Chapter 6

 LIBERATION AND REHABILITATION OF SCAVENGERS: VIEWS OF NON-BENEFICIARIES, OFFICIALS & OFFICE HOLDERS 
As discussed earlier, several programmes were initiated to liberate scavengers from unclean occupation of lifting night soil and to rehabilitate them in alternative occupations. These programmes are broadly of two types: (a) group oriented programmes, and (b) individual beneficiary programmes. Prohibition of construction of dry latrines and conversion of dry latrines into water borne flush latrines and scheme of pre-matric scholarship to the children of scavengers fall under group oriented programmes. These tended to benefit all the scavengers, irrespective of the fact whether they are liberated or unliberated. Thus, the term "beneficiary" in the present context is used in a restricted sense and included those who participated in the individual beneficiary programmes include mainly availment of training facility in alternative occupations, loans and grants made available for initiating self-employment venture, provision of plot, shop, or kiosk, wage employment in municipal offices, government departments, public undertakings, hospitals, educational institutions etc. Conversely, the term non-beneficiaries is used here to denote those respondents who did not avail or participate in any such individual beneficiary oriented programmes. From this standpoint, those may include both, liberated as well as unliberated scavengers. 

This chapter discusses the views held by non-beneficiaries about the scheme and its impact as also about the status of scavengers and scavenging in the changed context.

In addition, the study covered departmental officials associated directly or indirectly with the implementation of the scheme of liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers as also office bearers of scavengers' organisations looking after the welfare of the scavenging community. The perceptions of these about the status of scavengers and scavenging and the impact of the scheme on the liberation and rehabilitation of scavenging population are also discussed here.

NON- BENEFICIARIES

As indicated earlier, the sample included 138 non-beneficiary respondents—52 from cities, 59 from towns and 27 from villages. With a few exceptions, all are concentrated in harijan basties and engaged mainly in scavenging work and wage employment. When probed into the nature of vocations pursued by non-beneficiary respondents. a large number, of occupations are mentioned as source of earning livelihood. Most important and widely practiced among them was is this scavenging work (52.90%). Trading including salesmanship, finance work, shop keeping and contract job follows this. While farming and allied activities including piggery provide source of living to 5.79% of the non-beneficiaries, artisan work involving tailoring, bamboo basket making, and painting/artwork provide source of living to only 3.62% of the non-beneficiaries; their involvement in teaching and training and other salaried jobs was found to be only 5.06% (4). The technical jobs of motor driver and cable operator are performed by 2.17% of the respondents. Quite a considerable proportion of the non-beneficiaries (15.22%) are found pursuing studies while doing regular work. A lone respondent earns his living by singing. From these details, it becomes evident that non-beneficiaries are compelled to struggle hard to ensure their survival and in the process they engage themselves in variety of miscellaneous jobs.

Status of Scavenging and Scavengers : In cities and towns, where member of dry latrines are getting fewer and fewer, concern for survival compelled non-beneficiaries to take up alternative occupations. While many of these occupations are associated with scavenging performed in families as well as in formal institutions, some have entered in service in open competition; still others took up labour jobs, both skilled as well as unskilled. Data in table 3.5 (8) already indicated that the non-beneficiaries are engaged mainly in scavenging work, which is the main source of livelihood of large proportion of households (44.93%) with service and labour occupying second and third place. 

Traditionally, the scavengers were offering their services to families attached with them. The continuation of the practice earns them a supplementary source of income received in both, cash as well as kind. This is sometimes attributed as an important reason for continuation of manual scavenging. When asked about the number of households being served by the scavengers; of 58 non-beneficiaries who responded, 37.93% reportedly serving on an average 16 or more households each. More or less equal percentage were serving up to 10 households each. The task is performed   generally by one or more members of the family. While main bread earner attends to his job, women and young children offers their service to the designated families  

It was also inquired as to how much return non-beneficiaries receive in lieu of the services they offer. Responses revealed that about one-third of the non-beneficiaries receive rewards, in cash as well as in kind, to the tune of rupees up to 1000 per month and another little over half of them reportedly rewarded in the range of Rs. 1001 to 2000; the remaining respondents mentioned an earning of over Rs. 2000 a month. Evidently, if is difficult to ignore an assured source of income in absence of an alternative occupation.

