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Abstract

Thisstudy examinesthe contribution of tourismtowardsimproving thelivelihoodsof loca people
inaremoteisland village of the Indian Sundarbans. The Sundarban Tiger Reserveisamajor
tourism destination and asmall number of local peopl e participatein thetourism sector asvendors,
boatmen and guides. No village household subsistsentirely on tourism-based incomesincesuch
jobsareseasona. A mgority of thelocal service providersoperatewith very littleor no capita
investment. Yet householdsparticipating in tourism-rel ated activity are better off than thosewho
do not. Tourism participants spend 19% more on food and 38% more on non-food items
relativeto other villagers. Earningsfrom tourism appear to at |east partialy financeyear-long
consumption. Tourism may also have a conservation effect in that the proportion of forest-
dependent househol dsis significantly lower among tourism dependent households. Thereis,
however, little evidence of any percolation of tourism-related income to non-participating
householdsthrough intra-villagetransactions. The study proposesacarefully crafted policy for
promoting nature-based tourismwith moreroom for local participation.

KeyWords.  per-capitaexpenditure, livelihood opportunities, local stakeholders, pro-poor
tourism, Sundarbans
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Does Tourism Contribute to Local Livelihoods ? A Case Study of
Tourism, Poverty and Conservation in the Indian Sundarbans

IndrilaGuhaand Santadas Ghosh
1. Introduction

In many partsof theworld, tourism has contributed to the dua goal of poverty eradication and
conservation. Wildlifeareasand Nationa Parkscongtituteasignificant market for tourism based
onnatura resourcesand loca culture. Theseareasareasohometo remotevillagesthat sustain
themsel ves on subsi stence agriculture and forest resources. The co-existence of naturewith
Impoverished communities offersan opportunity for pro-poor tourism. Tourism can support
livelihood diversfication, whichisparticularly importantinremotearess. Itisasolabour-intensve,
can grow with unspecialized labour and has low entry barriers (Holland et al., 2003; Elliott
2001) —dl advantagesin locationsthat have few assets other than nature.

There is clearly a market for ‘responsible’ tourism that shows concern for the poor
(Www.propoortourism.org.uk). However, Smply bringing touriststo remote areasisnot enough.
Tourism needsto be organized in waysthat enablelocal peopleto have better accesstotourists
sothat they can augment their livelihood through employment and smal| enterprise devel opment
(Goodwin 2002; Ashley 2002). Market-driven private commercia enterprisesmay not ensure
adherenceto such principlesby themselves. Asaresult, the effectiveness of PPT strategies
dependsenormousdly onthelocal conservation authority (Ashley etal., 1999). Good policies
and careful understanding of tourism-needs and the ability of local communitiesto fulfill these
needs areimportant for tourism to be pro-poor.

Inthispaper we examinetheimpact of tourisminaremoteareaof easternIndia. The Sundarban
Tiger Reserve(STR) ispart of thelargest inter-tidal areaintheworld that iscovered by mangrove
forest. It rendersimportant ecologica servicestoavast regionin SouthAsa. TheSTRisapack
of forest-idandswith no human habitation withinit— riversor water channels separatethe STR
fromdl thesurroundingidand-villages. Theforetsandwater waysprovidelivelihood opportunities
for thelocal poor and are d so hometo the endangered Royal Bengal Tiger, whose man-eating
propengity ishistoricdly hight. The STRisnow part of anation-wide conservation programme,
named ‘ Project Tiger’ and loca people have been restricted from using thereserveover thelast
few decades. Thishasresultedin conflicts between government-sponsored conservation efforts
andthelivelihood opportunitiesof locas. Organi zed and regul ated tourismin thelndian Sundarbans
aso gatedwiththeinception of * Project Tiger’ inthemid-1980s. A Sundarban tour isessentialy
acruisethrough thewater channelswithin theforest with haltsat ahandful of watch-towerson
riverbanks.

An effective conservation strategy for aforest could turnthelocal poor fromintrudersintoits
keepers by making them stakehol dersin the earning opportunitiesthat conservation provides.
STRisagreat tourist attraction and has seen asurgein the number of visitorsin recent years.
Tourism could potentially act as a vehicle for conservation by providing new livelihood

1 MOEF (Govt. of India) http://projecttiger.nic.in/sundarbans.htm; WWF : http://www.wwfindia.org/
about_wwf/what_we do/tiger_wildlife/our_work/tiger_conservation/sunderbans/
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opportunitiesinthe Sundarban’sremotevillage economies. Thus, itisuseful to examinehow
local stakeholdersareintegrated into the tourism sector and what more can bedonetoimprove
their lot. Thisisthemaininvestigation undertakeninthispaper. Thus,inthefollowing sectionsof
thepaper, wetry to: i) empiricaly measuretheextent towhichtourismaugmentslocd liveihoods,
and (ii) find out local villagers' perceptionsregarding tourism’spossible positive and negétive
socid effects. Based onthis, we offer some policy recommendationsto strengthen pro-poor
opportunitiesin the Sundarbans.

2. Pro-poor Tourism

Theissueof protecting theenvironment through tourism that augmentsthelivelihood opportunities
of theloca poor hasbeen examined in severa policy-oriented studies (Al pizar 2002; Anderson
2004, Sills 1998). Specific aspects of the tourism-poverty interaction are dealt with more
elaborately inthe Pro-Poor Tourism (PPT) literature. Itidentifies several reasonswhy tourism
may be particularly effectivein reducing both local poverty and peoples’ forest dependence.
Thefollowing advantages of tourism asavehiclefor poverty eradication and conservation have
beenidentified (Elliott 2001; Ashley et al., 1999, 2002).

0 Highincome-eadticity whichthereforeoffersareatively rapidly growing market;

0 Morelabour intensvethan other sectorsproviding diverse employment opportunities

for peoplewith awiderangeof skills, aswell asfor thoseunskilled;
0 Notimport-intensive, makingit particularly attractiveto deve oping countries’backward

aress,

0 Higher potential for linkage with local enterprises because customers cometo the
destination;

0 Lowentrybariers,

o Tourism products can be built on natural resources and existing cultural resources
making them productive assets,

0 Betterinfrastructure (water, health, communication), security (law and order), better
information ontheoutsdeworldfor locas,

o0 Contributionto protection of assetssuch aswildlifeand plant diversity duetoawise
tourismpolicy.

Case studies have found that in spite of the above-mentioned potential, tourism is often
characterized by amyopic private sector, limited involvement of local communitiesand alack of
market access (Spenceley 2001). Also, theimpactsof different tourism segmentsand types of
tourism onthelocal poor aredifferent. It therefore callsfor strategies/guidelinesfor PPT and
interventions of the authoritiesat thelocal level (Ashley 2002; Ashley et al., 1999, 2002).

Theliterature a so points out that there could be negative socia effectsof tourismonthelocal
community inremoterura set-upsintermsof cultural shock from outsiders (Spenceley 2001).
However, studiesa soindicatethat in general most effectswere perceived positively by thelocal
resdents. A study in Ecuador findsthat the encounter with thetouristismostly seen asapostive
experienceof cultural exchangeby thelocal stakeholders (Wunder 1999, 2000). Attitudesto
tourisminloca communitiesadjacent to nationa parksin Indonesiaand Zimbabwe havea so
shown significant optimismin responseto smilar kindsof questions (Goodwin 2002).
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Studiespoint out that in areaswith significant seasonal variation in the number of visitorsmost
peopletreat tourism-relatedincomeas* additiond’ revenueontop of subs stencefarming (Saville
2001). Tourism can boost thelocal arts, culture and traditional medicinewhiletheseinturn
boost tourism. Such tourism may changelocal peopl€’ sattitudestowardsthe preservationand
conservation of floraand fauna(Kulkarni et al., 2002).

Different ssgmentsand typesof thetourism can havediffering impactsonincome generation for
thelocd resdents(Holland et al., 2003). Tourisminthe*al inclusve packagesisof the‘enclave
form’, wherethosewishing to sell to touristsare often reduced to hawking at the enclave entry
and exit points (Goodwin 2002). A study ontheHimalayantrailsin Nepal which lack roadsand
transport facilities showsthat backpackerswho egt and stay inlocal hotel sgenerate more money
tolocalsthan pre-paid organized treks (Saville2001). A study in Brazil reved sthat |ow-income
tourisminavillage can generate asizeableincometo loca entrepreneurs (Wunder 2003).

Inthe Indian context, morethan oneilluminating study isavailablefor the K eoladeo National
Park, whichidentifiesand estimatestheimpact of tourisisonincomesof different serviceproviders
(Chopra2004; Goodwin 2002; Goodwinet al., 1997). Inanother study on the Pench National
Park, asmilar identification of local beneficiariesand aquantitative estimation of their annua
tourismearningsismade (Kulkarni et al., 2002).

Recent sudieshaveidentified the environmental and socio-economicimpactsof shrimp farming
inthelndian Sundarbans (Chopra2006), whichisperhagpsthemost important commercid activity
inthisarea. Studieshave aso been conducted on the valuation of timber and non-timber forest
products (Santhakumar et al., 2005). However, theavailableliterature doesnot offer anempirica
study of tourism and/or itsimpact on thelocal economy inthe Indian Sundarbans.

3.  StudyAreaand Data

The Sundarbansis acontinuous mangrove deltaregion covering both Indiaand Bangladesh.
Approximately 1/3 of itsareafalswithinIndia. Unfortunately, theseforestshave been degraded
over timeandthe Bengd tiger isnow an endangered species. Theeconomy of theidand villages
of Sundarbansis characterized by remoteness, by the absence of electricity and power-driven
industry, and by the absence of any nearby urban centreto sell local products. Villagershave
little occupationa choiceother than agricultureand fishing.

