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Executive Summary

Expenditure on durable goods (such as transport equipgmehbusehold appliances) is a useful
indicator of economic welbbeing and living standards of househol@®nsumption of durable

goods is also reflective of the future utility to househgdaal improved productivityfrom the use

of such goods. This study compares the Household Consumption Expenditure Sunied42023
with 2011712 and findssignificant advancements in spending on durables goods and
ownership of key durable assetsThese changes represent shiftprgrities and aspirations for
consumption amongndian householdsind improvements in quality of lifAdditionally, our
analysis focuses on thigottom 40(B40) percentof the households by consumptiavhich have

been extensively targeted through programs of the Government of India and state governments.
Studying the consumption and ownership trends of these householdsnipaatantmeasure of

the effectiveness of welfare policies.

Consumption patterns of households have transformed significantly over the last decade with
households spending a smaller portiomf the monthly per capita expenditure (MPCE)on

food items’. Across the three componentfood items, consumables and services, and durable
goodsthe share of footlasfallen to less to than 50% both sectorsConsequently, a greater share
of household consumption expenditure is nmm-food spending on consumables and services,
and durable good€onsumables and servicarethe largestomponentf household spendirig

urban areas.

The shareof MPCE spent ondurableshas risenin both rural and urban areas, with the rural
shareslightly surpassingthat of urban householdsn many states Despiteinter-state variation
in spending shareshere is a narrowing of differencesross statesvith clustering around the
national averagedn absolute values(rupees, spending has increased across all states and
sectors with higher absolute expenditure in urban householdsThere is wide variation in the

amounts spent across states, with notable outliers in the north angéast¥While relative shares

3 https://eacpm.gov.in/wpontent/uploads/2024/08/ChangedndiasFood-Consumptiorand
Policy-Implications.pdf



of MPCE spent on durables show convergence, absolute spending continues to vary across states,

reflecting underlying differences in overall consumption levels.

Expenditureon subcategorieswithin the larger category of durables goat®wssignificant
diversification across sectorsiousehold spending is shifting from basic necessities like
Clothing and Footwear towards assebuilding expenditure on Personal Goodsand Cooking
& Household Appliances, even in the bottom 40% of householdghis shift, enabledy greater
awareness, financial access, and improved markets, has implicationdivadual productivity
and living standards. Further analysis is needethpackdifferential imgact from improvements

in demand and suppfside factors.

Shifting the focus from expenditure to ownershige find significant improvements in
household asset ownership across states and sectelative tothe 201112 levels most notably
for motor vehicles (2 or 4-wheelers),televisions mobile handsets andrefrigerators.

Motor vehicles ownership is the fastest growingamong durable assets,with significant
urban-rural convergencewithin the overall as well as bottom 40% householda many states.
Further, the bottom 40% households have also witnessed rapid-gptokith the overall
population, especially in urban aredetter market access, road infrastructure and access to
vehicular finance are likely drivers of improved ownership levels across the country.

Ownershipof motor vehiclasignificantly enhances household mobility and connectivity, enabling
greater access toarketsjobs, education, andsential services Sincevehiaular ownership has
crucial socioeconomic implicationspolicy should focus on deepening accesaong lower
consumptionclass and regionsrhis is crucial information for designing public transport and

related infrastructure including traffic management.

Television ownership hasincreasedat a slower pacethan other durables, with relatively
strongergrowth among the bottom 40% of households, narrowingaweershipgap with the
overall population across both sectdrsmany urban areas of statestelevision possession has

actually declined for both the overall population and the bottom 40%



Mobile phone ownership has increased across the board, with nargaps@ urbamuralas well

as between the bottom 4086useholdsand overall populationThere is near universal access
for mobiles, reflecting the improved inter-connectedness and access to communication for
nearly the entire population. Driven byaffordable and faster network connectiyityobiles are
emerging as thanstrument of choice for information, entertainment and communication.
Laptop/PC growth remains slowand concentrated in fewer householdslikely due to limited
know-how and specialised educational and professional applicattua.trend of falling TV
ownership in manystatesand universal mobileaccesdgind s strong support for the idea of the
television screen being replaced or at least supplemented loyobiles as the medium of

information and entertainment.

Among household applianserefrigerator ownership saw tremendagpansion Both sectors
grew significantly but the rise was more broadbased in urban areasjncluding the bottom

40%. Urbanrrural ownership gaps are narrowibgt at varyingratesdepending on the differential
pace of rural catchipin statesGiven the generally rising trajectory of rural ownership, tfapis
expected toclose fast By contrast, washing machines and AC/air coolers recorded slower,

regionally concentrated growthnderscoringefrigerators aa keyhouseholdppliance.

Durable asset ownership, closely tied to modern living standeindsh can generate spillover
effectsontimause wo me n 6 s partcipationand theoovecagproductivity and mobility
of the labour forceFutureresearctshouldexaminethese wider gainby assessingow access to
assets differs across age groups lgadycle, includingits effects onintergenerational inequality

opportunities, consumer protection, financial awareness, and indebtedness

In the final section we examine changeshastatus of consumption inequalifsom 201112 to
202324, focusing on the top 20% (T20) and bottom 40% (B40) of households by consumption
Across the four key assets (motor vehicles, refrigerators, televisions, antbbile handsets)

we find a clear trend of convergence, particularly stronger in urban areas, where ownership

gapsbetween the groupsave narrowed more rapidly over the period.



We begin by examining ownership shanéthe two groupsViotor vehicle ownershipgapshave
narrowed gradually in rural areas but much more sharply in urban areas. Refrigerator
ownership is also convergng, though more strongly in urban areas Rural refrigerator
ownership remains lowelative to urban areasven in the T20 group, indicating thaaditional
lifestyle choices drive ownership decisions of certain appliamdebile phones have attained
near-universal adoption across sectors for both the T20 and B40 groups, making them the
most equitabledurable asset.By contrasttelevision ownership has stagnated among rural T20
households and declined in urban arddse urbanbottom 40%have now marginally surpassed

thetop 20%household$n ownership of television sets

Next, we statistically quantify the degree of convergence between the two extreme consumption
groups (B40 and T2@sing a populationveighted measure diispersion of ownership relative to

the overall mean, called tlsggmaconvergenceThedispersionin asset ownership between the
groups have reduced substantially, though the magnitude varig across assets and sectors

For motor vehicles and refrigerators, urban areas experienced sharp reductisigsna
convergence (i.e. reductiaminequalitie3, while in somestates rurabwnership divergeds early
adoption was concentrated among higt@nsumption householdBy contrast, televisions show
reduction in disparitieacross most statés rural areas, but increiag differencein many urban
areasof states This could be due to the substitution of television by mobiles among lower
consumption urban householdsiobile phones exhibit the strongest and most consistent

convergence, reaffirming their position as the most equitable durable asset.

Finally, upon analysing the number of categories of assets owned by housebrids
consumption categias (Bottom 40%, 4660%, 6080%, Top 20%)we find thatthe proportion

of households owning multiasset categories has increased in both sectors across consumption
groups, underlining reduction in inter-group consumption gaps.Further, theshare of
householdsnot owning assets in anyasset categories is 5%r lower across consumption

groups and sectors, signalling reduction in asset poverty.



Overall, the report provides evidence of transformation in one of the key componeoistadd
spending durable goods expenditure and asset acquisitionshifts are obsergdacross states,
includingamong theoorest or théottom 40% of households across urban and rural arease The
findings haveseveral policy implicationsThere isa need to exparfthancial servicegparticularly
affordable crediin states with low asset ownershifhe rapid expansion of vehicle ownership
acrossstates haa strong base effeasindia still lags most emerging markets in termpavate
vehide ownershipVehicular ownershiplso lasimplications forplanningaffordableand adequate
local transporeind bBstmile connectivity,in addition totraffic managemenwverall congestion,
pollution and quality of life. Ownership of househaldpliancesalso reveathe preferences that
still exist within the family structure. This is especially true for applianceg§thiat e womenbés t
from chores such as cooking. Appliances such as refrigerators ease devodstand support

womenos | abour .force participation

Futureresearclshould go beyond measuring ownership levels to examine the downstream effects
on labourproductivity, mobility, time-use, intergenerationalequalityywo me n6s e mpower m

indebtedness and regional economic developtodigtteralign policies ofnclusive development.