Habitat-wise distribute suggest that scavenging as well as service as main family occupations are pursued in far higher number in cities than in other habitats. A comparison showed that scavenging work as a main source of earning is pursued in far more number by non-beneficiaries than by beneficiaries. (34.48%) (Table 3.3)

The information obtained from the respondents also revealed (Table 6.1) that a majority of them (52.90%) are engaged in scavenging work. In contrast, 88.63% beneficiaries were working as scavengers (Chapter 5). This suggests that while non-beneficiaries are compelled to pursue scavenging work in absence of any alternative avenues for earning livelihood, beneficiaries perform this work as part of their officials duty to earn   their living from service (81.95%). 

The habitat-wise distribution suggests that more respondents in village setting are working as scavengers than that in cities and towns. It appears to the be due to absence of alternative occupations in villages than in cities and towns. It is interesting to note that overwhelmingly respondents who perform scavenging work are doing so as a part time activity (83.56%) understandably to supplement their meager income. In other words, only 16.44% of the respondents perform scavenging work as a full time activity. This is quite in contrast to the beneficiaries who were overwhelmingly pursuing scavenging work as a full time activity.

The information was also gathered about nature of scavenging work being performed by non-beneficiaries. The responses analysed in table 6.1 revealed that majority is engaged in cleaning of latrines (76.71%). A slightly lower proportion of beneficiaries (68.82%) were also doing so. In addition, about one-third to one-fourth of the non-beneficiaries were found involved in cleaning of drains, disposal of house and cattle waste, sweeping of roads and cleaning of septic tanks. The habitat-wise data showed that these tasks, except cleaning of septic tank, are performed by far more number of respondents in villages than in towns and cities. However, the differences are not found significant.

Table 6.1

Distribution of non-beneficiaries by their involvement in scavenging work
	S. No.
	Involvement in scavenging work
	City (N=52)
	Town (N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total (N=138)
	x2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Number pursuing scavenging as hereditary occupation
	31
	26
	16
	73
	3.23

	
	
	(59.62)
	(44.07)
	(59.26)
	(52.90)
	

	2
	Number working as scavengers
	29
	28
	16
	73
	 

	
	
	(55.77)
	(47.46)
	(59.26)
	(52.90)
	

	(i)
	Number working on  part time basis
	25
	23
	13
	61
	0.25

	
	
	(86.21)
	(82.14)
	(81.25)
	(83.56)
	

	(ii)
	Number working on  full time basis
	4
	5
	3
	12
	

	
	
	(13.79)
	(17.86)
	(18.75)
	(16.44)
	

	3
	Nature of scavenging work performed**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Disposal of house/cattle waste 
	6
	10
	6
	22
	2.05

	
	
	(20.69)
	(35.71)
	(37.50)
	(30.14)
	

	(ii)
	Cleaning of latrines 
	19
	25
	12
	56
	4.54

	
	
	(65.52)
	(89.29)
	(75.00)
	(76.71)
	

	(iii)
	Cleaning of drains
	10
	8
	8
	26
	2.07

	
	
	(34.48)
	(28.57)
	(50.00)
	(35.62)
	

	(iv)
	Cleaning of roads
	6
	5
	7
	18
	4.08

	
	
	(20.69)
	(17.86)
	(43.75)
	(24.66)
	

	(v)
	Cleaning of septic tanks
	5
	10
	3
	18
	3.00

	
	
	(17.24)
	(35.71)
	(18.75)
	(24.66)
	

	* Multiple responses were allowed 
	
	
	

	** Percentage are worked out of those who are working as scavengers
	
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	


Involvement of Age, Sex, Educational Groups: Views of non-beneficiaries were obtained about the age, sex and educational background of their family members involved in performing scavenging work. Data in table 6.2 showed that the majority (57.25%) finds both males and females doing the job equally.  However, over one-third of them opined that more females are involved in the work than males. In this respect, non-beneficiaries have more or less similar views as that of beneficiaries.   

