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Introduction 

  Officially, poverty and inequality measures for Tripura as well as 

for other north-eastern states except Assam are not calculated separately. 

Poverty and inequality measures of Assam are also used as the poverty and 

inequality measures for other north-eastern states including Tripura. This 

follows the recommendations of the Report of the Expert Group on 

Estimation of Proportion and Number of Poor (1993)1. As a result of this 

practice of adopting poverty and inequality measures of Assam for the rest of 

north-eastern states, there is no independent information available on the 

trends on poverty and inequality for these states. This is despite the fact that 

the consumption expenditure surveys which form the basis of poverty 

calculation for the country as well as other states are also conducted in these 

north-eastern states. However, with the availability of unit records of the 

Consumption Expenditure from the NSSO, it is possible to calculate poverty 

and inequality measures for these north-eastern states separately.  

 For the present chapter, poverty and inequality measures are 

calculated using unit level data from the consumption expenditure surveys of 

NSSO. The poverty line adopted for the purpose of calculating poverty 

measures is based on the poverty line specified by the Planning Commission 

for Assam. This is necessitated due to the absence of suitable price deflators 

and poverty lines for the other north-eastern states. However, it must be 

kept in mind that recently, the official poverty lines at state level have been 

questioned by some scholars (Deaton, 2003; Deaton and Dreze, 2003). The 

state level poverty lines are particularly questionable with regard to Assam, 

where the urban poverty line is lower than the rural poverty line2. 

Nonetheless, to maintain parity with official methodology the poverty 

                                                 
∗ The Author would like to thank the participants of the Regional Workshop on State Human Development 
Report held at Agartala, September 6th 2005, for comments and suggestions on the earlier draft.  
1 See GOI (1993), pp36 Para 4.7.7. The report justifies this practice on the grounds of the constraints 
imposed by non-availability of adequate data. In some cases, the relevant price data was not available and 
in some cases the sample size was not adequate.  
2 Assam is the only state for which the urban poverty line is lower than the rural poverty line. On the other 
hand, on an average the urban poverty line for other states is 20-40% higher than rural poverty line.  



estimates for Tripura as well as other north-eastern states have been 

calculated using official state poverty lines for rural and urban areas for 

Assam. Alternate estimates for Tripura, using the national poverty line for 

rural and urban areas is also presented.  

Poverty in Tripura and Other North-Eastern States 

 Since the 55th round (1999-00) of Consumption Expenditure Survey of 

NSS departed from the earlier practice of obtaining consumption expenditure 

by uniform recall period of 30 day (month), the estimates from the 55th 

round are not comparable to the previous rounds in this regard due to 

adoption of mixed reference period in the 55th round. The approach adopted 

in this chapter to deal with the comparability problem follows the 

methodology suggested in Sen and Himanshu (2004). In brief, all the 

consumption expenditure estimates including poverty and inequality 

estimates are calculated on the basis of a mixed recall period. That is, for 

clothing, footwear and durables, the reference period adopted is 365 days 

(year), while for all other items of consumption, 30day (month) reference 

period is used3. Table 1 presents the estimates of poverty head count ratio 

(%), poverty gap (%) and squared poverty gap (%) for all the north-eastern 

states by applying the official state poverty line of Assam for rural and urban 

areas separately4. Also presented is the real average monthly per capita 

consumption expenditure (MPCE) at 1999-00 prices deflated by the poverty 

lines and the Gini ratios.  

 Looking at the table, in 1983, the first reference point for which the 

poverty measures have been calculated, 38% of the rural population and 

24% of the urban population was below the poverty line in Tripura. This was 

only marginally lower than that of Assam in both rural and urban areas but 

was substantially higher than that of Manipur, Sikkim and Mizoram. On the 

other hand, Meghalaya had rural poverty at the same level of Assam and 

Tripura but substantially lower urban poverty.  But in terms of depth of 
                                                 
3 Adjustment for food contamination due to simultaneous canvassing of 7 day and 30 day recall period is 
done using the methodology suggested in Sen and Himanshu (2004).  
4 The state of Nagaland has not been included in the list of north-eastern states for the very small size of 
sample and the non-availability of estimates for 38th and 43rd round. Consumption expenditure estimates for 
Arunachal Pradesh are not available for 1983 



poverty (measured by the poverty gap) and severity of poverty (measured 

by the squared poverty gap), Meghalaya was the worst followed by Tripura 

and Assam for rural areas. In the case of urban areas, both poverty gap and 

squared poverty gap were highest in the case of Tripura followed by Assam 

and Manipur. Incidentally, for rural areas, both Meghalaya and Tripura have 

higher average consumption expenditure than Assam.  

