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Abstract
The present paper makes an attempt to explore the poverty in Haryana and also explore the inequality in deprivation
of basic standard of living among the various districts of Haryana. The study gives a comparative picture of all the
districts in terms of 8 selected standard of living indicators. It reveals wide disparities among the districts. Some
districts are better in term of the standard of living, while other districts are deprived in standard of living.
Therefore, the present study examines the districts level inequity in Haryana. The combined rural and urban scenario
on standard of living pushes Ambala to the fourth position in the combined group of high standards while it was at
the top in rural living high standards group and pushed backward to position eight in the urban moderate living
standards group. Similarly, Kurukshetra district belonged to different standard of living group, that is, at the top 9th
position in urban high standard context, 4 second place in the same group in rural standards context; and much down
to the eight place drifting itself to moderate group in the rural-urban combined standard of living context.
Interestingly, the only district that could keep itself intact with the high standard group is Gurgaon topping the
combined rural urban context and retaining the third position each in rural as well as urban area contexts.
Keywords: deprivation, poverty
Introduction
Haryana is one of those states of India which are characterized by considerably low levels of poverty, much lower
than the national average. Although, there is no dearth of research work done in the domain of the poverty in
Haryana being the focus of study but this research works fills the research gap by studying quality of life in Haryana
through the multi-dimensional indicators. The present study highlighted the district-wise poverty and living
conditions in basic amenities in Haryana. The various researchers highlighted the poverty and deprivations in basic
amenities are same things. The deprivation of basic needs is used as a denoting a lack of basic needs for satisfying
needs for food and shelter as well as basic amenities (Sharma and Chakravarty, 2015). Till recently, poverty was
assessed on the basis of income level. There was a growing realization that poverty not only includes level of
income and expenditure but also refers to social, cultural, and political aspects of life (Sharma and Chakravarty,
2015).
The present paper makes an attempt to explore the poverty in Haryana and also explore the inequality in deprivation
of basic standard of living among the various districts of Haryana. The study gives a comparative picture of all the
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districts in terms of 8 selected standard of living indicators. It reveals wide disparities among the districts. Some
districts are better in term of the standard of living, while other districts are deprived in standard of living.
Therefore, the present study examines the districts level inequity in Haryana.
Objectives of the Study
To analysis the District-wise poverty in Haryana;
To examines the districts level inequity in Haryana.
Research methodology
The study based on secondary data which collected from various sources i.e. Office of the Registrar General,
Ministry of Home Affairs, India 2011, Census of India, 2011, National Family Health Survey-3, 2005-06.
The study uses simple statistics tools to explore the main objective to find out the district-level disparity in Haryana
i.e. percentage, composite standard score. The composite index of living conditions or standard of living has been
estimated for each of the 21distrcts.
The Composite Standard Score (CSS) values are calculated with the help of Gnu Regression Econometrics and Time
Series Library (GRETL) software. District-wise levels of standard of living have also been drawn with the help of
composite standard score. Composite standard of living is calculated with the help of Z score, worked out for
individual components as well as for standard of living at the aggregate level. Z score is defined as under:

Where Z is Z score of indicator under particular head, xij is value of ith indicator against jth observation, U is mean
value of the indicator and SD is Standard Deviation.
For overall level of standard of living, Composite Standard Score is derived from all the components using the
following formula:

Where Zij indicates Z score of and initiator jth in District
These values are categorized into three strata (based on the quartiles) - low, medium, and high standard of living in
Haryana, using the 8 socio-economic indicators suggested by many scholars to calculate the composite standard
score and to examine the standard of living at district-level. Further, the states are categorized into three types,
namely high standard of living states; lower standard of living states; and average standard of living district. For
this, mean and standard deviation of the composite Index of living conditions of the districts are computed.
Results and Conclusion
District-wise poverty in Haryana, Second part explained the standard of living in Haryana. The present study also
explore of quality of life in Haryana at rural as well as urban areas.
