CHAPTER 4

Mapping Chronic Poverty in CENTRAL TRIBAL BELT of INDIA

This chapter examines incidence as well as typology of chronic poverty in study villages located in central tribal belt of India. The three specific questions addressed in the chapter are as follows: first, estimate the incident of economic-poverty and chronic poverty in the sample households located in Developed and Under-developed villages. Secondly, examine the extent poverty is associated with social variables like size of family, social indebtedness, education and health; economic variables like agricultural performance, employment, access to food, indebtedness and migration; and political factors like state’s intervention to eradicate poverty and resource transfer in the form of PDS. And lastly, to understand the role relative remoteness plays in the associations between chronic poverty and its correlates, especially private investment in agriculture. 

4.1
Incidence of Poverty

Based on randomly selected 1614 households, this section presents incidence of poverty in Developed and Under-developed villages. The two groups of villages are significantly varying (Table 4.1) in terms of the demographic pattern, social composition, amenities and dynamics of agricultural production. But the most striking feature of this difference is the remoteness of Under-developed villages as compared to Developed. Located 20 to 25 Kms from Janpad headquarter, Under-developed villages are 4 to 6 Kms inside the main road. To reach these villages, the un-metallic link road cutting across hills, needs to be travelled either on foot, bullock cart or two-wheeler. The village has 6-10 falia (hamlets), except in Chhattisgarh, Jharkhand and Orissa where settlements are relatively compact. Falia, except the falia where village headmen stay, generally are remotely located and are difficult to access. On the other hand, Developed villages are relatively less remote and well connected to main road from where regular buses are available to Janpad headquarters and nearby markets.  The remoteness of Under-developed villages is absolute because the nearest primary markets, are relatively underdeveloped. Major agricultural inputs, especially yield increasing irrigation equipments and machinery, are not available in these markets. Inhabitants of Under-developed villages need to travel to Janpad headquarter for these purchases. The primary market for developed, villages are well developed where inputs and agricultural equipments can be purchased and output can be sold. Despite these variations, the two groups of villages are comparable as poverty is pervasive in both (Table 4.3).

Being tribal dominated, it has been argued that access failure to production resources, specifically land and irrigation triggers, a pattern in which casual labouring and migration constitute a significant component of livelihood strategy. This is relevant to recognise for, despite the fact that land has been acquired through settlement in this area, the population pressure and droughts have triggered access failure to land resources. Though growth of agriculture may explain a part of variations in expenditure, the social process triggered by shocks like serious illness, son’s marriage, social spending, crop failure et cetera explains a large part in variations in expenditure. In this formulation, relative remoteness seems to influence poverty significantly. But this association may be an interaction of remoteness with dynamics of agriculture, access to resources and market, and access to state support during a shock.
Table 4.1: Basic Indicators of Sample Villages

	
	Developed
	Undeveloped

	Km. from Janpad Headquarter
	8-10
	20-25

	Surveyed Households
	778
	836

	% Tribal Population
	100
	100

	Average Family Size
	5.4
	5.6

	% Households feel village Educational needs unfulfilled
	95
	94

	% Households feel that the Health Facilities are poor
	97
	98

	Nearest Market (km)
	5-7
	15-20

	% Households with Domestic Electrification
	72
	50

	% Consumption through PDS
	
	

	
Cereals 
	16
	16

	
Sugar
	15
	16

	Gross Cropped Area (Acre)
	3.04
	3.05

	Irrigated Area (Acre)
	1.08
	0.50

	% Irrigated area 
	33
	16

	Migration Income (Rs per annum)
	1968
	4472

	% Migration Income to Total Income
	7.8
	18.2

	Total Income (Rs per annum)
	25112
	24544

	Source: All the Tables in this chapter are based on primary data.


Economic Poverty:

The reference year 2005-06 was a drought year in the case of about 30 per cent of the households. As a result, a significant proportion of agricultural activities especially during rabi season had been adversely affected. Droughts also significantly and adversely affect food security of households. It can be argued that food consumption and calorie intake in a low-income economy may not be appropriate indicators of economic poverty for, shocks do adversely affect food consumption but its elasticity may be significant more for non-food expenditure than food expenditure. Hence, instead of calorie intake, incidence of poverty has been estimated and examined based on per capita expenditure.


Table 4.2 gives average expenditure on food and non-food items by households in the sample villages for the reference year. Per capita annual expenditure of all the households taken together is Rs 4910. This includes rupee equivalent on food consumption (cereal, pulses, oil, gur, sugar, vegetables, meat, fish, eggs, spices, milk, tea and fuel) plus consumption of consumer items like clothing, soap & toiletry, transportation, expenditure on health & schooling and entertainment, plus rupee equivalent of consumption derived from common property resources. In Developed villages annual per capita consumption expenditure (Rs 5000) is slightly higher than the expenditure in Under-developed villages (Rs 4827). The variation in total per capita expenditure is owing to both relative affluence of the location as well as impact of drought on consumption pattern. Households located in Under-developed have experienced relatively more adverse impact of shocks compared to households located in Developed villages. This observation is supported by the fact that relatively larger proportion of total expenditure is allocated to food items in Under-developed villages (81 per cent) than Developed villages (77 per cent). 

