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Livestock
A. Suresh
HIGHLIGHTS
With the spread of mechanisation and decline in use of cattle 5 a sourg
of draught power, the composition of livestock holdings has changed Smalel
ruminants - goats, in particular - have become the major component of

livestock in the villages. Ownership of goats was widespread: 82 per cent of
households in Palakurichi owned goats whereas only 25 per cent owned cattle

Livestock were owned by households from all castes and classes The
proportion of livestock-owning households was higher among lower-income
groups, but the average size of holding was higher among relatively better-off
households. In Palakurichi, three-fourths of poor peasants owned livestock;
the proportion was one-third among landlords and capitalist farmers. In
standard livestock units, however, the size of holding among the latter was
four times that among poor peasants.

While income from livestock constituted only 3 to 4 per cent of aggregate
household income, among households affected by losses in crop production,
incomes from livestock agriculture helped reverse the losses. Among all types
of livestock, the returns-to-expenditure ratio was highest for goat farming
This can explain why goats were so widely owned especially among poorer
households. Not surprisingly, incomes from livestock were distributed more
equally than incomes from crop production

With investment in better infrastructure (including veterinary cart;
extension and markets), livestock can provide income enhancement and less
exposure to risk for poorer households.
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INTRODUCTION

The lives and livelihood of people in Indian villages are closely related to
e owever, the progress of mechanisation along with widespread

livestock. H . . . -
lizers in agriculture has weakened the crop-livestock linkage. The

usage of ferti

economic ut! N, , s
bred cattle are superior in milk-production capabilities, they are not preferred

due to their increased disease-proneness compared to local cattle. The lack
of green fodder in villages further accentuated the situation, as the hitherto
Jvailable grazing lands were gradually transferred to other uses. Gradually,
small ruminants like sheep and goats have attained widespread adoption due

lity of cattle is reduced to that of a source of milk. Though cross-

to their relatively low investment requirement, low maintenance expenditure,
and high net return relative to expenditure. This makes small ruminants a
major component of the livestock-holding pattern of smallholders and weaker
sections of society (Suresh ez 2/ 2008). Small ruminants are better suited for
the arid and semi-arid regions of India and their population is increasing
in such regions. The demand for meat and eggs continues to be high, and
consequently, farming of small ruminants (goat and sheep), poultry (layer and
broiler), and piggery have emerged as major enterprises.

Research Questions

The chapter uses data from village studies of Palakurichi and Venmani as
well as official statistics to examine current patterns of livestock ownership
across classes and changes in the structure of the livestock population over a
period of time. Tracing this change and its reflection on various classes in the
villages provides insights into the role the livestock sector plays in the broader
socio-economic context. We argue that the role of livestock has changed
from a supplier of milk for home consumption and input to crop farming by
providing draught power to that of an income-generating asset, and thereby
to livelihood security. An important question examined here is whether this
transition has occurred across all socio-economic classes.

Sffcondly, it has been shown that the distribution of livestock is more
;g‘::]talr;:; lthanhthe distribution‘ 9f land. (Ta.neja and ?irtl.lal 2004; Ali 200.”).
small_sonfe T'SS ouseholds participate in llVf.:StOCk ﬂfarm.mg by l'mdcrt;llt;mg

ivestock enterprises (Birthal, Joshi and Gulati 2005; Kumar, Staal

and S; : ™ : .
e ngh 2011). We examine the extent of livestock holdings across socio-
Ohomic classes.

Thirdly,

t, the composition of livestock holding varies across classes and over
Ime. \Ye

explain the observed pattern of holdings as a response to ease of
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relative returns over expenditure, and regularity of

cess to markets is an important detcrminant Of“‘:turns,
returns from livestock, and so understanding market partic lnc.o
socio-economic classes becomes important. Using detailed dat (F)’atmn
:comes, our study tries 0 examine the role of income from liVeStn hoys, "
for households in different socio-economic groups. ock fa’ming

investment,

Fourthly, ac

. ang
a(r()“

CHANGES IN THE LIVESTOCK ECONOMY OF PALAKURICHI, 1918 1 %
3

Data from surveys of Palakurichi during the period from 1913 ,

show a decline in the population of draught animals and an inCrcas:-1983
opulations of milch animals, small ruminants (sheep and goat), ang (l)n lthe
(Table 8.1). The population of draught animals increased from 199 i 1P91U8IW
327 in 1970. With the mechanisation of agriculture, the population declinetz
sharply and reached 76 in 1983. This tendency has continued, as we shy]| ;.
in the next section. Correspondingly, the number of ploughs has declineg

notably wooden ploughs fell from 150 in 1970 to 43 in 1983.
Tirumalai (1940) provides a vivid account of livestock in Palakurichi