The present study divides in two parts. First part explained the Table 1 shows the status of district–wise poverty in
Haryana. In 1981-82, about 42.06 percent of families were living below poverty line. Poverty was the highest in Jind
district (76.16 percent) followed by Mahendragrah and Karnal (74.45 and 60.89 percent respectively). It was the
lowest in Bhiani (25.20 percent) followed by Sirsa, Rohtak and Sonipat (with 34.47, 35.67 35.89 percent
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respectively). In other words, in 1981-82, Jind, Mahendergarh, and Karnal districts more than half families were
living below poverty line and in remaining districts more than one-third of families were living below poverty line.

In 1991-92, poverty was the highest in Gurgaon districts (48.84 percent), followed by Karnal and Kurukshetra
(48.78 and 44.79 percent respectively); and it was the lowest in Panipat (20.51 percent), followed by Rohtak and
Sonipat (24.36 and 25.5 percent respectively)
In 1997-78, Fatehabad, Hisar, Jind, Kaithal, Karnal, Kurukshetra, Rewari, Sirsa and Yamunanagar stood above the
state poverty level; and Ambala, Bhiwani, Faridabad, Gurgaon, Jhajjar, Mahendergarh, Panchkula, Panipat, Rohtak
and Sonipat districts stood below state the poverty level.
In 2007-08, Fatehabad was found to be the most disgusted in poverty followed by Jhajjar at number two (with 35.51
percent and 33.54 percent of people below poverty line respectively). In short, eight districts, namely Ambala,
Fatehabad, Jind, Kaithal, Kurukshetra, Mewat, Panchkula and Yamunanagar stood above the aggregate state poverty
level in 2007-8 and the remaining 12 districts below the state aggregate. District Rohtak had the least number
(nearly 19 percent) of its people below poverty line. District-wise, to establish the trends as shown in the Table,
Rohtak, Jind, Mahendergarh etc recorded quite a good fall over these years, no data was, however, available for
Palwal district for all these years from 1981-82 to 2007-08.
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Standard of Living in Haryana
Concentration of literacy rate, water facility, sanitation facility etc as quality of life indicators does influence the
living condition of the people of an area. Table 2 gives a comparative picture of all districts in terms of 8 selected
standard of living indicators. It reveals wide disparities among the districts. Some districts are better in term of the
standard of living, while other districts are deprived in standard of living. Apparently, high poverty line seems to be
poor quality of life, deprivation as would be obvious from discussion below on the basis of 2011 census as per table
2
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Table 2shows that districts-wise socio-economic conditions of people in different districts in Haryana. An
examination of the district level figures indicates wide range of variation in different socio–economic indicators
across districts. The living conditions of some districts in term of their indicators are much better than in other
districts, so much so that if a district Is better in one case may be it is worse in other cases. In case of quality of
house, more than fifty percent of rural households live in kuccha house (made from mud, or other low quality
material) in the districts of Sirsa, Yamunanagar, Mewat and Fatehabad (61.56, 59.54, 58.79 and 53.92 percent
respectively). On the other hand, more than 85 percent, of rural households have pukka houses in Sonipat,
Rohtak, Jhajjar, and Mahendergarh. In urban area, Mewat has the highest percentage of households living in
Kuccha houses (22.61 percent), followed by Sirsa (18.79 percent), Kaithal (18.15 percent), Ftehabad (17.65
percent) and Panipat (15.72 percent.) On the other hand, more than 90 percent of urban households have pukka
house in Ambala, Faridabad, Gurgaon, Jhajjar, Mahendergarh, Palwal, Rewari, Rohtak and Sonipat districts. In
case of Mewat district, the highest percentage (54.24 percent) of households is living in Kuccha houses followed
by Sirsa (50.62 percent), Fatehabad (46.74 percent) and Yamunanager (40.55 percent). In case of Gurgaon
district, about 90 percent of households live in pukka houses, followed by Faridabad (11.25 percent) Palwal
(16.11 percent). Bhiwani, Mahendergarh, Mewat, Panipat and Rewari appear as the most deprived areas in terms
of availability of the three sanitation services viz. bathroom, latrine and drainage connectivity. Analyzing the
