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NUYRITIONAL INEQUALITY IN 1.DIA

Just as per capita income or percapital consumer experditure
or their distribution is considered inaicators of welfare situation
of a society, per capité consumption of 'mutrition' and its distribu-
tion between different regicns and classes of population may be taken
as ancther indicator of the welfare position. As 'mutrition' is not
consumed directly, we reckon it in temms of its level or amount of
inteke. 'Nutrition' is not a single factor, but a vector of which
calorie, pi'otein, fat, vitamine, minerals etc. are the components.

All of these components in certain amount are found to be medically
necesséry for normal human being. One is not generally a substitute

of the other., It is equally difficult to say which eculponent of the
vector is more impcrtant or which is less important. But it is generally
agreed that calorie and protein are the two most important components

of 'mitrition'. MNutrition experts, economic planners and agricultural
scientists are therefore usually concerned with prct.eiri-calorie

deficiency or imbalance.

Quite a substantial amount of empirical work has been done in
India on such we;Lfare ..indicators as per capita income or expemiitufa
~ and on the extent of inequality and poverty (1). But not much work
has been done on the behaviour of intake of 'mutrition'. In the early
60's the Mahalnobis committee on income distribution showed that the

inequality in the distribution of consumption of cereals in India was



less i« HF2 inequality in the nattern of consumer expenditure,
This was till far from an snalyeis of mutrition. Sukhatme's is the .
pioneering ablic.pl L. u.is direction, Contrary to the p‘:‘evaiiing
opinicn he pointed out thet the problem of protein deficiency in
India was ruch less gevera than that of calorie deficiency. In one
of his works (2), e prepared a 2x2 contingency table on the basis
of data for Madras and Bihar, and showed that calorie deficient people
were more in smmber. Chatterjee, et al. (3) analysed NSS (13th round)
data for India and found that 60 per cent of the rural population was
below the all India average intake in reapec’t of calorie and all oth;r
mitrients excepe vitamin € for which the proportion was 40 percent,

y
They also obtained Lorans ratio as a measure of inequality in the

distribution of 2ach of the 1utrients,

Tw2 c3n of +hi~ nenex» 58 Lo study the average intake of calorie
and pre ~ing ead the nature or *weir distribution in differert states..
An associated problem tackled is. the assessment of the per consumer
apit availghi? i+ ~F thoen \rnitrients and disperity thereof among
different states. The followving section prepares the concertual back-
groend to the actusi meoasuremsnys problems. Section 3, 4 and 5 are

devoted to the snalysis of data snd results, and conciuaioha have been

given in section 6.

Per capita intake of calorie or protein does not say much
about the real natritionsl situetion of a society. More pertinent

questione to ack are: who is consuming how much? how many peoplé are



underncurished? What is the extent of inequality in mutrition? No
sooner than these questions are raised, one immediately faces the
choice of a suitable index of, say, undermutrition or inequality in
nutrition. . Such stetistical measures as co-efficient of variationm,
variance of logerithmic distribution and Lorenz ratio, each with some
limitations arc used for this purpose, But it is difficult to say
which ene of these is a better indilcator. Some even doubt whether

any of these is valid measure at 211. A review of debtate is available
in Sen (4). Sen (4) has further formulated a measure of poverty, an
analogue of which we think can be psed as a measure of vedermytrition,
* As Sen's formulation is for individuel data, Bhatty (5) for estimation
of poverty has modified that for the use of grouped data. If ve take
intake calorie as thé index of mutrition, the index of urdermutrition
denoted by 'U' or the analeogy of Seﬁ's (4) poverty index P modified
by Bhatt, (5) can be written as “ollowing.

u ,ﬂ.f;.%‘_, '_—2: wi (-71) (g-wis(@)wis 1)

L

Where  gi = per capita calorie imtske of ith cless,
L = minimum level of calorie requirements,
wi = the proportion of population in ith class,;
wi . = cumletive proportion of population upto and
including the ith class, '
'L ' = the number of clgsses below the level of 2
'q = proportion of people below the level of z

