5.

Who do the Anti-Poverty Programmes Reach in Uttar Pradesh
The chapter analyses the reach of the anti-poverty programmes in Uttar Pradesh. It presents the results of the census survey of households in all the twenty study villages to ask the following two questions, of critical importance to any direct anti-poverty strategy: what percentage of poor households do these programmes reach and what is the proportion of non-poor households covered by these programmes? Since it is difficult to  replicate the criterion used by the government to classify households as poor and eligible, alternative criteria of economic well-being are used (consumption expenditure, land and asset ownership etc.). Similar issues have been discussed by World Bank (1998) and Gaiha (2000) on the basis of NSS 50th Round data which collected information on the participation of households in broad categories of public programmes. Subsequent chapters again answer the same questions for sample households on the basis of more detailed information.

At one level, the reach of the individual anti-poverty programmes in Uttar Pradesh is quite exceptional. Of the 6,070 households surveyed, 27.1 percent had benefited from one of the programmes enumerated in the survey. What percentage of poor households were covered and what percentage of the households covered were poor? This was a difficult question to answer since the official criteria for inclusion/exclusion is the rather ambiguous one of household income.

On the whole, using a number of alternative socio-economic indicators, the survey found that, on average, beneficiary households were poorer compared to non-beneficiary households. But there were large differences among the selected beneficiary households. While the richest households were more likely to be excluded and the poor were more likely to be covered under one of the programmes, a large proportion of those benefiting tended from less poor/non-poor categories. Moreover, and more important, a significant percentage of the poorest were still not extended the benefit of any of the anti-poverty programmes studied. Although the profiles of beneficiaries/non-beneficiaries pertain to an ex-post situation, for which an allowance has to be made, taken together with the subsequent analysis on the impact of the programmes, we consider the conclusions below to be reasonably valid for the prevailing situation.

5.1 Characteristics of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries of APPs

On average, households selected for coverage under the APPs are poorer compared to non-beneficiary households. The average monthly per capita consumption expenditure incurred by non-beneficiary households is higher than beneficiary households – Rs.1951 compared to Rs. 1674. 


In terms of land owned, beneficiaries were worse off as compared to non-beneficiaries. The average amount of irrigated land owned by beneficiaries was 0.87 acres, compared to 1.47 acres among non-beneficiaries. Beneficiaries also own fewer agricultural and non-agricultural assets per household.


Beneficiaries are also worse off in terms of basic amenities. Only 6.3 percent use flush or septic latrines compared to 9.3 percent non-beneficiaries. Domestic cooking is based on LPG or electricity in the case of only 1.8 percent beneficiaries compared to 5.6 percent non-beneficiaries. For lighting, 23.6 percent non-beneficiary households used electricity compared to only 14.7 percent beneficiaries.


Fifty percent of the beneficiaries were scheduled castes, compared to 21 percent from the other backward castes, 18 percent from among Muslims and 14.1 percent from upper castes.

	Table 5.1: Distribution of Beneficiary and Non-Beneficiary Households by Caste

	Caste group
	Beneficiary Hh
	Non-beneficiary Hh
	Total

	Upper Caste
	165
	1004
	1169

	
	14.1
	85.9
	100.0

	O.B.C.
	565
	2132
	2697

	
	21.0
	79.1
	100.0

	SC/ST
	801
	797
	1598

	
	50.1
	49.9
	100.0

	Muslims
	112
	490
	602

	
	18.6
	81.4
	100.0

	Other Caste
	3
	2
	5

	
	60
	40
	100

	Total
	1646
	4425
	6071

	
	27.1
	72.9
	100.0


Source: Census Survey.

Note: Figures in Italics denote row percentage.

Table 5.2: Number of Schemes Benefiting Households by Caste

	
	Number of schemes by which Household benefited

	Caste group
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	Total

	Upper Caste
	85.9
	11.2
	2.2
	0.7
	0.0
	100.0

	O.B.C.
	79.1
	18.2
	2.6
	0.1
	0.1
	100.0

	SC/ST
	49.9
	30.7
	14.0
	4.6
	0.8
	100.0

	Muslims
	81.4
	16.8
	1.7
	0.2
	0.0
	100.0

	Total
	72.9
	20.0
	5.4
	1.4
	0.2
	100.0


Source: Census Survey


The incidence of benefits in terms of per capita consumption quintiles reveals an almost flat distribution in the lowest four quintiles.. In the lowest quintile, 30.7 percent households were covered under one of the programmes, and in the next three quintiles, 28.1, 29.0 and 29.2 percent of the households were covered. Only in the highest quintile, a lower percentage – 18.6 percent of the households were covered.

