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Can Horizontal Inequalities Explain
Ethnic Conflicts? A Case Study

of Bodoland Territorial Area Districts
of Assam

Rupan Boro and Rajshree Bedamatta

Abstract Inequalities play a major role in political and ethnic conflicts in different
regions of the world. However economic literature has largely focused on vertical
inequalities, i.e. inequalities among individuals as opposed to groups of people. In
the recent times the focus has shifted to the role of horizontal inequalities, which
refer to inequalities between groups of people sharing common identity such as race,
ethnicity, language, religion or region (Stewart 2000). Therefore, they are multi-
faceted and include various dimensions (for, e.g. socio-economic, political and
cultural status). This chapter refers to the recent Bodo-Muslim conflict in the
Bodoland Territorial Area Districts of Assam (BTAD) in 2012. We measure eco-
nomic horizontal inequalities (EHIs) classifying population of BTAD into STs, SCs,
OBC, other/general and Muslims using population weighted group Gini index
(GGini). NSSO unit level data of 61st and 66th Consumer-Expenditure rounds have
been used for calculations. We find that there are significant spatial and horizontal
economic inequalities in the BTAD districts compared to the other districts of
Assam. Among the social groups, Muslims are found to be the poorest while SCs are
better off followed by the STs (mostly Bodos). In Assam as a whole, the extent of
land owned by the ST households is found to be the highest while it is lowest among
the Muslims. In sharp contrast, land ownership among Muslims is comparatively
higher than the other groups (including the dominant Bodo group) in BTAD.

Keywords Horizontal inequality
Ethnic conflicts and Bodoland territorial area districts

R. Boro (X)) - R. Bedamatta

Department of Humanities and Social Sciences,
IIT Guwahati, Guwahati 781039, India

e-mail: bororupan71@gmail.com

R. Bedamatta
e-mail: rajshreeb@gmail.com

© Springer Nature Singapore Pte Ltd. 2017 97
U.K. De et al. (eds.), Inequality, Poverty and Development in India, India Studies
in Business and Economics, DOI 10.1007/978-981-10-6274-2_5



98 R. Boro and R. Bedamatta

5.1 Introduction

People in a society with diverse ethnic or religious settings often engage in com-
petition over resources. Bardhan (1997) argues that such competition leaves the
marginalised and disadvantaged groups without access to socio-economic and
political opportunities, subsequently leading to deprivation. Prolonged periods of
relative deprivation may lead to ethnic conflicts causing disintegration in the society
(Gurr 1968). The diverse ethno-linguistic groups in the state of Assam have strong
aspirations of preserving their own distinct identity and improving socio-economic
and political positions including cultural status. Such aspirations have led to intense
competition over accessing economic resources and political power (Pathak 2013;
Mahanta 2013; Motiram and Sarma 2014). Secessionist and ethno-political conflicts
have marred the fabric of Assamese society for a long period of time (Xaxa 2008;
Pathak 2013). Some such secessionist conflicts are the Bodoland movement, ethnic
clashes between Bodo-Muslim, Bodo-Santhal and Rabha-Non-Rabha groups in the
Western Plains region and between Hmar-Dimasa, and Karbi—non-Karbi tribes in
the hills districts of Assam. Such conflicts have caused large numbers of deaths and
massive internal displacement of population coupled with considerable loss of
property.

Bodoland Territorial Area Districts (BTAD) and the districts surrounding
them in western Assam is one of the most conflict prone regions of India. It has
seen severe massacres and group-based conflicts since the 1990s, besides the
secessionist Bodoland movement launched by the indigenous Bodo people since
1960s. The group-based conflicts since the 1990s represent an example of intense
ethno-linguistic fractionalization (Motiram and Sarma 2014). The conflict between
the Bodo and Muslim groups has been one of the largest in the recent decades, as
well as a more recurrent one." Motiram and Sarma (2014) based on a study of the
BTAD, with data from the National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO), have
concluded that group-based inequalities in the region is likely to grow in the
coming years.

Studies on the Bodoland secessionist movement by Das (1982), Goswami and
Mukherjee (1982), Gohain (1989), Mishra (1989), George (1994), Xaxa (2008),
and Basumatary (2012) have highlighted issues surrounding group discrimination,
in-migration of non-tribals into tribal areas, alienation of land, and domination of
‘alien’ language and culture. However a systematic study of group-based
inequalities based on socio-economic sample surveys has been lacking. In the

'The effects of this conflict are even worse than the widely discussed case of Gujarat in 2002
(ibid). People from northeastern origin were targeted in Pune, Bangalore, Mumbai and other parts
of the countries as retaliation of this conflict. It left 65 dead, hundreds of wounded and loss of
properties by affecting 5780 villages (Chirang and Kokrajhar District Administrations 2015).
Besides, the Bodoland secessionist movement claimed 1607 lives in Assam out of which more
than 80% were inhabitant of original districts of BTAD over a period of 16 years from 1987 to
2003 (BTC 2013).
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economic literature, group-based inequalities have been referred as horizontal
inequalities as against vertical inequalities that highlight inequalities within groups.

This chapter argues that the presence and perpetuation of horizontal inequalities
among different ethnic groups can be used to explain ethno-political conflicts in
BTAD and its neighbouring districts. In order to develop this argument, the chapter
has used the framework of measuring horizontal inequalities developed by Mancini,
Stewart and Brown (2010) to explain civil conflicts. The National Sample Survey
Organisation (NSSO) unit level data pertaining to 61st and 66th rounds of
Consumption Expenditure and Employment Unemployment for the BTAD districts
and Assam have been analysed. NSSO unit level data for Assam as a whole,
Western Assam and the BTAD districts have been analysed for three different
dimensions. They are (i) average monthly per capita consumption expenditure
(MPCE), (ii) operational and ownership holdings of land and (iii) administrative
positions.

5.2 Measurement of Inequalities

The civil conflict literature has been rising since the 1990s. Quantitative and
econometric approaches to understanding the nexus between ethnicity, inequality
and violent conflicts have also been attempted (for example, Fearon and Laitin
2003; Collier and Hoeffler 2004; Dixon 2009; and Lindquist 2012). Many studies
have concluded that although theoretically the link between economic inequality
and civil (and ethnic) conflicts can be established, empirical evidences do not
support a significant cause and effect relationship. For example, the works of
Fearon and Laitin (2003) and Collier and Hoeffler (2004) calculated Gini coefficient
for income inequality and conducted a regression analysis on ethnic conflicts as the
independent variable. They hypothesised a positive relationship between levels of
ethnic diversity and propensity to civil conflicts, but empirical investigation did not
provide significant results between ‘ethnic fractionalization’ and ‘ethnic civil
conflict’ (see Lindquist 2012 for a detailed discussion).

