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Abstract 

Uttar Pradesh occupies a distinctive position in India’s demographic and rural-development 
landscape because of its exceptionally large population, predominantly rural settlement structure, 
intensive agricultural economy and pronounced intra-state inequalities. This paper examines the 
geographical relationships between population dynamics and rural development in Uttar Pradesh, 
with particular attention to fertility transition, population momentum, age structure, land 
fragmentation, agricultural change, employment, poverty and regional disparities. The study 
adopts a descriptive, analytical and comparative research design based exclusively on secondary 
data. It draws primarily on Census of India 2011, official population projections for 2011–2036, 
NFHS-5, PLFS 2023–24, the National Multidimensional Poverty Index, Agriculture Census 
2015–16, Agricultural Statistics at a Glance 2024–25 and recent official and scholarly studies. 
The analysis shows that fertility has declined substantially, yet population momentum continues: 
Uttar Pradesh is projected to have about 242.9 million residents in 2026, while the working-age 
share is projected at 62.8 per cent. Rural areas continue to contain the majority of the population, 
and demographic pressure interacts with highly fragmented operational holdings, limited non-
farm employment and uneven infrastructure. At the same time, strong foodgrain production and 
substantial multidimensional-poverty reduction demonstrate that high population density does 
not mechanically produce rural stagnation. Development outcomes are mediated by irrigation, 
market accessibility, agrarian relations, human capabilities and regional location. The paper 
concludes that Uttar Pradesh requires geographically differentiated rural-development strategies 
that combine demographic transition with productive employment, farm consolidation through 
cooperation, human-capital investment and improved service functionality. 
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Introduction 

Population and rural development are closely interconnected processes. Changes in population 
size, fertility, age composition, migration and settlement patterns influence land use, labour 
availability, household livelihoods, infrastructure requirements and demand for public services. 
Conversely, improvements in education, health, employment, agricultural productivity, urban 
connectivity and social security modify fertility behaviour, migration decisions and demographic 
structures. These relationships are particularly important in Uttar Pradesh because the state 
combines a very large population with a predominantly rural economy and substantial 
geographical disparities. 

The Census of India recorded 199.81 million people in Uttar Pradesh in 2011, of whom 
approximately 155.32 million, or 77.73 per cent, lived in rural areas. The corresponding urban 
population was 44.50 million. Population density reached 829 persons per square kilometre. 
These figures remain the latest complete census enumeration; therefore, more recent figures 
should be interpreted as survey estimates or official population projections rather than as new 
census counts (Office of the Registrar General & Census Commissioner, India, 2011). 

Official projections indicate that the demographic scale of the state has continued to expand 
despite slowing population growth. The Technical Group on Population Projections estimated a 
population of 230.91 million for 2021 and 242.86 million for 1 March 2026. Projected density 
rises to 1,008 persons per square kilometre in 2026. At the same time, demographic composition 
is changing: the proportion aged 0–14 years is projected to fall from 36.0 per cent in 2011 to 28.2 
per cent in 2026, whereas the population aged 15–59 years rises from 56.6 to 62.8 per cent and 
the share aged 60 years and above from 7.4 to 9.0 per cent. The median age is projected to 
increase from 21.49 to 26.91 years (Technical Group on Population Projections, 2020). 

This transition creates both an opportunity and a development challenge. A larger working-age 
share can strengthen economic growth when workers are healthy, educated and productively 
employed, but it can intensify livelihood pressure when high-quality employment does not 
expand sufficiently. The most recent NITI Aayog demographic profile estimates Uttar Pradesh’s 
population at 235.7 million in 2023 and places the projected rural share at about 76 per cent. 
Thus, even though urbanisation is progressing, rural transformation remains central to the social 
and economic future of the state (NITI Aayog, 2025). 

The research problem therefore extends beyond the conventional question of whether rapid 
population growth constrains rural development. Uttar Pradesh demonstrates apparently 
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contradictory trends. Population pressure and subdivision of land have produced a predominantly 
small-holder agrarian structure, and large numbers of workers remain dependent upon agriculture. 
Yet the state is also among India’s most important foodgrain-producing regions, fertility is 
declining, multidimensional poverty has fallen substantially and infrastructure coverage has 
improved. The challenge is to explain why such progress coexists with persistent rural 
deprivation and why its intensity differs dramatically between districts and regions. 

