
VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

 A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

Indexed & Listed at:  

Ulrich's Periodicals Directory ©, ProQuest, U.S.A., EBSCO Publishing, U.S.A., Cabell’s Directories of Publishing Opportunities, U.S.A., Google Scholar, 

Open J-Gage, India [link of the same is duly available at Inflibnet of University Grants Commission (U.G.C.)], 

The American Economic Association's electronic bibliography, EconLit, U.S.A., 

Index Copernicus Publishers Panel, Poland with IC Value of 5.09 & number of libraries all around the world. 

Circulated all over the world & Google has verified that scholars of more than 5555 Cities in 190 countries/territories are visiting our journal on regular basis. 

Ground Floor, Building No. 1041-C-1, Devi Bhawan Bazar, JAGADHRI – 135 003, Yamunanagar, Haryana, INDIA 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

 

 



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

ii 

CONTENTS 
 

Sr. 
No. 

 

TITLE & NAME OF THE AUTHOR (S) 
Page 
No. 

1. FINANCIAL LITERACY AND RETIREMENT PLANNING OF INDONESIAN MIGRANT WORKERS IN HONG 
KONG 
AHMAD JULIANA & HAI CHIN YU 

1 

2. A CASE STUDY ON OPINION TOWARDS LOW COST PRODUCTS AND IMPACT ON THEIR BEHAVIOUR 
R. SARANYA & R. RAJENDRA KUMAR 

5 

3. STOCK VERIFICATION & AUDIT PROCESS OF WHOLESALE & RETAIL BUSINESS ENTERPRISES OF 
UDAIPUR DISTRICT 
DR. DEVENDRA SHRIMALI & MOHAMMED ABID 

7 

4. ROLE OF HR FOR SUSTAINABLE TOMORROW 
ANJALI SHARMA, SWAGATIKA MOHARANA & DR. SURUCHI PANDEY 

10 

5. CHANGING TRENDS IN ONLINE SHOPPING IN INDIA 
DR. PUSHP DEEP DAGAR 

16 

6. A RESEARCH STUDY ON PREFERRED INVESTMENT PATTERN OF SALARIED EMPLOYEES WITH 
REFERENCE TO MANCHERIAL TOWN, MANCHERIAL DISTRICT, TELANGANA STATE, INDIA 
SUDIREDDY NARENDAR REDDY 

18 

7. A STUDY ON VARIOUS OPTIONS AVAILABLE FOR INVESTMENT AMONG SALARIED CLASS INVESTORS 
KINJAL PATEL 

23 

8. ISLAMIC BANKING: A INTRODUCTION 
MOHD SAZID 

26 

9. THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN INDIA: AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 
DR. P. KANAKARANI 

28 

10. A STUDY ON IMPACT OF SERVICE QUALITY DIMENSIONS ON CUSTOMER SATISFACTION WITH RESPECT 
TO TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICE USERS IN AHMEDABAD AND NORTH GUJARAT 
DR. MITESH JAYSWAL & MIHIR H. PATHAK 

37 

11. CONSUMERS PERCEPTION TOWARD ONLINE SHOPPING IN DISTRICT KULLU 
SAPNA THAKUR & INDU THAKUR 

41 

12. PRODUCTION PERFORMANCE OF SELECTED POWER GENERATING COMPANIES OF INDIA: AN 
EMPIRICAL STUDY 
NASIR RASHID & DR. B. MANIVANNAN 

44 

13. LINKAGE BETWEEN FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT AND EXPORT: ISSUES AND TRENDS 
DR. UPENDRA SINGH & HARSHUL GARG 

48 

14. SECTORAL ANALYSIS OF LONG RUN PERFORMANCE OF INITIAL PUBLIC OFFERINGS OF COMPANIES 
LISTED AT NSE 
DR. SEEMA MOHINDRA 

52 

15. A STUDY ON THE ROLE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY ON THE CONSUMER BUYING BEHAVIOR 
(WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS ON THE CUSTOMERS OF DIBRUGARH TOWN) 
UJJAL BHUYAN 

62 

16. PERFORMANCE & EVALUATION OF NON BANKING COMPANIES 
VANDANA GELANI 

68 

17. mHEALTH POTENTIAL IN CHRONIC DISEASE MANAGEMENT WITH SPECIAL EMPHASIS ON DIABETES 
CARE 
SURENDRA NATH SHUKLA 

71 

18. CRACKING THE GLASS CEILING: A STUDY AT INDIVIDUAL SOCIETAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL 
SWATI SINGH 

77 

19. TRADE STRATEGIES BRITAIN MUST EMBRACE FOR THE WELFARE OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
RITIKA DONGREY 

81 

20. IMPACT OF GOODS AND SERVICE TAX ON INDIAN ECONOMY 
CHIRANJEEV RANGA & NEERAJ 

83 

 REQUEST FOR FEEDBACK & DISCLAIMER 86 



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

iii 

CHIEF PATRON 
Prof. (Dr.) K. K. AGGARWAL 

Chairman, Malaviya National Institute of Technology, Jaipur 
(An institute of National Importance & fully funded by Ministry of Human Resource Development, Government of India) 

Chancellor, K. R. Mangalam University, Gurgaon 

Chancellor, Lingaya’s University, Faridabad 

Founder Vice-Chancellor (1998-2008), Guru Gobind Singh Indraprastha University, Delhi 

Ex. Pro Vice-Chancellor, Guru Jambheshwar University, Hisar 
 

FOUNDER PATRON 
Late Sh. RAM BHAJAN AGGARWAL 

Former State Minister for Home & Tourism, Government of Haryana 

Former Vice-President, Dadri Education Society, Charkhi Dadri 

Former President, Chinar Syntex Ltd. (Textile Mills), Bhiwani 
 

CO-ORDINATOR 
Dr. BHAVET 

Faculty, Shree Ram Institute of Engineering & Technology, Urjani 
 

ADVISOR 
Prof. S. L. MAHANDRU 

Principal (Retd.), Maharaja Agrasen College, Jagadhri 
 

EDITOR 
Dr. R. K. SHARMA 

Professor & Dean, Bharti Vidyapeeth University Institute of Management & Research, New Delhi 
 

FORMER CO-EDITOR 
Dr. S. GARG 

Faculty, Shree Ram Institute of Business & Management, Urjani 
 

EDITORIAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Dr. TEGUH WIDODO 

Dean, Faculty of Applied Science, Telkom University, Bandung Technoplex, Jl. Telekomunikasi, Indonesia 

Dr. M. S. SENAM RAJU 
Professor, School of Management Studies, I.G.N.O.U., New Delhi 

Dr. JOSÉ G. VARGAS-HERNÁNDEZ 

Research Professor, University Center for Economic & Managerial Sciences, University of Guadalajara, Gua-

dalajara, Mexico 

Dr. M. N. SHARMA 
Chairman, M.B.A., Haryana College of Technology & Management, Kaithal 

Dr. CHRISTIAN EHIOBUCHE 
Professor of Global Business/Management, Larry L Luing School of Business, Berkeley College, USA 

Dr. SIKANDER KUMAR 
Chairman, Department of Economics, Himachal Pradesh University, Shimla, Himachal Pradesh 

Dr. MIKE AMUHAYA IRAVO 

Principal, Jomo Kenyatta University of Agriculture & Tech., Westlands Campus, Nairobi-Kenya 

Dr. SANJIV MITTAL 
Professor & Dean, University School of Management Studies, GGS Indraprastha University, Delhi 

  



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

iv 

Dr. NEPOMUCENO TIU 

Chief Librarian & Professor, Lyceum of the Philippines University, Laguna, Philippines 

Dr. RAJENDER GUPTA 
Convener, Board of Studies in Economics, University of Jammu, Jammu 

Dr. KAUP MOHAMED 

Dean & Managing Director, London American City College/ICBEST, United Arab Emirates 

Dr. DHANANJOY RAKSHIT 

Dean, Faculty Council of PG Studies in Commerce and Professor & Head, Department of Commerce, Sidho-

Kanho-Birsha University, Purulia 

Dr. NAWAB ALI KHAN 
Professor & Dean, Faculty of Commerce, Aligarh Muslim University, Aligarh, U.P. 

