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The .paper i s  an attemgt I.0 fo:mi;late hypotheses 

agrarian structure under t r a n s i t i o n ,  It i s  r e s t r i c t e d  in 

s c o p e  to 3 i f 3 e r e n t i a l s  in rates of _ p ~ k i l i o n i n g  among the 

a ~ r a r i s n  c l a s s e s .  The analytical Pr:me?tor!;_ i s  one vh ich  

takes i n t o  eccor;nt t h e  divislon of 3:.-:02r v i t h i n  b a t h  t h e  

h o u s e h o l d  z . i ~ C  the  a g ~ a x i e n  s o c j - e t y .  ';'he hygo!,Ceses are  
--- - 

concerned 3 ~ i t : l  :,he economic rationale o-- ~astitioninp or 

r e s i s t a n c e  L o  it an6 hence w i t h  t h e  a2-vsntageu i;.nS. disad,van- 

tages a p r i n g 5 n ~  f r o m  mcrket rorces  , s - i e c i f  i e  t o  d i f f e r e q t  

classes, w 5 i c h  CF-n a r r e s t  a r  ~ r o n o t e  : > a . ? i i t i : ~ n i n ~ .  

The syec i f i e r !  s y r ~ . r i a i z  stmc%cre j.s one t h i c h  is 
1 

I associdted ~ S t h  d e v e l o p i n g  cd;$j?kis-L : : s l a L i o n s ,  st c a n  

I be made to correspon?. to reg ionc l  s t r u c t v r e s  emerging T $thin 

t h e  couniry during t h e  ~ o s  t- indepencer~ce period o:ily 2: ' t e r  

modi fy  in:,* iC s u f f i c i e n t l y  by t~t.;r_ing i n t o  ttccount t h e  ne.ture 

*To be presented at a serninmir at, the C3S (igkrch 9 ,  1979) a,nd 
at a b o ~ k s h o p  on C l a s s i c a l  P o l i t i c a l  2conom;r and i t s  dele-  
vance to InZian Economic ~ r o b l e r n s ,  at t h e  i71E ()larch 1 i3 and 
1 7 ,  1979).  



and s t r e q t h  of pre-capitslist r e l a t i o n s  s p e c i f  j.c t o  the 

r e g i o n s .  The struc5ure we discuss in this noTe is des igned  

to approximte that o f  X e r a l ~  a n d  has t h e  f ollowinp elements, 

( A )  The lc lass c f a ~ r i c t . l t u r d 1  Z?..jo~-:re.-s vho derive 

s : t s i s t e n c e  rnsinly from wage income. 2fsy  msy or may n o t  

a;?n ( o r  l e a s e  in) land znd  i n c l v d e  'at-:-,;,c?led "askers.  

( 6 )  Pbe c l a s s  o f  poor ~ e a s a n t s  i h o  d e r i v e  a part 

o f  t h e i r  income from c u l t i v a t i n a  (avned or l eased  in) l and  

b u t  a l s o  depsgd on %age i ~ c o r n e .  
/- - 

(c) The class o f  middle  peasan ts  who d e r i v e  suksis-  

t ence  m ~ i n l y  yron  c u l t i v a t i n g  (owned or l e ~ s e d  i n )  l and  

t h r o u g h  f arni ly labour. - 
(3) The c l a s s e s  o f  rich peasan-Ls aEd capitalist 

farmers on whose farms c i : . l t i v a t i o n  i s  d o ~ e  mainly ky wage 

labour. Ecaoomic activity atlong househo las  belonging t o  - 
t h e s e  c l a s s e s  is d i v s r s j  f i e d  and incomes are earneC, apart 

from agricultnxe,  f r o m  trade, trans port, salar ies  and 

s c t i v i  t ;  s rl .'i,eC t o  sf-. ,-ic ~l tu-e t:, a va ly ing  extent. 

( 3 )  The c l z s s  of l~ndlords vho l e a s e  out t h e i r  - 
Lend wholly. They ao  n o t  e x i s t ,  hobever ,  in s pcre  f o r m .  
/- 

They d e r i v e  s ~ a i s t ~ n t i z  1 incomes f r o n ~  so;-rces o t h e r  t h a n  

a g r i c u l t u r e  ~s t h o s c  i n  (L) Go.  

