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Jr the second chapter m theoretical fissjaewojfc v® 

have already stressed the ieporfc&nce of investigating the 

effect of 4esogr&fM© end social factors In consumption,

St is loot surprising that pz&%m a®« nouthd&er hay© 
devoted on® ®hole chapter to this topic,* tsaffclag the 

family ®s the unit a number of demographic eberseteri sties 

present themselves for oenaiaeration * number, sex, age 

structure of the family members, type of family < nuclear / 

joint ), number of 9ebool«gei»g children, number of bahdLew,

region of origin, religion, caste, to name e few? 

already motion©3 is the design of the ®tu<3y the scope of 

©ur analysis Isas boas restricted to the follows!fig variables $

Region of Origin 
iftetacy naMts
Educational hovel of f^sowife 
occsupafcioii of the ®®a6 of th® ^oueobold

^^Sm^iwiwwiii whw iinil laiwjiaineaieii|ireewwL«wniirf><wnr..wiiiiier»ei'a©e>>wiw«iieei

\ - ^il^rais and s:-:„?VbuthaM;er, the Analyses of ffsmlly
Budget.®, Oxbridge * ‘diversity Press, 1955, Chapter 11,
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%>eei finally %m teva attempted to m&mr Gmr q5.1es3feio.na 

tt&attng to the above four variables ?

(i> Has rdgrafeion to o whoat-eating area < ‘Su.jemt ) 
affected significantly the sice eonswajsftlon of 
teussh©34s- fitom rico-cafeing area ?

Ui) 'Bo non-, vegotarims have a higher and tetter level 
of food consumption than vegetarians ?

(iii) 9o teutehol&a* vjSiene the hourtswife is educated, 

spend significantly «*ore on Mgb~qu&l£fcy <3lefc t
Civ) r-te;t rolo does occupation play is the consirrption 

of food end £jon»foot! item t

neglect eg, &etoisalnliag doctor
i

'Ihis variable ha© been found to he an Important 
defeesKsinan't ia household consuragticsft, especially in the 
con swaption of cereals and pulses, &ipt& -< = tea ©tasdied 

interregional variation© fcaMng si* regions and £cm& 
significant difference© due to this factor*^ Simitar 

finding© have bean reported % other© also. &» -’arode Qfcy 
has attracts^ migrants fssm-other states due to rapid 

in At sfcri al i ©afeion in fefc® paafc twc decades it was coneielered 
isxsrthsMle to investigate the Influence of this variable 
ca the consumption pattern in the aasapi© which included 
apart from Gujaratis from this state site migrants fxsaa 
other region® of India* a cteractoristie feature of Indian

%Gveedro s.ajjpts, Conemptim Pnttomm in India, dccntey 
1993
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aociofey le fehs cloat* assoelatAon ‘ir't'.oan Jnnrusge cad
€1region so that language can he used m factor to divideA.

the sample into cutwawiples according to i^gicsn,

^agtafclop In flmmrapttea of Rice and 'Wheat-’due to Regional

it is tbsfe pm^Lm ®£mm mother tongue Is
Tamil, ?«&ugu, tustasoss* Malaysian or Rmgait &m 

predominantly rie«fc*eat«rs vhfle th© other linguistic groups 

eonsueie predDmiRonfcly ’yho&t, The ample has &e©s»»aiagly 

been divided into tw groups, rleo-eater© end ^beafc-eefcer©.

In ©on&ijKptiofi theory it is ®»id thufc habits change only 
vssy diowly, lime© rice-eater® *s5Ula tend to persist in 

fchadr rice consumption ©von after tai grating to a. wheat 
area, feh© other band riq©-©at#rs# vh© might have been 

pum rice ©pnim@r© in the «3uth do start eotttnsASig also 
wheat me© they migrate to the north. ^ in general therefore 

them to bound to be aors© change in the sating habit, but 

the question was Aether the change would be 8u£?i&ent3y 
large 'to affect the ©on sumption of rice ©ad tsfhe©fc 
significantly in a statistical cans©. fb mam# this , 

question it was hypothesised that the ©easumptioa of rice 
win be significant!:*? ssor® in the case of the rice-OEters 
! cooing from south end ecstem region© of India 5 end

%ice is relatively costlier in Gujarat than in the south, 
but thi» factor iay he disrogass3cd, as the sample concern e '“: t"-! only the affluent section.
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eot^cemof)€ingly th* wheat eonasxoption vt%% fee
nx>r© in fell® case of the t&e&fe*ea£ere < oozing frora other

regions of India ?*

1b© following tailUe givtm the m&ms end standard 

deviations for the fcwE> mb&anpi«s s

I’aftsl© i?, i? p©£* G^jita ttaathly Conesamptian of Pie© end 
Wheat daocg Rice-eatera trdf end '^eet- 
eatori? C-?> C Value in )

%ice Consumption, $feeafc Consumption

a f-X R >-?

