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ABSTRACT

The present study was carried out to know the rural livelihood sustainability of suicideprone farmers families of
Vidarbha.  Total 60 families of suicide victim farmers were selected randomly from 46 villages for this study  it covers
total 9 Tahsils of 6 distress districts of Vidarbha. The study revealed that the rural livelihood sustainability  of
majority (83.33%) of the families was  found to be low due to low physical, natural, social, and financial capital
availability with them, although human capital is on supporting side. It is therefore recommend that the physical,
natural, social, and financial capital availability with families of suicidal farmers in Vidarbha should be increased
and need attention. It will help for increasing the income of the families.
Key words: Rural Livelihood Sustainability Index (RLSI), Suicideprone Farmers Families, Capitals, etc.

Farmers’ suicides in Vidarbha have happened, by
and large, due to yield, price, credit, income and weather
uncertainties (Mishra, 2006). In six distress districts  of
Vidarbha during January 2001 to December 2011 about
8220 farmers committed suicide, out of which 2854
(35%) cases were compensated at Government level.
Though family head left due to severe agrarian crisis, it
is very difficult for his family members to survive the
livelihood in Vidarbha. The Vidarbha farmers, who
committed suicide, were mostly the family heads and
the main bread earner of the family members. For many
victims’ spouse or many widows and their family
members, suicide is not about the dead, it is about the
living and for them they soldiers on. Every moment of
life has been a struggle for them. The present field survey
has been planed for knowing the livelihood sources,
mean man days employment generated and for
accessing rural livelihood sustainability of the families
of suicide victim farmers of Vidarbha.

METHODOLOGY
The present investigation was carried out in Akola,

Buldana, Washim, Amravati, Yavatmal and Wardha
districts of Vidarbha region of Maharashtra. Exploratory

design and analytical social research design was used.
In this study respondents were the households of
selected victims who committed suicide during 1st
January 2001 to 31st December 2011 and had declared
as legal victims by district level committee headed by
Collector of the respective district, for allotting
compensation of Rs. 1 lakh and had got Rs. 1 lakh
compensation. From each district 10 families were
interviewed who lose their family head during 2001 to
2011. Thus total 60 families of suicide victim farmers
were selected randomly from 46 villages for this study
it covers total 9 Tahsils of 6 distress districts of
Vidarbha. A structured interview schedule was
prepared and used for data collection. Data were
collected by personal interview method with the help of
structured interview schedule.
Measurement of Rural Livelihood Sustainability
Index (RLSI): It is recognized that more attention must
be paid to the various factors and processes which either
constrain or enhance poor people’s ability to make a
living in an economically, ecologically and socially
sustainable manner. The corresponding mean man days
of employment created or generated per year was
computed to achieve sustainable livelihoods.
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Different livelihood capitals such as human capital,
physical capital, natural capital, social capital and
financial capital would play a greater role to cope with
records from shocks or stresses and to maintain or
enhance the individuals’ capabilities and assets both in
present and in the future without degrading the natural
resource base. An index was developed for the study
comprising of the livelihood assets such as human capital,
physical capital, natural capital, social capital and
financial capital for which sub indices were computed
and summed up to arrive at the Rural Livelihood
Sustainability Index (RLSI). The concept of sustainable
livelihood was studied by using the broad philosophy of
sustainable livelihoods of DFID, UK, (Department for
international Development).

The livelihoods sustainability was studied under the
following livelihoods capital assets such as. Human
capital, Physical capital, Natural capital, Social capital
and Financial capital. The measurement of each capital
was done by using the Rural Livelihood Index developed
by Rathod and Hanchinal (2007), UAS, Dharwad
with slight modification as given below.
HUMAN CAPITAL: Human capital is operationalised
as the good health facilities, education and training (s)
institutions and availability to labor facilities important
for the successful pursuit of different livelihood options.
Health : Health is operationalised as the various medical
facilities availability and their accessibility in terms of
distance and means of transport in case of emergency
situations.
A. Medical treatment availability

