
 INSIGHT

october 17, 2015 vol l no 42 EPW  Economic & Political Weekly32

Ashish Singh (singhmb.ashish@gmail.com) is 
with the SJM School of Management, Indian 
Institute of Technology Bombay. Kaushalendra 
Kumar (Kaushalendra.1983@gmail.com) and 
Abhishek Singh (abhi_iips@yahoo.co.in) are 
with the International Institute for Population 
Sciences, Mumbai. 

Exclusion within the Excluded
The Economic Divide within 
Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes

Ashish Singh, Kaushalendra Kumar, Abhishek Singh

An investigation into the trends 
in economic disparities within 
the Scheduled Castes and 
Scheduled Tribes for the past 
three decades (1983–2012) shows 
that the economic disparity ratio 
has increased substantially for 
both SCs and STs. The increase is 
much more in the case of the SCs. 
The economic inequality (Gini 
coeffi cient) has increased for both 
SCs and STs in urban India. In 
rural areas, it has increased for 
the SCs but has remained almost 
the same for the STs. In the 
post-economic reforms 
period (1993–2012), there is 
an unambiguous increase in 
inequality among both SCs 

and STs, and in the interstate 
inequality within the SCs and STs, 
for both rural and urban areas. 

Inequality in India has been the topic 
of debate in the development circles 
since Indian independence. This 

d ebate on Indian inequality can be cate-
gorised into two types based on whether 
it focuses on “vertical inequalities,” that 
is, inequality across classes based on in-
come or consumption expenditure, or on 
“horizontal inequalities,” which is noth-
ing but inequality between groups such 
as those between groups based on caste, 
religion, gender, etc. Within horizontal 
inequalities, the focus has been pre-
dominantly on inequality (economic or 
social) between caste groups, that is, 
bet ween scheduled groups (Scheduled 
Castes and Scheduled Tribes [SCs/STs]) 
and non-scheduled groups (non-SCs/
STs). It is a known fact that the members 
of the SCs/STs have suffered from severe 
discrimination—social exclusion in the 
case of SCs, and physical exclusion in 
the case of Sts, since historical times 
(Deshpande 2011). 

SCs are a constitutionally declared 
collection of castes that suffered from 
the practice of untouchability, whereas 
Sts are identifi ed on the basis of certain 
criteria, such as primitive traits, distinct 
culture, geographical isolation and gen-
eral backwardness (Mutatkar 2005). 
However, the categories “Scheduled 
Caste” and “Scheduled Tribe” are no-
where defi ned in the Constitution of 
I ndia and comprise within them more 
than four hundred castes and tribes, 
with large cultural heterogeneity (Mu-
tatkar 2005: 3). The “untouchables,” 
also called Ati-Shudras (or Avarna) his-
torically lay at the bottom of the Hindu 
social hierarchy and were not consid-
ered a part of the Varna system. The 
case of the tribals is slightly different as 
they were never part of the Hindu social 

hierarchy. On the one hand, SCs have 
suffered from u ntouchability and social 
exclusion (though physically being a 
part of mainstream society) from histor-
ical times. On the other, the case of Sts 
is that of physical isolation and exclusion 
(but not of social stigma or social exclu-
sion). While SCs can be found in almost 
all villages and urban centres in India, 
Sts are generally concentrated in a few 
geographical regions, which are relatively 
physically inaccessible, such as hilly 
areas and forests (Mutatkar 2005: 3). As 
such, there are separate provisions for 
their welfare in the Constitution of 
I ndia, which form the basis of targeted 
development policies by the state to 
raise the socio-economic status of these 
groups in absolute terms, as well as 
relative to the rest of society (Mutatkar 
2005). The disparity (economic and 
s ocial) between scheduled and non-
scheduled groups has captured the im-
agination of academicians, policymak-
ers, thinkers, social reformers and civil 
society members alike, resulting in vast 
literature on inequalities between the 
groups. Yet, there is hardly any litera-
ture on economic or social exclusion 
within the historically excluded SC and 
St groups. 

