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INTRODUCTTION

After green‘revolntion the input use in egriculture
increased. The rapid rate was observed in four major inputs
iz, HMigh Yial&ing 7erietYesGH?V)seads, fertiliZers, irrigation
@nd pesticides. The terme‘euch as 'modernising egricultgre' or
' commercialising agficﬁiture' or“'teChnologieal chénge in Qgri-
culture' were not only understood but were also brought in prac-
tice to increase agricultural production. But in order to achiev.

it the Government had to bear'a heavy cost either by way of direct

‘input subsidies or by way of support prices.

In recent years there is a growing concern about the
volnme, role and efficacy ofvsubsidies. Subsidies_related to
agrlcultural deveropment nave a cruc1al role where it not only
has a zaring on the adoptlcn of new. technology and increased -

crop production but also on employment and investment.

In India majority of farmers are marglnal and small and,

therefore, poor. In agriculture adoption of modern technology

requires hugE”inVeStment. It'is not possible for small and margi-

nal. farmers to adopt modern technology in agrlculture without any
assistance. Farmers enjoy subsidy in two wayss firstly by way of
reduced prlces at whlch seed, fertlllzers, pestioides and other

1nputs are made avallable elther in cash or .on credlt and secondly

" by way of incentive or hlgher\floor or prOCUrement.prlces for the

produce,

1.1 Subsidy: Definition and Meaning

Subsidy is & handy tool for accelerating production and

playing the role of catalyst in those innovative actions which
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were economically desirable*#hen'cdmpared with adoption of
techneology ‘which nomally regquired huge and apparently risky
capital investment for increasing food production. This has

.been more relevant in the case of small landholdersl

"Subsiagy is necessary as a production accelerating
catalyst for those new inventicns, which are socially desirable
but whose adoption needs: huge capital and producers believe it

to be'riékY‘investment“z.

"Subsidieés are negative taxes, they are instruments to

‘ e . . ’ ' . 3
transfer resources in favour ‘of those whotxggelve them" .

"Subsidy is the right instrument to maximise risk taking.
The reduction in input'priée is founda to<beﬂthe most appropriate

form of subsidy"4- R ‘ »} :

The instrumentality of subsidy in'sffecting consumption,

investment and welfare dynamics is well established. It is one

of the powerful fiscal instruments, besides taxes and ‘others, by

- which the objectives of growth and social Justice may be achieved.

l. Namasivam, D. and S.X. Balasundaram (1991) 'The role of
interest rate subsidy on farm investment-a case study."
Journal of Rural Development Vol 10(3) PP.265

2. Randolph Barker and Yujiro Eé&éﬁi (1976)"Priceusupport V/s

input subsidy for ¥ood :self~sufficiency in Developing Ccuntries'
American Journal of Agricultural Zconomics. Vol.58(4) PP.617-628

3- Shah, .C.H. (1986) 'Taxation and subsidies on agriculture: |
& search for policy options' - Indian Journal of AqriCultural_
Economics Vol. 41 (3} PP. 367

‘4. Mohan, T.C. et.al. (2982) fThe Role of subsidy in risk-taking
by formers- A study in a Scuth Arcot Village' Indian Journal

of Agricu;tural Economics Vols37 (3) PP:247-252

-
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‘Subsidies are also for mani LL_Jt~nq or 5alanc1ng the growth ra+es
of product}on and‘trade in ver;oue sectors and reglons, and for
equitable distribufion of ihcome:for protecting the weaker sections
of the society. Support,and‘procurement prioes and issue pricesAof
méjor agricultural products are some of the importagt measures which

sre to protact the interest of farmers and weaker sections of

1
consumers'! .

The eubsidies may be direct”or indireot,'cash or king,
general or particular;‘budgetary or non-budgetary, etc. But their
impéct is practically visible on both tﬁe production and distri-
“ution. The economic rationale of subsidies lies in incéntivising
the producers to invest in productive acdtivities and increase °
production leading to high growth in national income and obtauulnj
desirable.-structure of proauctlon. The- soc1al 3ust1f1cat10n/§ub~
sicies lies in reoactlng irnter-personal income 1nequa11t1es and
1nter-reg10nal development 1*nbalances.2 The Justlflcatlon gets

strengthened if the subsidies promote agricultural development

besides equitable distribution of income.

1. Sirohi, A.S. (1984) Impact of agricultural subsidies -and
procurement .prices on production and income distribution
in India' Indian Journal of Agrlcultural Economlcs,
Vol.39 (4), PP.563

2. Bajpsai, A.D.N. and S.K. Shrivastava (1991) 'Relevance of
subsidies in determining fertilizer consumption in Indian
Agriculture- An Econometric Analysis, Journal of Rural
Development, Vol 10 (4) PP. 392.°
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1.2 Classification of Suboudy : *

The agrlhulbu“al Laccor abounds in various types of
'subS1d1es -Price SuDOO*t, fertlllzer subsuileS'ana cheaper
loan: are the most rcadlly 1dent1f able forms of subaldv. ISW
1rr1gatlon rates, lower tariff on electrlclty, lower excise duties
on dlesel, dlffercntlal frelght rates for agricultural outputs and
;nputs, free aYalléblllty of extension serv1ces are all examples
of different fofﬁs Qf suﬁsdies. Inceﬁtives offered for agro-
proces31ng 1ndustr1es or expor-s-of agrlcultural commodltles are

also yet other forms of su051dy.

Table 1.1 Subsidies for agriculture and rural develcpment
and food subsidy . , /

(Rs. crore)

Heads | (1977-78  1980-61 1984-85 1989-90 1991-92
Focd - sub51dy -> S 244~”Vf';1650 T:.850 o '%200 - NAa
| Fertilizer subswdy - 266'- 505 ’ %9271 %542 @219
| Irrlgatlon SubSldj 281 A 478 ' NA NA NA
'Rural Electrlflcatlon 277 - :JquO (NA ‘_NA ‘Na
Livestock . sdb31dy 136‘:<A~'-é48 - '-NA. NA NA

Rural Development »
Prcgrammes , 67 726 472 NA NA

—

Sources : 1. Desai, G.M. (1986) Fertilizers Use in India,
' Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics
Vol.41 (3) PP. 265

2. Economic Survey - (1990-91) The Economic Times
New D2lhi, 2lst Jully 1991

3. "Report of the JPC (Joint Parliamentary Committee)
on fertilizer subsidy-I" The Economic Times
New D=21hi, 22th August 1992

4. Subbarao, K.(1985) Incentive policies and Irdia's
&gricultural Development: Some aspects of regional
and Social Equity: Indian Journal of Agril-Economics
Vol.40 (4) PP.495
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1.2.1 Food Subsidy

- Food subsidy is a Cevalopmental subsidy if it promotes
. agrlcultural Production by protectlng the producers from losses
due to falling prices. Food subsidy has risen from %.244 crores
°  in 1977-78 to %.2,200 crores in 1989-90. The Operation of Public

Distribution System (FDS) involves heavy subsidy.

1.2.2 Subsidy on Rural Development Programmes

'Subsﬁdy-on anti-poverty prédrammes (Integrated Rural Deve-

1bpment Programmes) increased from ps.67 crores in 1977-78_£o Rs.472
crores in71984~85, These subsidies arefborne from the Central

Government budget.

1.2.3 Subsidised Institutional Credit

The share of institﬁtional'credit flowlng to the agricul-
tufal sector for the purchase of modern inputs has risen sharply

over the last many vears. Expansion of commercial banks and setting

up of regional rural banks contributed to the easing of the flow of
institutional finance for agriculture. ?In particular, farmers are
supplied-production credit at intereét %ates lower than the market
rates of interest. The supply of finan;e at lower interest rates
has enabied the beneficiaries to effecﬁiimprovements in their
prbductive activitigs and also adopt’neg activities léading to

additiona; employmént, production and income.

1 2.4 Fertilizer Subs ldy

The: fertlllzer sub51dy is a devplopmental subsidy ard is
meant to reduce the cost of - _{-'_ f; . production in
. agriculture and thereforeltreated as a iéneans {ﬁo stimulate agri-
’ J !

cultural production. Its importance becomes all the more greater
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because the domestic\cost o fertilizer production is higher.
“Fertilizers'in India are subsidiséd apparenfly with a view to
promoting their consumption in agriculture. Therefore, with the
incfease in the consumption of fertilizerover time, fertilizer

= 2e3i¢ has alsc increased.

H)

'HQwevar, over the years, there has been a phenomenal
increase in fertiliser subsidy which.has gone wp from a moderate
Rs« 266 crores in 1977-78 and Rs.505 c¢rores in 1980-81 to a. whopping
Rs.6,219 crores in 1991-92'.° The total shﬁgiay paid“during the

decade 1981-1992 has amounted to ‘as ‘much as'm:28,285 croreSs

A number of factors were respon51bla fsr such a staep
increase in fertilizer subsidy. The respon51ble factors were(1)
growth in fertilizer consumptian whlch has gone up from 60.68 lakh
tonnes (1981-82) to 130 lakﬁ tonnes inT1991-92 “(2) increase in
the landed cost of impcftad ‘Tortilisers & devaluation of the rupee

in July 1991, and, (3) the prices have remalned stagnant from 1981.

Since fertiliser constitutes an important input in increas-

ing agricultural'prodhcﬁfoh, its pricing and subsidies can not be

w=d in Zsclztion. In the Joint Parliamentary Committee's view,

<
b

()
‘0
{:
(=
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protecting interest of small and marginal farmers is of utmost

importance. The experience in regard to the scheme of exempting.

the small and marginal“farmers from the price hike in August, 1991

1. Gulati, Ashok (1990) Fertilizer subsidy s Is the cultivator
net subsidised 2. Indian Journal of Aqul. Economics, Vol.45

(1) PP.1-2

2. Bhosale, P.B., (1992) 'Report of the JPC (Joint Parliamentary
Committee) on fertilizer subsidies- I' The Economic Tlmes
28th August 1992, Vol.32 (176) New Delhl.
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has not been encouraging. Most of the states were not in favour
of the dual priciny policy and did not administer the scheme. The
administrative difficulties should not stand in the way of provid-

ing benefit to these target groups.

The ‘question of subsidies for agricultural inputs, minor
irrigation and otheﬁ allied activities like dairying, fisheries,
poultry, etc. is an issue that is sensitive for Indian policy
makers. ’In India, succasssive five year plans have almost institu- -
tionalised subsidies, extended the scope and increased the quantﬁm.
However, its.grOWing volume year by year is attracting critical

attention about its role and impact on agricultural development.

1.3 Objectives of the Study

The specific cbjectives of the study were 3

(1) To quantify level avd spread of different types of subsi~
dies in the State and districts .no ©c «worr Ut Y _r
TalIs FeTooIt oo ',.;..tu;,- Com e

(ii) To assess the guantum of subsidies availed, the extent of

~utilization cf subsidised inputs and their impact on
different kinds -of farmers with respect to asset formation
&income;generation.éf; R N 2
(iii) To study the role of subsidies cn input use structure,
| crop pattern and productiop pattern on different catego-
ries of farms.

(iv) To study usefulness of subsidies on the adoption of

modern technolcgy for agricultural production, and,

() To study the administration of the disbursement of subsi-

dies and to sucgest measures. for improving it.
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le4d Sample Design

&s per the'qﬁidelines provided, the data on differeq;
kinds‘of subsidies for the year 1990-91 were procured from ail
the districts of Madhya Pradesh. Then the»eﬁtent of use of
subsidies on different items in all the districts of the State
were worked out‘and the rélative position of the districts in
terms of their performance was analysed.: One district each with
reference to a particular kind of subsidy was selected. TFour
égricﬁltﬁrai and allied programmes were selected. These were.s
Crbp pfoduétion, minor irrigatioﬁ, soil conservaﬁibn;fand animal
.ﬁusgéndiy. fbr these programmes, districtwise data on subsidy
were invited from the Deputy Directors‘of Agficulture of all the
districts of the state and Directoratevof Animal Husbandry and
.Veterinary-Services, M.P.;Bhopal. Cne district was selected fof
gach programmé in which higraest subsidy was provided. For crop
Eféducfidn pfogramme Raipur district wés selected. Similarily,
Vidisha and Sehore districts were selected for minor irrigation’
and.aﬁiﬁal ﬁuébandry programme respectively. For Soil Conserva-
tion Programme the data received ffom'theNSelected'disfriCté'was
three programmes[namely, Ccrop production,_minor- irrigation and
apimal husbandry were cqnsidered for this.study. After finalising
the districts for tﬁ?ee%progrémmes a block each was selected wifh
the highest subsidy in each disfriét.- Thé seleéted blocks for
three‘programmes were Dhamtari (Raipur diStrict); Basoda (Vidisha
district) and Ashta (Sehore district). The lists of beneficiaries
were obtained frém each’oﬁ’the selected blocks for ‘each programmes.
?fém each seieétéd'biéck 50 resoondents were sélected“(BO benefi-

ciaries and 20 non-beneficiaries). In this way 50 respondents were
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1.6 ' Fleld Investigatlon

of the bepﬁty Directors Cf ﬂgzlculture.” Regardlng selected blocks

e

el

selected from Dﬁamtari block of'Raiput and 50 respobdents weré?
from Aéhta block of S:ho?e. Only'ZO beneficiaries Qere a;ailatle :
in Basoda block under minor irrigation progfamme. Due to this 
reason all the 20 beneficiaries were considered and 15 non- |
beneficiaries were also contacted. Thus, the total sample e

comprised 135 farmers (80 beneficiaries and 55 non-beneficiaries).

1.5 -Reference yeér B

-

‘ ' _ . . T
The agricultural year 1990-91 was the reference year for

the studyl: The study covered both kharif and rabi seasons.

A

Both primary and secondary data were collected for the
study. The secondary data.were collected at the state, district
and block levels. The state level data were collected at Bhopal

from the Cirectorate of A :1culture and Di*ectorate of aAnimal

& . e

Husbqndry. The district level .data were collected from the ocfices?il

k-r- ‘N

~ .

datarwere collected from the offices of SDO (Agriculture) and

offices of Senior Agricultural Development Officer (SADO) of  the

concerned blocks. _ i
Primary data were collected from the sample farmers

(peneficiaries and non-beneficiaries). Data were collected in

the schedules/questionairesspecially prepared for three programmes.

%k Kk h k%
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PROFILE OF Ti 2 3EILECTED DISTRICTS

A brief description of the selected districts is given

in this Chapter.

2.1 Raipur District

2.1 .1 lccation

" ————

Raipur district is situated in the Cbhattisgérh region of
the state and occupies the south-casterm Part of upper Mahanadi
basin with a large beit of hilly area_in the south and east. The
district isAthirdﬂlargest district in the state in respect of area.
It lies between lztitudes 10957 and 21°53' north and longitudes
81°%25" and 83°38: east. The district is bounded in the north by
Bilaspur district 2T Machya Fiadczh, in the north-east by Raigarh
district, also of M.?., and in the east by Sambalpur and Kalashandi
districts of Orissa. In the 50u£h it is bounded by Koraput district

of Orissa and in the south~wsst by Bastar district of M.P. In the

west of Raivpur district lies Purg district of M.P,

2.1.2  Area, Villages and Fopulation

The total areaz of Raipur district is 2, 257.1 thous and
hectares, From the roint of view of porulation and the number of
villages Raipur district occupied first position having 4,006

villages ard 30,79, 476 persons.

2.1.3 :fgpulation by Castes and Occupationg

According to 1981 census, the percentage of rural popula-
tion in Raipur district was 82.81. Scheduled castes and scheduled

tribes formed 13.77 and 18.56 per cent of the total population
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' respectively. The proportion"of»méie.and female population was
almost same (sbout 50 per cent). Workers fcrmed’45,66 per cent

" of the total population. Among the various océupational catego-
ries, cultivators, agricultural labourers and other workers formed
22.68 per cent, 13.73 per cent and 9.25 per cent of the total popﬁL
lation respectively. The literacy percentage of the district wasb
30.57. As in the case of other regions of the countfy, the percen-
tage of literacy among rural ﬁopulétion was remarkably lower (25.70

per cent) as compared to the urban population {54.06 per cent) .

(Table 2.1)

Table 2.1 Main features of population, Raipur districts,
' 1981 census - .

Characteristic- : No.of ' %
: ' persons -

1. Total population 30,79, 476 100,00
i) a) Rural o o 25,50, 251 82.81
b) Urban. = -~ 5,29,225 17.19 .

ii) a) Scheduled Castes 4,24,145 13.77

b) Scheduled Tribes 5,71,484 18.56

~ ¢) Other =  Castes 20,83,847 67.67
iiida) Male 15,32,692 49.77

b) Female : 15, 46,784 50.23

2. Total workers. 14,06,143 45.66
a) Cultivators 6,98,602 22.68

b) Agril.labourers 4,22,714 13.73

c) Other workers 2,84,827 9.25

3. Literats persons 9,411,565 30.57
i) Rural . 6,55, 445 25.70

ii) Urban 0 2,86,120 54,06
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2.2.4 vPerational Holdings

ccording to the Agreeditural Census 1985—86 ne_rly 26.88
pPer cent area 1n Ralour dlstrlct was operated by 71.61 per cent
-marglnal and small farmers On the other 31de of the dlstrlbutlon
scale medlum arg largv -holdings togetber formed 11.87 per cent of
the total number but these larger size holdings-dccupied dispro-
porticnately high percentage (49.39 per~ceﬁt)tof the total area.
(Table 2.2)

Cla581f1catlon of holdwngs by-81ze of farms,
Raipur district

Table 2.2

(2rea) .

