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I . Introduction 

In developing countries, a sizeable portion of the visible 

urban poor are street dwellers. These are persons who do not 

reside in structured or serai-structured dwellings. As such, 

they escape enumeration in surveys based on sample selection 

from a population listing. Since such surveys are the norm, 

data on street dwellers are scarce and, consequently, very l i t t le 

is known about them. In particular, i t is unknown whether street 

dwellers are a unique group with specif ic earnings characteristics, 

or simply the more visible of the urban poor. 

Given the urgency of urban poverty policy, i t is important 

to assess the earnings capability of street dwellers and to 

determine i f this dif fers from that of the general urban poor 

population, To do so, six questions require assessment. First, 

do street dwellers engage in economic act iv i t ies dif ferent from 

that of other poor persons? Second, do they earn income adequate 

to meet their basic needs? Third, do they dwell in streets out 

of necessity or by choice? Fourth, are they the poorest of the 

poor? Fifth, should they constitute a unique target group for 

*The futhor is a Senior Research Economist at the Pakistan 
Institute cf Development Economics. He is grateful to Dennis N. 
De Tray for several discussions on the topic. 



the focus of urban poverty pol icy? And f inal ly , are there 

policy guid l ines of spec i f i c relevance for street dwellers? 

Answer:; to the above questions are not obvious. "Culture 

of poverty" theory suggests one set of answers /13, p.ZbJ: 

street dwelling is a necessary and permanent existence for 

the alienated and hopeless, the poorest of the poor. While 

"informal sector" theory suggests another sot of answers: 

access to nonformal employment opportunities necessitates 

that individuals dwell and work in the crowded streets of 

commercial and business districts Sti l l further 

sots of answers are suggested by migration theory: recent 

migrants dwell in streets while searching for housing / 

or temporary migrants dwell in streets by choice as they 

have no need for permanent urban housing ^10, p p . I t 

is unknown which of these competing models best applies to 

street dwellers. 

In November-December 1975, the Pakistan Institute of 

Development Economics surveyed 300 street dwellers in 

Rawalpindi City. The purpose of the survey was twofold. 

First, to provide a socio-economic profile of street dwellers. 

Second, to provide a basis for an earnings comparison of street 

dwellers w.' th nonstreet dwellers—data for whom are available 

from the Institute's August-September 1975 survey of 1,000 

Rawalpindi structared and semi-structured dwellings. This 

paper reports the results of the survey and, in the process, 

assesses t" e six questions raised above. 
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•The pe er is organized -is follows. The next section 

doscrib : t o street dweller survey. The third section briefly 

examine the four r-dels ".-,entionec. above. Against this theore-

tic i l bcCk-roj:.'i, the fourth section presents a prof i le of 

s t r^t J\;elIorsj an :>:irnir^s cc p rison of street dwellers with 

nonstr .ot dwellers, ard a bread assessment of street dweller 

behaviour. The final section summarizes the conclusions and 

identifies the policy implications of the paper. 

I I . Data 

The Pakistan Institute of Development Economics undertook 

two survey? of Rawalpindi City in 1975« Although a common 

questionnaire was administered by a common group of professional 

enumerator* in both, the surveys sampled di f ferent populations. 

The f irst survey, enumerated in August and Septenber, sampled 

1,000 households from those that reside in structured or 

semi-structured dwellings. The second survey, enumerated in 

November and December, sampled 300 households from those that 

do not reside in structured or semi-structured dwellings. The 

difference in populations necessitated dif ferent sampling 

designs for each. 
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The sampling design of the f i r s t survey was standard 

(and is discussed in Appendix/). Briefly, it was a one 

percent, two-stage sampling from an existing sampling frame 

of the Central Statistical Division for all structured and 

semi-structured dwellings in Rawalpindi. The first-stage 

sampling fraction was set at 0.0^ and 16 clusters we re 

randomly selected from the total of f̂OO clusters in the 

sampling frame. The second-stage sampling fraction was 
i 

uniformly set at 0.28 and every i th (= 1/0.28) household 

of each selected cluster was systematically selected (given 

a random start) from an address listing of all structured 

and semi-structured dwellings. The design yielded a random 

sample of 1,000 households. 

In contrast, the sampling design of the second survey, 

although also two-stage sampling, was somewhat arbitrary. 

On the presumption that street dwellers are rare items and are 

not evenly distributed in the c i ty, the first-stage sampling 

procedure was to select geographic areas in which their 

expected concentration is high. Therefore, the general 

selection guideline was to sample are-is near public facilities 

(such ar water, sanitation, electricity, and emergency shelter). 

Examples of such areas are: railway stations, bus stands, 

hotels, restaurants, c inemas, mosques, bazaars, and bridges. 

Since such areas tend to be in the center of town, an additional 

guideline was to sample residential areas in the 16 sample 

clusters of the f i r s t survey. 



The second-stage campling procedure was to systematically 

sample overy third str \.t dweller in each selected area;, this 

friction is similar tc that for the f i r s t survey. In order to 

correctly identify a street dweller, enumeration was conducted 

"t night, between 9 p.tvu and 10 p.m., and only individuals 

sleeping in street^ were considered to be potential street 

dwellers. ' If every third potential street dweller was not 

a city dweller (perhaps, a tempor.ury vis i tor lacking 

accomodation or awaiting a transport connection), then the 

2 

fourth potential street dweller was awakened and identified. 

Each select d area was sampled in a single night; i f the 
area was large, then more than om enumerator participated 

3 

in the sampling. Unfortunately, a random start for oach 

selected area was not guaranteed ?<s to do so would have 

required tfc compilation of a population l ist ing and a 

subsequent random selection decision every enumeration night—a 

cumbersome, time-consuming process. 
-) 

This procedure excludes street dwellers who work at 
night and sleep during the day, however. 

2 
An advantage in conducting the survey in winter months 

(November and December) is that, unlike in the summer months, 
persons with access to dwellings do not sleep in streets. 

''This procedure does not ful ly prevent double-counting 
(as street dwellers are mobile between areas), however, no 
instances of double counting occurred. 
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The selected sample size was also somewhat arbitrary. 

The intention was to sample about one percent of the street 

dweller population; however, as the size of the population 

is unknown, an et timation was necessary. An estimation for 

Abidjan p.'+7_7 suggests that street dwellers constitute 

about 5 percent of the c i ty 's population. Five percent of 

Rawalpindi's population in 1975 is about 30,000 persons 

which is probably a high estimate of the number of street 

dwellers; a more real ist ic estimate is about 1.to 3 percent 

of the total population or 6,000 to 18,000 persons. 
if 

Nonetheless, the sample size was set at 300. 

As the sampling design does not ensure random selection, 

i t is important to note the possibility of sampling error.^ 

Generally, the sampling distributions of area-specific 

variables re f lect the distribution of sampling areas. 

Occupation is possibly such a variable: sampling at hotels 

and restaurants would l ikely yield a sample of cooks and 

waiters, while samplin,; at railway stations and bus stands 

would l ikely yield a sample of drivers and porters. To 

the extent that the distribution of sampling areas is 

In fact, information was collected for 30̂  street 
dwellers at four were dependents of those sampled. 

' The discussion of the possibility of nonsampling 
error in the f i r s t survey in /b, Appendix^ applies as 
well for tt i second survey. The discussion suggests 
that the error is random and can be ignored. 
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representative, the sampling distributions of such variables 

are also representative. Unfortunately, since the selection 

of sampling nreas was arbitr:iry, i t is not necessarily 

representative and so the sampling distributions of area-

specific variables are not necessarily representative, 

•either. - - • 

Although the number of sampling areas was not prede-

termined, tie average size of each was suff ic iently small 

and the total sample size was sufficently 3.arge to allow 

the sampling of 6b different areas. The distribution of 

the sample 'iy sampling area indicates a fa ir degree of 

stratification (see Table 1). The geographic distribution 

of the sample is equally wel l -strat i f ied (see Table 2) . 

