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Abstract: This study was conducted to examine the effect of socioeconomic variable on the asset, debt, and income of the 

inland fishers during August 2014 to May 2015. A total of 140 respondents were selected and data was collected by adapting 

adopting two-stage random sampling. The data was analyzed by using percent and ratio analysis. A significant variation has 

been observed among the socio-economic variables such as the age, fishing experiences, type of house and total asset 

(P>0.05). The young age respondents had a higher income than that those of the middle and old age respondents and they also 

had higher debt and assets too. The lowest wealth ratio was �161475 in Periyakulam and the highest �307225 in Vaigai. A 

better mean debt to asset ratio was recorded in Kullapuram of 12.99% than other cooperative society fishers. Finally, this study 

suggests that, to report the status of folks we need to account the income after deduction of debt. 
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1. Introduction 

For a couple of decades, the inland fisheries have gained 

huge attention rather than marine fisheries due to the 

intensification of farming practices and untapped potential 

water bodies. In general, the inland fisher has earned lower 

income, thereby, to promote their economic and social 

welfare inland fisheries cooperative society was initiated 

which addressed the poverty and inequality. Studies have 

been performed about social profile round the world [9] [10] 

[11] [15]. It has prominent role in elimination of inequality 

and this is yet to be supervised frequently. The social capital 

has also raised the household income [8] and is measured by 

the assets [16]. The debt and consumption are the response to 

the household income shocks [3] and asset shock [4] [14], 

but income is also the factor responsible for household debt. 

While income and debt has been used to measure the poverty 

[19], asset negatively influenced the growth of China [17]. 

However, the socio-economic variables are considered as an 

important milestone in generation of income and asset and 

the debt too. However, there exists paucity of studies about 

effect of social profile on income, asset and debt. Therefore, 

the present study was conducted with the hypothesis, there is 

no statistical significant among the different socio-economic 

variables such as age, religion, caste, family type, education, 

fishing experiences, training programme and income on the 

asset, and debt. 

2. Main Body 

2.1. Sampling 

This study was performed in Theni district of India during 

August 2014 to May 2015. A total of 140 respondents was 

surveyed by adopting two-stage random sampling; the data 

was collected about the income, assets, debt from seven 

cooperative societies namely Andipatti, Bodi, Cumbum, 

Kullapuram, Periyakulam, Theni, and Vaigai. The income 

was earned through fishing, fishing allied works, agriculture 

and tiny business. A secondary information alike number of 

members, types of work involved were collected from the 
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State Fisheries Department, Government of Tamil Nadu. 

However, the income refers to the amount of money earned 

in fishing, fishing allied and non-fishing works. The assets 

owned by fishers could be converted as cash. Debt is the sum 

of money borrowed by fishers from the institutional 

(commercial bank, private banks, cooperative society) and 

non-institutional (money lenders, merchants, friends, and 

relatives). 

2.2. Statistical Analysis 

The debt ratio was estimated which refers to total asset 

divided by total debt. The wealth is calculated by deducting 

total debt from the total asset. One-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was applied to examine the importance of 

components by comparing means of the variable. The 

collected data were analyzed and presented in the tabular, 

percentage and graphical form. The entire work was done by 

using the Microsoft office, 2016 (windows 8.1 version) and 

Statistical Package for the Social Science, SPSS version 20. 

