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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The Government of India introduced the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 

Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) to provide employment to unskilled labourers, especially in dire 

circumstances. And it is functioning in a very successful manner. Among the many successful 

social welfare programmes in India, MGNREGA is one of the best. According to Benni (2017) 

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) is one of the biggest 

poverty alleviation programmes in the world. Mahesh (2017) emphasized that through 

MGNREGA, the government of India provided employment to the rural unskilled labour in 

Karnataka among other states. Under this programme, rural people are able to improve their 

purchasing power parity (PPP). The government of India has given 100 man days’ security for 

each rural MGNREGA job card holder. Reddy et al.(2016) investigated the performance of the 

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme in Karnataka. According to 

this author, MGNREGA is the biggest poverty alleviation programme in the world. In 

Karnataka, MGNREGA was introduced on 2nd February 2006, in Bidar, Gulbarga, Raichur, 

Davanagere and Chitradurga districts. The MGNREGA provided 67.83 crores person days of 

employment between2006-07 and2014-15. In the process, it enhanced the workers’ 

livelihoods in rural areas, particularly in drought- prone states like Karnataka. Under this 

scheme, most of the women, SC, ST and OBC people have participated and benefited (Peter 

and Maruthi, 2018a). The MGNREGA component-wise expenditure details are presented in 

further pages. Based on the secondary information (data), we are able to say that the 

government of Karnataka implemented MGNREGA in an appropriate manner.   

 

Objectives 

The main objectives of the research study are mentioned below: 

1. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on wage employment opportunities 

2. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on creation of sustainable rural livelihoods 

3. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on rural governance 

4. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of MGNREGA management cycle 
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Data and Methodology 

In Karnataka, out of 30 districts, as per the direction of NIRD&PR, the study selected 10 high 

performance districts and 10 low performance districts. In addition to that, one high 

population district selected for the study. Based on the number of man days generated by the 

district, the study divided high and low performance districts. In each district, one GP was 

selected based on the above-said criteria. A total of 30 beneficiaries who actively 

participated in the programme during the three-year period identified for the study i.e. 2016-

17, 2015-16 and 2014-15, were drawn as the primary sample of the study. In addition, 10 

Mahatma Gandhi NREGA job card holders who either participated very less (less than 10 days) 

or never participated during the three-year period were identified for the study to assess the 

impact of their non-participation. The total sample size was 840. The study applied 

participatory rural appraisal (PRA) and conducted focus group discussions (FGD) separately.  

 

The major findings of the study are presented under below: 

 

Findings 

 The central Government introduced Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 

Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGA). In this scheme, whoever is interested in labour work 

can participate and earn income during slack / summer season in their villages. Based 

on the number of mandays generated in households, they can get returns in terms of 

income. Whoever participates in more work days can get more income also. There is 

no wage discrimination between males and females in MGNREGA work. Hence, 

participation by women, SC, ST and OBC households is higher.  

 

 The main findings of the study are: Out of 630 beneficiary households studied, 54 per 

cent (343 hhs) households belong to OBC category, 18 per cent (112 hhs) of them are 

SC category, General/Other Caste (OC) are 16 per cent (98 hhs) and ST are 12 per cent 

(77 hhs). In addition to that, the study selected 210 inactive participation households. 

Among them, 54 per cent (114 hhs) of households come under OBC category, SC are 24 

per cent (50 hhs), General households are 16 per cent (34 hhs) and ST are five per cent 

(12 hhs).  

 



X 
 

 Among the 630 beneficiary households, 86 per cent (539 hhs) of households were 

having land and the remaining 14 per cent (91 hhs) of households were landless. 

 

 The average land size was higher in OBC (3.02 acres) category, followed by General 

(2.89 acres), ST (2.56 acres) and SC (1.79 acres). Here, the average land indicates that 

SC average land size is low as compared to other social groups in active participation 

households.  

 

 In the case of inactive participation households, out of 210 households, 89 per cent 

(186 hhs) of households were having land and the remaining 12 per cent (11 hhs) of 

households were landless and engaged in other activities. The average land holdings 

were higher in SC (5 acres), followed by OBC (4.9 acres), General (4.1 acres) and ST 

(3.4 acres).  

 

 Out of 840 total (including active and inactive) households, 86 per cent (725 hhs) of 

households were having land, and the remaining households were landless. The total 

average land was higher in OBC (3.5 acres) category, followed by General (3.19 acres), 

SC (2.93 acres) and ST (2.7 acres).  

 

 Out of 519 beneficiary households, the share of agricultural income in total income 

was 49 per cent. Agricultural income share was higher as compared to other activities, 

followed by income from animal husbandry (14%), MGNREGA wages (13%) and 

trade/self-employment (7%).  

 

 The MGNREGA wage income share occupied third place among the activities. The 

agriculture sector contributed enormous income for inactive households, followed by 

trade/self-employment/business, non-agricultural wages-excluding MGNREGA wages, 

animal husbandry, and traditional services-repair, maintenance, caste-based 

occupations-carpentry, black smithy. It indicates that the agriculture sector share was 

still (68%) higher as compared to active participation households. But the trade/self 

employment/business share also increased as compared to active participation 

households. The total (active+ inactive) households’ income was higher in agricultural 

sector, followed by animal husbandry, MGNREGA wages and trade/self-employment/ 

business. 
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 The annual income was classified into six groups. Nearly 35 per cent of active 

participation households earned income more than .80,001. 

 

 Among the social groups, 44 per cent of General category households’ annual income 

was .80,001 and above. In the case of OBC category, 24 per cent of (82 hhs) 

households annual income was .20,001–40,000. The primary data results revealed 

that two per cent (10 hhs) of households’ annual income was very low and it seemed 

they earned very low income and they belonged to weaker sections in society. 

 

 

 Twenty nine per cent of (61 hhs) inactive households’ annual income was more than 

.80,001. In contrast to that, eight per cent (16 hhs) of households earned less than

.10,000 annual income, and it indicated that these households were poor.  

 

 The active participation households’ total MGNREGA work income was higher in OBC (

.34,37,824) category, followed by SC ( .12,12,670), OCs ( .9,34,680) and ST (

.8,27,284). But the average MGNREGA income was higher in SC ( .11,228) households.  

 

 The active participation households’ non-MGNREGA work income was higher in General 

( .75,251) category, followed by SC ( .68,627), OBC ( .66,935) and ST ( .58,188).   

 

 The inactive households’ average income was higher in General category, followed by 

OBC, ST and SC. Here, we observed that average income was different among the 

social groups.  

 

 The total households’ (active +inactive) non-MGNREGA average income was higher in 

General category, followed by OBC, SC, and ST.  Here, the average income indicated 

their economic capabilities. So in all prospects, General category households were 

economically better off than the other communities.  

 

 In our study, data revealed that a majority (77%) of the active participation 

households’ awareness information source were GP head/ward members (77%), Grama 

Sabha(69%), Panchayat Secretary / Rozgar Sevak (61%) and the lowest information 
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source was Others (0.79%). In a similar way, the inactive households’ awareness 

sources are: Grama Sabha (16%), GP head/ward members (14%), block level officials 

(11%), and the lowest was poster/wall paintings/public announcements (0.95%).  

 

 Awareness about various aspects of MGNREGA existed in different proportions. A 

majority (92%) of  beneficiary households were aware about the minimum wages under 

MGNREGA scheme, followed by  the availability of a minimum  of  100  days of  

employment (88%),  work  to  be  given  within  15  days (61%), work  to  be  given 

within  five  kms radius, otherwise additional  payment (49%), unemployment  

allowance (16%), compensation  for  injury (15%), four  facilities  at  work  site (10%) 

and  one-third  of  workers needing to  be  women (7%).  

 In the case of inactive households, 17 per cent of them were aware about minimum of 

100 days of employment. Awareness about this information was reported by 19 per 

cent of OBC households and 21 per cent of General category households. But 14 per 

cent of SC households said they were aware more about minimum wages.  

 

 Our results reveal that 94 per cent of active participation households reported that 

their job application was to be submitted in GP office, followed by GP head (4%), 

PS/Rozgar Sevak (1%), Grama Sabha (0.5%) and block office (0.3%).    

 

 According to our study, the overall male employment days increased from 2,984 to 

4,451 and 15,395 in 2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17 respectively. The man days doubled 

from 2014-15 to 2015-16. The man days increased nearly fourfold from 2015-16 to 

2016-17. In the same way total wage income increased during the mentioned years. All 

social groups’ man days increased during the mentioned years. Among the social 

groups, OBC households’ employment days were higher.  

 

 Females also participated in MGNREGA work during our study period and generated 

work days. Among the social groups, OBC households contributed significant man days 

and earned total wage income during the mentioned years.    

 

 Out of total 630 active participation households, 45 per cent of households were 

benefited by assets creation. Among the social groups, assets creation was highest in 

OBC households (50.4%), followed by General (19.7%), SC (12.7%) and ST (12.3%).  
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 Among the assets creation households (284), 55 per cent  of active participation 

households approached the GP head to get the assets creation information, followed 

by those who approached the GP Secretary/Gram Rozgar Sevak (40%), got it offered by 

GP head (7%), were selected for the benefit by the Grama Sabha (0.7%) and paid 

commission to get it (0.35%).  

 

 The study identified that in 2014-15, a total of 33 various assets were created. Among 

the assets, construction of livestock shelters (30%) was more, followed by farm ponds 

(21%), toilet/sanitation (15%), plantation and farm forestry (12%), and dug well (3%), 

sericulture (3%) and development of fallow or waste lands (3%).  

 The asset creation increased during 2015-16 as compared to 2014-15. In the mentioned 

year, 79 active participation households benefited from asset creation. Among the 

assets, 39 per cent of households were constructed livestock shelters, followed by 

house construction (20%), farm pond (14%), toilet/sanitation (11%), sericulture (4%), 

water recharge/ irrigation (5%), dug well (1%), other water harvesting structures (1%), 

horticulture (1%), plantation & farm forestry (1%), and development of fallow or waste 

lands (1%).   

 

 Some (198 hhs) of selected households benefited in 2016-17. Among the households, 

OBC (51%) were the highest, followed by Genera category (24%), SC (15%) and ST (11%) 

households. In a similar way, SC benefited from construction of livestock shelters 

(38%) and construction of houses (34%).  

 

 After irrigation facilities, benefited households reported that their total land 

increased 4.25 acres, for cultivating mulberry (3acres) sugarcane (1 acre) and areca 

nut (0.25 acres). But the value of almost all crops increased. Total value of five crops - 

mulberry, sugarcane, areca nut, coconut, and paddy- increased tremendously. 

 

 After benefiting from land development facility under MGNREGA, eight farmers 

cultivated the same crops, but they extended 1.5 acres of land.   
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 Out of the total sample households, only 15 households benefited from horticulture 

asset creation.  In a similar way, five sericulture households were also benefited from 

MGNREGA and their total annual income was increased. 

 

 MGNREGA helped the poor people to improve their housing condition, to repay the 

debts and reduce the migration in sample households. After becoming involved in 

MGNREGA, five per cent of households got electricity connection in their houses. 

Because of MGNREGA, 25 per cent of households constructed toilet facilities in their 

houses. In a similar way, 26 per cent of households obtained access to safe drinking 

water facilities to their houses. This was a great achievement for the financially 

weaker section of rural people. In the same way, 28 per cent of households repaid 

their debts. 

 

 MGNREGA helped the poor and socially disadvantaged group of people. Out of 630 

active participation households, still 49 per cent of households are migrating among 

those in our study. The migration is higher in OBC (57%) households followed by OC 

(42%), SC (41%) and ST (31%).  

 

 According to migration households (87%), whatever the government is providing, 

namely 100 man days work is not sufficient. In a similar way, 80 per cent of 

households reported that MGNREGA provided lower wages to the males. In the local 

market, labourers are getting more wages than for the MGNREGA work. Due to this 

reason, household members were migrating. Very few (22%) of households reported 

that MGNREGA was delaying the payments and sometimes they were unable to get 

money in time. 

 

 Migration job is secure for a year, said 16 per cent of households and two per cent of 

households said they were unable to earn minimum wages in MGNREGA.  

 

 Out of 630 beneficiary households, 81 per cent participated in Grama sabha meetings 

during our study period. In a similar way, 46 per cent of households reported that 

females also participated in GS meetings. But the female participation was low as 

compared to male members. Out of 630 sample households, 61 per cent of households 

reported that they asked questions in the GS meetings. 
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Policy suggestions 

The major policy suggestions are presented under below: 

 

 As far as secondary data is concerned, women’s participation rate has not crossed 50 per 

cent. In Karnataka, women’s participation rate is low; therefore for inclusive growth, 

women’s participation rate should increase.  

 

 The MGNREGA wage rate was lower when compared to the local market.  It should be 

revised to compete with the local market wage rate.  

 

 MGNREGA payment was being delayed. Beneficiary households have to wait till 15 days 

after the completion of work to get their wages. This discourages the people from working 

under MGNREGA. The payment should be delivered on a weekly basis than on a fortnightly 

basis. 

 

 Four per cent of active participation (SC) households’ income is less than .10,000. For 

inclusive growth, there should be an increase in household income in an appropriate 

manner.   

 

 If the requirement is there, every household has to get individual asset benefit. This will 

help to improve the economic conditions of individuals.  

 

 In individual asset creation, variations are high among the social groups. To include 

marginalized people, they should be given priority. 

 

 Provide more man days according to the requirement of the village people. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION  

1.1. Introduction 

The Government of India introduced the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 

Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) to provide employment to unskilled labourers, especially in dire 

circumstances. And it is functioning in a very successful manner. Among the many successful 

social welfare programmes in India, MGNREGA is one of the best. According to Benni (2017) 

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA) is one of the biggest 

poverty alleviation programmes in the world. Mahesh (2017) emphasized that through 

MGNREGA, the government of India provided employment to the rural unskilled labour in 

Karnataka among other states. Under this programme, rural people are able to improve their 

purchasing power parity (PPP). The government of India has given 100 man days’ security for 

each rural MGNREGA job card holder. Reddy et al.(2016) investigated the performance of the 

Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment Guarantee Scheme in Karnataka. According to 

this author, MGNREGA is the biggest poverty alleviation programme in the world. In 

Karnataka, MGNREGA was introduced on 2February 2006, in Bidar, Gulbarga, Raichur, 

Davanagere and Chitradurga districts. The MGNREGA provided 67.83 crores person days of 

employment between 2006-07 and 2014-15. In the process, it enhanced the workers’ 

livelihoods in rural areas, particularly in drought- prone states like Karnataka. Under this 

scheme, most of the women, SC, ST and OBC people have participated and benefited (Peter 

and Maruthi, 2018a). The MGNREGA component-wise expenditure details are presented in 

further pages. Based on the secondary information (data), we are able to say that the 

government of Karnataka implemented MGNREGA in an appropriate manner.  

