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Preface

COPAC was established in 1971 in response to the emphasis of the Second
United Nations Development Decade on the mobilization of the people, particularly
the poor, fecr their own development through their own organizaticns. United
Nations agencies and interneticnal non-governmental organizations came together
in COPAC with a view to better coordination of their activities for the promoticn
of cooperatives in the developing cocuntries. COPAC maintains close relations
with many non-member agencies sctive in this field.

COPAC undertalkes the crganization of biennial symposia where the problems
of cooperative development strategy and aid can be discussed in a neutral atmosphere
by all partics concerned — government officials and ccoperative lecaders from
developing cocuntries, dcnor agencies of all types and representatives of international
organizations. Three such symposia were organized pricr to the formation of COPAC
in the latc sixtics and cerly scventies by SIDA (Sweden), DANIDA (Denmark) and
omM (UK) respectively. The third symposium to be held under the aegis of COPAC
will be held in 1978 and will devote attention to "Cooperatives and the
Invelvement of the Poor in their Own Development®,

The sympesium will consider two basic questions:

-~ what ere the characteristics of cooperative structures and procedures
best suited tc¢ the invelvement of the/poor in their own development /rural/
undcr varying environmentol, social, political and economic conditions?

—~ what are the essential environmental, political, social and economic
pre—-conditions for ccoperatives to invelve the rural poor in their own
development?

This paper forms the seccnd of a series of desk studies which will be
rcleased by COPAC Secretariat during the period prior 3~ the Symposium. The views
expressed are these of the author only end do nct necessarily represent these of
COPAC. The scope and depth cf the pepers is restricted by the limited staff
resources available tco COPAC Secretariat and the difficulty cof cbtaining published
material ccvering =11 aspects of the prcblem. However, it is hoped they will con—
tribut¢ tc constructive dialogue and kncwledge of the rcle cooperatives may play in
the pbattle against poverty and inequality.

COPiLC Secretariat will be grateful tc receive comments, suggestions and
corrections so that the papers may be improved and understanding of cooperatives
potentials and limitaticns increased.



RURAL POVERTY IN INDIA

The poverty of India needs little documenfation. The extreme deprivation
of this populous couniry i notorious. The Govermment of India, in a statement
to Parliament in September 1974, estimated that 60.peircent of the population
were bolow the poverty Line, Average per capita GNP in 1972 was US ¢§ 110. This,
pi ‘mre, bad/ltself, Goes not, however, reveal the extreme stratification of a /1n/
rural society in which the poo: are very poor and very numerous and the rich are
very rich dnd comparativeiy few in number. Teking India as a vhole, P.D. Ojha
and V.V, Bhav'“/ egtimated that in 1961 the poorest 40 percent of the populatlon
received 16 perceat of the GN. whils$ the middle 40 percent and upper 20 percent
received 32 percent and 52 p~o-ent Iespectlvely. The 1971 census revealed a
rural population of 440 millicn, 80 percent of the total. In 1961, there were
31 million agricultural 1abourers, Dy 1971 this had risen to 47.3 milllon, of
which 16 million were women. Thus, 25,8 percent of the total work-force or
3T7+5 percent of those employe& in agriculture are landless.

INTERSTATE VARIATTONS IN RURAL IN@OMES

Both income different:als and ab olutse levels of poverty vary from Indian
state/énd, of course. within different areas of the states. Data on rural 1ncome,/to state
or even state production, 1s dat beslt scantys In 1960/5‘ annual agrlcultural income
per head of the agr ”vultural population was highest in the Punjab and Haryana at
around Rs. 313 Th:re is then a coasiderable gap to the next state, Gujarat, at
Rs, 238 and a ~teady decent from there througn Uttar Pradesh, Maharshtra, West
Bengal, karnatara, Jammu and Kashmir, Assam, Tamil Nadu, Kerala, Rajasthan,
Orissa, Madhya Pradesh at Ts. 198 and then another precipitous drop to Bihar with
‘Rs. 136, " These figures Zammst be taken as entirely indicative of the overall welfare
of the rural prpuiatinn, however, Prices of cereale, the most basic of food stuffs,
vary‘f“on state t» state and. oi covrse, year to year; but they are nct necessarily
lowest ir the poorest states and Yend, if anything, to compound the effects of low
incomes Ou %the other hand, figures for calcrie 1nﬁahq‘the validiby of which must-
be treated with cautlol,Lndlcaue that although the Punjab eats well, Bihar eats
better than Gujurat, for example, an. Rajasthan best »f all. Similary, services
are much. better distributed in Keralz *han elsewhere with Tamil Nadu also a poor -
state, sccond and Maharashtra, the richest state in overall terms, third. Bihar,
the poorest stale by all 4ef111+1c4”, excapt C&LOPIC intale, also has some of the
worst services. '

Economi ~ groweh has been by no means uniform vetween states. Dayanatha Ja g/
caloulates that curing the post-independence period prior to 1960 rates of growth
were linked to population increase and wore similar for all cfétes, although the
Fastern sia%es of Assan, Orissa and ¥Vest Bengal did not do so well. During the-
period 1953/61 1o 1063/65 the rate of vrowth of many states slowed, but between
1963/55 and ¢969/71 gseveral suates, wntably those affected by new wheat produstion
technology, ecorded accelerated rates of growch (Taryana, Punjab and, to a lesser
extent, Rajasttan), The rate of growth in many of the rice producing states
further declined; i Andira Pradesh it was actually negetive and very low growth
rates werc recorded in Bihar, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Mararashtra, Karnataka,

Orissa and West Bengul, Therefore, agriculiural inceme disparity between many of the
poorest and the vealbhier states increased in receni years.



INCOME AND LAND DISPRIBUTION IN STATES

Income distribution within the states themselves has been calculated by
M. Tarbman 3/ on the basis of 1961 figures (sce Table 1). He has calculated
rural iucone disparity on & state by state bagis. There appears to be no particular
relationship between the wealth of the state and the share of the poorest ten
percent of the population, or the richest ten percent in the total rural income.
On the basis of these figures Assam has the most favourable income distribution,
followed by Jammu end Kashmir. Bihar and Tamil Nadu are amongst the worst. Thus,
income distribution is not recessaritymore egelitarian in states which have emphasised
provision of welfare scrvices eithcr., Kerala with the best services has an
unfavourable income distribution situation and likewise Tamil Nadu and Maharashtra.

In India, where therc is little state or cooperative famming, the problem of
rural poverty is inseparable from that of access to land. In 1961/62 4/, of an
estimated 72.5 million rural households, G.5 million or nearly 12 percent of the
total owned no land at a2ll. A further 23.6 million or 32.5 percent owned less than
an acre, i.e. 44 percent of the rural households vwned less than an acre. Since
then the position has, if anything, deteriorated, particularly in areas affected
by new production technology. Laxminarayan,_i/ for example, found in thrae
villages of Haryana the proportion of land in the hands of the farmers with more
than 15 acres increased from 50 percent to 61 percent, 56 percent to 62 percent and
59 percent to 65 percemt respcctively, foliowing the introduction of high yielding
varicties, It is interesting to note that this expansion tock place at the expense
of farmers in the middle size range, rather than small farmers with less than five
acres. ¥ The number of azricultural labourers rose from 31 million in 1961 to more
than 47 million by 1971, The proportional distributicn of land holding is shown in
Table 1. It will be seen that the states with the worst income differentiation
with a few exceptions,notably Tamil Nadu, have the greatest concentration of land
holding in the hanls of a minority, whilst the states with tlie least income
inequality also have o more equitable distribution of land holdings. For example,
in Kerala in 1961, 83 percent of holdings were less than 2.5 acres, but this size
group only occupied 26 percent of the land area and in Bihar 55 percent of holdings
were less than 2.5 acres, but only 14 perceat of cultivated land fell in this size
I’angeo

Taken overall of the 50.7 million operationsl holdings in India, 40 percent
are less than a hectare ¥*in size and 62 percent less than two hectares, but their
share of the total cultivated area is only 20 percent. 23 perceut of holdings are
more than three hectares and occupy 70 percent of the land area.

The national govermment Las recommended to the states that each family should
be permitted a maxinmun of 18 acres of irrigated land or 54 acres of dry land. A4
family is defined as a wife, husband and three minor caildren, Larger familice
should be alloved land holdings up to twice the normal ceiling. Cash crop plantations

* Unless, of courgse, the ranks of the small farmers were swelled by former
middle farmers which may havc been the case.

*% 1 hectare = 2.471 acres.



are excluded., Lan? over and 2bove the ceilings should be expropriated at below
market prices and the lanc distributed with priority given teo landless/scheduled/labourera
castes and tribes., The recommendations have been incorporated in state legislation.
Despite the fact that they are extremely liberal, the states have been slow in

most coens to implement the reforms and people have had adequate time to divide
land omongst the family and adopt other avoidance procedures. So far 24,000
hectares, of an esbimated 1.8 million hectares which should become availablc have
been distributed to 35,000 people. The Government of India instructed the State
Govermnents to complete land reform by June. 1976, Thin han act-bhen achieved,

In fact the Hindustah Time Delkhi roporiod on the 6.7.1976 that of 28 million
hectares estimated to be available for redistribution in 1950 only 0.7 million
hectares had been declared suvplus in 1976,

Problems of land holding arc not restricted to the disparity of the areas
under cultivation. Many farmers continhue im reality, if not in theory, to have
the status of tenants and informmal sharecropping relationships exist where the
tenant hag no security vhatsoever. The Fourth Tive Year Plan é/ states percentages
of cultivating houscholds who were tenants in 1969, as Biher (37), Jemmu and’
Kashnir (25), Kerala (31), Karmataka (25), Punjab and Haryana (39), Himachel
Pradesh (27%, Pondicherry (45) and Tripu¥n {(36). Minimum rents have been fixed
at rates not exceeding onc quarter of the gross crop in all states except Punjab,
Haryana, Jammu and Keshmir, Tamil Nadu and the /ndhra arca of /ndhra Pradesh.
Under existing laws, tenants, especially sharecroppers, have little security of
tenure in Bihar, Tamil Nadu, the Andhra area of Andhra Pradesh, the Saurshtrwm
area of Cujarat, Punjab and Haryana.

Holdings are also frequently fragmented and C,B. Mamoria 1/ notes that in
Bombay and .Assam the average holding contained about forr plots and in Maharashtra
fields measuring less than half an acre werc often sub~divided into 20 separately
owned plots. In Uttar Pradesi fams of 2.5 acres had on average 3.6 fragments with
an average of two per acre,’ In “est 3engal, farms of lese tlan 1.25 acres had
averagzes of 3.5 fragments per fam aad 5.3 per acre. In the upper size range in
both states, although famms had o greater nmumber of fragments, fragmentation per
acre was much less. For farms in the 10=15 acre size range, an average of one and
1.4 fragments per acre in Utter Pradesh and Ucst Bengal respectively were reported.

Legiplation $¢ facilitatec conmsolidation:of holdings has been adopted in all
states except Tamil Wodun and Kerala. The leogislation in Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat,
Maharashtra, Punjab, Delhi and Orissa permit consolidation at the state's initiative.
In Madhya Pradesh and Jammu and Xashair the government may compel a minority to
consolidate wherc the majority wish it. By 1972, 32.6 million hectares of land had
been corsolidated. The work was completed in Punjab where 9.2 million hectares
were consolidated,Jaryana with 0.1 million hectares consolidated, Uttar Pradesh .
with about 12 million acres comsolidated, iaharashtra and Himachal Pradesh had
made some progresse Other states were lagzing.

SOCTAL DIVISIONS

Indian society is not only stratified economically, but socially. Social
division, Jue to wealth, has tc some extont superimposed itself on stratification




due to caste, which itself has its origins in economic, spiritual and military power.
Within the concept of caste, Indian society was divided into five broad groups:
Brahmins, Kshatriyas, Vaisyas, Shudras and outcastes or Harijans. The first three
divisions (varnas) Brahmins, Kshatriyas and Vaisyas - the twice born - were near
equals and represented intellectual, political and economic power., The fourth

group, Shudras, enjoyed a much lower status in the social hierarchy. The Hari jans
were diterally outside the system,- although they formed an integral part of the

rural zsconomic organizatiocon.

The trival societies of Indin which tended to live in remote areas and
practice shifting cultivation were not differentizted into castes. To some extent
their land has been alienated in their own areas and others, as in West Bengal and
Bihar, have moved away from their homes, taking up work as agricultural labourers
or sharecroppers, where their social position is at the very bottom of the hierarchy,
Large absentee landlords are usually Bralmins, Kshatriyas and non-farming Vaisyas.
Generally they operate land through tenants and sharecroppers, but they are increasingly
operating large farms as changes in ftechnology and tightening of the tenancy laws
make this more profitable. They have interests in trade and money lending and are
frequently former Zaminders. * Large farmers come from all castes, but are not
generally Harijans. The group is dominated by the Brahmins, Kshatriyas and Vaisyas
(twice born). They have interests in trade and money lending in addition to farming.
They are the major employers of agricultural labour and, together with money lenders
and traders, wield tremendous influence. The middle farmers come from the same
caste grouping, but include more Shudras, They may operate land in addition to
their own on a sharecropping or tenancy basis. IMany of them gained ownership of
their land when the Zaminder system wag abolished. ' Agricultural labourers are
precominantly outcastes and tribals, Artisans and village servants are mostly
Shudras. They constitute a small but distinct group amongst the poor of every
village. Traders and money lenders are generally from twice born castes and have
an interest in agriculture. They, together with the civil servants, landlords
and large farmers represent power. They favour maintenance of the status quo and
are linked by caste and economic status.

There is in India a social stratification of caste which, although it has
its origins in the distant past, conforms largely to the distribution of economic
power in the rural arsas. The presence of some of the highest caste members amongst
the v.iy poor may work against change. Such people have been and are still to some
extent respected on acecount of their high social origins. They fecl close ties,
although poor, with their wealthy fcllow caste members and act as a brake on a
cohesive movement of the rural poor for economic reform. The preservation of the
existing power structure scvercly limits the likelihood of success of measures which
in any way impinge on the wealth or power of the hierarchy.

:/ Zaninders were land revenuc collectors appointed by the British, who came to
occupy the place of landlords over the ares for which they were respozmsible.
They were aboliched shortly after independence, but many of them managed to
assume direct ownership of a portion of the land for which they had been
responsiblc,



A BRIEF REVIEW OF INDI.!'S BXPERIENCE IN TACKLING RURAL POVERLY

The draft FTifth Five Year nlan: states §/ "t 1€ exigtence of pover%y is 1ncom—
patible with the vision of an advanced prosperous democratic, egalitarian and
“just society implied in the concept of a socialist patvern of development. In
“~fact, it holds a potential threst do the unity, integrity and independence of the
country. “Elimination of poverty must, therefore, have the highest priority”..

Since independence. She plight of India's rural poor has received. considerable
attention in Govermment thinking. The First Five Year Plan 1951~1956. S
emphasized a package of measurcs in the rural areas designed to 1ncrea*e incomes
and ‘equality. These.included the ab.lition of the Zaminders, rent control securlty
of tenure and the progressive replacement. of -the informal credlt struoture By an
1nst1tutlona11qei one. in wkich coope ~gtives were soen as being partlcularly '
mpoz'tan‘b ' : .

COOPER;DIVE VILL:L "LANAGEMENT

The ultimate objective for the rural structure was seen as cooperative
village managaments whereby <he village managed itslend as a block. Rights of
~ownership were to be continued, to be recognized and compensated by an ownership
dividend. Land and the resources of the village were to be administered so as to
provide maximum employment. -Owners of land who worted in the v1llage and workers
who were nor-owners werc to recelve renuneraition for work done aocordlnv to the
nature of the work. : The blocks within the village famm were to be lenged from
the village management body on {temms which would provide flnanc1ul incentive to -
those holding-ti:6 blocks. The land might be cultiveted by individual families or
groups with the land split up into appropriate blocks. It was stated in this way
the possibility of securing maximum production through the provision of individual
or group incentives would be fully preserved. Thus, the viliage managaxent "
conceived wa .8 SOClullSt rather than ¢ mmunlot in naturce s

’The'advénﬁages secn for ﬂooperatin v411age managenent included, creating.
units large enough for productive investment. making the position of landless
workers more similar to that of other ecultivaltors, and facilitating the settlng
up of . secondary indussrien. . Tt vas envisaged that tlhere would be serious. problems
in the immedidte implementation of cooperative village mmnavenent on a large
scale, The most. important of *hese was vhat agricultural ratlonallsatlon would,,
throw = large number of pecple owi of work, :

‘It was also thought thav a period-of education for the people and cadres
was a prerequisite of widespread implementation of-the scheme. It was therefore
recommendeéd- that the immediate programme would be. to establish v1llage productlon
councils, tegis tered forms and cooperative faxmlng,5001et1ega; :

Village Productlon Counc1l were foreseen as sub-committees of the Panchayat
(v111ave comnittee) ot where no- Pan"hayﬁt existed of.a ccooperative credit 5001ety.
It was suggested that the cooperative societies .nd scme of the: best farmers would
be represented on the Council. The Councili would be expected to frame VLllage




production programmes aand budgets, act as the channel through which all government
aid renched the viilave, and service znd coordinate all villege production and
comrnunity activities. '

Registercd farms were envisaged as o system of registering large farms (defined -
as at least six times larger than the niinimum ceconomic holding for the area) and
effecting some coutrol over production and wage levels on them. People with farms
below the registered farm size were to be encouraged to pool their fams in
cooperative farming socictic# which would also have a minimum size of six times
as large as the mininum economic holding for the area. Cooperative farming
societies were to receive priority in the provision of govermment services and
assistance in land consolidation. Preference would be given to them in leasing
cultivatable govermment land and land’ acquired under agrarian reformm. In settlement
of newly reclaimed land not regquired for state farms priority was to be given to
landless workers! cooperatives. Little projress was made with this programme and
in the Second Five Year Plan, 19/ in 1956 village producticn councils as separate
from the village panchayats received no emphagis.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT

The [11 India Rural Credit Survey Commitiee recommended in 1954 that the main
drive to provide agricultural credit should be through cooperatives. As the
internal resources of the cooperative movement were quite inadequate to this
task, the Committee also urged state participation in cooperatives and increased
finance from the Reserve Bank of India, which was to coordinate agricultural
credit development. The recommendations of this committee have resulted in the
cooperative movement being the primary source of agricultural credit.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPFENT

Following ti.e success of a Cemmunity Development pilo* project at Etawah
(1948-1953), the programme was extended to most of thc country in the second plan.
The Community Development programme once diffused, ran into problems of lack of
finance and shortage of qualified persomnnel. The country was gradually divided into
community development blocks, each of 50 to 100 villages with 50,000 to 100,000
people per block and therc are now some 5,000 blocks. The blocks are coordinated
at the district level by a team working under the collector (district magistrate/
deputy commissioner) or the district planning officer. At the block level, a
Block Development Officer coordinates a tecam of extension specialists in agriculture,
animal husbandry, cocperatives, public healtly social work, etc., who continue to
be employed by their ocwn departmentrs, but work through village extension agents
(gram sevaks), of which there arc genecrally ten per block. In areas taken up for
intensive agricultural develcpment under the high yielding varieties programme, a
larger number of extcnsion personnel are available. The community development
programme has been criticised for creatin; on oocasions duplicatory machinery at
the block and village levels. It was originally envisaged that over a ten year
period blocks would reach the point of self-sustained growth, but this failed to
be the case, ’



In 1957 a schase of village, block and district councils, called Ranchayati
Raj, wes already prevalent in some areas emphasised for extension and has
spread t%rodHHOuﬁ‘mubhréf‘lndiu;' They ave particularly effective in Oujarat
and Haharauhtra."wlth e exception. of - - these two states the main deci 5ionm
making and cxecuting level is the block council (the Samiti). The executive, .as
oppesed to udVl"OrY responsibilities of the councils, vary both in law from state
"o state’ 3nd ins fuCt from arﬂt to areas : ‘

i More or: less 51multan€ouslv w1th the launching of Panchayatl Raj came the
realluatlon that" the gécial objectives of community development which had received
the greater ‘stressimust take second placé to the raising of production and,
therefore, increased incomes. Vith thié realization, agricultural services,
particularly credit coopcratlves receive d increasing emphasis. - :

INTENSIVE AGKICUUTURAL PRODUCTION PROGRHNWE

~

In:1960, the Intens1ve Axrlcultural Production Programme or package programme
was begun. The progromme was designed t¢ raisé production in areas of high poten~
tial in the short to medium terg, throush concchtraticn of credit, particularly
cooperative credit;‘extension, seasonal inputs, minor irrigation works, etc.

The programme, whick bezan in 16 districts, continues in a less concentrated manner
as the Intensive Agricultural drea Programme (IAAP).

AGENCIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF SMALL AND IL.RGINAL F.IRMERS,AGRICULTURAL LABOURERS
LND TRIBAL AREAS

1969 saw the launching of the Small Farmers, Marginal Farmers and Agricultural
Labourers and in 1972 the Tribal Development izcncies (see below) The agencies
have, as in the community development approach, a. coordinatory function. They work
at the district level under the chaivmanship of the Collector. They are federally
financed, but rely on the state staff for implementation of the programme.

Irrigntion ireas or uOJ"EHd Arcas Frequently cross district and even division
'boundarieso Command areas. are coordinaxed by state lrrigation departments. It has
now been accepted that In each state an inter—disciplinary authority should be
established whose head shall Ve ranked as a Head of Department with direct control
over the officers of the Depsrtments of Irrigation, Agriculture, Soil Conservation
and Cooperaxion in command sreas. A board, with non—official representation, will be
set up for esch commond arec. In the 1974-1979 plan period Development Authorities
will be set up for about 50 major projects with a total cultivatable area of 15 million
hectares. New Qchemes will give priority to chronically drought—affected tribal and
bapkward areas.

