CHAPTER-IV 63

Household Income $ Cooperative V/S Control Villages

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Milk and milk producis are the second largest contributor to the
gross agricultural cmtpu’c..‘i India's milk production ranks fourth in
the World., Although dairying has been part of life in India since
times immemorial, the organized dairy industry took roots only in
the mid-sixties., The gross vélue of output of milk and its products
at current prices has almost trebled during the last decade to over

Rs.7,300 crores.

The major sources of income to a live-stock owner in rural areas
are the sale of milk/milk products, young stock and the farm yard
manure. This chapier is devoted to an assessment of the impact of
the Operation Flood-I on the level and sources of household income
and employment in the Guntur, Surat and Bhopal milksheds, Household
income consiets of income from milk, crops and "other sources" which
include self-employment in non-farm activities and wage paid employ-
ment. The gross income per month of the beneficiaries in the
cooperative and control villages have been estimated on the basis of
the total fluid milk, milk products and dung produced and the prices

paid to the respondents during the period under reference.

442 Guniur Viilages

Table &+1 presents the data on the level and sources of housew

hold income in the cooperative and control villages in the Guntur

1¢ Dairy India 1985 -~ second Annual Addition P-3
Level and sources of household income.
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milkshed by household category. The household income in the
cooperative village was about 32 percent higher than ain the
control village of Abbarajupalem and about 11 percent higher
than in Dondapadu. The incomg for the landed households was
about 12% and 5% higher respectively. The average income for
the landless group was 26% and 28% higher respectively in the
cooperative village, Agriculture and dairying were the most
important éources of income in the coopérative village while
agriculture and sources other than dairying were important in
the control village, It is significant to note that in the
cooperative village the average income from milk for the land=-
less households was 672% higher than in Abbarajupalem, In
Dondapadu the landless did not derive any income from milk, In
the control villages the income contributed by crops were about
13% and 21% highef respectively when compared with the coopera-
tive village., The higher income from crops in the control
vitlages can partly be attributed bo the relatively better irri-
gational facilities and greater progressive attitude of the

farmers.

"Other sources” were about 28 and 35% higher respectively
in the contfol villages., Since there is no market for milk in
the control villageg, farmers concentrate more on agriculture
and other sources. Crop farming was the most important source
of household income in the control villages contributing about
57 and 66 percent respectively of the income. The average

income from milk in the cooperative village was about 400% and
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370% higher respectively than in the control villages for all the
households and .about 281% higher for the landed group., In general,
the average income from milk increased with the increase in the size

of land holding in the three villages.

Surat villages

The average household income in the cooperative village was about

9% higher than in the control village (Table 4.2). For the landed
household it was about 22% higher and for the landless group about
41% higher. PFor the landed group, the average income had a positive
correlation with the size of land holding in both the villages.
Apart from crops milk was the most important source of household
income in the cooperative village contributing about 28% of the
income but ‘other sources' was more important in the control village,
contributing about 37% of the income. For the landed households also
in the cooperative village milk was an important source of house=
hold income (25 percent) but crops took this place in the control
village (55%). For the landless households "other sources" were

the most important sources of household income in the control
village while milk constituted about 38% of the total income in the
cooperative village. The main reason for this is the assured mar-
ket and remunerative price received for milk in the cooperative
village as a result of which the landless groups are befter off

than their counter parts in the control village.

The average income from milk in the cooperative village was
about 275% higher than in the control village. For the landed

households it was about 256% higher. The landless group in the
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control village did not earn any income from milk., For the landed
households the average income from milk had a positive correlation

with the size of landholding in both the villages.

The average income from crops for the landed group in the
control village was slightly higher (i.e. by about %%) than in the
cooperative village. This was mainly due to the greater irriga-
tional facilities in the control village. The average income from

crops had a positive correlation with the size of land holding in

both the villages.

The average income from *other sources' in the cooperative
village was about 7% higher than in the control village. For the
landless group, it was about 13% legs and for the landed group
about 9 percent less. This shows that the landless households in
the control village are more dependant on income from 'other sources’',
For the landed households, milk & crops were more important than wage -

paid employment.

