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Chapter 8

Poverty Alleviation

 “`... the relevance of low incomes, meagre possessions and other aspects of what are understandably seen as economic poverty relates ultimately to their role in curtailing capabilities – that is, their role in severely restricting the choice people have to lead valuable and valued lives. Poverty is, thus ultimately a matter of capability deprivation and note has to be taken of that basic connection not just at the conceptual level, but also in economic investigations and in social and political analysis”.
 

The Constitution emphasises equality as one of its basic principles, and large-scale poverty is clearly at variance with that norm.
 Fighting poverty was, therefore, a major objective of planning, with the `Poverty Line’ conceived as a conceptual and analytical tool.
  It was in 1962, when the Perspective Planning Division of the Planning Commission targeted a minimum level of living by the end of the Sixth Plan, that the definition of the poverty line was first attempted. `It was suggested that the expenditure needed to obtain 2400 calories per capita per day in the rural areas and 2250 calories per day in the urban areas, plus the extra amount needed to meet other basic requirements – the latter reckoned at 20% of the expenditure on food – defined the threshold, or the poverty line, for the purpose of identification of the poor households’.
  The norms were however subsequently revised, when the Task Force on Minimum Needs 1979 (Perspective Planning Division) fixed the calorie norms at 2400 and 2100 per capita per day for rural and urban areas respectively. To meet these calorie requirements, per capita monthly consumer expenditures of Rs. 49.09 and Rs. 56.64 in rural and urban areas respectively were thought adequate
. With changing price levels, the poverty line, defined in terms of per capita expenditure, has had to be continually updated. 

Head Counts, Severity Ratios & Absolute Numbers of the Poor

Given the parameters identified by the 1979 Task Force, there have been a number of official as well as non-official estimates of poverty `head counts’.
 This approach to poverty measurement is based on estimates of consumption expenditure of households carried out by the National Sample Surveys. Apart from the “thin” sample on which such estimates are based,
 they are found wanting also because of their inability “to capture … variations in … intensity…”
 In other words, a glaring deficiency of the `head count’ approach is that it does not indicate how far below the poverty line the poor really are.
 The challenge of measuring the `depth’ or `severity’ of poverty has led to measures such as the Poverty Gap Index, the Sen Index and the FTG index.
  Poverty estimates have also been subject to a critique of a different sort, with the debate over concept, methodology and prescription analysed in terms of `political roots’.
 

Apart from poverty ratios, the absolute numbers of the poor are also a matter of concern. While the percentage of the poor in the population has decreased to about one half to about one third between 1951 and 1997, the “number of people with real incomes falling below the poverty line has increased from about 160 million in the early 1950s to about 320 million by the mid-1990s”.
 A higher rate of population growth and a tardy economic showing has resulted in this situation of increasing numbers of the poor even when their proportion declines. Population growth has, in fact has been identified as a key element in the fight against poverty; it has been argued that  `…except for some of the oil rich countries in the Middle East, no country has succeeded in achieving a high per capita income and low poverty ratio whose population is continuing to grow fast’.

The Policy Response

After Independence, measures to reduce poverty were undertaken by the governments at the Centre and the States These include measures to prevent concentration of income, programmes under the five-year plans, and targeted programmes like the Integrated Rural Development Programme, National Rural Development Programme (NREP), Antyodaya and the Jawahar Rozgar Yojana. In all the Plans, particularly since the Fifth, poverty reduction and the provision of basic needs was emphasised. The government’s approach has been two pronged – the promotion of economic growth and direct action for poverty alleviation.

The Five Year Plans

a. The First Plan (1951-56) sought to build up from the ravages of colonial exploitation and the partition Independence brought in its wake. Despite the Plan’s emphasis on all-round balanced development, agriculture and irrigation was accorded a prioritised sectoral outlay (44.6%). While the industrial sector received lower priority, development of power, rural development through Community Development Projects and social welfare programmes received more attention.  

b. The Second Plan (1956-61) aimed at the industrial development of the country. Emphasis was placed on reducing the concentration of wealth and income to benefit the less privileged sections of society. 

c. The Third Plan (1961-66) defined its objective in terms of self-sustained growth. It sought self-sufficiency in agriculture, growth of basic industries, maximum utilisation of manpower resources and decentralisation of economic power. While national income grew by 2.6% against the target of 5%, the price index in 1965-66 was 32% higher than that in 1960-61.  The Indo-Pakistan War, Sino-Indian conflict, and failures of the monsoon were important factors in the setback.  

