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PREFACE

Social sector refers to all those sectors that are essential for improving the quality of life of the
people.

It includes not only sectors like education, health and nutrition, but also those sectors that are
concerned with eradication of poverty and other programmes of social welfare. In a broader sense, the
issues related to gender discrimination, environmental degradation, etc. also come under the purview of
social sector development.

Social sector is an important sector for India’s economy and includes several important
components such as education, health and medical care, water supply and sanitation, poverty alleviation,
housing conditions, etc. that play a vital contribution in human development. Social sector may also
refer to the value system of an economy which fosters values. Due to the rapidly globalizing
competitive marketplace coupled with the increasing need to expand quality of life at the grassroots
level and to spur innovative thought, policy makers in India are slowly but surely setting the social
sector on the reform track.

India has made much progress along several dimensions of social sector since independence. The
average life expectancy at birth has increased by 13 years, and the infant mortality rate has fallen by
half. However, despite these considerable achievements, adult literacy rates remain low, maternal
mortality rates remain high and almost half of all children under age three years are undernourished.

Many schools and health centers are underfunded and underequipped, and both the education and
health sectors are in need of reforms. Through seventy years into life of free India, social justice still
remains an unrealized dream for millions of homes.

A vast range of issues has been debated and discussed in India in the context of the social sector
during the last decades, including the right to education, land rights, food security, health for all, gender
equality, women empowerment, livelihood and employment guarantee. Successive governments have
also tried to promote the idea of sustainable and equitable economic growth and development but the
reality is that high levels of both economic and social disparities continue to exist. Contemporary
political discourse contains recurring references to increasing inequality in society in both developed
and developing nations.

Though India is at the cusp of change, there is still a long way to go in improving the health and
socio-economic status of its citizens. A run-through of its national profile shows an India that s
exponentially growing, yet its negative effects are a concern. And still larger parts of the nation continue
to be at a disadvantage due to regressive social practices.

Indian healthcare is painfully insufficient in delivering quality and timely care to its people. With
only 7.0 physicians and 17.1 midwives/nurses for every 10,000 patients, there simply aren’t enough
health professionals in a nation with increasing population and decreasing environmental health. The
availability of good physicians and trained nurses for rural India is even lower, bringing the quality of
their collective health down. More than 20% of the children in the country are not immunized for
measles. The under-5 mortality statistics show that for 1000 live births there are 56 fatalities, and 190
maternal fatalities for 100,000 live births. Half the nation does not have access to antenatal care and
roughly a third of the child population is not monitored by skilled health professionals. This is why
India is home to the largest number of malnourished children.

The socio-economic alleviation of the nation’s poor -most concentrated in the west where 35-45%
of the population is poverty-stricken – is a priority when 59% of the population lives on less than $2.00
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(PPP) a day. This does not mean the remaining 41% is better off. According to the World Bank’s 2010
report, 96.3 per cent of the population lives below $5 (PPP) a day. Hence, those sections of society that
desperately need to be included into the economy must be assisted. This is where ‘microcredit’ came in,
which eventually evolved into micro financing.

In 71 years, literacy in India has gone from a paltry 12% to 74.04% (2011). It took more than half
a century for India to drag the literacy rate to this number. Even then, there is a staggering gender and
regional disparity in literacy levels, where only 65.46% of women, but 82.14% of men are literate.
Whilst Tripura has 93.91% literacy, Bihar is stuck at an abysmal 63.8%. This number is even lower for
women in Bihar.

Mismanagement of government schemes, socially regressive attitudes and economic backwardness
that encourages child labour over education are primary reasons for the slow growth in literacy.

Almost 68% of the country is rural, yet the other 32% is always in the news. In fact, the very
perception of “development” is narrowly based on what constitutes Western urban development, or
development that benefits urban India more than rural India.

The other side of the rural economy is women’s entrepreneurship. This is, perhaps, one of the most
difficult challenges to tackle. Steeped in tradition, rural India is fairly intolerant of women’s economic
empowerment. Steps have been made in the direction through government schemes, yet there are
cultural hindrances to bringing businesses to women and helping them develop skills to start their own.

Traditional skills have largely been the domain of men. There is a natural tendency towards seeing
women as “job snatchers”, disrupting their means of livelihood, than competition. Since half of all
adolescent girls drop out of school after the age 15, they lose a potential income of USD 400 billion.

Economic empowerment of rural women can only come with their political and social
empowerment.

It is an exhausting and time-consuming task. yet, their untapped potential and poor quality of life
makes it all the more important to focus on alleviating their condition.

These are just some of the issues that beset healthy, sustainable and equitable progress in India.
Against this background, it was felt that the character and contour of such an approach for

development in social sector thus needed debate and discussion. It is in this context, this book is a
humble attempt to look into these issues in social sector of India to arrive at a consensus on challenges
to be addressed in social sector.

In this connection, the present volume brings together research papers on different social issues
such as linkages between income redistribution of poor and inflation, factors influencing the primary
healthcare facility system, inclusive growth and rural employment, wellbeing of elderly women,
farmers’ awareness about the crop insurance scheme, socio-economic factors and child mortality in
Eastern and North Eastern States, child malnutrition, caste based exclusion, problems of credence goods,
etc.

Eminent scholars from institutes of national repute like St. Xavier’s College (Kolkata), Visva-
Bharati University, Scottish Church College (Kolkata), Manipal University (Jaipur), Panskura Banamali
College, Goenka College of Commerce and Business Administration (Kolkata), etc. have contributed to
and enriched this volume.

Dr. Mriganka De Sarkar
Associate Professor of Economics
Goenka College of Commerce &
Business Administration, Kolkata
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Prof. Chandrakanta Saha

Introduction
Poverty is a complex multidimensional social phenomenon. It is the pronounced deprivation in

well-being and it is comprised with many dimensions. It is the inability of having choices and
opportunities, a violation of human dignity. Poverty is related to unequal access to employment
opportunities in the labour market. Poverty in developing countries is principally linked to
underutilization of labour, whether in the form of open unemployment or massive underemployment.
The promotion of productive employment is one of the key strategies to eradicate poverty in
developing country like India. According to ILO, productive employment is the basic right not only
for securing livelihood and earning income but also for self-esteem and dignity as well as it is an
essential element for social recognition and social inclusion. Recognizing these problems, the
Government of India has introduced several nationwide social schemes to address poverty and one
such scheme is MGNREGA which offers a unique rights based guarantee of employment to reduce
income and food insecurity in rural areas. It is a rights based approach to employment, provides a
strong social safety net for the rural poor and helps in the generation of meaningful employment.
Programme of MGNREGA has got its inspiration from Employment Guarantee Scheme of
Maharashtra (MEGS) which is taken as a drought relief measure in 1972-73 and later converted into a
legal guarantee programme. This MGNREGA programme is also entitlement based and demand
driven as like MEGS programme. In addition to provide employment for the most marginalised
workers, it led to creation of useful assets in the community. The aim of the Act is to enhance overall
economic growth by boosting rural economy and finally aimed at financial inclusion.

