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ABSTRACT 

This paper presents estimates of rural and urban poverty and inequality for the 61 

constituent "regions" of India's 16 major states in 1987-88, based on National Sample 

Survey data. The estimates are also used for preliminary investigation of selected issues, 

including the regional patterns of poverty decline since 1972-3, the hypothesis of inter

regional "convergence" in poverty levels, the evolution of intra-regional and inter-regional 

inequality in consumer expenditure, and the relationship between poverty decline and 

regional characteristics. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The literature on poverty in India has made extensive use of estimates of various "poverty 

indices" (usually the head~count ratio) derived from the National Sample Survey. These 
• 

estimates are typically presented separately for the rural and urban areas of different states, 

a~ well as for the country as a whole. The design of NSS surveys, however, makes it 

possible to estimate poverty indices at a lower level of disaggregation" -- that of NBS 

"regions". T~e NSS region is essentially an intermediate unit between the state and the 

district, defined primarily on the basis of agro-climatic criteria. Each region cons iSIs of 

several districts within the borders of one particular state, and each of the major states is 

divided into several regions. 

Region-specific poverty estimates are potentially useful in at least two ways. First, given that 

the incidence of poverty is often far from uniform within a particular state (as will be seen 

further on), the identification of intra-state regional patterns can be important for development 

planning. Efforts to focus public intervention on particularly deprived regions, for instance, 

require this type of information. Second, the availability of region-specific poverty estimates 

substantially extends the scope for statistical analyses of empirical relationships in which 

poverty plays an important role. Examples of such analyses include studies of the 

determinants of poverty itself, of the relationship between poverty and demographic outcomes 

(e.g. mortality or fertility). and of the effect of agricultural growth on rural poverty.' 

Unfortunately, region-specific poverty estimates have rarely been used in the literature on 

poverty in India. In fact, the only year for which such estimates are available, as things 

stand, is 1972-3 (see Jain et ai, 1988). In this paper, we present region-specific poverty 

estimates for 1987-8, based on special tabulations of the 43rd round of the National Sample 

lFor an example of use of region-specific poverty estimates in regression analysis, see 
Murthi, Guio and Dreze (1995). 
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Surv(~y.2 We also present some preliminary observations b~lsed on th~se estimates, including 

a brief comparison with the 1972~3 estimates. 

2. • DATA AND METHOD 

All the computations reported in this paper ai'e based on consumer expenditure data derived 

from the 43rd round of the National Sample Survey. with 1987~8 as the refen;:nce year. The 

available data cover India's 16 "major states", which accounted for 98 per cent of the 

population in 1991. Standard indicators of poverty and inequality have been computed for 

each of the 61 regions that make up these 16 states. 

Similar indicators are available for 1972~3 from Jain et al (1988). The authors used a rural 

poverty line of Rs 15 per capita per month at 1960-1 prices, and, to facilitate comparison 

between 1972-3 and 1987-8, the same poverty line is used in this study.3 Following Jain et 

al (1988), we have deflated nominal expenditure figures by state-specific price indices that 

take into account inter-state price differentials; these price indices are based on Minhas et al 

(1991). While computing poverty and inequality indices, per-capita expenditure figures wera 

suitably weighted by the inverse sampling probabilities. 

At the time of the 1972-3 survey, the 16 states covered in this study were made up of only 

56 regions. These are the 56 regions considered by Jain et aJ (1988), Between 1972-3 and 

1987-8, some of the original regions were subdivided. For instance, "Assam plains" has bee.n 

further divided into "eastern plains" and "western plains". In the case of Madhya Pradesh and 

Tamil Nadu, some of the 1987-8 regions overlaI! two or more of the initial 1972-3 regions. 

This makes it impossible to establish a one-to-one correspondence between the 1972-3 and 

1987-8 regional data by simple aggregation of the 1987-8 data. To deal with this problem, 

comparisons between the two survey years will be based on 50 regions only; these 50 regions 

20ur region-specific estimates for 1987-8 are consistent with the state-specific 
estimates of Minhas et al (1991) for the same year, based on the same source and a similar 
methodology; note, however, that different poverty lines are used in the two studies. 

3This widely-used poverty line was originally proposed by Dandekar and Rath (1971). 
The corresponding figure for urban areas is Rs 22.5 per capita per month at 1960-1 prices. 
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arc obtained by excluding the "pwblern" districts of Mlldhya Pradesh and Tamil Nadll from 

the original list of 56 regions.4 

3. RURAL POVERTY IN 1972..3 AND 1987..8 

Region~specific indices of poverty and inequality in 1972*3 and 1987-8 are presented in 

TnbJcs 1 and 2 for rural areas, and in the Appendix for urban areas. Table 3 gives some 

, summary statistics based on regi()n~specific figures for J987-8 (rural areas); the corresponding 

ilgures for 1972~3 are given in brackets for purposes of comparison. Figure 1 plots each 

region's head-count index of rural poverty in 1987-8 against the corresponding index for 

1972-3, and similarly with the Gini coefficient in Figure 2. Since the Jain et al (1988) study 

does not give any information for urban areas. the remainder of this paper focuses specifically 

on rural areas. 

