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1. Introduction

For majority of the developing coun-
tries, including India, poverty is a major

development problem. Poverty is a
system of wheels within wheels in the
sense there are poor people and poor
people. That is, poor people are several
types; some are poorer than the others
are and there are those who border the
poverty line just below minimum
subsistence level. The ultra poor lie far
below the poverty line; and still others
are completely destitute. They are
disabled and incapable of earning a
living on their own, irrespective of the
enablement

nature and volume of

(inducement) they might receive.
Merely, they have to be taken care of
by the government and society.

As nature of poverty vary from

country to country, it is very important
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to understand the characteristics of
poverty in India before looking at it
analytically. The salience of poverty in
India
syndrome, equilibrium of low produc-

relates to poverty being a
tivity and a stranglehold of pattern of

constraints to development. Poverty
represents an institutional manifestation
comprising of assetlessness, seasonal
unemployment & chronic under- em-
ployment, low wages & incomes,
nutritional intake lower than individual
physiological requirements for extended
periods of time, proneness to disease,
illiteracy, low social status and political
powerlessness. Urban poverty is a
syndrome rather than a specific and
single identifiable socio-economic char-
acteristic, hence any efforts to tackle
poverty should be multi~dimensional
and so should be multi-pronged policy
orientation.

Poverty definitions in many countries
usually refer to either deficiency or
refers to

inadequacy. The former

"absolute’ and later refers to ’relative’
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poverty. In practice, the measurement of
poverty line in India is anchored in a
nutritional norm and defined as sig-
nifying that level of income percapita
which will be just suffice to satisfy
(ie, pay for) the nutritional norm,
which is widely referred to as 'Primary
Poverty’.

However, in the last two decades, the
link between the nutritional norm and
the poverty line has been seen to
become rather tenuous. More precisely,
an invariant nutritional norm (based on
fixed requirements) is seen to be
lacking in both economic relevance and
policy realism. Resources in real terms,
which were enough to provide a
minimum nutrition ten years ago are
not adequate to do so today because the
consumption pattern has changed, espe-
cially of the poor. This fact has ren-
dered time-wise comparison of absolute
fraught with all kinds of limitations,
both data-based
interpretation-oriented. Another factor
which has had the effect of delimiting
the importance and policy usefulness of
which
unfulfilled non-nutritional basic needs
health,
Though percapita

and analysis~and-

absolute poverty, comprises

like housing, and education.
income, percapita
consumption and the relative price level
faced by the poor appear to be
satisfactory in their role as explanators
of urban poverty over time, time-series
comparisons of poverty bristle with

problems relating to:

a) Changes in the prices of com-
modities entering the consumption
basket of the poor vis-a-vis other
commodities and the impact of
changing regional development
levels on the prices of commodi-
ties;

b) Changes in the extent of welfare
services covering the needs of the
poor as well as changes in the
absorptive capacity of the poor;

c¢) Changes in the consumption

pattern of the poor, especially in

the urban areas and

d) Changes in the levels of secondary

poverty.
Hence it is appropriate to look at the
‘relative’ poverty, which is widely

referred to as 'Secondary Poverty’ and
is defined as consisting of inadequate
shelter, sanitation, water supply, health,
educational facilities etc.

In the above backdrop and using
Indian data on poverty, this paper
examines the implications of poverty in
terms of its forms! prnmary and
secondary poverty and brings out the
synergetic relationship between the
reduction of primary and secondary
poverty. The paper also demonstrates
the influence that the alleviation of
secondary poverty exerts on the
alleviation of the primary poverty and it
policy

pinpoints  the  macro-level

implications and suggests envisaged

strategy for poverty alleviation

applicable to the developing world. In



the other elements of

secondary poverty, especially health and

this paper

education could not be covered owing to
the paucity of data.

2. Primary Poverty
1) Extent of Poverty, Percapiia
income, and the Cost of living

of the Poor

Minhas (1987) estimates number of
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poor as 313 millions and head-count
ratio as 43.2 for the year 1983; while
the Expert Group constituted by the
Government of India (in 1993) estimates
302 million and 37.96 respectively for
1987-88. For 1985, World Bank
estimates show that the India’s poor
numbered 420 million (including 250
million extremely poor people) and
head-count ratio is 55. It also shows
that India has the dubious distinction of
having the World's largest number of

Table 1. The Number of Poor, Head-Count Ratio, Per Capita Income and the
Relative cost of Living of The Poor

Author/Source Extent Headcount Per capita Imputed Per Cost of
and year of poverty ratio income capita of poor{ living of poor
MINHAS (1969)
1957-58 238 58.00 1223.7 604.5 097
1960-61 235 54.00 1350.3 662.1 1.00
1967-68 247 48.00 14134 693.7 1.17
1973-74 232 39.00 14829 7289 113
1980-81 186 27.00 1630.1 802.1 1.02
PLANNING COMMISSION
1973-74 292 51.50 1482.9 728.9 1.13
1977-78 307 48.30 1635.2 802.7 1.09
1983-84 271 37.40 1787.2 879.6 1.00
1987-88 238 29.90 1903.3 937.9 0.93
MINHAS (1987)
1970-71 281 52.00 15196 745.7 1.07
1972-73 311 54.90 1446 7108 1.08
1973-74 314 54.90 1482.9 728.9 113
1977-78 314 49.50 1635.2 802.7 1.09
1983 313 43.20 1213.0 8475 1.00
EXPERT GROUP (1993)
1973-74 311 53.14 1482.9 728.9 1.13
1977-78 321 50.13 1635.2 802.7 1.09
1983-84 316 43.28 1787.2 879.6 1.00
1987-88 302 37.96 1903.3 9379 093
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poor people. In regard to the nexus
between percapita income growth and
poverty, the Indian data (as in Table 1)
demonstrates an inverse relationship
between poverty and percapita income
of the poor and direct relationship
between poverty and the relative cost of
Jiving of the poor.

2) Poverty vis-a-vis income re-
lated variables

The estimates of the Planning Com-
mission of the Government of India are
in conformity with the observed trends
(both,
percapita), and with developments in
the fields of health "and education. The
ratio of the monthly percapita total
consumer expenditure (MPCTE) to the

of income and consumption

poverty line consumption (income)

requirements had steadily increased
both for rural and urban areas. The
«decadal proportionate increase of the
ratio was 12.1 percent in the urban
areas.

The decline in poverty according the
Planning Commission during the decade
(1977-78 and 1987-88) was of the order
of 22 per cent. State-wise data on the
percentage reduction in poverty during
the decade on one hand, and literacy
rate in 1991, life expectancy in 1986 and
infant mortality rate in 1988, on the
indicate a

other high degree of

correlation among themselves either

positive or negative, as appropriate.

Figure 1 represents the same data
graphically.