‘ No of -

Size of holdings hold;qqs__ hect.
Mafginal (below 1 hect.) 2,66,529" 1,17,364
@ (50.61) ©(11.33)
Small  ( 1- 2) 0 1,10,608 . 1,51, 055

(%.) ) (21.00) (15.55)
Semi Medium ( 2- 4) 86,986 2, 45,794
( %) (16.52) (22.73)
Medium ( 4- 10) 51,695 3,096,458
(%) ( 9.81) (23.59) ~
Large _(10 & above) 10,836 2,05;144
( %) ' ( 2.06) (19.80)
Total 5,26,654 10,35,815
( %) (100.00) (100,00)
Source : Agril. Census, 1985-85
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2.1.5  Land Use

Of the total geggraphical-a:ea.ofw2,251‘1~thousandAheetares’

the net area sown was 41.49 per cent. Forest occupied 40,19 per
eent, land not available for cultivation, 6.98 per éent ard other
uncultivated land excluding fallow land, 6.35 per cent..Thus, it
is observed that a significant portion of the geographical éréa of
Raipur district was under forest. The gross cropped area of the
aistrict was 1178.7 thoqsand hectarés. The crbpping intensity was
125.89 per cent. (Table 2.3)

- Table 2.3 Land utilization of Ralpur dlStrlcts 19904§1
(Amea-\thousand hect.)

| Rt
Particulars k Thousand | ( % )
: HectareS—- . : . Ot

1. FOI/eSt ’ <= ) ) A 90702 40019
2. Not availsble for l¢ultivation 157.6 6.98

a) Land put to non agri:.uses 135.3 6.00

b) Barren and un-ctltivable land 22.3 0.98
3. Otherr un-cultivated land 143.4 6.35

excluding fallow land

a) Permangﬁt pasturesand 142.9 6.33

.. grazing land o e e o
b) Land under Misc. trees, 0.5 0.02
crops & groves ' }

4. Cultursble waste land 47.2 "2.09
5. Fallow land . o 65.4 . 2.90

a) Current fallow 27.8 1.23

b) 01d Fallow : 37.6 , 1.67
6. Net area - sown s e . 936.3 - 41 .49
Total Geographical Area %357.1 100,00
Gross cropped area L 1,178.7 -

Cropping Intensity. (%) .. 125.89 -
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2:l 46 Sources of Irrigstdic -

Of the gross cropbed area of 1,178.7 thousard hectares,
383.3 thousand hectares were irrigated. Irrigation was mainly
done by canals (84.24 per cent). Tanks provideé irrigation to

6.39 per centrqf the irrigated area. The aréa irrigated by wells

B \Wwﬁas‘4;TU"pér”cenp.‘v(?able(2,4)_ %

Table 2.4 Area irrigated by different sources, Raipur district,

1990-91 S
- (Area- thousand hectares)
Source. o _ , Area o %
e & o e s e e et i e s i, e oo wowrnst i i s amoiieel iy = e

: Canals 322.9 84.24
i T ankS . ) . ¥ 24 . 5 o 6‘039 ‘ .“. _;&/"
‘ Tubewells ' = P . B —

Wells . P 15.7 4.10

Others. B o 13.5 3.52 a
4 All Sources - 383, 3 100,00
ﬁx 2ol o7 CmmﬁmgPaxmm

The croppiﬁg pattern was kharif dominated. Raipur was
one of the districts of Chhattisgarh plain called the "rice bowl"

A of the state. Paddy was the most largely cultivated crop of the

1 district contributing 71.89 per cent of the cropped area. The
%ﬁ area covered by kharif and rabi crops was 78.83 and 21.17 per cent
respectively. Food crops and non-food crops covered 96.4Q and 3.60
per cent respectively. The area under cérealé & millets was 76.34
per cent followed by puises (18.57 per cent). Although, crop
statistics does'no£ mention it is lathyrus (teora) (13.75 per cent)

I which dominated the pulses. (Table 2.5)
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Table 2.5 Area under impor+ant crops in Raipur district,

1990-91 ‘
(Area - thousand hectares)

C r o o) ) 1: Area unders % to total

, E crops L area
Paddy 847.3 - 71.89
Wheat 17.0 . 1.44
Jowar .O.6v' 0.05
Bajra - -
Barley - -
Maize , 0.7 0.06
Other cereals & Millets i 34.2 2.90
Lotal Cereals & Millets 899.8 "76.34
Gram 17.1 1.45
Tur 2.6 0.22
Moong=Moth 6.1 0,52
Urad 22.7 1.92
Kulthi 4.1 0.35
Tecra 162.1 13.75
Fega _ 0.6 0.0s
Tartil (o, 2.3 0.24
Other Pulses 0.8 0.07
Total Pulses "7 T == _ 218.9 "18.57
Groundnut 8.6 0.73
Ses amum 8.6 0.73
Rape & Mustard 0.8 0.07
Tinseed 21.3 1.81
Soybean 0.3 . 0.02
Other Oilseeds 0.4 0.03
Total Oilseeds 40.0 " 7373g
Cther Crops 20.0 1.79
Cross Cropped Area 1178.7 100.00
Xharif Crops 929.2 78.83
Rebi ‘Crops 249.5 T 91,17
Food Crops | 1136.3 96.40
Non-Food Crops

42.4 3.60

——— s



2.1.8 Froductivity of Aimportant cCrops -

Thé yield of paddy, the most important crep of the distriet,
wes 1,435 kg/hectare. The yields of paddy,'wheat,.bajra, kedo~-
kutki, gram, soybean éna rapeseed-mﬁstard were higher in 19920-91
than the average yield of the~district. The yields of paddf,bajra
and groundnut were more in the distriet than these of the state.

(Table 2.6)

Table 2.6 Yield per hectare of 1mportant erops in Raipur
district, 1990-91

(Yield (kg/hectare)

o ¥

C r o . p _ j Average 5 Obtained
Paddy . 1130 1435
Wheat. L - 920 1152
Jowar _ oo 910 - 878
- Bajra - 780 %000
Bariey 870 -
MaizZe ; ' R 1110 908
Kodon-Kutki - . o 170 180
Gram ) - 450 515
‘Arhar ;o , a 810 . 847
Moong-Moth - ‘ 250 188
Urad =~ ~ . : 250 198
"Kulthi ' : - . 400 21
Teora | | . 340 338
Pea o . 340 236
Lentil - _ ” | 400 29
Sugarcane ~ %900-' %245 _
Groundnut _ 850 . 845
Ramtil S _ ; 220 151
Til . : ' . 170 - 170
Soybean - e30 813
Linseed o 2C0 150
Rare & Mustani . 550 698
. Safflower 280 233
Castor : 390 - 300

Source : Agricultural Statisties, D Dlrectorate of Agriculture,
Gavt.mf M.P., Bhopal.
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2.1.9 Irrigated Crops ;;offji?7{§i;;ﬁliﬁzﬁ
The gross J.rrlgated area was 386 3 thousand hectare-s in :

1990-91. S:ane paddy was the most 1mportant crop, 1t for.med the

highest percentage of the 1rrlgated area (94 49)

O 5 the cropped area of 1 178 7 thousand hectares, 386 3
théusand hectares- (32 77 per ce*lt) were 1rrlgated Wheat, paddy,
rape-mustard, groundnut and. other crops (spec1ally fruits & -
vegetables) were the crops irrigated to a large. extent Wheat was
irrigated to the extent of 47. 06 per cent fol ]owed by paddy (43,08

per cent), rape-mustard (25 0 per cent)[ groundnut (1977 per cent).

In the case of other cmp groups Spec.‘l_ally sugarcane spiees
and fru:.ts & vegetables although the area under these crop was very

small the extent of 1rr1gatlon was very hlgh (Table 2.7)

Table 2 7 Irrigated crops, Ralpur dlstrlct
(Area in 000 ha.)

ST 7 ls R Cropped % OF irriga

C - r fe) P s _a;ga - .. total a;ga 355 a tg _ag'ea
Rice e , 365.0 94.49 847.3 - -43.08
Wwheat . 8.0 2.07 17.0 ., 47.06
Jowar - ) - e 0.6 -
Bajra C - L - S - : -
Maize - - 0.7 . -
Barley : - : - o, - _ -
Otherscereals. & Millets ' ;_’.1 : 0,02 34.2 0.2
Total Cereals 393.1 . 96.58  B899.8 . .. .AL.46
Gram 1.0 0.26 ~ 17.1 ' 5.05
Tur L - 2.6 . -
Others Pulses o 0.7 0,18° °199.2 - 7 0,35
Total _Pulses Xy 0v44T” 218.9 0,78
Groundnut e 1.7 0.44 8.6 19.77
Ses amum - e . - . et TH 816 -
Soybean - S = : - 0.3 -
Sunflower : 0. - 0,02 S C -
Rape & MuStard L 0.2 0.05 0.8 . 25,00
Linseed R e - 2.3 .. -
Other 0i}l Seeds . - - 0.4 -
Total Oil Seeds ";_'__“‘-- - 2,0 0.52 40.0 ... 5.00
Sugarcane 0.3 0.08 0.3 T00.,00—
Spices 1.4 0.37 242 © 63.64

- Fruits & Vegetables 7.2 1.87 15.1 47.68
Fodder Crops 0.1 0.02 - -
Cotton , - - 1.7 -
Others Crops+Fodder 0.5 0.13 0.7 71.43
Total Irrigated Area 386.3 100.00 1178.7 32.77




2.2 ‘.v'VidiéHagDiS%riCt:
2.2.1° Iocation |

Vidisha di st'fic’é i‘s neafly cent'fally located. _It lies
between latitudes-23°20' and 24%22' north and 1ongitudes'77°z4'
and 7-8018' e-ast~~ The- dlstrlct is surrounded by Sagar dlstrlct in
the east, Ralsen dlStrlCt in the. south, Bhopal dJ.strJ.ct in the ,

west and Guna district in the north and north-west. The distriet

lies .m the pPlateau w1th ‘scattered hllls with an elevation between

: 42'7 met_res to 671 metres.

2.2-2 * Area, Vil lages_and Population

" The total area of Vldlsha dlStI‘lCt was 730 2 thousand
hectares. It had 1,618 v:Lllages w1th a populatlon of 7, 83 098

(1981 ,cenSus) The denSltY Of Populatlon (per hectare) was 1.07:

2.2.5“-'{ Populatlon by Castes and Occupations

" Of the total populatlon (7,83,098) asbout 83 per cent was

rural and the remaining 16.97 per cent, urban. The percentage of

. scheduled castes populatlon was 20 44, th.le the scheduled trlbes

pulatlon formed only 4. 30- per cent. The remalm.ng population
(75.26 per cer+) be nced to other castes.A Male & female pcpula~_
tion formed -53.17 and 26.83 per cent of the total populatlon
respectlvely. "The percentage of total workers was 31 68 Cultiva-
tors, agricultural labourers and other workers formed 15.27, 8.94
and ’_7.-4'7~ per cent respectively. The literacy percentage of the
district was 25.51. Th__'evpe'rvce'ntage of ‘literacy among u:ban popu-~
iation‘was‘ rema;-kab'ly 'H'j:ghef (53 .-»1_8 ber cent) as compared; t_o the

rural population (19.85 per cent). (Table 2.8)
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Table 2.8

Main features of population, Vidisha
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~district,
1981 censts
Characteristic. gg;ggns (%)
1. Total population 7.83,008 100.00
i) a) Rural 6,5C,193 83,03
b) Urban 1,32,905 16.97
ii) a) Scheduled Castes 1,60,044 20.44
b) Scheduled Tribes 33,706 4.30
¢) Othere Castes "5, 89,348 7526
iii) a) Male 4{16{356. 53.17
b) Female 3,66,742 46.83
2. Total Workersh . i 2,48,059 " 31.68
&) Culti&ato%sv m 1,19,610 15.27
© b) Agrilbupaﬁéu;ers ) 69,989 o é.§4-
.., Other Workers 5,460 7.47
3. Iﬁte:afs ?ersons 1:99{752~l , 25.51
i) Rural __ :i;§9;074 f o _19.s5 -
ii) Urban 70,678 © s3.18

2.2.4 Operational Holdings

Vidisha district had 1,03,027 holdings.' Of these 19.0 per.
cent were marginal, 18.2§ perbcentvsmall, 22.67 ber cent semi-
medium, 26.12 per cent medium and 13.95 per cent Qere iarge.
Marginal & small holdings formed 37.26 per cent of the total number.
These occupied bnly 6.68 per cent of the area. On the other hand
pig lard holders (medium + large) formed 40.07 per cent of the total

number of holdings but commanded a comparatively larger percentage

of area (80.97). (Table 2.9)



s

NJIAblS~2*Q_ﬁQlaSEAﬁlcationgmﬁ%cﬁkkﬁgﬂrb@ws&zenefwﬁarms, T
Vidishgag district - .

—— B - — w—

Size of holdings ' - ! Ne.of 1 Area. e
e “E holdings E(HectareS?f. e
Marginal (below 1 hect.) 19,578 L8591 w
| (%) SRR - (19.00) {1.57)
Small . (1 - 2) R 18,816 27,913
(%) o © (18.26) (5:11)
Semi Medium (2- 4) o 23,351 67,453
) o O (22.67) (12.35)
Medium ( 4- 10) - : | . 26,907 ;1,69,385
(%) . (26.12) - (31.01)
Large (10 & above) ’ | _14}375 , 2,7é,9z4
(%) | (13.95) (49.96)
Total . o ﬂ ] i}03,dz7 - *5;;6,266
%) . . (100.00) . (100,00)

Source— Agrlcultural Ceusup, 1985-86 T a
2. 2 5 - Land use o ‘
The total geographlcal area was 730 2 thousand hectares
and 71 31 per cent of it was net area sown. Of the remaining area
14 31 per cent was under forest, 6.38 per cent waS not available
for cultivation, 5.20 rer cent wés under pastires, - graz;ng land
tree crops amﬂ groves, and 1 88 per cent was culturable waste,

The grass-croppedaarea_was_568.7 thousand hectares and the cropping

'inteﬁsity was 109,22 per cent. (Table 2.10)
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Table 2.10 Land utilization of.YidisnaDist:ict,l990—91

-

(Area- Thousand Hect.)

T L
'""housand ! %
Particulars ' . iHect-. : °
1] [) ——
1. Forest ‘ | | 104.5 14,31
2. Not available forn cultivatien - 46.6 . 6.38
a) Land put to non agril.uses "~ 35.5 4.86
b) Barren and un-cultivable, land 11.1 1.52
3. Other un~cultivated Land 38.0 5.20
excluding fallow land
a) Permanent pasture and 37.9 5.19
grazing land
" b) Land under Misc.tree 0.1 0.01
’ crops & groves :
4. Cultureble waste larnd 13.7 1.88
5. Fallow land ' ' 6.7 0.92°
a) Current fallow 4.0 0.55
b) 01d Fallow . 2.7 0.37
6. Net area sown 520.7 71.31
Total.Geographical Area -~ 730.2  100.00
' GrosS_cropped area ~ 568.7 Cropping 109.22
2.2.6 Sources of Irrigaticn ] intensity

In 1990-91, the area under irrigation was 71.9 thousand
hectares. Of the gross cropped area of 568.7 thousand hectares,

only 12.64 per cent was irrigated. -The main sources of irrigation

were canals (43.67 per cent), other sources (36.58 per eent), wells

(15.44 per cent) and tube wells (3.34 per cent) (Table 2.11).

Vidisha o
Table 2.11 Area irrigated by different sources/ district ,1990-91

- S ———— T f— —— — ————— ———————————

Source ‘ _ oo Area | Percentage
. . o !

Canals 31.4 43.67

T anks ‘ 0.7 P 0.97

Tubewells - 2.4 3.34

Wells ’ \ 11.1 15.44

Cthers | 26.3 36.58

o - ——— — ——— . t— ot

'~ All sources . - 71.9 ' 100.00

& — ———— o A - G——————
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2.2.7 Cropping Pattern

Vidisha district was rgbi crops dominated which covéred
- 83.93 per cent of the gross cropped area.fcod and non-food crops
covered €4.72 énd 15.28 per cent respectively; Cer=als and pulses
dominated the cropping pattern. These two crop groups occupied
84.16 pér cent of the cropped area. Oilseeds and "other creps“

occupied sizable area of 11.02 and 4.22 per cent respectively.

Wheat was £he major CGEEal (39.86 per cent area of the gross
cropped zrea). The kharif cereals like jowar and maize together
occupied 5,30 per‘cent of the gross cropped area. Pulses occupied
38.68 per cent. Among pulses gram was important and occupied 28.29
per cent area. Othef ihportant pulses were lentil (7.8l per cent)
and téora (lathyrus) 1.28 per cent. Among oilseeds (11.03 per cent){
soybean covered largest area (8.76 per cent). (Table 2.12)

Table 2.12 Area under important crops in Vidisha distfict11990f9l
' (Area_in '000 hect.)

Crop: . fArua under E% to total area
1 CXops oo — e

Paddy 1.2 0.21

Wheat . 226.7 39.86

Jowar ‘ , 22.5 3.96

Bajra ‘ - -

Barley 0.3 0.05

Maize 7.€ 1.34

Other Cereals & Millets 0.3 ______.__ 0.5 ...

Total Cereals & Millets 258.€ 45.47 _

Gram 160.9 28.29

Tur 3.0 0.53

Moong-Moth 2.3 0,40

Urad 0.1 0.C2

‘Kulthi - -

Teora 7.3 1.28

Pea 1.9 0.33

lentil 44 .4 7.81

Other Pulses _ 0.1 0.C2

Tolal Pulses T TTTTTTTTL50LT T 38.68

Grnundnut 3.4 0.60

Ses amum 0.4 0.C7

Rape & Mustard 3.C 0.53

Linseed 5.0 0.8

Soybean 49 € 8.76

Other 0il Seeds 1.1 .19

Total Oil Seeds 62.7 11.03

Other Crops 27.4 4,82

Gross Cropped Area T TTTTeEBLT B 100.C0

Kharif Crops 9.4 16,07

Rab i Crops ) 477.3 83.93

Food __ Crops o e z8l.e 84.72

Non-Food_Crops. .~ ~TT T TTTEe.s T

15,28




2.2.8 - Productivity of Important Crops

The yields obta:med for tha—oropS‘i;ke.mat _paddy,
bajara, barley, groundnut, soybean and rape & mustard in_l%’ .

were higher than the normal yields. (Table 2.13)

Table 2.13 Yield per hectare of Important Crops in Vidisha

a 1Str1ct1 199 0—91
Yield—'gg /hect.,
Crop § Average : ' Obtained
— e+ e o - oo e e son} o - -—-
Paddy . | 540 622
wheat 900 1046
Jowar . 860 830
Bajra ‘ \ . . 1760 1,000 -
Barley . i : 1130 1456 °
Maize | . | 1320 1158
Kodo-kutki o | 350 333
Gram . 740 694
Arhar , : 780 738
Mocong=-Moth _ S . 490 352
Urad ' 390 29
Rulthi ; . 400 -
Teora : » _ 490 451
Pea | 500 392
Lentil ¢ - ~- B B 600 - - 506
.Sugarcane ‘ | o 2/200 1 ,8A55
Groundnut ' v 900 942
Ramtil - 220 171
Til o : 240 - 237
Soybean ’ o 530 1013
Linseed . 430 413
Rape & Mustard 490 685
Safflower . 290 -

CESEBT 5 . 450

Source : Agricultural Statistics, Directorate of Agficulture-,
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'2.2.9 Irrigated crops

" Whe»t occupied highest percentage of irrigated area

(54.24). The next was gram (41.45 per cent).