Table 6.2
Views of non-beneficiaries about age, sex and education of persons 
involved in scavenging work
	S. No.
	Category
	City (N=52)
	Town (N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total (N=138)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Gender
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) More male
	2
	7
	2
	11

	
	
	(3.85)
	(11.86)
	(7.41)
	(7.97)

	 
	(ii) More female
	8
	27
	13
	48

	
	
	(15.38)
	(45.76)
	(48.15)
	(34.78)

	 
	(iii) Almost equally
	42
	25
	12
	79

	
	
	(80.77)
	(42.37)
	(44.44)
	(57.25)

	2
	Age group
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Young
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	
	(1.92)
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	(0.72)

	 
	(ii) Middle aged
	51
	58
	27
	136

	
	
	(98.08)
	(98.31)
	(100.0)
	(98.55)

	 
	(iii) Elderly
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	(0.00)
	(1.69)
	(0.00)
	(0.72)

	3
	Education
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Illiterates
	21
	39
	20
	80

	
	
	(40.38)
	(66.10)
	(74.07)
	(57.97)

	 
	(ii) Literates
	31
	20
	7
	58

	
	
	(59.62)
	(33.90)
	(25.93)
	(42.03)

	 
	(iii) Sr./Hr. Sec. & above
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	(3.70)
	(0.72)

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	
	


It is generally assumed that due to the increased education and greater exposure, younger generation is reluctant to take up scavenging work for earning a living. A very poor involvement of young members in scavenging work as reported by non-beneficiaries lent support to this assumption. Data further revealed overwhelming involvement of middle-aged members in scavenging work only with two exceptions irrespective of habitat. 

It is believed that the educated persons feel disinclined to undertake unclean and polluting occupation such as scavenging; they rather look forward to enter into clean, respectable and higher -paid occupations. Data in table 6.2 also suggest illiterates forming majority of those involved in scavenging work. The literates in considerable proportion are also performing scavenging tasks but the involvement of educated persons was reportedly negligible. Interestingly, the views expressed by beneficiaries are also more or less similar in this respect.

The location-wise data revealed greater involvement of females in scavenging work in villages and towns as compared to cities. Overwhelmingly, non-beneficiaries from cities reported equal involvement of males and females. Surprisingly, more literates are involved in scavenging work than illiterates in cities. The position is just reverse in case of towns and villages. 

Perceptions of Scavenging Work: The information was collected also to find out the attitude of non-beneficiaries regarding status of scavenging work and possibility of continuation of the job. Data in this respect are depicted in table 6.3. Data showed that 7 out of every 10 non-beneficiaries find the scavenging work insulting and damaging to their reputation. This is more so with respect to non-beneficiaries from cities than from towns and villages. The differences among three habitats were formed highly significant in case of those who view scavenging work insulting. It appears greater exposure and greater education among city-dwellers made respondents conscious of their status in society. When asked whether respondents involved in scavenging profession are inclined to discontinue scavenging work, a majority answered in affirmative. The location-wise analysis showed more of city respondents nurture this interest as compared to their counterparts from towns and villages. In other words, more respondents from villages than cities and towns expressed the inclination to continue scavenging work. However, differences were not significant. A probe was, therefore, made to find out the underlying reasons as to why some of the non-beneficiaries favoured continuation of scavenging work. The responses revealed assured sources of income derived from the profession (85.71%) as a major reason. The absence of alternative occupation was also attributed for continuation of scavenging work by about one-fifth of the respondents. Other factors attributed for the continuations of the profession did not receive much weightage. The differences among three habitats in this respect were also not found significant.

Table 6.3

Perception of non-beneficiaries about status of scavenging work
	S. No.
	Perception
	City (N=52)
	Town (N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total (N=138)
	x2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Number finding scavenging work insulting
	46
	36
	16
	98
	12.37**

	
	
	(88.46)
	(61.02)
	(59.26)
	(71.01)
	

	2
	Number viewed scavenging work downgrading social status
	41
	35
	16
	92
	5.57

	
	
	(78.85)
	(59.32)
	(59.26)
	(66.67)
	

	3
	Number who are involved in scavenging work* 
	29
	28
	16
	73
	 

	
	
	(55.77)
	(47.46)
	(59.26)
	(52.90)
	

	(a)
	Number desirous to discontinue scavenging work
	17
	14
	7
	38
	0.99

	
	
	(58.62)
	(50.00)
	(43.75)
	(52.05)
	

	 (b)
	Number who wish to continue scavenging work **
	12
	14
	9
	35
	

	
	
	(41.38)
	(50.00)
	(56.25)
	(47.95)
	

	4
	Factors attributed for continuation of scavenging work*** 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Assured source of income
	10
	13
	7
	30
	1.10

	
	
	(83.33)
	92.86)
	77.78)
	85.71)
	

	(ii)
	Lack of alternative occupation
	2
	1
	4
	7
	4.89

	
	
