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ABSTRACT

Poverty is a complex and multidimensional sociaémdmenon as bulk of the poor people’s home is India
According to FAO, 15% of the population of develapicountries is poor. At India level, 29.5% popiaiat(363 million)
is below poverty line, out of which 72% is in ruileas and 28% is in urban areas. The monthly gg@tacexpenditure
was below in the states like- Bihar, Chattisgatigrdhand, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Tripura, Uttadésh and West
Bengal in both urban and rural areas from Indiavepty line (972 Rs in rural areas and 1407 Rs baarareas). Result
states that In India, poverty is more prevalentiral areas (30.9%) than urban areas (26.4%). €msops below poverty
line has decreased from 38.2% and 36.4% in the 3@@9-10 to 29.5% and 27.4% in the year 2011-1@emwsvely, in
India and Guijarat. Over a period of 8 years, pgvisralso declining by 6.32% and 4.91% respectivel@ujarat and India
as Government programmes for the poverty alleviaBomarked effective. In Gujarat, 27.4% of pecgie below poverty
line and placed in middle category of Human Develept Index (HDI). Poverty line is declining in alestern states like-
Rajasthan, Maharashtra and Gujarat but only at desigace. It is therefore imperative that bettglémentation of the
existing programmes and new initiatives for enhameat of skills and trainings by the government dthoeceive priority

in poverty reduction as it is the major millennigl@velopment goals in India.
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INTRODUCTION

Poverty in India has received considerable attentiopolicy formulation and discussion. Povertyhis inability
to meet basic needs, including food, shelter, algthwater and sanitation, education and healthdais a complex and
multidimensional social phenomenon in the world.eTnited Nations Food and Agriculture Organizati@O)
estimates that nearly 870 million people of thel¥lllon people in the world, or one in eight, weseffering from chronic
poverty in 2010-12. Almost all the poor people, 8billion live in developing countries, representih§ per cent of the

population of developing countries (FAO, 2012).

Poverty is generally of two types Absolute and Retapoverty. When people can not obtain adequedeurces
(in terms of calories and nutrients) to supportiaimum level of physical health which commonly indes food, water,
sanitation, clothing, shelter, healthcare and efitutas refers as absolute poverty. Relative pgvisrdefined as economic
inequality in the location or society in which pémfive. It means people do not enjoy a certairelef living standards
(Prabhavathi and Naveena, 2014).

Poverty is neither a new nor it suddenly appearddhere has been much awareness of the problemnveind

outside the country (Ahluwaliya, 1974). Poor andguty are historical in nature and their concerpesss to be as old as

www.iaset.us edit@iaset.us



18 Jignesh Macwan, Suraj Patékachana Kumari Bansal & Y. C. Zala

human history in India (Joshi, 1997). The most nédeangrajan expert group report (2014) indicaliedia is home to
more than 363 million poor (260.5 million (72%)tbem lives in rural areas and 102.5 million (28%&4$ in urban areas).
The proportion of the population below the povdirtg is 29.5 per cent in India, 30.9% in rural @aead 26.4% in urban
areas (Rangrajan, 2014). In the Human Developnmaex (HDI), India has been ranked f3dut of 187 nations with
HDI value of 0.586 (UNDP, 2014). Despite high ratéseconomic growth that exceeded expectationslatdo India

being placed in the category of ‘lower middle in@oountries’, and Indian government has been dempigerned with
widespread poverty and implemented several antippvechemes in the past. However, poverty is seetha most

important feature of development challenges indndi

Poverty in India is more of rural phenomenon arel lilalk of India’s poor live in rural areas. Ruravgrty in
India is multidimensional and challenging governinaalicies. India chronic poverty report pointed that, in rural India,
incidence of high chronic poverty is due to pogolatgrowth, natural resource base degradation, tHclccess to
employment, high rural literacy rate, dependenceain fed agriculture and low access to productigsets. Despite
government emphasis and donor support to the ared in India, rural poverty is still a critical allenge in socio-

economic development efforts (Anonymous, 2011).

As in the entire country, poverty trends in Gujatate have shown a rapid downturn. Though, in @ujatally
more than 168.8 lakhs people are unable to meethiyoper capita consumption expenditure of Rs 1882n rural areas
and Rs 1507.06 in urban areas. Thus, total 27.4people are under poverty line or they are not &bkgpend minimum
amount expenditure to satisfy and deemed as pd2®if-12 (Rangarajan, 2014). Gujarat has been dateout of 23 in
the Human Development Index (HDI) with value of ZY5(UNDP, 2014). This study identifies differemiléwing

objectives:
» To analyze the state wise specific poverty linesinal and urban areas for the year of 2011-12.
» To analyze the poverty across western states.
» To analyze the trends in incidence of poverty ifa@at and India level.