fieafa • 13,2? g«®e 6.23 9,73
Kc/ £p V*■**»*•# 4*301 6*618 uom 2.22?
^ *>v

A u*.a *

\ \<
Cos*?,of Var« 9.2$ 0.88 0.16 9.23

. fr'V ft. 32 1$3 32 163
‘As yt-value S.932 ■ 6*84©

V5'"0 a\‘ . -

ifc tn^i? be -steeo free* fell© fcsM* fchats the rice-eaters 

©on same more r£e*s fcb&n tb© whoat-eaters I Ro. ?*28 per ©opt fee 

rsore ? m& in t>?h*eb consumption there is © iwem tsmd, 

nsraalSV greater ermauenption of is&eat bv ftbe idiesstueaters,

C the differme© being Ra» 3*. 48 per capita >, 3b© t»testa 

with gooi«d Variance gave h»Vellie$ $*933. end 6*840 for rice 

Gonsuapfelon anti wheat consumption sejgaegfclvetv. Timm values are 

•significant ®wan at 0*01 Xovoi 4 t. tab?,o-Vatii« at 10$ <?*,€#»
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at O.Ol lm@l <® 2.3$S 5. test Ms fctea eoaftmeA that 

ric»-@at©ira As significantly consume moisss rice and similarly 
whm&t eaters eonsua© signifieenfcly mot© ^fteat thsn the
neo~@at©r», wo may bmce tew the eonclualoft that region 

4s an important variable tn the consumption of rlca and 
-■'v' • •'i \ wheat ©v«n with the affluent aeottan snd that migration

r.A>

ft* <r
VY -

\te> a vdtaefc-eeting ar«© has sot altered their food Mbits ,
' yr-» '-",y tc'"’ i'

1 AA> .KS1
significantly as far as rlea is oosearseaS.

y\ > vu A’ 6,1 
.' £{

>,- ;• -.v < '■
« r\ ■>

Cvdietary Mbit t va^eterlm / ^on^vogefeefisn >

In lrt£X& or*. <a©eounfc ©£ religions f^antimanfea an& cnat& 

cancsldarations a letrg© oiae of the population As sot eonasum© 

naswvsgetarlari diet, 2 b ie a widely held notion that non* 

vegetarian M«agih©16s spend saps?© on food* It w®a Mnes 

6eei<3©3 to teat whether this Was !»» out empirically, A© 
these war# only two groups '-involved the for difference
is means was ^ppliad, Hi© following table shows the per 

capita tofc&l monthly &m«&3ibu£& on food in rupees for the 

two groups,
iVde ;?.2t £»©r Cj^jita Monthly Sj^anSltura -on rood t In.

of V«gatarlan0 and Efen* Vegetarians

ness

©asww i n»THw* w%i >©*'«"
Vogetariens

<»•!eg? ■

170*76
s,©#
&©%. of Variation

&4* »«*__«© «**■ ** _*n» - .«—»

5*,$75
0* 35

iP»»wtjai~~rtM©wii>i''iiii jwewigMiM .mo #a»«M>.«wwwi>?tii'iKjwi!i»iar

i-ion-. vegetaxi an a 
m»7S) •

206.51
56.603
0.27
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The calculate® tvveltie for tbm difference in mean a 
warn 4.069 ( T®W.e value 2.590 at 0*01 level ). Shis result 

^ \ has eonfiatsQa that the nce-vetsotactajis m a group epsxt®

Jmmo,?® OSi than vegetarians.

On finding that the general notion that n©n~ vegetarian© 

Gjjaci® sore on food has been supported by esnoi steel evidence 
it was logical -to posse the question whether the €&Mexmcm 

was merely <3u© to additional <rme»dltara'©rt meat food© or 
whether concomitantly there was rIsdo on Increase in the 

expenditure an other food items each as cereals an® pul ses, 
fats or fruits an® vegetables* In order to test this the 

sample was exos&i»elasdlfiad on the heal.® of ostlng habit 

en® educational level of the housewife, so that ■possible 
Influence of Hi© latter variable could be kept eentxcAletf* 

^able 7.3 shows the •efesaafianl deviation, coefficient of 

variation an 2 the number of observation a in each sulveategafv. 

It is interesting to not® that within the asm education . 
group, the afcanaerd deviations for the various food groups 

consider©® namely, cereals e$& pulses, protein an® 
vitamin rich foods, ( mills, milk product©, fruits an® 

vegetables ) and fats for non-vegetgrtsRa ©a on® side an® 
the vegetarians on the other tss® not shewn much difference* 

She low education sample© have however larger standard 
deviations within the oon-vegotarians as well as within
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vegetarian',/ groups, 3oth in the high education group as 

veil ea in the low 'education on© th® nocwveMjetftilans 
spend Eooxe- or proteins-cl oh food than the tragefcarien©, the 

differences in the can® of the other tm c&t&ysrlm, 
cersals and pulses and fats, era not mieh»

Comparing the eapenditucats of the norwvegetariana with 

the 'vegetarian* it was found that the t-values weeps not 
©igoificanfc -in gay cose. Only in the eas® of proteins and 
vitscdn»rtch food© the fc-valu® I 1*64© 'i xmm needy 

significant ©t 0,05 level, ©a can he seen Swam *3sble ?*3. 