Note that these distributions are not necessarily representative 

of the overall distribution of street dwellers in 

Rawalpindi. Nonetheless, these sample distributions do 

indicate the representation of a large variety of poten-

tially different types of street dwellers and so the 

data of the second survey should provide a broad-based 

profile of street dwellers. 
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Table 1 

Pi.- tribution of Sample by Sampling Area 

Number of: 
Type of Area Areas Street Dwellers 

Bazaar 23 91 

Restaurant or Hoetel 13 5k 

Residential 10 41 

Mosque 6 ' 25 

Bus Stop k 68 

Bridge 3 19 

Cinema 3 17 

Railway Station 2 9 

Total 6k 30k 

Table 2 

Distribution of Sample by Distance 

Distance from 
Center of City 

(in riiles) 
Number of: 

Areas Street Dwellers 
0 17 52 

0 - 1 16 115 
1 22 82 

1 - 3 9 55 

Total 6k 30k 

Note: The center of city is the area generally known as 
Raja Bazaar which is the main wholesale and retail 
trade center of Rawalpindi. 



- 9 -

I I I . Theory 

Economic theory provides two alternate explanations for the 

behaviour of street dwellers. I f housing is regarded as a con-

sumption co r.odity, then the demand for housing is a function 

of consumer preferences and their budget constraints. I f 

budget constraints nr: severe, the derrrnd for housing may be 

nonexistent, Altera:. t ively, i f consumer preferences are adverse, 

the demand for housing may also be nonexistent. While combina-

tions of poverty .and preferences are equally valid explanations, 

i t is impor ant to note that economic theory distinguishes 

between str et dwelling by necessity and by choice. 

Much ei.phasis is placed on the poverty explanation. 

"Culture of poverty" theory, developed by Oscar ^ewis and 

widely applied in cultural anthropological studies of urban 

squatter se .t laments, is accepted by reseachers at the Institute 

of Development Studies, Sussex [_ 15,16__/ and recently by 

Gustav Papanek The theory focusses on factors that 

separate the poor from the general economy and the cultural 

impact of the separation on the poor. Among characteristics 

of the poor identified by the theory are /T3, pp.2^-^7: 

(1) the poor engage in marginal economic act iv i t ies which 

require l i t t le (physical or human) capital and whioh provide-

low remuneration; (2) there is much variety in types of such 

activities; however, (3) mobility between act iv i t ies is limited; 

and (k) income opportunities in dif ferent act iv i t ies vary. It 
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is important to note that the latter two characteristics imply 

multiple labour markets, a controversial assumption in economic 

theory. 

A v iri jit of the poverty explanation which also emphasizes 

the necessi.;/ aspcct of street dwelling is provided by "informal 

sector" th ory. The theory focusses on factors that generate 

urban employment opportunities which require l i t t l e (physical 

or human) c ipital. The theory identif ies an informal sector 

that supplies budget-priced, minimally-packaged services which 

serve as inferior substitutes for higher-priced, better-

packaged se 'vices supplied by the formal sector; examples of 

such substi ;utable services are haircuts supplied both by 

b-o-V- .inri by bnrber shops, and the reta i l sale of 

commodities both by street peddlers and hawkers and by 

department .stores, grocery shops, and restaurants. Among 

characteristics of informal sector v/orkers identified by the 

theory are 9,12/: ( l ) they are self-employed, individual 

proprietors with l i t t l e (physical or human) capital; (2) they 

provide a variety of (not necessarily marginal) services; 

(3) they often market their services in commercial and 

business districts; when they do so, (4) they either locate 

in streets or tiny, shared shops (because land costs are 

unaffordably high in central areas); (5) they frequently 

reside at their place of work (in order to protect their 

few fixed : ssets and because of Jong working hours and high 

transport costs); (6) they arc mobile between act iv i t ies; 
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(7) th-ir activit ies yield low remuneration; .and (8) their income 

opportunities in dif ferent activit ies are similar. These charac-

terist ics (specially, the third, fourth, and f i f th ) imply that 

individuals who can obtain housing on the urban periphery might 

nonetheless become street dwellers in order to gain access to 

nonformal employment opportunities unavailable at the periphery. 

Various explanations which emphasize the necessity aspect 

of transient street dwelling are possible with the assumption of 

lag phenomena. I f supply shortages exist in a disequilibrium 

housing market, then excess demand would need to queue for access 

to housing / I^J/. Literal ly, the queueing process could occur 

in the streets: recent migrants (specially, i f unaccompanied by 

dependents) without access to homes of relatives or friends 

and unable to a:.'ford hotel accomodation could dwell in streets 

while searching for housing, as a last resort. Similarly, i f 

an in i t i a l period of job search is necessary to secure 

employment, lack of income in this period would necessitate 

that recent migrants with l i t t l e savings dwell in streets; 

of course, house- and job-search phenomena can occur 

simultaneously. Generally, these explanations imply that 

individuals who can ordinarily afford housing might nonetheless 

become street dwellers duo to temporary dislocation ef fects 

of recent migration. 
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Trmsi'.nt street dwelling can also be viewed as a matter 

of oho ice rather than necessity. Heather Joshi, Harold Lubell, 

and Jean Mouly / 10, pp.kk-7J review African data on migrant 

urban labourers and identi fy a floating population with pre-

ference for street dwelling. Characteristics of floating 

migrants noted by the authors .are {_ 10, p. : 

/Their/ commitment to an urban existence was 
so slight that / i/ many of them did not even 
bother to find accommodation; /ii/ most of them 
stayed in town for less than one year and / i i i/ 
none brought women with them. [i.v/ Most of 
them had come under the instructions of the 
elders, to whom they would hand over their 
earnings, ^ v i _ / Expenditure in town was reduced 
to a minimum, since / v i i J they accepted the 
lowest-paid jobs—mostly porterage—and /viii/ 
w uited to return home with their target sum of 
money as soon as possible. 

These characteristics imply that individuals who can afford 

and obtain lousing might nonetheless choose to be street 

dwellers du • ) to an adverse preference for housing relative 

to their preference for other things. Note that caution 

is essential in a judgment of preferences as these are 

unobservable, but also note that either view of street 

dwelling as a mt ter of choice or necessity is a judgment 

of prefererces. 

There ire, therefore, several possible explanations 

for street dwelling. I t is unknown which of these best 

applies. Of course, different explanations could best apply 

tc d i f fere; t types of street dwellers. Although all of the 

models meni ioned above identify certain common street dweller 
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characteristics—all identify street dwellers as persons with 

l i t t le capital, especially human capital (such as general 

education, technical education, and sk i l l s ) , who, as a con-

sequence, earn low income—it is desirable, for comparative 

analysis, to note the differences between models. Among 

predicted differences in st feet dweller characteristics, 

those for which data are available are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Predicted Differences in Street Dweller Characteristics 

Model: 

Characteristic 
Culture of 
Poverty 

Informal 
Sector 

House 
Search 

Floating 
Migrant 

Income Squ-lity low high ? ? 

Self-Employed 7 yes 7 7 

Hours Worked 7 high ? high 
Years on Jcb ? 7 low low 
Recent Migrant no 7 yes yes 
Rural Visits no ? ? yes 
Rural Remittances no ? ? yes 
Dependents ? ? no no 
Reason for lack poverty work cannot do not 

of housing 
poverty 

find need 

Note: ? a unspecified, unknown, or controversial. 
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Unfortunately, the predictions in Table 3 are minimal 

for comparative analysis. In particular, the predictions 

are of minimal use in a comparison of the "floating-migrant" 

and so rch theories. The former explains street dweller . . 

behaviour in terms of endogenous or demand factors (such as 

a lack of urban commitment) while the latter explains i t in 

terms of exogenous or supply factors (such as unavailability 

of housing or employment opportunities). However, in practice, 

the two theories yield similar predictions due to the identif ica-

tion problem.inherent in distinguishing demand responses from 

supply responses. I t is important not to overlook this 

identification problem in the analysis of the next section. 

