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Summary
Effects of temurial conditions on agricultural development is an age
old question which acquired special importaence in the context of agriocultural
development of the countries of the Third World, characterised by almost

absolute on a par arly egriculture. A general impre-

ssion is that the baokward condition of these countries in general and then
agriculture in particular is aggravated by the existence of tenancy as a form
of termure. The whole discussion on this topic hinges on the basic question of
how alternative forms of temire promote or retard economic development.

In spite of the general acceptance of the fdea of tonancy being
inefficient there are some theoretical and empirical findings which do not
fully support this views

The existence of these conflicting theories and empirical evidence
on the subject warrants a critical survey of the existing theories as well as
thoroughgoing statistical investigation into the problems.

In this thesis we have made such a review of the existing theories
and oarried out some factual and statistical investigations to see how far
and in what ways farming conditions differ under verying temrial conditions
in different parts of India as well as in different countries.

Our review of the existing theories show that nome of the theories
adequately represent the reality while a few of them involves abstractions
devoid of any factual evidence corroborating thems In any case, none of
these theories is individually sufficient to prove or disprove arguuents

relating to the effcotiveness of different forms of temre.

(11)



We pass on to make a factual survey of agriculture in relation to
land temure for the specific cases of three selected countries e3¢, Japan,
Bgypt and China. We attempt to show how in each case the socio-ecouomic

positions of the different classes of farmers have affected and have been

affected by changes in the institutionsl f: » in p: ar the i

systeme It is seen that small-scale peasant farming was initially considered

to be an improvement upon temant farming in all these three countries. It is

also seen that the short-run consequence of the policy of replacing tenant farming
by small scale owner farming was to increase productivity and income and decrease
inequality in the distribution of income and wealth; but in each cese small

scale peasant farming gave way,in the long run, either to capitalist farming or
to the formation of large scale Taruing through co-operativasation or collecti-
visation of egriculture. The system of peasant farming is not therefore suggested
by the example of these countries as a long run and permanent solution to the
problem of concentration of wealth and income.

Next we coms to the specific case of India. We have made a stitistical

investigation into the int Aiffy in conditions,

natural and iaf: facilities taken in conjunction with

the inter-regional differences in the conditions of tenure. It is seen that
it is not possible to arrive at any firm conclusions from such analysis
regerding the relative effectiveness of the tenancy and owner ferming systems.
It appoars that the inter-regional differences in performances could be better

explained in terms of differences in the historical backgrounds

(iid)



as well as differences in climatic and other conditions. This suggests that
different temurial systems ought to be compared in the context of common
historical backgrounds and common climetic conditions.

With this end in view, we have carried out extensive statistical and
econometric exercises to compare the performances of farus under different

temurial systems within the same socio-economic conditions and common

historical back Wa have ied out various statistical tests of

hypotheses regarding the comparative performances of the two systems. We
have oompared production funstion fits and also carried out Analyses of
Variance tests. By and lerge our test results reject the hypothesis the
tenant farms are run more inefficiently than owner farms under all circume-
stances, Our results sugsest that in the very small size group of farms
temnts often perforn less efficiently than owners, but among the medium

and large farms tenante do not perform any worse than owners.

(iv)



Chapter I

Agricul tural Development under Different
Forms of Temure 3 Generally Leld Ideas

Throughout the world a great deal of ies and di

centre round the problem of economic development of the underdeveloped coun-
tries. In this regard, an important section of poliey makers as well as
researchers are seriously preoccupled with the idea that adoption of "New
Technology" involving better inputs and advanced scientific methods of produc~
tion may serve as an sppropriate method of achieving a substantial rate of
growth in agricultural sector. Though it is often accepted that institutional
and organisetional changes affect agricultural growth, this factor is sometimes
siven only secondary laportame’ However, the importance of land temure os a
factor affecting agricultural growth is indisputables In the first place,

sinoe o system of tenure depicts a particular man-land relationships it
obviously affects the socio-economic conditions of the agricultural population
and relative econouic and social positions of different classes of farmers.
Thus soclety's welfare and scoial justice greatly depend on the existing
temurial relutions. Secondly, since a system of temire affects relative
socio-economic positions of different classes of farmers, it gives rise to
certain imncentives as well as disincentives. Within a particular system of
temre neither the owner nor the actual tiller may find any incentive to
undertake investuent to improve the conditions of cultivation; thus it mey

affect agricultural growth. On the contrary, a system of temre may help to

1/ T. W. Schultz, Trensforming Traditional Agriculture. lew Haven and
London University Press, 1964.



achieve a higher rate of sgricultursl growth by creating necessary incentives for

productive 1 Thirdly, of temure may reside in the likely

interdependence of technological and institutional changes. As we have already
seen, a system of tenure, by affecting the relative socio-economic conditions

of different classes of fm@, gives rise to certain incentive as well es
disincentives; from this it follows that the incentive and ability of the farmers
to adopt a better technology involving better inputs and advanced scientific
methods of production, greatly depends on the existing institutional frame work,

or more particularly, the existing form of termre. On the other hand, imposition

of a new and progressive land relations ng for

and for may the of an
advanced technological condition in which the farmers find it possible and
profitable to accept the new relations of production. If follows then that just
as technological changes can not be given too much importance without giving any

to the inst 1 f: or conditions that charac-

terise the institutional framework, one can not attach too much importance to
the question of institutional or temirisl changes without any oonsideration of
the technological conditions.

In support of this way of looking at the importence of temurial rela-
tions affecting agricultural growth let us quote here the recent opinions of
some writers expressed while desoribing the prospects of "Green Revolution®
in India. Discussing some of the possible effects of Intensive Agrioultural

District Programme one wriwzy comes to the conclusion that "The results of

2/ D. K. Desai, "Intensive Agricultural Distriot Programme - Analysis of
Results", Boonomic and Political Weekly, Vol. IV, No. 26, 1969.



JADP indicate that the strategy of intensification of effort on an ares
basis has not achieved the objective of rapid increase in agricultural
production”. He explains the reason behind this failure (?) as that 'the
whole strategy of IADP is supply based and it does not teke into considera—
tion the demand aspect of inputs ee....'. 'Unless a strategy is evolved to
combine scarce technical, financial, administrative inputs with the manage—
rial irpute of efficient farmers rapid growth in agricultural production is
unlikely to be achieved'. In explaining the 'opportunities of Green-revolu-—
tion' another wril conoludes, 'lodernisation in sgriculture in terms of
new and modern inpute alone is in effect e limited and partial modernisa-
tion «..... Use of modern inpute is neither a necessery nor a sufficient

condition for of ioult The rationale for this view is

obvious. In a modern agriculture the forms are integrated with the world
through the linkages provided by the product and factor morkets's Again, it
is shown in a recent studyy that bigger sized farms can adopt better type
technology to a greater extent. The study shows that in Punjab during 1967-68
farmers with 75 to 150 acres of farm size employed trsctors and other machi-
nery to a greater extent than the smaller ones. Another obsezvuzi/ comes to
the conclusion that in Punjab ‘a very small percentage of share-croppers

has adopted the new strategy to a very limited extent'. All these observations

seems to suszest that 1 ion of teohnol

suitable tenurial conditions.

3/ n. Sen, 'Opportunities of Green Revolution', Economic and Political
kly, Vel. V, Mo.13, 1970.
o Ashol: Rulra, 'Big Farners of Punjab + Sesond Instalnent of Results',
nomio and Politionl Weekly, Vol. IV. No. 52, 1969
5/ w°1r Ledejinsky, 'Green Revolution in Punjab', Ecomomic and Political
Weekly, Vol. IV, No.26, 1969




We may here also consider Francine R. Frankel's observation on 'India's
Green Havolution'é[ From Fronkel's study it follows that she considers the
agro-economic backwardness as a factor responsible for limited acceptance of
modernisation programwe almost in all the cases. Thus analysing the results
of the new programme in case of Burdwan (West Bengal) she comes to the eon—
clusion that, '+.... and taking into account the poor performsnce of the IATP
over the last six years, the major obstacles to agricultural modernisation
appear to iie less with unsuiteble topography or inefficient utilisation of
water, serious as these problems are, than with an extremely unfavourable

agr i e farms, often cultivated in several tiny

fragments, combined with a very high rates of remtal for leased lend have
left the majority of the agriculturists with neither the means nor the incen—
tives to iuvest in modern methods of production's For Palghat (Kerals) and
West Godaveri (Andhra Pradesh) Fraukel concludes similarly that it is the
uneconomic size of the holdings and high rate of wental percentage which
served as o limiting fastor in the way of introducing modezn technology in
these districts.

Let us now the view point for instance,
s 7/

by Schultz the importence of tenurial relations os a
factor affecting growth, but he does not want to attach too much importance
to it. He holds that differences in contribution of agriculture to overall

growth among different countries do not depend much on the differences in

6/ Francine R. Frankel, 'India's Green Revolution - Boonomic Gains and
Politioal Costa's Prinoeton University Press, 1971.

17/ T W. Schultz, ibid. '
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conditions of tenure in these countries. For instance he points out that the
main reasons behind Japan's higher rate of growth of agricultural production
compared to that of India are, in the first place, that quality of the
material factors in agriculture in Japan is far better than that in Indiaj
and secondly that the Japanese people have acquired a higher level of farming
skill and receive greater amdunt of schooling in general than the Indian
people. As to the main vreasons behind Jepan's higher rate of growth coapared
to that of Irndia, it is, however, possible to hold a different view, namely,
thet in Japan after world war II there were major changes in her land rela=
tions (which did not hapoen to India) and which served, possibly, as the
main factor behird her agricultural growth. Thie important factor is not
‘taken into account by Schultz in explaining the difference in the rates of

growth in India and Japan

In fact, it appears more le to explain i
of a country in terme of the intexplay of institutional and technological
changes rather then in terms of either instiiutional or technological change
alone. To put it in lbrxio:terminology, it cen be said that society develops
through the contradictions between reletions of production and the forces of
production; at a particular stege of development of society reletions of
prodwtion favours development of the forces of production while at certain
other stage when forces of production ove developed to a certain degree
existing relations of production reterds further development of the same
forces of production. It seems, therefore, essential to analyse the stage of
development of a tociety in terms of whether the existing relations of

production favour further development of the forces of production or petards



them. To judge it in a partiocular geographical and historical context would
itself call for a study of the characteristios of different forms of tenure
and their relative effectiveness.

The important question is, how to judge the relative effectiveness of
different forms of tenure. To judge relative effectiveness it may not be

sufficient only to the efficiency of the different
(in a ’tau.o sen:
‘L

systems. Generally, in i one by 'eff:
of production or net income or profit. Thus a particular form of tenure may
be 'efficient' in this sense, if it helps to attain the conditions for
‘optimal allocation of resources' and 'optimal intensity of resource use'
(both in a static sense) by individual production units. However, sttainment
of the static optimality conditions by individual production units may not
necessarily lead to the highest welfare for the scciety as s whole — it may
not help to esteblish greater 'social justice' — nor lead to the highest
rate of growth. We, therefore, think that relative effectiveness of different
systems ought to be judged not only from the point of view of how far a parti-
cular system helps to attain some optimality conditions by individual farms
but also from the point of view of how far the socio-economic conditions of
different classes of farmers arising out of the particular system are consis—
tent with some specific goals to be attained by the society.

If one meaningful way to judge the relatiwe effectiveness of different
systems mey be to look at the problem from the point of view of some specific
goals, it is good to recognise that these goale are, again, different at

different steges of society and different for differenmt social olasses. It is



fTherefore essential to be clear about the characteristics of the existing
society under consideration; in particular, to judge the relative effective-
ness of differemt forms of tenure in an underdeveloped country, one has

therefore to know about the stic of that y's egri-

culture.

How, most of the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America are
characerised by a stage of davylopmnt which can neither be termed as purely
capitalistic nor purely faudal% In‘thnao countries development has been
conditioned by Colonial subjugation, a® a result of which they are now
industrielly beckward snd primerily agrarian, the so called underdeveloped
countries with very low per cepita income compared to that of the advanced
capitalist countries of the world. The agrarien conditions of these countries
carry vestigesof the colonial conditions of the past, which were characterised
by a predominently feudal set of relatione of productions Excepting a few
packets of plantation economy where the new relations were fostered with a
view to fulfilling colonial interests, large parts of the agricultwmel sector

remained chained to the local markets, satisfying local consumption needs. As

9/ We are using the term 'purely capitalist' to mean an economic system under
which (1) production is carried out for the market, (ii) to maximise profit
and where (iii) labour is a commodity like any other in a labour morket.
By 'feudalism' on the other hand we mean an economic system under which
21) production is carried out to meet the needs of consumption, and

ii) employment of labour is subject to various forms of restrictive
contracts 2nd do not operate in a free market. These definitions might
be controversial but all we want to say is that in most of Asian, African
and Latin American countries, in agriculture capitalism has not yet fully
developed but land relations in agriculture have undergone some changes
from the feudal stage. ASs a result various types of land relations are
found to exist side by side.



a result, in most of these countries agricultural sector is still charac—

terised by feudal romnanis and the goal to be achieved at this stage is ofte:

lescribed as to remove the old feudal fetters and Introduce o system in ite
place that may ensure a socio-economic condition and an income distribution
pattern which encoursge and ensble the majority of the farming population
to take active part and initiative in increasing production amd meking
investment for productive purposes.

In the context of underdeveloped countries development of capitalist
farming system is often considered to be an indicatior of scoiety's progress.
But the capitalist system, motiveted as it is by considerations of profit
ma.ximisatioxr‘—?/, can not offer employment to labour beyond a certain points;
this follows from the theoretical proposition that for profit maximisation
the marginal productivity of any factor must equal the price paid to the
factor. Agricultural capitalism can not therofore pessibly provide a frame-—
work that may ensble and enscourage the majority of the agricultural popula=-

tion to take active part in production and investment.

It is, r, generally that nt farming system in
nedivnmeizei units may help to witain this gosl. The argusent put forwand

in support of thie view is that since creation of the maximum possible number

10/ See footnote 9.

11/ Y. Georgese®) Roegen, in Lis 'Economic Theory and Agrarian Economies',
Oxford Economic P..lzers XII (1960), has econonic og
for the policy of individual peasant farming on medium-sized units.




of owner operators with medium-sized farms requires a process of confiscation
of land from the large farmers (above some ceiling level) and its redistribu—
tion to the landless peasants or owners of very small units, introduction of
the system would not only encourage individual initiative for productive in=
vestment but also promote social welfare. It is for this reason that the pea—
sant farming system is often regarded as superior to the capitalist farming
systeme

However, the superiority of peasant farming system over the capitalist
farming system may be questioned if one accepts a different way of looking at
the role of peasant farming in-rsuring the progress of a society; such a Way
of looking at the role of peasant farming was explained by Inninz—zj- According
to him there may be two ways in which it is possible to encourage a system
characterised by ownership holdings to take shape out of a predominently

feudal framework : (1) By ing the big 1 to adopt new methods

of preduction and new relations of production while allowing them to retain
their holdings, end (2) Through the confiscation and distribution of the lands
of the big landowners over axd sbove e particular ceiling level. About the
relative merits of these two systems Lenin wrote : 'e.... there may be two
forms of that development. The survivals of selfdom may fall awey either as

a result of the transformetion of the landlord farming or as a result of
break up c¢f feudal latifundia i.e., either by reform or by revolution.

Bourgeois development mey pursue its course headed by big lanilord farming

12/ V. I. Lenin, 'Agrarian Programme of Social Democracy in the first
Russian Revolution (1905=1907)', Foreign Languages Publishing Housej;
loscow, 1954, D42



which will gradually substitute bourgeois for feudal methods of exploitation.
Tt mey pursue its course headed by suall peasant farming which, in a revolu—
tionary wey, will eliminate the 'emergence' of the feudal latifundia from
social organism and then freely develop without them along the road of
capitalist ferming'.

It seems to follow from Lenin's analysis that peasant farming system
may only act as a temporary and transitional phase and its effectiveness lies
in the fact thet ultimately it leads to capitalist farming in a 'revolutionary
way'. Thus the superiority argument for peasant farming in place of capitalist
ferming looses its grounds.

leasant farming has been, as has been remarked earlier, advanced as
the ideal agrarian system of underdeveloped countries, though hardly ever for
iss »ole in leading the economy to capitalist stage. Not merely in idea, but
in practice too, in a mumber of oounttie!w the system has been introduced.
Thus in Jepan the land reform programme of 1946 aimed at the creation of
peasent ferming system; in China after ihe revolution the Communist Government
encouraged peasant farming as a policy ensuring growth ard betterment of the

of the . In India also we see in the Cougress Agrarian

Reforms Committee programme it was emphssised that to achieve 'meximum
efficiency' peasant ferming systewm should be encouraged. In fact, we can name

a number of sountries in which peasant farming system was adopted at a parti-

cular period ard its immediate were nge. But it is not

enough to look at the immediate consequences only; one has to look at the

13/ For e detailed analysis of the land reform programmes in Japan, Bgypt
and China see Chapter III, and for India see Chapter IV.
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long-run consequences to judge whetkher the pessant farming system is superior o
the capitalist systeu. We shall see that in Japan, within a few years of the
implementation of the land reform programes, transfevence of land from the
relatively smaller landowners to the relotively larger ones took place which
ultimately led to o condition in which it wes elmost impossible to avoid
stegnation in the sector without weiving the ceiling limits imposed on the
amount of land that could be possessed by a farming household. The ceiling
limit was actually waived in 1961. In China, it was always expressed by the
Govermuent thot the system of peasani ferming was only = temporary solution,

a 'transitional phese', the ultimate objective being the adoption of the
Commune sys:omj—‘( In Israel Dr. A. G. Black (The FAO representative to Israel)
eriticised the then existing small form structure as ineffiocient in the produc—
tion of staple lndustrial crops like cotton, suger, boet, groundmuts, feed and
broad grains. He suggested the creation of large scale sdministered forms in
the production of these crops. 'Fhe smell f.xms, he predicted, would not be
able to support their operators  in keeping with Isreell standard for ].on.g’-'ﬁ/
It appears to follow from all this thot the system of peesseat farming acted
only as a transitional phuse leading either towerds further comcentration or
towards collectivisation. Thus supiriority argument for peasant farming in
comparison to capitalist forming remains questionable uuless we concentrate

only on the short-run consequences of the sysbeus.

14/ For a detailed analysis of long-run consequences of these land reforms
in Japan and Chins see Chapter III.

15/ Raen VWeitz and Avshalon Rokack,'Agricultural Dovelopment Planning and
lmplemensation (lsrael Case Study),' Reidel Publishing Compeny, Dordrecht,
iHolland, 1968.
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Now we pass on to the question of the effectiveness of the tenancy sys-
tem. Regarding the economic performance of the tenancy system there are diffe-
rent opposing views. However, the most generally accepted idea is that tenancy
system (with its verious forms) leads to inefficiency.

Ageinst this generally accepted idea, some writers hold that tenancy
system under certasin conditions may work just as efficiently as the peasant
farming system. Thus, it is arguedl® ;ona;’ny nyﬂtam with fixed rent may act
efficiently if there is proper security of tenure and the cultivators are
compensated for the fruits of the permanent improvements (which is not
realised within the period of tenure) for which they had to invest. In fact
there is some empirical evidence which also supports this view and provide
sufficient reason to question the inefficiency argument for tenancye.

Thus, as is revealed from Falke Dov.cix\g"zl/ compsrative study of
recent history of Burope tenancy still exists in considerable megnitude in
some parts of Eurcpe. Fér example, in 1951 in England and Wales the percen=
tage of rented farms was 57.3 (there were no share-cropped ferms). In
Belgium this percentage was 63.6, in Spain 31.4. loreover, Falke Dovring
puts forward evidence that tenancy was associated with economic growth s
"The fact that the Morth Western part of the o;:rz;‘xz":;.'y‘\'hsn tenancy predo-
minates, has been considered in conjunction with the fact that tenancy
dominated England has a prosperous agriculture. Also in Germany most of

the tenancies are in the North which is likewise agriculturally the most

16/ Earl O. Heady, 'Economics of Ferm Leasing Systems', Journal of Farm
Boonomics, Vol. 29, No. 3, 1947«

17/ Folke Dovring, 'Land and Labour in Furope — a Comparative Study of
Recent Agrarian History', The Hague, lartinus Nijhoff, 1956.
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advenced part of the country's Graham Hallett1¥] in his 'The Teomomics of
Agricultural Land Temure' referred to the observetions made by Welsh Land
Commission of 1896 and those made by E. A. Allowed for Wales. As is mentioned
by Graham Hallett the Welsh Land Commissions observation showed that as a

result of agricultural , the owner were far worse off

than the tenant farmers and the study by Allowed on the %Wales data for
1954-55 reveals that in most groups of farms and especially on the smaller
farus, the levele of output, cepital and profit were higher on the tenanted
than on the owner occupied farms; the enalysis of the Welsh data for 1957-58
has showed a siumilar pattern. Graham Hallett also refers to a comparative
study of profits of tenante and owner occupiers published in the inter-war
period on the basis of a survey of the Eastern Countries that shows that no
definite pattern wes existing. Using, the Complete Farm Management Survey
resulis for England and Wales in 1957-58, a similar comparison wes made
by Hallecc—w himself, which showed that profit on the tenanted farms as a
whole Was higher than on the owner ocoupied farms, although average profit
per hundred acres were only very slightly lower than the tenants.

On Indien agriculture A. 3 Khusro? made a similar stuly. One of
his findings is that inseourity of temure was the wmost important factor ham=
pering incentives for increasing investment by the tenants in Hyderabad before

the Land Reforn Legislation was pessed in 1950 ard amended in 1954. He

18/ Graham Hallett,'Economics of Agricultural Laad Temure!, Lani Books,
London, 1960«

19/ Grehanm Mallett, ibid.

20/ A. l. Knuero, 'Economic and Social Bffects of Jagirdari Abolition
in fyderabad's Department of Publication and University Press;
Osmenie University, Eyderabad.
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observed that as e result of the enactwent of this act, which gave the
tenants proper security of temure, they began to perform better thau the
owner cultivators in the sense thet their investment were increasing at a
much higher rate. He concluded : "Thus in whichever meuner we prefer to
strike a comparison between the two classes of people — absolute level of
investment or investment per femily — we tend to reach the same conclusion
that the investment activity of tenants is forging ahead at a decidedly
more satisfactory pace than that of the owner cultivators ee-ee'.

However, all these empirical evidemce relate to tenancy with fixed
rent end not the shere—cropping system. In fact there is evidence to the
effect that in countries of Burope the share oropping system is a much less
prevalent system than the systems of tenancy with fixed rent or ownsr farming.
The distinguishing featurs of shore tenancy is that under it the cropper is
t0 Day a certain perceutage of their produce as rent and not any fixed amount
to the landlord. Every increase or decreasse in production is assooleted with
an incresse or deorease in the amount going to the landlord as rent. This

gave rise to the theorisation by ecomowists like Mgrshall thut the system

results in inefficient allocation of since the may not
be expected to equate the marginal product of en input to its market price
but to equate only the part of the marginal product going to himself to the
market price. Hence optimal intensity in the use of au input is mot to be
expected wnder the system.

However, there are some other theorists who hold the contrary view
that shars—cropping may work just as officiently es owrer farming under

certain suftable conditions. Thus it is argued that share cropping could



work efficiently if the cost of variable inputs is borne by the two parties
in proportion to their respective shares in the product and if the shares are
so adjusted that the proportion going to the landlonrd includes the rerumera—
tion for the use of both land and the fixed capitsl of the landlord. This
line of argument was first advanced by J. S. muﬂ/ according to whom it was
the lack of sesurity of tenure which was the major defect of the systeme
After J. S. Mill, several other writers expressed similar views. Among the
most recent theoreticians on the subject, S. N. S. Cheurgz—z/ has tried to
show that share-cropping need not necessarily lead to inefficient allocation
of resources. In support of his argument he himself presented the examples
of Taiwan to show that 'Under the share restriction the intensity of labour
input to land was significantly higher in tenant farms than in owner farms'.
lbreover, on the basis of observations releted to Taiwan he tried to show
that under unrestrained oroperty rights 'no noteble difference is seen in
input intensities among farms with different land tenure errangements'.
Cheung also referred to the observations made by John Loosing Buck
on Chinese agriculture and Jemes O Bray on U. S. agrioulture. Thus,

"Contrary to the prevailing opinion that tenants do not farm as
well as owners a classification according to yields by different
types of tenure shows no sigunificant variation in yields for most

localities, and for few in which a difference does occur, it is

21/ J. 8. uili, 'Principles of Political Foonomy with some of their appli-
cations to sccial philosonhy' (ed.) by Ashley, Caloutta Longmans,
Green, 1920.

22/ S- N S. Chevng, 'Theory of Shave Tenanoy — With Specisl Application to
Aslan Agriculture and the First Phase of Taiwan Land Reform', Chicago
University. Chicago Press, 1969.
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in favour of the tenant or part owner as often as for the OWACISeece.cs
In some places it is evident that the tenants fara better than the
ounerst. (sucl)

and

'Underdeveloped countries intent on technical progress in sgriculsure
should recognise the fact that much of the most impressive gain in
agricultural preductivity ocourred in arcas of the Uniged Sgates, where
& domirant form of land termwe is a shore rental arrangement between
landlord ard temamt's (0. BrayZd)

are

411 these show that there enough thecreticel reascning end empiricsl

evidence to raise doubts as to the validity of the generally accepted view

that share-cropping system is less efficient.

In this context one may elso consider the study made by C. He

Hommanthe 22022 on Indian dste. Rao started by trying to prove the hypothe-

®is that 'Under uncertainty sitvations where the scope of entrepreneurial

function is limited, there mey be an incentivs for the tenants bo reduce the

veriance of their income by shiftinz part of their uncertainty to suppliers

of land services through share cropping arrengements's Similerly, 'In situa-

tions where the element of undertainty is smaller and entrejrensurial funce

tions are relatively unimportant and where, therefors, the farn takes on the

Jona Lovsing Buck, 'Chinese Farm Jconomy'. Chicago University
Chicago Prese, 1930.

Jezss C. Brey, 'Farm Tenancy and Productivity in Agricvlture 1 The

Cene of Uuited States', Food Reseerch Institute, Vol. IV, Fo. 1. (1963).

Ce H, Mavmantha Ras, 'Uncertainty, L nip, axd Sk

in Igdia. The Jcurnal of Polisical Econony, Vol. 79, Hoe3, 1971«
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charsoter of managerial or supervisory units the landlords may find it profit—
able to lease out (on share-rent basie) beyord a point the land they owned,
rather then cuvltivete the entire holding through hired labour'. Rao thus
attempied o explain the causes behind the existence and prevalence of share
crepping ia meny cases. lpreover, Reo showed on the basis of data on West
Godavari (Ardhra Predesh) that for the same bolding size levels over a wide
range, the marginal productivity of land emong the share rented farms is
higher than the owner overated farme of the corresponding size and is not lower
than the larger owner operated forms. Thus Rao's study seems to imply that
share rented farms ere more efficient since at each level of employment of
land, m.tg;nal productivity of land is higher for the share-croppers than

the ownsr cultivators.

However, there may be different forms of share cropping and one cannot
possibly come to eny conclusion about relative efficiency of share cropping
and other forms of temure without considering different forms of it.

In fact, there may be varying degrees of participation in the cost
and decision making by the two perties. Among the different forms of it one
extreme form is that under which the landowner sdvances almost all the
oxpenses and tales decisions on svery aspect of production; thus under this
system the lendowner works like a cepitalist farmer and the share cropper

like = Wage earner Who is selling his labour power and is complstely separated

rickele, 'ffects of Temure Sysiems on Agrioultwrsl Rfficiency!,
Journal of fram Looucuwics, Vol. 23, Ho. 1, 1941.
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the system

the productive agents, so that/is compatible with the optinal intensity
and combination of resourcess

Nevertheless, as our discussion shows, there are enough controversial
opinions and contradictory evidence to give grounds for thinking that the
inefficiency argument for lessing sysien vequives to be judgsd more
thopoughly. The generally acoepted view that tenmaucy system is inefficient

may 0ot e aceepied as o geawal truih wilid vnder all oiroumstarces. It

is this bhat Justifies il imvectigotion we nndertook, the resulis of

#aich eve presenbsd in the Chapbers following.
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Chapter II
Econonic Consequences of Tenancy : Some Theories

In this chapter we shall try to give a brief summary of the development of
theories on the question of relative efficiency of alternative forms of tenure.

We shall restrict our review to the 1 of the 1 of the

Capitalist world, leaving out the larxian literatures on agrarian topics.
From the very early days when old feudal system was just breaking down and
capitalism was developing, the question of land tenure as a factor contributing to
growth and political stability assumed considerable importance. With the growth of
industriel capitalism, it became a problem to meet the increasing demand for food

and raw materials for the agricultural sector. It was felt by the economists that

land reform should be which should include the

i of new relations that might help to break the old feudal

inertia characterising agriculture. Thus we gei a host of eoonomic theories on
the relotive efficiency of alternative forms of tenure arising from the days of
Adan Smith upto present period.

As eerly as 1776 Adam Smith"'/ in his "An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes
of the Wealth of Nations" presented an idea on the above question and after him

ecomontsts 1ike Arthur YounsZ, Mioulloon?] Richard Jonee®, Jomn Stuart 11113/ and

lb.rshal].é/ presented their ideas. However, all of these economists were of the

Adan Smith, Wealth of Nations. New York, lodern Library, 1937.
Arthur Young, Travels during the years 1787,1788 and 1789 (in the)

Kingdom of France, Dublin, 1798.

J. Re 15 Culloch, Principles of Political Economy, New York, Ae 1 Kelley, 1964
Richard Jones, Essay on the Distribution of Wealth and on the Sources of
Taxation. New York, Kelley and idllman, 1956.

John Stuart Kill, Prinsiples of Political Economy. (Ashley ed., 1920).

Alfred lershall, Primciples of Econonmics. London, Meomillan Cos, 1956.

QN kN RR
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opinion that the system of tenancy in general and share oropping in particular
is inefficient in the sense that it does not encourage any improvements in
land or methods of cultivation and that the system involves a lower productivit
of both land and labour resulting in inefficient surplus of food to meet the
requirements of repidly developing industrial sector end thus hampering the
overall growth of the economy. The general line of argument in these analyses
is that since under the system the landlord is to get a part of the increased
production, the tenant will never be willing to employ his own cepital for the
improvement of land they cultivate. The farmers will try to produce as much as
is possible by the capital stock furnished by the landliord, it would never be
in their interest to pay anything out of their own pockets for the improvement
of land, particularly for those improvements for which the return is not

immediate. Richard Jones, the of labours'

productivity under different systems. Acoording to his opinion, since under
share-cropping there is little improvement of land the productivity of labour

is extremely low. As a result, under the system it is not possible for the
cultivators to produce any surplus over and above their subsistence minimume
Thus the system hampers growth of the economy as a whole. Although J. S. Mill
recognised the arguments put forward by Adam Smith and others, he was of the
opinion that most of the defects of the system originated out of imperfections
of the system as practised, rather than the system. To him, it is the insecurity
of tenure which is the mejor defect of the system as practised in most of the
cases and agricultural improvements could teke place provided tenants could

be made secure in their rights.
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It is Alfred Marshall who first tried to answer the question on the
basis of a rigorous theoretical framework =— the neo-classical marginalist
analytical framework, He made a comporison betueen the share-cropping system
of tenancy and the fixed reat system and came fto the conclusion that under
share-croppiag noth capital and labour would be used less intensively than
under fixed rent system, As he wplalned, since the share-cropper is to give
his landlord half of the returns (share rent is assumed to be half of the
total produce) to each doge of capital and labour he applies to land, he will
not wont to epply any dose the total return to vhich is less than twice enouzh
to reward him, Thus as he concludes, if the share-cropper is free to adjust
the input he applias, he will cnltivate far lees intensively than under fixed-
rent system, accordingly the total return going to the landlord would also

be lower in this case, Harshallls eh 1s rep: ted ai eally

in the Appendix note no, 1.

Having shown that share-cropping may reswit in inefficient allocation
of resources Marshail did not attempt to answer why then the system of share-
eropping is chosen at all, But it should be 1 that the cal

analysis presented by him seens to point out that resource allocation may be
efficlent even under share-cropping if the tenant is not free to cultivate
#as he chooses", While he admits that the tenent would not be interested to
allocate labour and capital to optimal intensity, he points out ‘that in many
parts of Burope where share-cropping exists the landlord can enforce efficient
allocation of resources although he nas to epend much time and take much
trouble for that, Enforcement of efficient allocation by the landlord becomes
easier if the tenont has no fixity of temure, In Marshall¥s own language

nand if the tent has no fixity of tenure, the landlord can deliberately
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and freely arrange the amount of capital and labour supplied by the tenant
and the amount of capital supplied by himself to suit the exigencies of each
special case". The conditions of efficiency may be achieved, according to him,
"when holdings are small, tenants poor and the landlord not averse to taking
much trouble about small things", This, it should be noted, differs & in
emphasls from the idea held by J. Si Mill who emphasised more the fact that
it is the lack of security of temure that stands in the way of efficient
functioning of the share cropping system in the long run, If tenants are secure
in their rights they may be more interested to make permanent improvements in
land, since they would be sure of getting a reward for the improvements they
moke, Again, a sense of permanent occupaney right may induce the tenant to
form the land more efficiently == the tenant himself may in this case
encourage his landlord to invest in land and other cgpital, for that may
inecrease his share of total product, This may happen particularly when the
tenants'! farmwlze is relatively large, accounting for a substantial share of
the landowners' total income, Hence Marshall's contention that conditions of
efficiency could be possibly achieved when the lease holdings are small does
not appear to be a sufficient truth,

An important lacuna i Marshall's analysis is that he dld not consi-
der that there may be cost sharing by the owner, which may result in employment
of inputs with optimal intensity, Marshall also did not consider any model in
which a tenant distributes his labour to several farms leased in from different
owners and determines the amount of labour to be spplied in one particular farm
in a way that enable him to maximise his total income; Similarly the situation
in which landowner finds 1t economicslly more reasonable to distribute his land
to several tenants and to keep a part for self cultivation is not taken into

account by Marshall,



As to Marshall's argument that the owmer could coerce the tenant
to put in doses of labour and other inputs beyond the points that could be
dletated to the tenant by a strictly marginalist enalysis, he did not take
into account that the soope for such interference by the owner with regard
to inputs eould be restricted by the nature of the production function;

Marshall's arguments were not however all based on marginalist
malysls; Lot of them vere bused on empirical observations on the working
of the fixed rent system in England and Motayage systenin France and many
of hig reasonings in favour of the fixed rent system could appear to be
sound at least with respect to Baglish agriculture of his time;

[fwe haioer Sataale accepted the sese tgpe of malysls o prove-

mww-dwmwummmmm
problen of melysing relutive efficiency of ownerfarming easherent-tenanoy
@d sharewcropping; Following Marsholits basie approach, he starts by
asmmiag that a1l paiess are deternined in the conpetiéve norkets)
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Marshall's basic approach of dealing with the problem is still followed

by modern economis

» although there are extensions and improvements of the

10/

analytical Rainer also the same type of

analysis to prove inefficiency of share-cropping although be went much deeper
into the problem of analysing relative efficiency of owner-farming, cash rent

tenancy and shere-oropping. Following larshall's basic approach, he starts by

assuming that all prices are in the market and that the
aim of the entrepreneur is to maximise net return. Again, he tries to assess

the relative efficiency of different systems on the basis of the two conditions
of efficiency that are formulated by Mershall and other Neo-classical economists:
these conditions ere, first, that marginal cost for Mre favm , should be

equal to the marginal return for it and the second, that for all factors
marginal return should be the same. The first condition as is held by these
economists, will guarantee the optimum intensity of factor use and the second

will guarantee the optimum of fact With these of

efficiency, Rainer S a the @s the "Ideal
System". The erguments put forward by him are eimilar to that generally put
forward by other leo-classical economists s since wnder owner-operatorship
there 1s no separation in the decision-making power (owner-himself is the
operator) and since the owner enjoys the full emount of the net product,

(total product minus cost) the two conditions of efficiency would be guaranteed
if he maxinises his net return as he is assumed to do. Since maximisation of

his net return implies the meximisation of the net return for the farm as a

'3/ Rainmer Sohickele, Effect of Temure Systems on Agricultural Effioienoys

Journal of Farm Eoonomics, No.XXII, 1941.



whole (no separation in decision meking power and no share of the product
going to the landlord), the optimum intensity of factore use for him will
coincide with the optimum intensity of factors use for the farm. Again, since
‘the owner-operator finds it profitable (due to full occupacy) to combine

investment in dureble inputs called for by long run production planning and

i in d e inputs, i of factors is achieved.

Thus the second condition of optimal combination of inputs iA also satisfieds

However, by way of analysing the of R
Rainer Schickele emphasises that it is the separation of decision-making power
which is mainly responsible for inefficiency under a system of tenure. This
particular factor, namely division of decision-making power between the owner
and the tenant which may be considered as one of the !0!111;.! of inefficiensy
under tenancy, is not considered by Marshall. Thus if one strictly confines
oneself to Marshallian way of analysis, fixed cash rent tenancy would appear
to be as efficient as owner farming, since under cesh rent tenancy the amount

that goes to the land owner remains constant irrespective of the level of input

use and increase or in Rainer by s shows
that due to division of decision-making power between the two parties, even cash
rent tenancy mey lead to inefficient allocation of resources. Ageain, it is

also pointed out by him, absence of security of temure may be considered as
another source of inefficiensy under tenancy. His way of analysis is as

follows : In the cash rent tenanoy system the landlord controls the input of
durable factors and the tenant that of the non-durable factors and there is

no full certainty or even absence of complete uncertainty. Under this system

neither of the two conditions of efficiency is fulfilled. Due to separation of



control over two clesses of inputs, the lend owner, while investing in
durable inputs hes to take the present level of non-durable inputs as given
which results in repidly ng marginal for the durable factors.

This will also be the case for the non~durable fectors if the analyeis is

considered from the point of view of the t nt Thus the i
of input use for either tenant or lendlord will not coincide with optimum
intensity for the fa;; Again, due to absence of complete security of temre
the tenants usually do not find any interest to use those durable inputs
return to which is not immediate and which are called for only by long run
production plans. As a result, the optimum combination of factors is
distorteds

Under share cropping, the above two conditions namely the separation
of control over two sets of inputs and absemce of complete security of tenure
exist in addition to a third condition that applied only to that specific
form of tenancy, namely, the marginal return to the share cropper is always
less than the sctual marginal return. Thus, according to Schickele the share—
oropping system of temure is more inefficient than cash rent tenansy which

in its turn is more inefficient than owner farming. He, however, pointed out

form of sh which may satisfy all the conditions of optimal

efficiency. Under this form, the entreprensur is the land owner or his hired

delegate. The of land (sh ) or the hired labourers who
©ill the land have no or very little control over the imputs. The entrepremeur
hes the full and undivided control over the productive agents. Under this

form of temre, he argues, the conditions of optimum efficiercy are fullfilled

even if the tillers are share




only the undivided contro} over the productive agents but also that he can

adjust the share going to the share-cropper. As he points out "under this form

of share-cropping then, the 1 pays the cropper's wage with share of the
orope It is not the cropper who pays the landowner's rent with the share of the

erop".