	(16.67)
	(7.14)
	(44.44)
	(20.00)
	

	(iii)
	Traditional relationship assured
	0
	2
	1
	3
	1.78

	
	
	(0.00)
	(14.29)
	(11.11)
	(8.57)
	

	(iv)
	No out-migration involved
	0
	2
	1
	3
	1.78

	
	
	(0.00)
	(14.29)
	(11.11)
	(8.57)
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	** Significant at .01 level

	* Percentage are worked out of those who are involved in scavenging work
	

	***As in 7.12.3
	


A question whether or not continuation of scavenging work is exerting any adverse influence on social relationships was also probed. As per responses received, continuation of scavenging work is held responsible for causing tension in the family and community by over  two fifth of the non-beneficiaries (40.58%). Among the three groups, such a view is held by city dwellers in far more number (50.00%) than those from towns (33.90%) and villages (37.04%).

Awareness about Rehabilitation Programmes : A three-pronged strategy was adopted by the Government of India to liberate and rehabilitate scavengers involved in manual cleaning of night soil: a) legislative backup in the form of the Employment of Manual Scavengers and Construction of Dry Latrines (Prohibition) Act 1993 prohibiting  construction of dry latrines and manual scavenging; b) conversion of dry latrines into flush latrines through a central Low Cost Sanitation Scheme of Liberation of Scavengers under which loans and subsidies are offered for the construction of flush latrines, and c) introduction of "National Scheme of Liberation and Rehabilitation of Scavengers and their Dependents" for training of liberated scavengers and their rehabilitation  in alternative occupations. Projects costing upto Rs. 50,000 for each beneficiary are financed by way of a prescribed financial package comprising of subsidy, margin money loan and bank loan. 

To become a beneficiary of these measures, awareness about them is a pre-requisite. An effort was, therefore, made to find out whether or not non-beneficiary respondents are aware about these provisions. Data in this respect are provided in table 6.4.

Table 6.4

Awareness of non-beneficiaries about the programmes of 
rehabilitation of scavengers
	S. No.
	Programmes
	City (N=52)
	Town (N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total (N=138)
	x2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Number aware about law prohibiting manual scavenging
	35
	38
	13
	86
	2.97

	
	
	(67.31)
	(64.41)
	(48.15)
	(62.32)
	

	2
	Number viewing the Act as beneficial to scavengers
	35
	32
	9
	76
	9.88**

	
	
	(100.00)
	(84.21)
	(69.23)
	(88.37)
	

	3
	Number aware about restrictions on construction of dry latrines
	33
	37
	12
	82
	3.13

	
	
	(63.46)
	(62.71)
	(44.44)
	(59.42)
	

	4
	Number viewing the restrictions on dry latrines beneficial
	32
	35
	9
	76
	6.63*

	
	
	(96.97)
	(94.59)
	(75.00)
	(92.68)
	

	5
	Number aware about training facilities in alternative occupations
	34
	35
	12
	81
	3.23

	
	
	(65.38)
	(59.32)
	(44.44)
	(58.70)
	

	6
	Number viewing the training beneficial to scavengers
	34
	33
	8
	75
	14.63**

	
	
	(100.00)
	(94.29)
	(66.67)
	(92.59)
	

	7
	Number aware about provision of grants and loans for taking up alternative occupation
	34
	28
	9
	71
	7.97*

	
	
	(65.38)
	(47.46)
	(33.33)
	(51.45)
	

	8
	Number viewing such provisions beneficial to scavengers
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Highly beneficial
	13
	7
	0
	20
	9.83**

	
	
	(38.24)
	(25.00)
	(0.00)
	(28.17)
	

	(ii)
	Moderately beneficial
	18
	21
	9
	48
	

	
	
	(52.94)
	(75.00)
	(100.00)
	(67.61)
	

	(iii)
	Not beneficial
	3
	0
	0
	3
	

	
	
	(8.82)
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	(4.23)
	

	9
	Number viewed measures initiated to liberate scavengers satisfactory
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Highly satisfactory 
	7
	9
	1
	17
	18.18**

	
	
	(13.46)
	(15.25)
	(3.70)
	(12.32)
	

	(ii)
	Moderately satisfactory
	41
	28
	15
	84
	

	
	
	(78.85)
	(47.46)
	(55.56)
	(60.87)
	

	(iii)
	Unsatisfactory
	4
	22
	11
	37
	

	
	
	(7.69)
	(37.29)
	(40.74)
	(26.81)
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	* Significant at .05 level

	
	
	
	** Significant at .01 level


It is encouraging to note that non-beneficiaries in majority are aware about prohibitory law imposed on manual scavenging of night soil and construction of dry latrines, provision of training facilities for liberated scavengers in alternative occupations and provision of grants and loan for taking up nontraditional dignified occupations (Table 6.4). The level of awareness found among non-beneficiaries was more or less at par with that among beneficiaries. It is interesting to note that awareness about the availability of grants and loan for taking up alternative occupations was greater among non-beneficiaries (51.45%) than that among beneficiaries (46.79%). 