Some hy;;othes e s  cen  now be f o r m c l ~ ~ t e d .  agricultural 

i e b o u r e r s  and Foor  ljessants E r e  i n v o l v e d  in the markets mainly 



as se l l ers  of' l a b o u r  power a n d  buyers of w a g e  goods, and 

o n l y  to 3 l i m i t e d  extent as s e l l e r s  of ~ g r i c u l t u r a l  p roducs .  

The Labour  merket,  characterised by a hi23 degree o f  ua- 

employment, does n o t  c o n f e r  zny s 2 e c i s l  advan tage  t o  a j o i n t  

family ( l o o s e l y  d e f i n e d ) ;  on t h e  at!her nand,  u n c e r t a i n t y  of 

f i n d i n g  work, e s p e c i d l l y  in the lean s o e s o n s ,  my rna're i n t r a -  

family income-sharinp d i f f i c r l l t  f o r  j o i n t  families. X i t h  

regard t o  5-nying o f  c o m m ~ d i t ~ i e s  and  t h e  l i ~ i t e d  selling of 

agriculkural  produce no g a i n s  a c c r u e  - to  =2nEivided households .  

There are  thus no e c ~ n o m i c  f e r c e s  t o  crsest  p a r t i t i o n i n g  

among such hcuseho lds .  i ~ a r e o v e r ,  lo?;: lc v e l s  of expecthtion 

of life among them induce a faster-than-dvurage t i m e  r a t e  

of reproduction (of households) w h i c h  is rea l i sed  t h r o u g h  

early ~ r r i ~ g e .  The l a t t e r  reinf orcez i h e  tendency towards 

partitioning. For 'attached' lsbour h o c s e h o l d s ,  however,  

because of lsc'l; o f  f r e edom tc p a r t i t i o i l  or of s e c u r i t y  of 

employment -&st sti ch a t t a c  hrnerrt entail:; ,  forces vorkine 

a g a i n s t  part iti oning may o p e r ~ t e  . 

wherein c c o n o r i c  a c t i v i t y  is d i v e r s i f i e d ,  v o r k  - bo-th on- 

farm and of  f - f ? , r m - i s  mainly supervisory in naturu and is 

assoc ia t ,cd t:i bh no i o n l y  c v l +  l; v a t . i on  - ;1' a l s o  the p r o c e s s i n g  
0- 

a r ~ d  mci-1.:c!tirc o f  2 r o d u c e .  I here &re : P - s  dj stJi n e t  economic 

advarrtages ~+:E~ich a j o i n t  f a m i l y  % i t h  r,, l 5 r g c  ntrrnber 09 ac'ults  

en,oys  o v e r  7, n ~ c l c n r  family ( w i t h  mc-e o r  less c h i l d r e n ) ,  

S e s i d e s ,  t ,hc  i nvc lvemsn t  of s v c h  households in trade ~ n d  ,, 



trensport  confers  economic advantsges in k n y i n g  ( of inputs ) 

and selling (of output)  and hence c o n s t i t u t e s  a d i s i n c e n t i v e  

to ~ ~ r - b i t i o n i n g  . -~ ,ynrt  f r o m  a l l  t h i s ,  +he d i . f f i c u l t i e s  of 

l iqu i?a t i . on  0 2  indivisible - s s e t s  ( w h i c l l  may be necessary 

f o r  p a r t i t i o n )  also t e n d  to s lo t+-  down t h e  proces s  of p a z t i -  

t i n n i n g .  VE:aL is i m ~ o r t a n t  in t h i s  c o ~ t c x t  is not merely 

the  relhtionship b e t w e e n  ' carnulat ion of economic advsntcge  ' 

and ~ . c c u r n u l c t i o n  (t,he effect o f  i n t e r - l i n k e d  r n ~ r k e t s )  which 

is e x f e r n ~ l  to %he household but % l s o  t h e  diversification 

of economic c c t i v i t y  v i t h i n  t h ~  household i t se l f .  Salary 

earnings can p l s y  an important  r o l e  in h i n g i n g  abou t  such 

diversification. 