Dr. ANA ŠTAMBUK 

Head of Department of Statistics, Faculty of Economics, University of Rijeka, Rijeka, Croatia 

SUNIL KUMAR KARWASRA 
Principal, Aakash College of Education, ChanderKalan, Tohana, Fatehabad 

Dr. SHIB SHANKAR ROY 

Professor, Department of Marketing, University of Rajshahi, Rajshahi, Bangladesh 

Dr. S. P. TIWARI 
Head, Department of Economics & Rural Development, Dr. Ram Manohar Lohia Avadh University, Faizabad 

Dr. SRINIVAS MADISHETTI 
Professor, School of Business, Mzumbe University, Tanzania 

Dr. ABHAY BANSAL 
Head, Department of Information Technology, Amity School of Engg. & Tech., Amity University, Noida 

Dr. ARAMIDE OLUFEMI KUNLE 

Dean, Department of General Studies, The Polytechnic, Ibadan, Nigeria 

Dr. ANIL CHANDHOK 
Professor, University School of Business, Chandigarh University, Gharuan 

RODRECK CHIRAU 

Associate Professor, Botho University, Francistown, Botswana 

Dr. OKAN VELI ŞAFAKLI 
Associate Professor, European University of Lefke, Lefke, Cyprus 

PARVEEN KHURANA 
Associate Professor, Mukand Lal National College, Yamuna Nagar 

Dr. KEVIN LOW LOCK TENG 

Associate Professor, Deputy Dean, Universiti Tunku Abdul Rahman, Kampar, Perak, Malaysia 

Dr. BORIS MILOVIC 

Associate Professor, Faculty of Sport, Union Nikola Tesla University, Belgrade, Serbia 

SHASHI KHURANA 

Associate Professor, S. M. S. Khalsa Lubana Girls College, Barara, Ambala 

Dr. IQBAL THONSE HAWALDAR 

Associate Professor, College of Business Administration, Kingdom University, Bahrain 

Dr. DEEPANJANA VARSHNEY 

Associate Professor, Department of Business Administration, King Abdulaziz University, Saudi Arabia 

Dr. MOHENDER KUMAR GUPTA 
Associate Professor, Government College, Hodal 

Dr. BIEMBA MALITI 
Associate Professor, School of Business, The Copperbelt University, Main Campus, Zambia 

Dr. ALEXANDER MOSESOV 

Associate Professor, Kazakh-British Technical University (KBTU), Almaty, Kazakhstan 

  



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

v 

Dr. VIVEK CHAWLA 
Associate Professor, Kurukshetra University, Kurukshetra 

Dr. FERIT ÖLÇER 
Professor & Head of Division of Management & Organization, Department of Business Administration, Fac-

ulty of Economics & Business Administration Sciences, Mustafa Kemal University, Turkey 

Dr. ASHOK KUMAR CHAUHAN 
Reader, Department of Economics, Kurukshetra University, Kurukshetra 

Dr. RAJESH MODI 
Faculty, Yanbu Industrial College, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 

YU-BING WANG 

Faculty, department of Marketing, Feng Chia University, Taichung, Taiwan 

Dr. SAMBHAVNA 
Faculty, I.I.T.M., Delhi 

Dr. KIARASH JAHANPOUR 

Research Adviser, Farabi Institute of Higher Education, Mehrshahr, Karaj, Alborz Province, Iran 

Dr. MELAKE TEWOLDE TECLEGHIORGIS 

Faculty, College of Business & Economics, Department of Economics, Asmara, Eritrea 

Dr. SHIVAKUMAR DEENE 
Faculty, Dept. of Commerce, School of Business Studies, Central University of Karnataka, Gulbarga 

Dr. THAMPOE MANAGALESWARAN 

Faculty, Vavuniya Campus, University of Jaffna, Sri Lanka 

Dr. VIKAS CHOUDHARY 
Faculty, N.I.T. (University), Kurukshetra 

SURAJ GAUDEL 

BBA Program Coordinator, LA GRANDEE International College, Simalchaur - 8, Pokhara, Nepal 

Dr. DILIP KUMAR JHA 

Faculty, Department of Economics, Guru Ghasidas Vishwavidyalaya, Bilaspur  
 

FORMER TECHNICAL ADVISOR 
AMITA 

 

FINANCIAL ADVISORS 
DICKEN GOYAL 

Advocate & Tax Adviser, Panchkula 

NEENA 
Investment Consultant, Chambaghat, Solan, Himachal Pradesh 

 

LEGAL ADVISORS 
JITENDER S. CHAHAL 

Advocate, Punjab & Haryana High Court, Chandigarh U.T. 

CHANDER BHUSHAN SHARMA 
Advocate & Consultant, District Courts, Yamunanagar at Jagadhri 

 

SUPERINTENDENT 
SURENDER KUMAR POONIA 

  



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

vi 

CALL FOR MANUSCRIPTS 
We invite unpublished novel, original, empirical and high quality research work pertaining to the recent developments & practices in the areas of Com-

puter Science & Applications; Commerce; Business; Finance; Marketing; Human Resource Management; General Management; Banking; Economics; 

Tourism Administration & Management; Education; Law; Library & Information Science; Defence & Strategic Studies; Electronic Science; Corporate Gov-

ernance; Industrial Relations; and emerging paradigms in allied subjects like Accounting; Accounting Information Systems; Accounting Theory & Practice; 

Auditing; Behavioral Accounting; Behavioral Economics; Corporate Finance; Cost Accounting; Econometrics; Economic Development; Economic History; 

Financial Institutions & Markets; Financial Services; Fiscal Policy; Government & Non Profit Accounting; Industrial Organization; International Economics 

& Trade; International Finance; Macro Economics; Micro Economics; Rural Economics; Co-operation; Demography: Development Planning; Development 

Studies; Applied Economics; Development Economics; Business Economics; Monetary Policy; Public Policy Economics; Real Estate; Regional Economics; 

Political Science; Continuing Education; Labour Welfare; Philosophy; Psychology; Sociology; Tax Accounting; Advertising & Promotion Management; 

Management Information Systems (MIS); Business Law; Public Responsibility & Ethics; Communication; Direct Marketing; E-Commerce; Global Business; 

Health Care Administration; Labour Relations & Human Resource Management; Marketing Research; Marketing Theory & Applications; Non-Profit Or-

ganizations; Office Administration/Management; Operations Research/Statistics; Organizational Behavior & Theory; Organizational Development; Pro-

duction/Operations; International Relations; Human Rights & Duties; Public Administration; Population Studies; Purchasing/Materials Management; Re-

tailing; Sales/Selling; Services; Small Business Entrepreneurship; Strategic Management Policy; Technology/Innovation; Tourism & Hospitality; Transpor-

tation Distribution; Algorithms; Artificial Intelligence; Compilers & Translation; Computer Aided Design (CAD); Computer Aided Manufacturing; Computer 

Graphics; Computer Organization & Architecture; Database Structures & Systems; Discrete Structures; Internet; Management Information Systems; Mod-

eling & Simulation; Neural Systems/Neural Networks; Numerical Analysis/Scientific Computing; Object Oriented Programming; Operating Systems; Pro-

gramming Languages; Robotics; Symbolic & Formal Logic; Web Design and emerging paradigms in allied subjects. 

Anybody can submit the soft copy of unpublished novel; original; empirical and high quality research work/manuscript anytime in M.S. Word format 

after preparing the same as per our GUIDELINES FOR SUBMISSION; at our email address i.e. infoijrcm@gmail.com or online by clicking the link online 
submission as given on our website (FOR ONLINE SUBMISSION, CLICK HERE).  

GUIDELINES FOR SUBMISSION OF MANUSCRIPT 
 

1. COVERING LETTER FOR SUBMISSION: 

DATED: _____________ 

 

THE EDITOR 

IJRCM 

 

Subject: SUBMISSION OF MANUSCRIPT IN THE AREA OF______________________________________________________________. 

(e.g. Finance/Mkt./HRM/General Mgt./Engineering/Economics/Computer/IT/ Education/Psychology/Law/Math/other, please 

specify) 

 

DEAR SIR/MADAM 

Please find my submission of manuscript titled ‘___________________________________________’ for likely publication in one of 

your journals. 

I hereby affirm that the contents of this manuscript are original. Furthermore, it has neither been published anywhere in any language 

fully or partly, nor it is under review for publication elsewhere. 

I affirm that all the co-authors of this manuscript have seen the submitted version of the manuscript and have agreed to inclusion of 

their names as co-authors. 

Also, if my/our manuscript is accepted, I agree to comply with the formalities as given on the website of the journal. The Journal has 

discretion to publish our contribution in any of its journals. 

 

NAME OF CORRESPONDING AUTHOR     : 

Designation/Post*       : 

Institution/College/University with full address & Pin Code   : 

Residential address with Pin Code     : 

Mobile Number (s) with country ISD code    : 

Is WhatsApp or Viber active on your above noted Mobile Number (Yes/No) : 

Landline Number (s) with country ISD code    : 

E-mail Address       : 

Alternate E-mail Address      : 

Nationality        : 

* i.e. Alumnus (Male Alumni), Alumna (Female Alumni), Student, Research Scholar (M. Phil), Research Scholar (Ph. D.), JRF, Research Assistant, Assistant 

Lecturer, Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Junior Assistant Professor, Assistant Professor, Senior Assistant Professor, Co-ordinator, Reader, Associate Profes-

sor, Professor, Head, Vice-Principal, Dy. Director, Principal, Director, Dean, President, Vice Chancellor, Industry Designation etc. The qualification of 

author is not acceptable for the purpose. 



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

vii 

 

NOTES: 

a) The whole manuscript has to be in ONE MS WORD FILE only, which will start from the covering letter, inside the manuscript. pdf. 

version is liable to be rejected without any consideration. 

b) The sender is required to mention the following in the SUBJECT COLUMN of the mail:  

New Manuscript for Review in the area of (e.g. Finance/Marketing/HRM/General Mgt./Engineering/Economics/Computer/IT/ 

Education/Psychology/Law/Math/other, please specify) 

c) There is no need to give any text in the body of the mail, except the cases where the author wishes to give any specific message 

w.r.t. to the manuscript. 

d) The total size of the file containing the manuscript is expected to be below 1000 KB. 

e) Only the Abstract will not be considered for review and the author is required to submit the complete manuscript in the first 

instance. 

f) The journal gives acknowledgement w.r.t. the receipt of every email within twenty-four hours and in case of non-receipt of 

acknowledgment from the journal, w.r.t. the submission of the manuscript, within two days of its submission, the corresponding 

author is required to demand for the same by sending a separate mail to the journal. 

g) The author (s) name or details should not appear anywhere on the body of the manuscript, except on the covering letter and the 

cover page of the manuscript, in the manner as mentioned in the guidelines. 

