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Background about Poverty
Study of poverty is an important issue in the field of rural development.  No development can be thought of if any household/person in any country lives Below the Poverty Line (BPL).  As is known to all, calorie concept is the measuring rod of poverty. First Director General of FAO was the first person to propound the starvation line in 1945 which referred to the consumption of less than 2300 calories per person per day.  This idea has been transformed in to poverty line.  Planning Commission of India has defined poverty line on the basis of recommended nutritional requirements of 2400 calories per person per day for rural areas and 2100 calories per person per day for urban areas.  Based on this, income criterion has been adopted in India to determine poverty line.  The latest income criterion to determine poverty line in India is based on 2004-05 data where it is stated that all India level minimum income for rural and urban areas for a person per month should be Rs. 356.30 and Rs.538.60 respectively.  Apart from all India average, state wise income has been worked out for rural and urban areas (Table-1). 
        (The research paper has been prepared for presentation in Wye City Group on ‘Statistics on Rural Development and Agriculture Household Income’ for the Second Meeting to be held in Rome, Italy 11-12 June 2009). 

Table: 1 State-Specific Poverty Lines in 2004-05
                                              (Rs. per capita per month)
	                  S.No.
	State/Union Territories 
	Rural
	Urban

	1
	Andhra Pradesh
	292.95
	542.89

	2
	Assam
	387.64
	378.84

	3
	Bihar
	354.36
	435.00

	4
	Chhattisgarh
	322.41
	560.00

	5
	Delhi
	410.38
	612.91

	6
	Goa
	362.25
	665.90

	7
	Gujarat
	353.93
	541.16

	8
	Haryana
	414.76
	504.49

	9
	Himachal Pradesh
	394.28
	504.49

	10
	Jammu & Kashmir
	391.26
	553.77

	11
	Jharkhand
	366.56
	451.24

	12
	Karnataka
	324.17
	599.66

	13
	Kerala
	430.12
	559.39

	14
	Madhya Pradesh
	327.78
	570.15

	15
	Maharashtra
	362.25
	665.90

	16
	Orissa
	325.79
	528.49

	17
	Punjab
	410.38
	466.16

	18
	Rajasthan
	374.57
	559.63

	19
	Tamil Nadu
	351.86
	547.42

	20
	Uttar Pradesh
	365.84
	483.26

	21
	Uttarakhand
	478.02
	637.67

	22
	West Bengal
	382.82
	449.32

	23
	Dadra & N. Haveli
	362.25
	665.90

	 
	All-India 
	356.30
	538.60


 Source: Planning Commission, India  
    In a huge country like India, where food habit of rural persons differ from state to state , so state wise income has been worked out as well as poverty ratio in percentage and absolute number.   Thus micro (state wise) and macro (all India) level incomes are available for determining BPL household in India. Latest poverty study was carried out in 2004-05. However, in July, 1962 the Government of India set up a study group to asses what should be the minimum consumer expenditure. The study group recommended that Rs. 20 should be per capita monthly consumer expenditure at 1960-61 prices was the bare minimum. However, Dandekar and Rath based on their study in 1960-61 of segregating rural (Rs. 180 per annum per capita) and urban (Rs. 270 per annum per capita)  areas came to conclusion that about 40 per cent of rural population and about 50 per cent of urban population lived below the desired minimum level (Dandekar and Rath 1971). 
    Before 2004-05, poverty study was carried out in India mainly based on expenditure on food items, but UNDP in their 1990 Report specifically mentioned that lack of income for measuring “absolute poverty” is not sufficient reason, as minimum income does not lead to basic survival needs and for standard of living (UNDP, 1990).  For the first time, Uniform Recall Period (URP) and Mixed Recall Period (MRP) (hence URP and MRP will be used) concepts have been used in 2004-05 to determine BPL population in India. The URP and MRP are based on consumer expenditure data both for food and non food items. This is the latest study on poverty in India, published by the Government of India.  In case of URP, consumer expenditure data for all the items were collected from 30-day recall period.  On the other hand, Mixed Recall Period (MRP data) study throws light on food and non-food items.  For MRP, consumer expenditure data for five non-food items namely, clothing, footwear, durable goods, education and institutional medical expenses are collected from 365-day recall period and the consumption data for the remaining items are collected from 30-day recall period. The URP and MRP data are available for each of the states of India, which may be seen in Tables- 2 and 3.
Table 2:       Number and Percentage of Population Below Poverty Line in different                            

                   states of India -   2004-05 (Based on URP-Consumption)

                                                                                 (Number in Million)
	Sl.
No
	States/ Union Territories
	Rural
	Urban
	India

	 
	 
	Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons
	Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons
	 Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons

