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XIIIFOREWORD

The Jindal School of Government and Public Policy (JSGP) of O.P. Jindal Global 
University (JGU) was established with the objective of creating India’s first public policy 
school devoted to interdisciplinary study of public policy in all its aspects. The vision of 
JGU is to promote world-class education in India by establishing and building international 
standards in higher education. The university is committed to pluralism of ideas and has 
developed into a multidisciplinary institution of higher learning with five schools teaching 
law, business, international affairs, public policy, and liberal arts and humanities. These 
schools have a symbiotic relationship with each other that informs the teaching, research 
and institution-building at JGU. 

 The heart of the taught masters degree programme on public policy at JSGP is 
the amalgamation of qualitative and quantitative methods for preparing public policy 
professionals; study of economics, sociology and anthropology, which is critical to the 
understanding of economic, social and cultural development; and appreciation of the 
importance of law, ethics and governance, which are relevant for ensuring the transparency 
and accountability of institutions that are responsible for public policymaking. JSGP 
also conducts a range of training programmes on public policy and capacity building 
initiatives for civil servants and, in particular, for IAS officers, and other officials from the 
Government of India as well as the state governments. 

 JSGP’s vision is to become a leading institution that contributes to a rigorous 
understanding of policymaking and its implementation in all aspects. Unfortunately, 
policymaking in India suffers from a lack of adequate attention to evidence in the policy 
formulation process. The expertise that is currently available within the government 
and the limited opportunities of requisitioning expertise from outside the government 
has resulted in a rather indifferent and, at times, a cavalier approach to policymaking. 
Public policy affects and impacts the lives of millions of Indians. There is so much good 
that a sound policy can achieve, just as there is substantial harm that a bad policy can 
cause. Policymaking is a serious exercise and cannot be left with people who may not fully 
appreciate the need for developing expertise and rigour in the process. There is also a 
lack of public participation in the policymaking process in the form of public debates that 
discuss issues in a threadbare manner with informed knowledge and understanding. 

 It is in this context that JSGP has embarked on an ambitious journey to develop 
an independent platform for free thinking and analysis of the factors that are influencing 
policymaking in India and examining policy effectiveness. This exercise has never been 
undertaken in India, or elsewhere, in the form and substance by which it is being done through 
this initiative. Indian universities are rarely engaged in intellectually rigorous, empirically 
grounded and methodologically sound analysis of public policy. The space that the JSGP 
has sought to occupy through this effort is a critically important space, where independent 
analysis of policymaking and its outcomes will provide valuable guidance to the policymakers 

Foreword
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across the states and union territories in India. I firmly believe that the publication of India 
Public Policy Report (IPPR) is a landmark step towards greater understanding of the impact 
of policymaking in India. The IPPR provides a unique framework that will give deep and 
pervasive insights about the dialectic of policymaking in the country. 

 The theme of the IPPR 2014 is ‘poverty, hunger and malnutrition’. There cannot 
be a more serious development issue that matters to India. Though grounded in the work 
undertaken by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in developing 
and documenting a human development approach in its annual global reports since 
1990, the IPPR goes well beyond in creating a more direct focus on policies that further 
human wellbeing in its various facets. The focus of human development continues to be 
the greater recognition of wellbeing of each individual, while assessing development in 
a holistic manner. The fact that UNDP’s Human Development Index depends upon the 
progress achieved by countries in the three dimensions of health, education and income, 
underscores the importance of economic and social rights in the development paradigm. 
The IPPR builds on the human development focus on these wellbeing dimensions. 
It provides a unique analysis of the diverse policies in the functioning of states using 
various quantitative indicators and in that process ranks the performance of the states on 
four different indices, reflecting four important aspects of human wellbeing. These are: 
Livelihood Opportunity Index, Rule of Law Index, Physical Infrastructure Development 
Index and Social Opportunity Index. I sincerely hope that the IPPR becomes a standard 
public policy reference tool for policymakers across the country. It is going to be a valuable 
reading for academics, policymakers – both legislators in the state and in the national 
parliament – bureaucrats, civil society, think tanks and others in India and beyond who are 
interested in understanding the issues relating to the policy effectiveness in India. 

 I would like to acknowledge the extraordinary contribution of the principal author 
and the IPPR Chief Editor, Professor Rajeev Malhotra in demonstrating his intellectual 
rigorousness, academic leadership and courage of conviction in conceiving and publishing 
this important report. Professor Malhotra brings a diverse and long experience of working 
on policy matters to this initiative. He has been an outstanding faculty member at JSGP 
and undertaken this responsibility with a relatively small group of individuals working 
closely with him in this pioneering effort. I would like to appreciate the remarkable efforts of  
Dr Partha Saha, Assistant Professor, and Ms Geetika Rathee, Senior Research Fellow, at the 
JSGP in helping in the publication of the IPPR. I would like to place on record the stellar 
contribution of all the experts who wrote background papers that contributed to the analysis 
presented in the IPPR. I would like to thank the faculty members of JSGP, including its 
Founding Dean, Professor R. Sudarshan, and Professor Y.S.R. Murthy, Registrar of JGU, for 
their encouragement and support to the project. Lastly, I would like to thank the Founding 
Chancellor of JGU, Mr Naveen Jindal for his vision and support to the establishment of 
JGU and JSGP and his commitment to academic freedom and institutional autonomy that 
supports independent research resulting in publications such as the IPPR.

 I wish the JSGP and the IPPR great success as this is a remarkable beginning in 
the annals of Indian history in understanding policy effectiveness and the recognition of 
evidence-based policymaking in the formulation of sound public policy. 

Professor (Dr) C. Raj Kumar 21 February 2014
Founding Vice Chancellor
O.P. Jindal Global University
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This publication is an outcome of my long engagement with the policymaking process 
in India and the desire to contribute in making that more effective in its results and 
methodology. As a development economist and a civil servant, I have had the good fortune 
of working closely with some of the most eminent economists and policymakers over the past 
25 years. There has been more than one occasion when I was unexpectedly catapulted into 
a situation that offered me a ring-side view of the policymaking process at the highest level. 
The first occasion was when I was working at the Planning Commission between 1998 and 
2002, during the NDA regime, and the second occasion arose between 2008 and 2012, when 
I was at the Ministry of Finance during the UPA-II. I soaked in the exceptional exposure 
that these two occasions presented. The fact that I was the youngest one around in those 
situations involving the political leadership, the experts and the top civil servants, who 
occasionally indulged me and gave me opportunities to work on issues and at a level that I 
otherwise would have never had at that juncture in my professional career, is something that 
I will cherish forever. I was also fortunate to have an exposure at the international level in 
between these two occasions when, for over five years, I worked on a project that sought to 
bring the human rights and the development policy discourse closer at the United Nations 
Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights in Geneva.
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times when I felt weighed down by the enormity of the task at hand, given the available 
expertise. I saw national policies being made on the basis of the good intent of a handful, who 
happened to be there to take decisions, or on the basis of thumb rules as there was no time to 
examine the relevant evidence, or that the required evidence just did not exist. Sometimes, I 
felt that the larger vision to guide policy action was not sufficiently articulated. There were also 
occasions when I felt that the quality of the public debates in the country, within the larger 
institutional context and in the public domain, particularly media, were totally inadequate to 
provide a considered response to the multitude of India’s problems and its evolving needs. It 
made me think of the several steps that have to be taken to strengthen the overall framework 
and the quality of public policymaking in the country. The motivation for launching the India 
Public Policy Report (IPPR) comes from the need to address some of these concerns.

 The objective of the IPPR is to help create an independent platform for bringing 
together state-of-the-art policy research on topical issues of policy relevance for India. While 
recognising the normative basis of public interventions, this report focuses on strengthening 
a culture of evidence-based policymaking anchored in rigorous research. It demonstrates 
and seeks to further evolve a methodology using objective data for periodic assessment and 
analysis of public policy options, choices exercised and performance at state level, with a 
view to improving policy outcomes and their developmental impact. It also seeks to highlight 
best practices and institutional capacity constraints from around the country in translating 
policies into desired social outcomes. It is expected that this report will contribute to deepen 
the use of a multidisciplinary approach to policymaking in the country. 
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Overview: Motivation 
for the Report and 
Major Findings

India is going through a tremendous structural transformation that is changing 
its economic, political and social dynamics. The submissiveness and tolerance 
to an unjust social dispensation, in part a product of India’s colonial past, the 
constraints of ideology and controls on initiative and entrepreneurship, and 
the indifference of individuals to engage with social causes in the collective 
interest, is slowly giving way. It is getting replaced by the restless energy and 
the rising expectations of India’s youth and business. There is mobilisation of 
people on issues that affect the society at large. There are some signs of change 
in the way India governs itself – a gradual move towards transparency and 
more accountability of public institutions, and hopefully also more functional 
decentralisation of public agency, in the coming years. Though the impetus 
to this change began with the economic reforms of early 1990s, there have 
been several events since then contributing positively to this process and, 
perhaps, as many holding back the pace of progress in the desired direction. 
The principal challenge is to not let the sense of despair and hopelessness that 
comes from, for instance, the discovery of new scams in the public domain, the 
periods of apparent stillness in this process for lack of political engagement, or 
for that matter the crassness of public figures, to cloud the optimism and the 
energy for reforming the way people live, work and engage with others. India 
needs reforms and technological innovations that respond to its unique needs 
in all aspect of human life and not just in economic policy. India cannot afford 
to miss this huge opportunity that its youthful population presents, even to 
swim against the tide and join the ranks of developed nations in the not-too-
distant future. 

CHAPTER 1
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The process of reforms to underpin the 
huge task of India’s transformation has to 
be informed by the state-of-art expertise, an 
active participation of people and, above 
all, an outstanding political leadership and 
a dedicated administrative capacity. As 
Nilekani (2008) argues in his fascinating 
book, it requires a clutch of ideas to build, 
from a genuinely inclusive democracy 
to a meaningful social security, from a 
good quality education and public health 
to sustainable energy sources, from an 
improvement in rural living standards 
to efficient and maintainable urban 
habitations, and many more. Acemoglu 
and Robinson (2012) show that it is man-
made political and economic institutions 
that underlie economic success or lack of it. 
Basu (2000, 2011) argues that an economy 
must be viewed as embedded in society 
and politics. He goes on to suggest that 
social norms and culture are perhaps more 
important than standard economic variables 
in determining economic efficiency and the 
growth trajectory of an economy. All that 
seems to be true, yet the prescription to 
rapidly counter underdevelopment remains 
elusive. It is important for the success of 
India’s grand transformation project that 
the policies from the available options 
are judiciously chosen, sensibly prioritised 
and strategically integrated with the larger 
vision for the country. Both normative 
considerations and evolving evidence need 
to guide this vision and the march towards 
realising it. Ultimately, countries that have 
succeeded in overcoming the shackles 
of underdevelopment and poverty and 
sustained high growth for long periods have 
invariably done so by charting their own 
unique course to development.

 In India, unlike for instance in China, 
it appears that there is little political 
economy engagement on long term 
projections, scenario analysis, anticipating 
capacity constraints for a growing economy 
on a continuing basis, and in formulating 
and implementing strategic plans in a 
timely manner. The compulsions of coming 
good in the periodic election cycles in a 
multi-party democracy seem to override the 
need to engage with some of these issues. 

Thus, in the past, even some well-intended 
and well-designed public interventions 
have failed to deliver the desired outcomes 
in full measures. This has to change and 
rapidly so. While remaining focused on the 
distant goals, the policymaking process has 
to acquire a certain suppleness to effectively 
respond to ever changing context.  There 
are at least two facets to addressing this 
challenge. First, there is a need to ground 
public policy and public action as much in 
the available evidence, as in the relevant 
normative considerations. Second, there 
is a need to present evidence in a manner 
that it improves the transparency and 
accountability of the political economy 
decision making process and make it more 
effective. At the same time, improved 
access to relevant evidence has to support 
a build-up in awareness and the quality of 
stakeholder engagement in public debates 
to help set policy priorities in an informed 
and a meaningfully participatory manner.

 The discipline of economics has 
been very creative in finding ways to 
collect and apply the available evidence 
to improve public interventions. The use 
of randomised controlled trials have added 
to the phenomenal armoury of econometric 
techniques, applied on large data sets, 
to help bridge some of the information 
gaps that constrain the policymakers from 
making informed choices. Both these 
empirical approaches have something 
important to contribute to the process of 
evidence-based policymaking and need 
to be used in tandem. Yet, while the 
information from randomised trials is more 
useful in designing and refining specific 
interventions for a given context, it is, 
perhaps, the larger picture based on use 
of large datasets that is vital for decision 
making and priority-setting at the national 
and sub-national levels (see, for instance, 
Deaton, 2009). The thinking and analysis 
presented in India Public Policy Report 2014 
(IPPR 2014) is guided by the intention 
of bringing together such evidence for 
an informed policymaking process and 
effective implementation of public 
initiatives for development of the economy 
and the society.
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I. Motivation and 
Objectives

A vision without an adequate basis in 
ground-realities is less likely to be fully 
realised. Policies without some basis in 
evidence are unlikely to be effective in 
meeting their stated objectives. Similarly, 
data without a story and data with gaps is 
also unlikely to support good quality policy 
analysis. As the Indian policymakers 
prepare to meet the policy challenges of a 
globalised economy, on one hand, and the 
needs of a rapid structural transformation 
in the domestic economy, on the other 
hand, it is imperative to strengthen 
policymaking capacity at the national and 
sub-national levels in the country. Indeed, 
the changing role of the government 
from a provider to an ‘enabler’ requires 
deeper analytical capacity and economic 
expertise to be injected into the decision 
making processes. It requires policymaking 
to become more evidence-based. The 
IPPR initiative, while flagging these 
capacity concerns, presents a framework 
to systematically address them. This 
Report seeks to create an independent 
platform for bringing together state-of-
the-art policy research on issues of policy 
relevance to India, thereby contributing 
to public policy effectiveness in the 
country. More specifically it focuses on: 
(a) strengthening a culture of evidence-
based policymaking anchored in rigorous 
research; (b) evolving a credible 
methodology for periodic assessment 
and analysis of public policy options, 
choices exercised and performance at the 
state level with a view to improve policy 
outcomes and their developmental impact; 
(c) anticipating and flagging thematic 
issues that have a bearing on the short to 
medium-term development prospects of 
the country, in the process help in raising 
the level of public debates to inform the 
required policy response; (d) highlighting 
best practices and institutional capacity 
constraints in translating policies 
into desired social outcomes; and (e) 
supporting the evolution of public policy 

as a multi-disciplinary subject to meet the 
needs of the country.

 In meeting these objectives this 
report and its periodic sequels seek to reach 
out to the policymaking machinery in 
the country, including the legislature and 
the executive, the civil society, academic 
community and the media, to help support 
informed debates on issues of topical policy 
relevance. In this edition, the thematic 
issue of poverty, hunger and malnutrition 
in the country is taken up for a focused 
analysis. The objective is to assess the 
available evidence on the issue and suggest 
policy correctives, where required. In 
addition, a parallel story on best practices 
and policy options (in boxes) runs through 
this report to supplement the analysis 
presented in the Chapters.

II. Policy Effectiveness 
Index: Summary of 
Findings

Generally speaking, an assessment of 
public policy effectiveness requires relating 
specific policy measures to the attainment 
of corresponding outcomes, or (stated) 
development goals. With development 
being increasingly seen in terms of securing 
a broad-based notion of human wellbeing, 
anchored in a human development 
framework, policy effectiveness requires 
assessment of multiple human development 
outcomes. At the same time, policy 
effectiveness can also be assessed in terms 
of the quality of policymaking process. 
That may include, for instance, the level 
of political consensus and commitment 
to policy reforms, the extent of public 
participation in the formulation and 
implementation of policies, resource 
efficiency of implemented policy measures, 
and the transparency and accountability of 
the policymaking process. In conceptualising 
a quantitative measure for assessing public 
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policy effectiveness at state level for India, 
this report uses a multidimensional notion 
of human wellbeing as an anchor. Though 
important, it excludes issues related to 
the quality of policymaking process from 
the measurement matrix, primarily on 
account of data limitations. Progress in 
indicators capturing the different wellbeing 
dimensions anchoring the measure is related 
to the corresponding policy action(s) to 
infer the effectiveness of those policies.

 The Policy Effectiveness Index 
(PEI) presented in this report is a 
multidimensional and a multi-indicator 
measure, which is an equally-weighted 
composite of four component indices, 
namely: (a) Livelihood Opportunity Index; 
(b) Social Opportunity Index; (c) Rule of 
Law Index; and (d) Physical Infrastructure 
Development Index. The component 
indices reflect human wellbeing from being 
able to enjoy: livelihood opportunities; a 
socially meaningful life; security of life and 

Fig 1.1 Policy Effectiveness Index – A Mind Map
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rule of law; and amenities for a sustained 
improvement in living standards. The 
nature of public goods provisioning that 
supports outcomes associated with each 
of these wellbeing dimensions, provides 
the indicators going into the different 
indices. Each of the component indices 
has more than one attribute, which is 
reflected through one or more relevant 
indicators in the measure. At the level 
of the component indices, a judgement 
based on normative considerations has 
been exercised to weight the attributes 
and their respective indicators differently. 
Figure 1.1 presents a mind map of the PEI 
and its constituents. The indices have been 
estimated for four points of time over the 
period 1981 to 2011 at state level for India. 
The analysis undertaken provides empirical 
evidence for some of the commonly made 
observations on India’s development 
process and its outcomes. It also throws up 
some results that are contrary to prevalent 
understanding of this process and its results.

 At the all-India level there is a 
gradual, but only a marginal, improvement 
in the policy effectiveness index over the 
three decades. It is being compromised by 
a near stagnancy in expansion of livelihood 
opportunities and deterioration in law and 
order and justice dispensation environment 
in the country. The main drivers of 
the policy effectiveness index are the 
improvements in physical infrastructure 
and, to a lesser extent, social opportunities 
(mainly confined to post-2001 period). The 
best performing states on the PEI are the 
smaller states (two of them from the north-
eastern region) and union territories, all of 
them have a more balanced performance 
on the PEI components. Among the states, 
Sikkim is at the top in 2011 (and also in 
2001), followed by Mizoram and Goa. 
The highest ranked large state in 2011 is 
Punjab followed by Himachal Pradesh. 
Among the worst performing states on 
PEI are the traditionally backward states 
(Odisha, Bihar and Madhya Pradesh) with 
relatively high incidence of poverty and 
lower social opportunities, weak law and 
order and justice dispensation. There is 
also some evidence of a pickup in growth 

momentum supporting improvement 
in PEI. However, there are significant 
variations in the performance across states 
on different indices within the category of 
good, as well as the poor performers, which 
becomes evident as the component indices 
are analysed.

 Overall, at the national level, 
livelihood opportunities improve over 
the period 1983 to 2009-10, though there 
is some decline in the eleven year period 
from 1993-94 to 2004-05. Job creation in 
non-agricultural sectors in rural areas is 
not keeping pace with shift of the labour 
force from agriculture and, in the urban 
areas, informal service sector employment 
opportunities have resulted in lower 
unemployment rate. Construction sector 
accounts for the major share of increase 
in non-agricultural employment in both 
rural and urban areas, though after 1993-
94 the employment in service sector in 
urban areas is also expanding. Smaller 
states, particularly in the hilly areas of 
the country, including the north-east, 
which otherwise are doing well on other 
dimensions of PEI, are not necessarily 
the best performing states in terms of 
creating livelihood opportunities in 
both rural and urban areas. There is, 
therefore, a need for policy intervention 
to diversify their local economies. Also, 
improved growth momentum is not 
necessarily accompanied by improvement 
in livelihood opportunities.

 There is a gradual improvement 
throughout the period 1981-2011 in social 
opportunities as reflected in educational 
and health attainments, as well as the 
standard of living captured through real 
per capita monthly expenditure (adjusted 
for inter-personal inequality). Much of this 
progress is on account of improvement in 
the educational indicators, particularly 
since 2001, reflecting the impact of the 
initiatives under the education policy and 
programmes being run by the central and 
state governments. It is also likely that in 
the second half of the last decade benefits 
from programmes like National Rural 
Health Mission may have started kicking-
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in especially in some of the backward 
states like Bihar and Assam and to a lesser 
extent in Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh. 
Improved growth momentum appears to 
have very little impact on increasing social 
opportunities in the better-off states, but a 
considerable impact in the backward states 
post-2001.

 There is a steady deterioration in 
the law and order and justice dispensation 
environment in the country over the 
last three decades. The deterioration is 
the sharpest in the 1980s followed by 
stagnation in 1990s and a further decline, 
though at a reduced pace, but more 
widespread in the last decade. Much of the 
decline in the composite measure on rule 
of law is associated with a sharp decline 
in the court-case disposal rate, in the first 
two decades and stagnation thereafter. All 
the worst performing states are large states 
and Gujarat has been consistently in the 
bottom 2 to 3 states on this measure in 
all the three decades. All good performing 
states are small states or union territories 
and except for one, all are from the north-
eastern region of the country that also 
shows a rising density of police personnel. 
For the country as a whole, there is a 
rising trend in the incidence of cognizable 
crime reported against women under all 
categories namely, rape, molestation, 
abduction and cruelty by relatives, though 
there are regional variations in the increase 
by type of crime. A high recorded crime 
rate is not necessarily a reflection of 
unsafe environment for living. It can well 
reflect a sensitive administration and law 
enforcement in the state. It is therefore best 
to interpret that indicator in conjunction 
with other relevant information.

 Despite there being a sustained 
improvement in the expansion of basic 
amenities and infrastructure over the 
period 1981 to 2011, only about one-
third of the Indian households in 2011 
have access to sanitation, safe water and 
electricity concurrently in their homes 
and it is largely an urban phenomenon. 
There are significant rural-urban 
disparities in infrastructure development, 

though disparities in respect of road 
connectivity and quality of housing appear 
to be diminishing over time. The good 
performing states and union territories on 
infrastructure development, barring one, 
are all in the northern region and include 
Chandigarh, Punjab, Sikkim, Delhi, 
Haryana, and Himachal Pradesh. States 
like Bihar, Odisha and Madhya Pradesh 
from the eastern and central regions of the 
country are among the worst performing 
states on infrastructure development. 
The quality of road connectivity in the 
north-eastern region also needs significant 
improvement. Finally, improved growth 
momentum appears to be associated 
with improvement in infrastructure 
development, especially in the decade 
2001-11.

 For analysing effectiveness of policy 
measures, the focus in this report has 
been on tracking progress in physical 
outcomes associated with those policy 
measures, rather than on the respective 
financial outlays of the government. It is 
generally seen that there is no monotonic 
relationship between public expenditure 
undertaken and the physical outcomes 
that the expenditure supports, particularly 
in a cross-sectional study such as this one. 
Though one expects that within a state, 
or a region, there is likely to be some 
monotonic relationships between the two 
variables. The state level data on public 
outlays on education, health and amenities 
for India also supports such a conclusion. In 
general, there appears to be a relationship 
between health outcomes and access of 
households to amenities and the public 
expenditure undertaken on those two 
sectors. This is unlike the weak association 
between public expenditure on education 
and the educational outcomes, especially in 
the most recent  decade.
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III. The Challenge of 
Poverty Eradication

Over the past decades there has been a 
decline in the incidence of poverty at the 
national level and in most states in India on 
most methodologies put forth for estimating 
the poor. However, the magnitude of 
poverty continues to be unacceptably high 
on any count. India has the largest number 
of poor among all countries and it is home 
to one-fourth of the world’s poor.

 India’s poverty is getting increasingly 
concentrated in a few geographical areas 
(undivided Uttar Pradesh, Madhya 
Pradesh and Bihar and in Odisha), and 
among specific social groups, including 
the scheduled tribes, scheduled castes (in 
both rural and urban areas), Muslims in 
urban areas and Christians in rural areas 
(mainly Odisha), asset-less labour and 
women. There is also evidence to suggest 
that inter-personal, rural-urban and across-
state inequalities in per capita consumption 
and in some socially valued human 
development outcomes have increased in 
recent years, though not uniformly. There 
is a need to focus on urban poverty which 
is becoming more widespread than rural 
poverty and is likely to grow further as the 
pace of urbanisation picks up in the coming 
decades. There is also a need to focus on 
addressing the poverty incidence among 
agricultural labour in rural areas and casual 
workers in urban areas, with urgent steps 
to create a social protection floor for the 
urban poor. Further, it is necessary to check 
deterioration in income inequalities that 
show a tendency to rise, especially in urban 
areas, so that growth can effectively support 
a rapid reduction in poverty incidence in 
the country.

 India’s poverty alleviation framework 
needs a functional dovetailing into a four-
pronged strategy. The four pillars of the 
strategy namely, basic needs approach, 
human rights entitlement approach, 
natural resource management approach 
and growth and reforms for poverty 

alleviation are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive. They reinforce each other and 
collectively provide a policy framework 
that is reasonably exhaustive for supporting 
effective poverty eradication. Unless they 
are recognised as a part of an integrated 
operational policy framework for poverty 
alleviation, there will be little attempt 
made at the administrative level to seek 
convergence of different programmes to 
harness the benefits from the potential 
synergies of these interventions.

 Ultimately agriculture growth, 
while balancing the concerns for raising 
productivity with sustainability has to be 
the principle instruments for addressing 
poverty in the chronically poor regions of 
the country. The social protection floor in 
the urban areas has to be expanded with an 
employment generation programme that 
focuses, in equal measures, on promoting 
self-employment through skill and asset 
augmentation measures, and provides a 
limited wage employment guarantee like 
in the rural areas of the country. There 
is also a good case for expanding limited 
conditional cash transfer schemes for social 
and religious population groups, mainly in 
the urban areas, with a view to address their 
social protection needs and encourage them 
to become a part of the social and economic 
mainstream of the society. Finally, there 
is a specific role for the rights-based 
entitlement approach to social protection, 
but this cannot be at the expense of fiscal 
responsibility and sustainability of the 
growth process in the  economy.

IV. India’s Hunger 
and Malnutrition

Hunger, as understood in everyday life, is 
a state of unease or discomfort on account 
of an individual not having enough food. 
To assess the incidence of hunger or 
undernourishment, typically, the approach 
is to compare the actual food intake to the 
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required level. The required level, or food 
adequacy, can simply be defined in terms 
of frequency of ‘square meals’ in a day. 
Alternately, it can be defined in terms of 
a set of recommended dietary allowances 
for an average individual in a society. 
Further, although hunger most directly 
manifests in inadequate food intake, over 
time inadequate food intake and a poor 
diet, especially in combination with low 
birth weights and high rates of infection, 
can result in stunted and underweight 
children. The most extreme manifestation 
of persisting hunger and malnutrition is 
mortality. Thus, both anthropometric 
measures and mortality rates especially 
for children are an important symptom 
of hunger, undernourishment as well 
as  malnourishment.

 The incidence of food inadequacy or 
undernourishment in India is low, much 
lower than the incidence of poverty. 
However, it does not take into account 
the issue of malnutrition or, the absorption 
capacity of an individual (for both macro 
and micronutrients), which is vital for a 
healthy and productive life. Even though 
there is improvement in food adequacy over 
the years, nutritional improvement is not 
commensurate; in fact, there is deterioration 
in some regions. Uttar Pradesh has the 
highest share of malnourished both in rural 
and urban areas, with malnourished defined 
in terms of their food adequacy falling short 
of the recommended dietary allowance, or 
even in terms of the symptoms of hunger 
and malnourishment. The other states 
that show a high incidence on one or the 
other of these measures for the most recent 
period are rural Bihar (food adequacy, 
underweight children and child mortality), 
rural Madhya Pradesh (child mortality), 
Maharashtra urban (food adequacy and 
underweight children) and rural West 
Bengal (food adequacy).

 The data at state level reveals a 
relationship between the two variables, 

poverty and malnourishment, howsoever 
the latter is measured. However, the 
relationship between malnourishment 
and economic growth, or malnourishment 
with agricultural growth, is not as obvious 
empirically. This has implications for the 
policies to address hunger and malnutrition.

 Policies to tackle hunger need 
dovetailing of the longer-term perspective, 
in the form of empowering of the poor 
and improving their entitlements through 
investment in human capital, with the 
social protection measures that address the 
immediate needs of the hungry and the 
malnourished. Given that undernourished 
are mainly in rural areas and likely to 
be engaged primarily in agriculture, it is 
important to improve the agricultural 
pathways to nutritional security. Further, 
access to a diverse food basket alone may not 
overcome malnutrition significantly. There 
is scope for well implemented government 
programmes so that access to sanitation, 
potable water and health facilities, in a 
timely manner, helps in the consolidation 
of the gains from improved entitlements to 
food and nourishment. In India, virtually 
all public programmes at the central and 
state level have some elements of poverty 
and hunger eradication. Therefore, it is 
important that at the state and district-level 
there is an integrated and a coordinated 
approach to the implementation of the 
public programmes. In regions where there 
is a large burden of hunger, the focus has 
to be on involving the local community in 
service delivery and oversight. Synergy and 
convergence between different programmes 
at the grassroots level can ensure a more 
holistic and a result driven approach to 
eradication of hunger on a sustainable 
basis. A model where the political interest 
itself becomes the vehicle to bring about 
an administrative convergence, across 
splintered and thinly-spread programmes, 
broadly with similar objectives and the 
targeted population, at the local level is 
proposed in the last Chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

Good governance and a build-up of state capacity to steer, deliver and sustain 
development in its various facets has been the principal political economy 
concern of most modern nations. However, the notion of good governance, 
what an effective state capacity entails, how that capacity may evolve, the 
policies that it may need to focus on to improve human wellbeing and how 
those policies could be assessed are largely context-specific issues as well as 
time-variant, evolving with the stages of development that a society traverses. 
A fervent hope that democratisation of societies would help development 
process to rapidly improve human wellbeing may not have been realised in 
desired measures for most nations that took to that route in the period since 
World War II. Others that held back to some extent the process of democratising 
their societies, in favour of building an effective (authoritarian) developmental 
state like some nations in Southeast-Asia, witnessed unprecedented rapid 
improvement in the social and economic conditions of their people. It gave 
rise to questions about the desirable sequence between having a functional 
democracy and an effective state capacity for governance, the impact that 
choice had on the pace of progress and the nature of policies to be pursued by a 
nation beginning its journey on a development path. It brought into focus the 
potential role of the state as the principal agency in the development catch-
up process, issues of policy effectiveness and the significance of the notion of 
human wellbeing and its improvement, towards which the development process 
had to be directed.

Measuring Policy 
Effectiveness for 
Human Wellbeing
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The development process is both ‘value 
heterogeneous’ and ‘value endogenous’. 
Not only individuals or social groups 
differ in their views as to what aspects 
of living are valuable to promote, but 
the very dynamics of the process alters 
people’s valuation almost continuously 
(Sen 1988, page 20). Growing prosperity 
may encourage wellbeing aspects like 
opportunities for productive work, right 
to political freedom and participation 
in public affairs, or enjoyment of a 
healthy and sustainable environment 
to be valued higher and thus pushed-
up in a society’s social welfare function 
that hitherto may be maximizing, for 
instance, only growth in per capita 
income. This view of development 
as a process, generating increasingly 
differentiated socially desirable outcomes 
over time, has implications for devising a 
policy effectiveness measure. It makes it 
necessary to focus on those policies and the 
corresponding outcomes that are reflective 
of social valuations at a given phase in a 
society’s development transition.

 As the development thinking and the 
associated policy frameworks unfolded over 
the past several decades, an assessment of 
public policy effectiveness meant relating 
specific policy actions to attainment of the 
corresponding development benchmarks 
or goals and eventually to a broad-based 
notion of human wellbeing anchored in 
the human development framework. The 
centrality of rapid and sustained economic 
growth in the matrix for measuring 
policy effectiveness yielded space to the 
growing importance being attached to 
attainment of multidimensional human 
wellbeing  outcomes.

 At the same time, elements reflecting 
the quality of policymaking process 
including, the level of political consensus 
and commitment to a reform agenda, 
the extent of public participation in the 
formulation and implementation of policies, 
resource efficiency of implemented policy 
measures, and transparency, accountability 
and fairness (promoting equality and 
non-discrimination) of the process, are 

among some other considerations that 
have become relevant in the assessment of 
policy effectiveness. Such an understanding 
of policy effectiveness resonates with the 
human rights notions of ‘obligation of 
results’ and the ‘obligation of conduct’ 
(UN document 2006). In fact, it provides 
a good basis for a framework to analyse 
good governance, in general and policy 
effectiveness, in particular. In the human 
rights discourse, the state as the principal 
duty bearer is obliged to realise results 
that are consistent with human rights 
standards (i.e., its development objectives 
and benchmarks) by mobilising appropriate 
means, while ensuring that its conduct 
involving acts of commission, omission 
or refraining from certain actions respects 
human rights principles (i.e., in keeping 
with good development practices and 
good programming principles). However, 
ultimately it is the development context, 
the policy focus, the local aspirations, 
the valuation of human wellbeing and 
availability of the required data on these 
different aspects that would guide the 
approach adopted for assessing public 
policy effectiveness at national, or sub-
national levels.

I. Towards a Framework 
for Assessing Policy 
Effectiveness

In conceptualising a quantitative 
measure for assessing public policy 
effectiveness at state level for India, this 
report uses a multidimensional notion of 
human wellbeing as an anchor. Though 
important, it excludes issues related to 
the quality of policymaking process from 
the measurement matrix. There are some 
inherent conceptual and methodological 
difficulties, including data limitations, in 
factoring such issues in the measures for 
policy effectiveness. In general, progress 
in indicators capturing the different 
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wellbeing dimensions anchoring the 
measure is related to the corresponding 
policy action(s) to infer the effectiveness 
of those policies. While this is expected 
to capture what has been described as the 
obligation of results for an effective state 
action, as is argued later in this report, 
a careful selection of indicators for the 
identified wellbeing dimensions could 
also help in the assessment of obligation 
of conduct in the policy effectiveness 
measures. Further, the notion of human 
wellbeing adopted for anchoring the policy 
effectiveness measure goes well beyond the 
notion popularised in the UNDP’s Human 
Development Reports (HDRs). Indeed, 
there are some important departures in the 
approach adopted to select the wellbeing 
dimensions and in populating them with 
indicators. In the process, this report 
throws some fresh light on the issues that 
underpin the construction of macro and 
meso-level wellbeing measures.

 First, instead of focusing on wellbeing 
dimensions that are primarily realised and 
enjoyed at an individual level, such as 
through attainments related to health or 
education (UNDP’s Human Development 
Index (HDI)), the policy effectiveness 
measure mainly focuses on human 
wellbeing dimensions that are collectively 
secured and therefore benefit individuals 
indirectly. However, they contribute 
significantly to an individual’s wellbeing 
in several respects. Such is the case, for 
instance, with the wellbeing associated 
with security of life and administration 
of justice, or access to infrastructural 
amenities, or even the policy environment 
for improved livelihood opportunities. 
In each of these instances, gains in an 
individual’s wellbeing are associated with 
an improvement in wellbeing levels of the 
society as a whole. The collectively secured 
wellbeing also contributes to improved 
individual  attainments.

 The second departure relates to the 
fact that each of the wellbeing dimensions 
has an explicit complement of public good 
or quasi-public good (publicly provided 
private good) provisioning, which is the 

reason for their inclusion in the policy 
effectiveness measure. Public goods are 
non-excludable and non-rival goods and 
best provided publicly, funded through tax 
revenues to prevent their under supply and 
under consumption in a society (Samuelson 
1966, Musgrave 1986). The need to ensure 
adequate supply and quality of public goods 
like defence/security or roads and quasi-
public goods like education and public 
health (depending on the nature of market 
for such goods and the level of society’s 
development) is the principal rationale 
for existence of a state and its institutions 
of governance. An assessment of how 
efficiently the state delivers the critical 
complement of public goods is therefore a 
starting point for constructing a measure 
on policy effectiveness. However, the 
complement of public goods in itself cannot 
be easily divorced from social valuation and 
the preferred sense of human wellbeing 
in any society for long. Public goods 
provisioning has to ultimately respond to 
the socially desired outcomes that a society 
values and aspires for.

 It is also the case that not all public 
goods are tangible. Some public goods 
may not be easily identified with a 
complement of goods and public services, 
yet have significant direct and indirect 
consequence for human wellbeing. A stable 
macroeconomic policy environment is one 
such example. It is not only important for 
economic sentiments of people (consumers 
and investors) and sustained growth in 
incomes, but it ultimately determines the 
supply of tangible public goods through 
the resources made available to the 
government. It is much the same for public 
goods like honesty and good work ethics in 
a society or a sense of social cohesiveness 
which are vital for nationhood and progress. 
For a good policy effectiveness measure 
it is necessary to also incorporate such 
intangible public goods and capture their 
consequence on human wellbeing through 
appropriate proxy indicators, to the extent 
feasible. This is not withstanding the fact 
that it may not be possible to substantively 
separate the impact of different policies on 
human wellbeing.
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 The third departure relates to the 
selection of indicators for each of the 
identified dimensions of human wellbeing 
in the policy effectiveness measure. 
Typically, human development measures 
such as UNDP’s HDI have focused on 
outcome indicators to assess human 
wellbeing. Indeed, the singular contribution 
of the human development discourse has 
been to give effect to a shift in the focus 
of wellbeing assessment from available 
inputs or means, such as the growth in 
per capita income or the related variables 
like the savings and investment rates, to 
differentiated ex post outcomes or results of 
the development process. However, as one 
moves towards designing a framework for 
assessing policy effectiveness, it is perhaps 
desirable to consider a configuration of 
indicators described in the literature as 
‘structural-process-outcome indicators’ 
(Figure 2.1, UN Office of the High 
Commissioner for Human Rights 2012; 
Malhotra 2006).

 Structural indicators reflect the 
institutional framework for state action 
deemed necessary for governance, in 
general and the effective implementation 
of a specific policy measure, in particular. 
They help in capturing the intent and 
commitment of a state for undertaking 
the concerned policy action and the 
corresponding desired outcomes. Thus, 
structural indicators for wellbeing 
dimension related to security of life are 
the relevant laws that need to be in force, 

an independent judiciary and a well-
trained enforcement agency (police and 
prison services). Similarly, for the health 
dimension of human wellbeing, the 
possible structural indicators are a stated 
health policy of the government and an 
empowered administrative agency for 
implementing that policy in the country.

 Process indicators capture the state 
efforts underway in transforming its 
development commitments and goals into 
desired outcomes or results. They seek 
to measure the steps being taken by the 
state in implementing its policy on the 
ground. It includes public programmes for 
development and governance, budgetary 
allocations and specific regulatory or redress 
interventions that a state undertakes in 
order to attain outcomes associated with 
its development goals. It is important for a 
process indicator to provide a link between 
a structural indicator and its corresponding 
outcome indicator(s) and bring out 
explicitly some measure of an effort being 
undertaken by the state in implementing 
its development commitments. Outcome 
indicators capture attainments, individual 
and collective, that are socially desired 
and are the object of the development 
effort. An outcome indicator consolidates 
over time the impact of various underlying 
processes (that can be captured by one or 
more process indicators). For example, 
proportion of children immunised or 
proportion of underweight children in 
the age group 0-5 years are both process 
indicators; under-five mortality rate, which 
benefits from improvement in these process 
indicators, could be an outcome indicator. 
It is the process and the outcome indicators 
that are of particular significance for the 
policy effectiveness measure. Together, 
they potentially cover the state obligations 
of conduct and results flowing from its 
development commitments. Also, it may 
be meaningful to recognise that structural 
indicators, unlike the other two, are less 
amenable to being quantified. In many 
instances they may become redundant, 
as the main governance concern is to see 
the functioning of institutions (captured 
by relevant process or outcome indicators) 

Outcome
Indicators
(Results)

Structural 
Indicators

Process
Indicators

Inputs

Output

Fig 2.1 Indicators’ Framework for Assessing Policy Effectiveness

Programme and Policy Effectiveness Indicators
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and not just their existence per se (captured 
by structural indicators). It makes their 
use in policy effectiveness measures less 
useful, though in certain instances they 
provide the starting point for assessing state 
capacity and its policy effectiveness.

 There is also some similarity in 
process and outcome indicators. It comes 
from the fact that any process can either 
be measured in terms of the inputs going 
into that process, or alternately in terms of 
the immediate output(s) that the process 
generates. Thus, a process indicator on 
the coverage of immunisation among 
children can be measured in terms of the 
public expenditure on the programme 
(which is the input variant), or in terms 
of the proportion of children immunised 
under the programme (which is an output 
variant), but both variants are process 
indicators. They contribute to lowering 
child mortality which is an outcome 
indicator as it captures the consolidated 
impact of the immunisation programme 
along with other factors such as child 
nutrition, or awareness about hygiene over 
a period of time. Between two such variants 
of a process indicator, it may be desirable to 
use the indicators in its physical dimension 
rather than in financial terms. 

 This is because experience suggests 
that in general there is no monotonic 
relationship between public expenditure 
undertaken and the physical outcome that 
the expenditure supports. It is possible 
that a lower per capita public expenditure 
produces better results in one region in 
comparison to another region within the 
same country. Though, within a region 
or a given context, there is likely to be a 
monotonic relationship between the two. 
Further, the process and the outcome 
indicators may not always be mutually 
exclusive. A process indicator in one 
context can be an outcome indicator 
in another. It is also helpful to view the 
process and outcome indicators as ‘flow’ 
and ‘stock’ variables, respectively. A flow 
indicator allows monitoring of changes 
over a relatively short period of time, for 
instance, the yearly production, import 

or export of food grains, or per capita 
availability of food grains. Unlike a flow 
indicator, a stock indicator is slow moving. 
It measures the consolidated result of 
changes over an extended period of time, 
at a given point in time, for instance, 
anthropometric measures for school going 
children. Though both kinds of variables 
are relevant for constructing a good policy 
effectiveness measure, the flow indicators 
are particularly useful for tracking policy 
impact at frequent intervals of time to 
enable policy correctives, if required.

 As a fourth departure, the policy 
effectiveness measure presented in this 
report takes a broad, in some sense, a more 
comprehensive approach to capture human 
wellbeing dimensions. This is unlike the 
UNDP’s HDI with its narrow approach 
in defining the wellbeing dimensions 
of longevity, education and command 
over resources (UNDP HDRs). It is also 
influenced by the range of topical issues 
of relevance in the development policy 
discourse in the country. Further, each 
of the selected dimensions of wellbeing 
is populated by indicators spanning 
different sectors to appropriately reflect 
the concerned wellbeing dimension in 
the given context. It is likely though, 
in certain instances, issues of data 
limitations may encourage inclusion of 
some second best indicators in the policy 
effectiveness  measures.

Selecting Wellbeing 
Dimensions and Indicators

India’s efforts at undertaking planned 
development since its independence 
have been guided by four long term over-
arching objectives: a high growth with 
improvement in the standard of living, 
social justice, economic self-reliance and 
modernisation of the society. The goals 
and focus emanating from these public 
policy objectives have varied from plan 
to plan, with ‘faster, sustainable and a 
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more inclusive growth’ becoming the 
leitmotif of the Twelfth Five Year Plan 
(2012-17). A good measure of policy 
effectiveness for India needs to reflect the 
processes underway in meeting some of 
these objectives. At the same time, it is 
important for such a measure to relate to 
the evolving notion of human wellbeing in 
the society, which is likely to be driven by 
topical concerns and has strong aspirational 
content as well.

 Among the wellbeing dimensions 
that become relevant in this context, the 
first one relates to the notion of ‘livelihood 
opportunities’, at the most basic level with 
opportunities for productive employment 
and decent work. The significance of 
having this wellbeing dimension reflected 
in the assessment matrix of policy 
effectiveness lies in the fact that besides 
an individual’s command over resources 
and the resulting standard of living that 
it supports, it reflects the larger social 
objective of improving employment and 
employability of a population. For India, 
which is yet to complete its demographic 
transition with the share of the population 
in the working age-group set to increase for 
at least the next two decades, promoting 
livelihood opportunities is an important 
objective to realise inclusive development. 
Further, asset inequalities and individual 
capabilities impact an individual’s 
livelihood opportunities, influencing 
her wellbeing. These considerations 
may also have to be reflected in the 
measure for policy effectiveness. This 
leads to the second wellbeing dimension, 
which is influenced by the opportunities 
that individuals have to live a socially 
meaningful life. Such opportunities are 
likely to depend on individual’s capabilities 
including her ability to be educated, aware 
and knowledgeable, to live a long and 
healthy life and the socialisation process in 
the society. The latter, it could be argued, 
is likely to be influenced by prevalent 
economic inequalities and social rigidities 
in the society, among other factors. 
Inclusive development, which is a stated 
development objective in India, is closely 
related to the wellbeing concept of social 

opportunities. It reinforces the argument 
for including social opportunities as an 
attribute in the assessment matrix for a 
policy effectiveness measure.

 The third dimension of wellbeing 
relates to security of life and property, 
administration of justice and the legal 
redress to remedy. Not only is this aspect of 
human wellbeing important for individuals 
to enjoy other valued aspects of wellbeing, 
it is vital for sustaining economic activity, 
the opportunities and human wellbeing 
that flows from improved incomes and 
standard of living. This aspect also 
resonates with the fourth dimension of 
wellbeing identified as being relevant for 
anchoring the policy effectiveness measure. 
It relates to the natural and man-made 
(infrastructure amenities) environment. 
It has a direct bearing on an individual’s 
wellbeing and also on the capacity of an 
economy to sustain growth in incomes 
and  opportunities.

 Having selected the wellbeing 
dimensions and the related implicit 
development objectives that need to 
be reflected in the policy effectiveness 
measure, the next step involves identifying 
suitable indicators to capture and assess 
the public goods provisioning in those 
wellbeing dimensions. While the logic and 
choice of specific indicators is elaborated 
later in the context of discussion on 
measures of which they are a part of, 
it is useful to take note of the guiding 
considerations in the selection of indicators 
at this stage. The first consideration in the 
selection of indicators for populating the 
policy effectiveness measure is to focus 
on identifying the appropriate process 
indicators, which, as has been argued earlier, 
are likely to be more suitable for tracking 
the effectiveness of policy measures in 
meeting their stated objectives. Only in the 
event of non-availability of suitable process 
indicators, should the relevant outcome 
indicator be included in the measure. This 
guiding consideration is also necessitated 
by the fact that an outcome indicator is 
inevitably influenced by several processes, 
some of which may not be in the realm of 
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public domain and hence not relevant for 
including in a measure of public policy 
effectiveness.

 The second consideration, though 
not always easy to address in a quantitative 
measure with limitations of data availability 
and disaggregation, is the need to capture 
the qualitative aspects, whenever feasible, 
of the variable (indicator) being included 
in the measure. Third, as far as possible, 
the indicators chosen in a measure need 
to be mutually exclusive in terms of the 
attribute that they seek to reflect in the 
measure. In other words, indicators in a 
measure should either be uncorrelated 
(i.e., orthogonal to each other) or have 
low correlation between them. Fourth, 
while it is possible that more than one 
indicator may be required to do justice to 
the wellbeing dimension being captured, 
or the development process being assessed, 
it is desirable to limit the total number 
of indicators included in the measure for 
the sake of simplicity and manageability 
of data. The intention is to take only the 
most representative indicator from the 
available set that has the most direct 
relevance for the measure. Finally, as far as 
possible, indicators with gender and rural-
urban disaggregation are to be preferred 
for inclusion in the measure with a view 
to reflect the corresponding inequalities in 
attainments and wellbeing.

Methodology

Based on the framework outlined, this 
report estimates a Policy Effectiveness Index 
(PEI) and its components at four points of 
time (decadal) covering the period from 
1981 to 2011 at state level for India. This 
provides an opportunity to analyse policy 
effectiveness for the two distinct periods 
of pre and post 1991 economic reforms. 
The analysis of the estimated measures is 
undertaken at the level of the composite 
and component indices. The weighing of 
different component indices in the PEI 
and the indicators within the component 

indices has been primarily guided by 
normative considerations. While the 
component indices in the PEI are equally 
weighted to reflect equal importance of 
the four identified dimensions in assessing 
human wellbeing, indicators within 
component indices are weighted differently 
to emphasise a higher social valuation of 
some over others. For two of the component 
indices and some selected indicators the 
inequalities across gender and the rural and 
urban divide is also analysed. A selected set 
of indicators are also presented pictorially 
in the ‘development radars’ at state level 
to provide a snapshot of the development 
process. The data for this analysis has been 
derived from the Census of India, National 
Sample Survey (NSS), National Family 
Health Survey (NFHS) and other official 
statistics from the relevant administrative 
agencies for years centred on the Census 
years. Since data from different sources 
is not always available for the same years, 
the data for the nearest years has been 
clubbed in order to present the picture for 
a given point of time. The methodological 
details for the construction of the various 
indices are presented in Technical and the 
Statistical Annexure.

II. Policy 
Effectiveness Index

PEI is a multidimensional, multi-indicator 
measure for assessing policy effectiveness 
at state level for India. The said measure 
is a composite of four component indices, 
namely:

• Livelihood Opportunity Index (LOI);
• Social Opportunity Index (SOI);
• Rule of Law Index (RoLI); and
• Physical Infrastructure Development 

Index (PIDI).

 The component indices reflect 
wellbeing dimension identified earlier 
namely, wellbeing from: being able to enjoy 
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livelihood opportunities; being able to live 
a socially meaningful life; being able to 
enjoy security of life and rule of law; and 
being able to enjoy amenities for a sustained 
improvement in the standard of living. The 
nature of public goods provisioning that 
supports outcomes associated with each 

of these wellbeing dimensions provides 
the elements (indicators) going into the 
different indices.

 Though the underlying philosophy 
of the PEI is to have a multidimensional 
measure anchored in an appropriate 

 1981 1991 2001 2011

State RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI

Andhra Pradesh 0.12 0.17 0.28 0.20 0.18 0.09 0.26 0.33 0.21 0.20 0.09 0.43 0.31 0.24 0.23 0.08 0.55 0.37 0.31 0.27

Arunachal Pradesh 0.13 0.13 0.35 0.20 0.19 0.12 0.22 0.51 0.26 0.24 0.14 0.32 0.52 0.36 0.30 0.16 0.36 0.58 0.43 0.35

Assam 0.15 0.09 0.35 0.21 0.18 0.19 0.12 0.28 0.22 0.19 0.17 0.17 0.33 0.25 0.22 0.11 0.25 0.35 0.30 0.23

Bihar 0.15 0.15 0.27 0.16 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.30 0.16 0.20 0.08 0.19 0.31 0.17 0.17 0.10 0.26 0.37 0.24 0.22

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — 0.05 0.24 0.28 0.20 0.16 0.10 0.40 0.39 0.24 0.25

Goa 0.14 0.22 0.32 0.37 0.25 0.11 0.35 0.30 0.41 0.26 0.28 0.60 0.29 0.39 0.37 0.22 0.68 0.48 0.55 0.45

Gujarat 0.12 0.35 0.35 0.25 0.25 0.08 0.48 0.37 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.66 0.43 0.30 0.29 0.08 0.64 0.44 0.38 0.30

Haryana 0.15 0.30 0.36 0.20 0.24 0.15 0.41 0.37 0.27 0.27 0.12 0.57 0.40 0.25 0.28 0.13 0.74 0.43 0.29 0.34

Himachal Pradesh 0.18 0.14 0.46 0.27 0.24 0.13 0.27 0.53 0.27 0.27 0.14 0.46 0.37 0.30 0.29 0.13 0.71 0.42 0.41 0.36

Jammu & Kashmir 0.07 0.23 0.35 0.21 0.19 0.13 0.30 0.53 0.21 0.26 0.19 0.49 0.41 0.24 0.31 0.18 0.47 0.44 0.38 0.35

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — 0.10 0.15 0.35 0.18 0.18 0.28 0.36 0.36 0.26 0.31

Karnataka 0.12 0.24 0.29 0.25 0.21 0.11 0.33 0.37 0.25 0.24 0.15 0.46 0.34 0.28 0.28 0.15 0.59 0.42 0.35 0.34

Kerala 0.14 0.14 0.21 0.30 0.19 0.16 0.22 0.27 0.36 0.24 0.10 0.30 0.23 0.40 0.23 0.07 0.47 0.29 0.47 0.26

Madhya Pradesh 0.09 0.19 0.40 0.18 0.19 0.07 0.25 0.37 0.20 0.19 0.08 0.32 0.34 0.21 0.21 0.08 0.36 0.33 0.29 0.23

Maharashtra 0.09 0.33 0.30 0.24 0.21 0.07 0.42 0.38 0.30 0.24 0.10 0.48 0.31 0.30 0.26 0.11 0.62 0.38 0.38 0.31

Manipur 0.25 0.10 0.76 0.29 0.28 0.25 0.14 0.55 0.32 0.28 0.29 0.22 0.54 0.35 0.33 0.21 0.28 0.45 0.44 0.33

Meghalaya 0.27 0.16 0.32 0.28 0.25 0.33 0.19 0.64 0.28 0.33 0.29 0.32 0.65 0.32 0.37 0.25 0.34 0.66 0.38 0.38

Mizoram 0.15 0.09 0.63 0.32 0.23 0.21 0.20 0.74 0.40 0.34 0.26 0.44 0.65 0.43 0.42 0.36 0.67 0.49 0.50 0.49

Nagaland 0.48 0.10 0.34 0.27 0.26 0.57 0.20 0.53 0.32 0.37 0.41 0.24 0.41 0.34 0.34 0.54 0.34 0.25 0.41 0.37

Odisha 0.17 0.08 0.26 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.10 0.30 0.19 0.17 0.12 0.16 0.28 0.22 0.19 0.10 0.21 0.33 0.26 0.21

Punjab 0.23 0.41 0.32 0.26 0.30 0.40 0.51 0.50 0.24 0.40 0.24 0.70 0.35 0.27 0.36 0.24 0.82 0.40 0.33 0.40

Rajasthan 0.06 0.27 0.40 0.18 0.19 0.07 0.36 0.63 0.20 0.23 0.09 0.42 0.40 0.22 0.24 0.09 0.54 0.49 0.28 0.28

Sikkim 0.31 0.10 0.43 0.24 0.24 0.40 0.26 0.83 0.26 0.39 0.69 0.51 0.51 0.35 0.50 0.47 0.77 0.60 0.48 0.57

Tamil Nadu 0.10 0.28 0.24 0.22 0.20 0.10 0.35 0.30 0.27 0.23 0.11 0.42 0.31 0.29 0.26 0.15 0.57 0.32 0.36 0.31

Tripura 0.21 0.10 0.28 0.24 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.44 0.28 0.26 0.33 0.21 0.26 0.27 0.26 0.19 0.42 0.29 0.37 0.30

Uttar Pradesh 0.10 0.20 0.39 0.16 0.19 0.11 0.28 0.42 0.16 0.22 0.11 0.38 0.42 0.21 0.25 0.10 0.46 0.40 0.27 0.26

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — 0.14 0.45 0.39 0.18 0.26 0.13 0.66 0.41 0.27 0.31

West Bengal 0.13 0.25 0.24 0.18 0.19 0.16 0.28 0.32 0.23 0.24 0.09 0.40 0.31 0.24 0.23 0.07 0.54 0.38 0.28 0.25

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 0.18 0.16 0.33 0.28 0.23 0.15 0.31 0.38 0.40 0.29 0.17 0.51 0.30 0.45 0.33 0.12 0.60 0.33 0.49 0.33

Chandigarh 0.16 0.83 0.32 0.40 0.36 0.21 0.92 0.38 0.42 0.42 0.16 0.89 0.51 0.35 0.40 0.22 0.85 0.52 0.41 0.45

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0.20 0.21 0.30 0.18 0.22 0.15 0.28 0.72 0.20 0.28 0.14 0.56 0.43 0.26 0.30 0.13 0.67 0.44 0.32 0.33

Daman & Diu 0.21 0.26 0.32 0.24 0.26 0.25 0.41 0.51 0.25 0.34 0.26 0.66 0.63 0.35 0.44 0.16 0.41 0.54 0.36 0.34

Delhi 0.09 0.59 0.50 0.35 0.31 0.08 0.77 0.74 0.42 0.37 0.14 0.83 0.48 0.37 0.38 0.12 0.77 0.61 0.45 0.40

Lakshadweep 0.48 0.27 0.22 0.27 0.30 0.36 0.25 0.23 0.32 0.28 0.53 0.25 0.22 0.34 0.31 0.52 0.52 0.29 0.48 0.44

Puducherry 0.08 0.30 0.24 0.28 0.20 0.08 0.41 0.27 0.35 0.23 0.17 0.56 0.26 0.36 0.31 0.18 0.68 0.34 0.45 0.37

India 0.13 0.23 0.29 0.21 0.21 0.11 0.30 0.35 0.22 0.23 0.11 0.40 0.33 0.24 0.25 0.11 0.50 0.37 0.32 0.28

Notes RoLI: Rule of Law Index; PIDI: Physical Infrastructure Development Index; 

 LOIC: Livelihood Opportunity Index (Combined); SOI: Social Opportunity Index.

Policy Effectiveness Index and its Component Indices – 1981 to 2011Table 2.1
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wellbeing framework, it does not 
compromise on the importance of 
economic growth in attaining the desired 
developmental outcomes for assessing 
policy effectiveness. Economic growth is 
important not so much in itself, but for the 
outcomes it supports at the individual level 
for building capabilities and opportunities 
to exercise those capabilities, and for the 

state to have the capacity to supply the 
public goods to meet its development 
objectives. This is reflected in the choice 
of indicators, to the extent required, in the 
component indices constituting the PEI.

 The all-India PEI (combined 
for rural and urban areas) shows an 
improvement over the period 1981-2011. 

 1981 1991 2001 2011

State RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI

Andhra Pradesh 22 19 25 25 29 26 19 23 25 28 30 18 27 26 28 31 17 24 24 27

Arunachal Pradesh 20 25 13 23 25 21 23 11 18 20 17 23 5 7 16 15 29 4 10 13

Assam 14 31 12 22 30 11 31 29 24 30 14 33 22 23 30 24 34 26 25 32

Bihar 16 22 26 31 31 12 29 25 32 29 34 32 26 35 34 26 33 23 35 34

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — 35 28 31 32 35 27 26 20 34 31

Goa 18 15 16 2 8 23 11 26 3 15 7 6 29 4 7 8 8 9 1 4

Gujarat 23 4 11 15 10 27 4 19 12 18 33 4 10 15 17 33 12 13 17 24

Haryana 15 7 9 24 11 16 8 20 23 14 23 7 15 24 20 19 5 14 26 16

Himachal Pradesh 10 23 4 12 12 19 18 9 15 13 20 15 17 16 18 18 6 16 13 11

Jammu & Kashmir 31 14 10 21 26 20 14 10 26 16 11 12 12 25 14 13 22 12 14 12

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — 26 35 19 33 33 5 27 25 33 23

Karnataka 24 13 23 14 17 24 12 21 20 23 16 14 20 19 19 16 15 15 21 15

Kerala 19 24 32 5 24 13 24 31 6 21 27 26 34 3 27 35 21 34 6 29

Madhya Pradesh 28 18 7 27 27 31 22 22 29 31 32 24 21 31 31 32 28 30 27 33

Maharashtra 29 5 21 18 18 30 5 18 11 19 28 13 24 17 22 25 13 22 16 20

Manipur 5 26 1 6 5 6 30 7 8 11 6 30 4 9 11 10 32 10 9 18

Meghalaya 4 21 18 9 9 5 27 5 14 8 5 25 2 14 6 6 31 1 15 8

Mizoram 17 30 2 4 14 8 26 2 5 7 8 17 1 2 3 4 9 7 2 2

Nagaland 1 27 14 11 6 1 25 8 9 4 3 29 13 13 9 1 30 35 11 10

Odisha 12 32 27 30 32 15 32 28 30 32 22 34 30 28 32 28 35 28 32 35

Punjab 6 3 20 13 3 3 3 13 21 2 10 3 18 21 8 7 2 19 22 6

Rajasthan 32 10 6 28 28 32 9 6 27 24 31 19 14 29 26 30 18 8 29 26

Sikkim 3 29 5 16 13 2 20 1 17 3 1 10 6 8 1 3 3 3 5 1

Tamil Nadu 25 8 29 20 20 25 10 27 16 26 25 20 23 18 23 17 16 31 19 21

Tripura 8 28 24 19 21 10 28 14 13 17 4 31 33 20 21 11 24 33 18 25

Uttar Pradesh 26 17 8 32 23 22 17 15 31 27 24 22 11 30 25 29 23 18 30 28

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — 19 16 16 34 24 20 11 17 31 22

West Bengal 21 12 30 26 22 14 15 24 22 22 29 21 25 27 29 34 19 21 28 30

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 11 20 15 7 15 18 13 17 4 9 12 11 28 1 10 23 14 29 3 19

Chandigarh 13 1 19 1 1 9 1 16 2 1 15 1 7 10 4 9 1 6 12 3

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 9 16 22 29 16 17 16 4 28 12 21 9 9 22 15 21 10 11 23 17

Daman & Diu 7 11 17 17 7 7 7 12 19 6 9 5 3 11 2 14 25 5 20 14

Delhi 27 2 3 3 2 28 2 3 1 5 18 2 8 5 5 22 4 2 8 7

Lakshadweep 2 9 31 10 4 4 21 32 10 10 2 27 35 12 12 2 20 32 4 5

Puducherry 30 6 28 8 19 29 6 30 7 25 13 8 32 6 13 12 7 27 7 9

Notes RoLI: Rule of Law Index; PIDI: Physical Infrastructure Development Index; 

 LOIC: Livelihood Opportunity Index (Combined); SOI: Social Opportunity Index.

