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SUPPLY OF INVESTMENT CREDIT TO CULTIVATORS

IN TASGAON TALUKAi

All sample borrowers in Tasgaon Taluka received long­

term credit for different purposes such as construction 

ef wells, for purchase of motors, pump-sets and pipe-line 

for grape crop, for purchase of and pautry, etc.

ANALYSIS OF INVESTMENT CREDIT

All sample cultivators (65) in Tasgaon taluka received 

the total amount ef long-term credit te the extent ef 

R3.17.89 lakhs from three branches of Land Development 

Bank, Sangli (Table 5.1). Of this total amount of long­

term credit, Rs.2.59 lakhs or 14.49$ went te 17 Small 

farmers which formed 26.15$ ef total sample borrowers.

26 medium farmers or 40$ ef total sample borrowers 

obtained long-term credit ef Rs.3.82 lakhs. That is, 

medium farmers secured 21.38$ of total long-term credit. 

Amount ef long-term credit received by large farmers* 

group amounted te Rs.11.47 lakhs or 64.12$ of total long­

term credit. Large farmers obtained largest amount of 

long-term credit as compared to small and medium farmers 

owing te the fact that as many as 7 large farmers received 

loans for purchase of tractors and loans for tractors were 

nil in the case of small and medium farmers.

Average long-term lean per cultivator was largest in

the case of large farmers* group amounting to Rs^8^14S\
. „*r~;

and lowest in the case of medium farmers*
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TABLE 5.1

DISTRIBUTION OF LONG-TERU LOANS ACCORDING TO

SIZE OF LAND-HOLDINGS (ALL BORROWERS):

Category
of

Cultivators

*No.ef
cultiva 
tors in 
the Gro 
up

* Average ’Total 
Land ho- Long- 
ldings Term Loa 
Hectares ns in Rs

*% to 
Total 
loans

•

'Average 
Long-term 
lean per- 
cultivator

1 2 3 4 5 6

Small farmers 17
(26.15)

1.52 259,300 14.48 15,253

fledium Farmers 26
(40.00)

4.74 382,500 21.38 14,711

Large Farmers 22
(33.85)

8.73 1147,200 64.12 52,145

TOTALS 65 1789,000 100.00
(100.00)

Figures shown in the parentheses are the 

percentages to total sample borrowers.
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4 to R8.14,71l(Tabls 5.1). In the case of small farmers, 1 

average long-term loan amounted to Rs.15,253.

Average long-term lean per-cultivater uas higher 

in the case of large and small farmers' groups as comp­

ared to medium farmers' group suing to following factors;

1) As many as 7 large farmers received leans for purch­

ase of tractors. Scale of finance for tractor is 

generally largest than any ether purpose for uhich 

long-term lean is given. Therefore this caused 

average loan to increase in the case of large farmers' 

group.

2) Small farmers' group received 39% of its total loans

and poultry. Each loan for

cous and poultry csntainod an amount above Rs.18,000. 

Such loans resulted in increasing average loan per- 

cultivater in the case of small farmers' group.

3) Medium farmers* group did not receive any amount of 

long-term credit for purchase of tractors. Moreover, 

amount of leans for purchase of cous and poultry uas 

small as compared to small farmers* group.

INDEX OF INEQUALITY FOR LONG-TERM LOANS:

In order to find out the degree of favourable (er 

unfavourable)position of different categories of sample 

cultivators, the concepts of indices of inequality have 

been employed.

for purchase oflcrous^
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TABLE 5*2

INDEX OF INEQUALITY FOR LONG-TERM LOANS

( BASED ON NQ*QF CULTIVATORS )

* * * * * ,*~i*

i
Category of Farmers 1 Index of inequality

i

i

Small ( 55*41

Medium 1 53*45
i

Large i 189*42
i

I

TABLE 5*3

INDEX OF INEQUALITY FOR LONG-TERM LOANS 

( BASED ON SIZE OF LAND-HOLDINGS )

Index af inequality

193.72

59.13

113.78

Category of Farmers

Small

Medium

Largs

# * *
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Index of inequality based en number ef cultivaters
( ifer email and medium farmers remained beleu 100#
(Table 5*2). Indices of inequality fer small and medium 
farmers accounted fer respectively 55# and 53#. Therefore 
email and medium farmers received lesser investment 
credit than their shares in total number ef sample cul­
tivaters.

#

On the contrary index ef inequality based en number 
ef cultivators fer large farmers uas far above 100# 
accounting far 189#. Therefore, large farmers* group has 
a strong position in getting mere and mere leans than 
its share in total number ef cultivaters.

