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Foreword

This study wss undertagken at the instence of the Planning
Department, Government of Mahsrashtra. The Government desired
that thé study be jointly made by the Gokhale Institute of
:Politics and Economics (GIPE) and Universities in the State.
Seven Universities communicated their willingness to participate.
Accordingly, the GIPE collaborated with tﬁése seven Universities
for the purpose of the study. The'study was designed to assess
the impact of the agricultural development- prograsmmes of the
government on the Scheduled Caétes (sC) and.écheduled Tribes (ST)
population in the State. ' ‘

The data for this study was collected through s survey of
househnlds in 220 villages spfead throughout Maharashtra;i The
.total number of surveyed households whose reéponses'form the
bésis of analisis in this Report was 54833. var'the‘purpose of
the survey the repréSentatives of the participsting Univeréities
nominagted college teachers as supervisors, and under the guidance
of these supervisors village-bzsed students,Carriéd ouﬁ the
survey. The questionnaire as also the detailed instrucﬁions to
investigators were érepared by the GIPE which also reviewed from
time to time the progress of the survey work. In view of the
massiveness of the dats to be collected it was decided that in
addition to the agricultural development programmes certain
welfare programmes.in fields such ss education, housing and so
on may also be covered in the sﬁrvey. The Repoft was‘writteh
by my former colleague, Prof. A.S.Nadkarni, who was entpusted.
by the Institute with the work relating to this project.

The survey was undertaken mostly over the period May 1981
to May 1982, The reasons for the time taken to present the
Report have been explained by Prof. Nadkarni in his preface.

It will be seen that the delay was caused by factors which

were beyond our control,

(v)
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Using '"student-power! for rural survey work of such a
maésivé dimension was indeed a novel experiment. As it actually
worked out in this case, the experiment had ifs plus and minus
: points. it was felp that the involvement of stﬁdents in this .
research activity carried out in the rursal areés'ih the State,
would 6rientrthem better in the coﬁdugt of their studies in two
ways;-.In phe first place, they would}come to realise the
.empirical nsture Qf social studies,“and secondly, and more -
specificélly; they would have s healthy exposure to the working
of governmentsl development and‘welfare programmes at the graés-
roots le%el.' Hopefully this dusl objective was achieved in some
measure in the case of seﬁeral, if not éll, of the student-
in?estigétofs; Qnefmust accept,'however, thaﬁ in places the
investigational effort left mich o be desired. Nevértheless,u
ﬁhe'éurvéy seems to'have yielded certain mesningful results,

o As‘Chépter II of the Report brings out SG/ST‘are.the dis-
'adténtaged grbup relatively to others (Non-SC/ST), in point of
- ouwnership of land, farm impleﬁents, buliocks and livestock as
:-aiSBIWifh regard_to eccessibility'to inpu;s liké fertilisers'-
énd credit.‘ Then again, Non-5C/ST households have a. better
“éducabionaifprofile than those belonging to SC/ST, though there
isvréasoh té believe that the gap between the two sets of social
groﬁps in respect of education has narréwed somewhat in recent
times;. ‘

-Notﬁithstanding this relative handicap, SC/ST do not seem
to have been particularly wﬂfsp_off with regard to accrual of
benefits from government schemes of aséisténce to farmers and
livestock-owners. In respect of assistance schemes in the
fields of education, house construction and medical assistance
5G/ST héusgholds‘appear to have fared better than Non-SC/ST
households. ‘As for the supply of drinking water, Non-SC/ST

were better-off than SC/ST in thst the dependence of the former
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social group on public wells was relativsly less than that of
SC/ST since a larger percehtage of Non-SC/ST had private wells
to draw from. Non-SC/ST were also comparatively better-off with
regard té electricity supply.

The Report szlso attempts to assess the relative benefits
from government schemes to four categories of landholders within
each social group identified, viz. those without land (landless),.
those with a holding of less than 2 acres {'marginal'), those with
2 acres to less than 6 acres ('small') and those with 6 acres or
more ('medium and large!).. The-survey brings out that in the-
case of several schemes of assistance to agriculturiéts, the
degree of benefit, more or less, increased with the size-class
of landholdings, almost in every social group. This was true of
hardly any scheme in the fields of animalbhusbandry, education,
housing and so on,

One last point'needs to be made. The qguestionnaire included
a number of questions requiring the.concerned respondents to
choosé'from among reasons cited for non-receipt of benefit from
government schemes. It was expected that the responses of the"
households to these qpéstions would furthef assist in gvaluating
the impact of the schemes on SC/ST vis-a-vis Non;SC/ST) “Une . - °
fortunately, however, as pointed out in Chapter I (para=1-37f
of the Report, the responée to these questions on the whole. .
was not quite adequste, In view of this, it must be.admittéd,
the effort at evaluation has suffered to some extents Even
then it is folt that the exercise in assessment of impact
attempted in the Report is ocuite revealing in so far as it is
comprehensive and detailed, and is based upon massive primary
data collected.

It is hoped that the Report will serve as a useful basis
for a further examinstion by the governmental agencies involved

and by research workers, of the various governmental development



(viii)

and welfare programmes taking into account the impact of these

programmes on the SC/ST population.

V. S. Chitre
Director



Preface

In July 1978 the Government of Maharashtra proposed to
entrust to certain Universities in the State and the Gokhale
Institute of Politics end Economics, Pune (GIPE) a study of the.
impact of its agricultural development progrgmmes on Scheduled
Castes and Scheduled Tribes population in Maharashtra. It was
expected that the study would be undertaken jointly by these
academic organisstions. Eventually seven Universities (viz.
Marathwada Agricultufal University, Parbhani; Marsthwada
University, Aurangabad; Punjabrao Krishi Vidyapeeth, Akola;

_ Nagour University, Nogpur; Shivéji Unifpfsity; Kolhapurs;
University of Bombsy, Bombay, and University of Poona, Pune)
consented to participste in the Research Pro1ect and the study
got under way only in April, 1981 when the first meeting of the
Research Team cbmprising the repreSPntatives“of the GIPE (Prof
N. Rath, the then Dlrector and myself) and of the psrticipating
Universities was. held at the GIPE in Pune. (The names of the
, Annexure

University participants are given'in[IsA to Chapter I of this
Report). This meeting, as well as those that followed, were
attended also by the Director, Econoﬁics and Statisticé,'
Government of Maharashtra and some of his senior colleaguess

 In conformity with the dacisions of the Reseérch Team a
survey was undertsken mostly during the ppriod May, 1981 to May,
1982 in 220 villages spread over the whole of Mshorashtra on the
basis of a questlonnalre prepared by uhe GIPE and lzter dis-
cussed and finalised by the Research Tesm. In view of the wide
geographical>coverage of the survey it Qas decided that the
questionnaire would include, besides the ouestions on agri- .
cultural development programmes, thoss also on welfare programmes
of the Government of Mgharashtra in fiolds'éuch as education,
house construction, drinking water supply and so on in the

rural sreas.- It was unanimously decided that for the conduct

(ix)
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of the survey a University Representative would nominste
Se¥ected teachers from colleges under his university as Super-
visors snd that the actusl Surﬁey work would be undertasken by
village-based college students under the direct supefvision of
the TeachereSupervisors and the overagll direction of the concerned
'Uﬁiversity Representative. A,littleflees thanISSOOO rural house-
‘helds were surveyed by the inVestigafors. The GIPE was expected
. po prepere'thevreport covering findings relating to theée less
N ﬁhen 55000 rural households surveyed. The Repbrt being presented
by me nowvis in fulfilment of the responsibility assigned to the
GIPE; |

Initially it was expected'that the Teacher;Supervisors
'wouid do the work of coding of the data in the schedules. After
the:surﬁey was over; however, it was realised that this arrange-
“ment would not work. The work of coding was, therefore, handed
ovef to the District Statistical Offices of the Directorate of
Ecenomies ond Statistics. An amount of time was.neturally taken
~in collecting so many schedules from the Universities in fhe
‘district.offices of the Directorate; the preparation by the
GIPE'of a Code Transeription éheet (CTS) for transferring data
from the schedules in a coded form end the actual comﬁletion
fof work of transferring data to CTS in the district offices.
In consequence the GIPE could begin preparing s programme for
computerisstion of data only in mid-1984. This work of com-
buterieation was slowed down initially as it was realised that
the data coded -was not as 'clean! ae expected. This was the
result presumably of investigational 1apsés. Data validation
programmes were developed and computer tables hegan flowing
in early 1985; The work was over by mid-1985,

Duriné.1985—86 I was extremely busy:with the work’of the
Pancheyati Raj Evaluastion Committee {(of which I was a member)
appdinted by the Government of Maharsshtrs. This involved

extensive touring of Maharashtra districhts for discussion
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with persons interested in- democratic dpcentralisatibn, visits
fo some other states in Indis in which new directions are being
given to this experiment and later, as 2 member of the drafting
Sub-Committee of the PREC, writing drafts of chapters for con-
sideration by the Committee. The Keport of the PREC<was sub-
mitted tb the Government =t the end of Jung 1986, ond only then
I became relatively free to devote myself to the work of writing
the Report now being presented. During the next several months:
T devoted myself to preparing s large number of subsidiary tables
based upon computer data, writing out preliminary drafts of
chapters in the Report and then revising the chapters one after
snother. Unfortunately after the first two chapters wére
finalised the further work relsting to the fémaining chépters
was held up due to my protracted illness from June 1987 onwsrds.
I am happy’that the work is now over, -

It must be‘said'that the experience:of enlisting .college
students fof the purpose of conducting the survey of"rural 
households under the direct supervision of co}lege teachers who
knew them, was rather mixed in character. There is no gainsaying
the fact that assigning this work to students was gertainly an:
idea worth pursuing. Responses from some of the student-
investigators and teacher-supervisors were duite encouraging:
However, undoubtedly there were seversl investigational lapses
which necessitated the exercise of utmost care in interpreting
the data collected. It is felt, however, that the data thrown
up by the survey yields a number of megningful conclusions. |

I express my sense of gratitude to my former cdlleague,
Prof. N. Rath for several illuminstinc discussions I had with him
at different stages of this work, though he besars no responsibility
for the blemishes that remain in this Report. The co-operation
received from the University Representatives in contributing

to the discussions within the Research Team-as also in orgsnis-
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“ing and seeing through the survey, is gratefully acknowledged.
Shri Vidwans, Director, Economics snd Statistics, Government of
Maharéshtra, his deputy, .Shri D.S.Kulkarni; the then Additional
Director and some of their senior colleégues shared with the
Research Téam their substantial knowledge of the developmental
programmes of_the Government of Maharashtra. The Directorate |
of Economics snd Statistics also provided a useful administfative
sﬁpbort to the Resesrch Team. On behslf of the Research Team I
express our sincere thanks to the Directoragte officials, Finsally
I must thank my former colleagues st the Gokhale Institute of
Politics and Economics, particularly the Staoff of the Computer
Division iﬁ the Institute, headed by Shri D.B, Sardesai and also
Shri.A.V. Moghe, the stenographer, for the‘assistggce I received

from them,

Anand 8. Nadkarni
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Chapter 1

Project Background And Resesrch Methodology

Introduction

1;1 In response to the recommendations of'Legislative Committee
on the Welfare of Scheduled Castes/Scheduled Tribes, Vimukta -
.Jatis and Nomadic Tribes,'the Governmeht of Mahéfashtra decided
in July 1978 to undertake an evaiuation stgdy for éssessing the
impact of agricultufal development programmes on Schgduled Castes
and Scheduled Tribes (SC/ST) population.in the State1 It was -
proposed "o entrust the study jointly to certain universities
(including Agricultural>Uhiversities) in the State and the
éokhale Institute of Politics and Economics, Pune"? At the
initial meeting on 2{st July, 1978 (organised by the Plahning
Department , Government of Maharashtra) of representatives of
some Universities, the Gokhale Institute of Politics agq
Economics (GIPE)}, the Planning Departmeht and ﬁhe Diréctorate of
Economics and Statistics, Government of Maharashtra (DESM), it
was decided to invite the GIPE to coordinate the work of the
pgrticipating uﬂiversities and to prepare the final report.

1.2 It was only by November 1980 fhat the  list of uﬁiversities
willing to participate as 2lso the names of their respective
representafivés was more or less finalised. Seven universities
agreed to associate themselves with the research project. |
(Annexure I-A to this chapter gives names of universities, their
respective representatives ard the districts assigned to each
university). During November and December 1980 the GIPE was
busy organising on its premises the All India Economics

Conference, the All India Agricultural Economics Conference and

1. See Govgrnment of Msharashtra, Planning Department, -
Resolution No. EVA.1078/Div.II dated 20th July, 1978,
. (reproduced as Appendix I to this Report).

2. Ibid,



two other all India conferences in specialised fields coﬁing
under Economics. Thereafter eome time-was sﬁent in collecting
some necessary iaiormation and in.making preliminary prepara-
tioha for a dieouseion-meeting among _participants. The first
meetihg of the representatiVeS of the GIPE, the seven partici-
patingﬂuniVersitiee and the DESM was held on 10th and 11th April
1981jtohdiscuss detailsdrelating.to'tho research projeot. The
meeting'discussed matters such as selection of villages for the
survey, methodology to be employed 1n the survey and allied
_detalls. The draft household schedule_for the survey prepared
;at the GIPE was also discussed at the meeting and it ﬁas decided
that the GIPE should finalise the same in the light of the dis-
cussions The representatives metrfive.times during~1981-83
(twice in 198ﬂ, twice in 1982 and once in late 1983) to review
progrese of survey work and they arrived at agreed decisims.,
The detaile relatihg to}the nature of the survey envisaged,
methodology employed and such other aspects are set out in the
succeeding paragraphs in this chapter,

Survey De51gn

1.3 The survey covered all the districts of Maharashtra except
Greater Bombayf (Hereinafter Mzharashtra excludlng Greater

Bombay'ﬁill,be-referred to simply as Maharashtra). At the time

of tﬂe survey the total number of surveyed districts was
t&entyfive%-.The initial plan of work relating to selection of

| V1llages, coverage of the survey, organisaticn of investigational

'work and such other details, may be explained briefly before

we state the dev1ations which had to be made eventually. '
1.4 Every university was expected to select 10 villages in a
district assigned to it. In this respect in the first meeting
of"the participating institutione in April 1981 it was further
decided as follows : "Consldering that the average

. These have since been made into 29 districts through sub-

? division of four districts. Ratnagiri has been divided into
Ratnagiri and’ Sindhudurg; Aurangabn into Aurangabad and
Jalna; Osmanabad into OSmanabad and Latur and Chondrapur
into Chandrapur and Gadchiroli. ,
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population in a village in Maharashtres is sround- 1000, the
average number of families for the 10 villages.to be selected

Joo furt

in a district should be about 200 per village™. Considering o
that the average number of households per village in Mahsrashtra¢ﬂw’
is 191 as per the 1981 Population Census,»the stipulation can

be regarded as quiteireasonable. 'All the households in a _
selected village'were to be covered by the survey.l Though the
initial focus of the study as envisaged wes assessnent of‘impact
on 5C/ST households, it was felt that'survey of all households
in a village (SC/ST or otherwise) would be adviseble as»it would
facilitate a comparative assessment of the impact on SC/ST .
v1s-a-v1s that on the rest, _ - |

1 5 It will be seen that about 2000 households were to be [
surveyed per distrlct making a total of around BOOOD households
for Mgharashtra. What is more, it was expected that w1th an
average of 200 hauseholds per V1llage as the target For the
district the Un1vers1ty Representatives would select v1llages

of. different sizes, some small, some medium and a few someWhat
bigger.‘ Thus,the diversity of conditions in different siéed
villages in a district would get reflected.in the survey data;
yielding hopefully an average picture for the district.

1.6 The survey work was to be organised under the overallJ;.
direction of the University Representative (UR) concerned, fﬁ
every district the UR was to nominate two teachers from colleées
located in the district to superVise.the work of 1nvestigat10n.
The actual 1nvest1gat10n was to be done by students, selected

on the basis of their background, ability, w1111ngnpss to work,
honesty, degree of involvement in rural society and so on.

Students were considered for 1nvestigational work as it would

h The average population mentioned here is -
Census of Population. C . as per the 1971
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give them a;Qéglphy exposure to this type of academic activity.
Theirfseigdﬁion.wés to be done by the UR_in consultation with
»tgaéher?superviéops (Ts). | | |

1.7 tThé idea wés that all the households in a village were to
be snggyed by_two students résident in that village or in a
nearby viiiage. One of ﬁhese two student-ihvestigators (s1) waé
to be a person Eelonging to SC/éT populétion. Ihe tresidence
condition' was-intended to yield two advantages. The cost pf 2
the survey would evidently be minimised. -Secondly, being resident
in the village or a nearbyfvillage, the SI would have better
access to households there. That should ‘dispel customary
suspicion among villagefs about any enguiries into their ‘con-
ditions. It;Was{ therefore, expected that the village hoﬁseholds
would cooperqte‘wholéheartedly with the‘invegtigatbrs by spgring
time to'aﬁQW9r questions truthfully and without inhibitions.
This was likély ﬁ6 be facilitated further by the fact that the
team of the two SI was tolcohsist of one SC/ST and one.hongSG/ST
student . | i: o ._ |
1.8 - A,corroilarx'té-these decisions was.thaf the selection-of
villégés and the éé}gﬁtion‘df two SI for every village wefe to
be somewhat_inter&ependent. It would appear:that once_the-Si
were selectéd on the basis of criteria qentiOned earlier (back-
groﬁnd3 aﬁility,e#d,),_the &illages to be surveyed would get
selécted autdmatiéaliy as these would be the ones in which SI
resided or thoée ﬁearby. At the same time, however, the UR
were expected to séleéﬁ villages as far dispersed ih‘avdistrict
as poséiblg and 3156 containing an adequate number- of SC/sT

houSeholds? -If suchivillages'are identified the UR would have

5. It was realised that "in talukas/tahsils with predominantly
tribal population there may be villages with hardly any non=-
‘tribal population. There was no bar to selection of such
villages in such talukas". (Taken from a summary of decisions
at ‘the meeting in April,1981, intimated by GIPE to all the
UR. Ref, GIPE No0.1222/1981 dated April 14,1981).
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to find out SI from among those resident in these villages or
nearby oﬁes and possessing the needed'qualities. Clearly such’
sn interdépendent exercise was possible only if a fairly large;
number of properly-motivaﬁed and capable stﬁdents from colleges
spread over the district showed willingness to work, giving a
UR an opportunity to mgke a choice 50 as t0 get a proper 'fit'l
of SI and the villagss to be surveyed. In actual fact,; the -
choice gmong SI was rather limited, and hence, in several cases,
villages had tobe selected takiﬁg inﬁo:acbount the 1ocationgi _
convenience of SI nominated. |
1.9 All this means that the villages_énd”hsnce the.hOQSeholds
for survey were not to be selected on the P?S}S of any ran&om,
sampling exercise.- One may object that this ;itiated phe )
representative character of the findings of the survej,_AThéreﬁ
is some truth in this objection. All the same, itiwas felt .
that data collected from a massive group of_aboﬁp.SOOQO house-
holds, spread over 25 districts of Maharashtra, would bessube‘;
stantial and variegated enough to yield Worthwhile‘conclusions,
particularly 1f motivated resident SI, selected imaginstively '
and trained adequately by university participants (UR-and_TS},‘

carried out the survey with a sense of purpose.

SgrveyAWork

110 From a few detsils provided in the preceding_section it..
should be cleer that the actual conduct of the survey was tobe.
Planned snd undertaken by the UR with the help of SI under the.
direct supervision of teacher-superv;sors. The GiPE was nstl B
connected with this part of the work. The GIPE participated

in preparation of survey design, prepared draft of qusstiong.
naire which then wss finalised after discussion in meetings

of participants, issued written‘instructions.usefui for’
investigational work, which, it was expected, w‘ouldlbe expiained
by UR to TS who, in turn, would brief’the‘SI in these iﬁstructions.
But the quality of the data on schsdules dépended upon the

quality of effort by SI who wers under the direct control of
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Tg-and,overall control of UR.s
1e11 - The-survgy could nbt‘Be undertaken similtanecusly in all
the districts: "Each UR had his own set of difficulties to .
grapple with in'brganising'thé surveys relating particularly to
the finalisation of lists of TS and SI. The survey was,there-
fore, conducted-in spages'by almost every ﬁniversity within its
own group of districts, mostly over the period May 1981 to
May 1982. ‘

(A)  Number of Villages Selected for Survey |

1.12 It was not possible to adhere in pfactide to all the con=~
q;tioné.relating to selection of villages and coverage of the
survey meﬁtioned ébove. The following table gives information
on the nqmbér of villages selected for the su:vey,)distript by

districte.

Table 1,1 ¢ Number of‘Viliages Surveyed Districtwise

District/Distribts Group - No. of villagesﬂ
- : selected for study

1. Thane S - k
24 Raigad
3, Ratnagiri . b
_ Komkan™ .. - 13
hﬁ Na$hik' | | | -5
5. Dhule - | 10
'"65 Jalgaon = | , | : 10
'7. Ahmednagar . 7
8 ?~ Puner » | ' | ) 9
93. Satara | A; - 10
10, Sangli | , 10
11, Solapur : | ..o 10
12. Kolhapwr ) - 10

Western Msharashtra ‘ 81



Aurangabad : 9
14, Parbhani |
15. Beed L 10
163 Nanded |
17. Osmanabad
Marathwada I 1
18, Buldhana R [«
19, Akola _ 10
20, Amravati 10
21, Yeotmal o o 10
22. Wardha - 10
23, Nagpur : ‘ R 10 -
2y -Bhandara ’ - 10
25, Chandrapur o iO :
Vidarbha o : ' : ‘ 80‘ |
Maharashtra - ' '220 .
N.B,: (i) In 2ll the tables in this ﬁeport 'Maligrashtra! means
Maharashtra_exclud;pg Greater Bombay. :
" (1i) At the data processing stage one village, Bhaler from

Dhule district, had to be dropped on grounds of lack
of responsé to a crucial question {explained later).
That makes the actual number of villages studied in
the case of Dhule district 9, of Western Maharashtra,
80 and of Maharashtra, 219, It may also be mentioned
that at a meeting of representatives ¢f the GIPE, the
participating universities and the DESM in September
1982 it was decided to drop one surveyed village from
Wardha District, viz., Jamni, as survey work in the .
village was reported to be unsatisfactory. However,
through inadvertence, the data for this village ’
remained to be left out at the data processing stage.
Since the number of households in the village is only
L5, the inclusion of their schedules for data process-
ing is not "likely to have affected the results
materially. :

1.13 We see from the sbove table that the stipulation as

regards the number of villages to be selected (i.e. 10 per

district) was observed only in the case of 15 districts



(including none fromhKonkan; 6 from Western Maharashtra, 1 from
Marathwada'and‘all,the”8'frodeidarbha). In 5 of the remaining
{Ofdistricts; the number'of'seleoted:willages~is-niné each; of
these l, districts are from Marathwada and 1 from Western |
Maharashtra. In the three Konkan districts the number. is quite
low, being 4 each'in Thane and Ratnagiri snd 5 in Raigad. Thus
in th1s reglon 1nstead of 30 only 13 villages were actually
surveyed. The number is also on the low side in Ahmednagar

(7 vlllages) and Naéhlk (5_v111ages)_dlstr1cts of Western
Maharashtra. In all, therefore, instead of 256”vlllages the
survey.covers 220.villages; Our study here, however, relates
to 21§uvillages, since, as stated above, one villagé from Dhule
dlstrlct had to be dropped at the data proce531ng stage. This
_ became necessary because the question whether the household

. belonged to SC, ST or Non-SC ST group remalned unanswered in
all the schedules pertalnlng to this v1llage. The answer to

this cuestlon 1s crucial in the context of this mroject.

(B) Average size of surveved village

.1h It has been stated above that while selecting 10 villages
in a dlstrlct the UR were to see that the average number of
‘households per v1llage was around 200, Clearly if this.
expectatlon was fulfllled in the selection ‘of villages in every
‘distrlct the average number of households per village would
be around 200 for every dlstrlcts-group (i.e. region) as also
for the State as a whole, ThlS was intended to ensure that
(a) a- sufflciently 1arge number of households were covered in
the survey and (b) there wasa fair distribution of different-
sized viilages_in_the group’of‘villages chOSen., The following
table (Table 1 Z)fgives the survey“infornation'on the dis-
tribution of villages by size and average number of households
per village for every district., !

1.15 We may regard villages avith 200 households or less as
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relatively 'small' villages (Columns 2 + 3), those with 201 to
500 households as the tmedium! ones (Columns L+ L) ond those
with more than 500 households as the relatlvely 'bigger!
villages (Columns 6+7+8) It is found that out of the total
number of villages surveyed in the State 129 v1llages (i.e0 59
per cent of the total) belonged to the 'medium’ category, 1§_
villages (i.e. 35 per cent of the total) are 'small', and the
remaining 13 villages (6 per cent of the total) were relatively
'bigger! villages. Thus, the accent in the survey was on the
'medium' category with a 51zeab1e number in the flrst ('small')
category. In the 'big! category, most of the villages (9) had
between 501 to 750 households. Only & villages were stjll’
blgger in size. ' o |
1.16 The picture for the different d1str1cts grcups (to be
referred to herelnafter as 'regions') was not far dlfferent.
However, in the Konkan and Western Maharashtra samples the
small villages were larger. in number as compared to medlum
villages, while the opposite was true for the. Marathwada and
Vidarbha samples. In Konkan, of the 13 v111ages surveyed 9
were 'small!, i 'medium' and none 'big'. In Western. Maharashtra,
the corresponding figures were 81 (total); Lk (small) |
(medium) and 1 (big); for ﬁlarathwada, the figures were ¢ L6;"é§
35; and 3 and for Vidarbha, 80; 17, 5L; 9. R
117 As between the dlstrlcts taken 1nd1v1dua11y the plcture
was rather uneven. In the dlstrlcts of Konkan no blg v111age
had been covered in the survey. The same was mare or less
true of the districts of Western Mzharashtra except for {algaon
in which one of the 10 villages covered was someWhat”big: In

each one of the districts of Parbhani, Nanded and,Osmanabad-

6. This is subject to the observation belng made in paragraph
1+20 below,.



‘Zsble 1.2 t Village size

in ‘t,h'e survey, :

Districts i
: - with 100
house=~
. holds or

x less

(1) (2)-
1. Thane 2

2, Raige .2
3. Ratnaggiri -
Konkan L
4. Nasik -
5 Dhule _ -
6. Jalgzon -~ = 1
7. Ahmednagar = -
8. Pune ' -
9. SaﬁaI‘a 3
10, Sangli 1
119 SOlapur 2
12, Kolhzpur -

Western -
. Maharashtrg 7
:‘13 Aurangabad ' -
14, Parbheni -

Villages Eillages Villages

-v---p------—-----——-&——---—------

Villages Villages -

Villages Total No,

with 101 with 201 with 351 with 501 with 751 with 1001 of vill=-
%0 200 . to 350 - to 5000 to 750 . to 1000  house- ages.:

house~  housge-'  house~ ‘house-~ house holds or. '~ ..
holds - hol€s holds holds hol@®s more -
) ) (O e )

2 ... - - - - - 4,-

1 2 = - - - 5

2 z - - - - b

5 L - - - - ES

L 1 - - - - 5

3 7 - - - - 10

2 : _6 ?‘ -1 - - 10

5 = - B - - 7

6 3 - - - - 9
: 3. iy : - - - - 10

7 2 - - - - 10
;_6“' ] » - - - 10

1 3 1 - - - 10
37 34 2 1 - - 4

n -5 _ - - -

6 2 1 -

Average

. of house

holds

C 176

(228)
(231)
(197)
(207)
(166)
(162)
(161)
(264)

225
258
205
225
168
171
167
271

209 (200)

206

331 ’
(contd.)



. able 1_._2 (contd )

1 2 3 ok 5 6 7 8 9 10
15. B_eed. 1 Co - T - - - 10 242 (241)
16, Nended - - T - - 9 333
' 17. Ocmansbad - 2 6 - - - 9o 297
Mareathwads 1 7 32 3 3' : - - 46 281
. 18, Buldhana - 1 7 2 - - - 10 288 (286)
19, Akola - b 3 2 1 - - .10 269 (266)
20, Amravati - L 6 - - - - 10 - 198 (189)
21, Yeotmal - 3 5 2 - - - 10 249 (242).
22, Wardha 1 1 L 3 - . - 10 345 (342)
23, Negur -~ = 3. 1 3.+ 2 . 10 606 (567)
24, Bhendara - 1 1 6 2 - e =0 265 (256)
. 25, Chandrapur ~ - 1 6 2. 1 - - 10 334 (232)
. Viderbhs 2 15 0 14 5 2 2 8 319 (297)
Me Harashtra S 6 10 _19' o ;"9“" -,2. S 2 220 261 (250)

N B. Explanati'bn -of ‘bracketed figuI"e-s'.,'is' given .-invthe‘text_; (_“Pai'as _1'-“‘.21 and"_1.22)..

'
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one somewhat big‘vlllage’had been"covered in the survey. In the
Vidarbha reg1on, big v111ages figured in the survey in the dis~-
tricts of Akola, Wardha, Nagpur and Ghandrapzr. of these,
Nagpur is a case apart. Here, of the 10 villages surveyed none
was 'small' 4 were 'medium' and 6 'b1g' Of the 6 'big?
V111ages, 3 had between 501 no 750 households on an average, 1
had between 751 to 1000 households and 2 were quite big hav1ng
more. than 1000 households.

.18 A glance over the dlstr1ct figures of average number of
households per village reveals a wide disparity ranglng from a
low. of 103 in Thane to a very hlgh of 606 in Nagpur. In fact
only in three districts (Ahmednagar, Aurangabad and “Amravati)
the average was quite near the one expected. It was 205 in
-Ahmednagar, 206 in,Aurangabad and l98 in Amravati. In six
other districts of Maharashtra (barring'Amravati)'the average
number of households per v111age was less than 200, the highest
among these six numbsrs being 176 for Nashlk - 12 per cent
less,than,the_average number expeeted to be covered in every
district. That leaves sixteen districts in each of which the
average number of households per village surveyed was‘signifi-
‘cantly higher than expected. The lowest among these 16 numbers
| was, 221 for Ratnagiri district which is 10 per cent higher than
expected. Figures which are particularly high are to be found
‘nin¢the case of Marathwada and Vidarbha districts. Thus, we
find: that the accent on 'medium! category of villages in the
survey made average figures for as many as 16 dlstricts rather
bigh. - | |
1419 .When we consider the average number of households per
villaée for the whole state we see from the table that the
rlgure'for Maharashtra was 261-which, as an averaée! is 1little
on the high side in the light of instructioms given., Reglon-
wise the figures are as follows : Konkan, 163; Western Maha-
rashtra 209; Marathwada‘281 and Vidarbha, 319, In both



13

Marathwada and Vldarbha, the average number of hcuséholds per
surveyed village was quite high, whereas in Konkan it was rather
low. At 209 it was rather adequate in the case of Western' _
Mgharashtra. It may not matter much if this‘averege was rather
high or low, if (i) there was a Satiéfactory distribution among
small, medium and big villages and (ii) a sufficiently large
numbef of households were covered in the survey.' We have seen
that in most of the districts villages were éeledted"frOm the
'smagll' znd 'medium! categories. Thefe were'also_a,few 'biéger'
villeges. Hopefully the distribution smong smell; mediuﬁ“end"
vig villaces was not unsastisfactory. The second COhdiﬁion{is :
certainly fulfilled as the total nuﬁbef_of households sur#eied'
came to 57503. . - ‘_ M

1,20 A lapse in the survey work organised bye£WO’Ueiversities;
(Bombay and Poona)‘maylbe'mentiened here. AIn a few of the
villages selected by theoe unlver51t1es, the 1nstruct10n that
all households in a selected V1llage were to be surveyéd was’
not carried out. There were two such villéges in;Ratnagiri~
district, six in Ahmednagar district and one one Nashik dis- °
trict, The number of households surveYed in eaeH of theee’
villages was about 200, though the total numbefiof Househdl@s'
in each was much larger. Ti:.e.was.thus a partial coverage. "
This was the result of faulty instructiOns given by TS to SI.
For whatever reasons, these TS thought that the 1mportant thing
was to survey only about 200 households from whi chever’ village
was selected on the basis of criteria mentioned earlier rather
thap the full coverage of a selected village, small, medium or
big, - | ' |

1.21 One more detail meriﬁs attention. The figures of average
househelds per surveyed.ﬁillage'in the preced;ﬁé paragraphs are
orn the basis of schedules actuelly filled in and the number -

of villages actually covered 1n the survey. We may describe

these as 'uncorrected! flgures. As will be explained below,
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a number of schedules from villages had-to be.discarded at the
processlhé Staée.' Mention has already heen.made earlier of one
whole village in Dhule district which was left. out of account
ahhﬁhe pfooessing'sﬁage.“'Cohsequently, the total number of
householdsﬁcouefed“for purposes of the present study comes down
from.jlﬁ_z £0. 55;}2 We have discarded 2670 schedules, i i.e.,
L 6 per cent of the schedules filled in. All the same the
group of households whosé responses are belng analysed in thls
study 1s stlll suff1c1ently massive to yleld hopefully worthwhile
conclu51ons.
1.22 The number of schedules in g district Brocessed divided
: by the number of villages in that district to whlch these
schedulesdpertain'gives us the average houscholds per village
(district by district) taken into account in this study. We
describe'ﬁhese‘as 'corrected' figures. ‘Such figures are shouh
in brackets in the lest'column in Table- 1.2, It will be seeh
that bracketed ligures are shown against 17 districts (none in
Konkan, 8"irn Western Msharashtra, 1 in Marathwada, all the 8 in
Vidarbha). This means that in the case of each of these dis-
trlcts, all the schedules actually filled in have not been
hprocessed at the tabulation stage.
1.23. It is seen that the plcture for Konkan and Marathwada
rema1ns the same, with the !corrected' figures of average number
of households per v1llage being still low at 163 for Konkan ard
~on the hlgh side at 281 for Marathwada. The !corrected! figures
for the other tmm districts-groups are as follows : Western
Maharashtra :'200, and Vidarbha : 297. The Western Meharashtra
average is as envisaged in the survey and the Vidarbha ohe,
though quite hlgh is. somewhat lower than the 'uncorrected!
average. ' ! .
1 2h One implication of the 'correction' process may be stated
here.' As stated earlier, one whole village.surveyed in Dhule

district was left ocut at the data processing stage. Besides,
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there are some villages in other districts in the case of which
a few schedules from among the total filled in had to be dis-
cafded. This means that responses of all the households in such
villages are not being taken into'account for purposes of later
anslysis. It has been arguéd above that a-decision was taken
in favour of covering in the survey all households (sC, ST and
others) in a selected village to facilitate comparative assess-
ment of impact of'agricultural devel opment, prog}amme,oh SG/ST,
on the one hand and the rest, on the other, It is hoped ohat_
the 'correction! process hndertaken at the tagbulation stage
does not materially affect the capacity>of_the data to throw
l%ght on the oomparative assessment aspect.

1.25 The question is whether the households of differeht types,
(partioularly SC and'ST) have been oohered adequately district
by district. Adequacy of coverage could be guaged with the . -
help of two sets of proportioms, viz. (A) the, proportion of,.
say, SC households in a district tolggggllhouseholds in that. -
distriot in the survey compared to similar proportion for the
rural SC households as per 1981 census.' A satisfactory'tally'
between proportlon in the survey w1th that in the census should
assure us of adequacy on this account. (B) proportion of y8aY,
the surveyed SC_ household: - n a district to the total surveyed
SC households in Maharashtra compared to 31malar proportlon for
the rural SC households as per the 1981 census. What type of
information does this proportion bring out? If marhs‘out .
districts with relatively greater concentration of, say, the
rural SC households (defined, for example, as_thosegdistriots
in each of which the rural SC households formed, -say, 5 per -
cent or more of the total rural SC households in the State)

from those in which the rural SC households were not so -con-
centrated. We may describe this proportion as indicating the
"concenpration profile' in the case of, say, SC for a given

district. If the two sets of proportion {for the survey and
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for the 1981 census) taily this means that the 'concentration
profile! districtwise was the same in the survey‘és iﬁ the
_19815census. - This isAanother_aspect'bf the édequacy of coverage.
The data qﬁAthe two sets of proportion: for SC and ST households
- are given in the Table 1,3, Columns (2) to (5) give proportions
. of the (A) type separatelyrfor SC and ST; columms (6) to (9)
_those of. the (B) type. L |
1,26 It is seen from proportions of the (A) fype in colums
(2) and {3) in the table that so far as SC households are
concerned, the proportion of rural SC householdé to all house-
holds_was'higher.e in fact, significantly higher - in the survey
than in the census, for Mzharashtra as a whole ahd-for'each of
the four separate‘regions, Konkan, Western Mahafaéhtra,
‘Marathwada, and Vidarbha. The same is true for éach'of-the 25
districts, except .Thane. Scheduled caste rural households
formed a negligibly small proportion-of the total in Thane
district?according ﬁo the 1981 Population Census. The fact
that the Su;yey proportion was- still smaller, is of little
cohsqquence. On the whole tpis.comparison may be regardedAas
,igdicatiﬂg adequaﬁe coveérage.
1427 As for ST households the survey proportion exceeds the
Census Proportion for'Maharaéhtra-and for three of the four
regiéns, viz., Konkan, Western Maharashtra and Marathwada.
(Columns L and 5 of the-table). It was somewhat less in
Vidarbha, but not significantly less. While according to the
Census, the'rural‘ sT households were about 18 pergent of all-
rural hdqsehblds in Vidarbha,ST households surveyed formed 14
percent of the total households surveyed in this fegion.
1.28 " Coming to the comparison at the district level we find

that the survey proportion was considerably higher than the

7. See Annexure I-B to this chapter for detalls of ‘basic data
used to prepare the table rentioned in the text, '



Table 1.3: SC/ST Households : Survey and 1981 Census

District

Ratnagiri

'Kbnkan

Nashik
Dhule
Jalgaon
dhmednagar

Pune

Rural SC SC House- Rural ST ST House- Rural SC . SC House- Rural ST ST House-
households holds to Households holds to  Households holds in  House- holds in
as percent Total - as percent - Total -in the dis~ the dis~ Tholds in the dis=-
of Total Households of Total Households trict to trict to the dis- trict to
Rural house- (Survey)  Rural house~ (Survey) Total Rural total SC trict to total ST
. holds (1981 ) holds (1981 - SC House- Households total House-
Census) Census) Folds in (Survey) Rural ST holds
Maharashtra House-~ (Survey)
(1981 holds in
, Census) Mahara-
shtra
(1981
" Census)

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
1.83 0.24 38.14 97.82 1.08. 0.009 13,63 5,62
1,50 7.23 14.72 1.47 O.QB . 0.54 3.77 0.17
2.23 14,85 1.89 0.34 1.50 1.21 0.77 0.04
1,91 9,05 17.83 19.85 3.21 1.76 18,17 5,82
6.09 25.51 32.53 37.13 3.59 2,06 11,64 4.53
4.20 9.94 49,80 37.55 2.04 1,88 14,72  10.71
6.48 9.61" 10.13 31.82 3.97 2,04 3.76 10.21

11.53 22.13 8.43 5.95 - 8.08 - 2,81 3.56 1,14
6.30 9.43 .  6.72 17.19 1.62 2.67 4,46

(contd.)

LT



Table 1.3 (contd.)
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-13,
i4.
15,
16,
17.

18,
19,
20.
21,

Satara

‘ Sangli

Solapur
Kolhapur

Western

vMaharashtra

Aurangabad
Parbhani
Beed
Nanded

Osmanabad
Marathwada

Buldhana

“dkola

dmravati
Yeotmal

(2) (3) - (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9)
6.24 16.05 0.72 6.55 3.48 2.46 0.24 1,51
11.82 16,64 0.97 5.30 5.12 2.49 0.26" 1,19
16,94 24.36 2.09 3.24 9.30 3.60 0.70 0.72
13.16 18.99 1,36 1,59 7.36 4,62 0.46 0.58
9.15 = 15.99 12.19 15,75 47,04 . 23.58 38,01 35,06
6.85 18.70 - 8.87 6.32 3.37 3.19 1,36 - 1.63°
- 6.27 21.01 6.25 12,32 2.92 5.76 1,40 5.10. .
113,08 22,30 0.98 1.16 5.07 4,94 0.23 0.39
13.14 23,387 11,72 10.12 5.89 6.44 3.02 ‘§.21
17.18 29.18 2,49 2,81 9.43 7.18 0.83 1,04
11,21 23.16 4,69 6.90 26.98 27,52 6.84 12,36
6.43 23,91 5.17 5.57 2.52 6,29 1.23 e.21.
5.85 21,43 15,52 4,93 2,51 3.72 4,04 1,29
4,97 23.23 25.20 24,60 2,36 5,36 7.27 8.27
25,26 18.11 0.85 7.94 2,58 4,74

22,

Wardha

- 3.63

9.98

(contd.)
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Table 1.3 (contd.)
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

23, Nagpur 7.79 13,66 16,70 . 13,71 2,94 7.15 3,82 10.83
24, Bhandara 9.95 16.05  17.75 17.34 5.16 3.77 5.59 - 6.15
25, Chandrapur 6.70 23.3¢  29.21 21,87 3.93 4,98 10,39 7.04
Vidarbha 6.60 21.52  17.67 14,14 22,78 47.15 36,99 46,76
. Maharashtra 7.89 19,81  18.00 13,13 100.00  100.00 100,00 . 100.00

67
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census proportion for Thane district. Thane, in fact, is one of
' the five districts in Maharashtra in which as per the 1981
bCensus,the ST rural households formed more than 25 percent of
total rural households} However, in the surfey aimqst all the
rural ﬁouseholds covered in Thane_belong to ST, viz., 404 house-
holds out of a total of 413.
1 29 " In the remalnlng dlstr1cts, the survey proportion for ST
households was lower than the census proportion for the follow-f
ing 11 districts : Raigad and Ratnagiri in Konkan; Dhule and
Ahmednagar'in Western.MaharaShtra; Nended ‘in Marathwada; and
Amravati, Yeotmal Wardha, Nagpur, Bhandara and Chendrepur in
Vidarbha. However, the difference in proportion was not . qulte
hlgh except in Raigad and Amravati. The dlstrictw1se coverage
of ST households in the survey seems to be rather satisfactory.
.30 We may now consider the proportion of the type B (i.e.
columns 6 to 9 in the table). The 1981 Census brings out'that
in rural MaharaShtra 8 districts (each with mere than 5 percent
of rural SC households in the state), accounted for 55 percent
of these households. These are : Ahmednegar, Sangli, Solapur
eand‘Kolhepur ih Western Maharashtra; Beed, Nanded and.Osmanabad
in Marefhwada and Bhandara in Vidarbhe. The corresponding
sgrve& proportions for these districts total upto- about 36'per
eent.' This means that a larger proportion of SC households
surveyed was drawn from districts with relatively smaller
concentration of rural SC households according to the Census.
quumns‘6 and‘7 of the ﬁable show that_seven districts of
Vidarbha (barring Bhandara) which had about 18 percent of the
rural SC households in the State according to the Census,
eccqunteq'for L3 percent of the total rural SC households
surveyed. On the other hand, the 9;districts of Western
Maherashtra which together had 47 percent of this categéry Pf .
households in Mahareshtra! provided oniy about 24 percent of

these households surveyed.



1.31 In the case of rural ST households 6 districts in Msha-
rashtra (each.with more than 5 percent of the total ST households
in rural Masharashtra as per Gensus, 1981) had together 63 percent
of this category of households. The dlstrlcts are ¢ Thane in
Konkan; Nashik and Dhule in Western Maharashtra; and Yeotmal,
Bhandara and Chandrapur in Vidarbha. The rural ST households
selected for the survey in these six districts accounted for 2
nearly L2 percent of the tctal such households surveyed. In
other words, a larger proportlon of ST households in the survey
was drawn from districts with relatively smaller_concentratlon
of ST rural households according to the,Census. | . _. _
1.32 .In brief, it is true that, the 'GOncentratlon proflle' of
the SC/ST drawn from the Survey was dlfferent from that based
upon the Census. All the same, the more 1mportant crlterlon of
adequacy of coverage is provided by proportion 'A{ above. As we
have noted, the‘position'in respect of this_proportion ls quite
satisfactory. = T | A-‘»-_ | | .

Questionnaire 1 . -

1.33 “The study was intended to focus on the impact of agri-

cultural development programmes of the Government of Maharashtra

18

on SC/ST population ' as compared to that on the rest of the .
population. In the course of dlscu531ons, however the focus}r
was modified in- a variety of ways. It was decided to llmlt the
study to benefits flowing possibly from only. a few selected .
agricultural assistance programmes of the government out of an‘
immense number of such programmes. This.was done in consldera;
tion of the budgetary constraints, of the limited man-hours of
work that could be expected from students and hence of the need
to keep the size of the questionnaire within manageable llmlts.
Then again, in this respect the target group for study was to
be not just the cultivators but also the landless and'wageé |
labourers in the agricultural. and non-aéricultural sectors.

This meant that a few of the assistance programmes for such
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sections, such as, for example, the Employment Guarantee Scheme
(EGS), were also included in the study. It was further felt that
since a large-scale survey of this magnitude was to be undertsken

in over 200 villages of MaharaShtfa, it may be worthwhile‘collect-

‘ing information also on assistance programmes in the fields of

education, house construction, medical assistance and such other

- welfare activities,: particularly since these: are relatively

limited in number as compared to programmes of assistance to
agriculturists.
1.34 Since the information was to be collected from households

in. a selected village it would be useful to state what we und er-

.stood.b& a 'household'. Those who resided:in the village under

the same roof and had a common kitchen, were to be regarded as

constituting a 'household!, While writing down the names of the

members of the hbuseholds, the investigators were required to
include only those members who’normally resided in the village

as also boys/girls of the household studying outside the village.

"Any near relative ordinarily staying gutside'the yillage.to earn
;hié/herAliyelihogd_was to be left out.

"1;35 ;AS’mentioneq above, a draft questionnaire meant for village

households was consideredfat‘the first :meeting of the represen-
tatives of GIPE, Unifersities, and the DESM. The draft was
finalisedyin.thQ_GIPﬁ iﬁ the light of observations made at the
meeting.. This‘qﬁestionnaire.was qventually administered to
over 57000 rural households spread over 25 districts of Maha-
rashtra.

1.36 The questionnaire was divided into seven Blocks. The

"~ first Block consisted of a set of questions bearing‘principally

8 The questionnaire naturally had to be in Marathi. It i1s
given as Appendix II to this Report., Appendix IIIpresents
the 'Instructionsg to Invéstigators' issued for the benefit
of student-investigators.
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on demographic background of the household as alsovon the educa-
tional attainments and employment status of its members. Under
item No.8 in this Block the householder-respondent. was required
to state whether the members of the-household belonged to
Scheduled Castgs, Néva Boudha, Scheduled Tribes or to none of
these. While tabulating the data later it.ﬁas decided to include -
Nav Boudhas among ﬁhe‘Scheduled Castes, view of the fact thét"'
the State government treats both‘on par for purposes of benefits
from various schemes. It will be appreciated that information
on item é was crucial for this enquiry as we were interested-in
assessing the impact on SC/ST relatively to that on the'fést of -
the population in Maharashtra. Evidently, therefore,‘we'had'né'
alternative but ﬁo di scard, as stated earlier, éll.ﬁhe sche&ules
frgm village Bhaler i? Dhule district. at the stage of data-pr6é 
cessing since in none of these'scheduiés was any information -
supplied under item 8,

1.37 Block 2 consisted of questions addressed to agriculturists.
Some of the questions here, such as, for example, those-seeking
information on the amount of land held, ownership of bullocks
and implements, type of irrigation used, if any, change in’
income earned in agriculture, if any, were‘inteded to provide - _
data on profiles of differenﬁ'kihds—of househo;ds being'étudied:
The rest of the questions in the Block related to benefits of =
government schemes derived by the households. Attempt was élsoﬁ
made to find out, through a series of questions, the reasons

of non-receipt of benefits by the households concerned. Un-
fortunately, the response to such questions on the whole'was- ]
not quite'adequate; Thus the data tells uSVWhether,the

different categories of households identified benefitted’ or not-
from a given assi§tance programne, Under several items informa-
tion was also provided by the respondents on the amount of
financiél assistance which. they respeétively,received. But we

have hardly any worthwhile information on the reasons for non-
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receipt:of benefitslor for difficulties faced in securing bene-
fits, as percelved by the respondentse. _ »

.38 ‘Block 3.of the questlonnalre was on wage-labour. The
questlons here attempted to brlng out ~the status of workers as
either. saldars (annual farm servants) or casual workers, the
;1mportance of EGG to households surveyed, change in availability
of agrlcultural'work during a year to households and change in
inoome from ‘agricultural labour. In the oase-of-labourers who
were unable to lesve thewemployer in search of better opportuni-
ties, an attempt was made to find out the reasons for this
inability. Similarly, an effort was made to understand the
difficuluies-that workers in a household may be facing in getting
work under'EGSQ Unfortunately responses’ to such problng '
questlons do not appear to be satlsfactory.