The conclusien that can be drawn is that While ncafc-vegete*
ri.s#i© q>«nd more on food this i© to he attributed noseiy 

to extra ex^enclitnre m moofe* Xm cereal 3 and fat

conaianptioQ there is no si^ificiwit difference between 

vegefcaflana «nd nexs-vegefcarian©, though in the case of 

proton and vitasin-rich food© the nowvegetarlane do 

eaMfcfcfc a trend to increased efjpendlfcare* MfeXmigh the 

difference is not large enough to fca statistically significant 

the trend toward© larger outlay ia evident frtm the general 

patterns In the various aub-esfaplos.

Educational kewe1 of Zbusewlfc ©s a Factor
■uwiitiy ,i><iwafiniiiiJii#wi<i>'ai.i;L<w h.hhi *» ttew ■*«*«»*»»***» i«* i a»w

Oalvir Singh has found that ©Seated urban houae^ives
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tons to spend m»m m pmt®&,n~stdh food then the rural
Jk

housewives, ft* or© can aeguir© knowledge of autcitienal 

principles only through fomai ©f3«eati©n* loveA® of 

ocn&^ptim ere lively to fee Influenced fey the e&aoatianal 

ci&alifieatiois of tts© touse^ife, On the other h©fc<& tmetSue&tsS 

toeuMwivee froa an effluent urban group aay ge in for 

pasote&n gr^I irLteBto-xlcih fiaod* a® a remit of cfemstEmtion 

effeet from other laoshei^s of the peer gioa®. In order to 

determine to© nature an€ effect of this variable, education 

of housewife, the tousebolds ^©ro divided into two groups, 

the high education households end the low education feousefeoM© 

on toes beet* of the educational cga&tifi cation of the 

housewives, ifeueeidVBd Who fesd as&pt©te8 at least their 

graduation were AmmmA mm high e5&eate&. flboaouttres dth 

lesser eSocetien - < including those with n© schooling I 

fosaea the low education group* the per capita raontoly 
cs^ondi taros of the feeuj^feaids of these t» groups were 

cgioulatedl for certain broad eatsgosiesi of food ituns as 

follows #

vtobedLn 'and Vitamin-rich food s Fiik, Milk Products,
&ggs, fruit® and vegetable®

Cereals and False® & "lee, -t Sheet, ifowar# Bajwa,

m<saFat® .* Ctfeee, Butter, ©41

*&eivlr iilngfe, *^he Rcie of oocupotiontl Factors in noaeafteia 
Om&mption Fattens,' Indian Fcoaggic Review, v©l*3. flsries),
i$co, pp,ss-ug# .
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dcmparlaaii between tins© high education household©
<sn3 the Sew education households were mad® sseearatsty for 

£hs pm«v®s@ftsi^ffiEa ana for th© vegefcagieno, so tihtafc those is 
no distortion ftm this vasiahl® S ctiofcatF felit I.

’fettle 7,4 sliow® th© par capita soonthly es*?«ndttur© of th© 

different groups m the ecowodltgj?' groups csonaiaeu©<39 St »«f 
b© noticed that tfeo mosn pcsw capita espen&tsnce® os> eenels 
©»i pal ©os are high for the low education household® both 

among nos^vogetarlan© as well a© wagefeari©rs, wheses® on 

pmtoin .mi fat frlse high education household® spend raoro,

«fe® 8t©na©Ka deviation $u&« been eanal sfeaofcly higher in the 

ease of the low ©Sucafcien households in all the three 

ecnmoaity groups* showing that there ,1® greater dispersion 

in their spen^ng pattern than zms&g the odue&feeri hotist&ol&s, 
*?h© coeffieieat of variation value© haw© ifurjfcher - •• 

eonflrssed Sia, ix© far as «sK>mdli»r© on cereal s anti pat ms 
ie Q®n$&£®te6> the t~toots ©how that araong the no«vvegetearlans 
the low education h-owseboia© spend gigiil fleetly mr® on 

tide group of ce*¥c»litA©3 than t!s@ M^h education household©
C significant at 0,01 level >, while sprang the vegetarians the 

result is sirsiiar* the t-vaiue being tsignifleant at 0,05 

level only. Frees this wo ssay tipnaXude that honsewivea with 
low eSucati-on spend dlgnifi contl? ssosre on corest a and. nulsea, 

both aaong v&gotoxi&is a® well a® hon-vogotariane.
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87,3* iNar Capita Co&ma&t&m of *?on~7egefca*i«n
dM5 7“©get©£i,a!i f^soaefeolda < Sub-cleastfieS 
aeeessa&ng to •Suc&tlangl lfvtil of tfettaouftfe I 
of, Oeroais Wtxlms, vmteln® m€ Vitmin-ridh 
ffoofia ( excluaing Eggs >* eafl C Ghe*f Matter* oil )* (in Rs.)

