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CASTE DISCRIMINATION PRACTICES IN RURAL KARNATAKA

I Maruthi” and Pesala Peter’

Abstract

Indlia is one of the fastest developing countries in the world. But Dalits face social discrimination
in Indian society. The degree of caste discrimination varies from place to place and person to
person, but exists across India. This study examines the caste discrimination in Karnataka. To
study this situation, the authors chose the sample respondents by using a multistage random
sampling technique. In the first stage, the entire state was divided into three main regions. In
the second, regions with the highest SC population in two districts, based on the 2011 census,
were chosen. In the third, two villages with the highest SC population were selected in each
district. And finally, in each village 150 sample households were selected. The total sample size
/s 1,800. The main objective of the paper is to investigate caste discrimination against Dalit
households in Karnataka. Our empirical results reveal that caste bias prevails in the villages, and
some households even stated that there are separate plates and cups for SCs in working places.
The study observed that caste practices are strong in all the study villages. It suggests that
moral and ethical values are required at the individual, group and community levels to avert
social discrimination in rural Karnataka.

Keywords: Caste discrimination, rural Karnataka

Introduction

India, a developing country, has vast human resources, minerals, mines, and cultivable land. It is multi
linguistic, has different religions and is culturally rich. But Indian society practises the caste system. For
generations, a few high castes have been enjoying social benefits and have been dominating socially
and economically. Dalits* have been facing social discrimination from the dominate castes in different
places and situations in India. After nearly 71 years of Independence, Dalits are still facing deep caste
discrimination and this is being observed in working/non-working and public/private places. The SC/ST
Atrocities Act is useful to some extent but visible and invisible caste discrimination is still being practised
in rural and urban areas, in varying degrees, from place to place. In rural areas, only a few of the
General/Other Castes (OCs) and Backward Castes (BCs) allow Dalit people into their houses. This is
really very shameful and unfortunate. Indians are staying abroad fighting for their equal
rights there, but they forget to give equal rights to their own countrymen in their
villages/urban areas. Besides this, in villages, whoever has more land, is economically sound and
enjoys high caste status gets recognition. Even though uncountable Dalits have land, are economically

better off and educationally qualified, they still face caste discrimination in many places.
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Methodology of the Study

Secondary data was used to access background information regarding the Dalit community in
Karnataka. The sample respondents were selected by using the multistage random sampling technique
and the entire sampling procedure is presented in Table 1. In the first stage, the entire state was
divided into three main regions, namely North, Central, and South Karnataka. In the second stage,
based on the 2011 census, the study area was narrowed to the highest SC population in each region in
two districts. The selected districts were Belagavi and Kalaburagi in North Karnataka; Chitradurga and
Davanagere in Central Karnataka; and Mysuru and Tumakuru in South Karnataka. In the third stage,
two villages with the highest SC population were selected in each district. The selected villages are:
Harugeri and Mugalkhod in Belagavi district; Srinivas Saradgi and Ravoor in Kalaburagi; Naikanahatti
and Adivala in Chitradurga; Towdur and Uchangidurga in Davanagere; Sosale and Muguru in
Mysuru; Madalur and Kodigenahalli in Tumakuru (Table 1). And in the final stage, in each village 150
sample households were selected. The total sample size was 1,800 (Maruthi | and Pesala Busenna
(2015a), Maruthi | and Pesala Busenna (2015b), Maruthi | and Pesala Busenna (2016), Maruthi | and
Pesala Peter (2016), Maruthi | and Peter Pesala (2017), Maruthi | and Pesala Busenna (2017) and
Maruthi | and Peter Pesala (2018)). The main objective of the paper is to investigate the caste

discrimination against Dalit households in Karnataka.

Table 1: Population Details of the Selected Villages (in Numbers)

Share of SC Sh_are of
. N Name of the . SC population village
Regions Districts . Population - - In the
Village Population | in the total S
. District’s
population .
population
) Harugeri 28754 5846 20.3 1.30
North Belagavi
Mugalkhod 25835 5579 21.6 1.24
Karnataka
. Srinivas Saradgi 7523 4374 58.1 0.89
Kalaburagi
Ravoor 12117 3794 31.3 0.77
Chitrad Naikanahatti 15545 2759 17.7 0.83
itradurga
Central 98 [adivala 7550 2602 35.7 0.81
Karnataka
Towdur 6113 3387 55.4 1.07
Davanagere -
Uchangidurga 9781 2823 28.9 0.89
M Sosale 7260 5084 70.0 1.34
suru
South y Muguru 8393 2995 35.7 0.79
Karnataka
Madalur 6518 1951 29.9 0.45
Tumakuru - -
Kodigenahalli 7075 1764 24.9 0.41

Source: Karnataka Census, 2011.

Caste Discrimination/Bias in the Village

Our primary data results reveal that 34 per cent of the Dalit households reported that caste
discrimination continued strong in their villages and this was especially high in Madalur village followed

by Kodigenahalli, Nayakanahatti, Uchangidurga and Towdor (Table 2). In the same way, the caste



discrimination was very high in Tumakuru district as compared to other districts, followed by

Davanagere, Chitradurga and Belagavi. The caste bias varies from village to village and district to

district depending on the socio-economic conditions of the Dalits. Wherever education and economic

status have improved, visible discrimination is also less, but invisible discrimination appears in different

forms; wherever education and economic status are low, both visible and invisible discrimination remain

very high. In Tumakuru district, caste discrimination was high due to poverty and illiteracy. The majority

of OCs, BCs and STs were biased against Dalits in their respective villages. The STs have relatively

better access to agricultural land; however, their productivity is rather low. Evidence shows that SCs

also faced discrimination in employment in selected agricultural operations and some non-farm activities

and jobs, as a result of which their unemployment rate was higher than their wage labour counterparts

from the higher castes.

Table 2: Particulars of Caste Bias in Sample Villages

Is there any caste

Which caste people are biased?

Village/ bias in your village?

