CHAPIER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The study of rural labour indebtedness is part
of a larger and more comprehensive project spon-
sored by the National Commission on Rural Labour
examining different facets of the life of rural labour-
ers in our country,

1.2 Such a study is of crucial importance for
policy making in India for more than one reason.
India, only a few years after independence, launched
herself on a path of planned socio-economic deve-
lopment. The need for realising the twin objectives
of ‘growth and equity’ at the same time, within a re-
latively short time-frame and in a densely populat-
ed poverty-ridden sub-continent like India was one
of the major compulsions leading to such a choice.
Unmistakable evidence of the persistence of pover-
ty, deep and wide, especially in the rural areas of
the country even after four decades of plannin,
and reasonable growth in GDP including that
food and agriculture does warrant a deeper probe,
revaluation and rethinking. Reports published inter-
mittently indicated a very large overlap between
areas of acute poverty and masses of rural labour,
overwhelmingly agricultural labour. For the policy-
makers the more vexing problem has been the fact
that poverty among rural labourers continues to co-
exist with accelerated growth and within areas of
relative affluence both in respect to classes and re-
gions in the country. The latter phenomenon has
also been responsible for growing tensions in the
countryside. It is hard to challenge the hypothesis
that much of inter-regional, inter-class, inter-caste
conflicts eating into the vitals of India’s body-polity
today owe its origins to the relative failure in
achieving the declared aims of planning namely,
growth with social justice,

1.3 The study of conditions of rural labour in
India today seems to be important for a proper
understanding of the problems besetting India’s path
of socio-economic development. Rural labour in
general and agricultural labour in particular consti-
tutes the largest single mass of productive labour in
the country while the same comprises the largest
proportion of socially and economically weaker
sections of our society.

1.4 Inadequate command over productive resour-
ces both material and financial have always plagved
the fate of toilers in Indian agriculture. And as such,
indebtedness remained chronic. The old proverb of
‘India’s toiler peasants born in debt and dying in
debt’ remains largely true even for the present.
Therefore, study of rural indebtedness always form-
ed an essential component of the studies of rural

labour conditions in our country. On the eve of th.e
planning era a comprehensive survey of rural credit
organised by the Reserve Bank of India .(1951-55')
provided the base for all subsequent studies in this
field. For understandable reasons, this pioneering
study did not provide separate data specific to the
category of rural labourers, One has to fall back on
the two consecutive agricultural labour enquiries
(1950-51, 1956-57) for data specifically relating to
the majority of rural labourers in the country. Agri-
cultural l.abour Enquiries conducted periodically,
offering time series data in a comparative-static
framework broademed itself into the more compre-
hensive Rural Labour Enquiry since the mid-six-
ties. These studies (ALE and RLE) conducted by
the Labour Ministry, Government of India in colla-
boration with the National Sample Survey Organisa-
tion furnished the only dependable macro-data base
for the study of agricultural and/or rural labour
conditions at an all-India level. The present study
undertaken by the Study Group formed under the
aegis of the NCRL (in October, 1989), therefore
leans heavily on the above mentioned sources for
its investigation into the state of indebtedness of rural
labour in India today. In fact, the first three chapters
of this Report prepared by the Study Group is pri-
marily comprised of comments and analysis of the
findings available from th:z latest Report on Rural
Labour Indebiedness (1983). This has been supple-
mented by case studies carried on in nine different
states/regions of the country by scholars comprising
this Study Group.

1.5 In the past indebtedness in general and rural
labour indebtedness in particular was viewed as an
mndicator of poverty, the result of the failure of the
toiling poor to make both ends of income and con-
sumption meet. Continuing indebtedness at the limit
more often than not led to alienation of land hold-
ings or bondage in labour and/or both, Loan deals
were always a convenient instrument of the rural
rich for superexploitation and subjugation of the
poor within the framework of the traditional patron-
client relationship. And as such, quaatitative increase
in the size and extent of loan was taken as faithful
indicators of worsening conditions of rural labour.
Such a logic should largely hold for a rural society
essentially static m nature and placed in a juridico-
legal framework unresponsive to the conditions of
the rural poor. This was generally true for rural
society in pre-independence India. In the changing
scenario of post-independence India especially since
the beginning of planning, changes started in the
rural economy and society in general and agriculture
in particular. A dent was made in the situation of
pervasive stagnation obtaining in rural society for a
long time,



1.6 Large scale public investment in irrigation,
power and road transport, growing supply of chemi-
cal fertilizers at subsidised rates, pesticides and
other materials necessary for agriculture, introduction
of HYV technology, price incentive for food crops,
all contributed thoygh in extremely varying degrees
to the creation of a more dynamic and commercia-
lized agriculture in different parts of the country.
Rural labour, especially agricultural Jabour, was very
much a part of this process. Its social existence forms
could not conceivably remain unaffected by such
changes. It is, therefore, logical that the phenome-
non of ‘indebtedness’ should also reflect some chan-
ges in the conditions of life and living of the rural
labour.

1.7 Before entering further into a discussion on
some of the general aspects of the issue it is neces-
sary to point out that the changing juridico-political
and socio-economic climate of post independence
India considerably inhibited the process of debt ac-
cumulation resulting in the two extremes of land
alienation and labour boudage, Socio-legal hazards
of unlimited land grabbing and/or expansion of the
contingent o Londed labous were beceming foo one-
rous. Loan transactions and realisation of debt had
to operate within constraints considerably different
from the past and this had its own impact on the
Yoan market relevant for the rural labourers.

1.8 In a relatively open and dynamic situation
either the quantum or extent of loan and its increase
or decrease over time captured in a comparative
static reference may mot provide seen in isolation,
any unilinear directfon. As for example, a decrease
in ‘indebtedness’ may indicate either improvement
in conditions or deprivation due to lack of access to
loan, erosion of collaterals, loss of credit-worthiness.
The same would hold true for individuals, house
holds and groups inhabiting a region at a time point.

1.9 A relative decrease in loan, incidence in an
area or amongst a group, instead of reflecting im-
proved self-sufficiency, may be caused by lack of
growth. On the other hand, indebtedness may ap-
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pear to be more pervasive in a situation of vibrant
and productive agriculture, Indebtedness per se,
therefore, -hruld not be consicered in isolation from
other aspects of the living conditions of rural lab-
ourers,

1.10 The all India data analysed in the first
volume bases itself primarily on the Rural Labour
Enquiry Indebtedness Report (1983). It does not
attempt to cover all aspects necessary for a compre-
hensive understanding of the causes and the state of
rural labour ingdebtedness in India. It is assumed
that the other Study Groups set up by the NCRL
shall offer the necessary complementarity. How-
ever, the regional case studies prepared by members
of our Study Group attempt diagnostic reviews
over and above furnishing regional and intra-re-
gional data base.

1.11 A few words about some data handicaps are
called for, There is some lack of uniformity in data
presentation in the ALE and RLE series. The dis-
aggregation criterions were changed in course of
these studies. Data in respect to ‘with land’ and
‘without land’ categories of rural and/or agricultural
labour are not furnished in the last two rural labour
enquiries, Similarly comparable data for SC and ST
households in rural labour is not available in the
early rounds of these enquiries. Some inconsistencies
are also discernible in the land possession data. The
data available from RLE differs with estimateg avail-
able from the comparable rounds of the NSS.

1.12 In respect to different aspects of indebted-
ness of rural labour, a sharp break is observable in
the period between 1978 and 1983. Indicators used
for this study move in one direction between 1964
and 1975. In most cases there is a shift discernible
in 1977-78 followed by a sharp break in 1983. These
changes seem to be more due to overall conditions
of agriculture in India and are not within the pur-
view of discussion of this Group. We have taken
these, more as exogenous factors affecting the terms
and conditions of indebtedness of rural labour.



CHAPTER 11

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLDS

Size and proportion

2.1 According to Rural Labour Enquiry
1983) there were 100.5 million rural households
in .the country of which rural labour households
were 37.5 million. Of the rural labour households
agricultural labour households accounted for 30.9
million (82.4 p.c.). Between 1977-78 and 1983
rural households increased by 5 p.c. Rural
labour households increased by 6.5 p. c. for the
corresponding period. Agricultural labour house-
holds, however, increased by about 8 p. c. in the
same period. Thus for the period under reference
the proportion as well as agricultural labour house-
holds in the totality of rural labour households in-
creased,

2.2 By 1983 the estimated number of agricul-
tural labour houscholds and rural labour house-
holds constituted 30.7 p.c. and 37.3 p.c. respectively
of all rural households. These percentages were
about 22 and 25 respectively in 1964-65. For the
whole period between 1964-65 and 1983 the pro-
portion of non-agricultural labour within the cate-
gory of rural labour registered some increase. The
fall in the proportion of agricultural labour in the
totality of rural labour households though marginal
yet remained steady in nature till 1978. The propor-
tion of agricultural labour decreased from about 86
p-c. in 1964-65 to the level of 81 p.c. in 1977-78.
This trend changed subsequently. In 1983 the pro-
portion of agricultural labour moved upto the level
of 82 p.c. of all rural labour households. A slow rate
of absorption of labour in agriculture is generally
assumed to be the reason for the observed changes
in proportions. We would like to examine the same
at a more disaggregative level for ascertaining the
casual relations.

2.3 When we consider the composition of
rural labour in respect to their land ownership an
interesting pattern exhibits itself. The proportion of
landless households within agricultural labour and
rural labour households remained almost unchanged
between 1964-65 and 1983. But this lack of change
between the two terminal points conceals changes
occurring in the intervening period. Between 1964-
65 and 1977-78 we observed a distinct decline in the
proportion of landless households belorging to the
categories of agricultural labour as well as rural
labour, We also observed significant inter-state
variations in this respect. States like Punjab, Har-
yana, H, P, belonging to the relatively advanced
agricultural area in the country showed a more
marked decline in the proportion of agriculture

and rural labour households with land. It should be
noted here that the extent of increase in the ranks
of rural and agricultural labour are not adequately
explained by the extent of land alienation within
these areas. Increase in the number of house-
holds due to demographic factors might have con-
tributed to the observed changes.

2.4 It should be noted in this context that the
average size of labour households (both rural and
agricultural) remained within the range 4.5 and 4.8.
The average number of earners per household,
however, registered some decline. But the more
important seems to be the degree of decline in the
number of average days of wage employment during
the period under reference i.e. 1964-65 to 1983
(barring 1977-78). In 1964-65 the average wage
employment days per year were 217. This came
down in 1983 to the level of only 159 days in case
of male workers. In case of female workers the num-
ber of days of wage employment decreased from 149
(1964-65) to 136 (1983) days. This decline in the
days of wage employment and resulting fai] in income
should expectedly have some impact on the indebted-
ness situation. But we failed to observe this in the more
specific indebtedness data analysed in subsequent
sections. This apparent lack of connection between
wage income and indebtedness leads us back to the
earlier observation about non-unilinear indicators.

SC|ST composition

2.5 Tt has already been pointed out that data in
respect tc the caste composition of rural labour is not
provided for all the time points covered by ALE and
RLE. The 1983 report of the RLE furnishes data
relating to SC and ST composition of labour house-
holds for 1977-78 and 1983 only.

2.6 In 1983 there was an increase in the total
number of SC agricultural labour households from
9.8 million (1977-78) to 10.7 million or in cother
words by 9.2 p.c. The ST agriculture labour house-
holds increased from 3.7 million to 4.0 million in the
corresponding period thus registering an increase of
8.1 p.c. As far as the rural labour households are
concerned the number of SC rural labour households
increased from 11.3 million to 12.3 million, thereby
registering an increase of 8.8 per cent. The number
of ST rural labour households increased from 4.2
million in 1977-78 to 4.7 million in 1983, a 11.9 p.c.
increase. Thus we see that both SC and
ST households® rates of increase were grea-
ter than the overall rate either of agricultural labour
households or of rural labour households, It is fur-
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ther observed that the increase of both SC and ST
households within rural labour wers grater than
those. within the agricultural labour suggesting an
increasing proportion of SC/ST households in the
non-agricultural rural labour.

The above mentioned observations ars en the basis
of ail India average which conceal considerable re-
giona] variations. For example, the SC rural labour
houschelds registering increase in the all India
average registers sharp decline in case of Assam and
H.P. In states like Punjab, Orissa, M.P. and Union
z‘errigory of Delhj there arg evidences of marginal

ecline both in the number as well as proportion of

—

SC zural labour and agricultura] labour households.
The number of ST households within rural labour as
well as agricultural labogr-however decreased in states
like Maharashtra, Rajasthan and Goa, Daman and
Diu. Tripura, a state with a high proportion of ST,
registers an unusual sharp fall in both number and
proportion of tribal houscholds, The detailed Statis-
tical Statements based on various Rural Labour En-
quiry reports giving complete information on the
structure of Agricultural labour and Rural labour
households, extent of indebtedness, source and pur-
pose of debt for various social groups in respegt of
cighteen major States and All-India are annexed at
the end of the report.



CHAPTER Il

MACRO—DIMENSIONS OF RURAL LABOUR INDEBTEDNESS

Incidence of deb¢

A, comparative picture of the incidence of indebted-
ness ameng agricultural and rural labour drawn on
the basis of ALE and RLE rounds are presented in
this section. This comparison, however suffers from
the common handicap mentioned earlier, For 1964-
65 und 1933 the data provided do not allow for dis-
aggregation i terms of ‘with land’ and ‘without land’
categories.

At an all India aggregative level co.patison bet-
ween 1964-65 and 1983 reveals a significant fall in
the incidence (percentage of households indebted) of
indebtedness across classes (Table 3.1). While in 1964-
65, 59.2 p.c. of all rural labour households were in-
debted in 1983 the percentage of such households
came down to the level of 50.4 p.c. In respect of agri-
cultural labour households too the decrease was of the
same order, from 60.6 p.c. to 51.1 p.c. SC and ST
households either in the rural labour category or in the
agricultural labour category, considered separately do
not reveal any marked difference either., But an exa-
mination of data for the intervening periods (1974-75
and 1977-78) reveals that the incidence level was
genera’ly higher in 1974-75 in comparison to that in
1964-65. In 1974-75, 65.4 p.c. of rural labour house-
holds showed indebtedness. The highest indebtedness
leve] was registered by the SC households with land
both within the agriculturaj labour and juial labour
categories. 74 p.c. of all SC agricultural labourers with
land and 73.5 p.c. of SC rural labourers with land
were indebted. 1977-78 data on incidence of in-
debtedness showed some decrease from the level of
1974-75.

Inter-state variations in the level of incidence were
quite high for all the periods. The changes in the
relative position of states in terms of incidence were
not monotonous. In 1964-65 highest ircidence of
indebtedness (80 p.c.) was recorded :n H.P. while

states like Punjab, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and
Bihar showed incidence levels of 72.6 p.c., 71.2 p.c.,
69.6 p.c. and 68 p.c. respectively. These levels are
much higher than the alj India average of 59.2 p.c.
At the cther end Assam (32.5 p.c.), Gujarat 36.4
p.c.), J&K (44.6 p.c.) and W. Bengal (48.3 p.c.)
recorded much lower levels of incidence. In 1983
the picture change dsignificantly. On the whole there
was a greater levelling of incidence levels between
states. The two states of south namly, AP. (65.2
pc.) and Tamil Nadu (59.6 p.c.) showed highest
incidence. Quite low leve] of incidence is recorded in
Assam (22.1 p.c.), H.P. (26.6 p.c.) and Tripura
(36.6 p.c.). The changes registered in case of H.P.
within the period under reference seems very signi-
ficant,

Very broadly it can be observed that the states
showing remarkable decline in indebtedness are HL.P.
(80 to 26.6), M.P. (60 to 37.8) and Tripura (51.7 to
36.6). Considerable degree of decrease in incidence
are also reported from Punjab (72.6 to 51.4), Rajasthan
(71.2 to 50.7), Haryana (65.5 to 47.4), Kerala
(60.7 to 54), Karnataka (62.5 to 49.2), J&K (44.6
to 37), Bihar (68 to 53.8) and U.P. (69.6 to
46.8).

fhie two state groupings made above do not ap-
patently reveal any commonness of character in terms
of either agricultural prosperity and/or relative im-
provement in the conditions of rural labour. Tt is
difficult to explain changes in H.P. and Tripura in
terms of any common criteria. The same holds true for
comparison between states like Punjab and Bihar. Not-
withrtanding the presence of deviant states like Tri-
pura and Bihar, one may be permitted t> observe that
agriculturally advanced states like Punjab, Haryana,

H.P. in the north and Karnataka and Kerala in the
soath 1egistered greater degree of decline in the inci-

dence of indebtedness.



Bariing a few exceptions, across regions and over
time periods 1t is observed that agricultural and rural
lIabourers with land are more indebted
without land. This might be explained in terms of

than
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relatively better access to loans due to their land assets.

Considered in terms of social groupings SC labour

those households are generally more indebted than other

Table 3-1

Statewise incidence of indebtedness among rural labour households

categories, including the ST ones.

(Percentage)
State 1964-65* 1974-75 197778 1983
0 @ ® @ )
Andhra Pradesh 65-1 74-2 644 65-2
Assam 32-5 287 99 221
Bihar 68:0 708 496 53-8
Gujarat 36°4 56'2 39-8 32:9
Haryana . 655 58-9 474
H. Pradesh . . . 80-0 54-2 58:3 26'6
J&K . . . . 446 572 59'9 37:0
Karnataka 625 64:5 50'5 49-2
Kerala . 607 84-0 779 54:0
M. Pradesh 60° 0 61-2 383 37-8
Maharashtra 46'2 500 42-8 47:1
Orissa 47: 1 56 8 40-0 40- 1
Punjab 72-6 72'9 58:7 51-4
Rajasthan 71-2 773 61-2 50-7
Tamil Nadu 595 74 8 656 59:6
Tripura . 517 586 260 36:6
U. Pradesh 69-6 633 43-6 46' 8
W. Bengal . 483 54-1 47-5 48-6
All India 59-2 654 505 5(;~ 4

'~ : Not available.

'#' ; In 1964-65 Haryana Included in Punjab..

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry Reports.
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Section—3.2

Extent of debt

In tlis section the general issue of rural labour in-
debiedness is examined in terms of its extent, Extent,
tor the purpose of our discussions is defined as the
average size of debt per household and per indebted
households in different categories of rural labour.

There has been a steady and siganificant increase
m the extent of indebtedness of almost all categories
of rurai labourers in between 1964-65 and 1983.
But what is noteworthy in this context is the sharp-
ness of the rise between 1977-78 and 1983 (Table
3.2). The «overage debt per indebted house-
hold increased from the Ievel of Rs. 690 to
the Jevel of RS. 1598 or in other words a more than
131 p.c. increase between these two time points. In
1964-65 thc average debt per indebted household
was Rs. 251. The same increased sharply in 1974-
1975 {o thc level of Rs. 606. The exten: of indebted-
ness remained static (comsidering rates of inflation)
in 1977-78 with Rs. 690 per indebted household.
The inciease in the size of loan per indcbted house-
hold over time seccms to be significant even allow-
ing for the rates of inflation in between.

The general decline in incidence discussed earlier
combned with a general rise in the cxtent of debt
per incdebted household tend to reflect a kind of
stratification even within the categorics of rural and
arricultural labourers. We propose to discuss this
issue in more details at the end of this chapter

Inter-state variations were quite marked even in
1964-65. While the all India average was Rs. 251
per indebted household, states like Rajasthan and
Punjab recorded average indebtedness in the order
of Rs. 671 and Rs. 629 respectively. H.P. and West
Bengal were at the other extreme showing much
lower sizz of debt per indebted households. In case
of H.P. it is Rs. 41 and in case of West Bengal
Rs 49 only per indebted household. The situation
changed considerably by 1983. The inter-state diffe-
rences, barring a few exceptional ones, decreased to
some extent. We are excluding Haryana from this
review because the Haryana average is reportedly
vitiated by two exceptionally large entries (sce rele-

vant {able in RLE report, 1983). Vary high average
size of debt is recorded in states like J&K (Rs. 3199),
Rajasthan (Rs. 2935) and M.P. (Rs. 2060). Com-
patacively very low level is recorded in states like
Assam (Rs. 448), West Bengal (Rs. 601), Tripura
(Rs. 032), Bihar (Rs. 768) and Orissa (Rs 808). In
these states the average an.ount of debt was less than
50 p.c. of the alj India average. Thus a general re-
view in terms of the size of debt per indebted house-
hold over time and across states reveal the following

(1) The size of debt per indebted household
increased in all the states. The magnitude:
ot increase at the all India level was more
than 536 p.c. considering 1964-65 as the
base. The size of increasc overcompen-
sates the rates of inflation re:orded for the
same period.

(ii) Increases and the size were more signuficant
in the states of J&K, M.P., Kerala and
Maharashtra.  States like Punjab, Rajas-
than, U.P., H.P., Gujarat and A.P. shows
more than average increase. It may be
noted here that the relatively developed
agricultural regions are almost all included
in this group.

(iiiy Size of loan rcmained mucp lower in all
the eastern region states like W.B., Assam,
Orissa, Bihar and Tripura. [n these states
the average amount was less than 50 p.c.
of the all India average. This lends sume
support to the charge of discrimination in
supply of public sector loan funds towards
this region in gencral and che rural labour-
ing poor of this region in particular.

The ncrease in the size of debt took place
continuously over time while the magnitude
of changes reccrded in 1974-1975 in com-
parison to 1964-1965 and in 1983 compared
to 1977-1978 was sharper.

Table 3.2

Statewise extent of indebtedness among rural labour househalds.

{Average debt per indebted rurallobour houschold) (Rs.)
States 1964-65¢  1974-75 197778 1983
o @ 3) )] &)
Andhra Pradesh 279 663 884 1258
Assam . . . . . . . . . . . 114 216 311 448
Bihar . . . e e e e 216 409 378 768
Gujarat 308 842 1018 1427
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Haryana . . . . . .. 1494 1558 17133
H. Pradesh 41 1016 854 1440
T &K 235 569 646 3199
Karnataka 312 750 832 1214
Kerala . . . . . . . 146 473 541 1786
M. Pradesh . . . 247 590 502 2060
Maharashtra 174 537 606 1249
Orissa 155 416 380 808
Punjab . . . . . . . . . . 629 1156 1226 1894
Rajasthan . . . . 671 1559 1892 2935
Tamilnadu N . 259 730 813 1129
Tripura 131 230 361 632
U. Pradesh 286 715 716 1790
W. Bengal 99 231 278 601
Allindia . . . . . . . . . . . . . 251 606 690 1598

‘—* : Not available.
“#¢ : In 1964-65 — Haryana included 1n Punjab.

Note : Two households in Haryana in 1983 reported a debt of Rs. 3+ 53 lakhs.

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry Reports.

Section 3.3

Nature of debt

Rural Labour enquiry classified the nature of out-
standing debt into two broad categories viz., (i) here-
ditary; and (ii) contracted. The tota] outstanding
loan on the date of the survey was taken to be the
sum of loans in these categories. Amnalysis of here-
ditary lcan is of undoubted importance in the case
of agricultural labour households as more often than
not latour bondage and land dispossessitn results
from such loans. Liability for the clearance of such
loans compounded with its exhorbitant interest tre-
mendously increases the problems of indebted house-
holds. The analysis attempted in this section how-

ever, is restricted to two time points only, 1977-78
and 1983.

It can be seen from the table 3.3 that the average
quantum of hereditary loan at the all-India level incre-
ased marginally from Rs. 32 per household in 1977-
78 to Rs. 41 in 1983. But as a proportion to total
outstanding loan it decreased very significantly. In 1977-
78 hereditary loan constituted 4.85 per cent of total
outstanding loan m the all-India average. Tn 1983 this
proportion came down to 2.7 p.c. only. The decline
in the proportion of hereditary loan is undoubtedly

a welcome indicator and must be resulting from the

juridical restrictions imposed on contracting of such
loans.

Examination of inter-state variations brings out one
interesting fact: a relatively high proportion of here-
ditary loan in Punjab and Haryauva (1983), sup-
posedly the two most advanced agricultural regions
in the country. In Punjab the average amount of
hereditary loan per indebted household in 1983 was
Rs. 166, about 10 per cent of total outstanding loans.
States where hereditary loans were cither insignificant
or non-existent are, Assam, Manipur, Meghalaya,
H.P., J. &K., and West Bengal.

The contracted loans considered in three <eparate
categories, cash, kind and partly cash plus partly kind
rcvea) that the relative proportions within the total
amount contracted remained virtually unchanced
over the period between 1964 and 1977-78. But
the. 1983 survey shows an altered picture. Loans
contracted m kind gaining more prominence in 1983.

