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ABSTRACT 
 
Background: Uttarakhand is a hilly state and a very little land is under cultivation but animal 
husbandry appears to be a good source of livelihood for farmers and sheep rearing is one of the 
major components of animal husbandry in Uttarakhand which help farmers to run their life. Sheep 
rearing is much prevailing in hilly regions of the state. 
Aim: To study the socio-economic condition of the Sheep rearers. 
Methodology: A study was conducted in the Uttarkashi district of Uttarakhand. A total of 80 rearers 
were selected randomly from the Bhatwari block of Uttarkashi, Uttarakhand and a pre structured 
questionnaire was used to collect the data from the rearers. Respondents were classified into three 
categories on the basis of the number of sheep viz. small (having less than 50 sheep), medium 
(between 50-100 sheep), and large (more than 100 sheep).  
Result: The Study showed that small rearers have 46.86 average number of sheep whereas 
medium size rearers have 73.88 and large rearers have 258.52 average number of sheep. Out of 
which number of Rams were lowest. Most of the rearers were from 35-50 years of age group. 48.74 
% of rearers had completed their primary education and 14.11% of rearers were illiterate. The 

Short Research Article 



 
 
 
 

Rawat and Kumar; AJAEES, 39(9): 122-128, 2021; Article no.AJAEES.72755 
 
 

 
123 

 

majority of rearers (i.e., 68.75) were engaged with two occupations. On an average 57.48 % of 
rearers were OBCs (Other backward class) and 29.99 % were from the tribal community (i.e., 
Bhotiya). The average income of small, medium, and large farm group was ₹53,440, ₹89,627, and  
₹1,96,802 respectively. 
Conclusion: It was concluded that there is a need to eradicate the lack of awareness about the new 
technologies and educate the rearers about more efficient ways of sheep rearing. With this women 
participation and youth should also be encouraged to involve in sheep rearing. 

 
 
Keywords: Animal husbandry; livelihood; sheep rearing; socio-economic. 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Animal Husbandry plays a very crucial role in the 
rural economy [1-7]. It has a significant 
contribution to our country’s GDP. As per the 20th 
livestock census, India has one of the largest 
livestock population. Particularly, in Sheep 
population India ranks third in the world and it is 
increased by 14.1% over the 19

th
 census and it is 

the highest increase among all other livestock 
[8]. Sheep is one such animal which can adapt 
itself in any conditions and it is very suitable to 
rear in the mountainous regions too. Sheep can 
climb in mountain easily and can bear the cold 
temperature of the place and also contribute in 
multiple ways to help the rearer. Sheep is used 
for meat, milk, wool and in many a place Ram 
(Male sheep) is used to carry the load. Sheep 
can turn a low investment into high profits. Unlike 
other many animals, Sheep do not need costly 
buildings [9-16]. Sheep is a good resource to 
convert waste into a beneficial product, as it can 
easily digest a variety of plants including weed 
also and convert this waste into products like 
wool, milk, and meat. The Indigenous breed of 
sheep reared by the Uttarakhand rearers is 
Gaddi which is majorly used for wool and meat. 
 

In Uttarakhand, sheep is reared with traditional 
practices still many rearers use to rear their 
sheep in forest area and travel along with them 
and spend their most of the life in forest area and 
most of them are less educated and do not give 
much importance to education and also, they are 
not aware with latest technology of the sector. 
Therefore, it is important to highlight their socio-
economic conditions to find out the suggestion by 
scholars, researchers and policymakers to make 
the activity more profitable for them. Given that, 
this study was undertaken in the Uttarkashi 
district of Uttarakhand to identify the socio-
economic condition of sheep rearers. 
 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 

Bhatwari block of Uttarkashi district of 
Uttarakhand state was selected as the study 

area, since this district is having a high 
population of sheep in Uttarakhand. Seven 
villages from the district have been selected 
where sheep rearing is practiced in an extensive 
system. To find out the socio-economic 
conditions of the sheep rearers of the study area, 
a total of 80 sheep farmers were chosen by 
simple random sampling technique. Based on 
the number of sheep reared the sheep farmers 
were classified as small, medium, and large 
farmers. 
 