S.No.               Medical treatment sources Score

1. No availability 0
1 Private clinic 1
2 PHC 2
3 Rural hospital 3

B. Access to health facilities (in kms)

S.No.         Distance to medical facilities in kms Score

1 >10 1
2 5-10 2
3 <5 3

C. Means of transport in case of emergency

S.No.                        Transport means Score

1 Bullock cart 1
2 Tractor / Auto 2
3 Ambulance / Any Car 3

Education: This variable was operationalised as the
formal education an individual respondent received
(Immediate family head). The educational status was
quantified based on the following scores.
S.No.                             Category Score

1 Illiterate 1
2 Functionally literate 2
3 Primary school 3
4 Middle school 4
5 High school 5
6 College education 6

Training Received: It is defined as an intensive learning
activity for a group of respondents, assisted by the
competent trainers to understand and practice the skill
required. The training activities should have been
conduced at a place, where appropriate facilities exist
and at a time and duration which are considered suitable
to the respondents. These activities were mainly meant
for increasing their incomes an livelihoods by enhancing
their productive output in their respective occupations.

Training received was operationally measured by
the total number of trainings received; weightage of one
score was given for each training undergone to compute
training score.
S.N.                       Training received Score

1 Yes 1
2 No 0

If Yes Number
IV.) Labor availability

Labor availability is defined as the extent of use of
own labor as well as hired labor and the quality of work
they performed. A weightage of ‘2’ score was assigned
for ‘yes’ and ‘1’ for no type of response, the scoring
pattern followed is as fallows.
S.N.            Labor availability Scor

1 Engagement of family labor Yes-2, no-1
2 Engagement of hired labor Yes-2, no-1
3 Adequacy of labor Adequate-3, partially

adequate-2,
inadequate-1

4 Labor wages out side More-2, Less-1
5 Skillfullness of labor engaged Highly skillful-3,

moderately skillful-2
and less skillful -1

The scores obtained by the respondent in items
I.II, III, and IV were summed up to obtain the human
capital score. The score was converted to Z-scores.
The human capital index is the ratio of actual score
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obtained by the respondent and maximum possible score.
The formula is as follows.

Actual score HCI(%) = ×100
Maximum possible score

HCI=Human capital index (%)
Actual score =Actual score obtained by the respondent
under human capital

The respondents according to Human Capital Index
(%) were categorized as follows
                       Level Human Capital Index (%)

Low Upto 33.33
Medium 33.34 to 66.66
High Above 66.66

Physical capital : Physical capital is defined as the
infrastructural facilities like affordable transport
facilities, type of house where respondent lives, adequate
water supply and sanitation, affordable source of energy
for domestic purpose, information sources and materials
possessed by the respondent at the time of investigation.
Affordable transport: It is defined as the affordability
of the respondent for using the transport facilities for
various purposes.
                  Transport means Score
Bullock cart 1
Public transport 2
Jeep/autos 3
Own vehicle 4

Type of house : It is the house where the respondent is
living at the time of investigation.
                      Type of house Score

Katcha 1
Pucca 2
Tiled 3
Building 4

Adequacy of water supply and sanitation: It is the
supply of drinking water for household purpose and
disposal of sewage water. The scoring pattern for the
items is as follows.
                   Items Score
Source of drinking water Tank-1, Dug well/ Boar-well-2

Panchayat-3
Regularity of water supply Yes-2, no-1
Frequency of supply of Daily-4, once in 2 days-3
drinking water Once in 3 days-2, once in

4 days-1
Disposal of sewage Yes-1, No-0
water by canal

Distribution of the respondents according to the
Adequate water supply and sanitation was done by equal
interval method as per the index (%) score as follows.
Adequate water supply Index (%) and sanitation
Poor Upto- 33.33
Average 33.34 - 66.66
Good Above 66.66
Source of energy: It is defined as the source of energy
for domestic purposes like cooking and lighting etc.

                      Energy source Score

Firewood 1
Kerosene 2
L P Gas 3

Information sources : It is operationalised as the
respondent’s accessibility to seek information related
to either farm or non-farm activities from various
sources.

                   Information sources Score

Neighbors 1
Local leaders 2
Panchayat/society officials 3
News papers 4
Radio 5
Television 6
Cinema/film shows 7
Dealer 8
VEO/AEO/AO 9

Material possession : The term referred to the material
and animal wealth possessed by the respondent. This
was quantified and classified as under.