One of the reasons for no conclusive evidence on an empirical relationship
between inequalities and ethnic conflicts, it is claimed, could be due to the measure
of inequality that is chosen. There is now a sizeable economic literature that focuses
on the differences between horizontal inequalities (His) and vertical inequalities
(Vis). Vertical inequalities are measured based on extensive use of the techniques of
Lorenz ratio and Gini coefficient confined to economic variables such as income,
consumption expenditure, or other wealth indicators. They capture the differences
between individuals in a society where people are grouped based on a geographical
area or on conventional variable(s), such as income, for which inequality can be
numerically measured. For example, to measure income inequality people are
classified into groups based on geographical location or certain level of income
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irrespective of their social and ethnic identities. Therefore such measurements fail
to capture inequality between the groups sharing common identity; and as such
been largely neglected in the development discourse (Stewart 2000; Ostby 2007;
Mangcini et al. 2010; Lindquist 2012).

Horizontal inequalities are measured grouping the individuals based on
non-economic variables like ethnicity, religion and language and thus it can capture
the differences in socio-economic conditions between the groups (Stewart 2000 and
Ostby 2007). Based on this difference in measure of inequality, economists have
sought to inquire the motives behind group mobilisation leading to violence. Many
scholars have empirically shown a positive and statistically significant relationship
between HIs and risk of violent conflicts (Stewart 2000, 2010; Langer 2005; Tiwari
2008; Mancini 2010). HIs are shown as the basis for group mobilisation and
political or ethnic conflicts such as these provide powerful grievances, which the
leaders of deprived groups use to mobilise people for political action.

5.2.1 Concept of Horizontal Inequalities

Unlike VIs, Hls are therefore multifaceted and incl ude socio-economic, political
and cultural status dimensions. Horizontal Economic Inequality (HEI) incorporates
inequalities in access to and ownership of assets like financial, livestock, human,
and social and also in employment opportunities and incomes. HIs in social
dimension (HSI) encompasses the variation in access to a range of social services
such as education, health care, sanitation, and housing and human outcomes from
such services. Horizontal Political Inequality (HPI) occurs when there is inequality
in distribution of political opportunities and power including control over the army,
participation at the level of cabinet, parliament, bureaucracy and local government.
The cultural status horizontal inequality (HCI) reflects the variations in recognition
of cultural practices like language, dress, religion and way of living (ibid).

5.2.2 Role of Horizontal Inequalities in Explaining Ethnic
Conflicts

Studies on violent ethnic or political conflicts have strong pointers to HIs as primary
cause of conflicts. Differential treatment of people based on language, religion and
religious observation, and culture results in identity formation and cleavages among
the groups (Langer 2005, 2010, Tiwari 2008; Stewart 2010). Giving priority to the
language or religion of one group by recognising as official one, leave others feel
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undermined and humiliated. This results in deep sense of alienation and frustration
among the underprivileged groups which lead to mobilisation along cultural lines
(Bardhan 1997; Langer 2005, 2010). For example, the enactment of the 1956
Official Languages Act to make Sinhalese the only official language of Sri Lanka
and the 1972 constitutional amendment which gave Buddhism ‘foremost status’ in
the country are policies of political and social exclusion of the Tamil minority,
which in turn has provoked demands for greater autonomy and armed conflicts
(Bardhan 1997). In a society with unequal distribution of political power and
opportunities among the elites, the sharp socio-economic inequalities along the
cultural differences are often placed in national political sphere. HIs in such a
society give strong incentive to both the leaders and people for political mobili-
sation. Thus, the coexistence of socio-economic and political inequalities along
cultural differences create extremely explosive and volatile socio-political situa-
tions, as a leader, in such a society, has not only strong incentive for political
mobilisation but also can gain easy support from the group members who are also
concerned about their own groups’ position (Langer 2010; Brown and Langer 2010;
Stewart 2010). In fact, HPI is more likely to motivate the leaders of the excluded
groups for agitation. If they fail to fulfil their aspiration through agitation or
protests, violence follows.

Stewart (2010) in her study of political mobilisation among the Blacks in South
Africa compares the GDP per capita and educational attainment of the whites and
blacks. She opines that white minority which had acquired political power through
colonial rule used both political power and economic resources to entrench itself
politically and enhance its socio-economic conditions. It resulted in sharp
socio-economic inequalities between the groups. For instance, it was only 8% of
white’s GDP per capita for the Black in 1980. Moreover, relatively much higher
expenditure on schooling and healthcare services on each White child compared to
the Black resulted in poor education and health outcomes among the Blacks
compared to the Whites. She documents that socio-economic HIs are the major
cause of political mobilisation among the Blacks in South Africa. Similarly, Ostby
(2007) in her study of civil conflicts in 55 developing countries during 1986-2003
measures Hls in terms of three alternative group identifiers like ethnicity, religion
and region. She measures HEI based on variation in household assets while HSI on
educational attainments among the groups. HIs in both dimensions are found to
have positive effect on the probability of conflict.

Mancini (2010) also draws same inference for conflicts in Indonesia. He mea-
sures HIs in terms of education, land ownership, public sector employment and
child mortality rates to test their link with conflicts. He finds that the HIs in all
dimensions have positive association with the likelihood of deadly conflicts.
Among these four dimensions, HIs in child mortality rates is found to have
strongest impact on conflicts. He argues that group differences in child mortality
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rates reflect inequalities in other socio-economic conditions like, household wealth,
levels of education, housing conditions and so on. Other studies on ethnic or
separatist conflicts break-out in different countries, for instances studies on Maoist
mobilisation in Nepal by Murshed and Gates (2005), Tiwari (2008), Nepal et al.
(2011), and conflicts in Indonesia, Philippines and Coat d’Ivoire by Brown and
Langer (2010) have also shown positive association of HlIs with violent conflicts.