Peoplewho directly exploit theforest are mostly the landless poor who live on theriverbanks
acrosstheforest. Membersof landlessand marginal householdsinthefringevillagesof STR
often venture into the forest to catch fish and crab in the creeks and to collect firewood and
honey with permitsfor limited periods. The spatial distribution of the popul ation within the
surrounding idandsisclosdly linked with their occupationa distribution. Landlessand marginal
households, who are often directly dependant on theforest and rivers, are concentrated on the
river-banks bordering theforest. Thelanded householdsare mostly placed intheinteriorsor
towardsthemainland.
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Regulation of tourisminthe Sundarbans meant that tourists needed mandatory priced permitsin
order to enter theforests. Whilepermitsareissued from four different places, thereisasingle
entry pointto STR. Thevillage Pakhiraay, overlooking theforest andlocated at one corner of
alarger inhabited idand, hoststhe Forest Range Officewhereall permits need to be produced
before entering theforest. Consequently, it hasbecomethevillagereceiving visitorsto STR.
Packagetoursthat originate e sewhere stop at Pakhiralay for permitsonly. Thesetouristsspend
nights on launches (large watercrafts) wherefood is a so cooked and served on board. Such
packagetoursare adopted by approximately 70% of thevisitors. Thereislittle scopefor loca
villagerstotradewith suchvidtors. Buttouristsinsmaller groupsaso comeand stay in Pakhirday
and hireaboat locally for aday-long cruiseinto theforest. Withanincreaseindemandinthis
segment, anumber of tourist lodges have comeup inthevillageinthelast few yearswithits
attendant business opportunities. Villagershave spontaneously availed themselves of these
opportunities as owners of tourist lodges/boats, boat drivers, forest guides, cooks, drinking
water suppliers, and asownersof small shops, tel ephone booths, etc.

Tourist arrivasinthe Sundarbans occur dmost entirely during thewinter months asthe absence
of eectricity, adverse climatic conditionsand choppy riversretard tourist arrivalsduring other
partsof theyear. During thispeak tourist season, local villagersparticipateinvariousactivitiesas
sarviceprovidersasalready mentioned. Extreme seasond variationintourist arrival meansthere
islittleopportunity for avillage househol d to depend entirdly ontourism asayear-long occupation.
All tourist lodges and related busi ness establishmentsin Pakhiralay, some purely seasonally
operated, are concentrated along a500-meter stretch of road on theriverfront.

Tourism-participantsamost invariably belong to theriverside population. Interestingly, this
population a so includesthe direct forest dependents. Taking into consideration thisfact, the
focusof our study isthelivelihoodsof riverside householdsinthevillage of Pakhiralay. Inorder
tofilter out thedirect andindirect effectsof tourismonlivelihood, wed so examinethelivelihoods
of asimilar set of householdsin anearby control village with comparable geographical and
socio-economic characteristics. Inthisstudy, the‘ study village' (Pakhiralay) and the control
village' (Dulki) are partsof thesamebigger idand. Both are placed acrosstheforest and onthe
bank of thesameriver, with very smilar soil conditionsand other socio-economicfeatures. Both
arelocated inthe eastern fringe (forest side) of theidland whilethe nearest whol esale market
(Gosaba) isonitswesterntip. Someof thesedetailsareclearly identified in Figure 1.

Together, the market and thetwo villagesform atriangle by their geographical location. One
important featureisthat whileeach of thesevillagesislinked with Gosababy villageroads, there
isno proper road link between them. Asaresult, thereislittle economicinteraction betweenthe
study villageandthe control village. Thisrenderspercolation of tourism money fromthe study
villagetothecontrol villagepracticaly impossble.

Inorder to estimate the contribution of tourism-incometo thelivelihood of local households, we
undertook adetailed consumption expenditure survey of householdsin the study and control
villages. Thesamplehouseholdsweresdected by stratified random sampling from the study and
control villages. The stratification was according to the household'slandhol ding status. We
generated lists of householdslocated within 500 metersfrom theriverfront for boththevillages
adongwiththerr latest landholding status. Thesampling frame congsted of 273 householdsinthe
study villageand 193 householdsin the control village. Theseriverside householdsare mostly
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‘landless or ‘“margina’2. No‘ medium’ or ‘large’ landholdingisfoundinthesdectedarea. Figure
2 showsthelandhol ding digtribution among the survey populationwhichisheavily skewed towards
landlessand marginal farmers.

From each of thefour landholding strata, approximately 18% of the householdswere selected
through equa probability sampling. It resulted in adatasize of 87 households (48 inthe study
villageand 39inthecontrol village)®. Each of the samplehouseholdswasvisited onceduring the
off season for tourism (August-September, 2005) and again once during the peak season
(February-March, 2006). Theexpenditure datawere collected inthetwo rounds, while other
variables were supposed to be time invariant within a span of lessthan six months and was
recorded inthefirst round aone. The household survey questionnaire was appended with a
modulewith queriesrelating to therespondents’ perceptionsof the possiblesocial and cultura

effectsof tourisminthevillage. Thisappended modulewasintended only for the respondent
householdsinthe study villagein the second round (peak season).

4.  Methodology

Ingenerd, thelivelihood opportunitiesfor any household depend on (i) the physical capital inits
possession, (i) thequdlity of natural capita it hasaccessto, (iii) thepublic capitd (infrastructure),
and (iv) human capital. Inthelndian Sundarbans, gpart from private capital (mostly cultivable
land), thenatural capitd istheforest andriver. Direct conservation effortsaregradually lowering
locals accesstothiscapital. Also, unsustainablefishing and forest exploitationisaffectingits
quality. Thegeographica isolation of theregion and poor bility hasresulted ininsufficient
infrastructure (public capital). Local private physical capita formationisalso crippled by alack
of locd surplus.

Tourism can potentially open up new vistaswhen it comesto livelihood opportunitiesfor a
community. A portion of additiona incomefrom tourism may aso beusedto financechildren’s
education. Thisenhancesthe human capital of village househol dsand can create opportunities
for new occupationswithin theregion or for migration outside. It may also providethebasisof
informed decision-making vis-a-vis conservation and sustainable use of naturd resources. This
exemplifiesthe complex character of social changesactivated by the cashinflow from tourism
(Wunder 1999, 2000) and callsfor adeeper andlysisof expenditure patternsof participating vis-
avisnon-participating households. Ingenera, thereisthepotential for tourismto add valueto
local socid and natura capita, making them marketableand productive. Thesocid cultureand
the existence value of theforest can turninto marketabl e productive assets. In this study, we
examinewhether thiskind of trangtionisat least beginning to happen.

Thefirst objectiveof thisstudy isto empirically measurethelivelihood-augmenting impact of
tourism. Tourism can havea'direct’ and ‘indirect’ effect onlocal households. Thedirect effect
comesfromincreasesinincomeasaresult of wage or self-employment in the tourism sector.
Wemeasurethisdirect effect by examining thedifferencesin household wel fareindicatorsbetween
participant and non-participant householdsinthe study village (Pakhiralay).

2 Marginal (0-1 ha); Small (1-2 ha); Semi-medium (2-5 ha); Medium (5-10 ha); Large (> 10ha). (Ministry of
Agriculture, Government of India).

3 Thenumber of sample HHsfrom the control villageismarginally morethan 18%, for rounding off numbers
in each stratum.
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Asalready stated, the sample househol ds come from apopul ation whichismostly landlessor
margina. Focusgroup discussion suggeststhat these households savevery littleon anannua
basis. Inthisset up, thelivelihood status of ahousehold isreflected by itsmonthly per-capita
‘expenditure’ in money terms. Thus, our main indicator of household welfareis per-capita
consumption expenditure. We asked detailed questions about expenditure in the household
survey and we obtain an aggregate ‘ expenditure’ figure by taking into account consumption of
purchased and self-produced commaodities valued at prevailing market prices. For adeeper
insight into the expenditure pattern of different households, wefurther classify expendituresas
‘food expenses, ‘ non-food expenses’ and * expenses on education of children’. Whilethefirst
two may beregarded ashousehold consumption, thethird may be considered asitsinvestment
for developing human capitd. Thus, intotd wehavefour indicatorsof household welfareandwe
check to seeif theseindicatorsare systematically affected by participation in thetourism sector.

Thetotal impact of tourismon local households' livelihoodislikely to belarger thanthedirect
effect assomeof theadditional expenditure made by participating householdscanfind itsway to
non-participating householdsthroughintra-villagetransactions. Thesesecondary local benefits
crucially depend upon the extent to which villagers spend their additiona income on products
produced withinthevillage. Many studieshavefound significant ‘|eakages' intourism money
which escapesfrom thelocal communities. Estimates show that 50% to 90% of tourist spending
usualy leaksout of communitiesclosest to the nature attractions (Buchsbaum 2004; Goodwin
2002; Holland et al., 2003). Estimating such leakagesisdifficult, but it ssemsthat alarge part of
tourism money received by thevillagersis spent on consumer durableslikeradios, solar energy
cells, bicycles, etc., which areimported from outside thevillage. Inthisstudy, we aso study
househol d datafrom anon-touristed control villageto examinethe presence of any significant
‘indirect’ or ‘trickle-down’ effect of tourism. If thereisasgnificant differenceinwe fareindicators,
i.e. thefour consumption-expenditure variables, between non-participating househol dsin the
touristed village and househol dsin the control village, then we attribute this differenceto the
trickledown fromtourism.

We undertake two tasksto examinethe direct and indirect effects of tourismin thetwo study
villages. First weexamine mean differencesinthefour household welfareindicators. However,
mean differencesdo not necessarily tell uswhether thewel fare differenceisbecause of tourism
or because of some other attributes of the households. Thus, in asecond step, weisolatethe
effect of tourism on household welfareby accounting for other factorsthat might affect household
consumption/welfare. Thisis done through regression analyses. Per capita consumption
expenditureisregressed on household level variablesincluding landholding aswell asdummy
variablesfor tourism-participation, season, and village. Additionally, expenditureson‘food’, on
‘non-food items’ and ‘ per-child monthly monetary expenditure on education’ are aso regressed
onrdevant householdleve variables. Inrecognition of the possible contemporaneouscorrelation
inerror terms of the three components of expenditure, we estimate these equationsasasystem
of Seemingly Unrelated Regression Equations (SURE). To check therobustnessof theestimates,
regressionsarerunfor the pooled dataon the two villagesaswell ason the datafrom the study
villagedone.