	Table 5.3: Distribution of Beneficiary and Non-Beneficiary Households by Per Capita Consumption Quintile

	Quintile
	Beneficiary Hh
	Non-beneficiary Hh
	Total

	1
	373
	841
	1214

	
	30.7
	69.3
	100.0

	2
	341
	873
	1214

	
	28.1
	71.9
	100.0

	3
	352
	862
	1214

	
	29
	71
	100

	4
	354
	860
	1214

	
	29.2
	70.8
	100.0

	5
	226
	988
	1214

	
	18.6
	81.4
	100.0

	Total
	1646
	4424
	6070

	
	27.1
	72.9
	100.0


Source: Census Survey

Note: Figures in Italics denote row percentage.


In terms of the principal sources of livelihood of the household, those drawing income from labour and cultivation were most likely to have been covered (about 34 percent households in each case), but even among salaried households, about 18 percent had been covered.

Table 5.4: Distribution of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries according to Principal Source of Livelihood
	Primary source of livelihood
	Beneficiary Hh
	Non-Beneficiary Hh
	Total

	Own Farming
	809
	2303
	3112

	
	49.2
	52.1
	51.3

	Casual Labour
	449
	806
	1255

	
	27.3
	18.2
	20.7

	Long Term Ag
	1
	1
	2

	
	0.1
	0.0
	0.0

	Salaried
	79
	376
	455

	
	4.8
	8.5
	7.5

	Personal
	9
	22
	31

	
	0.6
	0.5
	0.5

	Petty Business
	230
	618
	848

	
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0

	Major Business
	0
	8
	8

	
	0
	0.2
	0.1

	Others
	0
	0
	0

	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	Total
	1646
	4425
	6071

	
	100
	100
	100


Source: Census Survey

Note: Figures in Italics denote column percentage.


In terms of conditions of housing, those who lived in kutcha houses were only slightly more likely to be beneficiaries - 31.1 percent of these were beneficiaries, compared to 28.7 of those who lived in kutcha houses with tiled roofs, 29.9 of those who lived in semi-pukka and 23.8 percent of those of lived in pukka houses.

Table 5.5: Distribution of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries by Type of Houses
	House hold getting benefit of scheme
	Type of house
	

	
	Kutcha/Mud
	Mud Walls/Tiled
	Half Pukka/Tiled
	Pukka
	Total

	Beneficiary
	166
	558
	324
	598
	1646

	
	10.1
	33.9
	19.7
	36.3
	100

	Non-Beneficiary
	368
	1384
	761
	1912
	4425

	
	8.3
	31.3
	17.2
	43.2
	100

	Total
	534
	1942
	1085
	2510
	6071

	
	8.8
	32.0
	17.9
	41.3
	100


Source: Census Survey

Note: Figures in Italics denote percentage.


By implication, therefore, a large proportion of poor households – in terms of consumption levels, pattern of livelihood, or asset ownership had not obtained any benefit from the programmes discussed in this study. In the lowest two consumption quintiles, 69.3 percent and 71.9 percent households respectively were not covered by any of the programmes.
Table 5.6: Distribution of Beneficiary Households by Region and Per Capita Consumption Quintile

	
	Quintile

	Region
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Hill
	5
	2
	19
	38
	34
	98

	
	5.1
	2.0
	19.4
	38.8
	34.7
	100

	West
	89
	86
	94
	90
	69
	428

	
	20.8
	20.1
	22.0
	21.0
	16.1
	100

	Central
	133
	94
	85
	75
	47
	434

	
	30.7
	21.7
	19.6
	17.3
	10.8
	100

	Bundelkhand
	33
	40
	45
	46
	18
	182

	
	18.1
	22.0
	24.7
	25.3
	9.9
	100

	East
	113
	119
	109
	105
	58
	504

	
	22.4
	23.6
	21.6
	20.8
	11.5
	100

	Total
	373
	341
	352
	354
	226
	1646

	
	22.7
	20.7
	21.4
	21.5
	13.7
	100


Source: Census Survey

Note: Figures in Italics denote row percentage.