But the programme of such direct cash transfer has some inherent dangers in its implementation.
This direct cash transfer is aimed at financial inclusion and the transfer will virtually eliminate the
leakages that occur in case of giving subsidies in the programmes like public distribution system. But
from some corners, a view was raised that this rural employment guarantee might cause inflation and
this higher anti-poverty benefits raise the poverty rate by increasing the duration of poverty among the
marginal poor by decreasing their purchasing power. The money that government puts into the
recipient’s pocket translates into a higher demand for food, and sometimes, it raises prices without
increasing consumption of food and this turns the scheme into an unnecessary evil. This issue has
become a centre of debate regarding the cause and nature of inflation – demand-pull or cost-push.
Finally, this inflation-delayed economic transformation of rural economy and NREGA as a means of
social protection may ultimately work against economic growth.

1 MGNREGA and Inflation: Through
the Lens of Wage and Productivity
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The Present Study
In this background an attempt is being made in this study to empirically evaluate MGNREGA

programme as the driver of inflation. Over time, MGNREGA wage has been increased, which has an
impact on increase in agricultural wage. In reference to this programme, asset creation also plays an
important role. Here, we want to estimate the productivity of labour using the proxy indicator of
output as asset creation. This paper makes a contribution towards how wage increase outstripped
productivity of asset increase, and in some years, amount of asset created decline under MGNREGA
programme which shows decline in productivity and contributes toward inflation in Indian economy.
In this regard, the cash transfer issue is also important. It is true that this direct benefit transfer is
always welcome as it reduces leakages and generates income for the economy as a whole. But such
inflation generating cash transfer will make conditions worse for the poor people. In this case,
inflation will erode the value of the transfer and finally the beneficiaries of this cash transfer will
remain hungry and under-fed. The problem of MGNREGA programme is that it does not take into
account the effect of cash transfer on the market price itself.

This supply-side or demand-side problem of inflation can be solved if proper asset creation for
sustainable livelihood of rural people has been created. In this regard, if we can increase the
productivity of asset creation continuously, then we can limit both the supply-side and demand-side
inflation that would occur due to MGNREGA programme. The objective of this study is to take a
more informed look at the MGNREGA to assess the impact of direct cash transfer on rural poor and
even the claim that it has a positive impact on removing rural poverty can be a wrong one. It only
increases the nominal income but not the real income due to inflationary pressures.

Literature Review
In this section, we briefly review the existing literature regarding the MGNREGA programme as

a driver of inflation in Indian economy. Over the past few years, several studies have delved into the
causes of inflation in Indian economy. Most of them admit MGNREGA as one of the driver of
inflation. Thangzason Sonna et al.[1] argued that real wages has dominant influence in determining
longrun food inflation and especially its visible upward push since mid-2009 is coincident with large
expansion of MGNREGA. But empirical evidence in their study shows that impact of MGNREGA on
food inflation is not sustained. The outcome is that upward increase in food prices since 2009 should
not be ascribed to MGNREGA alone.

Ranjan [2] has argued that MGNREGA has become a policy of multidimensional objectives and
hence there are several questions surrounding it. In his paper, he admitted that asset creation objective
is not being achieved properly. In India, due to cash transfer, nominal income has been raised but not
the real income due to inflationary pressure and people who were earlier pulled out of poverty were
again pushed back to poverty due to inflation. He opined that output monitoring is also needed,
otherwise this programme will become fiscally unsustainable.

In the chapter ‘Sustainable Asset Creation’ of MGNREGA Sameeksha of Ministry of Rural
Development [5], Government of India, doubt has been expressed regarding the quality and durability,
work completion rate, viability of these works and what uses they are put to. The choice between
public asset and private asset in some cases provide a paradox between equity (public asset can
increase the benefit of more people) and effectiveness (works on private land is more sustained as it is
better maintained). The chapter also admits that only few studies have conducted scientific analysis on
the actual productive performance of these assets.
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In MGNREGA Sameeksha 2[5], emphasis has been given on inclusive process of selection of
works, where all workers are involved in the planning of the work and this participatory process
increases the productive use of the asset. In their paper, Dr. P Srinivas and K Pandyaraj [10] find that
in the state Andhra Pradesh, total number of assets created were significantly increased during the
period (2008-09 to 2013-14) but the number of assets completed were gradually decreased except in
the year 2010-11. They concluded that implementing agencies has to concentrate on completion of
works rather than creation of works which leads to wastage of public money.

In addition to asset creation, quality and durability of asset also comes into picture. In this regard,
paper of Vinoj Abraham [11] emphasized on active local representative bodies that can raise the voice
of the grassroots. Further, the extent and nature of expenditure incurred, quality of assets created and
maintenance of assets were considerably affected by the structure of local governance.

Joydeep Ghosh [4] in his paper tried to search the efficiency and equity implication of
MGNREGA. It is a programme that can help to promote both efficiency and equity objectives. The
programme has the potential to enhance growth, reduce inequality by increasing the income of the
poor and generate employment in both rural and urban areas. In his paper, he throws some light on
highest increase in welfare in different scenarios of MGNREGA and this will happen when
MGNREGA transfers are accompanied by increase in agricultural productivity, as a result of creation
of productive asset.

Sushanta Kumar Mishra [6] argued that there is a significant impact of assets created through
MGNREGA on rural households. Asset creation under this programme is productive only when
ownership of assets are conferred among the villagers and provision of maintenance of assets created.
The paper helps to assess the effectiveness of assets created in three districts of Madhya Pradesh
without analyzing the effect on inflation.