It is important to investigate the 
exclusion within the excluded because, 
fi rst, it is well known that almost all 
s ocial groups formed on the basis of cer-
tain identifi able social characteristics in 
India follow or practise some or the 
o ther kind of exclusion (Santhakumar 
2013); and, second, there has been de-
mand or provisions in recent times for 
special treatment of certain castes within 
the scheduled groups for their economic 
and social upliftment. These castes 
within the scheduled groups are claimed 
to have been lagging behind (compared 
to the other castes within scheduled 
groups) in the economic and social de-
velopment process. An example of such a 
phenomenon can be seen in B ihar, where 
the state government has characterised 
21 sub-castes within the SCs as “Maha-
dalits,” and has launched the “Bihar Ma-
hadalit Vikas Mission,” making separate 
provisions, including special economic 
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packages for their s ocio-economic devel-
opment. The Maha dalits constitute 31% 
of the SC population in Bihar. Though 
the decision to construct a separate 
group of Mahadalits within the SCs in 
Bihar is often considered to be a political 
decision aimed at winning votes, it is 
important to know whether such a deci-
sion is economically justifi able. 

We, therefore, in this article investi-
gate the exclusion within the excluded 
community (scheduled groups), that is, 
the trends and patterns of economic dis-
parities within the SCs and Sts for the 
past three decades (1983–2012). The 
analysis has been performed at the all-
India level as well as for the 17 major 
states of India. We use the nationally 
representative consumer expenditure 
surveys conducted by the National 
Sample Survey Offi ce (NSSO) of India 
for the investigation. 

The remainder of the article is organ-
ised as follows. Section 1 presents a brief 
description of the data and the measures 
used in the analysis. Section 2 presents 
the main fi ndings of the article, and Sec-
tion 3 concludes the article along with 
some discussion of the main results.

1 Data and Estimation

We use unit-level consumption expendi-
ture data from fi ve major (quinquennial) 
rounds—1983–84, 1987–88, 1993–94, 
2004–05 and 2011–12—of the nationally 
representative National Consumer Ex-
penditure surveys conducted by the 
NSSO for the analysis. These surveys re-
cord the socio-economic and demo-
graphic characteristics, consumption 
expenditure, and economic activity for 
each sampled household. Each house-
hold’s actual economic status has been 
measured in terms of monthly and/or 
yearly consumer expenditure on 12 food 
items, consumer durables, medical care, 
education and services. We have used 
the uniform reference period (30 days) 
consumption expenditure data so as to 
compare the estimates over time. The 
details of the surveys can be obtained 
from the r espective survey reports. We 
could not include the survey round 
1999–2000 b ecause the estimates are not 
comparable with the estimates of the 
o ther rounds as the method of collection 

of consumer expenditure data in the 
1999–2000 round was different from the 
other rounds. The main reason behind this 
is that the food consumption data was 
c ollected from 7-day and 30-day recall 
p eriods from the same households, at the 
same time. This results in simultaneity 
bias in the food consumption data (Datta 
2006).

To capture the economic inequalities 
within the SCs and Sts, we have used two 
measures. The fi rst one is the economic 
disparity ratio, that is, the ratio of monthly 
per capita consumption expenditure 
(mpce) of the richest decile to the MPCE 

of the poorest decile; and, the second 
measure is the Gini coeffi cient, which is 
a commonly used measure of economic 
inequality. We have computed economic 
disparity ratios and Gini coeffi cients 
separately for the SCs and Sts. The anal-
ysis has been done, fi rst for the all-India 
level (rural and urban separately), and 
then for 17 major states of India.

Also, for the state-level analysis, we 
have merged the states of Chhattisgarh, 
Jharkhand and Uttarakhand (which 
were carved out from Madhya Pradesh, 
Bihar and Uttar Pradesh, respectively, 
in 2000) into Madhya Pradesh, B ihar 
and Uttar Pradesh, respectively, for 
comparison purposes.

2 Results

The proportion of SCs and Sts in the 
I ndian population is presented in Table 1. 
At the all-India level, the percentage of SCs 
has increased from 16.8% in 1983–84 to 
19% in 2011–12. However, the percentage 

of Sts has increased only marginally 
from 8.8% to 8.9% during the same 
p eriod. The share in population of both 
SCs and Sts is substantially higher in 
r ural areas as compared to urban areas. 
In r ural areas, the proportion of SCs has 
increased from 18% to 20.8%, whereas 
in urban areas it has increased from 12% 
to 14.6%. On the other hand, the propor-
tion of Sts in rural areas has increased 
from 10.3% to 11.1%, and in urban areas 
from 2.6% to 3.5%. Clearly, the propor-
tion of Sts in urban areas is very low.