THE ROLE OF COOPERATIVES IN TACKtING RURAL POVERTY

Amongst the developing countries India has one of the oldest and most wide—
spread rural cooperative movements. Cooperctives were stressed in India by the
British at the beginning of the century as an mswer to certaln social evils,
particularly rural indebtedness, rather than as agents of economic development.
Chandi and Nehru urged the development of cooperatives as an ideology for Indian
development with only a limited stress on their economic advantages. HEmphasis in



Indian Government thinking has shifted from cooperative philosophy to regarding
‘cooperatives as a tool of development and official development emphasis is on
raising the living standards of the rural poor through cooperatives.

The draft Pifth Five Year Plen §/ states "Cooperation represents institution—
alization of the principle and impulse of mutual aid. It has the merit of
combining freedom and opportunity for the small man with the benefit of large-scale
mznagement and orgenization., Cooperation is, therefore, eminently suited to bring
about the desired socio—economic changes in the context of existing conditions in
the country". And Mrs., I. Ghandi, in her inaungurel address to the Sixth Indien
Cooperative Congress in 1971 said "Whatever the system of Government, the people
cannot be mere spectators in the war against poverty. Much less so in a democratic
society and T Imow of no other instrument so potentially powerful and full of
social purposes as the cooperative movement. It helps people to help themselves.

It also enables the state to provide the necessary support and resources, withowut
inhibiting their initiative and individuality ~.. Change must be accompanied by a
perceptible movement towards equality. Here again, the cooperative movement assumes
unusual importance. It is the only instrument capzble of securing economies of
large-scale work without generating the evil consequences of economic concentration®.
The Working Group on Cooperation zppointed by the Administrative Reforms Commission
set up by the Government of Indin recommended in its report of June 1968 that the
problem of vested interests in cooperatives should be teken as part of the general
problem cf concentration of economic, political and social power in the hards of
selected groups which naturally leads to their demination of cooperatives.

Meny prominent individuals within the Indian cooperative movement have not
accepted that its primary tasgk lies in overcoming the problems of the poor and
considerable stress is laid on independence from Government and "democracy'. The
All India Cooperative Policy Makers' Conference in March 1972 did, however, state:
"The Conference iz of the opinion that cooperatives should reach and serve the last
man in the society end wesker scctions should be given due care and attention. The
Conference directs the movement to reorient* their policies and working pattern that
the members of weaker sections of 5001ety are encouraged to avail of the service of
cooperatives. There should be adequate representation of weesker sections on the
Board of Management and larger amounts should be eermarked for lending to them".
The dbove statement admits inter alia that cooperatives have, to datey. failed to
":adequetply serve the weaker scotions of society,

! India has made several attempts to utilize cooperatives in overcoming some of
the problems of the rural poor. The present emphasis lies in distribution of credit
to capitalize the small farmer. Previous attention has been given to land holding
and consolidation problems through cocoperative farming and some stress continues to
be placed on labour cocperatives for landless workers. The efforts to provide credit
and promote cooperative farming are reviered belouw.

* My underlining.



It must be emphasized from the outret that no mechanism which does not confront
the system can change the profile of poverty in a gituation which produces great
dlvergence of wealth. “Cooperatives which represcnt all sections of the population,
rich as well as poor, are not bJ their very nature in a pesition to confront the
system. We must, therefore, ask whethur cooperatives have done more to benefit the
rursal poor, or Dhrwsed more nggctlvelj in a situation heavily weighed against the
poor, have they done less demage to the rurel poor than cther institutions.

Secondly, wec must eraminc ~hether there is any ccoperative structure which has
brought real benefits to the rurel poor within the negetive environment of India
today.

The Structurc of India's Rural .Cooperative
Movement and Government Supporting Services .

It is impossible to lock at the effectiveness of India's coopegratives in
tackling the probléms of the rural poor without a brief insight into the cooperative
'structureo The structure, vith relation to ¢redit and agricultural production
cooperatives, will be revicwed in more detail.

Cooperatives are thc respons1b111ty at the nationel level of the Department
of Cooperation, Hinistry of Foel, Agriculture, Community Development and Cooperation
and each state hes a similar Ministry. Alsc, at the naticnal level is the National
Cooperative Development Ccrperaticn and the Reserve Bank of India which has a
cooperative section in its Agricultural Credit Department and provides finance for
agricultural credit.

- Kerala provides = typicel example of the OLF anization of a State Cooperative
Department. The TDepartment is heoded by the Registrar. Each District is d1v1ded
©into two or three divisions which arc under the supervision of an assistant
regigtrer. Divisicnn sre sub~divided intc two or three circles, each with a
coopereative circle inspector ho oversees the vork of cooperative 1nspe0tors at the
grass rcots.

Tho cooperative movement hos esteblished a wide .range of orgenizations at the
najional level, many of which ore primarily business or{anluatlonp, such as the
Natlonal Agricuitural Cooperstive arketing Federation; but others, of which the

ost 1mport"nb is the Ccoper tive Unlon of India, are o(nverned with representation
of the cooperative movement, coordina tlon, training, research and publicity.

By Trr end away the tulk of Indiz's cooporjtives are agricultural credit
cooperatives, but cooperatives extend into-every walll of lifc and are prominent
in the rural areag in agTLcultu“al mariteting and input supply. In 1970/71 there
irere 38,620 cooperative re'ail depots for fertilizer and s. 8,440 million of
agricultural products woere merketed through GOOeruthCSe In 1974 cooperatives
managed 3,840,000 tons of storage capacity end ren processing units with a ‘capacity
of 1,512, oou tong per annim. |



CCOPER IV FARKHTIG
~ When cooperative farming was proposed in the first five year development
plan, in 1951, it was intended to form the basis of a rural socialist soclety.
The priority =ccorded t6 it has now declined to the point where it is scarcely
included in government thini:ing. India is one of the few countries to have
launched o widesprced campaign for voluntary cooperative farming and it was not
successful.

TYPES OF COOPERATIVE AN

Cooperative farms in India are of two types: Joint Farming Societies and
Collective Farming Socicties. In joint farming societies the members pool their
land, but retain ownership of it. The period of pooling which is generally at
least five years is decided by the members at the time of registration. If a
member withdrars his land after the compulsory pooling period the society may
compensate him with another pisce of comparable volue if this is more convenient.
Members are entitled to receive & roturn on their pooled land in proportion to
its productivity. Returns may be peid out of the gross .produce in which case they
should not cxceed the rent limit prescribed in the tenancy law. Alternatively
returns on podledilond mey be paid out of the nct farm business income. Bonuses
from profits are paid on sharc capital land pooled and work done.

In a colledtive farming society land rights are vested in the society. At
the timc of transfer of land ownership to the soclety lands are valued and members
allotted shores equivalent tc the valuc of their land.

There are a2lso better farming societies designed to improve farming with
individual cultivation =nd tenont farming sccieties where land rights are vested
in the coopcrative, but members form individually. Barly statistics are confused
by the inclusion of these latter tvo types in the definition of cooperative farms.
They hove now been excluded.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

The colonial administration leased some 30,000 scres of land to 68 societies
in the period 1924~1934. Of thesc, 10,000 acres -rent to Harijan ficld lebour
cooperctives, but it tended to be farmed individuslly. A cooperative farm was
formed ag for back as 1927 in Bombay state, wvhere eleven societies were reported
in 1940 and a Turther 21 wers orgonized between 1942 =nd 1947. These societies
were meinly confined to better farming ootivities.

There were also various traditional forms of work cooperation which,
although' 0f decrcesing importance, continuc todey., The Phad system was reported
on in detail by the Yorlking Group on Cooperative Farming in 1959 11/, In Kolhapur
District ebout 1,000 phads operated where land was temporarily pooled to grow
sugar cene.  The Working Group also describes the Gonchi system in Andhra Pradesh,
where members cach hed shares in the Gonchi. ‘lork, bullocks and manure had to be
provided in proportion to the number of shares held and produce was distributed on
this basis. Both Gonchis and Phads sometimes had very disciplined work systems.
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Cooperative farming as a state policy wes suggestced in 1944 by the
Advisory Board of the Imperial Council of Agricultural Rescarch and the Bombay
Stete Plan of 1944 stated "os.Incrcasce in ~gr rricultural production presupposes
certain fundamgptal reforms such ag increase in the size of agricultural holdings
and the aloption of intensive farming....To bring -bout cooperative farming
appears to present 1bsovulfflou1tlcsa In order that cooperative farming should
come intc vogue as early oo p0551b1b, some measurc of compulsion appears
desirable...". And in 1945 the Congress Party clection manifesto stated "...While
individuslistic farming or peasant pruprletorship should continue, progress in
agriculturec...requires some system of cooperntive farming suited tc¢ Indian
conditions. It is -desirable, therefore, thot experdmental cooperative farms should
te organized with state help in various parts of Indin...". In 1945, the
Cooperative Plmmning Committec urged the formetion of cooperative farming socleties.
The Agrarian reforms committce appointed on the recommendation of the State
Revenue Ministers Conferwnce in 1947 proposed that individual farming should not
be allowed on holdings which were smaller then a bas;d helding and marginal holdings
should be combined in jeint farming socictiese In Jonuafy 1951 the Nagpur Reso—
lution of the Indisn Hational Congress stated that the future agrarien pattern
should be that of cocperative jeint farming, but as a first stage service
cooperatives should be orgenized throughout the country during the following three
years and in thot period vhenever possible joint farming should be started. In
March 1951 the Lok Sabha (Parliament) ondorsed the essence of the resolution
emphasizing that cooperative farms should be set up voluntarily.

As was noted.in the First Five Year Plan cooperative village management
Wwes seen as the ultimate objective for rural society and cooperative farming was
an essential element in this. In the event cooperctive farming made little progress
during the first plan pericd,’when around 1,000 socicties were established of which
many shortly collapsed...In the Second Five Year Plan _Q/ in 1956, it was
emphasized that an experimentnl appronch ghould be adopted to the pooling of land.
Three po“s1ble svstems were listed:

"l the ownexrship of lend reteined by individuals, but the land
menaged as one unit the owners being compensated through some
form of ownership dividend:

ii, ovmership transferred to the cocperative society, but shares
rcpregenulnw the volue of 1and.£iven to individuals; or

the 1ﬂni leased to the pcupbr tive oripty for a period, the
otmers being pald rgreed rents or rents prescribed by the law. ®

e
[WN
P

It was thought that it was likely that during the first stage of a
cooperative farm land would be retained in fomily holdings, but some joint
activities ould be undcrtaken. A tonont might become a member of a cooperative
farm if the land cwner joined.

Prierity in provisiocn of servic e85 :mcluétlnT credit, finencial assistance,
and management subsidics were to be granted to cooperative farming societies. The
importance of other joint village activities in laying the groundwork for
cooperative farming and education of members and officials of societies were
emphasized. B
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The plen »lsc mentioned village community land, i.e., land whose management
for one reason or anothpl was entrusted to the villoge community es a whole.
Land had on occasions been donatod to the village by its former owners and in
1956 2bout 800 1hole villages (Gramden Vlll?gps) predomlnuntly in Orissa were
handed over to the villagers and it was enticipeted they would be operated as
ccoperative villages. © By 1958 there were 381 collective forming socleties and
9645 joint farming sccietics.

In the Third PlgnApprlod 1“01/69 19u)/6o 13/, following the recommendations
of the h’orlln'r Group on Cooperotive wamln@_ll/ 318 pilot projects vere provided
for at the .rate of one per district, each project having ten societies. TIn the
selected districts, pilot socicties were tc be organized in one or twe contiguous
community development blocks corefully selected vith njeference being given to
those blocks in which cooperative and pancheyati raj institutions had made headway.
In addition to the organization of socistics in pilet areas, the growth of
societies in other areas wrns alsc to be encouraged and assisted. Ns. 50 million
wereallocated in the plan pericd for cooperative.farming’in the pilot projects in
the plans of the stotes end an additional Rs. 60 million were retained at the
Centre for essisting the development of cooperative farming societies inother
areas. No targets for numbers of cooperative farms were set. '

Guidelines were issued for the formation cf coopcretive farms as fellows:

i. societies should be orgenized wmtircly voluntarilys
ii. | . the bulk of the members should be small cultivators or landless
' persons,’ membership shculd be confined to those who were prepared

t¢ work in the cocperative and on ne account should absentec
members exceed o cuarter of the total membership:

iii. land must be pooled for a minimum cf five yeors with nce withdrawals
allowed except duc to exceptional circumstances in that period;

iv, uOOpeT otive forms ought o have agriculture as their main activity
‘ and 13 cur intensive:
Ve comsolidation of hbldlnou should be cocrdinated with cooperative

‘farming end it would be desirsble, but not essential for societies

1 . .
. te be formed in areas where consclidstion had been compléted or
vag in progress.

Naticnal Coeperative Farming Ad v1s&vv Boards were set up at the centre and
in 14 states. ‘ ' .

In addition to emphasizing that ccoperative ¢Erm1ng sccicties should receive
pricrity under existing agriculiturel assistonce schemes o specific pattern of
assistance was approved under the cooperative plen. The assistance was to be made
equelly available for pilot ond non-pilot societies and help to non-pilot societies
was given cut of the cantral budget without reference to the state plan ceilings.
Aid was to Dbe as follows: ‘



thal ameunt States! - Central budget
per society share share i
Rs. percentage  percentage
Loens
Share contribution not to excoed the '
share oapitel raised by the members 2,000 25 15
Medlum end long-term loans fv; land ‘ C
development - 4,000 25 _ 5
Godoim/cattle shed 3,750 17 ‘ 83
Subsidics .
Godown /cattle shed : 1{250 | SQ’EA o 50__7
Henagerial subsidy over a pericd _ : : L
of 3 to 5 years 1,200 500 50

I+'was emphagized that cooperative Iarmlng should form an 1ntegral part of
the bleck development programmes and in most stotes some effort was made 4o ensure
that erxtensiocn staff of the various depertments regularly visited coc perative
farming societies. In Andhra Pradesh, Assem, Bihar, Gujarat, Kerala (Madras),
Yadhyo Prodesh, Maherashtra, Orissa end Uttar Prodesh cemprehensive instructions
“were issued to ensure cocperative farms were trected as paclkiage arceas for intensive
develcpment. .

“Andhra’ Prodesh, Medhya Pradesh end Uttor Pradesh had full ﬁlmu 301nt or
deputy registrars for cooperative farmin g Bihor and A%haraohtrm had, deputy
directers (n~griculture) end in Origsa a D strict Agriculturel Officer was assigned
to lock after the ngricultural aspcots of the programme. At the local level in
scme states posts were estaBlished to deal specificelly with cooperative farmse
Moharashtra 2ppeinted 26 additicnal extensicn officers (2griculture) and two
agricultural overscers werc posted in Sambalpur district, Orisse, where there was
a concentration of socicties. In 1965, 250 field vorkers had been specially
treined and posted to pilot areas. ‘There was elsc in pilet oreas generally a
‘pilot projéct officer of the rank of extensicn-efficer. Although it was emphasized
these should have am esgricultural background most of them were drawn from the
Stete Cooperative Departmernts. In Gujarat an agriculturalinspector was assigned
to the pilet areas as well as a ccoperative inspcctor, but in Andhra Pradesh,
Bihar, Yysore and West Bengal minimum staffing recommendations werce not met. The
National Cocperative Union of India had in 1385, 37 instructors in cooperative
farming posted in the villages. :

By 1965, training wings to train secretary menagers of cocperative farming
gocictics were set up to coter for 2ll states except West Bengal.. Courses which



covercd agriculturce and cooperative busincss tere usually six months longe. The
troining wings werc for the most.pert attached o cxtension troining centres

In 1756, therc were somc ,501 socicties farming 234,000 acres and by June
1969 the nurber had incrensced to 8,150

(@)

In Jenuary 1958 the Neiivnal Cooperative Farming Adviscry Bezrd in a move
which mere or less markod the end of Inlia's drive to establish cooperative farms,
recemmand el that Statc Governments should give pricrity to the revitalization of
dormant ond semi-dorment scocietics; new socicties should be organized only in
areas where favourcble conditicns existed; pooling of land and jeint cultivation
ghould be an immediat e cbjective and Tinanciol assistance should only be given to
these societics which adhered to the principles <f the programme.

The proegramme of coeperotive farming was trensferred tc the stetc plan
sccter in HMarch 1)69 and the Fourth Five Kcer Plon (1969~74) 6/ statcd: "...Scme
device has t¢ be evolved by which land surfaces can be brought together for
purpcsc of cultivaticn. Cooperative farming on o veluntery basis has beun

ficially accepted as thc way cut. Hewever, so far no substantial progress has
been made. Problems cf motivetion and crgonization met with in this approach have
not yet been successfully sclved ¢n ony significant scale. HMercover, it has not
been sponscred actively cecnough by ~ny lerge group cr bhody of opinion within the
ccuntry. Therefore, except for continuing the present schemes of encouragement of
cooperative farming it has nct been possible to propose eny additional programmes
in this plan...Priority will be given tc the revitalizetion of the cxisting weal
and dormant sccicties. Mew sccleties vill be crgenized only in compact areas and
if they have o potentisl for growth...'".

By 1973/74 the number of socictics had inﬂreased to 2,401 of vhich 4 880
woere reported 1o be active. Total memboership was 259,474, with share cepl ul of
Rse 3 millien.  Abcut healf the socicties werc °ﬂv~rtﬁ( tf be running at a less.
In 107‘/71, srcieties had borrowings frem governmment of Rs. 37 million and from

o~

cantral financing agmeies ¢f Rse 32 million.

AT N

CAd ASSTESSHENT
A Aaow o L

‘He goncral picture of the type of ccoperative farms which now exist can be
given. Bocictics are ususlly small with en 2ll Indie average membership of 28,
Collective farming sccictices which sre for the most part on land donated by the
government tond to¢ be larger and hove 2 membership which wes originelly landless
Members of joint ferming socictics seldom peoled all their land in the society.
Small farmers did this to o greator extent than large. Large farmmers and thelr
families do 11tt1e’or no manual werk on the land of the socicty. Societics employ
gcme cutside lshour 2t pesds paiedse o detailced systems of work crganizaticn
have usually been worked out.

A lerge volume of cose stuly material has been assembled with respect to
ceoperative forms by the government of Indiz particularly in "Studies in
Gooperative Farming! l;/, "Repert of the Herking Group on Cooperative Farming". __/,
"Report of the Committee for Direction on Cooperative Parming™ “4/, and "Cooperative



Porming in Gujarat! lj/, prepored by the Gujarat Cooperative Ferming Committce.
Extensive usc hos been made of that dat~ in arrivi g at ti¢ conclusions outlined
below, Case studies tended to be of scoictics which had ocnly becen running for a
short periocd making it diffi-ult to ascertaein the fasters contributing to successe.
Some sccictics examined by both the Worlking Group on Cocperatives and the Committee
of Dircoticn on Ceoperative Farming wire, hewever, rcvort cd on cver o longer period
énd the -haracteristics of thosce socictices ere summarized in Tﬁblc 3.

THE BINEFITS THVISAGED FIOH f‘OOPhRATIV FARMTHG
AND THE WITENT 70 HICH THEY HETS REALIZED

1. Improved Menagement: A good manager could be respensible for a larger
arca thus molking botter use of socarce mmagerial resources. The extent to which
this oxpectaticn has beon realized is net o3 21l clear. The problems of maneging
larger arcns and labour forces arc alse gronter so o man vhe can very competently

manage his omm farm may be overwhelmed by the preblems of an srea twice the size.
In sccietics surviyed small farmers tended to resent paying high salaries to
menagers ond where civil servonts wrere sppointed to run cceoperatives they fro-
quently had little interest in them ond member pmrt101p<t1\n was alsc lowered.

It hos been reported thot corperative farms src slew in making decisions.
Cooperative farms hove shown an abovo average propansity to adept improved tech~

nelegy ond have raised output abeve the locsl nerms and in this they can be said
to have been better managed then 1ni1v1uuw1 Termg. - More than half the ccoperative

farming sccictics were, howvever, running ab 9,1033 in 1973/74, which does not
=) ? ! S !
pcint to efficient manogement.

2e Enebling improvenents to be made chich could net _cccur cn individual small
farms: Farm Cfopﬁrwthua lTower the 5but ation period of lend 1mprcvcment g, such as
levelling and bunding and land clearancc. There is thus A greater incentive to
undertake them. Where it might teke onc mon five yeors teo deo o job on the family
farm, 20 men cen do it in three menths and it becrmes o foasible prepesition.
This belief has been t¢ scme extent born out in proctice in socicties surveyad.

Similorly small savings which once fomily cen net mcani ngfully invest can be
put te god use if they ore peoled with these of cthers. The indebtedness of
India's rural poor makes it unlikely thot this has hrppened on any scalc.
Cooperatives de, however, generate surpluscs vhich con be employed rather than
consumcd a8 they tond to be by individuals. '

Fecilitics, perticularly irrigaticn facilities, can be installcd more
raticnally to cover large ercas then small ond this hes occurred, although net to
the extint which might heve becn expccted, partly due t¢ mistrust by members them-
selves who, for instaonc:, arc nct prepsered to shoulder respeonsibility for the debt
in constructing a wedl on cne member's 1ond vhich he might then withdraw.

Government departments have alge been apathetic towards coeeperatives or distrustful
of their cchesiveness,

3 Dringing more land under cultivation: In additicn to bringing lend under
morc intensive cultivati-n threugh land improevement cocperatives have enabled waste
land tc be brought under cultivetion through the intensive use of labour particu~
larly in ccllective farming scotcieties. Cooperative farms alsc have the oppertunity



tc- ellnlnatc plut bounJ“rJ mﬁrlln ene. the land savings in this respcct can
thcorctlo(dlv be quite substantial, but in many joint farming sccieties markings
have been left in as farmers still to & very large extent regard the land as
their cim. ' ' ‘ L - '

Ao More fatlon ol usc ¢ f l=ni: UWhere smﬁll farmers could not 1nd1v1dua11y
ccntemnlat rotaticn systoms or putting an arce dovn to grass for livestock this
can be dene 1f areag arc ¢ mo incd in cocperative farms. Casc studies gave little
indicaticn as tc vhether this petentizl banefit has been realized to any
appreciable crtent. There has, however, beuen a greater willingness to experiment
with neww technology on limited arcas by ccoperative forming socicties as in doing
- 8C small farmers were not puttlnv thelir total 11vc11hco s at rlsk.