Classical population-resource approaches emphasised the possibility that population growth 
could outpace productive resources. Boserup (1965), however, demonstrated that population 
pressure may also stimulate agricultural intensification and technological adaptation. Lewis’s 
(1954) structural-transformation framework drew attention to the transfer of labour from low-
productivity traditional activities towards more productive sectors. Neither perspective alone 
adequately explains contemporary Uttar Pradesh. Population density may encourage 
intensification where irrigation, technology, markets and institutions are favourable, while the 
same demographic pressure may aggravate underemployment and land fragmentation where 
complementary conditions are absent. Rural development therefore needs to be analysed 
geographically—as an outcome of demographic processes interacting with environmental 
conditions, regional political economy, infrastructure, agrarian institutions and accessibility. 

The existing literature contains important studies of agricultural change, employment, migration 
and regional inequality in Uttar Pradesh, but these dimensions are frequently analysed separately. 
Recent studies document agricultural disparities and changing agrarian relations, while official 
datasets independently measure fertility, poverty, employment and infrastructure. A significant 
research gap remains in integrating these demographic and rural-development variables within a 
coherent geographical interpretation, particularly with clear differentiation between Census 2011 
benchmarks and more recent survey or projection evidence. 

Accordingly, this paper pursues five interrelated objectives: to examine the recent trajectory of 
population growth, fertility, rurality and age structure in Uttar Pradesh; to investigate how 
demographic pressure interacts with landholding patterns, agricultural productivity and 
employment; to identify geographical disparities in rural development; to assess whether recent 
reductions in deprivation and expansion of basic services represent an inclusive rural 
transformation; and to derive regionally differentiated policy implications. Corresponding 
research questions ask: How is the demographic transition changing rural Uttar Pradesh despite 
continuing population momentum? Through what mechanisms do population pressure and 
changing age structures affect land, agriculture and employment? Why are rural-development 
outcomes spatially uneven? How far have reductions in multidimensional poverty and 
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infrastructure expansion addressed rural deprivation? Finally, what forms of geographically 
sensitive policy could better convert demographic change into sustainable rural development? 

The central argument developed below is that population dynamics matter greatly, but their 
rural-development consequences are mediated rather than deterministic. The developmental 
significance of a large rural population depends on whether land, labour, infrastructure, human 
capabilities and markets are organised in ways that convert demographic scale into productive 
opportunity. 

Literature Review 

The relationship between population and development has long been contested. Early 
population-resource thinking treated demographic growth principally as pressure on finite land 
and food supplies. Boserup (1965) challenged this deterministic interpretation by showing that 
rising population density can stimulate intensification of agricultural production through shorter 
fallow periods, increased labour input, technological change and investment. For a densely 
populated agrarian region such as Uttar Pradesh, the contrast is particularly useful. Population 
growth can simultaneously increase pressure on holdings and create incentives for irrigation, 
multiple cropping, market expansion and agricultural innovation. 

Structural-transformation theory introduces another dimension. Lewis (1954) argued that 
development involves movement of labour from relatively low-productivity traditional sectors 
into expanding modern activities. In contemporary rural Uttar Pradesh, however, this transition 
cannot be assumed simply because the working-age population is increasing. Employment must 
actually diversify into productive manufacturing, services, construction, agro-processing and 
other non-farm occupations. The persistence of large agricultural employment alongside a much 
smaller agricultural contribution to state output suggests that demographic transformation has 
progressed faster than occupational transformation. 

Research on Uttar Pradesh has repeatedly identified regional inequality as a defining 
characteristic of its rural economy. Mamgain and Verick (2017) examined employment, wages 
and regional inequalities and argued that inclusive development would require both faster growth 
and substantially more productive employment. Their analysis is particularly relevant to the 
concept of demographic dividend because an expanding working-age population only becomes 
an economic asset when adequate jobs and skills are available. 

Migration has historically functioned as one response to uneven livelihood opportunities. Rathor 
and Premi (1986) showed that rural male out-migration in Uttar Pradesh was associated with 
inadequate employment and regional disparities in infrastructure and development. Although the 
geographical boundaries of Uttar Pradesh at that time included areas now forming Uttarakhand, 
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the study remains important for its identification of migration as an adjustment mechanism 
linking demographic pressure with unequal regional opportunity. Contemporary analysis must 
therefore recognise out-migration and remittances as elements of rural livelihood diversification 
while avoiding the assumption that migration necessarily indicates either development failure or 
development success. 

