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Chapter 5

Measurement and Extent of Unemployment among 

Rural Sampled Households

The task of creating sufficient new jobs to overcome unemployment, underemployment and problems of low pay ranks is the primary challenge for economic and social policy in countries at all levels of development across the globe. For, employment problems are not predetermined outcomes of the working of uncontrollable forces such as globalization, intensified competition, and technical change. Rather, they are the results of social choice: commissions or omissions in economic and social policies and shortcomings in institutional arrangements. Policies and institutional arrangements at both the national and inter-national levels can and should be improved to reverse the drift towards a global employment crisis. This calls for a universal commitment to the goal of full employment and measures to promote a more equitable sharing of the costs and benefits of globalization among and within countries and institutional reforms to bring about a better coordination of economic and social policies. (ILO, 1995: v-vi). 

The Chapter is divided into three sections. Section I points out the conceptual and measurement problems regarding unemployment in India. Section II deals with demographic and socio-economic features of rural sample household. And, the extent of unemployment among rural households is measured in Section III.

5.1.1 Unemployment: Conceptual Problems

Unemployment refers to a situation in which all workers who are medically fit and physically capable of working and willing to work at market wage rate do not get employment. From the macro-perspective, unemployment captures the difference between the total labour force available and seeking work and the demand for labour during the reference period. From the micro-perspective, unemployment is a situation in which one has to be involuntarily without gainful work (i.e., productive and income yielding) during a specified period despite one’s efforts to seek work at market wage rate. The work is sought, under the prevailing remuneration and work conditions, through such available intermediary channels as employment exchanges, placement agencies, friends/relatives, and/or direct interaction between prospective employees and employers.

There are several sources of unemployment in a dynamic economy and, accordingly, different forms of unemployment. The turnover of the labour force, due to the presence of search costs associated with life-cycle employment changes, generates frictional (or turnover) unemployment. In other words, the frictional unemployment occurs in the normal process of job search for better vocational and/or location opportunities by individuals on quitting their jobs until the period they get alternate jobs. It represents the normal unemployment due to people switching/changing jobs. It is a temporary phenomenon that usually lasts only for a few weeks. 2 to 4 percent of labour force usually remained frictionally unemployed in developed countries (Ott, et al. 1975: 24). It is often ignored while estimating full employment equilibrium.

The changing output-mix of the economy requiring reallocation of labour force across sectors in the presence of search and mobility costs generates structural (or mismatch) unemployment. In other words, the structural unemployment occurs when there is a mismatch between the skill or location requirements of job vacancies and the present skills and location of unemployed individuals. It lasts over long periods and usually lead to family breakdown, mental illness, loss of health insurance, and erosion of job skills. This phenomenon is usually associated with less developed economies.

To ward off the adverse influence of temporary slumps on profitable incentive based long-term labour force attachments, contractual unemployment in the form of temporary layoffs of attached labour force follows. Cyclical unemployment is caused by lack of effective demand for goods and services during recession or depression. It is amenable to appropriate monetary and fiscal policies. These two phenomena are usually associated with economies of developed countries. Frictional, structural and contractual unemployment can all be associated with the dynamic equilibrium in the working of labour market. The natural rate of unemployment is the rate towards which the dynamic system is converging for a given underlying general equilibrium stochastic structure. It takes into account the actual structural characteristics of the labour and commodity markets, including market imperfections, search and mobility costs (Haltiwanger, : 610).  The cyclical unemployment is the difference between the actual and natural rates of unemployment (Gordon, 1993: 316).

Job search theory treats unemployment as a socially valuable, productive activity. Unemployed individuals invest in job search. The cost of their investment is the cost of the search itself plus the loss of wages that could be earned by accepting a job immediately. The payoff to their investment is the prospective earning of a higher wage for many months or years into the future.

5.1.2 Unemployment: Measurement Problems
In the western developed economies, unemployment is primarily a market-oriented concept (Brahmananda, 1983, p. 33). The state, in these economies, ensures the right to employment to their citizens. The involuntarily unemployed persons, therefore, are promptly reported and recorded to the appropriate state authorities so that they can seek compensation in the form of dole/unemployment allowance. The extent of unemployed persons in these economies is measured from the data recorded systematically by the employment exchanges and special labour market surveys. This is a result of the greater extent of urbanisation, the high educational levels and the more efficient system of data collection, transmission and communication in these economies. Even their agriculture, which provides employment only to a small proportion of the workforce, do not suffer from acute seasonal unemployment and disguised unemployment and available jobs are not predominantly part-time in nature. The labour market within each of these countries is characterised by the relatively high mobility of labour between regions and jobs, and the overhead costs of getting employment (in forms of getting information, transport, settlement, adjustment expenses, etc.) are very low compared to the income earned. One can, therefore, justify a market-based and market-biased analysis of employment/unemployment in these countries.

Apart from market perspective, unemployed persons are specified by social-cum-political institutions as those that do not fulfill the work norms in terms of work hours (8-12) per day and days per week (5-7) – the time criterion – or in terms of minimum specified income per hour/ per week/ per month – the income criterion. A partially employed person may be perceived as underemployed or disguisedly unemployed depending upon the perceiver’s perspective.

In India, by adopting the western notions of employment and unemployment, there are many serious difficulties in defining and measuring the extent of unemployment because of different conditions such as prevalence of less mobility of labour, underdeveloped wage system, low education levels, unpaid family labour, etc.. Hence, the distinction between various aspects of employment and unemployment has to be made in the context of a developing country like India (Chand, 1993, p. 84). In the Indian economy, free labour mobility between regions and occupations has been and, continues to be, restricted by the differences in living conditions, language, geography, socio-cultural acceptability and transfer of ownership rights, particularly land rights (Brahmananda, 1983, p. 34). The earning levels among workers are low as well as uncertain. They tend to earn from several sources of livelihood. As regards the wage-earners, there are often no contract jobs. The employment among them is characterised by frequent shifts from (i) out of the labour force to the labour force; (ii) self employment to wage/salary employment to casual employment; (iii) fractional work on daily basis to fractional work on a weekly or longer term basis; and (iv) work in rural areas to urban areas during lean seasons and vice-versa during busy seasons. Self-employed enterprises and persons form a high proportion of all enterprises and of the total workforce, particularly in agriculture. Such available employment does not yield adequate earnings and is insufficient in duration, more so, in agriculture where seasonal unemployment and disguised unemployment are more pronounced. Often, the self-employment merely conceals unemployment. 

In view of above mentioned complexities, a school of economists led by C. D. Long (1942, p.1) believes that it is impossible to define unemployment as a single magnitude - an absolute quantity of unused labour time. In fact, they argue that a multiple approach to measure unemployment in a developing country is an utmost necessity. Towards this end, a number of criteria has been put forward to measure unemployment and underemployment in India.

Operationally, unemployment should be measured in developing countries like India by using alternative criteria, namely, time criterion, productivity criterion, income criterion, and willingness criterion (Raj Krishna, 1973). In all these criteria, a comparison is made with a pre-fixed normative standard. For instance, according to time criterion, an unemployed person is gainfully employed for less number of hours or days than the hours or days institutionally specified for a fully employed person. As per productivity criterion, a person is disguisedly unemployed if his/her marginal productivity in the production system is zero. As per income criterion, a person is unemployed if he/she earns below some institutionally specified (say under minimum wage act) minimum income level. In terms of willingness criterion, a person is underemployed if he/she is willing to do extra work than is presently available. Naturally, these different concepts and criteria of identifying the unemployed, if applicable or applied, will certainly give different estimates of unemployment of an economy. These criteria, though useful in understanding unemployment and underemployment, have been questioned on various grounds of applicability in Indian conditions, particularly the last three criteria.

In India, National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO) employs time criterion to measure the extent of employment and unemployment. To get a relatively comprehensive perception of unemployment extent, it employs three alternative standards, namely, 

      A person is unemployed in terms of usual principal status (a measure of chronic unemployment) if he/she gets work for less than half the number of days of the reference year. This criterion does not throw any light on the earnings and underemployment of persons. 

      A person is unemployed in terms of current weekly status (a measure of under-employment) if he/she gets work for less than one hour on any one day of the reference week.

      A person is unemployed in terms of current daily status (or labour time disposition in the 27th round) if he/she gets work (gainful activity) for less than one hour during each day of the reference week.

Current daily status is a comprehensive measure of unemployment - it includes chronic unemployment as measured by usual principal status as well as under-employment as measured by current weekly status. The measures of current daily status as well as current weekly status are, however, sensitive to the specific time of survey in the year. This is particularly true in the case of rural areas where the nature of agricultural activities is season-specific. It is for this reason that all the three alternative measures of unemployment are used by the mainstream economists for analysing the unemployment situation in India.

Unemployment rate by itself is not a measure of the social distress caused by the loss of a job. For, each person who lacks a job and is looking for one is generally counted as “1.0 unemployed people”, whether the person is the head of a household responsible for feeding numerous dependents or a sixteen year-old looking for a ten-hour-per-week part-time job to provide pocket money (Gordon, 1993: 320). Anyone who has done any work at all for pay during the past week, whether part-time (even one hour per week), or full-time, or temporary work, is counted as employed (Gordon, 1993: 319). 

A worker is a person who perceives himself as a contributor to the process of value creation on full or part-time basis - a perception also corroborated by others - with or without receiving formal reward/payment for the services rendered. Workers put together represent workforce. A part of the workforce that is actively seeking wage/self-employment work is called unemployed workforce. The proportion of such defined unemployed workers in the workforce is henceforth called unemployment rate.

