Chapter 3

SOCIOECONOMIC  PROFILE OF THE SAMPLE
The profile of the study area and the respondents discussed in this chapter provides us the context in which the present study was carried out. This is expected to help us in understanding the findings of the study.

Area Profile : 

The presented study is restricted to two districts of the state of Rajasthan: Ajmer and Udaipur. Ajmer district is comprised of nine tehsils, namely, Ajmer, Pisangan, Kishangarh, Beawar, Masooda, Nasirabad, Bhinay, Sanwad and Kekadi. The towns of Ajmer and Beawar have municipal councils while Kishangarh, Pushkar, Vijaynagar, Sanwad and Kekadi have municipalities. The population of sampled city and towns as per 2001 census was 4,85,575 for Ajmer, while that of Beawar and Vijaynagar towns was 1,23,759 and 27,695 respectively. 

The district of Udaipur is comprised of ten tehsils which included Mavli and Kherwara tehsils whose headquarter towns formed part of the study sample. The others are Gogunda. Kotra, Jhadol, Girwa. Vallabhnagar, Dhariawad, Salumbar, and Sarada. While the population of Udaipur city having a municipal council was 3,89,438 as per 2001 census, that of two tehsils was 2,13,796 for Mavli and 268,976 for Kherwara.

Greater urabnisation of Ajmer district is reflected also in larger number of municipal units : it has 2 municipal councils and 5 municipal committees whereas the corresponding figures for Udaipur are 1 and 4 respectively . In contrast, Udaipur district has 11 Panchayat Samities as against 8 in Ajmer district. 

The profile of the sampled districts of Ajmer and Udaipur presents similarities in some respects and dissimilarities in others and this tends to influence in varying degrees the problem under study. The area-wise, Udaipur district covers larger than that of Ajmer district; the share of the former in state area is also larger than that of the later.

The population characteristics suggest larger population of Udaipur district as compared to Ajmer but density of population in later case is far higher at 257 as compared to only 196 of the later. In both cases, the density of population is higher than the state. In terms of sex ratio, the position of Udaipur district is better than both, the state as a whole as well as Ajmer district; the respective figures are 972,922 and 932.

The distribution of population in rural and urban areas indicated far greater urbanisation of Ajmer district (40.09%) than that of Udaipur (18.62%) and the state as a whole (23.38%). The hilly tracks and tribal concentration in Udaipur district appear to have restricted the growth of urbanisation. 

The composition of population further suggests marked variation amongst two sampled districts. Data in table 3.1 showed that while Udaipur district is far more tribal (46.34%) than Ajmer, concentration of scheduled caste population in  later was found far higher than that of the former; the share of scheduled castes in its total population of Ajmer district was found  higher than that of state as well.

Literacy-wise, Ajmer district is far better placed than Udaipur and even the state as a whole. This holds good for total as well as male and female literacy rates. As per United Nations Human Development Report of 1999, the Human Development Index of Ajmer district, which is based mainly on expectation of life at birth, education and level of living, was found far higher at 04602 than that of Udaipur (0.4042) as well as the state as a whole (0.4498).

Table 3.1

Profile of the Sampled Area

	S. N.
	Indicators
	Rajasthan state
	Ajmer District
	Udaipur District

	1
	a)
Total area (Sq. kms)
	3,42,239
	8,481
	12,510

	
	b) 
Proportion of state area (%)
	--
	2.47
	3.65

	2
	a) 
Total Population (2001(in lakhs) 
	564.00
	21.81
	26.32

	
	b) 
% of state population
	--
	3.86
	4.66

	3
	Population Density 
	165
	257
	196

	4
	Sex Ratio
	922
	932
	972

	5
	Rural-Urban population
	
	
	

	
	a) 
Rural Population (%)
	76.62
	59.91
	81.38

	
	b) 
Urban Population (%)
	23.38
	40.09
	18.62

	6
	Tribal Population
	
	
	