IV. Analysis 

A. Pro f i l • 

The majority of the J<Ok street dwellers are male, 96 

percent, and -sbout half recent migrants: 46 percent migrated 

to Rawalpindi City no e.srlier than the year before the survey. 

About half, 32 percent, -ire migrants from the North West Frontier 

Province (NWFP) .and are provincial aliens in the Punjabi social 

structure of Rawalpindi City. Although about half are married, 

a l l but k (or the 300 enumerated) are single street dwellers. 

However, tha majority, 80 eeroent, support dependents outside 

Rawalpindi City and, on average, they remit a third of their gross 

incoue to (partially or fu l ly ) support 5 dependents. Furthermore, 
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more than a third of the street d. ellers v i s i t their native 

towns once a month, while half v i s i t at least every other 

month. 

With one e x c e p t i o . a l l the street dwellers are in the 

labour force (which is broadly defined to include beggars). 

Moreover, only one xS unemployed and, also, onl\ one is an 

unpaid family helper. Those that work (including beggars) 

do so, on the average, for 59 hours per week and only 10 

percent fee _ that they have time for additional work. There 

are 58 berg a\s who comprise 19 percent of the sample. The 

remainder o ' the street dwellers are about equally distributed 

among the self-employed, employees, and casual workers; these 

comprise, respectively, 30 percent, 30 percent, and 19 percent, 

of the sample. 

The st -eet dwellers lack hutiiun capital and engage in 

act ivit ies which do not require it.. Seventy-five percent 

are i l l i t e ra te , while only 10 percent completed primary 

school and only 2 persons completed secondary school. 

Furthermore, 93 percent are without skil ls and 95 percent 

have no technical education. Excluding beggars, 38 percent 

work in construction, 27 percent work in transport, and 

17 percent work in trade. Alternatively, 62 percent (of 

the nonbeggars) are semi-skilled (e .g . , drivers and masons) 

or unskilled (e .g . , porters and labourers) production 

workers, 18 percent are service workers (mainly at small 
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hotels and restaurants), ynd 13 percent are agricultural 
g 

workers (mainly herders tending animals for sale in the c i ty ) . 

The s t r e t dwellers earn sufficient income to meet their 

baric needs. On average, per month, they earn Rs.300 which is 

2.6 times the estimated minimum necessary income for an adult 

urban male (to meet basic food, clothing, and housing needs) in 

1975, Rs.115 /~17, p. 57_7? Although beggars earn less income 

than other 'street dwellers, on average, per month, they earn 

Rs.203 which is 1.8 times the minimum necessary income. These 

comparisons regard the decision to remit income to dependents 

outside Rawalpindi City as endogenous to the individual and just 

nnn r.f thpv mnnv decisions implicit in the allocation of personal 

income bctw en competing needs, basic or otherwise. However, 

evi n i f the amount remitt ;d is regarded as an exogenous decision 

(porhaps, b cau.ie i t i . necessary to maintain the basic needs 

of dependents outside Rawalpindi City), the average, per month, 

disposable r unremitted income, Rs.156, is s t i l l 1.4 times 

the minimum necessary income; comparable magnitudes for 

beggars and nonbeggars are also 1.4. 

As noted in the previous section, though, the occupational 
and industrial distributions are not necessarily representative. 

7 

The o f f i c i a l exchange rate of the rupee for the dollar 
in 1975 was Rs. 9.00 = $ 1.00. 
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Seventy percent of tn'e street dwellers indicate poverty 

as their reason for lack of housing, while 20 percent fee l 

that their working conditions necessitate a lack of housing 

and the remaining 10 percent fee l that they do not need 

housing. Surprisingly, no street dweller indicates ar. 

inabil ity to find housing despite the l ikely di f f iculty in 

finding economical housing for a single person. Except 

for dormitory or sharing arrangements, housing is not 

ordinarily divisible beyond one room but even a one-room 

dwelling is a relative luxury for a single person: the 

nonstreet dwell -r surv ;y shows that the average person 

occupies orly a third of a room. However, the distinction 

between the abil ity to afford available housing and the 

abil ity to find affordable housing is subtle .and probably 

cannot be measured directly by an opinion response to an 

open-ended question. Therefore, a cautious acceptance of 

this result is that 70 percent of the street dwellers 

consider themselves too poor to afford available but not 

necessarily economical (in the context of basic needs) 

housing. 

Nevertheless, even with an upward adjustment to the 

estimated minimum necessary income which allows for the 

l ikely higher rent for available housing, street dwellers 

s t i l l earn sufficient income to meet their basic needs. 

Evidence from the nonstroet dweller survey shows that 
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singl ..-pors- n households, on average, occupy 1.2-roora dwellings 
o 

at a monthly rental of Rs.38. This housing expense is three 

tinss the expense estimated for economical housing /_ 17, p»5V 

and, when regarded as a basic need, raises the minimum necessary 

monthly income for on adult urban male to Bs . l^ - A comparison 

of gross incomes shows that, on average, street dwellers earn 

2.1 times this amount and beggars earn times the amount; 

a comparison o.f disposable or unremitted incomes shows that, 

on average, both beggars and nonbeggars earn 1.1 times the 

amount. Street dwellers, therefore, earn sufficient income 

to afford available housing and meet their other basic needs. 

o 
Sing?o-person households constitute 6.8 percent of a l l 

households enumerat d in the nonstreet dweller survey. This 
figure is comparable to the proportion' of single-person 
households in urban areas reported by the 1960 national 
census, 7 lercent /_ 1 . p. 



3. 3omparitive Profiles 

The nonstreet dweller survey provides comparative 

information for 1,641 nonstreet dwellers in the labour 

force. Table 4 presents frequency distributions fur 

beggars, other street dwellers, and nonstreet dwellers. 

Although the subgrouping yields relatively few observa-

tions for the beggars group, the group has strikingly 

dif ferent frequency distributions which merit isolation. 

With f i ve exceptions, the distributions of the three 

groups are significantly dif ferent at the 95 percent 

probability l^vcl by application of the chi square, test 
o 

for a l l variables. Generally, tnerefore, a l l three 

groups havf dissimilar profi les. 

•"The exception.-* •are th'-' distributions between 
beggars and other street dweller.; for: technical 
education, weekly hour.; worked, time for mo:'e work, 
ski l ls , dependents in city, and province of origin. 
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Table 4 

Peroentage Distribution of Rawalpindi Labour Force 

Characteristic 
(1) 

Street Dwellers 
Beggars 

(2) 

Others 

(3) 

Nonstreet 
Dwellers 

1. Age: in Years: 

14 or less 
15 - 24 
25 - 34 
35 - 44 
45 - 54 
55^- 64 

65 or more 

average (years) 

2. Sex: 
Male 
Female 

3. Marital Status: 
Single 
Married 
Widowed 
Divorced 

4. Education: 

Unschooled 

Incomplete Primary-

Primary (plus) 

S e c > ndary ( plus) 

5. Technical Education: 
Yes 
No 

0.0 
3.4 

8.6 
17.2 
19.0 

25.9 

25.9 

52.9 

82.8 

17.2 

29.3 
20.7 

36.2 
13.8 

94.8 

3.4 

1.7 
0.0 

0.0 
100.0 

3o7 
32.2 
25.3 
18.8 
14.3 

4.0 

1.7 

31.4 

99.2 
0.8 

45.7 
47.4 
5.3 
1.6 

71.4 

15.5 

12.3 
0.8 

6.1 
93.9 

3°3 
23.5 
23.4 
21.2 
16.5 
8.0 
3.6 

35.0 

93.1 

6.9 

33.6 
62.2 
3.8 

0.4 

35.3 
9.2 

23.6 

31.9 

28.9 
71.1 



Table 4 (Continued) 

(1) (2) ( 4 ) _ 

6. Employment Status: 
Unemployed 0o0 0,4 5.4 
Self-employed 0.0 36.3 29.7 

Employer 0.0 0.8 3.7 
Employee 0.0 38.0 ^9.2 

Casual Worker 0.0 24.1 1.3 
Apprentice 0.0 0„0 2.2 

Unp id Family Helper 0.0 0.4 8.5 

Beg ar 100.0 0.0 0.0 
1 ° "5 7. Weekly H >urs Worked: ' ' 

0 0.0 0.4 5.4 
1 - 29 0.0 0.0 2.7 

50 - 39 7.4 2.0 6.9 

40— 49 3.7 19.3 41.4 

5 0 - 5 9 • 33.4 39.3 16.7 

60 - 69 29.6 20.1 15.1 

70 or more 25.9 18.9 H-8 

average (hours) 60.0 • 58.0. 48.2 
1 8. Time for More Work? 