The two major sources of workforce/labour force statistics in India are the decennial Census of Population and the quinquennial surveys of the NSSO. The term “work” has been defined as “any productive work for which remuneration is paid and is market-oriented” in the Census of Population and as “economically meaningful activity” (that may not necessarily be market-oriented) in the NSSO. Obviously, the later concept includes general activities of women done within the sphere of household activities, such as, looking after livestock, fodder collection, foodgrain processing, etc. A “worker” is a person engaged in “work”. The workforce participation rates under the NSSO will, obviously, be higher than that under the Census of Population. A worker who works for a major part of the reference year is known as “main worker” and if he works for less than half a year he/she is known as “marginal worker” as per Census data. And, non-workers are divided into eight activity status categories. Two of these (a) " a person who has not been employed before but is seeking employment for the first time" and (b) " a person employed before but out of employment and seeking employment", together formed the unemployed. However the Census had adopted a very wide reference period (say one year) alongwith a rather lenient criterion of the quantum of work. Moreover, the term "seeking work" was not properly defined and the enumeration work is done essentially by honorary part-time workers. The Census data on unemployment, thus, appears to reflect only the chronically unemployed persons. Moreover, its lowest micro unit is the district. It is available by sex, broad age-groups rural-urban residence and educational attainment at the district level but not at block or village level. The data have obviously limited use for the study in hand. On the other hand, the NSSO' survey data, though exhaustive and scientific, do not percolate to the district level – the reliability of these estimates is, at most, at the State level. 

Another important data source of unemployment may be the employment exchange data. These are, however, located in urban centres only. Obviously, these estimates ignore rural unemployment and are, therefore, an understatement of reality. Other major drawbacks of this data are that (a) not all the unemployed may be registered with the employment exchanges because the registration is voluntary and (b) not all registered persons in employment exchanges at any time are unemployed because their employment status is never verified. Many of them tend to be (i) employed persons that seek better or more stable jobs, (ii) those that register at more than one employment exchange, and (iii) students. Thus, two cross-currents are simultaneously in operation, while one tends to jack up the estimates, the other depresses it. However, the 'live register' registrations, even if they do not measure chronic unemployment, suggest the demand for income and/or better jobs offered by established employers. In other words, it helps to bring about an expeditious matching between the job requirements of the registrants and the labour requirements of the established employers i.e. to minimize the extent of frictional unemployment. It is, however, useful as a measure of broad trends in the job market (Visaria, 1971, p. 213), especially among educated employed (Dholakia, 1977, p. 28). In view of the above noted strengths and weaknesses of the available secondary data sources, the present study decided to measure the extent of unemployment through the primary survey.

5.2
 Rural Sampled Households' Characteristics 

This section displays the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of sampled 434 households located in 30 villages of Ferozepur district of Punjab State. It is assumed that such a display will help to better comprehend the measure of extent of unemployment and suggest specific policy guidelines to remedy the situation. The village-cum-household distribution (Table 5.1) as per the distance of the village from the international border is as follows: zero-border villages up to 2 kilometers from the border (represented by 8 villages and 105 households); near-border villages from 2 to 6 kilometers from the border (represented by 7 villages and 91 households); border-vicinity villages up to 6 kilometers from the border (represented by 15 villages and 196 households); other-border villages from 6 to 16 kilometers from the border (represented by 10 villages and 150 households); non-border villages from beyond 16 kilometers from the border but within the Ferozepur  district (represented by 5 villages and 88 households); and overall (30 villages and 434 households).

5.2.1  Demographic Characteristics 

A population of 2,938 persons resided in 434 sampled households. Of them, 1,593 persons (54.2 percent) were males and the rest 1,345 (45.8 percent) females. The overall sex ratio (females per 1,000 males) worked out to be 844. It was the lowest (821) in other-border villages and the highest (900) in near-border villages. This implies that border nearness either encourages gender equality or encourages migration of male members to non-border regions. 

Similarly, the overall sex ratio was 860 for the adults (18-60 years of age), 905 for elders (60 years and above), and 909 for children (below 18 years of age). This suggests that female gender is favoured at and around birth and death. However, in the category of elders, the sex ratio was as high as 1,227 in the near-border villages and very low (500) in zero-border villages. This suggests that either elder male members in the zero-border villages run away from their households or they have very low longevity vis-à-vis their female counterparts. The age distribution of population points out that the adult members constituted the majority (51.3 percent), followed by the children (38.5 percent) and the elders (10.2 percent). This suggests that border has no adverse influence on the age structure of families residing in the border district. (Unless otherwise specified, family and household terms are used inter-changeably). The share of students in children population was between 60.6 percent and 70.1 percent across different types of villages. The average size of household was 6.8 persons; it was slightly higher in zero-border villages (7.1 persons) and lower (6.1 persons) in near-border villages (Table 5.1).

5.2. 2  Socio-Economic Attributes

For all villages, the share of yellow card holding households was 33.9 percent, with the maximum proportion (44.8 percent) in zero-border villages and minimum (23.9 percent) in non-border villages (Table 5.2). This suggests that poverty index is inversely related with the distance of the village location from the international border. Further, 23 households (5.3 percent) reported the emigration by some family members, with the lowest proportion (3.8 percent) in zero-border villages and the highest proportion (9.1 percent) in non-border villages. This indicates that emigration is positively related with the distance of the village location from the international border. Overall, about 2 percent of the population (57 persons) out-migrated. About half of the affected households (12 out of 23 households) reported the receipt of remittances. These households received Rs. 5,24,400 as remittances.

	Table 5.1: Distribution of rural sampled households from Ferozepur district by age, sex and border distance criteria



	              Family Traits
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Villages
	8
	7
	15
	10
	5
	30

	Households
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	Sex ratio
	842
	900
	867
	821
	837
	844

	Adults
	874
	838
	858
	892
	816
	860

	Elders
	500
	1227
	722
	1059
	1057
	905

	Children
	909
	922
	914
	680
	803
	808

	Persons per household
	7.1
	6.1
	6.6
	6.9
	6.9
	6.8

	Persons: total
	748
	553
	1301
	1029
	608
	2938

	Male members
	406
	291
	697
	565
	331
	1593

	Males share in household (percent)
	54.3
	52.6
	53.6
	54.9
	54.4
	54.2

	Female members
	342
	262
	604
	464
	277
	1345

	Females share in household (percent)
	45.7
	47.4
	46.4
	45.1
	45.6
	45.8

	Adult members (18 to 60 years)
	358
	283
	641
	541
	325
	1507

	Adults share in household (percent)
	47.9
	51.2
	49.3
	52.6
	53.5
	51.3

	Male adults
	191
	154
	345
	286
	179
	810

	Male adults share among households males (percent)
	53.4
	54.4
	53.8
	52.9
	55.1
	53.7

	Elder members (60 years & above)
	75
	49
	124
	105
	72
	301

	Elders share in family (percent)
	10.0
	8.9
	9.5
	10.2
	11.8
	10.2

	Male elders
	50
	22
	72
	51
	35
	158

	Male elders share among households males (percent)
	66.7
	44.9
	58.1
	48.6
	48.6
	52.5

	Children (below 18 years)
	315
	221
	536
	383
	211
	1130

	Children share in family (percent)
	42.1
	40.0
	41.2
	37.2
	34.7
	38.5

	Male children
	165
	115
	280
	228
	117
	625

	Male children share among households males (percent)
	52.4
	52.0
	52.2
	59.5
	55.5
	55.3

	Students
	
	196
	136
	332
	232
	148
	712

	Student share among households children ( percent)
	62.2
	61.5
	61.9
	60.6
	70.1
	63.0


Note: 
Depending on the distance from the international border, border villages have been classified into zero-border villages (up to 2 Km.), near-border villages (2-6 Km.), border-vicinity villages (up to 6 Km.), other-border villages (6-16 Km.) and non-border villages  (beyond 16 Km. but within the district).

The number of land-owning households was 276 (63.6 percent, Table 5.2). The weight of land-owning households was the highest (77.1 percent) in zero-border villages and the lowest (54.0 percent) in other-border villages suggesting that non-land related activities are inversely related with the location of the village from the international border. The average availability of land per land-owning households was 10.1 acres. It was the lowest in border-vicinity villages (8.6 acres) and the highest (12.3 acres) in other-border villages. The land per sampled household varies between 5.4 acres to 6.8 acres. Land-man ratio was 0.94 in overall sample. However, it was very low in zero-border and near-border villages and rises as the distance of the village location from the international border increases. This suggests that nearness to border adversely influences not only the location disadvantage to these families but poor land resource base as well.