	
	a) 
Total (Lakhs)
	54.75
	0.40
	9.58

	
	b) 
% of state tribal population
	--
	0.72
	17.49

	
	c) 
% of district tribal population
	--
	2.30
	46.34

	7
	Scheduled caste population
	
	
	

	
	a) 
Total (lakhs)
	76.07
	3.20
	1.36

	
	b) 
% to total population
	17.29
	18.50
	6.60

	8
	Literacy rates
	
	
	

	
	a) 
Total
	61.03
	65.06
	59.26

	
	b) 
Male
	76.46
	79.96
	74.47

	
	c) 
Female
	44.34
	49.10
	43.71

	9
	% people below poverty line (BPL) (1997)
	27.41
	26.50
	58.02

	10
	Human Development Index (1999)
	0.4498
	0.4602
	0.4042

	11
	Work Participation Rates
	42.11
	39.30
	41.86


With respect the growth of educational and health facility Udaipur has an edge over Ajmer district with some exceptions. Despite relatively smaller in area, Ajmer district is having 38 colleges and 13 allopathic hospitals in contrast to 30 colleges and 10 allopathic hospitals in Udaipur district. However, Udaipur district is far ahead of Ajmer with respect to number of lower level educational institutions and ayurvedic/unani hospitals, community and primary health centres and health sub centres. As against 88 senior higher secondary schools, 137 secondary schools and 2051 primary and upper primary schools in Ajmer district , Udaipur district has 109 senior higher secondary schools, 183 secondary schools and 356 primary and upper primary schools. Likewise,  Udaipur district has 191 ayurvedic / unani hospitals, 18 community health centres and 532 health sub-centres, but the corresponding figures for Ajmer district are only 140, 10, 50 and 279 respectively.

RESPONDENTS' PROFILE : BENEFICIARIES

As indicated earlier, the study has used a comprehensive approach to examine the question of liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers and included in the sample people drawn from harijan basties as well as those employed in formal organisations (hospitals, educational institutions, government offices/ public undertakings and commercial establishments); from cities, towns and villages and also the beneficiaries as well as the non-beneficiaries of the scheme of liberation and rehabilitation. Besides, views of the officials from different state departments associated with the liberation and rehabilitation as also representatives of scavenger's organisations were also obtained about the prevalence of the practice of manual scavenging and implementation of programmes of rehabilitation of liberated scavengers in alternative occupations, and the problems encountered in the process. Thus, the study included 554 beneficiaries, and 138 non-beneficiaries. Of the total beneficiaries 188 (33.93%) are employed in different institutions. This chapter is devoted to provide socioeconomic profile of each of these groups. 

Residence and Habitat : 

As earlier indicated, study includes two groups of beneficiaries: (a) institutional sample who are engaged in formal institutions i.e. hospitals, educational institutions, government offices/public undertakings and commercial establishments, and (b) non-institutional sample, both self-employed and wage employed. The total sample  is comprised of 554 beneficiary  respondents- 188 institutional and 366 non-institutional.
A matter of great concern is the continued segregation of scavengers as borne out from the fact that 89.17% of the  beneficiary respondents are concentrated in harijan basties. Evidently, the liberation of scavengers from their traditional unclean occupation and their employment in alternative occupations  did not alter significantly the caste-based residential pattern. The wage employment in formal institutions and urban residence also could not help much in changing the residential pattern of scavengers. The distribution of beneficiaries by their habitat and residence is shown in Table 3.2

Table 3.2

Distribution of beneficiaries by residence, habitat, and institutional affiliation 
	S. No.
	Description
	Harijan Basties

(N=494)
	General/ Mixed areas

(N=60)
	Total

(N=554)

	1
	Affiliation to formal institutions**

	
	a) Non-institutional beneficiaries
	344 (93.99)
	22 (6.01)
	366 (66.66)

	
	b) Institutional beneficiaries
	150 (79.79)
	38 (20.21)
	188 (53.44)

	
	           
	          x2 = 25.94;significant at 0.01 level  

	  2
	Habitat **

	
	i) Cities
	213 (90.25)
	23 (9.75)
	236 (42.60)

	
	ii) Towns
	217 (91.95)
	19 (8.05)
	236 (42.60)

	
	iii) Villages
	64 (78.05)
	18 (21.95)
	82 (14.80)

