Chapter Five

Droughts, Vulnerability and Human Development

Introduction

Impacts of drought on agriculture have resulted in general backwardness of population in drought prone areas in Gujarat. Severity and regularity of drought conditions in these areas made large population more vulnerable to the risk of drought. Declining agriculture productivity due to drought has badly affected household income. Distribution of agriculture income across drought regions shows abysmal picture. A very low level of household income has been reported from desert (DDP) and drought prone (DPAP) villages. Various other reports indicate that poverty is concentrated in dry regions of the state. The drought and drought prone area are less diversified, dominated by agriculture, agriculture labours and other rural laboures. It has also been observed that poverty is higher in agriculture labours and in tribal regions (Challaya, 1999). Thus, the population in desert and drought prone areas of Gujarat are more vulnerable to natural calamity especially to drought. Their traditional coping strategies also make them more vulnerable due to lack of assistance from government agencies and others development agencies.

The linkages between drought and various kinds of vulnerabilities i.e. economic, social, physical are well established in development literature. However, the present study focuses on the economic, social and environmental vulnerability of the people living in drought regions of the state. Economic vulnerability has been measured in terms of percentage of population living below poverty line at district level (DDP & DPAP) districts. Social vulnerabilities has been assessed in terms of indebted, out-migration, sale of assets and various other kinds of coping strategies adopted by the population in drought regions. Overall vulnerability has been compared across the desert, drought prone areas and others areas of the state.

Poverty in Drought regions of Gujarat

Income poverty has been expressed in terms of percentage of population blow poverty line (BPL-family). Government of Gujarat has conducted a survey of BPL family across the districts of Gujarat during 1998-99 (See Table 5.1 in annexure).  District level data on income poverty reveals striking features of regional concentration of poverty (See Figure. 5.1). Southern (districts) and eastern tribal districts constitutes majority of BPL families. 
Figure 5.1 
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These districts here covered under DPAP areas. Panchmahal, Dahod,Narmada, Bharuch,Vansad and Dang have reported 50 to 80 percent of their total household below poverty line. All these districts are covered under drought prone development programme in the state. Sabarkantha, Valsad, Surat, Navsari, Surendrabagar and Jamnagar reported 36 to 50 percent of their total household (families) are under BPL category. It should be noted that except Surat all other districts are covered under area development programmes to reduce the impact of drought and desertification in the state. Rest of the districts reported BPL families in the range of 19 per cent to 36 per cent. Thus most of the districts with high incidence of poverty belong to drought and desert regions in Gujarat. 

Table 5.2 shows percentage of BPL families in the DDP, DPAP and Other non-DDP +DPAP districts. BPL family data has been obtained by the government of Gujarat in 2000. Hence districts level data on BPL families has been adjusted, taken out number of DDP (2 district) and DPAP (8 districts) from the 19 districts of Gujarat. Then a separate table has been prepared to get on idea about the percentage of BPL families in drought (DDP) and drought prone (DPAP) areas in Gujarat. As the district level data reveals that poverty in Gujarat has been concentrated in Southern and eastern tribal delts, these areas are also covered under DPAP areas. Data reveals that 67% of the total family in DPAP districts are below poverty line, while more than 56% of total families of DDP districts fall under BPL categories. Rest of the districts have registered comparatively lower percentage of BPL families of 46%. As per the government of Gujarat more than 54% of total families of (household) fall below poverty line. This is a  higher reporting of poverty as other sources of data especially NSSO and planning commission do not confirm it. Nonetheless, a regional picture emerges out of this data, as it indicates a higher concentration of income poverty in desert and drought prone areas in the state. There has been substantial reduction of rural poverty in Gujarat during 1987-88 –1993-94 periods as per NSSO data. Regional scenario of BPL population as per NSSO data has been presented here to assess the concentration of income poverty in different regions of Gujarat.

Income Poverty in Rural Gujarat

Rural poor constitute the major chunk of the poor by most estimates. According to most experts (Drèze and Deaton 2003, Dev and Ravi 2003, Bhalla 2003 and Datt, Kozel and Ravallion 2003), the incidence of rural poverty is higher than the incidence of urban poverty in the state. According to the Planning Commission’s estimates also the rural poor constitute 64 per cent of the total poor in the state. Among the rural poor, the poorest are agricultural and rural labourer particularly belonging to SC and ST communities. In fact, agricultural and rural labourers belonging to the scheduled tribes are the poorest lot in the state. Other poor groups in rural areas are marginal farmers and artisans, followed by small farmers mainly in arid areas.

As far as regional dimension of poverty is concerned, the tribal region is the poorest region in the state (1993-94) (Table 5.3). This is followed by Gujarat Dry Region in the North. This seems to be due to the low wage rates and the drought proneness of the regions. There is massive seasonal/temporary out migration from this region to other regions.

Saurashtra and Kachchh are the least poor regions with 18.80 per cent incidence of poverty. The incidence of rural poverty in this region is 10.03 per cent, mainly due to the high wage rates (predominant cash crops), low population density and its ‘money order economy’, i.e. incomes received from migrant workers in distant urban centres like Surat, Mumbai, Ahmedabad, and so on and countries in Africa, America, and Europe. Income poverty often makes rural household more vulnerable to any natural calamities particularly during droughts in dry land in Gujarat

Household Vulnerability in Drought and Drought Prone Areas in Gujarat
Income Poverty and Household Vulnerability

Field survey conducted during April / May, 2006 reveals vulnerable characterizes of household in both DDP and DPAP villages. household characteristic in terms of occupations categories, poverty and caste has been presented in Table 5.4. Distribution BPL household by caste groups across various occupation categories reveal vulnerable characteristics of population in drought and drought prone areas in Gujarat. Out of 530 household survey in both DPAP and DDP districts in 12 villages, 210 household reported having registered BPL card holders. That means about 40% of the total household in drought prone areas are poor. Amongst the major cast groups ST are the poorest in Gujarat’s drought regions with more than 50% of the total household of them falling the below poverty line. They are followed by SC with 39% of their household reported being BPL, while others have also reported equal percentage of families under BPL category. Our primary survey puts OBC in marginally better positions as far as their BPL household is concerned. Only about 37% of the total household of OBC reported below poverty line.

Amongst the major occupational groups agriculture labour reported highest number of BPL families followed by agriculture household, thus it is observed that poverty is concentrated in agriculture labours and also in farmers community whose main occupation is agriculture and allied activity. Other vulnerable occupation groups in terms of poverty are other laboures and rural (village labours). Hence, drought regions of Gujarat, witnesses vulnerable characteristic of population, in terms of highest incidence of poverty, poor diversification of economic activities and vulnerable lower coste population that shows highest percentage of poor population below poverty line. Income poverty leads to more vulnerable situation of population in the long run.

Poor and vulnerability

As mentioned above that 40% of the total household surveyed belongs to BPL families, however, severe lack of support to them has been observed (See Table 5.5). Access to benefits which are given to BPL families has been very poor as only 56 household (27%), out of 210 BPL families has reported taking any benefits from various governmental schemes. Out of these 56 household only 20 household were reported given “House plot” to build houses for them, while 43 household were given house under Indira Awas Yogana
. Only one BPL household has so far reported having loan for self employment. Lack of economic opportunities due to less diversified economic activities makes these people more vulnerable in drought regions of Gujarat. Lack of economic opportunities leads to various kind of vulnerability. Rural household tends to minimize certain vulnerability by saling their assets. One of the easiest assets to sale is the land in rural areas in drought prone regions of Gujarat. In case of household crisis (be it economic or other wise) rural household in dry regions have various system of land related transactions. Table 5.6 presents the system of land mortgage, sale, lease out and lease in of agricultural land by the size of land holdings. Out of a total 270 household that have land holdings of various size, 25 households reported sale of their land assets due to financial burden, while 28 household reported mortgaging their agriculture land in lieu of money for personal expenditure. 14 household reported leasing out their land, whereas 7 household reported taking leased in land from other farmers. There is less variations of these land transaction across (different) landholding size. However, none of the marginal farmers are able to lease in any land. They are more vulnerable compared to others. Farmers decision to sale land largely depends on their social obligation and also for support to farming (productive need) etc.

Table 5.7 shows reasons for sale of land assets by farmers in drought and drought prone areas in Gujarat. One of major reasons for the sale of land is the shifting of household (migration) from the villages to other places. Out of 25 household that reported sale of land, majority of them (20HH) reported shifting or out migration as a reason for saling their part of agriculture land. Social events such as daughter’s marriage and other function and payment of debt were other reasons. Only one large farmer household reported sale of their land parcel to meat household expenses. This indicates vulnerable conditions of farmers. Sale of their land holding due to shifting/ out migration has also been reported by medium and large farmers in these areas.

Economic compulsion resulting in sale of land asset makes farmers vulnerable. Land assets provide supports for agriculture and allied activities especially animal husbandry. Table 5.8a shows numbers of household with livestock in all the12 villages as per their landholdings size. One of the most striking observations is that almost 50% of the household that reporting having livestock belongs to landless categories. This indicates the practice of domestication of milch animals by other occupational groups with or without having any agricultural land. The landless household heavily relay on the farmer for fodder and other requirements for animal rearing. This leads to heavy pressure on the “Gohchar”
 lands as animals belonging to landless household thrive on these lands. More than 52% of the total household in drought and drought prone areas of Gujarat reported having livestock. Amongst these, small and medium farmers dominates. They also substantiate their household income through these activities. However, the average size of the land holdings across these farmers varies substantially. Table 5.8b shows average land holdings of farmers in the dry regions of Gujarat. The average landholding of marginal farmers is 1.25 acres only, while it is 3.54 acres for small farmers. Average land holding per household of medium farmers has been found to be 7.11 acres. However, large farmers have been showing really large land holding size. They on an average own 19 acres of land. Thus, a substantial variation in ownership of land has been observed in these areas of Gujarat. The lower land landholding of marginal and small farmers also make them vulnerable during natural calamity particularly during droughts. Land holdings determine the income levels of the rural household and in terns it also suggests the general levels of livings. However, it has been observed that there is a severe lack of household facilities in rural areas in drought regions. 

