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ABSTRACT

Since the inception of economic planning in India, the firgé fyears plan introduced the Community
Development Programme (CDP) and on 2nd October 1952, the FsCommunity Development Projects were
inaugurated where each project was having 3 Development BMt#tsthe passage of time, more and more such projects
were developed. The Community Development Programme hadakafeambitious schemes for all round development
of rural areas which included improvement of agriculturalhtéiques, exploring supplementary sources of employment,
extension of minor irrigation facilities, provision for socgdrvices and development of Co-operatives and Panchayat. The
present study made an attempt to examine one major ruralafewent programme namely Swarnajayanti Gram-
Swarozgar Yojana (SGSY) in Assam with special referencébtadarh and Sivasagar districts of Assam. The study aims
to examine the objectives, achievements as well as the pshatehprospects of SGSY. The basic objectives of the present
study is to find out the actual implementation of SGSY isttlty and to assess the impact of SGSY on increasing income

of rural people i.e. the selected beneficiaries.
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INTRODUCTION

In India, most of the people lives in rural areas and thdfaxece depend upon agriculture and allied activities (Agghrwa

and Kumar 2012). The contribution of the rural sector to thi@mal income is substantial. Therefore, it naturallgvas

the attention of the people and the government for its renovatewm{fRar Ganesh & Kanbur Ravi 2009). The ultimate

objective of rural development is to improve the quality bf rural people (Chambers, 1983; Gangopadhyat D. et al
2008). While most of the other states in India follow thgective to achieve rural development (Khera, 2011) and more
particularly inclusive rural development (Khera and MuthiahG20enon 2010), Assam economy is still fundamentally

based on agriculture.

Swarrnajayanti Gram-Swarozgar Yojana (SGSdme into effect from April 1, 1999. The newly launched
centrally sponsored Swarnajayanti Gram-Sworozgar Yoja@&SY) has been revised keeping in view experiences of the
strength and weaknesses of earlier self-employment progran®®GSY is a comprehensive self-employment programme
for the rural poor and conceived as a holistic scheme ofongnterprises covering various aspects of self-employme
viz., organisation of the rural poor in Self Help Groups @}l capacity building, training, planning of activitielysters,

and infrastructure build up, technology, credit and margefLenka and Samantaraya, 2010; Mula et al. 2012). This
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programme was simultaneously launched throughout the nétims at establishing a large number of micro enterprise
in the rural areas, building upon the potential of the noak (Ali Jabir, 2011). It is constructed on the basis eftiélief
that the rural poor in India are quite competent and by giviegight support they can be successful producers ol

goods/services.

SGSY was expected to bring an incredible change in thdagewent of rural people in India and in Assam. In
spite of these programmes adopted by the Government offbrdibe economic upliftment of rural people, poverty and
unemployment is still having a strong hold in the rurabaref Assam (Pati 2009). Assam is mainly an agricellbased

state in which most of the villages have homogenous aeddyetneous features of rural life.

It is to be noted that SGSY has been restructured as NaRaomal Livelihoods Mission (NRLM) in June, 2011
by the Ministry of Rural development, Government of Indi&LM aims at creating efficient and effective institutal
platforms of the rural poor enabling them to increase holgémeome through sustainable livelihood enhancements and

improved access to financial servides.

An attempt has been made to examine the impastvairnajayanti Gram-Swarozgar Yojana (SG&NJ how far

this scheme is able to raise the income and standardrgf bfithe rural people i.e. the selected beneficiaries.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

* Tofind out the actual implementation of SGSY in the study
» To assess the impact and how far rural people i.e.eleeted beneficiaries are benefitted by rural developme

programme (SGSY) in increasing their income and standdidrug.

METHODOLOGY AND DATA

The present study is an empirical one and based on follawaigods like historical, analytical and statistiddbreover

Interviews were held with 240 respondent beneficsaniéh the help of a structured interview schedule.