0 Hoady¥, 1in sddition to a1 the stics of a
leasing system which make #% inefficient on the same lines also indicates the

Wway to establish perfect leasing systems which may ensure efficiency. He starts

with the 1 i and pricing system similar to those

of Rainer Schickele and points out the 4 of "a p leasing
system to be s+ "(1) One which ensures the most efficient organisation of
resources on the farm relative to consumers demand as expressed in the prices"
and (2) '' an equitable division of the product among the owners of the various
resources employed in production". A leasing system would be an imperfect one
if it contains such provision which results in either a fixed supply of
specialised resourves, the imput of which is not related to thelr margiual

Yy or of beyond what could normally exist in
the market. A fixed supply of specialised resources, as Heady puts it, may limit
the overall scale of operations in the sense that the farm can not equate
merginal cost and merginal revenue as suggested by merket prices. It may also
cause substitution of other factors in place of the specialised factor in a
mawer which distorts the optimum intensity of different factorse loreover, it

mey for the same reasons distort allocation of resources among different

12’ Bearl O Heady, Ecomomics of Farm Leasing Systems Journal of Farm
Economics, No. XXIX, 1947.
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commodities eway from the optimal. A fixed supply of specialised resources tends
“to bo oreated under tenamy, whether of the fixed cash remt or share-oropping
veriety. Under these systems generally the landlord furnishes the durable imputs
in the form of land and buildings end the tenants furnish all or a major part of
the working capital. Since the landlord does not receive the full marginal pro-
duot he may be wiwilling to add to investment in durable imputs such as land and
building. As a result inputs of these factors may not be extended begond a point.
Again, under these forms of temure gemerally there exist uncertainties beyond
that which would normally exist in the market. Under this type of umcertainties

future returns on will be di , and as a result, inputs would

not be employed with the optimum intensity. Thus Heady's way of analysing the
causes of inefficiency under temancy is similer to that of Rainer Schickele.
Heady, however, prescribed ways through Which a leasing system mey
got rid of tho conditions ceusing inefficiencies. In the first plece he argues
that on the one hend the tenants should be allowed to furnish and reslise the
entire net return on otherwise fixed resources and on the other hand the land-
lord is not only to furnish the durable resources but also should realise the
net marginal return on investment. This implies that the lease should provide
for mot only return on land but also return on buildings and machinery as rent
peyment to the landlord. Secondly, he suggests getting rid of conditions of

uncertainty through long run contracts, security of temre and compensation for

to Heady, fixed cash lease system may ensure
efficient allocation if there is no uncertainties beyond what exists in normal

market conditions and if it does not result in fixed supply of specialised

= to be an efficient system, as it is argued by
Heady | Oue wove Cowdilin & kecessaxy, mamely, e Cosh of vavioble oy,
Shodd be diided  beboeen ’uxn{:iﬂl and temank e Ko propalon Tual
produek,

Lolds 4o T division of
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D, Gale Jollllor% takes a different direction with the Marshallian
analysis of share-cropping tenancy system by arguing that share-cropping
results in inefficient allocation of resovrces if the share proportion going
%o the landlord is constant, whereas ff the share proportion is variable
share rent market would establish such renting conditions which would ensure
a relatively efficient alloeation of resources

His approach, as he himself pointed out, was somewhat different from
the earlier writers in that he considered the two important problems relating
to share-cropping that were not adequately taken into account by the earlier
writers, While all the previous analyses started with the notion that the
problem of the share~cropper is to allocate his labour and other inputs in
a given plot of land provided by the landlord, the guestion how temant decides

the amount of land to lease in, was cally ignored; dly none of

the writers until Johnson examined the types of adjustments that can be malle
by the share-cropper and the landlord to moke the system function reasonably
well, Johnson tried to consider both these proklems systematically.

To establish that in the sbsence of variability in the share propor=
tion the system Tesults in inefficient alloeation of resources, Johnson
constructs his model (see appendix note ) with the assumptions 3
(1) the arop share tenant like any other tenant decides how mich land he
will leaso in, (ii) the tenant combines only two inputs land and labour,
(ii1) no restriction is placed by ‘the landlord upon the tenant other than
the payment of the stipulated share of the product, The conelusion that
follows from his theoretical model support the idea held by Marshall with
regard to the allocation of all the non-land inputs, Witk regard to land,

B] Néaale Tobrson

Teurnel of €

ave (owfrack .

wsce Allocalion tnder

Ecemenay , Ko Livii, 1950



30

1f follows that the teaant would goom leasing in land until its marginal
sroduct comes down to zero, Johnson recognises the apparently inconsistent
result that "the tenant is willing teo pay the landlord a third of the total
sroduct for the use of the land, which, at the margin, returns nothing to
xia®", He does give some explanation but we have falled to understand what
xis argument is. We have also failed to appreciate the full implication of
the following conclusion "under such a contract more labour and other factors
would be applied to each unit of land, since labour and other factors would
be used until thelr prices equalled the value of the respective marginal
products, Consequently there would be a larger total product a greater share
(residual) available for payment to land". It is not clear why the payment
to landowner would be greater under fixed rent system than under share rent
system as no analysis is made of the way fixed rent for land is determined.

In faet, Joknson himself was in doubt whether the landlord would
accept such a leasing condition, Assuming rent to be & decreasing function
of amount of labour input per unit of land he arrives at a new set of
equilibrium conditions, According to this model "the tenant would under
certain conditions use less labour on a given piece of land than he would
if he render it for cash at the same average rent "also that® the tenant
will not continue to rent land until its marginal product is zero”,

However, according to Johnson, "there is no evidence that the remtal
share varies with the intensity of cultivation, Evidently landlords have not
availed themselves of the possibility of varying the rental share (in the
manner deseribed above) as a means of inereasing the rent", Moreover he
himself holds that the landlord would not certainly aceept the situation as is
implied by these new set of equilibrium conditions and try to protect his



31

interest and schic7Ts a reasonable level of rent, To enforce desired level of
eultivation the landlord may adopt three techniques, First, he can contractually
£4x the amount of labour to be used, the method of cultivation, application of
fertiliser and so on, Secondly he may share in the cost of production in the
proportion in which output is shared, Thirdly, he may go in for short term
lease, In the first case the landlord can enforce an efficient allocation of
resources by keeping the landsize small, As Johnson argues "If the unit is
small and the share-cropper is restricted in outside earnings, he must apply
zis labour and that of his family until he has achieved certain minimum level
of income", Thus Johnson, like Marshall holds the view thai if the farmsize

is small it would be easier for the landlord to enforce an efficient allocation
of resources, With regard to the second technique i,e.,, the sharing of expenses,
he argues 3 "In this case the tenant and the landlord will make the decision
jointly and can arrive at the best allocation of resources". Johnson however
emphasises that these methods may be insufficient to ensure optimal allocation
of resources and "much more powerful® factor in enforcing efficient allocation
of resources is the short temm lease, Thus Johnson's view was opposed to that
of Mill and similar to Marshall, in that he considered absence if security of
tenure as a factor enforeing efficient use of land, He holds that the major
reason why crop-share system could not work well in Western Europe was that the
tenant had permanent tenancy rights in land., Short term lease is considered to
bring about efficlent allocation of resources on the ground that 3 "With a

short term lease renters are obviously aware that landlords have the ve

of renting their land for a cash rent independent of current output, Consequently
the tenant must plan to produce an average output for acre that will provide a
rental payment, if yields are average, equal to possible cash rent plus any
saditional payment required to compensate the landlord for the uncertainty

e bears".
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Johnson, however was fully aware of the possible disadventages of short
term lease system and suggested that only some of these disadvantages might
14

partly be remedied by providing for tion for -/

Thus, it follows from J 's way of sing that a
system may be made efficient if the landlord adopt either of the different ways,
ogss by varying the share proportion, teking short term lease and reducing the
size of the farm to be tenanted and fixing the amount of labour to be put in
the tenanted land.

It is S, N. ;f Cheung who made on extensive study of share-cropping mnd
tried to show that resource allocation remains the same irrespective of the
form of temurisl relations existing in agriculture if prévate property rights
in 1and and perfect competition is assumed to exist in agricultural sector.
He starts by attacking the Marshallisn way of analysing share-cropping on the
ground that the existence of the residual earning of the tenont which is a
result of Marshall!s assumption of fixity of rental share (the amount he earns
over and above his alternative earning that he could get by putting the same
amount of labour as a wage labourer) is inconsistent with equilibri 3
as Cheung argues the landlord would not allow the tenant to enjoy the residual
in the face of alternative choices such as a wage contract or a fixed rent
contract,

His spproach was similar to that of Johneon in that he found that by
varying the rental share ond by dictating the amount of labour to be put in

the tenanted land, in maximising his income, the landowner can bring about an

Y/ Tnis idea of Johnson is similar to that of Heady that optimal intensity
of labour input can be achieved if the tenancy contracts involve compen=
sation for unexhmusted resourcess

15/ see sppendix note -0, for a brief resume of his argument;
hoew ve Tenan

n.s. ¢ 7, The Theosy Of >nave

PGSt

icage |} s, |
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officient allocation of resources under share-cropping. However, while
Johnson was reluctant to assume that landlord has the power to adjust the
share proportion, Cheung did mtf% it unreasonable to assume that the
landowner has the power not only to adjust the share proportlon but also
to dlctate the amount of labour to be put in the tenanted lmd.{i/

However, it appears to us that Cheung's way of analysis is questionable
in mony respects, In the first place, the whole snalysis is based on the
assumption that to maximise his total rental income the landowner can adjust
the rental percentage, the mmber of farms and the wmount of tenant labour
to be employed in a farm, Again, the equilibrium rate of rental percentage,
the number of farms and the amount of tenant labour to be employed in a farm
is to be obtained from the conditions of meximisation of total rental income
to the landownerss there is no consideration of the tenant's role in deciding
the amount of these variables except that the landlord while maximising his
total rental income, has to bear in mind that in equilibrium the tenant's
share of the output has to be equal to his alternative income and if the
former is less than the latter, the tenant could have no reason to accept
the contract, (See Appendix Note no. 4).

Even if one accepts that a particular type of share-cropping system may
exist, in which the share-cropper is nothing but a Hng‘-eams!"/—/'/ whose wage
is paid by a share of the crop and the landlord is the sole decisive agent
who decides everything in a way as to maximise his rental income, it is of

great doubt whether the usual form of share-cropping, correspondsto that

14/ Cheung however was aware of the possibility that the tenant may not in
practice put in the full amount of labour that is contractually fixed.
He emphasises in this connexion the role of cost in
the stipulated amount of labour in the tenanted land.

17/ s Rainer Schickele hold, under such situation share-cropping may result
in efficient allocation of resources, (See page 5.)
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taken in Cheung's model, Usually the share-cropper possesses some important
role in the decision making about the employment of a type of inputs in a farm,
and, as a resvlt, the equilibrium amount of these factors is derived also from
the conditions of maximisation of the net income of tenmnt, For exmmple, first
as a landowner may decide the number of parcels in which he will lease out

his land, a tenant may also dectde, if he be free to do so, how much labour

he will employ in = particular farm, or ia other werds, the tenant also may
decide the minbor of fonas 1a aioh he vill devide his total tensut labour

80 as to maximise his net return, Cheung's assumption that a landlord can
adjust the rental percentage to maximise his rental income whenever he finds
thet the existing rental percentage does not maximise it holds true only
under a situation in which the landlord is a monopolist, If we assume that

the rental percentage 1s determined in the merket with the interplay of demsnd
ond supply of imnd to be share-cropped and if perfect competition is assumed to
exist, no individual landowner con change the rental percentage at his will, he
1s to accept the market rentsl percentage, In fact it is more usual that a

particular rental per age is ep by every 1 for a long perdod.

Having shown that under private property right system resource alloca=
tion would be the same in all forms of tenure, Cheupg next comes to the questions:
why then different tenurial systems are of /the found to coexist side by side,
According to Cheung the coexistence of different systems of terure at the same
time ond in the same region has to be explained in terms of differences in the
transaction cost and degree of uncertainty and risk associated with different
systems. As be points out ",,..., the choice of contracts is determined by
weighing the gains from risk dispersion and the transaction costs associated

with gifferent eo! d « For he expects transaction cost to
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e higher; since tenants would tend to use the amount of input less than what
szt be fixed contractually the landouner has to incur some cost (‘transaction
sost) to enforce the stipulated mountL'{ But as Cheung found, share-cropping
system provides mch scope for shareing risk among the two parties and there-~
sore one would expect it to be more widespread in areas characterised by high
Zezree of uncertainty than in areas of relative certainty, if transaction costs
are equal.

Gheung's analysis of the role of transaction cost has been criticised
oy many writers. For example C. H. He m.’ﬁ has argued that Caeung's snalysis
57 the role of transaction cost would be valld only if one assumes the nature
57 tae production function to be such as to leave much scope for variations in
s$he proporiion of imputs, wiich aceording to him may not slways be true.

Again, Reo criticised Cheung's theory of the choice of contracts on
the ground that it "...... refers to gains from risk dispersion but omits
sy consideration of the scope for decision making in ‘the face of ungertainty".
According to Reo eituations of uncertainty may exist with or withoul there
being much scope o entreprencurship, As Reo puts 1t "If is possible, for
instance, that the returns from any two competing crops reveal a high degree
of variance in the past and yet the returns from one of them is always higher
than the other®, He argues that under this situation though there is uncertainty

i the sense that "........ returns from the erop chosen can be identified only

@th a probability distribution of potential cutcomes and not with a unique
outcomet, there is limited scope for decision meking in the sense that

. choice of product can be made simply on the basls of maximun profit

eriterion®, Reo defines another kind of uncertainty in this way & ".eeee if

/ Cheung's iden in this matter seems to be the same as Marshall's that
by sharing "mich time and trouble' londlords ccn force temants to
cultivate at the stipulated intensity. e .

Pf CHH Koot Uncertainty Gtk pravewnbip  aud skave creb g sin Bmclia
Jewnood of Bllaal feowamy - vol Lxxix Nos, 9T,



the distributions of expected returns from alternative crops overlap, then
uncertsinty may be soid to exist for decision-making”, Thus Roo distinguishes
between different kinds of uncertainty and argues that in the situstion of

uncertainty with significant scope for decision-making both owner snd tenant

would prefer fixed reat system to p=sharing He empts to
provide evidence that in the Indlan conditions share-cropping is extensive

for crops for which scope for allocativ@ decisions and for decisions regarding
factor substitution is very much limited, On the other hand he provides some
evidence to show that eash rent tenancy is extensive for those crops for whieh
there 1s larger seope for decision-making as well as profitability,

Further from Roo's empirieal work it would sppear that land is not
oultivoted less intensively under share cropping system than under owner
farming system;

Although Reo did not see share-cropping to be an inefficient system,
it seems to follow from his own explanation of the conditions of existence of
shore-cropping that the latter is associated whth retrogressive production

conditions, His 4 is that g prevails in those cases

where there is little scope for entrepreneurial decision moking, But entre-
preneurial decision making is limited under traditional system of production
whereas with the introduction of new and more sophisticated technologies
farming becomes a more and more risk taking business with larger and larger
scope for entreprencurship and profitability, In the conclusion of his paper
Rao himsclf writes s "However crop-sharing may cease to be a beneficial

arrangement as profitable modern inputs assume significance . *, Technolo=

#cal backwardness is thus being regarded as a precondition for the existence

of shareecropping and technological advancement as a factor inducing change
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in this temmrial errangement, This contention of Rao gets support from the

observation made by R, H. Day that in the "Mississippl Delta® in 1930's

was the form of tenancy and in early part of 1957
with the introduction of labour saving devices share-cropping Zeased to
exist as a donminant fyem of t-mr-..‘!—o/ .

Another attempt was made by P, K. Bardhan and T. N. Srlrﬂvns;ﬁ/b
make ag theoretical and empirical study of the system of share-cropping in
a new directlon, They recognised the lacuna in Cheung's analysis and
constructed a theoretical model in which the landowner is allowed not only
to lease out his land to a tenant but also to cultivate a part of the land
himself, Their method is to arrive at some equilibrium amount of land to be
leased in and some equilibrium velue of the rental share 'ZI equating demand
for and supply of land where the demand side is determined from maximisation
of utility by the tenont and the supply side is determined from maximisation
of utility by the landowner, (For a brief sketch of their model see appendix
note no, 5 .)

In contrast to the maximisation process earried out by Cheung, in
their process the equilibrium shore rental is paramekrically given to all
landowners, Moreover, unlike Cheung whose landowner would chose the amount
of labour to be put in the tenanted land, they assumed that it is the tenant
who is the sole decisive agent in determining the amount of labour. On the
basis of this model they made several predictions which they tested against
Indian data.

19/ It is however doubtful that observations in India itself would support
this contention, There does not seem to be any conclusive evidence of
share-cropping going into demise in such areas of India where there is
technologieal bracuers, w09

A Bk Gavdhan and T SRy

Towaney in Rgi
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The main conclusions of their analysis may be written as follows s

(1) Share-cropping results in inefficient allocation of resources,

(2) Both densnd and supply of land to be tenanted are decreasing
functions of the rentel percentage. However, there exist an equilibrium amount
of rental percentage and land to be leased out to the share-croppers and the
equilibrium is unique and stable from the point of view of Walrasian stability
analysis,

(3) A region with a higher wage rate will tend to have a larger
incidence of crop-sharing,

(4) With land sugmenting technical progress the equilibrium smount
(and percentage) of land leased out under crop-sharing goes up, With nevtral
technical progress the equilibrium amount ond percentage of land lensed out
under crop-sharing goes down, and the rental share soes up, With labour

g technieal p: the rental share zoes up and the

equilibrium amount 1f land leased out goes dowm.

(5) Given, the landlord's share in fertiliser cost, the tenant will
rent less land, put in less labour and buy less fertiliser, larger the landlord's
share in output and the opposite will hold true if landlord's share in the cost
of fertiliser becomes larger with given the landlord's share in output,

(6) Other things remaining the same, a larger importance of production

uncertainty implies a tenant will lease in less land under crop sharing,

Je E. Sﬁ.glit{:ﬂmnde onother attempt to explain why different systems
of tenure exist side by side in temms of "risk sharing snd incentive proper-
ties of alternative systems" on the basis of a general equilibrium model with

y srostights Qg shadrg e shaw Tty Revies

of Eronewde g die, Aprl 1974
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the assumption of perfect competition. On the basis of an additional assump=-
tion of elastic labour supply (defining input of labour as "effort" of an
individual) he comes to the following conclusion s

(1) Assuming that londlords are less risk mrn‘;?a‘uorkers, an
increase in wealth can not increase the differences in relative risk aversion
between landlords and workers to an extent to lead the economy to)nesr to one
of polar contracts i,e,, either pure wage system or pure rental system;

(2) Share-cropping system = in the absence of other methods of risk
sharing is not an inefficient system in the sense that incentive to work under
this system is not less than any other system,

(3) "The share-cropping system is adopted becomse of its incentive
effects (when direct supervision is costly or ineffective) and because of
its risk sharing features, Although rental system provides greater incentive
to work but it forces the worker to bear all the risks and although wage
system allows the landlord, if he is risk neutral, to absorb all the risks,
it may force heavy supervision cost on him",

Stiglits | however of the similar opinion to that of Rao that impor=
tance of share-cropping as a risk sharing arrangement would decline with the
increase in capital intensity of agriculture and improvement in technology.

Most of the theories that we have dlscussed so far suffer from one
common defect that is these theories do not consider tha realistic situation
in which a tenant leased in from several owners and an owner distributes
his lond omong seversl tenants, In Cheung's analysis we find that his landlord
lenmses out land to several tenants in order to maximise his total rental income
but his analysis excludes any consideration of the fact that a tenant also can
lease in land from several owners and con mix different kinds of contracts in

order to maximise his total income, Bardhan and Srinivasan considered many
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owners and many tenants but their analysis is ;nu;-ﬂ on the implicit assumption
that all the owners own a certain fixed smount of land and they leased out a
certain fixed proportion of the land they own, But in practice we find there is
considerable differences in the size of holdings smong owners and these differences
explain to a great extent the differences in the behaviour of landowners regarding
choice of contracts as well as the differences in the risk bearing capacity among
them, Again, the size distribution of ownership holdings differ considerably from
size distribution of operational holdings and this differences is ecused among
many other things by transfer of land through leasing,

It 1s K. N. Raj who made an analysis of how the size distribution of
holdings affect and is affected by the direction and extent of leasing, He made
on attempt to analyse the conditions under which leasing of land takes place and

its effects on the distribution of land, While Raj finds the existence of risk

i
and uncertainty as en important factor | direction and extent of leasing

of land, he shows that leasing of land does take place even with complete
certainty prevailing in the market, Raj showed that when the market is fully
competitive (in the sense that neither the landlord nor the tenant can fix the

rent) and there is complete y 1 ds would go on leasing

out and landless households would go on leasing in land until all have the

22
operational holdings of equal size—/, irrespective of the initial pattern of
ownership of land, As Raj explains, with a given amount of labour the marginal
productivity of land would decline and tend to zero as increments of land is

4 nd s of equol
6 Men land and  tobour2) Al lo 4
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applied to the fixed labour input, Thus households owning considerable areas

would prefer to lease out as lohg as the rent obtainable is higher than the woxgirol .
product of land, Similarly the landless households for whom the marginal produc=
tivity of land would be relatively high would prefer to lease in land as long as

‘the rent payable is lower than the marginal produet of land.

Thus from Raj's explanation if follows that under the situation as
deseribed by his assumptions (see footnote o -%.) leasing of land would take
place normally whenever there is any differences in the size of operational
holdings and that it would take place to remove any differences in the size of
operational holdings, Raj then puts the question how then we should explain the
existence of considerable differences in the size of operational holdings that
we find in practice, According to him this is met explained by the untenabilisy
of the assumptions he made but by thei{;ﬁ that the risk and uncertainty
associoted with production and institutional arrangements like leasing of land
and hiring of labour and the difference in risk bearing capacity among households
influence the extent and direction of leasing,

As Paj explains, in underdeveloped economies the landowmer would prefer
to lease out land to avoid the problems of management of labour and the risk
associated with production and prices and the landless housebolds would prefer
to lease in land to avoid risk of unemployment, However, leasing out of land
is also associated with the risk of default of rent to the landowner and to
minimise the risk of default of rent the landowner would prefer to lease out
lend to larger parcels or to those who have already some land, Whether the
landowner eould prefer the alternative of leasing out in larger parcel (to
smaller number of tenants) to the alternative of smaller percels (to larger
number of tenants) would depend on the rate of decline of the marginal producti=

vity of lond when increments of it is applied to the labour available in each
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Zamily, 3But the marginal productivity of land would tend to decline faster the

greater the intensity of the labour input required for production; thus for those
products that require intensive input of labour, landowner would prefer to lease
sut in small tenant holdings inspite of the existence of risk of default of rent.

Further relative d ;68 of share cropping Raj

concludes that "there would be corresponding to each marginal product of land
schedule one particular size of holding at which the respective shares of land
and labour would be the same whether payments to them are based on average
principle or marginal prineiple that below this size tha share of land would be
lower (and of labour higher) under share-cropping, and that above this size the
share of land would be higher (and of labour lower) under swch sharing arrange=-
nents/ u,

According to him effect of uncertainty associated with production and
prices 1s %o increase the risk premiun attached ss o result the marginal product
of land schedule would shift downwards.This, as he shoows, would tend to reduce
the size of holding at which both the two systems of tenure would yleld same
total rent to the landowner. Raj thms concludes "the greater the concentration
in the ownership of land, and the more the aversion of the landowners to bearing

risks of td ‘the more y the P g is likely to be

resorted to in such situations to induce others to lease in land", Thus Raj

shows that even with the existence of ty and risk 1 behavi

regarding choice of contracts would he differemnt for different size of farms,

24/ 1t seems to us that this conclusion does not follow from the dlagrammetric
presentation of his argament,
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Most of The theories that we had discussed so far are based on one implielt
assumption that a tenant farmer tries to equate his marginal product to the
market wage rote. As we have already noted, a tenont farmer may mot actually
try to equate his share of the marglnal product to the market wage rate, In a
Labour-surplus economy that is characterised by the existence of a sigeable
unenployment throughout the yesr, a teamit fammer's opportunity for alternative
enployment 1s extremely limited, Thus it seems unrealistic to think that a tenakt
farmer, while taking declslons about employment of his labour, wuld think of
oquating his share of the marginel product to a sonwexistent alternative income,
It may be more reclistic to assume that the tenant farmer wlll try %o equate his
share of the total product to the subsistence minimun wnleh itself may vary (or
nay not vary) according to the guantity of labour put in by him

Secondly, &8‘65:: the above lheories ineludc farm size s & faetor
affecting relative effectiveness of tenaul furming and owner forming®, Tt may
however be reslistic to think that @ share cropper or a cash ret tenant will
behave differently for different size of fams, just as, an owner operator with
 tanily sized farm will work differently than an owner operator with a very
large farm dependent on hired labour, In faet, while discussing alloeation of
Jabour and othor inputs under tenaney, one must consider three things :

(1) whother the owner has memns to invest in land, (ii) whether he is interested
in improving the productivity of land and labour, and (1i1) whether the tenant
has mesns to invest. Now, 1t may be that the owner of a very suall tensated
amm 1 the absentes owner wbose main source of income is not agriculture, and
bo therefore renins satisfied with whatever he can got from his farm as Tent;

even if the owner is a resident landlord, it may be that the saall siged tenant

+ Ve have seen that fao & Raj has pointed out that famsize may affect the
ocioion regarding cholce of temurial arragement mnd made comperisens of
Gitteremt systems considering dlfferent size of holdings. But in Cheung's
anelysts or in the amalysis made by Bardhan and Srindvaso farmsize doos not
ter wm as a factor affecting relative efficiency of different systems.
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farm under consideration forms only a very insignificont part of the total land

in his pos:

ssion; in this case the owner may be unwilling to bear any risk or
any trouble that may arise if he enters into any contract with the tenont regard-
ing costesharing; In such cases it is the owner's incentive that is lacking .
Agoin it may also be that the owner of a small tenanted farm is himself a amall
owner; in this situation the land owner would be inecspable of investing in land
and other inputs; In all these cases the share-cropper or the tanent farmer has
to besr all the costs, However, a very small tenmt former who hes to pay a part
of his total product or totsl income as rent tn the lendlord would obviously be
in a worse economlc position than the small owner farmer; He wonld nommally have
very little surplus after meeting his sibsistence requirements, Thue he is
generally not in a position to purchase inputs and has to depend mainly on owned
inputs (for ex. owned seed, manure ete,), This difference in economic strength
would not only emuse lower material inputs in the tenanted farms than in the
owned farms, it would also cause the amount of labour employed under tenancy to
be lower than under owner operatorship; This is because the reality in agricule
ture might not be too well represented by the neo-classicol model of perfect
substitutibility : as Reo has alrendy pointed out certain emount of complementa=
rity probably exists between land and other inputs, When eapital and material
inputs are employed in a very little amount, labour may not be employed beycnd
a point with any additional output;

In the cnse of a considerably large sized tenanted fams, on the other

hand, it may be reasonable to assume that the income from the famm constitute a

large portion of income of the 1 Hence the 1. would fingd it
profitable to invest for the improvements of tho condlilons of procuction. Again
since in this situatlon his rentcl incoms is conslderchbly hish he wonld be able

to enter into uny contract with the temant regnrding cost-sharing, The tenant in



this ease may olso enjoy a substentiol amount of surplus after meeting all
the expenses including rents to the landlord; hence, he would find it possible
to invest in copital and other matericl inputs so os to get a still higher
auount of surpluss In other vords, for o largessized tenanted fam, it seems
naturel to assume, both landowner and the tenant would share the total cost of
production; there seems to be very little reason for lower intengity of use of
naterial resources as vell as labour (due to complementarity) under tenanay
than under owner farning, if the farms under consideration are considerably
large in slze,

£11 this, however, requires to be examined empirically considering
conerete conditions of a country's agricultuve, This has been made in the
subsequent chapters on the bagls of factual survey md statistical investigas
tion of agrieultural eonditlons of some countries as well as of India,

£5



Appendix

Note 1 s Diagrammatic presentation of Marshallian theory.

Under share-cropping inmputs would be

employed upto 011 where % (1-2)=P

rather than upto 01’2 where % =P

TNote '; ¢ wikh cg'x%stant wage rate (w), price of the product(p) and the share
proportion going to the landlord (%) we present Johnson's analysis
with(Mdauilnbuumgmtua-iﬂpuﬁ, in the following mammer. One thing
to be noted = here there is no discounting of future return due to
uncertainty or a fixed supply of specialised resources, neither the

contrel over imputs is seggregated between the landlord and tenant.

x=f (n, 3) (Production funstion) eees (1)

where n is land and z is labour.

N-IP-n'-%xP eens (2)



This is the profit or income equation N, being net income of the

share cropper.

To maximise the net income s

i.x“'-s—:p-'- -;- =xr-0 .. 3)
or, w - %p 5—: oo (4)

¥ 6x , _ 1 5x

-27-. t2P-3 3=P=0 ... )
or, _i%(p_%p) -0 (6)
or, —g% =0 .o (]

The equation (4) corresponds to the merginalist idea that wage-rate
will be equal to the value of the marginal product of labour to the tenant
which is only two third of the actual marginal product here. Equation (7) shows
that the tenant will contime to rent additional land until the marginal
physicel product is zero. Thus, the conditions of optimel intensity in factor
use may mot be achieved for land and labour, if the present assumptions hold
g00d and if the present procedure of analysis is taken as valid.

Again, with the sawe assumptions (i), (1i) and (iii) taken as valid
Johnson introduces another assumption that share proportion going to the land-
lord (z) is a veriable and is a function of labour imput per unit of land, i.e.,
25 but the relation between r and 2 1s assumed to be suwh that r decreases as
the labour input per unit of lend i.e., l"- is inoreased. Thus a new rent

equation is added to the model s



R=g@ =
[r - s(f)]
X = £(n, 3)
W=XP = nw - s(f) xp

To maximise net income we get s
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Now, as Johnson proceeds since %i 18 negative and -g—: is
positive the -ﬁ% in (11) may either be positive or negative. From the
equation (11) it follows that if -gf is positive it will result in employ-
ment of less labour on a given piece of land than that if the land was rented
for cash at the same average rent —:1. If on the othor hand 1?% 1s negative
the tenant will use more labour. Whet equation (12) shows is that the land
will be used by the tenant until the value of the merginal product equal the
amount of change in total rent resulting from renting an additional acre of
land, vhich is teken to reflect the marginal cost of land.

Note 3 + Cheung's can be ai 1y in the

following way : In the figure below the residual earning is MEA
which is, as Cheung holds, inconsistent with equilibrium. If the
tenant employs his tenant labour only
upto t1 and gets a residual earning
over and above his alternative earning.
o4 According to Cheung the landlord will
@ither extract the residual earning from
the temant or he will stipulate in the

share-contract an amount of tenant input

5 TRETY larger than t,.

Note 4 s Cheung uses a two-variables production fumction in which one variable
is land employed in ome ferm f.e., h = 2, H boing the total amount
of land in the hands of the landowner and m being the total number
of ferus, and the other imput is temsut labour employed in ome farm

i.es, te With the assumption of identicel production function for each



farm the problem of the landowner is to maximise the total rental
income R = r mg. (h, t) subject towt = (1 - x) q (h, t), where
* is the rental percentage q(h, t) the production function for each
farm, wt the temant's altermotive imcome. Now from Legrangian
expression the problem boils down to

mex L = xe me q(h, ) =A [wt = (1 - ) q(h, ©)e ]

The necessary conditions ere s

SE-ratn, 0 +m$S %:wxh-r)T“‘,;ﬁ-o RO
_g_g-,...,.-g_g- Aw¢A(1-r)—§-S-o vee (2)
Heme @D ra ) -0 e )
'%xr‘-"t*o-r)q(n.t)-o ees (4)

From equation (3) above A = m, and noting that
¢ E)/am « - w/u, equation (1) becomes

req + me —5—9(%)+,(1_;—)%(%)-o
n m

5
£ g
that 1s, vq ~ Bg8-— 0, or, ZL. .84 ee (5)

From (2) it follows s —}E— -W

Solving equation (1) and (4) for r we get

1.__53%‘5_!1_.9.;_"& eee (D)

(5) indicates that the rent per acre of land equals the marginal produc

of land in equilibrium. Equation (6) implies the merginal product of



Note 5 s

tenant labour equals the wage rate, and the equation (7) implies
that, in equilibrium, the elasticity of output with respect to land,
(69/¢/ 51/n) equals the total yield met of temant cost as a propor—
tion of total product. Thus, Cheung comcludes that resource allocation
romains the same under any form of temure.
Thus, in their approach the tenant's problen is to maximise

enaull Contvimp lGom =
U= V(e 1 -1, -1,)) where C'/= (1 - z) B(E, 1,) + B,w where
H is the amount of land hired by the temant 11 being the amount of
labour devoted to the temsnt farm by the tenant, F(H, 1,) production
function, P, the amount of temnt's labour devoted to the wage-paid
Ocoupations. Thus, assuming that the share-cropper has one unit of
labour available to him 1 = 11 - 12 is the amount to leisure.
Similarly from the point of view of the landlord the problem is to
maximise Vz - (02, 1 - y) where @ - landlord's consumption =
G(1 - q, x +y) - wx + rF(1, L) where G is the production function in
his own cultivated land being the proportion of land he leases out
and 1 - q that the retains for self oultivation, x is the amount of
hired lebour y that of own labour L is the amount of labour the share-
oxopper puts in on the leased out land, F(q, L) is the produstion
function in the temsnted land. Moreover, they assume that L, the
saouat of labour employed in the tenanted land is determined by the
tenant and the landlord cannot choose ite With this approach they
derive some equilibrium conditions and give economic interpretation

to the results thus derived.



Chapter IIT

Private Ownership, Pegsant Farming and Tenancy s A Study
Based on the Experiences of Japan, Egyot and China

As we have already discussed in chspter I, peasant farming system
has been adopted in several couniries with the oft-quoted aim of attaining
the twin objectives of growth and welfare of the society. We have also noted
that in meny couniries peasant farming acted only as e temporary and trahsi-
tional phase and it led to either capitalist farming or collective farming
system. This ;hapt.t aims at examining, in greater detail, the short-run and
long-run consequences of the policy of oreating owner-farming system in three
selected countries other than India and thus examining the validity of the
above conclusions regarding the effectiveness of peasant {arming systeme

We have selected the three countries, e.g., Japan, Egypt and China,

on the ground that these three countries may be taken as representing the

conditions of lopment emong the of the East. In respect of
the conditicns prevailing before their latest land reforms, the three countries
did not differ much among themselves, the common features characterising these
conditions being s (i) existence of a few large lendownarships occupying the
the larger portion of the cultivable land; (ii) existence of a large number of
tiny--sized forms; (iii) existence of tenancy with high rents and insecure
tenancy rights; and (v) existence of a large number of laniless peasants.

Thus the countries sterted with similar problems; but they solved these problems
in their own different ways. For exzmple, the Japanese land reforms of 1946
aimed at crcation of peasant forming system using the instrument of imposing a
ceiling level on the amount of land that could be possessed by any farmer and

confiscating and redistributing the land above the ceiling level. In the



short—run the reforms thus established the system of peasant farming but over
‘the long-run the system gradually gave way to large-scale capitalist farming
and cooperative farming, as a result of which the ceiling lovel was to be
waived in the reform of 1962. The Egyptian land reforms of 1952 envisaged the
same programme of land confiscation with compensation and redistribution; but
the difference between Japanese programze of 1946 and Egyptian programme of

1952 lies in the fact that the By i was with the

awareness that small farus, if allowed to work independently, might fall into
instability. Thus in Egypt, ceiling level imposed on the amount of land that
could be possessed by an individual was so high that 1t allowed efficient
functioning of the large-scale farms with hired labour; and secondly, for
efficient and stable functioning of the small farms, the membership to a

was made obligat: for all the new land receipients. Thus, the

approach followed by Egypt Wes not exactly the same as followed by Japsn and
also it led to different results s Land reforms in China, on the other hand,
represent another typicel case which involved s process of transition from
Deasant economy to the Commme system. The Ppocess Was choracterised by e
conscious effort on the part of the Chinese authorisies to develop the produc—
tive forces through peasant farming and rich peasans facalng in the initial
stage and graduslly to educate people in socialist prinoiples so that they
might accept voluntority the socialist transformation when brought sbout
later on.

Thus, while the introduction of peasent farming was regerded
necessary in each of these countries, the approaches followed were vastly
a and the that followed were also different. It is for

this reason that we think it instructive to study the land reform programme®

of these countries in qvesier dotail .



in Japan :

Before goiug to discuss the land reform programmes underteken after
the World War II, we shell try to give a brief account of the development of
lend systems in Japan upto thet perioa s Bafore the meiji restoration
Japanese land system was mainly feudal in character. From the time of emergence
of feudal institutions the feudal manors were unconsolidated. Attempts were
sometimes made by some militery factions to bring the whole system under one
centralised military rule. But all attempts failed until the end of the
sixteenth century when the new system characterised by a single military rule,

at first and then » evolvede

Under the Takugawa regime about a quarter of the total land area was

under direct admini of the itself, and the rest was divided

under the rule of 300 feudal lords who also had their respective armies.

Title of landownership was established and with this tax burdens were deter—
mined on the land registered to a family. Under this system the peasants could
not leavn the Land at Lheir willy if they tried to do so they could be brought

back by force. Moreover they had mo right to select the crop for cultivation.

Emergence of tenancy system
The system described above was the typical feudal system under which

the tillers were attached to the lend. Tims the very nature of the system
prevented the growth of tenancy. But tenancy system developed within this

system itself, first with the legal : i of land and then

1/ We do not of course want to discuss all the land reform programmes under—
taken by this sountry s it would suffice to disocuss the latest
programmes, say, those carried out after the World War II.
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with the reclamation of new land. However, even before the Tokugawa period
there were some tensnt cultivated land under the ownership of the Buddhist
temples.

Under the Tokugawa rogime because of the high rate of taxes the
farmers were sometimes forced to borrow .oney from richer peasants, merchants
or the members of the emerging capitalist class to meet the tax burden or the
high cost of living. After 1720's when land mortgaging was allowed, the money
lenders acquired land through their money lending activities. Those who received
land in this Wway were the new owners of the land and the old owners became the
tenants who were to meet not only their former tax bubden: but the rents to
‘these money lenders. Secondly, in the newly reclaimed land the rich merchants

who i capital to irrigation and olearance work became the

owners and the farmers already settled on it were mede their tenants.

iji restoration

Ieiji restoration transformed the whole system of land tenure by

issuing title deeds for each plot of land and removing any type of limitations

on privete property rights. The were given the freedom to sell their
land and change their jobs. But it did nothing to improve the temancy systeme
On the other hand title deeds were issued even to the mortgaged land and the
mortgagecs were legally recognised as owners whereas the customerily recognised
DPermanent tenancy was not recognised.

The Meiji Government reduced land taxes whereas the amount of rent Was
not reduced. This, coupled with a rise in price of rice, led to improve the
economic condition of the landlords whereas the condition of the tenants

in economic donditions between

remained as before. loreover, differe



small 1 and big 1 became wider. Indebtedness, and mortgaging

of land led to transfer of ownership from the small peasants to the money
lenders or other economically better-off persons who desired to invest in
1B.ndg( The new owners, hovever, found it more profitable to lease out the
land rather thon to cultivate it theuselves. The main factor that induced the
lendowners to prefer tenancy to direct cultivation was the high rate of rent.
This, combined with pressure of population on land, contributed to the increase

in tenancy system still further. This process continued upto 1908. Between

1908 2nd 1941 tenancy did not much; of land to
totel land cultivated was 46% in 1941, whereas, it was 45% in 1908. The
process of increase in tenancy was checked during this period due to several
zeasons ¢ in the first plece during this period there was an increase in rice
ptod\x:tlon}'/ due to better methods of production and better inputs the intro-
ducticn of Wwhich led to improve the conditions of the small landowners and the

tenant oultivatorsytoo. Thus the cause of alienation of land through indebted—

nese was de S s the decided to protect the owner culti-
vation system and began to provide credit facilities and relief measures at

the time of distress. This also worked as a check against the transfer of

2/ Indebtedness, mortgaging of land and transfer of ownership occured for
different reasons : sometimes it was due to orop failures or illness or
@ fall in price of rice; sometimes it Was due to an increase in expenses
for a wedding or a funeral etc., otc._/ see R. P. Dore, Land Reform in
Japan, Oxford University Press, 1966_/.