Introduction

Changes irhouseholdconsumption expenditure highlighthe shifts inwhat people consume,
revealingtherelativepriority of different types of goods the consumption basketo@sequently,
these changesignalt h e h o u s e standadd®slike lincome, nhgnges in consumption are
slow moving and unfold over a period of tinmeaking it all the more important to track lotegm
well-being The Household Consumption Expenditure SurldZES) tracks expenditure and
consumption of a wide array of food items, consumable and ser@medurable good3 his study
focusegprimaiily on durable good$Ve analyse dataom the latest HCE®f 202324 and compare

it to 201112 to examine thevolvingpatterns of durable goods spending. In this paper we aim to

) Describe the ltanges in shares and absolute values (in rupees) of MPCE spent on
durable goods between 2012 and 20224, highlighting trends acrostates andural
and urbarsectors

(i) Examine the lsifts in expendituren sub-categories of durablgoods with a focus on
the bottom 40% of the households

(i)  Assess busehold ownership dfey durable goods (likenotor vehicles,refrigerators,
mobile handsets etc.) across states and sectaspecially forthe bottom 40%of
households

(iv)  Analyse how consumption inequality in durald@odsownership has transformed
especiallycomparingthe bottom 40% and top 20% of households

This analysiswill help revealkey trends whiclgo beyond shoiterm consumption patterns
offering a useful perspective for assessimgusehold welfare andtandard of living The
assessment afpending, ownership and consumption inequality across states, sectors and
consumption groupprovides insight into asset poverty anevolution of access taurables

that improve productivitymobility andconnectivity These findings can inform policymakers

onaddressinglisparities promotingfinancial inclusiorand equitablgrowth



Data and Methodology

This report analysesnit-level data from theéNational Sample Survey (NSS)'%8undconducted

in 2011-12 and the latest Household Consumption Expenditure Survey (HOB&)ctedn 2023

24. Both surveys are representative at the state/ UT levetawerthe whole of India excegew
remote villages of Andaman and Nicobar Islariise survey captures expenditure of three main

componentsfood items consumablgoods and serviceand durableoods

In the context of this comparative analysiss important to highlight that betwedéme NSS 2011
12 and HCES 20234, afew changes were introduced in the surte@ymprove recall and reduce
respondent fatigudrirst, thethree consumption components ward surveyed in a singletsng,
rather they wereseparatedand randomized across threseparatevisits. Data on household
characteristics @re always collected in the firstisit along with one of the three consumption
surveys. Secondhe PerandPaper Interview (PAPIvas replacedwith the ComputeAssisted
Personal Interview (CAPI) method. Third, NSS 2dPlhad two schedulésType 1 and Type 2,
which collected data using different recall / reference peridusHCES 20224 useshe Modified
Mixed Reference Period (MMR®)In this study weuse onlythe NSS 201112 Type 2 due to the
comparability with the reference periods usedHCES 2@3-24. The 4 key components of the
surveyard
i. Household Characteristicsand demographicssection capturesletails like number of
household members, aggender, primary economic activity, socgabup, religion urban
or rural aregetc Surveyed househotdareassigned a survey weight basedtio® sampling
frame and the listing of householdsich that the sample weights are used to derive
populationlevel estimates.
il. Food Consumption section captureshe consumption valueand quantities of food
categoriesncluding cereals, milk and milk products, pulses, vegetables, eggs, fish and meat,
fresh fruits, edible oils, etc. Both the surveys used a mixed method recall where some items

used a fdays recall and others used adiys recall period.

4 Details of the MMRP method are available at:
https://www.mospi.gov.in/sites/default/files/publication_reports/Final_Report HCES-Z2028df



iii. Consumables and servicesinclude details onexpenditure on fuel and light, household
consumables, education, medical expenses]rmdtequentitemslike medical expensesf
hospitalizatioruseda 365days recallexpenditurslike fuel and lightuseda 30-days recall,
andexpenditure oman, tobacco and intoxicaniseda 7-days recall basis.

iv. The ®ction onDurable items contains information orxpenditureon the following 13
categoriesclothing bedding footwear personalgoods(mobiles, laptopsetc); transport
equipment(two or four wheelersetc.) sports goodgexercise equipmenetc.) medical
equipment(wheelchair, hearing aids, etccooking and household applianc@gashing
machines, refrigeratorajr conditionersetq; crockery and utensil§urniture and fixtures,
recreational goodsesidential land and buildings; and jewellery and ornaments.

The survey capturdsur main elements of durable goosisending 1) currentownership

of selectdurable good<?) durable items provideidr freeby the governmenn the last 365
days 3) online purchase of select durable goaiw 4)spending orpurchasse (new and
seconehand) repair andmaintenance 0109 durable ites Broadly, oth surveys collect
durablesspendingdata on a 36%8lays recall, barring a few items which were collected on a
30-day recallin NSS 201112. Additionally, some itemsvereremovedwhile someitems

weremerged withotherrelevant durablsub-categoriesn HCES 202324.

NSS 201112 Type 2surveyed101651 household#hereasHCES 202324 surveyed261953
households.We restrict our analysis tb3 large stategsimilar to major states specified in HCES
202324, with a population of >25 million as per Census 2@ht) two big Union Teitories(UTS)

of Delhi and Jammu and Kashmir. Tlgsdone on account of the relatively smaller sample size in
small and northeastern states, particularly in NSS -A@]1which would make disaggregated
analysis at the supopulation or urban / rural level less statistically relialdlénile the 20 states/
UTsis the core focus aduranalysis we present broader trends for the small and northeastern states
as wellin some sections$n the years following 20:12, he state of Telangameasconstitutecbut

of undivided Andhra Pradesh, whereas Jammu and Kashmir was restructured into tnj@rtdiral
and Kashmir, andLadakh For comparisos between the two surveywe use thevaluesof the
undivided states for 20112 and compare them withoseof the new states/UTs for 2023l. For
instanceyaluesof Telanganaf 202324 arecompared withvaluesof undivided Andhra Pradesh
of 201%+12.
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Our analysis alsofocuses on théiouseholds in théottom 40% (B40) of the consumption
distribution This is an important part of the analysis as the Bottom 40% of the households have
been thepolicy focus of the Government of India asll as the Stat€o ver nment 6 s we |
schemes and programs. Studying the changes in the consumption patterns of thietyveap

201112 and 20224 help us track how inclusive and brebdsed the policies and growth have

been, with the improvement in consumptreflecting an improvement in welleing and quality

of life.

To identify consumption classes, the population is divided into groups bakedseholdMPCE.
Households arerderedfrom lowest to highest MPCE and five populateighted groups
(quintiles)are created, each representing an equal size of the populdtisns done separately
for eachstateby sector(rural / urban) For our analysis we classify the Bottom 20% andlQ%

of thehouseholds as the bottom 4@¥household$y consumption

11



Results

1. The Expanding Consunption Basket

The objective of this section is to identify the emerging patterns in consumer spbatlimgn
201112 and 20224. We begin by comparing thelocationof Monthly per Capita Expenditure
(MPCE) by household$o different categoriesf expense$ Food, Consumabland servicesand
Durable good® Spending on food items is conventionally thought of as a more basic necessity,
whereas, spending on consumable goods and seraimgslurable items sigrssin expansion of

the consumer 6s consumpt i onnorgfaodspeadingnces and pr |

At the altindia level, in rural areashe MPCE increased from rupees 1430 in 20210 rupees
4122in 202324. In 201112, rupees’56 were spent on food, 8®n consumable items and@

on durable goodsBy 202324, 19® was spent on food, 184n consumable items and 540 on
durable goodsThis is an increase in nominal spending valogd456% on food items, B2 on
consumables andl2% on durable goods. Trehare ofMPCE spert on foodhasreduced from
52.9% in 201112 to 47% in 20224. This was accompanied by an increase in share of spending
on consumables from 386 to 399%, and on durables from B2 to 13.1%.

In urban areasas a share of MPE, out of rupees 2630, 1121 was spent on fdd®4 on
consumable items aril50on durable goods in 20112. In 202324, out of the MPCE of rupees
699%, 2776 was spent on food,880on consumables and B@n durable goods. This is an increase

of 148% on food spending,80% on consumables and&% on durables spending in hominal
terms. The share of spending on food came down to 39.7% from the earlier 42.6%. Spending on
consumable items increased from485.to 47.8%, and that of durables increased slightynfr

12% to 12.5% between 20112 and 20224. Figure1la and llshow the changes in shares and

values of different components of expenditure in rural and urban areas.

51n the NSS 201412, the subcategory ofi Mi nor durable type goods®and s categor.i
serviceswhereas in HCES 20234 it isincludedunder the suzategory of Personal Goods within Dura@@leods

For the purpose of our study and for better comparabild]i
dur abl e tsybpategogy araeDarable good.

12



Figure 1.a: Shares of Food, Consumables and Durables in MPCE: 2041P and 202324

Rural

[l Food [l Durable Goods [l Consumable Goods

NSS 2011-12 Rural HCES 2023-24 Rural
Durable Goods: Durable Goods:
11.9% 13.1%

Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 2023-24, MoSPI - Created with Datawrapper

Urban

[l Food [l Durable Goods [l Consumable Goods

NSS 2011-12 Urban HCES 2023-24 Urban
Durable Goods: Durable Goods:
12.0% 12.5%

Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 2023-24, MoSPI « Created with Datawrapper
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Figure 1b: MPCE - Disaggregated by Food, Consumables and Durables spend (in Rupees)
(201212 and 202324)

Rural

W Food [ Consumables [l Durables
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500

NSS 2011-12

HCES 2023-24

Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 2023-24: MoSPI + Created with Datawrapper

Urban

[ Food [ Consumables [l Durables

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500

NSS 2011-12

HCES 2023-24

Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 2023-24: MoSPI - Created with Datawrapper
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1.1 Share of MPCE spent on Food, Consumables and Durables

We now look at the stateise variations in shares of MPCE spent on food, consumables and

durables in rural and urban areas for both years. The results are presented for all states and UTs.

1.1.1 Food
We observe varyingegreeof change in spending on food across states in both rural and urban
areas. In rural areas, the average share of MPCE spent on fodgs2\®8&s in 201112 which
declined to 47%by 202324.In 201112, Assam and Bihar spent almost 60% of their MPCE on
food, whereas Punjab and Kerala spent less than 45%. In fact, inl20ddarly 15 statesa
majority of themin the east and northast regionspenta highersharethan the national average
spending on food/Vhile states in these regions continue to spemth#vely higher share on food
in 202324, in manyrural areas oftates across the country we see significant reductions in
spending on food.

In urban areas, spending on food is considerably lower than rural areas in both periods. The average
share of MPCE spent decreadeaim 42.6% in 201412 to 39.7% in 20224. While there are
significantdeclines, many of the north, east and nesdltern states continue to spend a share
higher than the national average on food. Figure 1c illustrates thevidatérends in spending of

food items as a share of MPCE.