 

1.2. Expenditure under MGNREGA 

The study looks at three kinds of expenditure and those are labour, material and 

administrative expenditures. Among the expenditures, labour expenditures have been 

gradually increased from 2006-07 to 2017-2018, followed by material expenditures. And the 

material expenditures have declined in 2013-14 and again slowly increased in 2014-15 and 

then onwards the material expenditures have gradually declined. In the case of administrative 

expenditures, they have not been more than 5 per cent during the entire study period. In the 

initial year, it was 1.4 per cent and at the study’s end period, it was 2.2 per cent. It means 
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that material expenditures were constant and the details are presented in Figure 1.1 and 

Table1.1.  

 

Figure1.1. Component-wise expenditures during study period in Karnataka state 

 

1.3. Participation in MGNREGA Work by Different Social Groups 

The non-SC/ST’ participation in MGNREGA work has slightly declined from 2011-12 to 2017-18.  

In the same years, the participation of SC and ST has increased by one per cent (Figure 1.2 

and Table 1.2). Women participation in MGNREGA work is significantly increased by one per 

cent in the same period.  However, women’s participation reached only 47 per cent during 

the entire study period (Figure 1.2 and Table 1.3). We find that the female participation 

rate did not cross 50 per cent. This indicates that the female participation is low in Karnataka 

state.   
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Figure 1.2.Participation in MGNREGA work by different social groups 

 

1.4. Households’100-day limit among SC and ST 

In Karnataka state, some of households completed 100 man days under the scheme. Out of 

the total households that participated, only 2.5 per cent of SC households completed 100 man 

days in 2011-12 and it increased to 9 per cent households in 2016-17. In the case of ST 

households, 10 per cent of households completed 100 man days in 2015-16 and it increased 

to11 per cent in 2016-17. In a similar way, total households’ participation was 10 per cent in 

2015-16 and 2016-17. The participation of all social group households that completed 100 man 

days declined in 2014-15 and 2017-18 (Figure 1.3 and Table 1.4). The completion of 100 man 

days some years are more and some years low due to allocation of funds. In addition to that, 

some years drought was affected many district in Karnataka.  These may be reasons increase 

or decrease 100 days completion of man days.  
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Figure 1.3.Social group wise 100 days completed households 
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Table1.1.Expenditure over labour, materials, skilled wages and administration ( .in Lakhs) 

Expenditure 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

Labour  
14774.2 
 

14306.8 
 

23295.9 
 

172303.7 
(63.0) 

157560.0 
(62.1) 

95653.3 
(60.2) 

86610.8 
(60.9) 

142392.4 
(69.7) 

98673.5 
(60.9) 

112046.3 
(62.8) 

215467.1 
(66.1) 

201681.4 
(68.0) 

Material  
9439.9 
 

7129.9 
 

10675.4 
 

97639.7 
(35.7) 

90030.0 
(35.5) 

56036.1 
(35.3) 

48886.1 
(34.4) 

55034.8 
(26.9) 

56313.3 
(34.8) 

57097.7 
(32.0) 

101110.2 
(31.0) 

88213.0 
(29.8) 

Administrative  
DNA DNA DNA 

3720.0 
(1.4) 

6120.0 
(2.4) 

7190.0 
(4.5) 

6653.0 
(4.7) 

6789.0 
(3.3) 

6943.7 
(4.3) 

9216.4 
(5.2) 

9493.5 
(2.9) 

6551.7 
(2.2) 

Total 
DNA DNA DNA 

273663.4 
(100) 

253710.0 
(100) 

158879.4 
(100) 

142149.9 
(100) 

204216.2 
(100) 

161930.5 
(100) 

178360.4 
(100) 

326070.7 
(100) 

296446.1 
(100) 

Note: DNA means data not available. Figures in brackets represent percentage in column. Source: MGNREGA website (http://www.nrega.nic.in) 

Table.1.2.Participation in MGNREGA work by different social groups 

Particulars 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
Total persons who 
worked(Non-SC/ST) 

DNA DNA DNA DNA 
53217076 
(75.9) 

45802490 
(74.1) 

54757197 
(76.2) 

32916855 
(76.0) 

44683670 
(74.7) 

68285713 
(74.7) 

63515366 
(74.1) 

Total SC persons  
who worked  

1318100 597900 798900 3346500 11074331 
(15.8) 

10436298 
(16.9) 

11423765 
(15.9) 

6865799 
(15.8) 

9775966 
(16.3) 

14680071 
(16.1) 

14206467 
(16.6) 

Total ST persons 
who worked 

867300 379400 399100 1717900 5811334 
(8.3) 

5542124 
(9.0) 

5705012 
(7.9) 

3545435 
(8.2) 

5378648 
(9.00) 

8440568 
(9.20 

7979005 
(9.3) 

Total persons 
who worked 

DNA DNA DNA DNA 
70102741 
(100) 

61780912 
(100) 

71885974 
(100) 

43328089 
(100) 

59838284 
(100) 

91406352 
(100) 

85700838 
(100) 

Note: DNA means data not available. Figures in brackets represent percentage in column. Source: MGNREGA website (http://www.nrega.nic.in) 

Table1.3. Women who participated in MGNREGA 

Particulars 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

Total persons worked DNA DNA DNA DNA 70102741 61780912 71885974 43328089 59838284 91406352 85700838 

Total persondays worked 
by women 

2010000 960000 1450300 7370400 
32340909 
(46.1) 

28574416 
(46.3) 

33491714 
(46.6) 

20303691 
(46.9) 

28197619 
(47.1) 

43153965 
(47.2) 

40392416 
(47.1) 

Note: DNA means data not available. Figures in brackets represent percentage in column. Source: MGNREGA website (http://www.nrega.nic.in) 

Table1.4.Households that participated for over100 days 

Particulars 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

Total SC hhs. DNA DNA DNA DNA 6869(2.5) 17684(7.8) 18424(7.8) 6407(3.7) 19873(9.4) 27710(9.0) 4541(1.4) 

Total ST hhs. DNA DNA DNA DNA 3277(2.4) 8809(7.7) 9774(8.9) 3198(3.8) 11212(10.4) 18354 (11.2) 2367 (1.4) 

Total hhs. 133713 23081 27009 445930 45144(2.7) 104364(7.8) 117725(8.1) 41315(3.8) 132977(10.8) 196442(10.8) 29986(1.6) 
Note:* indicate per cent of householdsthat completed 100 mandays. Figures in bracket represent percentage; DNA means data not available. Source: MGNREGA 

website (http://www.nrega.nic.in)
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1.5. Review of Literature 

Harish et al (2011) in their study expressed the view that MGNREGA work not only provided 

employment but also focused on inclusive growth in various asset creations in rural areas. 

They conducted a primary survey in Chikmagalur district of Karnataka during 2009-10. They 

selected Kadur and Chikmagalur taluk in Chikmagalur district. In each taluk, three gram 

panchyatis were selected and the study selected at each GP 45 MGNREGA beneficiary 

households and 15 non-beneficiary households (each GP 5 households). The study found that if 

workers were males, it leads to a decrease in participation under MGNREGA work. In a similar 

way, any increase in education status led to a decrease in participation under MGNREGA 

work. In the same manner when land size increased by one acre, it led to a decrease in the 

number of days of participation in MGNREGA work.   

 

Haque (2011) in his study used secondary and primary data. Secondary data covered the 

entire country and the primary data was collected from 13 states and 23 districts. The study 

followed a purposive method, and it focused on some naxalism-affected districts and selected 

a few districts where the SC/ST population was the highest. The total sample size was 2,200. 

The study finds that the migration level declined at various levels in Lalitpur, followed by 

Banswara, Chitradurga, Dang, West Medinipur, Gaya, Raigarh, Dindigul, Balaghat, Bankura, 

Cuddapah and Kalahandi. But in the case of Gaya, Chitradurga, Gondia, Sonbhadra, West 

Medinipur and Bankura, migration was taking place. Nearly 10 to 27 per cent of sample 

households reported that their adult members were migrating due to insufficient MGNREGA 

work and other non-agriculture work.  Secondly, the awareness of MGNREGA was very poor 

and it varied from place to place in the selected districts. Thirdly, due to MGNREGA work, the 

wage rate of agricultural labourers had been significantly increased. And finally, the 

MGNREGA helped, especially SC, ST and small and marginal farmers, in the legal space, which 

was a positive development. 

 

Mishra Sushanta Kumar (2011), in his study emphasized on asset creation in three districts in 

Madhya Pradesh, including Dhar,Jhabua and Rajgarh. Out of a total 16 blocks, 396 

villages/falias /majras in 211 Gram Panchayats (GPs) were studied. In addition to that 350 

responses at sarpanch/sachive level and 4,714 responses at household level and 1,304 

responses at worksite level were collected in the selected three districts. The study found 

that 58 per cent of workers accepted that to create assets, individual land is required.  A 
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majority of households responded that MGNREGA helped in creating assets. Thirdly, 64 per 

cent of workers accepted that quality of MGNREGA work was good. According to the study, 88 

per cent of respondents reported that if MGNREGA work was not available, it would be very 

difficult to create the community level assets. According to the study, 27-39 per cent of the 

workers reported MGNREGA improved water conservation in study areas. And this percentage 

was varying from district to district. Due to MGNREGA work, most of marginal and small 

farmers participated in individual assets creation work and it helped to improve productivity 

in their own farms. Nearly 40 per cent of respondents accepted that in their farms, the 

cropping pattern had now changed. The study expressed the view that a significant impact 

was happening in the selected three districts in Madhya Pradesh. The MGNREGA had helped 

the farmers to enhance land cultivation and increase productivity in the study area.  

 

Gundappa(2013) study emphasized on Hyderabad and Karnataka region in MGNREGA 

implementation. According to his observations, Hyderabad Karnataka region was a backward 

area. The study used secondary data and observed that the success of MGNREGA depends 

upon the realization of the nature of work.   

 

Rashmi (2013) in her study explained that Rajasthan is the largest State in the country and it 

is facing water scarcity, low rainfall and severe drought. The study had chosen Ajmer district 

in Rajasthan. The study collected primary and secondary data. It followed the stratified 

random sampling method. From the beginning, eight blocks and two panchayati samitis were 

selected in Ajmer. In each panchyati samaiti, two gram sabhas were selected. For interview 

purposes, eight BDOs, 16 PRI (panchyati raj institutions), 32 gram sevaks and 160 

beneficiaries’ households were selected and details were collected from 2011-12 to 2012-13. 

For the analysis purpose, pooled regression analysis was applied. To measure the asset 

creation purpose, the study used men working days and women working days on the one side, 

and economic assets like flood control, rural connectivity, drought management, micro 

irrigation facilities, irrigation canal and Rajiv Gandhi Sewa Kendras (RGSK) on the other. The 

study found that women’s participation had increased and contributed towards asset creation 

and helped in the economic progress of Ajmer district. The study suggested that many 

productive assets had been created through MGNREGA programmme. The asset creation, like 

rural connectivity, water conservation, drought management, and Rajiv Gandhi Seva Kendras, 

were the positive effects under MGNREGA.   
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A study by Singh Nandini (2013) focused on MGNREGA’s impact on migration and asset 

creation. The study concentration was based on NSSO data for 2007-08. The study observed 

that women’s participation rate was increasing under MGNREGA work. The study mentioned 

that social factors played a main role while making migration decisions. According to the 

study, most of the MGNREGA workers were having little land or no land and their lands were 

not having irrigation facilities. The study conducted a focus group discussion in Dokur village 

of Mahabubnagar district in Andhra Pradesh and found that seasonal migration was higher in 

the village.  

 

Rao (2014), in his study, explained how poverty was reduced through MGNREGA. According to 

him, the beneficiary farmers were confidently overcoming poverty through multiple sources 

of MGNREGA project.  

Krishna (2015), in his study, analyzed data through Markov chain analysis, and the study used 

primary data and secondary data. The study found that the gender, education and family size 

of the workers significantly influenced the employment under the programme.  

Padma (2015), in her study, focused on how rural distress was overcome through MGNREGA. 

The study collected secondary information. The information was collected from the MGNREGA 

website and the period was from 2009-10 to 2013-14. According to the study, nearly 17 types 

of works were identified in this programme. The study noted that it was low agriculture 

productivity that led to rural distress. MGNREGA saw a demand from rural households to 

participate and generate income during the slack period under the scheme. The study found 

that individual small and marginal farmers’ income increased due to assets creation under 

MGNREGA scheme. The study suggested that aggregate demand could be raised through 

increasing the income levels of poor people under MGNREGA and this could help overcome 

rural distress. In addition to that, it could improve rural human resources.   

 

Reddy et al (2016) examined the impact of MGNREGA on the income, expenditure and savings 

pattern of beneficiaries in north-eastern Karnataka. The study conducted primary survey in 

two taluks. In each taluk, it selected one village where the scheme was fully implemented 

and another where it was partially implemented. From each village, 30 participants were 

selected randomly. The total sample size was 120. The study collected primary data during 

2013-14. The data was analysed through the ‘t’ test and multiple regression analysis was 

applied. The main finding of the study was that those who participated in MGNREGA work in 

the village where the scheme was fully implemented had seen an increase in their income as 
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compared to those in the village where it was only partially implemented. In a similar way, 

savings and expenditure had also increased among whoever had participated in MGNREGA 

work in the fully implemented MGNREGA village as compared to the partially implemented 

MGNREGA village.  

Bahuguna et al (2016), in their study, mentioned that MGNREGA is a great programme to 

improve the economic conditions of rural people. They studied 177 sample beneficiary 

households in Rudraprayag district of Uttarakhand. The study found that beneficiary 

households improved their economic conditions after participation in MGNREGA.  