3/ It was estimated that yields per sore doubled between 1880 and 1940 [ see
R. P. Dore, ibid.

4/ Inorease in production led to improve the conditions of the temants too,
since rents were generally in the form of a fixed amount of rice and since
there was restriction imposed by custom on the extent to which the landlord
could raise the smount of rent / see R. P. Dore, ibid /.
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egricultural land from the poorer to the richer peasants. Thirdly, reduction
of price of rice following rice riots of 1918 reduced landlords' profitsj
this coupled with emergence of verious tenants' organisations, rent strikes

and disputes, made in land ngly troublesome and insecure.

All these contributed to check the process of increase in tenancy system.
The two main features of land system in Japan immediately before the
reform of 1946 were (1) wide-spread tensnoyjand (ii) petty farming. As it
is already noted, percentege of tenanted land to total cultivated land area
was as much as 46% by 1941. However, the extent of tenancy was not the same
for the whole country = 1t varied within the limits of 33% (Nagesaki) end
59% (x.gan)f( Secondly, distribution pattern of ownership and operation of
land in Japan showed extreme fragmentation of holdings on the one hand and on
tho other concentration of land in the hands of a few familiosS] Thus, in 1947,
prior to the implementation of the reform, T4+1% of the owners owned less than
1 ohd"each and 31.8% of tho totel lend avea wes under their ownership; on the
other hand, those owning 3 or more cho comprised only T.4% of all owners
owning 43.4% of all agricultural land. If we consider the distribution of
opersted holdings it is seen that 63.6% of the cultivators operated less than
1 cho eash end 30.7% of the land area was under their oultivetion; on the
other hand those who cultivated more than 3 cho comprised 9.6% of all the

cultivators and controlled 33.6% of the agrioultural land.

4%/ R P. Dore, ibid.
6/ TElias H. Tuma, Twentysix Centuries of Agrarian Reform - A Comperetive
Analysis. University of Celifornia Press, 1965.

Jehe = f67un = 245072 Aees,



Tables 1 and 2 give an idea about the land system in Japan before

the land reform of 1946.

Table 1 3 Tenure groups in Japan by household and
area occuvied as per cent of total

(per cent)
tenure status households  area occupied
(D) (2) G)
owners 32.0 54.2

part-owners - part-tenants 39.8
45.3%
tenants 28.2

Source : Elias H. Tuma, ibid, p. 131.

* It includes all land under temant cultivation whether
cultiveted by tenant or part-omners.

Pable 2 : Estimates of lond distribution i Japan
by scale of ownership, 1941-1945.

(per cent)

size (cuo) owners o

() (2) G)
0.0 = 0.5 47.7 1447
0.5 = 1.0 26.4 171
1.0 - 3.0 18.6 24.9
3.0 = 5.0 4.4 14.4
5.0 = 10.0 2.1 12.6
10.0 = 50.0 0.8 12.1
over  50.0 0.1 42

Source : Elias He Tuma, ibid, p. 132.



To get an idea about the economic condition of the tenant cultivators,
it is essential to consider the qualitative aspects of tenancy. As available

lnfvtm.tiolll/ suggests, most of the tenants in Japan were tenants-at-will. In

some distriots, however, 1 rights of tenanoy was
amount of

Also in some cases tenants were given certain/ security. For rice lands rents

were gencrally in the form of fixed kind rent and in upland fields rents were

mostly paid in the form of fixed money terms. Share-cropping tensncy was very

rare in Japan, less than 1% of the cases.

Thus, it is seen, Japanese agriculture was characterised by the exis—
tence of wide-spread tenancy on the one hand and on the other a large mumber
of petty farmers (the average size of farms being 1 oho). The landlords played
practically no role in improving the conditions of oultivation. As Dore? has
pointed out majority of the landlords were either money lenders or merchants
or the farmers who did nothing to improve their temants' agrioultural methods
or those Who wanted to make profits by putting their momey into 'one abortive
enterprise after anothes's

The lend system in Japen stood as an obstacle to her agricultural
growth. The high rents and insecurity of temure were two chief factors respon—
sible for the worsening of the economic condition of the tenants Who formed
the majority of the total cultiveting households The reluctance of the land-
lords to invest in agriculture to improve the conditions of land and labour
and methods of cultivation Was perhaps the mein factor that kept agrioultural

investment and productivity at a low level.

1/ See R. P. Dore, ibid.

8/ See R. P. Dove, ibids

9/ By 1941 30% of the oultivators owned their land in full while 70% were
full or part tenants.
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These factors, combined with the landlord-tenant disputes and tenants

that were ing even from the beginning of the leiji era and

were being greatly ied from the of the century,

made a section of the people to feel the need for some reforms. But it was
found to be impossible to reform the land system within the existing structure
of the Society due to landlords' influence in the political and sociasl affairs
of the commmity. During the War the conflict between the landlords and the
tenants was further intensified due to the fact that the absentee landlords
had to come back to their villages and settle on the land through the eviction
of their tenants. Thus the need for reforms wes more and more rezlised during
this period.

After Japua's to O the Supreme

Comuender of Allied Powers (SCAP) emphasised the necessity of a reform. It
clearly described the objectives 3 "In order that the Imperial Government
shall remove economic cbstacles to the revival and strengthening of democratic
tendencies, establish respect for the dignity of men, and destroy the economic
boundage Wwhich hes enslaved the farmers, Japanese Imperial Government is
directed to take measures to insure that those who till the soil of Japan
shall have more equal opportunity to enjoy the fruits of labour ecececcccee™.

Whatever may be the declared objectives it seems cbvious that the American

on must have d to curb the and political

influence of the landlords from the agrarian community and thus they felt

the need for a comprehensive “agrarian reform".



Lend reforms of 19461/

The main provxs!.ona of the land reform programme were
(a)
towards making compulsory the transfer of land from landlords to tenant farmers,

‘; systen of omer-farming, the first step was taken

at the wish of the latter. All tenanted land belonging to the absentee landlords

was to be to the & t8. R landlords however were allowed

t0 hold 5 cho of tenanted land.

(b) System of paying rent in kind was prohibited and paying vent in
cash made compulsorys
The Second landreform plan

The first land reform plan failed to obtain the approval of the
Supreme Commander of Allied Powers, and the Japanese Government decided to
prepare a second land reform plan that would actually facilitate the establish—
ment of an owner-farmer systeu.This Special Measures Bill had the following
provisionss

(1) The amount of tenanted land which was permitted to be held was
reduced from 5 cho to 1 cho, excluding Hokkaido where it was 4 oho. The house-
hold rather than the individusl was made the unit to be used in caloulating
the amount of land which could be retained.

(2) Omner farmers were not excluded from the purview of compulsory

land 3 the was to any land held by one household

in excess of 3 cho excluding Hokkaido where it was 12 cho-

19/ lessru Kajita, Land reform in Japan : Agrriculturel Policy
Committee, Agricultural Development Series, 1962.



(3) A11 land leased to tenants by sbsemtee landlords and all temanted
lend in excess of 1 cho owned by resident landlords were to be purchased by
the Government whether or not the tenants concerned wished to purchase the
land. The land was then to be resold to the tenants.

(4) The right to select the particular tenanted holdings that could
be retained was taken from the landlord and was bestowed upon the village land
committee which was composed of elected members, 5 each from landlords, owner
farmers and tenant fermers classe

(5) The on for land was to be made on "farm

land bonds™ with an interest rete of 3.65 % per anmum, but with both principal
and interest to be paid off in annual instalments within 22 yearse

(6) Lend purchased by the Government was to be resold to the culti-
vators of that lands

(7) Land purchased by the tenant formers was to be paid for in snmal
instalments with 3.2 per cent interest per anmm, over a 24 years periode This
amount exceeded one-third of the value of agricultural production for that
years
Restrictions on the Repossession of Tenanted Land

Repossession of tenanted land by a landlord was permitted in the
following cases 3

(2) When a tenant does not act in good faith.

(b) When it is deemed socially beneficiel to use farm land for

purposes other than agricultures



() Wnen it is objectively proper for the landowner himself to cultivate

the furm land However, will be permitted only if it will

not put herdship on the tensnt, and only if the landlerd hes the fecilities and

ability to farm so that production would not be lowered.

Regulations on the transfer of sgrioultural land

The pu::'chaae and sele of farm land without the permission of the
prefectural governor was regarded as invalide.

The purchaser of the farm land should have possessed following
qualifications s

(a) He or members of his housshold must cultivete land themselves.
Purchasing of farm land in order to lease it to others was not permitted.
Tenanted land, in principle, was to be sold to no other person than the tenant
of the land concerned.

(b) The purchaser must at the time of purchase be farming at least
three tan of land. No ome who was not actually classified as a fermer was
permitted to purchase form landtd

(¢) In principle, total amount of lend efter purchase including land
both owned and rented by the purchaser, must not be more than 3 hectares.
However, efficient owner farmers were tted to own more t! hegtares

of la.nd.E/

11/ Thus, the landless labourers and very small cultivators were not allowed
to purchase land from others.

&

Thie provision, by implication, seems to encourage those farmers who
were already in better position to invest more.



As it appears, Japanese land reform programme, aimed at creation oI
owner-farmers with medium-sized farms. The land reform programme, further,

o icultural land to few

hends.

However, provisions in the legislation for regulations of transfer of
agricultural land were not by themselves adequate to ensure complete equality
regarding distribution of benefits of the reforms. On the contrary, legisla-

tions seem to have left some scope for unequal distribution of benefits among

different classes of farmer

(less than 3 tan of land)and the landless agricultural labourers were excluded
from the land redistribution programme.

Secondly, the legislation for regulation of temanoy slso left scope
for unequal distribution of benefits. Thus if a vensnt rented in land from
3 landlords, less than 1 cho from egch of them, he Wes not entitled to purchase
any land in the compulsory land transfer scheme; but if a tenant rented in any
amount of land above 1 cho from ons lundlord, he ws entitled to purchase the
land. Thus there was evidently some scope for unequal distribution of benefits
among different classes of tenants.

Thirdly, according to the lew the land above the ceiling limit was to
be resold to the labourers employed in this land, o to the farm fomilies who
had small holdings relative to their lebour force. Resale to the farm labourers
was very difficult to undertake since most of 4he large farms did not employ

reguler workers, but day-labourers onlye Resale to the farm households with

13/ This is also observed by R. P. Dore (1966),
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small holdings was also difficult since there were too many potential purchasers.
In fact, there were many cases in which the owners were allowed tc rebain all of
their land on the ground thet they had sufficiently large labour force to culti=
vate it efficiently or on the ground, there were reasons to think that produc-

tion would fall if the land were divided.

Immedinte effects of the reforms

A. Bestriction on tenancy and redustion of inequality : Regarding tenancy

system, the effect of the reforms was discernsble in the reduction of the magni-

tude of tensncy which fell from 46 per cent to 10 per cent out of total cultivated
area. This is evident from the table given below 3

Teble 3 : Ownership and Tenanoy of oultiveted land,
1941, 1947 and 1950.

(per cent)
year owner-cul tiveted tenent-cultivated
land lsnd
Ol ) &)
rige land
1941 4649 531
1947 55.9 44.1
1950 88.9 10.9
up land
1941 62.7 37.2
1947 6645 3345

1950 912 8.5




Teble 3 shows that as a result of the land reforms, percentage of land

cultivated under tenancy drastically decreased and percentage of land under

dtivation However, of tenant cultivated land was
higher in the ereas under rice cultivation than in the upland areas.

Regarding size distribution of holdings and distribution of farm income
among different classes of farmers, effect of the reforms was visible in the
reduction of inequality to a great extent.

Teble 4 shows Low size distribution of holdings changed as a result of
the implementation of the land reform programme.

Table 4 s Distribution of farm land according to size of
holdings : 1941-1954

(percentages)

size bracket 1941 1946 1949 1950 1954

) @ [6)) [0)) [69) 6
under 5 tan 3343 39.2 43.0 36.1 39.8
5 tan = 1 cho 30.0 31.3 31.1 30.4 32.5
9 oho .= 2 oho 26,7 23.5 20.8 24.5 22.1
2 oho — 3 cho 6.1 3.7 3.2 - 304
3 oho = 5 cho 2.2 104 1.2 8.5 1.5
More than 5 cho 1.3 0.8 0.7 - 0.8

Souzce t R. P. Dore, ibid.

From Teble 4 it is seen that percentage of cultivating ferms under 1 cho
increased from 63.3% in 1941 to T2.3% in 1954. On the other hand, this percentage
in the case of cultiveting land above 3 oho (i.es, maximum limit allowed under

the law outside Hokkaido) fell from 3.5% to 2.3% during the seme period. Thus



the reforms brought about a change by the of

households within the largest size group while an increase in the percentage
of cultivating households in the smallest size group was effected, thus helping
to reduce the inequality in the size distribution of holdings.

As regerds agriculturel production and productivity, available data

. 1 in on and in the income and

consumption levels of the ferming population. The agricultural production in-—
dex, using 1933-35 as the base, was 128 in 1955 and 146 in 1960. The gross
value of agricultural production index increased from 143 #a 1955 to 161 in 1960
and 196. in 1961. Since the land reforms, investment especially in farm
machinery had consistently grown. The following table shows the amount of

inorease in agricultural investment from 1949«

Table 5 : Rise in agricultural investment from 1949 to 1955

if 1000,000,00 Yen)

1949 1950 1951 1 1
(O] @) G) (4) 5) (6 1 8
agricultural
investment 581 749 1014 41 1944 2046 1912
total
Source : W/L@S,b'%jc# Agraodlone arcd Foustng, salistn audia

Incresse in production had played a decisive role in inoreasing the
level of consumption in the rural districts. Table 6 indicates how rural and
urben consumption levels rose steadily. From Table 6 it is also seen that
rural consumption level increased to a greater extent than that of the urban.
This fact may be taken 2s indiceting that though J:pan during post Second

Wrold War period embarked on an all-round development of her economy, land
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reform measures undertoken during that period served as a special factor behind

the improvement of the standard of living of the rural households to a greater

extent than that of the urban.

Table 63 Comparative consumption levels

whole urban Tural

yeer country districts distriots
(O] @) [6) @)

1934-36 100.0 100.0 100.0
1950 79.2 69.8 935
1951 82.7 68.9 103.4
1952 96.0 80.2 119.8
1953 108.7 9440 130.8
1954 110.7 94.1 136.4

Source : R. P. Dore, ibide

There had also been a remarkable developmeni in the application of

improved techniques, especially lubour saving devices after the land reforms.

Table 7: Diffusion of agricultursl machinery

('000)
electric powered powered motox
yoar motors threshers sprays ploughs
RO) ). [63) (4) )
1935 47 92 1 0
1947 287 444 7 8
1951 620 972 20 18
1954 849 1,365 46 46

Source : R. P. Dore, ibid.

Table 7 shows a steedy inoresse in the use of agricultural machinery

from 1935 to 1954«



Thus, as it follows, the short-run effect of the reforms can be

in terms of in i and in

agricultural sector as a whole. Now we are faced with the basic question in

the answer of which lies the keynote of land reform namely,

what was the main factor thet led to improve agricultural productivity after
the reform. The reforms, as it had been explained, helped to create peasant
farming system in medium sized units, by eliminating big landowners and

absentee landlords and by impl land but ion

Taere was also considersble reduction in the amount of tenancy, although it
was not mede altogether illegal. Though the tenancy system was not done away
with forthrightly, certain provisions were enacted to ameliorate the condition
of tenancy, eeg., vhere was reduction of rents, share oropping wes made illegal

and also security of tenure was conferred to the temants ©t h r ongh the

ions, tipulated in the reform laws on the sale or repossession
of leased-out land by the landlords.

One may comclude that it is the working of the pessent ferming system
(opersted through the reforms) in the place of large-scale farming (ceiling was
imposed even on the amount of owner cultivated lend) and tenant farming that
led to increase productivitys Somuus;.mpx;éu is placed on the improvement

in the on farm as being the determining factor behind

inoreased productivity, But as it seems, in the on

farm mechinery may be taken as one of the echlevements of the reforms and it

is also to be investigated what was the cause of this improvement. It is often

held that the orestion of peasant farming system might have resulted in the
of on farm end other agricultural investment

such as investment on irrigation.
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As has been discussed in the previous chapter, tenancy system is
generally considered to be an inefficient systen because of landlord's reluc-
tance to invest on land improvement schemes or the tenants' incapability to
use better inputs. On the other hand, owner cultivation system is generally
considered to be more efficient since the owner cultivators are supposed to

be more in land and able to invest for land developments.

But what actually haspened in Japenese Agricultural condition after land
reforus, may be best understood if we take into considerations such facts as
would enswer certoin quesiions like — whether percentage of lend tenanted in
different regions of the couniry show any neg-tive association with any of the
indicetors of agriculturel efficiency or whether percentuges of land under
omer-oultivation in different vegions show any positive associntion with any
of the oriterion of efficiency. Regarding this pertinent question, we get two
kinds of iuformesion. In the fivst place, as is shown by Re P Dobé "the improve-
ment in rice yields Las been greatest in the northern districts where the amount
of land transferred during land roforms Was greutest" ime he mentioned the
case of Akita prefecture. On the contrary, he mentioned that for forty-six
pexfectures this correlation hetween inorease in yield in each of the perfec—
tures and the proportion of the total land area that changed hands during the
lend reforms was very week ome, that "does not reach the level of statistical
siznificance™.

However, it seems to us, it is not possible to assess the affsct the

change in tenurial structure on egricultural productivity simply by noting

positive or negutive letion betwoen of hip
(tenancy) and magnitude of agriculturel productivity in different parts of the



country. In fact, land reform measures ushered in some qualitative changes,
006, seouzity of temie andlreas weduction: Thess bhanges might have genersted
an atmosphere which induced initiative to invest on agricultural improvement.
Abolition of old type of landlord system and large landownership increased
initiative of the small farmers who naturally were inclined to use more
fertilizers, pesticides and irrigation, thus bringing about a total revolution
on the attitude of farmers to view agriculture as a2 new field of profitable
venture. All these factors may be considered as representing the effects of
land reforms on the structure of the economy and we are to consider the impact
of such qualitative changes on production, if any.

Whatever may be the real factor behind increased productivity after the

weforms  the feet is that the reforms i end

However, one is also to look at the trends that were gradually developing in
the economy after the reforms. These long run effects, as it appears, may be

swmsarised in the following way.

Long run effects s

We have seen tkat the land reforms could not remove the existing
inequality in the size distribution of holdings and in the distribution
pattern of income altogether. After the reforms this existing inequality

showed a tendenoy to increase further due to growing competitivens in the

agricul tural sector.
From sbout 1950 Japanese economy under went a process of remarkable
growth in her mining end mamifacturing industries. This led to increesing

demand for egricultural either as i 1 raw materials or as

consumption goods which again led to imrease the prices of these commodities,

the prices of land and the agricultural wage rate.



While creation of owner-farming system through lend reforms led to create
a condition of increased initiative and enterprise among the farmers, expansion
of market and increase in the prices for agricul tural commodities made investment
in agriculture more and more profitable. In this situation, naturally there

developcd competition among all classes of farmers to increase their
respective share in the market. Relatively larger farmers were in a more
privileged condition than the relatively smaller ones. This is seen from the
fact that in the smeller-sized farms rate of profit and yield on investment was
smaller than in the relatively larger sized holdings, or, in other words, rate
of profit and yield on investment inoreased with the scale of farming. This is
8hown in the following table.

Table 8 3 Rate of profit and yield on investment

(percentage)
mational  less 3 - 5 tan- 1.0- 1.5 =  more than
average than 5tan  1cho 1.5 2 cho 2 cho
excluding 3 tan eho
Hoickaldo
(D) — [©) G) @ G) () () (O
rate of profit 3.3 0.1 1.6 2.4 3.8 4.7 5e4
b,
yiold on investmest - 3.0 4.0 5.3 6.9 8.0 8.5

Soure 1 Mimistyiof, fguicullire cnd Forestry, gfalislocaf yoos boo 1935

411 this shows that for the large farmers there was greater possibility and
potentiality of enlarging their farms still further, but for the small farmers this
possibility was almost non-existent. The small fermers, in fact, found it difficult
to stand in the face of competition with the larger farmers. Relatively small

farmers, thus, were being compelled to leave farming and turn to side jobs.

Net deofit per umit of capital vployed o llipbed by hon
¢ opitad cmployesd, molipléed by
Gross yicld peruuit of Capital cuploy 4, molipli

a] Ketof profit =
b Yeeldoninveshuent



Again, the condition of these relatively weaker section of the farmers

further deteriorated with the rise in the general consumption level and in the

prices of consumer's goods. Sime the villagers were imoressingly coming in

contact with the living pattern as prevailed in cities, it resulted in a corres—
ponding tendenoy for the genersl level of conswmption to incresse in the villages

t00s Cost of living was still increased with the rise in the prices of consumers

goods with the inorease in the demend for agricul tural cormedities from the

industrial sector. Thus, it beceme imoreasingly difficult for those already in

a weak condition to retain their existence as farmers, while relatively better-off

formers could enlarge their scale of operation thus resulting in an increase in
inequelity in the land distribution patterns

The following table shows how the mumber of households with less than

0.5 hectares of farm size decreesed and the mumber of households with more than

this 0.5 hectares inoreased from 1950 to 1955. From 1955-1960 the mmber of

households with more than 1 hectare of farm size increased and mumber of

households with less than 1 hectare, decreased. From 1960 to 1962 the line of

demarcation between increase and decrease centred on 1.5 hsctare.

Table 9 ¢+ Increase or decrease in the rumber of ‘households
according to size of holding

Tand mmber _of households
19501

(O} (OB 0
total 5930 5796 5823 5655
less than 0.5 tan 1428 1268 1266 1150 - 160 -2 - 116
0.3 = 0.5 heotare 1032 1006 992 969 - 2% -1 - 23
0s5 = 1.0 hectare 1952 1955 1907 1862 + 3 - 48 - 6
140 = 1.5 hectare 945 982 1001 994 + 37 +19 -1
1.5 ~ 2.0 hectare 363 424 + 13 +28 + 2
more than 2 hectare 203 255 3 +28 + 18

Source 1 (lesoru Kejise,

ihidy




Above table shows how there was 2 decrease in number of households
cultivating siell farms snd how gradually even the relatively larger farmers
were compelled to sell their land . As Msaru Kajita £indsl”, the reason
for selling out land usto 1960 was, in most cases, the usgensy to obtain
funds to afford to expenses for livelihood and from 1960 omwards it was due
to scaroity of labour. There wes also a grodusl repossession of tenanted
lend by the landlords.

The whole process thus can be summerised ss follows : The creation
of owner operetorship unleashed initiative and enserprise in the economy but
some emowat of inequality still remained in the size distribution patterns
As a corollary to ibt, competition among the farmers to increase their respec—
tive scale of operation developed. Relatively small faormers had less possibility

of iio

sing their sosle than that of the relatively larger ones since their
yield on investuent was low. This, coupled with inoressed cost of livingond
inoreased orice of lend and labour , umsde it very 4it€isult on the part
of small fermors to maintain their existence. Lerge furmers,whose return on

iaventmont was larger,were cesiricted by law to increase their scale after

the ceiling liwit wes srrived ute It was felt by many experts that the small
farzing system With ihe existing ceiling limit on the amount of land that
could be possessed,proved 50 be a fetter obstructing the way of natural course
of development of the economye This seems obvious under a situation in which
small formers find it extremely difficult to retain their existence and any

improvement in the form of capitel formation and utilisation of improved

15/  Maseru Kajita, ibide



methods in sgriculture may only be made possible through large farming. In
foot, there was demand from meny quarters to ecase the ceiling limit as it
was folt to be working es an obstacle to the growth of the economy. The law
of 1952 that oput rogulations on trensfer of lend was highly criticised. While
the agricultural land law wes appraised as being "a breskwater against the
reversion of the pre-landrefornm parasitic landlord system" it was also
criticised ou he gromad thot in the preparation of the law “idess were
lacking as to what developments con be expected in the agriculiussl p— 4
All theee led to the amendment of ihe land law in 1962. The substance of the
land lew in 196 wae :

(1) In order to eid in the crestion of eccnomlcelly visble wnits,
restrictions were eased on the ceiling on the amount of agricultursl lend
which could be achieved.

(2) In order to provide for the sucoth transfer of luad agricultural
cooperatives were permitted to carry out lend trusts.

(3) In order to promote cooperation between the faruers sgricultural
producers' cooperatives with certain qualifications weve permitied to acquire
sgriculturel lond.

The above discussion on lend veforms in Japen mekes it olear that

while the reform paved the way, in the short for and

HAS
investment, in the long-run swall scale owner operatorship/proved to be an

obstacle to further economic growth. However, the whole process developed

16/ lbseru Kajito, ibid.
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in a situation charscterised by repid strides in industrinlisation thorough
out the whele of Jepane This led o a growing demand for egricultural
comucdities, bringing in its trail the rising prices of these, prices of
land sud au incressing agricultural wage rate. It seews to follow that

under such o situation there must develop competition auong the farners to

case tleir vespeciive share in the merket, thus helping o widen the
slready exinting inequality. As the suall farms feel insccure in the face
of the competition with the larger ones, only way of improving agricuvltural

coudibion iies with large farming. Thus large farming as the long term

solubion to the problem of ensuring growth becomes = reality.



Egypt

Out discussion on landreforms in Japan shows that in Japan the owner
farming system graduslly geve way to large-scele farming and cooperative farming.
It will be interesting now to see what happened in Egypt $here the land reforms

1952 were adopted with a similar of land conf: ion with compen~

sation and redistribution in a socio-economic background that was not very
dissimilar to that of Japan in many respects.

Before going to discuss the reform measures, it may be helpful to discuss
first the socio-economic conditions that prevailed in pre-reform Egyple/, which
led to the adoption of such a programme. Before the reforms, land tenures in
privately owned land in Egypt were broadly of three kinds : There were some
very big estates (over 1000 feddans) that were owned generslly by obsentee
owners whose charecters were that of a "lavish corsumer®. These estates were
generally leased out to tenants, some times a very large muber of them in
small units. There were some medium sized estates (with 30C to 400 feddans)
which were entirely uwner operated and centrally mansged by s large administra—
tive staff and cultivated mainly by paid labourers, hired through contractors

seasonally or hired as lab Large were

on big machinery and other inputs, even scientific experiments Wwere carried out
with meed varieties fertilisers and irrigation in these estates. The third
type was tihe large number of relatively small farms; on all these farms except

the smallest (with less than % feddan ) tenancy was general and was increasing.

17/ The disoussion is mainly based on the study by Doreen Warriner s Land
Reform and Bevelopment in the Widdle East, Oxford University Press, 1962«

# | $eddan = 103§ aeres.
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was more and more in place of cash rent tenanoy.
The system of share-cropping was generally not of the ususl type. As is desoribed
by Doreen Worriner'? mghare-oropping is mot a contract between landowner and the
tenant to divide the profits of the farm but simply a method of reducing the costs
of menagement and labour supervision and of outting labour costs by reducing
wages". This is seen olearly in the following example presented by Doreen
Werriner t in the cotton growing estates owners generally bore the entirve costs
of production; the share-croppers were only to provide labour and they generally
could not enjoy any portion of the cotton orop — a8 & return to their labour
they got half of the wheat orop and slmost all of the maize and berseem orops
for the production of which they had to provide all the necessary capital and
labour. Thus the landowners got labour free for cotton orop — share-croppers
were paid not by any portion of the cotton orop but by some portion of wheat,
maize or berseem produced by themselves on landowner's land with the help of
their own oapital.

The condition of the share-oroppers in the smaller estates wes even
worse. They did not enjoy eny security of temre and had neither any incentive
not any capacity to invest in their farms.

Thus, the conditions of ownership and cultivation that existed in

Egypt before the reforms were in the most part and 1

to the iaterest of a considerable portion of the cultivetors.

The second characteristic festure of the land system in Egypt before
the Teforms was the inequality in the distribution of landownership. 70 per cent
of the proprietors in Egypt had less than } an feddan each while 2,115 had over
200 feddsns with an average of 550 feddans. In the size groups above 200 feddans,
188 propristors owned holdings over 1,000 feddans with an average holdings of
2,600 feddans.

18/ Doreen Warriner, ibid.



Thus the two main characteristics of landsystem in Egypt before the
reforms were (1) wide spread tenancy with insecurity of tenure and high rate
of rental sharejand (i1) unequel distribution of landownership with a few
big landowners on the one hand and a large number of very small owners on the
othere

However, from the point of view of agricultural production and its
productivity Egypt's position was not worse than that of some of the highly
developed ommtr!.enm But rate of population growth in Tgypt was larger
than the rate of growth of agricultural production, as a result it was being
felt increasingly diffioult to maintain the living standards of the agricul—
tural population. Actually the higher rate of population increase in comparison
with the rate of growth of production kept agricultural income %o a very low

level. ’ of lation on land led to increase the price of

land and rental rate still further It was felt that to maintain the living
standard of the agricultural population it was essential to increase produo=
tivity. But Egyptian land system was itself en obstacle on the way to increas~
ing investment to improve the condition of cultivation and thus to inocrease
agricultural production. Thus, after the Coup d'etat of July 1952 the

Army Group that took over power decided to reform the landsystem to create

e that would @nd promote production. One of
the aims of the landreforms of 1952 was to remove the large lend owiing
families from their dominatirg position in the economic and political life of

the country on the one hand, ana on the other to oreate incentives for the

19/ Charles Issewi, Egypt in Revolution s An Economic Anslysis, Oxford
TUaiversity Press, 1963«



farming population to invest in productive enterprises and to break the habit of

spending the whole income of their own on and

Agrorian reforn law of 19522/

Agrarian reform law of 1952 had three aims; redistribution of ownerships
reduction of rent; reising of agrioultural wages. The law in Article 1, laid down
that ™no person mey own more than 200 feddand of lend®. Lendowners could retain
300 feddans if they distributed 50 feddans to each of two children. Land in
excess of these meximm Wes to be requisitioned over a period of 5 years by the
Govermment. Owners of the expropriated land were to receive compensation at
the rate of ten times the rental valuo, assessed at seven times of land taxe
Article 2 of the act ellowed companies and private persons to own more than
200 feddans of desert lond under reclemation or fallow land; industrisl
companies were exempted for & period of 25 years.

The requisitioned lands were to be distributed to farm labourers or smell
farmers in holdings not more than 5 feddans and not iess than 2 feddsns for esch
fanily. Owners of more than 5 feddans were not eligible to receive land. However,

priorities were givea to the actual oul or the 1 is di

the land.

The new owners were to pay the full pmrohased price of the land (as newly
assessed on the basis of new and lower land tax rate) in instalments over a
period of thirty years plus interest at 3 per cent and 15 per cent for the cost
of administration. The instalment pagsble anmally was much less than the

previous rental rate.

20/ The discussion is mainly based on the study made by Elias H. Tuma, "“wanty
six ceuturies of Land Reforms", ibid.
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Article 33 of agricultural law decreed that the rent of agrioul tural
lend might not exceed seven times the basic land tax. In case of share cropping
owners' share could not exceed one-half after deduction of all expenses, before
the reform it was half of the gross produce.

With regard to restriction and regulation of tenancy it was decreed
that agricultural land could be let only to a person who could farm it
hinself. Leasic of land must not be for less than three years and must be
in writing.

As regard to the cultivation in the newly created farms, the new
owners were not, however, made independent cultivators. Instead, all managerial
activities inoluding experiments with seeds, fertilisers seientifio methods etc.,
end also marketing, were managed by the cooperatives the membership to which was
obligatory for all these new owners. Further, within the period of 30 years of
instalment payment, they could not sell or sublet the land. Fembership of
cooperatives was restricted to owners of 5 feddansor less. The land reform law
©of 1952 was emended in 1961. The 1961 amendment lowered the ceiling limit from

200 to 100 feddans and provided more security of tenure to the tenants.

Results

Reduction of inequality and of tenansy

The land reform progremme in Bgypt is often claimed to have been
implemented with maximum efficiensy. But even if the reform measures were
implemented rigorously, it could have dome little to reduce the Inequality in
the distribution of ownership. For as we have seen, in the first place, a
ceiling linit of as high as 200 feddans (later it was reduced to 100 feddans

in 1961 amendment of the 1952 reform) wes imposed on the ownership of farm land



and only the land above this limit was to be confiscated and distributed in
smell units to farmers with less than 5 feddans of farm land or to the tenants

or to the actual cul of the lend conf this means that farms of

size between 5 and 100 feddans were left uneffected. The following table shows
(i) pattern of landownership in 1952, on the eve of the first agrarian reform;
(i) the condition of land distribution before the second reforms (of 1961) had
been put into operation; and (iii) enticipated results of 1961 reforms — as
estimated before the completion of it on the essumption of perfect implementa-

tion of the programme.

Teble 10 3 Distribution of landholdings

(1000 feddens and holdings)
after the reforms

1952 1961 of 1961
no. of area no. of area no. of area
owners owned owners _ owned owWners owned
(@ (2 ¢ (4) 5) 6

0- 5¢ 2642 2182 2870 2660 2920 3040
5= 1 9 526 9 530 9 530
10 - 50 69 1291 69 1300 69 1300
50 - 100 6 429 1 630 17 630
100 - 200 3 37 3 450 5 500
over 200 2 17 2 430 - -
total 2801 5982 3034 6000 3084 6000

Source 3 Charles Issewi, Egypt in Revolution, An Economic Anstysis, Oxford
University Press, 1963.
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As the table shows, on the assumption of perfect implementation of
‘the reforms, the anticipated effect of the reforms in narrowing the gap between
big and small landowners was hardly important. Although after the implementa-
tion of 1961 reforms the number of farmers with more than 200 feddsns of land
Was to be reduced to zero, still 94 per cent of the households were to omn only
slightly over 50 per cent of the land Whereas less than 6 per cent of the
households were to own slightly less than 50 per cent of the land. No doubt,
as 1t was anticipated, the proper implementation of the reforms could couse
some incresse in the number of farmers with 5 feddans or less than 5 feddans
of land but it could not change the land distribution pattern to a very consi-
derable extent.

Regerding restriction of tenancy, the lend reform progremme Wwas to
restriot tenancy only to the cases of Persons leasing in land for personal
cultivetion; as Charles IsseniZ’ pointed out the reforms seem to have inoressed
the magnitude of tenancy. According to Issawi whereas in 1950 census it was seen
that 61 per cent of the land was owner operated 20 per cent leased and 19 per cent
was in mixed category, these figures changed to 59 per cent, 22 percent and
19 per cent respectively in 1956. In fact, the lend reform Pprogramme did unot
impose any restrictions on tenanoy as such; it only imposed restrictions on
subletting of land.

However, the land reforms reduced the rental percentage in case of
share cropping end the amount of cash rent in case of cash rent renansy, which

led to some amount of redistribution of incoms. Reduction of rents resulted in

23/ Charless Issawi, Egypt in revolution t An Boonomic Analysis, ibids



an increase in income for the tenants and a decrease /income for the landlords,

80 that the economic conditions of the tenants were improved to some extent.

Inorease in Agricultural P: n and I

As has been genmorally havdly eny in productivity
took place due to the landreforms in Egypt. The following Table shows land
productivity before and after the reforms of 1952.

Table 11 ¢ Land productivity before and after reform
in Bgypt

(Bgyptian quintals per hectare

harvest year cotton Wheat rice nmaize
1) @) G) (O] G)
1945-1949 57 173 373 20.9
1950 4.6 17.7 42.2 2144
1951 404 192 3C.3 20.4
1952 Se4 18.5 32.9 21.0
1953 5.7 20.6 36.7 21.9
1954 - 22.9 - -

Source 3 W. Thweat, "The Egyptian Agrarian Reform", Middle East Beonomic Papers,
American University of Beirut; Economic Resesrch Institute, 1956

Table 11 shows thit from 1945-49 tc 1954 productivity of land in respect
of ootton, rice ond meize remained aluost stagnant. Slight inorease in prodwobivity
is seen in the case of whest. However, regarding sugarcane?” (whioh is not shown

in the table) the availatle data suggest that there was a steady inorease from

22/ W. Thweet, "Ihe Bgyptian Agrarien Reform", hiddle East Hoonomic Papers(1956),
Anmerican University of Beirut, Economic Research Institute.



1951-52 to 1960. It is also seen that cotton production increased from 1957
onwards. Thus while it was 4.3 quintals per hectare in 1957, 5.7 in 1958,
5.7 in 1959 it became 5.9 quintals per hectare in 1960.

However, from all this, one can hardly credit the Egyptian land reforms
for having brought about considerable improvement in agricultural productivity.
To have an idea about the overall improvement in the agriocultural productivity,
Wwe may also consult Charles Issawi'lg/ assessment : "On balance there seems to
have been some increase but iis extent does not seem to have been very consider-
able and its incidence has been by no means universal. Offiocial publications
show a marked increase in selected areas; thus cotton ylelds on eight selected
districts are stated to have risen by an average of 25 per cent following the
land reforms. On the other hand, reliable observers told the autkor tha% in
sone expropriated estates especially for fruits and orcherds output had
deoreased drastically™.

Regerding inorease in income and investment, we have already seen that
there was some amount of increase in income fou sll the existing tenants because
of reduction of the rental rates. This redistribution of income in favour of
the tenants might have inoreased investment to some extent. The gain in inoome,
however, was most pronounced for those former tenants and other egricultural
persons who got some amount of land after %the land redistribution programme was
implemented. These new land receipients were to pay a compensation to the former

owners in instalments the amount of each instalment payment being less than the

23/ Charles Issawi, BEgypt at liid Century : An Boonomic Survey, London,
New York and Toronto; Oxford Economic Press, 1954«
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reatal rate. This meent an increase in income for the former tenants who after
the reforus becams owners. The following teble gives some ides about the extent

of inorease in income of these former tenants.

Table 12 3 Instalment payment compared With pre-reform
rents in selected Estates in Egypt, 1955.

instainent
estate of rent

(per cent)
(D) [©)
lataay (El lenya Province) 41.6
Drine (Gharbia Province) 41.4
legeh Eanady (Upper Bgypt, Kena Province) 35.6
Arment (Upper Egypt, Kene Province) . 47.0
El Nakas Sharkiah Province) 26.6
lenshet Rahay (EL Foyoun Province) 33.2

Source 3 Elias H. Tuma, ibid.

The tuble shows thet the instalment puyment ss percentage of reat varied
Within 33.2 ped ceat %o 47.0 per cent in the Estates that were selected for
coaparison. Considering the cost of production Which was, after the reform, to
be inourred by these lend reccipiente, the inorease in incoms was estimstedZ?
o be about 50 per cont. lbreover, in the new situation the cooperatives were
to manage marietiag end sale of the produce aml these cooperatives took respon-
sibility to undertake invostment on fertilisers, maohinery ote., by the sales

proceeds; thus the surplus was now being invested rather than consumed or

i in Dby the big 1

24/ Doreen Warriner, ibid.
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However, as our discussion on the effect of landreforms CLn reducing

inequality in di on of 1 ) shows, a vast section of the

propeietors within the size group of 5 to 100 feddans remained untouched by

the reforms. As available inf the of land confica-

tion and redistribution could not toush more than 10 per cent of the householdsZy
Thus the effect of landreforms in Egypt was limited to a very minor section of
the population except that there was some increase in income for the existing
tenants also,

A1l these show that the Egyptian landreforms could not bring about any
considerable change in the agricultural condition of Egypt. The only remarkable
changes that were brought about by the reforms seem to be that it could remove
the influence of the very big landowners (above 100 feddans) from the economic
and political life of the country, and it led to increase the mumber of owner
operators with 5 feddans or less than 5 feddans of land.