L1} = population size



lhc-e 17 no agreem.nt on ire zpecific value of Z. Differences
arise because medical science does not provi_".e us any unique minimum
dose of caloric, below which people can not survive, Gopalan e al.(6)
maintain ",... unfortunately, experience has shown that human beings
can adap’ themselves at a low level of vitality, and with their nowers
impaired, tc an insufficient ration without realising that they are
underfed”. But just survivel of human beings is not the issue. That
is why, Copalan et.al.(6) write, "the mutrition worker in settir_.g up
standard  of food requirements ignores, and justifiably too, the remark-
able faculty of the body to adapt themselves to mild degree of star-
vation. Ho aims at not mers survival but positive heelth with all the
faculties at a higher levels of working efficiency". In rutrisional
analysis therefors that dose should be taken as the minimum requirement
belcs which neonle mey verv wall survive but not with positive health
and natisfactory efficiency whi~h are essential to any society. This
minimum requirement varies by age, sex, intensity of work etc. Nutri-
tional experte f4) hove pregeribed matritional minimum sllcw.ances for
people of different age, sex and type of work. On the basis,of these
allowances, and percentage of population in each age &roup, the
national minimum requirement of per capita calorie comég out to be
2356 kcal per day. The cofi:wes;ponding value of minimum recvirement
for protein works cut to be 44gm. per capita per day. Since National
Sample Survey (NSS) figures are available in terms of intake per cor-
sumer unit, minimum requirement interms of per capita too has to be

Grm
converted inters of requirement per consumer unit. When transformed,



our minimum requirements of calorie and protein become 2800 kcal and
54 gms. per consumer unit perlday regspectively, In our above formu-
lation Z is therefore equal to 2800. Since 'U' covers only one
section of the population, for comparison of mutritional status of
two states, 'U' should not be taken as a sufficient indicator. So
in order to cover pecople above the poverty line a measure similar to

'J! to be called index of calorie sufficiency, 'S' can be written as

- - . . _ 1
S = E%?ﬁ ) i W Gi-2) (@' -ude wigrm)
IT

. L ="
Where
ql = Proportion of consumers above minimum level of calorie
= the number of :lasses above minimum level z i.e.
2800 kcal per consumer unit per day,
1 :
Wi = the proportion of consumers in ith calorie class,
(above z level),
=1 _
Wi =Cumlative proportion upto and including ith class,
(cumulation starts only in the group just above the
level of 2).
-1, I - ' _
? i = calcrie intake per consumer unit per day in ith class,
0! = total COnsumers,
z = pinimum level of calorie requirement per consumer

unit per day.

It must be noted that 'U' too has to be computed on the basis of per
consumer unit per day,
Now on the basis of 'S' and 'U' the mutritional position of

states may be compared and ranked as follows:-



For any two states:
() If Uy ng and ‘Sp >/ S

or sz> S1 end U1>/U2,

state (2) is better calorie nourished than the state (1), and/

their ranking ic completely ordered,

(B) If U1>U2 and S > So, no definite conclusion about their ranking
can be drawn, and states are thus partially ordered by each of the

conditions.

National Institute of Mutrition (NIN) has been collecting data
on intake for last few years, but their data is not very much satis-
factory for wide range of statistical analysis, National Sample
Survey Organisation (NSSO) generally does not tabulate data on intake
of nutrition. Recently, however at the reouest of FAO, intakes of
calorie and protein per consumer unit by expenditure and calorie
classes have been tabulaﬁed in NSS Report Mumber 238 (26th round data
for 1971-72). Table 1 gives the per consumer unit intake of calorie
and protein for differemt states in rural and urban areas. What is
evident is that in almost a1l the states in urban areas, and more.
than hglf of the states in rural areas calorie intake per consumer
unit is below the level of 2800 calories. This signifies that even
the availability is not sufficient so that even if inequality in

distribution be corrected all will not haveenough of calorie.