Yes 0.0 11.8 23.5 

No 100^0" 88.2 76.5 

9. Years Since Migration 
to Rawalpindi City: 

0 ' 5 . 2 42.9 0.7 

1 10.3 * 9.8 1.6 

2 10.3 5.3 1.2 

3 10.3 8.2 1.3 

4 8.6 6.5 1.8 

5 er more 51.8 26.9 54.3 

Never Migrated 3.5 0.4 39.1 
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Table 4 (Cor.tinued) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

S 5 i • > 

10. Skills: 
Yes 

,No 

11. Occupation: 
White Collar 
Sales 
Service 
Agrieulture 
Production 

5 

12. Industry: 

Agriculture 

Manufacturing 

Construction 

Trede 

Transport 

Otl or g 
13* Provinee of Migration: 

NWFP 

Punjab 

Other 
14. Gross Income, Rs./month 

1.7 

98.3 

0o0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

52 

45 

3 
.7,8,9 

7.8 
92.2 

2.9 

4.5 

18.0 

12.6 

62.0 

12.7 

3.3 
37.7 

17.2 

26.6 
2.5 

52 
37 
11 

41.3 

58.7 

25.8 

24.9 
11.2 
2.1 

36.0 

1.7 

14.5 

4.2 

26.9 

12.7 

4o.o 

28 

63 

9 

0 0.0 0.4 5.9 
1 - 149 13.8 2.1 7.0 

150 - 249 55.2 18.0 13.5 
250 - 349 31.0 44.7 23.3 
350 - 449 0.0 21.7 16.6 

450 - 549 0.0 7.4 12.2 

550 - 999 0.0 5.3 15.4 

1,000 or more 0.0 0.4 6.1 

average (Rs./month) 203.1 323.4 415.8 

Log Variance (numbers) 0.1 0.3 2.4 
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T Jole 4 (Continued) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

15. Dependents in City: 

0 93.3 98.8 11.3 

1 1.7 1.2 12.5 
2 or more 0.0 0.0 v 76.2 

average (persons) 0.0 0.0 3.4 

16. Dependents outside City: 

0 , 63.8 10.2 87.3 

1-4 29.3 40.0 10.4 

5-9 6.9 44.9 • 2.2 

10+ 0.0 4.9 0.1 
average (persons) 1.1 4.5 0.3 

17. Remittance Home, Rs./month: 
0 63.3 10.6 87.3 
1 - 49 1.7 0.0 1.9 

50 - 99 6.9 4.5 3.5 
100 - 149 10.4 , . , 19.6 ' 2.4 
150 - 199 8.6 17.6 2.4 
200 - 249 8.6 26.5 1.5 
250 - 299 0.0 11„0 0.1 
300 or more 0.0 10.2 0.9 
average (Rs./month) 46.5 166.8 26.9 

3mittanne/Income: 

0 63.8 10.6 87.4 
.1 -.24 3.4 - 0.8 6.9 

.25 - >9 8.6 20.4 4.3 

.50 - .74 24.2 60.4 1.3 

.75 cr more 0.0 7.3 0.1 
average (proportion) 0.2. 0.5 0.0 
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Table k (Continued) 

S j ) (?-) (3) (41 

10 19., Number of Visits Hor.se por Year: 

Q 41.4 6.9 -

1. - 2 20.7 10.2 -

3 - 5 19.0 23.7 -

6 3.4 12.7 -

12 15.5 46.5 -

Reason for Lack of Hous 2,10 ing: ' 

• Poverty 94.8 63.5 -

•> 

. W ork 1.7 23.8 M 

- L>U 1 (JO Ifv-̂ -d 7-F 1?-7 -

Sample Size (persons) 58 245 1,641 

Notes: 1. Column 2 excludes 31 observations due to missing 
information. • 

2. Column 3 excludes 1 observation due to missing information. 
3. Column k -excludes 2 observations due to missing informatior. 
4. V/hite collar consists of professional, technical, 

administrative, managerial and clerical occupations. 
3. Columns 4 excludes 100 observations due to missing 

information. 
6. NWFP denotes the North West Frontier Province. 
7. Excludes unpaid family helpers. 
8. Column 4 excludes 18 observations due to missing informatic 
9. Log variance is the variance of the natural logarithm of 

gross monthly income. 
10. No data for column 4. 
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The beggars, on average, are about 20 years older than 

either nonbeggars or nonstreet dwellers- They are proportionately 

more f-.-.nale and proportionately more widowed or divorced, a l l 

by t least 10 percentage points. They have proportionately 

less human vypital: less education (by about 20 percentage 

point.:), no technical education, rnd practically no ski l ls . 

They beg, on av-rs- je, 60 hours per w.el--. which is 12 hours more 

than what the average nonstreet dweller works but only 2 hours 

more than what the average street dweller works. They have 

no time for more bagging. 

The be ,gars, relative to nonstreet dwellers, are propor-

tionately ir jrs migrant but, relative to other street dwellers, 

are proportionately less recently migrated, both by about 35 

percentage points. On average, they make half as many v is i ts 

home per year than other street dwellers. Like other street 

dwellers, they, on average, l ive alone, but unlike other street 

dwellers, they, on average, support 75 percent fewer dependents 

outside Rawalpindi City; in fact, only a third of the beggars 

support any dependents. Their monthly income, on average, is 

46 percent less than that of nonstreet dwellers and 37 percent 

less than that of other street dwellers. However, as they 

support relatively few dependents, their average disposable 

or unremitted income is comparable to that of other street 

dwellers. 
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Excluding beggars, the street dwellers, on average, are 4 

years younger than nonstreet dwellers. They are proportionately 

more male (by 6 percentage points) and proportionately more 

single (by 12 percentage points). Although they have propor-

tionately more human capital (specif ical ly, education) than 

beggar:., relative to nonstreet dwellers they have much less: 

less education (by 36 percentage points), less technical 

education (by 23 percentage points), and less skil ls (by 34 

percentage points). Also relative to nonstreet dweller's, they 

work, on average, 10 more hours per week; and although they 

arc proportionately more casual workers (by 23 percentage 

points), th :y are practically a l l employed and proportionately 

fewer of tfc.mi have time for more work (by 12 percentage points). 

They .arc proportionately more production workers (by 23 per-

centage points) or porportionately less -white collar and sales 

workers (bj 4-3 percentage points), and they work proportionately 

more in construction and transport (by 47 percentage points) 

or proportionately loss in manufacturing and other nonagricul-

tural and nontrade activit ies (by 49 percentage points). 

The street dwellers, excluding beggars, are practically 

a l l migrant and relative to either beggars or nenstreet dwellers 

are more recently migrated (by about 40 percentage points). 

On average, they make 7 v is i ts per year or at least one every 

other month. They support (not necessarily fu l ly ) slightly 

more dependo nts, on average, than nonstreet dwellers but 

unlike nonstreet dwellers, their dependents l ive outside 



Kawalpiuii "ity snd th.y remit 50 percent of their incomc for 

support. £ lativv; to non tr et dwellers, they as well as 

berg rs ere proportionately more migrants from the NWFP (by 2k 

percentage points). This f l w is not surprising as Rawalpindi, 

although located in the Punjab, is the Largest city in northern 

Pakistan; however, street dwellers being provincial aliens are 

l ikely unfamiliar with the Punjabi l i f es ty le and are therefore 

l ikely to face slow social integration in Rawalpindi City. 

