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6*1 Issues about poverty ana its associates

Poverty 1© usually identifled to bo associated with 

me&ployiseat* Sdeptieisa about the reliability of the reported 

low levels of aaesaplejnasiit la developing oouatrie^ave rise 

to the controversy about the tm'cooictioa betwoca poverty end 

?iUG::ipIo,753eat* In the rural area© of developing countries, 

while poverty is a>ro wMeopr cad, eslimtes of mnoDpXoyomt 

yield lo^3 figures# £hie pay be due to the low earnings of the 

employed# Sphere are sol;© sha are idle but rich* Similarly it 

is ooecoa to have eaplsysent mji ronsm poor also, uhere arc 
also different type© sand degrees of eqployaeat- and itn-

It is possible to be eoplcyea, but not coutiauoraly 
as is the ease of agricultural labourers* It is also possible 
to be ea ployed but doing little, wor!;* due to adverse locstto ;l, 

Job conditions arid lor; wages, some coy be poor but prefer to 

reaaiii tmeaployed*

1As per the Bixtb Five Tear Sian {1936-65} doeuaeat 

the latest esttaste of the rate of anerj^oyaent (1977*76.? is 

less than 9 per seat of the workforce while the proportion
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below poverty line io 4-3 per coat of population* la other 

words, oa a typical day m 1980, nearly 21 million persons

la India were oetfciag arid available for v/ork but unable

t@ find itnOa til© other band, the number of people Xlv ter

below poverty 13ba© la 1980 can bo placed at nearly 510 million* 

fills shoes tfeat poverty la India is saicfc more widespread 

than uneapXQyQert*

Baalokar asd Hath presumed a strode association betweeti

poverty ard unemployment* Sboy believed that poverty yjq.s

mainly da© to inadequate work,* 5ih<sgr did not consider trie

time-oritexlei to measure unemployment* Shcy solely rolled oa

Xacsme-aeaaure of unemployment# As a result distinction was

not mad© between poor and unemployed* She study ml© by

Sennit baxr based on HSS data concluded that growth* employment

and elimination of poverty, rather turn falling in a straight

line, are opposed to each other* He observed a positive end

significant association between incidences of poverty eui
At^employm©at* daatmlcr also concurred with this view point*

5Aravin Viaaria asserted in hie recent study that tboro io a 

dear iavorce aesoeiatioo between monthly per capita consump­

tion espenditure levels entd their respective incidence of un­

employment by person-days* His study revealed that with some 

exceptions, the labour force in the bottom deciles of households 

clearly suffer from higher incidence of unemployment *



2b©i?e are other© who fool that the relationship between 

poverty and uaeajpXcytacnt is not that single* i:hey feel that 

there is a possibility of poverty and uneBployoieni to ‘he 

rested; positively* However 'oneaployaeat io an urban phenooeion 

and ales that of. the Diddle clans* the vei?y poor cannot

afford to bo unesiployea far long* 2hey suet obtain a coerce

of livelihood even if their usages are meagre.

Ea^ Krishna observe© that poor are nore miner ana than 

idle and idle are sore nuserouo than willing and o oLy a frac­

tion of idle are willing to work sere* Sane© all poor portions 

staff effing froa a deficiency of ©onsuopt%m nay not be an- 

©opt eyed either ia the billing case or the idle sensei 

tt'seoe are the wor&irg poor# And ell umapioyed persons (will in: 
or idlo) nay not be poor* Sheoo poverty and unasploynsni 

vector© are not directly ecoparablej for the poverty Is the 

ratio of poor hemaohetd© and ui3@3i>l0yac?it ic the ratio of 

naeqployeel persosHfeys* Hone© factors like the cut-off point© 

used for the definition, the productivity of carls and tbo 

depends^ ratio qualify the relationship between poverty

and unea ploy Dent •

Asaartya Sen prefer© to beep overly as a concept distinct 
f sputa uneDialoyaeat, without of course assuming then to b^in­

dependent of each other. BmpsLoyaent io an important Deans of 

generating a ml distributing income, but a person can be rich,
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y©t unemployed,, if fto fcag other sources of incone* and also 

a person can work tsp? hard and shall be very poor* Bover^r 

is a ftmetlon of technology am srori activity* of ownership 
of the SK3B3G of. production a:, a of exploitation axel so eial 

arvarsgeaoHte for production and distribution* ffo identify 

ane;aploya©nt with poverty seen© to Isag^bveri gfa both Bctio/i3,
7Lb@© they relate to seaswhat differ eat eategori c~o of thought.'

!SS0 data based estiiantos*5 of imetrrploy&eat groceit a low 

rat© of overt uneaploysent, but a very high rate of labour- 

farce participation id rural India* Shirs indi eaten to the 

existence of severe sad ex* eraj&oynent in the rural areas when 

a large pins portion-of the population ouboisto around the 

poverty line*

©fod&ro ebeerves that it ie wrong to assume that every 

one* who does sot have a $ofo io necessarily poor, because 

thar©- .say fee esaigr isfas voluntarily tiMe&ylsyod because of high
A

expectations* Similarly there are aoiqy like artisan© who ray 

work fall time in terao of hour© per day, but oay* never \dieiosc 

have very little isicoac* 8ucb people are by YJcetera definition 

fully employed, bat of tea they are ©till very poor*

10yet anot&ea* recent study has shown that there Id rela­

tively little agon unesploy&eit in rural area© although in 

sob© iooal.itio© seasonal unc^oyosat can bo oevere* (’rowInc 

poverty is not meosearily assoclated with growing use ..ploys e n .
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Iv&mO. It is that in mm of the essplrtoal stouieo
11©£ Asia wan uaoss'^layaeat died as a pros&nsnt e&usc of 

poverty *

1 1?lakdawala fan da in many states in India that loc

sisMaxtls' of living of landless labourers are associated with 

fairly low uflanployoont rates* ilaio io a raifasr usospeote-l 

pbaasBeaoEU $tet Is to poverty anu unoiaploysent instead 

of being perillively correlates, are negatively correlated, i*e»* 

poor regions In terms of development c;'.owed lot; useoployrent, 

rates* Oat reason any be that in poorer eoi4itloi©, the 

respond eat*© own perception of gainful- •. neuplayuot-i Q%bb he 

vefy exaggerated* Bsaidee uacsst&ey&ent# average ©amiago an& 

dependency ratio also influence poverty Incidence* Berne
<& **r

BartUids ^ feels that the gap between the incidence of poverty

and uuenpXoy&ent ia bound to arise, as the irneapioyaoai la
14mt tbo only cans© of poverty* iSisfeta is of the opinion T<h:>it:

a probe into the institutional perspoctivo of the rural eeoiVQy 

■soy provide an auswe# to the question as to, why all the poor 
are rot neeesoeriXy aaes.^oycd* Cnrv^essara Pao,~' observe® 