                          Materials possessed Scores

None 1
One animal or material (bullock/buffalo/cow/ 2
bicycle/furniture)
Two farm animals or materials(bullock cart/radio) 3
Three farm animals or material( improved 4
implements /PP equipment/ TV )
Five to ten farm animals or materials 5
(Gobar gas/spraying  equipment/motor cycle)
More than ten farm animals or materials 6
(tractor/Car/Jeep)

The scores obtained by the respondent in item
I,II,III, IV, V and VI were summed up to obtain the
physical capital score and converted into Z-scores. The
physical capital index is the ratio of actual score obtains
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by the respondent and maximum possible score. The
formula is as fallows.

Actual score PCI(%) = ×100
Maximum possible score

Actual score=Actual score obtained by the respondent
under physical capital
 PCI=Physical capital Index
Distribution of the respondents according to
Physical Capital:

             Physical  Capital Index (%)

Low Upto 33.33
Medium 33.34 to 66.66
High Above 66.66

Natural Capital: Natural capital operationalised as the
natural resource base available such as type of land,
status of soil, irrigation facilities for various types of
cultivation, through various crops, cropping systems and
different farming systems which operate in complex
ecosystems for income generation, profit maximization
and enhancing the livelihood capabilities.
Type of land : Type of land respondent possessed for
farming was scored as follows.
              Type of land Score

Rich fertile 3
Moderate fertile 2
Poor/Warkas 1

Status of soil: Conceptually, it refers to the quality of
land possessed by the respondent. Operationally, type
of land was defined as soil status of an individual
victims’ farm as mentioned in land use classification as
very deep, deep, moderately deep, shallow and very
shallow. Responses of victim’s household were taken
on status of their farm soil.  Categorization and scoring
was done on the basis of higher status of their farm soil
as given below.
Status of soil :
    Land use classes      Status of soil Score

Class – I Very deep 5
Class – II Deep 4
Class – III Moderately deep 3
Class – IV Shallow 2
Class – V Very shallow 1

Irrigation facilities: It refers to the sources available
such as well, tube well, canal etc. for irrigation to the
respondent and scored as follows.

                             Irrigation sources Score

No source 0
River 1
Well 2
Canal 3

Type of cultivation : It is defined as the type of
cultivation practiced by the respondent depending upon
the rainfall and irrigation facilities and the scoring is as
follows.
                         Type of cultivation Score

Rainfed 1
Irrigated dry 2
Irrigated 3

Type of crop: The type of crop under cultivation by
the respondent and the scoring is as follows.
                              Type of Crop Score

Cereals/ millets 1
Pulses 2
Oil seeds 3
Cash crops 4
Fruits and vegetables 5
Flower crops 6
Medicial and aromatic 7

Cropping system : It is defined as the cropping pattern
followed by the respondent on a farm based on farm
resources, other farm enterprises and available
technology. The scoring for cropping system is as
follows.
                   Cropping pattern followed Score

Monocroping 1
Double cropping 2
Multiple cropping 3

Farming system: Farming system is operationalised as
a appropriate combination of farm enterprises viz,
cropping system, livestock, poultry, apiary, sericulture
and fisheries to raise them for increasing income and
profitability. The scoring is as follows.

                          Farming system Score

Crop-crop 1
Crop-dairy/poultry/piggery/sericulture/fishery 2

Livestock composition: It is the number of farm animal
possessed by the respondent at the time of investigation.
Numbr of animal possessed will be the score of livestock
composition.



256  Indian Research Journal of  Extension Education Special Issue (Volume I), January, 2012

The score obtained by the respondent in items
I,II,II,IV,V,VI,VII and VIII were summed up to obtain
the natural capital score and converted in to Z scores.
The natural capital index is the ratio of actual score
obtained by the respondent and maximum possible score.

