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Chapter * £11

•>•1 fhe concept of novelty

Povearty te t arias of deprivation oi’ the individual 

exa be assessed by their ri»n~fnl£il:se& t of certain material 

denasaia Is absolute tooras which ssay be art ieula ted roughly 

through variable© like pea1 capita tecoae, eoasuaptioa etc*,
•j

l©ia looks at poverty ceastituted by three coQponesrte, which 

are ©ubslstenca, externality anti inequality* It is also said 
that poverty is ■& value Judgement and it lies aordin the* realm 

of belief© arid feel lugs than, that ef mteriul existence* 

^ecordins to Joehi natural poverty is the product of •eouaosiic 

choree- end, dovelopseiib itself, while artificial poverty Id

identified with leu level of develops© ut of productive .force©*
■Y\
riw /s

fell© below the level that was required to purchase the aboolute

■Y\ ‘X ^
Howtree feels that those in priory poverty were, uhoeG Inco&e

requires eat© of ib©£t, clothing, ©belter* tsarath etc*, and those 

in secondary poverty defined as those who have failed to 

acquire these essentials event ho ugh their iu.c3r.ie would have 

been sufficient to do so* Bus try’positive approach considers 

poverty in teinm ©f minima expenditure as well aa calorie 

intake* Whereas ho ucses the normative approach to quantify 

poverty underlined by iUIf'ilisent of multiple nutritive noreo



subjected to coot ©iniais&tioru Another study'' with roferen00 

to £©r&la points out two broad, concepts of poverty*. Shey are, 

relative poverty a© measured in terms of inequality in ’the 

distribution of the Alices© and absolute poverty in teres of 

not ion of ©ubalatono® oonoifiereu appropriate to the eiroues- 

testers of the eomtsy coneoened. llmm-eg# the discussion of 

poverty among eesaosSsta toss toaded to ooncemirate on absolute 

poverty# ffae aledLutoly poor are defined to be those helots 

the * poverty line * * 2 ho poverty line id drown with reference 

to a minimum jimtritionat requirement for physical subsAotone©« 

Sbie does not neaa that relative poverty and inequality are 

mimportant? or that thqy are ur^elateu to absolute poverty, In 

the tn&fc of acadmie uapltinge it is f poverty*line* that has 

occupied the centre of stage.

Conceptual ©mi igetfe&dological difficulties aria© in the 

adoption of a unique and wholly satisfa cfcoxy indicator of 

the level of living. As a .resultf any servioeablo indicator 

turssn out to be a eoapemife os© sad© up of indices of several 

01omenta, end not a umiqua poverty detersJUaant based on a 

single service* ©cnegr value up- ©oEasadity* Slie norms applied 

in denoting what constitutes a minimus level of living can 

however, be quite iaper-feast as a working hypothesis frou the 

operational point of view* In order to identify poverty, a 

aorta of minimum level of living which includes ixmm ouefa as 

clothing end housing m well as food requirements,. ms need.



An Expert Committee set up by ike ^Vermont of India in July 

1962 put th© mi ti© .rally desirable minimusa level of coasuoer 

expenditure at ia*2C 'per capita per month at 19G0-S1 prices, 

excluding cxpeaditara m health md ©ducatioa# tfu triticeal 

experts prescribed a least cost balanced diet to fulfill 

siaievsa raeiuir coeat. of Calories for Immn existence* £hts per- 

capits ssi'?toa& color!© requirement is also used wisely to 

measure the incidence of pm®rty in teres of unuornutrit ion • 

%a? capita.-;calorific requir©seats vary uith age, sex, level 

of activity arid quite decisively with climatic conditions#

Morris has constructed a physical quality of life index 

which la the ©itsj&s average e-f life expectancy, infant mortal it 

rate m& literacy rate* Shis physical quality of life ltd ex 

is takes with reference to per capita Gil? to find the 

cor relation botise<sa per capita iaccoe and the qualify of life*

l?h<sraao the average level of curs*cat ine -me of an indivi­

dual is taken to represent feie capacity to acquire the goods 

usd service Qomm&d by -him, the laeoc® concept is difficult 

to oeasurs, Food conscription Itself and gs a proportion -of the 

total income, is a pertin© mt indicator of the levels of living. 

As food is jm|or const tm&xh of eoasw5f)tiori, change© in the 

ccnaumptlon -of Jbed indirectly suggest changes in the levels 

of living# B©j»© per capita asnsuiaption ©xpen&itare on f&ud 

Is a good indicator of the levels of living#
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in Inui% , several attempts nave been node to

eotiaate the est-eri of poverty both in rural and urban areas*
*7For instas©©* Bar-clter ©etiratoct tho rumbar of rural poor, 

taking ■& modest figure at’ &*15 per capita per month m the 

alriiisiiQ laved of CEmtHty expenditure at 196U--S1 price© a.:d 

concluded that 33 per cent oi* population woo found to be below

poverty line* lie fait that the percentage of poor people in 

rural India inereaoed duriog the period between 196G—S1 end

1960-59, Bardtei stated that there ms a greater incidence of 

poverty in rural are&o* B&adekar and Hath noticed greater

incidence pi .poverty in the urban areas* She estimates of rural 
poor in 1967-48 ranged from 165*4 Stilton (Pmulelar and dates) 
to 263 million C03ba^)*

1’U
Hgo observed that the rural poverty in magni­

tude did Intensity in creased In t tie period between 1969-61 

to 1973*74* Based on SSS sotbastes of poverty line of &*65

per capita coaeuaptioa expenditure at 1977-78 prices* it xms 
11stated that 99*02 per cent of rural and 38*39 per cent of

urban population were- below poverty line in 1977-73* la liar eh 

1980, the Bricie Sinister sale a atateaaat in toe j?arliaseni 

that 34**P3 per cent of rural population, and 41*22 per cent of

urban population lived below poverty line*
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1 O
Ablunalia ehtissateS that the proportion of rural poor is 

fmail ladu at different points of ties between t95?**SS to 

1973-74» showed a fluctuating pattern* Starting from 6?*d per­

cent ia it ves found to foe 51 per cert in 1961-62,
62,? per cost i« 1366-6? and 4:6*3 per dent in 1973-74* Kitrien^ 

has mde independent .estir;iaiea for QtwiX 'M&i aping a poverty 

line of'Is* 13 -at 1960-61 priced and used the Sural Iriee X sides 

far Soiail iJauu as deflator, ilia ccmdusiouo are in con fortuity 

with Ahlumlia’s# Kurtsn feels on the whole* during the 12 

year period between 1961-62 to 1973-74, "the proportion of rural 

poor in famil iSada baa ooasSetaatly been higher than the all 

India proportion* It has never been below 5$ per cent except 

in 1973-74 when it was marginally lee® at 43*3 per cent*

ihlawalia raalis Sasail Kaua as the third poorest state 

with a very high proportion of rural poor households in India. 