For effective management, it is decided to examine tlgatipnal status of SGSY covering the period 2007—
2012 on the basis of their importance and necessity in tlages falling within two selected blocks namely Bauadr
Development Block (BDB) and Gaurisagar Development BI&RE). The study was conducted in the year 2015-2016.
For this study, 240 respondents (60 each from four selectedeg)lavho were availed benefits of the programme SGSY
under two different development blocks. Dainijan and Japaragegldrom BDB, Dibrugarh district and another two
villages namely, Lahingia and Mothadang from GDB, Sivasdigrict to examine the actual implementation of selected

programmes SGSY.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In Assam, the SGSY Scheme has been implemented since Ti¢&@fore, to study the implementation of SGSY the

present study examines the implementation of the schegsteicted villages under the two blocks, respectively.

The detail implementation of the scheme, SGSY in BB& @DB is shown in tabular form in tables 1-3.
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Table 1 shows that the total number of SHGs formed irséfected villages of Barbaruah block was 18 and in
Gaurisagar block was 40 and number of beneficiaries 260 in &@B402 in GDB, respectively during the period 2007—
2012. Number of SHGs formed in GDB was higher than thebeuraf BDB during the specific (2007-17) period. The
villagers under GDB found more interested to join in activities villagers under BDB.

The table also shows that during the period 2007—2012 Lahiillgigevhas formed the highest number of SHGs
with 212 beneficiaries under GDB.

It is seen from the table 2 that during the period 2007-2012SPU8s in BDB and in GDB 235 SHGs received
revolving fund. The financial year 2011-2012 was the simit year to notice that the highest number of SHGs

numbering is 56 in BDB and 62 in GDB received revolving fund.

Table 3 reveals that during the period 2007-2012,918Gs under BDB and 197 SHGs under GDB received
subsidy. Further, the highest number of SHGs gosislybin BDB in the financial year 2010-2011 and DB
2011-2012.

Table 1: Total No. of SHGs and Total No. of Beneficiariesnder SGSY in Selected Villages from the
Two Blocks During the Period 2007-2012

2007-12 | Dainijan Lahingia
2007-12 | Japara 07 84 Mothadan 19 190

Sourct; Offices of the BDB and GD

Table 2: Statement Showing the Position of Revolving Fa Received from 2007 to 2012 in BDB and
GDB (Rs. in Lakhs)

200+08 3.2C 3.6C

2008-09 3.60 4.20
2009-10 40 4.00 40 4.00
2010-11 42 4.20 55 5.50
2011-12 5.60 6.20

Source. Offices of the BDB and GD

Table 3: Statement Showing the Position of Subsidy Rdeed from 2007 To 2012 (in Lakhs)

Source: Block Officials, BDB and GDB

2007-08 23.62 28.28
200¢-09 28.2¢ 33.6(
200¢-10 34 27.5( 40 36.5(
2010-11 36 33.60 41 31.75
2011-12 27.50 45.75
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Table 4: Male/Female Distribution of the Respondents

Respondents Villages Male Female Total
Dainijan(BDB) (48.33) (51.67) (100)
Japara (BDB) (46.67) (53.33) (100)
Lahingia (GDB) (43.33) (56.67) (100)
Mothadang (GDB) (50.0) (50.0) (100)

113 127 240
Total (47.08) (52.92) (100)

Source: Field Study (Percentages are in parentheses)

Gender Profile of the Respondents

Real development takes place when both men and women paetigipdevelopment processes. To know the gender
participation under SGSY the respondents in the study asehdmn classified into male and female. Table 4 shows the

gender of respondents.

Table 4 shows that out of 240 respondents who have beerysdri27 were female respondents and remaining
113 were male respondents. Number of Female respondents B ljtt¢ bit higher than Male respondents. Highest
number of female respondent 34 is found in Lahingia village anel ragpondent 30 in Mothadang village.

With a view to find out the awareness of the respondentsdiegathe beneficiaries have been probed on the
following issues and problems in the implementation and implthe scheme like key activities of the SHGsinirgy
provided for the SHGs, market availability and econonpigtadation of the respondents before and after joining SHGs

The responses are discussed below.