Vulnerability in the Levels of living 

Vulnerability in terms of levels of living has also been observed across all occupation groups. Levels of living have been expressed in terms of household facilities such as having own house, electricity connection to house, tap water supply, and sanitation facilities. Water and sanitation facilities have not been adequate for all the household surveyed. Table 5.9 shows household facilities, across the occupational groups in drought prone areas in Gujarat. Out of 530 household surveyed 513 household reported having their permanent house in their villages. The rest of the 17 households either share their houses with close relatives or has temporary arrangements. In terms of household facilities, 385 household (73%) reported having electricity connection for lighting purposes, while 165 (31%) household have tap water supply. Household sanitation by and large has been poor in drought and drought prone areas in Gujarat. Only about 20% of the total household surveyed reported having bathroom facilities in their house, while only 18% have toilet facilities inside their houses. Rural water supply and sanitation have been very poor in the state, however, its quite sticking in dry and drought prone areas in Gujarat. Again the most vulnerable groups of population is agriculture labour with very poor household facilities some of them even lack housing as they are managing with their relatives or having temporary shelter in their respective villages. In case of drought, these households suffer a lot due to lack of shelter. Other vulnerable groups in terms of household facilities particularly lack of sanitation were those with exclusive animal husbandry and fisheries. However, these are not so significant.

Economic Vulnerability 

Change in Occupational stature

Low level of economic diversification characterizes the people living in drought areas of Gujarat. This could be considered as economic vulnerability of household as few changes in their overall occupational structure have been observed. Table 5.10 shows changes in overall occupation structure in these villages in DDP and DPAP districts. A marginal change in overall occupational structure has been observed at household level in the entire village surveyed. Number of household shown declined in agriculture, agriculture laboures, other laboures and village labouers during the last decade. The reduction of household in these activities has been quite visible during last five years. This is attributed to the overall sift in major occupation at village level. One of the stricking observations is that there has been decline in the number of households employed in government services. One recent phenomenon has been noticed that family workers are engaged in home based activities for self employment. Overall shift of occupation by and large indicate dominance of primary activities, including animal husbandry and fishery. Other activities include village artisans, self-employed and those who are engaged in other commercial activities. 

Poor diversification coupled with slow change in occupation structure has lead large population to depend on primary activities, which are generally supported by natural resources available to them. As the impact of natural calamity on resource base of population has been observed, people living or depending on those natural resources get severely affected. Since majority of people depends on primary activities in drought areas of Gujarat, their physical and economic vulnerability is a serious matter for policy makers and planners. Drought proofing and mitigation initiatives need to take this vulnerability into account. Piecemeal approach to drought relief may not be a viable solution in the long run. Only long term measures, to rejuvenate the village natural resource base will help tackle the scourge of drought (Rajendra 2001). One of the major causes of economic vulnerability of people in dry / drought areas of Gujarat is their high indebtedness. Debt cycle becomes vicious code for them, which they can not over come by their own, as these population are economically quite vulnerable.

Indebtedness of people in drought areas

Rural household particularly in drought and drought prone areas of Gujarat reported high debt burden for social obligations. Table 5.11 shows debt burden of household by their occupation categories at present, five years ago and 10 years ago. This data may not be cent percent reliable as 10 years recall period is too long to get correct response as most of debt transaction are done through informal means. However, household debt through formal transaction i.e. thought formal sources such as bank, cooperatives etc are good enough for estimation as well for measuring the debt of rural household in dry areas of Gujarat. 

Out of total 530 households surveyed, currently 129 households reported having debt burden of various kinds. Thus in other words about 25% of the total households reported heavy to lower burden of indebtedness. One of the striking observations in that the number of households with indebtedness has increased sharply in last 5 years. There were only 5 and 3 percent households with some or the others kinds of debt five years and 10 years ago respectively. However, their average debt burden has shown marginal decline. Indebtedness makes rural household vulnerable in the sense that they are always trapped in debt burden due to lack of capacity to repayment. It has been also observed that (over the years) that tendency of debt is seen in all the occupation groups, currently, however, this was not the case 10 years ago. Not only the number of households with debt burden has increased but they are also spread over to all occupational groups, (see table 5.11). This clearly indicates vicious cyclic nature of debt burden across all the occupational groups. One reason for this could be informal sources of debt with higher rate of interest.

Sources of Debt

If one examines the sources of the debt of household, majority of them have taken (debt) loan in monetary (value) from co-villagers / money lenders. Table 5.12 shows the various sources of debt of household for social obligation. The informal debt transaction has led to high rate of interest making repayment of debt almost impossible for villages in drought regions of Gujarat. Out of 129 households that reported debt burden, 83 of them (64%) have taken financial loan from their co-villagers and money lenders with rate of interest as high as 19% per annum. Another major source of private loan has been the close relatives, who either give money with or without interest. However, they sometime also repay with higher interest. Cooperatives Banks and formal government sector banks are also one of the main sources of the loan for the rural household. Here again the most vulnerable groups are the first 4 occupational categories (see table 5.13). Majority of them have taken loan from moneylenders with high interest rate.

Reason for debt

Amongst the various reasons, social events (of marriage, death etc.) has been the reason for majority of the household that have fallen into debt trap. Out of 129, 88 households reported social events of various kinds as the main reason for their indebtedness.  33 households took debt for making their own house or for the repair of their houses, while 6 households reported their indebtedness due to illness in their household. 2 households each from agriculture and other labouers household took loan for the purchase of vehicle. Thus it is observed that social obligation becomes major reason for household debt in drought areas rural Gujarat.

However, a good number of people have also taken loan for the agriculture purposes. Table 5.14 shows number of household reported debt burden due to agriculture purposes by occupational groups. Out of 530 households, 99 households reported having debt due to various requirements for agriculture purpose. They also reported high interest rate of 13% which in comparatively lower then those taken for social events. This can be attributed to the fact that agriculture loans are more formalized and are generally available from the formal banking institutions largely by the government banks. However their average household debt is slightly higher than those taken for social events.  On an average each of the 99 households reported debt burdened of Rs. 48 thousand, with an average rate of interest of 13%. Out of 99 households, 85 households reported debt due to various requirements of agriculture inputs, while 7 household took loan for agriculture implements (equipments) and 6 households reported debt for the purchase of cattle as majority of these households belongs to agriculture household. In other words about 65% of those households with debt belong to agriculture household.

Loan for agriculture purposes are generally taken from cooperative banks in rural areas in Gujarat. The major sources of loan for agriculture purpose is cooperation banks as 77 households (out of those 99) have taken loan from these institutions. 7 households reported haring loan from government banks, while 15 households reported the source of their debt as co-villages / money lenders (see Table 5.15).

One of the stricking observations about the indebtedness of people, particularly farmers 
household is that agriculture debt burden is higher than those of social events. However, loan (taken) for social events are generally taken from informal sources with high interest rate, whereas, agriculture loans are more formalized, hence farmers comparatively repay these loan with lower interest rate. Thus it indicates that agriculture has hot been a viable economic activity in drought and drought prone areas in Gujarat. People particularly farmers in these areas are highly burdened with debt, which makes them vulnerable in long run as repayment became almost  impossible due to regular crop failures during drought period.

Household Savings in Drought Prone Areas in Gujarat

Household savings has also been reported despite indebtedness in drought regions however, these savings are very less to provide them relief from indebtedness or to help them in crisis particularly from drought.  Table 5.16 shows household saving across occupational groups in these areas. Out of 530 households surveyed, 94 households reported some saving either in cash or in kinds especially in ornaments
. In other words only about 18% of the total households have been able to do some savings out of their small incomes in drought prone areas of rural Gujarat. Amongst the major occupation groups, agriculture labours have reported least number of households (9%) with any kinds of savings, followed by village laboures and other labours with 12 and 13% of their households reported any saving. 40% of households  doing animal husbandry having reported savings, which is highest reported by any occupational groups in there areas. They are followed by the household belonging to government service, agriculture and those with private services. This indicates that agriculture with animal husbandry helps rural household with some saving that reduces their vulnerability in the crisis. 

If one examines the sources of savings, it is the traditional mode of savings that top the list.  Out of 94 households that reported savings, 88 households reported savings in terms of “ornaments,” savings in cash has been reported by 35 households with their sources in cooperatives, other banks and rural post office (see table 5.16). Majority of them (21 households) reported having savings in cash in other nationalised and private formal banks. Only 2 households reported savings in post offices in these regions.

Accumulation of Savings 

It has also been observed that the amount of saving in these household is increased in last decade. Table 5.17 shows actual savings of household across different occupation category with their sources. The average amount of saving with cooperative banks has been found Rs.81,375 at present (currently) while it was Rs. 55,500  five years ago, and Rs. 25,500 10 years ago. Approximate value of ornaments were asked by the household and they reported saving in term of monetary value of the total ornaments with them. Table 5.17a shows average estimated value of household’s ornaments by occupational groups during last 5 and 10 years. There were 88 households currently which reported saving in ornaments while, there were 52 and 45 households during 5 and 10 years ago. Their average estimated value of saving were Rs. 13534, Rs. 14865 and Rs. 10178 at present, 5 year ago and 10 years ago respectively. This indicates slight improvements in households saving in ornaments during the last decade. However, these amounts are to little too help them during household crisis either natural (like drought & flood) or health related crisis. Again the most vulnerable groups in terms of household savings is agriculture labouers, which are in majority in drought and drought prone areas of Gujarat.