	
	
	494 (89.17)
	60 (10.83)
	554

	
	
	** x2 =12.88; significant at 0.01 level
	


* Figures in parentheses denote percentages

As is evendent from data in table 3.2, the beneficiaries in overwhelming proportion are concentrated in Harijan Basties.  This finding  holds good for both, non-institutional as well as institutional sample. Thus, not much headway has been made with respect to the achievement of the goal of bringing scavengers in the mainstream  and removing their segregation. Among the two groups, more of institutional beneficiaries than their counterparts are found residents of general or mixed residential areas. As these are employed by different institutions, many were provided accommodation by their employees. By virtue of their salaried jobs and regular incomes, some of them could afford rented accommodation in general areas inhabited by people of different castes. 

The sample of beneficiaries was drawn from cities as well as towns and villages. As can be seen, over 90% of the beneficiaries from cities as well as towns are residents of harijan basties while corresponding proportion of the village beneficiaries was 78.05%. The differences among three habitats are found highly significant. 

Socio-economic Profile :
Factors such as age, sex, education, family background, and economic standing greatly influence behaviour of the person and his/her occupational placement as well as status in society. This holds good for scavengers also. Together with their social and geographical segregation, poor education, lack of employment opportunities and poverty conditions have reinforced their social isolation, poor occupational status and economic backwardness. The socioeconomic background of the beneficiary respondents is being examined here with the help of data in table 3.3.

Table 3.3

Distribution of beneficiaries by socio-economic background
	S. No.
	Socio-economic attributes
	Beneficiaries
	Beneficiaries
	Total 
(N=554)

	
	
	Non-institutional (N=366)
	Institutional (N=188)
	City (N=236)
	Town (N=236)
	Village (N=82)
	

	1
	Residence
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	(i) Harijan Basties 
	344 (93.99)
	150 (79.79)
	213(90.25)
	217 (91.95)
	64 (78.05)
	494 (89.17)

	 
	(ii) Other Areas
	22 (6.01)
	38 (20.21)
	23 (9.75)
	19 (8.05)
	18 (21.95)
	60 (10.83)

	2
	Age
	  
	 
	  
	 
	  
	  

	 
	(i) Upto 30
	50 (13.66)
	42 (22.34)
	48 (20.34)
	32 (13.56)
	12 (14.63) 
	92 (16.61)

	 
	(ii) 31-45
	233 (63.66)
	124 (65.96)
	137 (58.05)
	162 (68.64)
	58 (70.73)
	357 (64.40)

	 
	(iii) 46 & above
	83 (22.68)
	22 (11.70)
	51 (21.61)
	42 (17.80)
	12 (14.63)
	105 (18.95)

	3
	Gender
	  
	  
	  
	  
	 
	  

	 
	(i) Male
	250 (68.31)
	138 (73.40)
	173 (73.31)
	164 (69.49)
	51 (62.20)
	388 (70.04)

	 
	(ii) Female
	116 (31.69)
	50 (26.60)
	63 (26.69)
	72 (30.51)
	31 (37.80)
	166 (29.96)

	4
	Education
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	 

	 
	(i) Illiterate
	166 (45.36)
	78 (41.49)
	105 (44.49)
	102 (43.22)
	37 (45.12)
	244 (44.04)

	 
	(ii) Literate
	99 (27.05)
	77 (40.96)
	66 (27.97)
	83 (35.17)
	27 (32.93)
	176 (31.77)

	 
	(iii) Primary
	62 (16.94)
	23 (12.23)
	37 (15.68)
	35 (14.83)
	13 (15.85)
	85 (15.34)

	 
	(iv) Hr. secondary &  

      above
	39 (10.66)
	10 (5.32)
	28 (11.86)
	16 (6.78)
	5 (6.10)
	49 (8.84)

	5
	Marital Status
	  
	 
	 