G.V. Nadhanael [8], by using Vector Error correction model empirically tests the presence of
wage price spiral in rural India. In his paper, he admitted that MGNREGA is seen as one of the factors
responsible for pushing up wage levels. MGNREGA wage pushed up cost and therefore it fuelled
inflation but as number of families covered under MGNREGA is low and the number of days of
employment is also much lower, so the pressure from demand arising out of cash transfer is very
limited. It shows mainly cost-push inflation.

In their paper, Deepak Varshney et al. [3] find the impact of MGNREGA on agriculture using
two major pathways. The first is through the infrastructure generated under MGNREGA and the
second is through the change in agricultural wages. They employ a difference-in-difference matching
(DIDM) procedure to identify the causal effect of the scheme. They study the impact by wages on
sector disaggregation (agriculture and non-agricultur) and by gender. They do not find any systematic
impact on wages. Regarding investment in irrigation under MGNREGA, irrigated area and yield yet to
be materialized in a substantial way.

In their paper, Goyel et al. [7] analyzes the causes of movement in wages for Indian rural
unskilled male labourers and assesses its impact on inflation. In this regard, the impact of MGNREGS
in raising real rural wages has also been analyzed. They classified the factors responsible for inflation
as psychological, social and cyclical. According to their study spread of MGNREGS did not raise
wage but the indexation of MGNREGS wages from 2011 due to high food prices has an impact on rise
in wages. They also conclude that impact of wages on rural food prices was not as large, indicating
some rise in productivity. So, wage price spiral has less importance in this case in driving food prices.
Psychological and social factors are more responsible compared to cyclical factors as explanations of
rural wage inflation.
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Bhatia et al. [9] in their paper show the evidences on the effectiveness of MGNREGA in India.
They have undertaken a systematic literature search of existing experiment and non-experiment to
evaluate approaches to explain numerous components of NREGA. In this regard, they raised question
regarding the implementation of the process and most frequently occurring outcomes on the
implementation process fell within the category of access and asset creation. The paper also mentioned
the indirect economic effect of the scheme; for example, it help to divert labour from agriculture and
affect local production costs.

Macroeconomics of Price Rise in NREGA
We know expectation-augmented Phillips curve and aggregate supply curve are two sides of the

same coin. Expectation-augmented long-run Phillips curve is vertical and so also the aggregate supply
curve. Here, we are considering the extreme case of vertical aggregate supply curve. In this case if
demand increases due to cash transfer by NREGA then pure income effect is a pure price effect that is
long-run monetary neutrality and NREGA, fails to benefit the poor people by transfer of cash. If we
relax the extreme case that is aggregate supply curve is not vertical but steep, then some
output/consumption can increase due to cash transfer but most of the effect of cash transfer is reflected
in increase in prices. It gives the explanation of short-run monetary non-neutrality. So, from the
macroeconomics point of view, it increases price level that is it gives rise to an inflationary trend.

Original Price

New Price

Price Supply

Demand after Income
effect

Original Demand

Quantity

Why NREGS can Cause Prices to Rise?

Fig. 1.1: NREGA and Price Rise

Source: How the rural employment guarantee might cause inflation? –The Acorn

The primary objectives of NREGA is increasing wage employment through the objective of
strengthening natural resource management like drought, deforestation, soil erosion and encourage
sustainable development. In this way, a process of employment generation is maintained on a
sustainable basis. It provides a statutory guarantee of employment to every household for 100 days and
this makes its difference with earlier employment programmes. NREGA is not supply driven but also
demand driven. Resource transfer under NREGA is based on demand for employment and it fulfils the
employment need of the poor. NREGA not only helps in employment generation by 100 days work,
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but it also generates further employment opportunities by multiplier effect as NREGA wages can be
seen as injection of large purchasing power for the rural poor which acts as a push factor to boost the
non-agricultural activities and increase in rural wages. Here, in this paper, we are concerned not with
the employment generation under NREGA but with the productivity change of the rural poor people
due to asset creation under NREGA and increase in MGNREGA wages which has a ultimate impact
on inflation. Finally, the asset created under this Act will be a step towards growth through higher
investment in infrastructure. The macroeconomics of MGNREGA shows it has an inflationary trend
basically in long run but here we want to study it empirically by using secondary data whether such
trend is discernible or not by using wage productivity nexus.

Here, we at first, are concerned with analyzing the causes of inflation due to MGNREGA
programme and the question is whether it is demand driven or cost driven. From the basic
macroeconomic concept, it is clear that it is demand driven. This scheme infused substantial amount of
liquidity and purchasing power due to its income support to the rural poor people. This will increase
the demand for food items and raise the price of food. In this way, it helps to explain the demand-pull
inflation. On the other hand, it also explains cost push inflation. This programme also increases the
bargaining power of the rural workers as the wage component is based on minimum wage law of
different states. As the statutory minimum wage is increasing over time, so the wage component of the
total expenditure (there is also a material component) is rising which brings cost-push inflation in the
economy. In my opinion, there is a spiralling of inflation in this case. As agricultural wage increases,
cost of agricultural production increases, which increases the food prices and this increase in food
prices due to wage increase can be staggered highly due to rise in purchasing power of the poor people.
So, overall price rise is higher than the wage increase, real wage will fall and inflation will be seen as
the cruellest tax for the rural people. But if the price rise is not so substantial, then there may be a case
of upward rise in real wage even after accounting inflation, and in that case, such an employment
assurance programme is not detrimental for the economy. The study attempts to fill an important void
in the literature by providing empirical support on the issue that NREGA contributes inflation which is
basically cost-push by analyzing productivity of asset creation under this programme.

Benefits of NREGA Programme and its Outcome

Direct Outcomes for Beneficiaries
1. Wage income
2. Consumption (increase and smoothing)
3. Private asset creation
4. Increased food security due to wage income effect

Indirect Outcomes for Beneficiaries
1. Reduced vulnerability due to diversification of income sources, material asset creation and

possibilities for financial inclusion
2. Reduced migration
3. Long-term labour market outcomes due to human capital investment (income and substitution

effects)
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Indirect Outcomes for Economy and Society
1. Agriculture and productive sector growth and employment
2. Bargaining power of agricultural workers due to increased reservation wage and reduced

agricultural labour supply.
Under this programme receiving of wage is not the sole matter. Tremendous thrust has been

given to asset creation. 60% of the work under this programme are to be directly linked to agricultural
and allied activities and it helps to strengthen the agrarian economy as a whole. Here, we have to
quantify the asset creation under MGNREGA programme in different years and we are interested to
find the productivity change in different years and we want to compare it with wage increase in
different years under MGNREGA programme.