High indebtedness and low savings have been observed across the various occupational groups particularly those engaged with primary activity. It should be noted that more then 90% of population are engaged in activities such as agriculture, agriculture labour, rural laboures, animal husbandry and fisheries. This indicates their economic vulnerability which leads to a large extent of out migration of people from drought and drought prone areas of Gujarat.

Out –Migration from Drought areas in Gujarat:

Large scale out-migration has been observed in desert and drought prone areas in Gujarat. This has been a typical phenomenon of any dry land across the world as these areas are primarily an area of push factors for migration. As mentioned it earlier chapter that almost 17% of the total households seasonally out migrate in search of employment either in normal year or in drought year. Table 5.18 shows percentage of household out migrating (seasonally) by their occupational groups in drought prone village in Gujarat. Significant variation occurs across the villages in DDP areas particularly villages in Surendranagar (Gangad 71% and Kalam 48%), district reported higher percentage of household out migrating seasonally followed by Junagardh district. Seasonal out migration has also been high in Panchmahal district with Kherap villages reporting 24% and Kansaravav 17%  of  their total households out- migrating  seasonally.

Banaskantha, Bharuch and Katch reported comparatively lower out migration. Least migration has been reported from Bharuch district (DPAP) with Ankhi (13%) and Delhi (12%) of their households reported out migrating. Amongst the occupational groups, agriculture labours are mostly out-migrating. They are the most vulnerable groups in dry regions of Gujarat. They are followed by agriculture household and other laboures. Rest of the other occupational groups reported very low out migrations (see Table 5.19).

Nature of Migration 

The extent of migration in terms of family members out migrating with working adults has been also found high in the drought prone areas. Table 5.19a shows household reporting out migration with their family members. Out of 530 households 83 households reported out migration from their native villages with entire their family members. District level variation has been also been observed. In another words16% of the total households out migrate with their family members. However, Surendranagr districts (DDP) reported maximum number of households about (52.46) of its total households migrating with their family members, followed by Bharuch and Panchmahal with 22% and 13% of their households out migrating respectively. Thus a higher number of households reported out migration with their family members. 

This indicates the support of family workers for employment while out migrating for jobs. It has been also observed that leaving behind their family member during lean agriculture period is difficult as other family members (general women & children) may not be able to sustain themselves. Since, they migrate seasonally along with their family they usually migrate to the nearest place of employment opportunity.

Coverage Areas (Commuting Distance) of Migration from Drought regions

Table 5.20 shows coverage of area of out migration from the drought and drought prone areas in Gujarat. Out 17% households that out migrates seasonally for employment 11.35 migrate to outside their district, while 5.31% of them migrate within their districts. However, a few household reported migrating outside the state. This indicates a distress nature of migration, where majority of households migrate to nearby districts and towns. A significant variation has been observed across these districts both in DDP and DPAP. In case of short distance migration, Malondha (Junagadh) reported 23% of its total households migrates within the same districts for employment, followed Badalpur village of the same district with 10% of its total households migrates within the district for employment. Dehri (Bharuch) reported 8% of its total households out migrating within the districts. 

In case of DDP areas, Moti Sindhodi (Kutch) reported slightly higher percentage (10%) of its total households migrating within the district. Rest of the other districts reported less number of household for short distance migration. Thus, the district of Kutch & Junagadh have reported short distance migration compared to rest of the other district.

In terms of long distance migration i.e. household migrating outside their own districts, DDP districts of Surendranagar (mainland)  reported highest percentage of household (Gandad and Kalam reported 65% and 43% of their total household) migrating out side their district largely distressed in search of employment. Other districts that reported higher percentage of out migration out side the district is Panchamahal. Kansaravav (16%) and Kherap (20%) of Panchmahal district reported higher percentage of out migration DPAP districts. Thus the distressed migration has been found higher in Surendhranagar (DDP) and Panchmahal (DPAP) districts. Limbala in Banaskantha (DDP) district has also reported 10% of its total households migrating outside of the district. Very few households reported out migrating outside the state. Thus it indicates that Gujarat has been grossly a place for in migration due to higher diversifican of economic activities. However, a significant cases of distressed intra-state migration in search of employment has been observed.  These household not only migrate in distress for the search of employment seasonally but they also migrate to rural areas only. The agriculture household that constitutes majority of migrants household migrates to other villages for the search of employment. The seasonal nature of employment in agriculture can be attributed to this fact.

Regional destination (Rural/Urban) of Migration 

Table 5.21 shows seasonal migration of household to rural and urban areas in this region. Out of total 17% households which migrate, 10% migrate to other rural areas, while 7% migrate to urban areas, thus indicating a seasonal nature of migrations which are dominated largely by the agriculture labours. Regional variation has also been observed. Surendranagar districts (DDP) has reported higher percentage of household migration to rural areas followed by Panchmahal districts (DPAP). Junagadh (DPAP) districts was also reported higher percentage of household (Malondha , 20% and Badalpur, 14%) migrating to rural area only. 

In case of out migration to urban areas, again Surendranagar reported higher percentage of household followed by Punchmahal districts. Rest other districts has reported comparatively lower number of household migrating to urban areas. This indicates a distressed seasonally migration which is non-sustainable as majority of them migrate to rural areas where employment opportunity are not only less but are very much seasonal in nature. Therefore, the short distance migration compels rural household to migrate with their family member to support their livehood during  the period of migration.

Table 5.22 shows nature of migration by the household in the selected villages in DDP and DPAP districts. Out of 17% of the total migrating households about 9% migrates with family, 5% of them reported only male members migrating and almost 3% of the total households that migrates reported taking all adults with them. Only female members out migrating are reported very less, which is not significant. However a significant variation has been observed across the villages in the nature of migrations. Again Surendranagar ( Gangad 50.55% and Kalam 30% of their total households) reported migrating with their entire family. Panchmahal district again followed with Kherap 15% (of its total households) and Kansaravav 12% (of its total households) reporting out migrations with their entire family members. It is however, also important to under stand the seasonality of migration in terms of total duration of migration of these household in Dry land of Gujarat.

Seasonality (Duration) of Migration

Table 5.23 shows seasonal duration of migration across the villages in DDP and DPAP districts. Seasonal nature of migration has been observed in terms of total duration of migration of household.  More than 5% of the total household migrates seasonally only for 3 months, while about 6% of the household migrates for 4-6 months in a year for employment. Rest of the other household that migrates (more than 5%), they are long term migrations and their total duration varies between 6 months to a year. However, high seasonal migration has been observed in Surendranagar (nearly 41% of the total household) districts with 6 months duration followed by Panchmahal districts. Surendranagar has also reported higher number of household migrating for longer period of times. Thus long terms migrations have been observed more in DDP villages than that of the DPAP. However, depopulation has not been observed so for amongst these villages.

Out Migration and Vulnerable Groups

A cross sectional analysis has also been done to see the nature of migration across vulnerable groups in drought prone areas in Gujarat. The nature of migration in terms of migrating with family member, distance or area coverage of migration, destination in terms of rural urban regions and duration of migration has been examined across, occupational groups, landholding size class and caste groups of household in these areas. As seen earlier in Table 5.19 that relatively more vulnerable group in terms of migration as per occupation are rural labours (including agriculture labour and other labour) and agriculture and animal husbandry household. However, it is the agriculture labours which are more vulnerable as majority of them migrate with their entire family (see Table 5.24). Agriculture labours have reported highest number of their household  out migrating with family, only male members, only adults and only female. This indicates the nature of distress migration where in entire family members migrate in search of job. These valuable groups particularly agriculture labours, other laborers and agriculture household largely migrate to other districts in the state. They generally migrate to other districts where relatively less impact of droughts are left (see Table 5.25) as majority of them again migrate to rural areas only for the research of agricultural jobs. Thus, it indicates distress nature of seasonal migration, where agricultures and other rural labours migrate to other districts (or better district) which has less or no drought (see Table 5.26). In terms of duration of their migration, it is seasonal and majority of them migrate for 4-6 months during different agricultural seasons in a year (see Table 5.27).

Migration by Farmers

Other vulnerable groups in terms of out migration from drought prone areas in Gujarat is the landless household and majority of them constitute agriculture labour, rural labours and other labours. Similar pattern in terms of various aspects of migration has also been observed in household with landholding sizes. About 53% of the total household that out migration belongs to landless groups followed by marginal farmers. However, a considerably number of other landholdings groups also out migrates in search of jobs. (See Table 5.28). These vulnerable groups i.e. landless and marginal farmers by and large out migrate with their family due to lack of support at their place of residence. In terms of destination of migration majority of them about 65% migrate to other districts within their state, followed by 31% which migrates to another areas in the same district. This pattern holds true across the all landholding size groups (See Table 5.29). 

Majority of these household about 58% of those out migrates, they migrate to another rural areas either within their own district or to another district. About 40% of the household migrate to urban centres within Gujarat (See Table 5.30). However, an interesting observation is that majority of medium and large farmers that migrates goes to urban areas as compared to other landholding groups. Large farmers by and large migrate to urban centres in search of job. 

Duration of migration has also been assessed across landholding groups. Majority of those household migrate for 6 months in a years. Again long terms migration has been observed in case of large and medium farmers (See Table 5.31). Vulnerability across caste groups has also been observed as far as migration concerned. 