that the proportion of .labour tlue utilised incrosses with 

poverty with tbs indication that the equation between ecploy- 

Bent am poverty d&&a not so«a to hold good* bocouoe ©ore

oe&bes*© of the poor fopilldo work and they work for acre Uoya
’ 16 in the •fmr am yet they reasln poor* iUE* Blahs. rescud.b

that growing poverty ie a of necessarily aoso elated with grov/i&g



i'ho people at the bottom of consumption scale

have jobs although they ere altisya on the alert for more

remrcllag opportunities* import of the Block Sian lor
1?Chhoia&depur points out that apparent imonploynerit is not 

high lor poorer people* Possibility of unemployment io Mitigated 

by talgratlyn to a large gxtent* £hue open uaesglQyueiit oa& 

fere cot always related# Baatwsla also feels that moot of 

the iavoliaterily aaoeptoyed wou.lt be poor sac itll the ei&La/od 

•are eot neoeoaarily non-poor* She poor cannot afford to 

res&la Idle* Shey t>ate up whatever vicrk coses their csy4 

however abort may be its duration and however ae-agre the renu-

neratiosi* lioaetheilese, by the deflsltioh used is eajgLeystfaat
1 dgtatistics they ©re classified as employed* J.il* Binba argues 

that the relationssip between employmoist ass incase (or in other 

words uneaploymest and poverty} m& take easy fora depend lug 

oh the ©©sumption about the mmim® $©*? memday* Poverty and 
unesaploytaeirt- do not bear unique raXsiionohip. Shsy aoaaare 
different pheneaei® la diverse eoeio-ecoaoraio contests. 

eapioyoent ©counts for a small part of the incidence of 

poverty* ‘ibis io true at the group specific, aa well a a all- 

India level.

Item 'the foregoing diocuesion vimit io obvious is ufeat 

one cubaot neatly frape pover%> une;4fiQyni<a.r& and allied 

issues like migration* tele a linear raLai ions hip* However, -.in
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order to identify the ©ad nature of relationship mimes 

thes1, a further probe into their causes and eanses&ueiiecs of 
poverty, mmiglosrmQat au& s&gratioa io attempted bore*

6#2 Poverty*. imea$lQsmmt tma nitration toy*w<9Mftw»iceid>i a^wmuwuHr.w'n n» iw'jbh nMwwMfcftfr

SOClO^eCOKOSiO

2&0/ tv7.o villages of our study beXosc to the caae 

egro-oltactic region »Imc to their inherent differences in 

their ooeio^ecozionic pro files, the incidence of poverty* us* 

emgXcgrscs&t aad migration do not appear to be of the case 

magnitude* Sable 6*1 shows that the incidence of poverty in 

the first village ie snob higher than in the ceeond. village.

2sblo 6*1

Incidence of poverty, uneoploy?«;:.t and migration

Tiling© fa of person© 
below poverty 
line to gopu** 
lation

0 of luiesploy- 
meat by person- 
deyo to availa­
ble perooadsgs

V> of aigmutc 
to persons in 
the labsurforco

1 2 5 4

1# SllD&dagu&i bo *42 3a*p1 1v *u>3

2* siriyua? 35*06 46 *c-3 22.31

Sources Vho household carvoy 1«te1**82.

la the case of the second village the incidence of uoemploy- 

sent is higher than in the first village. BiaHsrly inoiaoace



of raigxatlca is also higher in the ©©coat village them in 

life© first viliago# Shis indicates that in the first village, 

though poogiio ^oi'lc for mors nuafeer of d^ye, the eocxjuraption 

axpea&ifure level hm not increases sufficiently to lift 

moot ©£ them fro© their vMotmvv&i&Uimt* Sfeie results In 

higher proportion of people bo lag rescued as poor* However} 

the incidence of migration bus its impact on the unenploydeut 

ineidenae# But for the migration the unemployment incidence 

fictO-d h&v© been more. She lower incidence of unemployment in 

the first villego can portly fee attributed to the type of 
migration resorted to \sy the Xafeoua^toree of this village. As 

tacst of the migrants urns long distance urban migrants ©r/juged 

in service eectc\ro9 the number of days unemployed v;ili bo 

oonoidemfely lower for thorn*

She cmato-grousg^rise Incidences of poverty, uneaploynent

and algr&iion as grcsosfced In *2afel© 6*2 does nst reveal r' V"' r

.oig.i:illcant aaacciatlon betccen poverty, une spLoyncnt and 

aigrtition for- different casts groups* In the first; village 

the dominant caste greup is reporting higher incidences of 

poverty, u»®apioyi&env and Blsration.Ir. the second village- the 

secondary group shoos higher povertys unerployoent end nitra­

tion* In the first village the dominant group is aoctly 

oompoacd of assail imd taorgi.ml farmers end agricult-irol 

labourers, fhc secondary group of the secend village go

over to neighbouring San4ore district for their prliasry



occui,«.of teddy tapj Shis is a seasonal ;jofe. Surtbor 

the doaifiaat caasuai^H in the second village is miriy eonyii** 

tuted fey s good proffortton of m&tm farasrs with Xexti hciclinfft 

exceed,tog 2 lieetarea, 3o they 'face less Incidence of poverty 

and have less need for ciigrataon♦

table 6.2
ffgreentage incidence of paverty» uneaployaeat aad slgratton 

for different caste groups

Village^
Caste . 
groups

Incidences Incidence of 
ot poverty uaecployoent

Ineibeaco of 
migration

T 2 3 4'
1. Silcxdagirdi
a) SDsiasnt $8^45 40*98 19*79
b) Secondary 15*;>o 23*39' 15.79
e) Sertiory jit *4b 2b»o3 * "> —»n»O * 2 ,J
cU Scheduled Pastes •m m -

e) All 63*42 - 30*31 18*3>

2. Siriyrn?
a) boa meat 35*64 4"! 5 • 6*00
b) Secondary 44 *4^ 44*41 32.1?
c) Sm’tiaxy 41*3? 29*30 o&>
&} Scheduled Castes 39*62 32*66 4 4 *33 <J
e) All 33*06 4*6*83 22.51

Source; Abe household survey 19b1~u2 •

?roo these it appears that the incidence of poverty,
uaeoiloyoer.t and migriStica and their interaction io a cattor

of the aloe of the la:ad holding and ■mature of oe ©a p&t ion rather

than the caste d'iexinetiofc*
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1% ie interesting t© observe tbe incidence si euue&ti©&il 

attaiuseat on poverty* unemployment sad migration {'rubio 0.3).

