -7,09% -13,11% 8,57% 3,74% 

São Paulo 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 83,18% -13,64% -16,47% 12,36% 34,57% 
2007 645,7 507,85 19,58 12,9 27,53 77,84 
2002 499,48 395,64 17,07 5,39 19,08 62,3 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 5,27% 5,12% 2,78% 19,07% 7,61% 4,55% 

Paraná 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 77,77% 1,82% 3,95% 5,57% 10,89% 
2007 686,51 537,18 18,43 5,14 26,62 99,15 
2002 533,03 423,44 10,2 2,93 15,22 81,23 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 5,19% 4,87% 12,56% 11,90% 11,83% 4,07% 

Santa 
Catarina 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,40% 4,68% 1,27% 6,58% 12,07% 

2007 623,35 459,48 10,27 11,51 30,05 112,05 
2002 553,34 408,93 15,77 6,2 21,78 100,65 

Rio Grande 
do Sul 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 2,41% 2,36% -8,22% 13,17% 6,65% 2,17% 
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(%) 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 75,37% -10,13% 6,38% 11,32% 17,06% 
2007 596,89 476,06 19,5 17,42 24,72 59,18 
2002 465,87 391,38 15,7 4,39 17,95 36,45 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 5,08% 4% 4,43% 31,74% 6,61% 10,18% Mato 

Grosso do 
Sul 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 69,12% 3,07% 6,16% 5,24% 16,40% 

2007 468,72 400,61 10,71 10,08 21,8 25,52 
2002 452,68 402,49 10,02 1,49 13,13 25,55 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 0,70% -0,09% 1,34% 46,57% 10,67% -0,02% 

Mato 
Grosso 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% -20,40% 7,27% 37,57% 75,87% -0,33% 

2007 528,98 437,24 17 7,67 23,45 43,63 
2002 423,47 346,72 12,95 3,8 19,06 40,94 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,55% 4,75% 5,59% 15,08% 4,23% 1,28% 

Goiás 
Contribuição Relativa 

Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 86,23% 3,79% 3% 4,23% 2,75% 
2007 1095,11 872,44 23,3 8,25 10,76 180,37 
2002 878,33 699,55 23,61 8,87 8,79 137,52 

Taxa Crescimento Anual 
(%) 4,51% 4,52% -0,26% -1,44% 4,13% 5,57% 

Distrito 
Federal 

Contribuição Relativa 
Crescimento Renda (%) 100% 80,12% -0,16% -0,32% 0,92% 19,44% 

Fonte: CPS/FGV a partir dos microdados da PNAD/IBGE 
 
  