Slncc we have <~ssurned t h ~ ~ t  in l a n d l o r d  households 

a l s o  t h e  rcnge o r  economic c c t i v i t y  is v i d e ,  much of the 

a b o v e  reasoning applies t o  them as well. A l t h o u g h  t h e  

o r g a n i s r ~ t i o n  of ; or'c 7.7ithin such households does not involve  

s u p e r v i s i o n  of c i l l t i va t  i o n ,  il, includes the collection of 

rent and its diugoss; < i n c l z i i i n g  ~ a r k e t i n ~ ] .  

; E %thus hypothesise that r:-~-i;cr, of p a r t i f  i n n i n g  will 

b e  h i d h  c.rnon::. : ~ ~ r J c ~ ~ l t u r s l  Ic.bo.:rer : i r d  p o o r  peas?-nt ho::se- 

ho lds  and  lor3 among rick p ?essnts. ccspii;: lis ts :~nd 1 ~ n d l o r d s .  

In the  proces s  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  t h c  m i d d l e  pexsnntry is 

-t t r~nistory cc tegory (no-:, ra.if;hstzqding i%s nL! i l i t y  t o  survive 

in some p c r i o d s  or  history). k t  any poinl, of t i m e  the m i d d l e  

Eezsnntry  is no t a homogeneous catego~y, e s p e c i ~ . l l y  w i t h  respect  



t o  the nature and extent of their rnzrket involvement. The 

ca tegory  t h u s  c o n t c i n s  same who resemble p o o r  peesants anu 

some who resemble r i c h  peasants in r e l a t i o n  t o ' t h e  rnerkets. 

?Then, G S  .in t h e  c a s e  of Kerals,  a high  degree of commerciali- 

s a t i o n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  c a e x i s t s  w i t h  c h i g h  inc idence  of family 

farming, rnidGle pe-sant involvement in t h e  market bs s e l l e r s  

of a g r i c u l t u r ~ l  produce can be q u i t e  c o n s i d e r a b l e .  i . e  may 

theref ore expect rates o f plrtiti oning among middle  peasants 

to lie between those of t h e  rich 2nd p o o r  peasants, 

IS. 

While being n o t  very  useful  for categorisntlon of 

the  type we have discussed, a v a i l u b l e  data do throw some 

l i g h t  on the ~ypotheses. Betore discussing t h e  im$lications, 

in this respec t ,  of some well known empirical  observations 

it is necessary first t o  s o r t  o u t  some methodolgical i s sues .  

,.h.;t we  g e n c r ~ i l y  hsve  are deta  re la t ing  t o  averGge 

household size among d i f  f ere-xt populetion gronps. For a 

c l o s e d  p o ? u l : l t i o n ,  this av,:rage, in t h e  long r u n ,  is, doter-  

mined by t h e  b i  sth, d e n t h  and p c r t i t i o n i n g  s t e s .  Household 

size increases  with the b i r t h  r ~ ~ t e  2nd d e c r e ~ s e s  k i t h  the 

death r%.ie. g a r t i t i o n i n g  reduces the  ::vorage Ilousehold size 

s i n c e  :A p<: r t i t i a n e i  household g i v e s  r i s e  t o  t w o  ar more 

households  of  smaller size. bore pracisely, ,the r a t e  of 

increase in the  average household  size can S e  shown to be , 



(b-d-p)/(t+p) where h ,  d and p are the  b i r t h ,  deeth a n d  

p a r t i t i o n i n g  rates respectively.  Accordingly, when we 

look at empirical c arre l%t i  ons involv ' ing household si2e 

we c a n  ind irec t ly  inrer  something ~ b o h t  Ihe ri'Ges of pzrt i -  

tioning ~ r o v i d e d  we have some Itno~rlcdge ?::out the rLSe of 

natural incr-ase (b-ci) . This is p o s s i b l e ,  however, only 

if there s r e  reasons to b e l i o v e  t h \ ~ t  Ghe c o r r e l a t i o n s  are 

the result of long-run tendencies. X second issue relat,es 

to the  r c l ~ t i o n s h i p  betk-een retes of 4 i r t h  and mortality 

Lnd the  age d i s t r i b u t i a n .  IG is w e l l  known in demographic 

theory that age d i s t r i b u t i o n s  % r e  u iore  s e n s i t i v e  (by a 