Table i: CCNEULFTION OF NUTRITION
PER_CONSUMER UNIT_PER DAY
Maral ULl

S .No Statg/Union Protein Calorie Protien Calorie

U7 Territory (gm.) (K.cal) (am.) (K.cal)
1. Delhi 99 3040 78 2572
2, Himachal Pradesh 98 3190 82 2823
3. Tripura 80 3027 78 2857
4. Pondichery 66 2321 68 2410
5. Tamil Nadu 66 2394 58 2239
6. Mysore 77 2839 67 2372
7. Kerala 50 2023 56 2103
8. Andhra Pradesh 73 2666 68 2617
9, Uttar Pradesh 102 3198 84 2616
10. Punjeh 111 7M1 85 2806
1. Jamm & Kashmir 100 3490 76 2772
12, Haryana 15 3652 89 - 2789
13.  Manipur 79 3109 77 2948
14. Goa 68.8 2350 4.6 2614
15. Meghalaya 75 R_577 73 2623
16, Vest Bengal o2 2311 70 2431
17, Orissa 66 2533 73 2737
18. {zharashtra 78 2567 s 2502
19. Fajasthan 102.3 3213 92.3 3006
20. Modhya Pradesh 128.9 3756 84.3 2850
21, Cujrat 82.2 2822 75.5 2625
22. Bihar 83 2732 83 2763
23, lLssem €9 2665 7 2616
24, Chandigarh — - g2 2826
25. Nagaland - - &1 2626
A1l Indie : 76 2724 75 2539

Source: NSS yeport rumber 238/1-11.

(Calorie and Protein content of food items consumed

per diem per consumer unit).



Requirencnt of 2800 calories pe.' ccnsumer unit may seem to be in

higher side compared to the reference level «f 2400 calorics per.

' conswer unit per day used in NIN report (7). But requirement in
terms of per consumer uhit will vary depending upon the choice of
standard unit. If a child of one ydar be taken as unit req'uizemm
will be 1200 calorie per consumcr unit, but if a man doing heavy
work be taken as standard unit requirement will be 3900 calorie per
consumer unit per day.. If former be the standard, most of the pecple
will be taken as more than one standard unit, so that average intake
per consumer unit will be less, Reverse will be the c.;.a.se if latter

" be the standard. NIN (7) has taken a.man !;ith sedentary work as a
standard unit so that requirement per consumer unit is 2400 calories.
But in NSS (8) calculation an adult person of age group 20-39 doing
moderate work has been taken as unit, So for NSS tabulations 2800

calorie per consumer unit per day is the requirement,

Informations of Table 1 are however aggregative, and do not
tell much about the actual nutfit:i.onal intake, Even if average in-
take is more than the requirement, it does not by eny means ensure
that no body is undernourished, In Table/ 2, we have therefore esti-
mated percentage of consumer units haviné intake less tha.n 2800 calories.
A glance at the table makes it clear that substantially large rumber
of people are living below the. prescr"ibecl- level of calorie. In the
1anguage of nutrition these people, do not even fill their stomach
fully. In other words, 50 percent consumers in rural India and 71

percent consumers in urban India suffer from undernutrition that is



Tat"e 2: Percentage of co-~umers below level 2800 Keal.

Rural

S.No. State/Union territory Urban
1. Delhi 50.78 71.05
2. Himachal Pradesh A 66.81
3. .. Tripura 60.33 60.42
4. Pondichery 7701 73.01
5.  Temil Nadu 73,68 82.76
6.  Mysore 61.58 77.70
7. Kerala 73.35 . 80.79
8.  Andhra Pradesh 65.98 7.2
9, Uttar Pradesh 43.73 70.05 |

10.  Punjab 29,06 62.46

11, Jammu & Kashmir 23.53 64..00

12.  Haryana 30.05 6414

13.  Manipur 48.26 53.52

14,  Goa 7,.87 70,37

15, Maghelaya 81.39 68.63

16. West Bengal 76.43 79.21
7. Urissa 66.04 62,94

18. Maharashtra 62,57 74. o7

19.  Rajasthan 45.22 57.26

20. Madhyg Pradesh 12,33 64,43

21, - Cujrat 59.10 69.99

22, Bihar 58,09 61.75

23,  Assam 65.01 69.57

2L, Chandigarh - - 60.71

25. Nagaland - 66,33

A1l India 56.39 71.01
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calorie defficiency., If we 10015 at state rigures we find that under-
fmﬁri‘bion meaéured by this kind of head-count raio is least in Punjeb
and maximm in Meghalaya so far as rural areas are considered, For
urben areas it is least in Manipur and highest in Tamilnadu., Both
the tables, however suggest thet nutritional situation is better in

rural areas compared to that in urban areas.