District Yes No Total ocC BC ST OCBsCaSnd Total
Harugeri (2%(.)0) (8102 .%) 150 (13000) (0.%0) (0.(())0) (o.%O) 30
Mugalkhod (355.?53) (64?.767) 150 (15;0) (0.%0) (0.%0) (0.%0) 53
Belagavi (2?.::57) (722%;3) 300 (18030) (O.C())O) (o.c()m) (0.%0) 83
Ravoor (zg .%0) (8%)?80) 150 (12(30) (0.(())0) (0.(())0) (O.%O) 29
Srinivasa Saradgi (152 .35,3) (811.1?677) 150 (95.%1) (4.%%5) (4.%55) (0.%0) 22
Kalaburagi (175.357) (822‘.13?3) 300 (9:51.%8) (1.1)6) (1.196) (0.%0) 51
Adivala (172 .23) (812?27) 150 (aézss) (o.%O) (3.}35) (30%.377) 26
Nayakanahatti (4(;‘.16) (578 .633) 150 (62.1(.)6) (312 .%5) (3."1:3) (1.156) 64
Chitradurga (3%90) (723.%) 300 (64?.?14) (222.%2) (3.23) (13.0) 90
Uchangidurga (45S .%0) (68.%0) 150 (8:).(;5) (0.(())0) (15?25) (0(.)0) 59
Towdor (365 .4(130) (64?.%0) 150 (8:.619) (0.%0) (142.381) (0.%0) 54
Davanagere (gg.l) (ég .?)) 300 (sj .?96) (090) (1?0) (O.%O) 113
Muguru (192 .933) (8%)%7) 150 (922.?39) (0.(())0) (7.311) (O.%O) 21
Sosale (2:767) (7?3?3) 150 (6;@7) (311 .i3) (0.%0) (0.%0) 35
Mysuru (22(.30) (722:33.?)) 300 (73.%3) (171.174) (3.223) (0.%0) 62
Kodigenahalli (517 .;3) (487 .%7) 150 (5?0) (0.%0) (4?.14) (2.%37) s
Madalur (81:.%) (121 .%O) 150 (597%4) (293 .977) (0.176) (9%32) 131
Tumakuru (gg .?3) (33.133) 300 (515 .%) (15:; S5393) (1:;?5) (7:.L258) 206
Total (3?1%157) (6151.8853) 1800 (7?51) (117 174) (9559) (3?37) 605

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.




Gender Bias in the Family and Village

Apart from caste discrimination, there is gender bias also in rural and urban areas. Usually people give
more priority to men than women. According to our primary study results, the treatment of the two
sexes differed. It was same (1,276 villages), good (327), not bad (169), male respected more (23), and
no respect for women 5 (Table 3). At the family level, gender treatment was equal (1,737 villages),
followed by good (42) and bad (21). A woman is discriminated against by family members in her own

household. It means that many changes have to occur in the family itself.

Table 3: Particulars of Gender in Sample Villages

What is the attitude towards What is the opinion towe_lrds
; - gender among the family
gender in the village?
. members?
Village/ Viale No
District All are Not respected respect All are Not
same/ Good p p Total Good Total
bad than for equal bad
equal
female woman
) 143 7 0 0 0 150 0 0
Harugeri (95.33) | (4.67) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | *®° | (100.00) | ©.00) | 000 | **°
123 23 1 0 3 150 0 0
Mugalkhoda (82.00) | (15.33) | (0.67) (0.00) 200 | *® | (1000) | ©.00) | o0 | **°
: 266 30 1 0 3 300 0 0
Belagavi (88.67) | (10.00) | (0.33) (0.00) @oo) | 39 | (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00) | 39°
ovoor 97 34 0 19 0 150 150 0 0 50
(64.67) | (2267) | ©.00) | (1267) (0.00) (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00)
— T 80 21 43 4 2 143 0 7
Srinivasa Saradagi | 5333y | (14.00) | (28.67) (2.67) @33 | ™ | (9533 | ©o00) | (a67) | **°
. 177 55 43 23 2 203 0 7
Kalaburagi (59.00) | (18.33) | (14.33) (7.67) 067y | 399 | (97.67) | ©o0) | 233 | 3%°
) 150 0 0 0 0 150 0 0
Adivala (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 150 1 (100.0) | 000y | .00y | *%°
) 100 37 13 0 0 101 37 12
Nayakanahatti 66.67) | (24.67) | (8.67) (0.00) ©000) | *® | (67.33) | a6y | 800) | *°
_ 250 37 13 0 0 251 37 12
Chitradurga (83.33) | (12.33) | (4.33) (0.00) ©00) | 39 | (s367) | (12.33) | (a00) | 390
) 141 9 0 0 0 150 0 0
Uchangidurga (94.00) | (6.00) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | *®° | (1000) | ©.00) | 000 |
142 8 0 0 0 150 0 0
Towdor 467 | (533) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | *® | (1000) | 000 | (o0 | **°
283 17 0 0 0 300 0 0
Davanagere 9433) | (5.67) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | 39° | (100.0) | ©.00) | ooy | 3%°
0 94 56 0 0 150 0 0
Muguru ©0.00) | (62.67) | (37.33) (0.00) ©o0) | ' | (00.0) | ©00) | o0 | *°
0 94 56 0 0 143 5 2
Sosale 0.00) | (62.67) | (37.33) (0.00) ©00) | ' | (9533 | 333 | 33z | *°
0 188 112 0 0 203 5 2
Mysuru 0.00) | (62.67) | (37.33) (0.00) ©00) | 399 | (9767 | @aen | 67 | 3°
) ) 150 0 0 0 0 150 0 0
Kodigenahalli (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | *® | (1000) | ©.00) | 000 | **°
150 0 0 0 0 150 0 0
Madalur (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00) (0.00) ©00) | *® | (1000) | 000 | (000 | **°
300 0 0 0 0 300 0 0
Tumakuru (100.0) | (0.00) | (0.00) (0.00) ©000) | 39 | (00.0) (0.0) ©0.0) | 300
1276 | 327 169 23 5 1737 22 21
Total (70.89) | (18.17) | (9.39) (1.28) ©.28) | 1890 | (9650) | (2.33) | aain | 18°

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.




Caste Discrimination in the Work Places

According to our primary study, in work places, there was caste and gender bias in the selected villages.

Forty households reported that there was caste bias in working places. Some of the women were afraid

to tell the reality about day-to-day social discrimination in their working places. Our study results reveal

that there were separate plates and glasses for SCs in working places (Table 4). Most (1751) of the

households reported that water was provided at working places, but separately fetched by SCs. Nearly

half of the households (853) said there were separate glasses in working places, and this was high in

Muguru village followed by Madalur and Kodigenahalli villages. Similarly, caste discrimination was very

high in Tumakuru district as compared to other districts, followed by Mysuru, Chitradurga and Belagavi

district. Details are given in Table 4. Acharya Meena and Puspa Ghimir (2005) identified that in south

Asian countries, the majority of women, poor and so-called lower caste people were excluded from

participation in many socio-economic and political decision-making processes due to discrimination from

the men.
Table 4: Particulars of Caste and Gender Sensitivity in Selected Villages
Do non-SC/STs provide water in Is there gender and caste bias at Is there any separate glass

Village/ work place? work place? system at work place?