■ Stetfta 6t5

Pcx^coatase ox poverty, miemploymeivt and migration for different 
groups of educational attainment levels

Village

s' sevol of 
s' educational 

attainment

Incidence
poverty by
?‘l * P* 0 9 i J *

of Incidence of 
unoQpJLoymeaat 
by poi*eondayc! 
(usual status)

Incidence of 
migration ajuocg 
labour-force

i 2 3 4
1, .tVilanclagudl 
a) SIXiterate 64 *>0 44.47 15.;’>4
fe) IVioary sebool 

level 6-4 #29' 31 *62 17.64
o) Gilale school 

iiwol 50 #4-6 25.B3 36,30
cl) Secondary & 

above 54.54 1 #13 66 *6?
All Op* 4 2 33*31 ^ CJ

MMmm.
a) Illiterate 5? .72 42*24 2G.-JS
tej Irinary school 

level 29*90 32,16 17.02
©} Xi ladle school 

level £ * 50 31 #0? 25.00
4) Secondary £ 

above 25.00 80.67 16.67

/□.X 33 #06 46*33 88.31

fteiireot ‘ifee housedxlci survey 1531^8*
IS. 1*0«S. * Bcmthly per capita Goaeuaptioa GS;ve$idit»ro ou fooo.
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Ufeile ©gucatiovial attainment has a very ja&rgiaol, if at ail, 

affect or* poverty situation it has distinct relationship with 

aaaotiioyiaerit and aigtetion especially of the urban orientation.

As the level. of edtioaiicnal attalmaont rices the incidence 

of unesployaent decroae©e« ibis to seen in the oaoe of both 

th© villages. ih© first villas© where riigratiin is of a are 

ta?bsa orientation obowa that xaigrotioa increases with the 

level of educational attainments. In the second village where 

oif5rstio« is rur&l to rural and seasonal,, educatioml attain- 

Dent does not have that clear relaticKship*

fable 6.4 presents the Incidence of poverty, luieoaLoy^ 

js©«t and ©igrationby eccm-anic Masses* In the first villa;';©, 

the big best iacide&e© of poverty and unecjployoout is oem 

in the case of agricaltural laeourero* far the c&oe group 

toe incidence of saigratimi isoo the lowest* L-imilarly tfee 

lowest incidence of poverty aud uhet^loyriost is found in the 

©acre of eetliun farasra. ifeuo locking at the population8 group© 

by these eeoa&sic categories, and ignoring tbo category of 

artisans whose msiber is too etail, it ie seen'in the caoe of %'*-■& 

village that at group Xev&L, there ie cl'ieideucc of puvo- ty anil 

mieaplayaieot* £,hls however does not bear out 'in toe ease of

the second village.
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S;abIo 6 >4'> KMlitHI -j mi*mS*«

Percentage Xnoleie&m »£ poverty^ tm employ gent aau migration 
for different economic classes

Village
s' Kcoaexue 

/ ciasoee

Incidence of 
poverty by
r*}. "e> f* V<K »4 tu« o

Incidence of 
mi employment 
by ©ercon-caye 
(usual status)

Incidence of 
migration in 
lab our force

1 1 1 ■ H 3 4

1 *;dllatjilaoMi
i) Marginal far sera 60*13 30*40 17.61

ii) Btaall Cam ere 51-*B5 39.14 32.14
iii) llefiiwa forBore 26*5? 22*65 20* Oii
Xv) hylo-iiiluml

la hour ere 77*30 43*40 A rt r, -r \I <U* OO
1?) Artisans54 100*00 29*02 45*45

m) others 41 *46 33*12 13*04

/ax 63*42 36.31 1o*03

2*<3triytiJ?tif ivmrxmm
i) Marginal farmers IS)*03 46*03 15* 3c

11} Small f*ari3©r-s 44*62 49*76 5*36
114} E©Qi?!ta farmers 21*70 49*75 3*92
iv) AgriouXtyjc&l

lab surero 40*74 54*71 33*33
Ti Artisan©-'4 CUDO &-00

vl) Others 49*33 40*75 64 * 10

All 33*06 4-6 *i?3 22*51

Sources 2b© bone ©bold survey 1931*»32*
* Only 3 household© arc An this category*
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She percentage distribution of population, umapXe^cent

slid migration for different cll&os hi tior-valnr. si esrsttily per

capita cfnaufjptiori expenditure as presented ia Sable 6*5

dees net show &ngr significant trend for Sss?- either of the

villages• Xt is generally believed that as ve go up in tbe

higher coiBiaaptioa scale, the incidence of unenpLoyncnt

decreases* Skis pbenonenon has been observed by l^wia 
Pi)ViG&rda in his study of SdB data for Gujarat and iiaharaehtrci. 

bacb a trend is not noticeable frma the surveyed villages of 

this sta%*

In tbe first village there is very high -incidence of 

poverty with relatively lew incidence of usecpXuy&mt, whereas 

in the second village lower poverty itcMenoo was coupled 

with-relatively high iacidease of anas ploy-neat. Hence relation 

between poverty sad unonsflloyissnt eesnot be specified to doer- 

*»cut loros*

She households in the two survey villag^ee are further 

ciaoslficu into eight categories i*e*, i) poor, 11} unemployed, 

iii) isi grant, iv) poor and unemployed, b) poor aatl migrant,

Vi) ur-e^ployed and aigra.:t-,{vii) poor, unonploycd mid nigrsat, 

and lastly viii) non-poor, .fully employed and non-aigreat*

S*or the purpose of this classification, any fcofeebola re-porti-.g.

91 or tacrc days of unemployment par labouror in too household 

were rc&oned ah households repartU^g luiehgloi’v.cni*
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Sable

fereoutage aiatribatica
dent unc. sior&tion for differeut eioirfebly per capita coiioisaption
expert! it m5e late£ftei.a*

Villages

>/iJbntbly per* 
capita e»&- 

./ stsaptiaa
^ espmidlturc

iu i4«

JS Of
population

5* Of Ufi- 
cBfflLoyrseit
by persoji- 
<iays (uaiel 
status}

■p of migratiop 
in labourj'oroo

, , .{ ... . &' 3 4
1..OiXmu&gmi 
ieso tba& £uie 00,00 60*00
17*32 0*25 54.19 15*33

