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MESSAGE

Smt. Sushma Swar gj #HN GIHT RIS
Minister of External Affairs, India fager 990, WA

HoTHd T

MESSAGE

India attaches high priority to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development which the United Nations adopted unanimously in
September 2015, and which will have great significance for the well-being
and progress of humankind. I would like to underline India’s strong
commitment to the holistic implementation of the 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) which mirror substantially our own flagship
programmes and priorities. Inter-stakeholder consultations to create a
suitable policy framework for realising the SDGs have been initiated to
this end.

To contribute to the policy debate on the implementation of the
SDGs, the Research and Information System for Developing Countries
(RIS) has organised a number of Consultation Meetings. As part of this
useful exercise, this set of papers has been compiled by the RIS drawing
on the expertise of eminent policy analysts and administrators.

I am confident this Compilation will serve as a valuable resource for
those engaged with the implementation of the 2030 Agenda and as an aid
in evolving effective policy cohesion at the Centre and State levels.

I compliment RIS for this commendable effort and convey my best

wishes for the important task ahead.
fodoaf2?

Sushma Swaraj

172, South Block, New Delhi-110011 Tel : 91-11-23011127, 23011165 Fax : 91-11-23011463






FOREWORD

Ambassador Shyam Saran
Chairman, RIS

Research and Information System for Devel oping Countries (RIS) hasbeen playing
a pioneering role in contributing to the domestic and international debate on the
effective implementation of the agenda of the Sustainable Development Goals.
The Institute has organized a number of Consultation Meetings with NITI Aayog,
the UN Office in New Delhi, other departments of the Governments both from
the Centre and States, Civil Society Organisations and Academic institutions on
different aspects of SDGs.

Apart from these active engagements, RI Shas brought out aset of 19 papersdealing
with different dimensions of SDGs. They also cover the related and important areas
of technology facilitation mechanism and financing for development. I compliment

all the experts who have prepared this valuable set of papers.

I firmly believe that policymakers both at the Centre and State government levels
and others working for fruitful implementation of SDGs agenda would find this

Volume generated by RIS a useful policy research input.

Shyam Saran






PREFACE

Prof. Sachin Chaturvedi

Director General, RIS

India along with other countries has signed the declaration on the 2030 Agenda for
Sustai nable Devel opment, comprising of seventeen Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS)
at the Sustainable Development Summit of the United Nations in September 2015. SDGs
are comprehensive and focus on five Ps — people, planet, prosperity, peace and partnership.

On its current trajectory, India has already set for itself more ambitious targets for
implementation of SDGsin several areas of economic progress, inclusion and sustainability.

The role of State governments is central to implementation of these programmes as well
as in designing convergence with the SDGs in order to effectively influence all social and
economic parameters to achieve the SDGs. Keeping this perspective in view, NITI Aayog
has been in the forefront on articulation of India’s approach to implement SDGs. In this
context, RIS, jointly with NITI Aayog, UN Office, New Delhi; and State Governments has
been organising aseries of Consultation Meetingsto evolve a cohesive policy framework for
effective implementation of the SDG agenda. Earlier the Institute has also provided inputs to
the Ministry of External Affairs in this regard.

As part of this major work programme on SDGs, RIS has also come out with a set of 19
papers dealing with various aspects of sustainable development goals. These papers have
been prepared in collaboration with prominent experts from respective fields. Apart from 17
papers on each goal there are two papers covering the cross cuttings themes of technology
and finance. The paper on technology has tried to explore operationalisation of Technology
Facilitation Mechanism, technology and innovation capacity-building mechanisms and how
to enhance the use of enabling technologies, in particular information and communications
technol ogy because these questions need to be addressed. It isalso pertinent to underline here
that RIS in collaboration with the National Institute of Advanced Studies and Department of
Science and Technology, has a so been working on the issue of TFM.



Further, financial inclusion is extremely important preposition, particularly for
developing countries, which are facing huge inequalities. Recent studies on the
rising cost of financial services for poor people across some of the developing
economies are extremely worrying.

We strongly believe that the papers presented in this Volume would be found
useful by all those who are working for successful implementation of SDGs
agenda, particularly from the point of view of India.

é:m

Sachin Chaturvedi




1
End Poverty in All Its
Forms Everywhere

I ntroduction

United Nations adopted the Millennium Declaration
comprising the Millenium Development Goals
(MDGs) as an outcome of deliberationsin the United
Nations Millennium Summit on 8 September 2000. It
gave a new vision to the global efforts on development
over the next 15 years. The Report of the United
Nations Conference on Sustainable Development held
in Rio-de-Janeiro, Brazil in June 2012 (also known as
Rio+20) called “ The Future We Want” paved the way
for formal consultations on post-2015 devel opment
agendaintheform of Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) based on three dimensions of development,
namely, economic, socia and environmental. SDGs
areviewed as extensions of MDGswith sustainability
parameter added to each MDG to be implemented in
the post-2015 era along with a set of al new goals
which were ignored in the MDGs.

The SDGs are a set of 17 specific goals offering
special focus on important areasrelated to sustainable
development that require urgent and extensive
attention at present and in the near future. The SDG
framework undertakesto provide systematic solutions
to the obstacles identified in case of the MDGs like
inequality, sustainability, institutional resourcefulness,
implementation efficacy, environmental deterioration,
etc., (UN 2014a). Inthis context, this paper attemptsto
explore the strengths and weaknesses of one specific
MDG, namely, MDG 1 related to poverty eradication
in context of India. Further the paper endeavours to
identify the remaining gaps in fulfilling targets under
MDG 1 with implications for the corresponding SDG
1, i.e, “End poverty in all its forms everywhere’.
This paper also supplements the evaluation of MDG
1 against the implementation framework of SDG 1 to
be adopted by India in fulfilling this goal.