2.1 All India Trends

The average mpce by consumption ex-
penditure deciles and the economic dis-
parity ratio across the social groups for 
both rural and urban areas are presented 
in Table 2 (p 34). It can be seen from the 
table that the economic disparity ratio 
(the r atio of average mpce of the richest 
decile to the average mpce of the poorest 
decile) has increased for both SCs and Sts 
in both rural and urban areas. In rural 
areas, the economic disparity ratio for SCs 
has increased by 23%, whereas for Sts it 
has increased by 12.5%. Also, in urban 
a reas the economic disparity ratio for 
SCs has increased by 22.1%, whereas for 
Sts it has increased by 10%. Two addi-
tional salient features that can be noted 
from the above results are that the eco-
nomic disparity ratio has increased 
more in SCs as compared to the Sts, and 
that the increase in economic disparity 
ratio is higher in r ural areas as com-
pared to urban India.

Another trend, which might be inter-
esting, is that the increase in 
economic disparity r atio in SCs is 
similar to that of “others” in rural 
areas, but higher than “others” 
in u rban areas. Whereas, the in-
crease in economic disparity r atio 
in Sts is lower than the “others” 
in both rural and urban areas.

If we see the post-economic 
reforms period (1993–2012), then 
the increase in economic dispar-
ity ratio is enormous for SCs in 
both rural (33.8%) as well as 
u rban (20.3%) areas. However, 
the i ncrease in economic dispar-
ity ratio among Sts is nil in rural 
areas, but is substantial (26.1%) 

Table 1: Composition of Total Population by Social Groups: 
All-India (Rural and Urban), 1983–84 to 2011–12   (%)

 1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

Social groups—Rural

 Scheduled Tribes (STs) 10.3 10.5 10.8 10.6 11.1

 Scheduled Castes (SCs) 18.0 18.8 21.1 20.9 20.8

 Others 71.8 70.7 68.1 68.5 68.1

 Total 100 100 100 100 100

Social groups—Urban

 Scheduled Tribes (STs) 2.6 3.8 3.2 2.9 3.5

 Scheduled Castes (SCs) 12.0 11.7 13.8 15.6 14.6

 Others 85.4 84.5 83.0 81.4 81.9

 Total 100 100 100 100 100

Social groups—All-India

 Scheduled Tribes (STs) 8.8 9.0 8.9 8.6 8.9

 Scheduled Castes (SCs) 16.8 17.2 19.3 19.6 19.0

 Others 74.4 73.8 71.8 71.8 72.0

 Total 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.
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in urban areas. At the same time, the 
i ncrease in economic disparity ratio 
among “others” is 30.4% in rural areas 
and 24.3% in urban areas.

The inequality estimates for all-India 
(rural and urban) based on the Gini 
coeffi cient have been reported in 
Table 3. The inequality in urban areas 
has increased substantially for both SCs 
(from 0.292 to 0.336; 15.1%) and Sts 
(from 0.316 to 0.370; 17.1%). Also, the 
increase in inequality is more for both 
SCs and Sts compared to the “others” 
(14.2%). In r ural areas, the inequality 
has increased for the SCs (from 0.280 to 
0.287), but has reduced marginally for 
the Sts (from 0.276 to 0.273). 

If we see the post-economic reforms 
period (1993–2012), there is unambigu-
ous increase in inequality among SCs 
and Sts for both rural and urban a reas. 
In fact, the increase in inequality in ru-
ral areas among both SCs and Sts during 
the post-economic reforms p eriod is 
much higher than during the whole pe-
riod of 1983–2012. The same is true for 
Sts in urban areas too. 

2.2 State-level Trends

Rural Areas: We now present the 
trends in the economic divide within 
the scheduled groups for the 17 major 
states of I ndia. T able 4 (p 35) documents 
the economic disparity ratios for SCs and 
Sts for rural areas during 1983–2012. It 
may be noted that for certain years and 
for certain groups the sample sizes were 
not large enough to compute the esti-
mates; in such cases the trends are from 
the earliest year to the r ecent year for 
which data was suffi cient for estimation. 

It can be observed from the 
table that the economic dispar-
ity ratio has increased among 
the SCs in rural areas for all but 
fi ve states, namely, Jammu and 
Kashmir, Karnataka, Madhya 
Pradesh, Rajasthan and West 
Bengal. The states in which the 
economic disparity ratio has 
increased in rural areas include 
the poor states of U ttar Pradesh, 
Bihar and Odisha. Coming to 
the Sts, the economic disparity 

ratio has increased for nine states and 
has d ecreased or remained the same for 
eight states. It is interesting to note that 
the economic disparity ratio among the 
rural SCs has increased for all states ex-
cept for Jammu and Kashmir during the 
post-economic r eforms period. The same 
is, however, not true for the Sts.

