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Table 1 : Efficiency Scores of the Sampled States at Various fronts of Efficiency Measurement

S.No. Name of the State  OTE  PTE  SE    

Peer 
count  

1 Andhra Pradesh 0.474  0.634  0.747  drs  0  

2
 

Assam
 

0.757
 

1.000
 

0.757
 

drs
 

16
 

3
 

Bihar
 

0.746
 

1.000
 

0.746
 

drs
 

8
 

4
 

Chhatisgarh
 

0.409
 

0.527
 

0.777
 

drs
 

0
 

5
 

Goa
 

1.000
 

1.000
 

1.000
   

2
 

6

 
Gujarat

 
0.467

 
0.582

 
0.802

 
drs

 
0

 
7

 

Haryana

 

0.403

 

0.527

 

0.765

 

drs

 

0

 
8

 

Himachal Pardesh

 

0.550

 

0.698

 

0.787

 

drs

 

0

 9

 

Jammu & Kashmir

 

0.446

 

0.458

 

0.974

 

drs

 

0

 10

 

Jharkhand

 

0.477

 

0.818

 

0.583

 

drs

 

0

 11

 

Karnataka

 

0.459

 

0.609

 

0.753

 

drs

 

0

 12 Kerala 0.536 0.704 0.761 drs 0
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13

 

Madhaya

 

Pardesh

 

0.731

 

0.976

 

0.750

 

drs

 

0

 14

 

Maharashtra

 

0.443

 

0.590

 

0.751

 

drs

 

0

 
15

 

Odisha

 

0.508

 

0.677

 

0.750

 

drs

 

0

 
16

 

Punjab

 

0.447

 

0.574

 

0.779

 

drs

 

0

 
17

 

Rajasthan

 

0.493

 

0.650

 

0.759

 

drs

 

0

 
18

 

Sikkim

 

0.438

 

0.544

 

0.804

 

drs

 

0

 

19

 

Tamil Nadu

 

0.517

 

0.690

 

0.750

 

drs

 

0

 

20

 

Tripura

 

0.400

 

0.456

 

0.878

 

drs

 

0

 

21

 

Uttar Pradesh

 

0.457

 

1.000

 

0.457

 

drs

 

0

 

22

 

Uttaranchal

 

0.467

 

0.601

 

0.778

 

drs

 

0

 

23

 

West Bengal

 

0.510

 

0.679

 

0.751

 

drs

 

0

 

24 Pondicherry 0.973 1.000 0.973 drs 12

Mean Score 0.546 0.708 0.776

Source: Author's calculations.
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The analytical Table 2 explicates clearly that no slacks were 
observed as far as the outputs in the form of 'Swarojgaris' are 
concerned i.e. the jobs are provided according to the targeted 
plans by the sampled states throughout the country. But on the 
other hand, serious slacks/deviations were observed in case of 19 
states regarding both the inputs-'credit disbursed' and 'subsidy 
disbursed'. Assam, Bihar, Goa, Utter Pradesh and Pondicherry 
are the states leaving no sign of variations in outputs and inputs 
under the study. The remaining 19 states are infected by the 
virus of slacks in their inputs, which dogged their efficiency and 
they are in woods, as far as the perfect efficiency level attainment 
by them is concerned. 

When the slacks in 'credit disbursed' were analyzed, it was found 
that the State of Gujarat (91.12 per cent) was having the highest 
variations in the input followed by Tripura (72.57), Himachal 
Pradesh (71.85), Haryana (69.85), Punjab (68.17), and 
Rajasthan (67.74), etc. but, the absolute figures tell a different 
story. The state of Andhra Pradesh showed a very substantial 
slack of Rs. 7036.839 lac which was much higher than the State 
of Gujarat (Rs. 2421.917 lac) having highest slacks on the basis 
of percentage. Similarly, other important states showing 
significant slacks in the input in terms of absolute amount are-
Tamil Nadu (Rs. 3665.67 lac), Karnataka (Rs. 2678.675lac), 
Odisha (Rs. 2648.058 lac), Gujarat (Rs. (Rs. 2421.917 lac ), 
and Rajasthan (Rs. 2328.821 lac).

Almost similar situation was observed in case of slacks in 
'subsidy disbursed' input. Here, the top position was held by 
Sikkim (55.15 per cent) followed by Tripura (54.42 per cent), 
Jammu & Kashmir (54.25 per cent), Haryana (47.33 per cent), 
Chhattisgarh (47.32 per cent), Gujarat (41.79 per cent), and 
Maharashtra (40.97 per cent). But the actual slacks in absolute 
amount are much higher in the states of Andhra Pradesh (Rs. 
1337.26 lac), Maharashtra (Rs. 865.978 lac), Odisha (Rs. 
719.862 lac), Karnataka (Rs. 642.729 lac),  and West Bengal 
(Rs. 594.724 lac).

It was revealed through the analysis that the big states investing 
huge amounts under the scheme observed bigger slacks in 
comparison to the smaller states.

Conclusion And Suggestions

The study of 24 sampled Indian States implementing the 
scheme of SGSY for the empowerment of the scheduled caste 
beneficiaries found all states inefficient at all the fronts of 
efficiency measurement i.e. PTE, OTE and SE except the State 
of Goa. The State of Goa is a perfect performer by chance, as its 
investment and total scale of working is very small in 
comparison to other sampled states under the study. Since, the 
Overall Technical Efficiency (OTE) is the product of Pure 
Technical Efficiency (PTE) and the Scale Efficiency (SE), and its 
mean score for all the states under study is approximately 55 

percent, hence it can easily be presumed that the inefficiency to 
the tone of 45 per cent is prevailing in the functioning of the 
sampled states in general. Likewise, the mean score of all the 
states under study regarding PTE and SE is approximately 71 
and 78 per cent respectively signifying thereby that inefficiency 
level of 29 and 22 per cent is persisting for all the states taken 
together which becomes an obvious target to be achieved in 
general by the states to make the scheme a success and assuring 
the inclusion of SCs in the main stream of development of the 
nation. Since all the sampled states are functioning at 
diminishing returns to scale, hence, it is advised that the scale of 
operations must be readjusted by the respective states in an 
optimum manner by decreasing the volume as per the 
requirement by consulting Table 2 under the study. The 
functioning of the State of Pondicherry may be followed by 
other inefficient states since; it emerged as leader among all the 
states by utilizing the resources in an optimal manner. All the 
sampled states got the outputs as per the expectations, by using 
the inputs and showed no signs of slacks but, when it came to the 
inputs, serious slacks were observed in both the inputs by almost 
all the States except five, meaning thereby that the same results 
regarding the outputs would have been achieved with the 
targeted amounts of the inputs which has been attained through 
the actual. The big States investing huge amounts have shown 
bigger slacks of substantial amounts, which need to be 
controlled in the interest of the States in particular and of the 
nation in general. The excessive amounts invested exhibits the 
lack of interest and negligence on the part of the implementing 
authorities who are required to take immediate action to control 
the wasting scarce resources of the country and to help the 
vulnerable population to grow with dignity by contributing 
positively towards a strong national building process.
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