In response to other questions, 9 out of every 10 non-beneficiaries considered prohibitory law, restrictions on dry latrines and training facilities initiated by the government beneficial for the scavengers. As regards provision of grants and loans for taking up alternative occupation is concerned, over one fourth found it "highly beneficial" and over two-third consider these as "moderately beneficial". Whether or not non-beneficiary respondents feel satisfied with different measures government initiated for liberating and rehabilitating scavengers? The responses to this question as analysed in table 6.4 indicated that three-fifth of the respondent feel "moderately" satisfied; over one-fourth of them expressed their dissatisfaction with the measures initiated for the purpose. In each of these respects, urbanisation was found significantly and positively associated.

Suggestive Measures:  What measures would make programmes of liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers more effective? This question is being examined with the help of data in table 6.5.

Table 6.5
Measures as suggested by non-beneficiaries for liberation and 
rehabilitation of scavengers
	S. No.
	Measures
	City (N=52)
	Town (N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total (N=138)
	x2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Measures related to training of scavengers
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Increase in the number of short duration trainings
	13
	14
	2
	29
	3.77

	
	
	(25.00)
	(23.73)
	(7.41)
	(21.01)
	

	(ii)
	Increase  in the number of  scavengers in training
	14
	3
	3
	20
	10.95**

	
	
	(26.92)
	(5.08)
	(11.11)
	(14.49)
	

	(iii)
	Increased number of  trades for training
	18
	7
	5
	30
	8.61*

	
	
	(34.62)
	(11.86)
	(18.52)
	(21.74)
	

	(iv)
	Provision of scholarship for  all trainings
	29
	13
	3
	45
	21.37**

	
	
	(55.77)
	(22.03)
	(11.11)
	(32.61)
	

	(v)
	Provision of boarding & lodging on concessional/rates
	22
	10
	8
	40
	8.64*

	
	
	(42.31)
	(16.95)
	(29.63)
	(28.99)
	

	2
	Measures related to rehabilitation of scavengers 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(i)
	Increase in employment opportunities
	42
	33
	23
	98
	11.56**

	
	
	(80.77)
	(55.93)
	(85.19)
	(71.01)
	

	(ii)
	Increase in the number of alternative occupations
	18
	31
	15
	64
	4.71

	
	
	(34.62)
	(52.54)
	(55.56)
	(46.38)
	

	(iii)
	Setting up of counselling centres at training institutions/Panchayat Samiti level for promoting alternative occupations.
	20
	8
	3
	31
	12.32**

	
	
	(38.46)
	(13.56)
	(11.11)
	(22.46)
	

	(iv)
	Increase in the amount of loans/grants
	17
	10
	3
	30
	6.26*

	
	
	(32.69)
	(16.95)
	(11.11)
	(21.74)
	

	(v)
	Greater coverage  of scavengers by grants
	16
	12
	2
	30
	5.82

	
	
	(30.77)
	(20.34)
	(7.41)
	(21.74)
	

	(vi)
	Adequate marketing outlets for sale of products.
	20
	8
	3
	31
	12.32**

	
	
	(38.46)
	(13.56)
	(11.11)
	(22.46)
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	* Significant at .05 level

	
	
	
	** Significant at .01 level


As is evident, the measures suggested by non-beneficiaries measures fall broadly in two groups: i) those concerning training intervention, and (ii) those relating to programmes of rehabilitation of scavengers. Among measures related to training intervention, highest proportion of non-beneficiaries (32.61%) favoured provision of scholarship to scavengers participating in all types of training courses. This is followed by provision of boarding and loading facilities during training on subsidised rates (28.99%). Increase in the number of short duration courses, and increase in the number of trades covered by training of scavengers were suggested by over one-fifth of the non-beneficiaries. About one in seven respondents favoured training of larger number of scavengers to enable them to take up wage or self-employment

The location-wise analysis indicated greater concern among city dwellers than those from towns and villages for introducing changes in the training strategy. However, village respondents were found more assertive than those from towns with respect to three measures related to training: increased number of trades of training, increased number of scavengers in training and subsidised board and loading facilities for scavengers during their training. The difference among non-beneficiaries from three habitats were found significant.