/t&uoaXia feels that £asa£i ileum has done relatively better 

under 2on*& index, m it has aeoltaea fros 0,34 in 1957-53 to 
0*1? in 1973-74* fhus Ktui'ien^2 feels that ©xtreeaa poverty in 

the state cay have been reduced, but some people who were juot 

above the poverty line say have been pushed below it*

A study undertaken by the lepartaent of atatistico,
<1averment of Samil iada1 ** found that the proportion of 

population below poverty line for Samil Kudu in 1977-73 was 

.57*48 per cent in rural areas ©mi 43*47 per cent in urban areas.
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§h0 state’a draft ¥X Sian estimates that 62*9u per coat ox 

rare! population wfr© living below poverty to 1380 coapereu 

to 52*32 per cent to Msgust 1976* Based on those cottontee, 

it coy he concluded that above 25 million people to the state 

co is© below the poverty itoa whereas as oat imtrcl 290 a ill ion 

people come boles? poverty line to the whole camtry* ‘ibis 

speaks that every tenth poor mm is the country lives in T-aanl 

Badu and that SaaJUL rfadu is on m average worse off than 

almost the whole country*

2hough the ©sttoatee with regard to the extent of poverty

la bath rural mid urban areas arc debatable, isoot of the

stadias show that rural poveaty baa bees increasing* ihe two

survey ed villages o£ this study are Iroja ihivagaaga taluk of
16ilasanattopursm district- iCartea finds fern the 1971 

Census lata that tfcroc^fourtfa. of workers M this district ore 

poor *

5*3 &2*jm8£SLJte2L
She concept of absolute poverty which the poverty 

line seeks to quantify is an important one* Poverty line is 

generally defined to terras of ffitoimusi necessary level of 

eosBnspttoj'!*; 1 funds© cat al limitation of this approach is that 

any such line is necessarily arbitrary*

Recent studies on poverty is India have evolved two wisely 

accepted aortas for ideatitles,tton of the poverty, lino* One to



dasoii'ic&tion of poor on tho basis of mn®iory value of 

minimum ocuoumable' Items ilka food, cloth, fuel and light#

It is a relatively sore eXittuent fiorm»*‘lie other one is olasol 

fleet!oh Of the poor o:.; the basis of a single important 

component of level of living snob as food* ibe latter method

is on tho basis of nutritional otaixlard mm ©mended by the
17Indian Co-moil of Pedicel Eesearch* * ihe Council eotiucvi ed 

various level© of nutritional requirements for population 

depasding on ago, q&c m& condit ions of work as shorn in labi

3.1*

Daily Oaforis allowance of nutrition for India

Category Calorie allowance
,M ........ ..fJ*........... ........... .1 r 1 4l

Ken 3
Sedantary v?srker 2400
Moderate worker *7

2SQ0
Heavy worker 3900

v/emon *
Sedmitsry worker 1900
Moderate worker 2200
Heavy worker - 3000

Ohilctran s
1 to 5 years 1200
4 to 6 years 1500
7 to 9 years 1000

10 to 12 years £100
Mol ©scent© »

13 to 13 year© - boy©
girls

1S to 10 year© - boys
girls

. 2000
2200
3000
2200

Source t Indian Council of Hod leal keaearcb, nutrition Expert 
$rbupf keecss&ended Xuify .Ml ©mooes of iMtritieaa and Balanced 
Diets, Hyderabad, 19*Su.
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She ©isaiiam requirement rangcs from 1900 calories per tlcy 

fox- tsotaesa engaged In setlgtateary vrori- to 3900 calories in the 

case of mmi do ini;; te&ty manual v;o;dc*V/hea ident ifying the poverty 

line* however# what iss nonaaily acceptctk as the minimum require- 

mm% is a daily intake in the reag@ of 2100«-2400 calories with 

44 gos of .protein* which ia thought ^ust sufficient to satisfy 

ttie biological needs of rtucan system Further a si...pie pro­

cedure baa been used for the computation of monetary val^a 

of per capita consumption v/it'o their respective prices for

the period* Based on the eonoiMpixea habits in India* it has 
been eotieetea iy Son&ehar mia Safh ° a»Jd also Bardteaa, J 

that tbs pirdiraa repaireaieat woitLa cost 51 parse per day la 

1960-61 prices or around B$*15 per month* In course of ties 

this figure has gained v/Me mrronqy as the atendard for 

defining poverty#

She use of least coot balanced diet as reeoasondod by 

nutritional a&gerfee, can be si ai cadi tig* w here they arc not 

further defined by other ecsnosic constraint© eueh o.b price. 

She prevision of minimal levels of nutrition at a low coot for 

those who do not already receive*, such nourishment, consistent 

of course with oonsuaor acceptability and necessary colorific 

and protein z’cquiremenbo suggests itself as another noro by 

which poverty line can bo drawn*', However, there are practical 

problem in this approach*, fhere is a vast varioty of items of
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food available and the cost at which they cun be bought 

varies widely* Use there are practical profelens connected 

with making a tmiri tionalXy adequate diet into an acceptable 

one.