_ In most of the states the dominance of cash loan
in the contracted portion is common But it varies
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widely between states. The data of Haryana scems
to be very perplexing in this respect. While in
1974-75 and 1977-78 the kind portion of contracted
toan remained at the level of 20 per cent, it jumped
to 85 p.c. in 1983. The reasons for such a change
is not at all obvious. Amongst high cash component
arcas, states like Tamil Nadu (94.4 per cent) Karna-
taka (91.2 per cent) and A.P. (89.4 per cent) stands
out in 1964-65. The states J&K (40.4 p.c), Assam
(52.2 p.c.) and Orissa (60 p.c.) constitute the relati-
vely low cash component areas in 1964-65. In 1983
the situation changes to certain extent. Cash domi-
nation in the contracted loan amount shows percepti-
ble increase in many more states. The states regis-
texg wiore than 80 p.c. cash in the total of con-
iracted loan in 1983 are Kerala (95.3) Tami! Nadu
(94.7), Tripura (91.3), U.P. (89.5), A.P. (89.1),
Karnataka (87.9), Gujarat (84.6), Maharashtra

that in the all-India average proportion of cash came
down sharply from level of 82.9 p.c. in 1977-78
to 67.1 p.c. in 1983.

It appears from the data discussed above that the
cash-kind proportionality are subject tc factors more
specifically related to regional and time specific pro-
ductivity situations, harvest conditions in the
preceding period.

For all rural labour households the percentage of
amount contracted in cash and in kind respectively
were 73 and 13 in 1964-65; 80 and 13 in 1974-75;
67 and 29 in 1983. It may be noted in this context
that the year 1974-75 corresponds to a pcor mon-
soon and 1983 to a good monsoon one. The de-
mand for loans in kind remaining unchanged, the
supply conditions may considerably influence the
aciual compositions covering cash and kind loans

(81.5) and West Bengal (80.1). It should bs noted contracted.
Table 3:3
Statewise non-hereditary loan {cash, kind, others) per indebted rural labaur household (Percetonge)
States 1964-65* 1974-75 1977-78 1983
Cash Kind Others Cash Others Cash Kind Others Cash  Kind Others

B 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 > 10 1 12 13
Andhra Pradesh 89 4 8 4 232 86-8 80 52 88-8 79 3-3 89-1 74 3.5
Assam 52-2 40-7 7-1 67-5 17-7 14-8 631 11-9 25:0  41-9 29-3 28-8
Bihar . . . 61-8 181 20-1 58 4 26-5 15-1 65-4 21-7 12-9 78:7 14-3 7-0
Gujarat . . 61-3 20-8 17-9 71-8 190 9:2 76:8 16-7 65 84:6 13-1 23
Haryana . 72:0 20-1 79 72-3 20-3 7-4 14-1 850 0-9
Himachal Pradesh 100:0 66-6 10-2  23-2 84-5 99 5:6 727 16-9 10-4
Jammu & Kashmir . 40-4 22:9 36-7 55:7 36-7 7:6 42-7 43-0 14-3 29-6 40-1 30-3
Karnataka . 91-2 56 32 92:8 4-2 3-0  88-4 65 5-1 87-9 75 4-6
Kerala . 723 189 88 657 65 278 879 10-3 1-8 953 3.7 10
Madhya Pradesh 70-1 ) 19-2 10-7 61-1 275 11-4 67-3 24-1 8:6 58-7 37-1 4-2
Maharashtra 842 127 3-1 86-2 10-5 3-3 84-6 12-1 3-3 81-5 89 9-6
Orissa 60-0  26:2 13 8 67-§ 27-3 49 792 18-0 2-8 73-8  21-8 4-4
Punjab 79-4 104 102 778 161 61 809 17-8 13 659 311 3.0
Rajasthan 66-0 200 14-0 603 12-3 27-4 69-1 12-8 18-1 61-7 30-2 8-1
TamilNadu 944 20 36 91 23 16 933 38 29 947 25 2-8
Tripura . 76-4 10-2 13-4 86-9 9-9 3-2 93-6 52 1-2 91-3 63 2-4
Uttar Pradzsh - 77-9 9:9 12-2 81-2 12-2 66 84-7 89 6-4 89-5 89 1-6
West Bengal 663 26-3 74 68-9 261 50 77-6 16-4 60 801 46 15-3

AllIndia 780 1227 .93 80-1 13:2 67 829 11-4 57 671 28:-9 4:0

‘—-’l - : Not available,

o + In 1964-65 Haryana included in Punjab.

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry Reports.



E—10

It may be noted further that during the first three
enquiries, ST households were found to contract a
figher percentage of loans in kind than the non-ST
households, But this pattern is reversed in 1983
when kind loans became less important awong the
SC houschelds.

The significance of the component of loan shown
in the category ‘others’ in the RLE is not clear. In
case it includes ‘exchange’ it may conceal loans tied
to labour payment. The states where loans in ‘others’
is significant are Assam, H.P., J & ¥, Maharashtra,
Rajasthan and West Bengal,

Section 3.4

Purpose of debt

The loans taken by the agricultural and rural
labour households have been classified into two cate-
gories viz., (i) productive loans; and (ii) unprodgc-
tive loans. Loans taken and utilised for productive
purpose are expected to geaerate addijtional income
while lcans taken for unpro luctive purposes, mainly
to fulfill consuption needs, religious functions, mar-
riages, social obligations etc. are of no help in creating
economic overheads. Therefore, it becomes diflicult
for the borrower to repay such loans. It is primarily
the latter form of loan, i.e. the unproductive con-
sumption loan, that dominates the debt picture of
the agricultural and rural Izbourers.

How far this differentiation between production
and consumption loans is re'svant for labouring
households in a country like ours is a point worth
considering. A question arises as to whether in
households solely dependents on capacity for manual
labour for their subsisten.e income, consumption
lozns s..i id be trzated as unp-odu tive.

It appears from a general review of the data fur-
nished at Table 3.4, that the proportion of consump-
tion loan in the total amount indebted declineg over
iime, In the total outstanding debt, consumption loan
accounted for 51.8 per cent in 1964-65, 47 per cent
in 1974-75, 43 per cent in 1977-78 and 32 per cent
in 1983. Correspondingly there is an increase in the
production loan component; especially during the
last two time points: 11.9 per cent in 1964-65, 12.7
per cent in 1974-75, 20.4 per cent in 1977-78 and
38.2 per cent in 1983.

This type of change might well have been induced
by conditions of supply of credit for productive pur-
poses and may not reflect iniprovements in consump-
tion levels. A more detailed probe on this question
has been attempted at a greater level of disaggrega-

tion in the state and regional studies appended, Note,
however, has to be taken of the significant increase
in the productive loan component among agricultural
labour households without land. The percentages of

amounts for productive purposes in this category of
households increased from 7 per cent of the total to
a high of 51 per cent of the total in 1983. Further,
this percentage is estimated to be as high as 67.6
per cent in 1983 for SC households without land.
This boost 1n productive purpose loan most probably
reflect the working of special credit schemes ear-
marked for designated target groups.

Sharp decline in consumption loans were reported
from the following states: H.P. (100 per cent to
12.4 per cent), Tripura (58 pzr cent to 25.7 per
cent), Kerala (45.9 per cent to 17.2 per cent), West
Bengal (76.8 per cent to 51.3 per cent) Orissa
56.1 per cent to 31.8 per cent), Maharashtra (45.4
per cent to 26.8 per cent), J&K (60.8 per cent to
32.8 per cent), Gujarat (55.5 per cent to 28.7 per
cent) and A.P. (52.3 per cent to 36.9 per cent), In
most of the above mentioned states, the extent of
decrease is more than 20 percentage points. What is
interesting for an investigator however is that the
changes are not occurring in relatively advanced
agricultural areas like Punjab, Haryana, U.P., Kar-
nataka, etc. The relative stagnation in the eastern
zone, however, is borne out by the fact that con-
sumption loan percentages continue to remain as
high as 71.4, 67.7 and 51,2 all in 1983,, for Assam,
Bihar and West Bengal respectively. Productive pur-
pose loan was high in Haryana and significant in
Maharashtra, Orissa, H.P. and Karnataka. The
eccentricity of the Haryana figure has alreday been
pointed out,

It should be noted that the category ‘others’ cover-
ing loans for social obligations like religious func-
tions, marriages etc. continue to play an important
role as the purpose of indebtedness. The Category
‘others’ accounted for 30 per cent of the total esti-
mated debt at the all India level in 1983. A still
more interesting insight is provided by the fact that
states like Punjab, Kerala, J&K, H.P., Gujarat, as
well as Tripura show more than 50 per cent out-
standing debt in the category ‘others’.
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Table 3-4
Statewise average amount of debt per indebted rural labour household by purpose of debt {(Percentge)
1964-65* 197475 1977-78 1983
States HH. Pro- Others HH. Pro- Others HH. Pro- Others H.H. Pro- Others
Con-  duc- Con- duc- Con-  duc- Con- duc-
sump- tive sump~ tive sump- tive sump- tive
tion tion tion tion
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
Andhra Pradesh 523 158 31-9 483 123 394 42:9 253 31-8 369 19:5 43-6
Assam 76-3 10-5 13-2 68-9 5-1 26-0 70-0 11-8 18-2 71 4 8-3 20-3
Bihar 54-6 6-5 38:9 .55'3 4-4 40-3 56-1 71 36-8 67-7 73 25:0
Gujarat . 55-5 7-5 37-0 45-1 12-9 42-0 42-1 16-8 41-1 28-7 11-4 59-9
Haryana - 37-5 49 576 497 14-8 35-5 7-1 88 8 4-1
Himachal Pradesh 100-0 35-1 18:0 46-9 51-7 4-6 437 12-4 37-0 50-6
Jammu & Kashmir - 60-8 2-1 37-1 68-8 11-1 20-1 76:6 54 18-0 32'8 16-4 50-8
Karnataka 51-2 11-5 37-3 52-2 11-7 36-1 46-6 21-9 31-5 35-2 33-2 31-6
Kerala 45:9 13-7 40-4 31-3 11-8 56:9 38:2 18-8 430 17-2 281 54-7
Madbhya Pradesh 53-0 12-1 34-9 537 11-7 34:6 49-4 20-1 30-5 46-5 28-6 249
Maharashtra 45-4 236 31-0 430 31-1 25-9 32-5 42-4 251 268 544 18:8
Orissa 56-1 90 349 598 106 296 531 276 19-3  31-8 490 19-2
Punjab 496 60 444 452 9:1 457 41-5 10-6 479 376 10-7 51-7
Rajasthan 40-3 13-2 46-5 47-3 9-5 43-2 37-1 15-3 47-6 483 20-8 30-9
Tamlnadu 571 16-2 26-7 39-6 19-5 40-9 36:6 21-4 42-0 40-8 18-7 40-5
Tripura - 58-0 45 375 143 6.9 18-8 62:0 180 200 257 11-1 632
Uttar Pradesh - 46-5 12:2 41-3 439 9:2 469 388 147 465 399 12:8 473
West Bengal 76- 8 5-1 18-1  70:9 7-8 213 655 1226 219 51-3 265 22-2
AllIndia 51-8 11.9 363 469 127 404 429 204 367 320 382 29-8
el : Notavailable, .
* : In 1964-65 Haryana included in Punjab.
Source : Rural Labour Enquiry Reports.
Section—3.5
Sources of Debt

A review of the data on different sources of bor-
rowing reveal considerable changes over time (Table
3.5). Such changes, however, appear to have taken
place more in the early 1980s. At the leve] of all-India
averages, banks as a source of borrowing featare more
prominently only in the 1983 survey, Eatlier, this so-
urce accounted for only 3.9 per cent (1974-75 and
6.5 per cent (1977-78) of the total outstanding debt
of the rural labourers. The RLE Report 1983 observes
in this context “the nationalisation of baanks in late

sixties have had positive impact on dispersal of bank-
ing institutions in the rural areas. In mid-seventies
with significant thrust in the government policy to-
wards rural credit, the functioning of banking sector
changed considerably. Class banking was converted
into mass banking, With *he strategy of direct attack
on poverty through self-cmployment schemes in the
Sixth Plan an era of development banking had usher-
ed in. Hence the banks, as source of debt occupied
a pre-dominant place amoag all others during 1983.”



Source-wise percémiage share of, Average Deby,

Sowrce

Co-operatives
Danhs
Hmployers
Moneylenders
Shopheepers
All Others

Fotal

Percentage
196465 197478 197778 1983
56 5-6 9-4 10-2
4-0 6-5 28:0
17-9 96 67 12-2

319 46-4 36-7 21-3
84 73 63 53
36-2 71 33-9 23-0

100-0 100-0 100-0 100-0

Rural Labour Bnduires, various reports: Labour Bureau.

The RLE report (1983) observes further that
the prevalence of moneylenders in the rural credit
market had not been wiped out. Corresponding to
the feature of increased bank loans, the proportion
of borrowing from moneylenders registered some
decline in 1983. Moneylenders accounted for
gbout 32 percent of total debt in 1964-65. This
came down to 21.3 percent in 1983, thus register-
ing about 11 percentage point decrease in the pro-
portion accounted for by this particular source. It
should however be noted that during the interven-
ing period moneylenders accounted for 46.4 percent
(1974-75) and 36.7 percent (1977-78) of the
total outstanding debt. It appears from the data on
the nature of changes in sources of debt that bank
finance for the rural labourers was not available
even upto the late 1970s though nationalisation took
place a year eatlier.

It may be out of place to observe here that
the reasons for the popularity and continuation
of informal moneylending are to be sought in
the nature of demand and mode of supply of
loans for rural poor. Evaluation reports on
IRDP and NABARD show that public sector
loang and borrowings from informal sources are
co-existing and are not competing with each other,
at least in the case of rural labourers.  While
public sector loans mainly serve productive pur-
poses, the consumption loan demand of the rural
poor is served by private moneylending. The
terms of loan and nature of realisation of private

moneylending are supposedly better suited to the
consumption demand of their clientele, rural
labourers in this instance.

The statewise picture offers more interesting
insight. We have already noted that the Har-
vana figures in the RLE 1983 is too eccentric and
as such is kept out of discussion. In 1983 the
states showing more than 20 percent bank
finance in the total debt are the following: H.P.
(38.3 per cent), Kerala (27.6 per cent), Kar-
nataka (25.4 per cent), and Orissa (22.2 per cent).
States representing moderate improvement in
the supply of bank loans are: M.P. (13.9 per cent).
West Bengal (12.7 per cent) and Maharashtra
(12.4 per cent). It appears that implementation
of special schemes like IRDP through banks
boosted bank loans in the 1980s. But that did not
affect the quantum of informal loans contracted.
The prospect for more significant and continuous
decline in the exploitative system of informal
credit operative within the rural labour sector
depends very largely on the initiative of the
government and the banking sector. Substitution
of informal credit by formal credit largely
depends on the flexibility of public sector lending
matching the consumption requirements of the
rural poor. It should be noted that even in 1983,
at the all 1India level, informal sources like
employers, moneylenders, shopkeepers and
‘others’ accounted for about 62 per cent of the
total outstanding debt of rural labourers.



Taple 3°5
Statewlse average amount of debt per indebted rural labour household by source of debt

(Percentage)
1964-65* 1974-75 1977.78 1983
Money Money Money Banks Others Money Banks Others
States lenders Banks Others lenders Banks  Others lenders lenders
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Andhra Pradesh 27-9 72-1 59-7 32 37-1 39-1 64 54-5 32:2 9-8 580
Assam 61 93:9 338 66-2 15-7 06 837 7-6 36 888
Bihar 31-5 68-5 41-6 02 582 563 0-3 43-4 32:0 36 64-4
Gujarat 13-3 $6-7 19-1 5-2 75-7 18:6 33 78-1 13-5 61 80-4
Haryana - 59-4 116 390 46-8 42 490 2:7 §5:8 11-5
Himachal Pradesh 30-9 29 662 403 58 539 11.2 38-3 50-5
Jammy & Kashmir . 13-2 86-8 10-0 1-4 88-6 33 0-6 961 2:0 1-0 97:0
Karnatka 33-0 67-0 47-5 48 477 251 47 60:2 268 254 478
Rerala 19-9 80-1 14-8 133 719 14-6 19:6 658 82 276 64-2
Madhya Pradesh 30-8 69-2 40-5 4.7 54-8 29-4 46 66-0 19-0 13-9 67-1
Maharashtra 15-5 848 25-5 10-6 63-9 110 13-8  75-2 63 12-4 81-3
Orissa 48-4 51-6 555 3-8 409 55 6-3 882 12-1 22:2  65-%
Punjab ny 23 221 50 9729 293 32 675 18-3 83 73-4
Rajasthan 374 62:6 421 331 548 831 1.5 45-4 50-1 74 42-5
Yamilnadu 21-6 784 642 37 321 430 48 522 333 82 585
Tripura 24-4 756 14-8 85-2 16-8 25 807 4-1 57 902
Uttar Pradesh 331 469 561 07 432 564 2:6 41-0 42-8 63 509
West Bengal %42 75-8 31-1 1-3 67-6 26-6 25 70-9 17-5 12-7 698
All India 31-9 681 46-4 39 497 367 65 568 21-3 280 50-7

e’ 1 Notavailable,
M : In 1964.65 Haryana included in Punjab.
Source : Rural Labour Bogquiry reports.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF REFIONAL/
STATE STUDIES ON RURAL LABOUR
INDEBTEDNESS

Section 1
Jammy and Kashmir

Introduction

The study of rural labour in the region has to be

seen in the background of the following distinctive
features:

(a) The state of J &K comprises three distinct
zones—the plains of Kashmir valley, in-
habited overwhelmingly by musliris, the
high altitude desert like Ladakh inhabited
by Buddhists and the hilly Jammu region
populated mostly by Hindus.

Agriculture is largely confined to the
extensive flat valley floor of Kashmir at a
height of 1600 Mtrs. above.sea level and
measuring 135 Km. long and 40 Km. wide.
This region is almost entirely drained by
the river Jhelam and its tributaries and is
highly suitable for paddy cultivation.

In the region of Ladakh, due to its
altitude, extreme cold and arid climate,
agriculture is almost non-existent. Less
than one per cent of the total geographi-
cal area of Ladakh is under the plough.

Jammu has two distinct regions—the
hilly part and the relatively smaller valley
with some irrigated parts m the foothills,

(b) Nomadic herding is an economic activity
carried out in J & K state by a number
of tribal groups, the Gujars, Bakarwals
and Changpas. Gujars and Bakarwals
are transhumans in  character.  These
nomadic groups engage in seasonal agri-
culture when they move to other parts in
the winter months. As such, most of these
groups, although they cannot be technical-
ly designated as rural labourers, form an
important part of the rural poor.

Apart from these ecological determina-
nts, there are some exogenous factors influ-
encing the lives of people in this state. The
factors contributing to changes in the tra-
ditional socio-economic structure are, tour-
ism, introduction of plantation crops in the
recent past, military importance especially
after partition in 1947.
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J &K has been amongst others, the first state in
India where land reforms were implemented. The
first set of land reforms measures were implemented
in July 1950 during the period of the National Con-
ference Government led by Sheikh Abdullah. Agri-
cultural labourers constitute a very small proportion
of the rural workforce m J & K. In fact, accord-
ing to the 1981 census, agricultural labourers were
jonly 3.05 per cent of the rural workforce. Percentage
lof agricultural labourers is a little higher (5.82 per-
cent) in the mountainous regions of the state. Rural
labour households constituted about 5 per cent of
total rural households in 1974-75. 1t increased
to the level of more than 17 per cent in 1983. Agri-
cultural labour proportion also increased to the level
of 6.3 per cent during the same period. Out of a
total of 1,42,000 rural labour houscholds in 1983,
SC rural labour households were 24,000, out of
which 12,000 were agricultural labour hoaschold.

Notwithstanding the relative smallness of rural
labour in general and agricultural labour in particu-
lar, these sections did constitute the poorest and
most socially backward groups in the state.

Looked at from the point of landownership, the
situation in the state is expectedly better. In 1983,
rural labour households with land constituted 72.5
per cent of the total. Amongst agricultura] labour
households 66 per cent owned some land. The posi-
tion however is significantly different amongst SC
labouring houscholds. Only 40.6 per cent of SC
rural labour and 26.3 per cent of SC agri-labour
owned any land.

Incidence of Indebtedness: The proportion of in-
debted households increased between 1964-65 and
1974-75 but it declined subsequently. The decline
was sharp between 1977-78 and 1983. The trend
lof indebtedness was more or less similar in case of
SC rural labour and agricultural labour households.
As expected, larger proportion of labour households
mtlé land were indebted compared to those without
land.

Extent of indebtedness: The extent of indebted-
ness measured in terms of average debt per indebted
household was quite high. The increase in the extent
is particularly sharp between the years 1977-78 and
1983. The average debt per indebted household in

1
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case of agricultura] labour increased from the level
of Rs. 544 (1977-78) to Rs. 3338 (1983). The
increase was most sharp in case of SC rural labour
households.  In case of SC rura]l labour households
the average amount of debts increased from Rs., 568
(1977-78) to the level of Rs. 8572 (1983), SC
agricultural labour households secm to have bene-
fited least from loan services In fact there was a
significant decline n the average size of debt pattern.
Size of debt in this category (SC) decreased from
ttt;%é%v)cl of Rs. 663 (1977-78) to a low of Rs. 256

Incidence of hereditarv debt: The data on heredi-
tary debt in case of J & K scems to be incomplete.
We do not find entries in the two terminal time
points ie. 1964-65 and 1983. Hereditary loans show
a sharp increase bestween 1974-75 and 1977-78.
Such loans seem to be more important for SC rural
labourers and especially tha SC agricultural labou-
rers. In fact in 1977-78 the average hereditary
loan of SC agricultural labour was Rs. 249 when
the amount of total contracted loan was Rs. 414,
It is also inferred that the hereditary debtors were
all freed from this kind of loan burden in 1983
and as svch there were no cntries in this column
in the 1983 1ound of survey But therc are reasons
to believe that such loans have not been totally
wiped out. It remains concealed with different fcrms
of bonding of labour prevailing in the region.

The increase in the size of loan in 1977-78 and
specially in 1983 is explained in our Report in terms
of the absence of debt relief measures operative in
the period. But the reasons ior this increase may lie
elsewhere. It is quite possible that public sector loan
programmes for socio-economically weaker target
groups were more directly responsible for the n-
crease in size. The larger size of average debt in
SC rural labour households without land suggest this
kind of inference.

Cash/Kind Components  Like other arcas, loans
are provided both in cash und kind to rural labour
inJ & K. The amount of Joan cnntracted n cash
showed «un incrcase between 1964-65 and 1974-75.
But the same came down in 1977-78. SC households
reveal greater dependence on kind loans in recent
years.

Purpose of Debt: Tt apprears that debt duc to
household consumption and loans for social obli-
gations werc the main causes till 1677-78 The
situation, however, scems to have changed d:asti-
cally in 1983 except in the case of SC agricultural
labour  households. Tn  casc of agricultural
labour houscholds, consumption purposes accoun-
ted for nearly 65 per cent of the outstanding debt
even in 7983. Interestinglv. therc is a sharp diffe-
rence between SC rural labour honscholds and SC
agricultural Jabour households in respect o their
purposes of loan contracted. SC rural Inbour honsg—
hold’s consumption loan came down sharply This
may be because most of them are in thc non-

agricultural sector and the con-dition of labourers
in the non-agricultural sectors improved due to the
influence of exogenous factors mentioned earlier.
Indebtedness due to social obligations 1s more
noticeable among SC rural labour households long
treated as ‘interior beings’. 1t 1s also observed that
“comuing 1mto non-agricultural profession they be-
came mote conscious of their social inferiority and
overspent to compensate for the same”,

Indebicdness for productive purposes: There has
been a geperal improvement in the share of pro-
ductive purpose loan amongst rural labourers in

J. & K. The most significant improvement has
taken place mn case of agricultural labour house-
holds with land. Averzge amount of productive

purpose debt in this category increased from Rs. 14
m 1977-78 te Rs. 1213 in 1983. SC rural labourers
with land rowever showed a decrease in productive
purpose loan while SC rural labour without land
registered considerable amount of loan for produc-
tive putposes in 1983. It is hard to reconcile this
in terms of a logical e«planation. One may, how-
ever conjecture that the SC rural labour with land
were able to clear their debt burden (Productive
purpose) teiter than those without land.

It is observed that spending on ‘jewellery’
has been common in rural areas of J.&K. 1In the
recent past spending by borrowing for durable items
increased. Credit purchase of durable consumer
goods including improved clothing materials is
common among non-SC labour households. SC
labour households, however, are not trustcd by the
shopkeepers~cum-moneylsnders of the region.

The purposewise analysis also shows that the
category ‘cthers’ accounted for a significant portion
of the debt burden in 1983. This is more so for
agricultural labour and rural labour with land. In
case of agricultural labour with land, Rs. 1673 out
of a total of Rs. 3464 per indebted household is
accounted for by thc source ‘others’. In case of
rural labour with Tland the category ‘others’
accounted for Rs. 609 out of Rs. 3362 per indebted
household in 1983. The <ize of the indebted
amount n the category ‘others’ in case of agricul-
tural 1:bcur with land suggests possibilities of
bondage continuing in concealed forms. The elimi-
nation of ‘hereditary debt’ entries and infiation of
lJoans in the categories mav not be totally unrelated.

