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I. Introduction 7550

It is notoriously difficult to generalize about Indian agriculture, and the
question of peasant differentiation is no exception. This is not suxprising,
in view of fhe enormity of its size, the complexity of social Structure, and the
great extent of variation among regions in many aspects of agriculture, such as
growth experience, irrigation, demographic pressure, tenancy and wage relations,
Precisely for this reason, however, it affords a rich opportunity for anal;zing,
through interregional comparison, the nature of agrarian structure and change.
Fortunateiy a large body of data on major aspects of the agricultural sector
within unified sampling and tabulation schemes are available, particularly {or
the early 1970's, which makes such systematic comparative studies feasible%jln
this paper, we analyze some aspects of peagant differentiation for two states,.
Punjab and Mabharashtra, which represent polar extremes among all the states in
respect of the dynamism and lével of agricultural forces of production. They are
different in many other respects as well, not unrelated to growth performance,
Suelr-as the extent of irrigation, the cropping pattern and cropping intensity
(See Table I). It is therefore interesting to examine in what respect the natygre
of economic differentiation in the agrarian economy varies between these two di~
verse states, and the reasons underlying them., Our analysis is confined to data
from the eérly 1970'5%/

Some of the important questions in this regard releste to differences in
(1) the degree of proleturianization; (2) the proﬁortion and economic status of
small ané marginal cultivators, and (3) proportion of cultivators who have the
capacity to make agricultural investments and be employers of wage labour. How
do the two regions vary in these asﬁects? The answer has significance not only

for theoretical understanding of agrarian transformation but is also Jf practical
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economic and political consesuence { r the issues of e.ployment, income distri-

bution and voverty.

What shovld we expect regerding variations from theories of peasant differe-
ntiation? The Lenin~Keutsky vision of the development of the agrarian eccnomy
under capitalist penetration was one of evolving differentiation leading to class
polarization. Regzrdless of the 'paths' taken, the destination was an economy
charzo terized by a broad division between capitalist farmers and wage labourers,
With regard to the small neasantry, the Marxist hypothesis is one of their disin-
tegration and conversion — initially into semiproletarians and gradually into
landless wage workers. The mechanism of this process is tarough the advances of
productivity which wéuld open up a technological gulf between the larsge and the
small farms. Since Punjab iz by far the more technologically dynamic and most
closely associated with capitalist penetration via commercialization,.and rapid
technological change, and Maharashtra's agrarian economy has been stagnant and
perhaps declining, one might suppose that the proportion cf rural labour househol
among rurual households would be higher in Punjab compared to Mgharashtra. But
this is not so in fact. By most measures of proletarianisat{on7 th? incidence of
wage labour in the rural econony actually is higher in Eaharashtré? Similarly,
from the polarization hypothesié, we might expect that the proportion of cultiva-
tors with small and marginal holdings would be higher in Punjab. This agein is
not the case. Marginal farmers (i.e. those with less 1 hectare of operational
area, accordingz to the Agriculfural Census classification) constitute 24% of cult
votors in Makaraghtrs compared with 12% in Punjab. Another fenture worth noting
is the difference between the tuc sfates with respect to landed via-a-vis landleg
rural wage labourers. The proportion of rural labour households with land is muc
higher in Maharashtra compared with Punjab. According to some writers, the
existence of seniprolciorian farmers is associcted "with situntions where labour
availability is welativelrr tight, in which euployergfassure labour supply by

b, .
advancing small plots to petiy tenants~cum-labourers. Yet it is clear tuatl no su
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siechanisn is in operaticn in Mahorashtra, and in any casc, of the two states
the demand for -labour is 1likely to be weh sreater in Punjab. All these facts
appear as puzzles when we exanine the evidence fron the vicwpoint of polarizetion

hypsthesis,

Nen-Marxist writers, on the other hand frequently stress dencrraphic
pressure a6 an inportant determinant cf the existonce of wage labourcrs as a
result of iviiscrization brought about by the pressure of population on land,
Yet in this casec, the dencgrophic explanation will not suffice, since the
fazosrarhic pressure, both in teras of population density, and rural pepulotiovn
ver cultivated hectarc is higher in Punjab. But as we saw above, both the
incidence of wage labour and of -nmarginal farners is higher in Maharashtra.
Ancther inportant deteraninant gonerally noted in the literature, is the
incquality in the ownership of land. But here toq, we find that the Lerentz
rativs for ownershiyp Holﬂings (and oserational holdings) arc higher for Punjab
~indicating a hishor degree of inequality and hence cannot cxplain the facts

satisfacterily

The conclusion t¢ be drawn frem z2ll this is thot sinple nicnocausal explana-
tions of agrorian differentiation arc not very satisfactory. What is reguired
is an approach that cllows us te take account.si:ultancously of differcent ty;cé
of detorninants which are likely to have a bearing on the question. In the
cnsuing annlysis we have utilizedé a franework which simultgneously take into
account: (a) tochnel.gical factersy (b) dencgraphic factorss (c) agrophysical
facters and (d) saciocconsiic factdig. The basic deternainant of differentiation
ig the distribution of neans of production, and in agriculture this is reflcetod
nost clesely in the distribution f lend. However, when we coupare two econcriies
which differ siymificently in 2]l these factors, it becones very difficult to
interpret mcaningfully the data on lan? distribution. As can be seon, for
instance, fron Table I, the yield ner hectare of gross cropped area in Punjab

cxceelds thet in Maharashtra by a factor of 3.5, The differcence in the

irrigation base is equally stark = in Punjab the retio of net irrigated arca tolml



bultivatexl arca is T4.5% coapared with 6.8% in Maharashtrs. Undoer such
RBirounstances it boecones necessary to devisce a schuie by which these and other
Rifferonces can be adjusted for, before the Adata on land Aistributicn can be
ﬁntorpretcd in a nanncr that permits a systonatic conpariscon of peasant

ﬁifforentiat ion.

At the heort of the problen is the questicn of whether peasant cultivators

Jorc ablc to retain cecatrol over the means of production, and this depends on
’he?‘.’r resource position in relation to their requireicnts. It is therefore
I:scfu,'l_ to draw a {distinction between those farm houscholds whose resocurce
lv;sition is securce, and thoese whosce resource pesition is not so.  We shall call
Ehe fomer catesory 'viable' and the latter 'nonvisble'! cultivators. Non
Ficbility, however, dous not inply that the cultivator :wst cease his fam
l_opcrations, for there are scveral nechanisms -~ such ag wage labour - thro

lwhich he may continue to survive., It implics econuiic insceurity, vulnerability
la.nd the inability to accunulatce. Most importont; it nccessitates additional
feconmic activities under pressure of ccononic survival, over and beyond crop
[;)rr::\iucﬁi 1. activities. In this s. ise nonviabic farners are truly ‘marginal
Ifamers', On the other hand, viablc cultivaters are sccure, have the capacity
Ito accundlete and also to  enploy wage labourers, and unter certain circunstances
lericrges as capitalist nrofit sceking pre’ucers. Thus, the agrarian structure
[pay be viewed breadly in terns of three groups who differ in the conditions

fof ccononic reprofuction which they face -+ viable cultivaters, nonviable
|cult1vatf)rs anl londless agricultural labourers. Che household's contitions

ch reproduction ‘cterriine its ccononic notivation and its labour allocation
[between self-er;loynent in asricultire and wage enploynient, Thus, one asnect
fof comparing agrarian ccononics is to exanince the proportions of households in
each of the three dbroad categorics. Though rules of thuib are gonerally cnployed
to delincate houscholds into broad acreapge catepories as “warginal 'y 'soall'y
"large' cultivators ectc, for reascns cxplained later such a procedure is not

setisfactory. 4 nore precise nmethod of enpirical estinaticn is necessary.



6
Once ceonouic, vinbility is cuvantitativ.ly cstimateod it is posazible to o o

: rreyne Fe S £ Moaschelds
ston furtner. We can caleulto, nt only the sroncrti-ms of houschelis

<

whe are vicble and non=vinble, bdut alse the zagmitule of  viability

and non viability of cach operational holding sisze class of cultivator inouse-
holds. This adds an extra dimension to peasant differentiation, making it po-
ssible, for example, to compare the economic gtatus of different nonvizple housel
holds and t¢ compare across agrarian economics thc economic status of diffcrent

nonvigble households and to compare across agrarian economies the economic stram

tegy of households in similar ranges of resource surplus or deficit.

In the Indian literature there are several notions of viability of the
11/
fa:m, which apose in connection with laand reforms, We shall define economic via-l
bility in terms of whether the amount of land possessed by a cultivator householi
is gufficient to yield a net income which permits the attainnent of subsistence
level of consumption. The precise procedure:édOPted is explained in a subseque
ent section. If this is so, the household ie defined aog viable, othexrwvise non-
viable., Economic viability thus becomes a function of the following variables =
size of holding, vield attained per hectare, cost of production, houseliold size,
and the subsistence consumption norm prevailing in the region, Thus; as mentio-
ned earlier, technological, demozraphic, agrophysical and socioeconomic factiors
12/
are involved in the calculation. Here, we may mention that the subgistesnce norm
taken is not the physiological floor, but one which reflects a social and moral
norm that farmers in the region might regard as the ninimuw acceptable, i.e. the
standard of living of agricultural labourers in that state., PFor each size class
of farm household, the minimum necessary operational helding size is calculated,
given its household size; technolo;ical and economic capability. This is then
compared witih the actual holling size operated. From this the extent of land sur-
plus or deficit is obtained. By normalising, an indexof viability, expressed as
a percentage. is then calculated in order to make the notion free of units, since

a-deficit of 1 hectare in one region is not comparable with another region. Now

Je are able to make a systematic comparison by examining the distribution of the



index over onerational size class of holdings. Such a comparison of peasant
differentistion applied to Fu-jad aad iaharashﬁra serves to raise the question
of the effect of differences in irrigation and land productivity on agrarian
gtructure. While thig is not examined directly, their effect enters implicitly

through the index.

In the remaining sections, the paper is orgenised ag follows, Section IT
covers in some detail the key differences between the two states, with particular
reference to agriculture, which serves as background. Section III examinesg the
distribution of lencholdings ard presenfs the main results. The assumptions and
methodology adopted in our empirical eétimation of viabilify indices are also

explained, and pexsant differentiation in the two gstates is compared and its =

lmplications ewplored. Section IV is the conclusion., The Appendix sives mome
of the details of the estimation procedure,

II

In ihi- gection some basic fes'res of the agrarian economy of Punjab and
Maharashtra are discussed and contrasted to provide a background for our suose-

1.7

quent analrzis. V- wholl hrfefly outline fivst the demogzephic characteristics,
the relative'importance of agriculture in the stafe‘s econcny, the nature of
land uweiiisaticn, irrigation and land base. This is followed by a comparison

of agricultural growik raton, and cropping pattern., The entire discussion deals
vith conditicng vrevailing in the early 70's. What has happened subsequently

13/
. dn the two states in not considered in this paper.