The highs and lows match with each
other in regard to poverty reduction,
literacy, and life expectancy and reflect
inversely in the case of infant mortality
rates. The link
improvements in education and health

between the

on the one hand and poverty on the
other is that such improvements could
not have taken place without an
improvement in food-calorie in-take
and nutrition. Any improvements in the
later could not but reduce poverty,
because a major, if not the sole,
consideration in setting a poverty line is
that a certain minimum calorie intake
percapita should be available and should
be maintained.

The associated multiple regression
indicate the

covariance of these four variables, with

obtained clearly close
the literacy rate, life expectancy, and
infant mortality as independent varia-
bles, and reduction in poverty as the
dependent variable. The designation of
independent and dependent variables is
only notional as no specific causal
relationship among these variables per
se is hypothesized. The adjusted R® is
0.6993.
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3) Cross-sectional Analysis of
Rural and Urban Differentials

This section probes a state-wise

cross-sectional analysis of poverty
differential in the rural and urban areas.
Figure 1 showing the administrative
map of India indicates the spatial
context of the investigation of this
paper. The relationship of state level
poverty on the one hand and percapita
income and monthly percapita total
consumer expenditures' on the other. It
is hypothesized that percapita income
and expenditures determine  the
head-count ratio of poverty reasonably
adequately. There are doubtless other
factors, which influence poverty such as
attitudinal and institutional differences
obtaining amoﬁg states as well as in
their natural endowments and physical
equipment. It is assumed, however, that
these differentials get reflected ade-
quately in percapita income and expen-
diture patterns.

A striking feature with regard to the
urban head-count ratio is that it varies
across states more closely  with
percapita state expenditure than with
monthly  percapita total consumer
expenditures. Perhaps, it is true that the
percapita state expenditures, a
proportion of the expenditure at any
rate, do create amenities, which tend to
alleviate harshness of poverty. And that
in the urban areas the services rendered

by the government are less inaccessible

to the population, including the poor,
than in the rural areas. Though all
three variables seem to be related in a
large measure to poverty relevance in a
theoretically postulated manner, it is
percapita  total

monthly consumer

expenditures and  percapita state
expenditure that have become the
dominant influences. In order to bear
out the

relationship through multiple regression

above observations, the
was obtained. The multiple regression
is linear, and its general form is as
follows: '

Y = the dependant variables,
Ratio(rural, urban, and total)

Poverty

Xi = Percapita Income ~ ~

(SDP)
X> = Percapita State .
' independent
Expenditure(SEx) variables

X3 =Monthly percapita
total consumer
expenditure(MPCTE) <

The regression results shown that
the regression coefficient of the inde-
pendent variable, percapita income has a
wrong sign in the regressions of the
rural poverty ratio and the total poverty
ratio, but in both cases it is not
statistically significant. The regression
coefficient of the independent variable,
monthly  percapita total consumer
expenditure, has a wrong sign in the
regression on urban poverty, but again

it is not statistically significant. In the



case of the independent variable state
expenditure, though its regression coef-
in the

regressions on rural poverty and total

ficient has the right sign
poverty ratios, it is not statistically
significant.

In these cases, a possible reason for
the non-performance of percapita in-
come and percapita state expenditure is
that the values of these two variables
relate to the entire population (either
rural or urban), and not specifically to
the low-end income groups comprising
those in poverty. The data on these
variables for the groups are not
Monthly
consumer expenditure (the regression

available. percapita  total
coefficient) is statistically significant (at
less than one percent) in explaining the
variations of both the rural and total
poverty- levels. The regression coef-
ficient of percapita state expenditure is
statistically significant (at less than 3
percent level) in explaining the state-
wise differentials in urban poverty.
The analysis of wvariance for the
multiple regressions gives an over-all
F-ratio of 19.891, 8006 and 18.121 for
the rural, urban and total poverty ratios,
respectively. The R? adjusted for the
number of independent variables ex-
plains 80.19 percent, 60.02 percent, and
7858 percent of the variability of the
dependent variable for the rural, urban,
and total poverty ratios, respectively.
The standard errors of estimation for
the full regression are 5.35, 4.23, and
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4.88 in the three multiple regressions on
rural, urban, and total poverty. They
are, in each case, the square root of the
mean squared error and measure the
unexplained variability in the dependent

variable.
4) Poverty Index and Urban
Poverty : All India Time Series
Analysis

The purpose of time series analysis
is threefold. One, to look at the inten-
sity of poverty (using Sen’s Index) in
addition to the number of poor and their
head-count ratio. Two, to focus solely
on urban poverty in relation to its
determining variables. Three, to com-
pare the result of the time-series
analysis made here with the results of
the cross-sectioﬁal analysis made in the
earlier section. The data on the head-
count ratio (in urban areas) and the
corresponding Sen’s Index for 21 points
in time (years) during the period
1954~-55 and 1988-89 are given in Table
2.

It may be seen that three variables,
viz., the head-count ratio, Sen’s Index,
and the relative price ratio of the poor
exhibit an inverted 'U’ pattern. That is
to say they rise initially to a plateau
which is maintained roughly for the
decade of 1960’s, and they start falling
around 1973-74. Percapita real income
and the monthly percapita consumption
expenditure of the bottom 50 per cent
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Table 2. Time-Series Data on Urban Poverty and Its Determinants (1954-55 to
1988-89): All India

Measures of poverty Determining variables

Ve | Moot | sevs | Ferowie | Riave | e Gy

ratio Index in 1980-81 of poor of bottom

50%(1960)

§)) (2) 3 (4) 5 (6

1954-55 48.98 0.227 1221 0.97 1474
1956-57 56.58 0.271 1271 0.95 14.60
1957-58 51.72 0.236 1224 0.97 14.42
1958-59 51.08 0.217 1289 0.98 1541
1959-60 55.18 0.239 1286 1.01 14.44
1960-61 49.87 0.210 1350 1.00 1545
1961-62 50.94 0.216 1355 0.99 15.44
1963-64 51.61 0.214 1384 1.02 15.30
1964-65 53.60 0.224 1455 113 15.05
1965-66 56.40 0.241 1355 1.14 14.50
1966-67 55.51 0.235 1335 1.22 14.80
1967-68 54.59 0.231 1413 1.17 14.78
1968-69 52.35 0.218 1415 1.09 15.32
1969-70 51.05 0.209 1478 1.08 15.72
1970-71 48.15 0.193 1520 1.07 16.14
1972-73 47.62 0.186 1446 1.08 16.47
1973-74 48.88 0.181 1483 113 16.56
1977-78 44.96 0.174 1635 1.09 16.91
1986-87 37.01 0.136 1866 0.92 18.98
1987-88 3174 0.131 1903 0.93 18.84
1988-89 36.15 0.126 2078 0.95 19.16

Source : Col.(2), Col.(3), and Col.(6) Pradip Maiti and Manabendu Chattopadyay, “Trends in Level of
Living in Urban India”, Economic and Political Weekly, (1993), Vol.XXVIII, Nos.46 and 47,
13-20 November.2.45



show a rising trend, though niggardly
in its slope and punctuated by random
slide-downs. Two sets of two multiple
regression each are obtained and the
results four multiple regressions of
Urban Poverty on its determining
variables are given below:

a) Dependent variable:

head-count ratio of the urban poor
Independent variables: Percapita
real income and the relative price
level of ‘the urban poor.
b) Dependent variable:

head-count ratio of the urban poor

Independent variables: monthly

percapita consumption expenditure

of the bottom 50 percent; and the
relative price level of the poor.
¢) Dependent variable:

Sen’s Index of urban poverty

Independent variables: percapita

real income and the relative price

level of the poor.
d) Dependent variable:

Sen’s Index of urban poverty
Independent variables:monthly per-
capita consumption expenditure of
the bottom 50 percent of the urban
poor and the relative price level of

the poor.