Humanintrusioninto theforest takesplace primarily intwo forms. Firstly, the honey and wood

collectorsand thefish and crab catchersintrudeinto theforest’sinteriorsregularly. Secondly,
villagersventureinto prawn-fry collectionintheriversin avery crudefashion causing much
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damageto the delicate ecosystem in the process. Both of these operations are perceived to
involvered danger duetotigersand crocodiles’. Thesepoor householdsontheriversidedirectly
depend ontheforest asalast resort for their livelihood. To bring out theimplications of tourism
for conservation, we compare householdsthat are engaged in forest expl oitation with those
engaged tourism. The study comparesthe socio-economic indicatorsof householdsclassfied as
‘tourism-participants, ‘ forest-dependants’ and ‘ engaged in other economic activities . If the
‘tourism participants arevery smilar to ‘ forest dependents’, we can concludethat tourismisan
dternativelivelihood option for forest dependent households.

We also check out whether the seasonal tourism-income is being used by the participating
householdsto financetheir year-long expenditures. If al the additional tourismincomeisspent
instantly, poor participating households may fall back onforest inthe off-season for livelihood.
We visited each sample househol dstwice during ayear — coinciding with off and peak seasonsof
tourism. We check to seeif household consumption expenditureissignificantly higher duringthe
peak tourist season. If itisn’'t, we concludethat househol dsare spending their tourismincome
throughout theyear.

The second objective of thisstudy wasto find out thelocal villagers perceptionsregarding
tourism’spossi ble positive and negative socid impacts. For thispurpose, weelicited responses
on qualitative aspectsof tourismonvillagelifethrough ‘yes', ‘no’ and ‘indifferent’ choices. It
wasdoneinthe study villagein the peak tourist season (winter) asvillagers perceptionsare
expected to bemorefocused at thistime. Sincethe samplehouseholdswere sel ected randomly
with landholding-based stratification, the aggregate analysis of these responsesis expected to
represent thevillage psycheontourism. Aggregative descriptivestatisticsareused inthispart of
thestudy.

5. Empirical Results
5.1. Profileof Survey Households

Thesurvey datashowsthat theriverside populationinthe study area(loca households) isindeed
worse off compared to their rural counterpartsin the State (West Bengal). Distribution of
househol ds across monthly per-capitaexpenditure (MPCE) class showsthe median valueto be
Rs500for rura West Bengal in 2004-2005° whilethat for the sample householdsisfoundto be
Rs. 433 in 2005-2006 (see Table 1).

Being mostly landlessor margina, few househol dsdepend on agriculturea one. Oftendifferent
working membersof one household are engaged in different occupations. The occupational
distribution, hence, isandyzed at theindividud levd rather than at thehouseholdleve. Figure3
givesanideaof thedistribution of working adults across occupationsin the study village®. It
showsthat agricultureisthe occupation employing the maximum number of theworking population
inthestudy area. * Other occupation’ representsacomposite of many occupationsat thevillage

4 Man-animal conflict in Sundarbans: <http://projecttiger.nic.in/sundarbans.htm>

5 Level and Pattern of Consumer Expenditure, 2004-05; NSS 61st Round: NSSO; Ministry of Statisticsand
Programme I mplementation, Gol.<http://mospi.nic.infmospi_nsso_rept_pubn.htm >( Table 1R).

6 Sincetourism is an occupation only in the study village, Figure 3 is obtained for the study village only.

SANDEE Working Paper No. 26-07 7



level”* Other occupations' includeagricultura labourers, traders, cyclevan pullers(theonly mode
of trangport ontheidand), sdaried employees(public and private), and other local skilled workers
and professionals (artisans, priests, privatetutors, quacks, masons, carpenters, etc.).

including daily labourerswho get some seasond employment in agriculture. Hence, the share of
agricultureshown in Figure 3 could be considered an underestimate. 1t isnoteworthy that there
isnoindustrial workforceinthearea. Thisisdueto theabsenceof any power-drivenindustry.

Inafew cases, one household can beidentified with asingle occupation sinceal itsworking
membersare engaged in that one occupation. Table 2 describes 25 such householdsout of the
totd sampleof 87. It showsthat arelatively greater number of them are sustained by Agriculture
only or Other Occupation. Forest-intrusion or Prawn-fry collection sustainsamuch smaller
number of households. Significantly, none of the sample househol dsissustained only through
tourism-related occupations. Thisisbecausetourisminthe Sundarbans, asof now, isrestricted
tothewinter monthsonly.

5.2 TwoVillages: Smilaritiesand Differences

A control villageisincorporatedinto thisstudy to find out differencesresulting from the presence
and absence of tourism. For astatistically valid inference, the control village needs to be
geographically and socio-economically similar to the study village except whenit comestothe
presence of tourism. Therura idand villages of the Sundarbansare most smilar to each other in
their infrastructure, location vis-&Vvisthe mainland, and socio-economic characteristicswhen
they are part of thesameisland. Moreover, pricesinloca marketswithinthesameidand are
comparablewhilethey vary acrossidandsdueto differential transport-costs. Inthisresearch,
the study and control villages are both parts of the sameisland on the bank of the sameriver.
However, it wasfound that thereisalarger concentration of landlessand marginal farmersinthe
study village?. Table 3isbased on secondary sources’ and showsalarger number of households
inthestudy village, but anindgnificant differenceinthetotal land area. Thedifferenceacrossthe
two villagesnarrowsdown inthe study becauseweincludeonly asubset of thevillage population,
I.e. riversderesdents, inour sampling frame.

We checked whether any crucid householdleve variablesdiffer acrossthetwovillagessignificantly,
beforearriving at adtatistically vaid inferencefromtheregressonanalysis. Sincethesample
sizesarenot large, and thetourism participationisentirely concentrated in the study village, an
aggregative comparison at thevillagelevel fromthe survey datamay bemideading. Instead, for
village-level comparison, wedivided householdsinto three categories. (i) householdsparticipating
intourism-related jobs, (i) househol ds showing direct forest-dependence, and (iii) households
that are neither tourism-participants nor direct forest-dependents. \We carried out comparisons
of (if) and (i) acrossthetwo villages. Thenull hypothesisof equality of mean valuesacrossthe
two villagesistested in Table4, which showsthat the characteristics of theriversde households,
intermsof family sizeand endowments, do not significantly vary acrossthetwo villages.

7 Thevoter-list (2005) of that part of thevillage lists 939 adults. No child isengaged in thetourism-related
trade.

8 Mentionedin Section 3: the proportion landless:marginal:small:semi-medium is 70:194:6:3in study village
whileitis25:162:5:1inthecontrol village.

® Source: Directorate of Census Operations, West Bengal (2003).
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Table5 describestheexpenditure pattern acrossthetwo villages, taking dl categoriesof households
together. Mean-valuesof per-capitamonthly consumption expenditure, that on food, non-food
itemsand per-child monthly expenditure on education aremarginaly higher inthestudy village,
though the differencesare not statistically significant. However, the standard deviationsare
markedly higher inthe study village. Thisgreater heterogeneity inthe study village callsfor a
closer examination. Itisplaug blethat the heterogeneity iscaused by tourism-participation, which
Isabsent inthe control village. We conceivethat astourism participationisnot yet widespreadin
thestudy village, theweight of participating-househol dsisnot large enoughto reveal asignificant
inter-villagedifferenceinthe mean v ues. Weexplorethisissuemorecarefully inthefollowing
sections.

5.3 Understanding Tourism-Participantsand the Rest: Datafrom the Study Village

Sincetourism-related activitiesand establishmentsare concentrated inasmall part of the study
villageand al participantsareloca residents, we could enumerated| of them accordingtotheir
mode of participation. Thennumber of personsengaged in servicestrades catering exclusvely to
touristsisfound to be 77 in 2005-2006 whichisapproximately 8.2% of the adult popul ation™°.
In addition, there aretrades (grocery shops, telephonebooths, local ferry service, etc.) which do
not exclusively cater totourigts, but significantly gainby their arrival. Approximately 6.9% of the
local adult populationisengagedinthesetrades. However, asthelatter set of localspliestheir
tradethroughout theyear cateringto villagers, thisstudy excludestheminthe category of ‘direct
tourismparticipants . Hence, our findingsregarding tourism’slivelihood contributionisconservetive
and needsto betreated as an underestimation.

A comparison of endowments and expenditure patterns between * direct tourism participants

andthe‘rest’ isundertaken for sample householdsfromthe study villagein Table 6. Theintra-
village comparison confirmsthat househol ds participating in tourism are better off in termsof
per-capitaexpenditure. They consume morethan the bare necessities as shown by increased
expenditure on non-food itemsand they show atendency to educatetheir children compared to
therest. Thisisingpiteof their larger averagefamily size, lower per-capitalandholding, and
significantly lower literacy and primary-education compl etion ratesamong adults. Theaverage
ageof thehead of thehouseholdissignificantly lower for tourism-participant househol dscompared
totheothers. It may indicatethat the new earning opportunitiesthrown up by tourism havebeen
utilized by younger households, perhapswith higher levelsof entrepreneurship.

5.4 Effectsof Tourism on Household Welfare — Regression Results

Though mean comparisonsare hel pful to bring out differencesin characteristicsacross social
groups, thedifferential effect of tourism on household welfare, both direct and indirect, can be
datiticaly established through aset of regresson analyses. Following themethodol ogy described
earlier, weregress per-capitaconsumption expenditure on aset of household variables. These
variablesaredescribed in Table 7 and reflect househol d demographic composition (family size,
proportion of adults), physical assets (per-capitalandholding, livestock) and human capital
(literacy). Twovariables, ‘family size' and ‘ per-capitalandholding’ areincluded in quadratic

10 Thevoter-list (2005) of that part of thevillage lists 939 adults. No child isengaged in thetourism-related
trade.
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form. Participation statuswith respect to tourism and forest-expl oitation are represented by two
dummy variables. Wed so havedummy variablesfor village and season (off and pesk for tourism).
Participationin agricultureisnot separately accommodated asit isrefl ected by landhol ding status.

