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CHAPTER 3

THE STRUCTURE OF POVERTY AND THE PROCESS OF
POVERTY GENERATION

Photograph by Sami-ur-Rehman

Now my being is caught in a vice,
Like sugar cane in the cane crusher,
The challenge is to still remain true

- MIAN MUHAMMAD BAKHSH
19th Century Sufi Poet
(Translation)



CHAPTER 3

The Structure of Poverty and the Process of
Poverty Generation

[. INTRODUCTION: A CONCEPTUAL asked before. Some of the questions raisétbverty occurs when the
AND EMPIRICAL PERSPECTIVE are: How do distorted markets for inputsndividual in a fragmented
ON POVERTY and outputs of goods and services result tommunity is locked into a

. the loss of the actual or potential income cy ;s of power, which

The poor in P_aklstan I|kg all human bemgs of the_ poor? If thl_s is indeed t_he case the&eprives the poor of their

have a creative potential. Yet, by beingwhat is the magnitude of the income loss? -

. - X ..-actual and potential
denied the minimum of food and basic How do local structures of power with.
necessities, such as health, education andespect to landlords, local administrative' ©0M€:
employment opportunities, they are renderedofficials, and institutions for the provision
incapable of actualizing their human of health, credit and dispute resolution,
potential* deprive the poor of their income, assets and

In understanding this constraint to humanthe fruits of their labour? who are the poor,
development, the poor in Pakistan cannotwhat kind of occupations and institutions
simply be seen as individuals with certain are they engaged in, and what are the
adverse ‘resource endowments’, makingconstraints to increasing their incomes?; to
choices in free markets. Poverty occurswhat extent are urban poor engaged in
when the individual in a fragmented micro enterprises, and what are the
community is locked into a nexus of power, problems that prevent an increase in their
which deprives the poor of their actual and profitability?; where do the poor borrow
potential income. The poor face markets,from and how do they use their loans?;
state institutions and local power structures,finally, how do the poor finance their
which discriminate against access of thebudget deficit? Almost every study on
poor over resources, public services andpoverty in Pakistan shows that the
governance decisions which affect their consumption level of a large proportion of
immediate existence. households fall below certain calorific

Most studies on poverty in Pakistan norms. However they fail to ask, when
have examined the problem simply in termsincomes of the poor fall below their
of measuring the number of people belowminimum consumption levels, how is
certain poverty lines. However, if poverty consumption financed? The mode of
is to be overcome, what may now be financing consumption in excess of theirl N€ poor face markets,
important is to understand the processes ofncome levels has a strong bearing on thgate institutions and local
poverty creation and to identify points of future income levels and the probability ofpower structures, which
intervention in the process through which either moving out of poverty or falling discriminate against access
the poor can be enabled to overcomedeeper into it. In the pursuit of thesesf the poor over resources,
poverty on a sustainable basis. In thequestions it is hoped to develop for the first pjic services and
pursuit of this objective, the NHDR study time an understanding of the dynamics an overnance decisions which
for the first time undertook to establish a concrete nature of poverty, rather tha(?ffect their immediate
new data set to be able to conduct anmerely its magnitude. These broad .
analysis of the mechanisms through whichquestions specified by Akmal Hussain wergXIStence
poverty is perpetuated and the possiblethe basis of the survey.
routes out of it. Any data set contains The survey was conducted by A.R.
information within certain specific Kemal and his team at PIDE. Since the
classifications. The particular classi- poor exist not as isolated individuals
fications emerge from the questions posedbut as family households living in
The NHDR data set is new, simply becausecommunities, no matter how fragmented,
the underlying questions have not beentherefore the survey focused on eliciting
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information from eight poor communities 1Il. POVERTY AND MODES OF
in seven carefully selected districts. The  FINANCING CONSUMPTION
study is called the NHDR/PIDE Poor
Communities Survey of Pakistan 2001. The basic difference between the extremely
Since this is a sample survey of sevenpoor and the poor categories is that in the
districts of Pakistan it cannot be claimed former, the total annual household income
that it is representative of the entire (Rs.15,350) is substantially less than the
country. However, systematic and careful food consumption requirement (Rs.18,497),
selection of poor communities from all while in the latter the annual total household
provinces of the country provides a rich income (Rs.40,566) is sufficient to fulfill the
source of data to examine the factorsfood consumption requirement, although not
responsible for poverty generation. enough to fulfill the total consumption
The survey design for data collection onrequirements  (excluding durables)
the eight communities is discussed in(Rs. 41,092). Therefore the distinguishing
Annexure-| of this chapter. However, it may feature between these two classes of the
be pertinent to point out here that the surveypoor is that the extremely poor are obliged
was focused on poor communities.to use loans for food consumption
Consequently, the non-poor category in therequirements, while those in the poor
income classes shown in the ensuing tables¢ategory do not have to do so. Similarly in
refers not to affluent people but those whothe extremely poor category the total
are ‘not so poor’. The average annualconsumption requirements (excluding
household income of the non-poor beingdurables) (Rs.23,722) is greater than the
only four times that of the poor is on annual total household receipts including
average still only Rs.123,273 (US$2,055 pertransfers and remittances received. In the
year). In section-ll, poverty levels and poor category, by contrast, the total receipts
modes of financing consumption (Rs.45,818) are greater than the total
expenditure in the eight poor communities consumption requirements. In the non-poor
are examined. In section-Ill, the category, annual total household income is
implications of the employment status and not only enough to fulfill food consumption,
education level of the earning members ofbut also more than enough to finance total
the household for its ability to pull out of consumption (excluding durables).
poverty are discussed. In section-IV, an The extremely poor, whose incomes and
analysis is presented, of how local powerreceipts fall below the poverty line, tend to
structures and distorted markets for inputsuse loans and sale of assets to increase their
impact the process of poverty creation.consumption level. Since availability of
Apart from this, the process of income lossloans to the extremely poor is constrained
to the poor resulting from distorted markets and they often do not have substantial assets,
for farm output is analyzed and its they suffer from extreme nutritional
magnitude estimated. In section-V, the deficiencies. Total available resources of the
nature of disputes which the poor areextremely poor are 84.0 per cent of the
undergoing and the erosion of incomespoverty line.
associated with existing forms of dispute In urban areas, the total household
resolution are briefly discussed. In section-incomes of the extremely poor and the poor
VI, the data on the health of the poor is of Rs.30,266 and Rs.53,830, were only 39.5
analyzed to show how vulnerability of low and 70.9 per cent of the poverty line,
income groups to disease and associatedespectively. In the rural areas, household
medical expenses could be a major factor inincome levels of the extremely poor and the
pushing non poor households into povertypoor are 21.6 and 61.9 per cent of the
and poor households into extreme poverty.poverty line, respectively.
In section-VIl, the employment status of the  Transfers, especially the remittances,
non-farm households with respect to micro supplement considerably the total income of
enterprises is examined and the problemsoth the extremely poor and the poor
related with their functioning with categories. For the extremely poor,
associated implications for poverty are remittances account for 16 per cent and total
specified. In section-VIIl, the role of transfers 20.9 per cent, and for the poor,
corruption, credit and indebtedness in theremittances account for 4.2 per cent and
poverty process are examined. total transfers 5.3 per cent of the total
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Table 1 Average Household Income, Receipts and Total Available Resources