Ranking of States and Union Territories on PEI and its Component Indices – 1981 to 2011Table 2.2



INDIA PUBLIC POLICY REPORT 201418

While the 1990s witness the slowest 
growth in PEI, the decade 2001-11 sees 
the fastest growth, more than twice the 
pace in the previous decade. However, 
the improvement in PEI is not uniform 
across its four components. The principal 
driver of the PEI, not surprisingly, is the 
improvement in physical infrastructure 
(PIDI), which as can be seen from Figure 
2.2 shows more rapid improvement since 
1991. Livelihood opportunities (LOI) 
have grown only marginally during the 
period 1981-2011, with the decade of 
1990s witnessing a decline. The SOI after 
nearly stagnating for the first two decades 
shows rapid improvement in the last 
decade. The striking feature of the PEI is 
the continuous though gradual decline 
in the RoLI, suggesting a deteriorating 
law and order and justice dispensation 
environment in the country, which has 
retarded the overall performance of PEI 
across states. These trends are mirrored 
in Figure 2.3 which shows the changing 
contribution of the four components of PEI 
to the overall policy effectiveness measure 
over the period. It clearly brings out the 
growing contribution of infrastructure and 
amenities in improving policy outcomes as 
captured in PEI.
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 The worst performing states on the 
PEI between 2011 and 1981 (Figure 2.4(a)) 
from the bottom are Odisha, Bihar, Madhya 
Pradesh, Assam and West Bengal. Among 
these states, Odisha, Madhya Pradesh and 
Assam show a gradual improvement in PEI 
over the period, but the other two states 
experience a significant drop in the decade 
ending 2001. While Bihar’s PEI in 2001 is 
below even its value in 1981, West Bengal’s 
PEI in 2001 is below its value in 1991, but 
higher than 1981. Further, in these five 
states there is a negative contribution of 
RoLI in the overall change in PEI between 
2011 and 1981, for Madhya Pradesh it 
is only marginal, but it has a significant 
negative contribution from the LOI. All 

the best performing states on the PEI are 
either small states or union territories 
(Figure 2.4(b)). In descending order these 
are Sikkim, Mizoram, Chandigarh, Goa 
and Lakshadweep. Except for Mizoram, 
where LOI is negatively contributing 
to overall change in PEI between 2011 
and 1981, these states have a positive 
contribution from all the four components 
of the PEI. Also higher growth momentum 
(5 year lagged average growth in Net State 
Domestic Product (NSDP)) seems to be 
associated with better PEI performance. 
Figure 2.5(b) for 2001-11 reflects this as 
a larger number of states are in the high-
NSDP growth and high-PEI quadrant.
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PEI: Key Findings

While analysis of PEI components will 
throw some more light on the reasons 
behind the overall trend in PEI at the state 
level, some key findings from the analysis of 
the composite PEI are:

• Improvement in policy effectiveness is 
being compromised by a near stagnancy 
in expansion of livelihood opportunities 
and a deterioration in law and order and 
justice dispensation environment;

• Improvement in physical infrastructure 
and social opportunities (to a lesser extent 
and mainly confined to post-2001 period) 
are the main drivers of improvement in 
policy effectiveness index;

• All the worst performing states on PEI 
are large traditionally backward states 
with relatively higher incidence of 
poverty, weak law and order and justice 
dispensation;

• Best performing states are mostly small 
states or union territories, two of them 
from northeast, with more balanced 
performance of PEI components;

• In 1980s the states that improve their 
PEI performance considerably in 
descending order are: Sikkim, Mizoram, 
Nagaland, Jammu and Kashmir, Punjab, 
Tripura and only Haryana shows a 
negative improvement in PEI;

• In the 1990s despite an across the 
states slowdown in the pace of PEI 

Box 2.1: Transparency and Public 
Accountability for Policy Effectiveness

Improved growth performance could strengthen resource 
capacity, incentivise policy reforms for sustaining growth 
and support direct expansion of quality public services. 
But, such transmission is neither automatic nor uniform 
across regions and over time. The role of public institutions 
and their accountability in managing the process is a vital 
ingredient for realising the desired results. There is no 
single solution for improving public accountability and 
there is no guarantee that what works in one area will 
also work elsewhere. It is, however, well established that 
public participation and awareness about the role and 
responsibilities of public institutions helps in improving 
their accountability and efficiency in delivering results. A 
rights-based approach for establishing entitlements over 
information and basic needs like food, education or work, 
does appear to be promising. But, even that needs help 
in the form of social audit of programmes to improve the 
functioning of public agencies in their mandated roles. 
 Andhra Pradesh stands out as a pioneering state 
since 2006 in the social audit of Mahatma Gandhi National 
Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGS). Through 
social audits villagers became more aware about various 
provisions of the programme and the implementation 
becomes more transparent. A major impact of social audit 
is the creation of a new partnership between civil society 
organizations and the government machinery. The union 

ministry of rural development is setting-up a dedicated 
fund to undertake social audit of all its schemes in order 
to assess the effectiveness at beneficiary level.
 Transparency in policy implementation could also 
help in meeting multiple good-governance objectives, 
programme outcomes and improve credibility of public 
agencies. An interesting example comes from India’s 
Rashtrapati Bhavan, which has recently implemented an 
online e-governance platform to mange and facilitate 
public access to the living heritage embodied in the 
institution of presidency and its seat in the country. The 
initiative has brought about transparency and efficiency 
in a process that was earlier opaque, discretionary and 
restrictive in its reach. 
 West Bengal government has recently brought out 
an administrative calendar for the year 2014 in order to 
bring in more transparency, accountability, and efficiency 
in governance. All the 61 departments have set targets 
on the progress of different projects on a monthly basis 
for the entire year. The objective is to assess progress 
in a transparent way and detect delays at every stage of 
project implementation. Public awareness will improve 
with widespread circulation of the calendar in both print 
and electronic media. Since the departments have set 
targets on their own, such an initiative may also help in 
addressing the issue of work-culture in the state.

Source: Aakella and Kidambi (2007), Sinha (2008), 

http://presidentofindia.nic.in and https://aitmc.org/news_details.

php?nid=2160, accessed on 10 February 2014.
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improvement, states like Goa, Sikkim, 
Haryana (from a low base of the 
previous decade) and Mizoram show 
good performance, but five large states 
namely, Bihar, Punjab, Nagaland, 
Kerala and West Bengal show negative 
improvement, which interestingly could 
be associated with popular perception 
of weak governance in some of them 
and issues of civil strife and militancy 
(Punjab and Nagaland) afflicting 
some  others;

• In the decade 2001-11, besides the 
three newly created states of Jharkhand, 
Chhattisgarh and to a lesser extent 
Uttarakhand (perhaps led by sub-
nationalist sentiments), Bihar (in 
keeping with the popular perception of 
improved governance under the new 
regime), Himachal Pradesh and Tamil 
Nadu improve their PEI performance, 
the only state with negative change in 
PEI is Manipur; and

• Improved growth prospects (growth 
momentum with a lag of 5 years) appear 
to support improvement in PEI, thus 
average NSDP growth rate with a five 
year lag is better correlated with PEI for 
2011 as against the earlier  period.

 The association between improved 
growth momentum (as reflected in 
average growth over the preceding five 
years) and higher PEI performance has 
policy implications and requires further 
exploration (see Box 2.1).

III. Livelihood 
Opportunity Index

LOI seeks to capture the notion of human 
wellbeing that an individual derives from 
being productively employed. For any 
modern economy, more so an economy 
with a dominant private sector, it could 
be argued that the macroeconomic and 

the sectoral policy framework influence 
the overall growth prospects and its 
composition, which in turn impacts the 
labour market. Thus, an assessment of 
employment and employability trends of the 
working age population could be used as an 
indirect measure of state responsiveness in 
conducting its macroeconomic and sectoral 
policies. In other words, besides capturing 
an important dimension of human 
wellbeing, LOI with a suitable selection 
of variables, could also reflect an implicit 
measure of state capacity to supply a pure, 
intangible, yet a vital public good in the 
form of state level policy environment for 
economic growth and stability. Persistent 
high unemployment levels could then 
be reflective of inadequate public policy 
response to support output, employment 
and income expansion.

 Life of dignity and self-respect is what 
one aspires for, and getting a durable (regular 
as against casual), productive (affording 
reasonable sustenance) employment along 
with decent work environment is perhaps 
the most important means for achieving 
that goal. The measurement of these diverse 
attributes of employment is however not 
easy in an economy like India where 90 per 
cent of workers are in the informal sector, 
making it difficult to have appropriate data 
on labour compensation as well as on work 
environment for an exercise like this one.

LOI Attributes and Indicators

LOI addresses three broad concerns through 
the indicators selected for inclusion in 
LOI. First, it seeks to reflect growth of job 
opportunities relative to the addition to 
labour force. Second, the extent to which 
the opportunities generated are being 
created in the more durable employment 
segment of the market, while assessing the 
status of the labour market for transient 
causal work opportunities. Third, the 
proportions of the job opportunities in the 
non-farm sector in view of the fact that 



INDIA PUBLIC POLICY REPORT 201422

such work opportunities are likely to be 
more productive and hence remunerative 
in the Indian context.

 The indicators chosen are labour 
force participation rate (LFPR), workforce 
participation rate (WFPR), unemployment 
rate and non-farm employment, i.e., non-
agriculture workforce as a proportion of 
the total. Labour force by definition is the 
economically active part of the population, 
implying those who are employed as 
well as those who are unemployed but 
are willing to work and are a part of the 
labour force. Workforce constitutes that 
part of population which is employed. The 
difference between the LFPR and WFPR 
indicates the proportion of population 
that is unemployed. The LFPR and 
WFPR are analysed for usual principal 
activity status (excluding the subsidiary 
status) which is the status of activity on 
which a person spends relatively longer 
time of the preceding 365 days prior to 
the date of survey. It is the majority time 
criterion that determines activity status of 
an individual. The objective is to capture 
the trends in participation in the labour 
market and workforce for relatively longer 
time duration, hence helps reflect a more 
durable employment. Using the WFPR and 
LFPR both for usual principal activity status 
(UPAS) and for all age groups (ideally 
it would have been preferable to use data 
for age group 15 years and above, but for 
want of comparable series for the period of 
study), employment rate for usual principal 
activity status has been derived and 
incorporated as one of the three attributes 
of the LOI. This is the variable EMRTupa 
in the LOI (see LOI, Technical Annexure).

 In a country like India where most 
workers are in the informal sector with 
low wages and hardly any social security 
or unemployment compensation, it is 
almost impossible to remain voluntarily 
unemployed for half the year (to be counted 
as unemployed as per UPAS). The workers 
usually accept whatever work they get and 
have very little bargaining power vis-à-vis 
employers regarding their wage rate and 
other benefits. As a result the employment 

rate for UPAS is likely to give a rosier 
picture of durable employment than what 
may actually be the case. In other words, 
even though this indicator is likely to be less 
sensitive to policy environment and mostly 
remain stable over time in the current level 
and phase of India’s development, it is 
included in the LOI to provide conceptual 
integrity to the measure.

 The second attribute of the LOI 
is the unemployment rate, which is the 
proportion of persons in the labour force 
who are unemployed. For the purpose 
of LOI, unemployment rate included is 
for current daily status (CDS) for casual 
workers (UERTcdsca, LOI Statistical 
Annexure). The current daily status 
approach to measuring unemployment 
reports time disposition of an individual 
on each day of the reference week. In 
addition to recording the activity being 
pursued, time intensity is also recorded 
for each day of the reference week to 
arrive at the measure for the indicator. In 
a sense it captures broad trends in daily 
absorption of person days in economic 
activities. The unemployment rate on 
CDS is widely accepted as a measure of 
open unemployment (which is captured by 
UPAS as well) and it also captures under-
employment. Besides, it is likely to be more 
sensitive to public policy interventions. 
If unemployment rate on current daily 
status is persistently high in a region or the 
economy at large, a democratic government 
cannot afford not to respond and address 
the situation. Thus, to some extent it is 
reflective of the macroeconomic policy 
management by the  government.

 Proportion of non-farm employment 
to the total employment, or non-
agricultural workforce (NAgriWF), is a 
proxy for a direct measurement of work 
productivity (wage compensation) and 
work environment (decent work) in the 
LOI. It constitutes the third attribute of 
the LOI (see LOI, Technical Annexure). 
For the rural areas the indicator considered 
is non-farm employment and for urban 
areas the indicator is employment in 
industries other than construction (i.e., 
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mining and quarrying, manufacturing and 
electricity related industries) and services 
sector (including wholesale/retail trade, 
transport, storage, financial, insurance and 
community services).

 In conceptualising LOI, unemploy-
ment rate for current daily status has been 
given a slightly higher weight at 40 per cent 
while the other two are equally weighted at 
30 per cent. This is done to make the LOI 
more sensitive to policy environment at 
state level. Also unlike in other cases it is 
not easy to distinguish them concretely as 
process or outcome indicators.

Some Trends

LFPR and WFPR
 In India, trends in LFPR (Table 2.3) 
are similar to the trends in WFPR (Table 
2.4), higher WFPR for males as compared 
to females, higher WFPR in rural India as 
compared to urban India, WFPR declines 

over the years and there is sharp decline 
in female WFPR during the second half 
of the decade. One of the reasons for 
decline in WFPR across rural and urban 
India in recent times is the growing share 
of younger population and their increasing 
participation in education. Females 
generally have much greater domestic 
responsibilities which are not counted 
as economic activities in the National 
Sample Survey Organisation’s (NSSO’s) 
employment and unemployment surveys, 
and hence females primarily engaged 
in domestic work are not considered 
as a part of the labour force. Domestic 
responsibilities in urban nuclear families 
are much greater, which results in even 
lower participation of urban females in the 
labour force as compared to rural females 
(whose involvement in crop cultivation 
and other economic activities pushes up 
their LFPR).

 Among the major states, LFPR in 
rural Assam, unlike the national average, 
shows an increasing trend till 2004-05, 
declining marginally thereafter. This 

Region Person 1983 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10 2011-12

Rural Male 61.3 53.8 53.5 53.7 53.5

 Female 28.7 23.4 24.2 20.2 17.6

 Person 45.3 39.0 39.1 37.4 35.9

Urban Male 56.8 51.3 54.1 53.9 54.2

 Female 13.8 12.1 13.5 11.9 12.5

 Person 36.3 32.7 34.6 33.9 34.2

Source NSSO, Employment and Unemployment Survey.

Workforce Participation Rate (usual principal status, all ages)Table 2.4

Region Person 1983 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10 2011-12

Rural Male 62.6 54.9 54.6 54.8 54.7

 Female 29.1 23.7 24.9 20.8 18.1

 Person 45.8 39.7 40.1 38.2 36.8

Urban Male 60.3 53.8 56.6 55.6 56.0

 Female 15.4 13.2 14.8 12.8 13.4

 Person 39.1 34.5 36.6 35.2 35.6

Source NSSO, Employment and Unemployment Survey.

Labour Force Participation Rate (usual principal status, all ages)Table 2.3
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is a reflection of distress driven female 
employment in low productive agriculture. 
Agriculture contributes roughly 40 per cent 
to Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP). 
Low degree of farm mechanization due to 
cropping pattern (plantation crops) and 
small size of crop land (average size of crop 
land per household is slightly more than a 
hectare) implies a large number of workers 
(nearly 84 per cent of female workers in 
Assam are employed in agriculture in 
2009-10) getting trapped in low productive 
agriculture, contributing to the rising trend 
in LFPR.

Unemployment Rate
(Current daily status)
 In the period 1983-2010, 
unemployment rate (current daily status) 
comes down, though the decline is not 
continuous (Table 2.5). Rural India, where 
agriculture is still the mainstay of majority 
of the population has been experiencing 
occupational shift away from agriculture. 
This occupational shift is partly driven 
by push factors owing to fragmentation 
of land and agriculture (particularly crop 
agriculture) becoming non-remunerative 
and partly driven by pull factors from the 
growing pace of urbanization. However, 
job creation outside agriculture has not 
kept pace with the shift of the labour 
force outside agriculture. In the urban 
areas, informal service sector employment 
opportunities have resulted in lower 
unemployment rate. Among the major 
states, Kerala’s unemployment rate is 
more than twice the national average 
in both rural and urban areas in 2011-

12. Higher educational attainment and 
their subsequent influx in the labour force 
without adequate growth in employment 
opportunities for the educated youth, aging 
of the labour force, and inward flow of 
remittances supporting consumption have 
been cited in the literature as some of the 
possible reasons for high unemployment 
rate in Kerala.

Employment Growth Rate
 According to usual principal and 
subsidiary status (UPSS), in the period 
1983 to 2010, India’s average annual growth 
rate of employment is 2 per cent, 3.3 per 
cent in urban areas and 1.7 per cent in 
rural areas. Employment growth in non-
agriculture sector in rural areas is high but 
that in agriculture (which accounts for the 
bulk of the employment share) quite low, 
thereby resulting in overall slow pace of 
employment growth in rural areas (Figure 
2.6). Overall, average annual growth rate 
of employment is the lowest during the 
period 2004-05 to 2009-10 with an absolute 
decline in rural employment. If instead 
only the UPAS is considered (i.e., without 
taking into account the subsidiary status), 
there is positive employment growth in rural 
India as well, implying that the absolute 
decline in employment experienced during 
that period was entirely due to decline in 
subsidiary employment. In other words, the 
marginal increase in long term employment 
in rural India (even though the average 
annual growth rate was extremely low) is 
accompanied by a decline in subsidiary or 
short term employment (between one to six 
months). This could be a result of positive 

Region Person 1983 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10 2011-12

Rural Male 7.5 5.6 8.0 6.4 5.5

 Female 9.0 5.6 8.7 8.0 6.2

 Person 8.2 5.6 8.2 6.8 5.7

Urban Male 9.2 6.7 7.5 5.1 4.9

 Female 11.0 10.5 11.6 9.1 8.0

 Person 10.1 7.4 8.3 5.8 5.5

Source NSSO, Employment and Unemployment Survey.

 Unemployment Rate (current daily status)Table 2.5
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income effect (due to rising real wages – 
the average annual increase in mean real 
wages between 1983 to 2010 being 2.8 
per cent) or an outcome of expansion in 
education opportunities, which may have 
led to a withdrawal of temporary short 
term workers (primarily female) from the 
workforce. Alternately, declining subsidiary 
employment can also be a result of declining 
work opportunities (particularly for females) 
in rural areas. It is however obvious that 
increase in economic growth has not spurred 
employment growth in rural India.

Non-agriculture Employment
 In the course of development 
transition a country generally experiences 
reallocation of workforce in favour of 
non-agriculture, rise in the share of non-
agricultural output in Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP), and rise in per capita 
income. The younger population on 
acquiring education increasingly opt out 
of agriculture (Eswaran et al., 2009). 
This is a desirable trend and is associated 
with improving living standards and 
rapid decline in poverty. India is also 
experiencing this transition. The 
structural shift in employment is mainly 
from agriculture to non-manufacturing 
and services without much increase in 
manufacturing employment. In fact, in the 
recent years (2004-10), there is an absolute 

decline in manufacturing employment. 
While decline in agricultural employment 
(characterised by low productivity 
and low wages) is desirable, decline in 
manufacturing employment by 5 million is 
a major cause of concern, particularly when 
manufacturing employment increased by 
11.7 million (according to UPSS) during 
first half of the decade.

 Sectoral distribution of workers 
according to UPAS only, reveals that 
construction sector accounts for a growing 
share of increase in employment, within 
the non-agricultural sector, over the years 
(Table 2.6). Between 1983 and 1993-
04, construction sector accounted for  
1.4 million increase in employment out of 
a total increase of 8.7 million in the entire 
non-agricultural sector. In the next decade 
the increase in employment in construction 
sector and the rest of non-agricultural 
sector is shared equally. During the next 
five years (2004-05 to 2009-10), almost 
the entire increase in non-agricultural 
employment is driven by the construction 
sector, adding roughly 2.6 million workers 
on an average per year. The urban areas too 
witness a boom in the construction sector, 
but here service sector plays a much more 
important role in creating employment 
opportunities (Table 2.7). Rapid spurt in 
service sector employment starts during 
the mid 1990s. Between 1993-04 and  
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2004-05, on an average 1.9 million 
additional employment opportunities 
(according to usual principal status) 
were created per year in the service 
sector. However, during 2004-10, average 
additional employment generation in 
the service sector declined to 1.7 million 
per  year.

 While employment growth in non-
agricultural sector is desirable, employment 
growth in only one sector (construction) 
is a matter of great concern particularly 
when the objective is to achieve decent 
work opportunities along with productive 
employment. Also, rapid mechanisation 
of this sector will soon dry out additional 
employment opportunities. For a balanced 
growth of the economy, it is important 
that employment be created across all 
sectors, so that any adverse shock in any 
particular sector does not translate into 
disproportionate dislocation of livelihood 
opportunities. Table 2.8 summarizes the 
overall trends in the employment variable 
at state level.

 The employment content of growth 
has declined significantly over time, as a 
result employment growth has not kept 
pace with growth in output. The capacity of 
job creation per unit of output has declined 
to one-third during the second half of the 
decade compared to what it was in the first 
half. Employment elasticity which is 0.26 
during 1993-94 to 2004-05, comes down 
to 0.08 during the period 2004-05 to 2009-
10 (Table 2.9). Employment elasticity in 
agriculture during 2004-05 to 2009-10 is 
negative, while for industries and services, 
it comes down quite significantly. An 
important factor cited in the literature is 
the increasing capital intensity of output 
(Kannan and Raveendran, 2009).

 Rising labour productivity is one of 
the reasons for deceleration in employment 
along with the process of labour 
displacement (from some sectors) and a 
continuous build-up of capital intensity. 
Rising labour productivity is experienced 
by almost all the countries in South Asia 
during the last three decades. For the South 

Year Percentage share of workers No. of workers (millions)

 Non-agriculture Construction All non- Non-agriculture Construction All non-

 excluding  agriculture excluding  agriculture

 construction   construction

1983 18.0 2.0 20.0 45.0 5.0 50.0

1993-94 20.5 2.5 23.0 52.3 6.4 58.7

2004-05 23.8 5.4 29.2 72.3 16.4 88.7

2009-10 23.7 9.6 33.3 72.9 29.5 102.5

Source Calculated from NSS Employment and Unemployment Survey.

Share and Number of Rural Workers by Sectors (usual principal status)Table 2.6

Year Percentage share of workers No. of workers (millions)

 Industry Construction Services Industry Construction Services

 excluding   excluding  

 construction   construction

1983 29.0 4.9 53.4 18.3 3.1 33.7

1993-94 25.9 6.6 56.9 20.0 5.1 43.9

2004-05 25.4 8.4 58.6 28.0 9.3 64.7

2009-10 23.9 10.4 58.8 29.7 12.9 73.1

Source Calculated from NSS Employment and Unemployment Survey.

Share and Number of Urban Workers by Sectors (usual principal status)Table 2.7
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Asian region as a whole, labour productivity 
has grown at an average annual rate of 3.7 
per cent per annum between 1980 and 2008. 
Analysis of factors causing growth in labour 
productivity reveals that growth in total 
factor productivity (a measure of efficiency 

with which inputs are combined to produce 
output) has made larger contribution to 
growth in labour productivity than physical 
and human capital formation (The World 
Bank  2012).

Indicator

(Persons of all ages)

LFPR-Rural 

(Only principal activity)

LFPR-Urban 

(Only principal activity)

WFPR-Rural 

(Only principal activity)

WFPR-Urban 

(Only principal activity)

UR-Rural (CDS)

UR-Urban (CDS)

Youth UR-Rural (CDS)

Youth UR-Urban (CDS)

Casual Labour-Rural

(Only principal activity)

Casual Labour-Urban 

(Only principal activity)

Sectoral Shift from 

agriculture-Rural 

(Only principal activity)

Sectoral Shift towards 

industries excluding 

construction & services

-Urban

(Only principal activity)

Source NSS Employment & Unemployment Survey.

National Trend

Decline since 1983

Decline since 1983

Decline since 1983

Decline since 1983

Decline since 1983

Decline since 1983

Increase since 1983

Decline since 1983

Increase since 1993-94

Almost unchanged since 

1993-94

Share of agriculture 

workers declining.

Share of workers in 

industries excluding 

construction & services 

remaining almost 

unchanged.

Exception States

(Contrary to national trend)

Himachal Pradesh, 

Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, 

Gujarat, Maharashtra

Only Tripura

Himachal Pradesh, 

Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, 

Gujarat, Maharashtra

No significant exception

Tripura, Madhya Pradesh, 

Assam, Haryana, Gujarat, 

Uttar Pradesh, Himachal 

Pradesh, Rajasthan

Bihar

No significant exception

Tripura, Punjab, Bihar, 

Himachal Pradesh, 

Rajasthan

Haryana, Kerala, Gujarat, 

Assam, Odisha

Jammu & Kashmir, Odisha, 

Uttar Pradesh, Punjab, 

Rajasthan, Himachal 

Pradesh (registered 

increase)

—

Tamil Nadu, Bihar, Punjab

Remarks

Possibly the result of diversification into non-crop agriculture 

in Himachal Pradesh, growth of rural non-farm employment 

in Tamil Nadu, growth in agriculture investment in 

Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Maharashtra.

Impact of spread of education and positive real income 

effect may be having greater impact in urban India.

Possibly the result of diversification into non-crop agriculture 

in Himachal Pradesh, growth of rural non-farm employment 

in Tamil Nadu, growth in agriculture investment in 

Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Maharashtra.

—

Very high in Kerala and Tamil Nadu. High migration rate 

in Kerala due to high unemployment rate. In Tamil Nadu, 

even though rural LFPR and WFPR are going up, so is 

unemployment rate implying that even though longer term 

employment opportunities are growing, workers may be 

under-employed.

Very high in Kerala, Tamil Nadu and Bihar.

Very high in Tripura, Punjab, Odisha and Jammu & Kashmir.

—

Gone up significantly (by an extent of thrice that of national 

average) in West Bengal, Tripura, Kerala, Himachal Pradesh, 

Jammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu, and Madhya Pradesh.

—

Jammu & Kashmir, Himachal Pradesh, Punjab, Kerala, 

Rajasthan, Haryana experienced massive shift in workers out 

of agriculture.

Rajasthan experienced significant shift of workers towards 

industries excluding construction and services.

State-level Summary of Employment TrendsTable 2.8
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LOI-Rural
 Overall, for the period 1983-2010, 
LOI-Rural shows improvement, despite a 
significant decline in the period 1993-94 
to 2004-05. The average annual growth in 
LOI-Rural for the period 1983 to 1993-94 
is 1.78 per cent, in the next eleven years 
(1993-94 to 2004-05) it declined sharply 

to an average annual contraction of –0.73 
per cent, followed by a rapid recovery 
during the five year period (2004-05 to 
2009-10) when it grows at an annual 
average rate of 2.45 per cent. There are 
only three states from among all that 
exhibit positive growth in each of the three 
periods. These are Arunachal Pradesh, 
Bihar and Meghalaya. The main reason for 
this trend is the considerable deterioration 
in short term unemployment captured 
by the unemployment rate for current 
daily status for casual workers (UERcdsca 
or the UERcdsIn in Figure 2.7). While 
there is some improvement in the quality 
of employment as measured by a gradual 
growth in non-farm sector employment, the 
long term employment (UPAS) stagnated 
for reasons suggested earlier.

 The composition of the LOI-Rural 
(Figure 2.8) shows changes reflective of the 
overall trend in LOI components over the 
period 1983-2010. While the contribution 
of non-agriculture employment to the 
performance of LOI-Rural is increasing 
appreciably that of employment rate 
for UPAS is diminishing. The latter 
is methodologically good for the LOI-
Rural, given the disproportionate impact 
of this variable on the index (due to its 
definition, as discussed earlier), however 
at a conceptual level it suggests that less 
durable employment opportunities are 
having a greater influence on the overall 
livelihood opportunities measure, which 
may not be desirable at one level.

 In terms of the overall LOI-Rural in 
2011 (Figure 2.9), the worst performing 
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Composition of LOI-Rural

During period All sectors Agriculture, forestry, Industries Services

  fishing, mining

  and quarrying

1983 to 1993-94 0.10 –0.05 0.12 0.31

1993-04 to 2004-05 0.26 0.26 0.48 0.37

2004-05 to 2009-10 0.08 –0.22 0.38 0.17

Notes Employment according to usual principal activity status, and GDP at factor cost at constant (2004-05) prices.

Source For employment calculated from Employment and Unemployment Survey (NSSO), and Economic Survey for GDP.

Employment Elasticity for IndiaTable 2.9
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states/union territories in the rural areas 
in descending order are Madhya Pradesh, 
Puducherry, Chandigarh, Tamil Nadu 
and Kerala. For Madhya Pradesh there 
is a continuous decline in LOI values 
all through the period 1983-2010. Both 
Kerala and Tamil Nadu improved their 
LOI performance in the first decade until 
1993-94 and mostly stagnated thereafter. 
Kerala and Tamil Nadu have high 
unemployment rate for current daily status 
and in case of Kerala it is also fluctuating, 
while in case of Madhya Pradesh it is 
gradually rising throughout the period and 
its share of non-agricultural workforce is 
very low. Among the better performing 
states the top five in descending order are 
Meghalaya, Jammu and Kashmir, Delhi, 
Mizoram and Rajasthan. While Meghalaya 
continuously improves its LOI-Rural, faster 
in the first decade and more gradually 
thereafter, Delhi, Rajasthan and Jammu 
and Kashmir do well in the first decade 
but performance deteriorated sharply 

thereafter and Mizoram’s performance 
is steady until it declined post 2004-05. 
The good performance for all these states 
is primarily explained by the rising share 
of non-agricultural workforce or lower 
unemployment rates on current daily status.

LOI-Urban
 Overall, at the all-India level for the 
period 1983-2010, LOI-Urban like LOI-
Rural shows improvement, despite some 
decline in the period 1993-94 to 2004-05. 
The average annual growth in LOI-Urban 
for the period 1983 to1993-94 is 1.48 per 
cent, in the period 1993-94 to 2004-05 
it declines sharply to an average annual 
contraction of –0.38 per cent, followed by 
a significant improvement during the five 
year period (2004-05 to 2009-10) when 
it grows at an annual average rate of 3.10 
per cent. Thus, it appears that the post-
2004 high growth environment supports a 
more than doubling of the growth in LOI-
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Urban, in comparison to the period prior to 
1993. Four states namely, Andhra Pradesh, 
Gujarat, Karnataka and West Bengal and 
the union territory of Chandigarh from 
among all, exhibit a positive growth in 
each of the three periods. For all of them 
the post 2004 growth in LOI-Urban was 
significantly higher than in the pre-1993, 
expect Karnataka and Chandigarh where 
it was considerably lower. The main reason 
for this trend, like in the rural areas, is the 
deterioration in short term unemployment 
captured by the unemployment rate for 
current daily status for casual workers 
(UERcdsca or the UERcdsIn in Figure 
2.10) between 1993 and 2004-05. There 
is a gradual growth in non-farm sector 
employment except in the last period when 
it declines marginally.

 In terms of the composition of the 
LOI-Urban (Figure 2.11) the relative 
share of the three components in LOI-
Urban is more or less constant, except in 
the post-2004 period, when possibly due 
to improved growth prospects the short 
term unemployment for current daily status 
declines. This may explain the spurt in the 
contribution of unemployment rate (current 
daily status) to the overall LOI-Urban.

 At the state level, the five worst 
performing states/union territories on LOI-
Urban in 2009-10, in descending order 
are Tripura, Kerala, Nagaland, Andaman 
and Nicobar Island and Bihar. Among 
these, Kerala, Tripura and Andaman and 
Nicobar Islands, improves their LOI-Urban 
performance in the first period, declines in 
the second period and then improves in 
the post-2004 period. For Tripura the level 
of LOI-Urban in 2009-10 is significantly 
below the earlier high in 1993-94. Bihar’s 
LOI-Urban declines continuously with 
only a marginal improvement in the post-
2004 period though well below 1983 level. 
Nagaland’s LOI-Urban follows an inverted 
U shape progress with the level in 2009-10 
below even 1983. As a result for these three 
states, the contribution of the components 
of LOI-Urban is negative (Figure 2.12 (a)). 
The top-five better performing states/union 
territories in 2009-10 in descending order 
are Sikkim, Delhi, Gujarat, Daman and 
Diu and Rajasthan. For all of them there is 
a decline in performance between 1993-94 
and 2004-05 except Gujarat, which shows a 
continuous rise in its LOI-Urban. However, 
all the four have a higher LOI-Urban level 
in 2011 than in 1983, and Sikkim with a 
standout performance in the post-2004 
period. For all the five good performers’ 
success in bringing down unemployment 
rate for current daily status contributes to 
the overall performance on LOI-Urban 
(Figure 2.12 (b)).
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LOI: Key Findings

Some key findings from the analysis of LOI-
Rural and LOI-Urban and their underlying 
variables are:

• Overall livelihood opportunities 
improve over the period 1983 to 2009-
10, though there is some decline in the 
eleven year period 1993-94 to 2004-05;

• In rural areas, livelihood opportunities 
improve mainly on account of increase 
in the share of non-agricultural 
employment (from 1993-04 onwards 
perhaps also on account of expansion 
and better implementation of rural 
development programmes post-2004) 
and in urban areas it is on account of 
lower unemployment rates for current 
daily status for casual workers in the 
post-2004 period (possibly aided by 
spurt in growth across sectors seen in 
this period);

• Job creation outside agriculture in rural 
areas is not keeping pace with shift 
of the labour force outside agriculture 
and in the urban areas informal service 
sector employment opportunities have 
resulted in lower unemployment rate;

• The younger population on acquiring 
education is increasingly opting out of 
agriculture, which though desirable at 
one level poses problems of agricultural 
sustainability in the absence of 
increasing mechanisation;

• The structural shift in employment (usual 
principal and subsidiary status) is mainly 
from agriculture to non-manufacturing 
and services without much increase 
in manufacturing employment, which 
declines in absolute terms in the period 
2004-05 to 2009-10;

• Construction sector accounts for 
the major share of increase in non-
agriculture employment in both rural 
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and urban areas, though post-1993-94 
the employment in service sector in 
urban areas also expands;

• For this exercise, the variables NAgriWF 
and UERcdsca (or UERcdsIn) specifi-
cally seek to capture the impact 
of overall policy environment on 
livelihood opportunities: persistently 
high UERcdsca should ideally prompt 
appropriate policy interventions or in 
its absence induce labour migration 

to areas with perceived better work 
opportunities and a rising trend in 
NAgriWF, especially in rural areas will 
be a structural change in the desired 
direction for the labour market;

• Smaller states, particularly in the hilly 
areas of the country, which otherwise are 
doing well on other dimensions of PEI, 
are not necessarily the best performing 
states on LOI, both in rural and in urban 
areas, which suggests scope for policy 

 Box 2.2: Employment and 
Labour Regulations in India

Weak business environment has often been cited as 
the constraining factor in the expansion of the Indian 
manufacturing sector. Among the various elements of 
business environment in India, a World Bank (2012) study 
identifies the availability of assured supply of electricity 
followed by corruption, tax administration, availability 
of skilled manpower, and labour regulations as the major 
constraints. While almost half the firms in India have 
captive diesel based power-generation, two-third of firms 
reportedly pay bribes to get construction permits, half of 
the firms pay bribes to negotiate their tax liabilities, 40 
per cent pay bribes to get electricity connections and skill 
development is a major challenge with less than three per 
cent of workforce attaining formal skill training. All this 
increases production cost substantially. The problem in 
respect of labour regulation is more complicated.
 According to the Industrial Disputes Act (1947), 
enterprises with 100 or more workers have to take 
permission from the appropriate government authority to 
lay-off any worker. This acts as a deterrent to creation 
of formal employment opportunities with employers 
preferring temporary or contractual workers in order 
to keep the number of permanent employees below the 
threshold level. Further, firms employing ten or more 
workers and using mechanical power are expected to 
register with the government making it mandatory for 
them to follow certain rules and regulations pertaining 
to workers and their conditions of work (formal sector). 
In order to avoid registration, firms prefer to operate 
with less number of permanent workers. They either hire 
temporary workers or outsource a part of their production 
activity. While neither of the options is in the interest 
of the workers, it also prevents the firms from taking 
advantage of scale-economies. Based on a large sample 

survey covering 25 states and 5 union territories in India, 
for the period 1998 to 2008, Ramaswamy (2013) found 
that contract-worker intensity was higher in the firm 
size class 50-99 relative to others, which supported the 
proposition that firms employed temporary workers to 
stay below the threshold of 100 workers. In India, more 
than 80 per cent of employment in manufacturing is in 
micro firms (with 1-4 workers) and small firms (with 5-49 
workers), a situation that has persisted at least over 
the last 25 years. The transition of such micro and small 
enterprises into medium enterprises has practically not 
taken place, giving rise to the phenomenon of ‘missing 
middle’ in the Indian manufacturing sector. It is perhaps 
the major reason for lack of expansion in formal sector 
employment in India and goes contrary to the historical 
experience of industrial transformation globally. The result 
of such a policy focus means that over the two decades 
since the launch of economic reforms, there has been little 
change in the share of manufacturing sector in the GDP or 
in terms of its contribution to employment growth.
 While a minimum set of restrictions are needed 
to prevent arbitrary dismissal of workers and ensure 
decent work conditions, it cannot be at the expense of 
expansion in formal sector employment, or encouraging 
informalisation and casualisation of the labour market. 
Moreover, labour regulations address merely 10 per cent of 
the workers, who are employed in the formal sector, where 
in any case non-compliance is rampant, and so it does not 
serve any purpose. There is a serious and urgent need to 
reform statutory regulations and for expanding a social 
protection floor for informal sector workers. Protection 
of jobs and protection of workers are equally important 
but the tools to be deployed are different from those in 
extant  use.

 Sources: Based on Brassard and Acharya (2006), Ramaswamy (2013) 

and World Bank (2012).
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interventions including diversification 
of their urban/rural economies; and

• Improved growth prospects (lagged 
growth momentum) do not appear 
to correlate with an improvement in 
overall LOI, though performance of 
LOI-Urban in the post-2004 period may 
have benefitted from improvement in 
NSDP growth rate.

 A major policy take-away is the 
need for a focused approach to creating 
employment opportunities within non-
agricultural sector both in rural and urban 
areas, preferably outside construction 
sector and in sectors with differentiated 
skill requirements. This is to facilitate 

labour transition into more productive and 
decent jobs, in the process harnessing the 
demographic dividend. Further, in view 
of the decline in manufacturing sector 
employment in the post-2004 period, 
special attention is required for employment 
creation in manufacturing sector and to the 
urgent review of labour laws that are posing 
barriers in the transition of small enterprise 
into the mid- and large-sized firms (Boxes 
2.2 and 2.3).

Box 2.3: Policy Wish-list for India’s 
Industrial Transformation

India needs to give effect to a transition from low-
productivity farm-based employment to non-farm 
opportunities for harnessing its demographic dividend. 
This entails focus on manufacturing sector, which the 
ambitious New Manufacturing Policy (NMP) announced 
by the government in 2011 seeks to address. It aims to 
increase the share of manufacturing in GDP to 25 per cent 
and increase the absorption of labour in this sector from 
around 50 million as of today, to more than 150 million 
in early 2020s. It is a difficult challenge, quite distinct 
from earlier success stories of industrial policy seen in 
East Asia. Several policy measures need to be pursued in a 
coordinated manner. 
 First, there is a need to resolve the issue of land 
availability for industrial and infrastructure use. Second, 
within manufacturing, there is a need to focus on high value-
addition industries including high precision machinery, 
pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, ship-building, defence 
production, and aerospace industry, all of which require the 
resource and technology gaps in the domestic capacity to 
be bridged. Third, there is therefore a continuing case for 
India to attract foreign direct investments (FDI). Although 
India’s FDI policy regime is now more open and transparent, 
there is need for further liberalisation of FDI, for example in 
defence production to boost the manufacturing activity in 
the country. Fourth, with the likely implementation of new 
tax codes, both direct and indirect and the phasing out of 
tax exemptions, the future incentives for industrialisation 
have to rely on provision of non-tradable infrastructure 

services at global prices and global standards. This requires 
a focused scaling-up of infrastructure investments with the 
private sector playing a major role. India’s industrialisation 
needs to be regionally spread-out to also create conditions 
for broad-based urbanisation. Fifth, with the thrust on 
environmental issues, a more transparent policy framework 
for the pricing and allocation of natural resources has to 
be put in place to support momentum in manufacturing 
activity. Capacity creation for harnessing solar energy on 
a scale and technology that provides a serious alternative, 
while contributing to India’s energy security, could also 
provide a new growth pole for the domestic industry. Sixth, 
it is important for India to actively promote and nurture 
competition law and policy to expedite the process of 
industrial transformation. Seventh, it is necessary to address 
structural mismatch of labour skills and improve labour 
productivity across the country by scaling-up training and 
technology up-gradation programmes currently underway 
as part of the national skill development initiative. Finally, 
the process of industrialisation must follow a path of 
India’s revealed comparative advantage. It is imperative 
to encourage broad-based industrial growth across a range 
of light-engineering and low and medium technology 
sectors, by specifically involving the informal sector. It 
has to absorb some of the low skilled unemployed and 
underemployed labour and gradually evolve into a formal 
sector. This is essential for meeting the employment 
objectives of the  NMP.

Source: Based on Singhi and Malhotra (2012), Malhotra (2013) and 

see also Box 2.2 and Box 3.6.
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IV. Social 
Opportunity Index

SOI seeks to capture wellbeing that 
individuals derive from being able to live 
a socially meaningful life. This wellbeing 
depends on an individual’s capabilities 
and opportunities that enable her to build 
and express her capabilities and function 
in one of the many ways that she can 
exercise an option for (Sen 1985, 1999 and 
UNDP HDRs). Among the capabilities 
the most relevant in this context are an 
individual’s ability to be educated, aware 
and knowledgeable, to live a long and 
healthy life and to be able to meaningfully 
participate in the society. These are likely 
to be influenced by an individual’s standard 
of living, economic inequalities and social 
and political barriers to participation and 
mobility in a society. The index is therefore 
not only about social opportunities as 
the title suggests, but also about social 
inequalities and the impact that has on 
human wellbeing. A developmental state, it 
could be argued, is responsible for providing 
public goods, including by formulating and 
enforcing the required laws and policies, 
to bring about an economic, social and 
political transformation of a society, 
such that it improves human wellbeing 
and offers opportunities for its people to 
actualise their potential. It is about creating 
an environment that supports and sustains 
freedom to live a good life and to do things 
that make life worth living including 
freedom from poverty and deprivation, ill-
health and ignorance (Deaton, 2013).

 Addressing inequalities in the space 
of capabilities is vital for a sustained 
improvement in material wellbeing and 
equity among individuals and population 
groups in a society. Similarly, addressing 
structural barriers, social and political, as well 
as institutional weaknesses across different 
regions, is important for improving regional 
inequalities. For a measure like the SOI it 
is necessary to reflect inter-personal, inter-
group and inter-regional inequalities, to the 
extent feasible with the available  data.

SOI Attributes and Indicators

SOI focuses on three attributes of social 
opportunities. They are captured through 
indicators on access to public goods that 
directly impact social opportunities of 
people and, in the absence of suitable 
data, by those social attainments which 
could be influenced by public policy. 
First, the attribute on education, 
universally recognised as a vital element in 
improving livelihood opportunities, social 
participation and mobility in a society. 
Education being a quasi-public good, there 
are good reasons for it to be publicly supplied 
at the elementary and secondary levels in 
a developing country with generally weak 
educational attainments. The indicators 
selected for the education sub-component 
are number of upper-primary (secondary) 
schools per thousand population in the age 
group 9-14 years (ScPRto); female to male 
literacy ratio in the age group 7 years and 
above (FMLRto); and a composite derived 
indicator termed ‘intensity of school 
education’ (InScEdu). These indicators 
have been selected to respectively reflect 
access to schools at the upper-primary 
level as primary school enrolments have 
reached near saturation levels; gender 
inequalities in educational attainments and 
a measure to capture progress in the spread 
of education among school going children 
through data on school retention. ScPRto 
is a process indicator, FMLRto an outcome 
indicator and InScEdu is more of a process 
indicator.

 The indicator on intensity of school 
education not only values education in 
early years of an individual’s life (as it looks 
at child enrolments in the school going 
age-group) but it also lays importance on 
the capacity of the education system to 
retain enrolled students over successive 
classes from class I to XII. As a result, it 
implicitly takes care of the dropout rates 
across all classes. The indicator so derived 
is adjusted by the gross enrolment ratio for 
the population of children in age group 
6-18 years, to correct for the children in 
the school-going age group who are not 
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enrolled. The indicator so estimated, 
namely the intensity of school education, 
has a higher value for states that are able to 
have higher level of enrolments in higher 
classes or in other words are able to retain 
children in schools for a longer duration 
without dropping out and at the same time 
have a larger proportion of children, of 
school going age-group, enrolled in schools 
(see for details Technical Annexure). 
While the composite indicator on intensity 
of school education is given a higher weight 
of 40 per cent on normative considerations, 
the other two indicators are both equally 
weighted at 30 per cent in the educational 
opportunities sub-index (EoI).

 The second attribute relates to ability 
to live a long and healthy life. It is important 
to have a long enough life-span to enjoy 
opportunities for social fulfilment and 
improvement in wellbeing. The indicators 
selected for the health opportunities sub-
Index (HoI) are population per bed in 
government hospitals (PbdRto); health 
staff per rural health centre adjusted by 
the ratio of doctors serving per Primary 
Health Centre (PHC) to have rural health 
personnel index (RHPerIn); and infant 
mortality rate (IMR) or rather an inverse 
of infant mortality (IMRinv) to ensure 
consistency in the direction of IMR and 
other variables. These indicators/composite 
measures have been selected with a view to 
get a sense of publicly provided healthcare 
infrastructure, physical and human, 
especially in rural areas, through the said 
process indicators. At the same time a 
summary outcome indicator in IMR is 
included to capture outcomes of these and 
other health policy measures on the overall 
health dimension of human wellbeing. 
The choice of indicator is also directed 
at implicitly capturing the rural-urban 
disparities. Like the EoI, the normative 
weighting structure adopted for HoI assigns 
40 per cent weight to IMRinv and 30 per 
cent each for the other two indicators.

 The third attribute of SOI is an 
individual’s standard of living. Besides 
reflecting the command of an individual 
over resources for meeting the other 

requirements of her wellbeing basket, it 
influences her opportunities for social 
participation in a society. This attribute 
is captured through real average monthly 
per capita expenditure adjusted for inter-
personal inequalities (RConadj) at 
state level. In general a higher level of 
average per capita expenditure and lower 
inequality is likely to be associated with 
higher standard of living and improved 
opportunities for social fulfilment. Given 
the importance of this indicator for 
human wellbeing, it is invariably the case 
that public policy measures are directed at 
improving the magnitude of this indicator 
in a desirable direction, for instance by 
influencing the pace and composition 
of income growth in a distributionally 
sensitive manner. It follows that progress 
in this indicator could implicitly track the 
effectiveness of macroeconomic policy 
management for improving the inequality 
and inflation-adjusted living standards in a 
society. The classification of this indicator 
between a process and an outcome 
indicator may not be always easy, but in 
the context of this exercise it is seen as 
capturing a process that leads to improved 
social opportunities.

Some Trends

Literacy Rates
 India’s literacy rates (proportion of 
literatures in the age group 7 years and 
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above), exhibit a steady improvement 
over time. There is a near 20 per cent 
growth in literacy rates (combined for 
male and females) at the all-India level 
in 1980s, over 24 per cent in 1990s before 
tapering to just over 14 per cent in the 
first decade of the current century. The 
growth in female literacy at the all-India 
level during these three decades is more 
than twice that of males. In terms of the 
rural and urban break-up, literacy rate in 
rural areas expanded at over 24 per cent 
in 1980s, over 31 per cent in 1990s and 
just over 17 per cent in the last decade. 
The corresponding growth in urban areas 
was 8.7, 9.4 and 6.7 per cent, respectively. 
Clearly much of the expansion in literacy 
is due to the catch-up in female literacy 
and rural literacy, but as the catch-up 
slack diminishes the growth rates also 
declines. The other reason for the decline 
in the pace of literacy rate is the stock of 
adult illiterates that has benefitted from 
an improvement in longevity. These 
differential growth rates across gender and 
rural-urban dimensions mean convergence 
of educational attainments across the 
said categories (Figure 2.13). In case of 
the population groups, literacy rates have 
improved significantly in the 1980s and 
1990s for the Scheduled Castes (SCs) and 
Scheduled Tribes (STs) but there has been 
practically no improvement in the last 
decade with the overall literacy rate at just 
over 56 per cent for SCs and just under  
50 per cent for STs, in contrast to over 74 
per cent for the country as a whole in 2011.

 In 2011, of the 35 states 11 have 
literacy rates below the national average. 
This includes the populous states of Bihar, 
Rajasthan, Andhra Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, 
Madhya Pradesh and Odisha. Of these, only 
Bihar and Uttar Pradesh have maintained a 
high growth momentum in the expansion of 
literacy in all the three decades. In the rural 
areas literacy expanded rapidly in Bihar, 
Arunachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir 
Jharkhand, Meghalaya, Nagaland, Tripura, 
Sikkim, Uttar Pradesh and Gujarat, but in 
the urban areas it is only Bihar and Uttar 
Pradesh that experienced a near double 
digit growth.

Trends in Enrolments
 Unlike the literacy rate, the school 
enrolment rate captures the current flow 
or the spread of education. While there are 
alternate measures to analyse enrolment 
of children in schools, such as gross 
enrolment ratio, age-specific enrolment 
ratio, net enrolment ratio, dropout rates 
and school attendance rates, this report 
looks at a composite measure on enrolment 
namely the intensity of school education, 
described earlier. A simpler measure of girls’ 
enrolment at different levels of schooling, 
which is an important policy target 
especially in the educationally backward 
states (in northern and central parts of the 
country) is also analysed for trends at state 
level. On this variable it is desirable that 
enrolment of girls is at least as much as that 
of boys, if not marginally more, reflective 
of favourable gender distribution of the 
population in the school-going age group. 
Table 2.10 provides a snapshot of the 
enrolment transition for girls at state level 
for the year 2009 over 1993, which reflects 
the significant scope for catch-up in the 
educationally backward states especially in 
the higher levels of schooling.

 The derived indicator intensity 
of school education though similar to 
the indicator mean years of schooling 
(generally used in exercises that seek 
to assess educational attainments) is a 
more comprehensive indicator to reflect 
the spread of education for the Indian 
context on normative consideration. This 
is because there are several states that 
still have significant proportions of out 
of school children or have high dropout 
rates at different levels of schooling. Over 
the period 1978 to 2009, for which the 
data on enrolment is used to construct the 
indicator, the intensity of school education 
shows nearly three-fold improvement from 
about 20 per cent to 57 per cent at the all-
India level. There is however a significant 
increase in the dispersion around the mean 
(as captured by standard deviation) over the 
two points of time, after a marginal decline 
in the 1990s. While among major states (in 
descending order) Kerala, Goa, Mizoram, 
Tamil Nadu and Himachal Pradesh are 
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among the top performers on this indicator 
in 1978, by 2009 it is states like Himachal 
Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Arunachal Pradesh, 
Maharashtra, Kerala that have taken a lead. 
At the bottom end (in ascending order 
from the worst performing) are states like 
Arunachal Pradesh, Rajasthan, Madhya 
Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh and West Bengal 
in 1978, and Nagaland, Bihar, Assam, 
Jharkhand and Odisha in 2009. Arunachal 
Pradesh from being the worst performer 
in 1978 did exceptionally in the spread 
of education by recording over six-fold 
increase in the intensity of school education 
during this period to become one of the top 
performers on the indicator in  2009.

Infant Mortality Rate
 Infant mortality or even child 
mortality is a summary indicator of health 
attainments in a society. IMR refers to the 
number of deaths per thousand live births 
in the first year of a child’s life. It reflects 
the probability of a child dying before 
the first birthday. Similarly, Under-Five 
Mortality Rate (child mortality) refers to 
the probability of child dying before the 
fifth birthday. Unlike the indicators on life 
expectancy that are relatively stable and 
slow moving, the infant and child mortality 
indicators are likely to be more sensitive to 
changes that have a bearing on the quality 
of life, particularly, to the health and 
longevity of people. These could be sudden 
adversities or improvements in critical 
public health and life support services. 
IMR is thus, more useful from the point 
of policy targeting and tracking changes 
in health attainments of a population 
at frequent intervals, particularly when 
the population is yet to complete its 
demographic transition. In the six decades 
since independence, an average Indian has 
improved her life expectancy at birth by 
an average of 4 years per decade or by over 
1.6 fold, whereas the decline in IMR in the 
three decades from 1980 to 2010 is 2.3 fold.

 At the all-India level, IMR declines 
from about 110 in 1981 (three year moving 
average) to about 47 per thousand live 
births in 2010. The dispersion around 

the mean at state level has also declined 
sharply by more than half over this period 
(standard deviation declining from 33.6 to 
14.8). The decline is sharper in the rural 
areas than in the urban. Several states 
have made rapid strides in improving 
their performance on IMR especially in 
recent years, yet there are others that are 
dragging the national average due to the 
weak progress in bringing down their IMR. 
For 1981, at the state level combined for 
rural and urban areas among the large 
states the top performers are (in descending 
order) Goa, Kerala, Manipur, Meghalaya 
and Sikkim. By 2010 these states further 
consolidated their performance, with Tamil 
Nadu joining the other four in place of 
Meghalaya. At the bottom end the five 
states in 1981 (in ascending order from 
the worst performer) are Uttar Pradesh, 
Madhya Pradesh, Odisha, Gujarat and 
Jammu and Kashmir, which by 2010 are 
replaced by Madhya Pradesh, Odisha, 
Uttar Pradesh, Assam and Rajasthan in the 
ranking from the bottom.

Real Monthly Per Capita 
Consumption Expenditure
 The real monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure adjusted for 
inequalities (RConadj) is used to reflect 
the standard of living dimension of human 
wellbeing in the SOI. As an indicator of an 
individual’s command over resources, per-
capita consumption expenditure has some 
advantages over per-capita income in the 
context of developing countries like India. 
This includes considerations like: (a) the 
consumption data allows for smoothening of 
income fluctuations. This may be important 
when an overwhelming proportion of the 
workforce is engaged in the agriculture 
sector or in the informal (unorganised) 
sector, where income levels may fluctuate 
almost on a daily/seasonal basis; (b) it allows 
inclusion of non-monetised transactions, 
which may have a significant weight in the 
economies of poor, backward rural areas; 
(c) it allows for the implications of non-
SNA (System of National Accounting) 
accounting transactions such as those 
involving common property resources in 
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villages or transactions, which though are 
outside the National Accounts framework, 
may nonetheless have implications on 
a person’s or household’s consumption 
levels, and command over resources;  
(d) depending on the nature of the survey, 
the consumption data covers, to some extent, 
the influence of public provisioning and 
social transfers on an individual’s availability 

of resources, her consumption preferences 
and overall economic attainments; (e) given 
large-scale under-reporting of income data 
in developing countries, use of consumption 
data may capture an individual’s command 
over resources more accurately; and (f) 
it is based on a direct survey, unlike the 
residually derived income estimates from 
national account statistics. This is an 

Girls Enrolled

Per cent

50 and above

2009

1993

45 to 50

2009

1993

30 to 45

2009

1993

Less than 30 

2009

1993

Primary

Andhra, Assam, Madhya 

Pradesh, Meghalaya, Sikkim, 

West Bengal

Meghalaya

Arunachal, Bihar, Goa, Gujarat, 

Haryana, Himachal, Jammu, 

& Kashmir, Karnataka, Kerala, 

Maharashtra, Manipur, 

Mizoram, Nagaland, Odisha, 

Punjab, Rajasthan, Tamil, 

Tripura, Uttar Pradesh

Assam, Goa, Haryana, 

Himachal Pradesh, Karnataka, 

Kerala, Maharashtra, Manipur, 

Mizoram, Nagaland, Punjab, 

Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, 

West Bengal

 

—

Andhra, Arunachal, Bihar, 

Gujarat, Jammu, Madhya 

Pradesh, Odisha, Rajasthan, 

Uttar Pradesh

 

—

—

Middle

Assam, Meghalaya, Sikkim, 

West Bengal

 —

Andhra, Arunachal, Bihar, Goa, 

Haryana, Himachal, Jammu & 

Kashmir, Karnataka, Kerala, 

Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland, 

Odisha, Punjab, Tamil Nadu, 

Tripura, Uttar Pradesh

Goa, Kerala, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Mizoram, 

Nagaland, Sikkim

Gujarat, Rajasthan

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal, 

Jammu, Karnataka, 

Maharashtra, Odisha, Punjab, 

Tamil Nadu, Tripura, West 

Bengal

 

—

Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, 

Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh

Secondary

Assam, Meghalaya, Nagaland, 

Sikkim, West Bengal

Kerala

Andhra, Arunachal, Goa, 

Haryana, Himachal, Karnataka, 

Kerala, Maharashtra, Manipur, 

Mizoram, Odisha, Punjab, Tamil 

Nadu, Tripura

Goa, Manipur, Meghalaya, 

Mizoram, Sikkim

Bihar, Gujarat, Jammu & 

Kashmir, Madhya Pradesh, 

Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal, 

Jammu & Kashmir, Karnataka, 

Maharashtra, Nagaland, 

Odisha, Punjab, Tamil Nadu, 

Tripura, West Bengal

 

—

Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, 

Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh

Senior Secondary

Karnataka, Kerala, Nagaland

Kerala

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Goa, Himachal, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Odisha, Sikkim, 

Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh

Goa

Bihar, Gujarat, Jammu & 

Kashmir, Madhya Pradesh, 

Maharashtra, Mizoram, Punjab, 

Rajasthan, Tripura, West Bengal

Assam, Gujarat, Himachal, 

Karnataka, Maharashtra, 

Manipur, Odisha, Punjab, 

Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, Tripura

 

—

Andhra, Arunachal Pradesh, 

Bihar, Jammu, Madhya 

Pradesh, Meghalaya, Rajasthan, 

Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal, 

Haryana

Transition Matrix for Girls’ Enrolment 2009 over 1993 (Rural)Table 2.10
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important consideration for an indicator 
in the context of measuring human 
wellbeing. More importantly, the average 
per-capita consumption expenditure data 
is amenable to adjustments that correct 
for the prevailing level of inequality in 
consumption expenditure of the population 
even at sub-regional level (Planning 
Commission,  2002).

 

The real adjusted monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure (RConadj) 
is a composite of three indicators: the 
growth in nominal monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure, inflation rate 
and change in consumption inequality as 
measured by Gini coefficient. At the all-
India level, as the data has been taken 
from the NSSO consumption expenditure 

Girls Enrolled

Per cent

50 and above

2009

1993

45 to 50

2009

1993

30 to 45

2009

1993

Less than 30 

2009

1993

Primary

Assam, Bihar, West Bengal, 

Kerala, Manipur, Meghalaya

Meghalaya, Sikkim

Andhra, Arunachal, Goa, 

Gujarat, Haryana, Jammu, 

Karnataka, Madhya, 

Maharashtra, Mizoram, 

Nagaland, Odisha, Rajasthan, 

Sikkim, Tamil, Tripura, Uttar 

Pradesh

Andhra, Assam, Bihar, Goa, 

Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal, 

Jammu, Karnataka, Kerala, 

Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland, 

Odisha, Punjab, Tamil Nadu, 

Tripura, Uttar Pradesh, West 

Bengal

Punjab, Himachal

Arunachal, Rajasthan

—

—

Middle

Assam, Bihar, Kerala, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Sikkim, Tripura, 

West Bengal

 Kerala, Meghalaya, Nagaland, 

Punjab, Sikkim

Andhra, Arunachal, Goa, 

Jammu, Karnataka, Madhya 

Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Mizoram, Nagaland, Odisha, 

Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Goa, Himachal, Jammu, 

Karnataka, Maharashtra, 

Manipur, Mizoram, Tamil, 

Tripura, West Bengal

Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal, 

Punjab, Rajasthan

Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, 

Madhya Pradesh, Odisha, 

Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh

—

—

Secondary

Andhra, Assam, Kerala, 

Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram, 

Sikkim, Tamil Nadu, Tripura, 

West Bengal

Kerala, Mizoram, Punjab, 

Sikkim, Tamil Nadu

Arunachal, Goa, Himachal, 

Jammu, Karnataka, 

Maharashtra, Nagaland, 

Odisha, Punjab

Andhra, Assam, Goa, 

Himachal, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Nagaland, Tripura

Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, 

Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, 

Uttar Pradesh

Arunachal, Bihar, Gujarat, 

Haryana, Jammu, Karnataka, 

Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Odisha, Rajasthan, Uttar 

Pradesh, West Bengal

—

—

Senior Secondary

Goa, Kerala, Meghalaya, 

Mizoram, Odisha, Sikkim, Tamil 

Nadu

Kerala, Meghalaya, Odisha, 

Punjab, Sikkim, Tamil Nadu

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Himachal, Jammu, Karnataka, 

Maharashtra, Manipur, 

Nagaland, Punjab, Tripura, 

West Bengal

Goa

Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, 

Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan, 

Uttar Pradesh

Andhra, Arunachal, Assam, 

Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, 

Himachal, Jammu, Karnataka, 

Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, 

Manipur, Nagaland, Tripura, 

Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal

 

—

Rajasthan

Transition Matrix for Girls’ Enrolment 2009 over 1993 (Urban)Table 2.11
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survey, the period 1983 to 1993-94 shows 
a nominal growth in monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure of 15 per cent 
per annum in rural areas and over 17 
per cent per annum in urban areas. In 
the next eleven years between 1993-94 

and 2004-05, this growth is nearly 9 per 
cent per annum in rural areas and 12 per 
cent per annum in urban areas. In the 
last period from 2004-05 to 2009-10 it is 
13 per cent per annum in rural areas and 
14 per cent per annum in urban areas. 
However, in real terms (1983 prices) these 
growth rates are less than 1 per cent for 
rural and 1.4 per cent for urban monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure, per 
annum in the first period; about 1.3 per 
cent in rural and 1.8 per cent in urban 
per capita consumption expenditure, per 
annum in the second period; and about  
1 per cent in rural and 2.3 per cent in urban 
per capita consumption expenditure, per 
annum in the third period. There are 
significant variations across states both in 
nominal monthly per capita consumption 
expenditure and in inflation rates, with 
the dispersion in the inflation rate around 
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mean reducing in the second period before 
picking-up again in the third period to 
breach the levels of the first period. These 
trends are reflected to some extent in 
Figure 2.14 which gives the inequality in 
per capita real consumption expenditure, 
in the intensity of school education and 
the indicator IMRinv (so that all the 
three move in the same direction) for 
years around early 1980 and 2010 for 
the  country.

 In plotting the three variables 
for major states, inequality has been 
estimated following Alkire and Foster 
(2010). Given that the basic data on the 
two of the three indicators (i.e., except 
real monthly per capita consumption 
expenditure) is not available at sufficient 
level of disaggregation (household level), 
it is assumed that inequality in subgroups 
(state level data) on any indicator provides 
a lower bound estimate for inequality 
in that indicator (see the Technical 
Annexure). Figure 2.14 suggests that 
average attainments in all three indicators 
has improved between the years 1980 and 
2010, irrespective of the scaling parameters 
adopted; attainment associated with 
education (intensity of school education) 
has progressed faster than the other two; 
inequality in 2010 has increased in all 
three indicators, with inequality in IMR 
being the most, followed by monthly per 
capita consumption expenditure and then 
intensity of school education; in 1980 there 
is a strong correlation between monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure and 
intensity of education (coefficient of 
correlation 0.78) but in 2010 it is between 
attainment on IMR and monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure (coefficient of 
correlation  0.79).