(a) Demograp:nic Teatures:

According fo the Census, the total area of Punjsb and Maharashtra were
50,362 and 307,762 sq.kms respectively., This implies a population density of
'268 and 164 in 1971. These and other notable features of the two states along
with corresponding All-Indiu figures are shown in Table II. Méﬁarashtra ig,

of courss, much lovmow in wopulation and size. This fact heightens tlne possgible



extent of intra-gstate variations tuere so that our state lcevel findings need to
be interpreted with caution. The proportion of ruwval population in the total
(1ine 5) is cuite a bit higher in Punjab, but wolh are below the national avera-
ge. This reflzcts the relative importance of agriculiure in the statesson which
we shall comment below. The low worlier participation rate in Punjab (line 7)
is nost probably a reflection of the fact that a gignificant portion of feiale
vork is-countgd as domestic work, and hence not rucorded. For Maharasntra, the

relatively higa figure compared to All-India reflecks in part the higher incidem’

of agriculturnl labour, particulnrly for femcles,

m A mmoa Se e w e m omn = om

Table IIT also shows the relative share of agriculture in the net state d.ome'
stic prodﬁct and the corresponding all-India figure. The iﬁportance of this se"!
ctor in Punjab stands out shexply in contrast with Maharashtira. The latter, on l
the other hand, ranks as the most incustrialized stete in the nation, both in
terms of shere of manufacturing in SDP as well as the per capita’value of manufaqi
cturing (1970-71). As for Punjab, its rank was as low as 13th among stafes in
the share of mznufacturing in SDP, ‘However, thig is partly because the absolute
value of incomc originating in agriculture here is very high., In absolute terms,
Punjab may e considered as havin-: a fairly substantial incustrial sector, as
shovm by the fact that its rank was 4th in per capita value of nmanufacturing.
Thus, the overall picture we gather is that Maharashtra has a very strong indu-
stfial base, dut an agricultural sector backward in several respecis, whereas

Punjab has a highly prodﬁctive asricultural base with & fairly steong industrial

sector, but with agriculture cuite clearly the msingtay of the economy.

(¢) Land Utilization

-

An important fzctor in the difference between the two states is in the

agrophysical character of the land base which in turn is reflected in the pattenq
. 1%/
of land utilization. Thesc axc presented in Table IV, Most noticeabl.ec is the



Arsa, Production and Density
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Panjab Maharashtra All~India

1. Geographical Area (sq.km) 50,362 307.762 3,280.483
2. Population Density 1/

(Persons/sq.kn) 268 164 182
3. Size of Rural Population 10.33 34.70 438,86

(pillions)

4. No. of Rural Households

(000) 1702 6300 79565
5. Rural Population as % of _ _

total population 76.20 638.80 80.13
6. Rural Population per opers-

ted ha 1.98 1.13 2.17
7. Workers as % of Total pupu-

lation 28.81 37.21 33.54

e e . EETe

B T S o e e R T P

Botog & Sources:

1. Bxcludes Jemmu and Keshmir and NERA

2. Bources for teble are - Cemsus of India 1971, Agricultural Census 1970-71,
A1]1 TIndin Report.
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Table IIT

Relative Importance of _gg-_riculture
in State Beonomy (1970-71)
Current Prices

0O R ST AT T VR "1 ACMY T SO L T ST e 8 ST M TN 3N G RIS RE R T OO TV T R TP Ve BE I3 e R B TR e g SR TRRAELT W B TS 67, € MBS Ay apdt SO Y

Pun jeb Maharashire

1. Shexre of Agriculture in Het State

Domestic Product- (1970--71), Curre-

nt Prices %) 60.75 26.14
2. Per capita value of renufacturing

(r-){registered ond unregistered) 85 214
3. Per capita value of agriculture () 646 210
4. Per capita net state domestic

product -{is) 1063 803

Source: C.5.0. data represented in Regional Diiiensions of India's Economic

De relopment (Plamming Cor~ission & Stete Plerming Institute, U.P.)
and Census of Indiz 1971. The figures are in current prices.
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difference between the states in the proportion of net sowm area in total area,
as also the proportion of area wown more than once. These figures indicate the
much higher intensity of utilization of land in f*unjab. This is clearly cue to
irrigation, Part of the rcason, however, for the low share éf net sown area in
Maharashntra is the much greater extent of forests, but partly it is due to the
higher incidence of 'other uncultivated land, excluding fallow land' and 'fallow
le.hd other than current fallow', indicating the low efficiency of agricultural
use. However, the extent of land under permanent pastutes is quite significant
for Maharashtra. The proportic» of 'land not available for cultivation'! (which
includes land put to nonagri-cultura,l uses. and barren and uncultivated land) is

somewhat higher in Punjab.

The low efficiency of land utilization in Maharashtra is closely related .
to water availa‘o%lity'. Large areas receive highly uncertain rainfall. Out of
26 aistric‘ts as many as 13 are regarded as prone to drought. These éistricts
account for 2% of the net sown ares in the State. If we assume that ir;:iga‘ced
areas in these districts are not affccted by drought and count only the rainfed
area, this amounts to 40% of the MSA in the State. This, however, is still a
fairly substantial proportien. In these regions, the frequency of rain .deficim
-ent years is reported to be 0.62 on the averagl-éz/Panjab also is not a high. rain-
fall state. In fact, as fnuch as 80% of its NSA receives rainfall beldw 750 mm
per year (which ig officially clasgified as low ra,ini’all). But this is countera-~
cted effectively by irrigeation and the cropping intensity remains very high.
According to latest available figures (1978"79),9 85% of NSA in Punjab fell in
the Yow rainfall category. But since the ratio of-g:r:oss irrigated area to gross
Bown area in thgse regions was 88,3%, the cropping intensity was high at 15—23-'.1/

Thegse features of the land base and its utilization find reflection in the diffe—

szential grovﬁh performance and croppiag pattérn of the two states,
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Tonle IV

Land Utilisation in Punjab and Maharsshtra

1969-10
(Thousand Hectares)
Punjab Mahzrashtra
1. Total Geographical Arca 5030 30768
(100)
2. Areca under Torests 120 5409
(2.4) (17.5)
3. Land not available for
cultivation 635 2456
(12.6) (8.0)
4, Other wncultivated land,
excluding fallow land (1?3) (5?23
5. Pallow land other than
current fallow (-) 1105
(3.6)
6., Current Fallow 150 1082
(2.9) (3.5)
7. Net sown Area 4027 18462
(80.1) (60.0)
8. Area pown nore than once 1472
(29.3) (3.2)
9. Total Cropped Area 5499 19435

woma

Sourcess Statistical Handbook of Punjab 1971--72 (Publication No. 167, The Econo
mic Adviser to the Goverrnment of Punjab) Handbook of Basic Statistics
1972 (Bureau of Fconomics and Statistics, Govermment of Maharashtra)

Notes: (a) Figures in paventhesis are percentages to total geographical area

(b) Total geographical area (line 1) pertains to reporting area for land
utilisation purposzes,

(¢) Land not available for cultivation includés barren and uncultivable
land and land put to nonagricultural uses. This breakdown vwas wot
tvedlpblc do the author for Punjabh. In Mahorashtra the breackdown
betwoen these two subeategorivs wes 72% and 28% respectively.

(8) Linc 4 (other uncultivatud lend) includcs culturable waste permanc—
nt pasturcs and land unler misccllancous trec crops. The breckdown
wag ovailable for Meharesitra -- viz, 7.08, 13.51 and 1.95 lakh
heetarcs reopectively.
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(d) Growth P.;rforn:._e,_r;_c‘g H

As nay be cxpeeted from the above, tho growtn perforiance of agriculturc

over the decade of the 1960'y (which immediately preccdcs the period under con-
sideration) were = markced copdract oo fnr as the two stotes are conco:cﬁod. The
agriculturnl zrowth of Punjcb under the Green h rolution is too[ ];1:)%:1]:1 to reoguire
eny comment. According to Ehalle and Alagh {(1979), %the compound growth ratc of
agficultural output over the period 1962-65 to 1970-73, wrs the highest among 21l
the statcs in Punjab at' 7.91% per yeaw. Yicld grow at 5.45% and cree at 2.33%.
The lowest figurcs were for Ihhz;ra,shtra. They were sha.rpiy negative, ot ~ 3.77%
per year, with yield declining at =2.74% and nrca ot ~1,08%, siznalling a deep
decline in the agricuiturcl scctor. The contrast boetween a buoycant and regre-
ssive agrarizn cconomy could herdly be more vivid then in the case of these two
sto eE/Howwer, it should be noted that the Bhalla~Alagh figures tend to overstat:
the decline in Maharashtra, becouse in the terminal period, 1970-73, two of the
years 1971~72 and, paxticul~rly, 1972-73 were bad years due to drought. Khare
(1979) reports some alternative results on regression-estimated amnual compound
growth rates for Maharashtra between 1960-61 to 1971-72, deleting certain *umusual®
years., Though the magnitude of the decline is lower, the overall impression is

1
unaltered.

(e) Cropping Pottern and Input Use

The 1970-71 cropping pattern of principal crops cxpresscd &g o fraction of
GCA in the two states is prosented in Tall @ V. The main differences in the cro-
[bping pattern con be ccsily noticed. While the overall share of foodgrains is ro~
Pighly equsl amounting to cbout 70%, Punjab hes a higher component of this as
Bereals (66% compared to 55%), and Maharashtra has o correspomding higher share
Bf arca under pulses. Anong cerezls, of course whect is the dominant crop for
Pinjab (41%) followed by maize(11%) and rice (8%). Jowar predominates in Mahora-

Bhtra (31%), followed by bejra {11%) and rice (7%). The impact of soil and water
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conditions on crop composition is thus evident. Amongz pulscs, grom is more
important in Punjab, whereas Maharashtra grows a wider range of pulscs though
tur is rélatively important, Cotton is quite important in Mﬁharashtra accounti
ng for 15% of crea., Punjob devotes 8% of area to cotton. Finally, we notice

the relative inportance of oilseeds, (mainly groundnut) in Maharashtra.

Thus, to sun up Punjab agriculture is deminztod by wheat, while Maharashtr
produces coarse cereals, cotbton and pulses., The crop composition refiects the

agroclimatic characteristics of the two states noted earlier,

With regard to input use, the picture is as ney be expected. The average
fertilizer consumption in 1970n71 was 37.58 kgs per hectare of GCA for Punjab
compared to which the Moharashtra figure was 8.72. Of this the major share
(25%) is devoted fo sugercane -despite its accounting for a very small fraction
of GUA in Maherasht:a, Pﬁnjab, being at the heart of the green revolution, had

high proportions of arce under HYV. Thus, for wheat 69%, for rice 33%, maize 9

and bajra 617 of GCA w=zs uﬁder HYV. The figures foi Mzharashtra were negiigﬂéﬁ
This brief overview of conditions béaring on the agrarian economy of the
two statcs in the carly 70's indicates that the contrasts between them were man
and sharp. In the next section we takg up the cxamination of agrarian structur
in these two states. Our »roceding discussion provides a-backgrouﬁd against wh
land distribution data may be intorpreted. It is clear that becausc of difforen
in productivity; land dictribution statistics provide an inperfect indicator
of variations in p¢asant differéntiation. Furthermere, the signifiéance of a
particular distribution of land for cconomic behaviour depends also on the love
of consumption and cost of cultivation pruvailing, Keeping in mind thesa.
chnsiderntious the next zection attompts to construet cstimates of the ineider
of nonviable and vieblc houscholds among the cultivatqrs and the cxtont of thei

land doficit {or surplus) for the two states on a comparablc basis,. -
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Toble V.