- Ki#i ttAoentictt'
c^r®uifg ft Halses Ptofcein© ana 

TEfegmisi-rieli 
Foods

Fate

£<©rwv®g.' veer. «o*fc»V«g, 1V«ga «©!WV|j$ Veg.

^sesssj- ■ ■> .* *. IS. 01 <8,02 77. SI 08*59 27.04 27,25

&mDp 6.502 6,540 25,490 25.392 16.458 10.682

Coof.of VSjaf* *37 *35 *33 .,37 .61 .39

ss 30 48 32 48 39 - 46

te-trtflisea 0*573 1.548 6.002

*©fcl© ( 0*01 level*
1 0*05 level.

83 «,€* ) * 2.37
93 4Uf* ) * 1*66

tsv? sawcaticm

^eissela & Halses
t>apt«&ne ?&a
vttm&n~vltih Fat©

SaeuVeg, Veg. Ebn-vig, v«g. &o»~V©g, V©g,

Keattc --■ ■ ' •* 23,78 23.52 71.38 64*03 29.01 26.67

S*», 0.147 10.940 44.337 42.S5S 16.947 13*067

0©o£, of Vae. *35 .47 .62 *66 .58 *52

» s? _ at 37 61 37 61

fc-Vala©a 0.123 0*723 0.743
M* *3* «at* «•*

T'aM® Value 40,01 level* a.f, 9S> x 
(0,55 level* a.f. 96) s

2.36
1.60



129

Te£>lo i7.4s Capita f-santfcly of £$gh
Seluccition cm3 tow £dacatibn Sfowsshold® ( Sab. 
ciass&fioa aocoMief to bating Habit « Veg*/ 
jJoiwVeg. 5 ef tSmsmlm and Anises* Ptotslnss 
and vitamin-.rich Foods and Fats ( <3h®o, 
Sutter, Oil 5

Caroals and 
tnilsea

uon-vegctari m
Proteins ft Vit«ain- 
rich Foods CinclttcU
•ino Kggs)

Fats

J&gh low /Tsga—— how High tow

Mean Cons* 19*01 23.78 108,0$ 03*73 27.04 20,01

-3*0, 6.592 9,147 19,327 44*433 16.458 16.947

Coef. of 
Variation

*37 .33 *35 *47 *61 ,58

n m 37 39 37 30 37

b*valu©s 3.125** 1*406 0,,513
^abie Vislua,r!o,01 ’IwSSlT d,£, 74) « 2,38

tO*03 levefe, a,f, 74) * 1*6?

c©n*ai* and
PlSlSQS

High tow

Proteins ft ¥itamin«
rich Foods (includ. Fat®

nigh tow

'Mean Cone. 18.82 23,52 68* SO 64,85 - 27.28 26.67

B. 9. 6.540 10,940 25.392 42.555 10.692’ 13,887
Coof.of
Vacation .35 *47 .37 ,66 *39 ,52

n 48 61 48 61 48 61

t~v<*luaa 2*188* 0.52? 0.048
'’Tijn iifjin T^rfrii.rffSi- -irTni -»*?■■■ ,-*f| .«» rTyj n.jf^T-n^irn^ ■**'„ - **[. TT**BuiiiMwn^H n* iTtii- 1*^1 mw '

*al&* t~?alu« (0.01 level, a**. 107) « 2,36 
<0.05 levtiL, d.f. 107) a 1*66

^^Significant at 6*1 level 
^Significant at 0*0S level
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!*iih regard feo protusln and vitsmin-rieb itsns educated 
housewives have higher mean®, however the differences art 
not statistically dgnifficant. t&th regard to fat® sic© th© 
rooults are not significant, Jbwever on the hosts off i • * 
oar findings with regard, to ei^xtffieeisfeiy greater eoscendituro 

os cereal© end pulses by th© lot*»©dacatiGn hcmsesdves w» 
tnsy infer that education does hsve some influence os the 

polity of food eon empties*, sine© htgber crwsuraptien off
f*cereal© and puls®® is an index of low level dint, 

occupation a© a ttefeesaittaat of consumption■wwmnnriiSianifnw'iiJii*i wwiw iMiii^answ®i®»i«e»<-ini>wrtni«<ij<iii>» u»nB..a)n®)wB

Qecopatlcn os %!vir 5iat$s ha© aptly points out 
’influences not only one’s attitudes, interests, stives 
and c^nsecjidntly the character of purchases, hut the 

<tuantity of purchases as well, it inzlvimm® one*© «ny of 
living. * Consumption behaviour tdll be influenced by the 

prestige value ©ff the occupation and by the nature off the 
oeeupatSoii C working ©editions* strenuouarte®® involved 

etc*). 2b determine the possible influence off those two 

attributes on the esm sumption pisfetofen, the ssrple isb 

divided into three occupational groups &
Category 2. » 'SeliUsiaployeft C husinessaen, lawyer.®, 

doctor® ©te.)
Category it * 5^?>!eyed, mmrn}®£id C eanloyes ©e roans 

holding managerial rank '.' engineer®, 
scientists, teachers.)