 Gini, the inequality indicator 
capturing the inter-personal disparity in 
per capita consumption expenditure within 
states also shows variations over the years in 
both rural and urban areas. At the all-India 
level (Figure 2.15) it is obvious that while 
there is a rising trend in inter-personal 
urban inequality in per capita consumption 
expenditure, there is a declining trend in 

the rural areas. These trends also imply that 
the rural-urban inequality is also increasing. 
The most unequal large states in rural areas 
in 1983 are (in descending order from the 
worst state) Rajasthan, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh; and in 
2009-10 these are Kerala, Uttar Pradesh, 
Arunachal Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh and 
Haryana. For the urban areas, most unequal 
large states in 1983 (in descending order) 
are Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Sikkim, Karnataka 
and Maharashtra; and in 2009-10 these are 
Kerala, Maharashtra, Goa, Odisha and West 
Bengal. Among states with least inequality 
in 2009-10 (in descending order from the 
best) in rural areas are Manipur, Nagaland, 
Meghalaya, Tripura and Goa; and in urban 
areas Sikkim, Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland 
and Tripura. Thus in 2009-10, Kerala is the 
state with highest inequality in both urban 
and rural areas on per capita consumption 
expenditure and Manipur the most equal.

SOI
 Overall SOI shows improvement at 
the all-India level for the period 1981-2011. 
The average growth for 1980s is a little over 
8 per cent, which goes up marginally in the 
next decade to 8.7 per cent, followed by a 
significant spurt in the period 2001-11 to 
nearly 29.5 per cent. There are some large 
states like Karnataka and Punjab in the 
first period, Goa and Tripura in the second 
period recording negative growth, but in 
the last decade covering the period 2001-11 
all states witness a significant spurt in the 
growth rate of SOI. The main reason for 
this trend is the considerable improvement 
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in the educational attainments or the EoI 
in the period since 2001 (Figure 2.16) 
when it expands by over 83 per cent, after 
stagnating with an expansion of just 1.5 per 
cent in the preceding decade. While there 
is gradual improvement in the real monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure or 
the standard of living measure RConadj 
(though its growth being the slowest in the 
last decade), the health opportunities as 
measured by HoI declines in the first decade 
(contracting by nearly 8 per cent) before 
expanding gradually in the remaining 
period with a growth of nearly 16 per cent 
in the last decade. Thus, the performance 
of both social dimensions of SOI is the best 
in the last decade.

 Figure 2.17 reflects the overall trends 
in the SOI components. While the share 
of both RConadj and HoI have declined 
over the period that of EoI has expanded 
at a considerable pace in the last decade. 
It is likely that this improvement in EoI 
and the pick-up in HoI in the last decade 
are due to better performance of public 
programmes in these areas. Both Sarva 
Shiksha Abhiyan (SSA) and the National 
Rural Health Mission (NHRM) appear to 
be delivering on their promise. However, 
despite high economic growth translating 
into a high growth in monthly per capita 
expenditure, the build-up in inflation in 
both rural and urban areas, as well as the 
deterioration in urban inequalities may 
be eroding some of the momentum in the 
expansion in RConadj in that decade.

 At the state level, in terms of the 
overall SOI level in 2011 (Figure 2.18), 
the worst performing states in descending 
order are Bihar, Odisha, Uttar Pradesh, 
Rajasthan and West Bengal. They are also 
among the bottom five states during the 
entire period though not necessarily in 
that order. For Bihar the pick-up in SOI 
growth begins in 2001, for Uttar Pradesh 
in 1991, the other three show a gradual 
improvement throughout the period 1981-
2011 though West Bengal mostly stagnates 
in its SOI performance in the decade 
1991 to 2001. For all of them the period 
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since 2001 is the best decade for the pace 
of improvement in SOI largely brought 
about by the improvement in EOI. The 
contribution of HoI towards improvement 
in SOI in these states is minimal in 
the case of Odisha, Uttar Pradesh and 
Rajasthan, though there is been some 
improvement in the case of West Bengal 
and Bihar. Among the better performing 
states/union territories in 2011, the top 
five in descending order are Goa, Mizoram, 
Sikkim, Kerala and Puducherry. Among 
these except for Goa, which experiences 
a decline in its SOI performance in the 
decade 1991 to 2001, all other states show 
a gradual improvement throughout the 
period. Unlike the states at the bottom 
end of SOI index ranking, all these states/
union territories have majority of their 
improvement in SOI between 2011 and 
1981 coming from HoI and RConadj.

SOI: Key Findings

Some key findings from the analysis of SOI 
and its underlying variables are:

• Overall SOI exhibits a gradual 
improvement throughout the 
period 1981-2011, though much of 
this improvement is on account of 
improvement in the EoI since 2001 and 
also a gradual improvement in real per 
capita monthly expenditure adjusted for 
inequality;

• The sharp increase in EoL since 2001 
reflects impact of the initiatives on 
education policy and programmes by the 
central and state governments;

• There is a pick-up in the growth of HoI 
since 2001, more likely in the second 
half of the decade as the benefits from 
programmes like National Rural Health 
Mission may have started kicking-in 
especially in some of the SOI backward 
states like Bihar and to a lesser extent in 
Rajasthan and Uttar  Pradesh;

• The potential contribution of improved 
monthly per capita consumption 
expenditure to improvement in SOI are 
possibly getting moderated in the last 
decade by higher inflation in both rural 
and urban areas and due to deteriorating 
inequality in average consumption 
expenditure (urban Gini in consumption 
expenditure);

• Inequality in the three principal 
indicators of SOI namely, IMR, real 
per capita consumption expenditure 
and intensity of school education 
across states around 2010 has increased, 
with inequality in IMR being the 
most, followed by monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure and then 
intensity of school education;

• The inter-personal inequality in monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure 
in the most recent period shows a 
deteriorating trend in urban inequality 
though at a slower pace, an improvement 
in the rural inequality measure and a 
diverging longer trend indicative of 
increase in rural-urban  inequality;

• While the public infrastructure 
component of EoI on an average 
seems to have improved and rapidly so 
since 2001, but that of HoI appears to 
have deteriorated and continuously so 
from  1991;

• In 1980 there is a strong correlation 
between monthly per capita consumption 
expenditure and intensity of education 
but in 2010 it is between attainment 
on IMR and monthly per capita 
consumption expenditure, suggesting 
improved income/consumption levels 
is contributing to better outcomes on 
infant mortality; and

• Improved growth prospects (growth 
momentum) appear to have very little 
impact on SOI performance in the 
better-off states but a considerable 
impact in the laggard states post-2001.
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 There are a few policy take-aways 
that follow from the analysis. While there 
has been a significant improvement in the 
quantitative dimension of educational 
attainments, the qualitative aspect of 
educational attainment, mainly the 
learning outcomes, remains largely 
unaddressed and needs a renewed focus (see 
Box 2.4 and 2.5). Health infrastructure both 
in rural and urban areas requires attention 
to improve heath attainments from levels 
already attained. The rising correlation 
between attainments on IMR and monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure is a 
point in that direction. There is a need to 
improve the population density of doctors 
as well as beds per population in public 
hospitals. Improved market participation 
and a better percolation of benefits from 
a growing economy is facilitated by lower 
inequalities in capabilities and incomes. 
Extension of social security and social 
protection floor along with the growth of 
rural economy in the last decade seems to 
be working in bringing down rural income/
consumption inequalities. Similar measures 
have to be extended to the urban areas 

which are likely to witness a rising number 
of poor, to ensure poverty eradication and 
improvement in urban living standards.

V. Rule of Law Index

The RoLI relates to issues such as law 
enforcement, security of person and 
property, administration of justice and the 
legal redress to remedy that are vital for 
the sustenance of any society and therefore 
valued, socially as well as individually. Not 
only do these aspects of life contribute 
directly to human wellbeing, but they 
are important for individuals to also 
enjoy other valued social attainments, 
including those that are derived from 
sustaining economic enterprise and 
opportunities and human wellbeing that 
flow from improved incomes and standard 
of living. However, none of these aspects 
of wellbeing are easy to measure and 

Box 2.4: Improving Public Educational 
Outcomes: The Next Policy Challenge

With the implementation of Right to Education Act 
(2009), public programmes like Sarva Shiksha Abhiyan 
(SSA) and scholarship for girl students along with 
nutritional supplement programmes like school Mid-day 
Meal Scheme, there have been marked improvements in 
school enrolment and in particular girls’ enrolment, as 
well as overall attendance in schools. However, quality of 
school education remains a major area of concern with 
implications for quality of educational attainments, skill 
developments and opportunities for decent work and living 
conditions. In responding to this challenge, the Planning 
Commission, Government of India has emphasized on goal-
setting and achievement of learning outcomes for states 
in the Twelfth Five Year Plan.
 Annual Status of Educational Report (ASER) which 
is facilitated by Pratham (an organization based in New 
Delhi), and which has been conducting primary research on 
quality of education in the country since 2005, points out 
that levels of reading and math at every level were not only 

poor but declining in many states. The survey conducted 
by Pratham reported that the proportion of standard  
3 children who could read standard 1 text declined from  
50 per cent in 2008 to 34 per cent in 2012. The situation 
was even worse in government schools where the study 
found that the proportion of children in standard 3 who 
could recognize numbers correctly up to 100, declined from  
70 per cent in 2008 to 50 per cent in 2012. The achievements 
in private schools are better and the gap between learning 
abilities between private and public schools has been 
rising. Across states, the study noted that learning levels 
were higher and remained steady over the years in Punjab, 
Himachal Pradesh and Kerala. It was mostly the bigger 
states, other than Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, and Andhra 
Pradesh, which contributed significantly to the overall 
decline in learning levels. As a corrective measure, the 
study suggested setting up stage-wise achievement goals 
of basic learning, writing and problem solving in the form 
of school calendar and bringing required modifications in 
teaching plans.

Source: Based on Pratham (2012).
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quantify or have a systematic database at 
least in most developing countries. As a 
result indicators on these aspects of life 
do not appear frequently in development 
score cards or assessment matrices for 
human wellbeing or governance practices. 
Traditionally, one of the factors that may 
have contributed to this is the general 
perception that these aspects are of 
consequence to the legal community, as 
a result the development practitioners 
and policymakers may not have given due 
attention to these concerns in the larger 
development discourse. Of late though, 
this perception is changing and rapidly so. 
There is a growing recognition that rule 
of law is one of the key dimensions that 
determine the quality of life and good 
governance of a country and therefore it 
needs to be suitably reflected in assessment 
matrices and development scorecards.

 There is another issue of consequence 
in the conceptualisation of a RoLI for 
this study that needs to be noted upfront. 
It relates to the general notion of the 
term ‘rule of law’. It primarily refers to 
the influence and authority of law within 
a society, especially as a constraining 
factor on human behaviour, including the 
behaviour of persons in positions of being 
able to exercise power, be it the executive, 
the legislature or the judiciary. Rule of 
law implies that not only is every citizen 
subject to law but also equal before the 
law, i.e., publicly disclosed legal codes and 
processes. While this understanding of rule 
of law guides the formulation of the RoLI, 
the index has a limited focus on such public 
goods that are perceived as being important 
for addressing the issue of enforcement of 
law, legal redress and the environment 
for personal security. As indicated earlier, 
not all of these aspects can be captured 

Box 2.5: Some Best Practices in 
Delivery of Health Services – Assam

The central government has introduced National Rural 
Health Mission (NRHM) from 2005 to improve access to 
healthcare in rural and remote areas. Assam is among 
the high focus states in NRHM. It faces shortage of 
doctors and health workers, poor infrastructure in remote 
locations, and unwillingness of doctors and health 
workers to permanently reside in rural areas and in remote 
locations. Assam government has introduced Mobile 
Medical Unit (MMU) programme in 2011, and expanded 
it to all 27 districts in the state. The primary objective of 
this programme was to take both basic health services and 
high technology medical care to the doorstep of people 
located in rural and remote areas. District Health Society 
is responsible for management (primarily monthly camp 
plan) and operations of MMU and operational aspects are 
handled by Chief Medical Officer of the district and Medical 
Officers of the Primary Health Centres. Information about 
medical camps is disseminated through Village Health 
Committee members and Accredited Social Health Activists 
(ASHA). Each unit consist of medical officers, specialists, 
health workers, and equipment like microscope, X-ray 
machine, ultrasound machine, ECG machine etc. The unit 
stays in a village for four to five hours and during that 
period, screens on an average 400 to 500 patients. The 

programme has been successful in dramatically reducing 
the local dependence on quakes and as of June 2012, more 
than 12,000 camps have been held in different parts of the 
state and more than 1.8 million patients treated. Success 
of the programme dies depend on good network of rural 
roads, without which MMUs cannot reach doorstep of the 
rural areas.
 Assam government has taken full advantage of 
operational flexibility in implementing NRHM by introducing 
some other innovations. Payment for institutional delivery 
(Janani Suraksha Yojana) and ante natal care facilities 
(Mamoni scheme) through Post Office voucher is one 
such innovation being implemented in Kamrup District of 
Assam. These schemes offer cash incentives to their target 
group in order to achieve the aims of the scheme. A wider 
network of post offices, unlike that of banks, makes it 
easier for the beneficiaries to avail their cash entitlements. 
Thus, for every visit for her antenatal care the beneficiary 
is given a vouchers by the health centre, which she can 
use to open a post-office account. By June 2012, more 
than 80,000 vouchers have been issued to Janani Suraksha 
Yojana and Mamoni beneficiaries. This modality can be 
easily replicated in other places as well.

Source: Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances and Pensions, Government 

of India, accessed at: http://indiagovernance.gov.in/files/gkc_oneworld_

mobile_medical_units_under_nrhm.pdf on 10 February 2014.
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through appropriate process indicators for 
want of required data, or the fact that it is 
difficult to identify good process indicators 
in some instances such as in the case of 
personal security, where it is logical to 
use some outcome indicators to infer the 
significance of underlying objective of 
measurement. More importantly, given the 
complexity of these aspects of rule of law, at 
best only a gross element of the concerned 
aspects may be captured in the available 
quantitative  indicators.

RoLI Attributes and Indicators

There are three attributes considered in 
formulating the RoLI. These relate to the 
law enforcement system, security of person 
and crime, and the state of legal redress in 
the country. Admittedly, only some aspects 
of these attributes can be captured through 
the available quantitative indicators and 
certainly not the finer qualitative and 
nuanced concerns that may be more 
relevant and desirable for being addressed 
in many situations.

 The first attribute related to the law 
enforcement system is being captured 
through the indicator police personnel per 
10,000 population (PlPopRto). Ideally, it 
is not just the number of police personnel 
that is important for law enforcement 
in a society, but it is their training and 
sensitivity to human rights awareness and 
practice, the deployment of technology as a 
force-multiplier and perception about their 
integrity in the society that may be more 
important elements in building an effective 
enforcement system. However, as a starting 
point trends in PlPopRto provide some 
indication of law and order situation in a 
state and how it is being perceived by the 
policymakers over time, albeit in a crude 
manner only.

 The second attribute of security of 
person and crime is captured through 
indicator on the incidence of crime in the 
society. Rate of cognizable crime under the 

Indian Penal Code (IPC) and Special and 
Local Laws (SLL) per hundred thousand 
population has been used as the principal 
indicator to capture the incidence of 
crime (CrRtInv). A cognizable offence is 
one where an officer in-charge of a police 
station may investigate without the order 
of a magistrate and affect arrest without 
warrant. While the police have a direct 
responsibility to take immediate action on 
the receipt of a complaint or of credible 
information in such crimes, in the case of 
non-cognizable it has to take magisterial 
permission. The indicator incidence 
of crime is further adjusted by the 
incidence of total crime against women 
in a state, relative to the national average 
(CrWoInv), to reflect the growing social 
concern of rising crime against women 
in the measure adopted. For a state with 
incidence of crime against women higher 
than the national average, the CrRtInv 
value for that state is proportionately 
raised to estimate the crime index for 
the state (CrIndx). Though conceptually 
appealing such an indicator has some 
weaknesses. In the Indian context, crime 
against women is likely to be under-
reported, when reported not likely to 
be registered easily and therefore not 
adequately reflected in the data. Also 
the crime against women which is in any 
case a part of the incidence of total crime 
is being double counted. Yet, in view of 
the recent growing openness in not only 
reporting but also registering crime against 
women, a judgement is being exercised 
to include the indicator so defined in the 
measurement of rule of law in India. This 
in some sense reinforces the social desire 
to take all crimes against women more 
seriously in the Indian society.

 The third attribute reflecting the state 
of legal redress in the country is captured 
through the indicator proportion of cases 
both IPC and SLL disposed by the court or 
case disposal ratio (CsDsRto). The Indian 
courts, especially the lower judiciary has 
been notorious for ever-increasing list of 
pending cases. Justice delayed is justice 
denied. While it is true that the delay in 
dispensation of justice is not merely due 
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to the lack of efficiency in the working 
of courts at different levels of the Indian 
judicial system, long-pending cases in 
courts is a reflection of inadequate policy 
response by the executive to improve 
the supply of justice in the face of rising 
demand for legal  redress.

Some Trends

Police Personnel at State Level
 Information on police personnel 
at the state level is available in terms of 
the area as well as population serviced. 
Understandably the indicator police 
personnel per 100 sq. km has shown an 
appreciable increase over the period 1981 
to 2011, as the area of most states have 
either remained the same or only marginally 
changed. Thus, at the all-India level the 
number of police personnel per 100 sq. km 
has nearly doubled from about 27 to over 
52 in the four decades. All large states show 
a secular rise in this indicator except for 
Madhya Pradesh, Nagaland and Punjab, 
where though the indicator has a higher 
value in 2011 vis-à-vis 1981, it is lower 
than the value in the intervening  period.

 The indicator, PlPopRto, at the all-
India level, stagnated in the last two decades 
at 13.7 after rising marginally from 13.1 in 
1981 to 14 in 1991. There are several states 
where the deployment of police personnel 
has not kept pace with the increase in the 
population and other developments that 
normally encourage a need for improving 
the density of policy service in the society. 
At the same time there are some states 
where there is a steady increase. Among 
the large states, Arunachal Pradesh, 
Jammu and Kashmir, Manipur, Mizoram, 
Tripura and Goa all have police density 
well above the national average and it has 
increased over the four decades. In the case 
of Meghalaya, Nagaland and Sikkim, while 
the density is much higher than the all-
India level, there has been some decline in 
2001 or 2011. At the other end states like 
Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal, which 

in the popular perception have some law 
and order concerns, all witness a significant 
decline in the density of police personnel 
over the period. Gujarat, Assam, Madhya 
Pradesh and Odisha are also experiencing a 
decline in some or most of the years.

Incidence of Crime
 The indicator on rate of cognizable 
crimes (IPC and SLL) needs careful 
interpretation while using it to make an 
assessment of the overall environment 
for safety and security of person and 
property. A high recorded crime rate 
is not necessarily a reflection of unsafe 
environment for living. It could well be a 
reflection of sensitive governance and law 
enforcement in the state. It is best therefore 
that it is interpreted in conjunction with 
other information. At the all-India level 
there is no clear trend in the incidence of 
crime under IPC and SLL. While incidence 
is high under SLL and marginally rising, 
it is relatively lower and declining under 
IPC. In general in 2011 Kerala, Madhya 
Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Rajasthan, Haryana 
and Karnataka show a high incidence 
on IPC crimes, with all of them, except 
Haryana also being among the worst states 
in terms of IPC crime incidence in other 
years for which the data has been tabulated. 
In addition states like Tamil Nadu, 
Maharashtra, Andhra Pradesh and Madhya 
Pradesh also have high incidence of crime 
under SLL in most years, and Karnataka, 
Uttar Pradesh and Punjab in some years. It 
is useful to recognise that sudden spurts in 
crime reported under SLL may be reflective 
of some unique events in a state and not 
necessarily the larger trend in the incidence 
of crime in that state.

 North-eastern states show an 
overall fall in IPC crime rates over the 
period 1981 to 2011. From a position of 
significant disparity within north-eastern 
states for IPC crime rates in 1981, there 
is a convergence in the crime rate among 
these states by 2011 to below or close to 
the national average. These states also 
have a low SLL crime rate as compared 
to the national average. In the southern 
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region, all states except Tamil Nadu have 
IPC crime rates below the national average 
in 1981, but by 2011 all have higher, with 
Kerala topping the list. In respect of SLL 
crimes southern region states have crime 
rates consistently higher than the national 
average. In general, western region states 
namely Gujarat, Maharashtra and Goa 
and the central region states of Madhya 
Pradesh, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh have 
high IPC and SLL crime rates, but northern 
and eastern region states have lower than 
national average IPC crime rates for most 
years of the period 1981-2011 for which 
data is considered.

 It is the indicator crime against 
women that is more instructive for this 
exercise, notwithstanding the limitations 
on account of under reporting and 
sensitivity (or rather lack of sensitivity) of 
the enforcement agency (police personnel) 
in registering crimes committed against 
women. It could be argued that if a state 
shows unusually high incidence of crime 
against women, relative to the national 

level, in general that state is likely to have 
a poor performance on crime control and 
law enforcement. At the all-India level, 
there is a rising trend in the incidence 
of cognizable crime reported against 
women under all categories namely, rape, 
molestation, abduction and cruelty by 
relatives. There is a 165 per cent increase 
in reported incidence of cruelty by 
relatives, 77 per cent increase in abduction, 
56 per cent in rape and over 20 per cent 
in molestation over the years 1991 and 
2011. States like Mizoram, Tripura, Assam, 
Madhya Pradesh and Chhattisgarh have 
more than two fold and in some cases even 
four-fold higher incidence of rape than 
the all-India average in 2011. Jammu and 
Kashmir, Kerala, Tripura, Madhya Pradesh, 
Andhra Pradesh all have more than two-
fold higher incidence of molestation than 
the national average in 2011. Similarly, 
states like Tripura, West Bengal, Rajasthan, 
Assam and Kerala have significantly higher 
incidence of cruelty by relatives vis-à-vis 
the national average.

20

10

0

-10

40

60

30

50

ine adj PlPoprto ine adj CrRtInv ine adj CsDsRto

Fig 2.19

(b) For 2011

AP ArP Asm Bih Goa Guj Har HP JK Kar Ker MP Mah Odi Pun Raj Sik TN Tri UP WB Del 

20

10

0

40

60

30

50

70
(a) For 1991

AP ArP Asm Bih Goa Guj Har HP JK Kar Ker MP Mah Odi Pun Raj Sik TN Tri UP WB Del 

Inter-state Inequality – Police Density, Crime and Case-disposal Rate



CHAPTER 2 MEASURING POLICY EFFECTIVENESS FOR HUMAN WELLBEING 49

Court-case Disposal Rate
 The proportion of cases both SLL and 
IPC disposed by courts in any year takes 
into account the pending cases from the 
previous years. The number of cases that 
are adjudicated (disposed) includes those 
with judgement of acquittal or conviction 
and some that are withdrawn. The rest are 
categorised as pending. Over the period 
1991 to 2011, there is a deteriorating trend 
in adjudication of cases under both SLL and 
IPC, implying a rising trend in the pending 
cases at the national level. For cases under 
SLL, the adjudication rate falls from nearly 
54 per cent in 1991 to over 38 per cent in 
2001 before rising to about 45 per cent in 
2011. In other words proportion of pending 
cases under SLL rises from about 44 per 
cent in 1991 to 55 per cent in 2011. While 
the best performing states among the large 
states are Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu 
with consistently high adjudication rates 
or low pending rates, several states such as 
Arunachal Pradesh, Manipur, Jammu and 
Kashmir, Maharashtra and Meghalaya have 
well over 90 per cent pending rates in 2011 
and high pending rates on a consistent 
basis over the three years. States that 
started-off well but rapidly deteriorated 
in their performance are West Bengal 
and  Karnataka.

 The picture in respect of cases under 
IPC is more dismal. At the all-India level 
the proportion of pending cases rises from 
about 82 per cent in 1991 to 85 per cent in 
2011 with a corresponding declining trend 
in the adjudicated cases. Among the large 
states, only three states namely Mizoram, 
Nagaland and Tamil Nadu have proportion 
of pending cases at less than 70 per cent, 
with Mizoram having a pending proportion 
of less than 44 per cent. Manipur and 
West Bengal record a proportion of 
pending cases at over 98 and 95 per cent 
respectively. Only one state Madhya 
Pradesh shows a secular decline in the 
proportion of pending cases albeit at a high 
level of pending proportion. In general, 
despite lower crime rates than the national 
average, the north-eastern region presents 
a mixed picture on the court-case disposal 
rate under both IPC and SLL. It accounted 

for the highest and lowest percentage of 
crime cases disposed, IPC and SLL, both in 
1991 and 2011.

 The inter-state trends in the three 
indicators namely PlPopRto, inverse 
of crime rate (CrRtInv) and court-case 
disposal ratio (CsDsRto), adjusted for 
inequality for the year 1991 and 2011 are 
reflected in Figure 2.19. It follows the same 
methodological approach as indicated in 
the analysis presented earlier for Figure 
2.13. From Figure 2.19, it appears there 
is only a marginal improvement in the 
average attainments for PlPopRto for some 
states (left hand side of the panel and a 
few on the right hand side) and for the 
other two variables for some other states 
(right hand side of the panel) in 2011 over 
1991. While inequality has increased for 
PlPopRto and CrRtInv, it has declined for 
CsDsRto. The correlation between crime 
rate and case disposal ratio shows a correct 
sign and is weak in 1991, but becomes 
significant in 2011.

RoLI
 Overall, for the period 1981 to 2011, 
RoLI shows a decline at the all-India level, 
the deterioration being sharpest (by over 
–9 per cent) in the 1980s followed by 
stagnation in 1990s and further decline 
though at a reduced pace (of about –2.5 
per cent), in the last decade. Among the 
large states, the number of states with 
a negative growth in RoLI increases to 
18 in the last decade from 11 to 12 in 
the preceding decades, reflecting a more 
widespread deterioration in the law and 
order and justice dispensation environment 
in the country. Even a state like Delhi 
witnesses a higher than national average 
deterioration in RoLI in the last decade. 
Two states namely Andhra Pradesh and 
Odisha experience a contraction (negative 
growth) in RoLI in all the three decades, 
while Assam, Haryana, Kerala, Meghalaya, 
Punjab, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal see 
two consecutive decades (in most instances 
the last two decades) of deterioration 
(negative growth) in their RoLI.
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 Much of the decline in RoLI can be 
associated with the sharp decline in the 
court-case disposal rate, until 2001 (Figure 
2.20). The crime index shows a contraction 
in 1980 by over –8 per cent followed by an 
improvement of over 14 per cent in 1990s 
and then again a contraction by well over 
–5 per cent in the last decade. The density 
of police personnel increases in 1980s 
by over 10 per cent and then declines 
and stagnates in the next two decades, 
respectively. These trends are also reflected 
in Figure 2.21. While the contribution of 
court-case disposal rate steadily declines 
that of the crime index and to a lesser 
extent the density of police personnel 
improves in the overall performance of 
the  RoLI.

 At the state level the five worst- 
performing states in descending order 
(starting with the worst) in 2011 are 

Kerala, West Bengal, Gujarat, Madhya 
Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh. All of them 
are large states and other than Andhra 
Pradesh and West Bengal in 2001 the 
rest are also in the bottom five worst 
performing states on RoLI in 2001. It is also 
interesting to note that Gujarat has been 
consistently in the bottom 2 to 3 states on 
RoLI all through the period 1981-2011. 
It does reflect poorly on a state, which is 
otherwise seen as being progressive. This 
is partly on account of Gujarat having a 
high incidence of SLL crime rate (largely 
related to prohibition laws) and the poor 
performance on court-case disposal rate. 
Among these five, the bottom states 
Kerala and West Bengal exhibit a similar 
trend of a rise in RoLI in 1980s followed 
by a continuous decline in the next two 
decades, albeit with some moderation 
since 2001. The other three show a sharp 
decline in the 1980s and stagnation or 
marginal rise in the RoLI thereafter. 
Figure 2.22(a) suggests the deterioration 
in Kerala’s rule of law performance is 
mainly explained by the crime index, 
which also contributes negatively to the 
performance of Andhra Pradesh. For most 
laggard states poor performance on RoLI 
is explained by the negative contribution 
of the court-case disposal rate. At the 
other end the better performing states/
union territories on RoLI in descending 
order are Nagaland, Lakshadweep, 
Sikkim, Mizoram and Meghalaya (Figure 
2.22(b)). Of these, other than Mizoram, 
which has a low performance rank in 
1981, the rest are among the better 
performing states throughout the period. 
They are not only small states or union 
territories but except for one, all are from 
the north-eastern region of the country. 
While Sikkim shows a decline in RoLI 
in the last decade, Meghalaya shows a 
more gradual decline since 1991. Only 
Mizoram from among these states reflects a 
continuous improvement in RoLI over the 
period. Mizoram reflects a more balanced 
contribution of the three components in 
the overall RoLI, the good performance 
of others is mainly on account of 
contribution from improved performance 
of the crime index.
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RoLI: Key Findings

Some key finds from the RoLI. Its 
components and their underlying 
indicators  are:

• RoLI shows a decline at the all-India 
level for the period 1981-2011, the 
deterioration being sharpest in the 1980s 
followed by stagnation in 1990s and a 
further decline though at a reduced pace 
in the last decade;

• The deterioration in the law and order 
and justice dispensation environment 
in the country is more widespread in 
the decade 2001-11, states that did not 
show any deterioration during 1980s 
and 1990s started showing deterioration 
in the last decade;

• At aggregate level much of the decline 
in RoLI can be associated with the sharp 

decline in the court-case disposal rate, 
in the first three decades and stagnation 
thereafter;

• All the worst performing states are large 
states and Gujarat has been consistently 
in the bottom 2 to 3 states on RoLI all 
through the period 1981-2011;

• All good performing states on RoLI 
are small states or union territories and 
except for one, all are from the north-
eastern region of the country;

• Generally police density (police 
personnel per 10,000 population) is 
rising and/or high in states with better 
performance on the RoLI, this is true of 
most north-eastern states;

• A high recorded crime rate is not 
necessarily a reflection of unsafe 
environment for living, it could well be 
a reflection of sensitive administration 
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and law enforcement in the state, hence 
best interpreted in conjunction with 
other information;

• At the all-India level, incidence of 
crime is high under SLL and marginally 
rising, it is relatively lower and declining 
under  IPC;

• North-eastern states show an overall 
fall in IPC crime rates over the period 
1981 to 2011, they also have a low 
SLL crime rate as compared to the 
national  average;

• States in the southern, western and 
central region of the country show a 
higher crime rates under IPC and SLL, 
whereas those in northern and eastern 
region have relatively lower crime rates 
than the national average;

• For the country as a whole, there is a rising 
trend in the incidence of cognizable 
crime reported against women under 
all categories namely, rape, molestation, 
abduction and cruelty by relatives, 
though there are regional variations in 
the increase by type of  crime;

• Over the period 1991 to 2011, there is 
a deteriorating trend in adjudication of 
cases under SLL and IPC, implying a 
rising trend in the pending cases at the 
national level;

• Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu have 
high adjudication rates or low pending 
rates consistently, and despite lower 
than the national average crime rate, 
the north-eastern region presents a 
mixed picture accounting for the highest 
and lowest percentage of crime cases 
disposed under IPC and SLL in 1991 as 
well as 2011; and

• The data does not show any significant 
relation between improved growth per-
formance prospects (growth momentum 
over a five-year period) and performance 
on RoLI.

 A major policy take-away is the 
urgent need for improvement in the 
functioning of the judicial system in the 
country, especially in the adjudication 
rates of court-cases under both IPC and 
SLL. A comprehensive overhauling of the 
system including reforms of Civil Procedure 
Code to address procedural bottlenecks, 

Box 2.6: Mounting Burden of Justice: 
Pending Court Cases in India

In India, total number of cases pending in Courts is about 
31 million. As of December 2013, Supreme Court has a 
backlog of 65,661 cases and as of September 2012, there 
are 4.4 million cases in High Courts and 26.8 million in 
District and Subordinate Courts. This does not include 
Family Courts and Fast Track Courts. Fast Track Courts have 
given some momentum to the justice delivery system and 
as of March 2011, 3.3 million cases were disposed of by 
1192 Fast Track Courts which have been setup since 2000 
on the recommendation of Eleventh Finance Commission.
 There are several reasons for the long pendency of 
cases in the courts. Shortage of judges (along with delays 
in appointments to vacant positions), excessive burden on 
public prosecutors and inadequacy in the Civil Procedure 
Code – the procedural framework of rules and procedures 
supporting the institution of judiciary are some of the 

factors. Poor infrastructure and weak alternate dispute 
redress mechanisms also contribute to the situation. With 
awareness and access to legal remedies, the country faces 
a rising burden of litigation. The Government of India 
approved setting up of a National Mission for Justice 
Delivery and Legal Reforms with the objective of reducing 
delays in the system and enhancing accountability 
through structural changes. The government has accepted 
recommendations of Thirteenth Finance Commission to 
provide Rs 5,000 crore to the states during the period 
2010-15 to set up special magistrate’s courts, appoint 
court managers, organise more Lok Adalats, training of 
judicial officers and public prosecutors, and maintenance 
of court buildings. Clearly these measures have to start 
delivering quickly if the backlog has to be reduced before 
it is too late and justice is perpetually denied!

Source: Based on Court News, Supreme Court of India, various issues.
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expansion of judicial infrastructure and 
professionalization of court registry using 
information-technology are some of the 
steps that need to be taken to their logical 
conclusion. The second aspect is to relook 
at the policy for manpower planning of 
the police-force and their training and 
technological up-gradation for better 
crime prevention, crime investigation and 
law enforcement, especially so for crimes 
committed against women (see Boxes 2.6 
to 2.8), which have seen a significant spurt 
in the recent past, at least when it comes to 
reporting to the law enforcement agencies.

VI. Physical 
Infrastructure 
Development Index

In any society, more so a developing one, 
the importance of good infrastructure 

for directly contributing to human 
wellbeing and for supporting economic 
growth to sustain improvement in the 
standard of living of its people cannot 
be underemphasized. In developing 
societies a large part of this responsibility 
to create and maintain the required 
infrastructure, especially in the early stages 
of development, falls on the government or 
the public sector. Therefore, any attempt 
at analysing the policy effectiveness of the 
state in such a context has to include an 
assessment of infrastructure development, 
both in terms of the outcomes that it 
supports and in terms of resource-efficiency 
of the infrastructure development process. 
The latter though is not amenable to 
aggregative analysis and may appropriately 
be assessed at the project level.

 There is another good reason to 
consider an infrastructure development 
dimension in a measure of policy 
effectiveness for a developing country. In 
developed countries basic infrastructure 
and corresponding services that it supports 

Box 2.7: Public Interest Litigation: 
An Instrument for Development Action?

Individual capability, among other things, depends on 
economic opportunities, political liberty and freedom. 
The extent to which people enjoy the freedom to lead a 
good and healthy life determines the level of development 
in a country. The process to build capabilities and 
opportunities can also benefit from creating entitlements 
like the right to livelihood, right to minimum wages, right 
to food and right to information. Supreme Court of India’s 
PIL initiative and the decisions thereon have helped in 
guaranteeing such freedoms to the people. It has helped 
in establishing standards against which good governance 
and development outcomes can be assessed. 
 There have been certain positive outcomes of 
this system of jurisprudence. Through PIL, courts have 
included certain social and economic principles (which 
are not justiciable) into the ambit of fundamental rights. 
Further, even though it is recognised that a developmental 
state has an important role in the eradication of poverty, 
hunger, and malnutrition, it often does not get translated 
into adequate policy response. The court can then justify 
its intervention (through PIL) in these cases by enforcing 

existing law, or through directing executive action on 
social welfare programs and ensuring that they are 
properly implemented. Constitutional guarantees under 
Articles 226 and 32 provide avenues for PIL reforms 
since they allow direct access to High courts and the 
Supreme Court in case of ‘legal’ or ‘constitutional’ wrongs. 
These provisions can be used by less advantaged groups 
to assert their interests through the courts. The courts 
have shown a willingness to experiment with remedial 
strategies that require continuous supervision and that 
appear to significantly shift the line between adjudication 
and administration. The final orders in PIL cases are often 
detailed, specific and intrusive. In many cases, the court 
does not simply decide that the respondents ought to 
perform specific actions, but require that they return on 
a set date to report on implementation. The court has 
also created agencies to suggest appropriate remedies and 
monitor compliance. Though courts have faced systematic 
enforcement problems with many PIL orders, it could be 
said that India’s recent policy initiatives on social sector 
development and their implementation have greatly 
benefitted from this initiative.
 
Source: Based on Sarbani Sen (2014), Background Paper for IPPR 2014.
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are taken for granted and therefore are not 
likely to add significantly to a matrix for 
measuring human wellbeing, though issues 
of gaps in access for some population groups 

or regions to infrastructure services may 
remain. But in a developing country with 
weak basic infrastructure even a marginal 
improvement in the spread and quality 

Box 2.8: Rule of Law and 
Democratic Governance in India

When the Constitution of India was adopted on 26 
November 1949 by the Constituent Assembly, its members 
were mindful of the challenges of governance. Speaking 
after the completion of his work, Dr B.R. Ambedkar, 
Chairman of the Constitution Drafting Committee, said: ‘I 
feel that the Constitution is workable; it is flexible and 
it is strong enough to hold the country together both 
in peacetime and in wartime. Indeed, if I may say so, if 
things go wrong under the new Constitution the reason 
will not be that we had a bad Constitution. What we will 
have to say is that Man was vile.’ Since independence, 
various attempts to enforce and institutionalise the rule of 
law in the Indian society have not achieved the intended 
results. While the normative framework of constitutional 
governance is established through the Constitution of 
India and the various institutions established under it, 
deeply embedded values of constitutionalism have not 
taken roots in the Indian society. 
 The Indian legal system is faced with numerous crises 
starting with the fundamental challenge of enforcing the 
rule of law. While the system of governance in India is 
based on law, this does not necessarily translate into 
the behaviour of those who govern or the governed to 
have respect for the law. This lack of respect translates 
into serious threats to democracy, as the legal system 
may not be able to respond to the growing sense of lack 
of trust and faith in the institutions. Passing more laws 
and the establishment of more institutions credited with 
responding to injustices may not be the right approach. 
Enforcement of the rule of law and efforts to protect the 
rule of law ought to be shaped by a number of factors that 
will improve the capacity of the legal system to respond 
to injustices. The development of the Indian legal system 
ought to focus on three major reform initiatives, which 
will help in establishing a rule of law society, leading to 
the strengthening of democracy:
 Law schools and legal education: Law schools have 
played an important role in shaping the role and function 
of law in societies, which have established the rule of law 
as the basic framework for governance. The academics in 
law schools have shaped the understanding of law and 
legal processes along with imparting legal education with 

a view to ensuring excellence in promoting legal knowledge 
and advocacy skills. It helps students with legal training 
to occupy positions of responsibility in government and 
outside government and to engage in policymaking. 
 Lawyers and social change: Lawyers have a 
responsibility to recognise the problems of the legal 
system, the vast gap between the law in the books and the 
law that is practiced, and in particular, to appreciate that 
the fragility of the rule of law in India cannot be taken for 
granted. In fact, the respect for the rule of law ought to be 
institutionalised among the legal fraternity. This can help 
lawyers fulfill the role of law as an instrument of social 
change.
 Judiciary and the justice delivery system: The 
judiciary as an institution, particularly the High Courts 
and the Supreme Court of India, has performed admirably 
well in upholding the Constitution and protecting the 
rights of the people. It has acquired enormous faith and 
trust from the people. Expanding the interpretation of 
the fundamental rights enshrined in the Constitution, 
overcoming restrictions based on rules relating to locus 
standi, creating new avenues for seeking remedies for 
human rights violations through public interest litigation 
pleas and promoting genuine judicial interventions in the 
areas of child labour, bonded labour, clean and healthy 
environment, and women’s rights are a few examples of 
successful judicial intervention to uphold the rule of law 
and ensure justice. However, the justice delivery system in 
India is marred by lack of access to justice. The impact of 
the judiciary’s efforts in providing justice to the victims 
of various forms of injustice is still minimal, although 
profoundly significant. The working of the lower courts in 
India has to be significantly improved. The establishment 
of the National Judiciary Academy in Bhopal was a step 
in the right direction but there is need for substantially 
improving the working of state judicial academies. These 
institutions need to play an important role in identifying 
the problem of justice delivery systems, and how far the 
judiciary can help in establishing a rule of law society.
If democracy is to become meaningful in India, it should 
be based on two important factors: enforcement of the 
rule of law and the reform of the political system, each 
dwelling upon the other. 

Source: C. Raj Kumar, Background Note for IPPR 2014.
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of infrastructure and the corresponding 
services that it may support could also 
have a disproportionate impact on 
human  wellbeing.

 There is, however, the issue of what 
kind of infrastructure development should 
be reflected in the policy effectiveness 
measure. With the data on infrastructure 
development available more easily than 
is the case with other dimensions of the 
PEI, this choice could be addressed in 
multiple ways for an exercise such as 
this one. First, it is desirable to include 
information on those infrastructure 
services that have a direct and pronounced 
impact on human wellbeing. Second, is to 
consider the infrastructure predominantly 
supplied by the state as a part of its public 
goods provisioning. Third consideration 
is to select those infrastructure services 
that have large supply-demand. Fourth 
consideration is to ignore infrastructure 
that has been captured directly or indirectly 
in other dimensions of PEI. Finally, it is 
desirable to have a residual indicator with a 
catch-all feature that perhaps also helps in 
reflecting the role of natural environment 
and the quality of people’s habitat in their 
wellbeing matrix.

PIDI Attributes and Indicators

PIDI focuses on three attributes of 
infrastructure and the services that it 
supports for improving human wellbeing. 
The first of these relates to infrastructure, 
mostly publicly provided or publicly 
regulated that directly adds to human 
wellbeing at the level of households/
communities. It is captured by the indicator 
proportion of household with access to 
electricity, water and toilets (HhEWT). 
It is based on a cross-tabulation of three 
different indicators such that only those 
households that have access to all three 
namely, electricity, water and toilets are 
recorded as the relevant households for 
the indicator. There is ample recognition 
that all three are important in themselves, 

but for human wellbeing it is essential 
that there is a concurrent access in 
adequate measures to all the three at the  
household level.

 The second attribute of PIDI relates 
to an infrastructure that is collectively 
consumed by people and is vital for 
supporting economic activity and 
connectivity for accessing other services 
(public and private), especially in a country 
with predominantly rural population. It is 
captured by a composite measure ‘index of 
road connectivity’ (IRdCon). It uses two 
indicators namely, proportion of surfaced 
road to total (to emphasise the quality 
dimension) and adjusts it with increase 
in road coverage per 100 sq. km relative 
to the national average. Thus, both the 
quality and the quantity dimensions of 
the indicator are captured in the index of 
road  connectivity.

 The third attribute seeks to capture 
some aspect of the overall environment, 
especially pertaining to the quality of the 
habitat of the population. It is captured 
through the indicator proportion of 
households with pucca houses (literally, 
‘permanent’ but defined in terms of use 
of certain specified building materials 
for house construction hence capturing 
housing quality (HzQlty)). There are 
some obvious issues in using this variable. 
Housing is not something that is publicly 
provided, except perhaps in a limited 
sense of housing provided for the poor 
in the rural and urban areas under public 
programmes and therefore it is not a 
public good. However, it could be argued 
that the state has a role in ensuring that 
people have access to housing and that 
housing affordability is ensured for most 
households/individuals through appropriate 
policy measures. It is also conceivable that 
improved housing stock (pucca houses to 
begin with) is likely to be associated with 
better habitat and living spaces. Moreover, 
it is not easy to think of an indicator 
that could reflect the quality of physical 
environment at the level of disaggregation 
required for this exercise.
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 The indicators reflecting the three 
infrastructure attributes have been 
differently weighted to emphasise some 
normative considerations relevant for the 
current state of infrastructure development 
in the country and people’s access to it. 
While proportion of households with access 
to electricity, water and toilet is given a 
weight of 40 per cent, the other two are 
equally weighted at 30 per cent each. PIDI 
has been constructed separately for rural 
and urban areas, but only the broad results 
in respect of the regional disparities have 
been provided here. The basic analysis 
has been undertaken on the combined 
PIDI constructed for rural and urban areas 
taken  together.

Some Trends

Basic Amenities
 Before taking up the composite 
variable HhEWT reflecting the access to 
three basic amenities, the trends in the 
constituent indicators namely, access to 
sanitation (toilet facilities), electricity 
and water are presented briefly. In respect 
of the indicator on sanitation, Census 
enumerates number of households having 
access to toilet facility within premises 
which has been used without going into 
further qualifications in order to have a 
comparable data over time. At the all-India 
level, there has been a two-fold increase in 
the households with availability of toilets 
within premises. The pace of improvement 
is higher in the decade 1991-2001 than in 
the subsequent decade. States like Bihar, 
Odisha and Madhya Pradesh from the 
eastern and central regions of the country 
are among the worst performing states, 
while states in the north-eastern region 
have the most proportion of households 
having toilet facility within premises. In 
other parts of the country namely, western, 
northern and southern most states improve 
their performance on the indicator over the 
period at a pace higher than the national 
average. North Indian states like Himachal 
Pradesh, Haryana, Punjab and Jammu and 

Kashmir also improve their performance 
on the indicator. There are however 
differences across rural-urban areas and 
among the social groups in having toilet 
facility within premises but the broad 
trends mirror the aggregate picture.

 Water is defined as safe if it is free 
from biological contamination (guinea 
worm, cholera, typhoid, etc.) and within 
permissible limits of chemical contamination 
(excess fluoride, brackish-ness, iron, arsenic, 
nitrates, etc.) as per IS-10500 standard of 
Bureau of Indian Standards. However, for 
this study safe water is classified as coming 
from piped water source (tap), hand-pump 
or tube-well. At the national level safe 
water coverage has increased from around 
40 per cent in 1981 to 85 per cent in 2011, 
from 25 per cent to over 80 per cent in 
rural areas and from 75 per cent to over 90 
in urban areas. At the state level in 2011, 
other than Sikkim all north-eastern states 
have a safe water coverage of well below 
the national average. States like Punjab, 
Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, Tamil Nadu, 
Uttar Pradesh, Bihar and West Bengal have 
over 90 per cent of its population covered 
with supply of safe water. While Kerala has 
a low coverage, it is mostly on account of 
water being accessed from covered wells 
which are typically not considered safe 
in the definition of safe water adopted for 
the country as a whole, but are generally a 
source of safe water in the state.

 Only two-thirds of India’s population 
in 2011 has access to electricity with 
around 55 per cent in rural areas and over 
90 per cent in urban areas. The coverage 
of households with access to electricity at 
the all-India level was around 26 per cent 
in 1981, with just 15 per cent in rural areas 
and 63 per cent in urban areas. While states 
like Himachal Pradesh, Goa, Gujarat, 
Haryana, Karnataka, Kerala, Tamil Nadu, 
Punjab and Sikkim have over 90 per cent 
households with access to electricity in 
2011, Bihar has less than 20 per cent, Uttar 
Pradesh less than 40 per cent and Odisha 
just over 40 per cent. Most north-eastern 
states have less than 70 per cent households 
having access to electricity.
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 In terms of concurrent access to all 
the three namely, sanitation, safe water 
and electricity, at the all-India level the 
coverage of households increases from 
around 10 per cent to over 36 per cent in 
2011. The proportion of the households in 
urban areas is over 70 per cent and in rural 
areas less than 20 per cent. In other words, 
even now only about one-third of Indian 
households have access to sanitation, safe 
water and electricity in their homes and 
it is largely an urban phenomenon. While 
the north Indian states like Himachal 
Pradesh, Haryana, Punjab, Uttarakhand 
and Delhi have more than 80 per cent 
households in urban areas and more than 
50 per cent of rural areas, Bihar, Odisha 
and Uttar Pradesh had less than 10 per 
cent households in rural areas and over 
50 per cent in urban with access to all the 
amenities. The proportion of households 
having none of these amenities at all-India 
level declines from 24 per cent in 1991 to  
5 per cent in 2011.

Road Connectivity
 The index of road connectivity has 
shown a steady improvement over the 
period 1981 to 2011. From a level of nearly 
46 per cent at the all-India level in 1981 
it rises by about 12 per cent in each of 
the next two decades before losing some 
momentum in the last decade when it 
records a growth of 8 per cent in reaching 
the level of 62 in 2011. Both the indicators 
constituting the road connectivity index 
namely, the increase in road length per 
100 sq. km (relative to national average) 
and the proportion of surfaced roads to the 
total (quality of roads) have shown a steady 
improvement over the period. The states 
with poor quality of roads (less than 50 per 
cent of surfaced roads) in 2011 are Assam 
(just 16 per cent), Odisha (23 per cent), 
West Bengal (39 per cent), Tripura (42 per 
cent) and Manipur (43 per cent). Punjab, 
Gujarat and Haryana have road quality of 
above 90 per cent, Sikkim around 89 per 
cent, and Tamil Nadu and Rajasthan just 
above 80 per cent.

Quality of Housing
 The Census presents data on quality 
of houses based on the material used for 
construction of walls and roof separately. If 
both walls and roof, based on the material 
used for construction, are made of pucca 
material, a house is called as pucca. If the 
wall and roof are made of kutcha (non-
durable material) material the house is 
classified as kutcha. In all other cases the 
house is classified as semi-pucca. A wall 
is considered kutcha if the material used 
includes grass, leaves, reeds, bamboo, mud, 
un-burnt brick or wood. It is pucca when 
the material used in is burnt brick, GI 
sheets, or metal sheet, stone of cement 
concrete. Similarly a roof is considered 
kutcha if the material used is grass, leaves 
bamboo, thatch mud, un-burnt brick or 
wood. It is pucca when the material used 
includes tiles, slate, shingle, corrugated 
iron, zinc or other metal sheets, asbestos, 
cement sheets, bricks, lime and stone or 
RBC/RCC concrete.

 All-India proportion of households 
living in pucca households steadily 
increases from 32 per cent in 1981 to 62 per 
cent in 2011, with a decadal growth rate of 
between 2 to 3 per cent during the entire 
period. Correspondingly the proportion of 
households living in semi-pucca and kutcha 
houses has decreased. In 1981, at the all-
India level, the proportion of households 
with pucca houses in urban regions is higher 
by around three-fold to the proportion of 
pucca houses in rural regions. Over the 
years the rural-urban disparity declines. In 
2011 rural regions have over 60 per cent of 
the proportion of pucca houses in the urban 
areas. The pace of conversion into pucca 
houses is understandably faster in the rural 
than in the urban areas. There are however 
wide disparities across states, in part due to 
the local architectural preferences. Thus, 
for instance, other than Mizoram with 
nearly 64 per cent proportion of households 
with pucca construction in 2011, all other 
north-eastern states are well below the 
national average on households living in 
pucca houses, in some cases just around 
one-third of the national average.
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 The inter-state trends in the three 
indicators namely, households with basic 
amenities (HhEWT), index of road 
connectivity (IRdCon) and housing quality 
(HzQlty), adjusted for inequality for the 
year 1981 and 2011 are reflected in Figure 
2.23. It follows the same methodological 
approach as indicated in the analysis 
presented earlier for Figure 2.13 and 2.17. 
Figure 2.23, show that there is average 
improvement in all the three indicators in 
2011 as against 1981; the dispersion around 
the national average or inequality across 
states (measured by standard deviation and 
reflected as fluctuation in the line graph 
of the variable in the figure) increases for 
all the three indicators with HhEWT 

registering more than double increase, 
HzQlty by 30 per cent and IRdCon by 
15 per cent; the correlation between 
households with access to basic amenities 
and housing quality which is high in 1981 
weakens considerably in 2011, and between 
households with access to basic amenities 
and road connectivity strengthens though 
not significantly in  2011.

PIDI Combined (Rural and Urban)
 Overall at the all-India level, PIDI 
shows a sustained momentum being 
maintained with only a marginal dip in 
the decadal growth rate from around 32 
per cent in the 1980s and 1990s to 25 
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per cent in the last decade. Among the 
large states, all states have a positive 
growth in PIDI in all the three periods, 
except Gujarat and Jammu and Kashmir, 
both of them record a negative growth of 
about –3 per cent in the period 2001-11. 
Improvement in all the three components 
of the PIDI contributed to the overall 
performance of the index, the indicator 
capturing households with access to basic 
amenities improving its momentum in the 
post-1991 period (Figure 2.24). This trend 
is also reflected in Figure 2.25. While the 
contribution of index of road connectivity 
in the overall performance of PIDI 
declines that of household with accesses 
to basic amenities improves with a nearly 
doubling of its share in the total.

 There are however large disparities 
in the rural and urban performance of 
PIDI components. Figure 2.26 shows that 
rural-urban disparities in respect of index 
of road connectivity diminishing over the 
period but at a faster rate after 2001. The 
proportion of households with access to 
basic amenities shows some divergence 
in the rural-urban attainments, especially 
after 1991 with the pace of divergence 
moderating after 2001. The component 
reflecting the quality of housing also shows 
a gradual dip in the rural-urban disparities 
post-1991.

 At the state level the five worst- 
performing states in descending order 
(starting with the worst) in 2011 are 
Odisha, Assam, Bihar, Manipur and 
Meghalaya. While three of these states 
are form north-east, the other two are 
traditionally backward large states. While 
Odisha and Assam are among the bottom 
five worst states throughout the period, 
other than Meghalaya, the other four are 
also the worst performing states on PIDI 
in 2001. Among these five states, Odisha, 
Assam and Manipur exhibit a similar trend 
of a rise in the momentum in PIDI from 
1991. In case of Bihar this improvement 
in momentum comes a decade later and 
in case of Meghalaya it comes in 1990s 
followed by some loss of steam in the post-
2001 period. The relative contribution 

of the three components in the overall 
performance of PIDI (Figure 2.27(a)) 
shows that for two states, namely, Bihar 
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and Odisha, the driver is quality of housing 
component, and in case of Manipur and 
Assam it is households with access to basic 
amenities that improved their share in the 
overall index by more than 50 per cent over 
the period 2011 over 1981. Meghalaya has 
a balanced contribution from all the three 
components. For most laggard states, poor 
performance on PIDI is explained by weak 
performance in improving road quality as 
captured in proportion of surfaced road to 
the total.

 At the other end, the good performing 
states/union territories on PIDI in 
descending order are Chandigarh, Punjab, 
Sikkim, Delhi and Haryana. Except for 
Sikkim they are all in the northern region 
of the county. Indeed the sixth state after 
Haryana in that order is Himachal Pradesh, 
also a northern region state. Thus, on the 
PIDI performance the northern region 
seems to be taking a lead over other regions 
of the country. While Sikkim and Punjab 
have a similar trend of a continuous rise 
in the PIDI with a slightly improved 
momentum since 1991, Chandigarh 
and Delhi both shows a decline in their 

growth, Chandigarh post-1991 and Delhi 
from 2001. In the case of Haryana there is 
decline in the 1980s before a sharp pick-up 
in growth in the next two decades. In terms 
of contribution of components to overall 
change (Figure 2.27 (b)) there is a negative 
contribution of the road connectivity 
index in the case of Chandigarh’s PIDI, 
whereas for others there is a significant 
improvement in the share of households 
with access to basic amenities driving their 
PIDI performance.

PIDI: Key Findings

Some key findings from the analysis of PIDI 
combined, the rural and urban variants and 
their underlying variables are:

• Overall at the all-India level, PIDI shows 
a sustained growth momentum being 
maintained in all the three decades;

• Except Gujarat and Jammu and Kashmir 
that register a negative growth in 
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the period 2001-11 all other states 
experience positive growth during the 
entire period 1981 to 1991;

• Improvement in all the three compo-

nents of the PIDI contributes to the 
overall performance of the index;

• There are significant rural-urban dis-
parities in PIDI performance, though 
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Box 2.9: Some Issues in Public-Private 
Partnerships: Road and Power Sector 

National Highways sit at the apex of road sector projects 
in India. At 79,000 km, National Highways comprise just  
2 per cent of the road network in the country, but carry  
40 per cent of the traffic. Despite their economic 
importance, only 24 per cent of the National Highways are 
four-lane or more and only 52 per cent are two-lane. This 
implies tremendous road congestion leading to wastage 
of time and fuel, compromising overall competitiveness 
of country. Similarly, power sector is probably the most 
important and weakest link of Indian infrastructure. In 
1991, India began its power privatization program as part 
of the overall liberalization of the economy and as an answer 
to persistent power shortages. It amended the Electricity 
(Supply) Act (1948), allowing private participation in 
power, followed by the more comprehensive Electricity 
Act, 2003. 
 In view of fiscal limitations, time and cost 
overruns and generally poor quality of publicly provided 
infrastructure, the government has leaned on the private 
sector to address the road, power and other infrastructure 
deficits in the country. As per the Private Participation 
in Infrastructure Database of the World Bank, while 
road sector accounts 45 per cent of all Public-Private-
Partnership (PPP) projects in India and only 20 per cent 
of PPP investments at USD62 billion, the power sector 
accounts for 40 per cent of PPP investments.
 India has developed a robust institutional structure 
for PPP projects with the Public-Private Partnership 
Appraisal Committee (PPPAC) tasked with appraising and 
approving PPP projects. There is a standardization of 
contracts through Model Concession Agreements drawn-up 
through inter-ministerial processes and inputs from other 
stakeholders including the private sector. These model 
documents define the risk-return framework for the public 
and the private sectors in precise terms. They expedite 
contracting, make it more transparent and protect the 
stakeholders from arbitrary action. Further, because most 
infrastructure projects have substantial externalities, 
which, by definition, are not captured by financial returns 
to companies, Government of India has introduced a 
Viability Gap Funding (VGF) Scheme to enable building of 
infrastructure projects with substantial economic benefits 
but whose returns fall below standard thresholds of 
financial viability.
 While some PPP road projects like the Jaipur-
Kishangarh highway are providing satisfactory user 
services, are profitable to the private sector and considered 
successful, there are many other projects like the Gurgaon-

Jaipur Highway that have proved otherwise. Lately, many 
of the road projects have stalled owing to aggressive 
bidding, increasing input costs, and declining traffic 
growth. Any post-award relief to the private players of 
these projects while balancing the public and the private 
interests has to stand up to the scrutiny of the oversight 
agencies, which is perhaps one of the reasons holding up 
an early resolution of the problem.
 There are three main sub-sectors in the power sector, 
generation, transmission, and distribution. In the power 
generation sector, as against actual capacity addition 
of about 55,000 MW in the Eleventh Plan period (2007-
12), which was more than double that in the Tenth Plan 
period, capacity addition of about 88,500 MW is planned 
in the Twelfth Plan period (2012-17). Of which over half 
is expected to come from the private sector. However, the 
generation segment is lately facing acute problems related 
to fuel availability and price. Currently, many of the power 
generation projects are veering towards re-negotiation 
because of the problem of fuel availability and price.
 The fuel availability and price risk was allocated 
to the private sector in the Standard Bidding Documents 
that the Ministry of Power was following till now. A basic 
principle of risk allocation is that the risk should be 
allocated to the party which has more control over the risk 
factor and since the private sector does not have control 
over fuel availability and price, this risk should have been 
allocated to the private sector. Though this has been 
addressed with this risk effectively allocated to the public 
sector, the problem remains. If retail tariffs are politically 
capped, which is the case, the allocation of fuel price risk 
to the public sector gets transferred as increased losses of 
the distribution sub-sector. 
 Distribution is the weakest link in the power sector 
value chain. There have been only two cases of state-wide 
PPPs in power distribution sector in India, Odisha and Delhi, 
the former considered a failure while the latter a relative 
success. There are also five cases of urban franchisees with 
private participation in cities like Bhiwandi and Agra. 
Private sector participation in the power distribution 
sector is politically problematic because the cost of power 
purchase by the distribution utilities is much higher than 
the average revenue realization leading to a loss. The losses 
in the power distribution sub-sector were USD10 billion 
in 2010-11. Since distribution is the sub-sector through 
which money comes into the system, the huge loss in that 
sub-sector makes the whole power sector unviable. Any 
effort towards power sector rejuvenation has to tackle the 
difficult distribution sub-sector for sustainability. 

Source: Kumar V Pratap, Background Note for IPPR 2014.
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disparities in respect of index of road 
connectivity diminishes over the period, 
increases in case of proportion of house-
holds with access to basic amenities and 
post-1991 gradually diminishes in the 
case of quality of  housing;

• For most laggard states, poor 
performance on PIDI is explained by 
weak performance in improving roads;

• The good performing states/union 
territories on PIDI, barring one, are 
all in the northern region and include 
Chandigarh, Punjab, Sikkim, Delhi, 
Haryana and Himachal Pradesh;

• States like Bihar, Odisha and Madhya 
Pradesh from the eastern and central 
regions of the country are among 
the worst performing states in terms 
of households having toilet facility 
within premises, while states in the 
north-eastern region are among the 
better  performers;

• Other than Sikkim, all north-eastern 
states have safe water coverage well 
below the national average, while 
states like Punjab, Himachal Pradesh, 
Haryana, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, 
Bihar and West Bengal have over 90 
per cent population with access to safe 
water;

• Only two-thirds of India’s population 
has access to electricity in 2011, around 
55 per cent in rural areas and over 90 per 
cent in urban areas;

• Only about one-third of Indian 
households have access to sanitation, 
safe water and electricity concurrently 
in their homes and it is largely an urban 
phenomenon;

• The index of road connectivity has 
shown a steady improvement during 
the period 1981 to 2011, but several 
north-eastern states along with Odisha 
and West Bengal have poor road quality 
while Punjab, Gujarat and Haryana 
have road quality of above 90 per cent;

• All-India proportion of households 
living in pucca households has steadily 
increased from 32 per cent in 1981 to 62 
per cent in 2011, and over the years the 
rural-urban disparity is declining;

• There are however wide disparities 
across states, in part explained by the 
local architectural preferences such 
as in northeast where most states are 
well below the national average in 
the proportion of households living in 
pucca houses;

• Improved growth prospects (growth 
momentum with a lag) appear to support 
improvement in PIDI especially in the 
decade 2001-2011 (Figure 2.28).

 Though infrastructure development 
especially in some of the aspects captured 
in PIDI has shown significant improvement 
over the entire period 1981-2011, there 
are critical gaps that remain to be bridged. 
There is considerable scope to improve the 
access of households to basic amenities 
across the rural-urban divide and in the 
eastern and central region of the country, 
and in the quality of road connectivity, 
particularly in the north-eastern region. 
Reforms in the power sector to bridge the 
demand-supply gaps and for improving 
the quality of electricity supply, better 
management of the water resources and 
rapid scaling-up of sanitation infrastructure 
in urban and rural areas also needs policy 
prioritisation as it has implications for 
performance on other social attainments 
and human wellbeing. Finally, given the 
magnitude of investment required for 
improving the spread of and bringing about 
a qualitative improvement in infrastructure, 
the limitation of managerial skills in 
the public domain, it is necessary that 
innovative financing and implementation 
modalities, including the Public-
Private-Partnerships are established and 
standardised across different infrastructure 
sectors to ensure timely delivering of 
outcomes (see Boxes 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11 and 
Chapter 4).
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Box 2.11: Jyotigram Yojana – Gujarat

Jyotigram Yojana is one of the flagship programmes of 
Government of Gujarat with the objective of providing 
reliable and quality power supply in rural areas by a system 
of load management through bifurcation of rural load into 
two separate feeders, one for agricultural purposes, and 
the second one for other purposes.
 The important step taken in this programme is to 
rationally manage subsidies where needed, and implement 
user charges where possible. This is a big departure from 
the politically common view of providing huge subsidies 
to rural electrification as a default option. Further, this 
programme indirectly raises the price of groundwater 
supplied by tube well owners by 30 to 50 per cent, thus 
providing a signal for reducing over-use of groundwater.