d. The poor shape of the economy ultimately led to a ‘Plan Holiday’, which saw Annual Plans in 1966-69. These were meant to continue the unfinished tasks of the Third Plan.

e. In the Fourth Plan (1967-74), `growth with social justice’ provided a new orientation to the planning process. The importance of growth in both agricultural and industrial sectors was recognised. 

f. The Fifth Plan (1974-79) was formulated in a period when the economy was facing severe inflationary pressures. The Plan attempted to start a separate set of programmes for combating poverty, apart from those that aimed at overall growth and redistribution. These new programmes were aimed at meeting specified needs of the poor, up to a quantified minimum level, uniformly over the country. The aim of the government was to provide the people with an income of RS. 40 per month, which was determined as the `poverty line’ at 1972-73 prices.  Increase in employment opportunities, self-sufficiency, policy of minimum wages, removal of regional imbalances, and encouragement to exports received priority attention. 

g. The Sixth Plan (1980-85) had the removal of poverty as its foremost objective. Stress was laid on economic growth, equality of income, self-sufficiency in technology, improvement of the pubic distribution system and the betterment of the quality of life of the weaker sections of society. The plan included a number of time-bound minimum needs programmes for the poor, for which the allotment represented a four-fold increase over the corresponding allotment in the Fifth Plan. National Sample Survey reports showed that the percentage of people living below the poverty line declined from 48.3% in 1977-78 to 36.9% in 1984-85. 

h. The Seventh Plan (1985-90) prioritised three sectors - food, work and productivity. Poverty remained a priority, with the poverty-ratio expected to decline from 37% to 26% by 1990.

i. The Eighth Plan (1990-95) was not conceived much differently from the previous plans. It aimed for a growth rate of 5.5% to 6.5% (of overall GDP), an agricultural growth rate of 5%, industrial growth rate of 12%, and service sector growth rate of 8% to 10%.

Nationalisation of Banks

The nationalisation of 14 banks in 1969 was a major step - the pre-1969 scenario in the banking sector had shown concentration in urban business, with banks focusing on the financing of large industries and wholesale trade. 

The objective of nationalisation was to enable reduction of regional imbalances in banking development and make banks more responsive to national requirements. Banks rapidly increased their network of branches in rural areas. They also initiated changes in their credit policy to prioritise credit flow to the weaker sections, agriculture and small-scale industry. 

Growth in rural banking registered an increase, with the expansion of the branch network of commercial banks. Bank offices increased from 8,262 in June 1969 to 34,587 in December 1980, and many of the new offices were in the rural areas. Almost all development blocks of the country were covered by commercial banking, excepting in a few regions like the North-East. The population per branch was reduced from 65,000 in 1969 to 16,000 in December 1980.

The Integrated Rural Scheme or gramodaya project of the banks was envisaged for all-round progress in rural areas, and especially, the poorer villages.

The decade of post-nationalisation policy in 1979 saw the percentages of agricultural credit and of agricultural accounts in the public sector banks. at 36% and 37.5% respectively.  The main policy of the banks with regard to agricultural financing was the `intensive area approach’, in which villages were adopted by their branches on a cluster basis. The purpose of village adoption was to ensure benefits trickled down to the smallest of farmers. 

In 1972, under the directives of the Reserve Bank of India, commercial banks increased their lending to priority sectors like small-scale industries and small business. Banks were encouraged to provide funds for the neglected sectors of the economy, e.g. transport operators and small businesses.

The share of priority credit rose from 14% in 1969 to around 33% in 1980 and still further to 42% in 1988.

Differential Interest Rate Scheme

The Differential Interest Rate (DIR) scheme was introduced by the government in 1972 for providing the weaker sections credit at a concessional rate of 4% interest per annum.  In the beginning, the scheme was put into effect only selectively.  After 1977, it was expanded and banks were assigned definite targets.  When the DIR became a part of the government’s 20-point programme, it sought to reinforce its lending to specified categories of the weaker sections. District Credit Plans were drawn up for enabling better credit facilities and to fill up existing credit gaps in the rural and semi-urban areas.