The perceptions of people on group identity and their impact in access to public
amenities and services, and on favouritism and discriminatory attitude of the
government also play significant role in escalating such ethnic or separatist conflicts
(Langer and Ukiwo 2010; Stewart 2010). Langer and Ukiwo (2010) in their
comparative study of Ghana and Nigeria find that perception has played a signif-
icant role in escalating severe ethno-communal and religious conflicts. While in
Ghana majority of the people regard occupation and nationality as important
identity of people, in Nigeria the ethnicity/language, religion and region are
regarded important. Relatively larger proportions of people in Nigeria than Ghana
perceive that the ethnic or religious background affects access to government
amenities and services. This difference in perception of people in Nigeria and
Ghana is shown as an important reason, of why Nigeria has been facing recurrent
ethno-communal and religious conflicts, while Ghana is able to avoid such conflicts
despite both the countries facing similar measured socio-economic inequalities
including political exclusion among the groups (Langer and Ukiwo 2010).
Prevalence and rising HIs therefore are shown as major factor provoking ethnic
strife or secessionist movements in many countries. Both the perceived and mea-
sured HIs provide strong grievances to the deprived groups for political mobili-
sation, protest and agitation against the government or advanced groups.

5.3 Demographic Profile of Assam

Assam’s prolonged secessionist and ethno-political conflicts also deserves attention
within this paradigm of horizontal inequalities and ethnic conflicts. The state of
Assam has been home to diverse ethnic, religion and cultural groups. Its population
has risen to 3.12 crore in 2011 from 2.66 crore in 2001 and 2.44 crore in 1991 at an
annual growth rate of 1.75 and 1.60 between 1991-2001 and 2001-2011, respec-
tively. Following the social group classification followed in rest of the country,
population of Assam may also be broadly classified into general, schedules castes
and scheduled tribe households. Among them, non-tribal and non-SC population
forms the majority, who speak Assamese, Bengali and a mix of other languages.
Both the STs and SCs represent 12 and 7% respectively as per census, 2011. The
ST population of Assam consists of 22 different ethno-linguistic groups such as
Bodos, Mising, Mikir/Karbi, Rabha, Deori, Nagas, Khasis, etc. who speak their
own dialect. The SCs consist of 17 groups of people like Basfors, Banyas, Dhobis,
Hira and so on. Among the tribal population, Bodos constitute a numerically large
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Table 5.1 Population by tribes and their share in total tribal population of Assam
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Tribe Population Percentage of total STs
1991 2001 2011 1991 2001 2011
Bodo 11,84,569 13,52,771 - 41 41 -
Miri 3,81,562 5,87,310 - 13 18 -
Mikir/Karbi 3,55,032 3,53,513 - 12 11 -
Rabha 1,35,905 2,77,517 - 5 8 -
Kachari 1,14,779 2,35,881 - 4 7 -
Lalung 1,12,424 1,70,622 - 4 5 -
Dimasa 84,654 110,976 - 3 3 -
Deori 32,633 41,161 - 1 1 -
Others 4,72,863 2,389,795 - 16 6 -
Total STs 28,74,421 33,08,570 38,84,321 13 12 12
SCs 16,59,412 18,25,949 22,31,321 7 7 7
State population 2,24,14,292 2,66,55,528 3,12,05,576 - - -

Source Registrar general and census commissioner, Government of India, 1991, 2001 and 2011

group, representing nearly a quarter (41%) followed by Mising (18%) and Karbi
(11%) as per census of India, 2001 (Table 5.1).

The people of Assam have also been classified into six major religion groups:
Buddhists, Christians, Hindus, Jains, Muslims and Sikhs (Tables 5.4 and 5.5).
Among them, the Hindus with 61% are majority as per census of 2011. The
Muslims in BTAD represent 19% as against constituting 34% of the total popu-
lation in the state. The classification of people based on socio-religious groups have
shown that people belong to OBC and general categories altogether comprise 44%
in western Assam (Table 5.5). Between 1991 and 2001, among the socio-religious
groups, growth rate of Muslim population with 2.6% per annum has been the
highest while it is the lowest among the SCs (0.01% in Western Assam and 0.9% in
Assam). The growth rate among the STs on the other hand in the western Assam
has been recorded at 0.6% as against 1.42% in the state as a whole.

The BTAD region is inhabited by various ethno-linguistic and religious groups.
It is said that the Bodo Accords have left the non-Bodo people with fear of losing
legitimate democratic rights and of being deprived from socio-economic opportu-
nities (Mahanta 2013). Gradually it has resulted in cleavages between the Bodo and
non-Bodo groups in BTAD. Formation of the Oboro Surakshya Samiti (Non-Bodos
Protection Committee) and the Sanmalita Janagastia Sangram Samiti (SJSS: United
Ethnic Peoples’ Struggle Committee) bears evidence of this (Mahanta 2013 and
Pathak 2013). These organisations have been holding protests before and after
creation of the BTC. Leaders of the non-Bodo organisations have the perception
that BTC government favours the Bodos only (Mahanta 2013). They also claim that
all the educational institutions, hospitals, government departments are set up only in
the Bodo-dominated areas apart from disproportionate representation of the Bodos
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in employment and administrative sector (ibid). Therefore there is a perception that
socio-economic and political resources and unequally distributed among the groups.

5.4 Methodology

In this study, we use group Gini (GGini) coefficient based on Mancini et al. (2010)
to measure economic inequality among the social groups. Gini coefficient, a widely
used approach, measures variance in performance of each group with every other
group, where observations are grouped based on the variable for which inequality is
measured (Ray 2010). However, measuring HIs requires grouping the individuals
based on non-economic variables such as ethnicity, religion or caste. We group the
individuals based on religion and caste to measure inequalities among them. Since
the number of individuals is not same for all the groups an un-weighted mea-
surement would attach equal weight to all groups and thus the changes in position
of very small group would have the same effect as the large group (Mancini et al.
2010). Therefore, weights attached are based on population share of each group. In
addition to that, we test if the inequality among the groups is statistically significant
using one-way Analysis of variance (ANOVA).

5.4.1 Measurement of HlIs

N L& -
Population weighted GGini = . Z 2 PPy | Y, — Ys‘y

where Y is mean of variable (say average MPCE of all groups), R = population size
of Rth group (Say population size of Muslims), S = population size of Sth group (say
population size of STs), Y, is mean of variable for group R (say MPCE of Muslims),

Y is mean of variable for group S (say MPCE of STs), P, is share in total population
of group R or Muslims, and P; is share in total population of group S or STs.

5.4.2 Data Source

To measure HEI and establish causal connections with group-based conflicts, we
have to depend on a reliable dataset. The sources of data used for this study are
Census of India and National Sample Survey Organisation (NSSO). Population data
by different social groups are based on 1991, 2001 and 2011 census. Census data
are available on household amenities and occupations however the data cannot be
disaggregated by social groups. Thus census data are not enough to fulfil our
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objective. Similarly the NSS, though it collects nationally representative large
sample data for estimating important socio-economic parameters, it furnishes
information merely at state level. Since our objective is to measure HIs in the
BTAD, we have used unit level data of NSS. The NSSO 61st (2004-2005) and 66th
(2009-2010) Consumption Expenditure and Employment Unemployment round
data have been used to calculate the population weighted group Gini coefficients.