Extremely Poor Poor Non-Poor Total
Pakistan
Total Household Income 17,397 41,093 115,690 42,972
Total Receipts of the Households 20,170 43,925 123,273 46,506
Total Resources available to the Households 25,184 52,624 147,382 56,079
Total Consumption by the Households 24,152 41,764 85,217 41,330
Food Consumption by the Households 19,041 32,381 62,325 31,599
Urban
Total Household Income 30,266 53,830 110,804 51,007
Total Receipts of the Households 30,691 54,207 110,894 51,370
Total Resources available to the Households 33,030 57,000 114,061 54,024
Total Consumption by the Households 28,740 44,562 63,002 40,354
Food Consumption by the Households 23,465 36,229 49,200 32,612
Rural
Total Household Income 12,495 35,704 116,992 39,918
Total Receipts of the Households 16,162 39,575 126,574 44,657
Total Resources available to the Households 22,195 50,773 156,267 56,860
Total Consumption by the Households 22,405 40,580 91,141 41,701
Food Consumption by the Households 17,356 30,753 65,824 31,214
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
Table 1 (a) Average Household Income, Receipts, and Total Available Resources by Economic Status
Economic Total Household Other Total Receipts  Net Credit Total Food Total
Status Income (including)  Transfers H.H. income during Available Consumption Consumption
Imputed Rent (excluding + Transfers Last Year Resources Excluding
and Profit) (Remittances) Received + Durables
Remittances
Extremely Poor 15,350 684 21,738 3,998 24,547 18,497 23,722
Poor 40,566 456 45,818 4,800 51,165 32,203 41,092
Non-Poor 106,100 1,078 118,492 10,886 132,798 57,794 78,790
Average 42,972 666 — 5,639 56,079 31,599 41,330
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
receipts. Despite the large transfers thepoor is much higher in the rural areas than
current receipts of the extremely poor fall in urban areas.
short of their consumption levels by 35 per The pattern is observed in all the
cent and they have to resort to credit andcommunities covered in the survey. The
sale of assets to finance their meagerhighest level of poverty is observed in
consumption levels. As much as 17 per centLahore urban and Khuzdar where 93.5 and
of total consumption of the poor is financed 91.3 per cent of the households were poor
through credit and 5 per cent through theand the minimum in Lahore rural where 66.9
sale of land. Even though the poor onper cent of the households were poor (see
average spend less than the total receiptsTable 3). While the poverty levels have been
yet a large number of households amongshigh across all the areas, the abject poverty
them do use credit and proceeds from thdevels do differ. For example both in
sale of assets to finance their consumptionKarachi and Lahore urban, the average level
10 per cent of the consumption of the poorof income of the poorest has been 5 to 6
is financed through net credit and 2 per centtimes that of the rural areas. Even more
through the sale of assets. The deficitimportant, it is the inequality of incomes
between food consumption requirements andvithin the community that underlies
total household receipts of the extremelypoverty; average incomes of the richest
THE STRUCTURE OF POVERTY AND THE PROCESSOF POVERTY GENERATION 55



Table 2 Transfers and Financing of Consumption(Proportion)

poor. However, the boarding and lodging
supplemented the incomes of the extremely

Extremely Poor Non-Poor Total  Poor to the extent of only Rs.7,904. Such
Poor supplementary income in the case of the poor

N and the non-poor is Rs.18,364 and Rs.65,000
Remittances/Total Receipts 0.12 0.05 0.07 0.0 'espectively. Another aspect of significance
Other transfers/Total Receipts 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.02 !n the case of bogrders land IOd?‘erS.IS that it
Consumption/Total Receipts 1.24 0.96 0.74 1.02 S Mmore common in rural areas than in urban
Net Credit/Consumption 0.14 0.13 0.15 0.14 areas. '
Land Sale/Consumption 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.04 Zakat, ushr, fitranaand nazrang
Ut (different forms of charity), have been quite
Remittances/Total Receipts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 significant for both the ex.tremely poor and
Other transfers/Total Receipts 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 tEe poor. Th? two rr]nost |r|np9rtant aspec;s
Consumption/Total Receipts 0.95 0.83 0.59 083 ! at. emerge from t g apa ysIS gre that the
Net Credit/Consumption 0.07 0.06 0.04 0.06 assistance from charity in the private sector
Land Sale/Consumption 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Is three times that in the public sector, and
= that the non-poor are also recipients of
Remittances/Total Receipts 0.20 0.08 0.08 043 Yovernmentakatindicating the widespread
Other transfers/Total Receipts 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.03 C(r)]rruptlon gelnerally alleged in tfhls sphere.
Consumption/Total Receipts 1.44 1.04 0.76 1.13 The extremely poor accouqtgd or 66',7 per
Net Credit/Consumption 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.17 cent of governmentakatrecipients, which
Land Sale/Consumption 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 rises to more than 80 per cent in the case of

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

private sector zakat recipients.