'5." Land ConscllLat10n° Meny of the advantages of cooperative farming such as
more ;ff stive installoticn of irrigation cquipment emd farm machinery cannot be
achieved if the individuel ficlds of the ccoperative farm arc'not of a reasonable
size. The fragmentation of lond in Indir hos 2lreedy been discussed“(pa 3 ), thusg
many ccoperative joint ferms have beon formed with lond 'in several blocks and
farmers have been ferced to leove some of their lend outside the cooperative.
Cocperatives have sometimes brought an individual farmer's fields scattered over a
mall arcn all within & single cocperative bloclk, but this is unusual. It is
reported in case study dota that where ccoperatives are formed in en area in which
land consolidation has provicusly taken place thoy are more effective. Coopero—
tives can prevent further lend fragmentation when land in the céoperative is not
divided betrreen o men's scens, rather theoy become members of the cooperatize.

6 ggpatlcn of employment s Cvopcr tives to the extant which they have promoted
labcur intensive land improvements, pleced larger areas under cultivation ond
-undertaken more intensive cultiveticn have cffered increased cmployment: to their
members. Ccoporatives may alsc be able to more effectivoly undertake secondary
animal production and small industrial entcrpriscs than individuel fermers, but
this hns cccourred infreuently. Cooperatives have on cccasions dccreased employ—
ment when they have allcwed labeur displacing m°ﬂh1nery to be used o8 hag occurred
in the Punjab.

75 licre efficient usc of mechinery: It has elresdy becen noted that cooperatives
have fecilitated the use of irrigetion cquipment. They alsc theoretically allow
bullock temms tc be used mere efficiently, but this has seldom proved to be the
case. farners heave prcferrcd o teep the same number of bullccks end have not
usually pcoled them in the cocperative. Where beundary strips have not been
remcved the cultivaticn cperoticn does nct become more efficient cither. ‘Coopera
tives have cn occasions madc the use of trw\tkl on otherwl se uncultivatable
land, finoncially viable.
. ¢
8. More efficicnt contact hlthugx;cultur:l services: Co ratlves should
makke contects “Ath ertension . services, merketing ugcnts, crcdlt institutions, ectce,
simpler as the service dcals with cne unit vhere before it would have dealt with
twenty. This benofit has been little readlized in proctice as is discussed below.
I+ has probably bcrn the greastcest frults 11th regara to exien31on.

e Increasct production: The factors cutlined above should 1¢ed tc increased
producticn as well as greater employment and casce study da=ta indicates that this
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has in fact bewn thoe cascee ihet is net cleur, however, is whethor the same
government investment in individual forme would hove born similar or greatcer
returns. Cocperatives formed sclely of small farmers have nct employed such
advenced techniques as thosce where larger fermers arc involved.

13 Benefits to the peor from cooperative farming: The advantages cutlined
above will beer greater fruit for small farmers than lorge althcough it is clear
if individuals with insufficient lond for full empleyment or- adequate subsistence
pool it they 111l not automaticelly bencofit, some gains can be contemplated. A
lorge farmer cen plan his irrigetion retionally without a cooperative, he can
locate sufficient resources to undertalze land improvements and sc on. Collcective
farming sccicties hove generally beon formed of landless families on government
lend,'but small farmers hove net been the predominent group forming jeint farming
sccietics although such societics moy hove scome smell former or landless members.

Cooperative farming societies have occasicnally been formed to reap the
benefits discussed nbove or for idealistic recmsons, but the predominant motivation
has gencrally been more shert term, to gein additicnal government finance, in
the casc of lendless workers'c-llcective farms to gain land, or in the case of
tenants in the cld Bombay stoatc to resist eviction.

Cocperative Tarming soclieties hove been formed sc that land helders may
continue to hcld lrnds in excess of the legal meximum or reccelve rcturns to their
land higher than permitted rents. This may have beon the motivation for formation
cf most of the sociceties in Yest Bengal, the Punjab (where the desire for tractars
wos elsc significant) =nd Meodhye Prodesh. A substantial proporticn was started”

or this purpese in Bihar ond Temil Nacdu. It is interesting to note that thesc
oare amongst the states where ccoperative forming has been least successful. Such
scciletics werce designed to leliberatcly explcit the poors

There are some theorctical gains for a small farmer or o landless worker
joining a ccoperative with lorge formers.  The objectives of rich and poor are,
howrever, basicslly differeont. The lorge farmer desires to maximise his return to
lend end will vish o disproperticnate smeount of the cccperatives income tc be paid
ut as a lend rent, or dividend, whilst the landlcese or ncer landless member
wishes to marimise his return tc¢ lebour. He ig in o vesker position end will
prebably not reccive a deily wage sbove the lecal rate, but he may, if the
cocperative intensifics nroducti-n, goin more days of employment for himself and
his femily. This has, in fact, been tho casc. Therc are isclated examples of
ccoperatives ith mixed mombership vhere egnlitarion principles have caused
higher then normal roturns to labcur to be pald, but they are very much. the
excepticn. The poor benefit very little from this type cf cooperative in which
they function as littlc mcre thoan labourcrs.

The laws of Bombey stote protected tanant fermers vho formed o cooperative
from evicticn, but vhore scoieties were formed for this purpose, long litigation
usually ensued, resulting in the eventual collapse of the society.



WHY DID SMALL FARMIRS NOT FORM

A SIQIITTICANT 'JUITB -2 04 ”OOPERA”‘IVE FARMS?

.........-

If oooperative farming has clear long~term advantages for the small farmer,

why did they fzil to form them? lany of the reascns for this are external, but
others are sociolcgical. The small farmer's farm has stood between him and starvation
for centuries; he is reluctant tc place his and his family's survival in the hands of
a group. The larger operator's farm is at. least in part a commercial' enterprise, not
his sole means of survival and he generally dces not pcol all his land retalnlng the
best land undo; ind1v1dual Cul’clv"tlon° : : '

, Internal difficulties’within Cooperatives'lead t0 their failure. It is highly
unlikely that all farmers will pool exactly the same land area. If returns to land
represent a smell proportion of tetel returns and returms to labour predominate, the
farmer who has pooled most land may well cobject particularly if the cooperative
produces nc significent immediste incresse in employment und work is given to all
members on e equal basis becruse vhilst the smaller farmers' families get more work,
the larger farmers' families get less. Case studies reveal that very few societies
have satisfactorily solved prcblems of vork orgenization and the lazier, or less able
tend #o Tceceive the same returns as the industrious. :

Small farmers tend - undervalue managencnt and resent paying people more for it.
There arc thus often considersble menagoment problems. Another problem which fre-
quently arises is member absenteism during critical pericds. If 2 member has land
out side the rcooperative he may take the attitude that whilst he must get his harvest
in the others will harvest the cooperative crop. Similarly, a farmer would not neglect
his own crops at a critical period %o take a well-paid labouring job e¢lsewhere as he
loses his whole crop. But he may well leave others to weed the socicties rice if an
opportunity for bctter paid employment arises ot a pericd of labour peak.

It is not surprising, therefore, that zmongst the most important internal factors
for succcss of a cooperative farm are a small society where members have similar sizes
of land holding and preficrably are closely related thus having mutual trust. The law
in ‘Maharashtra, vhich did not permit members of farm coopératives to be of the same
fomily even if they wverc of different households thus had negative effects. Case
studies also indicatc thet coopcratives of smell formers once formed have more chance
of success tngn.oooporqtlvcu of large farmers. C '

FEXTERNAL FACTORS CONTRIBUTTEG TO_THE SUCCESS
OR _FAILURE OF COOPZRATIVE FATGIS

Societies have not renernlly been started sclely on the initiative of the poOT,
Scme outside encouragement whether nrovided by government officials, social or -
religious workers, pclitical “ft1v134k, local intelligensia, such as schoclteachers, or
even viell-meaning better—off farmers is essential. Unless this leadership is closely
identified with the membors, it may bring about the formation of a society, but will be
unavble to encourage it in its day-to-day activitics. Thus socicties begun at the
instigeticn of government servents have tended to" be less successful thans those formed
with the inspiration of non~officizls '
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A tabulation of erterncl factors which might crntribute to the success of
agricultural cocperatives (Tablé’4)”givosvnc clesr picture of which factors were most
important in cnsuring the success of the programme. It must be saild at the outset that
the statistics relating to functioning cocperative farming societies are dubious and
the ranking moy be misleading. It would appear less farming cooperatives continue to
exist today in those states where a late stert was made in cncouraging them. Financial
and technical suppcrt by the government together uvith the presence of cooperative
credit did not ensure the continuance of socicties. However, the absence of
government! support does gonerally appear to have discouraged them, although there is no
clear evidence that the absence of cooperative credit had any significance whatsoever.
The obtaining of cooperative credit has bean a problem for most societies of small
farmers. In some states, for example, Bihar, the cocperative lending institutions
insisted on maliins losns tc individusl members rather than the sccietics as such and
in most statcs sccieties had difficulties in mortgazing land for long-term loans.

Government assistance usually favoured cooperatives of the poor. Land for
collective societics has nearly alvays been given to the landless, Financial assistance
to jeint farming societies at first tended to go to cooperatives of the rich, but this
graedually chenged and the policy under the third plen of allocating assistance on the
basis of a set amount per society rather than accoerding to land area, or membership
favoured socleties with smaller areas.

There also seems tc have been a tendency for societies to have been formed in
agriculturally richer states. The prevalence of irrigation for the better utilization
of which cooperatives might be sustained seems to have little significance. The
extent to which land consclidation had been carried out alsc seems to have no signifi-
cance although case study data does indicate its importance. :

Cooperatives seem to have been more successful in states with the greatest
divergence in land holding, but there wag no greater tendency to form societies solely
of the poor in these states then clsewhere. Ferhaps the reduced .possibility of re—
munerative employment outside has encouraged the pocr of these states to remain in
cooperatives where they at leest have scme security of work.

If there is little indication of which pesitive external factors encourage the
success of farm cooperatives, cese study data provides numerous exemples of negative
external factcrs which have centributed to their failure. Many of these stem from the
fact that although the Cocperative Departments encouraged cooperative farming, little
cr no effort was generally made t¢ re-oricnt other government departments arcund a
strategy for cceperetive farming. It is difficult tc¢ believe that cooperative farming
was ever taken sericusly by the majority of pcliticisns, or civil scrvents. The drive
tc form cocperative farms has not formed part of an overall strategy. Thus, coses
occurred of land consclidetisn being carried out on an individual farmer basis ignoring
the existcnce of a cooperative and splitting its land up. Texaticn has on occasions
had a negative effect; for instance, in West Bengal, which taxed ccoperatives as a
unit and caused farmers to pay tax whe would nct otheruise have done sc.  Socleties
were charged audit fees in Punjab of 15 percent of profits end in Uttar Pradesh audit
fees were charged on total capital assets.

Cooperstive and gevernment credit institutions often refused to treat with a
cooperative as an entity and insisted on dealing with members individually. Sccieties



were scmetimes nct able.fo féap the benefits of marketing crops as a group, because
members had indivicdual debts with tradcrs whe insisted on mariketidng their share of the
Crops : o . ,

Other external causes coptributing to oﬂopcrut1Ve failure which were nowv-
cvercome -included litigation between societics and landlords whe refused tor allow
their tenants to join a coopcrativc svoiety as this limited their contrcl over their
lands Thore were cases of the lendlord concerned being the state government. State
governments scmetimes 2llccated land to cocllective farming sccieties only on Yhe basis
of short leases, thus discouraging the sccietics from investing in-the land, State
government s, e Goy Gujerat, alsc on occcasions ohsrgei ~ccllective farming sccieties rent
in excess of the legal maximum, a2lthough the rent Charged was gcnerullj less-than thatl
received before from lcesing thg land tc individual farmers.

.There was nct usually any pricrity given tg essistance of cooperative farms by
other gpvgrnment institutions. '

CONCLUSION’

Prcbably the single greatest negotive factcr contributing to the failure of
cocperative farms was that they were in the mincrity. Individual farming not
ccoperative farming was the ncrm. Any misteake of mischances were thus liable to be
laid at the docr of thu Pooperatle, which was new and different and was easier 1o
blamc than it was for an individaal tc take respensibility himself, if his own crops.
failed. ) ‘ : : :

Ccoperative farming then has prﬂved scemé advantages for the poor. If oQoperatlve
farms were t¢ have been encouraged in the absence of drastic land reform it would seem
the incentive could only have been provided by granting priority to cooperatives under
all.aspects of rural development policy by all departments, Cocperative farms cannod
be promoted in isolation from cother gevermnent policies. o T e e



Provision of Ag:icultural;Crédit to the Rural Poor Througﬁ Cooperatives in India

Bac _vund

Seasonal production loans and, to some extent, medium—term loans are made by
primary agricultural credit societizs. They borrow generally up to a limit of eight
to ten times their chare capital from District Central Cooperative Banks which in
turn receive funds from the Reserve Bank of India through the State Cooperative Banks.,

_ In 1951/52, cooperatives provided 3.1 percent of the total credit available
to ‘cultivators. Average borrowing from cooperatives was Rs. 21.0 by the wealthiest
top ten percent »f families ard Rs. 1.9 by the bottom 30 percent, .Commercial banks
contributed 0.9 percent of cultivators' credit requirements and lent an average amount
per family of R, 10.7 to the largest fop 10 percent of cultivators and Rs., 0.4 to the
smallest 30 percent., In 1951/52 there were 108,000 agricultural credit- societies
with a membership of 4.8 million. They advanced loans of Rs. 240 million of which
the then Bombay and Madras states accounﬁéd for €4 percent. The average membership
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In accordance with the rocommendations of the All-India Rural Credit Survey
Couaittee in 1054 which urged that the prbviSiOn of agricultural credit should be for
the most part through cooperatives. A national agricultural credit (long—-term opera-
tions) fund was cstablished in <he Ressrve Bank of India in 1956. The fund cnabled
loans for coopcrative sharc cenitzl at low rates of intercst to be made to State
Governments. By June 1974, Rs, 600 million in loans were outstanding to State
Govermments for this purpesc.
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to ensure adequate turnover and about 7,000 large societies covering ggnerally
several villages ~ach were sget up between 1956 and 1958. However, in 1958 the
National Development Council stated thet if cooveratives we;g to be developed as a .
neople's rovement thay should be baced on “he village commgnltyﬁand cover a pgpulatlon
of about a thousand. Tais molicy was accebted, together with tge regommendatlon of
the Working Group on Cooverstive Policy that under cersain spec}al clruumstapces a
soL.2tv could be organized in each village for non-credit fgnotlons and cred1§ would
e proVidea by a credi’ union covering a radius of three mllgs and a populamlfn'gf
4,000 %o 5,000, In o few stater, particularly Xerala and_PupJab/(outcastes)/haiigans
cooperatives were set up., ‘hereas sharcs in ordinary soc1§t1es were around Rs ¢
those in Harijan societies werz about Rs 5. Harijan societies have ceased to be
reserved for Harijams. : :

The Committee on Cooperative Credit in May 1960 concluded that as a general
rule oooperatives should be organized on the basis of the villgge gomwupity, but
a society should serve as mavy villages as is necessary ?o attain v1ab1}1ty.
Viability was defined as the ability to support a full-time secretary w%thout
reliance on exiernal assistance., This approach was endorsed by the National



Development Council and formed the basis for the programme of action spelt out
by the Conference cf Stete Ministers of Cooperation at Hydurabad in 1964, Under
the plan of action it was suggested that states after undertaking an initial
survey, should define state-wise criteria of viability and undertake cooperative
organization’ accordingly. The programme of re-organizing and revitalising -primary
agricultural societies has been largely completed in Rajasthan, Orissa, Madhya
Pradesh, Kerala; Tamil Nadu and Gujurat. Thus, the number of societies was
reduced from 212,000 in 1960/61 to about 150,000 in June 71974 and it is desired
to lower this to around 120,000, The proportion of societies with managers is
shown on a state basis in Tuble 3. Large primary societies may have a labourer
and a clerk in addition to the manager.

A major recommendation of the ALl India Rural Credit Survey Committee
(1954) was that loans should be made on a crop loans system, with repayments
deducted from crop-sales, eliminating the need for security. However, even today;
not all cooperabive societics even at +the Central Bank level have understood the
applicatibn of loans based on production needs. A great deal of cooperative
credit continues to be given for corsumption purposes. When applied to small
farmers this may te a good thing (see below), ,

By 1960/61, cooperatives were making Rs. 2,028 mllllon in loans per year
and had outstanding debts of Rs. 2,180 million (see Table 5). By 1974/75 loans
per annum had risen fc Rs, 8,761 million, of which medium-term loans accounted
for around Rs. 1,000 million and overdues represented more than 40 percent of
outstanding loans, In 1973/74, 42 percent of the agricultural population was
covered Ly 156,000 societies with 36,7 million members, Cooperatives were
estimated to be covering 35 percent of rural families borrowings.

The Rescrve Bonk of India prime lending rate is now nine percent.
Cooperatives are refinanced at seven percent and lend at 13 -- 13% percent,

In 1975, mogt of India's 3tate CGovernmernt imposed & one year moratoriam
on rural debts. Machyn Pradesh, Maharashtra Ponjab and later Gujarat declared a
full debt repudiation for the weaker sections.

Within the cooperative structure long term agricultural credit for farm
improvements is provided by the Land Development Banks.

Th. cariicet ooforte 1o sev up Lend Developuiont Dantn JEre sa .. ol TOY

nieb in 1620, In 192 the first central Lead Developncat Banl was established
in lMadras for issuc of debeiturcs and for coordinating the working of primary
banle, By Junc 1057 : woere central Lend Development Baniis in Ajmer, Andhra,
Bombay, Plyderabad, cdras, lyuore, Orissa, Saurashira and Travancore-Cochin and )
304 primary cooperatives /dcaling with land mortgage., By June 1972 18 statgs out /werc/
of a total of 21 had central land Development Banlss and onc of the aingé Union
territorics. A further two Union torritorices had separate land dsvelopment banking

S ) 1-
seetions in toc Cooperative Central Banl. The ownad Funds of Land Development Banks

LA
increaced from Re. 10 million in 1654 1o Rs. 430 million by June 19073, Loans out-
standing rose from Res. 90 nillion in 1954 to Re. 4,470 million in the sane pe?log
i.e. around half the total value of loaaz oulstanding LrOﬁ primary credit societics.

Overdues also rose %o account for 27 nscrcent of demand in 1572-71.
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The I.and Development Banks receive substantial underwriting by the
agricultural Refinance Corporaxlon whiclh was establlshed in 1963, The Corporation
refinances Land Development Bank loans for farm 1mprovemonts in project areas.

In 19734 additional refinance offered was Rs. 778 million and the total refinancing
of Land Banks by the Corporation amounted to RS. 2735 million, The great bulk of
Land Bank resources are raised by the issue of debentures which are taken up by
individuals, commercial banks the R.B.E, and state and central governments.

In the early years loans were issued by the Land Development Banks
principally to repay old debts from money lenders for land purchase., The emphasis
now is on loans for land improvement. "In 1969 the RBI issued instructions to the
effect that at leost 90 percent of laans should be for productive purposes of
" which at least 70 percent should be for easily identifiable productive purposes.

THE NEED OF THE RURAL POOR FOR COOPERATIVE CREDIT

The exhaustive study by the All India Rural Credit Review Committee, 16/
despite its emphagsis on small farmers,‘failéd to devote much attention to the purposes
for which the rural poor require credit., In the subsistancé cycle of production
very little cash input is required for the farm business. The land is worked by
family labour. Therc is the occasional need to buy a bullock or a tool, but only
the large farmers with their need of hired labour may require much cre dlt.
Nevertheless, the poor are very much in debt. Such debts accrue through borrowing
to cover consumption needs fOIIOW1n a poor harvest, or large abnormal expenditures
caused by, for instance, sickness or marriage. In fact in 1961/62 borrowing from
cooperatives in many states For consumption purposes oxceeded 50 percent of the
. total cooperative lending. In Orissa it was 53 percent, in Andhra Pradesh 54
percent, in Kerala 81 percert and in Jammu and Xashmir 83 percent. DIven in the
Punjab it was as high as 42 percent° In & micre study Nakkiran and Gopalan 11/
found in two societies surveyed in Tamil Nadu that small farmers were more likely
to use agricultural loans for consumpfion purposes than large ones. This was
confirmed by Singh, Bhati and Jain 18/ who found in a study of 146 Farms in Varanasi
District Uttar Pradesh in 1969 small farmers with less than five acres, that were
adopting innovations (progressive farmers) used nine percent of their credit for
social and consumption purvoses. Progressive farmers with 5-10 acres used four
percent and large farmers used ten percent. Less progressive small farmers used
sixteen perceni of their credit for social and'consumption needs, whereas less
progressive medium scale f(“mero borrowed only nlne percent for these purposes and
large farmers nonc at ull

The poor have a need for credit, which the present insistance on crop lcans
fails to fulfill, thus, pushing them back into borrowing from traders =nd money
lenders who make high profits partly from their insistance on borrowers marketing
crops through them, rather than through the cooperative structure. In October,
1975, the Financial Times Delhi reported that a recent survey in Uttar Pradesh
has revealed 90 percent of small farmers and 81 percent of artisans and agricultural



labourers are in debt to traditional village money lenders and landlords. The
Times of India reported in November 1975 that agricultural workers found the
attitude of money lenders hardening and bonded labour was being demanded for loans
they were unable to pay back,

In their micro study Singh, et _al i§/ found progressive small farmers
(under five acres) were borrowing 30 percent by value of their requirements from
money lenders, six percent from neighbours and relatives and 35 percent from
" cooperatives. Less progressive small farmers, whosc total needs were naturally
lower, borrowed 21 percent of their requirements from money lenders and 22 percent
from relatives and friends., Progessive large farmers with more than ten acres
sobtained ten percent of their loans from money lenders amd 23 percent from
neighbours and relatives with less progressive large farmers borrowing ten percent
and nine percent from the money lenders and relatives respectively. Both categories
of large farmers made little usc of cooperative credit as they had access to
Government loans and grants whiich small and medium farmers did not. Medium-—sized
farmers made the greatest use of cooperative credit with 37 percent of their
requirements and 78 percent of their requiremcnts for the progressive and less
progressive groups respectively, Progressive small farmers obtained 35 percent
of their requirements from the cooperative and less progressive 39 percent of
theirs,

- It is only when small farmers have the opportunity to profitably invest in
new technology that agricultural production credit becomes important. Thus,
Sohluter 19/ found in Surat District, Gujirat that credit was not
required by small farmers until they started to adopt new varieties and then it
became essential. This was especially true during the Kharif season when the
harvest was unpredictable; as in a poor season, loaas from cooperative societies
could be more casily rescheduled than those from other sources.

