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1 INTRODUCTION

The DCRC team had studied the Kalahandi experience in 1997-98 on the basis of which it had formulated its basic approach to the study of poverty (The Kalahandi project was supported by the Ministry of Rural Development, Government of India). In the current project the team decided to take up three case studies in three States: Kalahandi-Nuapada (Undivided Kalahandi) in Orissa, Bhojpur in Bihar and Chittoor in Andhra Pradesh covering three regions of India in the East, North, and South. At the end of the study, we have realized the significance of this comparative study even more. 
Table 1.1 District Profile
	Item
	Kalahandi
	Bhojpur
	Chittoor

	Geographical Area
	7,920 Sq.Kms
	3962.03 sq. Kms.
	15188.56 sq. Kms.

	Population
	1,334,372 persons (2001)
	1792771 persons (1991)
	32,61,118 persons (1991)

	% of Scheduled Caste
	17.01 (1991)
	14.88 (1991)
	18.4(1991)

	% of Scheduled tribe
	28.88 (1991)
	0.29 (1991)
	3.2(1991)

	Density of population
	168 persons per Sq. km. (2001)
	725 persons  per sq. km.
	215 persons per Sq.km

	% of Urban population
	7.51 (2001)
	10.54(1991)
	19.80(1991)

	% of Rural population
	92.49 (2001)
	89.46(1991)
	80.20(1991)

	Sex Ratio
	1000 (2001)
	909(1991)
	966(1991)

	% of Literacy
	46.20 (2001)
	37.5 (1991)
	42.41(1991)

	Number of inhabited villages
	2068 (1997)
	933 (1991)
	1481(1991)

	Infant Mortality Rate
	108 (2001)
	74 (1991)
	72(1991)

	%age of BPL Families (1997 Survey)
	62.71
	46.7 
	36.1


Source: Census of India 1991

Bhojpur, District at a glance, 1995-2001
District Census Handbook, Kalahandi, 2001
Almas Ali, 2002
Census of India 2001, Orissa, Rural Urban Distribution of Population

District Census Handbook, Chittoor 1991

1.1 COMPARING THREE DISTINCT AREAS: Kalahandi, Bhojpur and Chittoor

With respect to natural resource base and physical background, the Kalahandi region of Orissa presents contrasting situations in relation to Bhojpur in Bihar and Chittoor in Andhra Pradesh.  Within Kalahandi itself, the South and East are largely characterized by moderate forest cover, low water potential, poor soils and hilly terrain while, the Northern and Western parts of the district are primarily plain and less forested. Only Tel river basin has good water potential and fertile soils. Considering the slope, soils, vegetation cover and water potential the district is less vulnerable to physical constraints; however it suffers from frequent droughts due to erratic rainfall. In contrast, Bhojpur, another sampled district in the North Gangetic plain, is characterized by plain topography, alluvial to loamy soils, no forest cover and is prone to heavy flooding. Chittoor district is identified with less fertile red loamy soils, plateau type undulating terrain, low water potential, and high value open forest cover. The three districts therefore present varied resource base, ecological setting, and physical constraints that have bearing on poverty. Understanding of poverty prevalence in such contrasting situations presents an interesting sample of comparative study of poverty. 

Table: 1.2 Numbers of Households below Poverty Line with landholding size
	Land Holding Size
	Kalahandi
	Bhojpur
	Chittoor

	Landless
	24(25)
	31(47)
	34(79)

	< 2 acres
	27(29)
	16(25)
	12(14)

	2-5 acres
	28(32)
	0(17)
	1(3)

	5-10 acres
	8(12)
	0(7)
	1(1)

	> 10 acres
	2(2)
	0(4)
	0(3)

	Total
	89(100)
	47(100)
	48(100)


Figure in parenthesis shows a number of households

Source: Primary data collected from household survey.
Table: 1.2(A) Incidence of Poverty 1973-74 to 1999-2000

People below Poverty Line (%) 