 
Table 1: Poverty, Consumption Expenditure and Inequality in North-Eastern 

States 
 RURAL URBAN 
 1983 1987-

88 
1993-
94 

1999-
00 

1983 1987-
88 

1993-
94 

1999-
00 

 Poverty Head Count (%) 
Arunachal 
Pradesh  25.09 41.23 23.12  17.47 5.77 7.16 
Assam 38.52 34.80 36.94 42.52 24.36 10.24 4.68 9.92 
Manipur 23.48 12.32 14.69 15.82 17.71 4.50 3.32 1.16 
Meghalaya 37.44 32.55 16.21 6.86 10.38 1.47 0.33 0.64 
Mizoram 27.07 3.70 3.92 2.86 3.21 0.32 0.00 0.35 
Sikkim 28.43 30.18 20.36 23.28 12.87 4.75 0.00 4.88 
Tripura 37.94 21.51 20.71 18.76 23.88 8.95 4.38 5.29 
 Poverty Gap (%) 
Arunachal 
Pradesh  5.82 9.08 4.24  2.58 1.20 3.11 
Assam 7.16 6.16 6.37 9.07 4.74 1.14 0.71 2.08 
Manipur 4.36 1.46 1.70 2.04 2.43 0.37 0.38 0.09 
Meghalaya 10.62 8.44 2.05 0.67 1.78 0.14 0.04 0.03 
Mizoram 3.51 0.49 0.51 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Sikkim 5.86 4.83 2.75 3.50 2.15 0.83 0.00 1.02 
Tripura 8.58 4.21 4.36 2.85 5.64 1.79 0.98 0.53 
 Squared Poverty Gap (%) 
Arunachal 
Pradesh  2.17 3.04 1.12  0.52 0.38 2.18 
Assam 2.04 1.65 1.65 2.92 1.36 0.21 0.18 0.62 
Manipur 1.36 0.30 0.34 0.46 0.60 0.05 0.10 0.01 
Meghalaya 3.95 2.97 0.45 0.10 0.50 0.02 0.01 0.00 
Mizoram 0.71 0.10 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Sikkim 1.72 1.24 0.57 0.82 0.99 0.25 0.00 0.24 
Tripura 2.85 1.25 1.35 0.71 1.96 0.46 0.30 0.11 
 Real MPCE (1999-00 Prices, Poverty Line Deflator) 
Arunachal 
Pradesh  606.6 491.1 647.5  670.3 793.7 762.2 
Assam 423.9 467.9 428.4 425.9 519.4 689.4 774.8 813.8 
Manipur 484.4 526.0 489.1 537.5 466.5 537.5 548.7 707.4 



Meghalaya 519.5 499.7 603.8 563.2 711.3 932.8 921.2 971.6 
Mizoram 454.1 708.4 648.0 721.5 641.9 966.7 931.6 1060.0 
Sikkim 477.2 480.8 528.4 531.5 698.1 755.9 905.6 905.4 
Tripura 477.3 558.3 558.9 528.1 592.2 720.1 792.5 876.3 
 GINI 
Arunachal 
Pradesh  30.08 29.14 30.43  28.67 26.56 28.99 
Assam 18.60 22.15 17.63 20.33 24.33 27.18 28.41 31.21 
Manipur 19.17 16.71 14.59 19.38 16.10 14.71 16.25 21.91 
Meghalaya 29.51 25.65 27.54 15.32 27.59 27.11 22.37 21.18 
Mizoram 15.60 16.59 16.21 20.01 19.62 18.87 18.72 23.50 
Sikkim 21.31 21.5 21.05 22.53 30.6 25.5 22.91 25.86 
Tripura 26.53 25.12 23.31 19.21 30.26 26.73 26.39 29.45 
Note: Poverty line used is the official state poverty line for Assam for rural 
and urban areas respectively 
 The reason for higher depth and severity of poverty for Tripura 

compared to Assam despite lower headcount ratio is the high inequality of 

income distribution in Tripura. For both rural and urban areas, the Gini ratios 

for Tripura are much higher compared to Assam. The high inequality of 

income distribution in rural areas for Meghalaya is also responsible for 

Meghalaya having the highest percentages in terms of poverty gap and 

squared gap for 1983.   