15



Figure 1.c: Statewise shares of MPCE spent on Food (NSS 2012 and HCES 202324)

Food: Rural (NSS 2011-12)

Range
[
65.0 T 35.0

India- 52.9%

Food: Rural (HCES 2023-24)

65.0

T 35.0

India- 47%

L)
Source: NSS 2011-12 + Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper Source: HCES 2023-24, MoSP!I - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper
Food: Urban (NSS 2011-12) Food: Urban (HCES 2023-24)
Range Range
65'0_ - 65-0_T =
T India- 39.7%
India- 42.6%

Source: NSS 2011-12 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper

46.7%
36.1%

37.8%

AR

54:1% 38.6%

36.6%

Source: HCES 2023-24, MoSPI - Map data: © OSM

> w

» -

40.5%

40.7%

« Created with Datawrapper
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1.1.2 Consumablesand Services
Spending on consumable goods as a share of MPCE has been gradually rising skic B0t1
with inter-state variations. In rural areas, the average spending share increased from 35.2% in 2011
12 to 399% in 202324. The southern states and the northern stikesPunjab and Himachal
Pradesh spent a higher share of MPCE on consumables in bothrgkedinge to national average
Among the statethat spent lower than the national averagglihl-12, there have been impressive
improvementsthe shareof MPCE spent on consumablexreased by 3.percentage points in
Odisha by 7.3 ppn Jharkhandind by 72 ppin Chhattisgarh

In urban areas, Maharashtra and the southern states except Kerala have relatively high shares of
MPCE spent on consumable®smpared tthe national average in both years, some with more than
50%in 2023 24. Kerala is an outlier among the southern states with lower than national average
share However the spendinggapwith othersouthernstateshas narrowed with a.¥ pp increase
between 201112 to 202324. In some states/ UTs like Assam, Haryana and Dibkie was a
marginal decrease in proportion spent consumables in this period/hile mostregions saw

modest increasshare of MPCEpern on consumables in urban ardeas remainethe highestn

both yearsFigureld illustrates the stat@ise trends in spending of consumable goods as a share

of MPCE.
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Figure 1.d: Statewise shares of MPCE spent on Consumable Goods (NSS 2dPland
HCES 202324)

Consumables: Rural (NSS 2011-12) Consumables: Rural (HCES 2023-24)
Range
E——
55.0 25.0
31.4% T

31.4%

India- 35.2%

35.4%
31.7%
27.9%
o 519,
35.
33.8%
318% |
40=é%
L
L)
Source: NSS 2011-12 + Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper Source: HCES 2023-24 + Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper
Consumables: Urban (NSS 2011-12) Consumables: Urban (HCES 2023-24)
Range Range
I EE—
55.0 T 25.0 55.0 T 25.0
India- 45.4%

India- 47.8%

46.8%

Source: NSS 2011-12 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper Source: HCES 2023-24 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper
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1.1.3 Durables

We observe trend ohighershare of MPCE being spent on durable goods in both urban and rural
areas with interstate variationsShare of MPCE spent on durablesbioth sectorsvas at near
equal levelof 11.9% and 12% respectively in 2012. By 202324, rural spending on durables
surpassed the urban rate by 0.6 percentage poinisal was 13.1% and urban was 12.5% of
MPCE.

In rural areas, most northern stasgenda higher share of MPCE on durahleonsistently above
the national average in both years 201112, Kerala in the south, Sikkim in the northeast and
Chhattisgarh in the central regiavere regional outlierswith a greater sharbeing spent on
durables. But by 20234, all three states saw a decliki¢hile many states in the east, northeast
and south remain below the national average in 23R 3tates like Telangana and Jharkhand saw

significant increases.

In urban areas too, there were regiovaliations Most nortlern and centraktateshad a higher

share of MPCE spending on durable items than the national average, in bet?2201d20234.
However, there were exceptions like Chhattisgarh, Punjab and Ladakh, where spending fell below
the national average in 2023. Most western and southern states continue to have lower shares

of spending on durable goods than the national average in both the years.

Despite interstate variations, there legher spending on durablesmost states anaarrowing of
differences acrossstates Thisindicaiestransformations in the spending pattamd proritisaion
of durable goodsFurther,a slower pace of spendingharegrowth is observed inurban areas
coupled with rural shares exceeding urban sharestalter rural growthkely results fronrapidly
expandingaccesand newer markets are being served. Figure 1e illustrates thevsatieends in

spending of durable goods as a share of MPCE
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Figure 1.e: Statewise shares of MPCE spent on Durable Good$IES 201112 and HCES

202324)

Durables: Rural (NSS 2011-12)

Range

—
25.0
7

India- 11.9%

5.0

Durables: Rural (HCES 2023-24)

Range
I
25.0 ]\ 5.0

India- 13.1%

L)
Source: NSS 2011-12 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper Source: HCES 2023-24 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper
Durables: Urban (NSS 2011-12) Durables: Urban (HCES 2023-24)
Range Range
[ |
& T 25.0 T 5.0

Source: NSS 2011-12 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper

India- 12.5%

Source: HCES 2023-24 - Map data: © OSM - Created with Datawrapper
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1.2 Amounts spent on Durable Goods

Since our analysifbcuseson durable goods, weackthe changes in absolute values (in rupees)
spent by an average household per month per persaturable goodscross statesThis has
different implications than spending shadéscussed aboves weare dle to compare money

spent across stataad put the spending shares in perspective.

In rural areas, the spending more than tripled, from rupees 170 irl20tblrupees 540 in 2023

24 attheall-India level.Somestates in theouth,north and northeast region increasedahmunt
spenton durable goods by more than rupees 500 per person perimtmsperiodFor an average
family of four, this would meatnhat at least rupees 24,000 monas being spent annually on
durablesHouseholds in Sikkim were spending rupees 1448 per person per month, which is the
highest across statddowever increase irspendingvasthe slowest in thetates in theentral and

eastern region.

In urban areaghe altindia average spent) on durables per person per month increased from
rupees 315 in 20112 to rupees 87in 2023241 a 178% increase. Thorthernnortheasterand
southernstates like in rural areas,saw dramatic increases in spending. Even Chhattisgarh and
Bihar, whichwere among thestatesspending low amount® 202324, managed tonore than

double theamount spentompared to the 20112 levels.

In conclusion, we observe increased rural and urban spending on durables across states, but urban
spending remains substantially higherainsoluteterms There are some notahlegions where
spending has increased substantiailypoth sectorsvhich indicaesa shift in spending patterns.

Many states, especially in the central and eastern region have seen moderate growth. This implies
that whilenominalspendingvalueson durable$as increased everywhere, there is a wide range in
between statespending ie highest versus lowest amounts, actosh rural and urban areas.

Figure 1f shows trends in spending values on durable goods.
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Figure 1.f: Statewise spending on Durable Goods (in Rupees) (NSS 2614 and HCES

Spend on Durables (in Rupees): Rural (NSS 2011-12)
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1.3Putting durables spending shares and absolute values in perspective

On analysing the share of MPCE spent on durable goods as well as the absolute amounts (in
rupees), we observe an interesting pattern emerge. In terms of the sharesi, thegesiater urban

rural convergence, with rural areas of s@tegespending more on durables than urban atié@s
Telangana, Maharashtra and Haryana; 2) {state convergence with clustering around the
national average, reflecting reduction of difference betvebanes of MPCE spent ywpuseholds
acrossstates. Thismplies thatmore states in urban and rural areas allocate a similar portion of
their MPCE towards durable goods. Sind®CE has also increased over time, it signals an
important shift in spendingriorities where households spend a greater share of a larger MPCE

towardsnonfooditems like durable goods

On the other hand, in absoluteminalvalues, we still find gaps between urban and rural areas and
acrossstates. This, however, is a factor of tli#fferential MPCE of states. Due to the underlying
differences in consumption levekhe amount spent on durables varies widely across states and
sectors. We find that urban areas spend more on durables in rupee values. Additionally, there are
regional outliers in both urban and rural areas. This suggests that despite convergencées durab
spending in relatie terms (shares) and rising MPCE everywhere, disparities in broader
consumption levels across states influences spewndinigirablesn absolute terms (rupee values).

This necessitates further analysis of the other components of consumption of durable goods to

contextualise the spending trends we observe here.

First, the decomposition of durable goods spending acrossasetpories to help identifywhere

the allocation of durables expenditure is concentr&@edond an analysis of thstock of durable
goodsowned by households to get a sense of which assets are owned across various regions, a
marker ofmarket accesand standards of livinglhird, theequity in consumptionof durables

among the lowest and highest consumption grdagbe following sections, we will explore each

of these in detail.
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Key Takeaways

The insights from this section are as folldiws

1 As a share of MPCE, spending on food has decreased and is below 50% in urban and rural
areas in 20224. Subsequently, share of consumables and durables has increased from
201112 levels.

1 In nominal rupee &lues

o In rural areas, theris an increase ispending by 156% on food items, 226% on
consumables and 8% on durable goods.

o In urban areas, theress an increase of B% on food spending, 80% on
consumables and 178% on durables

1 Thereareinter-state and sectoral variat®im the share of MPCEproportion) and amount
of MPCE (valuepllocated towards Durable Goods.

o Shares There isgreater urbamural convergence, with rural areas of sosteges
spending more on durables than urban aré&e also observdnter-state
convergence with clustering around the national average, reflecteduction of
difference betweeshares of MPCHRllocated by househol@dgrossstates

o Values: In absoluterupeevalues there aredifferences in the amourgpent on
durable goods, both within states in a sector as well as across sectaisséfe
increased rural and urban spendiajueson durables across states, but urban
spending remains substantially higher in rupee terms.