Inequality ié another indicator to compare welfare status of two
Gictributions --two states for our purpose. We have therefore esti-
mated Gini co efficients for mitritional distributions of different
. states.. In one case populstion has been grouped according to calorie
- iptake classes, and in the other case according to consumer e:‘cpenditﬁre
classes, The Gini-coefficient i:. respective casses is denoted by Gi
and .G2, Although G1 and G2 do not rank all states in exactly the
seme fashion, yet they do it very closely (Table 3, 4). Rank co-

- relations between these two measures sre 0,81 and C,87 for rural and
urban areas respectively, Theoretically G1 will be greater than or
equal to G2 as Lorc;ut.z curve of Gt will either be tangential or below
of G2 G1 however, in our case is always greater than G2, Tt shows
that nowhere consumer expenditure is the only determinant of calorie
and protein intake. The 1s;,tter perhaps depends on social, cultural
and other noneconomic factors also. If we focus our attention on
either G1 or G2 it appears that nutritional inequalit;v‘ is more in

‘rurel than in urban areas,

It is worthwhile examining what is the nature of inequality
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Teble 3: Gini Co-cfficicnt vaiues (Rural).
| | " .Ih‘l:.riti:m ! h:b:pend::tture E .Calor:l.e ! Conm%er-
S. State/Union | groupwise y groupwise v inequality  iExpenditure
No. Territory i Calorie Protein i_Ca_'l.orie Prote:i.ni Lower High— Einequality
, inequa- inequa-| inequa- inequa-| ra
. lity lity | lity ity ! :
| ¢ i G2 ; Gy Gy ) Gy
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
‘1, Delhi L1599 L1542 0913 .0851 L0506 ,1322 2252
‘2. Himachal ' ,

"~ Pradesh’ 1867 1785 L1255 J1131 0526 L1544 R433
3, Tripora 2119 .2238  .1512 767 L0947 1775 2544,
4. Pondichery 2405 L2511 L1490 L1438 L1100 .1853 .2676
5. Tamil Nedu 2388 .2721  .1825 L2041 .1150 .1666  .2605
6. Mysore 2235 2064  .1693 1692 ,1068  .1658 . 2766
7. Kerala 2650 .2595  ,2053 .2204 L1357 .1689 3248
8. Andhra Pra- '

desh L2227 .2283 1619 1607 .1001  .1602 .2688
9. Uttar Pradesh  ,1850 .1801  .1369 ,1269  .0946 .1368 2873
10. Punjsb L1978 1827 L1784 1632 0609  .1604 & .2801
11, Jamm & '

Kashmir L1298 1220 L0979 L0720 L3887 L1110 .2322
12. Haryanae L1940 1866 L1617 1606 0590  .1562 2759
13. Menipur L1718 L1650 L0813 .0932  .0541  .1450 .1809
14. Goa 2025 .2632 L1315 1795 L1267 L1276 2438
15. Meghalaya 42 1698 17T LTT L0648 L1067 --
16. West Bengal 765 1608 L1483 ,1386 L1079 .1915 .2579
17. Orissa 2015 .2026 1686 .1761  .1103  .1309 .2818
18. Maharashtra 1823 . .1800  .1423  ,1348  .0936 .1258 2459
19. Rajasthan’ L1916 L1801 L1671 L4730 L0722 L1613 .3213
20. Madhya

