DRAFT: NOT FOR CIRCULATION

ARE THE RESULTS OF THE BPL CENSUS OF 2002 RELIABLE?

Yoshifumi Usami Osaka Prefecture University
Biplab Sarkar Foundation for Agrarian Studies
V. K. Ramachandran Indian Statistical Institute

Draft paper to be presented at the

International Conference on
Environment, Agriculture and Socio-economic Change in Rural India

organised by Kyungpook National University and University of Tokyo
Kyungpook National University

Daegu, Republic of Korea
March 29-30, 2010



Are the Results of BPL Census 2002 Reliable?

Yoshifumi Usami, Biplab Sarkar, and V. K. Ramachandran

I INTRODUCTION

This paper evaluates the reliability of India’s BPL (Below Poverty Line) survey of
2002. It does so by means, first, of a critique of the concepts and definitions used by
the survey, and its general methodology, and secondly, of a comparison of village-
level data from the Ministry of Rural Development database with primary data from
independent village-level socio-economic surveys.

Poverty alleviation programmes in India can be categorised into universal
programmes (or programmes whose beneficiaries are self-selected), and targeted
programmes (or programmes that are exclusively for predetermined target groups).
An example of the former is the National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme, for
participation in which any “rural household whose adult members volunteer to do
unskilled marginal work” qualifies (<http://nrega.nic.in>). Most anti-poverty
programmes, however, are targeted programmes. The Public Distribution System
(PDS) for the provision of fair-priced food, and the Indira Awas Yojana (IAY),
India’s major rural housing scheme are examples of targeted programmes.

The criterion for targeting is, most often, whether or not a household is below the
poverty line (BPL). Identifying BPL households as on the ground is thus crucial to
the implementation of targeted anti-poverty schemes. Since 1992, the Ministry of
Rural Development (MoRD) of the Government of India has conducted three BPL
Censuses, to identify BPL households in rural areas. The most recent survey is the
BPL Census of 2002.

The BPL Survey is also considered by the Government as being important in
providing household-level data on various aspects of rural poverty. According to the
XI Plan Working Group on Poverty Elimination Programmes:

The BPL Census provides data for all the households on deprivations suffered by them. Not only are
these data useful for formulating programmes and priorities at the ground level but also through
aggregation they can generate data bases needed at the higher levels including states and centre to
monitor the performance of safety nets and to prepare annual plans and medium-term targets. (...)
The best course in future would be to rely increasingly on the aggregation of BPL Survey data for the
policy decisions at the state and central level and for monitoring the progress of poverty elimination.
Measures like HCR based on NSS surveys could be used as cross checks and for validation of policy
implications suggested by the BPL data.!

! Planning Commission, GOI (20006), Report of the XI Plan Working Group on Poverty Elimination
Programmes, p. 21 and p. 25


http://nrega.nic.in/

Considering the importance of the BPL Census for policy, this paper attempts to
assess its reliability. The MoRD has made BPL Census data available by village and
household on its website. We use MoRD data from four villages — one each in
Andhra Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Maharashtra and Rajasthan — both directly to
examine and evaluate the BPL Census data and to compare BPL Census results with
results from independent village surveys conducted in the four villages. The
independent studies are from the data base of the Project on Agrarian Relations in
India (PARI) conducted by the Foundation for Agrarian Studies.

The following section briefly introduces the BPL Census and presents critiques of
the methodology of BPL household identification. Section III explains the
methodology of our tests of reliability of the data and Section IV examines the non-
scoring parameters of BPL Census. Section V compares the BPL Census and PARI
data on scoring parameters, while focusing on measurement errors the former, and
discusses the resultant targeting errors.

11 BPL. CENSUS OF 2002 AND ITS CRITIQUE

The BPL Survey of 1992 used an income criterion to determine poverty, and the
annual income cut-off was fixed at Rs. 11,000 per household. The BPL Census of
1997 was conducted in two stages. First, some families were excluded on the basis of
several exclusion criteria.” In the second stage, each remaining household was
interviewed to determine its total consumer expenditure. The per capita consumer
expenditure of the family was worked out and the family was identified as a BPL
household if its per capita consumer expenditure was below the poverty line set by
the Planning Commission.

Unlike the previous BPL Censuses, the BPL Census 2002 used a “score-based
ranking” in which both economic and social indicators were taken into account.
Each household questionnaire had two parts. Section A recorded some important
introductory characteristics of households. These were the “non-scoring
parameters,” so called because they do not figure in the final assessment of the
household’s poverty status. Section B, which recorded 13 “scoring parameters,” was
intended to evaluate the quality of life of the households. A score (0, 1, 2, 3 or 4)
was assigned for each parameter. The aggregate score of the thirteen parameters for
each household was calculated and the absolute and relative position of each
household in a village in respect of its poverty status was set on the basis of this
aggregate score.

The BPL Census 2002 has been widely criticised by the rural poor and their
organizations, and by scholars. Sundaram (2003), Jain (2004) and Himanshu (2008)

2 The exclusion criteria is as follows; 1) whether operating more than 2 hectares of land, 2) whether
having a pucca house, 3) whether any resident member of the houschold has an annual income from
salary/self-employment exceeding Rs. 20,000 per annum, 4) whether the houschold owns the
following consumer durables: tv, refrigerator, ceiling fan, motorcycle/scootet, three-wheeler, and 5)
whether the household owns the following farm implements: tractor, power tiller, combined
threshet/harvester. (MoRD 2009, p. 14)



evaluated the methodology of the 2002 BPL household identification, and Jalan and
Murgai (2000) attempted to estimate the extent of exclusion and inclusion errors by
applying the methodology of BPL household identification to NSS household
consumer expenditure survey data of 1999-2000. Even the expert group set up by
MoRD to advise it on the methodology for the next BPL Census admitted that,
although the number of parameters need to measure poverty had gone up from one
in the 1992 survey to thirteen in 2002, the errors of exclusion and inclusion
remained above acceptable limits (MoRD 2009, p. 20). Targeting errors involved
exclusion errors that excluded poor households from the category of the poor, and
inclusion errors that included non-poor households in the category of the poor.

Table 1 Thirteen Parameters and Scoring Adopted in the BPL Census 2002

Wear Clothing

than 4

than 6

than 10

0 1 2 3 4
SizeGroup of Operational NIL < 0.5 ha of 0.5ha-1ha of 1 ha-2.5 ha of >2.5 ha of
Holding of land irrigated land irrigated land irrigated land irrigated land
2 Types of House Houseless Kutcha House f;umsl—ePucca Pucca House Urban Type
3 Average Availability of Normal Less Than 2 2 or more,but less |4 or more,but less |6 or more,but less More than 10

Less Than one

Normally 1 sq meal

1 Sq meal per day

2 Sq meals per day

Enough food

4 Food Security squre meal per day but < 1 sq|throughout the Yr [with Occasional throughout the Yr
d meal occasionally shortage
. Group Latrine with (Group Latrine with|Group Latrine with
_ N R Open Defecation|. N .
5 Sanitation irregular water regular water water supply and [Private Latrine
supply supply sweeper
6] Ownership Consumer Durables [NIL Any one item 2 Items Only Any 3 or all items _[All Items
Completed Graduate / Post
7 Literacy Status lliterate Upto Primary secondary Professional Graduate/Professi
(passed class 10) |diploma onal Graduate
. Only Adult
F I d child
8 Household Labour Force Bonded Labour ermale and chi Females and no Adult males only Others
labour "
child labour
9 Means of livelihood Casual labour Sub_SItel_'lce Artisan Salary Others
cultivation
Not going to . .
hool hool
10 Children Status school and Going to School |, Nil Going to schoo

and working and not working

working

For daily
consumption
purposes from
informal sources

No indebtedness
and possess
assets

For Production
purposes from
informal sources

For other purpose
from informal
sources

Borrowing only
from institutional
agencies

Type of Indebtedness

Reason for Migration From Seasonal Other forms of

Casual Work Non migrant other purposes

Household employment livelihood
Wage
employment/ loan/subsidy more
13 Preference of Assistance TPD_S(Targeted Self-employment Training §nd skl Housing than Rs 1 lakh or
public upgradation no assistance
distribution needed
system)

There are four types of causes for exclusion and inclusion errors in BPL household
identification. First, there are errors involved in the survey, Le., in the questionnaire
and in the investigation process. The selection of indicators and the scoring scheme
for each parameter have been criticized sharply for their inconsistency. Some
indicators are directly related to deprivation in the capabilities space while some
others are not.” No provision was made for issues of land quality, climate, the quality
of meals, the prices of consumer durables, and the number of migrants in each
household. Parameters such as the “status of children” and “reason for migration”
are contingent indicators and are not applicable to all households. Though the
poorest people lack assets and are often unable to borrow because of their poverty,
the “type of indebtedness” parameters gives the highest score to a household that is

3 See Sundaram (2003).



not indebted. The expert group of the MoRD commented that there are some
indicators that do not establish the current status of a household in respect of a
particular tangible attribute of well-being (MoRD 2009).

Secondly, there is data-cooking or manipulation after the survey. Even the expert
group wrote that “in actual practice no detailed survey was done and survey sheets
were filled up within the office itself” (MoRD 2009).

Thirdly, one of the most serious flaws in the methodology of BPL household
identification is in the aggregation of scores of 13 parameters to establish the
absolute and relative position of each household with respect to poverty status in a
village. Sundaram (2003) writes that this procedure of aggregation establishes, in
effect, cardinal equivalences across what are essentially ordinal rankings of alternative
states of households in respect of individual indicators.

Lastly, another serious cause for exclusion errors is the way cut-off scores were set
for each State, district and village. According to the MoRD guidelines, the State-level
cut-off was set at the level of the official Planning Commission poverty line plus 10
per cent as an allowance for including the “transient poor” in the BPL category. The
determination of the cut-off for administrative divisions within the State (district,
block, and village, for example) was left to State governments. As a consequence, the
aggregate cut-off score for the determination of BPL households could vary across
those administrative entities. In our study, the cut-off varied even from village to
village in the same block: in Sangrampur block, Buldhana district, Maharashtra, the
de facto cut-off was 12 points in one village and 27 points in another. The
distribution of BPL households and total households by score (in Figure 1 below)
clearly shows very large errors of “exclusion” (a large number of households with a
score less than 27 that are not classified as BPL) as well as some errors of
“inclusion” (BPL households with a score above 30).
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Fig. 1 Distribution of Total and BPL households by Aggregate Score in Sangrampur
Block, Buldhana, Maharashtra

Since we are interested in the reliability of BPL Census data rather than the
methodology of BPL household identification, we focus on the first two causes of
targeting errors.

We shall refer, in this context, to two major types of problems with respect to the
stipulation of scoring parameters in Section B of the BPL Census questionnaire,
which deals with scoring parameters.

In our view, the first set of problems relates to specification. With regard to many
variables there are problems of mis-specification, under-specification, or vagueness,
allowing for no certainty in how a household is to be classified. For example,
“kitchen appliances like pressure cooker” is a crucial, but woefully vague, category
when classifying households on the basis of their ownership of consumer durables.
Similarly vague categories are, for example, “two square meals per day with
occasional shortage” (with “square meals,” “occasional,” and “shortage” left
undefined), and “subsistence cultivation.” To take another example, although it is
very common for a person to migrate seasonally to work as a casual labourer, the
categories “casual labour” and “seasonal migration” are considered separate reasons
for migration with different scores for each. Or in yet another example, there is no
provision for a household that has taken loans from the informal and formal sectors.

The second set of problems relates to gradation. It is not always true that a higher
score in the questionnaire represents lower poverty in practice. For instance,
although a household that has a few paltry household assets and no debts could be
one that is in fact too poor to be considered creditworthy by even an informal-sector



lender, such a household receives a score of 4, which is higher than the score
assigned to, say, a rich landlord who borrows only from commercial banks. To take
another example, it is not true that a household that has no migrant member is
necessarily better off than one that has a seasonal migrant or one who migrates to
pursue “other forms of livelihood.”