 The period between 1983 and 1987-88 was the best period in terms of 

poverty reduction in the entire post-independent history of the country and 

this is also true for all the north-eastern states where the decline in all 

measures of poverty was substantial. However, this decline in poverty 

measures was rather modest in the case of Meghalaya and Assam compared 

to other north-eastern states. On the other hand, poverty head count ratio 

increased marginally for Sikkim, even though poverty gap and squared 

poverty gap declined for Sikkim also. While for Assam, the rather modest 

decline was mainly due to increase in Gini ratios in rural areas despite 

increase in average consumption expenditure; for Meghalaya, despite decline 

in Gini ratios, the decline in poverty measures was limited by the decline in 

real average consumption expenditure in the state. Tripura on the other 

hand, not only witnessed increase in real consumption expenditure at the 

annual rate of 3.5% per annum but was also able to reduce income 

inequality. In fact, the decline in poverty head count ratio in Tripura was 



second only to Mizoram. This was also seen in the case of poverty gap and 

squared poverty gap.  

 However, the period after 1987-88 could not sustain the momentum 

generated in the previous period and rate of poverty reduction suffered a 

setback in Tripura in rural areas, but urban areas continued to show a high 

rate of decline with urban poverty declining to half the previous level. But 

unlike other north-eastern states such as Assam, Manipur, Mizoram and 

Arunachal Pradesh where poverty increased in rural areas, there was no 

sharp increase in headcount ratio of poverty for Tripura even in rural areas. 

The only north-eastern states which managed to reduce poverty substantially 

in rural areas during this period were Sikkim and Meghalaya. Even though 

poverty in Tripura did not decline substantially in rural areas, inequality in 

income distribution did decline in both rural and urban areas. The low 

poverty reduction was mainly a result of virtually no growth in average 

consumption expenditure during this period for rural areas compared to a 

high growth rate of consumption expenditure in Tripura at 3.5% per annum 

during the previous period. But even though, head count ratio of poverty in 

Tripura did not increase substantially in rural areas during 1987-88 and 

1993-94, there was a marginal deterioration in so far as poverty gap and 

squared poverty gap are concerned. Both these measures increased 

marginally during this period for rural Tripura. On the other hand, urban 

Tripura had average consumption expenditure growing at 1.6% per annum 

compared to 4.4% in the previous period. As a result, even though rural 

poverty did not witness substantial decline, urban poverty continued its 

downward trend.  

 The period between 1993-94 and 1999-00 was also witness to similar 

trends for almost all the north-eastern states. All the three measures of 

poverty increased in the case of Assam, Sikkim and Manipur. Rural poverty in 

Tripura however, declined marginally but urban poverty increased. The 

increase in urban poverty was seen for all the north-eastern states except 

Manipur. However, the performance was much better in terms of poverty gap 

and squared poverty gap for Tripura for urban areas. Both these measures 



declined in urban areas. And even for rural areas, compared to marginal 

increase in the previous period, there was substantial reduction in both these 

sensitive measures of poverty. For rural Tripura, it was primarily a result of 

declining rural inequality in income distribution in the face of declining real 

average consumption expenditure. On the other hand, for urban Tripura, the 

trends were opposite with average consumption expenditure increasing in 

real terms but poverty still increasing due to the increased income inequality 

in urban areas. But the annual growth rate of real average consumption 

expenditure at 1.7% per annum during 1993-94 and 1999-00 also meant 

that at least the poverty gap and squared gap measures in urban areas 

showed signs of decline during the same period.  

 Looking at the decade and a half between 1983 and 1999-00, the 

period between 1983 and 1987-88 appears to be the best period in so far as 

reduction in poverty and inequality is concerned. After that it is a story of 

uneven performance for most of the north-eastern states. Even for Tripura, 

the trends after 1987-88 suggest a considerably lower rate of poverty 

reduction. However, the performance in terms of poverty gap and squared 

poverty gap in the case of Tripura are much better compared to its 

performance in terms of decline in head count ratio. Much of this in the rural 

area has been on account of sustained decline in inequality despite real 

average consumption expenditure declining between 1987-88 and 1999-00. 