Wheat and gram were the crops irrigated to a large extent.
Gram was irrigated'to the extent of 18.52 per cent follcwed by
wheat (15;2>per'cent).' Sugarcane and fruits & vegetables were the
other crops irrigated to the extent of 100 per cent and 61.54 per
cent but the area under these crops was not éignificént.(Téble 2.14)

Table 2.14 Irrigated crops/Vidisha district
: - (Area in '000 Ea.) .

Crop Irrigated % to Cropped % of Irrigate

area ’ total area area to area
under crop

Rice - - - 1. 2 -

Whe at - ~-39.0 54.24 226.7 17.2

Jowar - - 225 -

Bajra : - - - -

Maize : - - T -

Barley - - - 0.3 -

Other Cereals & Millets 0.1 0,14 0.3 33.33

Total Cereals 39.1 54.38 258.6 15.12

Gram . ’ 29.8 41 .45 16C.9 18,52

Tur L , - - 3.0 -

Others Pulses ' 1.7 2.36 56.1 3.03

Total Pulses _ _ ______ _31.5 43,81 __ 220.0 14.32

Groundnut - - 3.4 -

Ses amum ‘ - - G.4 -

Soybean - - 49.8 -

Sunflower ' - - - -

Rape & Mustard ~ _ - 3.0 -

Linseed ‘ , c - ' - 5.0 -

Other Oil Seeds . _ = __ . . = Y.}

Total Oil Seeds . ___ - ___ - 82.7 =

Sugarcane 0.3 0.42 0.3 100.00

Spices ‘ 0.1 0.14 1.6 6.25

Fruits & Vegetables 0.8 1.11 1.3 51 .54

Fodder crcps , - - - .

Cottan - - C.2 -

Other Crops +(Fodder) 0.1 0.14 24,0 0.42

Total "t CoAe . 71 .9 1 100.00 58,7 12.64
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2.3 Sehore District -
2.3.1  Locntion
Sehore district 1iss in the T2ntral vart of the State and ;

ad joins vid#sha. The shape of the cistrict is irregular. The
extremiéies‘bf Sehore district measure from 22933'-to 23°54' north
latitudes and- from 76028‘ to 78°02' east longitudes. PhYsiogré-
phically it.li¢s on:the eastern part of the Malwa plateau and 15
intludes avﬁarrow_belt of the Narmada alluvial plain in the- south.
rhe'diStriéE'ié bouﬁded by the districts of Rajgarh and Shajapur

in the north west, Bheopal in the east, Raisen in the south east 3nd

Hoshangabad in th2 south. In the west lies Dewas district.

N

2.3.2 Area, villages and topuvlation

The total area of Sehore district is 656.4 thousand hectares. .

The district had 1,115 villages with a copulation cf 6,57,381. The o
'de[&;vi . .. ~Tatjon per h?CtaIe was 1.OQ¢

-

2.3. 3 POEU.]_:;'"' "_"*1 - ";4._,'313'3 ama) C-::CUFP’C_J'._QDE

The total population of Sehore district according to 1981
Conﬁns was 62§7,381“ Thc:district is rural in character as more
than 85 perlcent (86.6§ per cent)! of its rorulation is ruraia
Schednled ﬁrfb?s rorulation formed 9.11 per cent. Scheduled castes
(20.34 per cent) and othér castes population formed 70.55 per cent,
The break up of workina population showed that as high as 80 per
cent of the total workers were engaged in agricultural pursuits
(cu]tiVators + agricultural labourers). ‘rhe literacy percentage
of the district was 23.23. The literécy percentage among rural &

urban popuiation was 19.46 and 47.78 respectively. (Table 2.15)
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Yable 2,15 Main rfeatures cr population, Sehore district,
1981 Census ’

No.of %
Chaorecteristic: persons

1. Total! ropulstion 6,57,381 100,00
i) a) Rural 5,69,899 86.69 .
b) Urhan 87,482 13.31
1i) a) Scheduled castes 1,33,679 20.34v
b) Scheduled tribes 59,890/' 9.11
¢} Other castes 4,633,812 70.55
7 Totat priere 2,30, 436 35,05
a) Cultivators 1,12,740 17.18
b} Ayril.labourer 71,159 10.82
c) Other workers 16,537 7.08 B
T Tdtneabs pepsons | 1,52,692 23.23
i) Rural 1,210,896 19.46
1i) Umhan | 41,796 47.78

2.3.4 Cperational Holdings

An area of 4,09,465 hectares was operated by 85,369 farmers.

~—

- Nearly 7.3C pa2i cent area was cperated by 36.57 per cent marginal
and “ma.' farme~s. On the other hard 79.37 per cent larnd was
eperated by 40.42 per cent larger group of farmers (medium”&large

Famers). (lable 2.16)







27 s

Table 2.16 Cla581f1cation of holdlngs by size of Farms,

Sehore district

Size of holdings g ggigfngs é éigiaﬁ
Marginal (below 1 hect.) 15,115 6,159
(%) (17.715 ( 1.50)
Small (1-2) 16,097 23,747
(%) (18.86) (5.80)

" Semi Medium (2-4) 19,646 54,583
( %) .(23;01) (13.33)
Medium (4-10) 24,692 1,55,028
(%) (28.92) (37.86)
Large { 10 & above) 9,819 1,69,948
(%) (11.50) (41.51)
Total 85,369 4,09, 465

(%) - | (100.00) (100.00)

Source :~ Agril. Census 1985—86

2.3.5 Land Use

The geographical ares n£ Sehore district was 656.4 thousand
hectares,  Of this 56.19 péf cent was net area sown.
A Forest covered 26.17 per ceht, land hot available for cultivation,
6.05 per cent,.cher un—cultivated land excluding fallow, 8.82 per
cent and culturable waste lénd 2.04 per cent. The gross cropped

ar=sa of this district was 479.6 thouéand heétares With a cropping

intensity of 130.04 per cent. (Table 2.17) ' -
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Table 2.17 Land Utilization of Sehore district

S

__(Area-thousand he

. E Thousand | %
- Particulars ' Hoctare |
e e o o = e ———— — — — 1 | DR — ———- 4« et tns
1. Forest - ‘ 171.8 26.17
2. Not available for cultivation » 39.7 6.05
a) Land put-.to -non agril.uses - 33.9 5.16
b) Barren and un-cultivable land- 5.8 0,89
3. Other un-cultivated land 57.9 8.82
excluding fallow land
a) Permanent pasture & , ) 57.9 8.82
grazing land
b) Land under MisC tree crops - -
' & groves ’
4. Culturable waste land 13.4 2.04
5. Fallow land o 4.8 . 0.73
a) Current Fallow ‘ 1.7 0.26
b) 01d Fallow . | 3. 0.47
6. Net area scwn - 368.8 56.19
Total Geographical Area . 656.4 100.00
Gross .cropped area ' : 479 .6 -
Cropping Intensity (%) ~130.04 -
2.3.6 Sources of Irrigation

An area of 89.8 thousand hectares was under‘ir:igation.
Lt f@ﬁmed)}8r72‘per cent of the gross crobped area.,.
Wells (61.80 per cent) .were the main soﬁrces of irrigation. Canals
irrigated 11.25 per cent, tube weils (7.13 per Cent) and"tanks

(2.67 per cent) were other sources. (Table 2.18)




Table 2.18 Area Irrigated by differént sources, Sehore district,
’ ' (Area- thousand Hect.)

1

Yo

Sources r Area '

i ]
Canals / 10.1 11.25
T anks | 2.4 2.67
Tubewells ' 6.4 7.13
wells o o 55.5 61.80
Others ' 15.4. 17.15
All Sources 89.8 100,00
2.3.7 Cropping Pattern

Sehore district Jargely depended on rabi crops which
occupied 55.61 per cert of the gross croppad srea of 479.6 thousand
hectares. “The area urder focod and non-food crops was 52.79 and

47.21 per cert vespectively.

Ollsceds and cereals dominated the cropping pattérn.
Oilseeds coverad the largest area (35.11 per cent) followed by
cereals & millets (31.86 per cent) and pulses (19.10 per cent).
The other food crops like fruits, vegetables, spices and sugarcéne
alsc occcupied considerazcle area (8.8 thousard hectares of the gross

croppad arcal .

Arorg oilseeds sovhean was the major crop and occupied
11.98 per cent area cf the gross crorped area. Wheat was the second
mogt largely cultivated crop of the district contributing 24.81 per

cent of the croyped miwea. The other important crops were gram

>

(13,48 per cent) and jcwar (5.13 rer cent). "Other crops" includ-

ing fruits vegetables, spices, suyarcane and fibre crops coverzd

S 13.93 per zent of the gross cropred area. (Table 2.19)




Tahle 2.19 Area under important crops in Schore district ,
(Area in '000 hect.)
Crop '; Area u'nderé % to total
: crop ' Area .
Paddy 3.1 0.65
wheat 119.0 24.81
Jowar 24.6 5.13
Bajra - -
Barley - -
Maize , 5.9 1.23
Other cereals & Millets 0.2 0.04
Total Cereals & Millets 152.8 31.86
Gram ‘ ' 64.7 13.49
Tur 13.9 2.90
Moong-moth 1.2 0.25
Urad 0.7 0.15"
Kulthi - - |
Teora 3.2 0.67:
Pea 0.7 0.15
Lentil (Masoor) 5.7 1.19
Other Pulses 1.5 . 0.30
Total Pulses 91.6 19.10
G roundnut 0.9 - 0.19
Ses amum 4.2 0.88°
Rape & Mustard 0.1 0.02
Linseed 9.4 1.96
Soybean 153 .4 31.98
Other 0il Seeds 0.4 0.08
Total oil seeds 168.4 35.11
Other crops 66.8 13,93
" Gross cropped area 479.6 100.00
Kharif crops 212.9 44.39
Rabi Crops 266.7 55.61
Food Crops 253 .2 52.79
Non-food Crops - 226.4 47 .21
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2.3.8  Froductivity of important crops

Except moohg moth, urad, pea, lentil._sugarcane and
castor, the yieldsof other crops were higher than the normal

yield. (Table 2.20)

Table 2.20 Yield per hectare of important crops in
Sehore district -~ :

g _ _ (Yield-(Kg./hect.)
' ' Crops ' i Average gwobtained
Paddy - 620 879
Wheat 1000 1761
Jowar ' L 950 1286
Bajra ‘ , 900 -
Barley - 1000 1458
Maize ‘ , 990 1158
Kodon-Kutki _ _ 320 - 455
Gram - | 620 1002
. , Arhar 7 ‘ 780 908
| wuoong-moth . 399 375
- Urad - 350 276
. Kulthi ' ' 400 400
Teora 500 567
Pega , 450 433
lentil . 800 771
Sugarcane %500 %937
Z round nut: ) 915 928
Ramtil : ‘ 300 -
Til | ' 180 218
Soybean 560 1146
Linseed ' 400 513
Rape & Mustard ' 460 785
Safflower ‘ 500 500
. Castor 750 714

S urce : Agricultural Statistics, Directorate of Agriculture,
o : Govt .of M.P., Bhopal




2.3.9 Irrigated Crops

In Sehore district irrigated area was mainly occupied
by wheat which covered 64.36 per cent of the gross irrigated éréa.
Gram and sugarcane were other important irrigated crops and covered

25.50 amd 6.23 per cent of the gross irrigated area. Oilseéds

covered the largest area urder cultivation (168.4 thousand hectares)

but the area under {rrigation was negligable.
~ OL
Of the gross cropped area\ 479.6 thousamd hectares. 89.8

“housand hectares or .18.72 per cent was 1rrigated. Wheat gram,

sSugarcane, spices an@ fruits & vegetables were the crops irrigated

to a large extent. Wheat was irrigated to the extent of 48.57 per |

cent followed by gram (35.39 per cent). (Table 2.21)

Table 2.21 Sehore district

(Area_in '000 hect.) .
.croped'% of irrigated

Irrigated crops,

1 Irrigated; % to

.y area 'total { area ;area to area
; H — i _ surder crops___
Rice - 3.1 .-
Wheat 57.8 64 36 119.0 48,57
Jowar: - - 24.6 -
Bajra - - - -
Barley - - - -
~tv~- Cereals & Millets _ - = 042 -
iotgli o .~~Vs T 57.8 T63.36 182.8 _ 37.83
Gram 22.9 25.50 64.7 35,397
Tur - S - 13.9 -
Others Pulses -~ . ___0.s _0.67 _13.0 ~ 4 61
Total Pulses =~ " T - 23.5 __"26.17 _9l.6 __ 25.65 . ___
G roundnut - - 0.9 -
Ses amum - - 4.2 -
Soybean - - 153.4 -
Sunflower - - - -
Rape & Mustard - - 0.1 -
Linseed 0.1 0.11 9.4 1.06
Other 0il seeds_ - o= ___..0%.4 - e
“tal 0il seeds_ - 0.1 T0.11168.4 0.06
bugarcano‘ . 5.6 6.23 5.6 100,00
Spices 1.2 1.33 1.7 70.59
Fruits & Vegetables 0.6 0.67 1.5 40,00 -
Fodder crops 0.5 0.56 -~ - .
Cotton - - 8.2 -
Other crops + (Fodoer) 0.5 0,56 49.8 1.00.
Total 1 _nAr - ~ 89.8 100.00 479.6 18.72




CHAPTER IIT

SUBSIDIES PROVIDED BY THE G OVERNMENT OF MADHYA PRADESH

Following kinds of subsidies were provided by the
G overnment of Madhva Pradesh for various agricultural
development programmes.

3.1 Minor Irrigation

With a view to utilise available groundwater
potential ior increasing production and productivity, the
Sﬁate(SOVernment launched a rassive dug wells programme with
the aséisténée of Financing Institutions. Liberal rates of
subsidy, matching not only Govt, of India's scale butralSO'
allowing additional éubsidy 35 per unit costs fixed by NABARD

from time to time were allowed.

3.151° Well & pump
| Under this Programme loan was providéd by COOperative/
Commercial/Rural Banks fof‘digging of new Weiis, repairs of
old wells and purchase of electric and gdiesel pumps. Subsidies
were provided by the department of irrigation.
fablé'3e1 Rates of éubsidy for wells-ang pumps on.cost
prescribed by NABARD

(Figures—percentage)

Category; of farmers 0-1 Ha. 1-2 Ha.

1.  Scheduled tribes farmers 50 50

2. Scheduled castes farmers 33.33 25

3. Other farmers 33.33 | .25

(i) Subsidy for small ang marginal farmers below poverty *

line was to the extent .of 100 per cent
o ' wa.s
(ii) Subsidy for SC/ST farmers having 2-4 hectares/up to

50 per cent

33

2
"



s 34 s : : S
(iii) Subsidy-for—other cultivators for welltpump Was
33.33 per cent with & maxihum of Rse 7000 .-

3.12 - Sprinklers

Marginél farmers (&ll categoriés)-33-33 per cent,
Small farmers (All categories)-25 per cent,SC/ST
small & marginal farmers-50 per oont

3.1.3 Tube wells

On successful tﬁbewells.SO per cent subsidy or a
maximum OFf Rs. 25,000 was admissible.

3.2 - Integrated Programme Zor Ricebﬁevelopment

This was a Centrally Sponsored Scheme envisaging
maximisstion of rice productiem in =sastern zome of the country
where 1t has been stagnant for quite some time. In this projramme
230 blocks in 15 districts of Madhya Pradesh were included with
75225 shére from Govt. of India & State Government respectivelyf
The 15 rice produéing districts of M.P. were Roipur, Durg,
Rajnandgaon, Bastar, Bilaspur,‘Raigarh, Surguja, Bakaghat, Seoni,
Rewa, Satna, éidhi, Shahdol, Mandla and Jabalpur. | |

The programme camprised distribution of minikits of
certified seed on subsidised rates, plant protection equipments,
férm implements, demonstrations &ndé training of farmers. The
subsidy was available for zinc sulrhate, weedicides, plant
protection chemicals and purchasé<gﬁ power tillers to small &

merginal farmers.
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Subsidy admissible under Intengrated Programme
for Rice Devel cpment "
S.No. Item of innut Subsidy allowed

l. Certified seed ~Rs. 140 per Qt.

2 Zinc sulphate<’ 50 per cent

3. Weedicide 50 per cent

4. - Plant protection chemicals 50 per cent or maximum_

o "of Rs. 100 - per hectare

5 Plant Protection Equipments General farmers-50 per cent

: . subsidy or maximum of
R$.250
Small & marginal Fearmerse
_ - ‘ Maximum of Rs.40GC
6. Seed treatment 100 grm packet for
T : Rs«0.50 only.

T-e Agricultural Equipments Distribution of Hand/

: Bullock operated
equipments on 50 per cent

. A subsidy
8. Power Tillers Marglnal Farﬁers—33.33 per
) cent subsidy or maximum of
Rs«10,000/- per power tiller

9. Demonstration Quantity of weedicide used

in one hectare is free
. of cost ,

10. ' Extension demonstrations - Maximum amount Rs« 3,000 per
hectare-. Demonstration of
less expensive technique
in 20 hectares field.

share of the State Govt.