Table 4.2: Expenditure on Different Items in Developed and Underdeveloped Villages (2005-06)

	
	Food a
	Consumer 

Items b
	Natural 

Resource
	Total

	All
	Rupee per capita per annum

	All Households
	3878
	981
	51
	4910

	In Underdeveloped Village
	3894
	889
	44
	4827

	In Developed Village
	3861
	1080
	58
	5000

	All across per capita expenditure class
	
	
	
	

	
Severe Poor
	2335
	509
	8
	2853

	
Moderate Poor
	3504
	755
	20
	4279

	
Non Poor
	4706
	1191
	61
	5959

	In Underdeveloped Village
	
	
	
	4827

	
Severe Poor
	2325
	506
	12
	2842

	
Moderate Poor
	3539
	722
	39
	4286

	
Non Poor
	5615
	1432
	95
	7142

	In Developed Village
	
	
	
	4999

	
Severe Poor
	2349
	512
	5
	2867

	
Moderate Poor
	3462
	795
	14
	4270

	
Non Poor
	5071
	1674
	131
	6877

	Note:
Figures in parentheses indicate percentage to total expenditure. 

a
Food expenditure includes Rupee equivalent to the following items: cereal, pulses, oil, gur, sugar, vegetables, meat, fish, eggs, spices, milk, tea and fuel.

b
The expenditure includes the following items: clothing, soap & toiletry, transportation, expenditure on health & schooling and entertainment.
Source: See Table 4.1



The total per capita annual expenditure has been be used to identify poor among the sample households. The official norm for identifying households that are below-poverty-line works out at Rs 426 per capita per month in 2005-06 prices. That means any household that spends less than Rs 426 per capita per month can be termed as poor. Among these households, having lower than Rs 286 per capita per month expenditure (below 67 per cent of poverty line) could be identified as severely poor. Table 4.3 gives distribution of household across different poverty incidence in the sample villages for the reference year. Although the incidence of economic poverty in sample as a whole is 58 per cent, among households located in Developed villages the incidence of economic poverty at 44 per cent seem to be numerically lower than that of households located in Under-developed villages where proportion of poor households is 61 per cent. A statistical investigation -- in the form of Chi-square and its signification -- indicates that there is indeed significant difference in the pattern of poverty in the two groups of villages.  The evidence -- a significant chi-square and a negative and significant correlation -- from Table 4.3 reveal that as one moves from developed to under-developed village there is significant increase in the incidence of economic poverty, though proportion of severely poor households in the two groups of villages is not different.

Table 4.3: Distribution of Households in Economic Poverty Profile

	
	Developed
	Under Developed
	Total

	Severe Poor
	120 (15)
	138 (16)
	258 (16)

	Moderate Poor
	298 (38)
	374 (45)
	672 (42)

	Non Poor
	357 (46)
	322 (39)
	679 (42)

	All 
	775
	834
	1609

	Figures in parentheses are percentage of households in each group. 

χ2 = 9.5 *** and  r = - 0.06 **

Source: As in Table 4.1


Chronic Poverty:


The poverty categories can further be re-categorised by incorporating time dimension of poverty. One way to reach chronic dimension of poverty is comparing the consumption expenditure over time. The major problem in employing this method is non-availability of a panel of data that fixes chronic nature of poverty. Sah and Shah (2003) have used variations in cereal consumption from normal as an indicator of chronic poverty. But identification of chronic poor using fall in cereal consumption from normal may lead to underestimation of chronic poverty. This is because experience shows that cereal consumption is relatively inelastic to shocks. Alternatively, Krishna (2003) has identified that in sequence of changes, if there is deterioration in land asset and increase in short-term land transaction, fall in food intake and clothing over time or if debts have remained un-serviced or leaking roof has not been repaired, it is sign of chronic poverty. Since the variations in quality of clothing over time from our sample are not caught properly and the house repair has only labour component using local material, it is not desirable to include these two indicators of identification of chronic poverty. It was also found that short-term land transactions in the form of land leasing is more a function of market failure and brings agencies together than a pure indication of sequence of change that points a deterioration in the quality of life of either landlord or tenant (Sah: 1999). Thus, in our analysis we have proposed that if the household had lost silver or land or mortgaged silver and land in the last 5 years, or could not service its old debts or did missed both the meals, the household is a transitory household either chronic poor or transitory non-poor. Using this method, the two categories of income-poverty -- poor and non-poor -- thus can further be categorised (Table 4.4) as Chronic Poor (poor with chronic tendency) Non-chronic Poor (poor without chronic tendency), transitory non-poor and always non-poor.