The remittances constitute a major
supplement to their incomes but mainly in
10 per cent of the households in the eightural areas. The proportion of the
communities is 16.1 times that of the pooresthouseholds that received remittances is
10 per cent of the householts. almost evenly distributed amongst all the

Transfers take various forms such asthree categories of households. Remittances
boarders and lodgerzakatfrom government, are received from both within and outside
zakat and ushr from private sector and Pakistan. Pension and gift receiving
remittances from within and outside Pakistan.households have been relatively few
Boarders and lodgers, (i.e., households whaespecially among the poor because they
earn rental income from those who stay on ararely have government jobs or pensions
‘paying guest’ basis), is most common [see Annexure-3 (b)].
amongst the extremely poor who accounted Since remittances constitute a major
for 63.1 per cent of all households providing supplement to household incomes, any
the boarding and lodging facility; 31.8 per policy that helps in increasing the
cent were poor and 4.5 per cent were nontemittances could be quite potent in poverty

Table 3 Poverty Levels, Incomes and Receipts in Various Communities

Poverty Mean Income Ratio of Mean Total Receipts Ratio of
Levels Poorest Richest Richest to Poorest Richest Richest to
(%) Poorest Poorest

Karachi 83.1 17,900 129,007 7.2 19,225 129,123 6.7
Badin 85.0 3,902 130,957 33.6 6,430 130,957 20.4
Mirpur Khas 96.7 4,187 183,162 46.1 4,969 193,162 38.9
Muzaffar Garh 86.1 8,259 161,211 19.5 14,081 169,196 12.0
Lahore Urban 93.5 21,233 110,895 5.2 22,142 110,895 5.0
Lahore Rural 66.9 10,023 178,298 17.8 77,200 190,042 11.0
Dir 80.1 2,197 182,103 82.9 28,909 194,392 6.5
Khuzdar 91.3 4,061 92,945 22.9 5,345 92,945 17.4
Total 83.7 8,764 140,972 16.1 14,448 147,679 10.2

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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reduction. The characteristics Of migrgr'lts, Table 4 The Incomes of the Principal and Second Earners
therefore, can be rather helpful in devising

emigration policy. The young, males and Extremely Poor Non- Total

married persons, form the bulk of migrants. Poor poor

Since as much as 73.9 per cent of the Total earned income 15,339 35,550 96,109 36,685

;négg:itjnwf;‘;'r"';er"’r‘]tiigog EZS e‘“s::gr:"?;;ye Major eamer income 14,608 29,566 69,447 29,652
’ : Second earner income 617 4,759 17,119 4,983

low; the non-poor migrants earn more ..o of major earner (%) 95.2 83.2 72.3 80.8

because of their better human resources [se ghare of second earner (%) 4.0 13.4 17.8 13.6
Annexure-3 (c)].

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

lll. POVERTY ALLEVIATION AND The women in the sample contribute onlyf he key factor that
NUMBER OF EARNERS IN THE 4 per cent to the incomes of the householdsetermines whether a poor
HOUSEHOLD (see Table 6). This is mainly because of thegusehold shifts out of

fact that only earned money income i%overty or moves deeper
The number of earners in a household isconsidered and also because the women. . poverty is the share of

one of the major determmants of' the mcomefrom poor households due to asymmemeﬁousehold income
level and the probability of falling below in market access, get very low wages. The .
the poverty line. The key factor that are also unable to work much of the timgOntrIbUtecj by the second
determines whether a poor household shiftsdue to frequent illness. The share of womeh@M€"
out of poverty or moves deeper into povertyin household income of the poor and the
is the share of household income contributedextremely poor is higher than their
by the second earner. As table 4 shows theontribution in the non-poor segment of the
percentage share of the second earner ipopulation. Whereas the share in the
household income is 13.4 for the poor household income of women in the non-poor
category. When this share increases théouseholds in the urban areas is higher, in
household enters the category of non-pootthe rural areas it is even smaller.
(17.8 per cent) and when it falls Besides education, productivity depends
substantially (4.0 per cent) the householdon learning by doing, on the job training
becomes extremely poor. and experience. Whereas there is not much

The low levels of income of the variation in the period of experience, (each
extremely poor and the poor, and the lowcategory has 14 to 16 years of experience),
probability of getting employed are it has been their low level of education and
reflective of their low human resource lack of improvement in skills that is
development. This is also manifested in theresponsible for the low levels of productivity
fact that as many as 83.4 per cent of theand incomes. The proportion of persons who
extremely poor and 73.5 per cent of the poorgot on the job training is rather small in the
are illiterate and another 7.6 and 13.9 percase of the extremely poor. Moreover, the
cent in the two categories of poor, poor do not have sufficient work; number
respectively, have merely primary of hours worked is relatively much lower
education. Only 2.3 per cent of the for the poor and the extremely poor (see
extremely poor and 3.5 per cent of the poorTable 7).
have higher level of education and they are As we have mentioned above, the share
poor because of their inability to get a job. of household income contributed by the

Table 4 (a) Percentage of Second Earners within Each Economic Category by Education Level

Economic No Education Upto Primary Middle Matric Higher Total
Status (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Extremely Poor 81.4 13.4 1 1 3.1 100

Poor 77.5 10.9 4.7 4.4 25 100

Non Poor 58.9 14.4 8.7 8.7 9.1 100

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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Table 5 The Education Levels of the Various Sections of Population

Average of Sample Extremely Poor Non-Poor Total
Poor
All Pakistan

Education Level of Major Earner (%) (%) (%) (%)
No education 83.4 73.5 50.3 73.6
Primary 7.6 13.9 14.6 11.6
Middle 3.6 4.2 10.7 5.0
Matric 3.1 5.0 11.0 5.2
Higher education 2.3 3.5 13.4 4.6

Education Level of Second Earner
No education 84.0 78.5 51.4 70.9
Primary 10.6 11.4 15.7 12.6
Middle 2.1 4.5 9.5 5.7
Matric 1.1 3.5 11.4 5.6
Higher education 2.1 2.1 11.9 5.1

Pakistan (Urban)

Education Level of Major Earner
No education 83.2 82.8 68.1 81.2
Primary 7.0 8.1 16.7 8.6
Middle 3.7 5.4 5.6 4.7
Matric 2.0 1.7 2.8 2.0
Higher education 4.1 2.0 6.9 34

Education Level of Second Earner
No education 94.7 88.9 71.2 86.0
Primary 2.6 6.5 9.6 6.6
Middle 2.6 33 5.8 3.7
Matric — 1.3 5.8 2.1
Higher education — — 7.7 1.6

Pakistan (Rural)

Education Level of Major Earner
No education 83.4 69.4 45.5 70.5
Primary 7.9 16.4 14.0 12.8
Middle 3.5 3.7 12.1 5.1
Matric 3.5 6.4 13.3 6.5
Higher education 1.6 4.1 15.2 5.1