National Pulse Development Project

This Centrally Sponsoréd Scheme, with-25'§er-cent

is under operation since 1986-87. It

covers over 21 districts and all major pulse crops like arher,

moong, urad, gram, lentil and pea. The éelected 21 pulse producing

districts of the state are Durg, Rajnandgaon, . BllaSpur, Jabalpur,

Chhindwada, Nar51nghpur, ‘Sagar, Damoh Rewa, Sidhi, Morena, Bhind,

’



s 36 3

Guna, Ujjain, Mandsaur, Shajapur, Raisen, Vidisha, Rajgarh,

Betul anc¢ Hoshangabad. | o
The main compoﬁénts of the project'are.disffiution

of seed minikits at nominal cost, laying out of block demonstra-

tions/adab%ivé trials and distributién of culturebpacketsf .

(Table 3.3)

Table 3.3 Details of subsidy édmissible for the pulse development
' ' SRR programme

S.No. Item of Input ' . Rate of‘subsidy

l. Seed minikits - Supply of seed minikit for 0.2 hectare
. at 10 per cent cost

2. Block demonstrétioﬁs - One demonstration field'of 10 hectares
) in each development blocke. . Sub31dy for
per hectare demonstrations

- For gram, pea - Rse «1400
- For arhar,moong - Rse 900 -
urad
. . - For lentil - m.%ooo
3. Plant Protection - 50 per cent subsidy or a maximum of
chemicals Rse 75 per hectare.
4. Seed village - - Junsidy of Rs.200. per qulntal for
phuductlon of seed under block
demonstratlon J

5. Found-+i~~ seed = Siubsidy of Rs.400 per quintal to the
' : B o seed producing institutions for
production of foundation seed.

6. Certified seed - = Subsidy of Rs.300 per quintal
7. Plant Protectlon - 50 per cent subsidy on the cost of
Eguipment . : equipment or a maximum of Rs#500 per
equlpnent.
3.4 . ‘National Oilseed Development Project

The aim of this project is to maximise the production
of oilseeds. Twenty two oilseeds producing dlstrlcts were included .
Lo
in thlS project Shar ing pattern of subsidy is 75:25. Hor Govte.of

India and State Govt. respectively. : , - Q '
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Mein components of Programme are prbducfion and distribution of
seedfplant protection mrasur. suhasidies on éistribution of
plant protection equipments and agricultural\implements,_
demonstrat ions, distribution of gypsum pyrite and rhizobium

culture.

Table 3.4 Details of subs idy admissible for cilseed development

project
S.No, Item Particulaors
1. Plant Protection . For small and marginal farmers-50% of
Equipment - the cost of equipments or a maximum
of Rs«300 per equipment. -
2. . Seed cum fertilizer (a) For small & marg inal farmers-
- drill/Groundnut 50 per cent of the price of
shelling equipment "~ equipment or a maximum of Rs.500
, . per equipment
(b) For sC¢/sT farmers-sale at 10 per
cent of the price of equipment
worth Rs.500 -
3. Gypsum/Pyrite m.\ZOO per hectsre for all types of
dispribution farmers
4.1~ Seed minikits of £or 0.1 hectare For small & manéinal
groundnut(kharif & farmers and farmers belonging to SC/SsT
sun~er) soybear | ' ‘
5. Seed minikits of for 0.2 hectare.- For small &
ramtil,linseed,till, mArri-~al fermers & farmers
repe & mosc s oelogning to SC & ST
ot & toria :
6. Crop Demonstration
S.No. Crop Amount per demonstration (In Rs.)
1. Groundnut (Kherif) 50 T - 50, 000
2. Groundnut (Summer) " 60, 000
3. Til (Sesamum) " © 15,000
4. Soybean " : 35, 000
5. Linseed - " 20,000
6 - Pape-Mustard & " © 30, 000
Toria ‘

7 Ramt il (Niger) 1€ Ha. o 2,000
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3.5 Cotton Yevelopment Prbgramme

This scheine wasz ctirted in the year 1980-81 over an
area of‘ZQ,OOO.hectares in Jhabua district. It was extended to
other éistricts of Dhar, R&tlam, Dewas, Shajapur, Sehore, .
‘Hoshengabad, Chﬁindwada,& Betul. There is a provision Qf subsidy
for scheduled cestes and smali farmers for laying cotton
demonstrations at the rate of Rs-502 per.hectare.

Centrally Spdnsored Intensive Cotton Development
Programme is ﬁﬁder implementation in Khandwa and Khargone
districts with the objective of maximizing the production of
"quality cotton through (i) fertiiizer application (ii) laying of

demonstrations (iii) arrangement o hybrid and high yielding
" seed

- medium and long staple cotton/for its distribution at subsidised

rates.

Table 3.5 Detsils of subsidy admissible for cotton development'

programme
S.No. Item _ , Particulars
1. For long staple cotton Rse 50U per hectare
se=ad-
2. Distributicn of plant : 50 per cent of the cost or a
Protection Equipment maxirum of Rs.300°
3. Plant Protection Subsidy of 25 per cent per
Chsmicals - hectare or a maximum of

fs+50 per spray

Sugarcane Develcpment Programme

(e
Ve
o)

This ptogramme is in operation with the object of
increasing produ:tion in ths suysar fa:tory zones throujh lay ing
of demonstrationsfand introduction cf new varieties and
extensicﬁ of area to non sugsr factory areas by layingvdemons-
trations. Subé%dy is pro&ided on démonstrations, raising of seed
.nurseryv, .s0il.and seed treatmeﬁt and transporiation of improved

seed to sugar .factory zonec.

Cmim e, - - - -

- PR Y
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Table 3.6 Detgils of subsid§ admissible for suwgarcane
: devel opment programme. '
S.No.  Ttem - Particulars

T. Generyl FParmers

1. ‘Stalk setts planting
2 Rataan

IXI. Scheduled Caste Farmers

i.  Stalk sett planting

Ze Ratoon

IIT . Production 9£
improved seed

IV. Seed Treatment
Chemicals

Vo Soil Treatment
‘ Chemicals

VI. Transportation of

50 per cent on demonstration
expenses or a maximum of m.%ZOO

50 per cent on demonstration:
expenses or a maximum of Rs.645.

50 per cent on demonstration
expenses or a maximum of Rs.640

50 per cent on demonstration
expenses or & maximum of Rs.324

Rs.500 “for laying secondary nursery

50 per .cent on cost of chemicals or
s maximum of Rs.25 per hectare

50 per cent on cost of chemicals or
a meximum of Rs.25 per hectare

Rs. 15 per quintal

improved seed

50 per cent on the demonstration or
a maximum of Rs.640

VII. Nen Factory zones
demonstrat ion

VIII.For scheduled castes
farmers

50 per cent on demonstration or a
maximum of Rs.640

3.7 + Minikits eof Improved New Seeds

With a view to introducimg new suitable varieties of
jowar, bajre, ragi, kodo-kutki, maize and wheat, there is a

scheme for distribution of seed minikits at nominal rates.

Distribution of seed minikit on 10 per cent cost

- For jowar, bajra, ragi, kodo-kutki and.maize'it is applicable
only on 0.1 hectare field. '

— For wheat it is applicable on 0.5 hectare f;éld.
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3.8 j%ubsidy on _Improved Seeds

The Govt. has declared the subsicdy on following

improved sgeds

1. Maize - - Bs. 110 per quintal
vttt AT ,pmze -
2: Paddy - B. 140 per quintal

This subsidy is provided through, seed corpprationt

3.9 Demonétrations of Cereal Crops

Table 3.7 Details of Subsidy admissible for demonstrations
‘ of Ccereal Crops. ’

5.No. Item Particuiéf§§$§5§iﬁY“@D

1« Demonstration on 10 hectares Rz 450 per hectare
field of Jowar _ .

2. Demonstraﬁiop on 4. hectares Rse 437 per hectare
tield of Rajra

3. Demonstration on 4 hectares Rs. 140 per hectare
field of Kodo Kutki ' o

4. Demonstration on 4 hectares Ree . 507 per hectare

field of wheat

3.10° Programme For Assistance to Small ang Merginal Farmers

~The main aim of this p:ogremme is distribution of seed.
fcimdnikits to-small and marginal farmers at 10 per'cent cost for
6.1 hectare fiéld of_castor, soybeen and groundnut and 0.2
hectéfe'field.bf niger, sesamum, répe—mustard, safflower, moong,
urad, tﬁr, lobia;,gram,‘lentil énd pea. |

3.11 AMaizé"demonstration in Tribal Sub Plan X rea

This scheme ig applicable for Echeduled castes anad
schedule tribes farmers. Under this scheme s subsidy of ks.815
per hectzre is given for demonstration on 0.2 to 1.0 hectare

field for seegq, fertilizer ang plant protection Chemicals,

~
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3.12 ' Scheme for Pulses and Ollsveﬂ Mlnlklts Dlstrlbutlon
in Tribal Sub~Plan Area

Vltn a view to 1ntr~auc1ng naw sultcble vdrietles
of oilseeds ahd_puls-s in 16 trlorl alstrlCLQ a scheme for

fdiStribution of seed minikits at 10 per cent cost. is in operatien

”since‘l989-90,'

3.13 Lrlbut10ﬂ of Pls ﬁt Drotectlon Eqplpn~nts

Thls scheme is only for tribeal farmers of tribal
subplen area. Under thig schems subsidy is provided to tribal

farmers on hand driven plant protection equipment. The subsidised

améﬁnt is 75 per cent of the cost of equipment or a maximum of

3.14 . S0il Conservation

. In view of about 84 per cent area undér rainfed
oferming in the State, dry farming practices and jﬁdibiaus
utilizetion of available mmisture play a vital rele in agricultural
producti-n. The subsidy provided under this pregramme is as fellows

(Table 3.8)"

Table 3.8 Details of subsidy admissible on soil conservation -

S.No. Ttem | Particulers (Rates of Subsigdy)
1. | Centour bunding 75 ?ef cent of the cmst or maximum
. >f R.112.50
2. Recleamation of 50 per cent of the cost or maxlmum
. ravine lends of Rs.625 per hectdre

3. ‘River Valley Project
... - {(Bench Terracing) _ :
A General farmers - 25 ver .cent of the cest

- be Scheduled Tribes ' 50 per cent of the cost
' farmers

4. TIntegrated Lend
. Development Programme : _
zgs* 'Sma;l farmers 25 per cent of the cost

b. ..Marginal-farmers 32 per cent ef the cost
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Bie-Gas Develepment Préject

Teble 3.9 Details of subsidy admissible en biogas plants

, ; _Subsidy rates )
Biogas cqpac1ty , “SC/ST , Others 4'..
g .
1. Cubiec Metre Rs. 1,250 Rse 1,008
2. Cubic Metres Rse 2,350 Rse 1,560
3 Cubic Metres Rse 2,860 "Rse 1, %00
4. 'Te 10 Cubic Metres == Bse 2,140
3.16 Improved Agricultural'lmplements“ LA

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

3.17
(1)

. .ber day for 20 days out51de the State tegether thh a s%." T

Free demonstrvtlon of 1mproved agrieultural implements
on farmers fields

Schedulegd trihes.férmersfget'so pérﬂcent, marg inal

farmers get133%-per cent ang Smali férmers gets 25 per eeng
Subsidy. on purchase of improved agricultural implements .
There are 56 farmer's service elentres established under . .

Centrclly Sponsored Improved Agrlcultural Implements

Extension Scheme. These farmers service centres .provigde

power tlllers,thresherg ‘s pOWEr sprayers, diesel pusps

tc the fermers on minimum rates under hire fac;lztxes.

Train ing of Farmers

-~

The scheme is meant to organise visits ef fargers within
and outélce the state for 10 and 20 days to aequaint th‘
with mode agrlcultural technolegies. The farmwers are peid
€ Rse 15 per day for 10 days within the staté and @ Rs. 20

of Rse 150 and ps. .275 per. farmer as travelling expenses

- <
w1th1n cnd out side the state respectively. _

. IS UL
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(i4) ”“Miyarious trainings gn-modarn-technclogy 8re jmpawted
| “to tribatl ﬁarmem&ihCIUding‘training of tribal coupLes

on Government Farms and organisation of Farmers. Day
precedjng.kharif and fabi seasons. There is a provisiem
to spend rs. 10 per heagd Pe€r day on farmers day

¢ ' organisation. Farmers interzqnal exchange at Government
cost is orgeanised to 3cquaint the tribal farmers with
modern agriculture techniques within and eutside staté

and also on Government fams.

3-18 Animal Husbandry Precgramme
(1) ‘Special Livestock Breeding Pregramme

 Special Livestock Breeding Programme whieh was ear] ier

known as special livestock production programme is be ing

implemented in 20 Aistricts of the state. The main ebject of
this scheme is to involve small farmers, marginal farmers and
Agricultural lebourcrs in raising the income through animal

husbandry programres. It also aims at increasing the producticn

of milk, eggs ang meat, which contribute greatly in bridging

the uutritional'gap between the actusl requirement ang

availability.

This programme nas great potential in Creating preguctive

emp loyment and génerating Supplementary income ameng weaker

sections of society.

The rate of suosidr for Jersey production,poultry,

pPiggery and sheep produetion is as follows.
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Table 3.10 Details of rates of subsléy adm1551ble for
: anlmal husbandry programmes.

S.No. ~ Item , Rétes of su‘csi&'y admiss ible

1. Jersey breeding 66 per cent for marginal and small
| v farmers _

2. Poultry ' 25 per cent for small farmers

33 per cent for merginal farmers

50 per cent for scheduled tribes

|  farmers '

3. Piggery & Sheep 25 per cent for small farmers
DLOduCtlon, 33 per cent for marginal farmers

4. Distribution of ‘SO,per cent for scheduled tribes
breeding : farmers | ' '
bulls . __ _  _ - 2/3 under normal planlloe per eent

‘under tribal sub plan,
100 per cent under spécial
‘ comﬁonant plan :

S. Fodder Demonstratidn k.>50,haﬁre plot under npormal plen
Plots and / '
Chaffcutters v Rs. 100 4Pcre plot under tribal sSub

' subplan
k3. 75 Zacre plot under special
componant plan

3.19 . Allotment and distribution of subsidy

The total =2llctment of subsidy in the state was
Rs. 5,547-¢7lakhs Qf the allotted amount Rs. 4,654;97Jakhs y;s
j utllised. Thus the amount utilised was 83.91 per cent of the
amount allotbad The largest amount ertrlbuted Qggihinor 1rrigation.
It was Rse 2,425.62 lakhs or 43.7%2 per cent of the allotted amount. -
Thé second important item was crop‘produétion and claimec
Rse 1;532.77 lakhs or 27.63 per cent of the allotted ameount.
Soil coﬁservaticn»was next in order and the amount el lotted

for it wes Bs. 302.70 1akbhs or 5.56 per cent-
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Among’ the districts fer crep productien Raipur was

allottead highest amount

irrigation it was Vidisha whi

Rse 175434 lakhs 3l lotted.

of rs. 111.60 lakhs. For miner -

<h M2d the highest emount of

Sehore district cleimed the highest

amount (Rs-12.88 lakhs) of subsidy fer animal husbandry

programmes among all the districts. (Table

Therefore, these thr
the respective programmes.
A block each was selecteq i

Blockwise data indicated that Dhzamt

~distriet,

in Sehore district had highest allotment of subsidy.