20 - Point Programme

In July 1975, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi announced the 20-Point Programme for reducing poverty and uplifting the weaker sections of the society. The Programme included policy initiatives like the control of inflation, incentives for production, welfare of the rural population, help to the urban middle classes, and the control of economic and social crime. Other elements of the programme were 

· Improvement of irrigational facilities. 

· Production programmes for rural employment. 

· Distribution of surplus land.

· Minimum wages to landless labourers. 

· Rehabilitation of bonded labour. 

· Development of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes. 

· Growth of housing infrastructure. 

· Increase in power production. 

· Family planning. 

· Tree plantation. 

· Extension of primary health facilities. 

· Programmes for welfare of women and children. 

· Increase in primary education. 

· Strengthening of the public distribution system. 

· Simplification of industrial policies.  

· Control of black money. 

· Betterment of drinking water provisions. 

· Development of internal resources.

After change of government at the Centre in January 1982,  significant importance was attached to the revised rural development programme, with an emphasis on attacking rural poverty and improvement of the conditions of the SCs and STs. In August 1986, in the light of the Sixth Plan experience, the 20-Point Programme was restructured.  The elements of the restructured programme included –

· Eradication or poverty.

· Raising of productivity.

· Reduction of income disparities and along with it, socio-economic disparities, and improvement of the general quality of life.

· A strategy for rain-fed agriculture.

· Better use of irrigation water.

· Enforcement of land reforms.

· Special programmes for rural labour.

· Clean drinking water.

· Health for all.

· Two-child norm. 

· Expansion of education.

· Justice for Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes.

· Equality for women.

· New opportunities for youth.

· Housing for the people.

· Improvement of slums.

· New strategy for forestry.

· Protection of the environment.

· Concern for the consumer. 

· Energy for the villages.

· Responsive administration.

Poverty Alleviation Programmes

a. SFDA & MFAL

In the Fourth Plan period (1969-74), to further the objective of self-sufficiency of small and marginal farmers, the Marginal Farmers and Agricultural Labour (MFAL) programme and the Small Farmers Development Agency (SFDA) were established.  Under the aegis of these programmes, the productivity of smallholdings was sought to be raised and the condition of landless labourers improved via the generation of employment through subsidiary occupations. . In drought-prone areas, the Rural Work Programme (RWP) was started to provide employment.

The Fifth Plan (1974-79) merged SFDA and MFAL into a single scheme and provided for its expansion. Also, the RWP was reorganised as Drought Prone Areas Programme (DPAP).  

In 1978-79, all these programmes were replaced by the Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP), whose purpose was to generate employment and raise the income level of the target groups - small and marginal farmers, share croppers, agricultural labourers, rural artisans, and the Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes.

b. IRDP

The Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP) has been a major instrument of the government for alleviating poverty.  The philosophy underlying IRDP is to attack rural poverty by providing the poor with productive assets and skills, so that they are assured of a regular income. At both the conceptual level and in operational terms, the IRDP is meant to be an exercise in micro-level planning, whereby small households are provided with locally available resources, and skills are imparted to beneficiaries. To maximise the impact of the IRDP, the household plan is required to be integrated with the block sectoral resources and spatial plans.

Under the programme, the family is the basic unit of development.  Selected families are provided help to rise above the poverty line by taking up self-employment ventures - agriculture, horticulture and animal husbandry in the primary sector; weaving and handicrafts in the secondary sector; and service and business activities in the tertiary sector. The IRDP was meant to achieve its objective within a limited time frame. The guidelines suggested that at least 50% of the beneficiaries should be from the Scheduled Castes and Tribes, 40% should be women and 3% from the physically handicapped categories.

The programme was launched by the Centre in March, 1976, in 20 selected districts. It extended to 2300 blocks in 1978-79. By 1980 it was in operation in all the blocks in the country. 