Table 8.1 Trend in livestock population, carts, and ploughs, Palakurichi, 1918-83 in number

Item 1918 1937 1970 1983
Draught animals 199 234 327 76
a. Cattle 191 222
b. Buffalo 8 12
Milk animals 175 211 160 269
a. Cartle 124 151
b. Buffalo 51 60
Calves NA 131 173 206
Sheep and goat 427 259 282 4%
Poultry NA NA 682 77
Horse 1 NA NA N‘}
Total livestock 802 835 1,624 I‘Sf(:
Carts 29 52 24 ;(l)
Ploughs 91 128 182 a‘
* Wooden 91 NA 150 y
* Iron 0 NA 32 19
* Rotator 0 NA NA -

Note: NA - not available.
Sources: Slater, ed. (1918); Tirumalai (1940); and Guhan (1983).
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raditional cattle breeds were known as Tanjore Mottai. Farmers mainly
e hased them from local markets or private owners through brokers. A pair of
I was used for 8 acres which was 60-100 per cent higher than their normal
OXCI;d ng capacity. He-buffaloes were seldom used for work in drylands but were
:’;ii in some wetlands. The price of a pair of bullocks ranged between Rs 40
o Rs 100 (Rs 75 on average); they worked .for a period not less than five years,
Jnd were sold afterward for Rs 25. The price of a pair of he-buffaloes ranged
petween Rs 20 to Rs 50. Among the available oxen and he-buffaloes, 10 to 20
per cent Were unfit for work and were kept for sentimental reasons. Some of
the cultivating tenants purchased dregs at the cattle markets at extremely low
prices and disposed of them once the cultivating season was over. This tendency
of frequent purchase and sale of cattle was practiced as it was uneconomical to
keep work animals during the off-season. The villagers spent little on feed (2 to
4 annas per head) and animals had to depend on grazing lands, poramboke, or
wasteland for grazing. Only a few animals belonged to fine breeds, and the rest
were non-descript indifferent bred, and carelessly reared. The main purpose of
keeping cattle was to breed the future stock of draught cattle, and the lefrover
milk after the suckling of the calves was a by-product. The milk yield ranged
between 2 to 5 pounds, and the price was about 4-5 annas per 2 pounds. The
cattle were priced between Rs 25 to Rs 50 per head (average Rs 30). A buffalo
in milch was also priced at a similar range (average Rs 25), despite having
better milk yield, longer lactation period, higher price for its milk (compared
to cattle), and comparable maintenance cost. One reason could be that he-
calves of buffaloes were less wanted and fetched poor prices.

In 1961, all cultivators in the village possessed at least one cow and one
buffalo for their domestic use. Haswell (1961, p- 31) notes that “the number
of beasts per family in 1961 was 4.88 and cattle per head of population was
0.585, compared with 0.663 in 1936 and 0.439 in 1916.” Cultivators were
reported to be in extreme difhiculty as they could not procure sufficient feed
for the cattle.

195216. in?rease in the population of milch animals, sheep goats, and poultry by
- is directly related to the ability of these species to provide supplementary
or Unmde to the peasants (Guhan 1983), who kept them either under ownership
Provi d:(i varam (shar.ing) basis. Under the latter category, richer households
A small ruminants and poultry to the varam holders under the
O 0 5 gto tLlat‘ they maintain them and share the output with the owner

uri.ch' asts. Guhan (1983) noted that most of the draught animals in
Was Jesg Sk::“:’:cie owned by large landlords. The distribution of milch animals

€ prev ’
Prevalence of several livestock diseases and death due to them are noted
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by Slater, ed. (1918), Tir umalai (1940), Haswell (1961)

as the veterinary infrastructure in the village was not wel

» and Guhap (1

I deVeloped 983),

FEATURES OF LIVESTOCK OWNERSHIP, 2079

The population of livestock in the two villages, as per the s
shown in Table 8.2. It is clear that the number of cattle i,
than that reported in the study of 1983. In terms of absolute
chickens predominate among different types of livestock.

It is interesting that over half of all households in both the villages oy,
one or other type of livestock (55 per cent in Palakurichj and 54 pey c’led
in Venmani) (Table 8.3). Among the socio-economic classes, the Pr0p0rti:nt
of livestock-owning households (LHH) is highest among

: , peasants; the
proportion of LHH increases as we go from poor peasants to rich peasants, Th

llI'VCy of 2019 3
Palakurigh; : |

ﬁgur €s, go

Lis legs
ats anq

Table 8.2 Population of livestock in Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in number

Livestock Palakurichi Venmani
Cows/bullocks 126 241
Goats 703 599
Poultry (chicken) 291 661

Source: FAS survey data.