On the other hand, in urban areas, the last sub-period between 1993-94 and 

1999-00 saw poverty increasing marginally. Unlike the trend in rural areas, 

the real average consumption expenditure in urban areas has been growing 

at the rate of 1.6-1.7% per annum. However, the growth in urban real 

average consumption expenditure has also been accompanied by increasing 

poverty during the last sub-period mainly due to increase in urban inequality 

which after declining in the first sub-period has risen back to the 1983 levels. 

In fact, the trend of increasing income inequality in the last sub-period is 

seen for all the north-eastern states except Meghalaya. And the immediate 

impact of increasing inequality is seen on poverty measures for all the states 

with urban poverty increasing in all the states except Manipur where growth 



of real consumption expenditure at 4.5% per annum was more than enough 

to offset any negative impact of increasing inequality.  

 However, at the absolute level of urban poverty, the low poverty line 

for urban Assam is also responsible for all the north eastern states reporting 

lower urban poverty. This is also true for Tripura where decline in urban 

poverty appears much faster than rural poverty even though inequality has 

remained more or less at the same level in urban Tripura. Therefore, the use 

of official poverty line for Assam does present a much rosier picture in the 

case of urban areas than would be the case otherwise. Table 2 presents 

alternative estimates for Tripura using official national poverty lines for the 

four quinquennial rounds.  

Table 2 
Poverty in Tripura 

  RURAL   URBAN  
Year HCR PG SPG HCR PG SPG 
1983 28.7 6.1 1.9 32.0 8.4 3.1 
1987-
88 15.2 2.7 0.8 21.5 4.6 1.5 
1993-
94 14.7 2.7 0.8 15.0 3.1 1.0 
1999-
00 11.1 1.5 0.4 16.6 2.5 0.6 

 Note: Poverty line used is the National Poverty line 
 
 There is not much difference in the trends reported earlier using state 

poverty lines, when national poverty lines are used. However, in terms of 

absolute levels, urban poverty appears considerably higher than in rural 

poverty. By 1993-94, the difference in poverty between the rural and the 

urban areas had narrowed down considerably but in the last sub-period, 

Tripura has done well to reduce rural poverty but the performance in urban 

areas has not led to any reduction in head count ratio. Instead, urban 

poverty in Tripura shows marginal increase during the last sub-period. 

However, there is some decline in the poverty gap and squared poverty gap 

in urban areas also during the same period. The growth of real MPCE for the 

rural and urban areas also suggests that the divergence between rural and 

urban areas in terms of real MPCE has grown over the years. The ratio of real 



MPCE in urban areas and real MPCE in rural areas has increased sharply from 

1.24 in 1983 to 1.29 in 1987-88, 1.42 in 1993-94 and 1.66 in 1999-00. 

Other Dimensions of Poverty and Inequality in Tripura  

Apart from the standard measures of poverty and inequality for Tripura such 

as the Poverty Head count ratio, poverty gap, squared poverty gap and Gini, 

relative position of various social groups and districts within the state across 

social groups and across districts also reflect the extent to which the various 

regional or social groups share in the growth process. The availability of unit 

level consumption expenditure also allows decomposition of poverty by social 

groups and by districts. The following two sections present poverty measures 

by social groups and districts for Tripura using state poverty line for Assam. 

However, the exercise has been attempted only for rural areas due to the low 

sample size in urban areas for the state. For disaggregation at the level of 

districts, the information is available for only two quinquennial rounds, that 

is, 1987-88 and 1999-00.  

Poverty across Social Groups in Tripura 

 By 2001 census, almost half of total population in Tripura constitutes 

of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes population. 31.1% of population in 

Tripura belongs to Scheduled Tribes and 17.4% of population belongs to 

Scheduled Castes. Because of the vulnerable status of the SC and ST 

population, the relative position of these communities vis-à-vis the other 

castes is also an important indicator of the improvements in levels of living of 

the population in general as well as the extent of relative inequality in terms 

of its distribution across various social groups. Table 3 presents the poverty 

head count ratio, poverty gap, squared poverty gap and real consumption 

expenditure for the ST, SC and general population for the four quinquennial 

rounds. For the purpose of analysis, a separate category of Non-ST 

population group was also created by aggregating the SC and General 

category of population.  