District Yes No Total No* Yes** Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 142 (94.67) 8 (5.33) 150 0 (0.00) 1 (100.0) 1 51 (35.92) 91 (64.08) 142
Mugalkhod 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150 63 (87.50) 9 (12.50) 72 81 (54.36) 68 (45.64) 149
Belagavi 291 (97.00) | 9 (3.00) | 300 63 (86.30) 10 (13.70) 73 132 (45.36) | 159 (54.64) | 291
Ravoor 140 (93.33) | 10 (6.67) 150 | 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 50 (35.71) 90 (64.29) 140
Srinivasa Saradgi | 135 (90.00) | 15(10.00) | 150 | 144 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 144 47 (34.81) 88 (65.19) 135
Kalaburagi 275 (91.67) | 25(8.33) | 300 | 294 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 294 97 (35.27) | 178(64.73) | 275
Adivala 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150 18 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 18 64 (42.95) 85 (57.05) 149
Nayakanahatti 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150 73 (80.22) 18 (19.78) 91 77 (51.33) 73 (48.67) 150
Chitradurga 299 (99.67) | 1(0.33) | 300 91 (83.49) 18 (16.51) | 109 | 141 (47.16) | 158 (52.84) | 299
Uchangidurga 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150 0 (0.00) 2 (100.00) 2 78 (52.00) 72 (48.00) 150
Towdor 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150 1 (9.09) 10 (90.91) 11 61 (40.67) 89 (59.33) 150
Davanagere 300 (100) 0(0.00) | 300 1 (7.69) 12 (92.31) 13 139 (46.33) | 161 (53.67) | 300
Muguru 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 95 (63.33) 55 (36.67) 150
Sosale 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150 | 148 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 148 74 (49.66) 75 (50.34) 149
Mysuru 299 (99.67) | 1(0.33) | 300 | 298 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 298 | 169 (56.52) | 130 (43.48) | 299
Kodigenahalli 141 (94.00) 9 (6.00) 150 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 85 (60.28) 56 (39.72) 141
Madalur 146 (97.33) 4(2.67) 150 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 90 (61.64) 56 (38.36) 146
Tumakuru 287 (95.67) | 13 (4.33) | 300 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 175 (60.98) | 112(39.02) | 287
Total (;77_ 52%3) 49 (2.72) | 1800 | 747 (94.92) 40 (5.08) 787 | 853 (48.72) | 898 (51.28) | 1751

Source: Primary data, 2014. *No casteism; **Yes there is casteism.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.

Lack of Two Square Meals Per Day in Dalit Houses

In India, 213.8 million people were undernourished during 2011-13. In the same manner, malnutrition

prevails in Karnataka leading to high levels of infant, child and maternal mortality, anemia and other

micronutrient deficiencies. According to Comber Stacey May et al. (2015), Karnataka ranked 10 in




Human Development Index, 11 in Hunger Index and 45 in Infant Mortality Rate (IMR) in 2008. This
indicates that there is a serious problem in Karnataka. According to National Family Health Survey
(NFHS-4), the mortality rate for children under five per 1000 live births is 41. According to the National
Family Health Survey (NFHS-3), 42.5 per cent of children under five are underweight and this number
declined to 31.9 per cent in 2015-16 (NFHS-4). Nearly 48 per cent are stunted reflecting chronic
malnutrition, and 19.8 per cent are wasted reflecting acute malnutrition, and this declined to 17.2
overall (rural and urban) (NFHS-4). In Karnataka, 70 per cent of children between the ages of six and
59 months are anemic according to NFHS-3 and this declined to 58.6 per cent in 2015-16 (NFHS-4).
Malnutrition leads to permanent physical and psychological consequences and generates a cyclical and
inter-generational pattern. Our study results reveal that nearly three per cent of the households
reported that their family members did not have sufficient food during the year 2013. Among the
villages, Kodigenahalli villagers were not getting two square meals per day, followed by Harugeri and
Mugalkhoda villages. In Tumakuru district, a few of the Dalit households were not able to get two
square meals a day, with the situation slightly better in Belagavi and Davanagere districts (Table 5). In
regard to availability of food, households stated that they adjusted with whatever food they had and

some households brought food items from neighbours.

Table 5: Availability of Two Square Meals Per Day in Sample Villages

Village /District Yes No Total
Harugeri 143 (95.33) 7 (4.67) 150
Mugalkhoda 144 (96.00) 6 (4.00) 150
Belagavi 287 (95.67) 13 (4.33) 300
Ravoor 150 (100.00) 0(0.00) 150
Srinivasa Saradagi 148 (98.67) 2 (1.33) 150
Kalaburagi 298 (99.33) 2 (0.67) 300
Adivala 149 (99.33) 1(0.67) 150
Nayakanahatti 148 (98.67) 2 (1.33) 150
Chitradurga 297 (99.00) 3 (1.00) 300
Uchangidurga 148 (98.67) 2 (1.33) 150
Towdor 146 (97.33) 4 (2.67) 150
Davanagere 294 (98.00) 6 (2.00) 300
Muguru 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150
Sosale 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150
Mysuru 298 (99.33) 2 (0.67) 300
Kodigenahalli 123 (82.00) 27 (18.00) 150
Madalur 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150
Tumakuru 273 (91.00) 27(9.00) 300
Total 1747 (97.06) 53 (2.94) 1800

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.




Caste Discrimination in Eating Food and Visiting Dalit Houses

The majority of OCs do not eat food in Dalit houses in general, particularly in rural Karnataka. According
to our primary data results, upper castes avoid taking food in Dalit houses. However, quite a few (603)
also reported that they eat food in Dalit houses and this is high in Adivala village followed by Sosale and
Muguru village. The practice was very high in Chitradurga district, followed by Mysuru, Belagavi and
Kalaburagi (Table 6). As to the kind of foods they take, ‘all kinds’ came first, followed by roti,
coffee/tea, sweets/snacks, non-vegetarian, fruits and special food 5. Here, if we closely observe the
practice, only some eat all kinds of food and the rest only specific food (Table 7). The main reason for
not eating all types of food is caste hierarchy and superstition. Though to all appearances, other caste
people visit Dalit houses, most who do so are men (415), followed by all family members and women.
Very few women visit Dalit households due to reasons of caste hierarchy, superstition, tradition and
curbs by husbands. Table 8 takes a look at the mindset of OCs for not allowing their family members to

visit Dalit houses, and the reasons cited are poverty, low caste status and non-invitation.