LA
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ronping Pattern, 197071, (/4 of GCA)

P e - emaia e

arw = e wemr= 2 -

Punjab Manarashtra

S e 4 T O B B e 23 b AT | Ao 4l LS

-~ I Tt T L e e rre— e

HBE MR M I 0 8 1% e AR L R SRS T PR he TAITEMT ¢ YT UL e SR e 2o L - PTTIE BA Y RvTS 3 CTATTI B8 oA ¥ e m At -

Total Foodgrains 71.90 68.54
Cercals (total) 65.66 55.33
Rice 7.99 T.41
Jover 0.49 30.83
Bajra 3.93 10.95
Maize 10.98 0.21
Vheat 41.40 4.06
Barley 0.84 -~
Ragi - 0.99
Pulses (totai) 6.24 13,20
Gram 5.29 1.42
N - 0.26 3430
Oilsceds (total) 4.58 9.14
Groundnut 2.82 L 4.8
Other oilseceds 1.76 4.36
Sugarcanc 1.96 1.04
Cotton 8.25 14.80
Vogetablos 0.5% 0.48
Fruits 0.24 0.48
Other Crops 13.03% 5.49
GCA 100 100
g_is_@g‘ T - T

* Does not includc potato
Source : A1l India Report on Agricultursl Ceasus 1970~T71
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ITT
In this part of tho papcer, we shall onalyzce the agrerian structure of the

two statug. We bogin witnh an oxanination of "data on lond distridution from the
N.5.5. 26th Round, The size distribution of both owncrship holcdings and opera-
tional holdings and associatcd incquality indicators arc first discussed. Noxt,
wo explain the agsunptions and ncethodology cmploycd in our empiricel costimation
of viability indicces by sizo class of operational holding. Noxt, we present our
citpirical results cnd comment on their significance for understanding peasant
differentiation in the twe states, and the issuc of wage lebrur. FPinally, we
exanine the relationehip between the viability index and (i) ownersnip of draught

. /l..\ .
enimals and ploughs and \ii, incidence of attached labourers.

Sizg Distribution cf Owmcrship end Operational JHoldings

If we accept the definition of ‘eultivator houschold' uscd in the NSS land
holdings survey and the RBI Debt and Investinent Survey,; as thosc houscholls havi-
ng an cperationzl helding of 002 hoctzxc or uexrc, then the proportion of cultivaes

tors in ruval houscholds in Punjab and Maharashtra amount to 42.9 and 68,6 percenf
21/

)

respoetively. The corvesponding all=India figurce is higher at 72.4 per cent.
Thus, the differcnce in the proportion of cultivators between the two states is
rather striking. Table VI and VII show the data on the distribution of owncrship
and cperational holdinzi, From Table VI if we consider first the percentage
diatridbution of houscholds by sixe class of ownershivy holdings, we notice thu fo-
1lwing: (2) Landless houscholds are far more prevalent in Maharashtra compared
to woth Punjab 2nd all Indio. (b) For Punjab, the propertion of households with
very tiny ownershiv hicldings below 0.2 ha is cxtremely large (51%), whercac for
Maharashira the figure (17%) is emall, cven comparcd to all India (28%) (c) The
Al1--India figurcs shew a generally higher incidence of small holdinzs between
0.21 to 0.50 hectares. This nattern continucs for the two next sizc classc:s.

Tunjob has . .cather lew figure. () In the twe size categorics, (1.01 -~ 3.03_ha)
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there is a clustering of houscholds for both states, though it is more marked ii

Maharashtra, A similex clustering occurs, but over a size class range of glijht.

amrller holdinss in the country ~g '~ whole (e) Beyond 3 hectores, the pcrccnfﬂge

ﬁduscholdm tapers off., But therecocmn a-relativoly high porécntagc in these

‘larger cizc classes in.Mnhmramhfra.

In terms of the gquontum of arca owned, there appears to be a large share of
area in Maharashtra abovc the 10 hectare classes. Punjab, oﬁ the other hand jhas
a higher proportion of owacd area in holdings ﬁolow 5 hectares. Thus in the 1.C
to 5.08 hectares range, Punjab has 44% of owned arca against 37% in‘Maharashtra.
In this range, the corresponding all India magnitude is comparablé with Punjab,
but therdistribution within the range (ie._between 1,01 - 3.03 and 3,04 ~‘5.05 h
is quite different. Becausc of the large concentration of households with tiny
holdings{below €.20 ha) in Punjab, the Lorentz ratios indicate a higher degree
of ine-vality in Punjab. If this category is excluded, the degree of inequality

among the remaining houscholds would come down sharply.

Table VII presents the deta for operational holdings. The picturc is broad
similor to that oﬁsorvod for ownership holdings. Onc striking différcnce, howev:
ig that the 0 cizc class is now much laigér. This implics that the bulk of hous
holds who own. tiny holdings do:not 0perate.them. Comparison of Tables VI and VI
also sugzesis a similar but weaker tendoncy among the next few size classes ag |
vekle, This is more merked for Punjab where the proportion of households as well
as areca operatad, as comparcd with area owned, is noticeatly smaller upto the 1
ha range, and this pattern actually con’inucs upto 3 hectares. In Maharashtra
this pattern is much weakcr, but continucs info much higher size categories. At
the very high end of the spectmun, beyond 8 hectares, the two states show an
opposite patternm -~ nanely a slight wcakéning-of the importance of'these categorit
in the Punjab (where the range between 3 to 8 hectares gets more important) as
opposed to a slight strengthening in Maharashtra. This reflects the working of

lease markct. Though the patitcrns are somewhat muted, the picturc is onc of a
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Teble VI

Size Class Distribution of Ownership Holdings

by Porcont%g; of Houscholds and Arca Owned

Puhi@b

R

N i g_ ——— | Al-Tnaig
i 2;§frgiizngidi Feseentaze of : Aorcentc,c of ! Percentage of
? Hlolding (Ha) E Houseaoldo:Area Ouned!H noloc:Aroa Ownudjﬂoueohol s’Aroa Ownedl
| e — e I
| Lendloss¥ T 5 - | 15:63 ! - b e -
| 0.00 - 0.20 | 50.78 | 0-60 t 17.05 {013 i 27.78 f 0.69
0,21 - 0.40 b 1,94 1 0439 I 3.16 [ 0.33 P75 1.38
0.41 - 0.50 | 2.4 ! 0.80 g 3.99 F 0.64 E 4.47 ¢ 1.28
| 0.51 - 1.00 i 5.20 i 2.68 % 8.35 | 2.38 13,28 | 6.41
3,01 =~ 2.02 g 837 i 8.37 | 14.94 | 8.59 § 15.49 | 14,68
2,03 - 3,03 | 8.02 E13.6o t 10,15 9.90 L 7.89 [ 12,70
3.04 - 4.04 g 4.69  111.46 6.3 | 8.44 1 4.05 9,22
405 = 5.05 | 3.42 10.55 5.55 9.68 3,03 8.84
5.06 ~ 6,07 E 2.42 E 9.29 2.83 r 6.18 1.59 5.73
6,08 - 8.09 ' 1.76 | 8444 4,61 112.54 2.04 9.26
8.10 - 10,12 | 1.59 ¢ 9.68 2,00 7.05 117 | 6.90
10.13 = 12,14 f 1.10 | 8.35 1,80 | 7.74 0.67 4.80
12,15 ~ 20.24 ¢ 0.80 9.69 2.75 |16.26 | 1.04 | 10.25
20,25 & above . 0.25 5.60 0.88 1§ 10.14 ! 0.4 7.86
i . | -
100 100 100 100 100 100
I ... ‘ — . : —
Lorentz Ratioss:
Excluding Landless 2.7703 ) 0.6654
Including Landless 0.7867 0.7001

- g Arm

* Landless group includes thosc owing less than .002 hectare,

Sourcess National Cerple Survey, 26th Round, 1971=72
Chandan Mukherjee and Sujana Bai, Working Paper No, 94, Centre for
Bevelopment Studies, Trivandrun.



19

Tgble VIT

Size Class Distribution of Operationcl Holdinxs by

Percentage of Houscholds and Arvca Operated

:' Size class of i Punjeb : Hohorrashire A1 India - ‘
e ) Rt | gl | presss
E ] R
i?'-" ' 8461 , ~ : 30.97 E - i 27.41% - [
| 000-0,02 1 093! 0.06 | 290 ! 0.8 | 8.04% 0.47 :
0,21 = 2,40 0.7 0412 3.15 ¢ 0.31 1 5,89 1,22
| 0,41 = 0,50 11) 031 1+ 343t 0.50 ¢ su1i o 102
i 0.51 = 1.00 [ 2.21 : 1,05 i 7.63 \ 2.16 1 13,83 | b '
| 101 ~ 2.02 | 785 T.25 | 1598 | 8ud D 16,041 14,91
| 2405 = 3,03 I 6.821 10.30 10,04 | 9.65 ’ 8.662 1331 |
| 3,08 = 4,04 i 7.02; 15,00 : 5.95 § 789 ! 4026 9,30
{15 = 5,05 [ 428, 11.82 | 5.88 | 10,03 | 3.08:  8.60
55.06 - 6,07 o 3.04: 10416 ! 2,70 1 5.72 1.642 5.62 !
6,08 = 8,09 U 3eddy 14427 AT L 2446 2.15]  9.30
8,10 =10.12 ’ 1.68] 8.97 i 2.07 7.14 | 1.23i: 6.86
10,13 =12.14 0.90)  5.95 2.07 8.66 | om| 4.8
12.15 =20.24 1.07 9.90 ! 2.92 16.78 | 1.12" 10.49 i
20.25 & sbove | 0.30] .56 - 0.92 | 10,19 | 0.1 | 750
i ! ! f :
- SNSRI SR A S : e -r

Jozontz Rotios

Excluding O claoss 0.7538 00,6655
Incliding O class 0.8981 0.7961

[ S U - B
.

¥ 0 fncludos thosc not opurating or operating less thon ,C02 ho
Bourcgs Sanc as in Teble VI



20

of » slight wolcrization teondconey beotween the very large farmers and the rest in
Moharashtra, whereas the intemediate (3 to 8 ha) cotegories arc morc important
at the cxponse of the extrenes in Punjab. This is roeflected in the slight dee-
roasc in the Lorentz ratio for Tunjab (excluding the 0 size class as compared with
owncrship holdings- The gbove discﬁssion considers the diétribution cf holdings
lcss or do not operafe land. In assessing the oxtent of differentiation, it is
uscful to éxnminc also the dlgtribution among only land operating houscholds.

Utilizing the broad classificution adopted by the Agricultural Census, we have

_ - P
grouped the M58 dote into 5 classes: Morginal (.002-1,0ha) ganll (1.01-2,02 h:)
seui-nediwi (2.03 - 4.04 hn), mediun (4.04-10.12 ha) ond lerge (10.12 b and

above) ferners, Thc percentage distributicn of lznd operated and of houscholds is

shown in Toble VIIL.

This teble sumarizes and brings out iore sharply our carlicr observotions
on the distribution of opcrated area. YWe can sec that the inéidcnoo of small
ferners is much grenter in;Phharashtra and so is the erva under leorge faxns; CORle-
prred to funjab. But both stotes nre iuch lower thanvall—India with rogord to
narginal faxmers. _The importance of nediun farners inTPﬁnjab relative to elsevh.
cre is also éloarly_cvidont. Without sdditional information,_howcvcr, it is got
possible to draw many further conclusions regarding the extent of peasent diffe-
rentistion, nor of the significonce of this for cconomic bchaviour., Because of
agroclinatic and productivity differonces noted in Part II, therce is no rcal come-
parability between the cconomic condition of such 'nerginnl formers' in the two
states., It is likely for instance, thot houscholds with higher sizes faras also
face o lond deficit. In the romninder of this sccetiony we shall a~ttonpt to con~
struct cstimates of thc proportion of landmdcficit.and land—surplus Liouseholds,
and the magnitude of their doficit in the two statesy on o compav-ble basis; for
cach of the NSS size classes.‘ Beforc prescnting our results, we shell briefly

explain first the logic, assunptions and methodolor; underlying oar calculations.
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Te’ o VITI

Listribution of Opcroted Aren

by Broad Size Categorics

Funjeh Maharashtra A1) India
Size Group rercentnge of Percentage of rercentege of
Hh Area Hh . Arca th - Area
1. Murginal 12,06 1.54 24,25 3405 44469 9.25
2, Suell 18,97  7.25 14,98  8.44 22.65 14,91
3. Seni Medi-- :
ind 33.44 25.30 23.13  17.54 17.83 22,61
4. Mediun 30,06 25.42 22.25 35,34 11,16 30,40
5. Large 5.48 20,41 8.56  35,6% 3.09 22.83

Notes:
(1) Source: NSS 26th Round, 1971-72

(2) Pollowing the broad claossifications suggested in Agricultursl Census

ie, Marginal .,002 to 1,0 ha
Snell 1.01 to 2,02 ha

Semi medi.-
um 2.03 to 4.0 ha

Medium 405 t010.12 ho

Lorge 10.12 ond cbove
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The details of the calcul~tions and sources usaed ocre given in the Appendix.