Actual score NCI(%) = ×100
Maximum possible score

NCI=Natural capital index (%)
Maximum possible score
Actual score=Actual score obtained by the respondent
under natural capital

Distribution of the respondents according to
available Natural capital
            Natural  Capital Index (%)

Low Upto 33.33
Medium 33.34 to 66.66
High Above 66.66

Social capital: Social capital is operationalised as the
combination of respondent’s socio-political participation
which forms an effective social safety network for
improving one’s livelihoods.
Socio-political participation : Sociopolitical
participation was oprationalised as the degree of
involvement of respondents in number of social and
political organizations. The following items and weightage
were used to quantify the socio-political participation.
                    Socio- political participation Score

No participation 0
Participated in social political institutions 1
Participated without any position in 2
sociopolitical organization
Official position in one or more formal organization. 3
Official position in socio and political organization 4
Financial contribution or raised funds for 5
community work
Active office bearer 6
Involved in community work 7

Extent of Trust : It is defined as the degree to which
the respondent posses belief or confidence in other
members of the village, local/opinion leaders, input
agents/dealers and various functionaries of line
departments.
                             Extent of trust Score

To a very great extent 5
To a great extent 4
Moderate extent 3
To a small extent 2
To a very small extent 1

The scores obtained by the respondent in items I
and II were summed up to obtain the social capital score
and converted into Z-scores. The social capital index is
the ratio of actual score obtained by the respondent and
maximum possible score. The formula is as follows:

Actual score SCI(%) = ×100
Maximum possible score

Actual score=Actual score obtained by the respondent
under  social capital
SCI = Social capital index (%)
Financial capital: Financial capital is defined as the
capital base (cash), credit/debt, savings, and other
economic assets, which are essential for the pursuit of
any livelihood strategy.
Debts : It is the total loans (debts) taken by the
respondent from various sources during the study year
i.e. 2011-2012.
                         Total loans (in Rs.) Score

Not availed 0
Upto Rs. 20,000 1
Rs. 20,001- 40,000 2
Above Rs. 40,000 3

Savings : It is operationalised as the amount of the
money left after deducting expenditure and loans from
the total annual income of the respondent at the time of
investigation for the study year.
Savings (in Rs.)= Total annual income – [(Expenditure/year)
+ Debts/loans cleared, if any]
The scores for savings as given below:
                           Savings (in Rs.) Score

Nil 0
Upto Rs. 20,000 1
Rs. 20,001- 40,000 2
Above Rs. 40,000 3

The scores obtained by the respondents in items
such as debts availed and savings were summed up to
obtain the financial capital score and were converted in
to Z- scores. The financial capital index is the ratio of
actual score obtained by the respondent and maximum
possible score.

Actual score FCI(%) = ×100
Maximum possible score

FCI =Financial capital index (%)
Actual score =Actual score obtained by the respondent
under  Financial capital
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Rural livelihoods Sustainability Index  (RLSI)
(includes overall five components)

HCI + PCI+NCI+SCI+FCI RLSI(%) = ×100
5

RLSI=Rural Livelihoods Sustainability Indx (%)
On the basis of overall index of five components

the Rural Livelihoods Sustainability of the respondents
was categorized by equal interval method as low (Upto
33.33), medium (33.34 to 66.66) and high (Above 66.66).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Livelihood sources : Livelihood sources is an important
indicator of livelihood, hence this variable was considered
for the study.  The distribution of the families of the
victims  according to their livelihood sources has been
depicted in Table 1.

Table 1: Distribution of victims’ families according to
their Livelihood sources

                      Livelihood sources No. %
Agriculture    +   Labor 35 58.33
Agriculture    +   Labour + Niradhar allowances 08 13.33
Agriculture (only farming) 03 05.00
Agriculture    +   Labour + Milch animals 10 16.67
Agriculture    +   Anganwadi Service 04 06.67
Total 60 100.0