Education Level of Second Earner
No education 76.8 71.3 44.9 62.5
Primary 16.1 14.8 17.7 16.0
Middle 1.8 5.4 10.8 6.9
Matric 1.8 4.9 13.3 7.6
Higher education 3.6 3.6 13.3 7.1

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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Box 1 Moving out of Poverty

Rehman-ud-Din, Village Shah Alam Baba, At present the government has given him a
District Dir: Rehman-ud-Din’s family has house and a car. His salary is sufficient for his
moved out of poverty. His father, who died household needs. Although he does not livg in
twenty years ago, was an Imam in the localthe village he is an active member of the jojnt
mosque. He depended upon the grainfamily and he visits his mother and brothers
received as charity from the community. once a week.
Rehman has been a hard worker since his Rehman’s mother says that her family came
childhood. In the morning, he used to go to out of poverty due to her son’s education and
school and in the afternoon he worked in thehard work. She never lost courage after the
fields. When his father died he was quite death of her husband. Now she is contendged
young. He continued his education and work with life and she has no more wishes except
in the field. He was able to complete his MA going for Haj. All her sons are employed.
although his mother had to sell their land to Rehman’s family is not in any dispute. In short
finance his education. this family came out of poverty due to had

Rehman was lucky in getting employment work, education and employment. Rehmgan
in the forest department as a forest officer. played the key role in pulling his family out g
Rehman worked hard and got rapid promotion. poverty.

=

second earner.is. an important factor in.the Table 6 Contribution of Women in Total Earned Income
household’s shifting out of poverty or being

pushed into deeper poverty. Therefore, it ayerage of Extremely Poor Non- Total

may be pertinent to point out that an sample Poor Poor

important determinant of the income share )

contributed by the second earner is the Al Pakistan Gl Ll o wioe
. Urban 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.02

education level of the second earner. As Rural 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06

table 4 (a) shows only 1 per cent of the

second earners in the extremely poorSource NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

category are matriculates while 4.4 per cent

of second earners are matriculates in the

poor category. The percentage doubles tc

Table 7 Hours Worked, Experience, On-Job Training and Second

. Occupation
8.7 per cent in the case of non-poor
households. Extremely Poor Non- Total
Both because of the low level of Poor Poor
education as well as little improvement in X
their skills, they are absorbed only in the FaKistan
. s No. of hours worked
occupations where the productivity levels, last week 46.7 490 503 48.3
and hence wages and incomes, are rathe Experience 13'.1 14'.6 15’_1 14.1
low. As much as 66.7 per cent of the major 5,_jop Training 9.5 46.3 44.2 100.0

earners in the urban areas belonging to the
extremely poor are unskilled workers. In the
rural areas, 53.4 per cent are unskilled anc

Urban
No. of hours worked

. last week 49.6 53.2 59.6 52.5
30.4 per cent are agricultural workers (see Sertee 111 13.1 151 125
Table 8). These ratios are significantly 5. "5 Training 77 38:5 53:8 100:0

higher than that in the case of the poor, anc
even higher when compared to the non-poor Rural
The mobility of workers across various NO- of hours worked

occupations seems to be low. Vocational 125t week o e S i ©
training and apprenticeship programmes to Experience 14.0 15.3 15.1 B
On-Job Training 9.8 47.6 42.7 100.0

impart training to the workers after the
primary education may therefore be helpful Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
in reducing poverty levels.

Whereas education level amongst thepoor households. Amongst the educated
poor and extremely poor is rather low, thereyouth, 78.5 per cent of the extremely poor
are some highly educated persons in theand 60.0 per cent of the poor were
categories of the poor and the extremelyunemployed. They have been so
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Table 8 The Occupation of the Major Earners

Average of Sample Extremely Poor Non-Poor Total
Poor
Pakistan
Professional workers 2.4 2.4 4.8 2.8
Clerical & Service workers 6.4 12.6 13.9 104
Agriculture/Livestock workers 21.8 24.9 28.5 24.2
Business/salesmen/milkmen 3.4 6.5 13.6 6.4
Skilled workers 8.0 12.3 14.5 11.0
Unskilled workers 57.5 40.2 23.9 44.3
Miscellaneous 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.9
Urban
Professional workers 1.7 0.7 1.4 1.2
Clerical & Service workers 14.2 20.8 15.7 17.6
Agriculture/Livestock workers 1.7 0.7 1.4 1.2
Business/salesmen/milkmen 5.0 6.1 11.4 6.3
Skilled workers 9.6 16.4 314 15.4
Unskilled workers 66.7 55.3 38.6 57.9
Miscellaneous 1.3 — — 0.5
Rural
Professional workers 2.7 3.1 5.8 3.4
Clerical & Service workers 3.0 9.0 13.5 7.6
Agriculture/Livestock workers 30.4 35.4 35.8 33.6
Business/salesmen/milkmen 2.7 6.7 14.2 6.5
Skilled workers 7.3 10.5 10.0 9.2
Unskilled workers 53.6 33.7 20.0 38.0
Miscellaneous 0.4 1.6 0.8 1.0
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
Table 9 Educated Persons by Employment Status
Average of Sample Extremely Poor Non-Poor Total
Poor
Pakistan
Govt. Employee 8.9 19.4 17.0 16.8
Private Employee 10.7 7.5 14.5 11.6
Self-Employment 1.8 10.0 16.6 125
Retired — 3.1 1.7 2.0
Tried to get Employment 32.1 35.6 24.5 29.3
Did not try to get Employment 46.4 24.4 25.7 27.8
Urban
Govt. Employee 8.3 13.3 — 6.4
Private Employee 33.3 20.0 25.0 25.5
Self-Employment — 6.7 — 2.1
Retired — — — —
Tried to get Employment 33.3 33.3 60.0 44.7
Did not try to get Employment 25.0 26.7 15.0 21.3
Rural
Govt. Employee 9.1 20.0 18.6 18.0
Private Employee 45 6.2 13.6 10.0
Self-Employment 2.3 10.3 18.1 13.7
Retired — 3.4 1.8 2.2
Tried to get Employment 31.8 35.9 21.3 27.6
Did not try to get Employment 52.3 24.1 26.7 28.5

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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disheartened that 46.4 per cent of the
extremely poor and 24.4 per cent of the poor
did not even try to get a job, probably
because of the experience of those who tried
to get a job but did not succeed. In the urban
areas, 33.3 per cent of the extremely poor
educated tried to get employment but could
not, while 25 per cent never applied for a
job; the comparable proportions for the poor
were 33.3 and 26.7 per cent. In the rural
areas the situation is even worse, where 31.8
per cent of the extremely poor did not get a
job and 52.3 per cent did not even apply for
the job. Of those who succeeded in getting
a job they got it in the private sector rather
than in government (see Table 9).