Table 5.2: Salient features of rural sampled households from Ferozepur district by border distance criteria  

	     Salient Features
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Villages
	8
	7
	15
	10
	5
	30

	Households : total
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	Yellow card hold households
	47
	32
	79
	47
	21
	147

	Share of yellow card holder households (percent)
	44.8
	35.2
	40.3
	31.3
	23.9
	33.9

	Family Member Emigration
	
	
	
	

	Effected households (number)
	4
	4
	8
	7
	8
	23

	Share of emigrant households 

(percent)
	3.8
	4.4
	4.1
	4.7
	9.1
	5.3

	Persons: total
	12
	5
	17
	13
	27
	57

	Remittance receiving households
	2
	2
	4
	5
	3
	12

	Remittances: total (Rs.)
	80000
	80000
	160000
	284400
	80000
	524400

	Debited Households
	48
	40
	88
	54
	29
	171

	 percent share in total households
	45.7
	44.0
	44.9
	36.0
	33.0
	39.4

	Debt: total (Rs.)
	5882000
	3956000
	9838000
	3441700
	2293000
	15572700

	Debt per debited household (Rs.)
	122542
	98900
	111795
	63735
	79069
	91068

	Debt per household (Rs.)
	56019
	43473
	50194
	22945
	26057
	35882

	Income per household (Rs.)
	107208
	97901
	102657
	147525
	131153
	122446

	Debt as  percent of household income
	52.3
	44.4
	48.9
	15.7
	19.9
	29.3

	Per capita income = per household 

income/average household size (Rs.)
	15100
	16049
	15554
	21380
	19008
	18007

	Land-owning households
	81
	57
	138
	81
	57
	276

	 percent share in total household
	77
	62.6
	70.4
	54.0
	64.8
	63.6

	Land: total (acres)
	687
	494
	1181
	993
	602
	2777

	Land per land-owning 

household (acres)
	8.5
	8.7
	8.6
	12.3
	10.6
	10.1

	Land per household (acres)
	6.5
	4.7
	6.0
	7.3
	6.8
	6.4

	Land man ratio (acres)
	0.11
	0.10
	0.11
	0.97
	0.99
	0.94


In the overall sample, 171 households (39.4 percent) reported the prevalence of debt. The proportion of debited households was the highest (45.7 percent) in zero-border villages and the lowest (33.0 percent) in non-border villages. The total debt reported was Rs.155.73 lakh against the 171 indebted households, i.e. Rs.91,068 per indebted household. It was, as expected, the highest (Rs.1,22,542) in zero-border villages and the lowest (Rs.63,735) in other-border villages. The debt per sampled household was Rs.35,882. The overall income per household was estimated to be Rs.1,22,446. It was the highest (Rs. 1,47,525), as expected, in other-border villages. The per capita income stood at Rs.18,007. It was the highest on expected lines in other-border villages (i.e. Rs. 21,380) and the lowest in zero-border villages (Rs.15,100).  Per household debt-income ratio was 29.3 for all village households - the highest level (52.3) being in zero-border village households and the lowest level (15.7 percent) being in other-border village households (Table 5.2).

The social, political and religion-wise distribution of sampled households alongwith household type and living conditions have been depicted in Table 5.3. As expected in a Sikh dominated State, an overwhelming proportion of households belonged to the Sikh religion (78.6 percent), followed by the Hindus (16.4 percent) and the Christians (3.9 percent) in the case of all villages. So far as the social participation was concerned, 383 households (88.2 percent) have reported active participation in social and religious functions. Only 5 households (1.2 percent) reported participation in community life by heading the social, religious, sports and cultural organisations. And, as many as, 45 households (10.4 percent) reportedly participation in community development programmes. They were involved in such community related activities as the collection of donations for school buildings, religious places, common land leveling activities, etc. 

Households' political participation measured by different yardsticks indicates that as many as 369 households (85.0 percent) were found to be politically inactive. Another 41 households (9.4 percent) either hold or held a political office, 4 households (0.9 percent) organised the visits of political leaders in their villages, 5 households (1.2 percent) claimed to be active workers of political parties, and 11 households (2.5 percent) were found to be holding political ambitions. The indifference of nine out of every ten households towards political activity going around them is a serious matter to ponder by those who advocate democracy to be the best bet for social development.

The types of dwelling units were as follow: pucca houses, 229 households (52.8 percent), semi-pucca houses, 94 households (21.7 percent) and katcha houses, 111 households (25.6 percent)[Table 5.3]. The proportion of katcha houses decreases progressively as one moves from zero-border villages (41.9 percent) to non-border villages (4.5 percent). Further, 299 households (68.9 percent) availed of bathroom facilities, 196 households (45.2 percent) were having kitchen, and 93 households (21.4 percent) were having living and drawing-rooms facilities. Further, as one move from border-vicinity villages to non-border villages, these facilities that reflect of higher standard of living, have also tended to move up considerably. 

The family settlement patterns indicate that about half the households (49.5 percent) enjoyed joint family structures and the other half (50.5 percent) has nuclear family structures (Table 5.4). On the basis of occupation, the share of various households was as follows: agriculture households (53.9 percent), wage-worker households (38.9 percent), artisan households (0.7 percent), dairy households (0.5 percent), shop households (3.5 percent), service households (2.3 percent), and priest households (0.7 percent). The proportion of agriculture households was the highest in zero-border villages (61.9 percent) and the lowest in near-border villages (40.7 percent, Table 5.4).

Table 5.3: Distribution of rural sampled households according to religion, poverty, social & political participation, house type and living facilities.

	            Salient features
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Number of households
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	a) Religion Distribution

	I
	Sikh households
	86
	81
	167
	93
	81
	341

	
	
	81.9
	89.0
	85.2
	62.0
	92.0
	78.6

	II
	Hindu households
	16
	4
	20
	45
	6
	71

	
	
	15.2
	4.4
	10.2
	30.0
	6.8
	16.4

	III
	Christian households
	3
	5
	8
	8
	1
	17

	
	
	2.9
	5.5
	4.1
	5.3
	1.1
	3.9

	b) Social Participation

	I
	Head of social, religious, sports, and/or cultural organisations  
	4
	0
	4
	0
	1
	5

	
	
	3.8
	0.0
	2.0
	0.0
	1.1
	1.2

	II
	Collection of donations for school buildings, Gurdwara, roads, common land leveling (Toaba filling), etc and their management
	11
	7
	18
	17
	10
	45

	
	
	10.5
	7.7
	9.2
	11.3
	11.4
	10.4

	III
	Active participation in social (death, marriage, etc.) & religious functions
	90
	84
	174
	132
	77
	383

	
	
	85.7
	92.3
	88.8
	88.0
	87.5
	88.2

	c) Political Participation

	I
	Hold/held a political Office
	8
	8
	16
	17
	8
	41

	
	
	7.6
	8.8
	8.2
	11.3
	9.1
	9.4

	II
	Organises visits of Political leaders
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	4

	
	
	1.0
	1.1
	1.0
	0.7
	1.1
	0.9

	III 
	Active worker (registered member) of a political group
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	5

	
	
	0.0
	1.1
	0.5
	0.7
	3.4
	1.2

	IV
	Hold political ambitions
	4
	2
	6
	5
	0
	11

	
	
	3.8
	2.2
	3.1
	3.3
	0.0
	2.5

	V
	Politically inactive households
	91
	77
	168
	125
	76
	369

	
	
	86.7
	84.6
	85.7
	83.3
	86.4
	85.0

	VI 
	Others
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	3

	
	
	1.0
	2.2
	1.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.7

	d) Type of House
	

	I
	Katcha house households
	44
	31
	75
	32
	4
	111

	
	
	41.9
	34.1
	38.3
	21.3
	4.5
	25.6

	II 
	Semi-pucca house households
	27
	15
	42
	38
	14
	94

	
	
	25.7
	16.5
	21.4
	25.3
	15.9
	21.7

	III
	Pucca house households
	34
	45
	79
	80
	70
	229

	
	
	32.4
	49.5
	40.3
	53.3
	79.5
	52.8

	e) Living Facilities

	I
	Living/drawing facility households
	15
	16
	31
	39
	23
	93

	
	
	14.3
	17.6
	15.8
	26.0
	26.1
	21.4

	II
	Kitchen facility households
	39
	33
	72
	68
	56
	196

	
	
	37.1
	36.3
	36.7
	45.3
	63.6
	45.2

	III 
	Bath room facility households
	67
	55
	122
	103
	74
	299

	
	
	63.8
	60.4
	62.2
	68.7
	84.1
	68.9


	Table 5.4: 
Social and primary occupational classification of sampled households by border distance criteria




	Social/Primary Occupation  Traits
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	a) Number of households
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	1.
	Joint households
	45
	36
	81
	85
	49
	215

	Joint family households’ 

share ( percent)
	42.9
	39.6
	41.3
	56.7
	55.7
	49.5

	2.
	Nuclear family households
	60
	55
	115
	65
	39
	219

	Nuclear households’ share

 (percent)
	57.1
	60.4
	58.7
	43.3
	44.3
	50.5

	b) Primary Occupational Classification of Households
	

	(i) Agriculture households
	65
	37
	102
	83
	49
	234

	Agriculture households' share 

(percent)
	61.9
	40.7
	52.0
	55.3
	55.7
	53.9

	(ii) Wage worker households
	34
	47
	81
	59
	27
	167

	Wage worker households' share 

(percent)
	32.4
	51.6
	41.3
	39.3
	30.7
	38.5

	(iii) Artisan (wage worker) households
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0
	3

	Artisan households’ share 

(percent)
	1.0
	1.1
	1.0
	0.7
	0.0
	0.7

	(iv) Dairy households
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2

	Dairy households’ share (percent)
	0.0
	1.1
	0.5
	0.0
	1.1
	0.5

	(v) Shop households*
	4
	3
	7
	2
	6
	15

	Shop households’ share (percent)
	3.8
	3.3
	3.6
	1.3
	6.8
	3.5

	(vi) Service households
	1
	0
	1
	4
	5
	10

	Service households’ share (percent)
	1.0
	0.0
	0.5
	2.7
	5.7
	2.3

	(vii) Faqir/Priest households
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	3

	Faqir/Priest households’ share 

(percent)
	0.0
	2.2
	1.0
	0.7
	0.0
	0.7


Households' possession of consumer durables is given in Table 5.5. The preponderance of households owing the variety of consumer durables display the following pattern: jeep/car (7.1 percent), scooter/motor cycle (27.6 percent), bicycle (83.2 percent), fans (90.8 percent), desert cooler (17.5 percent), television black & white (44.2 percent), television coloured (14.3 percent), fridge (29.3 percent), generator set (7.4 percent) and telephone (16.1 percent). This suggests that market forces have succeeded in invading even remote rural border villages.