Several institutions have carried out studies on the IRDP: Reserve Bank of India (RBI), the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD), the Institute of Financial Management and Research (IMFR), Madras, the Programme Evaluation Organisation of the Planning Commission (PEO). Several of these studies have raised serious issues in relation to the effect of IRDP on the quality of life of the people below the poverty line. Without questioning the overall utility of the scheme, the criticisms mainly refer to corruption charges, which cause suffering to the poor.  Further, since loan recovery from the poor is difficult, bank officials are often reluctant to provide loans. The poor, on the other hand, are not much interested in the programmes out of fear of not being able to repay. Corruption, malpractice, and misuse adversely affect the implementation of the loan programme. 

c. TRYSEM

Training Rural Youth for Self-Employment (TRYSEM) was started in August 1979, as a supporting component of IRDP to develop technical skills in the diverse fields of agriculture, industry, services and business. Eligible youth had to be in the age group of 18-35, and from families below the poverty line.  Priority was to be given to youth from the SCs and the STs, ex-servicemen and those who have had school education up to class nine.  One-third of the seats in TRYSEM were reserved for women.

d. NREP

The National Rural Development Programme (NREP), instituted in April 1977 for generating employment opportunities in the rural areas, was originally called the Food for Work Programme (FFWP). It created 44 million man-days of employment in 1977-78, 355 million man-days in 1978-79, and 534 million in 1979-80. It drew on 1.28, 12.47, and 23.45 lakh tonnes of food grains respectively in the three years.  The work undertaken included flood protection; maintenance of existing roads; provision of new links; improvement of irrigation facilities; construction of panchayat ghars, school buildings and medical and health centres; and improvement of sanitation in rural areas.

Due to shortcomings that came to light, the FFWP programme was restructured as the NREP in October, 1980, when it became part of the Sixth Plan (1980-85). This programme is targeted at agricultural labourers who depend on wage employment and virtually have no source of income in the lean period. Important features of the NREP are listed below

· 10% earmarked allocation for drinking water wells in the harijan colonies, including community irrigation schemes in harijan areas. 

· 10% allocation to be set aside for social forestry and fuel plantations.  

· Works of durability only to be undertaken.  

· Allocations to be made both at inter-State and inter-district/block levels, the State governments get their share from the central government every quarter.

· Maintenance of assets created by this programme to be deemed the responsibility of the States. 

· These programmes to actively involve Panchayati Raj Institutions.

The Sixth Plan released Rs. 980 crores for this programme from funds in the Central Plan.  In 1980-81, i.e. the first year of the Sixth Plan, the entire cost of Rs. 340 crores was borne by the Centre.  From 1981-82, the cost of NREP was borne on a 50:50 sharing basis by the Centre and the States.

In the Sixth Plan, NREP schemes generated 700 million man-days of work, thereby providing employment to 8% to 10% of the rural poor.  Subsequently, the Seventh Plan (1985-90) provided assistance to about 20 million families.

e. RLEGP

The Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Programme (RLEGP) was launched in the Sixth Plan with a view to providing supplementary employment to the poor in public works. The programme viewed employment as an integral component of development.  RLEGP is similar to NREP but has a special emphasis on the landless in the provision of employment.  The basic objectives of the programme include:

· Improvement and expansion of employment opportunities for the rural landless.

· A guarantee of employment to at least one member of every rural landless labour household for up to 100 days in  a year

· Creation of durable assets for strengthening the rural infrastructure, which was to lead to a rapid progress of the rural economy.

RLEGP is fully funded by the Centre and the State Governments. It is entrusted with the responsibilities of planning, supervision, monitoring and implementation of work projects. Apart from the incidence of poverty, the criteria for allocation of funds to the States include (a) the number of agricultural workers and (b) the number of marginal farmers. The programme requires the wage component in the total cost of a project to be not less than 50%, and the rate of wage paid to the labourers to be fixed at the statutory minimum level.

f. JRY

The Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (JRY), announced in April, 1989, merged together the programmes under NREP and RLEGP that were in place in the first four years of the Seventh Plan period This was the single largest employment-generating programme under the Eighth Plan, with the two-fold objective of infrastructure development and the generation of wage employment. Poverty alleviation under the JRY aims, through decentralised planning in rural areas, to create the durable assets that were conceived as an instrument to provide an impetus to the development of the rural economy. The work to be undertaken were in the areas of social forestry, soil and water conservation, irrigation and flood control, construction of community assets, rural sanitation, and rural housing.

Under JRY, it is expected that at least one member of each poor family would be provided employment for 50 to 100 days in a year at a work place near his/her residence.  About 30% of the jobs under this scheme are reserved for women.  Preference is given to SC and ST families. The scheme is the responsibility of the village panchayat.  Panchayats with populations of 4,000-5,000 are given assistance of Rs. 80,000 to Rs. 1 lakh.