Methodology

The present study is entirely based on secondday dad it had been collected from different sosiree, Annual

reports, journals, books, handbooks (Anonymousb5@6d internet sources.

In this study we had used data of two committeeTendulkar committee and Rangrajan committee eimdiilkar method,
they had used minimum consumption expenditure enbtisis of Mixed Recall Period earlier it was basedJniform

Recall Period (Lakdawala committee). While Rangrajammittee had used consumption expenditure orbésés of
Modified Mixed Recall Period. In the Uniform Recdkriod (URP), the consumption expenditure dateevesilected
using 30-day recall period for all the items. le thixed Recall Period (MRP), the consumption exjitenel data were
collected using 365-day recall period for five rfond items and 30-day recall period for remainitegris. While in the
Modified Mixed Recall Period (MMRP), the consumependiture data was gathered from the househoidg tise recall
period of: (a) 365-days for clothing, footwear, edlion, institutional medical care, and durable dgab) 7-days for
edible oil, egg, fish and meat, vegetables, frusfsices, beverages, refreshments, processed faod, tpbacco and

intoxicants, and (c) 30-days for the remaining faedhs, fuel and light, miscellaneous goods angises including non-
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institutional medical; rents and taxes.

Poverty line: It is the income or consumption expenditure letvelt is considered to represent the minimum
desirable level of living in a society for all ik#tizens. This minimum level may be defined in dbsoor relative terms.
The absolute poverty line is often defined as timeghold income that just meets food expenditumeesponding to

minimum energy (calorie) need of an average peasuhmakes a small allowance for non-food experelitur
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The concept of poverty line has been derived from definition of poverty. The Planning Commissianttie
nodal agency in the Government of India for estiomabf poverty. It estimates the incidence of poyeat the national and
state level separately in rural and urban areas.ifididence of poverty is measured by the povetip r which is the ratio
of number of poor to the total population expressegercentage. It is also known as head-couwt fEtie poverty ratio is
measured from an exogenously determined povergydurantified in terms of per capita consumptioneexiiture over a
month and the class distribution of persons obthiinem the large sample survey of consumer experelitiata of the
National Sample Survey Office (NSSO).

For the year 2009-10, Rangrajan committee has el¢fihe poverty line as Rs 801 per capita per monthral

areas and Rs 1198 per capita per month in urbas.afée person living below poverty line was 38.t%009-10.
State Wise Specific Poverty Lines in Rural and Urba Areas for the Year of 2011-12

The following table depicts the state wise spegifiwerty lines for the year of 2011-1Phe India poverty line
corresponds to the all India poverty ratio andasv®@72 Rs per month per capita in rural areas 4@ Rs per month per
capita in urban areas during the year 2011-12. mbethly per capita amongst urban people was higRest797.69 in
Andaman & Nicobar Islands followed by Mizoram (R&38.93) and Nagaland (Rs 1615.78) and the montycppita
amongst rural people was highest mostly in the Bigthi (Rs 1492.46) or in UTs like- Lakshadweep (B827.77),
Andaman & Nicobar Islands (Rs 1314.98), ChandidR$11303.17¥tc. The monthly per capita expenditure was below in
the states like- Bihar, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand, lWadPradesh, Orissa, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and Béggal in both
urban and rural areas from Indian poverty line.réfme, in these states the Government at the grtairel should take

some innovative measures to improve the standaidirng in terms of requirement.