4.4 Bhopal Villages

As indicated in Table 4.3 the average household income in the
cooperative village was, slightly higher (4%) than in the control
village. TFor the landed groups, the average household income increa-
sed with the increase in the size of land holding in both the villages.
Crop farming was the most important source of household income parti-
cularly in the control village contributing about 50% of the income.
The contribution of milk to the household income in Charnal vililage

was very small owing to very poor prices paid by the vendors. Surplus
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milk is therefore used for ghee production. Thus the average income
from milk in the cooperative village was about 209% higher than in
the control village for all the households and about 182% higher for
the landed group. The landless group in the conirol village derived
absolutely no income from milk while the income derived by their
counterparts in the cooperative village through sale of milk consti-
tuted 31% of their total income. Thus the total income of the land-
less group in the cooperative village was about 28% higher than in

the control village.

The status of crop farming was better in the control village than
in the cooperative village. The main reason for this was the predomi-
nance of irrigated farming in the control village resulting in greater
use of neﬁ farm inputs and higher crop yields. A positive correlation

between the average income from crops and the size of land holding was

found to exist in both the villages.

The average income from ‘other sources' in the control village was
about 23% higher than in the cooperative village for all the households
considered together and about 27% higher for the landed group and 14%
higher for the landless group. This indicates that farmefs are depen=-
dant on other sources of income in the control village to compénsate for

the poor income derived through milk sales,

The difference between members and non-members where the income
pattern is concerned wery clearly portrays the contribution of Operation

Plood, Here, while the gradation of income occurs with the landless as
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expected at the bottom, the average monthly income of the landless

is seen to be significant at Rs.421.17 to Rs.498.89 per month (and

a yearly average income of Rs.%252.34 as compared to a monthly income
ranging between Rs.299 to Rs.391 per month in the control villages
{and a yearly average income of Rs.4342.80). The total income, as
expected, is much largerlin the case of the largest landholding,
categories, since they derive substantial income from their lands,
which is absent to the landless and very little in the case of margi-
nal farmers with less than 2.5 a&fese But the income from ‘other sources'
earned by the landless and marginal farmers most of whom have crossed
the lowest poverty Line of Rs.5,000 per year at present prices should

not be under-rated,

445 TFarm Yard Manure

The value of animal dung in rural areas is often ignored. The
dung, apart from serving as inorganic manure to enrigh soil is also
used in rural areas to plaster Kucha ¥Tloors and to make dung cakes for
fire. In all the villages surveyed dung was also sold in cart loads.
In the Madhya Pradesh Villages dung cake was sold @ Rss10-15 per cért,
In Surat the selling rate was Rs.25 per cart. According to the data
collected the value of farm yard manure ranged between Rs.81/- to
Rs.94/~ in the cooperative villages and Rs.b§;§; in the control vill- 7

ages. These differences could be attributed to organized dairying

in the cooperative villages.



IABLE 4.4

District Value of farm yard manure per household
A per month{Rs)
Cooperative village Control village
GUNTUR 90 65
SURAT 94 T4
BHOPAL 81 69

Je
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4,6 INTEGRATION OF WOMEN IN BCONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

For the past 10 years there has been a growing interest omn the inveolve-~
nent of women in the socilo-economic development of the country. It was
thought that the underlying development will not only help utilize the
potential of one half of the population but would also lead to improve-
ment in their social status. Since tﬁe year 1985, the International Year
for women, many studies have been conducted which reflect the need to
involve women more actively in the development process., It is felt that
for the balanced growth of society, equal opporiunities should be made
available to both men and women for participation in economic activities
and efforts should be made to formulate realistig schemes for their integ-

ration in economic development,

4,7 Employment Genergtion

Organized dairying has generated additional employment both at dis-
trict and village levels. This has greatly benefitted 'various categories
of farmers in improving their employment opportunities. Employment oppor-
tunities were not only created among the ﬁilk producers with more and more
members of the cooperative villages but alsoc at the district level which
involved steady increase in staff viz. project officers, supervisors,
inspectors, veterinary doctors etc. A4n attempt was made to study and
compare the level and pattern of employment in the cooperative and control
villages in the three milkshed districts. Due vmphasis has been given to
the employment of household members in crop farming, dairying and other
activities including wage-paid employment and self employment other than
farming. The participation of women in such employment in the three milk-