 As a result of this programme, employment 
opportunities in agriculture have shown improvement, 
bringing down distress out-migration by 33 per cent, 
students work for longer duration at home and time spent 
by women on household chores is reduced by 26 per cent, 
improving their quality of life. Regular and assured supply 
of electricity enables 53 per cent of families in rural 
areas to work at night and greatly facilitating industrial 
activities like diamond polishing and agro processing. 
All this has been made possible with no extra burden on 
exchequer, or without a tariff increase. 

Source: Based on ‘Feeding a Thirsty World’, Report 31, Stockholm 

International Water Institute (2012) and ‘Impact Assessment of 

Jyotigram Yojana in Gujarat’, IRMA, 2005.

Box 2.10: Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yojana 

Pradhan Mantri Gram Sadak Yojana (PMGSY) is a central 
government intervention and an important component of 
rural poverty alleviation strategy. The primary objective 
of the programme is to provide single all weather 
connectivity to all eligible unconnected habitations with 
a population of 500 and above, 250 and above in case 
of Special Category States, Schedule V Areas. PMGSY has 
been in operation since December, 2000. As on October 
31, 2013, project proposals for providing connectivity to 
1,38,120 eligible habitations have been sanctioned with 
a the total sanctioned cost of Rs 1,64,381 crore, against 
which Rs 1,10,929 crore has been released, a total of 
3,85,315 km roads (including upgrading of roads) have 
been constructed with all-weather connectivity provided 
to 93,846 eligible habitations. 
 Several reasons can be identified for the success of 
this initiative including: (a) use of on-line management, 
monitoring and accounting system as a decision support 
tool; (b) transparency and citizen monitoring of work 
with a mandatory information board in local language 
at every work site and joint inspection of works by 
the implementing agency and public representatives;  
(c) all PMGSY roads are required to be covered by a 
5-year maintenance contract as a part of the construction 
contract; (d) all work with effect from April 2009 is being 

procured through e-tendering; and (e) to maintain quality 
standards, a three tier quality management mechanism has 
been institutionalized, involving in-house quality control 
at programme implementation unit level, structured 
independent quality monitoring at the state level and 
through the national quality monitors deployed by National 
Rural Roads Development Agency.
 Socio-economic impact assessment of the programme 
indicates better connectivity improving economic 
activities (particularly in business and trade); farming 
becoming more remunerative; access to health services 
both private and public and fall in dropout rates in 
schools. Average monthly household income in connected 
habitations increased by 12 per cent per year, as against 
an average increase of 4 per cent per year in unconnected 
villages. All-weather connectivity helped in establishing 
a customer base for artisans and craftsmen, which in turn 
led to a steady income. There are some issues like non-
availability of qualified engineers, administrative delay 
in award of projects, inadequate capacity of the project 
implementation units, non-availability of construction 
materials and man power locally, procedural delays in 
getting the land especially under forest areas that are 
holding up the pace of work in some areas.

Source: Information accessed at http://pmgsy.nic.in/pmgi112.asp, 

on 10 February 2014.
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VII. Development Radars

Planning Commission (2002) in the 
National Human Development Report-2001 
introduced development radars as a means to 
present a snapshot view of the development 
profile of states. A development radar is a 
diagrammatic representation of performance 
of states on different identified indicators, 
depicting valued social attainments, for 
two points of time namely for 1991 (or 
early 1990s) and for 2011 (or the closing 
years of the decade 2001-11). It provides a 
quick visual on development attainments, 
which could potentially facilitate the 
process of policy prioritisation and policy 
action required to address the concerns. At 
one go it reflects several distinct features of 
the development process. First, the level of 
attainment or outcomes on the identified 
indicator at state level, collectively the 
structure and balance of various social 
attainments in that state, the pace of 
progress in attainments at two points of 
time and the gaps relative to predetermined 
norms on desired attainments that remain 
to be bridged. Unlike a composite measure 
that collates the influence of different 
indicators based on the adopted aggregation 
principle (simple or weighted average), 
the development radar retains the selected 
indicators separately to highlight how each 
one of them is evolving over time, but 
presents them together to reveal the picture 
of overall development in the state.

 The indicators selected for the 
development radars in this report are 
real per-capita consumption expenditure 
adjusted for inequality; incidence of 
poverty as captured by the head count ratio; 
proportion of households with concurrent 
access to electricity, safe water and toilets 
(basic amenities); intensity of school 
education (reflecting school enrolments); 
infant mortality rate; proportion of under-
weight children in the age group 1-47 
months (reflecting malnutrition); sex 
ratio and crime index from the exercise 
on constructing RoLI. The selection of 
these indicators highlights the progress 

being made in improving attainments on 
some vital aspects of life that contribute 
to human wellbeing. Together, they are 
also meant to give a picture on wellbeing 
dimensions that address the thematic focus 
of this report namely, ‘Poverty, Hunger 
and Malnutrition’. Some of the indicators 
included are retained from the analysis 
undertaken for building the PEI and 
its  components.

 To ensure comparability in 
attainments on different indicators, the 
respective magnitudes have been scaled 
and normalised to take a value on a 
scale ranging from 0 to 5. As a result on 
each indicator, including the IMR and 
poverty ratio where the reciprocal of the 
indicator has been used, the scaled least 
achievement corresponds to 0 whereas the 
best achievement is closer to 5. Thus, all 
indicators move in the same direction to 
depict improvement in the corresponding 
attainments. For the said scaling procedure, 
some norms have been adopted for some 
indicators, which are presented in the 
Technical Annexure. In some cases the 
norms are self-selecting, as for instance, is 
the case of incidence of poverty or access 
to basic amenities and in some others like 
infant mortality rate, there is an element 
of value judgment. In such cases the 
norms have been decided keeping in view 
attainments of the best performing state on 
the concerned indicator, the comparable 
international norms and the consideration 
of setting norms that are relevant for a 
reasonable span of time starting from the 
base year 1980 and are suitable for India’s 
state of development and its economic 
transition over the next couple of decades 
(see Technical Annexure).

 In interpreting development radar, the 
greater the shaded area of a indicator the 
better is the attainment on that indicator. 
Similarly, the more symmetrical the shaded 
portion of the radar, the more balanced are 
the attainments on different dimensions 
of wellbeing and, hence, more balanced is 
the development for the concerned state. 
At the same time, the more is the shaded 
area corresponding to 2011 vis-à-vis the 
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area corresponding to 1991, the faster is 
the pace of development for the state in the 
intervening period. Finally, the larger the 
gap between the periphery, representing 
the norms, and the shaded areas around 
the centre, the larger are the gaps on 
attainments of each indicators and, thus, 
larger is the distance that the state needs to 
traverse before attaining the desired levels 
of outcomes on the respective indicators.

All India

The development radar for all India 
shows a skewed development profile 
with weak attainments levels in at 
least one-half of the indicators. While 
there is noticeable improvement in the 
educational attainment indicator, access 
to basic amenities, the improvement in 
poverty incidence, IMR and standard of 
living captured by monthly per capita real 
adjusted consumption expenditure has 
been much less. There is only a marginal 
improvement in proportion of under-
weight children and no improvement on 
the crime index. Notwithstanding the 
somewhat disappointing picture at the 
national level, there are several states with 
impressive performance to their credit in 
the period 1991 to 2011.

Northern Region

The northern region comprising the states 
of Himachal Pradesh, Haryana, Jammu and 
Kashmir, Punjab and Delhi are among the 
better performing states as depicted in the 
development radars. The hilly states of 
Himachal and Jammu and Kashmir, reflect 
a similar pattern of development with the 
former ahead of the latter in the level of 
attainments on different dimensions of 
wellbeing. For both these states there is 
work to be done in addressing malnutrition 
and in improving their performance on 
crime control. Punjab’s case is interesting 
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in that its performance on crime in 2011 
dipped from its levels in 1991. This could 
be a reflection of the post-militancy period, 
when the law and order system was given 
more attention and therefore had better 
results to show. Delhi’s performance is 
more balanced other than on crime and 
poverty alleviation. Haryana’s development 
profile is largely the same as the national 
average with some improvement in the 
performance on access to basic amenities.

North-eastern Region

North-eastern region presents an 
interesting contrast in the unfolding 
development pattern in comparison 
to other parts of the country. Sikkim 
emerges as among the top performer in the 
country on the development radar, both 
in terms of overall attainments as well as 
the development balance. Nagaland and 
Manipur show better performance on the 
crime and IMR unlike any other state in 
the country. Meghalaya has improved 
the performance on IMR but slipped on 
crime and Mizoram has also done well 
on improving IMR. Assam’s development 
pattern follows that of the national 
average but with much lower attainments. 
It has also slipped on the crime index 
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between the two point of time. Arunachal 
Pradesh presents improved and more 
balanced attainments at a good pace 
during the period.

Eastern Region

In the eastern region both Odisha and 
West Bengal show a similar pattern of 
development as the national average, with 
improvements largely confined to the top 
right half of the radar. However, West 
Bengal’s performance is much better than 
that of Odisha and it has also made rapid 
strides in improving IMR, educational 
attainment and access to basic amenities 
in the state. Bihar’s development seems to 
have stagnated and slipped considerably on 
the crime index, where it enjoyed a near 
perfect attainment in 1991 and also on the 
sex-ratio. It is possible that Bihar’s good 
performance on crime in 1991 may have 
been on account of under reporting and its 
sex ratio may have declined due to spread 
of foetus sex-selection procedures aided by 
improved access to medical technology.
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Southern Region

Kerala among the southern states has been 
a model of good social attainments for 
many years. This is partly reflected in its 
development radar. Kerala’s performance 
has slipped on its crime index and it has 
done as poorly as the rest of the states in 
improving malnutrition among its children. 
In respect of access to basic amenities, 
as pointed out earlier Kerala does poorly 
on household access to safe water as it 
depends on wells for supply of water, 
which is not included in the definition of 
safe water. Karnataka among the southern 

states has improved its performance on 
crime index considerably. Tamil Nadu and 
Andhra Pradesh have similar development 
patterns as the national average and both 
have improved their pace of development, 
Tamil Nadu more than any other state in 
the  region.

Central Region

The three states in the central region 
namely, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and 
Uttar Pradesh have the same overall 
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development pattern as that of the 
national average. They have all been able 
to raise their performance on educational 
attainment by rapidly increasing 
enrolments of their children in school-
going age group. While Uttar Pradesh has 
slipped on the performance of its crime 
index, both Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan 
have done little to improve malnutrition 
of their children. There are, however, signs 
of improvement in IMRs in both Madhya 
Pradesh and Rajasthan. All the three states 
have a considerable distance to travel 
in alleviating the incidence of poverty 
and improving the standard of living of 
its  population.

Western Region

The three states in the western region are 
generally seen as being among the better-
off states. On the whole, Goa shows a far 
better picture than the other two, both 
in terms of levels of attainments and the 
development balance across the different 
wellbeing dimensions captured in this 
profile. It is followed by Maharashtra and 
than Gujarat. Both Goa and Maharashtra 
are among the very few states that show 
some improvement in crime as well as 
malnourishment over the two points of 
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time. Gujarat’s improvement on poverty 
reduction, malnutrition and crime 
is marginal, if any, during the period 
1991- 2011.

 The development radars, as well 
as the composite indices are, no doubt, 
useful tools in policy formulation, mapping 
progress over time and across space and 
in undertaking substantive development 
assessments. However, by their very 
construct there are limitations in using 
them, which must always be recognised. 
Even for a relatively homogeneous space 
such as a country, a region or a state, 
there are invariably some local issues and 
concerns that may have a more direct 
relevance for human and social wellbeing 

of residents of those areas and therefore 
may have to be included in any meaningful 
framework for evaluating development at 
that level of analysis. It becomes essential 
to then look at other indicators, beyond the 
set of indicators that for instance have been 
identified for this exercise. Nonetheless, 
a set of core composite indices or radars 
have a certain universal relevance and are, 
perhaps, useful from the point of tracking 
developmental changes at the national 
level for facilitating comparisons across 
states. They help in bringing about a 
certain level of objectivity in the analysis of 
issues that are important for policymaking 
and in the larger context of exercising 
informed political choices individually as 
well as collectively.
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The issue of poverty is at the heart of the development discourse in India. 
This is not entirely unexpected in view of the magnitude of the problem and 
its multifaceted manifestation that touches all walks of life, social, political 
and of course economic. As per the official estimates for 2011-12 (Planning 
Commission, Government of India), around 270 million people or, over one-
fifth of India’s population is still categorized as living below the most basic 
food-adequacy poverty line. This remains an issue of central concern for the 
nation’s political economy. The magnitude of the problem apart, the mutually 
reinforcing layers of social and economic deprivation have also made poverty a 
rather stubborn phenomenon for the policymakers to tackle.
 India’s poverty is not just about people who are hungry. It is about 
people who are malnourished, acutely prone to health vulnerabilities and 
illness, unemployed or underemployed with poor productivity levels, homeless 
and invariably living an insecure life. It is about households that are poorly 
endowed, have a high dependency burden, are situated in habitats with limited, 
if any, coverage of civic amenities and constantly threatened by environment 
sustainability concerns. Indeed, India’s poverty is about population groups 
that are powerless, socially marginalized and can be easily disempowered and 
dispossessed of their entitlements i.e., commodity bundles over which an 
individual or family can establish command using their endowments including 
labour, because of their peculiar circumstances (see Sen 1977, 1981). It is also 
about certain regions that continue to be underdeveloped and poorly governed. 
All this adds up to the complexity of the issue and to the policy challenges 
that ensue in overcoming it in a durable manner.

Revisiting Poverty: 
Some Issues, Concerns 
and Policy Remedies

CHAPTER 3
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Yet, over the past decades and certainly 
since 1973-74, from when poverty 
estimates are available on a consistent 
methodology, there has been a decline in 
the poverty Head Count Ratios (HCR) 
at the national level and in most states in 
India on most methodologies put forth for 
estimating the poor. HCR is the proportion 
of people with income/expenditure below 
a certain specified threshold level to the 
total population. There are however, a 
number of concerns that take away the 
shine from this achievement. To begin 
with, the magnitude of poverty continues 
to be unacceptably high on any count for 
a country nearing the completion of the 
seventh decade of its independence. India 
has the largest number of poor among all 
countries and it is home to one-fourth of 
the world’s poor. That notwithstanding, 

the official estimates have been often 
contested by scholars and development 
practitioners, who periodically present 
alternative numbers at both lower and 
higher end of official estimates. The 
concern raised in these debates, not only 
about the poverty estimates but also on 
the procedure for identifying poor at the 
ground level, need to be addressed so as to 
create an unambiguous policy and public 
focus on poverty eradication in a time-
bound manner.

 Two estimates of poverty incidence 
are presented in this report (see the 
Statistical Annexure) the currently official 
(Tendulkar methodology) and Lakdawala 
methodology, which was the earlier official 
methodology (Planning Commission, 
1993). The latter allows for a longer series 
of estimates, from 1973-74 and, as pointed 
out in subsequent sections, is perhaps 
methodologically more tenable than the 
former and therefore preferred in the 
analysis presented in this Chapter. Figure 
3.1 shows the difference in the two sets of 
estimates at the national level. Both reflect 
an overall decline in the HCR. The decline 
is sharper for the Tendulkar methodology 
and it shows a nearly 10 percentage point 
difference between the rural and urban 
estimates, unlike the Lakdawala estimates 
that appear to be converging as of 2009-10.

 Second, in the popular discussion in 
India there is confusion about the notion of 
poverty, hunger and malnutrition and their 
respective magnitudes. The contrast is often 
pointed out that despite the country having 
attained self-sufficiency in food production 
for nearly three decades and the carrying of 
huge stocks of publicly procured foodgrains 
at any point of time, the high (higher than 
poverty HCR) and sticky incidence of 
malnourishment on the contrary (measured 
for instance by underweight children 
under the ‘weight for age’ criterion) is 
an issue of national shame (Figure 3.2). 
Indeed, these are three distinct concepts 
and entail distinct policy emphasis as is 
highlighted in this report. The thematic 
focus of this report is guided by the thought 
that a country aspiring to be among the 
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ranks of developed nations in the not too 
distant future cannot afford to overlook 
any longer the concerns on poverty, hunger 
and particularly malnutrition among its 
children.

 Third, there are many pockets in 
the country where poverty is endemic 
and persistent. It is getting increasingly 
concentrated in a few geographical 
areas and among specific social groups, 
including the schedule tribes, asset-less 
labour and women. There is also evidence 
to suggest that inter-personal, rural-urban 
and across-state inequalities in per capita 
consumption, among some socially valued 
human development outcomes and income, 
have increased in recent years (see for 
instance Figures 2.14 and 2.15, Chapter  2).

 Fourth, even though there has been 
a significant improvement in the growth 
rates of the economy, particularly in the 
last decade, it has not necessarily translated 
into a durable reduction in poverty. As 
per the official estimates of poverty, there 
is a difference of nearly eight percentage 
points between the HCR for 2009-10 and 
2011-12. Though the overall GDP growth 
rate is considerably higher at 8.6 per cent 
in 2009-10 as against 6.2 per cent in 2011-
12, these are agriculturally depressed and 
normal years, respectively, which perhaps 
partly explain the huge difference in the 
HCR. It translates into nearly 97 million 
people, who as it appears, despite having 
experienced a significantly high average 
per capita growth in income over a decade 
are significantly impacted by agricultural 
vulnerability in 2009-10. It can be argued 
that growth may not be adequately 
inclusive, sufficiently widespread, or 
durable in its impact. Agriculture growth 
is stagnant from early 1990s, with 
agricultural diversification and rural non-
farm activity not being able to keep apace. 
However, there are signs of improvement 
in recent years. During the Tenth Five 
Year Plan (2007-12) there is a step-up in 
the average growth rate of agricultural 
GDP from around 2.8 per cent per annum 
in the preceding five-year period to over  
3.2 per cent, and pace of crop and regional 

diversification of agriculture has also 
improved. On the whole, as pointed out 
earlier, since 2004-05 employment content 
of growth (as reflected in employment 
elasticity of output) has declined by over 
two-thirds relative to the preceding period, 
in the process limiting the spread of growth 
benefits from adequately percolating down.

 Fifth, although there has been a 
considerable step-up in public allocations 
to poverty alleviation programmes, 
particularly in the last decade, the results 
are far from being commensurate. These 
programmes have fallen short due to design 
deficiencies, serious implementation 
bottlenecks, in some instances misplaced 
prioritisation of interventions and public 
accountability issues, and enhanced public 
allocations to social sectors and rural 
development programmes at the expense of 
increased public investment in agriculture. 
However, post 2004-05 there is evidence 
of some turn around with improved 
results on decline in poverty incidence in 
rural areas. The rollout of the Mahatma 
Gandhi National Rural Employment 
Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGS) in 
February 2006 (with provision for cost 
of living indexed wages under the Act) 
has contributed to the firming up of 
rural wages across states and to their 
growth in real terms. During the course 
of the Eleventh Five Year Plan (2007-
12) as against a nominal growth of 17.5 
per cent per annum, the real farm wages 
have grown by 6.8 per cent per annum, 
the fastest since the launch of economic 
reforms in 1991 (Gulati et al. 2013). At 
the same time, an unusually prolonged 
good run with monsoons, significant 
increase effected in the minimum support 
prices for major agricultural crops that are 
publicly procured (partly in response to 
rising labour costs), along with expansion 
in procurement operations of grains 
in some of the non-traditional public 
procurement states (Madhya Pradesh and 
Bihar) has helped the agricultural sector 
and the rural economy to improve its 
growth momentum and resilience to stress. 
Indeed, the gross inter-sectoral terms 
of trade may have shifted towards the 
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agricultural (rural) sector by up to 30 per 
cent during the six-year period since 2004-
05 (Figure 3.3, Planning Commission 
2011). This has contributed to bringing 
down rural inequality (Gini coefficient for 
rural consumption expenditure) resulting 
in a faster decline in HCR in rural areas 
relative to its urban counterpart in the 
period since 2004-05. These trends may 
need to be further reinforced at least 
in the pockets with chronically high 
poverty  incidence.

 Sixth, the structural changes presently 
underway in the Indian economy, including 
increased migration and urbanisation 
has a bearing on the composition and 
distribution of the poor across regions 
and sectors of the economy. Indeed, the 
global trend of poverty shifting from the 
poor to middle-income countries (UNDP, 
HDR 2010) manifests in the current India 
context in the form of rising urban poverty. 
Urban poverty is not only more widespread 
than rural poverty but it also extends to 
regions beyond the traditionally poor 
pockets of the country. These developments 
may not work in alleviating the growing 
urban poverty. A fresh policy perspective 
is needed taking into account that what 
may have worked in the rural areas, in 
howsoever limited a manner, may not work 
in the urban  context.

 Seventh, there are good reasons 
to look at the issue of poverty beyond 
the food-adequacy matrix, in its broader 
context, both for measurement and 
for policy prescription. In all fairness 

it is already being done, though only 
in a limited manner. NHDR 2001 
(Planning Commission, 2002) presents 
a multidimensional poverty index and 
identification of poor at the state level is 
being done by applying multiple criteria 
that recognise the multifaceted nature of 
poverty (more on this in the next section). 
The principal reason for such a concern 
arises from the fact that provisioning of 
certain public and quasi-public goods 
that are implicit in the definition of a 
poverty line starting with 1973-74 (see 
Malhotra 1997) and are vital for building 
the capabilities of the poor to enable 
them to fend and sustain a life away from 
poverty, may not have materialised in 
adequate measures. It includes the public 
provisioning of education and health 
services. A household close to the poverty 
line existence may be spending more 
from its budget on education and health 
services than what was anticipated while 
drawing the original poverty lines in 1973-
74. This may well be at the expense of 
expenditure on food and better nutrition. 
Thereby, it is likely to underestimate the 
incidence of poverty benchmarked on 
food adequacy norm. While the supply of 
public education may have picked-up in 
the more recent years, huge qualitative 
concerns relating to learning outcomes 
of children from government run schools 
remain (see discussion on SOI, Chapter 2). 
Similarly, several studies document health 
related vulnerabilities pushing even those 
above the poverty line into indebtedness 
and life of destitution and deprivation in 
the absence of adequate access to public 
health services. Indeed, this has been 
one of the reasons behind the public 
clamour for a revision of the poverty line 
for estimating the poor. At the same time 
with development and improvement in 
average prosperity levels there is a case 
for accommodating additional attributes 
in a society’s notion of wellbeing that go 
beyond the income yardstick. This has 
been, for instance, the basis for looking 
at deprivation in terms of a relative as 
against an absolute measure over time, or 
looking at poverty in all its facets and not 
only in terms of income/consumption or 

110

100

90

130

120

140

ToT Agri-Non-agri

Fig 3.3

19
90

-9
1 

19
91

-9
2 

19
92

-9
3 

19
93

-9
4 

19
94

-9
5 

19
95

-9
6 

19
96

-9
7 

19
97

-9
8 

19
98

-9
9 

19
99

-0
0 

20
00

-0
1 

20
01

-0
2 

20
02

-0
3 

20
03

-0
4 

20
04

-0
5 

20
05

-0
6 

20
06

-0
7 

20
07

-0
8 

20
08

-0
9 

20
09

-1
0 

20
10

-1
1 

20
11

-1
2 

Gross Terms of Trade Between Agriculture 
and Non-Agricultural Sectors

Source: Estimated using deflators for agriculture and 
allied GDP and non-agriculture GDP.



CHAPTER 3 REVISITING POVERTY: SOME ISSUES, CONCERNS AND POLICY REMEDIES 77

food adequacy as is implied in the extant 
official  methodology.

 Finally, there is also the issue arising 
from the use of HCR in policy guidance. 
The estimates of proportion and number 
of poor have been important parameters in 
the composite criteria used by the Central 
Government in India to allocate budgetary 
(plan, as well as non-plan) resources 
between different states and regions to 
ensure balanced regional development in 
the country. This use not only adds political 
sensitivity to poverty estimates, but also 
imposes a certain requirement on the 
way they have to be estimated, a fact well 
underlined by the periodic controversies 
that come up whenever new poverty 
estimates are tabled. Most proposals 
on methodology for estimating poverty 
incidence are not adequately sensitive to 
this consideration on the use of poverty 
estimates in India.

 It is necessary that these concerns 
are not brushed aside in the preoccupation 
to regain the growth momentum of the 
economy that slipped in the last couple 
of years, for it may compromise the very 
sustainability of the growth process and 
the political stability of the country in 
the medium to long term. The revival and 
spread of naxal-movement and separatist 
tendencies in the north and north-eastern 
parts of the country attest to these concerns. 
The conceptualisation of poverty, its 
measurement, the identification of the poor 
and the measures to eradicate poverty are 
all inter-related issues that need a review at 
the present juncture of India’s development 
transition. However, this report cannot do 
justice to the vast literature on the analysis 
of different aspects of poverty in India or 
even adequately address all the issues raised 
in this introductory section of the Chapter. 
Instead it only focuses on the concerns 
related to the estimation and identification 
methodology for the poor, presents a profile 
of the poor particularly for the endemically 
poor regions of the country and points out 
major policy take-away for building a more 
effective poverty eradication strategy for 
the next few decades.

I. Estimation and 
Identification 
of the Poor

Estimation of poverty and identification 
of poor, though closely related, are not 
the same concepts or involve the same 
procedure. Estimation of poverty is the 
responsibility of the Planning Commission. 
It requires the application of a specified 
poverty line, updated to reflect prices 
prevailing in the year for which poverty 
is to be estimated, to household consumer 
expenditure distribution of that year 
compiled by the NSSO through a direct 
survey (NSS survey) of households. These 
are annual or quinquennial surveys, the 
former because of its limited coverage are 
suitable only for estimating poverty at the 
national level, but the latter support poverty 
estimation at state level, separately for rural 
and urban areas. The official estimates of 
poverty are based on the quinquennial 
surveys. The identification of the poor is 
done through door-to-door survey with  
100 per cent coverage, conducted at the 
state level under the guidance of the 
Central Ministry of Rural Development. 
Estimation of poverty helps in assessing 
the magnitude of poverty, (i.e., the number 
and proportion of the poor and the non-
poor in the country), identification of 
poor households (i.e., those living ‘Below 
Poverty Line’ (BPL)) helps in locating 
the poor, which is necessary for targeting 
them under various poverty alleviation 
programmes. There are several concerns 
voiced from time to time on the procedures 
employed and the underlying assumptions 
of these concepts.

Estimating Poverty

The development process, as it has unfolded, 
has supported the self-enriching endeavour 
of many analysts who, with an alarming 
sense of consistency, have come up with 
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different estimates of poverty incidence 
(see, for instance Deaton and Kozel 2005 
that brings together some such estimates). 
These are mostly based on, or highlight 
the limitations of the official methodology 
to estimate poverty in the country. Most 
of these initiatives (including the Expert 
Group under Suresh Tendulkar setup by 
the Planning Commission and whose 
recommendations, popularly known as the 
Tendulkar methodology, were accepted 
as the official methodology to estimate 
poverty in the country in December 2009), 
while adding to the analytical body of 
research on the subject, have failed in 
providing a credible alternative to the 
approach that has been hitherto followed 
as the official methodology (the Lakdawala 
methodology, Planning Commission 1993). 
With the recent controversy surrounding 
the perceived inadequacy of Rs 32 per 
capita per day as the poverty line in urban 
areas and Rs 26 per capita per day in rural 
areas, the Planning Commission has been 
forced, yet again, to set up another Expert 
Group to review Tendulkar methodology 
for estimating poverty in the country 
(see Box 3.1). Indeed, the multiplicity of 
poverty estimates has ended up muddying 
the water, rather than lending clarity to the 
issue, especially in the public debates on 
the  subject.

 In general, several of these proposals 
fail to adequately address the relevant 
conceptual and methodological concerns 
underlying the estimation of poverty 
incidence. Often they also lose sight of the 
objectives for which these estimates have 
been put to use, or the practical difficulties 
in devising elaborate measurement 
procedures for poverty head count measures. 
While it is, no doubt, desirable to refine 
this indicator by improving the underlying 
data and methodology for constructing it 
and making it more reflective of the reality 
and effective in its application, it cannot 
become an ideal estimate overnight due 
to data limitations. Too much of tinkering 
with the methodology, without making 
any substantive improvements could 
undermine the credibility and practical use 
of the poverty estimates, be it for policy 

guidance or for development assessment.
 India’s official poverty line approach 
articulated in early 1970s follows the 
seminal work of Dandekar and Rath 
(1971). It is based on an absolute notion 
of poverty and defines the poverty line as 
the minimum consumption expenditure at 
which the national energy adequacy norms, 
separately specified for rural and urban 
areas, are met for an average individual. 
The energy adequacy norms are estimated 
to be 2,400 and 2,100 kilo calories per 
capita per day for rural and urban areas, 
respectively, and are derived from the age-
sex-occupation-specific energy norms using 
the all India demographic data from the 
Census 1971. On an average, the minimum 
consumption expenditure at which these 
norms are satisfied for the NSSO’s 28th 
round (1973-74) data are Rs 49.09 and 
Rs 56.64 per capita per month at 1973-74 
prices for rural and urban areas, respectively 
(Planning Commission 1979). Proportion 
of population not able to attain the specified 
level of expenditure is segregated as poor. 
For estimating poverty ratios in subsequent 
years, the approach taken is to update 
the 1973-74 estimated poverty lines to  
take care of changes in price levels and 
then applying them on the relevant NSS 
consumption distribution. This method 
of defining the poverty line, for a given 
year, aims at estimating the purchasing 
power at current prices required to meet 
the expenditure associated with the 
standardised national consumption basket 
separately for rural and urban areas, which 
satisfied the calorie norm in the base year 
1973-74. The NSS consumer expenditure 
survey is based on a uniform recall period 
wherein the expenditure data on all items 
is collected for a 30-day recall period.

 Over the years several refinements 
were introduced in this approach. 
Lakdawala Expert Group introduced a 
number of much desired modifications 
in the methodology with a view to better 
capture the regional incidence of poverty 
in the country (Planning Commission, 
1993). It favoured the use of state-specific 
poverty lines for rural and urban areas 
to be updated over time to reflect state-
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specific movement in prices, instead of 
the national rural and urban poverty lines 
adjusted for national inflation and applied 
across states. Thus, what was essentially 
until then an all India methodology to 
estimate regional dimension of poverty was 
replaced by an approach more suitable to 
estimate the regional incidence of poverty 
with minimum recourse to additional 
assumptions (Malhotra 1997).

 This methodology follows a 
reductionist approach to define the poverty 
line. It primarily captures one dimension 
of human deprivation, namely the food-
nutrition-hunger dimension, undoubtedly 
the most predominant one in a developing 
country, of what is essentially a multi-
faceted phenomenon. This in itself may not 
compromise the merit of the approach. If 

the objective of the exercise is to estimate 
the magnitude of poverty, at best such an 
approach captures most of the poor and at 
worst it nets in only the poorest of the poor. 
Further, 1973-74 poverty lines were partly 
normative and partly behavioural as they 
were based on a certain specified calorie 
requirement of the population and were 
estimated using the observed consumption 
expenditure pattern of the population 
from the NSS distribution for that year. 
The poverty lines as defined, also included 
the actual expenditure on all other non-
food goods and services afforded by the 
household, albeit residually, and as noted 
earlier, with the assumption that some of 
that expenditure would be supplemented 
by their access to public provisioning of 
education and health services. However, 
for subsequent years the mere adjustment of 

Box 3.1: Is India’s Official 
Poverty Line too Low?

The middle class sense of morality makes one wonder 
whether India’s poverty line, recently described in the 
media as an expenditure of Rs 32 per capita per day in 
urban areas and Rs 26 per capita per day in rural areas, 
reflects today’s difficult reality of managing even a bare 
subsistence living on that level of spending. The public 
uproar that followed obscured some relevant facts, but 
may have compelled the Planning Commission to set up 
another Expert Group, with C. Rangarajan as chairperson, 
to review the existing methodology for estimation of 
poverty with wide ranging terms of reference. While that 
step in itself is welcome, as it offers an opportunity to 
correct some serious conceptual and even methodological 
shortcomings in the current official methodology for 
poverty estimation in the country, it is necessary to also 
encourage a more constructive perspective on this issue 
among opinion makers and the general public.
 Planning Commission estimates poverty 
quinquennially on the basis of a well specified 
methodology that has been subject to revision from time 
to time. It involves a poverty line, typically described as 
an expenditure level for a household (taken as comprising, 
on an average, 5 members as a unit), separately for rural 
and urban areas. Thus, a household spending less than  
Rs 4,824 (at June 2011 price level) per month in urban 
areas and Rs 3,905 per month in rural areas at the all India 

level would be classified as a poor BPL household in 2011-
12. These poverty lines will vary across states in keeping 
with the inter-state price differentials. Since there are 
significant economies of scale to be had in consumption at 
the household level, what is presented as the poverty line 
spending at the household level for the duration of month 
when broken down to the required daily expenditure for an 
individual will end up trivializing the poverty line.
 The absolute and the relative norms for deprivation 
and wellbeing cannot remain time invariant in any society. 
They must reflect the changing average standard of 
living and have a normative and an aspirational element 
reflective of the societal concerns. Yet whatever be the 
chosen standard, it needs to be applied consistently till 
such time that a new standard replaces it.
 Finally, it is also important to keep in mind that 
when a poverty line is seen in isolation from provisioning 
of public goods, social transfers including subsidies or 
even the limited legal entitlements for work in rural areas 
that are intended to be universal in their coverage of the 
population, there is a tendency to undermine it. If however, 
there are issues of access and quality of these public goods 
and transfers, as may be the case in most parts of India, 
focus has to be on addressing those shortcomings in 
institutions and delivery mechanisms and not necessarily 
through a premature revision in the poverty line or related 
benchmarks. There is a fiscal affordability issue that also 
has to be kept in view.
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the poverty line to reflect changes in price 
level, amounts to holding the consumption 
basket implicit in the poverty line constant 
over time. In the process, the methodology 
ignores the income and substitution effect 
for households on account of change 
in their income/expenditure levels and 
relative prices of items in the food basket, 
or for that matter change in tastes on their 
consumption pattern over time. This freezes 
the behavioural aspect of the poverty line 
methodology. Thus, for any year after 1973-
74 so long as an individual has the requisite 
purchasing power to afford the standardised 
base year consumption basket, even though 
she chooses to actually spend on a different 
basket, which may or may not fetch the 
required calories, the individual is classified 
as non-poor.

 Such an approach can be justified 
only on the grounds that in any country 
the absolute minimum standards for 
poverty benchmarking have to be 
necessarily relative to the average living 
standards in that country. There is also the 
consideration that a common benchmark 
(it could well be an absolute minimum to 
start with) is needed to track the situation 
over time, at least until improvement in 
average living standards in the country 
necessitate a review of the absolute 
minimum to benchmark estimates on 
poverty and deprivation. Moreover, the 
calorie norms anchoring the poverty line 
are an average for a reference group and 
not the minimum required for biological 
existence of an individual. Their use to 
measure the incidence of malnourishment 
or under-nourishment in the population 
would, therefore, be grossly inappropriate. 
The minimum calorie requirement for 
sustaining healthy life is a function of 
individual adaptability, climate, work-load 
and other factors. Thus, people estimated 
as poor using the poverty line may not 
necessarily be malnourished. Indeed, the 
adequacy of calories in a diet may not 
even ensure adequacy of other macro 
and  micronutrients.

 Some of these assumptions and 
features of the poverty line approach have 

been frequently questioned. Thus for 
instance, changes in occupational-age-sex 
profile of the population may necessitate 
the use of fresh calorie norms for 
benchmarking the reference consumption 
basket for a food-adequacy poverty 
line. The dated reference consumption 
basket may itself require replacement 
by a more recent consumption basket 
reflective of altered consumption patterns 
and availability of food items. The sole 
reliance on NSS household consumption 
expenditure data for estimating poverty in 
the face of dramatic differences with the 
National Accounts Statistics estimates of 
private consumption expenditure may not 
be tenable, and there is also the issue of 
what are the most appropriate price indices 
for updating the poverty lines over time. 
At the same time, it has been argued that, 
perhaps, time has come to move from a 
predominantly income focused criteria to 
one that can generally be described as a 
social indicators approach to measurement 
of human wellbeing and human poverty.

 The Tendulkar methodology that 
superseded Lakdawala methodology 
(as the official methodology) accepted 
Lakdawala urban poverty ratio for 2004-
05 as the benchmark for identifying the 
consumption basket corresponding to the 
national poverty line. However, it choose 
to use the NSS household consumer 
expenditure survey on mixed recall period. 
Unlike the uniform recall period the 
mixed recall period data on five non-food 
items namely clothing, footwear, durable 
goods, education and institutional medical 
expenses are collected for a 365-day recall 
period and the remaining items for a  
30-day recall period. This has the 
consequence of raising the average monthly 
household consumption expenditure and it 
is a more appropriate way of collecting the 
data for poverty estimates. Further, the so 
identified national reference consumption 
basket is apparently validated by other 
data for required normative consumption 
of food and other social expenditures, 
though not reflected in an adequately 
transparent manner in this report 
(Planning Commission 2009). Next, using 
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predominantly the implicit NSS prices at 
disaggregated level along with data from 
Consumer Price Index for Agriculture 
Labour (CPIAL) and Consumer Price Index 
for Industrial Workers (CPIIW) (both 
for only about 10 per cent of expenditure 
at the household level) and the identified 
consumption weights from the reference 
national consumption basket, state level 
urban price relatives are estimated to 
derive the state-wise urban poverty lines. 
These are then converted to state-wise 
rural poverty lines using rural-urban price 
relatives. To carry forward the poverty 
line the urban implicit price deflators were 
estimated from the two NSS rounds (2009-
10/2004-05) to update the urban poverty 
lines for 2009-10. Again the rural-urban 
implicit price relatives were estimated for 
2009-10 to convert the urban poverty lines 
into rural for that round.

 The procedure so described is not 
only unwieldy, but it also breaks the 
conceptual and methodological moorings 
of the poverty line approach, howsoever 
tenuous in the Lakdawala methodology. 
It does not adequately address the various 
issues raised about the official methodology 
and where addressed only in a piece-meal 
manner. At the same time, it introduces 
major assumptions in the estimation 
procedure without providing an adequate 
basis for them, thereby adding ambiguity to 
the methodology. There is therefore, every 
reason to revisit the approach to poverty 
estimation in India which the new Expert 
Group under Rangarajan will hopefully 
do. It offers an opportunity to place the 
estimation procedure for poverty on sound 
conceptual foundations.

 The new Expert Group needs to 
consider several issues, such as those 
flagged earlier. It needs to consider how 
frequently should the substantive definition 
of poverty line be revisited. It needs to 
keep in mind that HCR estimates will 
continue to serve a broad purpose along 
with other macroeconomic aggregates 
in the overall management of economic 
policy in the country, at least for the next 
couple of decades. Hence, the need to be 

based on a methodology which is easy to 
follow and is credible. There is also scope 
not only to reflect, for instance the notion 
of relative poverty, but more importantly 
a broader notion of wellbeing perhaps in 
terms of achievements and opportunities, 
anchored in Sen’s notion of capabilities 
(Sen, 1983, 1985 and 1993). The former 
is relevant because with development and 
improvement in average living standards 
there is a periodic need for new benchmarks 
for development and deprivation assessment. 
There is also an evolving aspirational 
content to human wellbeing that may have 
to be factored as well. As regards the latter, 
Sen has argued that human poverty can be 
viewed as an absolute deprivation in the 
space of capabilities, as observed by the set 
of functionings available and exercised by 
an individual, and as relative deprivation 
in the space of commodities or resources. 
Some of this body of work has been reflected 
in the NHDR-2001, in the methodology 
used for identification of the poor (see next 
section) and in UNDPs work on human 
development and multidimensional human 
poverty indices especially in its recent global 
report (UNDP, HDR 2010). There is further 
work that can be undertaken on this issue 
in the Indian context. However, in general, 
it would serve the cause of policymakers 
and the policymaking process if revised 
estimation methodology is objective, 
transparent, consistent and simple to 
interpret, as well as to administer and, at the 
same time, to yield estimates that support 
inter-temporal and spatial comparisons of 
poverty incidence in the country. It is also 
important that the methodology and the 
estimates reflect adequately the society’s 
prevailing valuation of wellbeing and 
understanding of the phenomenon, or else it 
may not be  useful.

Identification of Poor

Identification of the poor is the starting 
point in the implementation of the 
poverty alleviation programmes in the 
country. Ideally, the estimated poverty line 
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should be used in a Census of the income/
household consumption expenditure of the 
population to separate the poor from the 
non-poor. This is, however, an expensive 
and a time consuming exercise, made more 
difficult by the informal nature of reporting 
on incomes or consumption expenditure, 
especially in the context of a census and 
in rural India. It also implies applying 
a unidimensional income/consumption 
measure for identifying the poor, which is 
not necessarily appropriate and has its own 
limitations. As a result, in the extant official 
practice for identification of the poor, 
recourse is taken to applying poverty HCR 
as a control total in a procedure involving 
the use of multidimensional poverty check-
lists. The poor so identified define the 
target BPL group for the numerous poverty 
alleviation programmes at state level.

 Starting with the Eighth Five Year Plan 
(1992-97) a systematic procedure was laid out 
for identifying the BPL households in rural 
areas. This was necessitated by the feedback 
from evaluation studies of programmes 
like the Integrated Rural Development 
Programme (IRDP), suggesting significant 
benefit flows of the programme going either 
to ineligible categories of households, or to 
the non-poor. Thus, from using self-reported 
household incomes in the 1992 BPL village 
census, government moved away to using a 
multi-faceted criterion based on information 
on household attainments on a number 
of wellbeing dimensions, as well as asset 
(productivity) ownership, to identify the 
poor in the rural areas. In 1997, the below 
poverty line village census used information 
on size of land holdings, nature of housing 
construction, annual income, ownership 
of certain consumer durables and farm 
equipment. For the 2002 village census, 
this list of indicators was further modified 
and enlarged to include 13 socio-economic 
indicators to rank the surveyed households. 
Though, the cut-off level for these rankings 
vary from village to village or rather from 
district to district, the relevant state-specific 
Planning Commission estimates of the poor 
serve as a cap on the actual identification 
of the poor and their inclusion in the BPL 
list. The number of poor identified on the 

multi-faceted criterion corresponds roughly 
to the Planning Commission estimated 
incidence of poverty on HCR. In addition, 
the states are also given the flexibility of 
another 10 per cent to account for the 
transient poor. For conducting the BPL 
census for the Eleventh Five Year Plan, the 
Rural Development Ministry constituted 
an Expert Group under the chairmanship 
of N.C. Saxena, which submitted its 
report in August 2009. It recommended 
a methodology for identification of BPL 
families, including criterion for automatic 
exclusion of rural household from the BPL 
list, automatic inclusion in the BPL list 
and grading of the remaining households 
on a scale of one to ten for their possible 
inclusion. It also recommended the 
methodology for conducting the census and 
appropriate appeal mechanisms (Ministry 
of Rural Development, 2009). Accordingly, 
the Socio-Economic and Caste Census was 
launched in June 2011 and as of January 
2014, barring in a few states, it is yet to 
be  completed.

 Based on these BPL census exercises, 
various state governments have prepared 
the list of BPL households which are 
generally much larger than the Planning 
Commission estimates based on NSS 
consumption surveys. This has also 
contributed to the widespread perception 
that the current estimates of poverty 
provided by the NSS surveys are gross 
underestimation of the prevailing ground 
realities. On the other hand, it is alleged 
that BPL list is often inflated at state level 
to corner more resources from the common 
pool of central resources, thus giving 
rise to perverse incentives to identify a 
higher pool of BPL persons and declaring 
a higher poverty at state level. Accurate 
identification of the poor through such 
means is therefore becoming increasingly 
important because once identified as BPL 
households, they acquire entitlements 
over flow of public transfers and access to 
other resources under poverty alleviation 
programmes. There are several central 
government programmes targeted to the 
BPL households in rural areas. It includes 
Public Distribution System (PDS), 
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Indira Awas Yojana (IAY), National 
Social Assistance Programme (NSAP), 
Swarnjayanti Gram Swarazgar Yojana 
(SGSY), Total Sanitation Campaign 
(TSC), National Maternity Benefit 
Scheme (NMBS) and health insurance. 
It is not surprising therefore, that getting 
a BPL identity is a major achievement for 
people in rural areas.

 There are development practitioners 
and civil society actors who argue that 
the most basic programmes for impacting 
poverty like land reforms and protections 
against discrimination do not necessarily 
entail targeting or even financial transfers, 
but political will, affirmative action and 
statutory redistribution. At the same time, 
they argue that for schemes involving 
social transfers or specific subsidies, there 
is greater efficiency in ensuring universal 
coverage or through implementation of a 
statutory affirmative action programme. 
Thus, in programmes with self-targeting 
criterion (universal coverage), such as with 
MGNREGS, which is open to anyone who 
seeks work as a manual labour on public 
works, or Mid-day Meal (MDM) scheme, 
where any child can access meals provided 
at schools if they are enrolled there, 
outcomes realised are likely to be better 
(Mehrotra and Mander, 2009).

 In the case of urban India, until 
recently there has been no attempt to 
identify the poor or have procedures in 
place to have comparable urban BPL lists. 
Delhi is perhaps among the only state that 
has identified the urban poor and prepared 
the BPL lists for the urban areas. This 
glaring gap is now being addressed with 
the Planning Commission constituting 
an Expert Group under S.R. Hashim 
to recommend a detailed methodology 
for identifying the poor in the urban 
areas (Planning Commission 2012). 
Identification of urban poor households 
is necessary for an effective targeting of 
the benefits under the growing number 
of poverty alleviation programmes being 
implemented by the central and the state 
governments in urban areas. These include 
programmes of the Ministry of Housing 

and Urban Poverty Alleviation, such as 
the Swarna Jayanti Shahri Rozgar Yojna 
(SJSRY) for Livelihoods, the Jawaharlal 
Nehru National Urban Renewal Mission 
(JnNURM) for urban services and Rajiv 
Awas Yojna (RAY) for housing and a slum-
free India. In addition, there are national 
programmes such as the right to food under 
the National Food Security Act that also 
target the urban poor.

 For planning and designing 
appropriate public interventions, though 
the starting point is to know who the 
poor are and to ensure a targeted delivery 
of public services for them, it is equally 
important to know the precise nature of 
their vulnerabilities or deprivation that 
they face and also the extent of such 
deprivation. Addressing this concern 
the Hashim Committee (Planning 
Commission 2012) goes on to identify 
three categories of vulnerabilities that the 
urban poor is usually subjected to namely, 
residential, occupational and social 
vulnerability. It goes on to recommend a 
number of indicators covering these three 
vulnerability dimensions to capture the 
intensity of the problem which, and like the 
rural BPL approach, provides a three-stage 
identification process involving criteria for 
automatic exclusion, automatic inclusion 
and a scoring card that identifies others 
who need to be included in the BPL  list.

 Under the present framework 
for poverty estimation and alleviation 
interventions followed by the government at 
the central and state level, it is important to 
have a credible and acceptable methodology 
to estimate the poor. It is equally important 
to have a pointed set of criterion for the 
identification of the poor at the ground level 
to minimize mis-targeting of the benefit-
flows under the targeted poverty alleviation 
programmes. While the identification 
criteria for the poor has responded to the 
critique of the practitioners, from time to 
time, over improving the procedure in the 
past two decades, the same cannot be said 
for the methodology to estimate the poor in 
India. There is some distance to travel on 
that  count.
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II. Who are the 
Poor and Where are 
They Located?

This section of the Chapter presents a 
profile of the poor based on Lakdawala 
methodology for estimating poverty. Using 
the NSS unit-level data for 1993-94, 2004-
05 and 2009-10 it decomposes the aggregate 
picture to reflect the socio-economic and 
religious profile of the poor for the country 
as a whole, and for selected states that 
have a chronically high concentration of 
poverty. With the exception of a few, these 
are states confined mostly to the central 
heartland of the country, which have 

traditionally been identified as backward 
states. There has been a steady decline 
in the proportion of poor over the entire 
period. The overall annual average decline 
is roughly the same in the ten year period on 
either side of 1993-94, with only a marginal 
increase since 2004-05. Further, the rate of 
decline in the proportion of poor is same 
in both rural and urban areas in the pre-
1993 period, but in the post-1993 period 
the decline is faster for rural areas than 
for urban areas (Figure 3.4). The absolute 
number of total poor remained above 300 
million until 2004-05, declining thereafter 
to 280 million in 2009-10 (Table  3.1).

 As pointed out earlier, the decline is 
sharper on Tendulkar methodology (official 
approach) for the most recent period. While 
the decline in the HCR on Lakdawala 
methodology between1993-94 and 2004-
05 is marginally higher (8.5 percentage 
points as against 8.1 percentage points on 
official methodology), in the subsequent 
period the decline is 54 per cent higher on 
the official methodology, 7.4 percentage 
points as against 4 percentage points, 
respectively. The Lakdawala estimates have 
not been made for 2011-12 and Tendulkar 
methodology shows a further drop of 7.9 
percentage points in the overall HCR at 
the all India level in the two year period 
from 2009-10 to 2011-12.0%
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Fig 3.4 Proportion of People Below Poverty Line – All India

Year  1973-74 1977-78 1983 1987-88 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10

Proportion below poverty line (per cent)

Rural  56.4 53.1 45.7 39.1 37.3 28.3 23.7

Urban  49.0 45.2 40.8 38.2 32.4 25.7 23.2

Total  54.9 51.3 44.5 38.9 36.0 27.5 23.5

Number of persons below poverty line (millions)

Rural  261.3 264.2 252.0 231.9 244.0 220.9 194.7

Urban  60.0 64.6 70.9 75.1 76.3 80.8 84.9

Total  321.3 329.0 323.0 307.0 320.4 301.7 279.6

Source Estimates based on NSSO data on household consumer expenditure and the Lakdawala methodology, Planning Commission, 

Government of India. The years correspond to the NSSO quinquennial household consumer expenditure rounds.

Incidence of Poverty 1973-74 to 2009-10Table 3.1
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Fig 3.5(a)
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Map not to scale.

Source Calculated from Consumption Expenditure Survey, NSSO, 1993-94 & 2009-10 
Note: Based on Lakhdawala Methodology.

State’s Share of Poor in Total Poor in India (Rural)

Fig 3.5(b)
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Source Calculated from Consumption Expenditure Survey, NSSO, 1993-94 & 2009-10 
Note: Based on Lakhdawala Methodology.10 and above
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Poverty Profile: Regional

Figure 3.5 provides the spatial 
concentration of the poor in the rural and 
urban regions of the country for 2003-
04 and 2009-10. The number of poor is 
getting increasingly concentrated in the 
four states of undivided Uttar Pradesh, 
Bihar and Madhya Pradesh and also in 
the state of Odisha. Nearly 60 per cent of 
the total poor (rural and urban together) 
in the country come from these states in 
2009-10 as against about 45 per cent in 
1983 or a little over 40 per cent in 1973-
74. In 2009-10, these states contribute 65 
per cent of the rural poor and 45 per cent 
of the urban poor in the country, as against 
50 per cent and 33 per cent, respectively 
in 1983. Between 2003-04 and 2009-10, 
rural poverty has become less widespread 
and the concentration of poor in states, 
other than indicated earlier, has come 
down, as can be seen from the Figure 3.5 
(a) and (b) with some states transiting 
from higher category of contributors to 
the number of poor in the country to the 
lower category. In urban areas, while the 
number of states contributing more than  
10 per cent to the total urban poor has come 
down dramatically; urban poverty remains 
as widespread in 2009-10 as in 1993-94. In 
2009-10 Uttar Pradesh and Bihar account 
for more than 10 per cent each of the total 
rural poor in the country, while only Uttar 
Pradesh has a similar proportion of the 
country’s poor in its urban areas. Urban 

poverty is widespread and more uniformly 
distributed across the states than rural 
poverty, which is largely confined to the 
central Indian states indicated earlier, and 
West Bengal and Maharashtra.

 In the post-1993 period, though there 
is a decline in the HCR for both rural and 
urban areas, the absolute number of poor 
has declined in rural areas, but increases 
significantly in the urban areas. This is 
due to changes in the numerator as well 
as the denominator of the HCR. Thus, 
population growth is declining in rural 
areas and number of poor is declining faster, 
partly also on account of migration of 
poor to urban areas in search of livelihood 
opportunities. At the same time, though 
the population growth is higher for urban 
areas, there is a proportionately higher 
growth in the urban poor. Figure 3.6 at the 
all India level reflects this in terms of faster 
rise in the share of urban poor relative to 
the rise in the share of urban population. 
These trends suggest that despite rural 
HCR remaining higher than urban and 
markedly so until 2009-10 (Table 3.1), 
poverty is gradually becoming more of an 
urban phenomenon.

 Figure 3.7 and 3.8 present the ratio of 
state’s share of poor in the total poor and 
the state’s population share in the total 
population of the country, separately for 
rural and urban areas. In other words, if 
this ratio is higher than one for any state, 
it implies that state is contributing more 
than its share in total population to the 
total poor in the country. It is an indicator 
of poverty concentration for the country. 
Thus, between 1993-94 and 2009-10 in 
rural areas, all the north-eastern states 
other than Assam, West Bengal and 
Maharashtra are able to bring down the said 
concentration ratio to less than one. The 
three undivided states of Uttar Pradesh, 
Bihar and Madhya Pradesh, along with 
Odisha and Assam continue to contribute 
in access of their population share to the 
total rural poor in the country. In urban 
areas the concentration of poverty, as 
defined above, has shifted from the lower 
and middle half of the country to the middle 
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Fig 3.7
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Fig 3.8
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and western half during the period 1993-94 
to 2009-10. The two unexpected entrants 
to the category of states contributing 
disproportionately to urban poverty in the 
country are Gujarat and Haryana, which 
otherwise are seen as more developed states 
in popular perception.

Poverty Profile: Social Groups

In terms of social groups, poverty 
incidence at the all India level is higher 
among Scheduled Tribes (STs) than 
among the Scheduled Castes (SCs) in 
rural areas and vice-versa in urban areas, 
though in both cases it declines sharply 
between 1993-94 and 2009-10. In rural 
areas (Figure 3.9 (a)), SCs as a group 
experience a faster decline between 1993-
94 and 2004-05, whereas in case of STs 
the faster decline is in the period 2004-
05 to 2009-10. In the urban areas (Figure 
3.9(b)) while SCs experience a continuous 
decline throughout the period, for STs 
the declining trend stagnates post 2004-
05. Despite the decline in the poverty 
incidence for STs and SCs, in 2009-10 
HCR for STs is 42 and 48 per cent higher 
respectively, in rural and urban areas 
in comparison to the all India figure. 
Similarly in the case of the SCs, the HCR 
in 2009-10 is 33 per cent higher in rural 
areas and 31 per cent higher in urban areas 
vis-à-vis the all India incidence. If the 
reference benchmark is the other category, 

i.e., non-STs and non-SCs at the all India 
level, this difference is likely to be starker.

 Figure 3.10 (a) to (h) presents the state 
level profile of poverty incidence among 
social groups selectively for states with the 
most overall incidence of poverty. These 
are also states with a sizeable proportion 
of SC and ST population. Though they 
have a somewhat similar overall economic 
profile, but due to differences in their social 
and cultural contexts, there are significant 
variations in poverty incidence by social 
groups in these states. Thus, in rural areas 
(like at the all India level) the poverty 
incidence of STs is higher than SCs in 
Odisha and Madhya Pradesh for all three 
years, but in Bihar and Uttar Pradesh 
(except 2009) it is the SCs who have a 
higher incidence. In urban areas, while 
Bihar and Uttar Pradesh have consistently 
higher proportion of poor among the SCs 
relative to STs, it is not so for all the years 
for Odisha and Madhya Pradesh. For the 
Other Backward Castes (OBCs), in general 
the HCR is lower than that of SCs and STs 
and in case of Odisha rural, it is also lower 
than the others (i.e., non-SC, non-ST 
and non-OBC). Finally, in Bihar for 2009, 
the HCR for SCs was nearly six-folds and 
four-folds higher for urban and rural areas 
respectively, in comparison to the HCR for 
others. There is also a stark difference in 
2009 in the case of Odisha rural and Uttar 
Pradesh rural, where HCR for STs is nearly 
three-folds higher than that for others.
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Poverty Profile: 
Religious Groups

Just as there are differences in the HCR for 
social groups, there are also differences in 
the HCR for religious groups and its pace 
of decline over the years (Figure 3.11). In 
2009-10 nearly one in every three Muslims 
is poor, whereas only one in every four 
Hindu is poor (Table 3.2). Other than the 
HCR for Buddhists, which is higher than 

that of Hindus and Muslims, all other 
religious groups have lower incidence of 
poverty and there is a steady decline in 
their respective HCRs over the period. 
Hindus and Muslims account for more 
than 94 per cent of the total population 
and marginally higher share of the poor in 
the country at the all India level for all the 
three years for which the estimates have 
been presented here. While Muslims have 
a higher incidence of poverty in both rural 
and urban areas, they have experienced a 
faster decline in their HCR in rural areas 
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Poverty Incidence by Religious Groups – All India

Religious Group 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10

 Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total

Hindu 37.5 29.9 35.6 28.9 23.3 27.4 23.9 21.1 23.2

Islam 41.3 48.1 43.7 29.3 41.4 33.7 25.6 37.1 29.4

Christian 30.3 21.4 27.4 16.2 12.5 14.9 13.0 14.5 13.5

Sikhs 5.9 12.9 7.6 5.0 6.1 5.3 8.5 8.7 8.5

Jains 14.0 5.4 7.9 2.6 2.6 2.6  3.8 3.3

Buddhist 55.4 43.9 51.3 40.6 28.6 35.9 39.2 22.3 32.3

Others 35.2 28.8 34.6 36.0 18.3 34.3 25.7 6.8 21.8

All 37.2 31.9 35.9 28.3 25.6 27.6 23.7 23.2 23.5

Source Estimates based on NSSO unit level data on household consumer expenditure and the Lakdawala methodology for this report.

Poverty Incidence by Religious GroupTable 3.2
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than the Hindus, with the result that in 
2009-10 the HCRs for Hindus and Muslims 
are nearly the same. However, in the urban 
areas even though there has been a faster 
decline in the HCR for Muslims, due to a 
higher HCR than the Hindus in 1993-94, 
the HCR for Muslims in 2009-10 remains 
76 per cent higher than that of Hindus. 
Poverty among Muslim is widespread and 
concentrated more in urban areas than in 
rural. They account for a much larger share 
of the urban poor relative to their share in 
urban population, unlike the Hindus who 
have a much lower share in the urban poor, 
relative to their share in urban population.

 The poverty profile by religious groups 
varies across states (Figures 3.12(a) to 
(h)). From among the selected states that 
have been highlighted here, rural Bihar 
and rural Uttar Pradesh both have higher 
HCR for Muslims as against Hindus, except 
in 2009-10. The pace of decline in HCR 
for Muslims is sharper in these states, but 
for Hindus it stagnates between 2004-
05 and 2009-10. Rural Odisha’s HCR for 
Christians is consistently high and rising 

over the period. While every three out of 
four Christians is poor in rural Odisha in 
2009-10, the HCR for Hindus is less than 
half of that for Christians. In the case of 
Assam HCR for Muslims is consistently 
much higher than that of Hindus and has 
risen in 2009-10 over 2004-05.

 In urban areas, all the four states 
shown here have higher HCR for Muslims 
in comparison to the Hindus during the 
entire period. For Odisha, Uttar Pradesh 
and Gujarat there is an increase in poverty 
incidence for Muslims in the most recent 
years, with a more than doubling of HCR in 
the case of Gujarat from about 30 per cent 
in 2004-05 to over 64 per cent in 2009-10. 
In the case of Madhya Pradesh the HCR 
for Muslims shows an increase between 
1993-94 and 2004-05 and then registers a 
sharp decline in 2009-10. Urban Odisha 
shows a significant decline in the HCR 
for Christian between 2004-05 and 2009-
10, falling from over 50 per cent to less 
than 5 per cent, but the HCR for Hindus 
and Muslims remains high at proportions 
similar to those in 1993-94.
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Poverty Profile:
Occupational Groups

The analysis of poverty profile by 
occupational groups at the all India level 
suggests that two categories of workers, 
agriculture labour in rural areas and casual 
workers in urban areas have the highest 
poverty HCR. This is not surprising as 
both these occupational groups suffer from 
insecurity of employment as well as wages. 
In the rural areas, the wage insecurity has 
started coming down in the past few years 
due to implementation of floor-wages on 
public programmes under MGNREGS. The 
agriculture labour in rural areas comprise 
nearly one-fourth of the population and 
exhibit the most widespread poverty 
with over one-third of them being poor 
in 2009-10. The self-employed and 

others comprising 56 per cent of the rural 
population have a lower HCR to labourers 
(agricultural and other labour), in 2009-10.

 In the urban areas, casual labour 
comprising about 12 per cent of the 
population are the poorest with nearly 
half of them being poor in 2009-10. The 
regular wage and salary earners and others 
comprising about 45 per cent of the urban 
population are the least poor with a HCR of 
around 12 per cent, with others registering 
the highest fall in the poverty incidence 
over the period. The poverty ratio of self-
employed is close to the overall average for 
urban areas.

 At the state level there are large 
variations across occupation groups in the 
incidence of poverty and in the pace of its 
decline over the years. In rural Bihar, Odisha 
and Madhya Pradesh over 50 per cent of 
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agricultural labour are poor and in Uttar 
Pradesh and in Assam it is a little less at 45 
per cent in 2009-10. Even in a state like 
Punjab, about 20 per cent of agricultural 
labour is poor in 2009-10. Himachal Pradesh 
at less than one per cent has the least HCR 
among agricultural labour in 2009-10. 
Among the self-employed in agriculture, 
while Punjab at less than one per cent has the 
least proportion of poor, Bihar and Odisha 
with about 29 per cent and Jharkhand with 
over 36 per cent have the highest poor in 
2009-10. Bihar, Jharkhand, Uttar Pradesh 
and Chhattisgarh also have a high incidence 
(50 per cent or around) of poverty among 
the category of other labour in rural areas. 
Bihar, Uttar Pradesh and Odisha have over 
30 per cent poverty among the self-employed 
in non-agriculture in 2009-10. In the urban 
areas, most of the poor states namely, Bihar, 
Odisha, Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, 
Uttarakhand, Chhattisgarh have a HCR 
of over 70 per cent for casual worker in 
2009-10. Even among the better-off states 
like Punjab and Kerala casual workers have 
a poverty HCR of 20 per cent whereas 
Himachal Pradesh and Maharashtra at over 
30 per cent and Manipur a staggering 81 per 
cent in 2009-10.