Table 3.12 Distributien of subsidy

selected districts

3.11)

ee districts were selected for

n three distriets.
ari block in Raipur

Basoda block in Vidisha district and Ashta bleck

(Table 3.12)

in selected blocks of

S.No. serccteq

Districts Blocks

oelected

Progremmes/
schemes

Sub- Subsidy
Procjyrammes - amount
’ (Bs -

1. Raipur Dhamteri

2. Vidisha ‘Basods

3. Sehore Ashta

Crop—productivity

Minor Irrigation

Animal Jusbandry

IRIP
Subsidy
for
improved
seeds
NCDP
For viells

7,50, 135

30,22,860
tubewells

sbrinklers

For Milch
dnimals
Cows+ -
Buffaloes

9,17,697




rable 3.11

llotmept and dis trlbutlon of . qub<1dy (dlbtrlctWJSb) M. P-
: (Rs.-1akhs)

of utilis.ed subsidy on

f Total 'A?ouht g Distribution
T e e e
! .utl*lzpdl gatlon l cti vny' vation . '
o S ISR AR S
Raipur 66 .56 241.11 127.95  111.50  —- 1.56 2.802
" Dura 287.11 276.52 95.70 02.71 .01 82 .70 15.912
Kajnendgecn  40.75  38.72 - 38,72 — - 0.280
Bastar 89.86 61.36 0.32 26 .42 3744 5.18 0.500
Bilaspur. 82.51 69.65  33.96 Iy PR 1.05 34462
Surguja 131.79  B83.95  23.59  £6.45 422 9.69 0.310
Raigarh 78.07  76.23  23.43 52.41  0-06 0.33 1.022
Javalpur  210.98 182.79  55.50 53.74 71.06 2.55 10770
Balaghat 117.82 106.57  48.85 18.49 29.85 9.38 0310
Chhindwara i64.76 126.32  56.50  39.9C 24.29 5.63 0. 47
Seoni 138.08 32.53  23.00  29.70 16.30 13.73 24632
‘Mandla 98.36 78.17  20.80 28.60 - TR 0.% 0
Narsinghpur 226:89 187,79 142 72 138 54 -~ 2453 0.072
Sagar A -~ it - -~ -= 53100
Damoh NA L -— - -~ - -- 0.100
Panmna 55.04  54.55 . 46.75 1.62  0.11 6.08 0.310
Tikemgerh 73.16  73.16 1650 5:63 21-03 — 4.200
Chhatsrpur 76.96 76.94  57.729 14.51 - "5.34 5.220
Rewa 138:93 124.71  83.91 3.44 - 7.36 0.444
 8idhi 111.71  96.04 69.08  25.20 - 2 .56 ¢.676
satna 75.66  50.00 19.50  22.32  5.79 2.39 ). 412
Shahdol 86.32 60.24  28.00 25.62 - 6.6% 0410
Indore 54.34 54.28  33.55  12.92 2.1 5.65  11-442
Dhar ©229.84 . 82.86  29.47 53.10 - 0429 7.805
Jhabua 142.71 135.26  67.31 35,86  19-46 12.63 0-344




Tab.e 2.11 Cont/~

T

L1 (2) (30 (4) T L&)y (N (8)
Khargone  108.09 108.03  12.56  69.00  — 26 43 0.237
Khandwa = 105.39 102.26 60.0Q  42.00  —— ' 0.26 0.209
Ujjain 145009 141.12  58.25.  55.18 18.55 9.11 24290
Mandsaur . 138.99 133.91  56.76 = 69.71 - 7e44  11.044
Retlam . 70.87  69.15  27.70 23.23 5,54  ..12.72 7.166
Dewas £6.31 83,23 61.20 - 13.21 3.66 5.06 9.655
Shajepur  140.53 139.92  79.00  34.22  7.66 19.06 0.210
Morena 184043 49.58 26.59  22.99  -- | - 0.274
Bhina 119.09  79.08  59.25 16.86  1.29 1.68 -
Gwalior 93.70 88.54 77.65 9.56  ~— 1.23 2090
Shivpuri  129.34 126.79  84.15 26.77  7.54 8433 0.304
Gunsa - 249-R2  247.C4  132.75 35439 22.99 54.91 0.570
Datia ma . NA . - - _ - 0.1C0
Bhopal 108.30  45.6%  39.00 9.17  —- 1.52 11.81"°
Sehore. 21%&60- 210,79 92.77  1p4.91 7.+06 6.05 12.884
Raisen ©95.61  91.55  59.50 32.55 - —  8.198
Vidisha 213.57- 202.80 175.34  34.46  —- _— 0.258
Betul 105.03  96.20 68.00 19.71 -- 8.49  0.626
Rajgarh 151¢28,_161,49- 114.67 35.40 2.89 853 24000
Heshangabsd 93.53%  41.15 —— 36202 - 5.13 6.442

Total M.E. %54"a47 %§54~97 2425479 %53?e77 208.70 387 .88 152.95'

Source 1. Deputy Directers of Agriculture of the respective districts
2+ birectorate of Veternary Services, Govteof M.P., Bhopal

*_Dufg andVRajnandgaon‘dist:icts to gether

~

X=X =X KKK =KX= s




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS & DISCUSSICN

- 4.1 Crop Production-~Raipur District

As mentioned in Chapter I Raipur district was selected
for the study of subsidy on crop production. In Raipur distriet
Dhamtarl bloek was selected and 50 respondents formed the sample.

These _nciuded 30 benegficiaries and 20 non—beneflclarles.

benetlclary farmer is one wheo has taken the. lean and
availed the Sub81ay perm1881ble with it. On the other hand non-

- participant farmer is one who has not taken lman.

4.1.1 Operated Area

The 30 participant farmers hadfa total operated'area of
199.83 hectares or 6.66 hecteres per holding. Twenty non—partl—
clpant farmers. operated an area of 52,05 hectares or-an average
size of “2.60 hectares. Thus, the average size of thdlng of the
participant farmers-was larger by 156.15 per cent that of the nen-
participant farmers. VWhile'hone‘pf?the participant farmers was a
marginal fafmer, three ofrthe non-participant farmers belonged to
that category. Again, while larqest number (11) of partlclpants
’belonged to medium size group, half (10) eof the non-part1c1pant |

farmers belonged to small size group. (Table 4.1)

Tebles4.1 .. Opelated area selected farms. Dhamtarl Bleck,
S Ralpur DlStrlCt T
4 Area in hectaref)

Participant i Non-participant

-Size group

1
1
t
1No.of Area % to Average(No.af Area % te Average
1farmers opera- tetal size of!far- opera- total size of
a . ted __holdingimers ted hnlding
Marginal - - — - 3 2.96 6.99 0.989
(Upito 1 ha.) . '
Small ' 6 11,92 5.97 1.986 10 16.84 32.35 1.684
(1.01to 2.0 ha) T o o
Semi -med ium 6 16.45 8.23 2.741 5 16.59 31.88 3.318
(2.01 to 4 ha.) . - -
Mead ium 11 73.24 36.65 6,658 1 4,86 9.34 4.86
(4.01 to 10 nha) ‘ A : A
Large - 7 98.22 49.15 14,031 1 10.12 19,44 10.12
Total 30 199.83'100.00 6.66 20 52.05 100.C0 2.60

..
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4.1.2 Irrigated Area

The sample block of Dhamteri and the villages selected

in the blick had a ‘scurce of irrigation by way of canals

o and wells . The villages were undef the command area of dam acress
river Mahanadi. "~ Therefore, there is a very high percéﬁtage'ééz
 irriJated area on the Saiected Tarms. On the participant farms
the percentage oL irrigated area was 94.54 and cn the non-rg
participants, 9,58. Thus, 1n‘t-erms 403. irrigation there was enly
marginal difference between the two cate\qoriGS. (Table 4.2)

Table 4.2 © Irrigated area, selected farms, Dhamtari Bleck,
Raipur District 1 :

b 0o A il R 1L L Yo b S et 0 | 3 A | Akt Ube b T

Non=-participant

i T
Size group E Participant 7 !
' T Operated  Lriigated ¥ <E 7 1Operated Irriga- % AL
_ ; area. area irrigated|area ted irrigated
; ; area tn ! ‘area area to
. ) operated | operated
S i pa) 0 (hal) area 1(h§') _fha.) area
; Marginal - - - - 2.96 2.96 100.00
Lo Small . 11,92 - 11.92  100.00  16.84 13.04 77.43
Semi-medium  16.45 © 16.08  97.75 = 16.59 15,49  93.37
Large ¢ 98,22  92.15 93.82 ~ 10.12 10.12 100.00
Total 199.83  188.93 ~  94.54  52.05 47.15 90,00
".14.1.3 Sources of Irrigation

Zs regards sources of irrigation tubewells were deminant
commanGing 38.33 per cent, of the :u:rlgated area on the participant
farms. The next important sourcs was canals commanding 34.20 per
cent., In the case of non-participants canals were the mast important
‘sources having 45.75 per cent of the irrigated area urder their
céro‘manda Borgwells other sources although important had half of the

command area ‘that of the canals. (Table 4,3)

-
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Table 4¢.2 Sourees of *ff;ﬁr;ion; Seleeted fapms,Drhmmeari blpok,
v Raipur dlstr;ct Lot i)

|
|

Participants - Nen-participants

. ;
R [ 4
Source of ; N '
Irrigaticn : (ﬁfeé ) % : Area %
;N TECE. i (Hect.)

Viell o 37.34 19.76 o 7.85. . 16.65
Tube-well 72.42 38.33 . 7.49 15,88
Canal : 64.61 34.20 21,57 45,75
Bore well/sthers = 14.56 7,71 10.24 21,72

Total 188,93 100.00 47.15 100.00

&.1.4 Area Under Crcps

Raipur district was unﬂef ricefztme.. While elsewheré in
the distriet rice was a kharif crep in the selected eréa rice was
cultivated in rabi alse. Tﬁerefore,_pnlthe selected,participept_
farms paddy occupied as high as 85.13 per cént of the cropped area.
The pefcentage sn the non-part 1clbants was 75. 35. The nnly other

crop of 1mportance was teora contr1but1ng 9 91 percent on the

, partlclpant farms and 21.42 per cent on the non-partlcipantlfarms.

Thus, these two crops toqether Ooccuapied between 95 te 97 per eent

of the cropped area on the tuwn types of farms. - (Table 4.4)

4.1.5 Inten51ty of Crepplnq

On the bartlclpapt farms the croppedtarea was 338 86
hecteres and the net sonn area was 199,83 hectares glVlng a
crOLDlng 1nten81ty of 169. 57 per cent On the non-partlclpant
farms the intensity of crOlenq was 190,55 per cent, Thus, the

cropplng wntepsLty on non-part:cipant farms was hlgher than parti-

,cloaﬁt farms by about 21 per cent.’ ThlS is because of the diffe-

.

_ rence in.the size of farms ., The average size of farm of . particdi-~

.pants was 6.66 hectares args tlee of non~part1c1pants was 2 60
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Table 4.4 Area under crops grown bv-selected farmers in
Phamtari block, Ralbur Distriect,
, R e et gt —— —
. : Participants H Non~ participants
. Crop. | Area under % E6 gross T Ares UndST VLS gross
i Crom: cropped | erop: cropped
i (ha.) area i (na.) area
Fatdy 288 .48 85,13 74,73 75.35
Whe at 0.40 C.12 - -
TotaT Coreals 288,88 65.25 74.73 75435
Urad 3.64 1.07 0.25 0.25
Lentil 1.62 0.48 0.62 0.63
Teora 33.59 9.91 21.25 21.42
Total pulses 43,02 12.69 23.54 23,73
Linseed .61 0.18 0.40 0.40
Total Cilseeds 0.61 0.18 0.40 0.40
° FPruits and
Veqetablyo 6.35 1.87 0.51 0.51
1(:? 1o~ C‘\... CT - -
Total cropped . oo . . )
area 338,86 100.00 99718 lQ0.00
Net area sown 199,83 ~ 52.05 -
(Hectares)
Crepping
Intensity(%) 169.57 190.55

‘hectares. wWith about equal percentage eof irrigated area pn these

» two types &f farms the non-parcicipant farms had higher crepping
lrtensluyApecause of the smallness of size. It is universally

'reCOgniéed thét with 6ther thingS remaining equal. the smail farﬁs

are oetter managed and more intensively cropped.



4.1.6  Irrigated

00
n
N
L 1]

Crogocs

. % regardas irrigatio.. it wss fourd that paddy was

farms and 89.24 per cent »n the non-participant farms. Besides

paddy, fruits & vegetables were irrigated to the extent ef

87.24 p2r cent on the participant farms and, 100 per cent on

non-participant farms.

irrigatec t~ the extent > ©4.7% per c2nt en the participant

It can be said that participant farms were in a more

advantageous pesitior- 3s regards irrigatisn than the ncn=

=

participant Tarms.

The percentage.of gross irrigated area to

c:opﬁéé area being 81.82 on the former category than the lattér

(£7.75 par cent). ( Table 4.5 )

Table 4.5 Proportion of irrigated area to cropped area of
differert crops ( Selected farmers) 17 !
R . Parvici-~arts - Non-participants
EEoppLa Irrigated % of Cropped Irriga- % of -
Cro- area area. irriga- area ted irriga-
Toe (ra.) (ha., ted ‘ha.) area ted area
area to = - (ha.) te
cropped cropped
ares area
Paddy . 288.48  271.61 94.15  74.73 66.69 89.24
wheat = 0.40 -— ° — . =- - -
{ctal Carcals 288.88  271.61  94.02  74.73  66.69  89.24 i
Gram FRLE 0:12-" ° z.83 1.42 - -- VE
Lert:il 1.62 - — 0.62 - -
P=ora . 33.59 —— “- 21.25 - --
Iotal Pulses  43.02 0.12 C.28  23.54 - -=
Li’f:seeé 0961 L - 0.40 - — - e
Total Oilseeds 0.61 - - 0,40 - —
Fruits 2nd 6.35 5.54 87.24 0.51 0.51 100.00
Vecatablas
.‘r\\'-' - . — - - @ ﬁ
Total Zrea 338.86  277.27 1.82 99.18 7.20  67.75
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The vield of kharif pédﬁy was 38.94‘qt/ha. on the
participant farms it was hicher (39,26 agt/ha.) than the non-
particivart farms (33.80 gt /ha.) However in the case of rabi
paddy the vield of non»participarts was hiigher (61.65 gt/ha.)
thaﬁ the particinant farms (54.58 qt/ha.)“ The vield of gram was
much higher (6.59 gt/ha.) on the_ﬁartiéipant farms than the non-

participant farms(1.55 gt/ha.) ( Table 4.6 )

Table 4.6 Yield of different creps -

Raipur ( Dhamtari Block )

Crops - -
Participant Non-participant D3 h

Kharif .

Paddy 39.26 33.80 Toul:
Rabi _ o

Paddy 54.58 . 6l.65 L2

Gram 6.59 S 1.55 I
4.1.8 - Loan and Subsidy

The 30 pertiCipant.farmers received g tot%l amo nt of
%i"50;206‘as loan. Thus, the amountaper farm came to ﬁ.1,673;53.
and #.251,24 ]éer hectare. Of this amount the subsidy portion
amounted te Rs. 10;916 or R, 363.86 per farm and Rs, 54.63 per
hectare. The subsidy portion conSfituted 21 ., 74er cent of the
lean amount.

Ho@ver, the proportion of subsidy varied .according te
the size of\holdingS, the éaste;i of the beneficiary ér;d -the
purpose ~f lecan. Thé selected farms borrowed the loan mainly
for paddy crep. The inputs included paddy seed, zink sulphaté _

and weedicide. A few farmers took loar for banana cultivation.

~
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The items of 1rxp;t were seed, fertilizers and insecticides,

R:EarmeL 2ach borror d loarn fc- seed cf lady's finger énd gram

minikit, The S';.bsld] porticn varied from 16.72 per cent to 58 “
per cant. Thp bark extey d’lﬁ the loan was the Central Cooperative

Bank. ( Table 4.7 )

Table 4,7 Subsidy obtainsd by Farticiparnt farmers of Dn:nntari

block, Raipur Dis trict. . - o oicol
( =

No.of Amount Subsidy % of sub- Financinc
¥ g

Purpose Cnoiae TTRT M  giavre | sseny
received

1. L Paddy

-(i) Paddy seed 24 12,100 2, 661 - 21,99 - cOQp. Bank

(i) Zinksulphate 16 7,925 1,959 24.72 Coop. Bark

(iii) weedicide 28 19,240 3, 25¢C 16.75 . Coop. Bank
T 2. Grafn miriikit 1 96 86 89.58 Coop. Bank ]
| 3.” “Bar:za'na'? it | | “ ¢

(i) ‘Seec 2 9,475 2,375 55,06 Coop. Bark

(ii) E‘eftilizer 1 é86 143 _‘50.00 .Coop. Bank

(iii) Insecticidéé 1 184 92" 50.00 Coop. Bank

4. Léd\‘r's Finger -

VoL sy )
(1) Seed - _ 1 700 - 350 - 50.00 Coop. Bank
Total | 30 50,206 10,916 21,74~

Per farm | . 1673.53  363.86 N o

Pér hectare of . | _ o

operated area © 251,24 54.63

a
. -
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4,1,9 ‘ Azset formation

Since all the caszs of'bank~borr0wings of the.
selected farms pertéihed te armp 1oansf‘no assét formaticn
could be noticzable. Since pest utilization study'was confined
to income generation the subsequent utilizatien ®f higher income
for asset formation or stherwise was not under the perview ef

the studv.

4

4.1.10 Utilization and Impact of subsidised inputs

As mentioned earlier, all the partieipants reeeived
crep loans. The creps included paddy, gram, banana and lady's
finger. Our investigation showed that all the inputs reeeived
agaiﬁst loan were totally used and were used fer the purpeses
for which drawn. Thus, the utilization was total. In addition te -
the loan portion the farmers used home pr‘auced inputs ard
inputs pérchased at their ewn cosﬁ. Impact of any partieular
input at a farm level needs urstematlc aqronomlcal trials.

These trials are condycted to eliminate the impact of other
inputs ard other biases as regards 5011 types fertility levels,
irrigation, technologxmetc. by folIOW;ngfa systematic sampling‘l
design. B | | | |

avidently, thlS was not done 1n the-current study nor
was fea81blu. The only factor presumed to be reSpon81ble was use
of baﬂk loan and bherebv use of sub31dlsed inputs. Naturally,

the resiilts should be seen w1tb these 1im1tatlons in mind, The

comparlson of parformance of partlclpant farmers with the non

_Jart101pant farmers is presumed te be due to use of bank loan

and Subsfﬁy

¢
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‘The net profit for paddw on tre participant fsrms was

8. 5,257.60. against gs. 4,574.54 obn the non;participant farﬁs.

Thus, the participant farms ad a higher profit of . 683.06
than the nénQpaftiéifaht féfms;_Another crop was gram, ard the
netnprbfit for this crop om participant farms was’m. 2,470.05
The profit on son particip&nﬁ farms was only 5. 740.15. The
third'groﬁp oﬁ;brops f&élwhicb pérticipaﬁt’borrowed the loan
was'frqits and’végéﬁables;-For this group the profi£ per
hectare oﬁ participanﬁ: f_arms was Fs. 19%492.67 as against

- 8. 17,513.68 on the non-participant farms ( Table 4.8 )

Table 4.8 Input-output and profit rer hectare, selected farms
Dhamtari Block, Raipor District, '

7 ] ( In &s, )

ParticinanES' Non participants
- _ Valve of Value of Profit Value ofnvaiﬁe of Profit
Lrops outpuwt  Input M Output  Input 1oy \

' R : By
Paddy 11546.8¢ €289.26  5257.60 10320.41 5745.87 4574,54
wheat 4625.00 1150.00  3475.00 _— -— -
Gram 4924.46  2454.41  2470.05 1201.41  461.26  740.15
¥ { !