In the present study* keeping all the above consideration© 

in view, data ©a quantifies of food contused for the week 

preceding the etsrvty, under groupings such as cereals, pulses, 

vegetables, Dilk and its products, sugar, eoridiiaeiiic etc*, 

were collected by interviewing mostly the head of the household 

in two rounds of survey in ©osfonaity with the procedure 

adopted by national hasp!© Survey*2hie however is subjected 

to recall and excess reporting 'biases* nonetheless the reported 

quantifies of items cammed by the household, irrespective 

of the feet that it is homegrown, or purchased or ,fl?ee good, 

the quantities were first converted into value terms on the 

feeis of average retail price prevailing is the nearest 

tsarkst caitr© to the village* 'further qualities of food itec-s

consumed were converted info calories by multiplying them with

their calorie content as given by the Indian Council of liedieol 
20iiesearch. fbm calorific value of various iiemo were repre* 

©tataflvc of their groups to which they belong such as cereels, 

vegetables etc* om their average calorific value tob esnoi- 
tiered for e© imputation (Sable 3#2)* 2'x-oci this, the per capita 

per day chloric intake was worked out by dividing the total



fable 3*2

Average nutritive values ger 100 ga of edible 
portion of repressnt atIre food items

CevBSDdity Calorie©
11 1 1 11 1 -----—-----^

1* Sice 347
2*. Wheat 341

■ 3* Caaba (Ba^ri) 361
4- * Rugi 328
5. Jowar 349
6* liaise 347
7* Kudiraivall' (smell millet) 307
8* 'invar dhai 280
9* Groundnut 549

t o* iiilis 60
H* Ghee 828
12* Ooo&itig oil 900
13* Sugar/Jagges*^ 390
14* OnsdlTsentc 230
13* Vegetables 50
16. Banana 131
1?. Hatton 110
10* fish 94
19* Egg 173
20* Sep/Ooffee 70

Sources Based on nutritive value of Indian foods, Kat-ion-1 
Institute of Nutrition* Inaien Council of Seciicsl 
Research, %-aerabad, 197? *
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caloric intake by ? (i*e* ? number of days in a week) end 

the ©is© of the family* it a&y be ©outioned that the age 

eo taps Sutton and structure of the houo ahold are ignored in 

this content. Further it should be noted that cal or lea con­

tained in theca items are alone considered ignoring other 
nutritive factors lilt© proteins, vitamin e, minerals, etc. 
for farther analysis and interpretation, the average of the 

two survey figures of consumption were considered to eliminate 

ext emetics arising cut of seasonality*

It i© important to note here that it would have been 

rsiiah better, iron the visfi point of nutritional analysis, if 

the quantities of food consumed ware i*eoord©a by weighmeiit- 
method* Beside© its prohibitive, cost# it is not free iron 

defeats either* In this study, feed consumed includes food not 

eatem , .or food thrown. away as waste* It say no t be possible 

't© estimate how such food is discarded as waste or the lose- 

incurred during storage* She eg©, mx &rd occupational 

differentials of the members of the household were ignored 

and m such per capita, .estimates were mad© rather than 
standardising them into- consumer units* She effect of cooking 

and adulteration an the nutritional aspect of food were not 
tali on note of* %ese are soae of the 1imitations of our- data* 

Incidentally, it may be mentioned that the Expert Committee 
of food ©ad Agricultural Organisation on calorie requirement 

is of tt» opinion that losses during storage, in cooking,
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wastage Sit piste®* food fed to pet animals «* all these are 

-unlikely to exoeeil .10 per cent of the calorie at the retail 

levels Hence exclusion of thee© aspects iu the calculation 

of caloric availability in the present study may not affect 

the results s%nifieantly*

low,, there could be two approaches for determining the 

cut-off point between the poor and the non-poor, given the 

.data aa collected fro a the household survey* One approach would 

be to follow the conventional procedure based on the sorntar 

value sf 2250 calorics per day-per head m estimated by 

Bsandcksi.* &>M Hath in 1960-61 pa?i ©«©•%© other method would 

be to ©stinat© the calorie equivalents &£ food consumption 

directly from the village survey data aid find out its mone­

tary equivalent val us in terse of local price® which are 

already available with the survey* fi-iven the actuals that we 

Lave from the survey, the second procedure will be possible 

m<i rjore relevant* However, it would be interesting to work 

out the poverty line following both the procedures mid to 

compere the results* It would throw light on tiie validity of 

the ffret procedure which is generally followed when quanti­

tative details of consumption are not- available. *

Foil owing the first procedure? a minimus caloric intake 

■of 2250 calorie® par capita per day or its equivalent- conoisDer 

expenditure which will be the cost of nutritionally adequate 

diet of 51 pais© in 1960-61 prices 1b taken# Shat is, aiy
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mm whs ©an spend §1 paisg 5^3? or In.15 Bor person for 30 

days* should be abl© to buy hiss el £ a diet that is nutritionally 

udeqnato in respect of calories* Shis lift© has a well esta­

blished pedigree In the Indian lit©^Bturo on poverty and

mod by Jkiaa&urthy*’ and Ilurion ~ also with reference to 'iauisr-
5»*uatu. .baadekar &M Uath w asioptod this line on the ground

that it corresponded to the append ibirre level at which food 

coueuisptioa (&n m average) satisfied the norm of 2250 calories 

pah day* Hex*©, it is important to esphasie© that attempts to 

interpret this lino as gmmftteeiag © nutritional minieiuci could 

be miaXeaSiEg* Suffice to say that this indicate© minimuo level 

of living*

She nsKt stop fa to dafiaa appropriate poverty line for 

survey p@ri.s~ls in ierss of ooaawaar a&pasQitnro in current
trices * Ibis rot■imivnB MmtifiacUm of a suitable price index

for the rural poor* Brice indices for average consaaer are 

clearly sot suitable, sdsee the poor spend such greater pro­

portion, of their budget on Itesis when© price displayed very 

high inflation sextos, &+&** food and, eepeoidXy coarse graios*
■OAShe use of national income dsfLaisr by Hinhaa, iiaiselor sad 