Category Ills Snaployed, d©steal < clerical and related 
occupations)

tint ITilSnn wir 11*Hi mHri<riiwww**~*T aif iT i> ■ n Imu—r~» /> i<miiiif» — n mwrtnmrnmi'nniTyiiiS m“i‘ iii^i WiMiVW® liffi'rili trrlrmifO,'1T»fr‘ff •Tirntir^r^-T,^~Tri1tYT*-T

%id© G.a.GanguU, Levels off living in India,ftelhl, 1975,ttt.
63oJtv4Jt Sin$h, 'cop^oit*
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The influeses of occupation m food tzonsmpKtm potto® 

was analysed separately for bh© vegetarian and eotvvcgetaxft&ft 
tiouseJiold'©* for tMs purpose the ©ample was divided into 

vegetarian «n<3 ncxuvege&ariea haesebolde sand within cadh 
group the households were further ct&S3i£l«*3. tat©- tferec 

sub*, staples on the basis of oectgiation* It wee thus j^sa&lbsl© 
to asjploy the rjasiysis of '^arionco tost to detect if the mean 

e*p«*i<9i bares C m selected items ? differed significantly.
The food Items ©onesidcrod wore s S'rofcein and VitapicwsriLcb 
items ( ??iik» filH product© and Sgg®, Fruits and- tfespstahtea 5, 
fats ( Oil, Butter, dbee }» Cereal© anti TO&eeSf end lastly 

sugar* Rgaotig ixsrwfood ttm» tab* major items of expenditure, 
noracty, ftsnfe, Clotting, X«aar«>nco ati<5 Conveyaneo «©tre 

c^sidered.

2fc wae decided to control tha influence of income 

f total asK-jenditurns ns prosy > fibr the non-food items, 
wMl© for the food'item®'it iies considered more meaningful 
to confcral the variable dlefear# habit I rsgetsriaR - 

nen-vegefcarian h

influence on food Canaraptieft

1*5 show® tbs per capita monthly expenditure© 
on the different food ©essrodity groups* An interesting 

feature reveal ad by the table is that the clerical occupation
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labia *7.5« Par of ISO* 7®g«fca«ian
Jfoojsahoia* Sl«*3l£i«a acoortUng to Occupation, 
or Sanaa! », ^itilacflb ^rotates and V2t«pai««.rlch 
roods, Fate < Ohas, Bufcfcar, Oil } end Suoor

Category t Category It
<teltw«Kspioy«^ tj&nployea

oanaga rial)
_ _ iwmm

c*ta5D«y ra 
fift^loyea, 
eleried) 

<»«33>

F-7al<ia

ISOftR 33.37

Samis

15*96 65.39
11*200 33.925 12*020 0.095

Co«ff* of ir«r«, *4i 2.13 .17

HasR 4*29

Pulses

7*79 24.60
a,iv 3* we 2*974 2*662 1 0.474
Co«ff*of 7®r. *03 .38 .18

and Tltwiii Rich tboda

&Befl S9.96 86.41 66.30
s*&. 60.572 22. 52© 26*406 1.425
c©eff.of %** *74 • 26 *39 •

Kean 28# 52

Fats

26*79 27.90
6#^* 11*509 12.938 12.863 0.122
Cooff.of Var. *40 #49 *46

2*35*1 10*44
SugaE

8* 24 9*79
S.0. 6.407 3.74$ 8.442 0.940
Coaff.of var. #61 .46 .86
«* «* -Sa •*•» s«ar _ £» _,•**► *» to* _ «*» <**.. S* «» **fr 4*t *• j«* to* M* *#V :m* ,*m **>-. «*> m* *# ** a*. •***»*»
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group ha# ttm mas&imsn Qs$>cnditusft cm both cereals and palaaa, 

which occupy a rather low uranic cjsong food ifceaa €*m the 

nutritional point of viow# while with respect to protein 

end vlfcsrain rich food this occupation group tzpm®.® the least. 