Urad 2109.89 875.00  1,234.89 (Domaged)  576.00 -
Tlentil 3271.60  1064.81  2206.79  2395.16 1084.84 1390.32
Teora 1039.68  499.70 539.98  2663.43  648.80  2022.63
Linseed 660.00 245.90  354.10 1717.50  330.00 11387.50
Fruits & 36n58.26 16565.50 19492.67 51372.50 33858.82 17513.68
Vegetables ’ ’ ’ r d

It is thus concluded that the participant farmers have
‘not only utilized the leoan amount and availed the .related subsidy
but also earned a significantly higher profit than the non-

participant farms for all the crops ard crop groups for which the

input supply proqramme alongwith® admissible subsidy. yas ﬁndertaken.
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_4;L,Ll“TfRo1& of subsidy dn izput use, crop pattern and .-
production patterr ' ’

.in the c;sé of paciy crop theﬁsubsidy_was;providéd fer
padd§'86ed; ziﬁe sulphate snc weediéidesi}iﬁe_proﬁqrtion of
subsidy on these items‘gﬁs q;iﬁe Significant ( 21.99, 24.72 and
16.72 per cent reépectively‘oa the lcan améunﬁrreéeived).‘TﬁiS,

alongwith higher percentage of irrigation on participants fa-s

has resulted in the higher percentage of paddv (85.13) on .

'

participant farms than the nonvﬁﬂrticipant farms (75.35).

L fTbe'higTErvinput;per héctare on participant.farms -has
fesulted'in‘higher Value:of hutput;aﬁd thereby higher profit per
hectare ( Table 4.2 )

| ‘Similarly distrib:ition of gram minikit has resulted

in higher value of input, ontpat and’thexefore’het_profit rer

hectare.
Subsidised supply »f banana seced, fertilizer and
insecticides and seed f laiyie Zinger have resulted in the

higher profitabilicy per hectzre ( i, 19,492.67 per hectare)
on partieipant fams than non participant farms (Rs; 17,513.68

per hectare)

@]

As fnr as

rop pattern it was observed that paddy: .

H

cdﬁstituted.highey percentage of g:gss,cr?ppéd.area,(85!13) on
the_partigipant.farms“tban the non participant farms>(75235).'
In tﬁé casérofbfruits &VVegetables:the:percentagg was higher. .
(1.87) én parﬁicipant fé:ms thar non participaptAfarmsy(Q.Ql)‘_

per cent)



58

%o This indicated that the subsidies hayg,x,‘iefiait& -
impact or crop pattern, input.structure,.eﬁd'piofitébility.
It can also be sajd that ir the absence of subsidies thé
farmers would not haye adopted better seed, adequate fertilizers
._and epplied insecticides.
- . To the question as te who éuided the participantéhin

getting lea; ard Subsidy all the 30 participants told that ié
‘was Rural Agrieculture Extension Officer (RAFO). More over

they expressed that they did not face any difficulty in getting
the benefits and were fully setisfied with the existing

precedure,

It was experienced by the investigator that thke present
adﬁinistrative strycture 6f the Department of Agricyltgre,
DlStrlr“t Rural Development Acency (1: R D A) and the cooperative

bank was satlsfuctory.

- e : ' Continued page-59
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4.2.1

Minor Irrigation~ Vidisha district

59

Operated Area

»

vidisha district selected for subsidy on minor

irrigation scheme had Basoda block with the highest subsidy

among all the blocks. The sample consisted 20 participants and

~

15 non-participants. Thz total area of 20 participants was 37.10

hectares or an average $iz2 of 1.85 hectares. Nen-.participants,

en the ether hand, had an operated area of 18.02 hectares er

1.20 hectares per non-participant. while participants had no

marginal farmer non-participants had 1/3 marginal farmers. Among

participants 5 were semi-medium farmers, whereas, non participants

had rene. ( Table 4.9 )

Tapble 4.9

Orerated area,
Vidisha District.

selected farmers, Basoda Block

(Area in hectares)

Size Group Participant Non-?arpicipanto
' No.of Arca % to Average | No.of Area % to Average
farm Ope- total  size of | far- ope- total siz? of
ers rated : helding | mers rated holding
Marginal -— - - ~- 5 3.20 17.76  0.64
. farmers _ ‘ -
Small 15 23.65  §3.75 1.58° 10  14.82 B§2.24 1.48
farmers
Semimedium 5 13.45 36.25  2.69 - - - -
farmers
Med ium _— - - — —— -- — -
farmers
Large . L L L L __ — o
farmers
Total 20 37.10 100.00 1.85 15- 18.02 100.00 1.20
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4.2«2 - Irrigated Ares

Since irrigation was the igem of subSidy thenE‘wcf
large difference in irrigatéd area between participant and non-
bParticipant farmérs._While the percentage of irrigated area to
operated area was 62.86 on participant farms it.was oaly 2.38

on mon-participant farms. Five marginal non-participant farms

were entirely rainfed. ( Table 4.10 )

Table 4.10 Irrigated area, selected farms, Baseda Block,
- TTTT"Twyidisha District

S Pé:ticipént" Non-Partieipant
Opera- Irriga- % of Opera- Irriga- % ef irrie
_ ted ted irriga- | ted ted - . gated
Size Group | -‘area area - ted area| area area area te
' (Hect.) (Hect.) to - (Hect.) (Hect.) eperated
operated area
area
Marginal
farmers - T =T - 3.20 - -
Small ' 7 ' )
farmers 23.65 }4.39 60.84 14.82 © D.43 2.90
Semimed ium ~ : '
Medium _ L L _ o —
farmers
Large _— . _ . - o
farmers

Total 37.10 23.32 62.86 18.02 0.43 2.38
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4.2.3 - Seurces of Irrigation

Wells were the predominant séurces of irrigatien,
On the Selectéd farms the entire irrigatgd-area of 23.32 hectares
was commarded by wells. On non—participaét.farms hesides ﬁells,
nalahs were tapped for irrigation. ( Tabie 4.11 )

Table 4.11 Sources of Irrigation selected farms. Baseda Block,

Vidisha District Y-l
Partlclpan+s ,w~¢i” Non~Partiéipants
Source of —— < . -
Irrigats ) Ared % Area %
frrigation - Y(heet, ) : (Hect.)
well ' 23.32 100.00- 0.03 6.98
Tube ~well C e — s S
Canal - - - - -
| Tan:k - “ - e o ﬂ - - - ! . ~;
Other (Nala) - LT e 0.40 © 93a02 .
Totak  23.32° © 100,00 | 0.43 100700
4.2.4 Area Under Creps

The aval]ébllluv and non aVal’ablllty ‘of 1rrlgatwon on

o~

Vtha twn types of farms was'clearly reglectﬁd in the croppinc

patterns, Th@ dlver81fquthﬂ of cropped area om part1c1ﬁ%nt
farmS was Suah that moong, arhar~ami ground nut wer° grownronly

An the partlcipart farms, Further, the proportlon of area under

&

partieipant” farms than the nen partlclpant farms where 1t was

23.77 and 14.§6 per cent resgect;vely. Due to higher irrigatlon_

facility the intensity of ¢rppping‘was'ﬁ¢¢h higher (148.46 per

cent) in partlc1pan€ farms than the n0n~part101pant farms
]

(112.04 per cent)( Table 4,12 )n SR . P

o~
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Table 4.12 Area unger crops gmm by selected tarmers in
Basoda.block of V_Jloha Distric- 190001

ParthLfaDuS Non Participants
Crews  Arez under % to Gross Area under % to Gross
T , Ccrops croppad Crop:: crepped
(Hect.) aréa . (Hect.) area
wheat 17.58 31.92 - 10.19 50 .47
Total Cerea.s  17.58 31.92 10.16 50.47

. Moqnq - . 0.45 .  0.82 R i -
Arhar ' 1.38 2.50 R ——
Gram | 15.88 28.83 . 4,80 . 23,79
entil(M. -cor)- - 5 sy 16,90
Total Pulses ... 17.71 328 TG 34.67
_Seybean 19.59  35.57 - 3.00  14.86

”-ﬂm\\_“Groundnut S 0.20 - 0.36 —— Ll
Total ollseeds'x~ 19.79 . 35.93.  .3.00 . 14.86
Total ﬂrapped_ff 55.68 100.00 20,19 100 .00
area % Pk ' . , ' o S
Net Arga Sown . 37.10 .- o TT18+02 -

- liles, A S e
,Cropplng L. 148.46 - 112.04 e
Intensity(%) : |
e. « . .

44245 - Irrigated Crops .

Non partlclpant farms with verv bnegllgsole
dlver81+*cat on and small@r 1rrxgated .area 6evoted the limited
irrigation Dotentval to wheat Part1c1pant farmu, ‘61 the other
ihama, had: be51des wheat cram”and soVbean under lrrlgated
-éondltlons Wbeat was 1rrlgated te the extenk of 67 35 per cent
a:and gram te the extent of 67.88 per cent. Soybean was irrlgated

~

te ‘a very small extent. ( Table 4.13 ) ”,;” e

Cm
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Table 4.13 Proportion of Irrigated area to eropped area of
different crops ' selected farmers | 192050

- FPartZoipents Non Participents
Cropped Irrigated % of = Cropped Irrigated % of irri-
arsa area irriga~ area area gated arca
3 (Hect.) (Hect.) ted (Hect.) (Hectl.) area to
Crops . . area to . ) cropped
' - croppad - . area
area :
Wheat | 17.58 11.84 67.35 10.19 0.43 4,22
Other eareals . — - _ —— — — ’ -
Total Cereals  17.58  11.84 67.35 10.19  0.43 4.22
Moong 0.45 - —-— - - .
Gram 15.88 10.78 67.88 4.80 - -
Lentil!Masoor) - - — 2.20 — -
Total Pulses 17,71 10.78 60 .87 7.00 - © -
Soybean 19,59 0.60 3,06  3.00 - -
Greundnut 0.20 — — — —-— —
Tetal Oilseed  19.79 0.60 2.03 3.00 _— —
Fruits_ & — - — —_ : - -
Vegetables :
FOdder . haad ] - —— —— ° - - ——
Total Cropped 55,08 23.22 42.16  20.19 0.43 .2.13
area .
4.2.6 Lean and Subsidy

The selected 20 participant fqrms borrowed a loan amount ef
. 5,20,650 or Rs. 26,632.50 rer ~ it farm and Bs. 14,033, 69 per hectare
of operated area. Of the total loay amount 26.76 per cent was subsﬁiy.

e 4
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All the participr:rts borrswed for digging a well

and obtaining a diesel pump each. Fifteen of the 20 berrowers

who belonged to the categ rv of small farmers borrowed .iocmm
the Land Development Bank. The remaining 5 participants
belonging to semi medium category borrowed from Punjab
National Bank ( Table 4.14 )
Table 4.14 Subsidy obtained by participant farmers,
Basoda Block of Vidisha District.

. No of Total Amount Subsidy % of Fihancing

. House Received (Rs.) subsidy Agency

; °/PUrpOSe holds (Rs.) to the

amount
Received
- Small farmers

Wwell+ D,pump 15 3,93, 850 1,06000 26.91 Land Develop-

) ment Bank
Semi-med i
emi-~-medium | Punjab

: Nati 1
well+ D. pump 5 1,26,800 33,333 26.20 pooOP®
Total (All Groups)
Well+ D. pump 20 5,20,650 ° 1,39,333 26 .76 T
Per Farm 26,032.50 -~ 6,966.65
Per hectare " - ' -
14,033.69 3,755460

of operated
area

Fo




4&2&7 inelds.of Crops

As is well known lYY!gation is the Lhnef factor
resrons_b le £8r yield differences at thp farm level. This is

partlcularly trve in the case of rab1 crOps like wheat ahd gram.

:On the s Lect a EaLmS par+1ﬂ1pqnts obtainad th° wheat yleld of

19.01 qu1n+als rer hectare against 6.01 qujntals on the hen=

particiﬁant farms Gram Vlelded '8.38 gt/ha. on the participant
farms and 7.92 gt/Bha. on the non participant farms; Sbeean
which nésded irrigation in the later stages of érOWth yiélaed
.56 gt ha. on the participant farms as against 4.67 qt/ha.

on thé nen participant farms ( Table 4:15 )
Tab;é 4:15 Yisld of creps on se1é¢t%d feroms

(Bt/ha.)> -

Gieo i Besoda ( Vidisha ).

T Participant Non Participant Averwge yleld
Wheé at - f 10:01 | 6401 '; " Bi54 «
Gram 8.360 7.92 0 st
Séybean 5.56 4.67 | . 5.44
Groundnit - 3.00 -~ 7 300
Hoong | | 6.33 — | | »“6;33
Tur (arnar) | 1145 ok ©1:45
e s

‘ i:é:g ] Inpuk Output and Profit PEr'Hectare

, iffigétiér ho doubt, is an important factof-respénsible
for hlcher productlon and £her°EOre, higher ylelds. It also acts
as a eatalyst encouraging the farmers te use ether inputs like
Fartilizers and pesticides. On selected irrigated farms this has
Hﬁpﬁéhed; The participants not only irrigated the crops but also

used Fertilizer in larger gaantities,




This resulted. in higher vields as irdicated in the earlier
paragréphs. Other aspect of production is the profltabilltv.

It was observed that proEJt Per hectare for wheat on participant

: farms wao %. 2,061.15, It was m.A1,69l.75»on the non-participant

farms. In the case: of: gram the profit on the - Participant farms
was Rs, 3 344.46. On the non~part1c1pant farms it was ws. 3,198.54,
Profit per hectare of Scybean on participent and non Participant

farms'was Rs, 2,251.25 and Rs. ~.,6"9 o respectively,

input of 1rr1gatlon not only yields of the main creps 1pcr°ased
but the proflt per hectare also .increased. The profit dlfference

was most gemgrkable in the cases of wheat and Soybean (Table 4.16),

Table 4.16 'Input'Output and Profit Per hectare, selected farms,
: Based g Block, Vidisha DlStrlCL

(11qures~Rupee°)

B Participants ~‘-—E%n Participants
Crops Value of Value of brof it Value of . Value orf Profit per
ror output Input per Output Input Hectare
. Hectaréj

Wheat 3,478.38 1,417,223 2,061.15 2,445,353 753.78  1,691.75
Gram 5,073.05 1,728.59 3,344.45" 4,458.33 1,259.79. 3,198.54
Tur 1,159.47 226.09 | 933.33 - —— -
Moong 222.22 15.55 = " 256.67 - -— -
Lentil. ~— - - 3,068.18 583.64  2,484.54
Seybean

3,389.48 1,138.23 2,251.25 2,800.00 1,181.00 1,619.00

Greundnut 3,000.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 - - —
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There are two ways of comparing the prefitability

of an imdroved tecrnology on new input with the 0ld technolegy

or old Znput. One is the cowpavison of the perforﬁange of

.adorters of rew technology with those of non-adopters. The othe

N

method could be that of comparing the performance of the ad8pter

farmerz at two points of

U
CLme

i : pre-azdoption and post-adoption

pericds. In this study both the methods wejre used.

- The results of the secormd method showed that the

procfit per hectare of wheat was 5. 947.86 prior to irrigation.

Tt increased to ¥5.2,061.15 in the post irriéation period. In the

cate of gram the pre irrigation periocd profit was Bs. 2,628.18

end post irrigatior: profit was R. 3,344.46. It was slso ebserved -

that with the introduction cf irrigation less economical crops

.like lentil and jowar were replaced by more economical crops like

erhar, roong sovbean and groundnut. ( Table 4.17 )

Table 4.17

Irpact of Irrigation facility en the income of participant

Zarmers .

. ( Value in Rs. )

o Pricr to Irrigation ‘After Irrigation
c Valuae of Valu= of Profit Valuz of Value of Prefit
rep | . . .
: eutput/  input/ha. per . output/  input/ha. per
ha. hectars ha, : hectare
Wheat 1810.89  863.02  ©47.86 3478.38  1417.23  2061.15S
Gram %87“.53 %244.35 228,18 §373.05 %728.59 %344.46'
/
lentil %780.11 %173.99 %606.12 - - -

- Jowar " 1454.55 173.18 %276.37 -= - -
Arhar - Z - — 1159.42 226.09  933.33
Moong - . -~ 222.22 15.55  206.67
Seybean .- - _— 3389.48 1138.23 2{'251.25
Greurdnut - - -— 3000.00 1500.00 %SO0,00
All Creps 11,218,08 3,459.55 8&,458,53 16,3222.55

6,025.69 10, 296.86
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A study of‘zd-participdnt-farmers growing difﬁerent
creps. shewed that the number of farmers growing wheat and gram
increased from'pre te post irrigéiion p@rio& Farmers growing
lentil and JOWar in the pre 1rrloatlon rericd switched over to
sther crops. Therp were as many aS 13 farmers who started
gfowing soybean after the irriéation came to the sceps.

( Table 4.18 )

Table 4.18 Number of parcicipant Zarmers growing different

crops in pre-irrigation and post-irrigation perieds

( Figures-Number)

Crop ‘n Pre-irrigation Post-irrigation

Wheat _ : 13 16
Gram . 6 A : 14
Lentil 5 ’ L
Jewar . 1 o —
Grourdnut _ — , » .01
Séybean . . - N 13
Tur” — ‘ , 1
Moong ) —_— - 1
4.2.9 ..Asset Formation

As per details given in table 4.14 two types of assets
were fermed viz. irrigatien well and diesel pump. The total amount
recelved by the 20 part1c1pant farmers was Fs. 5,20,650. Cut of
this amount 20 wells were dug ard LO‘Qiesel pumps were purchased.
The tetal amount mentioned above is the loan amrunts used for
the creatien of assets. The amount might be sligﬁtly ﬁore as the
bcrrewefs used their own funds to £ill the gap between the actual
cest of ngglng the ‘well and the prlce.of the pump on onﬁﬁand and
the lean ameunt recelved on the obher. But that has not been

taken into cpnsideration,



e
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4e2.10>“ Utilization an

IS)

b

It can be safe’y said that the erti;eh

for the purchase of diesel pumps was fully utilized as the
price of the diesel pumps is paid directly to the dealer.
without any leakage. In the case of digging of wells farmeré
narration and the opiniocns of the officials indicated that ine
actual cost of digging of wells exceeded the loan amount.
Thus, it may bes said that the entire émount taken as lo\an was
fully utilized for the purpnse for which it was borrowed The

impact of -loan including subsidy waS-evident from the preceding

description.