In the Hill region (now Uttaranchal), 84 percent of the beneficiaries were from the top two consumption quintiles of the State, while in the Western region, 42 percent of the beneficiaries were in the top two quintiles. Thus, at a State-wide level, benefits were skewed in favour of the better-off households in the more prosperous regions.

5.2
Characteristics of Beneficiaries of Specific Anti-poverty Programmes


This section considers the characteristics and distribution of beneficiaries of specific types of anti-poverty programmes to consider the nature of outreach of these programmes in UP. As in the previous section, the analysis is based on the census survey. The discussion in this chapter complements the discussion in the chapters which follow, which are based on sample household characteristics.

Table 5.7: Household Consumption Quintile-wise Distribution of Beneficiaries according to Type of APP
	Household consumption quintile
	Self-employment
	Wage employment
	Housing schemes
	Pension schemes
	Land distribution

	1 (Low)
	88
	67
	52
	101
	151

	
	13.7
	21.4
	16.0
	41.1
	22.7

	2
	134
	89
	87
	40
	162

	
	20.8
	28.4
	26.7
	16.3
	24.3

	3
	146
	80
	91
	45
	127

	
	22.7
	25.6
	27.9
	18.3
	19.1

	4
	163
	51
	60
	36
	123

	
	25.3
	16.3
	18.4
	14.6
	18.5

	5 (High)
	113
	26
	36
	24
	103

	
	17.6
	8.3
	11.0
	9.8
	15.5

	Total
	644
	313
	326
	246
	666

	
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100



It will be seen that in the self-employment programmes, only 13.7 percent of the beneficiaries are in the lowest consumption quintile and 34.5 percent beneficiary households are from the lowest 40 percent households in terms of consumption level. The percentage of beneficiaries rises in the higher consumption quintiles, with 25.3 percent beneficiaries in the fourth consumption quintile. The top two quintiles claim more than 42 percent of the beneficiaries which is the highest for these two classes among all categories of anti-poverty programmes.


Wage employment programmes claim a higher proportion of poorer households, with 49.8 percent belonging to the two lowest quintiles and only 24.5 percent belonging to the two highest quintiles.


Surprisingly, the housing schemes which are specifically targeted at some of the most vulnerable sections in rural society i.e. the shelterless do not fare very well with only 16 percent beneficiaries belonging to the lowest consumption quintile. The highest percentage of beneficiaries of IAY come from the second and third quintiles, which together account for 54.6 percent of the beneficiaries. The highest two quintiles claim 29.4 percent of the beneficiaries. 


Pension schemes have the best coverage among the poorest households with 42.1 percent belonging to the lowest quintile, but even here, nearly a quarter (24.4 percent) of the households were in the two highest consumption quintiles. This however is the lowest coverage in these classes among all categories of programmes.


Land distribution programmes claim 47 percent beneficiaries in the two lowest classes but also have a sizeable percentage (33.9) in the two highest classes.


Thus, with consumption levels as a criterion, beneficiary households in all programmes belong to all consumption classes. The lowest percentage beneficiaries in the two lowest quintiles is in the self-employment programmes, which also has the highest percentage of beneficiaries in the two highest quintiles. Land distribution programmes have the next highest percentage of households in the highest consumption classes.


Table 5.8 below shows the incidence of benefits of each category of programme for each of the consumption quintiles and for the programmes as a whole. Results are separately provided for all years and for the last reference year (1999-00).


The two programmes which show the largest coverage among rural households are the land distribution programme (11 percent households) and self-employment programmes (10.5 percent households).  Housing and Wage employment programmes have covered 5.4 percent and 5.2 percent of the households in the study villages, while pension schemes provided coverage to 4.2 percent households.


However in the last reference year alone, wage employment programmes covered the largest percentage of households (3.5), followed by pension schemes (2.6 percent households). Land distribution programmes affected the smallest number of households (0.3 percent) in that year.


Since benefits are spread across all consumption classes, the coverage of the poorest consumption groups has been quite small. For instance the self-employment programmes provided coverage to only 7.2 percent of households in the poorest quintile and only 11 percent of the households in the next quintile.

