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The naper 1is an atiempt o formulate hypotheses
which relate chartcteristics of family Tormation to the
agrarian structure under transition. It is restricted in
scope to differentials in rates of partitioning among the
asrarisn classes., The analytical frimework is one which

takes inte z2ccount the division of l:z our within both the
M-- —_—

househeld =2a2¢d the agrarian society. i'he hypotheses ore
—— - S S .

concerned with whe economic rationale o partitioninz or
resistance to it and hence with the advantages and disadvan-—

tages springing from market forces, sitecvific te different

classes, waich cén arrest or ypromote D8riitioning.

The specified a2grarian structure is one vhich is

associsted with developing cajpi, 2list relatiors. Tt can
be made to correspond to regional siructures emerging vithin
the couniry during the post-independence period only aiter

modifyiny it sufficiently by lzixing intec account the nature

*To be presented at a seminir at the CiS (iarch 9, 1979) anc
at a workshop on Classical Yolitical HZconomy and its xele-
vance to Indian Economic froblems, at the JIU (dMarch 15 and
17, 1979).



and strength of pre-capitalist relatiens specific to the
regions. The struciure we discuss 1in 12is notfte 1s designed

to approximaie that of Keral=z and has the following elements.

{A) The class of ayrict ltural liboure~s whe derive

siusistence miinly i'rom wage income. Uihey m2y or may not

ovn (or lease in) land &nd incluvde 'atteched' workers.

(B) the class of zoor peasants who derive a part

of their income from cultivating (owned or leased in; land

-

but also depend on wage income.

(¢) The class of middle peasants who derive suksis-~

tence mainly “rom cultivating (owned or lecsed in) land

through family labour.
-

(D) The claesses of rich peasanis and capitalist

farmers on whose farms cultivation is dore mainly by wage

————— e I

labovr. Hconomic activity among householas belonging to
/\’_ h

these classes is diversified and incomes are carned, apart

from agriculture, from trade, transport, salaries and

u
<

activits s 2 Jdied to apriculinve to a varying extent.

(E) The class of lendlords who iease out their

——

lJand wheiiy. ‘they do not exist, however, in & pure form.
—

They derive substanticl incomes from scirces other than

agriculture os those in (i) do.

Some hyrnotheses can now be formuloted. 4agricultural

labourers ané pocr peasants sre involved in the mari-ets mainly
{



as sellers of labour power and buyers o7 wage goods, and

only to & limited extent &s sellers of agricultural produce.
The labour market, characterised by a hizh degree of un-
employment, does not confer &ny special advantage to a joint
family (loosely defined); on the other hand, uncertazinty of
finding work, especizlily in the lean se&sons, may mike intra-—
family income-sharingy difficult for joint families. ¥With
regard to huying of commodities and the limited seclling of
agricultural produce no geins accrue to undivided households.
There are thus no economic forces to :rrest partitioning
among such households. DMoreover, low lcvels of expectation
of life among them induce a faster-than-average time rate

of reproduction (of households) which is realised through
early marriage. The latter reinforces the tendency towards
partitioning. For 'attached' labour households, however,
because of lac: of freedom to partition or of security of
employment that such attachment entails, forces working

against partitioning may operate.

i rice peesant ol ce itslist foirmer households,
vherein econoric activity is diversified, work - both on-

farm and off-farm—is mainly supervisory in nature and is
_associatod vith not only cvltivaticn _u' also the processing
and norheting of froduce. There are Ius distinct economic
advantages which & joint femily with o lsrge number of acdults

¢nioys over o nucleer family (with moo¢ or less children).

Besides, the invcelvement of svch households in trade ond



transport confers economic advantiges in tuvying (or inputs)
and selling (of output) end hence constitutes & disincentive
to pertitioning. srart from all this, *he difficulties of
liquidation of indivisible -ssets (which mey be necessary
for partition) also tend to slow down the process of parti-
tioning. What is important in this coniext is not merely
the relationship between 'cumulation of economic advantige'
and sccumulation (the effect of inter-linked mar:ets) which
is external to the household but =2lso the diversification
of e¢conomic activity within the household itself. Salary
earnings can plev an important role in bringing avout such

diversification.