 In 1983, Scheduled Castes were the social group with highest poverty 

prevalence followed closely by the Scheduled Tribes. The General category of 

population had rural poverty at levels which was almost half that of the SC 



category of population. By 1999-00, the gap between the ST and the General 

category of population has remained the same with poverty prevalence in the 

ST population being almost twice that of General population. However, the 

social group which has actually managed to gain most out of the poverty 

reduction in the last two decades has been the Scheduled Castes population 

whose poverty prevalence declined from being the highest in 1983 to lowest 

by 1999-00.  

Table 3 
Poverty and Consumption Expenditure by Social Groups in Rural Tripura 

 1983 1987-
88 

1993-
94 

1999-
00 

1983 1987-
88 

1993-
94 

1999-
00 

 Poverty Head Count (%) Poverty Gap (%) 
Scheduled 
Tribes 

53.45 
(5.40) 

32.67 
(3.39) 

34.50 
(3.67) 

35.35 
(5.89) 

11.84 
(1.56) 

6.12 
(0.84) 

7.78 
(1.12) 

7.08 
(1.64) 

Scheduled 
Castes 

57.15 
(5.19) 

31.09 
(3.37) 

24.70 
(3.00) 

15.63 
(2.85) 

15.88 
(2.57) 

5.94 
(0.88) 

4.50 
(0.70) 

2.13 
(0.57) 

General 29.55 
(2.88) 

15.51 
(1.59) 

16.20 
(1.60) 

17.73 
(1.97) 

5.89 
(0.76) 

3.17 
(0.45) 

3.54 
(0.46) 

2.56 
(0.39) 

Non-ST 35.57 
(2.66) 

19.30 
(1.47) 

18.4 
(1.44) 

17.12 
(1.62) 

8.08 
(0.89) 

3.83 
(0.40) 

3.79 
(0.38) 

2.44 
(0.32) 

 Squared Poverty Gap (%) Real MPCE (1999-00 Prices) 
Scheduled 
Tribes 

3.74 
(0.63) 

1.65 
(0.30) 

2.41 
(0.45) 

2.22 
(0.64) 

434.7 471.8 481.5 457.4 

Scheduled 
Castes 

6.04 
(1.45) 

1.82 
(0.37) 

1.27 
(0.26) 

0.41 
(0.15) 

354.1 540.8 520.4 531.7 

General 1.77 
(0.29) 

0.97 
(0.19) 

1.14 
(0.20) 

0.63 
(0.15) 

439.6 587.4 590.0 537.1 

Non-ST 2.70 
(0.42) 

1.17 
(0.17) 

1.18 
(0.17) 

0.56 
(0.11) 

483.8 575.4 571.8 525.3 

Note: Poverty line used is the official state poverty line for Assam for rural 
and urban areas respectively. The deflator for Average MPCE is the state 
specific poverty line.  
Figures in Brackets are the standard errors of the estimates.  
 

 By 1999-00, the SC category of population had lower incidence by all 

poverty measures even compared to the General category of households. In 

fact, except for the Scheduled Castes population, poverty head count ratio 

has increased marginally for both Scheduled Tribes and General category of 

population after 1987-88. For both Scheduled Tribes and General category of 

population, even poverty gap and squared poverty gap had increased 



between 1987-88 and 1993-94 before declining again in the next sub-period. 

In fact, the performance of Scheduled Castes is even better in terms of 

poverty gap and squared poverty gap. With both these sensitive measures of 

poverty, the Scheduled Castes were far worse than even the Scheduled 

Tribes in 1983. But by 1999-00 their performance in terms of poverty 

indicators was even better than that of the General category of population. 

This is also seen from the growth rate of real MPCE for the different social 

groups. For the first period, the growth rate of real MPCE for the SC 

population is the highest at 9.9% per annum followed by 6.7% for the 

General category of population and only 1.84% per annum for the ST 

population. After 1987-88, real MPCE declined for all three household groups, 

but the rate of decline was much slower for the SC population compared to 

the other two household groups. 