	1
	Andhra Pradesh
	11.2
	6.47
	28.0
	6.14
	15.8
	12.61

	2
	Arunachal Pradesh
	22.3
	0.19
	3.3
	0.009
	17.6
	0.20

	3
	Assam
	22.3
	5.45
	3.3
	0.12
	19.7
	5.57

	4
	Bihar
	42.1
	33.67
	34.6
	3.24
	41.4
	36.91

	5
	Chhattisgarh
	40.8
	7.15
	41.2
	1.94
	40.9
	9.09

	6
	Delhi
	6.9
	0.06
	15.2
	2.23
	14.7
	2.29

	7
	Goa
	5.4
	0.036
	21.3
	0.16
	13.8
	0.20

	8
	Gujarat
	19.1
	6.34
	13.0
	2.71
	16.8
	9.06

	9
	Haryana
	13.6
	2.14
	15.1
	1.06
	14.0
	3.21

	10
	Himachal Pradesh
	10.7
	0.61
	3.4
	0.02
	10.0
	0.63

	11
	Jammu & Kashmir
	4.6
	0.36
	7.9
	0.21
	5.4
	0.58

	12
	Jharkhand
	46.3
	10.31
	20.2
	1.32
	40.3
	11.63

	13
	Karnataka
	20.8
	7.50
	32.6
	6.38
	25.0
	13.88

	14
	Kerala
	13.2
	3.24
	20.2
	1.71
	15.0
	4.96

	15
	Madhya Pradesh
	36.9
	17.56
	42.1
	7.40
	38.3
	24.96

	16
	Maharashtra
	29.6
	17.11
	32.2
	14.62
	30.7
	31.73

	17
	Manipur
	22.3
	0.37
	3.3
	0.02
	17.3
	0.39

	18
	Meghalaya
	22.3
	0.43
	3.3
	0.016
	18.5
	0.45

	19
	Mizoram
	22.3
	0.10
	3.3
	0.016
	12.6
	0.12

	20
	Nagaland
	22.3
	0.38
	3.3
	0.012
	19.0
	0.40

	21
	Orissa
	46.8
	15.17
	44.3
	2.67
	46.4
	17.85

	22
	Punjab
	9.1
	1.51
	7.1
	0.65
	8.4
	2.16

	23
	Rajasthan
	18.7
	8.73
	32.9
	4.75
	22.1
	13.48

	24
	Sikkim
	22.3
	.11
	3.3
	0.002
	20.1
	.11

	25
	Tamil Nadu
	22.8
	7.65
	22.2
	6.91
	22.5
	14.56

	26
	Tripura
	22.3
	.61
	3.3
	0.020
	18.9
	0.64

	27
	Uttar Pradesh
	33.4
	47.30
	30.6
	11.70
	32.8
	59.00

	28
	Uttarakhand
	40.8
	2.71
	36.5
	0.88
	39.6
	3.59

	29
	West Bengal
	28.6
	17.32
	14.8
	0.35
	24.7
	20.84

	30
	A & N Islands
	22.9
	0.06
	22.2
	0.032
	22.6
	0.09

	31
	Chandigarh
	7.1
	0.008
	7.1
	0.067
	7.1
	0.07

	32
	Dadra & N. Haveli
	39.8
	0.068
	19.1
	0.015
	33.2
	0.08

	33
	Daman & Diu
	5.4
	0.007
	21.2
	0.014
	10.5
	0.02

	34
	Lakshadweep
	13.3
	0.006
	20.2
	0.006
	16.0
	0.01

	35
	Pondicherry
	22.9
	0.078
	22.2
	0.159
	22.4
	0.02

	 
	All-India
	28.3
	220.93
	25.7
	80.79
	27.5
	301.72


URP consumption = Uniform Recall Period consumption in which the consumer expenditure data for all the items are collected from 30-day recall period.

Source: Planning Commission, Government of India. 

Table 3: Number and Percentage of Population Below Poverty Line in different states        

                      of India in 2004-05 (Based on MRP-Consumption)

                                                                                      (Number in Million)
	Sl. No.
	States/Union Territories
	Rural
	Urban
	India

	 

 
	 
	 Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons
	Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons
	 Persons