 

Chauhan and Rajdeep(2016) conducted a study using the purposive sampling method. They 

chose Nabjidu village in Kawant block of Chota Udaipur district in Gujarat. Under the study, 

104 sample households were selected based on stratified random sampling techniques. In the 

village, 52 male and 52 female households were chosen for the study. In addition to that, six 

focus group discussions (FGD) were conducted during December 2015. According to the study, 

nearly 80 per cent of the respondents were having livestock at the time of the interview. The 

study found here was a lack of awareness about beneficiaries’ rights in MGNREGA work. Due 

to this, respondents did not receive any unemployment fund.  

 

ILO (2016) has expressed the view that the MGNREGA scheme has helped women and 

economically backward communities by creating productive assets.  In addition to that, the 

study mentioned that poverty is also most acute among households headed by females and 

among SC and ST in India. The study mentioned that the programme is demand-based and 

helps those who are willing to work as unskilled labour in rural areas. 

 

Kundu and Sanjib (2016) emphasized that MGNREGA generated income for the poor and 

improved the agricultural productivity and profitability in the long run to creating assets. The 

asset creation is in two ways: asset creation among individuals and asset creation at the 

community level. Land development, water conservation, water harvesting, drought proofing, 

flood control etc are improving yields per unit of land, and this leads to increased agricultural 

growth. The study covered all18 districts (except Kolkata) and secondary data was collected 

from 2006-07 to 2013-14 in West Bengal. The study finds that MGNREGA raised irrigation 

facilities; due to this, cropping intensity increased in almost all selected districts of West 

Bengal during the study period. In the case of rural connectivity, the work impact was very 

small. The study expressed the view that renovation of ponds, canals and lakes under 
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MGNREGA would help to improve irrigation facilities and this would improve the cropping 

pattern. 

Abraham (2016) conducted a primary study in four south Indian states of Andhra Pradesh, 

Kerala, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. A total of 14 districts were chosen for the study. The 

study included focus group discussions (FGD) and the study period was 2011-12. The major 

findings of the study are: Nearly 85 per cent of the respondents (in all states) were informed 

that the work taken up under MGNREGA was approved by the gram sabha. It was quite 

different in the case of Kerala and Karnataka; they reported that more than 95 per cent of 

the respondents knew that the work was approved by the gram sabha. Secondly, 

approximately 25 per cent of MGNREGA workers informed that contractors were involved in 

MGNREGA. The durability of assets created under MGNREGA varied from place to place. The 

study found that a majority of assets required maintenance, and nearly 33 per cent of assets 

were maintained regularly. A majority of the selected states’ assets are created in 

community places.  

Mahesh (2017) emphasized on the impact of MGNREGA on employment generation in selected 

districts of Chikmagalur and Tumakuru. The study found that through MGNREGA, the 

government of India provided employment to rural unskilled labour in Karnataka state. Under 

this programme, rural people were able to improve their purchasing power parity (PPP).  

 

Singh and Jain (2017) focused on assets creation in Sangrur and Barnala districts of Punjab. 

The study used secondary and primary data.  The study selected ten blocks in Sangrur and 

three blocks in Barnala districts. In each block, a minimum of two villages were selected. The 

total surveyed villages were 28 and the total beneficiaries were 150. The study found that 

nearly 88 per cent of beneficiaries expressed the view that assets created benefited the 

village community. In the same way, one village constructed a pond across nearly four acres 

of land and it helped in raising the water levels.  According to the study, MGNREGA helped to 

create assets in selected districts in Punjab.  

 

Srikanth and Rajmohan (2017) focused on employment generation through MGNREGA in rural 

livelihood sustainability. The study collected primary and secondary data. The study collected 

primary data in ten villages where employment generation was more and the villages included 

Avalagurki,Gerahalli,Thippenahalli, Kurlahalli, Kournahalli, Gollahalli, Ittappanahalli and 

Kethenahalli. All selected villages come under Chikkaballapura district. The study selected in 

each village 20 beneficiary households, 10 non-beneficiary households, and the total sample 
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size was 300. The main findings of the study are: The programme has affected supply of 

labour to agriculture in selected villages. Hence the study suggested that the programme 

needs to be reoriented.  

 

Saikia Mayuri (2017) in her study emphasized asset creation through MGNREGA in Sibsagar and 

Dhemaji districts in Assam. The study concentrated on projects approved, completed and 

ongoing and the study period was 2008-09 to 2015-16. In each district, two blocks were 

selected. The Gauri sagar development block and Amguri development blocks come under 

Sibsagar district. In the same manner, Murkongselek development block and Sissiborgaon 

development block come under Dhemaji district. The study found that the largest category-

wise completion of work was in fisheries, followed by water conservation, water harvesting, 

rural connectivity, drought proofing, land development, flood control and protection. The 

performance of Dhemaji district was better compared to Sibsagar district. 

 

1.6. Objectives 

The main objectives of the research study are mentioned below: 

5. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on wage employment opportunities 

6. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on creation of sustainable rural livelihoods 

7. Assess the impact of MGNREGA on rural governance 

8. Assess the effectiveness and efficiency of MGNREGA management cycle 

 

1.7. Data and Methodology 

In Karnataka, out of 30 districts, as per the direction of NIRD&PR, the study selected 10 high 

performance districts and 10 low performance districts. In addition to that, one high 

population district selected for the study. Based on the number of man days generated by the 

district, the study divided high and low performance districts. In each district, one GP was 

selected based on the above-said criteria. A total of 30 beneficiaries who actively 

participated in the programme during the three-year period identified for the study i.e. 2016-

17, 2015-16 and 2014-15, were drawn as the primary sample of the study. In addition, 10 

Mahatma Gandhi NREGA job card holders who either participated very less (less than 10 days) 

or never participated during the three-year period were identified for the study to assess the 

impact of their non-participation. The total sample size was 840 (Table1.5). The study 
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applied participatory rural appraisal (PRA) and conducted focus group discussions (FGD) 

separately.  

Table1.5.Selected sample households in Karnataka 

Sl.  
No. 

Highest/low/ category-C  districts 
Beneficiary/Active 
participation HHs 

Non-beneficiary/Inactive 
participation HHs 

Total 

I 
Highest performing districts 

Total sample Total sample Total 
Districts GP 

1 Kalaburagi Koodi 30 10 40 

2 Raichur Toran Dinny 30 10 40 

3 Belagavi Handigund 30 10 40 

4 Davangere Harakanalu 30 10 40 

5 Ramanagar Herindyapanahalli 30 10 40 

6 Mysure Kethupura 30 10 40 

7 Davangere Hosakote 30 10 40 

8 Haveri Karur 30 10 40 

9 Hassan Akkanahalli 30 10 40 

10 D.Kannada* Munduru 30 10 40 

Total 10 300 100 400 

II Lowest performing districts Total sample Total sample Total 

1 Bidar Maniknagar 30 10 40 

2 Yadgir Chapetla 30 10 40 

3 Dharwad Devaragudinihal 30 10 40 

4 Chikkamagaluru Markal 30 10 40 

5 Kolar Ammanallur 30 10 40 

6 Mandya Shettahalli 30 10 40 

7 Shivamogga Antharagange 30 10 40 

8 Gadag Antur 30 10 40 

9 Kodagu Sampaje 30 10 40 

10 Udupi Yellur 30 10 40 

Total 10 300 100 400 

III Based on population  (Category– C ) Total sample Total sample Total 

 
Belagavi Bannur 30 10 40 

            Grand Total 21 630 210 840 
* Dakshina Kannada. Source: Primary data collected 2018.  
 

1.8. Structure of the Report 

The report is divided into five chapters. The first chapter focuses on background of the study, 

review of literature, objectives, data and methodology used for the study. Land holdings, 

annual income and social groups’ information were covered in the second chapter. Source of 

awareness about MGNREGA, awareness of MGNREGA provisions as per the Act and 

employment details are covered in chapter three. Asset creation and enhancing of agriculture 

and income growth, impact of MGNREGA are coveted in the fourth chapter. Chapter five 

provides conclusion, findings and policy insights of the study.  
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Chapter II 

LAND HOLDINGS, ANNUAL INCOME OF SOCIAL GROUPS 

2.1. Socio-economic Status of Sample Households  

The participation under MGNREGA work is determined by many factors. For whoever 

participated in MGNREGA work, their economic conditions have improved (Bahuguna et 

al2016). In general literature, Maruthi and Peter (2018) reveal that the participation under 

MGNREGA work determines the head of the household’s social status, land holdings, income, 

education and type of house which are the main factors. In this chapter, the study brings out 

the importance of socio-economic status and income levels of active participating and 

inactive participating households. Out of 630 beneficiary households, 54 (343 households) per 

cent of households belong to OBC category, 18 per cent (112) of households are SC category, 

General/Other Caste (OC) are 16 per cent (98) and ST are 12 per cent (77). In addition to 

that, the study selected 210 non-beneficiary (inactive) households. Among them, 54 per cent 

(114) of the households come under OBC category, SC are 24 per cent (50), General category 

households are 16 (34) per cent and ST are six per cent (12)  who were studied for the 

research purpose. In our study, a total 630 beneficiary households and 210 non-beneficiary 

households were selected (Table 2.1).  

Table 2.1.Distribution of sample households according to caste group 

Caste 
group 

Active(Beneficiary)participating 
households (A) 

Inactive (non-beneficiary) 
participating households 
(B) 

Total households  
(A+B) 

SC 112(17.78) 50(23.81) 162(19.29) 

ST 77(12.22) 12(5.71) 89(10.60) 

OBC 343(54.44) 114(54.29) 457(54.40) 

General 98(15.56) 34(16.19) 132(15.71) 

Total 630(100) 210(100) 840 (100) 
Source: Primary data, 2018; Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to column total. 
 

 

2.2. Operation of Land Holdings 

Among 630 active participating households, 86 (539) per cent of households were having land 

at the time of our study and the remaining of 14 (91) per cent households were landless. 

Reddy et al (2016) mentioned that most of the SC households’ status was landless. But the 

MGNREGA scheme provided livelihood to the poor people, women, small and marginal 

farmers, SC and ST. According to our study, the average land size is higher in the OBC (3.02 
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acres) category, followed by general (2.89 acres), ST (2.56 acres) and SC (1.79 acres). Here 

the average land indicates that for SC average land size is less as compared to other social 

groups. The maximum land size is higher in ST (24 acres) households and lower in OBC (0.07 

acres) households.  

 

In the case of inactive households, out of 210 households, 89 (186) per cent of households are 

having land and remaining 12 per cent (11) of households are landless and may be engaged in 

other activities. The average landholdings are higher in SC (5 acres) category, followed by 

OBC (4.9 acres), General (4.1 acres) and ST (3.4 acres). The minimum land holdings are higher 

in ST community (1acre) and lower in General community (0.2 acres).  The maximum land is 

higher in OBC (25 acres) and SC (25 acres); followed by General category (20 acres), ST (10 

acres) and details are presented in Figure1 and Table 2.2. Out of 840 total (including active 

and inactive) households, 91 per cent (725) of households are having land and the remaining 9 

per cent households are landless. The total average land is higher in OBC (3.5 acres), followed 

by General (3.19 acres), SC (2.93 acres) and ST (2.7 acres). The minimum land is 0.05 acres in 

SC and BCs and the maximum land is higher in OBC (25 acres), SC (25 acres), followed by ST 

(24 acres) and OCs (20 acres) (Table 2.2). 

 

Figure2.1. Household average landholdings 
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   Table 2.2.Operational landholding of sample households- caste group-wise 

Active/ 
Inactive hhs 

Operation land 
holdings (in acres) 

Social group 
Total 

 
 Total land SC ST OBC General 

Active 
participated 

HHs (A) 

No.ofhhs. reported 91 
(16.88) 

68 
(12.66) 

291 
(53.99) 

89 
(16.51) 

539 
(100) 

Total  163.34 
(1.79) 

174.3 
(2.56) 

877.84 
(3.02) 

256.99 
(2.89) 

1472.47 
(2.73) 

MIN 0.1 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05 

MAX 5 24 15 13 24 

Inactive 
participated 

HHs (B) 
 

No.of hhs. reported 44 
(23.660 

11 
(5.91) 

103 
(55.38) 

28 
(15.054) 

186 
(100) 

Total  231.88 
(5.27) 

38 
(3.45) 

504.55 
(4.90) 

116.61 
(4.16) 

891.04 
(4.79) 

MIN 0.05 1 0.05 0.2 0.05 

MAX 25 10 25 20 25 

Total (A+B) 

No.of hhs. reported 135 
(18.62) 

79 
(10.90) 

394 
(54.34) 

117 
(16.14) 

725 
(100) 

Total  395.22 
(2.93) 

212.3 
(2.69) 

1382.39 
(3.51) 

373.6 
(3.19) 

2363.51 
(3.26) 

MIN 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 

MAX 25 24 25 20 25 
  Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

2.3. Source of Income 

Out of 630 actively participating households, 82 per cent (519) of households reported that 

their agricultural annual total income is .2,33, 65,000 during 2016-17, and monthly income 

is .20,36,698. The share of agricultural income in total income is 49 per cent. Agricultural 

income share is higher as compared to other activities, followed by income from animal 

husbandry (14%), MGNREGA wages (13%), and trade/self-employment (7%). The MGNREGA 

wages share occupied third place among the activities (Figure 2.2 and Table2.3). The 

agriculture ( .1,08,68,000) sector contributed enormous income for inactive households, 

followed by trade/self-employment/business ( .16,78,000), non-agricultural wages excluding 

MGNREGA wages ( .10,40,908), animal husbandry ( .10,06,489) and traditional services-

repair, maintenance, caste based occupations-carpentry, blacksmithy ( .5,70,720). It 

indicates that the agriculture sector share is still (68%) higher as compared to beneficiary 

households. But the trade/self employment/business share also increased as compared to 

actively participating households. The total (active + inactive) households’ income is higher in 

the agriculture sector, followed by animal husbandry, MGNREGA wages and trade/self-

employment/business, and monthly wise details are presented in Table 2.3.  
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Figure 2.2 Main income sources in per cent of HH to sample 
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Table 2.3.Annual/monthly income of the households from various sources (for 2016-17)  

  Actively participating Households (A) Inactively participating Households (B) Total (A+B) 

Sl.no Source Yearly income ( .) Monthly income  

( .) 
Yearly income ( .) Monthly income ( .) Yearly   income ( .) Monthly income ( .) 