33-40 25,73 46,?1 13,46
49-64 30.34 36 *63 c".€, 09
63-30 20,39 23.26 2S.57
01-9$ 0*01 4a ♦ 95 10.53
97-112 4*61 21 Ik5l . 23, GO
Here ttem 15,112 2.6? 32,98 11,11
m 10C,00 65.09 19.35

g+Oigivur
iWwWMi i %«ipa>tt*»*aKj«»s»t;q>

Jj©DS till‘Ail 4* 16 00.00 00.00 00.00
17*32 00.00 00 • 61) lit). 00
33-4W 13.17 41.25 . 9 *5 2
49-64 23.49 45.76 2&*21
65-00 19.33 51.27 12.12
31-96 19*61 54.01 20*00
97-112 0.46 46.77 .. 21*03
More tfa&B 23.112 14.01 43*83 56* 23
All 1GG*UQ 47.37 25 *54

bourses She household survey 19v1-o2.
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It sisoaate to one-third- of the total laiiabor j£ days in. a 

standard |?ex'S0.;^€ap* In the rural areas employment for a 

loci of S aoniiic ie snfilaieatly large* il ore-over this cat-

off line glvea a re&so&al&e number of bouseb&lcis to be above 

this arbitrary cat-off point# Iheoe proopted us to adhere to 

this aosE to elasoify the tousefteX&s as unemployed ami fully 

sspldyed. "fo identify poor household tbs monthly per capita 

eoueusuption expenditure &£ b«64 was used as cut off point* 

Irrespective of tie duration, &rd distance, if a nomohoid 

reports that the labour force io employed outside v'Ulcyy, 

such household is released as migrant household* Sabi© 6.G 

alions that ii; both the villages, the proportion of "only an- 

employea'* houaotelda io the highest. Mext cooea tho "poor 

dA^diu.eijplsye&K The number* of households who are poor niti; all 

tfe other association (©scoot uneoploynont) ie larger than 

the number of boaoehuldo who are n poozofafamm ployed0. !Jhao, 

to say that all the unemploy ©Cl households are poor houeeholus, 

my not be valid*
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Sable 6*6till—'»»■

Cl&s«ifieotion of households % inoidertee* of poverty, an-
er^&oymeast and zalgyafcion#

Village
Category 03.’ households

!'I© .of
house-*
holds

f ereo. riage of 
household to 
tOwQl

i 1 1 g.... 3

■ 1 *. yilcm&amdi*^rciWWl»MJWw •MtitaSMCc'tit*****

a) $©or b 10.39
b) Uaesployed 21 27*2?
c) K-igraat 7 9.oy
&} Bror a«d usmployed 20 23.97
e) Poor cae algjpaat 6 7.0O
£) Unccaployoii and nigreat 4 5*19
g) i'oos', unemployed aad aigrent 9 11,69
h) 2Ton~poer* fully employed eau noa«*

islgmvt 2 2,60
All 77 100,00

2* Siri-mi?
a; Poor 3 4.17
fco Uae.uployed 34 47.21
e) Higront 1 1 *3v
<l) Poor one mica ploy etl tsi 16.67
Si Poor ar,d oigrorit 2 2,73
£) U&esployeti and usigraat 12 16*6?
£j Pbir9 uuenployed nad aigrsEt 4 5*96
b) iioa-poor, tally employed aad

iion^tigr&nt 4 5.56
All <7t~\

t€L 1CO•u 3

Ooareee 7fee household mzrfttJ 19o1-ui2***W8US*»MM/er>a<->«ttt.9 w
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(y*3 factors .determining poverty* uae^sloyGoat ana, oirratlo::*

Sufctif&e regression analysis ms a. it copied to identify 

trie factors timt afieet tho level of .per capita consumption 

expendituro* nutsber of days unemployed per labourer in a yeer 

md tlw nuotxir of mlgront© in the feouseboXd* For tbo purpose 

of this analysis* ell tlw households in the %nv villages were 

tofceo toyotiier* Ibese 149 housefeol&e were oub-grouped into 
thro® seta i« e«» (a) poor bouseholus (62) (b) noa-po :.r botu; e- 

hoMe (^7) enU all houueholds (149)* She following ten 

variables were considere-d?

- Annual per capita coasmption expenditure on food# 

x,., *» ifuofcer of days une&isuLoyeu is the year per labourer

la the household*

*• iiumber of migrants in the household 

si. •*» number o£ persons in. the household*

** number of feaal© labour®*® in, tho houeebolcu 

2Zq: “ Ilniaoer of casual 1 abourero in the household* 

- i-'ise s£ land holdings in heebc-ire* 

z. ~ labeurforde partied pot ion rati©
O

~ i/egendosoy ratio 

sc^0 « literacy; ratio*

It is clear from the list 

that isaiy of these factors are 

being a straps associate or a

of variables presnattc cr.ovo 

lot ere ep ends r.i, o x& either 

derivative of the other* However
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since choice Id also to lb© made about the fora in which a 

variable DhoaM ho ©spreooed, the entire lint tosb m noiaerod 

is-it roily »

Tb« eatrices of cerretstion; ce efficient© as?o shown in 

tables 6*7, 6*ei asl 6.9 for poor, im-poor caci till household© 

respectively, ihe-e© table© indicate that in the ease of all 

the ©etc, i.c, so or, nca-poca? and ail households, the incidence 

of oigrotion is ©ignxXicaafcly associated with tfeo aueber of 

pereons in the fuslly, the else of the lend bolding and 

literacy ratio. ^iailarly the sis© of the land Sioluing is 

highly correlated with the literacy rcrcio* Uqhqq in the rural 

areas land as an important form of as ct, fill nonces oigrailoa 

&sxi education considerably. In the case of poor ass non-poor 

bsurehold© unesipl^Koat is associated with the sise of the 

land hold ina. bettor off housoboido la terras of land holding 

report gre a tea? ujaenployasnt. -Bio faailios are nova Btgration 

jsrene* f&erc la significant aoso elation between lead ols®

&m literacy ratio* As expected a;; ide case of fanilioo with 

higher 4ep©?"dsuoy ratio, tsho literacy ratio io higher, vdaio 

shows that iho possession oi big holdings result la relative 

affiuc&m which induce wore children in the faeily to be sent 

to school# ibis enhances the literacy ratio of the household. 

Subsequently, the dependency ratio bf the household is also

increased*
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In the- oaso of tli© act of "poor households'1 poverty,

unoapt&yfsenfc aad olgrati-: 

with each other* Urn;me?,
no oro siot algid,fieantly associated 

tn the ease of the seto of ’aon-
«poor! sM fall hov;-B©holc!D% the annual per capita consuls pi ion 

<^pea<21iure is highly GBoociatod. pith trie incidence of an** 

QO'iHoyuQtit sma ciigraiiau* Further in t;.:eoe two sets* love! ot
unemployeent 

Digraato a a!

ie significantly det-orcinod by tfoo timber 

tbo autibrr of persons In the family#

of

For tte «mi3.tipie regression analysis, initially the 

annual per capita, csnsuoption expenditure on food use 

taken as the depend errs variable C^)« She other rouainii-g 

alne variables were talon as Independent variables* i'h© 

interrelated variables amtig tbs ixidspeslont variables m$o 
dropped to avoid eulti-eo 1Xiisesrity• £wo or three a>ebina« 

tioas of independent variables were chosen for each set, eaW.J

eonbiration representing a group ot uncorrelated (not signi- 

ficautiy eorr-'Mtec!) inlopehde&t veriahlocs* IHieoc aocbiimtiuis 

for each group are ohown in the following ©qua Vioias

(a) Fa or feouoeholdQ

« a - bgSg - bAs^ •* bgSfej + hgXg * *».('»)

x. « a. - b < ii., -s- <ar:-c. + brx,; * •*.(£)