I1I COMPARING BPL CENSUS DATA WITH PARI DATA

We have used data from the Project on Agrarian Relations (PARI) of the Foundation
for Agrarian Studies as a point of comparison with data from this BPL Survey. PARI
is a programme begun in 2006 and based on household surveys in villages in
different agro-economic zones of India. For purposes of this study, we have used
PARI data from the four villages mentioned in Table 2.



Table 2 Location and agro-ecology of villages surveyed

Village Year of Block/ District Region State NARP* Agro-ecological type
Sutvey Taluk/Mandal Agro-climatic
classification
Bukkacherla 2005, 2006 Raptadu Anantapur Rayalaseema Andhra Scarce rainfall zone of Dry and drought-prone
(Mandal) Pradesh Rayalaseema
Mahatwar 2006 Rasra (Tehsil) Ballia Eastern Uttar ~ Uttar Pradesh ~ Eastern Plain Zone Ground water-irrigated,
Pradesh wheat-paddy rotation
Warwat Khanderao 2007 Sangrampur Buldhana Vidarbha Maharashtra Central Maharashtra  Unirrigated, cotton
(Taluka) Plateau Zone region
25F Gulabewala 2007 Karan- Sri Ganga- Gang canal Rajasthan Irrigated North-Western — Canal and
Pur (Tehsil) Nagar region Plain Zone groundwater

irrigation, with cotton,
wheat and mustard

*NARP: National Agricultural Research Project



It is not possible to match each household in the BPL Census data base with PARI
data because, inter alia, of the time-lag between the two surveys and the consequent
changes in household structures. A comparison of data on scoring variables for each
household in a village from the BPL Census and the PARI Census of households is
difficult; indeed, a comprehensive, parameter-by-parameter comparison is not
possible at all. We, therefore, compare aggregates at village level, such as the number
of households and its distribution by indicators, to detect errors in enumeration in
the BPL Census and to examine whether the parameters and scoring system of the

BPL Census are relevant.

For purposes of comparative study, we constructed indicators based on PARI data
that were as close as possible to BPL Census parameters. The main features of
modification of variables are discussed below. Table Al in the Appendix charts the

BPL and PARI survey parameters side by side.

1. Size group of operational holding of land. We have converted land holdings into
standard holdings, based on the conversion of one unit of irrigated land into two

units of un-irrigated land.

2. Type of house. We have used the terms “kutcha,” “semi-pucca,” and “pucca” as
defined by the Census of India and the National Sample Surveys (NSS). The
ambiguity here is with regard to the category “urban type” house, which is imprecise

and makes classification difficult. We therefore do not use the category.

3. Average availability of normal wear clothing (per person in pieces). PARI has no data on
this parameter. We may also add that there are substantial problems of measurement
with respect to this parameter, and of the definition and implementation in practice

of the category of “pieces of normal wear clothing.”

4. Food security. PARI does not collect data on this parameter. The classifications of

the parameter itself, as in (3) above, are imprecisely defined.

5. Sanitation. We are able to distinguish three categories from PARI data: where there
is open defecation, where the household uses a public (or group) lavatory, and where

the household uses a lavatory in the premises of the dwelling (a private latrine).



0. Ownership of consumer durables. Two categories in the BPL Survey questionnaire
present a problem. The first is the definition of the category “kitchen appliances like
pressure cooker.”” Given the imprecision of this definition we use “kitchen utensils
and pots and pans of a value of less than Rs 5000.” Secondly, “radio” is no longer a
useful marker, since many households own audio or audio-visual equipment other
than radios. We have expanded the category of “radio” to include all audio and

audio-visual equipment owned by a household.

7. Literacy status of the highest literate adult: We have used categories that are broadly

similar to the BPL Census survey.

8. Status of the household labour force: In place of “bonded labour,” we use the category
long-term (i.e. seasonal, annual, monthly) worker. As for other categories within this
parameter, there is a problem of gradation, that is, categories may not represent a

progressive diminishment of poverty.

9. Means of livelibood: Here we classified households by the main sources of their total
incomes, then classified them into categories similar to those given in the BPL
Survey. We defined a household whose main income is from “subsistence
cultivation,” a category undefined in the BPL Survey, as one whose net income in the
reference year was equal to or less than the “poverty line income.” Table 3 gives the
poverty line income for each village by the criteria specified by the Tendulkar

Committee.

Table 3 Povery Li ne Adopted for Curdrkator i @ i n 0Subsi

Village Poverty line income (per capita per month)
2004-05 2005-06 (adjusted) 2006-07 (adjusted)

Bukkacherla 433.43 449.99 -

Mahatwar 435.14 451.76

25F Gulabewala 478.00 - 534.21

Warwat Khanderao 484.89 - 541.91

Sources: 1) Labour Bureau, Ministry of Labour and Employment, Government of India, i) Planning

Commission, Government of India

Note: i) We have used the All-India Consumer Price Index for Agricultural Labourers (CPIAL) and

10



state-specific poverty line for 2004-05. ii) Poverty line is adjusted to 2005-06, 2006-07 prices using the
CPIAL.

10. Status of children (5-14 years). First, we define “working” as including regular
housework. Secondly, where a child is in a balwadi or anganwadi, we do not record
him or her as being enrolled in school, since this parameter is concerned with
schooling, not with children in pre-schools. Thirdly, a major flaw in the BPL Census
questionnaire is that it does not provide for households that have no children in the
age group 5 to 14 years. From PARI data, the share of such households was 52 per
cent in Bukkacherla, 20 per cent in Mahatwar, 45 per cent in Warwat Khanderao and
45 per cent in 25F Gulabewala. Our modified categories can be seen in Table Al in
the Appendix.

11. Type of indebtedness: There are two serious problems with the categories in the BPL
Survey questionnaire. The first is a specification problem: no category is defined in
which households take loans from the formal and informal sectors, or for
consumption and production purposes -- all combinations of which are common in
village India. The second is a gradation problem: as mentioned earlier, a household
with paltry assets and too poor to be creditworthy is, by the criteria of this
questionnaire, given the top score. We have therefore modified the scoring sheet in

the way shown in Table Al in the Appendix.

12. Reason for migration from housebold. This parameter has problems of specification
(for example, it is possible to migrate seasonally as a casual labourer, while seasonal
labour and casual labour are separate categories in the questionnaire), and of
gradation (for example, a family without a migrant member is not necessarily poorer
than a household that has migrant members). In the modified questionnaire, we have
entered Yes’ for households in which at least one member migrated for casual

including seasonal employment, and ‘No’ for other households.

13. Preference of assistance. There are no data on this parameter from the PARI data
base. In any case, scoring with respect to this parameter is utterly vitiated by the
gradation problem. There is no reason to believe, for instance, that a person who
“prefers” a subsidy of Rs 100,000 is necessarily richer than a person who prefers

“training and skill up gradation” or “self-employment” — quite the contrary, actually.

11



IV COMPARISON OF NON-SCORING PARAMETERS IN THE BPL. AND PARI SURVEYS

1. Number of Households

A strict comparison is not possible because of the time lags between the population
census of 2001, the BPL Surveys (undertaken in 2002-03 or 2003-04), and the PARI

surveys, which were conducted in the four study villages in 2006 and 2007.

Table 3 indicates the number of households in each village according to the BPL,
Census of India 2001 and PARI surveys. It is clear that the number of households
recorded by the BPL Census is more than the numbers recorded by 2001 Census and
PARI. In Gulabewala, for example, 296 households were counted in the BPL Census,
while the Census of 2001 and PARI enumerated 221 and 204 houscholds
respectively. These differences were rather small in Bukkacherla, but very large in
Gulabewala and Mahatwar. This big difference in the number of households cannot

be explained solely by the time-lags between surveys.

Table 4 Number of Households in the Four Villages Studied

Num ber of Households Ratio
S tate District Villhge BPL census |Census 2001 |PARI BPL/Census |BPL/PARI
Raasthan Ganganagar |25F Gulbewah 296 221 204 1.34 1.45
Andhra Pradesh |Anantapur |Bukkacherh 304 296 292 1.03 1.04
U ttar Pradesh Ballia M ahatwar 211 181 159 1.17 1.33
M aharashtra Buldhana W arwat Khanderao 306 286 250 1.07 1.22

Source: Survey data

It is well known in a village that the BPL Survey is conducted in order ultimately to
classify each household as BPL and APL (Above Poverty Line), thus qualifying (or
disqualifying) it for assistance. Respondents tend to report joint families as separate
nuclear families in order, first, to qualify separately for benefits. Thus, for example, if
benefits from a housing scheme are to accrue, they will accrue not just to one
household, but to different segments of the undivided family if the households were
to be declared BPL.

Secondly, joint households may report themselves as separate households in order to

12



gain a higher chance of being identified as BPL. As a matter of fact, the size of
household and the total score are correlated, as shown in the following figure.
Reporting a joint household as divided has the effect of diminishing the size of
household operational holding and household goods (such as clothing and consumer
durables). Thus, the smaller the size of household, the smaller the total score, and

the higher the chances of being identified as a BPL household.

Fig. 2 Size of Household and Aggregate Scores of 13 Prameters in Gulabewala and Warwat
Khanderao (WK)

60
. 50 3
9 R 'S
© . o ® x
e % ° °
S 40 =
g x * 0* *
L J 3
[ep] g x
1 o )c °
"5 30 3 g ry
%
o % § :. ® Gulabewala
(@] x
O ®
9 20 ;—" * WK
< t b
o * X ° X
= * X® x
10 - - .
x
0
0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0
Size of Household

The transformation from joint/extended to nuclear family has taken place on a
larger scale in South and West India than in North India. The average sizes of
households in Mahatwar (Uttar Pradesh) and Gulabewala (Rajasthan) were
substantially larger than in Bukkacherla (Andhra Pradesh), (Table 5). This indicates
that joint/extended families are more common in Mahatwar and Gulabewala than in
the other villages. It is likely that, in the BPL Census, many joint/extended families
reported themselves as if subdivision had already taken place, and as a result, the

discrepancy in the number of households is larger in these villages than in the others.
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Table 5 Population and the Average Size of Household

Population Size of Household
Villge Census 2001/ PARI Census 2001 |PARI
25F Gulabewal 1358 1132 6.14 5.55
Bukkacherlh 1383 1226 4.67 4.20
M ahatwar 1219 1114 6.73 7.01
W arwat Khanderad 1447 1308 5.06 5.23

Source: Census of India 2001 and survey data.

2. Distribution of Households by Social Group

In Mahatwar and Warwat Khanderao, the distribution of households by social group

in the BPL Census is more or less similar to the PARI survey distributions. In

Gulabewala, there was a classification error with respect to BC and Other Caste
(probably Jat Sikh) households in the BPL Census. The proportion of SCs in
Bukkacherla is much higher in the BPL Census (38 per cent) than in the PARI data

base (20 per cent). This implies that Backward Class households were

either

misclassified as or misreported as being Schedule Caste households. Enquiries in the

village indicate that there has been no large emigration of Scheduled Caste
households from this village.
Table 6 Distribution of Households by Social Group

BPL census PARI
Villhge SC ST 0BC 0 thers |Total |SC ST 0BC 0 thers |Total
25F Gubbewakh 186 1 81 28 296 123 0 10 71 204
Bukkacherh 117 8 61 118 304 58 0 98 136 292
M ahatwar 122 0 76 13 211 95 0 52 12 159
W arwat Khanderao 29 6 133 138 306 25 0 122 103 250
25F Gulbbewakh 62.8% 0.3%| 27.4% 9.5%| 100.0%] 60.3% 0.0% 4.9%  34.8%] 100.0%
Bukkacherh 38.5% 2.6%] 20.1%| 38.8%| 100.0%] 19.9% 0.0% 33.6% 46.6%| 100.0%
M ahatwar 57.8% 0.0%] 36.0% 6.2%| 100.0% 59.7% 0.0% 32.7% 7.5%| 100.0%
W arwat Khanderao 9.5% 2.0% 43.5%| 45.1%| 100.0%] 10.0% 0.0% 48.8% 41.2%| 100.0%

Source: HORD and survey data.