The respondents expressed their views on six measures related to rehabilitation of liberated scavengers in alternative occupations. A most important measure suggested by an overwhelmingly proportion of respondents (71.01%) was the provision of increased employment opportunities. Interestingly, far more non-beneficiaries than beneficiaries made this suggestion. The suggestion was endorsed by far more respondents from villages and cities than from towns. Near absence of satisfactory source of livelihood and widespread unemployment and underemployment in cities and villages may be attributed for this differential. 

In order to rehabilitate liberated scavengers, government is offering assistance and facilities in several non-traditional alternative occupations which included, besides others, auto rickshaw, package programme, SCYTE Training, artisan workshed, sanitary mart, tailoring, embroidery, grocery shop, cycle repair shops, poultry and piggery units, cane items making, camel cart, etc. However, a considerable proportion of non-beneficiaries (46.38%) considered these options quite inadequate and suggested increase in the number of alternative occupations for which facilities and assistance are offered. This suggestion was also made more by non-beneficiaries than by beneficiaries. Another interesting point noted in this regard was the fact that more of the villages than of the cities and towns suggested this measures.

In addition, a little over one-fifth of the non-beneficiaries have suggested four more measures for the purpose: (i) setting up of a counselling centre at the training institute or panchayat samiti level (ii) provision of marketing outlets    (iii) increase in the amount of grants and loans, and (iv) greater coverage of scavengers by grants and loans. The number of respondents offering these suggestions tended to increase with the level of urbanisation. In other words, these measures were favoured more by city dwellers than by those from towns and villages and the differences among them were also found significant. 

OFFICIALS AND OFFICE HOLDERS

Having discussed the perceptions and the views of non-beneficiaries about the problem under study, the attention is now shifted to the departmental officials associated with the scheme and office bearers of scavengers' organisations. For this purpose, views of 34 respondents from this category were obtained on the status of scavengers and scavenging and on the impact scheme had on scavenging population. Relevant data are provided in table 6.6 through 6.12

Perception about Scavengers and Scavenging Profession :

The views respondents held about continuation of manual disposal of night soil and liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers in alternative occupations are examined in table 6.6

Table 6.6

Views of departmental officials/ office bearers of scavenger's organisation
about scavenging work

	S. No
	Description

	Number
	Percentage

	1
	Endorsed continuation of scavenging work
	11
	32.25

	2
	Endorsed prevalence of dry latrines 
	10
	23.41

	3
	Nature of scavenging work performed by scavengers

	
	i. 
Removal of household waste
	07
	20.59

	
	ii.
Cleaning of latrines
	19
	55.88

	
	iii. Cleaning of drainages
	22
	64.71

	
	iv. Sweeping of roads
	22
	64.71

	
	v.
Cleaning of saptik tanks
	19
	55.88

	4
	Carrying equipments used to throw human/ animal waste *

	
	i.
Bamboo basket
	16
	47.06

	
	ii.
Bucket without lid
	09
	26.47

	
	iii.
Bucket with lid
	06
	17.65

	
	iv.
Trolley
	22
	64.71

	5
	Nature of rewards scavengers receive

	
	i.
Wages in cash
	25
	73.53

	
	ii.
In kind
	8
	23.53

	
	iii.
Both cash & kind
	1
	02.94

	6
	Perceived scavenging work as insulting
	24
	70.59

	7
	Scavengers feel inclined to discontinue scavenging
	27
	79.41


* Multiple responses were allowed
As is evident, about one-third of the respondents (32.25%) noted continuation of manual scavenging work. Almost equal number opined about  the prevalence of dry latrines. But most respondents do not seem to be certain whether manual scavenging is prevalent more in towns or villages.  However, the incidence was reported more in cities and towns than in villages. 

