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Poverty can be considered as a social phenomenon in which a section of society is unable to
fulfill even its basic necessities of life. Multidimensional poverty Index (MPI) was developed
in 2010 by the Oxford Poverty and Human development initiative (OPHI) and the United
Nations Development Programme and uses different factors to determine poverty. For
comparing the poverty condition of Bihar with different states of India will use the ten
indicators given by Oxford University. The multidimensional poverty Index (MPI) was

developed in 2010 by the Oxford Poverty and Human development initiative (OPHI) and the
United Nations Development Programme and uses different factors to determine poverty.
The index uses the same three dimensions as the Human Development Index; health,
education and standard of living.

1. Introduction

Poverty measurement mechanisms since independence
under the initial four quinquennial plans, the legislature of India
planned to diminish income poverty by pursuing a high rate of
economic growth measured exclusively as far as the per capita
total national output. The rate of economic growth, be that as it
may, was insufficient to cause a sharp fall in income poverty
across all states and, consequently, for the initial more than
two decades, the income poverty rate drifted between 38
percent and 57 percent with no specific pattern. The official
measure of poverty for that whole period depended on income.
In the mid 1970's for the first time, the basic minimum needs
approach gained prominence. The Planning Commission
appointed a Task Force on Projections of Minimum Needs and
Effective Consumption Demand that defined the rural poverty
line as the per capita consumption use level, in light of a
minimum calorie intake in rural and urban areas. In this way
despite the fact that poverty measurement remained in income
space, the basis of poverty measurement advanced from the
income-based way to deal with the basic-needs-based
methodology.

According to the recommendation of the team, the
minimum basic food intake prerequisite for the rural and the
urban habitants was 2,400 calories and 2,100 calories,
individually. In light of these minimum calorie prerequisites, the
minimum required subsistence income levels were determined
for various regions. These minimum required income levels
were utilized as regional poverty limits. To improve the viability
and timeliness of policy, late attention has concentrated on
explicit deprivations other than income poverty. To target
services to the most penniless, the administration built up a
measure by which families were categorized as living
‘underneath the poverty line'. Since 1992, three progressive
BPL censuses recognized rural families that are beneath the
poverty line and subsequently qualified for government
support, for example, sponsored food or electricity and plans to
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construct housing and energize independent work exercises.
Each BPL registration applied a one of a kind identification
strategy. The first BPL survey in 1992 gathered self-reported
income data and utilized the all-India income poverty line to
distinguish BPL households. This generated extremely high
estimates of rural poverty (52.5 percent). Moreover, this
methodology depended on income data, which might be less
accurate than consumption data.

To enhance the 1992 methodology, the 1997 BPL
statistics utilized consumption and numerous criteria rather
than income data alone and barred the visibly non-poor. It had
two sections. The initial segment was administered to every
rural family unit and recognized as ‘visibly non-poor'
households who met certain prerequisites. On the off chance
that the family unit was not registered as visibly non-poor, it
was administered a survey, which gathered basic socio-
demographic information, just as family characteristics and
consumption uses in the course of recent days. In any case,
pundits including a consequent Expert Review censured the
1997 methodology for four reasons. To begin with, the
exclusion criteria were excessively stringent (the possession of
a single ceiling fan was reason for exclusion). Second, poverty
lines for all states/union territories were lacking. Third, the BPL
criteria were not uniform across states; henceforth, the
interstate comparison was troublesome. Finally, there were no
systems accessible to add new families to the BPL lists for a
long time. Furthermore, the non-poor households were
recognized according to their assets rather than what family
unit individuals were fit for being and doing. This is the basic
distinction between the needs-based methodology and the
capability approach of Amartya Sen. The following section
portrays the 2002 BPL methodology in detail and recognizes
the two qualities and shortcomings.
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2. Multidimensional Poverty Index

Multidimensional poverty considers the many covering
hardships that poor individual's experience. Clarifying their
disadvantages, individuals living in poverty normally portray
absence of education, poor health and sustenance, flimsy
lodging, hazardous water and so on. These hardships mirror
the lived encounters of numerous poor individuals and the
hindrances they face in accomplishing significant abilities. And
they inspire the emphasis of the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) on tending to poverty in the entirety of its
structures and measurements. A Multidimensional Poverty
Index (MPI) takes a profile of every individual's concurrent
difficulties as its place of flight and uses it to quantify non-
money related poverty. The inspiration for doing so is to
supplement fiscal poverty measures with important significant
bits of knowledge. Nobel Laureate Amartya Sen sees that the
"coupling' of disadvantages between various wellsprings of
hardship can be a basically significant thought in
understanding poverty and in making open approach to handle
it".