Table 6: Particulars of Food Habit in Sample Villages

. o Do non-SC/STs eat food in your house?
Village/District

Yes No Total
Harugeri 57 (38.00) 93 (62.00) 150
Mugalkhod 53 (35.33) 97 (64.67) 150
Belagavi 110 (36.67) 190 (63.33) 300
Ravoor 50 (33.33) 100 (66.67) 150
Srinivas Saradgi 58 (38.67) 92 (61.33) 150
Kalaburagi 108 (36.00) 192 (64.00) 300
Adivala 91 (60.67) 59 (39.33) 150
Nayakanahatti 36 (24.00) 114 (76.00) 150
Chitradurga 127 (42.33) 173 (57.67) 300
Uchangidurga 44 (29.33) 106 (70.67) 150
Towdor 41 (27.33) 109 (72.67) 150
Davanagere 85 (28.33) 215 (71.67) 300
Muguru 59 (39.33) 91 (60.67) 150
Sosale 67 (44.67) 83 (55.33) 150
Mysuru 126 (42.00) 174 (58.00) 300
Kodigenahalli 38 (25.33) 112 (74.67) 150
Madalur 9 (6.00) 141 (94.00) 150
Tumakuru 47 (15.67) 253 (84.33) 300
Total 603 (33.50) 1197 (66.50) 1800

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.

§ OCs, BCs and STs




Table 7: What Kind of Food Non-SC/ST People Take in Your House?

Village/District All food Coffee/ Fruits Non- Rice Roti Special | Sweets/ Total
Tea veg food Snacks
Harugeri 46 0 0 L 0 9 0 0 56
(82.14) (0.00) (0.00) (1.79) (0.00) (16.07) (0.00) (0.00)
Mugalkhoda 20 5 0 3 0 20 0 2 50
(40.00) (10.00) (0.00) (6.00) (0.00) (40.00) (0.00) (4.00)
Belagavi 66 5 0 4 0 29 0 2 106
(62.26) (4.72) (0.00) | (3.77) | (0.00) | (27.36) | (0.00) (1.89)
RavOOr 17 0 0 1 0 22 1 4 5
(37.78) (0.00) (0.00) (2.22) (0.00) (48.89) (2.22) (8.89)
Srinivasa Saradagi 2t 0 0 0 0 28 0 2 51
(41.18) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (54.90) (0.00) (3.92)
Kalaburagi 38 0 0 1 0 50 1 6 96
(39.58) (0.00) (0.00) | (1.04) | (0.00) | (52.08) | (1.0 (6.25)
Adivala 71 11 0 1 0 0 0 8 01
(78.02) (12.09) (0.00) (1.10) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (8.79)
Nayakanahatti 23 S 2 0 0 S 0 0 35
(65.71) (14.29) (5.71) (0.00) (0.00) (14.29) (0.00) (0.00)
Chitradurga 94 16 2 1 0 S 0 8 126
(74.60) (12.70) (1.59) | (0.79) | (0.00) | (3.97) (0.00) (6.35)
Uchangidurga 21 11 0 0 0 6 0 0 44
(61.36) (25.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (13.64) (0.00) (0.00)
Towdor 19 11 0 0 0 11 0 0 a2
(46.34) (26.83) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (26.83) (0.00) (0.00)
Davanagere 46 22 0 0 0 17 0 0 85
(54.12) (25.88) (0.00) | (0.00) | (0.00) | (20.00) | (0.00) (0.00)
Muguru 26 14 2 0 3 4 1 1 51
(50.98) (27.45) (3.92) (0.00) (5.88) (7.84) (1.96) (1.96)
Sosale 31 19 2 1 5 5 1 0 64
(48.44) (29.69) (3.13) (1.56) (7.81) (7.81) (1.56) (0.00)
Mysuru 57 33 4 1 8 9 2 1 115
(49.57) (28.70) (3.48) | (0.87) | (6.96) | (7.83) (1.74) (0.87)
Kodigenabhalli 38 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 38
(100.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Madalur 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
(100.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Tumakuru 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47
(100.00) (0.00) (0.00) | (0.00) | (0.00) | (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Total 348 76 6 7 8 110 3 17 575
(60.52) (13.22) (1.04) | (1.22) | (1.39) | (19.13) | (0.52) (2.96)

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.



Table 8: Particulars of those Visiting Dalit Households in Sample Villages

Who visits your house?

Reason for non-Dalits not visiting Dalit

Village/ houses
District A!I Men Women | Total | Low** Poor Due to*** | Total
family*

Harugeri (321 .§3) (6? .727) (© .%0) % (9§.3§4) (1%6) © -%0) 94
Mugalkhoda (311_253) (55_?12) (o_(())o) 38 (1(?(?_0) (0.(())0) (0.(())0) %
Belagavi (323 .26) (6? .3;4) © .(())0) %3 (92?418) (0-152) © '%0) o
Ravoor (20?00) (83 ,%o) (0 ,%0) 40 (1(?(?.0) (O.(())O) © .%0) 8
Srinivasa Saradagi (175.;78) (823.722) (0.%0) ® (9325) (3.113) (3-113) %
Kalaburagi (1;'.?32) (8?.?[8) (0%0) 85 (gjé?fS) (O.]él) (O.]él) 110
Adivala (43.215) (5::*1 .985) © .%0) o (1(?(?.0) (0-%0) © -%0) >
Nayakanahatti (18(.518) (812 _;2) © _C())o) 33 (913%225) (0.138) () .138) 14
Chitradurga (3:31.87;1) (6]7. .29) © .(())0) 124 (918?814) (0-158) (© -158) 17
Uchangidurga (55.‘;5) (452 .(315) © .%0) 4 (1%3%%) (0-%0) © -%0) e
Towdor (4;934) (5§ .%ss) © .(())0) “ (1%3%?0) (0-%0) © -%0) 109
Davanagere (561.?5’9) (4;)l fu) (© .cc)>0) 85 (120%150) (0-%0) © -%0) 215
Muguru (zé_%g) (7(?,227) (4,:2)5) 4 (92.%4) (1.179) (3.%57) >
Sosale (1:.%16) (816 .23) @3 .%1) 8 (832.%3) (161-167) © -%0) 2
Mysuru (13]7-5) (7?23) (3%2) 157 (QZ.:;S) (6.525) (2%0) 80
Kodigenahali (2.%33) (9? .27) © .%0) % (1%)%;.)0) (0-%0) © -%0) o
Madalur (11%11) (88?89) (0%0) ° (lgclfo) (0-%0) (0-%0) 141
Tumakuru (4.226) (93 .574) (© .%0) 47 (120?).10) (0-%0) © -%0) 2ot
Total @y | oz | aon | | @esn) | o | oam | 22

Source: Primary data, 2014. *All family members; ** low caste; ***Due to poverty.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.