.39 Block 4 sought to yield informgtion on animal husbandry.
.aCthltleS of the households. An attempt-was made here to
obtaln_for surveyed households information on the foilowing :
_(i’ snock of animals/poultry in possession, (ii) those purchased
'_during the preceding:five years, (iii)'dair? activities,
(iv),veterinary:services availed of and (v) government assistance
_srecelved for dlfferent purposes and in different fonns.h
1_.h0 Questlons in Block 5 were on credit facilities open to
| respondent households. An attempt was made to find out whether
.anhousehold‘benefltped from the government scheme of writing
offlloans-bo farmers. Those households which did not -so benefit
were asked-to'ohoose_from among aluernatives indicating possible
.reasons for non-receipt of benefit.

1.41 Blocks 6,7 and 8 seek from households information on

edu ca‘oion, ‘house constructi on, drinking water, electricity,
gobar gas plants and medical aid. These are broadly activities
ensuring to the people the supply of what are known as 'public
goods! . The‘government is supposed to aid the households by

(a) providing these services owt of general revenues and
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(b) prov1ding a551stance of a specific nature to households in
respect of some of these services. For example there is a
government scheme of providing to school students slates,pencils,
exercise books, books, school uniforms, and eatables in the
morning or afternoon free of charge. Then again, government
may also provide land for house-construction'to households and,
in some cases, f1nanc1al assistance for constructlon. There
are also assistance schemes in respect of medlcal treatment in-
government dlspensarles, or of gobarrgas'plants.
Classification of Informatlon

1.42 For the tabulatlon of data collected the three ba51c
social groups identified were : (A) Scheduled Castes (SC) -
(B) Scheduled Tribes (ST) and (C) Other's (Non—-SC/ST) Iy was,
however felt that since data on landholdings was availsble,we

- may also cla551fy households on the ba51s of land held as follows.
(E) those without land or landless, (F) those cult1vat1ng less
than 2 acres (G) those with 2 acres to less than 6 acres; ehd
(H) those uith 6 acres or.more. This landholdlng-based cla551-
flcatlon was made on the basis 6f’a prellmlnary scrutlny of over
1000 schedules at the GIPE. The classlflcation also ta111es
somewhat (if not entirely) with the national cla351f1cat10n into
the 'landless'; 'margihal farmersi; 'small:farmers,‘ and 'uedlUm
and large farmers';-'Accordingly, we shall deslgnatevthroughout
in this report- households without land as-'Landless*-, those
holding less than 2 acres as 'Marginal', those w1th 2 to less
than 6 acres as 'Swall', and those with 6 acres or more as
'I\iIedlum and Large!.

1.43 The data was tabulated districtwise, regiohwise (i.e.'
Konkan, Western Maharashtra, Marathwada and Vidarbha) and for
the State as a whole, excluding Greater Bombay. In this report,
however, the accent is on the analysls'at the State level.

It was, in fact, decided in a meeting of the research group

that UR, with the assistance of TS, would write reports for
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the districts assigned to them‘andAthe GIPE representative would
;prepare}the §pate—level report. Tuis is the state-level report
being presented by the GIPE. ‘
1o44 According to phelinitial design of the survey, 10 villages
wefe ﬁo be selected for survey in each'districtland the average
numbeerf households per village‘in a district was to be 200.
'It may be worthwhlle to compare the total number of households
‘that were to be surveyed according to -this de31gn in-each reglon
with the actual number surveyed. The table below gives this

1nformat10n.'

Table 1okt k Coverage of the Survey (Regionwise)

-—_.—-.———--—-—‘_.___—-_—-———_-.-—————

Region - No.of No.of - No. of Col.4k as
Co districts households households percent
; (Survey surveyed of Col.3
. de51%n (Actual) . A
(1) : o (2) (&) . (5)
1, Konkam. 3 6000 2114 35.18
2, Western o -
 Maharashtra 9. 18000 16021 89 .01
3. Marathwada . 5. 10000 12905 129.05
I Vidartha -8 .. 16000 23796 . 18.73
5. Maharashtra 25 50000 54,833 109,67

'NTB;!"}AEtual' number Shdws the total number of schedulés
- net of those dropped at the data processing stage.

1.h5'it‘ie seeu that the 'coverage' at the Maharashtra level was
about 10'per cent higher then.expected-as per uhe research
deéién. 'HOWever, there were inter-regional differences. There
was Ebnsiderable amount of tundercéoverage! in the Konkan and
some degree of 'undercoverage! in Western Maharashtra. On the
other hand, the degree of 'coverage' was somewhat higher than
that stipulated in Marathwada and much more so in the case of
Vidarbha. |

1.46 Another way of making tHe same type of comparison is to
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consider the reépective proportions to totél rural houséholdé in
each region aé pef 1981 Population‘Census, of (i) the number of
households in the relevant region wﬁich was inteded to be surveyed
and (ii)‘the number actually surveyed (net of -those dropped ét

the data processing stage)._'The following table pfbvides the
necessary 1nformat10n. . ‘

Table 1.5 : Number of Households in the Survey V1s-a-v1s the

number of rural households in the 1981 Population:
Census (Regionwise)

Region No.of households No.of households .

intended to be ‘ actually surveyed
surveyed to total to total house-
households as per -holds as per Census.
Census (proportion) ( proportion)
(1) - (2) - (3) X
2. Western o _ '
Maharashtra ‘0?59 - 0452 ‘
3. Marathwada 0.70 - 0.90 S
L. Vidarbha - 0.78 1416 g
5, Mzharashtra 0,66 0.73

- W e o em e "™ an e e em o o e B os S SN S o py e ey e TR aa MR Ep S sm =a A

It will be seen that proportlons in column (3) g1v1ng actual _
survey coverage dlverge from one another far more w1de1y thanv
those in column (2). The proportion of the number of househqldg
actually surveyed in aldistrict to the number of rurai hou;éhdlas
in that district as per 1981 census varies widely from a low

one at 0,12 for Thane to a quite high one'at 2,54 for Nagpur. .
T.47 A world about the quality of the dataAwbuld bglin order
here. As mentioned - earlier a total of 57503 §chedu1estwefe»
filled in by investigators. It would have been gréaﬁlf in—
conveniéht to feed data on the schedules‘filléd ;n ink_by a

wide variety of student-investigators, directlyAinto the computer,

A Code Transcription Sheet (CIS) was, therefore, prepared at

the GIPE, to which coded data from a Schedule could be trans-
ferred. The work of transferring the data to CTS was assigned
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" by the DESM to its district offiees. Itvis this coded data on
the CTS which was fed into the computer to‘generate the required
tables. . : -~

1.48 It follows that the quallty of the data could have
suffered, if at all, ‘at two points : (a) as the investigation
was belng carried out by SI under the direct superrision of TS
who were belng adv1sed by UR and (b) at the point of transfer of
data to CTS. There is no way_of telllng in most cases how much
error crept in et which stage. In fact, the'reference earlier
to the'droppiog of 2670 schedules at the data processing stage

does 1ot medn necessarlly that these schedules were fllled in

1nd1fferent1y by the’ 1nvestlgmtors. What were dlscarded in fact
were 2670 CTS representlng &s many schedules. In that case
errore‘may have been made at stage (a) or stage (b) ﬁentioned
above.' One thlng, however, needs to be p01nted out . \On several
schedules scrutlnlsed separately by the GIPE and the DESM it was
found that replles recorded agalnst specmflc questions that were
related were: not qulte con51stent. ThlS testlfied to the fact
that the 1nvest1gat10nal work and the work of superv1slon left
somethlng to be de51red. ‘ )

.49 Let us consider ‘these 2670 CTS. During the processing of
data it was found that the data provided in some of the CTS was
not usable for a variety of reasons. Some illustrative cases
are cited below.

1.50 One reason has already been cited, viz.,_that iﬁ'the case
of village Bhaler in Dhule district in which none of the
respondents reported any.response under iteh 8 of Block 1 of
the questionnaire. In a few rases - stray cases, to be sure =-
it was found that no adult member {male or female) was reported
on the CTS., It was decided that responses on such CTS would be
of little use, and hence these were discarded.

1,51 In rows under item 1 of Block 1 of the questionnaire the
names of the members of an household were to be entered. The
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age of eaoh of this individual was to be shown under item 3 of
the Block. Taking this into account the CIS provided for_fi&e;
'columns to codify the following: informatlon s (a) nuﬁber.of
-adult males, (18 years and above), (b) number of adult females
’(18 years and above), (c) children (6 years and less), (d) boys
(above 6 years and less than 18 yewrs) and (e) glrls (above 6
years and less than 18 years) Clearly the sumtotal of numbers
under (a) to (e) must necessarlly be greater than the sumtotal »
of gainfully employed adult males, adult females and minors
(Boys and girls), drawn from survey data. A few of the CTS had
to be discarded as this condition was not satlsfled.

1.52 -In Block 4 of the questlonnalre, the flrst two rows under
item No.1 give 1nformatlon on the cattle (cows and - buffaloes)
with the household. If a household had no 1nformat;on to'offer
in these rows it meant‘that it did not possess_agy oattle.l In
that case, it would not be selling any milk, i.e. £he rows;ﬁnder
_item>5.on sale of milk should also be blank. This'is not so ip
the case of a few CTS which then had to be discarded. Similarly
.on some CTS it appears that households'sold eggs ofsﬁens (Block'
L, item 6 of the questionnaire) even when ‘they did not have
poultry (Block L, item 1, row 6 of the questlonnalre) These ‘

CTS were also.set aside.
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“Marathwada

Agricultural
University,

"Parbhani

Marathwada
University,
Aurangabad

Panjabrao Krishi
Vidyapeeth,

. Akola

.,Al

Nagpur- University
Nagpur
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Name of - -
~Representative

Prof G Ke Sangle,

Head,

Department of Extension
" Education

Marathwada. Agrlcultural

Unlver51ty

Prof. V.V.Borkér,

- Head,

Department of Economics,
Marathwada University

Prof. V.D.Galgalikar
.~ Head,

Department of Agri-
cultural Economics &
. \Statistics,
Pangabrao Krlshl Vidya~
peeth

Prof. S.A. Deshpande
Head,

. Department of Economics,

Nagpur University

Sh1Va31 Un1vers1tyDr;(Smt ) S.B.Pandit

Kolhapur ey

. .Lecturer,

- Department of Economics,

University, of
Bombay

University of
Poona.

Shivaji University

Prof, S.H.Deshpande,
.Department of Economics,

University of Bombay

Shri M.S.Mahajan,
Lecturer & Head,
Department of Economics,
Modern College, :
Pune

: Part1c1pat1ng Univer51tles, Their Representatlves
and Dlstrlcts A551gned

Districts

Assigned

Parbhani,

Nanded,

O smanabad - |

_ Aurangabad

Beed,
Jal gaon

Buldana,
Yevatmal ,Akola
Amravati '

Nagpur, Wardha,
Bhandara, :

‘Chandrapur

Kolhapur,Sangli,
Satara,Solapur

Thane, Raigad,
Ratnagiri

Pune, Nashik,
Dhule,Ahmednagar

N. B.. Dlstricts llsted are those, before the bifurcation of
Aurangabad, Osmanabad, Chandrapur and Ratnagiri.



Annexure I-B: Rural Households - Census 1981 and:the~Sufvey

b ek

- ~ Total No. Total No. 2 as % Total No. . Total No. 5.as %
District of Rural of Rural of 1 < of of SC ~of &4
Households sC : ' Households Households -
(1981 Households Covered in Covered in
Census) (1981 ~ the Survey the Survey
Census) |
Tttty T T 2" 3 - 4 5 6
1. Thane 350289 . 6411 1.83 313 : 1 0.24
2. Raigad 250736 3750 1.50 16 - 59 7.23
3. Ratnagiri 397540 8883 2.23 - 882 - 131 14. 85
Konkan 998565 1904 1.91 2111 191 9.05
L, Nasik 350622 21353 6;09, .- 878 22 25:51
5. Dhule 289542 12149 L+20 . 2053 204 994
6. Jalgaon 364170 23606 6. 48 2310 . 222 .. 9,61
7. Ahmednagar . 413799 . 47729 11053 1378 305 22,13
8. Pune 389007 24527 - - 6.30. 18 67 176 9ek3:
9. Satara 331066 20659 6.2, 1664 267 16.05
0. Sangli 257435 30426 11.82 1623 270 - 16,64
1+ Solapur . 326369 © 55275 16;9g - 1605 : 391 24,36
2. Kolhapur © 332581 - 43752 . 13.16 . 2643 2 502 -18.99
Western . . ST ST TS TTT s TT ST ESms ST mmmmsms s
Maharashtra 305#591 R79476 9.15 16021 - ° 2561 15.99

- e e e e wm R )
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L€



Annexure I-B: (Continued)

“Total No. 7 as % Total No. 9 as % -
District _ of Rural ST of 1 of ST of 4 3+8 6+10
. Households Households T
- . (1981 . ‘ Covered in
.Census) : - .. the Survey
. e m - mim - 7- R 9- e - - IR RN
"1, Thane 133593 Cagaah . KOL  97:82 . 39:97 98,06
2. Raigad 36907 s 14:72 12 1.67 16,22 8.70
3. Ratnagiri - 7510 . 1.89 ‘ 3 0.34 Lel2 15.19
Konkan 178010 17:83 M9 19.85  19.7% | 28,90
L: Nasik 114071 - 32:53 326 37:13  38:62  62:64
5. Dhule 144183 4L9.80 771 37.55 54,00 L7.49
6. Jalgaon 36890 10.13 735 31.82 16, 61 L1o43
7. Ahmednagar . 34866 8.43 82 5.95 19.96 28.08
8. Pune 26141 6.72 321 17:19 13.02 26,62
. 9. Satara 2396 0.72 109 6.55 6.96 22,60
10. Sangli 2499 0.97 86 5¢30 12:79 21.94
11. Solapur . 6832 2.09 52 3.24 19.03 27.60
12. Kolhapur ' L507 1.36 L2 | 1.59 14,52 20,58
Hestern T T T Tt momemoes R -
Maharashtra 372388 12.19 . 2524 - 15,75 0 21.34 31.74

e M e e e a e e @ e o W e ER o e am M em s M aw e e em em e e it e pm e e ew e e MW e o e e m m

(Continued)
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Annexure I-B: (Continued)

' 1 2 3 L 5 6

13, Aurangabad- 343975 23565 6. 85 11850 346 18,70
14, Parbhani - . . 276762. - - 17352 6. 27 2979 626 21.01
15. Beed 230281 30122 13,08 21,08 537 22.30
16, Naended -+ - 252596 33189 13.14 2995 700 23:.37
17. Osmanabad + 326205 '56054 "17.18 2673 78C 29.18
" " Marathwada 1429819 160282 - 11.21 12905 2989 . 23,16
18. Buldhana 233334 14993 6:43 2856 683 23.91
19 Akola ;259906 14846 5.71 2659 882 33:17
20, Amaravati - 254,933 . 14912 5,85 1885 L0 21243
21, Yeotmal - = - 28266} 14041 4e97 2419 562 23,23
22, Wardha 139378 5065 3.63 - 3416 863 25,26
23. Nagpur 224168 o 17472 779 5689 777 13.66
2. Bhandara . 308375 30671 9.95 2551, 410 16.05
25. Chandrapur 348604 23346 , 6.70 2318 541 23434

Vidarbha 2051362 135346 6,60 23796 | 5122 21.52 "

Maharashtra 7534337 © 594148 - 7.89 54833 . 10863 19.81

’(Gontinued)

€e



Annexﬁre I-B: (Continued)

.

7 8 9 - 10 11 12
13. Aurangabad 13324 3,87 117 6.32  10.72 25,02
iL. Parbhani © 13702 : 6,25 367 12.32 12.52 33.33
15. Beed = 2252 0:98 - 28. 1.16" . 14.06 23. 46
16. Nanded - 29609 11.72 303 10.12 2L.86 33.49
17. Osmanabad 8137 | 2,49 7% 2¢81  19.67 31.99
" 7 Marathwada 67024 - L69 - 890 - 6.90  15.90-  -30.06
18. Bulgdhana 12071 ' - 5.17 159 5.57  11.60 29.48
19, Akola 4 20264 7.80 448 16.85  13.51 50.02
20, Amaravati 39570 ' 15.52 93 4.93 21.37 26,36
21. Yeotmal . 71232 . 25,20 595 ' 2L, 60 30.17 47.83
22, Wardha 252041 18411 341 9.98 21,74 35.2L
23. Nagpur 37434 16,70 780 13.71 24,49 27.37
24. Bhandara 54751 17.75 Li3 1734 27.70 33.39
25. Chandrapur 101832 - ' 29.21 - 507 21.87 35.91  45.71
Viderbha 362395 " 17.67 3366 1ha 1k E -21.57 " 735,66
Maharashtra 979817 13.00 7199 - 13.13  20.89 - 32.9%

Source’ Cbl§. 1, 2 and 7. Based upon Data for Maharashtra in Census of India, 1981,
Series-I, India, Part II B (i), (ii) and (iii), Primary Census Abstract.
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Chapter IT

Profiles of Households Surveved

Introduction

2,1; The total number of househplds gﬁpvéyed ih the State was
54853, eicluding those dropped at the stages of scrutiny. of
schedules and tabulétion of data. The remaining éhaptefs of
thi$ report are based upon information relating to these 54833-:
housgholds, In thg_preéent chapter we attempt a'brief~pr§£ile g
‘of these households. ' _ : '

2.2 These 54833 houscholds were distributed among the Scheduled
Castes (SC), vhe Scheduled Tribes (ST) and others (Non-SC/ST) as
follows :'SC,-10863 (19.81 per cent of the total); ST 77199 (13.13
per cent), and Non-SC/ST, 36771 (67.06 per cént). In rurél
Maharashtra the proportion of the three sets‘of‘households
acqofding to the 1981'Population Cénsus;ére': 7.89'per cent,
ﬁ}.QOlper cent and 79,11 per cent respectivelyl ‘This'méans that
in our sample the proport%on fdr ST'households was more or less
the same as in the Census., But our sample had néarly 20 per cent
of the households which belong to SC as against roughly 8 per
cent in the Census. Correspondingly the sample proportiqn for
Non—SG/ST at around &7 per cent was lower than the Census pro-
portion of 79 per cent, A

2.3 In fact, it may be noted that the selection of our sample
villagés - 10 in a district with an average numberjdf_households
of 200 per ﬁillége - was not done with>reference to_eitﬁer the
size of the district population or its composition intQ'that of
SC, ST and Non-SC/ST. Therefore, there is no reason to’expect

proportions of SC, ST and Non-SC/ST population in cur éample

1. Based upon the data for Maharashtra in : Census of India,
1981, Series-I, India, Part II B(i), (ii) and (iii),
Primary Census Abstract. See Annexure I-B to Chapter I

in which the Census data and the Survey data districtwise
are presented together. '

35



36
to broadly tally with those in the Census either for districts
or for the Statefas-e?mhole.; Any such broad agreement would.be
more accidental than designed. However, in view of the large
nunber of households surveyed in every district, it would be
surprlslng 1f the comp051t10n of the sample population in thls
mabtter turned out to be very wlde orf the actual p051t10n. It
does so, however, in the case of SC and Non—SC/ST. The need for
household data whlch would f30111tate comparison between SC/ST ,
and Non-SC/ST.has influenced our chonice of v1llages, inflating
the proportion of SC households in the samtle. However, this is
not COns1derod to be undesirable since w1der coverage of SC/ST
households would glve Us a better emp1r1ca1 basis for our con-
clu51ons. 8 ' .
Landholdlng among SC, ST and Non-SC[ST o _
R~ In Chepter I we have stated that the households have also
been cla551f1ed accordlng to size of their operational landhold-
1ng.:HThese size-classes are : (i) landless, (ii) those cultivat-
ing 1ess than 2 acres; (iii) those cultivating 2 acres to less
than 6 acres and (iv) those cultivating 6 acres or more. We
_heve earl1er descrlbed households in size-classes (ii), (iii)
~and (1v) as, "marglnal". "smgll? and "medium and large® land-
holdlng households respectively. The distribution of these
classes of landholders in our sample was as follows :»landless
(39.70 percent) marginal® (9.13 per cent);l"small" (24415 per-
cent) and '"medium and large" (27.02 percent) These figures
show that the largest proportlon of sample households were
1andless, followed by those in the "medium and large" category,
the "small" category and the "marginal® category, in that
order, If we 1eave out the landless and consider only the
cultivating households we flnd that the "marginal®™ category
houscholdsg formed_15.15lpercent of the_total cultivsting

households, the corresponding percentages for the "small™ and

"medium and large" category hguscholds being 40,05 and 44,80
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percent respectively.. _

2.5 We are, however, 1nterested in comparlson as between SC,
ST and Non-SC/ST, taking into account the division by land-
holding in each one of the three social groups. The following
table gives the proportion of households iq each of the four
land-relatéd classes (landless, 'marginal!, 'small' and 'medium
and large'), within a social group to the fotal households
surveyed in the relevant soéial group in rural Msharashtra as a
whole., |

Table 2.1 ¢ Percentage Distribution of Households in the

Different Social Groups by Size of Cultlvated
Holding (Survey)

Land-related = SC ST - Non-SC/ST Total
‘Class : ) o
(1) - (2) (3) () (5
1. Landless . 61,92 . 53f66 30.40 39.70 -
2. Marginal 9.00 7.1k 9.56 9.3 -
3. Small 17.97 23.13 26.21 0 24,15
'l Mediun & o - . .
~Large - -0 11021 - 16,07 - 33.83  © 27.02

5. Total . - - 100,00  100.00 100,00  100.00

2,6 It is seen from the table that in our survey theiléndiess.
preponderated among SC and ST, being nearly 62 peréent of the
households in the former and about 54 percent in thellatter,"‘
while among Non-SC/ST the percentage of the 1andiess waszbnlj
30. Even among the-landholding Sd/ST households, the smali

and marginal cultivators formed the bulk, ﬁhiie’among the others
(Non-SC/ST) the division between the small-marginal and the
medium-large category houséholds, was roughly halfvéndihalf}
This shows that the overwhelming bulk of Scheduled Caste and -
Scheduled tribe households belonged to what is called, the
weaker section of our rﬁfal society. It is necessary to note

here that the assistance-programme of the government iﬁtended

.-
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for agriculturists, however, small, simply cannot reach more than
60 percent of SC households and more than 50 percent of ST
households in the State. Non-5C/ST are much less dlsadvantaged
in this respect. _ - '

247 Be81des land, prov151on of 1rr1gat10n is the most 1mportant
factor governlng the generagtion of 1ncome by the households. It
also fac111tates adoptlon of a large number of measures extended
by government for 1mprovement of agrlculture.‘ SC and ST house-
holds, with- some land, appear to be much less advantageously -
placed in this regard also than Non-SC/ST. Table 2.2 below
shows that while;BSwpercent of Non-SC/ST households with land
had some 1rr1gated land, only 20 percent . of SC households and
1h per cent of ST households with land had any 1rr1gat10n
fa0111ty. -

Table 2.2 : Percentage of Households in a Landholding Class
- (Within a Social Group) who have Some Irrlgated

Land
iLandholding olase- L Social Group - o
- Tse T ST Non-SG/sT
1. Marginal =~ 26.48 © 19046 27 .70
2s Small - 17.62 12,07 - . 3291
3+ Medium & Large - 19.54 . 14435 .39431

4o ALL classes . 20,28 14,00 ' 35.31

. 2.8 - Among Non;SC/ST the percentage of'households with some
irrigated land increased with the size-class of landholding.
Then again, lnfeach-size-class of landholding Non-SC/ST pro-
portion was higher than SC/ST proportions. Thus the dis-
;advantage of the households with land belonging to SC and ST
relatively to those of Non;SC/ST is brought out by the data

presented.
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2;9 There is one more detail relating to households witb irri-
gation which may be looked into. We have data in our tables on
the total number of households with land in each sopial group.
These have been classified also into four size-classes of irri-
gated land (i)-those with no irfigated land, (ii) those with
irrigated lond of less than 2 acres, (iii) those with irrigated
land of 2 écres to less than 6 acres and (iv)} those with. irri--
gated land of 6 acres and more. Let us consider the bighest‘size-
class by land under irrigation, viz., 6 acres or more. In the'-
table below we give the percentage of househoids having irrigated
land oflélac;es or more, to tetal households with land in each
soclal 'grclbup., - . | | o

Table 2.3 : Percentage of Households w1th Irrlgated 1and
of 6 acres or more to Total Households with Land _.

Social Group Percentage

. Scheduled Castes 1.64 ;
Scheduled Tribes - Tl - R
‘Non-8C/ST - o kS

2. 10j-It is seen that the propoftiohﬂbf'houséholds with_ irrigated 
land of 6 acres and more to the total households with land was L
1.6L per cent for SC, 1.41 per cent for ST and 4. 51 per cent fof
Non-éC/ST. The .proportion for SC and ST was more or less the same
buﬂ that for Non;SG/ST was significantly higher. This finding_;
also tespifieé\£6‘the fact of relative disadvantage suffered by
SC/ST landholders in comparison with those belonging to Non-SC/ST.
2.11 It is interesting to examine the sources of irrigation of
the different social groups and of é%ze-classes of farmers.

Table 2.l presents the relevant data. o 7,4_, _ _
Table 2.4 : Percentage of Households {to those with some. .

land under irrigation) having land under well
Irrigation/Canal Irrigation/Lift Irrigation.

Landholding SG ST Non-SC/ST ‘Total.
Class

(1) U (2) o (3) - (L) C(5)

(A) WELL-IRRIGATION

T Morginal  -© 12,36 12.00 30.49 25 .58
2. Small 1.229.82. - 24,.38 L7 .62 hg.72
3. Medium &Large Ll .96 L7 .59 £0,78

504065
L+ A1l Classes R8.72 29.98 52.89 - 19.90
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(B) CANAL.IRRIGATION -

O N T (5)

1. Marginal  15.06 23,00 1314 14,25
c2.8mall) T 20,47 37.81 - 15,23 16.94
3. Medium & Large  15.97.  20.48 12,09 : 12.52
4. A1l Classes 17.52 28.48  13.30  14.33

(C) LIFT-IRRIGATION

i, Marginal 73.36 66,00 61,50  6l.1k
2. Small — 51.46 38.81  41.19 42,00
3. Medium & Large = A40.3k  33.13  31.51 ~31.96
L: K11l Classes 55.0% L2 .61 38.14 39.72

2,12 In thisihable the total numbér of farmers with somé irri-
gated land in a partiéuiar social group-size class, has been
plassified,under'the_three different éources of_irrigation,viz.,
wells, canal and 1lift, and these are expressed as percentages
to. the total number in thatvsbcial group-size class. The phree
percentages do noﬁ add up to 100 but to a slightly higher
figure, because some cultivators had more thaﬁ one source. of
ilrrigation and therefore, have been classified under more than
one head. However, the -proportion of such farmers in each -
size-class was very small, | | _
2.13.. Less than 15 perqpnﬁ.qf all surveyed farmers with any
irrigatéd land, had obtained wéter"from canals; more than 85
percent irrigated their‘lands'frqm their own wells or from
lifts which wérermostly covoperative énterprises of farmers,
Then again, in the case of surveyedjfarmers'hdth any irrigated
landg the percentage oflﬁhose using well-irrigation increased
with thelsiie-clas§ of 1andholding‘uhereas percentage of thoée
using lifyfirrigation‘declined as the, size-class of landholding

»
increased.
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2.14 Irrigation from canals was relatiVely more with ST culti-
vators (28'h8 percent of households) than'with either'SG'or Non-
SC/ST. But this is more’ of ‘an anldent of lOCatlon of land of
farmers in the command_area._ The more 1nterest1ng p01nt to note
is that Scheduled Caste—and even Scheduled Pribe farmers, with
some 1rr1gation, had a much 1arger proportion gettlng their water
from 1lifts (55.07 and L2, 61 percent respectively) than Non-SC/ST-
Since most of these SC/ST cultlvators were small and marglnal in
size, common sources like lifts would be the more reasonable
alternative for them, and this is what appears to have been the
case. -This is also broadly seen if we examine the size-wise
percentages for the three different soc1al groupss .

Gainful Emplozment .

2.15 “The surveyed hoﬁseholds'were reouiredmto state the main
occupation of every member. This gives us a_basis'for estimat-
ing the numberwof'gainfully employed persons. It must:be :
remembered that no direct question was:asked_about the work-: -, -
status of a member at’the time of the survey. All the same, the
-1nvest1gators were instructed to record responses under -*Main-:
occupation! whlch would help to identify not merely those
engaged in specific occupations but also categories of_persons-
such as, for example, 'superannuated!, 'unemployed and in search
of gainful work', 'not doing anything at present but willing to
accept gainful work', 'not'doing anything'at present and not
willing to accept gainful work', and so on, Adult women who. --
did not.do any gainful work but were engaged only in domestic. . .
work were to be reported as doing domestic work. However,

adult women working part of the time on farm or on wages may
sometimes report 'domestic work' as their 'main occupation'.
Such women would be excluded'from our list of persons'forming

the labour force (or those gainfully‘employed). The following
data are subject to such limitations. ‘The data‘are presented
for- adult males, adult females and minors (i.e. boys and girls

above 6 years and below 18 years of age), separately.
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' Tébielz.ﬁ- Proportlon of Galnfully Employed Adult Males/
o Adult Females/Minors/Total ‘of these Three
to the Total Number of Persons in Each Category

Gainfully Employed ~~ . SC | ST Non-SC/ST
(1) (2) (3) (B
1.’Adu1t Males 8.1k 90.56 86.96
2, Adult Females — 56.51 57.92 . 35,56
3 M1nors ERE 14435 49,09 8,93
h. All those gainfully ' o ;
“employed . - L 5477 57.57 L5498

9. No.of gainfully - ,
‘ employed per : ' ) N )
“-household - (Average) - 23 2o 241

.

N B., In the case of tMinors! flgures show percentages of
. ‘minors gainfully .employed to total ‘minors (boys and
girls) above 6 years and.less than 18 years. This

“means that children of 6 years and less are left out.
2.16° ?he table shows that an equally high proportion of adult
malés in all the three social groupe»(87 ﬁo 90 per cent) were -
engaged in gainful occupations. But it was different for adult
t‘_femé;_Les and minors. 'While 57 per cent of adult females in SC/ST
groupS'repdrted‘some gainful occupation, the percentage‘was only
“about’ 36 for:Non-SC/ST. This is because of two reasons : SC/ST
“households were mainly landless or small/marginal farmers and
therefbre'participation'of women in some gainful activity was
necéssary; sécondly, norms and taboos were different among
tribals and even Scheduled Castes.than amongst Non-SC/ST. Almost
twice as ‘large a 'propeortion of minors reported being engaged in
gainful activity in SC and ST houscholds (14 and 19 percent)
‘as in Non-SC/ST households (9 percent). This also can be
attributed-to.economic necessity.
2,17 Examination of the date relating to different size-groups
of landholdlngs among the three soc1a1 groups (See table in
Annexure TI-A to this Chapter) bear out some of these differw

ences, Thus, the proportion of adult females reporting gainful
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occupation increases as we move from mediumglargg cgltiVators to
the landless in each social group, though the rate bf.igérease"
is somewhat greater in the case of Non-SC/ST than SC/ST. The
persistent differences,-nevertheless, can be attributéd méiﬁly '
" to social mores. The différences among, the}gainfully employed
minors in-differentAsize-groups again illustfate ﬁhe ﬁifferén;é
in economic necessities § not only was the percentage of minors;
gainfuily employed lowest in the households beloﬁgiﬁt to the; ~;
highest size-class of landholding, but there was no Qifferepce ;
amongst SC and'Non-SG/ST households of this class. Theﬂhiéhér‘.
percenﬁage of ST households could reflect a certain degree of -
inadequate awareness of the_ugefulnegs of education forvthé-fdung.
2,18 Indeed, the minors (i.e. boys ahd girls'between'é and 18
years of .age) were either gainfully employed or;being edﬁcéféd5
(i.e. éoing to school or college) .or doing neither, ﬁééﬂing
thereby just staying at home and possibly being useful in the .
household. One woqld like to see all minors-ﬁeing\eduqandé;;’n
but this is not so. About 70 percent of the minofsg in Non-SC/sST
households were going toAs¢hoql/coliege; and this was the higheét
among the three social groups. For SC households, the propor- ]
tion was 58 per cemt, while for ST hduseholds it- was 47 percent.
While poverty ié one reason for this, nevertheless Sc'hoqsghqlds
recorded a much higher percentage of children going to school/ .
cqllegé than ST households. The proportion neither going té,.;
school/college.nor gainfully employed.was quite higﬁi: 287per1
cent among SC, 34 per cent among ST and 22 percentuamoﬁg the .
rest. This in itself shows that the provision of schéolékfor.
children of all classesAin-rural areas has reached SC households

less and” ST households, the least compared to Non-SC/ST. house=-
holds. |

2. The percentage mentioned relates 'those going to school

{cr college)! to the total of boys #nd girls in the houscholds
referred L0 as "minors! here. We icnore the fact that ABONg
'those going to school/college' thsre were some edults (18 years
and above}. The same observation applies in the case of SC/ST
percentages cited in the next sentence.



by ~ °

EEEHLEBEE&E&&QQ

;2 19 For purposes of the survey, 'main occupation! has been

-: defined as one whlch brought to the person concerned more than’
:.half of hls/her earnings from all sources. At the stage of
tabulation we decided to,clssslfy.maln occupations into three
ty;pss : _cultivation, wag_e-labou;' and non»-agrficulture; In the
“pass“of,esch_of.these; we have proportion ofvpersonsr(to the
total gainfullj ehﬁloyed persons) who reoorted a given occupa-
tion as the 'main occupation' |

2.gq_ As stated earlier,.the information on the number of gain-
,fpllj_employed persons is based upon the data on the 'main
ogcooapion'. This would mean that the total number_of gainfully
employed persons should be exactlj equal to the sumtotal.of
those_depeﬁding mainly on cultivation, wage-labour:and non-
sgricultuye_respectively. In otherVWords, the sumtotal of

_ proportions of the number of persons pursuing each of the three
3types of occupatlon to the total number of gainfully employed,
should add up to 100, Unfortunately,.ln the_case.of each land-
related class.belonglng to a social group:(except the landless
aﬁopg_Non—SC/ST)_the sqmtotal of proportions exoéeded 100, as
is borne out by the data in the following table.

Table 2.6 ¢ Main Occupation (Sumtotal of Proportions to
’ those'Gainfully Employed)

Land~-related class —————————— §g§;a1._(_‘;1_‘g;p ----------
SG 8T Non-SC/ST
1. Landless - 100,14 - 100.22 99598
2. Marginal - : o 108395 . 10830h 107.74
3. Small - © o 113.39 113.23 107.67
ko Medium & Large ©. .~ 106.37 107.18 101.77

5. All Classes = 104,00 105,14 103,30
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2;21 The probable explanation for the above result is that in
the case of persons with multiple cccupations, with none Bring;
ing to them more than half of the total earnings, the investi-
gators may have entered all tﬁe relevant occupations under 'main
occupation'. This means that fér some individuals there would
be more than one main occupation shown on the'releVant'scheduies.
This woula mgke for some degree of overlap as between the three
types cf‘main océupations and hencg make thé‘sumtotal of propof-
tions referred to above exceed 100. . | |

2.22 Ve, howeVer, find that in the case of the landless among-.
SC, ST and Non-SG/ST the excess over 100,‘wheré it occurs, was
negligibly small. Even in the case of SC or ST or Noh-SC/ST;és'
a whole the eXcess was in the range of 3 t0.5 pércentage'points; |
It is true that the excess was much more,ranging upto 13 ﬁer:
centage points,~ for.the lzndholding classes (marginal;tsmall'and
medium & large). One feels, however,-that if we are to make use
of the information on percenpége distribution-bf the gaiﬁfully
employed_as betweén the three main occupationé only in a broad’ -
way (i.e. only %o highlighb the contrast, if any, between, say,
the proportion of those who depended mainly on culfivatfdﬁ$énd‘
of those who depended Rrimarily on wage-labour), we mdy ignore
the discrepangies bfought out by the precedingitable;

2.23 Table 2.7 that follows shows the occupatimal distribu<_
tion of all persons fecorded as gainfully employed in all the

three social groups classified according to land held for

cultivation.

2,24 It is'natural that pgrsoné in all landlesé households
were mainly wage labourers, fhe’point of interest to note . .
here is that even in the case of such households there were.a.
larger proportion of persons gainfully employed in non-_
agricultursl work among Non-SC/ST housenolds than SC/sT.

SC/ST workers had less opportunity to work in non—agricultural



Table 2. 73 Percentage Distribution of the Gainfully Employed into the Three Types of

main occupation

Land-related class

- e e o e W & iy Em W @ ta S e r Er A W W S Gr W E A G fE en B Ex T @ & @ W B M B GE Ea S EE Gk W B 4% M EE GE Wm @ W

c WL

(1) (2) (3)
1. Landless | 0.0 ' 90.43
2. Marginal ' v | 45,43 47,80
3. Small - 49,60 54,79
4. Medium and Large . ‘ 67,70 31.37
5. 411 Classes - 20.38 73.83

NA c
(4)  (5)
9.71 0.0

8.91 66,84
7.30 ‘80,99

C : Cultivation; WL : Wage-labour; N4 ¢

-Non-agriculture

9%



L7

occupations. This wee to their relative disadvantage.

2425 As for the cultivating households, it may be noted that
nearly helf or more of the workers in SC households belonging
to the smgll and marginal farmer categories were mainly wage-
labourers. The corresponding proportion for these categories
among Non-SC/ST households was less than one-phird and it varied
between half and twe-fifth among'ST households. The iower
proportion of wage workers in the small and marginal farmer:
households among ST (relatively to SC) was probably due more

to less availability of wage work in farming, than'any‘othef '
reason, |

Credit

2,26 Information on loans received—by surveyed heusehdlds'from
different sources was sought .in the questionnaire, The eourées
identified were 1 (1) Relatives & Friends, (ii) Moneylender,_
(iii) Landlord, (iv) Cooperative Society,_(v).Cboperat;ve Bank,
(vi) Gommerc1al Bank and (vii) Government. At the stage of '
}tabulatlon we c1a551f1ed these scurces into three types ¢

(a) Relatives and Friends, (b) Monéylender and Landlord, ieeey
(ii) and (4ii) above, (c) Agencies of InstitutionalAFinence,
i.e. (iv) to (vii) above. The'percentage of hogseholde (to
total households)IWhieh stated that they received léansiduring
the preCeding yeer from one souree or more, is presented in

the following table.

3
o
=
)

N
o

: Percentage of Households. Wthh received Loans from
iOne Source or More, to Total Households

Land-related Class sC ST ~ Non-SC/ST
_ - (?) ~(3) . (h)

1. Landless 1136 12.58 11.32
2, Marginal - -7 . 283 33.85 - 29412
3. Small » . 2h5T 3ke11 30.22
L, Medium & Large 29,80 "36,73 - 36,36

5. All Classes C17.32 22.96 . 2645
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2.27 A ;it#le more than.one;fourth'of Non-SC/ST households

gurvejéévreported that.ﬁhey received loans from one source or

hmgrgiduring.tﬁekpfecéding-year. The corrgsponding propoftiqns

for ST and SC households were lower at 22.96 percent and 17.32

pérqqnt respegtively.i SC households were relatively the most

d:i_.éadvérit aged. |

é;28 In evéry?social group the 1andlesé had the lowes£ proportion

iﬁdicatingitﬁatg'amdng the 1énd-related<classes, they were at the

gféaﬁesﬁ disadvantage. ‘Among the landholding groups, the 'medium

1a;gef éategory households were comparatively better-placed than
.t}ie 'margingl! and 'small! category households.

2.29 We have also labulated data availablé oh thé number of -
| households who céuld obtain loans from (i) either 'Relatives &
F;iendé' or 'Moneylender and Landlord! or both But‘ggg from
Agencieé of Institutional Finsnce and (ii) Agencies of Institu-
tional Finance, irrespective owahe?her they received or did no
receive loans from any othef source. Households undgr (i) were
'rgcipients of loans from private‘agencies of finance. Those
under (ii)"received'lqans from public agencies but maybe . some

{prqpébly,rnot'many) received loans from private ageﬂciés as

(1]

well, We may describe households (i) as 'Loan Recipients
Private Agencies' and hruseholds (ii) as 'Loan Recipients :
. Public Agencies'. It will be seen that hcuseholds (i) and (ii)
. together add up to the total of households who received loans
. from one source or more., 'The data on percentage respectively
of_hbuseholds (i) .and hpuséholds (1i) to total households who
‘received loans from one source or more, is given in the ‘
following table (p.49) | o
2,30 The table brings out as folloﬁs : )
(1) More than half of SC/ST households obtained loans
from private agencies of finance, whereas the corresponding
percentage for Non-SC/ST was much lower, viz., a little more

than one-third, an-SC/ST débended relatively more on public
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Table 2.9 Percentége of Recipieﬂts of Loans from -
(i) Private Agencies and (ii) Public Agencies

Land- » sc ST Non-Sc/sT ~

related Private Public Private Public Private Public

class Agencies Agen-~ Agen- Agen~ Agen- . Agen-
‘ cies = cies cies cies cies

(1) (2} (3) - (4) {5} (6) - - (7)

1. Landless 1415 18,85 79.63 20,37 78,52  21.48
2. Marginal 62,59 37,41 66.67 33,33 51,07 48.93

3, Small 37.32‘ 62.68 L7.01 52,99 - 34,34 .65.66
L. Medium & - ‘ : : o -
Large 23.97 76.03 21,18 78.82 22,260 77.7h

5. All Classes56.27 43.73 © 52,03 L7.97 36.24 . 63.93

B em M mm G SR G5 Gh EE BN GP NN AR M Me TR Gp EF M G SN Gy G WS B A S0 ew Sm s W om

agencies of finance. About 6L percent of their households '
turned tb fhis source for loans as against roughly LL pé?céht‘
in the case of SC and about 48 percent in the cése of ST+ It
éhould be noted, however, that this result must not be inter-
preted to mean thaet government finance supporpéd Non-SC/ST'
relatively more than SC/ST, because in the public agencies of
finance we have included, besides govérnment,‘cd-éperat%ve;énd
commercial banks also., . "~ e R

(ii) In every social group as we move upwards from the land-
less to the '"medium & large! category the percentage of housea
holds depending on private agencies diminishes and that-getting
resources from thevbublic agencies increases. Thus superimpoéed
on the fact of relatively greater accessibility of Non-SC/ST
to the public agencies of finance is the fact of such accessii
bility to the comparatively larger landholders in every sqciali.-
group. . | - |

(iii) The pattern of relative dependence on the two types
of agencies of finance-was, moré or less, the same fqr’ﬁhe 1ahﬁ-
less households belonging to the threéisocial groups. A
similar conclusion holds also in the casé 6f the 'medium & .
large' category households among SG, ST and Non-SC/ST.’ It is

the pattern of relative.dependencé»pertaining to the 'marginal'
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" category households and, to a lesser extent, the ‘small' category
households, whlch presents s contrast between Non-SC/ST on the
,one hand .and SC/ST on the other. -

A .31 In our tabulated data we. have cla551f1ed households 1nto '
those receiving (i) less than Rs. 500/~ (ii) Rs.500/- to less
than Rs. 3000/-, (1i1) Rs.t3000/- to less than Rg.8000/~ snd
(i#)<Rs.7800Q/— or more. For every size-class there is a
further ce tegorisation by SOUTCeS, ViZe, (a) Relatives and
Friends (RF), (b) Moneylender and Landlord (ML) and (c¢) Agencies
of: I“stltublonal Finsnce- (AIF)c |

2 .32 ‘In the following table we nrcsent, seyaranely for SC, ST
and Non-SC/ST, percentage of households within a giﬁén size-class
of loan amounts receiving these from the stated source, to the
totai<hauseholda raceiving loans during the preceding yewr from
one'souyée or more.. T | | |

Table 2,10 ¢ Percentage of Houaeholds within aiGivén Size-class

of Loan-Amounts Receiving these from the Stated

Source, to Total Households receiving Loans from
One Source or More

Size-Class - | SC STt Tar Non-sc]ST__
of Amounts ALF FRF ML ALE AIF

P 3. P L2l LBL O R ) R ) R ) L8L _(2)_ _(10)

11Leés than: ‘ | T ' - o
“BS:SQQ/f 22.58 13.02°12.49 27.71 16,52 13.25 11.13 6.03 11.11

2.Rs.500 to
less than =~ - e - - o

3-Rs.300Q/-
" to less .
th n . . . - - . - . . . -
;Rst8000/— 1417 1,12 25,53 1.15 0.85 8.1 2,46 3.01 14.09

LP-RS.SOOO/— ) . . . . - B . . .
_or more 0.27 0.05 1,001 0,06 0,0 ©C.91 0,26 0,46 2.4L4

5,011 Size- - = : - : . .
. Classes 40,65 28.59 43 .74 45.68 28.02 47.98 29.39 19.91 63.77
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2,33 It will be noted that in any social group borrowers from
each source (RF/ML/AIF) were not mutually exclusive groups. Some
may have borrowed from more than one agency. Thus, fer example,
the total of percemtages for, say, SC in row 5, (Cols.2,3 and 4),
add upto more than 100, SimilarAis the case for ST and Non-SC/
ST. '
2.34 The btulk of households in each group borrowed upto 1ess'
than Rs.3000/-. The percentage of households in the topmost
size-class (Rs.8000/~ or more) was negligibly small,.even among’
Non-SC/ST. It may be mentioned, however, that neerly 6 pereent'
of 8C households, 8 percent of ST bouseholds an@’jh percent of
Non-SC/ST'households'borrowed from 'agencies“of~instituti0nal-
finance' anywhere from Rg. 3000/- to "less-than Rs,8000/-.

2.35 There is one 1nterest1ng plece of 1nformat10n which. can be
derived by reading tables 2.9 and 2.10 together. In table 2.2
percentages under 'Private Ageﬁcies' (RF + ML) refer to house-.
holds within a social group which were exclusive,_iﬁ\the,sensQJ‘
that they did not bcrrew from?‘agenciesAof institutional finance'
(i.e. public agencies). On the other hand, probortions under
'Public Agencies'! refer to households who borrowed from- these )
agenc1es and some of whom may have borrowed from pr1vate agenc1es
as well. In Table 2,10, as stated esrlier, percentages Ain. each
column do not pertain necessarlly to exclusive groups of house-
holds within SC/ST/Others. If we deduct from ' *tffj
percentage of ,say, SC hcuseholds in all size-classes in teble'
2+10 which borrowed from private ageneies (RF + ML) the Qeré."
eentage of SC housebolds shown as borfowing»from:private-"
agencies in table 2.9, we get percentage of SC hozseholds.
which borrowed both from private and public ageneies. When
we suktract this proportion from.the‘percentegejof SG'heﬁse-"
hqlds which borrowed from public agencies according to. table
2.9, we get proportion of SC households which borrqwed only

from 'public agencies'. The exercise can be repeated for ST
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and Non-SC/ST households. We find that whereas 30.76 percent of
SC households and 26.30 of ST households borrowed only from the
'agencies of institdtibﬁal finsnce', the relevant proportion in
_ﬁhe case of Non¢SC/ST'was 50.87 percent, The private agencies
are leSS_ruleebound and'more 'explaitative' than the public
agencies.‘ Nearly -half of the borrowing Non-SC/ST households
could steer clear of private agen01es, the correspondlng pro-
portions were. mich lower for SC/ST.

.Demqgraohig,Prqgiles

(I) Average Size of the Rural Household

2.36 On the basis of information as regards the number of house-
holds surveyed snd the number of persons in these:houéeholds, we
estimatad the average size of the rural household. vA similar
‘exefciae was made with the help of data frdm the Census of India,
1981. The following table brings together thls 1nformat10n for

the. three 8001al groups in rural Maharashtra as a whole."J

Table 2.11 : Average'Slze of the Rural Household

Source - SC ST Non-SC/ST
Survey 7'h,9 L9 5e1
Census ~ . '5.,2 . o530 5.5

_‘-—-_"—-—'—p— ————— ‘m ms es s em wm = - e em = wm em wm e ws e e

N B.. Source for Census flgures : Census of India, 1981,

Series I, India; Part IIB(1), (i1) and (111)’ Primary
) “Census Abstract. .

2.37. -1t is.true that the average size of household as per the

Census data was somewhat higher than that according to the

survey for all the three social groups. All the same, we find

that in both the sets of information the average size for SC

~ and ST was more or less the same and that it was someWhat

smaller then that for Non-SC/sT.

2,38 We may consider further details. The table below gives

average size of rural households by land-related classes

belonging respectively to thesthree social groups, The data
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drawn from the surveye.

Table 2.12 : Average Size of Rural Households by
Land-related Classes (Survey Data)

Land related class : .-Social Group :
o .5C ST .~ Non-5C/ST.

(1) = ' (2) (3) - - (4).