1 Due to the underlyingifferences in consumption levelBIPCE), despite convergence in
durables spending in relative terms (shares), spending in absolute terms (rupee values)
varies widely The observations in durables spending shares and rupee values necessitates

further analysis.
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2. Diversification of durable goodsspending: Decomposing expenditure across

sub-categories

In this section weexaminehow spending patterns within different scdegories othe larger
durable goodsategoryhave evolved over time. Thwill help us identifyshifts in consumer
preferences for different types of durables and their allocation in household sp&paiaifjcally,
we comparethe share of total expendituod householdspent orthe differentsub-categoryof
durable goodsetween 20112 and 202324. Importantly, becausetotal expenditure values
themselves have increasedthis period the changes in shares of durable goodcaibgories

shouldbeinterpretedwithin this broader context.

Between NSS 20112 and HCES 20224, minor changes were made in the-sategorisation of
durable goods The following 13 categories are enumerated in the latest survey round: Clothing,
Footwear, Bedding, Personal Goods, Transport Equipment, Sports Goods, Medical Equipment,
Cooking & Other Household Appliances, Crockery & Utensils, Furniture & Fixturesd<simo
Recreation, Residential Building, Land & Other Durables, and Jewellery & Ornaments. The

detailed list of items within each sudategory can be found in the questionnaire.

First, we examine the overall population, heuseholdsf all the consumption classes. We begin
with rural areas. The share of durables in tbtalseholexpenditure has increased from3P@.in
201112 to 12.6% in 202241 a20percent increasdhe shares d sub-categoriesClothingand
Footwear have decreasedmpared to 20212, while those of the remaining swhtegories have
increasedDespite thisClothingcontinuego havethe biggest share within durable goatlS.53%

of total expenditurén 202324.

The subcategories with the largest gains are Medical Equipment, Cooking & Other Household
Appliances, Personal Goodsad Furniture & FixturesThe large gains in Medical Equipment can

be attributed to a big base effestjile Cooking & Other Household Appliances grew from 0.14%

6 A new subcategory of Sports Goodgas addedn the 20232 4 survey. The category of AMi
from theNSS2011-12 was part of Consumableswasincluded within the Personal Goods categoriACES
202324. Most of the other categories remain the same.
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to 0.67%- a 38 percentise, Personal Goods grew@percent from 0.2% to 0.94%ndFurniture

& Fixturesgrew 25% from 0.13% to 0.41%Rest other categories saw comparatively smaller
gains in share. In 20224, the toghreesubcategories in terms of share of total expendjtexeept
Clothing are Residential Building, Land and Other Durab(#sl1%), Transport Equipment
(0.98%) and Jewellery & Ornamen(6.98%).

In urban areas, the share of durables in total expenditure increased from 10% to &117%
percenthike. Like rural areas, in urban areas the share of ClothimtFFootwear decreasdulit by

a relatively higher magnitude. The largest increase in urban aweasfor Medical Equipment
(though due to a base effect), Personal Gbg@386%, Furniture & Fixtures by 186 andCooking

& Other Household Appliancdsy 148%. In 202324, Clothing continues to have the largest share
of total expenditure among all other stdtegories at 4.72%, followed by Transport Equipment at
1.12 %, Personal Goods at 1.11% and Jewellery and Ornaments at $l@5%0f the remining
categoriess less than 1 perceof total expenditte. These results are presented in Figueesriel

2b.

Bottom 40% households

Next, we look at changes in teabcategories oflurablesexpenditureamongthe Bottom 40% of

the householddn both rural and urban areas, the share of household spending on durable goods
has increased. Rural spending increased fr@% 90 12.2% and urban spending fr@&®% to

11.3% between 20112 to 202324.

In 202324, dothing remais the largest component in both urban and rural areas despite declines
in both sectorselativeto 201112 levek. Other sukcategoriedaveincreasd in shareghoughat
varying magnitudefRuralbottom 40%households ameow spendingnore ondurableson account

of significantincreases impurchase ofCooking & Other Household Appliancésrom 0.06% to
0.52%, Personal Goodlsfrom 0.12% to 0.75%, and Furniture & Fixturésom 0.07% to 0.32%.

The top sukcategories after Clothing are Footw¢€ai07%), Residential Building, Land & Other
Durableg0.84%), and Jewellery & Ornamen(8.76%).
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In urban areasspending share o@Glothingand Footwear decreased but tleeytinueal to be the
largestcomponentsat 5.46% ad 0.96% respectivelyin 202324. Personal Goodand Transport
Equipmentfollowed, at 0.88% and 0.8%espectively Biggest increases were in Personal Goods
by 528%, Jewellery & Ornamentsy 364% and Cooking & Other Household Appliantss343%.

These results are presented in Figuiearii 21.

Thedeclinein Clothing and FootwedC&F) across sectors aegen among B40 householdsyng

with an increase in share of other st#ttegoriesignds a diversification of durables spendiagay

from goods which represent a set of relatively basic neces#iti281112, of the total household
expenditure on durable goqd3&F had a major share in urban and rural households as well as in
the overall and B40 groupore than 50% of the expenditure on durables wasrdsC&F. For

the bottom 40% householdsywas everhigherandthe spending on ne@&F itemscombinedwvas

less than halfbof that of C&F. By 202324, we observe an equalisation of this pattern with
households spending a larger portion of their durable expenditure on items other than clothing and

footwear.Infact in the overall urban sect@id)ocation towardsonC&F surpassed that of C&F.

Table 2.1: Comparison of hares of total expenditure on Durable Goodspent on C&F and Non
C&F items (201212 and 202324)

Rural Urban

Consumption Category NSS HCES NSS HCES
Group 201312 202324 | 201112 202324
Overall Clothing andFootwear 0.66 0.51 0.63 0.48

(C&F)

Non C&F 0.34 0.49 0.37 0.52
Bottom 40% C&F 0.78 0.60 0.78 0.57

Non C&F 0.22 0.40 0.22 0.43
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Figure 2.a: Change in shares of different Durables Goods categories in total expenditure for
Rural Households:All consumption groups combined

Expenses on different durable good categories as a share of Total Household Expenditure: Rural
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Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 203-24, MoSPI + Created with Datawrapper
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Figure 2.b: Change in shares of different Durables Goods categories in total expenditure for
Urban Households:All consumption groups combined

Expenses on different durable good categories as a share of Total Household Expenditure: Urban
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Source: NSS 2011-12, HCES 2023-24, MoSPI - Created with Datawrapper
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Figure 2.c: Change in shares of different Durables Goods categories in total expenditure of
Bottom 40% of Rural Households

Expenses on different durable good categories as a share of Total Household Expenditure of Bottom 40% of
households: Rural
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Figure 2.d: Change in shares of different Durables Goods categories in total expenditure of
Bottom 40% of Urban Households

Expenses on different durable good categories as a share of Total Household Expenditure of Bottom 40% of
households: Urban
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Key Takeaways

The insights from this section are as folldiws

1 The decomposition of spending on durable goodcsibgories reveals a clear trend of
improvements in access and diversification of household consungbiumable goods.

0 There isa reduction irthe share oéxpenditureallocated tahe relatively basic or
essential itembke Clothing and Footwedbpr the overalgroup in both sectors and
for the urbarbottom 40% households.

o This is supplemented bsignificantimprovementsn assetuilding spendingand
onitems of common use within a household

o Inrural areas, Cooking & Household Appliances, Personal Goods, and Furniture &
Fixturessaw the largest increasiesboth the overall and B40 householltsurban
areas, the significant increass® observed in theersonal Goodand Cooking &
Household Appliancesub-categoriescross the overall and B40 group

1 Shifting expendituréowardsPersonalGoods andCooking & HouseholdApplianceshave
significantimplications forindividual productivity and quality of lifeOn thedemandside,
these trends appear to be drivendogater awareness and affordability due to financial
access. On the supply sicexpandednarket access and improved distributietworks
havelikely contributed to making these goods access#sden to households in the lowest

consumption segments

1 These preliminary insights underscore the need for a detaitbdisaggregatezhalysis of
the factorsenablingincreased ass#iuilding expenditures among both urban and rural
households.Particularly, future enquiry shouléxaminethe relative contribution of
demand and supply side factorsle of institutional mechanisms like credit access and

identify variations in impact across urban and rural sectors.
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3. What do Indian HouseholdsOwn? An analysis ofdurable goodsownership
between 201112 and 202324

Our analysis in this section exploits the datahestock ofdurable assetowned by households
collected in the NSS 20112 and HCES 20224.Households were asked to indicate whether they
possessed any of the 12 listed durable assets on the date of thé sloussholds may own more
than ongquantityof a certaimassetand this may also be likely with rising incomes of households.

Sincethe survey does nogcord thispur analysis isimited to abinary indicator of ownership

Of thetwelve listed assets, we seledteight for this analysisTelevision, Laptop/ PC, Mobile
Handset, Motorcycle/ Scooter (2Vheeler), Motor Car/Jeep/Van (4-Wheeler), Refrigerator,
Washing Machine and Air Conditioner/Air Cooler. These durable goods represent modern and
aspirational assetsloselyassociated witimprovements in living standards, access to technology

andtime-useof households.