On the basis of the working of the scheme, certain modifications were made in 1993-94 to ensure better implementation. The primary idea was to achieve 90 to 100 days of employment per person in the backward districts, where there was a concentration of unemployed persons.  People below the poverty line constituted the target group for the programme, and preference was given to the SCs and STs and freed bonded labourers.  Reservation for women was continued. 

JRY is centrally sponsored. Its expenditure is shared by the Centre and the States on an 80:20 basis. This was changed in 1990 to a 60:40 basis.

A review of the sectoral expenditures under JRY between 1989-93 indicates that about 23.5% of allocation was for building roads, 16% for construction of wells, 12.5% for construction of houses, 11.4% for minor irrigation, 7.9% for schools and community buildings, 5% for social forestry, and 23.7% for other rural projects
. The creation of durable productive community assets had high priority, with emphasis on developing the infrastructure required for the implementation of poverty alleviation programmes like DDP, DPAP, DWCRA, and IRDP and the construction of primary school buildings.

JRY has two sub schemes - Indoor Awas Yojana (IAY) and the Million Wells Schemes (MWS).  IAY was launched in 1985-86 as a part of the Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Programme (RLEGP) and was aimed to provide free dwelling units to the beneficiaries belonging to the poorest sections, the SCs and the STs, and freed bonded labourers. The scope of eligible beneficiaries was extended in 1995-96 to include the families of armed and para-military forces killed in action.  The MWS provided financial aid for constructing open irrigation wells.  30% of the allocation under for MWS is provided at the State level.  Both IAY and MWS are extended to the non-SC and ST families with the proviso that the outlays do not exceed 4% and 10% of the total allocation respectively.

The JRY was perceived as a multifaceted programme covering social forestry on government and community lands; soil and water conservation works; water harvesting structures; minor irrigation; flood protection; drainage and water-logging works; construction and renovation of village tanks, irrigation wells and field channels; and the construction of houses and sanitary latrines in rural areas.  The building of rural roads, land development, and reclamation of wasteland and degraded land are among the other works under JRY. Around Rs. 700 crores were allocated under the scheme to intensify the programme in 120 backward districts (of different States), where the incidence of the unemployed and underemployed is high.  Further, special projects for the prevention of migration of labour, enhancement of women’s employment, and special programmes by voluntary agencies for drought and watershed and wasteland development were sponsored under the JRY.  

The JRY was recast in 1990 to include urban wage employment, urban micro enterprises and housing and shelter upgradation.  Under the second and third of these schemes, the urban poor were assisted to upgrade their skills and set up self-employment ventures, and were provided wage opportunities in which their labour was utilised for the construction of socially useful public assets under the jurisdiction of urban local bodies. The three schemes involved loan and subsidy components of around Rs. 600 crores in 1993-94.  JRY covered around 46% of the population.


Table 8.1 summarises the man-days of employment generated by the JRY in the Eighth Plan period.

Table 8.1. Performance of JRY in the Eighth Five Year Plan

	Year
	Allocation
(Centre+ States)
	Mandays
Generated
(Millions)

	1992-3
	31690.5
	782.10

	1993-4
	40594.2
	1025.84



	1994-5
	43769.2
	951.71



	1995-6@
	48487.0
	894.72



	1996-7@
	22367.9
	381.91



	Total
	186908.8
	4036.28


@ Provisional

Source: Documents of the Ministry of Rural Areas and Employment and Planning Commission; cited in Meenakshisundaram (1997). Quoted in Chellaiah and Sudarshan, op.cit., p.113.
g. MNP

The Minimum Needs Programme (MNP) was taken up in 1974-75 as a part of the Fifth Plan.  Sectors within its scope included adult education, rural health, water supply, road building, electrification, houses for landless labourers, nutrition in rural areas, and the improvement of environmental condition in urban slums.  The amount released for MNP in 1974-79 was Rs. 1518 crores and during 1980-85, it was Rs. 5807 crores.  A study of the Centre for Policy Research shows that in the Sixth Plan Period, 34.5% of the expenditure was on rural water supply, 20.1% on rural roads, 17.8% on elementary and adult education, 9.8% on rural health, 6.1% on rural housing for the landless labourers, 5.2% on rural electrification, 3.8% on nutrition for children and health care for pregnant women, and 2.6% on improving urban slums.

Poverty Alleviation Programmes – a Brief Overall Assessment

From the plan documents relating to the anti-poverty programmes, these broad guiding principles can be identified: 

· Creation of scope for employment.