Table 4.4: Distribution of Households in Chronic Poverty Profile

	
	Developed Villages
	Under Developed Villages
	All

	Chronic Poor
	99 (13)
	144 (17)
	243 (15)

	Non-Chronic Poor
	322 (41)
	370 (44)
	692 (43)

	Transitory Non-Poor
	78 (10)
	85 (10)
	163 (10)

	Always Non-Poor
	279 (36)
	237 (29)
	516 (32)

	
	778 (100)
	836 (100)
	1614 (100)

	χ2 = 13.3 (***), r = -0.1 (***)

Source: See Table 4.1.


Table 4.4 reveals that the incidence of chronic poverty significantly varies across the two groups of villages; the intensity of chronic poverty is significantly more among households located in Under-developed than Developed villages. In the sample as a whole about a 26 per cent poor are chronic poor. Chronic poverty is 1.5 times more likely among severe poor household compared to moderately poor households (Table 4.5). But this proportion is less than a fourth in Developed villages whereas in Under-developed villages 28 per cent of the poor are chronic poor. Nevertheless, it is not always true that all those who are severely poor shall be chronic poor also. This is because the method of identifying transitory behaviour of households, apart from being economic, also takes into account the social processes like missing the meals, mortgage and asset loss, and inability to service the debt. One may, however, question why the method of identification of sequence of change that indicates transitory behaviour rests on both the meals missed rather than a meal missed. As large proportions of households reported that in peak agricultural season, missing a meal is quite frequent owing to work pressures rather than access failure to food. It is, therefore, considered appropriate to use missing both the meals for identifying transitory behaviour. 

Table 4.5: Distribution of Households Across Economic Poverty and Chronic Poverty Profile

	
	Chronic 

Poor
	Poor 

Non Chronic
	Transitory 

Non-Poor
	Always 

Non-Poor
	All

	
	Number of Households

	Severe Poor
	83
	175
	
	
	258

	Moderate Poor
	160
	512
	
	
	672

	Non Poor
	
	
	163
	516
	679

	χ2 = 1620 (***), r = .82 (***)

Source: See Table 4.1


Table 4.6 provide evidences relating to chronic poverty among tribals in different state. Incidence of economic and chronic poverty is high in Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan; in these two states economic poverty is 76 per cent and 58 per cent respectively, whereas about 36 to 40 per cent of poor are also chronic poor. Among tribals of Jharkhand, though economic poverty is about 50 per cent, over 30 per cent of poor are chronic poor as well. While among tribals of Orissa, Chhattisgarh, and Gujarat the incidence of economic poverty is between 52 and 59 per cent, only 15 to 17 per cent of poor are chronic poor.

Table 4.6: Chronic Poverty Across States

	
	Chronic 

Poor
	Poor 

Non Chronic
	Transitory 

Non-Poor
	Always 

Non-Poor
	All

	

	Madhya Pradesh
	98 (30)
	150 (46)
	54 (7)
	58 (18)
	(100)

	Chhattisgarh
	31 (8)
	177 (44)
	44 (11)
	148 (37)
	(100)

	Orissa
	19 (10)
	99 (49)
	24 (12)
	58 (29)
	(100)

	Jharkhand
	61 (15)
	141 (35)
	50 (12)
	148 (37)
	(100)

	Gujarat
	17 (8)
	95 (47)
	16 (8)
	74 (37)
	(100)

	Rajasthan
	17 (21)
	30 (37)
	5 (6)
	30 (37)
	(100)

	Source: See Table 4.1.


To sum up, about 58 per cent of the sample households are poor. There is significant difference in incidence of economic poverty between the two groups of villages; while among households located in developed villages about 63 per cent are economically poor, in developed villages incidence of economical poverty is only 53 per cent. Chronic poverty, on the one hand, is significantly associated with severity of poverty, if remoteness is controlled. The likelihood that a household that is severe poor may also be chronic poor is 1.5 times more likely than moderate poor household. On the other hand, chronic poverty is also significantly associated with remoteness; in Under-developed villages a household is 1.4 times more likely be chronic poor than not compared to a households located in relatively Developed villages.


If remoteness, as the evidences show, does influence the incidence of chronic poverty as well as the nature of economic poverty, the relevant question is whether the association between remoteness and poverty is a true relation of cause and effect or some characteristics that are associated with remoteness influence the typology of chronic poverty.