The fourassetexcluded fromthis analysis are Radio, Bicycle, Trucks and Animal Cart. These
broadly represent foundational technologiegrving agnarkers of basic living standards rather
thanindicators ofrising aspirations and purchasing power. Thereforefobysing onthe eight
goods we aim teapturea better picture afiow household asset ownership has evolved over the

twelve-year periodWe classify hese assets further under four broad dgpestategories

Asset Category Durable Goods

Transport Equipment Motor Vehicle @-wheelerand4-wheelervehicles)
Household Appliances Refrigerator, AC/Air Cooler, Washing Machine
Recreational Goods Television

Personal Goods Laptop/ PC, Mobile Handset

We compare ownership levels between 2025nd202324 and present key insights from each

asset categoryOwnership is mapped for the overall population (all households) as well as

" This is enquired in Q4.3.3 of QuestionnairBGQ: Durable Item®f the HCES 20224

8 Our classification of assets under the given catefpdlows thedurable good sutrategories under which these
individual assets areecorded in th&uestionnaire DGQrhis is true for & exceptthe 3 items-Refrigerator, AC/ Air
Cooler and Washing Machinehich are classifiedsfiCooking & OtherHouseholdAp p | i aimtle &segtionnaite
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separately for the bottom 4086 households by consumptioio assess differences in the pace of
ownership growth across grougsis analysis i€onductedstatewise for the 18 large states and
two majorUTs, disaggregatety urban and ruradector. For eacstateandsector combinatigrthe
proportion of households owning givendurable asseis calculatedusing household weights

provided in theunit-level data

3.1 Transport Equipment

In this segment we look at ownership of motor vehids.consider ownership of&heelers like
motor cyclesand scootersand 4wheelers likemotor cars vansand jeepstogether as motor
vehicles.Therefore, dnouseholds considered to be owning a motor vehicle if it owitker a twe

wheeleror fourwheeler or both. Access to a motorized vehicle is a measure of improved mobility.

Ownership of motor vehicles has risen substantially across the board. In rural areas, the share of
households owning motorvehicle tripled, increasing from 19% in 201P to 59% in 202324.

With the exception of a few eastern states, most states recorded ownership levels above the national
average. West Bengal (31.2%) reported the lowest ownership rates, while Punjab steid out

the highest rural ownership at 85.8%atably, ew state®egan well below the national average in

2017 12 but subsequentlyxperienced faster growth, surpassing the average byi 2823Fhis
includesTelanganga71.999, Uttar Pradesl{65.899, Chhattisgarh(62.6%) and Andhra Pradesh
(60.2%).

In urban areas, averageotor vehicle ownership rose from 40.1% in 2014 to 68.2% in 2023

24. Although the increase is substantial, urban growth was slower compared to rural beeas
highest percentagacreasas observedn Bihar, where ownership rose by 160%, from 22.7% to
5%%. In West Bengal, ownership more than douBldcbm 17.5% to 39.8% yet it remains the

lowest among all states, significantly below the national average. At the other end of the spectrum,
Madhya Pradesh (81.4%) record the highest urban ownership rdéthelsouthern states (except

Telangana and Andhra Pradesh) remain above the national average.

In many states, the urbawaral gap in motor vehicle ownership hesrowed In fact, in states like

Telangana, Haryana and Punjab the rural ownetsdspsurpassaarban levelsThis urbanrural
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convergence likely reflectsnproved market access, expanding road infrastructure, and greater

availability of vehicle financingenabling rurabwnershipof motor vehicles

Bottom 40%

Among rural bottom 40% households, motor vehicle ownership has undergdrestic
transformatiod rising from 6.2% in 201112 to 471% in 202324, a 41-percentagepoint
increaseSeveral states that initially had bel@awverage ownership in 2012 have since outpaced
the national averag&specially among therare Telangana (62.5ppMadhya Pradesb4.4 pp)
andUttar Pradesh (8.7 ppeacl). At the top endPunjab at 76 % has thénighest ownershipmong

the ruralbottom 40% household®llowed by Karnataka at 69.1%lowever,Jammu & Kashmir
(18.2%) lags far behind, with other leswnership states including West Bengal (19.1%), Odisha
(23.7%), Assam (24%), and Bihar (27.8/&ll with less than onéhird of bottom 40% households

owning a motor vehicle.

Bottom 40% households in urban areasv astriking 200% increase from 19.7%in 201112 to

60.2% in 202324. However, growth patterns varied across staébesne states have seen faster
growth than others. Odishavhich had one of the lowest ownershigtesin 201112 (at 5.5%

second onlyto West Bengaht 3.5% saw a substantial rise to 47% in 2023. While still below

the national averagthis is a remarkable growth. By contrasest Bengal, which started at similar
levelshas lagged behind and continues to report the lowest urban bottom 40% ownership at 23.8%.
Several states likettar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Chhattisgarh and Jhargtaaed wellbelow

the national average in 2012 but witnessed rapid growtburpasig the national benchmark by

2023 24. With a few exceptions, most northern and southern state@sreportownership levels

above the national average

The reduction inurbanrural gap between the bottom 40% households in many states including
Telangana, Karnataka, Gujarat and Haryeara beattributed to faster rural growtklowever, n
somestates like Odisha, Jammu & Kashmir and Bijltlae gappersistssincerural growthhas not

yet matchedvith urbanrates Figure &aand 3 present these trends.
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Figure 3.a: Proportion of households that own aMotor_Vehicle (2/4-Wheeler) (201112 vs
202324). All Consumption Groups
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Figure 3.b: Proportion of households that own aMotor Vehicle (2/4-Wheeler) (201112 vs
202324). Bottom 40%
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3.2 Household Appliances

Acrossthe three household appliances analyis&kefrigerator, Air Conditioner/ AiCooler and
Washing Machines refrigerator ownership stand out for reativelyrapid expansion. A greater
proportion of urban and rural households own refrigerators, as oppdbedtber two assetShe
refrigeratoris a keymodern durablgood closelylinked torising living standards, urbanisation,

nuclearisationand evolving food storage and lifestyle neeflasouseholds

Between 201112 and 20224, refrigeratorownershipincreased sharplycross sectors and
consumptiorgroups Among rural households, ownership more ttrgpled from 9.4% to 33.2%
though with wideregional variatios Southern statebke Andhra Pradesh (6.1% to 53.8%) and
Tamil Nadu (9.7% to 55.8%gutperformed the national averagdile northern statekke Punjab
maintainedsome of the highest ownership ratesaching 94.7% in 20234. Despite increasing
shares,most eastern andcentral stateslagged significantly like Bihar (0.9%to 7.5% and
Chhattisgarh (3.1% to 15.1%howing persistently low ownership well below the national average
and Jharkhand recording the lowest at 7.1% in 2023

The ownership growth in urban areas is more biwased with steady improvements. Theladlia
average ownership increased from 43.8% in 20410 68.1% in 20224 andmany states
converged closer to the national averageme states like Andhra Pradesh (69.8%), Tamil Nadu
(67.9%) andJttar Pradesli71.1%) wereoutliers, which surged ahead despite starting below the
national averaged.ike rural areas, northern states and Kerala continue to have some of the highest
ownership levels. Bihar (37.1%) and Odigd6.3%) are the only states where less than 50% of the
urban households own a refrigerato202324.

We also observthe urbanrural gap inownership closing imost stateshoughat differentrates.
In Haryanafor examplethegap of29.1 percentage poin 201112 reversedoy 202324 with
rural householdssurpassing the urban ones IBy5 percentage pointltn Maharashtra the
convergence wasiuch slower, with the gap closiy only 4.3 percentage point&y contrastin
Bihar and Jharkhand the urbaimral gapwidened furtherby 124 and 128 percentage point

respectively.These trends suggest that in some states refrigerator ownership is more dispersed
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across urban and rural areas whereas in other states rural ownership is catfastey &Gure &

shows these changes.

Bottom 40%

Refrigerator vnershipamongthe bottom 40% rural households seamsiderablgains, increasing
from 2.9% to 22.5%, aalmosteightfold increase. Notably, four state, eatlwhichless than 2%

of the households owned a refrigerator in 2Q2]1 surpassed the 2023 national average. These
were: Tamil Nadwat 45.3% Andhra Pradesht 40.8% Telanganat 36% andGujaratat 32.3%.

By 202324, ownership exceeded 70% in Haryana, Punjab, Delhi and Kéed)an lagging states
such as Jharkhand, Bihar, Odiskmdhya Pradesh, Assam and Chhattisgarh, fewer than 10% of
bottom 40% rural households owned a refrigerator.rd i wide variatioracross stateswith
Punjab recording the highest ownership (91.9%) and Jharkhand the lowest (2.2%).

Among thebottom 40% of the urban householdwe find remarkable gains in refrigerator
ownership. It rose distinctly from 20.9% in 2012 to 57.9% in 20224. Breakthrough states
include Tamil Nady Andhra Pradeshnd Uttar Pradeshsimilar to the trend in the overalfban

households whichhad 47 45and 44.7ercentage poirgainsrespectivelyln 10 states, more than

60% of the bottom 40% urban household own a refrigerator.

The urbarrural gap among the bottom 40% households reveals a mixed pattaatebwth over
70%urbanownership in 20224, like Punjab and Haryanthe gap hasarrowedindicatingmore
broadbased gainm both sectordOn the flip sidein states like AndhrRradeshGujarat and Tamil
Nadu urbanrural gapsarewidening despitatrong ownership gains that often surpass the national
averagen eachindividual sector likely due toslower rural growthelative to urban. Nonetheless,
these gaps arexpectedto close once rural ownership catches gpen its overall upward

trajectory Figure 3l showcasgthese trends.
We also mapped ownership for AC / Air Cosland Washing Machirseacross the two periods.

While ownership of both assets improved in urban and rural areas as well as among the bottom

40% households, the gains were less pronounced compared to refrigaradammained below
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the 50% markat the India averagd&lotably, theoutliers to this trend were thrthern states of
Punjab, Haryana and Dellihich consistently recorded the highest ownership lef@sboth
washing machines and AC/ Air coolers across sectors.