(%)
	No. of Persons

	1
	Andhra Pradesh
	7.5
	4.32
	20.7
	4.55
	11.1
	8.87

	2
	Arunachal Pradesh
	17.0
	0.14
	2.4
	0.007
	13.4
	0.15

	3
	Assam
	17.0
	4.14
	2.4
	0.09
	15.0
	4.24

	4
	Bihar
	32.9
	26.29
	28.9
	2.71
	32.5
	29.00

	5
	Chhattisgarh
	31.2
	5.47
	34.7
	1.64
	32.0
	7.11

	6
	Delhi
	0.1
	.001
	10.8
	1.58
	10.2
	1.58

	7
	Goa
	1.9
	0.01
	20.9
	0.16
	12.0
	.17

	8
	Gujarat
	13.9
	4.62
	10.1
	2.11
	12.5
	6.74

	9
	Haryana
	9.2
	1.45
	11.3
	0.79
	9.9
	2.25

	10
	Himachal Pradesh
	7.2
	0.41
	2.6
	0.01
	6.7
	0.42

	11
	Jammu & Kashmir
	2.7
	0.22
	8.5
	0.23
	4.2
	0.45

	12
	Jharkhand
	40.2
	8.97
	16.3
	1.06
	34.8
	10.03

	13
	Karnataka
	12.0
	4.33
	27.2
	5.32
	17.4
	9.66

	14
	Kerala
	9.6
	2.36
	16.4
	1.39
	11.4
	3.75

	15
	Madhya Pradesh
	29.8
	14.20
	39.3
	6.90
	32.4
	21.09

	16
	Maharashtra
	22.2
	12.84
	29.0
	13.14
	25.2
	25.98

	17
	Manipur
	17.0
	0.28
	2.4
	0.01
	13.2
	0.30

	18
	Meghalaya
	17.0
	0.33
	2.4
	0.01
	14.1
	0.34

	19
	Mizoram
	17.0
	0.07
	2.4
	0.01
	9.5
	0.09

	20
	Nagaland
	17.0
	0.29
	2.4
	0.009
	14.5
	0.30

	21
	Orissa
	39.8
	12.93
	40.3
	2.43
	39.9
	15.36

	22
	Punjab
	5.9
	0.97
	3.8
	0.35
	5.2
	1.33

	23
	Rajasthan
	14.3
	6.67
	28.1
	4.05
	17.5
	10.71

	24
	Sikkim
	17.0
	0.08
	2.4
	0.002
	15.2
	0.08

	25
	Tamil Nadu
	16.9
	5.65
	18.8
	5.86
	17.8
	11.51

	26
	Tripura
	17.0
	0.47
	2.4
	0.001
	14.4
	0.48

	27
	Uttar Pradesh
	25.3
	35.76
	26.3
	1.04
	25.5
	45.81

	28
	Uttarakhand
	31.7
	2.11
	32.0
	0.77
	31.8
	2.88

	29
	West Bengal
	24.2
	14.66
	11.2
	2.66
	20.6
	17.32

	30
	A & N Islands
	16.9
	0.04
	18.8
	0.02
	17.6
	0.07

	31
	Chandigarh
	3.8
	0.004
	3.8
	0.03
	3.8
	0.04

	32
	Dadra & N. Haveli
	36.0
	0.06
	19.2
	0.02
	30.6
	0.07

	33
	Daman & Diu
	1.9
	0.003
	20.8
	0.01
	8.0
	0.01

	34
	Lakshadweep
	9.6
	0.004
	16.4
	0.005
	12.3
	0.009

	35
	Pondicherry
	16.9
	0.05
	18.8
	0.13
	18.2
	0.19

	 
	All-India
	21.8
	170.30
	21.7
	68.20
	21.8
	238.50


MRP consumption = Mixed Recall Period consumption in which the consumer expenditure data for  five non-food items, namely, clothing, footwear, durable goods, education and institutional medical expenses are collected from 365-day recall period and the consumption data for the remaining items are collected from30-day recall period.

Source: Planning Commission, Government of India. 
Both URP and MRP data reveal that large number of persons in India is below the poverty line and in the states like Bihar, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, the number is so huge that many countries in the world are not having even the total population which below poverty line population of one state of India is having.  
Rural Poverty in India from 1973-74:
 To get an idea about the level of rural poverty in India as well as in various states rural poverty in percentage terms from 1973-74 onwards are presented in Table-4. Thus a comparative picture for last thirty years is available for the country as a whole as well as for the different states. 
Table 4: 
State-wise percentage of population below the poverty line in Rural India
	S.No.
	State
	1973-74
	1977-78
	1983
	1987-88
	1993-94

	1. 
	Andhra  Pradesh
	48.44
	38.11
	26.53
	20.92
	15.92

	2. 
	Arunachal Pradesh
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	3. 
	Assam
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	4. 
	Bihar
	62.99
	63.25
	64.37
	52.63
	58.21

	5. 
	Goa
	46.85
	37.64
	14.81
	17.64
	5.34

	6. 
	Gujarat
	46.35
	41.76
	29.80
	28.67
	22.18

	7. 
	Haryana
	34.23
	27.73
	20.56
	16.22
	28.02

	8. 
	Himachal Pradesh
	27.42
	33.49
	17.00
	16.28
	30.34

	9. 
	Jammu & Kashmir
	45.51
	42.86
	26.04
	25.70
	30.34

	10. 
	Karnataka
	55.14
	48.18
	36.33
	32.82
	29.88

	11. 
	Kerala
	59.19
	51.48
	39.03
	29.10
	25.76

	12. 
	Madhya Pradesh
	65.66
	62.52
	48.90
	41.92
	40.54

	13. 
	Maharashtra
	57.71
	63.97
	45.23
	40.78
	37.93

	14. 
	Manipur
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	15. 
	Meghalaya
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	16. 
	Mizoram
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	17. 
	Nagaland
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	18. 
	Orissa
	67.28
	72.38
	67.53
	57.64
	49.72