But these are the short rua consequences of the reforms. It is also
necessary to oonsider the long run consequences. In this context, the relevant
questions for our discussion are, (1) whether in the long run the newly created
peasant forms as well as those existed from the pre-reform period remained as
Suth | i.e., if there took place eny transsctions of land vis-a-vis the
sasllest size class or Whether these small farms could retain their existence
in the face of competition with the larger farms; (2) whether there ocoured any

further concentration of land within the size class of 5 to 100 feddans.

25/ Doreen Warriner, ibid.
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However, we are not in a position to present any statistical informetion
that may answer the question of concentration of land and transfer of land after
the reforms of 1952 and 1961. All that we can do in dealing with the question is
to examine whether and how for the distribution pattern of income and Wealth, that
has evolved as an immediate consequence of the reforms, mey sot as a basis for
further class differentiation in the long run.

We have already mentioned that the land distribution programme was carried
out Wwith the consciousness that if the new land receipients were to farm their lend
independently they might fall into instebility. Tius the newly created small owners
were not allowed to function independently; they were mede to join the cooperative
societies which Were set up not only to provide loans but also to manage the
merketing of prodict and supply of seeds fertilisers etc., with the sales proceeds.
Again, sale, letting and subletting of land was legally restricted for the period
within which the compensation is not fully paid up by the members of the coopera~
tives. Thus there was no scope,at least in law, for the trensfer of agrioultural
land and soncentration of lend within these cooperstive sooietios.

But there remained a large number of holdings of less than 5 feddens in
size that were not affected by land reforms in any way, end it wes realised that
for their steble funotioning it is necessary to extend cooperative system in
these cases also.

ale~
Although the system was (6 to facilitate stable funo-

tioning of these small farms, the basis for further class differentiation through
transfer and concentration of land still remsined. In the first place, the
cooperatives did not impose legal restriction on land transfer in any cases
except for the cases of new land receipients. Since the members of the coopera-

tives were to be remunerated not according to the work done but according to the



size of the produce which dependcdon the size of the farm in each case,

there was ample scope for the large farmers to enlarge their scale of opera-
tion whereas the relatively smaller ones were in less advantageous position
even within the framework of cooperatives. Thus except for the cases of new
land receipients for which legal restrictionwas imposed on the transfer of

lend (for 30 years), in all other cases cooperativisation did not imply

removal of the basis for land and on of land. »

there remains doubt about how 1ly these 8 were func—

‘tioning. Although it had bsen stipulated after the reorganisation of coopera-—
#
tives in 1961 that 2/3rd of the members of the supervisory councils should be

the farmers with less than 5 feddans, it may be that these

tives were more influenced by the interest of the large farmers. Although
we do not have sufficient information about how far cooperatives in Egypt
could actually guarantee a stable functioning of the small farms, the fact
is that, there remained some basis for transfer and concentration of land and
further clase differentiation within the cooperatives.

From all this we came to the conclusion that, the Bgyptian land
reforns were different fpom that of the Japenese in the following wayss
(1) elthough Egyptisn authorities intended to remove the influonce of the
big landowning cless from the country's economic and social life, it appears
that they We quite conscious that land confiscation and redistribution was
not to be so extended as to create the peasant farms as the basic unit of
operation, as was ocreated in Japan after the land reform of 1946 and 1952.

(ii) Gven the very small number of small farmers that were created through



the reforn, were not elloved to funotion as independent owners. And the large
number of medivm large and suall peasants who were not affected by land reforms
were constantly being encouraged to join cooperstives of different typess
While there remzins moh doubt as to whetherthe system of cooperatives
that was adopted in Bgypt could ensure stable functioning of the smell farms
in the face of competition with the larger ones, it is however clear that the
Bgyptian authorities started with an objective of cooperativisabion from the
vary beginning as was accepted by Japan only as late as in 1962, after sixteen
yoars of its first land reforn in 19464 In other words, that peaga.nt farning
sysben can 1ot function independently and efficiently for long period and camnot
permanenily sclwe the problem of concentration was real;lsed both by Japan
and Bzyps ~— bub while the former realised it after & long experience, the

latter was quite awere of it fron the very beginning



So far we have discussed land reforms in two countries, @+ge, Japan
and BEgypt. Starting from the similar problem of “abolition of feudalism" the
two countries came to two different solutions, the former with the small-scale

peasant farming and the latter with ive formin Ce China,

starting from a similar type of problem, came to a solution which may, prima
facie, eppear to be a mere combination of the two types in Japan and Egypt,
but in reality was a qualitatively different ome. Before going to disouss
the landreforms in Commmist China, we first of all would like to disouss the

laad systen in pre-vevolutionery Chinae

Landsystem in pre-revolutionary China

Tumediately before the revolution, as svailable information suggest,
tenancy was extensive all over the country. It is ostimated® about 30 % of
2ll farm fenilies owned no land at all. Following table shows the extent of
tenanoy from 1912 to 1931-1936.

Table 13: Extent of tenancy

your tenant faaillies to tZth.
farm families*
[©)
1912 28
1917-18 27
Barly 1930's 33
1931-36 30

Source s Dwight H. Perkins, ...
# National average excluding Manchuria.

27/ Dwight H. Perkins, Agricultural Development in China 1368-1968. Aldine
Publishing Company, Chicaso 1969



However, there were pronounced differences in the magnitude of

tenancy and mature of 34 among the 1 Thus, in North
China megnitude of tenancy was low and tenancy contracts were gensrally made
for very short duration; whereas in South China magnitude of tenancy was high

and tenancy contracts were generally made for long and permanent duration.
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From this table it is seen that the poor peasants and farm labourers
constituted as high as 47+53 per cent of the village households but they
controlled only slightly over 19 per cent of the total landholdings, whereas
the landlords, constituting only 2.42 per cent of the households, controlled
16443 per cent of the total landholdings.

The political and economic life of the peasents were regulated by the
lended gentry whc were in the rural organisaticnal power and were supported by
the Imperial Governmente. This gentry class was mainly consisted of absentee
owners who 1ived either on rents or interests and who had accumlated their
initial capital as merchants, bureaucrats or militarists in the paste

Thus, Chinese land system before the reform wes charscterised by the
existence of a parasitic and functionless rentier class on the one hand, and on
the other, & large number of landless and poor peesants. Wide-spread tenancy
with high rents and insecurity of tenure Wwere two features of Chinese land
system at that time.

From thie it becomes @lear that immediately after the revolution
China was faced with the same type of problems as existed in Japan immediately
after the Becond World Wer. Again, land system in China immediately after the
revolution was not much dissimiler to that of Egypt before the reforms of 1952
and 1961 However, China solved its problems in its own way which Wwas much

different from either that of Japan or of Egypte




Land reforms after the revolutionZy

After the revolution, the immediste aim of land reforms in China was
desoribed as t abolition of landlordism end establishment of peasant proprie—
torship. However, rich peasants were allowed to continue farming undisturbed
at the initial stage although the ultimate objective was to turn towards
cooperative and collective farming and to wipe out graduslly the rich peasants.
But the qualitetive difference between land reforms in China and thet in the
other two countries lies in many factors eeg., in China's method of "democratic

estimation and decision" in actual impl on of the in its classi-

fication of the agricultural population into lendlords, rich pessants, middle
peasents and poor peasants, in 1ts principle emphssis on manual labour in

determining class status, in its very process of making people accustomed to

mutual help and ion end in its on in place of
compul sion.

The aim of land meforms in China can be made clear from the following
three broad provisions &

(1) "To abolish the landownership system of feudal exploitation by
the landlord olass" (Article I). As a metter of fact, the aim, as it was
deseribed, was to eliminste the functionless rentier olass who lived on
feudsl exploitation.

(2) Attention was epecially paid to protect rurel industry and trade.
As is stoted in Article 4 3 " the land and other properties used by landlords
directly for the operation of industrial and commercial entorprises shall not

be confiscated".

29/ The discussion is mainly based on Chso Kuo-Chun, Agrerian Policy of
Jainland China - A documentery Study 1949-1957. Harvar University
Press 1957.



(3) In the case of those Who are on the one hand a rent receiving
landlord as regard to a part of their holdings a cultivating owner for another
Part and a tenant or share-cropper for still another part, all at the same
time, land reform laws were applicable according to their degree of exploita~
tion'.

However, one caunot perhaps understand the full implications of
Chinese land reform without going through the Chinese d.si‘initionl}p-/ of
different classes of farming persons ¢ A person is categorised as landlord
if the main portion of his income comes from feudal exploitation. Thus noney
lending and hiring of labour as well as receiving of rent are the criteria of
landlordisme The rent collectors and the agents of landlords are in the same
class as landlords, if they are not econonmiocally worse off than the middle
peasantse The persons who obtain land from others on rent bui live on the
fruits of hired labour are sub-landlords. Chinese programme of land reforms,
as it has already been mentioned, aimed at abolition of landlordism; criteria
of landlordisu include not only receiving of rent from others bus also money
lending and hiring of labour. It follows, the land reforms envisaged confisca-
tion of land of those who mainly lived on the fruits of labour of the other
People without contributing any emount of labour of their own. In land redis-
tribution process the landlords were also given some amount of land but they
were required to make their living by their own labour. As is steted in
Article 2, 4 and 10 "Lendlords are given an equal shave, so that they can make
their living by their own labour, thus reform themselves through labour”. The

30/ - Chao Kuo-Chun, Agrarien Policies of Mainlend China - A Documentary
Study, 1949-1957. Harvard University Préss, 1957.
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extreme emphasis on labour is also revealed if we consider the definition of
rich peasantss A sub-landlord can be trested as a rich peasant if he is
engaged in the essential form of labour (ploughing, plenting, reeping etcs,)
for at least some parts of the ysar. A rich peasant is distinguished from a
middle peasant with the oriterion that a person whose income from exploitation
exceeds 25 per cent of his annual income is a rich peasant, otherwise he is a
middle peasant: If a person is categorised as rich peasant he would be
treated specially. The agrarian 1eform law made special provisions for the
rich peasants. In Article 6 it is stated that "Land owned by rich peasants
and cultivated by themselves or by hired labour and their other properties

shall be protected from + The rich can rent

out small portions of their land. In certain cases where they are of the semi~
landlord type, the land rented out by them may be requisitioned with Govermment
approval. The draught animals, form implements and buildings purchased by the
rich peasents, even if they are more than sufficient, shall not be confiscated
or exchanged.

The provision for concessions to the rich peasants in the Chinese
Programme of land reforms appear to be contradictory to the aim of social
Justice; but as it was argued by the authority, they wented to meke o perfect
combination of reality and justice. At the first stage of the socialist
reconstruction when the problem was "to set free rural productive forces, to
develop agriculturel production thus to pave the way for New China's industria~

lisation", it was felt that any restriction on the working of the rich peasants
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oould stand in the way for agricultural development. Rich Ppeasants were not
restricted to continue production at the initial stege of the land reforms.
But the rural "class policy" during the whole transition period was "to rely
on the poor peasants, to unite with the middle peasents and to proceed gradually
from restrioting to finally wiping out exploitative activities by the rich
Peasants™. Then it becomes clear that the policy -of giving concessions to the
rloh pessents was only a temporary ome, and the ultimate objective was to wipe
out their exploitation.

To nunderstand more clearly the essense of land reform in China we
should moreover look at the whole programme of land confiscation and distribu-

tione

Reguisition of lend

The categories of land that were confiscated were 3 (1) Lendlord's
land, (2) rural land belonging to ancestral shrines and religions institutions,
(8he financial loss of the religious instituticas, however, was to be borne b¥
Government revenue), (3) land of absentee landlords who followed other occupa-
tions, provided that the ares so confiscated exceeded 200 per cent of the
per capits availability of land in a certain locality after lond distribution,
(4) rural lands and peassnt dwellings owned by merohants and industrialists.

(However, their other pr and with commercial and

industrial enterprises were not to be confiscated.) (5) The land rented out
by rich peasants of the semi-landlord type, uader certain conditions. loreover,
in case of pure landlords confiscation extended to certain specified categories
of property other than land, for example, drveught animals, farn implemeuts,

and surplus grain.
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Lend reform programme did not confiscate land in some special situations.
Por example, Article 12 stated that "land owned by tillers should not be drawn
upon for distribution". Secondly, status of some non-cultiveting owners was
Tecognised by law, for example, revolutionsry army men, dependents of martyrs,
staff members professional workers etc., Who Were not classified as landlords,
provided that they did not own more than 200 per cent of the average per capita
availability of land, after land distribution in a particular localitye. The
ceiling of 200 per oent might be waived in the individual cases of "Old persons
living alone, orphans, invalids, helpless widows or widowers. The same rule was
to be applied if the land proved to had been purchesed with the earnings of the
owners own labour". Rich peasants were also excluded from confiscation.

As it appears, the land reform programme in China was discriminatory in
the sense that, it did not treat all classes of people equellyy thus, while the
invalid end incapeble persons had been favoured by law the person like revolu-
tionary armymen or dependents of martyrs were given due considerctions. Also a
person who owned land purchased with the sarnings of his own labour was execlu-
ded from the land requition programme like the person who owned land he himself

tilled.

Distribusion

In case of land distribution the principle to be followed was stated

in Article I that "the system of peasent » shall be

A discriminatory policy was followed in case of distribution also s
(1) Lendlords ware given en equal share, they were required to till it by
themselves and live on the fruits of their own labour. The landlords who once

worked for the enemy but had come back to their villages also got the same



treatnent whenever it wes possible. (2) The owner of & land who himself tilled
it was entitled to an amount of lande The amount of land he already possessed
plus the land he acquired through distribution could even be slightly larger
than the average per capite. aveilebility of dand after distributions (3) Sini-
larly, & poor peasant fanily could obtain more land than the average amount
falling to any family of the seue sizes (4) Rurel handicralts men, pedlers,
professional workers and thelr dependents were entitled to a certein amount

of land, provided their earnings from the main ocoupation were insufficient
far their regular maintenances Dependents of persons who left rural areas and
earned sonething elsewhere which was insufficient to maintain the dependents
in village end also the certified wemployed from towns who cenme back to rurel
areas were entitled to the shave of land and other means of production, if
looel conditions permitted it Auy person who once worked for the enemy bub
now bad come back and also persons belonging to religious order obtained the

same treatments



100

As 1t cppears, one of the objectives of land reforms in China in its
first stage, was to create peasant proprietorship in place of the landlord
sytem, so that production forces that remained so long umutilised might be
released and utilised in the best possible way for the country's economic deve=
lopment, It is perhaps for this reason that the rich peasants also got special
treatment in the land reform laws. But while the immediate aim of the land reforms
was to encourage individual initiative through the creation of peasant proprie=
torship, the ultimate objective, as declared, was to advance towards soclalisation
and finally towards communisation of agriculture (and the whole economy) through
different stages. It seems that Chinese leaders were fully aware of the necessity
of organised farming that might enable the smell farmers to achieve maximum
efficiency through pooling of their individusl reasources, Orgzmiuaéy farming
was considered to be more efficient eeconomically, but to the Chinese authority

economie performance was not the only s ti The main on vhich
the whole programme was based (as expressed in their ideological politieal
canpaigns) was to transform the whole economic base and politiesl ideological
and cultural superstructure of the society in a way that would remove the very
sense of individualism and competition and prevent the growth of monopoly and
concentration in economic and political sphere; As it is expressed in the draft
on agri devel 't submitted by the Central Committee of the
Chinese Communist Party in meqwusﬁ 3 "Agriculture can be developed along

31/ Orgenised farming s The term organised farming has come to be used to mean
collective farming of some form of degree or other; In this context, by
collective is meant what the term means literally and not the specific
connotation it has when one speaks of "Collective farm" as in Socialist
Countiies “"Collective farm" is a particular mstitution of collective or
Joint effort and as we know there could be many other institutional forms,

32/ ©C, COP, Revised Braft Pro e on Agricultural Dev ent in the Nation,
1956-1957, October 25, 1957, / taken from Chao=Kuo=! .
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two roads, One is the Capitalist road = under which the destiny of the peasants
in the hands of the landlords, rich peasants and speculative merchants, with a
very few people growing richer and with the great majoriiy of people becoming
poor and bankrupt, Another is the socialist road under which the peasants, led
by the working class, master their own destiny a road to common wealth and
prosperity®, The Chinese principle was to adopt this second road of developments
accordingly the path they followed was to abolish gradually the private ewnership
system, replace 1t by "collective ownership® and to change the prevailing system
of distribution of income and division of labour so that the amount of labour
instead of property should be the basis for distribution of income, Thus the
Chinese went through the stages of Mutual Aid System, Producer's Co-operatives

of lower stage, P s P ves (Collectives) and Commune

System, The Mutual Aid Teams were meant to work as solution to the problem of

the dearth of working capital in the form of food, seeds, fertilisers etc.,

faced by the landless labourers who had come to possess laid, as well as poor
peasants, who had obtained more land, The responsibility of the Mutual Aid Teams
was to bring about an even allocation of scarce facters of production such as draft
animals at seasons of peak demand, These temporary teams gradually became perma=
nent and came to own collectively stock of implements and draft animals, The next
stage was the Lower Stage Agricultural Producer's Co-operstives, They were not
only to own some agricultural properties collectively but also to organise division
of labour and crop planning, and to combine agriculture with subsidiary occupa-
tions, One feature of the lower stage cooperatives was that in these lower stage
cooperatives income was distributed on the basis of both land and labour contri-
buted, By the end of May 1956 over 91,2 per cent of the total rurcl households
were orcanised in approximately ll;rl:kopcmt:lvel and by the end of 1956 about

88 per cent of all families jolned Advanced Co-operatives (is;es, Collectives)



102

vhere income was determined solely on the basis of labour contributed, Thus the
Advanced Cooperatives (Collectives) were characterised by two socialist principles
"Collective Qunership" and "Poyment According te Labourt,

The next stage after collective was the commne system ; These commnes
wvere not only the administrative units of the Govermment but they were comprehen=
give plarning authorities with the task of promoting large-scale and divergent

economic and social in the dde, such as, big irrigation
projects, more intensive farming, development of subsidiary as well as industrial
understandings propagation of technical cultural activities and organising
services including defence and education,

At present, commmne is still the basic unit of agricultural plamning
and it is still the basie unit of soclal and political structure of the country
which combines industry, agriculture, trade, eduention and military affeirs, Bub
conmunes at present are not quite the same as it was first created in 1056, in
a1l respects, In the meantime, there has been some reorganisations, some changes
in the system of payment to labour and in the working system of the communes,
However, inspite of these reorganisations the two basic principles of collecti~
visation, nmmely, collective ownership as the main form of ownership and payment
on the bagis of labour instead of property as the main system of payment, are
still being adhered to, For a detalled desoription on the vorking of the commue
eysten ond the changes that took place throughout the period from 1958 uniil now,
see the !Appendix Note on China's Commne! at the end of thie chapter,



The guiding principle of the whole process from mitual ;id toJmU ten

to commune system Was declared ¢ "The prineiple of voluntariness should be
The ain was to make the

adhered to, and commandism mst be prohibited"s
ive system throughout the

peasant realise about the utility of the
whole process, As long as they did not realise it, the policy as declared,

was to meke them realise and waifs
Thus, Chinese land reformas disoussed above, had a much broader

sphere of applicetion than that of Japanese or Bgyptian. Not only it aimed at

abolition of landlordism but also it considered the problems of small farmers,

landless labourers and tenants with no disorimination for any class but the
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~-invalids and incapables, However, it also too<a disoriminatory policy for the
development of the rich peasant economy but that was only a temporary measure;
+ 0 hed a long run programme of graduslly "wiping out the exploitation scbi-
vities by the rich peasants". Perhaps the most striking feature of land reform
in China wes its emphasis on manmal labours Thus is cooperatives also the cul-
tivators got benefits according to the work done, according to the quality end
magnitude of the work not eccg.rdi‘ng to %the share of total output or capital as
was the Egyptian practice. lbreover, Chinese polisy of educating the peasentry
in the habits of imtusl aid and cooperation as a prerequisite to the wide
applicction of the system of cooperative and commme system, also vepresents

a special feature of its land reform programme.

Besults 3
Abolition of landlordism:

Following table gives an idea about the development of land sonfisca-
tion and redistribution from June 4950 when ths Agrarian reform law was pub
into effect, upto the spriug of 1953.

Table 151 Bstimated development of lend redistribution
progranme in China (excluding Sinkian & Tibet)
(in million)

rural et ion
period affected still unaffected
) @) G)
June 1950 178 (out of 322
February 1951 339 zonghly 500) 161
September 1951 400+ 100
September 1952 463 37
HNovember 1952 494 6
Spring 1953 497 3

Source : Chao Kuo-Chun, Agrarian Policy of the Chinese Commmnist Party, ibid. -
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table showsyby 1953 in Minland China move than 99 per cent

of the rural population was affected by the programme of land confiscation

and distribution. Also we may have an idea about the trensformation of the

position of the rural' class forces from the following illustration teken from

the village of

Yungiowed IHulan Hsien of Sung Kiang province.

Table 161 Position of the rural class forces

(percentage)
position population land houses horses carts
) @) G) 4) ) (6)
before the reform
hired peasants 41.9 nil nil nil nil
poor peasants 173 0.06 6.1 T.2 125
niddle peasants 1241 6.90 8.8 21.2 2141
rich peasants 194 47.84 40.8 39.9 47.3
lendlords 9.3 45.20 53.7 3109 2141
after the reform
hired peasants 37.0 36.9 41.7 4444 6240
Ppoor peasants 22.0 214 22.8 199 14.2
middle peasants 12,0 12,3 15.8 16.0 2348
rich peasants 19.0 18.8 14.0 15.0 nil
landlords 10.0 10.6 5¢7 47 nil

lomel

¥ s Vorma. [t Reparls OF The Comonifhec o ke
On band Rejorms . ,w“W;«J CovmmissiCing, 194G .
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This shows that as a result of the land reform the rich peasants and

landlords lost their ng position 1 ly. Before the reform, as the
table shows, the landlords and ¥ich peasants owned 93404 per cent of total land
and the rest 6.96 per cent were owned by poor peasants and middle peasants,
hired peasants owned nothing. After the reform rich peasants and landlords owned
only 293 per cent of total land and the rest T0+7 per cent was distributed among

hired poor and middle with the largest percentage

(56.9) for the hired peasantss Similar changes were brought about in case of
distribution of houses, horses and carts. Thus from table 15 and table 16 one may
get an idea sbout the far-reaching effect of chinese land reform in changing the
relative socio-economic positions of different classes of farmers and in encourag-
ing end enabling vast proportion of the rural population to take active participa-
tion in inoreasing production and egricultural growth. We may also have some idea
about the development of organised ferming in Chine from table 17.

From table 17 it becomes clear that from 1950 to 1958 there was steady
increase in the mmber of organised farms of different types. From 1950 to 1954
the Mitual-Aid-Teams were predomiant among all types of organised farming; from
1954 to 1958 the number of litual-Aid-Teams was declining and importance of
Lower Stage Agricultural Produser's Cooperatives was growing upto 19563 after
1956. howerver, there were no Lower Stage Producer's Cooperatives and all the
cooperatives were of the Collective-Ferms~Type (Hjgher Stage Apxoultﬁral
Producer's Cooperatives)s In 1958 Commme system was introduced and by that
year there were 26,000 People's Commmes in China.
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One may also have a more clear idea about the extent of collectivisation
of agriculture in China by considering the proportion of farming households to
total mumber of households thet Were brought under the sphere of organised
farming, As table 17 shows, by 1950 less than 10 per cent of the farming house=
holds were drawn under the sphere of organised farming, while by 1956, organised
farms of different types comprised slightly over 98 per cent of the farming
householdss By 1958 more than 99 per cent of the farming households were orgenised
in the collective farms and there were 26000 People's Commmes to organise the
remaining 250,000 households (less than 1 per cent).

From all this it becomss clear that though the Chinese authorities inten=
ded to enoourage rich-peasant farming and owner~farming in the initial stage,
they, from the very beginning, initiated the process of cooperativisation and
collectivisation and were successful in gredually organising nearly the entire
farming households under the colleotivisation programme. The underlying signifi-
canpe of this proceses of collectivisation lies in the fact that the unrestrained

behaviour of the individual peasant economy was sought to be eliminated and

the removal of the very basis for futher class diff tiation and ion

of land was considered to be the long-term goals
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We see that land reform in China brought about a change in the

, basic agrorian structure o that China could now enjoy the benefits of
production in relatively larger scale; Through (as we have already pointed
out) immediate inerease of production was not the only consideration that
led them to reform their agrarian system, with some smount of enlargement in
the scale of production unit and with the development of the sense of team work
among the peasants one could expect a considerable rise in the level of produe=
tion and productivity, Again, we have also seen that during the first decade
after liberation China had to go through a long process of experimentations which
-ﬂi be expected to have stood in the way of smooth and continuous development
of its agricultural production, However, to assess the short run and long run
consequences of the reforms one should have to turn to statistice relating to
agrieultursl development during the period ex after rewlution; But unfortu-
nately we get divergent information regarding Ohina's agricultural development
in the post revolution period and it seems difficult for us to say anything
conclusively on the basis of these information: For example, according nov
the official production ltnﬁsblcuy production of cereals and potatoes
inereased from 124,7 million metric tons in 1951 to 180:5 m; metric tons

1/ By 1958-59 it vas recognised by Chinese suthority that China's
origingl official food production statistics was highly unreliable
ginece reports submitted by the cadres in many cases were ‘based on
over estimated figures, Accordingly the original statistics vere
revised, Here we present the revised officlal figures,
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in 1961 but according to & vrihra/ on Chinese econony these figures should
be 179:8 and 130,0 resp ys Thus while g to official statistics

during the period[10 years food production had increased, this writer m:ﬁ:‘l
show that production had actually declined instead of rising, On the bamls of
data provided by the State Statistical Buremu of China Pranab Kumar Bardhan
derived the figures for processed food grains for the years 1952 and 1957 as
being 124,9 m, tons and 149,7 m, tons respectively and he presents a figure
for 1965 as being 1818 m. tons on '-ho. basis of the officlal o.lnimly./ Moreover,
as China's efﬁ.dnlty alaimed, the figure for food-grain production stood at
250 m, tons by 1971 which indicates a sharp incresse during a period of
6 years (from 1965 to 1971)s

Inspite of the we got at ‘;f-» of the

students studying China's economy China has achieved considersble development
of its agricultural sector after the revolution, though everyone believes

that this development process was ik not alvays smoth md continuous,

2/ Yuan-Liwu has adjusted the original official estimates on the basis of
consumption statistics, data on previous year's stock of foodgrains eta,,
(The Economy of Commnist China s An Introduction, Pall Mall Press,
London, 1965.).

3/ Pi K Bardhan ; Chinese ond Indion Agriculture, A broad comparison of
recent Policy and Performonce, The Journal of Asian Studies, Vol, XKIX
May 1970,

4/ Economic Times, # dos, oo
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Oonolusions

Economists and policy makers, by and large, view peasant forming as
conducive to growth and welfere of the society. The underlying argument is
that esteblishment of peasant ferming system on medium sized farms presupposes
distribution of land to a larger section of the farming population, which

increases efficiency by individual Our contention is

that in @ private property right system peasant forming may lead to concen—
tration of land and large-soele farming or cepitalist farming in the long-runj
if large-scele farming or capitelist farming is considered to be detrimental
4o the interest of the major section of the farming population, abolition of
private property and establishment of common owmership seems to provide a
logical solution to the problem of ensuring economic growth with equality.

This ion has been i on the basis of our sbove anslysis of the

lend reforms with their short-run and long-run consequences, in the three
countries e.g., Japan, Bgypt and China.

In Japan, with the implementation of the land reform programmes of
1946 and 1952 a lavge portion of the egricultural lend was transferred to the
tenants and landless lebourers from the big land owners. This unleashed
initietive and enterprise in the economy that wes characterised by repid
strides in industrialisation and a growing demand for agrioultural commodities;
as a result there developed competition among the formers to inorease their
respeoctive share of the market. Since the smeller farmers Were in weaker

positions than the larger ones they found it increasingly difficult to retein
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their existence in the face of competition with larger farmers. Thus to ensure
growth and avoid stagnation it was felt essential to remove all obstacles to
the growth of large and efficient farming and the ceiling on the auount of land-
holding was finally eased in 1961. Thus Japanese land reforms, with its long
run and short run consequences represent a typical example of how with the
interplay of ecounomic processes peasant farming system maey give rise to large
scale farming in a country that is essentially characterised by a growing
industrial sector.

From a discussion of the Egyptian land reform of 1952 and 1961 it seems
that the authorities there were quite aware of these probable long-run consequences
of establishing owner-ferming as the basic unit of operation. Although the pro=-
gremme of land consfiscation and redistribution was taken up to reduce the extreme
concentration of land-holdings, large-scale farming (upto 100 feddans) wes not

discouraged and the newly oreated small farms were not allowed to function indepen-

dently. The small formers were obliged to join and ictions were
imposed on the sale, letting and subletting of land in these cases for a stipulated
period. For all classes of faormers the policy was to extend the functioning of

the cooperatives of different types, partioularly to aid the stable and efficient
functioning of the relatively smaller farmers. However, all these possibly could
not remove the basis for further concentration of land, except for the cases of
newly oreated forms (for whom there was restristion on sale letting and subletting

of land). In so far s the members of the were not

according to the amount of work done but according to the volume of output, the

possibility for further concentration still remained. Although we do not have
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any factual information of the way the long-run process is working out, it is
clear that the Egyptian authorities were conscious that in a private property
freme work smell ferms, if left to themselves, might fall into instability,
and also that for sustained growth of the agricultural sector large-scale
farning should not be discouraged altogether.

It seems that the Chinese land reformers were guided by this conscious—
ness that while establishment of peasent ownership may be essential for agricul-
tural growth in a particular phase of development, sbolition of private ownership
should be the ultimate objectives Thus, @lthough peasant ownership was established

in China after the n It was y meant as a 1 regime

en route to socialisation of agriculture.

Thus our contention that in a private property right system peasant
farming may lead to large scale ferming or capitalist farming in the long-run,
seems to hold true if we consider the three countries Japan, Bgypt and Chinae
The policy of establishment of owner-farming system with ceiling limit imposed
on the size of holdings naturally appears to be appropriate in a stage of agri-
cultural development in which tenanoy is widely practised under condition of
extreme concentration of landholdings. In such a situation trensfer of land from

the hands of the landlords and big farmers to the actual tillers of the soil,

may indeed and Se among theme This may thus help to

inorease agricultural production and ai the same time ensure more equitable
ot

distribution of income. But the system oy

© a stable ones With the growth of

industries and with the enlargement of national and intermational market for
competition develops

agrioultural produce L among the farmers to increase their respective share
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in the markets It is a trulsm that farmers enjoying a better economic
position would be more capable of using improved teciniques and better
inputs than the others and thus be able to capture an increasing portion

of the markets Thus the farmers who start in relative better economic
conditions con make them even bétter. Whereas, it becomes inoreasingly
diffioult for others to retain what they have. Under this condition, ceiling
linite would obstruct the growth of the efficient farmers and thus become
fetters to the growth of agriculture, Large-soale farming,

end capitalist farming thus become an objective necessitys This process cen
e avoided only if common oWnership of land is established in place of

individusl ownership.
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Appendix on Ching's Commune

One important point to examine is the scale of production unit within
the commine, The question that may arise is, if the process of transition from
the stage of peasant proprietorship to the stage of commne should be understood
as a progressive enlargement of the size of the production unit, The process of
transition from peasant proprietorship to commines passing through different
stages and forms of collectivisation, of course, meant the drawing of larger
and larger nmumber of households and greater and greater amount of resources
into fewer and fewer bigger organisations, but this did not mean an amalgamation
of oll operational units into one single and large operational unit, Regarding
the organisational aspect of the collective farms the resolution of August DSS‘V
clearly states that "therefore in the early period of the merger (of small
co-operatives into larger one) the method of changing the upper structure while
keeping the lower structure unchanged may be adopted, The original smaller
co-operatives may, at first, jointly elest an administrative committee for the
merged co-operatives to unify planning and the arrangement of work, and trans-
form themselves into farming sones or production brigades®; Thus in the collee-
tive farms the smaller co-operatives were to remain (in the initial stage) the
basic unit of operation although these smaller co-operatives are under the
unified leadership of the collectives; Similarly, regarding the organisational

aspect of the the ber 1958 ltnt'ig/x “Under the

unified leadership of the Gommne Admini Committee, pover

1/ Resolution on People's Commmne; August 1958, See, Isaac Aschar, China's
Soeicl Policy, Anglo Chinese Edueational Institute, Sept, 1972,

2/ Resolution of some question concerning People's Commune adopted by the 8th
Central Committee of the Chinese Commnist Party at its 6th Plenary Session,
December 10, 1958, See, Chao Kuo=-Chun, Agrarian Policy of the Chinese
Commnist Party 1921-1959; Asia Publishing House, 1960:
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should be given to the administrative distriet (or production brigade) and the
production team over such matters as the organisation of the production work and
capital construction or finances etc." Thus although commune were the basic
administrative, social and ecomomic unit, smoller production brigades or smaller
production teams were meant to be the Units of asricultural operation from the
very beginning, Until Mify ‘the production brigades and in many places production
teams remain the basic unit of agricultural operation under the commune's unified
leadership.

It seems, China's agrarian poliey emphasises more on collectivation than
on large-scale farming as the key to agricultural development; or in other words,
as their agrarian policy reveals, they have the belief that organised farming is
more efficient than small scale peasant farming system but the emphasis is not
so much on enlargement of production unit as on the development of collective
ownership and the system of team work — a system which, they believe may
eradicate the evils associated with private ownership systems

A second point to consider is the system of payment to the individual
peasants within the communes and the change that have taken place in this system,
As different Resolutions on Agrarian Programme from the stage of collective
farming onwards reveal the principle of "from each according to his ability to
each according his work® is being adhered to as the main principle guiding the
system of payment to a l-bdry.

In this context the resolutions of December, 1955‘5/ states s "Contimued
development of production and contimued adherence to the principle of to each

according to his work® are two important questions of principle in expanding

3/ See George Thompson, mGopitalism and After®, China Polley Study Group,
London, 1973,

4/ See George Thimpson, ibid.
5/ tion on Some ng People's Commun ibvid.
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socialist economy, The whole party should have a unified understanding of them,
Some people while attempting to “enter communism® prematurely have tried to
abolish too early @ stage the positive roles of commodities, value, currency

and prices, This line of thinking is harmful to the development of socialist

and is i3 oth, payment according to work
continues to be the main guiding principle in the matter of distribution of
income, there has been some changes in the method of caloulating 'work points!
and determining payment to individual workers. At the beginning the ealeulation
of wages vas based on the income of the whole commne rather than the basic
unit of farming i,e., production brigade or the production team, In this system
of caleulating wages reward to individual peasont was not directly linked up
with the smount of work he performed in his own production nnitg{ This,
according to a section of policy makers, had the effect of lowering the
incentives of individual peasants and thus affecting agrieultural development,
After 1961 the system wae replaced by a new system in which payment to indivie
dual peasonts was mot to be connected with the income of the whole commune
but with the income of the production unit to which they were attached i.e.,
the production brigades or temms as the case may be which were thus the
ultimate accounting unit; This system is said to hav-y increased worker's
enthusiasm and consequently have helped to tide over the aiffieulty faced

during 195961,

6/ Duight H. Perkins, "Market Control and Planning in Communist China".
Harvard Univerd.@y Preu, 1966] P. K. Bardhan, Clinece o
Agwicullove v p k;»e{wLJAiﬁu#Ai

7/ D He Yu-kina, urm. The Jouywal of Aide Sh

8/ Dwiry fe culy port 48Go's China §
we Tv(/,/ e,

d an Ceonewic
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Again, it is pointed out by some wdtu'l?/ that in the first stage
of communes certain other big changes took place which affected worker's
initiative and served as a couse of the agricultural erisis of 1959-61, For
example, it is said that the rights of keeping private plots of land for the
commne members who had been enjoying these rights while in the collective
farms was done away within many places. Free markets are also sald to have
ceased to exist in certain places. These new policies were abondoned later on
after 1959-61, These reversions of certain policies relating to Gommne Organisa-
tion are explained by these writers (esg., Dwight H, Parkins, P. K. Barchen ete,)
as carried out under ecomomic compulsions, certain otheraln/ deny that there was
any such compulsion but interpret it in terms of political struggles among
policy makers,

Thus the Chinese Commune, as it function now after a long process of
experimontation, is not a basic production unit (in the technological sense) =
it never wne == not a single accounting unit, It is an economic organisation
which permits every technologicsl and amounting aspects of economic management
and development of agriculture to reach their respective optimum scales (produc-
tion brigades or production teams) while these different optimal scales in many
instances smaller than the maximum that could be permitted by the dimensions of
particular communes, they would have been far beyond the reach of what the peasant
farms imnmediately after the rewvolution could ever have aspired to reach and that
is the point that is pertinent for our argument in this chspter;

9/ Dvight H, Perkine, ibdd., P. K. Bardhan, ibdd,

10/ See Isnac Ascher, "China'e Social Poliey". Anglo Chinese Educational
Institute, September 1972,
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Chapter IV.

Inter-regional Verietions in Tenurial Forms and
Economic Corditions in Iadia ¢ A Factual Survey

In this chapter we want to discuss breifly the conditions of tenancy
and its relative effectiveness in comparison with owner-farming in the con-
text of India.

In the first place, our discussion would be confined to an assessment
of the existing situation regarding the extent of tenancy in different states.
Secondly, we shall try to discuse the relative effectiveness of owner—farming
and tenant farming systems on the basis of an interstate comparison of the

magnitude of ownerfarming/tensncy in on with an i

of and Thirdly, we shall try to

discuss briefly the genmeral historical background of the tenurial conditions

in different parts of the country.

Mognitade of tenanoy
Regarding magnitude of temancy and change in this magnitude overtime,
there ave different opposing views and contradictory evidence. The general
impression is however that tenancy is declining. As is shown by m
Narayan and Joshi, —/ on the basis of 8th, 16th and 17th round reports ot
SS, proportion of leased in ares to total operated area has declined. This

is shown in the following table @

1/ Dharem Nevayen and Joshi, of ¥ and Political
Weekly, Vol. IX, fo. 39, 1

vy
N

9.
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Table 1 : Extent of Tenanoy

leased in area to

Fousa TosE total operated area
(%)
(O] () (3)
8th round 1953-54 20.34
16th round 1960-61 12.53
17th round 1961-62 10.70

Source s National Sample Survey Reports.

This shows that the leased in area which constituted about a fifth
of the total operated area in 1953-54 dropped to one eighth in 1960-61 and
> ome-tenth in 1961-62. This observation however differs from that follows
from other sources. Thue, according to Agricultural Labour Enquiry conducted
in 1951 the area held by tenants was 41.3 per cent (Planning Commission 1959)3/
and according to 1961 Census as is estimated by P. S. Shsrlni/ per cent of
area under pure end mixed temancy together to total cultivated area was
22.41.

However, one can make only a rough comparison of these figures with
thet estimated on the basis of NSS reports; nevertheless, such a comparison
may suggest one thing, that it is quite probable that the actual condition
of tenancy is not reported properlyl Thus it remains very difficult to assess

the actual magnitude of tenancy and the magnitude of its change overtime.

2/ Reports of the Committee of the Panel on Land Reforms, Planning Commission,
1959+

3/ P. S. Sharma, 'A Study of structwral amd temurial aspects of rural India
on the basis of 1961 Census'y Indian Journal of Agricultural
October-December 1965.

