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Prices, Price Indexes and Poverty Counts in India during 
1980s and 1990s: Calculation of Unit Value Consumer Price 
Indexes 

Amaresb Dubey and Richard Palmer-Jones' 
This is the firsl part of three papers in which we revisit issues surrounding poveny 
calcl/lations In Indio during tlu! 198(), and 199CJs. A number of rectnt papers ~ pu1 

forward or endorsed Pt1Vf!rty calculations based on poverty lines computed using Unit 
Valu .. (upendilUre divided by quantily) of food. and fuel and light items in Ih. 
National Sample Survey Co_r Expenditure Surveys. which they suggest are more 
plausible than thas. produced by the IndiGII Planning Commission. Otlu!rs have 
criticisM a growuJg gap between money-metric poverty based on pollerry lines and 
fOlld poverty based on Ronnlllive calorie consumption levels. 

In Ihi~' first paper we explore tlie use of Unit Values to compute Cons~r Price 
Ind ..... (UV CPls,. In the s"",md paper we discuss whether it is reasonable to use 
the.. UV CPls or other available CPl. to compute poverty lines for different
geographical and temponal domt/ins from a .<Ingl. base Pi., or to base poverty lines on 
calori. nanns. In th. third paper we uplo", the poverty counts that result from our 
"best U approach to poverty lines tuld tompa" them with t~ from "robust" po~rty 
comparisons and other indicators o/well-being. 

III thi .• poper we show l1U11 (I) th~ UV. calculaled from Ih~ National Sample 
Survey (NSS) Consumer Expenditure SUfVeys (eES) are mNlli-modaJ corresponding 
perhaps to "ifferent pric .. belllg paid by differem population groups, for different 
llualilirs of product. or at different times or places; (ii) UVs vary wilhin slates 
(specifically by the National Sample Survey R~gi01IS (NSSR)). by expenditure group. 
and by town si14 within .he urbon sector; (iii) UVs do not alway. corre'l'ond well with 
prius used by the PC for irs poverty line calculations; (iY) the differences between 
runal and urban CPTs that are r<{Jorred both by the PC and by othu ",starclu!,. ar~ 
not soundly based; (v) neither alternative methods of computing UVs nor altemative 
methods of computing CPl. from UVs overcome the problems identified. We a'llue that 
UV .• computed from haU3ehald upenditure surveys can be a useful clu!ck on prices 
obtained from mnl'kers and by quOlatian that are generally used in computing price 
indexe.<. But they are no substilUt~ for proper price data required for CPI calculation. 
However. currenl practius of price coll«tion and CPt calculation in India nud to be 
tharoughly overhauled, in pan becau .. they are based on long oUl of date sampling 
schema which cannot now assess the differences ill costs a/living in different domains 
and for dijfenml social groups. 
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