14



3. Distribution of households by land tenure

As mentioned, non-cultivating owners are a separate category in the PARI data base.
However, when the owner-cultivator and non-cultivating owner categories are
merged, the data are (or should be) comparable. In Gulabewala it is likely that tenant-
cum-owners were reported as owners in the BPL Census. The distribution of
households by size of operational landholdings in the BPL Census corresponds to
the distribution derived from PARI data. In Bukkacherla and Mahatwar, it is likely
that landless households in the PARI survey were reported as tenants in the BPL
Census. There are also some cases where landless households in the PARI data base
were reported as being marginal landholders in the BPL Survey. It is unclear, of
course, whether this was because of misreporting by respondents or bad
interviewing. The size distribution of owners, including owner-cum-tenants, suggests
that the size of operational landholdings was under-reported slightly. In Warwat
Khanderao, by contrast, the proportion of landless households in the BPL Census is
much higher than in the PARI data base, and this suggests that owner-cum-tenants
did not report land they owned. The size distribution of ownership holdings in the

BPL Census more o less corresponds to that of the PARI data base”.

# Throughout this discussion, we assume that there was no large-scale transfer land or eviction of

tenants in the years between the two surveys.
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Table 7 Distribution of Households by Land Tenure and by Size of Operational Landholdings

BPL census

Size of 0 perational Landhokigs Size of 0 peratinal Landho dings
Land holding S tatus 0 1 2 3 4 Total 0 1 2 3 4 Total
25F R) 207 5 2 82 296 70% 0% 2% 1% 28%  100%
~Mn md 200 3 203 99% 0% 0% 0% 1% 100%
~Sdm" ms 4 41 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
~Nvmdg 3 5 2 79 89 3% 0% 6% 2% 89%  100%
Bkch (A4P) 23 63 78 60 80 304 8% 21% 26% 20% 26%  100%
~Mn md 2 1 3 6 33% 0% 17% 0% 50%  100%
~Sdm" ms 1 15 13 4 2 35 3% 43% 37% 11% 6% 100%
~Ansg Nvmdg “mc Sdm ms 1 1 1 3 33%  33% 0% 33% 0%  100%
~Nv mdgq 15 47 63 54 T4 253 6% 19% 25% 21% 29%  100%
N.R. 4 1 1 1 7 57% 0% 14% 14% 14% 100%
Mhw UP) 5 183 22 1 211 2% 87% 10% 0% 0% 100%
~Mn md 5 1 6] 83%  17% 0% 0% 0% 100%
~Sdm’ ms 1 1 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
~Ansg Nvmdg “mc Sdm  ms 2 1 3 0%  67%  33% 0% 0% 100%
~Nvmdg 179 21 1 201 0% 89% 10% 0% 0% 100%
WK H) 134 68 59 22 23 306 44% 22% 19% % 8% 100%
~Mn md 115 7 2 124 93% 6% 2% 0% 0% 100%
~Sdm’” ms 1 5 4 5 4 19 5% 26% 21% 26% 21%  100%
~Ansg Nvmdg “mc Sdm’ ms 1 1 2 0% 50% 0%  50% 0% 100%
~Nv mdg 18 55 53 16 19 161 11% 34% 33% 10% 12%  100%
PARI

Size of 0 perational Landhokigs Size of O perational Landhodigs
Land tenure 0 1 2 3 4 total 0 1 2 3 4 total
25F Gulabewala 138 3 1 4 58 204 68% 1% 0% 2% 28%  100%
Neither ownership nor operational holding 127 127 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Tenant with no ownership holding 5 5 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Tenant-cum-owner cultivator 18 18 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
Owner-cultivator 1 3 1 4 40 49 2% 6% 2% 8%  82% 100%
Ownership holding but no operational holding 5 5[ 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bukkacherla 53 26 44 115 54 292 18% 9% 15% 39% 18%  100%
Neither ownership nor operational holding 43 43| 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%  100%
Tenant with no ownership holding 2 1 1 2 6 33% 17%  17% 0%  33% 100%
Tenant-cum-owner cultivator 3 32 18 55 0% 4% 5%  58%  33% 100%
Owner—cultivator 1 23 40 79 31 174 1% 13% 23% 45% 18%  100%
Ownership holding but no operational holding 7 4 3 14]  50% 0% 0%  29%  21%  100%
Mahatwar 26 87 29 14 3 159 16% 55% 18% 9% 2% 100%
Neither ownership nor operational holding 21 1 22]  95% 5% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Tenant with no ownership holding 11 11 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Tenant-cum-owner cultivator 27 16 4 47 0%  57%  34% 9% 0% 100%
Owner—cultivator 47 13 10 3 73 0%  64%  18%  14% 4% 100%
Ownership holding but no operational holding 5 1 6]  83%  17% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Warwat Khanderao 62 64 55 48 21 250 25% 26% 22% 19% 8%  100%
Tenant with no ownership holding 4 6 0% 67%  33% 0% 0% 100%
Tenant-cum-owner cultivator 4 9 6 19 0% 0% 21%  47%  32% 100%
Neither ownership nor operational holding 58 58[ 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Owner—cultivator 60 49 39 15 163 0%  37%  30%  24% 9% 100%
Ownership holding but no operational holding 4 4] 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Source: HORD and survey data.

4. Distribution of Households by Average Monthly Income (AMI)

There are many unreported cases in Gulabewala (BPL Census) and Bukkacherla

(PARI survey) and a comparison of the two data sets is not possible for these two




villages®. There was a significant under-reporting of AMI in the BPL Census in
Mahatwar and Warwat Khanderao. Most of the households reported “Rs. 500-1,499”
as their average monthly income in the BPL Census in Mahatwar, whereas the AMI
of about half of all households was more than Rs. 1,500 in the PARI data base.
Similarly, in Warwat Khanderao, the AMI of 44 percent of households was Rs. 250-
500 according to the BPL Census, whereas more than two-thirds of all households
reported an AMI of more than Rs. 1500 at the PARI survey.’

Table 8 Distribution of Households by Average Monthly Income

Distrbutibon of Households by AM 1 Percentage D istrbution of Households by AM I
Total 0 1 2 3 4|na Total 0 1 2 3 4|na
BPL Census [25FR) 296 9 6 52 14 79] 136] 100% 3% 2%  18% 5%  27%[  46%
Bkch (AP) 304] 108 21| 126 43 4 2] 100%|  36% Tl 41%[  14% 1% 1%
Mhw (P) 211 2 5| 170 19 15 100% 1% 2% 81% 9% 7% 0%
WK 0 H) 306 28] 134] 100 32 12 100% 9% 44%[  33%  10% 4% 0%
PART 25F Gulabewala 204 2 7 52 35| 108 100% 1% 3% 25%[ 17%[  53% 0%
Bukkacherla 292 12 9 29 17 32] 193] 100% 4% 3% 10% 6%  11%| 66%
Mahatwar 159 9 8 58 43 35 6] 100% 6% 5% 36%| 27%[  22% 4%
Warwat Khanderao 250 7 4 69 59| 111 100% 3% 20 28%[  24%|  44% 0%

Source:

To summarise, the comparison of BPL Census data and PARI data with respect to

non-scoring parameters showed that

1. the number of households in each village was higher at the BPL
Census;
1. the distributions of households by caste in the BPL. Census broadly

corresponded to the corresponding distribution in the PARI data
base, though there appeared to be some misreporting, particularly in
Bukkacherla;

i, in general, the size of household operational holdings was under-
reported in the BPL Census, and the land-owning status of the
household biased towards an underreporting of ownership; and

1v. the distribution of households by average monthly income is skewed

> The PARI income survey in Bukkacherla was a sample survey, and thus not easily usable in this
comparison.

6 AMI is reported here at constant prices.
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towards the lower end of the distribution in the BPL Census.

Since these indicators are non-scoring parameters, the effect of under-reporting on
BPL household identification is expected to be not too serious. The swelling of the
number of households, however, can affect the overall results more seriously. Since
the unit of BPL household identification is a household, and the ranking of
households the most important aim of the BPL Census, joint households tended to
report themselves as two or more incomplete households. For example, in
Gulabewala, although there were 13 households in the PARI data base that had 10
members and more, no such household appeared in the BPL Census data base.” On
the other hand, while 8 single-person households were reported in the BPL Census,
only 2 such households were reported in the PARI data base. These seems to be a

tendency, therefore, to report joint households as being subdivided.

Since the score of a small household is generally lower than the score of a large
household, systematic under-reporting of household size skews the distribution of
households by total score towards the lower end of the distribution. Taken together
with the way cut-offs are determined by the MoRD and the actual allocation of BPL
households to villages and districts in Maharashtra,” the net effect of a systematic
under-reporting of household size is to push some genuine by poor households out
of the BPL household list. It is not possible to demonstrate how many households
were excluded due to the swelling of the number of households, but it is noteworthy
that this is one of the reasons for the discrepancy between the proportion of poor
households as computed by the Planning Commission and by the MoRD in earlier
BPL Censuses.

V COMPARISON OF MORD DATA AND PARI DATA ON SCORING PARAMETERS

We now examine errors with respect to scoring parameters. We do so by comparing
BPL Census data with PARI data, and by examining errors by social group and the
size of household operational holding. As mentioned earlier, measurement errors can

have varied causes, including flaws inherent in the questionnaire, reporting errors,

7 With respect to the total number of households, the BPL Census data on Gulabewala seem relatively
reliable.
8 See, in this context, Karat (2000).
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simple errors of data entry, or post-survey manipulation of data. Although we are

unable to judge the specific cause (or causes) of specific measurement errors,

comparison with the PARI data base (which we consider more reliable, particularly

with respect to questionnaire quality, and its quality of data collection and

processing), helps track the reliability of BPL Census data.

A parameter-wise comparison of the database follows.

1.

Types of house

Gulabewala. 1n the BPL Census database, 17 per cent of Schedule Caste (SC)
households were “houseless.” In the PARI data base, none were recorded as

houseless.

Bukkacherla. In the PARI data base, most SC households lived in pucca houses.
The BPL Census data base tends to understate the occurrence of pucca houses
among SC and Backward Class (BC) and Other Caste (OC) households.

Mabhatwar. In the BPL data base, 75 per cent of SC households were reported to

be living in katcha houses, and a majority of BC households in semi-pucca
houses. In the PARI data base, 58 per cent of SC households lived in katcha

houses, and a majority of BC households in pucca houses.

Warwat Khanderao. In the BPL Census data base, 40 per cent of households lived
in katcha houses. In the PARI database, the majority of households lived in semi-

pucca and pucca houses.

The overall tendency in the BPL Census data base was thus to understate the

quality of housing,

Sanitation

Gulabewala. The share of households in the BPL Census data base who reported
“open defecation” (8 per cent) was marginally lower than the corresponding
share in the PARI data base (15 per cent). The corresponding figures for SC

households were 11 percent and 23 per cent.
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Bukkacherla. About one-fourth of all households in the BPL Census data base
reported open defecation, while about 80 per cent reported open defecation in
the PARI data base. Such over-reporting occurred across all social groups. It is
difficult to understand how the incidence of lavatories can be understated by
such as margin if an investigator actually visited each household. A majority of

households do not have private toilets.

Mahatwar. About a quarter of households (53/211) reported using “private
toilets” in the BPL Census data base, though less than 10 per cent did so in the
PARI data base.

Warwat Khanderao. In the BPL Census data base about 75 per cent of households
(228 out of 306 households) reported “open defecation.” The corresponding
figure in the PARI data base was 54 per cent.

The general trend here was thus some under-reporting of open defecation

(although such under-reporting would lead to higher scores).

Ownership of consumer durables

Gulabewala. 1n the BPL Census, 94 per cent of SC households (174/186
households) scored nil with respect to this parameter. In the PARI data base, 40
per cent (44/121 households) owned some consumer durables. Some Backward
Class (BC) and Other Caste households also under-reported ownership of
consumer durables. There is, however, some overall correspondence between the

two distributions.

Bukkaberla. At the BPL Census, SC households that owned more than two
hectares of land (there were no such households in the PARI data base) reported
owning more than three items of consumer durables. For BC and Other Caste
households, the proportion of households that reported ownership of all items

was 39 per cent at the BPL Census, and 48 per cent in the PARI data base.

Mabhatwar. The proportion of SC households that reported no consumer durables

at the BPL Survey was 25 per cent (the proportion in the PARI data base was 57
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per cent) and the proportion of BC households that reported ownership of all
items was less than 1 per cent at the BPL Survey (the proportion in the PARI
data base was 42 per cent). This is thus a case of over-reporting by some and

under-reporting by others.