Poverty Profile:
Educational Level

There is an inverse relationship between 
poverty incidence as measured on the 
HCR and education levels for both rural 
and urban areas (Figure 3.15). People with 
higher education levels have lower poverty 
HCR. While overall poverty ratio is higher 
in rural areas than in urban, for lower level 
of educational attainments say up to middle 
level (upper primary level) HCR is lower 
in rural areas in comparison to urban areas. 
In other words even with lower average 
education attainments in rural areas, with 
spread of school education the prospects of 
overcoming poverty in rural areas improve 
more than those in urban areas. This 
implies that the share of population with 
higher levels of education is significantly 
higher in urban areas than in the rural areas. 
Only in that case the overall poverty ratio 
can be lower in urban as compared to rural 
areas. Indeed, in 2009-10 the proportion 
of secondary and higher levels of educated 
in the urban areas is more than two-fold 
the level in rural areas, even though this 
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disparity has been declining over time. 
It is also the case that the fastest decline 
in poverty incidence over the period is 
experienced by the illiterates in both rural 
and urban areas (Figure 3.16). In general 
across all educational levels the decline is 
faster in rural than in the urban areas.

 At state level for rural areas, Bihar, 
at over 61 per cent, has the highest HCR 
among the illiterates with Odisha and 
Assam also having HCR well above 50 per 
cent in 1993-94. By 2009-10 this has come 
down to around 45 per cent for Bihar and 
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Odisha and 33 per cent for Assam. In the 
case of rural Assam, there is a turn towards 
the worse with HCR rising across all 
education levels in 2009-10 over 2004-05. 
In urban areas, Madhya Pradesh, Odisha 
and Karnataka have poverty HCR of over 
60 per cent in 1993-94 and it is around 
55 per cent in Andhra Pradesh and Tamil 
Nadu. In 2009-10 it continues to be over 
60 per cent in Odisha, Madhya Pradesh and 
in Uttarakhand and Manipur. In the case 
of Odisha, its urban poverty is considerably 
higher than rural poverty for lower level of 
education (up to middle level). Strikingly 
for Gujarat, like Assam in rural areas, there 

has been a considerable increase in urban 
poverty across all education levels in 2009-
10 over 2004-05, with its overall poverty 
being higher in 2009-10 than even in 1993-
94. Rajasthan urban shows a deteriorating 
urban poverty incidence across education 
levels up to middle, during the period 1993-
94 to 2009-10.
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Poverty Growth and Inequality

The relationship between economic 
growth and poverty reduction is not as such 
very straightforward, and certainly not so 
in the India context. Figures 3.18(a) and 
(b) suggest that there is a faster decline in 
poverty with a slower average growth in 
NSDP during the period 1993-94 to 2004-
05, and a slower decline in poverty with 
higher average growth in the period 2004-
05 to 2009-10. Indeed, there are some states 
(Figure 3.18(b)), particularly Haryana 
and Gujarat, that have near double digit 
growth rates accompanied by a rise in 
poverty (i.e., negative decline in poverty). 
Composition of growth, including its sub-
regional spread, as well as changes in inter-
personal income inequality (captured in 
this report in Gini coefficient of household 
consumer expenditure) could explain some 
aspects of this observation. Moreover, 
this conclusion could also change if one 
considers the extended period of 2004-05 
to 2011-12 on Lakdawala methodology and 

especially so with Tendulkar methodology 
estimates, which as pointed out earlier, 
show a dramatic fall in poverty incidence 
on HCR during the two year period 2009-
10 to 2011-12.

 In examining the relationship 
between poverty HCR and inequality 
coefficient, it turns out that between 1993-
94 and 2004-05, among the large states 
(other than north-eastern states) there is 
only one state namely, Bihar which shows 
a double digit decline (16 percentage 
points) in its rural HCR and also an 
improvement (i.e., a decline) in the Gini 
coefficient. Karnataka’s 9 percentage points 
decline in HCR is also accompanied by 
improvement in Gini. However, seven 
states namely Jammu and Kashmir (26), 
Assam (23), Himachal Pradesh (20), 
Haryana (14), Kerala (13), West Bengal 
(12) and Tamil Nadu (10) record near ten 
or above percentage point decline in their 
rural HCR with a deterioration in Gini 
coefficient (i.e., an increase in 2004-05 
as against 1993-94). In the period since 
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2004-05, there are three large states namely 
Maharashtra, Odisha and Tamil Nadu along 
with Nagaland, Tripura and Uttarakhand 
that have double digit decline in poverty 
accompanied by an improvement in Gini 
coefficient. Also there are at least five states 
with sub-double digit decline in poverty 
HCR and improvement in Gini coefficient. 
At the same time, there are several states 
where double digit decline in poverty 
HCR is accompanied by deterioration in  
Gini coefficient.

 In the urban areas, between 1993-
95 and 2004-05, only two states namely 
Himachal Pradesh and Jammu and Kashmir 
have an improvement in Gini coefficient 
and a decline in the poverty HCR, albeit 
only 6 percentage points for the former and 
less than 2 percentage points for the latter. 
All states with a double digit decline in 
poverty HCR (Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat 
and Tamil Nadu) during this period show 
deterioration in the Gini coefficient. 
During the subsequent period 2004-05 
to 2009-10, only Karnataka has a double 
digit decline in its urban poverty HCR 
accompanied by improvement in Gini 
coefficient all other states with a double 
digit decline in HCR (Maharashtra and 
Kerala) have a deterioration in their Gini 
coefficient. States like Gujarat and Haryana 
and some states in the north-eastern region 
have significant increase in urban poverty 
accompanied by either deterioration or 
no change in their Gini coefficient. It 
is however important to recall that, in 
general, Gini coefficient shows a rising 
trend for urban areas (Figure 2.14), though 
with a diminishing momentum since 
2004-05. It implies that states with large 
reduction in poverty HCR in this period 
have been able to do so on account of a 
widespread growth that has helped the poor 
come out of their BPL status, but is not 
inclusive enough in its impact on reducing 
inter-personal inequality.

 It is thus difficult to suggest that 
decline in poverty HCR benefits from 
reduction in inter-personal income/
consumption inequalities, without going 
into further analysis at sub-state level. It 

also requires consideration of Lakdawala 
estimates for HCR for the NSS 2011-12 
survey. There is perhaps a limited exception 
to this observation confined to the post-
2004-05 phase, where several large states in 
their rural areas experienced considerable 
drop in poverty HCR with an improvement 
in inequality coefficient. In general, it could 
be said that for growth to benefit the poor, it 
is important that deterioration in inequality 
is checked for it tends to nullify the benefits 
of improved growth on poverty reduction.

 As one moves to the next section 
of this Chapter there are a few take-away 
points for the policy framework to address 
poverty eradication. The first one is the 
need to focus on urban poverty which 
is becoming more widespread than rural 
poverty and is likely to grow further as 
the pace of urbanization picks-up in the 
coming decade. As per United Nations 
World Urbanization Prospects, 2011 
projections (see Malhotra 2013), between 
2010 and 2050, urban population of India 
will see a three-fold increase to about 875 
million and it will be marginally more than 
the rural population at 816 million. While 
the growth rate of urban population will be 
positive but continuously declining, rural 
population will see a negative growth rate in 
the last two decades of this period. Second, 
poverty remains entrenched in some parts 
of the country: undivided Uttar Pradesh, 
Madhya Pradesh and Bihar and in Odisha, 
and among some social and religious groups, 
SCs and STs in both rural and urban areas, 
Muslims in urban areas and Christians in 
rural areas (Odisha). Third, there must 
be a focus on poverty incidence among 
agricultural labour in rural areas and casual 
workers in urban areas, with an urgent need 
to create some kind of social protection 
floor for the urban poor. Finally, with a 
focus on recovering and then sustaining a 
high growth momentum of the economy in 
the coming decades, it is necessary to check 
deterioration in income inequalities that 
could surface in the initial years, especially 
in urban areas (and, as seen historically 
in other countries), so that growth can 
effectively support a rapid reduction in 
poverty incidence in the  country.
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III. Poverty Alleviation 
Framework – The 
Way Forward

The policy framework for poverty 
alleviation in India, like elsewhere in the 
world, has moved back and forth between 
the importance to be accorded to growth, on 
one hand and to a direct attack on poverty, 
on the other. While growth through its 
‘trickle-down’ effect is expected to alleviate 
poverty over time, a direct attack on 
poverty requires implementation of special 
programmes focused on the disadvantaged 
social groups and backward regions. This 
is not to say that it has been an either/
or approach over the past seven decades. 
Rather, it has been a matter of policy 
emphasis sometimes subtle, occasionally 
explicit and with mixed  results.

 It was always recognised that 
growth has to be sufficiently high and 
sustained over an extended period to 
have a meaningful trickle down impact 
on poverty. It was known that market-
failures could prevent the poor from taking 
advantage of growing opportunities that 
would come with growth. However, such 
an approach assumed that poverty was only 
a marginal problem in the larger context 
of underdevelopment and if the latter 
was addressed rapidly, poverty would get 
eradicated. It overlooked the structural 
hurdles, including social and political that 
fragments markets in developing countries, 
thereby reinforcing their failure in reaching 
out to the poor. It also paid little attention 
to prevailing low levels of endowments 
among the poor and the impact that would 
have on their ability to participate in the 
growth process. These assumptions were 
misplaced. The magnitude of poverty was 
so immense that it needed a direct attack 
on the problem. There was a need felt 
for measures to create and augment the 
productive assets of the poor so that they 
could improve their exchange entitlements 
and benefit from opportunities that come 
with economic expansion. With hindsight 

of India’s development experience over 
1970s and 1980s and more recently in the 
last decade, it appears that the success of a 
strategy involving a direct attack on poverty 
may also eventually hinge on the economy’s 
capacity to sustain adequate growth. 
Indeed, it was never the case that growth 
was not important for a direct attack on 
poverty, it was more about the composition 
of growth. There are at least two reasons 
that warrant such a conclusion. Growth is 
needed for generating resources to mount, 
or expand the direct attack on poverty and 
it is needed to create the opportunities for 
the (capacitated) poor to enter the markets 
productively. This is more so for a large 
lower-middle income country like India 
(World Bank categorisation) that does 
not have recourse to adequate foreign aid 
to fund its poverty alleviation programmes 
and therefore has to mobilise its own 
resources for undertaking the said  task.

 The evidence on growth-poverty 
relationship at the macro level in India 
is far from conclusive. However, as 
highlighted earlier, there are good reasons 
to believe that poverty reducing impact 
of growth can be significantly improved 
through such direct measures that prevent 
deterioration in income inequalities in 
the economy, both in the short term 
and over the medium to long term. The 
first requires social protection or social 
security measures. The latter requires 
measures to improve capabilities and 
assets endowments of the poor and in 
the chronically backward regions of the 
country to enhance their productivity 
levels over time. Economic expansion 
could then provide effective means for 
sustained improvement in living standards 
and human wellbeing. Historically, this is 
also the dominant lesson from countries 
that have successfully eradicated poverty 
in the last century. Growth is seen as a 
necessary condition, if not sufficient, for 
inclusive development (Commission on 
Growth and Development  2008).

 The development process in the 
country has been a fertile ground for 
policymakers when it comes to devising 
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direct measures for poverty alleviation. 
Periodic compulsions of electoral-cycles and 
the demands of competitive politics at state 
and sub-state levels have, at times, led to 
modification of half implemented poverty 
alleviation programmes, or their relaunch 
just with a change of name. In some 
instances, it has resulted in overlapping 
schemes with large overhead programme 
costs, lack of adequate context-relevance 
and occasionally design deficiencies that 
fail to support the intended outcomes. 
However, in all fairness, some initiatives 
have been effective in delivering the 
desired results in some parts of the country. 
In general, measures to attack poverty 
directly have focused on half-hearted 
redistribution (of land) and augmentation 
of household assets; creation of adequate 
livelihood opportunities through self and 
public wage-employment programmes; 
social security including food and nutrition 
security programmes and social transfers; 
provisioning of public goods and services 
that have a direct bearing on an individual’s 
capabilities and her quality of life; 

strengthening of institutions and delivery 
mechanisms that empower the poor; and 
targeted development of backward regions 
through resource transfers and supportive 
policy measures. Without exception, these 
interventions have suffered from one or 
the other implementation weaknesses that 
have prevented the full realisation of the 
intended outcomes. Yet, in a country like 
India, given the magnitude of its poverty 
and the depth of deprivation, there is room 
for all these different interventions to work 
in tandem to improve the effectiveness 
of the development process for a rapid 
eradication of poverty. There is also the case 
for having a tailored approach, including 
use of standard operating procedures to 
address the social security and poverty of 
the people impacted in conflict and post-
conflict situation (Box 3.2).

 Some of these interventions can be 
categorized as social protection measures 
that seek to specifically address the 
vulnerability of individuals (or households) 
to poverty and deprivation arising out of 

Box 3.2: Social Security in 
Conflict and Post-conflict Situation

Policy response to meet the social security needs of a 
humanitarian, conflict or a post-conflict rehabilitation 
situation poses a distinct challenge that is often not 
reflected in the discourse on poverty alleviation strategies. 
If, in addition, the scale of crisis is huge, such as in the case 
of the recent forced internal displacement in the aftermath 
of ethnic violence between the Bodo and Bengali-Muslim 
communities in Assam during 2012, the consequences of 
a business-as-usual approach for the rehabilitation and 
recovery process could be grave. The Bodo land crisis 
is one of India’s most severe humanitarian crises. With 
approximately half a million internally displaced persons 
(IDPs) living in relief camps, it represents the largest 
occurrence of forced displacement in India’s post-partition 
history. The inability of returnee population to access 
health services and markets as well as their confinement 
to makeshift camps primarily due to an atmosphere of 
insecurity, has had serious implications for their food 
and nutrition security and more generally for meeting 
their basic needs. This was particularly so when the relief 

agencies were withdrawn as their immediate task was over. 
The presence of armed groups and low levels of violence 
against returnee population complicated the recovery 
process. It highlighted the fact that implementation of 
recovery programmes especially in housing reconstruction 
and livelihoods’ regeneration cannot afford to ignore the 
importance of addressing the erosion in the ubiquitous 
feeling of insecurity. 
 The main take-away is the importance of evidence-
based and context-specific feedback for adapting and 
adjusting policy interventions for restoring, renewing 
and sustaining the social and economic dynamics of 
communities/regions in conflict, and post-conflict 
situations. While standard operating procedures and 
policy intervention templates help deliver the immediate 
relief to protect food security in the case of humanitarian 
emergencies a more differentiated and rigorous approach 
is required in addressing issues of social security including 
livelihood security in the case of protracted conflicts or 
post-conflict situations.

Source: Base on Sinha (2014), Background Paper for IPPR.
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their weak economic and disempowered 
social context. Indeed, at the central 
and state level in the country, there is a 
multitude of social protection schemes 
covering a range of activities across 
different sectors, including elementary 
and secondary education, preventive and 
curative public health services, self and 
wage employment, food and nutrition 
security, old-age pensions and there are 
several schemes involving one-time 
transfers/grants to the BPL households. 
Some of these interventions on basic 
education (right to education), manual 
work in rural areas (right to work) and food 
security (right to food) are now supported 
through limited legal entitlements, 
guaranteed by the government. Srivastava 
(2013, pages xiv and 72) estimates that 
the total expenditure by the central 
government, as a share of GDP on six 
of the major social protection related 
sectors (elementary education, health and 
family welfare, labour and labour welfare, 
social security and welfare, and rural 
development) has increased from 1.06 per 
cent in 1995-96 to 1.35 per cent in 2005-06 
and on to 1.75 per cent in 2010-11. With 
the state governments spending almost 
twice this amount (3.5 per cent of GDP in 
2010-11), which has remained relatively 
stable for the period 2000-10, the total 
government expenditure (centre and states 
combined) on major social protection 
programmes is estimated to be around 5.25 
per cent of GDP for the year 2010-11.

 Using the number of poor on 
Lakdawala estimates in 2009-10 (280 
million, Table 3.1) and Census population 
for 2011, the total government expenditure 
(centre and states) on major social 
protection programmes for 2010-11 
translates into a potential income transfer 
of Rs 1,135 per month per BPL person or, 
Rs 5,675 per month per BPL household 
(an average household comprising five 
members). Alternately, as several of these 
measures are not specifically targeted at 
the poor (such as elementary education or 
health and family welfare, though it could be 
argued that these publicly provided services 
are largely accessed by the poor as against 

non-poor who are likely to depend more on 
private supply of these services), this huge 
public expenditure on social protection 
still translates into a Rs 263 per capita per 
month, or Rs 1,314 per household per 
month. Thus, if the expenditure on social 
protection in the country was accurately 
targeted as an income transfer only to the 
BPL households every poor household 
would become a non-poor household on the 
official as well as Lakdawala methodology for 
estimating the number of poor in 2010-11. 
If however, this expenditure was made into 
an income transfer for everybody, it would 
still reduce poverty incidence by anything 
from one-fourth to one-half, depending 
on the expenditure distribution of the  
BPL households.

 The idea in presenting these numbers 
is not to suggest that the objective of 
alleviating or eradicating poverty could be 
better served by taking recourse to targeted 
income transfers to the BPL households, 
instead of persisting with the on-going 
social protection programmes. Clearly, 
apart from the practical difficulties in 
ensuring accurate targeting of the BPL 
households in a country like India (at least 
until the expansion of the Aadhaar-linked 
financial inclusion platform to cover all 
poor and vulnerable households), there are 
larger social and economic sustainability 
concerns (for instance, see Box 3.3) that 
may go against an exclusive reliance on 
an income-transfer approach for a direct 
attack on poverty. However, it also raises 
serious accountability issues on the public 
agencies responsible for implementing 
these programmes. The criticism that 
these programmes are consistently yielding 
sub-optimal outcomes is valid. There is 
an urgent need to ensure that every rupee 
spent on social protection measures counts 
and contributes in delivering the intended 
outcomes. That task is easier said than done. 
It requires a coherent and integrated policy 
framework that balances the objective of 
a time-bound eradication of poverty with 
that of sustaining growth for improvement 
in average living standards. It also requires 
some ‘out-of-box’ ideas to improve the 
administrative and implementation design 
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of the programmes so as to effectively 
target the delivery of benefits to the poor 
and ensuring that the stated larger social 
objectives of these programmes are met 
with full accountability.

 India’s poverty alleviation framework 
needs a functional dovetailing into a 
four-pronged strategy. The four pillars of 
the strategy are not necessarily mutually 
exclusive. They reinforce each other and 
collectively provide a policy framework 
that is reasonably exhaustive for supporting 
effective poverty eradication. At one 
level, there is nothing new in these 
strategy pillars as various elements of the 
strategy pillars are already being pursued 
by different administrative agencies at 
different tiers of the government in India. 
Yet, unless they are recognised as a part of 
an integrated operational policy framework 
for poverty alleviation, there will be little 
attempt made at the administrative level to 
seek convergence of different programmes 
and harness the benefits from the potential 
synergies of these interventions. It is 
this aspect, more than anything else that 
requires some out-of-box ideas to break 
the vicious cycle of sub-optimal results, 
which persists due to piece-meal, adhoc, 
even self-serving and standalone sectoral 
(departmental) nature of these measures. 
It does not help matters when the poverty 
alleviation interventions are pursued 
without involving or strengthening the 
participation of local institutions of 
governance in the implementation process. 
It is also the case that one or more of these 
strategy pillars would need to be in the 
forefront, depending on their relevance to 
the specific context, with others providing 
a facilitative environment for the strategy 
to effectively eradicate poverty.

Basic Needs Approach

The first pillar of the strategy relates to what 
has been generally described in the literature 
as the basic needs approach. It includes a set 
of policies, programmes and direct public 

provisioning of goods and services that 
supplements the development approach in 
meeting the identified basic needs of the 
people. It goes beyond pure social protection 
measures in the sense defined earlier to 
include free or subsidized provision for food 
and nutrition security, public goods and 
utilities covering basic education, public 
health, water and sanitation, access to energy 
and even basic livelihood opportunities in 
the Indian context. Almost all the poverty 
alleviation programmes implemented by 
the government such as self-employment 
programmes, wage employment programmes, 
food security programmes and other social 
protection programmes could be included 
as programmes directed at meeting the basic 
needs, in one way or another. While some 
of the programmes are by way of direct 
supply of goods and services, either free of 
charge or subsidised, and others by way of 
creating livelihood support to improve the 
purchasing power of the targeted population.

 There are several concerns that need 
to be addressed or taken to their logical 
conclusion to strengthen this pillar of the 
poverty alleviation strategy. First, given 
that the central government’s role is only 
to supplement the public efforts on poverty 
alleviation underway at the state level, 
it should restrict that role to providing 
technical support and monitoring of the 
programmes once the funds have been 
transferred transparently and in a timely 
manner to the state governments. There 
is some improvement in the central 
government practices particularly related 
to the release of funds but there are other 
issues that remain to be addressed in this 
regard. Second, a bouquet approach to 
social protection initiatives should be 
evolved at the centre so that funds are 
not extended thinly across states and 
across all conceivable programmes, and 
states are able to exercise an option to 
the choice of programme it would like to 
benefit from. To start with this could take 
the shape of creative pooling of resources 
by the central administrative ministries 
based on the programme(s) preferred in a 
state along the lines of practices evolved 
for area based approach, including in the 
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north-eastern region. These could differ 
in other states giving the opportunity for 
most central ministries to take a lead in at 
least some states. This is administratively 
difficult to achieve as no central ministry 
is expected to play a second fiddle to 
another ministry whose programme(s) get a 
preference at the state level. In fact, none 
would like to see their scope in the public 
domain reduced. It is an issue that will 
have to be resolved with political foresight, 
leadership and effective evidence-based 
analysis of past programme performance, 
local requirements and the capacity to 
administer at the state and sub-state levels, 
and could be based on an implementation 
model outlined in Box 4.4. Also, there 
is a need for further rationalisation of the 
number of central government schemes. 
Attempts in the past have been made 
mostly at the time of drafting the Five 
Year Plans, but the number of programmes 
continue to be very large and overlapping. 
Third, there has to be a serious attempt 
at building convergence across different 
state and central or centrally-sponsored 
schemes at the state level, more specifically 
at the district implementation level. The 
single biggest constraint in this endeavour 

is the inadequate dedicated planning and 
development capacity at the district and 
sub-district level, which incidentally, 
impacts the effective implementation 
of both developmental and social 
protection  activities.

 Fourth, perhaps the easiest way is to 
expedite the shifting of the social security 
transfers including pensions, scholarships 
and subsides directed at the BPL population 
to the Aadhaar-linked bank accounts 
of the beneficiaries at the earliest. More 
importantly, the various subsidies and 
social transfers for the BPL households 
need to be consolidated into a few and 
implemented as a conditional cash transfer 
where desirable and feasible (see Box 
3.3) for lower overhead costs and better 
impact. This again has a problem such as 
the one described in the second point and 
therefore needs resolution also along the 
suggested lines. Fifth, in extending the 
supply of public goods and services related 
to water, sanitation and access to energy 
there is a need to support public-private-
partnerships and encourage financial as 
well as administrative empowerment of 
Panchayati Raj Institutions (PRIs) to set-

Box 3.3: Conditional Cash Transfer
– A Possible Alternative

Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) involves distribution 
of money with certain behavioural conditions imposed 
on the beneficiaries. It is useful in targeting specific 
groups (particularly among the poor) with the intention 
of building their capabilities to overcome vulnerability 
to poverty and deprivation. It impacts poverty directly 
by providing an immediate additional income to the 
household and has the advantage of giving households the 
freedom of choice as to how to spend their social transfers 
between various potential items of expenditure including 
health, education, consumption and income generating 
activities. CCTs, if properly implemented can have quick 
impacts. It has been reported to help in human capital 
formation and prevents inter-generational transmission of 
poverty in countries where it has been deployed. 
 CCT was for the first time implemented in Brazil in 
1980s to transfer cash to poor families on the condition that 
they send their children to school and vaccinate them. It 

was one among many programmes for poverty alleviation. 
The Brazilian experience suggests that complementarity of 
other programmes in the strategy for poverty alleviation 
may have been a factor in the success of the CCT. In their 
absence CCT might become a never ending dole for the 
poor with no improvement in human capital. In addition, 
success of CCT is seen to largely depend on the availability 
of required infrastructure, the access to banking services 
and the quality of service providers relevant for the 
targeted change sought among the poor. In the absence 
of access to appropriate service providers CCTs could fail in 
attaining their declared objectives. In the Indian context, 
there could be another issue as well. Micro-level studies 
suggest that while food remains within the domain of 
women, cash is controlled by men (and often subject to 
spending on liquor). Transferring benefits through cash 
(even if women are the recipients) has the possibility of 
increasing violence against women by men seeking to gain 
control over the cash. 

Sources: Based on Rao (2013), Vyasulu (2010), and Yanes (2011).
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up and run these utilities at the local level. 
The strengthening of the PRIs is necessary 
for improving the overall effectiveness of 
social security framework and to anchor the 
development of local economy (Box 3.4).

 Sixth, employment generation 
programmes, principally the flagship wage-
employment programme, MGNREGS, is 
to be seen as a social security intervention 
at a minimal level of sustenance for the 
rural population. While it should have the 
capacity to be rapidly scaled-up in times of 
economic stress and to redress temporary 
labour dislocation, it should not be 

viewed as a developmental mode for the 
rural economy. Employment generation 
programmes are effective in their impact 
on poverty alleviation if they bring about 
a rise in real wages, otherwise it leads to an 
increase in the number of working poor, 
i.e., those who are employed by the time 
criterion but are unable to sustain a living 
above poverty line. The real wages could 
improve either due to statutory provisions 
(as under MGNREGS) or through overall 
productivity gains in the local economy. 
Ideally, it should be the latter with the 
local economy able to sustain wages 
higher than those under MGNREGS. In 

Box 3.4: Gujarat Integrated Watershed 
Management Programme – Some Lessons

Gujarat located in a semi-arid region of India is a drought 
prone state. In order to address water scarcity, Integrated 
Watershed Management Programme (IWMP) was launched 
in 2009 with the objective of enhancing sustainable 
livelihood alternatives for rural poor. The important 
focus areas of the programme were management of soil 
and land, water, livestock, rural energy, agricultural and 
pasture development. A salient feature of the project 
was to make appropriate use of information technology 
(natural and social resource database) and participatory 
local governance (involvement of Gram Sabha during 
planning process) in design, prioritisation of project 
areas, implementation and monitoring of the programme.
 The starting point of the programme was preparation 
of database at the block level, prioritizing and targeting 
areas, and development of a work plan with the 
involvement of local governance bodies. This phase took 
between one to two years before the project implementing 
agency started implementing it. A watershed committee 
monitored the implementation of this programme using 
GIS based tracking system. In addition to regular line-
agency monitoring, independent monitoring agencies were 
engaged and social audits were conducted at the level of 
Gram Sabha.
 In preparing the database and prioritization of 
areas, a set of variables were selected and a score was 
assigned to an area, depending on the range of values 
for it on the selected variables to bring in objectivity in 
the exercise. The variables included poverty incidence, 
proportion of SC/ST population, wage rate, ground water 
status, moisture index, extent of assured irrigation, 

drinking water availability, crop productivity and future 
potential, proportion of degraded land, and contiguity to 
watershed. The database was created using information 
from various government sources, focus group discussions, 
GIS maps and remote-sensing satellite imagery. There was 
a centralized management information system and all data 
fields were entered at the project level. The entire financial 
transaction of this project was carried out by a single bank 
which helped track flow of funds at different levels.
 In terms of project outcomes, more than 80 per cent 
of watersheds reported rise in ground water level, reduction 
in soil loss and a near doubling of cropping intensity. 
Almost 90 per cent of watersheds reported significant 
increase in person days of employment. Nearly 60 per cent 
of watersheds reported about 50 per cent increase in crop 
yield. As a result, there has been a reduction in poverty 
incidence and distress out-migration
 A data driven approach to decision-making, use of 
GIS and remote sensing technology and involvement of 
local governance bodies in planning and decision making 
were cited as the primary reason for its success. While 
replication of the success of this programme requires a 
pool of well trained professionals, requisite infrastructure 
to put in use advanced technology (GIS, remote sensing) 
and willingness on the part of all stakeholders to cooperate 
and work in a coordinated manner, it demonstrated how 
a well designed and well implemented programme can 
ensure the attainment of intended results.

Source: Ministry of Personnel, Public Grievances and Pensions, 

Government of India, accessed at: http://indiagovernance.gov.in/files/

gkc_integrated_watershed_management_programme.pdf 

on 16 December 2013.
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the other case, when MGNREGS wages 
happen to be higher than what the local 
economy on an average can sustain, there 
is danger of consumption growth outpacing 
growth in output, creating an inflationary 
tendency in the economy. Due to real 
wage growth outstripping productivity 
growth, there is also a possibility of a 
premature loss of labour-competitiveness 
internationally, and a shift towards 
labour-saving technology domestically. 
That has the potential of compromising 
India’s structural transformation into 
an economy where most jobs are in 
the non-farm sectors and retarding the 
harnessing of its demographic dividend. 
Some part of this phenomenon in its early 
stages may have been witnessed in the 
past few years with persisting high food 
inflation and higher overall inflationary 
expectations in the economy contributing 
to an industrial slow-down. There is also 
anecdotal evidence to suggest that the 
non-farm urban sector may be facing some 
loss of semi and skilled labour, even in 
the non-peak agricultural season, and a 
squeeze to their margins due to increase in 
labour  costs.

 It makes it necessary to use the 
MGNREGS more creatively and for the 
other pillars of the poverty alleviation 
strategy to also kick-in their impact at the 
local level. The two specific suggestions 
that have been frequently highlighted in 
this context are the need to build flexibility 
in the activities that can be undertaken 
as part of MGNREGS deployment and 
strengthening of the district level resource 
base for planning, implementation and 
monitoring of the scheme (see also Box 
3.5). It has been argued that there should 
be options available to deploy MGNREGS 
workers in both public and private works, 
including agriculture and self-employment 
activities (with adequate safeguards), for 
skill up-gradation and training as artisans, 
craftsman, and technicians in trades 
guided by market demand. A dedicated 
district programme coordinator for 
MGNREGS could be charged foremost 
with the task of catalysing the preparation 
of a comprehensive five-year Perspective 

Plan at district level, be a resource 
person for capacity building of grassroots 
institutions, including Gram Sabhas and 
oversee implementation, monitoring, and 
evaluations of the MGNREGS and other 
development programmes (Sinha, 2012).

 One of the biggest concerns with a 
wage-employment programme (or even 
a food for work programme, where wages 
are paid in kind) is that no matter how 
effectively they are implemented, work 
made available on a daily basis can at 
best address the current or the transient 
poverty and not provide a durable solution 
to the problem. On the other hand, self-
employment programmes if successfully 
implemented have the potential of making 
a more sustainable impact on alleviating 
poverty. Indeed poverty incidence among 
the self-employed is significantly lower 
than for those who are either working 
as agricultural labour in rural areas or 
as casual workers in urban areas (Figure 
3.13 and 3.14). Yet, wage employment 
programmes are preferred as they are more 
cost-effective, better targeted than the self-
employment programmes and importantly, 
politically attractive to sell to the 
constituency of poor voters. Several studies 
have also shown that the self-employment 
programmes such as the Integrated 
Rural Development Programme (IRDP) 
introduced in the 1970s and its successor 
SGSY in the late 1990s, have suffered from 
extensive leakages (including corruption 
in selection of the beneficiaries), design 
deficiencies both in terms of assets created 
or delivered and the amount of credit or 
investment facilitated, resulting in sub-
optimal outcomes (Planning Commission, 
2006). Though there is considerable 
improvement from the IRDP to SGSY 
outcomes, self-employment programmes 
may have yielded less impressive results in 
rural areas, also due to limited size of local 
markets and weak linkages with urban 
areas. Nonetheless, they have a role to 
play in tandem with the wage employment 
programme and especially so in urban areas 
where targeted employment generation 
programmes for poverty alleviation are yet 
to be put in place.
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Human Rights 
Entitlement Approach

The removal of political and social barriers 
faced by the excluded population groups 
to their participation in the economic 
mainstream of a society is an important 
precondition for making a durable impact 
on poverty and transforming a society. 
Unlike in the newly industrialised high 

growth economies since World War II, 
where the state model of authoritarian 
developmentalism brought about the 
desired rapid social transformation, India’s 
evolving democracy and its political 
economy needs a transformation model 
that can overcome hurdles posed by 
extant social order and power relations in 
addressing poverty and deprivation. Such 
a model could be usefully anchored in the 
international human rights normative 
framework to guide the conduct and the 

Box 3.5: MGNREGA Best Practices

 The Mahatma Gandhi National Employment Guarantee 
Act (MGNREGA), 2005, universalzed as MGNREGS in 2008 
is one of the largest social security programmes in the 
world with approximately 50 million rural beneficiary 
households being covered every year. Despite several 
positive developmental spin-offs, micro-level studies have 
pointed out malpractices and procedural difficulties at 
various stages in the implementation of this programme. 
This box highlights best practices related to some of these 
issues that potentially can be replicated in other places.
 Wage payment: Wages are to be paid on a piece-
rate basis as per state-wise notified MGNREGA wages, on a 
weekly basis through bank accounts or post office accounts 
of the beneficiaries. However, delay in wage payments 
along with lower wages and fake entries in muster rolls 
is a common complaint of the beneficiaries from several 
regions of the country. 
 In Cuddalore district (Tamil Nadu), villagers used 
Automated Teller Machines (ATM) with a second level 
authentication (finger impression) for withdrawing wages. 
This eliminated any scope for corruption as wages could 
only be withdrawn by the beneficiary. In order to assist 
villagers in withdrawing money and manage an ATM, the 
panchayat employed a villager (Sudha) for the purpose. The 
panchayat also employed a villager whose responsibility 
was to collect weekly lists of workers and their due 
wages from the worksite and deposit cash with the bank. 
It was the bank’s responsibility to put cash in ATM. In 
three districts of Odisha, information and communication 
technology (ICT) based wage payment system (using 
GPRS based mobile phones) was put to use in 2009. 
The village Pradhan issued a cheque as per the number 
of beneficiaries and their dues that was deposited in the 
bank. The amounts got credited to the accounts of the 
beneficiaries and through the business correspondent who 

withdrew the money to make payments to the beneficiaries 
as per the list.
 Asset creation (land development): In addition 
to providing wage employment, the other important 
objective of MGNREGS is to create durable assets to 
support sustainable livelihood security for the rural poor. 
Several micro-level studies have found asset creation under 
MGNREGS to be of poor quality, reducing the programme as 
a means to just doling out money without any significant 
impact on sustainable livelihood generation.
 Development of farm land belonging to SCs and STs 
and construction of ponds for regular supply of water 
resulted in increase in crop yields in Vizianagram village 
in Andhra Pradesh. SCs and STs who were earlier casual 
labourers for major time became self-cultivators for almost 
the entire year. This resulted in higher incomes and a 
sustainable means of livelihood for the poor labourers. 
In addition, several civil society organizations helped 
the government in forming labour groups for information 
dissemination of provisions under MGNREGA. This ensured 
regular participation of workers and completion of work.
 Social audit: Transparency and accountability in 
MGNREGS is ensured through the provision of social audit, 
wherein all accounts and records relating to the scheme 
are to be made available for public scrutiny. Most often, 
District officials have been reluctant to conduct social 
audits as it could highlight shortcomings on their part. 
 Andhra Pradesh has set an example in this context 
by establishing an independent directorate for conducting 
social audits. In order to successfully implement the 
process, youth groups (volunteers) have been formed 
primarily from households participating in MGNREGS. The 
volunteers are trained in generating awareness about 
various provisions of the Act and register complaints, 
cross-check official records by door-to-door verification of 
muster rolls and also by undertaking physical verification 
of work. The findings are read out in public meetings 
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results of the development process. India 
has indeed taken a lead in this respect.

 Over the last few years initiatives 
have been taken by the central government 
in giving shape to a rights-based social 
protection floor in India. It includes 
the MGNREGA, providing 100 days of 
unskilled manual labour to every rural 
household on demand within fifteen days 
and ordinarily within a distance of five 
kilometres of place of residence; Right 

to Education Act (2009), providing free 
education up to 14 years of age in keeping 
with some norms and benchmark standards 
including those related to nutrition through 
the provision of mid-day meals; National 
Food Security Bill (2013), providing 
subsidized cereals for up to 67 per cent of 
the population with higher entitlements 
for destitute families (Antyodaya Anna 
Yojana); Draft National Health Bill 
(2009), seeking to provide universal health 
entitlement to all citizens (a major part of 

and officials are required to respond to the issues and 
concerns raised. 
 Convergence areas programmes: MGNREGA due to 
its flagship status and as a legal entitlement, commands 
considerable amount of budgetary allocation, while several 
other developmental programmes face shortage of required 
financial support. In such a context, it is desirable to 
have an arrangement involving different programmes 
that safeguards the primary objective of each programme 
by creating a smooth working coalition among them. 
Such a coordinated approach is likely to yield a more 
inclusive socio-economic development in comparison to 
the approach where different developmental programmes 
continue to be implemented separately.
 In Andhra Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh there is a 
successful convergence of MGNREGS with agriculture and 
horticulture department initiatives. In Chittoor District 
of Andhra Pradesh, this convergence resulted in doubling 
of area under mango orchard within a span of two years 
(2007-08 to 2009-10). Further, survival rate of plantations 
increased by almost 90 per cent due to activities like land 
development, and various programmes related to water 
conservation and water harvesting undertaken through 
MGNREGS. In parts of Madhya Pradesh, convergence 
resulted in increased availability of water and four to 
five-fold increase in wheat yield. In Bankura district of 
West Bengal, landless women formed self-help groups 
and leased barren land for 25 years. They used MGNREGS 
funds for land development and planting Mango orchards 
and timber. In addition water conservation works were 
undertaken in upland (to reduce velocity of water runoff), 
in midlands (water tanks were built on private lands) and 
in low lands (where small seepage tanks were constructed). 
Thus principles of natural resource management informed 
MGNREGS activities.
 Inclusive development approach in naxalite 
affected areas: Balaghat district in Madhya Pradesh 

is one of the naxalite affected districts in India where 
almost one-third of the district was beyond the reach 
of any administration. With a participatory approach to 
implement MGNREGS, the situation changed dramatically. 
 In order to gain confidence of the people local 
administration started organizing medical camps at weekly 
markets. Efforts were also made to improve functioning 
of public distribution system and facilitating government 
interaction with local community (where government 
officials from most departments participated). The objective 
of these meetings was to understand development priorities 
of the region, and thereby, plan out appropriate measures in 
a coordinated way. As a part of the coordinated approach, 
the administration pooled-in funds from different schemes 
(such as rural road building fund, backward region grant 
fund) and planning and implementation of different 
schemes were integrated. For example blacktopping from 
PWD funds, well construction from MGNREGS, and pump 
provision under SGSY were pooled together. It enabled 
generation of considerably more employment opportunities 
and improved infrastructure and other assets. Moreover, in 
order to provide employment beyond stipulated 100 days 
under MGNREGA, forest activities like bamboo felling and 
tendu leaf collection were also initiated by the district 
administration. As a result of this integrated approach, 
there was an increase in crop yield, reduction in distress 
out-migration, increase in casual wages, improvement 
in rural connectivity and more importantly influence of 
naxalism reduced substantially, with naxal-related crimes 
coming down from 21 in 2005 to nil in 2009.

Source: Compiled from MGNREGA Sameeksha, Ministry of Rural 

Development, Government of India, and Ministry of Personnel, Public 

Grievances and Pensions, Government of India, accessed at: 

http://indiagovernance.gov.in/files/gkc_oneworld_mgnrega_for_naxal_

affected_areas.pdf on 10 February 2014.
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this initiative in the rural areas is being 
implemented under the National Rural 
Health Mission); and social pensions, 
the Task Force on Restructuring National 
Social Assistance Programme (NSAP) has 
proposed a significant expansion for old 
age persons and single woman pension. In 
addition there are initiatives on housing 
for both rural and urban areas with limited 
entitlements to affordable housing, for 
instance under the Rajiv Gandhi Awas 
Yojana for urban poor. These initiatives 
seek to improve the current entitlements of 
the poor, and also the scope of their future 
exchange entitlements. More importantly, 
the rights-based approach works towards 
bringing about greater accountability and 
transparency in the implementation and 
delivery of public programmes.

 The public interventions creating 
legal entitlements for meeting basic human 
needs have to be selectively used without 
undermining the fiscal sustainability of the 
process and the overall macroeconomic 
environment. It is important to undertake 
a complete rationalisation of extant 
subsidies and social transfers directed 
at the poor (households). There has to 
be a guarded consensus based approach 
adopted for their roll-out, especially 
taking into account the availability of the 
required supportive infrastructure (such 
as Aadhaar-linked bank accounts for all 
targeted beneficiaries, a more efficient 
public distribution system and buffer stock 
operations). Legal entitlements to selected 
basic needs cannot be in addition to the 
plethora of existing schemes that seek to 
provide specific transfers or subsidies. They 
also have to be necessarily accompanied 
by a serious attempt at revamping of the 
quality of publicly provided services, 
mainly education and public health, and 
making them accountable to institutions of 
local  governance.

 The rights-based approach also has an 
important resource-neutral component that 
has a direct bearing on the lives of poor and 
deprived as well as on overall governance 
standards in the society, which impacts the 
wellbeing of all. There is ample evidence 

to suggest that poor are disproportionally 
impacted by corruption and are often 
denied the benefits of rule of law in 
practice. Rule of law and administration of 
justice are the cornerstone in speeding up 
the social and economic transformation 
of a society. Justice has to be not only 
delivered but perceived as being impartially 
delivered. That is where several measures 
need to be taken. Corruption has to 
be rooted out through transparency in 
administration, elimination of discretionary 
powers vested in or deliberately acquired 
by public official and agencies, improved 
oversight systems, incisive investigations, 
time-bound adjudication and effective 
enforcement of law. Some steps like the 
Right to Information Act (2005) have 
been taken in recent times both at the 
central and at the state levels in addressing 
these concerns. Another measure is 
the Unique Identification Authority of 
India which has been set-up to create a 
universally acceptable identity instrument 
and addresses a critical gap in the effective 
delivery of public services to the intended 
beneficiaries. It provides the digital linkage 
to make everybody a part of the economy’s 
growth process and has the potential of 
radically changing the delivery mechanism 
of government welfare programmes, 
when fully implemented. If the targeted 
population groups are correctly identified 
and leakages checked, government 
subsidies will come down dramatically.

Natural Resource 
Management Approach

India with 16 per cent of the world’s 
population, just 2 per cent of the world’s 
land mass and 4 per cent of the world’s 
fresh water resources, presents a difficult 
challenge for a sustainable management of 
its natural resources to meet the needs of its 
poor and the growing population. Not only 
are the poor typically more dependent on 
natural resources including the commons 
for their daily sustenance, they are also 
likely to face a disproportionate impact 
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of natural disasters and climate change. 
About 69 per cent of India’s population 
resides in rural areas (Census 2011), with 
every second person living off agriculture, 
two-third of which is rain-fed or prone to 
droughts. At least 12 per cent of India’s 
landmass is prone to floods and river 
erosion and three-fourths of its coastline 
threatened by cyclones and salinity ingress. 
This makes the Indian sub-continent one 
of the world’s most disaster-prone areas. 
Unfortunately, much of India’s poverty 
is also concentrated in regions that are 
likely areas of environmental stress. An 
optimal and sustainable management of 
limited natural resources including land, 
water, and energy along with expansion in 
sanitation and public services are vital for 
India to overcome poverty and reap the 
demographic dividend.

 Agriculture, in terms of sustainability 
of land, water and energy, is at the heart 
of the natural resource management 
approach for poverty alleviation In India. 
There are other aspects of natural resource 
management related to exploitation of 
its mineral wealth that has relevance for 
economic growth, particularly as India 
seeks to raise its growth momentum. 
There is the question of environmental 
sustainability, which indirectly impacts 
poverty alleviation. There is the issue of 
managing adverse disease ecology linked to 
vector-borne communicable diseases such 
as malaria, with high incidence particularly 
among the poor. It also has an important 
dimension in the management of natural 
resources and basic services of sanitation 
and potable water. All these distinct 
dimensions need to be addressed as a part of 
an integrated approach to natural resource 
management for poverty alleviation and 
sustained development in the country.

 More than 50 per cent of India’s 
food requirement is at present met from 
just three crops – rice, wheat and maize. 
India’s agricultural policy has promoted 
these at the cost of more nutritive coarse 
cereals. These three crops are also known 
to have high water requirements compared 
to coarse cereals, which are more suited 

to arid regions and adapt more easily to 
weather stress. The emphasis on creating 
a national food security, primarily based 
on these three cereals, was a historical 
necessity, guided by the adverse geopolitical 
conditions confronting the country in the 
mid-1960s. There is, however, no reason 
for the agriculture policy to retain the 
same emphasis both in terms of the crops, 
and implicitly also in terms of the regions 
that supported it in the first instance, and 
continue to benefit from that emphasis 
even today but at huge environmental 
costs. In view of such concerns, as well as 
limitations in productivity growth seen in 
the original green-revolution regions, there 
is a need for a second green revolution for 
the eastern and dry-land farming regions 
of the country. It will result in productivity 
gains as well as help in targeting the 
concentration of poverty in these regions. 
That would also require a sustainable 
management of water resources including, 
setting-up of institutional structures at the 
macro- and micro-levels for river basin 
management, involvement of communities, 
water pricing and regulation of the use of 
water for multiple purposes. The issues of 
energy consumption and energy efficiency 
is directly linked to better management 
of land and water resources, particularly 
in the context of a rapidly urbanizing 
and growing economy. Renewable energy 
sources like biomass and solar power have 
the potential to augment incomes as they 
lend themselves to decentralized energy 
production and dissemination, thus offering 
new livelihood options. A greater policy 
focus on renewable energy sources will 
encourage technological improvement in 
those areas, reduce pressure on land and 
water and will lead to better air and water 
quality, thus contributing to positive health 
and resilience to economic stress.

 An integrated natural resource 
management policy for poverty alleviation 
requires: better policies and regulation 
of the use of the natural resources, 
better demand management vis-à-vis 
these resources and use of innovative 
technologies and practices such as those 
related to organic farming, system of rice 
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intensification and participatory irrigation 
management along with their adaptation 
at local levels. India’s food, agriculture 
and environmental policies must conserve 
and nurture natural resources, reclaim soil 
health, promote nutritious crops/products, 
safeguard common resources for food, water 
and fodder and empower and equip people 
so that they are able to access and absorb a 
diverse basket of food items. There has to be 
better preparedness and institutionalisation 
of standard operating procedures for 
disaster management and priority accorded 
to climate change adaptation. Local self-
governance institutions have to be engaged 
and be at the forefront in formulation and 
implementation of an integrated natural 
resource management policy (section draws 
on Kapoor, Kathpalia and Kapoor 2014, 
Background Paper for IPPR 2014).

Growth and Reforms for 
Poverty Alleviation

Sustained high growth is a vital element of 
a strategy to pull the poor out of their state 
of poverty and deprivation. Growth has to 
be inclusive in its reach, supporting equality 
of opportunity for a productive life with 
freedom and dignity. A strategy for inclusive 
growth has to encompass economic and 
social mobility for all sections of society, in 
particular for the disadvantaged segments 
of population through expansion in their 
capabilities. It also requires creating rapid 
expansion in opportunities across a range 
of skill sets backed by an effective social 
protection floor, in part based on creation 
of limited legal entitlements. This will 
enable transient market fluctuations in a 
globalised economy to be easily absorbed, 
without much hardship to labour or 
dislocation of the growth momentum.

 History of the modern nations, 
without exception, suggests that economic 
transformation of a society is sustainable 
if it is a result of competitive pressures in 
product market, factor market and more 
generally, in the financial market, as it 

helps in an efficient intermediation of 
capital and risk between competing ends. 
In India’s case, economic reforms so far 
have basically focused on plucking the 
low-hanging fruits. Thus, apart from the 
product market, and to a lesser extent the 
capital (or the financial) market, the other 
two markets namely, the labour and land 
markets have been practically untouched. 
Rigidity in labour regulation and the 
inherent inefficiencies of a segmented 
labour market has paradoxically prevented 
India from making an optimal use of its 
relatively abundant factor of production 
and in evolving its comparative advantage. 
Similarly, the land market in India is in a 
rudimentary stage. Attempts to address the 
legislative framework for developing one 
have been contested by different interest 
groups and the political process, thereby 
creating a major bottleneck in meeting 
land needs of non-farm sectors of a growing 
economy. While reforms in these markets 
remain high on the agenda, even the 
other two markets that benefitted initially 
from the macroeconomic reforms covering 
the fiscal policy, trade liberalisation 
and industrial deregulation, need to be 
revisited for tying the remaining loose ends 
together. That includes issues related to 
consumer protection, financial inclusion 
and deepening of the financial markets for 
an efficient mobilisation of resources for 
growth and development (Malhotra 2013).

 The crux of India’s poverty and 
development problem requires giving 
effect to a transition from low-productivity 
farm-based employment to non-farm 
opportunities. This is essential for 
harnessing its demographic dividend. It 
entails focus on manufacturing sector, 
which the ambitious New Manufacturing 
Policy (NMP) announced by the 
government in 2011, seeks to address. It 
is a difficult challenge, quite distinct from 
the earlier success stories of industrial 
policy seen in East Asia both in terms of 
the local context and the magnitude of 
the task involved. Several policy measures 
will have to be pursued in that context, 
some of which have been summarized in 
Box 2.3. It also requires two complimentary 
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Box 3.6: India’s Skill Development Challenge

Two-thirds of the country’s population is below 35 years of 
age and with as yet falling dependency ratio, it is of vital 
importance to design policies aimed at improving the skill-
set of the working-age population if India has to harvest its 
demographic dividend. It will help in improving workforce 
participation, ensure greater livelihood opportunities, and 
thereby result in poverty reduction on a sustainable basis. 
Currently, the level of skill development of the labour force 
is extremely low, which results in low productivity. Only 10 
per cent of the labour force in the age-group of 15-59 years 
is vocationally trained (2009-10, NSS, Employment and 
Unemployment Survey). In terms of absolute numbers, out 
of a total labour force of 431 million in the age-group of 
15-59 years, only 1.9 million are receiving formal training, 
9 million have already received formal training and another 
32.7 million have received non-formal training. 
 Vocational training and skill up-gradation has been 
largely ignored in the country. It is only in the last five-six 
years, the issue has started getting some attention of the 
policymakers. Part of this policy-neglect has to do with 
lack of evidence-based demonstration and documentation 
of the impacts and returns to vocational training and 
skill up-gradation. India’s caste-based occupational 
specialisation implies that many skills-based occupations 
are inherited with occupational or technical skills 
transmitted from one generation to the next. This informal 
skill transmission process is unable to achieve the skill 
standards that a modern economy and enterprises require. 
At the same time, with sub-standard performance of public 
educational and skill training institutions in the country, 
the quality gap between formal and informal delivery may 
be less severe than expected. Moreover, in the absence of 
reliable official certification on skills, employers end up 
hiring through the known and existing networks in most 
of the occupations. It is therefore not surprising to find 
that many good plumbers are from Odisha, health workers 
from Kerala, electricians in many big industries from Agra 
and carpenters from among the Muslim in Uttar Pradesh 
and Bihar. There is a need for skill-gap monitoring against 
international standards in the country. There is also a case 
for analysing the evidence on long term implications of 
cognitive skill deprivation reflected in the low standards of 
education in government schools and the consequence of 
certain type of psychosocial skills for acquiring vocational 
skills, and in the process on livelihood opportunities.

 Among the recent government initiatives to address 
the widening skill-gaps, the National Skill Development 
Corporation (NSDC) has been set up with the target 
to skill/upskill 150 million people by 2022. NSDC is 
mandated to constitute Sector Skill Councils (SSCs) to 
create appropriately trained manpower for specific sectors. 
SSCs are to map the skill-gaps for the next ten years and 
appropriately arrange for the training of the trainers (with 
infrastructural support of Industrial Training Institutes 
and other institutions). It is to also act as a certification 
institution for students, and provide accreditation to 
various training course. Certification standards are to be 
set skill-wise (like welder, fitter) and function wise (like 
production supervisor, maintenance engineer). Candidates 
are to be graded by the competencies achieved in each of 
these spheres. In this entire process, participation of the 
industry is of vital importance especially in developing the 
course content, providing apprenticeship to students, and 
providing trainers in case of shortage.
 The National Rural Livelihoods Mission (NRLM) 
with the objective of alleviating rural poverty through 
investments in livelihood projects has also been launched. 
Currently, pilot projects are in place in a number of states 
with a variety of interventions being tested, including 
direct placement of rural youth in the private sector, the 
selection, training and placement of the youth by private 
sector firms that choose to participate in the programme 
and finally, training and placement of youth by the 
government.
 A number of private initiatives have also started 
to impart skill training to the working population. 
Construction company Larson and Tourbo set up a 
Construction Skills Training Institute (CSTI) in 1995 with 
training facility spread all across the country. Domesteq 
is another private firm which acts as an intermediary and 
placement agency for domestic workers with the objective 
of improving the status and dignity of domestic workers 
and ultimately to professionalise the sector. Their training 
programmes cover ‘soft’ as well as the practical skill-needs 
of domestic workers, office cleaners, peons and personal 
and official drivers.

Source: Iverson (2014), Background Paper for IPPR 2014 

and the Twelfth Five Year Plan.
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policies focused on urbanisation and raising 
agricultural productivity, crop and regional 
diversification of the sector.

 A successful management of India’s 
urbanisation in the next few decades is vital 
for eradicating poverty and its emergence 
as a developed country. With rising 
incidence of urban poverty, urbanisation 
process has to be guided to create more 
inclusive and sustainable growth of towns 
and cities in terms of social and economic 
opportunities and with adequate civic 
amenities. Infrastructure deficit in power, 
railways, road transportation, ports, urban 
and rural water supply, sanitation and 
irrigation are a major constraint in this task 
that need innovative solutions (see also 

the discussion on PIDI in Chapter 2). One 
can visualise the process of infrastructure 
development over the current and the 
next decade in two phases. In the first 
phase focus has to be on developing the 
required public infrastructure and services 
to facilitate connectivity, rural-urban 
and within urban habitations between 
the peripheral settlements and economic 
centres. It has to be focused on supporting 
growth, ensuring an orderly development 
of second and third tier urban habitations 
and transition of a few large cities to the 
level of megalopolis. Kapoor et al (2014, 
IPPR Background Paper) suggest the 
need to create 7000 small towns in the 
country, roughly corresponding to the 
number of administrative blocks. This has 

Box 3.7: Improving Urban Livelihood 
Opportunities – The Missing Link

Recognizing the importance of security of tenure to land 
for poverty alleviation, different approaches to improve 
security of land tenure of low income households have 
been explored in several countries as a part of their urban 
poverty alleviation strategies. Urban poor constitute 
a heterogeneous group, whose needs and interests 
with respect to land vary. A dominant tendency among 
policymakers is to treat land as a ‘physical space’ devoid of 
any other attributes. The manner in which land opens up 
or forecloses opportunities for low income households are 
rarely considered.
 During 1960s and 1970s, the government’s approach 
to land for low income households was to demolish 
their settlements and rehouse them in tenements. Many 
of these projects started with a promise of transferring 
legal title to the beneficiary household. With regional 
governments prioritizing the promotion of their cities in a 
global arena and the increase in the demand for land for 
infrastructure projects or for allocation to large business, 
regularization policies were discontinued. In the 1990s, 
the strategy moved towards city-wide eviction of squatter 
settlements and resettlement of evictees in mass housing 
colonies at the periphery. These were justified as the only 
way for providing secure legal land tenure to low income 
households. During 2004-05 around 150,000 people were 
evicted in Delhi, 77,000 in Kolkata and 350,000 in Mumbai. 
Since 2002, nearly 200,000 households were evicted 
from different parts of Chennai city and relocated in the 

periphery. Many of these households were dependent on 
a variety of small scale economic activities and around 
manufacturing, trade and services.
 Several studies on resettlement colonies in Indian 
cities have highlighted the burden imposed on resettled 
households on account of the move. These include the 
simultaneous increase in housing costs, decrease in 
income, lack of security in the resettlement colonies and 
poor quality of infrastructure. The resettlement colonies 
are invariably located at a distance of 15-20 kilometres 
from the city. As a result, on account of the time taken 
in commuting to work and the constraint that imposes 
in taking up jobs flexibly, there is invariably a loss in 
income for most households. Shifting to resettlement 
colonies also means restriction in taking up supplementary 
employments to augment incomes.
 The approach to land in urban poverty policies/
programmes has an exclusive, narrow focus on housing. The 
interlinkages between housing and work or their interest 
with respect to location and the ways in which poor 
groups tap land for generating an income to meet basic 
needs or for investment is overlooked. An issue of concern 
is the increasing tendency to mobilize poverty alleviation 
programmes to move out poor affected by various urban 
development projects into the periphery. This is also the 
case with the recent inclusive city policy (Rajiv Gandhi 
Awas Yojana Programme) and policies to support street 
vendors (Street Vendors’ Bill), both of which are geared 
towards promoting ownership housing.

Source: Raman (2014) Background Paper for IPPR 2014.
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to be followed in the second phase by a 
massive programme for up-gradation and 
revitalisation of existing housing stock and 
townships, while pursuing the objective 
of a house for every family. Innovative 
and decentralised approaches to housing 
and local body finance, regulation of the 
real estate sector and efficient delivery of 
public services will be critical elements in 
meeting that objective. Programmes to 
facilitate a continuous exit of low-skilled 
workforce from construction sector and 
their absorption into semi-skilled and 
skilled service activity in these secondary 
and tertiary urban centres will have to be 
planned for. At the same time, creation of 
a unique dynamics of economic viability 
for these habitations, including through 
promotion of tourism, art, culture and 
handicrafts and also their integration with 
regional and national supply-chains will 
have to be prioritised.

 Indian agriculture faces a daunting 
challenge at a time when land availability 
for agriculture is shrinking and available 
land under cultivation is getting fragmented 
due to multiple pressures. Unlike the Indian 
industry where growth could perhaps still 
be afforded through factor accumulation in 
some sub-sectors, agricultural growth has to 
necessarily come from rapid productivity 
improvement and crop and regional 
diversification. Though incremental 
productivity gains of the green revolution 
achieved in late 1960s and 1970s are 
waning away, large yield-gaps varying from 
60 to 100 per cent across regions and crops 
persist due to differences in cultivation 
practices and input use. These productivity 
gains can be realised with existing varieties 
using best practices in farm conditions 
and through local tenancy reforms. The 
extension of the green revolution to the 
eastern and rain-fed regions and steps to 
transform national level food security into 
nutritional security at household level 
has to be pursued to its logical end in the 
course of the current decade. Investment 
in agricultural infrastructure has to go into 
power, water, rural roads, storage and cold 
chains for productivity improvement in 
agriculture, its diversification and resilience 

to weather stress. These investments will 
also help in deepening and broad-basing 
of activities in the rural economy and 
help in the intensification of pull-factors 
in overcoming poverty. Some steps taken 
by the government in this context in the 
past few years have already started yielding 
results, whether it is through increased 
production of rice in Bihar, substantially 
improved wheat procurement in Madhya 
Pradesh, closing of the demand-supply 
gaps in pulses or improved production 
of oilseeds. It attests to the potential of 
an agriculture diversification strategy in 
delivering outcomes to meet multiple 
developmental objectives. Mehta et al. 
(2011, chapter 7) talk of alternative growth 
framework with agriculture playing a 
central role in promotion of livelihoods to 
overcome chronic poverty.

 These four pillars of the poverty 
alleviation strategy between them 
provide a policy framework for a time-
bound eradication of poverty. Over the 
past decades elements that comprise this 
strategy have been seen to be instrumental 
in making significant gains in overcoming 
poverty and deprivation in large parts of 
the country. Success has been more visible 
in those states where besides tailoring the 
strategy to respond to the local context, 
an ‘X-factor’ of sensitive governance and 
leadership involving the administrative 
machinery of the programme, including 
the PRIs, as well as the civil society, have 
played a vital role. Almost all Boxes 
presented in this report bring this facet of 
the policy approach to the fore.

 Ultimately agriculture growth, 
while balancing the concerns for raising 
productivity with sustainability has to be 
the principle instruments for addressing 
poverty in the chronically poor regions of 
the country. This is further elaborated in 
the next Chapter. The social protection 
floor in the urban areas has to be 
expanded with an employment generation 
programme that focuses in equal measures 
on promoting self-employment through 
skill and asset augmentation measures, and 
also provides a limited wage employment 
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guarantee. The public wage employment 
programmes could cover works devoted 
to urban waste management, urban 
horticulture and green cover, extension 
of urban amenities, improvement of 
living conditions in slum, rehabilitation 
of slum dwellers and revitalisation and 
maintenance of urban water bodies. There 
is also a good case for a limited use of CCT 
for social and religious population groups 

(Muslims), mainly in the urban areas, with 
a view to address their social protection 
needs and encourage them to become a 
part of the social and economic mainstream 
of the society. Finally, there is a specific role 
for the rights-based entitlement approach 
to social protection, but this cannot be 
at the expense of fiscal responsibility and 
sustainability of the growth process in 
the  economy.
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Hunger, as understood in everyday life, is a state of unease or discomfort for 
an individual on account of not having enough food. It is associated with a 
set of symptoms that could vary in a range and intensity depending on the 
extent and the duration for which a person experiences food deprivation. 
Hunger has an obvious element of subjectivity that makes it difficult to assess 
its incidence accurately in a society. This is more so in a poor developing 
country, where hunger also poses some difficult policy challenges. In the 
popular public discourse in India, there is also a lack of clarity about the 
notion of hunger, malnutrition, and poverty that underpins the official data 
categorizing the people in one or the other of those categories. In fact, these 
terms are often interchangeably used making, for instance the activists, who 
are concerned about the magnitude and manifestations of the problem, believe 
that the policymakers are not responding appropriately to those concerns. 
While hunger refers to inadequacy of food or undernourishment, malnutrition 
refers to an imbalance of both macro and micronutrients, which could be 
(and not necessarily) because of inadequate or inappropriate intake and/or 
inefficient biological utilization due to physiological or environmental factors. 
Estimation of poverty in India involves the use of a minimum consumption 
expenditure level (poverty line), which was originally anchored in an average 
(food) energy adequacy norm. Thus, there is some overlap in the concepts, but 
they are indeed different and require a distinct policy focus.