In the present study, we focus our attention basically on the MGNREGA wage increase and
MGNREGA asset creation. To create productive and durable asset, state took upon themselves the
target related to farm ponds/dug wells, anganwadi centres, individual household latrines (IHHLs),
vermicompost, roadside plantations, etc. There is considerable thrust on individual asset creation like
poultry, cattle shed, soak pit, etc. and various kinds of Integrated Natural Resource Management
works. Water conservation and improvement of harvesting measures are important activities under
MGNREGA. All these activities ensure sustainable livelihood of the rural poor people and this will
help them to emerge from poverty through creation of individual assets. Basically, there are two types
of asset – assets created in individual land and community assets. The uniqueness of this programme is
that the ownership and use of asset created helps to fulfil the equity considerations of the government
which is justified from the point of view of intervention in the labour market through NREGA
programme. So, there is not only cash transfer that will increase money supply in the economy but it
gives direct benefit transfer of financial inclusion. So, we have to weigh the inflation that occurs due
to direct cash transfer with the productivity that it creates for sustainable livelihood.

It has been argued that MGNREGA has been one of the factors that has contributed to increase in
real wages. But the question is whether this will create a wage price spiral in rural India. If there is a
wage price spiral in Indian economy, then monetary policy has a limited role to control inflation. In
his paper “Recent Trends in Rural Wages: An Inflationary Expectations”, G. V. Nadhanael shows
that the structural break in money wage growth in India occurred since July 2007 due to a large scale
implementation of MGNREGA which has brought a regime change in terms of overall labour market.
Before the introduction of this programme, real wages remained constant or declined in rural areas but
since 2007 wages impact prices as there is an increase in real wages which increases the cost of
production and this also has an impact on food prices. From January 2011, Government has indexed
MGNREGA wages to CPI-AL which could help to explain the wage price spiral if market wages is in
tandem with MGNREGA wages.

The impact of MGNREGA as pushing up the wage level depends on whether MGNREGA wage
is higher or lower than current market wage rate. The major labour supplying states has MGNREGA
wages higher than market wages. Again, in states which have MGNREGA wages lower than market
wages, there could be pressure on market wages as labourers increase their reservation wages due to
increase in their job opportunity. So, ultimately, MGNREGA wage is acting as a floor wage to overall
rural wages and it increases the overall cost of production. The rise in NREGA wage raises
agricultural wage which increases the cost of production and this results in a significant hike in MSP
(minimum support price). As market prices adjust to higher MSP, further rise in food prices would
lead to spiral. But this rise in rural wages due to rise in MGNREGA wages may have an impact on
general price level depending on the productivity that it augments by asset creation for sustainable
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livelihood of the rural people. In this context as coverage of MGNREGA is not significant enough, so
demand-pull inflation due to direct cash transfer is also limited. So, in my opinion, if inflation occurs
due to MGNREGA, then cost-push inflation outweighs demand-pull inflation. But over time, as more
people come under the purview of the programme and number of labour days has increased, then
demand pull inflation can get its prominence.

Performance till Date: An Assessment
Table 1 depicts the performance of MGNREGA on employment provided to number of persons

in different years across different states. It also gives the average picture of employment provided to
number of persons across different states and it also helps to show the employment pattern of all-India
level which shows an increasing trend. (The data of 2018-19 will not reveal this as the data is taken till
June, 2018). The data is given in the category of physical progress of employment generation under
progress report of the site mentioned below.

Table 1: Number of Persons Employed in Different Years

State 2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15 Average
ANDHRA PRADESH 5222756 6483652 6571637 6063173 5559493 5980142
ARUNACHAL PRADESH 26814 147964 221862 188434 141120 145238.8
ASSAM 717725 2607188 2333126 2172703 1224345 1811017
BIHAR 1522330 2704640 2805477 1839171 1244405 2023205
CHHATTISGARH 2929966 4277628 3998275 4116784 3259044 3716339
GOA 181 6624 6932 6068 7500 5461
GUJARAT 713903 1393850 1279653 999897 917097 1060880
HARYANA 88882 396050 417922 260027 325944 297765
HIMACHAL PRADESH 320251 671048 690695 541990 576200 560036.8
JAMMU & KASHMIR 126289 1036180 899077 943424 430624 687118.8
JHARKHAND 815558 1908319 2470253 1567862 1572574 1666913
KARNATAKA 815710 3900362 4417198 3026777 3008352 3033680
KERALA 528918 1471107 1643571 1693263 1513157 1370003
MADHYA PRADESH 2112437 6100347 5204955 5178979 5825759 4884495
MAHARASHTRA 1729587 3139903 2726262 2395253 2155531 2429307
MANIPUR 10538 527178 548329 484565 498833 413888.6
MEGHALAYA 90065 591429 545523 500274 463164 438091
MIZORAM 187564 207225 214276 238102 261307 221694.8
NAGALAND 168064 456643 515245 533275 475466 429738.6
ODISHA 1653778 3755957 3287189 3147783 2126813 2794304
PUNJAB 261165 809573 650895 575789 337463 526977
RAJASTHAN 1987947 6531385 6652576 6023418 5142525 5267570
SIKKIM 29609 74257 83265 81095 68014 67248
TAMIL NADU 1095011 6829325 7616367 7413183 6913415 5973460
TELANGANA 3627519 4333915 4428297 4576056 4350477 4263253
TRIPURA 262840 707282 930045 956155 1101480 791560.4
UTTAR PRADESH 2586701 6054763 6246955 6853558 4717155 5291826
UTTARAKHAND 257633 662642 704974 677537 542556 569068.4
WEST BENGAL 2090478 8101235 8532233 9157780 7352524 7046850
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ANDAMAN & NICOBAR 1912 8397 14589 11459 16154 10502.2
DADRA & NAGAR HAVELI 0 0 0 0 0 0
DAMAN & DIU 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAKSHADWEEP 128 142 8 135 493 181.2
PUDUCHERRY 4813 41448 33563 35524 31671 29403.8
INDIA 940796.235 2233461 2255624 2125279 1828255 1876683
Source: www.nrega.nic.in

Table 2 depicts the number of assets created in different states in different years in flood control,
rural connectivity, water conservation and water harvesting, renovation of traditional water bodies,
drought proofing, irrigation canals, irrigation facilities, land development, etc. Here, we are
considering the number of total assets created by different states. This is given under the category of
work progress in assets created of the site mentioned below. The average is also taken for different
states.