  A B C D A B C D A B C D 

1 Income   from  agriculture 519 23865000(49.3) 519 2036698 175 10868000(67.6) 175 914750 694 34733000(53.8) 694 2951448 

2 Income  from land  rent 3 80000(0.2) 3 6667 1 12000(0.1) 1 1000 4 92000(0.1) 4 7667 

3 Income from animal 

husbandry 
229 6849445(14.2) 229 1059473 31 1006480(6.2) 31 146913 260 7855925(12.2) 260 1206386 

a Sale  of  milk  /dairy products 206 6191745(12.7) 206 1003200 27 936480(5.8) 27 140580 233 7128225(11.1) 233 1143780 

B Sale  of   farm  animals 11 439700(0.9) 11 37074 0 0(0.0) 0 0 11 439700(0.6) 11 37074 

C Sale  of  meat 10 200000(0.4) 10 17599 3 60000(0.3) 3 5333 13 260000(0.4) 13 22933 

D Sale of   eggs 2 18000(0.1) 2 1600 0 0(0.0) 0 0 2 18000(0.0) 2 1600 

E Others  (specify) 0 0(0.0) 0 0 1 10000(0.1) 1 1000 1 10000(0.0) 1 1000 

4 Artisan  work  (handicrafts) 4 133000(0.3) 4 11083 0 0(0.0) 0 0 4 133000(0.2) 4 11083 

5 Trade/self-employment 
/business (own shop etc.) 

38 3325800(6.8) 38 269983 31 1678000(10.4) 31 135333 69 5003800(7.7) 69 405316.33 

6 Manufacturing (other than 

 artisan, carpenter etc.) 
3 149000(0.3) 3 12500 1 60000(0.3) 1 5000 4 209000(0.3) 4 17500 

7 Agricultural  wage    income 478 3040582(6.3) 478 737897 56 643383(4.0) 56 158895 534 3683965(5.7) 534 896793 

a Kharif 269 1960289(4.1) 269 483755 32 522143(3.2) 32 130535 301 2482432(3.8) 301 614291 

B Rabi 201 1002168(2.1) 201 243242 21 109240(0.6) 21 27310 222 1111408(1.7) 222 270552 

C Others 8 78125(0.2) 8 10900 3 12000(0.1) 3 1050 11 90125(0.1) 11 11950 

8 Non-agricultural  wages –
excluding  MGNREGA  wages 

129 2524820(5.2) 129 217810 18 1040908(6.5) 18 87992 147 3565728(5.5) 147 305802 

9 MGNREGA  wages 601 6412458(13.2) 601 540616 0 0(0.0) 0 0 601 6412458(9.9) 601 540616 

10 Traditional  services * 11 878000(1.8) 11 90750 14 570720(3.5) 14 47893 25 1448720(2.2) 25 138643 

11 Income  from forest/CPR/ 

other  products 
9 115500(0.2) 9 11550 0 0(0.0) 0 0 9 115500(0.2) 9 11550 

 a.Bee keeping 9 115500(0.2) 9 11550 0 0(0.00) 0 0 9 115500(0.1) 9 11550 

12 Remittances 9 423000(0.8) 9 35250 1 120000(0.7) 1 10000 10 543000(0.8) 10 45250 

13 Pension 84 614400(1.2) 84 55500 9 66000(0.4) 9 5500 93 680400(1.0) 93 61000 

14 Others1 4 30000(0.1) 4 2700 2 12000(0.1) 2 1200 6 42000(0.1) 6 3900 

   48411005(100)  5088477  16065491(100)  1514477  64476496(100)  6602955 

Note: A means: Number  of  households  reported; B means: Total  income  for  reported hhs; C means: Number  of  households  reported, and d means: Total 

income for reported hhs. * Traditional services- repair, maintenance,   caste based occupations-carpentry, blacksmithy. Figures in brackets represent per cent in column. 

Source: Primary data collected, 2018 



18 
 

2.4. Income Classification and Social Group 

The annual income is classified into six groups. Some (35%) of active participation households 

earned more than .80,001 and above, followed by .20,001- 40,000 (23%), .40,001- 

60,000 (17%), .60,001-80,000 (16%), .10,001-20,000 (7%) and up to .10,000 (2%).Some 

(33%) of SC household annual income is more than .80,001. The primary data results reveal 

that four per cent (4 hhs) of households annual income is less than .10,000 and seven per 

cent (8 hhs) of households’ income is between .10,001- 20,000. Here the results reveal that 

11 per cent (12 hhs) of SC households’ annual income is less than .20,000. In a similar way, 

36 per cent of ST households earned income more than .80,000. And nearly three per cent 

(2 hhs) of households’ income is less than .10,000 and it indicates that three per cent of 

households are prone to poverty. And in the case of OBC category, nearly 34 (115 hhs) per 

cent of the households’ income is more than .80,001, followed by those with .20,001-

40,000 (24%). And one per cent (4 hhs) of households earned less than .10,000. Nearly 44 

per cent of the General category households’ annual income is more than .80,001, followed 

by those with .20,001-40,000 (21%) and the lowest income is less than .10,000 (4%) and this 

indicates that four per cent of general category households also earned lower income during 

our study period (Table 2.4).  

 

Twenty nine per cent (61 hhs) of households’ annual income is more than .80,001 in inactive 

participation households. In the case of SC households, nearly 28 per cent (14 hhs) of SC 

households’ annual income is more than .80,000. In a similar way, eight per cent of SC 

households’ annual income is less than .20,000. But one ST household’s annual income is 

less than .10,000.  Nearly nine per cent (10 hhs) of the OBC households’ annual income is 

less than .10,000. And, it indicates that their economic condition is poor. In a similar way, 

another 11 per cent of households’ income is between .10,001- .20,000. Nearly one-third 

of the OBC households’ annual income is more than 80,001. In general category, nine per 

cent (3 hhs) of households’ annual income is less than .10,000. Based on income indicator, 

very few of General category people are economically poor. And 38 per cent of households’ 

annual income is more than .80,001. Nearly 34 per cent (383 hhs) of the total (active 

+inactive) households’ annual income is more than .80,001. Among the social groups OBC 

households are higher, followed by General (56 hhs), SC (51 hhs) and ST (30 hhs). The study 

results reveal that three per cent (26 hhs) of households’ annual income is less than .10,000 

(Table 2.4).  



19 
 

Table 2.4. Annual income according to social groups 
Active/ 
Inactive 

house holds 

Annual income 
group ( .) 

Caste  group 
Total 

SC ST OBC General 

Active 
participated 

HHs (A) 
 

Up to .10000 4(3.57) 2(2.60) 4(1.17) 0(0.00) 10(1.59) 

. 10001– 20000 8 (7.14) 6(7.79) 28(8.16) 4(4.08) 46(7.30) 

. 20001– 40000 25 (22.32) 23(29.87) 82(23.91) 16(16.33) 146(23.17) 

. 40001- 60000 15(13.39) 9(11.69) 60(17.49) 21(21.43) 105(16.67) 

. 60001– 80000 23 (20.54) 9(11.69) 54(15.74) 14(14.29) 100(15.87) 

. 80001 and  + 37 (33.04) 28(36.36) 115(33.53) 43(43.88) 223(35.40) 

Total 112 (100) 77(100) 343(100) 98(100) 630(100) 

Inactive 
participated 

HHs (B) 

Up to .10000 2(4.00) 1(8.33) 10(8.77) 3(8.82) 16(7.62) 

. 10001 – 20000 4(8.00) 0(0.00) 12(10.53) 2(5.88) 18(8.57) 

. 20001 – 40000 3(6.00) 2(16.67) 17(14.91) 3(8.82) 25(11.90) 

. 40001- 60000 18(36.00) 3(25.00) 18(15.79) 8(23.53) 47(22.38) 

. 60001– 80000 9(18.00) 3(25.00) 26(22.81) 5(14.71) 43(20.48) 

. 80001  and  + 14(28.00) 3(25.00) 31(27.19) 13(38.24) 61(29.05) 

Total 50(100) 12(100) 114(100) 34(100) 210(100) 

Total(A+B) 

Up to .10000 6(3.70) 3(3.37) 14(3.06) 3(2.27) 26(3.10) 

. 10001–20000 12(7.41) 6(6.74) 40(8.75) 6(4.55) 64(7.62) 

. 20001–40000 28(17.28) 25(28.09) 99(21.66) 19(14.39) 171(20.36) 

. 40001- 60000 33(20.37) 12(13.48) 78(17.07) 29(21.97) 152(18.10) 

. 60001– 80000 32(19.75) 12(13.48) 80(17.51) 19(14.39) 143(17.02) 

. 80001 and  + 51(31.48) 31(34.83) 146(31.95) 56(42.42) 284(33.81) 

Total 162(100) 89(100) 457(100) 132(100) 840(100) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

2.5. Income from MGNREGA and Non-MGNREGA 

In general, income is varying from person to person, place to place and the nature of work 

worked determined the annual income. The active households’ total MGNREGA work income is 

higher in OBC ( .34,37,824) category, followed by SC ( .12,12,670), OCs ( .9,34,680) and ST 

( .8,27,284). But the average MGNREGA income is higher in SC ( .11,228) followed by ST (

.11,045), OBC ( .10,449) and General ( .10,385) (Figure 2.3 and Table 2.5). The average 

income is higher in SC households as their man days are higher. The minimum income varies 

among the social groups and the lowest income is earned by a General ( .3,304) category 

household and maximum income is earned by a OBC ( .21,240) household. The active 

households’ non-MGNREGA work average income is higher in General ( .75,251) category, 

followed by SC ( .68,627) and OBC ( .66,935). The minimum income is .500 earned by a SC 

household and the maximum income is .6,56,000 in a OBC household (Table 2.5). 

The inactive households’ average income is higher in General ( .94,427) category households, 

followed by OBC ( .78,155), ST ( .73,342) and SC ( .71,340). The average income indicates 
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that the General category households are economically better than the other social groups. 

Here, we observed that average income is different among the social groups. The minimum 

income is .1,160 in OBC households and the maximum income is .7,26,250 in General 

category household. The total households’ (active + inactive) non-MGNREGA income is higher 

in OBC ( .34,37,824) households, followed by SC ( .12,12,670), General ( .9,34,680) 

category and ST ( .8,27,284). In a similar way, the average income is higher in General (

.80,008) category, followed by OBC ( .69,715), SC ( .69,463), and ST ( .60,104). Among the 

social groups, General category households’ average income is higher. Here the average 

income indicates their economic capabilities. So in all prospects, General category households 

are economically better off than other communities. The minimum income is .500 and the 

maximum income is .7, 26,250 in General category (Table 2.5).   

 

Figure2.3. Average income sources from MGNREGA and Non-MGNREGA 
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Table 2.5.Total income from MGNREGA and remaining sources-social group-wise ( .)  
Active 
/In 
active 

Social  
group 

                                                          Source 

MGNREGA Non-MGNREGA  (all  other  sources) 
No. of 
hhs.reported 

Total Min. Max. 
No. of 
hhs.reported 

Total Min. Max. 

A
c
ti

v
e
 (

A
) 

 

SC 108 
(17.97) 

1212670 
(11228) 

3540 18720 
110 

(17.66) 
7548962 
(68627) 

500 472600 

ST 74 
(12.31) 

827284 
(11180) 

4720 16520 
76 

(12.20) 
4422305 
(58188) 

826 220740 

OBC 329 
(54.74) 

3437824 
(10449) 

3540 21240 
340 

(54.57) 
22757899 
(66935) 

1000 656000 

General 90 
(14.97) 

934680 
(10385) 

3304 19352 
97 

(15.57) 
7299382 
(75251) 

5000 251880 

Total 601(100) 6412458 
(10670) 

3304 21240 623 
(100) 

42028547 
(67462) 

500 656000 

In
a
c
ti

v
e
 (

B
) 

SC 
0 0 0 0 

49 
(24.02) 

3495660 
(71340) 

3000 289400 

ST 
0 0 0 0 

11 
(5.39) 

806760 
(73342) 

22000 184000 

OBC 
0 0 0 0 

112 
(54.9) 

8753401 
(78155) 

1160 506000 

General 
0 0 0 0 

32 
(15.69) 

3021670 
(94427) 

10000 726250 

Total 
0 0 0 0 

204 
(100) 

16077491 
(78811) 

1160 726250 

T
o
ta

l(
A
+
B
) 

SC 108 
(17.97) 

1212670 
(11228) 

3540 18720 
159 

(19.23) 
11044621 
(69463) 

500 472600 

ST 74 
(12.31) 

827284 
(11180) 

4720 16520 
87 

(10.52) 
5229065 
(60104) 

826 220740 

OBC 329 
(54.74) 

3437824 
(10449) 

3540 21240 
452 

(54.66) 
31511300 
(69715) 

1000 656000 

General 90 
(14.97) 

934680 
(10385) 

3304 19352 
129 

(15.60) 
10321051 
(80008) 

5000 726250 

Total 601 
(100) 

6412458 
(10670) 

3304 21240 
827 

(100) 
58106038 
(70261) 

500 726250 

Source: Primary data collected, 2018 
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Chapter III 

AWARENESS OF MGNREGA 

3.1. Awareness Information 

Awareness is very important for human beings. Nowadays, most of the people are not aware 

of many issues. Even the educated people are not aware of many programmes. For 

awareness, people have to get education. Here education means not only formal education, 

but informal education is also required. In our study, data reveals that a majority (77%) of the 

active participation households’ MGNREGA awareness information source is GP head/ward 

members (77%), Grama Sabha (GS) (69%), Panchayati Secretary (PS) / Rojgar Sevak (RS) (61%) 

and the lowest information source is others (0.79%). In a similar way, the inactive households’ 

awareness sources are: Grama Sabha (16%), GP head/ward members (WM) (14%), block level 

officials (BLO) (11%), and the lowest information source is poster/wall paintings/public 

announcement (0.95%) and the details are depicted in Figure3.1. In our study, both active 

and inactive data reveals that 61 per cent of households’ awareness information source is GP 

head/ward members (61%), followed by Grama Sabha (56%), Panchayati Secretary/Rojgar 

Sevak (48%), block level officials (25%) and the lowest information source is others (0.60%), 

and the total households’ awareness information sources details are presented in Table 3.1. 