Index ef inequality based on size ef land-holdings 
uas boleu 100# enly for medium farmers* group (Table 5.3). 
Index of inequality to the.extent ef merely 59# indicates 
very ueak position ef medium farmers' group in obtaining 
lesser leans than its share in total land-holdings ef all 
sample cultivators.

Position of small as uell as large farmers uas better 
in as much as indices of inequality in the case of the 
farmer and the latter respectively accounted for 194# and 
114# (Table 5.3). Consequently, small as uell as large 
farmers received mere and more leans than their shares in 
total landholdings ef all sample cultivators.

PURP0SE-UISE DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTMENT CREDIT:
Purpese-uise distribution of long-term credit reveals 

thfeat all sample cultivaters (65) received a very small 
amount of loans for repairing of eld uells. Loans fer
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repairing for walls amounted to Rs.0.25 lakhs. Such > 

laans farmad enly 1.44^ af tetal long-term leans 

received by all 65 sample cultivates (Table 5.4).

Leans far §ardens mainly grape were significant 

in the case ef all 65 cultivators. Such leans amounted 

te Rs.3.61 lakhs farming 20% ef tetal long-term leans. 

Since Tasgaon is grape growing taluka, proportion ef 

leans for grape to total remained perceptible.

The proportion of leans for purchase cf tractors 

was largest accounting for 47%,

The proportions of loans for new wells and loans 

for pipe-line te tetal lean were also perceptible acco­

unting for respectively 8.0556 and 7.20% (Table 5.4).

Small farmers1 group received mere leans for pur­

chase of cows and poultry farms. These loans amounted 

te Rs.1 lakh. The proportion of these leans to total 

loans received by this group accounted for 39%,

Small farmers group preferred these leans due te 

two factors:

1) Size ef land-holding ef each small farmer is small. 

Therefore, in some cases, amount ef family labours 

exceeds that required for agricultural operation. 

This excess of family labours may be utilised for 

allied farming activities such as poultry activities 

and dairy business.

r



PU
RP
OS
E-
WI
SE
 D

IS
TR

IB
UT

IO
N 

OF
 L

ON
G-

TE
RM
 C

RE
DI
T 

TD
 5

AM
LE
 B

OR
RO

WE
RS

( 1
98
0-
83
 

):
 A

LL
 B

OR
RO
WE
RS

(F
ig
ur
es
 i

n 
Rs
.)

109

1 2

1•tlN11♦1

•H(0Pe1-
*

l
"

CT\

ooto•ko\inCM (1
00

.0
0)

 i
_ 

4

38
2,

50
0 ' Oo•oo4—

tooCM•kr>st<T“4“

Oo«□a4”w

1

17
89

,0
03

 ,
(1

00
.0

0)
 I 1

11•1.1.1•1«

0*4eJC4*O
w—■I
•HP1(4e3o
CL

uapotou
h-
ue

QO ooin«kao4—

IS
•00to

oain•t\nr-

P—**r-a•aCMVp*

ooa«kax
CDr-.o

oao*VO00r—

•or*

1•
t•
•
•1

.ope r-
1 l

too00*
st00

*-*•
toto•
tor-Vrf*

too00•
5
CO

l—Nina•r-st
e
ie
i•1•1•
t

mce
u(0
C3

>*i—i
C■H(0E
•Q.0p
a

VO
ooto«kr-co

*r~VQ•
to
to

oo00Acnin4-

00r-•r-st

<3OCM«k
VO4—4“

p—N
tof•ar*

ooto•k
toVO
to

P—Nt—
to•oCM

•
i•1•1•
«
•

0Pe0CL
E3CL*•

~BC0

oc•Hr-4eCL■rla.

in oo(3«
Cv4—

to
to•
r-w

aaa*
toin

p*^C-<*«
VOr*S—^

ooCD»
VOst

r»o•
stN-X

ao00«k00CMT“

oCM•c-

i•
i•
e

•
•

O•HP
Po•H
Ul

MOPQ
£

st oo
*

to*—

p'-'*r-CM•
VG

oao«
to

r-UD•cn■w'

aaCM«VOSt

P'-Ntoa♦
•w*

Qato4kovox

inin•in
i•i«
e

«
•1e

<uo
Li
•H(0CLmtr

0<—i 
He3 to

oocn
CO

tosf•
to

ooa•a4—

r—
UD•
CM

<3OCO4k
VO

oVC•o

oor-«inCM

4p~N
•

t.
i.t«
i»i«i.
i

ce•H
PU3
U43ace
u

4m

0<HH0
3
%-
e

CM o□in*
CM

P*"NoVO•o
QaCM•toto

10st•
OX

oaSt
a00

too*r-

<3Or-*stst4—

in<3•
CD

e
i«
•1•1•1•
e1•

«-o
>.
u

oVa4*ocj

0P•E0«-
epta.
E0in

i H
r-t 0 E cn

e3•HTSe£

•
P0_l

..
«c1-at-

* 
Ot

he
rs

 i
nc
lu
de
 l

ea
ns
 f

or
 p

ur
ch
as
e 

of
 c

ow
s,
po
ul
tr

y 
et
c.
 