To reiterate the facts, it is mentioned that on
participant farms who borrowed loan alongwith suhsidy for
dlgglng wells and purchasing diesel pumps tre percertacxe of
1rrlg=ted area to operated area was 62.86. The entire irrigated
.area was cemmanded by the rewly commissionéd wells and the
diesel pumps used on them. Theré waS a big change in the
cropping pattern as New crops of'mo‘onq, arhac, Soybean and
groundnut were introdyced and thre less econcmical crops like
lentii and.joﬁar were eliminated.

The main impact of thes lean amcunt including subsidy
was the aqﬁisition~of asset. fhase were in the form of 20 dug
wells and 20 diesel pumps ~osting together fs. 5,26;650.

The creastion of ney irrigation potential fesulted in
the higher vyields .of whe at, gfam and soybean amd higher profit
per hectare on these Crops. . A comparisgon of the pre-irrigation
ard post irrigation situation of the Partieipant farmers
confirmed the higher prof1*qbllitv of wheat ard gram. another
impact was larger number. of farmers cultivating crops like wheat
ard c¢ram te the'eliminatior of lentil . and jowar. It was also '
neted that with the use of new irrigation rotential as .many as

13 of the 20 participants started growing soybean.
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4;2.11"'_Pkob18ms and suggestions

Co Bdsoﬂa .blOck of Vidisha~di-£;-i:rict has | a very herd
sub étfucﬁure and often very hard rocks are found after a
certaiﬁ depth.~This increases the cost of digging. At times\
blastinq of recks becomes necessary. Another problem is of
pauc1ty of water in the wells. With regard te diesel pump
sets the problems of transporting them from the field te’the
residence during the night and their repairs have cropped up.:
) The usual procedure of getting loan from banks is
quite lengthy but it is not easier te suggest elimination ef
some sStages at this time. The only Suggestion is minimising

the time taken at the ADEO or RAEO levels, the Block level and

‘the‘bank~level The delays at all these levels ard leakages and

unfair practices adepted by efficials can be eliminated if
strlcter mbnitorlng ard evaluation is done.
It is suggested that the unit cest of digging a well

be inereased and the cost of pumpsets and accesseries sheuld

“matech the current market Rprices. The farmers should be made

aware about the qualities and dravbacks of different makes ef
pumpsets ., '
Fer repairs of diesel pumpsets a intensive pregramme

of TRYSEM training be adopted in the area,
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4.3 .  Animal Husbardry-Sehore District’

4,3,1 Operated Area : : S
For the study of sﬁbsidy nn animal husbandry prograﬁﬁe;J
‘ _ .
ashta block of Sehore district. was selected. Thirty participants
and 20 non-participants formed the sample. ¢f the participant
farms half (15) were landless. Another eight were having upto
1 hectare of lard and the remaining 7 were smali'farmers‘
(between 1-2 hectares). In the case of nonéparticipants nearly
ere third (7) were landless labouress.Marginal farmers nunbered
4 arnd small farmers, 9. The total area operated by participants
(12.774 hectares) ard non-participants (12.734 hectares) was
nearly equal. However, the average size of holding in the case
of participants was 0.426 hectarec ard that of non-participants,
0.637 hectare- ( Table 4.19 )
Table 4.19 Operated area, selected farmers, Ashta Bleck,
) Sehore District
(Area .~ Hectareg)
- ' _ Participants NMon Participants
Size Greup No.,nf Area % to - average No.cf Area % to Average.
of farmers farmes- opera~ total size of far- opera~ total size of -
: . rs ted . holding mers ted holdincg
labourers _ o
Marginal 8 4.078 » 31,92 - 0.509 4 2.831 22.23 0.708
farmers ’ ‘ ‘ - ‘ -
Small farmers 7 8.696 6€8:08 1.242 9 9.903  77.77 1.100
Semi-med ium —_— - - - - - - -
farmers - '
Medium farmers I——__ —~ L - —— — — - —
Large farmers -~ - J— - _— _— - —

Total 30 12.774 100.00 0.426 20 ~ 12,734 100.00 0.637




4,3.2 Irriqateé. ,é.,rea

In the matter of i;“tigatiﬁrﬁ-bnth the types of farms
B 1]
were at equal level. Wwhile the percentage of irrigated area te
eprerated area on participant farms was 22.93, it was 19.06 on

the non participant farms ( Table 4.20 )

Table 4.20 Irrigated area, selected. farms, Ashta Bloek,-

Sehore District, ( area . Hectares) :
Size Greup Par't‘ic,'lpants ' ... . Non Participants
- Operated . Irriga- % of irri- Operated Irriga- % of irri-
area ted gated area - ted gated area
' area area to _ area to
operated opaerated
.. areg - _ area
Landless -— —_— -— -— - ——
laboure
Marginal 4,078 0.909 22.29 2.831 - I
farmer ’ .
Small farmer 8.696  2.021 23.24  9.903 2.427 24,51
Semi-med ium -_— - - - — _—
farmer ‘
Medium farmer ~ -- 72l e Vo e am —
Large farmer - - - - - -

Total - 12.774  2.930 22.93  12.734 2,427  19.06

=

4A.-3.3 .A-rea under crops

Since the selected participant farmers took animal
husbandry programme they devoted cownsiderable area to fedder
- cxrops... Maize for fedder occﬁpied/l3.31 per cent of the groés
cropped area on participart farms.: Other fedder crops were
chari (1.64 per cent) ard be-rseém (1.23 per cent). Sehore
distl;ict has made tremaﬁrdous progress in the éultivation of

soybean because of Soybean precessing plants all around. This

crop formed 44.19 per cent e the crmapped area under participant
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farms~api'57?78“Per~centJ0ﬁ“thawnonwpagticipantwfa»ms Gram

ard wheat ‘are the traditional crops of th° area but were

| relegatea to second amd third positions becaﬁsé of soybean.
Whi le gram'dccupied 22.14 per cent on participant farms, it

B occupied 10.31 per cent on the non~-participant farms, wheat

| occupied 17.49 per cent on the participant farms and 22. 66 rer

cent on the non-part1c1pant farms,

The crepping 1nteh81ty #n the participant FarmS was

P

. 1“0 68 per cent and that on non-part1c1pant farms, 153.89 per

cent., ( Paple 4.21 )

‘Table 4.21 Area urder cropo; selected farmers in Ashta block
e ef Sehore d?Sﬁrlct

L7

Darﬁicipénts Non Partiéipant
' Crops - Area urder % to gross " Aressaunder -
v _ : 3 Crop(Hect..) bropped Cr‘%f*ect )
f ‘ areag
i - Wheat v Co 4.26 *17.49 4,44 22.66
. . Fodder & Maize 3.2 13,31 1.00 5.16
- Gram 4' 5.39 22.14 £ 2,02 10.31
] Soybean . 10.76 44.19  11.33  57.78
-% Chari ~ 0.40 1.64 0,40 | 2,04
¥  Berseem 0.30 1. 10.40 2.04
5 - Total Cropped area 24.35 100,00 19.59  100.00
R Net area sown 12.77 - -12-73 .

Cropping Intensity 19€.68 - 153.89 .

(Y )




4.3-4  Seurces ef Irrigation

o wells were. the imp~;uant sources of - irrxgaticn on

- ,beth the types cf farms. Tarks. were other seurces ‘f irnqation.

On participant farms wells. irrigated as high as 82, 76 per cent

.;of the irrigated area.:rhe percentage on non-participants waS
.66, 67 The remaining area under irrigatien was under the command
of tanks. Thus, 17. 24 per cent ‘oK the irrigate,d area on‘

participant farms ‘was under the" command of tanks 33 33 per cent
'was Se en non-—participant farm® . ( Tahle 4 22 ) S
' c 0
Table 4.22 Seurees of Irrigati‘m, selected farmS, Ashta Bl"k, e
o Sehore District “: E
s :urce_. of Participants ©  «. - Nen Participants_ ' |
"y Area SR L2 Area . % % ' -
Irrigatinn (Hect.) k _ (Heet) .~ T
e ? -’ L _; .. . -': I " o ‘ ”‘
) IS L - . ) e A 0."
0,505 17. 24 o0.808 . 33.33
“Total 2,830 1oo oo - 2.427 100.00
. - . S
4.3.5  Irriqated Crops ~ =7 .- )~ P S
‘ - The main irrigated crops ~n the participant farql;wera ',f |
heat and berseem : Both were totally irrigated Gram was’ - _ ' "3;1
irrigated to the extent of 15.03 per cent arrl Scyhean, 8,46 i
B ) '. :
per- cent Ch - the- ncn—participant fams wheat was the main o |
.irrigated -arep- and was irrigated to the extent of 3% per eent.
<Tab1e423) St
. o R ,;
.‘Y.
®
L}
N i
.
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Table 4.23 Proportion of irrigated areavto cropped ares of i
different crepe,. selected farme=rs, Ashta block, |
Sehore district ’ .
| T T antE TYon Farticipants |
Cropped  Irriga- % of irri- Cropped Irriga- % of irrd~ .
Crop: area tad gatad area ted gated :
(Hect,) arza area o (Hect.) area area to
(e b ) cropp2d (Heet.) cropped .
area . area N~
1
. ’ - i
Wheat 4.26 1.26 100.00 v 4.44 2.62 59.00
Maize - 3.24 - = 1.01 - -
Gram 5.39 C.81 . 15,03 2.02 -~ -
Soybean 10.76 0.91 . 8.46 11.32 .81 7.16
Chari 0.40 -- - 0.40 - _ -
Berseem 0.30  0.30 100.00 0.40  —= -
Total 24.35 6.28 25.79 19.59 3.43 17.51
Cropped »
aréa
4.3.6 Loan and_subsid

Of the 20 participants of the animal husbandry
programme 13 got buffaices and 17 got cowS.'In\the.casé of
buffaloes the total amount of loan anmd inSu:ance admissible was
Rse 5,750. This included rs. 5,200 as loan ard fs. 550 as premium
off iusurance. The»subsidy admissible for scheduled castes ard
scheduled tribes beneficiaries waszso»per cent. For 'other castes!
beneficiaries it was 33.33 per cent,

In the case of cows the total loan amount admissible
was Rs. 6,140. This includ .d us. 5,500 as loan and Rks. 640 as
premium of insurance. The rate of subsidy for cows was same as
that sf buffaloes. The subsidy is admissible only en the lean
portimsn of tﬁe am~unt disbursed. No SubSidyAiS rermissible on

insurance part ~f the amount disbursed,




" The total amount disbursed

Rs.1,79,130, This included gs.

among 3C beneficiaries was

" :, 750 disbursed among 13

beneficiaries who got a buffﬂo 2ach ard . 1,04,380 among

17 beneflcn.arles who gnt a cow each.

‘ Of the L.otal gnount of ks, 1,79,130 disbursed x<s.75 093

was the subs:.dy portion. Thus,

41 92 ber cent of the amount disbursed.

‘the subsidy portion constJ.tuted

The 30 participants included 15 lardless labourers,

8 marginal farmers and 7 Small farmers.

( Table 4.24 )

Table 4,24 Subsidy ebtained by partlclpant farmers Ashta Bloc}'

Sehore Dis tr:.ct

Size Greup/ ~ . No.of

Amount of

operated area

Subsidy % of subsidy
purpose of " Heuse 1loan (Rs.) to tetal
lean - hclds including ameunt

' Insurance“ :
(rs.)
1. Landless labourer:
Buffalo 8 46,000 19,032 41 .37
- Tetal ' 15 88; 980 37 347 41,97
2. Marginal farmers _

"~ Buffale : 2 11,500 5, 200 - 45.22
Cow - 6 36,840 15,565 42.25
Total ) 48, 34D 20,765 42.98

3. Small farmers
Buffale 3 17,250 6,916 40.09
Cow 4 24, 560 10,065 ~ 40,98
Total 7 41,810 16,981 40 .61
Totai '

Buffale 13 74,756 31,148 41 .67
Cew 17 1;04,380 43,945 42.10

Grand Total 30 1,79,130 75,093 41,92

Per participant . —-— 5,971 2,503

Per hectare ef — 14,027 5,880

a %
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'The income. of the salué.,d parthlpangS ani nén part:ci;
pant farmers came from agriculture,. da“r\, aar;cultural and non~
agrlcult*ral labour arﬁ pﬂtt pusinesses and professlons. _The
1nCOmn From aﬁwlcuqu re 1is taken to be net income calcﬁlated»by
deducting value of input from the value of output. Similarly,
income from dairy for whicﬁ loan and'subsiay'was takeﬁ,equals téﬂ

the output minus all cash and kind expenses incurred.

2.3.7  Input-Output and Profit PEr-Hectare

It was noted that the Dro*lt per hectare on partlclpant “
farms was hlgher than the now part¢c1pant farms 1n the case of
all crops except gram., The prOflt per hectare for wheat on
participant farms was BRs. 2,606 81 as aqalnst i 2,153 29 on’ non-
partlcipant_farms. The. prOf_t per hectare of soybean on partl-\
cipant- farmo was Rs.3,709,74 and #5.3,369.72 on nyn-. partlclpant
 farms. ‘In the case-of gram the profit per"hectare was hlgher i
(rs.?2, 058. 37) on non part1c1pants as compared to part1c1pants

(Rs.1,083 19) (Table 4,95)

Table 4.25 Input—Ou put and proflt per hectare,'5°lected farms,~
Ashta blqck Sehore District | ST

crop~ Wfﬁrtlc¢pa1+s 0 Non- Participants
~Value of Value of Proflt ‘Value of Value of Prefit:
| &mﬂmt ]mmm “(Rse)  Cutput © Input - (Rs.)
(Bsd) (Bso) . (Rs.) (Bs.) '

Wheat "4,460 00 1,793. 15 2,566.81 3,040. 00 886.71 2,153.29"
Maize  793.00 177.47 615.53 422.00 - 123:76 28.24
Gram 7,242 00 1 158.81 1, 083.19 2,995. oo 936.63 2,958 37
Soybean 5,130.00 1,420.26 3,709. 74, 4,532. 00 1{162.23,“3 369.72
Chari '3 ooouoo 750.00 2,250 00 1,100.00 "3oo.oofﬁ” 800 00

Berseem 1F,000,00 3,066.6711, 33 .33 3 Goo, 00  622.58 2,377 50

e et S A A B e P 2 W 1 AR (L Ah® g s ot Pow - o
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4.3.8  2sset formation

‘as per details giver in tebievd 24 the value of milch animals
purchased by the partlclpauts was s.1,79,130. This is the net addi-
tion to the assets already owned by the participants. The value per

partlclpant was Rs.5,971 and s.14,027 p2r hectare. For landless,

marginal and small farmers this was quite suostantlal and significant. -
The intentlon of the government in Sponsoring this programme does

: : maintenance of .
not end with the supply of asset. Tha ‘more pertinent point lo of /

the assets supplied and to obtain higher income

4.3.9  Utilization and Impact of assets Supplied | o

In-most of the cases oflsupply of milch animals the supply- %ﬂ
ing agency- was leeSt0ck DeveJopment Corporation of Govt. of M.P.
;In other wases 1t was the purchase committee who procured the milech
~animals in the ooen marxet in very fey cases the participants
purchased milch anlmals of tieir choice to be u1t1matelv certlfled .
by the eoncerneﬂ Veterinary E sens;on.Crflces. Thus, there are very
meagre chances of t@e'loan emrinc being misgtilized. Actually many
perticipante‘deSCribed as to how the§ had to pay for the animals
from own seurces over apd above the Sanﬂtlonﬂd amount of loan. The
flnanCLal as’ D@ct of the utilization shcwed that 30 participants
earned a net proflt of m 24,530 or #.818 per beneflclary participant. - b

, OL incena ok

This is quite a considerable amoun;&‘or a lardless laboug or marginal
or smali”farmer. It was also noted that the income from the newly
establised dairy business coﬁtributed to the extent of 7.94 per cent
of the total iheome. (Table 4.26)
4.3.10 Problems andg_ 8ug__,'==3t1‘<_)_p§

As mentloned warlier the objective of encouraging the lahde
less, marginal ard Small.farmers to take up dairy business is not 2 m_;:

achieved with the Supply of milch animal: through bank loan and
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Table 4.26~-Income _of . £armers _;Emm.~da;.f4.‘ere. nt. sources, Ashta-laloeck,— .7

Sehore district -
—— hd ——tn ettt o S e - - o v
: Parti-ipants “Non-Particdpants
Sourae £ Incom - e - e = '
curoes ot Income Income % to-total. Income % to total
1. Agrizulture - 63,590 - 20.58 - 53,435 29.73
2. Dairy 24,530 7.94 - -
3. Agril.& Nen- : : , |
Agriculture 2,16, 430 70.03 1,119,275 . 66.38
labour - ' ,
4, Rusiness & 4,500 1.45% - 7,000 3.89
Profession ’
aAll : 3,09,050 100.00 1,79,710 100.00

subsidy. The ultimate aim has to He proper maintenance of the asset

given.and earning higher .inceme from the asset in the subsequent years.

In this regard the beneficiaries weze interrogated and it was

told that the main problem was of agrazing of animals and purchasing

Oy

of fodder and feed. It was also teld that the cuality of the animal
at the time of purchase got Ceteriorated after some time and benefi-
ciary felt deceived. The participants also had greivances abeut

government officials anrd bankers at different levels.

The target group of the animal husbardry programme censisted of
landless labourers, marginal and small Farmers. They had nnt much
experience of rearing the milch animals because of lack of availability
of .feed and fodder on own farms, lack of capital to carry on the busi-
ness and lack of marketing experiencé. It is essential te give them a
fermal training of rearing 2f cattle, the risk invelved and the market
2xposure. In the absence ef praper training, infrastructure faciliiies
and = in the absence of risk bearing capacityyzﬁebuSiness has net made

much pregress.,
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This'isAa"programme\Whichminvcdyedfiﬁuajyanefigﬁgmqrﬂan,pae"

side arnd bleck officials, veterina;y officials, input supply
agency ard bank officials on the other. In the absence of zeal
in iheserGovernmeht Officials to help the poorest of the poer
person of the rqr;i_community, the proqramﬁe will not Succeed.
All the'officials and the departments concerned should work in

coordination and selflessly to make the programme a suceess. -

vy,



/ CHAPTER V

- SUMMARY AL CONGIUSIONS

5.1 The High Yielding Varieties ProgrammesfﬁEﬁfﬂ_amw*ﬂzﬁneheﬁ
in 1966-67. The objective oL tbis prOgremme waS the use of exetic
and high vlelﬁlng var: etleq seed 'peckage>o£ pracﬁices incleding
the use of fertllwz,rs, pest;cldes eﬁd'timéiy and adeguaﬁe:irriga-
tion. ©Since the launching ef this progfamme the inguts'iike.ferti—

lizers, pesticides and irrigation were in great demand.