Pradesh L2403 L3247 0 .1952 2173 1081 1738 .3085
21, Cujrat 2180  .2103 1722 ,1576  ,1338 1370 .2663
22. Bihar 2178 .2228  ,2054 .2037  .1209 .13% .2648
23, Assam 1515 L1511 L1150 .1217 - .0824, L1062 726

M1 India 2169 .2389 1646 L1618 1105  .1515 L2831
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Mable 4: GINI CO-EFFI"TENT VALUES (URBAF)

Mutrition Expenditure Calorie Consumer
s State/nion groupwise groupwise inequality Expengiggre
No. territoery Calorie Protien Calorie Prot- Lower I-Iigherlnequ y

inequa- inequa- inequa- eih

lity lity lity Gﬁeﬁ%y ‘

G, G, G Gy G

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (6) (7) (8)

1. Tripurae - 746 17130 1208 L1165 L0613 1426 2591
2. Pondichery . 2229 .2386  .1875 .2028 1286 178 3124
3, Tamil Nadu .2150 .2286  ,1615 1794 .1259 .13r3 .3272
4. Mysore 773 .2096 .1183 1567  .1005 .1034 3157
5. Kerala 2485 2720 2167  .1249  .1428 1291  .391
6. Andhra Pradesh L2059 .2180  .1234  .1294  .0951 1644 .2999
7. Delhi L1816 1764 1218 1038 .0924 .1202 . --
8. Chandigarh .2008  .1893 . ,1321 ,1222 .0699 .1401  .3931
9. Uttar Pradesh 1649 1538 ,1005  .0789 0841 1124 3227
10. Punjeb a5 1718 433 12217 0879 L1344 .2845
11. Jemm & Kashmir L1241 L1154 .0838 L0812 .0498 .0356  .2613
12. Himachal Pradesh  .1629 .16  .1151  .1137  .0642 .1268  .2700
13. Heryana 2045 .2058  .1537  .i377 1011 (1446 L3047
14. Meharashtra  .1858 .1884  .1150 .1136 0961 1228 .3252
15. Goa 614 1991 L0949 1285 .0739 1113 3132
16. Rajasthan .1982 1856  .1054 .0838 .0868 .1573  .33L6
17. Madhya Pradesh .2082  .1830 .1408  ,1009 .0893 1654  .3302
18, Gujrat .1938  .1839 434 ,1201 0854 1352 L2651
19. Menipur 1399 L1365 L0695 ,0805 .0465 .1101  ,2090
20. Nagaland L1485 1601 L1143 1307 .1050 .0886 2203
21, Meghalaya 1683 L1697 .0957 1R 1021 .1091  , --
22, West Bengal 515 1464 1137 1124 L0909 .0938 -
3. Orisse 684 1724 14T 1279 L0870 L1145 3083
24, Bihar . 754 1759 1254 1186 . L0943 L1163 ,3273
25, Assam 417 1622 0884 1103 0738 L0940  .2329

A1 India 1869 1946 1291 L1257 .1009 .1280  .3265
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- within consumer grewps above and btelow a certain level - say 2400
celorie per cunsumer unit per day. [fccordingly Gini co-efficients
for both such groups have been calc'i:lated.. For the lower groups it
is denoted by Gp, and for the higher groups by Gy . The value are
giver_‘. in column 6 end 7 of Tebles 3 & 4., It is seen that oxcept for
West Bengal (rural) and Kerala & Nagaland (Urban), G, ils everywhere
loss than Gf indicating that inequality is larger among the prospercus
groups than among the pcor. The reason for this mey be that there is
a floor of calorie intake below which people do not survive, and since
there is a ceiling of 2400 calories, variation in lower group is
~emaller compared to that in highezi group where scopc of veriation is
larger since there is no upper limit (and even it is there, it is
high) of calorie intake, This interestingly indicates that Gimi-
‘coefficient is not a v.alid measurement of welfare situation es what-
ever incuality there may exist, every individual of higher group

consumes more calorie than any of the lower group.