Warwat Khanderao. Most SC households do not own consumer durables, while BC
and Other Caste households appear to have under-reported the number of
consumer durables that they own. Among BC and Other Caste households, the
proportion of households that reported ownership of all the specified items was
only 5 per cent at the BPL Survey (the corresponding figures was 61 per cent in
the PARI data base). The number of BC and Other Caste households that
reported ownership of two items and less was 90 per cent at the BPL Survey, but

only 37 per cent in the PARI data base.

In general, households in the BPL Survey appear to have under-reported the
consumer durables that they owned. Since most SC and landless households
owned few consumer durables. Under-reporting among these households was of

a lower order than among others.

Educational status of the most literate adult

The BPL Survey does not specify the score to be given to persons who have
passed Class XI and XII. With respect to PARI data, we have considered such

persons as having “completed secondary” school.

Gulabewala. The number of SC households that reported the most educated adult
member as being illiterate or primary was 84 per cent at the BPL Survey and 61
per cent in the PARI data base. BC and Other Caste households generally
reported higher educational outcomes at the BPL Survey than in the PARI data

base.

Bukkacherla. According to the BPL Survey, 32 SC households, which each owned
more than 5 hectares of land, reported that most educated members had post-
graduate qualifications. This is clearly an error. Educational outcomes among BC
and Other Caste households at the BPL Survey generally correspond to the
levels reported in the PARI data base.
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Mabhatwar. At the BPL Survey, both SC and BC households appear to have under-
reported the educational qualifications of the most educated members of their
households.

Warwat Khanderao. At the BPL Survey, SC, BC and Other Caste households

appear to have under-reported educational achievements.

Status of the housebold labour force

As explained eatlier, in this category we have compared the category of “bonded
labour” in the BPL Survey data base with that of “long-term worker” in the
PARI data base.

It is also clear that there is a specification error here. Low female work
participation (where work participation is traditionally defined) is a feature of
many parts of north India because of social restrictions on female work outside
the household. In general, then, to assign a score of 3 to a household that

reported “adult male only” is a flaw in the BPL Survey methodology.

Means of livelihood

In our modified scoring sheet based on the PARI data base, a household with
agricultural income below the poverty line fixed by the Tendulkar Committee is
defined as pursuing “subsistence cultivation.” Since this is a rather rigorous
criterion, we would expect the proportion of households reporting “subsistence

cultivation” to be rather lower on our scoring scheme than at the BPL Survey.

Gulabewala. The distributions of household at the two surveys with respect to

this parameter more or less correspond.
Bukkacherla. With respect to this parameter, the very high and unexplained
frequency of SC households in the BPL Survey data base makes comparisons

misleading,

Mabhatwar. Most households reported “subsistence cultivation” as their means of
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livelihood at BPL Survey. The comparative data indicate both under-reporting
and over-reporting among SC households, and under-reporting among BC and
Other Caste households.

Warwat Khanderao. Most of households reported “manual labour” or “subsistence
cultivation” as their means of livelihood at the BPL Survey. The comparative
data suggested that, for every social group, households whose means of
livelihood should have been recorded as “other means of livelihood” were

recorded as pursuing “subsistence cultivation.”

The discrepancy in the proportion of “others” and “subsistence cultivation”
between the two data sets is partly because of the more strict definition of
“subsistence cultivation” in PARI data. Nevertheless, this does not negate the

fact of under-reporting in the BPL Census, because a substantial number of
farm households that owned 5 hectares and more reported “subsistence

cultivation” as their means of livelithood.

Status of children

As mentioned above, although this is a contingent indicator, no provision was
made for households without children of 5 to 14 years. In the PARI data base, a
substantial proportion of households do not have children in this age-group 5-14
years, 91 households in Gulabewala (45 per cent), 152 households in Bukkacherla
(52 per cent), 32 households in Mahatwar (20 per cent), and 109 in Warwat
Khanderao (44 per cent). These households were arbitrarily assigned scores of 0,
1, or 4. It is therefore not possible to do any comparative study with respect to
this parameter. As we shall see, the arbitrary assignment of scores to households

without school-going children is likely to have caused serious targeting errors.

Dypes of Indebtedness

This parameter is also problematic because the poorest households cannot get
loans because they have no collateral. Nevertheless, they have each been assigned
a score of 4 simply because they are not indebted. According to the PARI data
base, there were 69 households without debt in Gulabewala, of which 40 were
SC and 39 had assets of a value of less than Rs. 1 lakh. Similarly there were 118
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households without debt in Warwat Khanderao, of which 39 were landless and
48 owned less than Rs. 1 lakh worth of assets. It is clear from these facts that a
substantial proportion of very poor households were not indebted. Regrettably,
it is not possible to identify the individual households to know what score was
assigned to them, but this flaw of the BPL Census schedule is likely to have

caused yet another serious targeting error.

Gulabewala. In general, the comparative study indicates that the BPL data base

overstates the part played by the formal sector in the debt portfolios of
households.

Bukkacherla. Comparative results are vitiated by the discrepancy in the number

and share of SC households in the two data bases.

Mabhatwar. According to the BPL Census data base, no SC houschold was
indebted in order to meet daily consumption needs, 58 per cent of SC
households took loans from the formal sector, and 24 per cent were not
indebted. In the PARI data base, the corresponding figures were 36 per cent, 13
per cent, and 47 per cent. Of the SC households that were without debt, 48 per
cent had assets worth less than Rs. 1 lakh. BC and Other Caste households that
were not indebted accounted for 81 per cent of BC and Other Caste households

in the BPL Survey data base and 53 per cent in the PARI data base.

Warwat Khanderao. In the BPL Census data base, 87 per cent of households were
reported as not being indebted. According to the PARI data base, by contrast, 24
per cent of households had taken consumption loans from the informal sector,

and 26 per cent had taken loans from the formal sector.

Reason for migration from housebold

This parameter is also a contingent indicator. If there was no migrant, a
household was assigned a score 3 irrespective of other consideration of
economic deprivation. Since comparable information is not available, we counted
only those households whose members had migrated for manual work. While 47
per cent of households in Mahatwar were recorded as having members who

migrated for “other reasons” in the BPL data base, the households that had
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10.

members who migrated for manual work accounted for 42 per cent of
households in the PARI data base.

Other parameters

Due to lack of comparable information, a comparison between the two data sets
was not possible with respect to the parameters titled “average availability of
normal wear clothing,” “food security,” and “preference of assistance.” The

following are some observations on these parameters.

Availability of Clothing

A score is assigned to a household according to the average number of clothes it
owns. Most SCs in Gulabewala were recorded as owning 2 to 3 items of clothing;
Most BC and Other Caste households were recorded as owning 4 to 9 items of
clothing. In Mahatwar, 91 percent of SC households were recorded as owning 2
to 3 items of clothing and most BC and other Caste household were recorded as
owning 2 to 3 or 4 to 5 items of clothing. There was not much difference
between SC, BC and Other Caste households in Warwat Khanderao with regard
to the ownership of clothing. About 60 percent of households were recorded as
owning 4 to 5 clothes. Reported levels of ownership of clothing were much

higher in Bukkacherla than in the other villages.

Food security

The score of the parameter “food security” was based on the number of meals a
day and intensity of shortage in a year. Thus the quality and nutritional value of
meals are not taken into consideration. As a result, all households other than a
few were categorized as having “enough food” and were assigned a score of four
in Gulabewala. It is certain that some households are under-nourished because
of poverty, but there is no differentiation in the score between them and others.
Most rank correlations coefficients of “food security” with other scoring and

non-scoring parameters were not significant in Gulabewala.

Preference of Assistance
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There is a village-specific pattern of distribution of households with respect to
the preference of assistance. Thus, 49 per cent SC households in Gulabewala
were reported to have selected “housing,” 38 per cent “wage employment and
TPDS,” and 21 per cent “self-employment,” while most BC and Other Caste
households were reported to have selected “loan more than Rs. 1 lakh.” In
Bukkacherla, 55 per cent of all households were to have selected “wage
employment and TPDS.” In Mahatwar, SC households were reported to have
selected “self-employment,” “housing” and “loan of more than Rs. 1 lakh,” and
most BC and Other Caste households were reported to have selected “loan of
more than Rs. 1 lakh.” In Warwat Khanderao, a majority of households (75 per
cent) were reported to have selected “self-employment,” irrespective of social
group. The rank correlation coefficients of “preference of assistance” with other
parameters were mostly not significant in Bukkacherla and not significant or very
low in Warwat Khanderao. This fact suggests that this parameter is either not

relevant or that there was an arbitrary assignment of scores.”

Some salient features of our comparative study of the BPL Survey data base and
the PARI data base with respect to the nine scoring parameters for which

comparative data were available were as follows.

1. Most parameters showed major discrepancies and measurement errors in the
BPL data base. The direction and extent of errors differed widely. In the
BPL Survey, it is likely that the scores for the parameters “house type,”
“consumer durables,” “literacy of the highest literate,” and “means of
livelihood” were under-reported. With respect to the parameter “ownership

b

of consumer durables,” it is likely that the degree of under-reporting was
greater for BC and Other Caste households, since SC and small landowner

households are likely to own few assets anyway.

2. With respect to some parameters -- “sanitation” and “indebtedness,” for
example -- the scores seem to be higher than warranted by ground-level

reality. In addition, there were examples of village-specific exaggeration of

9 The scoring of last three parameters in Warwat Khanderao shows a peculiar pattern. The pattern of
‘4-3-1" for parameter 11, 12, and 13 accounts for 61 per cent of household, which raises further

doubts about the proper conduct of the Survey.



scores, for example with respect to “house type” in Bukkacherla and

“consumer durables” in Mahatwar.

3. It is noteworthy that the degree of measurement errors varied substantially
between villages. Internal evidence suggests that the BPL Survey in
Gulabewala was more reliable than those in Bukkacherla and Warwat
Khanderao.

4. There are also serious problems involving specification and gradation errors,
raising the question of whether the parameters and scoring system atre
appropriate for measuring conditions of poverty among rural people. For
example, there is no provision for assessing nutrition in the “food security”
parameter or for scoring not-applicable cases in the case of contingent
indicators (“children’s status” and “migration”). With respect to the
parameters concerning “indebtedness” and “preference of assistance,” the

scoring system does not reflect the extent of deprivation.

Let us try some exercises to show how many households were excluded from BPL

household list due to these problematic parameters.

The following table shows the distribution of households by the number of children
and by the score assigned to each household for the parameter “children’s status.”
There were 105 households without school-going children in Gulabewala, and 164 in
Warwat Khanderao. Of these households, 99 households were assigned a score of 0
and 6 were assigned a score of 4 in Gulabewala. In Warwat Khanderao, 30 were
assigned a score of 0, 80 were assigned a score of 1, and the remaining 54 were

assigned a score of 4.

For the 6 households assigned a score of 4 in Gulabewala, the aggregate score of 13
parameters was more than 30, and hence all of them would have been classified as
APL irrespective of the score assigned to parameter 10. In Warwat Khanderao, the
aggregate score was 22 for 3 of the 80 households that were assigned a score of 1
for parameter 10, and they were classified as APL (if parameter 10 had been
excluded, they would have been identified as BPL). Among the households assigned

a score of 4 for parameter 10, the aggregate score of 14 households were between
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22 and 25, so they would have been identified as BPL if parameter 10 were not
included. In Warwat Khanderao, therefore, 17 households were excluded from the

BPL list because they were assigned scores of 1 to 4 for parameter 10.

Table 9 Distribution of Households by Number of School-going Children and by the Score
Assigned for the Parameter O0Childrends St a:

D istribution of Households by No of C hildren by Score assign

S core assigned

Village No of C h O 1 dltotal

25F R ) of5—14 129 7 160 296
o 99 6 105
1 18 1 64 83
2 9 4 54 67
3 3 2 25 30
4 10 10
5 1 1

WK MH) 56 155 95 306
(0] 30 80 54 164
1 7 25 22 54
2 14 25 11 50
3 3 18 8 29
4 1 5 6
5 1 1 2
7 1 1

Suppose that landless SC and ST households are poor households that are not
indebted because lenders consider them to be not creditworthy because they are
asset-poor. The following table shows the distribution of landless SC and ST
households by the score assigned in parameter 11 “indebtedness.”” The number of
poor households not indebted and assigned a score of 4 is 7 in Gulabewala, 1 in

Bukkacherla and 25 in Warwat Khanderao.