While washing machirsmand refrigerators ateothhousehold durabsevhich help reduce the time
spent on unpaid domestic work, particularly by wontlee growthof washing machines hésgged
behindthat of refrigeratorsA reason for this could bie additional requirement of piped water
for washing machineslong withreliable electricity supply, which is the only requirement for
refrigeratorsSimilarly, AC/ Air coolershavewitnessedlower growthin the eastern and southern
states compared to the tioern and central states where ownersévglsareabove the national
average. Tis geographical concentratidikely reflects higher demand due ttoe hotter weather
conditions in this regionln contrast refrigerators have reached substantially higher and more
widespreadownership nationwideynderscoringheir role as an indispensable household asset.
Detailedfigures for Washing Machines and AC/ Air Cooler are presented in the Appé&inglixe

1-4.
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Figure 3.c. Proportion of households that own aRefrigerator (201112 vs 20234): All

Consumption Groups
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Figure 3.d: Proportion of households that own a&Refrigerator (2011-12 vs 202324): Bottom

40%
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3.3 Recreational Goods

Television isamong the most widely owned household durable assets in India, with ownership
growth accelerating relatively earlier than other durable gotrdruralareasTV ownership rose

from 49.6% in 201112to 61.1% by 2022471 a23.26 jump. All butfour states witnessegfowth

in TV ownership with thefastesgrowth rate®bserved iBiharandUttar Pradesleach recortg

over 60 percent riselowever, ownershifevelsin these statagmained below the national average

in 202324 despite the rapid growtiBy contrastthe southern states consistently reported above
average ownershjincluding inKeralawhereownershipfell from 86% to 81%. Among the states
which witnesseda decreaseJharkhand and Jammu & Kashmir alsotably declineddespite

already having belovaverage ownership

In urban areasveragel'Vv ownership fell in the 1¥ear period from 80.4% in 201112 to 78.5%
in 202324. In 11 out of the 20 states, ownership shadeslined Even the statethat recorded
increaseslike Madhya Pradeshnd Assam, the gaingere modest Despite this overall decline,
urban ownership continues to exceed rural ownership in most dtiatiadly, significant urban
rural gappersistsin states like Jharkhand (26.8% ruval72.1% urbarownership, Bihar (38%
ruralvs 69.6%urban) and Rajasthan (44% ruval70.6%urbar).

Bottom 40%

There is significant improvemenh ownershipamong rural bottom 40% householde/hich
increased from 35.1% in 20412 to 51.8% in 202241 a 4P6rise. Further, there is narrowing of

the ownership gap between the overall and bottom AG% household$ from a difference of

14.5 percentage points in 2012 to 9.3 percentage points in 2628. In fact, for nearly all states,
bottom 40% householdsaw greatergains than those in the overall population, in absolute
magnitude. Ownership in southern states is higher than the national average in both the survey
years. A decrease in ownership is seen in three gtdbeshi, Kerala and Jammu & Kashmir,
though only marginéy in the latter two.

Amongthe bottom 40% of urban householgw®tewise trends resemble those in rural areas, with

Assam,Madhya PradeshKarnataka and Bihaleading in relative gainsAt the nationallevel,
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ownership grew modestyy only 4.2pp - from 74.2% in 2011412 to 77.4% in 202241 closely
mirroring the trend in the overall populatidtere too, we observe a narrowing of the gap between
bottom 40% and overall househqldsid in several statdssuch as Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, and
Maharashtréd ownership among the bottom 40% has even surpassed that of the overall population.

Figure 3e and 3f present these trends.

These trendsdicatethatgains inTV ownership have been more pronounaewngthe lower-
consumptiorgroup in several statespntributing to thenarrowingof the consumptiongap with

the overall population in both sectods some states we also observed decline in shares,
particularlyin urban areasnlthis contextwe further explore the phenomenorf subtitution of

the television scre@n examining shiftan the ownership ofpersonal goods likéaptop/PCs or
mobile phonesand whether these trendsllectively suggest eeplacemenof televisions ashe

primarymedium of information and entertainment.
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Figure 3.e:Proportion of households that own arelevision (201112 vs 20224): All

Consumption Groups
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Figure 3.f: Proportion of households that own & elevision(201112 vs 202324). Bottom 40%
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3.4 Personal Goods

Within the personal goods category, waalyse trends in laptop/PCs and mobile phone
ownership Of the two,mobile ownershiphas seen a remarkable rise and become near universal
between 20112 and 20224 in both urban and rural are@n the other hand, ownership of
laptop/PCremainsat much lower levels in both sectofithe marginal growth of laptop/ PCs
ownershipmay be due to limited user knowhow, affordability barriers, and spetised
educational or professional applicatiofi$ierefore, these devices remain concentrated in fewer
househtds. Thestatewisefigures for laptop/PC ownershiprgsented in AppendiFigure 56.

In this section we will unpack mobile handset ownership trends in more detail.

Among rural households, averag@bile ownership increased from 77.6% to 96.5%nearly
25 percentise Gains were broatiased across all statékhe sharpest improvementgerein
ChhattisgarhAssam West BengalQdishaand Jharkhand which had the lowest ownersdiips
in 201112. While these statesnade substantial gain€hhattisgarh and Odishstill remain
below the national averagBunjab, HaryanaJammu & KashmirKerala and Delhi have near
universal coverage in 20231.

The urban areasvhere baseline ownership was already higg niational average increased from
92.2% to 97.7%. Most states havearuniversal coverageslusteing around99% Only four
statesfall belowthe national averagef which three areneverthelessabove 90% ownership
Telangana is the exceptiomecordinga declineof 3.8 percentage points despite being below the
national averagén 201112 Notably, the rural areas in most states sager magnitude of

growth inmobile ownershighan the urban areas, effectively closing the wiomal divide.

Bottom 40%

Among the bottom 40% househola®bile ownership shows strong convergence between rural
and urban areafural households in thgrouphad much lower ownership at 686 in 2011

12, whichroseto 94.3% in 20224. States like Chhattisgarh and Odishdnereless than a third

of the bottom 40% households owned a mohite201112, now record 83% and 70.7%
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ownership respectivelynfact, in moststatesownership levelsow surpass the national average

highlighting thepenetration of mobilphoneseven in the poorest househalds

In urban areas toanobile ownership showsonvergence with the overall trends. Average
ownership increased from 84.6% to 95.3%, with stdse variationsThe fastesgrowthwasin
states that had started below the national average but crossed 98% ownershipiy. 2023
Telangana,however, is an exception, where bottom 40% househelgerienced 8.7
percentage pointirop, similar to the trend of aluirbanhouseholdsn the state This drop is
somewhat surprising givdnh e  gdiative @rdserityBy contrast, irstates like BiharlJttar
PradestandRajasthansignificant narrowing of thewnershipgapwas observetioth between
urban and rural households and across bottom d0&éhe overall groupsin the respective
sectors This reflects broadbased and inclusive gains for all householigure 3 and 3

showcase the trends in mobile ownership stase.

With respect to the replacement of tekvisionas a medium of information and entertainment
laptop/PCdonotseem to bapreferred alternative givehe inherent barriersf technical know
how, a steeper learning curve as@ecialised applicationgnstead, the neatuniversal access of
mobile phoneacrossstates, combined wittheclinein ownership of televisiom urban and rural
area®f many statesuggestshatmobilesare increasingly replacing or supplemenfingas the

primarysource of entertainment and information
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Figure 3.g: Proportion of households that own aviobile Handset(201112 vs 202324). All

Consumption Groups
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Figure 3.h: Proportion of households own aViobile Handset(2011-12 vs 202324). Bottom

40%
% of Rural households
! 32% 1 83% [
Chattisgarh 1 1
48.4% 95%
West Bengal g — 1
51.8% | 197.2%
Assam e .
56.4% | $6.4%
Madhya Pradesh e yE— I I -
32% 70.7%
Odisha 2 .
54.5% 92.79
Jharkhand eete— | 5
. ﬁSA% 96.3%
Gujarat E 3
. 666% 9418%
India T
. 70.1% 97%
Rajasthan P — L]
71.6% 98.5%
Uttar Pradesh [ | e
8% 93.9%
Maharashtra
! 1 75.4% | 98.9%
Bihar I e []
71% g3.4%
Telangana e ————
. 71.1% 93%
Tamil Nadu == -
. 1 81.2% | 99.7%
Jammu & Kashmir (U.T.) = ®
) 1 83.7% I 99.4%
Punjab I [ | °
82.3% 97.5%
Karnataka 1 = | .
I 84.5% | 987%
Haryana e [ ]
71% 84.1%
Andhra Pradesh L - - I
1 91.7%  99%
Kerala I ]
A 00% 100%
Delhi (U.T.) 1 1 [
1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
e NSS 2011-12 wm HCES 2023-24
% of Urban households
1 1
77% 99.4%
Bihar —0 L ’
76.2% 98.5%
Madhya Pradesh e | 1”&
77.9% | 98.1%
West Bengal = -
80% | 198.3%
Jharkhand | L]
81.1% 99.2%
Uttar Pradesh = [
82.7% 98.4%
Assam —— 1" .
) Bz.&r P7.8%
Jammu & Kashmir (U.T.) [
. 72.5% B6.9% |
Odisha I
. B7.2% 98,9%
Rajasthan | =
84 6% 95.3%
India %"
83 506 93.9¢a
Karnataka & oi/
I 89.0% 199.2%
Maharashtra I
82.540 92.4%
Andhra Pradesh
84.3% 93.97
Tamil Nadu R
. 75.5%  84.B%
Chattisgarh : 1
Puniab 1 93.6% 99 .6%
unja -T
. g?ﬂ% 92.9%
Gujarat C —
94.2% 98.6%
Kerala 1 X T
1 95.8% 93.8%
Haryana . p [
96% 99.8%
Delhi (U.T.)
73.8% 82.5“/'0
Telangana 1
1 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
W NSS 2011-12 @8 HCES 2023-24

50



Key Takeaways

In this section we examined trendsdimrable goodswnership across sectors and states, with a

separate focus on the bottom 40% of the households. Our analysis showed that

T

For most assets and in most states, ownershiptr@ased in both rural and urban areas

with theurbanrural gap narrowingt varying rates.

o There isgreater convergence between the bottom 40 and overall households
especially in urban areasdicatingbroad based résinconsumption and improvin
living standarde®ven among the traditionally lowest consumptijooups

o Although urbarrural gaps persist isome stategersistentural ownership growth
promises convergence sooner rather than later.