· Raising the productive assets the poor already have.

· Transfer of assets to those who do not have any and then raising their productivity so that they yield incomes that place the beneficiaries above the poverty line.

· The eradication of poverty must mean qualitatively more than simply upliftment of income levels of the poor beyond the poverty line.

The main problem in grappling with poverty has been a distinct organisational failure in terms of the implementation of the programmes.  Administrative as well as political effort has to be sufficiently strong to contain the complex problem of poverty, which has its roots embedded in the social fabric.

In spite of the difficulties and the criticisms of the Poverty Alleviation Programmes in the Plan period, the long-term trend remains positive: “… the anti-poverty programmes…played an important role in reducing both under-employment and poverty. Not only do the statistical estimates indicate reduction, but field studies in areas affected by drought and scarcity conditions also provide convincing evidence of the beneficial impact of anti-poverty programmes”.
 

Poverty Reduction: Achievements & Gaps

The overall reduction of poverty, in terms of the percentage of persons below the poverty line or the Head Count Ratio (HCR), has shown a significant downward trend over time (table 8.2). In the first two decades of planning (1950s-1970s), the part of population that remained poor was about 53%. Then there was a steady decline in the 1980s of 15 per cent points to reach 38% in 1987-88. “Over the period…the incidence of poverty…declined at the rate of 2 per cent per year”.
 

Table 8.2.  Population Below Poverty Line 1970--1997.

	Year
	% of Population

	1970
	53

	1973-74
	54

	1977-78
	51

	1983-84
	44

	1987-88
	38

	1993-94
	35

	1997
	34


Sources: NSS data reported in Times of India, 19 April 2000; Expert Group Report on Number of Poor in India, Planning Commission, 1993; Chellaiah and Sudarshan, Income, Poverty and Beyond, 1999.

Note:   There are slight variations in the figures given in different sources – hence the percentage points have been ignored.

Three distinct periods in the history of direct interventions for the reduction of poverty that have been a subject of frequent comment are: (a) from 1950s to mid-1970s, (b) mid-1970s to the end of 1980s, and (c) the nineties. The following seems to be the generally agreed conclusion: “…there was no long-term time-trend in poverty from 1950-51 to 1973-74, but…there was thereafter a sharp decline in poverty till 1986-87. After 1986-87, the decline continued at a slower pace till 1989-90, when it was reversed, with a particularly sharp increase in poverty in 1992. Poverty declined again in 1993-94…”
 The study goes on to observe that “the trend in rural poverty shows a very close similarity with trends in agricultural wages”. The trend is also related to markedly increased government expenditure. 

On the impact of the liberalisation policy on poverty, the trends are inconclusive; `the post reform trends in poverty do not suggest either an unambiguous improvement or an unambiguous worsening. They do suggest, however, that the initial impact of the stabilisation/structural adjustment package was adverse, that this impinged particularly on the rural sector, with less impact on the urban sector, and that there was some general reversal of the adverse trend subsequently”.

Based on both HCRs and severity indices, one analyst reports that the mid 1980s was a watershed in the improvement in living standards.
 He argues also that while poverty reduction in urban areas continued into the 1990s, in rural areas, it `… was choked off by the lack of rural growth’.
 The near stagnation of the rural mean consumption, as shown by NSS data, was however `at variance with significant positive rates of growth in per capita income over the 1990s reported in the National Accounts Statistics (NAS)’.
 Data discrepancies are reported on also by other researchers, who find divergences between NSS based poverty estimates and those based on MISH - the Market Information Survey of Households of the NCAER (National Council of Applied Economic Research). The authors make out a case for the validity of the MISH-based estimates, which suggest a marked decline in the poverty ratio in the reform era (whereas the NSS indicates stagnation).
  Other analysts too report on varying estimates and interpretations.

Another significant aspect of poverty in India is the rural-urban gap (Table 8.3). The `poor’ are clearly concentrated in rural areas, within which there is even higher concentration among rural labour, especially casual labour, female-headed households, and Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes.
 Rural-urban gaps in poverty are wider in the states of West Bengal, Maharashtra, Assam, Orissa and Himachal Pradesh and much narrower in Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan.
 Within the rural sector, the concentration of poor is higher in Bihar, Orissa, West Bengal, Maharashtra and Assam. (These are States that have “a high concentration of tribal groups”).