*>1£iiatfej " lead to uud©r-astisutism is the- priocss paid by the
26rural poor, ymsaarl© B&rdbau# • In the absence <s£ ouitcbl© 

price indices specially designed for the rural poor, following
0*7 OCiill© cs&s$Lq of S&rdkan, * 4hi\swalla and ©tbors, the oonmmor

price indess Ju vxt* agriailtural labourers prepared by the labour
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Bureau, {Simla* was used here* ^he mm of this index for

&apturing the rise is prices paid by the rural poor whie’i 
include the agriauitusju&uearera so well as the sore 

numerous siaall farmery mid artisans, may be objected to* 

Ideally* it woula be better to use separate price indices 

for difi'eretii groups comprising the poor, especially dis­

tinguishing landless labourers relying on wage income from

Bubals tenoe farmers, who mly upon ovm consumption* It can be 

argued that- the very approach of using a base weigh ted price 

index Is flawed* sin ca it cannot reflect the ir.pc.et of changes 

in relative prices upon the cammed ity composition‘of coasuap- 

tioin Ihartber* consumer price index for agricultural labourer 

is used on the assumption that the cost of living of agricul­

tural labourers say not be such different fro© the cost of 

living of other people in the rural areas* nevertheless /owing 

to the absence of approps?3ato index number and also in confer-

laity with past practice, we have used consumer price index for 

agricultural labourers# fable 3*3 shows the appropriate average 

index for tbs two survey period -as 426* ibis indicator? that 

there is an increase of 4.26 times im prices between the period

1960*19b 2* Hence the raQsqy expend it are that will fulfill the 

minimum requirement of 2250 color lea at the survey period 

prices of 1951-19d2? will ba 4*26 times higher than is# 15 at 

1960-61 prices and turns out to b® SSa*S4* which vdll.be the 

cut-off point to identify the poor*



gable 3«3* '»■ 'i'Ijii—.m ab'iw ■n»w«Bii.‘wRr

Qemmmm grioa index number fog agricultural 
labourera-jww—wn.witufluwium uww

(toes July 1.960 - June 1961 « 100)

Xm& Mmth All India 'iessil Jlcuu
teensr&I "i^o General

• In&m Index Index
% 2 _—3-----------------—^—— 9

1900 July 333
August 3B&
Bepteitiber 399
Ootober 402
Hovembur 40?
Doeezber 4 Co

19t?1 Jmimvy 404
lehmtxxy 414
fiareb 419
April 420
£iSAy 429
June 429

1961 July 459
August 451
Septoober ^ 4 57 
October 4 SO
November 460
Steeeaber 454

1902 Jmamy 451
February 4^5"
I.larcb 440
April 440
itaar 435
June 443

Source? Indian Lfiboag Jotjffaal

424 359
435 365
456 361
441 364
446 367
446 365
441 394
453 415
490 422
460 422
466 425*
470 420
4t>2 430
497 446
503 453
503 45>0
90S 495
459 449
4^ kVr
4 £1 427'
4-6 413
480 40*3
473 409
483 412

various issues of 1581-32,

* Indices for survey periods*
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Following the second approach* i*e», the direct estimate 

of poverty baaed os the survey data* the foIlGw.uig procedure 

1® adopted* According; to nutritional experts per capita 

©intrais es&orie requiyetsente between t$0C-2?O0* However,
j&o,

aost of the research  ̂who have waited on poverty lfe*o have

considered ssiKiaum calorie requirement in the rtmi,r»-/3i >*%■*
**;> ^ *• *» 2100-24 00

per day per capita* Sine© fro© the boas ahold survey data it 

will be difficult to find a good number of households who are

exactly at the cut*o£i' level of calorie iatake^ he tali© this 

range of calorie requtreri&nt l*e« 2100-2400* Out of the total 

of 149 surveyed boueehol&c, tiie4e vero 10 honoohuMo failing

in this ^»©ir roverage calorie iiit&lso was 2222 per

capita per day and their average ©sgeaditure on food nas L.64 

per capita per south* Shis could be tafceu as the poverty line*

She priced involved in this calcuXaU.cn are the local retail 

prices which were quoted by the households and farther verified 

from local shopping centres* On the procedure of calculating 

calorics of the consumed items it say ’00 aontioneci ttat the 

standard caloric tables published by the National Institute of 

nutrition* Indian Council of Medical Research, Hyderabad 

(197?^ were used* linos' of coaaiga-ptiou which were- $y«S.t’deti so 

wm-caloric iiess were8 pan® tobacco, toddy# She last mentioned 

item i*e# toddy in fact has calorific vaXua* However, since, 

it is gene sally used as iatOKicaat, the reporting in respect 

of this iteia vim not always uniform and reliable* It is not



clear fmm the available literature m to ©bat oilier scholars 

©otisatAeg poverty ao about @& item like this* However to the 

extent this forme the part of ctmaisaptlon of a group of people 

and it contain some- calorific value* there is an undei'eetiua- 

tioa sf ©eaenaiaptiOR# However, the ©onsusaptlon oi' toady among 

the poorest of the population is sot rsACbt me to that extent 

it mny sot vitiate toe poverty eeiirxtie*

2hus wo see that Sja&irect baaed on all-2tidie>.

mrm and price Isuiices corns to the erne m our direct ooti- 

rsate based ©a actual prices paid by the consumer* ffae exact 
q«uiveieuo© of the figure of Ej»64/*“ per capita per month might 

b© a conoid ©ace, but this also gives reason to boiive that in 

general the poverty lice® worked out ia these two nays may not 

fee veil- different fraa each other*

3*4 XndBX of poverty

Host of -tie etudes ©n poverty regard the proportion 

of people below poverty line as the index of poverty* Shis 

rate is known as head count ratio*

22ore specifically9
II * 1 

a
Where ii » Poverty Index

t * 2 he number of people below poverty line 

n » She total lasaber of tb© people %n the em-founity *
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OftSea ^ feels II le obviously a very crude index* fhls 

index is highly iasesaoliive to the extent of tr.e aggregate 

0ii&r-tfall of tiie iaeouo from the poverty 11 m m well ao the 

distribution of i&eotae ambagst the poor* la spite of those liurl-

tationo, H is still widely used# Ihe debate on whether or not

rural poverty la ladiu is on the increase, Buaaekar and Hath30

.3105Ha'" ft arid BardtenT^ have used this ratio

Another measure is the poverty gap* which is based on 

t he aggregate abort fall of the income of ell the poor froc 

the poverty line* Shat is*

. l«iX S3
’a.