Table 5 (p 35) presents the estimates 
of inequality (Gini coeffi cient) for the 
rural areas of the 17 states considered in 
this study. It can be seen from the table 
that the inequality among the rural SCs 
has increased in all the states except for 

Table 2: Average Monthly per Capita Consumption Expenditure (Rs, Current Prices) by Consumption Expenditure Deciles and Economic Disparity Ratio 
across Social Groups: All-India (Rural and Urban), 1983–84 to 2011–12

  1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

  ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others

All India—Rural

Deciles

 Q1(poorest) 42 43 44 62 64 66 119 120 123 225 239 244 510 533 540

 Q2 60 60 60 88 88 88 162 162 163 313 315 316 710 710 711

 Q3 71 72 72 103 103 103 189 189 189 366 367 368 839 838 841

 Q4 82 82 82 117 117 117 215 215 215 419 419 420 954 959 959

 Q5 93 93 93 131 131 132 243 243 244 476 475 477 1,091 1,094 1,098

 Q6 105 106 106 149 149 149 275 275 275 541 542 543 1,266 1,259 1,259

 Q7 120 121 121 171 171 171 314 315 315 629 630 628 1,469 1,467 1,470

 Q8 143 142 142 203 202 203 371 370 371 754 758 756 1,761 1,767 1,773

 Q9 177 178 179 254 256 257 463 465 469 975 981 986 2,275 2,276 2,298

 Q10 303 319 321 440 448 473 963 811 854 2,076 1,965 2,038 4,127 4,854 4,845

 Total  87 94 120 124 133 169 234 239 302 427 475 605 981 1,127 1,374

 Economic Disparity Ratio (Q10/Q1) 7.2 7.4 7.3 7.1 7.0 7.2 8.1 6.8 6.9 9.2 8.2 8.4 8.1 9.1 9.0

All India—Urban

Deciles

 Q1(poorest) 43 44 42 66 67 66 119 123 124 230 245 244 541 551 561

 Q2 61 60 61 88 88 88 162 162 162 313 315 315 714 721 711

 Q3 71 72 72 103 103 103 189 189 190 371 369 370 837 834 839

 Q4 82 82 82 117 117 117 216 216 216 423 422 420 962 962 965

 Q5 93 94 93 132 132 132 243 244 243 479 478 478 1,096 1,095 1,102

 Q6 105 106 106 149 150 149 276 275 276 540 546 545 1,274 1,261 1,262

 Q7 121 121 121 172 171 172 315 317 316 631 630 631 1,485 1,477 1,471

 Q8 143 142 143 204 202 204 372 372 373 764 761 764 1,785 1,774 1,778

 Q9 179 178 180 259 256 259 466 471 473 1,003 1,004 1,004 2,282 2,305 2,331

 Q10 339 301 348 469 448 512 818 851 918 1,793 1,870 2,155 4,696 4,586 5,189

 Total  139 129 176 202 185 256 381 343 481 858 759 1,116 1,941 1,816 2,523

 Economic Disparity Ratio (Q10/Q1) 7.9 6.8 8.3 7.1 6.7 7.8 6.9 6.9 7.4 7.8 7.6 8.8 8.7 8.3 9.2

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.

Table 3: Inequality (Gini Coefficient) of Consumption 
Expenditure among Social Groups: All-India (Rural and Urban), 
1983–84 to 2011–12

 1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

Social groups—Rural

 Scheduled Tribes (STs) 0.276 0.279 0.267 0.271 0.273

 Scheduled Castes (SCs) 0.280 0.266 0.254 0.263 0.287

 Others 0.304 0.301 0.288 0.309 0.315

 Total 0.304 0.299 0.286 0.304 0.311

Social groups—Urban

 Scheduled Tribes (STs) 0.316 0.327 0.310 0.339 0.370

 Scheduled Castes (SCs) 0.292 0.293 0.303 0.317 0.336

 Others 0.344 0.352 0.344 0.379 0.393

 Total 0.342 0.350 0.344 0.376 0.390

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.
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the states of Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, 
Jammu and Kashmir, Karnataka and 
Rajasthan. However, the inequality among 
the Sts has decreased in 12 out of the 17 
states considered in the study. If the post-
economic reforms period is seen, then in-
equality among the SCs has increased in 
all but the four states of Gujarat, Jammu 
and Kashmir, Karnataka and Rajasthan.

Urban Areas: We now turn to the trends in 
the economic divide within the scheduled 
groups in urban areas for the 17 states. 
Table 6 (p 36) documents the economic 
disparity ratios for SCs and Sts in urban 
areas during 1983–2012. Once again, it 
may be noted that for certain years, for 

certain groups the sample sizes were not 
large enough to compute the estimates. 
In these cases, the trends are from the 
earliest year to the most recent year for 
which data was suffi cient for estimation. 