India’s Hunger and 
Malnutrition Puzzle: 
Some Policy Concerns 
and Options

CHAPTER 4
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To assess the incidence of hunger or 
undernourishment, typically, the approach 
is to compare the actual food intake to 
the required level. The required level or 
food adequacy can simply be defined in 
terms of frequency of ‘square meals’ in a 
day, especially in a situation where even 
one or two square meals a day are not 
seen as a normal occurrence. Alternately, 
it can be defined in terms of a set of 
recommended dietary allowances (RDA) 
for an average individual in a society. The 
allowances for food adequacy can cover 
macronutrients like proteins, carbohydrates 
and fats measured in terms of kilo calories 
of energy intake per day, with stipulation 
on how those calories are to be sourced 
from different food-types to ensure 
balanced intake of the macronutrients. 
The allowances can also cover the intake 
of vital micronutrients like vitamins and 
minerals essential for a healthy physical life. 
Both these approaches to food adequacy are 
in use to collect data on hunger or more 
generally food inadequacy in the country, 
even though one of them, as is shortly 
highlighted, may not be relevant any more. 
There are, however, several issues that 
complicate the approach.

 First, the implication of not getting 
even two square meals on a regular basis, 
or not having food intake that meets the 
RDA on macronutrients may have some 
visible impact on a person’s health and 
ability to sustain normal activity. The same 
is, however, not true for a person whose 
food intake does not meet the RDA on 
micronutrients. Micronutrient deficiency is 
less visible. It is often referred to as ‘hidden 
hunger’ and its incidence in the population 
is difficult to ascertain. It becomes visible 
only when a person faces a severe deficiency 
in the intake of a micronutrient resulting in 
health impairment. 

 The second issue follows from the first 
and relates to the duration of time for which 
a person’s intake of square meals is erratic 
or, her food intake is less than the RDA, 
for her to be categorized as undernourished 
or malnourished. There is normally a 
good deal of inter-temporal variations 

in food intake among the less well-off. 
Periods of low intake are compensated 
by higher consumption in others, though 
such fluctuations in intake may lead to 
higher food intake as well as raise average 
requirements. Generally, if on an average, 
the food energy intake of an individual is 
less than what is needed for a sedentary 
lifestyle for a year, then that individual 
is considered to be undernourished or 
facing  hunger.

 Third, if one defines hunger with 
respect to a set of norms (RDA), there is 
a problem arising from the fact that the 
required level of food varies significantly 
with age, sex, physical activity, climate and 
even topography of the habitation where 
a person resides. There are also significant 
differences between individuals in the way 
their bodies utilize food intake. Individuals 
adapt to fluctuation in food intake without 
adverse physiological effects and also differ 
in the extant of their adaptation due to 
differences in their metabolic rates and 
ability to build body reserves. In other words, 
the wide inter-individual variation in calorie 
and nutrient requirement, consistent with a 
normal functioning of the body, raises the 
possibility of overestimating the incidence 
of hunger if the assessment is made on the 
basis of food intake(see for instance, Dréze, 
Sen and Husain 2004, page 2).

 Fourth, this opens up the possibility 
of looking at the symptoms of hunger 
as a means to assess the incidence of 
undernourishment, rather than making 
an assessment on the basis of food intake 
norms. Thus, anthropometric indicators 
like low weight for age (underweight), 
short height for age (stunted), low weight 
for height (wasted) or the composite 
Body Mass Index (BMI, i.e., the ratio of 
the weight in kilograms to the square of 
the height in meters) become relevant 
for measuring undernourishment or 
even malnourishment. By focusing on 
hunger symptoms in children, where the 
consequences of hunger and malnutrition 
are least desired, for both personal 
and societal reasons, the incidence of 
undernourishment or malnourishment in 
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the population can be more easily assessed. 
The use of anthropometric indicators 
potentially also helps in getting a sense of 
the intra-household inequalities in food 
intake and the consequence on health 
and productivity of individuals. But the 
question then is are these symptoms and 
the corresponding indicators reflective of 
body adaptation to undernourishment or, 
are they its symptoms. If these conditions 
are considered as a symptom of hunger, 
there is a need for intervention to address 
hunger. However, if they are an indication 
of body adaptation to hunger, it could be 
left as it is. Further, the medical evidence 
and the relevant literature are not 
conclusive on whether the adaptation to 
hunger is costless (see Dasgupta and Ray 
1991, Osmani 1991). It becomes necessary 
then to consider public interventions to 
address chronic hunger, both visible and 
hidden (to the extent feasible), in any 
society on social, ethical and economic 
grounds. There is considerable literature 
that explores the linkage between hunger 
and malnutrition, morbidity/mortality and 
loss of work opportunity (Dasgupta and Ray 
1988, Osmani 1993, Chambers et al 2013 
and Spears 2012).

 Finally, there is also the issue that 
surfaces every now and then about the 
appropriateness of using developed country 
anthropometric standards for measuring 
undernourishment or malnourishment 
in India, given the racial, climatic and 
cultural differences. Without going into 
the nuances of this debate, it is possible 
that more appropriate context specific 
benchmarking for India may yield lower 
incidence of malnourishment in the 
country than the levels currently estimated. 
However, even that is likely to be too high 
to tolerate for a country aspiring to be 
among the ranks of developed nations in 
the near future.

 In the next section trends in 
undernourishment and malnourishment on 
different measures are analysed, followed 
by an assessment of the effectiveness of 
policy framework in the country to address 
the  problem.

I. Trends in Hunger 
and Malnutrition

Food Adequacy – Square Meals 
and Adequacy Perception

As mentioned earlier, there are different 
measures of undernourishment and 
malnourishment on which data is being 
compiled in India. NSSO quinquennial 
surveys on consumer expenditure collect 
information on food adequacy among 
households in rural and urban areas. In the 
38th (1983) and 50th (1993-94) rounds of 
consumer expenditure survey, household 
food adequacy is defined in terms of 
whether members of a household get two 
square meals a day or not. In the 61st round 
(2004-05), information on food adequacy is 
based on the perception of the investigator 
or the household. The investigator is 
asked to first make a ‘perception’ about 
food adequacy of the household, and then 
decide if she needs to enquire about food 
‘adequacy’ from the household. The same 
methodology is used in the 66th round 
(2009-10) consumer expenditure survey. 
Despite this difference in data collection, 
an analysis of various rounds suggests 
that the trends in food adequacy can be 
compared across different surveys.

 The question on food adequacy has 
three sub-components – food adequacy 
throughout the year, food adequacy 
for some months during the year, and 
inadequate food intake throughout the 
year. Further, in case of households which 
report food adequacy for some months 
during the year, information is collected 
for the months during which household 
members did not have adequate food 
intake. There is significant improvement 
in food adequacy over the years in both 
rural and urban India. The proportion of 
households reporting adequate food intake 
throughout the year in rural India increases 
from 81 per cent in 1983 to 99 per cent 
in 2009-10. In urban India this increase is 
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from 93 per cent to almost 100 per cent 
(Table 4.1), during the same period.

 As can be expected, with an 
improvement in food adequacy throughout 
the year, proportion of households not 
having adequate food for some months 
during the year shows a decline over the 
NSS survey rounds (Table 4.2). From  
16 per cent of households reporting 
adequate food only for some months during 
the year in 1983, the proportion declines to 
less than one per cent in 2009-10.

 Households that report adequate 
food intake only during some months 
also mention the months when they 
face food inadequacy. While the period 
of food inadequacy shows a decline over 
the years, since 2004-05 it is mostly 
concentrated during the Rabi crop season 
(Table 4.3). This implies that the Kharif 
crop output is insufficient to sustain these 
households during the period of Rabi crop 
cultivation. Kharif crop output in large 
parts of India is monsoon-dependent, and 
therefore necessitates intensification of 
irrigation network particularly in drought 
prone  areas.

 In both rural and urban India, not only 
are the proportion of households reporting 
food inadequacy declining, the seasonal 
fluctuation of proportion of households 
reporting food inadequacy, has stabilized. 
In other words, the monthly trend line 
showing proportion of households reporting 
food inadequacy has flattened over the 
years (Figures 4.1 and 4.2). Also, there is 
a seasonal shift in food inadequacy – the 
proportion of households reporting food 
inadequacy during the beginning of the 
year (coinciding with Rabi crop season) is 
higher than during the middle of the year.

 At the state level, the proportion 
of households reporting food adequacy 
is the lowest in Assam, Bihar, Odisha, 
and West Bengal. Over the years, Assam 
and Bihar have improved the situation 
of food adequacy in both rural and urban 
areas. However, Odisha and West Bengal 
continue to lag behind, despite some 

Year Rural Urban

1993-94 May to October July to September

2004-05 December to March December to February

2009-10 January to March December to February

Source NSS Report Nos 415, 512, 547.

Months When Food Inadequacy 
Most Acute – All IndiaTable 4.3

State Rural Urban

States Lagging Behind

Assam 39.1 49.6

Bihar 76.8 83.0

Odisha 81.7 83.1

West Bengal 53.5 69.7

Good Performing States

Haryana 100.0 100.0

Rajasthan 100.0 100.0

All India 84.2 91.9

Source NSS Report No 415.

Households Reporting Adequate Food Intake 
Among Lowest MPCE Class throughout 
Year in Selected States – 1993-94Table 4.4

Table 4.2
Households Reporting Adequate Food 
Intake Only Some Months – All India

Year Rural Urban

1983 16.2 5.6

1993-94 4.2 1.1

2004-05 2.0 0.4

2009-10 0.9 0.3

Source NSS Report Nos 415, 512, 547.

Households Reporting Adequate Food Intake 
throughout the Specified Year – All IndiaTable 4.1

(Percentage)

Year Rural Urban

1983 81.1 93.3

1993-94 94.5 98.1

2004-05 97.4 99.4

2009-10 98.9 99.6

Source NSS Report Nos 415, 512, 547.
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improvement. Difference in food adequacy 
across states is much less in urban areas 
as compared to rural areas. There are also 
variations in food adequacy within a state 
across Monthly Per Capita Consumption 
Expenditure (MPCE) classes (Table 4.4). In 
the better performing states, food adequacy 
can be observed among all households 

even within the lowest MPCE class. As 
against that, almost half of the households 
in rural West Bengal and 60 per cent of 
households in rural Assam among the 
lowest MPCE class report food inadequacy 
in 1993-94. Clearly, food inadequacy 
is most pronounced among households 
belonging to lowest MPCE class, in 
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backward states like Assam, Bihar, Odisha 
and West Bengal. All the four states are in 
the Eastern region and high proportion of 
food inadequacy among rural households 
in these states merely reflects the overall 
economic backwardness of this region.

 Like the national trend, there is 
also a shift in higher incidence of food 
inadequacy from the middle of the year 
to the beginning of the year in the four 
states of Assam, Bihar, Odisha, and West 
Bengal. At the same time, the proportion 
of households reporting food inadequacy in 
these four states is declining and monthly 
fluctuations in terms of incidence of food 
inadequacy is also reduced (Figures 4.3, 4.4, 
4.5, 4.6), over this period.

 It is also possible to analyse the 
food adequacy for households across 
occupational and social groups. The 
condition of food adequacy has improved in 
both rural and urban India among different 
types of households by occupation and so 
also among different social groups. For the 
country as a whole, food adequacy does not 
seem to be a problem for any social group or 
household by any type of occupation. At the 
state level, in the case of Odisha and West 
Bengal the problem of food inadequacy is 
much more pronounced among agriculture 
labour households and ST households. 
The proportion of agriculture labour 
households in rural Odisha, reporting not 
having adequate food in all the months 
during 2009-10 is more than 10 per cent, 
while it is around 7 per cent in rural West 
Bengal. Similarly, across social groups, the 
proportion of ST households not having 
adequate food in all the months during 
2009-10, is more than 10 per cent in rural 
West Bengal and 9 per cent in rural Odisha. 
Coarse cereals have historically been the 
mainstay of diet for STs in India. However, 
over the years, excessive importance to only 
two types of crops – rice and wheat in the 
agricultural pricing policy, and in the PDS 
has resulted in a decline in the cultivation 
and availability of coarse cereals. This may 
have contributed to food insecurity among 
the tribals. Addressing the food adequacy 
needs of the tribal population requires 

support for the cultivation and distribution 
of coarse cereals through an improved PDS 
network in the tribal areas. This also has 
the advantage of substitution of cereals by 
more nutritious coarse ones.

 There are several shortcomings in the 
food adequacy approach followed by the 
NSSO. First, the notion of food adequacy is 
rather subjective, based on the perception 
of the households and/or the enumerators. 
Second, the incidence of food inadequacy 
or undernourishment is low, much lower 
than the incidence of poverty which is 
also estimated on the same data set, but 
measured objectively in terms of calorie 
intake. Third, household perception of 
food adequacy (which in most cases is 
simply a full stomach) is a reflection of mere 
undernourishment, it does not take into 
account the issue of malnutrition or, the 
absorption capacity of an individual (for 
both macro and micronutrients), which 
is vital for a healthy and productive life. 
It is, therefore, a crude measure of hunger 
or food security at the household level. 
As soon as the issue of nutrition balance, 
i.e., food adequacy relative to RDA, is 
brought into consideration the picture 
of hunger in terms of malnourishment 
changes  significantly.

Food Adequacy –
Food Intake Norms

Using the NSS consumer expenditure data, 
it is possible to estimate the proportion 
of households with food intake that 
meets the recommended average norm 
for food adequacy. The NSS survey 
collects information on consumption and 
expenditure related to a large number 
of food and non-food items. In order to 
capture intake of macro and micronutrient, 
the standard methodology used is to 
multiply the nutrient content of the food 
by its quantity consumed. This gives an 
estimate of the nutritional intake for the 
household as a whole. Using this standard 
methodology, and considering the RDA 
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Fig 4.3

(a) 1993-94 (b) 2009-10

less than 3 3 to less than 5 5 to less than 10
Source Calculated from Consumption Expenditure Survey, NSSO, 1993-94 & 2009-10 
Note: Malnutriotion is defined as intake of less than 70% of calorie norm.10 and above

Map not to scale.

State’s Share of Malnourished in the Total Malnourished in India (Rural)

Fig 4.4

(a) 1993-94 (b) 2009-10

less than 3 3 to less than 5 5 to less than 10 10 and above

Map not to scale.

State’s Share of Malnourished in the Total Malnourished in India (Urban)

Source Calculated from Consumption Expenditure Survey, NSSO, 1993-94 & 2009-10 
Note: Malnutriotion is defined as intake of less than 70% of calorie norm.
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norm of nutritional requirement of an adult 
male in sedentary work to be the minimum 
nutritional requirement of all individuals, 
Sharma and Meenakshi (2004) examine 
the nutrition deficiency in rural India 
between 1983 and 1999-2000. The study 
notes that diversification of food intake is 
not being accompanied by improvement 
of nutritional intake in rural India. In fact, 
between the two points of time, there is a 
decline in intake of most of the nutrients 
(macro as well as micro), except for fat 
and vitamin C. In case of fat, even though 
there is an improvement in 1999-2000, the 
average intake in rural India is lower than 
the RDA norm. There is thus an increase 
in the incidence of nutrition deprivation 
for both macro as well as micronutrients 
between 1983 and 2000.

 NSSO defines malnutrition as the 
proportion of population with calorie 
intake of less than 70 per cent of the 
norm. A male in the age group of 20-39 
years is considered as one consumer unit 
who requires 2700 kilo calories per day. 
Based on age and gender, each person is 
assigned a certain consumer unit, and the 
corresponding required calorie intake is 
calculated. If the actual consumption is 
less than 70 per cent of the required calorie 
intake, then that person is considered to 
be malnourished. Using this norm the food 
adequacy is analysed for 1993-94 and 2009-
10 based on the respective NSS rounds. 
Figures 4.7 and 4.8 show the distribution 
of the malnourished at the state level. 
In 1993-94, Maharashtra, Bihar, Tamil 
Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh and 
Madhya Pradesh contribute two-thirds to 

the total malnourished in rural India. By 
2009-10, except for Bihar, Uttar Pradesh 
and Madhya Pradesh, with deterioration 
in the incidence of malnourished and an 
increase in their share of malnourished 
in the total rural malnourished in the 
country, all the others are able to bring 
down the share of their malnourished. In 
the case of West Bengal, the incidence of 
malnourished more than doubles from over 
7 to nearly 19 per cent and also in its share 
in the total rural malnourished.

 In the urban areas Maharashtra, Tamil 
Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh, 
Karnataka and Gujarat account for nearly 
two-thirds of the malnourished in the 
country. Here again for Uttar Pradesh 
there is a deterioration in the incidence 
of malnourished, with the result that its 
share in the total urban malnourished in 
the country increases. But in the case of 
Maharashtra and Tamil Nadu, there is 
decline in the incidence and in their share 
of urban malnourished in the country.

 Two conclusions can be drawn from 
the limited analysis in this section so far. 
First, even though there is improvement in 
food adequacy over the years, nutritional 
improvement is not commensurate; in 
fact there is deterioration in some regions. 
In other words, ensuring full stomach is 
undoubtedly necessary for a hunger-free 
nation, but it is by no means sufficient 
for ensuring productive and healthy life 
for all. Second, while it is possible to say 
something about the nutritional intake for 
a household as a whole, the same cannot be 
said about the intra-household variation, 
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Fig 4.5

(a) 1993-94 (b) 2004-05

less than 3 3 to less than 5 5 to less than 10

Source NFHS (1 & 3) Unit-level Data and Census, 1991 & 2001. 
Note: Under-weight child is one whose weight for age is below 2 standard deviation 
from the International Reference Population Median.10 and above

Map not to scale.

State’s Share of Underweight Children (0-3 yrs) to Total Underweight in India (Rural)

Fig 4.6

(a) 1993-94 (b) 2004-05

less than 3 3 to less than 5 5 to less than 10 10 and above

Map not to scale.

Source NFHS (1 & 3) Unit-level Data and Census, 1991 & 2001. 
Note: Under-weight child is one whose weight for age is below 2 standard deviation 
from the International Reference Population Median.

State’s Share of Underweight Children (0-3 yrs) to Total Underweight in India (Urban)



INDIA PUBLIC POLICY REPORT 2014124

especially across gender and age, in food 
intake. There is therefore a need to look 
at other approaches that can potentially 
address these concerns.

Food Adequacy –
Anthropometric Norms

In looking at hunger symptoms as a means 
to assess the incidence of undernourishment 
and malnourishment, as indicated earlier, it 
is convenient to focus on children as they 
are an important vulnerable group. It can 
also be argued that in the absence of an 
adequate social protection floor in India, the 
growing number of the elderly is an equally 
important vulnerable group. However, 
there is an advantage in focusing on 
children from the point of data availability, 
as anthropometric assessment of their 
health and physical growth can be carried 
out in schools on a regular basis. That this 
is not being done regularly in most states 
is an issue to be addressed. Nevertheless, 
there are two data bases that provide some 
information on child malnutrition at state 
level in India, namely the NFHS and the 
Integrated Child Development Scheme 
(ICDS) data of the government. The 
NFHS is a large-scale, multi-round survey 
conducted on a representative sample of 
households throughout India. Information 
on ICDS published by the Ministry of 
Health and Family Welfare, Government 
of India is based on state level consolidated 
reports that in turn avail information 
primarily from Anganwadi centres. The 
ICDS programme service children in the 
age 0 to 5 years (or more accurately below 
6 years). There are differences in scope, 
coverage, and the target population of these 
two databases. The other major problem in 
the analysis of child malnutrition for this 
report arises from the fact that while NFHS 
data is available only for three years – 
1993-94, 1998-99 and 2004-05, ICDS data 
is available for selected years, starting with 
2006. Thus, in building the aggregative 
picture using the two databases at the state 
level, it is possible to highlight only broad 

trends. The HUNGaMA Survey Report 
(2011) provides a district level nutrition 
picture of children below 5 years for 100 
rural districts in nine selected states, which 
has not been integrated in this analysis due 
to its limited coverage.

 Figure 4.9 and 4.10 show underweight 
children in the age-group 0 to 3 years, 
for 1993-94 and 2004-05 based on the 
unit level NFHS data (sourced from an 
unpublished PhD thesis). An underweight 
child is one whose weight for age is below 
2 standard deviation from the International 
Reference Median. In the rural areas in 
1993-94, undivided Bihar, Madhya Pradesh 
and Uttar Pradesh have an incidence of 
underweight (malnourished) children 
of 63, 60 and 57 per cent, respectively. 
Together this accounts for just under half 
(47 per cent) of the underweight children 
in the country. By 2004-05, while the 
incidence declines in the case of Bihar and 
Uttar Pradesh, it rises for Madhya Pradesh. 
Along with the newly bifurcated states of 
Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh and Uttarakhand, 
the three states contribute over half (52 per 
cent) of the rural underweight children in 
the country in 2004-05. In the urban areas, 
in 1993-94, undivided Uttar Pradesh and 
Maharashtra contribute nearly 32 per cent 
of the underweight children in the country. 
By 2004-05, both experience a substantial 
decline in the incidence of underweight 
children, but they still account for nearly  
29 per cent of the total underweight 
children in the country. Madhya Pradesh 
at 60 per cent in 2004-05 has the highest 
incidence of underweight children in 
the  country.

 In order to get a more recent trend in 
the incidence of underweight children in 
the country, the NFHS and the ICDS data 
are considered together, recognising fully 
that these are incomparable data sets. For 
the ICDS data, the underweight children 
(0-5 years) captured in the moderately 
malnourished category of Grades I and II 
has been used for the years 2006, 2009 and 
2012 (see Statistical Annexure). Table 4.5 
identifies the performance of the states on 
the two data sets. Only Jammu and Kashmir, 
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West Bengal, Maharashtra and Karnataka 
seem to be doing well in the two time 
periods of 1993 to 2005 and 2006 to 2012.

 At the national level, while the 
incidence of child malnutrition (age up to 
47 months) is 42.5 per cent as per NFHS 
in 2004-05, it is 44.5 per cent according to 
ICDS in 2006 (for children up to 5 years). 
To look at the trends in the incidence of 
underweight children over a longer period, 
NFHS data on underweight children for 
age group 0 to 47 months for 1993-94 and 
2004-05, and for age group 0-35 months for 
1998-99, and ICDS data for the age group 
0-5 years for 2006, 2009 and 2012 has been 
plotted for all India and selected states. At 

the all India level (Figure 4.11), it appears 
that ICDS is settling down after the first few 
years and seems to be working to deliver on 
its objectives, as shown by a sharp decline 
in the slope of the curve after 2009. Trends 
at the state level show faster pace of 
improvements as per NFHS data in some 
states like Andhra Pradesh and Punjab for 
part of the period (Figures 4.12 and 4.15, 
respectively). In the case of Gujarat (Figure 
4.13) and West Bengal (Figure 4.16), 
ICDS seems to be performing better. In 
Gujarat, the reported improvement in the 
functioning of Anganwadi centres seems to 
be contributing to improvements in child 
nutrition. Haryana seems to be an outlier 
in this set with ICDS data showing only 
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Fig 4.8

(a) 1992-93 (b) 2004-05

less than 3 3 to less than 5 5 to less than 10
Source Calculated from Population Compendium, RGI.

10 and above

Map not to scale.

State’s Share of Mortality (0-4 yrs) in Total Mortality in India (Rural)

Fig 4.9

(a) 1992-93 (b) 2004-05
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Map not to scale.

State’s Share of Mortality (0-4 yrs) in Total Mortality in India (Urban)

Source Calculated from Population Compendium, RGI.
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a marginal improvement in the nutrition 
status of children so far.

Food Adequacy 
and Child Mortality

Prolonged periods of inadequate food intake 
and a poor diet, especially in combination 
with low birth weights and high rates 
of infection, can result in stunted and 
underweight children. The most extreme 
manifestation of persisting hunger and 
malnutrition is mortality. There is evidence 
to suggest that chronic food inadequacy, 
especially among the children, impairs their 
health through increased vulnerability 
to diseases, especially the communicable 
diseases in the case of India. This in turn 

leads to a higher mortality rate (number of 
deaths per 1000 in the specified age group) 
for the children. Therefore, mortality 
rate is seen as an important symptom 
of hunger, undernourishment as well as 
malnourishment. It is obvious that not all 
child mortality can be likened with food 
inadequacy, though it may be an important 
contributor to the higher mortality rates 
in some areas as against others (See Box 
4.1 for the normative basis of social policy 
on  children.).

 Using the child mortality rate for the 
age group 0 to 4 years (based on Sample 
Registration System, Registrar General of 
India (2009), and the latest available data 
(2006) being used as a proxy for 2011, 
Figures 4.17 and 4.18 show share of child 
mortality for different states in the total 
child mortality in the country. Since there 

Box 4.1: Child Rights and Social Policy

The 1959 UN Declaration of the Rights of the Child laid 
out child rights in terms of nutrition, free education, 
access to healthcare, and freedom from exploitation 
and discrimination. By the 1980s, children’s rights were 
being seen to include a political and moral dimension; 
that is, the right of the child to influence decisions that 
affected them. These broader concerns were incorporated 
into the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child, 
and were divided into four categories: (a) Survival: 
adequate living conditions and adequate medical services;  
(b) Development: right to education, information, play and 
leisure; (c) Protection: prohibits all forms of exploitation 
and cruelty including separation from families and abuses 
of the Criminal Justice System; (d) Participation: freedom 
to express opinions and play an active role in society. The 
Convention on the Rights of the Child has a dual purpose: 
first, to extend the fundamental human rights recognized 
for adults to children so as to challenge assumptions 
about children based on their age, and the exclusion and 
exploitation to which this can give rise; and second, to 
call attention to children’s particular status with regard to 
specific vulnerabilities, interests, and entitlements.
 In India, since independence there has been a focus 
on childhood deprivation through various programmes on 
food security, education and health. The Constitution of 
India guarantees the Fundamental Rights to all children 

in the country and allows the state to make special 
provisions for children. The Directive Principles of the 
State Policy recognises the need to secure the rights of 
children, protection from abuse and ensuring that children 
are provided opportunities and facilities to develop their 
capabilities. India has also adopted the National Charter 
for Children, 2003, to secure every child’s inherent right 
to be a child and enjoy a healthy and happy childhood. 
In the year 2013 the Government of India adopted a 
new resolution on the National Policy for Children. It 
recognises that the children are a supremely important 
national asset and highlights the significance of a strong 
social safety net in caring for and nurturing of children. 
The policy outlines the importance of interventions at 
every stage of childhood and the National Commission 
for Protection of Child Rights and State Commissions for 
the Protection of Child Rights have been instituted to 
address issues of abuse.
 There is, however, a long way to go in making the 
provisions of law and policies a reality. Many of the one 
billion of world’s children who are severely deprived of 
one or more basic needs (food, water, sanitation, health, 
shelter, education, information and access to services) are 
living in India and their future has to be made secure.

Source: Nakray (2014) Background Paper for IPPR 2014, UNICEF 2005, 

Ministry of Women and Child Development Government of India.
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is no data available for the two points of 
time for Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and 
Uttarakhand, they are not accounted for 
in these figures. In rural areas, three states 
namely, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh 
and Punjab contribute more than 10 per 
cent each to the total child mortality, with 
respective mortality rates of 49, 38, and 
11. Though all these states experience a 
decline in the mortality rates, the share 
of Uttar Pradesh and Bihar in the total 
child mortality in the country increases 
substantially in 2011. Other states with 
high child mortality rate are Odisha: 41 
and Assam: 34 in 1991, and Rajasthan: 22, 
Meghalaya: 21 and Odisha: 21 in 2011. In 
the urban areas, Madhya Pradesh with a 
child mortality rate of 24, Uttar Pradesh 
with 23 and Punjab with 13 – all contribute 
over 10 per cent each to the total child 
mortality in the country. By 2011, all three 
experience a decline in the child mortality 
rate, but Uttar Pradesh increases its share 
in the total child mortality in the country 
considerably. While Rajasthan has a high 
child mortality rate of 21 for 1991, Uttar 
Pradesh with a child mortality rate of 17 
is followed by Bihar and Madhya Pradesh 
with 13 each in 2011.

 International Food Policy Research 
Institute (IFPRI) has developed the 
Global Hunger Index which consists of 
three components namely, proportion of 
under-nourished population, proportion of 
under-weight children under five years of 
age, and under five mortality rate. It ranks 
India at 65 out of 79 countries for which 
this index was estimated (IFPRI 2012). The 
India State Hunger Index (IFPRI 2009) 
has been constructed for 17 major states 
using the same methodology as the Global 
Hunger Index. Out of these 17 major states, 
12 states are in the ‘alarming’ category, 
and Madhya Pradesh is in the ‘extremely 
alarming’ category. The states of Odisha, 
West Bengal and Rajasthan are also in 
the alarming category. While Odisha 
and West Bengal fare poorly on food 
adequacy (NSS square meals/perception-
based criterion), Rajasthan is a good 
performer in terms of NSS food adequacy 
criterion. Punjab is categorized as having 
‘serious’ hunger problem, even though 
almost 100 per cent households in that 
state report adequate food. The Food and 
Agriculture Organisation (FAO) estimates 
the number of hungry people in India as 
being close to 200 million, the largest in 

Source NSS Consumer Expenditure Survey for rounds 1993-94 and 2009-10 and Lakdawala Poverty Estimates (Statistical Annexure).
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any country in the world (FAO 2012). 
All these estimates, as can be seen, use a 
different basis of arriving at the number of 
hungry and none of them are comparable 
with the way India has been measuring 
the hungry, undernourished as well as 
malnourished  persons.

Poverty, Malnutrition 
and Economic Growth

In the case of undivided Bihar, Madhya 
Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh, along with 
Odisha, there has been deterioration over 
time, both in terms of poverty (HCR) and 
malnourishment (proportion of population 
not being able to access 70 per cent of 
the calorie RDA) in rural as well as urban 
areas. In 1993-94, these states account for 
54 per cent of the poor and 34 per cent 
of the malnourished in rural areas, and  
33 per cent of the poor and 22 per cent of 
the malnourished in urban areas. By 2009-
10, they account for 65 per cent of the 

poor and 51 per cent of the malnourished 
in rural areas and 42 per cent of the poor 
and 28 per cent of the malnourished in 
urban areas. Tables 4.6 and 4.7 summarise 
the transition between different poverty 
and malnutrition incidence range for the 
major states between 1993-94 and 2009-
10. If in addition, malnourishment is seen 
in terms of the child mortality rate for the 
age group 0 to 4 years, these very states 
also experience an increase in their share 
in the total child mortality in the country 
from 53 per cent in rural areas and 35 per 
cent in urban areas in 1991, to 61 per cent 
in rural areas and 45 per cent in urban 
areas in 2011. Thus, there is a relationship 
between the two variables, poverty and 
malnourishment, howsoever the latter is 
measured. This comes out clearly in Figure 
2.19 (a) and (b), which provides a scatter 
plot of underweight children in the age  
0 to 3 years and the poverty HCR along 
with a linear trend line. In fact, the 
coefficient of correlation for the 2004-05 is 
significantly higher than for 1993-94. The 
slope of the trend line in 2004-05 is also 
more than in 1993-94 and the scatter plot is 
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getting closer to the origin. This has policy 
implication for addressing malnourishment. 
However, the relationship between 
malnourishment and economic growth, or 
malnourishment with agriculture growth, 
is not as obvious empirically. The Indian 
State Hunger Index Report (IFPRI 2009) 
also found very little association between 
incidence of hunger and economic growth. 
Viswanathan (2014, Background Paper for 
IPPR 2014) also points out that though 
economically better-off regions show 

better values on the different indicators 
on undernutrition and malnourishment, 
the relationship with income is somewhat 
tenuous when the process of change is 
ongoing even at a very aggregate level.

0 10

Poverty Head Count Ratio, Percentage

U
nd

er
w

ei
gh

t 
Ch

ild
re

n 
(0

-3
6 

m
on

th
s)

, P
er

ce
nt

ag
e

20 30 40 50 60

Fig 4.10

(b) 2004-05

Relationship – Poverty and Malnutrition

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

0 10

U
nd

er
w

ei
gh

t 
Ch

ild
re

n 
(0

-3
6 

m
on

th
s)

, P
er

ce
nt

ag
e

20 30 40 50 60

(a) 1993-94

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

AP 

ArP 

Asm 

Bih 

Goa 

Guj 

Har 

HP 
JK 

Kar 

Ker 

MP 

Mah 

Man 

Meg 

Miz 
Nag 

Odi 

Pun 

Raj 

TN 
Tri 

UP 
WB 

Del 

AP 
ArP 

Asm 

Bih 

Cht 

Goa 

Guj 

Har 

HP 

JK 

Jhk 

Kar 

Ker 

MP 

Mah 

Man 

Meg 

Miz 

Nag 

Odi 

Pun 

Raj 

Sik 

TN 

Tri 

UP 

Utk 

WB 

Del 

Source: NFHS rounds for 1993-94 and 2004-05 and 
Lakdawala Poverty estimates (Statistical Annexure).

••
•

•
••

•
• • •

•
•

•

•
•

•

•
•

•

•

•••

•

•
•

•

••
••••

•
•

•
•

•
•

• • ••

•
•

••
•

•

•

••

•

•



CHAPTER 4 INDIA’S HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION PUZZLE: SOME POLICY CONCERNS AND OPTIONS 131

II. Policy Response 
to Hunger and 
Malnutrition: 
Assessment and 
Options

It is indeed a matter of concern that in India 
despite having attained self-sufficiency in 
food production for nearly three decades 
and with mounting public food stocks 
at its command, there is still hunger, 
both undernourishment and widespread 
malnourishment. From the analysis in 
the preceding section it may appear that 
by bringing down poverty, hunger can be 
sustainably addressed. However, that may 
not be the case. There are several states 
where poverty HCR is low, but indicators 
on malnourishment are relatively high. 
It is well known that non-availability 
of foodgrain is not always the cause of 
hunger. Hunger can persist in situations 
where food availability does not decline or 
where there are adequate stocks available 
in the country. The problem of hunger is 
social, economic, and political. India’s food 
production is enough to eradicate hunger, 
but the supplies are not evenly distributed 
and therein lies the crux of the hunger 
problem. What is true for India is also true 
for the world.

 Sen (1977, 1981) explains this 
phenomenon through entitlement 
approach. A person’s entitlement is the 
alternative sets of commodity bundles that 
a person can acquire through endowments 
(legal, physical) or exchange entitlement 
mapping. If a person is legally alienated 
from land, or a person loses physical ability 
to work, then it might lead to hunger and 
starvation even if there is overall growth 
in foodgrain production. Similarly, drop in 
the relative price of goods that the person 
produces, fall in real wages, and rise in 
relative prices of foodgrains, adversely 
affects the exchange entitlement mapping 
for the individual, resulting in hunger 
and starvation. Similarly, merely being 

a food producer does not ensure access 
to food. Access to food can be achieved 
through legal and economic entitlement. 
Legal entitlement involves ownership 
right to the food produced. Economic 
entitlement can be ensured by creating 
employment opportunities, ensuring 
minimum wages, stabilizing food prices, 
and facilitating access to food through 
the PDS. Entitlements can be realized 
if there is availability of food. However, 
availability is only a necessary condition. 
Food production not only ensures food 
availability (supply side), but it also 
improves entitlement through employment 
creation and subsequent income generation 
(demand side). Decline in food production 
does not necessarily imply decline in 
entitlement provided there are alternative 
employment and livelihood opportunities 
(see also Dréze, Sen, and Husain 2004).

 Shariff et al. (2004) have suggested 
four different types of food and nutrition 
insecurities. These are (a) Chronic food 
insecurity: caused due to energy deficit 
for a prolonged period of time. Policy 
interventions to eradicate chronic food 
insecurity calls for both demand side 
(purchasing power, social security) measures, 
and supply side interventions (agricultural 
policies, export-import policies, distribution 
policies); (b) Nutritional food insecurity: 
caused due to deficiency of micronutrients. 
Policies involve food fortification and 
their supply through PDS, providing 
micronutrients to children below 5 years 
of age through ICDS; (c) Absorption food 
insecurity: caused due to non-availability of 
potable water and poor sanitation. Policies 
involve providing basic infrastructure, and 
creating awareness. (d) Transitory food 
insecurity: caused due to natural calamities. 
Policies involve appropriate disaster 
management. Transitory food insecurity 
can also be caused when there is a decline 
in accessibility to food which might happen 
in case of abnormal price increases, or 
lack of physical accessibility in the event 
of natural calamity. If appropriate disaster 
management system is not put in place then 
transitory food insecurity can become a 
permanent  phenomenon.
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 Thus, hunger can be a result of 
host of factors and these factors can be 
arranged in a sequence that runs from 
food self-sufficiency, food availability, food 
entitlement, and nutritional adequacy. 
Policy corrections can be made once 
the predominant source is identified. It 
could well be the case that more than one 
factor simultaneously impacts a situation, 
especially at the local level in a specific 
region, resulting in hunger which makes 
designing of policies quite complicated. 
India has been implementing several 
programmes that seek to address each of 
the above factors that impact hunger. The 
agriculture policy addresses the concerns 
of food self-sufficiency and availability, 
the poverty alleviation strategy and 
programmes that of food entitlements, 
and several specific programmes the issue 
of nutritional adequacy. Some of the 
interventions, particularly at the central 
level, have been reviewed from time 
to time and even redesigned, but with 
mixed results. A brief analysis for a select 
few  follows.

Agriculture Policy 
and Nutrition

Even though the contribution of agriculture 
in GDP has declined over the years (14 per 
cent in the year 2011-12), it continues to 
be the principal source of livelihood for 
majority of the population (53 per cent 
of workers were employed in agriculture 
as per UPSS during the year 2009-10). 
Given this huge dependence on the sector, 
improving agriculture performance assumes 
importance for achieving inclusive growth, 
in general, and addressing the persisting 
problem of malnourishment, in particular. 
The linkage between agriculture and 
nutrition, at one level is obvious, yet at 
another level it is far too diffused to be 
pin-pointed for quick policy correctives. 
Dev (2014, Background Paper for IPPR 
2014) examines three paths namely, the 
importance of agriculture for inclusive 
growth, the relevance of agriculture 

diversification – across crops and regions, 
and the role of women in agriculture. These 
and some others issues that have policy 
consequences of importance for addressing 
malnutrition are discussed here.

 During the Eleventh Five Year Plan 
(2007-12) average annual agricultural 
growth rate is 3.3 per cent, which is an 
improvement over the 1990s and the first 
half of the last decade, but well short of the 
targeted growth for the agricultural sector. 
Though agricultural growth variability 
is declining over the past few decades, 
especially so in the last decade, the ability 
to generate higher growth is severely 
constrained by the plateauing of growth in 
the erstwhile green revolution belt and due 
to existence of substantial yield gaps in the 
less-irrigated, non-green revolution areas. 
The extension of the green revolution 
to the eastern part of the country and 
the National Food Security Mission 
(NFSM) with its range of interventions 
can help reduce the yield gap and support 
agriculture  diversification.

 Rain-fed areas have a very diverse 
ecosystem, with about 34 varieties of crops 
(which include different kinds of millets) 
being grown as against only three to four 
varieties of crops in the irrigated regions 
(Government of India 2011c). The coarse 
cereals grown in this region need very less 
water and other external inputs and for 
several centuries have provided food and 
nutritional support to the local people. 
Cultivation of coarse cereals does not 
involve chemical fertilizers and harmful 
pesticides, and therefore represents low 
carbon farming. It also provides sufficient 
fodder, which helps farmers to maintain 
livestock. Rain-fed agriculture supports 
an estimated 40 per cent of population  
(484 million) and has a large share of 
cropped area under rice (42 per cent), 
pulses (77 per cent), oilseeds (66 per cent) 
and coarse cereals (85 per cent). Despite 
lack of policy support, coarse cereals grown 
in rain-fed areas have shown significant 
growth and the incremental productivity 
contribution of coarse cereals over the last 
decade exceeded that of rice. It indicates 



CHAPTER 4 INDIA’S HUNGER AND MALNUTRITION PUZZLE: SOME POLICY CONCERNS AND OPTIONS 133

the potential of rain-fed agriculture to 
contribute to national food security 
(Government of India 2011c). During the 
period 1998-99 to 2008-09, the compound 
annual growth rate of coarse cereals is  
3.2 per cent, which is much higher than 
that of paddy (1.5 per cent) and wheat 
(0.5 per cent). Even with substantial 
increase in irrigation facilities, 40 per cent 
of additional demand for food grains by 
2020 is to be met from rain-fed agriculture 
(Government of India 2011c). Therefore, 
it is imperative that rain-fed agriculture be 
given the due policy attention to ensure 
livelihood security for the population 
residing in that area and also contribute to 
the national food and nutritional security.

 A focus on reducing the yield gap of 
a water-intensive crop like paddy in rain-
fed areas can have adverse environmental 
consequences. Already, excessive focus on 
paddy and wheat production through price 
incentives and input subsidies has resulted 
in ground water depletion, soil salinity, and 
plateauing of crop productivity in erstwhile 
green revolution areas. Between 2002 and 
2008, it is estimated that 26 cubic miles of 
ground water has already disappeared from 
underground aquifers in the areas covering 
Punjab, Haryana, Rajasthan, and Delhi 
(Government of India 2012). Fertilizer 
subsidies have shot up from 2.3 per cent 
of agriculture GDP from the beginning 
of Tenth Five Year Plan to 5 per cent by 
the end of Eleventh Plan. There is a need 
to move towards an investment driven 
regime, which ensures higher yield along 
with conservation of natural resources, 
rather than a regime which is largely 
subsidy driven. For instance, increasing 
fertilizer subsidy (which currently stands 
at 5 per cent of agricultural GDP) has 
led to its overuse causing problems of soil 
degradation, imbalance in soil nutrients 
and ground water depletion, particularly 
in the green revolution areas of Punjab, 
Haryana and western Uttar Pradesh.

 Land being an exhaustible means 
of production, environment friendly 
sustainable agriculture practices are 
perhaps the only alternative left. This calls 

for an integrated system of farming which 
is location specific and integrates natural 
resources, inputs used and farm output (crop 
and non-crop) in a coordinated manner so 
that the net return to farming households 
is positive and high enough to incentivize 
them to continue with environmentally 
sustainable agriculture. As a first step in this 
direction, it is very important to revamp 
the State Agricultural Universities by 
increasing their funding, and giving them 
academic autonomy to carry out region-
specific research and demonstrate the best 
practices to the farmers. The decline in 
public expenditure on agricultural research, 
education, and extension as a proportion of 
total public expenditure on agriculture from 
6.7 per cent during 1974 to 1990 to 5.7 per 
cent during 1991 to 2005 needs correction. 
Further, there is a need for improvement 
of qualitative inputs, as well as coverage of 
agricultural extension, with one officer for 
every 500 farmers as against one for every 
2000 farmers in 2005 (Desai et al. 2011).

 India’s agriculture pricing policy is 
credited for creating food self-sufficiency 
in the country. From ensuring national 
food security, it now needs to focus on 
bringing about nutrition security at the 
household level. Price policy needs to 
balance the needs of producers against 
those of consumers. A minimum support 
price (MSP) policy has long been in 
favour of cereals like rice and wheat. Some 
corrections have been made in recent years 
by increasing MSP for protein-rich crops 
like pulses. As a result, production of pulses 
has increased. Similar incentives need 
to be given for other nutrient-rich foods, 
including coarse cereals, fruits, vegetables, 
milk, meat, and fish, to increase supply. 
At the same time, there has to be access 
to these foods at reasonable prices for 
consumers to increase  consumption.

 An important area that needs urgent 
investment relates to construction of 
warehouses and cold storage facilities to 
prevent wastage of produce and augment 
supplies. According to the Planning 
Commission estimates, there are less than 
300 registered warehouses in the country. 
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This is grossly inadequate in a country 
with expanding production and rising 
demand in the wake of implementation of 
food security ordinance. Similarly, there 
is considerable shortage of cold storage 
facilities, which is one of the reasons why 
despite being the second largest producer of 
fruits and vegetables in the world, only 6 to 
7 per cent of fruits and vegetables produced 
in the country are processed (Government 
of India 2012).

 In terms of institutional reforms, there 
is a need for tenancy reforms (legalizing it 
and keeping proper records) so that small 
landholders can lease out their land in order 
to take up non-farm employment without 
fear of losing their land. Consolidation of 
small plots of land into single farming unit 
can generate economies of scale, thereby 
increasing returns to cultivation. Setting up 
of public land bank is a step in that direction. 
With 83 per cent of farmers operating on less 
than 2 hectare of land, farming-producers 
organisations can consolidate farming 
units, and attain economies of scale by 
(a) pooling of resources, (b) sharing common 
storage and marketing facilities, and  
(c) sharing cost of transportation. 
Agriculture market is another institution 
that is vital for promoting agricultural 
growth and ensuring good returns to farmers. 
Policy reforms undertaken in agriculture 
marketing in the last decade have not been 
implemented uniformly. Infrastructure 
related to agricultural marketing is not 
developing in keeping with growing needs 
(Chand 2012). Between 1991 and 2008, 
the increase in the number of regulated 
markets is only 22 per cent, while increase 
in agricultural production is 70 per cent. 
There is an urgent need to encourage 
organised retailing, cooperative marketing 
societies and private investment in 
marketing infrastructure. Such institutional 
reforms, most of which have been 
reflected in the Twelfth Five Year Plan, 
can raise productivity, particularly in areas 
where there is predominance of resource  
poor farmers.

 Apart from crop agriculture, livestock 
management assumes great significance in 

ensuring agricultural growth and livelihood 
opportunities in the agrarian economy. 
Not only is the growth rate of livestock 
sector higher than that of crop sector, the 
long term trend suggests that variability of 
livestock output is less than that of crop 
output (Birthal et al. 2012). Livestock acts 
as a cushion against vulnerability for rural 
households that are primarily dependent on 
crop agriculture.

 Agriculture is fundamental to India’s 
inclusive and sustainable economic 
transformation. It has to therefore play 
a more significant role in promoting 
nutrition security. At the same time, there 
is a need for and scope to address specific 
concerns on hunger in all its dimensions 
in the country. The usual determinants 
of hunger like feeding practices, mother’s 
education, access to Anganwadi services, 
immunisation rates and the lack of hygiene 
and sanitation that emerge as critical 
factors have to be addressed. Some major 
central government initiatives covering 
these issues are analysed in the remaining 
part of this Chapter.

Public Distribution System

PDS, since its inception in the 1960s, has 
been an important means to improve food 
availability and nutritional security for the 
population, particularly the economically 
deprived ones. The programme operates 
through a network of more than half a 
million fair price shops and there is a 
demarcation in terms of procurement and 
distribution functions between the central 
and state governments. While the central 
government is responsible for procurement, 
storage, transportation and bulk allocation 
of foodgrains, state governments are 
responsible for distribution of foodgrains to 
the consumers through the network of fair 
price shops (FPSs). The state governments 
are also responsible for identification of 
families below poverty line, issue of ration 
cards, supervision and monitoring of the 
functioning of FPSs. Until 1997, the 
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programme was universal and was perhaps 
one of the most important social security 
programmes of the government. With the 
introduction of targeted public distribution 
and the consequent segregation of the 
population into below BPL, above poverty 
line (APL), and since 2001, Antyodaya 
Anna Yojana (AAY) for the extremely 
poor, it is often argued that food security 
achieved over the years has been 
compromised on account of several factors.

 First, it is pointed out that the BPL 
identification of households is faulty, 
resulting in widespread exclusion of the 
households targeted under the scheme. The 
problem of wrong exclusion has become 
more pronounced as compared to the wrong 
inclusion (Swaminathan and Misra 2001). 
Apart from the said identification problem 
that compromises the intended objectives 
of the targeted public distribution system, 
changing material condition of households 
owing to favourable and unfavourable 
economic circumstances makes the task of 
identification of beneficiaries even more 
complicated. This can happen within a 
small span of time and hence targeting 
can fail in reaching out to the ones who 
need the most at that point of time. 
Often, the coping strategy to deal with 
short term fluctuations can have long 
term implications in terms of deterioration 
of asset base, health and educational 
outcomes, which can impact future 
incomes. It appears that universalisation 
of PDS is a better option, instead of 
targeting. Some states like Kerala, Tamil 
Nadu, Andhra Pradesh and Himachal 
Pradesh have nearly universalized the 
scheme through complementary state 
level initiatives in order to overcome 
identification problem. Some other states 
like Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, and 
Rajasthan have introduced state BPL cards 
and have thus expanded the BPL coverage. 
In these states, the government agencies are 
also procuring foodgrains. Massive build-up 
of buffer stocks with the Food Corporation 
of India (FCI) is also cited as a reason for 
universalisation or near universalization of 
the PDS.

 Second, it is suggested that to address 
the household nutritional security, it is 
necessary to include pulses and edible 
oils in the basket of subsidized food 
items. Chhattisgarh has, for instance, 
introduced chana dal in District Bastar 
on an experimental basis (Khera 2011a). 
Third, low off-take from fair price shops 
is a concern that needs to be addressed 
to make progress in addressing both 
undernourishment and malnourishment. 
Part of the problem lies in lack of timely 
availability of foodgrains for beneficiaries 
to make purchases. It is important to 
maintain a fixed time-period for foodgrains 
to be available in the designated FPSs. 
For instance, in Rajasthan, foodgrains 
are available in FPSs between 15th and 
22nd day of every month (Khera 2011a). 
Another reason for low off-take from FPSs 
is the insistence on a single off-take every 
month, which is not only a violation of 
Supreme Court order on the issue for AAY 
card holders, but is also insensitive to the 
practical difficulties of the targeted family in 
making a onetime purchase. These aspects 
of the lack of off-take can be addressed 
by constituting vigilance committees to 
oversee the functioning of  FPSs.

 Fourth, there is slowdown in PDS 
demand due to the narrowing down of 
open market prices vis-à-vis APL prices. 
This leads to abundance of supply (much 
more than what the PDS or the market can 
absorb at the prevailing prices. As a result 
the government faces the twin problem 
of surplus stock (and rising minimum 
support prices (MSP) has only added to this 
problem) on one hand, and low off-take of 
foodgrains, on the other. While there is a 
case to revisit the public food procurement 
and distribution policies as pointed out 
earlier, it is interesting to note that during 
the second half of the last decade (as 
food prices on an average hardened with 
periodic spikes in food inflation), there is 
a considerable increase in the proportion 
of households reporting consumption of 
foodgrains (rice and wheat) from the PDS. 
The increase is particularly noticeable 
in case of wheat where proportion of 
households reporting consumption from 
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PDS increases by threefold in urban areas 
and more than twofold in rural areas 
(Figure 4.11). It also means that the share 
of PDS in total quantity consumed for 
households increases in both rural and 
urban India. Here too, though the share of 
consumption from PDS is higher in case of 
rice, the increase during the second half of 
the last decade is much sharper in the case 
of wheat (Figure 4.12).

 Finally, the most important criticism 
against PDS relates to the issue of 
corruption and leakages in the system. Jha 
and Ramaswami (2010) estimate that the 
breakdown of the total costs of the food 
subsidy delivered through PDS can be 
expressed in percentage terms as follows – 
43 per cent are the illegal diversion costs, 
28 per cent are the excess costs, 19 per cent 
income transfer to the non-poor and only 
10 per cent is the transfer to the poor. A 
major part of the illegal diversion occurs at 
the shopkeepers’ end, as the commission 
they receive from the government is 
extremely low. In order to compensate 
for their low earnings shopkeepers have 
a tendency to divert grains to the open 
market and offer the card holders low 

quality grains. There are several solutions 
that have been suggested to address some of 
these concerns. For instance, Kotwal et al. 
(2011), suggest that the PDS be dismantled 
and instead food coupons or conditional 
cash transfers be introduced. This allows 
for the shopkeepers to get market price for 
their commodities and so the incentive to 
cheat diminishes substantially. Also, this 
gives the consumers an opportunity of 
grain selection, whereby they can purchase 
coarse cereals from local markets instead 
of rice and wheat from the FPSs. It is also 
suggested that the amount of money given 
to the beneficiaries through conditional 
cash transfers should not be a fixed amount, 
but linked to prices of foodgrains. Linking 
cash transfers to general price indices 
is going to be a challenge in India, as 
foodgrain prices can vary considerably 
across regions. It may not even be desirable 
as potentially it can have a perverse effect 
on inflation and inflationary expectations. 
To ensure that the cash transferred is 
utilized for purchase of foodgrains and not 
wasted, it has been suggested that the cash 
be transferred to the bank accounts of the 
adult female member of a household. As 
noted earlier in Box 3.3, this can have an 
unintended consequence of an increase in 
violence directed at women by men who 
may seek a control over that money.

 Chander (2014, Background Paper for 
IPPR 2014), using an equivalent income 
transfer as a measure of welfare gain shows 
that a price subsidy on a limited amount of a 
good may be regressive in the sense that the 
welfare gains for the relatively poorer may 
be smaller. The equivalent income transfer 
is the amount of money that if given to 
a consumer who can purchase goods at 
market prices, makes her just as well-off 
as she is by availing the price subsidy. In 
applying the analysis to the National Food 
Security Act (NFSA), which provides for 
food security to the poor, he argues that the 
price subsidy under the NFSA is equivalent 
to a direct income transfer and that the 
gains for the relatively poorer segments of 
the population are smaller under certain 
circumstances. Thus, replacing the price 
subsidy with revenue neutral direct 
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unconditional income transfers is beneficial 
to the more poor, relatively more (see also 
Box 4.3 on NFSA).

 Unique Identification Authority of 
India’s (UIDAI’s) Aadhaar platform has the 
potential of resolving most of the problems 
associated with leakages and corruption in 
the PDS, once fully implemented. To begin 
with, linking each PDS beneficiary listed 
in the ration card to their Aadhaar number 
can eliminate duplicate and ghost identities 
that currently ‘benefit’ from the scheme. 
The savings thus made can be passed on to 
the genuine but excluded poor residents. 
Moreover, linking UID numbers to ration 
card holders can facilitate provision of 
benefits to each individual as against 
the present system of household-based 
entitlements. Further, Aadhaar-enabled 
Management Information System (MIS) 
can streamline the PDS process – from 
delivery at railway yards, FCI godowns, 

unloading at FPS points, to actual purchase 
by the beneficiary. The entire transaction 
with the help of MIS can be monitored 
centrally for a state. This can ensure 
transparency and eliminate leakage. Most 
importantly, an Aadhaar-based PDS system 
can bring about ‘PDS portability’. It enables 
any beneficiary to collect entitlements from 
any FPS in the state as the UID ensures 
portability of identity. The government 
replenishes FPSs based on authentication 
of off-take on real-time information. The 
information about how many beneficiaries 
have collected entitlements through 
the MIS can also reduce storage and 
transportation costs. Ultimately, Aadhaar 
can help in converting the present supply-
led static PDS to a dynamic demand-led 
distribution system (Khond 2012).

Box 4.2: Food Corporation of India and 
Pubic Distribution System – Some Numbers

PDS facilitates the supply of foodgrains to the poor at 
subsidized prices. The foodgrains are procured and stored 
for the central government by the FCI, whose annual 
purchase of paddy and wheat in 2011-12 is more than  
51 million tonnes, or close to one-fifth of total production 
in the country. The sale of foodgrains at subsidized prices 
to the poor takes place through half a million fair price 
shops around the country. The 2010-11 financial outlay 
at Rs 88,000 crore means that the central government 
subsidy is close to 0.9 per cent of the country’s GDP. FCI 
employs more than 55,000 regular employees and 170,000 
casual labourers. For the last two decades, procurement 
is consistently larger than the sales. In 2010, FCI stocks 
at 60 million tonnes are much higher than the normal 
requirement. The cost of maintaining the buffers is 
crippling. Share of subsidies allocated to storage alone 
triples in a short span of four years—1997-98 to 2001-02
—reaching one-third of the total food subsidy. The 
carrying cost of buffer stock rises from 21.3 per cent of 
the total value of the stock to 75 per cent between 1999-
2000 and 2003-04. 
 Despite the huge expenditure, it is an irony that 
hunger woes may have even increased. Part of the problem 

is to do with the huge inefficiency of the system. An 
important indicator of PDS efficiency is the diversion ratio 
or the leakage. It reflects the proportion of grain that does 
not reach the beneficiary. Calculation of diversion ratio 
is done by comparing the data on off-take of foodgrains 
from FCI by various state governments (published by 
Department of Food and Civil Supplies) with NSSO data 
on consumer expenditure on PDS wheat and rice. Other 
than storage and transit losses, the general practice is to 
attribute the leakages to illegal sale of foodgrains in open 
market by corrupt intermediaries. Periodic estimation of 
diversion ratio yields disturbingly high values. In 2004-05, 
the diversion ratio is estimated at 54 per cent, i.e., more 
than half of the procured grains being diverted to open 
market instead of FPSs. This figure drops to 41 per cent in 
2009-10.
 Clearly, FCI needs to be reconfigured as an 
independent regulatory institution and a new regulatory 
space created in the food sector. Also, under the FCI Act 
multiple Executive Committees, Boards of Management and 
state-FCIs have been supported. These parallel governance 
structures give shape to a meandering bureaucracy 
rather than a streamlined decision making and efficient 
service  provider. 

Source: Goel (2014), Background Paper for IPPR 2014.
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Mid-Day Meal Scheme

The Mid-Day Meal Scheme (MDMS) is 
a flagship programme of the Government 
of India, initiated in 1995 (in 2408 select 
Blocks) with the objective of enhancing 
enrolment, retention and attendance 
at the primary school level, and also to 
simultaneously improve nutritional levels 
among children studying in government 
and government-aided schools. It is 
expected to improve their learning ability. 
Since 1997-98 it has been universalized, 
and from 2008-09 onwards even the upper 
primary school level has been brought 
under this programme. Initially, only dry 
rations were being distributed under the 
programme, but from 2002 provision for 
cooked mid-day meal in schools has been 
made under the direction of the Supreme 
Court. Under this scheme, for children 
studying at primary level, 450 calories and 
8-12 grams of protein are provided per 
day. In case of upper primary students, the 
provision has been fixed at a minimum of 
700 calories and 20 grams of protein per 
day. A freshly cooked meal offers a better 
range of nutrients and packaged food is 
costlier, per rupee nutrient yield.

 Dreze and Goyal (2003) observed 
that while MDMS has many flaws, it 
supports improved school attendance, 
and to a large extent eliminates classroom 
hunger in the schools investigated. One 
of the important indirect benefits of 
MDMS is in undermining caste prejudice, 
thereby contributing to strengthening of 
cohesion and equity in the society. Also, 
it has become convenient for poorer 
parents (mothers in particular) who have 
to go out to work. One of the important 
drawbacks of this programme is the lack of 
infrastructure like storage facility, cooking 
shed and utensils. This leads to poor 
hygiene conditions, which occasionally are 
seen to blowup into serious health hazards. 
Lack of support staff for implementing this 
scheme is another area of major concern. In 
some places teachers and students have to 
often spend a considerable amount of time 
preparing meals, rather than focusing on 

school curricula (Khera 2006). There are 
also considerable variations across states in 
terms of adequacy of meals being served. In 
a survey covering 17 states (48 districts – 
two blocks from each district), it is reported 
that about one-fifth of the beneficiaries in 
Bihar, Rajasthan and West Bengal indicate 
that they do not get adequate meals at 
school. In Uttar Pradesh, this proportion is 
lower at around 10 per cent (Government 
of India, 2010).

 In terms of corrective measures there is 
a need for a substantial increase in financial 
allocation to this programme given its 
potential impact. Adequate nutrition in 
the form of pulses and vegetables can be 
introduced in the school meals. Increasing 
financial allocation can also support 
appointment of staff for procurement, 
cooking, distribution of cooked meals, 
and maintaining proper cleanliness and 
hygiene. At the state level, designated 
officers need to be put in place exclusively 
for this programme. There is a case for 
encouraging the civil society and private 
participation in setting up centralized 
cooking facilities at block headquarters. 
This is being done in Churu district of 
Rajasthan and Vishakhapatnam in Andhra 
Pradesh in a PPP mode (Government of 
India, 2010). It can significantly reduce 
hurdles and difficulties in supervising the 
programmes for cleanliness, hygiene and 
maintaining the nutritional standards. At 
the same time, prevent the teaching and 
studying time of teachers and students from 
being  compromised.

Total Sanitation Campaign

With more than 600 million people (WHO 
and UNICEF 2013) defecating openly, 
India is the largest open lavatory in the 
world. Sanitation is not only important 
for ensuring a healthy life, but access to 
toilet facilities, especially for the women, 
gives a sense of dignity and privacy. A mere 
provision of toilet facilities is not enough, 
it has to be used and for this awareness 
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has to be created through campaigns 
and information dissemination at the 
grassroots  level.

 Total Sanitation Campaign (TSC) 
was initiated by the Government of India 
in 1999 with the objective to eradicate the 
practice of open defecation. Under TSC, 
the concept of sanitation goes beyond 
eradication of open defecation to include 
personal hygiene, home sanitation, safe 
water, garbage disposal, excreta disposal 
and waste water disposal. TSC gives more 
emphasis on information, education and 
communication (IEC) in order to create 
awareness among the rural people, thereby 
generate demand for sanitary facilities. 
In that sense TSC is a demand driven 
approach. The programme is implemented 
with a focus on community-led and people-
centred initiatives with financial incentives 
being provided to BPL households for 
construction and usage of individual 
household latrines (IHHL). Assistance is 
also extended for construction of school 
toilet units, Anganwadi toilets and 
Community Sanitary Complexes (CSC), 
apart from undertaking activities under 
solid and liquid waste management. The 
TSC has been renamed as ‘Nirmal Bharat 
Abhiyan’ (NBA) with a target of an open-
defecation-free rural India by 2022.

 Even though sanitation programmes 
have been in place since the mid-1980s, 
the impact has been rather unsatisfactory, 
with 60 per cent of open defecation in 
the world occurring in India. There is 
a very strong correlation between open 
defecation and child under-nourishment 
and stunting. Spears (2012) noted that 
height of Indian children correlated with 
their and their neighbours’ access to toilet, 
and due to persistence of large scale open 
defecation Indian children are widely 
exposed to faecally transmitted infections. 
Due to faecally transmitted infections 
small intestine gets affected, reducing the 
capacity of the body to absorb nutrients. In 
addition, faecally transmitted infection is 
also the major cause of diarrhoea, which is 
responsible for 2,12,000 deaths of under-five 
children during 2011 (Chambers 2013).

 Impact of poor sanitation is not 
restricted to health outcomes alone. It 
has implications on educational outcomes 
as sick children do not attend schools. 
Further, inadequate sanitation and lack 
of separate toilet facilities for girls reduces 
school attendance among girls, and 
therefore is a major constraint towards 
removal of gender disparity in education. 
Economic loss due to poor sanitation is 
also quite substantial. A World Bank study 
puts it at Rs 2.4 trillion in a year, which is 
roughly 6.4 per cent of GDP in 2006. Out 
of this annual loss of Rs 2.4 trillion, Rs 1.3 
trillion is on account of premature death, 
diarrhoea being the largest contributor. 
In this context, the study estimates that 
comprehensive sanitation and hygiene 
interventions can avert up to 45 per cent of 
health-related economic losses.

