Relative Efficiency of Owner and Tenant
Cultivation: A Case Study

This paper

it the relati
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hip between size of holding, the intensities with which different

types of input are applied, and output obtained under different types of tenancy.

The discussion is presented in three sections. Section I presents some quantitative results pertain-
ing to the interrelations between input and output under different types of tenancy. Section Il assesses
the results obtained in Section I in relation to the different farm size-groups. In Section Ill, the view of
some scholars tn this field are re-examined in the light of the results obtained in our study.

THE exercise is carried out with data
pertaining to 889 households from the
12 villages of Sriniketan in the district

ot Birbhum, West Bengal. Out of
these 889 h Ids, 808 household
are engaged in agricultural occupa-
tons. These agricultural housebolds

have been classifed into three major
groups according to their main source
of livelihood: Owners, Tenants, and
Agricuitura! labourers. Table 1 pre-
sents the  distribution of  housebulds
according  to these three groups.
It 15 seen that the number of agricul-
tural labour households with no culti-
vable land is higher than thar of the
other two categories, However, the
total oumber of cultivating households
ihoth owners and tepnants) is signi-
fcantly higher than that of the land-

productivity will be low. Secondly a
lennn( by his very status is in a dis-
position pared to the
owner cultivator in so far as his access
to monetised inputs is comcerned. As
such, even after all his eflorts, output
per bigha on tepant cultivated hold-
ings may unot be larger than the output
on the farms of owner cultivators,

but decreases with size in the. tenant
cultivated farms. Moving away from
material input to hired labour input, it
is seen from Table 3 that hired labour
input per bigha sbows no distinct pat-
tern with size in each and every type
of tenancy considered here.

Three points emerge from our analy-
sis which can be summarised as follows:

(i} Inverse relation between size and

Our analysis suggests that owner el
cultivators cultivate their lands more Productivity is found not to be operat-
intensely — more of labour and non- !NE for all types of temancy in thix
lobour mnlenal mputs. better irrigation 'eégion. Some scholars, however,»havu
facilities, mul ive naded th Ives of the validity of
crops etc. Vluwed from this angle, the inverse relation between farm size

owner cultivation, at least in this
region, seemns to be more efficient than
tenant cultivation. Extensive develop-
ment of irrigation (including government
canals) in recent decades has encou-
raged the cultivators to cultivate their
lands tl lves.  Thus, the virtua!

less peasant h holds. The ag
structure in this region has, as usual, a

three-tier composition — owner culti-
vator, tenant cultivator and landless
labourer.

Within this agrarian structure, let us

examine the relative efficiency of the
rwo modes of cultivation — owner cul-
tivation and tenant  cultivation — in
terms  of*  imput-output relation-
ships  (Table 2). The output per
higha is significantly higher in the
vwner cultivating farms. The

inputs too are higher jn the owner
cultivating farms. However, net income
of owner cultivating farms seems to
be significantly  higher than that of

elimination of a particular mode (tenant
cultivation)) and its replacement by
another mode (owner cultivation with
hired labourers) that has been observed
in this region [Rudra and Newsj 1875)
is quite understandable.

‘The same phenomenon may be exa-
mined in terms of size of holdings in
order to see whether the small owner-
cuitivators are able to extract more out-
put as compared to big-owner cnltiva-
tiors; or whether small tenants are able
to extract less output as compared to
big tenants. Tnble 3 pre_senu data

the tenant -cultivating farms ludi
of course, the cost of family labour
input employed in both  these types
of holdings. If we assume that a tenant
cultivator gets 50 per cent of the
Produce, then his net income after
ineeting all the expenses will be signi-
ficantly lower than that of the owner
aygltivator.

1t seems fo us that owner cultivation
is always more profitable than tenant
cultivation. There are two reasons for
this phenomenon. Firstly, the land let
out iy mostly of a poor quality whose

about holdi to
types of tenancy and size-groups, mlen-
sities of labour and material inputs and
productivity. Qutput per bigha for
all crops increases with  size
in  all sizegroups considered —
other than larger farm size-
groups — in the owner and temant
cultivated farms whereas the reverse
picture is noticed in the oase of com-
bined category. Material input per
bigha, however, does not show this
tendency. It increases with size in the
owner cultivated as well as mixed farms,

and productivity in Indian agriculture,
anl opposition o this view has also
been voiced by some other scholars
[sce for details, Chattopadhyay and
Rudre 1976]. Our exercise shows thal
the inverse relation Letween size and
productivity does not” necessarily mean
that the relationship holds in all ranges
of the size variable for each and every

TasLE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF ACGRICUL-
TURAL HOUSEHOLDS ACCONDING TO MamN
Source oF LIVELIROOD

Sources of No of Total Ares
Livelihood Households Operale
{Bighas)
Owmer cultivation 283 3550.97
35.02)
Tenant cultivation 183 2660.90
. {22.65)
Agricultural labour 342 —
R (42.33)
Total 808 6247.87
(100.00)
Note: Figures in brackets indicate

percentage distribution.