It can be observed from Table 6 that the 
economic disparity ratio has increased 
among the SCs in urban areas for all but 
four states, namely, Andhra Pradesh, 
Gujarat, Punjab and Rajasthan. The 
states in which the economic disparity 
ratio has increased in urban areas in-
clude the poorest states of Uttar Pradesh, 
Bihar, Madhya Pradesh, Odisha and West 
Bengal. Coming to the Sts, the economic 
disparity ratio has increased for nine 
states and is not available (Assam) or has 

decreased for the remaining eight states. 
Also, it is interesting to note that the eco-
nomic disparity ratio among the rural 
SCs has increased for all states, except for 
Madhya Pradesh and Tamil Nadu during 
the post-economic reforms period. 

Table 7 (p 36) presents the estimates of 
inequality (Gini coeffi cient) for the urban 
areas of the 17 states considered in this 
study. It can be seen from the table that the 
inequality among the urban SCs has 
increased in all the states except for three 
states, namely, Karnataka, Kerala and West 
Bengal. Similarly, the inequality within the 
Sts has increased in 13 out of the 17 states 
considered in the study. The four states 
where it has decreased are the states of 

Table 4: Economic Disparity Ratio among Social Groups: By States—Rural, 1983–84 to 2011–12

  1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

  ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others

Andhra Pradesh 6.9 7.1 6.9 7.3 7.1 7.5 8.1 6.4 7.5 10.5 8.2 8.3 7.3 12.0 7.0

Assam 6.7 4.5 5.9 6.0 5.3 5.9 4.6 4.7 5.5 5.8 6.8 6.1  10.4 8.8

Bihar 6.3 6.3 6.9 6.6 6.4 7.0 7.8 6.7 5.9 6.4 5.3 6.8  8.1 7.5

Gujarat 7.4 8.4 7.3 6.7 5.4 6.5 5.0 6.2 6.7 9.3 6.0 6.4  9.5 6.6

Haryana  5.8 9.4  5.5 9.4 5.0 6.6 6.9  7.2 8.8 9.6 10.6 7.4

Himachal Pradesh  7.1 8.4 6.7 7.9 6.0 9.3 6.0 6.9 9.6 8.6 7.8 7.5 9.3 8.2

Jammu and Kashmir  5.9 6.2 9.4 8.1 7.2 10.6 5.8 6.6   6.1 9.2 5.6 6.6

Karnataka 5.4 8.1 7.3 7.5 6.1 7.3 6.0 6.0 6.7 0.0 8.4 9.6 6.8 5.6 6.8

Kerala 7.7 7.7 7.4 5.3 8.8 7.4 7.2 5.7 7.2 8.5 8.7 9.7 7.2 9.2 7.2

Madhya Pradesh 8.3 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.4 6.7 7.6 6.4 7.3 10.4 10.9 7.9 7.9 6.7 9.7

Maharashtra 7.0 8.7 6.6 6.7 9.4 8.5 7.6 6.8 7.5 12.7 6.5 7.8 7.3 8.8 7.9

Odisha 7.5 6.6 6.7 10.3 5.7 7.0 7.4 5.5 6.0 8.0 9.0 7.6 6.5 7.4 9.5

Punjab 7.5 8.2 8.5  6.7 10.4  7.8 6.2  8.0 6.9 8.2 12.0 8.3

Rajasthan 8.4 7.6 7.7 8.6 6.2 7.3 12.3 6.2 6.1 10.7 10.0 7.2 8.0 7.3 7.5

Tamil Nadu 6.3 7.2 9.8 6.7 6.4 7.7 7.2 6.8 8.1  8.4 10.3 6.1 9.7 12.1

Uttar Pradesh 6.3 7.1 6.9 5.1 7.1 6.6 6.8 6.8 6.4 5.5 8.2 8.3 6.1 9.6 12.1

West Bengal 7.0 7.8 7.7 10.4 8.0 7.0 7.9 6.2 7.5 7.1 7.5 8.5 10.9 7.3 8.6

All-India 7.2 7.4 7.3 7.1 7.0 7.2 8.1 6.8 6.9 9.2 8.2 8.4 8.1 9.1 9.0

Economic Disparity Ratio = Ratio of the average MPCE of richest decile to the average MPCE of the poorest decile.

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.