Assunotions ond Methodology of Egtimotion Frocedurc
(1) We assune thqt in order to judge the existence ond nagnitude of lend deficit
or surplus (and by implicatioh.economic status) of cultivotors under Indian condi
tiong, . we should comypare tac nct incomc from landé operated with the houscho-
1d's subsistence consumption reguironents. Thoue whoée net income from cultiva-
tion is insufiicient are rogorded as lond~dceficit or nonviable households. Thusy
though alternative notions of ccononic viability (c.g. goncretion of *normal!
profit rates o1 ability to [fully empley houschold lcbour or bullock rosourcos)

axre conceivovle, our caleulations arc based on the consumption nomn,

(?) Both thie lovel of subsistconce consumption and the net inconc genernting capas-
city of land sre defincd taking local conditions into account. We assume that
an inportont indicator of the social a2id noral norm of subistence consurmtion
in the agrari=zn scctor is the porcepita consumption cxpenditure of non cultiva-
ting woge carnmcr héusqholds in the state. Sinilarly the calculations for net
income generated from cultivation is based on stgtc level differences in produ-
ctivity (which tokes account of ph&sical yiecld diffcerences and the valﬁe COrpo=
sition of c¥cps} as well as the cost of production (and thus input use). To take

carc of year to year fluctuations 3 year sverages are token.

(3) The net income calculations are made for cech NSS size class of holding by
dcduéting from the value cf aross output the opcrating cost of production. = The
valuelof gross output includes the 19 principel crops uscd in the Bhalla-Alagh
study plus fodder and byproducts. The returns {rom aninal hustondry sre not
included mainly because our focus is on land deficit and the viability of grop
production ~s an activity. This amounts to assuning that animal husbandry is
a supplcmiontary activity, amons others. In éost of production havc becen inclu-
ded the major flow itoems ~ costé on secds, manurce and fertilizers, irrigation
charges, the fced component of maintcnance cost of cwned and hircd draught ani-

mals, rent paid and tic intcerest on working copitel. The difference is taken
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as the not voluc of output availedle ror consuwiption, accuaulotion, and paynent
to wage workcrs, if any. We hove no. ineluded -~y inputed costu for owned reso
urces, including land ond lsbour, nor cny depreciction as thoere is some doubt a
to what extent thesc imputed costs ~re relovont in the peasants'! decision making
We have nlso not included tiic cost of hired layour for two remsonss (a) It is
assumed that for nonvizble farwers, the ccot on account of hired levour is illﬁ‘iﬁ
ficant, oven though 1t is lmown that some peak scason casual labour may be
employed by thems and (b) for viable foxners, it is intended that the viability
index reflect the capacity of the houschold to employ wagce workers. Inclusion of
wage cost incurrcd would obscure this aspect of their roesource position,
(/‘-,) Net income estimntes arc generated separntcly for cach of the NSS size classe
of housecnolds, Those ~re coiputed in the followvang wemer. We stort with the
state level yield per GCia for 197073 given in Alagh~Bhalleo \1979). Thosc figure:
are teken as thoe bdasc level., TFrom these, the wvalue of aross output por hectare
of operated arca in each size class is calculated by adjusting for the difference
between each size class =nd the state Tevel averages with respect to the following
(i) proportion of NSA to the tot:l opernted aren, (11) the indcx‘ of the intensity
of croppings and (iii) the proportions of irrigatcd =snd non--irrigated WS4,
and by also teking into account the state luvel average productivity difforence be-
tween irrigoted and unirrigp:ted land. PFinzlly, these gross output per hectare
fiarcs are adjusted upunrds by the percentage of valug f’f byproducts aud fodder in
@ross output uniformly for all size classes. For this, state lovel figures of the
byproducts and fodder in the total output are obtaincd from the latest aveilable
BMS reperts. As for (i) and (ii), thesc are aveilable by size class of holding
fin the Lgricultural Census 1970~71. However, since these size clusses are not
fdentical with those in tho NSS, care hes been taken to match then to the extent
i_ossiblcv Thus, we ob:tain £or cach state, the velue of gross income from cultive-

[ion ver hectare of operated aga for cac™ R3S size class of operational holding.
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Froa these, the ciots arc to be deductel. On the cost side, the ncst
rcliable size class wise infortatiosn available to us werc the FMS Reports. Py
Punjab, we utilizcd theo state lovel conbinced rorort (1967—1970) but for Mchord
shtra, vc rcliel on the Alriednosar District 1967-68 an? 1969=70 Reports., Tac
procedure hos been to estisate the cust as a nroportion of the veluws of ocutul
in cach size class, for cach of the following ituass adntenance of dreught
aninals, sccd, nanures andl fortilizer; irrisnticn, rent and intcrest on workig
capital. The FNS sizc¢ srowrs are not ilentical with the MSS size classes, n
are they identical botween the states. We have zllocated these peorcentages td

- 22/
the ¥SS size classes apyropriately, as far as the data allows  For cach size
class thesc percentages, whon added, yield the cost of operationg cxpressed ad
2 fraction of the gress value of output. Deducting this percentage fieon the
gfoss incoie figures nives us the net incoame frem cultivation per hoctaré\f

operated a arcas for coch N3S.size class.

(5) As mentioned earlicr, on the conswiption side we bave taken as the

subsistence norn, the stoate lovel annunl conswiption cxpenditure of noncultivil
. 2

ting wage exrncr houscholds as given in NSS 25th Round (1970=71). These are

convertod intc percapita terns. Using thesc, cstinates for "necessary™ subsiy

stencc expenditure arc built up for cach size class by rwltiplying the percapi]

value with the correspneniing average houschold size.

(6) Eoxt, we calculate the ™ecessary holding: size% by conputing the land sid
which would bec rcquired to rencrate an incone cquivalent to the neccssary
subsistence expenditure. For this, the size-specific- nct incaie per hectare
(cbtained as rmenticned above) are utilized., Thus, cur cstinates hove taken i
account all the size-specific fcatures relating tc productivity and irrijatiol
nonlabour input usc, anl househcld size.

(7) These estinates of nccessary hslding size are compared with the actual
holding size arc conpared with the actual hollding size,i.e. the average sizc

sporational helding,te provide estimates of the extent of land deficit or sury
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PFinally, two alternative unit-free indices of visbility arc constructed by
nornalising the land surplus or lcizcit —r foficit fijures Ly the necossory

holding size and by tho state average opetational holling size.

Conparative Anolysis - Eapirical Resultss

Tables IX to XII prescent ovur rosults. These, however, sheuld be accoepted
with some cauticn, given tho censtructive nature of the cstinates. Carc hrs been
taken to ensurc that cur cstinntes 9F nonviability are n t 1ikely to be biaseld
upward, It should be reiterated that these estinates of land deficit arc duilt
vp with zeference ¢ the incene generated in crop production only. The total
incone of these houscholds are cbvicusly higher, as part -is Arawn froo othex
sources, including ware labour. As cxplained verlicr, the logic of our defirition
rests on the presumtion that land is the ey agricultural asset, and we ore
trying to ncasure the extent to which the return fron this key asset suffices to
nect the reproduction necessities of peasant houschclls. In the case of land
deficit houschcl?s, the allocation of houscheld labour te other activities are
undertasen Ly thero houscholls 1ryy. Ly in response to the land deficit. The
pattern of thesc noncultivation activities is coxaiined in a fcllow=up paper. A
final caveat reclates tu the fact that thesc results arc open to probleis inhcrent
in using averages of groupcd dota. Heonce our enpirical results should be taken
as indicalive,

On the siznificance of theso conputations for canperative anelysis of Punjab
and Maharashtra, the following coaients could be uede. Fren Tables IX and XX

we observe that:

(a.) Becouse of procuctivity differences, the net valuc of output available per
heetare of GCA and of operateld arca is substemtizlly hizher in the Punjab, by a
factor of between 3 to 4 tines, as conpared to Maharashtra, for cach sizc clasg
of holding. This indicates how nislenling simplce conpariscns of distribution of

househelis by size class of land holdings nay be.



Tanle X2 Varisbloes Relevant to Viability Comoutations, Punjab

. = o~ L | i i

— B —
oo iSO DL LA (1) per T of opirated.  pene®  Geccasamy | Necessamy Felding  Actual size of Ofe:
lding (ha) (Ry/Ha) Area {f/Ha) Expenditure Ptding (B2

- (Bs)
0 - - 5.08 . -
0,00 = 0420 1344 2102 5.01 24599 1.24 0.11
0.21 = 0,40 1445 2261 £420 2179 Ca36 0,26

1 0.41 = 0.50 1110 2205 5.79 3004, 1,36 0.47
0.51 = 1.00 1584 2118 © 3,78 1961 0.93 0,78
1,01 = 2,02 1301 1951 5,25 2723 1,40 1,52
2,03 ~ 3,0% 1334 1975 6.63 3440 1.74 . 2,48
3,04 = 4.04 1292 1888 6.80 3508 1.87 3,53

" 4.05 - 5.05 1395 2020 7.35 3813 1.89 4.54
5.06 ~ 6,07 1375 1950 7.18 3725 1.91 5450
5.08 - 8.07 1354 1692 7,60 3943 2.08 6.91
8.10 -10.12 1491 1958 5,78 1555 2.33 8.77

10.13 ~12.14 1454 1868 9.18 4918 2.62 11,00

12,15, ~20.24 1432 1852 8.52 4420Q 2.39 15.20

20,25 + 1295 1138 6.02 3123 2,17 | | 25.26

. ; - . - -

All simes 5.68 :

Notest T+ The nct valuc of output per hectarc of operated area s obtained from tho precedins column by adjusting for croppild
3ity and the oroportion of net sown area in operated area. _ . _

2, Necessary consumption equals per capita expenditure of aon cultivating wase carner householcés o meltiplied by hous®
size

3. MNecessary holding size equals necessary consumption divided by net output nor operated hectare.



Toble X

Distribution of Viability Indices, Punjab

N B AT o AP -

Size Cless of opera~ Land Surplus (+) Vigbhility Index rerccnt of Households
tional holding (ha) or Deficit (~) 5 Hh  Cltivated Hh
(hg) 1 Ve
0 58,61 -
0.00 = 0.20 (1) - 1.12 ~ 0,91 ~0.28 ~ 0.53 2.25
0.21 - 0.40 (2) ~ 0.70 -~ 0.73 - 0.18 0.7 1.79
0.41 ~ 0,50 (3) - 0.89 ~0.65 = 0.22  1.11 2,68
0.51 = 1.00 (4) - 0.15 ~-0.16 - 0.0%  5.C1 5,34
1.01 - 2,02 (5) 0.12 0.09 0.07 LIy 18.97
"2.03 - 3,03 (6) 0.74 0.42  0.i9  €,82 16.48
3.04 - 4,04 (7) 1.66 0.89  0.42  7.02 16.96
4,05 = 5.05 (8) 2.65 1.40 0.67 A.28 10.34
5.06 ~ 6.07 {9)  3.59 1.88  0.90 2.0 7.34
6.08 ~ 8.09 (10) 4.83 2.32 1.2 S 8.31
8,10 10,12 {11) 6.44 2.77 1.62 1,68 4.06
10,13 ~12.14 (12) 3.38 3.20 2.1 0.50 2.17
92,15 ~20.21 (13) 12.81 537 3.2% 1,07 2.59
20.25 + (14) 23.09 10,63  5.82 Uelu 0.72
100 100

- 3 g > AER A -

lgg_;_1. Figures in parentheseg are size class codese

2. ILand Surplus/deficit equals actual holding sizz losr nacessary
holding size.
V1 is defincd as the ratio of land surplus/deficii io the necessary
holding size in each class.