5.4.3 NSS Unit Level Data Used in the Study

NSS collects data from large sample surveys conducted throughout the country and
provides important information on various socio-economic aspects which are relied
on by policy makers, researchers and planning agencies. The NSS classify each
state into numbers of sub-state or region to select first stage unit (FSU), i.e. sample
villages in rural and blocks in urban sectors from which sample households are
surveyed. Sample villages are selected in rural areas taking district as strata while
the sample blocks are selected from a sub-region or strata which are formed based
on the size class of town (Chaudhuri and Gupta 2009). Thus, the surveys allow
reliable estimate at regional level but not at district level. Regional-level estimation
could be made for the purpose of our study if our concerned districts were included
in a region. But the districts we have considered are spread across different regions.
For example, in 56th round of survey, Assam has been classified into three
sub-regions: Plains eastern, Plains western and Hills. The BTAD districts of
Bongaigaon, Barpeta and Nalbari were included in Plains eastern, Kokrajhar in
Hills region while Darrang, Dhubri and Kamrup in Plains western. However, there
have been shifts in sampling design since the 61st round (2004—2005).

The new sampling design defined district as strata where both the rural and urban
sectors are taken as part of that district for selection of sample villages and blocks
from both the sectors allowing estimation at district level too. Moreover, each sector
or stratum has been divided into two sub-stratums to select FSUs from the districts.
Villages within each district in the sample frame have been arranged in ascending
order of population and then the sub-stratum has been demarcated in such a way
that each sub-stratum comprises a group of villages and has more or less equal
number of population. Similarly, the urban sub-stratum has been framed in such a
way that each sub-stratum has more or equal number of blocks or FSUs. Thereafter,
sample villages and blocks have been selected from each sub-stratum of a district.

For selecting households from the selected villages or blocks, the households are
further classified into three second stage stratum (SSS). In rural sector, households
are classified into relatively affluent households, households with principal earnings
from other than agriculture activities and other households. Classification of the
households in the urban sector on the other hand has been made on the basis of
monthly per capita consumption expenditure (MPCE). Based on this classification
two households had been surveyed from the first SSS while four households from
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each of other two SSS. Since the sampling schemes used in the surveys prior to 61st
round allowed to make neither district level estimation nor regional level estimation
for our study, we have used two quinquennial surveys of 61st and 66th rounds on
‘consumption expenditure’ and ‘employment and unemployment’ covering about
10 years period from 2004-05 to 2009-10.

As already discussed, the specific dimensions used to measure horizontal
inequalities are average MPCE, ownership and operational holdings of land and
administrative positions held by households in the sample dataset.

MPCE is defined as ratio of the aggregate household consumption expenditure
referring monetary value of consumption of various goods and services during a
reference period to household size. Entitlement of land ownership is measured
based on extent of land owned and land possessed. The former refers to a piece of
land owned by any member of household vested with the permanent heritable
ownership with or without right to transfer, while the latter refers to land owned
including leased-in and neither leased-in nor leased-out (i.e. encroached) excluding
leased-out land. Based on National Classification of Occupation (NCO) we have
taken five sub-groups of occupation like legislators and senior officer, managers,
professionals and technicians, and clerks (office and customer service clerks) and
renamed as administration. These are the occupations associated not just with
security but also with the matter of ethnic pride and prestige. Many researchers have
used these occupations to measure HPI (e.g. see Otsby 2007; Tiwari 2008).

5.4.4 Data Limitations

Small size of sample of each district that may not cover all the social groups prevent
us from having district level estimates of socio-economic parameters by social
groups. Therefore, we estimate the socio-economic status of the various social
groups at regional level. We group the four districts of BTAD with their original
districts and rename it Western Assam. It comprises eight districts of Barpeta,
Bongaigaon, Darang, Dhubri, Kamrup, Kokrajhar, Nalbari and Sonitpur based on
61st round survey while 12 districts including new districts of Baksa, Chirang,
Kamrup Metro and Udalguri in the 66th round survey. One more limitation of using
the unit level data for us is that information are collected by classifying population
broadly into four groups: scheduled tribes (STs), scheduled castes (SCs), other
backward classes (OBC) and others/general but not collected ethnicity wise. Thus
the surveys do not have separate information for Bodo ethnic group. However, the
Bodos represent the STs in western Assam as they constitute more than 70% of
total ST population in the eight districts based on census of 2001 (Table 5.2).
Therefore, socio-economic status of the STs can be treated as that of the Bodos. The
surveys on the other hand have extensive religion-wise information as the infor-
mation is collected classifying people into eight major religion groups. The
socio-religious classification of the people is mutually exclusive and thus it is
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Table 5.2 Bodo population and their share in total ST population in undivided BTAD, Assam

Population ST Bodo Percentage, Percentage of
ST Bodo in total ST

Kokrajhar 905,764 304,985 287,268 |34 94
Dhubri 1,637,344 32,523 22,208 2 68
Bongaigaon 904,835 110,696 102,610 12 93
Barpeta 1,647,201 123,266 117,120 7 95
Nalbari 1,148,824 202,577 176,576 18 87
Kamrup 2,522,324 250,393 140,023 10 56
Darrang 1,504,320 249,861 207,878 17 83
Sonitpur 1,681,513 195,083 140,293 12 72
Western 11,952,125 1,469,384 1,193,976 12 72
Assam

Assam 26,655,528 3,308,570 1,352,771 12 41

Source Authors’ calculation from the data of Registrar general and census commissioner,
Government of India, 2001

possible to identify a household of any religious group and which social category
that household belongs to. That makes it possible for us to separate household of a
religious group from any social group. We have excluded Muslims from all social
categories (STs, SC, OBC and other) and categorised them as a separate group for
the sake of our study. Based on NSS’s socio-religious classification we have
grouped households into five categories: Muslims, STs, SCs, OBC and General.