The data presented in Table 1, indicates that over
half (58.33%) of the selected families were engaged in
agriculture plus farm labour for wage earning as a
supportive endeavor to farming. Followed by 16.67 per
cent were engaged in their own farm plus farm labor
and milch animals. This milch animals they got from
PM Package. While 13.34 per cent families receiving
Niradhar allowance Rs.600/- per month plus agriculture
and wage earning. Whereas 6.67 per cent were engaged
in agriculture plus Anganwadi service. They got this
Anganwadi service after the suicidal death of the family
head and 5.00 per cent were have only farming as the
livelihood source.
Employment generation (in mean man days) : The
mean man day’s employment in a year of each families
and share of each livelihhod source in total mean man
days have been studied and the results depicted in Table
2 and 3 as follow.
Table 2: Distribution of the victims’ families according to

their mean man days employment in year

                        Mean man days No. %
120-211 31 51.67
212 & Above 29 48.33
Total 60 100.00

The minimum man days were noted 120 days in
one family. As per the GOI norm 212 mean man days
is required for achieving sustainable livelihood. Hence
the results about the mean man days of  all selected
families  were grouped in two group as mentioned in
Table 2. The results from the Table 2 clearly indicates
that over half (51.67%) of the respondents were have
120-211 mean man days employment in a year.
Whereas 48.33 per cent of the families were having
212 and above mean man days employment in a year.
Hence this results clears that over half (51.67%) of the
selected families were not having sustainable rural
livelihood in respect of mean man days.

Table 3: Share of each livelihood sources in Total mean
man days employment

     Livelihood sources % Share in total mean man days
Farming 31.93
Labor 56.87
Milch animals 06.45
Service 04.75
Total 100.00

The results about the share of each livelihood
source in total mean man days employment of selected
families from Table 3 revealed that labor/wages earning
occupied more than half (56.87%) share, followed by
farming (31.93%), milch animals (6.45%) and service
(4.75%).
Rural Livelihoods Sustainability Index (RLSI): The
distributions of selected suicidal farmers’ families
according to each indicator with separate Index (%) of
Human capital, Physical capital, Natural capital, Social
capital, Financial capital and Overall Rural Livelihoods
Sustainability Index (RLSI) has been presented in
subsequent Table No. 4 to 16 as bellow.
Human Capital:

Table 4: Distribution of the families according to the
Indicators of the Human Capital

              Medical treatment availability No. %
Medical treatment sources
No availability 35 58.34
Private clinic 06 10.00
PHC 14 23.33
Rural hospital 05 08.33
Total 60 100.00
Access to health facilities ( in kms)
>10 14 23.33
5-10 25 41.67
<5 21 35.00
Total 60 100.00
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Means of transport in case of emergency
Bullock cart 1 1.67
Tractor / Auto 59 98.33
Ambulance / Any Car 0 0.00
Total 60 100.00
Health facilities (A+B+C)
Poor (Upto-33.33) 7 11.67
Average (33.34-66.66) 45 75.00
Good (Above 66.66) 8 13.33
Total 60 100.00
Education
Illiterate 17 28.33
Functionally literate 0 0.00
Primary school 12 20.00
Middle school 11 18.33
High school 13 21.67
College education 7 11.67
Total 60 100.0
Training Received
Not received 55 91.67
Received 5 8.33
Total 60 100.00
Labor availability
Poor (Upto-33.33) 0 00.00
Average (33.34-66.66) 48 80.00
Good (Above 66.66) 12 20.00
Total 60 100.0

Table 5: Distribution of the respondents according to
Human Capital Index

                   Human Capital Index (%) No. %
Low (Upto 33.33) 0 0
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 57 95
High (Above 66.66) 3 5
Total 60 100.0

Mean= 54.10
The  Table 5 vividly explains that majority (95.00%)

of the families had medium human capital index,
followed 5.00 per cent of the families  had high human
capital index. The majority (95.00%) of the families have
medium human capital index it might be due to the
average availability of health facilities, low educational
level, not received any training for better livelihood
opportunities, and average labor availability with majority
of the selected families of suicidal farmers in study area.
Physical capital:

Table 6: Distribution of the families according to the
Indicators of the Physical Capital

                         Transport means No. %
Affordable transport:
Bullock cart 0 0
Public transport 15 25.00
Jeep/autos 45 75.00