Migration by Major Caste Groups

Out of a total out-migrating HH of 480, 60 belong to OBC groups followed by 22 SC and 10 of ST groups. Other caste that constitutes mostly the higher caste by and large does not migrate much. Only about 7.5% of the total out migrating household belongs to other caste groups (See Table 5.32). However majority (about 49 %) of them migrate along with their families. This pattern of nature of migration holds true across all the caste groups and across all the category (vulnerable) group of drought prone in desert areas in Gujarat (See Table 5.33, 5.34 and 5.35).
Status of Human Development in Dry lands of Gujarat

Regional Variation in Attainment of Education

There are regional variations in educational attainment in Gujarat according to the latest NSS data (1999-00). The dry region located in the north and northwest and the eastern tribal belt are two main problem regions. Literacy rates in the dry region (comprising the districts of Banaskantha, Kachchh, and Surendranagar, and Sami, Harij and Chanasma talukas in Mehsana) are the lowest, 41.30 per cent for females, 69.89 per cent for males, and 56.11 per cent for both (Table 6.4). Then comes the eastern region, which is the tribal region, which also has low literacy rates; 45.60 per cent for females, 67.38 per cent for males, and 56.50 per cent for both (1999-00). Between 1993-94 and 1999-00, the overall literacy rate has increased only marginally, by 3.0 percentage points in the tribal region and it has declined by almost 4 percentage points in the dry region!  The increases achieved in other regions are quite low and not very impressive.

Status of Children’s Education in dry regions of Gujarat

NSSO present its latest data on the access to school education across various regions in Gujarat during 1993-94 and 1999-00. Table 5.37 shows enrolment rates of children aged 6-14 by NSS regions in Gujarat during 1999-00 and 1993-94. 

Following inferences can be drawn from the Tales 5.37 on the status of children’s enrolment rates across the regions of Gujarat. 

1. In terms of never enrolled children of 6-14 years of age, 21.39% of the total children in Dry region of Gujarat has never been enrolled so far during 1999-00, followed by 18.17% in Eastern regions during the same period. Both these regions are largely either covered under DDP or DPAP programmes in the state. Other regions of the state have shown less percentage of all children, male and female which are never enrolled. Most sticking observation is that amongst female (aged 6-14) which were never enrolled reported highest percentage of 32.11% from Dry region, followed by female of Easter region with 20.76%. Other regions reported comparatively lower percentage of female child which were never enrolled.

2. In case of male of the same age groups Eastern regions lags far behind of the other regions with about 16%  reported being never enrolled, followed by Dry region with 13% of total male children which were never enrolled.

3. In other words access to almost 1/3rd of female (age 6-14) and 1/4th of all the children (age 6-14) has been never been enrolled to any school during 1999-00 due to various economic and social constraints in the Dry region of Gujarat. 

4. However those enrolled but left are comparatively less across Male, Female and All Persons in Gujarat’s Dry Regions than those of other regions.

5. In terms of children (6-14 age) going to school lowest percentage of about 73% for all persons has been reported from Dry regions of Gujarat, worst is the situation of female (6-14) which reported only 60% of them going to school, however, their brothers are in a slightly better position with 83% reported going to school. Lowest percentage of male (77.33%) has been reported going to school from the Eastern regions. These two regions namely Dry regions and Eastern Regions are major problems areas in terms of access to educations and its continuity. This could be attributed to the fact that often children in these regions provides support to family by working either in their own farm or are engaged in other economic activities.

6. There has been less improvement in access to schooling (percentage of children aged 6-14 going to school) in dry regions compared to other regions during 1993-94 and 1999-00. Most disturbing fact is that, percentage of female (6-14 age groups) has shown marginal decline in going to school during the same period

7. In case of net enrolment, Dry region of Gujarat is worst hit areas. It has reported lowest percentage of children including male and female for net enrolment as compared to other regions of the state. It is important to understand the bottleneck in the way of getting access to education in this region. On the other hand improvement in net enrolments has also not been encouraging. Dry regions registered lowest improvement in net enrolment amongst all the regions across all the groups of children (6-14) during 1993-94 and 1999-00. 

8. Thus is evident from the above analysis that Dry region of Gujarat is lagging behind in one of the major indicators of human development i.e. level of literacy and access to education. This region is lacking in many other areas which has been discussed earlier. The impact of drought on education of children at household level has been assessed through primary survey in the present study. 

Impact of Droughts on Children’s Education

 Table 5.36 shows the impact of drought on the schooling of children in drought prone areas in Gujarat. The data on the impact of drought on education of children has been used from our field survey conducted during April / May 2006. A complete house listing of 2758 household were done across 12 villages in 6 district of Gujarat. 3 each district of DDP and DPAP were selected for the survey. A total of 2758 household surveyed, at initial stage to determine the sample household for the convenient of better results, the data presented in this analysis are complete house listing data (total count of household in each village). There were 2977 boys and 2562 girls which here below 14 years of age in all the 2758 household. The impact of drought on regularity of schooling of those children that are enrolled has been estimated. Out of the total boys (2977) and girls (2562), 622 boys (21%) and 346 girls (13%) are not going to school as they are either not of school going age groups or have never been enrolled.  However, a significant number of boys (19.61%) found attending school irregular, while only 2 % of girls found irregular in attending their school. As compared to girls boys are comparatively more regular in schools. This indicates clear gender discrimination in school education in drought and desert areas of Gujarat.

Conclusions

Regular drought in desert and drought prone areas of Gujarat has lead to the general backwardness of its people. Both short term and long term impacts have been observed in these areas in term of reduced household income, vulnerability and poverty. The human development status of the people in these areas has also been found disturbing compared to the rest of the regions in the state. People in drought prone areas are poor and face various kinds of vulnerability-physical and socio-economic during drought periods. High incidence of poverty and poor human development reveals the general backwardness of the people living in drought prone areas in Gujarat. Agriculture development is very poor and has resulted in heavy loss of agriculture income due to frequent droughts and crop failure. This leads to severe indebtedness of the people in drought regions of the state. The extent of indebtedness has been found very high in this region. Thus, the drought prone areas in Gujarat have shown general backwardness of the people in terms of poverty, vulnerability and low human development. These regions are lagging behind compared to other regions in terms of mainstream economic development.  

Annexure: V

Table 5.1 District-wise percentage of BPL Families in Gujarat -2000
	Sl.No.
	Name of Districts
	% BPL families
	Drought Area 

	1
	Mehshana
	19.57
	NonDDP+DPAP

	2
	Gandhinagar
	22.02
	NonDDP+DPAP

	3
	Junagadh
	25.12
	DPAP

	4
	Ahmedabad
	26.46
	DPAP

	5
	Amreli
	27.04
	DPAP

	6
	Anand
	29.48
	NonDDP+DPAP

	7
	Porbandar
	29.63
	DPAP

	8
	Bhavnagar
	29.70
	DPAP

	9
	Rajkot
	30.17
	DDP

	10
	Kutch
	33.05
	DDP

	11
	Banaskantha
	33.98
	DDP

	12
	Patan
	34.38
	DDP

	13
	Kheda
	36.43
	NonDDP+DPAP

	14
	Surendranagar
	36.93
	DDP

	15
	Vadodara
	38.06
	DPAP

	16
	Sabarkantha
	43.73
	DPAP

	17
	Jamnagar
	44.92
	DDP

	18
	Surat
	48.21
	NonDDP+DPAP

	19
	Navsari
	50.65
	DPAP

	20
	Bharuch
	51.18
	DPAP

	21
	Valsad
	53.66
	DPAP

	22
	Panchmahal
	69.92
	DPAP

	23
	Dahod
	80.80
	DPAP

	24
	Narmada
	82.66
	DPAP

	25
	The Dang
	86.89
	DPAP


Source: Govt. of Gujarat (BPL Census)

Table 5.2 Percentage of BPL families under DDP/DPAP & Other in Gujarat

	District under 
	% of  BPL Families

	DDP
	56.13

	DPAP
	67.24

	Others
	45.56

	State
	54.51


Source: Govt. of Gujarat (BPL Census)

Table 5.3 NSS region-wise incidence of poverty in Gujarat 

	
	NSS Region
	Incidence of poverty (%)*

	
	
	1987-88
	1993-94

	
	Total
	
	

	1
	Gujarat Eastern
	34.49
	25.06

	2
	Northern Plains
	29.03
	24.58

	3
	Southern Plains
	25.85
	22.45

	4
	Gujarat Dry Regions
	40.20
	23.30

	5
	Saurashtra
	28.18
	18.80

	
	Rural
	
	

	1
	Gujarat Eastern
	34.19
	24.12

	2
	Northern Plains
	25.87
	20.52

	3
	Southern Plains
	22.85
	23.51

	4
	Gujarat Dry Regions
	46.95
	22.52

	5
	Saurashtra
	18.95
	10.03

	
	Urban
	
	

	1
	Gujarat Eastern
	39.32
	34.33

	2
	Northern Plains
	34.23
	30.05

	3
	Southern Plains
	30.89
	20.89

	4
	Gujarat Dry Regions
	53.88
	27.03

	5
	Saurashtra
	53.77
	34.04


* EOPL estimate taken, which are based on the Expert Group's methodology.

   Source: Dubey and Gangopadhyay (1997).