In a stuly of three districts of Uttar Pradesh, Shorma ond Prasad gg/
found that small farmers require less credit per acre to implement improved
technology than medium farmers. Large farmers frequently have their own funds,
but still genernlly require more credit per acre than small farmers who largely
utilize family labour.  Bhanja gl/ confirmed this in Birbhum Vesgt Bongal where,
in 1968/69 he found that farmers with less than 2.5 acres nceded an average of
Rs., 182 extra per acre to introduce HYV paddy, whereas those with betwecen 2,5 acres
and 7.5 acres needed about an additional Rs. 210 and those with from 10 - 15 acres
required an extra Rs. 300 per acre. This impres®ion was also confirmed by Singh
and Kahlon gg/ in Patinla, Punjab Puna, with particular regard to vroduction credit
and Singh, et al 18/, s

The potential of small farmers to productively utilize medium or long
term credit for farm improvements, unless grouped in some way, is much less than
larger farmers and there is little indication of their demand for this type of
credit, except for livestock.



SPECIAL MEASURES TO BRING CREDIT TO THE POOR

Various measures ‘have been implemented to make agricultural production
credit more easily available to small and marginal fammers through cooperatives,
Central cooperative banks must now make a minimum.of 30 percent of their drawings
frem the Reserve Bank of India (RBI) available to farmers with less than three
acres of land. The RBI has found this difficult to enforce and desertareas
have been entirely exempted from the criteria; whilst other areas have had the
ceiling raised to five acres or the proportion of the loans which must be
made to small farmers dropped to 15 percent. :

- It is intended that by the end of the fifth plan period (1979), 40 percent
of cooperative central bank lending must be to small farmers, i.e. Rs. 5,200 -
million. RBI statistics indicate that taken over all in 1972/73 about a third
of cooperative central banks' lending was to farmers .with less than five acres,

" State Governmentsmay make an outright contribution to each agricultural -
credit society and central cooperative banks of three percent and one percent
respectively of the additional loans made by them during the year over and above
those of the previous year excluding production loans. ~ These contributions whieh
should be credited by the societies to a special bad debt reserve may be made
during the first two years irrespective of which section of the population-
benefits from the increased credit, but after that the facility should only be
made available to those societies increasing their lending to the weaker sections.

Normally, for short term loans a cooperative society member has to take up
shares to the value of ten percent of his loan and for long term loans five percent.
These provisions have been relaxed for small and marginal farmers. 1In the case of
long~term loans, they need only to subscribe two percent of the loan capital in the
first year and one percent in each of the three subsegquent years. The fifth five
year plan states that poorer members should gain credit against the security of
their surveyed land, the land they are known by the committee to cultivate, or on
the surety of ane or two other members who have security to pledge.  Gold and
silver ornaments, machinery, etc., may also be pledged as collateral. Cooperatives
are urged to make loans of up to ks, 2,000 without security.

Group loans are encouraged, but there is legal provisiom for loans to
groups only in Gujarat and Andhra Pradesh.

Concessional finance provided by the RBI is available for medium term
loans to non—agriculturalists and agricultural labourers who are members of -
primary credit societies for purchase of milch cattle and poultry faming.

The loans can be taken on & group basis, or by the cooperative itself, up to

a limit of Rs.2,000 without security, providing there are adequate marketing
arrangements for tie milk or prultry. An RBI survey indicated the minimum
economic size for a small dairy farm is at least two milch cows with different
lactation periods. The survey warned against providing loans to small farmers .
inadequate to the achievement of viable production units. '



Some cooperative central banks have launched supervised credit schemes
deploying agrizultural and other technical officers to assist with different
stages of the loaning process, such as appraisal of farm plans and monitoring
of loan utilization. The Cooperative Central Bank Bhandra District Maharshtra |
has one cooperative credit supervisor per development block,

There has been considerable discussion of granting lower interest rates
to small farmers as is done to some extent by the commercial banks, but the
Hazari Committee found the viability of the small farm is affected more by the
price of agriciltural inputs and secure markets than small reductions in interest,
The essential factor is to make credit easily accessible,

In order that the Land Development Banks may channel more resources to
amall fermers the RBI has advised them to reduce the emphais on security and
grant loans on the basis of the incremental income resulting from the investment.
In addition to concessiorgin small farmer and Marginal Farmer Development Agency
areas, RBI permits primary Land Development Banks in areas where there are a
high proportion of scheduled castes and tribes to be refinanced by Central
Land Development Banks irrespective of their overdues. Nommally primary Land
Development Banks only get full reimbursement of their loans by the Central
Land Development Bank if their overdues stand at less than fifteen percent of
the demand for the year.

Land Development Banks have agreed at the instigation of the RBI that
20 percent of their total loans by value should go tc the poorer farmers. Tenants
arenot however eligible for Land Development Bank loans. The fees collected
by Land Development/on loans (e,g, admission fee, legal fee, administration fee)/BcnI s/
generally amount to between Rs. 10 and Rs. 60 for a loan of Rs. 5000, In
Andhra Pradesh, Bihar and Madhau Pradesh small farmers are allowed concessions
in the payment of these fees. In Andhra Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Orissa and
Rajasthan small farmers are permitted to buy thelr shares in the land development
bank in installments, in Rejosthan, Tamil Nadu and Uttar Pradesh they are
required to buy less shares.

MEMBERSHIP -OF GOOPERATIVES BY THE POCR

In no state is being too poor arn acceptable legal reason for refusing
membership to an individual by & cooperative. However, as is noted in the Draft
197479 Five Year Plan, §/ meny cooperatives continue to successfully employ
this criteria.

In 1965, the Committee on Cocperation recommended that money lenders
should be excluded from agricultural credit societies, agricultural commodity
traders should not be permitted to join marketing societies and contractors
should not be members of agricultural labourers cooperatives. These recommenda—
tions were not implemented. In some states, sccieties were set up for Harijans,
but other manbers have been admitted to these



In examining why fammers did not join cooperatives, the Working Group on
Cooperatives 1§/ examined in 1965 five societies in IADP districts and found a
fow famers were denied membership, 10 percent of non-members interviewed in one
cooperative and 16 percent in another, 'In one case, a substantial number ,
objected to the faction in charge of the cooperative. In thc same two societies.
where membership had been refused; 13 percent in both cases complained they
would not be able to get .adequate loans from the cooperative. In another ease,
the society was making no loans to leascholders. Others objected to compulsion
to buy fertilizer or market their crops through a marketing society,

Snall fammers in mony cases have seen little point in joining cooperatives

which they regard as the preserve of the rich and, where they hove been encouraged
to do so; they have found themselves unable to obtain loans.

ROLE OF THE POOR 1§ COOPERATIVE MAWAGEMENT

Four states have adopted legislation which may require cooperatives
to offer seats on their Boards of Directors to weaker members. Boards of
Directors generally have between nine and eleven members. - In Maharashtra
the state govermment may direct specific types of society to reserve two
seats on the management committee; one for the members of scheduled eastes,
tribes or of the poor farming jatis and one for weaker members. who have been
granted loans not exceeding Rs. 200 during the immediately preceding year.
The Orissa State Cooperative Societies Act states that in state aided
primary agricultural credit and service societies at least one third of the
members of the Committece should be people owning no more than three acres of
land. In the Punjab cooperatives! committees may be directed to coopt and
in Dehli reserve two seats for members from amongst the scheduled castes,
tribes or small land holders. In other states, pressure may be applied to
put similar qualifications in the by-laws of societies, The draft fifth Five
Year Plan states '"provision may be made by law that at least 50 percent of
the manbers of the managing committees of societies, shoulcd be from the
category of small fammers, marginal farmers, tenants,; cgricultural labourers
and share croppers'.

“As a result of this legislation and pressure there has been some improve—
ment on the 1950s, vwhen cooperatives were entirely dominated by the rich, buil
the management of cooperatives continues to be in the hands of larger older
farmers from higher castes who have been manbers of cooperatives for some time.
Very few women are involved in cooperative leadership. In all these ways
cooperatives compare unfavourably with:Panchyats where; although not in the
majority, young men from poorer backgrounds have a more prominent voice.
Vomen arc also better represented. Cooperative lcaders are more highly educated
than the average, but tend to regard their role as one of running the
cooperatives rather than providing leadership to the members.

For example, in a micro study Guruswani and Chinnaiyan g;/ found in interviews
of thirty leaders from five cooporatives in Coimbatore District, Tamil Nadu,
that 74 percent came from higher castes and the remainder from intermediate
castes. Honc belonged to the lower castes. There were no women leaders,



Only ten percent of the leaders were classified as belonging to lower income
groups, with 23 percent belonging to the lower middle, 40 percent to the upper
middle and 27 percent to the upper income group. Three percent of the leaders
had a college education, 34 percent secondary, 60 percent primary and only
three percent no education. 53 percent were 51 years old or more, 40 percent
between 36 and 50 years old and only seven percent 35 or below. 80 percent
were members of a political party and, of these only seven percent were not
members *of the Congress party, bu members of the ruling party in the state,
the Dravida Munnetra Koshagam. 13 percent held political office. However,
only 27 percent participated in other community activities, such as the
Panchayats.

Similarly, Krishna Swami and Guruswami gé/ found in a study of
five cooperatives and five panchayats, in which 59 Panchayat leaders and 34
cooperative leaders were interviewed, that the high castes dominated the
cooperative leadership and there were no outcastes represented. There were
no women leaders, which compared unfavourably with the Panchayat, which had
seven percent representation by women. Also, 27 percent of the Panchayat
membership was under 35 years old, where as only 13 percent of cooperative
leaders fell in this age group. 94 percent of cooperative leaders were ownes
cultivators and only 63 percent of the Panchayat members. 56 percent of
cooperative ¥eaders owned more than ten acres and 43 percent of the Panchayat
members. 32 percent of cooperative leaders thoughtcooperatives were run by
the leaders,; only a very small proportion mentioned the role of the members,
Oomen gg/ in 1971 in Alleppey district, Kerala, found most members of
the Boards of Directors obtained the greatest portion of their incomes from
non-agricultural sources.

Many societies are dominated by govermment officials, who have either
complete responsibility for their management following the suspension of the
committee, or who exercise such a strong influence on the committee and manager
that they have de facto control. In other cases managers dominate societies.

ACCESS OF POOR COOPERATIVE MEMBERS TO LOANS

Previously some cooperative societies exercised discrimination against small
farmers under loan rules. For example, Kumbakonam Central Bank in Thanjavur
would only advance Rs. 150 per acre of paddy to tenants, whereas landowners
received up to Rs. 250. Such abuses have now been eliminated,; but small fammers,
whose only alternative source of credit is the trader or the moneylender, continue
to receive far less credit than they require. As can be seen from Table 5, only
in Kerala, Himachal Pradesh, Manipur and the Union Territories in 1969/70 did more
than half of the cooperative production credit go to farmers with less than two
hectares. By the year 1972/73, out of Rs. 7521 million issued by primary credit
societies, Rs. 2162 million or 23.7 percent went to farmers with less than two
hectares, in Maharashtra where between 30 and 40 percent of farms are less
than three acres despite the State Govermments contribution to special bad
dedt reserves of both the central bank and the primary societies for lending
to weaker sections., In the year 1971/72 no central bank had reported the
position of its advances to weaker sections and in 1972/73 only nine out of
24 reporting banks had complied with the requirement and by 1973/74 nine out of
the 24 central bankgs still made less than five percent of their loans to the
weaker scctors. A further Rs. 280 million or 3.7 percent went to temants and
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landless labourers. In 1971-72 only 21 percent of the loans by value from
land development banks went to farmers with less than two hectares, and

€ percent to farmers with less than one hectare. Tor number of loans the
figures weére respectively; 36 percent for farmers with less than two hectares
and 11 percent for those with less -than one hectare. This as can be seen

from table 6 coneealsvconsiderable interstate variations. Tor example in
Ancéhra Pradesh where 44 perccnt of farms are less than one hectare no loans
went to this group,‘ Whereas in Jammu and Kashmir where 43 percent of farms:
are less than one lhectare 17 percent of the admittedly small volume of- .
loans went to this group. Such figures are undoubtedly misleadingly high, .-
as will be secn from the abuses prevalent in the use of data in the Small
Farmers and Marginal Farmers Development Agencies schemes, and a large number
of individual cese studies which indicate that small farmers receive léss
credit per hectare than large. However, the plcture is a great merovement
over that ‘which prevalled in 1961/62, : .

Small farmers' credit demands continue to be frustrated by such rules,.
as demands for farm plans which they are unable to provide themselves and over- -
stretched extension services cannot help them with. Societies sometimes only
inform sélected members of the dates for submission of loan requests, or simply
fail to process their requests. The blégest handicap is the. contlnulng 1n31s—
tance of most ooopera+1ve° on security. =~

"As the Committce on Cooperative Land Development Banks commented A:J/
mortgages on land which are an essential condition of loans from Land :
Development Banks Pose considerable problems for small farmers who must approach :
the village officials and the land registration office for evidence of ownershp
the committee recommended dropping land mortgnges and to substitute a charge.
on the borrowers assets. In 1975 in Karaikal Pondicherry “tenants and . farmers
with less than two acres could not obtain short texm crediv .ithout the guarantee
of a cultivator with at least two acres. In the same area ~he Bank of India.
would also only give loans against the security of land. In a study of. Manihatty,
Agriculturzl Cooperative Bank and the Kannari Manthana Village Cooperative
Agricultural Credit Society in Milgiris District, Tamil Nadu, Nakkiran and
Gopalan 11/ found in 1971 that the maximum the societies would advance on
.. personal surety wasg RHs. 1,000,

Small Farmers os Credit Risks

Small farmers are thought to be greater credit risks than large, but

this is not in fact the case, as was born out by an RBI study of 29,441 defaulters
on leans from primary agricultural credit societies. Nearly one fifth of this
group owned over ten acres of 1and and they accounted for almost half the total
overdues. Ames ;2/ noted that in Mysore and Bangalore Districts of Mysore. State
Cooperative Credit societies with low repayment rates were dominated by large
farmers, whereas in fhose with high repayment rotes (above 75 percent), small
farmers composed onm average 66 percent of their membership. Hohahan, 30/. .

in a very much above average society, Mimni Multipurposc cooperative credit:
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society, Sangli District Moharashtra, wnhich had overducs of less than ten percent
found, throughout tlie size range of farmers, more than 95 percent of the members
had loans, fdrmers with less than five acres represpnted just over half of the
borrowing membership and in 1971 were receiving average loans of Rs. 770,

as opposed to average loans of Rs. 1,150 to farmers with 5-14 acres, and Rs.
2,351 to those with more than 15 acres. Snall farmer borrowers (less than

five acres) had an average dcfault rate of 20 percent, farmers with between

6 and 14 acres had a default rate of 11 percent, whereas 38 percent of large
farmmers had defaulted. Small and medium farmer defaulters had failed to repay
on averagé axyound 37 perceny of their loans, large farmers only 25 percent:

but, whereas small farmers accounted for 55 percent of total defaulters

they were only responsible for nine percent of the totl loans by value
outstanding.

A similar picture emerges in relation to long tcrm loans from land
development banks. In an RBI study ( p. 236-239) of 28 Land Development Banks'
overducs in Andhra Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Punjab and Rajasthan in 1973 it
was found the level of overdues was not particularly related to the stage of
development of the arca or to natural disasters. Small farmers were less
likely to default than wezlthy ones. For example in Andhra Pradesh where
39 percent by number or 27 percent by value of loans are made to farmers with
less than two hectares only 14 percent of defaulters in the studied societies
had less than two hectares and they accounted for only eight percent of the
outstanding defaults by value similarly in Madhya Pradesh where 14 percent of
loans by number and 11 percent by valuec are made to farmers with less than
two hectares the respective figurcs for the proportion of overdues resulting
from this group were four percent and four percent. In Rajasthan where 22
percent of loans by number and 17 percent by value go to farmers with less
than two hectares in the studied societies, +tliis group comprised four
percent of the defaulters. Although this trend is generally uniform therec
were exceptions. Again in Andhre Pradesh it was found in areas refinanced by
the ARC where nigher levels of supervision are practised oniy 11 percent of
defaulters and five percent of overdues were accounted for by farmers with
less than two hectares, but in other areas 49 porcent of defaulters and 37
percent of overdues fell in this group. Thus although the general trend would
indicatec as with primary credit socicties small farmers arc better credit risks
than large tals is not always the case.

COOPERATIVE ROLE INi SCHEMNES CF THE AGENCIES FOI SMALL FARMERS (SFDA) MARGINAL FARMERS

AND LANDLESS LABOURERS (MMFAL) AND TRIBAL DEVELODWENT

ackground - the Moharashtra Integrated ires Development Scheme

India is attempting to raise the standards of small and marginal farmers,
landl ess workers and tribal pcople through a system of agencies. The agencies
were first suggestod by the 211 India Bural Credit Review Committee after
examining the Integrated Arex Development Scheme in inharashtre, which was
implemented under thefourth State Plan in 1965. The schames seck bo help
the amall holders and agricultural labourers to increasc agricultural production
by providing facilities (including capital) for developing their lands and
making water resources available to them. Concessions 2re provided through
low rates of interest on loans and subsidies.

N
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A . tighorastiira
L sm2ll holder was defined under the/scheme, as one who was cultivating

‘land perscnally with a holding of not more than a certain specified acreage
depending upon whether it was dry, irrigated, etc., but in 110 case with

an assessment exceeding Hs. 10 in rent to the govermment, or with a total
farm and non-farm net income exceeding Rs. 1,800 per annum. An agricultural
labourers! family was defined as onc which derived_a“major portion of its
inceme from agricultural wages whether in king or in cash or partly in cash
and kind. Cooperatives were expected to meet the.credit. requlroments of
small farmers and incthe period 1966/67 to 1967/68 were found by a Reserve
Bark of India team to be. financing 37--64 percent of capital expendlture

and 41 to 66 percent of -current expenditure by small farmers.

AsD. Puranlﬁ‘;_/ states that with the excoptlon of one particular block
Tasgaon the rols of popular leaders in implemeniing the schemes was. very
much subordinated to the Government lachinery. Popular leaders, small.
farmers and cgricultural labourers were generally indifferent to the schemes.

A Reserve Bank of India (RBI) team observed that as net income wis a
criteria for determining the eligibility of a small holder for support under
the schemc and consumption expenditurc was deductced from gross income what

“.in reality was arrived at was the zavings-of -the cultivator. The calculations

also ignorcd holdings in other villages and land held by other members of the
immediate family which was jointly cultivated,; thus farmers who were far
from poor receilved benefits under the schane,

The intention of the schemes has frequently been frustrated. In the

IAD scheme Karad Taluka, Satara District it was decided to include. blg
landholders up to a maximum of forty percent of the ben cficiaries of
small irrigation schenes and POqunlty wells. Detar 32/ notes that in
- ‘Bhandara Digtrict, where the -scheme was introduced in Scptcmber 1971, that
at first a year was taken to draw up 2 list of small holders and agricultural
labourers. The criteria employed were holders having less than 2.5 acres

of irrigated paddy land, three acres of rainfed paddy, or ten acres of
dry land and & net income of not more than Rs. 1,800 per annum. The

coordinatory. committee subsequently decided to revise these flgures upwards
to five acres, or less of irrigated paddy land and a maximum net income
‘of Rs., 2,400, The statc govermment regected the nOV'QeflnltIOﬂ, but by
that tlme many farmers who wvould not otherwisc have beén elegible had
received benefits. Dinesh .i;/ found in the integrated area development
scheme at K2ig Bhir District, the District Coordination Committee and Business
Advisory Committece took formal action minuted in their mcetings to get

large formers land divided con paper so they could auallfy as smull farmers
under the scheme, :

Puranik _g/ found in iMulshi sub-block & small farmer could not
receive a Buffalo under the schame unless he had dollvered milk to the
cooperative milk society for at least six months. He was also required to
furnish a guaranteec of his loan by two other members of the society. In
other words it was impossible for someone to newly enter milk production
as.& .result of thc schame.



- 32 -

Commercial banks often have not~p1ayed.a significant role in credit in
Integrated Arca Development Scheme areas, In Jangli District a Bank of India
survey was carried out which failed to mention the Tasgaon Taluka scheme.