As Tables 2 and 3 indicate, average per-capita expenditure (APCE) has increased in, a large 

majority of regions between 1972-3 and 1987-8, with an average increase of about l2 per 

cent.s Similarly, the head~count index of rural poverty has declined in aJl but four regions 

(eastern Haryana, eastern and southern Uttar Pradesh, and the Jhelum Valley of Jammu and 

Kashmir), with an average decline of 28 per cent. The Gini coefficient, on the other hand, 

has increased in half of the regions and decreased in the other half, with no change on 

average. The broad-based decline of poverty between 1972-3 and 1987-8 is primarily driven 

by the expansion of APCE, with no systematic increase or decrease in inequality; this is a 

typical feature of recent changes in poverty and inequality in rural India (Ravalli on and Datt, 

1994). 

4For the geographical boundaries of the different regions, and a list of the constituent 
districts, see Jain et al (1988)"for 1972-3, and Sarvekshana for 1987-8. 

5The "averages" mentioned in this paragraph are unweighted averages of the region
specific values. Similar statements apply to the population-weighted averages. 
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Tllbl/) 1: 'RcgilmnJ indicators of mra1Ilo\'(rty lind Inlllllllllll)" 19117·8 

Rt'ithm APer! HeR GI:-JI 
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10. 
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2]. 
2·t 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
3O. 
3t. 
32. 

33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 

43, 

44, 
45. 
46. 
47. 
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49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 
56. 
57. 
58. 
59. 
60. 
61. 

Alldhm Pf'Jd~8h COil~1n1 
AI\dhm ('rodesh Illhllld Northern 
Alldhm Pfndtl~h SQUlh Weslern 
Andhm J>rudesh Inland Soulherll 
As~mn Plains Enslcm 
ASSlIIil Plains Western 
Assam Hills 
Bih,tr SouthcfII 
Bihllr Northem 
,jj!mf CCI11rol 
Oujunu &slern 
Olljum! Plains Northern 
Gujurot Plains SOllthern 
Gujurm Dry Arens 
Gujafllt Saufilshtra 
Huryllna Enslem 
Uuryana Weslern 
J and K MOUn!(lins 
J and K Outer Hills 
J nnd K Jhe1Uln Valley 
KurnUlaku Couslul nnd Ghats 
Karnataka Inland Eastern 
Kumalakn Inlund Southern 
K!trnu\(ika Inland Northern 
Kernla Northem 
Kernlu Southern 
Madhya Pradesh Chauisgarh 
Madhya Pradesh Vindhya 
Madhya Pradesh Central 
Madhya Pradesh Malwa Plateau 
Madhya Pradc.~h Soulh Central 
Madhya Pradesh South Western 
Madhya Pradesh Northern 
Mahru-ashlra Coaslal 
Mahamshtra Tnland Western 
Maharushtra Inl:md Northern 

Mahamshtra Inland Central 

Mahurashtfll Inlnlld Eastern 

Malmrashlra Eastern 

Orissa Coustat 

Orissa Southern 

Orissa Northern 

Punjab Northern 

Punjab Southern 

Rajusthan Western 

Rajusthan North Eastern 

Rajasthan Southern 

Rajasthan South Eastern 
Tamil Nadu Coustai Northern 
Tamil Nadu Coastal 
Tamil Nadu Southern 
Tamil Nadu Inland 
Uttar Pmdesh Himaiayan 
Uttar Pmdesh Western 
Uttar Pradesh Central 
Uttar Pradesh Eastern 
Uttar Prodesh Southern 
West Bengal Himalayan 
West Bengal Eustern Plains 
West Bengal Central Plains 
West Bengal Western Plains 

1.78 0.:!91 

1.7·\ 2U 0.319 
 Rc 
1.80 18,9 0.309 

1..12 40.8 0.340 

1.38 29.5 0.236•
1.25 39.1 0.221 Kn 
1.42 24.7 0.233 An 
1.15 51..1 0.269 W, 
1.15 53.0 0.262 