Caste Discrimination in Shaking Hands

We inquired whether Dalits eat food made by non-Dalits. They answered that almost all of them do,

with a high positive answer in Nayakanahatti and Muguru, followed by Adivala, and Sosale. In the same

way, the majority of Dalits in Chitradurga district eat non-Dalit food as compared to other sample

districts, with Mysuru, Tumakuru and Davanagere districts following behind. But some (12%) of the

Dalits said they do not take food in non-Dalit households as their treatment was not good. According to

the sample households, non-Dalits (OC/BC) offer Dalits food in cattle houses, and do not give them a

seating place. As a result, the Dalits have to sit on the floor and eat the food. Besides, they provide

food in separate plates. In this situation, some of the Dalits realized that self-respect is more important

than eating food in non-Dalit houses. In the same manner most of them were exchanging shake-hands

with non-Dalit people. Thirteen (242) per cent of the households reported that they do not shake hands




with non-Dalit people due to caste discrimination in their respective villages (Table 9). However, 85

(1526) per cent of the households reported that they were able to sit in the village centres, and this

was very surprising. Among the villages, Madalur village is more socially forward than other villages,

followed by Srinivas Saradgi and Ravoor and Sosale villages. In Kalaburagi district, most of the Dalits

were able to sit with non-Dalits as compared to other districts, followed by Mysuru, Chitradurga and

Belagavi districts. The unfortunate thing is that 54 (964) per cent of the households reported that they

cannot enter non-Dalit households. Though 46 (836) per cent of the households reported that non-

Dalits are allowed in their houses, they could not sit as equals with non-Dalits (Table 10). But a few of

the Dalits enjoyed equality in sitting with non-Dalits if they were educated, employed, politically aware

and rich. Whoever was not educated and poor was unable to sit with non-Dalits.

Table 9: Particulars of Eating Food Habit in Other Houses

Do you eat food in non-Dalit

Do non-SC/STs shake hand with

Village/District houses? you?

Yes No Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 102 (68.00) 48 (32.00) 150 127 (84.67) 23 (15.33) 150
Mugalkhoda 132 (88.00) 18 (12.00) 150 127 (84.67) 23 (15.33) 150
Belagavi 234 (78.00) | 66 (22.00) 300 254 (84.67) | 46 (15.33) | 300
Ravoor 129 (86.00) 21 (14.00) 150 134 (89.33) 16 (10.67) 150
Srinivasa Saradagi 117 (78.00) 33 (22.00) 150 130 (86.67) 20 (13.33) 150
Kalaburagi 246 (82.00) | 54 (18.00) 300 264 (88.00) | 36 (12.00) | 300
Adivala 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150
Nayakanahatti 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 147 (98.00) 3(2.00) 150
Chitradurga 299 (99.67) 1(0.33) 300 297 (99.00) 3 (1.00) 300
Uchangidurga 119 (79.33) 31 (20.67) 150 118 (78.67) 32 (21.33) 150
Towdor 128 (85.33) 22 (14.67) 150 132 (88.00) | 18 (12.00) 150
Davanagere 247 (82.33) | 53 (17.67) 300 250 (83.33) | 50 (16.67) | 300
Muguru 150 (100) 0 (0.00) 150 150 (100) 0 (0.0) 150
Sosale 148 (98.67) 2 (1.33) 150 148 (98.67) 2 (1.33) 150
Mysuru 298 (99.33) 2 (0.67) 300 298 (99.33) 2 (0.67) 300
Kodigenahalli 108 (72.00) 42 (28.00) 150 97 (64.67) 53 (35.33) 150
Madalur 147 (98.00) 3 (2.00) 150 98 (65.33) 52 (34.67) 150
Tumakuru 255 (85.00) | 45 (15.00) 300 195 (65.0) | 105 (35.0) | 300
Total (375.772) (122?218) 1800 (812.286) (1%34) 1800

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Table 10: Particulars of Equality in the Main Places of Sample Villages

Are you able to sit in the

Would OC/BC households

Do they (OCs/BCs) allow

Distret M ilager | alowyouin theirouses? | o St e
Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total
Haruger! @00 | aeon | 0 | g339 | eoen | 0 | @sen | @ | M
Mugalkhod @ | qzen | 0 | @an | eoen | P | ey | zen | "
Belagavi (825?677) (12%3) 300 (6](-)2.3313) (3&27) 300 (9116.356) (8%864) 181
Ravoor (911?;3) (8.1637) 150 (812?:317) (172.633) 150 (8%9.1512) (13.38) 124
Srinivas Saradgi (9}1‘.%7) (5.833) 150 (615-3(.)637) (33733) 150 (75?.33) (25.27) 103
Kalaburagi (923?30) (7?30) 300 (7?5?(:7) (21_353) 300 (81;_336) (12.%4) 221
Advala (8?27) (13%.%3) 150 (712(.)27) (2;1-133) 190 (859-332) (1‘%-%8) 0
Nayakananat (815?;33) (15.?57) 150 (3’3.%0) (6%3(-)50) 10 (9’:‘1-575) (6-325) ©
Chitradurga (826530) (1:.%0) 300 | 6pa3) (417%27) 300 (8:;?30) (12130) o7
Uchangidurga 60 | a0 | % | @is | @sen | 50 | @es | aroy |V
Towdor (717%363) (223.Aé7) 150 (3;).23) (629-1157) 10 (95;7) (8-593) >
Davanagere (721%27) (288 .533) 300 (31(.)333) (6%%?677) 300 (83-%8) (121-?52) 103
Muguru @ras) | azen | ™ | @oon | @00 | | oo | oo | %
Sosale (911?;3) (8:}637) 150 (487.367) (517-733) 10 (95-778) (8-22) e
Mysuru (8296.33?3) (13.%57) 300 (412?3?3) (517?27) 300 (9?218) (4.6;2) 127
Kodigenahalli (72(.)27) (23.1;,3) 150 (zg.%O) (815.%) 150 (52?0) (52?0) %
Madalur (9?333) ( 4.27) 150 (7%;3) (91527) 150 (45?45) (546.355) -
Tumakuru (gg.%) (1?0) 300 (1;%57) (8%???3) 300 (4528) (512-122) 4
Total (35.27?3) (1?;2) 1800 (4?4?4) (5?;.3;6) 1800 (8?28) (113{22) 836

Source: Primary data, 2014

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Caste Discrimination in Marriage Halls/Places