	  
	  
	 

	 
	(i) Married
	340 (92.90)
	174 (92.55)
	220 (93.22)
	217 (91.95)
	77 (93.90)
	514 (92.78)

	 
	(ii) Unmarried & others
	26 (7.10)
	14 (7.45)
	16 (6.78)
	19 (8.05)
	5 (6.10)
	40 (7.22)

	6
	Family Type
	  
	  
	  
	  
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Joint family
	201 (54.92)
	109 (57.98)
	131(55.51)
	138 (58.47)
	41 (50.00)
	310 (55.96)

	 
	(ii) Nuclear family
	151 (41.26)
	76 (40.43)
	97 (41.10)
	93 (39.41)
	37 (45.12)
	227 (40.97)

	 
	(iii) Unspecified
	14 (3.83)
	3 (1.60)
	8 (3.39)
	5 (2.12)
	4 (4.88)
	17 (3.07)

	7
	Family size
	  
	  
	 
	  
	  
	 

	 
	(i) upto 4
	94 (25.68)
	52 (27.66)
	59 (25.00)
	63 (26.69)
	24 (29.27)
	146 (26.35)

	 
	(ii) 5 – 8
	224 (61.20)
	117 (62.23)
	145 (61.44)
	147 (62.29)
	49 (59.76)
	341 (61.55)

	 
	(iii) 9 & above
	48 (13.11)
	19 (10.11)
	32 (13.56)
	26 (11.02)
	9 (10.98)
	67 (12.09)

	8
	Main family occupation*  
	 
	  
	  
	  
	 

	 
	(i) Scavenging work
	125 (34.15)
	66 (35.11)
	97 (41.10)
	73 (30.93)
	21 (25.61)
	191 (34.48)

	 
	(ii) Craft work
	1 (0.27)
	0 (0.00)
	1 (0.42)
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	1 (0.018)

	 
	(iii) Trade/shop
	3 (0.82)
	1 (0.53)
	2 (0.85)
	2 (0.85)
	0 (0.00)
	4 (0.72)

	 
	(iv) Service
	304 (83.06)
	150 (79.79)
	192 (81.36) 
	207 (87.71)
	55 (67.07)
	454 (81.95)

	 
	(v) Skilled labour
	7 (1.91)
	0 (0.00)
	4 (1.69)
	0 (0.00)
	3 (3.66)
	7 (1.26)

	 
	(vi) Labour
	8 (2.19)
	1 (0.53)
	2 (0.85)
	0 (0.00)
	7 (8.54)
	9 (1.62)

	* Multiple responses were allowed 
	
	
	
	
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	
	
	


Age wise distribution: As can be seen from data in table 3.3, 64.40% of the total beneficiaries were middle aged (31-45 years) whereas beneficiaries of younger and older age are more or less equally distributed. This holds true for both, non-institutional as well as institutional beneficiaries. However, some difference was noted between these two groups with respect to their concentration in the younger as well as older age groups. As beneficiaries associated with formal institutions are generally retired at the completion of 60 years of age, all such beneficiaries are concentrated in older age category of over 60. Likewise, more of institutional beneficiaries as compared to non-institutional ones are represented in younger age category below 30 years.  

Gender distribution: Taken into account all the beneficiaries together, 3 out of every 10 beneficiaries are women and this holds good for both, institutional as well as non-institutional beneficiaries. However, there is a slightly lower concentration of females among institutional beneficiaries as compared to non-institutional ones. This may be attributed either to preference for male scavengers for employment in formal institutions or to social norms that oppose entry of women in formal institutions. 

Educational background: As data in table 3.3 revealed, the largest proportion of beneficiaries are illiterates (44.04%) and 31.77% beneficiaries were simply literates. Those who were educated upto higher secondary level or above formed only 8.84% of the total. More or less similar distribution among different educational categories was evident among both institutional as well as non-institutional beneficiaries. 

Family attributes: Table 3.3 provides information about marital status, family type and family size also. It may be seen that about 93% of the total as well as institutional and non-institutional beneficiaries were married. Only small proportion are found unmarried or single.