St * a - \^2 - b«Sj ■»* byX-. % b1Q;-:l0 »..(3)
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(b) Bon~poor households
*tr w a *5“ b,;2U +

cl cl
b„xP. + > h bio-Vo * *«(1)

a Is - V4 ■■+ b-iv +6 o

*1 p* © + fegXg
m*-

brX~

JSS a - iv%! 4m
tax,

C/ V

s?
e - b4x4

4" *Y,ss

(c) All households",h 'H ifjii.m n"fMriTrrttri,iT»i.T-itn»nii^rirtn<<i'r

35y • # t(l }

♦ • • (cC)

6*10 presents the rsaulte sf ssuliisle regression 

analysis for the poor set* Out of the three equations tried* 

the sees ai equation gives relatively significant and higher
pvalue of 1 ’* fhis equation was considered tsitb the fallowing 

tons tn&ogmdmt variables? (i) the nnraber of person© in the 

household (ii) the summer of j&ta«2L© workers tn the household 

(ill) She iiuaber of casual labourers in the liousehola and 

(iv) tho alas of land bolding*

Uut of th.esofour independent variables, the nuaber of 

persons ii?. the hoisehoid and the sis© of the lend boidiac arc 

etevigtieclly aijpilfleaat* the results of this second ecraatsicr 

indicate that if the else of the household iaeroases by One 

person*) the annual per capita consumption expenditure on food 

will decrease by EJ.«32* Sills ©igniftearsfe negative relatione hip 

between per capita, eessuogtion expenditure ana the nuaoor of 

persons in the lastly Is underaiamlQb 1 c* If the Dice of the 

laud hoMiug increases by one hectare, the Per capita •
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Sable 6*10
? fr­
itzML tipie rcgyeaa inn resultsfog paor botis eh oMs-aep endeiit
variables /-ncu&l per capita eonounptiea expeidSture on food

Independent Variabio RC Sot incited values of rogreeoion 
coefficients in eo.ua t to no

X XX III
1 2 3 4 5

fJonotaat a 743*562 **> rj. *2 j[ _, 657.179
iJts&feor of dapsxe&ployeS in 
a year per labourer „"”4-

-0.2742 
bg {0.9352}

«* -0*3992
(1*3442)

liu-iber of persons hi 
household

h. “26.953'5,;;h'‘* (3*1780) 31 *72C;P- 
(4 *067cl

■-21.7664
C t*' * (.»> J

itobor of fcmle worker 
ia boras eh old

Sr-

5/
bP 0.9231
^ (0*9777)

5*07736
(0.2786)

«

Luabor of Cfaemol labourers 
in iaow&obc&d

s6 bK 34 *426?
(1 .?Oi 3 j

32.3553 
(1 *7466) -

Sis© of iaici coining T*-~j ”7 71.34S3**
(2.u134)

Labour force participa­
tion ratio

5!b b— *• 149.7CS 
(1 »55©4<;

Literacy ratio *10 b4n 46*4662 
(0*6650)

39*0264
(0*5769)

Coefficient- of tleiaruina- 
tion v-,2

fi*4 0.1943s 0.2733** 0*1692*
Adus tod eoefxi0.Lc2.it of 
detorsriiat ion 0*1223* 0.2224** 0*1109;J
5‘rciatio
(Degree of freedom)

2*7004
(3966)

'5*3604 
(4,5?)

2.9029
(4,57)

Burbin-4/utoon ©tati@tice 1 *4464 1*6329 1*3536

Mote* i-’igiros Is pareritUeaea arc t-valuoo
Significant at one per coat level 

5i Significant at five per cent level
kC?Regression Coefficients
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consuaptfKn, expend rou.ro of the houu ebolu v;ill iaor-eaoe by 

!V?1* Ixk v}oma9 lend m productive aneet in the royal a?cw

improve inocme and levela of living*

She results of the multipleregression analysis for the 

non-poor households are presented 3a table 6*11* Between the 

two QQuatioriD attempted for this eet, the seco rd equation is 
statistically significant at one per cent level* She Ut: ie 

0*2062* She number of persons is the household, the auafeer of 

casual labourers in the household sad the else of the land 

feoMing arc? the three independent variables regressed with the 

amusl p& capita consumption expenditure on food as the tlepcr.** 

float variable* Amrg the three-imlsi>cadent variables ttao 3ise 

of the family and tfio oise of the Land boldine are statistically 

sifi-iilflaunt at one pa? cent arid five per coat levels* further 

it implies that increase in the oiae of the Mnily By one person 

will doer ease the amuol per capita can Question expenditure Lsy 

fj*60. If the oiso of the lard holding increases by one hectare, 

it t.'iil improve the annual per capita consumption expenditure fey 

i‘j,106* H©nee in the case of non-poor hous©bolus also, toe oise 

of tfee bone ©held anu to© else of the la mi holding are important 

determinants of eonsuraptiOE levels.

Star the third set. i«c», oil households (poor and non-poor 

combined) throe sal tipi c regression cfiuati&ne core tried. She 

results 6f she sa*ie are presented M table 6*12*
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Sabi® 6.11

Multiple regression. results for nan-goer bou-eebolas-depor/Jeiit 

variable; iianuol »e^ capita coaeuaptloii <^pen&fti;rg on food

Independent Variables EC BstiiBted values of regmsoior. 
coefficient© ia eomtioaa

..................1................................... 2 3 4
CowltfVwV a 9b9*0dO.. 1259.58

Aiiiober of days uaeoployed
Xii a year per labourer K2- )(n~ . „ 0*2682 

"* (0*4297/ *»

flnebof of pore osis in 
bg use bold x* b

\ j ,
«u

(4.13?9)

llaaber of fewol'e x,~
xmi'kem in. feonoohold J

h3 18*3607
(0.3912)

•*»

Humber ef cacuel 
labourers .'i- % *■* 37*10?1

(1.0359)

Oise of Xomi tolling for. <■» 10**043*
(2.3301)

Siter&q^ ratio bio 159.097
(1.3596)

w»

Coefficient of deterpina* 
tioa# PCb»

v» 0.0234 0.2062"-’*

Masted eo officiant of 
deterrsimtiens fFg -0.0119 0.l7?3'»-->

F-ratto 0*6615 7.1002

Degree of frecttoia t"5j ) (5)03)

Surfe in-Watst>2i sto. tiat io 0 1,7156 1,6223

&otes figures in garentfoesea a,vo t-valueo.
** Sigaifxe&nt at one per cent level*

® feign if leant at five per cent level.
EC sliogressieo Co off iciest*
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Sable 6*12

I-Saltlple rogresoreB, geaulto fgr all houoehclds-depeMoiit 

variable a Annual par capita corruaptlon expenditure on food

Independent Variatu.es SO latlcated values of regreseto; 
coefficients In equutiono

I 11 x.:x
.......... "...... t ....................... 2 i 4 5

Constant a 703*102 661*602 1260,93

Ousber of day© uneaployed 
in a year per labourer

“2 b0«£.
0*906?

