Some Aspects of Fmployment and
Unemployment in Agriculture

Manabendu  Chattopadhyay

In this erticle are discussed some crucial aspects of the )/

in Indian agriculture.

and ; e

In Section 1, we shall try to take a view about-the works dlready done by different research
workers in this field. In Section II, we shall take yet another look at the “surplus labour model’ with
the help of fresh results incolving disaggregated data for Assam. In Sectlon I, we shall dwcuss the

seasonal pattern of employment in agriculture for the region of Assam.

give a picture regarding

in India with the Nelp of unother stutistical anuly

unemployment in agriculture and its policy implications.

1
Review of R h

arrangement ot re-allocation of work,
or o thorough change 1n the method of

SINCE the 1940s, much hterature on
cegnomic development bas come aut,
Tased an the belief that most uoder-
developed countrics have a considerable
wrplus  population  in  agriculrure,
Estimates of it have ranged from 20
to 50 per cent of the total agricultum]
poputation, This surplus  population
could be removed withowt any signi-
fBicant reorganisation of ognicuitwe and
without reducing  agricultural produc-
tion {Lewis 1834, Rosemstein Rodan
1957; Coule and Heover 1958; Leiben-
stein  1957: Enke 1962; Wonnacott
19682: Nawns and Fes 1861, Mellor and
Stevens 1856; Eckaus 1855; Sen 1966).
Opposition 1o this view has becn voiced
recently  (Viner 1957, Sovani 1959;
Schultz 1984; Hopper 1965, Oshima
1958; Paglin 1965} The controversy
has ceatred around the definition and
method of estmabon of uremployment,
on the one hand, and the gencralisation
about the pheoomena for the country
as a ,whole on the basis of a single
abjective reality, oo the other? It is
necessary, therefore, to clear the con-
cept and to examine the issue accond-
ing to the multi.dimensional situation
n Todia.

. There are two distinct concepts in
the expression ‘surplus  habour': (1)
static concept :  the concept refesing
to that amoust of population in agri-
culture which can be semoved from it
without aoy change in the method of
cultivation, without leading to any re-
duction in output; {ii} dynemic con-

cept: this concept refers to that
amount of population (potential sur-
plus) which can be removed  from

agriculture  without its output falllog,
asuming 2 change in the methed of
cultivation =~ through reorganisation
fn fixed and variable capital end o re-
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including ional use of
both Rxed and variahle capital.

The empirical literabire  that  has
grown on this subject does not clearly
make  this i i C

In Section IV, we shall try 1o

the nature and extent of underemployment in agriculture for some regions
In Section V, we shall present our ciews of the

thar “in terms of poli s usein)
to retain the separate identity al 1heg
“tluee groups of people: the  policies
suitable 10 tackle the emplwment 4
onc group may rot be suitable to the
othes™ (Rao 1873).°

For avoiding this kind of problen ol

the results of the studies do not repre-
sent an udambiguous picture of under-
auployment.!  Alsa, the  empirical
studies are based on data from which
the phecomenca of surplus labour can-
not be proved s o general law, Never-
theless, rame of the research  workers
have generalised about the phenomenon
with such date® Tt is our view,
thercfore, that the  whole  problens of
estmaung surplus labowr should be re-
examined to appraise the reslity more
precisely.

We may turn-our discussion to the
difierent approaches to estimating un-
employment, advanced by different re-
scarch workers in this ficd.  We can
first refer to theee populer approaches
authored by A K Sen (Sen 1068, 1975)
— namely, (i} the production approach,
(ii) the income approach, (jif) the recog.
nitlon approach. According to Sen,

“"the concept of uwnemployment bos to

he viewed mot only in the lighe of
production and  income, but also in
terms of the perception of the people
caught by the statistician’s side-rule.
The problam js not quite comparable
to counting the number of surplus
cattle in India or Thailand” (Sen 1975).
To appreciate the usefulness of the
approaches as advanced by Sen, S X
Rao cexplored the common and the
scparate components of unemployment
implied in the hwo concepts. (i) and
(i), throngh the analysis of set theory.
He showed thac “it is difficult to ma-
gine someone who is income ugemploy-
ed hut fs not production uremployed”
Ago 1073} Rao argued, therefore.

. Dandekar aml Rath put
forvard 3 methed of mcasunng unim,
ployment  and  underrmployewnt
taking ncorse appmach @ a entenos
of employment (Dandckar and Ral,
19711 Ra Krishna  has  recoath
endorsed this as an alternative methed
(Ray Krishna 1973) Raj Knshna writes-
I shall not discuss the  productivity
critenon  further,  hecause wath b
available evidence the cvistence ot
zero  marginal  produclivity  cang
e praved and so for the operalions
purpess of measuring unemploymest 1
statisheal surveys the income  crites;
may be deamed 10 be a goad prosy {
the productivity critenon” (Raj Kishas
1973). It follows from Roj Knishea's
statement that the preductvty  ¢nfe
rion of unemployment can be examned
only by the marginal  productivite
norm, and since the cxisteoce of the
marginal productivity norm  cannot
proved the existence of  producti
criterion of employment  cantot als.
be proved. Thesefore, he bay taken the
income criterion as @ proxy of measure
ment of unemployment,

This is not at all a good cxplanatic
for refecting the productivity criterion
of woemployment estumates. There arc
some alternative methods (static and
dynamic methods) other than the -
ginalist methed, threugh which the
surplus labour can better be explained
Raj Knshoa himscll adwmits that cach
criterion has its own utility selating to
diierent polley questions and,  there
fore, one should mot wge to seek, (v
fend, or use, a dngle criterion which
may be weful for all purposes. In
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b comtext, ho writes:  “we ought,
istrad, 1o sceept the simple fact that
il the necessary data are aveilable, the
"ipilication of cach one of the threa
of four emitenia can give us three or
fons Wiferent  estimates of unemploy.
acnt for the  same  population: the
cembination of two or mare of these
will vield many more estimates: and
cxh of these difierent otimates may
hove its own ulility, in that, each ans.
wers 30 bmportant but Jifferent policy
question™ (Rs]  Krishoa  1973). The
atement made by faj Knishoa has an
mportant  implication for the whole
controversy of surplus labour  estima.
ron.  But it can be said thar he has
rut strictly followed this rtionality tn
[has own wark.

Tt is noticed that he has tried to de-
end the income criterion by rejecting
he productivity eriterion  with o very
wnple argument.  The other research
huorkers like Mellor, Paglin, Mathur,
Rudra, etc, have also rejected the zero
frarginal product  hypothesis; but, at
o same lime, some of them have
icd to give an alterative method for
wnalysing the labour use pattems on
diflerent sized farms (Mellor 1968, Pag-
lin 1985, Mathur 1964, Rudra 1973,
1973¢. Sarkar 1957).

Rj Krishna 2dded one new category,
v the 'time criterion’  (denoted by
Wle) which has ol been considered
» A K Sen. By toking the threc crite-
. viz, time, income, and willingness,
de showed all possible variations in the
snrmployment estimates and iNustrated
e truth a5 quoted in the earlier para.