1. Lendless L - ks AN

2. Marginal 5.1 . ’ 5.0 o - 1&09

30 Small ) ) 502 503 ’ 501

Lo Medium & Large 5,6 2.7 o 5f7,

5. ALl together 149 L9 5.

2.39 Cne conclusion that emerges fiom'ﬁhis table is thatAfpr
any social group (SC, ST or Non-SC/ST), the larger the 153@5 |
holding, the greater wss the aversge size of the household, .
Secondly, we find that for first three 1and-rela£ed classes
(lzndless, 'marginal' ond 'small') the SC/ST- flgures exceeded
those for Non-SC/ST. In the case of the 'medlum and 1arge' ~
category households,however, the figures of the three’ SOClal
groups were, more or less, the same. This means that the
average on the aggregate was higher for Nonfsc/ST thanifbr SC/
" ST (row 5 figures) because the "medium ond large' 1andholding.
households formed'g minor group among,sd (11 per cent)'and"SQT-
(16 per cent)‘but was a siéeable‘group among, the;NAn-SC/ST

(34 per cent). This fact pulls up the figure of average size
of household for Non-SC/ST as a wholé ;elativély.to“that‘for
the two other social groups, SC and ST,

(II) Education.

2.40 ?gble 2.13 below'gives informstion based on tﬁe survey on
the fbilowingxproporfions, separately -for each- of the three
social groups being studied : (1) adults with some formal .
education and no longer studyihg,Ato total- adults, (2) adult -

males with some’ formal education and mno longer stuinng, to
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total adult males, (3) adult femsles with some ‘formal education
and no longer studying, to total adult females, (4) those being
educated3 to total minors, i.e., boys and girls, in the house-
h‘olds', (5) mé.les being 'educatedB to the total of boys, 'and (6)
’females gginéréducatédB to the'tOtal‘of girls. The table also
gifes fof éach‘of the three social groups bhe.pro?ortion of
houséhdldsbin which somecne or other was being educatéd to total
. households. | | —
Tabie 2,13 : Percentage of (1) Persons with some Formal

2 Education and Not Studying any longer and

(1i) Persons Being Educated, in the Surveyed
Housaholds , .

- .
- e ae em ey e e W S e o m R s mE M . EE W e m SN e ey s S S @ we W Am

1. Adults with some formal
- ‘educgtion and no longer- : '
Ny studylng 294 - 25.7 - 40,5

2 Adult mzles with some
formal education and no -
longer studying L2.5 372 54 .8

3+ Adult. females with some
formal education and no

longer suudylng : | 14.7 ‘ 12.8 243
h. Those being educated 57 49 W71 6943
5+ Males being educated 66 .9 55,0 77;5
6 chdles be;na educated h6.1: 37.2 58.9

Te Househulds in thch someone _ '
or other was being educated 4.7 347 L9 W1

- me e mm s S e me e e B e W e m em Me am e E e B M me m sm e am e = =

$2.h1f We can infér as follows from the data in the table above.
(1) The first interesting point %o note is that less than
half the surveyed households had anyone going to school/colleg;e.
among Non-SC/ST the proportion was 49 per cent, while among SC
it was 43 per cent and among ST, 35 per cent. BEarlier we noted
Non-SC/ST households
that about 70 per cent of ell minors (between 6 and 18 years)in/

RSN tol

3. See foot note 2 above. .
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were going to school/college. This means that these 70 percent
minors being educated belonged to L9 percent of Non-SC/ST house-
holds. Similarly 58 percent of the minors bging eduCated among
SC belonged to only 43 percent of‘households. Among the ST L7
percent of minors going to school/collége belonged to;37 percent
of households. Clearly households not reporting'anyone being
educated had eithér no minors or no minors geing to school/
college. This information was not separately taﬁulatedg‘ However,
it is unlikely that most of the haiseholds not reporting anyone
being educated had no minors. Therefore, it is clear thét a
very substantial proportion-of households had no minors.going
to school/college, and this proportion was’highef-ambng SC/ST
than asmong Non-SC/ST. '_ . | ‘ o )
(2) As between the two disadvantéggd groups, SC andeT,the
position was comparatively better for SC, This is borne 6ut by
comparl figures for SC and ST in all the seven. rows of the .
table,
| .(3) In every social group (SC, ST and th-Sb/ST)itﬂé?
incidence‘was less for females than for males. A cbmpériéon
of figures in row 3 with those in row 2 and of those in }6% 6
,:With those in row 5 under each column briﬁgé out thié fact;."
(L) The porportion of 'adults w1th some formal educatlon
and no longer studying' (row 1) signifies the 1nc1dence of
education among the older generation; that of 'those being
educated! (rowzh), the incidence aﬁong the upﬁoming generation,
We may compare in the case of both, two'sets of proportions,
one for.SQ/ST on the one hand and_the”othéf for'Non-SC/ST‘bn |
the other. The differential in the porportions pertaining to
Non-sC/ST on the one hand and SC/ST on the other ﬁés»less in -
the case of 'those being educated! (the upcoming‘génera;ion)
than in the case of 'adults with some formal education and no
longer studying' (older generation). This suggests a narrowing

of the gap between the relatively less and the relatively mofel
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disadvantaged social'grouos in respect of the incidence of educa-
.tion. Thls is a welcome trend. | -

o (5) A szmllnr trend is obeervmble in the case of the male-
'female d1v1de ‘58 well. Let us consider Figures in rows 2 (older
generatlon among males) and 5 (upcomlng_generatlon among males).
Thé_differential_as between‘pr0porﬁions for SC/ST on the one
hand;and‘NoneSC/Sl on ﬁhe other, was greater in the case of row
2 figures than in the case of row 5 figures.‘ Similar conclusion
holds in the case of row 3 figures vis-a-vis row 6 figures
(females) A ]
| (6) There is another angle to the male-female divide. Ve
see-that the dlfferentlals between row 5 figures (tmales being
educated') and corresbonding row 6 figures ('femalesvoeiﬁg
educated') are less than the dlfferentlals between the relevant
row 2 ('adult males with some formal educatlon and no longer
studying) and row 3 ('adult females with some formal education
and no longer studying')'figures. This means that handicap to
female education in each<socia1 group is less now than in the
Ppast. - ThlS, to- be sure, 'is ‘a change to be welcomed.

2442 We may'now take a comparatlve view of the incidence of
~-educatlon.amqng the land-related classes within the three 5001al
groops;-‘Iniphls_qoptext, we take into account only (i) the
proportion'of ladults with some formal education and no longer
studylng' to 'total adults' and (ii) the proportion "of 'those
being eduoated' to the 'total of boys + girls'. We 1eave out
the proportions relsting to the male-female divide. The
following talle presents the relevant information (P.57)

2.43 The data in this table bring out the fact that whether
we consider the proportion AFE or the propor*bicn‘TBE‘, the. 'pro..
portion for every land-related class belonging to Non-SC/ST
was the highest followed by that for the correspondigg land- '
related class within SC ard within ST, in that order. We had

seen carlier that the incidencs of education was the greatest
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Toble 2,14 : Percentage of 'Adults with Some Formal

- Education and No Longer Studying' (AFE)
and of !'Those Being Educated' (TBE) in
the Different Land-related Classes

Land-related Proportions for Social Groups
classes = 2  e—eececcccmcmccccccccccenc e n e r e e - ————————
Percentage of AFE Percentage of TBE
_ sCc ST Non- SC ST Non-
_ SC/ST ‘. SC/sT
(1) (2) (3) (&) (5) (6) (7)

1. Landless  26.46 __22.05 | 36.76 52.55 ;Az.aét 60161
2. Marginal ~ 33.00 26.8, 38,02 68,20 50.07° 72,04

3. Small 31.50  25.55  39.00 61,43 46.98 70.L
o Medium & - | - |
Large 36.38  34.59. kLS9 69.15  57.45  73.58

among Non-SC/ST. We pow add that this is true of Non-SC/ST
belonging to every land-related class. In thls respect Non-SC/ :
ST were better-placed than SC/ST. - Then again, as between.SC

and ST, land-related classes within SC were better-placed that
thelr counterparts within: ST. .

2 44 Furthermore, in every social group the proportion wéeithe
lowest for the landless. The landless thus were the mest dis-‘.
advantaged class‘in this respect. Amcﬁg the landholding clesses
the 'medium and large' category was better-placed than the. -

'marginal' and 'small! categories in every social group.



- Annexure II-4 @ Proportion of GainfuIly Employed Adult Malés/Adult Females/Minors/Total
: T of These -Three to the Total ‘Number of pérsons in mach Category Belonging
N T o to the Different Land-related Classes :

Land-related Class

- - = - - L i - - A - A" e S S . S - T o = o

sc. . .' - ST - ' ' Non-SC/ST
. Land- Margi~ Small Medium Land-'Margi- Small - Medium- Land- Margl- Small Medium
’ ‘ less nal . & large 1less nal & large less nal & large
(1) (2) (3) (4 (8  (8) (7) '(8) (9) : (10) (11) (12) (13)

| 441t Males 90.89 86.48 87.57 80.68 92.61 88.67 90.65 85.94 89.28 B87.50 87.23 85,16

Adult ‘ : : L : 1
Females 65,31 7.81 51,30 38.83 68.29 50,00 52.88 40.%4 51,41 32,55 33,87 26,74:
Minors 16.21  9.83 14.12 9,70 =~ 19.47 16.74 20.94 16.57 11.52 6.79 8,65 . 7.93
A1l those \ | : '

gainfully

employed 58,87 46,44 52,83 45.64 62,18 53.82 56.09 49.31 52,74 42.78 45.05 42,87



Chapter IIT
Agricﬁliurists

Introduction

3.1 Many of the important schemes of the State Government
affecting the rural people relate to_égriculture. The impact
of these schemes on the Séheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe a
households relatively to that on the other households, is the
:subject matter of this Chapter.

342 It was stated in an earliér Chaptér\thétAwhile buik,of the
Non-SG/ST households in rural Mgharsshtra were land@OIders
(cultivators), nearly 62 per cent of the SC and 5h{perfcent'o£

- the ST households were ndn-cﬁltivators. This méaés that State
schemes relating to agriculture can-directly affeét oﬁly a -
‘minority of SG/ST households. . '

3.3 It has been meﬁtioned in Chapter I that the survey was
conducted mostly. over the period May 1981 to Méy'f982. Since
the questionﬁairé'was.designed to collect inférmation, in most-
cased, overia period'of‘five‘yeafs’precéding_fhe survey,  the
‘assistance schemes relevant to the present.study wgfa ého§e thaﬁ‘
prevailed from 197677 to 1980-81. Apart from the transfer of
land to rural households by Governmgnt under thevtenancj and
ceiling legislations (which came into effect even before 1976-77)
or the transfer of forést or other land, there were}during the
period in question g number of iné%ﬁtive schemes devised by;the
Government of'Maharashtra fpr the benefit]of.agriﬁﬁitufists.
,3'E Amohg these schemes there were a few which were cenﬁfally-
spoﬁéored; Some of these were @ (1)ZIntehsive:Cottoﬁ District
Progresmme, (2) Organisation of demonstration of Sunflower,

(3) Int?nsive Oilséeds Development Programme, and (4) Sugarcane
Development in Meharashtré State. Under these schemes assls-
tance in the form of subsidy was available for making demonstra-
‘tions on farms and in that context also far inputs like seeds,

fertilisers and pesticides used. Besides, there were also a

59
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. few centrally-sponsored schemes in the f1eld of hortlculture in
relation to cashew gardens, and to ralslng of banana, cltrus

and mango. Assistance was in the form-of subsidy, in some cases

in klnd for cost of 1nputs to help cu1t1vat10n and/or demonstra_

- tlon. B _ ,
3. 5 The bulk of the incentive schemes were, however,. State
‘Government schemes as such implemented directly by the State
Government in most cases but 1mp1emented also, in a few cases,
Lthrough the instrumentallty of the lela Parishads, wh1ch were
' prov1ded by the State Government with f1nanc1al resources for
the purpose. SeVeral of these schemes were identified under
spec1flc classiPicatory heads, such as, High Yieldiné Varieties
Programme, Plant Protectlon, Hortlculture, Integrated Area
‘ Development Programme, Small Farmers Development Agency,’ Exten-
51on and Farmers' Tralnlng and Land Development through Soil
Consérvation'Measures. Besides, there were several miscellane-
ous schemes 1ntended to beneflt the cultlvators. \The assistance
was in the form of loan and/or sub31dy, 1n kind or . in money.
3.6 Under a variety of schemes loan/subsidy was available for
cbtainingjseeds, fertilisers and pesticides. For example, the
assistance‘of this type was forthcoming under the centrally—
sponsored schemes, dYVP IADP SFDA, Hortlculture and so on,
Assistance could also be obtalned to meet part of the cost of
plant protection equlpment. In addition to seeds, fertillsers,
pestic1des and plant protectlon equlpment, certain other inputs
also quallfled for as51stance. These included bullock pairs,
agrlcultural implements, and machinery like tractors and tillers,
"water and 50.0n., In respect of water assistance was to be given
under IADP for well-constructlon, construction of joint wells,
repairs to wells, deepenlng of old wells, installation of pump -
sets, 1lift irrigation schemes, construction of small works for

plugging nallas and water courses, and so on. The government
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also had schemes of providing subsidy/loan to cultivators for
activities undertaken for the purpose of land development and
soil conservation. These activities 1ncluded levelling and
toning of 1and tractor ploughing, contour/graded bunding, nala
bunding, terraC1ng of 1and, work of desilting of farms and
reclamation of non-coastal saline and alkaline land, Finally,
there were schemes of a551stance for the purpose of exten51on
and farmers' training. Apart from grants given to several )
agencies, such as, for example, to agricultural assoc1ations for
agricultural propaganda or to agrlcultural univer51t1es, aSSis-
tance for the purpose was also forthcoming in the form of subsidy
for mnlti-crop demonstratione This subs1dy was payable at a ;
stipulated rate for each demonstration plot. .

3.7 Fairly elaborate 1nformation on 1ncentive schemes of the
Government of Maharashtra intended for cultiVators is given 1n
the Performance Budgets of the Agriculture and Cooperation{. ‘
Department of the government, in the volume pertaining to Agri-}
culture. The relevant Performance Budgets during the period '
1976=77 to 1980-81 are of interest to us. The I‘equlSite K
1nformat10n is obtainable from the Performance Budgets for
1976—77 and for 1980-81 for the Department mentionedi _

3.8 Vhile de51gn1ng questions for the household schedule we ‘
focussed attention not on individual schemes under broad c1a531-
ficatory progrsmmes such as HYVP, IADP, centrally-sponsored
schemes and so on, but on the type of benefit intended for the
oultivators as a part of schemes under whichever cla351fica;
tory program”es. For exsmple, we asked households about the

' subsidy/loan obtained in relation to seeds, fertilisers, pesti-_
cides and other inputs. As stated earlier such assistance was

available under different classificatory programmes or schemes.

1 Government of Maharashtra, Performance Budget, 1976-77,
Agriculture and Cooperation Department (Agriculture),
Statement C, Pp. 16-26, and Performance Budget, 1980-81,

Agriculture & Cooperation Department (Agriculture Part II,
Aprendix VII, Pp. 754 to 796.
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It was expecbed that the cultivating households would report on

a type of beneflt (say subs1dy for seeds) obtained by them
under all ‘the relevant cla351flcatory programmes or schemes. A
llst of a331stance programme for agriculturlsts on Wthh oues-
itlons were set and 1ncluded in the household schedule is Uro-
vided in Annexure III-A to this Chapter. It will be seen from
Athls.Annexure thut the coverage in our questlonnalre of the types
of beneflt expected to flow from incentive schemes under classi-
lflcatory programmes, was quite comprehensive. |

349 i‘Tuo'types of information on each item of government assis-
tancetmere sought' (i) whether the cu1t1Vat1ng household
recelved any beneflt of the type c1ted and (11) the guantum of
financlal assistance recelved, if any. As stated earller, the
reference perlod on these matters was five years ending 1980-81,
1.e., from 1976-77 to 1980~81. The Performance Budgets mentloned
above tell us that till 197475 the rate of incentiVe under a
partlcular scheme was uniform over the whole state, but that
from 1975-76 it was left to every Dlstrlct Plannlng and Develop-
ment Coun01l to fix the rates for their respective distrlcts.

We quote-from the Performance Budgets = “The incentives granted
to cultivators under various agricultural schemes uptoﬁl97h;75
are 1nd1cated in this table. From 1975-76 the rates of subsidies
and 1oans are dlfferent 1n each of the dlstricts accordlng to
the pattern suggested by the Dlstrict Plannlng and Development
Gouncll "2 ' ' ' '

3.10 This means that one cannot presume the rates of assistance
to be uniform for every district, from 1975-76 onwards. However,
1t was not possible for us to collect such information district-
wise and itemwise for eVery one of the five years under
reference. For 11lustrative purposes, we reproduce in

Annexure-III B to this Chapter the information relating

2. Performance Budget, 1976<77, p.16; Performance Budget,
1980-81’ Part II, p. 751&. . . N
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principally to Pune district collected during the year.1984-85
for us»hy.the Deputy Director, Directorate of Economics and.
Statistics; Regional Office, Pune‘on instructions from DESM,
Bombay. The information was based upon enquiries with Zilla y
Parishad District Rural Development Agency, Horticultural
Department Div1sional Soil Consezvation Officer and Poona
District Central Gooperative Bank. This 1nformation (read with
the 1nformation in the Performance Budgets) gives some 1dea of
the broad dimens1on of the spec1f1c types of a551stance, subJect
of course to varistions in rates from district to district. o
3.11 It is seen from statements in the Performance Budgets as.
also the 1nformation in Annexure-III B (primarily for Pune ,
district) that the subs1dy/1o~n from the government covered only
a portion of the cost on account of the 1nput in question. Thls
means that the agriculturist had to bear the remaining portion
of the cost himself. Though this is a salutary princ1ples to
follow, one probable consequence of this procedure may be noted.
An agriculturist w1th more resources and, therefore, a greater
capac1ty to bear the portion of the cost payable by him, was in

a better p051t10n to take. advantage of the government schemes |

of 3551stance.

Land Obtained by Households

'-1

312 - Gertain categories of rural households were entitled to
- get land under (i) tenancy:legislation and (ii) ceillng o
legislations Tenancy laws, having the obJective of conferring
- ownership:of land on tenants, came 1nto force in areas which

. now constitute the: State of: Maharashtra, between 1957 and

. 1965. A kindred measure for transfer of 1and holdings was the
one pla01ng ceilings on agricultural holdings. Land rendered
surplus as a result of this measure was expected to be ' .
distributed among spe01f1ed categories of rural households.
Ceilings were first imposed in Maharashtra in January 1962

and these were later lowered in October 1975, Besides tenanCY
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and ‘ceiling leglslatlon there were schemes of distribution of
‘forest and other lands among the rural households. |
3 13 Our survey data shows that even some of the landless
households reported receipt of land under tenancy/ceillng
1eglslatioh, This means that these households mist have lost
thetklsud in. the intervening period %o be. reduced to thevstatus
of the lendless»before our survey begah. We do not have
information on reasons for the loss: of land by the concerned
beneficiaries. It is even likely that investigational lapses -
may haVe yielded this result. All the same the proportion of
beneficiaryllendless households was negligibly insignificant as
the data below shows. - |
Table 3.1 ¢ Percentage of Landless Households in a-
» Social Group Reporting Receipt of Land

" under Tenancy/Ceiling Legislation, to
- total Landless Households in that Social

Group. -
Legislation . SC ST  Nom-SC/ST  All Social
P ’ : _ GmmF»
- (1) (2)  (3) () 5)
'ifTenancy Legislation 0.08 0,05  0.12 0,10
".ceiling=Legislation‘ 0.07 0.07 0.15 - 0.11

—

We may therefore ignore this category of beneficiary households.
3. 1h Let us now con31der the transfer of land under tenancy

" leglslation reported by landholdlng households surveyed by us.
The table below glves data on percentage of ‘households in each
landholding class w1th1n a social group rece1v1ng land ‘under
tenancy.leglslation,.to totaluhouseholds in that landholding
cleSs within that social group; (Table 3.2)

3.5 It is seen thet only 2.3 per cent of all cultivating
‘households surveyed reported recelpt of 1and under tenancy
legislation. The proportion appears to be rather low. This
may be because the transfer of lard under this piece of legisla-

v

tion took place some 15 to 25syears before our survey in 198¢-82,
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ﬁowever, the proportion‘for ST at nearly 7.5 per ceht was much
highef than that for SC (1.6 per cent) or Non-SC/ST (2.0 per
cent). | ] _
Table 3.2 ¢ Percentage of Households within a Landholding .

Class belonging to a Social Group Reporting
Receipt of Land under Tenancy Legislation

Landholding SG ST Mon-SC/ST All Social
Class : - : -Groups
(1) (2)  (3) (L) o (5)
Marginal - 2.15 2,33 5.49 0 b5
Small 1.39 7.69 2,04 2.66 ‘
Medium & Large = 1.31 9.42° 098 L 1.67 .
A1l Landholding : - o
Classss - 1455 7.6 2,500 | 2.30

3.16 Among the size-¢lasses of landholdihgs, the 'marginal'
category of households had a higher percentage of beneficiaries
(L.5) than the 'smgll' or 'medium and 1arge"categor1es.

. -

Furthermore, relatively hlgher prooortlon of benef1c1ar1es were
to be found among the 'marginal!' landholdlng heuveholds,belohg—
ing to NonpSC/ST and among the 'small' and ' medium and large! T
larcdholdings ST househcldse Relatively speaking, SC-proportions

were much 1owers ' o e

~

3.17 Data on percentage of beneficiary house ‘0lds under the

ceiling legislation in each landholding class w1th1n a soclal
. group to total households in that landholdlnb CluSS wlthln o

that social group, are presented in the table that fellows.

Table 3.3: Percentage of Benef1c1ary Households under |

Ceiling Legislation within a Landholding Class
belonging to a Social Group

Tondholding E Non=SC/ST ALl Social
Class . : - , Groups .-
{1) - - (2)  (3) (L) {5)
Marginal - 1.33 . 0.58  1.22- 1.18
Small 2.16  1.32 0.60 - - 0.92
Medium & Large ~ O0.74° "0.43  .0.13 . 0.20

- A1l Landholding o
"Classes , 1.55 0.90 . 046 . - " 0.6k~ -
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: L L) H i
3.18 VWhile interpreting the data on beneficiary households

under. ceiling legislation we mist remember that the size-
clas51fication of beneficlarles is according to their size
~status at the time of our  survey, ‘not what. it was when they were
iven the land. It is 11kely that several beneflciary households
rose in size. status as-a result. of receipt of land under the
ceilihg legislations. .- - - ‘ _ _ ,
3.19 Gonsidering that the ceiling 1egislationlwas intended to
benefit the landless and the relatively small landholder, with
:preference shown to backward class persons, one would expect
that the proportion of beneficiary households would be relatively
- higher for the 'marginal! and<'sma11' landholding households
than for: the "medium and large' and also for SG/ST. ‘than for
Nonﬁsc/ST. The data in the table broadly confirms this expecta—
tion;” | S : .
3420 ,However, it is truepthat the proportion of households
benefitting_from ceiling legislation was quite'lowiin each o
Alandholding'class within every social group. Only O. Gh per
cent of all cultivatlng households surveyed reported recelpt of
land under: this piece of legislation. It is true that a more
revealing proportion would have been the percentage of rural
" “households which benefitted from ceiling legislation to all
those households‘uhich could be held. 'eligible"for benefit .
under the celllng laws if sufficient surplus land were available.
We do not have this kind of 1nformation from our survey. We,.
,therefore, fell back on the percentage of beneficiary house- .
holds to total households.' It is worth-noting, however, that
this~percentage yielded by the surVey is quite in consonance
with percentage deriVed on the basis of data provided in a
study relating to ceiling legislation made at the Gokhale
Institute of Politics and Ec'onomics.3 Table 1.3 in this study

3. G.,R.,Mulla : Survey of Surplus Land Allottes under the -
Maharashtra Agricultural ?ands (Ceiling on Holdings) Act
1961 (Gokhale Institute of Politics and Economics, Pune, .
August 1980) (Typed). 2
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shows that the total number of allottees of land in Maharashtra
under the ceiling laws was 88173, by the end of October, 1976.
We may assume that by 1981-82 (i.e.'the year of our survey) the
number increased to 1,00,000. This means that by 1981-82 a
maximum of 100, OOO households benefitted by this 1egislat10n5
The total number of rural housgholds in Maharashtra was 75.34
lakhs according to 1981 census. Thus the proportion-of bene-’
ficiary households to total rural households works out to 1433
per cent = not much hlgher, 1n fact, than 0.64 per cent which
we get from our survey data.

3.21 As stated above a cultivator could'obtéin forest or ‘other
governmentflénd as'ﬁell. In table F.4 we give data op‘thexpro- :
portion of surveyed households in every social group- (divided.
on the basis.of size-class of holdings) which feported receipt
of such land, to total householdsfin the relevant group. Here
also we leave out the landless hbuseholdsr(of'ogr;survéy)'fan*
the reason alréady explained in para 3.13 aboves It may be -~
mentioned here that the percentége df'landiess houSeﬁoIds *"
which reported receipt of forest or other’ land was negligibly
small. It was as follows for tbé landless belonéing to the -
different social groups : SC (0,55 per cent); 8T {0413 -per cent)
and Non-SC/ST (0.17 per cent); |

~

Table 3.4 ¢ Percentage of Landholding Households in a
Social Group Reporting Receipt of Forest or
Other Land, to total such households., -~ -

Landholding Class . SC ST Non-8C/ST . All Social
. Grouys

) (2) . (3) (&) .

Marginal 1.12° 2.33 . 1.25. . 1.34

Small : © 21 L62 . 0.50 o 1.25

Medium & Large 172 LJA5. . 0.29.- 0.71.
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3;22_ It is seen that only 1 per cent of thertotal cultivat%ng
’householos egfveyed_reported'reoeipt of forest or other land,
All ohe percenoages in the table are quite on the low side.
However, relatlvely speaklng, ST seem to have performed better
‘than 5C or Non-SC/STs Nearly 4 per cent. of the .cultivating ST
. households benefltted as agalnst 0.8 and 0.5 per cent in the
_case of SC and Non—SC/ST respectively. .
“Flnancial Assistance for Land ImErovement
: 3.23 The respondent-households were asked whether they had
.repeived during the preced;ng five years any financial assistance
.ﬁrom the government (either in the form of subsidy or loan) fof
improying lehd obtained under tenancy legislation or ceiling
iegislapion or for improving forest or other governmeht land
obpgioed. The table below gives information on.the proportion
ofiooueeholds (to total households who feceived-any such 1land
_i.e. 'reporting households') which intimated that they received
,such aseietance.' ,
Table 3.5 : Percentage of Houscholds receiving Financial

Assistance for Land Improvement, to total
h'Reportlng Householdst

Landholding Class 'S¢ ST Non-SG/ST A1l Social
‘ . , - Groups
Marginal B 0.0 0,0 1.37 1,09
Small o T1.46  3.21 3.57 k71
Medium & Large L.88 1.27 2.94 2.0
A1l Landholding | o -
Classes . L 70L 2,25 2,69 . 2,43

3.2, "A little less than two and half per cent of the
"reportlng households' among those surveyed received finanC1al
assistance for the purpose mentioned. As between the soc1al
groups, SC had rolatlv-ly higher proportions of beneficiary
households than either. ST or Non-SC/ST.: The Non-SC/ST had

an edge over  ST. Thus, interestingly, as stated above, a
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relatively larger proportion of_ST hooseholds benefitted under
tehancy legiSlation'and'under'the.scheéevfor'gifﬁof‘farest and
other government land. But the percentage of treporting hodss-
holds! getting financial assistance oas the lowest among ST.

- The opposite was true in the case of SC, with low proportions
of beneficiary households under the two land-recelpt schemes
mentioned above, but relatlvely higher proportions in respect of
receipt of financial assistance. For Nori-SC/sT the,proportions
were quite low on both accounts. ' T T
3.25 This phenomenon may probably be explained as follows:
The tenanted land was already under cultlvatlon and ‘therefore’
did not need money for 1and 1mprovement. Even in the case of
forest land distribuhed, a part of this was-onlydbeletéd |
formalization of unlawful occupation of forest land.bf péoplé
for cultivation. éihce such iands were'alreedy under'culhif"
vation, no grants were needed for development of such lehds:f-
Grants were necessary mainly in the case of surplus isndfuhder
ceiling legislation, a larger part of Whlch badly needed some
land development work on it to be made flt for cult1vat10n.
Hence SC and Non-SC/ST had a 1arger percentage of'heheflclery
households urider the financial assistance sdhemes; 3A ..-.i
3.26 The broad finding, however, is that if wezgohsiderethe‘
two sets of schiemes together (land-receipt .and financiel" |
assistance) the extent of benefit was low for all the three A
social groups, as also for the landholdlng classes w1thin each
social group. It needs to be mentroned that in the,casevof
financial assistance our focus was on benefit during the five
years preceding the survey, i.e. 1976-77 to 1980-81, Clearly

any assistance received prior to 1976-77 could not be captured

by our survey data.

- -

Capital Expenditure by Government on Privete-Landv :

3.27 1In respect of capital expenditure h& gorernment (in

the form of subsidy or loan) on the land of a cultivating
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household-we made a distinction between,Khar/Khajjan land and
 other land., Capital expenditure on‘Kﬁar/Khajjan land was
classifiediinto that on bunding and on any other type of work. -
In the case of'othéf types of 1andithé?eswere additional éapee,
,gories3of capital expenditureé.on terracing and on afforestation,
3.28 . Let us first begin with cultivat'fing households whi'ch
feporﬁedﬂthat they held some Khar/Khaﬁjan land. Such households
are_descfibéd:bélow'as"reporting househblds'., The following
table gives the necessary_information.

Table 3.6 + Percentage of Households in each Landholding

Class within a Social Group which had Khar/

Khajjan Land, to Total Households in that
Class in that Group.

.iandhoiding GTass SC ST .Non—SC/ST S
(1) | (2) (3 (4) .

Marginal _ _ 2,66 0.97 7.28

Small | 3.5 1,80 3.79

Medium & Large 3.37  3.20  3.37 \

A1l Glasses 3.2 2.16  4.06

3.29 » The percentages of 'reporting households! were very much
- on the ‘low side among all the social groups. 'Relatiyely,

speaking, hqwevef; there was a larger proportion of such house-
holdsfamong Non~3C/sT, particﬁlérly among the 'marginal' land-
holding categofy within that gré&pl*‘lﬁ may be intéresting to
glance-éver thevregional figures of percentages of 'reporting -
hdﬁsehoidS'_in this context., The table below gives the neceésary
-information. (Table 3.7) |

3,30 It 1s seen that the,percehtage of households reporting
-the possession of Khar/Khajjan-land was significantly high only

amoné the 1aﬁdhoiding classes belonging to Non—SC/ST in the
Konkan region, ‘The proportions in this case ranged between

30 and 40 per cent. Barring these three landholding classes

in the Konkan region, there were four other landholding classes

belonging tb SC and ST and sp%ead over the four reglons, which
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Table 3.7: Percentage of Households with Khar/Khajjan
Land (Regionwise)

© S0 -

fﬁhdho%?%ng clgss 2 ?3). ' Nonzi?/ST
KONKAN |

Marginal . 3.36 2.9 31.65 -
Small 7.02 0.46 38.64.
Medium & Large - 0.0 0.0 28.21.

All Classes k58 0.57 34.57

WESTERN MAHARASHTRA
Marginal | 3436 0.50 .. 2.80
Small 5423 2.80. - 2370 L_,V
Medium & Large - 3.86 1,48 b3
All Qlasses 4,13 2,01 334
| MARATHWADA |
Marginal 0.97 5.88 0.98
Small .87 1.30 R ETIIRE
Medium & Large" 2.40 5.91 2.
_All Classes 3.57. 3.56 \ .2.18
VIDARBHA -

Marginal 1.61 0.1 0;87 -
Small 1.88 147 133
Medium & Large 3.55 - 3.94 3‘_.12

All Classes 20 2.18

had proportions ranging betweeh 5 and 7 per cemt. . All the

remaining 29 1andholding- classes belonging to the social groups

in the four regions.had proportions quite on

Thus, barring the Konkan-region, the holders

land were a very small group in Maharashtrag_

Khajjan land is mostly a coastal phenomenon.

the low side,
of Khar/Khajjan -

This is so as Khar/
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_3;31 ‘ It waS'menfioned ebove in para-§'27 that government -"Q:

~ provided sub31dy/loan for the purpose of. capital expenditure on
;ocount of bunding or any other type of work -on Khar/Khajjan =
1and, The ‘table that follows gives information on the pPropor-
tlon of households (to. 'reporting households', i.e. those having
Khar/KhaJJan land) which received subsidy/loan.
Table 3.8 : Percentage of Households with Khar/Khajjan

Land who received Sutsidy/Loan for Capital
Expenditure on Khar/Khajjan Land

Landyholding Claoe. SC ST ' Non-SC/ST
S & D R - - (2) - (3) (4)
o - SUBSIDY |
| Mafgin51“ N - 0.0 . 0.0 T 1.7
smell 1642 43.33 3,56
Medlum & Large :‘ i‘d o lthh .: 0.0 f ' 2;391
All Classes . A - 8.96 18.06 2.50

: Lot - ,
Manginel-~: S 0.0 0.0 0.39
Small. T . - 1791 13.33 0 4.38
Medium & Large 9.6 . - 0.0 . 2.86
‘A1l Classes - - 11,9 18.06 2,79

3. 32‘ The tabie}ehons that while only a very small percentage
of Khar/KhaJJan landholders amongst Non-SC/ST received any
sub51dy/loan for capltal expend:.ture on land, the percentage

. Was higher for ST and SC landholders. In the case of ST 18 per
cent recelved both sub51dy and 1oan, Whlle nearly 12 per cont
-of SC households with suéh land rece1Ved loan and nearly 9 per
cent, subsidy for the purpose mentioned. '
3.33. It is interest;ng t0 note that while the Khar/Khajjan
1andholdersvwere found-in all ;hree size-classes of landholding;
the households benefitting from loan and subsidy schemes were
limited to only certaln size=classes of landholding among SC/ST;
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Among ST households only the small landholders received both
loan and subsidy. In the case of SC households the assistance
was given to small as well as mediﬁm—large farmers though the-
percentacé of beneficiary émall farmérs was much higher than
that of medium-large farmers. However, the marginal SC/ST
households in the sample reportedly received nothlnb., On the
the other hand, amongst Non-SC/ST households the beneficlary. -
hﬂuseholds were uniformly few in all the size-classes whether.
we congider loan-assistance or that in the form of sub51dy.
3.34 A further point worth-noting is that whllg amqngst ST
houscholds all beneficiary houscholds (which were only from the
small landholding category) received both loan and subsidy,
Aamongst Ncn—SC/ST presumably this was largely -but not entirely
true, A larger number of marginal farmers amongst Non—SC/ST
rececived subsidy than.loans; in the octher 51ze—classes the per-
centage receiving loan was Sll&htly larger than that recelving
subsidy. This was true of SC houscholds as well. . We mus» not,
however, lose sight of the fact that households having Khar/
Khajjan land are an extremely small group in Maharashtra. -

Assistance for Cepital Exoenditure on Other Types of Land

3.35 The following table (3.9) gives percentage ofvhousehdlds
in a landholding class (group by group) who reported the receipt
of subsidy/loan from government for capital expenéitufé on "~
land other than Khar/KhaJJan land. - :

Table g.g Proportlon of Households recelving Sub81dy/Loan -
: » for Capital Expenditure on other Types of Land -

Tandnolding Class 36 35T Non-5C/5T
(1) ' (2) (3) L)
-  SUBSIDY
Marginal , 1.64 0.0 139
Small 1.75 1,92 1.60°
Medium and Large : 0.99 0.69 1.29
A1l Classes 1.50 1.20 - T42:
LOAN : -
Marginal _ 1.94 . 0.0 1.68
Small 2.16 1222 2.20
Medium gnd Large 1.89 1.82 3.30
All Classes 2.03 - 147k 2.66
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3;36 The table brings out ‘the follow1ng p01nts :

(1) A negliqlbly small proportion of households in 211
the landholdlng classes reported that they received subsidy and/
or loan from government for capltal exnendlture on their land,
other than Khar/KhajJan land. |

(11) In the case of each landholdlng classy the percent-
ege of households gettlng a331stance'byfway.of 1oans was uniformly
"hléhsr then‘that‘getting it'hy way of subsidy.

: (111) In hoth the gbove cases there was no significant
dlfference betwoen the three social groups.
Bunds _Constructed bx Government
3.37 The respondent households were asked about the,bunds COnNw
structed by government on their lands under the contour bundlng
_;scheme of the Government of Maharashira, partlcularly in dry .
| cr:n.c:t..l’c.u.rml regions of the State, Only a certaln proportlon of
households in each landholdlng class within a social group had
afflrmatlve information to offcr on whether government con-
-s+ructed bunds on their iahds;_*we ney describe these as
'reportzng households's The nercentage of these beneficiary
.'reportlng households' to total households {in all 1andholding
classes) within a soc1al group, reglon by region, is shown in
the table that follows.

.

Tgble 3.10 Percentage of Total Number of Households within
' a Social Group on whose lgnds bunds were
‘constructed by the Government (Reglonwise).

Region SC~ " ST Non—SC/ST A1l Social Groups
1) (2) (3) (4) (5) -

Konkan 0.0 . 6.8,  0.59 1.83

Western ' ' ) ’

Maharashtra 20,42 = 15.95 21.22 20,56

Marathwsda = 54.85 72,00 55,13 56 411

Vidarbha 17 o 2L 14.63 - . 19.71 18.85

Maharashtra 24.68  22.00 . 28,12 °  27.23
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3.38 The table brings out that in Maharashtra as a whole the
pronortion of'beneficiaryAhouseholds in each social group was
not lnsignificantly small, However, there were Significant
interregional differences. The percentages of heneficiary house=
holds were negligibly small in Konkan. These Were rather small
in Vidarbha. In Marathwada the proportion for each social group
was quite high, whereas the corresponding'percentage forAWestern'
Msharashtra, though muchlsmaller than that for Mérathuada, was
still somewhat higher than that for Vidarbha. This is as”could
be expected since the scheme relating to contour bunding - dis
intended to beneflt particularly the dry agricultural reg1ons;
of the State. We shall therefore concentrate hereafter only on
the picture concerning Marathwada and Western Maharashtra.
'3.39  The table that follows gives, separately for Western
Maharashtra and Marathwada, percentage of beneficiary households
to total households in each landholding class'Within a social‘
group. | | ; | | | e | o
Table 3.11 i Percentage of households (separately in Western

- Mzharashtra and Marathwada) in each Landholding.

Class within a Social Group on whose lands bunds
were constructed by the Government, -

Landholding Class — SC ST . NonpSG/ST
(1) ' ' (2)  (3) (4)

WESTERN MAHARASHTRA

Marginal A T 1Y AR, 13.26
Smell | 2500 16.80 - . 19.57
Medium & Large | 31.27 ° +21.01. 2648
ALl Classes 042 15.95 21.22
MARATHWADA -

Marginal 15,63 61.76 . 51.80
Small 55,22 69.13 51,18
Medium & Lerge 58.00  77.42 57.21

ALl Classes | ﬂ 54,85 72.00 55.13
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' 3.40 The follomng conclusions follow from the table :
: ihl)' The percentagé of beneflclary households was subw
stant1ally h1gh in the Marathwada reg1on, belng more than half |
" among ‘8’ and Non-SC/ST, and more than 70 per cent _among ST
?fhouseh01ds. The correspondlng percentages for Western Maha -
rashtra,'thongh'not very'Small were relatively moderate. In
7thls region, the ST percentage was, in fact lower than those
-‘respectlvely for SC and Non-SG/ST. |
ii) It is seen that in each of the two regions the pro-
lportion of beneflclary-households was the lowest in the case of
'marginal-landholdingﬁhouseholds'and the highest for the medium
and large category with that for the small category falllng in
between. ThlS conclus1on was true more or less, for each social
groupe. 'hll the same the percentages of beneficiary households
-among .even the ‘marginali category‘of'farmers in'Marathwada were
hlgher-for each social gro&p than those respectlvely for the
,’medlum and large’ category households in Western Maharashtra.
The scheme, on the whole, benefitted the Marathwada farmers

more than th0se in Western Maharashtra.

I A1 We may now turn to whether all/some/none of the bunds
‘constructed remained intact. Again we shall limit ourselves
tolconsideration of situation in Western Maharashtra and
‘Marathwada, The households giving one or the other answer are‘
clearly from among those we described above as 'reporting
houSeholds'. The fpllowing table gives percentage of householcs
“(to freporting»honSeholas') giving one.or the other of the
replies mentioned. (Table 3.12),

3427 If we consider the percentage of households belonging
to'all’landholding1households taken together in Western
Msharashtra and Marathwada, stating that none of the bunds
remained‘intaCt; we find that the percentage was quite small

in both the regions, meaning that an overwhelming proportion

of households reported either that all bunds were intact or that



Table 3,12: Percentage of reporting Bund
Construction, whose bunds were intact/

partially intact/not intact. ‘

Landhold- All Intact Some Intact (i.e, . None Intact

ing Class partislly intact)
e BRES — ST Non- SC ST Non- ~ SC _ ST Non=5C/
i ' sc/st - sc/st : ST

(1) (2)  (3) (&) (5) (&) (7 _ (8 (9) - (10)

| - WESTERN MAHARASHTRA
Marginal 21.31 50.00 50,00 39.3L 30.00 29,90 39,34 20,00 20,10
Small 22.73 28.43 50.52 67.27 61.76 36.4, 10,00 .d.so 13 .0k

Medium & . \ ‘
Large 30.86 25.35 37.07 46.91 57.75 45.84 22,22 16.90 17.09

A1l ‘ X ‘ S . :
Classes 25.00 28.42 L3.65 53.97 58.47 40.45 21.03 j3f11 15.90

| _  MARATHWADA . L
Marginal 68.09 80.95 58,23 27.79 14,29 36,08 2,13 L.76 5.70
Small 564,72 61.01 4682 35.29 31.45 L1.60 7.98 7.55 11.58

Medium & ' ' gy : : L T
Large ~ 36.55 3k.03 30.54 53.79 48.61 56.84  9.66 17.36 12,62

All : o o '
Classes 51,16 50.31 36.34 40.93 37.96 51,65  7.91 11.73 12,02

some of them were, In Marathwada_énly 8 to 12 per'cenpiof.
'reporting households' ststed that none of the bunds were 1
The-corfesponding range for 'réporting'households‘,in Weste
‘Maharashtra was hiéher at 13 to‘zo per. cent .+ -Interestingly
more than half of the SG/ST_households in Marathwada reporteu,
thst all bunds were imtact, as against‘a little more than one-
third among the Non-SC/ST households. On the. other hands, all
the bunds.of about L5 per cent of NdnpSC/ST households in'. -
Western Msharashtra were intact, the corresponding percentage
of SC/SE households in the region being around one-fourth.
3.43 Finally, in the Marsthwada region the pefcentage of
'reporting househoids' none of whose bunds were intact, was

the lowest .in the case of the marginal cabégbry of houssholds;
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it was hlgher for the small category and the highest for the

s medium category households. ' This was. true for all the three
300131 groups, SG ST and Non-SC/ST. The picture in the case
."of Western“Maharashtra was rather dlfferent. In each-social
Agroup, the marglnal category of households seem to have suffered ‘
"the mosf, Judglng by the percentage of households w1th none of
‘the bunds remaining 1ntact.‘ |

Levelling and Shaping of Land -

3L A respondent-household belonging to & landholding category
was asked to sbate whether it derived any benefit in the form of
.1evelling and/or'shaping of its 1and by.the government., The data
en £hé porportion of households (to total ﬁouseholds) giving
Teply in the afflrmatlve, is given in the following table.

Eéble' .13 3 Percentage of Households Receiving Benefit

- in the Form of Levelling/Shaping of Land by -
the GOVernment

Landholdlng Class | S0 - ST Non—SC/ST
(1) (2) - _ (3) (4)

1 Marginal | 0.51 0.97 1.37

2 Small " 1.80 2.70 - 1.53

3 Medium and large 1.97 . 2425 2.10

b A1l Classes : o . 1455 | o 2.28 1.78

'3.h5_ The‘following conclusions can be derived from the table:

| i) An insignificantly small proportion of households
ibelonglng to the three social groups-reported benefit of the
type mentloned. No partlcular ‘group was spec¢ially advantaged
or: disadvantaged in this respect. '

ii) The proportion for the 'marginal' landholding house-
holds belonging to each social.group was quiﬁe low relatively
to the proportioas for the oﬁher two eategories of landholding
households. | |
3.46 The beneficiary households were asked to state the area
of laﬁd which benefitted through levelling and/or shaping; The -
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average amount of land (in acres) per 'beneficiary householdt:
was calculated for each social group. - Our data show that Non
SC/sT benefitted the most with an avérage of 10.47- acres,
followed by SC (6.72 acres) and then ST (4.98 acres).

- Bullock-Power | :

3.47 _We have information in the schedules” on the number of -
households who owned bullbcks. The porportioh of such households
to total households in every 1andholding'class within a social
grbup is given in the tablé that'follows;

Table 3.14 ¢ Percentage of Households having Bullocks

Landholding Class . .SC ST Non-SC/ST

(1) S - (2) (3) {4 -
Marginal 21,88 . 35.99  .30.09
Small ~ 42 .0k 59.16 52,12
Medium & Large -73.56 C8L8 .. . 83.96
All Classes 1656 64.27 - 6hL.57

3.48 It is seen that vwhereas among ST and Non-SC/ST a little .
less than 2/3rd of the households reported ownership of bullocks,
less than half of SC households fell in this. category. . ST -and
the Non-SC/ST households sgém to be better-placed in this

respect than SC hoﬁseholds. This was also true for éll thé;'i
three landholding classes, SC landholders beiﬁg-worse off in
thié respect than their counterparts in othef groups. Besides,
as is well known, in each socisl group ‘the proportlon of land-
holders hav1ng bullocks increased 81gn1f1cantly with the

increase in the size-~class of holding,

_ Fingncial Assistance for Purchase of Bullocks

3.49 Ina our questlonnalre we identified four sources of  °
financial assistance to cultlvating households for the purchase
of bullocks : government, co-operative soc1ety, commercial banks.

and the moneylender. Government assistance was broken down into
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that in the form of subs1dy and of loan. We can draw from our
schedules 1nformation on the number of households in each land-
~"holdn.ng class w1thin a social group who received f1nanc1al
assistance for the purchase of bullocks from one or more of’the
above'agencies. The'following table gives percentagecof such-
households 0 total households ir the relevant landholdlng
class/soc1al group. '

Table 3.15 & Percencage of Households gettlng Financial -

. Assistance for the purchase of Bullocks from
'one or more of the Agencies mentioned

gEsas  w @ wwgy gsen
Morginal = . 164 233 1.91 1.90
Small —_— 232 3.6 3.26 . 3.13
Medium & Large: 2.96 3.80  5.08 °  L.81
All Classes = 23k 3.36  3.96  3.70

3.50 It isinOt surprising uhat the percentage of receivers: of
flnan01al ass1stance was smalls Most farmers do not buy bullocks
every year.' Only a very small percentage would be doing so at
any time, unless_the preceding year was a severe famine year.
What'isLlnterestlnéjto note is that'the percentege was the
“highest for'Non-SG/él households classes (3.96), followed by
those for ST (3. 36) and then SC {2.34). Then again, we find
that in each s001al group the percentage increased with the
increase in the slze-class of landholding.

3.51  We shall. now consider the sources from which the land-
holding‘hbuseholds surveyed received financial assistance for
the purchase of bullocks. The sources mentioned in para 3.49
are hot mutually exclusive. A hOusehold which, for example,
received assistance from government might have secured some -
assistance from, say, co-operatlve society as well. The table

below gives percentage of 1andhold1ng households within g

social group receiving financlal assistance from the different
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sources, to total households in é landhblding class/social group
who received such assistance from one or moré sources. (Table 3.16)
3.52 One'striking'faét which forces itseif on one's attent;on
when one looks through the table, is the Qverwhel@ing pe;centggg
of landhoiding households in évery social group,that.depgnded on
moneylender ss a source of financial assistance for the purpose
mentioned., Nearly 88 per cent of ST households,”Sh-per ceht‘bf'
Non-SC/ST houscholds and 73 per cent of SC households turned to
this source. The same conciusion és regards the‘prepohderating
importance of this sourde applied as'well in'the caée Of;éachf.;
size-claés of landholdings .among the social groups; In fact, |
cent per cent of ST householdé of the marginal caﬁegory secured’
financial assistance only from moneylendeérs. The'inétitutiohal'
finance repregehted by the other sources mentioned“waé of_nofi"
avail to them, . . T - ' | 'A

3.53 Among the sources of institutional fiﬂan;e 1t éppeérs; i
that, relatively speaking; the commercial,banks,wére phg most

. important to all the social groups. In comparison degynmen? -~
subsidy/loan, co-operative éocigty loaﬂé were 1ess.import;n§.{ )
Then>again, Government assistance (subsidy/loahi seems to have..
reached a larger pfqporpion of households'than‘thgt,from co=. ..
operative societies, . | ‘ Y o |

. Implements : Ownership .