<3»
where g> » s * y4

JL ^
s *» poverty line

y^ « income of the 1 person.

• Q. w liuaber of poor people*

She above sseaeure tells the proportion of their mean short­

fall frota the poverty level* Solo measure is ineenslf ive to 

the number of people below poverty line*

Sen visa perhaps the first to propose a distri’butio ml 

measure of poverty within the framework of the dial Index* 

lie feels B m& 1 together are not sufficiently inforoatlve, 

since neither gives adequate information on the exact in coco

>-
i



distribution among the poor* ileaca be suggested a laeaoure which 

Is sensitive to iris© irioom gap© of the poor# ben*® measure io s

?*h(I + (1-1) S) *.*(1)

there ii & z t •*•» Head 'count ratio 
a

i~1I S3 WMl’.rt*q#l*if mi i

as

t

»«* Income gap ratio

and C- Is tbo Gijsi coeffici eat of the income distribution of

the poor*

ftttb$eq.u@»fcly9 Sen modified iris equation of poverty 

lades as follows s
3? « H (^.jj }] .,42}

.for largo q, equation (1) can be used while the equation (2) 

c&a be used when q is smaller*

Since poverty is primarily m absolute phenomenon and 

time© iii- defisihg an Imlm: o£ poverty, care should toe taken 

to minimise the scope of the subjective factors to sake 
comparisons of imox possible* it is believed is general the 

magnitude of poverty, its tread over tine and space, in a given 
context would not be sig rdf leant 3y differ mt whoa different 
measures are used* ibis arises because the pro idea of measuring 

a Boeio-oconosic phenomenon like poverty happens to be generally 

rooted in abstract conceptual fr&mew©rk*



For studying, the incidence of poverty ah the 

surveyed villager,* vn& have o&ialy gelled apm tile head o$mt 

ratio though Income gap ratio aad Ben1 s poverty indices have 

also been worked ant* the head count ratio has been ported out 
following the poverty lino demarcated by (a) Calorie rectuire* 

seat of 2250 per capita per day based on direct ©stinates of 
calories from the <guaa'titles ©i food i tease cer&uaed, (i>) 

cosouaptioa esq^enditure estimate of is.64 for capita per month 

{as aiBmrn®! ils seetimx 3*3 above)® She results arc preooiated 

in table 3#4* *iss following prints && be noted froia table 3-4

Incidence of poverty by head count ratio in surveyed 
Villages based oa different poverty line.

Fovorfcy line 1. SilsateKttdi . 2* siriyur
' l*erc®nta/?e of »oor~ rercentals of poor -

f'eroons ilo'ise- labour 
hold© force

lemok'j 'house­
holds

labour
force

1 1 111 H 3 * 4 3 6 7
&) Calorie© 61.03 34**34 3rhm 24*17 1s.06 1s*33
b) Consiaaption 

expend ilurc 
on food 2s*64 63*42 55*B4 $%H 33*06 22*02 25*63

Sources She household survey* 1-9S1-32®

items consumed*
h) ^oasmption-estpenditure on food of £3*64 pi? capita per 

south by direct estimates expenditures from the survey 
whicfe will give an average el 2222 calories.
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(a) 3-he tm mmsmytm do not 'give vastly different resists in 

foras of percentage &£ poor below poverty line, jBrfcioularly 

in the first village, which shows big; mr incidence of poverty.

(b) She oo nverit icn-baeed aosa of Es*64 gives cons latently 

higher estimates of' poverty*
(o) 2b® poroeni&ge of poor households &n& the percentage of 

goer in fee labourforo© are consistently lower than the per­

centage of poor persona* Sfeia implies that the els© of the 

households among the poorer hour; ©bolds la larger- end the 

larger sise of household fioea not contribute proportionally 

larger numbers to the workforce, vsieh further implies that • 

the proportion of dependents is higher among the poor* Shis 

itself may bo a cause of poverty*

labia 3*5 presents the fecMencs of poverty as per the 

head count ratio, Income gap ratio, mia 8oz?© poverty index*

■Out of th© tvm^&ead count 'measures (as described in table 3*4), 

the om giving the higher incicleneo of poverty is adopted arid

that is the measure based on direct estimates end also satisfies
©

conventional norma* 2hie measure of poverty lino has been 

retailed in further discussions*

Sable 3*5 shows that irrespective of the index of poverty 

that is adopted, the first village shows much higher incidence 

Of parity than the second village* However, uiff extent indices 

describe the poverty vesy differently*



g&blq 5*5

Incidence of poverty by different norms

Village
-■ -<- .—... — .**,**,■„ *.**

Head
count
ratio

XllCDitO
gap
ratio

Sen’s
poverty
index

" ......1' 1 " £u 3 4
1* Sila&dagudi 0*6342 0*25?2 0,2911

2* Siriyur 0*3506 0*1800 0.1033

Source* She household survey 1981-829

2ja the first village* higher incidence of poverty is found 

ia the mm ai artiaema* agriciuLturei. laboureio and Marginal 
farmers* Hs© small farmers, 'mdtm farmers m& the residual 

category show lower incidence of poverty* Xn the eocoad 

village the poverty incidence is ssora evenly spread* rXhe 
*other* oecus&tloa category tope Us© list, while all artisan 

fteu&GboX&s are above poverty line v’fable 3*6)* She incidence 

0* poverty as presented ia tabled 3*4 and 3*6 indicate to 
another Itaportent point* She ijseldenoe of poverty by niais&u: 

ctilorie reouii'oaedt norm aid Ss terms of equivalent nosey 

expenditure norm do not give the sane rueportion of poverty 
iileXasiice* Shis la differ ait between the villages ss well 

as for different economic, dL&soee aixo#

Shi© Mud of diecrcjmasy oas confronted in otter studies 

also*. Derivation a£ calories from a. given ,backet of cosr.oditlee 

depend upon the income levels of the cofnuuiero and price of



liabl e .9*6.