Table 5.5: Sampled households and availability of consumer durables by border distance criteria
	     Salient Features
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Households: total 
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	i)
	Jeep/car (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	4
	6
	10
	15
	6
	31

	
	
	3.8
	6.6
	5.1
	10.0
	6.8
	7.1

	ii)
	Scooter/motor cycle (Nos)

Percentage of households
	25
	28
	53
	40
	27
	120

	
	
	23.8
	30.8
	27.0
	26.7
	30.7
	27.6

	iii)
	Bicycle (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	83
	89
	172
	117
	72
	361

	
	
	79.0
	97.8
	87.8
	78.0
	81.8
	83.2

	iv)
	Fans(Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	95
	95
	190
	124
	80
	394

	
	
	90.5
	104.4
	96.9
	82.7
	90.9
	90.8

	v)
	Desert cooler (Nos) 

Percentage of households
	11
	18
	29
	29
	18
	76

	
	
	10.5
	19.8
	14.8
	19.3
	20.5
	17.5

	vi)
	T.V. (b/w) (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	39
	45
	84
	63
	45
	192

	
	
	37.1
	49.5
	42.9
	42.0
	51.1
	44.2

	vii)
	T.V. (c) (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	14
	11
	25
	22
	15
	62

	
	
	13.3
	12.1
	12.8
	14.7
	17.0
	14.3

	viii)
	Fridge (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	22
	26
	48
	44
	35
	127

	
	
	21.0
	28.6
	24.5
	29.3
	39.8
	29.3

	ix)
	Generator  (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	8
	9
	17
	12
	3
	32

	
	
	7.6
	9.9
	8.7
	8.0
	3.4
	7.4

	x)
	Telephone (Nos.) 

Percentage of households
	15
	16
	31
	24
	15
	70

	
	
	14.3
	17.6
	15.8
	16.0
	17.0
	16.1


Note : (Nos.) mean  number of households having these consumer durables.
5.2.3  Demographic and Socio-Economic Features of Workers

The age-cum-education distribution of workers of sampled households is given vide Table 5.6. Out of 1,749 workforce population, about half (906, 51.8 percent) were illiterate, about one-third were literate but had education below matric (528, 30.2 percent), about one-sixth had education matric and above (305, 17.4 percent), and a negligible number had professional qualifications (8, 0.5 percent). The age profile of workers shows that 60.1 percent of the total workers were between age-group of 23-58 years.  Amazingly, even among the younger age-group (up to 18 years) 34.1 percent of workers were illiterate, i.e. they did not join any school. The proportion of illiterates first declines and then rises with the increase of age-group, e.g. 34.1 percent of up to 18 years, 28.7 percent of 18-22 years, 52.5 percent of 23-58 years and 84.3 percent of 59-70 years, and 85.7 percent of 71 years and above. Even among the literate, in younger age-group (up to 18 years) as many as 47.6 percent of the workforce was below matric, 17.1 percent of matric and above education level and 1.2 percent possessed professional qualifications. This is a poor reflection, to say the least, on the social sector dimension of affairs in the development strategy of the lead State of the country.

	Table 5.6:  Distribution of workers of rural sampled households by age-cum-educational status 



	    Education Level
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	All workers
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	
	4.7
	19.9
	60.1
	11.7
	3.6
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	
	Illiterate
	28
	100
	552
	172
	54
	906

	
	
	34.1
	28.7
	52.5
	84.3
	85.7
	51.8

	
	Below matric
	39
	127
	325
	28
	9
	528

	
	
	47.6
	36.5
	30.9
	13.7
	14.3
	30.2

	
	Matric & above
	14
	117
	170
	4
	0
	305

	
	
	17.1
	33.6
	16.2
	2.0
	0.0
	17.4

	
	Professional
	1
	3
	4
	0
	0
	8

	
	
	1.2
	0.9
	0.4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.5

	Male workers
	52
	195
	563
	109
	38
	957

	
	5.4
	20.4
	58.8
	11.4
	4.0
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	
	Illiterate
	19
	48
	238
	83
	30
	418

	
	
	36.5
	24.6
	42.3
	76.1
	78.9
	43.7

	
	Below matric
	24
	66
	196
	23
	8
	317

	
	
	46.2
	33.8
	34.8
	21.1
	21.1
	33.1

	
	Matric & above
	8
	78
	126
	3
	0
	215

	
	
	15.4
	40.0
	22.4
	2.8
	0.0
	22.5

	
	Professional
	1
	3
	3
	0
	0
	7

	
	
	1.9
	1.5
	0.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.7

	Female workers
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	
	3.8
	19.2
	61.8
	12.0
	3.2
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	
	Illiterate
	9
	52
	314
	89
	24
	488

	
	
	30.0
	34.2
	64.3
	93.7
	96.0
	61.8

	
	Below matric
	15
	61
	129
	5
	1
	211

	
	
	50.0
	40.1
	26.4
	5.3
	4.0
	26.7

	
	Matric & above
	6
	39
	44
	1
	0
	90

	
	
	20.0
	25.7
	9.0
	1.1
	0.0
	11.4

	
	Professional
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1


The literacy levels of workers are sensitive to gender. Illiteracy level was higher, as expected, among female workers (61.8 percent) compared to male workers (43.7 percent). The share of matric and above level of education was 33.1 percent in the case of males and only 11.4 percent in the case of females. In younger age-group, in the case of females, none was having professional education. On the whole, Table 5.6 depicts a very deplorable state of human capital formation among the workers in rural Ferozepur district.
Table 5.7 demonstrates the age-wise marital status situation of the workforce. Among the workforce, 73.8 percent were married, 4.3 percent either widowed or divorced/separated and 21.8 percent unmarried. The marital status is also gender sensitive. While amongst the males (68.9 percent) were married, this proportion was higher in the case of females (79.6 percent). This was due to preponderance of marriage at an early stage in the case of females than in the case of males. This is revealed by the weight of unmarried males in the workforce was much higher (26.8 percent) compared to that of females (15.8 percent). Despite the law prohibiting marriage below 18 years of age for girls and 21 years for boys, 3.8 percent of males and 3.3 percent of females were married in the age-group of up to 18 years.  Notwithstanding this aberration, 88.5 percent of males and 95.7 percent of females amongst the workers were married and belonged to the age-group of 23-58 years.

Table 5.7 : Distribution of workers of rural sampled households by age- and sex-wise marital status relationship
	Education Level
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	a) All workers
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	
	4.7
	19.9
	60.1
	11.7
	3.6
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Married
	3
	104
	966
	175
	42
	1290

	
	3.7
	29.9
	91.8
	85.8
	66.7
	73.8

	Unmarried
	79
	243
	58
	2
	0
	382

	
	96.3
	69.8
	5.5
	1.0
	0.0
	21.8

	Widowed
	0
	1
	24
	27
	21
	73

	
	0.0
	0.3
	2.3
	13.2
	33.3
	4.2

	Divorced/separated
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1

	b) Male workers
	52
	196
	564
	109
	38
	959

	
	5.4
	20.4
	58.8
	11.4
	4.0
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Married
	2
	40
	499
	95
	25
	661

	
	3.8
	20.4
	88.5
	87.2
	65.8
	68.9

	Unmarried
	50
	156
	50
	1
	0
	257

	
	96.2
	79.6
	8.9
	0.9
	0.0
	26.8

	Widowed
	0
	0
	13
	13
	13
	39

	
	0.0
	0.0
	2.3
	11.9
	34.2
	4.1

	c) Female workers
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	
	3.8
	19.2
	61.8
	12.0
	3.2
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Married
	1
	64
	467
	80
	17
	629

	
	3.3
	42.1
	95.7
	84.2
	68.0
	79.6

	Unmarried
	29
	87
	89
	1
	0
	125

	
	96.7
	57.2
	1.6
	1.1
	0.0
	15.8

	Widowed
	0
	1
	11
	14
	8
	34

	
	0.0
	0.7
	2.3
	14.7
	8
	34

	Divorced/separated
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0


5.2.4  Employment/Unemployment Status of Workers

Table 5.8 shows the age-specific employment status of sampled households according to three different levels of employment durations, i.e. on seven days work basis, on thirty days work basis and on ninety days work basis. Under each work basis, time disposition pattern has also been examined. In terms of seven work days criteria, 182 persons (10.4 percent) did not work even for single day of the reference week; 67 persons (3.8 percent) worked for up to 3 days, and 1,500 persons (85.8 percent) worked for 4 days and above. In terms of this criterion, about two-thirds of the workforce (1,126 persons, 64.4 percent) was fully employed on each of the seven week days. This proportion is gender sensitive. While 77.3 percent of females worked during whole of the week compared to 53.7 percent of the males. In contrast, 7.7 percent of females and 12.6 percent of males did not work even for a single day during the reference week. Put together, thus, while one-tenth of the workforce (10.4 percent) remained fully unemployed during the week, whereas two-thirds were fully employed (64.4 percent) during the week.

The degree of full employment is, however, sensitive to the age profile of the workforce. While the maximum proportion (54.0 percent) of the segment representing the highest age ladder (71 years and above) was fully unemployed, the reverse was true (3.3 percent) in the work profile age-group of 23-58 years. The vice-versa happens when full-employment aspect is taken note of. In other words, there exists an inverse relation between the age of the worker and the availability of work (refer row iv, Table 5.8). 

Between the zero work days and all seven work days scenario, there exist two other categories that represent a situation of partial/under-employment. While those who work 'up to three days during the week' can be termed as semi-employed, those who work for '4 days and above' represent a situation towards full-employment. The same type of categorisation can be extended to that of thirty days work criterion and ninety day work criterion. 

