
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































share of gross returns from goats to total returns fram

small ruminants was higher (being 7¢.1 per cent) than
from sheep, being only 29.9 per cent. Further gross
returns per animal were higher from goats (Rs.131) as
compared with sheep (R3.181). Though the net returns

from 3sheep vis-a-vis goats over cost Cs were negative,
they were much less from goats than sheep. Dver all

other costs net returns were positive and much more from

goats than sheep.

Based on total costs and total returns an
attempt was made to identify the range of operation for
the operator to obtain positive net returns from small
ruminants. For this purpose, an attempt was made Lo
relate tota] returns and total cost on the one hand,
with flock/herd size on the other by wusing a cubic
relationship, except in the case of total costs (TCBri,
where we have wused the linear relationship. The
intercept for total costs (TCBr) function was lower than
the intercept for total refturns. Hence identification
of the range of positive net refurns by equating TR and
TCBr did not arise. Setting TR - TCr = ® (similarly TR
- TCs = @), and soilving for % (flock size) the range of
operation with positive returns can be cbtained.
Following this procedure, it was found that the operator
has to perform within the range of 28 to 147 animals to

get positive returns in terms of cost Cr, and 38 to 138
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anlmals in terma of cost C3. Below the asize of 28
animals In tecms of Cr and 38 animals in terms of Casa,
the total returns are les3 than total cost and It |sg
uneconomical. Similaciy, beyvend 147 animalas Iin terms of
Cr and 139 animals in terms of Cs, the total cozt would

exceed total returns.

To ldentify the tlock/herd size at which the
net returns are coptimum the marginal returns and
marginal cost were worked out., Taking into account all
costs  {ncluding the soclal cost the optimum level of
returns are achieved when the flock/herd size conztitute
181 animals, where marginal costs are equal to marginal
returns and the former begin to exceed the latter. iIn

coat Cr f.e. total cost excluding the social cost, the

optimum level of returns are achieved when the
flock/herd size constitute 1#4 animals where the
marginal cost {s equal to marginal return beyond which

marginal cost exceeds marginal revenue, [t may be noted
that the difference between the two optimum points in
regpect of the two cost concepts, viz., between 11 and
194, {a not high. Vhether imputed costs of grazing are

included or not, the maximum profita are made at the

flock/herd gize of around 144d.

On cogt Br, 1.e., all pald out costs (Cash &

Kind), tmputed value of own fodder used, interest on
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capital (small ruminants) and the risk premium, but
gxcluding the imputed cost of own labour used and the
imputed cost of free grazing on CPRs, the optimum level
of returns are achieved when the flock/herd size
constitute 118 animals where MC and MR curves intersect
each other. Beyond this point marginal cost begins to be
more than the marginal returns. [t shouid also be
fioticed that aon cost Br, the aoperator gets positive net
returns even at one animat. That is to say, including
atl costs exceplt Lthe imputed cost of own labour and
fodder from CPRs, maintaining efven one animal becomes
viable economically. But from our analysis we cannot
say anything about the maximum size of flock/herd,
beynnd which the ftotal returns are less than the total
cost TCBr. In other words we cannot say anything about

the range of positive net returns over TCBr.

Bur analysis shows that to get optimum returns
from goats and sheep, the small ruminant keepers shouid
have a little above 192 animals. This is so0 in terms of
cost Ca, Cr as well as Br. From the point of view of
micro level economics, i.e., from the point of a
household, such a recommendation may be acceptable. But
if all the goat and sheep keepers increase their stock
to the optimum size, it may have an adverse effect on
CPRs  leading to the tragedy of the commons, unless the

supply of fodder from CPRs is made elastic enough to
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meet the increasing need of fodder through special
efforts. Mevertheless, the goat and sheep keepers
maintain the flock/herd size at sub-optimum level, since
on paid out costs it is economical to have even one
animal. Since oanly two households maintained small
ruminants above the herd size of hundred, we had to
analyse the characteristics of relatively more efficient
and less efficient households in terms of the level of
output-input ratios for comparison. There were hardiy
enough observations in the category of househoids who
could be said +to have attained the optimum size in
respect of smal! ruminants. After arranging the total
households in descending order of output/input* ratios,
25 per cent of the households from above were identified
as the most efficient households and the 25 per cent at
the bottom as the least efficient, Some o©f their
characteristics were also identified. White 21.6 per
cent of rich peasants were in the most efficient
category, only 5.4 per cent of them were the least
efficient. In contrast, 26.2 per cent of the poor
peasants were in the most efficient but 37.7 per cent of
them were in the least efficient. This suggests the
relative dominance of the poor peasants among the least
efficient. The average size of land holding of the most

efficient group was 4.27 acres while that of the least

¥ Inputs are taken in terms of Cost Cr.