3. Results and Discussion 

The socioeconomic variables have significantly 

contributed to household income. The summary of the socio-

economic profile by age basis is depicted in Table 1. It 

revealed that, predominantly, both the husband and spouse 

have involved in works rather than only husband or the 

husband, spouse and son in all age group. The maximum 

23.53% of young aged respondent were engaged in fishing 

above 150 days followed by the old age (15.07%) and middle 

aged (10%). But, opposite to this, details were documented in 

fishing allied works and non-fishing works. The young aged 

fishers have a better education than middle and old age group 

[1]. It is expected that the old age respondent have higher 

fishing experiences (87% above 20 years) and also attended 

maximum number of training programme (45%). The old age 

respondent had 20% lower income as compared to young age 

respondent which means, the highest income of �12494 was 

earned by young age respondents and the lowest income 

�10312 by the old age respondents (Figure 1). This could be 

attributed due to their active engagement in fishing along 

with commercial enterprise. The young age respondents have 

had the higher assets value (sum of �2.16 lakhs) such as the 

house, land, fridge, and TV. Of this the house and TV, total 

asset value had a higher statistical significance (p<0.05). But 

controversial to the present finding, an observation has been 

noticed in USA such as home, car and pension. Old age 

respondents had the higher net worth in USA [13] and 

Australia [1]. The present study has also shown that, the 

young aged respondents had higher debt and this may be 

attributed to investment in small business and for their 

children education. The debt such as the mortgage, education 

loan, vehicle debt and credit card balance has increased for a 

last two decade in particular among low-income families [5] 

[16]. The debt was found to be lower in middle age 

respondents due to nuclear family and higher in joint family. 

Table 1. Socioeconomic profile of the respondent by age wise. 

Variables Sub-classification 20-35 (Young age) 36-50 (middle age) 51-70 (old age) 

Religion 

Hindu 82.35 76.00 78.08 

Christians 0.00 4.00 9.59 

Muslims 17.65 20.00 12.33 

Caste 

Gen 5.88 6.00 13.70 

BC 88.24 52.00 43.84 

MBC 0.00 6.00 12.33 

SC 5.88 36.00 30.14 

No. income earner 

Husband Only 11.76 10.00 20.55 

Husband and wife 58.82 58.00 54.79 

Husband, wife, and son 29.41 32.00 24.66 

No. of days involved Fishing 

Less than 100 days 29.41 36.00 28.77 

101-150 days 47.06 54.00 56.16 

Above 150 days 23.53 10.00 15.07 

No. of days involved Fishing related 

Less than 100 days 76.47 74.00 83.56 

101-150 days 17.65 24.00 9.59 

Above 150 days 5.88 2.00 6.85 

No. of days involved in non-fishing activities 

Less than 100 days 41.18 32.00 35.62 

101-150 days 29.41 24.00 21.92 

Above 200 days 11.76 14.00 10.96 

Family type 

Nuclear 47.06 62.00 34.25 

Joint 35.29 16.00 41.10 

Extended 17.65 22.00 24.66 

Education 
The No education 17.65 60.00 50.68 

Primary 29.41 20.00 15.07 
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Variables Sub-classification 20-35 (Young age) 36-50 (middle age) 51-70 (old age) 

Middle 11.76 8.00 27.40 

Secondary 0.00 10.00 2.74 

Higher secondary 0.00 2.00 4.11 

Collegiate 17.65 0.00 0.00 

Diploma 5.88 0.00 0.00 

Degree 17.65 0.00 0.00 

Fishing experiences 

Up to 20 yrs. 100.00 74.00 13.70 

21-40 yrs. 0.00 26.00 61.64 

41- 60 yrs. 0.00 0.00 24.66 

Training programme attended 
Yes 0.00 2.00 45.21 

No 100.00 98.00 54.79 

 

Figure 1. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the age. 

The maximum income was earned by the Muslims than 

those of the Christians and Hindus (Figure 2). The collected 

data depicted that Christians had the lowest debt and the 

Muslims had the highest asset (household, and land). The 

Hindu and Muslim respondents have obtained debt from 

commercial banks and the Christians got from the 

individuals. Scheduled Caste (SC) respondent had a higher 

income when compared to other categories of respondent 

(Figure 3). The MBC respondents had greater asset than 

those that of other caste group. The lower debt was registered 

by General categories (Gen) followed by the SC, Most 

Backward Class (MBC), and Backward Class (BC). The 

house value was same for the BC and MBC; as similarly, the 

Gen and SC. There is no statistically significant variation in 

income between the joint family and nuclear family. In 

addition, the highest asset was detected in the extended 

families (�191278) and lowest in nuclear families (�171731) 