Evidence suggests that street dwellers are not l i fetime 

migrants. Assume that the gross rate of street dweller in-

tegration to Rawalpindi City is sufficient to have an impact 

on the over \11 distribution of lifetime migrants, a reasonable 

assumption ven with a conservative estimate of the population 

of street d 'ellers at one percent of the total population. 

The 1961 na'ional census reports the distribution of l i fetime 

migrants to Rawalpindi City by province of origin as: 

28 percent from NWFP, 65 percent from Punjab, and 7 percent 

from other provinces /Pi, p. The distribution for 1961 

li fetime migrants is insignificantly different from that for 

nonstreet dwellers, while the.- distributions for 1961 lifetime 

migrants and nonstreet dwellers are significantly different 

from that for street dwellers, by application of the chi 

square test. Thus, the evidence suggests that street dwellers 

are " f loat ing" and not lifetime migrants. 
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Relative to their basic needs, street dwellers and 

nonstreet dwellers earn the same income. On average, beggars 

and other street dwellers earn, respectively, 46 and 14 percent 

loss monthly income than nonstreet dwellers. However, a com-

parison of disposable incomes relative to minimum necessary 

incomes adjusted for f-.rily size indicates similar ratios for 

a l l throe, groups. Beggars and other street dwellers have an 

average disposable income 1.4 times the minimum necessary 

incomc for ua adult male, while nonstreet dwellers have an 

average disposable income, Rs.389, which is also 1.4 times 

the minimum necessary income for a family of four (a couple 

and two children), Rs.284 /??, p. 577. A l l three groups-beggars, 

other street dwellers, and nonstroet dwellers—earn, therefore, 

sufficient income to meet their basic needs and, moreover, a l l 

do so to the same extent. 

As in the case of average monthly income, income 

inequality is lower among street dwellers than nonstreet 

dwellers, and is relatively lowest among beggars. The log 

variance of income, a popular inequality measure /4, p. 7/, 

is 0.12 for beggars, 0.27 for other street dwellers, and 

2.39 for nonstreet dwellers; i f nonearning members of the 

labour force are excluded from the calculation, the log 

variances for the respective groups are 0.12, 0.13 and 0.51. 

The differ^ nces in income and income inequality between 

groups re f lect differences in human capital. As already 
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noted, stre. t dwellers, beggars in particular, have propor-

tionately less human capital than nonstreet dwellers. And, 

street dwellers, beggars in particular, are relatively more 

homogeneous with regard to human capital than nonstreet 

dwellers. 

A comp rison of w ge differentials-between selected 

occupations is possible. Table 5 presents average wages 

of street d/ellers and nonstreet dwellers in 3 occupations 

with at lea ;t minimal representation by both groups. In 

order to exclude wage dif ferentials due to human capital, 

wa^es 'ire averaged only for persons with no education, 
10 technical e luc-.tion, or sk i l ls . The comparison shows 

insignificr it wage dif ferentials between occupations for 

either strc et dwellers or nonstroet dwellers, by application 

of an F-test of differences between means, and insignificant 

wage differences by occupation between the two groups, by 
11 

application of a t-test. Apparently, income opportunities 

in these unskilled occupations do not vary either between 

or among street dwellers and nonstreet dwellers. 

10 
Flat age-earnings profi les are assumed for unskilled 

persons. 

11 
Although application of the t and F tests to a 

nonrandom sample is a violation of assumptions, fortunately, 
these tests ore fa i r ly robust, see PP- 70-1, 107/. 
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Table 3 

Breakdown of Wa ês by Occupation 

Selected Street Dwellers Nonstreet Dwellers Differen 
Occupations Sample 

Size2 

Mean Hourly Mean Hourly 
Wage, Rs.3 
(Variance) 

Sample 
Size2 

in Mean 

Name Code'1 
Sample 
Size2 Wage, Ps.5 

(Variance) 

Mean Hourly 
Wage, Rs.3 
(Variance) 

Sample 
Size2 

Wages 
( t )4 

Cook/ 
Waiter 

33 8 1.33 
(0.23) 

1.05 
(0.35) 

7 0.28 
(1.01) 

Construction 
Worker 

95 64 1.40 
(0.12) 

1.32 
(0.22) 

18 0.08 
(o.8o) 

Labourer 99 17 1.29 
(0„4l) 

1.22 
(0.18) 

8 0.07 
(0.28) 

Al l of the \bove 89 1.37 
(0.18) 

1.24 
(0.24) 

33 0.13 
(1.44) 

Notes: 1. Codes correspond to the Pakistan Standard Classification 
of Occupations. 

2. Excludes persons; with any education, technical education, 
or ski l ls ; also, excludes apprentices, unpaid family 
helpers, and beggars. The unemployed are necessarily 
excluded as their occupations are unknown. 

3. An analysis of variance to test the hypothesis that mean 
wages by occupation are different yields an F = 0.52 for 
street dwellers and an F = 0.77 for nO'nstreet dwellers, 
both of which are insignificant. 

4. All values of the t statist ic indicate insignificant 
differences in mean wages. 



A more general comparison of wage dif ferentials is 

also possible for employees with no education, technical 

education, or ski l ls . I t is desirable to exclude the se l f -

employed from the comparison as they have varying amounts of 

physical capital and earnings from self-employment partly 

represent returns to such canital. In the comparison, 36 

street dwellers have an average hourly wage of Rs. 1.33 with 

variance 0.16, while 115 nonstreet dwellers have an average 

hourly wage of Rs. 1.26 with variance 0.37. The wage 

di f ferent ia l between the two groups is Rs. 0.07 and an 

application of the t-test yields an insignificant t = O.98. 

Generally, ther fore, excluding differences due to human and 

physical capital, income opportunities do not vary between 

street dwellers and nonstreet dwellers. 

A comparison of wage dif ferential? for the self-employed 

must allow for variabil ity in physical capital ownership as 

earnings from self-employment partly represent returns to 

such capital. I f capital accumulation is a function of time, 

then the distribution of physical capital among the se l f -

employed roughly parallels their distribution by years of 

residence in Rawalpindi City so that street dwellers, being 

recent migrants, would have uniformly negligible amounts of 

physical capital while nonstreet dwellers would have relatively 

large but varying amounts of physical capital. A comparison 

of wages in Table 6 for persons with no education, technical 

education, or ski l ls, indicates a wage pattern similar to the 
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Table b 

Br e kdown of W.-\gea by Employment Sta tus 

Employment 
Status 

Ztreet Dwellers Nonstreet D\i oilers Difference 
Employment 
Status Sample 

Si zcZ. 

Mean Hourly 
'Wage, Rc. 
(Variance) 

Mean Hourly 
Wage, Rs. 
(Variance) 

Sample 
Size2 

in Mean 
Wages 

( t )3 

Self-Employed1 78 1.48 
(0.23) 

2.07 
(4.91) 

163 -0.59 
(3-24) 

Employees 86 1-33 
(0.16) 

1.26 
(0.37) 

115 0.07 
(0.98) 

Difference in 
Mean Wages (t)3 

0.15 
(2.16) 

0.81 
(4.44) 

Notes: 1. Excludes the self-employed with employees as these would 
have substantially more physic\1 capital than the se l f -
emploj ed. 

2. Excludes persons with any eduction, technical education, 
or ski l ls ; also, excludes apprentices, unpaid family 
helpers, nnd beggars. The unemployed are necessarily 
excluded as their occupations are unknown. 

3. Applications of the t test allow for unequal variances. 
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expected di: tributior. of physical capital. Among both street 

dwellers ane nonstreet dwellers there arc statist ical ly 

significant /age di f ferentials between the employed and the 

self-emvioy d but the di f ferent ia l for nonstreet dwellers is 

f i ve tirres thrt for street dwellers; while among the se l f -

employed there is a significant w -ge di f ferential b tween 

street dweller ?nd nonstrect dwellers, and, moreover, there 

is a high variance in the wages of these nonstreet dwellers. 