Table 1I0Di st ri bution of SC and ST Househol ds b

Ihdebtedness
Village 0 1 2 3 4|Total
25F R ) 57 57 65 7 186
Bkch AWP) 5 2 2 1 10
M hw UP) 1 1 1 3
WK MH) 25 25

Our computations show that at least two among the very poor households in the
village were excluded from the BPL list altogether because of the scoring system for

this single parameter.
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There are 659 households that were assigned a score of 3 each for parameter 12,
which assigned scores for the migration of household members. A total number of
28 households were excluded from the BPL list because they were assigned a score
of 3 for this parameter: 8 in Gulabewala, 5 in Bukkacherla, and 15 in Warwat
Khanderao.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Targeted programmes form the bulk of poverty-alleviation programmes in India,
and the identification of the rural poor is a critical prerequisite for such programmes.
The Ministry of Rural Development (MoRD) has conducted BPL Surveys since
1992 in order to identify households that are “below the poverty line.”

The BPL Survey of 2002 was the first to use a score-based ranking method to
identify BPL. (Below Poverty Line) households. This census was also expected to
provide multi dimensional data on household poverty. The method finally used,
however, was criticised for its internal inconsistencies and for the way in which the

surveys were conducted and the data processed in practice.

We used household data from the MoRD data base to examine the reliability of the
BPL Survey data. We focussed on measurement errors in the survey, using
household level data for four villages — Bukkacherla in Andhra Pradesh, Mahatwar in
Uttar Pradesh, Warwat Khanderao in Maharastra and 25F Gulabewala in Rajasthan —
from the BPL Survey and from independent surveys conducted by the Foundation

for Agrarian Studies as part of its Project on Agrarian Relations in India (PARI).

The numbers of households in the BPL Surveys were generally more than in the
PARI data base. Households that are undivided in practice reported themselves as
separate households in order each to be classified as BPL and become eligible for
benefits under various schemes. A larger number of households leads to lower
household scores; combined with the way in which cut-offs were fixed and the
proportion of BPL households was distributed between administrative units, this
fact is likely to have led to actually poor households being pushed out and from the

BPL category.

Some scoring parameters in the questionnaire are closely linked to the economic
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condition of rural households, others are not. Even in the case of parameters that
have a bearing on rural poverty, there remain what we have termed errors of
specification and of gradation. While we cannot evaluate the quality of training to the
investigators, these problems of specification and gradation led inevitably to errors

of enumeration. There were also errors of data entry.

Our comparative study showed diverse problems. In some cases, the assigned score
appeared to be lower than the reality, and, in other cases, the reverse. In the case of
contingent indicators, arbitrary scores were assigned to households for which the
indicators were inapplicable. As discussed in the text, the net effect of these was

often to increase the exclusion of actually poor households from the BPL list.

There are further issues. Given the problems of reliability, and the nature of the
parameters themselves, there is no rational justification for the aggregation of all 13
parameters. If aggregation is justified at all, it can only be of parameters that are

clearly specified and propetly graded.
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Appendix
Table A1 Mapping of PARI Data CategoriesB®L CensuBarameters

Scores BPL Census Categories PARTSurvey Categories
1 M HK ~ Sam e as BPL census categories
S zeG roup of i /-4 g° ne hagghf "sdc k' mc~'; 0-/ " ne t mhaghf "sdc k™ mc(
Operational Holding of 0.5ha-1ha of rigated land (1.0-2.0 ha of unirigated knd)
land 0 g ,1-4 g° ne hgghf *sdc k" mc~"1-/|, 4-/ g ne t mhgghf sdc k  mc(
=1-4 g° ne hgghf > sdc k' mec~"= 4-/ g ne t mhgghf "~ sdc k' mec(
Gntrdkdrr ~ Houseless
2 Jtsbg' Gntrd-~ Katcha
Types of House RdIl h, Ot bb"™ Gntrd-~ Sem i-pucca
Otbb” Gntrd-~ Pucca
Tga' m Sxod-~
3 Kdrr Sg ' m 1~ No inform ation com parable to BPL census
Average Availbility of 1 ng | ngd+ats kdrr sg N m 3~
Nomm alW ear C bthing 3 ng I ngd+ats kdrr sg N m_5 -~
5 ng | ngd+ats kdrr sg " m 0/ ~
More than 10
4 Kdrr Sg " m nmd rptagd | d° k-~ No inform ation com parable to BPL census
Mnagl “kkx O rp | d "k odg ¢ x ats ; [0 rp | d "k nbb rhnm" kkx ~

Food Security O Rp | d k odg ¢ x sgantfgnts sgd|Xag~
1 Rp | d kr odg ¢ x vhsg Nbb rhnm|k rgngs’ fd-~

Dmntfg ennc sggntfgnts sgd Xg-~

5 Nodm Cdedb shnm ~ Open defecation
G roup Latrine with irregular water supply Public hvatory
Sanitation G roup Latrine with regular water supply
G roup Latrine with water supply and sweeper
Oghu' sd K sghmd~ Private lavatory
6 Ownership Consum er M HK ~ Sam e as BPL census categories

Durables TV, electric
fan, kitchen appliances
lke pressure cooker

Any one item
1 Hsdl r N mkx~
@mx 2 ng "~ kk hsdl r~

and radio % @kk Hsdl r ~
7 Hkkhsdg' sd ~ Illiterate
Upto Prim ary Up to prinary Up to clss V)

o= ok wo Ol W~ O L = O W~ O W = Ok W~ O

o' rrdc bk’ r|Ch&¥NItoCompleted clhss X

C hss XIand X1

Fg ct sd . Ognedrrhnm  k choknl ° ~ |Graduate / dplma holder

Onrs Fg ct  sd. Ognedrrhnm”  k Fqg" ct|PwdGraduate / professibnal graduate

Literacy Status Bnl okdsdc rdbnmc’ gx

Fnhmf sn rbgnnk “mc mns vngj hmf ~ |Attending school& notworking

Eng ¢ hkx bnmrtl oshnm ot gonrdr edhfbmahsagorgbnsukptbmidangb dr ~
For Productibn purposes from hform alsources hform alsector: consum ption and production bans
Eng nsgdq otgonrd eqgnl hmen gl ° k r|hfdtmgabsdctor: production bans

Anggnv hmf nmkx eqnl hmr shst shn m® k|AT bahafiorh bim 2l sector

Mn hmcdasdcmdrr “mc onrrdrr °rr dodebt plusassets bebw Rs. 5 kkhs

No debt, plus assets over Rs. 5 lakhs

Type of hdebtedness

3
4
8 0 Bonded\Labour R R If there is a bng term worker in the household? Yes/No
Househo ! Labour 1 EdlI kd mc bghkc k' ant g~
Force 2 N mkx @ct ks EdI “kdr “mc mn bghkc k[ ant g~
3 @ct ks | “kdr nmkx~
4 Nsgdgr ~
9 0 B 'rt k kiantg ~ Maih occupatibn m anual hbour
1 Rt ar hsdmbd bt kshu® shnm~ Subsistence cultivation
Means of live lhood 2 Artisan Artisan
3 Salry Mamn income from salried em pbyment
4 Nsgdgr ~ 0 thers
10 0 Mns fnhmf sn rbgnnk “mc vnajhmf ~Nochidren 6 - 14 years)
1 Goig to Schooland working Not attending school& working
Children Status 2 No category Attending school& workig
3 No category Not attending school& not working
4
0
1
2
3
4

12 B'rt k Vnagj -~
Seasonalem pbym ent

0 ther form s of live lhood

Mnm | hf g’ ms~
nsgdg otgonrdr ~
V' fd dl oknxl dms. SOCR'S  qf dsdc [Sotidokihdrionobur psreplieard B hnemsus x r sd | ( A
Self-em pbym ent

Sqg’ hmhmf “mc rjhkk tofg c’ shnm ~

Have any m em ber m igrated for casual hc iding seasonal
Reason for M igration em pbym ent? Yes/No

From Household

13

Preference of
Assistance

W= Ok w o~ o

Gntr hmf ~
kn " m. rtarhcx | ngd sg-m Qr 0 k'jglng mn “rrhrs'mbd mddcdc~
Scheduled Castes Scheduled Castes
Scheduled Trbes Scheduled Trbes
Caste 0 ther Backward C astes Backward C lasses
Nsgdaqgr ~ 0 thers
Defhted to 2002-03 prices with CPTAL
Less than Rs. 250 Less than Rs. 250
Average Monthly Rs.250-Rs.499 Rs.250-Rs.499
Ticom e Rs.500-Rs.1499 Rs.500-Rs.1499
Rs.1500-Rs.2499 Rs.1500-Rs.2499

Rs. 2500 and above Rs. 2500 and above




33



Table A2

(1) House Type

Size of Op) House type Size of Op. House type
Village SG. LandholdingTotal 0 1 2 3 4 LandholTotal _|Katcha Semi-ptPucca NA
25FR) RB ~ 186] 31 107 13 35 25F GulSCs 123 66 23 34
0 186 31 107 13 35 0 121 66 22 33
RS~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 4 5 68 4 OBCs 10 1 1 7
0 13 4 2 7 0 10 1 1 7
2 2 1 1 Others 71 1 4 66
3 2 2 0 7 1 6
4 64 2 58 4 1 2 2
Nsgdaqr ~ 28 3 5 16 4 2 1 1
0 8 2 2 4 3 3 3
2 2 1 1 4 58! 3 55
4 18 2 12 4
Total 296 38 117 13120 8 Total 204 68 28 107
Bkch@P) RB ~ 117 14 9 48 31 15|Bukkac SCs 58! 3 3 52
0 8 3 1 1 1 2 0 11 11
1 26 6 7 12 1 1 13, 1 1 11
2 23 4 1 11 6 2 17 1 2 14
3 22 18 3 3 16 1 15
4 38 1 6 20 11 4 1 1
RS~ 8 4 1 1 2
0 2 1 1
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB ~ 61 3 42 7 4 OBCs 98! 4 43 48
0 7 2 4 1 0 22 7 13
1 15 4 11 1 6 2 2 2
2 20 1 1 17 1 2 10 4 6
3 10 8 2 3 50 2 24 23
4 9 2 3 4 4 10 6 4
Nsgdqr ~ 118 3 4 63 40 8 Others 136 4 66 64
0 6 1 4 1 0 20 9 10
1 19 1 3 15 1 7 3 4
2 34 32 2 2 17 1 8 8
3 28 1 9 17 1 3 49 2 25 21
! 31 1 3 21 6 4 43 1 21 21
Total 304 20 22 154 79 29 Total 292 11 112 164
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 92 25 4 1|Mahatw SCs 95! 23 16 55
0 3 3 0 21 7 5 9
1 118 89 25 4 1 64/ 15 11 37
2 1 1 2 10 1 9
NAB ~ 76 8 48 18 2 OBCs 52 1 5 45
0 2 2 0 4 1 3
1 59 6 47 6 1 19 1 4 13
2 14 1 12 1 2 18 18
3 1 1 3 11 11
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 1 7 5 Others 12 12
1 6 1 4 1 0 1 1
2 7 3 4 1 4 4
2 1 1
3 3 3
4 3 3
Total 211 100 74 29 8 Total 159 24 21 112
WKMH) RB ~ 29 5 16 2 6 Warwat SCs 25! 2 14 9
0 22 5 10 2 5 0 12 2 5 5
1 5 5 1 8 6 2
2 2 1 1 2 4 3 1
RS~ 6 4 1 1 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 1 1
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 9 39 16 64 5 OBCs 122 1 52 65
0 45 8 20 8 9 0 24 1 14 8
1 30 1 13 4 12 1 27 17 9
2 31 5 323 2 25 8 17
3 10 1 1 8 3 30 12 16
4 17 12 5 4 16 1 15
Nsgdqr ~ 138 6 61 21 47 3 Others 103 6 52 43
0 64 5 35 7 17 0 26! 2 17 5
1 31 21 4 6 1 29 1 13 15
2 26 1 4 6 14 1 2 26! 2 15 9
3 12 4 8 3 17 1 6 10
4 5 1 2 2 4 5 1 4
Total 306 20 120 40 118 8 Total 250 9 118 117
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Table A3