Table 8.3 Proportion of livestock-holding households across socio-economic classes, Palakurichi
and Venmani, 2019 in number and per cent

Socio-economic class Livestock-holding Share of LHH in toul
households (LHH) households (%)
Palakurichi Venmani Palakurichi ~ Venma
Landlords and big capitalist farmers 3 1 38 33
Rich peasants 6 9 75 %
Middle peasants 19 29 73 74
Poor peasants 73 58 56 i
Manual wage workers 79 71 57
Persons living on pensions, small rents, 34
and remittances 12 22 32 66
Salaried persons 12 19 52 52
Self-employed in business activity 11 16 38 54
Al 215 225

—

Source: FAS survey data.
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proPO 8 Offhme:(;l:g (t):il;ﬁig?nusi}flds is the lowest among landlords and
big capialist arme d fr 8 on PERIONS small rents and remittances.
Howevek there is a departure irom the livestock-holding pattern observed
histoficauy in that, households &om classes other than the peasantry also own
_About 70 per cent of rich peasants in Palakurichi and 90 bef cent in
i owned livestock. At the same time, 52 per cent of salaried households
hi and 66 per cent in Venmani also owned livestock. Cultivators
ned cattle for agricultural operations, but with the emergence
of mechanisation: the ownership of draught animals has fallen substantially.
[ndeed, even households without any operational holdings possessed livestoék
(52 per cent 1 Palakurichi and 42 per cent in Venmani). They engaged in
suall-feeding of livestock.

There are variations in livestock ownership across caste groups. Ownership
of livestock is disproportionately lower among Dalit households as compared
w0 non-Dalits. About 50 per cent of Dalit households in Palakurichi and
Venmani owned livestock; the proportion was 60 to 66 per cent for households
from the Backward Classses.

To sum up; while there is inequality in the ownership of livestock across

aste and class, reflecting inequality in ownership of agricultural land, the
estock holding households is more equal

distribution of livestock among liv
than the distribution of operational holdings among them (based on estimates

of the Gini coefficient).

i palakuric

radicionally oW

Composition of Livestock

bullocks, goats, and backyard poulery.

The major livestock owned are cows,
r the most important type of livestock.

In the two villages, cartle are no longe
Ifoultry birds are possessed mainly for eggs for home consumption. Other
ivestock such as pigeon, turkey, rabbit, and sheep are also owned, but t0 2
small extent (16 pigeons, three turkeys, and two rabbits in Palakurichi; and
e sheep and 10 pigeons in Venmani). There were no buffaloes in the villages.
The distribution of various livestock across socio-economic classes shows
hatthelivestock population is concentrated among poor and middle peasants,
;Sd manual wage workers (Table 8.4). These three groups together acco@ted
ian?j per cent of cattle, 70 per cent of goats and 74 per cent of poultry I(:»inrédzs
per Aku.richi' The respective figures were 78 per cent, 75 per cent, an y
"klncuezt in Venmani. Thus, livestock is largely owned by' the pezsantry an
S0Cip-¢ Wage workers together, even though ownership is Spred across
COnomic classes.

Al .
though cattle have been given higher priority 11 the

ivestock sector in
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Table 8.4 Distribution of livestock species across socio-economic classe Palg)
) ur

Venmani, 2019 in number ichi ang
Socio-economic class Palakurichi Venman;
Cow/  Goat Chicken Cowy/ Goar 1
Bullock Bullock icken
Landlords and big capitalist farmers 9 23 3 2
Rich peasants 14 69 6 23 2 g
Middle peasants 28 35 42 70 106 100
Poor peasants 29 214 124 69 150 13
Manual wage workers 25 243 49 41 209 g
Persons living on pensions, small
rents, and remittances 9 42 5 15 50 38
Salaried persons 4 45 60 16 44 69
Self-employed in business activity 8 32 2 5 28 83
All households 126 703 291 241 599 661

Source: FAS survey data.

Table 8.5 Proportion of households owning livestock and mean size of livestock holdings
Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in per cent and number

Village Livestock-holding Proportion of Mean size of
households (no.) households owning holding (no.)
Cattle  Goat Poultry Cattle Goat Poultry
Palakurichi 215 25 82 21 2 4 7
Venmani 225 47 65 44 2 4 7

Source: FAS survey data.