We have also attempted to estimate interregional inequality
that is the inequality among the states and union territories. It
is however not the inequality of per consumer unit intake of calorie
or protein, but the inequality of per consumer unit availability of
calorie or protein, To compute Gini coefficient, regions have been
arranged in ascending order of per consumer unit availability of
calorie (or protein), and population (converted to consumer units)
has been taken from census report of 1971, From & comparison of
Table 5 with tables 3 & 4, it is clear that inter-regionsl inequality

of aveilability is less than inequality of mitritional inteke within
states,
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Table 5: Inter regional Inequality

Calorie " Protein
Rural L0871 131
Urban 046 072

Finally, one would like to see how inequality of consumer
expenditure compares with the mutritional inequality. For this purpose,
under the assumption that the distribution of consumer expenditufe'
during 26th round survey was same compared to that prevailing during

the period of 25th round survey, Gini coefficient (G3) of percapita

consumer expenditure based on 25th round data are given in cclumn 8 of
Tables 3 & 4. It points out that distribution of intake of calorie or
protein is more egalatarian the: that of consumer expenditure, The

rank correlation between calorie inequality G1 and 3 i.. 0.62 in rural
areas and 0,65 in urban areas, supporting implicitly our earlier point
that ne.ther consumer expenditt:; is solely respo:sible for calorie

intake nor the inequality in calorie inteke is only because of inequa-
lity in expenditure level. Such factors as social and cultural practices
educational and mutritional knowledge, production (food) pattern etc.
other than expenditure level affect the level of intake and its dista-

bution, Like Dutta (9) we also observe that in most of the cases con-

i

sumer expenditure inequality is more in urban areas than in rural areas,

Jhereas the position of mutritional inequality as mentioned esrlier is
just opposite. This ﬁpiic'itly- points out that expenditure ejasticity
of mutrition or in other words food increases across experditure classes
in rural areas whereas it either decreases or remeins constéﬁﬁ igwﬁfﬁah'”"

~

areasg.
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Ti1l now ..we have been concerned with either hcad-count ratio

or mutritional inequality only, and in the course of cur analysis we
have disproved that mitritional inequality reflects the mutritionel
gtatus of a society. We have tkerefore made an attempt to calculate
'U' and 'S' which take account of (i) the proportion of consumers
below or sbove the prescribed level of calorie inteks, (ii) the quan-
tity by which consumer's intske falls short of prescribed level or |
is more than that, and (iii) inequality in respective distributioms.
Accordingly states heve been ranked by 'U' and 'S' measures in
Table 6, and by criteria A of complete ordering (discussed in section 2)
in Table 7. It will be noted that although mutritional inequality

is more in rural ereas, rutriti~sal status described either by 'U' or
'S' is better in rural areas whereas Dutta (9) has shom thet absolute
poverby (in terms c¢f consumer expanﬁiture) is more in rural areasf.
 This cai. only be explained by 1 2 feet that larger share of expenditure
in rurel erees compared to in urban areas (both poor and non poor
grov-.p) is spent on food especially calorie yielding fool like cereals
and cereals substitutes. Rank correlations between calorie intake

and either U or S sre quite high (of the order 0.9 with proper sign)
indicating that mutritional status is better where undernutrition (U)
is less ar calorie sufficiency (S) is more. If all states and union
territories are divided intc two equal groups, an unique distinction
‘is.: observed both in rural and urban areas. In the group consisting

of all southém,most of the western and some of the eastern states,
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Tebl 3 6: INDEX OF UNDERNUTTTTION AND INDEX OF CALORIE