4.2
Correlates of Poverty

The tribal belt of central India is characterised by resource poor, technologically stagnant, and remote from state and market where depletion of resources like land, forest and water has a history. In this situation, the livelihood struggles and coping with resourcelessness contribute to high incidence of chronic poverty. Apart from access to land, silver, livestock and irrigation in this hilly and remote area, consumption expenditure reflects major indicator for resourcelessness, fall in it may push households into a social process of borrowing and repayment that trap households into chronic poverty. Table 4.7 gives the distribution of households with typology of chronic poverty across different expenditure class. The pattern of distribution reveals -- (2 = 101 significance level .07; and r = 0.21, significance level .01 -- that chronic poverty is significantly associated with consumption expenditure; higher the level of expenditure, lower is the incidence of chronic poverty.

Table 4.7: Chronic Poverty Across Different Expenditure Group

	
	Household Expenditure Rs.

	
	Up to 17,462
	17,463 to 23,993
	Over 23,993

	

	Chronic Poor
	96 (18)
	82 (15)
	62 (12)

	Non-Chronic Poor
	287 (54)
	240 (44)
	160 (30)

	Transitory Poor
	26 (5)
	57 (10)
	80 (15)

	Always Non-Poor
	122 (23)
	168 (31)
	228 (43)

	
	531 (100)
	547 (100)
	531 (100)

	χ2 = 101 (**), r = 0.21 (***)

Source: See Table 4.1



A similar exercise is done using agricultural production, irrigation, size of family, literacy rate in the household, unpaid debt of household, migration, and benefits from Panchayat and Government schemes, PDS support available and organisational membership of the household et cetera as explanatory factors influencing chronic poverty. Table 4.8 gives result of this exercise. But before interpreting these results, it is worthwhile to appreciate the dynamics of livelihood struggles that the inhabitants of these two groups of villages are engaged.

The difference between the two groups of villages does not end at their relative remoteness. The basic infrastructure and production resources in relatively developed villages are significantly superior compared to remote Under-developed villages. Adverse implication of drought, which is a function of quality and quantity of natural endowments, is relatively more severe in Under-developed villages compared to Developed.  Households with irrigation also grow some rabi crops. About a third of cropped area with irrigation, well and energizing facilities reflected in better economic conditions of farmers in developed villages compared to under-developed villages. Households located in developed villages marginally depend on migration compared to Under-developed villages (Table 4.1). Well to do households in developed villages do not prefer to seasonally migrate; they, in shocks, would rather labour around nearby villages. About 50 percent of households having marginal holdings without production resources -- less land and unirrigated holdings -- depend on labouring and seasonal migration.


Although in both the two groups of villages agricultural dynamism is concentrated in irrigated areas, developed villages have 3 times more area under irrigation than Under-developed villages. Agricultural technology transfer and use of improved varieties in irrigated area has resulted in wider economic stability in Developed villages compared to Under-developed. But in both the group of villages, farmers with poor soils and undulating topography (about 80 per cent of the cropped area) face poor agricultural income, as bulk of the undulating fields have serious soil erosion problems. Introduction of mechanisation has also reduced employment opportunities in and around the villages. As the natural resources, especially forest and commons, have been depleted, there is very little surplus generation and employment opportunities in collection of forest produce except in Jharkhand. 

Table 4.8: Correlates of Chronic Poverty in Central Tribal Belt

	
	Chi-square
	Correlation
	Odd Ratio a
	Interaction with Remoteness b

	
	

	Total Expenditure.
	101 (***)
	0.2 (***)
	1.4
	Same

	Animal Assets
	14.2 (**)
	0.04 (NS)
	1.4
	1.5 times more in developed villages

	Consumer Items
	28.0 (***)
	0.1 (***)
	1.4
	Same

	Land Value
	7.4 (NS)
	0.02 (NS)
	-
	-

	Silver Rupees
	6.6 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)
	.76
	-

	Total Assets
	6.9 (NS)
	0.03 (NS)
	-
	-

	Labour Income
	18.7 (***)
	0.020 (NS)
	1.4
	1.3 times more in Developed villages

	Agricultural Income
	9.8 (***)
	0.06 (**)
	1.4
	Same

	Migration Income
	57.5 (***)
	-0.2 (***)
	0.5
	1.6 time more  in Under-developed 

	Total Income
	4.3 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)
	-
	1.7 times in Under-developed

	Service Income
	16.1 (***)
	.08 (***)
	-
	-

	Other Income
	3.0 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)
	-
	2 times more in Under-developed 

	Gross Cropped Area
	12.5 (*)
	0.0 (NS)
	-
	-

	Gross Irrigated Area
	10.7 (*)
	0.04 (*)
	-
	2 times more in developed villages

	Family Size
	151.2 (***)
	-0.28 (***)
	0.5
	Same

	Dependency %
	20.5 (***)
	0.06 (***)
	1.6
	2 times more in Under-developed 

	Literacy %
	18.5 (***)
	0.07 (***)
	1.5
	1.4 times more in developed villages

	Outstanding Debt
	139.3 (***)
	-0.10 (***)
	.33
	1.6 times more in developed villages