The Agencies - General

The fourth National Five Ycar Plan (1969/1974) provided for the setting
up of Small Parmers Devclopment lgencies (SFDA) and liarginal Famers and
Agricultural Labourers Agencics (IFAL), as suggested by the All India Rural
Credit Review Committce. Small fammers were considered to be those who
with the help of irrigation, provision of credit supplies and marketing and
application of modern technology could become viable., Farmers with two
to four hectares of dry land, or one to twc hectares of irrigated land and
annual incomes of less then Rs. 2,400 were generally considered to fall in this
group and those with less than two hectarces of dry land, or less than one
hectare of irrigated land and a total income not exceeding Rs. 1,800 a year
of wages of Rs. 1,200 were classified as marginal fammers or agricultural
labourers. ’

A special programme for the development of selected tribal areas was
initiated in the latter part of 1971-72 on similar lines to the SFDA and
MFAL schemes. It is an entirely federal programme. The agenecies have in
general confined identification of tribal participants to those with less

han two hectares of irrigated or four hectares of unirrigated land. The
chief function of the SFDA/MFAL and Tribal Development \gencies ig to

identify participants for the schemes, study their problems and draw up
suitable programmes. The agencies provide support to existing departments
ond institutions and create new organization wherc necessary. The agencies
can alsc directly undertake certain activities like setting up infrastructural
facilities. Dach agency wos expected to cover 50,000 farmers by its fifth
year of cperation.

Agencies are expected to work through the existing field institutions, i.e.
the Stoto Government Departments, local organizations particmlarly the
Panchayati Raj (village committees), block development offices and cooperatives.
There are, however, increasing repcrts of agencies assuming direct executive
responsibility, '

Areas covered by agencies will be given priority in the implementations
cf lard reform measures. In particular tenancies including sharccropping
arrangements will be recorded. The heads of the land reform organization at
the district level will sit on the managing committees of the development
agencies, On the Tribal Develcpment Projects land records will be updated and
land allotted to landless tribal families. Laws concerning debt relief,
prevention of alienation of tribal land and restoration of land illegally
transferred to non-tribalswill be more rigorously enforced. Debt relief
courts for the scaling down of Fribal debts will be set up.

The programme was delayed in its start and very few schemes got
underway until 1971. In 1973, thcre werc 46 SFDA and 41 MFAL Prcjects.
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At the end of Hay 1975 the SFDA and IMFAL agencies had identified
3015 miilion amall’ farmers and 1. 47 million mearginal fammers and agricultural
labourers. '

In 1973 the SFDAs covered 25 percent of the identified population with

improved agricultural schemes and a further 13 percent with other programmes.,

The corresponding figures for the MPAL programmes are 20 percent and 13

percent respectively. Six tribal Development Agency projects were approved in the

Fourth Plan Period: Srikakulam (.irunachal Pradesh), Koraput and Ganjam

(Orissa), Dantewade and Konta (liadhya Pradesh) and Singhohum (Bihar) at a

cost of Rs. 15 million for each project. In 1973, 50,000 tribal participants

‘had been identified of which 36,000 were benefitting from programmes. Performance of

SF/MFAL Schemes hos been uneven both from state to state and within states
between proJoctS(sec table 4). The Draft Fifth Five Year Plan, 1974-1979,. _/

states "Generally the progress of minor irrigation and subsidiary activities

has been satisfactory in liysorec Orissa, Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat, Punjab and

Haryana. Progress has been halting in states like Assam7 Jammu and Kashmir,

Rajasthan and West Bengel!. Progress on the two Tribal Development Agency

Projects in Bastar district lladhya Pradesh were noted to have been particularly

slowe. '

. Durlng the Pifth Plan Period the tribal development projects will not
be dreatlj expanded until thero e end of the exploratory phasec in - 1977. It
is proposed to expand the numbcr;gFDA/MFﬂL projects to 160, i.e. 10 million
households will be cevered,. This roughly 40 percent of.the cstimadted 26
million households who form the botton 30 percent of the rural population.

Fach new project will cover one District. They will not be located in the
command areas of major irrigation schemes. The emphasis of the combined
SFDA/MrAL Projects in the fifth Plan is on crop husbandry° Programmes for
supplementary occupations will be funded separately.. A provision of Rs. 2,000
million has been made in the Central Plan for the sp001a1 programme of SFDA/MFAL
projects. This will be supplemcnted from t1e state budgets;particularly for
the extension of infrastructure support.

411 new agencies will serve both small farmers and agricultural
labourers. Only farmers with less than two hectares will be covered.

In many cases large f"nwers have been recognized under the SFDA/MPAL
schemes by dividing their land between relatives. Salaried and professional
people, who are technically small fammers, but have large altermative sources
of income, have also been registered. SFDis have not always helped the
poorest fammers. In a study of the SFDA scheme, Purnea, Bihar in 1971-T2
G. Ojhe mi/ found that nccerding to the 1961 census 4 percent of the households
engawed in cultivation were owner cperators, 40 percent partly owners and
partly sharecroppers and nearly 15 percent pure sharecrcppers. 9.7 percent of
the rural cultivating households have less than 2.5 acres and 51.3 percent
have less than five acres. Since then the land tenure situation had
detericrated,
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All owner operators with between 2.5 and 5 acres wcre oxcluded from
the scheme. It can thus be concluded from the available figures that 46
percent of the poorest rural households were excluded from the scheme.
Mmongst the small fammers selected for the scheme average cropped area was
6.95 acres.

Malyadri ;é/ reports that in the area covered by Srikakulam Snall
Farmer Development Agency in Andhra Pradesh, the 1971 census revealed 39
percent of the working population as being cultivatcrs and 38 percent
agricultural labourers. 17 percent of the population belong tc the scheduled
castes and dribes. 90 percent of foarms are less than 7.% acres and this
constitutes 80 percent of the cultivated areas. Farmers with a gross income
below Re. 3,600 were categorised as small farmers. Using this criteria
8.3 percent of the farmers in the area were classified as small famers. 50
percent werc considered non~viable and eliminated, Thus the scheane does
not operate in favour of the poor at all, but the upper middle 1ncome group.
Datar noted that in Batnagiri District Maharshta doctors, lawyers, etc. with
small amounts of land had been registered as small farmers and the people
with up to 7.5 acres were included in the small farm category.

The role of cooperatives in Agency Areas

The All-India Rural Credit Review Committee 16/ which first proposed
SFDAts in  its report of Dccember 1969 saw the role of the Agency vis-2-vis
the cooperative credit institutions as one ofs

i. providing a grant to them, "which is sc designed that, on the
cne hand it serves as an incentive for the institution to
make lcans to small farmers and on the other helps to
build up a2 fund to cover the risks apprechended in such
finoncing”. The grants by the agencies for contribution
to risk funds should be to primary agricultural credit
societies, six percent of actual additiocnal advances, %o
central ccocoperative banks three percent of actual additional
advances and land development banks three percent of
actual advances.

ii. Providing "a subsidy to enable the credit institution to
strengthen its staff in quality as well as number®.

Apart from making coentributions to ccooperatives, the agencies were
envisaged as investigating cases where small cultivators were unable to obtain
credit from cooperative institutions and pursuing with the cooperatives where
necessary the guestion of making appropriate modifications in the loans
policies and procedures which would accelerate the flow of credit to the
weaker scctions. S

Guidelines now indicate that SFDA and MFAL should make interest free
loans to members of the weaker sections to purchase four shares of up to Rse.
40 in cooperative societies.
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To enable cooperatives tc¢ build up risk funds SFDA/ TFAL were
advised following the recommendaticns of the All India Bural (redit Rev1ow
Committee to make contributions to societies in proportion tc the new
lending business they undertake as 2 result of the schemes at the rate for
medium and short tem credit to primary societies of four percent of the
additional loans and to central cooperative banks financing the primaries of
twe percent. Land Development Banks and Central Cooperative Banks receive
two percent subsidy on additional long term lcans mede.

“The RBI hag agreed that state govermments are entitled tc Borrow from
the Long~Term Operations fund for Invesiment of un to Re10,000 in the share
capital of primary societies in STDh/MFﬁL areas, irrespective of the societies”
overdues. Loans are made for investment in the share capital of Central
Cooperative Banks in SFDA/MFAL arecas provided cverdues do not exceed 30
percent. Whore the overdies ¢ arein excess of 30 percent Agencies will meke

medlum term ;oans/ﬁp to Rs. one mllllon to Contral Coopcratlve Bunks.

In SFDn/mFAL areas of Assam, Blh;r Orlssa, Vest Bengel, R&J&Sthun,
dhya Pradesh,Himachal Pradegh and Jammwand Kashmir the RBI has agreed that
small and marginal farmérs identified as such under the schemes may recieve |
loans from Land.Develepment, Banks which will be reflnanced 1rrospect1ve of the
level of overdues ¢f the societye. : .

To encourage ccoperative marketing, Agencies subsidise by two percent
the interest/bf participants marketing their produce cooperatively. /rates/

Credits and grants aveilable through cooperatives on the different
SFDA/MPAL schemes vary in detail. Generally subsidies of a quarter for

i'émall farmers and a third for marginal farmers are available on milk cattle
..and poultry. Poultry birds are usually provided in lots of 30-6J). = Six

she=goats and one malé may be a standard allocation with a subsidy of 25

. percent or Rs, 89n whichever: is the lowest. Loans are available For cattle

sheads, etc. There is a 25 percent subs1dJ on loans for minor irrigation
werks, .

In the Konken Region of Maharashtra, Kamat 37/ nofes that é5 percent

. of couperative sccieties were dormant and it was necessary tc utilize the
SFDA grants to provide trained managers to revitalise these, rather than
assist active societies. In Mysore State, Ames 29/ repcrts that in Mysore

and Bongalore districts the SFDA contributed to the salaries of full-time
secretaries for many cooperatives. This, he said, reduced the power of vested
interests on the committees. Amcs also found in the societies surveyed that

71 percent of the membership of the management committee were large farmers and
thls was uniform throughout sccieties w1th hlgh or low small farmer memberships.

— " One- 1nterest1ng trlal has been that of a crop gparantee scheme in
Purnca SFDA schemo, Bihar. The objective of the scheme was to guarantee
farmers &t least their normal level of profit under the old technology if they
adopted 1mprqved‘productlon techniques, - thus ellmlnatlng ‘the element of risk for
the small farmer who can ill afford to:.adopt -new technology if he finds himself
saddled with a tremendous burden of debt as a result of a bad harvest. The scheme
was Initiated on a trial basis in the Rabbi season of 1970 with five farmers from
each of five villages. The primary considerations in selecting farmers for partici-
pation was that they must be owner culifivators, devote at least one acre to the
trial and they must not be a defaulter on any loans, It was limited initially to
wheat and summer paddy.




The farmers wcre evnooted to adopt a full paczage of practiceec to achieve the highest
yield. The houczhelds aet average income aer acre uwnder traditional cunltivation nrac—
tices was celeulat:d, If the at return after repayment of credits from any of the
trial oslots f211 boelow this level they were to be refunded. Fifty percont remission
was to be permitizd on the dobt if income failed to risc by roughly 25 nercent. The
ccheme failcd becauvs.s the SFDA failed to avppreciate the spirit of the programm:. The
harv <t was gook, but viry hich after harvest losses occurred due to heavy rains. The
SFDA, however, claiming that harvest had been completed, made no payment to the
farmers and demanded repayment of the loans. Farmers were not prepared to participate
in the following year. Such a scheme could not be implemented on any scale without
subsidy or high intercst rates as therc is a built in element of loss to the lending
institution,.

The coverage and cffectiveness of cooperative credit on the SFDAATFAL schemes has
been very variable. By August 1975, 54 percent of identified small and marginal
farmers in SFDA areas and 54 percent of participants in MFAL schemes were members of
coopecratives. This varied from area to area and in 1972, whilst 85 percent of partici-~
pants werc cooperative members in Himachal Pradesh, only 6.5 percent were in Nagaland.
Membership of coopeérativesin SFDASis reported to be unsatisfactory in Adhra Pradesh,
Assam, Mimachal Pradesh, Manipur, Wcst Bengal, Delhi, Pondicherry and in MFAL areas in
Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra and Orissa..

At the cnd of August 1975 in SFDA areas cooperative medium term loans to partici-
pante since thd inception of the schem: totalled Rs. 194 million and long term loans
R. 448 million. Short term loans for the financial year 1974/75 were Rs. 302 million.
The respective figurcs for SFDA area were Rs. 30 million, Rs. 42 million and
Rs. 65 million., Lending by commercial banks was much lowoer ia 1974, 19 million in
sihort term loans and Rs. 51 million in medium and long term loans on the SFDA schemes
and Rs. 4 million for short term and Rs. 40 million for medium and long term loans on
the MFDAs.

The flow of cooperative credit is uneven between states and between SFDA/MFAL in the
same statc. Results in Gujurat, Haryana, Punjab, Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Madu are
better than thosc in tho cocpcratively weaker ctates of Andhra Pradcesh, Bihar,
Maharashtra and Nagaland. It has bcen particularly poor in Assam, Manipur, Meyhalays,
Tripura, West Bengal, Goa and Pondicherry.

Datar 32/ rzporte in Sharandara District, Maharashtra, Cooperatives succeeded in
overfulfilling their targets for lcnding., Although commercial banks were approached,
nonc showed any intcrest in assisting small farmers. In Ratnagiri District,

GoSo Kamat 27/ found that both the ccoperatives and the commcrcial banks were reluctant
to lend to small farmers becausce of their lack of sccurity. At the start of the scheme
in 1971, 21,000 small farmers were identificd, of which only 7,800 were cooperative
members and of 74,000 marginal farmcrs only 4,700 were members. Some cooperative
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members could not receive loans because their society was dormant. lMost of the applica-
tions submitted to the Gentral Cooperative Bank by the Block Development Officers (EDO)
were approved, but actual disbursements were considerably lower, for instance 1,002
applications for milk cattle were received by BDO, of which 904 were forwarded to the
Bank and 889 were approved, but only 490 actually paid out. There is a similar story
for sheep and goats where of 63 applications forwarded.to the Banl:, only two were
eventially paid out. The figures for poultry and plough bullocks are somewhat better;
of 84 applications for poultry loans forwarded to th: Bank, 58 were approved and 52 paid
out, For plough bullocks; 491 applications were made to the BDO, 480 Qent to the Bank,
464 approved but 316 paid out.

As can be seen from the table below in Purnea SFDA scheme studied by Ojha ;2/
amongst 8C farmers surveyed 9¢ percoent were members of primary credit societies of which
74 percent wcrz currently recciving short-term credit. Of the group with 3.76~5.00
acres, 79 percent were receiving credit as opposed to 70 percent of the group with
2.50-3.75 acres. The others could not receive credit duc to default on previous loans.
It will be noted that default was highest in the largest size group and lower in the
medium size groups Of thoe 20 defaulters, 11 werc in default prior to the start of the
SFDA scheme and were, therefore, not ollglble for cooperative credit under the scheme,
Cooperatives supplied 63 percent of short-term credit and money lenders another 35
percent. Analysis of the sizc groups (sce table 7) shows that taking an average across
all farmers, i.e. both those groups recciving credit and those not, farmers in the size
group 2.50-3.75 were receiving nore short-term credit per acrc than the other two
groups, both from the cooperatives and the money lenders, When it came to medium term
and long term credit, however, they reccived substantially less than the group with
3.75=5,00 acrcs both from the cooperatives and the commercial banks, but morz from the
moncy lenders. It would seem that 1little opportunity was given to this group to invest
and raise 1ts income over the long term.

Size Group Total number Number of Member farmers Member farmers
of selectad farmcrs rcceiving short with overdue
Acres small farmers enrolled as term credit loans. not
members of 1970/1971 receiving short-
cooperatives No. 7 term credit
Mo, % No, %
2.50-5.75 22 20 91 14 70 6 30
3.76=5.00 39 38 97 30 79 8 21
5.01 19 19 100 13 68 6 32
Al1 groups 80 77 96 57 4 20 26

Farmers scrvice societies

In development agency arcas, where tho cooperative system is weak, farmers'
service cooperative socicties arce to be sct up. The conccept was originatced by the
Government of India National Commission on Agriculture in 1971. é@/ The commission
recognizced that credit is uncoordinated and is not availablc to small and marginal

&



farmers and landlcss labourcrs in sufficiont quantitices and that input supply and
markcting facilitiis arc 1qadgquatc and feolt additional credit should be provided by
the natlonallﬂﬂd cormercial banis. -This could be doac cither by organizing -subsidi- .
arics under the compunlcs act'-or sctting up coopératives under' the cooperayive soometlas
acte It was felt that of the two, cooperatives werc preferablc in that they provided
for participation. I%, thercfore, recommended the sctting up of farmers service
cooperative socie tlus,’ It stated, "Thc Farmers' Service Society would be the sole -
ageney taking carc of all the dcvolobmént ncads of small and marginal farmers and agri-
cultural labourcrs cither dircctly or by special arrangements with other agencics'. The
unlquc ‘featuré of farmers' service societics would be their 1ntpgrat10n of credit, input
supply and merketing. ~The following functions arc detailcd: s -

— providc against & croedit linc from the designated commercial bank,

- short, mcdium 2nd long torm advanccs to 1t¢ members for agrlculturp,.

artisanal activitics trade, ctes

= undertake, or contract out the supply of inputs, provision of’
. machincry hirc and ropair f“rvices, narketing of producc, sale of .
consumer goods, c¢tce. utilizing o linc of crcdlt from the bank°

- providc a nucleous technical staff; ’
~~ popularize savings and 1ifs insuranco;

- cncourage provision of faeilitice for developing additional
occupztions to cultivation, c.g. dairying, production of consumer
goods . ' ; :

A1l the faCLlltlLS open to cooporutlvco, including ooncesvlonal 1ntereqt rates and
ﬂanaggncnt subsidies, should bc open to farmers' sorvice socictics,

Initial primary soci;tics would be set up in the arcas of SFDA and MFAL projects
with jurisdicticn extending over a tensil or blocii as convenicnt and covering a popula-
~tion of tecn to tuclve thousand and may cover a community devélopment block .in full..
The major criteria in detcermining the size of a society would be the need for financial
viabllity. Socictics would have branch agcencics .or depots to cater for particular
localitics and 2 union of th: societics wonld be formud nt district level togother with
functional district organizations- for specific commoditics

The farmere' service socicties would have bye-laws cnsuring autonomy and freedom
from official intervention. licmbership would be opon only to those farmers, agricul-
tural labourcrs ond villege artisans who qualify for rcceiving assistance under the SFDA
and MFAL projccts. All this group would be oncouraged to join, including those who are
already moumbers of othor coopcratives. Other members of the farming community might be
eligiblc for associatc membership to obtzin scrvices. The SHRA, MFAL projects and lead
banks should contribute to the sharc oapital of socictics along with mombers and
posgibly the state government. The risk funds of the societies should be contributed
partly by %he'SFBA/MFAL projccte and partly be covered by the Credit Guarantcc Corpora-
%ion/Crcdit Ingurance Corporation of the Reserve Bank of India.



District Unions of farmers’ scrvicce gsocietics should be sct up primarly as consul-
totive mechanisme, but also to takc on functions such as storagce, purchasing and pro-
cessing. Guidelinces and model byo-laws subsegucntly drawn up advisc that Boards of
Manrgement should coneist of the managing dircctor of the Farmers Scrvice Society, two
nominees of the Stats Governmont, one nomincc of the lead bank, five small or marginal
farmers or landlcoss labourcrs and two other cultivators. The chlstrur in consultation
with the lead bonk. appoints the first board of directors

The Governmacitt of India and the Rescrve Bank of India accepted the proposals should
bo tried in the areze of SFDA/MFAL project and Tribal Develomanent Agencics, wherc the
existing cooperative ctructurg is weak and it is now proposcd that at least one should
bg organiz-d in cnch district covers d by SPDA/NFAL Drought Pronc Arcas Programmc and
Command Arca DLVClOpmbAt Programmcs. It has also bcen decided to set up at least 20
farmers sarvice sociztics in cach of the districts covered by the Regional Rural Banks.

The Draft Fifth Pive Ycoar Plan nmodificed the proposed structure somewhat by stating
thatmembership of farmcrs servicc socictics would be open to all cultivators in its
area, but two thirds of tho scats on the Board of Managcoment would be reserved for the
weaker scctionss DBach farmcre’ scrvice socicty would dcal with the branch of
commercial banl: designated by the lcad banie Some states, c.g. Andhra Pradesh,

Horyana and Rejasthan continuc to favour setting up those socictics with membership
confinzd to SﬂaTI farmers, marginal farmcrs, agricultural labourcrs and artisans.
Maherashtre wanted to expprlmunt x1th a2 gocicty with membership confincd to the weaker
sxctions in onc district

Statc Governments nre rogquested to join the societies subsidize cmployment of at
least three tochnical porsonncel per socicty on a tapcering basis for five ycars and
make a‘contribution to sharc capital of at lenst Rse 50,000 which may bc obtained from
the Notional Agricultural Credit (long torm operations) Fund of the Rescrve Bank of
India. Thc Lead Bank joins thi sosicty, but makes only 2 minimal contribution to share
capital. In some states, c.g. Gujarat, it is not at prosont legally possible for a
bank to join =2 cocaerative scciety. The liad bank appoints o managing dircctor for the
socioty from amongst its own steff and is responsible for his salary. Farmers should
contribut: Rs. 40 cach in sharce capital. ) '

[P

Credit rocommondatioas ought to bhoe forwarded by thoe branches for approval by the
Fariore' Scrvice Sccicty. Loans would be rccovered from the sale of producc.  Credit
will not bc linled to share capitel or deposits, but the potential for investment.

Loans to farwors other thaun the wealier scctions may not oxcoed 25 percent of total loans.
Banks will 1znd t¢ gocicedtics at 7.5 percent interoest which will loan to members at 10
percent intercet on short torm loans and up to 10.5 sercent of medium and long term
loans.