 

2. MANUSCRIPT TITLE: The title of the paper should be typed in bold letters, centered and fully capitalised. 

3. AUTHOR NAME (S) & AFFILIATIONS: Author (s) name, designation, affiliation (s), address, mobile/landline number (s), and email/al-

ternate email address should be given underneath the title. 

4. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS: Acknowledgements can be given to reviewers, guides, funding institutions, etc., if any. 

5. ABSTRACT: Abstract should be in fully Italic printing, ranging between 150 to 300 words. The abstract must be informative and eluci-

dating the background, aims, methods, results & conclusion in a SINGLE PARA. Abbreviations must be mentioned in full. 

6. KEYWORDS: Abstract must be followed by a list of keywords, subject to the maximum of five. These should be arranged in alphabetic 

order separated by commas and full stop at the end. All words of the keywords, including the first one should be in small letters, except 

special words e.g. name of the Countries, abbreviations etc.  

7. JEL CODE: Provide the appropriate Journal of Economic Literature Classification System code (s). JEL codes are available at www.aea-

web.org/econlit/jelCodes.php. However, mentioning of JEL Code is not mandatory. 

8. MANUSCRIPT: Manuscript must be in BRITISH ENGLISH prepared on a standard A4 size PORTRAIT SETTING PAPER. It should be free 

from any errors i.e. grammatical, spelling or punctuation. It must be thoroughly edited at your end. 

9. HEADINGS: All the headings must be bold-faced, aligned left and fully capitalised. Leave a blank line before each heading. 

10. SUB-HEADINGS: All the sub-headings must be bold-faced, aligned left and fully capitalised.  

11. MAIN TEXT:  

THE MAIN TEXT SHOULD FOLLOW THE FOLLOWING SEQUENCE: 

 INTRODUCTION 

 REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 NEED/IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

 OBJECTIVES 

 HYPOTHESIS (ES) 

 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 RESULTS & DISCUSSION 

 FINDINGS 

 RECOMMENDATIONS/SUGGESTIONS  

 CONCLUSIONS 

 LIMITATIONS 

 SCOPE FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

 REFERENCES 

 APPENDIX/ANNEXURE 

The manuscript should preferably be in 2000 to 5000 WORDS, But the limits can vary depending on the nature of the manuscript. 



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

viii 

 

12. FIGURES & TABLES: These should be simple, crystal CLEAR, centered, separately numbered & self-explained, and the titles must be 

above the table/figure. Sources of data should be mentioned below the table/figure. It should be ensured that the tables/figures are 

referred to from the main text.  

13. EQUATIONS/FORMULAE: These should be consecutively numbered in parenthesis, left aligned with equation/formulae number placed 

at the right. The equation editor provided with standard versions of Microsoft Word may be utilised. If any other equation editor is 

utilised, author must confirm that these equations may be viewed and edited in versions of Microsoft Office that does not have the 

editor. 

14. ACRONYMS: These should not be used in the abstract. The use of acronyms is elsewhere is acceptable. Acronyms should be defined 

on its first use in each section e.g. Reserve Bank of India (RBI). Acronyms should be redefined on first use in subsequent sections. 

15. REFERENCES: The list of all references should be alphabetically arranged. The author (s) should mention only the actually utilised 

references in the preparation of manuscript and they may follow Harvard Style of Referencing. Also check to ensure that everything 

that you are including in the reference section is duly cited in the paper. The author (s) are supposed to follow the references as per 

the following: 

• All works cited in the text (including sources for tables and figures) should be listed alphabetically.  

• Use (ed.) for one editor, and (ed.s) for multiple editors.  

• When listing two or more works by one author, use --- (20xx), such as after Kohl (1997), use --- (2001), etc., in chronologically ascending 

order. 

• Indicate (opening and closing) page numbers for articles in journals and for chapters in books.  

• The title of books and journals should be in italic printing. Double quotation marks are used for titles of journal articles, book chapters, 

dissertations, reports, working papers, unpublished material, etc. 

• For titles in a language other than English, provide an English translation in parenthesis. 

• Headers, footers, endnotes and footnotes should not be used in the document. However, you can mention short notes to elucidate 

some specific point, which may be placed in number orders before the references. 

 

PLEASE USE THE FOLLOWING FOR STYLE AND PUNCTUATION IN REFERENCES: 

BOOKS 

• Bowersox, Donald J., Closs, David J., (1996), "Logistical Management." Tata McGraw, Hill, New Delhi.  

• Hunker, H.L. and A.J. Wright (1963), "Factors of Industrial Location in Ohio" Ohio State University, Nigeria.  

CONTRIBUTIONS TO BOOKS  

• Sharma T., Kwatra, G. (2008) Effectiveness of Social Advertising: A Study of Selected Campaigns, Corporate Social Responsibility, Edited 

by David Crowther & Nicholas Capaldi, Ashgate Research Companion to Corporate Social Responsibility, Chapter 15, pp 287-303. 

JOURNAL AND OTHER ARTICLES  

• Schemenner, R.W., Huber, J.C. and Cook, R.L. (1987), "Geographic Differences and the Location of New Manufacturing Facilities," Jour-

nal of Urban Economics, Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 83-104. 

CONFERENCE PAPERS  

• Garg, Sambhav (2011): "Business Ethics" Paper presented at the Annual International Conference for the All India Management Asso-

ciation, New Delhi, India, 19–23 

UNPUBLISHED DISSERTATIONS  

• Kumar S. (2011): "Customer Value: A Comparative Study of Rural and Urban Customers," Thesis, Kurukshetra University, Kurukshetra. 

ONLINE RESOURCES 

• Always indicate the date that the source was accessed, as online resources are frequently updated or removed.  

WEBSITES 

• Garg, Bhavet (2011): Towards a New Gas Policy, Political Weekly, Viewed on January 01, 2012 http://epw.in/user/viewabstract.jsp 



VOLUME NO. 7 (2017), ISSUE NO. 06 (JUNE)  ISSN 2231-4245 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN COMMERCE, ECONOMICS & MANAGEMENT 
A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed (Refereed/Juried) Open Access International e-Journal - Included in the International Serial Directories 

http://ijrcm.org.in/ 

28 

THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN INDIA: AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 
 

DR. P. KANAKARANI 

ASST. PROFESSOR 

SRI SARADA COLLEGE FOR WOMEN 

SALEM 

 
ABSTRACT 

In this paper an attempt is made to find out the causes for poverty and inequality in the context of resource allocation. Conceptually poverty is different from 

inequality. At the same time inequality is indirectly affect the size of poverty. Poverty measures head count ratio of people those who live below poverty line. On 

the other side inequality is focused to find out the gap between rich and poor in the distribution of resources, across the whole population. In this study, Indian 

states are classified as least developed states, less developed states and relatively developed states. The empirical findings show that the percentage of poor is 

more in the least developed states than the relatively developed states and less developed states and also within the states the percentage of poor is more in rural 

areas than the urban areas. Whereas inequality show different picture that it is more in urban areas then rural areas and also it is slightly more in least developed 

states then the relatively and less developed states. The regressions result show that in rural areas the causes for poverty is influenced by dependency ratio, 

unemployment, share of employment in agricultural sector and percentage of SC and ST population. The causes for inequality is closely associated with causes of 

poverty thereby it is directly influenced by factors like percentage of poor class, dependency ratio, household size and unemployment rate. At the same time the 

influencing factors of poverty in urban areas are unemployment rate, per capita income and share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service 

sectors. The urban inequality is closely associated with percentage of poor, literacy rate, per capita income and the share of employment in manufacturing, non-

manufacturing and service sector.  
 

KEYWORDS 
poverty, inequality, resource allocation.  
 

INTRODUCTION  
t has been observed that there is a substantial reduction in extreme poverty level over the past quarter century. However, it disguises large regional differ-

ences. The greatest reduction in poverty occurred in East Asia and Pacific, where the poverty rate had declined from 78 percent in 1981 to 17 percent in 

2005 and the number of people living on less than 1.25 dollar a day has dropped to more than 750 million. Much decline was in China, where the poverty 

level fell from 84 percent to 16 percent, leaving 620 million people in poverty. But the number of people living on less than $2 a day has remained nearly contrast 

at 2.5 billion. The largest decrease both in number and in proportion, occurred in East Asia and Pacific, led by China. Elsewhere the number of people living on less 

than 2 dollar a day increased and the number of people living between 1.25 dollar and 2 dollar a day nearly doubled to 1.2 billion (World Development Indicators 

2011: 65). According to the World Bank’s revised global poverty line, previously pegged at $1.25 a day to $1.90 a day (approximately Rs. 130) estimate for 2012, 

shows that 12.8 percent i.e. 900 million live in extreme poverty.  
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  
Andres and Daniel (2015) in their study of “Addressing Poverty and Inequality in the Rural Economy from a Global Perspective’, shows that the structural changes 

in developing and emerging economies are more mainstream. Therefore, this leads to increase in rural-urban disparities and exasperate the incidence of poverty 

in rural areas. Facundo, and Leonardo (2015), in their study of ‘Recent Trends in Inequality and Poverty in Developing Countries’, show that average levels of 

national income inequality in the developing countries increased in the 1980s and 1990s and declined in 2000s. Particularly in China there has been a remarkable 

fall in poverty since the early 1980s. In 2000s, the overall improvement in living standards were also identified in all the regions of developing world. Gordon, 

Alessio, Maria, Roberto (2016) in their study of “ A new approach to measuring and studying the characteristics of class membership: Examining poverty, inequality 

and polarization in urban China”, reveal that the different income groups viz., poor class, middle class, upper middle class and rich class are related to household 

and regional characteristics. Unal and Yener (2016), in their study of “Does Financial Development reduce income inequality and Poverty? Evidence from Emerging 

Countries”, identified that mere financial development promotes economic growth but failed to reduce poverty. 