f a c t o r  of 10 to 1 or more) t o  b i r t h  rates thctn to m o r t a l i t y  

rctes. If one popc ln t ion  has 2 s igni f  i c cn t ly  bigher pro- 

por t ion  of c h i l d r e n  than  in another,  it is c r e ~ s o n n b l c  

inference that the first population has h i g h e r  r ~ t c s  o f  

b i r t h  2nd n a t u r h l  increase*. L e t  us now turn to t h e  e r n p i r i c ~ l  

o bs e rva ti ons . 
( 1  ) Among agri c::lf.i-rwl 1>5oi?r hosseholds  t h o s e  w i t h  

l snd  &vc hcgh~r CV; P-ge 2 i -;::I;LE ~ i t l ~ l . ; ~ t .  This 

ho lds  among b o t h  t h e  ! casual7 .&11.d ' n t t a c h e d  ' l ~ ~ b o u r  hoese-  

h o l d s .  4.rnonk s g r i c ~ l t u r n l  lz?,.ot;r hoaseho:lP.s ~witho!.~t, land, 

' S e e  ( I  ) i-nslcy J. C o ~ l e ,  The Gro-rbh 2nd Structure o r  Human 
F o ~ , u l c t i o n s ,  A hr2hemet l c z l  I n v e s t i g ~ t i o n ,  P r i n c e t o n  
University ? r e s s ,  1972 r:nci ( 2 )  h'cth%:n K e y f i t x ,  
Applied hat  hematic,. 1 Uernogrz~hg, John  u iley, 1 377. 
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a t t a ched  households hzve h i ~ h e r  zverLgt. s i z e  than' that of  

casual l ~ ~ b o c r  households . 

T h e s ~  r s l a t j . o n s h i y s  (3ased on -t,? F da:;:~ in %he 

vari  01 s t ~ g r i c v l t u r a l  Ltsbo:~r = n q g i r i e s )  azpe- r to hzvs CL 

un iversa l  vn1 id i t . y  over s p ~ c e  and ~ i m e  znd hence we must 

look for cn explanation in the rate strccture.  Thk ~ g e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  crnong the d i f f e r e n t  ca%egories l o o k  prac l ia l ly  

c l i k e .  One can thus i n f e r  t h h t  while t h e  b i r t h  ~ n d  death  

rates do n o t  d i f f e r  nmong t h e s e  classes, rctes of p r t i t i o n i n g  

are lower 2rnong those with land; further thnt smang hocseholds 

w i t h o a t  Iznd casucl l ~ b o  urers p a r t i  t i o n  t h e i r  households at n 

rate faster thzn do the  zttached l a b o u r  households. It is 

qui-te s ign i f i car i t ,  in this context ,  tfi?,t c.mong labour hous -2- 

holds w i t l a  l e n d ,  the rclr*-utionship ( w i t h  r e s p e c t  to nvorage 

s i z e )  between a t t a c h e d  2nd ccsual l a l ~ o u r  households i s  n o t  

unambiguous* in some Stctes one cctegory h?,s bhc higher hveraga 

size and in some ?.he o t h e r  baa. Two f a c t o r s  may be at work 

here: zt techmcnt ana lsndsize. 

(L  j &t,:t bcsc.6 01; i .hc Pirst 1 . z r i c u l t u r z l  Labour E n q u i r y  

( 1  951 ) s ho:r +,hat :-Tersge household  s i z e  atlnq c~gr icu l tvr- l  

labour households is srncller t h e n  monE oowncr cultivators crrC 

tenant households all over India. I h u  ~ r o y o r t i o ~  of ch'ldren 

(below 15  is not, hop-ever, strikingly different among 

t h o  dif ferent  c l ~ s s e s .  15 m z y  be i n f  errcd that rates of 

p : ~ r t i t i o n i n g  nmong ngricultursl labour households a r e  higher  



than among t h e  othsr  cl?.sses.. The comparison b e t v l e n  owner 

c c l t i v c t o r s  znd kencnts does n o t  l e c d  t c  :,n t=nz%'biguous 

r e l c t i o n .  LqnZ s i ~ e  c o u l d  b e  r e s g o n s i b l e  f o r  this. The 

1951 c e n s c s  data sho~:  t h a t  l r , n d l o r d  (rent-receiver) house- 

bolas have the h i g h e s t ,  i ~ n d  agricultural  l e k o u r  households  

t h e  lortest ,  avercye nur,~her of pers oas per e e l f  -supporting 

male, among r ; l Z  -the z.!.prarian c l n s s e s .  3Tothirrg can be 

infer re^ from t h i s  in t h e  abance  of data on ntr~nber of 

houceholds (which a r c  n o t  a v ~ i l r * b l e )  znd tho age d i s t r i -  

but  i o n s .  