	19. 
	Punjab
	28.21
	16.37
	13.20
	12.60
	11.95

	20. 
	Rajasthan
	44.76
	35.89
	33.50
	33.21
	26.46

	21. 
	Sikkim
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	22. 
	Tamil Nadu
	57.43
	57.68
	53.99
	45.80
	32.48

	23. 
	Tripura
	52.67
	59.82
	42.60
	39.35
	45.01

	24. 
	Uttar Pradesh
	56.53
	47.60
	46.45
	41.10
	42.28

	25. 
	West Bengal
	73.10
	68.34
	63.05
	48.30
	40.80

	26. 
	A & N Islands
	57.43
	57.68
	53.99
	1.29
	32.48

	27. 
	Chandigarh
	27.96
	27.32
	23.79
	45.80
	11.35

	28. 
	Dadra & Nagar Haveli
	46.85
	37.64
	14.81
	14.67
	51.95

	29. 
	Daman & Diu
	-
	-
	-
	- 
	5.34

	30. 
	Delhi
	24.44
	30.19
	7.66
	67.11
	1.90

	31. 
	Lakshadweep
	59.19
	51.48
	39.03
	29.10
	25.76

	32. 
	Pondicherry
	57.43
	57.68
	53.99
	45.80
	32.46

	
	All India
	56.44
	53.07
	45.65
	39.09
	37.27


Source: India Rural Development Report, 1999, NIRD, Hyderabad

Government of India is sincere to eradicate poverty from the country particularly from rural areas as rural poverty of India is massive and conspicuous due to landlessness, very small/uneconomic holding, lack of employment opportunities etc.  In view of this presently in rural India two employment programmes are in operation sponsored by the Government of India.  One is self employment programme for rural population who are below the poverty line. The programme has been functioning under the banner of Swarnajayanti Gram Swarojgar Yojana (SGSY) and other one is wage employment programme for rural households which have been implemented under the Act passed in the Parliament in September 2005. This is known as National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (NREGA) and as a programme known as National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (NREGS).  For the benefit of readers few important points about basic contents of SGSY and NREGS are mentioned.
Swarnajayanti Gram Swarojgar Yojana (SGSY): 
This is a self -employment programme meant for the rural poor so that through income generating activities the rural poor can above the poverty line. In India the programme is popularly known as SGSY (henceforth SGSY will be used). Prior to SGSY, time to time different self-employment programmes were introduced for elimination of rural poverty in the country. Before SGSY, there were six self-employment programmes viz., Integrated Rural Development Programme (IRDP), Training of Rural Youth for Self-employment (TRYSEM), Development of Women and Children in Rural Areas (DWCRA), Supply of Improved Tool-kits for Rural Artisans (SITRA), Million Wells Scheme (MWS) and Ganga Kalyan Yojana (GKY). Some salient features are presented here (SGSY guidelines, 2007).
The beneficiaries of SGSY are known as Swarojgaris.  SGSY lays emphasis on the group approach under which rural poor are organized into Self-help Groups. Although there is provision for individual Swarojgaris (not encouraged), but focus is on group approach.
Social Mobilization

A major focus of SGSY is its emphasis on the social mobilization of the poor.  The programme focuses on organization of the poor at grassroots level through a process of social mobilization for poverty eradication.  Social mobilization enables the poor to build their own self help groups in which they fully and directly participate and take decisions on all issues that will help them to come above the poverty line. 

Number in a self-help group
     A self-help group may consist of 10-20 persons belonging to below poverty line families and a person should not be a member of more than one group.  In case of minor irrigation scheme and for disabled persons, this number may be a minimum of five (5).   According to guidelines, 50 per cent of self-help groups in each block (group of villages, a development unit) should be exclusively of women.


The members of self-help groups have to save regularly and convert their savings into a Common Fund known as Group Corpus.  The fund is used among the members as internal lending. 


The Group Corpus is supplemented with Revolving Fund by the Government and Cash Credit Limit by the banks.  

Activity Clusters – Planning and Selection

The SGSY emphasizes assistance to the Swarojgaris only for those activities, which have been identified and selected as key activity in terms of their economic viability in the area.  The SGSY adopts a project approach for each key activity and project reports are to be prepared in respect of each identified key activity.  The banks and other financial institutions are closely associated and involved in preparing these project reports.

Target Group

Families below the poverty line constitute the target group of SGSY.  Within the target group, special safeguards have been provided to vulnerable sections, by way of reserving 50 per cent benefits to Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes, 40 per cent for women, 15 per cent for minorities and 3 per cent for disabled persons.
Financial Assistance

Assistance under the SGSY to individual Swarojgaris or self-help groups is given in the form of subsidy by the government and credit by the banks.  


  For groups of Swarojgaris, the subsidy is 50 per cent of the cost of the project, subject to a ceiling of Rs. 0 .125 Million.  There is no monetary limit on subsidy for irrigation projects. 

Achievement under SGSY
 
Under SGSY about 3.2 million self-help groups have been formed since inception i.e. from April 1999 to November 2008 (Gram Vikas, 2009). On an average each self-help group consists of 10 members from 10 different families so this indicates that roughly 32 million families are under the banner of self-help groups for pursuing economic activities for improving their economic condition.    
National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme (NREGS):
 This is a wage employment programme implemented in the country under National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, notified on 7th September 2005. Before NREGS, time to time different wage employment programmes were introduced in the country. Some of these are Rural Manpower Programme (RMP), Crash Scheme for Rural Employment (CSRE), Pilot Intensive Rural Employment Programme (PIREP), and Food for Work Programme (FWP), National Rural Employment Programme (NREP), Rural Landless Employment Guarantee Programme (RLEGP), Jawahar Rozgar Yojana (JRY), Jawahar Gram Samridhi Yojana (JGSY), Employment Assurance Scheme (EAS) and Sampoorna Grameen Rozgar Yojana, (SGRY).  Some of the salient features of NREGS are presented below. 

· Employment is to be provided to every rural household whose adult member volunteer to unskilled manual work. Such household is to be provided work for 100 days in a financial year.

· This is a demand based Programme and demand emanating from the Village through the village assembly (in India called Gram Sabha).

· Every person who has done the work to be provided minimum wages. Disbursement of wages to be done on weekly basis but not beyond a fortnight.

· Work should ordinarily be provided within 5 kilometers radius of the village or else extra wages of 10 per cent are payable.  

· Each employment seeker to be registered by village level local self-government, called Gram Panchayat in India, after due verification and the household to be provided a Job Card.

· Village level local self-government (Gram Panchayat) is the authority for planning, registering, issuing job cards to the beneficiaries, allocating employment and monitoring of works.

· Wages have to be paid through bank/post office accounts. 

· At-least one-third of the workers should be women. 

· Contractors/machineries are not permitted. 

· Mainly water conservation, droughts proofing including plantation and afforestation, flood protection, land development and minor irrigation works are permitted.  