SUFT I mnoY, ¥
SRS

S.Ne. State/Union RURAL URBAN
territory —
U S 1] ) S
1. Tripura 038 (14)  .0306 (13)  .0979(22) .0241(5) |
2.  Pondichery 2484 (2)  .o083 (22)  .2323(3) .0112(18)
3. Temil Nadu .2285 (3) L0141 (20) .2999(2)  .0045(24)
L.  Mysore 322 (11) L0318 (12)  .2299(4)  .0065(22)
5.  Kerala .2493 (1) 0167 (17)  .3304(1)  .0062(23)
6.  Andhra Pradesh 1603 (7) .0225 (15)  .1744(8)  .0095(20)
7.  Delni 0634 (15)  .0410 (9) 761 (7)  .0118(16)
8.  Chandigarh - - 1246(17)  .0308(2)
9.  Uttar Pradesh 0573 (17)  .omo (6)  .1559(10) .015(17)
10.  Punjab 0223 (22)  .1989 (1) .1213(20) .0239(6)
1 Jemmu & Fashmir 0109 (23)  .1110 (4) .0938(24) ,0134(12)
12,  Himachal Pradesh L0451 (20)  .0697 (7) A174(21) L0201 (9)
13.  Haryana 0247 (21) 1437 (2) 1409(13)  .0254(4)
14,  Maharashtra 1566 (8) .0151(18) .1987(6)  .0095(21)
15.  Goa 2123 3) 0116 (21)  .1542(12)  .0119(15)
16.  Rejasthan 0519 (18)  .0721 (5) .0965(23) .0358(1)
17." Madhya Pradesh 0610 (16)  .1434 (3) .1325(16) .0217(7)
18.  Gujrat A345 (108 L0345 (11)  .1709(9)  .0147(11)
19, Manipur L0505 (19)  .0584(8) .0670(25) .0301(3)
20. Nagaland - - .1381(15)  .0128(14)
21, Meghalaya 1373 (9) 0013 (23)  .1547(11) .0133(13)
22, West Bengal .2188 (4) 0274 (14)  .2084(5)  .0041(25)
23, Orissa 1620 (6) 0182 (16) .1239(18f .0192(10)
24, Bihar 1297 (12)  .0356 (10) .1229(19)  .0217(8)
25, Assem .1229 (13) L0144 (19)  .1407(14)  .0096(19)
M1 India | 1129 L0413 1763 L0114

#*-- Figures within brackets are ranks,



“able 7: Ranking of stites by complete ordering
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and their S & U_measures.

Rural Urban
S, State/Union U S S. State/Union U S
N¢, territory ' No. territory
1. Punjeb 0223 .1989 1. Manipur L0670  .0301
2. Haryans L0247 43T 2. Tripura L0979  .02A
., Himachal
Pradesh L0451 .0697 3, Himachal L1174 L0201
| Pradesh

4. Menipur .0505 L0584 4. Orissa .1239  ,0192
5. Delhi L0634 L0410 5. Nagaland L1381 .0128
6. Bihar ' 1297 0356 6. Assam 407 L0096
. Mys | 1322 .0318 ] hr |
7. Mysore 3 3 7. podhre, 74, - .0095
8. Andhre Pradesh  .1603  .0225 8. Maharashtra 1987 .0095
9. Orissa 1620 .0182 9. Myscre ,2299 0065
10, Tamil Nadu 2285 L0141 10. Tamil Nadu .2999  ,0045
11. Pondicherry L2484 .0N83 |
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the mutr: ional situation is wor ~ than in the othe» group congisting

of all northern étates, most of castern states and some of the western
states. Generally, 'S' is less where '"" is meore. Eut orly eleven
rural areas and ten urban areas could be completely orderzd (Table 7).
For other states, only partial ordering was possible, ard no definite

inference could be drawn.

To conclude, we have in this paper relied on calorie for
investigating the nutritional status and inequality of India. Several
measures such as intake per consurer unit, inequality indices Gy, Go,

G and Gy , other indices like 'U' and 'S' have been taken as indicatars
for comparison., All do not give same results. Different measures
reflect different aspects of nutritional situation. We have found

thus that although nutritional inequality is more in rural than in
urban areas, mutritional status ié better in rural areas than in urban
areas. We also find a sort of rutritional demarcational between geo-
graphical north and south. The problem, as it has been cbserved, is

not only of distribution, but of availability itself. In order to

meet the problems, the production of nutrition itself through food
production has to be raised. Secondly, a food production patern has
to be found which given other constraints, can make available realtively
greater nutritional benefits to the poorer section of the pcpulation,

This may'iﬁ turn have to be backed up with mutritional educationa.
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