	Agricultural Credit
	14.6 (**)
	-0.03 (NS)
	.71
	same

	Panchayat Benefits
	12.2 (*)
	0.06 (**)
	1.5
	same

	Migration Intensity
	60.3 (***)
	-0.18 (***)
	.41
	

	Home Produce Lasts
	29.5 (***)
	0.09 (***)
	1.2
	1.5 times more in under-developed 

	PDS support
	NS
	NS
	-
	-

	Health Expenses
	50.1 (***)
	0.06 (**)
	3.3
	1.5 times more in developed Villages

	Organisational  membership
	20.4 (***)
	0.07 (***)
	2.1
	Same

	The findings of correlates of Chronic poverty are given in Appendices I through VI.

a Odd ratio of being chronic poor rather than not due to change in a factor  =

(Frequency of Chronic poor / Frequency of non-chronic poor) in low factor class / (Frequency of Chronic poor / Frequency of non-chronic poor) in high factor class
b =  (Odd ratio of being chronic poor for a factor) in Underdeveloped villages / =  (Odd ratio of being chronic poor for a factor) in Developed villages
Source: See Table 4.1


In Jharkhand, as shall be seen in chapter 6, access to commons and their contribution to gross income is significantly higher than other stats. Consequently, a high rate of population growth in this tribal region reshuffles the economic hierarchy within a generation; even a large farmer with four children, in a generation is converted into six marginal farm households. This creates a shock like situation to some households that have come in existence relatively recently. This, given a general lack of adaptability to seed-fertiliser technology, forces an occupational diversity that is driven by poor agriculture. Occupational diversity in normal situation is associated with dynamics in agriculture. But in resource constrained economy of the Central tribal belt of India, labouring on construction avenues and migration as farm hand provide employment and income for survival (more on it in next chapter).

Size of family does significantly affect chronic poverty; a household with larger size of family than low is 2 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not (Table 4.8). Thus, larger family size has potential to trap people in poverty. On the other hand, literacy in the family does influence chronic poverty. Findings also reveal that a household is 1.6 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not, if larger proportion of its members are illiterate than literate.  The finding that non-poor are able to bear 3.3 times more health expenses than chronic poor, indicates that when un-well, the tendency to ignore sickness is significantly more among chronic poor households than rest. For health facilities, households of Under-developed villages are totally dependent on near by developed villages (7 to 10 Kms away) or on health service providers of Janpad headquarter. Healthcare services for both the groups of villages are provided by a sub-primary health centre as well as by few private practitioners located in these primary markets. But, being remote, Under-developed villages have to face serious problems of accessibility; a sick person has to be taken on foot or on bullock cart to near by health service provider. Well-to-do households are more cautious about sickness.

About 30 per cent households have faced drought in the reference year and bulk have faced poor rains during last five years. Agricultural production has suffered in these years. Poor rains also adversely affects the animal stocks, especially the milch animals.  It is, therefore, not surprising to find that higher assets, higher irrigation and higher agricultural production significantly affect well-being (Table 4.8). What we find from the Table is that it is 1.4 times more likely that the household would be chronic poor rather than not if it has low assets rather than high. Similarly, household is 1.4 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not if agricultural production and labour income is low than high. This association implies the livelihood struggles the poor and chronic poor have to undergo, in order to survive in this harsh tribal belt. As a result, chronic poor are two times more likely to be migrant rather than not compared to rest.
 This last fact needs some reflection:

If failing agricultural production leads to chronic poverty, why food security measures like public distribution system (PDS) fails to influence chronic poverty? On average, three fourth of agricultural produce is consumed in the region, and farm produce lasts for less than 8 months. For over a fourth of the households the food produce lasts only 5 months and over half of the households in the central tribal belt do not have enough food for whole year.  PDS supplies wheat, rice, sugar and kerosene to cardholders. The PDS outlets are located around a radius of about 5 Kms in the study villages. The supplies are irregular as well as time and day of availability of commodities from PDS are not fixed. As a result, information about supplies does not reach the cardholders and a significant proportion of consumers do not avail PDS services. The well to do households in the villages willingly purchases their supplies from open market. But poor and chronic poor households are forced to supplement their food purchase from open market. Less than 16 per cent of total food consumption is supported by PDS. With ones' own production lasting less than seven month, the financial support for sustaining the food consumption levels for over five months from open market rests primarily on borrowing-migration vicious circle. But when households are perpetually under shock, like of marginal farmers, their dependence on migration increases significantly. The evidences show that migrating households are two times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not compared to households that do not migrate.  