The observed and fitted values of the
four regressions showed a close corre-
spondence between the estimated and
actual values, which is indicated by
high value of adjusted R’ in all four
regressions. In somewhat greater detail,

171

regressions B and D seem superior to
regressions A and C. The monthly
expenditure
seems to be a better explanator of the

percapita  consumption
changing poverty profile than percapita
income. Indeed this is so expected in
theory. The
expenditure of the poor is not merely

economic consumption

income. It
kinds of
subsidies and services, which the poor

determined by percapita

depends also on several
receive in addition to their income as

conventionally measured. Moreover,
income (per capita) differentials over
time tend to depend on weather, law

and order, gestation lags of

development projects and other
autonomous factors like natural
resource endowments. However,

consumption tends to remain stable
than income as it is financed from
sources like capital consumption (ie.
loans)

government subventions,

community charity etc. Since a
reduction in poverty depends principally
on increased consumption, the
relationship between the two is
immediate and obvious, though inverse.

The above observation is also borne
out by the fact. that the regression
coefficients of monthly percapita total
consumer expenditure in Regressions B
and D have higher 't’ values ( -15.2521
and -17.937) than the percapita real
income  regression coefficient  of
Regressions values of A and C (-9.4051

and -95317). The same is true of
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values of adjusted R% The R? values for
B and D are 0.9424 and 0.947; and for A
and C are 0.86434 and 0.8357. It should
also be noted that the DW-statistic
deviates from 2 which is the desired
value more in the case of regressions
involving monthly  percapita total
consumer expenditure than in the case
of regressions involving percapita real
income. In the case of the former,
DW-statistic is somewhat larger than
2.0 indicating a suspicion of negative
first order serial correlation of the
regression residuals.

The independent variable, viz., the
relative price level turns out to be a
much better explanator of the variations
in the head-count ratio than those in
the Sen’s Index. This may be because
relative price changes are not only
taken into account by the poor in
determining the optimum distribution of
the sources of funding consumption,
(mainly through decisions relating to
the extent of capital consumption to
under-write current consumption) but
also influence personal income distri-
bution of the poor groups, which is
taken into account in calculating the
Sen’s Index.

3. Secondary Poverty

As mentioned earlier, - secondary
poverty is defined as consisting of
inadequate shelter, inadequate sanitation

facilities, and inadequate water supply.

In the subsequent analysis, the other

elements of secondary poverty
(especially health and education) could
not be covered owing to the paucity of

data.

1) Housing shortage

The economy-wide housing shortage
for 1981 was 23.27 million units (16.29
million in the rural area and 6.98 in the
urban areas) and for 1991 were 18.05
million units (13.28 million in the rural
areas and 4.77 in the urban areas).
These estimates were for the country
as a whole. As a proportion of the
number of households in the rural and
urban areas as well as the economy as
a whole the housing shortage had
decreased, in some states substantially,
from 1981 to 1991, as can be seen from
the Figure 2.

Three directly measurable indepen-
dent variables are used in explaining
the changes in state-wise housing stock
in the rural and urban areas separately
as well as the two combined together in
a total. These independent variables are
the number of households; percapita
state gross domestic product; and value
added in the construction sector.

The symbols used in the multiple
regression are:

Y. = rural housing stock,

Y, = urban housing stock,

Yt = total housing stock,

X; = the number of households,
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Figure 2. Percentage Reduction in Poverty, Literacy, Life-expectancy, and

Infant Mortality Rate

X2 = percapita state gross domestic
product,
X3 = value added in the construction

sector.

In all the three regression equations
relating to the rural, urban, and total
housing stock, the explanatory variable,
which 1s significant in terms of
explaining the variability of housing
stock is the number of households.
Households represent the demand for
housing while the housing stock stands
for the supply of housing. It, therefore,
seems to be a case of demand inducing
the supply of houses. The variables of

percapita income and value added in

construction do not seem to play much
of an explanatory role. The reason for
their failure is perhaps that they are
both
therefore,
tions in an asset (stock) variable like

flow variables and cannot,

satisfactorily explain varia-

housing, especially in a cross-sectional
analysis such as the present one. In a
time-series analysis, the stock (hous-
ing) and flow variables (income etc.)
could be better correlated owing to the
fact that in flows could
contribute to the additions
However, data on a time-series basis
are hard to come by, as far as these
variables are concerned. However, the
R’ (adjusted) in all three cases is very

increases
in stock.
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high (and seems capable of explaining
the
It may also be
noted that the DW statistic has a value
close to 2, and that there is, therefore,

over 95 percent variation In

dependent variable.

no first order serial correlation of the
regression residuals.