Own vehicle 0 0
Total 60 100.0
Type of house
Katcha 42 70.00
Pucca 17 28.33
Tiled 01 01.67
Building 00 00.00
Total 60 100.0
Adequacy of water supply and   sanitation
Poor (Upto-33.33) 28 46.67
Average (33.34-66.66) 8 13.33
Good (Above 66.66) 24 40.00
Total 60 100.0
Source of energy
Firewood 53 88.33
Kerosene 01 01.67
L P gas 06 10.00
Total 60 100.0
Information sources
Neighbors 41 68.33
Local leaders 25 41.67
Panchayat/society officials 11 18.33
News papers 4 06.67
Radio 7 11.67
Television 24 40.00
Cinema/film shows 0 00.00
Dealer 4 06.67
VEO/AEO/AO 3 05.00
Material possession
None 27 45.00
One animal or material (bullock/buffalo/ 02 03.33
cow/bicycle/furniture)
Two farm animals or materials 06 10.00
(bullock cart/radio)
Three farm animals or material (improved 25 41.67
implements/PP equipment/ TV)
Five to ten farm animals or materials or materials 00 00.00
(Gobar gas/spraying  equipment/motor cycle)
More than ten farm animals or materials 00 00.00
(tractor/ Car/Jeep)
Total 60 100.0

Table 7 : Distribution of the respondents according to
Physical Capital

               Physical  Capital Index (%) No. %
Low (Upto 33.33) 53 88.33
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 7 11.67
High (Above 66.66) 0 00.00
Total 60 100.00
Mean=  22.73

The  Table 7 shows that  majority (88.33%) of the
families had low physical capital and 11.67 per cent
comes under  medium physical capital. Not a single
family have high physical capital. The low physical
capital index were observed with the majority (88.33%)
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of the families of suicidal farmers. The reason might be
due to the low score of maximum indicators of physical
capital with majority of the families. These indicators
are Katcha type of house (70%), firewood as energy
of source for domestic purposes (88.33%), low
information sources and low level of material possession
with majority of the families.
Natural capital :

Table 8: Distribution of the families according to the
Indicators of the Natural Capital

                                   Item No. %
Type of land
Rich fertile 03 05.00
Moderate fertile 33 55.00
Poor/Warkas 24 40.00
Total 60 100.00
Status of soil
Very deep 04 06.67
Deep 07 11.67
Moderately deep 32 53.33
Shallow 17 28.33
Very shallow 00 00.00
Total 60 100.00
Irrigation facilities
No source 48 80.00
River 00 00.00
Well 12 20.00
Total 60 100.00
Type of cultivation
Rainfed 56 93.33
Irrigated dry 03 05.00
Irrigated 01 01.67
Total 60 100.00
Type of crop
Cereals/ millets 03 05.00
Pulses 39 65.00
Oil seeds 41 68.33
Cash crops 20 33.33
Fruits and vegetables 02 03.33
Flower crops 00 00.00
Medicinal and aromatic 00 00.00
Cropping system
Mono-cropping 51 85.00
Double cropping 09 15.00
Multiple cropping 00 00.00
Total 60 100.00
Farming system
Crop-crop 50 83.33
Crop-dairy 10 16.67
Total 60 100.00
Livestock composition
Nil 31 51.67
1 to 3 24 40.00
4 to 6 03 05.00
Above 6 02 03.33
Total 60 100.00

Table 9 : Distribution of the respondents according to
available Natural capital

                   Natural  Capital Index (%) No. %
Low (Upto 33.33) 52 86.67
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 08 13.33
High (Above 66.66) 0 00.00
Total 60 100.00
Mean=  25.37

The  results from the Table 9 clearly reveals that
majority (86.67%) of the families had low natural capital
and 13.33 per cent comes under  medium physical capital.
Not a single family have high natural capital. The reason
might be due to low availability of the maximum
indicators of the natural capital with the families and
these are moderately fertile (55%) and moderately deep
status of the soil (53.33%), not availability of irrigation
sources (80%), rainfed type of cultivation (93.33%), non
availability of remunerative crops like fruits, vegetables,
flower, medicinal and aromatic crops with selected
families of suicidal victim farmers of Vidarbha.
Social capital :

Table 10: Distribution of the families according to the
indicators of the Social Capital