Small size farm group - having holding below 50 
sheep. 
Medium size farm group - having holding 50-100 
sheep. 
Large size farm group - having holding above 
100 sheep. 
 
The structured and pilot-tested questionnaire 
was used to collect the data, and then collected 
data were calculated and analyzed by using 
average and percentage. 
 
The period of the study was: 1

st 
December 2020 

– 31st May 2021. 
 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
It is clear from Table 1 that there was a large gap 
between the number of sheep in large size of 
sheep rearers and small size of sheep rearers 
and number of Rams (i.e., Male sheep) were less 
in each category of rearers. This was because 
only one male can mate with 40-50 Ewes 
(Female sheep) to produce 1-2 Lambs. 
 
The Age composition of the family of rearers is 
indicated in Table 2 The sample average 
percentage of males was higher than that of 
females. It can be seen from the table that age 
group of 31 to 59 years was more followed by 
15-30 years age group. The population of young 
people was significantly higher than other age 
group and we can imply that the right education 
at right time to the young people can encourage 
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a large number of population towards this 
profitable agri-business.  
 
Table 3 revealed the age composition of rearers. 
The sample average percentage of males was 
much higher than women. Participation of 
women in sheep rearing in the study area was 
very less. Also, the rearers of 35 to 50 years of 
age group were more followed by the age group 
of above 50 years. The participation of 18-25 
years age group people in sheep rearing was 

comparatively less than the old age people. 
Being a productive age group, the involvement of 
18-25 years age group people should be more as 
they have ability to work more actively and 
efficiently. 
 
We can observe from Table 4 that the majority of 
sheep rearers were OBC followed by ST 
(Scheduled tribes) and the tribe in the study  
area used to engage in this occupation was 
Bhotiya.  

 
Table 1. Average size of Sheep per farm in different size of farm groups 

 
Total no. of Respondents=80 

   S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.No. Particular Different size of farm groups Sample 
average Small Medium Large 

1. Total number of sheep rearers 29 24 27 26.67 

2. Average number of sheep per 
farm 

46.86 
(100) 

73.88 
(100) 

258.52 
(100) 

126.42 
(100) 

3. Average number of ram per 
farm 

2.21 

(4.71) 

2.38 

(3.22) 

11.85 

(4.58) 

5.48 

(4.33) 

4. Average number of ewe per 
farm 

17.10 

(36.49) 

28.33 

(38.34) 

95.19 

(36.87) 

46.87 

(37.07) 

5. Average number of lamb per 
farm 

27.55 

(58.80) 

43.17 

(58.44) 

151.48 

(58.55) 

74.07 

(58.60) 
NOTE: Figures in parenthesis are percentages in respective column totals 

 
Table 2. Description of age and sex composition of families in different size of farm groups 

 
Total no. of Respondents=80 

S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particular Different size of farm group Sample average 

Small  Medium Large 

1 Average size of 
farm families 

5.52 

(100) 

5.96 

(100) 

7.04 

(100) 

6.17 

(100) 
2 Sex composition 

 Male 3.10 

(56.51) 

3.42 

(57.38) 

3.81 

(54.11) 

3.44 

(55.75) 
 Female 2.42 

(43.90) 

2.54 

(42.62) 

3.26 

(45.89) 

2.74 

(44.25) 
3. Age composition 

 Below 15 years 1.00 

(18.11) 

0.75 

(12.58) 

1.26 

(17.89) 

1.00 

(16.20) 

 15-30 years 1.89 

(34.23) 

2.02 

(33.90) 

2.09 

(29.69) 

2 

(32.41) 

 31-59 years 2.15 
(38.94) 

2.42 

(40.60) 

2.54 

(36.07) 

2.37 

(38.41) 

 60 years and above 0.48 

(8.71) 

0.79 

(13.26) 

1.15 

(16.34) 

0.80 

(13.14) 
NOTE: Figures in parenthesis are percentages in respective column totals 
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Table 3. Description of age and sex composition in different size of farm groups 
 

Total no. of Respondents=80 
S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particular Different size of farm group Sample average 
Small  Medium Large 