Therefore, although wage dif ferential; exist among the se l f -

employed these are probably because self-employment activit ies 

of street d rellcrs involve less physical capital than those 

of nonstrec-t dwellers. 

C. Earnings Functions 

A com; ,rison of earnings functions of street dwellers and 

nonstreet dwellers identif ies differences in the determinants 

of income between the two groups. Simply, an earnings function 

regresses income on i ts determinants. Humeri capital theory specifies 

income as a quadratic function of job experience and a direct 

function of human capital /f"2_7; specif ical ly: 

ln(W) = a-+ bA - cA2 + ~ d i s i + u 

where ln(W) is the natural logarithm of an individual's gross 

hourly wage; A, the individual's age, is a measure of job 

experience; S., a set of dummy variables indicating the 

individual's level of schooling, are a measure of human 

capital; u is a disturbance error; and a, b, c, and d^ are 
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12 regression coef f ic ients. Since the survey data contain unpaid 

family helpers -nd the self-employed, it is necessary to allow 

for two determinants of unearned income: the number of unpaid 

family help rs employer', by an individual, Helpers, and a dummy 

variable, Employer, eq-. al to unity i f the individual is self-

employed with employees; their expocted effects on income ore 

positive as the- productivity of unpaid family helpers is 

positive and capital accumulation by the self-employed with 

employees is l ikely substantial and so yields an observable 

positive return. As male sex preference is a characteristic 

of nearly a l l labour markets, a final dummy variable, Female, 

equal to unity for females' (and therefore with an expected 

negative e f f ec t on income) is included in the earnings function. 

Table / presents m earnings function for the pooled sample 

of street c'wellors (excluding beggars) and nonstreet dwellers. 

The sample includes a l l < arners and the unemployed but not 

unpaid family helpers or apprentice-; note that inclusion of 

the unemployed is 'n implicit adjustment to the regression 

coefficients for the probability of unemployment. The regression 

includes a l l principal variables (A, S j , Female, Helpers, and 

Employer), a dummy variable, Street Dweller, equal to unity for 

street dwellers, and a l l interactions between the principal 

12 
as the street dweller sample is not necessarily random, 

application of least squares regression could be problematic i f 
the distribution of u is not independent with zero moan and con-
stant variance. Although there is no reason to believe that this 
assumption is violated, the robust property of least squares 
estimation is nonetheless reassuring. 
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variables -and Street Dweller. The regression is significant 

and a l l principal variables have significant coefficients with 

13 

oxpccted signs. The interaction variables for all principal 

variables except age and primary lc-vel schooling are insigni-

ficant indicating that the ef fects of the principal variables 

(except age and primary level schooling) on-income do not 

d i f f e r between street dwellers and nonstreet dwellers. 

The di ferential ef fects of age and primary level schooling 

on income indicate three earnings characteristics of street 

dweller act iv i ty . First, unlike for nonstreet dwellers, primary 

education h s an unobsorvable e f fect on the income of street l4 dwellers. Second, the age-income prof i le for street dwellers 

is f la t ter ind peak.? earlier than that for nonstreet dwellers, 

15 

(soe Figure 1). And third, for ages up to 35 years, the age-

income proi i le for street• dwellers l ies above that for nonstreet 

dweller. , while for later years i t l ies below. These characte-

r ist ics indicate that street dweller activity, relative to non-

street dweller act ivity, requires l i t t l e capital and generates 

l i t t l e capital but yields high current income. 

13 
For a discussion of the individual determinants of income 

for the nonstreet dweller sample, see 6,7_/• 
14 

For street dwellers, the coef f ic ient for primary level 
schooling is -0.03979 (= O.1W19 - 0.18393) and it is insigni-
ficantly dif ferent from zero with a t = O.63. 

15 
For details on the construction of the age-income 

prof i le , see 6, p. 153_/. - ' 
'1 
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Why do street dwellers not capitalize on their primary 

education? Although 10 percent of the street dwellers have at 

least primary education, they do not engage in economic activity 

which remunerates more for schooling. Perhaps one reason is that 

such activity yields, initially, relatively less income which is 

unattractive to street dwellers with relatively high time pre-

ference. A simple calculation illustrates the point: the 

present value of the lifetime income differentials between the 

age-income prof i le for nonstrc;et dwellers with primary education 

and the prof i le for street dwellers is zero at a time preference 

rate of 12 percent. Therefore,, if street dwellers have a higher 

time preference rate than 12 percent—as is suggested by the 

"f loating r igrant" theory and. evidence which indicates that 

street dwellers are not lifetime migrants—then it is rational 

for thorn tc not capitalize on their primary education .and to 

engage in ; c t iv i t i es which yield high current income. 

Incidentally, an earnings function can be specified for 

beggars. Viewed as an occupation, ir.come from begging is a 

function of human capital as well as particular physical 

characteristics which visibly demonstrate the need to beg as 

a last resort, (characteristics such as being a child, a women, 

aged, or physically handicapped). Unfortunately, the survey 

data do not provide information on the physical characteristics 

of beggars other than age and sex; fortunately, however, their 

years of experience are known so it is possible to measure 

experience directly and to regard age as a physical characteristic. 
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Therefore, n appropriate specification of the beggar's earnings 

function is: 

2 
V/ = a + bE - cÊ  + IS - eA + f A + gFemale + u 

where W is the beggar'^ gross, hourly income; E is th beggar's years 

of experience} S is a dummy variable equal to unity i f the beggar 

has any schooling; A and Female are as previously defined but note 

that their expected signs are reversed; u is the disturbance error; 

and a throvjh g ore the regression coef f ic ients. Rather than 

levels of education, S is specif i d because, as already shown, 

there is vt ry l i t t le human capital among beggars and because the 

sample a 11c ws few degrees of freedom; and, rather than ln(W), W is 

specified because, as already shown, there is l i t t l e income 

inequality among beggars and so there is l i t t l e gain in the 

specification of a nonlinear functional form. 

Estim- tion of the beggars' earnings function is not very 

successful. Table 8 presents two regressions both of which -are 

insignificant and all variables of which have insignificant coeffi-

cients at conventional levels of significance; poor results, 

though, are to be expected given, f i r s t , the very small sample 

size and, second, the very low variance in the dependent variable. 

However, if a moderate significance criterion—the 60 percent 

probability level—is allowed, then the' regressions indicate 

significant coefficients v/ith expected signs for the human capital 

variable- and insignificant coeff icients for the physical 

characteristics variables. The implied age—income profile for 

beggars is flatter th-ji that for other street dwellers or nonstreet 
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dwellers but having some education—the sample average for those 

with education is 3 years of schooling—raises a beggar's wage 

rate by about 20 percent, at the mean level of experience. 

Begging, therefore, could be viewed as any other free entry 

occupation in which income is determined by the human capital 

variables, experience and education. 

Table 8 

Earnings Functions for Be.ggars 

Variable Moan Standard 
Deviation 

Coefficient 
( t )1 

W 0.9 • 0.3 
E 14.6 13.1 0.0116 

(1.13) 
0.0123 

(1.17) 
E2 381.0 564.5 -0.0003 

(1.16) 
-0.0003 
(1.17) 

S 0.1 0.2 0.2180 
(1.30) 

0.1595 
(0.86) 

A 52.9 16.4 -0.0092 
•(©.75) 

A2 3,065.7 1,804.9 0.0001 
(0.76) 

Female 0.2 0.4 -0.0709 
(0.70) 

Intercept 0.8055 1.0515 

s2 

F 
Sample size 

0.0069 
1.1321 

58. 

-0.0287 
0.7354 

58. 