Table 8 showsthe resultswhen per-capitamonthly monetary expenditure” (PCE) and itsthree
componentsare regressed on the household level variables described earlier. Regression for
PCE iscarried out by OL Swith robust standard errors. The equationsfor thethree components
of expenditure are estimated as a system of Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR), taking
cognizanceof possible correlation of error termsacrossthem.

The signs of the significant explanatory variables are in conformity with their economic
interpretations. Household size (FSIZE) and its square (FSIZESQR) are significant for all
expenditure equati ons (except expenditure on education), with theformer being negativeand the
latter positive. Thisisexpected as per-capitaexpenditurestend to decreasefor alarger household,
but the rate of decrease should slow down with additional incrementsin household size. Per-
capitaexpenditureis positively related with the proportion of household membersabove 10
yearsof age, asthey arelarger consumers. Theregression resultsconfirm thisexpectation.

Per-capitalandholding issignificant in quadratic form for the PCE regression and its‘ food’
component. Househol dswith someviableamount of land (represented by adummy for households
with above 1/15 hectare of land) spend significantly lesson per-capitafood and non-food items.
Thisisapparently contradictory, but can be explained cons dering afesture of thesevillages. The
landed householdsared most entirely margina and smdl. Hence, whenever ahousehold possesses
someland, it tendsto betied downwith theland evenif thereturnsarevery small. Incontrast,
householdsthat arelandlessor have negligiblelandhol ding are more enterprising in seeking out
newer avenuesof incomeand can makethemsa vesbetter off thanther poorly landed counterparts.

Theproportion of literate adultsin ahousehold showsas gnificant positiveimpact on per-capita
expenditure on non-food items, but anegative effect on expenditure on education. We conclude
that ahigher literacy rate gppearstotilt househol d' stastesin favour of non-fooditems. Moreover,
itssgnificant negativeimpact on per-child expenditure on education may indicatethat non-literates
arekeener to provideeducationto their children. However, itismore plausiblethat for households
where adultsare not literate, expenditure on children tendsto be more even at the primary stage
becausethey haveto be provided withlocal privatetutors.

Thedummy for forest dependents (=1 for househol dsdirectly depending on forest-expl oitation
and prawn-fry collection) isnot significant for other expenditure equations, but it isfound that
such households spend significantly lessfor their children’seducation.

Itisimportant to notethat the dummy for tourism participation (=1 for participant households) is
theonly explanatory variablewhichissignificant acrossal four equationsand holdsapositive
sign. Wea so find that among the three components of expenditure, tourism participation status
ismost significant in explaining ‘ non-food’ expenditure. Asnon-food itemsare mostly ‘ non-
necessities inaremotevillage economy, they are expected to bemoreincome-eastic. Thus, the
additional tourism-money accruing to the participating househol dsis spent proportionately more

1 Includes imputed values for self-produced items
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on non-food items. Based on the estimated coefficients, we cd cul atethat househol ds participating
in tourism spend 19% more on food and 38% more on non-food items. We conclude that
tourismggnificantly augmentsthelivelihood of loca participating househol ds.

Wefind that thedummy indicating ‘ village' (=1 for study village) isnot Sgnificant for any of these
equationsexcept for expenditure on education. For education, itisonly marginally significant (at
10%). Thisshowsthat non-participating househol ds (intourism) acrossvillageshavelittledifference
intheir expenditure pattern. Thus, the‘indirect’ effect of tourism money inthe study village,
which may have accrued to the non-participating househol dsthroughintra-villagetransactions, is
not Satisticaly sgnificant.

Dummy for season (=1 for winter) isa soindgnificant acrossall thefour equations. Weconclude
that thetourism-money, earned admost entirely in thewinter monthsby participating households,
areretained to financetheir year-long expenditure and not spent instantly inthe winter months
aone.

To check therobustness of theregression results, wea so estimatethe four househol d equations
using datafromthe study village done (Table 9, wherewe drop the dummy indicating village).
Themainresultsare un-changed.

We can now summarize themajor findings of theregression resultsregarding the overall impact
of tourism in the study village. Households entering into tourism-related occupations have
significantly raised their living standard compared to other non-participating households. The
participating househol ds distribute the seasonal inflow of tourism money over their year-long
expenditures. Theadditiona money tourism provides enablesthe householdsto consumeover
and abovethe bare necessitiesasreved ed by thefact that they have enhanced their expenditure
on non-food itemsproportionately more than onfood items. Thetrickle-down effect of tourism
money to non-participating householdsby intra-villagetransactionsisstatisticaly insgnificant as
such househol dsshow no sgnificant increasein their expendituresby virtueof their locationinthe
sudy village.

5.5 Link between Tourism and Conservation: Empirical Evidence

Tourisminthelndian Sundarbansisyet to develop into alarge scal e round-the-year business
opportunity for locd villagers. Nonetheless, doesit act asavehiclefor conservation?\We address
thisquestion by comparing ‘ tourism participation’ and ‘ forest dependence’ among the study
villagehouseholds.

Table6 showsthat the percentage of househol dsresorting to agricul tureamong tourism participants
and non-participantsissimilar. But participating househol ds show asignificantly lower direct
forest-dependence. It could bethat tourism hasprovided theloca *less-endowed’ households
with dternative earning opportunitieswhich reducether forest-dependence. Thispoint becomes
more apparent by looking at thetypesof businessopportunitiesand their financia requirements
that tourism has opened up. By acompleteenumeration of participants, wefind that local people
areengagedinavariety of serviceprovisontotouristsinasmall way. Some 78% are engaged
intrades/serviceswith nil or avery little capital investment e.g., cook, drinking water supplier,
boatman, etc.. A moredetailed listing of these services/trades and the number of local people
engagedinthemisprovidedin Appendix A 1.
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Table6 looksonly at tourism participants versus non-participants. For adeeper insght, Table
10, categorizesthe study village householdsinto: (i) solely engaged in fishing and other forest-
intrusiveactivities; (ii) solely engaged in prawn fry collection; (iii) both of these activities; (iv)
tourism participants; and (v) others. Table 10 showsthat householdsresorting to both ‘ forest
intrusonand prawn-fry collection’ arethe poorest, asreveded by their average per-capitamonthly
expendituresand thefact that they havethe smallest per-cgpitalandholding. Incontrast, households
that participatein‘ prawn-fry collection only’ havehigher landhol ding and spend asmuch asnon-
forest dependents. However, they havealower family sizeindicating alesser number of working
hands. Prawn-fry collectionisfound to be mostly undertaken by thewomenin thehouseholdin
thevillage-siderivers. They possibly cannot move out into other typesof income-generating
employment for thefamily.

It appearsthat theforest intruders compensatefor their lesser landhol ding by forest exploitation.
However, both in terms of literacy and completing primary education, they are backward.
Additionally, their attitudetowardsthe education of their childrenisalso dissmilar to that of the
othersasrevealed by thelowest per-child expenditure on education among these househol ds.
Hence, theoverall picturethat comesout isindicative of thefact that theforest intrudersare
landless poor peoplewho are a so somewhat divorced form the educated world.

Turning to tourism-partici pants, the Table showsthat they arethelargest per-capitaspenderson
al items. They havethelargest averagefamily size, lesser per-capitalandhol ding compared to
prawn-fry collectorsand other households, thelowest adult literacy except for purely forest-
intruders, and thelowest proportion of adults completing primary education. In spiteof these
lower endowments, they can be seen asthelargest spenders, especially for providing education
tother children. Thiscongtitutesevidenceof thefact that mostly landlessand margina households
with low human capital (literacy and education) have availed themselves of the new earning
opportunitiesprovided by tourism and have demongtrated asignificant attitudina shiftin building
human capita by educating their children.

We seethat tourism-parti cipants and forest-dependents come from the same set of lowly endowed
poor households. The mean-comparisonslead usto concludethat tourism-money canlead such
households out of their forest-dependence and hence can act as avehicle for conservation.
Whilewedraw thisbroad conclusion, weclearly cannot establish causality with our limited data.

5.6 Tourism’sSocial Effect: Local Perceptionsand Carrying Capacity

We supplemented the househol d survey questionnaire by aset of questionsfor householdsinthe
study village. Some possible tourism-related social issues was raised and the respondent’s
perceptionswasedlicitedwitha'Yes, *No’ or ‘ Indifferent’ options.

Theanaysisshowsthat all respondents perceived that theland pricesin river-banks (vantage
pointsfor setting up atourist lodge) haveincreased; however, opinionisdivided whether itis
good or bad fromtheir personal point of view.

Mot of thevillagersfed that the soread of tourism hasimproved transport and telecommunication,

road conditions, and ferry services, aswell as helped spread the Sundarban’slocal cultural
heritageand folk art into the outsdeworld. However, most of them are also of the opinion that
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tourism at its present scale does not significantly reducetheforest dependence of locals. They
asofed that it hasresultedinincreasedincomeinequdlity inthevillage.

Whenit cameto tourism’spossi bl e adverse effects, something which could berdevant for policy
purposes, themgjority of therespondentsanswered positively. According to them, tourism does
not contributeto problemssuch asreduction indrinking water, pollution and congestion or increased
crime. Theunequd digtribution of tourism-revenueinthestudy village, and theuneveninteractions
of localswithvigting tourists, ishowever, anissue. Householdsweredivided in their opinionon
anumber of issuessuch astheincreasein land and agricultural and other product pricesasa
result of tourism; thecultural ‘shock’ effectsof tourism and theimpact of tourism andincomein-
equaitieson their own communitarianlives.

Anincreaseinthenumber of tourists, without creating additiona avenuesfor locasto participate
(and helping themwith finance and training) in thetrade, may aggravate the existing inequality
(economically and perception-wise). Thiscould resultin somedegreeof socia tensioninthe
future. Any effortstoincreasethe number of participantsin thetourism sector would therefore
bevery useful.

Itispertinent to mentionin thiscontext that thetourism carrying capacity (TCC) inthe Sundarbans
Isnot yet perceived as aconstraint by the authorities. Thisisinferred from the absence of
restrictionsregarding theissueof permitsto tourists.