Table 1: State Wise Specific Poverty Lines for th¥ear of 2011-12(Rs Per Capita, Per Month)

Poverty Line
Sr. No. States/Uts Rural Urban

1 Andhra Pradesh 1031.74 137084
2 Arunachal Pradesh 1151.01 1482|94
3 Assam 1006.66 1420.12
4 Bihar 971.28| 1229.30

5 Chhattisgarh 911.80 1229.72
6 Delhi 1492.46 1538.09

7 Goa 1200.60 1470.07
8 Guijarat 1102.83 1507.06
9 Haryana 1127.82 1528.31
10 Himachal Pradesh 1066.60 1411/59
11 Jammu & Kashmir 1044.48 1403.25
12 Jharkhand 904.02 1272.06
13 Karnataka 975.43 1373.28
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14 Kerala 1054.03 1353.68
15 Madhya Pradesh 941.70 1340|28
16 Maharashtra 1078.34 1560.88
17 Manipur 1185.19 1561.77
18 Meghalaya 1110.6f 1524.37
19 Mizoram 1231.03 1703.93
20 Nagaland 1229.88 1615.78
21 Orissa 876.42 1205.37
22 Punjab 1127.48 1479.27
23 Rajasthan 1035.97 1406.15
24 Sikkim 1126.25 1542.67
25 Tamil Nadu 1081.94 1380.36
26 Tripura 935.52| 1376.55
27 Uttar Pradesh 889.82 1329.h5
28 Uttarakhand 1014.95 1408.12
29 West Bengal 934.10 1372.68
30 Puducherry 1130.10 1382.31
31 Andaman & Nicobar Islands#1314.98| 1797.69
32 Chandigarh# 1303.17 1481.p1
33 Dadra & Nagar Haveli# 1008.39 1540,81
34 Daman & Diu# 1200.60 1434.93
35 Lakshadweep# 1327.77 1458/69
India 972 1407

Note: Computed as per Rangrajan Method
Source: Rangrajan Report, 2014

# Poverty line of Tamil Nadu is used for AndamarN&obar Islands, urban poverty line of Punjab iedufor
both rural and urban areas of Chandigarh, povargydf Maharashtra is used for Dadra & Nagar Hayserty line of

Guijarat is used for Daman & Diu and poverty linékefala is used for Lakshadweep.

Table 2: Poverty across Western States (2011-12)

Rural Urban Total
Sr. % Age No. of No. of No. of
No. Szl Ofg Persons ) L Persons e Persons
Persons | (Lakhs) FEES (Lakhs) FEES (Lakhs)
2009-10
1 | Goa 7.2 0.4 13.1 1.2 10.8 1.6
2 | Guijarat 37.0 127.1 35.6 88.7 36.4 2158
3 | Maharashtra 27.6 168.1 30.3 150.8 28.8 318.8
4 | Rajasthan 31.9 161.6 38.5 64.1 33.5 2257
5 | Dadra & Nagar o , 1.2 373 0.5 53.0 17
Haveli
6 | Daman & Diu 24.6 0.2 55.8 0.9 47.1 1.1
India 39.6 3259.3 35.1 1286.9 38.2 4546.p
2011-12
1 | Goa 1.4 0.1 9.1 0.8 6.3 0.9
2 | Guijarat 31.4 109.8 22.2 58.9 27.4 168.8
3 | Maharashtra 225 139.9 17.0 88.4 20.0 228.3
4 | Rajasthan 21.4 112.0 225 39.5 21.7 151(5
5 | Dadra & Nagan o, 1.0 15.3 0.3 35.6 1.3
Haveli
6 | Daman & Diu 0.0 0.0 17.6 0.4 13.7 0.4
India 30.9 2605.2 26.4 1024.7 29.5 3629.p

Source: Rangrajan Committee report, 2014
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Poverty across western parts of India is givenabl@-2. In India, number of persons below poveirg lhas
decreased from 4546.2 lakhs (38.2% of total pe)sorn009-10 to 3629.9 lakhs (29.5% of total pesjan the year 2011-
12. The person below poverty line is decreaseath kural and urban areas from the year 2009-2@1d -12 but the pace
of poverty reduction has been slow. Drastic reducih poverty occurs in Daman & Diu from 47.1% i008-10 to 13.7%
person below poverty line in 2011-12 and in Dadr&l&@ar Haveli from 53% in 2009-10 to 35.6% perselow poverty
line in the year 2011-12. Poverty line is decliningll western states like- Rajasthan, MaharasimichGujarat but only at

a modest pace.

In 2009-10, Poverty in Gujarat is third highest agpdhe western states. Incidence of poverty basethe
planning commission’s poverty line yields poverio of 37.0% with 127.1 lakhs poor in rural areas 35.6% with 88.7
lakhs poor in urban areas. Thus, total 215.8 |gidople were below poverty line. If we see in thary2011-12, Incidence
of poverty based on the poverty line yields poveatyo of 31.4% with 109.8 lakhs poor in rural es@ad 22.2% with 58.9
lakhs poor in urban areas. Thus, total 168.8 |gidtple were below poverty line. Further, the tablesaled that poverty
incidence in Gujarat decreases from 36.4% in 20D®127.4 % in 2011-12. Therefore, on the basihese estimates we
can say that policy maker has became successfid spme extent to arrest out incidence of povertgdth absolute and
percentage terms and it further require formulatbnther useful policies to reduce poverty in Gafas well as at India

level.