Agricultural scholarship provides substantial evidence that rural development within Uttar 
Pradesh is geographically differentiated. Gulati et al. (2022), examining the four broad regions of 
the state, estimated agricultural growth of approximately 2.3 per cent per year between 2002–03 
and 2015–16. Their regional estimates ranged from about 1.6 per cent in eastern Uttar Pradesh to 
2.7 per cent in western Uttar Pradesh and 3.7 per cent in Bundelkhand, although Bundelkhand’s 
growth was highly volatile because of drought and rainfall variability. Their work demonstrates 
why annual or period growth rates should not be interpreted independently of ecological stability, 
irrigation and farm incomes. 

Recent geographical research reaches a similar conclusion regarding spatial differentiation. 
Usmani et al. (2025) identify substantial inter-district inequality in cropping intensity, irrigation 
infrastructure, fertiliser use and other indicators. Western Uttar Pradesh generally records 
stronger agricultural development, whereas Bundelkhand remains disadvantaged by water 
constraints and agro-climatic conditions. Their findings reinforce the need to analyse rural 
development through a spatial rather than exclusively state-average perspective. 

Yet physical geography and infrastructure are not sufficient explanations. Varkey (2023), 
comparing Eastern Uttar Pradesh and Bundelkhand, argues that differences in crop productivity, 
production costs and profitability are also structured by agrarian class relations. Lower-class 
cultivators can face disadvantages that cannot be reduced to technology or regional ecology. This 
is an important correction to approaches that interpret poor agricultural outcomes merely as a 
consequence of inadequate irrigation or small farm size. Access to land, credit, machinery, 
markets and bargaining power also influences the productivity of demographic and agricultural 
resources. 

Munjal and Swaminathan (2025), reviewing village studies from eastern and western Uttar 
Pradesh and evidence extending into the twenty-first century, similarly emphasise changing 
production conditions, labour relations, occupational diversification and agrarian differentiation. 
Their review demonstrates both the richness and the limitation of village-level scholarship: 
detailed local studies reveal social mechanisms that statewide statistics cannot capture, but 
individual villages cannot automatically represent the enormous geographical diversity of Uttar 
Pradesh. 
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The literature therefore converges on three propositions. First, demographic pressure does not 
operate independently of technology and institutions. Second, rural Uttar Pradesh is undergoing 
occupational and agrarian transformation, but the process is incomplete. Third, geographical 
inequalities are central rather than incidental. What remains comparatively underdeveloped is an 
integrated analysis connecting the most recent demographic transition evidence with land 
fragmentation, labour absorption, agricultural performance, multidimensional poverty and basic-
service delivery. The present study addresses this gap through systematic triangulation of official 
datasets and contemporary agrarian scholarship. 

Research Methodology 

The paper adopts a secondary-data-based descriptive, analytical and comparative geographical 
research design. No questionnaire, household survey, interview or original field observation was 
conducted, and no primary sample or respondent population is claimed. The geographical unit of 
analysis is Uttar Pradesh, supplemented by rural–urban, regional and district comparisons 
wherever compatible published evidence is available. 

The major demographic sources are Census of India 2011; the Population Projections for India 
and States 2011–2036 prepared by the Technical Group on Population Projections; and NFHS-5, 
2019–21. Rural livelihood and employment evidence is drawn from PLFS 2023–24 and NITI 
Aayog’s 2025 state macroeconomic profile. Agricultural structure is assessed using Agriculture 
Census 2015–16—the most suitable fully documented benchmark used here for operational-
holding structure—and Agricultural Statistics at a Glance 2024–25. Multidimensional 
deprivation is examined from NITI Aayog’s National Multidimensional Poverty Index: A 
Progress Review 2023, which compares NFHS-4 (2015–16) and NFHS-5 (2019–21). The 
analysis of drinking-water service quality uses the 2024 functionality assessment of household 
tap connections in sampled Har Ghar Jal villages. 

The analytical procedure combines temporal comparison, percentage and ratio interpretation, 
rural–urban comparison, district and regional comparison, and qualitative triangulation with 
peer-reviewed research. Four broad geographical regions—western, central, eastern and 
Bundelkhand—are used where the cited studies employ comparable regional classifications. The 
study does not calculate a new composite rural-development index because the underlying 
datasets refer to different years, definitions and spatial units. Combining them mechanically into 
a single index would imply a level of comparability that the evidence does not support. 

The conceptual framework integrates demographic transition, Boserupian population-induced 
agricultural intensification and Lewisian structural transformation with a regional political-



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF GEOGRAPHY AND EARTH SCIENCES RESEARCH 
IJGESR | Peer-Reviewed | Biannual Journal 

  Volume 1, Issue 2 | July 2025 
 

IJGESR                                                            www.ijgesr.com                                                 Page 7 

 
 
 
 

economy approach. Population is consequently treated as an interacting variable rather than an 
autonomous cause of development. 