3. V2 ig defined as the ratio of land surplus/deficiit to She state
level average size of operational holding.
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Tzble XI. Veriables Relevant to Viability Computations, Mahsrashtrs

rear

Size class of opera=  Net Value of Net Value of Out- Household Necessary Necessary Holding Size (Ha) Actual size o‘;

s o - /J Fal . . -

tional Holding (Ha) Ox}t;;ut;GCA put per Ha </>: ope-s Size Consuml?tlon Estimate I Estimate 1T Operational he
Uy Ha) rated Arca -\ns/Ha) Empenditure ding (Ha)

(rs)

X, > e,
e weanr —~—

0 : 4,47 - - - -
0.00 = 0.20 434.5 £1%.8 £a21 1334 3.22 2,68 0.10
0.21 - 0.0 44141 4201 4,08 1293 3,08 2,57 0.26
0.41 - 0.50 347.8 426.4 431 1366 3,20 2.67 0.42
0.51 = 1,00 RETW © A18.4 4ol 1414 3,38 2.82 0.74
1,01 = 2,02 £25.3 395.4 5.02 1591 4.02 3.35 1.48
2.03 = 3,03 £19.9 282.3 5.54 1756 4.59 3.83 2.52
3.04 - 4.04 212, 370,70 5.58 1767 477 3.98 3,49
1405 = 5.65 £29.2 380. 4 6.33 2006 5.27 4.39 4,48
5.06 = 6.07 £28,2 | 375.7 6.34 2010 5.58 - 4,48 5,56
6.08 - 8.09 413.5 360.9 7.16 2269 6,28 5.2% 6.9%
.10 ~10.12 337.6 . 338.3 751 2380 7.03 5,86 9.05

10.13 ~12.14 402.9 3:1,5 7.72 2447 T.17 5,98 10.98

12.15 ~20.24 50742 345.1 7.78 2466 704 5.95 15.09

20,25 + 510.1 208.3 10. 00 3360 10.89. 9.08 29.04

411 Cizes o : e 5.27 — Bl g

HNotess Samec a2s Table IX, Unlike the figures srown. for Punjab, in the case of Mgharashira we have generated 2 alternative estima
for necessary adding size. Bstimete I is the base case based on average yield figures for the 3 years 1970-71 to 1972-73
However, 2 of thease were drought years, with unusually poor pexformance, Ve /have made Est}mate II, besed on Yields preva.
ling in 1969-70 waich wes = normal year. On an average, btie€Se were about 20% hisher. Estimate II is hased on this assumy
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Table XII

Distribubion of Viability Indices, Maharashira.

Size clags of Land Surpius {(+) Viability Index Tercent of House
égig?ticnal oinDﬁiicit (n? W v -~ holds in Group
(ha)/?fode) Est I Fst 1I Est I BEst IT Dst I Est IT ALl hh Cgitiva1
0 - - - - - - 3097 -
0,00 - 0,20 (1) = 3.12 =2.58 = 0.96 = 0,96 - 0.82 =« 0.68 2,90 4.20
0.21 = 0.40 (2) =~ 2.82 = 2.31 - 0,91 = 0.90 - 0.74 =~ 0,61 - 3,15  4.56
0.41 = 0,50 (3) = 2.78 =12,25 =~ 0,87 = 0.84 ~0.73 =0.59  3.13  4.53
0.51 = 1,00 (4) -~2.64 - 2,08 = 0.78 = 0.74 = 0.69 = 0,55 7.63. 11.05
.01 = 2,02 (5) =254 =1.87 =0.63 =0.,56 = 0.67 =0.49 14,98 21.70
2.03 = 3,03 (6) =2.07 =1.31 =0.45 =034 = 0.5 = 0.34 10.04 14.54
3,04 = 4,04 (7) =1.28 « 0,49 = 0.27 - 0e12 = 0.34 = 0.12 5.93  8.59
4.05 = 5,05 (8) - 0.79 0,09 = 0.14  0.02 = u.21 0.02 5.88 8,52
5.6 = 6,07 (9) 0.18 1.08 0.03  0.24  0.05 0.28 2,70 3,91
5.08 = 8,09 (1v)  0.65 1.70 0.10  0.32 0,17 0.45 4,71 6.82
.10 =10.12 (11) 2,02 3.19  0.29  0.54  0.53 0.84  2.07  3.00
10.13<12,14 (12)  3.81 5.00 0.55  0.84  1.00 1.32 2,07  3%.00
02.15-20.24 (13)' 7.95  9.14 0.90  1.54  2.09 2.41 2,92 4.23
.25 + (12)  18.15  19.96 1.7 2.20  4.77 5.25 0,92 1.33

100.0  100.0

‘ﬁesr Same as for Table X

The assuaptions underiying Estimates I and II are explained in nctes to
Table X-Io
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(b) The superior‘producfivity of land is partly reflected in the higher house -
holds size for each land size category, for Punjab compared to Maharashtra. Thig
is generally txmo, barring one or two exceptions. On average, household size in
Punjab is 8% higher, though for many land size categorics the difference is much

greater.

(¢) Partly brcause of higher houschold size, but more so beczuse the level of
per capita expenditure/earnings of noncultivating wagzc earner households in Pun~
jab is much higher than Maharashtra (fs. 518 as compared with M. 317), the figures
for necessary consumption expenditure in the two states differ accordingly.

These differences are gubstantial. Thus, our results would vary considerably
from those which use a common poverty or minimum calcrie requirement specificea-
tion to mecasure subsistence requirements., As gxplained carlier, the logic of ouxr
procedure stems from the assumption that the &®social and moral norm of subsiste-
nce is closely associated with the average level attained by rural wage earner
households in the particular region. This secms to be a recasonable norm below
vhich peasants would experience social and cconomic pressure towards prolctaria-
nisation,

(d) This Tables also present cstimates of necessary holding size for each size
class of household. These are the size classes of operational holdings beyond
which houscholds would be able to generate sufficient net income to meet the ne-
cessary consumption expenditure. For thiis calculation the size specific net re-
turn per hectare of opcrated area have been made. The difference between the twoj
estimates lics in the assumption underlying yield of output per GCA, Dstimate I
has been constructed on the basis of'3 ycar average yields for 1970-73. Normally
this procedure is meant to smooth out ycar to year fluctuations. However, in tlif
particular case, 2 of the 3 years were cxceptionally bad years on account of drowl
ght. To avoid a btias arising from this we have constructed Bstimate IT on the
basis of yield fizure obtaining in 1969--70, which was more in line with yields

achicved in the 1960's, and during which the yield was approximately 20% higher.
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et

Az 1s to be oxmected, in hoth stztes the nocessary holding size gradually
increases with land holding size due boih to rising houschold size and falling
J}et return per hectare, Comparing the two stotes across sinilar land holding
size, we not that both scts of cotimates for Maharashtra e substentially higher
than for Punjab. These estimates for ncecessary holding sizo sy be comparced with

the actual average holding size corresponding to it. For Moth states, therc are

several size classes of households atv thoe lower ranges for which the necussary
holdins wize wxcced:s the aetmel cize of cpowationnl Lolidin-r. For Punjat,.the cut

L
L

o comes in size class 5 (uvelow 1.01 ha). As for Maharashtrc, the cut off is siz

class 8 (below 5.05 ha) according to estimate I, and size class 7 (below 4,05 ha)

according to Dstimate IXI. The houscholds in these size classes arce, by our Jefi--

nition, nonviablc houscholds.

(e) Purther details on this are available in Tables X and XII, which present the
coputed values for our indices for viability. By and large,; the deficits and sur-
»luees in land holdings expressed in hectares differ in vavtern between the two
states. Maanarcehtia has ratner high deficit fizures among the nonviable housciiolcds
vhacreas these are low for Punjsb., However, the land surpluscs for Punjab among the
viable farmers are much greater than the cozresponding figures among Maharashtra
farners. To make the figures comparable we have computed two indicators V1 and V2.
In the first, we have normalised the deficit/surplus using the corresponding neceow
ssary holding size. In the case of the second indicator V2, we have normalised

the surplus/deficit using the average size of operation:l holding in the state.

#s explained above, for Maharashtra two scts of estimates have been gencrated.
Bone Implications
tcor.s these figurces, the following may be obscrved:

‘1/ Regardless of the indicator, the overall level of viabilit: is much greater

I Punjab compared to Maharashtra, for each size class of operational holding. This
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combined with-the fact that the proportion of landless rural households (O size
class) is approximetely twice as high in Punjab suggests thet the major form cf
economic differentiation in Punjab is between the landed and the landless., In
Maharashtre it tends to take the form of a bread division beiween viable and nofl

viable cultivetors, with the latter spread over a large range of land holding s

(ii) 4lso fairly striking in the difference between the two states in the patid
of variation in the viability indices across size clasges of operational holdi.'l.‘
The viability indices rise rather sharply in the cage of Punjab, wherecas the in:‘
ces move upward gradually for Maharashtra. Thus, not only are the ranges of fete)i |
viability much greater in the lattexr, the incremental impact of additional land
on viability status is much weaker in Maharashtra compered to Punjab. This refl]
cts the impact on differentiation of irrigation and more productive agricul tural
techmology. This means clso that productivity differences dominate over the (:11'
rences due to demographic characteristics (i.e. family size) with regard to viedl]

lity status. Thus, among eultivator households, Iwe find that only about 12% of

them are nonviable in Punjab, while for Maharashtra the fig:re is 69% (Estima‘to | |
or 78% (3sti4..a~te II). Thus regardless of the particular cetimate considered, th{
difference in the proportion of non viable cultivators is quite striking. If
however, we consider all rural householéds by including the size class O, then thl
follcwing fact emerses. The proportion of nonviable houssholds plus the 1and1c-sl
(size class Q) tOgot‘;&er comprise 6.1% of total rural houscholds in Punjab. For
Maharashtra, the corresponding figure is 79% ‘(Estima’ce II) and’ 85% (Estimate I)c

The édifference in this cage is not nearly as significant.

