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Chapter- 4

INCOME DISTRIBUTION

In this chapter we have made an attempt to find out how the diverse benefits from the project, especially the tangible economic benefits have accrued to various groups of households or user groups. The main purpose of this chapter is to assess the degree of equality or inequality in the income distribution process. In this context we have analysed how and to what extent different groups have participated in the watershed development programme and shared various types of income/benefit flows. 
4.1. DISTRIBUTION OF RECURRING INCOME BENEFIT

The households in a watershed area may be broadly categorized into two groups “landless” and “landowners” or “beneficiaries” and “non-beneficiaries” so as to find out number of direct beneficiaries or the households who have got the direct benefit of land development. Although, all groups will get the environmental benefit of overall biomass improvement and ground water improvement, the distinction between beneficiary and non-beneficiary is made on the basis of receiving the tangible and recurring income benefit from the project in the form of land and crop improvement. In this sense, the landless would be considered non-beneficiaries unless they are provided with permanent source of income or a stake in the community resource base. Similarly, the landowners, who would get the recurring income benefit in the form of increased crop output, cannot be considered under one group, as only some of them may get direct benefit of land and water and thereby realizing a much higher increase in crop output. So, in a watershed area, if the land/ water resources do not directly affect all areas, some of the landowners cannot strictly be called beneficiaries, even though they may get some improvement in crop productivity through overall improvement in the soil moisture conditions. Thus, there may be beneficiaries among landless incase of land/ usufruct distribution or non-beneficiaries among landowners in case of lack of access to land/ water development activities. The equality in income distribution and success of the programme depends on the magnitude of the beneficiary households. 

In table 4.1, we have shown the number of beneficiary households among the landless and landowners to draw inference regarding the quality of programme implementation and the pattern of income ditribution. The table shows that the landless in the non-tribal district are not beneficiaries or members of watersheds who will not get any recurring income flow; their benefit sharing is at best limited only to one time flow of wage income during the project period. In the tribal district, a few landless are found in WS-III, who are all made part of the watershed programme by the village committee by allowing them to have their own dug wells and a few plots for cultivation from the community land areas. In the same watershed (III) in the tribal district, the land or water resources have been developed for all landowners, who are all members of watershed. There is thus 100% participation rate in WS-III, all households even the landless being beneficiaries and having a share in the land development and annual recurring income flow.

Table 4.1:
Distribution of beneficiary and non-beneficiary households
	Household Groups
	Non-Tribal (Panchmahal) Dist
	Tribal (Dahod) Dist

	
	WS-I
	WS-II
	WS-III
	WS-IV

	1. Total households
	315
	412
	330
	325

	2. Number of Landless
	41
	54
	5
	0

	   a.No.of Beneficiaries
	0
	0
	5
	0

	   b.No. of non-beneficiaries
	41
	54
	0
	0

	3. Number of Landowners
	274
	358
	325
	325

	   a.No.of Beneficiaries
	212
	165
	325
	210

	   b.No. of non-beneficiaries
	62
	193
	0
	115

	4. Total Beneficiaries
	212
	165
	330
	210

	5. % of Beneficiary HHs
	67
	40
	100
	65


[Source: PDI survey- 2001.]
Barring WS-III, in all other watersheds, efforts have not been made to distribute the direct land development benefits among even the landowners, let alone the landless. In all these (I, II and IV) watersheds a substantial portion of even the landowning households are found to be non-beneficiaries who are also not members of the watershed association. The participation rate, measured by the % total beneficiary households, in these three watersheds ranges between a minimum of 40 % in case of WS-II to maximum of 65-66% in case of other two watersheds (I and IV). Thus, minimums of above 30 % of households in these three watersheds have no direct access to land and water resources developed in the watershed areas. 

Many of these non-beneficiaries among the landowners, especially in the first two watersheds, have taken fuel wood and fruit species and planted on their field bunds and homestead areas. Many of these non-beneficiaries across all watersheds, who mostly reside in the lower ridges, have also experienced some increase in crop yield in good rainfall year because of improvement in moisture availability. In contrast, the non-beneficiaries among the landless, who form about 13 % of total households in WS-I and II, do not receive even these fringe benefits. For these landless, wage employment was the only tangible benefit, which was not forthcoming after the programme period, and they wanted the same to be continued.

4.2 DISTRIBUTION OF WAGE BENEFIT

As we have seen in the previous chapter, substantial amount ranging between 43-79 % of total expenditure has been spent in the watershed areas, creating employment opportunities for the landless as well as other landowners who are willing to take up labour work. Unlike the crop benefit, which is shared by the landowners, the wage benefit is not entirely meant for the landless. Both these (landowners and landless) groups have shared the wage benefit. As the land development works are carried out almost entirely in croplands, the landowners have the first choice of working on their own lands. In case of difficult land operations and when the landowners are not available for manual work in rare cases, landless have also participated in the development works. Across all watersheds, about 80-90 % of the beneficiary landowners have worked as labourers in their own land areas along with the landless groups. 