4/ P. K. Bardhan, 'Trends in Land Relations', Economic and Political Weekly,
Vol. V, Annual Wumber, 1970.
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Nov we may try to have an idea about the relative condition of different
states with regard to magnitude of owner-operatorship (or tenancy), The Ni8iS:
16th round data on land temire, as is represented in table 2, provides a basis
for forming this idea, As the table shows percentage of operated area owned is
the highest in Rojusthan and it is the lowest in Punjab, The table further indicates
that with respect to owner-operatorship Rajasthan, Gujarat, Madiya Pradesh and
Uttar Pradesh rank at the top = the percentage of ovner operated to total
operated aren varying within the range of 94,50 and 90,45, The states whica
rank at the bottom in this respect are s Mysore, Madras, West Bengal ard
Punjab ~ the p of owner opercted to total operat area vorying within

the limits of 82,41 and 66,36,

It may also be interesting to have an idea sbout the extent of pure
tensney in different states. (However, fron table 2 we may indireetly estimate
the extent of pure and mixed tenancy together in different states but it does
mot glve any ides about the extent of pure tensncy as such,) In table 3 we
have arrange the States according to the extent of pure tenancyy This shows
that percentage of holdings under pure tenancy 1o total holdings is the
lowest in Uttar Pradesh and it is the highest in Kerala, Moreover, it is
scen that with regard to extent of pure tenaney Uttar Pradesh, Gujarat and
!!njisth‘n rank at the bottom and West Bengal, Mysore, Punjab, Assem and

Terala rank at the top,



Table 2 : Extent of owner operatorship
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srl, states percentage of srl, states percentage of
no. operated area no. operated area
ouned owned
(&) (2) (3) o (2]
1. Rajasthan 94450 8, Bihar 86,73
2, Gujarat 92,57 9; Kerala 85,12
3; Madhya Pradesh 92,41 10, Assam 83,78
4, Uttar Pradesh 90,45 11, Mysore 82,41
5e Orissa 89,69 12. Madras 82,08
6; Mndhra Pradesh 89,26 13, West Bengal 74,66
7¢ Maharashtra 88,32 14, Punjab 66,36

source t National Sample Survey No., 177 (Draft), 16th round data,

Table 5 : Extent of pure temancy

srl, states

percentage of

srle states

percentage of
total holdings

no. total holdings no.
entirely entirely
leased in leaged in
1 (2) Q (2) (3)
1. Uttar Pradesh 1,42 8, Madhya Pradesh 5,18
2, Gujarat 2.51 9, Bihar 7.08
3, Rajasthan 2,55 1C; West Bengal 8,16
4, Madras 3,96 11, Mysore 8,95
5, Orissa 4,08 12, Punjab 9,81
6., Maharashtra 449 13, Assam 11,24
7. mdara Pradesh 5:16 14, Kerala 17.69

sourece s National Seample

survey No. 177 (draft) 18th round data.
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Now, we pass on to the qu 1 of relative eff of the two

systems. In assessing the relative effe we find it s in

the first place, to compare the conditions of the farmers under the two systems
with regerd to resource endowments; end secondly, to compare the economic per—
formance of the two systems.

To discuss the relative economic conditions of the farmers under the

two systems with regard to their we would the

following factors : (1) size distribution of holdings, (2) soil fertility,
(3) rainfall, and (4) extent of irrigetion.

With regard to size distribution of holdings the study made by P. S.
Sharma (1965)5/ on the basis of 1961 Census agnin seems to provide a very
helpful way for meking a comparison of the conditions under different forms
of temure.

As is shown in the following tables, average size of holdings is
always the lowest for the pure temancy holdings, for the mixed tenancy
holdings the average size of holdings is the highest — it is somewhat

higher than that for the owner operated holdings.

Table 4 s of cul
of cultivated area and average size of holdings
under different forms of tenure.

ownership pure tenanoy nixed tenancy
T P T P w* a*
1) @) G) @) G) [O) @
76.34 7759 170 422 15.46  18.91
everage size of holdings 778 4.28 9.07

* b = porcentage of cultivating householde
*% g = pergentage of cultiveted area.
Source : P S. Sharma, ibid.
B/ . s. Snarma, ivia. A Study of SRuclavad
IOVt . Gghk of (9

L QOckoher—Deesuben 1965

o Agviee




Teble 5 & Percentage of cultivating households and percentage
of cultivating area in different states.
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states —jomesh  _pwe teney _ aimd teny
1) @) G) [0) (5) (6) @)
Jamuu and Keshnir — 58.21  53.06 7+90 7-05  33.89  39.89
Rajasthan 88.96 89.01 3.87 2.55 717 8.44
Utter Pradesh 89.53  91.39 3.22 169 T.25  6.92
Madhya Pradesh 80.21 80.09 5455 3.28  14.24 16.63
Orissa T7.83  T78.09 489 2.87 17.28 19.04
Cujarat 86.54  86.67 4407 2.62 9439 10.71
leharashtra 7849 731 T.29 3.84  14.22 18.85
Andhre 78.98  T76.68 6.28 3.68 14.74  19.64
ladras T76.21 78.08 10.96 6464 12.83 13.28
Punjab 51.66 51.40 13.76 9.77 34458 38.83
Bihar 3782 67.82 T435 Te35 24.83 24.83
West Bengal 65405 13.34  10.18 21,02 24.77
Assam 6537 15.39 9¢36 21.70 25.27
Mysore 67.38 10.11 4.84 19.42 27.78
Kerala 42.7 32453 34.72 12.57 22.49

4 = percentage of cultivating households.

a = percentage of culiivated area in rural areas

Source : P. S. Sharma, ibid.
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As the Table 4 and Table 5 show, the pattern of size distribution
under the three systems remoins the same for different states, All this
shows that whereas pure tenants are generally small farmers the part-owner
part tenmnts are not generally so, Part owner part tenant households may
be in a better economic condition than the owner cultivators since they
are generally with larger sized farms than that of the owner cultivators.

That pure tenants are in the worst condition with regard to land,
may also be seen from that under pure tenancy percembage of area held is
lover than the percentage of households; but under mixed tenancy and
owner operatorship ;wrcentngo of area held is larger than the percentage
of households, This may be taken as an indication that if total farming
households are classified into these three categories the distribution of
farmland smong the classes shows an uneven pattern with pure tenants in
the worst position, However, if pure tenancy and mixed tenancy are consi-
dered together, it is seen from Table § that for all-India, 25,15 per cent
of the total area and 23,16 per cent of the total households are within
this combined category, These observations with regard to the smaller
londsige of the purely tenant farms says nothing whatsoever about the
relation between size and tenancy as soon as the mixed category of part
owners and part tenants is considered.



Jhemawer; Table 6 shows that while for some states percentage of leased in
land to total operated area shows no distinet upward or downward tendency

wvith 4 in size of operational holdings, for some other states it

shows a downward tendency and for still some other it declines with size
of farms upto a certain point and then starts rising, In other words, no
general pattern exists with regard to the relation between operational

size of farms and incidence of tenancy, (This was of course noted much

3
earlier by K, N, w—{) )

Let us now pass on to other natural b and i

facllities, Commonly held idea is that one tends to give out the more
unfavourable pieces of land on lease and retains for self cultivation
such pieces as are endowed with greater natural advantages or infra-
structursl facilities, e.g., fertility, rainfall, irrigation ete, If this
idea be correct one would expect a positive assoclation between itenancy
and unfavourable natural conditions, To examine if tenancy system is
assoclated with less natural endowments we have carried out an interstate
comparison of amount of rainfall, soil fertility and extent of irrigation

in with an i te comparison of tenaney.
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In Table 7 column 1 states are ranked according to extent of owneroperator-
ship and comparisons of column 1 with columns 2, 5 and 4 separately show that there
is no positive association between tenancy on the one hand and unfavourable natural
conditions on the other; It is seen that smong the States Punjab is endowed with
irrigation facilities to the largest extent although it ranks last with respect
to percentage of operated area owned. Further although amount of rainfall is very
low in Punjab, it is the richest among the states having a large proportion of
fertile soil, On the other hand, Rajasthan and Gujarat the two states that rank
at the top with respect to owner operatorship do not seem fo“b. muich endowed with
natural facilities like rainfall, or soil fertility or infrastructural advantages
like irrigation facilities, In fact, the rank correlation coefficient between
proportion of operated area owned and rainfall, which is = .358 seem to indicate
that a state that is more endowed \dﬁ rainfall w hlv' a lcv percentage of

Sioilay Ghservalon followt for Soil fobilily fo i\ 576

wic e e
operated area owned and vice vu-u( Again, the rnnx ourrd-non eoe! uam between

tpercentage of operated area owned' and 'gross irrigated to gross cropped area'
which is negative and significant at the 5 per cent level (= ;566) may lead us to
reject the hypothesis that one would lend to lease out more land if land is less
endowed with 1 1 like doped irrigation system eto.

Next, we attempt to exomine if there is any strong positive association
between extent of and (1) 4 of and (11) proportion
of area under cash crop (see table 7, colunns 5 cbd 6). As is estimated, the rank
correlation coefficient in the first case is =,265 which implies that there is
some amount of negative association between extent of owner farming and intensity
of oropping, but the assoclation is not sigaificant even at the 5 percent level.
In the second case, however, the rank correlation coefficient is estimated to be
— 572 vhich implies a negative and significantijstrong (significant at 5 per cent
Jevel) association between extent of ouner operatorship and proportion of area

under cash crop; This seems to contradict the generally accepted view that ‘the
practice of eash crop production which involves risk, uncertainty, as well as

expectations of large profits is more prevalent in the owner farming dominated
regions than in the tenancy dominated regions.
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Table 7 s Natural endowments infrastructural and other facilities

stl, state soil rainfall gross intensity  proportion
20, fertd~ in actusl irrigated of of area
ity n.m to grsss cropping under eash
(index eropped erop
rating) area (in per-
(in per- eentage)
o (2 (3) (4) % (6) (7
1, Rajasthan 60430 538400 18,40 107.%0 - 9,30
2, Gujarat 50450 788400 7.50 Heds Nohe
3, Madhya Pradesh 53,00 1135;00 5:60 113,40 14,80
4, Uttar Pradesh 62,60 979,00 29,80 127.80 7.70
5, Orissa 61,10 1369400 13,90 Nede Nehe
§, Anchra Prodesh 68,60 895,00 30420 111,10 26,00
7, Maharashtra 61,20  1161,00 6580 108,50 29,90
8, Bihar 36,50 1271560 20440 126,80 10,90
9; Kerala 58,00 2988,00 Nade 125,40 67:40
D, Assam 56,60 2754,00 M.A 117,50 26,20
11; Mysore 88,40 1314,90 10,00 108,70 25,90
12, Madras 72,30 947,60 45,50 LS Noae
13, West Bengal 55,60 1883,00 22,70 117,40 16,30
14, Punjab 74,10 718,00 84,30 128,50 36.50

source ; Resexve Bank of India Bulletin, October 1989,
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Now, we come to the question of association between yleld per acre of
foodgrains and extent of owner operatorship, Table 8 glves annual per aere yleld
of foodgrains and different other crops, However, table 8 does not give a com=
plete picture regarding production of different orops in the states since it
does not include some of the very important crops, for example, jute, Further,
although from table 7 (column 6) we see that in Kerala and Assam & considerable
portion of the cultivated area is under cash crop, table 8 does not give any
information regarding per acre production of any of the cash crops for these
two states, However, a comparison of table 7 (column 6) and table 8 reveals
some interesting feature, Thus, one may see from table 7 Kerala is with the
highest percentage figure (87 per cent) for area under cash crop and as is
shown in table 8, annual per acre yleld for foodgrains (for 1958-59 to 1960-61)
in Kerala is also the highest among the States, This shows that this t@nancy
dominated reglon (percentage of entirely leased in holdings being fairly high)
is an efficient food grower salthough it does not specialise in foodgrain
production, Rejasthan, on the other hand, with owner operatorship as the
dominant form of temire ranks last in respect of anmal per acre yield of
foodgrains although it seems to specialise in foodgrain production with its
only 9.5 per cent area under cash crop, The rank correlation coefficient
between yield per acre and extent of owner operatorship is found to be = .808,
i;e., a negative and significantly strong assoclation (significent at 5 per cent)
is seen between these two varisbles, which seems to indicate that a state more
dominated by tenancy as & form of temure is a state with larger yield per acre
of foodgrains and vice versa. With regard to rate of srewth of crop output,
hovever, as the table 9 shows, in general there is no significant negative
or positive assoclation between owenr farming (or tenancy) and percentage

inerease in crop outputs
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Table 8 s Anmual yield per acre for the period 1958-59 to 1960-61

(in 1bs.)
state 2’_:_“ .. gmound bore ods  OOtton  tobacoo

(1) (2) () (4) (5) (6) )
Uttar Pradesh - 669 2541 - 448 - 698
Rajesthan 392 - - 210 - -
Gujerat® 561 6534 579 509 86 554
Medhye Pradesh 566 - 600 318 T -
Andhra Predesh 641 - 702 518 57 692
Maharashira - B -
Orissa 594 - 4081 274 - .
ladras %4 - 539 955 136 -
Hysore 464 - - 484 67 499
Bihar 615 3344 - 272 - -
West Bengal 845 - - 292 - -
Assam 824 - - - - -
Kerale 1137 - - - - -
Punjab 738 3295 el - 217 -

- This row Pelates to Gujerat and Meharashtra taken together.

Sowroe 3+ V. K. Re Ve Rao, 'Agricultural produotion ani productivity during
the plan perieds', Indien Journal of Agrioultural Esonomics,
1940-1964; Selected Readings, The ISFAE, Bombay.




Table §*: Percentage increase in crop output

percentage increase in

states erop output
1952-53 to_1964-65

[©)] (2)
Uttar Pradesh 23.9
Rajasthan 42.2
Gujarat 78.3
badhys Pradesh 37.6
Andhra Pradech 41.6
laherashtra 4546
Orissa 37+5
liedras 79.0
Ifmore 572
Bihex 46.3
ert Bengal 28.3
Ascem 163
Kerala

Punjab

* Col. 2 is computed by S. K. ao.

Source : linistry of Food and Asriculture, Growth Rates
in Agriculture, 1967. Compound growth rates are

converted to perconi
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To sum up results of our observations we note that for almost all the

veriables indlcating either natural ts and facilities

or performance, we get negative coefficient or rank correlation indicating
that tenancy dominated reglons may not be categorised as the agriculturally
backward regions in comparison with the regions that are dominated by owner
farming,

This type of observations by itself can not prove or disprove
inefficiency of tenancy as a system of temure, From our observations it does
not follow that tenaney system is always and everywhere associated with
advaneced agricultural conditions, Neither our observations can prove that
agricultursl backwardness is always associated with a particular system of
temire, In fact our observations show that tenancy system may not be an
overvhelmingly important factor eausing agricultural backwardness,

For a clear understanding of the situation we have considered separately
the two groups of States s One that consists of owner farming dominated States,
e.g., Rajasthan, Gujarat, Madhyspradesh and Uttar Pradesh and the other that
consists of those States that rank at the top with regard to tenancy, e.2.,

Mysore, Madras, West Bengal ond Punjab,

It may be easily seen that this group of States may not clain to possess
greater natural resources or infrastructural facilities than the others, With
regard to performance while Rajasthan, Madhya Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh cannot
clain to be in a better position than the others, Gujarat is placed in the 2nd
position (after Punjab) with regard to percentage inerease in crop output over
period. In faet, a comparison among the States shows that there is wide variation
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among them with regard to natural resource endowments and economic performance.
Now, we shall consider the States that are dominated by tenancy, namely s
Mysore, Madras, West Bengal gnd Punjab.
As may be seen from tables with regard to natural resources and irriga-

(excopt Huysove)

tion facllities these states are placed in quite advantageous positions, With

regard to performance, however, there is motable differences among the States,
While Madras and Punjob are placed in quite good position with regard to perfor-
mance, West Bengal's position is in general bad (excepting that with regard to
annual average yleld per acre of foodgrains for the three years from 1958-59 to
1960-61) and Mysore is in a far better position than West Bengal with regard to
rate of growth of crop output, although anmal average for yield per acre of
foodgrains for the three years (1958=59 to 1960-61) is considerably low. However,
if we consider the rate of growth of erop output (over the 11 years from 1952-53
to 1964-65) as a better indicator of economic performance (than the anrual
average yield per acre for 1958~59 to 1960-61) we see that Punjab, Madras and
Mysore are among the four most advanced regions in the country, while West Bengal
is among the most backward ones, It seems to follow that differences in tenurial
conditions cannot be fully explained by interregional differences in naturael
conditions nor it can by itself explain the interregional differences in
economic performance, We have to recognise that there are many other factors
that influence agricultural performance; the variations in agricultural enter-
prise and performonce in different parts of the country are no more than
marginally associated with variations in tenurial conditions; Among the factors
emsing variations natural conditions are very important, Size dlstribution of
farms 1s another very important factor that may affect agricultural production
and growth; We have argued in the Second Chapter that large sized tenanted farms
may actually work as efficiently as large-sized owner operated farmer; effect of
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variations in size among states in causing variations in agricultural perfor=
mence should, however, be studied vith special emphasis,

To assess the importance of farmsize we have examined how interregional
voriations in slze distribution of farms cmuse interregional variations in
agricultural efficlency, Table 10 gives some idea regarding differences in
farmsize among different states, It may be seen from the table that four
states, namely, Gujarat, Maharashtra, Punjab and Rajasthan, may be eategorised
as "States with big farms" (i,e., States with less than 40 per cent of holdings
in the siza group "0<5 acres” and more than 15 per cent of holdings in the
slze group "20 acres and gbove"), While Gujarat, Punjab and Msharashtra are
among the most advanced regions; Rajasthan, being dominated by large and
medium sigzed farms with cunsiderably large portion of its land under owner
operatorship, is agriculturslly a backward a reglon, The agricultural
backwardness of Rajasthan has, however, much to do with its extremely unfavour=
able natural conditions; But Kerala and Madras, the two of the most ndvanced
States in India (both in Kerala and Madras anmial average yield per acre of
foodgrains is very high, Madras is moreover, a state with fairly high rate
of growth of crop output) are dominated by tenancy and small forming, while
Rajasthan's backwardness may be attributed to its unfavourable natural
conditions == it may hardly be explained why Kernla and Madras with their

natural 14 are with tenancy and small farming
and why in spite of being dominated by tenancy and small farming they are
agriculturally so adwanced,
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Toble 10 3 Percentage distribution of total number of holdings
by size class of operational holdings

srl, states 0~4,99 5,00-9,99 10400-19,99 20 & above
[©) 16) ©) @ 6N )
1, Andhra Pradesh 64,61 16,77 11532 7.30
2; Assom 74,01 19542 5589 0,68
3; Bihar 76,18 14,98 6.3 2445
4; Gujarat 34,11 24,76 22,80 18,33
5, Kerala 92,14 4541 2;05 1510
6; Madhya Pradesh 43,01 24,45 20,40 12,14
7: Madras 77.68 15,03 5.47 1,78
8, Maharazhtra 38,55 21,03 21508 19,38
9; Mysore 47,81 22:88 16522 15,11
10, Orissa 71,06 18,59 7466 2,69
11; Punjab 36,10 23,44 24;50 15,96
12; Rajasthen 36,25 24,60 19,07 20,08
13, Uttar Pradesh 71,09 18,77 7.52 2,62
14, West Bengal 74,08 18,89 6,45 0,63

Source 3 National Smmple Survey No, 177 (praft) 16th round data.
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It may, however, be asked whether tenant holdings in tenaney dominated
advanced reglons are larger in size than those in the other backward regions,
Fron table 6 1t s seen that the states for which a distinet downvard tendenoy
is seen for the "percentage of leased in area for each size clase of operational
holdings* are West Bengal, Bihar, Orissa, Aseam, Madras and Gujarat, While the
first four States are among the most backward regions in the country Madras
and Gujarat are two quite advanced reglons in the oountry, Although, size of
tenanted farms in Punjab seen to be very large, this does not prove that
differences in the slze of tenanted farms mmong states is the nain cause
behind & fferences in performance, Or, in other vords, one mgy conclude
differences in present economic conditions in the states are ouly marginally
omused by differences in existing structural and temurial conditions, Apart
fron natural conditions the most important factor cquging variations in
econoric performance mmong states is perhaps the gemml socdal frmeuork
as it has ewlved over time, rather than thautwohml oid temurial sed wp
se-it axlebs tosdaye
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A thoroughgoing statistical analysis of the problem is necessary and
that will be attempted in the later chapters. In the meantime we have to
recognise that the variations in agriocul turel enterprise and performence in

the different parts of the country cen mot be explained only in terms of

iati in i a8 it exists at present. Other factors are
y of some 1 Anong the factors causing variations nstural
diti are very Also is the generval social fremework

@8 it has ewvolved over time. To assess the importamce of these general social
environmental factors, it is also necessary to disouss historical background
of the states with regard to tenurial relations. This mecessity stems from the
fact that agricultural performence obvicusly does not only depend on the
prevalence of ownership holdings or lease holdings but also on the various
incidental aspects of the existing coadition which emount to s whole orgenie
system and which is the produst of a historical process through which the
tenurial system has developed to its present stage. In fact, the regione that
are very similer with respect to their present temurial conditions, may have
very different historicel backgrounds through which their termrial systems have
developeds We have seen that the states with similar conditions with respect
to the extent of temamoy or extent of owner operstorship differ much among
themselves with respect to econouic performence. While this difference in

econonic condition is not due to the difference in the present condition of

tanure, it may be explained by the in the hi of
the states.
We bave seen that there is wide difference in economic performence

among the states that are least douinated by owner operatorship (Punjab,
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Mo
kevels, West Bensal and A®sem). l'hus, while West Bengal end Assam perform

worst in comparison with almost all the states, Punjab performs the best in
some very imgortant respects and sbso Eersla's perforuance in some respects

is betier than many of the

es. It may now be noted that Punjab and Kerala
Moo

differ from West Bengal and eees in that in the British period Ryotwari

systeus was the prevalent form of tenure in Punjab and Eerale while Zamindari

system was ile prevalent form of temure in the other two states e.g., West

Bousul amd Assa

Agaiu, if we consider the states chat are dominated by ownar—
operatorship to the largest extent, e.g., Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan and
Gujaraty we see that while Gujarat is a considerebly advanced state in some
respects, Uttar Pradesh, and Rajasthan perform much worse than many of the

states that are anot so dominated by ip in many

Once again it may be seen that these states differ among themselves also in
their historical backgrounds. Uttar Pradesh.was a predominantly Zamindary
region in the British period and Rajasthan a Jagirdari area in most parts;
Gujarat on the other hand was meinly a Ryotwari state. Thus, although the
differences in economic performance as at present are not found to be strongly
related to the present differences in tenurial conditions, these performence
differences may be explainadble in terms of the different historical situations
through which these st-tes had to go in the past. In other words, it can be
said that agricultural performance may depend not so much on the percentage
of owner operated or tenanted holdins as on the whole historical process
through which the tenure system has developed to its present condition. This

mey be seen more clearly if we take the most advanced states as a group and



12%
141

put the least advanced ones in another group and examine their historical

backgrounds. Basing ourselves in the three variables proportion of area
under cash crop, annual yield per scre of foodgrains and percentage inmcrease
in orop output, it is seen that the states that may be grouped as the wost
advanced ones are — Punjab, Kerala, Gujarat, Maharashira end Madras and
the states that may be grouped as the least sdvanced ones are — West Bengal,
Bihar, Orissa, Assam, Uttar Predesh, Rajasthan and ladhya Pradesh. Now if we
consider the historical backgrounds of these two groups it is seen that all
the states, except ladras, in the first group, were the Ryotwari areas and
21l the states in the second group Were the Zamindari areas. Thus, one may
conclude that the existing differences among the states in respect of
performance is explained, to a larger extent by the differences in historical

backgrounds than by their present tenurial conditions.

It would therefcre be pertinent to recapitulate very briefly the

development of land systems in different parte of India from the British >

upto the recent years.

Lond system in the British period

After 1757 with the establishment of British Control all over India,
gradually fer-reaching changes were brousht about in Indian agriculture.
Previously rent was paid in kind as a shave of the years produce which fluc—
tuated with the amount of production. In the new system introduced dy the
British rent became a fixed cash rent on the amount of land and not on the
amount of production. The second and more important change that was brought
about by the British was the introduction of the system of permenent settle—

ment of Lard Cormwaellis introduced in 1793 for Bengal, Bihar and Orissa and
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later extended to parts of North lidras. Under the system the existing
Zamindars or the Officials appointed by the previous rulers to collect land
revemues, were made the landlords who Wwere to pay a fixed smount every year
to the Government irrespective of year's produce. This system was much
profitable for the foreign rulers and detrimental to the iuterest of the
Indien eultivators. Since the landlords had the fear of ejectment ia case of
failure in paying their quota to the Govermment, bhey tried to extract even
the last rupee from the peasantry o that a considerable amount might also
remain for themselves.

The main objective of the British was to secure their reveume and
control over the mass of the peasantry through these Zawindars. Thus, as
Lord Bentink the then Governor Genersl of India from 1828 to 1835 put it.

#If ecurity was wanting sgeinst oxtensive popular turmoil or revolution

I should say that the Permansut Settlement, though a fuilure in many respects
and inmost i m p o t o2 n b, has this greet advantacge at least, of
having oreated a vast body of rich landlord proprietors deeply interested in
the continuance of the British Dominion and having control over the mass of
the people". / Sir wuum,nentimkl/, 1829 7.

However, within a few years this system proved to be non-profitable
for the British, With the f2ll in the value of money Government's share in
the revenue which was fixed, groduslly became smaller. On the other hand with
the increase in the awount rents, Zaminder's share became larger and larger.
Thus the system proved to be unsuitable to fulfill the interests of the
British rulers as a result of which the subsequent Zemindarl settlements were

made "temporary".

7/ Lord William Bentink, Speech on November 8, 1329; reprinted in A. 5. Keith,
Speeches and Documents on Indian Policy 1750-1921, Vol. I.
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With the aim of establishing direct relati ip with the 1

a new type of lend settlement , esg., Roytwari settlement, was introduced by
the British rulers. These settlements were temporary or subject to periodical
resssessment. Under the system the whole of the land reverue was to be extrac—

ted directly by the from the cul without any share going to

any intermediaries. This system wes first introduced in Madras end then was
spread over half of the area of British Indiae

Thus upto the time of independence the main forms of temure in India
were 1 (1) Permanent Zawindary Settlements, (2) The Temporary Zamindary
Settlements, and (3) The Ryotwari Settlements. The system of either permanent
or temporary settlements was the prevalent form of tenure in the present
states of Assam, West Bengal, Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, Orissa and Tauil Nadue
Besides similer system also prevailed in parts of Madhya Pradesh and some of
the erstwhile princely states like Hyderabad, the Central Indian states and
Rejasthan. Ryotwari system was prevalent in all the remaining states e.ge,
Boubey, Punjab, some parts of ladras and so on.

Vhile we have not been able to gather much information about the
history of agricultural development in the Zamindary and Ryotwari areas, it
is a general impression widely held that the Ryotwari areas all along have

been more than the i areas. Under the Zamindary

system the peeasants were under the control of Zamindars who were appointed by
the British rulers not only to extract rents from the peasantry but also to
control all the socio-economic aspects of their lives in the interest of the
contimance of the British regime. The Zamindars had no interest in the

improvement of the conditions of cultivation since the rents they could
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collect from the peasantry were sufficient to meet their consumption needs
and whenever they found it insufficient, they could raise it without any
considerations for the conditions of production. loreover there Wwere innumer-—

able i b the cul and the who had no

interest in cultivation or who were completely detached from the land and
whose sole interest was to extract rents from the peasants.

One may have some idea about the actual condition under the Zemindary
system from Simon Commissions npor%g( Thue : "In some districts the sub-
infudation has grown to astonishing proportions, as many as fifty or more
intermediaries interests having been created between the Zamindars at the
top and astual oultivators at the bottom".

Although the Ryotwari settlements were introduced with the original
intension of establishing direct relationships with cultivators, in the
process of subletting and trausf r of agricultural land from the actual
cultivators to the money lenders a mmber of intermediaries gradually spreng
up and the system characterised by direct relationship between the state and
the cultivators was replaced by = system characterised by the existence of a
large mumber of intermediaries between the state and the cultivators. It was
eatimtadgl "Over a 30 per cent of the land is not cultivated by actual

cultivators in Bombay and Madras". Thus the system was also extremely

8/ $imon Commission's Report, 1928. See H. D. lialaviya, 'Land reforms in
India', Indian National Congress, New Delhi, 1955«

9/ Re Ko Miakherjee, 'Land Problems in India', Longmans, Green, London, 1933.
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detrimental to the interest of the peasantry. But the distinguishing feature
of the Ryotwari system was that, unlike Zamindery system, there was no such
big rent receivers like the Zamindars who were vested with all the power of
controlling the pessentry and who could influence all the sooio-economic
aspects of their lives in their own intevest and in the interest of the
British rvlers. It is ususlly presumed that, thanks to the absence of these
Zamindars or similar type of rent collectors appointed by tho British rulers,
the conditions of farmers under the Ryotwari system was somewhat botter than
those under the Zesmindsry system.

In this context our findings sbout the relative performame of agri-
cultwre in the Zaminderi regions and the Ryotwari regions as of now arve highly
interesting. We find that nost of the advanced regions of india belong to the
erstwhile Ryotwari regions end most of the relatively backward rogions belong
to the erstwhile Zamindari regions. The question thew arises is, if even the
ereas that sre most sdvamed were mostly under Hyotwari temurs in she past
and the least adve.ced regions ai present were the Zamindari regions of the
British days, can it be said that these differences in performance are deter—
mined by the differemces in the temme conditions in the British period ? Is
it not a fact that since independence s large muber of legislations have been
enacted in all the states for the abolition of Zamindari (in the Zamindari
areas), couferment of security of temure, regulation of rents and imposition
of ceiling limits with the declared aim of estadlishing peesant farming
system ? fave these reformo not removed the differemces thet were there
betwoen the Zaminderi areas and the Ryotweri eress ? Presumably they have not
had such an effect,fmdl shs pwmoewni eowdisicas ovediwues &0 s detenained by

of sooinl inetdsution.



146

= = 5o on land veforms in Tndia’® would show,the land

reform legisletions that were possed after the independence cowld not bring
about any considerable ohange in the land system of Indie. No doubt Zamindars
and Jagirdars of the preindependence poriod have been dislogged of power from
their economic and social positions but regording the actusl conditions of
cultivation and the conditions of the brood masses of pessantry very little
changes have ocourred so far. Although crostion of peasant farming through

lend confiscation ond redistribution was declared to be one of the main

cbjectives of land reforms, no was ken for
this purpose. However, ceiling level is imposed on bhe acount of land in
maxy cases, vhe land sbove the ceiling limit has not been confiscated properly
and vory 1little has been distribvuted so fare As we shall also peel? the
tenante huve 1ot achieved amy ceal security of temure, in most of the ceses
they are exposed to the danger of being evicted at the Landlord's will.
Legislaticas on redustion of reut hove 0lso not been implemented properlye
The land system that hes evolved through this type of land reforms, has two
charscteristics. Firet, the existemse of e fow big laud owners Who have come
to thelr present position either through the legel evistion of their tenants
oc ghrough tne evasion of the legislations that iwpose a limit on the amount
of land thet can be pessessed. The seccnd feature is the pervasive insecurity
of termure wherever tenansy system prevails. In fach, the peassnt farming
operating as at present have not been oreated through the programme of land

confiscation and redistribution, — many of the existing owner culitivators

10/ See Appendix note on Lend Reforms after Indepencence.

11/ See p s Appendix note on Lend Reforms after Independence.
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have never been actual tillers of the soll. It is reasomable o think that
many of these owners were the temants-in-chief of the prereform period who
were holding land directly under the Zamindars at that time, and who have
now come to their present position by evicting all the tenants from their
lande It may also be that some of these owners were the Zamindars or
Jagirders in the prereform period who were sllowed to retain their land
under their persomal cultivation by the land reform Legislations. All this
appavently did not heve any such profound effects on the comprehensive social
enviromment and institutional framework so as to remove the differences that
were there between the Ryotwari aud Zemindari areas, in so far as conditions
of production are concerned.

Thus it seems to follow that we canmot conclude anything regerding
velative efficiency of tenzncy and owner-farming systems simply on the basis
of a discuscion of inter regionzl wwriation in economic performance in
conjunction with an iunterregionsl veriation in temency. To get 2 clear idea
adbout the relative efficiency of different forms of tenure it is essential
to compare the two systems under the scme socio-economic structure and
with the eame historical background and geographical conditions. In the
next chapter we shall try to carry out such analysee on the besis of some

statistical information.



liote On A ian Reforms After I

The A i Reform O it b described the main purpose of

the agrarian reforms as follows
1. The agrarian economy should provide an opportunity for the
development of farmer's personality.

2. There should be naximm efficiency of production.
3+ There should be no scope for exploitation of one class by another.
4. The scheme of reform should be within the realm of practicability.
(Report of the Congress Agecian Reform Committee, DeB)e
To realise the purpose the Comnittee considered the following alterna—
tive forms of agrarian economy, namely
i) Capitalist farming or estate farming:
ii) State farmings
iii) Collective farmings
iv) Individval peasani farmirg; and
v) Co-operative farming.
With regard to Capitalist farming the Jommittee's opinion was that s
"It would deprive the agriculturists of their rishts in land, turn them into
mere wage-earners and subject scoiety to capitalist control in such a vital
matter as supply of food. It would also create the problem of displaced
personnel”. Thus as is revealed, the agrarian reform Committee did not
recommend capitalist farming as a suitable system in fulfilling the aim of

the proposed reforme

1/ Reports of the of the Panel of Land Reforms, ibide
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As regards state forming the Committee recommended that state farming
of some limited degree, for example, to provide assistance through State
persomnel, supervision and direction at the initial stage when waste lands
are reclalmed and the agricultural labourers are settled thereon, should be
allowed. The Comnittee was of the opinion that state farming could be allowed
only as a temporary device; so long the new owners on the reclaimed lands are
unable to manage their work they were to be assisted by the state. But as soon
s these new owners would become trained, the policy would be, as desoribed,
to develop these farms into collective farms.

With vegard to individual pessant farming the Comnittee was in favour
of the opinion that individual peasant farming on suitable units of cultivation
would satisfy the purpose of land reform by oreating necessary incentive to
increase investment and consequently production and by reducing ineguality
and exploitaiion activities of one cless by the other. Thus according to
4ha Jommittee "It has Leen found by sxperiemve that unleas the land is owned
by the tiller his incentive to production does not reach the optimum pointe.
Becsuse of the absence of auy guarantee that he would get the full benefit
resulting frow the improvement, he has no desire to make any lmprovement in
the laud he cultivates. The improvement, if any, made by him will only
enhance tiae rate of rent which he has to pay even if he is allowed to enjoy
security of temmwe" (p.38).

Thus, the Congress Agrarien Reform Committee recommended the system
of individual peasant farming as an appropriate system for the Agricultural

Sector as a whole, although it also was of the opinion that "no single
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aniform method of land utilisation can meet the requirements of the Bituatrion"y
and that "the future pattern of the agrarian economy should be flsxi.ble"-y
Thus Legislations were passed with the following declared objectivess
1. Abolition of intermediary system.
2. Tensmoy reforme
3. Fixation of ceiling on lend holdings.
4+ Improvemenis of the conditions of the agricultural workers.

5. Co-operative organisation of agriculture with the ultlmate
objective of co-operetive village managemente

These were declared to be tle basic principles of the land reform
under First Five Yesr Plan. Even before the inguguration of the First Plan,
in foot, legislations were ensctod in the permanently end temporary settled
states to sbolish intermediaries, but most of the work of land reform was
done during the Plan period. Thus in Uttar Pradesh Zenindari sbolition end
Land Reform Act was passed in 1950 but it wus amended more than once upto
+938. In West Bengal ste West Bengal Fstate scquisition sot was passed in
1953, the Test Bengal Lprd Reform Aot in 1955 In Bihar, on the other hand,
ihe Bihar Lend Reform Act wes passed in 1950, in Orisse Estate Abolition Act
was passed in 1951 and the Rajasthan Land Reform and the Resumption of
Jagir Act was passed in 1952. In Andhra Pradesh the Jagir Abolition Regula-

tion was enacted in 1949.

g/ Reports of the Committee of the Panel cf Land Reforms, ibid.

j/ Reports of the Committee of the Panel of Land Reforms, ibide
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To understand the chenges that were actually brought about by the
abolition of intermediaries im the Zamindsri and Jagirdari sreas, it would
be betser to have an idea about bhe virious categories of lands that were
owned by intermediaries® s

1) Village common lunds, abadi sites etc.;

ii) Intermediaries' home firms, i.e., lands in which the intermedinry
hed the right to either cultivate himself or let it to temants
who could not, however, accuire mey ri:

h5s in land;

iii) Lands other than intermediaries' home furms, which wae under his
personal cultivations

iv) Lerds held by tenants directly from the intermediaries;

v) Lands held by sub-tersnts.

With regerd to the first category of land, the state aconired, in all
cesas, the waste land, forests etc., the tenants who were admitted to culti—
v:te these lamds ¢ we in indirect relation with the state.

Wiith reserd to lHome forms and farms under personal cultivation of
the incermediesries, vorious trpes of legislations werse passed in diffarent
states. Iu West Uorgal ome o. the provisions of the Estate Acquisition was to
peruit intermedicries to retuin in posseseion of their Khas land upto a
corteln linit and to treat them as tenants holding directly uuder the state.
The tenzuis ia this land were not given any right, their position remained

the same.

vever, ihe maximug limit which intermediuries were entitled to

re

after 2polition waes placed at 25 acres. In Uttar Pradesh tnder the
Zemindari Abolition and Lund Reform Act it wes stated 3 "all estates situated

in Uitar Pradesh shall vest in the stute and as from the beginning of the

4/ Reports of tle Coumittes of Pauel of Land Rercrms, ibide




date so specified -+ all such estates uhall tran.sfetred to and vest .

in the state from all enousbramces®./‘ne tenants engaged in Home fawms of the

intermediaries i.e., Sirdars were wought into direct contast with the state.

loreover, the Sirdars could purchase ownership right (bhumidari) on payment

of ten times of their rent. The rights of the intermediaries were/e axtize\ushed
on payment of compensation. The same thing happened with respect to Jagirdari

areas in ledhya Bharat. Also in Ajmer ownership rights ancrue;,_’tt; all tenants

except the tenants om lend allotted to intermedieries for personsl cultive—

tion, and in Bhopal tenants of Howe ferms in possession of land for more than

one year, were cupants (with heritable and trensferable rights) bi lavw.

Thus, as/seen in Upter Pradesh, Madhys Bharat Jegirdari aress, Ajmer
and Bhopal the intermediaries -an_?éxéf{m;mama even from their Home farms and
the tenants cultivating these Home farms were given rights of occupancy and
came in direct reletionship with the State — without aking any payment by
theuselves. The State, however, w = s to finence the compensation.

In Medhya Bharat Zamindari arcas and in Rajasthan senerally the position
remained the same with the right of the intermediaries to retain their Home
farms, but an optional right of purchase was given to the tenants. For example,
in Zemindari areas of Madhya Bharat the tenants of Home farm lands could
purchase ownership rights on payment of compensation within a specified period.
In Rajasthan tenants could purchase ownership rights for an area yielding a
net income of 75.1200/- excluding the cost of tenant labour and the labour of
his family. In Delhi the tenants of Home furms were required to pay 20 to
40 times the land revenue to purchase ownership rights. Thus we see that in

some states 1

stipuleted the abolition of intermediaries with



compensation from the state and co: ¢ 7 ‘he occupancy rights snd
security of temure (under some condigions) t o 5 e b o .o b sl
aiso n the other states tenants could purchase ownership rights to

a limited extent. But there remained some other states where the intermediaries
were allowed to retain the Home forms and land wnder their personal cultiva—
tion and the temznis of their Home farms were given very little or no rights.
However, in come © ek a maXimum linmit was imposed on the amount of agricul-
sural lund wiich the intermedieries were eabitled to retain. For example, the
linit is 25 acres In West 3engal. Uu the obher hand in few States the inter—
mediaries were entitled to ot some lands for sheir personzl cultivetion in
sddition %o the lands chat were already in their persomal cultivation.