 

Figure 3.1. Source of awareness about MGNREGA 
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Table 3.1. Source of awareness about MGNREGA (provision for multiple responses) 

Sl. 
No 

Source 
Active participated HHs(A) Inactive HHs (B) Total(A+B) 

Number  of  hhs reported 
Number  of 

hhs reported 
Number  of 

hhs reported 

1 Radio 134 (21.27) 15 (7.14) 149 (17.74) 

2 Television 117 (18.57) 15 (7.14) 132 (35.71) 

3 Newspaper 140 (22.22) 14 (6.67) 154 (18.33) 

4 Gram  Sabha 436 (69.21) 34 (16.19) 470 (55.95) 

5 GP  head/WM 487 (77.3) 29 (13.81) 516 (61.43) 

6 PS/RS 385 (61.11) 22 (10.48) 407 (48.45) 

7 Block  level  officials 186(29.52) 24  (11.43) 210 (25.0) 

8 Special  camp 25 (3.97) 0 (0.0) 25 (2.98) 

9 Poster/wall  paintings/ 
public  announcement 51 (8.10) 2 (0.95) 53  (6.31) 

10 Co-villagers 18 (2.86) 0 (0.0) 18 (2.14) 

11 Co-workers 123 (19.52) 8 (3.81) 131 (15.60) 

12 Others    5 (0.79) 0 (0) 5  (0.60) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

Dheeraja et al (2013) in their study find that awareness is higher on minimum wages and right 

to work. More than 55 per cent of workers were aware of these two components. Awareness 

level was low regarding unemployment allowance and time limit to provide employment after 

submission of application. Twenty seven (27) per cent of the workers knew of unemployment 

allowance. We enquired about MGNREGA awareness information in different ways. A majority 

(92%) of active participation households were more aware about the minimum wages under 

MGNREGA scheme, followed by awareness about its provisions like a minimum  of 100  days of  

employment (88%), work  to  be  given  within  15  days (61%), work  to  be  given within  five  

kms radius, otherwise additional payment (49%), unemployment allowance (16%), 

compensation for injury (15%), four  facilities  at  work  site (10%) and  one-third  of  workers  

needing to  be  women (7%). Our results are in line with Dheeraja et al. (2013). But the 

awareness differed among the social groups. In the case of SC households, a majority (95%) 

were aware about minimum wages. But ST (95%) households reported that they were aware 

more about the minimum of 100 days of employment. In a similar way, 94 per cent of OBC 

households reported that they were aware more about minimum wages and the same thing 

was reported by General category (86%) households.  

 

In the case of inactive households, 17 per cent were aware about minimum of 100 days of 

employment. The same information was reported by 19 per cent of OBC households and 21 

per cent of General category households. But 14 per cent of SC households were aware more 

about minimum wages. A majority (73%) of total (active+ inactive) households said that they 
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were aware about minimum wages. A good number of households reported awareness of 

compensation for injury (13%) and very few (5%) of them knew that one-third of workers 

needed to be women (Table 3.2).  

Table 3.2. Awareness of the following MGNREGA provisions as per the Act (provision for 
multiple answers) caste - group wise (no. of HHS.) 

Active  
/inactive 

Sl. 
No. 

Item SC ST OBC OC Total 

A
c
ti

v
e
 p

a
rt

ic
ip

a
ti

o
n
 

H
o
u
se

h
o
ld

s(
A

) 

 

1 Minimum  of  100  days of 

employment 
99(88.4) 73(94.8) 314(91.5) 70(71.4) 

556(88.3) 
2 Minimum  wages 106(94.6) 70(90.9) 322(93.8) 84 85.7) 582(92.4) 
3 Work  to  be  given  within  15  days 75 (66.9) 46(59.7) 211(61.5) 50(51.1) 382(60.6) 
4 Unemployment  allowance 15(13.4) 12(15.5) 55(16.1) 16(16.3) 98 (15.6) 
5 Work  to  be  given within  5  kms    

radius, otherwise   additional 

payment 
50(44.6) 31(40.3) 180(52.5) 47(47.9) 308(48.9) 

6 One-third  of  workers  to  be  

women 
5(4.4) 2 (2.6) 27(7.8) 7 (7.2) 

41(6.5) 
7 Four  facilities  at  work  site 8 (7.1) 6 (7.7) 26(7.6) 20(20.4) 60(9.5) 
8 Compensation  for  injury 12 (10.7) 6(7.7) 47(13.7) 29 29.3) 94(14.9) 

In
a
c
ti

v
e
 p

a
rt

ic
ip

a
ti

o
n
 

H
o
u
se

h
o
ld

s 
(B

) 

1 Minimum  of  100  days of  
employment 

6 (12.0) 1 (8.3) 22(19.3) 7 (20.6) 
36 (17.2) 

2 Minimum  wages 7 (14.0) 1 (8.3) 20(17.5) 6 (17.6) 34 (16.2) 
3 Work  to  be  given  within  15  days 1 (2.0) 1 (8.3) 12 (10.5) 3 (8.8) 17 (8.1) 
4 Unemployment  allowance 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.8) 0(0.0) 1 (0.5) 
5 Work  to  be  given within  5  kms    

radius, otherwise   additional 
payment 

5 (10.0) 1 (8.3) 16 (14.1) 7 (20.6) 29 (13.8) 

6 One-third  of  workers  to  be  

women 
0(0.0) 0 (0) 0 (0.0) 2(5.8) 

2(0.9) 
7 Four  facilities  at  work  site 1 (2.0) 0 (0) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.9) 2 (0.95) 
8 Compensation  for  injury 5 (10.0) 0(0) 5 (4.4) 2 (5.8) 12 (5.71) 

T
o
ta

l 
(A

+
B
) 

1 Minimum  of  100  days of  

employment 
105(64.8) 74(83.2) 336(73.5) 77(58.3) 

592(70.5) 
2 Minimum  wages 113(69.7) 71(79.7) 342(74.8) 90(68.2) 616 73.3) 
3 Work  to  be  given  within  15  days 76(46.9) 47(52.8) 223(48.8) 53(40.2) 399(47.5) 
4 Unemployment  allowance 15 (9.3) 12(13.5) 56 (12.3) 16(12.2) 99(11.8) 
5 Work  to  be  given within  5  kms    

radius, otherwise   additional 

payment 
55 (33.9) 32(35.9) 196(42.8) 54 40.9) 337 40.2) 

6 One-third  of  workers  to  be  

women 
5 (3.1) 2 (2.3) 27(5.9) 9 (6.8) 

43(5. 2) 
7 Four  facilities  at  work  site 9 (5.5) 6 (6.7) 26 (5.7) 21(15.9) 62 (7.4) 
8 Compensation  for  injury 17 (10.5) 6 (6.7) 52(11.4) 31(23.5) 106(12.6) 

Source: Primary data collected, 2018 
Note: Figures in brackets represent percentage of community total.  

 

3.2. Particulars of Job Card 

One hundred per cent of study sample active participation households were having job cards. 

Nearly 49 per cent of the households had the first job card in 2006-2010, followed by 2011-

2015 (44%) and in 2016-2018 (8%). In a similar way, at the time of our investigation, 91 per 

cent of the households were in possession of the job card, followed by with someone else 



25 
 

(4%), lost (3%) and do not know (2%). Nearly 35 per cent of the  households reported that  

their job card was kept in the sarpanch’s house, followed by field assistant (22%) and other 

GP functionary (22%), secretary (9%), mate (4%), mortgaged(4%) and not sure (4%) where they 

kept the job card. In the case of inactive participation households, 98 per cent of households 

were having the job card. Among the inactive households, 45 per cent of households first got 

the job card in 2011-15, followed by 2006-2010 (42%) and in 2016-18 (12%). Eighty two per 

cent of inactive households were in possession of the job card at the time of our primary data 

collection, followed by ‘do not know where they kept the job card’ (11%), lost (3%) and with 

someone else (3%). Among the ‘job card kept with someone else’ households, 43 per cent of 

the households kept their job card with another GP functionary, followed by field assistant 

(29%), secretary (14%) and not sure (14%). The active and inactive households (98%) were 

having the job cards. Forty-seven of the households first got job card during 2006-10 followed 

by 2011-2015 (44%) and in 2016-2018 (8%) (Table3.3). 

Table 3.3. Some particulars about the job card 

Sl. 
No 

Item 
Active participated hhs (A) Inactive hhs (B) Total (A+B) 

Number of hhs. Number of hhs. Number of hhs. 

1 Whether having a  job card::Yes 630 (100) 205(98%) 835 

2 When the job card was first issued? Number of hhs. Number of hhs. Number of hhs. 

a 2006-2010 306 (48.6) 87 (42.4) 393 (47.1) 

b 2011-2015 276 (43.8) 93 (45.4) 369 (44.2) 

c 2016-2018 48 (7.6) 25 (12.2) 73(8.7) 

 Total 630 (100) 205 (100) 835 (100) 

3 Whether in possession of job card at the moment 

a  In possession 576 (91.4) 168 (82.0) 744 (89.1) 

b Lost 19 (3.0) 7(3.4) 26 (3.1) 

c With someone else 23 (3.7) 7 (3.4) 30 (3.1) 

d Not sure/do not know 12 (1.9) 23 (11.2) 35 (4.2) 

 Total 630 (100) 205(100) 835 (100) 

4 If with someone else, where is it?   

a Pradhan/Sarpanch 8(34.78) 0 (0.0) 8(26.67) 

b Secretary (Sachiv) 2 (8.70) 1 (14.29) 3 (10.00) 

c Field Assistant (GRY) 5 (21.74) 2 (28.57) 7 (23.33) 

d Other GP functionary 5 (21.74) 3 (42.86) 8 (26.67) 

e Mate 1 (4.35) 0 (0.0) 1(3.33) 

f Mortgaged 1(4.35) 0 (0.0) 1(3.33) 

g Not sure 1(4.35) 1(14.29) 2 (6.67) 

 Total 23 (100) 7(100) 30 (100) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

3.3. Application for the Job 

A person who wants to get a job has to fill the application and submit it to the concerned 

authority in the GP. Our results reveal that 94 per cent (590 hhs) of active participation 
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households reported that their job application was submitted in the GP office, followed by GP 

head (4%), PS/RS (1%), GS(0.5%) and BLO (0.3%)) (Figure3.1 and Table 3.4).    

 
Figure 3.2. Application submitted sample HHs for seeking job 

 
Table 3.4. Where did you apply for job card? 

Sl. no. 
Person / place  where the  hhs  applies  

for  the  job 
Active participated households (A) 

No. of  hhs reported 

1 GP  head 27(4.29) 

2 PS/RojgarSevak (RS) 8(1.27) 

3 Gram  Sabha (GS) 3(0.48) 

4 GP  office 590(93.65) 

5 Block  office 2(0.32) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

3.4. Employment generation through MGNREGA 

According to our study, the overall male employment days increased by 2,984 man days, 

4,451 man days and 15,395 man days in 2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17 respectively. The man 

days doubled from 2014-15 to 2015-16. The man days increased nearly fourfold from 2015-16 

to 2016-17. In the same way, the total wage income is increased from .5,30,989 to

.10,33,902 and .37,54,110 in 2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17 respectively. All social groups’ 

man days increased during the mentioned years. Among the social groups, OBC households’ 

employment days were higher (but their households also were many) followed by SC, General 

group and ST during our study period (Table3.5). Females also participated in MGNREGA work 

during our study period and generated work days amounting to 1,816 in 2014-15 and 3,439 in 

2015-16 and 11,250 in 2016-17. Among the social groups, OBC households contributed 

significant person days and earned a high total wage income during the mentioned years. As 

for MGNREGA rules and regulations, the payment will be made within 15 days after 

completion of work. But, sometimes, the payment is delaying due to technical problems like 

93.65

4.29
1.27

0.48
0.32

GP  office

GP  head

PS/RojgarSevak

Gram  Sabha

Block  office
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working without a bank account, wrong account number in MIS or wrong Aadhaar number 

linked in the MIS and even deletion of worker name from job card etc. 

3.5. Average Man days and Wage Income per Household (2014-15 to 2016-17) 

The average total man days per household are 47 in Karnataka. Among the social groups in 
Karnataka, ST’ average man days are higher (56), followed by SC (49), General (46) and OBC 
(44) (Figure 3.3 and Table 3.5). In a similar way, the total average wage income is .10,903. 
This amount is helpful to the rural sample households. Among the social groups, the average 
wage income is higher in ST ( .13,184), followed by SC ( .11,390), General ( 10,767) and 
OBC ( .10,325) (Figure 3.4 and Table 3.5). As for our observation, wherever resources are 
more their households are not interested to participate MGNREGA labour work. In addition to 
that whoever having resources like land and other economic assets, households are not 
interested to participate MGNREGA labour work. Wherever the resources are very less their 
households are willingly and voluntarily interested to participate in MGNREGA labour work. In 
the same way, drought/famine/floods situation more man days are required. As for as social 
group is concerned, SCs, STs, OBCs and/women is required more man days. The policy makers 
are has to identify where more man days are required and where not require.   