Table 2: Composition of State-wise Assets Created under MGNREGA
during 2014-15 to 2018-19 (up to June)

State 2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15 Average
ANDHRA PRADESH 222517 822436 1347947 439047 598037 685996.8
ARUNACHAL PRADESH 31 1974 4772 2321 969 2013.4
ASSAM 11288 53480 20800 15986 19532 24217.2
BIHAR 20169 92406 71821 108843 115106 81669
CHHATTISGARH 118184 399375 205694 70456 80086 174759
GOA 1 111 356 384 455 261.4
GUJARAT 14216 113293 106826 47841 58504 68136
HARYANA 1626 9482 9715 7723 13502 8409.6
HIMACHAL PRADESH 18317 69057 63480 48398 43226 48495.6
JAMMU & KASHMIR 2536 49507 61297 87423 40162 48185
JHARKHAND 53714 278847 208530 69271 61784 134429.2
KARNATAKA 26495 286893 345465 312361 422765 278795.8
KERALA 11198 120227 263074 201288 185992 156355.8
MADHYA PRADESH 193193 446989 311777 227802 395726 315097.4
MAHARASHTRA 51937 223410 161332 110380 161425 141696.8
MANIPUR 827 4594 9506 8780 4677 5676.8
MEGHALAYA 699 13380 15947 9516 7031 9314.6
MIZORAM 1851 10259 7494 7729 7003 6867.2
NAGALAND 11 4840 13702 13764 4979 7459.2
ODISHA 32777 338586 247670 123621 47841 158099
PUNJAB 2202 19977 21205 13653 8898 13187
RAJASTHAN 22928 171461 179444 91794 191648 131455
SIKKIM 213 3399 2636 3093 2041 2276.4
TAMIL NADU 64637 435365 286444 385836 352800 305016.4
TELANGANA 47036 443687 1335962 271996 215121 462760.4
TRIPURA 3138 71819 95108 140874 111404 84468.6
UTTAR PRADESH 117119 451867 521307 165005 437273 338514.2
UTTARAKHAND 19696 108109 70691 37760 25575 52366.2
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WEST BENGAL 198615 741078 542768 343540 207709 406742
ANDAMAN & NICOBAR 0 67 329 175 330 180.2
DADRA & NAGAR HAVELI 0 0 0 0 0 0
DAMAN & DIU 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAKSHADWEEP 0 2 0 3 11 3.2
PUDUCHERRY 3 539 520 468 237 353.4
INDIA 36975.7059 170191.6 192165.3 99033.26 112407.3
Source: www.nrega.nic.in

Table 3 depicts the change in average wages across different states in different years of our study.
Here, the average wage is paid in rupees. The data is studied from the category of Financial Progress
with its subcategory of fund expenditure of the site mentioned below.

Table 3: Change in Wages in Different States

State 2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15 Average
ANDHRA PRADESH 194 189 137 137 120 155.4
ARUNACHAL PRADESH 177 177 172 167 147 168
ASSAM 189 183 182 179 155 177.6
BIHAR 177 177 177 177 167 175
CHHATTISGARH 163 165 163 152 176 163.8
GOA 254 241 230 208 155 217.6
GUJARAT 176 181 178 163 195 178.6
HARYANA 279 275 257 249 154 242.8
HIMACHAL PRADESH 187 176 168 160 237 185.6
JAMMU & KASHMIR 185 179 173 164 153 170.8
JHARKHAND 168 168 167 162 157 164.4
KARNATAKA 247 237 223 204 158 213.8
KERALA 274 261 243 232 191 240.2
MADHYA PRADESH 171 166 155 155 214 172.2
MAHARASHTRA 192 187 183 176 150 177.6
MANIPUR 0 204 197 190 165 151.2
MEGHALAYA 181 175 169 163 175 172.6
MIZORAM 0 194 188 183 153 143.6
NAGALAND 177 177 172 167 170 172.6
ODISHA 179 174 169 208 155 177
PUNJAB 237 225 215 206 159 208.4
RAJASTHAN 121 141 133 125 198 143.6
SIKKIM 177 178 172 168 110 161
TAMIL NADU 207 170 138 133 155 160.6
TELANGANA 140 138 141 129 120 133.6
TRIPURA 169 172 166 157 131 159
UTTAR PRADESH 175 175 174 161 151 167.2
UTTARAKHAND 175 175 174 161 156 168.2
WEST BENGAL 175 163 169 170 156 166.6
ANDAMAN & NICOBAR 0 236 230 228 165 171.8
DADRA & NAGAR HAVELI 0 0 0 0 223 44.6
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DAMAN & DIU 0 0 0 0 0 0
LAKSHADWEEP 0 237 0 210 0 89.4
PUDUCHERRY 162 178 203 150 195 177.6
INDIA 156.117647 178.647059 165.2353 164.5294 154.8824
Source: www.nrega.nic.in

Following is the bar diagram to study the change in average wages of MGNREGA in India.
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Fig. 1.2: Rise in NGREGA Average Wages

From the above figure, it is clear that there is an average rise in MGNREGA wages from period
2014-15 to 2018-19. For 2018-19, the data available is only till the period of June, 2018. So, its
average shows a poor performance, but for the entire period if it is projected, then the trend is
increasing. Here, we are interested to find only the change in MGNREGA wages not linking it with
agricultural wages. There is no denying of the fact that this change in MGNREGA wages has an
impact on agricultural wage also. It is true that agricultural wage is rising recently but it is difficult to
say that this rise in agricultural wage is due to increase in MGNREGA wages. It may rise due to rise in
agricultural productivity which is measured by yield per acre or it may rise due to increase in
productivity due to asset creation in MGNREGA and it has an effect on rise in agricultural wage or it
may occur due to hired labour shortage in agriculture due to introduction of MGNREGA. So, directly
or indirectly, it has an impact on agricultural wage. If we consider that increase in MGNREGA wage
also increases agricultural wage, then sustained increase in wages unaccompanied by productivity
increase could lead to wage price spiral. In this case, wages impact prices as increase in real wages
increases the cost of production and this wage price spiral offset the positive impact of initial increase
in real wages on welfare. So in nutshell, MGNREGA wage increase is a healthy sign for the economy
and it is beneficial if it is accompanied by productivity increase and it is detrimental if it is
unaccompanied by productivity increase which brings wage price spiral. So, in the next section, we are
analyzing how MGNREGA asset creation impact productivity. The following bar diagram helps to
explore the change in average productivity of asset creation where asset creation is the proxy variable
of output in this case.
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Fig. 1.3: Productivity in NREGA Asset Creation

MGNREGA is a programme which needs to focus on generation of wage employment, and
creation of sustainable and productive assets assuring a sustained source of income for the rural poor.
Special focus is given on works that impact directly agriculture and allied activities. Efforts have been
made over a period of time to create quality assets. From the data of different states, it is clear that
MGNREGA has succeeded to a remarkable extent in creating productive and sustainable assets over a
period of time. The positive thing of this asset creation is that it has the potential to lead the economy
in labour-intensive growth path. But the question that arises whether its productivity that is asset
created per employed person and quality of the asset that is produced under the programme is
improving. This relationship between wage and productivity is very important in explaining the
inflationary trend of MGNREGA programme.