It is noteworthy that the poor are mostly
illiterate, but those who do get education do
not find jobs and some are so frustrated that
they do not even apply for a job. The
presumption that jobs cannot be obtained
without bribe or strong ‘connections’ has
been the main reason for not applying for a
job; as many as 83.3 and 91.1 per cent of
the educated from the extremely poor and
the poor households, respectively, cited this
to be the reason for not getting a job, and
50.0 and 47.4 per cent respectively cited it
as a reason for not applying (see Table 10).

IV. LOCAL POWER STRUCTURES,
MARKETS AND POVERTY

Various forms of dependency of the peasant
on the local power structures and the
distortions in the input and the output
markets, functioning against the poor,
constitute the elements of the process of
poverty generation amongst the peasantry.
A substantial proportion of the potential as
well as actual income of the poor peasantry
is lost to the increasingly adverse tenancy
arrangements and the obligation to sell
labour at less than market wage rates or
without any wages at all, to the landlords.
This is because of the social and economic
leverage that the landlords exercise over the
poor peasants. At the same time, there is
unequal access over both the input and the
output markets, as well as over services such
as credit, dispute resolution and health
facilities. In this section, we will present
evidence from the NHDR/PIDE Survey to
analyze the nature of the process of poverty
generation and the magnitude of peasant
income lost due to various forms of



dependence and market distortions. .I.n the Table 10 Reasons for not Applying and Reasons for not Getting the Job
small farm households, the most significant

constraint to increasing income is the non- Extremely  Poor Vo et Tl
availability of land and the income losses Poor

associated with land use within the structure
of dependence. Amongst the non rural farm

Reasons for not getting a job

g - High merit/competition 111 3.6 6.8 6.0
households, the principal constraint to No Safarish/Money 833 911 86.4 88.0
poverty alleviation is the limited possibility i ars 56 54 6.8 6.0
of remunerative jobs and the low ability to 14¢g 100 100 100 100

initiate self-employment projects. In the

urban areas, the employment status, Reasons for not applying

; o Low Marks/High merit 15.4 2.6 6.6 7.2
:gt/c\)lm?:l\llzeﬁm%r} of rt:c(iau\(,:vt?\"/li(t forcC)? a::idcrtge No Safarish/Money 50.0 47.4 16.4 32.8
. P - y . Had to work in family enterprise — 7.9 16.4 11.2
enterprises constrain income levels and giVe | 41 of information 77 105 4.9 79
rise to poverty. Others 23.1 31.6 55.7 41.6
Who helped in getting Employment
IV.1 SMALL LANDHOLDERS AND L ANDLESSNESS Mo 0 i 2y Eeod SlEig
MPA/MNA/Chairman 11.1 11.9 9.0 10.2
Relative/Friend 11.1 9.5 4.5 6.8

Farmers’ income not only depends on the
production of various crops, tenancy
arrangements, and marketing arrangement§ource NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
but also on other agricultural activities, such
as livestock, and non-agricultural activities.

Person already in the Department 22.2 2.4 6.0 5.9

Table 11 Land Owned and Operated by Economic Status (Rural Farm
Households)

The poor and the extremely poor households (in acres)

have a very small amount. of owned. I'and. Extremely Poor Non-Poor _ Total

Poverty and land ownership are positively Poor

correlated: Compared to the non-poor’s land

ownership that exceeds six acres; for the Land owned 1.07 2.06 6.09 2.72

extremely poor and the poor it was only one t::g :22::3 ﬁ]ut)n share-crop basis 0.Ji185 0.:(3)799 l.:(L)992 0.Ai922

ﬁglrgir?nsd ;Vrveo Sr?;ecf)’n;e;?:aﬁtl;ﬁgugg lgSgh . Land rented-in on cash rent basis 0.04 0.14 0.71 0.25
. Ig el ! * & Any other land 0.08 0.26 0.11 0.17

sizable proportion of the extremely poor and 144/ jand 293 3.09 6.65 3.88

the poor rent out the land and undertake
non-agricultural activity.The others rent-in Note There are non-farm households who own land and because of that total land exceeds the land

the land both on share-cropping and cast"ed:
rent basis and increase the operated holdingg°!"c® NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

to around three acres (see Table Whjle 15416 12 | and Obtained and Sold by Economic Status
this does help in increasing the production

levels, their incomes would not necessarily Extremely Poor Non-Poor  Total
rise proportionately, through increasing Poor
operated holdings. The increase in income
P g . Made any plan to buy land (Proportion) 1.7 4.6 7.5 3.9
would largely depend on the share-cropping )
i If yes, reasons for not buying
arrangéments. Too expensive 90.9 93.1 83.3 89.7
Instead of buying land, the poor were Las e el 9.1 6.9 _ 52
forced to sell their land. As many as 76.5 pjd you sell any land (Proportion) 2.5 5.0 10.4 4.9
per cent of the extremely poor and 38.9 per Acres of land sold 2.0 43 13.6 7.03
cent of the poor sold their land over the last Reasons for selling land
ten years. Even more important, the poor Urgent consumption need 46.2 23.5 29.2 29.6
had to sell land for urgent consumption Marriage expenditure 30.8 26.5 125 22.5
needs, marriage expenditure and healt Health expenditure 23.1 17.6 4.2 14.1
expenditures (see Table 12). In the process To purchase other property - 11.8 20.8 12.7
the productive assets of the poor get Toreturn aebt - Lde Zedl e
. . . To establish business — 2.9 8.3 4.2
depleted, adversely impacting their future .
¢ fi d duci th Sold any land during last few years
S ream.s. 0 '”C‘?mes and redaucing € as well (Proportion) 76.5 38.9 42.3 48.1
probability of getting out of poverty. Money received from land sale last year 1522 1458 6126 2261

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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Under asymmetric tenurial
arrangements, the
extremely poor farmers are
obliged to pay a larger
proportion of their farm
produce compared to the
poor and the non-poor
categories