In order to set the background for SDG 1 for the
next 15 years, we must evaluate the impact of MDG 1
in India. Second section presents a brief overview of
targetsof MDG 1 in the context of poverty. Third section
provides evidence of achievements of MDG 1 targets
and highlights the best practices and areas where the
development programmes went beyond specified targets
under the MDG 1. Fourth section briefly summarises
the remaining gaps in fulfilling targets under the MDG
1. This section aso highlights the estimated resource
needs, scope of enhanced technology intervention, and
impact evaluation with special attention to gender and
youth issues. Fifth section describesthe philosophy and
concept of SDG 1 and itstargetsin detail, highlighting
the scope and prospectswith reference to achievements
and failures of specific targets of MDG 1. Section six
discusses in detail the implementation framework to
be adopted by India in fulfilling the SDG 1 focussing
on various parameters of implementation including its
financing, technical architecture for its monitoring and
evidences and lessons learnt from best-practices in the
rest of the world.

Outlineof MDG 1

Out of the eight MDGs adopted by the United Nations
in 2000 to be achieved globally by the end of year 2015,
the first Goal was to “Eradicate Extreme Hunger and
Poverty”. This goal was considered the most significant
out of al and a precondition to achieve the rest of the
seven MDGs. The overview of MDG 1isgiven below.

MDG 1 was based on three specific targets:

Target 1.A: Reduce by half the proportion of people
living on less than $1 a day.

The above target was captured by the following
three indicators:
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» Poverty Head Count Ratio (PHCR): Extreme
Poverty Rate.

« Poverty Gap Ratio.?
¢ Shareof poorest quintilein nationa consumption.®

Target 1.B and 1.C are associated with abating
unemployment and combating extreme hunger levels
globally.

Target 1.B: Achievefull and productive employment
and decent work for all, including women and young
people.

This target had been captured by following four
indicators:

« Growth rate of GDP per person employed.
« Employment to population ratio.

« Proportion of employed people living below
$1 per day.

« Proportion of own-account and contributing
family workersin total employment.

Target 1.C: Reduce by half the proportion of people
who suffer from hunger.

This target was based on two indicators, namely:

* Prevalence of underweight children under five
years of age.

»  Proportion of population below minimum level of
dietary energy consumption.

As indicated, MDG 1 consisted of three different
but interconnected targets of abating poverty, reducing
mounting levels of unemployment and combating
hunger. However, scope of this paper is mainly
restricted to the first target of MDG 1, i.e., Target 1.A
related to poverty aleviation in India

Achievementsunder MDG 1targetsin
India

This section briefly discusses the achievements of
MDG 1 in context of Poverty Eradication in India
on the basis of various indicators during the 25 year
period ranging from year 1990 to 2015. Laid on the
objectivesof MDG 1, the SDG 1intendsto end poverty
and deprivation in al its forms from everywhere by
implementing devel opment policies based onthethree
dimensions of development.

Whilediscussing India’ sachievementsin MDGs,
it can be said that India has made significant advances
in securing the MDGs. India achieved the targets of
MDG 1 way before 2015, but the outcomeisunevenly
distributed.

To assess Target 1 of MDG 1, the first indicator
is Poverty Head Count Ratio (PHCR) which refers to
proportion of population below the national poverty
line. In the year 1990, the total number of people
below poverty line in India was 403.1 million which
reduced to 269.3 million in 2011-12 which indicates
that about 134 million people in India were elevated
above the poverty line during this period. If we look
at the figures for urban areas, the drop in number of
people below poverty line has been from 74.5 million
to 52.8 million which indicates that nearly 22 million
peoplein urban areas were pushed above poverty line
during this period. However, the data for rural areas
of India show even far reaching outcomes according
to which number of people went down from 328.6
million in 1990sto 216.5 in 2011-12.

Target 1 of MDG 1 expected to reduce the
proportion of population below poverty lineto half of
its 1990 level. According to the figures in 1990, the
estimated PHCR for India was 47.8 per cent which
was supposed to be reduced to at least 23.9 per cent
by 2015. However, it declined to 21.9 per cent in
2011-12, which illustrates that India already attained
first indicator of Target 1.A — three years ahead of its
stipulated time-period. In 1990, the PHCR estimates
for Urban and Rural areas were 30.47 per cent and
52.6 per cent, respectively, which were to be reduced
at least to 15.2 per cent and 26.3 per cent by the end of
year 2015. The data depictsthat during the year 2011-
12, the PHCR for urban area was estimated to be 13.7
per cent and for rural areait was 25.7 per cent, which
again shows that both urban and rural areas achieved
this target way before the stipulated time.

Second indicator for achieving Target 1.A of
MDG 1 was the Poverty Gap Ratio (PGR) which
exhibits the depth of poverty by measuring the gap
between mean consumption of poor below poverty
line and that corresponding to the poverty line. The
data demonstrates significant achievements by India
on this indicator. The PGR for al India has been
reduced substantially, estimated from monthly per
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capita consumption expenditure data based on Mixed
Reference period (MRP).* The subsequent decline in
urban PGR was from 9.62 in 2004-05 to 5.05 in 2011-
12 while rural PGR declined from 6.08 in 2004-05 to
2.7 in 2011-12. This reflects that the poverty gap has
been narrowed in both urban and rural areas during
this period.

Government of India has implemented many
programmes to bring overall improvement in the
quality of life in rural areas through employment
generation, development of rural infrastructure and
provision of other basic amenities. At present, the
Ministry of Rural Devel opment, Government of India,
is implementing Mahatma Gandhi National Rural
Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA), National
Rural Livelihoods Mission (NRLM), Pradhan Mantri
Gram Sadak Yojana (PMGSY), Indira Awaas Yojana
(TAY) and National Social Assistance Programme
(NSAP) in rura areas of the country, through State
Governments.