Towards Creation of Sustainable Assets under MGNREGA
Public Works Relating to Natural Resource Management: The works included water

conservation, watershed management, micro and minor irrigation works, afforestation and plantation,
land development, etc.

Community Assets or Individual Assets for Vulnerable Sections: The works included
improving productivity of land, improving livelihood through horticulture, sericulture plantation and
farm forestry, infrastructure for promotion of livestock, etc.

Common Infrastructure: The work included improvement for agricultural productivity.
Rural Infrastructure: The work included rural sanitation, rural road connectivity, construction

of buildings, disaster preparedness, etc.
The following figure shows the breakdown of total assets in different subcategories under the

NREGA programme. It also helps to show the proportion of different assets in total number of assets.
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Proportion of Different Assets in NREGA
2.68

12.13

9.61

4.15

5.2

3.04

40.38

8.66

2.73

0.16
0.01

0.37
0.12 20.64

  Flood Control

  Rural Connectivity

  Water Conservation and Water Harvesting

  Renovation of Traditional Water Bodies

  Drought Proofing

  Irrigation Canals

  Irrigation Facilities to SC/ST/IAY/LR

  Land Development 

  Other Works

  Rajiv Gandhi Seva Kendra

Fig. 1.4: Share of Assets Created in Different Categories

Relationship between NREGA Average Wage and NREGA
Productivity

Here, we are interested to assess the productivity that is the effectiveness of the asset created over
the last five years of NREGA tenure. For this purpose, we use the data from secondary sources
available in MGNREGA website of asset created in MGNREGA in different states and total persons
employed in different states in last five years. From the bar diagram, it is clear that there is no uniform
trend of productivity in this case and the distinctive feature of the graph is that productivity has been
decreased in 2017-18 compared to 2016-17. Hence, construction of productive asset is critical in
MGNREGA regime. In many states, the productive value of MGNREGA has been criticized as the
works under this programme have been treated as playing with mud, sometimes the digging of ditches
which is not required or to be wasted in the next monsoon but the activity is taken only to spend
money or to create road that have no use and have no importance for improving the connectivity. All
these activities are meant for creating assets in terms of spending money but this employment
guarantee cannot be treated as an end in itself as it is not sustainable and it is not helpful to absorb the
surplus labour in future. It fulfils the short-term objective of creation of daily wage employment, but
not the long-term objective of creating productive assets. This asset creation also helps to increase
agricultural productivity, but not the productivity of MGNREGA programmes itself. Apart from this,
in many cases, asset creation work is not executed on priority basis for that state. As a result, the asset
creation has no positive effect for that particular state. Therefore, the entire asset creation process turns
to be a futile one as it fails to reduce the dependence of rural people on MGNREGA in near future and
the process fails to become self-sustaining. If it rises agricultural productivity to reduce unit labour
cost, then it can limit the growth of food inflation, but as a whole, as it fails to increase the overall
productivity of asset creation in a trend manner in last five years, it contributes in overall inflation in
Indian economy.



MGNREGA and Inflation: Through the Lens of Wage and Productivity 13

Table 4: Relationship between Average Wage and Productivity

2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15
Wages 156.1176 178.6471 165.2353 164.5294 154.8824

2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15
Persons employed 940796.2 2233461 2255624 2125279 1828255
Asset created 36975.71 170191.6 192165.3 99033.26 112407.3
Productivity 0.039303 0.076201 0.085194 0.046598 0.061483

2018-19 2017-18 2016-17 2015-16 2014-15
Productivity 0.039303 0.076201 0.085194 0.046598 0.061483
Wages 156.1176 178.6471 165.2353 164.5294 154.8824

From the above table, it is also clear that average asset creation (asset creation per state) in India
under MGNREGA has also declined from the year 2016-17 to 2017-18 which is a matter of concern
for the future of NREGA. Again, average person employed (total number of employed/number of
states) in different years shows that in 2017-18 it has also been declined from 2016-17 which is also a
matter of concern. From the bar diagram of average productivity (asset created/persons employed) in
different years for India, it is also discernible that productivity has also declined in this year for
MGNREGA programme. But in this year, average wage (total wage in a particular year/number of
states) has increased in a large scale. So, in this year, there is no doubt that MGNREGA contributes
inflation.
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Fig. 1.5: Relationship between NREGA and Productivity

Here, we try to establish a relationship between MGNREGA wage and MGNREGA productivity
in last five years of our estimation. There is no one-to-one correspondence between this two and we
could not infer any general trend from this relationship. From this figure, we can only state that in two
particular years 2015-16 and 2017-18, MGNREGA productivity has been decreased from the earlier
years but average wage has increased which contributes inflation in Indian economy. The year 2018-
19 is an exceptional year as we consider data only up to month June. In this particular year, average
number of persons employed as well as average productivity, both are very low as the sums of asset
creation and sums of person employed is only considered up to period July, but it is divided by
number of states so, the average value becomes very low to interpret. But it is considered just to
explain the very current scenario of MGNREGA programme. If wage increases and productivity also
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increases, then the question that arises which is moving faster and if MGNREGA average wage
increases faster than MGNREGA average productivity in India, then it will contribute to inflation.
From the trend of last five years, it is very clear that in some years productivity of asset creation has
been declined but average wage has been increased which proves the fact that it contributes to overall
inflation in Indian economy.