Ownership of motor vehicles (twor fourwheeles) has seen remarkable growtising

strongly inboth sectorsnarrowingthe urbari rural gap.The bottom 40% households

have witnessed rapid catcip with the overall population, especially in urban areas.

Motor vehicle ownership improveshousehold mobility and connectivity, allowing

greateraccess tonarkets, jobs, education, and essential services

Refrigerator ownership has increased substantiallyoth sectors, but relatively wider

urban growthacross statesConsequently, the urbaaoral gapis narrowing for the

overall population anthe bottom 40%group thoughthe magnitudevaries depending

on thepace ofrural catchup.

Television growth is slow in most states and has even declined in many urbai laeeas.

near universality ainobilesseems tdvavereplacel or at least substitedthe TVin many

places Mobiles are emerging dlseinstrument of choice for information, entertainment
and communication, owing to affordable and faster network connectivity.

Expansion & markets and increase iownership of major asseindicakes equitable

growth,openingthewindowto access opportunities

Durable asset ownershipdlselytied withmodern livingstandardsvhich cangenerate

spilloverson timeuse w 0 me Iakibgr forceparticipation productivityandmobility of

the labour forceFuture researcBhould examinghese gainan detail, assessindgiow

asset access variesacross age cohortand lifecycle with implications for

intergenerational disparities,consumer protection, financial awareness, and

indebtedness.
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4.A story of convergence: Durable goods ownership across Household

Consumption Groups

In this section, we examine how durable asset ownership has evolved across the household
consumptiorgroups with a particular focus on the bottom 40% (B40) and the top 20% (T20) of
householdsThis serveswo purposesfirst, to presenta more nuanced view of the consumption
inequalities since looking abnly the bottom 40% andll householdsnay overlook important
differences; and second, to identify the sect@msd states where changes are unfoldmgst

prominently

The analysis istructuredn threeparts (i) we compae asset ownershiphareof thekey assets

Motor Vehicles Refrigerators, Mobile Handsets and Televisiensetween theB40 and T20
households(ii) we calculatethe sigmaconvergencén asset ownership between 40 and T20

relative to the overall population metmcapturenow dispersion has narrowextross statesnd

(i) we examine how the breadth of asset ownership has evolved aliffessnt consumption

groups (B40, 40660%, 6080% and T20)between 201112 and 20224, focusing on the
proportion of households owning assets across zero to four asset categories (Transport Equipment,

Personal Goods, Household Appliances, and Recreational Goods).

4.1 Comparing ownership between the Bottom 40% and Top 20% households

For each of thdour assetswe calculatethe ownership shares of tiB2l0 and T20households
separately for rural and urban areas, for 202 and 20224. Thesharesepresenthe proportion
of households owning a particular asaéhin a sector (rural or urbargnd consumptiongroup
(B40 or T20)in eachperiod

4.1.1Motor Vehicles

We plot the ownership shares iadicate whether households owned eitagtwheeler or a 4
wheeleror both by rural and urban sectods. rural areas, 82% of theT20 households owned a

motor vehiclen 201112 compared tqust6.2% of B40- a gap of 2 percentage points. By 2023
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24, tre gapnarrowedo 22.6 percentage pointsvith 69.7%%6 of T20 and 471% of B40 households
reporting ownershign urban areas, tle®nvergence was evemore prominentin 201+12,59.9%6
of theT20and19.®6 of theB40 households owed amotor vehicle a40.2 percentage poirgap
but by 202324, 70.4% of theT20 and 60.246 of the B40householdowned a motor vehicle
reducing the gapharplyto just 10.2 percentage points.

In summary, thenalysisreveas wide improvemens in motor vehicleownershipbetween théwo
groups While thebottom 40% of rural households savwigher magnitude of ownershgpowth
(a severfold increase versus thrdeld increase in urban areat)e intergroup consumption gaps
reduced more prominentlyn urbanarea. These trends indicate that tkenstraints tomotor
vehicles ownership such asaffordability, access tovehicular finance, vehicle repairs and
maintenancdacilities, road and terrain conditions, ettave ease@venfor the bottom 40% of

householdsFigure 48) presents these trends.

4.12 Refrigerator

Refrigerator ownership increased in rural and urban areas for both the consumption classes. In rural
areas, the ownership amoBg0 households grew more thaeventimes, whereag more than
doubled among th&€20 householdsDespite significant gaingpnsumption gap between the two
groupsremains On thecontrary the urban B40household@ownershipalmost tripled (R.9% to

57.), effectively redumng the consumption gap from 46.3 percentage points to 12.3 percentage

points This highlightsa movement towardsarity in refrigerator ownership in urban areas.

Refrigerator ownership is associated with convenidioog, securityand consequentlyreeing up
womeno6s {lowenlevels of turabwnershiprelativeto urban areaamong bothB40 and

T20 householdss reflected in the less than 50% ownership in both groups. Infact urban B40
ownership (3.9%6) is higher than rural T20 (48%6). This trend may be reflective thfe traditional
lifestyle choices whicleanstrondy influencepurchaselecisimsof certain household appfices

The findings highlight the need for empiricassessment othe determinants of appliance
ownershipto shape initiatives that contribute to more equitable actéssetrends ar@resented

in Figure 4(ii).
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4.13 Mobile Handset

The story of mobile ownership aeof remarkable growth and convergence across both sectors
and consumption groupsmong ral T20 householdspwnership grew from B%6 to 97.9%
between 20112 and 202324. For thaB40 householde®wnershipconvergedapidly- from 665%

to 94.3%, virtually eliminating the differencégtween théwo groups In urban areas too, we
observe faster ownership growth amd#p household$84.6% to 95.3%and near parity with

the T20 household$98.5%) leavingonly a 3.2 percentage point difference.

Importantly, mobile ownershiig now virtually universalith negligible urbarrural gaps across
consumption groupsless than one percentage paoiithin a consumptiogroup Across groups
and sectors, more than 94% households own a mabbibkelset This highlights the uniquely
equitable nature of mobile phone diffusi@iowing for a more digitally connected society that
can leverage the gains of inclusive participation in the digital econbnege trends are presented
in Figure ().

4.14 Television

Television a recreational goodharedby members withira household, withessesow growth
acrosurbanandrural areas. In rural areas, TV ownership increasadyinallyby 4.8 percentage
points(65.2% to 70%amongT20 householdswherea8840 had a sharpeiseof 16.7 percentage
points. In urban area320 ownershipsawa noticeable drofrom 82.5% to 72.1%while B40
ownership grevirom 74.2% to 77.4%lheownership gajpetween the groups 201112 reversed
by 202324, such that B4@wnershipexcee@dthat of T20 householdby 5.3 percentage points.

These trendsalso highlight the interlinkages between TV and mobile ownershigross
consumptiongroups.While mobile access is neaniversalfor B40 householdsTV ownership
grew slowly by comparisonAffordability, portability and multifunctionality of mobile have
enabled them to leapfrog traditional barriers to TV adoption, especially for-loe@ne and rural
householdsAmong T20 households, however, TV ownership has stagmatedendeclined.
Consequentlymobile phonesre emerging as the medium for informatientertainment and

communicationhelping bridge the digital divid€&igure 4(ii) presents th&rends

54



Figure 4.a: Trends in durable good ownership shares dahe Bottom 40% and Top 20% of
households
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Figure 4.b: Trends in durable good ownership shares ahe Bottom 40% and Top 20% of

households
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4.2 Magnitude of convergence in asset ownership

So far we observed a steadyptakein ownership ofthe four durablegoodsamongthe bottom

40% and top 20%f households. The rate a$setcquisition has differedy assetandthe sector.
Broadly, there isa greater reduction @mssebwnershipgapbetween the two groups in urban areas.

In this segmentwe statistically quantify the degree of convergence and reduction in inequalities
in asset ownership betwedme highest(T20) and lowestB40) consumption classassingthe
Sigmaconvergenceneasurelt is a measuref the populationweighted dispersion of ownership

levelsbetweerthetwo extreme consumption groypslative to the overall population medinis

calculatedas-

, T W ‘ T ® ‘
where,, is thesigma convergencbetweenB40 and T20 groups] and are the
population sha® (weights) of groupB40 (0.4) and T20 (0.2) respectivelyp and
@ aretheaverage ownershigtes forthegroups, and' is theaverage ownership ratd

the overall populatioriincluding all consumption groupsThese areomputedfor an assef in

yeart in a sectos for a statep.

We observe how the sigrz@nvergence changes between 202Jand 20224 for the four assets

across major states and UPsfalling,  indicates the two groups are converging toward the
overall populatioomean signallinga reduction innequality between B40 and T2@d the overall
averageA r i sing 0 si gn a lfremthepopulaiansnieamgndicaiimgdening e n c e

inequality.