Table 8.3. Poverty in 1ndia 1970-71 to 1993-94 (Poverty line = Rs..49 Per Capita Per Month at October 1973 - June 1974 Rural Prices)

	Survey Period
	Head Count Ratio

	
	Rural
	Urban
	Total



	July 70-June 71
	54.84
	44.98
	52.88



	October 73-June 74
	55.72
	47.96
	54.10



	July 77-June 78
	50.60
	40.50
	48.36



	January 83-December 83
	45.31
	35.65
	43.00



	July 87-June 88
	39.23
	36.20
	38.47



	July 93-June 94
	36.66
	30.51
	35.04




Source: World Bank, India: Achievements and Challenges in Reducing Poverty, Report No.16483-IN, Washington D.C., 1997. Quoted in Chellaiah and Sudarshan, op.cit., p.5.

Inter State variations are quite strong. The percentage of persons below poverty line varies a great deal between the States. In 1993-94, it ranged from 11.77 in Punjab to 54.9 in Bihar. Among the 18 States for which figures are quoted in table 8.4, for nine (Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal) the percentages below the poverty line were below the national average of 35.97. The remaining States had more `poor’ than the national average. In the second group of States, Maharashtra was one of the relatively `developed’ States. In two States (Haryana and Assam), the percentage of poor increased between 1983 and 1993-4. Kerala, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal and Orissa registered the highest level of improvement. 

Overall, the degree of inter State variation is nothing short of startling;  “Kerala has reduced its HCR at an average of 2.4 per cent per year, more than 120 times that of Bihar and four times that of Gujarat”.
 Not only are the inter State variations striking, there are variations within the States as well. Thus, in 1974-75, in the 18 rural districts of Karnataka, one of the better performing States, the HCR varied from 67.0% in Gulbarga and 66.4% in Belgaum to 35% in Raichur.
 

Table 8.4. Head Count Ratio, States of India, 1983, 1993-4, and 1983 to 1993-4. 

	State
	Percentage of 

Persons below 

Poverty line
	Change

(Improvement (+)/ 

deterioration (-) in 

the period 1983 to

1993-94)
	% Change  

(1993-4

over 1983)

	
	1983
	1993-4
	(Col 2-Col 3)
	(Col 4 as % of

Col 2)

	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	
	
	
	
	

	Andhra Pradesh


	28.91
	22.19
	6.72
	23.24

	Assam


	40.47
	40.86
	-0.39
	-0 .96

	Bihar


	62.22
	54.9
	7.26
	11.67

	Gujarat


	32.79
	24.21
	8.58
	26.17

	Haryana


	21.37
	25.05
	-3.68
	-17.22

	Karnataka


	38.24
	33.16
	5.08
	13.28

	Kerala


	40.42
	25.43
	14.99
	37.09

	Madhya Pradesh


	49.78
	42.52
	7.26
	14.58

	Maharashtra


	43.44
	36.86
	6.58
	15.15

	Orissa


	65.29
	48.56
	16.73
	25.62

	Punjab


	16.18
	11.77
	4.41
	27.26

	Rajasthan


	34.46
	27.41
	7.05
	20.46

	Tamil Nadu


	51.66
	35.03
	16.63
	32.19

	Uttar Pradesh


	47.07
	40.85
	6.22
	13.21

	West Bengal
	54.85
	35.66
	19.19
	34.99

	
	
	
	
	

	All India
	44.48
	35.97
	8.51
	19.13


Notes: (a) Col (4) shows the decline in poverty in 1993-4 over 1983 in percentage points of persons below the poverty line. Negative figures indicate an increase in poverty during this period. Col (5) indicates the percentage variation of Col (4) over 1983.

           (b)*Includes all states.

Source: 
Planning Commission Press Note: Estimates of Poverty (March 1997). Quoted in Chellaiah and Sudarshan, op.cit., p.6.

Human Poverty

The Human Poverty Index is based on a more comprehensive definition of poverty, one linked to  `deprivation in health, knowledge and provisioning from both public as well as private sources’.
   Human Poverty Index scores for 1991-93 are given in Table 8.5. It can be seen from these data that “among the three dimensions, the highest deprivation at an all-India level as well as for the fourteen individual States (the only exception being Punjab) is observed in the case of provisioning, with knowledge following closely. Health deprivation in terms of probability of dying before the age of 40 is found to be lower”.