Several limitations require explicit recognition. No post-2011 complete population census 
enumeration is used; therefore, subsequent population totals are projections. NFHS, PLFS, 
Agriculture Census, MPI and infrastructure assessments measure different populations and 
reference periods. The Agriculture Census benchmark is older than the latest employment and 
production figures. The Jal Jeevan Mission functionality assessment cited below relates to 
surveyed Har Ghar Jal villages and must not be interpreted as a census of every rural household 
in Uttar Pradesh. Finally, secondary data permit identification of associations and spatial patterns 
but do not establish causal effects. These constraints are incorporated into the interpretation 
rather than concealed. 

Analysis and Discussion 

Demographic Transition, Population Momentum and Continuing Rurality 

Uttar Pradesh is undergoing a recognisable demographic transition, but fertility decline has not 
yet translated into population decline. The distinction between fertility and population growth is 
essential. Census 2011 recorded approximately 199.81 million residents, whereas the official 
projection reaches 242.86 million in 2026. The projected increase occurs partly because a very 
large cohort of people is entering or remaining within reproductive and working ages even as the 
average number of children per woman declines. This is population momentum rather than 
evidence that fertility has remained unchanged. 

NFHS-5 provides strong evidence of fertility transition. The state fact sheet reports a total 
fertility rate of approximately 2.4 children per woman in 2019–21, compared with 2.7 in NFHS-
4. The geographical difference is substantial: NFHS-5 reports about 2.5 children per woman in 
rural Uttar Pradesh and 1.9 in urban areas. The detailed NFHS report gives corresponding 
unrounded estimates of 2.50 in rural areas, 1.88 in urban areas and 2.35 overall. The coexistence 
of below-replacement urban fertility and higher rural fertility demonstrates that demographic 
transition is spatially uneven within the state (International Institute for Population Sciences 
[IIPS] & ICF, 2021). 

Table 1. Selected demographic indicators for Uttar Pradesh 

Indicator Reference period Value 

Total population, Census 2011 199.81 million 

Rural share of population, Census 2011 77.73% 
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Indicator Reference period Value 

Population density, Census 2011 829 persons/km² 

Projected population 2023 235.7 million 

Projected rural population share 2023 76.0% 

Projected population 2026 242.86 million 

Projected population density 2026 1,008 persons/km² 

Projected population aged 0–14 2026 28.2% 

Projected population aged 15–59 2026 62.8% 

Projected population aged 60+ 2026 9.0% 

NFHS-5 total fertility rate 2019–21 2.4 

NFHS-5 rural fertility rate 2019–21 2.5 

NFHS-5 urban fertility rate 2019–21 1.9 

Sources: Census of India 2011; Technical Group on Population Projections (2020); IIPS and ICF 
(2021); NITI Aayog (2025). Census figures are enumeration data; figures marked as projections 
must not be interpreted as census counts. 

The changing age structure is equally significant. The projected working-age share of 62.8 per 
cent in 2026 provides a potentially favourable dependency structure, while the child share is 
declining. This creates fiscal and household opportunities because a smaller proportion of 
children can, in principle, allow greater investment per child in education, health and skills. Yet 
the 60-plus population is simultaneously projected to increase to 9.0 per cent in 2026 and 11.8 
per cent by 2036. Rural policy must therefore address a demographic window and an emerging 
ageing challenge simultaneously. 

Urbanisation is insufficient to absorb this transformation by itself. Census 2011 found almost 
four-fifths of the population rural, while the 2023 projection still places the rural proportion at 
approximately 76 per cent. Uttar Pradesh is therefore not transitioning from a rural to an urban 
society in a simple or rapid manner. Instead, rural areas are becoming increasingly connected to 
towns, construction markets, commuting systems, migration networks and non-farm services. 
This “new rurality” means that the analytical division between agricultural and urban 
development is increasingly porous. 

Population Pressure, Land Fragmentation and Agricultural Intensification 

Land constitutes the most direct geographical interface between population dynamics and rural 
livelihoods. In a densely settled agrarian state, intergenerational subdivision, inheritance, unequal 
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access and rising numbers of cultivators can reduce average operational size. Agriculture Census 
2015–16 data show that 80.18 per cent of Uttar Pradesh’s operational holdings were marginal, 
below one hectare, and another 12.63 per cent were small holdings of one to two hectares. 
Together these categories comprised 92.81 per cent of operational holdings. Uttar Pradesh also 
recorded approximately 23.82 million operational holdings, the highest number among Indian 
states in that census (Government of India, 2021). 