The resultant leverage and
additional social control
acquired by the landlord
obliges many poor
households to work for the
landlord without any wage
at all

IV.2 PoverTy AND UNEQUAL ACCESS OVER compared to the poor and the non-poor
THE LAND RENTAL AND CREDIT categories. For example, the extremely poor
M ARKETS have to pay 28.21 per cent of their
production value to the landlord, compared
As table 13 shows, the average farm size oto 13.39 per cent by the poor households
owner-cum-tenant households is higherand only 8.41 per cent by the non-poor
compared to any other category of tenurialhouseholds. Consequently, the extremely
status. This is true for all the income classespoor households are forced to keep only
the extremely poor, the poor and the non-39.59 per cent of their crop output for
poor. This suggests that, ceteris paribus, thdnousehold consumption, compared to 48 per
ability of farm households to increase their cent by poor households and 54 per cent by
farm size and income depends upon thenon-poor households. This suggests that the
ability to rent-in additional land. It is extremely poor and the poor households are
interesting that the average farm size oflikely to run out of their household stock of
owner-cum-tenant operators amongst thefood grain and would be obliged to purchase
non-poor is more than twice that of poor grain in the market near the end of the year
households. This indicates that the non-poowhen market prices are relatively higHer.
are able to rent-in more land than the poor toSuch households are then faced with the
enlarge their operated holdings and incomesnecessity of borrowing for food
It also suggests a certain asymmetry in theconsumption. Where this is not possible the
rural land rental market as between the pooipeasant household faces starvation. This is
and the non-poor households, as also thalso suggested by the evidence in table 1,
relative shortage of working capital amongstwhich shows that the extremely poor
the former arising from unequal access overthouseholds borrow for food consumption.
the credit market. Yet it is precisely the Poor farm households are placed under a
poorest farm households with an averagedouble squeeze: First by the power of the
farm size of only 2.3 acres (compared to 7.03landlord, who obliges them to hand over a
acres for the non-poor households) who haveelatively larger proportion of their crop
a greater need for renting-in land than theoutput as a crop share to the landlord. A
non-poor. second squeeze is placed by the seasonal
variation in the market price of grain, which
obliges the extremely poor households to
IV.3 Power, Economic Depenpence anp ~ Purchase a relatively larger proportion of
POVERTY their food consumption requirements from
the market when prices are high (see

Table 15 shows the impact of the landlord’schapter 2 for an analysis of how this
power on the disposal of produce by thePhenomenon emerged in the agrarian
poor farm households, and its direct structure).

consequence for their consumption. Under Given their food budget deficit, many

asymmetric tenurial arrangements, thetenant households in the poor and the
extremely poor farmers are obliged to pay a€xtremely poor categories are obliged to
larger proportion of their farm produce supplement their incomes by working part

Box 2 Wage Labourer on Landlord’s Farm

Muhammad Ibrahim: This case study was market rate when he works on the landlord’s
carried out in a village, Bajori Kallan, some farm. His annual income is about Rs.12,000
40 km away from district Khuzdar. Muhammadwhich is not enough to cover his consumptipn
Ibrahim is 35 years old. He is married and hasneeds. There are also other expenditures| on
four children. He is the only earning member buying seeds, fertilizer and other inputs. He
of the household. manages his expenditures by taking loans from
He works as a labourer on the farm of the the landowner and some relatives.
local landowner and also cultivates his own Ibrahim also took a loan of Rs.75,000 fro
small piece of barani land. his relative to establish his own tea shop on the
Relations with the landlord are tense, RCD (Regional Cooperation for Development)
because he makes unfair demands on Ibrahimhighway. However, his business failed. He|is
in terms of giving him a wage much below the now paying his debts in installments.
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time on the Iandlord’s owner-cultivated topie 13 Farm Size by Tenurial Status
piece of the land holding. Such poor tenants

thereby constitute a convenient source of Extremely  Poor Non-Poor  Total
tied labour supply to the landlord. It is Poor

convenient not only in the sense that their
labour is easily accessible during peak

Farm Size (Acres)

seasons when many farmers experience Owner Operator 2.32 3.43 7.03 -
Tenant 3.28 3.38 3.66 3.34
temporary labour shortage. Perhaps equally Owner Operator-cum-Tenant 3.68 4.11 8.94 5.92
important, landlords are able to pay a lower Others 1.07 6.59 19.08 7.30
than market wage rate to their dependent Total 285 3.62 7.67 4.16
tenants. Table 14 for example, shows that a Percentage of Households
substantial proportion of the poor Owner Operator 41.1 58.6 58.3 51.7
households work as wage labourers for the Tenant 45.8 25.5 10.3 30.3
landlord and that the wage rates of the pool Owner Operator-cum-Tenant 9.8 11.9 27.6 14.3
and the extremely poor households are Others 3.4 4.0 3.8 3.7

almost half the wage rates at which the non-source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
poor households are able to sell their labour
in the market.

Apart from the income loss of the poor
households emanating from adverse crop
sharing contracts, an additional squeeze on
their income results fronoan dependency
on the landlord. Table 14 shows that as
many as 50.8 per cent of the extremely poor
farm households borrow a loan from the
landlord.

The resultant leverage and additional
social control acquired by the landlord
obliges many poor households to work for \';\7;’; ‘;roor”ra'r‘]"‘(;‘lglr%“; (Z;%st 50.8 294 11.7 34.4
the landlord without any wage at all. For wages (%) 9 i 25 20 T
example, table 14 shows that 57.4 per cen

Daily wages (Rupees) 28.0 43.6 60.0 40.0
of extremely poor households worked for Work for landlord

the landlord without wages. Similarly \ithout wages (%) 57.4 385 25 4 435
amongst poor households, as many as 29.=x

per cent have borrowed a loan from theSource NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
landlord and 38 per cent are obliged to work
for the landlord without wages.