	States
	1973-74
	1977-78
	1983-84
	1993-94
	1999-2000

	Orissa 
	66.18
	70.07
	65.29
	48.56
	47.15

	Bihar 
	61.91
	61.55
	62.22
	54.96
	42.60

	Andhra Pradesh 
	48.86
	39.31
	28.91
	22.19
	15.77

	India
	54.88
	51.32
	44.48
	35.97
	26.10


Source: Planning Commission (2002)
The landholding pattern in the three areas has one common factor in so far as the existence of a large section of landless households is concerned. However, the magnitude of landless varies enormously (25% in Kalahandi, 47% in Bhojpur and 79% in Chittoor in our sample). Though in Kalahandi there are less number of landless in our sample in comparison to Bhojpur and Chittoor, yet it has the highest number of households below poverty line (89% in Kalahandi, 47% in Bhojpur and 48% in Chittoor). Even the middle and big farmers are below poverty line despite having landholdings of the size 2-5 acres or 5-10 acres as they lack the infrastructure to cultivate the land. Majority of the landless in Kalahandi are tribals. Nearly half of the surveyed households are landless in Bhojpur and in Chittoor landless is as high as 79% and in both the districts they are concentrated in OBCs and SCs.  For our analysis, thus land emerges as the most critical resource and land relations determine the nature and intensity of poverty.

The social profile of the three areas had distinct features. Kalahandi had a large proportion of ST population (75% of the sample). Both in Bhojpur and Chittoor the SC and OBC population has a considerable presence (36% SC and 39%OBC households of the sample in Bhojpur & 34% SC and 40% OBC households of the sample in Chittoor) and poverty is striking among them. Thus, the sample presents insights into class, caste and ethnic dimensions of poverty in the three regions together.

Our original consideration behind the choice of the three cases was based on the nature of anti-poverty initiatives taken in each area. This was largely vindicated in the course of our study. Bhojpur has been a well-known area of land struggle since 1930’s and the naxalite movement since 1970’s. Poverty persisted despite political struggle in Bhojpur. Chittoor, (home district of Chandrababu Naidu), sustained anti-poverty initiatives through “Velugu” and “Janmabhoomi” programmes which were conducted through the TDP cadres together with the bureaucracy. There has been an overall development in the area but poverty remains concentrated among the dalits and some OBC. Kalahandi has experienced neither the kind of political mobilization seen in Bhojpur nor the development initiative launched by the state government through the local agencies of the ruling party as in Chittoor. After Kalahandi attracted world attention for its recurrent famine-like conditions with occasional reports of sale of women and children, the Central Government launched a bureaucratic initiative in the name of KBK (Kalahandi-Bolangir-Koraput) Long-Term Action Plan. In all the three cases there have been signs of economic growth but high magnitude of poverty persists in the area, especially among the adivasis, dalits, backwards and women. We have some interesting findings on this issue.

In the scale of political mobilization and institutional activism, the three areas present different pictures. Bhojpur is politically most volatile but has the least number of NGOs even though it has easy accessibility being only 60 kms from Patna, the State capital. Bihar had no panchayat elections till 2001. The previous one was held in 1978. Chittoor is accessible, the district headquarters being about 80 kms. from Tirupati (but B.N.Kandriga about 120 Km.). Andhra Pradesh has had panchayat elections at the level of Mandals. Notably it has very large number of NGOs. Kalahandi is in the remote area of Orissa, nearly 400 km from the State capital and about 150 kms from Raipur in Chhatisgarh, the nearest big town. Orissa has had regular panchayat elections and also there is a high degree of NGO activity. 

The party confrontation in Bhojpur between RJD, CPI (ML), Samata, Congress and BJP dominates social and political life leaving little space for the NGOs. In Chittoor, the TDP confronts the Congress (Republican Party of India and BJP also have a presence). The TDP has brought in a lot of resources into the district, which it utilizes through its cadres in the Mandals and together with NGOs through the “Janmabhoomi” Programme and the Self-Help Groups. In Kalahandi the alternating ruling parties, namely Congress, BJD and BJP participate in the routine political process without focusing on the issue of poverty and drought in their election campaigns. However, each one of them takes advantage of the KBK resources for their respective political and personal interests Kalahandi experiences neither, the intensity of party competition of Bhojpur nor the cadre mobilization at the grassroot as in Chittoor level.  