Such fragmentation has ambiguous effects. Small farms can use family labour intensively and 
achieve high land productivity under favourable irrigation and market conditions, which is 
broadly consistent with Boserup’s argument that demographic pressure can induce intensification. 
However, very small holdings can also restrict mechanisation choices, crop diversification, risk-
bearing capacity and marketable surplus, especially where tenancy, credit and marketing 
institutions are weak. Population pressure should therefore not be equated automatically with 
declining agricultural output; its effect on household income can differ substantially from its 
effect on output per hectare. 

Recent production statistics illustrate this distinction. In 2024–25, Uttar Pradesh accounted for 
about 21.38 million hectares of foodgrain area and produced approximately 63.85 million tonnes 
of foodgrains, equivalent to 17.85 per cent of India’s foodgrain production. Reported foodgrain 
yield was 2,986 kg per hectare. The table also records irrigation coverage of 82.14 per cent for 
the relevant 2023–24 measure. These figures demonstrate substantial productive capacity despite 
an overwhelmingly small-holder structure (Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Department 
of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare, 2025). 

The apparent contradiction between small holdings and high aggregate agricultural output is 
geographically explicable. Irrigation, multiple cropping, fertile alluvial soils, proximity to 
markets and input use allow densely populated parts of the Indo-Gangetic plain to support 
intensive agriculture. Western Uttar Pradesh benefited disproportionately from Green Revolution 
infrastructure, groundwater irrigation, sugarcane networks, roads and proximity to the National 
Capital Region. Eastern Uttar Pradesh has high population densities and fertile land but 
historically weaker farm-size structures, market access and livelihood opportunities, while 
Bundelkhand confronts a different combination of lower and more variable rainfall, hard-rock 
hydrology and drought vulnerability. 

Gulati et al. (2022) and Usmani et al. (2025) confirm that agricultural performance differs 
substantially across these regions. Importantly, Bundelkhand’s relatively high historical growth 
rate in one study does not invalidate its structural disadvantages because that growth was volatile 
and originated from a different base. Growth rates alone therefore do not provide an adequate 
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measure of rural development. Stability, income, water security and distribution must also be 
considered. 

Varkey’s (2023) analysis further cautions against environmental determinism. Differences in 
productivity and profitability within Eastern Uttar Pradesh and Bundelkhand were not simply 
regional; agrarian class relations were also important. This suggests that demographic pressure is 
filtered through differential access to productive assets. Two households occupying the same 
agro-climatic region may experience population pressure very differently according to land 
ownership, tenancy, debt, irrigation access and market power. 

The development implication is therefore not that Uttar Pradesh must simply “reduce 
dependence on small farms”. Small-scale agriculture will remain structurally important. The 
more realistic objective is to improve the economic viability of small holdings through farmer 
aggregation, producer organisations, irrigation efficiency, storage, value addition, livestock 
integration, high-value crops and rural non-farm earnings. Demographic pressure makes such 
institutional innovation more rather than less necessary. 

Rural Employment, Structural Transformation and Migration 

The growth of the working-age population is often presented as a demographic dividend, but a 
favourable age structure is only a demographic opportunity. Whether it becomes a dividend 
depends on labour-force participation, job creation and productivity. Uttar Pradesh illustrates this 
condition clearly. 

PLFS 2023–24 data reported in a 2025 parliamentary response place the Worker Population 
Ratio under usual status (principal plus subsidiary status) in rural Uttar Pradesh at 40.6 per cent, 
compared with an all-India rural value of 45.6 per cent. These figures should be interpreted 
according to the published PLFS indicator rather than as evidence that the remaining population 
is “unemployed”, since the WPR denominator also contains people outside the labour force 
(National Statistical Office, 2024). 

The sectoral composition of employment reinforces the transformation challenge. NITI Aayog’s 
state profile reports that agriculture, forestry and fishing accounted for 54.3 per cent of Uttar 
Pradesh’s working population in 2022–23, compared with 23.0 per cent in services, 13.1 per cent 
in construction and 9.2 per cent in manufacturing. By contrast, agriculture contributed 
approximately 25.9 per cent of state gross value added in 2021–22. Because these indicators 
refer to slightly different years and concepts, they should not be divided mechanically to 
calculate productivity. Nevertheless, the gap indicates a broad structural problem: a much larger 
proportion of workers than output remains concentrated in the primary sector (NITI Aayog, 
2025). 
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This pattern accords with Lewisian structural-transformation theory, but Uttar Pradesh’s 
situation is more complex than a one-directional movement from agriculture to urban industry. 
Construction, transport, petty trade, rural services, commuting, seasonal migration and 
remittances increasingly form mixed livelihood portfolios. A household may cultivate a small 
farm while one member works locally in construction and another migrates to a metropolitan 
labour market. The appropriate geographical unit of analysis is therefore often the multi-local 
household rather than a territorially isolated village. 