along with lower debt (�26375) (Figure 4). The educated 

respondents have higher value house (Figure 5). Figure 6 

showed that those who had lower fishing experiences have 

higher asset along with lower debt; this may be attributed due 

to higher income made from small business activities. This 

has been supported by Figure 1, by which young aged fishers 

had maximum income than those that of middle-aged and 

age-old fishers. The value of house, TV, commercial bank 

debt and total debt had a statistical significance at 0.05. 

Invariably, higher income earning and high furniture assets 

were accounted by those who had lower experiences (less 

than 20 yrs) and high-value motorcycle was used by those 

who had experience of 21- 40 yrs. The training program has 

significantly contributed to income of fishers (Figure 7) and 

had significance at 0.05 level. 
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Figure 2. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the Religion. 

 

Figure 3. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the caste. 
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Figure 4. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the family type. 

 

Figure 5. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the education. 
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Figure 6. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the fishing experiences. 

 

Figure 7. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the training programme. 
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Socioeconomic profile of the selected respondents on 

income basis is depicted in Table 2. The bottom 20 

percentiles of the income earners had lower asset and higher 

debt and were obtained from the commercial bank. All the 

respondents were holding their assets in the form of land 

except top 20 percentiles (Figure 8). 17.86% of young, 

53.57% of middle and 28.57% old aged respondents fall 

under top 20 percentile of income. Table 2 clearly indicates 

that the number days involved in works such as the fishing, 

fishing allied and non-fishing has significantly raised the 

income. The education was found statistically significant by 

one-way ANOVA (“F” value 6.212, p<0.05). The percent 

share of the own home has increased from 20.2 (under 35 

years) to 57.3 (55-64 years old) less than 25 percentiles. The 

percentage of the home share was found to increase along 

with increasing percentile. For own car also similar kind of 

results was documented [13]. The debt did not exceed the 

asset, including lower income folk. 

 

Figure 8. Asset - debt interaction towards the income based on the percentiles of income. 

Table 2. Socioeconomic profile of the selected respondents based on the income classification. 

  

Top 20 

percentile 

21th-40th 

percentile 

41th-60th 

percentile 

61th-80th 

percentile 

81th-100th 

percentile 

Age 

20-35 35.71 0.00 7.14 0.00 17.86 

36-50 14.29 39.29 32.14 39.29 53.57 

51-70 50.00 60.71 60.71 60.71 28.57 

Religion 

Hindu 89.29 75.00 71.43 67.86 85.71 

Christians 0.00 14.29 3.57 14.29 0.00 

Muslims 10.71 10.71 25.00 17.86 14.29 

Caste 

Gen 14.29 10.71 3.57 17.86 3.57 

BC 75.00 64.29 42.86 25.00 53.57 

MBC 3.57 7.14 10.71 14.29 7.14 

SC 7.14 17.86 42.86 42.86 35.71 

No. income earner 

Husband 17.86 7.14 21.43 14.29 17.86 

Husband and Wife 64.29 57.14 46.43 67.86 46.43 

Husband, Wife and Son 17.86 35.71 32.14 17.86 35.71 

Husband, Wife, Son and Daughter 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

No. of days involved Fishing 
Less than 100 days 25.00 17.86 28.57 50.00 35.71 

101-150 days 50.00 64.29 64.29 35.71 57.14 
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Top 20 