Thus, it follows from the works of
S X Rao and Raj Krishoa, that we
donld consiler each criterion 25 0
Bacro variable to the path of 1012l em-
plasment and should frame  policies
sanst each macro variable for solving
he problem of unemploymert. From
lus paint of view, each criterion has
wual importance in the perspective of
rconomic planning. Bul it cannot be
fenied that Lme cniterion, willingmess
titerion, and  productivity  criterion.
bave gor much importange  compared
to other criterin in the Seld of
loth official and unoffcial  estimates.
The application of the time criterion
1 well as  willingness  criterion Is
sy much  noticed in the census
s well o5 NSS  estimates of un-
mployment in rurol Indin.  In the
191 censns, a person was defined as
wemployed i he was without work on
4l days during the reference week pre-
coding enumerstion  and was* “seeking’

work. The NSS prior lo 1972-73 nsed
a stmllor defioftion as in 1061 census.

In 1971, the Expert Committee of
the Planning Commission an unemp-
loyment explored some defecis in this
debnition and recommended their choice
as “... the unit of analyss or aggrega-
ton will be a day, though the daw
will be collected for a week. The level
of unemployment during the different
seasons/sub-rounds will be  measured
in termms of the towl number of record-
ed days of unemployment, expressed
as 2 percentage of the total number
of days on which the respondents re.
port themselves 10 be in the labour
force temployed/unemployed) during
the particular scason of  sub-round”
(Planming  Commission  197)).  The
NSS 27th round, whose resulls  are
awaiting publication, has followed this
approach as recommended by the Com-
mitter.

Apart from  the official estimates,
there are some individual atiemprs at
estimating surplus  labour in  India,
mainly based on the productivity cri-
tenon, The data on other criteria,
income cniterion and recognition cri-
terion, are very scarce in [ndia. So, the
research works on these two criteria
are very much limited compared to

other criteria. That does not mean that

the other criteria are superior 1o in-
come and recognition critena.

Thus, the controversy of unemploy-
ment estimates should not be cent-
red upon the different approaches: ra-
ther, it should be centred  upon the
methodology of estimates under cach
approach. Ia this perspective, we shall
brielly review the works done under
the production approach.

The most volurmnous work. which
has an all-India  coverage, has tbeen
undertaken on this problem by Sha-
kuntals Mehra (Mehra 1966). Mehra
calculated surplus labour in agneul
ture by taking the difference between
the total work force employed and
the total work force required. She as-
sumed, in this context, that the labour
requirement per acre is equal to the
actwal lsbour used by the biggest siz-
ed farms. This norm consists of the
family warkers plus all the hired wor-
kers.

A number of comments on Mehras
methodology have been made by con-
cerned research workers feg. Rao,
1973, Ahuja 1975).¢

The second empirical work, based

on the production approach, was done
by ‘Ashok Rudea [n 1973 (Rudm
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19732). Rudra estimated surpius la-
bour by taking the diflerence beiween
the number of male workers engaged
in sgriculture tfamily plus hired) and
the minimum number of male workers
requiral  to deliver the  peak-period
workload at the rate of eight hours a
day. In this connection, it should be
mentioned that this type of approach
of surplus labour estimation was fol-
lowed by | P Bhattacharya (Bhaita-
charya 1961). But his study could not
capture attention among the re-
search workers because his conoept of
surplus labour in agriculture could not
clearly specify its obiective reality.
Rudra in this connection has been able
to identify clearly the distinction bet-
ween ‘sorplus Jabous® and 'surplus la-
bourer’,

However. according 1o Rudra’s re-
sult: (i) per cent of surplus labour va-
ries very listle with size; (i) the pro-
portion of hired labour increases, but
surplus [ubour does not vary with size.
These findings of Rudra direcy con-
tradict Mehra's fundamental  assump-
tion of surplus labour estimation that
the clement of surplus labour should
dimiaish as the propartion of hired
labour increases.

‘Rudra estimated surplus labour only
for West Bengal. It may be estended
10 other regions of India, in order to
judge the merit of the findings as pre-
sented by Rudra. For thuis purpose,
we have taken a follow-up study on
this problem, using the same methodo-

logy put forward by Rudrs in his
197)a paper, in the caase of the As-
sam region, for the agricultural ycar

1968-69. In Section )1 we bave put the
results of our follow-up study.

Lasily, we should mention the latest
work on surplus labour estimation that
has been done by Kanta Ahuiz (Abuja
1975). As a matter of fact. Ahufa's
work is not based on 2 particular cri-
terion, it may be considered as an
extended study based on all the crite-
rid. Part of Rai Krishna's ideas on ua-
employment estimates bas been trans-
lated into  Ahuja's thesis. However,
we have no hesitation in entioning
that Ahuja’s thesis bears an intensive
work, though the sample size is very
small, for examining the different
criteria and method of surplus labour
estimation.  From the whole analysis,
an important point emerges which we
have tried to point out once again —
that each criterion or method has its
owa utility, relating to different policy
questions, and in this perspective Do
criterion is superior to another,

A7
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o
‘Sarplas Labour Model

Under the productivity criterion, we
should first clearly draw a disunction
between the two coneepts, viz, ‘surplus
labour® and  ‘surplus labourer’.  The
concerned research workers have ‘ot
clearly made this distinction between
the two. Bur the importance of this
distinction bas been proved by Rudra
in the course of his analysis of a direct
estimation of surplus labour tRudra
1973a). Rudra has made a distinction
between surplus labour snd  surplus
tubourers us [ollows: {i) If LIN) be the
quantity of labour that would flow
Irom the working force N when fully
employed, then a measure of surplus
labour wauld be LIN) — L: and (i) If
by following a scheme of reallocation
of labour among the labourers it
should become possible to  remove
from the working force N as many as
No without affecting either L (quanti-
ty of labour put in by the working
force N into agriculture) and O (the
resultant ontpud) then No is an esti-
mate of surpius labourers correspond-
ing 1o that particular scheme. It is
found. from his analysis, that 27 per
cent of N is surplus labourer {No). The
exercise was carried out with dwva
pertaining to 148 farms, drawn at
random from the district Hooghly of
West Bengal, during the agriculiueral
year 1970-7] (Rudra 1973a).

- Following the distinction between
surplus Jabour and surplus labourers
and following the same model of esti-
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mation accounted by Rudra, this part
of the article sceks to present some
results of another empirical verification
in direct observation and measurement
of surplus labour in agriculture.

The present analysis is based cm
Farm Management data pertaining to
150 farms drawn at random from 1he
district Nowgong of Assam during the
agricultural year 1969-70.

For each farm, the nature and inten-
sity of farm  work done by family
members as well as hired labourers of
all categorics has been counted in our

exercise.  Faym work is defined as
monual lobour on different  farming
operations, viz, ploughing, sowing,

transplanting. weeding, harvesting and
carrying, threshing, and miscellaneous
operanons,  without ' counting  any
“supervisory work, any business aspects
of farming, ctc.