India, of late other livestock, particularly small ruminants (goat and sheePL’
have gained attention. The goat turns out to be the most widely oWn cr
livestock — owned by 82 per cent of households in Palakurichi and 65 Pei
cent of households in Venmani (Table 8.5). In both Palakurichi and Ven'm ;HL’
the proportion of households with goats was higher than the proport®
households with cattle, in all socio-economic classes (except for la"dloi s WaS
rich peasants). In Palakurichi, the proportion of goat-owning hOUSC};f)ing o
more than 90 per cent among manual wage workers and persor> v Joye
pensions and remittances; between 80 and 90 per cent among self-erP rich
and poor peasants; and 60 and 80 per cent among salaried perso™
peasants. It was 33 per cent among capitalist farmers.
At the same time, the average size of holding w

ich
as higher among ™
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.nd capitalist farmers (17—23 heads per household) than households
i lasses (3—D heads per household). While only a small proportion
! }::o‘ldS chat were neither peasants nor wage workers owned goats, the
f Ouseholding size of goats with them was generally higher. Venmani shows
of ownership of animals.

v

Q0
ave rage

a similar P ateern . . .. .
" Thus, the nature of livestock holding depends on position in the class
Dy

Size of Livestock Holding

The mean holding size of cattle, goats, and poultry was two, four, and seven,
respectivelys in Palakurichi and Venmani. Using standard FAO methodology, I
have converted holdings of livestock into standard livestock units (Table 8.6).
Using standard units, the average size of livestock holdings is higher among
landlords and rich peasants than others in Palakurichi. Landlords and rich
peasants had holdings that were four times higher than those held by manual
workers. In Venmani, livestock holdings were higher for rich and middle
peasants than others. Rich and middle peasants had holdings that were two to
three times larger than those of manual workers.

Though livestock is an income-earning asset, the relatively prosperous
socio-economic classes are in a better position to invest in them. Income from
livestock accrues after a significant time gap: three to five years for a cattle calf

Table 8.6 Mean and median size of livestock holding, by socio-economic class, Palakurichi and
Venmani, 2019 in standard livestock units

Socio-economic class Palakurichi Venmani
Mean Median Mean Median

Landlords and big capitalist farmers 2.3 2.3 1.0 1.0
Rich peasants 2.3 1.7 1.5 1.4
Middle peasants 0.9 0.9 1.6 L5
Foor peasants 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.8
ra"“‘“ SE Workers 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.5
r:;i:n: living on pensions, small

% and remitrances 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.4
ialfrkd persons 0.6 0.4 0.7 0.2
Aeuf_employed in business activity 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.3

E‘“\“ 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.5
Purce: FAS survey data. - 7 '
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to reach a milk-producing age, and for goats, iy woulg tiy,
and-a-half years for first calving. Farmers usually ]| the aboy,, o
the female as stocks for the next crop. Therefore, i woul :lnale Boatg e
to two years to realise economic returns from the g of tak € ang

significant factor is the regularity of income: whyjje in-mj] Cg}?at kid Oha]f
regularly, the income from goats is a one-time event (5 thCattle Yielg hey
There is also irregularity in the flow of incomes while h Ousehe
initial expenditure to build up a stock of an @

imals and have ¢, s
on maintenance expenditure. These two f3

Ctors can affec, the
livestock by households from poorer socio-economjc classes

- gy
s ey
Pend igh
lnvestmen:rlly

n

Asset Valye

We turn now to the share of livestock in agricultural assers, With 5
value of about Rs 16,300 in Palakurichj and Rs 20,170 ip Ve Mean ggge,

Nmanj, |
accounted for about 5 to 6 per cent of the

) iVeSIOC
value of tota] agricultura| 5 k

2 per cent of the value of all assets (Table 8.7). The value of livest0cslfts and
varied widely across households — from Rs 12,100 to Rs 82,750 i p N akjrsf:;s
1

Table 8.7 Livestock assets as a ratio of agricultural assets and tota

[ assets, Lalakurichi 4]
Venmani, 2019 in rupees and per cent

Socio-economic class Palakurichi Venmani

Value of  Livestock/ Livestock/ Livestock Livestock/ Livestock/

livestock ~agricultural all assets (Rs) agricultural  all assets
(Rs) assets (%) (%) assets (%) (%)
Landlords and big
capitalist farmers 82,733 1 1 29,000 1 0
Rich peasants 51,500 2 1 39,950 1
2
Middle peasants 22,634 4 1 39,781 4 )
Poor peasants 12,662 7 3 20,507 13
Manual wage workers 5
(skilled+unskilled) 12,109 35 3 14,857 39
Persons living on pensions, 2 2
rent, remittances 18,733 22 3 13,705 1 2
Salaried persons 15,058 13 2 17,779 11
Self—employcd in business 12 2
activity 21,036 20 2 7,038 2
6 _—
All 16,303 5 2 20,170

Source: FAS survey data.