SURPRINPRSpS G

Procceedings of the Fifth Mecting of the Agricultural Credit Board 1975 Bombey
Rescrve Bank of India, pe 174



During its firet y.or of operation a socicty should reach 1,000 farmcrs and
digbursc Re. 10 O in credit. By its fifthoyear it rhould cover 15 to 25 villages
with 5,000 holdlpgs covering 15,000 coresy of which 50 percent would be under high
yiclding vorictics and credit would roach Rs. 6.8 million, operativis covering those
_areas should, it is cetinmeted, generate a surplus of approxinatcly Rs. 16,000 per
ennum in their fifth ycar of oberations.
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An implementation committoe hag bocn set up in the Ministry of Agrlculturp and
Irrlgatloa to coordinatc the Suttlﬂb up of farmers scrvice socicticse. It is proposcd
- to appoint tcams to survey arcas with potential for promotion of farmcrs scrvice
socictics,

Approxinately 30 socictics woere formed in 1972 and 1974 and the total number was
65 at the cnd of 1575. Data made available on threc socictics orgenised by the
Syndicatc Benk in Karnataka including the Pirst Formers Scrvicce Socicty to be formed at
Hiriadaka is summarized in tablc €. The Hiriadaka farmers scrvice socicty was cstab-
lished in 1973 in an arca at thot tirc catcred for by two credit cooperativee and
coopcrative bank. Thoy had 2 total murmbershin of 2000, The hoard of dircctors of the
socicty is madc up of the manager appeintced by the Syndicate Bank, five small farmers,
two lorge farmers, o roprosontative of the Syndicatc Bonk, the local assistant dircctor
of agricultur -, aosistant dircctor of veterinary scicnces, assistant registrar and the
projecct officc MFAL. 1In addition to tho manager the socicty has an administrative
staff of toun ~nd threc extension staff. The socicty at Attibele has four administrative
staff and two cxtension workers whilst Honnevally heac no adwministrative staff in
addition to thc manager, OFf the threo socictics only Attibelce was recording o loss on
operations in Junc 1975. The co parative data prescented in table ¢ indicates that in
the admittcedly short 1lifc of the socictics, only Hiriadaka had o satisfactory coveragc
of small farmers in ite credit operations; 43 percent of them received crop loans,
accounting for G& percent of the loons issucd by valuce. Attibelc had 72 peréent of its
nembers from the wealter scetions, but only five nercent of thum received crop loans and
they roceived only 28 percent by valuc of the crop loans issusd and 27 percent of land
improvement loans.  Only for animal husbandry did they roceive more than hzlf the loans
by valuc issucd, In Honnavelly thoe position was cven worsc, but the society h@d only
been functioning for six months as a formers servico socictye.

COMPARISON CF CREDIT COOPERAT IVES RECORD MITH THAT OF THE BANKS

Whilst it is to carly to assces tho rosults of banks involvemcnt in providing
credit tc the rurel poor through farmcrs scrvice socictics, their overall record as
comparcd with cooporativis can be oxamined. The commercial banks have moved morce

rocently into the agricultur~l credit gcctor than cooperatives, but they are being
increosingly cmphacized as a modiun for ngricultural credit, both ns wo have secen
through formers’ scrvice socictics, state rural banks finoncing cooperative societics
and dircct locnding to farmers. Thoir role, however, romains slight and this in itself
nay bc a comucntary on thc 1r sultability os finoncing institutions for agriculturc. In
1652, banks werc providing 0.9 pcrcent of agricultural financce and cooperatives threc
pcrcent, By /V1/6c, the banlks share had fallcn to 0.% percent (0.4 percent of their
total adv:rccc) most of which went to finence too, coffcc and rubber plantaiions By
1965 /67, thc proportion had fallcn still further to 0.2 percent of their total advances.
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Only in ¥adres and Kerala was the contribution of the banks more significant and there
only marginallye In 1568, the bull: of the commercial banks were nationalised and a’
changz of dircction was indicated. In 1969, there wore 1,860 rural banks (22 percent),
3,344 semi-urban banks (40 percent), 1,456 urban banks (18 percent) and 8,321 banks in
metropolitan centres (20 percent). By 1974, thcre h d been an incre-'se in bank branches
of all types, but the most noticeable increasc was in the rural areas where there were
6,165 offices (3G percent increase). In semi-urbzn arcas there were 5,089 branches (30
percent ), in urban areas 2,899 (17 percent) and in metropolitan towns 2,783 (16.4 percent
increase). It can be scen that even the overall total of banks 16,936 is a fraction of
the number of primary agricultural credit societies which stands at around 150,000, The
statewise distribution of banks (see table 3) reveals that in no major state is there
less than 19,000 people per bank branch. In some states, notably Orissa (88,000), Bihar
(86,000), Assam (80,000) and Tamil Nadu with 54,000 people per bank branch, the situa-
tion is far worse, although much improved over the 196S situation.

It must be appreciated, when it is realized that most of these banks are in the
towns, that dircct bank credit physically cannot be available to small farmers. The
figures confirm this. Only just over one percent of rural households had direct agri-~
cultural loans from bank in Decexber 1972 and in 1973 even rural offices only made 25
percent of their credit available for agriculture and only a further 1.6 percent
including that for credit through cooperatives was given for agriculturc indirszctly. In
actual fact the bulk of dirsct agricultural credit was given by semi-urban banks (44
percent), urban banks were regponsible for the major proportion of the indirect finance
for agriculture (46 peroent)e Taking the commercial banking sector as a whole, 4.2
percent ofcredits were made available directly to agriculture, 2.4 percent indirecctly,
1.7 percent to plantations and 0.6 percent to activities allied to agriculturec. In 1973
rural banks, semi-urban and urban banks wcre all receiving a greater amount in deposits
than they were offering in credits. This represents 1,597,000 accounts a substantial rise
over the 257,000 in 1269; but hardly satisfactory.

Rural Banks

The Working Group on Rural Banks ég/ proposed in 1975 state sponsored regionally
based and rural-oriented commercial banks. The Statc Rural Banks would operate through
farmers® service societies and multipurpose cooperative societies. It is not therefore
envisaged that banks can replace some form of cooperative at the primary level., The
banks would be set up jointly by the Government of India (50 percent of equity), the
state government concerned (10 percent of equity), the sponsoring commercial bank or
vanks (25 percent of cquity) and other individuals or institutions including cooperatives
(5 percent of equity). The lcad bank for the region would normally sponsor the bank
taking 25 percent of the equity. A nine member board of dircctors, of which four would
be nominated by the Government of India, two selected by the Government of India from
amongst thc other chareholders, two nominated by the sponsoring banks and one by the
State Government was suggested., Finance in addition to equity finance would be obtained
from deposits and loans by the RBI, the commercial banks, etc,

The Banks will cover a compact region of one to five districts, branch offices will
serve one to three blocks with five to ten farmers service societies., The banks will not
have any ceiling on loans to large farmer:, but the emphasis is intended to be on small
farmers., In the iritial stagcs the banks will concentrate on working capital loanse. The
¢ntirc nroperty of rural borrow:rs would normally be mortgaged to the banke.



Net =211 the recommendations of the committee heve becn accepted. Although the
committee suggested a trial period with «beout five such banke, 27 wers in opcration by
mid-1976 and 50 are- plaaned by 1977, It is at prcsent indicated that thpy must exclu-
siyvely finance small farmers, although this may be rclaxed. Small farmers have been
appointed to the boards of leQCtOTba

Other Special 'Bank Credit. Pro ) jccts

Several systems in addition to the farmers service societies and statc rural
banks have been introduced to-involve commercial barks in agricultural lending. In 1970,
it was preposcd that commercial banks should teke over from Cooperative Central Banks as
financing agcnts for cooperatives in 81 Districts of Andhra Pradesh, Huryuna, Madhya,
Pradesh, Karnctaka and Uttar Pradesh. In 1971, the scheme was 1n1t1ated in 51 districts.
Later thc scheme 12s extonded to Orissa, Bihar, ‘cst Bengal, Jammu and Kashmir and
Maharashtra. In 1974, the RBI Standing Comnittnc on Coordination between commercial
and cooporative banlks roviwwed the scheme and suggested that whore it was recommended
by the state governments, commercial banks should:finmance around ten societies in a
compact arca having a potcntial loan busincss of about Rs. 2 million, MNost of the
commercial banks only agrecad to take over the current llabllltlvs of the cooperatlve
central banks, but somc of them particularly in Horyana and Madhya Pradesh alsoe took.
over overducs. In Karnataka, the State Government offercd to pay half the salary. of
primary credit socicties. scerctary managers if the rosponsible commercial bank would pay
the other half as o loan to the socicty. The state bank of Hyderabad and the Canara
Bank took advantage of .this offer. ' ~

A scheme for adoption of villages by nationalizeod commercial banks was put into
pﬁratlon in the fourth plan period. By Junc 1973, 9,631 villages had been pdopt\,d of
which 9,144 werc accounted for by the state bank of India group. In addition, onge bank

adopted 67 compact arca integratcd, development centrese -

Singh and Kahlon 22/ made o gtudy of th; operations of the Stutc Bank of Patizla,
Punjab. The bani: launched a pilot projcct for advancing agricultural credit in 1968/59
in two villages, Nananst and Karhali in Patiala District. 73 loans wore made in these
villages in 4yb//7” on the basis of farm plans submitted by the villagers; of thesc
loans 43 wore mede to small farmers, 16 to mediwa sized farmers and 14 to large farmers.,
It was obscrved that large formors hCru ablc to obtain credit for sccds and. fertilizers
from dealers and whereas of the loans made 1o smell farmers 39 percent were for produc—‘
tion purposes only 22 percent of thosc made to large farmers werc for production. The
scale of operations is obviously poripheral to the development offort although the
small farmers werc rocciving rccommcndoble priority

Conclusion

The odd exauaplc of commercial bonk concern whether through farmer's scervice
societies wherc the limited information available alrcady points to a mixed record,or
direct loans do.s not relieve the overall picturc of n.glect of thc poor. The WOrklng
Group on Rural Banks é_/ of thce Reoserve Bank of India has also noted that there arc ‘
scrious attitudinal problems in commcercial banlts lending to small farmers. The banks
have their origins in urban arcas, staff who are generally rocruitced from the urban |
population have a disinclination to work in rarﬂl arcas. The high salarics of bank staff



sot them apart from villagers. Cooperatives have bion fanlted on their ability to
raise doeposits, Their record in this area. is not cilcouragings comparced with that of

. the commercial banks. In 1969, primary agriculturnl credit socictics had total

- deposits.of Rs. 627 million. The combined deposits of rural, semi--urban and urban
cocmmercial banks, but not metropolitan banks, was 23,780 m11110n, nearly 38 times. as
much, dbut much of this came from the non—agrlculturwl sector and notably only some 10
perc 1t of this was returncd to the rural areas in agricultural investment in 1972.

Commercinl banks haove not then in their wdmitt“le short period of interest in
agriculturc performed anything like as well as cooperatives in providing agricultural

credit in gencrrsl or small farmer crcdit in partloulurg

COMPARISON OF CREDIT COOPERATIVLS RECORD WITH THOSE OF PEASANT UNIONS

There are two peasant union organizamions of national‘importance in India. . Onc
is affiliatcd to the Communist Party of India and the other to the Communist Part of
India (Marxist), They vary in their local organization and in.some statcs scparate
unions exist for landless labourcrs and small farmers. The unions are frequently
referred 1o as Kisan Sabha. In addition to the two nation-wide umion structures,
there are various statc or z2ven locel unions. Thoe strength of the unionc varies from
state to statc and in mally cascs no adcquatc rocord c¢xists of membership. They arc
strong, for-instance, in Kcrala which had at differont times from 1957 onwards a
communist government. It is not possible to ent.r into detail about their activities
here. There are frequent demands thet their record be exemined against that of the
cooperatives in. serving thc poor. The two arc in-no way comparable. Thoy may be
rether regarded as complomentary. The mmions arc concerned to lobby for their members'
rights or ecven to tale by force land, food,stocks etec. which arc inequitably held by
the exploiting class. In this their success has been very variable., They do not
generally offer crcdit tc their members. Cooperatives have provided one of the-means
of production,finance. The uniong have been concerncd to raise wages and with the
fundamentsl m:ans of production; land, They function at a far more basic: level than
cooperatives, to some extent outside the systems Harijan cooperatives, which are
limited in number, could take on a similar function. In not doing so they cannot be
sald to havs failed. If they did so, they might incrcesc their relevance, but they
might alsc bs prevented from carrying out their primary purpose, the distribution of
credit. They coxlu, howevcr. z2ncourage their members to join or form unions.

Although the successes of unions are not. comparable with that of cooperatives,
one feature of their organAZQilon is of interecst. Powor in the Kisan Sabha is with the
officials who ars closaely linkaed to the party. It is not in practice exercised
‘demoeratically as in ccoperatives, The unions which havce as their sole maendatc the
scrvice of the poor havs in many cascs gained a larg: body of support. This may be
attributed partly to thcir singleness of purpose and partly to the scnsitiveness of
officials to mombers . problems.: :



CREDIT COOPERATIVISS AS REDISTRIBUTORS OF WEALTH BETWERN STATES

Another criteria on which cooperatives record must be examined is in their
ability to redistribute resources betwsen richer and poorer states and stimulate growth
ir. the poorest states. It is almost impossible on the basis of available data to come
to any conclusion concerning this. There was no information available to us on the
rela.ive effort made to promote cooperatives in the various states.

- Judged on the basie of the proportion of households borrowing from cooperatives
in 1961 (see table 5), the richest states of Punjab, Haryana, Gujarat, Uttar Pradesh
and Meahrarashtra all had above average coverage with a high of 35 percent in the Punjab
and the lowest in Uttar Pradesh with 20 percent. The poorest states of Rajasthan,
Orissa, Madhya Pradesh, Andhra Pradesh and Bihar all had below average coverage with
the highest 17 percent in Andhra Pradesh and the lowest cooperative coverage in the
poorest of the states, Bihar. By 1966/67, the position had changed somewhat in that
coverage in Uttar Pradesh had fallen below the'1960/61 level and below average.
Coverage in Gujarat also declined, whereas that in Punjab and Haryana cradle of the
Green Revolution has risen to 51 percent. Coverage in all the poor states rose,
although it remained below average. Total cooperative loans followed a similar pattern
in the period 1960/61 to 1969/70, the highest proportionate gain 540 percent was
recorded in Bihar; but fthis was working from a very low base and Andhra Pradesh only
recorded a 39 percent increase. Gains n the wealthy states were mixed, Uttar Pradesh
only having a 100 percent increase while the Punjab recorded 347 percent. Lending in
Gujarat; where coverage of households declined, increased by 232 percent. Average
loans per rural household were uniformally low in the poorest states, Of the rich
states they were high in the Punjab and even higher in Gujarat;but in Uttar Pradesh and
West Bengal they were low., A similar pattern is repeated with respect to the land
Development Banks (scc table 6) with the Punjab, Gujarat,Maharashtra and Haryana
being the greatoest recipients. Thae poorest state to have significant coverage is
Tamil Nadu.

The picture which emerges is far from uniform, but some bias in favour of the
better—off states and moderately well off states is apparent. In this, the commercial
banks have done better in that there is a %efinite bias in terms of number of accounts
in favour of the poorer states: although this is less apparont in terms of actual
amo~~ts lent. Sone of the greatest activity by commercial banks in financing primary
cooperatives has been in the poorcr states. This bias is, however; on the decline,

DOES -CREDIT AVAILABILITY HAVE A NEGATIVE AFFECT O THE POCR?

Thers ig one Tast gquestion with regard to the overall effectivity of cooperative
credit in relieving vthe lot of the rural poor which we cannot afford to ignorc: that is
whether credit in. itself which is frecly available to both rich and poor works against
the best interests of the poor. This controversy is inextricably linked with dis-
cussion as to the impact on poverty of the green revolution in India and we canndt
enter into it deeply here. It has been observed in many states of India that the
green revolution, by making agriculture mors profitable, had led landlords to farm
themsclves land they praviously made available to small farmers on a tenancy or share-



cropplng ba81s.“ This is substantiated by, amongst other cdse studies, Laxminarayan 2/
and Bhalla 41/ in Haryana,/Rajastan by Bapne 42/ and Kehlon and Singh.43/ in the PunJab./l
The forcé of agrlcultural labourers is being swelled by the _reen revolution, but the!
eventual cffect of the new technology on thé lot of the labourer is disputed. Bhadan

/ showed in 1974 that only in Kerala; where agricultural -labourers are well organlzed,
had thelr real 1ncomes increased, Bhalla g*/ on' the other hand showed that .in Haxyans.
real wages dcdl;ned durlng the period 1963 to 1967, but rosc after the introduction of
new technology in 1968, bringing them by 1970 to 1963 levels in real. terms.: In Kota
Ragasthan, Bapna gg/ found an extreme labour shortage as a result-of ‘the green.revolu-—
tlon and 4)—50 pnr0ent incréase in wagos whlle number of days worked per. Jear also rasc.

As has already becen noted, the large farmers who have benefitted most from the new
technology and who have displuced medium and small farmers rely least on cooperative
credlt.. The” medlum scalé farmers take the lion's share of -cooperative credite The
cooperatlv“s ‘may), thcrcfdre, have served to protect this group and: to a lesser. extent

the small formors agalnst domination by large ‘farmers by prov1d1ng them w1th sufflclent
resourcos to undertake 1mproved cultlvatlon practloes.v ~

GENERAL CONCLU&ION'

 The present-definition of small'farders; marginal farmers and landless labourers, -
includes some 60 pércent of the rural people in India, It is obvious: that this massive
sectlon of the populatlon 1s re001v1ng nothing like a reasonablé sharc ofiithe institu=’
tional credlt cake, even ‘in relation to the land they occupy a: orlterla on which it
would be expected they would receive at 1east 40 percent of crcdlt In facty they-
are receiving perhaps some 30 percent. Credit cooperatives aré not then"partioularly =
serving the poor, They still tend, as we have seen, to be dominated by and favour the
wealthy, although the small farmer produces a higher return to investment in ecredit and .
is a more reliablc debtor. Having said this, however, we may wcll ask if any other
institution in a powcr structure such as India’s could have done fractionally ast well.
The llmlted ‘experiencc with commer01q1 baﬁ&“ doos not 1ndicatc that they mlght

The genera1 conclus1bn arr1Vcd at is thus that credit cooneratlves whlle not
favouring the. small farmers have provided a more’ equitable distribution: 6f credit than
could be expected from or is provided by altornatlve 1nqt1tut10na1 structurbs w1th1n
the Indlan s001o-eoonomlc pOWLr structure. - : - » SR

POSSIBIE THFROVEMENTS IN A COOTTRATIVE CREDIT STRUCTURE 70 REACE THE POOR CTe

The data available niakes it very difficult to comment on the -optimum cooperatlve
credit system for reaching the rural poor. There has been a willingness to recommend
new structural framcworks, particularly farmer's service societies and the involvement
of state rural banks with only superficial examination of what cooperative credit:
structures have proved most effecctive in the past,
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Size

Two-topics havz, however, been discussced at length in rolation to cooperative
efficiency in general terms, i.e. without parﬁicular reference to the rural poor.
Firstly, the optimum size for cooperatives. As we have noted above, India passed
through several stages with raogord to sizc of ooopcrarlves.' Initially coopcratives
were village based and small. In the period 1956 to 1958 by merging existing coopera—
tives, socictics were set up, covering several villages which were intended to achieve
a minimum loan busincss of at.lcast Rs. 50,000 per year. In 1958, the policy changed
to one of one cooperative per village community covering a population of about a
thousand., This policy was modified in 1960 to onc¢ which put "economic viability"
first and relationship with the community unit sccond. Economic viability was defined
as sufficient turnover to support a full time secretary and a society should not cover
a radius of more than four miles.

Thorners _:/ report indicatcs that the most satisfactory societies tended to be
large and also rmltipurpose. There can be little doubt that there is a necessity for
trained management at the primary level, but this could be achiecved through increased
turnover in multipurposc cooperatives handl ng marketing and storage. There may be
less opportunity for one powerful clique to dominate a large societyat the expense of
the weaker sections, but they will have more incentive to do so and when they do
succeed in doing so the recsults will be much more widespread. In the absence of a
multipurposc cooperative framework it may be essential to have large cooperatives, but
more consideration could have been given to braking cooperatives up into groups, both
to enablc people to relate to a unit in which they could know everyone and to facili-
tate group loans. Idcally each group should be formcd from ome class in the social
strata and, thus, cnablc the poor to better fight for their rights; parficularly if
seats on the board of directors were allocatcd on the basis of groups.

Multipurpose

The concept of multipurpose coopcratives is not new to India. The committee of
Direction of the All India Rural Credit Survey rocommended tist crop loans should be
recovered from the sale procecds of the respoctive crops. To this end cooperative
credit societies were to be affiliated to marketing socictiese Crops, however, would
still be marketed by the marketing socictiocs who would collect the loans and by
1966/37, 74 percent of primary crodit socictics were affiliated to marketing societies
and 17 percent of credits collected through marketing socleties. Comparatively few
genuinely multipurpose cooperatives were sct up however., Farmers’ service socicties
will, of coursc, be multipurpese, The greatest problem of cooperative marketing is .
farmers continuing reliance for consumption credit on- traders whe-insist -on- m&rkﬂtlnv
their crops. Cooperatives should mclie consumption loans to the woaker scctions,
particularly during years of poor harvestse

Cooperatives Purcly for the Poor

Cooperatives dominatcd by modium and large scale farmers, ¢ivil servants and
school tcachers have never had the problems of the poor genuinely at heart. Coopera-
tives only of the poor could be set up and gradually made the solc agent to which RBI
credit and support is cxtended. Prescent cooperative leaders probably cxpend as much



cffort on avoiding RBI intentions as they do implementing them. Cooperatives whose

sole concern is thair poor members would gradually be able to organizc group irrigation
schemes and other capital improvernsnts on credit. They might also serve as an eventual
medium for group cxteneion, particularly if group proccdurcs warc employed for preparing
loan submissions and sccurity. - The difficultics of sctting up cooperatives solely of
the poor should not, however, be undcecrestimatoed, . They will lack the cntreprencurial
expcricnes and confidence of socictics in which larger farmers have a substantial voice
and in this respect they will requirc greater support from the Government scrvices and
probably initial managcement subsidics. - Turnover could. also be lower unless the
societies have o sufficicntly high membership.