Samarjit, Gouranga and Tushar (2010), in their study, “Regional Convergence of Growth, Inequality and Poverty in India- An Empirical Study”, identified that there 

is regional convergence of per capita consumption, inequality and poverty across various states in India. Inequality and poverty indicators converge at both rural 

and urban levels. Further, per capita consumption converge at urban level but not at rural level. Furthermore, they found that two groups of states for rural 

sectors, viz., low-growth and high-growth states, for each of which per capita consumption converges. Arnab, Anindya , Asim , Anirban and Tushar  (2016), in their 

study, “Invariant features of spatial inequality in consumption: The case of India”, identified that inequality and growth are positively correlated in accordance 

with Kuznets’ law.  

The above literature reviewed shows that poverty and inequality are characteristics of developing countries. The structural changes would bring economic growth 

and eradication of poverty but not effectively removal of inequality. The present study aims to study the following objectives viz., 

1. To measure incidence of poverty and inequality in the distribution of MPCE among the states of India for both rural and urban area. 

2. To study the distribution pattern of MPCE between rural and urban areas among the states of India. 

3. To trace out the determining factors of poverty and inequality among the states of India both in rural and urban area.  
 

METHODOLOGY  
Poverty is both related and, is also different from inequality. Poverty can be studied in absolute or relative terms. In this study poverty is discussed in absolute 

terms. Poverty is defined as a percentage of people deprived in a society, in which they are not able to meet their minimum requirement for their wellbeing. 

Poverty measures head count ratio of people those who live below poverty line. On the other side inequality focuses the distribution of resources, across the 

whole population. Inequality is a broader concept than poverty. Inequality indicates the welfare of the individuals on the basis of economic position in a society 

related to others in the same society i.e. it indicates the gap between rich and poor. In the present study, poverty or population Below Poverty Line (BPL) is defined 

as those people who are not able to obtain 2400 calories for rural areas and 2100 calories for urban areas. The required nutritional level is estimated on the basis 

of Monthly Per capita Consumption Expenditure(MPCE) for all major states of India based on National Sample Survey of Organisation’s (NSSOs) 68th Round (2011-

2012) ‘Household Consumer Expenditure in India’. On the other side, inequalities in the distributions of resource (MPCE) are measured with the help of Lorenz 

curve and gini coefficient ratio. In order to measure inequality, the twelve MPCE classes of NSSOs Household Consumer Expenditure is grouped as four classes viz., 

  

Expenditure Class    MPCE (RS)   MPCE (RS) 
        Rural     Urban 

Poor class      < 825     <1090 

   Middle Class     825 – 1335    1090- 2070  

   Upper middle Class    1335- 2625   2070-6015 

   Upper Class     > 2625     > 6015 

I 
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The poor class are referring to people whose expenditure falls below the poverty line. Thus, the poor class is grouped on the basis of Planning Commission’s all 

India poverty line of rural Rs. 816 for rural area and Rs. 1000 for urban area for 2011-12. For analysis purpose, the all India poverty line of rural and urban areas 

are rounded based on NSSO’s MPCE classes of rural as Rs.816 as Rs.825 and urban Rs.1000 as Rs. 1090. 

SOURCES OF DATA  
This study is based on published NSSOs 68th round survey data and other secondary sources. The scope of this study has been confined to the analytical to find 

out the major causes for poverty and inequality within 15 major states of the country in respect to some key parameters. Firstly, the 15 major states have intrinsic 

value on their socio-economic development. And secondly, the remaining 13 other minor states, the new states and union territories are not included in the 

detailed analysis mainly due to their special characteristic. To find out the determinants of poverty and inequality household size, dependency ratio, proportion 

of expenditure for personal care and development (which includes expenditure on clothes and bedding, footwear, education, medical (includes both medical 

institutional and medical non-institutional), entertainment and toilet articles), percentage of unemployment and literacy rate. And the share of employment in 

agriculture and share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector are also correlated with both poverty and inequality separately for 

rural and urban areas. Besides, percentage if poor also correlated with inequality to find out the relation in both rural and urban areas. Among these the best 

fitted variables have been taken for analysis by using multiple linear regression analysis. The gini coefficient ratio is also applied to find out inequality among the 

states in the distribution of MPCE.  

In this study, Indian states are classified as least developed states or underdeveloped states, less developed states or developing states and relatively developed 

states or developed states based on the Raghuram Rajan Committee Report of 2013.  

 

TRENDS IN THE OFFICIAL ESTIMATION OF POVERTY AND ECONOMIC GROWTH IN INDIA 
India is one of the largest and fastest developing economies in the world. However, rapid economic growth has not been evenly distributed which results inequality 

and regional disparities in removal of poverty. Table 1 shows the trends in the official estimates of poverty and GDP per capita growth for 1973-74 to 2011-12.  

An Expert Group on ‘Estimation of Proportion and Number of Poor’ was constituted under the Chairmanship of Professor D.T. Lakdawala, former Deputy Chairman 

of Planning Commission, to look into the methodology for estimation of poverty and re-define the poverty line. The Government of India accepted the recommen-

dations of the Expert Group with minor modifications in 1997. The poverty estimates from 1973-74 to 2004-05 based on the methodology of Lakdawala Committee. 

And, in 2005 an export Group headed by Professor Suresh D. Tendulkar was constituted to review the methodology for official estimation of poverty and recom-

mend changes Lakdawala committee methodology. Based on this committee recommendations, the all – India HCR for both the rural and urban areas for the 

years 1993-94, 2004-05 and 2009-10. Thus, the percentage of poor estimated by using both the methodology are given in table 1 (Report of Perspective Planning 

Division, 2012:9).  

 

TABLE 1: PERCENTAGE OF POOR BASED ON THE METHODOLOGY RECOMMENDED BY LAKDAWALA COMMITTEE AND TENDULKAR COMMITTEE 

Year Poverty Ratio (%) GDP PerCapita at constant price in Rs. (2004-05) 

Rural Urban Total 

Percentage of Poor based on Lakdawala Committee methodology 

1973-74 56.4 49.0 54.9 1071 

1977-78 53.1 45.2 51.3 1175 

1983 45.7 40.8 44.5 1226 

1987-88 39.1 38.2 38.9 1390 

1993-94 37.3 32.4 36.0 1707 

2004-05 28.3 25.7 27.5 2729 

Percentage of Poor based on Tendulkar Committee methodology  

1993-94 50.1 31.8 45.3 1707 

2004-05 41.8 25.7 37.2 2729 

2009-10 33.8 20.9 29.8 3860 

2011-12 25.7 13.7 21.9 4366 

Source: Tendulkar Committee Report and Press Note, Planning Commission 

During 1973-74 about 55 percent of people were below poverty line. Out of this, about 56.4 percent are in rural areas and 49 percent are in urban areas. From 

table 1, it is observed that the percentage of people below poverty line is more in rural India than the Urban India. However, over the years it shows a declining 

trend for both rural and urban areas except for the year 2004-05 in rural areas. 

The change in methodology leads to change in the percentage of people below poverty line. According to Tendulkar methodology the percentage of people below 

poverty line for rural and urban were 41.8 percent and 25.7 percent and 37.2 percent for the country as a whole in 2004-05. It was 50.1 percent in rural areas, 

31.8 percent in urban areas and 45.3 percent for the country as a whole in 1993-9. In 2011-12, these has been reduced to 25.7 percent, 13.7 percent and 21.9 

percent for rural, urban and all India level. This shows that continuous rise in GDP per capita income is the result of increase in real MPCE from 2004-05 to 2011-

12 as compared to 1993-94 to 2004-05.  