6. Conclusonsand Policy Implications

We draw three main conclusionsfrom our examination of thehouseholdsinthe STR. First, only
asmd| number of householdscurrently participateintourism. Some8.2% of villagersin Pakhirday
directly participatein thetourism sector. Thissuggeststhat thereisample scopefor increasing
locdl participation through tourism.

Householdswho do participatein thetourism sector havevery littleintermsof landholding and
literacy in comparisonto other village househol ds. Furthermore, tourismimprovesthelivelihood
status of householdswho participatein thissector. Participant househol ds spend 19% moreon
food and 38% more on non-food items per capitarelativeto similar non-participants. Thus,
tourism asapoverty reduction strategy may be particularly useful becauseitisableto support
andimprovethelot of householdsthat havetheleast human and other formsof capital.

Third, thereisvery littletrickle down from tourism to non-participant households. Thus, while
the households who work in the sector do gain, the cash they earn does not contributeto an
overal growth of thevillageeconomy. Thus, theoneway forwardto really pull peopleout of
poverty istoincrease participationintourism. Theresimply needsto bemoreloca jobsthat are
created through thissector if awiderangeof villagersareto be affected.

Doestourism contributeto conservation inthe Sunderbans? A great deal of thedegradationin
the Sundarbansisaresult of the dependence of loca son these mangroveforests. Tourism may
be pulling some househol dsaway from thisdependence. Thereissome suggestionin our study
that this could be happening but we do not have sufficient datato show that thereisacausal
relationship between tourism and forest dependence. Thiswill need additional research.
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A clear policy recommendation from our study isthat the number of local jobsthat result from
tourism needsto grow. Lack of infrastructura facilities, most notably e ectricity, resultsintourist
arrival being restricted to thewinter monthsonly. Also, it encouragesvisitorsto takeup all-
inclusive package-toursoriginatingin far-off placeswhich providelittle scopefor local sto enter
intotradewiththevigtors. Withimprovementsininfrastructure, visitorscan grow in number and
the scopefor local participation canincrease.

A second recommendation isthat more publicity and information dissemination isrequired about
the Sundarbans. New vistas should be explored such as nature-based tourism with products
like forest-walks, tree-top houses, etc. These products, now absent, could be devel oped by
private entrepreneurs once the authorities come up with acomprehens ve tourism devel opment
policy. Thesemechanismstoincreasetourismin quantitativetermswill need to takeinto account
congtraintsin the carrying capacity of theforest.

Wewould liketo recognize somedatalimitationsin this study. Tourism-participation may bean
endogenous decision on the part of ahousehold, depending onits physical and human capital
endowments. Hence, our regression results could beimproved by treating ‘ participation’ asan
endogenousvariable. But wewere unableto do thisbecause of therelatively small number of
participant households. Thereisneed for more careful research into thisand other *tourism
development’ aspectsof the Sundarbans.
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TABLES

Tablel1: Distribution of HHsacrossM PCE Class (NSS 61% Round v Study Sample)

MPCE Class Number of HHs Number of HHs
Lower Boundary Upper Boundary (NSS61* Round)* (Study Sample)
(Rs) (Rs) (2004-2005) (2005-2006)
0 235 17 7
VAS) 270 % 0
270 320 7 7
320 35 & 10
%5 410 14 14
410 455 106 u
455 510 106 u
510 580 125 13
580 690 143 7
690 80 110 3
80 1155 49 3
1155 Above ) 1
Total 1000 87
Median** (Rs.) 500 433
*Source: Level and Pattern of Consumer Expenditure, 2004-05; NSS 61% Round: NSSO; Ministry of
Satistics and Programme Implementation, Gol.< http://mospi.nic.in/fmospi_nsso_rept_pubn.htm
> ( Table 1R)
*x Median is calculated as the representative value since the distribution is open-ended.

Table2: Distribution of SampleHHswith a Single Sour ceof L ivelihood*

Occupation | Agriculture Forest Prawn-fry Tourism Other Total
intrusion collection | participation | occupations
No. of HHs 7 3 2 0 13 )
* Qut of 87 HHs in the sample (both study and control village)
Table3: VillageLevel Information from Secondary Sour ces*
Study Village Control Village
Area (ha) 479.49 419.39
Number of households 772 566
Population 371 2710
Sex Ratio (M/F) 1018 1016

*Source: Directorate of Census Operations, West Bengal (2003)
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Table4: Test for Equality of Mean Values across Villages
[Null hypothesis: mean values are equal across study and control village]

Directly forest-dependent HHs
(and not tourism-partici pants)

HHSs neither tourism-participants
nor forest-dependent

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

HH Levd Variables
5% 1% 5% 1%

Avg. family size Accepted Rejected Accepted
% of literacy among adults Rejected Accepted Accepted
% of adults completing primary Accepted Accepted
education
Avg. HH landholding (Katha) Accepted Accepted
Avg. per-capita landholding Accepted Accepted
(Katha)
Proportion of HHs owning Rejected Accepted Accepted
livestock

* Katha is the smallest local unit of landholding. 1 Hectare = 149 Katha (approximately).

Table5: VariationinAverageper capita Expenditureacross Two Villages

HH Level Per-Capita Expenditures(ltem)

Control Village
Mean
(std. dev.) (Rs.)

Study Village
Mean
(std. dev.) (Rs.)

Per-capitamonthly consumption expenditure (Rs.)
Per-capitamonthly expenditure on food (Rs.)
Per-capita monthly expenditure on non- food items (Rs.)
Per-child monthly expenditure on education(Rs.)

451.31(14.13)
266.69(77.01)
162.86(61.96)
40.89(52.39)

469,55(23.08)
271.22(115.65)
169.14(110.76)
62.65(102.80)

Sample Size: Control Village: 39 HHSs, two rounds; Sudy Village 48 HHs (two rounds)
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Table6: Household Characteristicsacross* Tourism Participants and ‘Others'*

HHs not directly HHsdirectly

participatingintourism | participating in tourism
No. of HHs 33 10
Averagefamily size 53 6.0
Average age of the Head of the HH 475 2.7
Avg. Per-capita landholding (Katha) 79 59
% of landless or marginal HHs 66% 80%
% of HHs having livestock 8% 9%
% of literacy among adults ) 63*
% of adults completing primary education 5% 31x**
% of HHs directly exploiting the forest 55% 30%*
(engaged in fishing and/or prawn-fry collection)
% of HHs undertaking some agricultural activity 66% 60%
Per-capita monthly consumption expenditure (Rs.) 43 570*
Per-capita monthly expenditure on Food (Rs.) 202 1)
Per-capita monthly expenditure on Non-food(Rs.) 158 210
Per-child monthly expenditure on Education' (Rs.) 53 108

T Table accounts for 48 sample households in the study village
T Only HHs with children in the age group 6-18 years are considered
* xx %% indicates differences are significant at 10%, 5% and 1% level respectively
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Table7: List of Variables Used in Regressions

Variable Type Symbol Used Description
FSIZE Family size: number of member in the household.
NCHLDPROP Proportion of household members who are not children (below
Demographic 10Yrs).
LARGEHH LargeHH (Dummy): 1=if household sizeisgreater than 5
(mediansize).
PCLAND Per-capita landholding of the household
SOMELAND Having some land which isnot negligible (Dummy): =1if the
Physical capital household posses at least 10 Katha (1/15 Hectare)* of
agricultural land.
LVSTOCK Livestock (Dummy): =1 if the household have livestock.
Human capital LITPROP Proportion: of literate adults to total number of adult membersin
the household
TRSVIDMY Dummy: 1 = if any of the household membersisengaged in
tourism related job.
Participation FRSTDMY Dummy: 1 = if any of the household membersisengaged in
direct forest exploitation.
SEASON Dummy: 1 =Winter (peak); 0= Summer
Timeand place
VLGDMY Dummy: 1 = if household belong to the study village; 0 =
Control village

* This figure is arrived at by discussions with local households. Landholding below this level doesn't
provide any perceptible yield to the household
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Table8: Regresson Resultsfor Expenditure Equationswith Datafrom Two Villages

R&géﬁg ) S?;iﬁg‘ﬂj) Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR)

Dependent Per-capita Monthly Per-capita Per-capita Per-child

variable> Monetary Expenditure Expenditureon Expenditureon

Expenditure on Food Non-food Items Education
(PCE) (PFOQD) (PNFOOD) (PEB)
Regressor Coeff. t-value | Coeff. | t-value Coeff. t-value | Coeff. t-value
FSIZE -65.19 | -2.87*** | -31.87 | -2.38** -35.99 | -2.93*** -0.46 -0.04
FSIZESQR 5.02 3.34*** 2.33 3.11%** 2.86 4.18*** 0.01 0.02
NCHLDPROP 219.66 247+ 105.42 2.23** 12040 | 2.78*** 0.53 0.01
LARGEHH -89.85 -2.40*%* -34.62 -1.44 -34.18 -1.56 -29.33 -1.32
PCLAND 12.17 2.45** 8.12 3.54*** 2.38 1.13 3.04 143
PCLANDSQR -0.19 -2.15%* -0.14 | -3.07*** -0.01 -0.24 -0.08 -1.77*
SOMELAND -97.26 -2.13** -58.98 | -2.76*** -39.01 -2.00** 8.60 0.44
LVSTOCK -41.79 -0.93 -19.75 -0.70 217 0.08 -42.52 -1.62
LITPROP 40.11 0.71 28.42 1.05 50.88 2.06** -68.17 | -2.73***
TRSMDMY 133.39 2.45%* 50.48 2.27** 60.54 2.97%** 38.00 1.85*
FRSTDMY -19.69 -0.71 -4.57 -0.30 -2.24 -0.16 -28.07 -2.02%*
SEASON -34.30 -1.43 -19.39 -1.53 -15.78 -1.36 2.55 0.22
VLGDMY 27.03 0.89 14.07 0.94 5.18 0.38 23.73 1.71*
CONSTANT 47347 | 3.42*** 269.79 | 3.67*** 130.98 1.94* 130.63 1.92*
Total F(13, 160) =7.71 R? = 0.296 R? = 0.3032 R? = 0.1568
Observations: 174 | Prob>F = 0.0000 | +2=73.30 +2=75.72 +2=32.36
R-squared = 0.34364| Prob > +2=0.0000 | Prob > +2=0.0000 | Prob > +2=0.0021
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Table9: Regresson Resultsfor Expenditure Equationswith Datafrom Sudy Village