i
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efficient was 2.11 acres, The former also had larger
area under irrigation. The average herd/flock size of
small ruminant holding of the most efficient was also

larger, being 16 compared to 18 in the case of the least

efficient,. The most efficient group owned small
ruminants as compared with the least efficient
households who were also share <croppers. The most

efficient group operated their animals much more through
hired labour as compared with the least efficient group,
while the least efficient group used more of own labour

as compared with most efficient households.

Small ruminants depend fully on CPRs for
grazing, though stubble grazing also contribute to their
fodder reguirements. Due to commercialisation of
agriculture, population pressure, changes in the village
level informal institutions and the changed perceptions
and attitudes of the rural households towards CPRs, the
CPRs either have gone into the hands of individual

households as private property resources or exist in a

very bad condition (heavy degradation) due to their
abuses. As a3 recult of this, returns from small
ruminants =seem to be declining atleast in real terms.

Though small ruminants travel a very long distance in
the forests or on road sides for grazing, they hardly
meet their reguired gquality and quantity of fodder the

whole year. Due to ltack of proper nutrition the small



ruminants are also subject to many diseases,. Added to
this due to the very poor veterinary facilities in the
study region, the small ruminant keepers are exposed to

ricsks of heavy losses.

Local breeds of sheep and goats are less
productive and less prolific animals. Average body
weight of an adult live animal is less than 38 kgs as
compared with 8% to 199 kgs in the case of high quality

breeds in other parts of the country as well as in the

1]

world. Goats are not milked in th study region,.
Average realisable yield of milk per doe per day during

the lactation period of 3 to 4 months is hardly about 5@

grams {net of miitk suckled by the kid/s) for the
existing varieties, which is also allowed to be suckied
by the kid/’s. This is miserably low in comparison with

high milk yielding goats like Jamnapari, Beetal, Anglo-

Nubion etec, which yield on an average about 2 to 4

liters of milk a day. VYield of wool from the sheep is

w

atso wvery low. Local sheep are not wool yielding
animals, On an average each sheep yield hardly 508& to
759 grams of coarse wool per annum. Some times wool is
not at all sheared by the farmers for about 2 to 3

years. Coarse woo!l is used in the manufacturing of

local blankets callied '‘Kamblisz'.
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Goats and sheep keepers face the problem of

marketing of both small ruminants as well as their by~
products. There is no well organised marketing system
for small ruminants in the study region. Farmers have

to travel a long distance to market their animals in the
weekly/monthly shandies. While travelling with the
animals, as well as till the animals are sold in the
shandies, they face the probiem of fodder and water to
their animals. As a result of which the body weight of
the animals decreases and they lose substantial returns,
Hany househnlids sell their animais within the village tgo
the middlemen rather than face risks and problems aof the
market places {shandies), The middlemen, both from
within the village as well as from other areas, exploit
the sheep and goat keepers by fixing the rate per animai

or per flock/herd based on rough estimates of their

weight.

9.2 lmplications for the Famitly :

In the economy of rural househonlds
particularty of the poor and landless, raising goats and
sheep can act as an hedge agains®t risk and uncertainty,
In droughtprone or semi-arid regions since both «crop
cultivation as weil as maintaining large ruminants 3re
subjected to fregquent losses, maintaining goats and