· Employment will have to be provided by the village panchayat (local self governing body) within 15 days of work application or else unemployment allowance has to be paid. 
Since inception (2006-07) to 2008-09 (October 2009) 3508.7 million person days of employment were created with the total expenditure of 388321million rupees of which share of wages is 264899 million rupees.  NREGS has good impact in many respects in rural India although it is baby stage. If proper care is taken care then undoubtedly rural persons will be greatly benefited. 
            One eminent effect of NREGS is that employment opportunities and wage rates have gone up as a sequel purchasing power of the people in rural areas have increased.  Minimum wages for agricultural labourers have increased after implementation of NREGS. For example, a few of the states may be cited here:  Maharashtra from Rs.47 to Rs.72, Uttar Pradesh from Rs.58 to Rs.100,  Bihar from Rs.68 to Rs.85, Jammu & Kashmir from Rs.45 to Rs.70, and in Chattisgarh from Rs.58 to Rs.72. At all India level, the average wages paid under NREGS has gone up from Rs.75 in 2007-2008 to Rs.85 in 2008-09.
       
 As a result of NREGS activities, water table in dry and grid regions has increased due to large number of water conservation and drought proofing (Gram Vikas, 2009). 
Impact of Poverty Eradication Programme in India:
      
 It has to be admitted that poverty eradication measures for rural poor are not implemented in the same momentum in all the states of India. Some states have been doing well and some are lagging behind as is evident from the data incorporated in tables-2, 3 and 4. The state which has been performing well in this regard is Andhra Pradesh. It is located in southern part of India with 76 million population of which 55 million (72%) live in rural Andhra Pradesh as per 2001 census (Handbook, 2008).  The total area of the state is 275,000 square kilometers.  Many countries in the world are not having this much area and population.  
       
 The state had high poverty ratio once upon a time, which drastically has come down in recent years. Although in table-4, rural poverty ratio has been mentioned in percentage term for the years 1973-74 onwards but for the benefit of readers poverty statistics for Andhra Pradesh in 1973-74 is compared here with few states of India.  As is evident from the table-4, the poverty in percentage term was 48.86 and 22.57 million in absolute number in Andhra Pradesh in 1973-74. Against this backdrop, rural and urban populations below poverty line were 48.41 per cent (17.62 million) and 50.61 per cent (4.75 million) respectively in the state during 1973-74. As mentioned already in tables 2 and 3, few million persons are now below poverty line in Andhra Pradesh ( rural 6.5 million in 2004-05 based on URP and 4.32 million based on MRP) which is very low in percentage term also. For comparison purpose Andhra Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh are discussed. In Uttar Pradesh during 1973-74, number of below poverty line rural population was 45 million and based on URP data of 2004-05 number of below poverty line rural population is 47 million and 35.8 million based on MRP study. If we consider URP data in Uttar Pradesh then number of BPL persons is more in 1973-74 than 2004-05. Uttar Pradesh has been bifurcated few years back by creating another state namely, Uttrakhand, otherwise figure would have been much higher. Like Uttar Pradesh few more states are there, where below poverty persons are substantial in number.  Over a period of 30 years i.e. from 1973-74 to 2004-05 these states (Orissa, Bihar etc.,) could not do conspicuous result in reduction of BPL persons. However with regard to Andhra Pradesh it may be said that the days are not very far when there may not be any person living below the poverty line in the state. Hopefully, persons of next generation may see poverty (poor) in the ‘museum’. The state is not only successful in bring down poverty, but also ahead in many respects. In this context rural socio-economic development indicators developed by National Institute of Rural Development (a Training and Research organization on Rural Development of Government of India) for all the states including Andhra Pradesh may be referred. For the benefit of readers’ performance of Andhra Pradesh with respect to few important indicators are discussed here.  Type of house is an indicator of development.  As is known to all if income of poor persons increases after spending on food, house is developed. Referring type of rural houses, the data reveal that 47 per cent of rural houses (2001) are made of processed materials which are known as “Pucca House” (durable house) against all India average of 41 per cent. With regard to agricultural productivity, it is observed that yield of food grains in the state (Andhra Pradesh) is much higher than all India average.  During 2005-06, yield rate of food grains was 2356 kilograms per hectare against all India average of 1708 kilograms/ hectare.  Thus it is evident that with high yielding rate of food grains and good housing condition the state is marching towards development. Apart from these, it is evident from other development indicators that state is much ahead. Electrification of rural households may be cited as an example. Around 60 per cent of rural households (2001) in Andhra Pradesh had electricity facilities than all India average of 43.5 per cent. Same is the case of rural safe drinking water supply.  Even malnourished children in percentage term are below than all India average. 
          
Endeavour of officials, non-governmental organizations, political leaders and people of the state may be attributed for bringing down poverty ratio in the state as well as leading the states to development. One of the officers of Rural Development Department, Andhra Pradesh Government who deserves credit for successfully guiding in implementation of rural development programmes is K. Raju. He belongs to Indian Administrative Service, a senior dynamic and dedicated officer. Raju is in the rural development department (about a decade) in various capacities so he is well acquainted with problems of rural persons.

          For successful implementation of poverty eradication programmes identification of genuine poor is sine qua non. In other words genuine poor should be identified first and among the poor, poorest of the poor should be endowed with income generating activities after imparting training and skill development for capacity building. For this the state (Andhra Pradesh) has adopted qualitative approach for identification of poor and poorest of the poor. The rural poor/poorest of the poor are identified under the banner of “Participatory Identification of the Poor (PIP)” which is transparent and accepted by all. The process is discussed below. 
 Qualitative Approach of Participatory Identification of Poor (PIP):