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment
Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) which came into effect on
2 February 2006 could be considered as one of the best
practices of the Government of Indiato reduce poverty.
MGNREGA is a centrally sponsored scheme which
legally assures minimum 100 days of employment
to any adult in rural area, who is seeking unskilled
employment. According to the Ministry of Rural
Development, MGNREGA can be described asunique
in its scale and delivery architecture, and has become
an effective instrument of inclusive growth, women
empowerment, livelihood security and regeneration of
natural resource base over theyears. From 2008, every
year around 5 crore households and 9 crore rural poor
have been participating in the programme. Till August
2015, total number of job card holderswere 12.35 crore
with total number of workers as 27.28 crore.

Besides all the improvements that MGNREGA
has made in national poverty figures, its performance
in recent years points towards some aarming facts.
The data depicts that disposal of funds available for
MGNREGA decreased after the year 2011-12 despite
better utiilisation of available funds for MGNREGA.
According to official data produced by the Ministry
of Rural Development, the participation rate of
MGNREGA declined during the recent years from

30 per cent in 2011-12 to 27.8 per cent in 2013-14.
The number of households gaining employment
through MGNREGA fell from 5.26 crore in 2009-
10 to 4.79 crore in the year 2013-14. The guidelines
of MGNREGA instruct States to take special care
of vulnerable groups like scheduled castes (SC),
scheduled tribes (ST), women, disable, single women
and other minority groups, but the data suggests
that the benefits accruing to these vulnerable groups
reduced significantly during the last few years. The
employment days provided to SCsand STstogether fell
from 149.19 crorein 2009-10 to 88.02 crore man-days
in 2013-14, suggesting a sharp decline of 64 per cent.
Despiteall theseindications of varying performance of
MGNREGA in recent years, MGNREGA has played
avital rolein reducing poverty in Indiaby 32 per cent
and prevented 14 million people from falling into the
poverty trap during 2004-05 to 2011-12 (Desai, et al.,
2015).

It is also important to assess the success of
implementation mechanisms of government schemes.
Anexample of best practiceson MDG 1 may befound
in the state of Orissa, where there is a mobile based
monitoring system named Tracking Entitlements
for Rural Communities (TERComs) to track the
efficiency of social protection mechanism and delivery
of entitlements to poor people in the rural areas.
Under this scheme, village beneficiaries send their
acknowledgements of receipts of entitlements under
three main social protection schemes to the central
server with the help of mobile phone application.
This has led to rea time monitoring of government
funds utilised for social security of the poor. The
same monitoring system is used at the district level in
the state for monitoring the closing stock of Targeted
Public Distribution System so as to estimate the stock
entitlements not claimed by any of the beneficiaries
every day. Thismodel of monitoring could also be used
in other states aswell (UN 2010a,b).

Remaining Gaps in Fulfilling

MDG 1targetsin India

This section elucidates the remaining gaps or hidden
failuresof MDG 1 Targetsin India. Of all the failures
of MDG 1, the third indicator of Target 1.A depicting
the share of poorest quintile (20 per cent population)
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in total national monthly consumption portrays very
disappointing outcome. The data pertaining to this
indicator shows that the overall share of poorest
20 per cent of population in total national monthly
consumption was never above 10 per cent during the
entire period ranging from 1993-2012 and instead of
increasing, this share has declined over the years for
both rural and urban areas despite some fluctuations
during this period. The share of poorest quintile
in national consumption is lower in urban areas as
compared to rural areas. The figures demonstrate
that according to URP (Uniform Reference Period)®
method, the share of urban poorest quintilein national
monthly consumption declined from 8 per cent in
1993-94 to 7 per cent in 2011-12, whereas the share
of rural poorest quintile decreased from 9.6 per cent
in 1993-94 t0 9.1 per cent in 2011-12.

Despite phenomenal progress in terms of PHCR
for al Indialevel as well asfor both rural and urban
areas, the rural-urban gap still persists in PHCR.
Though, rural-urban gap in PHCR at national level
has declined significantly from 18 per cent in 1993-
94 to 12 per cent in 2011-12, at state level it is still
very high. The state-wise gap in PHCR of rural and
urban areas is not only high but also depicts uneven
picture across states. States like Mizoram exhibited
agap of 29 per cent while many other states such as
Odisha, Arunachal Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Assam,
Jharkhand and Chhattisgarh had gaps of morethan the
national average of 12 per cent inthe year 2011-12.

The overall performance in India in PHCR is
quite satisfactory but the state-wise figures of PHCR
for India in the year 2011-12 are much skewed and
not satisfactory. For instance, states like Goa and
Kerala significantly reduced their PHCR levels in
the year 2011-12 to 5.09 per cent and 7.05 per cent,
respectively, which is nearly one-fourth and one fifth
of'the PHCR of 1990 for Goa and Kerala, respectively.
Whereas other states like Chhattisgarh had very high
PHCR in 2011-12 at 39.93 per cent followed by
Jharkhand and Manipur at 36.96 per cent and 36.89 per
cent, respectively, despite enormous reduction owing
to very high PHCR in the base year, i.e. 1990. India
as awhole may have achieved the target of MDG 1
related to halving the PHCR by the end of year 2015,
but many Indian states like Assam, Bihar, Jharkhand,
Chhattisgarh, Nagaland, Mizoram, Odisha, Madhya

Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh missed their MDG targets
partly because of high base year values of PHCR in
these states (Refer Annex 1).

The achievement of both urban and rural areas
was notable in case of PGR (Poverty Gap Ratio), but
the corresponding figures of various states of India are
not asimpressive. On one hand, some stateslike Goa,
Sikkim, Himachal Pradesh, Punjab and Uttarakhand
performed better than the national average while on
the other hand, afew stateslike UP, M P, Chhattisgarh,
Bihar, Odisha, Jharkhand, Manipur, Arunachal Pradesh
and Assam reported considerably higher PGR evenin
2011-12. Some stateseven registered risein incidence
of poverty as per PGR in both rural and urban areas,
like Manipur, Mizoram, Nagaland, Meghalaya and
Arunachal Pradesh.