0-6525) - «■*

Sloe of household 4 -52.7915?"
(4*2569)

^37*5726'
(7*t410)

iJuaber of feaale labouroro 
in household Sp3 b5 -25*7099 

(0.5970)
«■* *«*>

iiusbor of casual labourers *6 - *■# 114*715'“
(4*15-14)

8ia® of laadt holding *7 ?5©.702*«
(3*49-30)

«• *

labour forgo participa­
tion ratio

If,
w

m 536 •oOci^ & 
(4:*47 62)

-

Coefficient of feterainatioa O Q,0«H6«* 0*3333**- 0*3215c':-

&cl-3noted coefficient of 
deteraimt-ie n ty2£- 0.0759** 0*3242fc:;’ 0,3127*-■

l?~ratio 5.0499 36.4930 34*6613

(begree of freed©©} (3,145) (2,146) (H,14 6)

Sitrblr-vutoon Statistic© 0.9476 1*0366 1.4271

note; Pigurea in parenthesis ore t-valuos,*W*fUH<*5**Hi» '*’*

*’* Sign!flctmi at one per coat level*
* Signifies©:! at five per cent level *

I1C «* Hogreseion Coefficient*
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All tho ttoea equations aro statistically significant at one 

per seat level. teorg tr)e% the oeeoau equation gives a better 
fit, its E2 being th© highest; (0,3333). la the second equation 

the si 3@ 02? the household asl the labour force participation ratio 

are the trie indepeadont variables* Both of the® are statistically 

significant at one per emit level» As per the second equation 

increase in tho else of tbs family si'll r educe the per capita 

aonsuEi-./ t-loa expend Itur e by u»33» Increase in lab our force parti** 

cipatica ratio by one unit sill increase the, per capita annual 

consumption espenuitaae by D.337 • She other two aqua fcioBs were 

tried with different combination of indepcadent variables, Out 

of ths% the variable© such as sis© of lax.4 holdiug end the 

number oi casual labourer o U% the family also tunica out. to be 

significant determinants of per capita oonsuapticn sKpeitdiiure, 

Hence irrespective of the eei, the factors that influence the 

per capita aousur^tios esepoauitui5©' moot significantly are* the 

sim of the family* and the Disc of the load hold lag.

Sfamigh, strictly spouSd-Kg, interchange of dependent sad 

independent variables in a fauction is not proper, mice the 

function feao bees specified, our specification bears, particularly 

In respect of poverty mierjpXQyoant md ©igretion is however not 
very definite, therefore, in order to get a better Insight into 

the interrelationship between various variables,, we have attempt©: 

further alternatives with, unenpioyutanf atm. the® with rigraxia;: 

m ir&iepesicieai variables.
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tfcuo, os ©o alternative the ava?aqq nutaber of days ub~ 

8splo,7C4 1» a year for the housoboid (aa,) me considered go ibe 

dependent variable for -the aost set of regressions.

A© earlier, three different ccdbimiions wga.e forculated 

for the poor eet.. A combination with three’ ir&epena&s&t variables 

wise tried for the son-poor aet* for % fee third set (ail household©.*, 

three eaiib'iaotlono of indepoudeai vsriabl es wore uogu. ijech of 

those ©oi3feij^iioi» for tho three distinctive sots wore repre- 

soatlae a group of not- oicnifieantiy correlated indepemeut 

variables* She combinations for each set are as follows ?

l?0Or K^^-eWgd^,

as« **
a*

auK.+. W - . . • ( 1 )

*-*• - S3ktVf-i a — b^Xj - vt + l5*i «r^
U 4*

...(2)

% *» 

v»
a —

— by&y •« b
dd

..43)

lion-poor Kjsw^e.U<sOls

Sft S3? 
£ a — %:s4 ~ fe#6 **. *«»C1 j

1X1 Ixpi-^e W^s

■%?’ «r»•**»?■> ■“ ti,
a t -~-j

— fe«3:- 
/ /

-r b„-,s--.
4J O * . * i 1 }

M.p o a * - 1}^! m'W^t f o X ■* * * V d i

:c2 » a *-
b.jXj “ ^4S4 * Vs .,.{3}

nultiple regression results for the poor hounoholua arc 

Qbsvri In table <$*13* ill the three equations with dif fercnt 

©a&feijasfciojss of 'inti op ancient variable© are found with very Grail
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fable 6.13

Pul title regression equation results £03? poor Hova: e fro hi quo non- 

dent variable$ timber of legs unemployed la a year per laborer

X»tie$oats.ent variable a KC So bleated 
eoeffioie.

values of regress lo­
uts of eouatisuD

, I IX IXX
1 2 3 4 b

a c?>v5 i'ovuv^ e 144 • bid 20 150,271 131.374

Annual per capita eonsuap- 
tie® expenditure on food

b -0*0519 -0.0709
(0.8050) (1.3027)

-O.t/7/10 
(1.3604}

timber of aigr&nt In tbe faeuoe; .old i
*3 b- - -3*4950

(0.1*288) -

{lumber of rscroau:- in the 
household

^5 1*3302
(0.3139) -

Huohor of casual labourers 
in the household

*6 b6 —3 * 3603 
(0*3050)

- -

Oise of land bold lag *°7 -5.o379 
(0*4451i - -3.5349

(u*303o)

Labeurforce participation 
ratio

SU
•w

bB - 67,9241
(1,6761)

67*4735,
(1 »£>9;K-0

Cooffsetont of determina­
tion

- 0.0319 O.U3131 0*0725

Adjusted coefficient of
4etora inubion t2

i\ -G.0361 0,03432 0.0245

• P—ttatio 0.4692 1*?£23 1-5110

(IDogree of freodoa) (4,57) (3»3a)
> *7< r- . \\ b j )

iAnti tsHfetso n 0 fca t-ist ids 1.0472 1.9977 1 _ oa p; •*.* * - *

;lote? figui'oo in parentiBsea are trainee*
HC - rio,S!'GOQii;'i Coefficient a.



186

,2B values* SL’iaio tool cates that there is ao significant associa­

tion between the oonssicjerou independent variables ana the 

dependent variable i*e*> uu employ merit. itie .first equation wao 

considered with the fallowing four Independent variable©*

(i) annual per capita consumption expendliure* (ii) the &ls© of 

the household* (iii) the number of casual labourers and Civ) the 

also -of the lam htilzUmg*. In the second equation a combination 

of independent variables annual per capita consumption

Qggen&itur© ana labourforoe participation ratio was tried* 5,-u© 

third oqmtloa wee atteqptoft with tbs combination of two indepen­

dent variable© i*e*9 awmucsl per capita eoaauajption e3£p@K;ltur© 

and the also of the land holding• In each of theca three equa­

tions a coiiibinatiox?. of 2 to 4 variables were considered* none
Oof the equation io id and to give statistically signifleant ii1'. 