5.5 Horizontal Inequalities for Assam Based
on Group Gini

Consumption expenditure, entitlement of land ownership and occupations are
important indicators of economic status of people in a society. For example in rural
sector, majority of households depend on agriculture and allied activities. The land
therefore serves as means of livelihood for many households in rural sector by
giving employment and earning opportunities. The variations in distribution of and
access to these variables among the different social groups indicate economic
inequalities in a society. Hence, we have taken monthly per capita consumption
expenditure (MPCE), land ownership and occupation to measure Hls. The pre-
ceding table depicts HEI measured by population weighted group Gini (GGini)
which implies higher the values more the inequalities.
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Table 5.3 Horizontal inequalities measured by population weighted GGini

2004-05 (61st round) 2009-10 (66th round)

Assam W. Assam Assam W. Assam BTAD
MPCE 0.35* 0.36* 0.45* 0.47* 0.33*
Land owned 0.67* 0.67* 0.61* 0.39%* 0.27
Land possessed 0.73% 0.64* 0.66* 0.64* 0.47%*
Administration 0.87* 0.99* 0.98* 0.87* 0.99*

Source Authors’ calculation from the unit level data of NSSO’s 61st and 66th round surveys on
“Consumption expenditure” and “Employment and unemployment”

Note Data for MPCE is based on consumer-expenditure rounds while others are based on
employment and unemployment rounds

*indicates significant at 1% level, **at 5% level and ***at 10% level

5.5.1 Horizontal Inequalities in Consumption Expenditure

The GGini value measured by MPCE is statistically significant across the regions in
both the years (see Appendix Table 5.10 to 5.14). The inequalities in western
Assam had risen from 0.36 in 20042005 to 0.47 in 2009-2010 while in whole
Assam it had risen from 0.35 to 0.45 during that period. Thus, the HI in western
Assam has not only been higher than that of whole Assam but also has risen at
greater magnitude. Among the social groups, the consumption expenditure of the
Muslims is the lowest across the regions in both the years (Table 5.7). Similarly, the
MPCE of STs in both Assam (Rs. 571 in 2004-2005 and Rs. 890 in 2009-2010)
and western Assam (Rs. 589 in 2004-2005 and Rs. 881 in 2009-2010) has been
lower not only the average MPCE of whole Assam (Rs. 591 in 2004-2005 and Rs.
933 in 2009-2010) and that in western Assam (Rs. 581 in 2004-2005 and Rs.
893 in 2009-2010) but also that of all other groups.

It is worth to note that HIs in BTAD is relatively lower in comparison to that in
other regions as indicated by its GGini value 0.33 compared to 0.45 and 0.47 of
whole Assam and western Assam respectively during 2009-2010. However, con-
sumption expenditure of all the groups in BTAD is relatively lower than that of
their respective own groups in both Assam and western Assam in 2009-2010. For
example, average MPCE of Muslims in BTAD has been recorded at just Rs.
575 compared to own group’s MPCE Rs. 764 and Rs. 732 in western Assam and
whole Assam respectively in 2009-2010. Similarly, MPCE of general group with
Rs. 748 in BTAD was much lower than its MPCE (Rs. 1152) in whole Assam
during that year.
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5.5.2 Horizontal Inequalities in Operational
and Ownership Holding of Land

Similar statistically significant inequalities in entitlement of land ownership have
been found in both the whole Assam and western Assam (see Table 5.15 to 5.24). It
is also observed from the Table 5.3 that inequalities in land ownership have
reduced in 2009-2010 in both the regions. Inequality in land owned in western
Assam which was significant at 1% level in 2004-2005 had become significant at
5% level in 2009-2010. The fall in inequality in land ownership may be resulted by
fall in the gap between the highest and lowest extents of land ownership during
2004-2005 to 2009-2010. For example, the difference in the land owned between
the Muslims and STs in whole Assam was 0.54 hectares (1.24 hectares of STs and
0.70 hectares of Muslims see Table 5.8) in 2004-05 which had fallen to 0.35
hectares (1.11 hectares of STs and 0.77 hectares of Muslims) in 2009-2010.
Similarly in western Assam, the land owned (1.32 hectares) and possessed
(1.31hectares ) of STs in 2004—-2005 fallen to 0.70 and 0.76 hectares of owned
and possessed respectively in 2009-2010 causing fall in gaps between the highest
and lowest extents. The GGini values measured by land owned (0.27) and land
possessed (0.36) in BTAD have been lower than the respective values for both the
state as a whole and western Assam in 2009-2010. Moreover, inequality in land
owned is not statistically significant while that with respect to land possessed is
significant at 5% level in BTAD during 2009-2010. Thus BTAD’s HIs in land
ownership entitlement is not only less compared with other regions but also sta-
tistically less significant. However, it is interesting to note that the land ownership
among the Muslims is found relatively lower than the extent of ownership of the
other groups in both the western Assam and whole state in 2009-2010. In sharp
contrast, extent of land ownership among the Muslims is relatively higher than the
other groups including the STs (dominant groups) in BTAD the group which has
highest extent of ownership in other regions.

5.5.3 Horizontal Inequalities in Administrative Position

Horizontal inequalities in BTAD as measured by MPCE and land owned have been
found relatively lower in comparison to that of other regions. However, its HEI
(0.99) based on administrative as principal earning source or primary occupation of
the household have been found statistically significant as well as relatively higher
than those in both western Assam (0.87) and whole state (0.98) in 2009-2010. The
proportion of the household belongs to different social groups with this occupation
indicates the Muslims household is the lowest in entire regions in 2009-2010 (see
Table 5.9). It is also observed that households with administrative as principal
occupation of all the social groups except the SCs in BTAD are relatively lower
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than their respective groups in both the western Assam and the state of Assam as a
whole in 2009-2010.

5.6 Conclusion

Analysis of NSSO unit level data shows that horizontal or group-based inequalities
do exist in Assam. The level of inequality based on group Gini estimate is found to
be highest in the dimension of administrative positions, followed by land possessed,
land owned and by average monthly per capita consumption expenditure. The
GGini estimates for both the 61st and 66th rounds are found to be statistically
significant in all the dimensions. As far as the dimension of administrative positions
is concerned, horizontal inequalities seem to have consistently risen between the
period 2004-2005 and 2009-2010. In fact, group-based inequalities based on
administrative positions are found to be close to 1 in Western Assam in 2004-2005
and in BTAD in 2009-10.

The average MPCE estimates show that the levels of consumption expenditure
in BTAD are the lowest compared to Western Assam and Assam. Similarly, the
proportion of population holding administrative positions is also lowest in BTAD,
and this is true across all social groups (including the Bodo and Muslim groups).
While proportion of population holding administrative positions are very low in
BTAD when compared to Western Assam and Assam, Gini close to 1 shows that
inequality within groups in BTAD is extremely high.

Appendix 5.1

See Tables 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8 and 5.9.