( 3 )  Y e  nou turn to the universally observed cor- 

r e l a t i o n  butk~cen  t h e  size of 1- .nd ho ld ing  (or a s s e t  holding 

or w e a l t h  in ,qeneml) 2nd the size o f  the household .  Because 

of' t h e  universality of t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n ,  we must  look f o r  an 

explanation in d i f  Pcrenticls in w t e  structures . The expln- 

nation need n a t ,  h o ~ ~ e v e r ,  be universal, for d i f f e r e n t  confi- 

g u r ~ t - i o n s  of t h e  b i r t h ,  death a r d  p ~ r t i t i o n i q  rates can 

b r i n ~  - -bo~ . t  tbu cosrelc-kior!. l'e shall indccd crgue that in 

at l u ~ s  t C r L S e S ,  u l  s., ' ~ l ; ~ . .  , iuss i ;~n :*nclysed by 

ShLnin* 2nd o t h e r s  2nd t b e  Keralc, ( a n d  pessi5ly o t h e r  Indinn) 

data, t h e  r-to structures  m e  s t r i k i n g 1  y dissimilar. 

*See 'i'eodor Shtl n i n ,  The Lr h a r d  Class,  C ~ m b r i d g c  U n i v e r s i t y  
%ress, 2 9 7 2 .  



B e f o r e  we d o  thzt  it is necessGry, hoviever, t o  

c l e ~ r  up ;: methodologies1 point. Land d i s t r i . b u t i o n  d o t a  

do not refer t o  c l o s e d  po?t:.le-i;ion gro--2s. In psrt:cul%r, 

newly pcrt i f  ion& ho~:seholris are smaller i n  s i z e  than 

pcrent hotiseholds and canstcntly move i n t o  c lover size- 

e l - s s  of  l a c d h o l d i n t s .  It c n n  be shown through LL simpla 

mcthematic~l model t h a t  if t h c  r n t e s  of natural increase 

of popalrztion arc n o t  w i d c l y  d i f f e r ~ n t  among t h e  d i f ferent  

size-clnsses, t h a n  even a n i f o n .  rates of p a r t i t i o n i n g  can, 

in the long run, produce a pos i t i ve  correlation between 

size of h o l z i n g  and s i z e  of household;  however, such a 

p o s s i b i l i t y  would depend on t h e  extent of skewness in the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  as well k s  the precise magnitxdes chhmcteri -  

sing the =te stracture. 

But, roughly s p e a k i q  , 'if t h e  r ~ t e s  of n ~ t u r a l  

increese dec l i n e  s i gn i f  i c n n t l y  w i t h  t h e  s i z e  of holding,  

2nd the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  is hi~hly skew, uuiforn rates  of 

prt i l i o n i n g  c-nnot sys ternetic31 ly lower. the  overage size 

of k o ~ s ~ * h o l d  in ahz .  sr,&Ll h o l d i n g s  so 11s to brinq about 

t h e  p o s i t i v e  carrulntion, At itny ra te  t h e  corre lc t ien  

ccnnot be unambiguously int e r ~ r e t  ed ~i thout a knavledge 

of the vcr iat ions  in the S i x t h  and death rates. 
, . 