Table 5: Inequality (Gini Coefficient) of Consumption Expenditure among Social Groups: By States—Rural, 1983–84 to 2011–12

  1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

  ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others

Andhra Pradesh 0.245 0.278 0.290 0.322 0.243 0.290 0.275 0.202 0.253 0.159 0.250 0.273 0.241 0.237 0.253

Assam 0.230 0.270 0.293 0.316 0.225 0.326 0.316 0.256 0.287 0.247 0.266 0.309 0.051 0.312 0.291

Bihar 0.191 0.422 0.278 0.255 0.247 0.291 0.300 0.262 0.263 0.103 0.227 0.286 0.334 0.271 0.338

Gujarat 0.350 0.233 0.287 0.275 0.253 0.308 0.266 0.276 0.240 0.224 0.243 0.342 0.092 0.264 0.260

Haryana 0.275 0.262 0.260 0.277 0.274 0.335 0.299 0.254 0.274 0.302 0.256 0.295 0.201 0.319 0.236

Himachal Pradesh 0.255 0.243 0.292 0.279 0.228 0.234 0.232 0.240 0.279 0.285 0.262 0.282 0.195 0.247 0.277

Jammu and Kashmir 0.250 0.232 0.258 0.235 0.257 0.254 0.221 0.207 0.222 0.242 0.251 0.275 0.198 0.193 0.240

Karnataka 0.252 0.273 0.205 0.265 0.261 0.261 0.239 0.259 0.188 0.173 0.262 0.208 0.243 0.248 0.227

Kerala 0.045 0.280 0.298 0.240 0.301 0.312 0.143 0.254 0.311 0.186 0.278 0.246 0.187 0.306 0.242

Madhya Pradesh 0.258 0.290 0.257 0.253 0.236 0.261 0.233 0.222 0.245 0.236 0.183 0.211 0.229 0.223 0.251

Maharashtra 0.277 0.261 0.305 0.227 0.264 0.290 0.205 0.240 0.289 0.210 0.207 0.275 0.256 0.269 0.293

Odisha 0.371 0.226 0.221 0.345 0.238 0.314 0.301 0.233 0.243 0.207 0.254 0.340 0.308 0.299 0.283

Punjab 0.186 0.315 0.336 0.182 0.230 0.296 0.330 0.254 0.286 0.279 0.232 0.250 0.267 0.402 0.310

Rajasthan 0.261 0.307 0.295 0.271 0.261 0.288 0.265 0.271 0.269 0.199 0.239 0.303 0.295 0.231 0.288

Tamil Nadu 0.304 0.233 0.377 0.235 0.269 0.296 0.264 0.156 0.291 0.205 0.195 0.290 0.249 0.264 0.297

Uttar Pradesh 0.265 0.178 0.320 0.293 0.326 0.275 0.266 0.271 0.305 0.348 0.319 0.381 0.168 0.347 0.447

West Bengal 0.267 0.278 0.304 0.204 0.228 0.262 0.207 0.207 0.323 0.264 0.219 0.292 0.296 0.278 0.316

All-India 0.276 0.280 0.304 0.279 0.266 0.301 0.267 0.254 0.288 0.271 0.263 0.309 0.273 0.287 0.315

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.
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A ssam, Bihar, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. 
If the post-economic reforms period is 
seen, then inequality among the SCs has 
increased in all but the four states of 
Haryana, Maharashtra, Odisha and West 
Bengal. Similarly, inequality within the 
urban Sts has increased in all the states 
but Assam, Karnataka and Rajasthan 
during the post-economic reforms period.

2.3 Interstate Trends 

Figure 1 (p 37) presents the interstate 
inequality (Gini coeffi cient) in consump-
tion expenditure within social groups 
(rural and urban) during 1983–2012. It 
can be seen from the table that the inter-
state i nequality is higher among the SCs 

and Sts as compared to the “others.” 
B etween the SCs and Sts, interstate 
inequality is more among the Sts. It was 
also higher among the Sts during 1983–84. 
Also, the interstate inequality has in-
creased among both SCs and Sts (also 
among “others”) during the past three 
decades. Further, the interstate inequality 
shows a continuous increase among both 
SCs and Sts during the post-economic 
reforms period. 

Coming to rural areas, interstate 
inequality (Figure 2, p 37) shows a sub-
stantial increase among both SCs and Sts 
(also among “others”) during 1983–2012. 
B etween SCs and Sts, the interstate 
inequality is more among the SCs in rural 

a reas. Interestingly, the interstate 
inequality fi rst increased, but then 
decreased among both the SCs and Sts 

during the post-economic reforms period. 
However, if we take the whole post-
economic reforms period (1993–2012), 
then interstate inequality has clearly 
increased among all the social groups. 