Our analysis covers male aduh la-
bourers and children who have partly
or fully entered inte the working
force. Female family labour has not
been included in our analysis as we
find that the role of female family
labour in agricultural operations s
very confused, ie, it is very difficult
to identify which women are to he
included in actual farm work or in
Jamily work.

We have including  the
entities in our analysist

(i) Total able bodied adult male
family labour (including Jabour of farm
servants) on [(amily farm. Le,

(i) Total non-family labour (exclud-
ing labour of farm servants, and includ-

following

ing labour hired in casually, exchanged,
ctc) an family farm, Ly

(ili) Partly child labour.

In order o calculate ‘sorplus la-
bourers' for any farm, the foflowing
measures have been taken.

(i) number of male farm  workery

in the family: n

(i) peak-peniod workload on male

family _ farm workers in man

houl

(iii) the minimum number of male
family workers that can put in
L amount of labour during the
peak period: n

In order to calculate the volume of
unemployment in farming families, the
toliowing measures have been laken:

fi) total number of able-bodied adult
male members of the family havig
occupations in agriculture, or outside
agriculture, or having no occupation
tie. they can be employed o am
gainful occupauons): N

Gi) total mumber  of adult male
members of family having occupatior
other than agriculture: N,

(iii} estimated reguirements of maly
family farm workers, considering :h
workload during the peak period: §

With the help of the abose thee
attributes (N, N amd N, we caul
get the volume of unemploymenr 1
farming families, ic,

N = NN+ N
Table 1 will give the deaild

picture  of estimation  procedures o
well ns results of estimation,

Tame 1; DisTwsumion on Fanvs axo Lagovwens nv Fanm Sizz Crours
L

lems

Farm Size Groups thectares)

0.01-250  251-5.00

5.01-7.50 7.51 & Above

All Sizes

m
(2)

[¢)

Nuymber of farms

Numlier of able hodied adult male
members of family

Number of children who have
entered the working force
Number of aduit male members
with occupation other than agri-
culture

Number of aduit male workers
and children actively engaged In
agriculture or at best having no
other occupations outside agricul-
ture

Number of male workers and
children that must be retained in
the farms [rom peak period consi-
déntion

Surplus Jabourers in the agricul-
tural work force

Surplus  able  bodied adult non.
working male members In the far-
ming femilles

[&)

(6)

N.=N-N 32034.04)

m 66 68
Ni=ZFnl 13 178
N,=%n 18 15
N,=Z»o, 18 7
122

N =Zn ¥

N 30 e 35

37 (3033

81{48.58) 8 (48.31)

N=
N'—(N+N,)

n 5
45 19

5 3

150
i

45
A

1

0 9 176

8 0w
176 H7.18

10 3333
20 (M.44)

4 (3077
9 ({791

Note : Figures in bracket in Row 7 indicate percentages of N, and in Row 8 indlcate percentages of N'

A-b8
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It 15 found from Table 1 that our
ple esimate of surplus labourer is
ery large: 32 per cent of the toual
orling force in the family {without
ounting those who are too old  and
{mbled. who bave occupations atber
e agricufure  and those  children
she Mave nor yet entered the workiog
Jreer  Uf this 82 per cent labouren
an b withdrawn from  agriculture,
ioduction would an fact oot fall.

It 1» also found from the Table that
[be solume of ynemployment in the
larming famihes is very large: 47 per
bent of the total working and non-
porking adolt male @embers of  the
finly.

Pursuandy, we bave tried to give a
pture of  average  unemployment
thioughout the ycar beforc and after
worgonisation of farm work. We have

de use of the following defairions
of ingensity of employment before and
drer reorgamsanion, assuming 2 300-
Ly year:

21 Intensity of employment
Ferganisauon

[

betore

00 xn
(b1 Intensity of employmeat
xorganisation
semaving all non-farm labourers and
myosing the workload to male family
arm workers (N)).

before

Ly
(c) Intensity of employment dfter
reorgaisation
[removing oot only all non-farm la-

bourers but surplus famly labourers

also and imposing the  workload to
rewained lamily labourers (N)]
L' + Lll
300 x N

Nt is found from Table 2 that the
average number of hours of employ.
ment of male family workers on own
farm is 331 per day — i e, they are
spending 4.69 idle hours.

1t is aiso found in Table 2 (Rows 3
and 5) that. even after removal of
employment given 10 non-farm labour,
the average workload per male family
worker is 4.5 bours per day. In this
case, they are spending about 3.5
bours idle tume per day. The improve-
ment is from 58 per cent of the time
unemployed (469 bours in an 8.
hour work day) to 44 per cent of nme
1).5 hours in an 8-bour work day)
uncmployed.  But it is  seen that
the degree of underemployment afier
reorganisation, 1e, after removal of
surplus labourers, will not be so high
il the remaning family  workers are
supposed to do work more intensely on
their farms by removing  all hired
casual lsbourers. In this situation,
the family wotkers (N) will remain
underemployed  for 1.4 bours in a
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An interestiog result seen In  cur
Tables is the sharp  dependeace of
the importance of hired casual Ja-
bour according to famm size, although
there is a not-so-sharp  dependence
of the importance of surplus labowren
on farm size. The same featuse was
also found wn Rudra’s analysis (Ru-
dra 1973a). Thus tde pattern of la-
bour utilisatien in iwo different re-
gions {West Bengal and Asam) s
more or less same, but the degree of
‘surplus” in  the towl agricultural
work force is much higher (32 per
cent) in Assam region than in West
Beogal region (27 per cent),

m
Seasonal Pattern of Employwent

This section  studies the seasona)
variaions in the demand for labour
a0d its employment 1n agriculture. The
study may be regarded as a follow-up
study to the carlier work of Ashok
Rudra (Rudra 1973b). This may also
be regarded as a sequel to the work of
estimation of surplus labour in agricul-
ture, as presented in Section II of this
ariicle,  Since Indian  agrculture is
seasonal in  character, our autention
should be given primanly to this as-
pect of employment in agriculture 1o
understand the nature and extent of

in a i
No  doubt, many

manner. research

Ly + by day, ie. 18 per cent of total working warkers have wried to concentrate their
hpvea— bours, as may be seen from rows (4) atenuion on this aspect of employment,
0N and (6) of Table 2. but no intensive work is found which
Tare 3: Avemce of Hours Woasep sxp WomkLoap ay Famu Size Croues
ltems Farm Size Groups theciares)
0.01-250  2.51-5.00 $.01-750 7.51 & Above All Sizes
th) Average number of hours of L, 320 335 287 482 }8])
employmeat of male family "
workers (per day of a J00-day 300 x N
year)
1) Average number of hours of L L2 218 315 876 204
employment given to non-farm h
bour (per day of a 300-day 00 x m
year)
() Average workload per male fa- | + L 405 4.55 412 a4 4.50
mily worker before reorganisa- W M
tion if the workload of non- 300 7 N
family labour is to be performed
by male family workers
W) Avenage workload per male Ly 3+ L, 613 6.54 617 1176 6.62
family worker after reorganisa- —
tion 1f the workload of non-G- 309 y N
mily labour is 10 be performed
by retained male family worker
) Aversge number of idle hours 375 345 38 —0.14 350
per day per male (araily worker
before reorganisation (8 hrs —
Raw ()]
 Aversge oumbce of idle hours 187 146 183 —176 13¢

per day per male family worker
dfter  reorganisation [8 hrg —
Row ()}
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gives 8 comprehensive view of. Lhe
policy formulagion. We have tried to
give 3 comprehensive view of the de
mand for, and supply of, labour for
each season under agricullural opera-
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Tamx 3: DisTRmumion o7 Famd Wosx Y Fanm Size ano Trre o Lanots