The responses of the respondents have been shown in tedsaiarom Table 5 to Table 10. With regard to the
procedure followed in identification and selection procesagfidaries were given three options with the question as

follows:

What is the procedure followed in identification and selecporcess of SGSY beneficiaries? (Options were
given)

Method of Identification

* Household Survey
+ Self
*  Others (Motivated by family/neighbour/block/bank /DRDA)

Mode of Selection

» Joint meeting of officials and Gram Sabha

» Selected through DRDA officials

Response of the respondents have been shown in tablenSogiosv
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Table 5: Response of the Respondents Regarding Method ogltification and Mode of Selection

Respondents Method of Identification Total Mode of Selection Total
Villages A B C A B

- 38 13 9 60 44 16 60
Dainijan(BDB) 633) | (2L7) (15.0) (100) (73.3) (26.7) (100)
Japara (B0B) 37 13 10 60 46 14 60
616) | (21.7) (16.7) (100) (76.7) (23.3) (100)

— 38 9 13 60 40 20 60
Lahingia (GDB) | 533 | (15.0) @L.7) (100) (66.7) (33.7) (100)
Mothadang 35 13 12 60 43 17 60
(GDB) (58.3) | (21.7) (20.0) (100) (71.7) (28.3) (100)
- 148 48 44 240 173 67 240
6L7) | (20.0) (18.3) (100) (72.08) | (27.92) (100)

Source: Field Study (Percentages are in parentheses)

It is clear from the table 5 that out of 240 respondens(64.7%) got identified through Household survey, 48
which constitute 20.0% of total respondents claimed totified by own and 44 i.e. 18.3% identified by other method.

While in case with mode of selection 72.08% haaémeéd that Joint meeting of officials and Gram Sabéld for
selection of beneficiaries and 67 which constiint®1% of total respondents claimed to be selébtedgh DRDA Officials.

The table brings to light that majority of the resparideare identified and selected by concerned authorities.
Village wise distribution of the beneficiaries (SH@s)d their key activity in SGSY.

According to the guidelines of SGSY, major share of amsigt up to 75% (both by number and funding) will be
for the key activities and they should be taken up in etast

The activity of SGSY depends upon the choice of activifié® choice of activity should be based on the local
resources, the ability as well as the skill of peoplés lso necessary that the products have readilyadlailn market.
Therefore, a question was asked to the respondents. Thequrs to them was “what is the key activity of your SHG
with seven options, weaving, food processing, piggery, poufishery, agriculture and others (duckery, goatery,
mushroom plantation, edi muga worm farm).

Table 6 shows the Key-activity of the SHGs in selected fidlaiges.

Table 6: Key-Activity of the SHGs

. Dainijan Japara Lahingia Mothadang
Key Activity (BDB) (BDB) (GDB) (GDB) Total
Weaving 18 24 27 23 92
(30.0) (40.0) (45.0) (38.33) (38.33)
Food Processing 12 10 8 10 40
(20.0) (16.67) (13.33) (16.67) (16.67)
Piggery 8 1 4 4 17
(13.33) (1.67) (6.67) (6.67) (7.08)
Poultry 6 9 7 10 32
(10.0) (15.0) (11.67) (16.67) (13.33)
Fishery 4 0 3 2 9
(6.67) (.0) (5.0) (3.33) (3.75)
Agriculture 8 / / 6 28
(13.33) (11.66) (11.67) (10.0) (11.67)
Others 4 9 4 5 22
(6.67) (15.0) (6.66) (8.33) (9.17)
Total 60 60 60 60 240
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Source: Field Study (Percentages are in parentheses)
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Table 6 shows that out of 240 respondents, majority is 92 vdunhtitute 38.33% of total respondents in four
villages had taken weaving as their key economic actiityotal of 16.67% involves in food processing like pickle
making, pitha, ladoo making. 7.08% involves in piggery farmitf83y33% engaged in poultry, 3.75% involves in fishery,
and 11.67% have shown priority in agriculture and 9.17% engagetheér activities like duckery, goatery, mushroom

plantation, edi muga worm farm.

The study finds that weaving is emerged as one of the tmt popular activities among the Swarozgaris as
largest number which is 38.33% has taken up this activityth® selected four villages had highest respondents in
weaving. Respondents are skilled in this profession. Andthportant thing to note here that beneficiaries dealt in
weaving was mostly women which signify women participaiionrural development. Also to note that weaving is a

traditional activity of rural women in Assam. The stutgodinds absence of fishery in Japara village.