Moreover the independent variables considered in each equation 

cere also net significant statistically* However the explanatory 

variabl® were as ©xooeted.

Sable 6.14 shows the results of multiple regress ion 

analysis for non^poor households* A mnbinattmi of three in&eper:* 

dent variables (i.e. number of persons in the family, number of 

casual labourers and the also of lard bolding) were considered 

is a oiagle equation the results of this equation waa also not 

significant. Among the three independent var iafcicip the sine of 

the family and the number of casual labourers in the family 

•appeared with negative signs.
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*Dobl© 6*14

Sialtlple regressive results for poa-poor liou8eboi<l3«4epemleat 

variables Humteg of. flays unemployed. in a year gey labourer*

Independent variable il*U .hot tented values of regr- 8- 
oion coof.fic3.cnta is egunticn

1
1 fT* P

C^mA^Vo^y a 159*13$

llueber of peracao ta tbs 
household -% -5*2933

(1.*3145)

ui&bc?? of casual labourers •tru

o
% -5.4235

(0*3490)

6ice of land holding *7 b«
i

3*557?
(0*4160)

Coefficient of deter­
mination -.2

ail 0.0372

Adjusted eoefficient of 
deteroiaatica tf2 0.0232
IMiatid 1.6797

1'Cgree of ifrecdom (3,03)

I'ftrhin-'?s.tson statistics 1*9674

notes figures .3a Corestheses are i-valuea*
■ degression coefficient.

file results of regression enclyDio for the third sot (all 

houc ©holds >t %Q ohcvsa In table 6*15* All. the these equatier© 

niteopted did not give a significant R& value* licae of tho

Independent- variables tr/ers also found to be signifleant* 'in 

oonforatt^ to oar enueetoti on tbs number of persons in the
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Sable 6*15

lluitigle regress Isa icy all honeoholao-ciepmdent variables
Oaafcoa? el days uacnplQyod gar labourer to a year

* IndopaKlc-nt variables £0 IvStiu-ated values of rogres- 
sion coefficients in ecuatior,:

I IX XII
1 & 0 4 3

Constant a 101.621 104*257 133*‘“‘04

Ammo! per capita 
expenditure

:s1 b,j 0.0Q62
(0*5940)

0*0204
(1.6523)

u*011 Q
(0.7712/

Humber of persons in 
household

»n*■'■-4 b4 - •«* -2.0036
(1.21u3)

&kmh& of tmaale labourers s3 b3 5.2620
(QeUOSI) *w* -

imeber of casual labourers 5% b6 m* «» 2.0O39 
(0.7537)

Load sisa bo
s

-2.2143
(0.5235)

-4.2057
(0.6255) -

labour for co participation 
ratio

X>u
b,t 31*9755

(1.4717)
Mk -

Coefficient of deteroination 0.0324 0.0232 O.O3467

A&Sueted coefficient of 
aetermination w2Tl 0.0124 0*0030 G.01A7

P-ratio 1*6174 1.1408 1.7361

(Degree of freedom) (3?145) (3> H5) (3,143)

SurbirrO'steon eiatisfics 1.0579 1.C421 1.0504

S'otes 1?inures in parentfaoeeo are i-valueo* 
icO % negroes ic-n aoefficient
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family, the raasbor of camusl la tourers, and the sice of land 

holding appeared with- negative signs.

Gioil&r to the earlier oEerci&es, another regression model 

,mm set-up* S'he masher of uigrsn tr> in tho household wae tcitoa 

as dependent variable ), the other regaining nine variables 

wore considered as independent variables. Xu accordance to 
earlier clacsification, lor each set (i.o*» go or, non-poor cad 

ell households) combination of txio etuotiono were trice. ibey 

are s

(a) Xt?or household* —mniii inni—M—nil-  -•■

^5 a + b1^<j - bgSg + "4^ °6^ * D10X10

2515 a b^at| - b;nSg + + to;Xy

(b) .l&aypaog households
= - & +• to a- +

0 b b -i 2
*3 “a* Va + Vs ■*■ *‘10*10

(e) All households
'< aUM»t>ltsKWb4-9Mri2i«*r. «>nk£»(MaVa.>.iunu

i-., =s a - to,to b,..x.~ - tos™0 *< d 02 r /

*3 “ " a + *1*1 + V4* Vs

a e • C 1 )

.*.{2)

n *11 i 

* »* 2.)

*. * (i) 

* » » { 2 }

Sable 6.16 oiierem the? results of regression craelyoio i'r.r
'3the poor set-* E,_ value-for both tho oeuuiibBo wore rot signi­

ficant* Arams the coabiaation of independent variables, the 

annual per capita consumption expenditure level and the auaber 

of persons in the family were significantly associated.
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kabXq 6*16

lA-iltipIe regression results fog guar bausaholua-d efferent 
v&ylable* gfumbor Qi n&oyante in tbe household »

IMepsaaent variables lie Saui.mted values of rc^ros- 
sion coefficient in ee untie:, in

I *!•
i H 1 4 8

GOSSfci&t a ■***1 «4,ysj4- —0.0693

Jtrmuel per capita eoxumoptioii 
eKpsc&iture on food k-j 53 O.GQ22«

C2-'0 1 4-6 )
0.0011
Cl-0 4-6 2,)

Httmbor of days unemployed 
pea? labourer in a year* £»

1>0 **0*0019
(0.766a) **

Humber of persona in the 
household

““4 b4 (2.0044)

dumber a£ female labourers. 
In the bouse tooM

■£-
2 b3 - -0.0971 

(0.5090)

dumber of casual labourers 2S-:c
b6 -0.1066

(1.1700)
0*0002 
(0,001 0)

Siso of laud hold lag *7 0r^ 0.8210
(0.9379)

literal ratio «w»̂1;0 b10 0.44^2
(0.704G)

«■»

•Coefficient of dottermination *3. 0,1414 O.0433

Mjiieted coefficient of
dei^rmiiiatidB r?2

,r- 0,064*8 -0.01Q9

r~tot-ie- f* S'*9-5 1 0 - 723 D

(legree of freedom) (9,36) (4,37)

barbiu-v?atao:i statistics 2,2708 2.123d

tiat&t ffxQimim in parentheses ere t-values*
-”® Significant at 1 per cent level 

* Bigotgiccmt at 3 per cent lew!
KG - Regression Go efficient,



the t&depmi.Gnt variables vis., the nuotoor of deyc unemployed 

pea? ^abouror* miabor of casual labour ass drib the camber of fesal® 

laborers appeared with negative signs*

In the ease of non-poor eet, table 6*1? shows that between 

t-ho two equations, the second ©quofeSm give© a statistically
'.7 ' n

siguificBnt value of S'*** But the abaci'ate value of U& la a* ell* 

fhle is indicative of the weals correlation between the variables 

cosaidorei* 2b© incidence of fcacaigleyeeat is significantly 

aasocteicd with the incidence of migration for the n os-poor 

household* [lance higher the incidence of unemployment, the 

greater would bo tho incidence of aigratioE in the ao&^poor 

households*

Out of the two equations triad .itr- 'all the household©*,

Hie eeqoed equation turned out to be a better fit (Sable 6«l- } *

la this equation all the three incepenuont variables arc oigni** 

fiqontly associated with slgraiion* She respective independent 

variables ©ret annuol per capita QtaiBttQpticm expenditure, rjunber 

of persons in the household and the number of casual labourers 

la the household* So be acre specific, increase in tho number of 

persons In tho hotioehc-lu, increases by am person, the number of 

aigreato i?i tho faaily will increase by 0*17 units, biaiiorly, wfce 

there is an increase of one casual labourer in the family, there 

will be an increase in tho number sX migrants "03/ 0*22 unite.