Table 1.3: Survey Area: Important Indicators

	
	ITEMS
	KALAHANDI
	BHOJPUR
	CHITTOOR

	DEMOGRAPHY


	Sex Ratio (Females per 1000 males) in the survey area
	992
	828
	1041

	
	Total population in the 100 sampled households 
	498
	817
	451

	
	Total deaths in last two years (family number)
	40
	38
	-

	
	Death Rate
	4.01
	2.33
	-

	
	Total out migration


	14
	34
	3

	
	Dependency ratio (age groups)

Below 15 and above 55
	239:259

(48%)
	353:464

(43%)
	-

	ECONOMIC


	Average weekly expenditure on food /household in rupees.
	154
	280
	-

	
	Total borrowings
	59
	24
	80

	
	Total number of landless labourers
	24
	47
	79

	
	Total number of BPL card holders
	89
	47
	48

	
	Total number of pension card holders
	59
	42
	47

	
	Number of household having pucca houses
	03
	42
	10

	
	Number of household having saving accounts
	21
	43
	00

	SOCIAL


	Nature of family:

· Joint

· Nuclear

· Extended
	18

79

02
	51

48

01
	50

50

00

	
	Social category:

· SC

· ST

· OBC

· GEN

· WHH
	10

75

13

02

08
	36

00

39

25

01
	34

06

40

20

00

	
	Religion:

· Hindus

· Muslims

· Christians

· Others
	98

00

00

02
	92

06

00

02
	95

05

00

00

	
	ITEMS
	KALAHANDI
	BHOJPUR
	CHITTOOR

	
	Education:

· Illiterate (>5 yrs)

· Primary

· Middle

· Secondary

· Higher Secondary

· Graduate

· Postgraduate

· Professionals

· Others
	202

141

27

30

02

01

00

00

02
	220

118

124

137

30

54

10

02

21
	161

136

44

44

02

06

02

00

07

	
	Enrolments in last 2 years
	40
	43
	36

	
	Dropouts between 6-14 yrs.
	15
	14
	05

	HEALTH


	Sources of drinking water:

· Well water (protected)

· Well water (unprotected)

· Hand pump

· Piped water

· Lake/river/canal/ponds etc

· Mobile tanks

· Tube wells
	01

20

13

24

11

00

29
	05

09

86

00

00

00

00
	03

00

34

59

00

00

01

	
	Common diseases in the village
	Malaria, T.B, Polio
	-
	Malaria, Typhoid

	
	Status of child birth:

· Low birth weight

· Normal

· Healthy

· Still born

· Premature
	37

41

03

01

00
	14

71

06

00

00
	08

36

52

00

01

	
	Child immunization:

· BCG

· DPT

· Polio
	67

67

71
	70

63

87
	04

05

75


Source: Primary Survey Data  

1.2 METHODOLOGY

We selected 100 households in each district-17 to 31 households from a village, which formed 10% of the total households in the village, 5% in case of a big village in Bhojpur (Annexure III). The sample was purposive in terms of a) distance from a major town, b) extent of irrigation, c) natural resources, d) landholding size and e) SC, ST and OBC population. While selecting the districts and the villages, the available information on the operation of anti-poverty programmes was taken into consideration. We specifically looked at programmes of poverty alleviation by the governments and panchayats in terms of their impact on lower castes, poor peasants and landless households with special attention to women among these categories.  We looked at the role played by local institutions in the current situation.

Structured questionnaires were administered to generate information related to the perception of poverty eradication programmes among the rural people (Annexure IV). Through our questionnaires, we have constructed the profile of poverty from the perceptions of the rural people. We have tried to analyze that in reference to the macro-picture at the block and district level presented by the government data. The survey was conducted during the period from October 2002 to March 2003.