R&eﬂgéﬁf ) s?;iﬁﬁ‘ﬂj) Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR)

Dependent Per-capita Monthly Per-capita Per-capita Per-child

variable> Monetary Expenditure Expenditureon Expenditureon

Expenditure on Food Non-food Items Education
(PCE) (PFOCD) (PNFOQD) (PEB)
Regr essor Codff. | tvalue | Coeff. | t-value | Codff. | t-value | Coeff. | t-value
FSZE -11494 | -3.01*** | -4390 | -2.25* -61.73 | -3.44*** | -21.19 -1.09
FSIZESQR 177 372+ ** 309 | 3.01*** 421 447 118 116
NCHLDPROP 49093 | 3.32x** | 22060 | 290*** | 23681 | 3.38*** | 104.30 138
LARGEHH -40.22 -0.70 -26.58 -0.77 -291 -009 -15.24 -044
PCLAND 1217 142 858 2.55%* 226 0.73 264 0.79
PCLANDSQR 014 -0 -013 -1.93* 002 039 -007 -103
SOMELAND -131.16 | -2.03** -8230 |-283*** | 5469 | -2.04** 1589 055
LVSTOCK 219 005 -168 -005 2896 088 -3440 -097
LITPROP 127.99 138 6175 149 10282 | 2.70*** | -59.95 -146
TRSVIDMY 16313 | 2.89*** | 6342 | 2.54** 7633 | 3.32** | 4402 177+
FRSTDMY -41.27 -0.98 -598 -0.27 -17.54 -0.85 -2502 -112
SEASON -41.40 -117 -21.58 -118 -17.49 -1.04 -4.19 -023
CONSTANT 337.79 147 188.70 156 63.6682 057 11494 096
Total R-sguared =0.4880, R2=0.3838 R?=0.4363 R2=0.2377
Observations: 96 F(12, 83)=8.02 | +?=61.08 +2=74.30 +2=20.94
Prob>F= 0.0000 | Prob>+2=0.0000 | Prob>+2=0.0000 | Prob>+2=0.0029
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Table 10: Household Char acteristics across Categor ies'

Forest Dependent Households
Tourism- Other
Forest | Prawn-fry | Both forest and | participants | Households
intruders | collectors prawn-fry

No. of HHs 7 19 4 10 46
Avg. family size 57 4 525 6 5
% of literacy among adults % 56.2 789 812 67.7 &
% of adults completing 374 513 500 3038 66
primary education
Avg. per-capita landholding 28 99 06 59 89
(Katha)
% of HHs having livestock 714 895 100 0] 978
Per-capitamonthly 262 281 190 1) 266
consumption of food (Rs.)
Per-capitamonthly 19 177 106 21 160
consumption of non-food
items(Rs.)
Per-child monthly expenditure 15 K] 3 108 5]
on education* (Rs.)

+

One of the 87 HHs isfound to be an outlier asa forest intruder and dropped in this Table. 1t hasa much
bigger landholding than other forest dependents. Such cases are rare, but do occur where an erstwhile
forest going HH could procure a large amount of land but didn’t yet give up its forest going habit.

Only HHs with children in the age group 6-18 years are considered
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FIGURES

Figurel: Distribution of Landholdinginthe Survey Populationin TwoVillages
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Figure2: Occupational Distribution of Working Adults according to their Primary
Occupation (from SampleHHsin Study Village)
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APPENDICES
APPENDI X —A1: Detailed Profileof Tourism Participants

Thetourism-related trades/services adopted by local people have been exhaustively listed by
thisstudy asfollows:

e  Supplyingdrinking water in hotel/tourist lodge/in-trangt boats/launches
Cleaning of hotel rooms/bed sheets/M ai ntenance/decoration of lodge premises
Cooksin hotels/lodges and Driver/Hel per/Cook intourist boats
Paid tourist lodge managers/ caretakers
Owning tourist boats/lodges/huts/renting out own dwelling roomsto tourists
Forest guide (regular pool and reserved pool)
Temporary stall ownersvending fruits’honey/fish and tel ephone booth owners
Owning smdl/mediumvariety stores'teasta|s(stocking limited grocery items, snacks)
Big grocery shops Stallsproviding tea& breakfast
Locdl ferry service/Cycle-vanpuller
Arranging food for on-shoretouristson contract.

Tourism being extremely seasona (only 60 daysof significant business), all theworkersinthe
lodges are employed on adaily-wage basis. Some of the above mentioned trades/servicesare
exclusvely tourismrelated and remainsoperative only inthewinter months (pesk season). Others
cater alsotothelocasin off-season, but showssignificant improvement intheir sae/profitability
in peak season.

Going by theelectoral roll of one poll booth in Pakhiralay in 2006, which entirely coversthe
target riverside population, and from which the entirelocal tourism-related service providers
come, the number of adultsis 944, out of whom an estimated 77 persons (8.2%) werefound to
be related to trades/services which are exclusively tourism-related. The number of persons
engagedintradesnot exclusively devoted to tourism, but significantly gaining by it, isestimated to
be 65 (6.9%). Also, for 132 such persons, aclassification of trades/servicesaccording to the
financia investment requirementsfindsthat 78% adopted atrade/service whereinvestment
requirement isnil or lessthan Rs5000 (gpprox US$ 110). It clearly showsthat thosewho have
adopted tourism for augmenting their livelihood are mostly the poorer villagers.
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Table Showing Financial Investmentsfor Tourism-related Trades/Services

Required investment Number of engaged
(obtained by focus group Nature of serviceltrade persons listed in
discussions with traders) study village
Nil Supplying drinking water, cleaning of 2
lodges, laundry services, cooking food,
driving tourist boat, forest guide

Lessthan Rs 5000 Owning small stalls vending fruits/ 2
honey/fish, phone call centres, selling
tealbreakfast , cycle-van pulling
(on-shore conveyance)

Rs5,000 % Rs 25,000 Owning small variety stores selling 5
grocery/stationary items, snacks

Rs25,000 % Rs1,00,000 Renting out dwelling rooms to tourists 17
and small unorganized tourist huts,
owning medium size shops with
grocery/stationary items, owning
tourist boats

Morethan Rs 1,00,000 Owning large tourist lodge, 6
big variety stores
TOTAL 132
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APPENDI X —A2: Household survey questionnaire

o Global Change Programme
Jadavpur University $SANDEE
== Kolkata - 700 032,INDIA S0
South Asian Network for
Development and Environmental Economics

PO Box 8975 EPC —1056 - Kathmandu - Nepal - Telephone 977-1-552 8761, 552 6391 Fax 977-1-553 6786

THE GCP-SANDEE PROJECT"
2005 - 2006

HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE SURVEY

FIRST - ROUND
(AUGUST — SEPTEMBER, 2005)

Village.....cceeeviiiiiiinci e HouseholdNO. ..

*Information collected by this questionnaire will be used exclusively for the GCP-SANDEE project under Jadavpur
University during 2005-2006. The confidentiality of the supplied information will be duly maintained
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SECTION 0: HOUSE ROSTER

10

11

12

13

14
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SECTION 1: HOUSEHOLD INFORMATION: SOURCESOFLIVELIHOOD
Which arethesourcesof livelihood for your household (both in cash and in kind)?

1 CHECK (V)ALL THERELEVANT BOXESAT LEFT. THENASK FORTHE THREE MOST IMPORTANT
SOURCESAND WRITE CODESIN BOXESAT RIGHT.

Check Source of Livelihood Code
Box (V)

OWN FARM ACTIVITIES 1
CASUAL LABOUR(FARM AND NON-FARM) 2
LONGTERMAGRI.EMPLOYEE 3
SALARIED EMPLOYMENT 4
PERSONAL (JAIMMANI) SERVICES 5
PETTY BUSINESSTRADE/MANUFACTURING 6
MAJORBUSINESSTRADE/ MANUFACTURING 7
COLLECTION/FORAGING 8
CHARITY/ALMS 9
INTEREST INCOME, PROPERTY,LAND 10
RENTALS,ETC.

PUBLICTRANSFERSPENSIONS n
PRIVATE TRANFERS'REMITTANCES 12
ASHERY 3
PRAWN FRY COLLECTION 14
HONEY COLLECTION FROM FOREST 15
BOAT MAN [Any sort of boat] 16
CYCLEVANPULLER 17
OTHER 18

HRST

SECOND

THIRD

2 DOESTHEMOST IMPORTANT LIVELIHOOD SOURCELISTEDABOVEACCOUNT

FORMORE THAN 50 PERCENT OF YOURHOUSEHOLD' SLIVELIHOOD?