Chart 1 

Poverty Head Count Ratio for Different Social 
Groups in Rural Tripura
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Note: Non-ST includes both SC and general category of population.  



 Looking at the relative position of ST (Tribal Population) versus the 

Non-ST (non-tribal population), the important point to note is that after 

1987-88, tribal population has faced growing alienation in the growth process 

of the rural economy throughout the period up to 1999-00. The trend in this 

case has been opposite for both groups of population. While poverty head 

count measures as well as other sensitive measures of poverty for the tribal 

population have shown an increasing trend between 1987-88 and 1999-00, 

for the non-tribal population category it was a marginal but secular decline 

throughout. In the final outcome, the Scheduled Tribes have poverty 

measures at twice the level of other social groups and that includes even the 

Scheduled Castes. Compared to 1983, when poverty prevalence in the case 

of tribal population was 1.5 times higher than that in the case of non-tribal 

population, in 1999-00, it increased gradually to 2.1 times the level of 

poverty in the non-tribal population group. The situation was worse in the 

case of more sensitive measures of poverty as can be seen from chart 1. The 

ratio of poverty gap of the tribal and non-tribal population increased from 1.5 

in 1983 to 2.9 in 1999-00. For squared poverty gap, it increased from 1.4 in 

1983 to 4.0 in 1999-00. That is, in terms of depth and severity of poverty, 

the relative position of the tribal population was worse by 1999-00 compared 

to 1983.  

Chart 2 
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Note: Non-ST includes both SC and general category of population.  

 Overall, the evidence from the poverty measures and the growth rate 

of real MPCE for all social groups points towards growing alienation of the ST 

population from the development process. On the other hand, the SC 

population has been the largest beneficiary of the poverty reduction effect of 

the development process. The non-ST population including the SC population 

group has also seen decline in the rate of poverty reduction since 1987-88 

but unlike the tribal population there has been considerable decline in 

poverty gap and squared poverty gap measures for these population groups 

after 1987-88. The last sub-period (1993-94 to 1999-00) has also been 

marked by rising disparities across tribal and non-tribal population in terms 

of poverty measures.  

 

Poverty across Districts in Tripura 

  

 Information at district level from the NSSO unit level data is available 

only for two reference periods, 1987-88 and 1999-00. By NSSO classification 

the state is divided into three districts; West Tripura, South Tripura and 

North Tripura5. Table 4 gives the poverty head count ratio, poverty gap, 

squared poverty gap and real consumption expenditure for 1987-88 and 

1999-00 for the three districts in rural areas. Again, no disaggregation by 

districts has been attempted for urban areas due to small sample size of 

urban areas for Tripura. However, for analytical purpose, a separate 

geographical classification is also introduced aggregating the north and south 

district which will be referred to as the “other districts”.  

Table 4 
Poverty and Consumption Expenditure by Districts in Rural Tripura 

 1987-88 1999-00 1987-88 1999-00 
 Poverty Head Count (%) Poverty Gap (%) 
West Tripura 21.25 (2.28) 10.64 (2.00) 4.48 (0.67) 1.41 (0.34) 
North Tripura 16.44 (2.15) 22.26 (2.62) 2.48 (0.39) 3.32 (0.56) 
South Tripura 26.71 (2.43) 26.19 (3.42) 5.39 (0.60) 4.31 (0.78) 
                                                 
5 The fourth district of the state, the Dhalai district came into existence only in 1995. But since the 
sampling frame for 1999-00 survey is based on 1991 census classification of districts, the information is 
given by classification in terms of three districts only.  



‘Other Districts’ 21.71 (1.64) 24.34 (2.20) 3.99 (0.37) 3.85 (0.49) 
 Squared Poverty Gap (%) Real MPCE (1999-00 Prices) 
West Tripura 1.50 (0.29) 0.29 (0.10) 568.2 584.0 
North Tripura 0.55 (0.12) 0.88 (0.27) 631.2 486.1 
South Tripura 1.52 (0.22) 1.11 (0.26) 476.6 462.1 
‘Other Districts’ 1.05 (0.13) 1.00 (0.18) 550.5 473.4 
Note: Poverty line used is the official state poverty line for Assam for rural 
and urban areas respectively. The deflator for Average MPCE is the state 
specific poverty line. ‘Other districts’ includes North and South District. 
Figures in Brackets are the standard errors of the estimates.  
 