The perusal of Table 5.8 further shows that as the criterion is changed from thirty day duration basis to ninety days duration basis, those who fail to get work even for one day their proportion increases from 12.3 percent (216 persons) to 13.4 percent (234 persons). In contrast, those who got the work for all the days, their number fell from 306 persons (17.5 percent) to 94 persons (5.4 percent). Similarly, those who got work for more than half the duration of the criterion their proportion fell from 82.6 percent (1444 persons) to 79.2 percent (1385 persons). But those who got work for less than half the duration of the criterion, their proportion rose from 5.1 percent (89 persons) to 7.4 percent (130 persons). In other words, as we move from shorter duration to longer duration criterion, the proportion of those who were unemployed or partially employed increases. And those who were fully employed or tended to move towards full employment decreases.

The sensitivity pattern observed in the case of first criterion in respect of age profile behaviour as well as gender behaviour gets replicated in the case of other two criteria of employment measurement. For instance, upper age-group encountered maximum unemployment scenario while the workers belonging to younger age-group enjoyed near full employment scenario. 

	Table 5.8: Age and sex specific employment status of workers of rural sampled households

	

	Employment Status
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years

& above
	Total

	a) All workers
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	
	4.7
	19.9
	60.1
	11.7
	3.6
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Employment Status: Seven Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i)  Zero work days
	10
	48
	35
	55
	34
	182

	
	12.2
	13.8
	3.3
	27.0
	54.0
	10.4

	ii) Up to 3 days
	3
	13
	44
	6
	1
	67

	
	3.7
	3.7
	4.2
	2.9
	1.6
	3.8

	iii) 4 days & above*
	69
	287
	973
	143
	28
	1500

	
	84.1
	82.5
	92.5
	70.1
	44.4
	85.8

	iv) All Seven Days
	63
	237
	725
	83
	18
	1126

	
	76.8
	68.1
	68.9
	40.7
	28.6
	64.4

	Employment Status: Thirty Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	11
	59
	56
	56
	34
	216

	
	13.4
	17.0
	5.3
	27.5
	54.0
	12.3

	ii) Up to 14 days
	5
	18
	51
	11
	4
	89

	
	6.1
	5.2
	4.8
	5.4
	6.3
	5.1

	iii) 15 days & above**
	66
	271
	945
	137
	25
	1444

	
	80.5
	77.9
	89.8
	67.2
	39.7
	82.6

	iv) All Thirty Days
	27
	61
	203
	15
	0
	306

	
	32.9
	17.5
	19.3
	7.4
	0.0
	17.5

	Employment Status: Ninety Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	14
	62
	68
	56
	34
	234

	
	17.1
	17.8
	6.5
	27.5
	54.0
	13.4

	ii) Up to 44 days
	11
	22
	73
	20
	4
	130

	
	13.4
	6.3
	6.9
	9.8
	6.3
	7.4

	iii) 45 days & above***
	57
	264
	911
	128
	25
	1385

	
	69.5
	75.9
	86.6
	62.7
	39.7
	79.2

	iv) All Ninety Days
	8
	24
	56
	6
	0
	94

	
	9.8
	6.9
	5.3
	2.9
	0.0
	5.4

	b) Male workers
	52
	196
	564
	109
	38
	959

	
	5.4
	20.4
	58.8
	11.4
	4.0
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Employment Status: Seven Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	9
	34
	22
	34
	22
	121

	
	17.3
	17.3
	3.9
	31.2
	57.9
	12.6

	ii) Up to 3 days
	3
	13
	40
	4
	1
	61

	
	5.8
	6.6
	7.1
	3.7
	2.6
	6.4

	iii) 4 days & above*
	40
	149
	502
	71
	15
	777

	
	76.9
	76.0
	89.0
	65.1
	39.5
	81.0

	iv) All Seven Days
	36
	111
	320
	38
	10
	515

	
	69.2
	56.6
	56.7
	34.9
	26.3
	53.7


Table 5.8 continue...

Table 5.8 continue...

	Employment Status
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years

& above
	Total

	Employment Status: Thirty Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	10
	37
	27
	32
	22
	128

	
	19.2
	18.9
	4.8
	29.4
	57.9
	13.3

	ii) Up to 14 days
	5
	15
	49
	10
	2
	81

	
	9.6
	7.7
	8.7
	9.2
	5.3
	8.4

	iii) 15 days & above**
	37
	144
	488
	67
	14
	750

	
	71.2
	73.5
	86.5
	61.5
	36.8
	78.2

	iv) All Thirty Days
	12
	24
	50
	6
	0
	92

	
	23.1
	12.2
	8.9
	5.5
	0.0
	9.6

	Employment Status: Ninety Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	12
	39
	31
	32
	22
	136

	
	23.1
	19.9
	5.5
	29.4
	57.9
	14.2

	ii) Up to 44 days
	8
	17
	62
	16
	2
	105

	
	15.4
	8.7
	11.0
	14.7
	5.3
	10.9

	iii) 45 days & above***
	32
	140
	471
	61
	14
	718

	
	61.5
	71.4
	83.5
	56.0
	36.8
	74.9

	iv) All Ninety Days
	6
	16
	14
	3
	0
	39

	
	11.5
	8.2
	2.5
	2.8
	0.0
	4.1

	Female workers
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	
	3.8
	19.2
	61.8
	12.0
	3.2
	100.0

	
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Employment Status: Seven Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	1
	14
	13
	21
	12
	61

	
	3.3
	9.2
	2.7
	22.1
	48.0
	7.7

	ii)Up to 3 days
	0
	0
	4
	2
	0
	6

	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.8
	2.1
	0.0
	0.8

	iii) 4 days & above*
	29
	138
	471
	72
	13
	723

	
	96.7
	90.8
	96.5
	75.8
	52.0
	91.5

	iv) All Seven Days
	27
	126
	405
	45
	8
	611

	
	90.0
	82.9
	83.0
	47.4
	32.0
	77.3

	Employment Status: Thirty Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	1
	22
	29
	24
	12
	88

	
	3.3
	14.5
	5.9
	25.3
	48.0
	11.1

	ii) Up to 14 days
	0
	3
	2
	1
	2
	8

	
	0.0
	2.0
	0.4
	1.1
	8.0
	1.0

	iii) 15 days & above**
	29
	127
	457
	70
	11
	694

	
	96.7
	83.6
	93.6
	73.7
	44.0
	87.8

	iv) All Thirty Days
	15
	37
	153
	9
	0
	214

	
	50.0
	24.3
	31.4
	9.5
	0.0
	27.1

	Employment Status: Ninety Days Basis
	
	
	
	

	i) Zero work days
	2
	23
	37
	24
	12
	98

	
	6.7
	15.1
	7.6
	25.3
	48.0
	12.4

	ii) Up to 44 days
	3
	5
	11
	4
	2
	25

	
	10.0
	3.3
	2.3
	4.2
	8.0
	3.2

	iii) 45 days & above***
	25
	124
	440
	67
	11
	667

	
	83.3
	81.6
	90.2
	70.5
	44.0
	84.4

	iv)  All Ninety Days
	2
	8
	42
	3
	0
	55

	
	6.7
	5.3
	8.6
	3.2
	0.0
	7.0


Note:     *  This includes the persons who worked all the seven days.



** This includes the persons who worked all the thirty days.


    *** This includes the persons who worked all the ninety days.
5.2.5  Employment Seeking Behaviour
Even in a situation where community support usually allows persons to enjoy life without work, when a person is compelled to seek work it is an index of extreme situation where even community feels your existence without work is non-acceptable. In other words, employment seeking is the most-pronounced manifestation of ones' non-affordability of a situation of unemployment. Of the total workforce (1749 workers), 85.4 percent (1494 persons) were fully accepted by the community and did not made any apparent effort to seek work (Table 5.9). However, about one-seventh (14.6 percent, 255 persons) were compelled by their circumstances and made active efforts of varying degree to seek and secure gainful work. While three-fourth of them (73.3 percent, 187 persons) reported daily in the informal labour market/Chowk, others (26.7 percent, 68 persons) tried a number of alternative measures to seek employment.

	Table 5.9: Age-cum-employment seeking behaviour of workers among rural sampled households

	Working Seeking Preference
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	a) All workers
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	
	4.7
	19.9
	60.2
	11.7
	3.6
	100.0

	i) Not seeking work (1)*
	71
	274
	898
	190
	61
	1494

	
	86.6
	78.7
	85.4
	93.1
	96.8
	85.4

	ii) Actively seeking work (2)
	11
	74
	154
	14
	2
	255

	
	13.4
	21.3
	14.6
	6.9
	3.2
	14.6

	                                                          2
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4

	                                                          3
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	4

	                                                          4
	0
	7
	15
	0
	1
	23

	                                                          5
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	5

	                                                          6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	                                                          7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	                                                          8
	2
	16
	8
	0
	0
	26

	                                                          9
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Labour market: daily attendance (10)
	9
	43
	120
	14
	1
	187

	                                                         11
	0
	2
	3
	0
	0
	5

	b) Male workers
	52
	196
	564
	109
	38
	959

	
	5.4
	20.5
	58.9
	11.4
	4.0
	100.0

	i)  Not  seeking work (1) *
	43
	134
	432
	95
	36
	740

	
	82.7
	68.4
	76.6
	87.2
	94.7
	77.2

	ii) Actively seeking work (2)
	9
	62
	132
	14
	2
	219

	
	17.3
	31.6
	23.4
	12.8
	5.3
	22.8

	2
	
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	3
	
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	3

	4
	
	0
	3
	12
	0
	1
	16

	5
	
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	5

	6
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8
	
	1
	13
	6
	0
	0
	20

	9
	
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	10
	
	8
	38
	109
	14
	1
	170

	11
	
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2
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Table 5.9 continue...
	Working Seeking Preference
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	c) Female workers
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	
	3.8
	19.2
	61.8
	12.0
	3.2
	100.0

	i) Not seeking work (1) *
	28
	140
	466
	95
	25
	754

	
	93.3
	92.1
	95.5
	100.0
	100.0
	95.4

	ii) Actively seeking work (2)
	2
	12
	22
	0
	0
	36

	
	6.7
	7.9
	4.5
	0.0
	0.0
	4.6

	2
	
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	3
	
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	4
	
	0
	4
	3
	0
	0
	7

	5
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	6
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8
	
	1
	3
	2
	0
	0
	6

	9
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	10
	
	1
	5
	11
	0
	0
	17

	11
	
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	3


Note: *It includes those unemployed persons who were not actively seeking employment during the reference period.