Surprisingly, the states which depicted poor
performance in both PHCR and PGR have illustrated
better performance in third indicator of Target 1A,
i.e., share of poorest quintile in total consumption as
compared to other states. These states are Sikkim,
Manipur, Meghalaya and Mizoram for both rural and
urban areas. The union territories of Chandigarh and
Daman & Diu also performed well. Further, the state
level disaggregation of poverty datain Indiarevea sthat
the most populous states of Indialike Bihar, Madhya
Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, Odisha and M aharashtrawere
likely to misstheir targets of MDG 1.

Philosophy and Concept of Sustainable
Development Goals and Tar gets

SDGs are expected to supplement the positive
outcomes of the MDGs. Theideabehind up-gradation
of MDG 1 to SDG 1 liesin the evolution of various
approaches to measure poverty. The most ancient
approach to poverty was the “ Subsi stence A pproach”
and the new concept of “Basic-needs Approach”
came later, which along with food requirement also
included aspects of non-monetary elements required
for human subsistence. The concept of poverty was
further broadened when Amartya Sen gave the concept
of “Entitlements or Capabilities Approach” which
proposed that “the income-centred view of poverty,
based on specifying an interpersonally invariant
‘poverty line' income, may be very misleading in the
identification and evaluation of poverty. Since income
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is not desired for its own sake, any income-based
notion of poverty must refer — directly or indirectly —
to those basic ends which are promoted by income as
means’ (Sen, 1993). Thereare also discussionson the
concepts of “Human Poverty” and on more specific
versionslike" Gender-based Poverty” in academic and
policy discourses.

The philosophy behind the inception of SDG 1
isto extend the MDG 1 targets based on Minimum
Needs Approach and Basic Needs Approach of
poverty to Capabilities Approach or Entitlements
Approach and Gender-based Poverty Approach.
The basic objectiveisto incul cate inter-generational
entitlements and reduce intra-household disparities.
On methodol ogical aspect, SDGs are much wider in
concept than MDGs as SDGs are based on holistic
approach of poverty.

Unlike MDG 1, SDG 1 aims to end poverty
from everywhere in all its forms which includes
economic, social, gender-based and all other forms
of deprivationinincome, education, nutrition, health,
access to water and sanitation, and vulnerability
to economic shocks. This is known as Multi-
dimensional Approach of poverty which guided the
Targets of SDG 1.

| mplementation Framework to be

adopted by Indiafor SDG 1

The remaining gaps in fulfilling the targets of MDG
1 illustrate that positive outcomes of MDG 1 could
have been better in Indiaif implementation framework
adopted by India had been more comprehensive.
This section elaborates the normative framework of
implementation of SDGs to be adopted by India in
order to assuretargeted outcomes. Theimplementation
framework focuses on two major dimensions as
discussed below.

Financing of SDG 1in India

To attain the proposed targets of SDG 1, it isnecessary
to optimally utilise each rupee of development
expenditure. The largest proportion of development
expenditure incurred at the national level comes
from public resources (UN, 2014). However, being
part of a welfare state, corporate sector must share
responsibility of development along with the public

sector. In fact, a healthy partnership between public
and private resources may prove fruitful in ensuring
positive development pay-offs (UNDESA, 2013). It
requiresworldwide change of perspectives, techniques
and liabilities to reflect and reconstruct the new picture
of a developing nation. However, the State has to
be highly vigilant for corporate sector investments
in development schemes. With the twin agenda
of overcoming poverty and ensuring sustainable
development on the basis of economic, social and
environmental dimensions, the requirement of financial
resources to achieve SDG 1 will definitely exceed the
present development budget (World Bank and IMF,
2015).

Besides mandating private sector to invest in
development financing through the Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) Act®, public investment should
be planned in such away so asto catalyse and leverage
the funds flow from private sector and other domestic
sources. Private investments are always driven by
risk-reward considerations. Government should
make special efforts by incentivising development
expenditure of corporate houses through efficient
policies based on market solutions. Capital market
investments that are targeted towards fostering
activities under CSR are often known as ‘socially
responsible investments' (Sjostrom and Welford,
2009). As compared to the developed economies of
the world like Japan, UK and Australia, the volume
of Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) is much
lessin Asia (ASrIA, 2008). Australian ethical funds
have proved to be quite effective in generating SRI
(Bauer et al., 2006) and Asia can also learn from the
experiencesof U.K. in context of SRI (Solomon et al.,
2004). A few measuresfor facilitating or incentivising
SRI in India can be implemented following these
experiences of other economies. Firstly, the role of
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) working for
environmental, standards could be quite significant
in forming coalitions with the shareholders in annual
general meetings to influence corporate behaviour
in favour of SRI (Waygood and Wehrmeyer, 2003).
Also, these NGO's can have a dialogue with the
management of corporate units to encourage them to
invest in development financing. Secondly, corporate
governance can also spur growth in SRI which
elucidates the duties and responsihilities of corporate




iINDIA AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS: THE WAY FORWARD

units, management as well as shareholders (Eurosif,
2004). Thirdly, pension-funds could be stimulated
to invest with a perspective of SRI owing to their
long-run nature and concern regarding the welfare of
the nation (Clark and Hebb, 2004). In countries like
USA and UK, huge investment in pension-funds are
incurred.

Improved coordination between public sector,
private sector, community organisations and civil
society organisations in catering to financial and
non-financial needs at the regional and sub-national
levels builds effective ways to generate and utilise
development finance for better opportunities.