Sources There has heen a sharp increase in the
share of cooperative societies acting as a source of
loan for rural labour. The Cooperative movement
is quite old in J and K Tt hos been recently broa-

dened by the inclusion of agricultural labourers.
Operation of cooperative societies are  limited to
the agricti‘ural sector. Emplovers, ic. landowners,

plaved on important tole as a source till 1978.
Shorkeevers accounted for about 65 per cent of
the outstanding debt of SC agricuiturel labour
households  Banks arc insienificant in J&K's rural
labour loan market Overwhelmine portions of the
loan are accounted for by the category  ‘others
Given the nature of patron-client relationship  in
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J.&K., the category ‘others’ cannot but mean loans
from landowner-cum-moneylenders through diffe-
rent kinds of bondings. 95 per cent of SC rural
laltyﬁ)ur households are indebted to the source
‘others’.

‘Others’ as a source became very important in

of these sources are quite important and are not
concerned with the purpose of loan. It is, thcre-
fore, not surprising that loan from these sources
are generally used for non-productive purposes.

Informal sources continuz 1o be very impor-
tant in the indebtedness of rural poor. Govern-
ment agencies and banks in spite of their stated

1983 ...... these include variety of sources objectives of helping the rural poor and socially
such as agents, guids, associations, etc. based on deprived sections have not been able to make
social groups or professions.............. many much of a dent.
Section II
Uttar Pradesh

Introduction

The study group on rural iabour indebtedness in
Uttar Pradesh identified sixteen points to be spe-
cially enquired into.  The more important of these
are the foliowing.

(i) estimates of rural labour households and
population.

(i) rura] labourers’ income,

(iii) rural labour debt-incidence, extent, pur-
pose and sources.

The discussion on population veers around the
problem of reconciliation between census data and
N.S.S. findings. The discrepancy between these
two sets are arising out of definitional problems.

Census figures show that the number of male
agricultural labourers in U.P. decreased by 5.2 p.c.
(1981) while N.S.S. estimates indicate 1.02 p.c.
increase for the same period.

Having discussed the problems in details the
regional ctudy makes the observation “In the light
of all these all that we can say is that the male agri-
cultural labour in U.P. has increased over last two
decades (though there is some slackening down in
the second decade). The observation earn more
authenticity if we take a more generic term “rural
labour”.

Over and above agricultural and non-agricultural
rural labourers in case of U.P. very small and margi-
nal farmers accounting for about one-third of the
rural house-holds hire out 1labour off and on.
It is suggested that the investigation of rural labour
indebtedness should cover this segment of the rural
households too.

The regional study on U.P. reports acute in-
equality in the distribution of land and other
assets. According to this study, amongst different
categories of rural labour, agricultural labour with
land seems to be relatively better off.

Income: In the absence of dependable data series
of rural labour wages and income the Report has
taken agri-labour wage and income as substitutes
for the former. In U.P. percentage of agri-labour
mn the total rural labour being as high as eightvseven,
such an approximation docs not seem to be
unrealistic.

There has been improvement of real wages in
U.P. in the 1970s and 1980s. The real wage of
male agri labour was 229 in 1984-85 with 1956-57
as base. Shifting the base 1o 1970-71, the real
wage indices were 131.45 for male and 145.12 for
fcmale agri-labourers.

Case study results reveal significant gender_ diffe-
rences in wages, Wages are generally paid in
instalments inducing indebtedness.

Incidence of debt: There has been a marked fall
in the percentages of houscholds indebted between
1964-65 and 1977-78. The incidence of indebted-
ness was as high as 69.6 in 1964-65 and dropped to
43.6 in 1977-78. 1In 1983 there was a marginal
rise and the percentage stood at 46.78.

Extent : Within the total amount indebted, the
hereditary component, though small in terms of per-
centage, remained almost unchanged in absolute
terms. The proportion, however, decreased
sharply due to the large increase in the contracted
amount. This amount per indebted household in-
creased from Rs. 266 in 1964-65 to the level of
Rs. 1420 in 1983. Hereditary loans were relatively
more important in S.C. agri-labour houscholds.

Purposs : Indebtedness due to consumption loans
in absolute terms increased stendily from the level
of Rs. 133 in 1964-65 to Rs 715 in 1983. In
terms of percentages, however, the proportion of
non-consumption loans increased faster.

There was continuous rise in debt due to social
functions like marriages.



Production loans show steady increase. It was
as low as Rs. 35 in 1964-65. The same increased
to the izvel of Rs. 230 in 1983.

Sources of debt:

In UP money lenders still constitute a major
source of loan.

Co-operatives, an important source, show rise in
amount indebted.

Average loan from employers shows marginal

decline.

There has been a significant erosion in the role
of shopkeepcis in the loan market relevant for the
rural labourers of U.P.

Village Cese Study findings: From, the case studies
conducted in U.P. in conncction with the present
study the tollowing results emerge :

(i) attuched agri-laboures are most indebted.
Ot the total loans 41 per cent 1s accounted
tor by attached agri-labourers.

(ii) landlords constitute the major source of
ciedit, about 40 per cent ol total; Shop-
keepers provided 29 per cent while sources
Iike ‘other’ and banks accounted for 13
per cent and 10 per cent respectively.

(iii) for attached labourers, landlord em-
ployers are the major sou:ce accouning
tor 80 per cent of total debi whie un-
attached labourers @re more indebted to
shopkeepers (50 per cent), The same is true
tor non-agri-labourers.

The case studics conducted in the two villages in
western Gorakhpur and eastern Muzaffarnagar
further revealed;

(i) Loans for productive purposes are limited
to cultivators and hence to the segment of
rural labourers with land.
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(ii) Co-operatives are playing an important
role m both the villages while banks are
meportant in Muzaftarnagar.

(ili) Moneylenders, relatives and ‘others’ as
sources are dominant in the supply of
consumption loans. Moneylenders in three
districts were all rich farmers.

The studies further reveal that rural labour and
small/marginal farmers get indebted mainly on
account of consumption needs and social obligations
like marrsage, sradh efc.

Conclusion :
1. Wage income has risen in U.P.
2. Ruaral labour indebtedness shows a decline.

3. Contiacted cash loans constitute the major

portion of debt.

4. Basic consumption necds and needs arising
irom soclal obhgations are the main 1casons of
indebtedness for rural labour,

5. As sources of loan, landlord-cum-moneylenders
are still dominant in U.P. villages. Public
institutional sources arc making some inroads,
though slowly.

6. There is g link between occupation of rural
labourers and sources of loan.

7. The Report ends with the folowing observation:

It is likely that with agiicultural growth, their
(employers’) appropriation of surplus will increase
relaitvely and wages will tend to stagnate and rural
indebtedness will tend to persist. Its cutting edge
can, however, be mitigated by increasing expansion
of rura]l wstitutional sources of lean and through
organisation of rural labour.

Section III
West Bengal — Bihar
A. West Bengal

[ntroduction: In West Bengal the pace of in-
crease ot agricultural labour in the total rural
working foicc observed between 1961 and 1971
censuses 1egistered some slowing down in the next
decade Lc. between 1971 and 1981.

According to R.L.E. (1983) in West Bengal,
rural households increased by 14 per cent over
1977-78. During the samc period, rural labour
households increased by 19 per cent while agricultural

labour by 13 per cent.

Examined castewise, scheduled caste houschold’s
proportions increased in all the categories.

In terms of land ownership there was some im-
provement in both rural labour as well as agricul-

tural labour households while the gain was more in
case of SC agri-labour households. The percentage
of SC agri-labour households with land increased
from 13.88 in 1977-78 to 17.04 in 1983.

There was a significant increase in the size of
land owned by rural labourers. In 1977-78 the
average size owned was 0.25 acres while in 1983
it was 0.89 acres. The average size owned
in 1983 in West Bengal became higher than the all
India average of (.70 (acrc) notwithstanding the
very low land: man ratio obtaining in the state.

The significant improvement in land ownership
of the rural and agricultural labour households in
West Bengal reflect the impact of relatively better
implementation of land reform provisions.



The average family size of rural labourers de-
cweased from 4.85 in 1977-78 to 4.75 in 1983.

There was marginal improvement in the sex ratio
in savour of females 1 tne iural labour population
of the stute. dhere was a veiry shight increase in
the number of male carners per agri-lab. household.
The number of male earners increased from 1.08
to 1.18 but the number of female cainers remained
unchanged at 0.29. It should be noted that female
carners at the all India level was (.75 per rural
labour household in 1983,

Incidence: Incidence measured in terms of per-
centages of households indebted (according to RLE)
increased amongst rural labour in West Bengal
(from 47. 5to 48.63 per cent). The increase was
more significant in the agicultural labour category
(from 40.2 to 49.01 percentage). Caste group-
wise, scheduled caste agri-labourers were more in-
debted than others in both the time periods (53.8
and 52.98 per cent). Tribal [abour houschoids on
the other hand shows much lower incidence rate.
in 1977-78 only 36 per cent of tribal rural labour
households had any debt to show. From other
related indicators like wages, land ownership etc. it
can be inferred that the lower debt burden in S.T.
labouring  houscholds do not indicate a more
balanced incomc-expenditure situation; instead it
weflects lack of access to loans. In 1983 the S.T.
rural labour households debt incidence increased to
28.1 per cent.

Extent: Hereditary debt burden is traditionally
much lower in West Bengal. In 1977-78 the
average was Rs. 11 in a total of Rs. 278 while in
1983 the same came down to Rs. 7 in a total of
Rs. 601. Traces of the hereditary debt burden is
relatively more in evidence 1n the S.C. rural labour
households.

The quantum of contracted loan per rural labour
and per indebted rural/agricultural labour house-
holds in West Bengal was much lower than the all
India averages from the beginning of the period
under review.

In 1977-78 average debt per rural iabour house-
hold was Rs. 132.00 only when the all-India ave-
rage was rupees 348.00 The relative  position
remained almost unchanged in 1983 when the same
in West Bengal was Rs. 292 and the all-India
average stood at the level of Rs. 806. The diffe-
rence seemed to be sharper in case of average out-
standing debt per indebted rural labour households
in the State. Average amount per indebted house-
hold in 1977-78 was Rs. 278 only. This increased
to Rs. 601 in 1983, The all-India index for the two
corresponding time points were Rs, 690 (1977-78)
aud Rs. 1598 (1983). It may not be out of place
here to observe that the eastern States in general
recorded much lower outstanding debt amounts
than most other states in the different regions of the
country. This will be borne out more convincingly

when we look at the posiicns of Bihar and Assam
along with West Bengal.
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The size of debt pe: indebied household was
smaller in  both the time points. ST, households
recorded very low size of debt. These are obvious
incicators to lack of access to loans on the part of
S. C. rural labour houscholds and more so for the
S, I. households.

Cash/Kind Component: The kind component of
debt in West Bengal was relatively lower. It came
down sharply in 1983. In 1977-78 only Rs. 44 out
of a total of Rs. 268 was accounted for in kind, or
in other words, only 16.42 per cent of the outstand-
ing debt contracted was in kind. In 1983 the kind
component dropped to the level of 7.58 per cent
only. It should be noted that the all Jndia average,
however, shows an increase from 11.45 per cent
(1977-78) to 28.92 per cent (1983).

Purposc: Analysis of debt contracted for diffe-
rent purposes reveal that debt for household con-
sumption still predominates while there was consi-
derable increase in productive purpose loan in 1983.
In 1977-78 the average consumption loan per inde-
bted household in West Benga] was Rs, 182 and in
1983 it  increased to the level of Rs. 308. Ex-
pectedly consumption loan was much higher in
case of rural labourers without land while produc-
tive purpose loan shows significant increase in case
of rural labourers with land in 1983.

There did not exist much difference caste-wise in
respect to the purpose except that productive pur-
pose indebtedness in case of S. T. households were
much smaller than either the S.C. or the general
rural labour households.

Sources: We have already noted that the total
size of debt per indebted Agri-labour household in
West Bengal increased from Rs. 244 to Rs. 588
between 1977-78 and 1983. Amongst the variety
of sources providing loans to rural labour house-
holds, money lenders continue to exist though with
a somewhat reduced role. In 1977-78, 26.6 per cent
of total outstanding debt was with the moneylenders
while in 1983 the same source acccunted for 15.3
per cent of the total outstanding debt.

There was a relative increase of the Bank loan.
In 1977-78 only 2.9 per cent of the outstanding
debt was with the Bank while it increased to the
level of 14.9 per cent in 1983. It needs to be noted
that debt outstanding with the employers shows an
increase in 1983, This is somcwhat unexpected in
a State where land reforms implementation has been
supposedly better., The role of relatives and friends
as a source of loan continues to be significant with
a marginal decrease in 1983. This source accounted
for 25 per cent of the total outstanding debt in 1977-
78 and about 20 per cent in 1983. Direct Govern-
ment sources and cooperative as an institutional

source does not show much improvement as sources
of loan in West Bengal.

_The earlier finding that rural labourers especially
agricultural labourers with land received more loans



E—19

holds true for West Bengal. The position of S.C.
are not very different from the non-S.C, Hindu
households. But S.C. houschold’s access to loan did
not improve at all and in fact, in relative terms the
position worsened. This again is something worry-

ing in a state ruled by supposedly a radical Govern-
ment,

Case study findings: 4 West Bengal Villages

Four villages from two districts of West Bengal
were studied separately to find the casval relation-
ships in rural labour indebtedness. The districts were
Bankura in the West and Medmipur in the south-
west.  Medinipur is one of the largest districts in the
staie comprising many echozones and is usually taken
as a representative one for the state as a whole ex-
cepting the hilly regions in the northein part of West
Bengal. The choice of Bankura was conditioned by
its contiguity with the laterite and being relatively arid
western part of the state, more populated by scheduled
castes and tribes. For the purpose of the case study,
the survey excluded all household owning land more
than 5 acres. The assumption was tnat rural labour-
crs would all belong to less than 5 acre landowning
categeries. Of the four villages chosen, two were
caste Hinau dominated villages (Islampur, Umapati-
barh), one tribal (Labani) and another a mixed village
{Karakanali).

From the survey it was found that the percentage
of indebted households was much higher in the caste
Hindu viilages than in the other two types. In the
two caste Hindu villages (Islampur and Umapatibarh)
the percentages of indebted households in the total
(excluding above 5.00 acres household) ranged bet-
ween 85 and 100. Whereas in the village Labani
(the tribal one) 54 p.c. of the households were in-
debted and in Karakanli (the mixed village the
figurc was 50 p.c.

Islampur :

Source: In case of Islampur the most important
source of loan was the Bank. Nineteen out of 59
households were indebted to Banks and the average
amouni of debt per household to this source was Rs.
3651. In terms of number of houssholds, the largest
number were indebted to ‘friends & relatives’. Fifty-
four out of 59 households surveycd were indebted
to this particular source and the average amount of
debt was Rs. 1095. Only 9 out of the 59 households
were indebted to ‘money lenders’ registering an
average debt of Rs. 1361 per indebted household.
In terms of number, the source ‘shopkecpers® was
important. Twentynmine out of 59 houscholds were
indebted to ‘shopkeepers’. Cooperative as an institu-
tional source was not significant in this village as
only 13 houscholds remained indebtad to cooperatives
with an average of Rs. 680 per household.

Purpose : Almost all households were in debt for
consumption loans. Fifteen out of 59 households
were indebted for loans taken for ‘ceremonial’ pur-
pose, Productive loans were significant and was
on the increase. 27 houscholds were in debt for pur-
chasing ‘agriculture inputs’ where 22 ‘other’ were

indebted for purpose of ‘wade and commerce’, This
matcLes well with the important role that the Banks
arg playing as a source of loan.

From the details of the surveyy, it is weli established
that informal sector sources like ‘money lendess’,
‘friends and relatives’ etc. are mainly providing loans
for ‘household consumption’ and social obligations
like mairiages etc. while loans for productive purposes
arc being advanced by institutions likc Banks and co-
operaijtves and as such there is a coexisteace and com-
plementarity between these two sources. The opera-
tien of public institutions are not yet substituting the
functions of private and informal sources.

Labani :

Source: Labani, the tribal village offers somewhat
different picture. We noted already that the percen-
tage of indebted households in Labani was much less
than the caste Hindu village Islampur. In Labani
indebtcdness to ‘friends and relatives’ was ,jyeater.
Seven out of 18 indebted thouseholds were showing
debt to this source. The role of Banks was, however,
not insignificant but it operated selectively, There
were all told 4 households showing debt to Banks
averaging Rs. 2412 in amount. Of these, 2 belong
to tne category of households owning about 5 acres
of lana. Out of 33 households in the landowning
category of less tham 2.5 acres, oniy i showed in-
debtedness to Bank. In Labani 4 households were
indebted to Cooperatives,

Purpose:Debt for household consumption pur-
poses arc not very high. Only 3 out of 18 house-
holds show debt due to household conswmption while
in case of 5 households the purpose was meeting
social obligations like marriage etc. What is en-
couraging is that 9 out of the 18 indebted houscholds
show debt for productive purpose like purchase of
agricultural inputs (5 households), purchase of land
(2 households), trade and commerce (1 household)
and cottage industries (1 household).

‘ipe Labani village study reveals that the indebted-
ness incidence, though relatively lower, is wot depriv-
ed of public institution benefits catering to their pro-
duction needs. But these institutions are as yet h:lp-
ing a small section of the total. Maijority of tribal
iabour households still remain uncovered

Karakanali :

Source: Sourcewise analysis of surveyed data of
village Karakanali, the mixed village, highlights the
tollowing features.

Landloids, generally an unimportant source in pre-
sent day West Bengal, feature prominently in this
village as a sowrce of Joan. Out of 24 indebted
househclds, one-third i.e., 8 houscholds, show debt
to this source. All the 8 households indebted to
landlords were SC agri-labourers. The Bank as an
mstitution figured prominently in this village. Fifty
per cent, of in other words 9 out of 18 houscholds,
showed debt outstanding to Banks. Next in impor:
tance as a source was the category ‘friends and
relatives’.



Purpose: Matching the debt analysis by sources
with purpose it is found that consumption and debt
for social obligations seemed marginal. Only 3 out
of 18 households showed any debt tor these purposes.
The most common purpose of debt was purchase of
livesiock. Purchase of agricultura] nputs and tools

and cquipments were shown as puiposes in case of
6 households.

Umapatibarh:

Ihe village Umapaubarh falls within the jurisdic-
tion of Contai P.5. of southern Midnapur adjoining
the district of Omssa. It is an overwhelmingly caste
Hindu village with only 3 SC households. There are
no ST houscholds in this viilage, ln the total num-
ber of 40 houscholds surveyed, 33 were found to be
indebted  Amongst the 40 houscholds surveyed, 35
belong tc the less than 2.5 acre land uwnership cate-
gory. 'The rural labourers mainly wori in household
and cottage industries (66) and some (19) 1 cons-

truction work. Agricultural labourers are only 8 in
number,

Source: Sourcewise analysis of indebtedness re-
veals thai the category ‘friends ang relatives’ is very
imporiani in this village. Out of a total of 33 in-
debted beuseholds 27 show debt from this source.
In contiast, other intormal sector sowrces like land-
lotds and moneylenders accounted for debt of only
5 housebolds.  Side by side with the category ‘friends
and reiatives’ as a source, Bank aiso appears as an
institunion for providing loans. All told 23 house-
hold out of a total of 33 show debt to Banks. It
is clear {from the data that the category friends and
reatives conceals all {ypes ot informal money lend-
ing. The average amount per indebted household is
shown as Rs. 2982, We will find coirobgration of
the samc in the purposewise analysis of debt.

Purpose: The most important purpose for which

loans were contracted is ‘trade and commerce’ (14) ‘

followed by ‘ceremonial’ (9) and ‘food consump-
tion’ (8). There are 5 households showing ave-
rage debt of around Rs. 3000 for purchase of land.
There is a lumping of houscholds in the category

‘others’. Twelve households show debt in the
category ‘others’.

From the details of the houschoid information
schedule canvassed, it is secn that the category of
source dcsignated as friends and relatives is the
principal source for loans for the purpose of food
consumption and ceremonial cxpenditures.  While
the Banks were offering loans for trade and com-
merce, livestock purchase. agricultural inputs and
cottage industries.  Loans for purchase of lands
mainly came from money icnders. Thus there is a
coexistence and a seemingly mutual reinforcement
of informai scctor and the formal sector in the loan
market of the rural poor.

Conclusion. lhe casc studies conducted in the 4
villages cf West Bengal allows the following obser-
vations to be made in respect to thc changes occur-

=¥

ring i the bie of the ruwal labourers 1 this staie
since the late 197Us.:

(i) Access 0 loans nave unpioved. The loan
services did cover the SU  rural labour
households to a considerable extent while
the S1 rura] labour households remained

largely outside the area oif operation of
ioan giving 1nstitutions.
(ii) Formal and 1mfoimal sector  institutions

aie coexisung and not competing. Public
sector institutions, mainly Banks, —are
dominant in supplymg productive purpose
loans while moneyienders otten concealed
as iriends and relatives are catering to
the household consumpuon and social ob-
ligauon needs of rural labour households.
(iii) There 1> hardly any presence O COOpe-
ratives as an iostitution in the loan mar-
ket relevant for rwal labourers.

B. Bihar

Introduction: 'Lheie was a relative decrease in
the total number oi rural labour households in Bihar
in 1983, In 1977-78 the number of rural labour
households mwm Bihar was 44,36,000. In 1983 the
number ot rural labour households were 43,30,000
thus regusiering a decrease or 1,06,000 households
in this category. In terms ol percentage of all
rural houscholds the difference was slightly more.
The proportion decreased from 41 percent to 39.9
percent. Agricultural households however regis-
tered some increase. As a result the percentage
ol agricultural labour within the totality of rural
labour increased from about 88 percent in 1977-
78 to 93 percent in 1983,

Scheduled caste and scheauled tribe households,
however increased in all the categories during the
puiiod 1977-78 and 1983.

Looking at the structure ol households from the
pomt of view of land ownership the RLE (1983)
reveals the proportion of landless households within
the rural labour as well as agricultural labour in-
creased significantly. It is seen that 52 percent
of all rural labour households and about 47 percent
of all agricultural labour houscholds did- not have
any land in 1983. The corresponding  percen-
tages in 1977-78 werc 39.08 and 35.12 respectively.

In Bihai the aveiage size of land cultivated re-
gistered a shaip decrease, o [977-78 tiie aver-
age size was 0.40 hectare while in 1983 it came
down to 0.28 hectare. In <case of SC rural
labour households, the size was even lower: 0.19
hectare in 1977-78 and 0.20 hectare in  1983.
Average family size was about 4.7 in case of rural
and agricultural labour houscholds. Sex ratio re-
mained unchanged during the period under review.
The average earning strength of both rural labour
and agricultural labour households registered a
marginal worsening. The average earning strength



in rural labour households decreased from 1.87
(1977-78) 1.81 (1983).

Debt incidence: Incidence of indebtedness mea-
sured in terms of percentage of houscholds Indeb-
ted increused perceptively in Bihar. In  1977-78,
49.6 per cent of all rural labour households showed
some outstanding debt.  The same increased to
53.81 percent in 1983.  Dectails however reveal
that debt incidence remained static in case of ST
rural labour households. Bihar presents a some-
what deviant character in this respect. Both in the
all India aveiage as well as in most other states
debt incidence in this pcriod registered some dec-
Tease.

Extent. The extent of debt measured in terms of
the average amount per household showed signifi-
cant increase. Average debt per Agricultural house-
hold increased from Rs. 195 (1977-78) to Rs. 433
(1983). The size of average debt per indebted
household increased from Rs. 369 (1977-78) to Rs.
780 (1983). Tt is to be noted in this context
that the average size of debt in all the categories
remained much lower in Bijhar compared to the all
India average.  Hereditary loan per rural labour
household in this state remained almost unchanged
in terms of absolute amount while its proportion
in the total loan got reduced.

Cash/Kind Composition: There was some shift
in favour of the proportion of cash in the total
contracted loan in Bihar. While in 1977-78 the
proportion in kind was 21.7 per cent it came down
to the level of 14.3 per cent in 1983.

Purpose: Analysing the data on outstanding debt
by the purpose of loan contracted, it is seen that
loans contracted for household consumption in the
total remained dominant. In 1977-78 Rs. 213
out of Rs. 369 or in other words more than 57
per cent of debt was due to household consumption.
Tn 1983 Rs. 531 in a total of Rs. 781 or in other
words about 68 percent was due to the same pur-
pose.  Productive purpose loan however remain-
ed at a very low level. Tt was Rs. 27 in 1977-78
and Rs, 56 in 1983.

Sources: Amongst sources of loan ‘employers’
and ‘money lenders’ predominate at both time
points. Banks and other public sector institutions
have not been able to make any dent into the
loan market relevant for Bihar rural labourers.

The overall situation of the rural labourers as
indicated by different aspects of indebtedness noted
above reveal a dismal picture for the state of Bihar,

Case study findings: 3 Bihar villages: For pur-
poses of finding out casualties of 3 Bihar villages
from three districts, Patna, Nalanda and Nawada
were studied in some detail.  Similar to West
Bengal, only households belonging to less than §

acres landowning category were covered by this.

survey.

. dominated by <chednled raste in ite rural
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Mahuri: In this village, out of 41 households sur-
veyed 34 were scheduled caste. Scheduled tribes
were non-cxistent in this village.

Amongst rural labour agricultural labour were
predominant.  Out of 41 households surveyed 40
were indebted.