State support in form of benefits from PRI interventions and government schemes do not help in reducing either poverty or chronic poverty. In other words, benefits of various schemes implemented through Panchayat and other programmes are reaching inequitably and chronic poor do not get a fair share in these benefits in comparison to rest. A larger section of potential beneficiaries, for whom these schemes and programmes are meant, are deprived. Those who have been benefited from these schemes, at times may be poor, are households that have significantly larger benefits of the panchayat are non-poor. A full discussion on this is presented in chapter 7.


If locational advantage has manifested as significantly as the analysis reveals, it will be worth understanding the interaction between these explanatory factors and remoteness in explaining chronic poverty.  There is a need to debate what happens when control variable remoteness, in the form of Under-developed and Developed villages, is introduced in the analysis. Whether the factors, those are significantly influencing chronic poverty lose their relevance once remoteness is introduced or remoteness further intensifies the process or in both Under-developed as well as Developed villages the influence of the explanatory factor is the same? Table 4.8 also provides evidences for the effect of remoteness along with each of the factor, on the chronic poverty. It is worth noting that all the factors that are closely associated with chronic poverty are having significant interaction with remoteness, except literacy. If one terms this effect of remoteness as interaction, what is the relevance of interaction in explaining chronic poverty?


While examining the effect of higher health expenses on chronic poverty, it was observed that a household is 3.3 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not if it has lower health expenses than higher. When the control variable remoteness is introduced in this analysis, it is found that:

In Developed villages, higher allocations to health reduce the incidence of chronic poverty significantly more as compared to Under-developed.

Findings of remoteness on other correlates of chronic poverty are as follows: 

Households without irrigation compared to irrigated are 1.2 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not. But in Developed villages, unirrigated households are 2 times more likely to be chronic poverty as compared to Under-developed villages where irrigation is extremely low.

Higher animal assets rather than lower reduce chronic poverty by 1.4 times but the phenomenon in relatively Developed villages is significantly more pronounced compared to Under-developed villages.

Higher unpaid social debts rather than low increase the probability of a household to be chronic poor rather than not by only 3 times.  But higher debts in Under-developed villages increase the chances of being chronic poor 1.6 times more than in Developed villages. This is exceedingly constraining interaction between remoteness and access to credit. 

A chronic poor household is 2.4 times more likely to be migrant rather than not compared to non-chronic poor household. But chronic poverty in Under-developed villages increases the likelihood of inducing migration significantly more than in relatively developed villages.

Households with higher proportion of their illiterate members are 1.6 times more likely to be chronic poor rather than not compared to high literacy rate households. But literacy, in developed villages breaks the poverty trap significantly more than Under-Developed villages.

Higher consumption expenditure, large possessions of consumer items, larger agricultural income, higher Organisational membership rather than lower reduce chronic poverty Significantly. But these factors, irrespective of the remoteness of the location, influences chronic poverty in the same manner in the two groups of villages.

On the other hand, higher agricultural borrowings and higher size of family, rather than lower increases chronic poverty Significantly. But these factors, irrespective of the remoteness of the location, influences chronic poverty in the same manner in the two groups of villages.

It can be argued, based on above evidences, that chronic poor remains remote from policy makers rather than remoteness creates chronic poverty. Tentatively this remains our conclusion. But before accepting it, we need to understand how livelihood struggles, especially under failing agriculture, differs across developed and under-developed villages. Also relevant in establishing the implications of remoteness are the issues of governance, manifestation of social capital in development decision-making. Together, evidences from these processes shall enlighten us about the role the relative remoteness plays in determining chronic poverty.

4.3
Summing Up
About 6 out of 10 persons in the Central tribal belt are poor and over a fourth of poor are chronic poor. In developed villages both poverty and chronic poverty is relatively lower than Under-developed villages. Amongst the six states, Madhya Pradesh and Rajasthan has higher incidence of poverty as well as chronic poverty. Chronic poverty is a complex process where many socio-economic and political factors interact and influence the process. Our findings, not surprisingly, show that economic variables like assets, irrigation and agricultural growth reduce the incidence of chronic poverty but state’s effort to reduce it through its programmes either food security intervention, PRIs or other government schemes interventions do not necessarily reach the most needy, the chronic poor. Nevertheless, state sponsored programme for universal education has a positive influence in reducing chronic poverty; put other way, the best benefactor of education-for-all programme is non poor.  As state interventions have failed in influencing poverty as well as chronic poverty, the coping mechanism to fight these rests on individuals’ own efforts. The coping mechanism engenders a social process that brings multidimensionality to economic poverty. But the most disturbing fact of chronic poverty is the interaction of these explanatory factors with remoteness. Relative remoteness plays a significant intervening role in accentuating the play of forces that sets-up chronic poverty. The social process of borrowing-migration-repayment is controlled by access to credit market in the backdrop of remoteness. On the one hand, agricultural technology transfer is constrained by remoteness; the social process of coping with shocks is dominated by relative remoteness, on the other.