Our methodology by and large is based on social survey of households. The quantitative data is collected on the basis of the structured questionnaires. The questionnaire consisted of 53 questions with many sub sections. It focused on various important determinants of measuring poverty such as education, health, landholdings, assets, employment, income, consumption expenditure, savings, indebtedness, migration etc. Besides it also touches upon the elements of human and social development and political affiliations and preferences of the respondents. In addition to the quantitative data, our methodology is based on qualitative data collected on the basis of ethnographic research, unstructured interviews and group discussions with government officials, public in general, the social activists, political party members, staff and members of NGOs, members of the PRIs and experienced informants at all levels – district, block and panchayat/village level.

These are some limitations of our study. Firstly, the sample size of 100 households from the four villages in each of the three districts is rather small though statistically permissible as it normally represented 10% of the households of a village and 5% in case of a large village. Our sampling procedure was partly purposive to take representative samples of landholding classes and groups. In actual practice however, we discovered some deviation from this norm. In the analysis of data this has been pointed out in respective places. Secondly, we did not have the chance to repeat the survey after a gap of time. Thus, there was no opportunity to verify the data and observe the changes in the situation. Thirdly, the comparative exercise no doubt presented interesting commonalities and differences, but the overall characteristics of each situation determined the orientation of the local study namely administrative initiative in Kalahandi, agrarian struggle in Bhojpur and party-state intervention in Chittoor. 

Despite these limitations the comparative findings have been extremely valuable, especially when poverty discourse faces new questions in the face of globalization.  

1.3 POVERTY DISCOURSE AT A TURNING POINT

Even though this study does not focus on definition of poverty or measurement of poverty, it is necessary to locate our study in the context of the evolving discourse on poverty. Conceptualizing poverty as lack of access to basic human needs has been the common thread in the national and international policy documents. But the discourse has gone through three phases associated successively with the concepts of  Income Poverty, Human Poverty and Poverty as denial of Human Rights . 

During the first phase the focus was on minimum food requirements for human subsistence; hence, the calorie based identification of the poor and the head count ratio which the Planning Commission has followed. Its use of  minimum consumption expenditure anchored in an average (food) energy adequacy norm of 2400 and 2100 kilo calories for rural and urban people per capita per day has put the focus on income is poverty.(NHDR 2001 p.38) What kind of income can ensure access to minimum level of food varies from State to State. In case of Orissa for example an annual household income of Rs 12,000/- for urban areas and Rs 11,000 for rural areas.  Poverty line was determined in each State keeping the required income for subsistence in view. Thus, the concept of income poverty remains the norm for measurement of poverty in most policy documents. 

In the second phase when the UNDP launched the discourse in Human Development in 1990 the concept of measurement of poverty underwent major re-conceptualization.  Basic human requirements were now measured in term of life expectancy, literacy, and IMR to be further extended in a comprehensive perspective in the late 1990s. Mahbub ul Haq sharply distinguished between economic growth which focussed exclusively on income on the one hand and human development which embraced “enlargement of human choices – economic, social, cultural or political. (Haq 1996) Amartya Sen’s stress on ‘capability building’ based on the concept of development as freedom forcefully articulated this line of thinking. (Sen 2001)

Those human conditions, which resulted in positive achievements in this respect were now brought to the definition of poverty.  Income poverty gave way to the concept of human poverty. This conceptual advance converged with another intellectual trend regarding the meaning of security. While traditional notion of security had emphasized on military aspects, new elements were added with equal seriousness, such as economic and environmental security and all these leading towards a new concept of human security.  For guaranteeing human security, literacy, shelter and employment were considered as basic necessities.     

This is undoubtedly, an important extension of the understanding of poverty in terms of its original focus on food subsistence.  A multi-dimensional notion of dignified human existence now entered the poverty discourse with three components composing it namely – material condition, political condition and cultural conditions of basic human life.  