—a——.

354 A respondent household was asked to-pfpvide'infafmgtipn
separately on five identifiable.farm-impleménts oﬁnedv(viz. '
plough, harrow, seed drili, chaff cuttéf;ahd sﬁray-pump)_ag

also on a residuary category of 'others'. The hoﬁsehold_wag~
asked to state the number of ihpleméﬁts'of éach‘tyéé possessedv.:
at the time of the suréey and alsp“five_years.bapk,_.Thegld
again, an-attempt was made to éliciﬂ_informationjoh the_finéncial
assistance received during the preceding five years for the
purchase of each category of implemgntg, in Fhé'fqrﬁuof 

(i) Government subsidy, (ii) Government loan, (iii)'Co—operative



Table 3,16

Percentage or Households getting Financial Assistance for Purchase of. Bullocks

- from the Sources mentioned. o . .
e U - A - T TR T T Tt et Tttt
holdin 5C ST Non- 3¢ . ST Non= . SC : ST Non- SC_ . 8T Non- . ~SC . OT Non~
cra;sfg N 8C/ST . o SC/ST ' 8C/ST , sc/ST - - 8C/ST
S oL@ e @ G & () 8 9) [0 ab. a2 _@3) _<142. (15) _ _(16) _
Marginal - 0.0 0.0 - 13.43 6.25 0.0 .'8.96 6.25 0.0 8.96° 0.0 0.0 . 22.39 87. 50 100.00 56.72
Small 4,44 1,79 4,46 15,56 3,57 8,18 4.44 3,57 6.05 13,33 5,36 9,55 66,67 . 85,71 81,53
Medium & o “ | ' | ' " R
Large 8.33 2,27 "1.27 5,56 4,55 3,96 0,0 4,55 1,27 13.89 4,55 4,69 75,00 88,64.87.34
Classes 5.15 1,79 7.01 10.31 3,57 4.05 38.09 3,57 3,26 11,34 4,46 7,31 73,20 88.39 83.51

-------- - v-- - e e - - -_ es M am W - A = s W L . - - l .

GS :

Government Loan -

Government Subsidy; .

-CSL: Loan from Co~operative Society;

CBL: Loan from Commercial Bankj;

ML

¢ Loan from Moneylender
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loan, (iv) Other kind of loan and (v) Any other kind of
assistance. However, a preliminary scrutiny of almosg 1000
scheduiesvshowed very scanty information under many:heads. We
have, therefore, lumped all the implements together;and used the
information only to deduce the number of households having any
one or more of these implements at the time of the survey. As
for financ1al as31stance we have pald attentlon here only to
government as a source of partial finance.

3.55 In the table that fcllows we give data on proportion of
households (to total households in each landholdingjclase_uithin'
a social group) who owned‘at least one.farm implement'from among
those listed above. Households that reported ownershlp maydbe

described as 'reporting households!'. ) f -

Table 3.17 ¢ Percentage of Households who owned
at 1east one Farm Implement _ -

Landholding Class ST . Non-SC/sST

G B3 (3) )
1. Marginal B 905 413.58 M1.01
2. Small | 18,02 66,07 - 56.43-

' 3. Medium and Large © 70.20 82,63 . 80.55

“he A11 classes 50,23  68.35 6640k

3.56 We can deduce as follows from the data in the table

(i) Among ST and Non-SC/ST nearly 2/3rd of the households
owned implements whereas the correspondlng proportion for sc
households was about 50 per cent.. We came across more or 1ess
the same pattern in respect of ownership of_bullocks. SC land~
holding householdS/were among the most disaduenteged withii
regard to ownership of such important assets as builocks end;
implements. Even Sleere better-off than SC in this respect.

In fact, every landholding class among SC was at a disadvantage

‘on this account relative to:its counterpart belong;ng to ST
and Non—SC/ST.



8L

(11) In every sooial group the percentage of owning households
1ncreased s1gnificantly w1th the 51ze-class of landholding. The
'medlum and 1arge',category was better- placed than the ' smallt
category who, 1n turn, were ahead of the marg:.nal category.

357 We saw in Ghapter II that less than LO per cent of the
>surveyed sC households were landholding, as against L6 per cent
:among ST and nearly 70 per cent among Non—SC/ST‘ In the pre- -

ceding few Paragraphs we noted that the proportion of SC lande
'holding households owning bullocks and implenents was significantly
lower than those forftheir counterparts among ST and Nonusc/ST}
What is more, the 'medium and large' eategory households were
better-placed in respect of ownerShip than the other category
households in every soc1al group. Even here, the SC proportlon
in the case of the ?medlum and 1arge' category was lower than
those for the correspondlng category among ST and Non-SC/ST. In

sum, the percentage of surveved SC households who could beneflt d
from assistance programmes relating to bullocks and 1mp1ements
;was less than that among ST; and more so that among Non-SG/ST,

and furthermore, percentage of landholding SC households who'

actually benefitted was lower than that for either ST or Non-

_ Sq/stvin'the case-ofhassistance for the purchase of bullocks.
3,58 There is one -more aspect of the possession of 1mp1ements
which merits attention. Though the implements listed were of
different types and these varied in value, it was felt that .
information on the average number of 1mplements_per households
would. still make for some meaningful comparison. The.data based
upon the survey are reproduced in the following tablee

Table 3,18 : Average Number of Implements per Reporting

Household.
Landholding Class S ST NonSG/ST
{1 (2) (3) (h)/
1. Marginal 2wy 2,79 2.96
20 Small 2l8ll' 2.83 3-23
3. Medium and Large 3.8k 3.78 4,07

Le All Classes | 3.20 3.23 3,70
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3.59 In continuation of the general trend observed so far,
Non—SC/ST were more advantageously placed than SC/ST. This was
also true if we compagred Non-SC/ST with SC/ST households withln'
every lendholding class. It is indeed significant that even
marginal as well as’ small category households be10ng1ng to Non~ -
SC/ST were better-placed in this respect than thelr counter-
parts among SC/ST. Furthermore, in every social group the
average number of lmplements per reporting household 1ncreased

with the increase in the size-class of landholdlng.

" Government Subsidy/Lcan for Purchase of Implements

3.60 As stated earlier, every respopdent—household was asked
to state the amount of financial a551stance 1t recelved from
Varlous sources during the preceding five_yeans. “We brlng 1nto>~
focus here only the assistance from the government 1n the form r
of subsidy or loan. The table below glves, to begln w1th the ’
proportion of households (to total households) 1n each landhold-
ing class within a social group who recelved f1nancia1 a551stance
from some agency (government or otherw1se) during the preceding
five years for purchase of implements (We descrlbe these house-
holds as 'reportlng beneficiary households'). |

-

Table 3.19 ¢ Percentage of Houseéholds receiving Financiei‘*
Assistance from some agency for Purchase of
Implements durlng the precedlng five years.

Landholding Class s¢ - ST Non-SC/.. A1l SocIel
L ‘ ' ST Grou?

(1) . (2)  (3) . (&) :
1. Marginal . 1412 0.0 7 0.80 o
2. Small 7 1.18 030 1.22 . 1.10
3. Medium and Large | 0.82° 0,09 0.84 .~ 0.78 .-
L. A11 Classes 1.06 0018 0098 B 0091

3.6t The percentage of landholding households which reported.:
receipt of financial assistance for the purchase of implements',
during the preceding five years, was extremelj small. This is

not surprising as landholding households do not purchase
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'impleﬁehﬁs;ffequéntly)'.A‘piéce of informatibh of special
1mportance is the one on percentage of landholding households
(to 'reportlng beneficiary households') who mentioned that they
recelved~f1nancial a551stance from government for the purpose in
the form of eubsidjflean,‘ The table below provides the informa-
tion based on the sufvey; ' ’ _

Table 3.20~"Percentage”of landholding households who
o received subsidy/loan from government for

- ‘purchage of 1mplements durlng the rreceding
flve years

Landholding Class SC N ST - Non-SC/ST
() o . (2) ; (‘2)'_ e _'_(l:)_ _
1. :Mafgiﬁél. 0.0 00 0.0
2. Small 1.' 00 200 . 0,85
3. Med1um and Large _" 0.0 100.00 - 12,50
h._All Classes . 0.0 | _§3.33 ' 5.60
L | | LOAN | N
1. Marginal = 0.0 0.0 3,57
2 Small >-_ | 30,&3 qu L _..12?71-
3. Medlum& Large 40,00 0,0 15,38

z,. All classes . 25,00 . 0,0 12,80

3,62 - The‘tabie leads to the following conclusions @

(i)" The marginal category of households among SC/ST recelved.
neither government subs1dy nor government 1oan. Among the Non-
SG/ST the marginal category did not receive any subsidy but a
small proportion - nearly 4 per cent - received loan. The
merginai lahdholding households were, on the whole, relatively
worse-off ih‘;espect‘of government assistance for the purchase
of implemehﬁs. ) o

(11) The tsmall' and 'medium and large! cetegpry households
among -SC received no subsidy, whereas the houscholds belonging
to the same categories among ST.received no loan, The ceunter-

parts of these types’of houggholds within Noh-SC/sT received
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subsidy as well as loan. However, the percentage receiving loan
."was higher in each case than that receiving. sub51dy. '

(iii) Among those who. recelved sub51dy ST were better-placed
than Non-SC/ST, while among thoee who received loan.SC per-
 centage was higher than that for.Non-SC/ST}

Seeds and Other Inputs

3.63 The‘questionnaire sought information.on-sources:of-supply
of and financial assistance in_respect of fl)eseedsb(hybrld and
improved), (ii) fertilizers and (iii) pesticides. _Four alter-u
native sources of supply have been mentioned on the schedule. |
(i) government, (ii) co-operatlve soc1ety, (111) market and
(iv) one's own farm. At the data-processing stage the last two
categories were consolidated into a single category,'viz.,'marﬁet
or one's own farm'! ' in order to hlghllght the contrast between
public and non-public sources of supply. . '
3.64 Not all cultlvatlng households prov1ded 1nformat10n on”
sources of.supply»and/or financigl assistance ‘mentioned in the
preceding paragraph. Those that.did may be described As_’ L
'reporting households" The information on the proportlon-of'
'reporting households!'! in respect of seeds to total households 1

surveyed is given in the following table. _‘_ \'. . 5'.}‘

Table 3.21 ¢ Percentage of Households Reporting Informatlon

~on Seeds
Landholding Class ~ ~ ~ -~~~ "8~ - .7 87 ~ . Non-5¢7sT
I __;‘E’_--_‘?.’__'-_‘_‘*l___
Marginal B - 69.53 - 56,03 68,03
Small T2k 6991 | 75.22
Medium and Large _ 81.86 78,91  81.13
A1l Classes 75437 70.89. 77,41

3.65 One would feel that seed beiné an absolutely essential
~input for every asgriculturist, all the respondent-households
would have something to report on the relevant item. In other

words, all the cultivating housenolds'surveyed\should have been
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'réportlng households' In fact however, whereas nearly 3/hth
of the sc as well as. Non-SG/ST households surveyed were
'reporting households' the proportlon was a 11tt1e less at 71
péf'cént“for ST. Then agaln, in every-8001al group the percent=
age. of ‘reportlng households! 1ncreased w1th the 31ze-class of
1andhold1ng, This @act probably 1ndlcates elther some def1c1ency
in.invesﬁigationai nofk or unwillingness.of several'households
to part_wiﬁh‘infornétion, for reasons nbt.knownp,

3;66]‘A comoarison‘between regions in this respect may be
*intefesting;f We give in the fol;owing table the data on the
_.pfoporp;on'of 'reporting‘households' to total snrvejed house-
holds oelonging:to-the three social groups in the.four'negions
of Konkan, Western Maharashtra, Marathweda and ViderBha.'

 Tab1e 3.22 : Reporting Households Regionwise (Seeds)

R R N i
:Konkan . : o 49,02 43.02 - 55.76
" Western Msharashtra 78.28 '68.09 _»77{5f
Marathweda - . 79¢85 90,22 ~85}83
Viderbha | . 73.80 73.99  73.66

3 67 It is seen that the proportion for each of the groups
was the highest in the case of Marathweda region and the 1owest
for Konkan, with those for Western Maharashtra,and Vidarbha
falling in between. This is probably one 1ndlcat10n of the
dlfferentlel in the quality of’ 1nvestigat10nal work done in the
. four regions under the superv1sion of different Universities.
3. 63 As could be expected, most of the reporting households
depended only on the 'market or one's own farm' for the supply’
of seeds. Our data show that nearly 3/4th of the reportlng

. households belonging to SC and Non-SC/ST depended just on this
source, whereas the relevant percentage for ST was lower at

around 2/3rd. These househo%ds got seeds exclusively from the
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source citeds There could be some other which depended partly.
on this source and partly on other (i.e. ‘public) sources. This
nmeans that the proportion of those depending, partly or wholly,
on *market/one's own farm' was still higher.

Government Assistance for Seeds

3.69 We now turn to the question of benefit to the surveyed
househelds of government assistance in the form of subsidy Or"
loan in respect'of seeds. To begin with, it may be useful tc'r
have some idea of the types of schemes of financiai;assistance’
and of the extent of such assistance offered., Annexure III-B-

to this Chapter tabulates}informatidn'received from the
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, éOVernnent of'Maharashtra
(DESM). It is principally for Pune Districts We see that loans
are given at different rates. per acre {ranging from Rs.15 to -
Rs.350) for the different crops. The maximum limit for subsidy
is Rs, 2150, The Performance Budget for 1980-81- of the Agri-;-
culture and Co-operation Department (Agriculture), Part II, . ..
referred to earlier, mentions several subsidy schemes in respect
of seeds for dlfferent crops like hybrid jowar, pulses, cotton,
oilseeds and so on, and also some loan schemes to enable-culti- -
vators to purchase improved and high yielding varieties-df seeds.
Most of the schemes mentioned are those of subS1dy, rates of
assistance ranged from Rs. 30 to Rs, 150 per quintal. Loansj
were of a short-term nature and these were given at rates per:;
hectare ranging from Rs. 12 to Rs. 87, 50 for the different
Crops, There was no. specific 11mit for the grant of total
loan to an individual. It is true that, according to a note
at the top of Appendix VII in the Performance Budget g1v1ng
details of a551stance schemes, rates under these schemes were
in force .upto 1974-75 and that from 1975-76 onwards the rates
of subsidies and 1oans were different 1n each of the dlstricts
according to the pattern suggested by the District Planning

and Development Goun01l.§ All the same, as stated earlier in

L, Please see footnote 2 above.
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this chapter (para 3. 10), the DESM information cited above (read
| wzth the 1nformat10n in the Performance Budgets) gives some

idea of the broad dlmen51on of the speclfic types of flnanclal
_assistance offered by the government to_the cultivators.

3376;- In the tabie that follows we give the percentage of
households (to 'reportlng households') who received some financial
3351stance from the government in respect of seeds,'elther in
"the form of sub51dy or of 1loan or . of both. _ :

Table 3.23-: Percentage of Reportlng Households Rece1v1ng

... .. - some Financial Assistance from Government in
’ respect of . Seeds

Tandholding Glass . e "7 Non-SG/ST
@ (3) W
-Marginal . -‘-. 7.50. | 17.01 7 13.8h
‘Small ‘,.:' o 15 21,22 | 118,20
.Medlum and Large ’ | | 19.06 26,62 21§36
A1l Classes“ R g 14.85 22,79 ”‘ 19,29

,3.71 .,A broad impression-one gets from the above table is that
a relatively small percentage of households belonging to the
_three soc1a1 groups obtalned flnanc1al assistance from governmen
in respect of seeds. Around 23 per cent of ST, 19 per cent of
Non-SC/ST and 15 per cent of SC landholding households bene-
fltted from the schemes of financial asslstance. It may,
however, be mentioned that these percentages, though relatlvely
small, were not in51gn1f1cant1y SO. '

3.72 Interestlngly, in every soc1a1 group the percentage of
benefic1ary households 1ncreased ‘with the size-class of land-
holdings, the 'medium and large! category farmers belng
relatively the largest'beneficiaries, followed by 'small' and
then 'marginal! farmers,'}n_that order. A

3.73 "Let us now consider the amount_of assistance received.
In the Gode Transcription Sheet {CTS) (mentioned in Chapter I

above) we classified households receiving government subsidy
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(or loan) dnto three slze-classes : (1) those getting less than
Rs.ﬁOO/-, (ii) those getting between Rs. 300/- to less than4 |
Rs.1000/- and (iil) those getting Rs. 1000/— or more. In the
table below (3. 2h) we give percentage of households coming under
one or the other of the three above-mentioned_size-classes_by
amounts of assistance (subsidy or 1oan, as the case may be) from
the gOVLrnment to households Who received some finan01a1 )
assistance from the government,, 1n whichever form, in respect of
seeds. Clearly within any soci al group/size-class of 1andhold-
~ings the recipients of subsidy/loan helonging to the three sizev
classes by amounts of assistance (subsidy or 1oan)_mentioned,
iwould be mutually exclus1ve groups. . ' . )
3,74 The following conclusions follow from table 3. 2@ :
(i)‘ Consider first data in columns. 54 9 and 13 against rows h .
and 8.‘ It is seen ‘that in each social group the percentage of '
loan-receiving cultivator~households was 31gnificantly higher ‘
than that of subsidy-receiving landholding households. This was
also true separately for each landholdlng category (marglnal/ small/
medium and large) within each soc1a1 group. o )
(ii) A neeligibly small proportion of households in each 1and-
holding class belonging to a soc1al group received assistance in
the form of subsidy of Rs. 1000/~ and above. In fact, none of
the marginal category households among SC, ST or Non-SG/ST, -
received this much subsidy. The same held true in the case of i
'small' as well as 'medium and large' category houSeholds
belonging to 8T and of 'medium and large' category households
within SC. _ ) '
(1ii) Let us.now'consider loan-assistance of.Rs. 1000/; and' R
more. The percentage of ST households falling in this size-class‘
was negligibly small wh1chever category of landholders we .
consider. Among SG and NonFSC/ST however, the same was true
of marginal and small category households.' Interestingly,

however, about 15 per cent of 'medlum and large! category
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Table 3.,24: Percentage of Landholding Hbuseholds receiving GoVernment Subsidy/Loan
of differing amountQ in respect of Seeds _ )

- . L . . -a .. . .
—-------‘_-----sc-_--—'---'---“--h--'.'--"-‘_---“--‘-'-.‘--"‘--—----i—

Landholding L ST . .~ - __Non-SC/ST
Class : Tess  Rs.300/- %.10007- III sTze" - Less B=8007= ~T5,1000 All STze- Tess Rs,300- © RKs.1000 All -
. _than ~ to less and classes " than © to less and . classes - than to less and. : size
fs,300/~ than above by Amounts Bs,300/- than ~above by Amounts 8.800 than above cla-
R,1000/= - . of A4ssis=- ks, 1000/~ ‘of Assis=- - '8&,1000 . - sses
’ ‘ tance = . e ' - tance @ -~ - by
_ . S e o . Amou-
. o C nts of
: R , : i : .- Assis-
' Ny , B - T | tance
(1) : (2) (3) (4) - (5 .. (6) = (7) 8)~* (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
- - - R SUBSIDY | S - o
1. MaFginal. 15.69 49,02 0.0 64.71  8.16. 71,43 0.0, 79.59 17,52 46,53‘ 0.0 . 64.05
2. Small 18.92 36,49  0.90 56,31 18,62 46.15 0.0 64,77 14,33 51,10 0.53 65.96
3. Medium & e o D | o ®
Large 5.79 42,63 0.0 48.52 - 12,76  44.86 0.0  57.62 . 10.44 57.70 0.51 61.65
4. Al1 Classes 13,17 40.39 = 0.43 53,99 . 15.03 - 47.87 0.0  62.90 - 12.40 50.47 0,47 63,34
' o - . LOAN | , |
5. Marginal 43,14 39,22 0,0 82,36 22,45 67,35 = 2,04 91,84 36,86 52.87 1,21 90.94
6. Small T 44,14 37,39 5.41 86,67 48.18 45.34 : 0.81 94.33 33.97 50,04 4.47 88,48
7. Medium & ' : ' ' o | . g ’
Large . 81.58 45,26 15,26 . 92,10 . 44,44 46,50 4,94 95.88 23,32 59,65 10,11 95.08

8. 411 Clasees 38,88 40,82  8.86  88.56 44,16  47.87 2,78  94.81 29.32 6£5.73 . 7.38 92.43

- M T M e @ D P e G T by e e em T S AR aw W e em e e w ew e ey we me am s e o e e R T .
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4

landholding households among scC rece1V1ng some financial assis-
tance from government (in whichever form) in respect of seeds,
reported that they obtained loan-assistance of Rs. 1000/— or
more. The corresponding proportlon for the same category
households among Non-SC/ST was 10 per cent,

(iv) As for the other two size-classes by amounts of assistanoe
(less than Rs.300/- and Rs.300/- to less than Rs.1000/~), the
bulk of the subsidv-receiving households belonging to each

1andholding class within a sogial group came,under_thejsize—
¢lass Rs.300/- to less than Rs.1000/-. - The picture in respect
of loan-assistance was the same only for Non-SC/ST, but not for ﬂ
SG/ST. Quite a sizeable proportion of SC/ST households recelved;
loan-assistance of less than Rs.300/-._

(v)  The data in columns 5, 9 and 13, bring out an interesting_
aspect of the situation in respect ofggovernment finencielf
assistance under seed schemes. The percentage of sUbsid&-
receiving farmers was the highest among 'marglnal' Category -
cultivators, followed by those belonglng to 'small' category‘and
then 'medium and large!" category, in that order. This was
uniformly so for all the soc1a1 groups. The plcture in respect
of loan-assistance was Just the opposite, with the percentage of
beneficiary households  increasing w1th the size—class of 1and— :
holdings. This was true for SC/sT and more or 1ess, so for Non-

SC/sT.

Fertilisers

ro
R

3.75 As in the case of seeds, we sought.information on the
sources of supply of and government assistance in respeot ofh;
fertilisers. To begin with, we provide data'on the probortionif
of total households who furnished some information?onjfertilisers,
describing such households as 'reporting households'. The deta_

are presented in the table that follows ¢



ok

Table"3.2§: Percentage of Households repbrting
' information on Fertilisers

Landhoidigg'C}ass> | .i :. SC " ST ‘Non-§g7
) | (- 3w
1. Marginal - k79 28.99 50,68
2, Small. . 36,27 35.98  L8.67
3.13Medium‘andearge. o . b1.95 | - 47.36 53.04
L. M1 Classes 39.96 . 3885  51.07

3.76 It is.éeén_that the percenﬂage in every column against
every row'is lower than the correspondingvpercentége in the case
of seedé} While commenting on the percentages iﬁ Table 3.21 ‘on
seeds we said that a percentage less than 100 [irébgﬁly indicates
either-some,defipiency in investigational work or unwillingness
‘of several households to, part with information, for reasons not
known',, In the case of fertilisers, however, the position could
be different, The:proportions in Table 3,25 may be indicating
the,percentage of households who were using-fertilisers,

3.77. If we interpret the percentages in the table as revealing
the‘e#teht,ofvuse,of feftilisers, it is interesting to»note that
whereas the proportions for SC and ST were more or less the Same,
these were much below the propertion for Non-SG/ST. Then again,
Nén—SQ/ST;pencentage was higher'than SC/ST{percentage in the
case of every landholding class. All this would suggest that
PTOPOftionately more landholding households belonging to Non-
SC/ST used fertilisers than those among SC/ST, irrespective of
the sizewclass -of landholdings. |

3.78 Furthermore, ‘among Non-SC/ST the proportion for the
I'mgdium énd large' landholding households was somewhat higher\
than that for the 'small' and the 'marginal! cétegory households.
The same was trqe'ofAthe ST households, though not of those

belonging to SC.
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3.79 Let us now consider the sources of,supply. In the '
t;bulated data we have distinguished two sources of subply : )
Q%) government and/or co-operative society and (ii) ggli market .
fﬁe distinction thus was betweén public and non-public sources.
The second»soﬁrce is.an‘exclusiVe source. Those households which
obtained fertilisers partly from the 'market?® and partly from
"government and/or co-operative soéiety' would not figure ﬁnder
(i1), but they would certainly come under (i). This means that
households doming under (i) and (ii) would together exhaust the
total number of 'reporting houéeholdé':..ln'othér wofds,'the sum
of proportions (to 'reporting households'l’0£“h§useholds cbming
respectively under (i) and under (ii) should be 100. We present
in table 3.26 the data on these propo;tionsé

3,80 As in the.case’of seeds, here also the market was the
relatively more important sourcé'of Supply..”The”peréentage of
households depending exclusively on the market far the’ supply of
fertilisers was, more or less, around &0 per cent-in the caseé. of -
all the three social groups;_ Gbnsidering thétiSOme hCuéehblds
may have drawn their supplies partly from the market énd‘also-
partly from the government and/or-cooperative.séciety;.the:'
proportion of housgholds getfing supplies, -partly or whoélly, -
from the market was evidently more than 60 per ‘cent. ‘The non-
public source was thus the felatively more important'soupcesj‘
This was true also in the case of each landholding class.

3.81 It is iﬁteresting to note that among SC/ST, the propbr-
tion of households depending on the public source of supply
increased and that of households relying on the non-public

source diminished as the size-class of landholdingS'increased.

5 It appears from the data in Table 3.26 that about 3 per cent
each of SC and Non-SC/ST households and around 10 per cent
of ST households, reporting some information on fertilisers,
did not reveal the source(s) of supply. This indicates either
some deficiency in investigational work or unwillingness on
the part of the concerned households to part with information,
for whatever reasons,or, may be, failure to transfer the
relevant information to the CTS on the basis of which
computer tables were prepared,



Table 3,26 Percentage of Hbuseholds (to 'Reporting Households') Obtaining
Fertilisers from (i) Government and/or Cooperative Society or

(ii) only Market . . O : , ._‘é; ”f .-

“ e wm s em my W em e = e

s — T - ST i P NOT]"SC/ST

Landholding i
Class - Govt. ' Only (2)+(3) Govt. . Only (5)+(6). Govt. - Only (8)+(9)
‘ and/or  Market - and/or  Market o and/or . Market S
Co.op. o Co.o0p. ' . . Co,op. .~ ‘
Soclety . B Soclety . ' . . ‘Society
(1) @y (3 (4) (5) (6) (7) S’ O (10)
1. Marginal . 35.62 62.33 97.95 22.82 75.17 . 97.99 33,39 63.86 97.25
2, Small 40.20 . '57.83 97.73 26,71 62.27 88,98 39.20 o7.87 97.12
3.-Medium and :
Iarze 44,03 53,82 97.85 34.12 53,65 87.77 35.81 60,73 96.54
1

4, 411 Classes 40,17

96"
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In other words, the more disadvantaged landholding households
belonging to SC/ST had to depend relatively more on the non-
public source of supply of fertilisers. The same cannot be said
of cultivators from Non-SC/ST. - . o

Government Assistence in respect of Fertilisers

" 3,82 Annexure III-B to this Chapter, giving infofmation
pr1nc1pa11y for Pune dlstrlct, shows that there are Joan schemes
of government in respect of fertlllsers. The rates: of assistance
vary for the different crops from.Rs; 75/= to Rs.BSQ/-‘per'acre.
No subsidy schemes have been mentionedvin the Annexure.' Howeven,
the Performance Budget,'1§80—81 clted ebove, does specify sone
,subsidy schemes besides,those for 1oanéessistence‘inrrespecﬁ of
fertilisers, Thus, there are references in tpis.publication—to>
subsidy schemes for fruit development' for laying out demon'stra-
tions for cilseeds crops and to those under the Integrated Area
Development Scheme." ‘ : _ _ )

3..83 The table that follows gives 1nformat10n on percentage of
cultlvator-households {to 'reportlng households'), who received
.ksome financial assistance from the government in the’ form.of
subsidy and/or loan, I | )

Table 3.27 : Percentage of Cultivator-Households who received
some Financial Assistance from Government in the
form of Subsidy and/or Loan : :

L andholding Class 56 8T -Non-aST‘TST AT
o . : . . Social
, , - . L .. . Groups
(1) (2 G W ()
1. Marginal b 594 C ha03 5.78 f 5.70
2. Samall 9.9% 10,02 10,95 10,73
3, Medium and ' | ‘ L
Large T 1h.8 15,88 11,28 S 11.82
he All Glasscs . 10,28  11.81  10.41 10.51

3.8, We find as follows :

(1) Only about 11 per cent of the fertiliser-using hauseholds
.in all the social groups taken together reported that they
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_ receiwed some:financial assistance from the government;ln the
| form'of‘subsidy aud/or-loan. . The percenuage‘was; more or less,
‘the same for all the three social groups.
{ii) The pfoportion of benefieiary households_increased with
the increase in the size-class of landholdings. This was true
not only of all the social\ggoups taken together.but also sepa=
fatelﬁ forﬂeach social group., Again, the possession of larger
landholding‘turned out to be a factor providing relative
_ advantage. . ' .
3. 85 As for the “amount of assistance recelved by households,
b'we followed the same procedure as in the case of seeds. For
r‘each of the two types of government assistance, subsidy and
7loan, in respect of fertilisers, we classified rec1;lents of
,la851stance into three following 51ze—classes : (1) households
{gettlng less than Rse 500/-; (ii) households getting Rg. 500/=
o less than hs.:3,000/~5 and (iii) nouseholds gettiug Rs.3,000/-
.or‘more; ‘The table below (3.28) gives percentage of households
| hy sizé-class of amounts of government assistance received, to -
households who received some government assistance in the form
of subsidy and/or loan. | |
r3 86 The. percentage of households in each social group getting
110an—assistance was substantlally higher than that receiving
_ subsidy, This also applled to each landholding class within
" a social group. In fact, the'marginal' category of SC house-
holds did not receive any subsidz; Only about 1/6th of the ST
f‘households belonging to this landholding category and around
6 per cent of Non-SG/ST 'marginal' households received subsidy
"of less than Rs, 500/-; none of these households obtained
anything more. On the other hand, an overwhelming percentage
of ’marginal',category households in‘each soclal group received
loan-assistance of at least less than Rs. 500/-,
- 3.87 Nearly 9.4 pen oent of SC households, about 99 per cent



Table 3.28: Percentage of Households by Size-class of Amounts of Financial Assistance
(Subeidy and/or Loan) from Government in respect of Fertilisers

- w W em E e W W M e wm 4 wp e @ ws e e em W e S M 4 m e W B W e W Em @ T @ M W o ™ G @ W @ m W m o wm W = = -
- = =

Landholding SC ST Non-SC/ST
Class Less Bs,500  Rs,3000 41l Size- Less 5. 000 B.3000 AIT STze- ULess ®K.o00 W.3000 &IT
than to less or more Classes than to less or more Classes than to or Size-
'%5.500 than by Amounts ®&,500 than by Amou- Rs.500. less more Cla-
Bs. 3000 of Assis- Rs. 3000 nts of than -.sses
tance Assig—~ s. 3000 by
tance Amou-~
\ ’ ntS
‘ of
Assis-~
. tance
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
) ) (4) SUBSIDY | | |
1, Marginal 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.67 0.0 0.0  16.67 5.83 0.0 0.0 5,83
2, Small 10.08 . 4.29 0.0 14.29 15.00 1.67 0.0 16,67 5.07 1,17 0.0  6.24
3. Medium & | ‘ - | . _ : -
Large 5.41 .-1.35 0.0 6.76 3.45 0.0 . 0.0 3.45 4,44 0.67 . 0.0 5.11
4, a11 . R : ; - ' .
Classes 6.47 2.35 . 0.0 8.82 8.50 0.65 0.0 9.15 4,78 . 0.81 ° 0.0 5.59
| .-(B) LOAN . | | A
5. Marginal 96,15 .3.85 = 0.0 . 100.00 ' 83.33 0.0 0.0 . 83,33 88.35 7.77 - 0.0 96,12
6. Small 54.29 35,71 0.0  '90.00 53.33 41.67 8,33 98.33 59.84 34.89 1.36 96.09
7. Medium & -~ - - A - R . )
Large ,35'44 560,00 9.46- A94?60 ‘ - 22,99 70.11 6.90 100.00 32.80 -53.09 12.37 ‘98,26
8. A1l : : o : S o
Classes 52,35 37.06 4,12 93,53 37. 25 56,91 5.23 98,69 47.21 42,79 7.28 97.28

- e e m e wm wm owm
- = e W .
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66



100

of SO‘householdsfand around 97 per cent of Non-SC/ST households,
reported:haring received loan-assiStance,"Iu respect of'loan
a581stance, the three soc1a1 groups were more or less on par.
However, a very ‘small percentage of SC households (L.12 per
-cent), ST households (5423 per cent ) and Non-SC/ST households
(7. 28 per cent) were in receipt of loan-assistance of Rs. 3000/-
‘or more in respect of fert111sers.

3.88 As for.the other two size-classes 'of amounts of loan-
assistance (less than Rs.500/~ and Rs.'SOO/- to less than
rRs.BOOO/ ) the marglnal catevory beneflclarles in each social
group were mostly in the smallest size-class. But’ in the: case
of 'small‘ and *medium and large’ 1andhold1ng households a size-‘
able proportlon in each social group came also under the size- -
lclass Rs. 500/— t0 1ess than Rgs,3000/=, ' Interestingly, in each
:soclal group the percentage of beneficiary households in the
'medlum and large’ category receiving Rs. 500/~ to less than
Rs., 3000/— was, in fact higher than that receiving less than
Rs. 50Q/-. The opp051te was true of the small category house=
holds in each soc1a1 group. In sum, it appears that the "medium
‘and 1arge' category households benefitted relatively more from
_loan-ass1stance schemes than the households belonglng to the
other two landholdlng categories.

Pestlcldes

3. 89 In the case of pesticides also we attempted to elicit:
1nformat10n on sources. of supply and on government flnancial
a531stance. The table below glves 1nformet10n ‘on percentage

of landholdlng households (to total such households surveyed)
who gave 1nformat1on on one or both of these items in respect

of pesticides. These are described as the 'reporting households!
3.90 Nearly 20 to 25 per'cent of households in the three

social groups reported 1nformat10n on pesticldes, indicating

L}

a smaller scale'of use of pesticides. Considering that
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Table 3.29 : Proportion of Households reporting Information
on Sources of Supply of and/or Government
Financial Assistance in respect of Pesticides

o om en mh PE M i en WP W e == = -— s e am e e we ‘--—--—,-'--—.-

Landholding Class SC - Non—SC/ST
O BB W

Marginal 12,07 - 75,06 879

Small - . 20.81 "17.8# 1943

Medium and Large 28Tk 3284 33.48

All Classes L \21;08 s 'I21.07 24,80

- b E es e W em = e

»

pesticides are normally used.only by farmers_growing certain
kinds of crops, such as'cotton, fruits, oilseeds,Athe finding

!

cited above was not unexpected, -

3.91 Table 3,29 brlngs out that Non-SC/ST were somewhat better-
placed in respect of the use of pest1C1des than SG/ST. Then ‘
again, the proportion of pesticide-using households 1ncreased
sharply as the size-class of landholdlng 1ncreased, and this

was true of each social group. If, broadly speaking, the scale
of use of pesticides was 1arger, larger the size of landholding,

then, prima facle, the benefit of assistance programmes of

..

R

government in respect of pest101des accrued more to cultlvator- ‘
households with larger landholdings than to those w1th smaller
landholdings. : -

3.92 The sources of supply of pesticldes were c1a551f1ed

into (1) public (government and/or cooperatlve society) and
(1i) non-public (market). In table 3, 30 we give percentage :
of households (to 'reporting households') obtalning pestiC1des
from the two types of sources. _ ,

3.93 1In the first place, 1t is seen that nearly 39 per cent
of the 'reporting! SC households, about 28 per cemt of the
'reporting' ST households. and around hh:Per cent of the
*reporting! households belonging‘to Non-éC/ST, provided:

information on the source of supnly'of nesticides to‘them. |



Table 3.30: Percentage of Households (td 'Reporting Houséholds') Obtainiﬁg Pesticides
from (i) Government -and/or Cooperat1V¢ Spciety and (i1) only Market.

Non-S¢/S

Landholding Class : __SC SRR : . A _
: Govt.,  Onl (2)+(3) Govt., = Only (0)+(6)  Govt, Oniy - (8)+(9)
: .and/or Mar%et S and/or  Market and/or =~ Market
Co-op. - Co.op. Y : Co.op. o
Society Soclety o Soclety
(1) (2) (3) (4) - -(5) (8) - (7) _ (8) (9) (10)
1. Margiral 24.58 5.08 29,66 30.77 3.85  34.62 21,04 12,30  33.34
2., Small 85.15 4,21  89.3¢ ~ - 20.54 5,72 26,26 26,34  12.77 39,11
3. Medium & Large 32,86 8,86 41.72 22,37 . 5.79 28,16 - 22,67 - 24.183  46.80

4, 411 Classes . 32,80 6.19 38,0 21.81 . 5.69 27,60 . 28,67 20,20  43.87

30T
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Since the two sources mentioned together exhausted all the sources
available and, therefore, the sum totsl pf proportions was expected
to be 100, the shortfall to a large extent observable in the table
clearly suggests deficiency in investigafional work, We have no
option but to use for further analysis'the daéa as‘ig available

on the altéfnative sourées of supply of pesticides{

3.94 _ One fact which stends out from the data in the ‘table is
that in more or lgss all the landholding classeé 5e16nging t6 all
the socisl groups, phe percent age of househblds-depending(oﬂ:the'
public source ('govgrnmeht and/ér‘co-operative society!) was
significantly higher than that depending on the ndn-puélic source
(tonly market'). The picture hére‘was‘different from thapifelat-
ing to either'fertilise{s or‘seeds.' Considering the differen-
tial in percentages reléting respectively to'the ﬁwo'séurces of ~
supply of pesticides, it is not likely that the f1nd1ng would

have been different even if the 'coverage' at the 1nvestigational'
stage had been 100 per cent. However,Adue to low 'eoverage! we

do not feel it worthwhile to draw any further conclqsioné‘from~

table 3,30,

Government Assistance for Pesticides

3.95 Annexure ITI-B to this Chapter shows that there are loan-
assistance schemes of the goVernment‘in respect oflpesticidés.
The rates of assistance vary from Rg.10/= to Rs;90/- per aére

for the different crops. This informétion is primarily for
Pune district. The Performance Budget for 1980-81 ﬁentioﬁed
earlier in this Chapter, lists a subéidy scheme under Intégrated
Area Development Scheme uﬁder which 25 per bent of cost of
pesticideg/ins;cticides in campaign area organised by Agriéulture
and Co-operative Department, was pet by the gd§ernment. Addition-
ally subsidy was available-from.the governmehtkto meét specified -
amount of cost of pesticides on demonstration plots for imbgrtant

fruit crops and for intensive oilseed development programme.
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3,96 Table 3.31 that follows gives percentage of households
(to 'reporting ?ouseholds') which received some essistgnce from
the ‘government (subsidy/loan) in respect of pesticides,
Table §.§1 ¢ Percentage of Reporting Households who
: received some Assistance from Government
(Subsidy/Loan) in respect of Pesticides

Landholdlng Class SC ST . Non—SC/ST
| (2) (3)° (4)

1. Marginal ., 62,71 88.46 © 65.05
2¢ Small -~ ~ 88.61 96.30  83.7
3. Medium .and Large 92.00 98.16 92.87

Lo ALl Classes . 86.47 97.01" 8¢.81

3.97 ‘Amoug the social'groups ST benefitted the most , neerly 97_
per cent of their households having received governmenfiassistance
as against 86 per cent of SC and 89 per cent of Non-SC/ST land-
_holdlng households. Then again, in every: soc1a1 group the pro-
portlon of benef1c1ary households 1ncreased w1th the 31ze-class
of 1andhold1ngs. This tallies with the conclusion reached in an
earlier‘paragraph'(3.91) that. since the scale of use of pesticides
rose with the si ze-class Ofllandholdings, prima facie, che benefié
from: assistance programmes of the'government accrued more-to
cult1Vator-households w1th larger landholdings than to those w1th
smaller 1andhold1ngs.

Writing-Off of Crop Loan Dues

3.98  In order to enable small landholders, with overdues on
account of crop 1oans, to borrow afresh, the Government of
Maharashtra announced 2 soheme of assistance under its G.R. NO.
ccs_1u80_3106(382);2-s,'dated 5¢h August, 1980 of the Agriculture
and Co;operative Depertment; Under this scheme, the Government
agreed to pay to the concerned lending agencies crop-loan over-

" dues (including interest) of smsll landholders since 30-6-1979.
This was to be treated as government grant to the defaulting
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borrowers. A small landholder was defined for this purpose as
one having upto 5 acres - in the drought-prone talukas, upto 7.5
acrsg = of dry land and having en annualzpon-agrieultdral income.
of not more than Rs. ZAOQ/- Land irrigated by welliwas to be
treated as dry 1and. o : | ' o i |

3.99. In our questionnaire we included a query designed to find
out how many households benefitted from this scheme. ‘Clearly,
1t would be proper to relate the number of beneficiary-households
to that of those from among the surveyed households which were
eligible for assistance under thle scheme, i,e4; 'small landholders'
as defined above. But our tabulated data did not‘permit‘sdcb a
finef'exercise. The table thétvfollewe gives data on percenbage
of beneficiary landholding households ﬁhder the scheme to total "
landholding households #ho received loans from'agéncies'of'
instltutional finance. o |

Table 3.32 : Percentage of Beneficiary Landholdlng Households -
- Under Scheme for ertlng-Off of Loan Overdues L

- s bm el A W e e e

Landholding Class sC . ‘ST - L Nen;SC/ST
(1 (2) (3 (&)
2. Small o 23,08 19.27 - 10446
3, Medium and Large 11,23 B 5,07 6.09
L+ A&11 Landholding . . R L
Classes | h 16,64 12,54 - - 7.86

3.100 It will be seen thet given the'definitioh of"emall a
landholders! e11g1b1e for assistance under the scheme these-
could be found among all the landholding classes 1dentified in
our tables, v1z., 'marglnal' 'small? and 'medium and large'

The table above brlngs out that SC benefitted the most, followed
by ST and Non-sc/ST, in that order. This was true broadly of
each landholding class as well, Then again, relatively speekiﬁg,

the 'marginal' and 'small' lsndholding households in each social



106

- group benefitted much motre than'the households belonging‘to the
'medium and 1arge' etegory; This was as. one would'have expected
since most of the 1andholders eliglble_under the scheme would
come:under these two categories in our tables Elg‘?marglnalt and'
'small'
3. ,101 " We tr1ed to find out from the respondents their percep-
tlon “about. the reasons for non—recelpt ‘of beneflt. Evidently
those who d1d not reeelve any benefit under the scheme would
enswer ‘thiis quéstion« Four alternative reasons were suggested
in.the schednle for .a household to choose from, These were ¢
..(1) We did not know this scheme, (2) We are not the tYpe-of
farmers for whom the scheme was intended, (3) We never borrowed
and (&) We had repaid our loans before the government scheme was
announced . There was the‘resldusry reason @ 'any,otherl. We
tabulated for‘erery reason data on percentage of non-beneficiary
honseholds stating thgt_reason, to total households who borrowed
from agencies of institutional finance.. We find that thelproporé
tlon of households who mentioned reascn (2) was the hlghest in
_every 50c1al group SC (31.37 per cent) ‘8T (31.99 per cent) B
-eﬁd:NonESG/ST (49.60"per cent). Among SC/ST, the resson (1) i.es
ignorance,of the scheme, was cited by the next highest pereent-
age of householdst SC (14.87 per cent) and ST (17.72 per cent ).
Among anfSQ/ST 9.65 Per:cent,of the concerned households mentioned
this reason, In fact, a slightly higher percentage of Non-SG/ST
households (11.15) ‘¢ited reason (L), viz. loan having been
repaid before the announcement.of the government scheme.

of Benefit of a River Valley Dam
3 ,102 In the questionnaire a landholding household was asked
whether its land fell within the area of benefit of a river
valley dam, If so,fit was.further asked whether during the
preceding five years it got water from the dam regularly,

rarely or not at all. These questions attempted to bring out
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whether the concerned households benefitted Qirectly from the.
government expenditure on a rivef valley dam. , |
3,103 We first give in the following table the proportion of
landholdiﬁg households (to total hPuseholds) which reported that
their lands came within the area of benefit 6f a river valley
dam. We describe such households as 'reporting! householdse
Table 3.33 : Percentage of Households Whose Lands

Fell Within the Area .of Benefit of a
’ River Valley Dam

-————--—-—-_h—— ————— d-——--q-dl“——--

Landholding Class '8¢, ST Non—SC/ST
| (2) - (3) . (s) g}

1. Marginal 4800 ‘afé}85 L1847

2. Small ' 5.77 420 T 12.66

3. Medium ond Large . 5.83 © K.06 . 10424

L. All Classes | 8.6 486 12aht

: R - .
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3,104 It is seen that the propbrtion of households among Non- -
.SC/ST which reported that their lands céﬁé withfn the'érea of
benefit of a river-valley dam, was significantii highérfthan'thé

corresponding propdrtions for SC/éT. Again, in every 1andhold1ng
: class the Non—SG/ST proportion was higher than the corresponding.
SG/ST proportlons._ Interestingly, in every social group ‘the
proportion was much highér‘for the 'marginal"landﬁbldiﬁg hous e~
holds than the proporﬁions respectively fgrithé 'small' and "

'medium and large' landholding households. |
3,105 We now turn to the degree of benefit to the ' reporting!
households in the form of regularity or Bpherwise of the receipt
of water frdm a dam. The percentage‘of"reportingf households -
who gave .one or the other of the threé repiiés is given in the
table below (Table 3.34) .

3,106 Considering that peréentages in the table are to0 land-
holding households who reported that their landé came within

the area of benefit of a river valley dam and cdnsidering



Table 3.34 : Percentage of 'Reporting Hbuseholds' with differing amounts of Benefit .
from a River Valley Dam : i’ _ '

......
- e e ke e m T Em e o e e w oam e o e e e o o e e e e we ' e me W e e e R e Mm Ak A e M e e e e e @ ve el =

Landholding SC .o 8T L Non-SC/ST
Class . Water Water Water (2)+(3) Wwater Water Water (©)+(7) Water Water Water (10+(11)+(12) -
: Taken Taken Not =~ +(4) Taken Taken Not +(8) Taken Taken Not ,
Regu- Rare-~ Taken - ~ Regu~ Rare- Taken .Regu~ Rare- Taken-
lar- 1y 4t : - lar- ly At ALl lar- 1ly -At All
ly A1l 1 : . 1
D) (2) (3 (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

1, ¥arginal 56.82 12.50 2,84 72,16 75,56 20.00 2.22 97,78 56,81 20.6C 8,61 -~ 86.08

S, Small 45,54 25,00 16.96 87.50 42.86 24,14 17,14 84.14 55,82 22,62 11,64  90.08

3, Medium & ' ' ; S - .
Large - 43,66 16.90 15,49 76,05 65.96 10,64 10.64 87.24 53.06 20.49 16.64 90.19 )

4, Al1 ' '

Classes  50.70 17,27 9,75 77,72 58.64 20.37 11,11 90.12 54.%0 21.35 13,05  89.30

Q0T
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further that the three alternatives regarding extent of benéfit
mentioned exhsusted all the possibilities in this regard, the
total of proportions separately in columns (5), (9) and (13)
should have added upto 100. In actual:fact, these do not add up
to 100. & possible explanation for this may ‘be on lines such as
follows. Code numbers were g1VLn to the three alternatlves :

(1) Taken Regularly, (2) Taken Rarely and (3) Not Taken At All.
It”is likely that on some of the schedules foy which,alternative
No.3 applied, the investigators might have ieftlallithe columns
blank and, therefore, such schedules were left out of acdbunt'
when data was transferred to the CTS. If that be so, thé short-
fall. in percentages in relation to 10Q in Columns (5), (9) and
(13) would have to be added to the réspective proportion égainst
each iandholding'class %ithin é'sociai group, undgr bolumﬁ 'Water
Not Taken At All'. It appears that in that case 32 per egnt of
all kreporting"SG‘households, 21 per cent dfiéll"reportingf'ST
households and 2k per cent of all 'reporting': Non-SG/ST house-
holds did not take any water from'a river: valley dam,

3.107 It will be seen that even if figures in columps (43; (8)
and (12) ('Water Not Taken At All') are adjusted in‘theiménnér
suggested above, the majority of Houséholds in each ;andﬁplding
Class within a social group obtained some benefit from a fiver
valley dam. In fact; allarge proportion of houséhblds got water
regularly. Thus 51 per cent of SC households, 59 per cent of

ST households and 55 per cent of Non-SC/ST households came under
this category. What is more, the percentage of households
getting water regularly was relatively highér amOngtﬁhevfmarginal'
landholding category of hbuseholdsbthan améng thése belonging
the other-two landholding classes. This was so Particularly

in the case of landholding households within SC/ST.