Table : 5.4 HH Characteristic, Employment, poverty and caste
	 
	SC
	ST
	OBC
	Other
	Total

	Main Occu.
	BPL 
	Total
	BPL 
	Total
	BPL 
	Total
	BPL 
	Total
	BPL 
	Total

	Agricultural 
	13
	39
	7
	16
	23
	70
	16
	51
	59
	176

	Agri_Labour 
	15
	34
	16
	30
	34
	76
	18
	34
	83
	174

	Other Labour 
	4
	9
	2
	4
	4
	13
	4
	5
	14
	31

	Village labour 
	3
	7
	3
	6
	4
	9
	2
	3
	12
	25

	Home Made 
	0
	0
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	6
	6

	Factory worker
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	2
	4

	Trade 
	2
	4
	1
	2
	0
	5
	3
	10
	6
	21

	Government service
	0
	4
	0
	2
	2
	8
	1
	10
	3
	24

	Private service
	3
	6
	1
	3
	0
	9
	2
	5
	6
	23

	Animals husbandry 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	11
	0
	2
	5
	13

	Fishery
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	2
	4

	Others 
	0
	3
	2
	3
	9
	21
	0
	1
	11
	28

	Total
	42
	108
	35
	69
	85
	229
	48
	124
	210
	530

	Cast wise % 
	38.9
	
	50.7
	
	37.1
	
	38.7
	
	39.6
	


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table : 5.5 Benefits to BPL Families by Occupation and poverty

	 
	BPL
	Type of benefits
	 
	 

	Main Occu.
	NR
	Yes
	No
	Total
	HH Benefits
	House plot
	House (Indira Avas)
	Loan for self Employment
	Others

	Agricultural 
	3
	59
	114
	176
	8
	0
	5
	0
	4

	Agri_Labour 
	3
	83
	88
	174
	23
	9
	19
	0
	9

	Other Labour 
	3
	14
	14
	31
	6
	3
	4
	0
	1

	Village labour 
	0
	12
	13
	25
	5
	1
	4
	1
	1

	Home Made 
	0
	6
	0
	6
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Factory worker
	0
	2
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Trade 
	1
	6
	14
	21
	3
	1
	2
	0
	1

	Government service
	0
	3
	21
	24
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Private service
	3
	6
	14
	23
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Animals husbandry 
	0
	6
	8
	14
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Fishery
	0
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Others 
	1
	12
	16
	29
	6
	6
	6
	0
	1

	Total
	14
	210
	306
	530
	56
	22
	43
	1
	18


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table: 5.6 Landholding wise Mortgage, sale, lease out and lease in
	Category of Land 
	No. of HH
 
	Mortgage
	Sale
	Lease out
	Lease in 

	
	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	0. To 2.5 
	60
	9
	51
	4
	60
	4
	56
	0
	60

	2.6 to 5.0
	81
	6
	75
	9
	79
	3
	78
	3
	78

	5.1 to 10
	78
	6
	72
	8
	75
	3
	75
	2
	76

	10 + above
	51
	7
	44
	4
	50
	4
	47
	2
	49

	Land less
	260
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	530
	28
	242
	25
	264
	14
	256
	7
	263


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table: 5.7 Reason of sale of Assets by farmer
	Category of Land
	No Sale Land
	Shifting
	For Home Expense
	For Social Event
	For Debit payment
	Grand Total

	0. To 2.5 
	56
	4
	0
	0
	0
	60

	2.6 to 5.0
	72
	7
	0
	1
	1
	81

	5.1 to 10
	70
	6
	0
	1
	1
	78

	10 + above
	47
	3
	1
	0
	0
	51

	Land less
	260
	0
	0
	0
	0
	260

	Total
	505
	20
	1
	2
	2
	528


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table : 5.8  Land wise livestock (No. of HH ) and Average Land holding of farmer
	Category of Land
	Yes
	No
	Avg. Landing size  (in acre)
	Total

	0. To 2.5 
	35
	25
	1.25
	60

	2.6 to 5.0
	45
	36
	3.54
	81

	5.1 to 10
	38
	40
	7.11
	78

	10 + above
	21
	30
	18.95
	51

	Land less
	139
	121
	0.00
	260

	Total
	278
	252
	3.55
	530


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.9 House hold facilities

	 
	No.of HH facility
	 

	Main Occu.
	House
	Electricity
	Water tap
	Bathroom
	Toilet
	No.of Total HH

	Agricultural 
	176
	142
	51
	33
	29
	176

	Agri_Labour 
	165
	104
	45
	16
	11
	174

	Other Labour 
	30
	20
	7
	4
	5
	31

	Village labour 
	25
	19
	9
	6
	3
	25

	Home Made 
	6
	5
	2
	0
	1
	6

	Factory worker
	4
	3
	3
	1
	1
	4

	Trade 
	21
	18
	6
	11
	10
	21

	Government service
	24
	21
	12
	14
	16
	24

	Private service
	21
	21
	11
	9
	9
	23

	Animals husbandry 
	12
	10
	3
	1
	0
	14

	Fishery
	3
	3
	1
	0
	0
	3

	Others 
	26
	19
	15
	11
	10
	29

	Total
	513
	385
	165
	106
	95
	530


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.10 Occupational Vulnerability Change in Occupational structure 

	Main Occu.
	Current
	Five year ago
	Ten year ago

	Agricultural 
	176
	210
	213

	Agri_Labour 
	174
	193
	195

	Other Labour 
	31
	17
	18

	Village labour 
	25
	12
	13

	Home Made 
	6
	0
	0

	Factory worker
	4
	6
	5

	Trade 
	21
	18
	17

	Government service
	24
	29
	28

	Private service
	23
	18
	16

	Animals husbandry 
	14
	8
	7

	Fishery
	3
	1
	1

	Others 
	29
	18
	17

	Total
	530
	530
	530


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.11 Hose hold debt for Social event by Occupation group
	Main Occu.
	No.of Total HH
	Current
	Average debt
	Five year ago
	Average debt
	Ten year ago
	Average debt

	Agricultural 
	176
	46
	44311
	8
	77000
	5
	38000

	Agri_Labour 
	174
	46
	38863
	8
	21375
	5
	6000

	Other Labour 
	31
	5
	44000
	2
	5000
	1
	0

	Village labour 
	25
	5
	24000
	2
	17500
	1
	10000

	Home Made 
	6
	1
	50000
	1
	50000
	1
	50000

	Factory worker
	4
	2
	22500
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Trade 
	21
	5
	58000
	2
	5000
	1
	0

	Government service
	24
	2
	65000
	1
	100000
	0
	0

	Private service
	23
	4
	17750
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Animals husbandry 
	14
	5
	56000
	2
	35000
	0
	0

	Fishery
	3
	1
	4000
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Others 
	29
	7
	52286
	2
	75000
	2
	85000

	Total
	530
	129
	41876
	28
	43285.71
	16
	28125


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.12 Source of social debt in HH
	Main Occu.
	Relative
	Government bank
	Cooperative bank
	Villagers/Money lender 
	Other
	HH  Total 
	Average of yearly interest

	Agricultural 
	15
	1
	3
	27
	1
	177
	20.91

	Agri_Labour 
	8
	
	
	37
	1
	174
	20.13

	Other Labour 
	
	
	1
	4
	
	31
	24.20

	Village labour 
	3
	
	1
	1
	
	25
	22.80

	Home Made 
	
	
	
	1
	
	6
	0.00

	Factory worker
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	7.00

	Trade 
	2
	
	
	3
	
	21
	10.00

	Government service
	1
	1
	
	
	
	24
	24.50

	Private service
	2
	
	
	2
	
	23
	5.00

	Animals husbandry 
	2
	1
	
	3
	
	14
	20.60

	Fishery
	
	
	
	1
	
	3
	0.00

	Others 
	2
	
	1
	4
	
	28
	13.86

	Total
	35
	3
	6
	83
	3
	530
	19.04


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.13 No. Of HH debt for social event

	Main Occu.
	No.of HH. Social event
	House repairing / build 
	Illness/ hospital 
	Purchase of vehicle 

	Agricultural 
	34
	11
	1
	1

	Agri_Labour 
	28
	15
	2
	0

	Other Labour 
	3
	0
	1
	1

	Village labour 
	4
	0
	1
	0

	Home Made 
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Factory worker
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Trade 
	5
	0
	0
	0

	Government service
	2
	0
	0
	0

	Private service
	1
	2
	0
	0

	Animals husbandry 
	5
	1
	0
	0

	Fishery
	
	1
	0
	0

	Others 
	4
	2
	1
	0

	Total
	88
	33
	6
	2


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.14 HH reporting debt for agricalture production
	Main Occu.
	No.of Total HH
	Debt for product
	Average Debt Rs.
	Reason of debt

	
	
	
	
	Rate of interest
	Purchese of cattle
	Live stock
	Agricaltural equipment
	Others (tempo, business)
	Agricalture input

	Agricultural 
	176
	64
	38960.94
	12.84
	1
	1
	4
	0
	58

	Agri_Labour 
	174
	7
	30928.57
	13.43
	2
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Other Labour 
	31
	4
	34500.00
	9.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Village labour 
	25
	2
	8500.00
	11.50
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Home Made 
	6
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Factory worker
	4
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Trade 
	21
	2
	40000.00
	21.00
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Government service
	24
	6
	75000.00
	11.17
	0
	0
	2
	0
	4

	Private service
	23
	2
	27500.00
	12.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Animals husbandry 
	14
	5
	28200.00
	14.40
	2
	0
	0
	0
	3

	Fishery
	3
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Others 
	29
	7
	165000.00
	14.71
	0
	0
	1
	0
	6

	Total
	530
	99
	47939.39
	12.96
	5
	1
	7
	1
	85


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.15 Source of debt (Agricultural Production Purposes)
	Main Occu.
	Government bank
	Cooperative bank
	Co. Op. Bank
	Villagers/Money lender 

	Agricultural 
	4
	52
	1
	7

	Agri_Labour 
	0
	4
	0
	3

	Other Labour 
	0
	3
	0
	1

	Village labour 
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Home Made 
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Factory worker
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Trade 
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Government service
	2
	4
	0
	0

	Private service
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Animals husbandry 
	1
	2
	0
	2

	Fishery
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Others 
	0
	6
	0
	1

	Total
	7
	76
	1
	15


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.16 HH Saving In The Study Area

	 
	Saving
	Source of Saving
	 
	 

	Main Occu.
	Yes
	No
	Co.Bank
	Other bank
	Post Office
	Ornaments

	Agricultural 
	43
	134
	6
	6
	0
	42

	Agri_Labour 
	15
	159
	0
	3
	1
	15

	Other Labour 
	4
	27
	0
	1
	0
	3

	Village labour 
	3
	22
	0
	1
	0
	3

	Home Made 
	1
	5
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Factory worker
	1
	3
	0
	1
	0
	2

	Trade 
	3
	18
	0
	1
	0
	3

	Government service
	9
	15
	2
	4
	0
	8

	Private service
	5
	18
	1
	2
	0
	5

	Animals husbandry 
	4
	10
	1
	1
	0
	5

	Fishery
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Others 
	6
	22
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Total
	94
	436
	12
	21
	2
	88


Note: Total HH could not match as HH reported maltiple sources of savings.

Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.17 Actual savings of HH in the study area.
	 
Main Occu.
	Co-oprative bank
	Other Bank
	Ornaments

	
	Currant saving
	Five year ago
	Ten year ago
	Currant saving
	Five year ago
	Ten year ago
	Currant saving
	Five year ago
	Ten year ago

	Agricultural 
	180000
	130000
	40000
	184000
	140000
	40000
	563000
	279000
	181000

	Agri_Labour 
	0
	0
	0
	44000
	50000
	10000
	141000
	42000
	42000

	Other Labour 
	0
	0
	0
	11000
	0
	0
	28000
	18000
	18000

	Village labour 
	0
	0
	0
	18000
	40000
	0
	33000
	13000
	6000

	Home Made 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10000
	10000
	10000

	Factory worker
	0
	0
	0
	40000
	21000
	0
	14000
	14000
	14000

	Trade 
	0
	0
	0
	200000
	100000
	100000
	35000
	35000
	25000

	Government service
	700000
	500000
	250000
	115000
	60000
	40000
	127000
	97000
	82000

	Private service
	31500
	16000
	6000
	320000
	120000
	20000
	190000
	235000
	58000

	Animals husbandry 
	0
	0
	0
	10000
	0
	0
	43000
	23000
	15000

	Fishery
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Others 
	65000
	20000
	10000
	30000
	60000
	60000
	7000
	7000
	7000

	Total
	976500
	666000
	306000
	972000
	591000
	270000
	1191000
	773000
	458000

	Average per HH
	1842
	1256
	577
	1833
	1115
	509
	13534
	14865
	10177


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table  5.17a Estimated Avg. Value of HH saving in ten of Ornaments by Occupational groups during last decade.

	
	Current year
	Five year ago
	Ten year ago 

	Main Occu.
	No. of HH
	Value of Ornaments
	No. of HH
	Value of Ornaments
	No. of  HH
	Value of Ornaments

	Agricultural 
	42
	13404.76
	23
	12130.43
	19
	9526.3

	Agri_Labour 
	15
	9400
	6
	7000
	6
	7000.0

	Other Labour 
	3
	9333.333
	2
	9000
	2
	9000.0

	Village labour 
	3
	11000
	3
	4333.333
	2
	3000.0

	Home Made 
	1
	10000
	1
	10000
	1
	10000.0

	Factory worker
	2
	7000
	2
	7000
	2
	7000.0

	Trade 
	3
	11666.67
	2
	17500
	2
	12500.0

	Government service
	8
	15875
	6
	16166.67
	6
	13666.7

	Private service
	5
	38000
	3
	78333.33
	3
	19333.3

	Animals husbandry 
	5
	8600
	3
	7666.667
	1
	15000.0

	Fishery
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	Others 
	1
	7000
	1
	7000
	1
	7000.0

	Total
	88
	13534.09
	52
	14865.38
	45
	10177.8


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table. 5.18 Percentage household reported seasonal out-migrating by their occupation in selected villages in the Study Area
	Occupation Groups
	Surendranagar
	Junagadh 
	Kutch
	Banaskantha
	Pachmahal
	Bharuch

	
	Gangad
	Kalam
	Malondha
	Badalpur
	Moti Sindhodi
	Shuthari
	Joravargadh
	Limbala
	Kansaravav
	Kherap
	Ankhi
	Dehari

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agricultural 
	20.88
	11.98
	9.38
	3.32
	6.25
	0.80
	3.52
	5.37
	0.93
	2.44
	0.58
	0.66

	Agri_Labour 
	35.16
	24.55
	12.50
	5.21
	5.00
	1.86
	4.30
	3.72
	13.08
	12.20
	1.55
	9.21

	Other Labour 
	8.79
	4.79
	1.34
	4.27
	0.00
	1.06
	0.00
	0.41
	0.93
	7.32
	0.78
	0.66

	Village labour 
	0.00
	0.60
	0.00
	2.37
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Home Made 
	0.55
	1.80
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Factory worker
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.93
	0.61
	0.00
	0.00

	Trade 
	0.55
	0.60
	0.45
	0.47
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.61
	0.00
	0.66

	Government service
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.47
	0.63
	0.27
	0.39
	0.83
	0.93
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Private service
	0.55
	2.99
	0.89
	0.00
	0.00
	1.06
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.61
	0.19
	0.66

	Animals husbandry 
	4.40
	0.00
	0.00
	0.95
	0.00
	0.53
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Fishery
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Others 
	0.00
	0.60
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.27
	0.78
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Total
	70.88
	47.90
	24.55
	17.06
	11.88
	5.84
	8.98
	10.33
	16.82
	23.78
	3.10
	11.84


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006
Table  5.19 Out migration of HH by Occupational groups.

	Occupation Groups 
	Seasonal Migration
	Grand Total

	 
	Yes
	No
	

	Agricultural 
	12.80
	87.20
	100.00

	Agri_Labour 
	23.48
	76.52
	100.00

	Other Labour 
	27.83
	72.17
	100.00

	Village labour 
	30.00
	70.00
	100.00

	Home Made 
	50.00
	50.00
	100.00

	Factory worker
	5.71
	94.29
	100.00

	Trade 
	11.32
	88.68
	100.00

	Government service
	5.88
	94.12
	100.00

	Private service
	12.30
	87.70
	100.00

	Animals husbandry 
	22.64
	77.36
	100.00

	Fishery
	0.00
	100.00
	100.00

	Others 
	4.08
	95.92
	100.00

	Total
	17.40
	82.60
	100.00


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006
Table 5.20 Area of migration in selected districts.
	District Name
	Name of Taluka
	Name of Village 
	DDP/ DPAP villages
	Reported not-migrating
	%
	Within the district
	%
	Outside the district
	 
	Outside the state 
	 
	NR
	 
	Total

	Surendranagar
	Lakhtar
	Gangad
	DDP 
	53
	29.12
	9
	4.95
	118
	64.84
	0
	0.00
	2
	1.10
	182

	
	
	Kalam
	DDP 
	87
	52.10
	4
	2.40
	72
	43.11
	1
	0.60
	3
	1.80
	167

	Kachchh
	Abadasa
	Moti Sindhodi
	DDP 
	141
	88.13
	16
	10.00
	3
	1.88
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	160

	
	
	Shuthari
	DDP 
	355
	94.16
	11
	2.92
	8
	2.12
	3
	0.80
	0
	0.00
	377

	Banaskantha
	Vav
	Joravargadh
	DDP 
	233
	91.02
	9
	3.52
	13
	5.08
	1
	0.39
	0
	0.00
	256

	 
	 
	Limbala
	DDP 
	217
	89.67
	2
	0.83
	22
	9.09
	1
	0.41
	0
	0.00
	242

	Junagadh
	Veraval
	Malondha
	DPAP
	169
	75.45
	51
	22.77
	4
	1.79
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	224

	
	
	Badalpur
	DPAP
	175
	82.94
	21
	9.95
	10
	4.74
	1
	0.47
	4
	1.90
	211

	Halol
	Panchmahal
	Kansaravav
	DPAP
	89
	83.18
	1
	0.93
	17
	15.89
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	107

	
	
	Kherap
	DPAP
	125
	76.22
	5
	3.05
	33
	20.12
	1
	0.61
	0
	0.00
	164

	Bharuch
	Jambusar
	Ankhi
	DPAP
	500
	96.90
	7
	1.36
	7
	1.36
	1
	0.19
	1
	0.19
	516

	
	
	Dehari
	DPAP
	134
	88.16
	12
	7.89
	6
	3.95
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	152

	Grand Total
	 
	2278
	82.60
	148
	5.37
	313
	11.35
	9
	0.33
	10
	0.36
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.21 Seasonal migration of HH to places of Region.