Village people celebrate marriage in different ways, in accordance with their caste and tradition. In
general, people invite their relatives, friends, neighbours and well-wishers for the marriage. Nearly 21
per cent (375) of the households reported that non-SC/ST communities do not invite Dalits to their
marriages and other celebrations. Our study data reveals that most (1425) of the households reported
that upper caste households invited Dalits for marriages and other celebrations in Adivala village,
followed by Harugeri and Mugalkhod. District wise, Belagavi district Dalits got maximum marriage
invitations from non-Dalit households, followed by Chitradurga, Tumakuru and Mysuru districts. Most
(1193) of the households reported that they were provided chairs or cots, with Adivala village reporting
the highest figure followed by Harugeri and Muguru village. In a similar way, Belagavi occupied first
place in providing chairs to Dalits, followed by Chitradurga, Tumakuru and Mysuru districts. But as much
as 674 households also reported that they were unable to sit with non-Dalit as equals. This means that
Dalits have to sit separately during marriage functions of the upper castes. Some of the Dalits were
given separate places due to hierarchy, low economic status and education level in a visible case of
discrimination. Yet, our primary data reveals that the Dalits (1589) did not protest (Table 11) as they
lacked economic strength and political power and were dependent on non-Dalit households. However,
some of the households did protest, and the results were fruitful as they were allowed to enter the

houses and provided suitable chairs.
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Table 11: Particulars of Marriage Celebrations in Sample Villages

Do OC/BC households invite you for

Do they (OCs/BCs) provide chairs

Do you sit along

Did you protest against any of the

\é'llsl?fllst/ their T:{;Lig‘:isoigg other to you? with non-Dalits? above discrimination?

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 129 (86.00) 21 (14.00) 150 117 (90.70) 12 (9.30) 129 65 (54.62) 54 (45.38) 119 12 (8.05) 137 (91.95) 149
Mugalkhod 128 (85.33) 22 (14.67) 150 105 (82.03) 23(17.97) | 128 41 (35.04) 76 (64.96) 117 1 (0.67) 148 (99.33) 149
Belagavi 257 (85.67) 43 (14.33) 300 | 222(86.38) | 35(13.62) | 257 | 106 (44.92) | 130(55.08) | 236 | 13(4.36) | 285(95.64) | 298
Ravoor 125 (83.33) 25 (16.67) 150 102 (81.60) 23(18.40) | 125 66 (57.89) 48 (42.11) 114 27 (18.62) 118 (81.38) 145
Srinivas Saradgi 115 (76.67) 35 (23.33) 150 91 79.13) 24(20.87) | 115 55 (54.46) 46 (45.54) 101 36 (26.87) 98 (73.13) 134
Kalaburagi 240 (80.00) 60 (20.00) 300 | 193(80.42) | 47 (19.58) | 240 | 121 (56.28) | 94 (43.72) | 215 | 63(22.58) | 216 (77.42) | 279
Adivala 138 (92.00) 12 (8.00) 150 126 (91.30) 12 (8.70) 138 58 (45.67) 69 (54.33) 127 4 (2.67) 146 (97.33) 150
Nayakanahatti 113 (75.33) 37 (24.67) 150 105 (92.92) 8 (7.08) 113 39 (35.78) 70 (64.22) 109 3 (2.14) 137 (97.86) 140
Chitradurga 251 (83.67) 49 (16.33) | 300 | 231(92.03) | 20(7.97) | 251 | 97 (41.10) | 139 (58.90) | 236 7 (2.41) 283 (97.59) | 290
Uchangidurga 107 (71.33) 43 (28.67) 150 90 (84.11) 17 (15.89) | 107 55 (51.40) 52 (48.60) 107 1 (0.69) 144 (99.31) 145
Towdor 117 (78.00) 33 (22.00) 150 96 (82.05) 21 (17.95) | 117 41 (37.27) 69 (62.73) 110 2 (1.33) 148 (98.67) 150
Davanagere 224 (74.67) 76 (25.33) 300 | 186 (83.04) | 38 (16.96) | 224 | 96 (44.24) | 121 (55.76) | 217 3(1.02) 292 (98.98) | 295
Muguru 114 (76.00) 36 (24.00) 150 113 (99.12) 1 (0.88) 114 50 (44.25) 63 (55.75) 113 2 (1.63) 121 (98.37) 123
Sosale 111 (74.00) 39 (26.00) 150 107 (96.40) 4 (3.60) 111 53 (47.75) 58 (52.25) 111 7 (5.74) 115 (94.26) 122
Mysuru 225 (75.00) 75 (25.00) 300 | 220(97.78) | 5(2.22) 225 | 103 (45.98) | 121 (54.02) | 224 9 (3.67) 236 (96.33) | 245
Kodigenahalli 111 (74.00) 39 (26.00) 150 88 (79.28) 23(20.72) | 111 49 (51.04) 47 (48.96) 96 8 (5.33) 142 (94.67) 150
Madalur 117 (78.00) 33 (22.00) 150 53 (45.30) 64 (54.70) | 117 40 (64.52) 22 (35.48) 62 2 (1.46) 135 (98.54) 137
Tumakuru 228 (76.00) 72 (24.00) 300 | 141 (61.84) | 87(38.16) | 228 | 89(56.33) | 69 (43.67) | 158 | 10(3.48) | 277(96.52) | 287
Total (713.2157) (2?(’)?5?3) 1800 <§§.332> (1?228) 1425 (467%529) (52?21) 1286 (é.%%) (;35.88%) 1694

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Caste Discrimination in Hotels

Our primary data reveals that almost all villages have hotels except Ravoor, Adivala, and Madalur. The

majority (1450) of Dalits were able to sit with non-Dalit people in hotels, with Nayakanhatti showing the

highest occurrences, followed by Muguru and Sosale (Table 12). In Chitradurga district, most of the

Dalits were able to sit as equals with non-Dalits, followed by Mysuru, Tumakuru and Davanagere. But

13 per cent of the households reported that they were unable to sit on par with non-Dalits due to

reasons of caste hierarchy and low economic status. Nearly 93 per cent (1544) of the respondents

explained that there was no separate glass system in hotels (Table 13). However, seven per cent (120)

of the respondents revealed that separate tea cups were provided, but this practice was not widely

known due to local pressure and Dalits’ reluctance to disclose the matter to outsiders. If it was

disclosed, the local people would harass them, they feared. Most of them did not protest the practice

but a few did, as a result of which hotel managements are changing for the better. The majority of

Dalits said they do not protest, citing reasons such as lack of economic strength (568) and interest

(111), poverty, fear, and lower caste status. The details are presented in Table 13.