Table 1 

A g e  Corngosition of the Po~ulation by.SSae of Landholdings: 

K e  r s l u  , 1 970-71 

Size of dve rape 
o$erationkl size of 

holding hausehold 
(hectares ) G-1 5 1 5-55 55-65 Above T o t a l  

65 
( percent of population in size- prou up) 

Source: The Third Decennial World Agricultur31 Census, 1970-71, 
A7e,o;-t for t h e  E e r ~ l a  Stzte, B~reau o f  Economics and 

Bcr-ring the above remarks in mixd l e t  us cons ider  t h e  

data in Table 1 . The c h ~ n g  ing a g e - d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n d i c n t e s  that 

rates of nascral increase are higher in the saiallcr holdings;  

however, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  : o d d  b e  narrow. If sre ::re w i l l i n g  

t o  assume t h n t  death rates are higher in the smll  hoidings 

(this aspems t o  be a reasonable assumytion) it woula follow 



that b i r t h  rates must  ~ l s o  b e  higher.  S o w e v e r ,  the  

possibility o f  uniform rates o f  pnrtitianing bringing 

about  fhe p o s i t i v e  correlatio~ betwebn  l nnd  size and 

h o u s c b o l d  ~ i c o  c d i l ? ~ o t  b e  rl i lcd out on %he bcsis of these 

da ta ,  

A factor which could make t h e  2 ~ L z  more  Pcvourable  

t o  our hypotheses is the  n a t u r e  and s c ~ l e  of Lind transfer 

through s a l e .  If we i d e n t i f y  the latter with the  process 

of dispossession of poo r  and middle p ~ a s a n t s ,  and if we 

assume t h a t  there is a. c l o s e  correspondence bofween size 

of land h o l d i n g  and class-stmatus,  m o b i l i t y  in terms of 

l a n d  size induced by such s a l e  will be a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  the 

movement o f  higher s i z e d  households  in-Lo smnl  l e r  holdings  

and v i c e  versa. 'Thus the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  process works -- 
agsins+,  t h e  p o s i t i v e  ~ o r r e l a f ~ i o n  in t h e  short run 2nd t h e  

pers i s tence  of p o s i t i v e  c o r r a l  t i o n  can result only from 

higher  rctzs c i  p . - r t i t i o n i n n  :x t h e  smaller holdinss. Bowever, 

on both c o ~ ~ n t s  ui:.. l a q d  t r snsyer  through s a l e  

and the correspondence k et u t c ~  1-ndholdir,;, znd class-S~Z~US, 

data are l ack ing .  The s c a n t j .  ~ : L + z  s v ~ , i l z ' t : l e  in fact show 

the e x i s t e n c e  of small h o l d i n g s  in which c u l t i v a t i o n  is done 

l ~ r g e l y  by wzge l a b o u r ,  B e n c c ,  no f i r m  conc lus ions  emerge 

from the data we have been  discussing. 



The Russian deta prezznt  c d i f f e r e n t  pzttern: the 

rstes of p ~ r t i t i o n i n g  rise w i t h  the s i z e  of land holding, 

hut surprisingly,  so do the rates of b i r t h  aria na tu ra l  

increcsc* 

* k a t o s  of Natural  Xncrease in Veronezh Gub. by 

L ~ n d  3eld per Household (per 1000), 1897 

Lznd h e l d  ( ~ e s )  B i r t h  ra te  Death rate N a t u r a l  Increase 

Less t h a n  5 

5 - 15  

1 5  - 25  

More t h a n  23 5 5  - 8  26.2 29.5 

Source: I a o d o r  Shznin,  2, c it 

These data w o i J d  i m y : l y  t h y . + ,  t h e  p r o p o r t i o i l  of c h i l d r e n  must 

k v t .  F ~ c n  h ighe r  in the 1;. :-ger holdings  ( i n  Kerala it is the 

other way r o u n d ) .  Shani-n c onbines  G h e s ~  f i g u r e s  with date 

showing higher rztus o f  p a r t i t i o n i n g  in lnrger holdings, t o  

butt ,rcss  the  l i f  e-cyc l e  (Chr, ~ " n o v  b) thcory o f  mobility. F o r  

a c r i t i q u e  , which s h o w  t h a t  p a r t i t i  o n ~ d  households were b e t t e r  

off than undivided househ~lds ~ n d  c o n s t i t u t e d  t h e  b ~ s e  for the  

emergent rurnl b o u r g e o i s i e ,  s e e  M ~ r k  Harris on, kcsource 

X l l o c n t i o n  snd L g r a r i n n  Class F o r m a t  i on ,  ;ourni: l of ?ensant 

Studies, Vo1 -4, J n n u ~ r y  1 9?7. 