With regard to the land held by tenants under the intermediuries several
legislations were passed in different stutesy La gensral, these Jagirduri or

Z

inderi type of Bsbtates were taken ovor o, the State and the principal
terants or the fenenbu-in-chisf holding the-< estates wwier the iatermediarics
were brought vuder dirisct relabionship wiln the State. however, there were
differences in legislaotions in differen: States with regard to compensation
payavle to the iulermediaries and with regard to the extent of rights over

lund to ve acquired by the former tensnis who now came in direct relationship

with the State. Ilus, wiile in West Beagal, Biher, Uri

s, Assan, Bhopal and
Vindhye Pradesh ihe tensnts got perumnent snd transterable rights over laad

without themselves making any n to the i iaries, in Uttar

Prudesh all the pre exiscing vurieties of tenmants who had occupancy rights at

the time of cnmctuent ceme in direct relationship with the state without making
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any compensation and they got permenent and heritsble rights but no trans—
fersble rights over land (Sirdari). However, they could acquire the right

of transfer on payment of 10 times the rent.

Security of tenure
With regard to security of tenure four different forms of legislatious

were pessedi( For example, in Uttar Pradesh all the tenants (except the
‘Asamis' and the 'Adibasis') got permanent rights over land. owever, the
law allowed the Bhumindars and Sirdars to lease out their land if they were
unable to cultivate the land themselves due to physical disability or
militery service etc. Tensats in this land did not get any rights — neither
they got any security of tenure, since these tenants or 'Asamis' were only
allowed to continue in possession until the Blmminder or the Sirder wished
to cultivate it themselves. These Asami rights were thus not permanent but
heritable. Besides, all other existing tenants or sub-tenants who had no
right of ocoupency et the time of enactment of the act ('Adibasis') got no

rights of occupancy except for the first five years of the commencement of

the Act, after which they could hip rights on t of
15 times the rents. Thus, according to the law, as it seems, all the tenants
of this type who were unable to purchase the ownership rights, were not
entitled to hold land after that period. Moreover, the tenants who acted like
the crop sharers ('Sajhedari') were not considered as temants and did not get

any rights on land.

3/ Reports of the Commitbtee of the Pansl of Land Reforms, ibid.
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Siwilurly in Delhi the Land Reforms Act of 1953 provided for conferment
of ownership on all tenants and sub-tenants with the exception of those Who
leased in lexd frou persons suffering from disability. Varying retes of
compensation from 4 to 40 times of land revenue were imposed, which Was to
be payed by instalments over a period of 13 yesrs.

In Bombay, Punjeb, and Ilimachel Bradesh the landlords could resume and
retain o meximun area (fixed by law) subject to the condition that there
romained minimm areas to be reteined by the temants® In Assam, kadhya Pradesh,
flyderabad, Urissa and Kutch upper limits were imposed on the rights of resump—
tion by the landlords bui there was no provision for minimum holdings for
the tenants. However, ia some states in the non-resumsble areas tenants got
the right of purchase of different superior rights on land.

In Andhra Pradesh, legislations were passed to ensure contimuance of
the leases made before and aiter the legislations, for specified periods,
and 2 rontal rate was fixed by law.

In West Bengal a laud owner was entitled to reswme for personel cultiva—
tion upto 2/3xds of his Lolding, although upto a specified minimum the entire

holdin; nigh% be resumed. ibreover, in West Sengal, 3arsadars (share—croppers)

20% the right to hold land es lonj as they were zble to culéivate il personally
provided thit there was no bonafide need by ihe landovwners for personal
cultivation.

In some otier states, for exampie Bihar and liycore, tenants cultivating
the lands for a specified period got security of tenure, (in some cases sub-

jeet to landlord's right to resuwe a meximm area) all tenants culsivating

5/ In Rajastoun landlords can reswme any amount ovor and above a minimm
area for the tenants.
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for less than the specified period got very little or no security of
temre.

Thus, as is seen from the above discussion on the nature of legisla-
tions that were passed after independence for the abolition of intermediaries
and conferment of security of tenure for the tenants, the legislations itself
left much scope for eviction of tenants. In many cases the tenants were
ziven the permanent ocoupancy rights but they had to incur heavy compensation
t0 acquire such rights. In many cases landowners could resume land for per—
sonsl cultivation without leaving anything for the tenamts. It is only in a
few cases that the tenants got permenent heritable rights over land without
themselves making any compensation or that the landlords' rights to resume
any land for perscnal cultivation was subject to the condition of leaving a
minimm ares for the tenants. The share—croppers, in most of the cases, were
not considered ss tenants and they, in these cases, got no rights of tenants.
However, some legislations were passed in meny states to regulate the reutal
percentages, tut in most of the cases these legielavions were not implemented

properly.

TImplementation
As is by Plamning ission, the tenancy regulation laws

suffered from many defects which made it actually impossible to bring about
considerable qualitatize chanze in the temurial conditions of the countrye
According to the Coumissiom "in spite of a new legislaticus on the statute

book in the field the old practice still obtains. Tensncies contimued to bhe
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governed by custom or agreement. Uld rents still contimue to be paid and

accepted though law has sealed them down in many areas and the receipt of

higher rent is illegal”. , it is . that "gaps ere
left in the laws which render them largely imeffective. For instamce, a
landlord is permitted to eject a temant to resume land for personal ocultive—
tion eee... Thus though landlord's right of resumption is limited in extent,
he was able to exercise an undue influemce over sll temants which added to

his bargaining power and rendered the law ineffective™. Tho third defect es
point out by the Commission is that "In an attempt to balance metieulously
the interests of owuers and tenants the provisions of the law, in o mmber

of states, have been so complex that the bulk of the peasantry find it diffi-
cult to understand theme After the ensctment of a law it was gemerally left to
the tenants and the iandlords to take adventage of the provisions of the new

legislation and no organised effort was made to make the the tenants under—

stend the law and ensure what they teke advantage of it“. Lastly, it is stated
that "even whore the tenants are aware of their rights they gensrally/. n too
weak a position both economically and sooially to imsist on their rights"e
Thus as is revealed from the Report the tenanoy reform legislations could not
do much in bringing about considerable improvement in the conditions of tenants

and cultivation by tensnts. The same i ion about the eff of the

tensncy reform laws is expressed by Wolf l.oda;jinﬂw—aj(1966)- In assessing the
effectiveness of tenancy reform legislaticns in liadras he comments "The gaps
between the theory of a well-intemtioned measure and the practice of non—

enforeewment can be summed up as follows 3 (a) an invitation to evict tenants

;B/ Wolf Ledejinsky, 'A Study of Tenurial Conditions in Pakage Districts',
New Delhi, Plamning Commission, 1965.
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at the landlord's pleasure, and (b) a constant threat to the tenants that they
can be evicted. With no sltermative occupations in sight and a vast army of
agricultural lebourers ready to take their place, the tenants are in no better
position to protect their rights under the Security of Temure Act than they
are in a position to protect the rent provision under the Fair Rent Act".
Similarly about Andhre Pradesh he comments : "That the present law failed to
give relief to the tenants, became apparent to us as we moved from village to
village. It is the consensus of opinion that tenants are being changed or
ejected, and that some of the tenanoy land had gone under landlord's personal
cultivation. The more importent point to note is that even the tenants who have
contimed as tenants do not feel secure in their holdings at all <ssee The law
itself ls defective. It introduces no path for enforcement". About Bihar he
holds "The law regarding security of temure is obviously defective™. Also
according to his opinion in Punjab the tenemcy reform legislation have failed,
whatever may be the reason for it.

Yot only that the tenancy reform legislations have heen implemented
properly but also that the policy of establishing peasant proprietorship
through confiscation and redistribution of land has failed, become clear from
the report of the Task Force on Agrarian Relations set up by the Planning
Compission in February 1972. Thus according to the repo: “The programmes
which could have led to & radical change in agrarian structure and the elimi-
nation of some of the elements of exploitation in the agrarian system and usher
in & measure of distributive justice were those of tenancy reform, ceiling on
agrioultural holdings of lend and distribution of land to the lendless and
small holders eees-ses These programmes can not be said to have succeeded™.

9/ Plenning Commission Task Force Report, New Age, 1973«



Chapter V

In Chapter IV we made en attempt to arrive at some conclusions
rogarding relative conditions of tenants and owners on the basis of an

ind 37 of natural N ic performance and

extent of Lenancy. A conclusion that we arrived at was that interregional
wvariations in economic conditions do not much influence and are not much

influenced by the interzegional varistions in tenancy; differences in olimetic

ic conditions alons with differences in the present socio-economic
structure and the history throush which the present structure has evolved =-
all these may play important roles in determining interregional variations in

economic perf In this chapt and in chapters, therefore,

we should like to compare the two systems (owner farming and tenency) under
the same socio-sconomic structure and Wwith the s=me historical teckzround end.
geogmaphic end climetic conditions; instead of carrying out inter-state compa=
risons, henceforth we shell try to find the relative conditions of tenancy
end owner frrning within different regions of the countrye

This Chapter, lLowever, represents aa effort to brinz ous some perfor-
mence characteristics of tenancy system as asainst owner farming system in

particular rezi ©. the counsry, from a first hand examinstion of the Farm

Manazement Survey reports. We will study the reletive economic conditions of
tenants from two standpointsj namely, their economis status and their perfor-

mance as producers. Jo assess ¢ he economic status we would consider six
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variables 2.ge, (1) size of ferm; (2) stock of animals =nd expenditure per
animel; (3) cucvent expenditure structure; (4) percentage ares under irriga-

tion; (5) employment pattern of labour; and (6) capacity of retaining the

produce of different commodities to take =dvaniage of the increased prices

in the market. I ic perf would be in the first place,
by the choice of crops, the choice of combination of inputs to be used and
intensity of crcppins =nd secondly, from the stand point of the resulis
obtained in terms of yield per acre and output per unit of input.

The Farm lanagement Survey Reyortsj/ that we would use to compare
the relstive conditions of tenancy and owner farming with regard to the above
uentioned woriables, relatc  to West Benzal (1969-70), Andhra Pradesh (1959-60)
Uttar Pradesh (1954=57), ladhya Pradesh (1955-56), Punjab (1955-56) and
ladras (1955-56)e Since the conditions under different forms of tenure are not
reported in similsr ways and to the samo extents in all the Reports relating to
different states ond different years, it would not be possible to consider all
the varizbles Tor each of tho states coverad in our rnaiysis. Fowr exawple,

while it would be possible to consider all the variebles for Test Bengal (1969-70)

it would not be possible to comsider some of the wvarianles for of states

other thaa ¥est Bengale. As a resuli, it
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gensral statement regarding the behaviour pattern of tenants and owners simply
on the basis of such informstion. However, on the basis of such information,
it would be possible to try to form some hypotheses regurding the questions
ccncerned, which of course would require more regorous statistical tests on

the basis of more comprehensive stztistical information.

1. Relative economic conditions with regexrd o
economic status and capital stock

(a) Farm size

Farm size may be taken as an indicator of economic status since a large
farmer may be found in a betiter econocmic position with a larger marketable sur-
plus, a larger investable fund and a larger volume of consumption. It may also
be reasonable to expect that a tenant farmer would gemerally be a small .femet.
In the first place, a tenzut generally may have no land which is the drimary
capital in agriculture and seccndly, he may be in a worse economic position

since a large portion of the total income zoes to the landlord as rent result=

ing in lowering his capacity bo ascumiloteZ

2/ There are alsc some facts in support of this idea : as we have seen in
Chapter IV, according to 1961 Census pure tenante are always (in all states)
with lower average size of farms than the pure owners.
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Table 1 3 Farn size
(a) (o)
size size
Andhra Pradesh Paddy Zone West Bengel
G (1959-60) Free (1959-70)
arpeg)  DeTeentage perventaze ooy percentage percentage
of area of area B of ares of area
under owner under under pure under pure
oultivation tenancy ip tenanoy
) (2) G). ) (2) G)
0.01- 1.25  B82.72 17.23 2.01- 1.25  75.9 11.1
1.26- 2.50 78.12 21.88 1.26- 2.50 54.8 Te1
2051~ 5.00 6747 32.53 2.51= 3.75 20.0 6.7
5401= T+50 40.06 59+94 3.76= 5.00 27.3 0.0
7.51-10.00  63.93 36.07 5.01= 7.50  4T.1 0.0
10.01-15.00 5699 43.01 7.51-10.00  83.3 0.0
15.01-20.00  68.16 31.84 10.01-15.00 6647 2.0
above 20.00  97.51 2.49 15.01% above 0.0 0.0
(e) (a)
size ladnya Pradesh ladras
class (1956-57) (1954-55)
in E wean size of Larms
acres) of ares of sres of area in_acres)
under owa  leased in under ownor purely  partially
cultivation for oash  shere cultivated rented rented
rent ropping
() (2) G) (4) (D) @) G)
2- 5 9751 2.49 7.51 5.61 11.23 9482
5 - 10 76472 1577 T.51
10 - 15 61.93 36.76 11.31
15 - 20 52.57 30.34 17.09
20 - 30 60.77 12.73 26.49
30 - 40 64.15 2%.83 14.02
40 - 50 89.56 5.63 4.81

50 & above 71.88 16.66 11446
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As is seen from the above tables, no unique size distribution pattern
is seen for all the states considex-e.\i_./ Thus, whereas size distribution pattern
in West Bengal (1969-70) shows that tenants are gen-rally cultivators of small
sized farms (within the size group 0—3.75 sores) in ladhya Pradesh (1955-56),
there is no share-rented farms within this size class of 0~5 acres, and pro—
portion of area oultivated on cash rent tenancy is only 2.43 per cent of the
total area in this size group. It is seen that for ledhya Pradesh (1955-56)
as one goes away from lower to higher size classes, percentege of ares culbi-
vated under share-tenainy to total cultivated area in each size class increases
up to the size class of 20-30 acres. Again, whereas in Andhcae Pradesh (1959-60)
(p=ddy zone) most of the cultivated land is under tenancy in the size class
5401 to 7.50 acres there is no tenanted farm in West Bengal (1969~70) within
this size class znd in liadhya Pradesh proportion of area under tenancy to
toval cultivated avea is lower in the size-group 5-10 acret in comparison
with that In any other groups. In Andhra Pradesh (paddy zons) moreover, one
can not say that proportion of area under tenanoy to sotal area, decreases
as one zoes away from lower to higher size classes. In ladras (1955-56) it is
seen thet mean Size of farm is the highest for fully reated farms and it is
the lowest for fully owner cultivated farms. From all this we may conclude s
(1) no unique pattern seems to exist with regard to size distribution of
holdings under tenancy in comparison with that under owner operctorship among
different regions of the country; (2) one can not say that temancy is genmerelly

acsociated with small-scale-farming.

T B e e




Thus, it becomes dountful that a partioular tenurial system is
associated with e perticular size distribution of holdings all over the
country. The pattern that was discerned in the census data in the last

chapter is no¢ discernad here in this fragmentary data.

(b) Percentaze sres under irrigation

ive conditions of tenants with

One msy alsc get some ides about re

regard to economic status by examining how much of land is under
irrigation end how much remain unirrigated in comperdson with thet under
cwner operatorshipe. An economically better off farmer may =vail of facilities
of irrigation to a larger extent and thus moy be placed in an even more advan—
tageous condibion then an economically worse off faurmer. One may therefore
coasider the proportion of irrigoted area under different forms of tenure as
indicating relative economic adventsges of forms wnder different systems.
Following table gives aa idea cbout the extents of irrigation facilities

under different form of tenure.

Takle 2 ¢ Irrigetion facilities

orcentage area under irrigation
class West Benzel Uttar Prodesh
(1969-79) (1254=57)
[©) 2) ()
pure ownert 38.6 76.0
pure tensnt b 27.9 53.0
cash and ki
rent tenint™ 83.0
.

Pure comens ane REie who do et leGseimany fame
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Table 2 shows, of the total aree under share-cropping (purely rented
in) only 27.9 per cent and 68.0 per cent are under irrigation for West Bengal,
Uttar Pradesh respectively. For owner farming system these percentages are
38.6 and 76.0. Again, of the total area under cash and kind rent tenancy as
much as 83.0 percent is under irrigation in Uttar Pradesh. All this may be
teken as indicating that share-croppers are generally in the worst condition
with regard to extent of irrigation, while the cash rent tenants may be in a

better position.

(c) Stock of enimels and expenditure on animals

Stock of onimals may be taken as an indicator of economic statuse In
egriculture, in the absence of sufficient mechanisation, bullock labour is
wsed as one of the important factors of production; moreover, mileh animals
and others may be used as importent sources of profit. Thus possession of a
larger nurber of animals may indicate a better economic status. However, dus
to indivisibility a small and poor farmer may also be compelled to keep as
meny animals as ere kept by a relatively larger and richer farmer — in that
case, per animal expenditure better indicates the relative economic conditions
of two groups of farms. Thus in the following table we consider not only
number of animels per acre but also per animal expenditure, under the two

different forms of tenure.
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Table 33 Stock of aniumals and expenditure on animals

est Benzel (1969-70)
2 Hos)

class animals per scre maintenance cost
.ch ofther total per animal (Us.)
(1) (2) (). (4) (5) (6,
pure owners +36 .23 .18 78 162.47

pure tenants 73 <14 +14 1.03 63.40

Table 3, which refers to West Bengal (1969-70) shows that the tenants'
average number of draught aniual per acre is larger then the owners although
their (tenants') per acre stock of miloh and other endmals is lower. However,
considering average number of all animals per acre it is seen tenants are with
a larger figure than the owners. One possible explanation for the larger per
acrs figure for number of catile for the tenants in West Bongal may be that
due to indivisibility for the input of cattle tenants can not reduce the
wumber of cattle in proportion to their farm size which is swaller than that
of the owners in the sample. Another interesting thing is that although average
nugber of enimels por acre is larger for the tenants, the msintenance cost per
aniual incurred by the tenants is significantly low. This reflects that there
usy be difference in re~ources between the classes and that cattle held by the

tenants may have a very much lower performance rates

(a) Employment pattern of labour
In this context of assessing the relative economic status of %ensnts
and owner fermers, another related guestion is the question of differences in

economic condition as is revealed from the differences in employment pattern
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of labour. In e richer farming family the number of family members to Work on
agrioulture may be expeoted to be less and ite capacity of hiring in of labour
from outside to be more than that in & poorer farming family. Thus, one of the
Ways of assessing the relative economic conditions of two zrowps of farme may
be to consider the relative conditions with regard o the patiern of employment
of family labourers on own or rented in farm, its employment outside the farm

and employment of non-fawily and hired in labourers on own or rented in farms.

Table 4t Employment pattern of labour

(in hours)
West Bengzal (1969-70)

employment of family employment of

olass labour non-fanily
work on hized labour
form out hired in
()] () () [O3)

pure owners 55043 263.0 8514
pure tenants 76841 919.5 98.3

From table 4 it is scen, in the first place, that in a owner operator's
fauily, the average musber of family labour Lours employed in his faxm or out-
sid> Lis furm, 1s uuok lower than that in a tensnt faruwer's femily. koreover,
it is intercsting to note that owners' per farm hired out labour hours is much
less than their fauily labour hours employed in own farm, whereas lebour hours
hired in from outside is much larger. On the other hand, the tenants, whose per
fara employment of femily labour hours in their tenanted forms is higher than
that of the owners, are to hire out more labour hours than that employed in
their temanted farms and that hired out per farm by the ownsr operators; they

can hire in labour from outside to a much less extent than the owner operators.
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Thus the relative conditions of employment pattern of labour under
the two different forms, as is shown in the table that refers to West Bengal
(1969-70), may be desoribed in the following wWay &

(1) Mumber of lsbour hours supplied by a tenant femily is mwh

larger than that in the owner-operator family.

(2) Whereas a tenant farmer is to depend more on family lebour

than on hired labour for the cultivation of his tenanted land,
an owner operctor depends more on hired labour than on family
labour.

(3) A tenant former hires out a larger portion of the availsble

lebour hours in comparison with an owner farmer.

(e) Curvent expenditure structure
Relative egonomic conditions of tenants and owners may also be
examined from the point of view of the differences in the pattern of cash
disbursement between the two groups of farmers. In the first place, a lower
amount of cash expenditure by a tenant with a particuler size of farm than an
ownex operator with the same size of farm may indicate that the tenant farmer

is in a worse economic condition than the owner farmer; end secondly, the

Aif: in the exp on different items of production
between the tenants end the owners may indicate the differences in relative
importance given to different items of inputs between the two groups of farmse
Following table shows the current expenditure structure of the two groups of

farms.
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Table 53 Cash disbursement per farm

in ees,
West_Bengal (1969-70.

class percentage expenditure on total
labour irrigation  input others expen-

hases diture

) ) G) (4) [69) ©)
Pure owners 37.77 4416 50441 7466 775469
pure tenants 14,07 1450 60.80 23.62  230.19

As is seen from table 5, per farw total expenditure incurred by the share
croppers is much less than one-third of that incurred by the owners. Again, it is
seen that the share. ' D on labour and irrigation

per farm is much lower than the owners. For input purchases and others, however, th
share-croppers incur a largexr proportion of their total expenditure than that of

owners, although in terms of amounts on input is

lower for the share oroppers. The lower amount of expenditure incurred by the
share-oroppers may be due to the fact that, in the semple ¢ h e bg are

with e lower average size of the farms than the owners.

(£) ¢ p_aﬁltx of mta&ggg thz nrodmo of diffevent commodities

prices in the market

Another aspect of the difference In eccnomic condifions of owners and
tenants is their relative capacity for retaining the produce to take advantage of
the inoreased prices in the market. It seems to be obvious that an economically well
off fermer mey find it possible and profitable to retain the produce to take advan-
tage of the increased prices in the market, Whereas a relatively poor farmer's
cepacity to vetain the produce may be less than the economically better off farmers.
Following teble gives an idea about the relative conditions of tenants and owners

with regard to the cavacity of retaining the produce of different coumodities.
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As is seen in table 6, for West Bengal (1969-70) tenants get lower

price for jute and »add shan the owners. For potato the © sell almost

ell at the harvest period whereas the owners retain it throughout the year and

get & much higher price than the tenants.

2. Choice regarding oropping patbern, combination
of inouts and intensity of oropping
(2) Cropping 2a.tt.rz{

In so far as production of different types of commodities involves
different degrees of uncertainty and scope for enterprensurial decision
making, choice of oropping pettern indicates how far the former is motivated
by the consideration of earning profit and wants to bear risk for that-Produc—
tion of cash crops involves risks because of market fluotustions. Again,
inoresse in the production of cash crops is often taken as an indication of
Pprogress of a country since demend for wost of the cash orops depends on the
degree of industrialisation in the national economy as well as growth of
international trade.

It is sometimes azsued? tmat the sh system is associated

with the production of a particular orop for which there is relative certainty
and less scope for enterpreneurisl decision making. While this argument may
seew to be plausible the statistical information as is demonstrated in table T

does not fully bear it out.

Share-Croz

. 3, 1971

Vol. LXXIX,
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As is seeu from table 7 except for iednya Pradesh (1955-56 and
1956=57) end ladras (1955-56) percentage aves under fibre crops is not
lower for the tenants than the owners. However, temants do not seem to
give less iuportamse to the production of food crops than the owners iu any
of tue states.

The generally accepted idea that temants are not interested in the
production of cash orops, is not however borne out by the awailable infor-
mations All this indicates that it may not accepted as a general truth that
tenants are not motivated by the consideration of earning profit or they

do 10t want to bear risk for thate

(b) Cho. of ut combinations
Since choice of imput combimutions reflccte the nature of teshnology
adopted by & fermer, differences in the choisce of inputs between owners and
sharve-croppers reflect the difference in technology adopted by the two groups
of formors. From tables 3(a) and 3(b) it is seen that the share eroppars'

per acre labcur imput is larger than the ownors their per sore expenditure on



material inputs is lower. Again, since we shall see later in table 9

that there is only negligible difference in yield per scre (for West Bengal)

between owners and tenants, it may be reascnable to think that the Share-

oroppers substitute labour for material inputs or that relation of material

inputs per acre with class is inverse of that of labour input per acre.

Table 83 Choice of input
(West Bengal, 1969—70)

(a)
per agre labour input (in hours)
class fenily hired total human bullock
labour labour labour labour
(O] (@) () (O] G)
pure owners 223.83 346436 570.19 135.54
pure tenants 566406 T2.44 638450 135.22
(v)
per sore expenditure on material injuts (ise)
class seeds chemical oil manures insecticides all
fertiliser ocakes input
items
(O] (@) ) () [6)) ©) (@)
pure owners 83.56 46457 13.18  11.30 3.54 158.20
pure tenants 54452 32435 18.46 12.66 1.66 119.56

As regerd to input of family labour and hired labour it is seen from

table 8(a) that for West Bengal while per scre family labour input is larger

for the share-croppers then the owners, per acre hired labour input is lower

for theme As regard to different types of material inputs it is seen from
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We have carri@d out experiments in six stages; in the first stage of

our we have only three cases, West Bengal (Hooghly) 19553
Andhre Pradesh (West Godavari) 1957 and Punjeb (Amritsar) 1955 end choice of our
varisbles is as follows.

X, : land (area)

3 fanily labour days

+ hired labour days

bullock labour days

ot

1 seed value (owned and purchased) + velue of fertilizer +
value of memures (owned and purchased).

Xg @ irrigation charges

X; @+ implements (nejor and minor) (value in rupees)

Y t total value of crop output.

In the second stage bullock labour is excluded; x5 and xs are added
together and considered as one variable. Also )L', in modified by adding to it
depreciation charges. Thue the verinbles in the second stage stand as follows.

X, : lend

P

NN

family labour days
3 hired lsbour days
(= X5+ Xg) + seed value + fortilizer + irrigation charges

: implements + depreciation

AN e RV AN o

+ total value of crop outpute

The third stage of experiment is carried out with hired labour and
family labour added together and considered es one varisble ie.e., x;-

In the light of the results of the 3rd stage we have exoluded veriable

X_; ()L, + depreciation) in the 4th stage and in the 5th stege we have included
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variable x; but exoluded x; (X + %g)e In the lest stase we hove excluded
voth x; and l% and undertoken production function snalyeis only with two
independent variables, @.g., lend and total labours

All these experimente as are done in the stages 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are
repeated three times with three different choices of the funotional forms s

Linear with intercept, linear without and the Agein,

the whole set of experiments is repeated (from stage 2 to stage 6) with the
sews sets of independent veriables and the same functional forme with Farm
Business Income as the dependent variable in plece of Total Value of Crop
Outpute

In Tablelfwe have srranged the coefficients of the produstion fumtion
fits with 8 verieblos (ise., results of the experiment in stage 1), In each table
(from table 2A, to tadle 120,) the produstion fumstion fits throughout different
stages, for a partioular year, district, fumctional foram and dependent variable

4
are arranged.

Following observations seem o follow with rogerd
to_the ccefficients of the variables

In the case of the first stage of cur experiment with 8 varisbles
(table ) f}y) it 1s seen that ihe coeffiolent of land is significent in five cases
out of sixj coefficient of family labour is significant in four cases and that

of hired lebour in three casee out of six. But with regard to other variable:

in most of the cases the coefficients are not significant — sometimes coefficien
of some veriables ere negative and non-significant, sometimes they are even

negative and eignificant. Thus, it is seen that coefficient of bullock labour

spter.
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is significant only in throe cases and in each of these cases the value of the

coefficient is negative; coefficient of value of seeds. fertilizers and mamiwes

1is not significent in any of the cases, coeffioient of irrigation charges is

significant in only one case in which it is positive and coefficient of imple-

ments is significant and negative in one case. Ihis shows that values of the

cosfficients as representin; the wargimal productivities of imputs concerned

camuot in meay cases be explained in terms of accepted economic theories.

Another interesting observutiun follows on the basis of tests of equality

carried out for the coeffiolents of hired labour and family labour. It is

observed (see table 14)) that the value of ¢ is significant only in one case

out of six. It follows that in many situstions merginal productivity of hired

lebour and family lebour weuld be the same. This result, if correct, is

obviously of great importamce. However, all these lead us to carry out other

experiments with different choices of the variables. .

b veid muilleoianend

Thus in the 2nd Stage of our experiments we exolude bullock labour, A,

since bullock labour may be used only as & complementary to human labour.

Secondly, irrigation charges is added to the value of seeds and fertilizers and

max since the imput may be re as indicating the investment
on variable inputs other than human labour and im>lements. Thirdly, depreciation
charges is considered as an item of current expenditure on fixed capital end is
added to the value of implements.

Tt is seen that coefficients of land, family lebour and hired labour are
non-significant in a considerably large muber of cases. In the case of value of

moeds, fertilizers, mamures and irrigation charges and in the case of
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implements the number of cases in which the coefficients are non-significant

is even lorger. This suggests that most of the variation in production may be
accounted for by varistions in land and lmmen lebour.and the vericble denoting
the combined inputs of velue of seeds etc., and the variable denoting implements
may be excluded from the set of independent varisbles.

This, coupled with the results of the tests of equality of the
coefficients of hired lebour and femily labour, made on the basis of the experi-
ments in stage 1 leads us to carry out other experiments with (i) hired labour
and fanily labour added together and considered as ome varieble, and (ii) exclu-
sion of either value of seeds etc., 6r value of implements or both froa bhe set

of independent veriables. Thus, in the third stege hired labour and family labour

are added her aad as one ble. Again, it is seen that coeffi-
cients of land and labour are non-significent in meny cases and it is only a

few cases in which coefficients of the iabl denoting the inputs

of value of seeds oto., and implements ave signifisent.

In the fourth stege of xeriment EN lininate implemﬂntﬁ]\and'. mu'z-y out
production function fiys with only the three independent varisbles : 1ond {acres),
total labour and the veriable Genoting the combined inputs of value of seeds,
fertilizers, marures ond irrigation charges. It is seen that still in a large
number of cases the coefficients of the verisbles are non-significant and the
nunber of cases in which the coefficient of tlhe combined inputs of value of
seeds etc., is iusigmificant, is very smell. Thus in the fifth stuge of our
experiment we start with land, totel labour ond implewents as independent
variables and exclude the varisble denoting the combined inputs of seeds etc.

However, it is found that with regerd to significance of the voriables the results
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obtained in this stage are not better than that obtained in the earlier stages.
Thus in the final stege of our experiment we carry out production function fits
only with tWo independent varisbles, esgv, land end totel labours It is seen
that except - few cases,ocefficients of land and total labour are signifi-
cente

Tow, if we compare the results obtained in different stages of the
experiment, it is seen that judged by the values of nz thers axe no descernsble
differences. It seems to suggest that a production function £it with two veriables
Viz,, land and labour, mey be teken as a sufficiently good representation of the
technological relations between inputs and output in our sample of farmse Agein,
if we compare the set of results obtained nth vutput as the denendent variable
with that obtained with Parn Business Income as the dependent variable, it is
seen that the production function fits are in general better in the first
case than in the sscoriones Thus, we may tele a production function £it with
output as the dependent veriable and land and labour as the two indepent variables

as & good representation of technological reality.



Some pethodological gonsiderations R 13@ m

As we have clreedy noted ab the outset, the extent to which econonically
neaningtul couclusions can be dvawn frou the above resulis could depend on the
velidity of tlhe cross section production function as a representation of the
velailons between lnpwis aud outpube Iu frylag so arrive at some general conelu~
sions rejprding vhe relitive econonic performance of terauis and owners from our
vesulis, We hove come o have soue very sericus doubts regarding the use of the

2088 section producticu functicas. In the iipst plece, as we have alresdy noted,
ir our reries of e¥perinenss, soefficienis of scue veriables are often found to
be nonesignificant or siguificart with negetive vuluess In the case of non-
significant velues of the coefficients, the eoonomic interpretation kes to be

that a chenge in the enownt of vse of $haf

tioular inpup dose not produce any
significant ohenge in gutpute A sigiificant and negutive velue of the coefficient
of the weriable implies that with an ingrease in the amount of use of that
pariicular input there is o decrease in outpube Mms on the basis of the experi-
uents thab We have made one gy cunclude that an incresse in the amomt of the
combined imputs of seeds, fertilizers, mamwes and irrigation, sometimes resulis
in either no shange at all in sroduchion or sometimes 2 decrease in oroduction.

Siuiler conclusions may be drewn with respect to implements. Eowever, it is of
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doubtful economic meaning that an ‘anzoa- in the use of inputs like seeds,
fertilizer etc., would result in no change S.n production or decrease in produs-
tion == or that any varietion in production is explainasble only by the variation
in the two variables, land and labour, all other inputs being of 1o consequence.
Another negative conclusion is based on the finding that the results of
production function fits are most highly sensitive to variations in time and
space. The results are ‘so different as one passes from one fit to another that
it is to be doubted whether they can be made the basis of any generalisation.
That the results of the production function fits are highly sensitive to variations
in time and space can be easily seen if we cbserve the variations with respect to
different years with same district and variations with respect to different
districts with same year.' The sensitivity of the coefficients to variations in
time and space is also seen in the cases when production function fits are carried

out with total number of observations in each cese i.

» with the "tenants" and
"owners” tauken in a single olass. To show this we have presented some of the
results of the proluction function fits with total nuasbew of observations in

each case, in the tzbles from tille 4 ta¢ table 9. Tims consider the cooflicient
of lande In the casc of the log-:inear fit with land and l.nhon r as the independent
verieble and total value of ocutput as dependent muui;f the nn-xuviey to place
change is 8o much that the veriation from ome distriot of West Bengal to another
is of the order of 0«41 to =0.07. The sensitivity to time chenge is indicated by
the change from =007 t0 0e27 28 one goes from year 1955 to year 1956 for the same
distriot of West Bengal. Again coeffisient for labour doubles itself when one
passes from one district of West Bensal to another (056 to 1.17) for the seme

yoar and it dwindles to a fifth (0e56 to 0.11) when one passes from yeor to
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Table 4 : Sensitivity of the coefficients to varistions in
time space. (Linear with intercept with total value
of crop output as dependent variable and land,
total labour, seeds etc., and implements as
independent variebles. )

[ownsrs end "Tensmis" combined. ]

coefficient of )
Tand total seeds, Imple-
labour  mamures, ments
fertilizer
and jrri-
. getion
) ) (3) (4) (5) (O
West Bengal District 1, 1955 98.10%%% 0,78 2.67 ~0.23 .79
(12.28) (0.62) (2.08) (0.37)
West Bengal District 1, 1956 99409 ¥* 1,624 0,01 131 oy
(30.24) (0.36) (0.27) (0.28)
West Bengal District 2, 1953 27433 * 2.67 %% 20,28 ~0.10 o
(9+85) (0e21) (0631) (0.37)
West Bengal District 2, 1956 127452 %65 0495 % 1014 X%

1.60
(16.86) (0.39) (0.27) (1.19)

Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1957  73.88 %% 3e43%% 0479 0,08
(23.79) (0.55) (0.53) (0.36)

Andhra Pradesh Disirict 1\, 1959 =17.82 9050 %%% <0496 0448
(33.90) (1.00) (0.78) (0.33)

Punjab District 1, 1955 T4:35 9% 1,25 % 2.29% 0.08 J.73
(16.92) (0.56) ©.77) (0.18)

Punjeb District 1, 1956 57.91 2.53" 2.55% .21 2.74
(21.89) {0.75) (0.5¢) (0.19)

Punjab District 2, 1955 94157 1.78% 00,03 0.72

0.44
(15.23) (0.62) (0.34) (0.29)

Punjab District 2, 1956 104497 %% 1,54 0.27 1.22%
(15.48) (0.86) (0.20) (0.47)

* significant at 5 % ** significent at 1 % ##% gignificant at 0.1 %
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Table 5 : Sensitivity of the coeificients to variations in
time space. (Lincar with intercept with total value

of crop output ae dependent varizble and land and

total labour as independent varizbles.

[ "Omers® and "Tencnts® combined./

Soefficiont of 2
Tong tal lzbour
(1) (2] G 4)
West Bengal Disvrict 1, 1955 520027 1,477 -
(1133) (2e25)
Test Bengal, District 1, 195¢ 129,667 1.57%%
{13.38) (0.39)
Gest Dengsl District 2, 1955 26,97 " 2.52 %%
(9.77) (0.16
Test Benzel District 2, 1956 142,777 1089 %0x
(17.36) (0.32)
Andhea Prodesh District 1, 1957 7036 4,07 ¥* .
(23.63) (9-31)
Andhra Pradesh Dist»ict 1, 1359 ~32439 BaA5 MK
(}2.51‘ (0.60)
Punjab Distriet 1, 1955 944867 2,24 75
(16.51) (0.50)
Punjab Distriot 1, 1956 7895 30447 .
(20.68) (0+65)
Punjeb District 2, 1955 93,917 1.97% R
(13-38) (0.59)
Punjab Disteict 2, 1956 103,55 19% 2.67%% 37
(15.92) (0.80)

* significant at 5 %

## gimificant at 1 %

*%% gisnificant at 0.1 %
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Table 5 : Sonsitivity of the coefficients to variations in
time and space. (Linear without intercept with output
as dependent veriable end land, total labour, seeds etc.,
and implements as the independent varisbles.

[T"Owncrs® and "lensate® combined/

coefficient of

Tand Total secds, Taplew 2
labour  mauuves, meate ®
fertilizer
ond icriga-
tion
(1) (2) () [O)) (5) ©)
Wost Bengal District 1, 1955 97.70%%  0.76 2.68 -0.23 ST
(12.15) (0.60) (2.08) (0.37)
Wost Benzal District 1, 1956 98,49 %% 1,627 =0.01 10317
(17.14) (0.35) 0.27) (0.27)
West Bengal District 2, 1955 27.66™ 2,677 .29 0.08 .

(9.54) (0.20) (0.31) (0.36)

West Bensal District 2, 1956 i alE T R R

Andhra Pradesh vistrict 1, 1957 67495 3430 % .33 ~0.12
(23.50)  (0.55) (0+54) (0.36)
Andhea Pradesh Disecict 1, 1959 -29.89 9.09%7  0.93 -0.51
(35.00)  (1.03) (0.1} (0.40)
Punjab Districy 1, 1955 T0.25%% 1,11 2.15% 0.10 7
(16.66) (9.55) (0.78) (0.18)
Punjeb District 1, 1956 56.94% 2.5 7% 2.49% -0.21 .7
(21.63)  (9.75) 5.93) (0.19)
Punjab Distrist 2, 1955 88,147 1.48% 0405 0.28
(15.06)  (0.61) (0.35) (0.23)
Punjeb District 2, 1956 103.447° 1037 0.29 -1.16 .7
(15.22) (0.82) (0.22) (0.46)

* siznificant at 5 %

Sicani at 1 % wee gignificant at Oel1 %



Table  73: Sensitivity of the coefficients to variations in
tine and space.( Lineay without intercept with
output as depondent veriable and land and total
lsbour es independent variable.