Even though human poverty became the reference point for policy- makers, income poverty remained the practical tool for identifying targets. The UNDP adopted those below US dollar 1 a day as being in absolute poverty and those with less than 2 dollars a day on being in poverty. At the time of the formulation of the Millennium Development Goals a priority was fixed to reduce by half in 15 years the number of people living in “absolute poverty”. (UN 2000) Thus a distinction was made between absolute poverty and poverty.  In fact, this showed the helplessness and the admission of defeat on the part of the policy makers worldwide to take poverty as one serious line, below which every- body needs to the helped to cross that line.

While the global discourse on poverty has helped national and local policy makers to relate income poverty to dimensions of human poverty, still, income poverty has dominated the thinking of the administrators and political elite at all levels. The concept of the poverty line has become the mythical “Lakshman Rekha” in reverse of all development policies in India. Below poverty line (BPL) has entered the common parlance of rural India in every language, besides being the standard policy marker for the central as well as the State government.  Rural development policies, credit policies, housing and other employment related policies identify targets in terms of BPL and APL (Above Poverty Line).

However, the Planning Commission initiative to have a National Human Development Report for India and recently, also for a number of States has brought into focus a special endeavor to relate income poverty with human poverty. Attention is drawn to specific issues of health, education and ‘governance’ as well as some social indicators.  In practice however, at the ground level they remain separate.  Human Development perspective is yet to become the shared understanding of the state functionaries of India.

At the onset of the 21st century, the poverty discourse necessarily got integrated not only with the human development discourse but also more importantly with human rights discourse. The UNESCO has declared that “Poverty is a violation of human rights”.  This reflected the discourse of the radical social movements all over the world that poverty eradication has to be part of the fulfillment of human rights by every regime. As Pierre Sane declared, “As long as we consider poverty as a quantitative, natural deficit to be made up, the political will to reduce it will not be energized. Poverty will only cease when it is recognized as a violation of human rights and as such, abolished….Fundamentally, poverty is not a standard of living or even certain kinds of living conditions: it is at once the cause and the effect of the total or partial denial of human rights.” (Sane 2003) 

Much of the violence in third world countryside and tribal areas are connected with pursuit of such basic human rights as food security, shelter and land rights as well as rights over local resources and safeguards for cultural identity. To underline the expanding meaning of human rights it is common to find the use of the term people’s right. (Mohanty 2002). The human rights approach represents the third phase of the poverty discourse which takes it to a new level.  People’s right perspective takes both individual and groups as its reference points. It comprises of civil liberties and as well as socio-economic and cultural rights within its preview. Above all, it defines rights as political affirmation in course of struggle and therefore proposes re-articulation of rights in reference to both state as well as the historical process of social struggle. The traditional liberal notion that defines rights as claims recognized by the state or law is considered too narrow in this context. From the peoples right vantage point the historical process and the socio-political causes of poverty arrive at the centre of the poverty discourse. What colonialism did to the process of disentitlement of local people to resources, and the role of class and caste structures in society in the issue of the landed and the landless become relevant to the study of poverty. Hence in the people’s right perspective we take up issues of structure and politics.  Politics because political power defends existing structures and poverty eradication that involves changing the agrarian structure and other socio-economic structures necessarily involves alteration of power structures.  That is how we arrive at the structural political perspective.

From a structural political perspective, poverty can be defined as a systemic deprivation of minimum human needs.  The nature of deprivation itself is put in a historical and structural perspective.  What is the basic minimum for living a dignified human life would always be a point of debate at a given moment of history.  The certain number of calories, a definite quantum of annual or daily income, and ranking of economic needs in terms of food, shelter, education and employment will continue to be debated.  The manner of linking and quantifying the economic with social, cultural, environmental and political needs will always be a point of discussion.  But structural conditions such as landlessness, lack of access to various forms of capital have to be brought to the poverty discourse.  While Sen’s perspective on “Entitlement and capability building” came close to this formulation, it fell short of a structural political perspective.  It was in the right direction in defining poverty as lack of entitlement or absence of right to certain conditions such as food, health and education. However, , it did not lead us to investigate as to why such rights were absent or denied.  