Multidimensional Poverty Indices utlize a scope of
pointers to ascertain an outline poverty figure for a given
populace, in which a bigger figure demonstrates a more
significant level of poverty. This figure considers both the
extent of the populace that is esteemed poor, and the 'breadth’
of poverty experienced by these 'poor' households, following
the Alkire and Foster 'counting method'. The method was
created following expanded criticism of money related and
utilization based poverty measures, looking to catch the
hardships in non-fiscal variables that contribute towards
prosperity. While there is a standard arrangement of markers,
measurements, cutoffs and limits utilized for a '‘Global MPI', the
method is adaptable and there are numerous instances of
poverty examines that change it to best suit their condition.
The methodology has been essentially, however not solely,
applied in creating countries. Multidimensional Poverty Indices
normally utilize the family unit as their unit of analysis; however
this is not an outright necessity. A family unit is deprived for a
given pointer in the event that they neglect to satisfy a given
‘cutoff' (for example having in any event one grown-up part
with in any event 6 years of education). A family unit is
appointed a ‘hardship score' controlled by the quantity of
markers they are deprived in and the ‘'loads' allotted to those
pointers. Each measurement (Health, Education, Standard of
Living, and so forth.) is regularly given an equivalent weighting,
and every pointer inside the measurement is likewise
commonly weighted similarly. On the off chance that this family
unit hardship score surpasses a given limit, at that point a
family is viewed as 'multiply deprived', or just 'poor'. The last
'MPI score' (or 'Balanced Headcount Ratio") is dictated by the
extent of households considered ‘poor', duplicated by the
normal hardship score of 'poor' households.

MPI advocates express that the method can be utilized to
make a thorough image of individuals living in poverty, and
licenses comparisons both crosswise over countries, districts
and the world and inside countries by ethnic gathering,
urban/country area, and just as other key family and network
characteristics. MPIs are valuable as an expository device to
recognize the most defenseless individuals - the poorest
among the poor, uncovering poverty designs inside countries
and after some time, empowering strategy creators to target
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assets and plan strategies all the more viably. Pundits of this
methodology have brought up those changes to cutoffs and
limits, just as the pointers included and weightings credited to
them can change MPI scores and the subsequent poverty
assessment.

3. Poverty In India

India, a developing country is not a long ways behind and
following a similar situation of other developing countries. In
2010, the World Bank reported that 32.7 percent of the
aggregates Indian individuals fall underneath the international
poverty line of USD 1.25 every day, while 68.7 percent lives on
not exactly USD 2 every day. The Suresh Tendulkar
Committee defined the poverty line on the basis of month to
month use on nourishment, education, health, electricity and
transport in 2011. According to the appraisals, if an individual
who can burn through Rs.27.20 individually, in rural areas and
Rs.33.30 in urban areas every day, is defined as living
underneath the poverty line. According to the estimation, if a
group of five people, that spends under Rs.4, 080/ - and Rs.5,
000/ - every month in rural and urban areas separately are
considered underneath the poverty line. According to official
international multidimensional poverty index, about 53.7
percent of Indians were living in households that were
multidimensionality poor in 2005-06.

According to multidimensional poverty index reported
UNDP-HDR 2014, around 55 percent Indians are
multidimensionality poor. According to data discharged by the
planning commission of India, the level of population living
underneath the poverty line in India diminished to 21.9 percent
in 2011-12 from 37.2 percent in 2004-05. In rural India, the
level of population living beneath the poverty line in India
diminished to 25.7 percent in 2011-12 from 41.8 percent in
2004-05. Correspondingly, in urban India, the level of
population living underneath the poverty line in India
diminished to 13.7 percent in 2011-12 from 25.7 percent in
2004-05. According to Multi-dimensional Poverty Index (MPI)
discharged on June 22, 2015, by Oxford Poverty and Human
Development Initiative, roughly 440 million poor individuals are
living in poorest eight major Indian States out of all out 1.6
billion individuals globally. These States are Bihar,
Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Odisha,
Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal. These eight states
have a comparable number of poor as in 25 African countries.
The least poor Indian states are Kerala, Tamil Nadu, Himachal
Pradesh, Punjab, Mizoram, Goa and Delhi. Further, the states
including Maharashtra, Haryana, Manipur, Jammu and
Kashmir, Guijarat, Karnataka and other are at the medium
degree of poverty.

4. Multidimensional poverty index given by oxford poverty
and human development initiative

The Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative
(OPHI) is an economic research focus within the Oxford
Department of International Development at the University of
Oxford, England, that was established in 2007.

OPHI intends to construct and propel a more systematic
methodological and economic framework for reducing
multidimensional poverty, grounded in individuals' encounters
and qualities. OPHI works towards this by:
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» Broadening poverty measurement: OPHI creates
and actualizes multi-dimensional measures of
poverty, wellbeing and inequality. These measures go
beyond traditional one-dimensional ways to deal with
incorporate  dimensions, for example, health,
education, living standards, nature of work and more
innovative dimensions.

» Improving data on poverty: OPHI has created
apparatuses to measure five missing dimensions of
poverty data that poor individuals esteem however
which have been largely ignored in international
investigations of poverty to date: Quality of Work,
Empowerment, Physical Safety, The Ability to go
About without Shame and Psychological Wellbeing.

» Building limit: OPHI runs scholastic courses and
specialized training programs on multidimensional
poverty and human development, and collaborates
with colleges, development organizations,
governments and other research institutions and
policy makers using our work.

» Impacting policy: OPHI's methodologies have been
received by policy makers, including national
governments and the United Nations Development
Program Human Development Report.
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