Crop Loan' Insuranccs

Poor farmers arc reluctant -to take credit for new varieties which arc less
reliable in bad years than traditional cnes. They have not large arcas over which o
cushion lossos and crop failurc brings thom 2nd their families close to starvation.
There is o necessity for some fori of insurancce to cover the cooperative society
against the farmers inability to repay. The ovidence is that the poor would willingly
bear higher charges on loans. Thoy alrczady do frommney lenders, An interest rate of
20 porcent on crop loans would cover societics against total loss one ycar in every
ten, taking a reasonable commercial intzrest ratc of ten percenmt. If the Reserve Bank
cof India were to moke an addiftional subgidy of ten percent available, socicties would
ba in a position to withstand total loss once in cvory five yecarse The small farmers
rclicved of the burdon of credit repeyment would then be much more prepared to invest
in now varistics. Such insuranc: should cover a socicty when a farmer is genuinely
unable te ropay duc to crop loss rosulting from causcs beyond control, not simple
failurc to repay or loss crising from farmer nagloet.

&

Consumption Crcdit

The fconomic TimesDelhi, roported on April 27, 1975 that the Siveramen Committcc
set 1uo by the Plonning Commission rccommendced that consumption credit to the weaker
section through the cooperatives shonld boe substantially strengthened. It cstimated
that familics with loss than 0.5 acrzs regquire Rs. 170C wmillion per annum in consump-

tion crediv and those with between U.5 and 3 acres Rs. 1250 million. There can bo
1itt7~ doubt thot unless this group can be romoved from the grip of moncy lenders and
traders, they will bo unable to take adventage of cooperatives for marketing thus,
making it impossible for cooperatives to colluct debts at the point of crop salc and
forcing the very poor into greater pocunary through cittortionate interest rates and
inequiteble marketing arrangenents. Production Joans will alsgo be diverted to consump—
tion purposcs,.

Credit for land purchasc

As alrcady notecd any besic solution to rurnl povoerty in India must have, as an
cesential componant, the distribution of the basic means of production, land to the
poor. If the Goverament is unabl . or unwilling to exccute o more extensive land
roform programme credit could, backod by the nccessory logislation, be uscd to sccurc



N
N
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H

s . :
some land redistribution by financing lend purchas: by the landless, or ncar landless,
up to & given maximum. An ecscntial eleownt of any such schome would be the control
of land prices and probably thc introduction of ¢ ceciling on additional land purchase,
making it illegal for instance for farmers with mors than five acrcs (cquivalents) to
buy additional land.

Both Cooperative Central Banks and Loend Develepment Banks could porticipate in
such a scheme which would of nccessity heve to be financed by the RBI. This would
also be a morc suitablc activity for commorcial banks than financing crop loans,
Thear cxpertisc and proccdures arc better suited to action in this arca. Primary
credit societics do nct hove the capacity to financc land purchasce loans, but thoy
nay act as the initinl contact point for rcquests which arc then transmitted to the

finencing agoency.



10,

T,

Bibliography

P.T. Ojha ond V. V. Bhat, "Patterns of Incomc Distribution in India
1953-55 to 1963—64",_Papcr prepared for tho Beonomic Development
Institute of the World Bank Mimeéo, Washington DCs - 1374.

Dayanatha Jha, Agricultural Growth Technology and Eguity Indian.
Journal of Agricultural Eccnomics Vol XXIX No. 3, July-Septcamber 1974.

M. Fargman, Income Distribution and Iinployment Programme Sectorial
Imployment and Incomc Distribution in Rural India, ILOS, Geneva, 1975

Govermment of India Cabinct Scereétariat. The 17th Round of the
National Semple Survey 1961/62, Delhi, ST

H. Laxminarayan, "Social ahd Zconomic Inplicationk of Large Scalc :
, Jally g

Introduction: of Wheat in Maryana", Mimco, Dclhi fgricultural Economics

‘Research Centre, Global 2 Repors, 1973,

Phe Fourth Five Year Plan. Plenning Commission Govermment of India,

CoBe. Momoria, Agricultural Problems of India, Kitab Mahal, Allahabad
1972, - B |

Draft Fifth Five Year Plan 1974-1979 Planning Commission Government
of India, ' ’ '

‘The' First Fivc Year Plan Planning Commission, Govermment of India 1951,
Second Five Ycar Plan Planning Cormission, Govermment of India 1956.

‘_Repbrt of the Worliing Group. on Cooperctive Farming, Vels. I and II
" (Department of Cooperation) Ministry of Commuhity Development and

Cooperation Govermment of India, December 1959,

".Third-Eive Ycar Plan Planning Commission, Government of India 1961,

Studies in Cooperative. Parning Government of India Programme Bvaluation
Organization, Plarmming Commission December 1956,

Report of thc Cormittec of Direction on Cooperative FParming, Government
of India Ministry of Community Development and Cooperntion‘(Department
of Cooperation) 1965.

Cooperative farming in Gujarat, (A Study into the Working cof the
Cooperative Farming Societies in Gujarat), The Gujarat Cooperative
Parming Survey Committce, Ahmedabad, The Indian Society of Agricultural
Zeconomics, Bomhay, 1959,



16,

1.

18,

-
O
[

20.

225

23,

- 50 ..

Report of the All-India Rural Credit Review Committee Reserve Bank
of India 1969, lMadras School of Social York "Pcasant Organizations in
Karaikeal Union Tcrritory  of Pondicherry" 1975 Mimeo,

Makkiran and R. Gopalan, "4 Study of the Loan Procedurc Adopted by
the Primary fAgricultural Credit Societies in a Block" Indian Cooperative
Review Vol. ¥ No. 1, Oct., 1972 p. 1323-145,

L.R, Singh, 8,P; Bhati and S.L. Jain, "The Supply Utilization and
Zeonomic Rationale of Credit use on Progressive and Less Progressive
Farms, Indian Journal of Jjgricultural Economics Vol. XXVI, No. 4.
Qctober - December, 1271,

M.G.C, Schluter, The Intecraction of Credit and Uncertainty in Determining
Resource Allocation and Incomes and Small Farms,  Surat District, India.

J.S. Sharma and B, Prasad, "/An Assessnent of Production Credit Needs in
Developing Agriculture Indian Journal of Agricultural Iconomics
Vol. XXVI, No. 4, October-December 1971°

Prasanta Kuwaar Bhanja ”Instltdtlonzl Credlt and WYU Programme - An
Mnalysis of Credit Reguiremecnt and Economic Feasibility (A case study

‘in Birbhum West Bengal) Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics

Ligy ey

Vol. XXVI, No. 4, October-Deceuber 1971,

Har Want Singh and A.S. Kahlon, "A Study of Credit Requirements and
Advances to FParmers in Patialae District" Indian Journal of Agricultural
Economics Voi. XXVI, No. 4, October-December 1271,

Polie Guruswani and R. Chinnaiynn, "Characteristics of Village Cooperative
Leaders in Tamil Nadu Indian: Cooperatch Review, Vol. VII, No. 1,
Oct. 1270, p. 33-38.

O.R. Krishna Swami and F.A4 Guruswami "Patterns of Leadership in
Village Cooperatives and P nchayats a Study” Indian Cooperative
Review, Vol. VIII, No., 2, Jan, /71, Po 278-285,

ToKo Ocmmnen, "FAO Survey on Peasant Organizations in India: The Case
of fllepney (&ormlu)'137f Jawaharal Nehru University New Delhi 11057,
Minco, :

Final Report of the Study Team on Cooperative Agricultural Credit
Institutions in leharashira, DReserve Bank of India, Agricultural
Credit Department, September 1975,



o

29

30.

3. -

330

34,

35.

L
(@)
°

39

A
-
i

Rcserve Danit- of India Report of the Committee on Cooperative Lend
Development Banks Bomywv X, liadhava Das Oct. 1975,

G.C,77s Amesg, Tho Bencfits From Credit Programs and who repays?
Large anuerq in Village-Level Cooper"“lves in Mysore State, India

Land Tenure Centre Newsletter No, 47, University of Wlsoon51n,
January-fiarch 1975,

M. Mohahen, Coopcrative Overdues and the Small TFarmer, Indian
Cooperative Revier Vol. X, No. 1, October 1972, p. 47-56.

A.D, Puranik "Integrated Area Development Scheme For Small Holders
and Zgricultural Lakourers Government of Inhar,shtra State —~ Critical
Appreciation of the Approach and Schemet'-- Vailunth Mehta National
Institute of Cooperative Management, Seminar on Integrated Area
Development Scheme, Small Farmers Development fgency and larginal
Farmers and fAgricultural Labourers Agcncy in Maharashtra State,

8 - 9th January 1273.

D.ite Datar "A Report on thce Wo*”wng of the Intcgratoa Area Development
Scheme in Shandara District.(Maharashtre)" — (Seminar sec 31).

C. Dinesh "Integrated Arca Development Scheme Kaig (Bhir Dist rict)" -
(Seminar see 31).

A.Dy Puranik "A Small Note on Integrated Area'Devclopmen% Sub~-block
Mulshit— (Scainar sec 31).

G. Ogha, Problems of Small Parmcrs and the Role of Institutional
Agencies -- A case study of SFDA Scheme in Purnen (Bihar) - (Seminar
see 31)0

Vo alyadri, "The Small IParmerg Development iAgency Srikakulam its
Programmes und Performnance’ Vaikunth lehta National Institute of
Cocperative Managoement Poona, Scminar on Role of Cooperatives in SFDA
and MEAL blocks October 1974,

G.S. Kamat, The Siall Farmers'! Development Programmes in Kouken
Region -- Seninar see 31)o

Government of India National Commission on Agriculture Interim Report
on Credlt EServices for Suall and larginal Farmers and Agricultural
Labourers. New Delhi, December 1971,

PGS“TVC Bank of India Proccedings of the fAgricultural Credit Board
RDBI Bombay 1975.



& Do

£5.

Reserve Bank of India, RBI Bembay, July 1975, Report of the Working
Group on Rural Bonks,

G.%. Bhalla et al, Changing Structure of fgriculture in Haryana
(A Study of the Impact of the Groen Revolution) Chandigarh,
Punjab University, 1972,

S.Le Bapna, Social and Economic Inplications of the Green Revolution,
A Case Study of the Hota District, Mimeo, Vallabh Vigyanergar, India,
Agro-Fconomic Research Centre 1973 -~ A Global 2 Reports.

S, Kahlon and Gurbachan Singh, Social and Fconomic Implications of
Large Seale Introduction of New Varieties of Wheat in the Punjab with
special Reference to Ferozepur District, and Social and Economic
Implications of Large Scale Introduction of New Varieties of Rice in
the Punjab with Special Refcrence to Gurdaspur District. Ludhiana,
Punjab lgricultural University 1273, Global - 2 Reporis.

P.K, Bhadan "Green Revolution and I‘gricultural Labourers” in Rural
Developnent For Weaker Sections, Seminar Serices XIT, Indian Society
of Agricultural Fecnomics and Indian Ingstitute of Management,
Shmedabad 1574,

Do Thorner, fgricultural Cooperatives in India, a Field Report. London,

Lsia Publishing Housec, 1964,
g ’



Income Distribution and Social Stratification

T/BLE 1 ... Characteristics of Indian Stabes
States ranked Fercentage of Percentage share of Percentage of
in order of toval rural , rural land holding of operational
relative rural income ~ 1961 various size groups holding in each group
income Lovest  Highest acres - 196% acres - 19617
distrivution decile decile Less 2.5  Lbove Less maml.  More
than Te5 7.5 than - 7.5 than
. 2.5 7.5
hesan , A1 23.3 13 51 36 40 45 14
Jammu & Keshnix 2.y 24,6 15 52 33 43 16 T
Punjab & Haryana 3oy 30.9 2 12 86 21 28 51
Hest Bengs 3.0 22,2 13 49 38 4 43 13
Karnatake “.8 24,9 3 18 T4 23 39 38
Orissa 2,6 20, 11 5 54 48 37 | 13
lMadhya Pradcsh 2.6 26,2 2 15 83 26 31 43
Kerala 2.5 30.0 26 26 A7 83 12 5
Indhra Pradesi 2.5 28,2 7 22 71 44 31 24
liahorashtra 2.5 25,0 2 11 87 21 30 49
Gujarat 2.5 23.3 2 12 86 18 30 52
Rajastha 2.3 30.2 2 12 86 15 35 49
Uttar Prades 2.2 26,5 12 36 53 46 38 17
Biher 21 34,6 14 35 52 55 31 14
Tamil Nadu 2,9 28.5 17 38 45 53 34 12
211 India** 2.3 28,9 5 23 70 2 34 40
% Totels do nob all ecual exactly 100 due to rcuading. ** 411 Indig iancludes states not listed,
SOURCES: Wational Sarnle Survey No 113, 16th Round (July 1260 — June 1961) - fgricultural Holdings in

Rural Hmo ¢ Distribution rnd Imployment Programme Sectorial Employment ani Income Distribution in Rural
India, ILO Gereva 1975, 2t quoted in M. Farbman.
. ) .

1971 Population Census a3 reported in Statistical Abstract, India 1972, Coentral m&mﬁwmﬁwopw Organization,
Department of 3tatistics, gwﬁ stry of Plamning, Government "of India.
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TABLE 1 (cont'1) Characteristics of Indian States

NS L M £ Bt A e s g Sl - i P B

i e i S e o MR & 4 T e x SeMem i . M W e hime R mm s o . mema® A m  bea s e v em mam PRSP, D T P A A

States Percentage Percantoge Percentage of oﬁwﬁp<m&oww :@Hwoﬂudzwmw Agricultural Scheduled castes
repked of house~  of house- " households ~ (000) Labourers Labourers as and tribes as a

in order  holés - holds cul- cultivating 1971 - (000) o percentage . percentage of
cf relo~ leasing . tivosing land partly ? 1971 . of the total <{he total
tive out land ° ‘orly omed and Male Femele Male Femalc work force population
rural 1961 - leesed partly leased “ in agricul- 1971
1ncaoinc : lamd of acres ture and
distri.- those 1961 » related
Pbution witn occupations

ac1 es 1971

1961 % e .

Lest ¢ m Ed&o Legs 2. m orc

WAL e Lo,b then 7.5 +he
Lssem 10 55 40 4 16 66 19 2300 111 385 2 18 12 :

mw ummmwsww 9 50 50 - 05 13 83 57 40 2 8 o4
™ =N 2.

_ memwmrm 2o 1 3¢ 48 5 23 72 2922 46 1180 37, 24 29
Teet Benga Y 52 be 6 28 56 14 3843 112 2861 412 . 32 43
Zarnatalia 11 14 L2 15 8 35058 3537 476 1720 337 15 38
Orissa 8 ‘1 3¢ / 25 55 19 3220 148 1543 390 £9 26
tedhre 0 33 3 o8 8 30 54 G537 1348 2228 1834 37 33
Kerala S 77 ¢ 18 5 23 22 40 1029 67 1135 712 10 Y
“ndbra 7 % 32 15 17 A0 43 4735 1008 3553 2276 19 He

Pradesh ) & 7 RS SIYD 7 SR 7
Niaharashtra 5 8 2 23 3 8 60 4320 1617 2926 2465 15 4
Gu jarat 5 25 % 29 6 3% 59 3173 447 1243 640 25 33
Rajasthan 5 25 35 40 5 27 68 4571 655 536 213 21 12
quwm@mr J 6, 30 5 33 51 16 12516 1182 4221 1223 23 4 20
Bihar 1C 70 26 Z 25 45 20 7156 424 5009 170 24 49
Tariil Hadu 7 69 27 L33 A9 18 . 4027 581, 2818 1672 22 S aq
ALl Indioss: 9 54 33 13 22 43 35 60910 D266 31605 15794 37 S

¥ Totals do not all acual exactly 100 due to rounding. , ,
#*411 India includes stzces not listed.



Table 2

ROLATIVE RURAL WEALTH AND LIVING mﬂbhﬁbwbm OF THE INDIAN STATES
_NOTE: Figures in ( ) are rankings

.Mw Agri-| State {PFuralfAver— }\ver— {Number|Aver-}Aver- |Calo—{ Prices|Percen~{Perce-| Literasy Popu- | Populat—
"~ States | cult-{ Domes-{ popu~{age age of lage Jage rie |of ce~|tage ntage rate lat- }ion
rank- | ural |+tic lat— }value jvalue {tract-jsize [value [in- |[reals {of the [of the 1971 ion per
ed in | in- Produ~{ion of of ors of of take {Rs, total |[total Mo Pema— [PST dispen—
order come f ct den—~ }tangi~jland per hold-}yield |per per PO Pu~ DO pu-- les leg hosp- | sary
of per per sity frle per thous—-{ing |Jper capi-\ seer lation {lation ital Aooov
agri- capi-{ capital per assets{aouse~-f{and acrestacre |fta of atten- (atten bed 1971
cultur4 ta of Ame\ 2 loer - lhold fhect- Awma\ aver~ {rural ding ding 1971
xel the 61 1971 thouse-| Rs-- ares €2 \age PO pu-- -prima- | secon-
~income | agri- helet 4-1962  }1965 1966/ {lat-- Ty dary
- cult- Rse « 67 to |ion school moroow_
~. ural 1962 1968/ 1966/ | 1966/
, popu- ] 69 1967 {1967
lat- Rse
ion 1961
1960/ prices
)6
Rse { Rzs
“H”H“HHH““VMHHH WHWHH HHA_HHIHHH” H.m,“””nu«_wﬂ;.lhlvnnuﬂu HWHHH”U HH_N”HHu?HmHH”Hu HMH“HWMWHHHH%HMMH”H“ uwNMm"HanHMMH“HQ.HMHA.HHHLMMHHHH WHMHQHH“HHH
Panjab | 313 | 451 197 (124631 | 62 .« Y2.46 410.0 (465 3076 §0.40 | 9.0 .| 4! 39 BR 1570 58
& Heryers (1) L(3)__LCO) L (6) _1€9) _1()  _M5) 41 M2) 1(5) 1 () 1 (5) ) (1 l.(8) K1 _}(e)
Gujarat | 238 393 28 8737 58 - 10436 - 111,1 1286 2503. 10,44 94 5e 1 46 25 2430 220

(2) { (4) (4) 1 (2) 1(10) {(4) 1(3) Wa) |(8) (1) (8 (@) + (@) 1 (@) 102) | (15)

q.wumammwmww 297 1258 | 5322 | 56  j0.42 .| 4.8 V147 12854 |0.40 |11.2 2.8 | 32 14 2520 | 202
, (3)1(9) (2) ) (9) (2 (3) (9) {(3) (5) 1(4) (3) (10) ) (12) 1 (11) §(13) (14)
wwwmsmmw‘mwo 468 T112 {004 ) 71 (0,18 (12,0 {175 {2280 {0.42 {10.9 2.3 | 51 26 1260 50
(4) } (1) (5) | (€) (4) 1(2) (@) ((10) ((11) {(5) (4) (4) (3) (3)  K4) (5)

WeBengal 229 | 465 397 1624 ) 67 0.24 Ae3 1267 2175 10.58 9T 343 43 22 1270 86
(5) 1 (2) (14) | (13) 3 (1) |(8) (11) 1(5) (13) 1(14) (7) (8) (5 (5) |(5) (12)
Karnataka222 | 30 16 | 8592 } 70 ]0.27 10,0 17T 12758 10444 | 949 N 42 21 1170 39
(Mysore) (6) | (8 (6) { (3) (€ (1) (6) . 1(9) (6) {(8) (6) (5) -{ (6) (6) {(3) (3)
Jammu &} 222 | 289 17 - - - - - 3033 {0439 Ted 3e2 {27 9" {1150 84
‘Kachmir| (7)} (10) } (1) (3) 133) j02) (9) § Gs) | (13) () (1)
Assam 270 ) 333 169 3356 t 57 0433 3.8 J221 2354 10,52 {10.4 3¢9 37 19 11830 20
. (5)} (6) ) 1 (2) 1) 1) - fCis) j(1)  1(10) 1(13) | (5) (1) 1) } (1) Jo) ¢ (1)
Tamil | 208 | 334 } 221 7185 § 72 10448 | 4.0 §347  §2147 Jo.52 }11.9 4o4 § 527 | 27 1720 26
Nadu 16 Jan ] G) (2 (@) ) i) 104) §(2) | (2) (3) (2§ (2 |9 (2)




z R . :
em&wmzu , aﬁW&@o&mwpmapom of Some Successful Cooperative Farming Societies - Last Surveyed in 1965
Date of @OH.B@&HOB Qo \_mmw; \.Qmm A@mm \_mh.‘w q@dO A@ww \_mmr e ) R . S
Source of land 1/ |Mel Me { Go 1 Go |Go/P|Gs [ Me | P

a8 53] 234 1 100]260 | 241 | 300( 123] 283

Acreage : 1 . 4 .
irrigated 531 10§ 100¢ - 190 | 300{ 115{ 50

Tand in one TTock [ Wo| Yes | Tesy Wo | Tes | Yes| W | Y5

Number of members}]29i 226 1 301 13 651 131 2117 50 |

Percentage of
members jﬁo.imﬂ@.w
landless or . ;
farmed lews than |
I-5acres -before thet
society was formed

30§ 100 § 100{100 | 54

o
s
R

PR N Y

Members have land

outside the socichy Moy | Yes ves), Mo

FProportion of. i} 4. 1 . N N
members working '] 30; 100 1004 100 54 431 100
wb&wm@HmHQm.w. i . . . S

MMMm&Wm&MMMMMM% ‘fes Yes  Noi HNo -{ Yes | Yes No{- Yes.
Did the socliety : 4w‘ i .
; ] : :
WW<MQQEWMMQMMMW tA G Yes t wow B A | Yes] DNoy DNowj.
. - o - 3 i X
hig qualification 3 : =
A&p%.ﬁzghgﬁa : 4 i ‘
of government : M i N i ol
officials with the| | 3 [1°° ) Tes} Toj Ny o
gogiety . .ﬂ L M, i .
[eveilebiiiey ot T 11 7
loans and grants i 3 i - T
from-—government- {B; C | B B Al A LB
- —gooperat . veg B | C u%rio G A C . B
Yormally made a i [ e
rofil esi (Mo No Yes Hof Ycsl Yes
stendard of vdoa oBic ] B &) oAl o4
ltt>n.b~ — s 4
Above average Yes] Yes | Iof - ies Yes| Yes
| vagesg paid - i R -

Notes: : .
MN Me = Members, G> = Goverament, P = purchased. Where om&jMO‘wmm A B C arc used L-1is good B average and C poor,.
Sources:s Report of the Working Group on Cooperative Farming—énd Report of the Committee of Direction on vocoperative Farning

14/




Table 2

: HZUHE STATES Aoos.w 'q)

NOTE: Figures in ( ).are rankings.