It appears, joint family system continues to be widely prevalent. This is indicated by the fact that 55% or more of the total as well as institutional and non-institutional beneficiaries belong to joint family. Interestingly, prevalence of joint family was slightly higher among beneficiaries employed in formal institutions as compared to their counterparts.

The family size of the scavengers in general was found to be moderate with membership ranging from 5 to 8. This holds good for both institutional as well as non-institutional beneficiaries. About one-fourth of the beneficiaries are members of smaller size families. Interestingly, large size family still exists among scavengers as is clear from about 12% of them having 9 or more members each.

Main family occupation: Data presented in table 3.3 present interesting results. While scavenging continues to be the main family occupation for only 34.48% of the beneficiaries, service or salaried job was cited as main family occupation by over 81.95% of the beneficiaries and this holds more or less true for both institutional as well as non-institutional beneficiaries. This provides strong evidence of the liberation of scavengers from traditional occupation and taking up of alternative occupation which in the present case is association with salaried jobs in formal institutions as also in informal sector. While doing so, scavengers or their family members continue to practice scavenging work to supplement family income. The other sectors of economy like craft work, trading or shop keeping or labour jobs are pursued only by a small and negligible section of beneficiaries. These results hold true for both institutional as well as non-institutional beneficiaries also.
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICIALS AND OFFICE BEARERS OF SCAVENGER'S ORGANISATIONS :

The impact of the scheme of liberation and rehabilitation of scavengers and their dependents was assessed also from the point of view of government officials representing different departments associated, with the implementation of the scheme and representatives of scavengers organisations. With a single exception, these are concentrated in cities (70.59%) and towns (26.47%). The socioeconomic profile of these respondents is provided in table 3.4.

Table 3.4

Distribution of departmental officials/ office bearers of scavenger's 
organisations by their socio economic characteristics(N=34)

	S. No
	Items
	Number
	Percentage

	1
	Age (years)
	
	

	
	i. 
Upto 30
	03
	08.82

	
	ii. 
31-45
	12
	35.29

	
	iii.
46-60
	16
	47.06

	
	iv
61+
	03
	08.82

	2
	Education
	
	

	
	i.
Illiterate
	01
	2.94

	
	ii.
Literate
	02
	5.88

	
	iii.
Primary
	23
	67.65

	
	iv.
Higher Secondary & Above
	08
	23.53

	3
	Gender 
	
	

	
	i.
Male 
	32
	94.12

	
	ii.
Female
	02
	5.88

	4
	Caste
	
	

	
	i.
General
	04
	11.76

	
	ii.
Scheduled caste
	27
	79.41

	
	iii.
Scheduled  Tribe
	03
	8.82

	5
	Marital Status
	
	

	
	i.
Married
	34
	100

	
	ii.
Unmarried & others
	0
	0.00

	6
	Family Type
	
	

	
	i.
Joint family
	24
	70.59

	
	ii.
Individual
	9
	27.47

	
	iii.
Undecided
	1
	2.94

	7
	Family Size
	
	

	
	i.
Up to  4 Members
	7
	20.59

	
	ii.
5 to 8 members
	20
	58.82

	
	iii.
More than 9 members
	7
	20.59

	8
	Main Family  Occupation
	
	

	
	i.
Scavenging
	1
	2.94

	
	ii.
Shop/Trade
	1
	2.94

	
	iii.
Service/ Salaried job
	26
	76.47

	
	iv.
Skilled labour
	6
	17.65


Age and gender: As is evident from age composition, over half of the respondents are over 45 years of age (55.88%) and slightly over one-third (35.29%) fall in the age group of 31-45 years. Except two, all the respondents were males.

Education: Educationally, the officials and scavengers' representatives are lowly educated: over two-third had only primary level education while a little less than one-fourth (23.53%) have acquired education up to the level of higher secondary or above; most departmental officials are concentrated in this educational category. 