Since we have assumed that in londlord housecnolds
also the ronge of economic sctivity 1s wide, much of the
apove reasoning applies to them as well. Although the
organisztion of +orz within suvch households does not involve

~supervision of cultivation, i% includes the collection of

remtv «nd itis disposal (including marketing;.

& thus hypothesise that rat=s of partitioning will
be hizh amon: agricultural labo:rer and poor peasant house-
holds and low cmong rich p:@sants. capitilists and lendlords.
In the fprocess of differentiation the middle peisantry is
A tranistory ct fegory (no+ withstanding its anilily to survive
in some periods of history). &t eny pciai of time the middle

reasantry is not a homogeneous category, especislly with respect



to the nature and extent of their merket involvement. The
category thus contains some who resemble poor vezsants andg
some who resemble rich peasants in relation to the merkets.
When, s in the case of Kerala, & high degree of commerciali-
sation of agriculture coexists with & high incidence of family
farming, middle peisent involvement in the market as sellers
of agriculturzl produce can be quite considerable. Le may
therefore expect rates of partitioning among middle peasants

to lie between those of the rich and poor peasants.
1T

‘Yhile being not very useful for categorisation of
the type we have discussed, available data do throw some
light on the nypotheses, Before discussing the implications,
in this respect, of some well known empirical observations

it is necessary first to sort out some methodolgical issues.

"“hat we gemerxlly have are data relating to averdge
househol@ size among differeat population groups. For a
closed popdulation, this average, in the long run, is deter-
mined by the birth, dezth and partitioning rates. Household
size increases with the birth rete and decrewses withlthe
deazth rate. rartitioning reduces_thé Zyerage household size
since » partitionec household .gives rise to two or more
households of sm&ller size. More precisely, the rate of

increase in the average household sizZe con be shown to be



(b~d=-p)/(1+p) where t, d and p ore the birth, decth and
partitioning rates respectively. iccordingly, when we

look at empirical correlations involving houschold size

we can indirectly intTer something =ibout the r:ites of parti-
tioning provided we have some knowledge 2>out the rite of
natural iner.ase (w—d). This is possible, however, only

if there cre reasons to believe that the correlations are
the result of long-run tendencies. £ second issue relates
to the relcoctionship between retes of birth znd mortality
ond the age distribution. It is well known in demographic
theory that age distributions are wore sensitive (by a
factor of 10 to 1 or more) to birth rates than to mortality
retes. If one population has o significantly higher pro-
portion of children than in another, it is & reasonable
inference that the first population has higher rutes of
birth and natural increase*. Let us now turn to the empiricel

observotions.,

(1) iZmong sgricultrral lubour houscholds those with
lind n&ve higher av. rage :ioe htan those witheut., This
holds among both the 'casual' .nd 'atitached' lebour house-

holds. wumong agricultural latour nouseholds without laand,

*See (1) :.nsley J. Coale, The Growtn ond Structure of Human
Pojulctions, & Mathematical Inyvestigation, Princeton
University Press, 1972 nad (2) Nathen Keyfitz,
Lpplied Mathematieil Demogrophy, John %Hiley, 1977.




attached households have higher average size than ithat of

casual lepouvr howuscholds.

These relztionships (hased on the data in the
variors spgricultural Leborr -nguiries) arperr to have a
universal velidity over space ond time ~rd hence we must
look for an e¢xplonation in the rate strvcture. The age
distributions among the different categories look przectially
2like. One can thus infer that while the birth «nd death
rates do not differ among these classes, rotes of purtitioning
are lower among those with lind; further that among households
without land casual loetourers partition their households wt a
rate faster thon do the attached labouvr housceholds. It is
guite significant, in this context, thot zmong labcur house-
holds with land, the relationship (with respect to average
size) betwveen attached 2nd cosual labour households is not
unambiguous in some States one category hns he higher average
size and in some the other has, Two factors may be at work

here: atteachment ana landsize.