percentile 

21th-40th 

percentile 

41th-60th 

percentile 

61th-80th 

percentile 

81th-100th 

percentile 

Above 150 days 25.00 17.86 7.14 14.29 7.14 

No. of days involved Fishing 

related 

Less than 100 days 92.86 82.14 75.00 75.00 71.43 

101-150 days 3.57 10.71 17.86 17.86 28.57 

Above 150 days 3.57 7.14 7.14 7.14 0.00 

No. of days involved in non-

fishing activities 

Less than 100 days 39.29 28.57 39.29 35.71 32.14 

101-150 days 21.43 32.14 21.43 21.43 21.43 

151- 200 days 0.00 0.00 3.57 7.14 7.14 

Above 200 days 25.00 7.14 3.57 0.00 7.14 

Family type 

Nuclear 32.14 32.14 39.29 57.14 67.86 

Joint 53.57 46.43 25.00 21.43 10.71 

Extended 14.29 21.43 35.71 21.43 21.43 

Education 

No education 25.00 67.86 53.57 50.00 53.57 

Primary 28.57 14.29 14.29 17.86 17.86 

Middle 17.86 17.86 32.14 14.29 10.71 

Secondary 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.71 14.29 

Higher secondary 3.57 0.00 0.00 7.14 3.57 

Collegiate 10.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Diploma 3.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Degree 10.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Fishing experiences 

Up to 20 yrs. 50.00 35.71 32.14 39.29 71.43 

21-40 yrs. 46.43 64.29 64.29 60.71 28.57 

41- 60 yrs. 3.57 0.00 3.57 0.00 0.00 

Training programme attended 
Yes 32.14 28.57 25.00 28.57 3.57 

No 67.86 71.43 75.00 71.43 96.43 

 

Ratio analysis 

A low debt shows that, a good balance between debt and 

assets. This helps to identify the financial status of the 

household [20]. The debt-asset ratio has been presented in 

table 3 which showed the snapshot of each cooperative 

society fishers during 2014-15. The lowest debt asset ratio of 

12.13% was observed for Bodi which implies that 12.13% 

asset has been financed by debt. It was not homogenous for 

all the society; it was influenced by several variables. 

However, Periyakulam society fishers had higher debt than 

that those of other societies fishers in Theni district. For 

Periyakulam, this pointed out that 36.90% of assets were 

financed by debt. The highest level of debt was positively 

matched with holding higher public assets [18]. This result 

was supported by the observation of the correlation matrix, 

whereas, all the cooperative society had a negative 

relationship towards the asset except Andipatti and Theni. 

The debt-asset ratio was 0.42 for catfish farm and incase of 

moneylender (0.50) for the same went up to 0.50 [6]. This 

finding was also supported by Bate et al. [2]. The wealth is 

the indices of the asset, including the land holding, livestock, 

and type of house [7]. Wealth ratio is the total assets minus 

total debts. It has been found to be higher for Vaigai 

(�307225) followed by Kullapuram (�242775), Theni 

(�217750), Bodi (�213175), Cumbum (�176325), 

Periyakulam (�161475) and Andipatti (�144500). However, 

Periyakulam society fishers had higher debt than the asset but 

none of the other societies had debt over the asset. But, there 

was a negative rapport noticed in between all the cooperative 

society towards the mean debt asset ratio and wealth ratio. 

 

Table 3. Debt and debt income ratios of fishers by cooperative society wise 

2014-15. 

Sl.no Row label 
Mean debt to 

asset ratio (%) 

Wealth 

ratio (�) 

1. Andipatti cooperative society 27.18 144500 

2. Bodi cooperative society 12.13 213175 

3. Cumbum cooperative society 12.73 176325 

4. Kullapuram cooperative society 12.99 242775 

5. Periyakulam cooperative society 36.90 161475 

6. Theni cooperative society 19.70 217750 

7. Vaigai cooperative society 30.69 307225 

4. Conclusions 

This study concludes that the socioeconomic variables had 

a significant role in income generation of the respondents, 

but incase of asset and debt. The present study also has few 

limitations as to how they become a debtor? And the source 

of assets not recorded whether the assets were earned by 

them or family? In addition, this study suggests that the 

income should be accounted after deduction of debt because 

assessing with gross income may not provide the precise 

status of folks. Upcoming studies, therefore, should 

emphasize these inputs. 
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