Caste category: Caste-wise distribution suggests that 8 out of every 10 belonged to 
scheduled castes which included other than harijans also: Approximately, 1 out of every 10 belonged either to general category or to scheduled tribes. These two categories are represented mainly by departmental officials.

Family attributes: While all the respondents are married and 7 out of every 10 belonged to joint families, the family size of most respondents is generally large as 7 out of every 10 respondents have family size of 5 members or more; of these 1 out of 5 have 9 members each in the family.

Main family occupation: It is interesting to note that with a single exception, the main 
family occupation of all the beneficiaries was noted to be other than scavenging. Over three-fourth of the respondents are pursuing salaried jobs, whereas 17.65% are employed as skilled labour. Only one of them run shop or trade. 

NON-BENEFICIARIES

Having examined the socioeconomic profile of the beneficiaries of the scheme of liberation and rehabilitation programmes,  the attention  is now turned towards the discussion on the socioeconomic profile of non-beneficiaries. The main purpose of doing so was to find out if the non-beneficiaries in any way differ from the beneficiaries with respect to their social and economic background. The relevant data by their habitat are provided in table 3.5

Table 3.5

Socio-economic background of non-beneficiaries by habitat
	S. No.
	Socio-economic attributes
	City 
(N=52)
	Town 
(N=59)
	Village (N=27)
	Total 
(N=138)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Residence
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	(i) Harijan Basties
	52 (100.00)
	56 (94.92)
	26 (96.30)
	134 (97.10)

	 
	(ii) Other Areas
	0 (0.00)
	3 (5.08)
	1 (3.70)
	4 (2.90)

	2
	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Upto 30
	34 (65.38)
	37 (62.71)
	17 (62.96)
	88 (63.77)

	
	(ii) 31-45
	16 (30.77)
	14 (23.73)
	7 (25.93)
	37 (26.81)

	 
	(iii) 46 & above
	2 (3.85)
	8 (13.56)
	3 (11.11)
	13 (9.42)

	3
	Gender
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Male
	41 (78.85)
	48 (81.36)
	20 (74.07)
	109 (78.99)

	 
	(ii) Female
	11 (21.15)
	11 (18.64)
	7 (25.93)
	29 (21.01)

	4
	Education
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Illiterate
	22 (42.31)
	18 (30.51)
	9 (33.33)
	49 (35.51)

	 
	(ii) Literate
	11 (21.15)
	13 (22.03)
	6 (22.22)
	30 (21.74)

	 
	(iii) Primary
	6 (11.54)
	7 (11.86)
	6 (22.22)
	19 (13.77)

	 
	(iv) Hr. secondary & above
	13 (25.00)
	21 (35.59)
	6 (22.22)
	40 (28.99)

	5
	Marital Status
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Married
	39 (75.00)
	45 (76.27)
	22 (81.48)
	106 (76.81)

	 
	(ii) Unmarried & others
	13 (25.00)
	14 (23.73)
	5 (18.52)
	32 (23.19)

	6
	Family Type
	 
	  
	 
	 

	 
	(i) Joint family
	35 (67.31)
	46 (77.97)
	23 (85.19)
	104 (75.36)

	 
	(ii) Nuclear family
	16 (30.77)
	13 (22.03)
	4 (14.81)
	33 (23.91)

	 
	(iii) Unspecified
	1 (1.92)
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	1 (0.72)

	7
	Family size
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	(i) upto 4
	16 (30.77)
	13 (22.03)
	4 (14.81)
	33 (23.91)

	 
	(ii) 5 – 8
	29 (55.77)
	35 (59.32)
	16 (59.26)
	80 (57.97)

	 
	(iii) 9 & above
	7 (13.46)
	11 (18.64)
	7 (25.93)
	25 (18.12)

	8
	Main family occupation*
	 
	 
	  
	 

	 
	(i) Scavenging work
	32 (61.54)
	19 (32.20)
	11 (40.740
	62 (44.93)

	 
	(ii) Craft work
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)
	0 (0.00)

	 
	(iii) Trade/shop
	3 (5.77)
	7(11.86)
	0 (0.00)
	10 (7.25)