	District Name
	Name of Taluka
	Name of Village 
	DDP/ DPAP villages
	Reported not-migrating
	%
	Rural
	%
	Urban
	%
	NR
	%
	Total

	Surendranagar
	Lakhtar
	Gangad
	DDP 
	53
	29.12
	47
	25.82
	80
	43.96
	2
	1.10
	182

	
	
	Kalam
	DDP 
	87
	52.10
	28
	16.77
	49
	29.34
	3
	1.80
	167

	Kachchh
	Abadasa
	Moti Sindhodi
	DDP 
	141
	88.13
	19
	11.88
	
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	160

	
	
	Shuthari
	DDP 
	355
	94.16
	17
	4.51
	5
	1.33
	0
	0.00
	377

	Banaskantha
	Vav
	Joravargadh
	DDP 
	233
	91.02
	16
	6.25
	7
	2.73
	0
	0.00
	256

	 
	 
	Limbala
	DDP 
	217
	89.67
	21
	8.68
	4
	1.65
	0
	0.00
	242

	Junagadh
	Veraval
	Malondha
	DPAP
	169
	75.45
	43
	19.20
	12
	5.36
	0
	0.00
	224

	
	
	Badalpur
	DPAP
	175
	82.94
	30
	14.22
	2
	0.95
	4
	1.90
	211

	Halol
	Panchmahal
	Kansaravav
	DPAP
	89
	83.18
	11
	10.28
	7
	6.54
	0
	0.00
	107

	
	
	Kherap
	DPAP
	125
	76.22
	33
	20.12
	6
	3.66
	0
	0.00
	164

	Bharuch
	Jambusar
	Ankhi
	DPAP
	500
	96.90
	9
	1.74
	6
	1.16
	1
	0.19
	516

	
	
	Dehari
	DPAP
	134
	88.16
	5
	3.29
	13
	8.55
	0
	0.00
	152


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table. 5.22 Nature of migration of the household by village in the study area
	District Name
	Name of Taluka
	Name of Village 
	DDP/ DPAP villages
	Reported not-migrating
	%
	With family
	%
	Only men
	%
	Only adults Man / women
	%
	Only Women 
	%
	Total

	Surendranagar
	Lakhtar
	Gangad
	DDP 
	53
	29.12
	92
	50.55
	3
	1.65
	34
	18.68
	0
	0.00
	182

	
	
	Kalam
	DDP 
	87
	52.10
	50
	29.94
	14
	8.38
	16
	9.58
	0
	0.00
	167

	Kachchh
	Abadasa
	Moti Sindhodi
	DDP 
	141
	88.13
	10
	6.25
	7
	4.38
	2
	1.25
	0
	0.00
	160

	
	
	Shuthari
	DDP 
	355
	94.16
	2
	0.53
	19
	5.04
	0
	0.00
	1
	0.27
	377

	Banaskantha
	Vav
	Joravargadh
	DDP 
	233
	91.02
	18
	7.03
	5
	1.95
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	256

	 
	 
	Limbala
	DDP 
	217
	89.67
	15
	6.20
	5
	2.07
	4
	1.65
	1
	0.41
	242

	Junagadh
	Veraval
	Malondha
	DPAP
	169
	75.45
	1
	0.45
	48
	21.43
	4
	1.79
	2
	0.89
	224

	
	
	Badalpur
	DPAP
	175
	82.94
	1
	0.47
	22
	10.43
	8
	3.79
	5
	2.37
	211

	Halol
	Panchmahal
	Kansaravav
	DPAP
	89
	83.18
	13
	12.15
	2
	1.87
	3
	2.80
	0
	0.00
	107

	
	
	Kherap
	DPAP
	125
	76.22
	25
	15.24
	9
	5.49
	4
	2.44
	1
	0.61
	164

	Bharuch
	Jambusar
	Ankhi
	DPAP
	500
	96.90
	7
	1.36
	8
	1.55
	1
	0.19
	0
	0.00
	516

	
	
	Dehari
	DPAP
	134
	88.16
	6
	3.95
	3
	1.97
	3
	1.97
	6
	3.95
	152

	Grand Total
	 
	2278
	82.60
	240
	8.70
	145
	5.26
	79
	2.86
	16
	0.58
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table.5.23 Duration of out-migration by the size of the landholding in the study area

	District Name
	Name of Taluka
	Name of Village 
	DDP/ DPAP villages
	Reported non-migrantion
	Duration in months in a normal year
	Total
HH

	
	
	
	
	
	%
	< 3 
	%
	4 to 6
	%
	7 to 9
	%
	9 to 12
	%
	NR
	%
	

	Surendranagar
	Lakhtar
	Gangad
	DDP 
	53
	29.12
	20
	10.99
	55
	30.22
	40
	21.98
	14
	7.69
	0
	0.00
	182

	
	
	Kalam
	DDP 
	87
	52.10
	36
	21.56
	15
	8.98
	3
	1.80
	18
	10.78
	8
	4.79
	167

	Kachchh
	Abadasa
	Moti Sindhodi
	DDP 
	141
	88.13
	1
	0.63
	4
	2.50
	14
	8.75
	0
	0.00
	0
	0.00
	160

	
	
	Shuthari
	DDP 
	355
	94.16
	5
	1.33
	11
	2.92
	1
	0.27
	4
	1.06
	1
	0.27
	377

	Banaskantha
	Vav
	Joravargadh
	DDP 
	233
	91.02
	8
	3.13
	5
	1.95
	1
	0.39
	8
	3.13
	1
	0.39
	256

	 
	 
	Limbala
	DDP 
	217
	89.67
	4
	1.65
	12
	4.96
	3
	1.24
	6
	2.48
	0
	0.00
	242

	Junagadh
	Veraval
	Malondha
	DPAP
	169
	75.45
	22
	9.82
	19
	8.48
	5
	2.23
	4
	1.79
	5
	2.23
	224

	
	
	Badalpur
	DPAP
	175
	82.94
	18
	8.53
	7
	3.32
	3
	1.42
	2
	0.95
	6
	2.84
	211

	Halol
	Panchmahal
	Kansaravav
	DPAP
	89
	83.18
	0
	0.00
	13
	12.15
	0
	0.00
	3
	2.80
	2
	1.87
	107

	
	
	Kherap
	DPAP
	125
	76.22
	7
	4.27
	17
	10.37
	4
	2.44
	8
	4.88
	3
	1.83
	164

	Bharuch
	Jambusar
	Ankhi
	DPAP
	500
	96.90
	8
	1.55
	2
	0.39
	1
	0.19
	4
	0.78
	1
	0.19
	516

	
	
	Dehari
	DPAP
	134
	88.16
	14
	9.21
	2
	1.32
	0
	0.00
	2
	1.32
	0
	0.00
	152

	Grand Total
	 
	2278
	82.60
	143
	5.18
	162
	5.87
	75
	2.72
	73
	2.65
	27
	0.98
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table. 5.24 Nature of migration of the household by occupation in the study area

	Occupation Groups 
	Not Reported migrating
	With family
	Only men
	Only adults Man / women
	Only Women 
	Total

	Agricultural 
	886
	57
	45
	25
	3
	1016

	Agri_Labour 
	766
	132
	56
	38
	9
	1001

	Other Labour 
	153
	22
	22
	12
	3
	212

	Village labour 
	14
	1
	4
	1
	0
	20

	Home Made 
	4
	4
	0
	0
	0
	8

	Factory worker
	33
	1
	1
	0
	0
	35

	Trade 
	47
	2
	2
	2
	0
	53

	Government service
	112
	2
	4
	1
	0
	119

	Private service
	107
	6
	8
	0
	1
	122

	Animals husbandry 
	41
	8
	2
	0
	2
	53

	Fishery
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21

	Others 
	94
	3
	1
	0
	0
	98

	Total
	2278
	238
	145
	79
	18
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table. 5.25 Coverage Area (Distance) of Migration by Occupational Groups

	Occupation Groups 
	Not Reported migrating
	Within the district
	Outside the district
	Outside the state 
	NR
	Total

	Agricultural 
	886
	46
	80
	2
	2
	1016

	Agri_Labour 
	766
	69
	163
	1
	2
	1001

	Other Labour 
	153
	14
	42
	
	3
	212

	Village labour 
	14
	1
	4
	1
	
	20

	Home Made 
	4
	
	4
	
	
	8

	Factory worker
	33
	2
	
	
	
	35

	Trade 
	47
	4
	1
	
	1
	53

	Government service
	112
	4
	1
	2
	
	119

	Private service
	107
	5
	6
	2
	2
	122

	Animals husbandry 
	41
	2
	10
	
	
	53

	Fishery
	21
	
	
	
	
	21

	Others 
	94
	1
	2
	1
	
	98

	Total
	2278
	148
	313
	9
	10
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table .5.26 Regional destination (RIO), of HH by Occupational Groups
	Occupation Groups 
	Not Reported migrating
	Rural
	Urban
	NR
	Total

	Agricultural 
	886
	62
	66
	2
	1016

	Agri. Labour 
	766
	166
	67
	2
	1001

	Other Labour 
	153
	32
	24
	3
	212

	Village labour 
	14
	4
	2
	0
	20

	Home Made 
	4
	1
	3
	0
	8

	Factory worker
	33
	0
	2
	0
	35

	Trade 
	47
	4
	1
	1
	53

	Government service
	112
	3
	4
	0
	119

	Private service
	107
	3
	10
	2
	122

	Animals husbandry 
	41
	4
	8
	0
	53

	Fishery
	21
	0
	
	0
	21

	Others 
	94
	0
	4
	0
	98

	Total
	2278
	279
	191
	10
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

NR= No Response
Table. 5.27 Duration of out-migration by occupation in the study area

	Occupation Groups 
	Reported non-migration
	Duration in months in a normal year 
	Total

	
	
	< 3 
	4 to 6
	7 to 9
	9 to 12
	NR
	HH

	Agricultural 
	886
	34
	35
	36
	20
	5
	986

	Agri_Labour 
	766
	79
	90
	29
	24
	13
	972

	Other Labour 
	153
	17
	27
	4
	8
	3
	226

	Village labour 
	14
	3
	3
	0
	0
	
	28

	Home Made 
	4
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	106

	Factory worker
	33
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	35

	Trade 
	47
	3
	2
	0
	1
	
	50

	Government service
	112
	2
	1
	1
	3
	
	101

	Private service
	107
	1
	2
	1
	7
	4
	122

	Animals husbandry 
	41
	4
	2
	4
	2
	
	43

	Fishery
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	21

	Others 
	94
	0
	0
	0
	4
	
	68

	Total
	2278
	143
	162
	75
	73
	27
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

NR= No Response
Table.5.28 Nature of migration of the household by size of holdings in the study area
	Land holding size
	Not Reported migrating
	With family
	Only men
	Only adults Man / women
	Only Women 
	Total
	Reported Migrated
	% of HH

	0. To 2.5 
	326
	27
	34
	16
	4
	407
	77
	16.04

	2.6 to 5.0
	260
	18
	13
	8
	
	299
	39
	8.1

	5.1 to 10 
	267
	30
	16
	15
	1
	329
	62
	12.9

	10 + above
	219
	30
	10
	6
	
	265
	46
	9.5

	No Land 
	1206
	133
	72
	34
	13
	1458
	252
	52.5

	Total
	2278
	238
	145
	79
	18
	2758
	480
	100


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.29  Area Coverage of HH (distance) migration by the farmers.