Incidence of poverty by bead count ratio fog
different eeoaotaic diMssees by alternative aon

Tillage Isrcentage Incidence of 
poverty

^^sconojaio classes
iJcmthXy per 
■capita con- 
ausp-Bion

calories
Intake

1
■ cAp^arture 

2 3

1* %rginel far;?, era 60*13 62*5)3
11* iinoll i’&ssa&ss 51*85 62*96

III* IKediap farsars 28*5? 2d *5?
Xy * Agricultural labour era 7? .50 60 *03

?* Artisan® 100*. 00 30.10 s
VI othere 41*46 36*10

All 63*42 61*05

£«. Siriyar ’
I* Msrgtoal farmers 19*05 19*03

all* Ss&il far-aerre 44 *62 27*69
111.* ticfiiuK farmers 21.70 16*04

IV* Agrictiltural labourers 4w74 37*04
V* ArMasna U0#00 00,00*

?1* Othere 49 *35 32*00
All . 33*05 24*1?

Bgnroes She■bcua ©hold survey 1901-32*
Ifo teg
la Gol*2* Sfen&hly pci? capita couoaaption espesiliture on food 

©f fe*64 ia the cut-off n?int*
Ip Col*3® She sa-iaisns calorie intake of 2250 per capita, per 

day 1b the cut-off point*
nuoberc of artisan fcouaebolaa or© only 3 in the first 
uud the second villags*



itofae consumed* marginal propensity to consume caloric® is 

found to be differ «at fox' different income grout®# imclha**
x,

1 ^*5ktriebsa linns that trio sasgimal propensity to consume 

Rories for tee bottom alas© is 200 per day while for top 

ol&os, it Is as lots ao 5? calories per boy* x\m variation in 

prioea of coisr.odltiee of consumption. basiaeb also affects the 

marginal propeasity to consume calories considerably* She 

.©spend Iture elasticities decline as we more from lower to

higher income groups* Among price effects, a real price effect 

is dominant and it® Impact-1® reJ. ativaly.lee® for tee -top

income class* Hence, ever* wit bis a given commodity group, the 
poor will derive mere calories*

lanik&r^ observes that- calorie intake is a function of
d? ‘ '

not only fneops om& price, but also its availability* Output 

of feodgrains of the region will be poollively correlated to

calorie irtafce# But calorie intake will be negatively related 

tojineiuality in distribution of land* -martyr. Sm*Jt endorses 

this view and observes that proportion spent o u food.varies

mot Caere3y with habits and culture,: but also with relative 

prices and availability of goods ami services*

Ao the cotsaffldliice of eoaeusiption cam be expensive and 

cheap sources of calories, what constitutes foe consumption 

basket matters meet, in terms of their coat and calorie coaton 

Hence Bawan% feels that simple cortversion of quantity into
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monetary units by using price arbitrarily* tend to give 
different levels of incidence of poverty* Sills kind of mecha­

nical conversion procedure will mt take into ace amt the 

impact of substitution end income effects*

free and self-produced goods couBtitute aisesble portion 

of consusapfclon -of rural people* Computation of values for these 
items hi money term© (at market prices) may be another source 

of ©rror*

Lack of awareness about least cost diet to maximise 

caloric intake result in discrepant in poverty incidence 
due to aisl^llsoation* I'feis brings cut the need for differ®- 

tiation in teams of primary and secondary poverty* An individual 

may be lodged as non-poor as bis tsarey expenditure ?say bo above 

the cut-off line* but ha may not be drawing the expected level 

of nutrition out of that spending duo to felt ter lag away of 

moii^y on noa-essentialc and will be grouped as poor*

Ba Coate?® classified the in aide os© of poverty into 

different intensities such ©a ©were destitution destitution 
&nd poverty* Based on this dl as si ii oat io n* liurien^ classifies 

those %r:.,o attained the coaoumption level expenditure which is 
half of that of the poverty line ae under extreme poverty* i’feooe 

in the consuaptitm m$m%&iturc range of 50 per cent to 75 'per cent
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of tbs poverty line are Identified m under scute poverty»
Shoe© above 75 per cent ami below poverty ISae are identified

a® being on the borderline of poverty* Similarly, Barveswara 
41

Bao classifies the poor m the poorest, very poor1 mti caargi-
mliy poor* Sties© are some atteopts to identify the intensity

4 '5Of poverty ia terras of certato • approximations. den provided 

m index of poverty based m thmSini coefficient ratio of 
consumption inequality#- It is a Synthesis of the* conventional 
head count ratio and incase gap ratio* Ibis index varies between 

0 to 1, which will be indicative of the intensity of poverty* 

formally, it is expected to be less than 0*5#

in the present study besides the ben* a index, the dL&ool- 

£i cat ton of poor on the oasis of criteria suggested by 

Syrian was tried* Sable '5*7 shows that tt per coat of the popu­

lation are extresuely poor, 26 per coni are acutely poor anil 59 

per cent are mi the borderline of poverty and only 56 per cent 

are non-poer# Whereas in the second village, the intensity of 

poverty is not that severe# Only 15 per- mint are acutely poor 

mid 25 par cent arc on the border*!,toe of poverty« Mare than 61 
per cent are above poverty line. She economic class-wioe 

break-up ehci® that marginal farmers and agricultural labourers 

are relatively more poor in both the villages*
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she percentage distribution of total eonsuagtioa 

expenditure on ©essential Items 1 ike food, clothing, fuel and 

light and other non-food items i© examined in fable 3*0.

Sable 3«*STTfii|i),il"lll,»i|iii Ctnjli -«m»

Percentage distribution of eoathiy per capita conauaptlcn 

expenditure on major itene for poor and non-poor

Village/^

Group

P&od Clothing FttetL Si 
light

Other
non-food
Items

All

1 2 3 4 b 0
.4* f ilandagudi

Poor 71*6? 6.20 7.79 12 *34 100.00
Hem-poor run 9*31 6.19 11.20 1cQ.CO
All 74*90 6.96 6*36 11.69 100.00

.3t« Sirivur
Poor 63.39 10.63 0 *74 16*99 100.00
Mon-poor 66.79 7*50 7.75 17 *68 "I Ov* 00
All 66.22 8*14 7.92 17.72 100.00

Sources She household survey 1981-62.