How does a stagnating agriculture and food insecurity in Under-developed villages manifest in a process that culminates in chronic poverty? How a shock, credit market failure and indebtedness result in a coping strategy that has social implications? Why decentralised governance is unable to reach the most needy and why the social networking is unable to influence political decision making at the grassroots level and hence chronic poverty? These important issues and unfolding processes relating to livelihood struggles, food security and coping the shocks, decentralisation and community participation, social capital and dissent shall help us understand how and why people are pushed in or pulled out of chronic poverty.  These processes are analysed, in detail, in subsequent chapters.

Appendix I: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Madhya Pradesh)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	9.8 (NS)
	18 (**)

	Animal Assets
	10.5 (*)
	13 (**)

	Consumer Items
	26.6 (***)
	0.15 (***)

	Land Value
	10.2 (NS)
	0.09 (*)

	Silver Rupees
	14.8 (**)
	0.07 (NS)

	Total Assets
	8.1 (NS)
	0.08 (NS)

	Labour Income
	6.0 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)

	Agri Income
	9.4 (NS)
	0.12 (**)

	Migration Income
	10.5 (*)
	-.12 (**)

	Total Income
	4.0 (NS)
	0.04 (NS)

	Service Income
	2.0 (NS)
	(NS)

	Other Income
	5.2 (NS)
	(NS)

	GCA
	8.0 (NS)
	(NS)

	GIA
	17.7 (***)
	0.0 (NS)

	Family Size
	43.2 (***)
	-0.3 (**)

	Dependency %
	(NS)
	0.11 (**)

	Literacy %
	10.6 (*)
	0.01 (NS)

	Outstanding Debt
	43.5 (***)
	-0.12 (**)

	Agricultural Credit
	14.4 (**)
	-.10 (*)

	Panchayat Benefits
	40 (NS)
	0 (NS)

	Migration Intensity
	10.5 (*)
	0.14 (***)

	Produce Last
	12.3 (NS)
	0.1 (*)

	Organisational Membership
	9.8 (NS)
	0.1 (NS)


Appendix II: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Chhattisgarh)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	39.2 (***)
	0.28 (**)

	Animal Assets
	22.1 (***)
	.13 (**)

	Consumer Items
	4.6 (NS)
	0.03 (NS)

	Land Value
	205.0(***)
	0.07 (NS)

	Silver Rupees
	18.2 (***)
	0.09 (*)

	Total Assets
	23.4 (***)
	0.06 (NS)

	Labour Income
	15.8 (**)
	-0.13 (***)

	Agri Income
	15.5 (**)
	-0.06 (NS)

	Migration Income
	3.7 (NS)
	(NS)

	Total Income
	8.5 (NS)
	-0.0 (**)

	Service Income
	5.2 (NS)
	.11 (NS)

	Other Income
	.3 (NS)
	(NS)

	GCA
	20.5 (***)
	.10 (**)

	GIA
	20.5 (***)
	0.14 (***)

	Family Size
	47.5 (***)
	-.26 (**)

	Dependency %
	9.2 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)

	Literacy %
	9.1 (NS)
	0 (NS)

	Outstanding Debt
	32.3 (***)
	0.2 (NS)

	Agricultural Credit
	(NS)
	(NS)

	Panchayat Benefits
	4.3 (NS)
	0 (NS)

	Migration Intensity
	3.7 (NS)
	0.0 (NS)

	Produce Last
	34.3 (***)
	12 (**)

	Organisational Membership
	6.2 (NS)
	.03 (NS)


Appendix III: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Orissa)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	40.9 (***)
	0.36 (**)

	Animal Assets
	2.8 (NS)
	-.03 (*)

	Consumer Items
	20.5 (***)
	0.11 (NS)

	Land Value
	2.2 (NS)
	-0.0 (NS)

	Silver Rupees
	16.7 (***)
	-0.02 (NS)

	Total Assets
	4.2 (NS)
	-0.02 (NS)

	Labour Income
	8.2 (NS)
	0.10 (NS)

	Agri Income
	9.6 (NS)
	0.14 (**)

	Migration Income
	7.7 (NS)
	(NS)

	Total Income
	14.0 (**)
	0.14 (**)

	Service Income
	1.9 (NS)
	(NS)

	Other Income
	0.3 (NS)
	(NS)

	GCA
	7.6 (NS)
	.12 (*)

	GIA
	12.8 (**)
	0.17 (**)

	Family Size
	3.1 (NS)
	-.07 (*)

	Dependency %
	4.3 (NS)
	(NS)

	Literacy %
	11.0 (*)
	0.11 (*)

	Outstanding Debt
	43.4 (***)
	0.05 (NS)

	Agricultural Credit
	24.6 (***)
	(NS)