(2} Dats voscd on ¢he First sgriculturel Labour Enquiry
(1951) show that cverwnge household size #mong agricultura2l
labour households is smaller than among owner cultivitors znd
tenant households 211 over India. “he proportiorn of children
(below 15 years) is not, howvever, strikingly ditferent among

the different classes. It may be inferrcd that rates of
Y

pirtitioning among agricultural labour houscholds are higher



than amonz the other cl=sses. The compurison betwsen owner
cvltivators 2rnd #kenonts does not lead tc ~n unomoiguous
relation. Land sife could be responsible for this. The
1951 censes data show that 1-ndlord (rent-receiver) house-—
holds have the highest, und agricultural lawour households
the lowest, iverage nunter of persons per self-supporting
male, among ©ll the wgrarian classes. UWothing can be
inferrcc from this in the ebsence of data on number of
households (which are not available) and the wge distri-

butions.

(3) e now turn to the universally observed cor-
relation between ihe size of 1-nd holding (or usset holding
or wealth in general) ~nd the size of the household. Because
of the universality of the correlation, we must look for an
explanation in differentials in rate structures. The expla-
nation need not, however, be universal, for different confi-
gurctions of the wirth, death ard purtivioning rates cun

5

brins .bout the correlation. Ve shall indecd argue that in
2t lewst two cases, viz., the Jdussian data Snolysed by
Shanin* and others and the Kerala (and possitly other Indian)
dite, the rate structures ore strikingly dissimilar.

*¥See Teodor Shanin; The #iLivkward Class, Combridge University
Press, 1972,




Before we do that it is necessary, however, to
cleazr vwp = methodologicsl point. Land distribution data
do nof refer to closed population-gro:ps. In pzrticular,
nevwly prortitioned housceholds zre smaller in size than
parent households and cdnstant;y move into o lower size-
class. of landholdin&s. It can be shown through » simple
méthem&tical model that if the rates of natural increése
of population zare not widely different a2mong the different
size-classes, then even uniform rates of partitioning can,
in the long run, produce 2~ positive correlation between
size of holding and size of household; however, such a
possibility would depend on the extent of skewness in the
distributioﬂ as well &s the vprecise magnitudes characteri-

sing the rate structure.

But, roughly speakirg, if the rites of notural
increzse decline significantly with the size of holding,
and the distribution is hiechly skew, uniform rates of
partitioning cannot systeméticaliy lower the 2verage size
of nowvschold in +he smail boidings so 28 to bring about

“the positive correlation. &t 2ny rate the correletion
cannot be unambiguously interpreted without & knowledge

of the veriations in the birth and death rates.
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le 1.

Tab

sLge Composition of the Population by Size of Landholdings:

Kerala, 1970-71
Size of Average . _
ogperational size of hge-group (yeers)
holding household
(hectares) G=-15 15=-55 55-65 Above Total
(percent of population in siie—group)
0.04 - 0.25 5.97 40,42 50,04 8.02 1.52 100.00
0.25 - 0.50 6.38 40,02 50.13 8.20 1.65 100,00
0.5 -1 6.73 40.23 50.70 T7.45 1.62 100,00
1 =2 7.24 39.22 51.08 8.07 1,62 100,00
2 -3 7.39 38.38 52.12 8.29 1.21 100.00
3 -4 7.59 36.56 52.96 8.33 2.15 100.00
fibove 4 8.38 36,03 52.56 9.19 2,22 100,00
Source: The Third Decennial World Agricultural Census, 1670-71,

data in

GZe.ort for the Kerula State, Burecu of Economics and
Stetistics, Kercla.

Bec.ring the ubove remarks in mind let us consider the

Table 1. The changing age-distributicn indicates that

rates of natural increase are higher in the sm2ller holdings;

however, the differences

sould te mnarrowv,

It we ore willing

to assume that death retes are higher in the smell holdings

(this appeers to be & reasonazble assumption) it would follow
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that birth rates must also be higher. However, the
possitility of uniform rotes of partitioning bringing
etout *he positive correlation between leand size and
houschold sizc connot be rulced out on the basis of these

data.

4 factor which could make the datz more favourable
to our hypotheses is the nature ond sctle of land transfer
through sale. If we identify the latter with the process
of dispossession of poor and middle peasants, and if we
assume that thefe is a close correspondence between size
of land holding and class-status, mobility in terms of
land size induced by such sale will be associsted with the
movement of higher sized households into smaller holdings
and vice versa. Thus the differentiation process works
against the positive correlation in the short run and the
persistence of posiiive correl tion can result only from
higher rotus of portitionine in the smcller holdings. However,

on botrn counts viz. . land tronsier through sale
and the correspondence betweer londholding end class-status,
data 2re lacking. The scunty date availaztbtle in fact show
the existence of small holdings in which cultivation is done
largely by wage labour. Hencc, no firm conclusions emerge

from the data we have been discussing.