 The worst district in terms of poverty incidence happens to be South 

Tripura district for both the reference years. This district also appears to be 

doing badly in terms of the relative performance with regard to poverty 

reduction between 1987-88 and 1999-00. Poverty head count ratio in this 

district has remained virtually unchanged since 1987-88, although there is 

marginal improvement in terms of poverty gap and squared poverty gap. Of 

the two remaining districts, West Tripura district has managed to reduce 

poverty considerably in the past 12 years but the North Tripura district has 

seen all measures of poverty increase during the same period. The relative 

performance of the districts in terms of growth rate of real MPCE is also 

similar to their performance in poverty reduction. The drastic decline in real 

MPCE in North Tripura appears to be the primary reason for the increase in 

poverty incidence in the district. On the other hand, West Tripura has seen 

marginal increase in real MPCE, which has also resulted in decline in poverty 

incidence. Looking at the composite regional category of ‘other districts’, 

there has been marginal increase in poverty head count ratio even though 

poverty gap and squared poverty gap have declined marginally. Compared to 

West district, real MPCE has also declined in the case of ‘other districts’.  

Conclusion 

  

 The trends in poverty and inequality in Tripura reflect the overall 

pattern seen for the country in the last two decades. The period between 

1983 and 1987-88 appears to be the period of rapid reduction in poverty and 

inequality for the country as a whole and this is also true for Tripura as well 



as other north-eastern states. Since then, there has been a set back in the 

pace of poverty reduction. This has got accentuated with the introduction of 

economic reforms in the early 1990s, which has been accompanied by 

reduced transfer to state governments from the centre, withdrawal of public 

spending in rural areas, withdrawal of public distribution system as well as 

various other subsidies for agriculture as well as non-agriculture. It has also 

been observed that at the all-India level, the 1990s have also been witness 

to growing inequality in both rural and urban areas. The trends in Tripura are 

not so prominent in rural areas but in urban areas, there is evidence of 

increasing inequality which is also responsible for increase in poverty 

incidence for the urban areas of Tripura. However, even in rural areas, it has 

been observed that the process of poverty reduction has not been even with 

regard to social groups or with regard to its regional spread. The Scheduled 

Tribes have been particularly vulnerable in this regard and all measures of 

poverty show deterioration for these households after 1987-88. The only 

social group which has benefited from the development process in the state 

in rural areas is the Scheduled Castes. In terms of regional variation across 

districts, South Tripura has remained the district with highest poverty 

incidence. However, the relative position of north and west district appears 

inter-changed between 1987-88 and 1999-00. The growth of real MPCE for 

the rural and urban areas also suggests that the divergence between rural 

and urban areas in terms of real MPCE has grown over the years. But despite 

the high growth of real MPCE in urban areas, the inequality levels in urban 

areas have reached similar levels as that of 1983. However, the performance 

of poverty reduction in Tripura appears much better in terms of poverty gap 

and squared poverty gap measures even in urban areas.  

 

A Note on Poverty Estimation for Tripura and North-Eastern states: 

 

 As has been mentioned earlier, the official methodology followed by 

the Planning commission is based on the Report of the Expert Group on 

Estimation of Proportion and Number of Poor (1993). This report was 



accepted by the Planning Commission in 1997 and since then poverty 

calculation by planning commission has been based on the methodology 

suggested by the report. The basic data for poverty calculation are the 

Consumption Expenditure Surveys conducted by the NSSO. Although, these 

surveys are conducted on an annual basis since 1985-86, poverty measures 

are not calculated for the annual surveys. Poverty measures are only 

calculated for the quinquennial surveys or major rounds for the official 

calculations by the Planning Commission. The poverty measures are 

calculated on the basis of the published size-class wise distribution of 

consumption expenditure from the NSSO. These distributions for 

consumption expenditure are published for all the states as well as union 

territories by the NSSO.  