Food Security & the Public Distribution System

In India `despite a significant reduction in the incidence of poverty…, chronic food insecurity persists with large proportions of the population still below the poverty line’.
 It often observed that even when food production in the country is `stable’ and food is `available’, there still exists the problem of food insecurity due to lack of access to food, or its non-availability to especially the vulnerable sections. This is attested to by data showing even though food stocks have been increasing, per capita growth of food grain has been on the decline. Thus, the `growth rate in availability of food grains per capita was 1.20 per cent per annum during the 1980s, it has come down to 0.28 per cent per annum during the 1990s…(even though) the level of food grains stock with the Food Corporation of India has been increasing…’ 
 

The Public Distribution System (PDS), guided by the `producer price support-cum-consumer subsidy’ policy has been the main strategy to look after the food security problem. Introduced in the 1960s in the context of a shortage of food, the PDS was continued in the 1970s, and was seen mainly as a mechanism of price stabilisation. The `welfare’ aspect came to be emphasised in the 1980s, when the network was extensively spread to rural areas. Food supplies increased from 6.5 million tons in the mid-1960s to 18.4 million tons in 1990-1992, with food subsidy cost accounting for 0.7 per cent of GDP.
 There has been an “increase in the annual food subsidy from Rs. 2450 crore in 1990-91 to Rs.9200 crore in 1990-00”.

Table 8.5. Human Poverty Index for Indian States, 1991-93

	State
	Dimension of Poverty

	
	Health
	Knowledge
	Provisioning
	Human poverty index

	A.P.
	14.88
	49.51


	42.88
	40.78

	Assam
	21.81
	41.37


	61.62
	47.18

	Bihar
	19.48
	57.25


	64.40
	53.60

	Gujarat
	16.75
	33.91


	38.63
	32.33

	Haryana
	15.37
	35.67


	36.43
	31.90

	Karnataka
	15.68
	39.14


	41.12
	35.42

	Kerala
	 5.14
	 8.47


	33.22
	23.19

	M.P.
	25.34
	49.77


	52.52
	45.60

	Maharashtra
	12.27
	29.59


	36.65
	29.49

	Orissa
	22.33
	44.08


	56.92
	45.42

	Punjab
	13.87
	33.86


	32.32
	29.27

	Rajasthan
	19.88
	54.70


	51.82
	46.96

	Tamil Nadu
	13.45
	30.69


	32.98
	28.19

	U.P.
	22.24
	51.83


	57.32
	48.32

	W.B.
	14.82
	38.97


	47.78
	38.52

	India
	17.99
	42.69


	48.70
	40.49


Source: 
Prabhu and Kamdar, “On Defining Poverty from a Human Development Perspective: An Exploratory Exercise”, University of Mumbai, 1997 (Mimeo). Quoted in Chellaiah and Sudarshan, op.cit., p.138-39
Yet, the working of the PDS has been found wanting, due to insufficient supplies and poor coverage of States with high incidence of poverty (e.g., Bihar, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh), an urban bias (especially in Jammu and Kashmir, Karnataka, Maharashtra and West Bengal, and `entitlement mistargeting’.
 

Critiquing the PDS, one author argues that State procurement generates more purchasing power in the surplus producing districts `and little in the deficit/consuming districts’. This may help to explain why, notwithstanding record foodgrain stocks of the Central Government in recent years, per capita consumption of foodgrains has declined.
 Besides, the type of food grains sent to deficit areas are not necessarily the variety preferred by the poorer households. Moreover, adequate stocks and mechanisms in place to distribute food are by themselves not sufficient to ensure food security; there can delays in the despatch and arrival of foodgrains, which is a serious matter, for `Stomachs can brook no delay’. 

Studies have shown that access to food by the poorer households depends on three `vital conditions’ – purchasing power, local or proximate production to ensure assured access, and availability of stock of the type preferred by the poorer households. The local or proximate production of food grain can satisfy all these conditions. Not only can it circumvent deficiencies in the transport and timely arrival of foodgrain, there will be a greater likelihood of the production pattern conforming to the local consumption preferences, due to the expansion of employment and purchasing power of the poorer sections. There is thus a case for strengthening the role of the local community in ensuring food security, and for providing greater scope to panchayati raj
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