Turning next to urban India (Figure 3, 
p 37), the interstate inequality has once 
again increased among all the social 
groups during 1983–2012. The interstate 
inequality was highest among the Sts in 
1983, and so was the case during 2011–
12. Also, the interstate inequality is high-
er among both the SCs and Sts com-
pared to “others” in urban India. If we 

Table 6: Economic Disparity Ratio among Social Groups: By States—Urban, 1983–84 to 2011–12

  1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

  ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others

Andhra Pradesh 8.8 9.2 8.0 5.9 5.9 8.4 6.7 7.2 7.2  10.4 6.3  7.5 7.2

Assam   6.2  5.2   6.8 6.5   9.5  7.5 9.2

Bihar 5.9 5.0 6.8 7.4 5.5 7.3 5.4 5.9 6.6  8.1 10.4  6.4 

Gujarat 8.4 8.8 11.4 5.9  6.5 6.2 5.7 6.8  7.2 10.8  6.0 11.0

Haryana   8.8  6.7 5.7  4.8 6.2 8.1 8.7 9.5 11.8 10.4 7.9

Himachal Pradesh   9.9       9.8 7.0 8.7 8.2 9.2 10.6

Jammu and Kashmir   7.4  5.8 11.8    8.6 9.1 7.5 7.4 8.2 8.7

Karnataka 6.7 6.3 7.7 7.0 6.4 8.0 7.8 5.2 6.5  7.3 7.1 8.6 6.6 7.8

Kerala 7.2 7.8 9.7  6.7 8.4  5.4 8.1  7.6 8.4 6.8 8.6 9.5

Madhya Pradesh 11.4 5.8 7.0 7.7 7.0 7.5 8.0 9.5 6.9 6.1 11.8 7.9 14.0 7.4 7.4

Maharashtra 7.3 6.6 8.0 7.0 6.9 7.7 6.9 6.5 7.5 7.8 8.4 9.3 10.2 8.0 9.7

Odisha 6.8 5.6 6.9 6.9 5.5 6.3 7.3 6.2 6.1 7.4 9.4 7.7 7.0 6.5 7.3

Punjab  8.2 9.8  7.3 6.2  6.0  7.4 7.3 8.6 8.9 7.4 9.0

Rajasthan 10.8 9.4 8.2 7.3 8.5 7.7  6.1 6.9 8.3 7.5 10.4 9.0 7.3 8.5

Tamil Nadu 7.9 6.8 8.7 6.7 6.7 8.3  7.8 8.4 8.3 6.1 8.5 9.7 7.2 11.0

Uttar Pradesh  6.4 7.0 5.2 6.6 7.2  6.2 6.9  6.3 10.3 7.7 28.3 11.0

West Bengal 5.6 6.7 8.3 5.9 5.6 7.3  6.5 7.6 8.0 8.1 8.3 14.2 8.0 8.0

All-India 7.9 6.8 8.3 7.1 6.7 7.8 6.9 6.9 7.4 7.8 7.6 8.8 8.7 8.3 9.2

Economic Disparity Ratio = Ratio of the average MPCE of richest decile to the average MPCE of the poorest decile.

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.

Table 7: Inequality (Gini Coefficient) of Consumption Expenditure among Social Groups: By States—Urban, 1983–84 to 2011–12

  1983–84 1987–88 1993–94 2004–05 2011–12

  ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others ST SC Others

Andhra Pradesh 0.272 0.280 0.287 0.364 0.318 0.338 0.219 0.188 0.347 0.332 0.346 0.312 0.327 0.293 0.314

Assam 0.222 0.251 0.336 0.281 0.282 0.344 0.263 0.233 0.291 0.172 0.264 0.412 0.198 0.362 0.408

Bihar 0.399 0.280 0.351 0.503 0.270 0.288 0.259 0.277 0.485 0.233 0.325 0.410 0.372 0.292 0.334

Gujarat 0.241 0.303 0.340 0.266 0.264 0.350 0.219 0.310 0.291 0.264 0.244 0.382 0.267 0.337 0.422

Haryana 0.241 0.244 0.337 0.305 0.257 0.315 0.260 0.286 0.345 0.253 0.260 0.371 0.295 0.279 0.338

Himachal Pradesh 0.240 0.256 0.290 0.358 0.285 0.308 0.308 0.261 0.290 0.359 0.280 0.381 0.359 0.314 0.436

Jammu and Kashmir 0.310 0.282 0.324 0.288 0.244 0.316 0.314 0.260 0.312 0.317 0.416 0.342 0.400 0.315 0.355