=

States | Agri- State  Pural fver- Aver- Number ‘Aver- Aver— Calo- Prices Percen- Perce- hwﬂﬁwmo%..wwowcw %vowst

rank- ' cult- Domes— popu- age  age of © age age rie of ce~ tage mtage . rate . 'lat- |lat-
ed in ural tic ---lat- -value wvalue tract— size value in- reals of the ‘of thei_. 1971 ~_‘don {ion
order in- ;Produ- ion of of ors  of of  take Re. - total ‘total . o .. per [ per
of come .ct den- tangi- land Dper hold- yield per = per popu~ wwﬁowsa.mwwm. : Hmm..dwomwzw disp-
agri- :per iper ity Dble ner - thous- ing per  capi- seer lation :lation ~ = ~ jital  ensary
cultur— capi- capita per assets house-- and acres acre 4 of: atten- . atten-: o 'bed  © (000)
al . am.ow;wmo\ ImZ per ~ Hold " héct- émmé\ aver-"rural | - ding  ding o 1971 1971
income the , 61 1971 Louse- ‘Rs.,  ares 62  age popu— ! U prima- . secom-' ! ; !
¢ agri-: . hold 1962 1965 ” 1966/ lat— Ty dary. o L ;
" oulte- : ‘Re. M .. 67 to ipn school . school. ! ;. :
Cural | 1962 _. : 1968/ 1966/ - 1966/ “ L
popu~ | . S 69 : ;1967 . 1967 | : |
late | i : | : n Rss * m : : ; J : B
fon S S I T S S S S
gmmo\ ) . . : N prices ’ ; | ; n.
61 ; . ‘ . . . ) . ‘ ;
xxxxxxx u|ammulnnmmhlxn\lxly,11111||Wt|1‘;11wn11x||y||||lw|»1x||wxlnlunx||111nsxns||r11:|nnn||xxunxulrnsw1rlnnunant;lxuullnl
T S D N YO S N T NN : DO N 1o S 5 K UL OO -SO & WO - SO W 1 S S
Kerala 204 - w;w 460 627F 70 - 0w23 - 2.8 345 1631 0446 . 2.4 Ge2 67 54 1067 1+ 40
TG W G @) Goy Gay Gy (e @) () By (M (@
Mmu@m&suwow 267 2 1543 A6 0,29 - 44 BT 34T 0.34 . 6.6 2.2 ‘29 8 1610 82
0n 0 @ G (o @ @) a0 ()0 (o (4 (15 (8) ¢ (W)
Oriswa 201 276 29 AR 63 - 0411 - 5,2 - 248 2375 O.42 8.5 2,0 38 .14 2190 14
@ - (12) (13) (8 (11) (8) . (1) (8)  (6) (9)- 6) . (1) - (15) (8) © (10) ~(11)  (9)
Madhya. 198 285 9 /2970 55 Oe14 10,2 - 132 2910 0.39 - Te2 .N 2o 32 1 - 2600 110
Pragesh (13). (12) (3) (i0) (13) (3) (4} (1) (@) (), - (3) () (o) (1) (15)  (13)
Andhra 198 287 126 174 T2 0.24° 7.9 215 2184 0451 849 244 133 1450 62
Predesh (14)° (1) (7)) (4) (3.7 (8. " (1) (8 (12 (11) (r0) (1) (10). (9) - (6) (7)
Bfar 136 221 291 6683 |, 7507 0422 4.4 1TV 2541 0449 . T.2 G 2,3 31 9 2560 " 68. .-
(15) (5) - (33) () () 0 () o)y () (m (o) i(3)  (13) 2 (03) - (13) ; (4) ¢ «(8).

SOURCZ5:* Veriables in.columns.? and 2 National Council of 4pplied Ecomomic Research Distribution of National

o' Income by States 1960-61 as reported:in #fs 0 3,11,12,13, .14,15; 15, 1971 census data as reported in
Stetistical Abstract.India 1972, Central Stetigtical Organization Department of Statistics, Government
of India; 4,6 the National Sample Sufvey’ Sevemteenth Round September 1961-July 1962 ag reported in mM\
6:Ment Livestock Censns 7956 ss rendrted in Shnkle Regiin-~1 Anelysis of ' Institntionrl Finerce for Agrie,

Indian Jonrral of Agricaltnral:Teon Vo1 YIVI_ No 4 Nct Dec.197Y P.542-554. & from precceding source
3,10 Nationnl Sample Survey Draft Report No.200 mmbﬁoﬁo%&mm in W\ 5 554 .
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TABLE 5 SUMMARY OF COOPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SITUATION IN THE INDIAN STATES
State/Union Lending to poorer groups _{Potal Coop. m,«ﬁvmu_, - .Huowomw.nmm.J Percontagd .wmwoma&wm mwmawmﬁ
Territory Percentage of total] Percentage o loans millicn ow.wHﬁlA of rural | of villegd of over— [of socied
- borrowing from co=- | loans issued Rs. nary _hougeholds| covered by dues to | ties .
operatives by each | 1969/70 to: .1960/ Gmw _»,..CH.HOQ borrowing | active outstand— * having
asset group 3/ tenan~ | Farm~ 61 | Oredit | from co-- ‘societies | ing loans paid se-
less | 2500- | Over | is ers socizt—l oreratives 1960/19€ 6/ 196041969/ cretpries
than | 10000 | 10000] agric— | with ies 60/ 6 ‘ 61 67| 611 70 .Full|Part
2500 |Rs. |Rs. |ultur=|more 1969/ |61 |67 |70 " | time| time
Rs. | hectad al than | - 70 ” . 66/| 66/
‘hectad res labou- | 2 ! i 67 | 67
res aver— rers & | hectaf "
aver— | age farmers| res 5
age aroun with ] R IS g . 1
mH.oEpﬂ 2.7 less o :
5.9 {1961/ than 2 ; | :
1961/ | 62 hccta— , .
62 .‘ res A
Andhra Pradesh 7 19 74 44, 56 190° 265 15040 | 17 +17] 13} 65 75 171 .43 ) 4
Assam 34 66 - | 39 61 4 18 2968 | 6 3| 2| 58 33 74182 126 11
Bihar 20 26 54 | 180 16 17171} 4 ol 9] 43 88| .45!{50 |14
Gujarat 4 33 63 | 17 83 236 104 8438 129 27| 17} 91 | 92| 22|21 |s9 38
Haryana ‘35 5 . 150 | . 6166 _ 20 . 33, 113 67
Himachal Pradesh 73 27 1 40 2547 | 7 13T 24 96 95 40 | 19 {28 62
Jammu & Kashmir 6 52 42 11 18 1104 ya7 11951 14! 73 | 771 21160 |65 | 20
Kerala 31 35 24 82 18 51 258 | 2134 |19 |22 17} 96 75 7124 |71 2
lMadhya Pradesh 11 60 29 179 A65 9884 {15 22| 141 67 94 18140 181 19
Maharashtra 5 3. | 61 24 76 404 {1037 | 20014 {33 {35 20} 94 33 20 1 40 |53 43
Karhataka 5 2y | 712 . 1421 310 | 8675 |25 |22 13 85 {34147 |54 | 11
Orissa 21 59 20 ’ 26 95 3759 | 7 |11} Sf 42 69 20 | 63 |72 5
Punjab 4 32 64 41 59 [WM8 ) 528 | 10274 135 151] 56| 86 | 83 |26 139 |30 | 50
Rajasthan 13 47 41 57 139 7802 111 Y10 | 13] 38 65 31|36 |29 17
Tamil Nadu 9 00 | 6o 30 70 244 | 448 | 6058 |29 19| 111 95 | 55| 12|37 |49 9
Uttar Pradesh ' 17 40 43 33 63 . 310 620 | 25992 120 |14 12 85 P934 1 58
Vest Dedgal | 12 |47 | 47 o3 ooa | 1i3e a9l 5la0 {57 a3lse 14 |7
Andeman & Nicobaxy - ! : : i
Islands 0.2 44 13 20 61 1+ 47 59
Chandigarh ; 28 ‘ P 4 56
Delhi : 100 2 5 | 283 63 1 73 mﬂ.' 20 26 | 50
Goa, Daman & Diu |} ; 100 , 2 168 6 100 | 81
Manipur : mw 17 1. 1 459 114 .mm 1136 | 32 wm 6 12 51 .
%mwmwmwgé% _ 3 37 m m N&W ..x , Mv ] $w K| mw o3 W 14
{Eﬁéw L S W 1 63 2 mommw m.vubd 162700 ] 18 ' 18 .mm. Bz 1 20 38 \wr T es |
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H\ Yhere States arc ranked by number the lowest number

are the worst
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Major sources of information Report of the Working Group on boovo.dr&..:\.m .m_msa.s@ 1/ msm woon& oum. ,«Wm

states

are ranked &-C

irdicates the highbet 1hoiddrss or bost state tho

A is good B normal and C wooH.A

dwwmo&wos on ooodoﬁ b ive m_muau.zmo l.b_.\
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s

!

oogaww&oo ‘ of

,emgm 4 mﬁmuum.w m.mo.wowm ﬁ.mmoausm the mzooomm of oolwmam.n:o m.mHaH moowm&wma
States ranked |Rural waHmH: Use hmﬁ@ mmﬁ.u.% : N wou.ﬂ:.om”_. ;Paﬁwﬁmz Qomv,mmr.- , -
in order of Wealthl entiat—{ of conso-{ start MO<MH530M§ m*..\wvg%,HU : support, 1 rion— _4 ative . ,
proportion of | of |tion of| irrig.lidat-| made cale 4G Ll ASCTTT | of ficiElf eredit
population who the .wmsg. ation | ion in Finan- emowl Provi- [Legis-— .m\ leader-:} availa~
MHM.E@SWmHm.oM wtate ,:ow%psm numb- | scale | encou- [cial [hmical sion of [lative T Y oship T w1E
ctive tarmingl 1/ 15081° | ered | A-C | raging T T S .\ A=C

COOPS e ~ in W\ cooper— W . S ! . -4 a -

order ative w ST N P

1/ farming . R
Andhra Pradeshi 15 B 5 C c B oA A B B : ,,o .
Kerala 10 B 9 C A B ‘B | 3} a B 1
Maharashtra 5 c 13 B B LB L & ] ia A A § N
Haryana (2) () 3 A B ‘B | ci ta | B
Assam 8 A 1 C A B O [N S : ] ¢~
Gujaret 3 c 12 c A B A )k B A A B
Uttar Pradesh 4 C 4 A B B SR B[ o B Lot op
Bihar 13| ¢ 8 c A B kB ¢ )ia SIS
West Bengal 6 A 6 ¢ L B R ) B: A A : o i
Punjab 1 A 1 i B__| B C 4 1. B 13
Madhya Pradesh! 14 3 14 C B C Cool y B -T» N
Karnat aka T A 11 c C ¢ b B | ‘a A B ‘
Rajasthan 11 B 10 C A B lc L & {4 A B 1 3B
Origsa 12 B 15 C C i3 [ ¢ A A
Tamil Madu 9 B 2 C C A L A C: C c . A :

B ook

ighe m& dsa,oou.



MBS (Comt'a) o mamael e

m&@&m\dﬁ»os Percentage of loans to qach w@&%,mwwo No. of offices et Proportion of overd Percent—
Territory {group by Land Development Banks branches and dispose~q dues to demand: age of
Number 1971~72 AmwﬁmAgmﬁxx<m sub-branches. of | ole res—| Central | Primary | rural
Tess | 7—2 |more | less | 1-2 1 more primary and - | ources . | Land Dev Land Dev.popule~—
than | hec— {than | than | hec— | than central land 1973 Banks Bank tiont
1 hec tares|2 hect 1 heod tares| 2 heet GEVelopment Rs. 197273 1972-73 | borrow—
tare tares| tares papeg lRanks 2 {million , ing from
June | per million] . coop
1973 | rural pop. ” , land dev,.
p . : banks
: 1972-13
Andhrs, Pradesl: - 139 | et | - et | 13| 195 5.5 66.7 20 28 0.12
Assam 41 A2 7 30 40 30 - 17 1.3 1.2 m@ : T2 0.00
Bihar 10 11 79 . 5 6 89 88 1.7 29.9 42 - 0.03
Gujarat. ... . 6 14 80 - - ~ 1 205 C10.7 . gAm.m 61 - 66 0,32
Haryana o1 15 34 1 14 85 30 3.0 26,0 o) 9) 0,20
Himachal Pradesh 21 40 39 - - - 16 5.0 2,0 84 25 0,07
Jamma & Eashmir 75 11 14 31 1 58 21 5.6 2.7 21 0.07
Kerala 40 2 39 - - - o 26 Te5 T.5 37 A2 0.05
Hadhys Pradesh 0 141 286 2 9 89 225 - 6.4 25.1 28 AT 0.09
Maharashtra 5 1 17 | 18 - - . -1 300 8,6 100, 2 £5 10 0.13
Karnatake 5 23 172 3 A8 119 195 , 59.0 33 47 0.22
Orissa - - - - - - 56 6./ 9.6 44 5 .05
Pun jab - - - - - - 42 4.1 32,3 A 1M 0.44
,m@MWmﬁwms 4 18 781 5 2 83 41 1.9 14 48 53 0.05
Tamil Nedu Y 22 34 20 24 56 .1 235 Ge1 62 .6 5 21 0.18
Uttar Pradesh 13 32 50 | 12 30 53 | 208! 2.7 1020 25 100 0.10
"est Bengal - - . - - - 22, 0.7 7.2 1 57 0,01
Andaman % Nicobar| :
Islands , v
Chandigarh M
Delhi - _ 7 2.4
Goa, Daman & Diu . 1, 1.6 .
Manipur . . : ; : _
Pondicherry 70 18 12 49 19 32 1! 3.7 1.1 2€ 0.06
Tripura 100 | 0 0 | 100 0. 0 10 0.7 0.1 81 0.00
il dn :
i 4 i




TABLE 5 (Cont'd): - 3 - i
wam&ﬁ\dsHos ,isz. ol Population H Commercial Banks
Territory Aooaﬁmwowww per commercial Tooms Toons Direot Loans For Aarionliurs
Bank Officed bank n Outstandine! Short To: Tone T
1969 1974 AOOOV oc&mdmwawﬁm utstanding o] erii ong Term
d to agric-- | to agric— 7 x =
sliure ulture Ho. of |Bal- No. of|{Bal-
1969 1974 | Direct Indirect Aocounts| ance accounyance
Pinance Finance out— | tg out-
standin standing
Rs. RS, | (20) Rs, (00) |Rs.
Million Million ilillion Fillion
m Dec. T2 Dec, T2 Dec. 72 |Dec. 72| Dec.[2|Dec, T2
Andhra Pradesh 567 1234 T4 36 _ 407 15 1860 30C. 173 12
Assam T4 184 193 80 9 a 39 3 2 2
Bihor 273 674 200 86 69 33 147 15 142 51
Gujarat 752 1439 34 19 321 109 216 73 427 211
Horyana 172 399 56 26 91 | 63 40 13 46 2
Himachal Pradesi 42 159 80 oD o _ o _ 5 4
Jamm & Keshmir 35 164 124 29 2 - 7 1 - -
Kerala 601 1163 34 19 162 26 L1311 52 36 17
Madhva Pradesh 343 829 116 50 102 44 Po237 25 170 71
Maherashtra 1118 2009 43 26 522 295 b482 160 625 301
Karnataka 156 1621 37 19 334 165 L 497 94 236 118
Orissa 100 259 211 38 12 33 6 1 13 4
Punjzb 346 8694 38 16 103 5 | 42 25 133 113
Rajosthan 364 743 468 36 108 19 0 29 6 285 95
Tamil IMadu 1060 1784 37 24 434 232 3233 250 209 101
Uttar Pradesh 747 1674 114 54 241 347 341 36 282 197
West Bengal 504 937 84 46 141 20 297 a4 174 61
Andoman & lTicober
Islands 1 % 105 24 - - | - - 1 1
Chandigarh 20 44 12 6 8 - .- - - ~
Delhi 274 5020 13 9 22 16 7 - 2 -
Goa, Daman % Diu 85 133 9 7 1 - 1 - - >
fanipur 2 % 509 122 - - 70 6 29 f
Pondicherry 12 264 37 19 - - N - - -
GH.H%.G.H;@. ﬁ 18 300 38 - - 3 - - -
A1l Indic 4/ 8262 | 16934 64 33 | 3108 1750 8968 1087 | 3120 1475




TABLE 5 (Cont'd) SUMMARY OF COOPERATIVE AGRICULTURAL CREDIT SITUATION IN THE INDIAN STATE

~o:

m\ Totals do zmﬁ.WHme%wan% equal 100 due

o " L o : .
l\ Includes Qodm for mmH%\SQ. . ) 7 rounding. |
!\ wwmrw up not w<npwsowo for Rs, mem wawpod. 4/ All.Indie tetals made beforc rounding
@d@ ;bowcpm.mﬁwﬁmm notv listed,

SOURCTS: Reserve Bonk of India Report on Currency and ﬁwS@Soo* 197 3~T4.

Statistical "Abstract, India dem " Cemtral Statistical owmfwwmpﬁwob, Uooowﬁaob& of
Statistics, 2wﬁwt&ﬁ% of wwgsbpsmn.oo<m653m5& of India.

PYP

- 'Reserve Bank of India, mo<wos of the Cooperative lovement HB.meF@ 1973-174.

Report of &bm >H~|Hdmpc Rural ﬁﬁ@mp Review ooBSH&don. mmLOWSo wcbw of India

1969,
Review of the Cooperative Movement in Hsaw@..woaawﬁmumwsw of HSQHWL 1972.

.. Proceedings of the Fifth lccting of the Agricultural owmgi Board G,G, Bombey,
mmaowdm Bank of: India, Tables p. 37-44, - A

wmmow<o wmﬁ» of India, Report of the Commnittee on oowoowgép<c and wo<mHocaow&
Banis. :



CUMULATIVE PROGRESS OF IIPLEMENTATION CF
SFAFAL DIVELOPMENT PROGRANILS SINCL INCEPTION

____ SFDA PROJECT ) MFAL DA PROJECT
1971 4572 1970 1974 1971 1972 1973 1974

1. No. of participants -
identified (in o0oo) 425 1421 2366a/  2663b/ 38 309 1127¢/ 12644/

2. No. enrolled as members
of cooperatives

(in o000) 37 585 1140 1470 n.a. 140 355 486
3. No. of dugwells/ '

tubewells 3036 21012 65673 95107 54 1986 8547 14500
4a 1\]00 of plLﬂprLS 7;‘? 6398 1(/144 28560 3 1264 3373 211

5. No. of other minor

irrigation works Nede  Noa. 21774 27312 Noeds  TNolo 573 986
6., Units of milch cattle 35 6140 26077 44044 43 4893 15281 33544
7. Units of poultry birds ~ &76 1317 2143 5046 - 1070 2220 3306

Credit disbursals (Rs. in 000)
i) Short term 11313 129697 240717 194565 22 9635 36030 23309
11i) Wedium and Long term 13790 101895 305312 455750 395 6111 65080 134209

Source: Dept. of Agriculturc, liinistry of Agriculture, Govt. of India, New Delhi

E/ includes 6EE0UC marginal farmers)
b/ includes 625000 marginal farmers:

¢/ includes 26200

<

agricultural labourers;

6
4/ includes 298000 agricultural labourers.
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Comparative Data on Three Farmers Service Societies June 1975

Date of commencement of Buminess
Mumber of villages covered

Number of Farm Families in area
Membership

Percentage of Farm Families covered

Percentage of Members who are
small and marginal farmers and
agricultural labourers

Crop loans in current year
ie Total

ii, Percentage of weaker
sections receiving
loans; Percentage of
loans by value to
weaker sections
in brackets

Medium and long term loans-
cumulat ive~-Animal husbandry

is Total

iie Percentage of weaker
sections receiving loans,
Percentage of loans by
value to weaker sections
in brackets

Agricultural machinery
ie Total

ii. Percentage of weaker
sections receiving loanse.
Percentage of loans by
value to weaker sections
in brackets.

Land development
i, Total
ii, Percentage of weaker
sections receiving loans,
Percentage of loans by

value to weaker sections
in brackets,

Hiriadka
(South Kanara)

Septe. 1973
10
2781
1396
50

T1

RS 0046

43 (66)

Rs 0019

11 (81)

Rs O. 54

9 (44)

Rs 0.32

13 (69)

Source: Data Supplied by the Syndicate Bank Lid,

Attibele Hoxnevelly
(Bangnlore) (‘Pumkur)
Rs in millions
May 1974 Jane. 1975
19 38
2228 2491
936 1131
42 45
T2 39
Rs 0,18 Rs 0,03
5 (28) 1 (1)
Rs 0.35 Rs 0,17
25 (76) 18 (68)
0422 0.004
3 (40) -
Rs 0,29 -
2 (27) -