(‘\\\
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! land] . stock assets was
highest for capitalist and landlord farmers of Palakurichi, mainly because of

(he large hOldj“ﬁ f)f goats by some farmers. ‘The value of livestock assets was
next highest for rich peasants, followed by middle peasants, and lowest for
manual Wage workers and poor peasants, in both villages,

'The share of livestock in total agricultural assets was the highest for manual
wage workers, mainly because of the lack of other means of production. ‘The
share of livestock assets in total agricultural assets was lower as we moved from
manual wage workers to poor peasants, middle peasants, rich peasants, and
landlords in Palakurichi and Venmani. It was the highest for manual wage
workers (35 per cent and 39 per cent in Palakurichi and Venmani, respectively)
and the lowest for rich peasants and landlords (less than 1 per cent).

Given their overall asset poverty (see chapter 9), livestock was an important
component of assets for manual wage workers and poor peasants.

 from Rs 7,000 to Rs 40,000 in Venmani, ‘The value of live
al

EARNINGS FROM LIVESTOCK

The inability of the agricultural sector — that is of crop and livestock farming
— to generate a decent income can be gauged from an analysis of level and
sources of income (Tables 8.8 and 8.9).

The net income of livestock-holding households (LHH) was estimated
by netting out the expenses from agricultural activities including crops and
livestock. The mean income of an LHH was Rs 1.4 lakh and Rs 1.6 lakh
in Palakurichi and Venmani, respectively (Table 8.8). The median values
indicate that about 50 per cent of LHH had income less than Rs 1.06 lakhs in
Palakurichi and Rs 1.03 lakhs in Venmani.

On a per-capita basis, the annual net income of a livestock-holding
household was about Rs 40,000 in Palakurichi and Rs 44,000 in Venmani. Per

Table 8.8 Mean and median household income of livestock-holding households by source of
income, Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in rupees

Village Crop Livestock Other Total household
sources income
Palakurichi  Mean 7,081 6,565 1,25,855 1,39,501
Median 179 3,600 99,830 1,05,741
Venmani  Mean 294 6,079 1,52,038 1,58,412
Median 0 4,350 99,000 1,03,117

Source; FAS survey data.
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™
sita income by source of income, Palakurichi 4,y v
’"m”’” |

Tlh'(‘ 8.0 ;‘h‘d" ['(" Ay

]
and per cent e,
Crop Livestock Other SOUrCey
\illage All
. Rs 1,988 2,278 36,046
Palakurichi : 403,
% 5 6 89 ‘
1,960 100
Venmani Rs 922 42187 040
% 0 ! % I
I —— i
Source: FAS survey data.
capita income from crops was very low in the survey year due to severe dan,
_ .. a
from Cyclone Gaja. The mean annual per capita income from livestoc) v ig{
N

2,278 in Palakurichi and Rs 1,960 in Venmani.

The mean annual income from livestock was about Rs 6,565 in Palakuric},
and Rs 6,079 in Venmani (Appendix Table 8.1) but there were sizeablc‘
variations across classes. In Palakurichi, capitalist farmers and big landlor,
received about Rs 40,000 a year from livestock. At the same time, the ner
income from livestock was Rs 4,000-5,000 for manual workers and poor
peasants (that is, one-tenth). The differences in income from livestock acros
classes were smaller in Venmani.

In terms of composition of income, even among LHH, about 90 per cent
of income in Palakurichi was from “other sources” while 5 per cent came
from crops, and another 5 per cent from livestock. In Venmani, 96 per cent
of income was from “other sources”, while livestock contributed 4 per cent
Income from livestock accounted for 21 per cent of net income of rich peasants
in Palakurichi (and 4 to 5 per cent for poor and middle peasants). In Venmani,
livestock income was 7 per cent of total income for poor and middle peasant
and 3 per cent for rich peasants (Appendix Table 8.1).