AP 
1.11 51.9 0.240 

Gl\
1.50 33.4 0.322 Mp

0 . .::!421.48 24.5 
Ke 

1.55 22.3 0.264 
Mn 

1.24 45.9 0.254 
GlI

UO 16.8 0.214 
'Ka 

1.83 18.7 0.312 
. J a 

2.02 8.7 0 . .::!6S 
We 

16.9 0.3231.86 RllJ
1.56 27.2 0.295 

Gu,
1.75 13.4 0.2S0 

Gu 
1.72 10.7 0.235 

MOl 
1.56 19.9 0.272 Utt 
1.51 31.9 0.319 

As: 
1.42 35.2 0.302 

Pili 
1.36 40.5 0.296 

Ori 
1.69 26.6 0.328 

We 
1.23 41.5 0 . .::!44 

Ma 
1.43 32.9 0.280 

AI> 
1.22 41.2 0.234 

Kel 
1.51 34.2 0.337 

Mn 
1.23 48.3 0.306 

Raj
1.24 47.7 0.311 

M"1.67 20.1 (}.296 
Kru 

1.43 29.2 0.263 
Bih 

1.61 30.2 0.353 
Hili 

1.30 44.2 0,298 
We 

1.31 47.5 0.343 
Ori 

1.19 48.8 0.264 
Ma 

1.24 45.7 0.253 J III
1.22 42.0 0,242 

Ull
0,85 77.0 0,251 

Pur 
1.15 53.7 0 . .::!86 ASl 
2.06 9.3 0.297 

Oli 
1.94 13.4 0.304 

GU!
1.56 28.3 0.307 

Tm
1.58 29.2 0.305 

Bih
1.00 61.1 0.327 

Kru
1.51 31.5 0.293 

Raj
1.16 52.9 0.287 

Raj
1.44 32.1 0.281 

Bih
1.29 45.6 0.316 

Jru 
1.90 25.7 0.368 

UtI.
1.98 8.4 0.288 

Utc 
1.61 26.3 0.300 

Hru
1.35 36.1 0.272 

Ma 
1.27 42.7 0.271 

Ma
1.16 50.1 0.255 

' Ma
1.27 26.5 0.160 

Ma 
1.10 54.2 0.247 

Tar
1.34 39,5 0.291 

Tar
1.24 40.8 0.242 

Note: APCE denotes the average per-capita expenditure (us a ratio of the poverty-line expenditure level of Rs. 15 per month at 1960-61 all-
NOI

India prices), HeR the head· count ratio (proportion of the rural popUlation below the poverty line), and GINI the Gini coefficient of per
seQ

C<lpita expenditure. 
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Ruml Poverl)' Rml hlc1lmdl!y: Illillol Illv",11I (1972·3) IIlIdTllble 2: 
lu'o[lortlolllilC eluiIlllo (1972,3 10 1987.8) 

HeR OINt 
APCl~H~glOIl 

0,260 ( 10.1)(·S(WL:l4 ( 59,3) 4:2.1
tJuru- !'rndesh Himiliaylin (U I) 0,271 (.llO)(.73.1)( 32,5) 39.6
KrunlllnkQ Cou$\::li & Ghats (KNI) 1.30 (l,258 ( 119)(-57,~)1.13 ( sit:!) 39Jl
AllahI'll flmde$h COlL~tru (API) o.z34 (-)13)(lLO (-.56,5)1.11 ( 14.1>West lJellgal Hhnaillyun (WI) 0.212 ( 17.)46,9 (-54,2)LlO ( 57/»AI' Itllalld Northern (APt) 0,275 ( 11,0)(-53.3)( -14.3) 71.5
Gujanll EllSlern «(1 I) 1.00l 0,293 HO,O)61.6 (-52,6)1.16 ( 23.1)MnharuuhtmCollStlll (MA I) 0,331 ( ·0,8) (.45.5)1.33 ( 27.2) 48.9
Kcraln Southern (KI;2) 0,258 (36.5)

54.3 (.44.3)1.25 ( 21),6)Mahnmshtra Inhu)d Western (MA2) 0,208 ( 2.9) 
lAS ( 304) 30,2 H4:n 

Gujaral Saumshitu «i5) 0,288 ( -5A)(-4:\,1)1.33 ( 17.2) 35.5
Karnalaka Inilllld Ellslem (KN2) 0.223 ( 32.2)47,3 (.42.4)1.07 ( 46.3)J Md K Outer hills OK2) 0,320 (-24.4)(.41.\)I.OS ( 17.4) 69.1
W~SI IJeng:1I Western Plains (W4) ( ·8.0)sO.n (·37,1) 00318

1.33 ( 1.1.1)Rajasthan South Enslem (R4) 0.386 (·31,6)(.36.7)1.93 (·19.8) 35.2
Gu';nrat Plains Southern (03) ( -5.2) 0.25538.3 (·36.1l1.46 ( 1.4)Gujarat Plains Northern (02) 0.248 ( .1.6) (·35.3)0.98 ( 24.6) 64.2
Madhya Pradesh Eashlm (MP\) ( 4.0) 0.28940.6 (·35.2)1.32 ( 21.7) Ullnr Pradesh Westem (V2) 0.202 ( \5.6)(·34,7)\.24 ( 14.6) 37,1\
Assam Hills (AS3) 0.301 ( ·1.5) 14,2 (-34.1)2.10 ( ·1.7)Punjnb Northern (P I) 0.300 ( ·4.7)(·3 \.8)0.85 ( 35.5) 78.7
Orissn Northern (03) ( .7.3) 0.31557.1 ( ·30.8) 1.20 ( 11.7) West Bengal Central Plains (W3) 0.311 (-I8.1}(·30.0)1.22 ( 2.3) 65.3
MahllrllShtra Eastern (MA6) ( 3.1)