[ "omners® and mPensnte® combined.7

coefficient of =2
Tond total labour
[O) (2) 3) @)
West Benjal District 1, 1955 91,50 2% Tadq ¥
(11.16) (0.26)
West Bengal District 1, 1956 126,04 ™ 1.51™
(17.93) (.39)
West sengal District 2, 1955 27.50 * 24967
(9.33) (0.58)
West Bengal District 2, 1956 140,82 * 1089
(16.94) (0.29)
Andlra Pradesh District 1, 1957 63.20% 3,96
(23.29) (0.30)
Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1959 -45.33 8.07
(33.31) (0.60)
Puajab District 1, 1955 90,61 2,10 %%
(16.12) (0.45)
Punjab District 1, 1956 80,84 3049
(19.94) (0.63)
Punjab Distriet 2, 1955 9045 ¥ 1.69 *
(13.23) (0.56)
Punjab District 2, 1956 108,85 *™* 2.59%
(15.60) 0.73)

® significent at 5 % #* significant at 1 % #*% significant at 0.1 %
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Table 3 : Sensitivity of the coefficients to variations in
time and space. Log-linear with output as dependent

, total labour and sceds etc., as

[ "omers® and "leannte® combined.]

coefficient of

Tend total seeds, manures,
1labour fertilizer wid
irrigation
(1) (2) () 4)
West Bengal District 1, 1955 04179 0455 % 9433
(0.07) (0.13) (9433)
West Benzal District 1, 1956 0,917 0407 0.05
0.17) (0.15) (0.03)
West Bengal District 2, 1955 -0.06 1.26%% 0,10
(0.10) (0.11) (©.9)
West 3enzal District 2, 1956 9.25 3.24 0.41
(0.27) (0.37) (9.20)
Andhra Pradesh Distriot 1, 1957 PR & 0448 %% 0,37 *¥*
(0.07) (2412) (2.25)
Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1959 <0, 422 142979 0436 ¥
(0.10) (Ce19) (0.15)
Punjab District 1, 1955 0.48 %% 0.36 0.20
(0.12) 0.13) .12)
Punjab District 1, 1956 2455%* 0.33 % 2.15
(©.11) 0.43) (2.13)
Punjab District 2, 1955 Qu44 7% 04357 0.20
(0.10) (Qeii) (0.12)
Punjab District 2, 1956 0.39 %% 0447 ¥ Ca13
(0.08) (0.08) (5.07)

® significant at 5 % e significent at 1 % wee significant at 0.1 %
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Table 9 ¢ Sensitivity of the coefficients to veriations in
tine and space.(Log-linear with output as dependent
variable and land total labour as independent
variables.)

/["Oomere" and "Tenants" combined./

Goeffisient of 22
Tend total labour
[O) [©) G) (4)
Wost Bengal District 1, 1955 0441 %% 0.56™ ).82
(0.07) (0.07)
West Bengal District 1, 1956 0492%0¢ 0.11 .70
(0.17) (0.14)
West Bengal District 2, 1955 -0.07 1,17 X% 0.87
(0.10) (0.08)
West Bengal District 2, 1956 0427 0.82 ** .52
(0.22) (0.22)
Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1957 0415 0.88 %% S
(0.08) (0.08)
Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1959 0444 X% 1459 X%
(0410) (0.10)
Punjab Distriet 1, 1955 0e56 7 049 %
(0.11) (0.11)
Punjeb District 1, 1956 0.60 ™% 0446 7% 2.7
’ (9-10) (010)
Punjeb District 2, 1955 054 ¥ 0,46 7
(6+09) (0.09)
Punjab District 2, 1956 0445 2% 0455 7% -7
(0.07) (0.07)

* gignificant at 5 % we gignificant at 1 % axe gignificant at O.1
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another for the same district. It may be checked With the results presented in
the tables thot the same instability is also present in the coefficiente of land
and labour for the same states when one passes from the £if with land and labour
alone to other fit involving more variables. (By comparison much less instability
is shown by the estimated coefficient values for Punjab).

The coefficients for the linear fits are no more stable. In West Bengal
the marginal productivity of lend incressed in a single year with sams district
from 27.35 to 127.52 (in the case of 4 independent variables e.g., land, total
labour, seed value otoe., and implements with total viluc of / as the dependent
va.:lahla_ Whoreas thet of lebour during the ssme period from 2.67 to 0.95.

The same type of variation is seen in the case of linear production £it

without intercept. Thus, it is seen, marginel productivity of land in West Bongal

again increased in a single year with the seme district from 27.66 to‘127.zs“_3
We have seen that the production funotion fite are not poor if judged
by conventionsl stetistical considerations : the R® in most cases is pretty high.
Hence, it ir 10t that the fitted function fauils to account for a large enough
portion of the observed veriation. The instebility we are speaking of arises from

what may ve called very large year effects and area aft‘eutsz/, or what it implies

2/ The instability that we have noted is not peculisr to the fits carried out by
us alone. As o matter of fact the dota used by us are the seme as have been
used by verious other research workers and the functional forms used by us
are also the most commonly used ones; hence the resulis obtained by us should
not be bmsically any different from those obtained by others. Nor are they.
Thus Raj Krishna (Some production functions for the Punjab 3 Indian Journal
of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 19, 1964) obtained a coefficient of 0.20 for
humen labour for Ferozepur end Amritscr for the year 1954-55 and one of 0.57
for the same districts for the year 1955-56. Srivestave and Nagadevera's
(On the allocation efficiency under risk in Transforming Treditional Agricule
ture ; Economic and Polisical Weekly, Vol. 7, 1972) estimates of coefficients
of land changed from around 0.50 to =0.55 just by changing over from 1967-68
to 1968-69, crops produced remaining the same (local wheat), area remaining

contdesss
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is that if we are to meke estimates on the basis of pooled data, the B.z of
such fits would be very very low — much lower than the ones cssociated With
the fits that have already been carried oute Now, if one wants to make any
generalisations they have to be mede precisely on the basis of such pooled
estimates. The very idea of generalisation is that conclusions drawn should
not be valid for particuler districts and particular years, but hold irrespec-
tive of time and area as long as certain basic conditions remain common.
However, one explanation for this instability in the values of the
coefficients way be that we have not considered the possible size effects,
while carrying our production function fits. In fact, there may be differences

in technological relations between inputs and outputs among the farms under

different size classes and the observed instability might reflect heieroserciis
in the population Whicu is assumed to be homogenous. Thus i fe wext chapld
(haplin viD we Shall try o gt celolive gfelivenas g M
Fweg /S‘ry{‘:«,ﬁ awqiu’ung Yelobive forformanec G T Afwo Groufs q farma
Undin diffeed Aife  classa,

2/ (contd.) the same (Perozepur) and functional form remaining the same
(Cobb-Douglas). The ecefficients for humen lebour marks a rise during
the same yenr from around 0.20 to 1.25 ! It is not necessary to midtiply
examples. It is quite clear that production function fits that have been
carried oui by other research workers to oross section data obtained by
the Farn Lonagement Surveys also reveal suoh instability of the numerical
velues of the coefficients.
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Table 24,3 Aesults of pmduauon, different stages
West Bengal Districs 1, 1955
Linoer with intercept
Squations Tater— Soarf ioient of w2
ocept lend total Touily hired soeds, -
lobour lobowr lebour mauuses, @onts
forsilie
ser ond
irrigem
icn
1. ). G 4 [63) (O] [62] 3) [6))
ecuation 1 1
ownors 16090 0107 ¥%% 193 122 =012 236 -
standord armozes  (27.30)  (12.10) (2669)  (0464) (2:16)  (937)
teuanie 16,75 35,17 2415 2.29%  4e24 =123
stondand ezrors  (79¢37)  (50.94) (0094)  (1433) (4e48)  (1e71)
equation 2 3
14.25 910550 1021 -)e22 0e33 o
(25045) (12.33)  (2463) (2.12)  (2.36)
“123.62  153.04  =0e37 10091 % =315 0.0
(95447) (62065)  (1e23) (5023)  (216)
15459 9330 %54 111 e84 1
(25¢43) (1177 (0.62) (2e04)
7971 2410 14,17 * o1
(42.12)  (1.29) (5.01)
1407 9203670 1,22 X% 201
(26499) (10437)  (2.32) 0.32)
tenante “5e70 50401 1.01 5e37 oo
stondend errars  (76+98)  (29.42) (%.64) (1.02)
eouvation 5 ¢
owmers 13092 9237700 1,23 %% ).31
stondord evmors  (25.27) (10.20)  (0.27)
tonants =236459  116.90%F 2498 %} 3
standord ezvars  (118.52) (51e80) (299

* signifioant ot 5 %

#» gignificant at 1 %

a»e significant at Oe1 %



Table nz. Results of production/fite Lin different stuges
West 3ensml District 1, 1955
Linear with intercept

Saiions Tatore

goefficient of

oot Tamd etal Tamily hired seeds, | Iwle- A%
lobour labour lobour manures, —mente
fortilim
zer and
irrigam
tion
O [0) G) (O] @) [©)) [©) ()
egquasion 1 8
ommers 25094 T116 %% 1.62 0416 =1.66 2,28  J.%0
standond errors  (33.18) (14e71) (2434)  (271)  (2463)  (3446)
tenants 52435 41e47 0458 1001 3.99 % =)e53 ..
standard evrors  (63436) (40473) 2.75) (1.47)  (3438)  (137)
equgtion 2 @
ounars 65083 T152%¢ 043 -0.22 2.63 e
standard ervors  (33.17) (15.63) (2.82) (2.77)  (0048)
tensanss -106011 66417 “2eT9 11,57 % =227
atendard errors  (5%.27) (38.37)  (0.73) (3026)  (1e34)
ecuation 3 ¢
ownors 65035 T5.76%% 0025 0496
standard errors  (33.32) (15.42)  (0.8%) (2463)
tenants 104031 37470 =0e59 1239 ¢ .35
standand errors  (53¢94) (24466) (2.75) (2.93)
equation 4 ¢
ouners 25067 T5e61%+ 1423 -1.47
standard arrors (32.62) (13413)  (0.39) (0.39)
tenants ~53466 35421 0.76 3042 2%
standard errors (76+35) (29.22)  (0.64) (1600)
ecuation 5 ¢
ownars 55616 T3e53 3% 2452 3
atandard errors  (35.14) (14e16)  (0.36)
tensats -205435  T1e42 2.02
standerd ecrors  (33.52) (38.23)  (0.74)

* signiiicant at 5 %

*e cizndficent st 1 %

*# gignificont at Ot %



Pable 2. s Besulie of production £its in different stages

West Bengal Distrdet 1, 1955
Linear without intercept

203 HE

45

equations goelficient of 2
Tond total | fomily hired soods, Tasle= R’
obour labowr  lobour Slanures, weuts
fortilizer
and freie
ation
() ). G) {4). G () () G
oquation 1 &
ownors 91455 00¢ 123 1,234 =213 2434
atandard errors (12.36) (0468)  (2463) (2.16) (2e37)
tenants 32435 2.13 4038 % 4e27 1017
standard errors (4293) (0e93)  (1e77)  (4e49) (1e69)
ecuaiion 2 3
owners 915900 1026 =23 D433
ntandord errors (11.53)  (2.62) (2.12) (2436)
tenwais 116:95 =DeT3 12.99 % “3e09
$tandord orrors (63432)  (1e31) {535) (e33)
equecion 3 8
owners 93032%0 1,17 2440
standard errors (11.72)  (0.61) (2.01)
tonante 4346 =325 16415 »%x
stonderd errors (33062) (1e31) (493)
equatlon 4 8
cumers 92092 gnr 1029 xx -0.02
standard ervors (12.32)  (2423) (9e31)
tonznse 58065 2499 544077
stondard ervors (21.57)  (0.62) (3436)

equation 5
owners

standerd errors
tenrnis
standord ervors

92091 5 1028
(00,75 (9.25)
63499 306K
(43062) (1.12)

® significant at 5%

*s significant ot 1 %

a»» gignifisaat at Ol %



204{3

T

aesulte of produstion flte ln different stages
Toct Bonwal Distrint 1, 1355

Linear without invercept

equations oeff{icient of »
Tod  soeal fomily & Boeds, Tolem R
labour labour  lsbour — mOLUPAS, usats
fortilizer
and irrlge
tion
(@) (€3] @) () () () Gl
72004 ¥ % 177 024 -1.75 225
standard orrors (14+63) (2e31)  (Q.77) (2.63) (0.46)
tenants 21452 =)elh 1437 903 «Je32
staudand ezzors  (35696) (2.73)  (1443)  (3.76) (1.41)
ecuntion 2 3
cwnore 74091™ 2463 =0.26 2.62
stondamd errors (15.33)  (2e32) (2.31) (2.43)
tonants 33.37 =103 13.23 1023
atondund ercors  (30472)  (2.36) (3.52) (1.52)
ecuation )
ounors 73019 *¥* 2450 %92
stendard errors (19656)  (2431) (2.67)
tenants 11273 =De39 14.54
steatard osrors (22033} (3e31) (3493)
oquasi B
ownors
oprd errors
21.21 .64 3479
etandard errors (21.95) (2463) (0.37)

equation 5 ¢

ownoers 76611 0,76 ¥
standard errors  (14e26)  (2e33)
tenanis 22435 209 %
stondurd orcors  (35042)  (0437)

® sijificant at 5 % «s gignifiosat at 1 % #se gignificant ot el %



TableX, ¢ Reculis of sroduotion T1ts in different stages
Wost Beugnl Dismiriet 1, 1955
Log Linoar

(Dependent varisble s Potal velue of orop output)

205 132
-

equations coelf icient of I
land total facily  hired soeds, lmple=
labour labour labour mosures, wents
fertilizer
d ireie
gation
[O) &L G [0)) G (@) [2) [OMOR
equation 3 ¢
owners 334 %%% 20497 2047 #x =403 431
standord errore  (0042)  (0009) (0.14) (9+39)
tenants 2e34%¢  252% 2426 Ded5 Je %
standard errors  (9493)  (0022) (0440) (0435)
equation 3 ¢
owiors 3043 wex 2050°*% 0043 248
standerd exrors  (1e34)  (2003) (2403)
tonaute 179 % 2058% 0,767 2.8
standerd ecrors (0.47) (2e22) (292)
® gignificans at 5 4 *»  gignificsat et 1 7% #se gignifionnt at 0ol %



206 =5
248

Table Z:,z s Gesulus of produstion/fits ia differeat stezes

viest Bengal Distriet 1, 1955

Log lineer
equations i goeffigient of
Tond tobal fanily hired sceds, Taplom
labour labour lobour anures, wonts
forsilizer
and irzie
pticn
(&) (2) 3) 4) 5) (@) @, (&)
aguation 3 s
ouners 4006™*  0.73%F 031 0420
standord errors (283)  (e13)  (2.31) (2e20)
tenants 1.76 2e45%  0e21 2459 Je
standerd errore (2.94)  (3.22)  (0.41) (0+35)
equstion 5 s
ounove 2057 0,76 % 2,06
standard errors QeT1) (2.19)  (3.13)
tenaats 0,17 0.54%  0.97

staidard orrars (2e51)  (0e24)  (0.13)

® aigmificent ot 5 % *# gignificant st 1 % ®sr gignificant ag Oel %



207 &
28~

funetion

Table }A‘l Besults of production fite in different 8iages

West Bengal District 2, 1955
Linear with intercept

equat ions inter— oceffis 12
cept  Tand  total  feuily hired seeds,  imple-
labour labour labowr menuves, nents
fortili=
zor and
irrige~
tion
(O) @) G @ 6)) (O ) [© B C) N
equation 1 ¢
omer <3044 27032% 2.35%  2023% <017 <Te23%* 0.0
standard errors  (22.55)  (9.83) (0e25)  (0.30) (0e34)  (0.33)
tenants =T7+29 114429 * 1040%  Oed4 .50 1464
standard errore  (62.13) (39.29) (0a57)  (0480) (1.28)  (2.03)
Sguation 2 »
owners 119 18.79%  2.63™ 0.0 «0.07  =0e23 .00
standard errors  (23.08)  (9425) (0.24) (0e34)  (0.34)
tonants ~53407 112,66 % 1,23 % 1048 0.27
stendard errors  (61456) (40.37)  (0458) (131)  (185)
eguation 3 s
ownars 4050 18.42%  2.647** ) ~0a15 .90
standard errors  (2132)  (9.19)  (0.24) (0.31)
tenants 5304 115.92%% 4,25 % 1.59 .99
standard exrors  (53.74) (33.24)  (0.53) (1.02)
oquation 4 ¢
ownere 483 26.23% 2,70 ¥¥* «0a57
stendard exvors  (20.12)  (9.72)  (0.17) (0.28)
tenants -41.08 112,16 ¥ 14,75 X ~0.34 .39
standard errors  (61445) (35.36)  (0.48) (0e57)
lg\l_atim 5_ ]
owners 1092 1833 % 2455 X** 2.9)
standard errors  (2056)  (9.14)  (0e16)
tenants 32406 107.05% 1,69 %

standard ervore  (58.67) (33.08)  (0.47)

* significant ot 5 % * aignificant at 1 % *#» aignificant at 0ol %



Table )Az % Resulte of production Tits in different stages

West Jengel Distri:t 2, 1955
Linear with intercept

ecuations intere aoeffiolent of 3
cept land  total fauily hired  eeeds,  imple- -
lebour lobour lsbour manures, uents

fortili-

zer snd

iweiga~

tion

(D) () G). [03) [63) [O) (1) GO

equation 1 ¢
ownre 28,71 21443 BT 0,38 074 T4 .ot
stondard errore  (26s40) (11.51) (0030)  (2.35)  (0440) (0+39)
tenanse =19:95 47437 1026 =106 =245 4u33 .o
standard errors  (33.94) (53497) (077)  (1003)  (1e72) (2.74)
squation 2 o
owners 39419 2.11 1029 ** 0050 =420 .45
steadard ecrors  (29047) (11.8) (2+31) (0:44)  (3.44)
tenants 4200 43.33 0496 ~2.20 094 .01
stondard errors  (92460) (63.72) (3.37) (1097)  (2.78)
equaiion 3 ¢
owners 33493 1.78 1030 ¥ % =3e59 Jo42
standard errors  (27.18) (19.72)  (0431) (2440)
tenante 33039 54444 2.37 =1.80 A1
standard orrors  (33455) (50012) (2481) (1.54)
equatiol s
osnors 2567 75.61%% 1,23 X% 147 5
stondard errors (32.62) (13.13) (0439) (339)
tenanss 53466 35.20 276 3042 .ov
standard errors  (76035) (29¢22)  (0.64) (1.00)
ecuation 5 s
- 4357 42 0.7 X*
stonderd ezrore  (26.59) (11482) (2e21)
tonsate 751 64.42 0.37 -1

stendand arrors  (36441) (49.78)  (0469)

¢ sigalficant at 5 % ** siguifioont ot 1 % *** aignificant at 0.1 %



209 57

Table 33, ¢ Results of production/fits in different stages

West Sensal Dictrict 2, 1955

Linear without intercept

equations R ocoff isient Of A
Tand  total  fomily hived soods, mle- R
lasbour labour lubour — manures, ments
fertilizer
and irpie
tion
(O) (@) G, [O) G) [ () (OB
oquation 1 ¢
owners 2707 % 2.34%%% 2422 %% 22416 .24
standard ercors (9453) (2.24)  (0429) (9e32) (9+32)
Po— 92,77 * 1.52%  0.72 1013 1.75
standard errors (34463) (.57)  (0.73) (1.26) (2.28)
ecuation 2 ¢
18.06% 2464 ¥ ¥ 207 =)e22
(9433)  (3.23) 0.33) (2e33)
tonants 97e27* 133 % 1021 2452
standard errors (3435)  (3.57) (123) (134)
squacion 3 3
ownere 13,08 2,63 ¥* ¥ “de14 .2
standerd erors (3e92) (2.23) (0.31)
tenonts 102.477% 1,33 * 1.42
standard errors (23492)  (2+53) (1.01)
ecuation 4
ownors 25.83% 2469 % 057 o
stondard errors (9e44) (0016) (2.28)
tonants 101,82 X% 4,76 % .27 -
stendard ecrors (32.39)  (0449) (0456)
oguation 5 @
ownors 93.18% 2455 ¥

siondard arrors
tensate
standard errors

(3.37) (2.15)
99443 %% 171 %
(29:47) _ (2.47)

® signifioant at § %

*e gignificant at 1%

*» significant at 0e1 %



function
Table n' ¢ Besults of produotion/fits in different stages

West Bengal Distriot 2, 1955
Linear without intercept

210

.1
22

ecuations ooeffio. of 2
Tond Total  family hired  oeods, inple-
labour labouwr labour momures, ments
fertiliser
and ireiga=
tion
[O) (2) G) (4) 5) () [©NN
eguation 1 ¢
omore 23054 .85 0uth =083 .14
standord errors  (11.23) (0623)  (235) (2.38) (0.38)
tenants 41482 129 =103 =224 4036 57
standard errore  (45481) (2:75)  (1002)  (166) (2.74)
ecuation 2 ¢
ownsre 4063 140%% 0,62 0,08 2
standard errors (11.63) (9+29) (0443) (e42)
tenants 54495 0489 ~2:00 276 i1
gtandard wrvore  (5%91)  (0485) (1490) (2075)
oquation 3 3
owners 4034 1039 %% =De65 .
standand exrors  (11e43)  (0¢29) (0e40)
tenants 62460 0,92 1469
etendard errors (43407) (2.80) (1e51)
equstion 4 ¢
ownars 21098 035 " 29 0
stondard errore  (11.52)  (0.20) (0.34)
tenante 81,73 0469 ~1.78% .51
standard errors (39461) (0.64) (273)
equation 5
owners 4076 1,08 % * =30
standard ervors (1.04) (920)
tenants 66e21 037
standard errors (43020) (0+69)

* pignificant at 5 %

e glguifioans at 1 %

s%s gignificant at 0ot %
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Table ’(:1 t Results of produstion fite in differeat 8hages
West Dengml Discwict 2, 1955

Log linear

{Dapendent variable s Toial waiue of crop vubiub)

ecualicns intercept goefiicions of I’
land  total fomily bhived oveds, Smple=
lobour  lobour lebour wmres , Py
fartilizer
aud irpie
ation
[O) 2) [€) [O)) [ (@) ). [OME)
eguation 3 @
oanors 3T =2ad2 e22%%x ~de12 2484
stondard esrors  (Jed?)  (2612) (0e14) (2e11)
sonanze =)e13 w)e3) 142330 Je4 294
otandad erzore (3e54)  (2423) (de22) (3e19)
equition 5 1
ounars JedT  =2ed4 111 X X% e84
otondard arzore Qed1)  (2e12) (2.10)
tonsuta =230 03t 36 ¢
standard orrors  (Je51)  (2e23) (Je15) Je94

® siznificant at 5 %

** oignifionnt ot 9 %

*** aignificant at O0ut %
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s Results of produstion/fits in diffevent stages

Tabie }02
Wost Bengal Disirict 2, 1955
Log linear
oquations goefficiont of n2
land total lmily hired soeds, imple=
labowr lesbour labour manuras, ments
fortiliser
and irrige~
sion
(1) ) () (@) (6] (&) 1 [€) £
equation 3 s
owners 0664 004 0699 -)e26 e
stenderd ersars  (1e32) (0433} (0ed46) (0436)
tonsats 205 ~0e54 1434 =23 Yo
standard errors (1664)  (0e71)  (0463) (2458)
equation § 8
oners Je34 «Je30 2eT5
standerd errors (1023)  (0.37)  (232)
tenants 227 =652 1439
standard errors (155 (0e72)  (2443)

* gignificant at 5 %

es pignificant ot 1 %

®ss aignifioant at Ol %
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Table “1 8 Resulie of produstion/fits in different stages
West Bongal maczuz 1, 1956
Linear with interoept

equation Tnterm Sceffisient of 22
cent Tasd  total  faully hived soods,  Luple-
lebour lebour labour nemires, moute
fortilie
zer and
PRI
sion
(D) @) G @ G) (O (©) [€))
equation 1 s o
p— 66430 74480 ¥ ¥¥ .26 25" s ner”
standend errors  (24451) (12.35) (9.33)  (0.23) (0.19) (3.21)
tenants 4190 39,30 ~1.53 1099 19.297% 11.6
stendand errore  (176.73) (182.60) (2.21)  (3481) (5.06)  (8.03)
equation 2 8
omners 66.72  T4433%%% q.p5%%% a5 18877
standaxd errore  (21.87) (12.60)  (0.25) (0.19)  (2.20)
tenanss 252041 215.25  =3.08 17.85%% 2,74
standard ervors (118.43) (78.87)  (1.99) (5032)  (594)
equation 3 s
canere ~2.15  121.00%¥¥ 4,30 % 9.20 2.79
stondard errore  (29.65) (16.69)  (0.37) (0.26)
tenants -232.50 227.88% <3.33 13.50 X ¥ 3093
standand errors  (105¢83) (70493)  (1.35) (4.92)
equation 4 1
ouners -21.85 110,96 % 215 % -1e11
standard orvors  (30.60) (17.03)  (0.52) (0e53)
tenante -313.52  231.05 056 0,36
siandard ovrors (246.26) (182.13)  (2.49) (2.40)
eauation 3 ¢
omore 2,36 120.38°% 4,359%
stendard errors  (23.95) (16.64)  (0437)
tenaute ~25247  228.92%  0.95

stondard orzazs  (156451) (105.04)  (2.15)

* significant at 5 & ** gignificent at 1 % #*» gignificant at el %
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Table 0, 8 Resulie of produstion/fits in different steges
West Bongal Distriot 1, 1956
Linesr with intexoept
equation inter= scefficient of 32
oept land total ferdly hired eocods, Lmple=
labour labour labour memures, moute
fertili-
sor and
Lrrizem
sion
() (@) 3). [()) ) () @ [©) [©))
equation 1 s -
omors 66430 74480 W ¥¥ 126 2™ a5 ey
standard errors  (24.51) (12.85) (9.33)  (9.23) (0.19)  (2.21)
tenante -41.90 =3930 -1.53 199 19.297% 11.6
stendard erzore  (176.73) (182460) (2021)  (3+81) (5.06) (8.03)
equation 2 s
omers 66,72 740337 4,25 %% .15 10887
otandord errors  (21.87) (12.60)  (0.25) (0e19)  (2.20)
tenants =252.41  215.25  =3.09 17.85%% 2,74
standard ervors  (118.43) (78.87)  (1.99) (5032)  (5.94)
.Mﬁiml z 3
omere =215 121,08%% q.30 % 2.20 79
standard ezvors  (29.66) (16.69)  (0.37) (0.26)
tonants ~232.50 227.98% 3.33 18,50 ¥ 95
standand errors  (105.83) (70493)  (1.35) (4e92)
Squation 4 s
cuners ~21.85 11096 *°F 2.15 % -te11
stondard ozvors  (30660) (17.03)  (0.52) (0.53)
tenants =313.52 231,05 0456 <0436
siandard ovwors (246026) (182.13)  (2.49) (2.40)
236 120,380 4,354
(23.95) (16.64)  (2.37)
~252047  228.92%  0.95
(156051) (105.04)  (2.15)

* @ignificant at 5 %

“* significant at 1 %

#*» gignificant at Jet %



Table 44, s Besults of produstion/fits in different stages

West Bengal Distriot 1, 1956

Lincar with intercept

equations

dnlere= ’y of 2
oept Tond  total fawily hived  seeds,  dmplo= R
labour labour labour mamures, uonts
fortili-
zer and
irrige=
jtion
() (2) G) (4) [69) @) (7). @) [6)]
egquat. 1
owners 31095 ones?* ¥ 133 0,08 =0.10  1.63%KE .0
standard errors (27.75)  (14455) (9:44)  (032) (%e21) (0.24)
tensnts “139.58  =33.65 - .76 2.61 15.00%% 13.95°%
stondard errors (167.92) (173.44) (2491) (3.62) (4+80) (7463)
equation 2
- 73 9l oum 0010 BTRRE
standerd errors (26040)  (15021)  (2.31) (0e22) (0.24)
tenante -221.34 16,01 1,37 14043"" 10.48%
stondard errors (101.45)  (67.53)  (1.71) (456)  (5+09)
equation 3 s
ounbrs 3011 137.95° %% .37 2452 .71
stondard errore  (32.67) (13.33)  (0e41) (9.29)
tenants ~145.65 64434 2420 96,93
standard errors (103.63)  (72.85)  (1.90) (5405)
equution 4 o
cwasrs 4397 11479 %% 2.45%% “2u42%% .77
standonrd errors (30.99)  (17.20)  (0.52) (0453)
tonants ~399+92 251455 0e24 =307
standard ecrore (216.37) (160.44) (2.20) (2.12)
ecuaslon 4 ¢
ors 834 1370547 0.42
standard errore (31.93)  (18.35)  (0.49)
tensnte 163093 65029 1.63
standard orrors (150.71)  (101.15)  (2,07) -
—-mmt—rr!r—-—w—nm&run % EnTTe—t =t
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Table 43, 3 Results of produstion fits in different stages
West Bengal Distriot 1, 1956
Linear without intercept
(Depondents vericdle : lotel valus of zrop oul
equations coeffisient of 2
Tond total | femily hired Gedn, Tole R
labour labour labour manures nments
fertiliser
and irri=
Sation
[} (2) G). (4. [6)) (@) () [©)
equation 1 3
- 81,20 1% 1587 1.27% 0008 w72
stendard errors (12.86) (0e37)  (0e29) (0e19) (9e20)
tenants 56046 1044 2446 19053 %X 1228 .
standard errore  ( 137.41) (2408)  (318)  (4e95) (17.46)
@quation 2
cumers 84430 %" 4437 ** .07 175"
stendard errors (12.37) (0.26) (2019) (9.20)
tenunte 217.36 ¥ =3.93 19000 * .59 .1
standard errors (92.08) (2.26) (6e17) (6+60)
equation 3 8
ouners 120036 %% 4.30%% 2419 -
standard errore (16020)  (0+36) (0.26)
vensate 214039% =3.89 18,07 %%
standard errors (81.50)  (2.19) (5468)
equation 4 @
owmers 109065**% 2,05 ** -1.02
stondard errors (16439) (2+49) (2.52)
tenante 153032 1009 108 .2
stondard errors (156461) (2462) (1.37)
sion 3 ¢
owniees 121,63 %% 4035 % F 3479
stondard errors (16413)  (0.36)
tenante 214.26  0.43

standerd errors (112.63) (2423)

* aignificant at 5 % ®» gignificant at 1 % aa% gigniCicant at Oel %



Table 482 8 Results of productio:
West Bengal Distriot 1, 1956

Linear without intercept

16 199
2 248

ite /1n different stages

equations Sceifisient of 22
Tend totel  family Lied  seeds, imple=
labour labour labour marmres, wents
fortilizer
and lrrigom
sion
(O) )] GJ ) Gl 16) (©N
equation 1 3
ownere 36445 %¥¥ 1537 @07 =07 [T e
standard errors (14.23) (0e41)  (0.32) (2e21) (2.22)
tenante ~172.47 “3ed4 217 15031%% 16019* 1.7
standard ervors  (134.92) (2:04)  (3.12)  (436) (7e32)
equatica 2 ¢
owners 100:94 ¥ 0443 0001 1074%%%0 52
standard errors (14.83) (931) (0e23) (2e24)
tonznte 17486 ~2e11 15045 ¥ 756 0.3
standard errors  (79¢40)  (4495) (5032) (5469)
equation 3 s
ownore 137.46%*% 0,38 225 3071
stondard ecrors  (17.85)  (0.40) (0.23)
tenants 55039 =264 17,16 ¥ % 7
tonderd errors  (76,82) (1.99) (5+35)
equation 4 1
p— 120955 g 56 4% 2,25
stendard errore  (17.15)  (0.50) (3.51)
tenanss 91,13 090 =263 +59
standand ecrore  (148.39) (2445) (1.75)
equaiion § ¢
caners 133.45 ¥* 0,43 7
standard ervors (17:79)  (2.49)
tenznts 5578 129 5
standard ervors  (104.27) (2.11)

® signifisant at 5%

** significant at 1 %

*** gignificant at Oel %



R

Table 40, ¢ Results of produotion fite in different etages

West Bongal District 1, 1956
Log limcer
(Dependent verisble s Total waluo of orop cutput)

Soofffolomb of
Tend  total  femily hiped  soods, Totom 22
labour labour lobour manures, mente

fertilizer
ond Loeie
(O} () G [ONG)) (6) E%% {3) (9)

squstion 3
omers L 483" 089" oun0 0404 0468
standard orrore  (2459)  (0e18) (0497) (2.08)
senante 6055%%  1015% <0097 2495 2486
etendand arvore  (1e43)  (0ed7) (0e59) (2039)
sumtion 3 o
cmere 40627 0489"% 0493 0468
standacd eveors  (0059)  (0.13) (0.15)
teanats 50717%  1.29% .47 0078

stondard orrore  (1e63)  (056) (0e45)

® sigaificant at 5 % ** gignificans at 1 % *** gignificant at 0t %
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Table 40! 8 Results of production /fite in different stages

West Bengal District 1, 1956

Log linear
oquabl cceffislent of 22
land total  fasily hired  seeds, izple-
lapour labour labour manures, moute
fertiliger
and imeie
gatlon
Q) @) Gl @ G ©) ) G 6
equabion 3 3
oumors 4317 1,00 0,00 0600
stendard errors  (0.64) (0e19)  (3.18) (2.09)
tonante 5037 1017 =0u59 0450
stoadend ervore  (2030)  (0692)  (2093) {2e76)
equat i s
omere 491 1,01% 0,01
standard errors  (0.63) (0e13)  (2e47)
tenante 4e93% 24 <017

standerd errore  (2664)  (9.33) (%.72)

® @ignificent at 5 % s gignificant at 1 % wee gignificant at Ot %
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Table 5A, s Resulis of production/fits in different stages
West Bonsal District 2, 1956
Linear with intercept
Squations Tater— coeffioient of )
cept land total fonily hired seeds, dample-
labour labour labour manures, nents
fortili-
zor and
Lrrigom
tion
() 2) () (4) G) . (6) [() [OI))
equation 1 s
owners 1091 121,91 ¥¥X 1.30%  <0.95  1.15%F 3,49% 9o
standard errors  (46463) (16.18) (0.52) (.50 (0.30)  (1+26)
tenants =174453 165430 * 1.93% 2,50 % 0.52 6e27% .00
standard errors  (55044) (52.76) (e70) (109} (0e36) (2.26)
equation 2 3
ownars 9020 113.19%*% 0,08 1.36 %% 3.60% .77
standard errore  (51468) (17.73)  (0.47) (2.33)  (1.39)
tenants <143.75 149,30 ¥ 2434 %% 2.33 4012 0.7
stondard errore  (58.12) (55487)  (0.74) (0e38)  (2013)
equetion 3 s
owners 13.37  128.57%%% 0,83 % 1435 *X
stondard ervors  (53479) (17e44)  (439) 3e34)
tencate =145e79 209403 %¥ 1472 % 7T ¥ 3.95
standerd errure  (61460) (44439)  (0.72) (0e32)
ecuation 4 @
owners 16026 146491 %% 2,74 ¥ % 271 .70
standanrd ervors  (52.48) (16.82)  (0.43) (2.62)
tensais 124043 145,51 %% 2,96 ¥ ¥¥ 2.37 33
standard ezrers  (70405) (45.76)  (0+56) (0463)
equation 5 ¢
ownors 25037 140474 %% 4,50 %%
stendard erroes  (58.93) (18.86)  (0.37)
tenants “130.36 153,20 %% 2,97 %*

standard ervors  (63.01) (40.72)  (0.55)

* significent at 5% # significant at 1 % #se gignificant at 0l %
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Table 54, + Heoulte of prodwtion/fite in different stages
West Bengel District 2, 1956

Linear with intercept

ecuations inter= goefficient of = 2
oept land  total gy, scads, le~
lobour Lok lobos M 0l
zor and
drrdgam
tion
(D) (2) [63) (4) (5). (€] (] (8) )
oquation 1 &
ounars 79474 52452 %% 1467 1.89°1 0.61 3.29%% .0
stenderd erzors  (33.56)  (11.64) (0e37)  (0e35)  (9e22) (0490)
tonants «123.59 61431 1.93%  1.35 “1.13% 3.43% 0.0
stondoxd evrors  (45¢93)  (43.75) (0:58)  (0e91)  (0029) (1.37)
equation 2 s
ounors 31,90 54044 %% 1,697 7% “0e65%  3e29%* .00
standard errors (33.55)  (11.54)  (030) (9e21)  (2.99)
tencnts “111.41 51493 2,06 ¥¥ ~1.21%% 2,27 .9
standard orrors (44436)  (42464)  (056) (3.29) (1.67)
equation 3 3
omars <137 67,83 2,37 %% “0e65% 7
atacdord ewvors  (36032)  (11.77)  (2.25) (0.23)
tenants ~113.09 39492% 1,74 ¥ =297 ** )43
standard ervors (43.23)  (32.96)  (0.52) (9.23)
ecustion 4 ¢
owmers -32449 6.81%F .82 .49
standord errors  (33.03)  (12.19)  (0.31) (0.45)
tenanis 151020 132,92%%  0.20 -1.09 -
standard errors (56482)  (37e15)  (0.46) (055)
equation 5 t
ownars =34.70 61.94%* 2,05%7"
stondard erzors (33.03)  (12.16)  (0.24)
tonsats 133,74 160.07%7 017 LT

8tandard errors (59498)  (37.60)  (0.49)

* significant at § % ** significent et 1 % #*¢ gigaificant at 0«1 %
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Table 5B, s esults of production £i
West Bengal District 2, 1956
Linear without intercept
equations Soeffisient of .
land  total  family hired seads, imle- R
labour labour labour manures, ments
fertilizer
o
[O) [©) [63) (4) () mm“ [¢2) [©)
oquation 1 s
owners 121.99*%% 130%  20.95 1015 3019 *
standerd errors (15.92) (0.50)  (0.43) (2.30) (1.26)
tenants 116465 ¥ 2.17% 1,03 0.40 5082
stendard errors (57+95) (0e31)  (1025)  (0.41) (2.63)
equation 2 8
ounars 113.53%%% 5,09 1.36 ¥* 3.36% 7
stondard errors (17.51)  (0.45) (0.33) (1.39)
tencnts 105.70 2.40% Q27 3
standurd errors (58.42) (0.81) (%e41)
equation 3 s
owners 147.66% %% 9,737 ~2.72 ¥ ¥
standaxd errors (16+46) (0.40) (0.62)
tonants 138057 %% 4,02 % 1095 %% E
stendard errors (15.67)  (2.31) Qe27)
equation 4 s
oimars 147,63 2,73 ¥+ -2.72
standerd errors (16446) (0.40) (0+62)
tononts MTe91* 2.95%% .49
standard errors (43462)  (2+59) ©e71)
ecuation 5 s
ownare 142,05%*% 4455 %
standard errors (13.43)  (0.33)
tonants 126059"% 2496 **
standard errors (41.25)  (0.58)

® significant at 5%

** significent at 1 %

*** significant at 0e1 %



Table 5!2 3 Besults of produetion

West Bengal District 2, 1956

Linecar without iniercept

222 5

fite in diffevent stages

equat ions eoeffisient of Rz
Tand Tobal | femily hired sseds, Tuolem
lebour labome WOIITOS ments
fortilizer
and irriga=
tion
() (). [6)) (4. GJ. (O} {1 3)
emation 4 3
ownars 49407 %% 23R 757 F .63 % 30267
standand errors  (11471) (037)  (0.35)  (%e22) (0.92)
teusnts 23,78 2,07 %% 1,76 -1.22 7% 230 .0
stondard errors (45.27) (0.63)  (1.99) (2433) (2410)
eguation 2 s
omers 50.79%% 4455 ¥ 0467 % 3018% .31
standand errors  (11.62)  (2439) (0.22) (2e92)
tenants 25011 2494 ¥* ~1.26%% 2,35 0.33
etandard errors (4407%) (2.62) (Je3%) (1+84)
equation 3 o
owners 64086 2uzp ¥x 0468 ** 2.78
stondard errors (11.75) (0e24) {0e23)
tonsais 63098 1089 ¥¥ -1.017 % .37
standand errore  (33.28)  (3.57) (0.25)
e tion 4 ¢
owiors 56092™% 1464 %% 052 0.7%
standard evrore  (12.13)  (0.30) (0+45)
tenants 149039 % Doy e 54 2.79
stendard ezrors  (37.39)  (0451) (9461)
equasion 5 3
Gamers 58,01 %F 4,87 % .75
stendesd errors (12.42) (0e22)
tencats 152,76 ™ 0017 274
standard errors (36496) (3.52)

® significent at 5 %

** gignificent at 1 3%

#a» gignificent at Je1 %
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Table 5, + Reeults of produstion/fits in different stages