Agricultural Workers
(on Farm)

Operationwise Distribution of Famn Work
Dy tn Hows (She Group: 001-1E5 s

tions., Pursuantly, we have tried In the ! u w,_ v v
next section of this article to estimate A} Family Iabour 449 0.18 0.85 190 207
the volume of seasonal uaemployment B) Fami) Inbon: and
in agriculture which may be directly uxun{]
relevant for effcieot  policy formula- 0o ';:::uy'"m wd 488 o8 Ly 2m 4
tian. 454 018 0.89 L80 313
The demsad for labour for each (D) mely ].bqur, f
season has been calculated separately servant, T
for ¢ach type of workers, viz, (amily Isbour hired in 4% ols 18 27 438
labour, farm servant, and casual la- lural Workers
TR N N cult
bour bired in — on the basis of wark-  AES Operstionwise Digtlbution of Fama Woxk Pes
load in terms of hours per day. The Day in H. (Size Group: 128250 Hectares)
supply of labour, for each type of y | Toun i Lrowp: ki
worker, has been calculared assuming 1 I ur v v
eight hours of work per worker per day
as the full  employment work. The {s 628 039 148 304 o
differeace between demand and <supp-
Iy of labourers for each farm, for each © F l hbc wd 847 040 1.87 8.02 T42
i i "amil ur
]s:::r:;r:wu the surplus/deficit of Ym 680 040 L8l 9 821
. ) Flmlly labour, [
Our concept of 'scason’ is to restrict servent. and mu:?“
it to all the agricultural operalions, labour hired in 790 040 200 az7 n
beginning with y tillage and

emling with harvesting, cortying, and
threshing. We have divided the whole
year (300 working days) into five sea-
sons; (i) preparatory tillage and
ploughing, (ii) sowing, (iii) transplant-
ing, tiv) weeding. and (v) harvesting,
carrying, and threshing.

The results of this paper are based
on the random sample of 150 farms
belonging to the MNowgong district of
Assam. We have preseated the farms
separately for five size-classes, defined

Agricultural Workers

{on Farm) Operationwise Distribution of Fum Work Per
Day in Hours (Size Group: 251-5.00 Hectares)
1 " m v v
}A} Family labour 6.20 0.20 284 380 825
“Family Jabour and
casual lal
hired in 843 029 3.38 549 1073
(C) Family Isbour and
farm servant 801 0491 3.06 429 015
(D) FlmAlv labour, farm
servan casual
Isbonr Iurrd in 824 0.31 7 6.63 116

in terms of bectares of cultivable area

in each farm: 0.1 to 1.25 hectares, ).26.

to 2.50 hectares, 2.51 to 5.00 hectares,
501 to 7.50 hectares, and 7.51 and
above hectares.

Our concept of “farm work’ includes
all operations [ to V, aod excludes all
post-harvest . operations with respect to
the harvested crops — pounding, de-
busking, storing, camying to the mar-
ket, ete.

We have considered only adult msle
members  of the family as ‘family
worker’, adults belng defined as 14 and
shove’.  We have excluded the very
old and physically incapable persons.
We bave excluded all thoss who have
got full-time occupations  other than
agriculture.  We bave excluded such
young persons who call  themselves
‘students’. We have, however, included
thase who d.a not seem to have lny

vhole-ti ion — the
ed or the new entrants into the abour
force. The number of persons, so deg
fined as workers per farm, in the five
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Agricultural Workers:

(oo Farm) Operationwise Distribution of Farm Work Pes
Day in Hours (Size Group: 5.01-7.50 Hectares)
1 I m v v
iA) Family labour 843 038 327 441 10.00
B) Family labour and
ol labour
hired in 1021 038 453 178 1485
(C) Family labour and
farm servant 1248 053 368 580 12.29
(D) Family labour, farm
servant. and
Isbour hired In 1328 053 485 817 1854

Agricultural Workers

(on Farm) Operationwise Distribution of Farm Work Por
Day in Hows.(Size Group: 7.51 and sbove Hectares)
1 i e v v
SA; Family Jabour 1053 078 512 868 1622
B! Flmlly labour and
cnsun hboux
1250 0.78 118 1B 3931
© anlly llbollr and
1788 048 6.80. 11.81 23
(D} anlly Ilbnur farm
servant, amd casual
Inbour hired in 2947 0.88 8.68 17.48 B4




‘atezoties are shown balow.

Z\l‘,n" Sie  Number of “Hour of Work

s Agricultural Per Duy

thectures)  FPamily Corrmponding
Workers to Fu
Per'Farm  Einployrhent

001-1.28 L7 '9.38

118250 170 13.60

251-5.00 2,19 1752

501.7.50 g7 2018

“50 and above  3.60 28.80

The interesting leature,- a3 shown In
the above Table, is thet es farm size
gos up, the number of wetual and
polential - agricultural workers in the
family gu wp too.

Now, we shall discuss the pattemn of
- employment  of all labour as well as
lanuly labour on tarms correspomiding
1o the 6ve agriculturl scasons.  The
seasonal Huctustions of buman labowr
enployment are  generally  associated
with  the nsmirc of the erop in the
tegon from which the sample is drawn.
it s found that the effect of scasons
tas been more marked in this region
bevause the regwon is primarily associa-
el with a onecrop  economy, e,
pddy Anotber crop, jute, is cultivated
bete;  but it'has no  signibcant con-
Iribution “to the total production, For
this reason, it is found that employ-
ment of all human labour oo {arms as
well a5 employment of family labous
“on farms shows more or less the same
pattern of
eperation | 1o operation 11, it is retro-
qessive,  and from

“hours 2 -day.

perio] demasd docs not execed 7.71
and 0.40 hours a day. respectively.
Inthe-vext size group  (2.51.5.00

“hectares). the' supply of labour is above

17 bours a duy: whereas  tho peak
“period Gémand dots pot esced 1163
In this size ‘group also,
‘the ' fumily workers Ypeod ldld times
from 1671 hours 1o above

In the next “higher group {3.01:7.50

“hectres), the sopply is ahove 28 bours

-a'dey: whereas the péak perlod demand
does mot éxceed 1654 houts a day; and
Auring “the fhon-peak periods the de-
wamd ranges ffom 054 to {826 hours
a day.