2) Housing shortage in the urban
slums

The urban slum housing shortage

may be regarded as the sum of the two

components. State-wise Component-I

relates to varying percentage of the

total the

variations in the percentage for any one

urban housing shortage,

year originating from the distribution of

Table 3. Urban Slum Housing Shortage: 1981 and 1991

Urban Slum Housing Shortage 1981 | Urban Slum Housing Shortage 1991
Proportion of
Component [1
Compo- | Compo- | | Compo- Compo- | o1 |in total urban
nent I | nent II nent I | nent I slum housing
Name of the State
1981 | 1991
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (n €)) (9
Andhra Pradesh (AP) 242206 | 117827 | 360033 | 185511 | 227106 | 412617 | 0327 | 055
Assam (AS) N/A N/A N/A 37556 53151 90707 | N/A | 0.586
Bihar (BI) 151128 | 158451 | 309579 82045 | 161269 | 243314 | 0512 | 0663
Gujarat (GU) 45686 32949 78635 62583 80267 | 142850 | 0419 | 0.562
Haryana (HA) 11496 5227 16723 13074 23555 36629 | 0.313 | 0643
Himachal Pradesh (HP) 2733 1750 4483 1732 2248 3980 | 0.39 | 0.565
Jammu and Kashmir(J&K)| 30101 3932 34033 N/A N/A N/A | 0116 | N/A
Karnataka (KA) 37284 13336 50620 70161 | 113694 | 183855 | 0263 | 0618
Kerala (KE) 28628 10960 39588 46161 10795 56956 | 0.277 | 0.190
Madhya Pradesh(MP) 43821 34539 78360 38033 | 116350 | 154383 | 0.441 | 0.754
Maharashtra (MR) 174019 54306 | 228325 81722 | 138031 | 219753 | 0.238 | 0.628
Orissa (OR) 28591 9368 37959 69094 53622 | 122716 | 0.247 | 0.437
Punjab (PU) 37704 2549 40253 25892 14128 40020 | 0.063 | 0.353
Rajasthan (RS) 40110 14378 54488 31189 46455 77644 | 0264 | 0.598
Tamilnadu(TN) 183372 | 210673 | 394045 | 165996 | 401356 | 567352 | 0535 | 0.707
Uttarpradesh (UP) 108631 71242 | 179873 | 129666 | 224004 | 353670 | 0.396 | 0.633
West Bengal (WB) 111550 27238 | 138788 | 107052 56492 | 163544 | 0.196 | 0.345
Delhi 88663 63741 | 152404 93392 | 181345 | 274737 | 0418 | 0.660
India 1365723 | 832466 | 2198189 | 1240859 | 1903868 | 3144727 | 0.379 | 0.605

Source: Census of India, National Building Organization and National Sample Survey Organization



the houseless households across the
States. State-wise,
based on the dilapidated houses in the

Component-II is

urban slums.

The method of estimating the urban
slum housing shortage is explained

below.
Let
USHsge= urban slum housing short-
age
C-1 = component-1 of the urban

slum housing shortage

C-1I = component-II of the urban
slum housing shortage

HLHH = houseless households

USP = urban slum population

UpP = urban population

UHH = urban households

UHHk = urban households living in
dilapidated(non-serviceable)
houses

Upk = urban population living in
dilapidated houses

USPk = an slum population living
in dilapidated houses

HHZ = household size

UHSge = urban housing shortage

Assumption-1: UPk / UP = UHHk /
UHH

Assumption-2: All  the
households in the

houseless

urban areas are found

only in the urban
slums.

Assumption-3: Size of Households in

urban areas is same

175

in Dilapidated and
non-Dilapidated
(serviceable) houses.

Assumption-4: Housing shortage is
equally distributed in
slums and non-slum
areas.

USHsge = C-1 + C-II

C-1 = [(UHSge -HLHH) USP/UP] +
HLHH

C-II = [(UPk / UP (USP)] [USPk/
USP - Upk/UP]1/HHZ

Components I and II, and their totals
for 1981 and 1991 are given in table 3.
The urban
which was

slum housing shortage,
2.20 million in 1981
increased to 3.14 millions in 1991. This
43 percent decadal increase contrasts,
with the decadal decrease of 13 percent
of the economy-wide housing shortage,
from 23.3 million in 1981 to 18495
million in 1991. It also contrasts, even
more sharply, with the decadal decrease
in the
country as a whole by about 46 per
cent from 6.98 million in 1981 to 4.774
million in 1991.

The proportion. of component-II (i.e.

of urban housing shortage

the component relating to dilapidated
houses in the urban slums) rose from
38 per cent in 1981 to 61 per cent in
1991, leading

conclusion that

obviously to the
dilapidated houses
characterize the housing profile of the
proportion  of

urban  slums. The
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F‘igure 3. Housing Shortage in India : Rural, Rural, Urban and Rural+Urban 1981 and 1991

component-II in the total urban slum-

housing  shortage state-wise was
calculated, may be seen from Table 3.
While the increase in the proportion of
dilapidated houses was substantial in all
states from 1981 to 1991, except Kerala,
even a progressive state like the Punjab
had an increase in the proportion of
Component-1II from 0.06 in 1981 to 0.35
in 1991, an almost six hundred percent
increase.
Though

shortage seemed to have increased in

the urban slum housing

almost all the states and in the country,
the data
shortage when standardized for the

on urban slum housing

growth In the urban slum population

tell a different story as a whole from
1981 to 1991, in some cases rather
substantially. That is to say, the
percapita housing shortage in the urban
slums has gone down everywhere
during the decade of 1981-91.

The implication of the phenomenon
being that the wurban slum housing
stock had increased faster than the
urban slum population, however, the
increase in the housing stock was
increasingly in the direction of a

qualitative decrease of housing

standards. The data on percapita
housing shortage in urban areas for
1981 and 1991 are given in Table 4.

The percapita urban slum housing



shortage is a measure of the absolute
housing shortage in the urban slums.
When compared with the percapita
housing shortage in the urban areas as
a whole, it becomes a measure of the
relative housing shortage in the urban
areas as a whole, then it becomes a

measure of the relative housing
shortage in the urban slums. For the
purpose of obtaining the relative

housing shortage in the urban slums,
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data on the percapita housing shortage
in the urban areas as a whole in each
state are obtained as a first step. With
the help of these data the percentages
of absolute and relative deprivation of
housing for the wurban slums are
obtained for the years 1981 and 1991.
They are presented in Table 4. It may
be noted from this data that, while the
absolute deprivation of housing had
somewhat been remedied from 1981 to

Table 4. Percapita Housing Shortage and Deprivation of housing facilities: 1981-91

Percapi@a Housing S Deprivation of Housing Percapita _Huusing Depn'vaq'qq of Housing
hortage in urban areas Facilities=1981 {in %) Shortage in urban Facﬂ;nes-199l
1981 areas 1991 {in %)
Hous- [Urban [Per  [Per  |[Per  |Per Per  Hou- |Urban [Per  |Per Per Per Per
ing  ipopula-lcapita lcapita |capita icapita |capita |sing |popula-|capita |capita [capita |capita |capita
Name offShort- |tion  {housing|Hous-i [Hous- [absolute [relative {Short~ [tion  |Hous- {Housing |Housing |absolute [relative
the State age in |(million) [short- g ade-|ing  |depriva-|depri- lage in |million) ing  jade-  |adequacy |depriva- |depriva-
urban age in |quacy |ade- ltionof |vation |urban Short- |quacy  [of Urban tion of |tion of
areas urban [in Ur-|quacy |housing |of hou-lareas age in |in Urban|Poor housing  [housing
(million) areas |[ban  jof Ur-jof urban|sing off{million) urban |areas of urban |of urban
areas |ban  |poor  [urban areas poor  {poor
Poor poor
AP | 097|1249) 008| 921 &7 13 50771117891 0.04 96 89 11 7
AS | 017| 205} 008 92| N/A| N/A| N/A|0.138| 249| 0.06 94 87 13 7
BI 039| 872} 004y 96, 91 9 5]0.267111.35| 0.02 98 93 7 5
GU | 025] 106| 002] 98] 9% 5 31022611425 0.02 98 ) 5 3
HA 0.1} 233} 004 96| 93 7 310051 | 405 0.01 99 96 4 3
HP | 001} 033} 003} 97| 9% 5 210005] 045] 0.01 99 96 4 3
J&K | 006] 1.26] 005] 9| 9B 5 0| N/JA| 184 N/A| N/A| N/A| N/A| N/A
KA | 043(1073] 0.04] 96| 91 9 510246{1391| 0.02 98 95 5 3
KE | 029 4771 006] 94| 90| 10 4(0242] 7681 003 . 97 96 4 1
MP | 0271059} 003] 97| 93 7 41011611534 0.01 99 96 4 3
MR 0712199 003} 97| % 5 21024713054 0.01 99 96 4 3
OR | 027] 311| 009 91 86 14 510254 4.23] 0.06 A 89 11 5
PU | 014] 465} 003| 97| 97 3 00099 599| 0.02 8 97 3 1
RS | 023] 721| 003} 97| 9% 5 21010911007 | 0.01 99 97 3 2
TN | 1.05{1569 0.07{ 93] & 15 810.713119.08] 0.04 96 87 13 9
UP | 082} 199] 004 96| 93 7 310476127611 0.02 98 95 5 3
WB | 044|1445| 003] 97| 9 5 210346 |18.71| 0.02 98 97 3 1