Robert Chambers highlighting the importance of PRA methods write, “Questionnaire surveys used to gain insights, especially for project formulation, select and simplify reality, often mislead, and reconfirm the realities of uppers, missing local complexity and diversity. In contrast, PRA methods usually engage the commitment and analysis of local people, enable the expression and sharing of their diverse and complex realities, give insights into their values, needs and priorities and can also lead on into participatory action” (Robert Chambers, 1999). Thus it is evident that local problems can be addressed through participatory approach.  Qualitative approach is an important tool for successful planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of any programme/project. By sidelining, qualitative approach, no programme/project meant for marginalized persons can be successful. Qualitative approach is sine qua non for poverty related study. By going through at the chapter on “Income Levels Distribution and Poverty” of “Rural Households Livelihood and Well-being” of The Wye Group Handbook, it is observed that no reference has been made about the qualitative approach for identification of poor.  In view of this, it is suggested that qualitative approach should be added in the next edition.
      It is believed that qualitative approach guides to identify poorest of the poor. If qualitative approach is not considered then poorest of poor/poor may not be identified properly. The reason is obvious because while conducting Below Poverty Line (BPL) survey, poor are identified based on quantitative indicators such as income and expenditure. Sometimes selection of appropriate indicators also raises controversies. According to some scholars, Nolan and Whelan (1996) select appropriate indicators of poverty. However poverty study through indicators (quantitative method) does not take into account villagers’ way of life, their needs, priorities, traditional skill, type of problems faced by their families - socially, economically etc.  As a result many times the real poor and poorest of the poor do not find their names in the BPL list.  On the other hand the persons not so poor also find their names in the BPL list, as a sequel BPL list generates controversy. In India cases are there where BPL list has been verified again in many states. But with the qualitative approach (like Participatory Identification of Poor), above mentioned problem(s) may be neutralized to a great extent. Quantitative approach may be supported by qualitative approach and vice versa, when the question of identification of poor, selection of projects for the poor etc., arise. 

     
Qualitative approach under ‘Participatory Identification of Poor (PIP)’ is being implemented in Andhra Pradesh in all the Mandals (Mandal is the development unit consists of 15 to 20 villages). There are 1128 Mandals (Handbook, 2008) and 26,613 inhabited villages (2001 census of India) in Andhra Pradesh. It is implemented under the guidance of Society for Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP) which is under Rural Development Department, Government of Andhra Pradesh.  Under ‘Participatory Identification of Poor’ some general indicators are decided at the district (consists of Mandals) and Mandal level. Since in rural areas agricultural land is an important issue, so the indicators regarding the definition of poorest of the poor is decided first based on land holding.  Then the question comes about well being of the families which generally is not at the same level for all villages.  Since, village to village “Well Being” differs as a sequel based on workshop held at District /Mandal level, indicators are developed.  This is followed by training of the Mandal Resource Persons (MRPs); generally 8-12 MRPs for each Mandal are given training.  The MRPs, after being trained begin the programme of “identifying the poor through participatory method” which is later on approved by the elected representatives of the village.


The Mandal Resource Persons (MRPs) take up the programmes consecutively in three days, in the villages assigned to them, when identifying the poor through the participatory method.  Participatory Identification of Poor (PIP) is conducted at the villages with the help of 2 to 3 teams.  Each team consists of 4 Mandal Resource Persons (MRPs) to conduct the programme, which continue for three days.
Tasks for three days in the village: 
First Day
      
Mandal Resource Persons after going to the village meet personally village leaders, village elders, women organizations, youth organizations, Anganwadi workers (special post created in India under Government of India’s programme for the development of poor children and women), teachers and cultural groups in the village and inform them the reasons for coming to the village and gather required information. Then the team hold meeting with them and give them an idea of the visit and explain to them the importance of their participation. Also in this process, Mandal Resource Persons discuss about holding a community meeting with all the villagers. Once the place and time are decided accordingly meetings are held.  It is ensured that villagers of all categories and castes attend meeting as fixed by MRPs in consultation with village leaders and elders and others. At the outset after informal discussion with the villagers, Transact Walk with all the villagers takes place followed by Social Mapping.  It covers various social facilities of the village and other issues such as population, houses, drinking water resources, economic resources, number of cattle, and other information related to the village.  More importantly, it gives scope for all the villagers to participate in the process, thereby leading to some constructive discussions. Further, the Social Mapping helps to get an idea about the following. 

· the utilization of available local resources and facilities; 
· who has the control of these resources; 
· the villagers belonging to which class are able to make use of the resources; 
· Which class/caste is living in which areas of the village;  
Apart from the above, social mapping helps to understand which caste is exposed to which kind of oppression/suppression.  Specific indicators are used to indicate the information gathered through the Social Mapping. 
Activities in the Second Day
         Important work which is carried out in the second day in the village is Welling Being Analysis. It is done to get an idea about the economic condition of rural households. Based on this, houses of different families are categorized and thus it is possible to know the well being as well as variations in lifestyle of the villagers who belong to the different social, economic and other categories.

Process: First Stage

As a first stage, the economic conditions of the poor in the village and the different dimensions of poverty with the villagers are discussed.  During the process following issues are discussed:
i) What is poverty and conditions of poverty?

ii) What are the problems that the poor face in that village?

iii) Do these problems affect all the poor in the same way?

iv) Do all the villagers live in these circumstances?  Or are there any differences?  If there are differences, how many classes can the villagers are divided into?

v) Based on which components, indicators or variations can the villagers be identified under different categories?