Appendix 5.2

List of ANOVA tables.
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Table 5.4 Classification of the population by religion in Assam, 2011
District Hindu |Muslim | Christian | Sikh | Buddhist | Jain Others/not
stated
Dhubri 19.92 79.67 0.21 0.01 0.01 0.09 |0.08
Goalpara 34.51 57.52 7.72 0.08 0.02 0.05 |0.11
Barpeta 29.11 70.74 0.06 0.01 0 0.02 |0.06
Morigaon 47.2 52.56 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.03 |0.11
Nagaon 43.39 55.36 0.95 0.11 0.04 0.04 |0.11
Sonitpur 73.95 18.22 7.18 0.07 0.26 0.05 [0.27
Lakhimpur 76.49 18.57 4.43 0.04 0.1 0.02 |0.34
Dhemaji 95.47 1.96 1.27 0.04 0.13 0.02 1.1
Tinsukia 88.96 3.64 5.79 0.15 1.22 0.06 |0.17
Dibrugarh 90.35 4.86 3.99 0.17 0.35 0.08 |0.18
Sivasagar 87.51 8.3 2.88 0.08 0.34 0.02 |0.86
Jorhat 92.31 5.01 1.93 0.14 0.22 0.07 |0.34
Golaghat 85.99 8.46 4.74 0.11 0.36 0.05 |0.29
Karbi 80.1 2.12 16.5 0.04 0.65 0.04 |0.54
Anglong
Dima 67.07 2.04 29.57 0.1 0.32 0.03 |0.88
Hasao
Cachar 59.83 37.71 2.17 0.02 0.02 0.1 0.17
Karimganj 42.48 56.36 0.98 0.01 0.04 0.04 |0.09
Hailakandi 38.1 60.31 1.29 0.01 0.07 0.04 |0.17
Bongaigaon | 48.61 50.22 0.8 0.05 0.03 0.12 |0.16
Kamrup 57.82 39.66 2.19 0.02 0.01 0.09 |0.21
Kamrup 84.89 12.05 1.5 0.29 0.13 0.74 041
Metro
Nalbari 63.71 35.96 0.06 0.01 0 0.13 |0.14
Darrang 35.25 64.34 0.18 0.05 0.01 0.08 0.1
Kokrajhar 59.64 28.44 11.4 0.01 0.19 0.04 |0.28
Chirang 66.5 22.66 10.32 0.02 0.08 0.03 |0.39
Baksa 82.4 14.29 2.85 0.02 0.13 0.03 |0.29
Udalguri 73.64 12.66 13.25 0.03 0.2 0.01 0.2
BTAD 71.25 19.12 9.14 0.02 0.16 0.03 |0.28
Assam 61.47 34.22 3.74 0.07 0.18 0.08 |0.25

Source Registrar general and census commissioner, Govt. of India, 2011



112

Table 5.5 Social group composition of population in Assam in 2001

R. Boro and R. Bedamatta

District Muslims ST SC Others
Goalpara 54 16 5 25
Marigaon 48 16 13 24
Nagaon 51 4 9 36
Lakhimpur 16 23 8 52
Dhemaji 2 47 5 46
Tinsukia 3 6 3 88
Dibrugarh 4 7 4 84
Sibsagar 8 3 84
Jorhat 5 12 8 75
Golaghat 8 10 5 77
Karbi-Anglong 2 56 4 38
North Cachar Hills 2 68 2 27
Cachar 36 1 14 48
Karimganj 52 0.4 13 34
Hailakandi 58 0.3 11 31
Kokrajhar 20 34 3 43
Dhubri 74 2 4 20
Bongaigaon 39 12 10 39
Barpeta 59 7 6 27
Kamrup 25 10 7 59
Nalbari 22 18 8 53
Darrang 36 17 5 43
Sonitpur 16 12 5 67
Western Assam 38 12 6 44
Assam 31 12 7 50
Source Authors’ Calculation from Census of India, 2001
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Table 5.6 Compound annual growth rate of the population by social groups in Assam
District 1991-2001 2001-2011

Muslims ST SC Others ST SCs Others
Goalpara 2.79 1.36 —-0.15 1.5 5.80 1.08 1.2
Lakhimpur 2.79 1.66 | —4.49 14 1.79 7.87 1.5
Dhemaji 4.00 2.55 1.53 1.2 1.87 1.57 1.6
Morigaon 2.46 2.06 0.62 1.3 1.26 =5.17 2.4
Nagaon 2.82 2.50 27.50 1.1 256 | —-19.26 2.0
Golaghat 243 1.01 1.72 1.3 1.75 1.20 1.1
Jorhat 2.38 1.58 1.02 1.3 1.29 1.71 0.8
Sibsagar 2.16 1.87 1.37 1.4 1.68 2.06 0.8
Dibrugarh 1.31 0.63 222 13 1.53 1.87 1.1
Tinsukia 2.89 2.70 0.00 1.7 2.01 3.80 1.4
Karbi—Anglong | 5.68 2.86 1.01 1.0 1.75 1.99 1.2
N. C. Hills 3.39 2.65 0.53 1.4 1.69 4.30 0.3
Karimganj 2.63 7.33 1.55 1.5 —3.94 2.44 2.0
Hailakandi 243 1.39 0.83 14 -1.71 1.89 2.0
Cachar 222 1.18 0.91 1.5 -0.59 1.78 1.8
Dhubri 2.62 0.08 0.34 1.2 —15.09 —-0.52 2.0
Kokrajhar 1.77 —-0.77 0.05 |27 —0.90 0.05 0.2
Bongaigaon 2.80 —2.43 0.72 1.1 -16.23 134 |-1.0
Barpeta 2.33 1.10 0.67 1.0 —13.98 -1.13 0.9
Nalbari 2.28 1.21 -0.34 1.1 —19.43 —3.53 -2.2
Kamrup 2.95 1.57 034 |24 -3.14 0.15 -5.2
Darrang 2.56 1.06 |-034 |09 —28.75 —3.53 -2.9
Sonitpur 3.51 2.49 1.27 1.5 1.76 2.15 1.0
Western Assam 2.60 0.6 0.01 1.6 1.0 2.5 1.5
Assam 2.60 1.42 0.96 1.5 1.62 2.03 22

Source Authors’ calculation from census of 2001 and 2011
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Table 5.7 Average monthly per capita consumption expenditure (in Rs.) among the social groups

in Assam
2004-05 2009-10
Rural Urban Total Rural | Urban Total

Assam

Muslims 481 1038 508 705 1298 732
ST 561 834 571 880 1160 890
SC 510 811 547 850 1275 917
OBC 576 1105 627 1056 1412 1080
Others 617 1157 715 888 1814 1152
All 543 1058 591 863 1540 933
Western Assam