Percentage distribution of total consumption is not signi­

ficantly different between the poor and the non-poor* i'hio 

may be due to the fact tbat absolute* coucuoption ranges ere 

not very wide In the surveyed villages* She per capita ooaswap­

tion expenditure range is ‘between fe.29 to Is. 131 in the first 

village.For the second village, it is £3*4.3 to it. 142* Aloe the 

habits and living styles are' sore homogenous in a village 

©onnranlty* fable 3*9 presents the consumption pattern according 

to economic dLaeees, which again show a large degree of 

hotaogeisilf *



geresatage aletrl^utioa of total ninthly per capita 
eonsua&tion css^aidlttu'e on major itcsas of coiigumgtiQa 
$or d 1 fferont eooaaaic classes«

^-^!8oDaosio
dasae©

PGM Clothing
fuel
033«!
light

Other
aoa- 5oC> All 
items

1 * Stiandaguat '

i) M&rgi&aL 
farisero 75*03 3*33 B*92 9*72 100.00

41} SbsII faimer© ?4*Gt 7*56 0*4 2 13.03 103.00
ill} Mec&uia farmery 03*75 4.$G 4*75 7*00 100.00
4v) Agricultural 

labourers 72*75' 7.32 6*30 13*66 100.00
v) Artisans 76.73 0*42 3.43 9*41 100*00

vi) Others 74*93 6*36 - 6*6$ 12.0$ 100.00
All 74*91 6*55 6*0$ 11.63 100.00

8juSMgtt£
i) liax^teal 

fsrssrs 64*36 8*69 0*98 17*97 100*00
44) Siaall farmers fed .Op 6»8d 7*43 17.62 100.00

ill) ifletiiuE farmer g 66*06 0.23 a *25 16.64 100.00
iir) Agricultural 

labourers 67.63 7*09 10.32 14*93 i oo.uo
v) Artisans 75.$0 ‘ a*70 6. 02 9.70 100,00

vi) Otters 63*12 9*42 $.61 21*8$ 100.00
m 66 #45 8*10 7*03 17*56 ioa.,oo

Sources i!he housobold survey ,19B1**32,
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i

3*7 BeteraInants of soverfcy

She relationship of family sise am ito composition,

to poverty is important* Large families wife a high proportion

of children and low proportion of workers, would have lower 

per capita ineose and consumption tha-n those of. snailer 

families with a low proportion of children am a nigh propo-r— 

•lion of forbore*

&s Shown in fafel a 3*10 the average si&e of household and 

■dependency ratio in both the villajgso* are negatively related 

vdtU the monthly par capita consumption expenditure* this is 

true «v®a for differ eat ao&aoiaio class groups 111:% wc&qZhsX 

farmers* svaall formers* medium fans *rs9 agricultural labourers, 

artisans and others, a® can be oe*en from fable 3*11*

In traditional society* in tbs past* there mo cinch 

greater Gimsiete&qy between the class ays tea and the caste 

structure, it eon be said that in course of iiso the class 

system tim largely subsumed under fee eaele structure* Hence 

in the contest of the Indian villages the rclotioaohip between 

caste and poverty has a special aignifleance* She fan IX ice 

belonging to the low©r level castes ia the traditional caste 

hierarchy are families which are wholly or mainly dependent 

on unskilled manual labour and wages for livelihood. She supply 

0f labour from these castes generally tend® to exceed demand*



X&ble 3.tO

Average else of household,- labour force participation ratio 

aaa depend®aog* ratio fgg different levels of sioatHty peg 

capita. con suia pil e a eapenditurc os food.

I2.M.E. 
in Es#

SlO.Cf
house­
holds

Xopu-
latioa

i;0*0z
work**
ere

Average
else of
house-
bold

bahourforco 
participa­
tion ratio

&)

■Depen­
dency
ratio

1 ....../ H 3 i 4 5 u ' 7....
1 * Sil&ndasudl
less than 32 §> 34 1S- S»3 44*12 ' 3*27
33-48 17 105 52 6*2 49.06 1.04
43-64 22 123 67 5*7 35*60 0.36
65-SO 16 84 42 5.3 50 #00 1 .00
91-96 & 33 19 4.1 57*58 0.74
97-112 4 79 13 4.8 66.42 0,46
113 & above 5 11 9 W » 5.* 81 .32 0,22
All 77 412 217 5.4 52.66 0.90

2«... Siriyur
boss than 52 - «w - - -*• ***

33-48 $ 47 21 7*8 44 *63 1.24
43-64 76 91 39 5*7 42*86 1*33
65—30 14 69 33 4 *9 41 *8.5 1.09
81-96 16 70 40 97.14 0.75
97-112 7 30 19 4*3 63*33 0,58
113 & above 73 50 32 3.9 m *oo 0*56
AH 72 357 164 5.0 51 *54 0,94

Sources Khe household survey 1931-83*
.gates S.P.C.X;. ilontlily pec capita consiaaption expenditure on

food*
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She analysis of tUo survey data reveals that rciatioaehi 

between caete am poverty is act that simple and straight 

fCJ^ard. However the ijpeidencD of poverty ih relatively high 

among the household belonging to the mid die level and lesser 

doaiassat east© groups m shown in the Salle 3*12.