levels of three sanitation facilities separately, it is found that with regard to bathroom facility, more than one–
fourth of rural households do not have bathroom facility at home in Bhiwani (25.04 percent), Kaithal (27.06
percent), Jind (28.51 percent, Kaithal (27.06 percent), Mahendergarh (35.08 percent), Mewat (41.09 percent) and
Panipat (32.08 percent). In urban area, more than 80 percent of households have bathroom facility at home in all
the 21 districts. In Mewat district about 41.09 percent households do not have bathroom facility followed by
Mahendergarh (32.75 percent), Jind (23.82 percent), Kaithal (23 percent), Bhiwani (21.66 percent), and Rewari
(20.29 percent). The levels of latrine facility also reveal almost the same spatial pattern. More than 50 percent of
rural households do not have latrine facility at home as districts like in Bhiwani (50.78 percent), Mahendergarh
(61.08 percent), Mewat (82.18 percent), Palwal (55.95 percent), Panipat (67.86 percent), Rewari (50.24 percent)
and Yamunanagar (53.98 percent). In these districts people go out for open defecation. Mewat, Panipat,
Mahendergarh, Bhiwani, Palwal, Rewari and Yamunanagar districts are the most deprived districts in the state. In
case of urban area, Mewat Mahendragarh districts are most deprived districts in the state. In these districts people
more than 20 percent of households still depend on open defecation. In case of combined (rural and urban areas),
Mewat is the highest deprived (76.56 percent) district in the state, followed by Mahendergarh (55.73 percent),
Panipat (55.58 percent), Jind (40.13 percent), Bhiwani (43.01 percent) and Panipat (40.06 percent). On the other
hand, more than 80 percent of households have toilet facility at home in Sirsa, Gurgaon, Faridabad and Panchkula
(10.34, 15.42, 16.09 and 19.79 percent respectively) While examining the status of drainage outlet, it is seen that
nearly 80 percent of rural households in the state all connected with drainage outlet for the disposal at waste
Kaithal, Karnal, Kurukshetra, Panchkula, Panipat, Rewari, Rohtak, Sonipat and Yamunanagar districts. On the
other hand, more than 80 percent of urban households are connected with drainage outlet for the disposal of waste
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water in all districts of the state. Looking at combined status of drainage facility, Rohtak is found to be having the
highest share of households, as nearly more than 95 percent of households are connected to drainage outlet. As
against this in Mewat, more than 50.11 percent of household are not connected any kind of with drainage outlet.
In absence of drainage connectivity, the waste water collects in the open space near the dwellings or in the street
causing health hazard to the people. In Mewat about 42.36 percent rural households do not have electricity facility
at home, while more than 90 percent of rural households have, electricity facility at home in Ambala, Hisar, Jind,
Karnal, Kaithal, Kurukshetra, Palwal, Punchkula, Rohtak, Sonipat and Yamunanagar districts. In urban area about
80 percent of households are electrified in all districts of the state. In case of combined areas about 38.55 percent
of households are not electrified. More than 90 percent of households have electricity facility at home in Ambala,
Faridabad, Gurgaon, Jhajjar, Jind, Kaithal, Karnal, Kurukshetra, Palwal, Panchkula, Rohtak, Rewari, Sonipat and
Yamunnagar districts. In case of water facility, Mahendragarh is the most deprived district of the state. In
Mahendragarh district, nearly half that is about 48.49 percent of rural households do not have safe drinking water
facility, followed by Mewat (45.12 percent), Rewari (36.42 percent) and Soniapt (31.05 percent). In case of urban
area, more than 85 percent of households have safe drinking water facility in all the districts of the state. In case
of combined rural and urban status, Mewat and Mahendergarh are the most disgusted districts in Haryana, where
just less than 60 percent of the households seem to have safe drinking water facility availability of them. In case
of cooking fuel, more than 70 percent of rural households still use traditional fuel in Bhiwani, Faridabad,
Fatehabd, Hissar, Jhajjar, Jind, Kaithal, Mahendergarh, Mewat, Panipat, Rewari, Rohtak, Sirsa and Yamnanager
districts. The same types of results are seemed in case of combined rural and urban living. Here, Bhiwani, Jind,
Mahendergarh, Mewat, and Panipat districts have the highest level of deprivation of safe drinking water facility.