In the study area it was found that such types of nortiwadl activities were less preferred by the swardggar
under SGSY. The swarozgaris of this area have opted fotidrediactivities like weaving, piggery, and poultry intepof
having scope in non-traditional activities on the basiswafil@ble local resources. There is lack of diversifmatof

activities among the SHGs.

As most of the beneficiaries are not highly educatey o not know the banking procedure very much and
found it difficult to deal with bank employees. The kagtivities could not be immediately started due todéky in
providing financial assistance to the beneficiariesximam numbers of beneficiaries had to wait up to three hsoand

had to wait for more than three months and less than sigson

Village-wise distribution of the beneficiaries who hadrbéaining under SGSY with their percentage. Although
rural people are engaged in different productive activaies these products have a good market in the localéapyrat
times it was found that the products are not of good quatity at the same time can’'t compete in the changing market
situations. So training facilities to improve qualitydadesign and of course production at a lower cost involeagt|

wastage are very important for the SHGs. Here a iquestas put to the respondents with Yes / No options.

Do the Blocks Provide Training Facilities?
The table 7 shows the responses of the SHG members whodtieed training assistance. From table 7 it is
seen that out of 240 samples SHGs 132 (55.0%) responded incatitthpibat they have received training assistance and

about 45.0% respondents stated that they have not yet receivedinimg.

The study found that SHGs have shown interest in furthieirigafor improving their productivity and quality of
the products when respondents were further asked to nayrastitute and the kind of training imparted to them. Some
mentioned the name of SIRD, Dibrugarh and Sivasagar dfistvhich provides training for rural financing,

entrepreneurship, social audit, gender budgeting, etc.

The study finds that members of SHGs have shown interdstther training for improving their productivity

and quality of the products.

In the field study, the researcher had seen a trainingecentBDB which was in worst condition to use. The

training centre was fully abandoned by the block.
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Table 7: Responses of the SHG Members Regarding Trainirgssistance

Category ERE CBE Total
Dainijan | Japara | Lahingia | Mothadang

ves 37 31 34 30 132
(61.67) | (51.67) | (56.67) (50.0%) (55.0)

No 23 28 26 3C 108
(38.33) | (48.33) | (43.33) (50.0) (45.0)

Total 60 60 60 60 240
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Source Interview Schedul(Percentages are in parenthe

Market Facility

Market Availability is very much essential means for 8t¢Gs and Micro-Entrepreneurs to grow and run efficiently and
successfully. Hence, a question was asked to the respgenwig¢h Yes or No Options, the question put to them was

“Do you get Market facility for selling your product?”

Responses of the respondents in this regard shown inBtable

Table 8 shows that out of total 240 respondents, it was fiouhdble 8 that only 102 (42.5%) of total respondents
stated positively about getting market facility to ghleir product and a large number of respondents 13&wduostitute
57.5% reveals that they did not get market facilitydelling their product. In case of availability of markthey get the

chance to sale their product in the locality and in ExhibitiBair (Mela).

Here, the researcher asked the same question to the BO®e tespective blocks and found that most of the
SHGs have facing marketing problem due to unskilled labouretgymality of SHGs product are not satisfactory to the

customers. Also there is a lack of communication skilvken the buyers and sellers.

The scheme aims at establishing a large number of reiterprises in the rural areas but due to the lack of
proper market availability SHGs do not get the chancepared their business in particular activities. Also thaligjes of

product made by the SHGs are not up to the mark and psoaltectimited in nature as said by the Block officials

The Block Development Officer (BDO) of GDB himself admittthat due to the lack of market availability SHGs
are not running successfully. Also the costs of raw ried$eused in the SHGs activities are so high that the ofoste

beneficiaries find it difficult to manage. Sometimedenials cost more than the profit.