Muslims 463 1170 497 724 1438 764
ST 575 847 589 868 1354 881
SC 567 890 604 823 1143 881
OBC 552 777 585 855 1592 896
Others 613 1198 714 875 2223 1248
All 532 1051 582 798 1738 894
BTAD

Muslims - - - 574 845 575
ST - - - 793 1492 816
SC - - - 836 925 845
OBC - - - 711 1110 722
Others - - - 712 1059 748
All - - - 722 1154 738

Source Authors’ calculation from NSSO’s consumption expenditure 61st and 66th Rounds
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Table 5.8 Average extent of land ownership in hectare among the social groups in Assam
2004-05 2009-10
Household Land Land Household Land Land
share owned possessed share owned possessed

Assam

Muslims | 33 0.70 0.70 32 0.77 0.82

ST 19 1.24 1.29 15 1.11 1.16

SC 10 0.61 0.61 11 0.62 0.58

OBC 16 0.84 0.73 25 1.00 0.93

Others 22 0.97 0.87 17 0.66 0.62

All 100 0.87 0.83 100 0.84 0.83

Western Assam

Muslims | 40 0.72 0.72 40 0.67 0.69

ST 17 1.32 1.31 12 0.70 0.76

SC 8 0.71 0.75 12 0.51 0.43

OBC 13 0.83 0.70 21 0.72 0.65

Others 22 1.04 0.92 15 0.49 0.38

All 100 0.91 0.84 100 0.64 0.61

BTAD

Muslims | — - - 22 0.82 0.84

ST - - - 35 0.72 0.84

SC - - - 13 0.64 0.63

OBC - - - 19 0.66 0.54

Others - - - 10 0.82 0.66

All - - - 100 0.73 0.73

Source Authors’ calculation from NSSO’s 61st and 66th rounds surveys on employment and
unemployment



R. Boro and R. Bedamatta

116

juowkordwoun pue juswAojdurd uo sK3AINS SPUNOI Y199 pue IST9 OSSN JO BIEP [9AJ] JIUN Y} WOIJ UOHE[NO[ED SIOYINY 22410§

9C [43 6 €l - - - v
(% 8¢ 9 91 - - - - SPYPO
ge o 8 01 - - - - 240
LT 8% 17 0c - - - - oS
0T 8¢ 6 Cl - - - - SLS
(44 9 01 9 - - - — | swIsny
avid

ge 8¢ Cl SI 1T 9 Sl 4! v
€C € ¥C 61 6 €5 81 0C SO
(1% 33 8 91 8 1L Cl 0l 240
124 [4¢ €l 0¢ 01 9 (44 L oS
(44 IS 8 81 8 LL 8 L SLS
8¢ 94 17 6 S1 (4% i4! 8 | swisny
WDSSY ULISI M

1€ 974 1T Sl Sl 09 91 o1 nv
8¢ 0¢ 91 4 Cl 129 Ll 91 SO
33 4% 6 4! 01 89 cl 0l 240
Pe 143 ! 0¢ LT €S (44 L N
1c 09 6 o1 1T YL 8 L SLS
e 8Y 6 01 61 99 81 8 | sulsnA
wpssy

Surysy SIOYIOM Suysy SIOYIOM
eliile) pue sIowIe,] 9[es pue 90IAIOS | QANENSIUTWPY | SO pue s1ouLej 9[es pue 9JIAIOS | QANENSIUIWPY
01-600C S0—¥00¢
wessy ur sdnoi3 [eroos ay) Juowre suonednooo [edound £q spjoyasnoy ay) Jo uonedyisse|d) 6°S qelL



5 Can Horizontal Inequalities Explain Ethnic Conflicts? A Case ... 117

Table 5.10 One-way anova in consumption expenditure by social groups in Assam during 2004—
2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
ST 570.55976 191.51336 44738.18 780
SCs 547.15856 271.90227 24934.59 405
OBC 627.4104 675.63112 43744.19 799
Muslims 507.92281 275.38918 81171.93 1191
General 715.07834 378.23599 57279.1 1066
Total 590.79623 395.18486 251867.99 4241
Analysis of variance

Source SS Df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 26,379,889 4 6,594,972.2 439 0.0000
Within groups 635,785,461 4236 150,091

Total 662,165,349 4240 156,171.07

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of consumption expenditure

Table 5.11 One-way ANOVA in consumption expenditure by social groups in W. Assam during
2004-2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 588.80932 188.62912 18932.33 309
SCs 604.44783 261.5188 9923.18 144
OBC 585.44737 201.14696 13384.51 238
Muslims 496.73769 296.54312 45620.31 589
General 714.49059 388.89052 25975.47 430
Total 581.55747 305.27563 113835.8 1710
Analysis of variance

Source SS Df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 11,921,565 4 2,980,391.21 34.49 0.0000
Within groups 147,345,627 1705 86,419.7226

Total 159,267,192 1709 93,193.2076

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of consumption expenditure

See Tables 5.10, 5.11, 5.12, 5.13, 5.14, 5.15, 5.16, 5.17, 5.18, 5.19, 5.20, 5.21,
5.22, 5.23 and 5.24.
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Table 5.12 One-way ANOVA in consumption expenditure by social groups in Assam during
2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 890.33388 404.41317 4,307,388.7 566
SCs 916.86339 542.47405 3,282,141.5 449
OBC 1080.0081 1279.4606 6,984,810.7 869
Muslims 732.40396 350.51031 8,989,451.2 876
General 1151.8848 834.01823 4,581,745.9 684
Total 932.63433 802.36263 28,145,538 3444
Analysis of variance

Source SS Df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 90657264 4 22664315.9 36.66 0.0000
Within groups 2.13E+09 3439 618173.073

Total 2.22E+09 3443 643785.787

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of consumption expenditure

Table 5.13 One-way ANOVA in consumption expenditure by social groups in W. Assam during
2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 881.28272 416.38964 1387866.4 220
SCs 881.09865 436.27238 1334834.6 204
OBC 895.96244 506.39999 2578564.2 325
Muslims 764.05786 411.6324 5218876.9 482
General 1248.2772 867.32452 1972870 295
Total 893.278 555.26278 12493012 1526
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 41065035 4 10266258.7 36.39 0
Within groups 429118015 1521 282128.873

Total 470183050 1525 308316.754

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of consumption expenditure
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Table 5.14 One-way ANOVA in consumption expenditure by social groups in BTAD during
2009-2010

Social Group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 816.03252 318.80141 895043.11 150
SCs 844.58958 299.19943 280219.74 61
OBC 721.74166 228.62375 492281.1 76
Muslims 575.16464 142.90405 570145.7 61
General 748.1483 335.49911 215703.59 60
Total 738.43061 285.62236 2453393.2 408
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 3975101.9 4 993775.477 13.7 0.0000
Within groups 29228013 403 72526.0864