1 Total number of 
sheep rearers 

29 24 27 26.67 

2 Sex composition 
 Male 24 

(82.75) 
22 
(91.66) 

27 
(100) 

24.33 
(91.22) 

 Female 5 
(17.24) 

2 
(8.33) 

0 
(0) 

2.33 
(8.73) 

3. Age composition 
 18- 25 years 1 

(3.44) 
0 
(00) 

2 
(7.40) 

1.00 
(3.75) 

 25-35 years 7 
(24.13) 

5 
(20.83) 

4 
(14.81) 

5.33 
(19.98) 

 35-50 years 16 
(55.17) 

10 
(41.66) 

13 
(48.14) 

13 
(48.74) 

 50 years and above 5 
(10.34) 

9 
(37.50) 

8 
(29.62) 

7.33 
(27.48) 

NOTE: Figures in parenthesis are percentages in respective column totals 
 

Table 4. Description of caste of sheep rearers in different size of farm groups 
 

                                                                              Total no. of Respondents=80                
S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particular Different size of farm group Sample 
average Small  Medium Large 

1. Total number of sheep 
rearers 

29 
(100) 

24 
(100) 

27 
(100) 

26.67 
(100) 

2 General 0 
(0.00) 

1 
(4.16) 

2 
(7.40) 

1 
(3.74) 

3 OBC 20 
(68.96) 

15 
(62.50) 

11 
(40.74) 

15.33 
(57.48) 

4 SC 2 
(6.89) 

5 
(20.83) 

0 
(0.00) 

2.33 
(8.73) 

5 ST 7 
(24.15) 

3 
(12.51) 

14 
(51.86) 

8 
(29.99) 

NOTE: Figures in parenthesis are percentages in respective column totals. 
 

Table 5 revealed the educational status of 
different size of farms groups. Literacy 
percentage was highest in small farm groups 
90.56 % followed by medium size farm 86.73 % 
and large size farms 81.53%. The sample 
average literacy for different size of farms group 
was 85.89 %. 
 

From the table, it can be inferred that illiteracy 
percentage was highest in large-size farm group 
18.47% followed by medium-size farms 13.27 % 
and was lowest in small size farms 9.44% 
Sample average illiteracy was 14.11 % for 
different size of farms groups. 

 
Table 6 showed the occupational status of 
different sizes of farm groups. The percentage of 

rearers involved only in one occupation was 
more in large size farm group i.e., 37.04 % 
followed by medium size farm group 4.17%, and 
0 % in case of small size farms. The sample 
average for primary occupation was 13.75%. 
Rearers involved in two occupations in small, 
medium and large size of farm groups were 
72.41%,79.17% and 55.56% respectively and the 
sample average for secondary occupation was 
68.75% among the different sizes of farm groups. 
The percentage of people involved in three 
occupations was highest in small-size farm 
groups 27.59% followed by medium-size farm 
groups 16.67% and lowest in large-size farm 
groups 7.41%. The sample average for tertiary 
occupation was 17.50 % in different size of farms 
group. 
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Table 5. Detail description of literacy in family of different size of farm groups 
 

Total no. of Respondents=80 
S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.No. Particulars Size of farm group Sample average 
Small Medium Large 

1. Average size of farm 
families 

5.52 5.96 7.04 6.17 

2. Educational status  
 Primary 1.86 

(33.69) 
1.50 
(25.16) 

2.04 
(28.98) 

1.80 
(29.18) 

 High school 1.76 
(31.88) 

1.79 
(30.03) 

1.81 
(25.71) 

1.78 
(28.87) 

 Intermediate 0.83 
(15.03) 

1.67 
(28.02) 

1.48 
(21.02) 

1.32 
(21.41) 

 Graduation and above 0.55 
(9.96) 

0.21 
(3.52) 

0.41 
(5.82) 

0.39 
(6.43) 

3. Total literacy 5.00 
(90.56) 

5.17 
(86.73) 

5.74 
(81.53) 

5.30 
(85.89) 

4. Total illiteracy 0.52 
(9.44) 

0.79 
(13.27) 

1.30 
(18.47) 

0.87 
(14.11) 