@) Sanitation
Size of Op. Sanitation Size of Op. Sanitation
Village S.G. Landholdini Total 0 1 4 Landho|Total _|Open di Public | Private  NA
25F R ) RB ~ 186 21 2 163|25F GulSCs 123 28 95
0 186 21 2 163 0 121 28 93
RS~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 1 80 OBCs 10 1 9
0 13 1 12 0 10 1 9
2 2 2 Others 71 2 69
3 2 2 0 7 1 6
4 64 64 1 2 2
Nsgdaqgr ~ 28 1 27 2 1 1
0 8 1 7 3 3 3
2 2 2 4 58 1 57
4 18 18
Total 296 23 2 271 Total 204 31 173
Bkch(@P) RB ~ 117 14 12 21 19 51|Bukkac SCs 58 46 12
0 8 4 2 2 0 11 9 2
1 26 4 12 6 1 3 1 13 11 2
2 23 5 5 13 2 17 12 5
3 22 5 17 3 16 13 3
4 38 1 3 1 33 4 1 1
RS ~ 8 1 1 2 4
0 2 2
1 3 1 2
2 1 1
4 2 2
NAB ~ 61 22 2 1 36 OBCs 98 82 6 10
0 7 7 0 22 19 1 2
1 15 3 1 11 1 6 5 1
2 20 9 11 2 10 9 1
3 10 2 1 7 3 50 41 2 7
4 9 1 1 7 4 10 8 2
Nsgdqr ~ 18| 43 3 6 2 64 Others 136 106 5 25
0 6 3 1 2 0 20 18 2
1 19 9 2 8 1 7 6 1
2 34 14 1 1 18 2 17 15 2
3 28 6 2 1 19 3 49 40 2 7
4 31 11 3 17 4 43 27 2 14
Total 304 80 18 29 22 155 Total 292 234 11 47
MhwUP) RB ~ 122] 108 14|Mahatw SCs 95 92 3
0 3 3 0 21 20 1
1 118| 105 13 1 64 63 1
2 1 1 2 10 9 1
NAB ~ 76 50 26 OBCs 52 46 5
0 2 0 4 4
1 59 44 15 1 19 17 1
2 14 10 2 18 17 1
3 1 1 3 11 8 3
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 13 Others 12 8 4
1 6 6 0 1 1
2 7 7 1 4 3 1
2 1 1
3 3 1 2
4 3 2 1
Total 211] 158 53 Total 159 146 12
WKMH) RB ~ 29 26 1 2|Warwat SCs 25 18 7
0 22 19 1 2 0 12 9 3
1 5 5 1 8 4 4
2 2 2 2 4 4
RS ~ 6 6 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 99 11 5 18 OBCs 122 64 58
0 45 41 4 0 24 16 8
1 30 27 3 1 27 15 12
2 31 21 5 1 4 2 25 14 11
3 10 5 1 4 3 30 14 16
4 17 5 1 4 7 4 16 5 11
Nsgdaqgr ~ 138 97 12 29 Others 103 52 51
0 64 52 3 9 0 26 18 8
1 31 22 4 5 1 29 12 17
2 26 13 3 10 2 26 15 11
3 12 7 2 3 3 17 4 13
4 5 3 2 4 5 3 2
Total 306 228 23 5 1 49 Total 250 134 116
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Table A4

() Consum er Durables

Size of Op. Consum er Durables Size of Op. Consumer durables
Village SG. LandholdiniTotal 0 1 2 3 4 Landhol Total 0 1 2 3 4
25FR) RB ~ 186 174 7 4 1[25F Gu SCs 123 72 25 5 21
0 186| 174 7 4 1 0 121 72 24 5 20
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 11 4 3 2 61 OBCs 10 2 1 7
0 13 6 2 2 2 1 0 10 2 1 7
2 2 2 Others 71 1 1 69
3 2 1 1 0 7 1 6
4 64 4 1 59 1 2 2
Nsgdaqgr ~ 28 5 1 1 1 20 2 1 1
0 8 4 1 1 2 3 3 3
2 2 1 1 4 58 58
4 18 1 17
Total 296] 190 12 9 3 82 Total 204 72 27 7 1 97
Bkch(@P) RB ~ 117 7 20 29 36  25[Bukkac SCs 58 12 18 16 5 7
0 8 2 1 2 1 2 0 11 5 3 2 1
1 26 2 11 9 4 1 13 2 5 3 2 1
2 23 7 9 7 2 17 7 7 3
3 22 2 15 3 2 3 16 5 3 3 2 3
4 38 1 1 3 19 14 4 1 1
RS~ 8 1 4 1 2
0 2 2
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB -~ 61 4 18 16 4 19 OBCs 98 19 20 11 7 41
0 7 1 5 1 0 22 8 7 4 3
1 15 5 7 3 1 6 2 1 1 2
2 20 4 5 2 7 2 10 2 2 1 5
3 10 1 3 2 4 3 50 6 8 4 6 26
4 9 1 1 2 5 4 10 1 2 2 5
Nsgdqgr ~ 118 14 13 26 15 50 Others 136 10 24 22 7 73
0 6 2 1 2 1 0 20 4 5 2 1 8
1 19 3 5 5 1 5 1 7 2 4 1
2 34 5 6 6 4 13 2 17 1 4 2 1 9
3 28 1 8 19 3 49 5 11 11 2 20
4 31 4 5 9 13 4 43 2 3 3 35
Total 304 26 51 75 56 96 Total 292 41 62 49 19 121
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 30 65 24 3 Mahatw SCs 95 54 11 6 3 21
0 3 3 0 21 13 4 1 3
1 118 27 65 24 2 1 64 38 6 3 2 15
2 1 1 2 10 3 1 2 1 3
NAB ~ 76 1 20 49 5 1 OBCs 52 21 6 2 1 22
0 2 2 0 4 2 2
1 59 1 17 40 1 1 19 11 1 7
2 14 1 9 4 2 18 6 2 1 1 8
3 1 1 3 11 2 2 7
Nsgdaqr ~ 13 6 7 Others 12 4 1 7
1 6 5 1 0 1 1
2 7 1 6 1 4 1 1 2
2 1 1
3 3 1 2
4 3 1 2
Total 211 31 85 79 15 1 Total 159 79 17 9 4 50
WKMH) RB ~ 29 23 2 4 Warwat SCs 25 12 6 2 1 4
0 22 17 2 0 12 7 4 1
1 5 5 1 8 2 2 2 2
2 2 1 1 2 4 3 1
RS~ 6 5 1 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 60 31 27 6 9 OBCs 122 30 11 4 2 75
0 45 31 8 1 1 0 24 13 1 1 9
1 30 15 14 1 1 27 10 2 3 2 10
2 31 11 5 10 3 2 2 25 5 6 14
3 10 1 2 5 2 3 30 2 2 26
4 17 2 2 2 4 4 16 16
Nsgdqgr ~ 138 70 33 29 1 5 Others 103 26 8 5 2 62
0 64 49 5 1 2 0 26 16 1 1 8
1 31 12 15 4 1 29 7 3 2 2 15
2 26 8 9 7 2 2 26 3 4 1 18
3 12 1 2 9 3 17 1 16
4 5 4 1 4 5 5
Total 306 158 66 61 7 14 Total 250 68 25 11 5 141
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Table A5

@) Literacy of the Highest Person i tl

e Household

Sie of Op. Literacy Size of Op. Literacy
Village S.G. LandholdiniTotal 0 1 2 3 4 Landho|Total _|illiterate V pass¢ X passe graduat post gre NA
25F R ) RB ~ 186 81 75 28 1 1[25F Gu/SCs 123 5 8 102 7 1
0 186 81 75 28 1 1 0 121 5 8 100 7 1
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 1 7 40 25 8 OBCs 10 2 7 1
0 13 1 4 6 2 0 10 2 7 1
2 2 2 Others 71 2 8 56 3 2
3 2 1 1 0 7 7
4 64 3 31 22 8 1 2 2
Nsgdaqgr ~ 28 3 4 13 5 3 2 1 1
0 8 2 2 4 3 3 2 1
2 2 1 1 4 58 2 8 44 3 1
4 18 1 1 8 5 3
Total 296 85 86 81 32 12 Total 204 7 18 165 10 3 1
Bkch(P) RB ~ 117 13 19 25 22 38(Bukkac SCs 58 27 9 16 4
0 8 2 2 3 1 0 11 7 2 1 1
1 26 5 11 5 4 1 1 13 9 2 2
2 23 4 4 8 3 4 2 17 5 1 9 2
3 22 1 1 5 15 3 16 6 4 5 1
4 38 1 1 4 32 4 1 1
RS ~ 8 1 2 2 3
0 2 1 1
1 3 1 2
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB ~ 61 17 15 7 8 14 OBCs 98 34 10 42 10 2
0 7 2 3 1 1 0 22 11 3 6 2
1 15 4 4 4 1 2 1 6 1 4 1
2 20 7 5 3 5 2 10 4 2 2 1 1
3 10 3 2 2 3 3 50 16 4 25 5
4 9 4 1 4 4 10 2 1 5 1 1
Nsgdqr ~ 118 16 29 25 24 24 Others 136 29 18 68 18 3
0 6 1 4 1 0 20 7 2 11
1 19 6 6 2 4 1 1 7 2 2 3
2 34 6 11 7 6 4 2 17 5 4 7 1
3 28 6 6 8 8 3 49 10 7 26 4 2
4 31 3 2 9 6 11 4 43 5 3 21 13 1
Total 304 47 65 59 54 79 Total 292 90 37 128 32 5
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 44 42 34 2 Mahatw SCs 95 7 9 64 12 2 1
0 3 3 0 21 3 3 12 2 1
1 118 41 42 34 1 1 64 4 6 45 7 2
2 1 1 2 10 7 3
NAB ~ 76 8 22 45 1 OBCs 52 5 40 5 2
0 2 1 1 0 4 1 3
1 59 7 19 33 1 19 3 15 1
2 14 2 11 1 2 18 1 16 1
3 1 1 3 11 6 4 1
Nsgdaqgr ~ 13 9 4 Others 12 7 3 2
1 6 4 2 0 1 1
2 7 5 2 1 4 4
2 1 1
3 3 1 2
4 3 1 2
Total 211 52 64 88 7 Total 159 7 14 111 20 6 1
WK MH) RB ~ 29 18 5 6 Warwat SCs 25 3 5 14 3
0 22 15 4 3 0 12 4 6 2
1 5 3 1 1 1 8 2 1 5
2 2 2 2 4 1 3
RS ~ 6 4 1 1 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 1 1
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 58 35 34 3 3 OBCs 122 13 31 61 3 10 4
0 45 28 7 10 0 24 4 3 13 1 2 1
1 30 17 7 6 1 27 2 5 16 1 2 1
2 31 9 12 9 1 2 25 2 9 12 1 1
3 10 1 ! 3 1 1 3 30 5 9 9 1 5 1
4 17 3 5 6 1 2 4 16 5 11
Nsgdaqgr ~ 138 84 30 13 10 1 Others 103 10 26 53 5 6 3
0 64 45 6 7 6 0 26 5 2 13 1 5
1 31 22 7 1 1 1 29 3 8 15 2 1
2 26 13 10 2 1 2 26 10 15 1
3 12 3 4 3 2 3 17 1 3 9 2 1 1
4 5 1 3 1 4 5 1 3 1
Total 306 164 71 54 13 4 Total 250 26 62 128 11 16 7
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Table A6