40.4 (.28.0) 0.313
1.25 ( 29.5)AP Inland Southern (AP4) ( 0.4) 

56.1 ( ·27,9) 0.295 
1.15 ( 18.3) Kerala Nonhenl (KBl) ( 7.9) 

59.4 (·25.5) 0.276 
1.20 ( 8.7) Maharashlnl Inland Northem(MA3) 0,320 ( 2.2)(·25,5)

Rajlt'ifhan Southern (R3) 0.95 ( 1.8) 82.0 
(·19.3) " O.32S 

Mahamshtra Inland Eastern (MAS) 0.279 ( 8.2) 
65.2 (·25.2)1.18 ( 1.0) 

(·24.1)1.17 ( 21.0) 46.3
Kamlltaka Inland Northern (KN4) 0.295 ( ·8.7)67.0 (·23.3)1.06 ( 7.8) Bihar Southern (B 11 ) 0.270 ( -0,7) ( .21.5) 2.06 ( ·1.7) 11.0 
Haryana Western (HA2) 0.293 H5,7)69.1 ( ·21.5) 1.01 ( 8.2) West Bengal Enstem Plains (W2) (-18.5)(·19,5) 0.297 

1.21 ( 0,8) 52.1 
Orissa Coastal (0 I) 0.383 (-10,6)

58.9 (-1904)1.37 ( .4.0)Mahamshtra Inland Central (MA4) ( 67.1) (·17,.n 0.193 
1.30 ( 43.2) 20.5

J Md K Mountains (JK 1) 0.300 ( ·9.3) 43.6 (·17.3)
Uttar Pradesh Central (V3) ( -8.3) 

( 4,8) 1.29 
15.8 (.15.2) 0.331 

2.18 HLI)Punjab Southern (P2) (225)
40.6 (·13.7) 0.186 

1.19 ( 9.4) Assam Plains (AS2) 0.282 (·10.9)
85.0 ( ·9.5)0.81 ( 4.9) Orissa Southem (02) 0.232 ( 9.2) 
50.4 ( ·8.8)1.26 ( .1.3)Gujamt Dry ArellS (G4) (J,286 ( 0.4)
56.3 ( ·6.0)1.03 ( 12.9) Tamil Nadu Coastal Nonhern (T1) 0.283 ( -7.3) ( ·5.9) 1.20 ( .4.6) 56.3 

Bihar Northern (BI2) 0,267 ( 19.4)( ·4.8)1.38 ( 9.9) 33.5
Karnataka Inland Southern (KN3) 0.304 ( 0.5) 

30.1 ( ·3.1)1.63 ( -3.3) Rajasthan North Eastern (R2) 0.287 ( 7.1) 
29.1 ( ·2.6) 1.60 ( -2.5) Rajasthan Western (R I) 0.296 (-18.8)
52,9 ( -1.9) 1.24 (.10.7)

Bihar Central (B13) 0.256 ( 9.5) 
13.1 ( 204)

1.60 ( 8.8) J Md K Jhelum Valley (JK3) 0.254 ( 6.8) ( 2.6)
1.29 ( -1.4) 41.6 

Uttar Pradesh Eastern (V4) 0.278 ( ·8.3)
44.5 ( 12.7) 

1.26 ( ·8.1)Uttar Pradesh Southern (U5) 0.292 ( 6.8) ( 16.5)1.97 ( .7.1) 16.0 
HaryMa EllStem (HA I ) 0.267 nla 

nla 62.9 nla1.01Madhya Pradesh Inland Eastern 0.344 nla
49.0 nla1.34 nlaMadhya Pradesh Inland Western 0.321 nla
44.1 nla1.34 nla'Madhya Pradesh Western 0.343 nla
35.8 nla1.59 nlaMadhya Pradesh Northern 0.286 nla
56.3 nla1.03 nlaTrunil Nadu Coastal NOlthern 0.248 nla
45.4 nla1.10 nlaTrunil Nadu Coastal Southern 

Note: The figures in parentheses indicate the percentage change.; between 1972·3 Md 1987·8, e.g. (APCE1 • APCE")/APCE,, in the case of 

second column. The regions are listed in decreasing order of the percenlllge decline in head-count ratio. 
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'rubJe 3: Summary stniistics (rural areas, 1987·8) 

Minimum Maximum Mean CV 

Average per~capitu 

expenditure (APCE) 

.84 

( .81 ) 

2.06 

( 2.18) 

1,45 

( 1.29) 

18.53 

(22.53) 

Head-count ratio (HCR) 8.37 

(11.04) 

76.96 

(85.02) 

34.07 

(47.33) 

42.27 

(36.23) 

Gini coefficient (GIN!) .1600 

(.1864) 

.3682 

(.3855) 

.2822 

(.2839) 

13.4l 

(14.30) 

Notes: 

(l) 	 The mean value is an unweighted average of the 61 region-specific figures; CV gives 

the unweighted coefficient of variation across regions with respect to the unweighted 

mean. 