 

TABLE 2: OFFICIAL ESTIMATES OF POPULATION BELOW POVERTY LINE BY STATES FOR 2004-05 AND 2011-12 

Sl.No States 
2004-05 2011-12 

Rural  Urban  Total  Rural  Urban  Total  

1. Andhra Pradesh  32.3 23.4 29.6 10.96 5.81 9.20 

2. Assam  36.4 21.8 34.4 33.89 20.49 31.98 

3. Bihar 55.7 43.7 54.4 34.89 20.49 33.74 

4. Gujarat  39.1 20.1 31.6 21.54 10.14 16.63 

5. Haryana 24.8 22.4 24.1 11.64 10.28 11.16 

6. Karnataka 37.5 25.9 33.3 24.53 15.25 20.91 

7. Kerala 20.2 18.4 19.6 9.14 4.97 7.05 

8. Madhya Pradesh  53.6 35.1 48.6 35.74 21.00 31.65 

9. Maharashtra  47.9 25.6 38.2 24.22 9.12 17.35 

10 Odisha  60.8 37.6 57.2 35.69 17.29 32.59 

11. Punjab 22.1 18.7 20.9 7.66 9.24 8.26 

12 Rajasthan 35.8 29.7 34.4 16.05 10.69 14.71 

13. Tamil Nadu 37.5 19.7 29.4 15.83 6.54 11.28 

14. Uttar Pradesh 42.7 34.1 40.9 30.40 26.06 29.43 

15. West Bengal  38.2 24.4 34.2 22.52 14.66 19.98 

 All India  41.8 25.7 37.2 25.70 13.70 21.92 

Source: Press Note on Poverty Estimates of 2011-12 published by Government of India, Planning Commission, July 2013, pp.7 
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Table 2 gives the share of individual states in total count of those below the poverty line for 2004-05 and 2011 -12. It is observed that in 2004-05 about 37.2 

percent of people were below poverty line. Out of this, nearly 42 percent and around 26 percent of the poor are in rural and urban area respectively. According 

to state-wise distribution the highest percentage of people BPL was in Odisha (57.2 percent), followed by Bihar (54.4 percent), Madhya Pradesh (48.6 percent), 

Uttar Pradesh (40.9 percent) and Maharashtra (38.2 percent). Table 2 shows that based on the sector-wise distribution. The highest percentage of people BPL was 

found in rural areas than the in urban areas. The official estimates of poverty for 2011-12 shows that Odisha (32.59 percent) was placed in second place i.e. next 

to Bihar (33.74 percent) followed by Assam (31.98 percent), Madhya Pradesh (31.65 percent), Uttar Pradesh (29.43 percent) and West Bengal (29.40 Percent). On 

the other hand the lowest percentage of population, BPL was observed in the states of Kerala(19.6), Punjab (20.9)and Haryana (24.1) for 2004-05 and Kerala (7.05), 

Punjab (8.26), Haryana (11.16) and Tamil Nadu (11.28) for 2011-12. 

 

PATTERN OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCES  
Welfare, living standards, poverty and inequality all are characteristics of individuals which are determined by the social, demographic and economic development 

of the state. The allocation of resources among individuals is a matter because education, health status and characteristics of population are strongly linked to 

well-being, economic efficiency and economic growth. These are unavoidable to reduce poverty and of inequality. Low level of education attainment and poor 

health and nutrition aggravate poor living conditions and reduce an individual’s capacity to work productively. Such economic inefficiency represents a significant 

loss to society and hampers the future economic growth. Therefore per capita consumption expenditure on food and non-food items between the Indian states 

and among the rural and urban area provide a meaningful understanding of economic condition of the individual at large. Table 3 and table 4 revealed the average 

MPCE and its distribution on food and non-food for both rural and urban areas among the least developed, less developed and relatively developed states. The 

specified non-food expenditure of clothing and bedding, foot wear, medical (both institutional and non-institutional), entertainment and toilet articles are taken 

as important for individual’s personal care and development. The interstate analysis of poverty and inequality is also helpful to understand the development 

policies of states.  

 
TABLE 3: THE AVERAGE MPCE AND ITS DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD AND NON-FOOD EXPENDITURE AMONG THE MAJOR STATES OF INDIA: RURAL SECTOR 

(BASED ON MRP) 

Source: Compiled from the Key Indicators of Household Consumer Expenditure in India, NSS 68th round, June 2011- July 2012, Ministry of Statistics and Pro-

gramme Implementation, Government of India, published in June 2013. 

Table 3 shows that the average MPCE for an individual at national level is Rs.1287.17 in rural area. Out of this, about 48 percent (Rs.622) and 52 percent (Rs.665) 

spent on food and non-food items. When comparing the MPCE with the national level average, Rs. 1079.16 was the MPCE of least developed states. Out of this, 

major proportion spent on food items i.e. 51 percent (Rs. 552) and only 49 percent (Rs.527.30) spent on non-food items. The least developed states of Assam 

(56.56 %), Bihar (54.10 %), Odisha (52%), Uttar Pradesh (49 %) and Madhya Pradesh (49 %) allocate their major portions of MPCE on food items. Whereas in most 

States 

 
Food 

Total Personal Expenditure  

Other non-

food exp 

Total 

non-

food MPCE 

Clothing 

Bedding 

Foot 

Wear Education Medical Entertainment toilet articles  Total  

Least Developed States 

Assam 
597.5 

(56.56) 

103.59 

(9.81) 

69.12 

(6.54) 

20.96 

(1.92) 

29.05 

(2.75) 

12.21 

(1.16) 

23.59 

(2.23) 

286.90 

(27.31) 

123.75 

(11.71) 

459.48 

(43.49) 

1056.41 

(100) 

Bihar 
524.98 

(54.10) 

74.56 

(7.68) 

10.24 

(1.06) 

10.24 

(1.06) 

53.91 

(5.56) 

6.91 

(0.71) 

21.99 

(2.27) 

231.76 

(23.88) 

213.68 

(22.02) 

445.44 

(45.90) 

970.41 

(100) 

Madhya Pradesh 
498.24 

(48.65) 

66.91 

(6.53) 

13.09 

(1.28) 

13.09 

(1.28) 

65.97 

(6.44) 

8.15 

(0.80) 

27.17 

(2.65) 

260.35 

(25.42) 

265.55 

(25.93) 

525.9 

(51.35) 

1024.14 

(100) 

Odisha 
470.3 

(51.98) 

67.08 

(7.41) 

7.79 

(0.86) 

7.79 

(0.86) 

59.61 

(6.59) 

8.88 

(0.98) 

22.4 

(2.48) 

233.16 

(25.77) 

201.33 

(22.25) 

434.49 

(48.02) 

904.78 

(100) 

Rajasthan 
689.68 

(47.70) 

96.55 

(6.68) 

20.43 

(1.41) 

20.43 

(1.41) 

91.15 

(6.30) 

10.28 

(0.71) 

31.7 

(2.19) 

361.69 

(25.02) 

394.37 

(27.28) 

756.06 

(52.30) 

1445.74 

(100) 

Uttar Pradesh 
530.52 

(49.45) 

73.31 

(6.83) 

12.51 

(1.17) 

12.51 

(1.17) 

104.51 

(9.74) 

5.85 

(0.55) 

23.43 

(2.18) 

336.63 

(31.37) 

205.78 

(19.18) 

542.41 

(50.55 

1072.93 

(100) 

Average  551.87 74.59 12.41 34.64 67.37 8.71 25.05 222.76 304.53 527.30 1079.16 

percentage  (51.14) (6.91) (1.15) (3.21) (6.24) (0.81) (2.32) (20.64) (28.22) (48.86) (100) 

Less Developed States 

Andhra 

Pradesh 

717.1 

(45.85) 

112.12 

(7.17) 

104.43 

(6.68) 

14.69 

(0.94) 

95.15 

(6.08) 

28.17 

(1.80) 

47.05 

(3.01) 

496.76 

(31.76) 

349.35 

(22.34) 

846.11 

(54.10) 

1563.98 

(100) 

Gujarat 
713.67 

(49.90) 

82.56 

(5.77) 

15.65 

(1.09) 

15.65 

(1.09) 

85.24 

(5.96) 

20.6 

(1.44) 

31.39 

(2.19) 

336.33 

(23.52) 

380.11 

(26.58) 

716.44 

(50.10) 

1430.12 

(100) 

Karnataka 
634.98 

(45.52) 

87.57 

(6.28) 

15.98 

(1.15) 

15.98 

(1.15) 

90.65 

(6.50) 

21.09 

(1.51) 

34.27 

(2.46) 

356.19 

(25.53) 

403.93 

(28.95) 

760.12 

(54.48) 

1395.1 

(100) 

West Bengal 
639.92 

(54.69) 

75.11 

(6.42) 

9.29 

(0.79) 

9.29 

(0.79) 

93.49 

(7.99) 

10 

(0.85) 

26.86 

(2.30) 

317.53 

(27.14) 

212.88 

(18.19) 

530.41 

(45.33 

1170.11 

(100) 

 676.42 87.42 13.90 46.28 100.63 19.97 34.89 303.08 410.19 713.27 1389.64 

 (48.68) (6.29) (1.00) (3.33) (7.24) (1.44) (2.51) (21.81) (29.52) (51.33) (100) 

Relatively Developed States 

Haryana 
960.12 

(49.85) 

143.59 

(7.46) 

31.78 

(1.65) 

31.78 

(1.65) 

93.02 

(4.83) 

20.75 

(1.08) 

41.22 

(2.14) 

455.16 

(23.63) 

510.29 

(26.50) 

965.45 

(50.13) 

1925.96 

(100) 

Kerala 
889.11 

(37.75) 

133.83 

(5.68) 

21.4 

(0.91) 

21.98 

(0.93) 

242.89 

(10.31) 

38.51 

(1.63) 

42.65 

(1.81) 

744.15 

(31.59) 

722.27 

(30.66) 

1466.42 

(62.25) 

2355.53 

(100) 

Maharashtra 
671.13 

(46.42) 

101.68 

(7.03) 

17.23 

(1.19) 

17.23 

(1.19) 

124.79 

(8.63) 

16.83 

(1.16) 

37.98 

(2.63) 

440.53 

(30.47) 