The government agencies like NITI Aayog
should provide technical assistance to states on
mobilising financial resources on their own from
domestic and international sources by innovationsand
capacity building. It is expected that the synthesis of
financial support and technical assistance can lead to
tremendous strengthening of development policies. In
India the strategic use of development finance at the
national level should betargeted towardslow-income,
highly vulnerable states with limited fiscal capacities
like Bihar, Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh
and Uttar Pradesh. State GDP could play avita rolein
better implementation of SDG 1 acrossvariousregions
as the states are equipped with better knowledge
about opportunities and challenges at the local level.
Greater fiscal autonomy should be provided to states.
Development expenditure should be targeted more
towards social security of young and the elderly and
also of women as they comprise the most vulnerable
class at the intra-household level which constitutes
the depth of poverty.

Technical Architecture for Monitoring SDGs

Monitoring of SDGs is a very vita issue for their
implementation. However, there could be no single
approach which can monitor the development
programmesin an optimum way. Theimplementation
of SDG 1 requires amalgamation of a number of
measures to be taken which could improve the
technical architecture of SDGs and make them more
target-oriented.

The biggest issue with the monitoring of
development programmes is the performance
measurement. First of all, objective parameters

should be set for the evaluation of performance under
SDG 1 (UNDP, 2015). Since, SDG 1 talks about
removing poverty in al its forms from everywhere,
it requires introspection of all forms of poverty
prevalent in various countries. Human Poverty Index
developed by the United Nations to complement
Human Development Index could be referred for
this purpose or country specific indices could be
developed keeping in mind the country specific forms
of poverty. This must include poverty in the form of
deprivation in income or opportunities, education,
accessto natural resources, or inequality on the basis of
gender, age, caste, creed, and other dimensions. Also,
specific indices should be developed focussing on
vulnerable sections of society like disabled population
or transgenders to bring them to the mainstream and
measure their level of poverty and its improvement
over the years. Bhutan’s Gross National Happiness
Index (GNHI), Gender-related Development Index
(GDI), Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM),
Global Peacelndex (GPI), OECD’sBetter Life Index,
Genuine Progress Indicator, Index of Sustainable
Economic Welfare (ISEW) are few such indices that
capture poverty in its different forms. Secondly, the
measurement of performance should be regular and
at fixed intervals. Thirdly, evaluation agencies should
be independent and autonomous of the implementing
agencies in order to maintain the integrity of the
measures. Fourthly, above mentioned objective
approaches should be designed for measurement
and only one specific approach should be used
for measurement of one parameter. Lastly, regular
publication of these measures should be brought out
for various interest groups and the public.

The second issue with the implementation of
such development programmes is decentralisation
of planning, and design of mechanisms to be used
for implementation of schemes. There should be
greater decentralisation of planning and authority
for developmental policy making. The success of
decentralisation depends upon transparency and
recognition of peopl€e'srights.” Theroleof local people
and communities should be well-recognised and
their support in implementing these policies should
be encouraged (UNDG, 2014). Community based
participation is necessary to ensure development at
regional levels, with duerecognition of challengesand
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Lessons from Best Practices and South-South Cooperation

South-South Cooperation (SSC) has become the expression of collaboration and partnership among
countries from the South, interested in sharing, learning, and exploring their complementary strengths
to go beyond their traditional role as aid recipients. SSC is allowing the emergence of a paradigm
where “Horizontal Partnerships™, based on equity, trust, mutual benefit and long-term relations,
become an alternative way to do development cooperation.

The Philippines has initiated citizen’s participatory monitoring of local development projects
for increasing transparency and accountability of implementing agencies. Specific lessons from
Bangladesh regarding microfinance and employment generation from South-East Asian countries
could be of vital use for Indiato solve its own problem of poverty.

The strategy adopted by Bangladesh in capacity building of poor and women, especially those
belonging to the lagging regions of the country through a well planned education and training
programme. The idea is to narrow down the skill gaps in labor force with special focus on target
groups. Bangladesh has also successfully implemented a National Disability Action Plan involving
al related ministriesin collaboration with various NGOs to provide skill training, stipends, interest-
free micro-credit and education facilities to the disabled population.

Nepal is a very unique country which redesigned its own constitution based on the needs and
priorities of the society to remove inequality and disparity of socio-economic nature. The Micro-
Initiative Fund (MIF) in Bhutan was formulated to solve the problem of rural credit in agriculture
sector and small-business by formal financial sector through Bhutan Development Bank, through
Tarayana Foundation which is a microfinance institution and has various donor-assisted projects.

Source: Author’s compilation from various sources including OCED Report “Unlocking the Potential of South-South Cooperation Policy
Recommendations from the Task Team on South South Cooperation”, Report of UN High level Plenary Meeting on MDGs (September 2010)

and Best Practices in Poverty Alleviation and SDGs in South Asia: A Compendium, 2014.

obstacles in implementing pro-equity policies, many
of which themselves stem from inequities.® The vast
differences in the infrastructure, resources and scale of
development across various states and regions require
state-specific or rather region-specific plans and policies
which again demand greater autonomy at lower level or
decentralisation of planning.

In order to eval uate theworking of SDGsin India,
emphasis should be laid on evaluation of various
schemes and the role played by the government as
well as private sector in development partnerships.
Regular audits and verification of claims by private
business groups, which receive various grants and
rebates of different kinds from the government, should
be conducted. An evaluation agency should comprise
members from NITI Aayog representing government,
civil society members, and members from local
communities.

Since SDG 1 has laid down greater emphasis
on removing poverty of al kinds from everywhere,
it becomes essential to remove intra-household
disparities among male and female, and young and
old family members regarding poverty. For this, it is
essential that gender-specific and age-specific intra-
household poverty data should be collected and such
database should be used efficiently for policy making.
InIndia, presently thereisno such measure of poverty
or any such database, but in order to end poverty in
al itsformsit is necessary to make such database by
inventing relevant methodol ogy.