Karnataka 0.338 0.322 0.321 0.318 0.281 0.342 0.316 0.302 0.324 0.303 0.322 0.371 0.310 0.319 0.415

Kerala 0.242 0.345 0.290 0.252 0.220 0.278 0.258 0.263 0.303 0.280 0.322 0.382 0.361 0.280 0.327

Madhya Pradesh 0.244 0.299 0.337 0.259 0.311 0.343 0.248 0.252 0.326 0.317 0.312 0.342 0.347 0.365 0.347

Maharashtra 0.303 0.232 0.251 0.240 0.315 0.368 0.308 0.347 0.294 0.352 0.298 0.412 0.367 0.333 0.365

Odisha 0.301 0.298 0.341 0.320 0.239 0.359 0.316 0.328 0.337 0.305 0.264 0.246 0.344 0.317 0.378

Punjab 0.107 0.296 0.388 0.379 0.264 0.371 0.327 0.269 0.266 0.329 0.310 0.337 0.394 0.317 0.377

Rajasthan 0.295 0.230 0.359 0.316 0.258 0.280 0.337 0.266 0.322 0.411 0.288 0.369 0.304 0.334 0.294

Tamil Nadu 0.337 0.237 0.343 0.278 0.279 0.276 0.216 0.234 0.287 0.319 0.278 0.322 0.309 0.357 0.416

Uttar Pradesh 0.425 0.299 0.345 0.260 0.258 0.282 0.414 0.329 0.399 0.379 0.261 0.333 0.417 0.664 0.356

West Bengal 0.222 0.257 0.258 0.205 0.356 0.326 0.210 0.265 0.315 0.235 0.316 0.358 0.295 0.222 0.455

All-India 0.316 0.292 0.344 0.327 0.293 0.352 0.310 0.303 0.344 0.339 0.317 0.379 0.370 0.336 0.393

Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.
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just see the post-economic reforms peri-
od, then interstate inequality has in-
creased among all the social groups, but 
the increase is highest among the Sts.

3 Conclusions

We, perhaps, for the fi rst time use unit-
level consumption expenditure data from 
fi ve major (quinquennial) rounds—1983–
84, 1987–88, 1993–94, 2004–05 and 
2011–12—of the nationally representative 
National Consumer Expenditure surveys, 
conducted by the NSSO, to investigate the 
increasing economic disparities within the 
SCs and Sts in India during the past three 

decades. We have fi rst performed the anal-
ysis at the national level and then for 17 
major states of India.

Our results indicate that the economic 
disparity ratio has increased substan-
tially for both SCs and Sts in both rural 
and urban areas during the past 30-odd 
years. It has also increased for most of 
the 17 major states considered in this 
study. Also, the increase is much more in 
the case of SCs than Sts. Further, the 
economic inequality, as measured by the 
Gini coeffi cient, has increased for both 
SCs and Sts in urban India. In rural areas 
the economic inequality has increased 

Figure 1: Interstate Inequality (Gini Coefficient) in Consumption Expenditure within Social Groups: 
All-India (1983–2012)
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Source: Authors’ computation based on NSSO data.

Figure 3: Interstate Inequality (Gini Coefficient) in Consumption Expenditure within Social Groups: 
Urban India (1983–2012)
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Figure 2: Interstate Inequality (Gini Coefficient) in Consumption Expenditure within Social Groups: 
Rural India (1983–2012)
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for the SCs, but has remained almost the 
same for the Sts during the past three 
decades. However, if we just see the 
post-economic reforms period (1993–
2012), there is unambiguous increase in 
inequality among both the SCs and Sts, 
for both rural and urban areas. Moreo-
ver, the interstate inequality within the 
SCs and Sts has also gone up enormous-
ly in both rural and urban areas. 

In a sense, our results also support 
studies (Jayaraj and Subramanian 2013; 
Suryanarayana 2008; Vakulabharanam 
2010; Weisskopf 2011) which claim that 
economic growth post the economic re-
forms in India has hardly been inclusive. 
Not only have the economic disparities 
between social groups (Jayaraj and Sub-
ramanian 2013) increased during this 
period, but the economic disparities 
within the social groups (based on caste) 
have gone up substantially. 

Given the above, our study in a way 
supports the Government of Bihar’s initi-
ative of starting the “Bihar Mahadalit 
V ikas Mission” for a sub-caste socially and 
economically more backward within the 
SC category. We think it is time that other 
states of India consider this initiative of 
the Bihar government seriously and make 
separate provisions for the upliftment of 
those sub-castes within the SCs and Sts 
that are socially and economically behind 
their peers within the scheduled groups. 
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