Table 12: Particulars of Hotel in the Sample Villages

Village/District

Are there any hotels
in your village?

Do you sit in the hotels along with
other (OCs/BCs) caste people?

Yes No Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 96 (64.00) 54 (36.00) 150
Mugalkhoda 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 122 (81.33) 28 (18.67) 150
Belagavi 300 (100.00) | 0O (0.00) 300 | 218(72.67) | 82 (27.33) 300
Ravoor 112 (74.670 38 25.33) 150 87 (77.68) 25 (22.32) 112
Srinivasa Saradagi 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 117 (78.00) 33 (22.00) 150
Kalaburgi 262 (87.33) | 3812.67) | 300 | 204 (77.86) | 58 (22.14) 262
Adivala 139 (92.67) 11 (7.33) 150 137 (98.56) 2 (1.44) 139
Nayakanahatti 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 149 (99.33) 1 (0.67) 150
Chitradurga 289 (96.33) | 11(3.67) | 300 | 286 (98.96) 3(1.04) 289
Uchangidurga 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 117 (78.00) 33 (22.00) 150
Towdor 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 145 (96.67) 5 (3.33) 150
Davanagere 300 (100.00) | O (0.00) 300 | 262(87.33) | 38 (12.67) 300
Muguru 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 148 (98.67) 2(1.33) 150
Sosale 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 145 (96.67) 5 (3.33) 150
Mysuru 300 (100.00) | 0O (0.00) 300 | 293 (97.67) 7 (2.33) 300
Kodigenahalli 150 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 150 124 (82.67) 26 (17.33) 150
Madalur 63 (42.00) 87 58.00) 150 63 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 63
Tumakuru 213 (71.00) | 8729.00) | 300 | 187 (87.79) | 26 (12.21) 213
Total 1664 (92.44) | 136 7.56) 1800 | 1450 (87.14) | 214 (12.86) 1664

Source: Primary data, 2014.

Note:

Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Table 13: Particulars of Different Treatment in Sample Villages

Village/District

Are there any separate
glasses for Dalits in hotels?

If yes, have you protested
against separate glass system?

Yes No Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 15 (10.00) 135 (90.00) 150 4(26.67) 11(73.33) 15
Mugalkhoda 2(1.33) 148 (98.67) 150 0 (0.00) 2 (100.00) 2
Belagavi 17 (5.67) 283 (94.33) | 300 4(23.53) 13 (76.47) 17
Ravoor 20 (17.86) 92 (82.14) 112 5 (25.00) 15 (75.00) 20
Srinivasa Saradagi 19 (12.67) 131 (87.33) 150 7 (43.75) 9 (56.25) 16
Kalaburagi 39 (14.89) 223 (85.11) 262 12(33.33) 24 (66.67) 36
Adivala 2 (1.44) 137 (98.56) 139 1 (50.00) 1 (50.00) 2
Nayakanahatti 3 (2.00) 147 (98.00) 150 0 (0.00) 3 (100.00) 3
Chitradurga 5 (1.73) 284 (98.27) 289 1 (20.00) 4 (80.00) 5
Uchangidurga 1(0.67) 149 (99.33) 150 0 (0.00) 1 (100.00) 1
Towdor 11 (7.33) 139 (92.67) 150 2 (18.18) 9 (81.82) 11
Davanagere 12 (4.00) 288 (96.00) 300 2 (16.67) 10 (83.33) 12
Muguru 2 (1.33) 148 (98.67) 150 0 (0.00) 2 (100.00) 2
Sosale 3 (2.00) 147 (98.00) 150 2(66.67) 1(33.33) 3
Mysuru 5 (1.67) 295 (98.33) 300 2(40.00) 3(60.00) 5
Kodigenahalli 41 (27.33) 109 (72.67) 150 3(7.32) 38(92.68) 41
Madalur 1(1.59) 62 (98.41) 63 0(0.00) 1(100.00) 1
Tumakuru 42 (19.72) | 171(80.28) | 213 3(7.14) 39(92.86) 42
Total 120 (7.21) | 1544 (92.79) | 1664 | 24 (20.51) | 93 (79.49) | 117
Source: Primary data, 2014.
Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.

Table 14: Reasons for Not Protesting Against Discrimination in Sample Villages
Village/District - ks(t)lfeenc;trlzom ° i nte'\:géted Lc(;l\évt(_}er aPnodvefg[gr Total
Harugeri 59 (84.29) 11 (15.71) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 70
Mugalkhoda 43 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 43
Belagavi 102 (90.27) 11 (9.73) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 113
Ravoor 43 (47.25) 41 (45.05) 5 (5.49) 2 (2.20) 91
Srinivasa Saradagi 37 (75.51) 5 (10.20) 1 (2.04) 6 (12.24) 49
Kalaburagi 80 (57.14) 46 (32.86) 6 (4.29) 8 (5.71) 140
Nayakanahatti 94 (74.02) 33 (25.98) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 127
Chitradurga 94 (74.02) 33 (25.98) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 127
Uchangidurga 57 (85.07) 10 (14.93) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 67
Towdor 74 (86.05) 10 (11.63) 2 (2.33) 0 (0.00) 86
Davanagere 131 (85.62) 20 (13.07) 2 (1.31) 0 (0.00) 153
Muguru 53 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 53
Sosale 105 (99.06) 1 (0.94) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 106
Mysuru 158 (99.37) 1 (0.63) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 159
Madalur 3 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 3
Tumakuru 3 (100.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 3
Total 568 (81.73) 111 (15.97) 8 (1.15) 8 (1.15) 695

Source: Primary data, 2014. Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Caste Discrimination in Dhobi Services

Almost all villages have had dhobis from olden days. However, at present, many dhobis are migrating
from villages to urban areas in search of better livelihood. The primary study results show that dhobis
were available in the villages of Harugeri, Mugalkhod, Adivala, Nayakanahatti, Uchangidurga, Muguru
and Kodigenahalli. They were fully available in Belagavi, Chitradurga and Mysuru districts (Table 15). A
majority (1266) of them reported that dhobis do not wash Dalits’ clothes. A small number (65) of
households reported that they do. The main reason was that these few Dalits had a cordial relationship
with the dhobis. In contrast, many dhobis were willing to iron Dalit clothes in the villages, with
Kodigenahalli reporting the highest percentage, followed by Madalur, Adivala, and Muguru. Tumakuru
district had the highest number of dhobis willing to press the clothes of Dalits as compared to other
districts (Table 15). The dhobis’ unwillingness to wash the clothes of Dalits, a visible form of caste
discrimination, has gone on without protest. The Dalits say they are not interested in protesting against

the discrimination due to lack of strength and interest, poverty and low caste status (Table 16).
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Table 15: Particulars of Dhobi Services in Sample Villages

Village/District

Are dhobis available in your village?