                                     Item No. %
Socio-political participation
No participation 52 86.67
Participated in social political institutions 04 06.67
Participated without any position in 02 03.33
sociopolitical organization
Official position in one or more formal 00 00.00
organization.
Official position in socio and political 00 00.00
organization
Financial contribution or raised funds for 00 00.00
community work
Active office bearer 00 00.00
Involved in community work 02 3.33
Total 60 100.0
Extent of Trust
Low (Upto 33.33) 01 01.66
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 37 61.67
High (Above 66.66) 22 36.67
Total 60 100.0

Mean=64
The  results from the Table 11 about social capital

with the families shows that  majority (88.33%) of the
families had low social capital and 8.33 per cent comes
under  medium physical capital. Whereas, negligible 3.34
per cent families have high social capital. The reason
for low social capital with majority of the families might
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be the no socio-political participation (86.67%) and
medium level of trust (61.67%) of the respondents in
other members of the village, input agents and various
functionaries of line departments.

Table 11 : Distribution of the respondents according to
Social capital Index

                    Social  Capital Index (%) No %
Low (Upto 33.33) 53 88.33
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 05 08.33
High (Above 66.66) 02 03.34
Total 60 100.00
Mean=  29.72
Financial Capital

Table 12: Distribution of the families according to the
Indicators of the Financial Capital

                Total loans/Savings (in Rs.) No %
Debts availed during 2011-12
Nil 33 55.00
Upto Rs. 20,000 12 20.00
Rs. 20,001- 40,000 09 15.00
Above Rs. 40,000 06 10.00
Total 60 100.0
Savings
No Saving 59 98.33
Upto Rs. 20,000 01 01.67
Rs. 20,001- 40,000 00 00.00
Above Rs. 40,000 00 00.00
Total 60 100.0

Table 13 : Distribution of the respondents according to the
Financial capital

                Financial  Capital Index (%) No. %
Low (Upto 33.33) 54 90.00
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 06 10.00
High (Above 66.66) 00 00.00
Total 60 100.00

Mean=  13.61
The  results about the financial capital from Table

13 shows that, majority (90.00%) of the families had low
financial  capital and 10.00 per cent comes under  medium
level of  financial  capital. Not a single family have high
financial capital. This might be due to the facts that near
about cent per cent (98.33%) families not having saving
and 55.00 per cent families had not availed the debts
during the study year. The reason might be that 45.65
per cent families were defaulters and hence they are not
eligible for availing the institutional loans.

Rural Livelihoods Sustainability Index (includes five
components)

Table 14 : Distribution of the respondents according to
Rural Livelihood Sustainability Index (Includes overall

five components of Rural Livelihood Sustainability)

       Rural Livelihood Sustainability Index (%) No. %
Low (Upto 33.33) 50 83.33
Medium (33.34 to 66.66) 10 16.67
High (Above 66.66) 00 00.00
Total 60 100.0

Mean= 28.71
The results from Table 14 clearly shows that the

majority 83.33 per cent families of suicidal farmers of
Vidarbha had low rural livelihood sustainability and 16.67
per cent of the families had medium rural livelihood
sustainability. The results also clears that not a single
family have high rural livelihood sustainability. The mean
rural livelihood sustainability index computed to 28.71

CONCLUSION
The Rural Livelihood Sustainability Index (RLSI))

was found to be low in 83.33 per cent of the suicidal
victim families in Vidarbha due to low physical, natural,
social, and financial capital availability with them,
although human capital is on encouraging/ supporting
side. Yearly 120 to 211 mean man days employment
was observed with 52 per cent families as against GOI
norm of 212 mean man days. It is therefore recommend
that the physical, natural, social, and financial capital
availability with families of suicidal farmers in Vidarbha
should be increased and need attention for increasing
the income of the families. This research study clears
that in study area there is a need to increase employment
opportunities, raise educational level, increase the
irrigation sources for profitable crop cultivation and
involve them in socio-political organizations for raising
their rural livelihood sustainability. Diversify the livelihood
sources of the families by promoting agro based
subsidiary livelihood options like dairy, goatary, poultry,
etc. Government should focus more on increasing the
rural infrastructure by stepping up public investment in
agriculture for increasing the farmers’ income
generating capabilities. Shift policies to focus on dryland
farming through technology, extension, price and other
incentives.
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