■Analysis of variant ^ewed that smong the vegetation© tihove 

was no fdgaiftetnt difference ijetwaea the* three occupation 

group# c*i the oaneot^titm of any of the food group# considered#

fable 7*6 gives the corresponding figures for the ©awenfcy 

three tKmwvegete.ri.sa household#* In the case of the non. 

vegetarians the tt>nmttpfcion of cmmmtm and pulses do not 

etxJiibifc any striking features es ws» in the case of the .. 

vegetarians, Fawawer the mean outlay an protein rich foods 

4 s less for the clerical group, the f.vdues given by the 

analysis of variance were significant only in the case of 

sugar < at 0*05 lewd only I*

She mean eac?<stdi taxes on sugar of the thro© aecxjpatiotsel

groups mang the narwvdgeteti an s were teased nailed ©a to

determine which gmwp Spent significantly mors©' -on this itea*

? Vide %1>X© 7*? )> ’51i© "results show that self-employed efiS

the clerical estegofy consume® more sugar than the employe,

managerial group, jsmong the non-vegetatdans, Between the self*

employed and the clerical categories thorp was no significant
of sugar by ,!

difference. The greater consumption C --■ these tvo categories
/V

isay he due to thmvdng of parties* greater consumption of 

sweet# £ * honorific effect” > or due to is&t&r© of \m£kin® 

conditions*
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‘i'abl,© *7.6* Oajsita ftmthlf Sspon&tiixw ®£ 73 ?i©a«-^®g©fcaxiaii 
Sbisg«^©3.S# aeeorSino to Gwni&atlcB?, e»
Cereals, ;s*ola©<s# Protein* and Vitarntn-sidh floods.
Tats C OiJ, "utter, Cll I aM 8u«f&r»

Category I
(■self,.
employee!)

(ifelS)

Category XI 
(Stepioyed, 
nanagertaJU

&to29)

Category 221
(JSaployed,
Clerical)

C^®2f)

fiwyaln®

£«iwm3,s-

K&&X 24*29 19.34 20.43
S .»• 9-. 50® 0,700 6.680 9.18$
Coeff.of v®r. ,39 ,45 .33

Pulaes
noan 4.81 4.21 4*30
s.». 3,432 2.916 2,933 0.022
coeff.og var, .52 ,60 ,68

Protein .mas. Vitkin-rich 0©ods

?;e-?n 102.S3 96.72 89,39
3*0. S6.823 35,162 38.236 0.907
Coeff.of Var* .53 .36 .45

flat*

r-leaa 30. 23 - 27.90 27,01
0. *5* 9*622 20.569 ' 11,0.68 0.20I
Cecff.of Var. .32 .74 * 44

ftugeff
flcan' 10,73 7.31 10,90
S.0. 5,092 2,451 7,766 3.469 *
Coeff.of V&r,

«* <•* *M «Wr «•* *1

,47
> «■* 4M> Ul .<*» „i

.34 .71
•*<P*-**'i#fr***>**-«**«***>*i»'«»«** «*' 4»4 *»

-«* *» «*• 1»l» IL

* Significant at 0.05 level
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’faMe *7*7* h-value of Bi£fe»^a la K&tm& Ernsts in ftaspecfc 
of i>«r Ceplta Monthly Con»*^tiot5 of Sager iy ?3 
tJen-Vagetact»n *3ou*dhel<3s Classified aaeording to
cecupatlan
Category 2 * Self arpioyed
Category I® * 'feloyed, managerial 
Category ifX « aapiofeS* clerical

t Cel. a.f.

Uetwseei Category
X and « 2*93?2.?05 42

X end XXX 0.072
(2,02)

42

li and m 2*211
C2.01)

- 56

••s' ear .#» .,«*• .•»**•,..«*... »**. •»* *»'- *»» ,'S.J.,A..fl.nft,.

* Significant at fc.OS level 
** Significant at 0*01 level
Cfigares la brackets indicate critical values et level of 
si golf leanest if not significant, at O.OS level )

Ocsctj^atloo sna Coaeat^ptlosa of Mon~rood Iteas

occupation, it has been ohsMunred ty Burk, has lews offset

on food and more on outlay# m clothing* and other non-Ieod 
«Items* fbr the piitgxM* of this study the influence of 

occupation on the cmma^^im of four top neat nm~fao& liases 
. of eapatiditure were ttfkm for con alteration, them being *

Clothing sad footacsr
CeKreyanee
Insurance
Rent* other rests and maintenance,

Marguerite c.ourfc, conggpiotion Stemoudcg, <7otm sfcley
and none, i960* p.ioi.
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2e order to control the influence ©£ income tilts statistical 

tost® used to assess the Influence of occupation wesas done 
separately gar each ©f fete© thj»© h»d income groups s

Group I C Etess nfflu-aat ) I Hs.6S&*i8S0 per month
total es^anditure )

^xous> 21 ^Moderately affluent} I Os* 3.8SO - 30S0 >

^roup itt (Highly affluent) C over Bs* 3059 )