Livestock and Farm Income Variability

A significant feature of income generation in the two villages is th whil
. . . . \

crop production generated negative incomes for many households. livest ’
in t et - ) X
come was inevitably positive, For example, in Venmani, on average 4 P

Peasant household made losses of Rs 1,532 from crop production in the sur®

year and recej - . . k rearing
ceived positive net incomes of Rs 5,540 from livestoc oy

One ¢ it i a
h an argue that it is the contribution from livestock that prevent h crof
ouseholds from fallin L

' : u
failure has b 8 into the realm of negative incomes. Altho ngd!
ccome very frequent in the region, livestock could withst2
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8.10 Coefficient of variation of net household income, by source of income,
Tab'e lakurichi and Venmani, 2019 of income, among

LHH, P?

village Crop Livestock Non-farm  Household income
palakurichi 1,983 193 85 128
Venmani -3.926 135 122 121

Gource: FAS survey data.

Table8.11 Adjusted agricultural income and share of livestock, for livestock-holding cultivators,
Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in rupees and per cent

Socio-economic class Palakurichi Venmani
Total Share of Total Share of
agricultural livestock in agricultural  livestock in
income (Rs) income (%) income (Rs) income (%)
Landlords and big
capitalist farmers 4,90,345 9 1,93,874 10
Rich peasants 31,378 100 11,009 100
Middle peasants 10,289 77 16,273 62
Poor peasants 7,053 70 5,540 100

Source: FAS survey data.

vulnerabilities and provide some income to households. In that sense, livestock
contributes to reducing the variability of farm income.

Note also that the coefficient of variation (CV) for crop incomes was much
higher than that for livestock (Table 8.10).

In 2018, the villages encountered a major cyclone, Gaja, resulting in severe
crop loss and negative crop incomes (chapters 11 and 16). We recalculated
all incomes by assuming negative crop incomes as zero incomes and then
estimated adjusted agricultural income from the crop and livestock sectors
(Table 8.11).

Adjusted farm income was low for all cultivator classes, except for landlords
and big capitalist farmers. What is interesting, however, is that income from
livestock turned out to be the largest contributor to farm income for all classes
of peasants. The share of livestock in total income ranged from 62 to 100 per
cent for the peasant classes in Venmani, and 70 to 100 per cent in Palakurichi.

Income from livestock was distributed more equitably across households
than crop income. While the Gini coefficient for overall household income
Was 0.47 for Palakurichi and 0.51 for Venmani, the Gini coefficient for crop
Incomes was highest, followed by livestock and other sources in that order.



U

VE
156 u DELTA

1 by source of income, for livestock-holding py,. ,
(4 olds

8.12 Gini coefficien
Table 2019 > P, }‘uricb
i

and Venmans
[ncome Income Income -

2 l c .
Villag from crop from animal from oth oty
er .
productlon resources sources Neop,

0.93 0.67 0.42
0,47

Palakurichi
0.88 0.59 0.52
05)

\

Source: FAS survey data.

income from goats was the biggest component ofy;
income, to the extent of 55 per cent in Palakurichi and 48 per cent \;Vestoc
(Appendix Table 8.2). Cattle contributed 39 per cent of livestock ;’:ma
in both villages. Goats generated higher income than cattle and poy| o
households in most socio-economic classes. iy

An important finding from the economic analysis of livestock rearip |
that it provides a good return over expenditure, which makes it a ﬁnaﬂcigl lls
worthwhile enterprise (Figure 8.1). The share of expenses to gross incomz
from livestock was 50 per cent in Palakurichi and 48 per cent in Venmap;
This explains the economic viability of livestock in the villages and its role ass

buffer for smoothening income fluctuations.
Looking at each type of livestock, the return over gross expenditure s highes

In both villages,
i
¢

for

Figure 8.1 Income and expenditure from livestock, Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in rupees

14000 13212

11816

12000

10000
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. both villages. The net income as a share of gross expenditure for
for goats | 5 the tune of about 200-300 per cent and that for poultry was to
goats w O:_ 100—220 per cent in both the villages as compared to a lower ratio
(he tuné (31 per cent in Palakurichi and 47 per cent Venmani). Expenditure
for cattle relatively low, and return per rupee spent is relatively high,

oat farming 1°

0 ing 02 farming a relatively good economic proposition.
ng
m

CONSTRAINTS TO HIGHER INCOME

[n the case of milk, 73 per cent of mi.lk produced in Palakurichi (about 40,000
litres annually) is marketed whereas it was about 45 per cent in Venmani, with
an annual production of 34,000 litres.! There is no organised milk collection,
and the major milk marketing channel is direct sale to nearby households
and shops. Price realised for milk varied across the villages and across classes.
Farmers in Venmani, in general, realised a lower price compared to farmers
of Palakurichi. The farmers of higher socio-economic classes realised better
prices.