Tasue 2: Ourpur AND INrUT PER Bica
oF CurtrvarEn Lanp (RS)

Type of put Hired
Cultivation  Output Mntenul Labour
Input
Ovwners 288.15 76.41 51 77
Tenants 176.64 43.88
All 240.97 63.80 45 Bl
Note: Material input includes  seeds,

manure, fertilisers and

tion.

irriga-
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Tapre 3: Ourrur aND InrPuT PER BicEa oF CULTIVATED Laxn Accomoovo TO
Owxenstor oF Horomvcs: Bmorum 1876-77

pe of Tenancy by Size Qutput

Materiul Input klited Labour Input
Bigha ’ i

i Holdings (in Bigha) I'er Bigha r Bigl Per Bigha
° (Rs) (Rs) (Rs)
(1) ] (&) @
Owners
0.01 — 5.00 2782 73.0 30.8
501 — 10.00 8112 73.1 532
1001 — 15.00 3325 74.2 412
15.01 — 20.00 280.8 79.8 50.0
20.01 — 30.00 290.4 7719 70.2
30.01 — 40.00 282.2 88.3 85.6
40.01 and above 207.0 80.8 300
Al 288.2 76.4 51.8
Tenants
001 — 500 177.1 48.9 375
501 — 10.00 190:1 57.8 26.4
10.01 — 15.00 173.4 53.7 244
13.01 — 20.00 135.8 30.2 18.0
20,01 — 3000 204.0 33.7 33.68
30.01 — 40.00 202.2 36.1 55.0
40.01 and above — — —
Al 176.6 43.9 28.2
Combined
001 — 5.00 262.3 69.3 310
5.01 — 10.00 257.7 68.3 48.7
10,01 — 15.00 244.4 84.8 35.8
15.01 — 20.00 2115 57.4 38.8
20.01 — 30.00 .0 62.0 59.68
3001 — 40.00 246.9 56.9 573
40.01 and above 207.0 80.8 30.0
i Al 2410 639 458
hpe of temancy. In  fact, our data for all types of tenancy.

show that when it comes to individual
tenancy group there arc strong indica-
tions that output per bigha by and
luge increases  with size. This rela-
tnship, however, does not hold whean
all types of tenancy are combined into
ne group and accordingly data are
puled in it agaiost each farm size-
troup. It is thus clear thar such
pooling or aggregation can falsify the
nature of dependence of famm size.

(i1} Incidence of material input
which iy negatively associated with
farm size in tenant operated farms only
cannot  similarly be copsidered as a
seneral pheoomenon. That is, one can-
mot talk of this tendency operating
wver all the size range as well as tenancy
sroups. Effect of aggregation or pool-
ing of data pertaining to different
lenancy groups does, in fact, hamper
the nature of relationship batween size
and material input per unit of land.

(ili)  Similar conclusions, however,

prnot be drawn regarding the relation-
ship beeween fanm size and hired labour
"put per unit of land. In fact, no
dearcut pattern is revealed from our
data reloting to farm size and hired
libour input for all the size-classes and

Coming now [o the results of our
analysis relating to the intensities of
Jabour and materia} inputs as well as
productivity of land with corresposd-
ing farm size-groups under different
tvpes of tenancy, the following points
may be noted:

Thete is a remarkable difference in
the utilisation of lahour as well as
inaterial inputs per bigha among the

farmers of corresponding size-groups
under owner and tenant cultivated
farms. It is seen that intensity of both

taliour and material inputs is conside-

rably lower in o)l the size-classes of
tenant  opersted farms  compared to
owner operated famms. Output  per
higha is also lower in all the size-

classes of tenant cultivated farms com-
pored to owner operated farms.

Taking the comparisons between
smaller and Jarger fann size-groups for
each type of temancy. it is seen that
output per higha is higher in the
smaller size-groups than the larger farm
size-groups  of the owner cultivated
farms, whereas the reverse picture is
noticed in the case of temant cultivated
farms. Similar pattern is revealed in
the case of material input per bigha
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between the smaller and larger farm
size-groups of these two types of
tenancy. Hired labour ipoput per
highn, however, shows that it is lower
in the smaller size-groups compared to
larger size-groups of bLoth ovwner and
tenant cultivated farma.

‘Taking these two results together
the following conclusions have been
drawn.  Owner cultivators, whethe:
small or big, seem to cultivate their
lands more intensely lending to higher
vroduction. A big tenant cultivator is
very often able to devote a greater
amount of labour as well os a fair
amount of material input per unit of
lund and thus the productivity of his
land seems to hie not so low compared
to that of o big owner cultivator.

However, a simall or a middte tenant
bv his very position is at a clisudvantaye,
as has been discussed carlier. 1lence,
output per bigha on his {urm may not
be larger than on the farms of bigger
owner or tenunt cultivated farmers,

m

There seems to be very few studies
dvaling with the problems of resource-
nse  clliciency of different types of
tenancy considering the costs and re-
turns between them. \We briefly re-
capitulate these few works.