Source. Sourcewise analysis reveals that 22
households were indebted to Banks. This is some-
thing noteworthy. Because RLE (1983)  report
suggests a very weak participation of banks in the
loan market of rural labour in Bihar. Our survey
being conducted in 1989-90 recording significant
role of banks in this village indicate that banks
have penetrated this area only in the mid and late
1980s. More than 25 households are found to be
indebted to landlords and money lenders. When we
matched this with the purpose of debt, the picture
becomes clearer.,  Landlords and money lenders
are primarily offering loans for household consump-
tion and ceremonial purposes, while bank loans
were taken for purchase of livestock, agricultural
inputs, tools and equipments, trade and commerce
and cottage industries. The separation of areas
of operation between public sector institutions and
informal moneylending were fairly clear.

Shirwar: This village is located in the Naubat-
pur P. S. in the district of Patna. In this village
there were 51 households owning land less than §
acres.  There were 20 scheduled caste households
within the total of 51 houscholds surveyed.

The number of indebted households were 42 in
the total of 51 surveved households. Or in other
words, 82.4 percent of the households surveyed
were indebted.  Occupationallv. most were agri-
cultural labourers. ANl scheduled caste rural
labour households were found to be indebted.

Source: The dominant source of loan continued
to be the landlords and moneylenders.  All told
35 houscholds recorded deht to these two sources.
Banks. however, have made -+ sienificant dent. A
total of 14 houscholds for ahout one-third of the
indebted households recrived Bank loans. The
average size of debt in case of Banks was much
hicher than any other source (Rs. 3764 per indebt-
ed household) The next important source was
the “friends and relatives’ What ic noteworthv in
case of Shirwar is that th» Bank loan has reached
the schoduled cast~ maral 1ahour houssholds though
the orin of landlords ard monevlenders on sche-
duled caste rural l1abour is ctroneer than with non-
scheduled cacta rureat Iabonur houscholds.

Purpnose: T andlord-cvim-monevylenders  dominate
the consumntion and ceremonial ne>d loan market
while Banks ar~ offerine loang for nroductive pur-
poses,

Budhopli- Thic villasa in the Nawada district is
1ahour

comnosition. Out of a total of 213 houceholds

»qlin the village 51 households had Yand less than S

acres. Most of the surveved hons~holds had land



below 2.5 acres. In the occupational structure of
the surveyed villages, agricultural labour was domi-
nant.  Thirty-seven households out of the total of
40 houscholds surveyed were found to be in debt.

Source: Landlords and moneylenders as sources
of loan wcie much stronger in this village. Thirty-
four out ot 40 surveyed households reported debt
to these two sources. Banks and cooperatives to-
gether accounted for debts of 16 households.

Purpose: The dominant purpose of loan is seen
to be food consumption needs. And this is the
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sources. Banks angd cooperatives were providing
loans for purchase of livestock and agricultural in-
puts.

Conclusion: The survey results of Bihar villages
offer us two important findings:

(i) the role of landlords and moneylenders
are still very strong.

(ii) Bank as an institution offering loan ser-
vices to rural labour is a relatively new

area direcily linked with the loan from the landlord plienomenon.
Section IV
North Eastern Studies with Special Reference fo
Assam

Introduction: The North Eastern region of India
comprises the states of Assam, Tripura, Manipur,
Nagaland, Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya and Mizo-
ram. These states together account for 7.76 per cent
of India’s geographical area and 4.04 per cent of the
counfry’s population. The states of Mizoram, Naga-
land and Meghalaya are predominantly inhabited by
a number of tribes, while Assam accounting for 74.¢0
per cent of the total population of these states is
overwhelmingly nontribal.  Only 10.98 per cent of
Assam’s population is tribal.

For the purpose of the study of rural labour indeb-
tedness we have chosen Assam as the principal base
and have added a few general observations about
the region as a whole.

{

The tribal population in this region can be broadly
divided into two distinct groups: hill dw:llers and plain
dwellers. In Assam it is the plain dwelling popula-
tion which predominate and these people “have willy-
nilly come into the fold of the Indian peasantry or
the agricultural labour class”. The Report further
observcs that the plain tribes have lost their tribal
ethos and constitute one of the poorest segments of
the stafe’s rural population. They arc paupcrised
and niarginalised by market forces It is on these
aroups, the Report suggests, that the study of the rural
I~bour indebtedness should be concentrated.

The Assam study was based on field survey of four
vi'lages from three districts: Jorhat, Sibsagar and Tin-
sukia. The sample population surveyed in the four
villages was 180 of which 40 belonging to SC and
38 to ST households. Out of the 180 households sur-
veyved 31 were found to be landless. Among the land-
owning houscholds, the average size of ownership was
0.55 hectare. Similar to many other states in the
country, the uneconomic holding sizz compels the
fawily members of these households to seck employ-
ment and join the ranks of rural labourers. The
Report strongly suggests that improvement in the in-
tensity of cropping and crop productivity should be
emphas.zed more than the wage income aspect of the
rural poor in Assam because it was found that the

productivity level of cultivation by the rural poor was
very low and leaves much room for improvement.

Indebtedness

Incidence: Of the 180 households studied as many
as 165 (91.67 per cent) were found indebted. The
total amount of loan incurred by the a'l indebted
househulds comes to about 4.5 lakhs of which 1.5
lakhs (about 33 per cent) has been repaid. The
amount of loan as percentage of total income comes
to 20.i8. Outstanding loan per indebted household
stands at Rs. 1870. The most important purpose for
which loans are taken seems to be meeting social
obligations like marriages and other ceremonies (31.46
per cent). Amongst other purposes, loans taken for
house construction (24.11 per cent) and consump-
tion expenditure (11.64 per cent) are more impor-
tant. Loans for productive purposes like purchase
of livestock etc. are quite low. The pattern is more
or less similar in the different classes of households.
However, it is interesting to note that consumption
purpose loan is much lower in the SC/ST house-
holds.

As regards the sources of loan, ‘friends and rela-
tives’ source happens to be the most important one
in the case of general households. This source ac-
counts for about 62 per cent of the loans taken. The
next important source is ‘moneylendsr’. This source
provided about 26 per cent of the total amount of
loan. Institutional sources comprising commercial
Gramin Banks accounted for only 12.35 per cent
of the total.

For SC and ST indebted households, moneylen-
ders happen to be the more important source. Study
of the details revea] that loans given by ‘friends and
relatjives’ are usually for non-productive purposes and
are on the surface; interest free, but often than not
such loans are tied to supply of low wage labour in
busy seasons. In Assam, however. bonding through
help provided for social obligations is not traditional.
The amount of loan taken does not bear relationship
either to the size of holding or the family size. Loans
accounted for by relatively higher income categories
predominate. It can be Inferred that the landowning
affluent households are considered more creditworthy.



Occupationwise  distribution of indebted house-
holds reveal that, rural labourers with land accounted
(flo% much larger proportion of the total outstanding
ebt,

No relationship is found existing between indebted-
ness and educational status. SC and ST households
are found to be more indebted.

Only 23 out of the total of 180 houscholds report-
<d :eceiving benefits from IRDP  and/or any other
anil-poverty programme. The average amount  of
1RDP loan works out to Rs. 1769. The costs in-
volved in getting these loans work out to 7 per cent
of the total amount of mopey received.

Loans carrying interest above 30 per cent account
for 23 per cent of the total volume and such lozns
are mainly coming from the moneylenders.

In respeect to productive loans 59 households re-
poried some efiorts for procuring sach loans mainly
to help to overcome the marketing difficulties.  Of
these 16 reported obligatory sales, 27 distress sales
and 16 lack of storage facilities, not many obtained
institufional finance. Thus getting it also complain-
ed abeut delaying by and too many hazards. Some
households also reported bias in granting loans.

A, probe mnto the loans from ‘friends and relatives’
debt reveal linkages betwcen loans aud labour mar-
kets. The investigation however revealed that the
time bound of labour through loan advance cannot
be described as ‘bondage’ because the wage rates re-
ceived is not substantially lower than that prevailing

Section V
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i the labour market. In this respect the report
makes the following observation:

In the absence of adequate institutiona] credit
access to such facilities (even if they do
€xist at best) for this class this system
serves an useful purpose, although there
is an element of exploration concealed in
it.

The number of houscholds taking loans for meeting
foed cxpenditure were 59 which are perpetuady in-
debted. Most of these households depend on shop-
keepers for credit purchase. The loan is paid back
either by woiking for their creditors or out of their
wage income.

Of 165 debtor households 54 reported improve-
ment, 61 deteriorated in their indebtedness position

while 1 case of 50 the position remained unchanged.
E

The report observes by way of conclusion that the
instance of rural labour indebtedness is quite high
in Assam, although its magnitude is noi alarming.
Incidence of indebtedness is the highest among SC
followed by ST. According to the Repert ‘land s
a mest preferred asset among rural indebted house-
holds, the solution to the problem of rural labour
indebtedness does not seem to lie in redistribution.
The Report strongly advocates modernization of
agriculture with improved farming practices. It is
of the opinion that group farming may provide an
answer to the constraints imposed by the smallness
of holding sizge.

Gujarat, Madhya Pradesh and Rajisthan

Introduction:—The study of the states Gujarat,
M.P. and Rajasthan were conducted on a composite
basis.

This study is primarily based on R.B.L studies on
debt and investment and as such is more a study of
rural indebtedness rather than rural labour indebted-
ness. I¢ has however been reinforced by supplement-
ing of some results from the NSS 37th Round form-
g the bases of RLE’s Rural Labour Indebtedness

KReport (1983).

The study under reference trics to approximate
rusal labour indebtedness from ru-ol indebtedness
data by concentrating on the data furnished for non-
cultivator classes in the RBI studics. The findings
which emerged are the following:-

(i) There was g very sharp fall in the propor-
tion of indebted households between 1971
and 1981. The fall was common for both
relatively developed states as well as the
poor states. The incidence of indebtedness
recorded a sharp decline in states like

Punjab-Haryana and Bihar-Rajasthan simul-
taneously.

(i;; There has been a general rise in the size of
the debt per indebted househpld.

(iii) Institutional credit sources are weak and
account for about 25 percent of the total
debt. But in this respect the sitnation dif-
fers considerably betwecn states. Public
sector loan services are relatively stronger
in developed states compared to non-deve-
loped states like M.P. and Rajasthan cover-
ed in this regional study.

Incidence of debt:—The incidence of debt is
much larger among the relatively poor in the
region. In Gujarat, Rajasthan and M.P. the In-
cidence is more among the rural poor -vith some
land, which shows that the incidence of debt has
a close relationship with asset holdings.

Extent:—Similar to most other states the
size of the debt per household, has risen sharply
while there has been a shrinkage in the area
of incidence. The interesting point however is
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the largeness ol the debl amongst non-cultiva-
tors. ‘Lhe size of debt, however, does not cor-
1elate c¢onsistently with the size 01 assel.

Extent of wncidence in SC and ST house-
hotas:— A cxamunauon or indeotedness — among
5C and St househoids 1n the rural areas of thesv
states 1s speclailly relevant because there is 4
large ovellap between these househoids and the
iural lapour househoids. [t is worth notwg,
nowever, that whue ujarat and M.P. have a
dominance of o1 househoids within its Iural
poor, m Kajasnan 1t 1s we SC househoids who
are proportionatery more 1n the same category.
in case of SC nousenolds the evidence or de-
crease 1n ncidence between 1Y/4 and 1984 is
clear. The rall 1s sharpest in the case of Guja-
rat. SC househoids are generaily less indept-
ed except in iajasthan.

The decrease in incidence is relatively shaiper
for SC and »1I househoids without any land.
‘Lhe Heport very pertinently Observes ihat tnis
might pe due to the lack or credit support from
non-institutional sources while the insututional
sources were sny In suppiymg loans to  house-
houds whieh do not have land or other asseis
as co-laterals.

Nature oy wndcbtedness:— 'ILhe proportion  of
hereditary loan was considerably higner in this
region tul 1¥¢4. In 1983 the proportion oif such
loans declined 1n all the states except ol rural
and  agicuuural  lapour m Gujarat. In Gujarat
the hercaitary: tota) debt ratio 1s aiso quite lgh.

Sources of debt:—There has been a general
change in the structure of institutional sources
in the three states under reference. (Gujarat
and M.P. had a better base of co-operatives., in
i¥83 KRajaswan shows  considerable improve-
ment in this respect.

-1

In Gujarat the development of the coopera-
tive sector has contributed in a big way to the
proporuon oi mstuutional loans., Kajasthan un-

"k, T 5 B . -

ike Gujarat did not have the benefit of a base
of cooperauve loan Service.

Traders and relatives play a sigmiicani 1ole
in Gujarat waie i wik. 1l I ¢ wOLLy-
ilenders who doimunate tae area Or il
nsiiuuional 10ans. 4n unejas.uall, Like uljaldt,
lanaiords conunue to domulale as a sOusce O
1040y i0 g BoOn~OSttulioudl spoerc.

Access to mstitutional sources for rural laboul
in generai 1n this regon is 40l SabibiuCloly.
ACCess 10 credit wilwoul idnd 15 dhucUdl. LLe
domuuance of moneyieaders IS visiple, we uJu
NOL 40d any Sserious dent QY Bubuc sSCCuor s
stitutions in e loan markes iur tuiai lapour-
ers 1n all these three siates.

Debt by purpose:—An anaiysis o the use ol
loans reveals twnat o Gujdiat  agiicuiurdr
lapour nousefolds 1 parucuiar have spown
considerapie reduclion ol DOUReAOld  conswmp-
uon Joans. But it 15 atilended willlh a leduculon
1 produciive puipose loans «lso.  lils Ialulal-
1y lalses thc quUESLION OL LIC diyilig Up 01 svulieh
0L Credlt ratner thanm an ilps oveuient 1 hodsc-
hoid pudget pawancng, 1o ndjdsindn e loans
coniracied 10X meeung sOCidi obugalions show
some decline.

Cost of debt:—The major conclusion in the
Report 110m an anaiysis or the condiions or aebt
are tne ltonowing:—

(i) Personal security or 1aortgage still

torms major co-iaterals.

(1) there has been a noiabic increasc n the
proportion of bouscnolds receiving 'ho
mterest’ loan. ‘Lhis 15 a pnenomenon
worth deeper inqury. ‘Lhe so caued
‘no interest loan iuay conceal loans
linked with mortgaging of iabour at
less than market cost. ‘Lhe cost, mainly
Interest charges, are much higher in e
case ol assel-poor rural labour house-
holds 1n all the stateg under review.

Section VI
Maharashtra

Introduction:~The invesligation of rural
labour households in Maharashtra has been done
by defining labour households in terms of
time disposition only. The study primarily
analysed rural households as a whole with-
out disaggregating them into agricultural
and non-agricultural tural  labour  house-
holds. The rural labour households are
however analysed separately in terms of their
caste and landownership. For comparative pur-
poses it is appended with tables on agricultural
labour households collated from Rural Labour
Enquiry Reports.

Maharashtra is a state which targeuy lies in the
semi-arid region oi the country. ‘Lhe soil suriace
is poor except for a tew patches oi black soil
used for cotton, sugarcane and oilseec: cultiva-
tion. In the early 1970s Maharashira taced the
worst droughts in the century. The average den-
sity of populaton in rural Maharashtra 1s not
very high but the per capita agricultural GDP
1s lower than the all-India average. According to
the NSS (1977-78) figures, 30 per cent of the
people of the state are below poverty line. His-
torically, being an ex-riyotwary area, the state is
not characterised by high incidence of land-
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lessness. But due to the less fertility of the soil
and the wnhelpful climate condition, non-viability
even with larger plots of land 1s common, Maha-
rashtra, therefore, saw largescale introduction
of Employment Guarantee Schemes in the 1970s.

ITouscholds dependent on manual labour have
largely been on the rise over time even thoush
the tiend is not secular. In 1983. rural labour
households accopnied for agbout 40 per cent of
the total 1ural households. of which agricultual
1abour households accounted for 80 to 90 ver cent.
This implies lack of diversification in the rural
Inbour force,.

T.and reforms had a very limited impact. But
at least helved in the prevention of growing dis-
po snssion, land of the rural poor.

The nroportion of caste and tribal households
remain more or less unchanged. Like the rest
of India the nroportion of SC and ST households
amons the labouring population is higher then
bh;JSe in the totalitv of rural households in gene-
r

Over the vears landlessness was of the order
of 50 per cent of rural 1abour households. Rur~!
wages have been nearly stagnant for a Jone time
and there ho« not heen anv significant change in
the number of work davs in a vear.

Incidence and Evtent of Indebtedness: The in-
cidener of indebtednes covered more than half
the rural Inbour households between 1964-1978
while i1 c~mo down sharnly in 1983. The landed
agrienltural Inhmmeare  are more indebted than
those without lrwd  Within  the SC and ST
h(()iuseh(ﬂdq‘ the SC honseholds are more indeb-
ted. T

The <iza of the outstanding debt tose very
sharply. 7t was Rs. 174/- in 1964-65 and Rs.
2000/ " 1993, This tis» is quite substantial even
after vowidering the inflationary impact. The Re-
nort suescsts that the sharp rise, particularly in the
1983 fiwtres, reflect the impact of programmes like
TRDP. The smaller size of loans in SC and ST
houscholds are more due to their lack of access
than Tlesser needs.

Sources ond Uses of Debt:— The purposewise
analysis <hows a relative improvement in the pro-
nortion of loans taken for productive endeavours.
The houschold consumntion loan has been generally
in the rne~ of 40-45 per cent of the toal. Expvendi-
ture on <ocial obligations like marriages continues to
aceoont for 10-20 nep cont of total loans. House-
hold= with  1and  borrow more  for  productive
1811 LIAIE NN

The rmalveic of d-ht he rources reveal the domi-
nance of the category of ‘others’ in all the years

under review. This category lumps an assortment
of lenders. The Report makes the following obser-
vation iu this respect ‘it would not be too far from
the truth to say that the category ‘others’ are
private sources not explicitly mentioned in the table’,
Indebtedness leading to bondage docs not appear to
be very high in Maharashtra. Taking an aggrega-
tive view, private moneylenders of diflerent hues
account for about 1/3rd of the total debt of the
rural labour houscholds while about 20 per cent of
such loans in 1983 were accounted for by public
institutional sources. About half of the total loans
are accounted for by sources of mixed nature. And
as such the public institutions continued to be a
relatively minor source in the rural iabour credit
market in Maharashtra,

Strictly hereditary debts have come down from.
the level of 8 per cent to less than 7 per cent during
the period under reference.

The cash/kind component analysis reveals that
cash loan was always dominant and account for over
80 per cent of all contracted loans in 1983.

An analysis of debt by expenditure groups reveals
that the extent is more in the middle expenditure
groups. The size of debt per indebted household
was also quite large among thi, class. It is ohserved
that the not so poor are able to borrow while the
poorest are incapable of borrowing very much.

Qualitative analysis:  The Maharashtra  study
on the state of indebtedness was reinforced by a
ficld based qualitative analysis. The methodology
adopted for this purpose was a Rapid Rural Ap-
praisal (RRA). This survey was conducted in five
villages of three talukas in two districts of Maha-
rashtra.

The analysis reveals that tribal societies
were more striken with poveriy and outside
credit sources, i.e. the merchants, traders and
contractors kept them almost under bondage.
The tribals are traditionally non-acquisitive in
nature and live hand to mouth without any
savings and/or investrnent, when this fall in
debt, thus are trapped in an ever-widening
circle of exploitation. The report observes that
people’s needs are spread throughout the year,
while their returns from land are only seasonal,
Hence, although the nature of debt is seasonal,
the incapacity of the people to pay back gives
indebtedness and endemic form.

The RRA survey shows that causes of in-
debtedness have changed only to a limited ex-
tent. Even today more than 70 ver cent of
loans are taken for survival, Social custom and
religion always assumed an important vlace in
the society. Of late il has been ritualised to
such an extent that loans for marriages, jatras
and other ceremonial purposes featured perma-
nently.



E—26

Production loans are large im amount but
small in number. Interviews reveal that in the
recent past the trend of paying labour bribes
to obtain jobs has led to the emergence of an-
other cause of indebi#edness. In Maharashtra
loans for rural-urban migration, educational
purposcs and  litigation  expenditures  feature
as causes for borrowing from different informal
sotrces.

Hereditary loans are not at all as common as
it is popularly assumed. Such loans exist oniy
in Thane district. Money-lenders continue to
exist though the importance of professional
moneylenders is on the decline. In some villages
there was evidence of 100 per cent rate of in-
terest charged by moneylenders. There are
extreme cases of appropriation of land and vio-
lence connected with moneylending. Physical
violence against debt is not unheard of in some
pockets of Maharashtra. The tribal, semi-tribal,
nomadic, semi-nomadic groups of labourers are
the worst victims of moneylenders.

Recently a new class of moneyienders has
emerged tn the form of protessionals in the
rural areas. Doctors, Gram-sevaks, Teachers,
Bank Officials, Government Servants and the
wives of relatively affluent professionals are
nowadays participating in moneylending business in
different covert forms.

Landlords constitute g major source of credit
for consumption loans to labourers and produc-
tion loans tc sharecroppers. Informal tying in
of sharecroppers through allotment of plots is
used lor the bonding of labour. Non-repayment
of loans over an extended period results in
eviction as hereditary bondage is not in vogue.

Wage employers, i.e. big landowners, are in-
creasingly becoming an important sources of
credit The employers usually extend credit
through wage advances. The interest is realis-
ed at the time of the final wage settlement. The

village shopkeepers are a constant source of
credit,
Thus private sources continue to occupy a

dominant role though public
sources are gradually assuming g larger role,

institutionalised |°

Institutionalised sources:—Institutional credjt
programmes introduced on a large scale in

Maharashtra have so far failed to meet their

objectives of replacing the exploitative  private
credit sources. The Report observes that
schemes like Employment Guarantee Pro-

gramme and drought prone area programme
did not create additional opportunities for emp-
loyment and did not preempt indebtedness, ac-
cording to findings from the field survey. It
is reported that the main handicap lies in red
tape and procedural dealings, Misuse of loans
is widely prevalent, Sufficient checks are not
maintained to monitor proper use of loans.
Lack of proper extension service and follow-up
of production loans in agriculture led in many
cases to misuse an additiona] debt burden. The
repayment capacity is affected due to the man-
ner of loan release. Very often it is too late
and partial. The practice of writing off govern-
ment loans have become common. As such loans
are bling taken on the assumption that these
will be written off, creating irresponsibility and
waste.

Maharashtra
a number of recommendations to

Some recommendations: —The
Report makes

improve loan services and poverty alleviation
programmes. Some important ones are the fol-
lowing: —

(i) Government schemes should
trate on greater opportunity for daily
employment and should reduce the num-
ber of officials to curtail corruption.

concen-

(iiy Much improved extension services are
necessary.

(iii) In the case of IRDP it fails to reach
and help the really poor.

(iv) Top priority should be given for cre-
ation of cheap and suitable methods
coupled with proper group insurance.

(v) Cooperative education and attempts to
free cooperatives from the clutches of
the rich is essential.

(vi) A suitable wage policy with provisions
for social security insuiance should be
specially emphasized.

Section VII

Kerala

Introduction :—Kerala’s  experience is signi-
ficant. There have been changes in the agrarian
struclure brought about by a relatively better
implementation of land reform mgeasures. There
has been substantial improvement in various as-
pects of social development, educational and health.
The state is also known for its high level of
political awareness and organisation amongst
the rural labourers. Diffusion of education and
bette: hiargaining position through land distri-

bution and organisation of the rural poor signi-
ficantly affected the supply curve of labour.
Out-migration to other parts of India and to the
Gulf countries in particular had considerable
impact on the state’s labour market. Formal
credit institutions including coopergtives and
banks are playing dominant roles in the credit
market relevant for rural labourers. Informal
credit continues with some changes in cpera-
tional forms.
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Incidence and Size of Debt: Incidence of
debt measures in terms of percentage of indebt-
ed households was around 30 in Kerala, The
size of debt as revealed by the survey on Socio-
Economic Conditions of Agricultural and Other
Rural labourers in Keralg conducted by the
Government of Kerala was of the crder of
Rs. 1080 per indebted household in 1983-84.

Source of Debt:—Source-wise analysis of debt
and its comparison over time more clearly re-
veal the nature of changes. Kerala shows com-
paratively much lower proportion in formal credit in
the totality of outstanding debt. Of the formal
agencies it is the cooperatives and commercial
banks that are dominant. Cooperatives account-
ed for about 34 per cent and banks about 37
per cent of total outstanding debt in 1981. The
institutional agencies were predominant in the
1960s when it accounted for more than 82 per-
cent of total outstanding debt.

Amongst the informal sources the most im-
portant category is ‘friends and relatives’ fol-
lowed by professional moneylenders.

Purpose of debt:—The 1983-84 survey refer-
red to earlier revealed that purchase of land
was the most imporant purpose of loan in both
agricultural f&nd non-agricultural rcural labour
households in Kerala, Consumption loans ac-
counted for less than 14 per cent of the total
debt. If we include land purchases in produc-
tive purpose, then thess two together account
for about 42 per cent of all outstanding loans
by rural labourers in Kerala.

Security for loans:—In Kerala, gold security
is much greater. The most important security
for labourers with land is ‘property’. In case
of rural labour households, personal securities
played a dominant role.