Note:   Not seeking work (Code 1), Seeking Work (Code 2-10), Seeking Work in the Organised sector (Codes 2 to 9), and Seeking work in non-organised sector (Code 10). Those seeking work in the non-organised sector mark their attendance, on daily basis, in the informal labour market/Chowk. Those that seek job in the organised sector either are registered with employment exchanges/placement agencies, appearing/appeared in tests/interviews or are waiting for a period extending up to three or more months.
The employment seeking behaviour is sensitive to gender as well as age-profile of the unemployed person. For instance, while 85.9 percent of the unemployed male workforce (219) actively sought work, only 14.1 percent unemployed females (36) actively sought work. Similarly, the maximum numbers who marked their attendance daily in labour market belonged to the age-group of 23-58 years (120 out of 181). The same holds true both for male employment seekers and female employment seekers. The age-group profile proportion of persons seeking work displays no clear cut pattern. It shows an upward swing up to the age of 22 and a systematic fall thereafter. For instance, it rises from 13.4 percent for the age-group up to 18 years to 21.3 percent for the age-group of 18-22 years, and thereafter registers declining trend from  14.6 percent (for the age-group 23-58 years) to  6.9 percent (for the age-group 59-70 years), and 3.2 percent (for the age-group 71 years and above). 

The employment seeking options are further diagnosed in terms of organised and non-organised sectors (Table 5.10). Out of 255 persons, almost three-fourths (73.3 percent, 187 persons) opted for employment in the non-organised sector, probably because openings in the organised sector were available only to the few qualified chosen (26.7 percent, 68 persons). While the dominant proportion (77.6 percent) of males opted for employment in the non-organised sector, those of the females who sought outside employment were keen only for the organised sector employment (52.8 percent). The preference for non-organised sector by a majority is, obviously, a reflective index of limited options available to the majority of work seekers in the organised sector.

	Table 5.10: Age-cum-employment seeking preference of workers among rural sampled households by organised/unorganised sector



	Working Seeking Preference
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	a) All workers
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	
	4.7
	19.9
	60.2
	11.7
	3.6
	100.0

	Not seeking work (1)*
	71
	274
	898
	190
	61
	1494

	
	86.6
	78.7
	85.4
	93.1
	96.8
	85.4

	Actively seeking work (2)
	11
	74
	154
	14
	2
	255

	
	13.4
	21.3
	14.6
	6.9
	3.2
	14.6

	i) Organised sector
	2
	31
	34
	0
	1
	68

	
	18.2
	41.9
	22.1
	0.0
	50.0
	26.7

	ii) Non-organised sector
	9
	43
	120
	14
	1
	187

	
	81.8
	58.1
	77.9
	100.0
	50.0
	73.3

	b) Male workers
	52
	196
	564
	109
	38
	959

	
	5.4
	20.4
	58.8
	11.4
	4.0
	100.0

	Not seeking work (1)*
	43
	134
	432
	95
	36
	740

	· 
	82.7
	68.4
	76.6
	87.2
	94.7
	77.2

	Actively seeking work (2)
	9
	62
	132
	14
	2
	219

	· 
	17.3
	31.6
	23.4
	12.8
	5.3
	22.8

	i) Organised sector
	1
	24
	23
	0
	1
	49

	
	11.1
	38.7
	17.4
	0.0
	50.0
	22.4

	ii) Non-organised sector
	8
	38
	109
	14
	1
	170

	
	
	88.9
	61.3
	82.6
	100.0
	50.0
	77.6

	c) Female workers
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	
	3.8
	19.2
	61.8
	12.0
	3.2
	100.0

	Not seeking work (1)
	28
	140
	466
	95
	25
	754

	
	93.3
	92.1
	95.5
	100.0
	100.0
	95.4

	Actively seeking work (2)
	2
	12
	22
	0
	0
	36

	· 
	6.7
	7.9
	4.5
	0.0
	0.0
	4.6

	i) Organised sector
	1
	7
	11
	0
	0
	19

	
	50.0
	58.3
	50.0
	0.0
	0.0
	52.8

	ii) Non-organised sector
	1
	5
	11
	0
	0
	17

	
	50.0
	41.7
	50.0
	0.0
	0.0
	47.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* 
It includes those unemployed persons who were not actively seeking employment during the reference period.  

Note:   Not seeking work (Code 1), Seeking Work (Code 2-10), Seeking Work in the Organised sector (Codes 2 to 9), and Seeking work in non-organised sector (Code 10). Those seeking work in the non-organised sector mark their attendance, on daily basis, in the informal labour market/Chowk. Those that seek job in the organised sector either are registered with employment exchanges/placement agencies, appearing/appeared in tests/interviews or are waiting for a period extending up to three or more months.
Were all the persons available for work in the market place? “No”. Two-fifths of the person were not available for work on full time basis partly because of studies (60 persons), training (30 persons), disability (120 persons), and domestic work (493 persons, Table 5.11). Another one-tenth of the workforce (12.0 percent, 210 persons) was engaged in only as part-time workers in the market place. Of the 210 part-time workers, self-earning was the dominant mode (128 persons) of employment and casual work earnings (82 persons), the residual choice. Even self-employed worker are not a homogenous group. Of the 407 self-employed workers who accounted for around one-fourth of the workforce (23.3 percent), 342 were own-account workers, 38 were unpaid family workers and 27 acted as supervisors. Among the wage-employed 303 workers (17.3 percent), 169 worked as casual workers and 134 as regular worker.

	Table 5.11: Age-cum-work status relationship among workers of rural samples households



	            Work Status
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	All workers (i to vii)
	82
	348
	1052
	204
	63
	1749

	i)
	Non-available for work on full time basis due to

	Studies                  (13)
	14
	46
	0
	0
	0
	60

	Trainee                 (24)
	13
	15
	1
	0
	1
	30

	Disability             (17)
	3
	9
	25
	52
	31
	120

	Domestic work    (14)
	14
	104
	305
	59
	11
	493

	Sub-total
	44
	174
	331
	111
	43
	703

	
	53.7
	50.0
	31.5
	54.4
	68.3
	40.2

	ii) 
	Part-time worker as
	
	
	
	
	

	Casual worker       (10)
	5
	10
	60
	5
	2
	82

	Self earner            (15)
	0
	10
	108
	10
	0
	128

	Sub-total
	5
	20
	168
	15
	2
	210

	
	6.1
	5.7
	16.0
	7.4
	3.2
	12.0

	iii) 
	Self-employed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Own account worker  (1)
	6
	39
	261
	29
	7
	342

	Unpaid worker           (5)
	4
	24
	10
	0
	0
	38

	Supervisor                 (22)
	0
	0
	7
	18
	2
	27

	Sub-total
	10
	63
	278
	47
	9
	407

	
	12.2
	18.1
	26.4
	23.0
	14.3
	23.3

	iv) 
	Wage employed

	Casual worker      ( 21)
	8
	37
	109
	14
	1
	169

	Regular worker    (6)
	11
	33
	84
	4
	2
	134

	Sub-total
	19
	70
	193
	18
	3
	303

	
	23.2
	20.1
	18.3
	8.8
	4.8
	17.3

	v)
	Self-employed-cum-wage worker      (4,7,23)
	0
	6
	52
	6
	2
	66

	
	
	0.0
	1.7
	4.9
	2.9
	3.2
	3.8

	vi)
	Available for work but did not seek work (12)
	1
	7
	19
	5
	1
	33

	
	
	1.2
	2.0
	1.8
	2.5
	1.6
	1.9

	vii)
	Others
	3
	8
	11
	2
	3
	27

	
	3.7
	2.3
	1.0
	1.0
	4.8
	1.5


	Table 5.12: Age-cum-work status relationship among workers of rural sampled households (males)



	          Work Status
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	Male (i to vii)
	52
	196
	564
	109
	38
	959

	i) 
	Non-available for work on full time basis due to
	
	
	

	Studies                  (13)
	11
	33
	0
	0
	0
	44

	Trainee                 (24)
	9
	13
	1
	0
	1
	24

	Disability             (17)
	3
	7
	16
	31
	19
	76

	Domestic work    (14)
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4

	            Sub-total
	23
	53
	21
	31
	20
	148

	
	44.2
	27.0
	3.7
	28.4
	52.6
	15.4

	ii) 
	Part-time worker as
	
	
	
	
	

	Casual worker       (10)
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0
	4

	Self earner             (15)
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	4

	            Sub-total
	0
	0
	7
	1
	0
	8

	
	0.0
	0.0
	1.2
	0.9
	0.0
	0.8

	iii) 
	Self-employed
	
	
	
	
	