Methodology
As in the above-mentioned empirical study we do not reach any perfect relationship between

average wages and productivity, therefore we are using regression analysis to evaluate the causal
relationship among variables. In the regression, model we consider productivity as dependent variable
and wage as independent variable which is also known as explanatory variable. Here, we specify the
model, estimate the model, examine the statistical significance of the estimated coefficient by using
hypothesis testing, and finally, measuring the quality or goodness of fit of the estimated model. Here,
we are using level regression and log log regression to test the statistical significance of beta, which is
the coefficient of the variable wage. Here, we are basically using simple linear regression model where
we are basically using one tail test where null hypothesis is beta = 0 and alternative hypothesis where
is beta greater than zero.

Table 5: Regression Results between Productivity and Wages

Assets
Created

Persons
Employed

Productivity Wages Log Productivity Log
Wages

685996.8 5980142.2 0.114712456 155.4 -2.165326663 5.046002438
2013.4 145238.8 0.013862687 168 -4.278554449 5.123963979
24217.2 1811017.4 0.013372152 177.6 -4.314580941 5.179533831
81669 2023204.6 0.04036616 175 -3.209763476 5.164785974
174759 3716339.4 0.047024499 163.8 -3.057086549 5.098646171
261.4 5461 0.047866691 217.6 -3.039335401 5.382658515
68136 1060880 0.064225926 178.6 -2.745348324 5.185148668
8409.6 297765 0.028242406 242.8 -3.566930674 5.492238059
48495.6 560036.8 0.086593595 185.6 -2.446529424 5.22359382
48185 687118.8 0.070126156 170.8 -2.657459434 5.140493281

134429.2 1666913.2 0.080645591 164.4 -2.517691145 5.102302483
278795.8 3033679.8 0.091900206 213.8 -2.387052003 5.365040999
156355.8 1370003.2 0.114128055 240.2 -2.170434175 5.48147191
315097.4 4884495.4 0.064509714 172.2 -2.740939466 5.148656592
141696.8 2429307.2 0.05832807 177.6 -2.841671829 5.179533831
5676.8 413888.6 0.013715768 151.2 -4.289209162 5.018603464
9314.6 438091 0.021261793 172.6 -3.85084359 5.150976779
6867.2 221694.8 0.030975918 143.6 -3.474545207 4.967031657
7459.2 429738.6 0.017357529 172.6 -4.053728947 5.150976779
158099 2794304 0.056579026 177 -2.872116919 5.176149733
13187 526977 0.025023863 208.4 -3.687925408 5.33945931
131455 5267570.2 0.024955529 143.6 -3.690659885 4.967031657
2276.4 67248 0.033850821 161 -3.385792031 5.081404365

305016.4 5973460.2 0.051061929 160.6 -2.974716091 5.078916802
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462760.4 4263252.8 0.108546319 133.6 -2.22057829 4.894850261
84468.6 791560.4 0.106711503 159 -2.23762632 5.068904202
338514.2 5291826.4 0.063969256 167.2 -2.749352679 5.119190701
52366.2 569068.4 0.092020924 168.2 -2.385739293 5.125153748
406742 7046850 0.05771969 166.6 -2.85215691 5.11559573
180.2 10502.2 0.01715831 171.8 -4.065272693 5.14633101

0 0 0 44.6 0 3.797733859
0 0 0 0 0 0
3.2 181.2 0.017660044 89.4 -4.036450584 4.493120682

353.4 29403.8 0.012018855 177.6 -4.421278637 5.179533831

Empirical Results
SUMMARY
OUTPUT

(Level
regression)

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.36578438
R-square 0.133798213
Adjusted
R-square 0.106729407
Standard
Error 0.032408092
Observations 34

ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 0.005191 0.005191 4.942893 0.033383
Residual 32 0.033609 0.00105
Total 33 0.038801

Coefficients Standard
Error

t Stat p-value Lower
95%

Upper
95%

Lower
95%

Upper
95%

Intercept 0.004970998 0.02083 0.238645 0.812902 -0.03746 0.0474 -0.03746 0.0474
X Variable 1 0.00027234 0.000122 2.223262 0.033383 2.28E-05 0.000522 2.28E-05 0.000522

From the regression analysis, it is clear that the coefficient of X variable (in this case, it is wage)
which is the explanatory variable is 0.00027234. So, it is clear that when wage rises, productivity (Y)
also rises but the rise is very minor. Here, the computed t-value for estimated coefficient of X is 2.223
which is greater than the value of critical t and we reject the null hypothesis that the coefficient of X =
0. So, the coefficient X is statistically significant. In this case the p-value is 0.033383. As the p-value
lies between 0.01 and 0.05 that is it is greater than 0.01 and less than 0.05, the estimated coefficient is
statistically significant at 5% level. So, in this case, MGNREGA wage rate appears to be positively
and statistically significantly related to MGNREGA productivity in India. In this case though we are
studying the simple linear regression model, the Excel result gives us the value of R-square which is
0.133798 which implies that the explanatory variables together explained nearly 13% of total variation
in productivity which shows very little importance for determinants of productivity in our model. In
this case, adjusted R-square is also very small which is just 0.1067. In this case, as R-square statistic is
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low, the explanatory variables have not explained much of the variation in the dependent variable of
the model and we have a bad fit estimated equation. So, in this case, though wage rate appears to be
positively and statistically significant related to productivity of MGNREGA, but wage have explained
very little variation in productivity. Here, the computed value of R-square is statistically significant,
which is revealed by the statistical significance of computed F value. From ANOVA table, it is clear
that as F-statistic is greater than critical value of F, it shows F is statistically significant and this
implies that above-mentioned F-test not only serves as a measure of overall significance of estimated
regression model, but also to test statistical significance of computed R-square. In this case though
R-square is low, it does not mean that model is necessarily bad, particularly when a good number of
estimated coefficients have expected signs and are statistically significant.
SUMMARY
OUTPUT

(Log-log
regression)

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.595084
R-square 0.354124
Adjusted
R-square 0.333941
Standard
Error 0.840651
Observations 34

ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 12.39905 12.39905 17.54515 0.000206
Residual 32 22.6142 0.706694
Total 33 35.01325

Coefficients Standard
Error

t Stat p-value Lower
95%

Upper
95%

Upper
95%

Intercept 0.313615 0.799879 0.392078 0.6976 -1.31569 1.942915 1.942915
X Variable 1 -0.66623 0.159054 -4.18869 0.000206 -0.99021 -0.34225 -0.34225