Sable 3.12»i'i#m«w»»iwii>:<a^irfi»M wmul,'

fferceutage distribution of poor and non-poor 
mPiilatton for different caste (groups*

Caste-group Soon Hoii-psor All
" '......... 1 '........J11 '■' ■ 1 11 2 3 4

88&L
a) Bomimnt 68*45 31.55 100*00
b) Secondary 1 •■5* 34 •94 *62 ioo.oo
c) tertiary 61 *45 19*52 100.00
ci) Scheduled. Caste - #■# m>

All 63*43. 36*59 100.00

g* sirlyur
a) liOBiiaant 35*64 64*36 100 * 00
b) Secondary 44 *44 55*56 100*00
c) Sortisry 41*57 38*62 100.00
d) s^jeciuled Caste 39*62 60*38 10u* Oy

All 35*06 6@»94 100.00

Sources She household survey 19y1«*82*

She Incidence of poverty was highest among GgricuituiMd 

labourers,. marginal farmers sad art leans who belong mostly to 

tho middle level or looser dominant castes amt whose primary 

ocou petti mi ®p mostly other than agriculture*
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Mue&tloml attainments of the jsopulation la found to be 

negatively related &-itb iiiolde m® of poverty * la the first 

village, arsons the poor, illiterates top the list and the 

caries ponding percentage of population for higher educational 

levels decreases gradually (labLo 3*13)* She saoie ®s true of 

the second village also. .

m&zLisii
Incidence o£ poverty by hood count ratio for diffe­
rent levels of educational attainment groups.

tillage,£klucat local Incideree of
attainment poverty by UI-GV.
status

1---------- ;--------- ~~— ------------- --------— -------^

,1,. ^ilandamdi
a) Illiterates 64*30
h) Irinary level 64*29
o) Middle school level 53*46
a) Secondary Grade and above 34*54

Ml 63*42

.2^ Siriyur
a) Illiterates 3? *72
h) Hritaary level 29,90
c) HMdle School level 2*50
d) Secondary grad© & above 23*00

All 33,06

Sources She household survey 1931-82»
Mote: I-i.P.C.B, Indicates the ainitsora monthly per capita

consumption expenditure on food i«e* Si,64.
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fable 3,#14
Percentage distributism of population of different eeoaoaio 
olaefieo fog different intervals of aonthly par capita consa-
©ption expenditure (cm facet j .

IsS,i?#0 *A'. 
in .lb#. Percentage of population

IS^^irST”
farmers farmers

neaxuta
fanners

’’ Agricul­
tural 
labourers

Arti­
sans

" liners nii

1 2 ...3.......... 4 ........9....... 6 6 6
1* fj ilanclagadi
Lobs than
fcs.32 4*96 14 .01 6*70 33.33 j-23
33-48 25*53 12*96 «a» 33*51 38*10 15-36 .-jet *7 f * f J
49"64f} 32*62 24.07 21*05 33*33 28.57 25*64 30-34
05-30 17.02 56.89 26*32 15*94 - 30.77 20*39
a1~96 14.18 5*07 - 15-36 n ^v*

W> # v/ |
97-112 5.67 1*65 52*63 *** - «** 4 /- i4* w 1

113 & above 7*41 - 1*50 - ■4 0 . . <*»1 ci* O {
Ail 100.00 100*00 100*00 100,00 '100*00 1Ou.Gu 1 0/1/ • U

2. 8irlvur
less then
19*32

'
** mm •** +m *►*

33-46 19.09 12.50 9*52 29*93 «* 9-46 13-17
49-64® 23*61 31.23 16.19 14*61 33*33 40*31 23 *4 v
65-80 35.71 21.86 15*24 31 .40 3~> *99 • 19*33
81-96 9.52 25.00 20.00 16.6? 27.70 20.27 19*61
97-112 - mm 17.14 5*56 4** 12*16 & *40

112 & above 11.90 9*3 6 21*30 3*56 - 17*57 14*01
MX 100.00 • 100.00 100*00 100*0 100.00 100.00 100*0
Sources i!he fooucehold carve# 1961 —82.
Hate s* Poverty line by direct estimate \?h±ch is also equal to cunveu- 

tionai nor is*
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(She i&ole 5*?4 Indies‘tea the distribution of .population 

over consumption cletos intervals for different economic classes* 

i'll© distribution io more or less similar for el 1 the classes* 
She overall incidence of poverty for different economic 

classes, as we have seal in Cable 3*14s is found to bo greater 

in the vulnerable groups such as agricultural labour era, 

marginal farmers who are classified as such because of negli­

gible or very low holdings* She aisa of operational holdings 

of land and occupation of the household thus are rotated to 

poverty*

3*o Co.ndusics

though this ■study is a pass study of two villages,

the overall pattern that ©merges from the study is not much 

different from fh© national or regional trend© in terms of

poverty incidence and the associated issues# She following 

specific conclusions am be dram iron the study s

{%) i’he poverty line triced out by direct estimates 
from the survey data is to*64/- per capita per month expendi­

ture on food which is not different irst the conventional 

nonas and used at the nsavlonal level as reoooiseadefi by the 
H;*;pcrt Qemittee of the Ooverscimt of India*

(2) Poverty line dram in terms of anriiauu calorie 

intake and its ecyoivalent money expenditure norm differ auc- to
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consumer preferences, price ssu availabili-iy of consumption 

items*

(3) Incidence of--poverty by bead count ratio, income 

gap ratio and Sen’s poverty indes give varied results*

However, by all the norms* the first village is poorer than 

the second village.* She proportion of chronical iy poor also

Is- such higher in the first village than in the second village.

(4) SJl2© relative better-off condition of the second village 

in also reii acted in the distribution of total consumption 

eKponditia?© on essential items* in e&Qpariscn to the first

village, th e popitlation in the second village spend a larger
{

percentage on items other than food*

(>} fheae differentiated incidence of poverty between 

the two surveyed village© io attributed to the distribution

of land, its quality, irrigation potential and availability 

of allied Inputs* She second village is relatively bettor 

endowed in these respects*

(6) In both tho villages, the bigger families with loner 

layourforce participation ratio and higher dependency ratio 

face higher incidence poverty#

(?) ih© paver% of the lower oasts groups in the social 

hierarchy is not that high, Even dominant communities in the 

village society report higher poverty incidence in both 

villages#
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(a) Lesser number of poor are found in the households

with higher eaucatioriil attainments# 2here is also significant

positive relationship between the sis© of landholding and

literacy ratio#-

(3) Erisary ocour«ation of the household mid the else

of the land bolding influence poverty proportion significantly# 
She marginal farmers ad agricultural labourers report higher
percentage of poverty Incidence* <
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