Table 3: Trends In Incidence of Poverty: Gujarat ard India

Rural Urban Total
Year | No. of Poor (In | , No. of Poor | , No. of Poor (In
% Of Poor Million) % OfPoor |\ willio) | %0 OF Poor Million)
GUJARAT
2%%4' 39.1 13.0 201 42 318 17.2
2000-

199" | 26.7 (37.0) 9.2 17.9 (35.6) 45 23.0 (36.4) 136
2011-

0| 215 (31.4) 75 10.1 (22.2) 27 16.6 (27.4) 10.2
CGR

o -6.64 5.37 -6.32
INDIA

2%%4' 418 326.3 257 80.8 37.2 407.6
2000- ,

199" | 33.8 (39.6) 278.2 20.9 (35.1 765 29.8 (38.2) 354.
2%1' 25.7 (30.9) 216.7 13.7 (26.4 53.1 21.9 (29.5) 269.
CGR

o -5.07 414 4.91

Source: Rangrajan Committee report, 2014

The above table-3 shows the trends in incidencpookrty in Gujarat and India during the period 20®4to
2011-12. Incidence of rural poverty is quite higheGujarat as well as in India as a whole forth# given years. In the
year 2011-12, the headcount ratio according to Rgaug poverty line, in Gujarat is 31.4 per centural areas, 22.2 per
cent in urban areas and 27.4 per cent for the atatewhole. The parallel figures for India are93®er cent in rural, 26.4

per cent in urban and 29.5 per cent for the cousrg whole.

Over the course of 8 years (2004-05 to 2011-123) toumber of poor declined from 17.2 million to.2@nillion
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and 403.7 million to 269.8 million in case of G@tand India respectively. During the period ofe&ns (2004-05 to 2011-
12), the percentage of urban poor is declined ugl8® in Gujarat and India and the reduction in ptyvat rural level is
quite slow. The growth rate over the 8 years inaBaitjand India is negative. Poverty is decliningural areas by 6.64%
and 5.07%, in urban areas 5.37% and 4.14% anddrath6.32% and 4.91% respectively in Gujarat ardid level. The
same trends of poverty in Orissa were obtaineddnd® and Sahu (2011).

This shows that government programmes for the pypvalteviation is marked effective. But there isal
requirement of better implementation of the exgfimogrammes so the problem of poverty from theesda well in India

also can be eradicated as poverty eradicationdobthe major objectives of the millennium develgmt goals in India.
CONCLUSIONS

Poverty is a complex and multidimensional sociaém@menon as bulk of the poor people’s home is Inélia
India level, the monthly per capita expenditure vie@fow in the states like- Bihar, Chattisgarh, Bhand, Madhya
Pradesh, Orissa, Tripura, Uttar Pradesh and Wesjdén both urban and rural areas from Indian pgvne (972 Rs in
rural areas and 1407 Rs in urban areas). Restasdtaat poverty is more prevalent in rural aréa9%) than urban areas
(26.4%) at India level. The persons below povertg has decreased from 38.2% and 36.4% in the2@28-10 to 29.5%
and 27.4% in the year 2011-12 in India and Gujadater a period of 8 years, poverty is also dectinry 6.32% and
4.91% respectively in Gujarat and India. In Guja2at4% of people are below poverty line and plaoetiddle category
of Human Development Index (HDI). Gujarat has atiéd many poverty alleviation programmes like Aatgal Swarna
Jayanti Shahari Rozgar Yojana (SJSRY), IntegratedlRDevelopment Programme (IRDP), Training of Rifauth for
Self Employment (TRYSEM), National Rural Employmétrtogramme (NREPgtc. in both rural and urban areas. These
all programmes have resulted in a marked declinéhé number of poor both in rural and urban buteghis also
requirement to do betterment of rural people. Tioees to sustain the existing growth in the reduttof poverty, better
implementation of different schemes is necessayypmviding better input for the agriculture, nemitiation in industries

and proper training for enhancement of skill wil tonsidered as effective strategies.
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