 
Figure 3.3. Average man days of sample HHs 

 

Figure 3.4. Average income of sample HHs 
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Table 3.5.Employment and wages–caste group, gender and year wise 

 Years/Days/wage SC ST OBC/BC General Total 

Male- 2014-15   

Total  employment days 750(16) 172(7) 1242(11) 220(16) 2384(12) 

Wage  per  day 211.96 223.38 216.63 223.5 216.86 

Total  earnings 166248(3464) 38116(1466) 277176(2349) 49449(3532) 530989(2578) 

Male- 2015-16 

Total  employment days 908(12) 597(14) 2021(10) 925(17) 4451(12) 

Wage  per  day 230.95 232.56 231.22 231 231.29 

Total  earnings 209615(2795) 138991(3232) 471732(2324) 213564(4030) 1033902(2764) 

Male-2016-17 

Total  employment days 2886(28) 2047(28) 8719(27) 2283(26) 15935(27) 

Wage  per  day 235.78 235.92 235.93 235.91 235.9 

Total  earnings 680376(6670) 482834(6706) 2052284(6315) 538616(6121) 3754110(6395) 

Female- 2014-15 

Total  employment days 405(8) 310(11) 917(9) 184(15) 1816(9) 

Wage  per  day 211.02 220.43 217.1 225 216.54 

Total  earnings 87216(1780) 66314(2368) 200855(1895) 41536(3461) 395921(2030) 

Female- 2015-16  

Total  employment days 743(10) 441(10) 1462(8) 793(17) 3439(10) 

Wage  per  day 229.28 233.16 230.84 231.76 230.91 

Total  earnings 169352(2258) 102706(2389) 340263(1829) 181970(3956) 794291(2269) 

Female-2016-17 

Total  employment days 2258(22) 1460(21) 5853(21) 1679(21) 11250(21) 

Wage  per  day 235.78 235.91 235.92 235.9 235.89 

Total  earnings 532294(5270) 344450(5065) 1376100(4863) 396064(4951) 2648908(4979) 

Total Male and Female (2014-17)  

Total Employment Days 7950(49) 5027(56) 20214(44) 6084(46) 39275(47) 

Wage per day 230 233 232 233 232 

Total Earnings 1845101(11390) 1173411(13184) 4718410(10325) 1421199(10767) 9158121(10903) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

Field visit to Handigund (GP), Belagavi (District) 
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Chapter IV 

ASSEST CREATION AND IMPACT OF MGNREGA 

4.1. Introduction 

Under MGNREGA scheme, the government of India provides for the creation of various durable 

assets. The created assets are very useful to the farmers to extent their land and improve 

their agriculture production and productivity. The production depends upon the type of asset 

created by the farmer. Mishra (2011), in his study, finds that 58 per cent of the workers 

accepted that to create assets, individual land is required. A majority of the households 

responded that MGNREGA helped in creating assets, if MGNREGA was not there, it was very 

difficult to create assets. Due to MGNREGA, most of the marginal and small farmers 

participated in individual assets creation and it helped to improve the productivity in their 

own farms. Our study results reveal that out of a total 630 active participation households, 45 

per cent (284 hhs) of households were benefited by assets creation during our study. Among 

the social groups, asset creation is more in General category (57%), followed by ST (47%), SC 

(44%) and OBC households (42%). In a different way, 55 per cent (346 hhs) of the households 

were not benefited in asset creation during three years (2014-15 to 2016-17). Among the 

households, OBC (58%) are higher in percentage followed by SC (56%), ST (53%) and General 

(43%) (Figure4.1 and Table4.1). 

 

Figure4.1.Individual asset creation in sample HHs 
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4.2. Source of Asset Information  

Among the asset creation households (45%), nearly 55 per cent (148 hhs) of the beneficiary 

households approached the GP head to get the asset creation, followed by those who 

approached the GP secretary (GPS)/GRS (40%), were offered by GP head (7%), were selected 

for the benefit by the GS (0.7%) and paid commission to get it (0.35%).  Among the social 

groups, to get the asset creation, 57 per cent of SC households approached the GP head 

followed by GPS/GRS (39%) and were offered by the GP (4%). And different results were found 

in ST households. Sixty-nine per cent of households approached the GPS/GRS (39%), followed 

by those who approached the GP head (31%). Most of the OBC (56%) beneficiary households 

approached the GP head (56%) followed by those who approached the GPS/GRS (34%) and in a 

similar way, 56 per cent of General category households approached the GP head, followed by 

those who approached the GPS /GRS (39%) (Figure 4.2 and Table 4.1a).   

 

Figure 4.2.Assest information source of sample HHs 

4.3. Type of Asset Creation  

Abraham (2016), studies the creation of assets in the four south Indian states of Andhra 

Pradesh, Kerala, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu. The durability of assets created under MGNREGA 

varies from place to place. The study finds that a majority of the assets required 
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maintenance. In our study we identified a total 33 asset created in 2014-15. Among the 

assets, the construction of livestock shelters (30%) were the highest, followed by farm pond 

(21%), toilet /sanitation (15%), plantation & farm forestry (12%), and dug well, sericulture and 

development of fallow or waste lands was three per cent. Within the SC community, 43 per 

cent of the SC households benefited through the construction of livestock shelter, followed by 

house construction (29%), dug well (14%) and development of fallow or waste lands (14%). In 

the case of ST households, 40 per cent of households benefited from the construction of 

livestock shelter and toilet/sanitation and 20 per cent of households benefited from farm 

ponds. In a similar way, 24 per cent of OBC households benefited from construction of 

livestock shelters, followed by plantation & farm forestry and others (18%), toilet/sanitation 

(18%) and sericulture (6%). In the case of general category, 25 per cent of households 

benefited from plantation & farm forestry, another household benefited from house 

construction and one more household benefited from livestock shelter (Table 4.1b).  

The asset creation increased during 2015-16 as compared to 2014-15. In the mentioned year, 

79 households benefited from asset creation. Among the households, 52(41 hhs) per cent of 

households come from OBC category, followed by SC (22%) and ST (15%), and nine General 

category (11%) households benefited during the mentioned year. Among the assets, 39 per 

cent of the households benefited from livestock shelter, followed by house construction 

(20%), farm pond (14%), toilet/sanitation (11%), water recharge/ irrigation (5%), sericulture 

(4%), dug well (1%), other water harvesting structures (1%), horticulture (1%), plantation & 

farm forestry (1%), and development of fallow or waste lands (1%). Within the social groups, 

35 per cent of the SC households benefited from livestock shelter followed by house 

construction (24%) and toilet (12%).  In the case of ST, 42 per cent of households benefited 

from livestock shelter and house construction (25%). Nearly 37 per cent of OBC households 

benefited from livestock shelter and 20 per cent from house construction. In a similar way, 56 

per cent of general category households benefited from livestock shelter (Table 4.1b).   

 

A majority (198 hhs) of the households are benefited in 2016-17. Among the households, OBC 

(51%) are higher, followed by General category (24%), SC (15%) and ST (11%).  In a similar 

way, SC are benefited by the construction of livestock shelters (38%) and houses (34%). ST are 

benefited by the construction of livestock shelters (33%) and houses (33%). In the case of OBC 

households, 39 per cent of the households have benefited by livestock shelters, followed by 

houses(30%) and 12 per cent of the households from farm ponds. The General category 

households benefited from houses (35%) and livestock shelters (31%). Among all activities, 36 
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per cent of households benefit from livestock shelters, followed by houses (32%) and 

plantation and farm forestry (9%) (Table 4.1b). 

 

4.4. Type of Asset Creation during Three Years (2014-15 to 2016-17) 

The study pooled together three years and analyzed the data. The data results reveal that 

284 households benefited from 310 individual assets. Here some (26) of the households 

benefited by two assets. In the study area, 36 per cent of households benefited from 

construction of livestock shelters, followed by houses (27%), farm ponds (10%), plantation and 

farm forestry (7%) and the lowest asset was horticulture (1%). A study by Chauhan and 

Rajdeep (2016) finds that nearly 80 per cent of respondents were having livestock shelters at 

the time of the interview. Our results reveal that among the asset creation households, OBC 

(51%) are higher followed by General category (20%), SC (17%) and ST (12%). Nearly 38 per 

cent of the SC households constructed livestock shelters followed by house construction (30%) 

and the lowest asset created included other water harvesting structures (2%), horticulture 

(2%) and development of fallow or waste lands (2%). Among the ST, 37 per cent of households 

constructed livestock shelters and the lowest assets were created by plantation and farm 

forestry (8%).There was no much difference in OBC households. Nearly 37 per cent of 

households constructed livestock shelters and followed by house construction (25%) and 

similar results are found in OC households (Figure 4.2 and Table 4.1c). Among the agro-climatic 

zones, Northern dry zone (15.8%) asset created more and followed by Coastal zone(15.5%, Hill 

zone (14.1%) and lowest asset created in Southern transition zone (4.9%) (Table 4.1d).  

 
Figure 4.3.Type of individual HHs asset 
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Table 4.1a.Details on individual assets – social group - wise (no. of HHs.) 

Item Caste   group  

1.Whether  the respondent got 
individual asset  under 
MGNREGA 

SC ST OBC/BC General Total 

Yes 49(43.75) 36(46.75) 143(41.70) 56(57.14) 284(45.08) 

No 63(56.25) 41(53.25) 200(58.31) 42(42.86) 346(54.92) 

Total 112(100) 77(100) 343(100) 98(100) 630(100) 

2 If yes, how did the hh get it?    

Approached the GP head 28(57.14) 11(30.56) 78(54.55) 31(55.36) 148(52.11) 

Approached the GP 
secretary/gram rozgar sevak 

19(38.78) 25(69.44) 48(33.57) 22(39.29) 114(40.14) 

Was offered by GP head 2(4.08) 0(0.00) 14(9.79) 3(5.36) 19(6.69) 

Was selected for the benefit 
by the gram sabha 

0(0.00) 0(0.00) 2(1.4) 0(0.00) 2(0.7) 

Paid commission to get it 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(0.7) 0(0.00) 1(0.35) 

Total (who got the individual 
asset) 

49(100) 36(100) 143(100) 56(100) 284(100) 

Source: Primary data collected, 2018 
 

Table 4.1b.Details on individual assets-social group and year-wise 
3. Details of individual assets 
created 

SC ST OBC General Total 

Type of asset- A (2014-15)    

Dug well 1(14.29) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(3.03) 

Farm pond 0(0.00) 1(20.00) 5(29.41) 1(25.00) 7(21.21) 

Sericulture 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(5.88) 0(0.00) 1(3.03) 

Plantation & farm forestry 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 3(17.65) 1(25.00) 4(12.12) 

Development of fallow or 
waste lands 

1(14.29) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(3.03) 

House construction 2(28.57) 0(0.00) 1(5.88) 1(25.00) 4(12.12) 

Livestock shelter 3(42.86) 2(40.00) 4(23.53) 1(25.00) 10(30.3) 

1 Toilet/ Sanitation 0(0.00) 2(40.00) 3(17.65) 0(0.00) 5(15.15) 

Total 7(100) 5(100) 17(100) 4(100) 33(100) 

Type of asset-( B) 2015-16   

Dug well 1(5.88) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(1.27) 

Farm pond 0(0.00) 3(25) 6(14.63) 2(22.22) 11(13.92) 

Other water harvesting 
structures 

0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(2.44) 0(0.00) 1(1.27) 

Horticulture 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(2.44) 0(0.00) 1(1.27) 

Sericulture 2(11.76) 0(0.00) 1(2.44) 0(0.00) 3(3.8) 

Plantation & farm forestry 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(11.11) 1(1.27) 

Development of fallow or 
waste lands 

0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(2.44) 0(0.00) 1(1.27) 

House construction 4(23.53) 3(25) 8(19.51) 1(11.11) 16(20.25) 

Livestock shelter 6(35.29) 5(41.67) 15(36.59) 5(55.56) 31(39.24) 

Toilet/ Sanitation 2(11.76) 1(8.33) 6(14.63) 0(0.00) 9(11.39) 

Water recharge/ Irrigation 2(11.76) 0(0.00) 2(4.88) 0(0.00) 4(5.06) 

Total 17(100) 12(100) 41(100) 9(100) 79(100) 
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Type of asset-( C) 2016-17 SC ST OBC General Total 

Dug well 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 2(2) 5(10.42) 7(3.54) 

Farm pond 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 12(12) 0(0.00) 12(6.06) 

Other water harvesting 
structures 

1(3.45) 0(0.00) 2(2) 2(4.17) 5(2.53) 

Horticulture 1(3.45) 0(0.00) 1(1) 0(0.00) 2(1.01) 

Sericulture 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 2(2) 0(0.00) 2(1.01) 

Plantation & farm forestry 4(13.79) 3(14.29) 3(3) 8(16.67) 18(9.09) 

DF or waste lands 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 3(3) 0(0.00) 3(1.52) 

House construction 10(34.48) 7(33.33) 30(30) 17(35.42) 64(32.32) 

Livestock shelter 11(37.93) 7(33.33) 39(39) 15(31.25) 72(36.36) 

Toilet/ Sanitation 2(6.9) 4(19.05) 4(4) 1(2.08) 11(5.56) 

Water recharge/ Irrigation 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 2(2) 0(0.00) 2(1.01) 

Total 29(100) 21(100) 100(100) 48(100) 198(100) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 
 

Table 4.1c.Type of asset (consolidated) during 2014-15 to 2016-17 
Type of asset SC ST OBC General Total 

Dug well 2(3.77) 0(0.00) 2(1.27) 5(8.20) 9(2.90) 

Farm pond 0(0.00) 4(10.53) 23(14.56) 3(4.92) 30(9.68) 

Other water harvesting 
structures 

1(1.89) 0(0.00) 3(1.90) 2(3.28) 6(1.94) 

Horticulture 1(1.89) 0(0.00) 2(1.27) 0(0.00) 3(0.97) 

Sericulture 2(3.77) 0(0.00) 4(2.53) 0(0.00) 6(1.94) 

Plantation & farm forestry 4(7.55) 3(7.89) 6(3.80) 10(16.39) 23(7.42) 

DF or waste lands 1(1.89) 0(0.00) 4(2.53) 0(0.00) 5(1.61) 

House construction 16(30.19) 10(26.32) 39(24.68) 19(31.15) 84(27.10) 

Livestock shelter 20(37.74) 14(36.84) 58(36.71) 21(34.43) 113(36.45) 

1 Toilet/ Sanitation 4(7.55) 7(18.42) 13(8.23) 1(1.64) 25(8.06) 

2 Water recharge/ Irrigation 2(3.77) 0(0.00) 4(2.53) 0(0.00) 6(1.94) 

Total 53(100) 38(100) 158(100) 61(100) 310(100) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 
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Table 4.1d.Agro-climatic zone wise asset creation through MGNREGA 
Name of the asset 
/Agro-climatic 
zone 

NETZ NEDZ NDZ EDZ SDZ STZ NTZ HZ CZ Total 

Dug Well  (0.0) 1(4.3)  (0.0)  (0.0)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0) 1(2.5) 7(15.9) 9(3.2) 

Farm Pond 7(31.8) 3(13.0) 3(6.7) 14(36.8)  (0.0) (0.0) 1(4.5) 1(2.5)  (0.0) 29(10.2) 

OHS 
(0.0) 

1(4.3)  (0.0)  (0.0) 1(2.8) (0.0)  (0.0) 1(2.5) 2(4.5) 5(1.8) 

Horticulture 
(0.0) 

 (0.0)  (0.0) 1(2.6)  (0.0) 1(7.1)  (0.0) (0.0)  (0.0) 2(0.7) 

Sericulture 
(0.0) 

1(4.3)  (0.0) 2 (5.3) 1(2.8) (0.0) 1(4.5) (0.0)  (0.0) 5(1.8) 

P&F F 
(0.0) 

 (0.0)  (0.0)  (0.0) 1(2.8) (0.0)  (0.0) 11(27.5) 6(13.6) 18(6.3) 

DF (0.0) 1(4.3)  (0.0) 1(2.6) 1(2.8) 1(7.1)  (0.0)  (0.0)  (0.0) 4(1.4) 

House construction 6(27.3)  (0.0) 20(44.4) 1(2.6) 6(16.7) 9(64.3) 13(59.1) 5(12.5) 22(50.0) 82(28.9) 

Livestock Shelter 6(27.3) 11(47.8) 18(40.0) 18(47.4) 18(50.0) 3(21.4) 7(31.8) 19(47.5) 7(15.9) 107(37.7) 

Others 3(13.6) 5(21.7) 4(8.9) 1(2.6) 8(22.2)  (0.0)  (0.0) 2(5.0)  0(0.0) 23(8.1) 

Total 
22  
(100) 23 (100) 

45 
 (100) 

38 
(100) 

36 
(100) 

14 
(100) 

22 
(100) 40 (100) 

44 
(100) 

284 
(100) 

Zone percentage to 

Total  

7.7 8.1 15.8 13.4 12.7 4.9 7.7 14.1 15.5 100 

Note: North East Transition zone; North East Dry Zone; Northern Dry Zone; Eastern Dry Zone; Southern Dry Zone; Southern 

Transition Zone; Northern Transition Zone; Hill Zone; Coastal Zone.   
 

