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were consumed to an extent of 4.0 kg / annum by beneficiaries and only 3.2 kg by non-beneficiaries. Milk 

consumption to the extent of 48 kg by the beneficiaries while only 43 kg for non-beneficiaries. Meat was again 

consumed in higher amounts by beneficiaries compared to non-beneficiaries. The number of eggs consumed were 79 

for beneficiaries and 68.0 for non-beneficiaries. The consumption of fish, vegetables, fruits as well has higher for 

beneficiaries compared to non -beneficiaries.  

The total caloric intake of the beneficiaries was 2021 k.cal their consumption which was less by 380 k.cal / 

day in meeting the standards while that of non – beneficiaries was 1780 k.cal, which was quiet lesser than the ICMR 

recommendations. The amount spent for the calorie obtained for various food items was Rs. 9,830 by the beneficiaries 

and Rs 7,986 by the non-beneficiaries. Relatively, beneficiaries had spent higher amounts and all the items compared 

to non-beneficiaries.  

 

The pattern of consumption of the food items by the beneficiaries was higher when compared to non-

beneficiaries. The consumption of cereals were highest 139kg / annum followed by pulses10 kg/ annum , edible oil 4 

kg / annum, milk 48 kg/ annum, meat 10 kg / annum, eggs 79 no/ annum and others. The scheme too had it’s role in 

improving the caloric reception for the beneficiaries but not to the extent recommended by the ICMR as the 

beneficiaries received 2021 k. cal / day for their consumption which was less by 380 k.cal / day in meeting the 

standards however these were better when compared to non-beneficiaries who could able to receive 1780 k.cal / day 

which was quiet lesser than the ICMR recommendations as found in the earlier schemes. The calories received by the 

beneficiaries from all the items of consumption were higher except pulses. But there is a marginal difference in 

favour of non-beneficiaries. Scope does exist to improve the nutritional security of the beneficiaries. The current level 

of caloric intake needs to be improved by the government through appropriate welfare measures. These results 

somewhat deviated from the reports of National Council of Applied Economic Research New Delhi (2014), India 

today (2011) and NSSO (2013). 

IJSER

http://www.ijser.org/


International Journal of Scientific & Engineering Research Volume 11, Issue 4, April-2020                                                                     398 
ISSN 2229-5518  
 

IJSER © 2020 

http://www.ijser.org 

Table 3 : Nutritional security of sample respondents of Ksheera sagar scheme 

S.No Name of the scheme 
Nutritional security (kg/year) Calorie intake (k.cal/day) Nutritional security (Rs /year) 

beneficiaries non – beneficiaries beneficiaries % non – beneficiaries % beneficiaries non – beneficiaries 

1. Ksheera sager          

 a. Cereals 139.0 119.0 490.0 24.24 469.0 26.34 3460.0 3006.0 

 b. Pulses 10.0 7.7 278.0 13.75 283.0 15.89 600.0 462.0 

 c. Oil 4.0 3.2 149.0 7.37 141.0 7.92 320.0 256.0 

Livestock products 

 d.Milk 48.0 43.0 466.0 23.05 324.0 18.20 1920.0 1720.0 

 e. Meat 10.0 7.0 120.0 5.93 111.0 6.23 2000.0 1400.0 

 f. Eggs (No ) 79.0 68.0 119.0 5.88 104.0 5.84 316.0 272.0 

 

 g. Fish 0.70 0.57 105.0 5.19 99.0 5.56 105.0 85.5 

 h. Vegetables 28.0 19.0 198.0 9.79 165.0 9.26 840.0 570.0 

 i. Fruits 4.9 3.9 96.0 4.75 84.0 4.71 269.0 214.5 

 Total    2021.0 100.0 1780.0 100.0 9830.0 7986.0 
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 Factors influencing per capita income of sample respondents of Ksheera sagar scheme 