After the discussion based on economic class in that particular village, families are identified. Number of families that roughly falls into each category is worked out.
Second Stage


 Social Mapping and the Well Being Analysis are placed in front of the villagers for everyone’s knowledge.  Thus finally families are selected based on four categories – i) poorest of the poor, ii) poor iii) middle class and iv) rich.  The prepared list is presented in the Gram Sabha (village assembly means all eligible voters meet) and change/modification is finalized there.   
           On the third day, the list is ratified in the village assembly. To understand entire process, a flow chart is presented below. 
Participatory Identification of the Poor in the Village: Flow Chart

First Day

· Rapport building with the villagers

                             

· Organizing an Informal Meeting


· Organizing a Community Meeting

· Coming to an agreement with the villagers regarding the place and time for the Social Map and then Preparing materials required for the Social Map       

· Transact Walk with all sections of persons
· Making the villagers draw the Social Map

· Gathering the information and identifying it in the Social Map

· Sharing the information gathered with the villagers

· Preparing the report (drawing the Social Map on a chart, documentation of the discussions, method and other details of things observed)

Second Day

· Categorization according to the well being conditions

· Discussion held about the living condition of the village


· Explanation of the present exercise

                                 

· Discussion regarding the well being conditions of the villagers


· Categorization of the poor


· Category wise identification of the families on the Social Map

· Documentation

Third Day

· Organize Gram Sabha and get the ratification

· Incorporation of corrections and getting the ratification of the Gram Panchayat

· Giving thanks to persons present in the meeting
Process of Identification: A case at the village level
           To clarify about the identification of i) poorest of the poor, ii) poor, iii) middle class and iv) rich,  a case from Balijaguda village, Hayatnagar Mandal of Ranga Reddy district , Andhra Pradesh is discussed. This study was carried out in January, 2003 under the guidance of Society for Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP).  Entire process was carried out by the villagers. 

Poorest of the poor (Indicators)                                               
 26 families

1) Small Hut

2) 2 or 3 children, no one going to school

3) No Agricultural land

4) Daily wage earners- Work – Earn - Eat

5) No sheep or goat or cow or buffalo

6) Serious illness approach to Government Hospitals

7) No approach to Bank
Poor (Indicators)                                                                   

 24 families

1) Thatched house

2) ½ acre – 1 acre agricultural land

3) Little income through land, cattle/ daily wage.

4) 1 or 2 cows or buffalo or cattle

5) Can spend little amount

6) Can approach – get small loans 

7) Children study in Government school
Middle Class (Indicators)                                                              
12 families
1) 1-2 acres of land 
2) Livelihood through cultivation of land
3) Some run small business
4) Some own cattle 
5) Children are able to attend private school
6) Capacity to renovate their houses
Rich (Indicators)                                                                             
5 families 

1) Minimum 10 acres of land
2) Some are contractors
3) Some are having cars 
4) Some are government employees
5) Treatment in private hospitals

6) Children study in convent or city school

  Economic improvement of Poorest of the Poor: 
 
As an example two cases, from Kalva village and four cases from Nannoor village of Orvakal Mandal, Kurnool district of Andhra Pradesh, are presented. Out of six cases, two cases in depth and four cases in brief are presented. The village is located about 250 kilometers away from state capital of Andhra Pradesh i.e. Hyderabad.    These cases reveal how through proper identification of poorest of the poor and subsequently through grounding of economic activities the poor families, who were totally in the category of ‘have not’, have not only crossed poverty line but now owner of land and building.  These cases have been studied in April 2009.
Case-1
Mohammad Bee now about 55 years old illiterate Muslim woman was a very poor up to 1994. She was married at the age of 13 years and became mother at the age of 18 years. Her father due to poverty arranged her marriage with a poor person who was eking out his livelihood as daily labourer. Those days as assets, they had a hut and a small cot and four aluminum vessels.  She had two saris (Indian women wear) to wear. In her words, after drying of one, another one she could wear. They were very poor so they were not invited by other villagers’ in the functions/festivals. Even incidentally someone invited, she was avoiding because of dirty cloth. 
      She joined with her husband for working as labouerer to get two square meals a day. With the passing of time, they were blessed with 3 male children. When they were grown up, she admitted her in the school not for education but for getting two pairs of dresses which were provided at free of cost. As soon as the dresses were provided, children were withdrawn from the school and asked to earn. Her elder son joined as a worker in stone polishing and cutting unit at the age of 10 years in Hyderabad, 250 kilometers away from the village, capital of Andhra Pradesh. Later on other two sons also joined. Thus all of her three sons joined as workers under a contractor, resulting five members family were surviving through their hard labour.  In the year 1995, she joined in a self-help group which was a part of UNDP’s Poverty Alleviation Programme. The self-help group was formed with 12 women under the banner of Chand self-help group. Mohammad Bee was gratefully remembering Vijaya Bharathi, the lady who took initiative to form the self-help group under UNDP’s Poverty Alleviation Programme. Vijaya Bharathi was dedicatedly working morning and evening to apprise women about the importance of self-help group. As a result Chand self-help group was formed in the village. At the time of study (April 2009), it was reported that after the death of one member, the group has been functioning with 11 women members. With the joining of self-help group, Mohammad Bee felt happy that at least she could share her woes with others. With the savings in the group, she took a loan of Rs. 1000 at the rate of 2 per cent simple rate of interest per month with which she grew tomato on neighbour’s land. She was identified poorest of the poor so she could get loan within 6 months of joining in the self-help group. The landowner asked to give 50 per cent of total tomato production as a condition of providing land. She accepted the same as for a poorest person this term and condition is better in many respects.  After repaying of Rs. 1000 with an interest of 2 per cent to the group and 50 per cent tomato to the land owner, she earned an amount of Rs. 5000 within six months. According to her first time she could see so much money in her life, and with this amount, first the family members ate full meals with their preferred items. Striking feature is that she was inspired to take further loan and developed confidence to handle more loans. After approaching to the local bank, she was extended an amount of Rs. 20,000 as loan. Out of this amount, she spent Rs. 15,000 for having a plot of agricultural land on lease for 3 years. After repaying of loan, she took another loan and thus process continued for 24 times. In other words, she took loan 24 times starting initially with an amount of Rs. 1000. Already she has repaid Rs. 0.6 million amount of loan taken time to time and has taken recently fresh loan of Rs. 0.4 million, which she has been repaying regularly.  She is now having a concrete house and 11 acres of agricultural land including 6.5 acres of mango garden. Her husband looks after this as he is no longer working as a labourer. Mohammad Bee apart from attending self-help group meetings, watches television and now-a-days in the village no functions/festivals are held without her.   The Chand self-help group where is attached is having savings up to Rs. 0.2 million. 
Case-2: 
     Ramakka was also a very poor woman (belonged to marginalize social group) in the village before joining Menaka Gandhi self-help group in 1995. She never had gone to school.  Eating two square meals, a day was dream for her. By chance she and her husband could get two square meals a day, they were thinking lucky enough for that day. Out of 5 children, 4 children died due to lack of care and poverty. Later on her husband also died. Once upon a time, for whole day of arduous work she was earning Rupee 1 (according to her a very low earning in those days). She was remembering once due to severe hunger she went to a neighbour’s house where owner of the house asked her to pound 5 kilograms of red-chili (which is done manually, an arduous work). Ramakka agreed to do the same but requested some food first to eat. Neighbour declined, asked her first to complete the work. Like this, she had to tackle situations many a times. After joining the self-help group, couple of months later she was sanctioned a sum of Rs. 5000 for undertaking business, as she was identified poorest of the poor. She first time saw such huge money in her life. With the amount she started selling eggs to the villagers as most of the villagers, were non- vegetarian. Mention may be made here that, in India many villagers/even many city dwellers eat vegetarian foods. However, with the selling of eggs, she could earn daily around Rs. 25. After repaying of loan, she was given another dose of loan for sheep rearing business. This way process continued for 14 times i.e. 14 times she took loan and refunded which amounts to Rs. 0.85 million. Now she owns 5 acres of agricultural land and 1.5 acres of mango garden, which are looked after by his married son. Now her self-help group is having savings of Rs. 0.15 million, she many a times hold important position in the self-help group. 
        Apart from above cases, four cases from Yarab self-help group of Nannoor village, Orvakal Mandal may be mentioned here. The self-help group was started in 1999 with 13 Muslim women, all were poor and some of them were very poor. Their economic condition has been greatly improved when the author visited (April, 2009). Four cases are presented here who were very poor before joining in the group. 
	Name 
	Before joining self-help group (1999)
	After joining  self-help group