This hes intercsting implicztions for the question of differentiation witiig
the agrarian cconomy. It suggests that in a region where the agricultural .forcos‘
of nroduction are relatively advanced, particularly where lend productivity ie ni
_ the relative incidence of nonviable puasantry {whose status as peasant is thor::b;’l

under pressurc) is nuch lces significant. The principal focus of polarization of

rs in the division between landed and landless households. On the other hand, Jn;
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( (O
region where agrictltural productivitir is low and stagnant, nore gradual difre-
rentiation amongst the cultivators is evident. A very large mejority of houses
holds who operate land are ncverticless deficit householis a.nrl» this continues
over a wide range of coerational holding éi:-:o. This important and sfrikin‘g
differenée in the nature of differentiation ig not evident froa a simple comvari-
son for( thé size distribution of ownecrship =né operationzl holdlings. This
pictre ‘9 furthor confirmed by looking at the extent of area under nonviable hol.-

dings, In Punjab the proportion of operated area under. nonviable holdings, i

only 1.5%, (or at mont of 9% if we includce the next size class wvhich has a-positive

but low surplus), wierens in Maharachtrn, between 29% to 39% of arce is under
renviable lioldingis,
(iii) Our results have a direct bearing on the issue of wage labour in the rural
sector, Table XIIT presents the main features. The usual »resumption in the una-
tier, based on the conventional interpretation of the differcntiation thesis, is
that the degree of proletarianisation would be higher in a more advanced agrarian
ecenony.  This, however, is not borne out by the data. On the basis of our calcu~
glations, wve can see that this need not follow go simply. An we saw in the previous
‘Jaz‘a@'aph, 65% of rural households in Punjeb and about 80% in Maharashtra, are un-
Eer rressure to generate at least some fraction of their subsistence requirements
Eron sources other than cultivation, In 2 more prosperous and diversified rurcl
Bconomy as in Punjab, the scope for non agricultural seliw-employment and employ-
Pent are greater, while at the same time the demand for agricultural labour is hish.
ln the other hond in o ;::t;_x',l;_ov_likc Mahorsohtrn, our crlcvlrtions inlderte thot
Bre supply side pressure on the labour market due to the higher incidence of non-
Bavility is also very much higher. Thus, it 1o got be surpziaing 1o fimd st
'ﬁpite of the fact that there is this wide difference in the proportion of house~
Elds in the O size class (with Punjab roughly double the Maharashtra figure), the
Eoportion of rural labour households {adovnting an income dei‘inition) is g:reate,r

21’1!-‘1'
B Maharashtra than in Punjab,according to the Rural Jabour Baquiry (1974-75) .



Teble XIIT

Bstinctes of Rurcl Lobour Force

e s Suamrny

Punjab Mzharashtra
3%
1, Rursl Lebour bh as % of Total Rural Hh 25.8 36.6
[ )

2. Agricultural Labour Hh as % of Total

Rural Hh 20.9 32.0
7, Non Agricultural Lebour Bh os % of

Total Rurzl Ih¥* 4.9 4.6
5. Rural Lavour Households with land as

-~ % of Rural Lebour Hh without Lands 9.5 85.8

5. Male Lgriculturel Labourers as

% a5 Rurnl Work Forcej/ 26.0 30,0
6. Male Agricultural -labourers as % of

v 3 A~ ‘1J 1 O 37 O

jale Agricultural Workers 3. .
Sources?

# Rural Labour Enquiry 1974-75

1/ The Census of India 1971.
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The rabio of rural lobour households to totel rural houscholds was 26% in Punjab
and 37% in Maharashtra. The corresponding proportions of a-ricultural labour
houscholds are 21% and 32% respectively., In other werds; of the rural labour
households; 81% werc agricultural lubour houscholds in Punjab comvared with 87%
in Mahareshtra, inlicating the higher extent of non asricultural wasc lgbour o3
rtunities available in Punjab. The impact of alternative occupationzl opportuni
ties mey alsc bhe glimpsed from the figurcs reported in the R2BI Debt and Investno
Survey, viz, that the proportion of artisans plus 'others'.amom.; non~cultivators
(i.e. thosc operating less thun 0.002 ha) was 55% in Punjab compared with 37% in
thharashtra, Thus, it zppears from our interregional comparison, that the suppl:
side factors, i.c. the subsistence pressure bearing on the non viable peasantry,
are more crucial determinants of the incidence of wage labour in the ‘rural sector
It is interesting to noute moreover, that this subsistence pressure does not arisc
from demographic pressure, with which such argumcnts are typically associated.

As we have seen in Table I an II all indicators of demograpiic pressure show that
the difference in ruval proletarianization betueea the twe regions is attribu=
table to the ability to generate subsistence from crop production which is a fun-:
ction simultaneously of technological, demographic, socioeconomic and agirophysi-

cal factors,

Another feature of the agriculturazl labour force which is casily explained
in terms of ouwr findings is the fact that there exists a very significant diffe-
rence in the relative proportions of landed vis-e~vis landless rural labour
householés. According to the Rural Labour Bnquiry, the ratio of rural labour
households with land to rural labour households without land were as followss$
Punjab ~ 9.5%, a2hd Maharashtra 85.8%., This difference corresponds closely to
the difference in the incidence of nonviable cultivator households in the two
\8tates as shown in Table X and XII. A4s we mizht expect, reliancce on rural labour
;-i‘/*rce participation to ;onerate a significant or major portion of income is

fikely t6 occur ~non~ land.d aowscholdr only in the cice of thosc whoso lend
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resources are deficit. This is borne out by the data,

(iv) Pinally in Table XIV ard XV we presont some additional data to see how
far our cstimates of nonviability correlate with zome generally expected chara-]
cteristics — the possession of ploughs and drought animals aand the incidence
of attached farm workers. Information on these are available in the NSS Land
Holdings Survey. In the carly literature on vigbility of farms three district
notions of viable farm size evolved, viz, the ‘income unit', the 'employment
unit' and the 'ploush unit'! (Khusro 1973). Our own calculations correspond to
the income notion of viability. Nevertheless, one would expect that nonviable
hpldings wéuld not be able to nmaintein draught animals and farm equipment to tham
sarie extent as their viable counterparts. Naturally, the use of state level
grouped datz neans that there will be intra-group variations which might consi-

derably weaken the expected correspondence. MNevertheless, the data strongly

gupport the relinbility of our caléulrtions. Tae Tebles XKIV cnd XV clearly cha
the cloac ~aaocirtion in the two octates butucen an index of vichility k3 the

other variables. In each case we notice partj:cularly the sharp change in the imm
dicators in the range where the switch cccurs from nonviability to viabilityr.
For examplés, the percentage of households not having working animals, drops shagg
rply from 61% to 12% between size classes 3 and 5 in Punjab, and from 38% to 16¥p
over size classes 6 to 9 in Maharashtra, which is precisely where the switch in
viability status takes place. In general, of course, ﬁhere ig the large differq
nce between the nonviable and the viablo categories as a whole, in the expected
manner. The sanc obscrvation also holds for the pattern regarding the percentag
of households not reporting ploughs, though the pattern is more marked in the
case of Punjab. In general the possession of ploughs appears to be lower in
Mahorsnhtya.

With regard to the percentage of holdings reporting attached farm labourersm

once more the sbserved pattern is brozdly in conformity with our expectations

baged on the viability index. We notice that in Punjab, expect for size class 3
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Table XIV

Incidence of Draucht Animals, Plouchs énd
Attached Labourers by Viability Class,

Punjab
Size class of ope— Viability  Percentage of  Percentage of ‘Pércentage of
rational holding Index (VZ) Hh not having Hh not having holdings repor—
(code) working cattle Ploushs ting attached
and buffalc form werks
0 - 98.50 96.82 ~
1 ~ 0,28 83.77 83.77 -
2 - 0.18 100.00 100,00 -
3 - 0,22 60.87 67.93 8.24
4 - 0.04 24.11 17.26 -
5 0.03 12.33 11.02 15.08
6 0.19 13.40 2.9% 8.61
i 0.42 T.84 1.29 13449
8 0.67 T.63 1.98 28.93
9 0.90 5.98 1.59 27.59
10 1.22 13.36 1.58 43433
11 1.62 5.04 2.16 49,61
12 2.1 12.24 6.12 59.87
13 3.23 20,34 5.08 78.28
14 5.82 - - 77.78

Sources: Table X above and NSS Survey on Landholding 26th Round
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Incidence of Doawht Animals, Ploushs

and Attached Labcurers by Viability

Class, Maharashtra

Size class cf Viebility Index (V2) Percentage of Percentage of Percenta

Operational Hh not having Ih not having of holdim

holding (code) Working cattle Ploughs reportisg
Zst I Est II  :ng buffalo attached

workers

0] - - 97.29 99.72 -

1 - 0.82 - 0.68 97.93 82.80 -

2 - 0.74 - 0.61 T3 .35 75.25 2.13

3 - 0,73 - 0.59 69.68 65.20 -

4 ~ 0.69 = 0,55 53.04 63,22 4.23

> - 0,67 - 0.49 39.39 47.18 5.75

6 - 0.54 ~ 0.3%4 38,32 36.84 10.05

7 ~ Q¢34 - V.12 32.88 38.20 10.05

8 - 0.21 0.02 19.08 40449 14.64

9 0.05 0.28 14.30 27.45 24.60

10 0.17 0445 12.84 26.50 22.94

1 C.53 0.84 9.39 32439 3317

12 1.00 1.32 3,60 16,37 44401

13 2,09 2.41 3.71 14.38 57.63

14 GuTT 5.25 1,59 8.10 80.16

Sources Table XII above, and NSS Survey on Landholding 26th Round.
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none of the other nenviable cultivator catesorics roport attacael farn servanis
There is a sharp break at the point where viability stotus changes size closs
5. Further, the incdlence .of houscholds reporting attacheld labourers risces
with viability status, The data for Maharashtra alac confirn this, though we
do Jbserve a snall percentage of ‘housohol "s in the nonviable cate:r ry reporting
attachod lz‘,bouxer.s. Hc:wovor,"argu_nd size class 8 and 9 where the status shift

occurs, we agein obscrve o clear break in the nagnitude.  Conparing the twe

states, we find (as r:méy be oxpected fran the overall diff erencd in viability
gtatus) that Punjab has xre holdings in each operational holling size class
repcrting attachel far: servants. -It is alsc interesting to obs‘erve that the
magnitude of percentase of hellings omloying attaqhefl forn sorvants arec
roughly sinilar for conparable viability clq,sses in the two states, cxpecially
wvhen we cunsi.'_’;or the Est:f:nto II for V2 in Maharashtra (which represents ore
n.rel conditicns), For exwiple, size class 5 (Punjab) has V2 = 0.0%, and
15,05% in this group report attached farm workers, which corores well with sizc
class 8 (Maharashtra) with V2 (II) = 0,02 and incicence of attachel laboure=-

T8 = 14.64%; ‘Sinilarly size closa 10 (Punjzb) with th:.}. varancters Vo=1,22 and
AperCent of holldings reprrting attached wrkers = 43.33, conpares with size class
12 (Ma.harashtra,) which has V2 (II) = 17.32 and percent of holdings with a.ttachc_}r:‘.
farn 'wgrlcers cqualling 44%, Othe'r eonparable ce;Lc.,g-:":‘cios nay adlsoe be notoed,

This further suggests that the noraalisation ]”_-I‘-T)CG-’.-'_'IJI(-.‘ adsarted in our calcula-—
tiong is resscnable, in thot ol "ings with w'sj;;ilar viability index values ray
have siiilaritics in organisational sct up. However, this is only sugcestive,

and no firn conclusions in this natter are rossible without a close dnalysis

of houscholl level - data.