The scavenging work involves not only cleaning of latrines but also of roads, streets, drainage and septic tanks. A probe was made as to how much scavengers are involved in these tasks. Data in table 6.6 indicated that scavengers are involved more in cleaning of drainage and roads; cleaning of latrines and septic tanks was noted next in prevalence. A majority of the respondents find involvement of scavengers in all these cases. Surprisingly, only one-fifth reported involvement of scavengers in removal of domestic waste. When asked about the equipment used by scavengers to remove waste and garbage, majority reported use of trolley (64.71%) followed by bamboo basket (47.06%). The use of buckets with or without lid was reported only by a small number of respondents. 

Regarding the rewards scavengers receive in lieu of services they offer, overwhelmingly (73.53%) reported payment being made mainly in cash or wages. A little less than one-fourth find rewards being paid in kind.

Conversion of Dry Latrines: The opinion of the respondents was obtained as to whether dry latrines are being converted into flush latrines. Data revealed that 9 out of every 10 respondents endorsed conversion of dry latrines and most felt very much satisfied with the conversion (52.94%). (Table 6.7) In response to another question, 7 out of every 10 respondents find that the conversion work is now pending only to a limited extent. Evidently, the state intervention proved quite helpful in elimination of dry latrines, construction of flush latrines and thereby removal of manual scavenging. 

Table 6.7

Views of officials/office bearers of scavenger's organisations about conversion of 

dry latrines into flush latrines

	S. No
	Description
	Number
	Percentage

	1
	Number endorsed conversion of dry latrines into flush latrines
	31
	91.18

	2
	Extent of conversion work still pending

	
	i.
To great extent
	02
	05.88

	
	ii.
To some extent
	08
	23.53

	
	iii.
To limited extent
	24
	70.59

	3
	Extent of satisfaction with conversion work

	
	i.
Very much
	18
	52.94

	
	ii.
Somewhat
	09
	26.47

	
	iii.
Not at all
	06
	17.65

	
	iv.
Uncertain
	01
	02.94


Age, sex, education category involved in scavenging: Which category of people is mostly engaged in scavenging work? This question is being examined in table 6.8. As is evident, over two-third of the respondents found both males and females performing scavenging job (67.65%). Further, with few exception, almost all found persons of middle-aged (94.12%) performing the task and 64.71% noted involvement of literates in the scavenging job. 

Table 6.8

Views of officials/ office bearers of scavengers' organisations about class of 

people involved in scavenging work
	S. No
	Class
	Number
	Percent

	1
	Gender

	
	i.
Male
	06
	17.65

	
	ii.
Female
	08
	23.53

	
	iii.
Both
	23
	67.65

	2
	Age group

	
	i.

Children/youth
	01
	02.94

	
	ii.
Middle aged
	32
	94.12

	
	iii.
Old age
	01
	02.94

	3
	Educational category

	
	i.

Illiterates
	12
	35.29

	
	ii.
Literates
	22
	64.71


Continuation of scavenging job: Whether scavenging is perceived insulting and whether scavengers feel inclined to discontinue this job and take up alternative occupation? The opinion sought on this question in table 6.9 revealed that over two-third of the respondents (70.59%) find scavengers held the job highly insulting and far more of them (79.41%) feel inclined to discontinue it. Clearly, the age-old association of caste with scavenging is believed to be weakening.  

Table 6.9

Views of official/office bearers of scavenger's organisations about continuation discontinuation of scavenging work by scavengers
	S. No
	Description
	Number
	Percent

	A
	Perceived scavenging work insulting

	1
	Very much
	24
	70.59

	2
	Some of  them
	10
	29.41

	B
	Scavengers inclined to discontinue scavenging
	

	1
	Almost all
	27
	79.41

	2
	Some of them
	06
	17.65

	3
	None of them
	01
	02.94


Training in alternative occupations :

In order to liberate scavengers from unclean occupation, it is necessary that they have requisite skills in alternative occupations. Scavengers lack such skills and arrangement for training has been made where they are provided skills in alternative occupations. The respondents were, therefore, asked if they are aware of such an arrangement. Surprisingly, that most members concerned with the cause of scavengers are unaware   about the provision (Table 6.10)

Table 6.10

Views of officials/ office bearers of scavenger's organisations about training

facilities in alternative occupations

	S. No
	Description
	Number
	Percent

	1
	Endorsed provision of training facilities
	16
	47.06

	2
	Endorsed  availability of scholarship during training period
	22
	64.71

	3
	Perception  about  effectiveness of training

	
	i.
Very much
	05
	14.71

	
	ii.
Some what
	14
	41.18

	
	iii.
Not at all
	12
	35.29

	
	iv.
No response
	03
	08.82


Wherever training facilities are made available for scavengers to develop skills in alternative occupations, respondents overwhelmingly (64.71%) endorsed provision of scholarship. However, they differed greatly about the effectiveness of such a training: Only 14.71% viewed the training "highly effective" and the largest number found the training "somewhat effective" (41.18%).