Table 14 Loan Dependence on the Landlord and Labour Exploitation of
the Poor Peasantry

Extremely Poor Non-Poor Total
Poor

IV.4 | MpacT oF ADVERSE CHANGES IN
TENANCY ARRANGEMENTS ON INPUT
CosTs oF THE Poor

Chart 1 Loan Dependence on the Landlord and Labour Exploitation

) of the Poor Peasantry (%)
The incomes of households depend on th¢

proportion of the land owned, tenurial status
and productive use of assets. Majority of| 60.0
the extremely poor (52.5 per cent) and the

70.0

50.8
|57.4

poor (30.6 per cent) are tenants. Any| %07 ] & Extremely
deterioration in the tenancy arrangementy 40.0 — Dﬁgg[

for the tenant would therefore tend to O Non-Poor
increase poverty. As shall be seen later, thq > || = Al

tenants over time have to bear a highel 20.0
proportion of the cost of inputs thereby
reducing the incomes of the poor. No doubt,
36.2 and 56.4 per cent of the extremely poo 0.0 - -
and the poor are owner-operators buf e
because of very small land holdings they

10.0 T
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Table 15 Disposal of Crop Harvest by Income Class

Total Paid in kind Paid as rent Paid to landlord Given to Crop Sold Crop Kept
Production to labour (Value)/Total under share Relatives (Value)/Total for Own
Value (Value)/Total Production cropping agree- (Value)/Total Production Use/Total
Production Value* 100 ment (Value)/ Production Value* 100 Production
Value* 100 Total Production Value* 100 Value* 100
Value* 100
Extremely Poor 13864 1.45 1.10 28.21 0.09 29.57 39.59
Poor 22538 2.76 1.40 13.39 1.06 33.27 48.12
Non-Poor 37626 4.70 0.83 8.41 1.61 30.02 54.43

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

Table 16 Contribution of Tenants in Inputs

(%)
1990-91 2000-2001
Tractor Labour Seeds Fertilizer Tractor Labour Seeds Fertilizer

Wheat

Extremely Poor 58 43 45 43 70 51 56 50

Poor 55 45 52 48 75 65 72 60

Non-Poor 93 59 62 57 84 69 75 64

Total 63 47 51 47 74 60 67 57
Cotton

Extremely Poor 41 20 24 24 52 28 34 34

Poor 21 8 15 15 46 31 41 38

Non-Poor 21 15 21 19 42 32 42 36

Total 30 15 20 20 48 30 38 36
Rice

Extremely Poor 24 17 16 20 29 20 19 25

Poor 22 14 13 18 25 15 14 19

Non-Poor 28 18 22 21 32 18 25 25

Total 24 16 16 19 28 18 18 23
Sugarcane

Extremely Poor 22 15 14 17 23 15 15 18

Poor 20 8 11 17 19 11 11 19

Non-Poor 17 11 10 12 20 12 13 13

Total 20 12 12 16 21 13 13 17
Total

Extremely Poor 36.3 13.8 24.8 26.0 43.5 28.5 31.0 31.8

Poor 29.5 18.8 22.8 245 41.3 30.5 34.5 34.0

Non-Poor 39.8 25.8 28.8 27.3 44.5 32.8 38.8 345

Total 34.3 22.5 24.8 255 42.8 30.3 34.0 33.3

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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are confronted with persistent poverty. This Changes in tenancy arrangements with
suggests that contrary to the general beliefrespect to the financial contribution of the
that poverty of a household is a short runtenants to input use on the tenant operated
phenomenon, the fact is that the tenants aréarm have become a significant factor in
generally poor and the ancestors of existinggenerating poverty. The contribution of
tenants have also been tenants. As many a®nants to input costs in the case of tractor
78.7 per cent of the existing tenants’ rental, labour, seeds and fertilizer has
fathers were also tenants. This suggests thahcreased during the period 1990-91 to
rural poverty may be endemic to the 2000-2001. For example as table 16 shows,
agrarian structure rather than a transientn the case of wheat, the contribution of the
phenomenon. tenants in the provision of tractors increased
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Table 17 Percentage Loss in Prices of Inputs Used for Selected Inputs by Economic Status

Input Type
DAP Urea Potash Nitrogen Pesticide Pesticide Total
#1 #2
Extremely Poor 7.11 14.65 — 4.23 18.57 28.57 11.78
Poor 7.98 9.74 2.86 6.67 20.29 — 9.03
Non-Poor 8.27 10.56 — 6.67 4.76 — 9.41
Total 7.81 11.32 2.86 5.45 16.84 28.57 9.89

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

from 63 to 74 per cent, labour from 47 to proportion for the non-poor is only 9.41 peiWhile the financial burden
60 per cent, seeds from 51 to 67 per cencent (see Table 17). and input costs on the poor
and fertilizer from 47 to 57 per cent. The Irrigation is basic to the productivity intenants has increased, their
increase in the proportion of tenant’s the agriculture sector. As many as 54 peL . of control over timing
contribution to inputs for cotton has been cent of the extremely poor households d8f water application
30 to 48 per cent in the case of tractors,not have any source of irrigation and the . . ’
from 15 to 30 per cent in the case of labour,proportion falls to 45.8 per cent in case Oﬁ:omblned with adul_terated
from 20 to 38 per cent in the case of seedsthe poor and 30.3 per cent in case of tHePULS, keeps the yield per
and from 20 to 36 per cent in the case ofnon-poor. Whereas the proportion ofiCl€ Of poor peasants at a
fertilizer. For rice the tenant’s share in input households using canal as the only sour¢ew level, thereby reducing
costs has increased in the case of tractorsf irrigation is not much different, it is their net income
hiring from 24 to 28 per cent, labour from significantly different in the case of other
16 to 18 per cent and fertilizer from 19 to irrigation facilities. Moreover, most of the
23 per cent. extremely poor households are at the tail
The burden of financing input costs in end of the irrigation channel.
percentage terms even in 1990-91 was
higher for the extremely poor and poor
categories compared to the non-poor (sedV.6. INcoME Loss RESULTING FROM
Table 16). With the increase in this burden UNEQUAL Access oveErR OQuTpuT
over the decade of the 1990s, the squeeze M ARKETS
on tenant income has been intensified.
While the financial burden and input As we have seen in the preceding Section
costs on the poor tenants has increased, thelW.5, unequal access over input markets
lack of control over timing of water squeezes the income of the poor since the
application, combined with adulterated inputs they purchase have a higher price and
inputs, keeps the yield per acre of poorpoorer quality compared to those which the
peasants at a low level, thereby reducingmore influential large farmers are able to
their net income. acquire. Similarly the income of the poor
farmers is further squeezed due to unequal
access over markets for farm output. The