Thus, the lata suwrmarisced in Tables XIV and XV conforn closely with wur

-expectations, and thus suprort the plausibility of the empiricel estinates of

b

viability status reported in this paper. Indeed,it con be clained that viatility



indices actually cxplcin the cbscrved pattcrns with respect to the possessionl
of working -nimalsy ploughs and the zmployment of attoched farm workers by sil

class of holdings in the two states.
IV, Conclusion

1

Ti:is paper hwes sought to examine peasant differontiation os measured by
the degree of resource control in Punjalb and Mahorashtra in & cornparative perd
spective., In doing so, we have focusscd on the viability index associated wi!

the resource ﬁosition of different land holding sizc classes. This way of
lecking at the provlen lutegretos the technelogienl, ngeopnysicnl, ucﬁcgraphﬁl
and socicecononic tactors underlying differentiation, wnich iffor. sicmiticonifl
fiotween the tue staves. The vorietion of the distribution this index cver sidl
classes iﬁ.the two states reveals some interesting patterns ~ for example, inl
the relctive proportion of nonviable cultivator houschclds. The comparison
reveals the very significant impact of productivity (and underlying it, irri-
gation) on ograrian structure. We hiave reloted also these differences in thel
distribution of the index to: (a) i cidence of wage lo.our (b) the relative
portion of landed vis-a-vis landless Wage labourcrs. (e ) the incidence of atmi
ched wage labourers by size class of holding and (d) tne ownership of draught
animals and plougghs. In all these aspects the viability index appeared to exl
plain the observed patterns of variation betwecn states and also between size

classes,

In a following paper we consider more closely the question of how nonviaml
households cope with the problem of economic survivel in the two states, by OHI
nining their pattern of labour zllocation between alternative inceme earning
activities, and also the structure of their assets and liabilities. By compari
the cconomic reproduction pattern of households in similar ranges of viability

index mrgnitndes, this wonld complement the enpirieal analysis reported here.
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Notes

For an early study of interregional variations of the distribution ownershi-
p and cperational holdinss in Z.adia, see Raj (19740). Among more recent
discussions are Laxminarayan and Tyagi (1982), and Bardhan (1983). Trends
in rursl wage labour in Indig, their determiinants and implications, zre
discussed in Vaidyarathan (1983)

Thig is t@c latest peried for which comprehensive data, such as the N33
Iand holdiugs Sgrvey, the RBI Debt and Investment Survey arc available.

W? hqvo also utilized the Farm Mznagement Surveys which were carricd out
till 1970, ond Adiscomtinued tihereafter. Detailed information by size class
of holdings on irrization and cropning pattern is 2iso aveilable in the
All-~India Agricultursl Census, 1970=T71.

See Table XIII. Rural Labour hougcholds as percent of totaol rural house-
holds is 28.5 in Punjab and 36.6 in Meharashtra.

See Table VIII. Tkis fact need not necessarily constitute a paradox for
the pelarizaticn view, since it muy be argued that the lower proportion

of morginal farners weflects o more advanced stage of differentiation.
However, coobined with the fant that the incidence of wage labour is also
lower in Punjab, it doeg seem paradoxical.

As shownr in Table VIII; rural lebour houscholds with land as percent of
rural labour houscholds without land is 9.5% in Punjab and 85.5% in Maha~
rashtra,

Sce de Janvry (1981). The idea of 'zllotment holding' peasant appears alsc
in Lenin (197@).

See for cxamnle, Hoyani ( 1981 ) on the demogrophic explanation using
Asian data. As shown in Table II, population density in Punjab and Mahara~
shtra, in person per sguare km arc 268 and 164 respectively. Rural popu-
lation poxr operated hectare is 1.98 and 1.13 respectively.

The Lorenlz ratios for cwnership holdings (including the landless househio—
1ds) are 0.7867 in Punjeb and 0.7001 in Moharashira. When only landewning
houscholds are considercd the values are 0,7703 and 0.6654 respectivaely.
See Chandan Mukherjee and Sujena Bai (1979) ’

The theoretical considerations underlying this approach have been explainced
elsewhere. See Sen (1981)

The existence of nonvicble cultivators is not unique to India~Lenin and
Kantslky noted their existence in Burope. Iven in contemporary economies
ag diverse s those of North and Scuth America, hey are to be found
see Krishnaji (1984) Buttel and Newby (1980), de Janvry (1981).
Vaidyanathan (1983) ‘
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In thiz uop.ax we 3hu23 nct fiscusz the relationship between this way of
concey tualizings agrarian structure, and those whichview in terms of comi
ventic-al Morxist class categce wes. The ecope of this paper is limited
to cross-—scction compariscng and we shall not deal with the dynamics of
change. Those issuves are dealt with ot lenoth in C. Sen op.cit. Broa-
dly, our amprecach concentrates on control over means of production, ra-
ther than concentrating on relaticns of production as the operating cri-
terion for ~nelysing differentiction. The two approaches noturally sre
intorlinked. For altcrnative approaches, sce Patnzaik (1976) and
Bharadwaj ( 1979 )

These includce:d the 'pleugh unit?!, the 'employment unit! and the 'income
unit'. See Kwsro (1973). Our approach is closest to the tincome unitll

notion,

Agrophysical characteristics enter through the explicit treatuent of the
irrigationr bage and its effect on yields and technolersical factors enter
through yields and cost of production.

There has been, however, z rencrkable turnaround in Meharashtra's agricul
tural performance during the decadc of' the 70's. It appears to have regi
stered raoid srowth. Punjab's growth ratce on the other hand, appears to
have been slowin: down. G.S. Bhalla (1983)

Sece Gita Sen, "Wonen's work and Agricultural Labourcrss a study of the
Indian Census', Working Paper MNo. 159, Centie for Developnent Studies.
The workcer rate for nen hardly differs -~ Punjah and Maharashirz both
bave 52%. TFor women, however, the picture is very different. For Punjab
it is 1.18% whercas Maharashtr~ records 19.70%.

Figares for 1969~T0 are presented because there are sone unresolved quusﬂ
ons regarding the data for 1970-71 and 1371~72 for Maharashtra with respedl
to 'fallows® and ‘culturable waste'. Sen Khare (1579) p. 28

M.P. Knarc, Agricultural Development Maharashtra (1960-61 to 1971=72),
Agro~Econonic Rescarch Unit, Goknale Institute of Peolitiecs and Econonics,.
Decenber 1579. Here, a rein deficient year is defined as one in which
rainfall is lcss than norual in more than 11 weeks out of 22 weeks (betn
ween June and October), during which between 85% to 98% of annual rainfalll
occurs in Maharashira. The figure 0.62 cited in the text has been calcuid
ted by Khore fron 15 year - data (1958-72).

Indian Asriculture in Brief (19th Edition), Directorate of Zconomics and

Statistics, Ministry of Lgriculture, New Delhi

G.S. Bhalle and Y.K. Alagh, Performance of Indian. Agrienltmres 4 Districi
wise Study, (1979) Table 12.

The growth rates are caleulated on the basis of 19 principal crops (cereall
rice, wicat, jowar, bajra, maizc, ragi and barley; pulscs: @gran and turs
oilseeds: (roundmat rapesead and mustard, sesarun, linseed and castorscedy
fitre 9§§2§s Jjutes mesta and cotton; and other cross: sugar cane and
Fobacco).
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Khare's results are shown in the table belows

Compound _Annual Growti Rates
(196961 to 1371-72)

Total Production Foodgrains Foodgrains
(8) (B) (3CR)
1. For all 12 years - 1.55 - 1.63 - 2.30
2, Deleting 1970-71 &
1971=72 - 0:96 - 1.17 ~ 121
3¢ Deleting 1965-66 - 0.78 ~ 0.74 | - 1.00
4. Deleting 1960-61 - 0.07 - O.23A = 0,14

Notes: (B) Source of data in Buceav of Kconomics

20/

21/

and Statistics, Government

of Maharasiitra

(3CR) Source of data in Season and Cro: Reports.

¥hare (1979), and G.X. Chacha Dynamics of Rural Transformation ¢ A Study

of Punjab 1950~80, Centre for the study of Regional Development, Jawahar-
lal Nehru University, 198%.

ill~India Debt and Investment Survey (1971~72), Assets of Rural Households
as_on June 30, 1971, Reserve Bank of India, 1976, Table 1.2

The BBI data also indicates that among the remaining, non-culti-
vator households the break up is as follows:
Punjab = Non cultivators 57.14 (agricultural labourers 25.8%, artisans
5.1% otner 26.2%), Maharashtra - Non cultivators 31.4% (agricultural
labourers 19.8%, artisans 2,9%, others 8.7%). IHowever, it is instructive
to compare these figures with those reported in the Rural Labour Enquiry,
1974=75, which adecpts an income definition for agriculturzl labourere.
Agricultural la2boltr households as per cent of total rural houscholds are
20,9 in Punjab and 32.0 in Maharashtra.
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For example, if the FMS size group 1 coincides with the much finer IS5
size classes 1=5, then all five NSS classes are assumed to have the same
value as the THMS gize group 1. This seemed less arbitrary than other
possible procedures, '

The value of annual consumer expenditurc was 12% higher than the anmunl
incone in the case of Mcoheraghtra for 1970~71 nccording to 25th Round daty
In the casc of Punjab, the difference is much smallcr (incomce exceoding
expenditure by 3.5%).

The Rural Labour Enquiry defines a rural labour household as a household
vhose major source of income was from wage=paid manual labour (agricultu-
ral and for nonagricult-urq,l), and larger than income from either paid non
manual. employment or self employment, in the 365 days preceeding the
SUrveye.



Appendix

This appendix provides sone details of the empirical proccdure reported

in the text.

1.

The subsistence expenditure norms adoptcd were as follows?

Punjab -~ per capiza fse 518
Maharashtra - per capita s 317

Baged on annual consumer expenditure of nercultivating wage earner hovseholds
(¥Ss 25th Round Pzper No. 233) and the average houschold size reported in

WSS 26th Round, Survey on Landholding., Operational areca size class wise
figures were generating by multiplying the state level per capita figures

by the respective household sizes. These constitute the rigures for nece-

ssary consumption expenditure shown in Table IX and XI of the text.

Gross ouitput per gross cropped hectarc is taken as . 2095 for Punjab and

f. 973 for Maharashtra for the States 28 a whecle, These arc obtained by
adding »n ar adjustaent faotor %o the Alagh-~Bhall.. yield pcr GCA figures
(which is the average for 1970473 based on 19 principal cr0ps). The adjust-~

ment factor allows for fodder and by-products and has been estimated at

19% for Punjab and 16% for Maharashtra based on the FPMS Reports. In order

to obtain operaticnal size class specific yield per GCA, the variation in

the proportion of irrigated area between the size classes was taken into

account, Comparing the relative yields of irrigeted and wunirrigated land

from the ™MS reports, it was estimated that 1 hectare of irrigated land was

1.82 times more productive than 1 hechare of unirrigated land in Punjab and

2.25 times nmore productive in Maharashtra. This implied thzt the gross
productivities of irrigated and unirrigated land were Ps. 2321 and Bs. 1275

regpectively in Punjab, and Rs. 1179 and fs. 524 in Maharashtro per GCA. From
these, u.ilizing the size class .ise ratios of gross irrigated area to gross

e~cpped area, the re-wpective gross output fi ures per GCA for each NSS size

class was calculaved, The irrigation acreage ratiog were thise given in the
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Agricudturcl Consus 1970--71.