Let us now cons ider  some evidence which is more 

direct. Tzble 2 summerises data relating to a stratified 

random se;rn~S e o f  1 3 3  households chosen f r om a v i l l a g e  in 

Sou th  K e r a l ~ .  These data show thtt ngricultural l a b o u r  

households hcve "ha smallest proportion o f  j o i d  f a m i l i e s  

( d e f i n e d  ns t h o s e  in w h i c h  more then one re la ted  tousle 

f i v e ) ;  nnd thi i t  t h i s  proport ion rises w i t h  the  size of land 

ho ld ing .  The ave rage  a g e  o f  the head of the household a l s o  

increases w i t h  t h e  l and  s i z e  (Table  2). 

T a b l e  2 

Household S i z e  and R e l a t e d  Character is  t i c s  : A Xuttannd V i l S ~ g e ,  1976 

-- 

Cat ego ry of hogsehold  L ~ v e r % g e  ~ ~ v e r E g e  P r o p o r t i o n  Total numbcr 
~ n d  size of l m d  (acres) household  nge o f  of j o i n t  of house- 

. s i z e  head fami l i e s  holds 
(years ) ($1 

i igriculturr:. l  labour 

Less  t h ~ n  0.1 0 5.2-1 45.6 12.12 3 3 
More t h a n  0.1 0 5 .OC 47. Z 12-50 16 

Cultivator households 

Less t h c n  1 acre 
1-5 

More than 5 

Source: k t a  c o l l e c t e d  by J-oan Muncher and P.G.K. Panik~r 



T a b l e  3 

- -  Haust?hold Ch&r~-cter is t ics  in a Sample of 521 Eiouseholds : 

S i z e o f  Number Average 
kve reg c 

landholding of s i z e  of size of Percenfage d i s t r i b u t i o n  
( k c  res ) house lsnd of households by types household 

h o l d s  holding 

Cuftivators 0 - 1  43 0.46 4.46 37 54 9 0 0 

3 or more 74 5 - 8 3  6 . 3 2  '1 39 32 20 1 
Agricultural 
la% our w i t h  Lend 196 0.32 . 16 '51 19 8 6 r A L: 

Flantafion w i t h o u t  l ~ n d  89 0.00 5.85 6 66 18 8 2 
l ~ b o u r e r s  

n w i t h  l cnd 36 1 .I2 5.41 0 69 G 19 3 

Note: Household t y y e s  are d e f i n e d  v i f h  respect  to the number 
of married persons w i t h  spouse l i v i n g  in the household 
( M )  and number o f  persons widowed, divorced o r  seperated (#). 

O : M = G (i.e., the household is headed by en 
unmarried person or one who is widowed 
e t c .  ) 

Table  3 g i v e s  datt'. r e l c t i n g  t o  521  households chosen 

from 4 d i s t r i c t s  of Kers la .  They c o n s t i t u t e  a subsample of  



a Is.rger sample of households surveycd by the  Bureau of 

Economics and Sta t i s t i c s .  These data show thct there are 

no j o i n t  families (o f  the E or B '  type vrherein there  is 

more t h a n  one re la ted  couple living) in holdings  below 1 

acre in size. The proportion of j o i n t  f:?milies increases 

w i t h  size. The data ~ l s o  s h o w  the existence of j oinf famil ies  

in b o t h  agricul turc l  l c b o u r  and plantntion l u b o u r  households 

(giving them s higher averrc-ge size than among -11 but the 

large c u l t i v c t i o s s ) .  Hawever,  a l l  5ut 4 agr icu l turs l  house- 

holds  had land nnd crnong t h e  p l s n t a t i  on labour  h o w  ehokds 

the d i f f e r e n c e s  between those  w i t h  land and those  without 

a r e  as expec-bed. The existence of j o i n t  families among 

agricultural lcsbour households mny k e  due to the fact t h a t  

r e c e n t  legislation has conferred on them r ights  t o  ownership 

on huts and hutment land. Among plantation labourers it may 

b e  due t o  the type of labour  contracts which ensure cont i -  

n i t y  of employment t o  t h e  members o f  thc l ,- .bourerts family. 

Ue do n o t ,  however, have any d i r e c t  evidence on t h e s e  i s sues .  
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