Note: Figures in parenthesis represent percentage of respective column 
 

Table 6. Detail description of occupational distribution in different size of farm groups 
 

Total no. of Respondents=80 
S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particulars Size of farm group Total 

Sample  Small Medium Large 

1. Size of farms groups 29 

(100) 

24 

(100) 

27 

(100) 

80 

(100) 

2. One occupation 

(primary occupation) 
0 
(0) 

1 
(4.17) 

10 
(37.04) 

11 
(13.75) 

3. Two occupation (secondary 
occupation) 

21 

(72.41) 

19 

(79.17) 

15 

(55.56) 

55 

(68.75) 

4. Three occupation 

(tertiary occupation) 

8 

(27.59) 

4 

(16.67) 

2 

(7.41) 

14 

(17.50) 
NOTE: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to the column total 

 
Table 7. Description of average family income in different farm groups 

 
Total no. of Respondents=80 

S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particulars Income of different Size of farm group (₹/annum) 

Small Medium Large 

1. From Primary occupation 26,900 76,530 1,90,240 
2. From Secondary occupation 16,650 9,520 4,400 
3. From Tertiary occupation 9,890 3,577 2,162 
4. Total Average Income 53,440 89,627 1,96,802 

  
Table 7 revealed the family income of different 
farm groups. The total average income in small 
and medium size farm groups was ₹53,440 and 
₹89,627 respectively. Even in large-size of farm 

group the total average income was only 
₹1,96,802. Sheep rearing, being a profitable 
source of income, rearers were earning very low 
and living a backward life in the study area. 
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Table 8. Detail description of place for rearing sheep chosen by different size of farm groups 
 

Total no. of Respondents=80 
S+M+L=29+24+27=80 

S.no. Particulars Size of farm group Total 
Sample  Small Medium Large 

1. Size of farms groups 29 
(100) 

24 
(100) 

27 
(100) 

80 
(100) 

2. Forest 0 
(0) 

13 
(54.16) 

24 
(88.88) 

37 
(46.25) 

3. House 18 
(62.06) 

9 
(37.50) 

0 
(00.00) 

27 
(33.75) 

4. Owned farm 
 

11 
(37.93) 

2 
(8.33) 

3 
(11.11) 

26 
(32.5) 

NOTE: Figures in the parenthesis indicates percentage to the column total 
 

Table 8 showed the description of place for 
rearing sheep chosen by rearers. In large-size 
farm group 46.25% of rearers and nobody was 
using house to raise their sheep. Also, in 
medium-size farm group large percentage of 
rearers (54.16%) were raising their sheep in 
forest areas while in small size farm group 
nobody was dependent on the forest instead of 
that 62.06% of rearers were using house and 
37.63% of rearers were raising the sheep in their 
own farm.  
 

4. CONCLUSION 
 
The study revealed that the majority of 
respondents (38.41%) were from 30-60 years of 
age group and majority of family members of 
respondents were male (55.75%). 62.50% of 
respondents were from OBC group and 29.99% 
from the tribal community (i.e, Bhotiya). Literacy 
percentage was highest in small farm groups 
with 90.56% and the majority of small-size farm 
group respondents were engaged in two and 
three occupations with 27.59% and 55.56% 
respectively. The respondents with higher 
educational qualification were engaged in more 
than one source of income and sheep rearing 
was not their primary occupation.  The economic 
condition of rearers was not good as they were 
not getting good returns from the business and 
one of the main reasons can be the lack of 
extension services and awareness about the new 
technologies as most of the rearers were still 
following traditional approach for the rearing. 
There is the need to spread the awareness about 
the new methods and technologies. With this, it 
should also be suggested that there is need to 
encourage the people, of 18-25 and 25-35-years 
age group, towards the sheep rearing because 
the involvement of young people with such type 
of profit giving enterprise will help in flourishing 

the economic conditions of people, especially in 
rural area. It was also observed that women 
participation was very less, there is a need to 
involve more women so that they can become 
self-reliant. Hence, we can recommend that the 
awareness campaigns and advanced extension 
services are requisite factors for encouraging 
young people and women in the direction of 
sheep rearing and to ameliorate the socio-
economic condition of the study area. 
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