Table 8: Respondents’ Responses on Market Facility

Respondents Ve No Total
Villages
= 22 38 60
Dainijan(BDB) (36.67) (63.33) (100)
28 32 60
Japara (BDB) (46.67) (53.33) (100)
— 29 31 60
Lahingia (GDB) (48.33) (51.67) (100)
Mothadanc 23 37 60
(GDB) (38.33) (61.67) (100)
Total 02 = 100
(42.5) (57.5) (100)

Source: Field Study (Percentages are in parentheses)
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The researcher observed in the study that quantity of prasilicnited and some products are made available
occasionally e.g. pitha, ladoos (traditional Assamesecadée and sweets) were made during Bihu (Festival of Mssa
season and for exhibition/fair and also buyers claimedthigatost of goods is little bit high. If rural peopbaend their

helping hand to the SHGs problem can be overcome in time.
Economic Improvement of the beneficiaries before aret fdtning in SHGs — A Comparative Analysis

Financial parameters are analysed to assess the incdaweaobzgaris with respect to different key activities, a
attempt has been made here in the table 9 to assess the wfiswarozgaris moving upwards in the income level of their
attempt to cross the poverty line. Therefore a study made in order to ascertain whether the respondents had been
benefitted or not after joining SHGs. The data reveas blow many SGSY beneficiaries have been able to chess t

poverty line of Rs. 27,000 after joining the SHGs. Two qoestivere asked to them.

*  What was your earlier income per month before joining SMG

* What is your present income per month after joining SHGs?

The first question had four income options per month whicte s, 100-300, Rs. 301-500, Rs. 501-700 and
Rs. 701 and above.

Second question had also four income options per month whioh Rs. 100-400, Rs. 401-700, Rs. 701-1000
and Rs. 1001 and above.

The following tables 9 and 10 show the average mgnticome of beneficiaries before and after joining
SHGs.

Before joining in SHGs (Monthly in Rs.). Table 9 shows 27 which constitute 52.92% out of 240 respondents
had their earlier income (monthly) from Rs. 100-300, in thigHddang and Lahingia village had the highest percentage
whereas 32.92% earned their monthly income from Rs. 301-500réyd4.16% of two villages under GDB was found
earned Rs. 501-700 in a month and not a single respondent wdddaarned Rs. 701 and above in all the studies of four

villages.

After joining in SHGs (Monthly in Rs.).

Table 9: Earlier Income of the Respondents (Monthly irRs.)

Respondents

. 100-300 | 301-500 | 501-700 | 701 & Above Total
Villages

- 35 25 0 0 60

Dainijan(BDB) (58.33) (41.67) (.0) (.0) (100)
20 40 0 0 60

Japara (BDB) (33.33) (66.67) (.0) (.0) (100)
— 36 14 10 0 60

Lahingia (GDB) (60.0) (23.33) (16.67) (.0) (100)
36 0 24 0 60

Mothadang (GDB) (60.0) (.0) (40.0) (0) (100)
- 127 79 34 0 240

(52.92) (32.92) (14.16) (.0) (100)

Source. Field Study (Percentages are in parenthi
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Table 10: Present Income of the Respondents (Monthin iRs.)

Respondents
o 100-400 | 401-700 | 701-1000 | 1001& Above | Total
- 12 48 0 0 60
Dainijan(BDB) (20.0) (80.0) (.0) (.0) (100)
34 26 0 0 60
Japara (BDB) (56.67) (47.33) (.0) (.0) (100)
— 36 14 10 0 60
Lahingia (GDB) (60.0) (23.33) (16.67) (0) (100)
20 16 12 12 60
Mothadang (GDE) (33.33) (26.67) (20.0) (20.0) (100)
- 102 104 22 12 240
(42.5) (43.33) (9.17) (5.0) (100)

Source: Field Study (Percentages are in parenthi

Table 10 shows the present income of the respondents. Q4d0afespondents, 102 (42.5%) respondents earn
monthly income of Rs. 100-400. In this category Lahingiaag#él shows highest respondents with 36 (60.0%). A total of
104 out of 240 respondents show monthly income of Rs. 401-706h wehthe highest in percentage 43.33% among all
categories. While 9.17% respondents found to earn Rs. 701ahd0énly 12 i.e. 5.0% of total respondents earn Rs. 1000

and above.

It is seen from the above two tables that there anatiar of monthly average income of the SHG members
before and after joining the SHGs in four selected villages utvderdifferent development blocks. Since out of 240
respondents, 127 (52.92%) earlier income was Rs. 100-300 buybafieg the SHGs 42.5% respondents monthly income
increases to Rs. 100-400. Along with it, 104 (43.33%) niprmticome increases to Rs. 401-700 whereas before joining
into SHGs 32.92% earned Rs. 301-500 and 14.16% earned RS.0B0After joining into SHGs, 9.17% respondents
earned Rs. 701-1000, but in case with Table 9, we havetsgeoption 701 and above is nil which proves that a change
has occurred regarding monthly income. Table 10 also eveat 9.17% from Mothadang and Lahingia village under
GDB earn in a month Rs. 701-1000 and 5.0% respondents ddrtiee stated villages under GDB earn monthly Rs.1000
and above.