Total 33203115 407 81580.1345

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of consumption expenditure

Table 5.15 One-way ANOVA of land owned (Hect.) by social groups in Assam during 2004—
2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.2450146 1.1395874 875942.5 763
SCs 0.60961658 0.85985673 457730.79 380
OBC 0.8369611 0.95493909 751038.55 677
Muslims 0.69874328 0.78853124 1508476.6 1129
General 0.96950207 1.1981494 1005965.3 868
Total 0.87570782 1.015986 4599153.7 3817
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 1735.34947 4 433.837369 43.92 0.0000
Within groups 3765.445666 3812 0.987787424

Total 3938.98059792 3816 1.03222762

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of employment and unemployment
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Table 5.16 One-way ANOVA of land owned (Hect.) by social groups in W. Assam during

2004-2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.3197704 1.0952924 376992.4 292
SCs 0.70928202 0.87355021 178830.17 134
OBC 0.8303384 1.0317085 243758.35 214
Muslims 0.72051164 0.79741769 875055.88 560
General 1.0464946 1.1349641 427731.98 335
Total 0.90607009 990.33605 2102368.8 1535
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 81.343002 4 20.3357504 21.86 0.0000
Within groups 1.42E+09 1530 0.930164226

Total 1.50E+09 1534 0.980765493

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of employment and unemployment

Table 5.17 One-way ANOVA of land owned (Hect.) by social groups in Assam during 2009—

2010
Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.1085337 1.3451117 763967.8 529
SCs 0.62453496 0.81821536 593355.07 376
OBC 1.0095601 0.9721318 1283758.4 756
Muslims 0.7668845 0.83254149 1629938.8 830
General 0.65754056 1.0934305 872233.6 627
Total 0.84323862 1.0166492 5143253.7000 3118
Analysis of variance
Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 95.325528 4 23.831382 23.73 0.0000
Within groups 3.13E+09 3113 1.00428201
Total 3.22E+09 3117 1.03357569

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment
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Table 5.18 One-way ANOVA of land owned (Hect.) by social groups in W. Assam during
2009-2010

Social group Mean std. Dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 0.69854698 0.96602275 266600.12 195
SCs 0.50628412 0.6322644 251756.08 167
OBC 0.72160697 0.74814871 488589.62 297
Muslims 0.67117497 0.72650323 905905.43 445
General 0.48977006 0.6324147 330706.28 250
Total 0.64016793 745.48404 2243557.5 1354
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 10.267546 4 2.56688639 4.67 0.0010
Within groups 741.657408 1349 0.549783104

Total 751.924953 1353 0.555746455

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment

Table 5.19 One-way ANOVA of land owned (in hectares) by social groups in BTAD during

2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 0.71919023 0.64757668 160542.04 129
SCs 0.64211361 0.59648175 61967.16 50
OBC 0.66102405 0.76454013 86236.92 66
Muslims 0.82554873 0.77281767 98553.75 60
General 0.82211214 0.97047998 44430.89 54
Total 0.7308402 0.72867752 451730.76 359
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 1.7357478 4 0.43393696 0.82 0.5159
Within groups 188.351846 354 0.532067361

Total 1.90E+08 358 0.530970932

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment
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Table 5.20 One-way ANOVA of land possessed (in hectares) by social groups in Assam during

R. Boro and R. Bedamatta

2004-2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.2917632 1.1002839 878997.81 777
SCs 0.60988484 0.84936609 497235 423
OBC 0.73006262 0.93092715 877234.88 784
Muslims 0.69677895 0.8104331 1563313.3 1177
General 0.87353781 1.1805928 1121329.9 990
Total 0.83998871 1.0080575 4938110.9 4151
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 209.861683 4 52.4654209 54.28 0.0000
Within groups 4.01E+09 4146 0.966542428

Total 4.22E+09 4150 10.161799

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of employment and unemployment

Table 5.21 One-way ANOVA of land possessed (in hectares) by social groups in W. Assam
during 2004-2005

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.3083271 1.0644361 379443.6 300
SCs 0.74968602 0.91766487 182054.08 145
OBC 0.69622901 0.99332497 289674.74 247
Muslims 0.7229533 0.81108318 901083.11 578
General 0.92506881 1.1420985 463132.22 372
Total 0.86416922 0.98880352 2215387.7 1642
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 77.896662 4 19.4741656 20.88 0.0000
Within groups 1.53E+09 1637 0.932536469

Total 1.60E+09 1641 0.977732.396

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 61st round of employment and unemployment
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Table 5.22 One-way ANOVA of land possessed (in hectares) by social groups in Assam during

2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 1.1578748 1.3830119 680905.12 476
SCs 0.58174086 0.81185647 585133.89 384
OBC 931.46644 0.99887883 1396675.3 827
Muslims 0.8199732 917.57056 1650450.8 853
General 0.61627138 1.1247826 858039.93 642
Total 0.83382232 1.0510519 5171205 3182
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 100.253856 4 25.063464 23.32 0.0000
Within groups 3.41E+09 3177 1.07454492

Total 3.51E+09 3181 1.10471018

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment

Table 5.23 One-way ANOVA of land possessed (in hectares) by social groups in W. Assam

during 2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 0.75927996 1.0285426 272822.03 198
SCs 0.431671 0.61826295 274229.45 188
OBC 0.64941308 0.77607613 553363.36 334
Muslims 0.69351967 0.7997166 940484.94 470
General 0.38257126 0.60804215 361846.84 283
Total 0.61411536 0.78989148 2402746.6 1473
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 25.071182 4 6.2677956 10.3 0.0000
Within groups 893.351642 1468 0.608550165

Total 918.422825 1472 0.623928.549

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment
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Table 5.24 One-way ANOVA of land possessed (in hectares) by social groups in BTAD during
2009-2010

Social group Mean Std. dev. Freq. Obs.
STs 0.84843938 0.7761701 161903.76 135
SCs 0.63427137 0.6172958 62989.42 54
OBC 0.54375062 0.76688134 102096.68 77
Muslims 0.83772071 0.76413476 99195.65 64
General 0.66336318 0.89793599 57833.29 73
Total 0.73198762 0.77559748 484018.8 403
Analysis of variance

Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 6.4910051 4 1.62275127 2.74 0.0282
Within groups 235.33268 398 0.59128814

Total 2.42E+08 402 0.601551455

Source Unit level data of NSSO’s 66th round of employment and unemployment
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