
OBJECTIVE

ÅQuantify relativecontribution

of the growth vis-à-vis the

redistributioncomponentsto

rateof povertyreduction.

ÅQuantify the importanceof

the population-shifts across

landsizeclasses.

POPULATION -SHIFTS

ÅDemographicchangesalso

affect the pace of poverty

reduction. Insteadof rural-

urban migration,we offer

an alternative population-

basedexplanation

ÅUneven reduction in TFR

acrossland sizeclassesand

Indian states. Higher TFR

in stateswith fewer non-

farmopportunities

ÅSmaller land holders have

higherTFR(IndiaðDHS)

L ITERATURE

ÅDatt and Ravallion 1992

(India,Brazil),Ravallionand

Huppi 1991 (Indonesia),

Shorrocks2013, Son2003

CENTRALITY  OF LAND

Å 1991-2011: Average land

holding size declinedfrom

1.55to 1.15hectares

Å Largevariationsacrossstates

and agro-climatic zones,in

the structuresand patterns

in source of income, viz.

wages,cultivation, livestock

and non-farm business,in

agriculturalhouseholds.

ÅSmalllandholdersekeout a

marginalexistence.
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REGIONAL DIFFERENCES

Å Population Growth: Over

2001-11, in eight(EAG) states

it was 3 times that of other

states

Å Concentrationof Poor: Share

of EAG statesincreasedfrom

57.7 percentin 2004-05to 64.4

percentin 2011-12.

Å Growth in Income: Biharand

West Bengal decline in real

terms

Å TFR 2015-16: In Bihar TFR

acrossthefour landsizeclasses

mentioned earlier was 3.93,

3.02, 2.66and2.87 respectively

while in Uttar Pradeshit is

3.42, 2.81, 2.60 and 2.41

respectively.

Å North -SouthDivide

FINDINGS 
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DATA

Survey of Consumption

Expenditure2004-05& 2011-12

Consumption: MPCE-MRP

Land Groups: <0.01, 0.01-0.4,

0.41-1 andgreaterthan1 hectare

Poverty Line: For 2004-05, 2011-

12, ExpertGroupReport2009

Metric: FGT 0,1,2

INFORMING CURRENT  DEBATE 

Å Formulafor apportioningdivisiblepool of taxesbetween

thecentreandstatesdecidedbyFinanceCommission(FC).

Å Incentivesto be given to statesthat are far from the

replacementrate of fertility. (ToR: XVth FC). Southern

statesobjectedto this.

Å In thepastsomestateshavearguedthosewith higherHCR

povertybegivenadditionalresources.

ÅOur findingssupport the ideaof incentivizingstatesfor

populationreduction.

WHY : 2004-05 to 2011-12

ÅRapidgrowth.

ÅNumber of poor declinedby

110million to 216.6 million.

Å Increase in annual rate of

reduction in poverty to 2.3

percentage points (0.75

percentagepoints1993-2005)

ÅYet ruralIndiaaccountedfor 83

percentof Indiaõspoor.
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�‰ Inequalityreducedpaceof povertyreductionduring2004-

05--2011-12. Resultis oppositeof whatDatt andRavallion

(1992) find for thepre-reformdecade(1977-78- 88)

�‰Relative Importance of  the Three Components Varies

�‰Largest Effect in Land Size Class 0.01-0.4 Hectares
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