Migration has long been a component of this process. Rathor and Premi (1986) associated rural 
out-migration with inadequate local employment and regional inequalities. Migration can relieve 
short-term labour and income constraints, generate remittances and finance housing, education or 
farm investment. It can also expose migrants to unstable employment while leaving women and 
older household members with increased agricultural and care responsibilities. 

A limitation of current evidence is the absence of a new population census migration matrix 
comparable to Census 2011. Consequently, claims about the current district-level scale of 
migration should be made cautiously. This itself constitutes an important research gap. Future 
geographical analysis should integrate forthcoming census migration data, PLFS, transport 
accessibility and remittance information to distinguish areas where migration represents upward 
mobility from areas where it functions primarily as distress adaptation. 

The policy implication is that rural development cannot be reduced to agricultural policy. Skill 
formation, small-town industrialisation, food processing, logistics, repair services, digital work, 
tourism, renewable energy, construction quality and rural enterprises are all population policies 
in an indirect sense because they determine whether a growing working-age population can 
remain productively employed. 

Geographical Inequalities in Rural Development 

State averages conceal perhaps the most important feature of Uttar Pradesh: development is 
spatially heterogeneous. The contrast between western Uttar Pradesh, central districts, eastern 
Uttar Pradesh and Bundelkhand reflects varying combinations of agro-ecology, historical 
investment, irrigation, accessibility, urban proximity, land relations and human development. 

Western Uttar Pradesh generally benefits from extensive irrigation, commercial agriculture, 
sugarcane-based value chains, dense transport networks and access to large urban markets, 
including Delhi-NCR. This does not mean that rural inequality or agrarian distress is absent; 
rather, the productive and market environment differs from that of many eastern districts. Eastern 
Uttar Pradesh possesses fertile alluvial land and abundant labour but is characterised in much of 
the literature by smaller farms, population pressure and comparatively limited high-productivity 
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non-farm opportunities. Bundelkhand represents another rural-development regime, with lower 
water security and greater climatic variability. Central Uttar Pradesh occupies an intermediate 
and internally heterogeneous position. 

These regional patterns are visible in both agricultural and poverty evidence. Usmani et al. (2025) 
identify Western Uttar Pradesh as having comparatively stronger irrigation and input-related 
indicators while pointing to weak agricultural performance across important parts of 
Bundelkhand. Gulati et al. (2022) similarly argue for region-specific rather than uniform 
agricultural strategies. 

Multidimensional poverty provides a broader measure of geographical inequality. NITI Aayog 
estimates that Uttar Pradesh’s multidimensional-poverty headcount fell from 37.68 per cent in 
NFHS-4 (2015–16) to 22.93 per cent in NFHS-5 (2019–21). This represents substantial progress, 
and NITI Aayog estimates that approximately 3.43 crore people moved out of multidimensional 
poverty between the two survey periods. Yet the rural headcount in 2019–21 remained 26.35 per 
cent, compared with 11.57 per cent in urban areas (NITI Aayog, 2023). 

The district pattern is even more revealing. In the NFHS-5-based MPI estimates, the proportion 
of multidimensionally poor population was 54.44 per cent in Bahraich, 49.62 per cent in 
Shravasti, 41.55 per cent in Balrampur, 40.37 per cent in Budaun and 40.15 per cent in Sitapur. 
By contrast, Kanpur Nagar recorded 9.11 per cent. These are district-wide MPI measures rather 
than exclusively rural poverty rates, but they demonstrate the magnitude of internal spatial 
inequality within one state. 

These differences weaken any interpretation in which statewide population size alone explains 
rural poverty. All districts operate within the same state-level constitutional, fiscal and 
demographic system, but their outcomes vary widely. Geographical location, urban proximity, 
agricultural infrastructure, social development and historical investment mediate demographic 
pressure. High population density may support markets and labour-intensive activities in 
accessible regions, while similar density may reinforce land scarcity and underemployment 
where infrastructure and economic diversification lag. 