	Panchayat Benefits
	18.8 (***)
	0.25 (***)

	Migration Intensity
	7.7 (NS)
	.02 (NS)

	Produce Last
	12.5 (NS)
	(NS)

	Organisational Membership
	21.3 (**)
	.01 (NS)


Appendix IV: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Jharkhand)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	70.9 (***)
	0.37 (**)

	Animal Assets
	20.1 (***)
	0.04 (*)

	Consumer Items
	5.3 (NS)
	-0.05 (NS)

	Land Value
	9.6 (NS)
	-0.07 (NS)

	Silver Rupees
	10.4 (*)
	-0.08 (NS)

	Total Assets
	8.1 (NS)
	0.05 (NS)

	Labour Income
	13.1 (**)
	0.10 (NS)

	Agri Income
	5.9 (NS)
	0.04 (NS)

	Migration Income
	8.1 (NS)
	(NS)

	Total Income
	12.7 (**)
	0.103 (**)

	Service Income
	12.3 (***)
	.18 (**)

	Other Income
	6.2 (*)
	0.0 (NS)

	GCA
	7.8 (NS)
	(NS)

	GIA
	13.1 (**)
	0 (NS)

	Family Size
	19.0 (**)
	-0.20 (**)

	Dependency %
	12.4 (**)
	(NS)

	Literacy %
	8.9 (NS)
	(NS)

	Outstanding Debt
	33.8 (***)
	0.03 (NS)

	Agricultural Credit
	4.5 (*)
	(NS)

	Panchayat Benefits
	7.2 (NS)
	0.10 (*)

	Migration Intensity
	9.0 (NS)
	0.01 (NS)

	Produce Last
	15.6 (*)
	-0.1 (NS)

	Organisational Membership
	7.1 (NS)
	0 (NS)


Appendix V: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Gujarat)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	9.0 (NS)
	0.05 (*)

	Animal Assets
	2.8 (NS)
	0.06 (*)

	Consumer Items
	9.0 (NS)
	0.16 (**)

	Land Value
	7.0 (NS)
	0.04 (NS)

	Silver Rupees
	6.5 (NS)
	0.11 (NS)

	Total Assets
	6.9 (NS)
	0.11 (NS)

	Labour Income
	5.3 (NS)
	0.06 (NS)

	Agri Income
	10.0 (NS)
	0.010 (NS)

	Migration Income
	20.0 (***)
	-0.24 (***)

	Total Income
	5.2 (NS)
	-0.01 (NS)

	Service Income
	1.1 (NS)
	(NS)

	Other Income
	4.8 (NS)
	(NS)

	GCA
	21.6 (***)
	.00 (NS)

	GIA
	(NS)
	(NS)

	Family Size
	52.0 (***)
	-.47 (*)

	Dependency %
	11.2 (**)
	(NS)

	Literacy %
	(NS)
	0.11 (*)

	Outstanding Debt
	15.5 (**)
	0.04 (NS)

	Agricultural Credit
	(NS)
	(NS)

	Panchayat Benefits
	6.1 (NS)
	-.23 (***)

	Migration Intensity
	20 (***)
	-.16 (**)

	Produce Last
	14.5 (*)
	.14 (**)

	Organisational Membership
	15.2 (**)
	.02 (NS)


Appendix VI: Correlates of Chronic Poverty (Rajasthan)

	
	χ2
	r

	Total Exp.
	10.4 (NS)
	0.120 (NS)

	Animal Assets
	3.3 (NS)
	0.04 (NS)

	Consumer Items
	2.6 (NS)
	0.13 (NS)

	Land Value
	5.8 (NS)
	0.21 (**)

	Silver Rupees
	8.7 (NS)
	0.08 (NS)

	Total Assets
	4.4 (NS)
	0.07 (NS)

	Labour Income
	3.0 (NS)
	0.03 (NS)

	Agri Income
	3.9 (NS)
	0.13 (NS)

	Migration Income
	8.3 (NS)
	-0.19 (*)

	Total Income
	0.8 (NS)
	0.02 (NS)

	Service Income
	1.8 (NS)
	(NS)

	Other Income
	1.7 (NS)
	(NS)

	GCA
	2.6 (NS)
	(NS)

	GIA
	(NS)
	0.21 (*)

	Family Size
	15.8 (**)
	-0.40 (*)

	Dependency %
	6.7 (NS)
	(NS)

	Literacy %
	59 (NS)
	(NS)

	Outstanding Debt
	11.1 (*)
	-0.2 (**)

	Agricultural Credit
	4.7 (*)
	.04 (*)

	Panchayat Benefits
	8.1 (NS)
	.25 (*)

	Migration Intensity
	8.3 (NS)
	0.26 (**)

	Produce Last
	14.1 (*)
	0.29 (***)
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