IV.5 IncoME Loss ResuLTinG From  government fixes the support prices for
UNEQUAL ACCESSOVER INPUT MArkers ~— SOme of the major crops but the small
farmers seldom receive these prices because
The source of input procurement alsogovernment agencies procure output from
impacts adversely the cost of production andcommission agents rather than directly from
hence on incomes of the poor. As many assma” farmers. The fO”OWing table 18 shows
28.2 per cent of the extremely poor have tothe distribution of four major crops sold in
buy the inputs from the landlords and the the market by type of buyer. _
proportion falls to only 8.7 and 2.7 per cent It shows that an overwhelming proportion
in the case of the poor and the non-poor. OrPf output sold in the case of rice, cotton and
average, the poor have to pay 11.8 per centvheat, is sold to traders and landlords who
more than the actual amount which theyconstitute an important element in the local
would have to pay in case these inputs were?OWer structure in many areas, rather than
procured from the least cost sources.directly to the government or semi-
Compared to the extremely poor, thisautonomous government organizations. It is
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Table 18 Distribution of Four Major Crops Sold in the Market by Type of Buyer (Rural Pakistan)

To whom Sold Rice Cotton Wheat Sugarcane Total
Trader 37.5 78.2 49.7 1.9 56.9
Relative/Friend 14.1 1.6 15.6 — 7.1
Neighbour 4.7 — 4.1 — 1.8
Mill Owner 28.1 0.4 — 88.5 12.8
Government 1.6 — — 1.9 0.4
PASCO — — 1.4 — 0.4
Food Department — — 2.7 — 0.8
Landlord 7.8 18.1 13.6 5.8 14.2
Others 6.3 1.6 12.9 1.9 5.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.

el 9 [Teare e cie o in the case of sugarcane, as much as 88.5

Distortions in Output per cent of the total output was sold directly

Markets by Economic Status to the m|I_I owners. Howgver even in this
case, mill owners enjoy a virtually
Loss/Value Sold* 100  Monopsonistic positionis-a-visthe farmers

in the local area. They are able to push down

Extremely Poor 67;1424 prices of sugarcane simply by delaying
oor ' purchase in a situation where delay in the
Non-Poor 5.65 .
Total 6.55 opportunity to sell the sugarcane places the
small farmer under intense pressure. This is
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001. partly because of his urgent requirements at

harvest time and partly because the sucrose
pertinent to point out that the traders andcontent of the sugarcane falls over time
the landlords give a lower price than the thereby reducing its value.
official purchase price of the government, As seen in table 19, the income of the
since, in most cases, either the poor peasanisoor is reduced by 7.44 per cent of the total
do not have direct access over governmentvalue of sales for the major crops because
agencies, or are tied into various forms ofthey were unable to get the minimum ruling
dependence (on the landlord throughmarket price. These four crops account for
tenancy and loans dependence, and o5 per cent of the total output in the crop
traders through loan dependence andsector. If the loss of income in the other sub
protection rackets). For example of the totalsectors resulting from such market
output sold, the percentage sold to traderdistortions, is also taken into account, then
and landlords is 45.3 per cent in the case othe loss would be almost doubled. If the
rice, is 96.3 per cent in the case of cottonincrease in the cost of input procurement is
and 67.3 per cent in the case of wheat. Onlyalso taken into account, then the small

Table 20 Place Where Livestock Produce Sold by Economic Status

Where Sold Extremely Poor Poor Non-Poor Total
Milk

Village 33.3 33.0 16.3 26.9
Town 21.2 19.1 16.3 18.4
Middleman 36.4 44.3 61.6 49.6
Others 9.1 3.5 5.8 5.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Butter/Ghee

Village 100.0 100.0 — 80.00
Town — — 100.0 20.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
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Table 21 Livestock by Economic Status

Value of Animals (Rs.)

Currently Owned in Sold during Slaughtered/ Purchased Received as
Owned the Start of Last Year Consumed during during Gift during
Last Year Last Year Last Year Last Year
Extremely Poor 17048 12641 1106 51 1706 19
Poor 23990 19438 2114 163 2103 220
Non-Poor 47414 39631 3624 303 3118 206
Total 27268 22050 2165 163 2218 159
Source NHDR/PIDE Survey 2001.
farmers are deprived of about 20 per cent 0fRs.24,000, compared to Rs.47,400 for the
their potential income from crop production. non-poor. It is noteworthy that the value of
If the income loss resulting from the animals owned has increased over the years
pressure to bribe local administration for all the three categories.
officials through provision of milk and ghee  Milk is the major product, and the
is included, then as much as one-third ofquantity produced per year varies from 702
the potential income of small farmers is lost litres of milk annually in case of the
(see following sub-section, table 22). extremely poor to 2,463 litres in case of the
non-poor (see Table 22). The extremely
poor households consumed 84 per cent of
IV.7 Mik AnD Mitk Propucts anp Incove  the total milk they produced. The ratio
LossTo THE LocalL POWER STRUCTURE declines to 76 and 66 per cent for the poor
and the non-poor, respectively. Since the
Besides land, livestock is another major€xtremely poor have a small amount to sell,
asset of the farming community especially they are able to earn from the sale of milk
of the poor. It p|ays a major role in Only R51,898 Compared to RS5,980 by the
providing nutrition to the farming Poor and Rs.19,202 by the non-poor.
community. Whether the farmers are poor\Whereas production of the extremely poor
or extreme|y poor, they do own some and the non-poor has a ratio of 1 to 3.5, the
anima|s; Ownership of animals is less sales ratio is 1 to 10. Another interesting
skewed than the ownership of land. Valuefeature is that whereas the extremely poor
of animals owned by the extremely poor andand the poor are pressurized to provide a
the poor ranges between Rs.17,000 tdelatively large proportion of their milk
Table 22 Production and Income from Livestock by Economic Status
Extremely Poor Poor Non-Poor Total
Milk
Quantity produced (Litres) 701.85 1079.96 2463.72 1380.56
Quantity consumed from own production (%) 83.83 75.60 66.35 74.92
Quantity sold (%) 12.39 23.63 33.78 23.85
Sale value (Rs.) 1898 5980 19202 8672
Value of produce given to Patwari (Rs.) 0 0 8 2
Value of the produce given to other officials (Rs.) 72 197 7 116
Value of produce given to Imam Masjid (Rs.) 35 10 51 27
Butter/Ghee
Quantity produced (Kg.) 24.89 47.42 73.00 51.21
Quantity consumed