sheds was also studied., Labour was measured in days of work per household
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per annum. A work day was defined as the equivalent of eight hours by

an adult male or female,

Widespread unemployment and under employment present a strohg case
for adoption of dairy farming and mixed farming to mitigate this problem.2
A study made on the impact of the White Revolution on labour standard of
living reveals that mixed farming created 32% of extra work as compared
to arable farm., The dairy farming created 45% of extra work as against
mixed farming and 92% of exira work as compared to arable farming. It
was also estimated that an additional employment of 129 days as compared
to mixed farming and 255 days as compared to arable farming were found
by maintaining dairy farms,3It has also been proved:;nother study theat
milk production is more economical for landless persons and small farmers

than in big farms,

4.8 Guntur Villages

In Guntur the total employment of family labour in all activities
for all the households in the cooperative vi%lage was about 91% higher
than in the control village of'abbarajupalam and about 24% higher than
in Dondapadu (Table 4.5)., Crop farming was most important for the landed
groups in both the cooperative as well as the control villages contribut~
ing to about 37%, 31% and 39% respectively. Bmployment of family labour
in dairying was 49% higher in the co-operaﬁive village when compared with

the control village of Avbarajupalem and 46% higher when compared with

2. Y.U.R Jayasankar S.R. Impact of White Revolution on labour standard

of living. Rural India, Feb. 1977, P.60

Clrere A<
3.  HMadalia V.X. Ceran-A.K.Economics of Haintenance of cows and

buffaloes and their milk production, Financing Agriculture

Vol.ViI No.1, April - June 1976 P.32
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Dondapadu. The average level of employment in dairying by the landed
groups in the cooperative village was higher by 32% and 26% respectively.
Bmployment in *other sources' was highest in Abbarajupalem i.e. 32%
higher than in the cooperative village, but in Dondapadu it was 22% less,
In both the control villages moré attention was being paid to crop culti-

vation and other sources to compensate for their poor income from dairying;

449 Surat Villages

In Surat the total employment of family labour in all activities for
all the households was about 632 days per household per annum in the
control village (Table 4.,5)., Thus the total employment in the cooper-
ative village was about 20% higher than in the control village. In
dairying, the average level of employment for the landless and landed
groups 1n the cooperative village was 47% and 93% higher respectively

than in the control village. In crop cultivation however the average

level of employment for the landed group was about 22% higher in the
control village, indicating that greater efforts are put in crop culti-
vation to compensate for the very poor income from dairying. A4s far as
'other sources' are concerned employment for the landless group in the
cooperative viilage waé about 116% higher than in the control village
indicating a more progressive attitude among the landless in the cooper-
ative village. For the landed group however the average level of
employment was 10% less in the cooperative village. This is probably

because of greater concentration on dairying.

4,10 Bhopal Villages

In the Bhopal villages the total employment of family labour in

all activities for all the households was lowest when compared to thear
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counterparts in Guntur and Surat (Table 4.,5). These were'495.15 days
in the cooperative viilage and 398,09 in the control village. 1In
general this indicates the less progressive attitude‘among farmers in
Bhopal as compared to those in Guntur and Surat. However the employment
was 24% higher in the cooperative village than in the coQtrol village,
Crop farming was most important for the landed groups in the cooperative
and control villages contributing to about 45% and 47% of the total
enployment respectively. In dairying the average employment of family
labour was 85% higher in the cooperative village than in the control
village for all the groups. In the case of the landless and landed
groups it was about 108% and 90% higher in the cooperative village than
in the control village. 1n crop cultivation, émployment was about 37%
higher in the cooperative viilage, However in fother sources’, employ-
went was 18% higher in the control village for all the groups. For the
landless group in the cooperative village it was 22% higher than in the
control village, but for the landed group it was 72% lower, The higher
percentages in the cooperative village could be attributed to organized

dairying as well as marked optimistic & progressive attitude of farmers.