Notwithstanding quality differences in milk, one major reason for differences
in price realisation is the relative underdevelopment of milk marketing facilities
in the villages. Organised milk marketing through milk cooperatives helps to
realise prices based on milk quality. The experience of dairy development in
India points to the need to develop marketing facilities and supply inputs like
feed, fodder, and veterinary facilities to raise production and returns.

Egg production is almost completely used for own consumption.

Turning to goats, the major determinant of the price of goats is their body
weight and sex. Male goats with higher body weight fetch a better price. On
Everage, the farmers sold four goats a year and realised a gross income ranging
i;t;’:lii RS 19,500 to Rs 11,000. The average price of a goat was Rs 2,?00
by 1andlun§shl and Rs 2,600 in Venmani. In Palakurichi, the price received
that reali:z . l)and big cal?italist farmers and rich peasants was higher than
Observed ip Vy OthCI: socio-economic classes. Such clear c.ilfferences were not
MOSE of he enmani, and- the overall price realised was in 'gex?eral lower for

evelop bettzocxo—ecor-lomlc classes as compared to Palakurichi. The m?ed tof
80ats a5 we|] (rAmarket.mg facilities is reflected in the case of the marketing o
ppendix Table 8.4).

1
he low v;
. VYield ¢o .
“ndition, uld be partly due to weather conditions, as milk yield is lower in high-temperature



£CONOMIC CHANGE INTHE LOWER CAU,
158 A Oy,
duction and sale of M U, egg, and cow dung, Palakuricy; andy, [\
¢ G
Table 81 3 Proad . n o
Production Sale Prog Oy9
/—-—— . 1
Village Milk  Cow dung Egg Milk 0‘:“‘%
(litres) (trolley) (pieces) (%) dung (%) B
0,
o 40,458 153 3,2 11 73 5 (%)
C
Palakurl' 34,003 226 7,411 45 : 5
Venman! 4
Source: FAS survey dara.
o o oyt kets, marketed surplus, and py; .
ticipation in milk mar : . ce of milk,
ol i'.clc‘ilaf:: Pflakuricbi and Venmani, 2019 in per cent and rupees “eros Sciy,
econom »
: Share of milk Extent of A
- ic ) ver. .
Sloao econom selling households  sale/production price ?ies/fll}ll
class in producing (%) Itre)
households (%)
Palakurichi Venmani Palakurichi Venmani Palakyricp; Ver
Mapj
Landlords and big
capitalist farmers 100 0 96 0 25.0 24
Rich peasants 25 33 55 44 26.3 255
Middle peasants 88 29 67 44 25.9 239
Poor peasants 90 39 77 48 25.2 26
Manual wage workers
(skilled+unskilled) 100 44 75 41 25.9 234
Persons living on
pensions, small rents,
and remittances 67 25 67 86 25.0 23.6
Salaried persons 100 20 88 5 30.0 262
Self-employed in
business activity 100 50 82 56 30.7 24.5
Overall 85 34 73 45 26.1 244
Source: FAS survey data.
FISHERIES DEVELOPMENT

Even though the villages belong to the coastal district of Nagapattina™ ic

ﬁsh.eries sector is not well developed. Gradually, inland fish culture is com™

Fum, the village, uilising ponds and other water bodies. There Were ® |

I;rs?efs Who raised fish, by using fingerlings procured from the of‘ﬁceso‘: .

fro CrleS. Department of the Government of Tamil Nadu. Fish feed is P* ard
M private shops, Qp maturity, the fish are sold on the basis ©
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ts. The contractors undertake the oper
racts.
Con(

ationg of harvest and sale
cting water bodies, expansion of fisheries
cKlStl

- Using
N generate addition in

come,

C ONCLUDING Ry RKS

is an important component of
Livcs\t,of]l:n:n?todai It is underl:aken as a
an(.i : : and provides a buffer against fluce
aCtMZf livestock owned by households ar
WP’BS]C mean livestock-holding size i
household labour supply. The cattle and

nsive farming system, making use of fodder available from public lands
exte res, and harvested crop fields. Occasionally 4 cut-and-carry system of
pacsltdl; i; also practiced. Backyard poultry is undertaken to meer household
ioutritional requirements. Fisheries has not developed into 2 major c‘conom.ic
sector in the villages. However, the sprcadhof alclluaculture in nearby villages in

inam is getting reflected in the villages too,

thel\i;lfaspj:sm;:els% anfig 45 per cent of praogduction in Palakurichi and
Venmani, respectively. Cow dung was used f.or crop far.ming and eggs wcr;
used for household consumption. Price reahsed‘ for ml!k and goa;s Vm;

ong different socio-economic classes. The prices realised ‘#Pcn on t t;
?:sltitutional mechanism available for marketing and th.e bargaxfundg Fowc;aczs
the households. Compared to a poor peasant, the prices rjc;ve an[ o
were higher by 25 per cent for rich peasant households and 57 per
lmglhzr?n}f}r::ts:ilcilfri for livestock is underdevelo}[l)ed l— Particx:ilar:iy, v:lt:)e;::z

ilk-marketing facilities. We argue thatt erelative underdeve :