Source: Calculated based on the data from Census of India and National Building Organization
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1991, the relative deprivation of housing
of the urban poor has become exac-

erbated during the 1981-91.

In other words, remedial measures to
ease housing shortage have had a
greater degree of success insofar as the
urban non-poor is concerned than in the
.case of the urban poor. The relative
housing situation of the urban poor had
become worse during the decade. This
was true of the majority of states in

India. Explanators of the urban slum

housing stock, it may be hypothesized
can be found in
a) the real percapita expenditure of
the State Governments;
b) percapita state- gross domestic
product; and

c) value added in the construction

sectors.
Data on these four independent
variables and dependent variables,

urban slum housing stock are given in

Table 5. Urban Slum Housing Stock and Its Determinants 1981 and 1991

Urban Slum Housing Stock and Its
Determinants 1981

Urban Slum Housing Stock and Its
Determinants1991

Urban Urban | Real
States | Slum Slum | per-capit
Housing |house- |a state
Stock holds GDP
(millions) | (millions) | (Rs.)

Real Real
value value
added in|added in|Om  |Shm
construct | construct
ion (Rs. |ion
millions) |millions)

(Rs.

Real Real
value value

per-capl . .
. . added in|added in
Housing | house-h {ta state construct | construct

Stock | olds GDP ion (Rs.|ion (Rs
{millions) { (millions) | (Rs.) RN R
millions) | millions)

Urban |Urban |Real

AP 0276 | 0672 2419 1543

4149.6 042 0.83

505.74 1917 | 47149

AS N/A| N/A N/A N/A

NA{ NA| NA| NA N/A N/A

BI 0.28 0.59 161.3 1041

3483 0.35 0.59

356.08 1224 | 52998

GU 0.21 029 | 32994 2236

38194 0.46 06

699.89 2880 | 46716

HA 0.03 0.05 409 2647

1234.7 0.14 0.18

755.38 3429 | 12674

HP N/A N/A N/A N/A

NA| NA| NA N/A N/A N/A

J&K NA| NA N/A N/A

NA| NA| NA| NA N/A N/A

KA 0.06 0.11 | 29356 1774 | 33129 0.45 063 | 57685 2265 3890
KE 0.04 008 | 30593 1624 | 2750.3 0.2 0.26 | 594.39 1690 | 28984
MP 0.13 021 | 22274 1183 3293 05 0.65 | 44771 1756 | 34927
MR 0.64 0.87 | 36564 | 26668 | 10440.1 1.05 1.27 | 702.09 3295 | 13953.1
OR 0.02 006 | 242.82 1335 | 1951.9 01 0.23 | 48954 1468 | 28251
PU 0.19 023 | 45196 2977 | 22688 0.23 0.27 | 94352 3906 | 27231
RS 0.14 019 | 264.93 1373 | 24715 0.35 0.43 | 539.24 1819 | 34988
TN 0.2 059 | 26793 1677 | 43107 0.37 094 | 594.83 2324 | 42924
UP 0.29 047 | 20641 1424 | 7026.7 0.83 118 | 42853 1728 | 76215
WB 05 064 | 230.66 1725 | 44565 0.88 104 | 4309 2175 | 55105

Source: Calculated based on the data from Census of India, Central Statistical Organization and National

Building Organization



Table 5.

The data on slum housing stock are
obtained as the urban slum households
minus urban slum housing shortage.
The multiple regression obtained for
1981 and 1991

respectively. The independent
variables used are:

X, = urban slum households

X2 = real percapita expenditure of

state governments

X3 = percapita state gross domestic
product

X4 = value added in the construction

sector.

Three sets of multiple regression are

calculated

a) using only two independent
variables, X) and Xa,

b) using only three independent

variables, X1, X2, and X3 and
¢) using all four  independent
variables, Xi, Xg, X3, and Xa.

The adjusted R? in all cases is over
0.8 and seems capable of explaining
over 80 percent of the variation in the
dependent variable. The DW statistic is
between 1.5 and 2.0 indicating absence
of first order serial correlation of the

regression residuals.

3) Inadequacy of  Sanitation
Facilities, Drinking  Water
Facilities in Urban Slums

Secondary poverty of the urban
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slums was defined as a composite of
three elements,

viz., (i) housing shortage; (ii) depri-
vation of sanitary facilities and (iii)
deprivation of safe

drinking water. The data are
presented in Table 6.

The same conclusion can be derived
from these data as in the case of the
housing situation of the urban poor.
While the

deprivation remained same from 1981 to

percentage of absolute
1991, the percentage of relative depriva-
tion of the urban poor had gone up
from 1981 to 1991. This was true of all
the states without exception. Appa-
rently, sanitation development programs
benefited the urban non-poor more than
the urban poor.