sheep compensate for such losses toc a considerabije
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extent. Due to the continued excess use and abuse of
grazing Jands and other CPRs small ruminants activity
too i3 becoming more and more inefficient. Though
geconomies of scale and optimum size favour wmaintaining
larger size of herds than at present, this is severely
constrained by the availability of CPRs and fodder from
them. Let alone maintaining large herds, even keeping
a couple of goats or sheep has become difficult
particularly for the poor and landiess., Only the rich
can afford to keep larger herds since they c¢an use their
own lands for stubble grazing. The traditional
complementarity between large farmers and ruminant
keepers, whereby the small ruminants of the jlatter used
to graze on the fields of the former after harvesting,
has weakened. Both due to this and thanks to the
shrinkage and degradation of grazing lands and other
CPRz and economies of scale favouring larger herds,
goats and sheep could no longer be associated with the
poor. This is the paradox. Even an activity which has
a good potential for supporting the livelihood of the
poor, gets concentrated in the hands of the non-poor.
Only a regeneration and sustainable management of CPRs
could help the poor in improving their resource base to

support small ruminants.

Emall ruminants are an integral part of many

farming families, and hence a reduction in returns f{fron
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them will affect the whonle economic system of such
households, Rural households maintain goats and sheep
ag part of their overall survival strategy. Returns
from goats and sheep could he increased if these animals
are managed properly. The poor quality breeds could be
improved by crossing them with high yielding good
gquality breeds from other parts of the country as well
as from the world, Genetic upgradation of goats and
sheep along with sustainable use of CPRs and other
grazing lands, could enhance the returns from small

ruminants,

9.3 implications for the Community :

Though small ruminants are owned by the
individual householids they are maintained on public or
community resources tike grazing lands and other CPRs.
Herders pay nothing for the use of such resources.
Formal or informal institutional arrangements within the
local communities can enable a sustainable use of these
resourceg. These institutional! arrangements may have to
ensure roftational grazing to allow far regeneration, and
also altow the growth of fodder trees to allow some
amount of supplementary stall feeding so that the
grazing pressure could be reduced. An afficient
management of goats and sheep along with a sustainable

and eqguitable use of CPRs will promote equity in rural
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areas, as many poor and landless families can als3®o
maintain these animals. This would require
participatory forms of institutions for the management
of CPRs where each household has eqgual rights, not
necessarily proportional to herd size. Village
communities can gvolya norms and conventions for
equitable distribution of produce of CPRs along with

rotational grazing.

Small ruminants along with other types of

ruminant livestock should Dbe maintained as per the
carrying capacity of the 1local rangelands/CPRs. To
control the number of ruminants, especially the
unproductive large ruminants which are nevertheless a

source of pressure on the commons, local communities can
levy a tax per head of animal on large ruminants. This
can help local communities to finance the regeneration
of CPRs, and wili have the desirable effect of reducing
the number of cattle whose productivity teo the owners is
less than the amount of the tax. Such a tax - but at a
lower rate - can be extended to small ruminants in the
case of non-poor peasant households owning more than one
hectare of jand. It may be recalled that such peasants
recover even the cost Cs which is inclusive of the
imputed wvalue of free grazing. As such, this tax will
not be an undue burden on them, and will at the same

time help financing the regeneration of CPRs and
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regulate the number of animals. BSuch a tax should be
levied by local institutions and spent for locai
benefits only. Further, in meeting the continued wurban
demand for small ruminants and their products the goat
and sheep keepers can act together co-operatively +to
improve their bargaining with urban middlemen. This
need not necegsarily be through a formal establishment
of co-operatives, but even through informal associatian.
Similarly, the local communities can arrange for
veterinary care by cost sharing on collective basis.
Each therder could be trained to give first-aid and
motivated to keep a first-aid box, so that he can freat
the disease affected animals immediately. Indigenous
knowledge of herbal medicines to treat animals should
also be promoted and shared. Local communities should

ensure that herbs used to treatf animals do not become

extinct.

9.4 implications for Public Policy :

Government has several anti-poverfty programmes
to develop the semi-arid regions in general and the poor
and landless in particutar. The poor and landless are
also financed at subsidized rate for small units of
sheep and goats. But this requires maintenance of CPRs
and their sustainable use. 0On the other hand, the

government is lax in protecting the CPRs and allows
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regularisation of encroachments on them merrily. The
encroachmenis are often by the rich peasants themselves,
for they alone have the political strength to do it and
ensure regularisation. There is thus a contradiction in
the policy of government which gives easy lgans to the
poor to acguire small ruminants on the one hand, and
allows privatisation of CPRs on the other. The strategy
of the government to improve the economic condition of
the poor and landless by strengthening their asset base
through animal husbandry could be in vain unless the
CPRs are protectied and regensrated in which the

government has an important role.