(c)?:;: c\1rirlrllai:;l::sniln termsg of marketing facil?ties, parncularlydcc;)r()/ci:}rln:;iqﬁil:
and live goats, has adversely affected the income gcnefr;tc ;OCk e
institutional arrangements for marketing and delivery of lives

jor source of income for
i i emerge as a major
feed, livestock has the potential to g
poor households in this region.

the farming system in P
supplcmentary income-
uations in Crop income,
€ cattle, goats, and poultry chicken,
small and can be managed using
goat enterprises are carried out i 4,

alakurichj
generating
The major
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APPENDIX
ndix Table 8.1 Mean netan nual income by source and soc o-economicy,
:53;,( households, Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in rupees 55, for 1,,}%“
Class Palakurichi o v";l;r{iu .
Crop Livestock Other  Total Crop Livestoc) Oh\ \
source s ther To a
OUTCQ
Landlords and big —_
capitalist farmers 447953 42392 392112 882457 175444 1843( 75000
Rich peasants -38370 31378 157223 150230 -7354 11009 313087 384
Middle peasants 2341 7948 143583 153872 6223 10050 20726 ?16742
Poor peasants 2099 4954 107434 114487 -153 5540 79513 269‘)‘)
Manual wage 3521
workers (skilled+
unskilled) =71 4042 117352 121323 44 5488

105473 1 1005
Persons living on

pensions, small rents,
and remittances 2720 8388 94227 105336 -2788

. 4351157792 159355
Salaried persons 14281 10240 206233 230754  -4465

5471 420373 421379

Self-employed in
business activity 1159 3679 135634 140472 528 3014 223807 227349
All 7081 6565 125855 139501 294 6079 152038 158412

Source: FAS survey data,
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LIVESTOCK
rppe" dix Table 8.2 S/J.dre of z-ncome of various livestock species, by socio-economic class,
Pul yurichi and Venmant, 2019 in per cent
S clo—eCOHOYmC class Palakurichi Venmani

Cattle Goat Chicken Total Cow/ Goat Chicken Total

Bullock
Landlords and big
Capitalist farmers 27 71 2 100 100 0 0 100
Rich peasants 35 63 2 100 76 2 21 100
Middle peasants 83 10 7 100 47 43 9 100
Poor peasants 36 53 11 100 43 47 10 100
Manual wage worker
(illedsunskilled) 18 78 4 100 28 60 12 100
Persons living on
pensions, small rents,
61 38 1 100 23 65 12 100

and remittances
Salaried persons 40 50 10 100 32 51 18 100

Self-employed in
business activity 54 45 1 100 -1 68 3)
55 6 100 39 48 13 100

All 39

Source: FAS survey data.

100

Appendix Table 8.3 Expenditure pattern in livestock farming for Livestock-holding households

Palakurichi and Venmani, 2019 in rupees and per cent

Palakurichi Venmani

Species

Net income from livestock Cattle 2,589 2,386
Goat 3,582 2,926
Chicken 394 767

Net income from livestock as

a share of gross expenditure Cattle 31 &
Goat 208 298
Chicken 102 220

Source: FAS survey data.
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Appendix Table 8.4 Average sale of goats during the year, by $0Ci0-econgm;, e
and Venmani, 2019 in number and rupees 5, Pl b ;)
1
gocio—economic class Palakurichi Venmani )

Average goats Average price Average goats A
\

sold (no.)  perunit (Rs)  sold (no) peerage Pice

. £ Uit
Landlords and big
capitalist farmers 23 4,200 -
Rich peasants 17 3,361 4 - 2)25;
Middle peasants 3 2,792 6 27%
Poor peasants 4 2,680 4 243
Manual wage workers 3 2,645 4 2604
Persons living on pensions,
small rents, and remittances 4 2,750 28%
Salaried persons 5 2,931 2508
Self-employed in business
activity 4 2,476 4 2,429
Overall 4 2,706 4 2,597

Source: FAS survey data.