Rehabilitation of scavengers : 

Respondent's views were sought also about the scheme of rehabilitation of liberated scavengers in alternative occupations. These included, beside others, provision of grants and loans for taking up self-employment or salaried jobs. The responses revealed endorsement of provision of loans as well as grants by 7 out of every 10 respondents; 6 out of every 7 respondents feel that the loan offered to scavengers for the purpose is adequate. Interestingly, 6 out of every 7 respondents viewed the loan adequate (table 6.11).

Table 6.11

Views of department officials/office bearers of scavenger's organisations about loans and grants provided for taking up alternative occupations

	S. No
	Description
	Number
	Percent

	1
	Endorsed availability of grants
	24
	70.59

	2
	Endorsed availability of loans
	24
	70.59

	3
	Perceived loan adequate 
	21
	61.76

	4
	Perceived improvements in scavenger's conditions*

	
	i.
Obtained salaried job
	15
	44.12

	
	ii.
Increase in income
	16
	47.06

	
	iii.
Self employment
	16
	47.06

	
	iv.
Increased status in the society
	14
	41.18

	
	v.
No response
	13
	38.24

	* Multiple responses were allowed
	
	


Opinion of the respondents was also sought about the ways rehabilitation programmes helped liberated scavengers in their rehabilitation in alternative occupations. The responses analysed in table 6.12 showed majority favoured increased employment opportunities (79.41%) and enlargement of the list of alternative occupations (58.82%) for which loans/grants are made available. This will help in greater coverage of liberated scavengers. Besides, 3 out of every 10 respondents favoured arrangement of scholarship for all the programmes of training run for the benefit of scavengers and provision of conscelling centre at the training institute or at panchayat samiti level. About one-fourth of the respondents suggested greater coverage of scavengers through training, and provision   of subsidised boarding and lodging facilities during training period.

Table 6.12

Measures suggested by officials/office bearers of scavenger's organisations to make the scheme of liberation  and rehabilitation of scavengers more effective

	S. No
	Measures
	Number
	Percent

	1
	Increase in employment opportunities
	27
	79.41

	2
	Increase in short duration training courses
	6
	17.65

	3
	Admission of increased number of scavengers in training
	9
	26.47

	4
	Provision of training in more trades/subjects
	8
	23.53

	5
	Provision of scholarship in all training programmes
	11
	32.35

	6
	Provision of subsidised accommodation/food during training
	9
	26.47

	7
	Enlargement of the scope of alternative occupations for granting benefits
	20
	58.82

	8
	Set up counselling centers at training institute/panchayat samiti level.
	11
	32.35

	9
	Increase in the amount of loans/subsidy
	5
	14.71

	10
	Greater coverage of scavengers by grants
	10
	23.41

	11
	Adequate arrangements for sale of products.
	10
	23.41

	* Multiple responses were allowed
	
	


Summary :

All non-beneficiaries with a few exceptions are concentrated in harijan basties. Non-beneficiaries in far less number are engaged in scavenging work as compared to beneficiaries and they do so mainly to supplement family income. Among different types of scavenging work, most perform cleaning of latrines, but their involvement is relatively lower than that of the beneficiaries. In contrast to beneficiaries, more non-beneficiaries consider scavenging work insulting and damaging to their social status and majority who think so wish to discontinue it. Assured income from scavenging work compel most non-beneficiaries in all habitats to continue the profession. About two-third of the non-beneficiaries are aware about the law prohibiting dry-latrines and manual scavenging and facilities of training and financial assistance for taking up alternative occupations. However, urbanisation did not significantly influence the awareness level except provision of financial assistance. Non-beneficiaries from cities, towns and villages differ significantly in their appreciation of measures to liberate scavengers. Most favoured increased employment opportunities for the success of rehabilitation programmes, Non-beneficiaries from cities, towns and villages differ significantly with respect to 72.73 % measures of rehabilitation effective programme. Urbanization tended to influence significantly over three-fifth of the components of practices and perceptions relating to scavenging and liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers. 
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