However, m -the higgest slze group
(751 and -above "hectores) "ol farms,
peak period ' demand “for labour shoats
up very high, rvaching 38.44 hours o
duy during Harvesting séason and 29.47
hours a day during ploughing season.
The maximam  supply of lahow in
such famlies being 28.80 hours s day.
For this size -group. there is definitely
the necessity of  hiring-in  labour ot
lenst for these two operations, but for
other three operations,- there are vital
g9ps between demand and supply of
labour.

From the above ohservations, some
interesbog aspects of ‘the employment
pattern cmerge, which can be summaris.
o as follows:

(i} Cusual -Isbour (hired in) plays
an important vole in the agricultural

operations, not only in tho biggest farm
size groups, ‘but in the case of small
and mediom size groups elso. This may
provide an explagation of why the small
and medivm size grovps hire casual
Iabour, in spite of surplus time at their
hand. This oxplsnation necds detefled
cxeminations of all passible sociocul-
turdl factors behind it, which are be-
yond our 3cope here due to lack of

‘proper information under reference.

i) The employment pattern of farm
servants olia-cis casal  labour com-
forms to cxpectation.  As farm size
incresses, the bnportance of farm ser-
vanots also goes up. The Buctuation in
farm servant labour employmest, vvu
farm size groups, and over sessons,
much sharper than that in casual hb-
our employment.

(iii) The pattern of labour utilisa-
tion can be clewly demarcated accord-
ing to the agricultural operations,
but the Jehour utilisation pattern does
not vary with the farm size. Table
A shows the statlstical  relationsbip
between labour utilisation end agricul-
tural operations.

It is scen from Table A that the
differences of labour  utilisstion  bet-
ween the agncultural  operations are
highly simoficant. But (f we consider
the family labow utllisation ratio ac-
cording o farm size, it would be seen
o the following ‘that there 11 mo rela-
tlonship between these two, ie, the
utilisation of family workers does mat

operation V, it is
) speaking. the pattern of employment
marks two  bumps:
ploughing ‘sedson and, in another, har-
vesting season.
curemes, the other three  operations
show o simller trend ‘for afl the size-

Buctuation —a1e,  from
[ TasiZ A
operation I to 7,
Siier. _Source ] 55 Ms F
Botwein operstion 2 T5178.82 37889.41 78.74%
n one ctteme,  Within-operston 47 215098 48118
Total 9 260867
Between these two “Note: ** ‘1 ‘Dér cent significant level.

iy Crour 1: Proucumig, SowmvG AND TRANSPLANTING
All'the size clisses are iflected very  Source di SS MS F
hargely by unemiploymént. Except the 7 3 104.21 S48.07 -
farm size, 51 and above hectares, all oo o™ 148 sobsEal qooL O
the size groups can absarb only s frac-.  Total 149 60890.52
tion of the ‘labour supply in the fami-
lies"even during the peak periods. ‘Grour 2: WeEDING
It is found that, In the smallest sizz ; -
goup (001125 hectares), the demand _Sourca o S MS F
for labour mever goes bevond 4.50 .
bours & day —durlng most of the year, Yeryee?  fam v
i ranges from 0.16 to 438 hours. As  Toml 1o Bisisy
compared ta the full line,
ic, 938 hous per day, the family
workers spend Idle time of a maximum Grour 3: Hanvestivo, Camvmio anp Thmestun
of 820 hows lo the lean sewson, and
shove 480 bours (o the peak season. SO L s5 MS Liy
In the noxt size group (128250 Beteen faih 3 1950 115984 138
becarel, tbe  supply ‘is above 1350 WIthin form 18 ’3""‘ )

bours a day, whereas the .peak end lean

AT



vary with (e vanation n 1amm size. = season of o YOAr 15 A par with the

It is Tound from the above analysis,
that we have divided the Bve agrcul-
tire] operticns lnto three  broed
groups: Group 1, Group I, Group I,
for sake of simplicity in the enalysix
The analysis of variance of each group
reveals the lack of relationship between
fum size and wilisation of family
waorkers, as tho values o( Fin mh and
every group fs stath

demaod for Isbout of the pesk season,
theo the surplus labour In sgriculture
sll remains considerable, Our assump-
Hon certainly gives a lower estimated
Rgure as compared (o the aversge esti-
mated figuro of the whole year. Also,
it bears tho limitation as raised by the
Planning Commission, But it can be
recalled that these wre our basic

Following Rudra, the )

ti to  appraisc  whether
i

of
this may bo provided that the large
farms are usually burdened with larger
family size, and though these famfly
members are (onmally engaged in agri-
culture they do oot jo fact do full-
time work even in the pesk season but
hire labourers. As @ result, the pro-
portion of family labour utilisation does
pot vary with the farm size, but the
proportion of hired labour varies with
farm size. This festure can be clearly
assessed from Table 4.

Table 4 revesls the feature mention-
ed above — oiz, that as the .fam sizo
fncreases, labowr biring also increases;
and it also vares with seasonality,

v

Natare and Extent of
Underemployment

In Sectioo IT of this article, we have
estimated surplus labourers In agricul-
tare on the basis of peak-period
demand for workers. This method is
sometimes criticised by the fact that:
(i) the estimate of surplus, from peak
period considerations, would be much
less than the surplus estimated a5 an
aversge for the whole year (Abuje
1975); (ii) & large number of women
and children are drown into work
during the pesk period, but they may
not be available for work during the
rest of the year {Planning Commisslon
187).

It is our considered view that, even
if we comider the highest demand for
labour for » particuler season (assum-
ing the demand for labour for other
seasons will be of the same order), the
surplus labour for the whole year gives
» sigoificant figwe, In other words, if
the demand for labour for each

d | is  efBcient
enough to make full use of resources
or not, The purpose of this metbod is
pot at all to Ax a Bgure of estimaton
spplicable for all purposes.

However, in this context, the Expert
Comumittee of the Planaing Commission
bas recommended that, sinve both the
supply and demend for labour changes
from day to day, the employment
picture should be obtained by aggre-
gating days, rather than by aggregating
persons, into  categories such as
worker, non-worker, employed and un-
employed (Planning Commission, Chep-
ter 1). If we follow this criterion (called
“time criterion’), it can be shown that
the agricultural workers who some-
times work in their own ferms and
sometimes work fo others’ fanms, do
not get full-time work (assuming
eight hours I the full time work
in a day) in & day. This feature
glso  proves the debated pheno-
menon that  traditional  agriculture js
not cficient enough to make full use of
resources.  We, in this part, have tried
to examine the volume of underemploy-
ment o agriculturo for some selected
reglons of Jndia to appraise the reality
of the phenomenon under study.