Note: 1. The cr i t i ca l value of the t at the 60 percent 
probability level is O.85. 
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D. Assess ent 

To conclude this action, on overall assessment of street 

dweller behaviour is i niaable. .Relative to nonstreet dwellers 

.?.nd oth- r street dwell rs the beggars most closely conform to 

the predictions of "culture of po erty" theory. Relatively, the 

beggars arc eld, largely widowed r divorced, males and females 

who li-o -.1 ne; they hav l itt le, contact with persons outside 

Rawalpindi City (either through recent migr ition, dependents, 

visits, or remittances); they hr\r negligible human capital; 

and they beg long hour' to earn the lowest income. Although 

they earn e f f i c ient income to mc .t t.ieir basic needs, only one 

of the begf ars earns rare monthly income than the average nonbogging 

street dweller. Given their age and lack of capital, clearly 

beggars ha' e no other income -jarring opportunity but to bog. 

The d ta indicate distinct prof i les for beggars -and other 

street dwe.lers. Unlike beggars, other street dwellers do not 

conform to the predictions of "culture of poverty" theory. They 

are younger than beggars and predominantly single or married males. 

Like beggars, they live alone but, unlike beggars, they maintain 

frequent contact with persons outside Rawalpindi City through 

recent migration, dependents, v is i ts , and remittances. Like 

beggars, they lack human capital and work long hours out- unlike 

beggars, they face numerous income earning opportunities and 

these on average, do not d i f fer from those faced by nonstrect 

dwellers with equivalent levels of capital accumulation. 
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The street dwellers, excluding beggars, do not appear to 

conform to the prediction of "informal sector" theory that work 

necessitates street dwelling. Although generally engaged in 

informal sector act iv i t ies, they are not particularly engaged 

in act ivit ies that could necessitate street dwelling. Relative 

to nonstreet dwellers, the-y are only sl ightly more self-employed 

.and only sl ightly more engaged in service-related act iv i t ies ; and, 

they are sl ightly less employed in the trade industry. <1 en the 

subgroup of street dwellers who indicate work as their reason 

for lack of housing are not particularly engaged in such 
-16 

act iv i t ies. For that matter, the Latter subgroup is not 

engaged in \ny activity in \/hich remaining street dwellers are 

not equally engaged so there is no indirect evidence to 

indicate th it their reason for lack of housing is in fact 

attributabl> to work. 

Also, the street dwellers do not appear to exhibit 

search behaviour. No street dweller indicates an inabil ity 

to find housing; moreover, available housing, i f uneconomical 

for single persons, is nontheless affordable by street dwellers. 

Unemployment among street dwellers is negligible, and the 

proportion who fee l that they have time for more work, 10 

percent, is less than half of that for nonstreet dwellers, 

16 
Although not reported, the employment status, occupational, 

and industrial distributions for persons who lack housing due to 
work do not significantly d i f f e r from those for persons who lack 
housing due to perceived poverty, by application of the chi square 
test. 
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2k percent. Although, relative tc nonstreet dwellers, street 

dweller: are proportion atel3r more casual workers this need not 

irm ly that recent migrants can-only find casual employment and 

hence leek :he job tem.re necessary to rent fixed assets as 

housi ng, of course, this could also imply that street dwellers 

simply prefer the f lexible working conditions of casual employ-

mer.t; in fa;t, evidenc. suggests no barriers to the entry of 

recent migrants in full-time employment: a breakdown of years 

since migration by employment status for street dwellers 

indicates no significant difference between the mean years 

17 

since migration of casual workers ar.d full-time workers. 

The street iwellers, therefore, do not appear to exhibit 

either hour e- or job-search behaviour. 

The street dwell .rs, excluding beggars, generally conform 

to the predictions of the "floating migrant" theory. Being 

recent migrants, they are by implication short-term street 

dwellers. Evidence suggests that they eventually leave 

Rawalpindi City and do not become li fetime migrants. Also, 

evidence suggests that they exhibit high time preference by 

engaging in economic activity which yields high current income 

and generates l i t t l e capital for higher future income. Certainly, 

their ties outside Rawalpindi City (dependents, v is i ts , and 

remittances) are suff ic iently strong to suggest a commitment to 

17 
The breakdown is : 5.13 years (with variance 38.86) for 

39 casual workers and 4.07 years (with variance 41.65) for 91 
full-time workers. The difference, 1.06 years, is insignificant 
with a t = 1.00. 
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rural l iv in -, while their ties within Rawalpindi City (provincial 

alien status, lack of housing, no fixed assets, low propensity to 

consume, and wage, in particular, casual employment) are su f f i -

ciently weak to suggest no apparent commitment to urban l iv ing. 

Do the street dwellers' rural ties weaken with the 

duration of urban residence? Viewed as endogenous variables, 

the amount of remittances and the number of v is i ts and dependents 

that they choose to send, undertake, or support outside 

Rawalpindi City are each a function of monthly gross income, 

marital status, and the number of years since migration, while 

the number of v is i ts is also a function of the distance of the 

district of migration 'from Rawalpindi City. Table 9 presents 

regression estimates oC. the three functional relationships; 

all regress ons are significant and a l l yield significant 

coefficient, with expected signs ( for a l l variables except ono) 

and e last ic i t ies less than one. The exception is the insigni-

ficance of oeing married in the decision of the number of 

dependents that street dwellers support outside Rawalpindi City; 

the insignificance su-goats that street dwellers support 

dependents by choice and not necessity. In any case, the low 

elasticit ies indicate that rural ties do not substantially 

weaken with the duration of urban residence. 
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Table 9 

Regressions of Street Dv.-cll. re' Rur 1 Ties 

A 
Cceffici--it/(.t)/Slastieity for Regressions: 

Visits Monthly Number of 
per Remittances Dependents 

Variable year (Rs.) Supported 

Monthly 0.01 0.47 0.01 
Income(Rs.) (2.18) (13.75) (4.21) 

0.21 0.90 0.40 

Years Since -0.11 -2.88 -0.12 
Migration (2.42) (4.15) (4.54) 

-0.06 -0.07 -0.11 

Distance of -0.02 
Migration (3,27) 
(miles) -0.19 

I f Married 
(= 1, 0 
otherwise) 

s2 

2.07 42.38 -0.21 
(3.66) (4,83) (0.62) 

Intercept 6.86 9.07 3.32 

0.16 0.57 0.13 

F 12.41 106.40 13.13 

Sample size1" 241 241 24-1 

Notes: 1. Elasticties are measured at the mean. 

2. Sample excludes beggars, nonmigrants, and 
migrants from India. 
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The f r ia l remark is cautionary and qualif ies the preceding 

assessment. As noted arlier, there is an identification problem 

in determining whether endogenous or exogenous factors explain the 

transient nature of street dwelling. Ejidogneous or demand factors 

such as a 1 ick of commitment to urban living explain the street 

dwellers' w yak urb; n ties. However, so too could exogenous or 

supply factors such as lack of economical housing for single 

persons or -egular employment opportunities; and, to the extent 

that supply factors explain street dwelling, successful search 

behaviour would explain the transient nature of street dwelling. 

Therefore, although there is indirect evidence which indicates 

that street dwellers di not exhibit search behaviour, i t is 

important to observe that the data do not provide a direct 

answer to t ic identification problem. 

V. Conclusion 

Among street dwellers, beggars constitute a distinct group 

which survives in a "culture of poverty". The beggars are old, 

largely widowed or divorced, males and females who l ive alone; 

they have l i t t l e contact with persons outside Rawalpindi City; 

they have negligible human capital; and they beg long hours to 

earn the lowest income. Although they earn suff icient income to 

meet their basic needs, only one of the beggars— of those 

surveyed—earns more monthly income than the average nonbegging 

strtet dweller. Given their age and lack of capital and family 

ties, clearly beggars have no other income earning opportunity 

but to beg. 3eggars are indeed the poorest of the poor. 
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Specif ic policy guidelines are necessary for beggars. 

Given their uncompetitive position in the labour market, employment 

policy would generate few income earning opportunities for beggers. 