Rate of Interest:—The rate of interest for
rural labour households in Kerala is between
10 and 20 per cent.

Case Study of selected willages: —Keraka's
Study includes observations from a Primary
Field Study of four selected villages chosen
purposively keeping in view the intra-state

variations.

The field survey results corroborate the state
level findings in respect of the growing role by
formal credit institutions, in three out of four
village surveys. In two out of four villages,
more than two-thirds of outstanding dues of
rural labourers come from formal sources while
in the other two villages informal sources are
still pre-dominant. The survey findings show
that there exists a distinet niche for informal
agencies. The major source among informal
agencies ig ‘friends and relatives’, The tradi-
tional sources such as landlords or employers
are fast eroding. Inter-linkages of credit with
other transactions are not rare but when they
do occur, say, in the fishery sector or amongst
rubber producers, the bargaining position of the
lenders is not too strong,



CHAPTER V

Conclusions and Recommendations

CONCLUSION

The all India overview of the state of rural
labour indebtedness presented in the preced-
ing chapters of this Report may be concluded
by briefly summarising the observations made
and findings presented there in.

The Report has tried to deal with the issues
at two levels—all India and some selected
states and regions. The summary attempted
in this chapter, however, tries to combine the
two levels into one single related whole.

(i) Indebtedness measured quantitatively
in terms of incidence and extent of
outstanding debt and their decrease
or increase over time and/or in space
does not offer any explicit indicator
of the economic situation of any house-
hold or group. This would be more
true for a dynamic situation. Any in-
crease or decrease in indebtedness
while reflecting the income-expendi-
ture balance at g pecint of time is also
conditioned very much by the state of
supply of credit, temporal fluctuation
in income-expenditure due to factors
both exogenous and endogenous to the
individuals, households and/or groups
under consideration,

, (i1) At a macro-level there seems to be a
general decline in the extent of indeb-
tedness measured in terms of percen-
tages of houscholds indebted.

{(ili) Average amount of outstanding debt
per indebted household registered
sharp increase especially since the
the beginning of the 1980s. The increase
in the amount outstanding is not only
nominal. It is more than the rate of
inflation in the period.

(iv) Shrinkage in extent and increase in
size of debt together suggest a kind of
stratification within the labouring ho-
useholds in the rural areas. Not all
but a  section of rural labourers had
benefited from improved supplies of
loan services.

(v) Generally, it is the agricultural lab-
ourers with land who showed more
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outstanding debt than the households
in other categories of rural labour.

(vi) Scheduled Tribe rural labourers are
generally less fortunate in receiving
loans and as such show smaller inci-
dence and size of debt.

(vii) Hereditary loans registered a sharp
decline over the vyears under review
and has become almost insignificant
in many states.

(viii) Household consumption and needs for
meeting social obligations continue to
remain the most important purpose
for which loans are incurred in rural
labour households in most parts of the
country. Productive purpose loans are
increasing though unevenly. Produc-
tive purpose loans are generally more
among agricultura] labourers with
land.

(ix) Among the sources of loans, the tra-
ditional money-lenders and landlords
are generally on the decline but are
still not insignificant. In many States,
the category ‘friends and relatives’ is
becoming fimportant. Case studies
reveal that this category often conceals
the growth of ‘neo-rich peasants’ parti-
cipation in the rural loan market
relevant for the relatively poor.

(x) There has emerged a new class of
rural moneylenders in the form of
teachers, doctors, contractors, public
sector employees including rural ex-
tension officers of different categories.
Actual transactions, however, are often
done by the wives and relatives of
these people.

(xi) Cooperatives and Banks’ role is increa-
sing. But the pace is uneven and except
for 2/3 states. inadequate for making
a serious dent into the highly exploi-
tative finformal loan jmarket relevant

for the rural poor.

(xii) Public and private loan sources are
generally found to be non-competing.
They co-exist and often complement
gach other, Informal  moneylenders



(xiii) The rates

(xiv) Loans are
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concentrate more on the household
consumption and social obligation de-
mands while public institutions gene-
rally offer productive purpose loans.
The nature of demand and flexibility
of operations of the informal sector
leaves sufficient room for operation.

of interest in the informal
market differs widely and ranges bet-
ween 50 and 100 per cent per year. ‘No
interst’”  loans from sources like em-
ployers’, ‘friends and relatives’  are
often tied to labour contracts at stipu-
lated prices. Levels of Interest rates are in-

fluenced by supplies of loans from
public institutions and organisations of
labour.

overwhelmingly in cash.
Over time the cash component is in-
creasing. Kind loans are more fre-
quent for consumption purposes and to
agricultural labourers. The proportion
differs between regions and according
to the supply position of grains in a
specific period.

(xv) Regional studies revealed that the inter-
state and intra-state variations in indebted-
ness and its related aspects are considera-

ble. Among the states studied, 'Kerala
stands out, Levels of literacy, imple-
mentation of land reforms and  better

organisation of the rural poor in"Keljala
has led to a much improved ’institu-

tional loan service.

Banks play a more important role in the
Haryana-Punjab region.

There is evidence to suggest that the
Eastern Zone as a whole suffers relative-
ly more from lack of public sector loan
supply to rural labourers.

Kashmir and Assam present 3 somewhat
atypical picture in respect to both the
composition of rural labour as well as
the structure of loan services.

(xvi) Case studies conducted in Kerala and
West Bengal revea] the impact of land
reform measures, Land redistribution
and regulation of tenancy when imple-
mented seriously meant a much better
bargaining positon of the rural labour
and in turn led to better terms and
conditions in loan services.

(xvii) Direct government employment and
loan programmes for the rural poor
including schemes like IRDP, RLEGP
etc. have as yet failed to bring about

serious changes in the rural labour
situation including the indebtedness
situation. Improvement in irrigation,

better supply of inputs and credit
coupled with access to land have been
more effective m improving the living
conditions, including the state of in-
debtedness, of the rural labour,

(xviii) Spread of literacy and organisation of
rural poor, wherever present, are play-
ing a significant role in resisting super-
exploitation in the informal loan
market.

(xix) Hereditary bondage of labour and land
alienation due to indebtedness, the two
extremeg of indebtedness in the past,
are definitely on the decline. Temporary
bonding of labour through loan ad-
vances by larger landowners and  de-
pression of the wage rates by the same
token is still widely prevalent in almost

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Priority should be given to land reforms,
with special emphasis on land redistribu-
tion to the landless and semi-landless,
tenancy regulations including regulation
of widespread informal tenancy, building
up of irrigation infrastructure and access

to the same by rural labour households.
Improvement in the productive capacity
and opportunities of income and employ-

ment plays a more important role than
most other fiscal and relief measures in-
troduced for removal of rural labour in-
debtedness.

2. Spread of literacy, raising of the level of
awareness and organisation of the rural
labour should get priority. Lack of in-
formation, knowledge and organisation

coupled with the state of poverty makes

all parts of the country except in
pockets of better organisation of the
rural poor.

the rural labour households extremely

vulnerable to the informal moneylend-
ing operations.

3. Poverty alleviation programmes like
IRDP and rural labour employment
generation schermes like NREP, RLEGP,
etc. have roles to play in the removal of
rural labour’s poverty and indebtedness.
But its effectiveness by and large, remain-
ed marginal, superficial and temporary.
The problems at the level of implemen-
tation are many. In case of IRDP the
problem relates to proper identifica-
tion of households, the specific scheme,
adequacy of the funds provided, timing
of delivery and flexibility of lending
arrangements. Monitoring and follow wup
along with proper extension services are
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the components sadly lacking in the use
of IRDP funds. Reportg of corruption
and misuse of IRDP allocations are
common, There are suggestions for cutting
down the number of officials handling
IRDP—to minimise corruption.

In case of employment schemes (NREP,
RLEGP) it is felt that the total number of
mandays created was too inadequate to
offset the vulnerability of the rural labour
in a2 region. Further, these schemes
should be more concentrated on infras-
tructure building works, especially build-
ing up of irrigation infrastructure.

. The banking system hag to be more
oriented towards the need of the rural
labouring poor. As yet banking loan
services are mostly limited to the upper
crust of the rural poor. This is largely
due to the usual colateral dependence of
such services. Bank loans, if at all it
reaches the rural labour, remains confin-
ed within  householdg with land assets.
Share in the future crop and capacity for
work is not considered assets for loan
giving purposes. This approach hag to be
basically altered.

Banks (cooperative and commercial) do
not attend to consumption needs of the
rural labour, The study on rural labour
indebtedness provides ample evidence to
show thht household consumption needs
and needs arising  otu of social obligations
still remain the dominant factor in gene-
rating indebtedness with onerous terms
and it is these needs which keeps the ex-
ploitative money lending by informal
sources widely prevalent. Methods have to
be devised at the grassroots level to service
such needs through the institutional
sources.

5. Cooperatives of different kinds (credit,
labour, irrigation, supply of consumer

goods, supply of inputs, marketing etc.)
have a very important role to play. Co-
operative movement specially directed to
the needs of rural labour are almost non-
existent. In the couniry as a whole co-
opcratives, where effective,  have become
instruments for consolidating the powers
of the rural rich. A sharp break is neces-
sary for the spread of organisation and
orientation in the cooperative sector to
make effective dent into the poverty and
indebtedness situation of rural labour.
This  pre-supposes  large-scale  political
organisation of the rural labour and parti-
san state support for this purpose.

. Development of infrastructural facilities

like roads, veterinary services, electricity,
regulated markets, properly equipped
primary health centres, etc. would reduce
expenses and as such prevent indebtedness
in availing of these facilities.

. Top priority should be given to the need

for cheap and suitable methods of irriga-
tion and crop insurance to tide over un-
certainitieg of nature.

. Effective public distribution system reach-

ing the rural poor is a must. Public
distribution of essentia]l commoditieg at
controlled prices especially during the
loan periods would go a long way in re-
ducing the consumption debt burden of
the rural labour households.

. Method should be devised to protect

lobouring households from making dist-
resg sale of crops produced and mortgag-
ing of labour at lower than market prices.

Some method of exchanging essential
non-agricultural commodities (both for
consumption and productive purposes)
with the agricultural produce from rural
labour households should be devised to
protect the weaker sectiong from the
adversities of the so called market forces.

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE STUDY GROUP ON ¢“INDEBTEDNESS OF RURAL
LABOUR”

Introduction: The study will be primarly

the terms for better capturing the re-
based on secondary data available on

gional gspecificities,

the subject. The Study Group members Terms: Incidence and extent of indebte-
reporting on conditions in different re- dness.

giong of the country may, if felt neces- —Major causes of indebtedness.

sary, undertake limited fresh supple- —Class, caste and region-wise variations
mentary surveys for illustrative and/or in indebtedness.

diagnostic =~ purposes.  The  reference
frame outlined in this note should not be
treated too rigidly. Members of the
Study Group should feel free to modify

—Factors augmenting and mitigating
rural labour indebtedness,

—Relationship between indebtedness and
bondage.



—Sources of debt.
—Investment and disinvestment.

—Critical study of policies and evalua-
tion of existing schemes (Central &
State Govt. and Banking sector) to
reduce rural indebtedness and aug-
ment availability of credit.

—Indebtedness and employment and in-
Come,

—Indebtedness and assets,

—Indebtedness and changing owner-
ship and operational structure in land.

~—New technology and indebtedness.
—Land reformg and indebfedness.

—Indebtedness and poverty alleviation
programmes.
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—-Indebtedness & female headed house-
holds,

—Creating awareness among rural poor
about the ill effects of unproductive
loans,

The analysis of the above items should be

attempted in terms of the following categories of
rural labour households.

(i) Agricultural labour and non-A.L. rural

labour.

(ii) Scheduled Caste and Scheduled tribe

households.

(iii) Households size groyps.
(iv) Households by amount of debt classes.

(v) Households with land and households

without land.
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(ALL INDIA PROFILE)

L 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 70385 2083 95675 100531
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(in 000’s) 1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983 1964-65  1974~75 197—7-78 1983
2 EBstd No. of Labour Households . 15289 20739 28587 30867 17844 24835 35171 37473
F Bstd. No. of SC. Labour Households 6226 8074 9831 10683 6881 9124 11332 12344
4 Estd. No. of ST. Labour Households 1504 2058 3691 3954 1827 2562 4203 4680
5 9% of Households without Land 48.0 42-4 41-7 461 56.5 512 51.5 56-7
6 97 of SC Households without Land . 19:9 17-9 15-9 17:6 22.3 20-4 18-5 20-5
7 9% of ST Households without Land 4-6 4-1 51 52 5.5 50 56 6-2
8 Average Household Size 4-53 4-76 4-67 4-63 4-54 4.79 4.72 4 .‘64
9 Average SC Houschold Size 4-88 4-80 4.69 4.62 4-61 4-83 4-72 4.64
10 Average ST Houschold Size 4:52 4-69 4-63 4.49 4.54 4-69 465 4-48
I INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Household 60.6 66 .4 52.3 51.1 59.2 65 4 50,5 50.4
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Housechold 47.2 49-8 37-6 34.0 45.5 48-8 37.2 341
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Houschold 66-0 70-8 57-9 56-5 65.0 70 1 56.3 55:9
(in Rupees)
14 Avzrage Debt per Housebold . . 148 387 345 174 149 395 348 806
15 Average Debt pzr SC Household 164 393 355 1124 164 397 357 1111
16 Average Dzbt per ST Household 77 187 172 335 78 185 178 471
17 Average Debt per Indebted HLD. 244 584 660 1516 251 606 690 1598
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd, With-
out Land . . . . 498 560 520 596
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd, with-
Land . . . .. 660 747 682 713
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC HLd. . 247 556 614 1990 251 566 633 1986
(a) Av.Debt per  Indebted HLd. without
Land . . . . 512 583 521 605
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd, with Land 605 648 619 667
19 Average Debt perindebted ST HLd. 164 374 457 983 172 379 476 1383
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd, without
Lund e e+ . 338 354 345 365
(0).Av Debt per Indebted HLd. with Land 407 522 409 544
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(ALL INDIA PROFILE)

(In Rupees)

(Average Debt by Purpose)

11 Households (Average Debt by Source)
HLD® Marri- Produ- Land
Con- ags ctivity & Bld.
Banks Others sump- Cere- Pur- Cons-
Co.Op Empl- Money Shop tion mony poses truce
Society  yers Lenders Keepers tion O.hers
(Agricultural Labour '8 @ 3} @ G {6) ) (8) 9 10) any
Households)

I 1964-65  (All Households) 12 48 15 18 91 130 59 29 26
1964-65  (SC Households) 12 55 77 18 85 134 65 24 24
1964-65 (ST Households) 8 48 45 19 44 92 38 21 13

I 197475  (All Houscholds) 31 59 279 39 21 155 282 110 74 T 118
1974-75  (SC Households) 21 80 270 35 11 139 279 120 49 108
1974-75 (ST Houscholds) 24 80 125 41 14 90 204 68 43 59

il 1977-78  (All Hous:holds) 57 46 246 44 40 227 293 147 138 82
1977-78  (SC Households) 31 69 256 40 27 191 287 165 86 76
197778 (ST Households) 57 34 127 48 41 150 211 71 135 40

v 1983 (All Households) i19 211 282 70 505 329 461 222 628 96 109
1983 (SC Households) 88 209 302 63 1053 275 400 237 1143 89 121
1983 (ST Households) 228 129 196 83 170 177 306 186 362 43 86
(Rural Labour Households) @ (6)) @ ) ®) Q) ® ® (0 an

®
i 1964-65 (All Houscholds) 14 45 80 21 91 130 62 30 29
1964-65 (SC Households) 12 52 83 19 85 133 67 25 26
1964-65 (ST Households) 7 45 47 27 46 97 39 21 15

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 34 58 281 44 24 165 285 117 77 127
197475 (SC Houscholds) 22 77 275 38 i1 143 281 127 49 109
1974-75 (ST Houscholds) 24 71 128 48 17 9i 214 66 43 56

iii 1977718  (All Households) 65 46 253 47 45 234 296 158 141 95
197778 (SC Houscholds) 35 63 267 43 28 197 292 173 89 79

197778 (ST Households) 56 33 141 54 39 153 217 88 128 43

iv 1983 (All Households) 163 195 340 84 448 364 512 248 610 121 107
1983 (SC Households) 97 200 372 71 935 311 473 261 1032 105 115
1983 (ST Houscholds) 57 117 237 90 159 723 353 170 682 91 87

Others (More than One Purpose)

SOURCE : Rural Labour Enquiry—Various Reports.
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

(STATE PROFILE : ANDHRA PRADESH)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 Estimated No. of Rural Houscholds 6171 7456 8492 9456
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(in 000’s) 1964-65 1974-75  1977-18 1983  1964-65  1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No, of Labour Households 1939 2668 3520 3929 2116 2939 3965 4572
3 Estd, No. of SC, Labour Hoyseholds 688 949 1166 1435 721 1002 1237 1528
4 Estd, No. of ST. Labour Houscholds 115 119 256 276 135 130 280 325
5 % of Households without Land . 59.9 55.2 52.2 51.9 65.1 61.0 59.9 62.5
6 % of SC Households without Land . 21.7 21.0 18.9 16.3 22.7 22.0 20.1 19.9
7 % of ST Households without Land . 3.6 2.8 3.2 3.2 4.1 3.1 3.7 4.1
8 Average Household Size. . . 4.06 4.24 4.35 420 4.11 4.25 4.37 4.22
9 Average SC Household Size . . 4.11 3.31 428 4.23 4.15 4.31 4.31 4.20
10 Average ST Houscholds Size . . 4.03 3.59 4.52 4.43 4.12 3.61 4.50 4.38
‘T INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Household . €64.8 74.7 €6.1 66.0 65.1 74 2 64.4 65.2 .-
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Houschold - 69.3 795 167.4 70.2 69.6 -« 79.0 -+ €6.5 < 70 2
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Household 56.4 61.8 64.4 64.4 57.8 62.2 63.1 64.4
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 175 491 582 798 182 492 570 820
15 Average Debt per SC Household 157 402 459 735 158 402 453 757
16 Average Debt per ST Household 112 215 573 600 127 215 546 599
17 Average Debt per Indepted HLd. 270 658 880 1208 279 669° 884 1258
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd. without
Land 440 577 457 586
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HLd, with
Land 938 1250 941 1263
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC HLd. 226 506 681 1046 227 509 682 1079
Av, Debt per Indebted HLd. Without N
@ Land 385 511 384 517
(b) Av, Debt per Indebted HLd, with
Land 704 937 709 930
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST HLd. 19 248 820 935 220 346 865 930
Av, Debt per Indebted HId, without
@ A 280 481 267 477
») Av. Debt per Indebted H1 d, with
®) Land P 531 1216 552 1201
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS
? (STATE PROFILE : ANDHRA PRADESH)

SOURCE & PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)
T — S
Houscolds (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)

Co.Op. Employ Money Shop Hid Marri- Prod- Land & Bld.

Society yers Lenders Keepers Banks Others Con- age uctive: Con-

sum- Cere- Pur- struc-
ption mony poses tion Others

M @ 3 @ ® © Y] ® 9 o an
(Agricultural Labour Households)

i 1964-65  (All Households) 5 55 77 16 — 117 141 57 44 — 28
1964-65 (SC Households) 3 52 57 15 - 99 125 50 32 — 19
1964-65 (ST Households) 1 53 47 28 — 70 131 31 17 — 20

1i 1974-75  (All Households) 11 37 395 41 21 153 319 108 82 —_ 149
1974-75  (SC Households) 3 53 301 23 12 114 262 95 56 —_ 93
1974-75 (ST Households) 1 36 220 32 — 59 230 39 — —_ 79

iii 1977-78  (All Households) 30 46 342 40 52 370 382 183 222 — 93
1977-78  (SC Households) 12 49 277 24 27 292 339 151 113 — 78
1977-78 (ST Households) 16 45 409 31 102 287 376 157 265 — 92

iv 1983 (All Households) 53 332 391 51 127 254 444 221 263 132 148
1983 (SC Houeholds) 32 270 323 45 105 271 344 215 180 128 179
1983 (ST Households) 52 193 270 46 35 339 295 154 105 107 274
(RURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS)

i 1964-65 (All Households) 7 53 78 18 — 123 146 60 40 — 33
1964-65 (SC Households) 2 51 55 24 — 95 125 49 32 —_ 21
1964-65 (ST Households) 1 48 21 53 e 97 144 35 24 - 17

i 1974-75  (All Households) 11 37 396 44 22 159 320 110 82 - 157
1974-75  (SC Households) 3 55 298 23 14 116 259 97 56 — 97
1974-75 (ST Households) 1 32 218 36 - 59 223 36 —_ — 87

iii 1977-78  (All Households) 34 45 346 39 57 363 380 187 224 - 93
1977-78  (SC Households) 14 50 282 25 27 284 336 157 113 —_ 76
1977-78 (ST Households) 18 44 398 29 101 275 369 156 252 _ 88

fv 1983 (All Households) 57 328 406 80 123 264 465 257 255 135 146
1983 (SC Households) 30 270 349 54 105 - 271 361 232 179 122 185
1983 "(ST Households) 44 182 289 50 40 325 282 175 106 98 269

Others (More than one Purpose)

SOURCE : Rural Labour Enquiry —Various Reports.
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
STATE PROFILE: ASSAM

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 1885 2159 2939 2381
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Lzbour Households
(in 000°s) 1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983 1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983
2 Estd, No, of Labour Households 93 282 500 463 274 476 884 705
3 Estd, No. of SC., Labour Households 23 100 74 34 51 142 117 40
4 Estd. No. of ST, Labour Households 14 27 50 59 60 33 72 82
5 % of Households without Land 14.6 26.3 30.2 37.3 56.5 45.2 48 .5 55.9
6 % of SC Households without Land 47 8.0 6.0 3.4 11.7 13.2 8.7 3.9
7 % of ST. Households without Land 1.5 2.5 2.7 34 12 8 34 3.9 5.1
8 Average Household Size 4.52 4.94 4.67 4.45 4 62 4,92 4.81 4.49
9 Average SC Household Size 4.32 4.96 4 86 4.27 4.22 4.89 4.72 437
10 Average ST Household Size . . 4 45 4.81 4.37 4.18 4.66 4.88 4.22 4.19
1 INDEBTEDNESS
11 Perecentage of Indebted Households 435 28.2 11.7 22.8 325 28.7 9.9 22.1
12 Percentage of Indebted ST. Households 64.0 325 13.8 44 .0 431 32.9 11.6 40.8 .
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 23 .4 252 202 51 23.1 26.8 15.9 5.0 ’
(in Rupees)
14 Average Dcbt per Households 52 65 29 110 114 62 31 99
15 Average Debt per SC Household 30 65 22 85 33 70 31 86
16 Average Debt per ST Household 18 45 21 247 30 40 25 179
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hld 119 230 248 478 114 216 imn 448
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld. without
Land .. 185 187 .. .. 198 k) B
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld, with land .. 256 313 .. .. 228 310
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 65 201 158 194 76 214 265 212
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld, without
Land o 155 188 . .. 201 350
(b) Av, Debt per Indebted H1d. with Land .. 225 99 . .. 222 107
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST, Hid, 77 179 102 4818 200 151 152 3592
(a) Av.Debt per Indebted Hld, without .
Land . 130 75 . . 9 167 . -

(b) Av, Debt per Indebted Hid. with Land .. 195 144 .. .. 174 129
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RURAL LABOUR ENQ UIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE PEQFILE: ASSAM)

Source and Purpose of Debt
(In Rupses)

11 (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Households Co.op Empl- Money Shop HIid. Marriage Produ- Land Others
Socicty yers Lenders Keepers Banks Others Cons- Ceromeny ctive & Bld.
umption purpose Cons-
truction
{Agricultural Labour House-
holds) Q) Q) (3) 10)) ) (6) ) (8) @ o0 an
i 1964-65 (All Households) 1 2 2 15 99 82 9 25 3
1964-65 (SC Households) 6 1 17 41 58 7
1964-65 (ST Households) 5 5 67 45 32
ii 1974-75 (All Houscholds) 16 13 74 38 89 154 4 15 57
1974-75 (SC Households) 28 7 73 36 57 130 1 1 69
1974-75 (ST Houszholds) 16 35 14 114 85 21 51 51
iii 1977-78 (All Houscholds) 6 7 45 80 110 184 27 19 22
1977-78 (SC Households) 58 100 140 18
1977-78 (ST Households) 10 24 68 102
iv 1933 (All Households) 33 44 7 221 172 402 16 15 39
1983 (SC Houscholds) 13 9 98 7 67 182 12
1983 (ST Households) 3881 937 4817 1
(Rural Labour Houscholds)
i 1964-65 (All Households) 1 3 7 47 56 87 11 12 4
1964-65 (SC Houscholds) 11 10 28 27 63 8 5
1964-65 (ST Households) 1 14 167 18 153 30 17
ii 1974-75 (All Households) 9 73 43 83 149 4 11 52
1974-75 (SC Houszholds) 19 78 34 78 137 3 3 71
1974-75 (ST Householcs) 12 27 14 98 78 16 39 18
iii 1977-78 (All Households) 4 5 49 115 2 136 218 40 37 16
1977-78 (SC Houscholds) 179 86 153 99 13
1977-78 (ST Hous=holds) 9 83 60 152
iv 1983 (All Households) 26 32 34 176 16 164 319 19 37 34 39
1983 (SC Households) 12 8 122 7 63 200 12
1983 (ST Households) 2874 718 3592