 

 4.5. Irrigation Facility for Individual Assets under MGNREGA 

The study examined how many farmers cultivated a particular crop in pre asset creation 

period and how many acres were cultivated. Through this, we are able to know if cultivation 

of land increased after MGNREGA. According to Kundu and Sanjib(2016) MGNREGA generated 

income for the poor and improved the agricultural productivity and profitability in the long 

run by creating assets. Land development, water conservation, water harvesting, drought 

proofing, flood control etc serve to improve the yield per unit of land and this leads to 

increase in agricultural growth. The study emphasized on irrigation facilities provided under 

MGNREGA in the area. The study finds that MGNREGA raised the irrigation facilities and due to 

this, cropping intensity increased in almost all selected district of West Bengal (WB) during 

the study period. Our study results reveal that in pre asset creation, 37 households cultivated 

different crops namely mulberry (12 hhs), ragi (6 hhs), areca nut (4 hhs), jowar (4 hhs), 

coconut (2 hhs), maize (2 hhs), paddy (2 hhs), sugarcane (2 hhs) and wheat (1 hh). All 37 

households’ total land is 68 acres and total income earned is .13,50,950. All the households 

were benefited by irrigation facilities from MGNREGA. After this benefit, their total land 

increased only 4.25 acres. The land increased in OBC category households and mulberry crop 

was cultivated. Sugarcane was cultivated in one acre and the farmer belongs to OBC category. 

In a similar way, 0.50 acre increased in cultivation of areca nut and belonged to OBC 
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category. But the value of crop increased in almost all crops. For a few crops, the total value 

increased tremendously and they are: Mulberry, sugarcane, areca nut and paddy (Table 4.2).  

 
Table 4.2. Land use due to ‘irrigation facility’ under individual assets under MGNREGA- 

extent of area and total income - crop wise 
P

re/ 

p
ost 

Name of 
the crop 

Number of respondent HHs reported the crop 
Extent 
(in acres) 

Total value 

 of the crop ( .) SC ST OBC OC Total 

P
re

 a
ss

e
t 

  
in

fo
rm

a
ti

o
n
 

Areca nut 2(2)* 1(1.5)* 1(0.5)* 0(0)* 4(4)* 4(1.00)** 126000 (31500)*** 

Coconut 0(0) 0(0) 2(6) 0(0) 2(6) 6(3.00) 123000(20500) 

Green gram 0(0) 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2.00) 18000(9000) 

Jowar 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 2(6) 4(8) 8(2.00) 37800(4725) 

Maize 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.5) 0(0) 2(2.5) 2.5(1.25) 14700(5880) 

Mulberry  0(0) 0(0) 12(24) 0(0) 12(24) 24(2.00) 564050(23502) 

Paddy 0(0) 2(7) 0(0) 0(0) 2(7) 7(3.50) 66000(9429) 

Ragi 0(0) 1(1) 5(6.5) 0(0) 6(7.5) 7.5(1.25) 55800(7440) 

Red gram 0(0) 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2.00) 21600(10800) 

Sugarcane 0(0) 0(0) 2(2) 0(0) 2(2) 2(1.00) 294000(147000) 

Wheat 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(3) 1(3) 3(3.00) 30000(10000) 

Total 3(3) 4(9.5) 27(46.5) 3(9) 37(68) 68(1.84) 1350950 (19867) 

P
o
st

 a
ss

e
t 

  
in

fo
rm

a
ti

o
n
 

Areca nut 2(2) 1(1.5) 1(0.75) 0(0) 4(4.25) 4.25(1.1) 384000(90353) 

Coconut 0(0) 0(0) 2(6) 0(0) 2(6) 6(3.00) 163200(27200) 

Green gram 0(0) 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2.00) 32000(16000) 

Jowar 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 2(6) 4(8) 8(2.00) 58800(7350) 

Maize 0(0) 0(0) 2(2.5) 0(0) 2(2.5) 2.5(1.25) 21600 (8640) 

Mulberry  0(0) 0(0) 12(27) 0(0) 12(27) 27(2.25) 836800(30993) 

Paddy 0(0) 2(7) 0(0) 0(0) 2(7) 7(3.50) 106400(15200) 

Ragi 0(0) 1(1) 5(6.5) 0(0) 6(7.5) 7.5(1.25) 79500(10600) 

Red gram 0(0) 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2.00) 24000(12000) 

Sugarcane 0(0) 0(0) 2(3) 0(0) 2(3) 3(1.50) 512500 (170833) 

Wheat 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1(3) 1(3) 3(3.00) 50000(16667) 

Total 3(3) 4(9.5) 27(50.7) 3(9) 37(72.2) 
72.25 
(1.95) 

2268800 
(31402) 

Source: Primary data collected 2018; * Indicates the total land; ** indicates the average land; 

***Indicates the average income 
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4.6. Land Development Facility for Individual Assets under MGNREGA 

Before being benefited by MGNREGA land development activity, a total eight households 

cultivated different crops namely: Horse gram (2 hhs) followed by ragi (2 hhs), areca nut (1 

hh), coconut (1 hh), paddy (1 hh) and sugarcane (1hh). The total eight households’ land is 12 

acres. After being benefited by land development facility from MGNREGA, the same eight 

farmers cultivated the same crops, but they extended 1.5 acres of land. The extended land is 

0.5 acres in horse gram and the farmer belongs to OBC category. In the same way, 0.5 acres 

increased for ragi and sugarcane farmers and the farmers belong to OBC category (Table 4.3).  

 

       Table 4.3. Land use due to land development facility under individual assets  
       under MGNREGA-extent of area and total income – crop wise 

Pre/Post 
asset 

Name of  the 
crop 

Number of respondent HHs reported  Extent 
(in acres) ST OBC OC Total 

 
 

Pre 
asset 

Areca nut 1(2.1)* 0(0)* 0(0)* 1(2.1)* 2.1(2.10)** 

Coconut 0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 1(1) 

Horse gram 0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 2(1) 1(0.5) 

Paddy 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2) 

Ragi 0(0) 1(1) 1(4) 2(5) 5(2.5) 

Sugarcane 0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 1(1) 

Total 1(2.1) 6(6) 1(4) 8(12.1) 12.1(1.51) 

Post 
asset 

Areca nut 1(2.1) 0(0) 0(0) 1(2.1) 2.1(2.1) 

Coconut 0(0) 1(1) 0(0) 1(1) 1(1) 

Horse gram 0(0) 2(1.5) 0(0) 2(1.5) 1.5(0.75) 

Paddy 0(0) 1(2) 0(0) 1(2) 2(2) 

Ragi 0(0) 1(1.5) 1(4) 2(5.5) 5.5(2.75) 

Sugarcane 0(0) 1(1.5) 0(0) 1(1.5) 1.5(1.5) 

Total 1(2.1) 6(7.5) 1(4) 8(13.6) 13.6(1.7) 

       Source: Primary data collected, 2018; * Indicates total land; **Average land.  

 

4.7. Livestock Shelter for Individual Assets under MGNREGA 

The total households that benefited from livestock shelters are 113. Half of the livestock 

shelter beneficiary households (51%) are in OBC category (58 hhs), followed by General 

category (21 hhs); nearly 18 per cent (20 hhs) of SC households also benefited from livestock 

shelters. After the construction of individual livestock shelters, farmers were able to control 

the wastage of fodder/grass and the details are depicted in Figure 4.4 and Table 4.1.    

 



38 
 

 
Figure 4.4.Livestock benefited sample HHs 

 

4.8. Horticulture and Sericulture Individual Assets under MGNREGA 

The study sample households did not benefit from fisheries related activities. Out of the total 

sample households, only 15 households benefited from horticulture asset creation and social 

group wise details are presented in Figure4.5 and Table4.4. In a similar way, five sericulture 

households also benefited from MGNREGA. After asset creation, their total annual income 

increased from .2,08,000 to .2,75,500. But the OBC average income ( .58,750) is higher 

and followed by General category ( .40,500) (Figure 4.6 and Table 4.5).  

 

Figure 4.5.Horticulture asset benefited sample HHs 
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Figure 4.6.Sericulture asset benefited sample HHs 

Table 4.4.Horticulture asset benefited households 

Pre/Post asset creation OBC General group Total 

No. of HHs reported 4 1 5 

Pre-asset creation 180000(45000) 28000(28000) 208000(41600) 

Post-asset creation 235000(58750) 40500(40500) 275500(55100) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

Table 4.5.Sericulture asset benefited households 

Individual asset name Item SC OBC 
General 
group 

Total 

Horticulture No. of HHs reported 1 (6.7%) 11 (73.3) 3(20.0) 15 (100) 

Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

4.9. Impact of MGNREGA 

Kumar (2016) observed that the MGNREGA provided good employment and improved the rural 

livelihoods of poor people in Mysuru district in Karnataka state. The MGNREGA helped to poor 

people to improve their housing condition, to repay the debts and reduce the migration in 

sample households. Reddy et al (2016) examined the impact of MGNREGA on income, 

expenditure, savings pattern of beneficiaries in north–eastern Karnataka. The study finds that 

whoever participated in MGNREGA work had seen an increase in their income in fully 

implemented MGNREGA villages as compared to partially implemented MGNREGA villages. In a 

similar way, savings and expenditure increased among whoever participated in MGNREGA 

work. Our results show that after involvement the MGNREGA, five per cent (29) of the 
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households got electricity connection in their houses. Because of MGNREGA, 25 (157 hhs) per 

cent of households constructed toilet facilities in their houses. It indicates that most of the 

poor people, particularly ST (31%), SC (29%), OBC (15%),   and General group (15%) community 

households benefited. 

 

In a similar way, 26 (163 hhs) per cent of the households had access to safe drinking water 

facilities after being involved in MGNREGA. Among the social groups, SC (33%) benefited more 

followed by OBC (26%), ST (23%) and General group (18%) households (Figure 4.7 and Table 

4.6). This is a great achievement for the financially weaker section of rural people. In the 

same way, 28 per cent (177 hhs) of households repaid their debts. MGNREGA helped the poor 

and socially disadvantaged group people. According to Haque (2011), the migration level 

declined by various levels in Lalitpur, followed by Banswara, Chitradurga, Dang, West 

Medinipur, Gaya, Raigarh, Dindigul, Balaghat, Bankura, Cuddapah and Kalahandi. But in the 

case of Gaya, Chitradurga, Gondia, Sonbhadra, West Medinipur and Bankura, migration was 

taking place and nearly 10 to 27 per cent sample households reported that their adult 

members were migrating due to insufficient MGNREGA work and other non-agriculture work.  

In our study, out of 630 beneficiary households, still 49 per cent (307 hhs) of households 

migrated during the last three years from sample households in Karnataka. The migration was 

higher in OBC (57%), followed by OC (42%), SC (41%) and ST (31%) (Figure 4.8). A study by 

Singh (2013) was based on NSSO data for 2007-08.The study mentioned that the social factors 

played a main role in the migration decision.  According to the study, most of the MGNREGA 

workers were having little or no land and their lands were not having irrigation facilities. Our 

study results show that among migration households, 87 per cent of the households reported 

that whatever the government was providing in 100 man days was not sufficient for them. In a 

similar way, 80 per cent (245 hhs) of households reported that MGNREGA provided lower 

wages to the males. In the local market, labourers were getting more wages than for 

MGNREGA work; due to this reason, household members migrated during our study period. 

Very few (22%) of the households reported that MGNREGA delayed the payment, and 

sometimes, they were unable to get money in time. That jobs obtained through migration 

were secure for a year was reported by 16 per cent of households while two per cent of 

households reported that they were unable to earn minimum wages in MGNREGA (Figure 4.9 

and Table 4.6).   
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Figure 4.7. House and amenities sample HHs 
 

 

 

Figure 4.8.Family member is still migrating? 
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Figure 4.9. Reasons for migration among sample HHs 
 

 

Table 4.6. Impact of MGNREGA on housing conditions, indebtedness and on migration- 
Social group-wise (no. of HHS.) 