334.24 

(23.12) 

774.77 

(53.58) 

1445.89 

(100) 

Punjab 
894.22 

(41.86) 

139.73 

(6.54) 

30.92 

(1.45) 

30.92 

(1.45) 

197.71 

(9.25) 

21.94 

(1.03) 

47.69 

(2.23) 

666.62 

(31.20) 

575.56 

(26.94) 

1242.18 

(58.14) 

2136.39 

(100) 

Tamil Nadu 
693.77 

(44.17) 

88.74 

(5.65) 

11.56 

(0.74) 

11.56 

(0.74) 

125.37 

(7.98) 

30.15 

(1.92) 

42.83 

(2.73) 

435.58 

(27.73) 

441.26 

(28.09) 

876.84 

(55.83) 

1570.61 

(100) 

 821.67 121.51 22.58 98.66 156.76 25.64 42.47 467.61 597.52 1065.13 1886.88 

 (43.55) (6.44) (1.20) (5.23) (8.31) (1.36) (2.25) (24.78) (31.67) (56.45) (100) 

India 
621.96 

(48.32) 

86.78 

(6.74) 

14.7 

(1.14) 

14.7 

(1.14) 

94.83 

(7.37) 

14.24 

(1.11) 

30.67 

(2.38) 

350.75 

(27.25) 

314.46 

(24.43) 

665.21 

(51.68 

1287.17 

(100) 
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of the relatively developed states like Kerala (62 %), Punjab (58 %), and Tamil Nadu (56 %) spend largest percentage of MPCE on non-food items. Their average 

MPCE on personal care and development particularly on clothing and bedding is Rs. 75, followed by health Rs.67, education Rs. 35 and toilet articles Rs.25 are low 

when compared with the national level average of Rs.87, Rs.95, Rs. 15 and Rs.31. 

Poverty line defines the level of consumption which is needed to meet both food and non-food requirements for an individual to escape from poverty. Every 

families/individual allocates a proportion of resources on both food and non-food items. But the proportion may vary between the state and between the rural 

and urban based on their development. Table 3 reveals that in rural area of developed states per capita investment on personal care and development is more 

and their percentage of allocation from total MPCE is also less when compared with the underdeveloped states and least developed states.  

 
TABLE 4: THE AVERAGE MPCE AND ITS DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD, PERSONAL CARE AND DEVELOPMENT AND OTHER NON-FOOD EXPENDITURE AMONG THE 

MAJOR STATES OF INDIA: URBAN SECTOR (BASED ON MRP) 

States Expenditure on 

Food 

Clothing 

bedding 

Foot-

wear 

Educa-

tion 

Medical Entertain-

ment  

toilet arti-

cle 

Total Other non-

food Ex-

penditure 

Total non-

food expendi-

ture 

MPCE 

Least Developed States 

Assam 880.67 117.33 22.05 133.38 82.69 44.81 50.14 533.09 676.43 1209.52 2090.19 

(42.13) (5.61) (1.05) (6.38) (3.96) (2.14) (2.40) (25.50) (32.36) (57.87) (100) 

Bihar 634.66 100.44 16.37 119.77 65.86 15.85 29.59 413.74 348.25 761.99 1396.65 

(45.44) (7.19) (1.17) (8.58) (4.72) (1.13) (2.12) (29.62) (24.93) (54.56) (100) 

Madhya Pra-

desh 

693.06 103.41 21.52 152.3 94.42 35.87 47.2 549.14 600.16 1149.3 1842.36 

(37.62) (5.61) (1.17) (8.27) (5.12) (1.95) (2.56) (29.81) (32.58) (62.38) (100) 

Odisha 718.65 114.74 16.53 110.21 124.8 30.73 35.44 557.25 554.45 1111.7 1830.35 

(39.26) (6.27) (0.90) (6.02) (6.82) (1.68) (1.94) (30.44) (30.29) (60.74) (100) 

Rajasthan 878.47 141.9 31.18 227.53 106.97 31.86 50.51 696.92 631.55 1328.47 2206.94 

(39.80) (6.43) (1.41) 1(0.31) (4.85) (1.44) (2.29) (31.58) (28.62) (60.20) (100) 

Uttar Pra-

desh 

758.97 121.68 23.02 165.1 134.01 28.27 41.35 647.44 535.84 1183.28 1942.25 

(39.08) (6.26) (1.19) (8.50) (6.90) (1.46) (2.13) (33.33) (27.59) (60.92) (100) 

Average 

 

760.75 

(40.36) 

116.58 

(6.19) 

21.78 

(1.16) 

151.38 

(8.03) 

101.46 

(5.38) 

31.23 

(1.66) 

42.37 

(2.25) 

566.26 

(30.04) 

557.78 

(29.59) 

1124.04 

(59.64) 

1884.79 
(100) 

Less Developed States 

Andhra 939.05 158.78 26.75 200.28 150.52 50.71 65.02 802.58 817.69 1620.27 2559.32 

Pradesh (36.69) (6.20) (1.05) (7.83) (5.88) (1.98) (2.54) (31.36) (31.95) (63.31) (100) 

Gujarat 1016.34 136.98 25.35 145.22 124.4 51.76 54.52 662.63 793.52 1456.15 2472.49 

(41.11) (5.54) (1.03) (5.87) (5.03) (2.09) (2.21) (26.80) (32.09) (58.89) (100) 

Karnataka 926.29 149.05 29.81 212.04 151.54 59.99 67.87 821.84 1150.8 1972.64 2898.93 

(31.95) (5.14) (1.03) (7.31) (5.23) (2.07) (2.34) (28.35) (39.70) (68.05) (100) 

West Bengal 989.16 149.9 21.08 193.59 211.35 36.09 53.4 876.76 623.98 1500.74 2489.9 

(39.73) (6.02) (0.85) (7.78) (8.49) (1.45) (2.14) (35.21) (25.06) (60.27) (100) 

 

Average 

967.71 

(37.15) 

148.68 

(5.71) 

25.75 

(0.99) 

187.78 

(7.21) 

159.45 

(6.12) 

49.64 

(1.91) 

60.20 

(2.31) 

790.95 

(30.36) 

846.50 

(32.49) 

1637.45 

(62.85) 

2605.16 

(100) 

Relatively Developed States 

Haryana 1146.45 201.33 49.32 327.34 140.63 56.8 67.25 983.3 1216.57 2199.87 3346.32 

(34.26) (6.02) (1.47) (9.78) (4.20) (1.70) (2.01) (29.38) (36.36) (65.74) (100) 

Kerala 1033.49 180.18 28.46 208.46 269.31 43.77 53.3 1052.79 958 2010.79 3044.28 

(33.95) (5.92) (0.93) (6.85) (8.85) (1.44) (1.75) (34.58) (31.47) (66.05) (100) 

Maharashtra 1057.82 162.67 32.4 225.18 199.58 54.45 72.2 946.06 933.19 1879.25 2937.07 

(36.02) (5.54) (1.10) (7.67) (6.80) (1.85) (2.46) (32.21) (31.77) (63.98) (100) 

Punjab 991.97 165.71 36.94 254.03 181.11 40.99 61.3 921.19 829.92 1751.11 2743.08 

(36.16) (6.04) (1.35) (9.26) (6.60) (1.49) (2.23) (33.58) (30.26) (63.84) (100) 

Tamil Nadu 919.27 124.37 19.07) 182.72 159.5 44.26 58.47 747.89 867.17 1615.06 2534.32 

(36.27) (4.91) (0.75) (7.21) (6.29) (1.75) (2.31) (29.51) (34.22) (63.73) (100) 

 

Average 

1029.8 

(35.25) 

166.85 

(5.71) 

33.24 

(1.14) 

239.55 

(8.20) 

190.03 

(6.51) 

48.05 

(1.64) 

62.5 

(2.14) 

930.25 

(31.85) 

960.97 

(32.90) 

1891.22 

(64.75) 

2921.02 

(100) 

India 
 

1531.6 
(34.5) 

259.68 
(5.85) 

37.1 
(0.84) 

197.26 
(4.44) 

157.65 
(3.55) 

54.94 
(1.24) 

114.87 
(2.59) 

979.15 
(22.06) 

1928.29 
(43.44) 

2907.44 
(65.5) 

4439.03 
(100) 

Source: Compiled from the Key Indicators of Household Consumer Expenditure in India, NSS 68th round, June 2011- July 2012, Ministry of Statistics and Pro-

gramme Implementation, Government of India, published in June 2013. 

Table 4 shows in urban area the individual’s average monthly consumption on food and non-food items at national level was Rs.4439. Out of this nearly 35 percent 

(Rs.1532) was spent to consume food items and the rest i.e. about 65 percent (Rs.2907.44) was spent to meet the requirements of non- food items. The average 

MPCE between states varies according to their development. The average MPCE for urban area in least developed sates Rs. 1885. Out of this they allocate / 

distribute about 40 percent (Rs.761) to meet the food requirements and the rest were distributed on non-food items i.e. nearly 60 percent (Rs.1124). Among the 

least developed states Bihar has very low level of MPCE of Rs. 1397. The average MPCE of less developed states (Rs.2605.16) is larger than the least developed 

states and it is slightly low when compared with the relatively developed states (Rs.2921). It is observed from table 4 that the distribution of resources varies to 

their size of development. Among the less developed states, Karnataka has the highest monthly per capita consumption of Rs.2899 for urban area followed by 

Andhra Pradesh(Rs.2559), West Bengal(Rs.2490) and Gujarat(Rs.2472). Both the least developed states and less developed states allocates same proportion from 

their MPCE on personal care and development. But in terms of actual amount, less developed states average resource allocation for personal care and development 

was Rs.791 and the least developed states allocate Rs.566. The relatively developed states allocate only 34 percent from their MPCE for food items and the 

remaining are spent on non-food items. Out of which, 22 percent for personal care and development and 44 percent was spent to meet other household expendi-

ture. Among the developed states Haryana (Rs. 3346) followed by Kerala (Rs.3044) and Maharashtra (Rs.2937) has the highest MPCE. When compared with MPCE 

at national level all the states have low level of MPCE.  