Assistance for Well-Digging And/Or For Lift-Irrigation

3.108 Annexure III-B mentions loan and subsidy schemes for
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construction df weils.l Ldan_is‘availab}e to the maximum extent
of Rs.14000/- and subsidy under the Integfated Rural Development
' Programme, to a'limit of Rs. 5000/-, The Performance Budget,
‘1980-81 referred to eaflier also cites‘scheﬁes bfigssistance by
goverﬁmentgiq rgspect of wells and lift-irrigation.‘ These
included ‘subsidy/loan for lift-irrigation schemes and for con-
struction of newzwells as also‘for repairs-to wells and deepen;
ing of old wells by borlng and blasting. |

3.109 In our questlonnalre respondent-households were asked to
ystate whether they received any ass;stance from three 1nst1tu-
‘tional sgencies for well-digging and/or for 1ift irrigation, the
three institutional agencies mentioned being (1) government -
(subsidy/IOan),_(ii) cooperative society and (iii),B;nk. Those
that reported rgceipt of assisﬁénce were required to state the
amount of.éssistance received from each agency.

3.110 We_present below data in two stages. The first relates
to the percentage bf_households(to-total households)which reported
feceipt*of assistgnce. These are the "reportihg“ househoids.
The releVant*daté are presented in table‘3.35. The second'cohcerns
thé average amoﬁnt of assistanpe (in Rupees) per 'reporting?!
houséhold;_givep separately for each of the three agencies
mentione§ in phe'preceding.para. Tﬁe,data in queétion are given
in table 3.36. | |

Table 3.35 : Percentage of Households who received

Assistance for Well-digging And/Or for
Lift-Irrigation

Landholdlne classes SC ST Non-SC/ST
_______ (2) (3) (

1+ Marginal ‘ - 1.64 | 0.78 1.91

2. Bmall T 5.05 1.92 5.72

3 . Mediu.m and Lal"ge 100LF3 Ll-o 811' 8-98

Lo All Classes - 5.83 2.76 6.78

- o o
TR m S M s m m wm w e o e E e o e wm em v me m we mm e W
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3.1f1 The_percentage of benéficiarf—households among all the
three social groups was rather on the low side, that for ST being
the lowest (2.76 per cent). In fact, in every landholding class
the ST proportion was the 1bwest. The SC aqd Non-SG/ST propor=
tions were at comparable levels. Secondly, the percen;age of B
households 'in each social group which benefittéd incregsed with
the size—plass of land-holding. Relatively speaking, the 'medium
and.large' landholding category benefitted to a'larger‘extent, .
than the other two categories. : B "-,A . -
3.112 We shall now turn to téble 3.36. quéidef first the
figures against row 4 in columns 5,9 and 13. These give .the. ., -
average amount per household for SC,‘ST and Non;SC/ST respec;
tively. MAmounts are not much different. Thus in respect of the
total assistance per household, no one socisl group had relative
adventage. However, the amount per household for'the'mediﬁm and
large! category of households in every SOCiél'grouﬁ-was,signi-;
ficantly‘above the average for the 'marginal! br'thé‘?small'
category households. : | |

3.113 Coming to ;he threé different sources of assistance it is
clear that bank was the major sourée in the case of each social
group, in fact almost each landholding class within every social
group. Only in the case of the 'marginal! category households
belonging to ST the government assistance (Subsidy/Loan) per -
reporting household was substantialiy lé;ger than assistance
from the other two agencies. Assistance pér househoid from
banks increased with the size-class of landholding, and this
applied to every social group. o

3.114 In the case of the other two source; viz., the.gpvernﬁent
and the cooperétive society, ﬁhereas the latter,waé thé more:'
important for SC, the opposite was true for ST andion;SG/ST.
(Row 4, relevant column figures). In fact the govérnment as

a source of assistance was more important than the cooperatife



Table 3.36 :'Avérage Amount of Assistance (ih_Rupees) pef»Repcfting Hbusehoid ‘

Landholding - . _ » : Non=-SC/ST -
Class Govt, Co.op. Bank All Govt. Co.0p. Bank All Govt. Co.op. Bank . .A11
(Subsi- Society : Sour- (Subsi~ Soclety Sour- (Subsi- Society Sour-
' dy/ ‘ ces ay/ . : -ces dy/ ces
Loan) : Loan) Loan)

(1) (2) (3) (4) 7 (5) (6) (7) (8)  (9) (10) (11) (12) (18)
1. Marginal 700 812’ 155€ 2568 2250 550 500 8300 563 205 1_722 2490
2. Small- 629 1047 2203 3879 1025 578 112 3215 969 696 2338 4003
3. Medium & - , o | o .

Large 65e 962 2825 4482 808 307 3615 4730 1060 799 2644 4503
4, All Classés 669 954 2488 4111 946 411 2783 4140 1012 744 2511 1 4267

- e e o M e w wm mr e e m M e mr E wr e mm e W am em e ee we an mk me M M M Gn Ry e M an s G mx W @ o E @ e e e N e e

o171
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society for each landholding class belonging to ST and Non—SC/ST.
Among SC households, the government was the more important source
for the 'marginal! category,'while the cooperative society was
more important for the 'small! aﬁd‘Vmedium‘ end large' categories,
If we consider only the governmenﬁ as a.sodtce, the average
amount for Non-SC (Rs.1012/-) was higher than that for ST (Rs.946)‘
wthh, in turn, was way above that for SG (Rs 669/ )e It appears
that the government assistance schemes helped Non-SG/ST house-
holds relatively more than SC/ST households. Furthermore, among
SC/ST the 'marginal"category of households.gos“more of govérn-
ment assistance on an average than the 'small' and the '@edium

and large' category households; In this respect,-the ‘marginal'
landholding households belonging to ﬁon-SG/ST were, however,
worse-off than 'small* cetegory'ﬂousehoids who, in turn;'received
~ less goverpment assistance than the 'medium and'lArge' cstegory

households,

Pdmps on Well
3.115‘ The households'sdrveyed were asked-whether.teey hed-set
up pumps on their wells, In the following table (3.37) we givef
the percentage of landholding households with pumps set on their
wells, to total households with some- irrigated 1and.

Table 3.37 ¢ Percentage of Households with Pumps set on :

their wells, to Households with some land
under Irrlgatlon ,

Landholding Class c ST Non-SC/ST
_________________ R A CO
Marginal . 13.90 10.00 _23;03
Small | 29 25,37 L2.86
Medium spd Large ' 53.78 55.42 53i70
All Classes . 30.63 32.76 B 52;5h.

-
-----—---——--—--————-—--

3.116 Two things stand out prominently im this table :
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(1) The percentage of NonfsC/ST households with pumps on
stheir wells was'way above the percentage for SC/ST households.
Again, this-differential held in the case of every landholding
“class within Non-SC/ST vis-a-vis its counterpart withih SC/ST.
(2) 1Inm eﬁery social group the percentage increased with the
“increase in the'size-class of landholdings. In fact, in.every
group the percentége{of households with pumps on wells within .
the 'medium and large' category was significantly higher than
the-peréehtages respectively for the 'small' and 'marginal!
category householdst | | |
‘3.117 The govérnment provides assistance in the form of subsid&
and loan to egricultufists for setting pumps on wells. The
Ahnexure'III;Brto this chapter which tabulates data Tprimarily
for Pune district) shows that the government gives loans to a
maximum 1imit of Rs.7500/~ for the purpose. There are also
suhsidy schemes of the Zilla Parishads and within the Special
Component Plan as also those under the Integrated Rural Develop~
ment Programme. These also have their specified max1ma. we
also have information on similar lines in the Performance Budget,
1980-81 meéntioned -earlier. Thus upto 197L-75 in any case there
was a scheme of installation of pumpsets underfwhioh subsidy of
25 per cent of cost was given subject to a maiimum'of Rs.800/-.
2,118 The table that follows gives percentage of landholding
households who stated that they received assistance from the
government in one form or another for tne purpose, to total
households who reported that pumps were set on their wells,

Table 3.38 : Percentage of Households who received A531stance
L from the Government for Pumps on wells.

Landholdlng class SC ST Non-SG/ST
L (1{ | (2) (3) (&)

1. Marginal 13.89 30.00 25.6h

2. 'small 33.33 . 45.10 - 20.53

3. Medium and Large Y 29.69 28 .26 19,45

L. All Classes 28,79 33.99 20.12

————---—-——---u——_—-_—————-————'-
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3.119 Interestingly, here the proportions for SC/ST were higher
thsn the percentage for Non-SC/S?. ‘In fact, the-proportion for
almost every landholding class belonging to Non;SG/ST was below
the proportions for its counterparts within SC/S?. Government
assistance here helped SC/ST more than Non-Sé/ST. _
3.120 Among SC/ST it was the 'small! landholding_olass'which‘J{
had the‘highest proportion . of beneficiary householde. On the .
other hand, it nas the 'marginal' category households who had
the highest proportion among Non-_SC/ST.

3.121 In our tabulated data we have c1a551f1ed government
assistance into two size-classes : (i) less than Rs.SOO/- and
(ii) Rs,500/- or more, separately for "subsidy and for loan. The -
proportion of landholding households (to. those who_ obtained |
government assistance) }alling under each of these size-olassea,
pertaining to the rglevant type of assistance,_ie;giyen iﬁ,thé.
table below (3.39). | o

3.122 The following conc1u51ons follow from table 3 39.,.
: (i) In each social group, the aggregate proportlon of hcuse- _
holds getting assistance in the form of sub31dz was hlgher than

the aggregate proportlon of those gettlng loan-3531stance (pompare

figures in Columns Ly 7 end 10 against rows 4 and 8),

(i1) Nearly 72 per cent of the a551stance-rece1v1ng SG house-
holds got subsidy, as agalnst about 62 per cent of ST and around
6L per cent of Non-SC/ST. The SC.seem to have benefitted .
relatively more among the three social groups. In,fact, the
proportion £f subsidy-receiving households in every landholding
class belonglng to SC was higher than that in the cCase of 1ts
counterparts within ST or within Non-SC/ST. The plcture in the
case of loan-assistance was different. The percentage~for Nén-
SC/ST was the highest, followed by that for ST and then, that

for SC. This was true, more or less, in the case of landholding

classes as well,



Table 3.89 : Percentage of Fouseholds in each Size-Class, of Government Assistance
- (Subsidy/Loan), in respect of Pumpsets installed

____________—_-:—_—-.————_u—a—————'-—--.—————-.—--

1, Mdrginal
2. Small
3. Medium & Large
4. A11 Classes

. Marginal
. Small

| . A ST Non—SC/ST _
~_Less Rs.b00 (2)+(3) Less B.500 (5)+(6) Less H.000 (8)+(9)
than or more- .+ than or more ' thanr or more '
Bs. 500 B.500 - B.500 | |
Lo @ ‘@ @ e e’ (9) (10)
Tttt TT TR T T T Wy swestoy
100.00 0.0  100.00 6A.67 33.33 100.00. 78,57  7.14 85,71
58.06 16.13  74.19 56,52 0.0  56.52  59.50 11,11 70,61
44,74 21,05  65.79 57.69  3.85 - 61.54 - 51.16  7.10 58.26
54.05 17,57  71.62 57.69 ~ 3.85  61.54 = 55.60  8.27 63.87
(B) LOAN | !
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.33 33,33 1.43 = 35.71 37.14
12.90 32.26  45.16. 0.0  43.48  43.48 2,87 44.09 46,96
0.0  44.74 ~44:74° 7,69 43.31  50.00 2.15  56.4,4  58.59
5.41 . 36.49  41.90 3.85 42,31 146,16 2,30 51.31 53.61

. 4l1 ClasseS‘

5

6 .

7. Medium & Large
. .

917
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(iii) 1In each of the three social groups the highest proportion
of re01p1ents of sub51d1 were from among the "marginal' land-

holding class. In the case of loan assistance, the proportion

was the lowest for this category of households. In fact, lt was
fairly high for the 'medium and large'! categdry households.

(iv) - In-2ll the social groups as also in the laudholding
classes belohging to them, the bulk of the recipients-of subsidy
got less than Rs. 500/-, whereas in the case of- loan-assistanoe,
the bulk of them obtained Rs.500/- or more.

FnﬁtGmﬁam

3.123 We tried to find out from respondent-households‘whether
they received any assistaﬁce'(subsidy/IOan) from the government
for raising fruit gardens and, if so, how much . The percentage
of households who reported that they received any such assistance
during the preceding five years, was 1n51gn1f1cant1y small The
proportion was 0.24 for SC, 0,03 for ST and 0,367for Non-SC/ST.
There is no point, therefore, in analysing data on the amount of

assistance received by the beneficiary households.‘*

Training Camps and Demonstration Farms

3.1?4 The Government organises training camps for the behefit
of farmers, It also subsides agricultural demonstration on .
selected plots to highlight improved practices in respect of a
variety of crops. In the case of training camps, we attempted
to find out how many households were aware of such camps being

run and how many of those aware, had been to any such-trainlng
camp. ’:
34125 Our data show that 16.36 per cent of SC landholding .
households, 21.46 of ST landholding households and 23.09’per
cent of Non-SC/ST landholding households were awsre that train-
ing camps.wére being organised. The pefcentages for all the
three social groups were on the low side. The proportion for

the '"medium and large' category households was also not parti-

cularly high, being 18.56 per cent among SC, 29.65 per cent
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among ST and 24.79 per oent'among Non-SC/ST.
3.126 Letvoahnow consider the landholding households (from
among'those aware) who reported that some member(s)lof the
household had been to such a training camp. The table below
glves proportion of such households (to those aware).

Table 2.&0 : Percenta e of Households reportlng that some

member(s) -of the Household attended a Train-
ing Camp organised by Government for ~

Agriculturists
. Lendholding Class sc - st ﬁo;-gcfs'f
T B ()
1., Marginal 24,57 29.82 30,85
2., Small - 3406 32,59 . 25.50
3. Medium and Large ' 37 .61 39.65 36.15
Lo .A11 Classes ; 132,79 3575 31.73

--_,-—‘—--—-----—-————'—-———-—-ﬂ-—-—

3 127 Nearly one thlrd of the households in each 5001a1 group
(who knew about cuch tralnlng camps) reported that some member(s)
of.the household had been to a camp. The proportion was on the
low 51Qe,oand,no one,5001a1'group seems to have benefitted
relatively'more than other groups. vAll the same, as between

the lanqholQing classes in each social'group, fthe medium and
1arge'hcategory householdo had a relaﬁively higher percentage.
The overall imﬁression is that less than 1/4th of the landhold-
-ing households w;thin each social group were aware, and of those
, aware nearly 1/3 éeht a member to attend the camp., The scale
Offfbenofit' was rather very low, though not insubstantial.
3.128 Coming to demonstration farms, we asked the respondent-
households whether (i) any member of the household had seen
such.a farm and (ii) whether any representative of the government
had tsken a household member to see such a farm. We find that

6 .41 per cent of SC hoﬁseholds,'6.89 per cent of ST households
and 9.46 per cent of Non-SC/ST households reported having seen
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such a farm. All these proportions were quite low ohough Non-
SC/ST seem to have had a slight edge over the S5C/ST.

3.129 The proporfion of households (foﬂthose’with someohe or
other hsving seen a demonstra@ion farm), who reporoed that a
government represéntative took a member to é farm wés as'follows:
SC (34.72); ST (46.52) and Non-S8C/ST (37.81). The conclusion here
also is that the scals.of 'benefit! was quite low;‘ﬁhough not -
insubstantial, | | o |

Gramsevak .

3.130 Under the Panchayat Raj System in Maharashtra,’drémsoVaks’
are posted in villages who are expected, inter alia, to provide
guidance to farmers. We, therefore, asked the households whether
gramsevaks had visited them and if so; whether, they had been of
help to them. Our data brings out that 59 80 per cent of SC .
agrlculturlst households, 58.72 per cent of ST agrlculturlst T
households and 65.97 per cent of Non~SC/ST agrlculturlst housge~
holds reported that gramsevaks had visited them, Thé?propoftion
for Non-SC/ST was somewhat higher than that for SC/ST.

3.131 Of the agriculturist households which reported visit by
Gramsevaks the percentage of households statlng that they
received assistance from the Gramsevaks were as follows 3 SC
(67.52); ST (66.26); Non-SC/ST (68.33). In other words, in the
case of each socisl group 2/3rd.of the households reporting -
visios by‘Gramsevéks stated that tﬁey_received assistance from
them, In sum} the 'benefit! in this'case‘ﬁas quité‘sighifibaht
and it was unifofmly so for all the sooial groups. Fufthermore,
our data reveals that the percentages for the different land- -
holding classes within each social group did not diverge much -
from each other. They ranged between 62.05 per oentiénd 69 .46
per cent in the case of SC 1andﬁolding classes, between 62;96'
per cent and 67.68 per cent for those belonging to ST and

between 66.83 Per cent to £€9.35 per cent for those within Non-
SC/sT. I
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Incomé from Agriculture

3.132 Ev1dently the expectatlon of the government would .
naturally be that the cultlvator-households would be better-off
as the 1ncent1Ve schemes ‘of assistance got effectively opera-
tibnaliéed, uﬁless certain unexpected adverse factbfs’intervened,
to off-set the beneficient impact of the incentiﬁe schemes.
Probably'dﬁe index of the impact of so many incentive schemes
wofkiné'together would be a change in income of cuiti%atar-
househbld, thouéh it must be agreed that there is no one-to-one
relationéhip betﬁreen‘the operationalisation of the schemes and
thetchange in ihcéme.‘ A1l the same, we tried to find out whether
thére'was'én increase or not ‘in the income from agfisulture of
the sqrveyed landholding households during the preceding five
years. .

3.133 We are' awsre of the pitfalls relating to the data.on
houséhold incomes. Householdé are ordinarily not willing to |
share with 1nvest1gators the 1nformat10n on their incomes.
However, 1nrv1ew of the fact that in our survey scheme student—
investigators.from or nearabout the village to be surveyed were
to collect ihformation from the households, we expected that,
enjoying the confldence of the villagers, they would be able to
get fairly rellable answers to the question on change in a
household' s income from qgrlculture. The following table shows
percentage of surveyed égricultural households which stated

that their'income from agriculture increased during the preced;
ing five Yyears, to total such households surveyed. |

Table 3.41 : Percentage of Households whose >ncome
from Agriculture Increased -

{Landholding Class SC ST Non-SC/ST
___________ (2) (3) (L»)

1+ Marginal 29 0L 22,76 40,13
2. Small 28.85 27 .27 36.75
3+ Medium and Large . 31.94 37.08 40 .98

L+ All Classes 29 .80 29.98 39.27

- e ey e
----——-—-n--———-----—---——_
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3,134 Again here Non-SC/ST had a higher percentage of cqltivator-
houéepolds reporting increase in income from agriculture than
'SC/ST. The proportion was sround 30 per cent for SC/ST, whereas
it was approximately 40 per cent for Non-SC/ﬁT. Then again,

the differential in percentaées relating to the threeklandholding
classes,beionging to SC or, for that matter, even to Non—SC/ST,T
was quite less than the differéntial pertaining to ST landhold-
ing categories. In fact, among ST there was a clearcut’trend
showing the highest percentage of households with increased
income among the 'medium and large! category, followed by the
proportions for the !'small' and then the 'marginal! capegories;

in that order.
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Annexure ITI-A

Agriculturists : Assistance Programmes

1. .Land obteined

2. Improvement of Land
obtained under -
1(1),(11) and (iii)

3. Khar/Khajjan land
if any, of the
household

4o Land of the house-

Khajjen land

5. Lana of the |
household

6. Bullocks owned by -
‘the household

7. Implements (ploughs,
Spray Pump,Harrow,
Chaff Cutters, Seed
Drill and others)

owned by the household

8. Seeds used

9.Chemical
Fertilisers

" Assistance Programme Item No. -
X under Block 2
. of the
Questionnaire
(2) (3)
(i)~ Tenancy legislation 10
(ii) Ceiling legisléﬁion" 16
(ii1)Forest or other
government land 22
Subsidy/loan from the 35
government (amount)
Subsidy/loan from the govern- 38,39,40
‘ment in the form of capital -
expenditure on account of
bunding, terracing etc.(Amount)
Subsidy/loan from the government 41,42,
hold other than Khar/ in the form of capital expendi-
ture on account of bunding, L3, 44
terracing, afforestation,etc. .
(A) Bunds constructed by the L5
government on this land
(B) Lefelling, shaping of 78
land by the government
Subsidy/loan from the govern- L6
ment and/or loan from a co-
operative .institution for ’
purchase of bullocks (Amounts)
Subsidy/loan from the government L7
and/or loan from a co-operative
institution for purchase of
implements
(a) Source of Supply : )
government/co.op.society ;
(b) Government financial assis- ) L8 and
tance in the form of (i) )
subsidy, (ii) loan. ) L9
( Amounts) )
(a) Source of Supply:govern-
50

(b) Government financial
assistance in the farm of
1% subsidy, (ii) loan

)
ment/co.op.society }
)
Amounts) 2



10, Pesticides (a) Source of Supply: )
government/co.op. )
society - )

(b) Government financial

: assissance in the form
of (1) subsidy,
(1i) loan' ( Amounts)

)
11. Well digging and/or (i) government subsidy/ ) .
1lift irrigation loan for the purpose 80 to 82

(ii) Loan from a CO.0p.
institution {Amounts) )

12, Pump on Well Government assistance for ,
the purpose, if any: T
subsidy/loan~( Amounts) . 85, 86

13. Fruit Gardens Government financial:
: * assistance for planting
fruit trees : Subsidy/loan
( Amount s) 88

14+ Farmer Households (a) Training Camps con-
. ducted by the govern-
ment for farmers. : o
(Awareness and visit) . 89, 90
(b) Demonstration farms ’
(Seen; Tzken there by
government) 91, 92

15+ Loan , Benefit of write-off of 2 and 3 =
‘ loan by the government . (Block 5)



dnnexure III-B

Maximum Limits of Schemes of Government Financial Assistance to Agriculturists

(The information is principally for Pune District)

________________________________________ (in Rs,)
Sr. Item Loan . Subsidy Remarks
No. (Maximum Zilla Parishad . L.R.D.F.
limit) & Special ; '
Component Plan ‘ .
(1) (2) (3) _ . (4) " (5) (6)
1, Govt.assistance for land fs. fs. fs.
improvement 9,000/~ 4,500/~ 5,000/~
2. Purchase of bullocks 3,000/~ 3,000/-* 1,000/~ *For these two échemes
., : . maximum subsidy could:
.. .be taken upto Rs,3000/~.
. only =~
3. Purchase of Agricultural ' . *
lmplements 9,000/~ 3,000/~
4. Seeds is¢15/- & 2,150/= - ** Rates vary from crop
Rs. 350/~ %per to crop
(acre)
5. Fertilisers Rs,75/~to Bs.380/-**
(per acre) _
6. Pesticides Bs.10/~to Rs.90/=** | v )
(per acre) y
7. (a) Pumps 7,500/~ 50% of the loan - 3,000/- Electric motor pump
. : or Bs,6000/~ ‘ -
’ (max1mum)
(b) Construction of well 14,000/~ 5,000/~ zgr digging & construc-
on

(contd.)

¥31



Annexure III-B (contd.)

T 3 4 5 6 )
8. Frult Gardens Rs.5,800/-*** to - Rs.1933/=(***) - ***Rates vary from
Rs,17, 620~ (***) to Rs,5872/=(**x*) fruit to fruit
9. Sugarcaﬁe Rs.85/~per tonne or - - Per acre
Rs.5000/-,whichever
is less

N.B.: For Special Component Plan an individual can take the subsidy for all the schemes together
(which amounts to Rs.15,650/-); however, the ceiling limit is Rs,9,650/- only.

Source: See text (Chapter III, para 3.10)

G3at



CHAPTER IV

"Introduction

u.1v.AThis chaptér deals mainly ﬂith the various government
schemes relating oo animal husbandry in rural Magharashtra and '
the extenﬁ to which SC and ST households benefitted ffom these,
relatively to population belonging'to Non-SC/ST; For the purpose
of this chapter the livestock include milch animgls (cows and
she-buffaloes), goats and sheep, pigs and poultr&. Bullocks and
other drought animals have been discussed in the;preceding
chapter on agriculture, an&‘are not included here. Thevchabter
begins with a presentatlon of the pattern of ownership of these
different types of livestock among the three main social groups
within the survoyed households, and then examines the impact of
the_governmentAassigtance programmes relatiné to animal husbandry
‘ on these households.
L.,2 The ownership of livestock by the surveyed households ié
beipg discussed Below with reference to thé'(a) extent of owner-
' ship and (b) level of ownership. As a rough indicator of the
extent' of ownership we take into account the percentage of
households owning a-given type of 11vestock, to total households
surveyed. The_{level' of ownership may be represented by the
average number of livestock of different types per household
reporting,owner;hip of the respective types. . '

“Asseb-Holding : Extent of Ownership

L3 Table 4.1 gives bercentage‘of households owning a given
type of livestock to the total households surveyed in each
landholding class within a social group,

Lok  The table shows that in the matter of extent of ownorship
by households, the milch animals (cows and she-buffoloes) wers
in a category different from the other three; A much larger
percentage of Non-SG/ST households (53.59%) possessed milch

126
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Table L.1 : Percentage of Surveyed Households Owning Livestnck

- e as e B .y o e M e e W e o vy e o s S R S e W W S o e

- S s M M =@ W W W S I W I M S @ T Ee W M We mp T e R W P s R W M e

(A) MILCH ANIMALS

1. Landless ‘ Lo 20.07 \ | 18.02 "23.72
2. Morginal ©39.06 37.55 47,27
3. Small . 37.76 49467 . 58434
k. Medium & Large 55.09 71.22 - 785
5. A1l Classes 28.87 " 35.28 . 53.59 .
| . '(B) GOATS & SHEEP o

1. Lan&less | | i 21.90 '~ 20,19 19.58:
2, Marginal = 20,76 27-04 180
3. Small ) 22,87  2h.68° o 2h.56
Ls Medium & Larg§ ‘ - R7.59 -36;94 <2790
5. A11 01asgeé o ‘ 22.61 | _ ‘23.h5,. - T23.50

| (o) PIGS o -
1. Landless - 0.3 168 o9
2. Marginal - 0.0 1,56 0-14
3. Small - | ~ 0.2 036 . 0.,20°
ko Medium & Large o9 '1;25 o 6;33"
5. A1l Classes . 0.29 1.29 0,26

(D) PoULTRY | |

1. Landless 17.80 1778 16.33
2. Marginal - C3hA5 - 3405 ¢ 31.46
3. Small 23.49 35.38 24,92
L, Medium & Large . 23,97 33.71 - 19.1%
5. All Classes 20,98 . 25.57 20,98

] (E) ONE OR MORE OF
LIVESTOCK SPECIES

1. Landless .88 4093 43.22
2. Marginal 59.61 61.87 67.95 -
3. Small 56.52 68,23 71.06
L+ Medium & Large 67 .00 82.54 83.33

5. All Classes 18,91 55.42 66.45
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animals than either SC (28.87%) or ST (35.28%). This could be
expléined as follows. About the same percentage:offlahdiess '
househoidé in the three social groups (around 20%) had milch
.animalé.' But it-is found that as the size of landhoiding
’.inc:easedt the‘percgntage of Non-SC/ST households owning.any‘
milch  animals was-larger than.for either SC or ST houscholds.
In tﬁis respectiif.-ST'househdlds,were better placed than their
SC counterparts. . Since S Non;SC/ST hbuseholds had more and
better (including irrigated) lands; it is not surprising that a
, ;arger percentage of them had milch animgls as well,‘ As'for'S?_
households, many of them live in or near forests where grazing
on forest/common; land is easier, facilitating thereby-bwnership
of milch cattle. If nevertheless among ST not even as large a
proportlon as Non-SC/ST households had milch animals that is
partly because there is poor market1ng facility . for milk products,
and partly because, in some 5001o-econom1c settings, milk" is not
consumed by tribals and hence no great need for such anlmals,
except for occasional meat. Then again, since SC/ST households
were. predominantly landless, th@ proportion of sll Sé/sf_hﬁﬁsé-
holds_with‘milch'énimals turned out to be 10wef than for Non-
sSc/sT, |
h.5' On’'the other hand,»thé proportion of households owping
sheep and goats, or poultry, or pigs was about the same for all
., three social groups. Hardly 1 per cent of households had pigs;
50 we shall not discuss this category of anlmals any further.
As for goats and sheep as well as poultry, these are small
animals and the cost of upkegprper animal is much less for
them than for cow or buffalo. .The sheep and goat are grazing
animals, rarely stall-fed. There are certain ST groups who
are traditionally shepherds. For all these reasons we fiﬁd the
percentage of households with such livestock about the same in
all three social groups. Indeéd amongst the landless and
marginal farmers within SC/ST the percentages were somewhat .
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larger than inthe case of Non-SC/ST for reasons stated.

Asset-Holding : Level of Ownership

L.6 So far we centred attentlon on the proportlon of house=-
holds reporting ownership of livestock to the total households
surveyed', as ah index of the extent of ownership of phis‘assgt.
We may now turn to the second indicator ‘signifying tﬁé level of
ownership; viz,, fthe number of livestock (belonging to a
species) per household on an avefage‘ The households in view.
here are not all those surveyed but o ___x those which reported
ownership of livestock,

L.7 The table below (4.2) gives information (drawn ffom’the
survey)'bn the average number 6f livestock of each categéry per
househo;d; reporﬁing ownership of that Categor& of livestock, -

Table 4.2 : Average Number of Livestock per !'Reporting

Household!' .

Land-relsted Class T " ST . Non-SC/ST..

(1), N (2) (3) ()’

| (I) MILCH ANIMALS
1. Landless 7 1.9 23 - - 2,0
2. Marginal 1.6 © 2,0 1.8
3. Small ' 2.0 24 24
ho Medium & Large. = 2.7 29 S 34
5. A1l Households - 2. 2.4 2.6
(II) GOATS & SHEEP . N
1. Landless: : 2.9 . 3.0 2.9'
2. Marginal . 2.1 3.2 | 2.5
3. Small 2.7 3.2 2.7
lyo Medium & Large o 2.9 - 3.4 342
5. All Households 2.8 3,2 2,9
: . (IIT) POULTRY o

10 Landless - lp.3 - 3.9 . l-l-.1
2. Marginal 3.8 k3 3.8
3. Small O 4.5 b5
L, Medium & LaJ“ge L3 oLy 5.2

5. A1l Households L2 T L2 L5
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Table 4.2 (contd.).
N.B.: Pigs ‘have been’ om1tted from this table since,
as stated earlier, hardly 1 per cent of the

houscholds belonging to a land-related class
_within a social group, owned.pigs._

e 8 We f1nd that in the case of 'milch anlmals' the Non-SC/ST
.average was 51gnificant1y above that for SG and was also some=
what above the average for ST, The priv1leged p051tion relative-
ly of Non-SC/ST in respect of 'milch anlmals' brought out by ' |
the data on the 'extent of ownership' is also supported by that
on the 'level of ownership'. Fufthermore, in each social group
the 'medium and_iarge' casegory households were-compafatifely
better-placed than those belonging to_the osherAland:rélated
classes._ What 1s more, .among the three social groups the
average for the Tmedium and large' category Non-SG/ST households
‘was higher than that for their counterparts belonging to SC/ST.
_Alllﬁhe;sams, one basic fact that emerges from this table is
that'ooﬁssholds within all she social groubs_had,'gensfsiiyw
spesk;ng, few heads of any type of livestock. This aﬁplies not
merely.in the case .of 'milch animals' which is easier to
understand bus also of"goats'and sheeps' and 'poultry' as well.
This emphasises the very inadsquacy of the ;esoorces at the
disposal of the rural households as a whole,

4.9 We have data in our tab}es'on the number of hoﬁseholds:
.who owhed-9 or mors'of a species of livestock. It would be
interesting to go over these in the current context. The table
below gives percenﬁaga of househoids owning 9 or more of a
livestook species to:total houssholds owning that species.,

Taoble 4.3 : Percentage of Households Owning 9 or more
of a Livestock Species

Livestock Species SC . ST Non-SC/ST
L _(1)_ | (2) (3) (h)
Milch Animals +3.06 2;99 3.57
Goats and Sheep 6415 9.72 9,68
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L.10 The difference in percentage figures respectivelyvfor;the
three social groups was quite marginal.. What is more, quite a
small percentage of llvestock-ownlng households in every social
group reported ownershlp of 9 or more of (a) mllch anlmals and
(b) goats and sheep. In the case of poultry the situation was '

somewhat better, about,17 to 20 per cent of households in the .

/

groups owning 9 .or more of the species. Poultry is, however,'e-

relatively small species.

Grbss-bred Cows

L.11, Our computer tables prOV1de data on the number of house—’
holds having cross-bred cows. The percentage of such households
~ to total households having milch animals is given in the follow—
ing table. | o

Table L.L4 : Percentage of Households hav1ng Cross«bred Cows,
' to Total Households with Milch Animals.» .

Land-related Class SC . ‘Non;sc/ST'
Ty . (- (3) S

1. Landless a8 k31 109

2. Maréinel | 131 . 1.06 0.8k

3. Small 1,50 0,60 1.28 -

Le Medium & Large - 1.0L° 073 18-

50 A1l .ClaSSGS -1 -37 S 1-69 . 1 032 .

L.12 The table shows that most animals were of local breed -
and that the oross-bred were few, The percentage of " households
w1th cross-bred cows was very low for all social groups, viz.-
at less than 2 per cent., The picture for the different land-

related classes within the social groups was not much-different.

Artificial Inseminstion

.13 The households were asked to state whether art1fic1a1
insemination was done to the1r cows during the preceding five
years, and if so, to how meny cows. The following table -gives

the percentage of households (to those having milch animals)
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| which gave an affirmative answer to the question on whether
artificial insemination was done.

Artificial Insemlnatlon was done to

Table L.5 '+ Percentage of Houscholds Reporting that
: “their Cows

.d---.._'_;--—~‘-__———-—-——--—-'_—_-_-

Land-Related Class ™ SC . 8T Non-SC/ST
S . I < E C

17 Landless _ S 5.63 S 8.62 B 5.59

2 Marginal = = 3.93 . RO 5.7

3 Small - 409 5,08 6.83

L Medium & Large . 5.96 692 . 9.1

5 A1l Classes ° . 5.13 6.2 .. 7.93

L 14 ‘The proportion of Non-SC/ST households at 7.93 per. cent
was qulte h1gher than that for ST households (6.&2 per, cent)

and SC households (5.13 per cent). Then again, in each land~-
‘holdlng ¢lass Non-SC/ST were better-placed than SC/ST. Further-
more, among the landholdlng ‘classes in each social group, the
,percentage 1ncreased as the size-class of land-holding 1ncreased.
All the same, the percentage for the landless households in

esoh social group was, comparatively speaking, on the high slde;
L. 15' Let us now consider the number of cows subjected to |
arti f4c1a1 1noan1nation. -The following table gives the pro-
portion of cows subaected to artificial insemination to total _
milch anlmals owned by the households in the respective groups.

Table 4.6 Percentage of Cows subjected to Artificial

Insemlnatloni
'Land-relat;d-Cla;s- ST -Sa ST -SE T ﬁog-§b7ST
-_;ﬁfp__.._l- oo ey (3) | (8)
1. Landless | o223 3.32 .58
2.+ Marginal ' ‘ 2.50 3.54 | .77
3. Small . 2.6 2,73 3464
Lo Medium & Largé 3.05 2471 . b28

5. All Classes 3433 2.92.‘ LO7
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L.16 Again, the prdportion for Non-SC/ST‘wﬁs higher tﬁah thét
for SC or ST, Among the landholding ‘classes, thei'médium énd '
large! category houseﬁolds wefe reiativély better-piabed'than
those belonging to the other two categories, in the case of
Non-SC/ST and SC. As in the case of table k.5, here also the
percentage for the landless househo;ds iq each social group was,
comparatively speaking, on the high side,

L4 .17 One last point needs to be noted. While 5 to S,per_pgntl3
of households reported recourse to artificial insemination for
their cows during the preceding five years (table 4.5), the
percentage of households reporting possession of crpss-ﬁre@
cows was 1.7 or less (table k.k)}. Of course, there would be
some cases of artificial insemination, the resglt.of;Which was
still awaited at the time of the survey. But these goul&_ndpv.
"have been 3/4th or more of instances-of-arbifiéial.insemingtiqg.
There is thus reason to conclude that even among the very small
percentage of households that reported reéourée to:aftifiéigl
insemination on cows, a faifly large perbentage of sugh effqgts
did not succeed, |

Agsistance Programmes

4.18 The two Performance Budgets of'thé Agriculture and-Co- ‘
operation Department of the Government of Maharashtra, mentioned
in the preceding chapter give some details about assistance ¥“
programmef - cbming'under ' Animal Husbandry'l Annexure IV-A
provides a list of schemes under 'Aﬁimal Husbandry! drawn from
Performance Budget, 1980-81, It was statéd'iﬁ.thé preceding'»
chapter that ﬁhe_rates of subsidies and loans as shown in’the .
Performance Budget ﬁere uniform in all districts upto 197h-75-

and that-these rates from 1975-76 onwards differed from diétrict

1.Government of Maharashtra (i) Performance Budget, 1976-77,
Agriculture and Cooperation Department, Statement C.,
Pp. 21-23 and (i1i) Performance Budget, 1980-81, Agriculture

%g% g§g§$§itipn Department (Agriculture); Part'II, hpe§d1x’VII,
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to district accordlng to patterns suggested by - Distrlct Plannlng
and Development Coun01ls. All the same the 1nformation in
Annexure-IV;A gives us-in broad dimensions the government
a551stance schemes in the flPld under £;v1ew. The éssistance
programmes selected for the purpose of settlng questlons in the
questlonnalre, are llsted in Annexure IV-B to this chapter..

Purchase of Livestock

L.19 The qhestiohnaire seeks to find out the sources of.funds:
faised by a‘reépondent household for the purchase of livestock,
At the tabulation stage we used information under this-item to
find out (a) the number of households who reported purchase of
livestock duringwfhe pfecéding five yeafé‘(séparatélyifor each
.category.of liVestock) an& the percentage of thege ﬁq total
households in the rele;ant group (b) the number of livestock of
each type per.purchasing household and (c) the4récéipt of govern-—
ment assistance for the purchase of livestock.

L+20 In the analy51s in this section we shall leave out pigs
since, as we sawlearller,_a negllglbly small prqportlon of the
surveyed hbuseholds reported possession of pigs. The table that
fOliOﬁS-(h.?)-gives percentage of households (to total hbuseholds)
reporting purchase, during the preceding five years, of~mi1ch
animals/goats and sheep/poultry/one or more of livestock speciess
h.?L ponsidef.pqr;ion}(n) of the table; This portion gives us
the, proportion of households which purchased; duriﬂg_the preced-
ihg five years,.one or more of the livestock species. Non-SC/ST
‘with a proportion of 18.50 per cent were better-ﬁlaced than ST
(16.57 per cent) and SC {14.90 per cent). In each sdcial group
the landholding households had significantly higher percentages
than.the landless houscholds. Among the landholding households
the 'medium and larget"category households had a higher propor-
tion than the other two categories, in the case of SC/ST. As

for Non-SC/ST, the respective percentages were not very different
&

from one another,
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Table 4.7 : Percentage of Households Reporting Purchase of
Milch Animals/Goats and Sheep/Poultry/One or
- More of Livestock Species. .

Land-related Classes

(1)

Non-SC
(L)

/51

Landless
Marginal

Small |
Medium agnd Large
All Classes

Landless
Marginal
Small

» Medium and Large

All C;asses:

Landless
Marginal

Small
Medium. and Large
All Classes

Landless

. Marginal

Small

Medium and Large
All Classes

(A) MILCH ANIMALS

5.71
10.53

- 9,38
v1633h

7.99

(B) GOATS AND SHEEP

5.50"
4,50
5.36.

7.k

5457

(C) POULTRY
5452
 8.90

7 .37

747

6.37

he8k

T
6.37 -
735 -
546l

H@61'

8.17

10.81 .
8.82

6 .97

5465

13.94
15.14 ..

18.87

13.40

h§52"“

4469
5.81.

6413 ..

52

‘h’n13

8.67-.

6465

3492

5,15

(D) ONE OR MORE OF LIVESTOCK SPECIES - -

12.85 .
17 .48
16;64
21 .43
14 .90

12.19

16,15
20éh2/'

25 .84

16.57

11,61

22,07

20,69
21,99
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‘4.22 If we turn to the other three portions (A, B and C) of the
table we find as follows :

(1) = In’ali'the landholding classes~§?longing~to all the social
gg5ﬁps,_a‘19rgér pefcgntage of households purchased 'milch animals!,
than either 'goats and sheeps! or 'poultry'. .. | |
(2) T,hé percentage of Non-SC/ST households purchasing *milch.
animals' (ﬁ3.h0)'was significantly higher than the corresponding
'percehtégés for éT’(9,35) and SC (7.99). Then again, ST were
bettéffplacéd than SGLi In the case of 'goats and sheep' and of .
' poultry!, SC/ST proportions wére higher than those for Non-SC/ST,
(3)  Broadly speaking, the landless households belonging to

all the thrée sdcfal groups had the lowest percentages in the
caseﬂof "milch animals' 'goats and sheep', and 'pouitry'. On the
other hand, among the landholding category households, the
percentage, more or less, increased as the size-cléss of land~
holding_increaéed, so far as the purchase of 'milch animals'

and 'goats and sheep' were cohcerned.

L.23 . Since 'milch animals' are the most important type of .
livgstock, we present in the table below only the average.number

of imilqh animals' purchased per househoid reporting purchase.

Table L8 : Average number of 'Milch Animals' purchased -
- per Reporting Household

Land-related Classes SC ST Non-SC/ST
D IR B W__
1} Laﬁdless - | 1ok ' 1.5 1.6
2. Marginal . 1.2 1.3 1.4
3. Small . 1 1.5 1.6
b Medium and Large 1.e 1.7 2.0
5. ALl Classes . 1.5 . 1.5 1.8

- -
--—-----————-—-—--—-—-—-—-——

he2l The average number was higher for Non-SC/ST than SC/ST;
it was higher, in fact, for qu-SC/ST in each land-related class.
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Among the landholding classes we come across the usual trend,viz.,
that the average number rose as the sizeéclass of lsndholding
increased. We see, however; that the}auerage for the landless.
households was comparatively higher than that for ths 'marginal'l
category households and was on par with that for the !'small!
category households. |
4.25 We now consider government a331stance (which; in most .
cases, was in the form of subsidy) for the purohase'of livestock,
The table that follows gives percentage.of households (to those
reporting purchase of the relevant[ogpiivestock) who recejved
‘subsidy from the government for purchase. | L_
Table 4.9 : Percentage of Reporting Households which ! )
received Government Subsidy for Purchase -
of Livestock . ) R

- e AR E A Al ae WF EE ew  ww

Livestock Category SC S Non-SC/ST
(2) (3) [ L

1 Milch Animals 16 520 0 Za9

2 Goats and Sheep 099 10,257 0,50

3 Poultry: . B | B | 0.72 1,20 7 1.90

L One or.more of ' R |

~ Livestock Species 1,05 1 3.02 | ':1,625
L.26 Evidently, an'extremely small proportion of purohasing
households belonging to each social group received governmsnt
sub81dy for the purchase of the different types of livestock, -
Thls is best seen by flgures agalnst row A, Showing percentagei
of households (to all livestock-purchasing households) which
received subsidy from government. ST had the highest percent—i
age of 3.02, followed by Non—SG/ST with 1.62 per cent and then
SC with 1.05 per cent, It is worth-noting, h0wever, that in

each social group the highest proportion was in the case of
'milch animals'. ' .

Subsidy for the Purchase of Cross-bred Cows and Other
Schemes

L.27 There are government schemes of subsidy for {a) the
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pdrchase of cross-bred cows, (b) raising crossfbred calves and
(c) purchase of ‘thickens. Information on these types of assis-
tanoe was sought in the qdestionnaire.v The table below gives
percentage of households (to those'havihg cross-bred cows) who
feoeived government subsidy for purchase of cross-bred cowse
Table .1@ : Percentage of Households (having Cross-bred .

Cows) who received Government Subsidy for
purchase of Cross-bred Cows .

Land-related Class ?g) ] ?gl ) Non(ic/fT-
1. Landless ) 75 .00 90.00  3h.48
2. Marginal 60,00 50,00 50,00
3. Small o 27.27 40,00 - 22,22
. Medium'& l;é_rge - 0.0 - 66.67. ’ 22,76
5. AlL Classes o ue8L 79.07 . 25.38

L.28 The table shows that around 4/5th of ST households havihg
cross-bred cows reoeived governmenttggbsidy for. purchase as
against nearly hglf in the case of[corresponding SC households
and about 1/hth for the relevant Non-SC/ST householdss Then
again, among SG/ST the landless households benefitted more than
the landholding households. Even among Non-SC/ST the marglnal
category of households followed by those belohging,to the land-
less category were the major beneflciarles. It may, however,
Abe noted that among households reportlng ownership of milch
animals in every 1and-related closs within a social groupy a

: negllgibly small Percentage of households reported that they
Possessed crossebred cows. Thus only 1.37 per cent of such SC
households, 1.69 per cent of their ST counterparts and 1,32 per
cent of the relevant Non-SC/ST households stated that they had
cross-bred cows (Table 4.4). The Percentages for the land-
related classes belonging to all social groups pPossessing
cross-bred cows, ranged between 0,60 per cent to 1.50 per cent,

with the only exception of landless ST households, the proportim
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in whose case was somewhat higher at 4.31 per cent. This means
that, though the proportiou of cross;bred-cous-owning.households
who received government subsidy for the purchase of cross-bred

~ cows was significantly large, the scheme of assistance in fact
benefitted an insignificantly small proportion of landholding
households reporting milch animals in our SUrvey . |

L.29 We have al'so made a reference above to government schemes
of subsidy for raising cross-bred-calves‘and'for the purchase of
chickens. The table below gives proportion of householdsfwho' ‘
received government subsidy for raising cross-bred calves to
households who reported having cr0ss-bred cows. )
fggble L,11 : Percentage of Households rece1V1ng Government

Subsidy for raising Cross-bred Calves to
Households possessing Cross-bred Cows..

Land-related Class | sC ST Non-SC/ST

B R L U S

1 Landless 20,00 - 0,0 3,45

2 Marginal | 0.0 0.0 . 0,0°

3 Small . 0.0 0.0 0.0..
L Medium and Large 0.0 16.67 5,52’_Tu

5 All Classes 9.30 2,33 . 3.1,6'_"

T M SR W m Em S m W S o S o e wr me Em S M em B B W ey am mm e e e me

%.30 All percentages of beneficiary households were on the

low side. All the same SC households were relatively better-off
than ST or Non-SC/ST. Among SC one-fifth of the relevant land-
less households benefitted from government subsidy scheme.

L .31 Let us now turn to the government scheme of sub31dy for
the purchase of chickens. The table below gives percent;ge

of households who reported hav1ng received government subsidy

for the purchase of chickens, to households who purchased

poultry in the five years Preceding the survey.
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Table 4.12 : Percentage of Households who reported
- having received Government Subsidy for
the purchase of Chickens, to Households
who purchased Poultry

__________ - e mm wm wm  am wm wm wm e o w e m we e wm em e o e

Land-related Classes SC - 8T~ - Non-SC/ST
(1) - - (2?) (3) | (h)

1 'Landless B - 0.53 0.0 | 0.43

2 Marginal 1.15 0.0 033

3 Small 0.0 0.0 0.6

L Medium and Large .'0.0} -~ 0.0 0.41

5 A1l Classes . - , 0.3 .. 0,0 0.32

L .32 .The clear impréssion one gets is -that an insignificantly
small proportion of poultr&-ﬁurchésing houéeholqs received
governm@nt subsidy for the purchase of chickens. This was true

of all the three soc1al groups ‘as also of land-related classes

w1th1n each 5001a1 group.

QOats Recelved from Governmeht

.ﬁ;BB | In AnnexurE IV-A there,ié a reference to go&ernmeht scheme
'of supply of goats. Accordingly we tried to find out the number
of households which réceived goats under this scheme. As per
'our tabulated data noné of the goat-possessing SC or ST house-
holds reported hav1ng received a351stance under the scheme,

The percentage of beneficiary households among Non-SC/ST was
Iinsignificantly small at 0.05. |

Veterinary Treatment

h.BL ~ One importaht aspect of animal husbandry relaﬁes to the
vgterinary'tfeatmenb which sick livestock belonging to a
household ﬁay be getting., We tried to obtain information on
whepher households ordinarily arranged for veterinary treaﬁment
to 1ivestock with them félling sick. The percentage of house-
holds reporting arrangement of veterinary treatment to livestock
falling sick, to households EOssessing one or more specles of

livestock, is given in the following table.
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Tgble 4.13 : Percentage of Households reporting arrangement
of Veterinary Treatment to Livestock falling
Sick, to Households possessing one:or more
species of leestock_

---—-—-—-—-—'--—------—--------—-

Land-relat?d Classes ’.?g) _‘Z). N -Ninzfi(st
1 Landless . 40,11 38.77 L3k
2 Marginal - L9 4O 13962 54,67
3 Small k7«40 37.85 - 56.61
L Medium end Large 5049 18,59 61,02
5 All Classes | Li.,23 40,93 56.92

L35 Nearly 57 per cent of Non-SC/ST households reported that
hthey ordinarily arranged for veterlnary treatment of 1ivestock
with them falling sicky The correspondzng percentages for SC
and ST respectively were about hh and 41 per cent. Two' con-
clusions follow. Flrstly, in each soc1al group a fairly large :
proport1on of households, - nearly 43 per cent’ among Non—SC/ST,.
55 per cent among SC and 59 per cent among ST - did not, probably
could not, arrange for veterlnary treatment to sick 11vestock.
These households admlnlstered cuStomarY treatment or no treatment
at alle This is not a happy state of | affairs. Secondly, among
the social groups, Non-SC/ST had a percentage of those arranglng
for veterinary treatment 51gn1f1cantly hlgher than those for
SC and ST.