C 11 lanwnantha Rao (1971] under-
took an analysis of farm level observa-
tions taken from farm management dato
in a rice zone of Andhra Pradesh
during 1857-58 and 1658-58. An
attempt was made in this study to
examine the comparative efficiency
with which land is cultivated among
owner-operated and share-rented farms,
The results of the analysis  suggested
that “when the relative alternatives
are specified, the evidence examined
does not indi signiBcant inelBei
cies in the use of land under
cropping’’.

Also, an attempt in Btting the Cobb-
Douglas type of production function of
the data  suggested that “there a
decling in the morginal  productivity
of Innd with an increase in the size of
holding among owner-operated farms,
Over a wide range, the marginal pro-
ductivity of land among the share-
rented farms is higher than owner-
operated farms of corresponding  size
and is not lower than large owner
operated farms, which account for the
bulk of land lease out”. Rao ultimately

Tud that sh PP cultivate
their Junds more intensively than the
large owner-operntors.

It may be noted that the results of
our analysis givo a somewhat different

shure-
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picture  from the results of Rao.
According to our data, share-rented
farms of nll size-classes except the
biggest one  indicate significant
inefficiencies in the use of land com-
pared to the ownercperated farms of
sizeclass, at least in the understudy,
Bharadwaj [1974] examined certain
relationships  between levels of ten-
ancy and input and output per umit
of land. An attempt was made in this
study to compare costs and returns
between diflerent levels of tenancy in
a region of Maharashtra. According to

Bharadwaj “with increasing levels of
tenancy output per acre showed a
tendency to decline. Also, at lower

levels of temancy inputs were applied
relatively more intensively”.

The Results of our analysis, how-
ever, show that the phenomenon cannot
be accepted unambiguously. In  the
matter of intensity of labour input as
well as material input, there seem to be
considerable differences between owner
and tenant cultivated farms. Conse-
quently, the output per unit of land
in the tepant cultivated farms is lower
than that in owner cultivated farms.

Vyas {1970] found that the resource-
use efficiency of tenant cultivated farms
ts higher than the owsner cultivated
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farms. This study was based on a sur-
vey data of four Gujarat villages in
the 1960s. On the basis of empirical
evidences, he cmme to the conclusion
that “the high efficlency of tenants,
especially the medium and small ones,
fa resource use is indicated by the
high (average) input-output ratio om
their farm™.

Qur data, once again, do not support
this hypothesis and clearly indicate
that owner cultivators of all the size-
classes cultivate the land more inten-
sively than the tenant cultivated farms
of the corresponding size-classes except
the biggest one. In fact, large tenant
cultivators behave more or less the
same way as owner cultivators in  §o
far as the intensities of different types
of input s well as productivity of
land are concerned. The evidence thus
does not indicate significant inefficien-
cies in the use of land under large tena-
nt cultivators, Viewed from this angle,
it would be fallacious to treat the whole
community of share-croppers as effici-
ent’” or ‘inefficient’ in the use of land
under cultivation.

Hence, it muy be suggested that the
relationship of farm size of different
teourial groups and the intensities of
different types of input as well as pro-

ductivity of land operate differently in
different regions of India at differemt
points of time. The explanations pro-
vided by us are based on the evidenge
of g particuler reglon of India. The
coverage of the study should, therefore,
be expnanded to other regions for under-

ding the ph more pre.
hensively,

References

[1] Bharadwaj, Krishna {1974) “Produc-
tion Conditions in Indian Agricul-
ture: A Study Based on Farm
Management Surveys’, Cambridge
University Press.

Chattopadhysy, M and Rudra A
(1976] “Size-Productivity Revisited’,
Economic and Political Weekly,
Review of Agriculture, September,
25.

2

[3] Rao € H Hahumantha [1871)
‘Uncertainty, Entrepreneurship and
Share-cropping in India’, Journal
of Political Economy, Volume 79,
November 3.

(4§ Rudra. A and Newaj K [1973]

Agrarian Transformation in a Dis-

trict of West Bengal’, Economic

and Political Weekly, Review ol

Agriculture, March 23,

Vyas V S (1970] ‘Tevancy in a

Dynamic Setting’, Economdc and

Potitical Weekly, Review of Agri-

culture, June 27.

8

FOREVER AT THE

SERVICE OF
OUR COUNTRY
AT HOME & ABROAD

INDIA STEAMSHIP CO.,

.' Services

{ wemiA—u. K. & THO CONTINANT-
H EB1A/SANGLADESH

4 INSIA—BLACK S8A &

H 8. MEDITERRANEAN POATE,

K| INBTA—POLAND AND INDIAN COAST

LTD.

““INDJA STEAMIHIP WOUSE, 21, OLD COUMT NOUSE ST., CALCUTTA-L.

s.0n



	093
	094
	095