Stotts tliers ware three categories aoeevOtiiQ to occupation 

end thro® ©©cording to £n®m&0 giving nine sub* agonies in @11*

liiGsete group g ( igog® mtiiusafe ) ** .Bate of QcsaopeticBi

Am the sample sis® ©£ occupation £%*!, 1,©. gelg-esployed, 
uitbin t3Nis inoemo class was oily four, St teas Ignored, and tho 

analysis was confined to the managerial epd employed clerical* 
sioce there were only two occupation categories, t-testo-with 

pooled varionce was -employed to dateline whether the per capita 
monthly esnenditur© on the selected non-food itsms were 
eicjiifiecgittly different or not. TaM# 7,6 sghows the per capita 

monthly ewpsndittttos for the two occupation categories within 
this incon* group, It can he se«« that ennefst Cor clofcMng 

them are large differences in the naan per capita espenditnres 
©a the non-food itocaa, tf&wwraav the employed managerial 
category has much higher outlay, a comparison of the values in 
Table 7.8 shows, however that the differences in mean 
c^poadittires do not eaMhifc my clear cut treed.
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Table st.Qs i?er Capita -onthly of 173 FouseholSs
Classified according to Incerne ( 3bteL S^oeKSiture 
as drossy 5 end Occupation, on Clothing an*3 fbotmensv 
Conveyance, Inauranee ana Seat I ioeluaing other 
Kent «n3 Balntsssanee >, in He,

Occupation * mat}tm%
Setf-emrstoyedI Income (I)
Stonleyecl ttanagefiai (111
asployeS Clerical (till

08, 630-1850 
a«, 1858-3069 
•.'is, over 3060

3sr* 3.19. e©«ff.o£
Variation n t-value

income urtseo z
Clothing ii 31.24 20.76 0.66 37 0,272

m 33.36 40*60 1.22 32

Conveyance ti 33,71 70,26 2.08 37 1.237
m ie.?o 17,01 0,91 31

insurance IS 45,03 62*38. 1.36 37 1.017
mm 33,54 32.30 0.96 31

-
Sent 12 61,71 52,49 0,83 37 1.563

in 77,46 29,50 0,38 31

InccRie Oroop IS P-VejlM©

clothing r 29.8© 26.89 0.58 15 1.211
it 41.75 27.15 0*65 . 28

■ m 33,96 23.01 0,59 24

Conveyance i 44,33 41.88 0.94 15
it 43,73 45.33 0.93 20 0,082
in SI, 14 58,40 1,14 24

tnour^aee 2 30.33 33.73 l.ll 15
it 98.21 66.97 0.69 m 7,643**

lit 53*33 53,69 0,99 24

Rent 2 134.07 216,44 0.87 IS
It 118.50 47.78 0.40 28 1.029

III 130.21 64.41 0.64 24
(Continues,.*
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C^?M® 7.8 continued}

cccapa-tioa" iI

•4* 
j

s.».
Cosff.of
i?aria. n E^&Lt*

Income Croup mi

Clothing 1 47.10 30,00 0.64 21
11 SO. 33 33.82 0,56 e 0.379

111 47.85 35. S3 0.74 7
Conveyance I 90.24 70.66 0.72 21

21 74.93 58.72 0.79 ' 6 0. 252
X'« 80.71 55.97 0.69 7

insurance r 65.48 51.02 o,7 a 21
21 82. 33 76.14 0,92 6 0.577

111 91.14 47.95 0.53 7
Rent X. 184.43 110.27 0.67 21

11 173.83 64.71 0,37 6 0.238
121 137.86 57.31- 0.42 7

«*■ w* MW 4M» MW . -tail #«*• MV* «■*, <«KM •*•* — — .«,.,«, M ^ M « - ________________ «* «*.«* «w> *»• M,

• Indicates significant at 0*05 level 
•**' indicates significance at 0*01 level

The fc-test» for tbo fct#> occupational categories in the 
1 aw income croup ( i.e, Croup t > shewed no significant 

differences in the seen ©spend! tures on. clothing and 

footwear# conveyance# rent and insurance, he far as the low 

income group mm concerned there ms no evidence to reject 
the null hypothesis that the Batura of occupation has no 

influence on the expenditure on the selected non-food items.
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Income Group XX i ?fed*rafc*ly effluent ) » Solo of Occupation

witMn this income ( Vide Table 7.8 I, all the three 

eategstlfis of occupation were taken into alteration* The 
households in this group mere classified i»t© three sob 

sample* on the berf.ii of occupation.Aaely at9 of Variance map 

Gtoployed to find out i£ the mean expenditures of the 3 sub 

earaplss and the selected non-food items stipeed any significant 
difference* this variable mss see® to have influence only m - 

the allocation on insurance# all other E-values mm not 
significant even at o*Q5 level* The mean allocati«i(>Oft 

insurance ms further analyzed pairwise using t»test to find 

out which occupational category ms attracting greater outlay 
on insurance* In the final analysis it emerged that the 
enployed managerial group with mean per capita expenditure 
of s»* 98*11 smb. ms allocating significantly more toward* 

insurance than the other two group*, which mere not sstgRlfloantiy
y

different between tbvnselves.
lyIncase group ill < l&tfh affluent 1 ~ Pole of occupation