L.36 s between the land-related classes the 'medlum and
large category houscholds had the hlghest proportlon in each |
social group and the landless, more or less, the lowest pro-
portlon. Interestingly, the percentage was not very dlfferent
for the landless belonging to all the three social groups, Onﬁ
the other hand, the percentage for each landholding. category |

householdsg belonging to Non-SC/ST was much higher than for the

corresponding category households among SC/ST. Thus here also

we find that Non-SC/ST were relatively better-placed and the
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'medium and large! category households among them were parti-
cularly so- placed. | '
4.37 It may be interesting to review'tﬁe poeitiogtin respect
ofearrangemen% foreveterinafy treetmengaregionwise,_’The table
beio% giﬁes regionwise data on percentage of househplds,who
repeffea:ihet'arrangement was made for vetefinary treatment to -
their livestock fallen sick, tojhouseholds who posseseed one or
more epecies-oﬂﬁliVeetock.
Table 4.1 :‘Pereehtage of Households who reported that

arrangement was made for Veterinary Treatment
to leestock fallen sick (Reg10nw1se).,j

Regton %@y Nopso/
- Konkan " 28.03 - 1.6t ‘ - 27.48
Western Maharashtra - ' LO.12 . 239,18 o 58,80.
Marathwada | 58.78 7592 72,01
Vldarbha “_'“ S 38.06 CK0i31 49;32 |
Maharashtra . ©  Lh.23 40.93 56.92

h-38n'.The'interesting thing to note is that the proportion for -
every social group-was higher in Marathwada districts than those
in the other three district-groups. This may be the result as
much of a relatively greater resort to veterinary treatment to
sick livestock by the Marathwada farmers as of a relatively
greaﬁer provision of vetefinery service in Marathwada. What.

is meré, in the Marathwada region- Ia higher percentage of
livestock-ownlng ST households reported that arrangement. was
made for veterlnary trestment to livestock fallen sick, than

‘was the case with SC or Non-SC/ST. Thus in these two respects

Marathwada marked a contrast with the rest of Maharashtra.

Free Inoculation

4.39 In our questionnaire we asked a housechold to state

whether during the preceding Tive years free inoculation to its
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animals/poultry was made available by the government. Data on
percentage of (i) households (to totsl househoids'owning ene or
more of the agnimal categories'mentioned) reporting that’ffee
inoculation was given to their gnimals and (ii) hbueeholdsu(tol
total households 0wning poultry)reporting that free inoculation
was given to their poultry, are presented in the.table thet
follows.

Tgble L.15% Percentage of Households Reporting Free -
Inoculation by Government to their Animala/

Poultry. _
Land-related Class sc - 8T " Non-sc/sT
(1) : (2) (3) ' (4)

ST T f o -(A) ANII\'EAI-,Sf T f ------ ) 7‘-,-
1 Landless - 28.55 26.53 - - 26.54
2 Marginal - 3L.37  27.3k " 13.37
3 .Small 27,75 27.50 .- 39.75
L Medium & Large / 31.64 : '26.61 " 43.03
5 Al Classes - - 29,50 26,90 39.19:. .

| (B) POULTRY S B
1 Landless ©18.46 17.76 - 30,18
2 Marginal 24,25 30,29 . - L14T .
3 Small -~ 30.26 ‘18,68 - 139,78
L Medium and Large 20,21 21279 0 49.43
5 A1l Classes : 21.90 = 20,10 {‘ 4,0.72.

ko4O In respect of free inoculation by government both to
animals (portion 'A' of the table)'and_to poultry (portion"Bf
of the table), the percentage of Non-SC/ST householde éivingll
an affirmative answer was much higher than those in the case
of SC/ST. About 39 per cent of Non-SC/ST households stated
that their animals received inoculation free of charge, the
corresponding percentage for SC and ST being around 30 an&
27 respeetively. In the case of the free inoculationﬁto.

poultry the relevant pencentages were ¢ Non-SC/ST (41), SC (22)
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‘and. ST (20), Non-SC/ST seem to have benefitted to a larger
entent than SC/ST. Then again, in each landholding class,
Non-SG/ST percentage was much higher tnen*those for SC/sST,
whether it iSvinoculatiOn'free of'charge to animals or to poultry.
As for the landless, the relative advantage'for Non-SC/sT held-
in respebrhor the ‘scheme of free inoculation to the poultry. On
“the other,hand,vthe percentage of househblds which reported .
having benefitted from the 5cheme pertaining to their gnimals,
‘was, more or 1eSS;ethe same for the landless households belong-
ing to all the three sociai'groups. Finelly, there eppears to
be.no particular. correspondence between the size-olass of land-
holding and the extent of benefit received, as evidenced by the
percentage of benef101ary households. | o

Sale of Milk

L h1 ' Besides the assistance programmes of government 1n the
field of anlmalfhusbandry mentloned thus far, Lhere is another
k1nd of faclllty provided by the}government or by co-operative
organiSation'whion the government'enCOuragés. This is the
facility for'the puréhase of milk/eggs which the rurei households
‘wish to sell. ' ' | )

hoh2 Let‘us consider the sale of milk, to.begin with. We have
data on (a) the nuiber of housetiolds which sold milk and (b) the
numoer,oflhouseholds from among'those mentioned at (a)‘which_
sold milk to (i) co-oberative milk producers! society and

(i1) government milk centre. The folloming.table gives per-
centage of households’ (to those posse531ng milch animals)

which reported sale of milk. . .
Table 5.16 :“Percentage of Households Reporting Sale of Milk

Land-related Class S ST Non-SC/ST
LW (2) (3) (ke
1 Landless 39,63 39 .80 36.58
2 Marginal : s L4450 42,49 L9.4Q
3 Small 30,01 37 .48 L0.L8
i Medlum snd Large 31.59 36 77 39,05
5 All Classes . 36.26 38.27 L0,00
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L.,3 A significantly large proportion of housecholds possessing
'milch animals' reported that they sold milk. The proportion .
for Non-SC/ST (40 per cent) was somewhat higher than that for
SC (36 per cent) and for ST (38 per ceﬁt). ThiS‘ﬁas also true
of the comparison between Non-SC/ST and SC/sT bélonéing to each
of the three landholding classes. SC/ST landless households
had a somewhat higher percentage than that for their counter=-
parts among Non-SC/ST. Interestingly, it was the marginal
category households which had the highest propbrﬁioﬁ among - the
land;rélated classes in each social group. | : _

LeLlh In our questionnaire we had identified f'ivé;differént_
sale outlets : (i) selling to buyers in‘the'villége,on,one's 
own, (ii) selling to buyers.in nearby towns on one's own,

(ii1) private trader, {iv) cq-opgra@ive:milk.producers' éqciety
and (v) government milk centre, In our tabulated data, however,
we confined ourselves to the last two outlets.- In the ﬁ;ble
,(h.17) below we give perceFtagelof houséholdsf(to.thpse'reportf
~ ing sale of milk) which sold milk (a) only tofcg»oﬁerativg,milk
producers' society, (b).gglx at.government milk centre aﬂd ;

(c¢) both to the co-operative milk producers' society and at.
government milk centre. | |

h.hS. It is seen that -the fourth column under every social
group (5th under SC, 9th under ST and 13th under Non-SC/ST)
gives a sumtobal,of_proportions against every row. This sum=-
total measures the aggregate percenﬁage of households which '.1
sold milk to the co-operative crganisation éﬁd/or at the
government milk_céntre. These two outlets afe,,in fact, public
agencies, whereas the other three outlets mentioped above
(private-trader etc.) are of a non-public nature. The éumﬁetél
of proportions in the fourth célumh under every sécial_group'
thus gives, by'implicatioh, also the bercéntage.of households

which sold milk:through non-public agencies.



Table 4.17

: Percentage’ of Households Selling Milk to Coop. Milk Producers' Society
and at Government Milk Centre ,

- = - - - -eowm e W ey e e - e = - - -— e e - - - . - -, - - am - - - L - - - .. v - - -— - - - - - - -

Land-related
Class

- e e e e e W e e e e

1 Landless :
2 Nhrginai
3 Small

4 Medium &
Large

5 411 Classes

- e e e mr e e g W e e @, W e e e e ww

SC . E ST 'Non-SC/ST
Only Only Both (2)+ - Only. Only Both (67+(7T Only Only Both (10)+
C.8. Govt. C.S. (3)+ * C.S....Govt. C.S.. +(8) C.S. Govt. C.S. (11)+
' and. (4) . © and . - and . (12)
Govt Coe ' Govt. - . ' Govt, -
(2) (3) (4) + (8 ~ (6) - (7) (8) (9) - (10) (11) (12) (13)
24,86 3.36 0.75 28.97 25.63 - 7.58 1.08 34.29 .27.32 3,40 1.24 31,96
45.88 3.53 0.0 49.41 25.61 1,22 1.22 28.05 46.16 5.24 0.85 52,25
24,55 10.45 1.82 36.82 11,29 0.65 0.65 12,89 38.22 4.04 1,89 44.15
| o ' B
15.09  8.49 0.47 24.05 8,91 1,98 1;65 12.54 .29.62 5,19 1,21 36.0% >
26.12 5,72 0. 79 32,63 15,84 3,09 1,13 20.06 33,54 = 4.64 1,37 39.55
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L.46 We may conclude that more than half of the households
sold milk either on their own or. to private traders. This is
true for all the three social groups. We find thst nearly 33
per cent ‘of SC households, 20 per cent of ST households and
40 per cent of Non-5C/ST households sold mllk_to pub11c agencies.
In other words, though more than half of SC/ST or Non-SC/ST
households had to turn to non-public outlets for’sale of their
milk, SC/ST households had to depend on the se outlets to a
larger extent than Non-SC/ST. We also find that in each land-
holding size-class ('marginal'/'small'/'hedium and large') a
larger proportion of SC/sT households had to sell*milh through,
the non-public outlets, than Non-SC/ST households. Then.egain,
in each social group the dependence on public agencies among
the landholding houseliolds declined (i.e., the dependence on
non-public sgencies increased) as the size-class of-landholding
increased., . | -

L K7 As between the two public agencies,menpioned, thefoo-
operative milk producers! organisstion was evidenﬁly a fef i
more important outlet for the sale of milk than the government
milk centre. (First two columns under every social’ group).
Here again, the percentage of Non-SC/ST households selling milk
to the co-operative organisstion (33.5#) was.higherpthan that' for
SC (26.12) or ST (15.84). Furthermore, in eeoh social éroup
the dependence on the co-operative_organisation among the

land-holding households declined as the gize-class of land-

holding increased.

Sale of Eggs of Hens

L.48  We shall now consider the sale of eggs of hens by the
respondent-housecholds., The following table shows the percent;
age of households (to total households reporting ownership of
poultry) who stated that they sold eggs.
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”gaéle 5;18'5 Pefcentage of Houéeholds Selling Eges

w W We WR s SE ma SR ee AR G ey TR R R gp TR e M o ey T S En e e o e

Land-re%??ed Class | (g? o ;?g) Non(i?/ST
1 Lamdless .. 3835 . 28,97 28.75
2 Marginal o 38.32 36.00 29.29
3oSmall . L 295 L 2479 36,65
L Medium and Large - 3146 13.08 Ly o8
5 ALl Classes 35.54 2,93  36.1k

E.L9 - The percentage of egg-selling households was, more or
less, the same for SC and Non-SC/ST households (v1z:; a little
more than 1/3rd) and this proportion was much higher than the
one for ST (vlz{_nearly 1/hth). Thus ST households lagged much
. behind those of SC and Non-SC/ST in the case of sale of eggs)
undike in the case of éale of milk. Another cdnclusion follow=
ing from the table is that in the case of Non-SC/ST, the 'medium
~and largef‘and the"small'.categories of landholdérs had 7
relatively higher percentage than the lahdless and the 'marginal!
categories. In fact, Li.L48 per cent of the 'medium arid large'
category Non-SC/ST househblds reported sale of eggs;_ The
position in the-case of SC/ST was different. Here, the per-
centage was hlgher for the landless and the 'marginal' category
households than that for the 'small' and the 'medium and large'
category hogseholds.

!/

k+50 As for the selling outlets the questionnaire identified
five outlets for the households to choose from : (a) selling
“t0 buyers in the villége on one's own,(b) selling to buyer&.
in nearby towns on one's own, (c¢) private trader, (d) co=-
operative organisation and (e) goéernment centre, It will be
seen that (d) and (e) are public agencies and the first three,
non-public ocutlets. In the following table (4.19) we give
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percentage of households (to those reporting sale of eggs) which
stated that they sold eggs (i) only to the co-operative organi-
sation (i1) only to the government centre an@_(iii) to EFEE |
these agencies. ' ' ' N ' : -

L .51 Table 4.19 shows that » negligibly small percentage of
households in all the.social gfoups and in all the lgndfrelated
classes, sold eggs to the public agencies mentioned. The pro=
pqrtion fof SC was 0.74 per cent, for ST, a little higher at o
1430 per cent and for Non-SC/ST, still h%gher‘at 3;26 pér cent,
Most of the SC and Non-8G/ST housechclds which sold to public
agencies socld, in fact, to the co;operative'organisation; In
brief, the bulk of the houseﬁolds belonging to the social
groups or to the land-related classes within the SOCial'gfoupé;
sold eggs eitﬁer direetly to buyerg‘onitheig own or to pfiVaﬁe
traders. The benefit, if any, due to #he‘existencé of an
alternative outlet made available by the co-operastive orgahisa-

tion or the government, was only marginal.
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Table 4.19 : Percentage of Households'Selling Eggs to Public Agencies

Land-related . SC v : ST , Non~-SC/ST g
Class Only Only  Both (258 Only Only  Both (847 Only Oniy —Both {10+
: C.0. Govt +4) C.0. .Govt. +8) - C.0. Govt, 11-+12)
(1) (2) (3 4 (5) (&) (7) - (8) - (9) (10) ~ (11) (12) (13).
1 Landless 0.22 0.0 0.0 0.22 0.50 1.1 0.0. 1.51 - 1,33 0.57 0.0 1.90
2 Marginal 1.56 0.0 0.0 1.56 1.5% 0.0 0.0 1.59 4,32 0.62. 0.31 5,25
3 Small 1.52 0.76 0.0 2,28 0.68 0.68 0.0 1,36 2,27 0.45 0.0 2,72
4 Medium and \ _ | | S
Large 0.0 000 0.0 OQO Ooo OOO 0.0 ' 0.0 ) 2055 1.13 0009 3.77
5.411 Classes 0.62 0.12 0.0 0.74 0.65 0,65 0.0 1,80 2.44 0.75 0.07 3.26
C.0, : Cooperative Organisation.

0ST
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Annexure IV-A

and subsidy given to Cultivators by the

Government of Maharakshtra under various Schemes-coming-under

* Animzl Husbandry!

s es e = e 2 W e w = e -

Item

1. Supply-df Cows
2. Supply of Buffaloes

3, Supply of sheép
and goats

Pl

L. Supply of calves

5. Supply of ducks

6. Establishment of
Small Poultry
houses (Ratnagiri)

7. Loans for Poultry
Development

8. Training of ladies
for maintaining
~ poultry

9. Construction of and
repairs to cement
flooring to the
cow sheds

10. Setting up of  small
poultry houses with
capacity not exceed-
ing 25 birds

11. Construction of
cattle sheds by co-
operative societies

12, Community cattle
sheds

13. Animal Husbandry

- 1/3rd of the cost -
1/3rd of the cost -
(A) 50 per cent of the = -

cost

(B) Subsidy at 25 per.
cent for small
holders, 333 per
cent for Agricul=-
tural Labourers for
purchase of unit of
6 sheep and 1 goat,
at Rs.200 per she~
goat and Rs.125 per

+ sheep.
Rs.30 p.m. per female - B
cross-breed calf for ; :
18 months
Rs.15 p.m. per duck -

Not exceeding Rs.100  : =
per beneficiary -

- 50 per cent
Stipend of Rs.25 per - -
per head -
50 per cent = - -
Not exceeding Rs.100 -
per beneficiary
Rs.1000 per society -

Subsidy to the extent of -
Rs.150 per beneficiary

25 per cent for small Medium term loan:
farmers and 33,3 per a) Supply of cows
cent subsidy for margi- ©b) Bills

nal farmers & agricul- ¢) Sheep

tural labourers . d) Poultry

Sburce: Performance Budget, 1980-81, Apgriculture and Co-operation’
Department (Agriculture), Part II, Pp. 782-784 and p. 796.
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_Annexure IV-B

_Livestock 3 Assistance Programmes on which Questions were set

1. Purchsse 6f Livestock
: during the preceding
five years .

2. Cross-bred Cows
3; Crbss-bred'
- calves

4, Chickens

5. Milk:Sale

6. Eggs: Sale

7. Inoculation |

. (b) Government

- e ms = mm e o e o o we e e e e =

Item No.,Under
Block 4 of the
Questionnaire

(2) . (3)

Assistance
Programme

a) Government Sub- 1 (Columns 6
sidy and .7)

b) Loan from Co-
operative Society

Government Subsidy 3 (1)

for purchase '

3 (2)

-

Government Subsidy
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CHAPTER V
WAGE - LABOUR

Introduction

51 The most important programme of the State Govarnment
affecting alrnctly the wage workers in rural Maharashtra is the
Employment Guarsntee Scheme (EGS). 1In thls chapter 1nformat10n _
relating to the extent of partlclpatlon of households in dlffer-
ent social groups in EGS works and related matterg is.presented.
As a general background to this, the participatioh of houaeholds
in the different social groups in wage work in rural Maharashtra,
is reported. At a later stage we also analyse the surveyvdata

on the perception of the households onl the trend of employment
and wage-income in the farm-sector during the five yesrs preced-
ing the survey. - - R
Households Reporting Nage=Laboux

5.2 The following table gives percentage;of-households (to
total houaeholds) which revorted some information on wage-labour

be*ng performed by their members.,

Table 5.1 : Percentage of Households with One or More
Members Performing Wage-Labour

-
--——--.--—--——-——-—-—-—----——-

Land-related class SC ST Non—SC/ST
L &11 (2) - (3) S ¥ 4]

1 Lendless - 92.80 - 93.27 8L 45

2 Marginal 68.51 - T3 52,25

3 Small 6L .0 60.90 L1.03

L Medium and Large 36,04 31.98 18.40

5 All Classes 79.18 7h 54 L7 .65
5.3 We find that the proportion of households with one or mare

members doing wage-labour was between 75 to 79 per cent among
SC/ST, whereas among Non-SC/ST it wss much lower at sround L8

per cent. In fact, in every landholding class, the percentage
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of Non-SC/ST households with one or more members doing wage-
'Iaﬁour; was significently lower than the corresponding propor-
tions among SC/ST. All this also tall%gs with the findings in
the daﬁé presented in table 2.7 (P. L6 above) on the percentage
distribution of the gainfully employed in the sﬁrveyed house- °
holds into thg three types of main occupations viz., cﬁltivatién,
wage-labour and non-agriculture. In that table we found that the
‘peréentége of wage-labourers to the gainfully employed, was
éignificantly'lower among Non-SC/ST than among.SC/ST. The con-

clusion also héld for the wage-labourers in each lsndholding

blggg beionging to Non—SC/ST vis-a—vis‘tﬁose in each landholding
class within SC/ST. There is snother interesting éogrespondence
‘between the data in the two tables, 2.7 aﬁd 5¢.1. In table 2.7
we found that whereas the percenﬁage of wage-labourers to the

gainfuily>employed was higher among the !marginalf category

ST_households than among the '"marginasl' category households
belonging to SC, the opposite waslihe cose in respect of the

' small'! and the 'medium and large' category households belong-
ing respectively to the two groups. ‘We get a similar picture
in téble‘5{1,”this time with reference to percentagé’of‘total
households among SC and ST with one or more members performing
wage-labour. |

Sely Intereétingly, even among the landless households, the
proportion of Fon-SC/ST households with one or more members
performing labour in the rural sector was lower at &4 .45 per
cent than the proportion fér SC and ST of 92,80 and 93.27 per
cent respectively. This was evidently due to the.fact brought
out by ta?le 2.7 (P. 46 above) that the gainfully employed of
the landless Non-SC/ST households enjoyed relatively more
opportunities of employment in the non~-agricultural sector
than the gainfully employed belonging to the landless SC/ST
households. Thus 16 per ceqt of gainfully employed in the
landless Non-SC/ST households reported that' their main occupation
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was noh-agricﬁlture as against 9.71 per cent and 8.72 per cent
of the gainfully employed belonging.respectively to the landless
SC and ST householdsi _ A
5;5 ,;Anbther finding from table 5.1 is that in each social
group, the percentage of households with one or more members
performing wage;labour was the highest in the landless category
and it went'on'declining as the size-class of landhdlding _
increased, This is as one would ‘expect, Clearly~the\'médium 
and large! 1andhqlding househo}ds with a larger amount of land
at their disposal would depend relatively less on wage-labour
for getting incd;e than the 'small! category households, and it
would continue this-way down the line. In sum, the heed‘fqr |
household;ﬁembers.tq put in'wage-laboﬁr is governed;mimarily by
their landholding étaﬁus. SC/ST had a larger percentage of
households with members doing wage-labour than.Non-SC/ST because
the iandholding statué of the former was, by and large, inferior
to that of the latter, | -
5.6 WE'have tabulated dqta on the avefage’number of. wage-
labourers per household for households reportlng some wage-
labour by members. The following table presents this. data.

Table 5.2 : Average Number of Wage-Labourers Per
Reporting Household

Land-related Class = sC - 8T-- Non-SC/ST
RO A LB Bl W
1 Landléss 25 2. 2.1
2 Marginal Z,L 244 2.0.

3 Small 27 20 2.2

L, Medium and Large 2.7 2.5 : 2.0

5 All Classes 2.5 2.5 ' 2.1‘

5.7 This table brings out that the average number of wage-
lsbourers was less among Non—SC/ST households than smong SC/ST

households. This relative position of Non-SC/ST vis-a-vis
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 8C/ST ‘was also to be- féund in eachnland;related class. Interest-
ingly, in every soc1al group the avorage number of wage-labourers
was not very different for the various land-related classes,
~including the landless.

5.8 "fSaldars' are contract- 1abourers on aﬁ énnual basis working
| in‘the.rurél Secﬁor.» The follow1ng table glves the average number
'of saldars per household for households reportlng wage-labour by
members. |

Table 5.3 : Average Number of Saldars Per Household
: for Households Reporting Wage-Labour by

‘ Members

£a;1d:r;1;t-e.d-01a;s—‘ ------- sc " Ter D7 - Non-SC/ST
1. Landless 0.1 0.1 0.2

2. V_N.Iiallr'.gi'nal | 0.2 ‘ 0.2 0.2

3. Small . 0.1 0.2 0.2

.A:l Mgdiug & iéfge T 0. 0.3 0.3

5. ALl Classes 0.1 0.2 0.2

5f9_ 'Gdhsiderihg that the average number of wage-laboufers per
héﬁsghold for ﬁhose reporting some- wage-labour by members was

L %355 245 and 2.1 respectively for 8C, ST and Non-SC/ST, the
"average number of saldars per reporting household was extremely
small for all the three social groups. But then one does not
'expect.too many saldars smong wage workers.

510 The saldars were asked to state whether they could or
-could not leave the job of-the employer. There could be

various pbssible reasons why a saldar cannot leave his job.
Saldars often borrow from their empioyers. If the loan remains
"to be repaid the borrower would not.be able to leave his job,

Or again, a saldar may not ;eave the job for feér of the employer
not aPprOVing'of the saldar'F action., Furthermore, a saldar

may be dissuaded from leaving his job if he does not percelive
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any possibility -of getting work anywhere else. There is one
more possibility also. A saldar may prefer to work with the
present employer, and hence would not like to leave him, The
percentage of saldars who stated that they could not 1eave the
job (to total number of saldars) is given injthe following tables
Table 5.4 ¢ Percentage of Saldars Who Could Not Leave Job

Land-related class SC ST ‘Non—Sg/ST
1. Landless . 11,08 9.92 39.55
2. Marginal = 20.91 W51 40481
3. Small o 40.94 . 287k 38.51
b Medium & Lorge 9.8 3.6 h2.7
5. All Classes - - 38.73 36.80 3994

5.11 It is seen that a 51zeable proportion of saldars in each
social group-ranging from about 37 to 4O per cent - 1nformed

that they could not leave the job. The data does not saggest
that the difficulty in leaving'job was peculiar'to'anj particular
social group.or to any specific land-related cless. We mey,'
however, fihd out if there were any inter-regional differencee.
5.12 The following table gives regionwise data on percentage

of saldars who stated that they could not leave the Job to
total number of saldars.

Table 5.5 : Percentage of Saldars Who Could Not
Leave Job (Regionwise data)

Region sC ST Non-SC/ST
1. Konkan 35.00 . 5.5 -78,05
2., Western Mgharashtra . 13.62 ' 14.29 o '13?37
3. Marathwada 26.27 38.10 : 33.04
4. Vidarbha , 71.00 64.19 57 .82

5. Maharashtra _ 38.73 36.80 39.94
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5.13 If the inability of a saldar to leave his job is regarded
as indicative of a 'fetter! on his choice and the Msharashtra
pereentage'for'any'sociel group is interpreted as-the average
Strength of this-'fetter'; then we can conclude as follows from
‘the data in table 5.5':

(i) The Vldgrbha percentage for each SOclal group was mch
higher than’ the" corresponding percentage in Mahsrashtra. This
*méaﬁs thet thé ! fetter' on choice of saldars belonging to eachig
social-group in Vidarbha was much stronger than was the case for
the corresponding group in the State as a whole. |

(11) " A similar conclusion applied in the case of saldars belong-
ing to Non-SC/ST in Konkan. : - .

(iii) The proportions for sll social groups in Western Maha-
rsshtre were significantly loner. The saldars in this region
were thus relatively better-placed. |

Employment Guarantee Scheme

5 1h An important part of the effort by the Government of.
Maharashtra to’ a551st those who enter the market for wage-labour
in the rural sector, is the scheme of giving guarantee of employ-
ment to wage-labourers. Th;s is known as the 'Employment
Guargntee Scheme! (EGS).. It may be useful to find out how many
among roral wage;workers*(agricultural or otherwise) turn to

EGS for work. The following table gives percentage of persons
worklng on EGS to persons who are wage-workers, agrlcultural

or otherw1se.

_ghlg_i;é : Percentage of Persons working on EGS to Persons’
. who are wage-workers, agricultural or otherwise.

Land-related Class . SC ST Non-3SC/ST
. _(1)_ R - (2) (3) (&)
Landless , 9.30 12.81 9028
Marginal , 16,02 15,12 13,68
Small - 11,89 19.09 10.62
Medium and Large s 11.39 27.90 10,07

All Classes *10.36 15,28 10.12
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5415 It will be noted that SC and Non-SC/ST proportions (10.36
and 10,12 per cent respectiVely) wefe more or }ess on paf and
that these were quite lower than the proportidn for S.T. (15.28
per cent). The proportion for every land-related class belohging
to ST was mostly higher than the‘correspondigg prgportions for
SC and Non-SC/ST. It appears that ST wage-workers availed of
the opportﬁnity,provided.by EGS to a greater extent than SC or
Noh-SC/ST. Probably ST wage-workers were also in greater need
of EGS. Interestingly, in e&ery social group the percehtage for
the landless was tﬁe 16west among land-related classes though -
they were likely to have been in greater need of EGS._ ‘
5.16 We may now consider the average number of perggﬁé workingh
on EGS, per household (reporting any %age-labourer).' The. table
that follows provides the requisite information. . s _fi i

Table 5.7 : Average Number of Persons Working on the EGS,
per Reporting Household ST

R e et m s e @ e m e ® omom W e e e e m e o m s e oer e me me we e

Land-related class - .80 ST ~ Non-SC/ST
A A SR L R
1. Landless | 0.2 03 0.2
2. Marginal | 0.k 0.4 RS
3. Small | 0.3 0.5 0.2

L. Medium and Large-i 0.3 0.7 | -_‘ I-.O;é'.

5. All Classes 0.3 o o

517 The average per household was very low‘for ali the éoéial
groups and for all the land-related ciasses within the social
groups, considering that the average number of wage;labourérg'
Pper household was 2.5 each for SC and ST, and 2.1 for Non-SC
(See table 5.2 above). All the same, relativély speaking, thé
average in table 5.7 was the highest for ST, foilowéd‘by ﬁhét for
SC and then, that for Non;SQ/ST. This tallies with the findings
of table 5.6. It seems that ST and slso SC depended more on

the EGS than Non-SC/ST. Then 8gain, among the SC/ST,_it appears
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“that the wage-labourers from the land-holding households availed
of tha EGS relatively more than those from the landless house-
holds. o > 5 " |
5.18 It may be worthwhile finding out the inter-regional
differences in this'respect. ‘The relevant data are presented in

the .table below.

able 5.8 Average Number of Persons Working on EGS,
- per Household Reporting any Wage-Labourer X
(Regionwise Data).

T T Region - 7 " s¢c T 77 7sr T “Non-sg/sT
1) | 7 I ¢ § N 1
Komksn 00 1 o
Western Maharashtra 10,7 0.6 - - 0.5
" Marsthwada . | 0.2 0.0 0.2
Vldarbha | 0.1 0.1 0.1

| Maharashtra 0.3 0.k 0.2

"?;19' Oha conclusion that'emergss from this table is that the
avsrage was the highest, more or less, for every social group in
Western Maharashtra than in any other regioh. Thls probably |
indlcates that more EGS works were available in Western Maha~-
rashtra than elsewhere. Then again, in Western Maharashtra the
average was the‘highsst for 5C, followed by that for ST and then
Non-SC/sT. |

5.2Q Ih the questionnalre we tried to find out the number of _
days in a year that a person working on the EGS could get work.
The days reported by the EGS workers were totalled up, converted
.1nto months, and from these were deduced the average man-months
per person workihg on the EGS. The data are presented in the
table that follows . (5.9) |

5.21 One thing that stands out’ in this table is that the EGS
prov1ded work only for a 1imited period to persons from the
survayed households who workod on the EGS. Then’ again, the
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Land-{$%§ted-class (23 - (2? Non(E§ZST
1. Landlesé ' 1.2 1A | 15

2. Marginal 1.0 0 16 2,0

3. Small S PN 1.7 19

L. Medium & Large 1.8 1.2 2.2 -
5. All Classes B ' 145 1.5 1.7

average for Non-SC/ST at 1.7 man-months was hlghPr than that for
8C/ST, viz., 1.5 man-months. This was also true of every land-
related class belonging respectively to Non-SC/ST and SC/ST. ThlS
means that though the average number of persons (per reportlng
household) working on the EGS was less for Non-SC/ST (table 5 7),
these persons could get work on the EGS for a relatively longer
period on an average. Furthermore, it seems that, broadly speak-
ing, the average man-months per person on EGS‘were more for the

1andholding househoids in a social group thén for the landlessf

households. Thus tables 5.7 and 5.9 bring out that, as compared.
to the landless households, the landholdlng households had more
persons per household working on the EGS and these persons '
could get work for a relativeiy longer periéd, on an avefage, T
5.22 We may now consider the inter-regionai differénces‘in
respect of average man-months per person on.EGS.‘ The table ‘
‘below provides the necessary inforﬁétiqn based on the sﬁrv;y;
Table 5.10 : Average Man-months per Peféon on EGS (Regiohwisé)

Region sC ST Non-SC/ST
_ 1 (2) (3) .

Konkan , . 1,0 I IS _ 5 ;9 '
Western Maharashtra 0.8 1.2 1,0
Marathwada o 2.3 . 1.3 2.3
Vidarbha _ 2.5 2.L 2.4

Maharashtra | 1.5 1.5 1.7

- e ws
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5 23 The table brings out that the average man-months ' per person
on EGS were rather on the high side in Vidarbha in the case of
each social group. . The-same was true in- relation to SC and Non-
SC/SFSin Marathwada. Surpr131ngly, the~average man-months were
quite. low in the case of Western'Maharashtra. ‘The average at
5,9 manemonths for Non—S‘C/ST in Konkan was rather too high. The
ureason'eppears to be that the number of persons in the survey
working on EGS among Non-SC/ST in KOnkaq'was'insignificantly
small, yieldlng a h1gh average of man-months even for a moderate
‘total of months on EGS works. This finding may, therefore, not .
be representat1ve of the 51tuation in Konkan.

£ 2b We may now summarlse the findings. in tables 5.6 to 5.10
relatlng to EGS in rural Maharashtra. These are astollows :
(1) About 15- per cent of wage-workers among ST reported that
they'WOrked on EGS, The proportion was lower at about 10 per
cent for SC and'Noh-SG/ST. Among the land-related classes in
each_eociaivgroup the ?ercentage was the lowest for the landless.
(1) The‘avérage'humber of persons working on EGS, per hoise-
hold report any wage-labour, was on the low 31de for all social
groups.' All the.same, even here the participation. by ST.as
eVideﬁCéduﬁy its average, was greater than that-by SC or Non-
SC/ST. Among SC/ST the wage-labourers belongiog to landholding
hooseholds aveiled of the EGS relatively hore than those from
the landless households. We also noted that there were con-
siderable 1nter-reg10nal differences in respect of the average
number of persons worklng on EGS per reporting household. The
average was the ‘highest, more or less, for every social group
in Western Maharashtra.

(111) The data on average man-months per person on EGS brings
out that though the average number of persons (per reporting
household) working on EGS was less for Non-SC/ST, these persons

could get work on EGS for a relatlvely longer period on an
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v

average., Furthermore, the average man-months per person on EGS\

were, broadly speaking, more for landholding households in,a.social

group than for the landless households., Besides we also found, ..
considerable inter-regional differences in respect @f'average i

BN

man-months per person on EGS. Those working on EGS in the & |
Vidarbha and Marathwada regions could get. work ferfaalongérﬂperigd
than those in Western Maharashtra and'Konkan. Thusg Western o
Maharashtra which had the hlghest average number of. persons s
working on EGS per reporting household had the’lowest”average.:t:

man-months per person on EGS,

Difficulties in Getting Work on EGS

. s

P A

5.25 1In our questlonnalre we also askad respondent-houSPholds i
“to state whether they experlenced difflcultles in gettlng WOrk

on EGS. The data on percentage of househelds who replled'in_the_
affirmative, to total Heuseholds with’onevorvmore:memters doing
wage—l bour, is given in the following'table rg -

Table 5.11 ¢ Percentage of Reporting Households. experlenclng
Difficulties in gettlng Work on ‘the EGS - K

- P SN eu @ W dm W ap pe e e W e e wm Wm M em e

Land-related Class , SC 8T Non-SC/ST
oo U L - R o
1. Llandless 35.13 30.72 - 32.02.
2. Marginal 140,15 33,25 3751
3. Smalll 39.76 13,39 38,69
ko Medium and Large 32,80.. LL .86 29,45

5. All Classes B - 36,08 - 34.27 ‘t 33.}7,

- o e
- W W E m A e e e M o e W ew s W S o mr EE e e =
.

5.26 It is seen that a little more than one-third of the house-
holds (with one or more members doing wage-labour) in ‘each social
group, stated that they experienced dlfflcultles in gettlng
work under the EGS. The proportions, broadly speaking, were

higher for the landholding households in each social group than
for the landless households, o
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5.27 ' The table whi ch follows gives regionwise data on percentége
_of households experiencing difficulties in getting work on the

EGS, to totéi>hpuseholds with one or mofe members doing wage-labour.
Tgblé 5.12': Percentage of Reporting Households experiencing
R Difficulties in getting Working EGS (Regionwise

- Data) |
Region. . "7 7ss T T 7777”77 Nomesg/st
o 20 .. 3w
Konkan | 55424 85.90 L7451
Western Maharashtra 19.47 - 20.83 20,50
Marathwada | 57.38  59.43 . 57.13
Vidarbha o 28.92 30,18 27.69

Maharashtra - - | 36,08 3#.27‘ - -33.77

5.28 ‘ Brpadly speaking, it.was in Konkan and in Marathwada that
a féirly high percentage of houscholds {with one or more members
doing wage-labour} .experienced difficultiés in getting work on
EGS¢, This,wasitrug for every social group in the twb'regiOHSO
The situation in Vidarbha for évery soclal group was much better.
So‘was the case in Western Maharashtra which had the lowest
‘pércentage of households in each social group experiencing
difficulties in getting work on EGS, |

5.29 - We also tried to find out the types of difficulties faced
by the concerned households, i.e« those that reported that they-
faced diffic¢ulties, We identified three specific pypes‘of'
difficulties, wifh a residuary category of 'any other!'. The
three specific-difficulties mentioned were : (1) We do not get
the'ngcessary information from the government officials, in
spite of enquiries made, (2) The EGS works are hot found near
the village, (3) Acceptance of work under the EGS will noﬁ be
liked by the landlofd. The households were to:choose from

smong these alternatives, or state a difficulty, not listed

: »
here, under the residuary category.
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5,30 Our data reveal that the bulk of the .concerned households
cited difficulﬁy (1), i.e. lack of co-operation from government
officials and difficulty ' (2) i.e. inconvenient location of the
EGS works;. The data on percentage of the concerned h098§h01§5 )
in each social group which mentioned diffiédit&, (1) or diffi-
culty (2) is given in the table below:

Table 5.13 5 Percentage of Households Reporting Difficulties

" Citing-One or the Other Difficulty in Getting '
Work on the EGS.

.

\cial Grou Lack of Cooperation Inconvenient loca-
Sectad Broup ’ by Government tion of EGS works
: officials: S
(1) _ - (2) Co (3) 1
1. 8C - 55.17 - 40,03
2. ST 0 53.29 0 © 3632 - -

3, 'Non-SG/ST  ° T L5.6k S b5u39
531 We see thét a much larger percentagevof fepofting»housé--

holds belonging to SC/ST, cited difficulty (1), i.e. difficulty

in getting the necessary information from the goVernmen@»
officials, relatively to those households ;haﬁ hentioned diffi; 
cuity (2), i.e, the EGS works are not*found‘near'the viliage;w’
On the other hand, in the case of Non;SC/ST’households, the -
percentage of reporting households.men@iqning one or-the other"
difficulty was, more or less, the same,

Davs of Wage-Labour in Agriculture

5.32 The questionﬁaire required thé‘respondent—houéehoids to
state whether, duriﬁg the preceding fivé years, the number of -
days for which househald membefs could get wage-labour- in the-
farm<sector, increased, decreased or remained constant. The .
data on percentage of households (to those reporting wage-labour
by members) who gave one or the other reply as regards the

change in the number of days of wage-labour in the farm-sector,

is presented in the table 5.14 below{P. - 167).
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5.33° The Percentages.given in the table afé'to households
reporting wage-labour by members and the three categoriés listed
exhaust all possible trends‘in.empioimegt to wage-labour in
agriculture. This means that the sum total of proportions'(shown
under col.5 for SC, Col.9 for ST and Col. 13 for Nén-SC/ST)
should be 100, ' In fact the sum total is 83 per cent for SC, &1
per cent for ST and 82 per cent for Non-SC/ST. This means that.
the responses of‘some of the éoncerned households were not
available for tabulation. This probaBly was an investigational
lapse. However, the bulk of the households in question did
‘reSpond to the query. We shall, ﬁherefore, make'observations

on the basis of avéilaﬁle‘résponses., m S

5342 In each social group, a somewhat higher perc;ntage of the
concerned households reported that the number of days of. agrl- ‘
cultural labour decgggggg durlng the precedlng five years. All '
the same,.nearly 2h per cent of SC households, about 20 per cent
of ST households and sround 23 per cent of Non-SC/ST households
stated that the number of days of agricultural labour for their
members, increased. These are, more or- less, comparable propor=-
tiqﬁs. The benefit from 1ncrease 1n the number of days of work
has gone to the three social groups almost. to the same extent.
Similarly, ébout‘25 per cent of SC households, around 26 per
cent of.ST.households and nearly 23 per cent of Non-SC/ST house-
holds reported that the number of days of work neither increased
nor decreésed. These are also comparable percentages. Thus

the impact of chahge in the amount of work in the agricultural
sector on‘the th#ee'sociél groups, was more or less the éame.
5.35 1In the case of SC, ST and Non-SC/ST households belonging
to each land-related class,ythe percentage of households report=
ing decrease in the number of days of work, was somewhat higher,
than the proportion reporting an increase/stability in the
number of days of work. Then sgain, the conclusion as regerds

the increase or stability in fhe number nf days of work in the



Table 5.14 : Percentage of Households Reporting that the Number of Days
- of Wage Labour Increased/Decreased/Remained Constant i

Land-related Class SC - ST . Non-SC/ST

Incre= Decre- Remained (2+344) Incre- Decre- Rema- (647 Incre Decre Rema- 10+

ased ased constant ased ased ined +8) ased ased ined 11+

constant ; con- 12
. stant
(1) , (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (¢y (10) (11) (12) (18)

1. Landless 23,15 34.01 24.72 86,88 - 21,29 34,97 24,62 80.88 .21.31 '30.09 29.81 81,12
2, Marginal 25,37 35.82 24.18 85,37 15,04 34.83 31,13 81,00 27.60 30.65 26.02 84,27
3. Small. 25.28 37,60 25,36 88.24 15.88 39.15 28,21 83.24 25;52 35,28 24.25 85,05
4, Medium & Large -‘_21.64_ 41,91 23.23  B6.78 19.46 29.73 22.16 71,35 19,567  31.11 25,64 76,32
5. 'A4l11 Classes 23.56 35.08 24.69 83,33 19.70 35.39 25.59 80.68 22,69

M e e W W W @ T @ W @ T T @ am W an e e TR ER S S AR @ W SE E M A e i W

31.40 27.61 81,70

29T
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‘case of lgnd-related.classes-was'also, more or less, the same as
the one in the preceding paragraph, except:thsf the percentages
of ST households, belonging to the 'marginal' and 'small' cate-
gories whieh reported;an increase in the numbe;'of days of work
were on the low side relatively to thefpercentages fof.their )
respective counterparts among SC. and Non-SC/ST j

Income from Aprlcultural Labour

5,36 Finally, we tried to find out from the concerned house-
holds whether their income from wage-labour in the"agricultural
sector increased,.deereased or remained constant. The data on
percentage of househelds (to those reporting wage~labour by
members of the households) statlng that thls 1ncome 1ncreased/
decreased/remalned constéht[%ﬁesented in the table 5.15 below.
5.37 It is evident from the figures 1n_the table that not all
of the households reporting wage-labour by members,. fesponded
to the query about the cﬁange.ih incorle from agricﬁltﬁral.labour
(See figures under eelumns 5,9 snd 13), Allthe ssme5 sround
L/5th of the households have responded. We shall base our
analysis on these responses. '

5.38 It is seen that in the three social groups 32 to 36 per
cent of the concerned households stated that the income in
question diminished. This means ﬁhaﬁtin the case of a signi-
fieantly large percentage of households belonging to 8C, ST and
Non-SC/ST, the income either inereased:orrremained stable., The
trend of the change in income was, more or less, the same for
the three groups. 'BY andllarge, the same conclusion holds ;h

the case of each land-related class within the three groups.



Table 5.15 : Percentage of Households Stating that Income from
Agricultural Labour Increased/Decreased/Remained Constant

Land-related Class : SC .. ' ST Non-SC/ST

Incre= Decre- hema- (2+3+4) Incre- Decre- Hema~ (6+7/4+8) lIncre- Decre-= Hema~ (10+F

ased ased ined - ased ased ined ased _ased ined 11+

. con- con- con-  12)

stant stant . stant -

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) .,(10) (11) (12) (13)
1. Landless 24,13 33.18 22,17 79,48 22,28 34,03 20,65 76,83 23,16 30.39 23.29 76.84
2. Marginal . 83.43 31,49 18,96 83,88 22,16 39,84 20.84 ' 82,84 34,84 29,12  19.27 83.30
3. Small 27.04 38,40 19,92 85,36 24,26 44,38 15,78 84,42 27.19 37,38 20.26 '84.43
4, Medium & lLarge 18;91 41,23 22,55 82.69_ 20,54 29,19 21.85 71.08 20.75 37.72 17.82 76.29
5. 411 Classes 25.01 34,22 21,61 80,84 22,44 19,79 ' 78.29  24.98 21.47 78.59
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Chapter VI

Welfare Programmes

-

Introduction

6.1 It was stated in Chapter I that though the study iwas
designed 1n1t1a11y to bring out the impact of the agricultural
development programmes_a— 1uclud1ng, to be sure, programmes of
assistance in the allied field of 'animal husbandry* and also

the programmes designed to assist rural wage-labour - on
Scheduied Castes/Scheduled Tribes sections in Maharashtra, it ,
was felt that since a survey coverlng over 50000 rural households
spread over 25 districts was to be undertaken, it may be worth—
"while to use this opportunlty to find how far have some of the
welfare programmes of the Government benefitted SC/ST relatively
to Non-SC/ST. The welfare programmes considered were the pro-
grammes of assistance relatlng to education, house constructlon,
drinking water -=supply, electr1c1ty.supp1y, and medical assistance.
We shall consider these one by one,

6.2 The assistance schames intended to banefit particularly |

SC and ST sections of population in the state; which inciude,
inter alia, schemes relating'to.education.as uell, are under

the control of the Department of Social Welfare of the Government
of Mgharashtra. This departmenﬁ is'concérned with programmes

for the weaker sections iu the state, including, among others,

the Backward Classes (B.C.) Such'as'Scheduled Castes, Scheduled
Tribes, Denotified Tribes and Namadic Tribes. _
6.3° An important part of the sssistance of an educational -
nature provided principally to B.C. .students by the Department
of Social Welfare, consists of the provision of hostel facili- _
ties to these students., The bulk of the total expenditure
incurred for providing these facilities, is borue directly by
the government either througp the department concerned or in.

the form of grants to Zilla Parishads. The admissions to
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these hostels are to'be strictly én thé basis of merit. A minor
part of expenditure takes the form of grént-in-aid by the govern-
ment to B.C. hostels run by voluntary agencies to enable thém to
‘meet expenditure on the various facilities provided to the inmates.
The benefits from government expenditure on.this-account to. the.
students‘residing in the hostels are in the_form of free fopd__;
and accommodation during their stay in ﬁostels_and certain
additional amenities provided to them such as furniture, bedding
and linen, utensils, textbooks, stationery\articles,'school s
uniforms, bus passes, medical facilities and. so onlﬁ Ii is
important to note that 20 per cent-of the seats in these hoktels
are reserved for the economically backyarqvpiass,(E.B,G.) stﬁdgnts,
who would include students from the Non-SG/ST group. This is:

done with a view to effécﬁing in;egration among stqéepﬁs;belongf
ing to the different social groups.z_;Therékare alss'goférnment
hostels for B.C. and'E.B.d. girls.  Every s@ch.hostel has a ; |
sanctioned strength of 80 inmstes.- Of:these seéts,'haif-are e

for meritorious girls belonging to B.C. group and the rehaining

3

half for meritorious girls categorised .as E.B.C .
6.4 There is also a scheme of book banks, under which sbout
25 percent of the total students are supplied textboqks frée_oﬁ

- charge, which are to be returned by the students at»the‘epﬁ of |
the year. This scheme is now being operated in all thg stan-.
dards upto the secondsry stage. ."Itiis observed that the
enrolment and attendance of pupils belonging tQ Scheduled Castes,
Scheduled Tribes, Vimukta Jatis, Nomadic Tribes in primary

schools and especially of girl students ambngst them is very .

low and far from satisfactory. Moreover, drop-outs from these

———_

1. Performonce Budget, 1983-84, Socisl Welfare, Cultural Affairs,
Sports and Tourism Depsrtment (Social Welfare), Government
of Maharashtra — this publicstion is to be referred to

hereinafter as 'Performance Budget, 1983-8L' — .
Pp. 665 -ge ’ 93 L | s P 16 and

2. Ibid, Pp. 64L-65.
3. Ibid, P,77.
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. communities are comparatively larger with the result that the
enrolment in the secondary stage of eduoation is comparatively
low. It is, tHerefore, nécessary to take all possible steps for
increasing the enrolment of pupils belonging to Scheduled Castes,
Scheduled Tribes, Vimuikta Jatis, Nomadic Tribes in primsry
schoois and assisting these children in continuing and complet-
1ng at least their prlmary educatlon. ‘Towards this end, a scheme
of supply of two sets of un1forms per year per pupil belonging
to these communltles~study1ng in standards I and II has been’
formulated and 1s belng implemented from 1978-79. Writing
msterial such as slates, pen01ls, exercise books etc. is also

. supplied_frea of charge to these pupils at a cost upgo Rs.10

osr ouoii<per'annum"h. Furthermore, there is a Zilla Parishad
'scheme, supported by grants from the State Goverament under
whlch milk and eatables are prov1ded free of charge to students
of. Balwadls. It is worth-noting that the students of Balwadis
are drawn from both B.C. and aon—B .. sections.