 Regarding the north-eastern states including Sikkim, the report 

suggested that the poverty ratio of Assam be used for the north-eastern 

states including Sikkim. Two reasons were forwarded for this; first, price data 

for rural and urban areas which were required for updating the poverty line 

were not available separately for the north-eastern states and secondly, 

sample size was not adequate for some of the smaller states. Even today, 

CPIAL is available only for Assam and Tripura among the north-eastern 

states. Tripura was included in the series only from the 1986-87 base of 

CPIAL; hence there is no information on the price trends for the state before 

that. However, since the poverty lines for states are based on the 

consumption expenditure distribution from 1973-74 survey with implicit price 

differential for 1960-61, it is difficult to obtain separate poverty line for 

Tripura. The solution, based on the expert group report, then is to use the 

poverty line of Assam as the poverty line for Tripura and other north-eastern 

states also. Alternatively, one can use the national poverty line to get 

estimates of poverty for Tripura also. Apart from these two official estimates, 

there are also other poverty lines such as those from the World Bank, 

Sundaram and Tendulakar Poverty line and the poverty line created by Angus 

Deaton, (Deaton, 2003). All these poverty lines differ on the methodology of 

constructing the state level deflators over time and across rural and urban 



areas. However, in this chapter, poverty estimates are given only on the 

basis of two official poverty lines that are, one using Assam poverty line and 

another using National Poverty line.  

 The second problem regarding the sample size needs further scrutiny. 

While for some of the smaller states like Nagaland, the issue of small sample 

size does create problems, since the relative standard errors for these states 

for the poverty estimates are higher. Here it is worth mentioning that the 

Expert Group did not provide any guidelines as to what should be the 

adequate sample size for poverty estimation. But considering the fact that 

the Expert group accepted the sample size for Haryana as large enough to 

yield statistically reliable estimates for the state with sample size of 952 

households in rural areas and 466 households for urban areas, it can be 

assumed that sample sizes larger than this can be taken as reliable enough 

for poverty estimation purposes. In this context, it needs to be added that 

the sample size for Tripura has been 839, 1497, 1530 and 1031 households 

in rural areas and 281, 355, 560 and 569 households in urban areas for 

1983, 1987-88, 1993-94 and 1999-00 respectively. The relatively larger 

sample size for Tripura since 1987-88 (even larger than Haryana), means 

that the sample size for Tripura can be taken as large enough for poverty 

estimation.  

 However, further disaggregation in terms of social groups or in terms 

of districts does lead to standard errors increasing in the case of certain 

social groups and districts. In the case of poverty measures for social groups 

and districts, standard errors of the estimates are also given in parenthesis. 

Although no attempts have been made to look at poverty measurement for 

states across social groups, there have been some attempts in this regard 

regarding district level estimates. Most notable among these is the attempt 

made by the Survey Design and Research Division (SDRD) of NSSO to 

determine the reliability of district level distribution of persons by MPCE 

classes for the 55th round (see Sastry, 2003). As has been suggested by N S 

Sastry, who was the Director General of NSSO at that time, if the relative 

standard errors of the estimates are less than 5%, then the estimates can be 



taken as statistically reliable6. Incidentally, this happens to be the case in 

case of all the district level estimates and also for most of the social groups’ 

estimates for Tripura. Only two estimates, for ST households in 1983 and 

1999-00 relative standard errors are marginally higher than 5%.  

 Similar confidence is shown by Indira, Rajeev and Vyasulu (2002) in 

the context of district level poverty estimates for the Human development 

reports of Karnataka and Maharashtra. District level poverty estimates have 

also been calculated for Gujarat, Maharashtra and Karnataka elsewhere. For 

Karnataka, the district level estimates were based on a pooled data set of 

state and central sample. However, the possibility of pooling the state level 

samples is dependent on the availability and reliability of the estimates as 

well as the level of agency bias with regard to the central sample. Even in 

the case of Karnataka, the use of state sample is not found suitable for some 

of the districts (see Murgai, Suryanarayana and Zaidi, 2003).  

 The issue of inadequate sample size has also figured in the debate 

regarding the use of annual rounds for poverty calculations. The planning 

commission has however, refrained till now from using the annual rounds for 

estimating poverty measures. But as Deaton and Dreze (2003) argue, small 

sample size per se does not generate bias in the poverty estimates even 

though it may result in high variance of the derived estimates. Hence the 

poverty estimates can be accepted with fair amount of confidence.  
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