From table 4, it is observed that as in rural areas, the least developed states also allocate around 40 percent of their MPCE on food items, they spend around 30 

percent on personal care and development and the rest has spent on other household purposes. But their proportion of expenditure on education and medical 

are less than the relatively developed states. It can be concluded that the existence of poverty and inequality is due to the improper allocation merit goods like 
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education, medical care and development. Least developed states are either still lagging to obtain the basic requirements or they are costlier for them based on 

their available resources for consumption. 

 

INCIDENCE OF POVERTY AND INEQUALITY 
The developing countries require vibrant and prosperous increase of middle class and upper middle class to remove stagnation in gross output and to drive the 

economic growth. A growing body of evidence suggests that the rising influence of the rich and stagnant income of the poor and middle class have a casual effect 

on crises, and thus directly hurt short and long –term growth (Era, Dabla-Norris,et al., 2015: 8). From table 5, it can be observed that in the least developed states 

comparatively larger percentage of poor class population was observed than the less and relatively developed states. It is observed that in the relatively and less 

developed states the percentage of middle class and upper middle class are larger than the least developed states. The relatively larger percentage of poor class 

population was observed in the least developed states which is one of the reasons for the larger inequality in the distribution of resources.  

 

TABLE 5: INCIDENCE OF POVERTY AND INEQUALITY AMONG THE STATES OF INDIA: BOTH RURAL AND URBAN 

States 

Rural Urban 

Poor Class Middle Class  

Upper 

Middle 

Class Upper Class 

Gini Coef-

ficient 

Ratio* Poor Class 

Middle 

Class  

Upper 

Middle 

Class 

Upper 

Class 

Gini Coefficient Ratio* 

Least developed States 

Assam  33.70 47.80 16.70 1.80 0.25 24.70 44.00 27.20 4.10 0.2 

Bihar 42.30 43.70 13.00 1.00 0.23 41.16 45.15 13.29 0.40 0.36 

Madhya Pradesh  42.20 39.30 16.60 1.90 0.23 33.33 31.64 20.56 2.50 0.4 

Odisha  53.20 34.97 10.62 1.10 0.24 34.10 38.80 24.70 2.40 0.37 

Rajasthan 11.00 41.50 42.60 4.90 0.28 13.23 50.60 33.37 2.81 0.28 

Uttar Pradesh 37.60 43.50 16.70 2.20 0.23 37.50 42.40 20.53 6.55 0.35 

Average  36.67 41.80 19.37 2.15 0.24 30.67 42.10 23.28 3.13 0.33 

Less Developed States 

Andhra Pradesh  8.30 39.50 44.00 8.20 0.22 8.30 41.10 46.60 4.00 0.25 

Gujarat  11.01 47.05 35.64 6.31 0.17 8.30 37.50 51.70 2.50 0.22 

Karnataka 15.68 47.65 30.17 6.49 0.24 15.30 29.07 37.36 10.29 0.31 

West Bengal  27.37 46.35 23.78 2.50 0.2 20.48 36.96 37.66 4.90 0.29 

Average  15.59 45.14 33.40 5.88 0.21 13.10 36.16 43.33 5.42 0.27 

Relatively Developed States 

Haryana 5.39 22.48 55.14 16.98 0.17 7.58 31.44 47.70 13.27 0.25 

Kerala 3.50 25.07 47.85 23.58 0.19 7.91 40.14 42.24 9.71 0.25 

Maharashtra  11.80 44.30 38.40 5.50 0.21 8 38 46.40 7.60 0.26 

Punjab 1.60 21.72 54.45 22.22 0.17 7.4 36.1 52.40 4.10 0.22 

Tamil Nadu 12.10 39.00 40.20 8.90 0.29 11.11 40.14 43.74 5.01 0.42 

Average  6.88 30.51 47.21 15.44 0.21 8.40 37.16 46.50 7.94 0.28 

All India  26.60 41.00 27.30 5.10 0.19 17.52 39.24 37.74 5.51 0.32 

* - Gini coefficient ratio expressed in percentage in the analysis. 

Source: Compiled from the Key Indicators of Household Consumer Expenditure (Based on MRP) in India, NSS 68th round, June 2011- July 2012, Ministry of Statis-

tics and Programme Implementation, Government of India, published in June 2013. 

Small change in real MPCE can have a larger effect on head count ratio. But this does not help to visualize inequality. From table 5, the percentage of poor in 

relatively developed states like Maharastra and Tamil Nadu have about 11.80 percent and 12.10 percent in rural and 8 percent and 11.11 percent in urban area. 

The widening MPCE inequalities in these states are 21 percent and 29 percent in rural area and 26 percent and 42 percent in urban area. This implies that that 

small change in real MPCE would not support to reduce the inequality. Thus, shrink in poverty leads to increase in the middle class and upper middle class popu-

lation which leads to increase in inequality (i.e. the areas of Lorenz curve).  

From table 5 it is observed that distribution of poverty and inequality of the state are closely associated with their development. The incidence of poverty was 

more in least developed states. The largest percentage of poor class (37 percent) was found in the rural areas and nearly 31 percent of people below poverty line 

were observed in urban areas of least developed states. The percentage of poor was low based on the economic development of the states that is whether relative 

development and less development of the states. There were widening inequality was observed in urban area than the rural area and also in all the states in spite 

of their development. From the analysis of table 5 shows that fall in poverty would not support to reduce inequality. Inequality affects growth drivers. Why would 

widening income disparities matter for growth? Higher inequality lowers growth by depriving the ability of lower-income households to stay healthy and accumu-

late physical and human capital (Galor and Moav 2004; Aghion, Caroli, and Garcia-Penalosa 1999). Highest inequality is due to the distribution of majority of 

population in similar economic positions. 

Mere reduction of poverty leads to increase in inequality. Table 5 reveals that in India as per the analysis the percentage of people in poor class was around 27 

percent in rural areas and 17.52 percent in urban areas. This is due to fall in percentage of poor leads to pull down the majority of population in a particular 

expenditure class instead of even distribution of population in all the expenditure classes. This results widening the inequality in urban area than the rural area. 

That is the observed inequality for all India level was 19 percent in rural areas and 32 percent in urban area. This is due to majority (nearly 77 percent) of the 

population are placed in two expenditure classes and the remaining 17.52 percent and 5.51 percent are placed in poor and upper class. It is indicated that in rural 

areas the incidence of poverty and middle class population are more which means majority of the population live in the same economic position. Therefore 

decreasing poverty leads to larger inequality in the developing countries like India.  
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CAUSES FOR POVERTY AND INEQUALITY 
The following factors are considered as highly possible determinants of poverty and inequality among the states of India.  

 

TABLE 6: INFLUENCING FACTORS OF POVERTY AND INEQUALITY AMONG THE STATES (Percentage) 

Factors  Least Developed States  Less Developed States  Relatively Developed States 

Rural  Urban  Rural  Urban  Rural  Urban  

 Poor class (BPL) 39.7 30.67 15.60 13.10 6.84 8.4 

 Inequality (Gini Coefficient Ratio) 0.24 0.33 0.21 0.27 0.21 0.28 

Percentage expenditure on Personal care and development from MPCE 285.08 

(26.46) 

566.26 

(30.05) 

376.70 

(26.99) 

790.95 

(30.43) 

548.41 

(28.92) 

930.25 

(31.85) 

 Literacy** 69.3 83.42 67.8 86.65 78.96 89.5 

 Household size * 4.78 4.37 4.18 3.75 4.28 3.88 

Dependency ratio* 38.12 33.9 30.85 29.1 32.58 29.6 

Unemployment Rate*  53.67 60.67 48.5 49 87.2 64.2 

Percentage of SC and ST population***  29.61 15.49 29.05 12.97 23.29 13.46 

Share of employment by agriculture sector**** 60.23 

 

- 51.03 

 

- 43.32 

 

- 

Share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector**** - 39.60 - 48.98 - 56.66 

Per capita income (in Rs.) for 2010-11 (at constant price 2004-05)**** 21015.50 41150.75 53700.60 

Source: Computed from secondary sources 

* - Key indicators of Employment and Unemployment in India, NSS 68th Round (June 2011-July 2012), Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, 

Government of India. 

** - Status of Education and Vocational Training in India, NSS 68th Round (June 2011-July 2012),  Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation, Government 

of India. 