Table 5.8: Incidence of Scheme-wise Benefits among Households

	
	
	Household Consumption Quintile

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Self Employment
	All
	7.2
	11.0
	12.0
	13.4
	9.3
	10.6

	
	1999-00
	0.7
	0.8
	1.1
	1.2
	0.7
	0.9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wage Employment
	All
	5.5
	7.3
	6.6
	4.2
	2.1
	5.2

	
	1999-00
	3.7
	5.4
	4.4
	2.8
	1.2
	3.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Housing
	All
	4.3
	7.2
	7.5
	4.9
	3.0
	5.4

	
	1999-00
	1.4
	1.8
	1.6
	0.7
	0.4
	1.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pensions
	All
	8.3
	3.3
	3.7
	3.0
	2.0
	4.1

	
	1999-00
	5.8
	1.9
	2.6
	1.6
	1.2
	2.6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Land distribution
	All
	12.4
	13.3
	10.5
	10.1
	8.5
	11.0

	
	1999-00
	0.3
	0.3
	0.3
	0.2
	0.2
	0.3



Land distribution programmes provided the highest incidence of benefits to the poorest quintile but even then only 12.4 percent of households in this class had been covered. Pension programmes provided the next highest coverage of the lowest quintile, covering 8.3 percent households in this group.


In the next lowest group, land distribution programmes again provided the highest coverage (13.3 percent households), followed by self-employment, wage employment and housing programmes.


Table 5.9 shows the odds of inclusion of a household in a specific consumption category I any programme, compared to the average odds.

Table 5.9: Average Odds of Inclusion as Beneficiary in any Programme (By Household Consumption Quintile)

	
	
	Household Consumption Quintile

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Total

	Self Employment
	All
	0.7
	1.0
	1.1
	1.3
	0.9
	1.0

	
	1999-00
	0.7
	0.9
	1.2
	1.4
	0.7
	1.0

	Wage Employment
	All
	1.1
	1.4
	1.3
	0.8
	0.4
	1.0

	
	1999-00
	1.1
	1.6
	1.2
	0.8
	0.3
	1.0

	Housing
	All
	0.8
	1.3
	1.4
	0.9
	0.5
	1.0

	
	1999-00
	0.8
	1.3
	1.4
	0.9
	0.5
	1.0

	Pensions
	All
	2.0
	0.8
	0.9
	0.7
	0.5
	1.0

	
	1999-00
	2.2
	0.7
	1.0
	0.6
	0.5
	1.0

	Land distribution
	All
	1.1
	1.2
	1.0
	0.9
	0.8
	1.0

	
	1999-00
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1
	0.8
	0.8
	1.0



It will be noticed that households in the poorest category have a lower than average probability of being included compared to the average, for two programmes (self-employment and housing). For all other programme categories except pension schemes, the probability of their inclusion has only been marginally higher than average. Pension schemes 

are the exception since the odds of inclusion of the poorest group of households is more than twice the overall average. It would also be noticed that the odds remain quite similar between all years and the last reference year.


In the next lowest quintile, the odds are favourable to households in that category for three programmes, wage employment, housing and land distribution but are unfavourable in the case of self-employment and pensions.

Thus, the scheme-wise distribution of benefits shows that (a) the Pension schemes are the best targeted among the poorest households. More than two-fifths of the pensioners were in the lowest consumption quintile. (b) three-quarters of the beneficiaries of the wage employment schemes were in the bottom three quintiles in terms of per capita consumption; (c) nearly 43 percent of the IRDP/SGSY beneficiaries were in the top two consumption quintiles while 34 percent of patta beneficiaries were in the top two consumption quintiles. However, this has to be judged against the fact mentioned earlier that these are ex post figures and both programmes aim at improving the income and consumption level of households.

5.3 
CONCLUSION: REACH OF ANTI-POVERTY PROGRAMMES IN UTTAR PRADESH

On the whole, the extensive reach of the anti-poverty programmes among rural households is undeniable. However, many of those extended benefits were apparently not-so-poor, and a very large proportion of currently the poorest households have so far not gained any benefit from these individual beneficiary programmes.

The issue of inclusion of ineligible non-poor households in the coverage of different programmes is examined in detail in later chapters on the basis of information on income and consumption expenditure collected for sample beneficiary households. Moreover, the issue of inclusion/exclusion of poor households is examined on the basis of perception of the poor households themselves when we compare (in chapter 13) the wealth ranking of households done by the poor themselves to the list of households in the BPL list.
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