Here, we run a log-log regression where we use natural logs for variables on both sides and we
get higher value of multiple R, R-square and adjusted R-square. So, it explains greater proportion of
variation of dependent variable by explanatory variables. In this case, we get negative coefficient of
the explanatory variable wage. We use the log-log regression to represent the elasticity measure
between wage and productivity. So, we get d(log productivity)/d(log wage) = –0.66623. It helps to
explain that if MGNREGA wage increases by 1%, then productivity decreases by .66%. In this case
also, coefficient is statistically significant. But as proportion of wage increases, proportion of
productivity of asset creation decreases. So, wage increase is unaccompanied by productivity increase
in MGNREGA programme in last five years of survey.
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Result and Discussion

Fig. 1.6: Scatter Diagram of Wage and Productivity

The scatter diagram shows a poor causality between average wage and average productivity of
MGNREGA programme, but the estimated line is upward sloping. From the above study, it is clear
that MGNREGA wage rise is not matched properly with productivity increase and it finally
contributes to inflation. In level regression, productivity increases very little due to wage increase in
different years, and in log-log regression, it decreases though the proportion of decrease is very minor.
So, finally, there is cost-push inflation in Indian economy. The astonishing fact is that the amount of
asset creation has decreased in some of the years of survey. If we concentrate on completion of work,
rather than creation of work then the result will be more adverse and it shows that there is wastage of
public money and corruption. So, there is no doubt that if we consider completion of work rather than
creation of asset to calculate productivity, then it will give us more disastrous result.

It is worthwhile to note that coefficient of wage (which we consider as beta) is statistically
significant, i.e., it supports the empirical test, but correlation coefficient does not show a good
association between wage and productivity in MGNREGA era and R-square value is also very low. So,
we have to increase the number of explanatory variables in the model.

Conclusion
Here, we basically analyze the relationship between MGNREGA wage and MGNREGA

productivity which is asset created per person employed. As the relation does not make a good sense,
we can conclude that wage as an explanatory variable solely does not suffice to explain productivity
change. There are also other explanatory variables which have contributory effects in explaining the
productivity change and they are to be incorporated to build a multiple regression model in future. The
explanatory variables which are to be included are as follows:

1. Skill development is one of the factors which can affect productivity. Before launching the
programme, there should be adequate capacity creation through proper training. Though it is a
programme of 100 days of employment for unskilled manual labour, proper training is needed
to make the programme sustainable.

2. Technical design of an asset can also be treated as a factor that can affect productivity. This
technical design of an asset takes into account its geographical location, feasibility, physical
structure and its strength, etc. The productivity of asset creation depends on the soundness of
its technical design.
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3. Quality of construction is another factor that can affect productivity, but it is difficult to assess.
4. Uses of machines are very much required to give the work a durable character and it is

another factor that can affect asset creation. Spending all money on wages means that states
are not making capital investment to improve the quality of jobs and infrastructure projects.

5. Regular flow of fund is also a worth discussing factor for affecting productivity in asset
creation.

6. This type of employment generation programme has to be linked with compulsory enrolment
in schools and immunization for children. This shows that human capital formation is another
factor to affect productivity.

7. Ownership of asset created among the villagers is another important factor to increase
productivity. Some innovative practices should be initiated to create ownership of assets.

If we consider the above-mentioned factors as explanatory variables, then it seems to provide a
good value of R-square term and adjusted R-square term also. In that case, explanatory variables
should explain much of the variation in the dependent variable.

Here, we analyze all the quantitative factors that can affect the productivity of asset creation.
Apart from this, there are other qualitative factors that can affect the productivity and sustainable
livelihood of the rural poor people. Strengthening of Panchayati Raj institutions for proper
implementation of the programme, dissemination of the awareness of the programme, proper
monitoring of the project, decentralisation of management for such a large-scale programme,
transparency and accountability in operation, planning for asset creation in those areas where the work
has its potential demand and there is a need for MGNREGA work and creation of more public assets
than private assets as it leads to higher return on investment. More private asset brings the
effectiveness of the programme and it is related with efficiency whereas investment in public asset
brings equity. The work completion rate is another important parameter to evaluate MGNREGA
processes involved in the creation of the asset. Completion rate in any year is cumulative which
indicates a completion percentage of both spillover works (works not completed in the preceding year)
and new works in the current year. Finally, effective utilization of resources is a very important factor
for the successful completion of the asset creation. In this regard, not only the creation of new asset is
important, renovation of old assets are also important and sometimes existing renovations of assets
had a higher rate of return than the return on new assets created.

It would be interesting to examine afresh the role of both quantitative and qualitative above-
mentioned factors in affecting the MGNREGA productivity in future work and it is clear that the wage
which is the main explanatory variable in our study is not the best fit to study the productivity change.
It is true that this paper tries to give some early signal regarding the relationship between MGNREGA
wage hike and productivity of asset creation, and finally how the above anti-poverty programme
increased poverty of the rural people. But our main contention is to transform this income transfer
scheme into an investment in rural asset creation which can significantly boost the rural economy by
its multiplier effect and can restrict its inflationary trend. This will help to fulfil the objective of
inclusive growth and poverty removal, and helps in economic transformation of rural India, and
NREGA will then act truly as a social protection programme.

In drawing the above conclusion, one also need to understand the limitation of the study. The
outcome may be better if we use the panel data regression model in the analysis rather than cross-
section data. In this case, we could use cross-sectional dimension of panel data that is states in a fixed
year and then could use the time series dimension of panel data which is reflected by the fact that data
have been collected for chosen cross-sectional units for more than one-time point. This will enhance
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both quantity and quality of data, and the outcome will also be better and more efficient estimation of
unknown parameters of the model becomes possible. Here, we consider average wage of different
states and average productivity of different states in the regression data ignoring the change of these
variables in different states in different years which is one of the reasons for this poor causality
between the variables. So, if we use the panel data, for example, to know whether MGNREGA wages
enhance MGNREGA productivity of asset creation, then we are required to analyze data on
productivity of a given set of states at different points in time considering wages at different points in
time, then we can expect a better outcome. Apart from this, due to limitation of data in the above-
mentioned site (for example, data before 2013-14 is not available now), the relation between wage and
productivity is not rigorous. However, keeping this limitation in mind, it is expected that above
finding gives a flavour of possible relationship between MGNREGA wage, MGNREGA productivity
of asset creation and how the gap between this two contributes inflation in Indian economy.
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