	Own account worker (1)
	6
	37
	257
	28
	7
	335

	Unpaid worker        (5)
	3
	22
	9
	0
	0
	34

	Supervisor              (22)
	0
	0
	6
	18
	2
	26

	Sub-total
	9
	59
	272
	46
	9
	395

	
	17.3
	30.1
	48.2
	42.2
	23.7
	41.2

	iv) 
	Wage employed
	
	
	
	
	

	Casual worker          (21)
	6
	34
	109
	14
	1
	164

	Regular worker        (6)
	10
	30
	79
	4
	2
	125

	Sub-total
	16
	64
	188
	18
	3
	289

	
	30.8
	32.7
	33.3
	16.5
	7.9
	30.1

	v)
	Self-employed-cum-wage worker (4,7,23)
	0
	6
	51
	6
	2
	65

	
	
	0.0
	3.1
	9.0
	5.5
	5.3
	6.8

	vi)


	Available for work but did not seek work  (12)
	1
	7
	18
	5
	1
	32

	
	
	1.9
	3.6
	3.2
	4.6
	2.6
	3.3

	vii)
	Others
	3
	7
	7
	2
	3
	22

	
	
	5.8
	3.6
	1.2
	1.8
	7.9
	2.3


	Table 5.13: Age-cum-work status relationship among workers of rural sampled households (females)

 

	          Work Status
	up to 18 Years
	18-22 Years
	23-58 Years
	59-70 Years
	71 Years & above
	Total

	Female (iv-vii)
	30
	152
	488
	95
	25
	790

	i)
	Non-available for work on full time basis due to
	
	
	

	Studies                  (13)
	3
	13
	0
	0
	0
	16

	Trainee                 (24)
	4
	2
	0
	0
	0
	6

	Disability             (17)
	0
	2
	9
	21
	12
	44

	Domestic work    (14)
	14
	104
	301
	59
	11
	489

	Sub-total
	21
	121
	310
	80
	23
	555

	
	70.0
	79.6
	63.5
	84.2
	92.0
	70.3

	ii)
	Part-time worker as
	
	
	
	
	

	Casual worker       (10)
	5
	10
	57
	4
	2
	78

	Self earner            (15)
	0
	10
	104
	10
	0
	124

	Sub-total
	5
	20
	161
	14
	2
	202

	
	16.7
	13.2
	33.0
	14.7
	8.0
	25.6

	iii)
	Self-employed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Own account worker  (1)
	0
	2
	4
	1
	0
	7

	Unpaid worker           (5)
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	4

	Supervisor                 (22)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Sub-total
	1
	4
	6
	1
	0
	12

	
	3.3
	2.6
	1.2
	1.1
	0.0
	1.5

	iv)
	Wage employed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Casual worker          (21)
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Regular worker        (6)
	1
	3
	5
	0
	0
	9

	Sub-total
	3
	6
	5
	0
	0
	14

	
	10.0
	3.9
	1.0
	0.0
	0.0
	1.8

	v)
	Self-employed-cum-wage worker (4,7,23)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1

	vi)
	Available for work but did not seek work (12)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1

	vii)
	Others
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0
	5

	
	
	0.0
	0.7
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.6


Apart from these exclusive categories of wage and self-employed workers, there were porous categories where a worker was simultaneously engaged in more than one categories of work. For example, 66 workers (3.8 percent) represented a combined self-employment-cum-wage-employed set. Interestingly, 33 persons (1.9 percent) were available for work but did not seek work actively – they appeared to be waiting for the right opportunity when they hope to actively seek work. In all, 27 persons (1.5 percent) formed 'others' as another category of workers. 

Amongst the 959 male workers, 15.4 percent (148) were not available for work on full-time basis. The share of those who worked as part-time workers was 0.8 percent, as self-employed workers 41.2 percent, as wage-employed workers 30.1 percent and as self-employed-cum-wage-workers 6.8 percent (Table 5.12). Even among them, a small fraction though available for work did not actively seeks work (32 male workers). As expected, majority (70.3 percent) of the female workers were not available for work on full-time basis. This was partly owing to their being engaged in domestic work (555) and physical disability (44) and partly because some of them were engaged in studies (16) or working as trainees (6). 

Comparative analyses indicate that dominant proportion of females could not participate as full-time work because of domestic work. The proportion of females in self-employment was very small, as against the males who sought self-employment as the main avenue of employment (Table 5.13). The maximum number of women workers worked as part-time workers as against a small proportion of male workers who offered as part-time workers. Thus, the supply of the males and females in the labour market as workers depends upon different socio-economic under-currents and dynamics.
5.3  Extent of Unemployment and Border Nearness

Of 434 sampled rural households, 209 households (48.2 percent) reported one or more unemployed person/s that was seeking employment (Table 5.14). Across the border distance criteria, the proportion of such employment seeking households was higher among the border-vicinity villages (55.1 percent) compared with other-border villages (41.3 percent) and non-border villages (44.3 percent). On the whole, there were 316 unemployed persons seeking employment amongst 209 households. There were, thus, 1.51 unemployed persons per household. Per household unemployed persons number was the highest (1.74 persons) among the other-border villages and the lowest (1.29 persons) among the near-border villages. 

However, in terms of workforce, the unemployment rate was 18.1 percent and, in terms of population, it was 10.8 percent. Such a relatively high unemployment rate is attributable primarily to border-vicinity villages. In fact, unemployment rate looses by about 5 percentage points as we move from border-vicinity villages to other-border villages to non-border villages from 20.4 percent to 16.9 percent to 15.4 percent respectively. Thus, unemployment rate appears to be inversely related with the distance of the village from the border. Such a tendency is further corroborated by the existence of negative sign of the correlation coefficient (-0.0704) found between the distance from the border of the village of a family and its unemployment rate as observed from each of the 434 families.

Work participation rate, ratio of workers in population, is 59.5 percent suggesting that, on an average, three out of five members of the family contribute to production process. This ratio is marginally higher in the case of males (60.2 percent) than that of females (58.7 percent).  In other words, there is no gender bias and both sexes equally participate in production activities. Work participation rate is, however, 4 percentage points lower in border-vicinity village households (56.9 percent) compared to other-border village families (62.0 percent) and non-border village families (61.0 percent). Broadly, a similar pattern persists across the two genders.

	Table 5.14: Composition of workers of rural sampled households of Ferozepur border district  as per villages arranged by distance from border



	Workers Attributes
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-Border Villages
	All Villages

	Household : total
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	Employment seeking households

Share of employment seeking households (percent)
	49
	59
	108
	62
	39
	209

	
	46.7
	64.9
	55.1
	41.3
	44.3
	48.2

	Population : total
	748
	553
	1301
	1029
	608
	2938

	Workers: total 

Workers’ share among members

 ( percent)
	410
	330
	740
	638
	371
	1749

	
	54.8
	59.6
	56.9
	62.0
	61.0
	59.5

	Male Workers

Male workers’ share among male members (percent)
	221
	190
	411
	340
	208
	959

	
	54.4
	65.3
	58.9
	60.1
	62.8
	60.2

	Female Workers

Female workers’ share among female family members (percent)
	189
	139
	328
	298
	164
	790

	
	55.3
	53.1
	54.3
	64.2
	59.2
	58.7

	Usual status workers

Usual status workers’ share in family workforce (percent)
	247
	197
	444
	351
	198
	993

	
	60.2
	59.7
	60.0
	55.0
	53.4
	56.8

	Unemployment persons seeking work

Proportion in workforce (percent)
	75
	76
	151
	108
	57
	316

	
	18.3
	23.0
	20.4
	16.9
	15.4
	18.1

	Proportion in population  (percent) 
	10.0
	13.8
	11.6
	10.5
	10.8
	10.8

	Unemployed person/s per household
	1.53
	1.29
	1.40
	1.74
	1.46
	1.51


Note: Depending on the distance from the international border, border villages have been classified into zero-border villages (up to 2 Km.), near-border villages (2-6 Km.), border-vicinity villages (up to 6 Km.), other-border villages (6-16 Km.) and non-border villages (beyond 16 Km. but within the district).

The usual principal status, an index of committed employment's share in workforce reveals that three out of five workers work on full-time basis (56.8 percent). In other words, the remaining two of the five workers work on part-time basis suggesting the presence of high level of underemployment and disguised unemployment. 

Do border nearness inculcate traits that resist change? The usual principal activity status, namely farming, non-farming and subsidiary, is assigned to a rural family member when he/she devotes a dominant part of his time to that activity.  Interestingly, only three of the five members of the workforce (56.8 percent) are engaged on full-time basis and reported their usual principal occupation either as farming, non-farming or subsidiary. This number is relatively higher in the border-vicinity villages (60.0 percent) than in the other-border villages (55.0 percent) and non-border villages (53.4 percent). Alternatively viewed, the tendency to be tied to an occupation weakens as one moves away from border villages to non-border villages. The border nearness, thus, builds inertia to change.

There appears to exist an inverse relation between the distance from the border and the usual principal status workers share in family workforce. The share decreases as we move from border-vicinity village families (60.0 percent) to other-border village families (55.0 percent) to non-border village families (53.4 percent). The existence of negative sign of the correlation coefficient (-0.14972) between the distance from the border of the village of a family and the usual status workers share in family workforce as observed from each of the 434 families lends further support to the above evidence. Alternatively viewed, disguised unemployment rate is positively related with distance from the border. In other words, the rate of open unemployment is likely to be higher in the border-vicinity villages than in other/non-border villages, a fact well recorded earlier.