In employment, there is very narrow diversity
based on gender, age, religion, caste, creed and culture
which leadsto exclusion of alarge group of peoplefrom
al the opportunities available. Such excluded groups
of people aways remain trapped in vicious circle of
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poverty. A solution to this problem could be obtained
by developing a diversity index of employment. The
government should support public and private sector
units based on such indices.

India is a welfare state and it is the primary
responsibility of the state to provide basic amenities
to al its citizens of all ages, gender, caste, creed
and cultural background. To do this, poverty should
be removed from its breadth and depth for which
affirmative budgetary action is required.

Endnotes

1 Poverty Head Count Ratio means proportion of population

below the national poverty line.

2 Poverty Gap Ratio at national poverty linesisthe mean shortfall
from the poverty lines (counting the non-poor as having zero
shortfalls) as a percentage of the poverty lines. This measure
reflects the depth of poverty as well as its incidence.

8 Share of poorest quintile means share of poorest 20 per cent
population in total national monthly consumption

4 Mixed Reference Period for calculating Poverty in Indiawas
introduced by Suresh Tendulkar according to which“ Reference
Period” for five non-food items viz., clothing, footwear,
education, durable goodsand institutional medical expensesis
oneyear and for other itemsis 30 days just before the survey.

5 Uniform Reference Period for calculating Poverty takes 30
days Reference Period for all food and non-food items.

& Incase of CSR, policy makers must be aert as this mandate
could be of limited use in a scenario where the amounts spent
under corporate social responsibility are much lessthan the tax
concessions given to corporate. So, the government may opt
for giving tax benefits to these corporate units proportional to
the CSR investmentsthey make so that the social expenditures
of the state are not hampered by this.

7 For instance, right to information (RTI) is harnessed as a
tool for promoting participatory development, strengthening
democratic governance and facilitating effective delivery of
socio-economic services. In the knowledge society, in which
we live today, acquisition of information and new knowledge
and its application have intense and pervasive impact on
processes of taking informed decisions, resulting in overall
productivity gains (Ansari, 2008).

8  Power relations can cause and sustain inequity. Tackling
harmful power relations takes time, and the empowerment
of disadvantaged people must be combined with improving
accountability mechanisms and reforming democratic
institutions. It isimportant to build avibrant civil society and
an independent media. Addressing unhelpful attitudes and
beliefs can also help foster social cohesion and build a pro-
equity social contract (Jones, 2009).
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Annex 1

4974 44 60 29.90 820 827 24 87
63.51 54.50 31.10 3467 2772 31.76
5792 51.80 34.40 3198 2734 2896
6228 60.50 54.40 3374 33.03 31.14
51.32 50.90 49.40 3993 39.82 25.66
16.43 1530 13.10 991 9.34 8.25

1978 20.80 25.00 5.09 5.09 9.89

39.62 37.80 31.80 16.63 1598 19.81
4002 35.90 2410 1116 987 20.01
38.72 34.60 22590 8.06 717 1936
31.74 26.30 13.20 10.35 7899 15.87
65.74 20.70 45.30 3696 3325 3287
551% 43.50 33.40 2091 1829 2755
35.51 31.30 19.70 7.05 6.15 17.76
4357 44 60 43.60 3165 3165 2178
50.85 47.80 38.10 1735 16.42 25.43
75.40 65.10 38.00 36.89 29493 37.70
43.57 35.20 16.10 1187 8.86 21.79
10.99 11.80 15.30 2040 20.40 3.50

2550 20.40 2.00 18.88 13.29 1275
59.63 59.10 57.20 3259 32.96 29.81
38.27 3090 1410 9.69 725 1514
2283 22.40 20.90 8.26 8.36 11.41
39.44 38.30 34.40 1471 1462 19.72
3199 31.80 31.10 8.19 859 16.00
50.20 44 60 28.90 1128 891 2510
31.07 32.90 40.60 14.05 1596 15:53
50.67 48.40 40.20 1126 27.94 25.34
31.81 32.00 3270 2943 1188 1591
4052 39.40 34.30 1998 18.37 20.46
47.80 45.30 37.20 21.90 20,74 23.90

Source: Fi'n!'ming Commissian (Now renamed as MT! Aayvog)
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Goal 1: End poverty in all its forms everywhere: Targets and I ndicators

1.1 By 2030, eradicate extreme poverty for al people  1.1.1 Proportion of the population below the
everywhere, currently measured as peopleliving on less | international poverty line, by sex, age, employment
than $1.25 aday status and geographical location (urban/rural)

1.2.1 Proportion of population living below the
1.2 By 2030, reduce at least by half the proportion of men, | national poverty line, by sex and age
women and children of all ageslivingin poverty inallits | 4 5 » Proportion of men, women and children of all

dimensions according to national definitions ages living in poverty in al its dimensions according
to national definitions

1.3.1 Proportion of population covered by social
protection floors/systems, by sex, distinguishing
children, unemployed persons, older persons, persons
with disabilities, pregnant women, newborns, work-
injury victims and the poor and the vulnerable

1.3 Implement nationally appropriate social protection
systems and measures for all, including floors, and by
2030 achieve substantial coverage of the poor and the
vulnerable

1.4 By 2030, ensurethat all men and women, inparticular | 1.4.1 Proportion of population living in households
the poor and the vulnerable, have equal rights to | with accessto basic services

€conomic resources, as well as access to basic Services, | 1 4.2 proportion of total adult population with
ownership and control over land and other forms of secure tenure rights to land, with legally recognized

property, inheritance, natural resources, approprialenew | o mentation and who perceive their rights to land
technology and financial services, including microfinance | ¢ canyre by sex and by type of tenure