[Putlfor‘YES,2for‘NO]

3. WHOISTHEMAIN BREADWINNERIN THEHOUSEHOLD?

[Write ID Code, write 99 if outside household]
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SECTION 2: ACTIVITIESOF THE EARNING MEMBERS

Name Id Activity
Code Code
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SECTION 3: HOUSING

1 DwdlingUnit?
[Please put \ on appropriate code]

Do you have secure rights on your
homestead land ?
[Please put V on appropriate code]

5. Number of separate rooms in the household.

OWNED 1 YES, OWNED 1
RENTED 2 YES, PATTA 1
OTHER (please mention) 3 NO 3
NODWELLINGUNIT 4
3. Type of structure Floor type

[Please put V on appropriate code] [Please put V on appropriate code]
KATCHA/THATCH 1 MUD 1
KATCHA/TILE 2 BRICK 2
SEMI - PUCCA 3 CEMENT/STONE/TILE 3
SECTORHOUSING SCHEMES 4 OTHER (Please mention) 4
PUCCA 5

1 DWELLING meansthebuilding, or group of buildings, in which the household lives. Thedwelling may be
a hut, agroup of huts, asingle house, a group of houses, avilla, an apartment, several one-room apart-
mentsin a courtyard, or any other type of residential unit. If the household occupies a portion of ahouse,

refer to that portion when answering the questions.
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SECTION 4: PROVISIONS/FACILITIES

DRINKING WATER SOURCES

PROVISION OF LATRINE

1. Wheredoesyour drinking water generally come 9. What type of latrine do you use?
from? [Please put \on appropriate box] [Please put Von appropriate box]
Tap 1 No latrine 1
Well 2 Flush system 2
Tubewell / Handpump 3 Septic Tank 3
Tank/ Pond/Pond reserved for drinking 4 Servicelatrine 4
Other (please mention) 5 Other 5
2. Do you share this source with other YES 10. Do you share this latrine with other YES
househol ds? NO households? NO
3. How many households Number.......... 11. How many households Number......
share this source? share this latrine?
4. How far isthis source from your dwelling? MAIN SOURCE OF LIGHTING
[Please put \on appropriate box]
Within Premises 1 12. What isthe main source of lighting for your
Less than 0.5 K.M. 2 dwelling?
05KM to1lKM 3 [Please put Von appropriate box]
1 KM or more 4 Nolighting 1
Gobar Gas/ Qil / Kerosene 2
Other 3
5. Iswater from this source ever YES FUEL FOR COOKING
scarce? NO
6. If answer is YES for the previous question,what is 13. What kind of fuel is most often used by your
the alternative source? household for cooking?
[USE CODES from questions 1 and 4.
i. Code of alternative source [Please put Von appropriate box/ boxes)
ii. Codefor distance from dwelling LPG or piped Gas 1
Locally produced Gas 2
7. How much did you pay as RS, K erosene 3
feefor Drinking Water over Cod 4
the last 12 months? Firewood 5
Cow-dung cakes 6
8. How much did you pay for RS...cciiiii Leaves/ Straw / Thatch 7
maintenance/repairs of the Other 8
Drinking Water Source over
the last 12 months?
14. Name of the facilities and i. Isitavailableinyour ii. How far isthe nearest such facility from
Code village? your house?
[Use Code] [Use Code]
Facility YES........ 1; NO......... 2 | LESSTHANOS5KM..1; 05TO
Code DON'T KNOW... 3 3 KM........ 2 3TO10 KM.....3;
MORE THAN 10 KM ... 4
Primary School 1
Middle School 2
Secondary School 3
Primary Health Centre 4
Private doctor 5
PDS Shop 6
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SECTION5: LOAN

In the past 12 months, did you borrow YES
(cash or in kind) from anyone? NO
[Please put \ on appropriate box]

If “YES', who did you borrow from? List up to
THREE SOURCES in order of importance.
[Please put \on appropriate box]

3. How much in total does your household currently
owe to others?(include al types of loans currently
outstanding)

Rs.

[write zero if nothing owed]

Employer / Landlord 1
Trader / Money Lender 2
Relative (kin or in-laws) residing in 3
samevillage

Relative (kin or in-laws) residing outside 4
Credit groups 5
Bankg/Institutional sources 6
Other (please mention) 7

4. How much in total is currently owed by others to
your household?
Rs.

[write zero if nothing owed]

SECTION 6: LAND HOLDINGSINCLUDING WATERBODIES

. Total agricultural land owned:

6. Total agricultural land rented /sharecropped out

rented out
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SECTION 7: CROP PRODUCTION

1 2 3 4,
List of the crops that the household How much land did you Did you sl Value of sales
cultivated during the cultivate under this crop? any part of (Rs)
past SIX months the produce? [If sold]
[Please use crop code given below?!]
For eache crop, ask Q. 2, 3, 4
YES......
Name of crop Code NO.......
...Bigha........Kaha
...Bigha........Kaha
...Bigha........Kaha
...Bigha........Kaha
...Bigha........Kaha
...Bigha........Kaha
1 Crop Codes
Name of crop Code Name of crop Code
Rice 1 Other Vegetables 6

Pulses 2 Prawn 7

Potato 3 All other fishes 8

Tomato 4 Any other 9

Chili 5 (please mention)
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SECTION 8: EXPENDITURE ON NON-DURABLE GOODS

(Duringlast onemonth)
N0 SO (Code) '(\b‘)’ \((j; m ;?(‘)’r‘]’[‘}nit) '(Dgg)e apgg;t”re
RICE ..o 1
WHEEL ... 2
Other cereals.......coovveineiineincninenens 3
PUISES ...t 4
Gram(Chana) ........cccoeevveerenencnisenens 5
GU e 6
SUGAN ..t 7
MILK oo 8
Milk products .........cccoeeeeeerienienienennens 9
Vanaspati ......cccceeeeereeerenienenenenee 10
Other edibleQils .......cccovevreeirceee un
Meat and fish .....coovceirnirccee ©
EQOS. .ot 13
Tealeaf, coffee......connievnniciienns 14
Salt and SPICES.....cvvevverreeeeeeeeeeenns 15
POLELOES.........ceerveeerreereeee e 16
Other vegetables ........cccvevevviivnnene 17
FIUIt oo 18
Cigarettes / tobacco / pan, etc.......... 19
Alcohol and other intoxicants.......... 20
Other foodS ......coeveveeireerieeeeen, 21
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SECTION 9: EXPENDITURE ON NON-FOOD ITEMS
Money value of theamount purchased or received in-kind during thelast onemonth

1 2
0= Code AMOUNT (Rs)
Wood (bundlewood, 1ogwood, SAWAUSL) .........cccceererenererenerereene 1
Cow dung cakes/ KerosSene Oil ..........ccoeeereninenenenieenee e 2
Coal, CharCoal ..........ccoieirieirieree e 3
CYHNAEN GBS ..o e 4
Matches, candles, lighters, lanterns, etc........cccoceveeeierevenenesiesieniene 5
Toilet soap, toothpaste, shampoo, other personal care items............. 6
Newspapers, BOOKS ... 7
Recreation and entertainment expenditures...........cooceceveeeveecieseennens 8
TIANSPOM ...ttt e n e e 9
Wages paid to servants, mali, chowkidar ............ccccoeveivnievivnienennns 10
Household cleaning articles (soap, bleach, washing powder) .......... u
10X 01121 1o [P 12
Footwear (Shoes, SIIPPENS, EC.) .ovrvvrreeierireee e 13
Medical consultation fees, medicines and supplies.........c.ccccevevnenee. 14
Remittances sent to other households / individuals............ccccccven..e. 15
TOYS, SPOItS JOOUS, ELC. .oovvveereiiereereeieee e e 16
[ = S 17
TaXeS, Other CNargES .....ccvveeree e e 18
Religious expenses (iNCENSE, BLC.) ..o 19
Social expenses (weddings, deaths, rites) .......cccoovvvrverierevnnninsennen 2
Any other (please MeNtion) ... 2
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SECTION 10: DURABLE GOODS

Does your household own ]r:\ny of the following items? Number ;‘ thisitem
[Please put V in the appropriate box for al items] owned
If the answer isyes, ask Q. 2.
TEEM e Code | YES | NO
Radio / cassette player .......ocoovveereeneenensereee e 1
CameralCamCONdES .........covvveuerereriereiesree e 2
BICYCIE .t 3
MOLOrCYCle / SCOOLEN .....uovveeeeeeeeeeereeere e 4
Pressurelamps/ PEtromaX .........c.ccoeveeeneninenieseenesesens 5
Telephone SEtS ... 6
SaWING MACHINE .......cocceieee e 7
Pressure COOKEY ........coiiriireereeeniee et 8
WELCNES ... 9
SECTION 11: LIVESTOCK
1.Does your household own any of the following items? 2
[Please put V in the appropriate box for al items] Number of such animal
If the answer isyes, ask Q. 2. owned
ANIMEL <o Code | YES | NO
L0 TS 1
BUFfEIOBS ....evcereierei e 2
GOaS/ ShEED ..o 3
DUCK/ ChiCKEN ...t 4
Other livestock (please mention) .........cccceevereveeicieneenns 5
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SECTION 12: OWNERSHIPPRODUCTIVEASSETS

Which of the following asse]t-s does your household own? Numier of For hosv much

[Please put V in the appropriate box for all such assets] such assets (Rs) could you

If theanswer isyes, ask Q. 2. & 3 owned buy it today?

ASSEL e Code | YES | NO

JLILC: (o PR RT 1
PUMPSEL ...t 2
Calt .. 3
Thresher ... 4
Fodder cutting machine..........cccocvvneniencneniene 5
Fishing BO&L ........cceoevueerienniiceeeese e 6
Fishing net and other gears .........ccoecvveeeveeeenen, 7
CycleVan.......coiiei e 8
GENENELON ..ot 9
Any Other (please mention ..........cccceeeveveenenne. 10

SECTION 13: REMITTANCESAND TRANSFERS

1. During the past ONE month, have you received / paid anything in kind / money as
gifts from/to any person who is not a member of your household? (Please put V)

YES...1 | NO.....2
1 2 3 4. 5.
Transfer Id Code of Whether hat is the Donor/ recipient’s| ow muchin total did you
ltem therecipient/ Received/ relationship with head receive from/ donated to?
number Donor Donated of the household? [Rs]
[Put code: [Use relationship codes (Use money value, as
Received....1 from Sec. 0.3] perceived by recipient/
Donated...2] | Mention briefly for code10| donor if the transfer isin
kind)
o1
®
(0¢;
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THE GCP-SANDEE PROJECT"
2005 - 2006

HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE SURVEY

SECOND - ROUND
(FEBRUARY - MARCH, 2006)

Village ........cc.....ceeivvvtt... Household No. ...........