Others (More Than Ons Purpose)
Source: Rural Labour Enquiry—Various Reports.
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RURAL LABOURENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

(STATE PROFILE :BIHAR)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 Estimated No. of Rural Houscholds 7698 8896 10803 10854 -
(in 000,’s)
Agricultural Labour Houscholds Rural Labour Hcuscholds
(in 000°s) 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983  1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 2150 2960 3896 4028 2433 3239 4436 4330 )
3 Estd. of SC. Labour Households 1044 1286 1406 1527 1111 1340 1511 1572
4 Estd. No, of ST. Labour Households 75 160 304 368 134 230 369 483
5 % of Households without Land 33-1 38.2 351 468 38-6 40.9 39-1 52-0
6 9 of SC Houssholds without Land 16-9 19-4 14.1 22:6 18.5 20 1 15-2 231
7 % of ST Houszholds without Land 0-9 1-0 1-3 1.2 2-0 12 15 25
8 Average Households Size 4-76 4-77 4-65 4-70 4-76 4-79 4-72 4-69
9 Av:rag: SC Household Siz» 4.78 4-79 4:62 4-69 4-60 4-80 465 4-70 -,
10 Average ST Household Size 4-62 4-45 4-42 4-36 4-60 4-63 4-40 4-31
I INDEBTEDNESS
11 Parcentage of Ind=bted Households 70-7 72.2 52:8 55-5 68-0 70-8 49-6 53.8
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 71-1 75.7 55-7 57-9 70-0 722 54.4 57-4 .
13 Percentage of Indebtcd SC Households 35-8 47-6 40-2 40-7 25-5 47-6 36-6 36-5
(in Rupzes)
14 Average Debt per Household 150 293 195 433 147 259 188 413
15 Average Debt per SC Household 129 281 196 339 129 283 190 332
16 Average Debt per ST Household 31 180 104 266 22 156 118 220
17 Average D:bt per Indebted Hid 212 406 369 780 216 409 378 768
a. Av.D:bt par Indebted Hld. without
Land 320 324 322 337
b. Av.D:bt par Indebted HId. with Land 467 396 469 403 N
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 182 372 351 586 184 377 350 581
a. Av.Debt per Indebted Hld, without
Land 316 329 318 331
b. Av.Debt per Indebted Hid with Land 426 366 — 433 363
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hld. 38 377 259 654 84 327 324 600
a. %;u? sbt par Indebted Hld. without 249 278 : 312 427
b. Av. Dbt par Indebted Hid with Land 383 256 330 267
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

(STATE PROFILE : BTHAR)

Source and Purpase of Debt

{In Rupees)

It
(Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Households Co.op Emplo- Money Shop Hid. Marri- Pro- Land Others
Society  yers lenders keepersBanks Others Cons. age ductiv & BId.
sumption cere-  purpos- comss
mony es truction
(Agricultural Labour House-
holds) . . o 0} &) @ 18)] (©) o ® © 10) {1n

i  1964.65 (All Households) 2 71 64 3 72 .. 119 6 1B 18
1964-65 (SC Householdds) 2 68 50 2 . 60 106 47 9 20
1964-65 (ST Households) 14 44 16 9 .. 5 58 19 10

ii 197475  (All Households) 4 50 164 10 1 177 231 69 17 89

1974-75  (SC Households) 2 59 140 7 2 162 222 63 14 73
1974-75 (ST Households) 29 12 176 20 . 140 ° 270 27 19 61

tii 1977-78  (All Households) 5 38 204, 115 1 6 213 94 21 41
1977-78  (SC Households) 3 49 179 14 1 105 203 92 13 43
1977-78 (ST Households) 25 2 153 9 . 70 160 23 46 30

iv 1983 (All households) 6 359 252 16 27 120 531 141 57 9 42

1983 (SC Households) 10 298 208 21 23 26 . 418 95 36 12 25
1983 (ST Households) 6 12 476 30 49 81 318 231 68 26 11
(Rural Labour Households)

i 1964-65 (AllHouseholds) 2 68 68 6 .. 72 . 118 63 14 21
1964-65  (SC Households) 2 65 54 3 .. 60 105 47 10 22
1964-65 (ST Households) 11 35 20 12 .. 6 54 17 4 6

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 5 48 170 12 1 173 226 70 18 9§
1974-75  (SC Houscholds) 3 57 147 10 2 158 221 67 14 75
1974-75 (ST Households) 30 8 137 26 .. 126 223 19 29 56

iii 197778  (All Households) 6 36 213 17 1 105 212 94 27 45
1977-78  (SC Households) 3 47 178 18 1 103 ° 204 90 12 44
1977-78 (ST Households) 23 3 223 11 .. 64 . 174_ .25 . 42 83

iv: 1983 (All Households) 7 347 246 19 28 121 520 {37 56 10 45
1983 (SC House holds) 10 294 206 22 22 27 * 414 93 36 12 26
21

1983 (ST Households) 13 10 411 39 49 78 289 197

71

22

Others (More than one purpose)
Source : Rural Labour Enquiry==Various Reports,
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RURAL LABOQUR ENQ UIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS :

(STATE PROFILE : GUJARAT)

1964-65 197475 1977-78 1983
% Estimated No. of Rural Households 2980 3404 3854 4128
(in 000%s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Houscholds
(in 000's) 1964-65 1974-75 1977-18 1983 1964-65 1974.75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households . 497 159 1229 1267 551 1007 1453 1542
3 EBstd. No, of SC. Labour Households 113 167 248 227 128 224 266 215
4 Estd. No. of ST. Labour Households . 166 231 368 338 169 279 398 431
S 9% of Houscholds without land . . 67-3 49-3 50-6 60.4 755 (5-2 58.2 715
6 9% of SC Houscholds withoutland . 171 1t-5 i1-9 11-5 19.4 15.3 13-2 14-3
7 9 of ST Households withoutland . 18-3 155 11.9 17-8 18-7 18:5 23 19.8
Average Household size . . . 4-94 5-23 5.2 4-89 4:96 426 5-25 4-96
9 Average SC Households size . . 5:24 5:37 5-18 5-44 5.17 5-47 5:-22 5-43
10 Average ST Householdssize . . 4-92 5-27 5-16 4-36 4-93 5-21 521 4-57
11 Indebte dness . . .
11 Percentage of Indebted Households . 37-0 55:5 42-0 323 36 4 562 39-8 32-9
12 Parcantag: of Indebted ST Households 41-0 576 482 33-8 39-8 58.4 47-6 32:9
13 Porcantag?of Indsbted SC Households 34.3 55.1 37.4 19-6 34-8 56.4 37-1 21.2
(in Rupees)
14 Average Dzbt per Household . . 137 443 425 424 112 474 405 479
15 Average Debt per SC Household . 166 553 471 414 165 546 475 674
16 Average Dzbt par ST Household . 47 273 167 193 50 276 173 208
17 Avzrage Debt per Indebted Hid , . 294 rE)! 1012 1312 308 842 1018 1427
a  Av.Debt, per Indebted HId, without
land . . . . . . . 640 821 655 854
b Av.Dsbt. per Indebted Hld, without
land . . . . . . e 1099 1265 . 1174 1238
18 Average Dzbt per Indebted SCHI4, . 404 961 976 1227 415 935 998 2049
a  Av.Debt. per Indebted Hld. with k&
land . . . . . . .. 933 915 904 965 .o
b Av.D:zbtparIndsbted HId. with land .. 1022 1167 £.. E1003 1100 ..
19 AviragzD:bt per Indebted St. Hid. 137 496 445 983 145 489 466 976
a  Av.Ds:bt. per Indebted HId. without
land . . . . . . . 390 397 . 404, 397
b Av.D:bt per Indebted Hid. withland ] . 755 484 683 516




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRAES : INDEBTEDNESS
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(Source and purpose of Dedt)

(STATE PROFILE : GUJARAT)

(In Rupees)
I Average Debt by Source {Avzrag: Debt by purpose)
Housecholds Co.op Empl- Money Shop Hld. Marri- Produc- Land Othels
Society oyers Lenders keepers Banks Others Cons age tive & Bld
umption cere-~ purpose cons-
mony truction
(Agricultural Labour House
holds) ) )] 3) @ (&) ©) Q) ® ¢ 1o ayn
G) 196465  (All Households) 3 48 35 117 86 168 91 15 28
1964-65  (SCHoussholds) 7 22 67 188 120 235 97 44 28
1964-65 (ST Households) 1 60 4 47 25 91 44, 2
(1) 1974-75  {All Houscholds) 30 162 167 213 33 186 368 245 104 32
1974-75  (SC Households) 26 252 326 124 233 424 384 44 109
197475 (ST Households) 21 187 40 132 10 106 291 103 34 68
(i)  1977-78  (All Houscholds) 142 62 206 180 38 384, 447 251 182 ,e 132
1977-78  {SC Housecholds) 40 100 231 166 30 409 444 355 60 117
1977-78 (ST Houscholds) 54 44 69 128 22 128 248 61 84 52
(v) 1983 (All Households) 91 200 236 269 100 416 346 559 183 190 34
1983 (S5C Houscholds) 152 44 141 123 123 644 206 455 269 283 14
1983 (ST Households) 159 140 208 145 91 240 429 131 311 96 16
{Rural Labour Households) () (93] 3 “) &) ©) ) ®) )] 1o dan
1964-75 (411 Households) 8 48 41 112 99 1 93 23 21
1964-65  (SC Households) 7 24 61 179 144 238 102 49 26
1964-65 (ST Houscholds) 1 60 4 46 34 93 45 7
(1) 1974-75  (All Houscholds) 63 131 161 196 44 247 380 210 109 143
1974-75  (SC Houscholds) 29 193 301 138 3 271 416 321 41 157
1974-75 (ST Houscholds) 22 161 42 133 8 123 301 91 29 . 68
(1) 1977-78  (All Households) 144 65 189 182 34 404 429 290 171 128
1977-78  (SC Households) 58 95 233 158 27 427 422, 407 55 114
1977-78 (ST Households) 51 41 67 138 21 148 249 87 80 50
(1v) 1983 (All Households) 110 178 192 272 87 588 409 495 163 320 40
1983 (SC Households) 129 38 120 115 121 1526 279 389 256 1112 24
1983 (ST Households) 323 104 151 153 66 179 563 95 238 70 10

: Others (More thau one purpose)

Source : Rural Labour Fnquiry—e=Various Reports .
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS

(STATE PROFILE: HARYANA)

1964-65* 1974-75 1977-78 1983
I -,
1 Estimated No. of Rural Houscholds 1372 1511 2776
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Houscholds Rural Labour Households
(in 000’s) 1964-65 . 1974-75 197778 1983 1964-65* 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 125 275 562 222 404 884
3 Estd. No, of SC. Labour Houscholds 99 288 392 132 291 574
4 Estd, No. of ST. Labour Households
5 9% of Households without Land 46.8 62.9 60.6 83.8 93.1 91.7
6 9% of SC Households without Land 36.9 48.5 43.4 48.6 68.1 63.5
7 % Of.ST Households without Land Neg.
8 Average —Houshehold Size 5.91 5.62 5.39 5.01 5.55 5.45
9 Average SC Household Size 5.95 5.35 5.4 5.9 5.3 5.45
10 Average ST Houschold Size 4.50
II INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 79.9 66.9 4.5 65.5 58.9 47.4
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 81.2 68.2 41.1 77.0 61.6 45.9
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 50.0
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 1318 1079 11844 979 918 8127
15 Average Debt per SC Household 1400 1138 17066 1223 980 11851
16 Average Debt per ST —Household 1000 .
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid 1648 1614 26743 1494 1558 17133
. Debt per Indebted Hid, without
(@) Ay.Debtpe 1583 1599 431 1523
(b) Ab, Debt per Indebted H d., with Land 1966 1801 . .. 1764 1974
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid, 1723 1668 41028 1589 1588 25806
Av. Debt per Indebted Hid. without
@) A 1623 1686 1523 1569
(b) Av. Debt per Indpbted HId. with Land 2150 1347 1854 1917
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST. Hid. 2000
. Debt per Indebted Hid. without
@Lang 0P 2000

(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HId. with land

*No separate figures for Haryana available.



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
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SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(STATE PROFILE: HARYANA)

(In Rupees)
m (Avarage Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Households Co-OP Empl- Money Shop Banks Othere HId, Mar- Produc- Land & Others
Saciety oyers Lenders Keepers Cons- riage/ tiv. Bld,
umption cere- purposes cons-
money truction
(Agricultural Labour Households) (1) 3 3) @ (%) (6) ) @® @ o ayn
(i) 1964-65 (All Households)
1964-65 (SC - Households)
1964-65 (ST -~ Households)

(if) 1974-75 (All - Households) 142 24 957 162 31 115 604 356 89 599
1974-75  (SC Households) 169 251 1028 149 22 107 623 405 65 630
1974-75 (ST Hous®holds)

(iii) 197778  (All.—Households) 97 36 691 259 49 482 790 424 247 153
1977-78  (SC Households) 63 81 442 90 13 10 881 414 188 185
1977-78 (ST Households)

(iv) 1983 (All Households) 747 617 537 9% 24231 516 1023 747 24468 41 472
1983 (SC Households) 988 535 527 82 38512 384 1283 741 38739 27 238
1983 (ST Households)

(Rural Labour Households) Q) )] 3) @ O (6) Q) ® ¢)) (10

(i) 1964-65 (All —Households)

1964-65 (SC Households)
1964-65 (ST Households)

(if)y 1974-75  (All Households) 117 189 887 145 24 132 561 380 74 479
1974-75  (SC Households) 151 207 950 135 18 128 576 423 55 535
1974-75 (ST Households) 2000 2000

(ifi) 1977-78  (All Households) 94 185 730 242 66 241 775 397 231 155
1977-78  (SC Households) 72 222 729 247 27 291 869 379 169 m
1977718 (ST Households)

(iv) 1983 (All Households) 1027 404 464 63 14707 468 1212 478 15217 (V] 164
1983 (SC Households) 754 376 4590 59 23561 566 1312 495 23775 70 154
1983 (ST Households)

+Others (More than one purpose)

Source: Rural Labour Enquiry—various Reports,



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

STATE PROFILE : (HIMACHAL PRADESH)-

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
Il Bstimated No. of R(\;lrla})gpsl)lseholds 291 561 670 778
X Agricultural Labcur Houscholds Rural Labcur Hcuscholas -
(in 000%) 1964-65 1974715 197778 1983 1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983
2 Bstd, No. of Labour Households 10 35 17 3 25 90 57
3 Bstd. No. of SC. Labour Households 7 20 18 1 15 53 35
4 Bstd, No. of ST. Labour Houscholds Neg. 1 2 2 2
5 % of Households without Land 80 7-8 7-0 28:0 17-8 211
6 % of SC Households without Land 8.0 3.3 3.5 16.0 89 12-3
7 9% of ST Households without Land Neg. Neg 1-1 1-8
8 Average Household Size | 4-07 4-63 4-81 3-40 4-68 4.75 4-65
9 Average SC Household Size 4-33 4-85 5-02 2:00 4.87 4-79 4-89
16 Average ST Household Size 4-00 4-50 5-50 4-67 4-40 3.14
O INDESTEDNESS
11 Pareentage of Indebted Households 58-8 47-8 26.0 80.0 54-2 58.3 26-6
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 51.6 58.0 40.7 50.0 572 67.6 33-6
13 Percertage of Iddebted SC Household 50-0 R 22 40-0 23.7
(in  Rupees)
14 Avcrage Debt per Household 554 415 442 38 551 498 383
15 Avirag: De:bt per SC Household 496 538 721 9 540 576 413
16 Av:irage Dzbt per ST Hopsehold 150 83 149 211
17 Av:ragz Debt per Indebted Hid. . 992 868 1698 41 1016 854 1440
(a) Av.Debt.per  indebted Hid, without'Land .. 2389 358 1054 582
M) %nl()lebt. per Indebted Hld. with 753 063 1005 897
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hld. 961 924 1772 28 943 852 1317
(@) ALva.“Ddebt per Indebted HId. without 2770 232 1108 198
(b) Av. D:b: »xr [n125t2d HUd. with Land 712 * 1075 891 953
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid. 300 375 373 890
() %nl()!ebt per Indebted HId. without - 450 -
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld. with Land 300 300 373



RUXAL LABOUR ENQUIRIBS : INDEBTBDNESS
STATE PROFILE : (HIMACHAL PRADESH)

SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)
HI _ T o
Households (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Co.Op. Bmpl- Money Shop Hld, Marriage/Productive Land & Others
Society  oyers -Lenders -Keepers Banks Others Cons- Ceremony Purposes Bld.
umption Construc-
tion

{Axicuttural Labour Households) (1) Q) 3) “) €5) {6) @ @ ) ¢10) n

i 1964-65  (All Households)
1964-65 (SC Houscholds)
1964-65 (ST Households)

ii 1974-75  (All Houszholds) 110 94 334 175 . 279 295 133 108 .. 456

1974-75  (SC Households) 150 118 216 155 . 22 208 110 21 . 622

1974-75 (ST Houscholds) . . .. .. .. .. ..
iii 1977-78  (All Households) 79 57 537 98 24 73 469 217 27 . 155

1977-78  (SC Households) 63 81 442 90 13 235 527 229 18 .. 150

1977-78 (ST Houscholds) .. .. . 300 .. .. . .. .. 300
iv 1983 (All Households) 283 .. 247 20 422 430 116 310 1100 123

1983 (SC Households) 277 .. 261 21 446 424 123 380 1162 107

1983 (ST Households) . .

(Rural Labour ;Iouseholds) §)) 2 @3 @) &) ® O (8) ) 10

i 1964-65  (All Households) . .. .. 41 .. .. 41
1964-65 (SC Households) . .. .. 28 . .. 28
1964-65 (ST Households) .. .. ..

ii 197475  (All Households) 90 74 314 186 30 322 357 153 183 323
197475  (SC Households) 184 185 334 179 17 44 310 168 89 376
197475 (ST Households) . .. .. 150 .. 225 3715 . ..

iii 1977-78  (All Houscholds) 60 41 344 148 50 211 442 163 39 210
1977-78  (SC Households) 51 47 419 139 52 144 469 181 39 163
1977-78 (ST Households) .. .. .. 223 150 .. 223 . .. .. 150

iv 1983 (All Households) 221 121 162 59 552 325 179 215 533 326 187
1983 (SC Households) 126 102 167 55 449 418 167 164 503 2380 203

1983 (ST Houscholds) 890 .. .. .. . .. .. 890

‘FOEers (More than one purpose)

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry—Various Reports.



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS

STATE PROFILE :

(JAMMU & KASHMIR)

1964-65

E

197475

1977-78

1983

1 Estimated No, of Rural Households (in 000’s)

567

656

77

819

AGRICULTURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS

RURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS

Lo 8 )

o W

(in 000’s) 1964-65 197475  1977-78 1983  1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983
Estd. No. of Labour Households 5 12 24 52 11 32 91 142
Estd. No. of SC, Labour Hauseholds 1 3 5 12 2 10 21 24
Estd. No, of ST, Labour Households 1 1
% of Households without Land 18.2 12.1 7.7 12.7 36 4 42 4 253 27.5
% of SC Households without Land 9.1 6.1 44 63 91 212 132 9.9
7 9%ofST Households without Land
8 Average Household Size 4.47 553 5.00 531 4.56 5.15 5.33 5.20
9 AverageSC H ousehold Size 4 00 6 51 525 506 39 5.67 4.83 5.40
10  AverageST Hous hold Size 6.29 4.00 5.42
I INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 585 675 59.8 337 44 8 572 599 37.0
12 Perc ntage of Indebted ST Households .. . - e .. 100.0 .. 42.6
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 50 Q 55.7 54 2 104 29 2 44 5 459 25.7
(in Rupees)
14  Average Debt per Household 131 336 324 1124 105 325 387 1183
15 Average Debt per SC Household 49 250 357 26 68 230 259 2205
16 Average Debt per ST Household .. . .. . .. 300 .. 1278
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid 24 498 544 3338 235 569 646 3199
a. Av.Debt per Indebted Hid. without Land 507 647 ~ 527 493
b. Av.Debt per Indebted Hld. with Land . 498 530 . - 584 675 ..
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 9 448 663 256 217 516 568 8572 -
a. Av.Debt per Indebted Hld, without Land 436 790 446 412
b. Av.Debt per Indebted HId. with Land 470 435 601 709 .
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid, .. 300 3000
a. Av.Debt per Indebted Hid, without Land N
b. Av.Debt per Indebted Hid, with Land 300




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
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STATE PROFILE: JAMMU & KASHMIR)

SOURCE & PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)

m Households (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Co. Op Empl- Money Shop Hid, Merri- Pro- Land Otherst
Society oyers Lenders Keepers Banks Others Cons- age/ ductiv. & Bld.
ump- Cere- Pur- Const-
tion mony poses ruction
(Agricultural Labour
Households) m @ 3 @ (&) (6) @) ® ©)] a0, an

i 1964-65 (All Households) 16 1 42 117 .. 48 175 2 27
1964-65 (SC Households) 20 79 99
1964-65 (ST Households)

i 1974-75 (All Households) 13 13 19 311 5 137 358 77 25 38
1974-75 (SC Households) 25 10 28 85 .. 300 205 110 26 107
1974-75 (ST Households)

i 1977-78 (All Households) 8 139 1 293 14 79 357 158 12 18
1977-78 (SC Households) 4 285 36 55 7 276 435 220 7
1977-78 (ST Households)

iv. 1983 (All Households) 1142 3 22 457 18 1695 461 85 1164 22 1606
1983 (SC Households) 90 166 166 90
1983 (ST Households)
(Rural Labour Households) (4)] ) 3 @ ) ) D (8) ® 10 @y

i 1964-65  (All Households) 26 1 31 134 . 59 143 54 5 32

1964-65 (SC Households) 143 14 60 74 143
1964-65 (ST Households)

ii  1974-75 (All Households) 18 57 328 .. 392 76 63 37
1974-75 (SC Households) 19 7 42 75 9 364 257 151 38 70
1974-75 (ST Households) 200 100 300

iit 197778 (All Households) 16 87 21 3N 4 147 435 105 35 11
1977-78 (SC Households) 1 89 41 214 2 221 335 106 92 35
1977-78 (ST Households) .

iv. 1983 (All Households) 422 17 64 1026 33 1637 1051 1052 525 7 563
1983 (SC Households) 95 226 . 8251 269 8207 95
1983 (ST Households) 3000 3000

1Others : (More then one purpose).