6 5 Certaln aspects of the educational concessioﬁs given by
the Government of Maharashtra may now be noted. In the first

splace, sevcral of these conce551ons are available to students

“,re51d1ngv1n_government hostels or to those in government-azided

hostels which are being run oy voluntary agencies. Evidently,

. thé‘capacity of these hostels being limited,:all those students
who may have to stay ih other types of hostels durlng their years
.of study are not ellglble to get these concessions. Secondly,
all the inmates of government hostels do. not come from Sd/ST
sections. Some Non-SC/ST students also are provided with free
accommodation and therefore wiﬁh concomitant benefits in these

hostels, in the interest of social integrstion. Finally, there

swere

L. Government of Maharashtra Plannln :
g Department : Sixth Five-
Year_Plan( 1980-85, Annuai Plan, 1981-82, p.171, paras 12

snd 13, This publicatlﬂn will b £
as 'Sixth Five-Year Plan, 1980-85?)rp erred to hereinafter
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are schemes of assistance even to studemts who do not reside in
hostels., Illustrations are provided by the book-bank scheme,
the scheme for thé supply of uniforms and writing meterial and
the provision of milk and eatables. |

6.6 we mey now turn to the findings of ourigurve&. As a back-
drop, we may go over briefly the informati~-n thrown up by the
survey dn ﬁhe percent age of households‘(to total households in

a gfoup) in which adults snd/or minors were being educated. The
table below gives the requisite inforﬁation.v .
Table 6.1: Percentage of Households (to total households

in a group) in which Adults and/or Minors were
being educated ‘

.---‘--—-—-’—-—--—---'------

Land-related Class SC _ 8T - Non-SG/ST

L @ _ . A LU
1. Landless ' 3748 2845 38.39
2. Marginal 53.17 - 38,52 i55.86
3. Small _ 19.00 - 39.40 51.47
L. Medium and Large 52,87 ' A7}1§ .‘ ”'55;06}

5. A1l Classes 42,68 3h;75'>' ' h9.1é'~

6.7 Slightly less than half of the Non-SC/ST households surveyed
had adults and/or minors who were being educated. 'The correspond-
ing proportions for SC (43 per cent) and ST (35 per-cent) were '
much lower, Thus the households belonging to ST were worse;off-
than SC households, who, in turn,vwére worse-off than Non-SC/ST
househnolds. Then again, in each soéial group the landholding
hruseholds were better-placed than the landless households.,.

6.8 Clearly the benefit from the' provision by governménﬁ of .
assigtance (mentioned anve) to students free - of charge, was
relevant anly in the case of households which figure in Table

6.1, viz., those in which adults and/or minors were béing'
educated., We have listed two types.éf assistance : (i) hostel
facilities with free food and accomﬁodation ahd (i1) accompaﬁy-

ing amenities in the form of supply of certain materials and
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‘services needed by students. As stated sbove, some of these
.materials/ser\fices‘ are provided to day-students as well. To
“begin with, weiShall considef assistance (ii) above.
76.9 In the questlonnaire we asked the respondent-households
‘to state whether the following materlals were supplied by the
government during the precedlng yvear free of c05t to students.
An:the households (i) slates and penc1ls, (11) exercise books,
(11l) books, (1v) unlforms, and .(v) eatables, in the mornlng or
1n the afternoon._ In the table that follows we give information
on the percentage of households (to total surveyed, in whlch '
adults and/or mlnors were being educated), who reported that at
least one of the materlals mentioned above was r9061VPd free of
charge by students in the houscholds. .
 Table 6.2_,uPercentage of Households who Received

at’ least one of the Materials Free of
: Charge_for its School-going Members

L (_11 L ,_" (2) (3) (L)
1. Lemdless . 17.61 . 18.84 10.97
2. Manginal o 24,.81 - 34.85 12,27
3. Small BENTR? 31.55 11,01
b MeohnnﬁiLergel o . 13,66 18.13- ) '-7.68
5. 'All-Clasees 3 18,10 23.29 9;88

6.10 'The proportion of the beneficiary Non-SC/ST households
(10 percent) was much less than that of the corresponding SC
(18 per cent)’ and ST households (23 per cent)., The same
relative p031tion helq w1thln a land-related class belonging

to the three'resnective groups. Furthermore, it may be noted
“that ST households were better-placed in this respect than even
those bélonging to SC. This is one area of assistance in which

SC/ST fared better than Non-SC/ST, with ST being better-off
than SC.
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6.11. Turning to the land-related classes within every social
grodpuwe find that roughly one-third of the 'masrginal! as well

as 'small' category ST households received the benefit under‘
review. The corresponding percentages in the case of SC "marginal!
and 'small' category households were around 25 and 19 fespectively,
and for the relevant.Non-SC/ST households, just 12 and 11
respectively. In sum, the 'marginal' category houséholds in each
social group benefitted the‘most, followed by the fsmall' cafegory
households. Interestingly, ih each social group, ﬁhe.pércénfage

of beneficiary households within the 'medium'and largef categéry
was the lowest — in fact, }owef than that even for tﬂérlandléss
households.

6.12 We shall now present in the tablé‘below the ﬁercentagg'of
households (to households with adults and/or minors being edcated)
who received free of charge from the government'slates‘ahd‘péﬁcils/

exercise books/books/uniforms/breakfast or lunch, during the

preceding year. ) o ‘ . o -

Toble 6.3: Percentage of Households Receiving Slates & .
.| Pencils/Exercise Books/Books/Uniforms/ :
‘ Breakfast or Lunch, Free of Charge

-

(A) SLATES & PENCILS -

1. Landless v 7.10 _ 10,01 '_ , 4.36:
2. Marginal 10.194;‘ . 22.22 o 4.02
3. Small _ 7.68 . 21.04 4.03.
L. Medium & Large _ .6.68 _T1.5h . 2.70
5. All Classes | 7.52 14.21  3.60.
' © (B) EXERCISE BOOKS i |

1. Landless . 7.06 7.10 3.75
2. Marginal 4 6.73 i6.16 | 1.37
3. Small 7.9 19.97  2.32
L. Medium & Large : 5.59 11.36 241
5. All Classes 7.01 12.12 2.59

( contd.)



(C) BOOKS
CIIDIIIITIIIIIIIIAIIIIIIIII I
1. Landless . . S 1347 . 12.83 8.27
2. Marginal | 20.38 23.74 7.48
3. Small 1420 2470 - 6.59
be 'Mediuml&,iérge 10.56 14,65  5.17
5. ALl claésesf. L 13.83 17.21 6.55
(D) UwiFORM
1. Landless - | LabO b9 17
2, Marginal o . 6.73 10.61 2,14
3. Small 5.05 15,40 - 1.01
L. Medium & Large 3.73' 9.3k ‘<“ Ol
5. " All Classes | L.70° 8.76° 1.02

(E) BREAKFAST OR LUNCH
1. Londless 2,14 2418 1.23
2, Marginal 173 8.59 2.4
3. small’ o 2.42 9.5 2.20
L, Meéiunp&ALarge ) S 1.55 . ' §,06 T':' 1.69
5. ALl Classes 207 5.88 1,80

'6.%3' If we ga over thg\difgerent portions of the table we

find that ST households benefittéd the most in the case-of each
Qf_ﬁhe‘matériaIS:cited. The percentage of beneficiary SC
househoidr was lower and that of the concerned Non-SC/ST
househnlds, the lowest in eéch portion of the table. In fact,
in portions (A) to (D) of the table the percentage in the case
of NOQ-SC/ST was significantly lower than the percentages for
SC/ST. In portion (E) of the table ('breskfast or lunch'),

the proportion relating to ST was the highest, those for SC

and Non-SC/ST being, more or less, on par.

6.14 In each social group, the largest proportion of households

Pbtained books free of charge, among the different amenities
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cited. For example 13.83 percent of SC households, 17.21 per-
cent of ST nonsehglds and 6;55'percent of Non-SC/ST households,
obtained this material free of cost, and in each social group
this percentage was indeed the highest among all those pertain;
ing to the different materials available free of charge. The |
materials next-in importance from the point of view of .the per-
centage of beneficisry houscholds, were :slates and pencils' .
and 'exercise books! in that order. The proportion of-benefi-
clary households in every seciél group in respect-of the remgin-
ing two materials (*uniform' and 'breskfast or lunch') was much
lower, _ _ L

6.15 Among ST households those belonging to the 'small' and
'marginal' categories benefitted the most from each scheme.*
This was, more or less,.true of SC households as well,’ The same
cannot be said, however, abont the 'marginali and'fsmall' catee
gory Non-SC/ST heuseholdseeg—hn N

6.16 Apart from the mqterials supplied freely, there 1s also )
one further a351stance nrov1ded by the government to selected
students from SC, ST and NonFSC/ST households, which has been

" menticned above, This 1s in the nature of hostel f301litles o
provided. If we take all the students in surveyed households
who stayed in hostels - gov*rnment, government—alded or purely B
private - during their years of studies, there mist have been
some students whose expenses were fully covered by government
3551stance, some whose expenses were partially covered and ‘

some who had to bear all expenses‘themselves, | |

6.17 In the questionnaire we had asked hnousehnlds with bovs/'
girls staying in hostels as students to state tne extent tol
which they, had to bear hostel expenses. The three alternatives
from which they were required to select were : (1) All

expenses borne by the houséhnlds, (2) Part of the expenses

so borne, (3) None of the expenses so borne. It will be seen
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that a1l the households who responded to this query one way or
the other had their wards staylng in hostels. The percentage
of such households w1th wards staying in hostels to total house-
holds in which adults and/or minors were being educated, is ’
given in the follow1ng table.-
Table 6,1 Percefitage of Households with Wards staylng

‘in Hostels, to Total Households in which
Adults and/or Minors were being educated

Land-relatpd Class SC 8T - ' Non-SC/ST

B o (2 3) . - . :
1‘..'; Landless =~ ‘ 8.49 - 5.10 - 7.60
2. Mafginal o | 5.96 12.12 _ 3387
3. Small | - 9.78 19.36 . 8.23
Lo Medium and Large 13.35 18,13 11,52
5. A11 Classes - | 9415 12.2  8.85

6.18'-It-is seen that around 10 percent-of the concernedihouse—
holds among each of the three social groups (SC,ST and Non-SC/ST)
had wards stgying in hostels. It may'be noted, however, that |
ST had a somewhat higher percentage than either SC or Non-SC/ST.
Furthermore; in_eaoh social group the'householdé bélonging to
'Smali'_and *medium_and large! landholding categories had
highef percéntageo of households with wards staying in hostels
than thosolbelonging to either 'marginal' or landless categories.

Finally, in each landholding category ST proportion was signi-

ficantly higher than that for SC or Non-SG/ST.

6.19  Let us now tuon to classification of households (with
wards staying in hostels) from the point of view of the portion
of hostel expenses borne by them. In the following table we
givo information_on the percentage of households (to total
households.W?th wards'sﬁaying in hostels) who reported that

they had to bear none of the expenses/a part of the expenses/

all the expenses,
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Table 6.5: Percentage of Housecholds who had to bear
None of the Hostel Expenses/Part of these
Expenses/All of these Expenses,to Households
w1th Wards staying in hostels

—-.——-——-——__-————---——_——_-’--——.———

Portion of Hostel sc ST ‘ Non-SC/ST
Expenses borne _ :
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1. None of the Expenses‘ | Coe . |
borne - . 33.49 40.52 : 3.19
2. Part of the Expenses - 35.14 33.66 . . . .36.40
3. A1l the Expenses 31,37 25.82 _ . 60.41 .

- eem em WS S S Gk M W R P G SN EGE W G G mm em fE WD we ep W me YR ES gm BE Wp e Ee o,

'6.20 It is seen that about 41 pércent of the concefned ST house-
holds did not have to bear any of the hostel expenses, Nearly
one-third of the relevant SC household; came under this category.
The corresponding proportion for Non-SGC/ST wés minuééuié aﬁ,about
3 percent. 'Then again,ﬁearly 26 percent of the concerned ST
households,about 31 percent of the relevant SC households and
around 60 percent of the corresponding Non-SC/ST househoids{_.
had to bear all the hostel expenses. In other words, about 75.
percent of ST households with wards staying infhostels;_ﬁeﬁee ]
fitted from either full or partial relief in respect of hostel
expenses. The corresponding proportion for SC was abnut. 70”per :
" cent and for Non-SC/ST, mich lower at around LO percent., Ig o
sum, SC/ST benefitted much more from this scheﬁe.of_assistapgg__‘
than Non-SC/ST. On the whole, in the field of education ST
households_were the principal benefiéiaries of_governmental‘, ,
schemes of assistance, followed closely by ﬁpuseholds,bglogging;
to SC. The benefit to Non-SC/ST househclds ﬁéslmuch lesse
Housing | -

6.21 There are several governmental.schemes of housing_whiqﬁ

are intended to benefit the rural popuiation. One of these
"envisages construction of pucca houses for those persons in
rural areas who are having houses with thatched roofs and who

have been living in such houses at least for the (prebeding)
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five years.. Priority is giveh to Vimukta Jatis and Nomadic
NTrlbeS. Under the scheme, a351stance is given from Government
1n the form of bulldlng materlal and labour charges....Assistance
is also glven from village community etc. in the form of locally
_avallable materlal... This scheme is 1mp1emented through Zilla
‘Parlshad“s Under another scheme the government provides free
:to the landless and houseless rural labourers suitable house
sites. measurlng 100 square yards each and also constructs huts
for themél Be31des, there is a Local Sector scheme within the
Jurlsdlctlon of 2 lela Parlshad for providing f1nanc1a1
assistance for house_construct1on to SG/STJhcuseholds holdihg
less than one acre of land; A concerned household gets from the

lela Parishad Rs. 750/- by way of grant and it is to prov1de

tye
.

_ Rs. 25Q/- from its own resources, either in the form of cash
or klnd or in- the form of manuasl labour performed The total
experlence on'account of a house would be Rs. 1000/- It may
be mentioned’ that even some Non—SC/ST households belonglng to
E.B.C. are ellglble to get the same concessi"ns under this
schemez Then ‘again, the government encourageshbackward class
persons‘to construct their own houses on co-operative_basis by
giVinthhem financial assistance in the form of loan ahd‘subsldy
to,cover‘the cost .of purchase of private land and construction
of house.: This financial assistance is available only to co=
operatlve housing. societies with- 10 percent non-B C. members,

, who also are entltled to get the same concessions, Slmllarly,
B.C. bersons 301n1hg co-operatlve housing societies with non-
B.C. persons are also entitled to financial assistance. The
1Oan is interest-free, ahd the ratio of loan to subsidy is

fixed by the government. The ceiling cost to be met from

5 Sixth Five;Year Plan, 1980-85 p.218, r '
Ibid : p.219, parss ;1 12 and,13. para 9.
7, Performance Budget, 19é3-8u, P.187, Column 18
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government'assistant under-this scheme is fixed.: What is more,
a beneficiary(is requlred to.mset a portion of the cost through
nersonal o0ntribution§ |
'6.2é In our cuestionnaire there were'questions seeking to find
out whether respondent;households receivedrland from thé‘gOVern—
ment_for house-construction and whether thé governmént construct-
ed houses on these lands. An attémpt-was also made to‘elicit'-'
informat1on on financial assistsnce for house constructlon from
the government. Since the scheme of g1V1ng land for house-7
construction and setting up huts on these lands Was 1ntended.for
“rural labourers we try to find out the peroentage of'households
from among_thoss with one or more members performing wagoflanonr,
who stated that they réceiﬁed lsnd from governmént for house- )
o@nstruction. The table that follows gives the necessary data.
Table 6.6 ¢+ Percentage of Households receiving Land

from Government for House Construction,

to total Households with one or more
members performing Wage-~labour

e S gy

Lond-related Closses | 56 ~ “Non-sc/sT
LW _ﬁzl______‘i’____“_--f‘*_-_
1. Landless 16,40 17.32 14,03
2. Marginal 105 . T9.50 8.06-

3. Small ' C .00 204 8.98 .

L. Medium & Large 7.5 38.65  12.84
5. All Classes 15.65 18.82 12,11

6.23 It is seen that SC/ST had a larger proportlon of house-'
holds gettlng land from government for house constructlon than
Non-SC/Sch Only 12 percent of the concerned Non-SC/ST house=
holds reported that they receivedbsuch land” against 16 percent
in the case of 5C and 19 percert for ST. The households beleng-

8. Performance Budget, 1983-8L, p.210.
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ing to-ST benefitted the most.

6.2, As for the land-related classes, we observe as follows:
(i) In each land-related’ class SC/ST households benefitted more
than their Non-SC/ST counterparts,'(ii) The respective propor-
tions fof SC and ST landless households weré, more or less, the
:samé; “The same was true also in the case;quthe 'marginal'
category households belénging to SC and ST. This suggests that
the same extent of benefit accrued to households belonging to
the éoncerned land-related class within the two gpéial groups
mentioncd. ‘But'ST.hpuseholds belonging to the 'small'/'medium
and large! categorieé had higher proportions than their respec-
4tive counterparts among SC. (iii) In each social group the
'marginal’ category households seeﬁ to have benefittéd the
least. The percentages for the 1and1esé and the *medium and
larggf category households within SC- were,more or less, the same
and these were somewhat higher than that for the 'small! cateq
gofy.éc houSeholdg. The same conclusion applied,by and large,
in the case of Non-SC/ST section. Among ST, however; the
largést percentage pertained to ‘the 'medium and large' category
households followed by those respectively for the 'sméll' and
the lepdless households in that order. :
6.25 .‘Wé.now consider benefit in the form of construction of
houseé b& govérnment. The following table gives percentage of
households (to'those with one or more members. performing wage-
labour) who reﬁorted that government constructed houses for them

Table 6.7: Percentage of Houscholds reporting that
_ _ Government Constructed Houses.for them,
= o ~te Househtlds-with osne er-mere membere,- - - . -~ -
. - performing Wage-labour ‘

Land<related Classes SC ST Non-SC/ST
A (2) (3) (L)

1+ Landless 11.47 - 11.85 10.70

2, Marginal 3.88 3.96 0.93
3.r Small | 8.96 6,61 2028

ke Medium & Large * g.88 L.32 5.16

5. Al1l Classes 10.38 9.78 7.05
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6.26 In this table we find as follows :
(i) Households belonging to SC/ST (nearly 10 percent)
benefitted more than those within Non-SC/ST (about 7 percent), -

(i1) In each land-related class households belonging to
SC/ST were, moré or less, better-placed than their counterparts
among Non;SC/ST, | ‘ . |

(ii4) In each social group the landless households bene;;
fitted more than the landholding households,

(iv) A comparison between table 6.6 and table 6.7 suggests
that not all the households who received land from the govern-
ment for house‘construction, had houses constructedifor‘them’by
the government, | i
6.27 Let us now turn to households who feported réceipt'ofu(
financial assistance from governmgnt forvhouse-construction..
The data drawn from the survey giving percentage of such bene-
ficiary-households to total households surveyed, are presented
in the toble that follows : |
Table 6,8: Percentage of Households Receiving

Government Financial Assistance for
House Construction, to Total Housecholds

Land-related Class s ST Non-SC/ST
(1) (2) {3y - <

1. Landless 3.52 5.85 3.31

2. Marginal - sz 3.3 1.19

3. Small 3.19 - 2.88 1.35

L. Medium & Large 2.79 695 1.9

5. All Classes 3.55 . 4,20 ,1;84

- oas e
=W s mom m ek S wm e W e o E o me R o S e an e W e e e .4m _wm

6.28 A relatively smsll percentage of hoﬁéehdlds {ﬁ each ’
social group/lsnd-related class reported receipﬁ of finéhcia1;
assistance from government'for housé-construction. All the
same the percentages pertaining to SC/ST were higher than that

for Non-3C/ST, This appliéd, more or iess, in the czse of each
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land-related class within SC/ST on the ore hand and Non-SC/ST -

on the other.

-

Drlnklng Water Supply

i

6.29 The supply of pure drinking water o rural areas was to
be‘;hsured as a part of the Minimum Needs Programme in the Sixth
Five-Year Plan (1980-85) of the Governmént of Mahsrashtra.’
There was also a scheme of improvement of Hérijan Bastis, under
whlch inter alla, the work of providing essential facilities
like tap water, drinking water in Harijan localitles, was to

be carried outlo

6.30 We tried to elicit from the surveyed households informa-
tion on the distance at which the source of drinkigéwwater supply
available was located. In the tabulated data we classifiedb -
.disﬁances_mentioﬁed into three types : (i) Soufce in the
village, (ii) Source af a distance of 1 to 3 miles and

(iii) Source at 'a distance of ﬁore than 3:miles. The following
table gives infofmation on percentage of HouSeholds (to tétal
households) who mentioﬁed one or the other diStahce specified
(Table 6.9). |
6.:31 _ The three distance-classes mentioned in table 6.9 are
mu;ual}y‘exclusive and together must cover all the surveyed
househglds,'each of which must be having some source of drink-
ing water, This means that thé sum-total of percentages
pertaining to the.hduseholds belonging to aﬁy sociasl group/
land-related class, mentioning'one or the other of the three
alternﬁtiV§s; should add up to 100. Unfortunately, this is
not so-in the case of table 6.9. Let us take by way illustra-
tion the sumtotsl of Percentages for, say, SC households

(Row 5, cols.2+5+8). The sumtotal comes to 88.29. ‘This_meaﬁs

9. Sixth Five-Year Plan, 1980-85, Pp. 209-210.
10, Ibid p-229, para 371.



Table 6.9 : Percentage of Households Getting Drinking Water in the Village/

at a Distance of 1 to 3 miles/at a Distance of More Than 3 miles

‘1, Landless

2. Marginal.

3., Small®

4, Médium & Large

In the Village 1- to 3 Miles More than 3 Miles
SC ST Non- SC ST Non= SC ST Non-
SC/ST SC/ST SC/ST
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
85,41 81,80 79,45 3.63 5.93 3.22 0.07 0.60 0.17
74,44 73,93 77,10 8.90 13.04 7.14  (0.51 0,58 0.26
83,31 78.02 81,36 3,30 11.11 4.54 0,31 0.66 0.53
86.04 '83.23 86.84 3.12 7.87 2.85 0.33 0,00 0.36
84.12 82.23 3.99 7.95 3.81 0.18 0.51 0.34

5. 411 Classes

80.59

G8T
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that the responses of about 12 percent of SC households
| remained to be recorded. A similar conclusion applles in the
case .of the other socisl groups or to saqh land-relsted class
ﬁithin every sdcial group. This was an investigational lapse.
Ali the same, it is. worth-noting that over L/5th Qf the house-
4ﬁolds.in'each'soéial group stated that they obtained water in
the village itself. The pércen;ages”fo?'the 1and-related
classes belonging to each_social group Wére also, more or less,
sf the same magnitddélrthe only QXCeptibn being-those fqr the
rmarginslt cat egory households within esqh sopisl group.
Howefér,‘even here £he proﬁorpiogiwas as’higﬁ 28 neéle 75 per
cent. N ‘ ' |
v6.32 In our survey we made an attempt to elicit iﬂ}ormation
on whether households obtained drinking water from 6ne or more
of the .seven differént sources cited in.the questioﬁnaire. The
aeven sources identlfled were ¢ (1) Private Well, (ZYIPubiic
WelI (3) Tank, (h) :River, (5) Rivulet (Nala), (&) Gdﬁernment
_Tube~we}}»and (7) Woter tap. ‘To begln with, this information
enabled us to claésify households obﬁaining drinking water by

.the'number of sources from which they got water. The following

table gives data onithe percentage of households (to total
househqlds)-who reported hsving~obﬁainédgdrinkiﬁg water from
(1) ‘only one source'and'(ii) two sources.

Table 6.10 : Percentage of Households Obtaining Water
‘from Only One Source/Two.Sources

-
- e e ew aw e ew e en -— e wm

Land-relagted eee-e-o. SC e o Z_ . 8T 7 7 Non-3C/ST_

classes Only one Two  Only onme Two  Only  Two
. source sour- source sour= 'one SOUr-

ces ces '-source ces

1. Landless  87.01. 12,04  88.79 - 10.20 '86.48 12.35
2. Marginal  88.34  11.15  79.57 20.0L 84,.07 15.59

3. Small 88.77.  10.36 . 86.85 12,73 .87.97 11.56
L. Medium & : - _ Do
. Large 83.17, 16,01 86,86 12.53 - '86.39 13.06

5. A1l Classes 87.01° 12,11  87.37 11.86 86.61 12.69

----———----——-----q -
- -
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6.33- It is seen that about 87 per cent of SC, ST and Non-SC/ST
households depended .on only one source for drlnklng water.,

Nearly 12 to 13 per cent obtained it from two scurces. Thefe'
was not ahyf marked difference in this respect betwéen‘thé house~
holds belonglng to even the different land-related classes w1th1n
the three 500131 groups.

6.3 Let us now consider the different sources of drinking
water. The table that follows (6.11) gives percentsge of house-
holds (to total households) who obtsined drinking.water from
each source mentioned. It is important to note st this stage
that among the sources listed in the table tﬁosé‘at'No.Z(Public
Well) .No.3(Tank) ,No.6(Government Tube-well] and No.7

(Woter Tap), are the ones in respect of which some publlc agency
(government or the local body) is directly involved in the
provision of drinking water to residents.

Toble 6.11 : Percentage of Households Obtaining
Drinking Water from the Source Mentioned

Land-related Class T s T T st 'NSnIsE/éi
(1) {2) (3) W

TR e e s ap TR M an SR eE B W ar e Gn Gn RN GE M R e WS B SR up WE am em == e

I. PRIVATE WELL

1. Landless o 16.01 15.01 - _20}95 o
2. Morginal 1.0, 20.62 22.33
3+ Small o 16.54 17 2793
L+ Medium & Large 19.87 15.38 © 3346
5. A1l Classes . 16.09 15,28 .-27-14;5~
II. PUBLIC WELL . U B .
1. Lendless 65 .24 59.95 62,78
2. Marginal . 56.65 - 62.26 55.5é
3. Small | 62.96 62.88 52,45
h. Medium-k Large 6u70 53.50  51.03.
5. All Classes " 64.00 59.76 - 55.12

( contd.)



Table 6.11 (contd )

- s dn e e % an MM o em m S o P o R o o R M S R o e o W M e e
-

- e wm ma ER e S me sk B am o e @ el G et er e o Em ee S e en . ms em  em e em
- .

3.
Le

i5..

L.
,5.

3.
b
D

. Landiess
. rMarglnal
Small
-Medlum & Large

All Classes

Landless

.. Marginél-

3@1

Small -
Medium & Large

-All Classes

" Landless

Marginal

. - Small
" Medium & Large
All Classes

. Landless

o Marginal

Small -
Medium & Large
All Classes

Landless

' Marginal

Small

-Medium & Large
A1l Classes

(2) (3)
ITI. TANK s
0.07 120k -
0.31 037
0.05 0.24
0.00 0,17
0.08 0.71
IV RIVER
8.67 10.90
19.73° 13.62
7.3 6.9
8.37 8.56
9.46 9.70
vV RIvuLEr
0.85 3.83
3.07 - 5.25
2,16  5.83
1.56  8.38
1.36 5.13

. VI GOVERNMENT TUBE WELL

9.17 - 593
5 .01 L .28
7.06 6.01
11.08 7.00
8.63 6.00

VII WATER TAP

~11,08 12.53
14.83 12.65
12.98 16.70

9.61 18.93

7.90
14.68

- 9.24

6.05
8.27

1.09
1,62

7.32
L8l
6.16
10,05

7.70

- s
--—-——--—_-—-—----_-__ - - W =
- - e e =
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6.35_' The table brlngs out as follows ;' .

o (1) Evidently the most important source of dr1nking
water for all social groups as also for all land-related olasses
, within each, was the public well, About 50 to 65 per cent of'
honseholds in the different classes depended on this source for
the supply of drinking water. All the same, the propoftion of
SC/ST households using this source was higher than that of Non-
SC/ST households. While nearly 55 per cent of Non-SC)ST house—
helds mentioned this source, the corresponding proportion was
6L percent for SC and 60 percent for ST. T

(2) © A comparison bétween the land-related classes within
the three social groups depending on -public wells, reveals as
follows : (a) The percentage of the.landless households gettlng
drirking water from publlc wells was, more ‘or less, comparable
in magn1tude for the three social groups, viz. SC (65 percent),
SC_(60 pe?cent), and Non-3C/ST (63 percent). (b) The parcentages
for the lendholding NoneSC/ST'households — ranging between 51.

to 53_percent_r-‘were much lower than that for the lggglggg Non-
SC/ST. households. The'dependenoe on public wells of the land--
less relatively to the- landholdlng households within SC/ST,.
however, did not present so clear-cut a plcture. (c) The -
proportion for the households belonging t0 every 1andholding
class within Non-SC/ST wss lower than those for its‘counterbarts
among SC/ST. 1In brief, the releﬁively bet€er-off households
among Non-SC/ST had to depend somewhat less on public wells for
the supply of dr1nk1ng water than (i) the landless amongst

them and (ii) 'also the landhelding households w1th1n SC/ST. :

(3} Tonk was an absolutely minor source of drlnklng

water to all the three social groups. So was, more or less,

rivulet, particularly to SC and Mon-SC/ST households. River
Was not an insignificant source of supply of drinking water.

About 8 to 10 percent of househnlds belonglng to the three
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groups used this source.. Within the land-related classes, it
>was the marginal category households belonging to each social
group among whom the highest percenﬁage‘of househblds reported‘
thst they got supply of drinking water from rivers. |

- “(L) Next to public wells, private wells were a somewhat
imporﬁant'source of drinking water to the surveyed households.
It is true that the proportion of householdS'ln each sncial
group-using this source was much less than- that in the case of
public wellse',All the same, the inter-group differences here,
somewhat bpposite-in nature to those pertaining‘to public wells
as a source, are of interest to us. We find that 27.1%4 per cent
'6f—Non-SC/ST'households-éould obtain water from priv§te wells,
as against 16.09 per cent of SC and 15.28 per cent_pg ST house-
hblds. Non-SC/ST depended relatively more on this source than

SC/sT.  Thus though 211 the socigl groups had'£o depend

re}apiye;y;more~on pubiic wells than on private wells, the fact
,fﬁét'thé proportion of households using ELplic wells was more
in the case of SC/ST than in the case of Non-SC/ST whereas a
largnr proportlon of Non-SC/ST households had private wells to

draw from than SC/ST, indicstes the sunerlor economic position
of Non-SC/ST relatively to SC/ST.
~ (5) Let us now consider the dsta for the land;rélafed
cléssés. In each land-related classs the percentage Of}Noh-SC/
ST households using private wells was higher than those of
'SC/ST\ Furthermore, among Non-SC/ST the bercentage of house-
-holds increased with the size-class of landholdings. There was
no such clear-cut trend in the case of SC/ST, except that among
5C, the percentage increased among the landholding households
as the size-class .of landholding ingreased. |
'(6) We have said above that 'government tube well' and
"Wéter'tap' were sources provided for by public agencies.
Relatively speaking, the latter wss somewhst more important

for the surveyed households than the former. If we take each
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source sepgrateiy, the percentage of SC households getting drink=
ing wéter from gOVefnment.tubewell (8.63) was higher than the:
corresponding Non-SC/ST bercentage (7.70) 2nd ST percentage
(6;00). On thé othér hand ﬁhe proportion of ST households using
water-tap was the highest at 14.53 per cent,-followed by that
pertaining to Non-SG/ST (12.45) and then that of SC (11.59) .

6.36 The respondent-households were asked whether they got
drinking water thfoughout the year. It would be proper to.take
into account the.percenﬁage of households stating that they got
drinking water thfoughouﬁkthe’year, to‘households-whose responses
were recorded in table 6.9 above,‘and not to the total households.
The irformation on the percentages in- question is provided in .
the following table,

-

Table 6.12 : Percentage of Households Getting
Drinking Water A1l the Year Round

- O S A W W e T o E Am e B S ] O ek S ko em A P am W on e ok ay e am

Land-related Class - 8C- ST-- . ' Non-SC/ST
_____ AL NN AR
1. Landless o 89.26 86.75 97.66F?L -
2. Marginal . 8598 70k . 91,65
3. Small 1.6, . 76.86 - 88.56
L, Medium and Large 87.89 - . . 88,14 . 89.37
5. All Classes ' | - 89.24 . -83.53 91,79

6.37 It is true that an overwhelming prdportion;of-the concerned
households in each socisl group stated that watéflwas-available
all the year round. All the éame ST percéntage_at 84 was |
significantly below that for SC (89), which was lower then the
percentagg pertaining to Non—SC/ST (92). ‘Non—SC/ST were thus .
relatively_betper-ﬁiaged in thiélréspect than.SC/ST, ST turningi
out to be:the most disadvantaged.of-the'tﬁree groups., It is
indeed disturbing that about 10 to 15 pef cent of SC/ST house-

holds and around & per cent of Non-SC/ST housecholds did not
get drinking water throughout the year,
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6.38 In each land-related clasé.the position of Non-SC/ST was,
. moré or less, better than that of SC/ST. Again, the land-
related ciasses’belonging-to ST -were at the maximum disadvantage,
It is particularly a matter.for concern that among ST about 30
,pér.cént of the 'marginal! category households and roughly 23
pericent-of the 'small' category households, reported that they
could géésget‘drinking water the whole year round,

Electricity and Gobar Gas

6.39 Accqfding tb'tﬁe official statistics of the Government
of Maharashtra the total number of towns and villages in the
state that were elecﬁfified as on 31-3-1982 was é9;13911 Then
again, there were in all 276 towns and 39,354 fillages in Mahg-
rashtra écéording to Census of India,1§8112 Thus thg.total '
number of towns and villages in the state was 39,65@. This
means that 73.53.percent of towns and villages in Maharashtra
wefe;e}eptrified-as on 31-3;1982. Allowing for the fact that
‘ali_the,276‘towné‘were'electrifiedrwe haveNZé,863 (i.e;29,139-“
276)-glectrified~villages in Maharashtra as on 31—3-59825 "These
eleétrified villages as a prbpprticn of'the total number of
villages (39,3%#)-come to 73 .34 percent. in other words, a
little less than 3/kth of the villages in Maharashtra State were
electrified by the end of 1981-82. |

6.40 - In our survey we tried to find out how many households

in rural areas had electriecity in their houses. The percentage
of hoqseholds stating that they had electricity in houses, to
total households surveyed is given in tha following table.
Table 6,13 : Percentage of Houscholds with Electriciti

in Houses

Land-related Clzss SC ST Non-SC/ST -  All
o . ' 8ocia1
uroubds

(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
1. Landless 13.29 9.81 20.95 16.61
g- g;rﬁinal 42.33 14,40 31.83 32,09
3. 8 31 21.33 13.27 28 .75 25.71
. f um & Large 30.21 23.94 37.37 35.74
5. All Classes 19,24 13,21 29.59 25.39

11. Directorate of Economics and St ‘
2 atistics, Government of
Maharashtra, Bombay (DESM):Statistical Abstract of ( contd.]
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6.41 We see from the data in column 5 that only I/Ath of the
surveyed households belonging to all the sogiql_groupé taken
together, reported that they had electriéity.in their houses,
‘thbugh"aé we saW”eérliér, a 'little less than 3/4th of the Maha-
rashtra villages were electrified by the end of 1981-82. This“
underlines therobvious point that electrifiéation of a villége»
does not mean electrified houses. .
6.4h2 Table 6. 13 brings out that in respect of availability -of
electr1c1ty in houses Non—SC/ST households were better-placed
than SC/ST. While nesrly 30 per cent of Non-SC/ST households:
had electricity in their houses, this was so in the case 'of 19
percent of SC and ;3 percent of ST households surveyed. It is
worth-noting, however, that even among Non-SC/ST, about 70 per
cent of households wgré'without electricity in their houses. -
LFurthGrmofe, in each social group the landless housecholds were
'worse-off than any of the landholding category households. If
wi leave out the rather high. percentage (h2 33) of 'morginalf’:
category SC households having electricity in their houses; the

broad picture that emerges is that smong the lsndholding clésseé

'in each social group, the 'medium and large' category households
weré'bétﬁer-placed”than those belonging to the other two
landholding caﬁegories.

5.&3' The programme of encoursging the .construction of gobar
gas plahts came to be undertaken-sipce 1973-7L. The government
gives to rural households a grant of 20 'to-50. percent for con-
struction of these plants. Our questionnagire triedftb Iind_ .
out how mzny of the surveyed h~useholds had . gob T gas plants..
The percentage of houscholds (to total households)‘wﬁq reported

having gcbar gas p%agts, is giveﬁ in the table below,

< e mr

"T1 (¢éontd. ) P e e S - . >
Maharashtra State, 1981-82 Table 9.2, column 10, Pp. 215 216.

12 Reprcduced in DESM : op.c1t., table 1.4, column 3, Pp.50-51
(for towns) and table 1.3, column 3, Pp.48-L9 (for villages).
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Table 6. 1& Percentage of Households with Gobar Gas Plants

(1 (2 (3) (i)
1. Londless . E ,0-37 ) 0.3 0.32
2. Marginal; . - 133 | 0.19 - 0.6
3. Small 0.52 0.42 0.70
bee Médiﬁm'&,Large 0.82 - 1;h7 1.31
5.. ALl Classes . o3 0w o7

6;4ﬂ' iﬁ.ail the social groups‘énd ;méng all the land-related
classes; £he percéhtage 6f houséholds who reported that they
had gobar gas plants was 1n51gn1flcantly small. Thege is no
point in making any further comparlson. o -

6.45 We also enquired of those with gobar gas plants whether
they received_any government subsidy fpr the‘plant. It was-
found . that thgfpefgentage of_householdé (to those with gobar ga
plants).a@ong the threé‘socialrgroups.who received government

- subsidy was. as follows : SC (24.14); ST (38.24) and Non-SC/ST
(23?76),_4There ﬁas a larger proportion of beneficiaries among
. the coﬁéerned_§T households than among those belonging to SC
and.Non;SC/ST,' .

6.46 We also tried to find out from the chcernea gurveyed
households whether their gobar gas-planis were fupctibning
well. The following table gives data on the percentage of
households (to those with gobar gas plants) who stated that
their plants functioned well,

Igble 6.15: Percentage of Households Whose Gobar Gas
Plants Functioned Well

Land-related Class s¢ ST Non-SC/ST
L 51__)_'_ o (2) - (3)

1, Landless 52 .00 55.56 66.67 -
2., Marginal : L6,15 0.00 L3 .75
3. Small 70.00 57 .14 ° 58.21
L+ Medium & Large 50.00 70 .59 78.53

5. Al Classes ' 5305 8176 70.21

- e e e W W e -
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6.47 A sizeable proportion of households‘in each soclial group
repefted that the plants funetiened well. All the séme the
highest proportion was in the case of Non-SC/ST (70.21 per cemt),
followed by that for ST (61.76 per cent) and then SC (53.45 per
cent). Among the land-related classes within ST and within Non-
SC/sT, the highest proportion was for the 'medium & large'

stegory houscholds, whereas it was forvthe 'small! category 3
househ~lds emong SC., It does not appesr that the landless were
particulasrly disadvantaged. We ought to remember, however, that'
211 these proportions related to a small number of households
whe ststed that they had gobar gas plants (Table 614) e _
Medicsl Aid and Fomily Planning

6.48 In respect of medical assistsnce, we have data on the
following three counts 3 (i) Propornion of householdsn(ﬁe total
households) reporting illness in the family during the preceding
one year. (These will be described as 'reportln g! households);
(i1) Percentage of households (to 'reporting! households) who"
visited government dispensary for treatment; and (111) Percentage
of households {to ‘those who V131ted government dlspensary for e
treatment) who received med1c1nes free of charge. ‘

6.&9 Let us consider proportiéns under (i) sbove, These are

presentad in the following table.

'Tgble 6.16 Percentage of Households Reportlng Illness
e in the Family

Land-related Class SC . ST Non-SC/ST
LR L. A R
1. Landless 66,19 57.86  60.39
2. Marginal 68.71  61.48 62,43
3. Small-  66.98  69.37 6498
b. Medium & Large 642 69.58 65 .54

s M Clesses 6633 ees 0 6.5
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:6 50 It ls seen, that between 63 to 66 per cent of the surveyed
households in the three groups reported illness in the family
*dur;ng the_precedlng cne year. The;proportlons for the three
"sooiel groups‘Were not quite different from,one another. There
were no morked differences among the lsnd-related classes either.
6.51 Letrus‘now see what proportion of households from among
these, v1s1ted government dispensary for treatment. Table 6;17

presents the data.

Tsble 6.1 _1 Percentage of Households who Visited
Government Dispensary for Treatment,to
those reporting Illness in the Family

MM Wm M em D Su S A Ws P SP SR W G TR G SR S e SR e Sy SR an S e we ey W W= W

Land-related Classes SC - gT Non=-SC/ST
S R R G

1. Landless 69.79: . 62.60 68.90

2. Marginal | 70.98  65.82 68.02

3. Small C ersh 5827 59.93

,4; ;Medlum.& Large B - 61,08 63.35 | 55.19

5. KLl Classes . 68.55 61.85 - 61.63

6. 52 Nearly 60 t0. 70 percent of the concerned households belong-
| ing to the three social groups visited government dispensaries
for treatment. The proportion relating to SC (69 percent),
however, Was hlgher than the corresponding proportion of nearly
62 percent each Pertaining to ST and -Non-SC/ST households. It
i worth-notlng, however, that in each soclal group over 60
--percent of the households in question depended on government
dlspeusary.for,treatment. Among the land-related classes also
2 feirly high percentage of households reported having had
recqurse to the ssme agency for treatment. It may also be
mentioned that the *smallt and 'medium snd large' category
households within Non-SC/ST and SC had relatively lower per-

centages.than the landless and 'marginal' category households
belonging to the respective groups.,
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6.53 Turning now t6 medicines received free of charge ;n govern-
ment dispensaries, we present’in the table that follows percent=
age of households (to those who visited'government dispensaries -
for treatment) who'received'medicines free of charge in‘these
dispensaries. | . o

Tasble 6.18 : Percentage of Households who received
Medicines Free of Charge in Government

Dispensaries | )

Land-related Clssses 8¢ - ST, Non-SC/ST

YT T & I ¢ ) R
1. Landless a7 82.63 7724
2. Marginal | - 86.79 4 86,06 ;: . -JB?}L?
3. Small 8166 1875 79Tk
L. Medium & Large - ., -~ 75.89 79.02 . 68.22
5. All Classes 77.26 - 81.29  76.13

6.54 The percentage of ST households‘getting free mediclnes at
81.29 was higher than the corresponding percentage fon'SC:(77.?6)
and for Non-SC/STF(76 13) households;- The lowest percént age in -
the table is to be seen in the case of the 'med1um and Large' .
category households belonging to Non—SC/ST. ‘However, even forh‘
these households the percentage was as high as 68. 22.' For all
other category of housenolds, the proportlon ranged between 75
to 87 percent. The 1mpre351on one gets is that the bulk of the
households who visited government dlspensarles for treatment
received medicines free of chargee.

6.55 We turn finally to the data on adootion.of famil& plennlng
by the surveyed households. The table below gives peroenteée ‘
of households {to total households) with a member hav1ng under-
gone family pianning surgery-(table 6. 19). ' |

6.56 Nearly one third of the hrusecholds belonging to esch-
social group had a member having underéone family planning

surgery. There was thus not much of a difference ir this
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‘Table 6,19 ¢ Fercentage of Hdusehblds with a Member
- Having Undergone Family Plannihg Surgery.

_-———-————-—--——'—————‘—-———.—_—-,—n-

Land-related Class SC - ST Non-SC/ST
1. Londless 32.01 29.90.  27.98
2. ‘Marginal | S o2t 3941 37.23
3. Smell 38.85 37.12 38.18
i{.yMed‘ium'&'Lérge,, A 40.31 - 38.03 . 39.18
5. All Classes ~ . 3499 33.53 35.32

fespect as between the three social groupé. Another conclusion
that emerges from the table is that the percentages for the .

landholding houSéholds in each socigl group were signifiééntly

hlgher than those for the landless households. Among the land~
holding households the dlfferentlal in percentages for the three

categories was quite small.



Chapter VII

Summary and Findings

Introduction

7.1 The starting-point of the work culminating in_this Reporﬁ
was a'sﬁrvey of 3 little less than 55000 rural households from.'
219 villeges distributed over all the districts of Mahsrashtra
State (except thaot of Greater Borbay). The survey‘wasrundertaken
mostly over the period, May 1981 to May 1982. Thpugh the initial
focus of this resesrch project wes on the extent of benefit from
the agricultural development programmes of the State Government
to the Scheduled Castes (SC) and Scheduled Tribes {ST) sections
in Maharashtra relatively to that to other sections (Non-SC/ST),
it was later decided?to bring within the purview of this studyi
the relative benefits from certain welfare programmes in the |
fields of education, house-construction; drinking.watgr'suppiyA
and so on also, in view of the fact that the survey was goingnr
to cofef‘sugh a massive number of rural households spread.all
over the State.

7.2 The survey design and the research methodology employed
have been explained in Chapﬁef I of this Report. The survey wasv
designed by the Gokhsle Institute of Polipics and Economics,Pune
(GIPE) in'consultation representstives of seven Universities in
the State parﬁidipating in the research project == their names
have been given in Annexure I-A to Chapter I of this Report 4;
and those of the Directorate of Economics snd Statistics,
Government of Maharashtra (DESM). The'represéntatives of the
participeting Universities, assisted by college teachers,
appointed by them as supervisors, in turn, corducted the actual
survey through college étudents selected for the bﬁrpdsé - two‘
students residing in or nearsbout every surveyed village - by
administering to the housecholds s questionnaire ( Appendix iI}

to this Report), also prepared by the GIPE in consultation with
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the representatives Qf the Universities and the DESM. Ihe'idea
behind enlisting village-based,college students for the suréey
work was to give to thgse students'a hgélthyvéxposufe to this
type of academic activity. I%t was also felt that as the student-
in§eétigaﬁors were resident in .or ﬁearabout a surveyed village,
two additionsl advantages would accrue. Evidently, the cost of
the survey %ould be minimised. Secondly, it was not too much to
expect that resident-investigators would be able to elicit from
the houséholds_fairly dependable responses. However, judging.
by the investigational lapses referred to in the different parts
qf‘the Report, one feels that the investigational éfﬁprt put in
was not_fﬁlly upto expectations. All the same, it must be
observed that the-data thrown up by the su;vey séem to yield
sevéral meaningful conclusions. These conclusions'are béing
summari sed in the pages that follow.

Eyofileé of Surveyed Households

7.3 The total number of households surveyed in rural Maha-
rashtra was 54833, excluding those among the surveyed which had
to be dropped at the stages of scrutiny of schedules and tabula-
tion.of data, for reaSoné set out in Chaptef I. Of these 54833
rural households, nearly 20 per cent belonged to Scheduled
Castes, 13 percent to Scheduled Tribes and the remsining about
67_percent_t6 @onescysT. The survey percentasge relating to ST
was almost the same as thaf in rural Msharashtra according to
the Census of Population,1981. The survey proportion for SC

was higher than the Census proportion by 12 percentage points an
that for Non-SC/ST, corresponding lﬁwer. However, this was not
considered undesirable since a wider coverasge of 3C/ST house-
holds was expected to give us s better empirical basis for our
conclusions, ‘

(L The survey data for Ehese 54833 rural.houscholds was

classified to yicld, as a background material, information on
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profiles'of‘hoﬁsehélds surveyed. . The information related to the
ownership psttern in respect of land and livestock, posséésion
of'égée£s important for agricultUral operations, viz. bullocks
and implements, accessibility to important inputs such as ferti-
lisers snd credit, availability of gainful employment’, demo-
graphic characteristics and the incidence of education. The
pfofiléskbrought out by this information are being presented

" below, | .

(A) Land and Related Assets of Households

7.5 The surveyed households were 013351fipd according to the
size of their operational landholding. These size-classes' K
were 3 (i) landless; (ii) those cultivating less than 2 acres)
(1i1) those cultivating 2 acres to less than 6 acres and (1v)
those cultivatlng 6 acres or more. Follow1ng roughly the usage
at the nationsl level we decided to describe households in size-
classes (ii) (iii) and (iﬁ) as “mérginal" "small" and "medlum
and larga‘ landholdlng households respectlvely. '

7.6 ‘ In respect of the relative 1andholding staﬁus‘of the .
households within the three social groups, we found that whereas
the 1andless preponderated among, SC (62 per cent) and ST (54 per
cent) households surveyed, the landholding category formed an
overwhelmlng proportion (70 percent) among Non-SC/ST " Then ' -
again, the 'medium and large! category households formed_qqitei'
a significant proportion at nearly 3h per cent zmong Nen-SC/ST
as against only 11 percent among SC and 16 pefeent among ST.