12

The Russian data presant & different pattern: the
rztes of partitioning rise with the size of land holding,
btut surprisingly, so do the rates of birth and naturel

increasc¥®

* gates of Nutural Increase in Veronezh Gub., by

Lind Held per Household (per 1000, 1897

Lend held (Des) Birth rate Death rote Natural Increase

Less than 5 51.8 35.0 16.8
5 - 15 53.8 33,2 20.6
15 - 25 53.0 23.6 24.4
More than 25 55.8 26.2 29.5

Source: Teodor Shanin, op.cit

These data would im:ly that the proportion of children must
hove been higher in the larger holdings (in Kerala it is the
other way round). Shonin combines these figures with date
showing higher rates of partitioning in larger holdings, to
buttress the life—cycle (Choyznov's) thcory of mobility. For

a critique, whici shows that partitionecd households were better
off than undivided households and constituted the buse for the
emergent rurc]l bourgeoisie, sée Merk Harrison, fesocurce

HLllocation and lLgrarien Class Formation, sourncl of Peasant

Studies, Vol.,4, January 1977.
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Let us now consider some evidgnce which is more
direct. Table 2 summerises data relating to a stratified
random stomple of 133 households chosen from & villege in
Sduth Kerala. These data show that agriculiural labour
households have the smallest proportion of joint families
(defined s those in whicﬁ more than one related cougle
live); 2nd that this proportion rises with the size of land
holding. The average age of the head of the household also

increases with the land size (Table 2).

Table 2

Household Size and Relzted Characteristics: A Xutianad Village, 1976

Category of household fverage sverege Proportion Total number
snd size of land (acres) household =age of of joint of house-
s1ize head femilies holds
(years) (%)

Agriculteral labour

Less than €.10 5.21 45.6 12.12 33
More than 0.10 5.0¢ 47 .5 12.50 16

Cultivator households

Less thon 1 acre 5:77 48,4 31.80 22
1-5 5.78 £1.6 36.11 36
More than 5 6.00 55.4 38.50 26

Source: Date collected by Joan Mencher and P.G.¥K. Peanikar
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Table 3

Household Characteristics in a Sample of 521 Households

Kerala, 1977-78

Size of Number Average hverage
landholding of size of VEIHES Fercentage distribution
. - size of _
(icres) house land household of households by types
holds holding )
(Leres) 0 A i B at
Cultivators 0 -1 413 0.66 4.46 37 54 9 o 0
1 -2 33 1.89 5.44 14 51 23 16 2
3 or more 74 5.83 6.3 7 39 32 20 1
Agricultural
labour with lend 196 0.3 .48 16 S1 19 8 6
Flantation without land 89 0.00 5.385 6 66 18 g 2
labourers
" with land 36 1.12 5.4 0 6% & 19 3

Note: Household tyypes are defined with respect to the number
of married persons with spouse living in the household
(M) and number of persons widowed, divorced or seperated (¥).

¢ : M=0C (i.e., the household is headed by en
unmarried person or one who 1is widowed
etc. )

A:M:Z,W:O
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¥
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Table 3 gives dat: relating to Z21 households chosen

from 4 districts of Eerala. They constituts & subsample of
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a larger sample of households surveyed by the Bureau of
Economics and Statisties. These data show thaot there are

no joint families (of the B or B' type wherein there is

more than one related couple living) in holdings below 1
acre in size, The proportion of ioint families increases
with size. The data also show the existence of joint fomilies
ih both agricultural lébour and plantation lobour households
(giving them & higher avercge size than among 211 but the
large cultivetiors). However, all but 4 agricultural house-
holds had land and among the plantation labour households
the differences between those with land and those without
are as expechted., The existence of joint families among
agricultural labour households may te due to the faet thut
recent legislation has conferred on them rights to ownership
on buts and hutment land., Zimong plantotion labourers it may
be due to the type of labour contracts which ensure conti-
nity of employmeni to the members of +the labourer's family.

We do nov, however, have any direet evidence on these issues.
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