(2) 	 Figures in parentheses are for the year 1972-3, as given in Jain et al (1988). 
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While the h'md~coutH index ()f runl) poverty declined in all but four regions between 19724 3 

and 1.987~8, there arc large imerMregional differences in Ihe extent of poverty decline over that 

period (see Table 2). The percentage reduction in the head~counL ratio between t:he two 

reference years, for insl.ance. ranges from negative values for four regions to 80 per cent for 

the Himalayan region of Uttar Pradesh. Another noteworthy pattern is the frequent existence 

of sharp contrasts in poverty decline between different regions within a particular state. For 

instance, the percentage reduction in head-count ratio ranges from -12.7 per cent to 80.1 per 

cent within Uttar Pra?esh and from 4.8 to 57.2 per cent within Andhra Pradesh. These intra

state contrasts are likely to reflect a combination of (1) genuine inter-regional differences in 

poverty trends within individual states, and (2) tnmsient differences attributable to shorHerm 

fluctuations in economic conditions, measurement errors, and related factors. 

4. INEQUALITY 

As was mentioned earlier, the Gini coefficient of per~capita expenditure has increased in just 

about half of the regions, and declined in the other half, with no change on average. 

Interestingly, the correlation between the 1972-3 Gini coefficients and the 1987-8 Gini 

coefficients is quite weak (see Figure 2), though statistically significant. The considerable 

divergence between 1972-3 and 1987-8 Gini coefficients in many regions stands in sharp 

contrast with the stability of the "average" Gini coefficient. 

Another issue of interest is that of inter-regional inequality. The relevant Lorenz curves can 

readiJy be constructed from region-specific APCE figures, and are displayed in Figure 3.6 

Inter-regional inequality patterns, like the average Gini coefficient, are remarkably stable: -the 

Lorenz curves for 1972-3 and 1987-8 are almost indistinguishable. Of course, the ranking 

of different regions along the Lorenz curve is not the same in both years. In other words, 

stable levels of inter-regional inegyality are consistent with a good deal of inter-regional 

6The Lorenz curves appearing in Figure 3 are constructed by treating each region as 
one observation, irrespective of population size. It is unlikely that population-weighting 
would make much difference to the shape of these curves, since there is no inter-regional 
correlation between population size and average per-capita expenditure. 
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mQ,l?Uill'., Figure 1 gives an idea of the ex.tent of inter~regionall11()bility in terms of tile hcad~ 

count ratio (see also the transition matrix. in Table 4). 

s. CONVERGENCE 

The question as to whether poor c(mntt'ies or regions grow faster than the richer ones has 

received a good deal of attention in the recent literature on economic development.7 Standard 

neoclassical growth models suggest that richer regions have low,er rates of return to capital 

(due to diminishing returns), implying that the gap between rich and poor regions would 

normally narrow over time. This hypothesis of "convergence" can be tested for the Indian 

regions. based on 1972-3 and 1987-8 APCE data. 

If we regress the difference in average per-capita expenditure between 1987-8 and 1972~3 on 

the initial level of per-capita expenditure (APCEo), we find that the coefficient of APCEo is 

negative und statistically significant, i.e. the lower the initial level of APCE the larger the 

increase between 1972-3 and 1987-8 (see Figure 4). This result, however, is not a reliable 

test of convergence. To see this, consider .the case where APCE in a particular year and for 

a particular region consists of the sum of two components, a "trend" component, and a 

"transient component", with the latter being randomly distributed with mean zero. If the trend 

component changes at the same rate for all regions, i.e. there is no "convergence", a 

regression of the growth of APCE between two periods on the initial APCE level would 

nevertheless indicate that regions with lower initial APCE tend to experience faster APCE 

growth.s In the absence of any useful information on the importance of transient 

7See e.g. Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1992) and Mankiw (1995) and the literature cited 
there. 