The same kind of an exercise was
performed in the matter of assessing
the condition of the wurban poor in
regard to safe-drinking water. Data
regarding access to tap water only are
used as a proxy for data on the access
of safe drinking water for the urban
poor, from all sources. Moreover, the
same set of data on the access of the
urban poor to safe drinking water (tap
water only) was .used in obtaining the
absolute and relative poverty data for
1981 and 1991. It can be seen from the
Table 7 and that the same conclusion
applies to the safe-drinking water
element of secondary poverty as in the
case of the other two elements viz.,
housing and sanitation.
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Table 6. Access to Sanitation facilities: 1981-91

Access to Sanitation Facilities in 1981 (%) |Access to Sanitation Facilities in 1991 (%)
Urban Bottom 40 AbS(_)lute_z Relat.ive. Urban Bottom 40 Absglutg Deprivation
House- % of U Ibemdepnvatlon Deprivation Hoqseholds % of Urbanl|deprivation of Urban
hold_s households of Urban |of Urban |having hou_seholds of Urban households
State |having having hou§eholds hougeholds Ace§ to having hou§eholds having
Aces to having having Sanitation [access to (having
Sanita- aSccgss o access to |access to |facilities Sanitation |access to  |ocoos o
tion anitation Sanitation |Sanitation facilities  |Sanitation Sar}x_tz_atlon
... [facilities o e P facilities
facilities facilities  |facilities facilities
AP 4407 3363 66.37 10.44 54.6 33.63 66.37 20.97
AS N/A 66.1 33.9 N/A 86.06 66.1 339 199.96
BI 52.95 34.03 65.97 1892 56.54 34.03 65.97
GU 60.11 56.28 4372 3.83 65.71 56.28 4372 9.43
HA | 5809 52.49 4751 56 64.25 52.49 4751 11.76
HP 55.12 485 515 6.62 59.98 485 515 1148
J&k | 6454 73.37 26.63 N/A N/A 73.37 26.63 N/A
KA | 5328 38.40 61.60 14.88 62.52 384 61.6 2412
KE 59.14 5449 4551 465 72.66 54.49 4551 18.17
MP | 5273 3941 60.59 13.42 53.00 3941 60.59 1359
MR | 59.37 51.42 4858 7.9 64.45 51.42 48.58 13.03
OR 41.38 20.25 79.75 21.13 49.27 20.25 79.75 29.02
PU 64.75 60.52 39.48 423 73.23 60.52 39.48 1271
RS 56.48 39.67 60.33 16.81 62.27 39.67 60.33 22.6
TN | 5127 34,61 65.39 16.66 5747 34.61 65.39 22.66
UP 62.06 65.48 3452 N/A 66.54 66.48 3452 1.06
WB | 7774 78.21 21.79 N/A 78.75 78.21 21.79 054
INDIA| 5744 48.1 51.82 9.26 63.58 48.18 5782 154
Source: National Sample Survey Organization
Data on the relative secondary decreased from 1981 to 1991. As
poverty of the urban poor for 1981 and observed earlier, the decrease in
1991 have been given in table 8 As absolute secondary poverty is indicative
earlier indicated, the relative poverty of the success obtained by the

to
of
poverty had worsened from 1981-91 in

the
secondary

situation in regard three

constituent elements
all the States, except Gujarat

The Companion data on secondary
absolute poverty are given in table 8
respectively for 1981 and 1991. They
invariably show that across states, the
secondary had

absolute poverty

anti-poverty measures mounted during
1981-91. However, the success was not
up to the level required to ameliorate
relative poverty. Though the impact of
the anti-poverty measures did percolate
to the low-end income groups it fell
short of the level at which relative
poverty starts to decrease. The result
had been an increase in relative poverty



of housing, sanitation and safe-drinking
water.

Comparative estimates of the relative
and absolute secondary poverty levels
in urban slums are given in table 8.
Two sets of data are given, separately
for 1981 and 1991. One set of data is

based on the average of all three
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variables of housing, sanitation, and
water supply. In view of these data
difficulties on the wvariable of safe-
drinking water, the other set of data on
the relative and absolute levels of
secondary poverty is based only on
housing and sanitation. The conclusion
the same; relative

however is

Table 7. Access to Safe-drinking water facilities: 1981-91

Access to safe-drinking water facilities in | Access to safe-drinking water facilities in 1981
1981 (%) (%)
Urban |Bottom [Percent |[Absolute [Relative [Urban [Bottom |Percent |Absolute|Relative
householld0% ofjof the |Deprivati|Depriva- fhouse- 40% of the |deprivatildeprivation
ds Urban |urban |on tion holds of Urbanjurban |on of |of Urban
having thouse- |poor of Urban|Of Urbanlhaving (house~ [poor Ur ban |households
States [access |holds (having [househol [House~ |access (holds having |house- |having
to safe thaving l|access |[ds holds to safe |having |access tholds laccess
drinking |access |to safelhaving |having |drinking |access |[to safe |having |drinking
water |to safe |drink- |access |access |water |to safe |[drink- |access |water
drinking |ing to safe |to safe drinking [ing to safe
water |water [|drinking |drinking water |water |drinking
water  |water to safe |water
AP 6327 | 7063 | 44.69 55.31 1858 73.82 7063 | 52.14| 4786 21.68
AS N/A| 3334 N/A N/A N/A 64.07 3334 21.36| 7864 427
BI 65361 36.02| 2354 76.46 4182 73.39 36.02| 2644 7356 4695
GU 8.78 | 9027 | 7834 21.66 8.44 87.23 9027 78741 2126 849
HA 90721 7801 | 70.77 29.23 19.95 93.18 7801 7269 | 2731 20.49
HP 89.56 933 | 8356 16.44 6 91.93 933 | 8.77| 1423 6.16
J& K| 867 9121| 7905 20.95 762 N/A 91.21 N/A N/A N/A
KA 744 | 7852 | 5842 41.58 1598 81.38 7852 63.9 36.1 17.48
KE 39721 4352 17.29 82.71 2243 3868 4352 | 1683 | 83.17 21.85
MP 6665| 7639 5091 49.09 15.74 79.45 7639 | 6069| 3931 18.76
MR 856 9026 7123 22.77 8.33 905 8026 8169 1831 881
OR 51.33| 4233| 21.73 7827 296 62.83 42.33 266 73.4 36.23
PU 91.13| 5275, 4807 5193 43.06 94.24 5275 4971 | 50.29 4453
RS 7865 | 7464 587 413 19.95 86.51 74641 6457 3543 21.94
TN 69.44 | 6754 46.9 531 2254 74.17 6754 5009 | 4991 24.08
UP 7323 | 4785| 3504 64.96 38.19 85.78 4785 | 41.05| 589 473
WB 79.78 605 | 4827 51.73 3151 86.23 605 5217 4783 34.06

Source: National Sample Survey Organization
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Table 8. Relative and Absolute Secondary Poverty in Urban Slums 1981-91

Relative Secondary Poverty Absolute Secondary Poverty

Ba;ed on housing, Based on housing Bas.ed on housing, Based on housing

States | sanitation & safe- sanitation & safe-

drinking water only drinking water only
1981 1991 1981 1991 1981 1991 1981 1991
AP 11.34 1655 7.72 13.99 4489 41.74 39.69 38.69
AS N/A 2322 N/A 1348 N/A 41.85 N/A 2345
BI 1291 24.82 11.96 1376 50.48 4884 37.49 36.49
GU 1041 6.97 342 6.22 2346 2333 24.36 24.36
HA 6.18 11.75 43 7.38 2791 26.27 2126 25.76
HP 487 6.88 431 7.24 24.31 23.24 28.25 2115
J&k 2.4 N/A N/A N/A 1753 N/A 1582 N/A
KA 11.95 14.87 9.94 1356 37.39 34.23 363 33.3
KE 10.36 1367 433 959 46.07 44.23 2176 24.76
MP 11.02 1178 8.66 83 38.89 3465 338 32.3
MR 6.09 828 498 8.02 2545 23.63 26.79 26.29
OR 1858 2342 13.07 17.01 57.34 54.72 46.88 45.38
PU 15.76 1941 212 6.86 3147 30.92 21.24 21.24
RS 12.92 1551 941 123 3154 32.92 3267 3167
TN 12.4 18.65 12.33 1593 445 42.717 40.2 39.2
UP 13.73 16.26 15 2.03 3549 32.82 20.76 19.76
WB 11.17 11.69 0.77 N/A 26.17 24.21 134 124
Source: Calculated based on data from Census and National Sample Survey Organization
deprivation had been more acute, but assessed vis-a-vis the urban

absolute  deprivation had lessened

somewhat.