The findings also imply that regional categories should not be reified. Western Uttar Pradesh 
contains disadvantaged communities and districts; Bundelkhand includes irrigated and 
urbanising pockets; eastern Uttar Pradesh contains rapidly changing urban corridors. District-
level and sub-district analysis is therefore preferable for operational planning, even where broad 
regional divisions remain analytically useful. 
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Poverty, Human Capabilities and the Quality of Rural Infrastructure 

The reduction in multidimensional poverty is one of the strongest indicators that rural 
development in Uttar Pradesh has improved. Between 2015–16 and 2019–21, the rural 
multidimensional-poverty headcount fell from 44.29 to 26.35 per cent, while the urban 
headcount fell from 17.72 to 11.57 per cent. The continuing rural–urban gap, however, indicates 
that progress has not eliminated structural disadvantage (NITI Aayog, 2023). 

The components of multidimensional poverty are particularly relevant to demographic change 
because nutrition, schooling, maternal health, sanitation, housing and energy shape the 
productive quality of the future workforce. A demographic dividend is therefore inseparable 
from human-development policy. Declining fertility can improve household capacity to invest in 
each child, but this potential depends on functioning schools, health services, nutrition 
programmes and safe infrastructure. 

Infrastructure statistics should also distinguish physical coverage from service quality. The 2024 
Jal Jeevan Mission functionality assessment provides a useful illustration. Among the sampled 
Har Ghar Jal villages in Uttar Pradesh, 95.9 per cent of surveyed households had availability of a 
tap-water connection under the report’s definition, but only 72.6 per cent had a working 
connection, 71.6 per cent received water regularly according to schedule and 66.4 per cent 
satisfied the report’s overall functionality criterion. Water samples passed the assessed quality 
requirements in 66.4 per cent of cases. Only 72.2 per cent of piped-water schemes in the 
surveyed villages were functional on the survey day (Department of Drinking Water and 
Sanitation, 2025). 

These figures must not be interpreted as statewide household-coverage estimates because the 
assessment was conducted in Har Ghar Jal villages that had already reported full provision of 
connections. Their analytical significance lies elsewhere: they reveal the distinction between 
infrastructure creation and sustained functionality. Rural development requires operation, 
maintenance, water quality, institutional capacity and community management after physical 
assets have been constructed. 

The same principle applies more broadly. Roads are developmentally valuable when they 
improve reliable accessibility; schools when learning occurs; health facilities when personnel 
and services are available; irrigation when water reaches farms predictably; and digital 
connectivity when rural populations possess the skills and affordability required to use it. 
Population pressure magnifies the consequences of service-quality deficiencies because even a 
small percentage gap represents very large numbers of people in a state of Uttar Pradesh’s 
demographic scale. 
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Towards a Demographically Informed and Regionally Differentiated Rural Strategy 

The evidence suggests that Uttar Pradesh does not require a singular “population-control” 
solution to rural-development challenges. Fertility is already declining substantially. The more 
pressing issue is to manage the consequences of demographic momentum while accelerating 
human and economic development, especially in high-fertility and high-deprivation rural 
districts. 

First, policy should recognise spatial differentiation. Districts combining high multidimensional 
poverty, high rurality and weaker infrastructure require greater emphasis on maternal and child 
health, girls’ education, nutrition, rural connectivity and employment. Bundelkhand requires 
water security, drought-resilient farming, watershed development and livelihood diversification. 
Eastern districts require strategies focused on small-farm viability, labour-intensive non-farm 
employment, urban linkages and human capital. Western Uttar Pradesh requires sustainable 
groundwater management, crop diversification, pollution control and movement towards higher-
value agro-processing rather than simple replication of input-intensive agricultural models. 

Second, small-holder policy needs to respond to the reality that more than nine-tenths of 
operational holdings were below two hectares in Agriculture Census 2015–16. Physical 
consolidation through ownership transfer is neither the only nor necessarily the most feasible 
solution. Functional aggregation through farmer-producer organisations, common machinery 
services, collective input purchase, storage, processing and marketing can create scale economies 
without requiring farmers to surrender ownership. 

Third, employment policy must become central to demographic planning. The expanding 
working-age share provides an opportunity only if rural and nearby urban economies generate 
productive work. Vocational education should therefore be connected to actual regional 
economic clusters rather than delivered as a uniform programme. Agro-processing, dairy, food 
logistics, textiles, renewable energy, construction skills, health services and digital enterprises 
offer different possibilities across the state. 

Fourth, women’s education, health and employment deserve a central rather than residual 
position. The rural–urban fertility difference documented by NFHS-5 demonstrates that 
reproductive transition remains geographically unequal. Policies that increase secondary 
schooling, delay marriage, improve reproductive-health access and expand women’s economic 
opportunities are likely to generate mutually reinforcing demographic and developmental 
benefits. 