It also appears that Non-SC/ST were the'reletiVely.more'
advantaged group in respect of the extent of irrigation faci-
lities available. While 35 percent.of the landholding Non-SC/ST
heuseholds had some irrigated land, only 20 percent of the |
corresponding SC:heﬁseholds and 14 percent of the relevant

ST households reported haeing any irrigation facility. Then
again, among the lendholding'Non-SC/ST.househelds h;S per cent

households had irrigsted 1and of 6 acres or more. The corres-
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ponding proportions for SC-and ST were minuscule st 1.6 and 1.4
percent respectively; It is notvsurpriSing‘then that whereas
. 53 percent of Non-SC/ST landholding households with some irri-
gated 1ﬁnd had pumps set on their wells, the proportions for the
correspondlng sC and ST households were much lower at 31 and 33
percent respectlvely.
7 7 Other assets, be51de lsnd, of 51gn1f1cance to agrlculturlst
are bullocks and farm 1mp1ements. About 6l to 65 percent of |
landholdlng ST and Non-SC/ST households reported having bullocks,
the percentage for the landholding SC households was much 1lower
at L7 per cent. In the case of ownership of at least one farm
| implement S we arrive at a"similar conclusion. The’ proportlons
of owning landholdlng households among ST (68 percent) and Non=-
;SC/ST (66 percent) were way above that for the correspondlng
SC households (50 percent). Secondly, both in the case of
ownership of bullocks and of farm implements wé find that the
percentage of owning households among cultivators within every
“socisl group increased significantly'withvthe increase in the
size-class of landholdings. The relative advantage of Non-SC/ST
'households in respect of the ownership.of bullocks snd implements
is eas1ly explalned by the relatively higher landholding status
of these households, with neariy one-third of them belonging to
the 'medium and large' category landholders. It is worth-noting,
hQWQVer,-that among the surveyed households those belonging to
ST had a relatively better landholding status than SC house-
- holds. Nearly 46 percent of the surveyed ST households were
1andh°l§92$ as-against about 38 percent among the surveyed
SC-households. Then agsin, the percentage of 'marginal', * smpll!
and 'medlum end large' category households among SC and ST
respective;y were as follows : 'marginal' (SC:9 percent; ST : 7
percent); "small' (SC : 18 percent; ST : 23 percent); and -
‘medium and large' (SC : 11 pPercent; ST : 16 vercent). With the

L)
percentage of households owning bullocks/at least one farm



203

implement, increasing with the size;class of landholding within
each social group, it is not surprising that the. proportion of
owning households among ST as a whole turned out to be higher
than that in the case of SC.

7.8  The upshot of the irformation presented above is that tho
overwhelming bulk of SC and ST households belonged to what is
described as 'the weaker section! oflour'rural society; It is
necessary to note in ﬁhis context that the assistance programmes
of the government intended for ggriculturists, however small,
simply could not have reached more than 60 percent of SC and
more than 50 percent of ST households in the state who were
landless. Non-SC/ST were much less disadvantaged in this i.
respect. A further point also needs go be made here, The»pro-
grammes of‘assistance from governmeht,*in severél cases;.oovéred
only a portion of the expenditure requifed to be incurred by an
agriculturist. This means that the beheficiafy agriculturist.
had to bear the remsining portion of the cost himself, Though -
this is a szalutary" principle to follow, one necessary  corisequence
of this procedure may be noted. An agriculturist with.more -
resources and, therefore, a greater capacity to bear the portion
of the cost payasble by him, was in a better position to tazke - -
advantage of the government schémes of assistance. In the -
background of the informstion provided aboﬁe the relative
advantage in this respect to Non-SC/ST households vis-a~-vis
those belohging to sC/ST is self-evidents

(B) Accessibility to Inputs: Fertilisers and Credit

7.9 One of the importsnt inputs to a cultivator is‘fertiliser.
Our survey data surrests that 51,porcpnt of landholding Non- :
SC/ST households reported use of fertilisers. The corresponding
proportions for SC at 4O percent and ST at 39‘per¢ent; were:
much lowers. Then sgsin, the percentage for Noﬁ-SC/ST was .

higher than the SC/ST percentage in every landholding class.
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.All this suggests that proportionately more Non-SC/ST cultivating
hoqseholds used fertilisers than those among SC/ST, irrespective'
of ‘the sigze-class of landholdings. A
7.10 Credit is needed both for consumption and production
purpoées.--The amountRwhich s household can borrow and the
agehcies'(publio or private) of finsnce to which it has access,
indioate;:in_somemeasure, the household's relative economio
p051t10n. [ ‘ | | o
7.11 'In the flrst place, we found thet the bulk of the households
in easch soc1al group borrowed upto less than Rs. 3000/-. In the
case of loans recelved by surveyed households from the different
sources we f1nd that 26 per cent of Non-SC/ST households reported
'haV1ng roce1Ved credlt from One source Or more, as agalnst 17

.‘percent.of SC and 23 percent of ST households. ' SC households
-were_the mo st disadVanpaged here. Then again, in each social

grouhlthe landless were at a relative disadvantage, and the
fmedium’and lerge! lsndholding households were the most advantaged
ih this respect., Furthermore,:it appears that the agencies of

instltutlonal finance {comprising cooperative credit institutions,
commer01al banks and govornment) were more accessible to Non- SG/sT
than to SC/ST households. Thus, wheress 30476 percent of SC

and 26*30 of ST households borrowed only from the agencies of
1nst1tutlonal finance, the relevant proportion for Non-SC/ST
was 50.87 present. As opposed to this, 56.27 percent of SC
and 52,03 percent of ST households borrowed only from private
agencies of fihance (including 'relatives & friends', 'money-
lenders' ond 'landlord') compared to 36.2l per cent in the
case of Non-SC/ST households; Besides, suverimposed on the
fact of relstively greater accessibility of public agencies
of finsnce to Non-SC/ST was the fact that percentage of
house§°1ds borrowing from the public sgencies increased sicni-
ficantly with the size-class 8f landholdings in every .social

group, Considering that the private agencles are less rule=-



bound and more 'exploitative' than the public agencies the
information presented in this paragraph brings out the relastive
sdvéntage enioyved hy Non-SC/ST smong.the social groups and the
compsratlvely largef landholders smong the land-related classes.

(c) OhnefShip of Livestock

© 7.12 Livestock ownership data from our survey yield percentage
of households within a social group/a land-related class ownlng
the following livestock species : (1) mllch an1mals, (ii) goats
ahd sheep, and (iii) poultry. Nearly 54 pereent of Non-SC/ST
households reported ownership of milch animals as agaihst“29 )
percent of SC =nd 35 percont of ST households. Ano.r the 1.rﬂless”
households belonging to the three soc1al groups, about the same
percentage (around 20 percent) had mllch onimals. But the lend-
holding Non-Sb/ST households had significsntly hlgher percentage
owning milch animsls thsn their SC/ST counterparts. As between
SC and ST landholding households, ST were better- placed from the
point of view of ownership of milch animals. Since Non-SC/ST
households had more and better (including 1rrleeted) lands, it
is not surpr1s1ng that a larger percentage of them hed mllch
animals ss well. As for ST households, many of them l1ve ‘in or
near forests, where grazing on forest/common 1snd is eamer,w~
f30111tsting thereby ownership of milch qnlmal. As for the
remalnlng livestock species (goats and sheep/poultry) ‘the
proportion of. households ownlng these was about the same ‘for

all three social groups. These are smell enimsls snd the cost
of upkeep per animsl is much’ less for them than for cow or
buffalo. Hence SC/ST were not behind Non-SC/ST in respect of'
ownership of these livestock species. Indeed among the land-'
less and marclnal farmers within SC/ST the percentages of

owning households were somewhat larger than in the case of

Non-SC/ST.

7.13 The data on average number of livestock per "reporting
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household® brings out-that the:aVerage numborﬁof milch animals
was highef'for Non-SC/ST than for SC/§T. All the ssme, one basic
fact thatremerges from the data.on average number per "reporting
hbusehbld“ is that households within a1l the social groups had,
-generally speaking, few heads of any type of livestock. This
applieS“not“merely in the case of milqﬁ animsls which is easier

. to understsnd -but élsorof goots & sheep and poultry as well,
bThis'emphaséses t?e very inadequacy of resgources gt the disposal

of the rufal households as a whole,

(D) * Gainful Employment

-7.14}-The proportion of the gainfully employed was lower
among Non-SC/ST (46 percent) than among either SC (55 percent)
.or ST (58 percent): This is palpably explained partly by smoller
degree of adult femsle gainful employment among Non-SG/ST (36
percent) than among SC (57 percent) asnd ST (58 percent), and
‘partly by the-gfeater degree of education among minors belonging
to Noﬁ-SC/ST; resulting in, inter alia, a smaller proportion
(viz. 9 percent) of Non-SC/ST minors being gainfully employed
relatively.to SC ‘minors (14 percent) and ST minors (19 percent).
Both these facts bear. testimony. to phe relative advantage
enjoyed by Non-SC/ST vis-a~vis SC/ST. Among the land-relsted
classes in every socisl group, the proportion of the gainfully
employed was higher for the landless households than for those
holding land. This differential is agein seen to reflect the
relatively lerger degree of gainful employment among adult
females and minors belong;?g to the landless households than
among. those within landholding households in every socisl
group. | o
7.15 One more aspect of gainful employment relates to the
main.source of earnings of a household. 'Amqng Non-SC/ST culti-
vation was the main source whereas among SC/ST it wss wage-
labour, Thus 55 percent of the goinfully employed Non-SG/ST

persons reported cultivation *as their main occupation whereas
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39 percent of such persons stated wage-lgbour as the main occu=-
pation. On the oﬁher'hand, the proportions of the gainfully
employod among SC/ST mentioning. the two main occupatlons were
as follows : SC (20 percent, cultivetion and 74 percent, wage
labour); ST (33 percent, cultivatiom aqq 65 percent,.wageglabour).
It is natural‘that thé main occupstion of pe;sons beldnging_to
the landless households within all social groups was wege-labour.
The point of interest to note heré'is that even in the case-éf
such households there was a larger proportion of persons‘gain-
fully employed in non-agricultural activity smong Non-SC/ST
households than among those within SC/sT. The workérs‘beiénging
to SC/ST had less opportunity.to work'in the nOn-agriéultural-
occupations, snd this was to their relativevdisadVantage.

(E} Demographic Profiles

7.16 Our survey brihgs out that the average siie of thé rural -
hougehold (i.e. number of persons pef household on an a#erage)_
was more or less the same smong SC and ST in-Maharashtra~and-
that this average was somewhat smaller than that for'Noh;SC/ST
in the State. This finding tallied with the relative ééerage-
size of rural household among the three éroups in MaharashtraV
State as per the data of the Census of Population, 1981.
Furthermore, according to our survey dats the‘average.sizebpf'
the rural household in every social group increaséd with the
size-class of landholdings.

7.17 The survey data on education in the households brlngs
into focus some 1nterest1ng facts. The first point to note is
that less than half of the surveyed households in every group.-
had anyone going to school/college. The proporﬁion among None.
8¢/sT was L9 percent, while smong SC 2nd ST it was 43 percent
and 35 percent respectively. This quite a substantial propor=-
tion of households in each: socisl group had none going to
school/college. All the same, the condition in this respect

was worse among SC/ST than among Non-5C/ST households, and
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"gmoﬂg,ST‘than amohg'SCihouseholds. However, there is reason to
"believe that the'diffe}ential in respect of educationAbetweeh ’
Non«SC/ST on. the one hond snd SC/ST on™the other is being
,jﬁarrbwed,»considering the rélative incidence of-edﬁcation among
.fhe‘ﬁpcoming genprationvés comparedito that among the older
‘ genération within the two sets of groups. In every group males

faréd considerably better than the females. But in the case of

' the‘mele-fémale diﬁide as well there is evidence of the gap

being harrowed. Finally, thé landholding households were better-
placed in pointléf in¢idénce of education thsn the landless
'houéeholds in every éécisl group and further, among the 1and-
hblding clasées, the 'medium . and large! ca@egory fqud better
thahlphevother two 1éndholding categories, égain'in'every social

group;,

Cgmparative Assessment_of Benefits
7.18  Al1'thr6ﬁghQut,wé attempted to gauge the extent of relative
bengfiﬁnffom_é'Sphéme'to social groups/land-related1 classes by
tgbmpsfing thelpﬁrcéntage of households belonging to a social
.4gfdﬁé/iéhd-related;class getting the benefit with similar_pér-
'céntagesqféf the other social groups/lsnd-related classes. Thus,
| fbf.exémple,~thére.is a scheme under which the government gives
suﬁéid&/lqén‘to cultivators for purchasing farm implements.
The information on-the pe?centage of housﬁholds belonging to
5001aiﬂgroups/landholding classes who; reported having received
shch éﬁBsidy/ldén for the purchase of implements during the
' PréCédinS‘fiVe_xears,;was used to compare 'benefits to groups/
claosses. In some cases we-also calculated the average quantity
of a ce??aiﬁ magnitude (e.g. the average numger of persons

working on the Employment Gusrantee Scheme) per household

1 1In the case of schemes, other than those in the sgricultural
sector, the benefit could accrue to the landless Hs well as
he landholding classes, The landless and the landholding
are tog?ther described in this Report as the 'land-related
ﬁlasses « In the case of benefits from agricultural schemes,

owever, it is the 'landholding classes' which have to be

compared as the londless are not o
under these schemes., eligible for assistance
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separately for social groups/land-related classes for comparing.
bonefits to'groups/classes. .

7.19 There is one more prelimlnary point to make. "The percent-
age of households or the average per household has to be with
reference to a base number of households. In some'cases the
base number consisted of the total households surveyed in each
social group/land-related class. However, where not a1l the
households surveyed reported informstion on afrelevant item,vthe
base number of households consisted of those who reported 1nfornm'
tion. For example, households were asked to give information
~on sources of supply of seeds and on finsncial assistance in
respect of seeds. Since the list of alternatlve sources of
supply of seeds mentloned in the ouestlonna1re was exhaustlve,ﬂ
it was expected that every cultlvatlng household surveved would
have some information to provide., However, there were some
households who gave 1nformat10n on nelther the sources, of supply
of seeds nor on financial assistsnce recelved.- Those.that .
vreportedhlnformatlon on either or both of these items uere:56£r
vapart as freporting households'!, ard these 'reportiné households*
were taken as the base with reference to which the oereentage:of
households receiving, say, financial sssistance from the gOVernQ
ment in respect of seeds, was arrived at for purposes of compari-
son between groups/classes. Evidently the same brooedure hsd'-
to be followed when a scheme wasg open not to all households
surveyed but to a selected category among them._ This selected
category of households then constituted}the 'reporting households'
and provided the base for calculating percentages/averages

in the case of beneficiary households. For example s, there was

a Government of Maharashtra decision in August 1980 acoording

to which the government agreed to pay tb:the- cmcerned lending‘
agencies of institutional.finance, orop-loan ouerdues (including

interest) since 30.6.1979 of small landholders. Clearly only
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-the landholdlng households who received 1oans from agencies of
1nst1tut10nal finance could be con51dered for beneflt under this
scheme. These then were the 'reportlng households'; and then-

we g1re for each group/class data on the percentage of benefi-
01ary households.under the'scheme of writing-off of loan overdues,
to the lreporting households' identified above. Thus when we
,compare percentages/averages in the snalysis below, it must be
remembered that ‘these percentages/averages are with. reference to
the relevant total of houscholds.

'7.20 It will be seen that a comparative assessment of benefits
to the‘clfferent social groups/land-related classes may be made
from three different angles. There is, firstly,.a-cgmperison’
between the three socialﬁgroups (as between SC,-ST‘and‘Non-SC/ST,
particularly SC/ST,in comparison with Non-SC/ST). Secondly,
there,can‘be;a comparison across land-related classes within a
5001a1 group, i.e., between the 'landless', 'morginal’, ' small!
and 'medlum and large! category houSeholds, separately within
each soc1al group. Finally, we may make a comparison across
soc1al groups within a land- related class, i, e. between SC, ST
and. Non-SC/ST households belonging to each land-related class.

A351stance Schemes in the Agricultural Sector :
Relative Benefits

7:21 There have been a myriad schemes of a531stance of the
Government of Maharashtra intended to benefit the cultivators.

For réasons mentioned in Chapter I {para 1.33, p.21) we selected
only some of these programmes to elicit 1nformat10n from the
surveyed households on the degree of beneflt received. The

schemes of assistance relating to sgriculture on which ouestion
were ‘set in our cuestionnaire, asre Wriefly listed in Annexure III-A
to Chapter III (Pp.122-123)¢ In the ‘paragraphs that follow
immedistely we deal with the flow of benefits from the agri-

cultural assistance scheme selacted,

7+22 As we look through the %ables in Chapter III (Agriculturists)
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we f1nd that there were schemes the beneflt from which accrued
to a small percentage of households (1 e between 3 to 7 percent°.
in a few cases,even less than 3 per cent) belonglng to most
social groups/lsndhold1ng classes. Such schemes may be described
as those yielding »a ﬁsmall" degree of benefit to the target .
group.l-The following schemes of assistance to cultivators
resulted in a "small" degree of benefit : tenancy legislation;
ceiling legislation- transfer of forest or-other 1and; finasncial
assistance for land improvement; sub31dy/loan for capltal
expendlture on land other than Khor/Khajjan land; 1eve111ng/
shoping of lsnd by governpent; financial 3551stance for purchese
of bullocks, snd assistence for well-digging and/or'fortlift
irrigation, o - , | |
7.23 In the case of a few schemes the proportion of benefioiary
households within severel groups/claSSes ranged broadly between
10 to 20 percent, though, to be sure, a few landholding glaSSes
belonging to social groups had peroentages lower thsn‘ib.~ We -
shall describe benefit in such cases as’of a “ﬁoderate"'degreé.
Only_three schemes‘in our list could be ostegOriSEd es the ones _
with a "moderate" degree of benefit. These ‘were {subsidy/loan

for oapital expenditure on Khar/Khajjenllahd; financial assistance
( subsidy/loan) from government in respect of fertilfsers;'sndf
writiné-off of loan overdues. | | |
7.2 A large number of schemes from within our list benefitted

a fairly high percentage of houseoolds within several‘groups/ .
clesses - the percentage being above 20 for a sobstantial

numbar of groups/classes. These were cases of "largeﬂ degreg

*of benefit. The folloWing schemes yielded the benefit qf» |
this size : construction of bunds by government; subsfdy/loan.

by governoent for the purchase of farm implements; financial't
assistance by government in respect of seeds; supply of‘fertilizers
by government and/or cooperative society; supply of pesticidés

by government and/or cooperative society; financial assistance
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hy government in respeot of pesticides; regular supply of water
»from‘river valley dam; financial assistance from government for
punpsaset on‘wells; training camps organised-by‘government for
agrlculturlsts, and'demonstration farms. Finall&, it may not be
out of place to.mentlon here that about 30 to 4O percent of
householdsvbelonglng to landholding classes within social groups
reporued that their ihbome.from agriculture incregsed during the
pfeceding five years. | |

7.25 Among the first category of.schemes, ;43. those withk a
"small' degree of benefit, the proportiom of beneficiasry house~
holds uas‘uniformly”low.(less than 3 peroent).in all social
'groupe/landholding.olasses in the case of the following three
schemes: transfer of lend under ceiling legislation; subsidy/loan
for capltal expendlture on 1and other. than Khar/KhaJJan land;

and levelllng/shaplng of 1and by government. No further observa-
tlons on these schemes are called for,

7.26v:The_pransfef.of‘land under tensncy legislation, the tfansfer
of forest or othen land snd finencial assistance for the improve-
ment of 1land obtalned under the land transfer schemes, were three
other schemes under the 'small' benefit -category. UWe may
reproduce our observatlons on the benefits from these three
schemes taken together : ""'ia relatlvely larger proportion of
ST households benefitted under tenancy 1evislaﬁion and under the
scheme for glft of forest and other government lond. But the
percent Of 'reporting households' getting financial 3331stance
was, the lowest among .ST, The opposite was true in the case of
sC, Wlth lowypr0port10ns of henefioiary households under the

two land-receipt schemes mentioned above, but[relqtively higher
PrOPOTtions in respect of recelnt of financial asgsistance. For
Non-SC/ST the proportions were quite low on both accounts" (para

3+24, P.69 above).

7.27 This leaves two schemes %irlding a 'small' degree of
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benefit, viz. finsncial assistance for the purchase of bullocks
and assistance for well-digging ‘snd/or for 1ift irrigation. The
data on these two schemes brought forth the two following con-
clusions, common to both the schemes : (i) the percentage of
beneflclary households among Non- SC/qT was hlgher than that
among SC/ST and {ii) in each social group the proportion-of
benefioiary households increased with the size-olass of land- | B
holding. | ‘ ” )
7+.28 We may now turn to the schemes with a 'moderatef'degree of
benefit. As mentioned above, this category comprised only»three.
schemes. In the case of two of these schemes (viz..subsidy/ioanl,
for capital expenditure on Khar/Khajjen 1and and writingnoff of
loan overdues), the percentage of benef1c1ary households was
higher among SC/ST than among Non-SC/ST The benefit from the
remaining scheme (viz.financial a351stance from government '

{ subsidy/loan) in respect of fertlllsers) accrued to more or less
the same proportion of households (nearly 1o’+5’12 percent)

within the three social groups. As for benefit to the dlfferent
landholding classes within each social group, this benefit
(indicated by the percentage of households gettlng the assistonce)
increased w1th slze-class of landholdlngs in esch group in the v
case of only one scheme, viz. flnanC1al 3551stance from the
government (subsidy/loan) in respect of fertilisers. _The benefit
in the form of subsidy/loan for capital expenditure on Khar/KhaJJan
land went largely to the lsmalli 1andholders in}each group, | -
followed by the 'medium and large' londholders. The marg1na1
category cultivstors d1d not receive any benefit.' As for the
third scheme, viz. writing-off of loan overdues, the 'marginal' )
and the {small' category households within each group benefitted.
the most, '

7.29 Ve have mentioned above that the last category of schemes
(those with 2 'large' degrse of benefit) included a large number

of schemes from among those selected for study; The benefit from
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'one of these ('bunds constructed by govprnment) accrued to:a
slzeable percentage of households within each social group/land_
holding class only in the Marathwada reglon,‘ In this roglon'the
percentage. of beneficiary hous@holds among ST (72) was much higher
than, that "among SC or Non-SC/ST (about 55). This relative
adVantag° of ST households held w1th1n each 1andhold1ng class.
‘Furthermore, within SC/ST, the benefit 1ncreased with the size-
class of 1andhold1ng,‘whereas among Non-5C/ST the 'medium and
large' category benefitted the most, with the benefit to the
"marginal! and"SMall' categories being, more or less, on par.
7.30 . In the context of two schemes (v1z. the supply of fert111-
sers by government and/or cO- operatlve society and the supply of
pestlcldes'o§‘government snd/or cooperative 5001ety), we disg-
ﬁinguished brosdly between two alternative sources of supply.
These were: (i),the'puplic sources, i.e. government snd/or co-
opbrstive,society and (ii). the market. We were interested.in
finding out to what extent the households depended on the publio
sources. We found that whereas the non-public source (the market)
was the more importapt source in the case of fertilisers, the
opposite was true invtho case of pesticioes. In respect of |
fertilisers;we additionally concluded as fol;ows,: "It is .
interesting_to note that among SC/ST, the.proportion of households
depending. on the public source of suﬁply ihcreased and that of
households relyiogﬂon the non~-public source diminisheo as the,
size~class of landholdings increased. _in other words, the more
disadvantaged landholding households belonging to SC/ST had to
depend relatively more on the noo-public source of supply of ferti-
lisers. ‘The same cannot be sald of cultivators from Non-SC/ST"
(PP.95-97, para 3.81 sbove). | |
7+31 There were two schemes in respect of which we tried to

find out the percentage of households receiving subsidy and those
recelving loan from the government (a) for the purchnse of '

The percentage
form implements snd (b) for pumps sot on wolls, / of housthelds
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receiving subsidy for the purchase of farm impleménts was phe
highest smong ST in each landholding class, whereas the same was
the case for SC among loan-recipients also in each 1andhold1ng
clsss. Under this scheme (subsidy/loan) the percentage of bene-~
ficiary households in each social group was seen to have increased
with the size-class of landholdings. As for the second scheme
(pumps set on wells) we found that SC had the highest pPrcentage
in each landholding class among receivers of subsldy. In respect
of 1oan-assistande, however, Non-SC/ST fared the best in each

1 andholding ciass. |

7.32 That leaves five schemes, viz., financial assistance by -
government for seeds; financial assistance by government in
respect of pesticides; regular supply'hf water from river valley.
dam; trsining camps organised by government for agriculturists;
and demonstratioh farms (in the case of which we tried to find
out the percentage of households whose members were taken by the
government'representatiVes to such farms). We found that‘in";
respect of these scheme ST had the highest percentage of bene= -
ficiary households. Non-SC/ST households had the next highest -
percentage except in the case of the scheme reslating to the
training camps orgenised by government for sgriculturists.
Fin:lly, the proportion of beneficiary households increas'ed"j
with the size-class of landholdings in each social groub‘in T
respect of the two financial asssistance schemes intended for :
seeds and for pesticides,

Assistance Schemes for Owners of leestock s
Relat1Ve Beneflts )

7+.33 Several schemes of the Government of Maharashtra are'
intended to benefit owners of livestock. Those among these
which were included in our questionnaire administered to the
surveyed households are given in AnhexureAIV-é to Chapter IV
(P.152), sbove. These were as follows : government subsidy

for the purchase of livestock; government subsidy for the
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purchase éf érOSS-bred'cows; gdvernmept subsidy for raising
cross-bred calves; government subsidy for the purchase of chickens;
supply of gosts by the government; arrangement for veterinary
trestment; end free inoculation to énimals/poultry. Besides, we
also tried_tg find out the extent to which households selling
milk/eggs avsiled themselves of selling outlets made aveilable
by tha_govornmentband the cooprrative Qrganiéation. : |
7304 Welfouhd that the percentage of beneficiary households in
every socisl group/land-related cless was insignificéntly small

o g © government subsidy for the purchase of livestock;
in the caSe of the following schemes:[government subsidy for the
purchasg of éhiekens; and supply of goats by the government,
Inter-group and/or inter-land-related class comparisqps pertaining
to benefits from these schemes seem pointless. i
7435 A similer gonclusion applies, in fegct, to oné more scheme
‘of assistance, viz., govérnment subsidy for'raising crosé-bred
-calves. It ié true that the percentsge of hous=holds receiving
Aﬁsqch.a §upsidy 0 households pPossessing cross-bred cows wes 9.30
for SC, 3.46 for Non-SC/ST and 2.33 for ST. However, only the
‘landless SC households, the 'medium ond large' category households
among ST,and the landless as well as 'm@dium-and large! category
househpld§‘belohging to Non-SC/ST, reportedlhaving obtained the
vsubsid¥>menti6ned. What is more, the percentages meﬁtionéd above
were to households possessing cross-bred cows, which, in turn,
formed a minuscule proportion of households owning milch animals
in every SOCiai grqup/land-related class.
7.36 Quite a high percent age of hoﬁseholds'(from among those
pdssessing.cross-bred cows) reported having received subsidy
for the purchsse of cross-bred cows., The porportion was sub-
stantially high at 79 percent for ST'ag against 49 percent and
25 percent for SC. and Non-3C/ST respectively, SC/ST fared
much bevter than Non-sc/sT, with ST percentage being signi-
ficantly higher than that evpn for 5C. Furthermore, among
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SC/ST the landless households benefitted more than the landhold-
ing households; and even among Non-SC/ST it was the marginal
category hguspholds followed by those within the landless_Categ
gory who were the major beneficisries. Howevg;, as pointpd out
in the pr -ceding paragrsph households possessing cross-bred cows
formed a minuscule percehtage of households with milch animéls
in every social group/lend-relsted blass — the percentageé
being mbstly in the range of 1.00 to 1.50. THhis means thap,
though the perceﬁfége of cross-bred-cows-owning. households who
received government subsidy for the purchase of cross-bred cows
was significantly large, the schemé-of assisﬁanée, in fact,
reached an insignificantly small percentage of households in our
survey who repoftpd having milch snimals.

7.37 As fér veterinary treatment to livestock.falling sick .
nesrly 57 percent of Non-SC/ST househo;ds stated that they
ordinsrily arrsnged for such trestment. The corresponding
proportions for SC and ST were sbout L4 snd 41 percent respectively.
Two conclusions follow from this. Firstly, ambhg the sociéi
groups,‘Non—SC/ST hed an edge over SC/ST in this respect, -
However — and this is th: second observation to maske — 'a fairly
large proportion of houscholds (nesrly 43 percent smong Non-3¢/ "
ST, 56 percent among SC and 59 percent among ST) did not, _°
probsbly could not, arrange for veterinary treatment for live-
stock fallen sick, These households administered customgry =’
treotment Or no trestment at all. This is ggg_a happy state

of affairs.

7.38 1Ir respect of free inoculation by government both to
animals and poultry, the proportion of the relevant Non-SC/ST

households reporting benefit was significantly higher than the

corresponding ones for SC/ST households concerned. The per=-

centages were as follows : {a) Animals : Non-SC/ST (39); SC(30);
'ST (27) and (b) Poultry: Non-Sc/sT (41); sC (22); sT (20).
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,Thls relative position of Won—SC/ST vis-a-vis SC/ST in respect
of the scheme for free inoculation to animals/poultry held in
the cose of each landholding class within the groups. As for
thé iandlgss households, Non—SC/ST fared better than S5C/ST in
the case gf the scheme_pertaining,to poultry, However, the
peroentage nf beneficisry households in rfspect‘éf ﬁhé schéme

for the gnimals was, more or less, the same for the landless

householﬁs beloﬁging to all the three‘social groups. Finslly,
thefefeppeared to be no parﬁicular correspondence between the
size-class of landholdings aﬁd the extent of benefit recgived,
as evideqced by the percentage of beneficiary households,
7 39 ComlnCr to the sale of milk by households ownlrg milch
snimals we find that 40 percent of Non- SC/ST 33 percent of SC
and 20 percent of ST households selling milk aVailed of the
selling outlets provided by public agencies such as Government
Milk Centre snd Cooperative Milk Producers' Sociecty. However,
as batween the two public agencias, the co-operstive soéioty was
far mdre‘impﬁrtant than thé Government Milk Centre to the milk-
seliingjhousehblaé. About 3.4 percent of Non-SC/ST, 256 percent
of SC and_16 percent of ST houscholds concerned sold milk only
to the Cooperative Milk Producers'/Sociﬂty. Furthermore, it is
Worﬁh-nOt?né,that nearly 60 percent of Non-SC/ST, about 67 per
cent of . 3C and 80 pércent of ST households selling milk had to
depgnd'on non-public selling outlets such as private traders,
etc. Finally, it wos found that in each social group the
devendence on public agencies among the landholding households
declined (i.e. the dependence on non-public agencies increased)
as the size-clasS of laﬁdholding increased. )
7440 Wblnow turn to sale of eggs by poﬁltry-owning households.,
It islseeﬁ that 3.26 percent »f Non-5C/ST, 1.3 percent of ST,
and 0-7# percent of SC households selling eggs .sold these to
the government centre and qqoperativp_organisatian. In other

! ()
words, the sellers of eggs had to turn almost entirely to the
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non-public agencies for disposing off the oggs. There seems to
be no poiht, therefore, in mgking comparisons either between
land-related classes within each éooial group or between social
groups within a land-related clsss. '

Wage Labour

7.41 The most 1mportant progrsmme of the State Government
affecting directly the wage workvrs in rural MaHarashtra is the
Employment Guarentee Scheme (EGS). Our f1nd1ngs relating to .
EGS in rursl Maharashtra are as follows : |

(i)'About 15 percent of wage-workers among ST reported
that they worked on EGS. The proportion was lower at about 10
percent for SC znd for Non-3SC/ST. Among the land-related classes
'1n each soc1al group the pprcpntage was the lowest for the land-

lesse.

(ii) The avorage number of pprsons work 1pg or EGS, per
household reporting any wage-labour, waqLZie low sxde for all
social groups. All the same, even here ‘the participatiOn by
ST .os evidenced by its average, wss groatpr than that by SC
or Non-SC/ST. Among SC/ST the waEe-labourers belong1ng to

landholding houscholds avasiled of the EGS relatlvely more than

those from the landless houceholds., Ve also noted that there

were considerable inter-regional dlfferences in respect of the )
averagze number of persons working on EGS per reporting household,.
The average wss the highest, more or less, for every soc1al~
group in Western Maharashtra.

(iii) The data on average msn-months per person on EGS
brings out that though the sverage number of persons (per'
reporting household) working on EGS was less for‘Non-SC/ST,
these p@rsons could get work on EGS for a relatirelyrlonger

period on an average. Furthermore, the average man-months per

person on EGS were, broadly spesking, more for the lgandholding

houssholds in a socisl group then for the landless households.
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-Besides, we also found considerabie inter-regional differences
.in respect of average maﬁ-months per person on EGS. Those work-
~ing on EGS in the Vidérbha'and Marathﬁada regions could get work
for a longér period than those in Western Maharashtra and Konkan.
Thus Westarn Maharashtra which had the hlghest average number

of porsons worklng on EGS per reporting household had the lowest
average man-months pwr person on EGS,

7.42  We also tried to find out whether the respondont-households
experienced difficulties in getting work on EGS, end if so, thg
types of difficulﬁies they faced. Our survey reveéled that 36.1 .
perce?t>of SC, 34.3 percent of ST and 33.8'percent-Non—SC/ST
hoﬁsahelds (wi*h oné or more members doing wage-laboﬁ}) stated
that they exporlonced difficulties in gettlng work under the

EGS. The proportlans, broadly spesking, were higher for the

1andhold1ng households in each social group than for the landless
ﬁouseholds._ ,

743 DAsbfor_the‘pypgs of difficulties faced by households
Lreportihg difficﬁlties, it is seen that 3 substantial percentage
of households ‘mentioned the following two difficulties : (1) The.
lack of cooperatlon from government off1c1als and (2) The in-
convnnlent locatlon of the EGS works. A much larger percentage
of the reportlng households among SC/ST cited difficulty (1)
1“above whereas, in the case of Non- SC/ST households, the per-
cnntago of the concerned households mentioning one or the other
dlfflculty was, more or less, the same,

Uelfare Pro_grammps

7 olky Ithhas been stated sbove that thoush the main focus of
the study in this project was the impsct of the agricultural
development programmes — including, to be sure, the programmes
of assistance in the allied field of 'animal husbandry' and
also the progrommes to sssist rural wage-labour = on SC/ST

sections in Maharashtra, it wis felt that since the survey
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was going to cover a massive number of rural houéeholds spread
all over Maharashtra étate, it would be worthwhile to uée the ‘
opportunity to find out how far have-some of the welfare'pro-
grammes of the governﬁent benefitted‘Sé/ST relatively to Non-
SC/sT. The welfare pfogrammes considered were the programmes of
assistonce relating to education, house cbns@rﬁction; drinking‘
water supply, electricity supply, and ﬁcdiéal assistance., A
summary of findings relating to welfarg programmes in these
fields is given in the following paéés. |

(A) Education | o )

745 It haé(élready been mentioned in.paré 7.17 above that Nonf
SC/S? had a higher percentage of-households with snyone going to
school/qollege than SC/ST. In this respect SC were_better-plaCQd
than ST. Furthermore, we also found that in eéch_social grdﬁp
thre landholding households had higher pe?cantages than the léﬂdl
less ones. " D |
7.46 The schemes of assistsnce of an educatidﬁal napupefhavér
included those providing hostel facilities to Backﬁaéd Ciasé o
(B.C.) students, with some seats reserved for non-B.C. students
catsgorised as economically 5ackwerd class (E.B.C.) ;o'pfbmote )
social integration. Hostel facilities have entailéd’besiags
‘free food a2nd accommodgtion,also concomitsnt amenities inlfhe
form of supply of text-books, stationery articlgs;'school ﬁnjforms
ond s0 oﬁ. Even day-students are pfovided assiétaﬂce in the form
of supply of school uniforms, textbooks, writing mgterialé‘sucﬁ
as sletes, pencils; exercise books,etc. Then again, eatableé‘
are provided to,stgdpnfs of Balwsdis, who ar~ drawn from both~
B.C. and-non—B.C. sectims. .

7.47 Consider first the pefconpage of households who received
st least one of the materials (slates znd@ pencils, exercise
books,etc.) frac of charge. Tﬁe proportion of the benaficiary

Non~-SC/ST households (with szdults and/or minonibeing educated)
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which was io'ﬁefééﬁt'was mich less than that of the corresbohd—
.ihé SCh(18 pefcent) ond ST (23 osrcent)Ahouseholds. A compari-
son bstxeen households bslongln to the three sooial groups
w1th1n each land-related class brlngs out the ~same finding about
?elatlve beneflts. Furthermore, it may be noted that in each
land;relatsdvolass ST_households were better-placed in this
respect than SC houssholds. Then again, in éech-social group,
the percentage of beneficisry households within the 'medium znd
large' category was the lowest — in fact, lower than that even
.forvthe.landless households. Finally, even if we consider sach
of.the materials separately we find that the percentage of ST
households_reoeiving each material free of cost was higher than
.that for the relevant SC households, whe, in turn, had a higher
'poroentage.of beneficisries amongst them than Non;SC/ST.

7.&8 The same picture of relative benefits emerges in respect
of hostel fsciiities to the three sets of households. About 12
percent of ST, 9.2 percent of SC and 8.9 percent of Non-SC/ST
households (in which adults and/or minors were being educated),

T@pOrted +hst they had wards staying in hostels.. Furthermore,

1h sachﬂlghdhololng category ST proportion was the highest
followed by those for SC and then Non-SC/ST respectively.
Besiées, withih'each social group, households with larger land-
holdings ('small! snd "medium and large' categories) reported
a hlgh@r percentage with wards in hoste=ls than households w1th
smallcr or no landholding (vize. 'marginal' and lsndless cate-
gories).

7.49 A comparison between social groups/land-related classes
from the point of view of the portion of hostel expenses berne
by the households reveals as follows : while 41 percent of ST
and 33 narcent of SC households concerned did not have to bear
sny of the hostel exvenses, oply 3 percent of Non-SG/ST house-

holos belonged to this totally exemntad cotepory. Uhat is mere,
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about 75 percent of ST and 70 percent of SC households {with
wards stzying in hostels) 5enéfitted froﬁ'eiﬁher full or partial
relief in respect of hostelleXPensés; the correspondiﬁg propor-
tion for Non-SC/ST was muEh lower at'éround;ho perceﬁt. Oh the
whole, our data brinés out that in the field of-éducation 5T
households were the principal benéficiarias of the govefhhentai
schemes of asslstance, followed closply by the hfuseholds bnlong-
ing to SC. The benefit to Non-SC/ST houqeholds was much less.
(B) Housing '
7.50 There have been seversl ébvernmehtai schemes of.housing-‘
which are intended to benefit the ruisl populstion. These ‘h;‘ve
boen d951"ncd primarily to esse the h0u31ng problem faced by the
w=aker sections in rural Maharnshtra whldh 1nc1udes b951des the
backward classes, persons belonglng to the economlcally backward
cless as well, - _ ‘
7.51 Under one of the schomes the gnveranDt‘has bepn:endeavour-
r t0 help the landless ﬁnd the houselass rural labourers by
giving them land for house-construction and also by spttlng up
huts on the land. We find that whereas 12 percent of Non-SC/ST
houscholds (witﬁ one or more members performing wege-labour)
reported having obtained land for house construcﬁibn;‘this was
true in the case of 16 percent of SC and 19 percent of ST house-
holds concerned. Thus, SC/ST seem to have benefitte& relatively
morz than Non-SC/ST from this scheme. Then again, in each |
land-related closs as well SC/ST were ahesd of ﬁon-SC/ST in
poin% of receipt of benefit. So far as the‘éonstruction'of
houses by government was concerned, the picture in respsct of
accrual of benefiﬁ was 2gain the same — SC/ST being relatively
beﬁter-o;f +han Non-SC/ST in e~sch land-related class. As could
be expected, the landless in each social group benefitted more
than the lzndholding households. There wos reason to believe
that not all the households who r-ceived lgsnd from goverrment

for house construction, had houses constructed for them by the
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- government .,

7.52 Thore have also been schemes of providing finencisl assis-
tance for house-construction. A rélap}vely‘small porcentage of
housecholds in each socialfgfoup/land;related class reported
receipt of such assistance. Even then the proportion -in the
éése of SC/ST (about L percent for each group) was higher than
that for Non-SC/ST (about 2 percent), The benefit to each lend-
related ciass within SC/ST was, by and lsrge, greater phan thet

to its count@rparté among Non-SC/ST.

(C) Supply of Drinking Water
7.53 Over L/5th of the households in each social group stated
that they obtained water from a source in the villége itself.
There are various sources of drinking water availaéle to the
'fur;lAﬁbpulatioh. Some of these, such zs public well, tank,
governmént’tube—well and water tap are vprovided by sbme public
'agﬁncy'(gbvornm@n*'or local body). It was found that the most
-1mportant source of drlnklnﬂ water for ali sociai“gfbups/land-

~leted clasqes, was the public well, with anywhere between 50 .
to 65.perpent qf households in the dlfferent classes depending
ontthis s@urgé. Next in importéhce:waé the private well. The
::pfbportion of ﬁodéeholds'witﬁin’éféuﬁé/blaéses‘relyihg on this
sourca ranged between 11 to 28'poréent. " The water tep 25 a
- source Of-drinkiﬁg water was not far behind, with 10 to 20 per
cent of households turning to this source for the purpose.

7.5 Our dsta ‘also brought out ss follows :

(1) The relstively better-off houscholds smong Non-SC/ST
could depend relatively less on public wells than (a) the land-
‘less smongst them snd (b) also the landholding households within
56/ST.
(2) Though o1l the socisl groups had to depend relatively

more on public wells than on Private wells, the fact that the

percentage of households using Publlc wells was more in the



225

case of SC/ST than Non-SC/ST wheress a larger percentage of Non-
SC/ST had privste wells to draw from then SC/ST, indicated the

superior economic position of Non-SC/ST, relatively to SC/ST. -

| (3) However, the proportion of ST hous cholds using water
tap was the highest among social groups at 14.53 percent. The
proportion pertaining to an-SC/ST and SC was 12.45 percent and
11,59 percent respectivaly.
7.55 Apértrfrom the sources of drinking water supply, weAalsé_
tried to find nut whether the houscholds got drinking water
throushout the year. Almost 92 percent of the Non-SC/ST house-
holds, &9 pércent of SC houssholds =nd 84 percent of ST house-
holds stuted that they got drinkirg water the whole year round.
Thus Non-SC/ST were bstter-placed in this respect ther QC/S?:'gT_
turning out to be the most disadvantz=ged among the social groups.
.The same relabive position among thé groups was also found, more
or less, within each land-relasted class., It is indeed disturb-
ing that about 10 tb 15 percent of SC/ST households snd nearly
8 paercent of those within Non-SC/ST did.gég get drinking.water'»
throughout the yesr. In this connection-the firding. of phe )
/survey that sbout 30 percent of '"marginal! cotegory and nearly.
23 percent of ' small! category ST households could not get drink-

ing water the whole yesr round, is a matter of great concern.-

(D) Electricity_and Gobar Gas

7.56 Our survey brought out that oﬁly 1/4th of the surveyed
households taken bogeﬁher reported that they had eleétricity
in their houses, though it can be deduced from the official
ststistics that a little less thsn 3/4th of the Maharashtra
villages-were elpcﬁrified by the end of 1981-82. This under-
lines the obvious point that electrificstion of a village doés
not mean electrified houses.

7.57 A comparison between the social groups r-vesled that

while 30 percent of the surveyed Yon-SC/ST houssholds had
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electrlclty in thPlr housos, the corresponding proportions
rpspectlvely for SG snd ST were 19 and 13 percont. Besides,
within each soc1al group the 1andless hougeholds were worse-off

than those belonglpv to any of the landholding categories.

- Flnally, among the landholdlng households within the three groups
the brOad picture that emerges is that those from the 'medium

- ond. large! category were better-~placed than the correspondlngs
households belonging to the other two lsndholding categories.
7.58 As for ‘the gobar gas plant-, an 1n31gn1flcantly small
percentage of the surveyad households in each soclal group/lsnd-
.related class stated that they hed such olqnts. Tho proportions

were as 1ow as 0.77 percent for Non-SG/ST, O. 53 ‘pefcent for, i
3C and 0.h7 porCPnt for ST households. The groupwise propor-

tions of households having gobar gas vlants whe reported that
they received government subsidy for the plants were as follows:
ST.(38 percent ) ; SC {24 percent) and Non-SC/ST (24 percent).
Lasply, a sizeablelpefcentage of households in each social'group/
land-related class having gobar gas plants reported thet their
plants functioned well., The relevant figures for the social
groups were : Non-SG/ST (70 percent); ST (62 percent) and SC

.(53 percent). We ought to rememb-r, however, that all these
pefcshtages rslatedlto s very small number of houszholds who had
gobar gas plants.

(E) Medical Aid and Family Planning

7.59 Between 63 to. 66 percent of the surveyed households within
the three groups reported illness in the family during the
Preceding one yesr. OFf the iliness-reporting households, 68.6
percent of SC, 61.9 percent of ST and 61.6 percent of Non-SC/ST
houscholds stated that they visited government dispensary for
trestment, Of the households visiting government dispensary,
the proportion in each socigsl group reporting that they -

N

reccived medicines free, was as follows : ST (81,5 percent);
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sCc (77.3 peréent) and Non-SC/ST (76.1 pepcenty. The percentages
were cuite high for the 1aﬁd-related classes T.wf:i.thin each group.
The impression one gets is that the bulk of the househélds who
visited government digpensaries for treatment receiﬁed mgdicinés
free of charge.

7.60 As for thé adoption of famil&'planning by the sufveyed\ |
hoﬁseholds we found that nr»arly one-~third of thése‘withinveaqh
group had a member having undergone family planning surgéry.
Furtharmore, the rele_vant percentages for the landholding house-
holds in eacﬁ group were significontly higher'than thoseffér the

lzndless housceholds.
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Evalustion study for assessing
impact of the agricultural
programmes on S.C./S.T.population—
Sanction for expenditure on
T.A./D.A. of the invitees for
: meeting-in connection with the-
GOVERNMENT OF MAHARASHTRA
Planning Department,
"Resolution No.EVA= 1078/D1v.II
Mantralaya, Bombay 400 032.
Dated the 20th July, 1978
RESOLUTION : In pursuasnce of the recommendstions of the Legiéla—
ture Committee on the Welfare of Scheduled Caste/Scheduled Tribes,
Vimukta Jatls and Nomadlc Tribes, it has been decided tc under-
.~ take on pvaluatlon study for assessirg the 1mpﬂct of agricultural -
development progrsmmes on S.C./S.T. population. It is proposed
to ensrust the study jointly to certsin Universities (including
Agricultural Universities) in the State and the Gokhale Institute
of Politics and Economics, Pune. For this purposé it has been
decided to convene a meeting of the representstives of these
institutes in Mantralaysz for considering problems arising out of
the proposal. Since this meeting will be in the nature of find-
ing out feasibility of entrusting the study to these institutes,
Govm?nment is pleased to direct that the expenditure on T.A. and
D.A. of one representative of the Instit'tes concerned, should be
borne by Government. The representatives of the institutes
should be held eligible to drsw T.A./D.A. as per scsle I in
rule 1(i) (b) in Section I of Appendix XLII-A of B.C.S.Rs.,
Vnolume IT, in respect of the Journeys for attending the meeting.

The Deputy Secrmtary 0 Government, Planning Departmert (Div.II),

should be Countersigning Authority for signing of T.A. Bills
for thls purpose.

2. The expenditure on this sccount should be debited to

the budget head %296 Secretariat Economics Services (b)({i)

Plenning Department~Office expenses® and should be met from

the grants Sanctioned thercunder,
]
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3. . This resolution issues with ﬁhé‘ﬁanchrrence of the
Finznce Department, vide its unofficial reference No.1151/78/

EXP-11, dated the 20th July, 1978.

By order and in the name'of'Gofernor of Maharashtra.

Sd/g

(D. S. XKULKARNI)
Deputy Secretary to Government
o Planning Department,

To

The Accountant General, Maharashtra I,
Bombay . ,

The Psy & Accounts Officer, Bombay.

- The Resident Audit Officer, Bombay. ‘

The Plsnning Department (ADM-I, ADM-II and Cash Sectim)

The Finance Department (Desk-EXP 11)

The Representatives of thé concerned Institutes -
attending the meeting. .
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