From our sample households, we have found out the extent to which the landless and the beneficiary landowners have participated in the wage employment programme during the last two years (1998-99 and 1999-00) of the watershed programme. The findings are presented in table 4.2

Table 4.2:
Employment received by landless and beneficiary landowners

Number of days
	Employment Information
	WS-I
	WS-II
	WS-III
	WS-IV

	1. LANDLESS LABOUR
	
	
	
	No Landless

	   a. Year-1
	60
	11
	49
	

	   b. Year-2
	55
	10
	43
	

	   c. Total
	115
	21
	92
	

	   d. Average per year
	57
	11
	46
	

	2. LANDOWNERS (BENEFICIARIES)
	
	
	
	

	   a. Year-1
	69
	56
	58
	67

	   b. Year-2
	42
	24
	49
	52

	   c. Total
	111
	80
	107
	119

	   d. Average per year
	55
	40
	54
	60


[Source: PDI survey- 2001.]
The landless are significantly found in the first two watersheds in the non-tribal/ plain district. In the first watershed (WS-I), both groups of the landless and landowners have equally participated in the wage employment programme, both groups have worked for about 55-57 man-days per annum on an average. This implies that the wage basket in this (WS-I) area has been equally shared. In contrast, in the second watershed (WS-II), not only there is an overall fall in the total man-days created (because of lower ratio of labour expenditure), the participation of landless group in the work programme is much lower than that of the landowners. In this watershed (WS-II), the landowners themselves carried out the land development work in their fields, while limited participation of landless group is found in the development of water resources (farm pond, check dam, etc) and in the treatment of the drainage lines. Thus, in WS-II, the average annual wage benefit of the landless group is limited to about 11 man-days as against 40 days of employment received by the landowners. In the hill district, there is no landless in WS-IV, so the entire wage basket has gone to the beneficiary landowners. In WS-III, where only a few landless found and who are also given the land development benefit, there is not much difference in their average wage woks (46 man-days) as compared to the landowners (54 man-days)

Wage benefit is a one-time benefit, which was available to the participating households mostly for three years during the watershed execution period of 1996-97-1999-00. For the landless group, it was the only tangible cash benefit. However, the share of these landless households in the total wage basket works out to a maximum of 50 % in WS-I and a minimum of about 20% in WS-II. The beneficiary landowners have thus got a higher (50-80 %) share of the wage benefit across the relevant watersheds. 

During the watershed period, no other wage-employment programme from government was available in the watershed villages. Hence, both the landless and the small and marginal farmers, participating in the watershed activities, have welcomed the timely wage benefit given to them. 

4.3 DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS FROM COMMUNITY PLANTATIONS 

As we have discussed earlier, there can be other tangible benefits from the community land development activities in the watershed areas. The extent of community lands and the types of benefits that may accrue to various household groups are presented in table 4.3. Although, not much of community activity found in most watersheds, there is hardly any community land development activity found in WS-II, where highest watershed expenditure (and land area) has been involved. The fuel wood and fruit plantations carried out in this (WS-II) watershed were in private lands benefiting only a small fraction (40%) of landowners as already discussed.

Table 4.3:
Community management and sharing of community plantations 

	Community Plantations Information
	WS-I
	WS-II
	WS-III
	WS-IV

	1.Land area developed- ha
	36
	0
	NA
	93

	2.Type of plantations
	Mainly fodder/ grass
	-
	Fuel wood & fodder
	Fruit, fuel wood & fodder

	3.Whether mode of distribution agreed
	Yes
	-
	Yes
	No

	4. Which group will get the benefit
	All
	-
	All
	Beneficiaries

	5.Whether plantation area protected                 from open grazing
	No
	-
	No
	No


[Source: PDI survey- 2001.]
Benefits from Community lands are available in the other three watersheds. In WS-I, 36 ha community lands are developed with mainly fodder/ grass plantations and to a limited extent with fuel wood plantations. The benefits mainly the grass from this area would be available for household groups including landless and non-beneficiary landowners. The non-beneficiaries are not given a special stake in this area to compensate for their deprivation in private land development. The same situation prevails in WS-IV, where 93 ha of community lands have been developed with fruit, fuel wood and fodder species, and the benefits are not to be shared with non-beneficiaries, let alone giving them a higher share. 

The hill watersheds (III and IV) are surrounded with forest areas where fuel wood and fodder are easily available for all households, so the community lands activities in the watershed areas in these villages do not significantly alter the benefit/ deprivation status of any household group. In the plain, however, there is higher demand for fuel wood and fodder, and so the scientific development of community land in these watersheds (I and II) with the active involvement of non-beneficiaries can significantly improve the resource availability and the pattern of income distribution. This aspect is not found in theses watersheds. In fact, in all watersheds, the community land areas are not free from open and un-controlled grazing. There is no agreement on how this area should be protected and scientifically developed so as to give a boost to the dairy and allied activities in the watershed areas, where the non-beneficiaries could play a significant role.

The lopsided income distribution pattern found in three of the four sample watersheds, thus, clearly indicates a trend with no development alternatives for a large section of non-beneficiaries consisting of mostly landless and women groups. As a result, in spite of the positive impact of the watershed programmes on crop production and soil/moisture conservation, there is no significant reduction in the gender and income inequality in the project areas.
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