4) Net Relative Secondary Poverty
of the Urban Poor vis-a-vis
the Urban Non-Poor @ An |-
lustration Based on Housing

The assessment of secondary poverty
in the urban slums made above was
relative to the urban population as
the relative

whole. That is to say,

position of the wurban slums was

population. This kind of assessment
contains an overlap in the sense that
the
component part of the urban population,

urban slum population is a
and as such the assessment of the
relative poverty of the urban slums is
spurious. In order to avoid the element
of spuriousness, the relative poverty of
the urban slums may have to be
assessed vis-a-vis the urban non-poor
(or the urban non-slum dwellers) ie.
the urban population minus the urban

slum population.



of the relative

poverty vis—a-vis the urban population

The assessment

as a whole may be called the 'gross’
relative poverty of the urban slums, and
its assessment vis—a-vis the wurban
non-slum dwellers may be called the
‘net’ relative poverty of the wurban
section

slums. This attempts an

assessment of the 'net’ relative
secondary poverty of the urban slums
for 1981 and 1991 only in the case of
housing shortage as an element of
secondary poverty. The other two

constituent elements of secondary
poverty as specified here could not be
covered, owing to the fact that only one
set of data exists on sanitation and
safe-water supply to the urban slums.
No independent data exist on the supply
of sanitation and safe-water facilities to
the urban non-slum areas. In the case
of housing, however, there are two
independent sets of data on the urban
slum housing shortage. These permit
obtaining the data on housing shortage
for the urban non-poor as a residual.
As a first step in the assessment of
‘net’ relative poverty of the urban
slums, an estimate is made of the
non-slum population of the urban areas.
Second, an estimate is made of the
non-slum housing shortage for 1981
and 1991. Third, the percapita housing
shortage of the non-slum urban areas
for 1981 and 1991 are calculated. Fourth,
the deprivation of housing facilities of

the urban poor vis—-a-vis the urban
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non-poor is estimated for 1981 and
1991. The percentage of relative 'net’
deprivation of the urban slums is shown
as the difference between the percapita
percentage of housing adequacy of the
urban non-poor and the percapita
percentage of housing adequacy of the
urban poor. For ease of comparison, the
'gross’ and ’net’ deprivation of the
urban poor in regard to housing are
illustrated in figure 4. As expected, and
inevitably, the ’'net’ relative housing
shortage of the urban poor is more
acute than their ‘gross’ relative housing
shortage. And both the ’gross’ and
‘net’ relative housing shortage of the
urban poor has worsened in 1991 in
comparison with 1981.

Thus, the urban poor seem to have

become worse off on two counts:

a) they continue to be more deprived
than the urban non-poor is;

b) and, on a comparable basis their
relative deprivation depended over
time from 1981 to 1991. The
'gross’ and 'net’ deprivation per-
centages are graphically illust-
rated in Table 9.
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5) Primary and Secondary
Poverty . Interface

This section focuses on the interface
of primary and secondary poverty in
India during 1981-91 and brings out the

synergistic relationship between the
reduction of primary and secondary
poverty. First it recognizes the

tenuousness of the link between an
invariant nutritional norm and primary
poverty; and second, it emphasizes the
importance of personal an environ-
mental hygiene in improving the use-
efficiency of nutrition in promoting

health and well-being, and in curbing

the growth of casual labor markets.

The argument of earlier sections
underscores the need to focus on both
primary
assessing the overall deprivation of the

and secondary poverty in
urban poor. Not only are primary and
secondary poverty additive components
of total

influence each other and interact with

poverty but they tend to

each other. An index of total poverty,
while reflecting the aggregation of these
two components of poverty, captures
their interaction as well. It is because
the observed level of primary poverty
includes in itself a quantitative element
of the it by
secondary poverty and vice-versa an

influence exerted on



indicator of this overall or total
(average total) poverty is calculated
separately for 1981 and 1991,
respectively.

The average total poverty is a
measure which corresponds method-
ologically to the Human development
Index of the UNDP, provided it is
assumed that the maximum level
attainable by each adequacy measure
(100 - poverty measure) is 100 and the
minimum level is ‘0.

The reduction of average total
poverty from its level in 1981 to its
level in 1991 (i.e. in terms of percentage
points) varied between 16.36 to a low of
6. This reduction in the average total
reflects the reduction in primary as well

as secondary poverty. And secondary

poverty comprises Inadequacy  of
housing, sanitation, and safe water
supply.

So there are four components in the

reduction of average total poverty
which are not of equal weight. In order,
therefore, to assess the contribution of
each of these four components to a
reduction of average total poverty, a
system of weights needs to be devised.

Though the average total poverty is
an unweighted average of its four
components, a change over time in the
value of the average total need not
necessarily be an unweighted sum of its
components. The average total is
unweighted because data from which it

is drawn do not contain any basis for
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drawing a weighing diagram. But, the
data provided in this regard provides
enough bases for devising a system of
weights. Elasticities of reduction in each
of the four components with respect to
a change in the value of the average
total are obtained. That is:

Y = the average total poverty

X; = primary poverty

X2 = housing shortage

X3 = inadequacy of sanitation; and
X4 = inadequacy of safe water

facility.

d (log X)) / d (log y) = 7 the
elasticity of reduction in the value of Xi
with respect to a change in the value of
Y. Multiplying 7 by (Xi / Y) gives
values of reduction factors in the four
components of average total poverty in
terms of (4Xi/ Y) such that 4(Xi/ Y)
= 1.