The demand went on increasing and currently the farmers can

not think of cultivating the creps without these inputs.

To encourage the farmers to use all necessary inputs

‘prescribed by the scientists, the governmen+ prrv1ded leans through

banks. The most 1mpn*tant element of loan was the subsmdy. ThlS
was necessary because not all the-categorles of farmers could affoxd
to meet hlqher expenditure of thelr owne ‘As the agricultural deve~
lopment progressed the volume %J1 sub51dy-po£tion alse increased

a tlme came when the government started thirking whether sueh a

large proportlon of sub81dv was d=51rab1e Aar it should Bbe eontained

at a fixed level and gradually decreased so that the burden en the

budgetary expendlture mn account of the sub31dy could be reduced.

Another thlnklng was that the subsldy was not helplng those who

needed it most. It was thought that sub31dy was belng co:ne:ed
. » .

by large and influencial farmErs only.

The Directorate of Economics and Statisties direected the

Agro-Economic Research Centres to corduct a study on sem2 aspects ef

subsidies in agriCUlture. The specific objectives were follewing

(i) To. quantify lsvel and spread of different types ef subsi-.
dies in the State#and districts.

o . . - : - _ e e T G
: 81 ¢ ’
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(ii) - To assess the gquantur .. subsidies availed, the extent
of utilizaticn of subsidised inputs and their impact on
different kinds of farmers with respect to asset formation

& income generaticn.

{iii)  To study the r&le of subsidies on input use Strueture , - .
- ¢rop pattern and production pattern on different catego-~

ries of farms.

(iv) To stugly usefulness of subsidies on the adoption of medern

technology for agricultural production, and, ' S !

{v) To study the administration of the disbursement of subsie

dies and to suggest measures fcr improving it.

Fbr the seléction of districts, senon&ary data on the"
vamounus of sub51dleo distributed under-vqrious programmes for all .
the districts of the state was collected; Three agricultural and - o

allied programmes were selected. These were crop production, minor

irrigati&ﬁiéﬁi'animil h&Q5aﬂd*V. Dlatrlctw1se data showed that for
crep Droductlon programme Ralkur district got the largest amount of
su051cy.J Vidisha district clalmed the. hlgnest subsidy in the case
of.minor 1rr_gatlon and Sehore district in the caSe of anlmal .
husbandry programme. " ihereforﬁ> three dlstrlcts of Ralpur (Crﬂp N
production), Vidisha (eror—lrr1gatlon) ard Sehore (Anlmal husbandry)
were selected. Further, a development bLOCk eacb in the selected
districts was to be chosc'*] hav1ng the largest subsidy dlStrlDut.'LQn.
hcccnﬁlngly, Dhamtari blOCk of Raler district, Basoda b10ck of
Vwalsha dlStrlct and Ashta Hlocx of Sehore dlbtrlct were selected
List of benmflclarles were ootalned for the selected blecks and

50 respondent< con31btlng'of 30 beneficiaries and 20 nen benefi- o

ciaries formea the sample. In Ashta bleck ef Sehnore dlstrlct,
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however,. cnty 20 bencfieiaries ﬁer?bavailable4an@luthefefofev=al}'
of . them were select=d, The numser cf rion-beneficiaries was
proportionately reduced to 15. Thus, the total sample cemprised

135 farmers (80 beneficiaries and 55 non beneficiaries).

f. Both primary and secondarf data were c0116eﬁed fér the
study. While secondary data for the state was collected f:g@
various departments at Bhopal, corcerned districté and blgcks, a
fafmer's Schedule was framed for field data. The investigatien
was done with reference to agricultural.year 1990-91 through field
visits., | ' |
5.2  Raipur district is the seuth eastern mest district ef the
state and is located in Chhattisgarh Region which is termed as

“Rice hawl" (£ the state.

Paddy is the most importamnt crop and formed 71.89 per cent
of the qgroos cropped area. The only other important crtprﬁas
lathyrus constituting 13.75 per cent of the cropped area. It is
mainly kharif éroppea area with the percentage of ifrigated area
to cropped area being 32,77 per cent. The irrigatiin ié mostly
for paddy and comes from canals and tanks. The yields af paddy,
bajara and groundnut in the district were higher than the state

averages.

Vidisha district is nearly centrally located district ef

~the state and comes under jowar-wheat zone. The main sources of

irriéation were canals (43.67 per cent) and wells (15.44 per cent).
The.main crops of the district were wheat (39.86 per cent) amd
gram (28;29 per cent). Soybean has made good progress in the
district amd claimed 8,76 per ceht of the gross cropped area.

The yiéhis of £hese crops werereither higher than or equal to

state averages. While wheat was irrigated to the extent of 17.2
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Ser cernt ~tam was irrigated to the extent of 18,52 mex eent.

Sehore district is alse zentralliy located and adjeins

-

Vidisha. It comes urder-jowar-wheat zone. The irrigated cropped

?,l
2
3,
o

3.18.72 rer cen£ of the gfoss cropped area. The main
sourceS'of irrigatioﬁ %ere wells (61.80 per cent) and canals

(11.25 per cent)': It is a rqbl crop area and wheat (24 81 per eent)
and glam 13l per cenv) were main rabl crops. . Sonean has . taken
str1Q§S in the. d*strlct and contrlbuted 31,98 per cent of ths
crcpped area. Th° combination of these three crops in the cropping

pattern gave a hi nten81tv of 130 per cent .

(%2

.3 The Government of Madhva Pradesh, llke other states,pr0V1ded
L]

clb31d1ea for rearly 20 agr*cultural development programmes . These

1ncluaeo Lrogrammes like mlpor 1rrvgatwon, mlnlklts of improved

B

comfie - accicdanon £ maJl & marclnal farmers and trlbals soil

.".
COﬁsarVHLTOA, traininfT of anmers and animal husbardry programme.,
It alsc na.on provision for uub51d" for the crops and crop groups of

rice, pulses, cilseeds, chHtton and sugarcane. .-

5.4 .“;Th~ selectea 50 farmers for crob productlon programme in
Rzléhr district DeTODgea to Dhamtarl block which" had excellent
sSource of irrigation by way of cenalS & wells. The villages were
uruder the comrand area of dam across river Mahanadi. Therefore,
there Qas a.h gﬁ perceptaqe of irrigated area on the selected farms.
It was 9415g on:the part1c1§ants and 20,58 per cent on non-partici-
ants. ‘thexencquraged theﬁfafﬁere to grow rabi crep of.paddy,
unknewn.inlthe,region. 'éeceuee cf two crops of paddy in a year the
.k,;;\,;ﬁ;,-;ag urder paddy was 85.13 on the participant farms and 75.35
per cent on the non-participant farms This gave a very high cropp-
ing intensity of 169.57 per cent on participants and still higher

/ rercentage of 190,55 per cent on the non~participants. Controlled
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irrigation also made it possitle for the farmers to get very high

yield of paddy.

The 32 participaﬁt férmefsnreceived a total ameunt of
%.50,205 38 loen. Thus, the amount rer farm came to Rs.1,673.53.
and Rs.251.24 per hectare. Of this amount thevsubsidv portion
amounted to Rs.10,916 Or Rs.363.86 per farm and Rs. 54 63 per hectare.

The sﬁbsiﬂy‘portiop congtltuted 24.;4 per cnnt of the loan. amount.

Thé selected farms borrowid-ﬁhe loan mainly for paddy crop.
The inputs inciuded paddy seed, zinc:sulphate and'weedicide._ A few
farmers tock loan for banana cultivetior. The items -of input were
soed fert111° ers and 1msect1c1des. A-farmer each borrowed lean
for seed of lady's finger and gram rinikit.. The Subsidy portion
varied from 1€.72 per cent to 50 per cent. The bank exterding thé

loan was thz Central VoopeLat ive BRank.

Cvr irvestigation showsd that all the inputs” received
against loan were totally used and were used for the purposes for

which drawn. Thus, the utilization was total. In addition to the

loan portion the farmers used home prcduced inputs and inputs

purchased a: their own cost.

The net profit for' paddy on'the‘narticipant‘farms waé
Rs.5, 257.6. agalnSt ks. 4, 574 54 on the ron—part1c1nanb farms. Thus,
the partlclpant farms had hlgner profit of Rs.683.06 than the non-
pérticipant ferms. Another crop was gram, and the net profit for
this crop on participant farms was'%.2,470.05. ‘The profit'on non-
participant farms was only %.740.15. The thini-gfoup of crops for
which partidipanhéborrowed‘the lgan was fruits and vegetables. For

this group the brofit per hectare on participants farms was

Rsel9, 452,67 as against 8.,17,513.68 on the non-participant farms.




It is thus copcluded -t 'bo-Oarticipanﬁ farmers have
not enly utilized the ]oan amount ard availed the related subsidy
but alSo earnad a Signlflcantl] higher profit than the non-.
participant farms for alL thu crops and ‘crop groups for which the

input" supply programne alongwith adrissible subsuiy was urdertaken.

A ngﬁ.preportion of subSidy-pn_inputs alongwith higher
 percentage of irrigation on ' participants farms Mus resulted in the
higher percentage of paﬂdy area (85.13) on participant farms tham

the non participant Farms (75.35).

It was observed that the subsidies have definite impact on
crop pattern, input structure, and profitability. It can also be
gaid that in the aosence of subuldles the farmers ‘would not have

adoptcd better seed, dequate fe:tlllzers ani applled 1nsect1c1des.

All the 30 participants told that it was Rural Agrleulture
BExtension Officer (RAbO) who A1"ed them. They eypressed that they
did net face any dwfflculty in getting tne beneflts and were fully

satlsfled with the ‘existing procedure.

It was experienced by the investigator that the present
administrative structure of the Department ef Agriculture, District
Rural Development Agency (DRDA) and the cooperative bank was

satisfactory.

“
‘ Vidisha district whwch was selected for mlnor 1rr1gatlon
gbs;dles had 20 partlclpant ard 1% ncn-part1c1pant farmers eof
- _Basoda block as sample. The irrigetion subsidy was provided for
s;nking a well eni pﬁrchasing a diesel pumpvfor eack of the 20
pert;cipants. _This_fesulteduin_62.86,per cent of .the operated area
under ;rrigation on participant Zarms as against enly 2.38 per cent

on non—participanti_ With the sinking of wells and fitting of diesel

pumps the crop pattern on the participant farms changed considerably. ~

————

-y
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The diversification of cropp=d area én participant farms
was such that moong, afhar"and groundnut were grown only on the
participant farms. Further, the'propOrtibn-of area under cash
crops like gram (28.83) and'soybéan (35.575 was higher on partici-‘
pant farms than the non participant farms where it was 23.77 and
14.46 per cent respectively. Due to higher irrigation facility the
intensity of cropping was much higher (148,46 per cent) on parti-

cipant farms than the non-participant farms (112.04 per cent).

Non participant farms with very negligible diVersificatioh
ard smaller irrigéfeﬂ-area devoted the limited irrigation potential
to WhEat. Participant farms, on the other hand, had besides whe at,
gram end soypean uﬁéei irrigated conditions. Wheat was irrigated
to the extent of 67.55‘per‘¢ent and gram to the extent of 67.88

per cent. Soybean was irrigated to a very small extent.

The selecté&‘zo participant farms borrowed a loan amcunt of
Rs.5, 20,650 or fs.26,032.50 p2r - farm and £s.14,033.69 per hectare
of operated areags Of the total loan amount 26.76 per cent was

subsicly.

On the selected farms participants obtained the wheat vield
of 10.0l cuintals per hectare against 6.01 quintals on the non-

participant farms. Gram vieldéd 8.38 gt/ha. on the participant

‘farms and'7.92_qt/hao on the non participant farms. Soybean which

needed irrigatton in the later stages of growth vielded 5.56 qt/ha{

.on the participant farms as against 4,67 gt/ha. on the non parti-

cipant farms.

The participants not only irrigated the crops but also

b
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It ﬁas 5bserved that ¢ ~Jit per.ﬁ6ctare for wheat on
éarticipant_farmS‘was Bs.2,081."5. It was %.1,691.75 on the non~
ParticiPént,farﬁS. in thé case of gram the profit on the parti-
cipant farms,waé 3.3,344.46. Cn the non~partiéipant farms it was
Rs.3,198.54, Prafit!per hectare of soyhean cn participant and non-~

Participant farms was %s.2, 251.25 and 2s.1,615,00 respectively,

It can be concluded that with the adoption of new input of
irrigation not only yields of the main crops increased but the
profit per hactars also increased. The profit difference was most

‘remarkable in thz cases of wheat ard Sovtean.

IZ pre and post irrigation profit/hectare on different CrOPS

was studied on the participant farms it would be noticed that profit

per hectarze of wheat was Rs.947.86 prior to irrigation. It increasec

‘to‘$.2,061.15 irr the post irrigation periocd. Inuthé case of gram
the pre ir;igaticnfper'od préfii was‘%.2,628.18 and post irrigation
profit waS‘m.3,§44.4é, It was alSo observed that with the intro-
duction of irrigation less economical crops like lentil and jowar

were replaced by more economical crops like arhar, moong, soybean

and groundnut.

The munber of farmexs,qrowing wheat and gram increased from
pre to post irrigation reriod. Fammers growing lentil énd jowar in
the pre irrigationvperioi Switched over to>other crops. There were
as many as 13 farmers who started growing soybean after the irriga-

tion came to the scene.

Two types of assets were formed viz. irrigation well and

diesel pump. The total amount received by the 20 participant f--— ~- -

was Rs.5,20,650. Cut of this amount 20 wells were dug arnd 20 die=el

pumps wer= purchasad.

ox
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It zan be safely said ' :+ the éntire amount given forb
the purchase of diesel pumps:was fully utilized as the price'of
the diesel pumps is paid directly to the dealer, without any
leakége. In the case of digging of wells farmers’ narration and the
‘opinions of the officials indicated that the actual cost of digging

of wells exceeded the loan amount.

; It is suggested that the unit cost of digging a well be
inereased and the cost of pumpsets and accessories sheuld mateh

the current market prices.

For repairs of diesel pumpsets aﬁintensive programme eof

TRYSEM training be adoﬁted in the area.

It is suggested that efforts be made for minimising the

N |

time taken at the ZDEO or RAEO levels, the block level ard the
bank level. The delays at all these levels and 1eakages ard unfair
bracticss . Zopted by officials ~-n be eliminated if stricter

monitoring and evalustion is done.

Ashta block of Sehore district was selected for subsidy on
animal husbardry programme. Thir:y participants and 20 non-parti-

cipants formed the sample.

Since tﬁé selected participant farmers éook animal husbandry
programme they devoted?éonside;able_areé to fodder crops. Maize feor -
fodaer cccupiéd 13,31 Per cenz of thézgross croppe? area .on parti—}
cipant £ams. Other foader crops weré chari (1.64 per.cent) and

berseem (1.23 per cent).

N / -
The main irrigated crops on the participant farms were

wheat and “=rseer: “oth were totally irrigated.

Of the 30 participants of the animal husbandry pregramme

13 got buffaloes and 17 got cows. In the case of buffaloes the
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total amount of loan‘and insurarce admissible was %.5;750. This
ih;iuded Rs.5, 200 as loan-and Rs.550 aS'premiﬁm°of insurance. The
subériybadmissible for scheduled castes and scheduied tribes beneg
ficiaries was 50 per gent,‘.Epr ‘other castes' beneficiaries it
was 33.33 per céﬁt. .

B In the case of cows the total loan amount admissible was . "
R5.6,140. This included #s.5,500 as loan and Rs,640 as premium of
vinsﬁrance,‘_The rate of subsidy for cows was same as that of

buffaloes,

The total amount disbursed among 30 beneficiaries was
Rss1,79,130. This included ps.74,750 disbursed among 13 beneficiaries
who got a buffalo each and ks.1,04,380 among 17 beneficiaries who got

a cow e€ach. . » PR : ' :

Of the total amount of Rs.:1,;79,130 disbursed Rs.75, 093 was
the subsidy po;tign.- Thus, the Subsidy portion constituted 41.92 .

per cent of the amount disbursed.

The value of milch animals purchased by the participants
was %.1,79,130. This is the ret addition to the assets already
owned by the participants. The value per participant was m.5,971
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and Rs,14,027 per hectare. For landless, margingl and small farmers

this was quite substantial and significant.

. Since the animals were purchased through Livestock Develop;
ment Corporation or through purchase committee there were very
meagre chances of the loan amount being misutilized. Actually | !
many participants described as to how they had to pay for the
animals from own sources over and above the Sanctioned amount of s
lean. The financial aspectAof the utilizatipn showed that 30

participants earned a net profit of Rs.24,530 or Rs.818 per "



- benefieiary part:rclpemt ~This is euite a _eqrr;s iderable amount ef
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income for a landless labourer or margiral or small farmer. It
was also noted that the iné'::rre frééa_‘__the newly.éétablisrxed dairy
Business contributed te the extent of 7.94 per cent of the total o

income.

The main problem was of grazing r;f' animals' ard purehasing
of fedder and feed. It was also told that the quality of‘the animal |
at the time of purchase got deteriorated after seme€ time and béne--
ficiary felt deceived. The participénts also had grievances about

government mfficials and bankers at different levels.

It is suggested that the benefimiaries be givezi fermal
training of rearing’ of cattle, the risk irvelved and the rmérkei: a ,
exposure. - In the absence of proper training, ipnfrastructures
facilities and in the absence of risk bearing capacity the business

has not made much prmgress.
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