labile 6.17inifnrmjiOT'itiiiiCTftBtiMiT’ iwnnae*

T-iiltiple regresslcm results for Wei ~poor hous eholds-dependent
variable* iliober of sieraato to the household

•
. ladepencieat variable m Est-iimted vaiuoe

X

orfSfe-SSSi^1

as .
ii

" ’ "'V-™"- ■■" ' ii 5 4
Gemotes t a -0*6757 U.v-O^S
Amml por capita osiemag- 
tios expenditure os food

Xj b,( o.ooos
(1.7523i -

«?iufe>er of days amraployed 
per labour or la & year- 3^- ^ O rj£1

0*e:’J;i7v’'"
(2,8096)

dumber of iCeaaie labourers 0*3070
(1.0637)

0.2951
(1.9193)

iiCMJesdeaey ratio *S b9 0,1013
(0,9803)

literacy ratio *10 bio 0,2611
(0,6903)

Coefficient of determination .,2i 2i 0,060? s.1243-

Minuted coefficient of 
determination

mmp
A-9* 6.0349 0.0927"

f-ratio 2*e£sy& 3,32/0
(Degree of freedcm) (3,03) (5,03)

iJurb - a toon sis fist lee- 1 *5006 1.5136

MatesFigures In mrsa those® ore t-vaLaes,
*'j Slgoif least at 1 per cent level 

# Kigali! cant at 5 per coat level
£UJ - ilegressio/i caeffioieoi
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Hul riplc

fable 6* 18
regression results tor all' hon 5ehoMs-cicueudent variable;
Hunber Qt micraats Jjx tfec household

Indepmul eat variable s HC fstimat-ed values of regres­
sion ocefficieat af in 
equations

1 II
i a 5 4

Contact a 1.0520 -0.9442

Annual per capita eontsuap** 
tion eepeiid iture oa food “1 b1 «* 0. o'GGB^'*''

(3.5211)

lusher of days unemployed 
la a year Per labourer

x2 bg -0.0045^
(2.90*55) -

Hufi&e-r of perscus i» isouoeb<4d
s.A1 * ■J - y.1?56*»'

(4.0757)
Sucsber a£ female Xaboureses 
in boaceliold

b5 0.1254
(1.1119) -

wusaber of casual labourers 
In household tm 0.2205®

(2.5600)

8 is© of load hoMir.g hj -0,0547
(,'./*446£)

-

Coefficient of detenalnatloa r,2
£.4 0*0615* 0.11G5*4-'

Adjusted eoeffieicat of 
d st-srsiaa fcfon ?r2 0.0418* 0.0&,S*«

SVrafeio 5*1545 6*9741
(fesree of froedaia) (3,7 43) (3,145)

Bis,*1>3n«wafson Statistic 1.6#d2 1.7322)

notes Figures in paron theses arc t-value©.
Significant at 1 per coat level 

® Significant at 5 per cent level
iiO - liegrecoiou Coefficient*
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ProG the tor&QCdag scaly ole, it appears that irrespective 

of the set, i*o,* ‘poor’ or 'son-poor1, or saXXf9 level of 

oeosua^tloia espeauita*© oa foot: nod the mtaber of aigreata in 

the easily are 'iuHwLO^H by the oise ox’ the footly, auafec-r of 

carnal labourers, la boar fore® participation .ratio and the size

oxe -?ti la,ail holding* However the ImMessee of uneniAoyaeat

for all tbs nets is not at all associated with any of the 

considered variables significantly* It tiny fee due to non- 

-incOLnoiOfl of factors witfcb arc »oa-£«aatillable ouch as cXioatc, 

coil condition, irrigaticn potent Sal, nature of psinory 

occupation, etc*

6*4 Conclusionsnn t. ijuiw

fro/i tho foregoing analysis the following specific 

oonelualoss cun be drams

Uj She incidences of poverty end unenpXoy&eni do not 

reveal a specific prutors* Xa the first village, higher poverty 

aacMeno® is acc0B.p2.aici by lower nneBployaeat ratio• Chile 

in the second village it io vice-versa* So It cannot be genera- 

Used that poverty arxi uneaployacat ere correlated*

(2) fhough tho incidence of atgratian in both tho villcceo 

is not ranch different, its alleviating influence on unenpioy- 

acr.t ia apparent*
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(3) fbe lower Irieicence of uneq?Ioyia©at la the first 

tillage stay be- attributed to prod®}inane© of long distance ti.rbj.sa 

migration*

(4) With regard to Incidence of poverty, unemolayuoui and 

©iteration, village level factors like location, soil condi-* 

tlon, irrigation .facility, productivity of the soil etc*, are 

of significance, though mt exactly quantifiable here.

(3) 'Site- caste uiuifactions as such do not influence the 

incidence si poverty uaemployissnt ana migration.

(CO the level of ©^moationol attainments bao is&rgixel 

effect mi poverty, but significant positive effect on enpicymejn 

m%u urban oriented migration*

(?) ih&» economic status of population (or in other 'cords 

the prioery occupation txr«i the land base) considerably itHuen- 

qcb the incidence of migration and unemployment end poverty.

(d) level© of sorihiy per capita consuuytion expenditore 

do not reveal unique trend in relation to unemployment i;jO.io.er.ce«

(5) 2rom the con-elution coefficient matrices, it appears 

that irrespective of the set whether it i© ’poor’ or * non-poo x** 

or *all boiiock olds*, the oise of family, and the ais© of 

lana-koIcLirg are signiilauntly associated with eoscauptioa 

levels, ua employ went ana migration, and also with literacy -w^OfeA
<0OtocL <?Lc^J=»<5jLcJ.-too^, -^setiep)



(10) Eult-iple regrecsioa asai^aic oonfircio that t-ho ole© 

of the, family* labour force participation ratio and tfco else 

•of the Holding arc the oif.-nlficcsnt factor© which espial* 

the ooacjutiptiofj levels, aneftploymeat ami algrstiort*
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