The weights thus derived are
primary poverty 0.4427;, secondary
poverty 0.5573; of which housing 0.2668;
sanitation 0.1445 and safe-water supply
0.1460. The relative weighted contri-
bution of these four elements to a
reduction in total poverty is also
calculated separately. Given the system
of weights, it follows that the contri-
bution of secondary poverty reduction
to the total poverty reduction is larger
than that of the reduction of primary
poverty.
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The contribution of primary and
secondary poverty reduction to average
total poverty should be
distinguished change (in
percentage points) over time (reduction,

reduction
from a

to be more specific) of either primary
and secondary poverty. (For instance,
the contribution of secondary poverty
reduction to the reduction of average
total poverty of Andhra Pradesh state
during 1981-91 was 6.78 percentage
points out of 12.19 percentage points of
reduction in average total poverty. But
the change in percentage points of
average secondary poverty for the same
period in Andhra Pradesh is 12.55. The
former is an element of the reduction in
average total poverty. The latter is a

14 4
12

10 4

Gross and Net Relative Deprivation

reduction in the average secondary
poverty over 1981-91.) The change in
primary poverty,
poverty, and average total poverty are
4 and

reduction  of

average secondary

plotted in Figure factors
contributing to the
secondary poverty in urban areas due to
housing, sanitation and safe drinking
water between 1981 and 1991 are
shown in Figure 5. The change in
secondary poverty is less than the
change in primary poverty In all the
States during 1981-91, except Andhra
Pradesh. The change in average total
poverty, as expected lies between the
two. The fact that the change in
secondary poverty is less the change in

primary poverty lends credence to the

AP AS Bl GU HA HP  J&K KA

KE  MP
States

[BGross (1981) OiNet (1981) OGross (1991) EINet (1991) |

Figure b. Gross and Net Relative Deprivation of Housing of Urban Poor

1981 and 1991



argument of this paper that secondary
poverty reduction programs were
given In planning and policy-making
less importance than primary poverty
reduction programs. This unbalance in
emphasis on poverty reduction implied
by these data is also corroborated by a
simple analysis of rank correlation.

A distribution of ranks obtained by
the fifteen states
primary (PP) and secondary (SP)
poverty in 1981 and 1991 using the
Spearman Rank correlation (p) are as
follows: pPP-SP (1981) = 0.71; pPP~SP
(1991)= 0.58; pPP (1981) PP(1991)= 0.70
and pSP(1981) SP(1991)= 0.96

under study in

Two statements can be made on the
basis of these correlations.

a) The rank correlation obtaining
between PP and SP in 1981, which
was 0.71 degenerated into a value
of 0.58 in 1991. This is indicative
of more dissimilar of primary and
secondary  poverty  in 1991
compared to 1981.

b) At the same time, the rank
correlation of PP in 1981 and PP
in 1991 is less (0.70) than the rank
correlation of SP in 1981 and 1991
(0.96). The high values pPP-SP
1981 and SP1991 show that there
was hardly any change in the
ranking of the States on the basis
of secondary poverty between
1981 and 1991. However, there
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was a change, in some cases
substantial, of the ranking of
States on the basis of primary

poverty.

These two statements together go to
show that

interventions focussed attention more

program and planning

sharply on the reduction of primary

poverty than on the reduction of
secondary poverty. On the basis of data
obtained it can also be stated that even
in the more modest reduction of
secondary poverty, the component of
sanitation seems to have received the
least attention for the health and

wellbeing of poor.

4. Conclusion

The argument about the variable
relationship of the nutritional norm and
the poverty line and the importance of
alleviating secondary poverty can now
be summarized. It comprises:

1) Loosening the link between a
given nutritional norm and the
poverty line in the sense that
several nutritional norms can be
associated with the same poverty
line. These new norms may hover
around a fixed requirement norm
or may even depart from it quite a
bit, though not necessarily as far
away as the lower limit of the
homeostatic range.



188

2) The efficiency-use of nutritional
intakes is greatly enhanced by an
adequate provision of water

supply,

These are calculated to improve

sanitation facilities etc.

environmental and personal

hygiene, reduce vulnerability to

disease, and promote  work
capacity.
3) Blanket nutritional  programs,

which are currently in operation,
and which are based on a fixed
nutritional norm tend to be
hijacked by the relatively better
off sections of the poor. Because,
the poverty line does not
distinguish between people who
are near the poverty line (whether
above or below) and other people
who are far away from it, but
below.

Despite the valid criticisms, leveled
against the specification of a certain
level of the poverty line, with its
scaffolding provided by a nutritional
norm, the poverty line itself is a highly
useful socio—economic concept. It opens
a new dimension of differential growth
rates of income of different income
groups. It is instrumental in setting a
floor below which per capita incomes
(entitlement) cannot or should not go.
In so doing, it focuses attention on
what may be termed absolute poverty
and several distributional issues both
functional and personal, surrounding it.

It gives a direction to planning and
policy-making to include abolition of
absolute poverty among their objectives,
and often to make it objective primus
inter pares.

Poverty (whether rural or urban) as
measured by the poverty line (fixed or
variable) is generally understood to be
primary poverty or nutritional distress,
denoting subsistence below nutritional
requirements, constant or not. In order
for the
graduate into measures for promoting a
primary
poverty elimination programs should be

anti-poverty programs to

minimum level of living,

combined with secondary poverty
elimination programs. Minimum levels
of health, education etc. assumed to be
provided by the government as they are
or in an improved measure. Income
generating employment is assumed to
be a function of private and public
investment, its allocation among the
production sectors, its spatial distri-
bution, and the techniques (methods) of
production at the project level.

The currently operative anti-poverty
programs emphasize the provision of
assets of the latter kind, i1e. assets
related to a Dbetterment of living
conditions. Their marginal productivity
in the absence of adequate provision for
life-assets like shelter is bound to be
low. Moreover, it is important to note
that shelter and related amenities can
have on their own, an income-earning-
facilitation—~effect, through better health



and reduced vulnerability to disease.
Add to this the fact that shelter
(house), especially for the low-end
income groups, is a ‘work-place’ as well
as a ‘folk-place’. That is to say,
shelter- plus (shelter, water supply and
sanitation) provides the backdrop and a
foundation for the income-earning
assets to become more productive.

The upshot of the argument is that,
for optimal results, the anti-poverty
programs cuwrrently in operation, and in
particular the provision of those assets
of an income-yielding nature would
become largely infructuous without the
provision of shelter-plus. In the same
manner, public (government) supported
programs of health and education are
liable to yield less than optimal results
in the absence of emphasis on shelter-
plus.

Thus elimination of secondary pov-
erty has a reinforcing effect on the
elimination of primary poverty an
income effect on its own and a
productivity augmentation effect of the
directly income-earning assets. In other
generation and

words, employment

shelter development operate syner-
gistically (ie. in a manner that the
whole is greater than the sum of its
parts). Shelter development creates at
(through

employment) and an

once an income flow
promoting

augmentation of the household assets.
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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the policy implications of
poverty in terms of its forms: primary and
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secondary poverty and brings out the synergetic
relationship between the reduction of primary and
secondary poverty in Urban India. The paper also
demonstrates the influence that the alleviation of
secondary poverty exerts on the alleviation of the
primary poverty and it pinpoints the macro-level
policy implications and suggests envisaged
strategy for poverty alleviation applicable to the
developing world.