 Research on TSC highlights reduced 
stunting among children in districts 
where the campaign is being implemented 
(Spears, 2012). However, in a study 
conducted in 6 states (Andhra Pradesh, 
Chhattisgarh, Maharashtra, Tamil Nadu, 
Uttar Pradesh, and West Bengal) by 
UNICEF in Nirmal Gram Puraskar Villages 
it is observed that 30 per cent of toilets 
constructed under TSC are being used for 
storing, bathing and washing purposes, the 
practice of open defecation continues. In 
terms of performance across states, Haryana 
and Himachal Pradesh have done far 
better than most of the other states. The 
primary reasons for their good performance 
is better utilization of funds. Both Haryana 
and Himachal Pradesh have utilized  
70 per cent of funds approved under IEC 
(IAMR 2011). In both these states, the 
approach adopted is of Community-led 
Total Sanitation (CLTS). The outcome 
of CLTS is encouraging and has led to 
construction of toilets even without 
subsidies, improvement in health and 
hygiene and financial savings in terms 
of reduced health cost (Gupta and Pal 
2008). Experience from successful states 
indicate the important role being played 
by awareness campaigns, and therefore 
improving awareness through mass media 
in addition to interactions with women in 
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particular, can contribute substantially to 
increased demand for sanitation.

National Rural Health Mission

National Rural Health Mission (NRHM) 
has been launched in April 2005 with 
the objective of providing accessible, 
affordable, and reliable healthcare facilities 
to the rural population, particularly to 
the poor and the vulnerable sections. 
Though the programme is in operation 
throughout the country, it has special 
focus on eight Empowered Action Group 
States (EAGS) namely Bihar, Jharkhand, 
Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Uttar 

Pradesh, Uttarakhand, Odisha, Rajasthan; 
eight north-eastern states; two north-
Indian states namely, Himachal Pradesh, 
and Jammu & Kashmir. Decentralized 
village and district-level health planning 
is at the core of this programme. The 
most important cadre in this programme 
is the Accredited Social Health Activists 
(ASHA), which is to facilitate access 
to healthcare services to the rural 
population. Realizing the collective 
importance of different health and family 
welfare programmes as well as disease 
control measures for the over-arching 
objective of population stabilization 
within a reasonable time-frame, different 
programmes have been brought under 
NRHM. A funnel type approach is adopted 
to ensure the integration of funds for all the 

Box 4.3: National Food Security Act, 2013

The NFSA ordinance signed by the President of India aims 
to provide food and nutritional security to almost 67 per 
cent of the country’s population who are now entitled 
for five kg of food grains per month at highly subsidized 
prices of Rs 3, Rs 2, Re 1 per kilogram for rice, wheat and 
coarse grains, respectively. Identification of beneficiary 
households is to be done by the state governments. In 
addition, there are special provisions for nutritional 
security for children (6 months to 14 years) and pregnant 
and lactating women. From procurement to final delivery 
of entitlements, the responsibilities are well specified and 
divided among the central government, state government 
and local authorities. Further, there are provisions for 
social audits and vigilance committees to ensure that 
benefits reach the actual beneficiaries.
 It is estimated that for a financial year, food grain 
requirement is going to be 61 million tonnes, with an 
approximate financial cost of Rs 1,24,724 crore (at 2013 
prices). These costs are enormous, and are going to rise 
on account of an increase in the MSPs, which is required 
to incentivise the farmers to increase production. In the 
last three years (2010-11 to, 2012-13), cost of production 
of wheat and paddy is rising on an average by 15 per cent 
annually. This is likely to continue thereby increasing 
the direct cost of food subsidy (other direct costs being 
storage and distribution). There has been no change in the 
issue price of foodgrains for a while, despite rising cost 
of procurement, storage, and distribution. This is adding 

to the food subsidy burden. As a proportion of agriculture 
gross domestic product, food subsidy is increasing from  
3.6 per cent in 2001-02 to 5.1 per cent in 2011-12. 
Apart from incentivizing farmers, implementation of 
NFSA requires revamping of storage and distribution 
infrastructure and employment of additional manpower at 
every level.
 The success of NFSA to a large extent depends on 
availability of food grains. Given limited government 
finances, there is often a trade-off between providing 
subsidies or making investment in infrastructure, research 
and development. Unfortunately, lobbying and political 
pressure ensures that subsidies continue to grow. As a result 
investment in agriculture has been declining especially in 
the 1990s, but is now showing signs of a reversal. Public 
investment in agriculture as a percentage of agriculture 
gross domestic is increasing, from 1.8 per cent in 2000-
01 to 3.4 per cent in 2010-11. At the same time, input 
subsidies are increasing from 8.9 per cent in 2000-01 
to 17.2 per cent in 2009-10 (Gulati et al 2012). From 
the perspective of a farmer the net return is important. 
With dwindling net return from crop cultivation, farmers 
in several parts of the country are diversifying into high 
value crops. States like Gujarat and Himachal Pradesh are 
taking a lead in this regard. High agricultural growth in 
Gujarat during the last decade (almost averaging 9 per cent 
per annum) is made possible by active state intervention 
in agriculture investment and infrastructure support. 
Compared to this, Punjab which lives on the success of 
technological innovation for three decades is starting to 
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national level schemes flow to the District 
Health Mission through the State Health 
Society. Thus, under the decentralization 
scheme the district is supposed to be the 
hub around which all health and family 
welfare services are supposed to be planned 
and managed.

 In order to reduce high maternal 
and neonatal mortality in rural areas, 
Janani Suraksha Yojana (JSY), which is an 
intervention within the purview of NRHM, 
has been initiated with the objective 
of increasing institutional deliveries for 
BPL households. It is expected to reduce 
maternal and neonatal mortality. As per 
NFHS-3 (2004-05), the proportion of 
institutional deliveries in rural areas is only 
39 per cent. Since the implementation 

of JSY, the proportion of institutional 
deliveries almost doubled (Delivery 
Monitoring Unit Report of NRHM). 
However, elsewhere the Comptroller and 
Auditor General of India in a evaluation 
study notes that despite majority of 
pregnant women getting registered with 
health centres, very few end up actually 
using the centres for delivery.

 Successful implementation of NRHM 
is crucially dependent on availability 
of health infrastructure. Even though 
there is a marked increase in number of 
Primary Health Centres (PHCs) and up-
gradation of Community Health Centres 
(CHCs), facilities at these centres remain 
unsatisfactory. Non-availability of physical 
infrastructure and manpower has not 

lose ground. The politics of subsidy (power and MSP) results 
in crop diversification in favour of paddy, which is causing 
groundwater depletion and ultimately low agricultural 
growth (on an average less than 2 per cent per annum 
during the last decade). A continuation of the approach 
to agricultural subsidies is likely to result in changes in 
the cropping pattern and environmentally unsustainable 
agricultural practices in certain regions. This is going to 
ultimately inhibit agricultural growth. Moreover, in the 
event of lack of agricultural diversification, food items like 
pulses and edible oils have to be continuously imported, 
with consequences for India’s current account balance.
 In the past decade, increase in subsidies is not seen 
to have helped agriculture grow rapidly, but subsidy driven 
agricultural growth is a vital element for meeting the 
objectives of NFSA. Moreover, farmers are not only food 
producers, they are consumers as well. If, as consumers, 
they get access to food grains at vastly subsidized rates, 
there is a possibility of perverse incentives impacting 
the production of foodgrains, in which case shortage of 
foodgrains can well jeopardize the implementation of 
NFSB. There is also the possibility of NFSA increasing the 
inflationary pressure in the economy. The Expert Committee 
under C. Rangarajan, formed to consider the suggestions 
of National Advisory Council on the National Food Security 
Bill, in its report states that a larger procurement has 
the danger of distorting food prices in the open markets. 
Presently, almost one-third of paddy and wheat produced 
is being procured for the central pool. NFSA necessitates 
increase in the proportion of central procurement, thereby 

creating shortage in the open market which is likely to 
impact cereal prices. These are real concerns that may not 
have been given adequate consideration.
 In addition there are certain administrative issues 
as well that deserve mention. Apart from Punjab, Haryana, 
Western Uttar Pradesh, and Andhra Pradesh, none of the 
states have adequately equipped procurement centres and 
storage facilities. Storage capacity at present is heavily 
concentrated in the northern zone which accounts for 
58 per cent of total storage capacity in the country. The 
southern and western zones have 20 per cent and 13 per 
cent respectively. Eastern zone has only seven per cent 
of total storage capacity in the country (Government 
of India 2013a). Therefore, procurement and storage in 
states like West Bengal, Bihar, Odisha and Assam, which 
are self-sufficient/surplus in paddy production remains a 
huge challenge for the implementation of NFSA. Second, 
over-stocking seems to have become a perennial problem 
with FCI resulting in large scale wastage of grains. As 
against a capacity of roughly 49 million tonnes for covered 
and plinth storage facility, the estimated stock with FCI 
is 80.5 million tonnes as of July 2012. With the coming 
into effect of NFSA, this problem is going to aggravate. 
Third, in order to manage such huge stock of food grains, 
manpower requirement is quite large, with restrictions on 
appointment of contract labour by ministry of labour and 
employment, the cost of managing stocks are likely to go 
up manyfold (Gulati et al. 2012).

Source: Based on cited sources.
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only led to poor health outcomes, but has 
also rendered services of ASHA workers 
ineffective. In order to counter manpower 
shortage in rural areas, some states 
like Rajasthan and Chhattisgarh have 
developed attractive incentives for doctors 
with rural background in order to motivate 
them to work in rural areas. Flexibility 
to the states in designing their own 
interventions has provided an opportunity 
to them to maximize the outreach of this 
programme. Several states have taken 
innovative steps in this context. Initiatives 
like gram panchayat headquarter-level 
clinics at sub-centres in West Bengal, 
Muskaan programme at the ICDS centre 
in Bihar, the Mamta Abhiyaan in Gujarat, 
the boat clinics and mobile medical units 
in Assam have all helped to increase 
outreach of public health service (Sinha 
2009). Thus, despite certain shortcomings 
in NRHM, it has started making an impact 
in rural healthcare facilities. Retraining 
and updating skills of ASHA workers is 
essential to upgrade the quality of services 
and a fuller utilization of existing health 
facilities. Scarcity of drugs remains an area 
of concern. Free supply of generic drugs, 
at least to BPL category persons, can help 
in improving the utilization of the health 
facilities and improve the credibility of 
the public health system in rural areas. It 
is necessary to closely monitor all aspects 
of NRHM and towards that end the 
Programme Evaluation Report suggests 
setting up of district- and block-level 
quality assurance teams to streamline 
health quality protocols for different 
health institutions. They can also help in 
identifying programme and policy gaps for 
corrections, with a view to improving the 
quality of health services in the rural areas 
(Government of India, 2011a).

Integrated Child 
Development Scheme

The Government of India launched 
ICDS with the primary goal of achieving 
nutritional security of children, pregnant 

women, and lactating mothers. The 
programme initiated on a pilot basis in 
33 Community Development Blocks in 
1975, has been universalized as per the 
Supreme Court order in November 2001. 
The programme aims at achieving its 
objective through a comprehensive set of 
six services which are (a) Supplementary 
nutrition programme (SNP); (b) Non-
formal pre-school education (PSE);  
(c) Immunisation; (d) Health check-up 
(e) Referral services; and (f) Nutrition and 
Health Education  (NHE).

 As of March 2009, more than  
73 million children in the age group 
of 6 months to 6 years and about  
16 million pregnant and lactating mothers 
have been provided with supplementary 
nutritional benefits. In addition, a little 
over 34 million children (aged 3-6 years) 
receive pre-school education services 
under ICDS. The services are provided 
through a network of community-level 
Anganwadi centres (AWC) – presently 
around 1.1 million in number. The services 
include immunisation, health check-up 
and referral, child growth monitoring, 
nutrition and health education for women, 
supplementary feeding for children and 
pregnant and lactating mothers, and 
pre-school education for children aged  
3-6 years (Government of India 2011b).

 Despite the detailed planning, the 
outreach of this programme remains 
low with close to 40 per cent of eligible 
beneficiaries still outside its purview and 
only one-third of eligible children receiving 
food from AWCs (Government of India 
2011b). Low spread of AWCs is cited as 
one of the reasons for this low coverage. 
As against an estimated requirement of  
1.7 million AWCs, there are approximately 
0.6 million AWCs across the country 
(Sinha 2006). Provision of supplementary 
nutrition is an important component 
of this programme. However, despite 
low awareness about food entitlement, 
proportion of beneficiaries is higher, 
implying that the beneficiaries may not be 
getting as per their actual entitlements.
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 The implementation of ICDS 
leaves much to be desired in many states, 
largely due to the fact that it receives 
very low priority in the political and local 
development agenda. Tamil Nadu, where 
it is otherwise, has done much better than 
many other states in bringing down hunger 
and malnutrition. It ensured the required 
public policy attention, the necessary 
budget allocations and the infrastructure 
in place to combat hunger and 
malnutrition. In fact in Tamil Nadu, the 
priority to tackle hunger and malnutrition 
is embedded in the political discourse 
ever since the initiation of school meals 
through public contribution in 1956. 
Therefore, successive governments have 
had to give priority to fighting hunger and 
malnutrition, regardless of the political 
party in power. More than 70,000 feeding 
centres operate every day in the state, 

providing a hot mid-day meal to around  
8 million persons (Rajivan 2006).

 Community participation can 
potentially expand the outreach of ICDS 
and also improve the quality of service 
delivery. The Mitanin programme in 
Chhattisgarh where a health volunteer is 
chosen for every hamlet, provided training, 
and asked to deliver as per the norms 
mentioned in ICDS seem to be working 
well. The health volunteer is selected 
by the community and approved by the 
panchayat. The health volunteer is also 
required to coordinate with ANMs and 
Anganwadi workers. There is also a case for 
further improvement in coordination and 
convergence of health-related schemes at 
the grassroots level to improve effectiveness 
in tackling child malnutrition and hunger 
(see Box 4.4).

Box 4.4: Political Accountability and 
Administrative Convergence Model 

for Hunger Eradication 

In India virtually all public programmes at the central and 
state level have aspects that directly or indirectly address 
the poverty and hunger issue. In the absence of convergence 
and synergy among the various interventions, resources 
get thinly spread across different programmes. With high 
overhead (administrative) costs, it leaves very little to 
spend on the actual developmental or programme activity. 
Attempts to bring about convergence across programmes, 
purely at an administrative level, suffer from ‘turf-issues’ 
with no line department or public agency wanting to play 
second fiddle to other or, allow a curtailment in the scope 
of their influence and discretion. 
 For the central sector or centrally sponsored schemes 
directed at poverty alleviation or, with specific focus on 
addressing hunger and malnutrition, which now involves 
considerable resources, an alternative administrative 
arrangement for programme convergence and results can 
be evolved. The proposed arrangement requires identifying 
a few young Ministers of State in the Union Cabinet 
and assigning to them the states of their respective 
constituency, with an explicit responsibility for ensuring 
convergence in at least those central schemes that are 
focused on hunger and malnutrition eradication. Since 
it involves a few social sector ministries, senior nodal 

officers of the schemes (of the rank of Joint Secretary or 
above) included in this convergence exercise, from the 
same ministry as the minister, can be assigned to help 
the minister in the said task. It is likely to involve five-
six ministers, one each for the focused state, which can 
be selected on the basis of some relevant indicators. The 
identified ministers need to be given the charge of this 
assignment right at the beginning of their tenure, with an 
implicit understanding of achieving certain performance 
benchmark by the end of their five-year term. 
 The incentive for the selected ministers is to 
perform, deliver and rise in the party hierarchy with spin-
offs of getting involved in local development issues of 
their states and constituencies. The party in power gets 
a structured framework to train young ministers and get 
to know their capacity to shoulder higher responsibility. 
At the same time, the selected ministers have something 
worthwhile to do and to show in terms of their performance. 
If they are shifted around in the cabinet, they could take 
this responsibility to the new ministry where they are 
transferred to. The state governments could also have a 
similar model at the district level. It is very likely that 
such a model raises the level of political engagement 
on the development issues and programme results. The 
inherent incentives are going to help in toning up of the 
administrative machinery and making the politician more 
accountable for their public work.
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 India’s strategy to address hunger and 
malnutrition must address the structural 
and sector-specific concerns, both in the 
short and in the longer term. Government 
is implementing several measures to ensure 
nutrition security on an immediate basis. 
At the same time, it needs to retain a 
focus on the longer term changes needed 
to create an inclusive society with healthy 
and productive people. Policies to tackle 
hunger need dovetailing of the longer-term 
perspective, in the form of empowering of 
the poor and improving their entitlements 
through investment in human capital, with 
the social protection measures that address 
the immediate needs of the hungry and the 
malnourished. Given that undernourished 
are mainly in rural areas and likely to 
be engaged primarily in agriculture, it is 
important to improve the agricultural 
pathways to nutritional security. Further 
access to a diverse food basket alone may 
not overcome malnutrition significantly. 
There is scope for well implemented 
government programmes so that access 
to sanitation, potable water and health 
facilities in a timely manner helps in the 
consolidation of the gains from improved 
entitlements to food and nourishment. As 

Viswanathan (2014, Background Paper for 
IPPR 2014) points out social and cultural 
aspects that govern intra-household 
distribution of consumption, determine the 
status of women, which has implications for 
feeding and healthcare practices for infants 
and children. This has to be addressed 
in the short term mainly by creating 
awareness and demonstrating the impact 
of best practices, and in the longer term by 
educating and empowering girls.

 In India, virtually all public 
programmes at the central and state level 
have some element of poverty and hunger 
eradication. Therefore, it is important 
that at the state and district-level there is 
an integrated and a coordinated approach 
to the implementation of the public 
programmes. In regions where there is a 
large burden of hunger, the focus has to 
be on involving the local community in 
service delivery and oversight. Synergy 
and convergence between different 
programmes at the grassroots level can 
ensure a more holistic and result driven 
approach to eradication of hunger on a 
sustainable  basis.
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Note on Methodology and the Indices

The idea of building a public policy effectiveness measure 
is not an easy one. It raises several issues: how does one 
measure policy effectiveness, is effectiveness of policy to be 
seen merely in terms of the outcomes that it supports and 
the efficiency with which those outcomes are attained, or is 
it in terms of the quality of process (including participation 
of the stakeholders, scope of the policy initiative, the 
extant of political consensus and transparency in the 
policymaking process) that underpins the formulation and 
implementation of policy measures. It can also be the case 
that one begins with a notion of wellbeing that a society 
aspires for and then assess how the extant policies are 
working to move the society and its people in the direction 
of enjoying that wellbeing. This raises the issue of whether 
a policy effectiveness measure is to be designed purely 
on normative considerations, or should it be anchored 
in the prevailing context and evidence as well. Clearly, 
the notion of policy effectiveness has to do with all these 
aspects. Indeed, in constructing a quantitative measure 
for policy effectiveness there has to be a balance struck 
between the need to reflect the processes underway in the 
country to meet the overarching objectives of its planned 
development efforts and assessing them, and relating 
those with the evolving notion of human wellbeing in the 
society. The latter is likely to be driven by topical concerns 
and also have a strong aspirational content.

 This report develops a multidimensional and a 
multi-indicator measure of human wellbeing, namely the 
Policy Effectiveness Index (PEI), to quantitatively assess 
public policy effectiveness at state level in India. The first 
component of the composite measure is the Livelihood 
Opportunity Index (LOI), which seeks to reflect the notion 
of livelihood opportunities, or opportunities for productive 
employment and decent work. The second component 
is the Social Opportunity Index (SOI) and it relates to 
wellbeing that comes from an individual’s educational 

attainments, ability to live a long and healthy life, having a 
certain living standard and opportunities for a meaningful 
social life. The third component, Rule of Law Index 
(RoLI), involves wellbeing that an individual derives 
from having security of life and property, administration 
of justice and the legal redress to remedy. The fourth 
component, Physical Infrastructure Development Index 
(PIDI), relates to the capacity of a society to provide its 
citizens access to public goods, including infrastructure 
related to basic amenities and other aspects of living 
environment. Each of the component indices has more 
than one attribute, which is reflected through one or more 
relevant indicators in the measure (see Figure 1.1, page 
4). The nature of public goods provisioning that supports 
outcomes associated with each of the wellbeing dimensions 
reflected in the measure provides the indicators going into 
the different indices. 

 In formulating these indices, as far as possible, suitable 
process indicators have been selected. Outcome indicators 
are included only in the event of non-availability of 
suitable process indicators (see Chapter 2 for details). 
Further, despite data limitations, wherever feasible, there 
is an attempt to address qualitative dimensions of the 
chosen variables in the construction of the indicators used 
in various indices. An important consideration for the 
component indices and indicators selection for each index 
is that they are not, by and large, significantly correlated 
with each other. That is indeed the case. The different 
variables have been suitably transformed so that they all 
move in the same direction and can be directly related to 
each other. For instance, instead of infant mortality rate 
(IMR), it is the scaled inverse of IMR that is considered 
in the indices. Number of variables going into each 
component is restricted for the sake of simplicity and 
manageability of data and is guided by the consideration 
of their availability at four points of time for the analysis 
undertaken in this report. 

Technical Annexure
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Structure of PEI and Component Indices 

The weighting of different component indices in the 
PEI and the indicators within the component indices is 
primarily guided by normative considerations. While the 
component indices in the PEI are equally weighted to 
reflect equal importance of the four identified dimensions 
in assessing policy effectiveness for human wellbeing, 
indicators within component indices are weighted 
differently to emphasise a higher social valuation of some 
over others. Further, unlike a linear aggregation across 
the different dimensions of a composite measure, which 
implies a perfect substitutability between them, PEI is 
estimated using a geometric mean of the four component 
indices. That means an imperfect substitutability across 
the four dimensions of the PEI, reinforcing the underlying 
rationale for having these different dimensions in the PEI 
in the first instance. The same is true for the component 
indices, their attributes and indicators. Given that the 
weighted geometric mean is:

Exp [(∑i Wi ln Xi)/ (∑i Wi)]; or [X1 * X2 *…. Xn]
1/n, 

where weights Wi are identical

PEI = [LOI * SOI * RoLI * PIDI] 1/4 ……………………… (1)

LOI = {Exp[0.3 ln(EMRTupa) + 0.4 ln(UERTcdsIn) + 0.3 
ln(NAgriWF)]}/100 ……………………………………… (2)

EMRTupa: Employment rate for usual principal activity 
status, derived from the Workforce Participation Rate 
(WFPR) and the Labour Force Participation Rate (LFPR) 
for usual principal activity status for all age groups 
(comparable series for the age group 15+ years is not 
available for all the years of analysis). This variable reflects 
employment in its durable dimension;

UERTcdsIn: Inverse of unemployment rate for current daily 
status for casual workers (UERcdsca). This variable reflects 
employment opportunities of a sporadic kind and is a 
measure of open unemployment and underemployment; and

NAgriWF: Proportion of non-farm employment to the 
total employment. It is a proxy for a direct measurement 
of work productivity (wage compensation) and work 
environment (decent work) in the LOI. For the rural areas 
the indicator considered is non-farm employment and 
for urban areas the indicator is employment in industries 
other than construction (i.e., mining and quarrying, 
manufacturing and electricity related industries) and 
services sector (including wholesale/retail trade, transport, 
storage, financial, insurance and community services).

 The coefficient of correlation between the PEI 
component indices is in the range of 0.47 (RoLI and SOI, 
2011) to –0.22 (RoLI and PIDI, 1981). In case of LOI, it 
ranges from 0.56 (EMRTupa and UERcdsIn, urban 1983) 
to –0.56 (EMRTupa and NAgriWF, rural 1983).

SOI = {Exp[0.3 ln(EoI) + 0.3ln(HoI) + 0.4ln (RConadj)]}/100
…………………………………………………………(3)

EoI: Educational opportunity sub-index;

HoI: Health opportunity sub-index; and 

RConadj: Real average monthly per capita expenditure 
adjusted for inter-personal inequalities. Besides reflecting 
the command of an individual over resources for meeting 
other requirements of her wellbeing basket, it influences 
her opportunities for social participation in a society. For 
SOI, coefficient of correlation ranges from 0.67 (HoI and 
RConadj, 1981) to –0.36 (EoI and RConadj, 2011).

EoI = Exp [0.3 ln(ScPRto) + 0.3 ln(FMLRto) + 0.4 ln(InScEdu)]
………………………………………………………. (3a)

ScPRto: Number of upper-primary (secondary) schools per 
thousand population in the age group 9-14 years. It reflects 
access to schools at the upper-primary level as primary 
school enrolments have reached near saturation levels; 

FMLRto: Female to male literacy ratio in the age group 
7 years and above. It reflects gender inequalities in 
educational attainments and the underlying access to 
education; and 

InScEdu: Intensity of school education, a composite 
derived indicator that measures progress in the spread of 
education among school going children through data on 
school retention. It is based on normatively weighted 
class-wise enrolments adjusted for out of school children.
 

HoI = Exp [0.3 ln(PbdRto) + 0.3 ln(RHPerIn) + 0.4 ln(IMRinv)]
……………………………………………………….. (3b)

PbdRto: Population per bed in government hospitals. This 
along with the following indicator is included to reflect 
the public rural healthcare infrastructure, physical as well 
as human;

RHPerIn: Health staff per rural health centre adjusted 
by the ratio of doctors serving per Primary Health Centre 
gives the rural health personnel index; and 
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IMRinv: Inverse of IMR. As a summary outcome indicator 
IMR captures outcomes of the health policy measures on 
the overall health dimension of human wellbeing.

RoLI = {Exp[0.3 ln(PlPopRto) + 0.4 ln(CrIndx) + 0.3 ln(CsDsRto)]}/100
……………………….………………………………… (4)

PlPopRto: Police personnel per 10,000 population. It is a 
crude indicator for the law enforcement system at the state 
level;

CrIndx: Crime Index is a composite (product) of the 
inverse of the incidence of crime at state level (CrRtInv) 
captured through the rate of cognizable crime under the 
Indian Penal Code (IPC) and Special and Local Laws 
(SLL) per hundred thousand population and the inverse 
of the incidence of total crime against women in a state, 
relative to the national average (CrWoInv). For a state 
with (inverse of) incidence of crime against women higher 
than the national average, the CrRtInv value for that state 
is proportionately raised to estimate the crime index for 
the state; and

CsDsRto: Proportion of cases, IPC and SLL, disposed by 
the courts. The case disposal ratio reflects the state of legal 
redress in the country.

PIDI = {Exp[0.4 ln(HhEWT) + 0.3 ln(IRdCon) + 0.3 ln(HzQlty)]}/100
………………………………………………………. (5)

HhEWT: Proportion of households with access to 
electricity, water and toilets. It reflects the concurrent 
access to all the three at household level, which is vital for 
human wellbeing; 

IRdCon: Index of road connectivity is a composite measure 
that reflects the quality and the quantity dimensions 
of road connectivity at state level. It is a product of two 
indicators namely, proportion of surfaced road to total 
(RdQlty) for the quality dimension and increase in road 
coverage per 100 square kilometres (RgRdCv) relative to 
the national average; and 

HzQlty: Proportion of households with pucca houses. 
Since the state has a role in ensuring housing affordability 
for most households/individuals through appropriate 
policy measures and improved housing stock (pucca 
houses to begin with) is likely to be associated with better 
habitat and living spaces, it is a proxy indicator for quality 
of physical environment or habitat, which is an important 
public good.

  For RoLI, coefficient of correlation ranges from 
0.29 (PlPopRto and CrIndx, 2001) to –0.41(CrIndx and 
CsDsRto, 1981) and for PIDI it ranges from 0.71 (1991) to 
0.12 (2011) for HhEWT and IRdCon. These correlations 
reflect extreme values, in general the correlation between 
indicators/component indices is lower. 

Scaling of Indicators

In scaling the diverse indicators, the main consideration 
is to make attainments on each of them comparable and 
at the same time ensuring that the selection of end points, 
i.e., the maximum and the minimum value on the scales, 
where required, for an indicator are such that they support 
inter-temporal comparison for a reasonable length of time. 
However, the use of geometric mean for aggregation makes 
the maximum value redundant, but minimum values 
affect the inter-temporal and cross-sectional comparisons. 
Ideally the natural zeros or subsistence values can be taken 
as the minimum for relevant indicators (UNDP, HDR 
2010 and Alkire and Foster, 2010). The scaling and related 
assumptions are:

LOI: For UERcdsca minima is capped at 0.75 or 1 for 
selected states as indicated in the table T2 and T3 to 
enable the contribution of UERcdsIn to be around 1 in 
estimating the composite LOI.

SOI: For scaling ScPRto maximum value is 25 per 
thousand schools. InScEdu is adjusted for out of school 
children using gross enrolment ratio for classes I-XII and 
scaled using 10 as the maximum value. IMR is inversed 
and scaled with min IMR as 10, i.e., 10 is assigned the 
value 100 and others adjusted accordingly. PbdRto is 
inversed and scaled with a minimum scaling value of 300, 
i.e., 300 persons per bed assigned value of 100 and others 
adjusted accordingly. RConadj is adjusted using the Gini 
ratio for monthly consumer expenditure and scaled with 
minimum 0 and maximum 375.

RoLI: PlPopRto is scaled with minimum 5 and maximum 
130 per 10,000 population, based on the actual data. 
CrRtInv is scaled with a crime rate of 40 per hundred 
thousand population assigned the value of 100 and others 
adjusted accordingly. In addition, the CrIndx is capped by 
a rule described in the notes for Table T5. 
 
 Finally, in the tables presented in this section, LOI 
and PIDI have been estimated separately for rural and 
urban areas, as well as for the combined state level. SOI 
and RoLI have been estimated only at the (combined) 
state level.

TECHNICAL ANNEXURE
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TABLE T1

 1981 1991

State RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI

Andhra Pradesh 0.124 0.173 0.279 0.195 0.185 0.094 0.264 0.327 0.215 0.205

Arunachal Pradesh 0.133 0.133 0.346 0.204 0.188 0.119 0.221 0.513 0.259 0.243

Assam 0.155 0.087 0.347 0.209 0.177 0.190 0.117 0.284 0.219 0.193

Bihar 0.153 0.145 0.273 0.162 0.177 0.181 0.165 0.298 0.163 0.195

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 0.145 0.218 0.325 0.370 0.248 0.111 0.350 0.297 0.410 0.262

Gujarat 0.119 0.355 0.349 0.252 0.247 0.084 0.479 0.374 0.284 0.255

Haryana 0.154 0.303 0.360 0.203 0.242 0.148 0.406 0.372 0.224 0.266

Himachal Pradesh 0.184 0.141 0.464 0.270 0.239 0.132 0.269 0.531 0.273 0.268

Jammu & Kashmir 0.074 0.228 0.351 0.210 0.188 0.132 0.300 0.525 0.212 0.258

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 0.118 0.243 0.292 0.252 0.214 0.105 0.328 0.370 0.248 0.237

Kerala 0.144 0.138 0.209 0.301 0.188 0.163 0.216 0.268 0.361 0.242

Madhya Pradesh 0.088 0.187 0.401 0.181 0.186 0.074 0.250 0.368 0.199 0.192

Maharashtra 0.086 0.333 0.302 0.242 0.214 0.074 0.423 0.378 0.298 0.244

Manipur 0.248 0.105 0.765 0.290 0.275 0.248 0.140 0.551 0.322 0.280

Meghalaya 0.270 0.158 0.321 0.276 0.248 0.330 0.194 0.638 0.280 0.327

Mizoram 0.148 0.093 0.629 0.317 0.229 0.213 0.199 0.745 0.399 0.335

Nagaland 0.482 0.103 0.342 0.273 0.261 0.567 0.199 0.534 0.318 0.372

Odisha 0.169 0.077 0.264 0.170 0.155 0.156 0.099 0.295 0.193 0.172

Punjab 0.232 0.405 0.318 0.260 0.297 0.397 0.514 0.496 0.242 0.396

Rajasthan 0.061 0.268 0.405 0.180 0.186 0.066 0.359 0.628 0.202 0.234

Sikkim 0.311 0.096 0.430 0.245 0.237 0.402 0.258 0.832 0.263 0.388

Tamil Nadu 0.104 0.283 0.238 0.223 0.199 0.101 0.352 0.297 0.268 0.231

Tripura 0.210 0.098 0.284 0.239 0.193 0.195 0.181 0.441 0.283 0.257

Uttar Pradesh 0.104 0.205 0.390 0.157 0.190 0.114 0.277 0.422 0.163 0.216

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 0.126 0.249 0.237 0.185 0.192 0.158 0.284 0.318 0.227 0.238

Andaman & Nicobar Is.. 0.180 0.160 0.334 0.283 0.228 0.145 0.307 0.380 0.399 0.287

Chandigarh 0.165 0.826 0.321 0.404 0.365 0.212 0.916 0.383 0.417 0.420

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0.198 0.207 0.299 0.179 0.216 0.147 0.280 0.724 0.201 0.278

Daman & Diu 0.210 0.259 0.325 0.243 0.256 0.247 0.407 0.507 0.254 0.337

Delhi 0.088 0.593 0.496 0.346 0.308 0.080 0.766 0.737 0.423 0.372

Lakshadweep 0.480 0.269 0.218 0.275 0.297 0.358 0.251 0.229 0.316 0.284

Puducherry 0.079 0.305 0.240 0.277 0.200 0.075 0.407 0.272 0.353 0.233

India 0.126 0.230 0.295 0.208 0.205 0.115 0.303 0.347 0.225 0.228

Variables PEI: Policy Effectiveness Index

 LOIC: Livelihood Opportunity Index Combined

 RoLI: Rule of Law Index

 SOI: Social Opportunity Index 

 PIDI: Physical Infrastructure Index

Notes Estimated using different data sources and assumptions to fill data gaps as elaborated in tables on different indices.

Policy Effectiveness Index
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… contd.

 2001 2011

State RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI RoLI PIDI LOIC SOI PEI

Andhra Pradesh 0.089 0.429 0.305 0.236 0.229 0.084 0.548 0.366 0.309 0.268

Arunachal Pradesh 0.142 0.323 0.517 0.356 0.303 0.158 0.359 0.578 0.432 0.345

Assam 0.166 0.171 0.332 0.248 0.220 0.112 0.247 0.348 0.304 0.232

Bihar 0.081 0.194 0.305 0.168 0.168 0.105 0.262 0.368 0.243 0.223

Chhattisgarh 0.047 0.243 0.277 0.203 0.159 0.103 0.399 0.392 0.244 0.251

Goa 0.283 0.602 0.286 0.391 0.371 0.225 0.676 0.480 0.548 0.447

Gujarat 0.084 0.660 0.429 0.303 0.291 0.081 0.640 0.438 0.378 0.305

Haryana 0.115 0.565 0.395 0.245 0.282 0.135 0.742 0.431 0.293 0.335

Himachal Pradesh 0.139 0.456 0.369 0.303 0.290 0.135 0.711 0.421 0.413 0.359

Jammu & Kashmir 0.191 0.487 0.409 0.236 0.308 0.182 0.473 0.439 0.385 0.347

Jharkhand 0.103 0.151 0.346 0.184 0.178 0.276 0.360 0.362 0.257 0.310

Karnataka 0.148 0.461 0.343 0.278 0.284 0.147 0.588 0.421 0.352 0.337

Kerala 0.102 0.300 0.229 0.405 0.231 0.067 0.474 0.288 0.471 0.256

Madhya Pradesh 0.084 0.322 0.338 0.211 0.210 0.083 0.360 0.329 0.291 0.231

Maharashtra 0.101 0.482 0.314 0.302 0.261 0.109 0.622 0.376 0.379 0.314

Manipur 0.288 0.219 0.540 0.348 0.330 0.209 0.283 0.449 0.435 0.328

Meghalaya 0.295 0.318 0.652 0.322 0.374 0.254 0.336 0.664 0.381 0.383

Mizoram 0.263 0.440 0.654 0.429 0.424 0.357 0.675 0.489 0.502 0.493

Nagaland 0.409 0.241 0.408 0.335 0.341 0.541 0.343 0.247 0.415 0.371

Odisha 0.122 0.160 0.281 0.219 0.186 0.102 0.207 0.331 0.259 0.206

Punjab 0.242 0.699 0.353 0.271 0.357 0.237 0.816 0.399 0.333 0.400

Rajasthan 0.086 0.425 0.400 0.218 0.238 0.085 0.541 0.486 0.278 0.281

Sikkim 0.688 0.514 0.513 0.351 0.503 0.469 0.775 0.595 0.476 0.566

Tamil Nadu 0.111 0.421 0.315 0.291 0.256 0.145 0.567 0.322 0.363 0.313

Tripura 0.325 0.206 0.258 0.272 0.262 0.187 0.416 0.289 0.371 0.302

Uttar Pradesh 0.113 0.382 0.424 0.215 0.250 0.096 0.464 0.403 0.268 0.263

Uttarakhand 0.139 0.447 0.388 0.177 0.255 0.127 0.663 0.413 0.267 0.311

West Bengal 0.094 0.399 0.307 0.235 0.228 0.069 0.540 0.382 0.279 0.251

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 0.172 0.511 0.303 0.446 0.330 0.120 0.596 0.329 0.488 0.327

Chandigarh 0.160 0.895 0.510 0.346 0.399 0.220 0.848 0.521 0.414 0.448

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0.138 0.556 0.434 0.267 0.307 0.125 0.669 0.445 0.324 0.331

Daman & Diu 0.256 0.657 0.626 0.336 0.434 0.160 0.412 0.544 0.362 0.338

Delhi 0.140 0.831 0.479 0.361 0.377 0.121 0.767 0.613 0.446 0.399

Lakshadweep 0.528 0.246 0.216 0.336 0.311 0.518 0.523 0.290 0.477 0.440

Puducherry 0.172 0.562 0.262 0.362 0.309 0.185 0.677 0.341 0.447 0.372

India 0.115 0.400 0.326 0.244 0.246 0.112 0.500 0.372 0.317 0.285
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TABLE T2

 1983 1993-94

State WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIR WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIR

Andhra Pradesh 58.51 59.24 98.80 9.20 10.90 20.50 0.26 54.10 54.50 99.30 6.30 15.90 20.90 0.30

Arunachal Pradesh — — — — — — 0.34 45.20 45.70 98.90 1.30 76.90 13.50 0.49

Assam 33.51 34.53 97.10 4.64 21.50 21.80 0.34 30.80 33.20 92.80 7.80 12.80 21.40 0.27

Bihar 38.50 39.25 98.10 8.85 11.30 18.00 0.25 32.60 33.30 97.90 6.00 16.70 16.60 0.28

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa — — — — — — 0.32 36.50 41.20 88.60 15.20 6.60 58.50 0.28

Gujarat 34.43 34.85 98.80 4.96 20.10 16.60 0.31 41.50 42.00 98.80 5.60 17.90 23.80 0.33

Haryana 52.34 53.48 97.90 4.94 20.20 26.00 0.35 26.20 27.00 97.00 6.60 15.20 37.50 0.35

Himachal Pradesh 32.25 33.04 97.60 1.50 66.70 14.30 0.47 43.40 44.10 98.40 1.70 58.80 24.40 0.53

Jammu & Kashmir 51.94 52.25 99.40 5.81 17.20 28.30 0.34 30.00 30.40 98.70 1.90 52.60 35.70 0.57

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 35.20 35.67 98.70 7.46 13.40 16.60 0.26 45.60 46.10 98.90 4.40 22.70 19.60 0.34

Kerala 53.83 58.80 91.60 27.77 3.60 44.30 0.20 32.50 35.90 90.50 14.70 6.80 48.00 0.27

Madhya Pradesh 56.09 56.26 99.70 1.94 51.50 10.10 0.39 43.50 43.80 99.30 2.60 38.50 10.90 0.35

Maharashtra 41.14 41.58 98.90 6.74 14.80 14.70 0.26 47.10 47.70 98.70 4.30 23.30 18.10 0.33

Manipur 54.32 54.49 99.70 0.76 132.00 21.80 0.71 33.50 34.10 98.20 1.80 55.60 35.70 0.58

Meghalaya 45.41 45.68 99.40 3.65 27.40 12.00 0.32 55.00 55.10 99.80 0.75 133.30 14.10 0.62

Mizoram 15.63 15.65 99.90 0.75 133.30 10.00 0.56 41.60 42.10 98.80 0.90 111.10 11.40 0.54

Nagaland — — — — — — 0.34 27.70 28.10 98.60 1.70 58.80 29.30 0.56

Odisha 34.65 35.42 97.80 9.82 10.20 21.10 0.25 38.20 39.20 97.40 6.90 14.50 20.20 0.28

Punjab 52.21 53.59 97.40 8.05 12.40 24.80 0.28 30.30 30.80 98.40 2.70 37.00 32.20 0.48

Rajasthan 42.58 42.84 99.40 2.56 39.10 15.00 0.39 41.80 41.90 99.80 1.10 90.90 23.20 0.62

Sikkim 48.58 49.14 98.90 2.43 41.20 21.80 0.44 37.90 38.30 99.00 0.80 125.00 43.20 0.85

Tamil Nadu 35.88 37.64 95.30 19.08 5.20 27.00 0.21 49.50 50.60 97.80 12.20 8.20 30.70 0.26

Tripura 38.85 40.00 97.10 12.64 7.90 45.00 0.28 31.80 32.70 97.20 4.60 21.70 57.10 0.46

Uttar Pradesh 43.30 43.72 99.00 3.08 32.40 18.00 0.38 32.80 33.10 99.10 3.10 32.30 21.80 0.40

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 35.13 36.58 96.00 19.08 5.20 28.30 0.21 31.60 32.60 96.90 9.10 11.00 38.30 0.31

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 42.42 44.19 96.00 4.95 20.20 27.00 0.35 35.80 38.00 94.20 5.70 17.50 48.90 0.40

Chandigarh 38.62 40.92 94.40 6.24 16.00 75.00 0.43 36.20 37.30 97.10 6.10 16.40 86.30 0.46

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 65.95 66.47 99.20 10.40 9.60 40.00 0.30 38.20 38.60 99.00 1.30 76.90 46.30 0.71

Daman & Diu 34.22 35.17 97.30 9.28 10.80 47.00 0.32 39.30 39.80 98.70 2.80 35.70 51.20 0.54

Delhi 37.38 38.59 96.90 6.15 16.20 85.00 0.46 39.80 39.80 100.00 1.00 100.00 91.60 0.97

Lakshadweep — — — — — — 0.20 27.00 32.90 82.10 20.10 5.00 63.90 0.25

Puducherry 49.69 51.09 97.30 32.09 3.10 27.00 0.17 38.60 39.60 97.50 23.70 4.20 35.80 0.21

India 45.31 46.19 98.10 8.24 12.10 22.00 0.27 39.00 39.70 98.20 5.60 17.90 23.00 0.32

Variables WFPR: Workforce participation rate for usual principal activity status (durable employment status) for all ages.

 LFPR: Labour force participation rate for usual principal activity status for all ages.

 EMRTupa: Employment rate for usual principal activity status for all ages.

 UERcdsca: Unemployment rate for current daily status for casual workers for all ages.

 UERcdsIn: Inverse of the UERcdsca.

 NAgriWF: Non-agriculture workforce as a proportion of the total.

 LOIR: Livelihood Opportunity Index for rural areas.

Livelihood Opportunity Index – Rural
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 2004-05 2009-10

State WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIR WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIR

Andhra Pradesh 52.20 52.90 98.70 10.90 9.20 28.30 0.26 50.40 51.00 98.80 7.50 13.30 31.00 0.31

Arunachal Pradesh 45.60 46.00 99.10 1.40 71.40 18.00 0.52 39.90 40.40 98.80 1.20 83.30 24.50 0.61

Assam 34.00 35.30 96.30 6.50 15.40 28.90 0.32 35.10 36.60 95.90 6.60 15.20 30.50 0.33

Bihar 28.70 29.20 98.30 6.80 14.70 23.40 0.30 27.10 27.70 97.80 5.40 18.50 34.20 0.37

Chhattisgarh 48.00 48.40 99.20 8.20 12.20 14.30 0.24 43.60 43.80 99.50 3.20 31.30 14.80 0.35

Goa 32.20 36.50 88.20 19.20 5.20 66.40 0.26 33.90 35.60 95.20 5.30 18.90 76.20 0.47

Gujarat 45.00 45.40 99.10 4.10 24.40 24.90 0.37 42.10 42.40 99.30 6.00 16.70 23.10 0.31

Haryana 32.20 33.30 96.70 6.20 16.10 45.70 0.38 33.80 34.60 97.70 6.10 16.40 46.00 0.38

Himachal Pradesh 45.30 47.50 95.40 5.70 17.50 34.60 0.36 47.30 48.40 97.70 4.30 23.30 39.40 0.42

Jammu & Kashmir 31.30 32.20 97.20 5.60 17.90 47.10 0.40 29.80 31.20 95.50 4.80 20.80 57.30 0.45

Jharkhand 38.70 39.40 98.20 6.60 15.20 32.60 0.33 31.30 32.70 95.70 7.20 13.90 47.30 0.36

Karnataka 51.80 52.40 98.90 6.70 14.90 18.30 0.28 48.90 49.10 99.60 4.00 25.00 24.30 0.38

Kerala 34.30 40.70 84.30 25.60 3.90 61.90 0.23 35.40 38.90 91.00 17.30 5.80 66.30 0.28

Madhya Pradesh 43.00 43.30 99.30 5.60 17.90 18.00 0.30 41.80 42.10 99.30 6.70 14.90 17.70 0.28

Maharashtra 49.00 49.70 98.60 9.30 10.80 20.30 0.25 46.30 47.00 98.50 6.70 14.90 21.60 0.29

Manipur 38.40 39.10 98.20 1.60 62.50 32.20 0.59 33.90 35.40 95.80 4.10 24.40 44.90 0.44

Meghalaya 51.40 51.60 99.60 0.75 133.30 18.20 0.67 45.40 45.70 99.30 0.90 111.10 28.20 0.71

Mizoram 50.70 50.90 99.60 0.75 133.30 12.60 0.60 48.80 49.50 98.60 1.70 58.80 16.50 0.47

Nagaland 42.50 44.60 95.30 3.20 31.30 22.60 0.40 32.20 38.90 82.80 15.90 6.30 28.00 0.21

Odisha 39.20 41.90 93.60 10.20 9.80 32.80 0.28 37.00 38.30 96.60 8.10 12.30 33.80 0.31

Punjab 30.30 32.20 94.10 9.70 10.30 46.00 0.31 29.30 30.40 96.40 6.20 16.10 48.90 0.39

Rajasthan 38.90 39.50 98.50 4.40 22.70 30.80 0.39 36.50 36.80 99.20 3.10 32.30 36.40 0.47

Sikkim 44.10 45.30 97.40 2.70 37.00 39.50 0.51 43.60 45.60 95.60 4.70 21.30 45.70 0.42

Tamil Nadu 51.30 52.40 97.90 15.10 6.60 34.90 0.25 49.30 50.30 98.00 14.10 7.10 36.00 0.25

Tripura 31.80 36.80 86.40 16.10 6.20 57.30 0.27 33.60 37.90 88.70 14.10 7.10 64.70 0.29

Uttar Pradesh 30.40 30.80 98.70 3.70 27.00 31.40 0.42 29.20 29.60 98.60 5.60 17.90 37.50 0.37

Uttarakhand 39.90 40.70 98.00 4.10 24.40 25.00 0.37 36.20 36.90 98.10 4.50 22.20 34.40 0.40

West Bengal 33.60 34.90 96.30 11.20 8.90 37.60 0.28 35.60 36.60 97.30 7.20 13.90 43.00 0.35

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 36.90 41.10 89.80 13.40 7.50 59.60 0.29 37.90 42.30 89.60 11.90 8.40 57.40 0.30

Chandigarh 38.80 39.90 97.20 3.70 27.00 92.80 0.58 30.10 39.90 75.40 24.80 4.00 97.10 0.25

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 41.00 42.70 96.00 6.00 16.70 59.20 0.41 31.10 32.70 95.10 4.80 20.80 41.10 0.40

Daman & Diu 38.40 39.00 98.50 1.60 62.50 63.10 0.72 41.40 43.10 96.10 4.00 25.00 45.40 0.45

Delhi 30.20 30.80 98.10 1.90 52.60 95.60 0.76 30.10 30.60 98.40 6.50 15.40 99.90 0.47

Lakshadweep 36.30 40.60 89.40 22.50 4.40 62.50 0.24 38.40 44.20 86.90 19.20 5.20 62.70 0.26

Puducherry 43.00 47.40 90.70 27.40 3.60 40.50 0.20 46.80 48.30 96.90 23.70 4.20 54.50 0.23

India 39.10 40.10 97.50 8.20 12.20 29.20 0.30 37.40 38.20 97.90 6.80 14.70 33.30 0.33

Notes 1 To fill data gaps for NAgriWF 1983, Assam’s data used for Manipur and Sikkim’s, trend extrapolated for Mizoram, Meghalaya and 

Tripura; Tamil Nadu for Puducherry, Andaman & Nicobar Is.; other UTs and all India are based on trend; UP based on trend and 

contiguity (Bihar) consideration.

 2 Goa’s LOI for 1981 is same as that of Daman & Diu, Assam’s LOI has been used for Nagaland and Arunachal Pradesh and Kerala’s for 

Lakshadweep.

 3 UERcdsca is capped at 0.75 at the lower end for Mizoram 1983 instead of 0.26, for Meghalaya 1993 instead of 0.40, for Meghalaya 

2004 instead of 0.4 and Mizoram 2004 instead of 0.6. For Delhi 1993 it has been taken as 1.0 instead of 0.2.

… contd.
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TABLE T3 Livelihood Opportunity Index – Urban

 1983 1993-94

State WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIU WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIU

Andhra Pradesh 38.26 40.37 94.80 10.73 9.30 77.70 0.35 35.50 36.90 96.20 8.00 12.50 77.00 0.40

Arunachal Pradesh — — — — — — 0.42 32.40 33.30 97.30 2.70 37.00 83.20 0.63

Assam 32.75 34.65 94.50 7.82 12.80 88.40 0.42 31.00 34.30 90.40 9.40 10.60 94.50 0.39

Bihar 32.49 34.23 94.90 6.19 16.10 78.50 0.44 26.10 28.30 92.20 8.70 11.50 87.10 0.39

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa — — — — — — 0.33 34.00 38.20 89.00 12.40 8.10 75.00 0.32

Gujarat 35.63 37.41 95.20 6.55 15.30 82.30 0.44 32.30 33.50 96.40 6.00 16.70 87.40 0.46

Haryana 37.07 38.99 95.10 8.57 11.70 82.70 0.39 31.20 32.20 96.90 6.60 15.20 84.70 0.44

Himachal Pradesh 39.75 43.32 91.70 8.84 11.30 84.30 0.39 32.90 34.10 96.50 3.40 29.40 80.00 0.57

Jammu & Kashmir 34.14 35.64 95.80 8.25 12.10 79.20 0.40 29.10 31.50 92.40 8.20 12.20 85.20 0.40

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 38.44 40.72 94.40 9.12 11.00 73.50 0.37 34.10 35.60 95.80 6.30 15.90 78.40 0.44

Kerala 32.69 38.74 84.40 25.99 3.80 73.10 0.24 34.20 38.90 87.90 17.70 5.60 70.30 0.27

Madhya Pradesh 34.55 35.68 96.80 5.34 18.70 71.70 0.46 30.30 32.10 94.40 6.80 14.70 79.10 0.43

Maharashtra 37.10 39.32 94.30 9.70 10.30 82.70 0.37 33.80 35.60 94.90 6.30 15.90 85.90 0.45

Manipur 37.33 37.46 99.60 0.90 111.10 67.00 0.92 29.20 30.70 95.10 4.40 22.70 69.70 0.49

Meghalaya 36.71 40.30 91.10 11.75 8.50 88.40 0.35 34.30 35.00 98.00 2.20 45.50 89.20 0.70

Mizoram 36.84 37.29 98.80 1.17 85.40 53.40 0.78 37.00 37.20 99.50 0.75 133.30 54.30 0.93

Nagaland 45.30 45.46 99.70 11.75 8.50 83.40 0.35 25.70 27.60 93.10 6.90 14.50 86.40 0.43

Odisha 34.93 36.99 94.40 9.61 10.40 76.30 0.37 32.00 34.60 92.50 9.80 10.20 80.00 0.37

Punjab 37.25 39.03 95.40 8.13 12.30 85.00 0.41 31.80 33.00 96.40 4.10 24.40 88.40 0.54

Rajasthan 35.54 36.88 96.40 4.87 20.50 67.20 0.47 30.70 31.20 98.40 2.40 41.70 79.10 0.65

Sikkim 41.83 45.97 91.00 11.51 8.70 88.40 0.35 37.60 38.60 97.40 2.50 40.00 91.50 0.67

Tamil Nadu 39.66 43.10 92.00 15.56 6.40 81.10 0.31 38.40 40.80 94.10 9.70 10.30 81.20 0.37

Tripura 31.81 36.00 88.40 18.08 5.50 88.40 0.29 30.40 33.50 90.70 10.80 9.30 91.40 0.37

Uttar Pradesh 33.35 34.90 95.60 6.56 15.20 78.50 0.43 28.60 29.60 96.60 4.80 20.80 82.60 0.50

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 36.15 40.66 88.90 15.06 6.60 92.00 0.32 33.80 37.40 90.40 12.10 8.30 90.10 0.35

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 40.88 45.06 90.70 18.21 5.50 81.10 0.29 34.90 38.80 89.90 11.60 8.60 81.20 0.34

Chandigarh 38.23 42.27 90.40 15.16 6.60 85.00 0.31 41.50 45.00 92.20 10.20 9.80 91.20 0.38

Dadra & Nagar Haveli — — — — — — 0.33 39.90 40.60 98.30 1.20 83.30 72.10 0.84

Daman & Diu 41.31 45.57 90.70 13.31 7.50 82.70 0.33 30.60 32.50 94.20 5.60 17.90 86.60 0.47

Delhi 37.42 38.79 96.50 4.81 20.80 83.50 0.50 34.40 35.00 98.30 2.10 47.60 88.10 0.71

Lakshadweep — — — — — — 0.24 26.20 33.00 79.40 21.90 4.60 46.40 0.22

Puducherry 34.84 38.58 90.30 16.39 6.10 81.10 0.30 31.80 34.20 93.00 14.90 6.70 74.80 0.30

India 36.33 38.67 94.00 10.07 9.90 79.50 0.36 32.70 34.50 94.80 7.40 13.50 82.80 0.42

Variables WFPR: Workforce participation rate for usual principal activity status (durable employment status) for all ages.

 LFPR: Labour force participation rate for usual principal activity status for all ages.

 EMRTupa: Employment rate for usual principal activity status for all ages.

 UERcdsca: Unemployment rate for current daily status for casual workers for all ages.

 UERcdsIn: Inverse of the UERcdsca.

 NAgriWF: Non-agriculture workforce as a proportion of the total for urban areas includes all those who are employed in manufacturing, 

electricity, gas & water supply and all services.

 LOIU: Livelihood Opportunity Index for urban areas.
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 2004-05 2009-10

State WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIU WFPR LFPR EMRTupa UERcdsca UERcdsIn NAgriWF LOIU

Andhra Pradesh 38.30 39.90 96.00 7.90 12.70 81.40 0.41 35.80 37.00 96.80 5.50 18.20 82.50 0.47

Arunachal Pradesh 31.70 32.10 98.80 4.70 21.30 80.60 0.50 30.00 31.00 96.80 4.90 20.40 76.60 0.48

Assam 31.50 34.40 91.60 9.00 11.10 90.50 0.39 31.20 33.10 94.30 5.40 18.50 90.70 0.49

Bihar 25.90 27.80 93.20 10.00 10.00 74.30 0.36 24.20 26.10 92.70 8.80 11.40 74.00 0.37

Chhattisgarh 34.60 36.20 95.60 7.10 14.10 76.50 0.42 31.00 32.00 96.90 4.30 23.30 83.50 0.52

Goa 35.60 39.40 90.40 15.20 6.60 80.80 0.31 33.20 34.60 96.00 5.10 19.60 84.10 0.49

Gujarat 36.00 37.10 97.00 4.70 21.30 87.80 0.51 36.10 36.80 98.10 3.10 32.30 88.30 0.61

Haryana 31.00 32.50 95.40 6.90 14.50 85.80 0.44 34.70 35.70 97.20 4.30 23.30 83.60 0.52

Himachal Pradesh 43.50 45.30 96.00 4.90 20.40 71.20 0.47 34.90 36.70 95.10 6.70 14.90 83.90 0.44

Jammu & Kashmir 31.00 32.80 94.50 6.00 16.70 76.70 0.44 32.80 35.10 93.40 7.10 14.10 81.50 0.42

Jharkhand 29.70 32.00 92.80 8.80 11.40 82.10 0.39 28.80 30.90 93.20 9.10 11.00 76.60 0.37

Karnataka 37.80 39.00 96.90 6.00 16.70 82.10 0.46 38.00 39.10 97.20 4.70 21.30 77.90 0.50

Kerala 32.90 41.00 80.20 25.20 4.00 75.60 0.24 34.40 37.50 91.70 14.80 6.80 75.70 0.31

Madhya Pradesh 33.10 34.20 96.80 6.40 15.60 82.20 0.44 31.90 32.90 97.00 5.50 18.20 77.10 0.46

Maharashtra 36.50 38.40 95.10 8.80 11.40 84.40 0.39 36.80 38.20 96.30 5.60 17.90 87.40 0.48

Manipur 30.90 32.90 93.90 6.30 15.90 69.20 0.42 30.60 32.20 95.00 5.10 19.60 72.70 0.47

Meghalaya 36.40 37.90 96.00 3.80 26.30 93.20 0.57 33.20 35.00 94.90 5.50 18.20 84.40 0.47

Mizoram 37.90 38.60 98.20 1.60 62.50 58.90 0.70 39.90 41.10 97.10 3.40 29.40 55.40 0.51

Nagaland 32.20 34.80 92.50 6.40 15.60 87.10 0.45 25.20 28.90 87.20 11.60 8.60 78.00 0.33

Odisha 32.10 37.40 85.80 15.00 6.70 77.00 0.30 33.90 35.40 95.80 6.30 15.90 77.40 0.44

Punjab 34.50 36.50 94.50 7.50 13.30 89.30 0.43 34.40 36.30 94.80 7.10 14.10 82.00 0.42

Rajasthan 31.60 32.70 96.60 6.10 16.40 77.30 0.44 30.20 31.00 97.40 3.90 25.60 80.20 0.54

Sikkim 36.80 38.20 96.30 3.70 27.00 90.10 0.57 39.80 39.90 99.70 1.00 100.00 97.30 0.99

Tamil Nadu 40.90 42.50 96.20 8.60 11.60 84.90 0.40 37.70 39.00 96.70 8.00 12.50 75.90 0.40

Tripura 29.30 40.90 71.60 30.00 3.30 89.30 0.22 32.40 39.10 82.90 18.80 5.30 80.90 0.27

Uttar Pradesh 30.50 31.70 96.20 6.30 15.90 83.60 0.45 28.70 29.60 97.00 4.50 22.20 81.20 0.51

Uttarakhand 31.30 33.20 94.30 6.80 14.70 80.10 0.43 32.20 33.20 97.00 6.20 16.10 83.60 0.45

West Bengal 35.40 38.30 92.40 10.50 9.50 90.80 0.37 35.00 36.80 95.10 6.50 15.40 89.90 0.45

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 36.10 40.50 89.10 13.70 7.30 85.40 0.32 38.20 42.40 90.10 9.80 10.20 86.30 0.37

Chandigarh 34.20 35.60 96.10 5.20 19.20 96.50 0.51 35.20 36.40 96.70 4.60 21.70 90.10 0.52

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 38.90 40.30 96.50 5.10 19.60 90.60 0.50 33.90 35.80 94.70 5.50 18.20 94.70 0.49

Daman & Diu 40.10 41.40 96.90 6.20 16.10 77.80 0.44 34.40 35.30 97.50 2.50 40.00 57.50 0.58

Delhi 32.80 34.70 94.50 6.20 16.10 93.60 0.47 33.10 34.00 97.40 3.20 31.30 96.80 0.62

Lakshadweep 23.20 34.90 66.50 28.20 3.50 64.00 0.20 30.70 35.30 87.00 13.90 7.20 67.10 0.30

Puducherry 33.40 36.50 91.50 16.80 6.00 79.30 0.29 37.70 39.10 96.40 9.00 11.10 84.90 0.39

India 34.60 36.60 94.50 8.30 12.00 84.00 0.40 33.90 35.20 96.30 5.80 17.20 82.70 0.46

Notes 1 For NAgriWF 1983 urban Assam’s data and trend extrapolated for Nagaland, Meghalaya and Sikkim; trend extrapolated for Nagaland, 

Mizoram and Manipur; Tamil Nadu’s data used for Puducherry, Andaman & Nicobar Is.; Maharashtra’s data for Daman and Diu, other 

UTS and all India are based on extrapolated trends; UP is data based on trend and contiguity (Bihar) considerations.

 2 Goa LOI for 1981 is the same as Daman and Diu, Assam LOI for Arunachal Pradesh, Kerala LOI for Lakshadweep, Goa, Daman and 

Diu’s LOI for Dadra and Nagar Haveli.

 3 UERcdsca for Nagaland is same as Mizoram. UERcdsca is capped at 0.9 at the lower end for Manipur 1983 instead of 0.33, for 

Mizoram 1993 0.75 instead of 0.40, for Sikkim 2009 1.0 instead of 0.20.