8This is a simple illustration of "Galton's fallacy"; for further discussion in relation to 
the issue of convergence, see Friedman (1992). The basic problem is that regions with low 
initial APCE are likely to have a negative transient component; since the transient component 
in the next period is zero on average, and the trend component is the same for all regions by 
assumption, these regions are likely to experience higher-than-average APCE growth, and 
vice-versa for regions starting with a high initial APCE. 
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TABLE 4 


Distribution of Regions in Terms of their Position 


in the 1972·3 and 198788 Scales of Head-count Ratios 


Position in the scale of Position in the scale of 1987-8 head-count "'Hios (quintile) 

1972-3 head-count ratios 
I H III IV V 

(quinlile) 

I (lowest HeR) 7 I 2 0 0 

II 2 5 2 I 0 

I III 1 3 3 2 I 

IV 0 1 2 4 3 

V (highest HeR) 0 0 1 3 6 

Note: Each entry of this "transition matrix" indicates the number of regions that have moved 

from the row quintile to the column quintile between 1972-3 and 1987-8. The quintiles are 

arranged in ascending order of the head··count ratio in the relevant year. There are 10 regions 

in each row and column. 
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expenditure fluctllatiollS, it is difficult (.0 accept tho pattern observed in Figure 4 as a s()lld 

indication of convergence, 

An alternatl ve tc~st of convergence, )Vhich avoids Galton's fallacy. consists of checking 

whether the coefficient ()f variation of APCE is declining over time.9 As Table 3 indicates, 

this is indeed the case, although the decline is quite small. Interestingly, however. the 

coefficient of variation of head~c()unt ratios has i{1creasgd between t971-3 and 1987-8. This 

"divergence" of poverty indices is an important qualification to the apparent convergence of, 

average per~capita expenditure. 

6. POVERTY DECLI::"lE AND INITIAL CONDlTIONS 

Given the existence of wide inter-regional variations in the extent of poverty decline between 

1972~3 and 1987-8, a natural question to ask is whether the magnitude of poverty decline in 

particular regions can be related to specific initial features of those regions. This issue can 

be investigated by regressing the percentage change in the head-count index (or in APCE) 

between 1987-8 and 1972·3 on a range of relevant regional characteristics. An illustration 

is given in Table 5, based on an elementary set of initial characteristics that are readily 

available from census data. 10 These include indicators of agricultural productivity, population 

density, literacy, female labour force participation, and urbanization. 

Somewhat surprisingly, only two of the variables included in Table 5 are statistically 

significant. First, there is a statistically significant association between the growth of APCE 

and the initial level of APCE. This association, however, should be interpreted in the light 

of our earlier comments on convergence. Second, regions with higher initial levels of female 

9This "test" assumes that the distribution of the transient components does not change 
over time. If, say, the variance of the transient components declines over time (e.g. due to 
improved measurement of per-capita expenditure), this test would lead to a spurious 
impression of convergence. 

10Aside from 1971 census data, we have used figures on agricultural productivity and 
population density from Mahendra Dev (1985). 
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Figure 4 

Independent variablesu Dependent variable 

(Hu - H1)JHo In Ho - In ')(Xl - Xo)/Xo In Xc Xi 

constant -0.13 0.27 -2.26 
(-1.0) (2.1) (-2.1) (-1.4) 

Agricultural output per hectare, 1970-73 0.0001 0.0001 0.27 0.09 
(1.6) (1.7) (1.9) (lA) 

Index of population density, 1970-73 (inverse of "cultivated -0.006 0.004 -0.078 -0.005 
(-0.6) (OA) (-0.7) (-0.09)area per capita") 

0.004 -0.003 0.123Crude literacy rate, 1971 (proportion of literate persons.in 
(1.1) (-0.7) (0.::7) (-0.2) 

Female labour force participation, 1971 (proportion of 

the population) 

0.009" 0.007" 0.18* 
(3.2) (2A) ( ,.3) 


Urbanization, 1971 (proportion of the population living in 


(3.1 )"main workers" in the female population) 

-0.0007 (0.0003) -0.01 
(-0.3) (0.1)urban areas) (-0.1) ( ~) 


Xo (initial level of average per-capita expenditure) 
 -0.25"- - -0.36
4 

(. ) 


Ho (initial level of head-count ratio) 


(-2.9) 

0.0014 0.03- -
(0.2)(0.9) 

2 
0.26 0.230.25R 

a In the last two columns (logarithmic regressions), we have used the logarithmic values of the independent variables as regressors . 

• Significant at, 1% leveL 

Note: X denotes average per-capita expenditure, and H denotes the head-count index of poverty. The superscripts 0 and 1 refer to 1912-3 and 
gives the relevant regression coefficient, with t-ratio in brackets. 
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labour force participation have experienced larger growth of per-capita expenditure, and also 

faster poverty decl inc. II 

The second observation is quite intriguing. It has to be considered as an indicative, finding 

mther than as a firm result, given the rather limited list of variables that are included on the 

right-band side, and we present it largely as a useful direction of further research. If real, the 

identified link can be explained in several ways. First, female labour force participation Can 

be seen as having an important insurance role, in so far as a household with more earning 

members is less exposed (other things being equal) to downward income fluctuations resulting 

from illness and related events. It is possible that this insurance role has become more 

important over time, e.g. due to increased variability of employment and wages, leading to 

some economic advantage (or reduced economic disadvantage) for regions with high levels 

of female labour force participation. The role of female labour force participation as an 

insurance device may also facilitate risk-taking activities and investment. 