Our method for cstimating underem-
ployment fn agriculture can be put in
the following way: Let L{N) be the
quantity of farm (amily labour engaged
on farm work (own as well as gthers)
for a particular scason or month.
Assuming the full employment fgure
of 8 hours a dsy per farm family
labour, the total volume of work per
dey should be L{N) x 8 hr. = L' (N)
(say). Now let us assume that o famn
family worker gets farm employment h
hours s day. Thus the total observed
employment fgure s LIN) x b =

Tasre 4: Fimu Sze Ao Prorormiox oF Hmen Lasoun

Farm Size Groups

rtion of Labour Hired into Total Family

(o Hectares} bour on Farm Work (operationwise)
1 o it v v
E 0.01-2.50 0.03 0.00 0.20 054 0.87
251\'5 00 0,04 002 0.07 0.85 038
{ 0.08 0.00 030 0.78 058
(D] 751 md sbove 0.19 0.00 040 088 102

AT72

L. (N] Isay).  Lhen the
hows per day per family worker be
comes LN) — L°(N) = S(N) (uy)
Assuming 300 warking days per fa
family labour for a year, the volu,,,j

sunaus It

of underemployment  for the whey,
year would be: S(N) x S00. If,
any case, & fan family Jabour wor}
more than 8 hours & day, the vol
of "overemployment’ may be calculate,]
by the same procedure and. according:
Iy, it can be adjusted in the process of
annusl surplus figure computation.

Our concepts of ‘season” is to restrict
it to all the months in a year begin.
ning with June of the previous year
and e¢nding with May of the following
yeor. ‘Farm work' i3 defined as manyol
labour on diffesent farming operatians,
ofz, ploughing, sowing, transplanting,
weeding, barvesting and canying, thee.
shing and miseellaneous  operations,
without counting oy supervisory work,
any business aspects of farming, otc
Farm family labour covers adult maje
and female labourers s well as children
who have partly or fully entered oy
the work force.

We have used the data of Fam
Management Studles — “Studies in the
Ecanomics of Farm Management” —
published by the Directorate of Eco.
nomics and Statistics, Ministry of Agri.
culture. for which data on seasonal
employment is available.

We hove analysed moothwise employ.
ment Bgure for cach region under stwdy
and placed them sepanately into dif.
ferent computed tables. The reglon for
which the season-wise employment
data avaflable are as follows: Punjab
(Ferozepur) 1967-70, Orissa  (Cuttack)
196770, Assam  (Nowgong) 196869,
Kerala {Alleppey and Quilon) 196245,
Madhys Pradesh (Raipur) 196285, and
Uttar Pradesh (Muzaflarnagar) 1966-69,
Now with the above frame of reference
and conceptual framowork, we shall
discuss the major Smdings of our study.

Employment on the farm of o family
labour is distributed unevenly aver
months, so that employment in tenns
of the standard elght bowr day is
considerably less than the employment
in terms of calesdar days (except for
some months in the case of Punjsb).
The seasopal pattern of employment fo
each region uoder reference cn be
put scparately to appraise the regional
variations more sharply.

Punjob: The region is primarily
associsted with multiple cropped eco-
nomy. Thexefore, the effects of seasons
have not been so widely marked in this
region. That is, the employment of &
farm family labour shows more or Jess
the samo  pattern of Huctuations over



Tase 5: Monmwise Duraasumon

or A Fami Famy Lasotn Hovs m

Tho average employment per farm
worker per day is nearly fvo boury fn
these two peak periods.  In the lean
season, it ranges from ome bow to
three hours. On an average, a farm
worker gets employment nearly 2.69
hours per day — i¢, 5.31 bours stands
According to our
method of cstimation, ncarly 68 per
cent of the total hours s disguised.
The scasonality of employ-
meny is not rigidly marked with this
region. This may be becaase, in terms
of the cropping pattern and intensity
of ctopping, the region is much more
progressive compared 10 Orissa, Assarm,

HNowcver, the averoge employment
of o farm famly warker is 4.82 howrs
According to our metbod of
estimation, the 38 per cent of the toal
Jabour hours s idrntified as ‘disguised’
nderemployald  for this  region,
naticed  that  the
volume of undecemploymeny in Punjab

wore ur less equal to that in

Maodhya  Prodesh: The pattem of
empluymient of this region is such that
there are thee humps in the employ.

one in August, another
November, snd the third in Feb-

On an average, a fam family workes

) for three bours a day
—~ that is rest of the Bve hows are
In this case, nearly 63 per
cent of the toal Jabour hours is “dis-
guned’, which is abso thus in Orissa.

Since this region is

Purjan
Number of Hours  Engaged in Number of  Swphis Hours
Moath Farm Work Per Day Where Eight Hours in a Day
Is_Full Employment
186768  1068-60 1060-70  1967-88 106889 1960-70
Julv 504 518 5.16 2.08 335 284 for surplus haurs.
August 542 413 542 258 .37 258
September 5.60 427 501 240 373 283
Ovtober 588 485 588 232 335 232
November 868 533 560 107 267 240 Kerala -
Ixecmber 819 4.65 592 1.81 335 258 .
January 6.19 490 4.85 181 310 335
Frbniary 532 488 488 248 a4 314
March 697 542 4.85 163 258 335
April 8.80 .88 840 0.80 107 1.60
Mav 855 7.23 645 1.55 0.17 155
Jime 720 5.60 540 0.80 2.40 260
Total 6.67 5.22 540 133 278 260 et
Tz 6: Mosxmwise DisTmouTioN or a4 Fama Funry Lanovw ix Omissa
Jay.
Nawober of Tows Nuwber of Suphs Hows oot
Month Engaged in Farm Work Where Eicht llours in o
Per Day Day Js Full Employment
or
1967-68 1068-69  1960-70  14418-09 1968-67 1067-63 Iterestingly, it is
June 373 .19 3.27 4.87
Inls ?&s, a.ozf’x 535 o7 is
ugust 4. 487 T Kerala.
\ptember 221 407 578 38 e
Octoher 110 228 6.90 5.74
November 113 2.50 6.87 550
Breember 351 4.39 439 419 361 361
Javuasy 223 235 271 577 565 5.29
February 332 261 232 468 539 568 meat paltern:
Masch 497 468 2.10 313 332 5.90 in
April 420 163 170 3.80 8.07 6.30 Tuary.
May 398 077 135 4.08 12 8.65
Total 367 2.58 282 43 544 518
gels
the years. Strictly speaking, the pat- ment marks three humps in  this “surplus:
tem of employment marks two humps: region: one in May-June  (ploughing .
i ane cxweme ploughing  season season), another in  November-Decem-
(May-June) and in another harvest- ber (harvesting season), and another
ing season (December-January). In jn  February-March  (post-harvesting Uttar  Pradesh :

the ploughing season, it shows that the
pattem of employment exceeds the lull
employment figure (8 hours a day) —
that is, labourers are getting more
employment than they need. In between
these two extremes, the other months/
eperations show a similar trend.

On an average, a famn femily
libows gets employment sbout five
bours & day in comparison with the
three years under reference.  Thet fs,
 farm family labour spends idle time
o surplus time of threc hours per day.
Asuming 300 working days in a year,
for cach Tamlly worker, 300 x 3 =
000 hours ropresent his unemployed
hours.  That is, 38 per cent of the total
o (800 x 100}

" T 20
family worker of Punjab.