Given their social isolation, general cooperative or community 

administered welfart programs would also generate few benefits for 

beggars. Generally, the powerlessness of beggars as an economic 

or social interest group denies them access to public revenue 

and public services. Therefore, without specific policy guidelines 

urban poverty policy w i l l not reach and have an impact on beggars. 

Four specific guidelines are appropriate. First, given the 

beggars' lack of locational and familial t ies, relocation measures 

(such as zoning ordinances and city "clean-up" campaigns) will be 

unsuccessful unless income sources which substitute for begging 

are made available, this implies that relocation policy must be 

accompanied by rehabilitation or welfare policy. Second, given 

the advanced age of beggars, rehabilitation policy is an expensive 

alternative to simple welfare policy. Third, as long as welfare 

policy is acceptable i t is important to recognize that begging 

i tse l f is a welfare instrument and as such is a highly efficient 

one: i t achieves income transfers from persons able to pay to the 

needy without the involvement of intermediaries such as the 

government; public policy, therefore, should recognize that 

beggars are enterprising workers— the more experienced and 

educated earn more—and should allow them to beg their own income 

without hindrance with the realization that the more they earn 

the lower is the need for supplementary government welfare policy. 
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Fourth, in ddition to such a lair sez fairo policy of non-

inter ferenc with begging as an economic activity, supplementary 

government'.'.'elfare poljcy should ensure that existing welfare 

measures which provide public services (such as health .and 

transport) aid general subsidy programs (such as the ration shop 

system) ire specially mcc. ssiblo to the aged and, hence, beggars, 

A final remark on beggars. From the perspective of future 

research, i t is important to understand the dynamics which lead 

to the socioeconomic isolation of beggars. Specif ically, i t is 

important t> determine whether persons become beggars by accident 

and misfort ine or by distinct social mechanisms and institutions 

such as, perhaps, informal sector employment which provides no 

old-age social security and permits no saving for retirement. 

If the forn t , then the proportion of beggars over time wi l l remain 

constant. If the latter then the proportion of beggars over time 

would po;;si )ly ris. at an increasing rate and this rise would have 

adverse implications for the expenditure burden of future welfare 

policy. 

The summary for nonbeggars is much brighter. These street 

dwellers constitute a fairly homogeneous group of rural labourers 

interested in temporarily sharing the gains of urban l iv ing. 

They are younger than either beggars or nonstreet dwellers and 

predominantly single or married males. Like beggars, they l i ve 

alone but, unlike beggars, they maintain frequent contact with 

persons outside Rawalpindi City. They are short-term street 
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dv. i-ll.r. ; vi". ,ne. £ u. • osts thr t they ev r.tually leave 

Rawalpindi City. 

Hi. oe .-tru. t dv.el'..-rc -.re not ttu poorest ef the poor. 

Like be.-srar-, they lack human capital and work long hours but, 

unlike b gg 1- . they face numerous income earning opportunities 

and theSv, on average, do not d i f f e r from those faced by nonstroet 

dwell rs v.'ith equivalent lev Is of capital accumulation. There 

is, therefore, no evidence of separate labour markets for street 

dwellers and nonstreet dwellers. The former, however, do exhibit 

high time preference by engaging in economic act iv i t ies (such as 

construction and transport) which yield high current income and 

generate l i t t l e capital for higher future income. Also, the former 

exhibit a low propensity to consume by remitting, on average, half 

their gross income to dependents outside Rawalpindi City; in fact, 

their avertge disposable income is no higher than that of beggars 

and is just suff icient to meet their basic needs. 

Although these street dwellers can afford housing they choose 

to dwell ir streets, ^our behavioural characteristics suggest that 

their preference for housing relative to their preference for 

other things is low: the f i r s t is their low overall propensity to 

consume; tie second is their short-term commitment—on average, 

only two years—to urban l iving; the third is the frequency of their 

visits—on average, at least once every other month—outside 

Rawalpindi City; and the fourth is their lack of dependents in 

Rawalpindi City. From the supply perspective, additional reasons 

are provid. d by the quantity and quality of available housing in 



Rawalpindi Jity. Quantitatively, available housing is designed 

for families: and is a relative luxury for single persons: on 

average, a single person eccupics only a. third of a room while 

a sing]a-pe-son dwelling consists of 1.2 rooms; qualitatively, 

,?? p.rccnt -JI available dwellings are substandard 11_/« 

Given their characteristics and the available supply of housing, 

their choic to dwell in streets is not surprising. 

The no'licy importance of these street dwellers is threefold. 

They are, simultaneously, instruments for the implementation of 

growth, distribution, .and population policies. Their avai labi l i ty 

ensures an elastic supoly of labour to the industrial sector, an 

objective cf growth policy. Their remittances, and expenditures 

during visits, channel gains of urban growth to the rural sector 

and so contribute to the equalization of sectoral incomes, an 

objective cf distribution policy. And, their short-term 

migrant strtus ensures that their temporary urban migration docs 

not further raise the already very high rate of net migration to 

urban area: , an objective of population policy. 

A.; a v... If are policy, should ther,c b*. incentives for street 

dwellers tc acquire housing? Although housing is conventionally 

class i f i-:! as a basic need, i t is important to note that con-

sumption patterns which identify basic needs are not alwaays 

genralizabl.. In the - a e cf these street dwellers, possession 

of housing is an inadequate and misleading measure of poverty. 

At worst, t.iey are siir.ely th more vis ible of those with 
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inadeq :at~ ivin - cndr'.ti r.s—twenty-two percent of the nonstreet 

dwoilv.ro also have Inadequate living conditions; most likely, they 

are marginally better o f f to the extent that they have the choice 

to dwell in str.ets—a choice not available to nonstreet dwellers 

giv~-:. their dependents and otiler char&ctoristic.-. There is 

suff icient loubt, therefore, whet) er demand factors justi fy the 

or vision of housing, even at a nominal price, to street dwellers. 

As an urban renewal policy, should these street dwellers 

be required to acquire housing? Of course, there is a social 

cost, measured in terms of congestion and pollution, to street 

dwelling. However, this cost must be considered relative to the 

costs of implementing the policy as well as the costs which would 

arise from its successful implementation. I f successful, the 

poDicy would necessarily reduce the flow of remittances and other 

income to the rural sector (by raising the maginal rate of 

consumption in urban areas) and i t would most l ikely increase 

the street Iwellers' probability of lifetime- urban migration 

(by reducing their rur 1 t i es ) . Although the not social cost 

or benefit of the policy :;s unknown, these are suff icient 

reasons to not recommend cumpulsory housing for street dwellers. 

Instead of housing, government policy should focus on the 

employment needs of street dwellers. Generally, employment 

opportunities in unskilled production should, be expanded. In 

particular, labour hiring policies and tenure rules should be 



modified to favour the employment of short-term migrants. I t 

is important to note that street dwellers do not directly compete 

for the same jobs as no astreet dwellers (as they appear to 

favour activit ies which yield relatively greater current income) 

and so c irefully design.;d labour policies could be Pareto optimal 

for a l l labourers. As an overall policy, therefore, temporary 

urban residence should net be a barrier to entry in urban 

employment. 

Employment policy designed for street dwellers should 

focus exclusively on wage employment. Street dwellers are largely 

employed as wage labour. Reasons for this concentration are two: 

f i r s t , lack of physical capital is a barrier to entry in se l f -

employment; second, lack of a commitment to urban living prevents 

capital accumulation. Street dwellers who are self-employed are 

in -;Ctiviti s which require negligible physical capital: they 

earn not much more than the employed but much less' than se l f -

employed nonstreet dwellers. As policies which alleviate the 

physical capital constraint are expensive and not largely demanded 

by street dwellers, i t is cost-effective for employment policy to 

focus exclusively on wage employment promotion. 

A f inal remark on street dwellers. Street dwellers enter 

rapidly growing industries. Sixty-two percent of the street dwellers 

are engaged in construction'and transportation. These industries 

are the most rapidly growing production industries in Rawelpindi 

City. Street dwellers, therefore, may well be- tlx cr i t ica l input 

in urban industrial growth. 
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