Fi
su
re
s 

in
di
ca
te
d 

in
 p

ar
en
th
es
es
 a

re
 p

er
ce
nt
ag
es
 t

o 
to
ta
l



110

2) In th8 case of some small farmers, owing to small
l

size of land-holdings, income generated from agri­

culture is net sufficient even to meet consumption 

needs ef family. Therefore, in order earn suffici­

ent income, small farmers prefer additional source 

of income ether than agriculture such as poultry, 

cous, etc.

Small farmers* group also received a perceptible 

amount of long-term loans for grape crop. Proportion 

ef loans for grape accounted for 34$. Leans for new 

wells, electric motor and pipe-line farmed respectively 

10.60$, 6.21$ and 7.33$ of the total amount of long-term 

leans received by this group.

Medium farmers* group also obtained mere leans fer 

purchase ef cous and poultry. Such loans formed 20$ of 

the total loans received by this group. However, such 

loans and thiir proportion to total leans were lower as 

compared to small farmers' group.

Amount ef long-term leans for grape received by 

medium farmers was largest as compared to small and large 

farmers. Such leans amounted to Rs.1.60 lakhs forming 

42$ of total loans received by medium farmers.

Amounts ef leans received by medium farmers for new 

wells, meters and pipe-line were significant accounting 

fer respectively 9.46$, 9.67$ and 16.47$ of total leans 

obtained by this group (Table 5.4).
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Large farmers received mere leans for purchase ef 
tractors in as much as proportion of leans for tractors 
to total uas largest accounting for 73$.

Leans for purchase of cows and poultry wore insigni­
ficant in the case ef large farmers. Such loans formed 
merely less than 1$ of the total leans. Moreover loans 
for repairing of old wells formed loss than 1$ of total 
loans received by this group.

IMPACT OF LONG-TERM CREDIT ON IRRIGATED AREA:

Long-term co-operative eredit issued by three branches 
ef Land Development Bank, Sangli to sample borrowers ef 
all categories in Tasgaen Taluka produced a positive imp­
act on irrigated area.

In the case of small farmers* group, proportion of 
irrigated area to total area stepped by 14.28 percentage 
points from 42.38$ to 56.66$ due to long-term loans.

Similarly, the proportion of irrigated area to total 
area ef medium farmers* group increased to the extent of 
12.84 percentage points from 35.64$ to 48.48$ owing to 
utilization of co-operative credit.

Long-term co-eporative credit produced slightly 
strong impact on irrigated area of large farmers* group 
as compared to aforementioned two groups. The proportion 
of irrigated area to total area in the case of large 
farmers’ group increased by 17.7 percentage points owing 
to long-term co-operative credit.
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TABLE 5.6

ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF LOANS ON 

INCOME OF SAMPLE BORROWERS.

(Figures in Rs.)

, Category of 
farmers

t
pre-lean
average
Income

•Pest-lean * 
average 
Income

[mpact i
[-5 " ■

1 1 2 3 4 J

Small 3,000 5,294 + 2,294

Medium 3,846 8,192 + 4,346

Large 10,023 15,114 ♦ 5,091

* * * 

* *

*
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Long-term co-operative credit undoubtedly produced „t: 

positive impact en irritated area of all catsfories of 

sample borrowers. But there are slight variations in 

these empacts. Those variations in impacts may be duo 

to different levels of ground water at different places.

IMPACT OF CO-OPERATIVE CREDIT ON INCOME:

Analysis of ths impact of co-oporativo credit on 

income of sample borrowers reveals that co-operative credit 

produced as perceptible positive impact on income of all 

categories of borrowers.

In the case of small farmers* group, average income 

increased to the extent of Rs.2,294 from Rs.3,000 to 5,294 

duo to co-operative credit.

Likewise medium farmers* group was in a position to 

increase average income with the help of co-operative 

credit, average income of medium farmers stepped up by 

Rs.4,346 from Rs.3,846 te Rs.8,192.

Co-operative credit produced rather a slightly Sharp 

impact on income of large farmers* group. Average income 

of large farmers steeply stepped up to ths extent of 

Rs.5,091 from Rs.10,023 to Rs.15,114 (Table 5.6).

However, there are some variations in positive impacts 

of co-operative credit en different categories of sample

borrowers.


