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Abstract: Background: One of the studies revealed that livestock products contribute 17 per cent to kilocalorie consumption and 33
per cent to protein consumption globally, but large differences were also reported between rich and poor countries [1,2] (Philip K2010,
Rosegrant et al. 2009).In 2014, the official poverty threshold for a family of four was an annual income of $24,008 in U.S. [3]
(Bernstein SF, 2018) and14.8% of the population lived below the poverty threshold [4] [DeNavas-Walt C, 2015]. Methodology: For this
study the data is taken from Ministry of Statistics and Programme Implementation and the World Food Programme2019, India. The
literature was searched using PubMed and Google. Using SPSS data was analyzed. Data was analyzed for rural as well as urban sectors
using regression analysis. After analysis, results and discussion was made. Results: Rural and Urban sectors showed non-significant
association while monthly per capita incomes as well as percent of persons were considered. Discussion: Monthly per capita income
and percent of persons have their influence on production on milk, egg, meat and fish. For the declinement of poverty work should be

done.
Keywords: Poverty, livestock products, India
1. Introduction

Livestock sector plays a vigorous role in socio-economic
progress of rural families [5]. According to one study the
livestock sector is increasingly organized in long market
chains that employ at least 1.3 billion people globally and
directly support the livelihoods of 600 million poor
smallholder farmers in the developing world [6]. In our
study we observed sectoral impact of poverty on production
of livestock products in India.

2. Methodology

For this study the data is taken from Ministry of Statistics
and Programme Implementation and the World Food
Programme 2019, India. The literature was searched using
PubMed and Google. Using SPSS data was analyzed. Data
was analyzed for rural as well as urban sectors using
regression analysis. Poverty line and percentage of
population below poverty line by states was considered for
the year, 2011-12 and estimates on production of major
livestock products (milk, egg, meat and fish) were
considered for the year 2016-17.Monthly per capita income
as well as percent of persons were considered as dependent
variable and milk, egg meat and fish were taken as
predictors. After analysis, results and discussion was made.

3. Results

Table 1-4 are showing that rural and urban sectors showed
non-significant association while monthly per capita
incomes as well as percent of persons were considered.

Table 1: ANOVA table for rural sector while concerning
monthly per capita income

Table 2: ANOVA table for rural sector while concerning
percent of persons

Model | Sum of Squares |d. f. | Mean Square | F | Sig.
Regression 247.271 4 61.818 0.263 |.899°
Residual 6809.355 29 234.805

Total 7056.626 33

a. Predictors: (Constant), Fish, Milk, Egg, Meat
b. Dependent Variable: Percent of Persons

Table 3: ANOVA table for urban sector while concerning
monthly per capita income

Model Sum of d. f. |[Mean Square| F Sig.
Squares
Regression| 49894.206 | 4 | 12473.552 | 0.809 | .531°
Residual |385316.99 | 25
Total 4352112 | 29 1541268
a. Predictors: (Constant), Fish, Milk, Egg, Meat
b. Dependent Variable: Percent of persons
Sum of Mean
Model Squares | d.f. | Square F Sig.
Regression | 49894.206 | 4 |12473.552 |0.809 | .531?
Residual | 385316.99 | 25 | 15412.68
Total 435211.2 | 29

a. Predictors: (Constant), Fish, Milk, Egg, Meat
b. Dependent variable: Monthly per capita income

Table 4: ANOVA table for urban sector while concerning
percent of persons

Model  |Sum of Squares|d. f.| Mean Square| F Sig.
Regression 260.586 4 65.146 | 0.979 | .434°
Residual 1929.466 29 66.533

Total 2190.051 33

a. Predictors: (Constant), Fish, Milk, Egg, Meat
b. Dependent Variable: Percent of persons--

4. Discussi

on

Model |Sum of Squares |d. f.|Mean Square| F | Sig.
Regression| 573253.56 4 | 143313.39 |0.883|.488°
Residual 4055275.9 25| 162211.04

Total 4628529.5 29

a. Predictors: (Constant), Fish, Milk, Egg, Meat
b. Dependent Variable: Monthly per capita income
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Monthly per capita income and percent of persons have their
influence on production on milk, egg, meat and fish. For the
declinement of poverty work should be done.
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