*Information collected by this questionnaire will be used exclusively for the GCP-SANDEE project under Jadavpur
University during 2005-2006. The confidentiality of the supplied information will be duly maintained
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1. Members of the Household:

ID Code Age Sex Number of months
[ if lessthan one year, write MALE 1; resident in house
zerq] FEMALE- 2 (during past 12 months)

1
2
3
4,
5
6.
7.
8

2. Household Monthly Expenditure (during last one month):

Iltem Quantity Price Expenditure
(Unith) Rs./unit)

Paddy?

Weekly expenseson Grocery (X 4)

Fud | Fuelwood

Kerosene

Weekly expenses on Fish/Meat/Vegetables (x 4)

Monthly expenses on Education

Monthly expenses on Doctor/Medicine

1 Please mention unit of measurement, when appropriate.
2 |If paddy is obtained from own field, then please mention the current market price of that variety and
the amount used for self-consumption during last one month.
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3. Activities of the Earning Members over Last 6 Months (Use Code 3)

. s . 2
11d Codeand ssre':' [‘hgeasta';t"gfng;{ﬁ':"y members Did you do thiswork in this
village?
. [YES..1; NO...2]
Id Code Activity Code
BACHVITIES . Codes  ACHVILIES ..o Codes
OWN farm aCtiVITIES ......cooveeeveeeece e 1 Interest income, property, land rentals, etc................ 10
Casual labour Public transfers/pensions .........ccoveeeneneeeeneneereenenns 11
(farm and NON-farM ........cooiieieree e 2 Private transfers/remittances 12
Long term agri. employee
Salaried employment ..........cccovreenrnerenre e
Personal (jajmani) SErVICES .......cccceevveerierieesieisiesnenens 5 15
Petty business/trade/manufacturing.........ccccceceevverienne 6 16
Major business/trade/ manufacturing ..........c.coeeeerenen 7 17
Collection/fOraging ........coeeeeererreererriereessreeesesreneenens 8 18
Charity/almS .......cooeeierreeree e 9
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4, During the past ONE month, have you received / paid anything in kind / money as
gifts from/to any person who is not a member of your household? (Please put V)

YES...1 | NO......2
1 2 3 4. 5
Transfer | !d Code of the Whether what is the Donor/ how much in total did you
ltem | re€cipient/ Donor Received/ | recipient’srelationship with| receive from/ donated to?
number Donated head of the household? [Rs]
[Put code: [Use relationship codes (Use money value, as
Received....1 in the footnote'] perceived by recipient/
Donated...2] Mention briefly for donor if the transfer
code 10 isin kind)
oL
®
0¢]

1 Relationship codes: Relationship to head of household [Codes are in conformity with that of section 0.3
in first round survey. Codes 1 and 2 should not appear]

HEAD ..o s 1
SPOUSE OFHEAD ...ttt 2
SON/DAUGHTER ...ttt ettt 3
SPOUSE OF SON/DAUGHTER ...ttt 4
GRANDGCHILD ...ttt 5
FATHER/MOTHER .....oiiiiiiiieie ettt ettt st st s ebe e 6
BROTHER/SISTER ..ottt 7
FATHER/MOTHER-IN-LAW ..ot 8
BROTHER/SISTER-IN-LAW ...ttt st s 9
CHARITABLETRUSTY NGOSEMPLOYER/VILLAGENEIGHBOUR/OTHER ............. 10
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5. During the last six months, have you undertaken cultivation of any crop? (Please
putV)If ‘'YES
(@) Crop details:

1 2 3. 4
List of the crops that the household How much land® did yo‘,’) Didyou sell any | v/gue of sales
cultivated during the past SIX months cultivate under this crop? part of the (Rs)
[Please use crop code given below?] produce? [If sold]
For each crop, ask Q 2,3,4
Name of crop Code YES....1
NO ....... 2
....Bigha.........Katha
....Bigha.........Katha
....Bigha.........Katha
....Bigha.........Katha
....Bigha.........Katha
....Bigha.........Katha

5 (b): Cost of Cultivation [for all cropsin the last SIX months]:

Total Labour Cost Rs.

Cost of seeds Rs.

Cost of pump hiring /irrigation Rs.

Urea Rs.

Fertilizers Phosphate Rs.

Potash Rs.

Pesticides Rs.

t Crop Codes
Name of crop Code Name of crop Code
Rice 1 Other Vegetables 6
Pulses 2 Prawn 7
Potato 3 All other fishes 8
Tomato 4 Any other 9
Chille 5 (please mention)

2 Land cultivated = own land + leased-in land — leased-out land
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HH EXPENDITURE SURVEY
Appendix TO 2'° ROUND for village Pakhiralay
(Tourism-related questions)

Al. Do you derive any direct economic benefit from tourists? YES1 NO: 2

Al.l.(If “YES’) What type of works do you and/or the members of your family perform
as tourist service provider/s? [Please fill up the following table]

IdCode | Serviceto Tourists (put | For how many daysina | Actual income/ profit in last month
of family | code! codes) [Mention | year you provide such | (January), if any [as perceived by the
member briefly if code=14] services?? respondent] (in Rs)
* Service Code
Service Code Service Code
As owner of aboat carrying tourists 1 As afish/vegetable/ fruit/honey vendor in 8
Pakhiralay
As aboat driver/helper of tourist boats 2 As aowner of a phone booth in Pakhiralay 9
As atourist lodge owner 3 As one supplying drinking water in tourist
boats/launches and hot water to Lodges 10
By renting out own dwelling rooms for 4 As aprofessiona cook during tourist
tourists (during peak season) Season
11
As a permanent employee of a tourist 5 As a Forest guide
hotel/lodge (like manager drawing monthly
salary) 12
As atemporary employee of atourist lodge 6 Asavan-puller 13
drawing daily wage (e.g., cooking, cleaning
rooms and utensils washing clothes, etc.)
Running a tea/food shop in Pakhiralay 7 Any other( please briefly describe) 14

2 For those (like shop owners) whose services are provided year-round even for the locals, please enter the
number of days the respondent considers significantly remunerative from tourism.
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[For the rest of the questions, please Put V in relevant boxes]

A2. Do you think there is scope for developing tourism in Sundar bans?

A2.1: If “Yes’, what should be done? (Please put V for 3 most important requirements)

Develop and improve communication from Kolkata (transport)
Develop moreaccommodation facilities (at existing price)
Develop morelow priced accommodation facilities

Devel op marketing (opening more booking offices)

Provideall timeelectricity

Increase number of watch towers in the forest

Permit tourists to go deep into the forest

Disseminate more information about the Sundarbans (by Govt)
Regulate rowdy and noisy tourist groups

A3: Tourism isresponsble for increasing the land prices in Pakhiralay. Do you agree?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

uNou

Indifferent

uYegv

Strong “Yes'

A3.1.1f agreed, do you think the effect of such increase in land price is good for locals?

1 2 3 4 5
Strong “No” "No” Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes’
A3.2: Do you have plan to sdll your land (if any) to outside
. . YES NO
investors in near future?
A3.3: Doyou haveplan toventureintotourism-related YES NO
activity/businessin future?

A3.4: If “Yes’, why are you not doing it immediately? (please record the comments briefly)
[like lack of financial assistance, lack of experience, restriction from Gowt. Departments,
etc.]

A4: Thereisimprovement in telecommunication facilities due to tourism in Pakhiralay.
Do you think you are benefiting from it?

1 2 3 4 5
Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes’

Strong “No” "No”

A5: Do you think you have benefited from improvement in road conditions/ferry services
due to tourism in Pakhiralay?

1 2 3 4 5
Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes’

Strong “No” "No”
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A6: Tourists roaming in streets, and boats/launches carrying them, may lead to
congestion in the roads/ferry jetty. This may make local commuters' journey
uncomfortable. As a local commuter, do you think it is a problem?

1 2 3 4 5
Strong “No” "No” Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes’

A7.1: Tourism may beresponsible for increasing commadity pricesin Pakhiralay compared
to nearby villages. Villagers who sell their products to the tourists benefit from

such increase in prices. Do you agree?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

"No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes'

A7.2:Due to such increases in prices of local products, the villagers in Pakhiralay have

to pay more than others. As a local villager, are you adversely affected?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

nNOu

Indifferent

"YeS"

Strong “ Yes’

A8: Do you think tourists arrival in large numbers aggravate the problem of drinking
water scarcity in Pakhiralay in the tourist season?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

"No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes’

A9: Do you think arrival of tourists may cause serious pollution problems (land/air/
water/noise) and cause environmental degradation in Pakhiralay ?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

nNOu

Indifferent

nYes)!

Strong “Yes'

A10. Do you think tourists cause disturbance to animals and birds in the Forest?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

“No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes'

All. Do you think that tourism has been able to decrease locals forest exploitation/

dependence by providing them with alternative earning opportunities?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

“No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes'

A12: Do you think that there are increasing incidences of theft, snatching, and petty
crime in Pakhiralay village due to increase in tourist arrival? Do you feel more
insecure in this context?

1

2

3

5

Strong “No”

"No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes'
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A13: Do you think there is improvement in your knowledge about city/outside world and
about modern health/medicine facilities due to your interaction with tourists in

Pakhiralay?
1 2 3 4 5
Strong “No” "No” Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes’

Al4: Tourism may encourage the flourishing of local culture as they patronize local
cultural shows. It also helps to disseminate local culture to the outside world. Are
you in favour of it?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

“No”

Indifferent

"Yes'

Strong “Yes’

A15: Tourists dress codes, aggressive behaviour and language, different taste and culture

may influence the local youth and may also affect the privacy of a village home. Do

you experience such adverse impacts in Pakhiralay?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

"NO“

Indifferent

llYeSn

Strong “Yes'

A16: Tourism has provided earning opportunity unequally among the villagers in
Pakhiralay. This has increased economic inequality among villagers. Do you agree?

1

2

3

4

5

Strong “No”

uNoﬂ

Indifferent

uYegv

Strong “Yes'

A17: The economic inequality that has possibly resulted from tourism-money has affected
the social fraternity and mutual faith/nonour among villagersin Pakhiralay. Do you

agree?
1 2 3 4 5
Strong “No” "No” Indifferent "Yes’ Strong “Yes”

A18. Any other comment regarding tourism in Pakhiralay:
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