The capacity building approach correctly highlights the basic significance of such human resources as health and education which are needed for employment, as well as increasing political participation. But there are instances where despite positive results in health and education, poverty and inequality persists as in parts of coastal Orissa. (Mohanty, 2002 Orissa Supercyclone: Politics and People) Hence, it is important for us to take up simultaneously issues of structure and issues of politics, the latter focusing on the affected people’s political capacity for making demands through social movements, people’s organizations and a variety of other means.

Thus, the present exercise is focused on assessing prevailing approaches to poverty eradication as they operate on the ground in three different areas of India.  It takes into account the existing definitions underlying poverty eradication policies of the central and the State governments.  It takes note of the prevailing method of preparing the lists of people Below Poverty Line. All this shows that high magnitude poverty persists in India as a whole and in some State severely. When we take up an investigation into land right and other structural issues in the sphere of relations of production in a framework of class, caste, ethnicity and gender the differentiated picture becomes even more glaring. In what sections of society has poverty been concentrated and who have benefited more out of the anti-poverty programmes become serious questions to study. In our samples these issues have been given salience.

This shift of approach has important implications for alternative strategies of poverty eradication. We first moved from the era of poverty eradication as a matter of charity by kings and temple establishments and the wealthy performing missionary activities for helping the poor at the calling of god, to an era of welfare state. We are still in the era of welfare state where state performs an important role in reduction of poverty.  During the last 100 years in world history and 50 years of the history of the post-colonial countries, the rulers of these states performed these roles primarily for gaining legitimacy in the eyes of the poor. This was considered necessary to maintain the system and continue to be in power.

But there was an economic reason as well. Unless the poor acquire purchasing power the economy cannot grow steadily. Their demand will energise the economy as a whole creating an expanding market for manufactured goods and services produced by the entrepreneurs.

Currently the states of the third world are reconsidering the welfare framework under the pressures of the World Bank and IMF. On the one hand, the forces of globalization and liberalization insist that the states practice a strategy of fiscal discipline cutting down welfare functions of the state and reducing investment in education, health, housing and cutting down employment in public sector. On the other hand, the third world state confronts awakened masses of the poor, especially the agrarian and tribal poor who are more conscious of their human rights. They demand power to alter the present order so that they can overcome poverty and move in the direction of fuller human development.  

The coming years will see intense struggle over these two trends on the transformation of the welfare state.  One – cutting the welfare functions of the state, another demanding the state to play an active role in poverty eradication in response to people’s demands. (Prabhat Patnaik, 1997, 2003)
While charity would continue to be relevant in any civilization in the form of social service and compassionate activity, it can never be a substitute for concrete policies by state, civil society groups and social movements.  For the state there are many policy options. Welfare options today appear to be grossly inadequate. Often welfare policies have taken the form of relief measures in distress conditions, whether under natural calamity or routine distress. It should be noted that poverty eradication policies till today have been in the shape of relief policies. Most of the employment schemes and credit programmes and even the so called asset building schemes have the character of programmes to provide some immediate relief.   A few of them may have been oriented towards capability building but on the ground their implementation has been meager (See Figure 1.I). At the current environment which demands focus on structural measures by the state,   a strong force in the form of a techno – managerial state which is fast becoming the corporatist state is taking charge. This silicon leviathan armed with strong coercive tools seems to be less and less interested in land reforms or for that matter redistributive structural measure. This is likely to generate more tensions in society. To avert that we need a new approach.
1.4 THE STRUCTURAL-POLITICAL APPROACH

In course of the first Kalahandi study in 1997-98, the DCRC team had formulated its understanding of socio-economic and political dimensions of poverty and formulated its Structural-Political approach to poverty eradication. Our analysis of the anti-poverty programmes brought us to believe that unless long-term measures are taken to provide access to productive resources to the poor, the anti-poverty programmes will have only marginal results. Thus, structural measures such as land reforms including giving land to the landless and making inputs available for cultivation, access to water and other forms of infrastructures are essential from this perspective. For bulk of the poor access to land, water, forest and infrastructure are primary steps for poverty eradication. Education, health and technology are other forms of capital that are equally important.