Finally, policy evaluation should move from expenditure and asset-counting towards 
functionality and outcomes. The drinking-water example shows why reporting a connection is 
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not equivalent to reliable service. Similar functionality metrics should inform rural roads, 
irrigation, schools, health facilities and digital infrastructure. In a state with more than 240 
million projected residents in 2026, improvements in the quality of existing systems may 
generate gains at a scale comparable to new infrastructure construction. 

Conclusion 

This paper examined the geographical relationship between population dynamics and rural 
development in Uttar Pradesh through a secondary-data analysis of demographic, agricultural, 
employment, poverty and infrastructure evidence. The findings answer the principal research 
questions in several ways. 

First, Uttar Pradesh is clearly undergoing demographic transition. NFHS-5 records a substantial 
decline in fertility, with an overall TFR of about 2.4 children per woman and a marked rural–
urban contrast of 2.5 and 1.9 respectively. Nevertheless, population momentum remains 
powerful. Official projections place the population at approximately 242.86 million in 2026. The 
demographic transition must therefore be understood as declining fertility combined with 
continuing population growth, a rising working-age proportion and gradual population ageing—
not as immediate demographic contraction. 

Second, the relationship between population pressure and rural development is neither 
exclusively negative nor automatically beneficial. High demographic pressure contributes to land 
fragmentation and makes livelihood generation more difficult; more than 92 per cent of 
operational holdings were marginal or small in Agriculture Census 2015–16. At the same time, 
Uttar Pradesh produced approximately 63.85 million tonnes of foodgrains in 2024–25. The 
coexistence of fragmented holdings and high aggregate production supports the argument that 
irrigation, technology, labour intensity and market integration can mediate population pressure. 
The critical problem is increasingly the adequacy, distribution and sustainability of rural incomes 
rather than a simple inability to produce food. 

Third, occupational transformation remains incomplete. The projected rise in the working-age 
population creates a potential demographic dividend, but rural WPR remains below the 
corresponding all-India indicator and more than half of the state’s workers were still reported in 
agriculture, forestry and fishing in 2022–23. A demographic dividend cannot therefore be 
inferred directly from age structure. It depends on education, skills, female participation and 
expansion of productive non-farm employment. 

Fourth, the geography of development is decisive. Western Uttar Pradesh, eastern Uttar Pradesh, 
central districts and Bundelkhand operate within substantially different agricultural, 
environmental and market contexts. District MPI estimates further demonstrate that statewide 
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averages conceal major inequalities. Statewide multidimensional poverty fell sharply between 
2015–16 and 2019–21, but rural poverty remained considerably above urban poverty, and district 
differences were exceptionally large. These findings support regionally differentiated planning 
rather than uniform state-level intervention. 

Fifth, rural-development evaluation must distinguish access from effective service. Recent 
drinking-water functionality evidence illustrates that physical infrastructure can expand more 
rapidly than reliability, quality and institutional maintenance. The same principle is relevant to 
education, health, irrigation and connectivity. Demographic scale magnifies the importance of 
such quality gaps. 

The broader academic implication is that population should not be treated as an independent 
explanatory variable determining rural-development outcomes. A geographical interpretation 
reveals a mediated relationship: demographic conditions interact with natural resources, agrarian 
class relations, infrastructure, accessibility, urban networks, public institutions and household 
capabilities. Boserupian intensification is visible in productive high-density agriculture, while 
Lewisian structural transformation remains incomplete because labour has not moved rapidly 
enough into consistently productive non-farm employment. 

Policy should consequently focus less on population numbers in isolation and more on 
improving the developmental conditions under which demographic transition occurs. Investment 
in girls’ education and reproductive health can accelerate voluntary fertility transition; 
productive non-farm employment can transform the working-age population into an economic 
asset; farmer aggregation and value-chain development can improve the viability of small 
holdings; climate-sensitive water management can reduce the geographical disadvantage of 
drought-prone regions; and district-targeted investment can narrow persistent spatial disparities. 

The study is limited by the absence of a post-2011 full population census, differences in 
reference periods among the datasets and reliance on secondary evidence. It does not establish 
causal relationships between individual demographic and development variables. Future research 
should therefore use the next available population census, district and block-level GIS analysis, 
migration matrices, land-use change, accessibility modelling and longitudinal rural household 
evidence to examine the mechanisms identified here more precisely. Such research would help 
shift the debate from whether population is a burden or an asset towards the more useful 
geographical question of where, under what institutional conditions, and for whom demographic 
change produces sustainable rural development. 
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