Second, higher levels of female labour force participation lead to greater flexibility in 

occupational choices at the household level, and this too may improve the ability of a 

household to seize new economic opportunities. In particular, it may lead to greater 

flexibility in occupational choices for the household as a whole. One possible example of this 

concerns male migration from the U.P. hills. This region has had high rates of male out

migration in recent decades, as large numbers of men found employment in the formal sector 

(including particularly the army and other government institutions). Remittances from male 

migrants are a major source of income in the U.P. hills, and have been a major factor of 

accelerated poverty reduction (the U.P. hills have experienced the highest rate of poverty 

reduction among all regions between 1972-3 and 1987-8). The outstanding ability of adult 

males from the U.P. hills to seize employment opportunities elsewhere may have been I 
substantially facilitated by high levels of female labour force participation at home. The I 

I 

region does have a long tradition of female involvement in a wide range of productive I . 
I 
I Ii 

llThis relationship between initial female labour force participation and change in 
poverty (or per-capita expenditure) should not be confused with the well-known observation 

iIthat, in rural India, female labour force participation tends to be higher in regions 'with a 
hIhigher level of poverty. . 
R 
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activities, and the absence ()f adult mules from a household may well be less probleml.ltic 

there than, say, in the V,P. pillins. Even if this particular illustration does not apply, it is 

plausible that, in general. a less stringent. gender division of labour makes it easier for a 

household to adopt new occupational patterns in response to economic change, 

Third. female labour force participation can be interpreted as an indicator of the general 


, involvement of women in economic, social and political matters, with faster poverty decline 


being more likely in a society which gives greater scope for women's agency in genSGml}Z 


In this perspective, the relevant links are not only those directly relating to women's 


productive activities, but may also include more indirect connections. For installce, the 


priorities of public policy may be positively influenced by women's active involvement in 


political matters. Similarly, the participation of women in the teaching and medical 


professions (not only as doctors and teachers, but also in more influential positions) can 


enhance the quality of educational and health services, which often playa crucial role in the 


process of economic developmcnt. 13 


Before concluding, it is worth pointing out that the coefficient of "literacy" is non--significant .,,; 

in all the regressions presented in Table 5. This may seem surprising in the light of rapidly

accumulating evidence of the close links between widespread education and economic growth 

in many developing countries. For India itself, a recent study by Datt and Ravallion (1995) 

concludes that literacy plays an important role in explaining inter-state differences in poverty 

reduction over the 1957-1991 period. Our own results fail to corroborate these findings. 

7. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

In this paper, we have presented estimates of rural and urban poverty and inequality for the 

120n the role of women's agency in economic development, with special reference to 
India, see Dreze and Sen (1995), and the literature cited there. 

13This seems to be one feature of the development experience of Kerala, where, for 
instance, two thirds of primary-school teachers are women. Interestingly, Kerala has had the 
highest rate of poverty decline among all Indian states over the 1957-91 period:(see Datt and 
Ravallion, 1995). . '. 
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61 constituent "regions" of India's 16 rm~()r stales in 1987~88, based on National Sample 

Survey data. These estimates pertain to a much lower level of disa.ggregation than the 

standard state-level estimates, and expand the scope for statistical analyses of poverty-related 

issues. 

I 

We have also presented brief comparisons of the rural estimates with similar estimates for 

1972-3 calculated by Jain et al (1988). Between 1972-3 and 1987-8. the head-count index 

of rural poverty has declined in almost all regions. but there are large, inter-regional [ 

differences in ,the extent of poverty decline. We find some evidence of "convergence" in C 

average per-capita expenditure levels across different regions. But the convergence effect is 

small, and the Lorenz curves of inter-regional inequality for the two reference years are very 

close to each other. In terms of intra-regional inequality in consumer expenditure (for rufal 

areas), there have been significllntchanges in region-specific Gini coefficients. with inequality 
Ja 

rising in about half of the regions and declining in the other half. But the correlation between 

1972-3 and 1987-8 region-specific Gini coefficients is quite weak, and the average Gini 
M 

coefficient is virtually the same in both years. 