CONCLUSIONS

The major findings from the above tables are that SHGmetehe rural poor in uplifting their economic position which is
really commendable. SHG beneficiaries are graduallgraog in the steps of income and we can hope that it wilgbri

more success in near future.

SGSY s trying to uplift the economic conditions of rupalople living below the poverty line. So, the Govt. of

India has allowed restructuring it as National Rural LiveldoMission (NRLM) from June 2011.

The scheme brought positive changes in economic conditioheofural poor, women empowerment, social
mobility, co-ordination, leadership ability and to suppbe family. It is also helping rural women to makeidantity of

them in the society.

It can be also said that implementing SGSY by Governmiehrdia is really significant as the tables 9 and 10
show that beneficiaries are gradually raising in the stépxome and hope that near future, it will achieve nsoieess.
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From the above analysis it can be said that though the Gogetrohindia has introduced SGSY but it has not
been successfully implemented in the four selected villagewo different development blocks covered by the study.
Ignorance of the rural poor people to understand the ruralagement programmes becomes a barrier for the real progress
of rural development. There are some differences bettieetmeoretical provisions and implementation of the schéame
per the SGSY guidelines, all members of the group should béetoBPL (Below Poverty Line) families, however, if
necessary 20-30% of the members in a group may be taken froriesamdrginally above from APL (Above Poverty
Line) families living contiguously with BPL families butgztically in most of cases the APL members are rtiwag the
standard limit. The beneficiary households experience a nushléficulties in obtaining subsidy and loan from the bank.
Due to lack of infrastructure, delaying in sanctioning loéns, lack of proper utilization of funds, uncommitted
administrative machinery, wrong selection of key atiisj lack of proper training facility, lack of markavailability,
malpractices in the offices, lack of monitoring, corfaptin bureaucratic and political levels, etc. If these trairgs can

be removed then it will definitely bring the overall developir&f rural areas in India and in Assam.
REFERENCES

1. Aggarwal, A and N Kumar (2012): “Structural Change, Industrializateord Poverty Reduction: The Case of
India,” Development Papers 1206, Economic and Social Commissiohsfarand the Pacific (ESCAP), United
Nations, South and South-West Asia Office, New Delhi.

2. Chambers, Robert (1993). Challenging the Professional, Emntfor Rural Development. Intermediate

Technology Publications, London: Southampton Row.
3. Khera, R., ed., 2011. The Battle for Employment Guarantee. [@tfard University Press.

4. Rauniyar Ganesh & Kanbur Ravi, 2009. Inclusive Growth and #&ivduDevelopment: A Review and Synthesis of

Asian Development Bank Literature, Journal of the Asia RaEifionomy.

5. Gangopadhyat D. Mukhopadhyay A. K. & Singh Pushpa, 2008. Runzl@mment: A Strategy for Poverty

Alleviation in India, India, Science and Technology.

a. Lenka S.K. Samantaraya A.2010, Government Sponsored Developmogrants for Rural India: A Case Study
of SGSY in Orissa; IUP Journal of Public Finance 8(4).

b. Mula et al 2012, Micro-finance scenario of eastern part ofdnghder SGSY; JOURNAL OF Agricultural and
biological science 7 (3), 182-187.

6. Ali Jabir 2011; Government initiative for promoting micro-eeses in rural India: A case study of SGSY in
Uttar Pradesh, Journal of Rural Development 30(3) 321-329.

7. Pati A P. 2009,Subsidy impact on Sustainablity of SHGs:mApirfital Analysis of Micro Lending Through SGSY
Scheme; Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics, 64(2).

f_Swarrnajayanti Gram-Swarozgar Yojana (As per Resermi Bhlndia Guidelines) 1999.
"Ministry of Rural development, Government of India, 2009

NAAS Rating: 3.10 — Articles can be sentaditor@impactjournals.us