The estimated coefficient of multiple determination (R2) for beneficiaries was 0.40 indicating that variables chosen in 

the function influenced the variation in the per capita income to an extent of 40 % for beneficiaries. Non-farm 

occupation, age of the head of the family, gender of the head of the family, primary education, family size, value of 

assets and employment were the variables with positive signs influencing the per capita income significantly. Others 

were non-significant to exert influence and per capita income earned by the beneficiaries  

For these respondents the estimated coefficient of multiple determination (R2) for non-beneficiaries was found to be 

0.31 thereby showing that these variables brought in variation to an extent of 31% in the per capita income of the 

sample respondents the positive and significant factor were age of the head of the family, literacy, primary education, 

secondary education and employment. Other variables were non-significant in influencing the per capita income of 

the non - beneficiaries  

The estimated coefficient of multiple determination (R2) was 0.40 indicating that variables chosen in the 

function influenced the variation in the per capita income to an extent of 40 % for beneficiaries. (Table 4). Non-farm 

occupation, age of the head of the family, gender of the head of the family, primary education, family size, value of 

assets and employment were the variables with positive signs influencing the per capita income significantly. Others 

were non - significant to exert influence and per capita income earned by the beneficiaries. For non-beneficiaries 

respondents, the estimated coefficient of multiple determination (R2) was found to be 0.31 thereby showing that these 

variables brought in variation to an extent of 31 % in the per capita income of the sample respondents. The positive 

and significant factors were age of the head of the family, literacy, primary education, secondary education and 

employment. Other variables were non - significant in influencing the per capita income of the non - beneficiaries. 

The present findings were similar to the findings of Birthal and Taneja (2006) who opined that demand for animal 

food products in India is also rising owing to population increase; urbanization and sustained rise in per capita 

income.  
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Table 4: Factors influencing per capita income of sample respondents of Ksheera sagar scheme 

Explanatory variables 

Beneficiaries Non beneficiaries 

Regression 

coefficients 

Standard 

errors 

‘t’ 

value 

Regression 

coefficients 

Standard 

errors 

‘t’ 

value 

S. 

No 

Intercept 5184.06 1562.68 3.31 2597.45 1740.14 2.49 

1 Agriculture  57.03 54.58 1.04 17.02 105.19 0.16 

2 Livestock 

farming 

14.12 16.23 0.86 15.66 18.79 0.83 

3 Farm labour 15.21 51.96 0.29 3.58 104.55 0.034 

4 Non -farm 

occupation  

77.73* 76.01 1.88 16.96 112.32 0.15 

5 Age of the head 

of the family  

6.98 * 5.06 1.92 9.97 * 8.06 1.91 

6 Gender of the 

head of the 

family  

176.64 ** 58.53 3.01 10.49 114.48 0.09 

7 Literacy 49.52 47.30 1.04 90.97 * 89.08 1.89 

8 Primary 

education  

54.11 * 53.04 1.92 199.82 * 198.06 1.83 

9 Secondary 

education  

18.58 72.76 0.25 107.01 * 106.05 1.90 

10 Family size  17.19 * 16.03 1.91 63.37 43.26 1.46 

11 Land holding in 

acres  

2.26 20.27 0.11 52.18 56.50 0.92 

12 Value of assets  0.008 *** 0.005 1.55 0.0062 0.022 0.77 

13 Employment 

(man days) 

9.99 * 3.93 2.54 6.39 * 3.41 1.87 

 R2 = 0.40 ** R2 = 0.31* 

** Significant at 1% level 

* Significant at 5% level  

***Significant at 10% level  

 

 

 

 

IJSER

http://www.ijser.org/


International Journal of Scientific & Engineering Research Volume 11, Issue 4, April-2020                                                                     401 
ISSN 2229-5518  
 

IJSER © 2020 

http://www.ijser.org 

Summary  

Dairy farming is a major source of livelihood in rural areas. Dairying has been considered as one of the activity in 

economic and nutritional development of rural people through income generation via milk . Because of these 

advantages the A.P. government implemented this scheme and it showed marked difference between the 

beneficiaries and non - beneficiaries in terms of improvement in calorie intake and returns.   
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