A preliminary attempt was made at relating region-specific changes in poverty between 1972

3 and 1987-8 to a basic set of initial conditions, including agricultural productivity, population 
Mi 

density, literacy, female labour force participation, and urbanization. Among these variables, 

only female labour force participation is statistically significant (with regions starting off with 
Mu 

higher levels of female labour force participation having experienced higher growth of per

capita expenditure and a faster rate of poverty decline in the reference period). Some 
Rm 

tentative explanations were advanced for this unexpected finding. 
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ApIlemUXI n~gll)nill IlIdkalUr1l or tII'bim Ilovcrty lind hlC<IUlIllly. 1987.8 

HCR GIN!
I~cgion 	 APCE 

0.34921,733 27.83 
0.3946

L Andhm Prudesh CoaslOl 
2. Andhm Pmdesh Inland Northern 	 1.873 27.33 

0.29261.339 39.67), Andhm Pradesh SOUlh Western 
0.)12947.034. Al1dhm Pmdesh InlmH} Southcm 	 1.330 
0.3463S. Assam PlruM L'iaslcm 	 2.513 3.78 
0.2753

6. Assam I'Mlls Western 	 2.049 9.16 
0.3137

7. A8SUIll Hills 	 2.605 4.62 
0.3187

8. Bihar Southern 	 1.627 29.93 
0.214561.639. Bihllr Northern 	 1.0M 
0.251454.1810. 6lhar Centrol 	 1.J40 
0.2272

II. Oujum! P-astern 	 1.351 30.12 
0.27151.60'1 21.31 
0.2911

12. Olljumt Plains Nonhern 
13. Oujamt Plains Southem 	 \.172 19.84 

0.214340.9314. Oujtlrm Dry Areas 	 1.205 
0.262939.4315. Oujnrut StlufllShtra 	 1.216 
0.286210.9916. Huryana Easlem 	 2.003 
0.2795

17. HarY,lna Western 	 2.022 11.63 
0.2812 

18. J rllld K Mountains 	 2.342 6.50 
0.3263 

19. J and K OUler Hills 	 2.365 6.21 
0.2659

20. J nnd K Jhelum Valley 	 2.193 3.89 
0.286146.05 
0.2484

21. Kamalllka Coastal nnd Ghats 	 1.401 
18.13 

0.3510 
22. Kamataka Inland Eastern 	 1.583 

23. Kamfilitlw loland Southern 	 1.814 24.42 
0.3394

24. Karnlltaka Inland Nonhem 	 1.316 46.15 
0.34051.416 	 43.90 
0.3613

25. Kernla Northern 
1.845 29.9326. Kerala Southern 

0.308826.1121. Madhya Pradesh Challisgarh 	 1.695 
0.318954.5528. Madhya Prndcsh Vindhya 	 J.l95 
0.3056

29. Madhya Pradesh Central 	 1.316 49.92 
0.3338

30. Mndhya Prndesh Malwa Plateau 	 1.523 34.64 
0.3289

31. Madhya Prndesh South Central 	 1.684 30.85 
0.271632. Madhya Pradesh Soulh Western 1.144 56.63 	 70.29191.610 	 28.12 
0.2996

33. Madhya Pmdcsh Nonhern 
2.230 	 9.10 

0.3362
34. Mnhaffishtra Coastal 

1.664 	 28.81 
0.3168

35. Maharnshtra Inland Western 
36. M;lharushtra Inland Nonhern 	 1.329 45.24 

0.3296 	 8 
31. Maharashtra Inland Central 	 1.200 52.15 

0.33901.348 	 44.91 
0.2708

38. Maharashtra Inland Eastern 
1.238 	 41.19 

0.2904
39. Maharushtra Eastern 

1.466 33.1140. Orissa Coastal 
0.2949 	 9

41. Orissa Southern 	 1.284 44.80 
0.32411.558 	 33.oJ 
0.2162

42. Orissa Northem 
2.299 	 ·5.66 

0.2902
43. Punjab Northern 

2_250 6.02 
0.3294

44. Punjab Southern 
1.641 	 29.26 

0.3101
45. Rajasthan Western 
46. Rajasthan North Eastem 1.692 30.86 	 l(

0.3252 
41. Rajasthan Southern 	 1.798 27.92 

0.28621.188 	 18.36 
0.3560

48. Rajasthan Soulh F..astem 
1.1lJ 31.95 

0.3234
49. Tamil Nodu Coastal Nonhern 

1.600 	 21AI 
0.3510

50. Tamil Nadu Coastal 111.414 	 42.16 
0.3500

51. Tamil Nadu Southern 
1.891 	 21.44 

0.3340
52. Tami! Nadu Inland 
53. Uttar Pradesh Himalayan 	 2.303 14.41 

0.316;21.470 	 38.84 
0.3601

54. Uttar Pradesh Western 
121.146 	 31.35 

0.308555. Uttar Prndesh Central 
1.539 	 33.21 

0.3664
56. Uttar Pradesh Eastern 

1.311 	 45.89 
0.2434

51. Uttar Pradesh Southern 
1.944 	 6.26 

0.2691
58. West Bengal Himalayan 

1,413 36.02 
0.3614

59. West Beogal Eastern Plains 
2.102 11.9360. West Bengal Central Plains 130.2509l.510 21.8161. . West Bengal Western Plains 
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