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry--Various Reports,



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE PROFILE: KARNATAKA)

E—48

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
I 1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 3504 4068 4510 4815
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(in 000’s) 1964-65 197475  1977-78 1983 1964-65 197475  1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 954 1252 1710 1762 1043 1455 2037 2053
3 Estd. No. of SC, Labour Households 267 353 464 495 279 594 503 551
4 Estd, No, of ST. Labour Households 33 35 53 166 36 44 66 18
5 % of Households without Land 59.3 45.8 45.6 46 .6 65.0 55.3 55.9 55.0 ’
6 % of SC Households without Land 155 13 .4 14.2 12.9 16.0 149 15.2 14.3
7 % of ST Households without Land 1.8 1.4 1.6 4.1 1.9 2.1 2.1 4.6
8 Average Household Size 4.51 4.85 5.00 4.52 4 81 5.05
Average SC Household Size 4 91 4.76 5.07 4.94 4 80 5.07
10 Average ST Household Size 5.14 4.42 5.25 5.18 4.61 5.22
i) INDEBTEDNESS
11 Perceatage of Indebted Households 63.0 65.0 52.2 49.2 62.5 645 50.5 49.2
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 62.3 69.4 54.8 50.1 63.5 3.9 57.7 50.0
13 Porcentage of Indebted SC Households 71.7 71.3 53.3 53.8 71.9 70.8 52 8 54.3
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 196 487 439 608 195 483 420 598
15 Average Debt per SC Houschold 218 456 345 635 216 456 339 646
16 Average Debt per ST Household 195 192 702 630 192 258 667 600
17  Average Debt per Indebted Hld, 312 750 841 1236 312 750 832 1214
(2) Av.Debt per Indebted HId. without
Land 563 564 573 569
(b) Av.Debt per Indebted Hid. with Land . 933 1091 .. 929 1102 ..
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hld. 304 640 646 1180 300 644 642 1189
{a) Av. Debt per Indebted Hid. without
Land 479 424 481 429
(b) Ab, Debt per Indebted Hld. with land .. 838 965 .. 840 947 ..
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST. Hld. 313 276 1285 1254 303 350 1158 1198 -
(2) Av.Debt per Indebted Hid. without
Land 280 391 382 355
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HId, with Land 270 2020 270 2049
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIR IES. INDEBTEDNESS

(STATE PROFILE. KARNATAKA)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)

(Average Debt by Source)

(Average Debt by Purposc)

11} Households Co, Op Empl- Money Shep Banks Others HId. Mar-  Produc- Land & Others
Society oyers  Lenders Kecpers Con- nmnage tv. Bld.
sumption cele-  purposes cons-
raony truction
03] 3) 4 ) ©) o @& ¢ Qo an
(Agrticultural Labour Households)

(1) 1964-65 (All Households) 12 22 104 10 164 160 71 36 46
1964-65  (SC Households) 6 22 111 7 158 127 89 31 58
1964-65 (ST Households) 44 28 100 13 128 131 89 62 31

(i) 197475  (All Households) 47 52 356 30 40 .. 397 150 96 106
1974-75  (SC Households) 13 97 321 7 19 183 367 123 55 95
1974-75 (ST Households) 12 40 62 43 119 211 45 12 8

(u) 197778  (All Households) 93 31 226 33 126 334 389 152 185 e 114
197778  (SC Households) 26 31 159 34 137 259 285 123 82 156
1977-78 (ST Households) 29 8 460 22 368 398 411 209 6C5 59

Gv) 1933 (All Households) 129 166 350 68 311 211 428 235 402 74 77
1983 (SC Households) 78 152 321 31 426 173 358 174 507 82 60
1933 (ST Households) 63 214 i41 85 503 251 358 188 614 44 52
(Rural Labour Households)

(1) 1964-65 (All Households) 15 23 103 11 160 160 70 36 46
1964-65  (SC Households) 6 23 107 7 158 127 88 30 56
1964-65 (ST Households) 43 35 96 13 117 130 81 64 28

(1) 1974-75  (All Houscholds) 42 49 356 32 36 235 148 167 38 347
197475  (SC Households) 12 52 338 13 18 271 363 130 52 99
1974-75 (ST Households) 11 66 69 32 172 260 53 31 6

(u1) 1977-78  (All Households) 92 34 209 38 122 337 388 151 182 111
197778  (SC Households) 30 37 155 36 135 249 279 130 84 149
1977-78 (ST Households) 22 40 353 104 280 359 497 158 457 46

Gv) 1983 (All Households) 124 155 325 68 308 234 427 231 403 84 69
1983 (SC Households) 79 137 309 28 407 229 365 157 534 72 60
1983 (ST Households) 73 206 141 30 460 238 340 174 562 75 48

Others (More than one purpose)

Source. Rural Labour Enquiry—Various Reports,
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A, 57
RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS (STATE PROFILE: KERALA)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 2475 3234 3816 3622
(in 000’s)
AGRICULTURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS RURAL LABOUR HOUSEHOLDS
(in 000’s) 1964-65 197475  1977-78 1983  1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 697 886 1030 1148 1041 1364 1809 1785
3 Estd. No. of SC. Labour Households 209 241 248 278 251 302 325 352
4 Estd.No,of ST. Labour Households 21 28 12 21 26 32 21 28
5 % of Households without Land 20.0 8.6 7.1 11.5 33.1 17.1 13.9 16.7
6 % of SC Households without Land 6.9 3.0 2.5 3.8 8.7 43 3.3 4.7
7 % of ST Households without Land 1.2 0.6 0.2 0.3 1.4 0.7 0.3 0.4
8 Average Housohold Size 5.54 5.63 5.26 5.04 5.50 5.64 5.39 5.12
9 Average SC Household Size 5.33 5.51 5.05 5.14 5.3 5.46 5.13 5.15
10 Average ST Houschold Size 5.00 5.29 5.53 4.66 5.12 5.19 5.79 4.66
II INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Housenolds 61.7 83.6 80.9 52.4 60.7 84 .0 77.9 54.0
12 Percentage of Indebtod ST Households 38.9 45.2 64.7 46.1 42.4 47.2 54.3 51.9
13 Percontage of Indebted SC Households 62.4 83.2 81.1 54.5 60.0 82.1 80.1 54.8
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt Per Houseirold 78 in 388 870 89 397 422 965
15 Average Debt per SC Household 46 210 271 753 40 206 275 862
16 AveragoDebt per ST Houscaold 42 79 199 739 46 71 143 649
17 Average Dabt per Indebied Hid. 127 372 480 1654 146 473 541 1786
a. Av.Debt per Indebted HId. without Land 217 507 422 487
b. Av.Debt per Indebted HId. with Land 393 477 483 549
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 74 253 334 1379 76 251 344 1575
a. Av. Debdt per Indebted HId. without Land 143 568 190 477 ..
b. Av.Debt per Indebted HId. with Lond 274 286 . 264 315
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid. 108 174 308 1600 95 150 262 1249
a. Av. Debt per Indebted Hld. without L=nd 128 150 128 150
b. Av.Debt per Indebtedd Hid. with Lnd 193 328 157 272

——
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTENDNESS

A, 52

(STATE PROFILE: KERALA)

SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In RUPEES)

I - -
(Averago Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Households Co, Op Empl- Money Shop Hild. Cons-Marri ageIProductlve Land Others
Society oyers LendersKeepers Banks Others umption Ceremony Purposes C% Bld,
nstru.
ction
(Agricultural Labour ,
Housholds) 6)} () 3) “@ () ©) )] ® ® a0 an

i,  1964-65 (All Houscholds) 11 9 25 36 46 63 16 16 31
1964-65 (SC Households) 4 9 9 25 27 41 12 7 15
1964-65 (ST Households) .. . 32 52 24 86 14 4

ii, 1974-75 (Al Households) 45 2 60 54 4 147 133 53 54 131
1974-75 (SC Households) 15 2 40 4 35 97 101 50 10 92
1974-75 (ST Households) 32 1 1 12 128 50 18 106

fif 197718 (All Households)] 95 20 15 55 99 136 211 54 85 131
1977-718  (SC Households) 45 30 41 56 41 121 184 4 kx] 76
1977-78 (ST Households) 17 a8 75 23 36 119 91 38 178

iv, 1983 (All Households) 307 51 63 52 462 719 321 161 Ky} 477 318
1983 (SC Households) 289 50 76 31 147 781 194 200 123 398 464
1983 (ST Households) 412 925 263 222 480 898
(Rural Labour Households)

i. 1964-65 (AllHousheduls) 24 23 29 36 34 67 15 20 4“4
1964-65 (SC Households) 4 13 10 28 24 4 10 14
1964-65 (ST Households) .. 2 26 49 18 78 i1 3

i 1974-75 (Al Households) 47 45 70 60 63 .. 392 68 56 201
1974-75 (SC Households) 16 22 43 49 32 89 11 45 9 86
1974-75 (ST Households) 27 1 1 15 106 47 15 1 87

fif 1977-78 (All Households) 103 17 79 54 108 180 207 69 102 164
1977-78  (SC Households) 47 26 53 S4 37 127 174 49 27 94
1977-78 (ST Households) 1 9% 60 19 25 51 112 27 124

iv 1983 (All Households) 360 41 147 53 493 692 308 176 502 450 350
1983 (SC Households) 536 47 88 52 193 659 205 212 361 393 404
1983 (ST Households) 50 . 13 291 719 176 208 " n 602

Others (More than one Purpose)
Source: Rural Labour Enquiry-Various Reports,
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A=—53
RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTHDNESS (STATE PROFILE : MADHYA PRADESH)
1964-65 1974-75 197778 1983
! 1 Estimated No. Rural Households 5966 6081 7773 7636
(in 000’s)
) Agricult;.ral Labour Households Rural Labour Households
Gn 000's) 196465 197475 197778 1983 196465 197475 197778 1983
2 Bstd. No. of Labour Households 1213 325 2169 2302 1335 1460 2402 2568
3 Hstd, No. of SC. Labour Houscholds 366 364 522 505 399 392 576 556
4 Hstd. No. of ST. Labour Houscholds 400 449 775 937 420 493 841 1021
5 % of Households Without Land 488 42:8 455 456 549 465 494 51-9
6 9 of SC Households without Land 15-8 1229 12,0 11.6 175 13-8 13.0 12:9
7 % of ST Houscholds without Land 148 142 152 162 158 149 160 179
8 Average Houschold Size 419 4.68 4-44 4.72 4-08 4:61 4:49 4-70
9 Average SC Houschold Size 4-18 4.52 4-56 479 4-20 4-53 4-64 4.81
10 Average ST Household Size 4-14 4:62 4-44 451 4-13 4-64 4-46 4-49
II INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentagt of Imdebted Hotiseholds 39-8 62:6 38-9 37-4 60.0 61.2 38-3 37-8
12 Parcentage of Indebted ST Households 53-7 58-2 34.6 30-5 53-9 56-1 34.7 31-6
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 68:9 67-9 48-6 47-1 69-5 674 47-2 46-5
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Houschold 143 368 197 689 148 361 192 780
15 Average Debt per SC Household 197 465 265 648 208 462 251 786
16 Average Debt per ST Houschold 93 254 139 518 100 243 137 670
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hld. 238 588 506 1846 247 590 502 2060
(8) 4. Taebt per Indebted HId. without s4l 476 . . M6 466
I (b) Av.Debt per Indebted Hid, with Land .. 624 530 . 623 529 .
18 Averags Debt per Indebted SC Hid, 286 685 545 1377 292 685 533 1692
@) Al\':gabt per Indebted Hid. without 615 475 - - 614 467
@) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld. with
Land . 753 632 . . 753 611 ..
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid. 174 437 401 1695 186 432 396 2116
@ Al‘gn?lebt per Indebted, Hd, withons 423 478 .. .. 423 469 .
¥ (b) Av.Debt per Indebted Hid. Land . 47 351 - .. 439 351
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Am54
RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNBSS STATE . MADHYA PRADESH)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT
(In Rupees)
o _
Households (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Co.op- Empl- Money Shop *Hld-Cons-Marriage Producsive Land
society oyers Lenders keepers Banks Others umption ceremony purposes & Bld. Others
Construe-
tion
(Agricultural Labour Households () @) () @) 5 © WL ©® @) an

i 1964-65  (All Households) 14 60 ! 28 63 132 54 28 25
1964-65 (SC Houscholds) 18 68 80 31 90 174 62 24 26
1964-65 (ST Households) 7 53 48 20 46 86 44 21 24

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 31 118 238 37 24 140 320 114 65 89
1974-75  (SC Households) 32 135 306 24 14 174 398 109 61 117

1974-75 (ST Houscholds) 26 121 132 33 27 96 215 122 49 51

iii 1977-78 (All Households) 64 81 147 44 25 145 254 97 103 52
1977-78  (SC Houscholds) 48 106 176 34 41 140 321 96 78 50
1977-78 (ST Households) 54 74 76 55 11 131 200 90 85 46

iv 1983 (All Households) 291 490 321 88 295 360 799 277 575 90 104
1983 (SC Houscholds) 33 512 266 24 311 231 711 242 337 13 74
1983 (ST Housholds) 531 290 230 133 386 126 388 442 807 12 45

(Rural Labour Households)

i 1964-65 (All Households) 15 60 76 30 .. 131 59 30 28
1964-65 (SC Households) 12 51 145 9 66 170 68 25 29
1964-65 (ST Households) 7 58 48 21 53 92 49 31 23

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 37 110 239 41 28 135 317 111 69 93
197475 (SC Households) 37 127 309 26 16 170 394 109 63 119
1974-75 (ST Households) 32 115 134 32 26 93 212 117 55 48

iif 197778  (All Households) 62 78 148 48 23 143 248 95 101 57
197778  (SC Households) 48 101 177 33 38 136 311 93 81 48
1977-78 (ST Households) 53 73 76 61 11 122 196 93 82 26

iv 1983 (All Households) ' 322 459 392 104 286 497 958 255 589 158 100
1983 (SC Households) 30 551 256 28 285 541 1068 227 3n 16 10
1983 (ST Households) 586 265 435 121 385 324 603 396 831 43 43

Others (More than one purpose)

SOURCE : Rural Labour Enquiry—-various reports.



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE PROFILE: MAHARASHTRA)

A SS

)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
I Estimated No. of Rural Households 4974 6085 7839 7863
(in 000's)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(in 000's) 1964-65 197475 197778 1983 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 1546 1945 3029 3031 1693 2231 3628 3591
3 Estd. No. of SC, Labour Houssholds 305 449 442 47 327 497 530 541
4 Estd. No., of ST. Labour Households 211 332 694 617 233 385 768 700
5 % of Households without Land 62.5 46.2 48.1 49.0 69.2 53.7 58.6 59.9
6 % of SC Households without Land 13.1 10.6 7.6 8.7 14.1 120 9.3 10.6
7 % of ST Households without Land 9.4 10.0 12.7 11.5 10.4 1.4 14.2 13.1
8 Average Housthold Size 4.60 5.02 4.75 4.7 4.61 5.07 4.77 4.70
9 Average SC Household Size 4.89 5.08 4.96 4.69 4.93 5.09 4.94 4.65
10 Average ST Household Size 4.89 5.01 4.80 4.73 5.04 5.10 4.78 4.73
n INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 46.6 50.1 43.1 48.1 46.2 50.0 42.8 47.1
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 40.6 44.9 34.7 32.3 39.4 45.9 34.8 33.5
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 51.6 53.4 42.3 44.0 52.1 53.8 43.2 47.1
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Householde 78 257 257 482 80 269 259 589
15 Average Debt per SC Household 82 21 244 266 84 215 239 304
16 Average Debt per ST Household 56 147 152 208 53 158 148 880
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid, 167 514 597 1007 174 537 686 1249
: ted Hld. without
(a) Avigle(}at per Indebte 383 400 368 438
(b) Av.Debt per Indebted Hld. with Land 638 770 672 766
18 Average Debt per Indobted SC Hid. 159 413 577 602 161 400 553 646
d. without
(@ Av. Debt per Indebted Hd. withou 253 454 250 436
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted Hod. with Land 532 703 517 693
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hld. 138 326 439 644 134 344 425 2628
d. without
() Av. Debt por Tndebted Hid. vi 241 251 262 252
Av. Debt per Indebted Hid. with Land 433 641 455 615

[y




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE MAHARASTHRA)

E—-55

SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)
IIIH —
(Average Debt by Sorce) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Households Co.0Op Empl- Money Shop Banks Others HId, Mar-  Pro- Land & Others
society oyers Lenders Keepers con- riage/ ductive BId.
sump- ceremony purpose cons-
tion truction
(Agricultural Labour Hous. helds)
) @ 3) @ ®) ©) Q)] (8) 9 (10) an

(i) 1964-65 (All Households) 30 20 26 30 61 78 26 43 20
1964-65  (SC Households) 18 23 30 16 72 98 25 23 13
1964-65 (ST Households) 19 34 28 12 4 57 28 47 5

(ii) 1974-75  (All Houscholds) 86 24 131 30 53 190 224 54 157 79
1974-75  (SC Households) 61 19 148 24 27 134 185 35 102 91
1974-75 (ST Households) 42 43 87 30 3R 87 118 49 96 63

(iii) 1977-78  (All Households)’ 139 18 72 38 82 248 186 72 264 74
1977-718  (SC Hous holds) 122 6 72 25 41 311 166 36 282 93
1977-78 (ST Hous-holds) 108 14 58 42 7)) 146 136 45 217 41

(iv) 1983 (All Households) 218 50 90 64 172 412 355 117 432 64 38
1983 (SC Households) 151 74 40 41 106 190 147 52 354 38 13
1983 (ST Households) 121 32 42 60 102 288 760 41 266 13 165
(Rrral Labour Households)

(i) 1964-65 (All Households) 33 20 27 22 72 79 30 41 23
1964-65  (SC Households) 18 24 29 19 71 100 24 23 14
1964-65 (ST Households) 18 33 30 13 i 55 29 44 5

(ii) 1974-75  (All Households) 92 25 137 30 57 196 231 59 167 80
197475  (SC Households) 61 17 140 23 27 132 186 33 97 34
197475 (ST Houscholds) 36 57 97 27 27 100 141 55 82 66

- (iii) 1977-78  (OlifHouseholds) - 151 22 67 41 84 241 197 80 257 72
1977-78 (SCHouseholds) 114 12 64 33 43 287 169 40 257 88
1977-718 (ST Households) 98 15 54 47 71 140 136 50 202 37

(iv) 1983 (A1l Households) 494 54 79 74 155 393 335 129 680 70 35
1983 (SC Households) 140 108 36 39 93 230 190 84 302 62 9
1983 2148 42 41 56 9 246 150 36 2291 11 141

(ST Households)

Others (More than one Purpose)

Source: Rural Labour Enquiry =—~various Reports,



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

E—56

(STATE PROFILE: ORISSA)

(b) Av. Debt per Indebted Hid with Land

1964-65 197475 1977-78 1983
I
1 Estimated No, of Rural Households 3483 5896 4618 4738
(in 000%s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Hcuseholds
(in 000’s) 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd, No. of Labour Houscholds 861 1249 1713 1725 988 1517 1926 1941
3 Estd., No. of SC Labour Households 274 345 478 431 324 409 523 477
4 Estd, No. of ST, Labour Housecholds 257 327 599 565 282 422 652 654
5 9% of Households without Land 39.5 30.8 41.4 39.2 45 4 37.8 470 45.1
6 % of SC Houscholds without Land 14.1 11.1 13.9 12.8 15.7 13.1 15.3 14 2
7 ¢ of ST Households without Land 11.0 6.6 137 11.8 12.1 9.3 14.8 13.6
8 Average Household Size 4.41 4.64 4 60 4.58 4 40 4.62 4.62 4.57
9 Average SC Household Size 4.61 4.47 4 67 4.41 4.51 450 4 67 4.42
10 Average ST Household Size 4.40 4.63 4.32 4 25 4.4 448 4.36 4.24
it Indebtedness
11 Persentage of Indebted Households 47.1 60.3 40.7 40.7 47.1 56 8 400 40.1
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Houscholds - 44 9 47.7 28.2 29.9 4.1 41.7 27.8 29.5
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 48.9 59.7 46.3 40.6 50 2 58.4 46.0 407
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 73 254 154 341 78 236 152 324
15 Average Debt per SC Houschold 81 235 138 330 77 217 138 338
16 Average Debt per ST Household 42 102 64 256 45 95 63 231
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid, 155 422 380 836 155 416 380 808
(a) /ﬁnDdebt per Indebted Hid. without 246 259 . 250 270
(b) Av. Debt per Indobted Hid, with Land 497 454 . 486 449
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 166 393 298 812 164 37 299 832
(2) AIYa:n]:?lebt per Indebted Hid, without 212 2 237 220
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld. with Land 489 377 456 372
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid, 93 213 226 855 101 228 227 786
(a) AI.‘.gn l?iebt per Indebted HId, without 144 168 . . 138 188
237 249 . 256 242
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS . -
(STATE PROFILE : ORISSA)

SOURCE AND PURCHASE OF DEBT
(In Rupees)

I
Households (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)
Co, op- Emplo- Money Shop ‘Hid. Cons- Mariage Productiv Land Others
society yers Lenders keepers Banks  Others umption ceremony Purposes & BId.
Construc-
tion

(Agricultural Labour Houseolds) (1)  (2) @ @ (5( (6) )] ® ® q an

i 1964-65  (All Households) 20 34 78 2 . 21 88 35 11 .. 21
1964-65  (SC Households) 25 26 92 2 .. 21 99 33 12 . 20
1964-65 (ST Households) 7 4 28 1 .. 13 64 18 9 .. 02

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 49 14 234 16 14 95 253 47 44 .. 78
1974-75  (SC Households} 42 1 230 26 3 81 240 66 35 . 52
197475 (ST Households) 31 6 92 3 8 73 120 12 38 .. 43

iij 197778  (All Households) 73 20 147 11 27 102 202 44 110 .. 24
197778  (SC Households) 62 12 108 7 26 83 159 40 72 .. 27
1977-78 (ST Households) 65 1 43 5 11 91 116 26 78 .. 6

iv 1983 (Ali Households) 316 30 100 21 179 190 262 105 412 24 33
1983 (SC Households) 213 53 102 68 262 114 114 553 553 25 42
1983 (ST Households) 555 7 85 1 127 80 276 84 492 .. 43

(Rural Labour Households)

| 1964-65 (All Households) 19 36 715 4 . 21 87 3 14 21
1964-65  (SC Households) 23 24 .. 2 .. 19 9% R 11 . 16
1964-65 (ST Houscholds) 7 4 28 8 - 15 6 17 6 . 14

ii 197475 (Al Houscholds) 47 14 23 17 16 9 249 47 4 . 76

-» 197475  (SC Houscholds) 41 9 217 27 3 74 20 605 35 .. 46
197475 (ST Households) 22 10 110 3 1 66 127 2 - 4 g 28

iii 197778  (All Houscholds) 76 24 21 10 24 225 202 48 105 .. 25
197778 (SC Households) 60 11 114 6 24 84 16l 8 70 . 29
197778 (ST Households) 64 10 51 4 10 8 10 30 4 7

iv 1983 (All Households) 296 31 98 20 179 184 257 97 396 25 33
1983 (SC Households) 204 48 110 62 303 105 119 78 568 25 4
1983 (ST Households) 499 12 79 1 14 81 265 03 42 . 6

Others (More thn one Purposs)
SOURCE t Rural Labour Enquity—varfous reports,



RURAL LABOUR INQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

E—S58

A-597

(STATE PROFILE : PUNJAB)

&

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1
1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 2657 1828 2104 2221
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Houscholds Rural Labour Households;
(in 000’s) 1964-65 197475  1977-78 1983 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No of Labour Houscholds 380 380 507 561 462 465 669 701
3 Estd. No, of SC. Labour Households 317 330 425 418 372 384 533 497
4 Estd. No. of ST. Labour Households 12 neg. 3 4 14 i 3 6
5 9% of Housholds Without Land 72.3 74.8 70 4 76.2 87 4 90 9 92 5 93.4
6 % of SC Houssholds without Land 612 66.0 59.6 57.6 71.9 76 8 74 9 67.9
7 % of ST Households without Land 24 0.8 0.4 0.6 2.3 neg. 04 0.9
8 Average Household size 550 5.64 546 5.13 5.46 5.62 5 31 5.09 3
9 Average SC Household size; 554 5.69 5.48 5.18 5.47 5.68 5.40 5.11
10 Average ST Household sizeJ 5.35 12.00 4.38 5.18 550 8 50 4 38 5.32
INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 73 3 74.8 60.9 53.1 72 6 72 9 58.7 51.4
12 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 76 2 76.3 60.9 58.2 75 4 75.3 60 6 57.4
13 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 60.7 100 08 17 2 57.6 100.0 17.2
(in Rupess)
14 Average Debt per Houschold 461 899 793 966 156 842 719 973
15 Average Debt per SC Houschold; 434 920 802 999 470 865 723 1002
16 Average Debt per ST Household 466 200 33 448 748 33
17 Average Debt per Indebted HLD 629 1201 1302 1822 629 1156 1226 1894
Indebted HLD. without
(@ Av. Debt pertndedie 172 1278 115 1188 .
bted HLD, with
(®) Av. Debt per Indebte 1519 1639 1552 1719 .
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC HLD. 635 1286 1316 1718 624 1148 1198 1744
Indebted HLD. without
(@) Av. Debt per Indeble 1199 1292 144 1175
ted HLD, with
(b)  Av. Debt per Indebte 1209 1745 1206 1600 .
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST HLD: 768 200 200 778 748 200 .
LD, without
(a) %;/;uli)ebt per Indebted H 0 200 200 200 200 .
. with
(b) é;,n ‘li)ebt per Indebted HLD. wi 1295 .