Even though such structural measures have been talked about in the past they have been only marginally incorporated in the anti-poverty programmes. Land reforms mainly meant implementing ceiling laws and symbolic distribution of land. In some States, however, protection of Tenant rights has yielded positive results. As far as water is concerned, irrigation projects have by and large favored the middle and the rich peasants.

Tribal people’s access to forest resources has continued to shrink. Education and health facilities did expand but their commercialization and privatization in the recent years has adversely affected the poor and has been even worse for women. The only way to reverse these trends and pursue structural measures is to locate the political initiatives in the hands of the poor themselves. The existing political right to vote and formal delegation of some powers to the panchayats to work for the welfare of the rural people has proved to be grossly inadequate. Even though they provide valuable political opportunities for everybody including the poor, but they have worked in such a way that the alienation of people continues to grow. Rural development has some visible results but mostly in the form of a thin new stratum of beneficiaries who are part of the nexus between contractors, bureaucrats and politicians. 

Poverty alleviation was, for long a relief activity of the welfare state. Later, it became part of the tension management framework of IRDP to meet the challenge of agrarian violence in rural India. Statutory Panchayat Raj was another major intervention. At the turn of the century micro-finance became the new mantra to give a feeling of capital ownership and possession of private poverty in the name of capacity building of the poor.  From trickle-down theory to ‘achieved-growth’ and ‘Market will take care’, such assertions are far away from structural-political imperatives. 
The poor people’s resentment to the ongoing process manifests in the form of increasing violence, caste and ethnic conflicts, atrocities on women, distress migration and criminalization of society. Unless alternative political channels are created beyond the panchayats and NGOs, these trends will only be accentuated. Through people’s committees at the village level, the landless and the poor peasants, dalits, adivasis and women can initiate structural measures and orient the institutions of state and civil society towards fulfilling their interests. That may lead to a long-term change in the situation. Thus, the poor can exercise their political right to initiate and monitor structural transformation in a substantive way. It would involve innovative organizations and people’s movements, which would seize political initiatives for making poverty eradication a part of the larger process of social transformation (See Figure-1.II).

In sum, the structural-Political approach is located in the framework of people’s rights. It envisages not only individual rights to land, etc, but also oppressed group’s right to alter the production relations and secure right to land, and other structural conditions. The people’s right perspective overcomes the individual-group dichotomy. It also sees social, political and economic rights in an interconnected framework. The structural conditions such as land relations, caste relations, gender relations, and ethnic relations are sought to be transformed in the direction of gender justice through political struggles.

This is the perspective with which we have looked at the poverty eradication experience in Kalahandi, Bhojpur and Chittoor. Before we move to the specific case studies, it is important to grasp the natural resource profile of the three regions and understand how their transformation and efficient utilization have been thwarted by the inequitous social structure.
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Appendix

Sampled Villages and Households 

State: Orissa  

District                Block                         Village                                     No. of Households

Nuapada             Nuapada-Boden          Kirejhola

30   

                                                               Chikelchuan
20 

                                                               Total:
50

Kalahandi           Thuamul Rampur        Sapmundi
25

                                                               Taragaon
25
                                                               Total:
50

State: Bihar

District               Block                         Village                                      No. of Households

Bhojpur               Barhara                      Galchour
16

                                                               Sinha
28

                                                               Total:
44  
                            Sahar                          Chouri
25                

                                                               Baruhi
31

                                                               Total: 
56

State: Andhra Pradesh

District               Mandal                         Village                            No. of Households

Chittoor              Pakala                         Chinnagorpadu
25

                           Pileru                          Balamvaripalli
25

                           Gangavaram               Bommanapalli
25      

                           Buchinaidu                 Parlapalli
25 

                                                              Total:
100

Households selected keeping in view:

a) Extent of irrigation

b) Location/distance from a major town
c) natural resources 

d) landholding size and 
e) SC ST and OBC population. 
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