Orisss : This roglon is primarily
mwcisted with onc cropped  economy,
that is paddy. Therciore, tho effects
of the season have been widely marked
i this region. The pattern of employ-

is disguised for a

season).  These is a sharp variation in
the pattem of employment among the
rest of the months/operations. This
reveals that the demand for labowr is
strongly awsociated with the pature of
the agricultural operations.

On an average, 8 farm (amily lsbows
gets employment for about three hours
a Jay. which is no doubt very low
in comparison 1o the full employment
fgure.  Following the same method
of surplus hour  estimation, as men-
tioned carlice, it is found that about
83 per cent af the total hours is dis-
guised for a family workes of Orissa.

Assgm : Assam is also primarily
essociated with a single cropped eco-
nomy (paddy). The effects of season,
therefore, have been widely —marked
in this region. The pattern of employ-
ment, however, marks two humps: in
one exteme, the ploughing  season
(uly-August} and in another, the har-
vesting season (December-January).

engaged with the operations of multi-
ple cropping, the seasonality of em-
ployment is not rigidly marked. In

Tasie 7: Moxviwise Distmution
or A Famt Fasry Lasoun Houms o
Assan, 1968-89

Nuwnber Number of
of Hours  Surplus Hours
Mooth  Engaged in Where Eight
Fann Work  Muurs in a Day
Per Day s Full
Employment
June 187 843
July 481 330
ugust 461 3.39
Septemher 187 613
toler 1.8 897
November 213 5.87
December  4.87 318
January 155 845
Febryary 2.29 571
March 232 5.68
ﬂmril 287 533
ay 248 518
Total 169 531

>
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day. The rest of ‘tho four houry they
spesid as ‘idle’ or ‘wurplus” time, Thus,
according to out method of estimation,
50 per cent of the towal labour hours
are ideatificd 88 “disguised’ or ‘under-
employed* ior Uttar Pradesh,

From the mbove analysls, we may
draw the [ollowing concluslons regard-
ing the nature and volumec of under-

Tase 8: Mowtavisz Distaoyunon
of o Famt Fagry Lanoun Hoors mr
Knara 196285

Nuxnber of
Surplus
Number of  Hours Where
Month  Hours Eight Hoars
Engaged in v a Day [
Farm Work — Full
Per Duy Employment
April 533 347
ay 439 3.01
{unu 45 .47
uly 413 3.87
August 4.39 561
September 427 373
ober 485 385
November 480 320
December 5.10 284
January 4.84 3.36
Fehruary 514 288
March 4160 310
Tatul 4.82 338

February, Aprl, and August, a.maxd-
mum number of bours (nearly Eve
hours a day) is spent by a farm family
worker on his farm work and in the
remaining months, bis employment on
the fann deviates from it

On an average, a farm family Jabour
peforms farm duties for four bours a

Tanz §: MoNtuwisz DistamumioN

n B

(1) The employmeot on & farm foc
a family worker is fargely associated
with the Intensity of cultivation and
cropping pattern.  In the agriculturally
better-enduwed tegions (Punjab, Kerala
and UP), in terms of lis cropping
pattern, intensity  of  cultivation, etc,
the volume of underemployment is not
so high compared 1o those regions
(Orissa, Assam  and  MP), where the
intensity of cultivation, croppiog pat-
torn are wot s marked.  The scasonal
Buctuations of employment are not so
wide n the lormer regions Gompared
to the latter regions. Hence it can be
argued that the scasonality of employ-
ment, or characteristics of underem.
ployment, have an immediate influence

of A Farar Famwy Lasomm Houms o

Manitva Pranzsa

Number of Flours Engaged in
Farm Work

Number of Surplus Hours
Where Cight Hours in 2

Month Day is Full Employment
1062.63 196384  198{-65 196263 196364  1964-65
June 347 288 28 453 5.07 507
July 4.65 3.35 310 385 465 4.80
August 480 463 5.81 310 331 219
Scptember 4.00 320 4.27 4.00 480 373
Outaber 3.35 310 3.38 4.65 4.90 4.84
November 533 4.53 427 2.87 947 .73
December 3.87 361 301 413 4.39 4.39
January 335 335 208 465 594 584
Febnuary 400 371 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
March 2.84 282 232 5.10 5.68 5.68
April 240 187 187 5.60 613 6.13
May 258 208 2.08 542 594 504
Total 373 a8 320 427 482 480
Taoez 10: Mowawisg Distaeunox or a4 Fame Famny Lasovn Hours
Uttan Praoesn
Number of Surplus Hours
Nuwber of Houss Engaged jn ~ Where Eight Hours in a
Moath Fam Work Day Is Full Employment
1086-67 196768  1068-69 1966-67 1967-68 106869
June 427 4.00 427 373 4.00 373
July 3.87 .87 3.87 4.13 413 4.13
August 4389 3.87 413 361 413 4.87
Scptember 873 373 373 427 427 427
Octaher 387 361 3.61 4.13 4.39 4.38
November 373 313 3.73 4.27 4.27 4.27
Dreember 3.87 g7 387 413 4.13 4.13
January 413 413 413 3.87 3.87 3.87
Febryas 5.14 488 4.57 288 314 343
March 490 4.90 485 3.10 3.10 .35
April 480 507 4.80 3.20 283 320
May 413 438 4139 3.87 a6 3.61
Tatal 423 4.18 4.4 77 3.84 3.88

oo tho intensity of cultivation aml
copping pattem.

{2) 1o splte of intensive cultivatinn
und cropping pattern, the regions under
these characteristics have considerable
numbors of surplus or undereruployed
Iabourers.  As for example, In Punjah
ond Kerala, ncasly 38 per cent of the
total labour-hours is umder no cmpluy-
ment.  Similarly, In the case of Uttar
Pradesh, nearly S0 per cent of the total
labaur.bours are under no employment,
These findings certainly prove that it
is not possible for Indian agriculturc
o make full use of its agricultural
labour force, even by improving the
method of cultivation including addi-
tional use of both fixed and vasiable
capital.

v
Policy Implications

On the basis of the analyns of
surplus lobour, «asonality of employ.
ment, and volume of underemploy-
ment in agriculture, we may come to
Ihe fullowing conclusians  which may
be relevant for policy implications.

(1) It is found that surplus labour
constitutes about 27 per cent in West
Bengal and about 32 per cent in Asam,
of the total male labour cogaged in
agriculture. 1t is also foumd for both
the states thar the proportion of sur-
plus labour does not varv with sue.
This surprising feature has been ex.
phiined by Rudra in  the followiog
way: (a) the lurge farms arc usually
burdened with targer family size, and
though these families are formally
engaged in agriculture they in fact do
not do full-time work, even in the
peak season, but hirc labourers: (b)
the smaller farms require proportion-
olely more dfamily workess for the
peak period, Dbecause of the indivisi-
bility of the worker unit. Our follow-
up study strengthens these explanations
of the surplus labow hypathests.