Item SC ST OBC 
General 
Group 

Total 

A. House and amenities 

Households having electricity 9(8.0) 4(5.2) 14(4.1) 2 (2.0) 29(4.6) 

Households having in-house  toilet 32(28.6) 24(31.2) 86(25.1) 15(15.3) 157(24.9) 

Households having access to safe 
drinking water 

37(33.0) 18(23.4) 90(26.2) 18(18.4) 163(25.9) 

B. Impact on indebtedness 

Households having been able to 
repay debts 

32(28.6) 15(19.5) 111(32.4) 19(19.4) 177(28.1) 

Family still migrates? Yes: 46 (41.1) 24 (31.2) 196 (57.1) 41 (41.8) 307 

Reasons for migration 

100 days insufficient 37(80.4) 23(95.8) 180(91.8) 28(68.3) 268(87.3) 

Lower wages under MGNREGA than 
as migrant labourers 

34(73.9) 18(75.0) 157(80.1) 36(87.8) 245(79.8) 

Delay in wage payment 12(26.1) 4(16.7) 40(20.4) 10(24.4) 66(21.5) 

Migration job is secure for a year 7(15.2) 3(12.5) 27(13.8) 13(31.7) 50(16.3) 

Unable to earn minimum wages 2(4.3) 1(4.2) 3(1.5) 1(2.4) 7(2.3) 
Source: Primary data collected, 2018 

 

80.4

95.8
91.8

68.3

87.3

73.9 75.0
80.1

87.8

79.8

26.1

16.7
20.4

24.4 21.5
15.2 12.5 13.8

31.7

16.3

0.0

20.0

40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

120.0

SC ST OBC General group Total

100 days insufficient Lower wages under MGNREGS

Delay in wage payment Migration job is secure for a year

Unable to earn minimum wages



43 
 

4.10. Participation in Gram Sabha 

Out of 630 beneficiary households, 81 (519 hhs) per cent of households participated in GS 

meeting during our study period.  Among the social groups, SC (87%) participation is higher 

and followed by OBC (83%), ST (79%) and General category (78%). In a similar way, 46 (291 

hhs) per cent of households reported that females also participated in GS meetings. But the 

female participation was low as compared to male members. Out of 630 sample households, 

61(382 hhs) per cent of households reported that they asked questions in the GS meetings and 

this information is reported higher in General category (64%), OBC (61%) followed by SC (61%) 

and ST (53%). But the social audit meeting was participated in by only 15 (97 hhs) per cent of 

households. Twenty-three (145 hhs) per cent of households reported that their family 

members joined Self Help Groups (SHG) in the context of MGNREGA. And this participation is 

higher in SC (18%) households, followed by OC (17%), OBC (15%) and ST (12%) (Figure 4.10 

and Table 4.7).  

 

 

Figure 4.10.Particiaption of GS meetings sample HHs 
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Table 4.7. Participation in gram sabha/social audit and in preparation of labour 
budget-social group-wise (no. of hhs who said ‘yes’ only need to be given) 

Item SC ST 
OBC 

 
General 
group 

Total 

A.Gram Sabha/Social audit 

Participation in GS meeting 97 
(86.6) 

61 
(79.2) 

285 
(83.1) 

76 
(77.6) 

519 
(82.4) 

Female member participation in GS 
meeting 

66 
(58.9) 

35 
(45.5) 

166 
(48.4) 

24 
(24.5) 

291 
(46.2) 

Whether asked any question in GS 
meeting 

68 
(60.7) 

41 
(53.2) 

210 
(61.2) 

63 
(64.3) 

382 
(60.6) 

Participation in social audit meeting 20 
(17.9) 

9 
(11.7) 

51 
(14.9) 

17 
(17.3) 

97 
(15.4) 

Family members joining SHG in the 
context of MGNREGA 

27 
(24.1) 

16 
(20.8) 

76 
(22.2) 

26 
(26.5) 

145 
(23.0) 

    Source: Primary data collected, 2018 
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Chapter V 

CONCLUSION, FINDINGS AND POLICY SUGGESTIONS OF THE STUDY 

 

The major findings of the study are presented under below: 

 

5.1. Findings 

 The central Government introduced Mahatma Gandhi National Rural Employment 

Guarantee Scheme (MGNREGA). In this scheme, whoever is interested in labour work 

can participate and earn income during slack / summer season in their villages. Based 

on the number of man days generated in households, they can get returns in terms of 

income. Whoever participates in more work days can get more income also. There is 

no wage discrimination between males and females in MGNREGA work. Hence, 

participation by women, SC, ST and OBC households is higher.  

 

 The main findings of the study are: Out of 630 beneficiary households studied, 54 per 

cent (343 hhs) households belong to OBC category, 18 per cent (112 hhs) of them are 

SC category, General/Other Caste (OC) are 16 per cent (98 hhs) and ST are 12 per cent 

(77 hhs). In addition to that, the study selected 210 inactive participation households. 

Among them, 54 per cent (114 hhs) of households come under OBC category, SC are 24 

per cent (50 hhs), General households are 16 per cent (34 hhs) and ST are five per cent 

(12 hhs).  

 

 Among the 630 beneficiary households, 86 per cent (539 hhs) of households were 

having land and the remaining 14 per cent (91 hhs) of households were landless. 

 

 The average land size was higher in OBC (3.02 acres) category, followed by General 

(2.89 acres), ST (2.56 acres) and SC (1.79 acres). Here, the average land indicates that 

SC average land size is low as compared to other social groups in active participation 

households.  

 In the case of inactive participation households, out of 210 households, 89 per cent 

(186 hhs) of households were having land and the remaining 12 per cent (11 hhs) of 
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households were landless and engaged in other activities. The average land holdings 

were higher in SC (5 acres), followed by OBC (4.9 acres), General (4.1 acres) and ST 

(3.4 acres).  

 

 Out of 840 total (including active and inactive) households, 86 per cent (725 hhs) of 

households were having land, and the remaining households were landless. The total 

average land was higher in OBC (3.5 acres) category, followed by General (3.19 acres), 

SC (2.93 acres) and ST (2.7 acres).  

 

 Out of 519 beneficiary households, the share of agricultural income in total income 

was 49 per cent. Agricultural income share was higher as compared to other activities, 

followed by income from animal husbandry (14%), MGNREGA wages (13%) and 

trade/self-employment (7%).  

 

 The MGNREGA wage income share occupied third place among the activities. The 

agriculture sector contributed enormous income for inactive households, followed by 

trade/self-employment/business, non-agricultural wages-excluding MGNREGA wages, 

animal husbandry, and traditional services-repair, maintenance, caste-based 

occupations-carpentry, black smithy. It indicates that the agriculture sector share was 

still (68%) higher as compared to active participation households. But the trade/self 

employment/business share also increased as compared to active participation 

households. The total (active+ inactive) households’ income was higher in agricultural 

sector, followed by animal husbandry, MGNREGA wages and trade/self-employment/ 

business. 

 

 The annual income was classified into six groups. Nearly 35 per cent of active 

participation households earned income more than .80,001. 

 

 Among the social groups, 44 per cent of General category households’ annual income 

was .80,001 and above. In the case of OBC category, 24 per cent of (82 hhs) 

households annual income was .20,001–40,000. The primary data results revealed 

that two per cent (10 hhs) of households’ annual income was very low and it seemed 

they earned very low income and they belonged to weaker sections in society. 

 



47 
 

 

 Twenty nine per cent of (61 hhs) inactive households’ annual income was more than 

.80,001. In contrast to that, eight per cent (16 hhs) of households earned less than

.10,000 annual income, and it indicated that these households were poor.  

 

 The active participation households’ total MGNREGA work income was higher in OBC (

.34,37,824) category, followed by SC ( .12,12,670), OCs ( .9,34,680) and ST (

.8,27,284). But the average MGNREGA income was higher in SC ( .11,228) households.  

 

 The active participation households’ non-MGNREGA work income was higher in General 

( .75,251) category, followed by SC ( .68,627), OBC ( .66,935) and ST ( .58,188).   

 

 The inactive households’ average income was higher in General category, followed by 

OBC, ST and SC. Here, we observed that average income was different among the 

social groups.  

 

 The total households’ (active +inactive) non-MGNREGA average income was higher in 

General category, followed by OBC, SC, and ST.  Here, the average income indicated 

their economic capabilities. So in all prospects, General category households were 

economically better off than the other communities.  

 

 In our study, data revealed that a majority (77%) of the active participation 

households’ awareness information source were GP head/ward members (77%), Grama 

Sabha(69%), Panchayat Secretary / Rozgar Sevak (61%) and the lowest information 

source was Others (0.79%). In a similar way, the inactive households’ awareness 

sources are: Grama Sabha (16%), GP head/ward members (14%), block level officials 

(11%), and the lowest was poster/wall paintings/public announcements (0.95%).  

 

 Awareness about various aspects of MGNREGA existed in different proportions. A 

majority (92%) of  beneficiary households were aware about the minimum wages under 

MGNREGA scheme, followed by  the availability of a minimum  of  100  days of  

employment (88%),  work  to  be  given  within  15  days (61%), work  to  be  given 

within five kms radius, otherwise additional payment (49%), unemployment allowance 
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(16%), compensation  for  injury (15%), four  facilities  at  work  site (10%) and  one-

third  of  workers needing to  be  women (7%).  

 In the case of inactive households, 17 per cent of them were aware about minimum of 

100 days of employment. Awareness about this information was reported by 19 per 

cent of OBC households and 21 per cent of General category households. But 14 per 

cent of SC households said they were aware more about minimum wages.  

 

 Our results reveal that 94 per cent of active participation households reported that 

their job application was to be submitted in GP office, followed by GP head (4%), 

PS/Rozgar Sevak (1%), Grama Sabha (0.5%) and block office (0.3%).    

 

 According to our study, the overall male employment days increased from 2,984 to 

4,451 and 15,395 in 2014-15, 2015-16 and 2016-17 respectively. The man days doubled 

from 2014-15 to 2015-16. The man days increased nearly fourfold from 2015-16 to 

2016-17. In the same way total wage income increased during the mentioned years. All 

social groups’ man days increased during the mentioned years. Among the social 

groups, OBC households’ employment days were higher.  

 

 Females also participated in MGNREGA work during our study period and generated 

work days. Among the social groups, OBC households contributed significant man days 

and earned total wage income during the mentioned years.    

 

 Out of total 630 active participation households, 45 per cent of households were 

benefited by assets creation. Among the social groups, assets creation was highest in 

OBC households (50.4%), followed by General (19.7%), SC (12.7%) and ST (12.3%).  

 

 Among the assets creation households (284), 55 per cent  of active participation 

households approached the GP head to get the assets creation information, followed 

by those who approached the GP Secretary/Gram Rozgar Sevak (40%), got it offered by 

GP head (7%), were selected for the benefit by the Grama Sabha (0.7%) and paid 

commission to get it (0.35%).  

 

 The study identified that in 2014-15, a total of 33 various assets were created. Among 

the assets, construction of livestock shelters (30%) was more, followed by farm ponds 
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(21%), toilet/sanitation (15%), plantation and farm forestry (12%), and dug well (3%), 

sericulture (3%) and development of fallow or waste lands (3%).  

 The asset creation increased during 2015-16 as compared to 2014-15. In the mentioned 

year, 79 active participation households benefited from asset creation. Among the 

assets, 39 per cent of households were constructed livestock shelters, followed by 

house construction (20%), farm pond (14%), toilet/sanitation (11%), sericulture (4%), 

water recharge/ irrigation (5%), dug well (1%), other water harvesting structures (1%), 

horticulture (1%), plantation & farm forestry (1%), and development of fallow or waste 

lands (1%).   

 

 Some (198 hhs) of selected households benefited in 2016-17. Among the households, 

OBC (51%) were the highest, followed by Genera category (24%), SC (15%) and ST (11%) 

households. In a similar way, SC benefited from construction of livestock shelters 

(38%) and construction of houses (34%).  

 

 After irrigation facilities, benefited households reported that their total land 

increased 4.25 acres, for cultivating mulberry (3acres) sugarcane (1 acre) and areca 

nut (0.25 acres). But the value of almost all crops increased. Total value of five crops - 

mulberry, sugarcane, areca nut, coconut, and paddy- increased tremendously. 

 

 After benefiting from land development facility under MGNREGA, eight farmers 

cultivated the same crops, but they extended 1.5 acres of land.   

 

 Out of the total sample households, only 15 households benefited from horticulture 

asset creation.  In a similar way, five sericulture households were also benefited from 

MGNREGA and their total annual income was increased. 

 

 MGNREGA helped the poor people to improve their housing condition, to repay the 

debts and reduce the migration in sample households. After becoming involved in 

MGNREGA, five per cent of households got electricity connection in their houses. 

Because of MGNREGA, 25 per cent of households constructed toilet facilities in their 

houses. In a similar way, 26 per cent of households obtained access to safe drinking 

water facilities to their houses. This was a great achievement for the financially 
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weaker section of rural people. In the same way, 28 per cent of households repaid 

their debts. 

 

 MGNREGA helped the poor and socially disadvantaged group of people. Out of 630 

active participation households, still 49 per cent of households are migrating among 

those in our study. The migration is higher in OBC (57%) households followed by OC 

(42%), SC (41%) and ST (31%).  

 According to migration households (87%), whatever the government is providing, 

namely 100 man days work is not sufficient. In a similar way, 80 per cent of 

households reported that MGNREGA provided lower wages to the males. In the local 

market, labourers are getting more wages than for the MGNREGA work. Due to this 

reason, household members were migrating. Very few (22%) of households reported 

that MGNREGA was delaying the payments and sometimes they were unable to get 

money in time. 

 Migration job is secure for a year, said16 per cent of households and two per cent of 

households said they were unable to earn minimum wages in MGNREGA.  

 

 Out of 630 beneficiary households, 81 per cent participated in Grama sabha meetings 

during our study period. In a similar way, 46 per cent of households reported that 

females also participated in GS meetings. But the female participation was low as 

compared to male members. Out of 630 sample households, 61 per cent of households 

reported that they asked questions in the GS meetings. 

 

 

Field visit to Handigund (GP), Belagavi (District) 
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5.2. Policy suggestions 

The major policy suggestions are presented under below: 

 

 As far as secondary data is concerned, women’s participation rate has not crossed 50 per 

cent. In Karnataka, women’s participation rate is low; therefore for inclusive growth, 

women’s participation rate should increase.  

 

 The MGNREGA wage rate was lower when compared to the local market.  It should be 

revised to compete with the local market wage rate.  

 

 MGNREGA payment was being delayed. Beneficiary households have to wait till 15 days 

after the completion of work to get their wages. This discourages the people from working 

under MGNREGA. The payment should be delivered on a weekly basis than on a fortnightly 

basis. 

 

 Four per cent of active participation (SC) households’ income is less than .10,000. For 

inclusive growth, there should be an increase in household income in an appropriate 

manner.   

 

 If the requirement is there, every household has to get individual asset benefit. This will 

help to improve the economic conditions of individuals.  

 

 In individual asset creation, variations are high among the social groups. To include 

marginalized people, they should be given priority. 

 

 Provide more man days according to the requirement of the village people.  
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