1.5.1 Number of deaths, missing persons and persons
1.5 By 2030, build the resilience of the poor and those | affected by disaster per 100,000 people

in vulnerable situations and reduce their exposure and | 1 5 7 pjrect disaster economic lossin relation to global
vulnerability to climate-rel ated extreme events and other gross domestic product (GDP)?

economic, social and environmental shocks and disasters

1.5.3 Number of countries with national and local
disaster risk reduction strategies®

1.a.1 Proportion of resources allocated by the
government directly to poverty reduction programmes

1.a Ensure significant mobilization of resources from
a variety of sources, including through enhanced
development cooperation, in order to provide adequateand
predictable means for developing countries, in particular | 1.2 Proportion of total government spending on
least devel oped countries, to implement programmes and essential services (education, health and social

policies to end poverty in all its dimensions protection)
1.b Create sound policy frameworks at the national,

regional and international levels, based on pro-poor
and gender-sensitive devel opment strategies, to support
accelerated investment in poverty eradication actions

1.b.1 Proportion of government recurrent and capital
spending to sectors that disproportionately benefit
women, the poor and vulnerable groups

Note: * An open-ended intergovernmental expert working group on indicators and terminology relating to disaster risk reduction
established by the General Assembly (resolution 69/284) is developing a set of indicators to measure global progress in the
implementation of the Sendai Framework. These indicators will eventually reflect the agreements on the Sendai Framework indicators.
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Hunger and Food Security
Concernsfor India

I ntroduction

In 2015, the global community achieved a landmark
by agreeing on a comprehensive development
agenda under the rubric of Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). The SDGs are a sequel to the
Millennium Devel opment Goal sthat dominated global
development thinking throughout the first decade and
half of thiscentury. Compared to the MDGs, the SDGs
aremoreelaborate. They are supposed to be goalsfor
al countriesrather than for poor countries alone. The
SDGsevolved from an extensive consultation process
at the United Nationsinvolving member countries, civil
society organisations, business community and other
actors. The SDGs comprise 17 goals which in turn
have been broken up into 169 targets. The progress
towards these targets will be measured by indicators.
As many targets are proposed to be measured by
multipleindicators, thetotal numbersof indicatorsare
greater than the number of targets. Presumably the
indicators could be substituted depending on relevance
and statistical capacity.

Globa governance through the organs of United
Nationsand associated ingtitutionsis complex and often
not well defined with respect to domestic sovereignty
and domestic political processes. Global institutions
that simply coordinate country policies (such as
international postal unions) are not contentious. But
when such institutions seek to impose a uniform
architecture and a set of rules (such asin WTO), they
need to be backed by explicit country commitment.
These are contentious domestically and it is not
surprising that consensusor simply give and take deals
arehardto achieve. Disparitiesininterests stretch not
only across countries but also within countries.

At first blush, SDGs seem hardly contentious.
Indeed, who can possibly disagree with the
outcomes embodied in the goals? It might then
seem that SDGs reflect common aspirations and
express the unity of human experience. But the
need to articulate these goals and that too after
extensive consultation, suggests: (a) that these
goalswerenot all obviousand (b) that articulation
is seen as a visible commitment of sorts by
member countries that otherwise would remain
buried. The commitments, however, carry no bite.
The supremacy of country sovereignty means
that countries are free to accord the degree of
importanceto the SDGsin their own development
agenda. Whilethereareno formal sanctions (unlike
say in WTO), there is probably a hope that being
held to a global yardstick would be sufficient
motivation and failure to achieve it would risk
shame to a proud nation.

But then the puzzleiswhy countriesvoluntarily
submit to therisk of shameintrinsicin international
comparisons. This is not an unlikely outcome.
India’'s progress in reducing the prevalence of
underweight children, reducing infant mortality or
in schooling has been less than stellar even when
compared to moreimpoverished countries. Sowhy
does India sign on to these goals? Surely, even the
political leadership would concede the primacy of
some of the SDGs (or MDGs) and may undertake
necessary measures.

The truth is that greater efforts are required to
connect international commitmentswith domestic
politicsand economic priorities. A stand that such
goalsarein the domain of domestic policies alone

13
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would appear unnecessarily churlish sincethey impose
no formal demands on country resources and nor do
they impose constraints on country policies.

The well-meaning countries, the networked civil
society organisations and theinternational bureaucracy
that staffs the UN and related organisations that
have promoted global development goals are not
unaware of the tension within domestic processes.
They are, however, counting that even with no formal
commitment mechanisms (with penatiesand rewards),
global goals can mabilise collective consciousness
and hasten the progress. Of course, countries that are
dependent on donor resources could be €elicited to be
moreresponsive athough eveninthese casesit ishard
to achieve meaningful advance on the ground if the
countries just go through the motions.

From this context, it is clear that assent to SDGs
does not lay out aclear path for country development
agendas to be consistent with global goals. In the
past, MDGs were not amajor consideration in India’s
economic policies and the future may not be very
different with respect to SDGs in general. Of course,
the extent to which SDGs overlap with domestic
agenda, will impact reinforcement of policies in
those spheres. From the point of view of India's
development priorities, SDGs could, empower local
domestic constituencies that seek to mobilise support
for some of the global goals and thereby alter local
political economy at the margin. In this paper, an
attempt has been made to respond to SDG 1 and SDG
2. The first goal relates to the elimination of poverty
and the second goal relatesto ending hunger and other
related outcomes of achieving food security, improved
nutrition and promoting sustainable agriculture.

SDG 1 and SDG 2

SDG 1: End Poverty in all itsforms everywhere

SDG 2: End hunger, achieve food security and
improved nutrition and promote sustainable
agriculture

The annexure shows the first and second goals, the
targets that comprise the goals and the indicators that
have been proposed to measure the targets. Targets
1.1 and 1.2 relate to poverty outcome measures that
are generally well known and for which the data base
(household expenditure surveys) existsin many but not
all countries. India’s significant achievement in terms
of poverty eradication is depicted in Figure 1. Figure

2 indicates overall achievement of MDG 1 target on
poverty measured in terms of head count ratio.