Table 7.8 # gn p. l3STgive* the per capita ejpsnditure

on the selected non-food items for this group* ns has «&*$?*<% 

boon observed* the figures do not exhibit any dear trend, 
though the mean values differ in some canes by as much as 
«s* 36 ( insurance, between: *elf-«»ployed and clerical ).
.ill the lUvsiueo obtained (Analysis of Variance tost) ore
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however not significant,
$mm the results of oar nncdysitt *ith regard to the 

variable occupation am have to conclude that oeoapetloii- 
h&m influence only on the cen«*Kjpfcion of sugar in the esse 

of the clarianl and the «df-employed catsgoztcs and on 
\ insurance in the case of self-alloyed managerial category, 

ly' ,A tt is likely that the high incase group, the top easefc

holders, who ere * investeRsnfc as well *9 interest conscious * 

£HMk other sourness of security, while the *figaey»d managerial 
category relies more on this conservative fona of security,

^mScicing our restate on the four vartabie® 

considered, namely, dietary habit, educational c«alifl.c«tifm 

of the housewife and the occupation of the heed of the 

household, as determinants on heusel&M 
behaviour of the affluent group# we may note that t

(1) Segionst factor ittflusncMB the COhsss^ti<sj of rice 
and ybeefc even with the affluent group, ^ica eaters continue 

to he xice»ectters even after adgsation to « wheatveating 
arse, tffc* hypostasis that ri«e*eaiers will consume 

significantly nor* xiee per person then vhesfe-eaters and 
vice versa has-''; to he upheld.

tii) 1 Sating habits I vegetarian / non-vegatasiain ) 

Influences total expenditure on food. fcon«vagetarian# mm m 
group spend *&gni fluently nier© on food than vegetarians

/
/
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primarily on account $»■ expends, fcur© m tK®afc# fish etc.
'though their outlay on other food ifeeam as® not significantly 

dlffermt from that of vagetaricn© ««vertbaiiei3» they have 

a tendency to larger expenditure m protein vitsssifw 
dob items C mil!*, milk products? fruit® and vegetables $# 
lienee the hypothesis postulating that oon-vogetarisna td.ll 

spend ssora on food than vegetarians has to b© accepted, 

while fell© hyootfcasiG postulating that they will eosnd rcr© 

oo other protoin end vitsriin-rieh food© ! i«e» excluding 

fish, K?©at etc* 1 could not ha upheld ©a these was no 

evidence for it, noting however a tendency to larger 

e^enditar© on protein and vitardn-rieh i tents, as 

©tatcQ earlier.

Ciiil Educational Zmel of housewife hm partial 
influence on consumption of feed, housewives with low 

education spend algniflesatly sore on cereal© gaud ibises? 

there is no significant difference between housewives 
with high education and those n&th low education on the 

consumption of protein and vitent&~xich food® and fat©; 
though it was noted that housewives with low education 
tended to have lower mean e^^iditure® out protein n«d 

vitarairw-rich Items both among naswogefcarl©ns ns well 
os vegetarians* or the bads of the above findings the
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hypothesis abating that graduate touaewimte will spend
pv ^ I oeeteasatively tmm m ttieoMh and vitanin-ric^ foods «nd
vv'fVA \ lees on cetuals and pulses vaa aeeeofced oarfeielly, that is
v~\V J

^ s t4th regard t© the consumption of and pulses
i'v’!':<"</1 Mcarhohydrates? *
tr „ v *

' '
i V
ry^ <iviI Occupation had no influence within fcUs effluent

group on the consumption of food items with the .eaeeptioa 
of augsir irttsm the employed clerical category m& seif- 
alloyed spent sigrrtfleaiitly mot® per pores** then the 

employed managerial category* Batman oyefl
category end th© employ©^ clerical, cefeegosy fch©*e uss no 
significant difference, Seooe th® hypothesis positing In 
general association ibibSKi cec^atim anti the consumption 

of difformt categories of food items could not he accepted 

osKsapt for ©agar.

■;lth respect to ftaewfood items where the relationships 

between occupation and clothing end footwear, eofweycRC®, 
itsmmnce sad' rent were studied keeping income oesntrolicd, 
there was signifiessit difference only with respect to 

insurance and that too only in the moderately affluent 
group i,e, Croup if. 3spl®yed ma&egaEial households 1® this 
Income group s©<a*t significgntly more on In serene® than the 

self.®sployei or the alloyed clerical category. I3enee tha 
hypothesis stating that ee&f^epployaA category will spend •
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nore mx tmK clotl-dng, conveyance ( Items indicating 

social -status I n**3 insursnee than fcha employed persons 

i managerial or statical ) did not find mf me®orfeing 

tnjddam?©* *:«ith reapech to insurance alone there As ©vA?3enoa 
to accept partially a modified £>8n of the Iwpothssis 
neia®ly stating that then© will he association hafcweeri 

occupation and per capita espanditum on insurance*

$V
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