(April 2009)

	Chi. Shajaha


	Widow with a daughter; Husband died of TB; No property; Illiterate; Beedi-making ( a type of local cigarette) ; 
	House constructed; beedi making; Grocery shop; 

	Rahamath Bee

	Husband blind; No house; No property;
	Grocery shop; Bangle selling; Sweet selling by Husband;

	Ch. Noorjaha
	Widow at 23 years age with two children; No property; Beedi making;  Government sanctioned house;
	Husband Building Contractor ; Beedi making 

	Pedda Shajaha


	No land; Husband was working as mason; Self- beedi making; two children;
	Self- beedi making; Husband Building Contractor ;


        Before starting of self-help group, economic condition of the self-help group members was so miserable that eating two square meals with balanced diet a day was a matter of luck. But after joining of self-help group, and subsequently doing income generating activities, their economic condition has been greatly improved. Earlier they were dealing with few rupees now all of them have been individually dealing with thousands rupees as loan. It was observed that loan taken time to time crosses more than hundred thousand rupees individually.  

 Conclusion:
It is evident from the above that qualitative study with participatory approach gives better picture to identify poorest of the poor. If poorest of the poor are injected proper income generating activities along with their skill up gradation and capacity building then every possibility for improvement in their economic condition as they know they are not having any alternative to survive.  To get an actual picture about the economic status of the villagers’ participatory approach is undoubtedly a better method. Robert Chambers from his book ‘Whose Reality Counts’ (1999) may be quoted in this regard, “Participation, empowerment, and mutual respect enable lowers, and poor people in general to express and analyze their individual and shared realities”. Further he feels that, “the values and preferences of poor local people typically contrast with those of the better off, outsiders and professionals……..Local people are themselves diverse, with sharp contrasts of preferences and priorities by age, gender, social and ethnic group, and wealth.” In this study our experience in Andhra Pradesh shows the state through participatory approach both with quantitative and qualitative methods successfully could bring down the poverty ratio in the state. In view of this, it is suggested that qualitative approach should be adopted.   Such type of reference is not found in the chapter of “Income levels, Distribution and Poverty” of Rural Households’ Livelihood and Well-Being (The Wye Group Handbook). 

It is also suggested that “Wye City Group Meeting” in their second meeting should develop the terminology like Rural, Agriculture Income, Agricultural Labourer, Landless Labourer, etc. which should be accepted through out the world like common words in the dictionary.
(The author extends his grateful thanks to P. Purushotham, Professor & Head (CSERE), NIRD, Hyderabad India;  C.P. Nagi Reddy, State Project Manager (Monitoring and Learning), Society for Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP), Andhra Pradesh, India and K.P. Rao,  State Project Adviser (Marketing),  Society for Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP), Andhra Pradesh, India for their cooperation in carrying out the study.
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