	 
	(iv) Service
	16 (30.77)
	7 (11.86)
	7 (25.93)
	30 (21.74)

	 
	(v) Skilled labour
	3 (5.77)
	4 (6.78)
	3 (11.11)
	10 (7.25)

	
	(vi) Labour
	5 (9.62)
	5 (8.47)
	4 (14.81)
	14 (10.14)

	
	(vii) others                                       
	7 (13.46)
	19 (32.20)
	4 (14.81)
	30 (21.74)

	* Multiple responses were allowed 
	
	
	 
	

	(The figures in brackets denote percentages)
	
	
	
	


Residence: The sample included in all 138 non-beneficiaries-- 52 from cities, 59 from towns and 27 from villages. The residential background reveals that except four, all the non-beneficiaries are residents of harijan basties. These four, mainly from towns, are residing in general or mixed areas inhabited by people of different castes.

Age composition: Data in table 3.5 showed that non beneficiaries are overwhelmingly young (upto 30 years of age); this is in quite contrast to the beneficiaries who were mostly middle aged. A slightly over one- fourth  of the non beneficiaries belong to the middle age category of 31-45 years. One of the reasons of concentration of non- beneficiaries in younger age groups appear to be their failure to enter into salaried jobs or other alternative occupations. 

Gender distribution: Data in table 3.5 further revealed the predominance of males among non-beneficiaries. The females comprise only one-fifth of the total non- beneficiaries. Thus, the gender distribution is slightly different from that observed in case of beneficiaries. The later have less males and more females as compared to the former.

Educational level: As can be seen from table 3.5, illiterates form the largest category among non beneficiaries (35.51%). There were 21.74% literates and 28.99% were primary educated among non beneficiaries. Surprisingly, non beneficiaries from cities, towns and village are not markedly different with respect to their educational background. It appears the provisions made for the promotion of education among SC in general and scavengers in particular did not succeed much. This also suggests resistance of scavengers to educate their wards.

Marital status: Data in table 3.5 provides details relating to marital status, family type and family size. In is evident that over three-fourth of non- beneficiaries are married and remaining are unmarried or singles. Thus, there are more unmarried among non beneficiaries when compared to beneficiaries. 

Family type: Data  concerning family type in table 3.5. revealed predominance of joint family system among non- beneficiaries (75.36%). The prevalence of joint family is thus much higher among non beneficiaries than among beneficiaries. Another point that emerges from  data  is that with the increase in urbanisation, there was a corresponding  decrease in the proportion of joint family. In other words, joint family is less popular in cities as compared in towns and villages.

Family size: The details of showed that most non-beneficiaries are members of moderate sized families (5-8 members). Next in order are the smaller size families. It is interesting to note that the proportion of smaller size families increases and that of larger size families decreases with increased urbanisation.

Main family occupation: Data in table 3.5 provide details of main sources of family income. As is evident, scavenging work has emerged as the most important source of livelihood among non-beneficiaries: 44.93% of the non beneficiary households are involved in this occupation. The service or salaries job emerged as the  next important source with 21.74% earning their livelihood from it. Labour job and shop keeping are ranked next in order.

It is further revealed that a far higher proportion of non- beneficiaries pursue scavenging work in cities (61.54%).Than in towns and villages. Same holds true for wage employment or salaried job. These results are quite in contrast to that observed with respect to beneficiaries: the later  in far higher proportion pursue service or salaried job while the proportion engaged in scavenging work are found quite low as compared to that observed among non beneficiaries. 

Summary :

The study was carried out in the districts of Ajmer and Udaipur, the former is relatively far more urbanized, having less favourable sex ratio. The sampled respondents, concentrated more in harijan basties irrespective of their institutional affiliation and habitat, are overwhelmingly middle aged, illiterates or only literates, married and members of joint family with moderate family size, and pursue scavenging and service as main sources of family income. The non-beneficiaries, while share many of the attributes of the beneficiaries, are more younger in age, perform scavenging work for earning a living in large number.
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