This festure of surplus labowr in
ogriculture suggests that this percent.
age of unproductive labour showld be
removed to the non-agricultural sector,
into different pon-sgricultural occupa-
tons. It would not be posuble to
provide this surplus population with
work in the agricultural sector omly
even with any type of reorganisstion
Tn agriculture.  The family workers in
the larger farm size groups, who ase
formally engaged io agriculture, but Jo
not do full tme work, should be
identified and should be pleced into
other non-agricultural occupations, But
the romoval of surplus labows frem the
] sector is not a simplo tusk.




Duiing the plan periccls, a oumber of
prugrammes were started on an od hoe
dasis 1o selieve qursl  unemployment
aod paverty. But what sre the achicve-
ments o far? Severul studies, in this
conorction, have tried to examine the
impact of governmental rural work
programimes and  have amived at the
wiclusion that they Jo not in fact bave
the impact they wers meant o have
(Capta  1971; Minhas 1972, Rogers
1971 etc).

In this coancction, two types of
wwwpoints have come up as o the
basic premise on which rural worky
peogeammes should be based: (i) the
peemise should be related to the socio-
ronomic  instititional  structure  fa
wlich  disguised  woemployment s
wherent and can not be removed with-
ant a change i the basic inslitutional
franwwork of agrarian societies (Bogchi
. (ii) the rural works programme
should he designed to Rt the tequire-
nents of the factors  such s caste,
worker preferences for specific types of
manual work, lucation of the project,
wages offered  cte, of surplus  labour
force (Visarig and Visaris 1973; Dant-
wila and Visaria 1874 etc).

1t is our considered view that the
o viewpoints mentioned above, are

wise, on an od ho basix. The nature
end 1ype of programmes will be Bxed
according to the nature aod polentiality
of the ragluns,  As fur example, in the
agriculturally Jess  developed  regions,
the objectives of the programmes shouhl
be wofold: (a3) 1o mohilisa the
agricultural  resources  throngh  bettor
frrdgation, better  evopping,  intessive
cultivation. vie; so thay the agricultural
workers  may  come at par with the
cmployuent of form workers of better-
endowed regions: and (b) to prescribe
such type of works other than agricul-
tura! gccording 1o the potenthality of
other resources of the reghms, un which
the idle time of agricultural workers
may e utllived with 2 considerable
wage rate. The recommendation under
(h) is applicable for hoth types of re.
gions, ie, better-endowed and less.
developed regions,

Thus, regional planning for employ-
ment ise necessary to control the un.

and &

problem in india. This planning should
be framed in such 2 way that the need
for, and the required priorities in,
social overheads in specific Jocal situg.
tluns are lo be cleardy established and
the beneficiaries are to  be clearly
identificd. Unless we da this work, any

ot mutually exclusive. Without know.  Smalkscale, ad foc, snd - Jugs-cale
img the d undes tes. would not
i) the instimtional framewark of e suceessful. Bur this iask once

agrarian societies con not be cl

Therefore, hoth viewpoints should zzl
priority for removing surplus labour in
sericulture,  But these basic premises
bawve heen ignored by the policy-
makers, and palicy has been geared
iowards programmes of subsidy 1o the
sy sections of rural society.

{2) On the basis of the exercise of
wasonality of cmployment and volume
wderemployment i agriculture, it
wmild be meaningful 10 conclude that
doc 10 the seasomal factor, & farm
wocker does not  get  employment
throughout  the year. This is very
eidkeot in those regions where intensivo
eulbvation, cropping pm:m. ere, m

again, is associated with the question
of whether the present Insbiutional
framework s fuvourable for  such
developmental programmes.

Notes

1 In this context, lhi Krishna (1973)
writes: “Most of the controversy
alout definitions of unemployment
has  arisen Decawse of a swzong
urp o seck, defend, or use, &
single  criterion  which may be
uselul for oll purposes. But this
wge s cvidmlly Irrational  and
Iln weessary.”

The alistinction of these two con.

cepts and its empirical npphuﬂnn

heve been donc only by k

Rudra (Rudra 1973)

©

3 Regardieg ihe gencralisation of
oo . ﬁeh 15 Ho (lb o
Letter-cndawed  regions 150, a farm nltz opper
worker does not get full-time employ. Sc :.']':l(‘lm“!o"f'o‘"“h‘;sg‘;gl"’

went. U ranges  irom two hours to
e hours per day, seconding to the
peak and lcan seasons, respectively,
These features of underemployment in
agriculture suggest the following policy
escriptions :

The rural developmental  program-
ey should be preseribed in such & way
that they would help to engage thes,
workers cight hours per day through
out the year. This would bo possibli
Wl the programmes wre fremed season

has tried for bLelieving, thot the
phenomenon s true  for today.
But there are no grounds for be-
ligving |h-l. Happer (1985) gene-
ali he phenomenon with the
)mls ol the data of onlv one vil-
(Sesapwr  of UP). Paglin
(l have presented many facts
gures from the various Farm
S rts and
have tried to generalise the pheno-
monon with the help of the questl-
omable methed.

4 In this mnecllon. 8 K Rao (1978)
: “The tremendous foter-*

writes

state varistion in surplus  labour
in Mechra (sce Table 8 is rather
ing.  Assain had apparently
a_high rativ of  surplus  fabour
lb'l per cont)  whereas  Andhra
h and  Maharashha  were

:Inn of lahour (—12 per cent).
is poses an Interesting problem
bow were these shortages actuslly
met?  Onc con not say that the
shortage were met throngh reduced
outpat becanse the whale exercise
is carrivd out by askin, ‘g how much

T

hour fiwce is required 10 pro.
uce same  output. One
could. assume. of the

thet
workers on the lower-sized hnld
ings wurked for longer hmm u.m
the workers on higher-hzed
ings. If this is sn, ane of \irlmx
premises Rets a bit down
— that the highest-sizw] holdings
v«l\kh cultivate with bired labour,
not he having swmlns labour™,

hnll Ahnla (IWS) In this con-

. uho writes: “Since it is a
nell-aul-l-shd fact that  the
Intensity ot farming in the smal-
ter faoms is higher than the inten-
sitv on the Tareer farms, the as.
smption made by Mehra  would
result in relatively  higher  esti-
maies of the surphs”,

5 In this context. see the discussions
of Plaoning  Commivsion in the
n-nou eotitled: “Third Five-Year

Covernmeat of [ndia, 1960-
ﬁl Duvlng the Forrth Man period,
a  mumher of mnmmmﬂ were

5. These
Inclnde Qcheme for

RV Employment  (CSRE), Ihr'
Pilot Intensive Mural Employmen

Pmkﬂ (PIREP), the szll F:lr
's Develooment  Aceney

DA) the  Drouwght  Prone Ares

Trogramme  (DPAP), the \(mn

for ~ Marninal Fapmers and Agri

nnlmr\l Labourers  (IMFAL) e,
See the discussiom of B S Mlnhu

1972). in the monograph entitled:

“Roral  Development for \Vrah'r

na: Fxpﬂnncr

soms,  presented in the lenar

an Rural Development for Weaker

Scctions, Indian lmllmlr of Ma-

mangzement. Ahmedabad, Octoher

1972 (mimev).
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