Figure £ showcases th&gmaconvergence estimates at thelalia levelincluding all the states
and U.TsIn rural areasthe degree oihter-group disparityin ownershipdecreasedor three out

of four goodsThe greatest declingasseen for mobile handsets, followed by television and motor
vehicles(2- or 4-wheelers). For refrigerators, theeasurencreased from 0.066 to 0.0#@dicating
increased disparity

Urban areas show substanttidclines indispersionfor all the four assetandicating stronger

convergencén asset ownershif.he greatest decline in inequality is for refrigerators, followed by
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motor vehicles, mobile handset and television. By 2B23mobiles and television exhibit the
lowest intergroup disparity relative to the overall populatidihis is consistent with the findings
of fastercatchup of ownership level®etween the two groups in urban areeslescribed in the

previous segment

Now we analyse the changes across states for each asset category individually.

4.2.1Motor Vehicle

For motor vehicles,we find variationsacross stateand sectorsn the movement of sigma
convergence between 20612 and 20224. In rural areas, thesigma convergencdell
substantially in 14 statemdincreased marginally isix statesRelative to he population mean,
the largest convergencbetween B40 and T2@Was observedn Punjalh while the biggest
divergencewas in Odishabetween 201112 and 20224. Karnataka (0.044) and Telangana
(0.045)have the lowest sigmalues whereas Odis(0.168) and Jammu & Kashmir (0.12%@ve
the highessigma convergende 202324, reflecting thdargestownership gaps

In urban areasnotor vehicleownership is convergino all the statesexcept West Bengal'he
biggest gains are in Odisha, followed closely by Madhya Pradslhj, Uttar Pradesh and
Jharkhand. The extent dfispersion between the groupslowest in urbanMaharashtra and

Karnatakaat 002 and 0.0B respectivelyindicating minimal gaps in asset ownership

This contrasting pattern of convergermam@ossural and urban aread some statesuggests that

the rate of acquisition ahotor vehiclegliffers by sector even within a state. While for most states
convergence wasbservedn both sectors, in states like Odistiad Jharkbnd urban areas saw
convergence and rural areas saw divergence. This also suggests that reduction in consumption
inequality of motor vehicles i&asteramongeventhe lowest consumption househoidsurban

areas This is perhaps also a reflection of the fact that the marketdtor vehicless inthe early

growth stagdor therural bottom 486 of householdswith expectatnsof fasterconvergencén

the coming yearsFigure 4i(i) present these results.
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4.2 2 Refrigerator

We find a wide variation irsigma convergencef refrigerator ownership. In rural aredishas
increased at the all India leviegdbm 0.066 to 0.09 in 20234. Karnataka had tHargestincrease
in ownership disparitypetween the groupelative to theoverallpopulationfrom 0.056 to 0.135,
whereas, Punjab hahown themost significant convergence and is the state with the lowest
variability in ownership in 20224. In the eastern stateslespiteinequality in ownership

increasing, thegontinue to have lower variability than the national average in both years.

On the contrary, in urban areas of all states, thersubstantiatlecline in thelistributional spread
between thdwo groups relative to the meaamil Nadu witnessed the greatest reduction in
disparities, followed by Andhra Pradeshihe urban areas of eastern states witnessed a
convergencehoughin Jharkhand and Bihairwas by a relatively smaller magnitude

Interestingly, in 201112, the levels oSigma convergenoeere higher in urbaareas relativéo

rural areas of most states. However, by 2023heurban disparity declined significantly whereas
rural disparity increased in many states. While rural ownership of refrigerators is clearly expanding
in all states and eveamongthe bottom 40% of households (discussedariiersegmentg the
increasingnter-group differences relative to the mearikely a sign of early adoption in rural
areas. Irthe staes where ruratigma convergends increasing, growth ipossiblyconcentrated
among betteoff householdsat the current stagdeading to widening gaps befoosvnership

diffusion eventually narrows disparitidsigure 4l (ii) present theseesults

4.2 3 Mobile Handset

For mobile handsets, an interesting pattern of convergence emerges. The magnitude of disparity
in mobile ownership was relatively higher in rural arefstatesn 201112. By 202324, this
differencevirtually disappearedndthe sigma convergenceasmuch tightly concentrated close

to zero in most of the stategboth sectordn fact, in a few statake sigma convergence mibbile
ownership was much lower in rural areas relative to urban areas. For instance, in Gujarat rural

sigma convergence was 0408nd urban was 0.034 2023 24.
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This clearly shows that the differences in ownership that existed earlier reduced substantially due
to much faster catetip of the bottom 40% households in acquiring this asset. This also matches
with our earlier finding of near universal access of magblilenes in rural and urban areas across

consumption groups. Figude(i) shows these results.

4.24 Television

For television ownership, there asreduction in thesigma convergenc@ both urban and rural
areas. In 20112, there was a higher degree of variability in ownership betwedvdthandT20
householdsrelative to the overall averaga,rural areagompared taurban areas. Assam had the
biggest reductioii from 0.16 to 0.08Stateslike Maharashtra and Jharkhatmét were above the

national averageate of sigma convergenegperienced significameduction in disparities

In urban areas, ownership levefsghe groupsonvergedvith the overall meam some states and
diverged in othersSomestates which had higher degree of variabilityownershipthan the
national average in 20112, managed to bring it down substantially. Madhya Pradesh reduced the
sigma convergencigom 0.086 to 0.027. Whereaspmestateslike Telangana and Tamil Nadu
which hadrelativelylower variability in 201112, diverged

In conclusion, television ownership is nhow more equal than before in almost all rural and most
urban areas of statds.urban areas of some states, there is divergence, likely resulting from slower
ownership uptake among B40 households and replacement of the television with nMbleies.

trends are presented in Figure 4e(ii).
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Figure 4.c: Measure of convergence between Bottom 40% and Top 20% households
relative to overall population across asset categories (201R vs 20234)
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Figure 4.d: Statewise Sigma Convergence between Bottom 40% and Top 20%élative to overall

population:
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Figure 4.e State-wise Sigma Convergence between Bottom 40% and Top 20%lative to overall

population:
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4.3Widening breadth of asset ownershipby consumptionclass

We now examine how many categories of durable assets housebeldsying to different
consumption groupswn, comparing\NSS 201112 and HCES 20224 levels The analysis covers
eight durable goods, grouped into four broad categofieansport Equipment, Personal Goods,
Household Appliances and Recreational Gdsée Chapter 2)

Rather than focusing on which specific itemsan asset categoyr how many of each good
household owns, we look at thestribution of households terms ofthe proportion of households
that own a certainumber of asset categori€swnership can range from goods in all four categories
to none at allHouseholds are divided into four consumption groattom 40% (Goup 1), 40
60% (Group 2), 680% (Group 3) and Top 20% (Group Epr each group wealulatethe share

of households that own asseizero, one, two, three or all four asset categories.

For instance, if higher proportion dfiousehold in a given consumption group, on averamye,

assets inthree out of four categoriesin 202324, compared to 20t12 levels,this signalsa
broadening of asset ownership and by extension, an improvement indtaimgardsand market
accesgor that groupThis approach helps us highlight the breadth of asset acquisition across groups,

complementing our earlier analysis of individual durable goods.

Rural

In 201212, assetownership was concentrated in fewer categorfsiong the bottom 40%
householdspver onethird owned onlyonetype of assetany one ofeithertransport, household
appliance, recreational, or personal goadd around 30% owned noniust1.4% households
ownedassets imll four categoriesThe 4060% and 66B0% households alshowsimilar patterns:
less than 10%wnedassets irall four categories and a majorifyossessed onlgne or twoasset
types The distributionwas more diversified among the top 20%with 18% ownng all four
categoriesand about 106 owning none. Overalthe lower consumption classes, specifically the

bottom 40%]Jagged far behind in mulategory ownership, with a distinct gagth the top 20%.
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By 202324, this distributionbea@me more balancedcross all groupsOwnership of all four
categories rose to 43.5% among the top 20% and jumped sharply to 20% among the bottom 40%
(up from just 1.4%). The share of households with no assets collapsed from 30% to 5% among the
bottom 40%, with similar declines in other groups. Ma#tegory ownershipnproved- about one

in four households in the #60% and 6080% brackets now oved assets in three categories, up

from 11% and 16% respectively in 2012. These shiftpoint tobroad improvements iownerslip,

especially with a fast catalpp among lower consumption groupggure 4 (i) presens this.

Urban

In 201112, a higher proportion of urbamouseholds across consumption groups owned assets in

more categories than their rural counterpats fewer households had no assets, comparedaiio

areas whereven60i8 0 % and top 20% gr o-apset Amohgdettens not ab
40%, the highest proportid89%) owredtwo categoriesfollowed by20.6% with three categories.

However, n rural areas around 8%6 of households owned only one or no asset type, underscoring

not just the large urbamruralgapthat existedbut alsoviderdivergence within consumption groups

in 201%12.

By 202324, acrossconsumption groug majority of thehouseholds owedall four asset categories,
including45.5% of bottom 40%afour-fold increase from 20112. Inter-group differenceamong
the othertthree consumption groups aldeclined with 60 65% of thehousehold®wning all four
categoriesThe 4060% and 6B0%groupsalsotransitioredfrom owningfewer tomore categories
Forinstancethe share ofiouseholds in thé0i 60% groupwith two or fewer assets fell from 45%
to 17.5%, and for the 680% groupit fell from 38% to 16%. Acrossirban and rurabectors,

households owing no assetsvas 5% or lowem 202324.

In conclusion, these trends highlight dramatic improvements in asset category owrstrahpp
reductions in asset poverty and narrowing sector and integroup gaps The bottom 40%
households now own more asset categpowlereas thosawning no assethas dropped to minimal
levelsacross consumption groups and sectdheseshifts signal a moveéowards more equitable
and widespread ownership of duragteods reflectinghigherliving standardsgeepelintegration

into a modern lifestyle and reduced asset inequality. Figiufi® $resentthese change
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Figure 4.f: Distribution of Durable Goods Ownership Across Consumption Classes
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