In case of economic assets, more than 85 percent of households do have economic assets such as T.V., fan,
mobile etc. in all rural, urban and combined areas. This brief analysis does not indicate very vast ranges of
variations in living conditions of people in different households across the districts of Haryana justifying the need
to probe it further along the multidimensional poverty parameters chosen for the study. Tables 2 to 2.9 and their
sub-tables 4 to 2.9.1 further illustrate the scenario along standards of living index in the stat and their
classification into different sets of groups- high, moderate and low.
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Table 2 presents the standard of living scenario in rural Haryana, in terms of Index of living conditions,
highlighted in terms of high, moderate and low category district groups in Table 4. Similarly Tables 2.8 and 2.8.1
depict the position in respect of urban districts of the state. Ambala tops among eight districts in respect of high
living standard in its rural base followed by Kurukshtra, Gurgaon, Panchkula, Karnal, Rohtak and Sonipat
districts respectively. Among the lowest group Mewat remains at the top followed upwards by Panipat,
Mahendrarh, Bhiwani, Jind and Rewari respectively. Among the moderate group Jhajjar remains at the top
followed by Palwal, Faridabad, Yumunanagar, Kaithal, Sisrsa, Fatehabad and Hishar. A good deal of shift is
visible in respect of urban areas of the districts in Haryana. While there were seven districts in respect of high
standard category in rural areas, their strength was reduced to four pushing of this group to the moderate level in
respect of the urban base. Ambala, the top ranking district in rural Haryana slipped down to the moderate group in
its urban presentation, and Hisar trickled down from the moderate six lowest to 19th position in the urban
perspective. Tables 4 and 2.8.1 show very many variations of this type to reveal rural-urban deviations in their
representation. In other words and in short, Tables 2 and 4 reveal the standard of living in rural area of Haryana,
with high standard of living in Ambala, Kurukshetra, Gurgaon, Panchkula, Karnal, Rohtak and Sonipat districts;
and districts Rewari, Jind, Bhiwani, Mahendragrh, Panipat and Mewat with low standard of living. The rest of
districts reveal a moderate standard of living. Similarly, Tables 2.8 and 2.8.1 reveal the standard of living in urban
area of Haryana, with the high standards of living in Kurukshetra, Gurgaon, Rohtak and Sonipat districts. On the
other hand, Bhiwani, Mahendragrh, Panipat, Mewat and Hisar in the low standard of living group districts. The
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rest of the districts reveal simply a moderate standard of living in the urban context. Tables 2.9 and 2.9.1 reveal
the standard of living in rural and urban combined area of Haryana, showing quite evolutions reveals in standards
of living in the various districts of Haryana with Gurgaon, Faridabad, Palwal, Ambala, Panchkula and Rohtak
districts topping the list respectively and throwing Mewat, Panipat, Mahendergarh, Bhiwani, Yumunanager,
Fatahabad, Jind and Rewari districts to the last rung respectively in the ascending order of priority. This set of
scenario pushes the districts of Karnal, Kurukshtra, Sonipat, Jhajjar, Hisar, Sisra and Kaithal to the moderate
standard of living respectively. The combined rural and urban scenario on standard of living pushes Ambala to
the fourth position in the combined group of high standards while it was at the top in rural living high standards
group and pushed backward to position eight in the urban moderate living standards group. Similarly,
Kurukshetra district belonged to different standard of living group, that is, at the top 9th position in urban high
standard context, 4 second place in the same group in rural standards context; and much down to the eight place
drifting itself to moderate group in the rural-urban combined standard of living context. Interestingly, the only
district that could keep itself intact with the high standard group is Gurgaon topping the combined rural urban
context and retaining the third position each in rural as well as urban area contexts.The status of other districts is
found to be extremely volatile. Faridabad district that rises to the second top position in the combined rural-urban
standards context goes down to position 10th in the rural group standards context and to position 16th in the urban
standards context. Similarly,the district of Palwal was enjoyed being at the third place in the combined rural and
urban standards context trickles down to 5th position in the urban standard context and far down to 9th place in
urban standards context.
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