Employment extent may be measured on weekly basis, monthly basis, quarterly basis and annual/ usual principal status basis. For computing the capacity use rate, a concept often used in industry, Sundays, which are universally accepted as holidays, are excluded. Consequently, workdays at the command of a rural worker during a week are at most six, during a month at most twenty-six, and during a quarter at most seventy-seven. During the year these are assumed to be three hundred days on the premise of 52 Sundays and 13 holidays. A workday consists of 8 hours. The capacity use rate of a worker is computed by dividing the actual workdays by the maximum workdays available and multiplying by 100. For instance, weekly capacity use rate of a worker is computed by dividing the actual workdays during a week by the maximum six workdays and multiplying by 100. The value of denominator in the monthly capacity use rate of a worker is twenty-six, in the quarterly capacity use rate of a worker is seventy-seven and in the annual capacity use rate of a worker is three hundreds. Similarly, daily capacity use rate of a worker is computed by dividing the actual hours worked during a day by 8 and multiplying by 100. 

On an average, a rural worker works for 90 percent of the workdays whether measured in terms of monthly criteria or quarterly criteria. However, during peak workdays, as the survey weeks happen to be, they work on full-time basis as is revealed by weekly capacity use rate of 98 percent (Table 5.15). However, their average workday comprises of 7 hours and not 8 hours, i.e., their daily capacity use rate is 87 percent. 

Of the 1749 sampled household workers, 55 percent (959) are male workers and remaining (45 percent) (790) are female workers. Irrespective of the employment criteria used, capacity use rate of male workers is lower than that of their female counterparts. Even during the peak work period, while the female workers work at full capacity or above, male counterparts attain maximum of 90 percent capacity use rate on weekly basis, and around 82 percent on monthly and quarterly basis (Table 5.15). Both of them, however, work for a period of around 7 hours in a day. 

Are the number of hours worked per day and number of days worked during a defined period affected by border nearness? A priori, one would expect the answer to be positive in both the cases on the premise that army maneuvers may restrict the working hours as well working days in the vicinity of active international border. Since the preceding year was a normal year on the border, the study shows that there exists the expected tendency but it is not significantly marked. For instance, the average number of hours worked per day per worker improves marginally, as we move from border-vicinity villages to non-border villages, from 7.0 to 7.1 hours in the case weekly and monthly


	Table 5.15: Working days, hours per day worked and capacity-use rate by sex as per weekly, monthly and quarterly norms of rural households of Ferozepur border district as per villages arranged by distance from border



	             Norm  Specifications
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Male workers : total 
	221
	190
	411
	340
	208
	959

	Days and hours worked per day by a male worker during a week, month and three months

	Out of 7 Days 
	5.4
	5.2
	5.3
	5.4
	5.6
	5.4

	Weekly capacity use rate (percent)
	90
	87
	89
	90
	93
	90

	Hours per day
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0
	6.9
	6.4
	7.0

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	87
	87
	87
	86
	80
	88

	0ut of 30 days
	22.3
	19.7
	21.1
	21.2
	22.1
	21.3

	Monthly capacity use rate (percent)
	86
	76
	81
	82
	85
	82

	Hours per day

Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	7.2
	7.0
	7.1
	7.0
	7.3
	7.1

	
	90


	88


	89


	88


	92


	89

	Out of 90 days
	66.4
	57.4
	62.2
	62.1
	65.2
	62.8

	Quarterly capacity use rate (percent)
	86
	75
	81
	81
	85
	82

	Hours per day
	7.2
	7.1
	7.2
	6.9
	7.2
	7.1

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	90
	89
	90
	87
	90
	89

	Female workers : total 
	189
	139
	328
	298
	164
	790

	Days and hours worked per day by a female worker during a week, month and three months

	Out of 7 Days 
	6.4
	6.6
	6.5
	6.4
	6.3
	6.4

	Weekly capacity use rate (percent)
	107
	110
	109
	107
	105
	107

	Hours per day
	7.0
	7.2
	7.1
	7.0
	6.9
	7.0

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	87
	90
	88
	88
	87
	88

	0ut of 30 days
	25.3
	25.0
	25.2
	26.0
	25.4
	25.5

	Monthly capacity use rate (percent)
	97
	96
	97
	100
	98
	98

	Hours per day
	7.0
	6.6
	6.8
	6.9
	6.8
	6.9

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	88
	83
	85
	86
	85
	86

	Out of 90 days
	75.0
	73.9
	74.5
	75.0
	75.6
	74.9

	Quarterly capacity use rate (percent)
	97
	96
	97
	97
	98
	97

	Hours per day
	7.0
	6.6
	6.8
	6.7
	6.9
	6.8

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	88
	82
	85
	84
	86
	85

	Total workers : total 
	410
	330
	740
	638
	371
	1749

	Days and hours worked per day by a worker during a week, month and three months

	Out of 7 Days 
	5.9
	5.8
	5.8
	5.9
	5.9
	5.9

	Weekly capacity use rate (percent)
	98
	97
	97
	98
	99
	98

	Hours per day
	6.9
	7.0
	7.0
	6.9
	7.1
	7.0

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	86
	88
	87
	87
	89
	87

	0ut of 30 days
	23.6
	21.6
	22.7
	23.3
	23.6
	23.1

	Monthly capacity use rate (percent)
	91
	83
	87
	90
	91
	89

	Hours per day
	7.0
	6.8
	6.9
	6.9
	7.1
	6.9

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	88
	85
	86
	86
	89
	87

	Out of 90 days
	70.1
	63.6
	67.1
	67.6
	70.2
	67.9

	Quarterly capacity use rate (percent)
	91
	83
	87
	88
	91
	88

	Hours per day
	7.0
	6.8
	6.9
	6.8
	7.0
	6.9

	Daily capacity use rate (percent)
	88
	85
	86
	85
	88
	86


criteria and from 6.9 to 7.0 hours in the case of quarterly criteria. The average number of days worked per worker improves marginally, as we move from border-vicinity villages to non-border villages, from 22.7 to 23.6 days in the case of monthly criteria and from 67.1 days to 70.2 days in the case of quarterly criteria.  The positive tendency between distance and number of average days worked by a family worker on 90-days criteria show a positive correlation (0.166). Thus, while number of days worked during 90-days is adversely influenced by the nearness to the border; the hours worked per day are relatively immune to the border distance. Between the male and female workers, the working days of male workers are relatively sensitive to border distance (Table 5.15).   

	Table 5.16: Working days and hours per day worked as per usual principal occupation activities of rural households of Ferozepur border district as per villages arranged by distance from border



	      Usual Principal Occupation      Employment Features
	Zero-border Villages
	Near-border Villages
	Border-vicinity Villages
	Other-border Villages
	Non-border Villages
	All Villages

	Number of Households
	105
	91
	196
	150
	88
	434

	Usual Principal Status Workers (No.)
	247
	197
	444
	351
	198
	993

	Share of U.P.S. workers in workforce 

( percent)
	60.2
	59.7
	60.0
	55.0
	53.4
	56.8

	Workers per household
	2.4
	2.3
	2.3
	2.3
	2.2
	2.3

	Standard Working Days 
	222
	226
	224
	258
	288
	248

	Per worker working days in

	Farming Activities
	170
	189
	178
	240
	287
	218

	Annual capacity use rate of a rural worker in farm activities ( percent)
	57
	63
	59
	80
	96
	73

	Hours per day in farm activities
	7.4
	7.5
	7.4
	7.2
	7.5
	7.4

	Non-farm activities
	151
	150
	150
	184
	207
	173

	Annual capacity use rate of a rural worker in non-farm activities ( percent)
	50
	50
	50
	61
	69
	58

	Hours per day in non-farm activities
	8.6
	8.2
	8.4
	8.6
	8.8
	8.5

	Subsidiary activities
	87
	123
	101
	146
	124
	121

	Annual capacity use rate of a rural worker in subsidiary activities ( percent)
	29
	41
	34
	49
	41
	40

	Hours per day in subsidiary activities
	8.3
	8.5
	8.4
	8.1
	8.3
	8.3

	All rural activities 
	222
	226
	224
	258
	288
	248

	Annual capacity use rate of a worker in all rural activities ( percent)
	74
	75
	75
	86
	96
	83

	Hours per day by workers in all activities
	7.8
	8.0
	7.9
	7.8
	8.1
	7.9


Note: 
Annual capacity use rate of a worker is computed by dividing the actual working days in a year in the respective activity group by 300 available days. Subtracting from 365 days 52 Sundays and 13 holidays generally available to a formal sector worker, we derive the annual capacity of a rural worker of 300 days.
Are the number of hours worked per day and number of days worked during a specified period affected by border nearness even in the case usual principal workers? On a priori ground, the answer should be yes. For, the possibility of use of land for practice by armed force, even when there is no war, during a year is much higher than during a particular week, month or a quarter of the year. For instance, the average number of standard days worked per worker improves appreciably, as we moves from border-vicinity villages to non-border villages, from 224 days to 288 days in the case of usual principal status working criteria. The annual capacity use rate of usual status rural workers, on an average, is 73 percent in the case of farm activities, 58 percent in the case of non-farm activities and 40 percent for subsidiary activities. Border-vicinity villages compared to other-border villages and non-border villages show much higher, annual capacity use rate in terms of farm, non-farm and subsidiary activities (Table 5.16). Further, the data on income reported by households show that border-vicinity village households earns Rs.15554.0 compared to Rs.19008.0 per capita of non-border village households (Table 5.2). Thus, while number of days worked by usual status workers is adversely affected by the nearness to the border, the hours worked per day are relatively immune to the border distance. Between the farm activities and non-farm activities, working days of a farm worker are relatively more sensitive to the border distance (Table 5.16).
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