3-:

The next stor was the cstineti n of the vilue of net ~utput per GCA, To
~btain tiils, lcluctisng wcré}iade v accont of waerating costes lue to

bull::ck 1:bour, scel coot, vanures and fertilizors, irrigstion, intcrest
on werking capital and ront. TFron the S dzta, these were cstinoted as

vercentose f the vrlue £ srossg ~utput.  As cxploinel in the text, huan

fuly

Clabrur costs and deprecintion were not eonsilorel. For bullock labour,

which cwyrriscs a very gignificant portisn of the cost of production, only
the maintenance cormenont (i.c. fec? ond fudder) was taken. Given the factd
tﬁat for Moharashtra, the MMS Reports aveilable lcalt only with A@eclnagar
District, which has a rwch higher irrisation lovel -- the cist on accrunt offf
irrizgotion was appropriately adjusted dswmwarls tcking the actual irrigatif
rativg inte aceount. The namures anl fertilize costs include fertilizer
costs vnly, sinee raimres were nestly hime | rofweed and their value was nct
inclulcl in the ;ross cutpat value, Sinec the FMS gize class catc crics arll
n-t n§ finc on tace NSS sizo ciass, the fijurcs qti;ized have been sc taken
os t; iatch as clisely as possibic., For overlorrying classcs, weighted
averages have been eployed. The doéuctions actunlly used in thce calcula=
tichs, wxpress.i ns o percentage of gross cutut are given below, PFurther
Cctails concerning oacﬁ of the ingivilual itens of cost are available fro:

the author on request.
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Teole Al

Deduactiong of calculaticn of net output per

GCA ((zs % of value of grozs output)

Size class Bullocic

Seed

Manures &

Irrigation Interecst

Labour Cost Fertilizer on Working Rent Total
Capital

1 19,36 3.6 3.26 N 1.00 3.05 33,11
g 19,36 3.6 3.26 2,84 1,00 - 28.06
3 19.36 3.6  3.26 2,84 1.00 1,77 29.83
4 19.36 3.6  3.26 2.84 1,00 4.18 32,24
5 19.36 3.6 3.26 2.84 1.00 8.92 36.98
6 19,36 3.6 %.26 2.84 1.00 Te91  35.97
7 19,36 3.6 3.26 2.84 4.00 10,37 38,43
8 15.32 4 377 3.85 1.00 5.72 33.78
9 15.32 4.1 3.77 3.85 1.00 6,14 34.20
10 15,32 4ed 4452 4.16 1,00 8.10 36.16
11 15,32 4.7 5.27 4.47 1,00 5.85 33,91
12 15.32 4.7 465 4447 1,00 2,92 30,02
13 1532 4.7 4.65 4.47 1,00 3,96 32,02
14 15.32 4.7 4.65 4.47 1.00 9.15 37.21
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Size class Bullock Seced Manures & Irrigation Intorest  Rent TotaimJ
Labour Costs Fertiliger on Worki-
ng capi~
tal

‘l
1 17.53 5.3 2.23 0.38 1.0 3.86 30,80
2 17.53 5.3 2.23 0.88 1.0 2.81 29.75
% 17.53 563 2.23 0.83 1.0 1.75 28.69
4 1753 5.3 ©2.2% 0.73 1.0 1.73 28.52
5 17.53 5.3 2.23 0.57 1.0 2,11 28.74
6 1753 De3 2.23 0.48 1.0 1.89 28.43
7 17.53 53 2.23 0.43 1.0 2.35 28,84
8 14495 4.1 2.68 1.02 1.0 1.39 25.14
9 14.95 3.8 3.12 0.89 1.0 le11 24,87
10 14.95 4.9 4.21 0.89 1.5 1.00 27.45
11 14.95 6.0 5.30 0.89 2.0 2.84 31,98
12 14,95 6.0 2.58 0.76 2.0 2.13 28.42
13 14.95 6.1 2,41 0.76 2.0 1044 27.66
14 14.95 6.2 2.24 0.76 2.0 0,97 27.12

These size class specific deductions are made from the value of gross output
per hectare to cbtain magnitudes of the net value of output per GCA (rsy/Ha)

which are.reported in column 2 of Tables IX and XI.

3, The relevant magnitudes to be used in the viability calculations are thosfl
of net value of output per hectare of opcrated area in each size class.
These are obtained using the following relationt
Net Value of Output NWgt Value of Output

avA NSA
¥ X .
GCA . NSA X Ouerated Area

The second team on the RHS of the identity in the Croppilng intensity.

In other words, wc adjust cur net output per GCA cczleulated . ag above by|
cropping intensity and the proportion of net sown area in operational a:fl
to allow for fallows and uncultivated lend. The figures thus obtained =fJ}

shown in Col. 3 of Tables IX and XI,



The fiqures for cr ooding intensi oy ~nl the w0 otion of not sowm arce in
fonerationsl aven cre -btainod fron the AL Inlin Report un-Agricultural
Gensus 1970~71. Hore oo ~in, howover, the Census for . size classes arc not
fxactly consenent with the =38 far sise cober wivs, ant anpropricte notehing
hos beon Johe., In a stuly by Ifzal Ali, BJ. Désai; R. Radhakrishnn and

V.8, Vyas (1980 ),, the prcclure 'of going ldwecetly fron Censug for: size
closses 1o the NSS size eclagscs has bHeen questicasl -n the grounlo thet the
lefinition  f operatitnal hellding is not ifentical in the two swrveys. They
have yropose? o nethn ) using en esti otod 11..‘-';;-,'::.1;:5-.»1 stributicon to nateh the
fgricultural Census with HSS 2ata. Hewever, vo hove not 2lopte? their

prece’ute in this pap.r.

The rezining detoils ond Jdefinitions of the viability inlices nrc ex.lninel

in the fogtnetes to Tables IX thronsh XII.



50

_Ref ereonces

Jo Baraji (1976)

P. Bardhan (1983)

G.S. Bhalla and Y.K. Alagh (1979)

G.S. Bhalla and GeK. Chadhn (1981)

G.S. Bhalla (1983)

K. Bharcdunj (1979)

H., Buttel and H. Newby ed, (1980)

G.K. Ckadha (1983)

Y, Hayami (1981)

A. de Janvry (1980)

M.E. Khare (1979)

w3

oo

o

.

S v ~f Salected Parts of Kaitsky's,
The Agwerian guestiion', Econoay and
Society, ~2bruary

"Regicuicl Variations in the Rural Econoxc."
Economic and Peolitical Weekly, July 23,

Perforncnce of Indien Asricul tures: A
Digtricivisc Study, Sterling Publishers.

4 Study of the Twnact of Green Revolutbion
in the Punjal. Centre for the Study of
Regional Development,School of Social
Sciences, Jawaherlzl Nehru University.

Structural Chanres in Income Distribut_i_qg!

TPeasant Movenent and Agrayian Change iy
India™, Social Scientist, Vol II, Ho. &

"Macrocconoric Framework for a Developing)
Economy ¢ The Indian Case,™ Mancheogter
School of Fconomic and Social Studies,
Vol XiVii, No. 3,

The Rural So¢” 1o~y of Advanced Countrios
Criticiy Terspective, Allanheld, Osmnt
Co., Putlisliers.

Dynandcs of Rural Transformation - A Stuﬂl

of Punjsb 1250-1980, Centre for the Studs

of Regionnl Developuent, School of Socia
Sciences, Jawanarlal Nehru University.

"Onderstanding Village Community and the
Direction of Agrarian Change in Asia™,
Institube ¢f Feenomic Growth, Occasional
Papers, New Series, No. 1.

The Agrariza Guzstior and Reforpism in

in Letin Smerics, The Johns dopkins

University Press,

Arricul tuxal Development of Maharashire

(1960~01_ %0 1971=72), Agro-Economic

Research Unit, Gokhale Ir stitute of Poli-
tics cnd Ercnomics.



&M, Kwsro (1973)

¥, Erishnaji (1984)

B, Isxninarayan and S.S. Tyagl
(1982)

V. Lenin (1974)

W, Patnaik (1976)

0. Mukhorjee and S. Bai (1979)

KN, Raj (1970)

C.R.M, Reddy (1982)

0. Sen (1981)

B. Sen (1963)

.

B Vaidyonathan (1983)

Radhekrisima & V.S. Vyas
(1980)

5t

The Xeononics ¢f Land Refoims and F
Size in Indiz, ilcenillan India.

Agrarian Relations and the 'Small' Peasa-
-nt? Andivra Pradesh Economic Association
Conference Papers.

Chaneres in Agricultural Structure irn
Indis , Agricole Publishers.

The Development of Capitalism in Russia,
Progress Publishers.

Class Differentistion within the Peasantryy
Teonenic and Political Weekly, Review of
Agricul ture, September

$ "Torentz Ratios for Distribution of Rural

Ownership and Opcrational loldings, India,
1971..72¥ Working Paper HNec. 94, Centre for
Developnent Studies.

$ "Ouwrierghip and Distribution of Lan'¥,

Indian Economic Review, April 1970,

8 "Interregional Differsices in the Incidence

of Azricultural Labourers in India®,
Centrce for Pevelopment Studies,

¢ "Wiahility and Xeconomic Reproductions A

Franework for the Analysis of Peamant
Differcutiation", Paper -resented at
Workshop on Current Bconomic Issues, Uni-
versity of Utah,

L)

Women's Work and Women Agricultural Labo-
urerss A Study of the India®, Working
Paper No, 159, Centrs for Development
Studies.

Impact of Development on Rural Wage Labour
in India%, Centre for Development Studies.

Indiz 2000 ¢ Asricultural Production
Strategies and Rurel Income Digtribution,
Indian Institute of Management, Almedabad.




Cfficisl Sources

“Government of India, Hindstry of Agriculture and Coomeration, Directorate of
Economics and Statistics, Indian Agriculture in Brief, Varicus editions.

Govermment of India, Ministry of Agriculturce ond Ireigotbion; Studies in the
Econonics of Tarm Marooerment — Ahmednagar Diglrict = 1967-68 zad 1970-71
(Maharashtra State)

Governmment of India, Ministry of Hose Affairs, Officc of the Romistrar Genern |
Census of India

CGovermment of India, Ministry of Labour, Lobour Bureau. Report of the Ruxal
Labour Encuiry, 1974=75

Governmuent of Maharsshtra, Bureau of Iconomics and Statistics, Handhook of
Busic Statigtics, 1972.

Govermment of Punjab, Iconcmic and Statistical Organisation, Iconomics of A@ﬂi
cultural Prodiction and Farm Management in Punijabd, Combined Report 1967-68
to 1969-70.

Govermmert of Punjab, Cffice of the Fccnomic Adviser, Statistical Handbook oi
Punjab, 1971=72 (Publication No, 167)

Govermment India, Planning Commi. ;ion =nd State Plauning Institute, Tttor-
Pradesh, Regioual Dimensions of India's Fconomic Development, 1983,

ybional Swmarnle Survey Urganisation, N.S.S. 25th Round, Report No. 233. (Tab'_l-';s.
Ath Motes on EBornings, Indebtedness Cultivated Holdings and Assets of Weaker
Sections  Rural India ,(1970-71)

National Sample Survey Orianisations Survey on Land Holding 26th Round 1911{2.
Sarveksnana, January -~ April 1982,

Reserve Bank of Irfdia, All-India Debt and Investment Survey (1971—71), Assets
of Rural Households as on June 30, 1971




This work is licensed under a
Creative Commons
Attribution — NonCommercial - NoDerivs 3.0 Licence.

To view a copy of the licence please see:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

	wp196
	Interregional Variations in Peasant Differentiation A Comparison of Panjab and Maharashtra in the Early 1970's

	I Introduction

	(a)
 Demographic Features 
	(b) Share of Agriculture in State Economy
	(c) Land Utilization

	(d) Growth Performence

	(e) Cropping  Pattern and Input Use

	Size Distribution of Ownership and Operational Holdings

	Assurrptions and Meathodology of Estimation Procedure

	Comparative Analysis-Empirical Re
sults
	Some Implications

	Conclusion

	Notes

	Appendix

	References
	Official Sources



	Creative commons cover sheet