… contd.
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TABLE T4 Social Opportunity Index

 1981

State ScPRto FMLRto InScEdu EoI IMRinv PbdRto RHPerIn HoI RConadj SOI

Andhra Pradesh 5.25 51.59 16.12 16.33 11.63 18.98 30.56 18.00 23.69 0.195

Arunachal Pradesh 13.16 39.93 11.64 17.47 9.94 43.78 16.50 18.06 25.00 0.204

Assam 12.87 62.10 17.20 23.18 9.62 14.41 27.24 14.84 25.15 0.209

Bihar 9.20 35.46 13.38 16.02 9.80 9.69 22.91 12.60 19.58 0.162

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 7.78 72.63 31.36 26.56 42.50 82.68 50.14 54.53 35.41 0.370

Gujarat 24.72 59.05 24.54 32.00 8.85 28.24 32.17 18.46 26.48 0.252

Haryana 4.25 46.02 20.22 16.21 10.10 16.71 22.91 15.02 30.16 0.203

Himachal Pradesh 14.80 58.70 28.38 29.03 10.32 22.43 51.40 21.08 30.77 0.270

Jammu & Kashmir 20.62 44.26 17.30 24.17 9.26 19.76 12.37 12.68 27.71 0.210

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 19.31 56.48 21.74 27.94 14.71 23.97 43.92 23.64 24.42 0.252

Kerala 5.88 86.23 37.94 27.74 27.78 50.77 44.21 38.27 26.77 0.301

Madhya Pradesh 10.19 49.50 15.25 19.24 7.19 9.61 49.36 13.98 21.09 0.181

Maharashtra 13.79 58.88 24.54 26.84 13.33 33.36 20.93 20.10 25.67 0.242

Manipur 17.14 54.04 27.97 29.42 22.40 26.73 58.71 31.54 26.95 0.290

Meghalaya 21.27 79.68 20.90 31.39 17.52 32.79 15.39 20.34 31.53 0.276

Mizoram 41.08 86.45 30.82 45.78 12.05 39.92 25.69 21.66 31.95 0.317

Nagaland 25.35 68.94 19.70 30.94 14.71 52.15 14.24 21.29 29.88 0.273

Odisha 15.51 44.54 17.41 22.29 7.30 13.08 12.47 10.21 20.23 0.170

Punjab 5.07 71.46 27.94 22.19 12.20 25.50 42.60 22.14 32.92 0.260

Rajasthan 8.88 31.28 15.15 16.04 9.71 14.53 20.56 13.72 24.03 0.180

Sikkim 11.58 51.65 18.91 22.06 17.56 40.58 10.23 19.20 31.68 0.245

Tamil Nadu 6.68 59.41 28.59 23.02 11.24 25.17 38.30 20.68 22.98 0.223

Tripura 7.08 61.82 19.31 20.26 12.82 17.10 45.32 20.41 30.33 0.239

Uttar Pradesh 7.12 36.24 19.94 17.52 6.58 12.33 13.10 9.77 20.76 0.157

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 3.03 60.19 16.92 14.78 11.90 26.67 19.09 17.47 22.77 0.185

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 11.65 75.68 25.35 27.88 14.65 94.89 10.50 23.22 33.28 0.283

Chandigarh 3.46 87.86 27.00 20.76 67.90 74.40 23.90 51.02 55.94 0.404

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 20.61 45.64 17.40 24.45 8.55 11.57 13.65 10.77 20.67 0.179

Daman & Diu 7.78 62.68 31.36 25.41 17.91 82.68 1.77 14.16 35.41 0.243

Delhi 3.13 78.95 39.46 22.72 16.22 63.48 100.00 42.16 40.98 0.346

Lakshadweep 6.40 68.10 41.11 27.38 36.98 37.27 8.27 23.65 30.88 0.275

Puducherry 9.49 68.79 33.95 28.63 21.48 100.00 22.09 34.36 22.94 0.277

India 9.74 52.79 20.38 21.73 9.09 20.85 32.81 17.14 23.16 0.208

Variables ScPRto: Number of schools per thousand population (in the age group 9-14 years) scaled. 

 FMLRto: Female to male literacy ratio for the age group 7+.

 InScEdu: Intensity of school eduction, adjusted for out of school children i.e., Gross Enrolment Ratio for class I-XII, scaled.

 Eol: Educational Opportunity Index.

 IMRinv: Infant Mortality Index (inverse IMR and scaled).

 PbdRto: Population per bed in government hospitals, inverse and scaled.

 RHPerIn: Rural health personnel index comprising, health staff per rural health centre (Sub-centre, PHCand CHC) adjusted by the ratio of 

doctors serving per PHC.
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 1991

State ScPRto FMLRto InScEdu EoI IMRinv PbdRto RHPerIn HoI RConadj SOI

Andhra Pradesh 6.20 60.00 23.60 20.90 14.08 18.61 21.96 17.50 25.60 0.215

Arunachal Pradesh 18.09 57.69 29.40 31.11 16.39 39.74 12.30 19.61 27.92 0.259

Assam 12.26 69.35 27.60 28.53 12.82 17.80 11.08 13.54 25.82 0.219

Bihar 8.96 43.14 17.30 18.68 13.89 10.44 5.16 9.47 22.15 0.163

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 5.49 79.76 50.90 29.86 50.00 78.33 49.89 57.17 40.56 0.410

Gujarat 26.03 67.12 36.00 39.37 14.49 35.13 17.03 19.84 29.14 0.284

Haryana 4.63 59.42 30.60 21.19 14.08 12.82 25.06 16.27 29.55 0.224

Himachal Pradesh 12.28 69.33 45.20 34.76 14.08 24.79 31.32 21.21 27.42 0.273

Jammu & Kashmir 21.22 53.06 20.10 27.34 14.29 15.33 3.38 9.47 31.97 0.212

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 21.58 65.67 31.20 34.92 13.70 22.88 16.08 16.77 25.81 0.248

Kerala 6.46 91.49 45.04 31.11 58.82 70.26 25.42 48.24 32.40 0.361

Madhya Pradesh 13.61 49.15 29.30 27.19 9.01 10.76 20.15 12.10 22.81 0.199

Maharashtra 15.94 67.53 35.50 33.86 16.95 45.18 37.81 28.94 27.71 0.298

Manipur 20.67 66.67 37.80 37.39 40.00 24.43 26.23 30.40 30.10 0.322

Meghalaya 21.22 84.91 26.40 35.10 16.95 31.22 10.99 17.88 33.21 0.280

Mizoram 42.70 91.86 33.60 48.82 18.87 48.94 22.88 26.61 46.52 0.399

Nagaland 16.32 80.88 24.40 30.98 19.61 29.59 17.02 21.26 43.77 0.318

Odisha 22.57 55.56 26.90 31.72 8.33 13.38 4.95 8.22 25.30 0.193

Punjab 4.46 75.76 30.90 22.63 17.54 23.01 10.52 16.32 34.32 0.242

Rajasthan 10.62 36.36 23.40 21.07 11.90 14.75 16.57 14.02 25.74 0.202

Sikkim 14.27 71.21 30.70 31.40 22.73 35.17 8.63 19.38 28.88 0.263

Tamil Nadu 6.59 68.92 41.30 27.76 17.24 26.34 34.89 24.19 28.12 0.268

Tripura 10.32 70.42 31.80 28.80 19.61 17.86 41.33 23.84 31.87 0.283

Uttar Pradesh 6.32 43.64 22.40 18.72 10.20 11.57 6.43 9.23 22.65 0.163

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 3.88 69.12 24.00 19.09 15.15 25.06 20.22 19.21 29.25 0.227

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 7.80 83.54 45.80 32.25 31.25 75.19 16.87 33.80 53.17 0.399

Chandigarh 2.50 87.80 47.00 23.50 55.56 59.76 21.54 42.73 63.03 0.417

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 17.14 50.00 28.50 28.96 12.35 14.09 11.03 12.42 21.92 0.201

Daman & Diu 5.49 71.08 44.20 27.26 20.41 78.33 1.10 12.73 40.27 0.254

Delhi 3.22 81.71 47.00 24.82 23.26 61.86 55.50 40.49 65.05 0.423

Lakshadweep 5.16 81.11 50.90 29.46 38.46 44.71 5.84 22.86 42.60 0.316

Puducherry 10.44 78.57 49.60 35.68 31.25 100.00 21.83 39.78 31.94 0.353

India 10.75 60.94 27.60 26.38 12.50 22.27 15.32 15.80 26.00 0.225

Variables  RConadj: Real average per capita monthly expenditure adjusted for inequality and scaled.

 Hol: Health Opportunity Index.

 SOl: Social Opportunity Index.

… contd…
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 2001

State ScPRto FMLRto InScEdu EoI IMRinv PbdRto RHPerIn HoI RConadj SOI

Andhra Pradesh 6.64 71.72 35.85 26.62 15.38 13.79 18.15 15.64 29.32 0.236

Arunachal Pradesh 9.72 68.20 40.99 31.01 27.03 81.74 22.11 35.47 39.71 0.356

Assam 9.64 76.61 38.69 31.30 13.70 16.84 11.39 13.79 32.27 0.248

Bihar 3.52 55.50 18.81 15.74 16.39 9.90 5.90 10.37 25.15 0.168

Chhattisgarh 9.76 67.01 41.44 31.02 11.63 7.98 14.65 11.13 23.30 0.203

Goa 2.80 85.24 34.76 21.37 58.82 74.44 51.77 60.75 44.08 0.391

Gujarat 14.96 72.56 43.98 36.98 16.39 42.31 13.38 20.50 35.11 0.303

Haryana 2.76 71.00 36.05 20.44 15.38 10.97 36.81 18.06 35.40 0.245

Himachal Pradesh 10.04 78.99 47.29 34.65 19.23 27.52 19.48 21.50 35.46 0.303

Jammu & Kashmir 10.96 64.56 38.67 30.90 22.22 11.67 2.56 9.58 38.08 0.236

Jharkhand 4.72 57.76 23.54 19.03 16.39 9.90 5.90 10.37 27.71 0.184

Karnataka 17.80 74.73 42.45 38.75 17.86 22.74 16.45 18.73 29.06 0.278

Kerala 4.00 93.08 45.64 27.23 83.33 92.31 20.47 56.39 42.54 0.405

Madhya Pradesh 12.92 66.12 39.21 32.87 11.63 7.98 14.65 11.13 24.52 0.211

Maharashtra 8.68 77.97 47.74 33.16 21.74 32.61 30.76 27.25 30.31 0.302

Manipur 12.32 75.35 38.02 33.29 71.43 20.07 20.69 33.65 36.78 0.348

Meghalaya 13.04 91.10 33.50 34.08 16.39 27.88 23.74 21.48 41.78 0.322

Mizoram 31.32 95.62 44.33 50.30 35.71 30.67 18.19 27.87 52.67 0.429

Nagaland 6.76 86.37 35.20 28.09 35.70 17.17 8.11 18.37 60.01 0.335

Odisha 10.80 67.03 35.10 29.93 10.99 10.02 19.75 12.75 25.90 0.219

Punjab 3.56 84.22 35.14 22.98 19.61 19.02 20.29 19.63 39.15 0.271

Rajasthan 9.24 57.93 38.13 28.25 12.66 11.58 13.31 12.51 27.26 0.218

Sikkim 7.20 79.43 41.69 29.87 29.41 42.92 47.40 38.01 37.35 0.351

Tamil Nadu 3.88 78.17 44.70 25.39 20.83 26.43 34.36 26.00 34.93 0.291

Tripura 4.12 80.12 38.72 24.59 29.41 15.81 38.86 26.54 29.77 0.272

Uttar Pradesh 12.76 61.35 21.95 25.39 12.20 11.33 9.88 11.20 30.87 0.215

Uttarakhand 3.68 71.60 42.47 23.85 12.20 11.33 9.88 11.20 19.84 0.177

West Bengal 1.00 77.40 35.61 15.39 20.00 20.62 25.62 21.74 34.23 0.235

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 5.68 87.15 43.66 29.14 66.67 55.87 23.72 46.37 59.68 0.446

Chandigarh 0.68 88.77 32.44 13.76 45.45 68.18 15.71 37.33 65.31 0.346

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 10.20 85.55 43.57 34.51 17.86 19.38 14.88 17.33 30.44 0.267

Daman & Diu 3.88 56.52 43.83 22.86 23.26 47.17 19.20 27.15 52.58 0.336

Delhi 1.76 75.62 41.73 19.29 33.33 65.08 55.50 47.48 47.08 0.361

Lakshadweep 1.56 86.97 51.14 21.05 40.00 29.59 16.43 27.98 54.66 0.336

Puducherry 5.60 83.39 43.32 28.54 45.45 87.46 16.98 41.17 39.34 0.362

India 7.04 71.31 34.97 26.77 15.15 20.79 17.13 17.29 29.61 0.244

… contd…
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… contd.

 2011

State ScPRto FMLRto InScEdu EoI IMRinv PbdRto RHPerIn HoI RConadj SOI

Andhra Pradesh 13.56 79.06 57.16 40.92 21.74 13.48 30.88 20.93 33.45 0.309

Arunachal Pradesh 47.50 80.84 73.17 66.23 32.68 56.18 13.64 29.58 41.71 0.432

Assam 28.41 85.36 42.33 46.35 17.24 7.67 50.19 18.63 31.99 0.304

Bihar 13.54 72.67 38.66 34.10 20.83 5.35 34.89 16.18 25.70 0.243

Chhattisgarh 38.54 74.39 57.76 55.19 19.61 12.33 12.16 14.78 19.31 0.244

Goa 23.35 88.18 56.50 49.54 100.00 53.67 42.83 64.33 52.38 0.548

Gujarat 50.49 81.08 60.20 62.44 22.73 46.30 10.81 22.51 38.21 0.378

Haryana 9.31 78.20 56.09 36.15 20.83 9.61 31.34 18.67 35.06 0.293

Himachal Pradesh 56.42 84.33 80.44 73.35 25.00 37.08 13.55 23.42 41.17 0.413

Jammu & Kashmir 51.30 74.12 61.54 61.61 23.26 10.66 49.68 23.11 39.61 0.385

Jharkhand 26.52 71.65 48.41 45.46 23.81 5.46 12.70 12.68 28.46 0.257

Karnataka 40.49 82.23 59.76 58.51 26.32 32.86 17.98 25.09 31.08 0.352

Kerala 7.81 95.79 72.17 40.32 76.92 87.98 15.12 49.16 51.32 0.471

Madhya Pradesh 82.38 74.26 67.51 73.74 16.13 12.05 11.14 13.23 26.16 0.291

Maharashtra 17.95 84.03 61.55 46.69 35.71 27.99 35.54 33.15 35.73 0.379

Manipur 20.67 84.60 73.00 52.26 67.11 15.27 58.19 41.24 39.52 0.435

Meghalaya 51.66 95.61 57.18 64.71 19.27 32.86 20.25 22.95 37.47 0.381

Mizoram 87.21 95.39 71.01 82.52 52.08 39.32 14.16 32.39 48.02 0.502

Nagaland 12.37 92.08 37.27 35.12 51.28 29.35 28.52 36.38 51.87 0.415

Odisha 37.85 78.11 52.71 53.70 16.39 11.31 5.46 10.55 29.37 0.259

Punjab 10.70 87.56 62.80 40.80 29.41 16.19 18.70 21.47 39.70 0.333

Rajasthan 31.48 65.41 55.87 49.32 18.18 14.02 13.39 15.34 28.34 0.278

Sikkim 23.18 87.56 58.46 50.00 30.49 76.92 43.46 44.76 47.96 0.476

Tamil Nadu 11.95 85.08 76.31 45.21 41.67 21.57 16.68 25.99 39.47 0.363

Tripura 21.23 90.20 66.73 51.81 24.63 25.45 16.93 22.23 42.41 0.371

Uttar Pradesh 15.89 74.79 61.54 43.47 16.39 8.57 9.72 11.54 35.08 0.268

Uttarakhand 29.40 80.04 60.73 53.07 16.39 25.13 13.72 17.67 21.81 0.267

West Bengal 2.01 86.08 60.30 24.17 32.26 23.38 15.64 23.57 35.28 0.279

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 10.86 90.82 53.67 38.92 32.36 84.99 25.55 40.27 66.70 0.488

Chandigarh 1.48 89.88 46.61 20.16 28.41 62.89 19.47 32.20 85.56 0.414

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 18.00 76.25 57.07 44.04 34.13 24.57 15.96 24.62 31.59 0.324

Daman & Diu 12.36 87.00 48.12 38.23 36.23 24.69 35.48 32.09 38.14 0.362

Delhi 2.60 88.90 75.68 28.90 33.33 76.34 100.00 59.43 49.66 0.446

Lakshadweep 8.14 91.82 61.43 37.80 26.04 75.00 54.76 44.70 59.51 0.477

Puducherry 6.16 88.17 69.83 36.14 62.11 62.11 16.37 41.63 55.35 0.447

India 24.66 79.69 56.95 49.00 21.28 19.84 18.69 20.04 32.13 0.317
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TABLE T5

 1981 1991

State PlPopRto CrRtInv CrWoInv CrIndx CsDsRto RoLI PlPopRto CrRtInv CrWoInv CrIndx CsDsRto RoLI

Andhra Pradesh 3.52 6.56 1.13 7.43 87.56 0.124 4.0 3.95 0.92 3.64 79.56 0.094

Arunachal Pradesh 21.52 25.80 0.99 25.41 3.46 0.133 31.2 16.93 0.77 13.08 4.00 0.119

Assam 8.48 16.73 0.99 16.49 26.02 0.155 11.2 22.61 1.23 27.78 19.41 0.190

Bihar 3.52 24.72 2.17 53.59 12.53 0.153 3.2 25.45 3.83 97.60 10.80 0.181

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 14.16 9.96 3.25 32.41 5.06 0.145 12.8 7.86 1.20 9.45 11.83 0.111

Gujarat 8.16 5.90 1.30 7.68 31.05 0.119 7.2 5.26 1.05 5.53 16.85 0.084

Haryana 7.12 14.75 1.05 15.54 32.55 0.154 8.8 12.90 1.15 14.80 24.67 0.148

Himachal Pradesh 11.04 20.22 1.39 28.17 17.23 0.184 13.6 15.08 0.79 11.89 14.90 0.132

Jammu & Kashmir 22.8 14.29 0.28 3.97 5.44 0.074 25.6 16.32 0.67 10.95 8.63 0.132

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 4.24 3.50 1.76 6.16 77.59 0.118 4.0 3.11 1.73 5.36 68.35 0.105

Kerala 2.88 20.25 2.42 48.97 14.23 0.144 6.4 14.90 2.20 32.78 16.23 0.163

Madhya Pradesh 6.96 5.90 0.70 4.11 30.59 0.088 6.4 6.85 0.45 3.05 28.11 0.074

Maharashtra 8.56 3.19 0.85 2.71 40.19 0.086 8.8 4.56 0.67 3.05 20.71 0.074

Manipur 35.92 14.14 0.72 10.11 56.27 0.248 45.6 12.79 1.05 13.46 30.35 0.248

Meghalaya 24.16 18.66 2.43 45.36 15.03 0.270 28.8 32.87 3.21 90.11 9.89 0.330

Mizoram 36.48 12.07 0.40 4.87 26.63 0.148 46.4 12.40 0.60 7.45 39.99 0.213

Nagaland 91.36 20.22 2.78 56.17 20.75 0.482 100.0 22.64 29.72 100.00 15.07 0.567

Odisha 4.4 21.29 1.82 38.70 21.33 0.169 4.0 23.82 1.72 40.90 16.79 0.156

Punjab 10.16 10.30 2.58 26.59 44.18 0.232 16.0 25.49 5.81 90.96 32.57 0.397

Rajasthan 6.72 12.03 0.71 8.55 3.53 0.061 5.6 10.69 0.63 6.72 7.62 0.066

Sikkim 39.2 15.79 1.41 22.31 38.55 0.311 43.2 20.96 1.69 35.48 44.28 0.402

Tamil Nadu 4.24 2.63 1.62 4.26 83.35 0.104 4.8 2.34 1.79 4.18 69.02 0.101

Tripura 19.76 14.61 1.32 19.25 25.08 0.210 21.6 19.46 0.81 15.81 23.12 0.195

Uttar Pradesh 5.68 12.13 0.82 9.96 20.00 0.104 4.8 12.17 1.01 12.26 24.23 0.114

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 6.48 8.82 0.81 7.17 51.63 0.126 4.8 9.33 1.74 16.23 49.83 0.158

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 77.36 3.13 0.81 2.54 57.21 0.180 56.0 4.08 0.62 2.54 38.72 0.145

Chandigarh 34 6.49 1.16 7.50 22.90 0.165 46.4 13.94 0.75 10.52 24.74 0.212

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 7.04 12.47 1.34 16.73 70.01 0.198 8.0 12.39 1.10 13.60 29.74 0.147

Daman & Diu 14.16 10.26 1.34 13.74 55.17 0.210 13.6 17.63 1.92 33.86 29.43 0.247

Delhi 26.96 6.35 0.60 3.82 8.85 0.088 35.2 8.33 0.22 1.84 12.92 0.080

Lakshadweep 51.2 87.53 1.00 87.53 20.14 0.480 44.8 41.00 1.00 41.00 23.84 0.358

Puducherry 15.76 3.26 0.23 0.76 90.00 0.079 15.2 6.88 0.11 0.79 76.36 0.075

India 6.48 7.32 1.00 7.32 50.90 0.126 7.2 6.70 1.00 6.70 37.57 0.115

Variables PlPopRto: Police personal per 10,000 population i.e., police population ratio, scaled.

 CrRtInv: Rate of cognizable crime (IPC and SLL) scaled and inverse.

 CrWoInv: Total crime against women, inverse and relative to the national average.

 CrIndx: Crime index based on CrRtInv and CrWoInv.

 CsDsRto: Proportion of cases both SLL and IPC disposed by the courts.

 RoLI: Rule of Law Index.

Rule of Law Index
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 2001 2011

State PlPopRto CrRtInv CrWoInv CrIndx CsDsRto RoLI PlPopRto CrRtInv CrWoInv CrIndx CsDsRto RoLI

Andhra Pradesh 4.24 4.58 0.70 3.19 72.28 0.089 4.48 5.27 0.60 3.15 57.97 0.084

Arunachal Pradesh 35.60 19.21 0.77 14.87 5.36 0.142 39.12 20.64 1.17 24.12 3.64 0.158

Assam 12.00 27.75 0.76 21.07 16.81 0.166 9.84 19.61 0.50 9.75 15.32 0.112

Bihar 0.40 30.00 2.10 62.88 10.80 0.081 1.20 28.36 2.10 59.47 9.03 0.105

Chhattisgarh 0.72 5.28 0.62 3.28 49.01 0.047 9.84 3.36 0.97 3.24 50.21 0.103

Goa 17.76 13.46 2.72 36.65 32.11 0.283 25.6 10.77 1.79 19.28 24.18 0.225

Gujarat 5.52 7.57 1.26 9.57 10.61 0.084 5.52 6.98 1.36 9.52 9.68 0.081

Haryana 8.08 12.91 0.73 9.37 21.69 0.115 11.92 12.20 0.82 9.99 22.65 0.135

Himachal Pradesh 12.00 16.15 0.91 14.68 14.96 0.139 13.04 15.20 1.10 16.79 10.41 0.135

Jammu & Kashmir 42.88 18.45 0.64 11.88 15.91 0.191 44.96 20.45 0.67 13.65 10.88 0.182

Jharkhand 0.40 52.65 1.47 77.21 18.34 0.103 9.36 30.56 1.95 59.70 29.02 0.276

Karnataka 3.68 16.33 1.59 25.89 28.00 0.148 5.76 15.33 1.42 21.75 22.48 0.147

Kerala 6.96 9.71 0.80 7.75 21.49 0.102 6.8 3.82 0.63 2.39 25.65 0.067

Madhya Pradesh 8.88 6.76 0.46 3.08 29.98 0.084 4.00 8.50 0.70 5.97 26.72 0.083

Maharashtra 6.88 10.62 1.10 11.70 12.38 0.101 9.04 13.16 1.28 16.88 7.41 0.109

Manipur 44.72 27.94 2.34 65.45 6.20 0.288 66.16 27.23 1.92 52.41 1.92 0.209

Meghalaya 25.28 51.99 3.76 91.91 7.55 0.295 26.48 39.99 1.75 70.10 6.32 0.254

Mizoram 53.28 10.12 0.73 7.44 69.69 0.263 75.68 14.49 1.00 14.43 56.52 0.357

Nagaland 42.56 41.28 9.26 95.65 12.70 0.409 36.4 60.00 7.34 96.81 36.97 0.541

Odisha 3.60 25.76 0.99 25.56 15.34 0.122 4.8 23.41 0.87 20.30 8.74 0.102

Punjab 18.48 18.92 1.41 26.64 27.86 0.242 15.36 20.52 1.77 36.34 20.63 0.237

Rajasthan 4.96 11.97 0.60 7.23 19.09 0.086 4.88 12.46 0.68 8.48 14.91 0.085

Sikkim 56.00 34.51 3.07 90.12 59.02 0.688 54.56 32.56 2.03 65.99 25.57 0.469

Tamil Nadu 6.32 3.51 1.25 4.40 66.32 0.111 6.64 5.05 1.98 10.00 52.49 0.145

Tripura 33.36 43.12 0.91 39.24 24.72 0.325 48.88 24.62 0.44 10.85 14.87 0.187

Uttar Pradesh 3.52 10.13 1.16 11.80 34.06 0.113 3.52 3.45 1.51 5.19 58.61 0.096

Uttarakhand 7.52 7.30 1.18 8.59 49.02 0.139 10.56 2.61 1.51 3.93 73.35 0.127

West Bengal 4.32 2.69 1.65 4.44 55.81 0.094 3.36 26.32 0.66 17.28 4.09 0.069

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 58.72 3.45 1.30 4.47 30.41 0.172 81.12 3.08 0.78 2.39 15.15 0.120

Chandigarh 31.52 8.78 0.67 5.88 31.02 0.160 42.72 10.70 1.15 12.32 24.71 0.220

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 4.40 20.49 1.50 30.83 14.67 0.138 3.12 27.93 2.40 66.97 5.36 0.125

Daman & Diu 7.92 23.73 3.35 79.56 18.22 0.256 7.52 34.22 0.65 22.38 21.86 0.160

Delhi 28.80 8.30 0.70 5.85 21.88 0.140 31.84 12.44 0.59 7.32 8.89 0.121

Lakshadweep 38.48 57.42 6.70 95.70 32.76 0.528 48.72 32.74 13.97 97.15 23.75 0.518

Puducherry 9.20 8.25 1.23 10.12 64.79 0.172 10.64 8.31 2.11 17.52 34.51 0.185

India 6.96 7.68 1.00 7.68 32.19 0.115 6.96 7.24 1.00 7.24 32.10 0.112

Notes 1 Nagaland 1991 has very low crime against women relative to the national average so its crime index is capped at 100 per cent (100 

being equated to 90 and 2 percentage points for every 100 thereafter) instead of 672.75. Following this rule, Meghalaya 1991 crime 

index has been capped at 90.11 instead of 105.39, Punjab 1991 crime index has been capped at 90.96 instead of 148.07, Nagaland 

2001 crime index has been capped at 95.65 instead of 382.43. Meghalaya and Sikkim 2001 have also been capped at 91.91 and 

90.12 instead of 195.43 and 105.88 respectively. Lakshadweep 2001 crime index has been capped at 95.70 instead of 384.91, 

Nagaland 2011 crime index has been capped at 96.81 instead of 440.33, Lakshadweep 2011 crime index has been capped at 97.15 

instead of 457.27.

 2 Bihar PlPopRto for 2001 has been repeated for Jharkhand 2001.

…contd.
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TABLE T6 Physical Infrastructure Development Index – Rural

 1981 1991

State HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIR HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIR

Andhra Pradesh 0.85 18.62 45.79 1.0 45.79 0.071 3.30 29.77 47.82 0.970 46.39 0.141

Arunachal Pradesh 14.12 5.75 15.12 1.0 15.12 0.110 18.90 9.76 42.76 0.615 26.28 0.171

Assam 2.08 7.80 8.04 1.0 8.04 0.046 4.50 10.53 9.56 0.895 8.55 0.070

Bihar 1.45 17.77 31.06 1.0 31.06 0.077 2.00 24.07 33.27 0.733 24.38 0.089

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 3.23 25.62 40.99 1.0 40.99 0.129 10.20 41.58 59.78 0.669 40.02 0.234

Gujarat 4.17 36.42 68.81 1.0 68.81 0.185 8.80 43.42 85.12 1.061 90.27 0.286

Haryana 1.13 31.09 86.60 1.0 86.60 0.112 5.00 41.46 92.12 0.910 83.83 0.220

Himachal Pradesh 1.11 41.02 17.64 1.0 17.64 0.075 5.30 49.75 44.08 0.976 43.01 0.194

Jammu & Kashmir 0.98 16.58 48.66 1.0 48.66 0.074 4.67 27.51 43.98 0.881 38.74 0.150

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 1.19 19.19 55.97 1.0 55.97 0.087 3.70 30.45 63.20 0.910 57.50 0.159

Kerala 1.16 35.07 19.54 1.0 19.54 0.075 3.40 51.56 23.17 0.985 22.81 0.136

Madhya Pradesh 0.74 16.97 48.45 1.0 48.45 0.067 2.10 20.93 53.28 1.030 54.90 0.111

Maharashtra 1.45 25.78 42.50 1.0 42.50 0.095 4.20 35.37 69.91 0.937 65.53 0.181

Manipur 3.50 1.20 31.11 1.0 31.11 0.049 7.50 2.64 27.29 1.043 28.45 0.082

Meghalaya 1.61 7.03 23.65 1.0 23.65 0.056 3.60 9.33 36.62 0.993 36.34 0.096

Mizoram 2.49 1.61 41.22 1.0 41.22 0.051 5.40 2.86 27.59 1.165 32.15 0.076

Nagaland 4.66 4.83 10.33 1.0 10.33 0.060 9.80 6.62 23.43 1.951 45.72 0.138

Odisha 0.33 8.32 10.80 1.0 10.80 0.025 1.00 13.00 6.94 1.262 8.75 0.041

Punjab 5.02 49.59 75.92 1.0 75.92 0.225 13.90 72.14 74.66 0.880 65.70 0.363

Rajasthan 1.50 40.36 50.17 1.0 50.17 0.116 3.70 47.04 48.92 1.454 71.15 0.193

Sikkim 0.71 11.20 94.39 1.0 94.39 0.070 5.40 22.13 69.56 1.330 92.49 0.193

Tamil Nadu 1.54 25.57 75.46 1.0 75.46 0.115 4.00 34.60 64.71 1.230 79.57 0.187

Tripura 7.08 1.43 17.06 1.0 17.06 0.057 12.00 1.91 27.95 1.886 52.70 0.108

Uttar Pradesh 1.21 21.56 40.36 1.0 40.36 0.082 2.90 32.70 46.13 0.997 46.00 0.137

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 2.71 11.96 37.63 1.0 37.63 0.093 5.50 15.74 39.71 0.745 29.60 0.125

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 10.85 3.09 44.63 1.0 44.63 0.114 18.70 7.91 93.44 1.046 97.72 0.237

Chandigarh 0.12 60.70 100.00 1.0 100.00 0.058 2.80 58.66 100.00 0.936 93.58 0.200

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 4.84 16.43 84.40 1.0 84.40 0.165 8.90 16.11 92.70 1.095 101.47 0.221

Daman & Diu 1.22 59.15 40.99 1.0 40.99 0.112 6.10 70.22 59.78 0.669 40.02 0.223

Delhi 6.64 67.90 5.13 1.0 5.13 0.123 18.40 86.63 100.00 0.227 22.69 0.312

Lakshadweep 0.87 49.75 50.00 1.0 50.00 0.099 1.90 83.91 75.00 1.000 75.00 0.178

Puducherry 4.08 25.47 50.82 1.0 50.82 0.151 9.00 27.17 61.00 0.895 54.59 0.215

India 1.50 22.53 42.44 1.0 42.44 0.092 3.90 30.59 48.00 1.00 48.00 0.154

Variables HhEWT: Proportion of households with access to electricity, water and toilets.

 HzQlty: Proportion of households with pucca houses.

 RdQlty: Proportion of surfaced road to total.

 RgRdCv: Increase in road coverage per 100 sq. km relative to the national average.

 IRdCon: Index of road connectivity.

 PIDIR: Physical Infrastructure Development Index Rural.
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State 2001 2011

Andhra Pradesh HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIR HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIR

Andhra Pradesh 12.84 47.03 59.52 0.986 58.68 0.299 28.36 65.95 63.77 0.840 53.60 0.442

Arunachal Pradesh 25.31 13.43 29.40 1.439 42.30 0.244 32.61 11.57 63.00 0.711 44.79 0.263

Assam 9.73 14.21 7.36 1.408 10.37 0.111 18.03 21.07 13.04 1.392 18.14 0.189

Bihar 2.75 37.23 37.08 0.752 27.90 0.120 4.95 45.04 41.84 1.069 44.72 0.186

Chhattisgarh 3.00 17.03 66.31 0.885 58.71 0.123 10.56 21.14 66.65 1.617 107.75 0.261

Goa 32.24 60.65 68.49 1.122 76.82 0.506 58.08 77.57 69.31 0.734 50.89 0.609

Gujarat 18.57 50.97 91.42 1.454 132.91 0.454 29.69 61.75 92.61 0.715 66.21 0.470

Haryana 22.07 58.23 96.23 0.791 76.12 0.428 50.34 70.89 98.04 0.892 87.44 0.658

Himachal Pradesh 25.20 61.82 46.68 1.049 48.99 0.403 62.42 75.00 67.82 0.952 64.54 0.666

Jammu & Kashmir 22.20 45.64 36.08 1.392 50.21 0.352 29.98 54.25 46.64 0.713 33.23 0.369

Jharkhand 1.96 19.36 34.13 0.752 25.68 0.084 2.93 25.99 65.34 1.401 91.54 0.158

Karnataka 11.48 42.59 68.28 0.950 64.86 0.286 20.89 55.12 62.88 1.184 74.45 0.409

Kerala 9.97 64.56 28.41 0.877 24.92 0.230 24.86 79.24 52.57 0.898 47.23 0.427

Madhya Pradesh 5.94 31.22 44.56 0.885 39.46 0.172 9.32 33.40 58.93 0.824 48.56 0.224

Maharashtra 12.14 40.33 77.54 0.986 76.48 0.302 27.42 53.38 83.02 1.059 87.90 0.475

Manipur 16.05 4.79 24.67 1.451 35.79 0.142 23.20 6.79 39.11 1.024 40.06 0.189

Meghalaya 8.07 14.56 66.24 1.217 80.61 0.192 14.68 21.49 55.64 0.834 46.41 0.232

Mizoram 11.70 32.42 48.35 1.057 51.11 0.247 34.41 43.33 67.66 1.387 93.85 0.498

Nagaland 20.61 9.43 28.58 1.190 34.00 0.189 31.70 11.75 44.35 1.047 46.41 0.264

Odisha 3.05 21.78 17.75 0.981 17.42 0.093 7.76 36.69 18.47 0.699 12.91 0.144

Punjab 38.49 83.33 84.83 0.919 77.98 0.600 67.58 85.76 91.93 0.903 82.98 0.772

Rajasthan 9.10 57.12 63.17 0.958 60.49 0.279 14.42 64.77 80.15 1.111 89.06 0.391

Sikkim 41.10 31.79 76.45 1.020 78.01 0.461 68.80 33.22 88.45 1.520 134.48 0.676

Tamil Nadu 10.41 47.30 73.69 0.660 48.62 0.260 20.71 60.27 81.70 0.754 61.63 0.396

Tripura 20.34 3.99 28.11 0.819 23.01 0.129 40.76 9.31 41.07 1.597 65.60 0.302

Uttar Pradesh 6.96 46.14 61.62 0.969 59.72 0.234 10.02 59.22 78.39 1.052 82.45 0.321

Uttarakhand 22.63 85.14 29.49 0.880 25.95 0.351 47.75 89.60 50.15 0.880 82.45 0.679

West Bengal 11.18 24.86 45.51 1.183 53.82 0.228 25.50 36.03 23.26 2.045 47.56 0.341

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 32.22 19.30 98.55 1.079 106.34 0.395 51.06 36.22 77.67 0.573 44.50 0.442

Chandigarh 67.43 88.68 100.00 1.500 150.00 0.930 86.71 95.80 100.00 1.090 108.99 0.957

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 16.36 33.72 100.00 1.480 147.97 0.394 24.89 38.95 99.75 0.936 93.40 0.423

Daman & Diu 30.57 91.00 72.47 0.900 65.23 0.532 50.44 94.62 100.00 0.451 45.09 0.589

Delhi 50.96 91.46 100.00 0.919 91.89 0.725 69.13 93.62 99.79 0.989 98.66 0.842

Lakshadweep 4.13 93.89 100.00 1.000 100.00 0.274 30.76 95.01 100.00 0.882 88.24 0.592

Puducherry 19.84 37.45 76.47 0.696 53.22 0.323 38.50 58.80 83.94 0.657 55.15 0.487

India 10.17 41.10 53.94 1.000 53.94 0.255 19.24 51.38 59.82 1.001 59.88 0.363

Notes 1 Uttarakhand RgRdCv for 2001 is same as in 2011, Lakshadweep RdQlty for 1981 is taken as 50 per cent and 75 per cent for 1991.

 2 Daman & Diu RdQlty for 1981 and 1991 is same as Goa, RgRdCv for Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand is based on MP and Bihar for 2001, 

respectively.

 3 Jharkhand data for RdQlty for 2001 has been adjusted from 14.13 to 34.13, Chandigarh RgRdCv is capped at 1.5 for 2001 instead of 

7.5 in order to keep the overall index just under 1.

…contd.
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TABLE T7

 1981 1991

State HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIU HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIU

Andhra Pradesh 22.39 52.59 83.19 1.00 83.19 0.429 39.30 64.94 65.77 1.64 107.83 0.618

Arunachal Pradesh 55.52 28.03 99.40 1.00 99.40 0.539 64.50 44.71 75.19 0.78 58.29 0.561

Assam 33.67 36.26 74.39 1.00 74.39 0.437 42.70 43.43 100.00 0.46 46.48 0.440

Bihar 32.09 65.66 78.88 1.00 78.88 0.521 41.20 70.49 68.72 1.04 71.47 0.571

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 23.50 47.13 93.27 1.00 93.27 0.438 37.50 63.68 90.45 2.30 208.05 0.735

Gujarat 44.53 75.49 75.90 1.00 75.90 0.612 58.60 81.14 82.36 0.90 74.09 0.693

Haryana 47.31 65.39 89.80 1.00 89.80 0.632 60.40 72.95 84.62 0.98 82.87 0.703

Himachal Pradesh 43.29 70.59 99.59 1.00 99.59 0.644 57.20 79.25 92.40 0.77 71.28 0.674

Jammu & Kashmir 47.36 62.41 99.93 1.00 99.93 0.644 62.58 71.89 100.00 0.67 67.00 0.666

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 34.97 54.64 86.19 1.00 86.19 0.524 48.60 69.43 87.62 0.76 66.46 0.594

Kerala 18.39 56.08 69.77 1.00 69.77 0.383 25.50 69.06 93.62 0.96 90.05 0.502

Madhya Pradesh 32.11 56.02 77.17 1.00 77.17 0.494 44.70 62.14 77.66 0.69 53.87 0.522

Maharashtra 62.66 64.63 83.93 1.00 83.93 0.690 58.80 77.81 76.56 0.98 74.71 0.687

Manipur 25.74 9.83 88.35 1.00 88.35 0.279 36.50 12.78 90.49 0.67 61.00 0.311

Meghalaya 59.13 30.67 99.27 1.00 99.27 0.567 61.90 29.99 99.33 0.71 70.92 0.519

Mizoram 5.72 24.28 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.208 16.30 37.09 100.00 1.55 155.24 0.410

Nagaland 29.44 38.32 99.48 1.00 99.48 0.459 33.40 33.82 98.97 0.67 66.57 0.412

Odisha 25.60 46.70 58.63 1.00 58.63 0.393 33.00 54.95 54.13 0.99 53.77 0.445

Punjab 55.92 78.43 86.42 1.00 86.42 0.705 68.80 88.10 68.96 1.42 97.92 0.824

Rajasthan 42.93 80.82 72.85 1.00 72.85 0.608 55.40 86.20 75.76 0.74 56.27 0.636

Sikkim 2.99 51.70 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.201 16.30 70.09 100.00 0.21 21.36 0.274

Tamil Nadu 30.45 60.74 89.15 1.00 89.15 0.517 40.50 69.08 92.08 1.04 95.45 0.615

Tripura 47.26 20.70 90.35 1.00 90.35 0.448 59.20 24.02 90.55 0.71 64.63 0.464

Uttar Pradesh 41.37 65.40 81.10 1.00 81.10 0.581 53.70 75.93 76.92 1.09 83.96 0.681

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 47.51 71.37 73.83 1.00 73.83 0.613 57.20 74.19 67.49 1.00 67.71 0.651

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 47.92 6.42 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.327 59.90 17.21 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.481

Chandigarh 75.10 85.92 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.852 77.20 85.61 100.00 7.94 793.64 1.602

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 50.11 46.97 84.40 1.00 84.40 0.575 61.30 69.11 92.70 1.09 101.47 0.739

Daman & Diu 24.17 81.36 93.27 1.00 93.27 0.522 39.60 89.89 90.45 1.00 90.45 0.649

Delhi 52.16 90.05 54.75 1.00 54.75 0.623 62.00 85.50 88.30 1.05 92.88 0.771

Lakshadweep 18.57 74.90 50.00 1.00 50.00 0.380 8.00 92.84 75.00 0.75 56.25 0.300

Puducherry 29.00 49.07 74.35 1.00 74.35 0.450 41.90 56.53 85.24 1.03 88.11 0.573

India 40.15 64.70 77.29 1.00 77.29 0.564 50.50 72.75 77.13 1.00 77.19 0.640

Variables HhEWT: Proportion of household with access to electricity, water and toilets.

 HzQlty: Proportion of households with pucca houses.

 RdQlty: Proportion of surfaced road to total.

 RgRdCv: Increase in road coverage per 100 sq. km relative to the national average.

 IRdCon: Index of road connectivity.

 PIDIU: Physical Infrastructure Development Index Urban.

Physical Infrastructure Development Index – Urban
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…contd.

 2001 2011

State HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIU HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDIU

Andhra Pradesh 68.97 78.08 82.30 0.81 66.60 0.708 81.21 87.70 84.499 0.55 46.81 0.704

Arunachal Pradesh 74.93 44.20 100.00 0.77 77.45 0.646 81.18 39.97 100.000 1.75 175.00 0.826

Assam 54.15 52.01 72.08 1.40 101.16 0.645 65.54 59.20 79.253 0.90 71.61 0.653

Bihar 52.89 74.30 77.22 1.04 80.46 0.664 57.45 73.56 60.498 0.87 52.70 0.603

Chhattisgarh 47.74 61.05 75.00 1.84 137.68 0.706 56.85 65.08 80.852 0.58 47.17 0.560

Goa 59.85 79.21 91.42 0.62 56.66 0.640 77.57 88.86 91.444 0.62 57.02 0.737

Gujarat 77.11 87.81 81.18 0.97 79.02 0.808 85.56 91.81 80.258 0.92 73.79 0.836

Haryana 77.11 83.03 79.54 1.29 102.76 0.859 86.34 87.63 70.012 1.23 86.08 0.866

Himachal Pradesh 75.58 85.36 89.82 1.55 139.22 0.942 87.57 92.31 87.686 0.85 74.30 0.847

Jammu & Kashmir 82.70 82.82 98.60 1.03 101.39 0.879 84.10 85.64 99.667 0.96 96.15 0.880

Jharkhand 46.08 74.59 88.00 1.04 91.70 0.654 54.07 76.55 98.189 0.87 85.54 0.689

Karnataka 67.55 77.88 86.13 0.91 78.25 0.737 77.72 84.09 69.627 1.45 100.63 0.860

Kerala 35.35 78.82 75.49 1.23 92.70 0.600 37.44 88.41 83.593 0.64 53.30 0.539

Madhya Pradesh 62.23 71.57 78.84 1.84 144.74 0.836 69.26 75.57 77.962 0.58 45.48 0.627

Maharashtra 55.18 81.63 77.77 0.75 58.69 0.632 68.17 86.50 78.860 0.67 52.78 0.678

Manipur 51.76 19.05 95.04 1.36 129.23 0.505 51.30 28.60 95.214 0.69 65.57 0.463

Meghalaya 64.80 50.12 99.52 0.99 98.43 0.680 75.20 60.66 99.565 0.71 71.00 0.693

Mizoram 46.44 72.98 100.00 1.15 114.77 0.698 74.52 83.09 96.723 0.86 82.78 0.795

Nagaland 37.90 43.58 99.57 1.69 168.39 0.618 49.35 48.53 99.662 0.82 81.33 0.570

Odisha 42.53 63.80 63.06 1.25 79.00 0.578 50.85 72.99 67.395 0.72 48.26 0.558

Punjab 84.65 91.28 71.59 0.78 55.56 0.763 92.13 92.35 83.738 0.64 53.32 0.782

Rajasthan 71.49 90.53 78.36 0.82 64.53 0.744 77.77 92.02 88.782 1.08 96.11 0.872

Sikkim 89.00 79.38 100.00 1.16 115.84 0.931 88.02 82.76 99.107 1.30 128.84 0.969

Tamil Nadu 53.86 74.27 93.71 0.92 85.97 0.682 69.10 81.89 87.633 0.90 79.28 0.758

Tripura 74.16 36.13 93.44 1.10 103.03 0.660 84.21 44.19 89.853 0.70 62.67 0.635

Uttar Pradesh 69.70 82.21 82.89 1.05 87.09 0.783 73.25 84.29 68.491 0.94 64.71 0.736

Uttarakhand 81.92 90.03 80.00 1.05 84.06 0.849 91.03 93.33 80.129 0.94 75.71 0.868

West Bengal 68.86 78.60 74.00 1.10 81.38 0.753 73.83 81.78 70.746 2.10 148.57 0.939

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 74.87 48.34 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.716 85.65 75.87 100.000 1.00 100.00 0.865

Chandigarh 79.36 89.94 100.00 0.78 77.50 0.818 87.13 94.14 100.000 0.64 64.10 0.813

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 75.00 80.95 100.00 1.48 147.97 0.941 80.14 88.77 100.000 0.94 93.64 0.866

Daman & Diu 64.88 95.04 91.34 0.62 56.63 0.698 84.39 97.89 100.000 0.19 19.00 0.564

Delhi 73.70 91.70 90.14 0.88 79.16 0.804 85.75 96.12 70.223 0.73 51.55 0.762

Lakshadweep 3.45 97.30 100.00 0.25 25.00 0.170 19.72 97.47 100.000 0.25 25.00 0.342

Puducherry 60.54 72.72 92.76 1.39 129.00 0.803 78.98 86.44 96.222 0.77 74.21 0.796

India 63.52 79.35 80.54 1.00 80.26 0.728 72.33 84.28 75.155 1.00 75.09 0.766

Notes 1 For Dadra & Nagar Haveli rural RgRdCV and RdQlty have been used for the urban areas as well for all years.

 2 For Daman & Diu RdQlty for 1981 and 1991 is same as Goa. RgRdCv for 1991 is taken as 1, for 2001 same as Goa and 2011 actual 

from data.

 3 Lakshadweep RdQlty for 1981 is taken as 50 per cent and 75 per cent for 1991. For RgRdCv 0.75 for 1991, 0.25 and 0.25 for 2001 

and 2011 as 100 per cent surfaced road have been achieved.

 4 Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Uttarakhand data for RdQly are based on trend from 2011 and the corresponding figures of the mother 

states. Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Uttarakhand data for RgRdCv are based on the corresponding figures of the mother states for 

both 2001 and 2011.

 5 Arunachal Pradesh 2011 RgRdCv capped at 1.75 (3.07), Sikkim 2011 at 1.3 (1.47), West Bengal 2.1 (2.43), Himachal Pradesh 2001 at 

1.55 (1.7) and Goa 1991 at 2.3 (2.61).
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TABLE T8 Physical Infrastructure Development Index – Combined

 1981 1991

State HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDI HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDI

Andhra Pradesh 5.87 26.22 48.15 1.00 48.15 0.173 12.30 38.41 52.71 0.96 50.49 0.264

Arunachal Pradesh 16.83 7.48 17.28 1.00 17.28 0.133 25.70 14.94 43.95 0.61 26.91 0.221

Assam 5.33 10.74 13.49 1.00 13.49 0.087 9.30 14.62 15.33 0.83 12.69 0.117

Bihar 5.28 23.64 34.28 1.00 34.28 0.145 7.10 30.18 36.10 0.76 27.52 0.165

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — — — — — — —

Goa 9.79 32.45 42.53 1.00 42.53 0.218 21.50 50.70 63.45 0.73 46.12 0.350

Gujarat 16.72 48.96 69.95 1.00 69.95 0.355 26.60 56.93 84.69 1.04 88.05 0.479

Haryana 11.24 39.82 87.00 1.00 87.00 0.303 20.30 50.14 91.19 0.91 82.99 0.406

Himachal Pradesh 4.33 43.94 21.75 1.00 21.75 0.141 11.10 53.03 46.28 0.96 44.27 0.269

Jammu & Kashmir 10.75 26.20 54.20 1.00 54.20 0.228 18.47 38.09 58.40 0.78 45.33 0.300

Jharkhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

Karnataka 10.95 29.33 58.34 1.00 58.34 0.243 17.60 42.55 65.04 0.89 58.07 0.328

Kerala 4.39 38.80 22.38 1.00 22.38 0.138 9.00 55.97 27.76 0.97 26.94 0.216

Madhya Pradesh 7.11 25.02 50.58 1.00 50.58 0.187 12.00 30.47 54.69 1.00 54.57 0.250

Maharashtra 22.89 39.63 46.03 1.00 46.03 0.333 25.80 52.20 70.57 0.94 66.23 0.423

Manipur 9.38 3.42 37.13 1.00 37.13 0.105 15.40 5.40 34.45 0.94 32.31 0.140

Meghalaya 12.00 11.29 31.90 1.00 31.90 0.158 14.80 13.30 42.35 0.96 40.61 0.194

Mizoram 3.29 7.30 47.54 1.00 47.54 0.093 10.80 19.10 38.83 1.21 47.08 0.199

Nagaland 8.50 10.18 13.26 1.00 13.26 0.103 15.00 12.62 24.43 1.88 46.02 0.199

Odisha 3.31 13.00 13.82 1.00 13.82 0.077 5.40 18.71 9.72 1.23 11.91 0.099

Punjab 19.11 58.12 76.87 1.00 76.87 0.405 30.50 76.97 78.05 0.88 68.83 0.514

Rajasthan 10.22 49.08 52.95 1.00 52.95 0.268 15.70 56.13 50.95 1.36 69.26 0.359

Sikkim 1.08 18.16 95.38 1.00 95.38 0.096 10.80 26.95 70.70 1.12 79.34 0.258

Tamil Nadu 11.07 36.62 76.34 1.00 76.34 0.283 15.60 45.54 66.42 1.21 80.27 0.352

Tripura 11.49 3.61 21.73 1.00 21.73 0.098 19.60 5.50 29.74 1.79 53.25 0.181

Uttar Pradesh 8.42 29.29 46.78 1.00 46.78 0.205 12.70 41.03 51.98 1.02 53.09 0.277

Uttarakhand — — — — — — — — — — — —

West Bengal 14.57 28.40 44.56 1.00 44.56 0.249 20.50 32.61 47.13 0.81 38.18 0.284

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 20.60 4.00 45.39 1.00 45.39 0.160 29.70 10.40 93.44 1.02 94.95 0.307

Chandigarh 70.32 84.42 100.00 1.00 100.00 0.826 68.50 82.49 100.00 1.50 150.00 0.916

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 7.86 18.47 84.40 1.00 84.40 0.207 13.50 20.80 92.70 1.08 99.96 0.280

Daman & Diu 8.65 67.84 42.53 1.00 42.53 0.259 22.40 79.80 63.45 0.73 46.12 0.407

Delhi 48.85 88.73 51.34 1.00 51.34 0.593 58.20 85.60 88.46 1.12 99.01 0.766

Lakshadweep 9.07 61.71 50.00 1.00 50.00 0.269 5.30 88.84 75.00 0.75 56.25 0.251

Puducherry 17.11 37.48 53.37 1.00 53.37 0.305 28.80 44.88 65.96 0.89 58.70 0.407

India 10.51 32.67 45.85 1.00 45.85 0.230 16.10 41.61 51.21 1.00 51.31 0.303

Variables HhEWT: Proportion of household with access to electricity, water and toilets.

 HzQlty: Proportion of households with pucca houses.

 RdQlty: Proportion of surfaced road to total.

 RgRdCv: Increase in road coverage per 100 sq. km relative to the national average.

 IRdCon: Index of road connectivity.

 PIDI: Physical Infrastructure Development  Index for the state as a whole.
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 2001 2011

State HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDI HhEWT HzQlty RdQlty RgRdCv IRdCon PIDI

Andhra Pradesh 26.74 54.72 62.04 1.02 63.25 0.429 45.40 72.96 65.369 0.81 52.95 0.548

Arunachal Pradesh 36.54 20.40 31.04 1.40 43.33 0.323 44.84 18.73 66.509 0.77 51.03 0.359

Assam 16.17 19.69 11.31 1.41 15.99 0.171 25.43 27.01 15.640 1.39 21.68 0.247

Bihar 7.49 40.73 44.23 0.74 32.62 0.194 10.53 48.07 43.782 1.10 48.25 0.262

Chhattisgarh 11.51 25.40 66.31 0.94 62.51 0.243 20.76 30.82 68.193 1.81 123.70 0.399

Goa 45.93 69.85 70.33 1.06 74.30 0.602 70.04 84.50 70.867 0.73 51.47 0.676

Gujarat 41.38 65.33 90.13 1.38 124.46 0.660 54.53 75.12 90.638 0.74 67.35 0.640

Haryana 38.84 65.79 92.69 0.87 80.19 0.565 63.71 77.11 90.347 0.97 87.51 0.742

Himachal Pradesh 31.02 64.54 56.51 0.95 53.96 0.456 65.25 76.94 69.318 1.06 73.64 0.711

Jammu & Kashmir 37.42 55.00 42.50 1.45 61.46 0.487 43.87 62.31 52.550 0.76 39.77 0.473

Jharkhand 11.58 31.40 14.13 0.74 10.42 0.151 15.31 38.22 68.523 1.55 106.32 0.360

Karnataka 30.97 54.86 69.76 0.94 65.75 0.461 43.81 66.80 63.561 1.21 76.78 0.588

Kerala 16.33 68.14 33.05 0.90 29.83 0.300 30.76 83.54 54.845 0.87 47.93 0.474

Madhya Pradesh 20.34 41.55 49.01 0.94 46.20 0.322 24.72 44.23 60.783 0.79 48.27 0.360

Maharashtra 30.36 57.82 77.56 0.96 74.44 0.482 45.91 68.41 82.771 1.02 84.84 0.622

Manipur 25.15 8.42 33.79 1.39 47.13 0.219 32.70 14.16 42.544 1.09 46.53 0.283

Meghalaya 20.30 22.22 69.14 1.19 82.37 0.318 27.73 29.94 59.012 0.82 48.67 0.336

Mizoram 29.32 52.99 58.09 1.08 62.89 0.440 55.49 64.23 71.366 1.29 92.07 0.675

Nagaland 24.09 16.29 30.69 1.16 35.55 0.241 36.78 22.33 45.305 1.06 48.10 0.343

Odisha 8.50 27.58 21.88 0.98 21.51 0.160 14.53 42.39 22.686 0.71 16.19 0.207

Punjab 54.61 86.10 85.73 0.92 79.03 0.699 77.08 88.32 90.996 0.89 81.39 0.816

Rajasthan 23.69 64.94 64.32 0.94 60.60 0.425 29.98 71.46 80.798 1.11 89.74 0.541

Sikkim 47.05 37.71 77.61 1.02 78.85 0.514 74.16 47.04 88.963 1.52 135.15 0.775

Tamil Nadu 28.49 58.52 75.64 0.67 51.00 0.421 44.07 70.71 82.393 0.77 63.50 0.567

Tripura 30.28 9.93 31.29 0.81 25.37 0.206 52.87 19.03 42.056 1.57 66.16 0.416

Uttar Pradesh 19.55 53.38 66.48 1.00 66.55 0.382 24.32 64.90 76.277 1.03 78.69 0.464

Uttarakhand 37.21 86.34 29.49 1.00 29.52 0.447 60.58 90.71 54.110 1.01 54.66 0.663

West Bengal 27.90 40.43 53.57 1.19 63.72 0.399 40.79 50.51 38.613 2.17 83.67 0.540

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 45.88 28.61 98.56 1.07 105.33 0.511 63.78 50.80 83.405 0.77 63.87 0.596

Chandigarh 78.10 89.81 100.00 1.07 106.91 0.895 87.12 94.19 100.000 0.74 73.72 0.848

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 31.28 45.74 100.00 1.46 145.57 0.556 53.36 64.63 99.752 0.94 93.40 0.669

Daman & Diu 42.81 92.44 78.26 1.06 82.67 0.657 77.22 19.79 100.000 0.37 37.26 0.412

Delhi 72.19 91.69 90.26 1.01 90.74 0.831 85.35 96.06 70.703 0.75 53.13 0.767

Lakshadweep 3.84 95.32 100.00 0.75 75.00 0.246 22.32 96.89 100.000 0.88 88.07 0.523

Puducherry 46.46 60.52 80.90 0.83 67.20 0.562 66.20 77.71 87.737 0.69 60.74 0.677

India 25.09 51.80 57.28 1.00 57.45 0.400 36.21 61.90 61.775 1.00 61.97 0.500

Notes 1 For Lakshadweep RdQlty for 1981 is taken as 50 per cent and 75 per cent for 1991 and its RgRdCv 0.75 for 1991, 0.75 for 2001 and 

actual for 2011 as 100 per cent surfaced road have been achieved.

 2 For Daman & Diu RdQlty for 1981 and 1991 is same as Goa. RgRdCv for 1991 and 2001 same as Goa and 2011 actual from data.

 3 Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Uttarakhand data for RgRdCv are based on the corresponding figures of the mother states for 2001.

 4 Chandigarh RgRdCv is capped at 1.5 for 2001 instead of 7.23 in order to keep the overall index just under 1.

 5 PIDI for the state as a whole is estimated from the data directly and not as a population weighted average of PIDI rural and PIDI 

urban.

…contd.
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TABLE T9 Livelihood Opportunity Index – Combined

 1983 1993-94 2004-05 2009-10

State LOIR LOIU LOIC LOIR LOIU LOIC LOIR LOIU LOIC LOIR LOIU LOIC

Andhra Pradesh 0.255 0.353 0.279 0.299 0.398 0.327 0.262 0.406 0.305 0.313 0.473 0.366

Arunachal Pradesh 0.340 0.416 0.346 0.492 0.631 0.513 0.521 0.503 0.517 0.607 0.484 0.578

Assam 0.340 0.416 0.347 0.271 0.389 0.284 0.322 0.392 0.332 0.325 0.486 0.348

Bihar 0.249 0.441 0.273 0.283 0.394 0.298 0.299 0.357 0.305 0.367 0.374 0.368

Chhattisgarh — — — — — — 0.240 0.416 0.277 0.354 0.524 0.392

Goa 0.324 0.326 0.325 0.276 0.324 0.297 0.261 0.306 0.286 0.466 0.489 0.480

Gujarat 0.306 0.438 0.349 0.325 0.464 0.374 0.374 0.513 0.429 0.314 0.609 0.438

Haryana 0.350 0.394 0.360 0.347 0.443 0.372 0.377 0.435 0.395 0.382 0.524 0.431

Himachal Pradesh 0.471 0.387 0.464 0.527 0.567 0.531 0.357 0.472 0.369 0.419 0.437 0.421

Jammu & Kashmir 0.338 0.396 0.351 0.566 0.401 0.525 0.397 0.443 0.409 0.446 0.421 0.439

Jharkhand — — — — — — 0.334 0.386 0.346 0.358 0.374 0.362

Karnataka 0.260 0.370 0.292 0.338 0.439 0.370 0.280 0.456 0.343 0.375 0.495 0.421

Kerala 0.202 0.235 0.209 0.266 0.274 0.268 0.225 0.237 0.229 0.275 0.305 0.288

Madhya Pradesh 0.385 0.459 0.401 0.350 0.426 0.368 0.300 0.444 0.338 0.277 0.463 0.329

Maharashtra 0.261 0.374 0.302 0.333 0.451 0.378 0.253 0.392 0.314 0.294 0.477 0.376

Manipur 0.707 0.924 0.765 0.577 0.489 0.551 0.587 0.421 0.540 0.441 0.466 0.449

Meghalaya 0.315 0.350 0.321 0.623 0.701 0.638 0.672 0.567 0.652 0.712 0.473 0.664

Mizoram 0.562 0.775 0.629 0.542 0.933 0.745 0.602 0.703 0.654 0.469 0.509 0.489

Nagaland 0.340 0.353 0.342 0.557 0.433 0.534 0.396 0.446 0.408 0.213 0.334 0.247

Odisha 0.250 0.367 0.264 0.284 0.367 0.295 0.277 0.299 0.281 0.310 0.438 0.331

Punjab 0.284 0.406 0.318 0.476 0.542 0.496 0.313 0.425 0.353 0.385 0.423 0.399

Rajasthan 0.388 0.466 0.405 0.621 0.654 0.628 0.387 0.444 0.400 0.469 0.539 0.486

Sikkim 0.442 0.353 0.430 0.847 0.670 0.832 0.505 0.568 0.513 0.420 0.991 0.595

Tamil Nadu 0.205 0.306 0.238 0.256 0.372 0.297 0.245 0.398 0.315 0.254 0.397 0.322

Tripura 0.283 0.292 0.284 0.455 0.365 0.441 0.266 0.224 0.258 0.294 0.274 0.289

Uttar Pradesh 0.380 0.432 0.390 0.402 0.499 0.422 0.417 0.449 0.424 0.373 0.510 0.403

Uttarakhand — — — — — — 0.373 0.427 0.388 0.396 0.453 0.413

West Bengal 0.208 0.318 0.237 0.307 0.347 0.318 0.280 0.370 0.307 0.350 0.451 0.382

Andaman & Nicobar Is. 0.352 0.286 0.334 0.395 0.341 0.380 0.294 0.323 0.303 0.304 0.372 0.329

Chandigarh 0.434 0.311 0.321 0.460 0.375 0.383 0.575 0.506 0.510 0.252 0.521 0.521

Dadra & Nagar Haveli 0.297 0.326 0.299 0.71 0.838 0.724 0.412 0.501 0.434 0.403 0.489 0.445

Daman & Diu 0.324 0.326 0.325 0.540 0.472 0.507 0.718 0.443 0.626 0.448 0.583 0.544

Delhi 0.456 0.500 0.496 0.974 0.712 0.737 0.759 0.465 0.479 0.470 0.617 0.613

Lakshadweep 0.202 0.235 0.218 0.248 0.216 0.229 0.242 0.203 0.216 0.256 0.297 0.290

Puducherry 0.167 0.298 0.240 0.206 0.304 0.272 0.197 0.294 0.262 0.233 0.391 0.341

India 0.273 0.364 0.295 0.321 0.418 0.347 0.296 0.400 0.326 0.332 0.462 0.372

Variables LoIR: Livelihood Opportunity Index for rural areas.

 LoIU: Livelihood Opportunity Index for urban areas.

 LOIC: Livelihood Opportunity Index combined.

Notes 1 The combined index LOIC has been derived as a weighted average of the rural and the urban population for the relevant NSS year.

 2 For Daman & Diu the weighted index uses Goa’s rural urban proportions for 1983.
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