*** - Census of India 2011. www.censusindia.gov.in 

****- Data and Statistics, Planning Commission, Government of India. http://planningcommission.nic.in/ 

 

1. PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURE ON PERSONAL CARE AND DEVELOPMENT 
It is difficult to determine household characteristics based on food expenditure. This leads to individuals’ income determined by his affordability to obtain the 

requirements of personal care and development. Among the non-food items, expenditure on clothes and footwear, education, medical, entertainment and toilet 

articles are directly influenced by individual welfare. For instance, the relationship between poverty and education is important particularly because of the key 

role played by education in raising economic growth and reducing poverty. The educated have higher incomes and are less likely to be poor (Jonathan et. 

al.,2009:5). Therefore, the proportion of expenditure on non-food items from total MPCE are important to differentiate poor class, middle class and upper middle 

class. This varies from state to state dependence on their economic development (Refer table 6). The states which are have highest poverty and inequality, their 

expenditure on personal care and development was less and vice versa. Therefore, an inverse relation is expected between expenditure on personal care and 

development and poverty and also with inequality.  

2. LITERACY RATE  
The human development index depending upon per capita Gross National Product(GNP), literacy rate and life expectancy is a better indicator of the level of 

development for a particular country. The existing research shows that in most of the developed countries there is a gap between human development and the 

policy implication for removal of these problems. Literacy is important not only for enhance earning potential of poor but also necessary to stimulate the labour 

force participation rate. The states which have highest literacy rate that is relatively developed states, poverty is very low (Refer table 6). Therefore literacy rate 

has an inverse relation with poverty and inequality. 

3. HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
 Inequality is different from poverty but related to it because of its demographic characteristics of a country particularly, the household size. The existing studies 

show that household size is important to show a possible correlation between the level of poverty and inequality. Table 6 also reveals that the household size of 

the least developed states are larger (around 4.5) than relatively developed states (around 4). Adding household members has a negative effect on consumption 

which confirming that the larger the household size there are more likely to be poor. This leads to increase in the proportion of poor and middle class which leads 

to increase in inequality. Thus size of a household is positively correlated with poverty and also with inequality.  

4. DEPENDENCY RATIO 
 The welfare is measured on per adult equivalent rather than a per capita basis. The dependency ratio is the proportion of population not in the labour force which 

consists of the age group of less than 15 years and above 59 years. This ratio helps to measure the burden weighing on members of the labour force within the 

household. From table 6, it is observed that the dependency ratio is larger in least developed states (rural 38 percent and urban 34 percent) than the less developed 

states (rural 31 percent; urban 29 percent) and relatively developed states (rural 33 percent; urban 30 percent). Thus one might expect that a high dependency 

ratio will be associated with greater poverty. (Understanding the Determinants of Poverty: http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPA/Resources/429966-

1259774805724/Poverty_Inequality_Handbook_Ch08.pdf) 

5. SHARE OF EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE / MANUFACTURING, NON-MANUFACTURING AND SERVICE SECTOR 
Mere labour force is not sufficient to eradicate poverty. The share of employment across different sectors is necessary to remove poverty and inequality. The 

incidence of poverty is more in rural areas compared with urban areas. Generally, the majority of the rural population is engaged with agriculture sectors. These 

are characterised by low wage rate, underemployment, etc. Hence, if the share of employment in agricultural sector is more it leads to more of poverty and 

inequality among the rural people. Therefore, a positive correlation is expected between employment in agricultural sector, poverty and inequality in rural areas.  

Since the industrial revolution, manufacturing sector plays an important role in improving employment opportunities and standard of living. Followed by manu-

facturing, non-manufacturing and service sectors also helped to raise gross output and overall demand. The development of these sectors also offers the potenti-

alities to improvement wages in non-agriculture and urbanisation. It is observed, in table 6 that in the relatively developed states, the share of employment in 

these sectors are more compare with the least developed states. The share of employment in these sectors is important to reduce poverty and also inequality in 

urban areas. Thus an inverse relation is expected.  

6. UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
Paid work is the principal source of income of majority of the households in developing countries like India. Unemployment in any type would drive people to 

poverty and inequality. Since, majority of the people in developing countries come under middle class, it is necessary to reduce unemployment rate in both rural 

and urban areas. Table 6 reveals that unemployment is more in relatively developed states than the least and less developed states. According to table 6, poverty 

and inequality in relatively developed states is mainly unemployment. Therefore, a positive relation is expected between unemployment rate and poverty and 

inequality in both rural and urban areas.  

7. PROPORTION OF SC AND ST POPULATION 
A growing body of research shows that there is a significant disparity between SC/ST and non-SC/ST population regarding the incidence of poverty and inequality. 

The disparity between SC/ST and non-SC/ST population increased during the period of liberalisation in India, especially after 1990s. The classification of population 
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by means of livelihood pattern brings out the fact that among SC,ST and all population, both in 1993-94 and in 1999-2000, the incidence of poverty was highest 

among the agricultural labour households (Kuri, 2010:91). In India, majority of the land less labours belong to the SC/ST community. Therefore, positive correlation 

is expected between SC/ST population and both poverty and inequality.  

8. PER CAPITA INCOME  
Economic growth is not explicitly targeted in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), yet income per capita measures are highly correlated with widely used 

indicators of poverty, health, and education. As countries become richer, poverty rates generally fall. Thus, the raise in per capita income leads to increase in 

standard of living. Therefore, an inverse relation is expected between per capita income and poverty and inequality. 

9. PERCENTAGE OF POOR 
The widespread economic growth has not been shared by all the states. This results in widening the gap between rich and poor. According to Sen (1973), given 

the average level of income level, a higher level of inequality (reflected by the usual measures) will tend to be associated with a higher level of poverty. Further-

more, the so called “poverty line” may sometimes be drawn in the light of the latter (inequality) and can be influenced by the average income level, so that poverty 

measures, thus defined, may have an aspect of relative inequality as well. In this paper, inequality is analysed in the context of poverty with the assumption of if 

higher level of poverty (i.e. poor class) leads to higher level of inequality.  

The Best Fitted Regression Results: Causes for Poverty and Inequality in both Rural and Urban Area 

 

TABLE 7 

Rural Area: Dependent Variable – Poverty 

Independent Variable  Beta  t – Value  Significant  

 

R = 96 % 

R2 = 89 % 

  

R 2= 89 % 

F = 25.29 

Dependency Ratio 0.231 2.416* 0.036 

Expenditure on personal care and development  -0.111 -1.162 0.272 

Unemployment  0.634 5.532** 0.000 

Share of employment in agriculture Sector 0.965 8.198** 0.000 

Percentage of SC and ST population  0.242 2.619** 0.026  

Rural Area: Dependent Variable - Inequality Sector  

Percentage of Poor Class  -0.676 -4.193** 0.002  

R = 93 % 

R2 = 86 % 

  

R 2= 79 % 

F = 12.20 

 Dependency Ratio -0.566 -2.122* 0.060 

Household size 0.824 3.077** 0.012 

Unemployment  0.723 4.323** 0.002 

Percentage of SC and ST population  0.189 1.307 0.220  

Urban Area : Dependent Variable – Poverty 

Dependency Ratio 0.365 2.291** 0.032  

 

R = 94 % 

R2 = 87 % 

  

R 2= 80 % 

F = 12.51 

Per capita income -0.494 -2.752** 0.022 

Literacy  0.281 1.792 0.107 

Share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector  -0.339 -2.097* 0.065 

Percentage of SC and ST population  0.167 1.240 0.246  

Urban Area: Dependent Variable - Inequality 

Percentage of poor  1.549 4.032** 0.002  

 

R = 83% 

R2 = 70 % 

  

R 2= 57 % 

F = 5.69 

Literacy Rate -0.452 -2.157* 0.056 

Percapita income 0.725 2.112* 0.061 

Share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector  0.621 2.179* 0.054 

* - Significant at 1 percent level, ** Significant at 5 percent level. 

The best fitted regression results show that in rural areas the poverty (poor class) is influenced by dependency ratio, which is statistically significant at 1 percent 

with expected sign. The other factors of unemployment, share of employment by agriculture sector and percentage of SC and ST population are also significant at 

5 percent level with expected sign. The expenditure on personal care and development has expected sign but not statistically significant. Besides the inequality is 

influenced by largest percentage of poor class (population BPL) and dependency ratio are statistically significant at 1 percent and 5 percent level but do not have 

expected sign. The remaining factors of household size and unemployment rate are significant at 5 percent level with expected sign. The percentage of poor class 

is statistically significant but do not have expected sign.  

The best fitted regression result for urban area shows that poverty is caused by the dependency ratio, and per capita income that are statistically significant at 5 

percent level and the share of employment in manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector is significant at 1 percent level with expected sign, whereas 

inequality is associated with percentage of poor people at 5 percent level. The remaining factors of literacy rate, per capita income and share of employment in 

manufacturing, non-manufacturing and service sector are statistically significant at 1 percent level but the last two factors do not have expected sign. 

 

CONCLUSION  
Based on the above analysis it can be concluded that the percentage of poverty level in rural and urban area has been reduced in most of the states particularly 

developed states where as the inequality still dominating one in all the states irrespective of their development. But both in rural and urban areas, the factors 

influencing poverty of which most of the factors influencing inequality also but exhibits opposite relation. It indicates that mere reduction of poverty would not 

meant reduction of inequality. The destination is nearer to poverty in terms of absolute terms but not inequality. 
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ANNEXURE  
FIG. 1 
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FIG. 3 : DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION IN DIFFERENT EXPENDITURE CLASS 
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