	Land holding size
	Not Reported migrating
	Within the district
	Outside the district
	Outside the state 
	NR
	Total

	0. To 2.5 
	326
	33
	46
	1
	1
	407

	2.6 to 5.0
	260
	15
	23
	1
	
	299

	5.1 to 10 
	267
	17
	44
	1
	
	329

	10 + above
	219
	5
	35
	2
	4
	265

	No Land 
	1206
	78
	165
	4
	5
	1458

	Total
	2278
	148
	313
	9
	10
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

NR= No Response
Table 5.30  Regional Destination (Rural / Urban) of migration by farmers.

	Land holding size
	Not Reported migrating
	Rural
	Urban
	NR
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	

	0. To 2.5 
	326
	62
	18
	1
	407

	2.6 to 5.0
	260
	29
	10
	
	299

	5.1 to 10 
	267
	25
	37
	
	329

	10 + above
	219
	11
	31
	4
	265

	No Land 
	1206
	152
	95
	5
	1458

	Total
	2278
	279
	191
	10
	2758


Source : Primary Survey - April 2006,

NR= No Response

Table.5.31 Duration of out-migration by the size of the landholding in the study area

	Land holding size 
	Not Reported migration
	
	 
	Duration in months in a normal year 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total

	
	
	Migrated
	%
	< 3 
	 
	4 to 6
	 
	7 to 9
	 
	9 to 12
	NR
	 
	HH

	0. To 2.5 
	326
	81
	19.90
	20
	4.91
	35
	8.60
	8
	1.97
	10
	2.46
	8
	1.97
	407

	2.6 to 5.0
	260
	39
	13.04
	6
	2.01
	18
	6.02
	6
	2.01
	8
	2.68
	1
	0.33
	299

	5.1 to 10 
	267
	62
	18.84
	16
	4.86
	15
	4.56
	20
	6.08
	10
	3.04
	1
	0.30
	329

	10 + above
	219
	46
	17.36
	11
	4.15
	6
	2.26
	16
	6.04
	12
	4.53
	1
	0.38
	265

	No Land 
	1206
	252
	17.28
	90
	6.17
	88
	6.04
	25
	1.71
	33
	2.26
	16
	1.10
	1458

	Total
	2278
	480
	17.40
	143
	5.18
	162
	5.87
	75
	2.72
	73
	2.65
	27
	0.98
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

NR= No response
Table.5.32 Nature of migration of the household by caste groups in the study area

	Caste Groups
	Reported  not-migrating 
	With family
	Only men
	Only adults Man / women
	Only Women 
	Total
	Reported migrating 
	% of H.H.

	SC
	216
	49
	23
	32
	1
	321
	105
	22.9

	ST
	191
	28
	7
	8
	6
	240
	49
	10.4

	OBC
	1534
	145
	102
	29
	9
	1819
	285
	60.0

	Other
	342
	13
	13
	10
	
	378
	36
	7.5

	Total
	2283
	235
	145
	79
	16
	2758
	475
	4.8

	%
	
	(49.0)
	(30.0)
	(16.4)
	(3.3)
	
	
	


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table. 5.33 Nature of migration of the household by caste groups in the study area

	Caste Groups
	Reported  not-migrating 
	Migrated 
	%
	With family
	%
	Only men
	%
	Only adults Man / women
	%
	Only Women 
	%
	Total

	SC
	216
	106
	33.02
	49
	15.26
	23
	7.17
	32
	9.97
	1
	0.31
	321

	ST
	191
	50
	20.83
	28
	11.67
	7
	2.92
	8
	3.33
	6
	2.50
	240

	OBC
	1534
	288
	15.82
	145
	7.97
	102
	5.61
	29
	1.59
	9
	0.49
	1819

	Other
	342
	36
	9.55
	13
	3.44
	13
	3.44
	10
	2.65
	
	0.00
	378

	Total
	2283
	480
	17.40
	235
	8.52
	145
	5.26
	79
	2.86
	16
	0.58
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table .5.34 Nature of migration of the household by caste groups in the study area
	Caste Groups
	Reported  not-migrating 
	Migrated 
	%
	With family
	%
	Only men
	%
	Only adults Man / women
	%
	Only Women 
	%
	Total

	SC
	216
	106
	33.02
	49
	15.26
	23
	7.17
	32
	9.97
	1
	0.31
	321

	ST
	191
	50
	20.83
	28
	11.67
	7
	2.92
	8
	3.33
	6
	2.50
	240

	OBC
	1534
	288
	15.82
	145
	7.97
	102
	5.61
	29
	1.59
	9
	0.49
	1819

	Other
	342
	36
	9.55
	13
	3.44
	13
	3.44
	10
	2.65
	
	0.00
	378

	Total
	2283
	480
	17.40
	235
	8.52
	145
	5.26
	79
	2.86
	16
	0.58
	2758


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

 Table.5.35 Impact of drought on schooling of children in the study area
	 
Drought effect
	 
	<14 Child
	Regular
	Irregular
	Not Going
	Total Children 

	
	No.HH
	Boys
	Girls
	Boys
	Girls
	Boys
	Girls
	Boys
	Girls
	Boys
	Girls

	Yes
	1445
	1643
	1508
	1193
	846
	295
	41
	388
	197
	1876
	1084

	No
	1313
	1334
	1054
	987
	641
	289
	10
	234
	149
	1510
	800

	Total
	2758
	2977
	2562
	2180
	1487
	584
	51
	622
	346
	3386
	1884


Source: Field Survey, April/May 2006

Table 5.36 NSS region-wise literacy rates, 1993-94 and 1999-00 (in percentage)

	NSS Region
	1999-00
	1993-94

	
	Male
	Female
	Persons
	Male
	Female
	Persons

	Eastern region
	67.38
	45.60
	56.50
	66.82
	39.00
	53.49

	Plains– Northern region
	85.17
	62.82
	74.21
	83.89
	58.97
	71.90

	Plains– Southern region
	88.74
	70.96
	80.24
	77.57
	57.14
	68.17

	Dry regions
	69.89
	41.30
	56.11
	75.71
	42.81
	59.93

	Saurashtra
	79.50
	59.60
	69.57
	73.33
	50.55
	61.90

	Gujarat
	80.19
	57.96
	69.34
	76.75
	51.57
	64.61


Source: Calculated from NSS data

Table 5.37 Enrolment rates (age 6-14 years) by NSS regions, Gujarat, 1999-00 and 1993-94

	NSS region
	Per cent 1999-00
	Per cent 1993-94

	
	Never Enrolled
	Enrolled but left
	In age 6-14 going to school
	Net enrolment in elementary school
	In age 6-14 going to school
	Net enrolment in elementary school

	
	Male
	Male

	Eastern region
	15.78
	6.89
	77.33
	75.87
	76.21
	70.46

	Plains – Northern region
	9.33
	4.27
	86.40
	82.20
	87.44
	81.44

	Plains – Southern region
	6.32
	7.89
	85.79
	81.48
	84.37
	76.86

	Dry region
	12.99
	3.78
	83.24
	64.37
	80.12
	63.04

	Saurashtra
	5.45
	4.12
	90.44
	75.72
	81.38
	79.55

	Rural
	10.32
	6.00
	83.68
	75.45
	79.91
	73.52

	Urban
	7.26
	3.53
	89.21
	80.47
	88.88
	80.87

	Gujarat
	9.38
	5.25
	85.37
	76.98
	82.57
	75.70

	
	Female
	Female

	Eastern region
	20.76
	7.74
	71.49
	68.20
	66.91
	60.10

	Plains – Northern region
	16.24
	7.93
	75.83
	71.73
	73.77
	68.23

	Plains – Southern region
	10.50
	7.60
	81.90
	76.03
	72.73
	63.56

	Dry region
	32.11
	7.45
	60.45
	48.66
	61.26
	45.01

	Saurashtra
	10.97
	9.89
	79.14
	66.69
	69.18
	68.23

	Rural
	19.88
	8.76
	71.36
	63.95
	63.49
	57.35

	Urban
	8.64
	7.02
	84.34
	77.48
	82.90
	74.89

	Gujarat
	16.68
	8.26
	75.05
	67.80
	69.55
	62.82

	
	Persons
	Persons

	Eastern region
	18.17
	7.30
	74.53
	72.19
	71.98
	65.75

	Plains – Northern region
	12.72
	6.06
	81.23
	77.07
	80.78
	75.01

	Plains – Southern region
	8.21
	7.76
	84.03
	79.01
	79.24
	71.00

	Dry region
	21.39
	5.39
	73.22
	57.46
	70.99
	54.31

	Saurashtra
	8.04
	6.84
	85.12
	71.47
	75.32
	73.92

	Rural
	14.89
	7.32
	77.80
	69.95
	72.17
	65.90

	Urban
	7.89
	5.11
	87.00
	79.12
	85.95
	77.95

	Gujarat
	12.82
	6.67
	80.52
	72.66
	76.37
	69.56


Source:
Calculated using NSS data.
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BPL Families of Rural Household in Gujarat- 1998








� Indira Awas Yogans, provides housing to rural BPL families, under central govt scheme. Contribution of poor is also required to avail these benefits.


� Gohchar- Grazing and pasture land in villages. This is a common property resource of villagers in dry regions of Gujarat.





� HH ornaments are generally made out of precious metal like gold, silvers etc.
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