But merely prevenling privatisation of CPRs
is not enough. To check the damage on environment and
ecology caused by goats and sheep, particularly in
afforested areas, some amount of stall feeding <can be
encouragead, To make stall feeding affordable, the
government, particularly the Forest Department should
give greater attention fto growing fodder trees and grass
on  their lands, so that iocal communities find it
possible to cut fodder and feed the animals instead of
directly grazing them. Since complete stall feeding is
neither desirable nor feasible, forests and such other
uncultivated lands could be used for grazing on a
rotational basis. Goats and sheep maintained on free

grazing are adaptable to the eco-system of the arid and
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semi-arid regions. They are hardy as well as drought
and disease resistant. Stall fed animals need assured
supply of fodder ot good quality and water. They are
also more susceptible to diseases, in semi-arid regions
maintaining large herds of small ruminants on stall
feeding could be difficult since many families lack good
housing as well as assured supply of water and fodder.
Experience shows that even Lhe stall feeding of Cross
bred cows was not successful in many areas. There is
therefore no sense in completely banning grazing in
CPRs and forest lands. The government could encourage

incal communities to evolve practices of combining stail

feeding with planned and rotational grazing on its
fands, involving local people in their management.
Uherever some amount of stail feeding of goats and sheep

could be possible, it should be supplemented with

free/cheap fodder in the rural areas.

CPRs <can be managed for sustainable and

productive use and their cost of management couild be

charged fo the users. If there i3 no management of CPRs

at ali, and high returns from smal! ruminants are used

only for private benefit without regenerating CPRs, even

the high returns that meet imputed cost of free fodder,

by themselves do not automatically ensure sustainable

use nf CPRs. in the case of poor peasants and landless

labouy since the returns from small ruminants are not
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high enough to cover the imputed cost of free fodder,
coat of regeneration and sustainable management of CFPRs
may have to be subsidised and cannot be charged fuily to
them. On the other hand the net returns over all
comprehensive costs (including the imputed cost of free
fodder) from small ruminantg are positive in the case of
rich peasants, a certain amount of cost of regeneration
and sustainable management of CPRs could be charged to
them. But this requires full participation of all the
rural households. [t may be clarified that such a cost
recovery from rich peasants can be met in the form of a
tax or charge as proposed in the preceding section.
Such a cost recovery is not proponsed in addition to a

charge per animal,

Some thought has fte be given fer achieving
genetic up-gradation of goats and sheep, without
disturbing their genetic diversify and resistance to
droughts and disease. Research and developmental
activities on goats and sheep should be taken as part of
the state policy. To meet the continued demand for milk
and @meat from the growing human population, genetic
upgradation of goats and sheep is essential. Since
there is a t%taboo as far as the beef and buffalne meat
consumption is concerned, there exist a considerabie
gscope to increase the meat production from small

ruminants in India. Raising the milk potential of goats
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has the potential of strengthening the economy of rural
households, particularly of poor and landless as well asg

raising their dietary levels. In order fto promote

[1]]
-+
O
3
Q
=y

efficiency in small ruminants activity, a good sy
veterinary facilities should be created in rural areas.
Apart from promoting such facilities in terms nf western
practice, the local knowledge of herbal medicine should
be properly documented, researched and promoted. Proper

preventive care is aiso essential.

Middlemen still eontrol the trade of goats and
sheep as well as their by-products and hence exploit
both the primary producers as well as the consumers.
Promoting an efficient marketing system along with good
infragstructural facilities could limit their role. This
wauld require dissemination of information on prices
and facllities available. Ensuring a greater share 1in
the consumer price to the small ruminant keepers could
also promote efficiency in the rearing of smatll
ruminants along with protecting the interestis of

COR3SuUMers.

Small ruminants still have a good potential of
being wused as a means for the development of semi-arid
reginons and also to help the poor households with little
or no jand +to find a viable source of livelihood.

However, their potential is yet to be realised thanks to
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various problems pointed out above inciuding the neglect
of CPRs and general indifference to this sector inspite

of the increasing demand for meat and milk.
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