NOTE : neg-NEGLIBLE
Relates to one sample household only
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

E—59

(STATE PROFILE : PUNJAB)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(IN RUPEES)

I

Households

(Average debt by source);

Co,OP Empl-

Money Shop

(Average debt by purpose)

HLD’s. Marriage Pro-

Land & Others

Society oyers lenders keepers Banks Others Cons. ceremony ductive Bld.
umption purposes Cons-
truction
(AgTi;:ulléu)ral Labour House- ) ) ?3) “@ 36 @© Q) ®) O o an
olds

i 1964-65 (All Households) 58 151 153 66 201 342 189 36 62
1964-65  (SC Households) 57 157 156 68 197 350 198 25 62
1964-65 (ST Households) 23 71 300 15 359 310 143 291 24

i 1974-75  (All Households) 95 354 264 208 61 219 532 358 104 207
1974-75  (SC Households) 82 370 274 214 60 206 544 366 91 205
1974-75 (ST Households) 200 200

fii 1977-78  (All Households); 69 228 399 219 40 347 559 411 128 204
1977-78  (SC Households) 71 225 422 211 43 344 552 433 119 212
197778 (ST Households) 200 200

iv 1983 (All Households) 99 221 358 511 151 482 677 541 210 174 220
1983 (SC Households) 96 221 407 388 168 438 554 599 205 176 184
1983 (ST Households)

(Rural Labour Houscholds)

i 1964-65  (All Households) 54 126 174 69 206 314 200 36 79
1964-65 (SC Households) 53 137 178 67 189 324 207 24 69
1964-65  (All Households) 21 64 267 29 397 309 187 260 22

ii 1974-75  (All Households) 112 316 255 192 58 233 523 337 105 191
1974-75  (SC Households) 81 344 263 199 58 203 526 344 85 193
1974-75 (ST Households), 570 178 352 395 1

iii 1977-718  (All Households), 74 198 359 195 39 361 509 390 130 197
1977-78  (SC Houscholds) 78 203 374 188 39 316 498 390 115 195
1977-78 (ST Households) 200 200

iv 1983 (All Households) 96 215 347 580 158 498 712 534 202 211 235
1983 (SC Households) 95 221 408 395 172 453 523 607 200 221 193
1983 (ST Households)

i s ¥

Others : (More than one purpose)

Source : Rural Labour Enquiry—various Reports,




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE PROFILE : RAJASTHAN)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-18 1983
! 1 RBstimated No. of Rural Households 3568 3967 4518 4908
{in 000’s)
o Agricultural Labcur Householdss Rural Labour Houscholds
(in 000’s) 1964-65 197475 1977-78 1983 1964-65  1974.75  1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Houscholds 195 157 432 545 271 256 696 847
3 Estd. No. of SC. Labour Households 97 94 210 279 119 139 385 408
4 Bstd. No. of ST. Labour Households 29 24 95 74 42 45 150 128 ‘.
5 9% of Household without Land 36-9 32-8 24-4 29-9 46-5 46-9 37 4 46 8 )
6 % of SC Households without Land 17-3 203 13-6 16-4 20-7 277 18.4 22-9
7 % of ST Households without Land 4-4 4-3 33 2-2 63 66 4-6 4-4
8 Average Houschold size 4-16 4-75 4:92 4-76 4-33 4-84 5-00 4-72
9 Average SC Household sizs 4-29 4-86 5-10 4-74 4-48 4-96 5-25 4 83
10 Average ST Houschold size 4-25 4-68 5.16 4-53 4-40 4-86 5-00 4-41
il INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 76-4 78-7 60-5 51-1 71-2 77 3 61-2 50-7
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 89-6 83-1 648 47.1 90-5 85-5 70-0 438
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Houscholds 80-0 82-4 60-0 59.1 81y 80 6 61-0 604 p
(in Rupzes)
14 Average Dzbt p2r Household 447 1128 1094 1043 511 1204 1158 1488
15 Average Debt p2r SC Houschold 497 1205 1097 1443 553 132 1150 1323
16 Average Debt per ST Household 375 856 581 424 392 1085 718 579
17 Average Debt per Indebted HLD 585 1434 1808 2041 671 1559 1892 2935
{a) Av. Dzbt per Indebted HLD. without
Land 1326 1658 . 1391 2011
(b) Av.Dszbt prr Indebted HLD with
Land 1549 1885 1693 1837
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC HLD. 621 1462 1829 2441 678 1640 1886 2189
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted HLD. without 1368 1615 1354 1691
Land
(b) Av.Debt per Indebted HLD. with
Land 1569 1985 . 1212 2012
19 Avsrage Debt por Indebted ST HLD. 419 1030 896 900 432 1210 1027 1321 N
@ Al‘jé r]l?llebt p2r Indebted HLD. without _ 1047 929 1365 053
1017 887 1112 1042 ..

{b) Av. Debt par Indebted HLD. with
Land
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBRTEDESS
(STATE PROFILE : RAJASTHAN)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(IN RUPEES)

1 (Average debt by Source) (Average Debt* by Purpose) 1
Households CO.OP Empl- Mon=y Shop HLD’ Marri- Produc- Land& Others
Socivty oyers lenders keepers Banks Others Consum- age  tiv BLD,

——————————————————————————————— tion cercmoney pur-  Constru-
poses  ction

(Agricultl;(rlag Labour House- ') @ @ “ 3 (6 ) ® {9) o)y (1D
holds
— -

1 1964-65 (A1l Households) 14 85 162 146 .. 178 255 277 70 .. 33
1964-65 (SC Households) 21 9% 163 136 .. 211 252 261 83 .. 25
1964-65 (ST Households) 8 103 155 95 .. 58 234 135 32 .. 18

i 1974-75  (All Homseholds) 14 199 627 182 20 392 702 434 108 .. 190
1974-75  (SC Households) 13 258 550 183 30 428 725 449 76 .. 212
197475 (ST Households) 1 58 568 206 6 181 589 258 95 . 88

iii 1977-78  {(All Houscholds) 103 73 963 133 16 520 726 686 286 .. 110
1977-78  (SC Households) 61 120 1137 85 4 422 723 756 211 .. 139
1977-718 (ST Households) 138 29 143 118 49 379 476 130 242

iv. 1983 (All Households) 118 139 819 364 254 347 829 510 417 167 118
1983 (SC Hougeholds) 74 139 1076 488 351 313 977 612 489 231 72
1983 (ST Houscholds) 308 92 254 215 31 .. 549 52 274 .. 25

(Rural Labour Households) 6y Q) Q) “@ 3 © () ) ® Q0 {an
i 1964-65  (All Households) 12 66 251 169 .. 173 271 272 89 .. 39
1964-65 (SC Households) 17 76 248 145 .. 192 266 287 99 .. 26
1964-65 (ST Households) 7 73 166 117 .. 69 242 122 50 .. 18
it 1974-75  (All Households) 35 127 656 230 48 463 737 495 148 .. 179
1974-75  (SC Households) 40 180 636 194 30 560 743 558 135 .. 204
1974-75 (ST Households) 26 40 593 241 149 161 762 223 143 .. 82
iii 1977-78  {All Households) 121 81 1005 128 29 528 702 762 290 . 138
1977-78  (SC Households) 111 130 1129 72 3 441 753 762 216 .. 155
1977718 (ST Hquseholds) 140 21 334 113 34 385 437 2 218 . 50
1983 (All Households) 138 179 1471 3;3 218 606 1418 593 612 180 132

1983 (SC Househol is) 123 147 882 396 301 341 758 692 466 164 109
1983 ST (Houscholds 219 55 461 328 62 196 572 102 333 145 169

1Others (More than one Purpose)

Source  Rural Labour Enquiry—=various Reports.



RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS

E—62

(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HI&. with Land

(STATE PROFILE : TAMIL NADU)
1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
! 1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 6193 6304 7236 7380
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Houscholds
(in 000’s) 1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983 1964-65  1974-75  1977-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Households 1736 2399. 2847 3117 1892 2792 3463 3868
3 Estd. No. of SC Labour Households 792 1038 1234 1268 818 1136 1353 1436
4 Estd. No. of ST Labour Households 14 29 12 34 17 30 18 46
5 9% of Households without Land 62-8 54-8 52:3 57-7 694 64-6 65 7 722
6 o of SC Households withcut Land 29-9 25:6 24-4 25:6 31-0 27-8 27-8 29-0
7 % of ST Houscholds without Land 0-6 08 0-2 0-7 0-7 0-8 0-4 0-9
8 Average Household Size 4-01 4:21 3-41 4-05 4-04 4-21 C5-12 . 4.07%
9 Average SC Household Size 4-14 4-39 4.00 4-03 4-18 4-42 4-83 4.-01"
10  Average ST Houshold Size 4-18 4-36 2:62 3-83 4-29 4-31 5-45 ﬁSE
1 INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 59-8 757 66-9 60-3 59.5 74 8’ 656 59-6
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Houscholds 76-7 72:0 33-2 40-6 72:2 73-1 §8'0 376
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households . 62-4 |,  81-0 l 74~0‘ . 64-5 622 81-5 72-9 63-2
{in Rupzes)
14 Average Debt per Houschold 149 517 497 623 154 546 533 672
15 Average Debt per SC Household? 118 421 401 560 119 427 401 546
16 Average Debt per ST Household 158 556 82 449 157 535 81 411
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid. 249 682 742 1034 259 730 813 1130
(a) Av. Debt per Indebted Hld, without
Land —_ 516 459 - —_ 564 614 —
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HId. with Land — 935 1044 — — 987 1155 —_—
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC.HId. 188 516 543 869 191 524 551 864
(a) ‘Aﬁ{ rErbt per Indebted Hid. without _ a3 A5 - _ 420 16 _
(b) Av. Debt per Indebted HId. with Land — 730 799 —_ —_ 732 798 —
19 Avzerags D:bt pzr Indebted ST HId. 206 772 152 1107 215 733 118 1091
@) x}-‘\;. nlge:bt per Indebted Hid. without _ . 142 _ _ 636 1o _
— 1004 199 — —_ 1004 199 —




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS
(STATE PROFILE : TAMIL NADU)

SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupees)

1

(Average debt by Source) (Average Debt by Purpose)

House holds  Co-op. Empl- Money Shop ‘Hid® Marriage Productive Lénds Others
society oyers Lenders Keepers Banks Others Consum-ceremony Bld.
rtion Purposes Cons_-
truction
(Agricultural Labour Households) (1) (2 QA3) ) 3 ) Q] ® ©® 0 an
i 1964-65  (All Households) 12 32 47 6 — 152 143 45 41 20
1964-65  (SC Households) 11 33 27 4 13 113 35 31 9
1964-65 (ST Households) 19 102 85 172 27 7
ii 197475  (AllHouscholds) 35 45 445 13 23 123 275 112 132 163
1974-75  (SC Households) 19 52 315 9 9 112 239 94 71 112
1974-75 (ST Households) 332 361 17 42 325 105 4 298
jii 1977-78  (SC Households) 61 25 330 14 29 283 288 183 172 99
1977-78  (SC Households) 31 24 223 13 227 213 167 107 56
1977-78 (ST Households) 34 60 46 12 109 43
iv 1983 (Al Households) 9 76 316 54 93 404 417 198 209 123 87
1983 (SC Households) 90 92 276 37 63 311 310 164 210 139 46
1983 (ST Households) 121 706 265 15 261 619 53 174
(Rural Labour Households) 6] ? 3) (C)] ) ®) () t)) © o dan
i 1964-65  (All Households) 14 32 56 6 151 148 46 42 23
1964-65  (SC Houscholds) 10 33 29 4 115 114 37 30 10
1964-65 (ST Households) 16 96 103 186 23 6
ii 1974-715  (AllHouseholds) 40 48 469 15 27 131 289 125 143 173
1974-75  (SC Households) 18 53 320 9 9 115 243 98 48 115
1974-75 (ST Households) 315 342 16 60 310 9 42 282
iii 1977-78  (All Households) 79 30 750 15 39 300 298 198 174 143
1977-78  (SC Households) 31 25 221 13 32 229 222 166 104 59
1977-78 (ST Households) 37 6 72 25 18 75 23
iv 1983 (All Households) 93 74 376 57 93 437 462 223 211 156 77
1983 (SC Households) 84 89 277 39 61 314 321 156 200 145 42
1983 (ST Houscholds) 29 731 217 44 245 660 43 143

Others (More than one purpose)

SOURCE : Rural Labour enquiry—<Variqus Reports.
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(STATE PROFILE : TRIPURA)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
Estimated No. of Rural Households 190 252 318 292
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(1n 000°s) 1964-65  1974-75  1977-78 1983 1964-65 197415 1977-78 1983
2 Estd, No. of Labour Households 18 55 95 36 33 81 134 98
3 BEstd, No. of SC, Labour Households 3 20 14 8 9 30 10 25
4 Estd.No.of ST Labour Households 6 18 64 3 7 22 84 16
5 o, of Households without Land 182 22 24 194 424 30 M3 6
6 9, of SC Houscholds without Land 38 74 52 41 121 136 59 153
7 9 of ST Houscholds without Land 61 62 19 28 61 86 142 133
8 Average Households Size 4 42 4 64 4 64 4 64 4 60 4 62 4 70 4 45
9 Average SC Households Size 428 4 52 4 24 502 4 46 451 420 4 66
10 Average ST Households Size 520 4 85 4 96 4 28 522 4 90 507 4 24
II INDEBTENDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 512 57 1 30 8 354 517 58 6 26 8 36 6
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 514 40 4 10 4 585 519 43 0 2617 43 4
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 536 66 2 29 4 302 50 8 67 0 183 26 8
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 61 116 113 247 68 135 94 232
15 Average Debt per SC Household 71 102 92 89 66 124 702 135
16 Average Debt per ST Household 54 83 112 195 71 101 91 104
17 Average Debt Per Indebted Hid 119 204 366 695 131 230 361 633
a, A&I".alngt per Indebted Hld. without 184 ’l6 195 191
b, Av.Debt per Indebted Hld, with Land 211 392 248 399
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hid. 132 155 314 293 132 184 360 503
a, Av, Debt per Indebted Hid, without
Land 129 156 189 166
b, Av. Debt per Indebted HId, with Land 160 354 182 419 .
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid. 105 204 364 334 137 236 340 239
a. ?.‘;.n laebt per Indebted Hid, without 212 25 195 151
b. Av. Debt per Indebted Hid, with Land 201 377 255 367




RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS
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(STATE PROFILE : TRIPURA)

Source and purpose of Debt

(In Rupees)

m (Average Debt by Source) (Average Debt by purpose)

Households Co.op. Empl- Money Shop Hld, Marrj- Produc- Land & Other
Soclety oyers Lenders keepers Banks Others Cons- age tive  BId.

umption cere- purposes cons-

mony truc-

tion
(Agricultural Labour House- .
holds) (1) ) @3) )] (5) ©) @) ®) ® @10y (11
i 1964-65 (All Households) 2 1 28 10 78 63 8 8 3
1964-65 (SC Households) 2 5 11 111 46 14 13 5¢
1964-65 (ST Households) 2 1 39 2 61 90 2 6 T

i 1974-75  (All Households) 2 34 41 123 151 9 13 3!
197475  (SC Households) 4 13 34 99 121 8 7 19
1974-75 (ST Households) 11 NEG 32 69 92 167 9 2¢

i 1977-78  (All Households) 2 63 57 11 233 238 45 75 ¢
1977-78  (SC Households) . 73 33 18 198 210 20 84
1977-78 (ST Households) 4 55 66 12 227 25§ 20 86

iv 1983 (All Households) 38 6 14 27 104 506 117 206 95 277

1983 (SC Households) 12 45 129 107 152 129 12
1983 (ST Households) 13 321 6 13 266 46
(Rural Labour Households) ) ) 3) )] ) (6) )] ®) ©) )

i 1964-65 (All Households) 3 32 1 77 7 7 6 a
1964-65 (SC Households) 5 18 15 922 55 8 14 55
1964-65 (ST Households) 4 54 3 73 110 5 19

ii 197475  (All Households) 4 20 34 37 135 m 11 16 32
197475  (SC Households) . 78 . 32 74 145 8 22
1974-75 (ST Households) 8 4 64 58 102 182 22 24

iffi  1977-78  (All Housgholds) 3 61 60 9 228 224 56 65 1¢

1977-78  (SC Households) . 56 25 14 265 196 62 64 38
1977-78 (ST Households) 5 48 61 11 215 240 23 77

iv 1983 (All Households) 29 3 26 242 36 297 163 240 70 38 122

1983 (SC Households) 26 4 201 45 227 260 143 97

1983 (ST Households) 6 11 43 179 104 14 72 49

Others: (More than One purpose)
SOURCE : Rural Labour Enquiry—Various Reports.
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RURAL LABOUR ENQ UIRIES : INDEBTENESS:

(STATB PROFILE: UTTAR PRADESH)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
I
1 Estimated No. of Rural Households 12828 15148 16043 16831
(in 000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labour Households
(in 000’s) 1964-65 1974-75 197778 1983 1964-65 167475  1677-78 1983
2 Estd. No. of Labour Houscholds 1780 2395 2906 3048 2046 2887 3674 37137
3 Bstd. No. of SC. Labour Households 1185 1473 1706 1688 1282 1693 1997 1959
4 Estd. No. of ST. Labour Households 25 36 23 43 35 44 31 54
5 % of Houscholds without Land 40.1 35-8 30-9 37-7 48-2 46-1 42-3 49-8
6 % of SC Houssholds without Land 25-8 211 17.7 20-2 288 25-7 22-4 34.7
7 % of ST Houscholds without Land 05 0-9 0.3 07 8.7 11 03 1-8
8 Average Housechold Size 4,65 4:-81 4-62 4:68 4-58 4-83 4-63 4-68
9 Average SC Household Size 4-75 4-85 4.56 4-67 4-69 4-87 4-68 4-72
10 Average ST Household Size 4-60 3-97 4-79 4-73 4-25 3.92 4-87 4.78
In INDEBTEDNESS
11 Percentage of Indebted Households 71.5 698 47.6 47.8 69:6 68-8 43-6 46-8
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 658 55-0 54-1 37-3 76-9 51-4 49-0 42-0
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 74-5 71.4 53.4 54-2 74-1 71-2 50-8 53-8
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 200 482 323 708 199 4388 312 837
15 Average Debt per SC Households 206 4638 349 748 210 472 349 941
16 Average Debt per ST Household 133 303 248 143 110 264 226 127
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid 280 698 678 1482 286 715 716 1790
a. Av. Debt per Indebted Hid. without
Land . . . . . 698 706 710 743
b. Av, Debt per Indebted Hid with Land 698 666 718 701
18 Average Debt per Indebted SC Hld 277 656 657 1381 283 663 687 1749
a. Av. Debt. per Indebted Hld without
Land . . . . . 625 682 629 734
o. Av.Debt per Indebted HId with Land 673 646 685 661
19 Average Debt per Indebted Hid 202 551 455 383 176 514 458 302
a. Av,Debt per Indebted HId without
Land . . . . 536 466 499 466
b. Av. Debt per Indebted Hid. with Land 596 450 552 456
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES: INDEBTEDNESS (STATE PROFILE : UTTAR PRADESH)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT

(In Rupes
(Average Debt by Source) Average debt by Purpose) Othe
1
Households Co.op Empl- Money Shop Hld’. Marriage Pio-  Land&;
Society oyers Lenders Keepers Banks Others Cons. cere-  ductiv Bld.
ymption money Pur-  Cons-

poses  truction

(Aﬁrilc(llﬂ)tural Labour House- ) (03] A3) ) ) ©) ') (6)] ()] (10 a1
olds
i 1964-65  (All Households) 12 49 146 9 .. 64 135 83 32
1964-65  (SC Households) 12 55 138 9 .. 63 134 80 30
1964-65 (ST Households) 4 69 106 1 .. 2 140 50 6
)i 1974-75  (All Households) 23 71 400 35 5 164 314 175 65 .. L
1974-75  (SC Households) 19 76 383 35 2 141 307 170 54 .. y
1974-75 (ST Housecholds) 146 283 3 . 119 396 73 2 &
iii 197778  (All Houscholds) 31 74 380 25 17 151 288 285 90
1977-78  (SC Households) 30 82 378 20 22 125 294 206 75 {
1977-78 (ST Households) 68 234 5 104 44 344 9% 11
1983 (All Households) 65 184 455 41 115 622 538 417 226 59 2
1983 (SC Households) 69 233 482 23 122 452 412 412 246 49 2
1983 (ST Households) 123 183 61 .. 16 95 96 192
(Rural Labour Households) (¢)] @ 3 @ *) ©) @) ®) (¢)] (1)
i 1964-65 (Al Households) 12 47 152 10 .. 65 133 64 35
1964-65 (SC Households) 12 51 145 9 e 66 134 81 34
1964-65 (ST Households) 3 49 77 7 . 40 104 46 4 :
ii 1974-75  (All Households) 24 75 401 38 5 172 314 183 66 .. 1
1974-75  (SC Households) 19 79 387 35 3 140 307 176 52 .. 1
1974-75 (ST Households) 3 128 252 3 .. 128 355 63 4 ¢
iii 197778  (All Households) 29 74 404 26 19 164 287 212 105 1
197778  (SC Houscholds) 29 82 393 20 26 137 291 215 91 9
197778 (ST Households) 103 215 4 95 . 41 316 128 10
iv 1983 (All Households) 56 174 766 55 112 627 715 559 230 80
1983 (SC Households) 60 217 901 39 121 411 734 486 236 65 2
1983 (ST Houscholds) 95 143 42 . 2 97 72 133

£0thers (More than One Purpose)

Soures: Ruaral Labour EBaquiry—Various Reports.



RURAL LABOUR ENMQUIRIES : INDEBTEDNESS :
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(STATE PROFILE : WEST BENGAL)

1964-65 1974-75 1977-78 1983
1 FEstimated No. of Rural Heuscholds 4809 4147 7137 8154
(in000’s)
Agricultural Labour Households Rural Labtour Houscholds
(in 000°s) 1964-65 1974.75 1977-78 1983 1964-65 1974-75  1977-78 1983
2 HEstd. No. of Labour Houscholds 1223 1824 2772 3139 1640 2286 3190 3796
3 Estd. No, of SC Labour Households . 538 747 943 1212 681 868 1124 1456
4 Estd, No. of ST Labour Households - 124 221 337 393 216 336 378 448
5 % of Households without Land 43.3 43.2 43-8 43-4 59-1 55-8 56.3 54:6
6 9, of SC Households without Land 20:8 18-9 18-5 17-8 263 229 22:1 21-4
7 % of ST Households without Land 40 51 6-1 5-4 63 7.7 7-0 6:6
8 Average Houschold Size 4-85 4-73 4:19 479 477 5-08 4-85 475
9 Average SCHousehold Size 4-81 5-18 4-85 469 4-70 5-14 4-82 4-60
10 Average ST Houschold Size 41 473 4-65 4-49 4-68 4-64 461 4-40
Tndebtedness
11 Percentage of Indebted Houscholds 52:0 53.2 40-2 49-0 48-8 54-1 47-5 486
12 Percentage of Indebted ST Households 39-4 31-0 16-4 28.4 18-6 36-0 36:0 281
13 Percentage of Indebted SC Households 49:8 50-4 53-8 530 46-7 50-8 51-0 51-8
(in Rupees)
14 Average Debt per Household 51 110 123 288 48 125 132 292
15 Average Debt per SC Household 45 107 112 296 44 121 119 279
16 Average Debt pzr ST Household 28 49 60 63 80 59 63 78
17 Average Debt per Indebted Hid 99 206 244 588 99 231 278 600
a. Av. Dzbt per Indebted Hid, without
Land . . . . . 151 198 194 234
b. Av.D:bt par Indebted Hid, with Land 266 291 273 325
18 Average Debt par Indebted SC Hid. 91 213 207 558 94 238 234 539
. Av.D:zbt per Indebted Hld. without
2 iand pe . . . . 168 152 217 178
b. Av.Dzbt par Indebted Hid, with Land 271 281 270 310
19 Average Debt per Indebted ST Hid. 70 156 164 223 77 164 174 278
. Av.Debt par Inebted HId. without
2 Alfand . P . . . . . 92 158 124 160
. Av. Dbt per Indebted Hid. with
b l},vand P r . . . 209 171 206 190

X
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RURAL LABOUR ENQUIRIES : IND EBTEDNESS : (STATE PROFILE : WEST BENGAL)
SOURCE AND PURPOSE OF DEBT
(In Rupees)
- (Average Debt by Source) " (Average Debt by purpose)
Households Co.-op Empl- Money Shop Hid. Marri- Pro- Land Other:
Society Oyers Lenders keepers Banks Others Cons- age/ ductiv & BId.
umption ceremony purPoses cons-
truction
(Agricultural Labour House-
holds) (8)) (0] €)] @ ® 6) O ) 6)) (10) an
i 1964-65 (All Houscholds) 8 34 22 6 19 71 10 1
1964-65 (SC Households) 7 38 20 19 70 11 $
1964-65 (ST Households) 33 11 23 60 6 ‘4
ii 1974-75 (AllHouseholds) 13 31 67 21 70 151 12 20 .e 23
1974-75 (SC Households) 9 44 79 25 54 150 18 16 .e p
1974-75 (ST Households) 5 35 68 14 24 110 10 23 e 13
iii 1977-78  (All Housecholds) 21 25 65 32 7 94 162 21 38 .. ..
1977-78 (SC Households) 11 39 57 25 9 66 139 24 29 .. 15
1977-78 (ST Households) 46 9 36 32 5 26 115 8 168 .. 2
iv 1983 (All Households) 4“4 131 90 42 88 193 312 43 174 33 26
1983 (SC Households) 30 113 83 31 141 160 298 48 162 21 2
1983 (ST Households) 23 64 24 40 22 50 168 8 25 3 19§
(Rural Labour Households) (§)) (P)) 3 @ (5) () O 't)) ) 10) an
i 1964-65 (All Households) 8 30 24 30 76 10
1964-65 (SC Housecholds) 8 34 21 23 69 12
1964-65 (ST Households) 1 20 25 27 62 10
ii 1974-75  (All— Households) 12 37 72 37 3 70 164 22 16 .o 2
1974-75 (SC Households) 8 51 89 36 1 53 166 27 15 . 30
1974-75 (ST Households) 9 24 52 59 1 19 127 13 14 e 10
iii 197778 (AllHouseholds) 30 35 14 36 7 9% 182 34 35 .. 27
1977-78  (SC Households) 11 37 75 28 8 75 155 37 26 . 16
1977-78 (ST — Households) 12 21 45 37 4 54 128 6 14 .. 26
iv 1983 (AllHouseholds) 43 121 105 49 76 266 308 53 159 56 24
1983 (SC Housceholds) 28 100 93 42 120 156 293 48 149 18 31
1983 (ST Households) 21 57 39 90 19 52 223 7 27 3 18

1 Others (More than one purpose)
SOURCE : Rural Labour Enquiry--various Reports.
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