Would dhobis wash your clothes?

Would dhobis iron your clothes?

Yes No Total Yes No Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 150 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 150 2(1.33) 148 (98.67) 150 12 (8.0) 138 (92.0) 150
Mugalkhoda 150 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 150 2 (1.33) 148 (98.67) 150 17 (11.33) 133 (88.67) 150
Belagavi 300 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 300 4 (1.33) 296 (98.67) 300 29 (9.67) 271 (90.33) 300
Ravoor 83 (55.33) 67 (44.67) 150 1(1.20) 82 (98.80) 83 5 (6.02) 78 (93.98) 83
Srinivasa Saradagi 0 (0.0) 150 (100.0) 150 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Kalaburagi 83 (27.67) 217 (72.33) 300 1 (1.20) 82 (98.8) 83 5 (6.02) 78 (93.98) 83
Adivala 150 (100.0) 0 (0.00) 150 12 (8.00) 138 (92.0) 150 47 (31.33) 103 (68.67) 150
Nayakanahatti 150 (100.0) 0 (0.00) 150 7 (4.67) 143 (95.33) 150 14 (9.33) 136 (90.67) 150
Chitradurga 300 (100.0) 0 (0.00) 300 19 (6.33) 281 (93.67) 300 61 (20.33) 239 (79.67) 300
Uchangidurga 150 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 150 5(3.33) 145 (96.67) 150 9 (6.00) 141 (94.0) 150
Towdor 69 (46.0) 81 (54.0) 150 0 (0.00) 69 (100.0) 69 1(1.45) 68 (98.55) 69
Davanagere 219 (73.0) 81 (27.0) 300 5 (2.28) 214 (97.72) 219 10 (4.57) 209 (95.43) 219
Muguru 150 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 150 1(0.67) 149 (99.33) 150 47 (31.33) 103 (68.67) 150
Sosale 0 (0.00) 150 (100.0) 150 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Mysuru 150 (50.0) 150 (50.0) 300 1(0.67) 149 (99.33) 150 47 (31.33) 103 (68.67) 150
Kodigenahalli 150 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 150 32 (21.33) 118 (78.67) 150 140 (93.33) 10 (6.67) 150
Madalur 129 (86.00) 21 (14.0) 150 3(2.33) 126 (97.67) 129 59 (45.74) 70 (54.26) 129
Tumakuru 279 (93.0) 21 (7.0) 300 35 (12.54) 244 (87.46) 279 199 (71.33) 80 (28.67) 279
Total 1331 (73.9) | 469 (26.1) 1800 65 (4.88) 1266 (95.2) 1331 351 (26.4) 980 (73.6) 1331

Note: NA means: Not Applicable.

Source: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.
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Table 16: Particulars of Washing Information in Sample Villages

If dhobis iron your clothes, Did you protest against dhobis
Village/District why not wash your clothes? not washing your clothes?
Low caste Poor Total Yes No Total
Harugeri 7 (58.33) 5 (41.67) 12 0 (0.0) 148 (100.0) 148
Mugalkhoda 17 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 17 0 (0.0) 148 (100.0) 148
Belagavi 24 (82.76) 5 (17.24) 29 0 (0.0) 296 (100.0) 296
Ravoor 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 0 (0.0) 82 (100.0) 82
Srinivasa Saradagi NA NA NA NA NA NA
Kalaburagi 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 0 (0.0) 82 (100.00) 82
Adivala 47 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 47 0 (0.0) 138 (100.0) 138
Nayakanahatti 11 (78.57) 3(21.43) 14 1(0.7) 142 (99.3) 143
Chitradurga 58 (95.08) 3(4.92) 61 1(0.4) 280 (99.6) 281
Uchangidurga 2 (22.22) 7 (77.78) 9 0 (0.0) 145 (100.0) 145
Towdor 1 (100.0) 0 0 (0.0) 69 (100.0) 69
Davanagere 3 (30.0) 7 (70.0) 10 0 (0.0) 214 (100.0) 214
Muguru 24 (51.06) 23 (48.94) 47 1(0.7) 148 (99.3) 149
Sosale NA NA NA NA NA NA
Mysuru 24 (51.06) 23 (48.94) 47 1(0.7) 148 (99.3) 149
Kodigenahalli 140 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 140 1(0.8) 117 (99.2) 118
Madalur 35 (59.32) 24 (40.68) 59 0 (0.0) 126 (100.0) 126
Tumakuru 175 (87.94) 24 (12.06) 199 1(0.4) 243 (99.6) 244
Total 288 (82.05) | 63 (17.95) 351 3(0.2) | 1263 (99.8) 1266

Source: Primary data, 2014. Note: NA means: Not Applicable.

Note: Figures in brackets are percentage to row total.

Summary

Our primary data results reveal that most of the Dalit households face strong caste bias in the villages.
The discrimination was very high in Tumakuru district as compared to other districts. In Tumakuru
district, caste discrimination was high due to poverty and illiteracy, and some households stated that
there are separate plates and cups for SCs in working places. Nearly half the households described
indignities at working places. After Tumakuru district, working place discrimination was high in Mysuru,
Chitradurga and Belagavi districts. A majority of the general category households do not eat food in
Dalit houses. Most of the households reported that only men members visit Dalit houses. Because of the
low caste status of Dalits, the so-called general caste household members do not visit Dalit houses.
Almost all Dalits eat in non-Dalit houses. Nearly one-tenth (242) of the households reported that non-
Dalits do not shake hands with Dalit people due to caste discrimination. Even more unfortunate, half of
the households reported that they cannot enter non-Dalit households. Though half of the households
reported that non-Dalits were allowed into their houses, they said they could not sit as equals with non-
Dalits.

Villagers perform marriages in traditional ways. According to our study, most of the households

reported that general caste people invited them for the marriages and other celebrations. But some of
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the households noted that Dalits had to sit separately in front of houses during marriages and ritual
times, in a case of visible discrimination. One-tenth of the respondents highlighted the fact that there
was no equality in services, with separate cups and tea glasses being maintained for Dalits in the
selected villages, though this was not so obvious to outsiders. Some of the households reported that
dhobis do not wash their clothes because of the Dalits’ low caste identity. It is obvious from this study
that caste practices and biases are strong in all villages. The study suggests that moral and ethical
values are needed at the individual, group and community levels to end caste discrimination in rural

areas.
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