() Labour Force Availbilit

Size of Op. Labour Force Size of Op. Long-term Labol
Villge S.G. Landholdin; Total 0 2 3 4 LandholTotal |No Yes
25FR) RB ~ 186 2 5 144 35[25F GulSCs 123 72 51
0 186 2 5 144 35 0 121 70 51
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 3 78 OBCs 10 10
0 13 3 10 0 10 10
2 2 2 Others 71 71
3 2 2 0 7 7
4 64 64 1 2 2
Nsgdqgr ~ 28 2 26 2 1 1
0 8 2 6 3 3 3
2 2 2 4 58 58
18 18
Total 296 2 5 149 140 Total 204 153 51
Bkch(@P) RB ~ 117 10 17 33 31 26|Bukkac SCs 58 58
0 8 1 1 2 2 2 0 11 11
1 26 3 9 7 2 5 1 13 13
2 23 1 4 6 4 8 2 17 17
3 22 2 1 13 5 1 3 16 16
4 38 3 2 5 18 10 4 1 1
RS ~ 8 1 2 1 1 3
0 2 1 1
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 2
NAB ~ 61 10 4 9 17 21 OBCs 98 97 1
0 7 1 3 2 1 0 22 22
1 15 2 2 1 8 2 1 6 6
2 20 3 4 2 10 2 10 10
3 10 3 1 1 4 3 50 49 1
4 9 1 4 4 4 10 10
Nsgdqr ~ 118 13 13 9 20 63 Others 136 136
0 6 3 1 2 0 20 20
1 19 1 4 2 5 7 1 7 7
2 34 3 1 5 7 18 2 17 17
3 28 2 3 1 5 17 3 49 49
4 31 7 2 3 19 4 43 43
Total 304 34 36 52 69 113 Total 292 291 1
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 2 5 115 Mahatw SCs 95 95
3 3 0 21 21
1 118 2 5 111 1 64 64
2 1 1 2 10 10
NAB ~ 76 2 68 6 OBCs 52 52
0 2 1 1 0 4 4
1 59 2 55 2 1 19 19
2 14 12 2 2 18 18
3 1 1 3 11 11
Nsgdaqgr ~ 13 13 Others 12 12
6 6 0 1 1
7 7 1 4 4
2 1 1
3 3 3
4 3 3
Total 211 2 7 183 19 Total 159 159
WKMH) RB ~ 29 2 4 5 18 Warwat SCs 25 24 1
0 22 2 5 12 0 12 11 1
1 5 1 4 1 8 8
2 2 2 2 4 4
RS ~ 6 1 1 4 3 1 1
0 3 1 1 1
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 19 10 16 84 4 OBCs 122 114 8
0 45 9 2 3 30 1 0 24 21 3
1 30 2 2 1 24 1 1 27 23 4
2 31 5 3 3 20 2 25 25
3 10 1 1 2 5 1 3 30 29 1
4 17 2 2 7 5 1 4 16 16
Nsgdqgr ~ 138 11 7 17 96 7 Others 103 101 2
0 64 7 2 3 48 4 0 26 24 2
1 31 2 3 5 20 1 1 29 29
2 26 2 2 5 17 2 26 26
3 12 2 9 1 3 17 17
4 5 2 2 1 4 5 5
Total 306 32 22 39 202 11 Total 250 239 11




Table A7

©6) M eans of Livelhood

Size of Op. M eans of Live lhood Size of Op. Means of Livelihood
Village S.G. Landholdn; Total 0 1 2 3 4 Landhol Total 0 1 2 3 4 NA
25FR) RB ~ 186 152 3 1 1 29|25F Gu SCs 123 98 3 4 18
0 186 152 3 1 1 29 0 121 97 3 4 17
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 1 3 7 OBCs 10 2 1 2 5
0 13 1 1 11 0 10 2 1 2 5
2 2 2 Others 71 6 65
3 2 2 0 7 2 5
4 64 2 62 1 2 2
Nsgdqgr ~ 28 4 1 23 2 1 1
0 8 4 4 3 3 1 2
2 2 2 4 58 3 55
4 18 1 17
Total 296| 157 3 1 5 130 Total 204 100 3 1 12 88
Bkch@P) RB ~ 117 12 24 24 22 35|Bukkac SCs 58 11 3 5 39
0 8 2 2 2 2 0 11 2 2 7
1 26 5 10 6 3 2 1 13 2 2 9
2 23 6 4 3 10 2 17 3 1 1 12
3 22 1 1 9 11 3 16 3 2 11
4 38 4 7 3 3 21 4 1 1
RS~ 8 2 3 3
0 2 1 1
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 2
NAB ~ 61 9 22 5 6 19 OBCs 98 6 5 4 19 64
0 7 3 2 1 1 0 22 1 2 6 13
1 15 4 7 1 3 1 6 1 5
2 20 1 8 3 2 6 2 10 2 1 7
3 10 1 3 1 5 3 50 3 5 2 9 31
4 9 2 3 4 4 10 2 8
Nsgdqgr ~ 118 14 51 3 6 44 Others 136 5 13 3 25 90
0 6 1 3 2 0 20 1 1 5 13
1 19 5 8 1 1 4 1 7 1 1 2 3
2 34 2 20 1 1 10 2 17 1 3 2 11
3 28 3 13 2 10 3 49 2 6 1 7 33
4 31 3 7 1 2 18 4 43 2 2 9 30
Total 304 37 100 32 34 101 Total 292 22 18 10 49 193
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 5 110 3 1 3|Mahatw SCs 95 55 7 1 5 25
0 3 2 1 0 21 12 1 1 1 6
1 118 3 109 2 1 3 1 64 40 4 4 15
2 1 1 2 10 3 2 4
NAB ~ 76 3 64 5 2 2 OBCs 52 7 17 1 24
0 2 2 0 4 4
1 59 54 5 1 19 5 5 7
2 14 1 10 2 1 2 18 1 9 1 6
3 1 1 3 11 1 3 7
Nsgdaqr ~ 13 10 2 1 Others 12 1 1 1 1 7
1 6 5 1 0 1 1
2 7 5 2 1 4 1 3
2 1 1
3 3 1 1
4 3 1 1 1
Total 211 8 184 8 5 6 Total 159 63 25 2 7 56
WKMH) RB ~ 29 24 5 Warwat SCs 25 14 3 8
0 22 22 0 12 9 3
1 5 2 3 1 8 5 1 2
2 2 2 2 4 2 2
RS~ 6 3 3 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 67 57 1 3 5 OBCs 122 22 17 7 76
0 45 39 4 2 0 24 8 3 13
1 30 17 12 1 1 27 10 4 2 11
2 31 9 20 1 1 2 25 2 5 2 16
3 10 1 7 1 1 3 30 2 7 21
4 17 1 14 2 4 16 1 15
Nsgdqgr ~ 138 85 42 3 7 1 Others 103 39 16 1 6 41
0 64 51 5 3 5 0 26 17 2 7
1 31 22 8 1 1 29 10 9 2 8
2 26 9 15 2 2 26 10 5 1 10
3 12 3 9 3 17 2 2 1 12
4 5 5 4 5 1 4
Total 306] 179 107 4 10 6 Total 250 75 36 1 13 125
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Table A8

() Children’s Status

Size of Op. Children’s Status Size of Op. Children's status
Village S.G. LandholdingTotal 0 1 4 Landhol| Total 0 1 2 4 nochild
25FR) RB ~ 186 91 7 88|25F Gu SCs 123 23 7 13 27 53
0 186 91 7 88 0 121 23 7 13 27 51
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 28 53 OBCs 10 1 4 5
0 13 7 6 0 10 1 4 5
2 2 1 1 Others 71 1 4 1 32 33
3 2 2 0 7 1 3 3
4 64 20 44 1 2 1 1
Nsgdqgr ~ 28 9 19 2 1 1
0 8 4 4 3 3 3
2 2 1 1 4 58 4 1 28 25
4 18 4 14
Total 296 129 7 160 Total 204 25 11 14 63 91
Bkch@P) RB ~ 117 17 19 26 26 29|Bukkac SCs 58 3 24 31
0 8 2 2 1 1 2 0 11 4 7
1 26 6 8 7 3 2 1 13 1 6 6
2 23 6 4 3 2 8 2 17 2 6 9
3 22 1 3 12 6 3 16 7 9
4 38 2 2 3 14 17 4 1 1
RS~ 8 1 1 4 2
0 2 1 1
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB ~ 61 23 11 6 3 18 OBCs 98 2 3 39 54
0 7 6 1 0 22 4 18
1 15 9 1 2 1 2 1 6 1 5
2 20 7 7 6 2 10 6 4
3 10 1 3 2 1 3 3 50 2 2 23 23
4 9 1 1 7 4 10 1 5 4
Nsgdqgr ~ 118 40 14 18 3 43 Others 136 5 3 61 67
0 6 4 2 0 20 1 10 9
1 19 9 3 3 1 3 1 7 1 1 3 2
2 34 19 3 12 2 17 1 9 7
3 28 4 2 10 12 3 49 1 1 21 26
4 31 4 6 5 2 14 4 43 1 1 18 23
Total 304 81 45 54 32 92 Total 292 7 9 124 152
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 1 9 112[Mahatw SCs 95 2 14 16 47 16
0 3 2 1 0 21 4 3 10 4
1 118 1 7 110 1 64 2 7 11 32 12
2 1 1 2 10 3 2 5
NAB ~ 76 1 75 OBCs 52 2 14 5 20 11
0 2 2 0 4 1 1 1 1
1 59 1 58 1 19 7 2 7 3
2 14 14 2 18 5 8 5
3 1 1 3 11 1 2 2 4 2
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 13 Others 12 1 6 5
1 6 6 0 1 1
2 7 7 1 4 2 2
2 1 1
3 3 3
4 3 3
Total 211 1 10 200 Total 159 4 29 21 73 32
WKMH) RB ~ 29 3 16 10|Warwat SCs 25 3 3 10 9
0 22 3 15 4 0 12 2 8 2
1 5 5 1 8 1 1 1 5
2 2 1 1 2 4 2 1 1
RS ~ 6 5 1 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 21 82 30 OBCs 122 3 7 11 40 61
0 45 11 28 6 0 24 1 3 7 13
1 30 4 18 8 1 27 1 4 2 5 15
2 31 4 17 10 2 25 2 12 11
3 10 1 9 3 30 1 2 1 9 17
4 17 1 10 6 4 16 1 3 7 5
Nsgdqgr ~ 138 32 52 54 Others 103 7 5 19 33 39
0 64 19 23 22 0 26 5 6 8 7
1 31 8 13 10 1 29 1 2 7 11 8
2 26 3 11 12 2 26 1 3 4 9 9
3 12 2 3 7 3 17 1 4 12
4 5 2 3 4 5 1 1 3
Total 306 56 155 95 Total 250 10 15 33 83 109
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Table A9