Target 1.3, by comparison, is an explicit policy
directive to achieve social protection mechanisms.
However, the target is not quantified and the
attributes of social protection are not defined either.
Indian social policy does place emphasis on social
protection mechanisms (Integrated Child Devel opment
Services, Public Distribution System, National Rural
Employment Guarantee Act, Old Age Pensions, Indira
Awas Yojana) although their efficiency has been
vigorously debated.

Target 1.4 that seeks equal rights to economic
resources and access to basic services would be more
novel in the Indian context. The proposed indicators
do not do a great job of clarifying this target — they
manage to be both vague and modest. It is unlikely
that this target can be quantified in a comprehensive
manner. Target 1.5 that seeks resilience of the poor
to climate and other shocks is a worthwhile goal and
hopefully it would lead Indiato collect and estimate
the impact of natural disasters. Resilienceisamuch
used word in the devel opment discourse these days; it
is sometimes forgotten that resilienceis best achieved
by higher prosperity and growth. Targets 1a and 1b
are about development assistance and sound policy
frameworks read as statements of intent for global
cooperation rather than targets for domestic palicies.

Interestingly, the second goal under the SDGs
concerning hunger may not follow directly from the
previous goal on poverty in the Indian context. Some
factual detailson declinein poverty aswell asaverage
per capita calorie intake and an increase in the extent
of calorie deprivation in recent years for India are
as follows. For the country as a whole rural poverty
declined from 45.61 per cent in 1983 to 28.30 percent
and urban poverty declined from 42.15 per cent to
25.70 per cent between 1983 and 2004-05. During
the intervening period, average calorie intake per
capita declined from 2221 to 2047 and from 2089 to
2020 kcal in therural and urban sectors, respectively.
As regards calorie deprivation, its extent increased
from 69 to 85 per cent in rural India and from 60 to
65 per cent in urban India (Suryanarayana, 2013).
This is also reflected in the fact that both statisticians
and policymakers have been confronted with serious
debates stemming from determining poverty levels
based on minimum calorie intake (Box 1).
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SDG Targets 2.1 and 2.2 continue the MDGs of
ending hunger and malnutrition. These are the big
targetsinthissection. Theindicatorsfor ending hunger
focus on energy intake and food security while the
proposed indicatorsfor malnutrition measure stunting
and obesity for children measuring the so-called
double burden of under-nutrition and over-nutrition.
India has a very high rate of incidence of diabetes
and to the extent that the composition of food intake
mattersto it, the obesity measure will be increasingly
relevant accordingly. At thispoint, however, the mgjor
concern is with under-nutrition and therefore, it may
be important to supplement the stunting indicator
with other measures of poor nutrition including
under-weight children, low birth weights, particular
deficiencies in micro-nutrients and the health of young
women. The nutritional needs of adolescent girls,
pregnant and lactating women comprise a separate
Target 2.2 but do not yet find indicators. With some
effort, surveys can be done on quality of dietary intake
of women and thisisadirection that should be pushed
in India

Highlighting the crucial importance of nutritional
status of children, Indicator 4 under Target 2,inMDGs
was identified as ‘Prevalence of underweight children
Under 5 years of age’. In India, data on thisindicator
for thereference age group arenot availablefor al time
points. The National Family Health Survey (NFHS)
collected data on underweight children between 0-35
months and 0-47 months of age in 1992-93 (NFHS-
1), between 0-35 months in 1998-99 (NFHS-2) and
between 0-35 months aswell as 0-59 monthsin 2005-
06 (NFHS-3).Thus the survey results are comparable

only for the age group 0-35 months in India and
therefore, Target 2 is measured in terms of nutritional
status of children below 3 years (Government of India
MDG Report, 2015).

It isestimated that in 1990, 52 per cent of children
below 3 years were underweight. In order to meet the
target, the proportion of under-weight children should
decrease to 26 per cent by 2015. The NFHS shows
that, the proportion of under-weight children below 3
year declined from 43 per cent in 1998-99 to 40 per
cent in 2005-06. At this rate of decline the proportion
of underweight children below 3 yearsis expected to
reduce to 33 per cent by 2015, which indicates India
isfalling short of the MDG target.

The report based on NFHS finds that, under-
nutrition is substantially higher in rural areas than in
urban areas. While in the urban areas the proportion
of under-weight children below 3 years decreased
from 34 per cent in 1998-99 to 31 per cent in 2005-6,
the decrease was marginal in rural areas from 45 per
cent to 44 per cent during the sametime (see Table 1).
In addition to underweight, stunting was also highly
prevalent among children below three years of age.
As per NFHS-3, even in urban areas, one in every 3
childrenisstunted, characterised by lack of appropriate
height according to their age and in rural areas almost
half of the children are stunted. NFHS-3 also reported
that nutritional status of children isstrongly related to
maternal nutritional status. Under-nutrition is much
more common for children of mothers whose body
mass index is below 18.5 than for children whose
mothers are not underweight. Also, under-nutrition

Figure 1: Number of People below Poverty Line (in million)

400 A

350 A

4505 2031 3071

iy 32856
250 -
200 A
150 -

100 A

B e

ampural

- rban

216.5

Total

504 745

——

52.8

1993-94

2004-05

2011-12

Source: Planning Commission (now renamed as NITI Aayog).

15



16
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Figure 2: Trend in Poverty Head Count Ratio-All India
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Box 1: Poverty Line and Calorie Intake - The Debate

The Indian poverty lines are based explicitly on estimates of the normative nutritional requirement of the average
person in the rural and urban areas of the country separately. These national normst, which ar