®) hdebtedness

Size of Op. hdebtedness Size of Op. indebtedness
Village S.G. Landholdn; Total 0 1 2 3 4 Landhol Total 0 0.5 1 3 3.5 3.9 4 NA
25FR) RB ~ 186 57 57 65 7|25F Gu SCs 123 72 2 1 8 37 3
0 186| 57 57 65 7 0 121 72 2 1 7 36 3
RS~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 10 1 8 53 9 OBCs 10 5 1 2 1 1
0 13 6 2 4 1 0 10 5 1 2 1 1
2 2 2 Others 71 14 2 6 24 1 24
3 2 1 1 0 7 1 4 1 1
4 64 1 1 6 48 8 1 2 1 1
Nsgdgqgr ~ 28 5 2 14 7 2 1 1
0 8 4 2 2 3 3 3
2 2 1 1 4 58 11 2 5 19 21
4 18 11 7
Total 296 72 1 67 133 23 Total 204 91 4 7 33 39 5 25
Bkch@P) RB ~ 1171 26 13 22 21 35|Bukkac SCs 58 22 12 11 6 5 2
0 8 3 2 2 1 0 11 7 2 1 1
1 26 8 5 8 2 3 1 13 5 4 2 2
2 23 4 3 9 2 5 2 17 7 4 4 2
3 22 4 2 4 12 3 16 3 3 3 4 2 1
4 38 7 1 1 3 26 4 1 1
RS~ 8 4 1 2 1
0 2 2
1 3 1 1 1
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB ~ 61 16 6 19 2 18 OBCs 98 22 15 21 25 11 3 1
0 7 4 1 2 0 22 7 1 4 9 1
1 15 9 2 1 3 1 6 3 1 1 1
2 20 1 9 1 9 2 10 3 1 2 3 1
3 10 2 2 4 2 3 50 7 12 13 15 1 2
4 9 1 3 4 4 10 2 1 5 2
Nsgdqgr ~ 118 20 9 43 9 37 Others 136 21 26 37 38 7 7
0 6 1 4 1 0 20 5 3 5 6 1
1 19 6 2 6 2 3 1 7 1 1 3 1 1
2 34 5 2 14 1 12 2 17 1 3 3 9 1
3 28 2 3 12 2 9 3 49 10 9 12 14 4
4 31 6 2 7 4 12 4 43 4 13 16 9 1
Total 304 66 29 86 32 91 Total 292 65 53 69 69 23 12 1
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 1 2270  29|Mahatw SCs 95 33 2 1 12 22 20 3
0 3 1 1 1 0 21 6 3 8 4
1 118 21 69 28 1 64, 24 2 9 14 13 1
2 1 1 2 10 3 1 3 2
NAB ~ 76 1 1 14 60 OBCs 52 11 2 2 3 4 10 17
0 2 2 0 4 1 1 2
1 59 1 1 10 47 1 19 4 1 1 2 7 2
2 14 2 12 2 18 4 1 1 1 3 7
3 1 1 3 11 2 1 8
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 1 12 Others 12 4 4 1 2
1 6 1 5 0 1 1
2 7 7 1 4 1 2 1
2 1 1
3 3 1 1
4 3 1 2
Total 211 2 23 85 101 Total 159 48 4 3 19 26 31 22
WKMH) RB ~ 29 3 26|Warwat SCs 25 2 7 10 6
0 22 22 0 12 1 4 7
1 5 1 4 1 8 1 3 4
2 2 2 2 4 2 2
RS ~ 6 6 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 6 4 2 9 112 OBCs 122 27 4 5 37 15 25 9
0 45 2 1 1 1 40 0 24 8 1 14 1
1 30 1 3 26 1 27 8 1 1 10 7
2 31 3 1 1 3 23 2 25 2 1 1 8 10 3
3 10 1 9 3 30 7 1 2 8 1 7 4
4 17 1 2 14 4 16 2 1 11 2
Nsgdqr ~ 138 9 1 1 5 122 Others 103 24 2 4 20 23 26 4
0 64 4 2 58 0 26 8 17 1
1 31 1 30 1 29 5 1 1 8 5 9
2 26 3 1 3 19 2 26 7 2 3 1 12 1
3 12 1 1 10 3 17 3 1 1 6 4 2
4 5 5 4 5 1 3 1
Total 306 15 5 3 17 266 Total 250 53 6 9 64 48 57 13
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Table A10

©) Reason for M jgration

Size of Op. M igration Size of Op. Migration for lab
Vilkhge S.G. Landho din; Total 0 1 2 3 LandholTotal [No Yes
25F R ) RB ~ 186 2 13 2 169 25F Gu SCs 123 122 1
0 186 2 13 2 169 0 121 120 1
RS ~ 1 1 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 1 1
NAB ~ 81 81 OBCs 10 8 2
0 13 13 0 10 8 2
2 2 2 Others 71 71
3 2 2 0 7 7
4 64 64 1 2 2
Nsgdaqr ~ 28 28 2 1] 1
0 8 8 3 3 3
2 2 2 4 58 58
18 18
Total 296 2 13 2 279 Total 204 201 3
Bkch(@P) RB ~ 117 28 27 23 15 24|Bukkac SCs 58 58
0 8 4 1 1 2 0 11 11
1 26 11 9 3 2 1 1 13 13
2 23 4 4 4 6 5 2 17 17
3 22 2 1 13 5 1 3 16 16
4 38 7 12 3 1 15 4 1 1
RS~ 8 4 1 1 2
0 2 1 1
1 3 1 2
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
NAB ~ 61 11 6 9 22 13 OBCs 98 97 1
0 7 1 1 2 2 1 0 22 22
1 15 6 3 3 3 1 6 5 1
2 20 3 1 10 6 2 10 10
3 10 1 4 4 1 3 50 50
4 9 1 1 2 3 2 4 10 10
Nsgdqgr ~ 118 27 10 21 35 25 Others 136 134 2
0 6 3 2 1 0 20 20
1 19 9 3 3 2 1 7 7
2 34 5 2 15 12 2 17 16 1
3 28 2 5 7 11 3 49 48 1
4 31 8 2 9 5 7 4 43 43
Total 304 70 43 54 73 64 Total 292 289 3
MhwUP) RB ~ 122 11 38 34 39(Mahatw SCs 95 52 43
3 2 1 0 21 11 10
1 118 9 37 34 38 1 64 38 26
2 1 1 2 10 3 7
NAB ~ 76 1 6 19 50 OBCs 52 33 19
0 2 2 0 4 2 2
1 59 1 3 16 39 1 19 12 7
2 14 1 10 2 18 12 6
3 1 1 3 11 7 4
Nsgdaqgr ~ 13 1 1 11 Others 12 8 4
1 1 4 0 1 1
2 7 1 4 2 2
2 1 1
3 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
Total 211 12 45 54 100 Total 159 93 66
WKMH) RB ~ 29 28 1|Warwat SCs 25 25
0 22 21 1 0 12 12
1 5 5 1 8 8
2 2 2 2 4 4
RS~ 6 6 3 1 1
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
NAB ~ 133 7 3 2 118 3 OBCs 122 121 1
0 45 4 1 1 39 0 24 24
1 30 1 29 1 27 27
2 31 1 2 1 27 2 25 25
3 10 1 9 3 30 29 1
4 17 14 3 4 16 16
Nsgdaqgr ~ 138 21 10 101 6 Others 103 102 1
0 64 9 4 47 4 0 26 26
1 31 7 4 19 1 1 29 29
2 26 5 1 19 1 2 26 25 1
3 12 1 11 3 17 17
4 5 5 4 5 5
Total 306 28 13 2 253 10 Total 250 248 2




Table A11
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(10) Average Availbility of Nom alW ear C bthing

C bthe
total 0 1 2 3 4
25F R) RB ~ 186 8 172 6
0 186 8 172 6
RS ~ 1 1
2 1 1
N AB|~ 81 7 3 38 33
0 13 2 3 8
2 2 1 1
3 2 1 1
4 64 3 28 33
Nsgdar ~ 28 3 5 12 8
0 8 1 5 2
2 2 2
4 18 2 8 8
Total 296 19 180 56 41
Bkch@P) |R B ~ 117 4 15 26 22 50
0 8 1 1 1 2 3
1 26 1 14 7 3 1
2 23 1 11 11
3 22 4 16 2
4 38 1 3 1 33
RS~ 8 1 1 2 4
0 2 1 1
1 3 1 2
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
N AB|~ 61 6 12 20 3 20
0 7 2 4 1
1 15 3 9 1 2
2 20 1 3 6 1 9
3 10 1 1 4 4
4 9 2 1 1 5
Nsgdagr ~ 118 3 10 42 13 50
0 6 1 3 2
1 19 5 10 4
2 34 3 16 2 13
3 28 1 11 5 11
4 31 3 2 6 20
Total 304 13 38 89 40 124
Mhw(P) |RB ~ 122 6 111 5
0 3 2 1
1 118 4 110 4
2 1 1
N A B|~ 76 1 51 23 1
0 2 1 1
1 59 47 12
2 14 3 11
3 1
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 1 11 1
1 6 1 4 1
7 7
Total 211 7 163 39 2
WKMH) [RB ~ 29 6 19 4
0 22 4 15 3
1 5 1 3 1
2 2 1 1
RS ~ 6 6
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
N AB|~ 133 6 14 70 35 8
0 45 4 8 20 12 1
1 30 1 3 19 6 1
2 31 1 1 22 5 2
3 10 4 6
4 17 2 5 6 4
Nsgdagr ~ 138 4 21 83 24 6
0 64 1 12 41 10
1 31 2 6 18 4 1
2 26 2 17 6 1
3 12 1 6 4 1
4 5 1 1 3
Total 306 10 41 178 63 14
Table A12
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Food security
Total 0 1 2 3 4
25FR) RB ~ 186 1 3 182
0 186 1 3 182
RS~ 1 1
2 1 1
N A B|~ 81 1 80
0 13 1 12
2 2 2
3 2 2
4 64 64
Nsgdqgr ~ 28 1 27
0 8 8
2 2 2
4 18 1 17
Total 296 1 1 4 290
Bkch@P) |RB ~ 117 5 14 26 38 34
0 8 2 1 1 2 2
1 26 2 10 6 7 1
2 23 2 3 6 12
3 22 1 13 7 1
4 38 1 3 16 18
RS~ 8 1 2 1 4
0 2 2
1 3 1 2
2 1 1
4 2 2
N A B[~ 61 6 3 3 24 25
0 7 3 1 3
1 15 1 2 1 8 3
2 20 1 7 12
3 10 2 1 3 4
4 9 3 6
Nsgdar ~ 118 1 6 10 25 76
0 6 1 1 2 2
1 19 2 3 7 7
2 34 1 1 2 12 18
3 28 1 2 2 23
4 31 1 2 2 26
Total 304 13 23 41 88 139
Mhw UP) |[RB ~ 122 111 11
0 3 3
1 118 108 10
2 1 1
N A B[~ 76 20 56
0 2 2
1 59 16 43
2 14 2 12
3 1 1
Nsgdagr ~ 13 13
6 6
7 7
Total 211 131 80
WKUH) [RB ~ 29 1 7 7 14
0 22 1 6 6 9
1 5 1 1 3
2 2 2
RS~ 6 2 4
0 3 1 2
1 2 1 1
4 1 1
N A B[~ 133 2 3 9 23 96
0 45 2 3 4 17 19
1 30 5 3 22
2 31 2 29
3 10 10
4 17 1 16
Nsgdagr ~ 138 1 6 27 21 83
0 64 1 2 18 10 33
1 31 3 6 8 14
2 26 1 3 2 20
3 12 1 11
4 5 5
Total 306 3 10 43 53 197
Table A13
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(12) Preference of Assistance

Preference of Assistance

0 1 2 3 4
25F R) RB ~ 186 55 40 91
0 186 55 40 91
RS~ 1 1
2 1 1
N AB 81 3 16 2 7 53
0 13 2 8 1 1 1
2 2 2
3 2 2
4 64 1 6 1 4 52
Nsgdagr ~ 28 5 2 1 5 15
0 8 4 2 1 1
2 2 1 1
4 18 1 3 14
Total 296 63 58 3104 68
Bkch@P) |R B ~ 117 77 15 9 9 7
0 8 6 2
1 26 15 4 3 4
2 23 16 1 3 3
3 22 14 2 2 1 3
4 38 26 7 3 1 1
RS ~ 8 5 2 1
0 2 1 1
1 3 2 1
2 1 1
4 2 1 1
N AB 61 37 6 7 3 8
0 7 3 3 1
1 15 13 1 1
2 20 12 1 2 1 4
3 10 2 1 3 1 3
4 9 7 1 1
Nsgdagr ~ 118 49 15 17 4 33
0 6 4 1 1
1 19 10 2 3 1 3
2 34 13 4 4 1 12
3 28 9 6 6 7
4 31 13 3 3 1 11
Total 304 168 38 33 16 49
MhwUP) [RB ~ 122 54 1 38 29
0 3 3
1 118 51 1 38 28
2 1 1
N AB 76 11 1 64
0 2 2
1 59 9 1 49
2 14 14
3 1 1
Nsgdqgr ~ 13 13
1 6 6
2 7 7
Total 211 65 2 38 106
WKMH) [RB ~ 29 4 23 1 1
0 22 3 17 1 1
1 5 1 4
2 2 2
RS ~ 6 6
0 3 3
1 2 2
4 1 1
N AB 133 15 111 2 1 4
0 45 4 41
1 30 1 28 1
2 31 6 24 1
3 10 2 8
4 17 2 10 1 1 3
Nsgdagr ~ 138 42 88 2 2 4
0 64 20 40 2 2
1 31 7 23 1
2 26 10 15 1
3 12 4 6 1 1
4 5 1 4
Total 306 61 228 5 3 9
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