Vest Jongal Distriot 2, 1956

Log lioear

(Dopendent vartable s Total welue of erop output)

oquations datersept ooefficiont of Rz
load totel  faally hired sceds, lople=
labour labour labour manures, mente
fertilizer
and irvde
() [6)) [€9) (OO NG | %n [©) G
aab i ]
owners 204 05 0wz 241 043
Standard orrore  (1422)  (0.27) (0.37) (%20)
tenante 120 0613 De93% 0,08 0u97
stendard ervare  (0473)  (0419) (0e22) (0.10)
equation 5 ¢
ofiiers 133 021 0u77¥ Owds
standard oxrors  (116)  (0.27) (9u27)
tenante 292 017 2406 2493
standard ervore  (9.70)  (0.19) (0.17)

* significant ot 5 %

** giguificant at 1 %

**e significant at 0ol %
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Table sc: 3 2osulte of production/fite in different stages
Test Bangsl District 2, 1936
log linsar

equations goeffisient of Rz
land  totel femily hired seeds, dmplew
labour labour labour namwes, ments
fortilizer
and lrrie
gation
(1) (2) ) (4) [Y) () [0 ), (9.
equation 3 ¢
onars 297 055 0ut*® 210 .56
standard ervers  (%27)  (0428) (0.39) (0e21)
senente 2,17 076 2048* “1a46¥* 255
otandard exrors  (3454)  (0490) (1404) (24457
equation 5 ¢
oners 119 2055 0478% 2.55
stondard errors  (1413)  (0.28) (0.23)
tenante 2444 106 D433 354

standard errors

(384)  (1407) (3.94)

® significant ot 5 % *» gignificant at 1 % #ss gignificant at Oel %
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Table 6Ay 4 Zesults of produsticy/fite 1y different stoges
Andhre Pradesh Distriot 1, 1957
Linoar with intercept
equation inter= coofficient of 32
cept land  total fonily hired eoceds, imple-
lobour labour labowr manures, ments
fortilim
zer and
s
tion
@) [63) [03) G (&), [@) © )
equation 1 3
owaors “15.78  107.30** 0023 3e24*% 0,09 039
standard errors  (107.30) (22.48) (1600)  (2e71) (0e62)  (0433)
tenants -251.25 15080 291 5027""* 1016 <0420 .07
standord errors (287.86) (78.94) (1e47)  (075) (0467)  (150)
equztion 2 ¢
omers 210,94 113,367 2.26%7 0077 0ud6 0.
standurd errors  (136.32) (23.16)  (0.61) (0.58)  (0.34)
tenants 31172 =22.62 Sett ¥¥ 1031 =0.38 .0
standurd ervore  (296443) (79+64)  (0.78) (0e69)  (1454)
equation 3 ¢
omors -107.38  13.78" 2050 "* 0469
standord ervors  (136438) (23.19)  (0.59) (0e58)
tensats ~i53e61  =324T% 5043 +F 1.24
stondord errors  (269080) (72.99)  (0a74) (0.63)
equation 4 s
owaore 102 07,04 035 3e11%
standeed orrors (147.94) (22.13)  (0.93) (1406)
temats =368099 29493 3456 " 281 0.0
standord ervors  (267036) (76493)  (1446) (138)
equation 5 1
Jre—— “194032 110,637 3,007 3.35
stondard errors (136.63) (23.19)  (0.33)
ten:nts 503461 18.69  6a1g***

stendord errors  (271.39) (76.61)  (0457)

® significsnt at 5 % #e pignifioent at 1 % o*s siguificant at Jel %
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Table GA’ ¢ Besults of produsticn fiis in different stages
Andlwra Pradesh Distriot 14 1957
Linear with iatercept
squations Tntere ooeifinient of "
oept land total fauily hired  Boeds,  imple= R
labour labour labour mamres, wuents
fortili-
ser and
derigam
tion
(D) {2 $3) {4) [69) [©) (D) KO) [©)
sgustion ! 1]
— 7205 9550 %% 56 26%  ~1.67% 0.62%
stendand errove  (132:58)  (19.50) (0486)  (2461)  (0454) (3429)
senante -343.34 149,07 129 <89 0,82 «0,08
standand errore (246483)  (67.69) (1026)  (0e64)  (0457) (1.28)
ngtim z L]
camers 170015 103.65%% 0,95 .82 0.70%
standovd ervars  (123.70)  (20.94) (0e56) (0e52)  (2431)
tenants ~273.62  184.T5% <074 0468 0.27
stendord errore  (256.92)  (68049) (0467) (0060)  (1.34)
ecuation 3 ¢
ommare “134.18  103.52% % 4,32 % .95
stondaxd exvore  (126401)  (21451) (0.55) (0653)
senants “254496  139.44% <0478 271
stenderd ervors (23327)  (63.11) (2.64) (0456)
squation 4 s
owners 34405  105.09%% =1,59 2040
standard errors  (140.79)  (21406) (0.94) (1.01)
tenants =143.58  162.07* 175 2001
standand errore  (224473)  (64¢72) (1.23) (1.15)
squasicn 5 8
owmors «124463 107.35*% 0,52
standord ervors  (127.69)  (21467) (0.31)
tenante “340415  197e49 * <d.23
ssandord oczors  (225¢65)  (63053) (0.47)

* significant at 5 %

** glgnificant at 1 %

*#» gignifioant at Da1 %
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Tably 63' 8 Dosules of prodvstdon fise Lu dirfferent stages

Andhra Pradesh Distriot 1, 1957
Linesr without intercept

ecuations sveffivient of >
lead - botal Fauily nhired  sseds,  Lapies R
lobour  labour menures, wents
fortilizer
and ireie
gation
[O) [©) () (4) () ()] [©) N8
Squation 1 3
— 106,97"* 0020 3.4%% 5,08 2439
staudard ervors (22.04) (092)  (3e1)  (2.61) (033)
senants 5012 2,77 Se26 %% 1,29 “0e49
stondard errors (73463) (1045)  (9.76)  (0.65) (145)
equstion 2
owmoze 109036™ 2, 47%% 0.78 0.43
siendast errors (22.99)  (@e61) (0.58) (9.34)
tenants =5431  5,09%% 1.50 ~1.02
standard errors (71.53)  (0.79) (267) (1.49)
equition i 2
swners 1M2.29%% 2,40 %% 270
standard erwors (23.08)  (0.58) (0.58)
tenants =32.52  Se22 *¥ 142
stendard errors (56.60)  (0.76) (0.65)
scuntion 1 L]
] 2696
standard erroes {1.38)

senants
standard errors
emation § ¢
sraore

standard orrors
seaants
siandard orrors

=13:39  3.39%
(63.72)  (1.50)

106, 35%(*f 3400 % ¥ %

(22.93)  (9.32)
62.99  3.06**
(45.62)  (1.12)

* siguificant at § &

*® eignificuns at 1 %

#4* signilisant at 0u1 %
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Tadle 6!2 8 Rezults of productic: ts in different stages
Andhra Prodesh District 1, 1957
Linoar without intercept
oquations goeff iciant of B=
ey totel  femlly hived Goeds, Tuple-
labour lebour @Ures wont

fortiliser

and irpie

Zetion

(2). [€3) (4) &) @ () [©

cunera 97,01 %% 1044 2.04% <164 %% 0.63% 0.7
staaderd ervore (19.14) (0432)  (2461)  (2.53) (9.29)
tenants 117,54 %% 108 91 102 =0e53
standard evsore (1.29) (1629)  (0.67)  (9.57) (1e27)
8gquation H
cwnars 100e42* % 0.33 0481 0,67 % 1.
stouderd errors (22.76) (9¢55) (2+33) (2e31)
tenaats 156094 %  =0aT7 2485 o1t .7
standard errore (62.33) (2.69) {955} (1.29)
equaticon 3
cuners 0097 % q.25 ~e34 52
standard errors (21427) (2+54) (3454)
tenante 15373 %% <0,75 0434 2.4
standurd errors (50428) (2+65) (0.56)
2quakion § ¢
owners 105.74%* 1252 2.34% 0.7
stendard errors (20.71) (2.86) (2.95)
tenants 17639 % 1.56 159
stendend errors (59+39) (1.29) (1.19)
eguation 5 ¢
owners 105.44*% 0446 -
stondard errore (21.41) (9+30)
tensats 13374 % 0405 .57
standerd ervars (51.45) (0.46)

® sigaificant at 5 %

** significant

at 1%

#** gignificant at Oel %



Table 50‘ ¢ Resulte of production/fite in differont stages
Andhra Predesh District 1, 1957

Log linear .
(Dependent varisble s Tatal walue/crop outyut)

229
24

Sooffisient of 2
lond total family hired  soeds, Luple-
labour lebour lobour manuves, wonts
fertilizer
and irrie
gation
[O) 2) G (@) G) [@) () [©) [6))
2k, s
ownars 2.45%% 0,15 0,29 2455 *¥ 2691
stenland ervore  (0e41)  (0403) (0.14) (0e11)
tenints 235%  0e25  0.59% 0,22 090
standard ervors  (0e77)  (0e17) (3425) (9.15)
Squgion 5 ¢
ownere 187% 0,95 0,87 ' 2489
standard errors  (9e47)  (0409) (0.10)
Stenants 185% 0,24 Q.87 %K 290

standard exvors  (0e70)  (2e17) (0015)

® significant at 5 %

** slgnifloont at 1 % **% significant at 0ul %
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Table 60, s Results of produstion/Tite in different stages

Andhva Pradesh Distriet 1, 1957

Los liucer

>-uations iatercept goeffisient of R’
land  total femily hired 990ds, dmple=
lobour labour labour namres, Bante
fortilizer
and irpie
gation
) 2) G W G (6) @ G ___ O
scustion 3 ¢
smers 2461 0029 <0002 0653
randexd oreors  (79)  (035) (263) (0043)
$enanie T2t 107 0425 2.07
siandard errore  (30%5)  (0.35) (fed) (0.73)

somtion § 8
sueres

siendord errore
eonts

mandord errors

234
(1473)
W75
(3435)

229 0452
(:33) (0:38)
107 0u34

(283)  (274)

* siguificant et 5 %

** significant at 1 %

e gignifisant at 01 %
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Table 7hs desults of produstion/fits in different stages
Andhra Pradesh Distriot 1, 1959
wigh intercept
rerizle : lotel velve of erep owSput)
aquation inter= soeifisient of 22

cept land total fapily hired eeeds, imple-
lsbour labour manures, wments

fortili~

ser and

irrigam

sion

[O) €N G [)) G, ), [ [OMNC))

equation 1 ¢
omners 6.52 55422 1.73 338 cte71 .m0
standand ervors (252.09) (39.32) (2.62)  (1.07) (0+83) (2+39)
temants “855051  =26.72 6e67 T.96** 0,60 202 .07
standard ezrars  (232.24) (59.60) (2.01)  (1463) (1.11)  (1.00)
equation 2 ¢
omars “521.70  43.96 9013 % ¥* “211 =073
standard exrors (204481) (4231)  (1.15) (0.34)  (0.42)
teusate 92492 =39.22  7.58 %% 0.84 2028 0.7
standesd eyvors  (270462) (56.33)  (1.53) (1.05)  (%.92)
equation 3 s
owners 563404 25022 ge22 %% ~2.15
standard errora  (206.70) (40.73)  (1.17) (0496)
tenonts 1006027 =33.51 3.56 ¥* 9486 .95
standard ezrore  (293.29) (62094)  (1.70) (117)
equation 4 ¢
owners =207 19437 ~0e50 T35 3
standerd errors (261466) (30.32)  (2.43) (2+36)
tensnts S =336433  =16.01 6493 ¥* 2.66
standard errors  (300036) (60¢15)  (1.84) (1464)
squstion 5 s
ownere “574035 T Ta35%
standard errors  (213.94) (41.45)  (0.84)
tencats =990433  =49491 970 ¥ ¥

sgandard ezrors  (295.33) (58.44)  (3.70)

® significant at 5 % #¢ significant at 1 % ®s® giznificent at Oet %
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Table 152 & Rosults of Pproduction/fits in different stages
Andhra Pradesh Distriot 1, 1959

Linear with interoept
equations inter= soeffisient of 2
oopt land total family hired sceds, imple~ R
lebour labour lebour memures, ments
fortili-
zor and
ireigem
tion
[O) [OM [6)) (4) () (6) () O] [OR
equation 1 ¢
cumers =293026  =377.08 %¥ 478 20,33 7029% 2,627
standard errors  (679.56) (106.01) (7.06)  (2.89) (2.39) (1.06)
tonsnts =52733  =54.94 2.43 3445 <000 T2
standerd ervors  (267.75)  (55.17) (1.86)  (1.55)  (1403) (0+92)
equation 2
owners “1419.89  =330.78%* 20,08 ¥** 3,15 2.56*
standard errore  (537.33) (111.01) (3.01) (2.43) (1.11)
tenants “532,51  ~64.87  3.15% D418 1.93% 0.0
standard errore (249.59)  (52.13) (1.46) (097) (0483)
equasion 3 ¢
owners «1255.28  =308.25% 20,92 ¥*¥ 8,00
stondard erzors  (553406) (109¢12) (3.13) (2.57)
tensats 651443 60438 3.93 % 0.20
standard errors (273.96)  (56.93) (1.54) (1.06)
equation 4 ¢
omors 25043 -345.51% -3.99 17,34
stondard ervors  (750.34) (109.89) (7.13) (6e77)
tenants 53273 =38.91  2.19 199 .
standard errors (273.77)  (54.82) (1.67) (1.50)
ecustbion i T
p— -1274098  =372.57*F 1394 ¥**
stendard errors  (594.12) (115.10) (2.34)
tenante ~647.58 ~64425 4026 ¥%

standard errors (264.29)

(52.29) (0.62)

* significent at 5 @

*& gignificant at 1 %

wen gignificent at 0.1 %
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Table 151 ® Besultis of produstion/fits in differeat stages
Andiwa Predesh Distriot 1, 1959
Linear without intercept

equations goesficient of 2
Tand ™ total  family hired Boods, Tople= R
cbour labowr labowr merures, ments
fertilizor
and ireie
etion
[O) 2) G) (4) [63) @ @ [©ON
oquation 1 s
owmers 55021 179 LY et ] <070 .o
stondard errors (39.22) (2023)  (1.03)  (0.88) (9+39)
tonante -31.44 6000%  8.42 0024 2,00 °
standard errors (63436) (2029)  (1091)  (1.26) (1.44)
equation 2 3
ounare 45027 8,34 7** ~2011% 3 0.7
standard errors (43442) (1.16) (2.97) (0.43)
tensate “115.76  T.73 %% 0466 253 9
standord orrors (53.10)  (1.86) (1e24) (1203)
equation 3 s
owaors 13,81 8.85 ¥*¥* 2,16 % .86
standard errors (41.30) (1.19) (2.99)
tenants -177.36  8.85 ** 267
standard errors (63499) (1.93) (1.36)
egquatic H
pom— 1936 =0050 7.85"
standerd errors (33.30) (2007) (2.93)
tenznts ~65.77  5.94 % 3465 ...
stondard errors (62:76) (2.20) (1.77)
oquation 5
ownors 131 6.96%F .35
standard errors (42443) (0.94)
tenants «123490 FeT4¥* De 54

stendard errors (53.57)  (0.81)

® siguificont at § % ## gignificant at 1 % «*s significant at Cet %
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288

function

Table 132 @ Resulis of produssion/fits in different stages

Andhra Pradesh District 1, 1959
Linear withous intercept

verisble : Farm

In

oquations Goefiistent of 2
land total fomily  hived sesdn, Lple=
labour labour labour maoures,  Lonte
fertilizer
and frrie
pbion
) {2) [63) [€)) [69) [©) 16 [©)
sowation 1 ¢
[r— ~5T7469% 356 215 st 2u60% 0
standand errors (106011) (6e02)  (2084)  (239) (1.05)
touzate 33467 202 3474 =022 W72 0.3
standurd ecrors (54460) (1097)  (165)  (1409) (0.98)
equailon 2
owuors 400,05 20,95%F “5,13% 2,38 0.57
otandard errors (114014)  (3006) (2455) (1.43)
tonants ~113.00% 3,05 % 207 209 2.53
standard ervors (49044)  (1.33) (1.03) (Je32)
equasion § 3
[ ~322040%  20400%* -3.05% 2.54
stendand ervors (111.05)  (3.15) (2453)
sensnte ~114.00%  ga7 ¥ 04006 2.73
otandsrd wrrore (844%0)  (1a67) (1e13)
equstion § 3
omeze ~346043%  =3.78 Mers¥ .50
standard areors (103435)  (5494) (5483)
tenants 1359 136 2062 2.7
otandand errors (54.13)  (172) (1e53)
gguation 3 3
owiers ~397.19% 13,09 ** .45
standerd errors (116.80)  {2431)
tonsnte =115.90F  4e29 ¥¥
standurd eTrore (49.25)  (2.63)

® giguificznt at 5 % *% gimificant at 1 3§ ose  gignificant at Qs %



Table 10‘ 8 Results of production/fits 1in aifferent stages

Log linecr

Andhre Pradesh Distriot 1, 1959

(Dependent varisble s Totel wulue of oxop output)

235 113

soefiiolent of

land total family hived soeds,

labour labour labour

[ ) N ) B NN () B O B )}

[ (2)

equetion 3 ¢

J—— 031 st 1.26%
standord errors  (0459)  (%e12) (0.23)
tenants 0022 <0.06  Ougt¥
standsrd errove  (0.54)  (%12) (0.29)
equation g ¢

omere 134 <052 1.66°%F
stondozd ervore  (2461)  (2.92) (0e13)
temsats 0e03  =0e13 1,33 XF*
standard errors (253)  (Ce11) (0011)

0edd
(2e48)

0436
(0e22)

0436

D054

0435

0034

® sigeificant ub 5 %

** gigaificant at 1 #

w2 gignilicant

2t Ot &
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Table 102 # Resulte of pmuo;Lﬂu in different stagoe
Andhre Predesh Distriot 1, 1959
Log linear
equations coafficlent of az
lond  total foanily hired seeds, duple=
lobour lebour labour manures, uente
fertilizer
and ierle
gation
), (2) G W6 @ ) [OINO)
[
«)e58 ~0:04 D447 262 Je2
stendand orzore  (229)  (949) (0.90) (273)
tenaabs -11.45 «Je36 1630 154 .83
stondend ervars  (3061)  (3e81) (1.35) (1e52)
sation 5 8
cunars =De62 =005 1,90 3.22
standard ecrors  (2.29)  (0e49) (0e52)
senanis Je81

stendard errors

* signifioant at 5 % #* aignificant at 1 5% *re gignificant ot Oul %



720
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Table BA‘ 8 Results of production/fite in diffevent stages
Punjadb Dis.rict 1, 1955
Linear with intercept

equations later- L coeffislemtof _ . .2
cept Toad  tobal  family hLired  noods,  iuple-
labour lsbour labour namures, nents

fortilim

zor and

Lerigem

e

[O) (&) () (OB )) (ORG) [©) 6}

equation 1t
ownare 95425  0.83%% 0435 1079 3065 2.57
stondard ervore  (220.14)  (0.24) (2684)  (1+04) (4403)  (0.33)
tonants 64030 99.31%% 1023 206 0.29 0.5 .3
stondard errore  (155.81) (31463) (0696)  (1400) (1e41) (0e24)
oquation 2.8
cwnere -134,25-  87.73%% 0,83 3,00 =0e47 .71
staadacd ervors (212.57) (24e32)  (%77) (1604)  (9.32)
tenants “137.52  97.31%% 1,60 - 0438 0e54 0.35
standard oxrors  (134483) (31e52)  (0087) (e41)  (0.24)
equation 3¢
omare 134035 79018°F  0.99 2,387 2.59
standord ervore (212.61) (23.63) (0.84) (1.10)
tenwie =193.93 64400 14695 2028 Je34
standard errors (137.65) (0e31) (1.16)
Qquatiol ]
ownors 29030 92.80%*% 4,52 1.14 5
stondurd errors  (233e40) (24463)  (2.81) (1.90)
tenaats “124.74  91.42%% 2,08 % 100 .
otanderd errors  (163.93) (26.25)  (0e92) (0493)
[ icn3 s
onars 4331 96.11%% 4,89 % -85
stondard orroze  (221436) (24417) (9.72)
tenznts =213.99 W10 RE 2,53 % ¢

standard erzors  (141439) (26.26)  (0479)

® gignificsnt at 5 % ®» signifioant at 1 % we» gimmifioent at 0el %



2
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Table 84, § Results of produotion/fits in different stages

Punjab District 1, 1955

Linear with intercent
equations inser— goeffiolent of 2
cept land “$obal fenily hired  seeds,  imle= R’
labour labour labour manures, wents
fertili-
zer and
ireigam
tion
) G) 4) 5) ) (@)X [€))
107.68  67.35% 0028 =0u53 <077 0.15
(224.34) (24.74) (0.86)  (1.06)  (1.03) (0.33)
32:40  =10.67 1.05 261 0e53  0.49 2434
(169003)  (34.31) (1.04)  (1.08) (1.53)  (0.26)
15845  64.32% 0,01 =0eT3 0409
(213:34)  (24041)  (0.78) (1205)  (9.32)
7050 =9.62 2485 0049 0.49
(145.24) (33495)  (0+94) (1e52)  (9.26)
vners 11303 66e62%  «0.01 .60 225
stenaap o (293.35) (23.43)  (0.76) (0.95)
senants 1354 =39.71 089 2.21
standard errovs (146421) (30.61)  (0.96) (1.24)
equation 4 ¢
owners 76032 65.75% =0.00 =073 N
standard ervors  (216.58) (22.90)  (0.75) (1.02)
tensats 22,74 =14.81 1.92 025
stondemd errors  (174.92) (28.01)  (0.98) (1.00)
uation § ¢
owners 126,28 62.34% -0.24
standard errors (204.10) (22.29)  (0.67)
senants 0415 =14.47 1.79%
standard errors (148.94) (27.72)  (0.84)

® eignificant at 5 %

** significent at 1 %

*v® significant at Oel %
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Table 8!1: Results of produsticn/fits in differeunt stages

Punjeb Distriot 1, 1955
Linear without intercept

equations ovefficient of

Tond total  Faaily hired  sceds, Twiew ~ ®%
labouwr labour labour mANUDes, mente
fertilizer
and irple
Ztion
(O] (@) G) @ G) @) (@) [©)
equaticn 1 3
ownore 79.52%% 228 183 2.99% =0.56
standard errore (22.29) (083)  (1403) (1e02) (0e32)
teanats 100022 %% 107 2.04% 0,26 0.55% .5
standard errore (31.58) (0485)  (1.03) (1.41) (0024)
Squation 2 ¢
ownora 30.51%F 0,76 2.34% Ded3 Jei
standard errore (22.63) (0.73) (1e23) (0.32)
tonante 93.73%% 134 0.32 0.58% 0.5
standard errors (31.72) (0482) (1e42) (224)
equation 3 s
[ 74.26% 0492 2.30 ¥
stondard errore (22.38) (2.77) (2.96)
tenants 63.05% 1,27 2037 3
standard errors (29¢23) (0.86) (1.18)
oquation 4 s
ownors 92.90%* 1455 1.10 .
stonderd errars (21.92)  (0.76) (1.05)
tonants 91.34%% 4,77 1.28 35
standard errors (26.37)  (9479) (0.84)
equation 5 s
omers 9428%% 1,36
standerd errors (21.86) (2.70)
tenants 90.19% 2,20 2
standard errors (26470)  (2475)

® significant at 5 % # gignificant at 1 % #»s gignificont at Oel %



Table n,‘, ¢ Besults of production/fite in different stages
Bunjob District 1, 1955
uinear without intercept

equations soefliolent of 2
Tond total  family hived Boeds, Taplen R’
labour Rabour labour mamree, monte
fortilizer
and drpie
aetion
) [©) [63) [7) K6 & [} [©)
equation 1 ¢
owners 7168 " 0,36 <057 =269 0e14 3,25
stoaderd orrors  (22.72) (088)  (1.03)  (1.04) (9.33)
tonsnts «22.13 1.13 0.62 2455 0043 0234
standerd errors (34022) (0e92)  (1408) (153) (0e26)
ecuntion 2 8
ownerse T109 %% 9,07 0059 2406 3024
stondard ervors (22467) (2.73) (1.93) {0e32)
10430 %439 2,52 047 2
(33096) (283) (152) (2.26)

equation 3 s

ownors T2:04 %% 0,04 D51 2.24

standard orrors  (21.55)  (0.76) (0.94)

tenants ~39.62 0693 2.20 .23

stondasd errors (32.61) (2.90) (1.23)

ecquation 4 3

ownors 69412 %% 0,07 ~3e33 225

stondazd errors  (22463)  (0.71) (2e37)

¢ a =473 1.86 e 20 2.24
(23.91) (0034) (9.99)
6Te63%F  <0,16 3024
(20.22) (2465)

tenants =447 179 %

aiandend errors (27.72) (0.73)

® significant at 5 % ** pignifisant at 1 % *»® gignificent at Je1 %



Table 80, s Resulte of production/fite

241 22¢
248

in different stoges

Punjeb Distriot 1, 1955

Log 1lineox

(Dependent varisble & Total valuo of orop output)

_sooffiolens of .

Tond “total faally hired eeds, Twie-~ #
labour lobour lebour mz“ wents
and ireie

[O) 2) (3) @W_ 6 6) e%l%ﬂ [©) [

uab. ]
cmore 241%* 0.48™* 0,36 % 229 277
stendard orrors  (0660)  (3e%4) (0u16) (0015)
temaate 348" 0054% 031 0,13 2465
standard axvors  (0095)  (0424) (9024) (9e19)
cqwtion § o
s 279%™ 0057 0u54%* %75
stendard orzors  (238)  (0444) (De14)
tenauts 3069%*  2.60% 0,38 0665
standard orrore  (e90)  (0022) (0022)
® significant at 5 % *» significant at 1% *s* gignificant at Jel %



fvnetion

249 2%
241

Table ”2 ¢ Resulte of production/fits in different stuges

Punjab District 1, 1955

Log linear
ecquabicns iugeroept soeflisiont of 22
land  total fenily hired  secds, imple=
lebour labour lobouwr manures, monts

fortilizer

and irpde

aation

[)) 2) (3), 4) ) 6) . [©) [€))

ownars 6403 1062 0u47 “0e 213
siendard ozvore  (3412)  (0a75) (0435) (2+39)
teninte 3008 «0e56 0425 034 201
stodard orvors  (5075)  (1443) (1447) (1.15)
equation 5 ¢
oTmors 4433 1036 <0437 Jo11
stondard orrars  (2.95)  (0.73) (0.70)
senants 3,61 «0e38 0442 1
standond evvore  (5043)  (433) (1.35)

¢ significant at 5 %

** significent at 1 %

#s¢ gignificant at Jel %



243
8

function
Table 94, 3 Results of production/fits in Aifferent stages
Punjab District 2, 1955

Linear with intemcept
Squations Tatom— oveifiolmt of 22
oept land total fenily hired seods, dmplo=
labowr lebour lsbowr mamives, ments
fortilim
zor ond
dreigem
tion
) 6] GJ @) 6] [ R)) [ )
ecustion 4 3 ‘
ownare “815.18  147.39%% 2,26 197 =153 075 .7
standand errors  (549421) (24497) (1096)  (1.25) (2.97)  (0e43)
teusate 183,00 33.64 2.54 3062 0460 ~0e41
standond ourors  (225.63) (21466) ©eT7)  (1414) (2.34)  (9.55)
equavion 2 s
ounore “T57417 115,07 a.43% 52 05 0.
standard ervore  (426403) (29425)  (0.29) (2e96)  (2443)
tomoate 129033 3297 2.74%* %273 0454
standerd erzore  (213.07) (21.03)  (9.74) (231)  (3.53)
=321e46  115.59 ¥¥¥ 2,35 % ~1.51
stondand errore  (355429) (21a66)  (9a90) (2438)
tenants 121,52 39.09 2034 ¥* 0620 2.87
standard ercome  (21233) (21.04)  (0.63) (3.30)
equation 4 ¢
ownare ~457.02  102.02%%  q,59 <036 .77
stendand ercors  (517.85) (23.02)  (1.12) (1.64]
tenzats 6459 54475 % 2,22 ¥x 2,05 .37
standard orxrors  (202.79) (15.34)  (0u65) (0.95)
eusiion 5 s
omore =361e31  04.63%%  3,00%*
stendaxd orvore  (362.78) (20409)  (0464)
senanie ~44465  47.49 5436 F

siandard errors  (419499) (61e75)  (1.3)

* significant ut § % ** signifioont at 1 % *e» significant at 0ol %



248

\ 244
Table 9A, + Besults of produotion/fits in different stages
Punjab District 2, 1955
Linear with intercept
equations inter= oceffioient of Rz
cent land  votal fomily Lired  seeds,  imple-
labour labour labour mamuzes, ments
fortilim
zer and
. izrige~
tion
[O) @Y G [O)) G (G} @, (©) [6))
equation 1 &
omners 39408 30.08 1,08 =033 122 0.37 2
standsrd errors  (433400) (21.95) (102)  (1.10)  (9.85) (0e37)
tenants 451,15 30.13 0040 =0.53 <001 0e17 1
standerd ervors  (213.33) (20.96) 074)  (1010)  (9.33) (0.53)
2quation 2 s
omers 321054 1470 0.21 1,23 0.4
stondard erzors  (331412) (19.01) (0.30) (0.85) (0.33)
tenants 433,24 29,54 =0.42 «0.02 0.1y 1
standard errore  (208.06) (22.07) (0.71) (0+30)  (0e51)
Ogmu.un }. s
cmmers 560.51 14493 0.33 1.28 03
standard errors  (312.30) (19.04) (0.79) (2.36)
tenants 499:N 29047 =020 =205 17
standard errors  (205.52) (19.83) (2.59) (0e29)
scuati s
swners 125027 4511 1469 ~2.12
standard errore  (445467) (19.81) (0.96) (1e41)
senants 486043 29.63 027 ~0.24 7
standand ervors  (136.33) (17.04) (0.60) (0.83)
squati .
cwners 635403 23,85 .76
standard errors  (314.20) (16.73) (0.74)
tenants 516,05 26481  =0.29
standard errors  (150.79) (13436) (0.58)

* significant at 5 %

*e significant ot 1 %

wes gignifioant at 0e1 %



Table 93‘ 4 Qesulte of production/fits

Punjab Distriot 2, 1955
Linoar without intercept

oqr P22
245m

in different stages

Squations coeffisiont of P

lond  totel  fonily hired Boods, Lmple= R

labour  labour wWanures, meuts
fortilizer
and irrie
) () B () B ¢ W (O @)

equation 4 s
omers 103052 %% 148 243 <156 2452
stendard errors (23030) (1:03)  (1.22) (0499) (9.40)
tenants 4221 % 2.72%%  3.61% 0449 =ed2 .7
standard errore (13.46) (0.73)  (1.15) (0e31) (2656)
Qquation 2 s
otasre 100 19*% 1,06 “1.62 e
standerd orrors (21e51) (0.90) (2+98) (0+37)
tonante 44045% 2004 %F 0463 =0.54
standard errors (18.21) (0.72) (Ce26) (0.54)
equation 3 s
owaers 12.58%  2,43% “1.53
standsrd errors (21.42) (2.36) 0.99)
tonants 44035%  2e44%% 2%71* 37
standard errors (13.21) (0.60) {2.25)
equation 4 s
ourere 92.30%% 1042 251 .0
standard errors (19:79)  (2+87) (1e24)
tonznte 54e547% 2,22 %% 2.06*
standard errors (17.04)  (0.60) (0+33)
equetion 5 s
ownore 94090%% 4,56 5
standerd errors (18.62) (2+79)
tencnts T6e43% 2014 ¥

ssandard errore

(15:54) _(0.64)

® eignificant at § %

*» gignificant at 1 %

as% giguifioant as Oet %



Table 93,‘, 3 Results of profustion fite in difforent stages
Punjab District 2, 1955
Linoar without interoept

246 T
3

land total fonily m.u:t seeds, imple= ®
labour labour labour morures, ments
fortilizer
and irrie
sosion
O] 2) [6)) (4) () [(?) [©)
equation 1 s
omers 23,56 100 -0.73 1021 0.35 23
steadard ervors  (20.13) (239)  (1003)  (9.85) (0.35)
tenante 52.12% 0e03 =455 0629 0014 0
stouderd errors  (13.63) (074)  (1016)  (2431) (2456)
oquation 2 s
ownars 16430 %32 .32 256  0.20
staadard errors (18.90) (2e79) (086) (0e32)
tensute 50a63% 0.0 0438 Q.22 7
staaderd ervore  (13.31)  (3.72) (0426) (0.54)
Owtlorl z 2
ownors 20022 G070 1.39 9.20
stendard orvors  (19.13)  (0.77) (2.87)
tonsats 5%67% 0412 0e41 7
stendard orvors  (13.11)  (0.59) (0.24)
oquation 4 s
omors IS CEN -2.36 2
stenderd orrors  (16494)  (0.74) (1.06)
tenants 44031% 0425 ~1e22 3.06
standard errore  (16e70)  (3459) (0.81)
equation D 3
ounore 350027 421 7
standard errvors (16462) (9e71)
tenante 31000 % 0629 -
stendard errors  (14e53)  (2.60) c

® significent at 5 % ** significont at 1 & o significant et 0u1 %
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209

Table 61 s Reoults of productio: ts in different stages

Punjab District 2, 1955
Log 1ineer

(Depondent vartable s Tetal veluve of orep output)

ogeffisiont of
Tod Totd faally Lired weeds,  lmie- R
labour lsbour lebour samures, ments

fortilizer
and frede

O U Y O () BB Y B (3 BES ¢) NO © B ©)
eguation 3 ¢

oruare 333°% 0051 0uge* 2405 0467
ctondsrd orrows  (0462)  (0a14) (0416) (2446)

tensats 269°F 0,23 0.9 %052 0075
stacdord ezrors  (261)  (0e17) (2.97) (0020)
oquation 3 ¢

owmore 3042%F 0453%F 0.44** 0467
standond ozsove  (0.57)  (012) (3.13)

tennnte 396" 0,54 0.48%* 270

standard ervors (2462)  (0.%4) (2.%4)

® siguificant at 5 % ** pigaifisant at 1 % 4 aignificant at Oet %



Table 9!:a + Results of produotion/fite

Punjab Distriet 2, 1955

248

g3

in different stages

Log linear
(2e varisble x es Inconme)
aquations inseroept soeffioient of nz
land  totel fanily hired seeds, imple=
labour labour bowr  mamres, zonts
fervilizer
and irple
gation
NO) (2) (3) (4) G () Q) (8) (€I
Squstion 3 1
owlers 5054 1062 <049t %432 215
otondard erzors  (285)  (0465) (0472) (0.73)
tenante 1406 «deb2 =041 1096
standerd errore  (3.77)  (1408) (1.06) (1.25)
eouation 5 o
omars 6:01 174 <u72
standord orvors  (2,62)  (0459) {0459)
tenants 2,82 053 026
stanlord exrore  (3.67)  (0431) (3482)

* significant at 5 %

*& gignificant at 1 %

*s2 gignificant at Dot %
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Table 10Ass Rosults of production/fite in different stages
Punjab Distriot 1, 1956
Lineexr with intercept
equations Ainter= ooerfisiont of l2
aept Tend total  feaily hired  seeds,  imple-
labozr lobowr labowr Wemuros, monts
fortilie
zer and
drrigom
tlion
NO) [6)) Gl )] ) @@ [ NNS))
squation 1.8
J— 79606 2a75%% 1051 1080 0,03  «T6.66 .01
stendard errors  (22.02)  (0.77) (Ce92) (29T} (2013) (154.93)
tenunte 3,53 373 4430 3e70 =107 -11443 .o
stondard errors  (63.39)  (2.60) (4030)  (2072) (1.41) (528.99)
eouavlon 2.9
ounera 72.3 2.35%%  t.87 <0013 12,03 .31
standond errors  (21.77)  (0.72)  (0.93) (0.13) (143.43)
tonanes 6435 3484 366 ~106  =32418 .0
stendand ovsors  (64e30)  (2049)  (2465) (1409) (507.31)
equsion 3 s
owaers M55 2.21%° 1.3 2.7
siondard errors  (21459)  (0.71)  (0.97) (142.43)
tenants 17272 3026 3496 ~259430 251
standerd arrore  (63480)  (2042)  (2064) (450.74)
ecuation 4 ¢
e 95406 3040%% -4.36 10028 .30
stondand errare  (20606)  (0457)  (0.63) (15254)
tonauts 45059 5430%  0u17 -250.63 53
standerd errors (64¢30)  (1436)  (2093) {481.32)
equation 3 ¢
emara 84463 3.20% 47049
standand errore  (23409)  (0.84) (61.75)
tonzute 47449 5435% -25675 53
standard ecrors  (61.75)  (1.83) (460.42)

® significent at § %

** gignificeat at 1 %

e gignificant at Jet %
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250 789
nc b n
Table iOA! s Resulte of productioy fite in differess otuges
Punjab District 1, 1956
Linear with intercept
\Dependent v 2ble : Fary I
equations Inter- goefficient 32
cept land total family hived scods, laple—
labour labowr labour memres, mnonts
fortilim
zer and
irrige-
tion
[K)) KO} Gl @ G N RSN ¢ BN ) NN ) N
equation 1
owners 1144 Ste71F 2,07  w2.55% 0.9 =0.04
ssandard orrors  (176434) (25.13) (0.87)  (105)  (1011) (0e2)
tonante “3.70  64e19% =3020%  5.64%F  3.78% 026 0.
evondard exvors (18%453) (24e3) (3e93)  (1.24)  (2:97) (0439)
equation 2 s
omers 290455 36416 2.43 1021 <20 .20
stendard errore  (191654) (29+06) (296) (1e31) (0e23)
tenants 73400 50426 3473 3495  Oe24 -
standard errore  (19957) (25043)  (0.98) (1.04)  (0.42)
ecuation 3 ¢
owners 304432 34433 032 114 .25
standard erzors  (190¢37) (2%.92)  (0+95) (1.30)
senante 130064 4075 <3460 3090% 2.52
standand errors (175407) (24.78)  (0.94) (1.02)
ecuation 4 ¢
owners =37.30 70.30%% 2,40 ~5409%% 0.7
standand exrors  (170.39) (22¢41)  (0.75) (0.35)
toasate 3896  91.957*% 0,87 268 .30
stondard errore (208.32) (28.09)  (2.95) (1.29)
.wtlﬂn 2 1
omers 349493 45.41 %75
standard ervors (183.00) (26.01) (0e32)
tenants 133483 TTe87% 1427

siandard errors  (215063)

(28.92) (2+88)

® significant at 5 %

*» gignificont at 1 %

*ae aignificant ot Ol %
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Table '08‘ * Results of pmdmthniﬂu .ln different stages
Punjeb Distriot 1, 1956
Linear without intercept

(Depenient varichls s 1o

Squations Soerficients of 2
Tand total  family bhired  Soods, Toole- R

labour labour labour aamres, monts

fortilizer
ond irrie
gatiol
[OX () G) @) G) Ef (IO
equation d ¢
owmars T7.35%% 268" 4,50 (X2 =009 .1
standard errors (21.70) (0675)  (9e91)  (095) (9.18)
tenants 2493 3473 4030 3.70 -1.08 .00
standard errors (61.97) (2659)  (3.47) (2.72) (1.00)
omatio: ]
oumers 7293%% 2,35 %% 1.89 .13 -
standerd ervors (21.62)  (0.72) (0.95) (0e17)
tenante S5e34  3.83 3465 -1.09 .
stendard errore (59¢56)  (2.48) (2.65) (0.93)
equation 3 s
onars 71.91%% 2,20% 1086
standard orrors (24e31)  (2.71) (0e94)
tenante 5046 3400 3035 5
standerd errors (59¢84) (2.33) (2.66)
equation 4 s
ocumers 95051%% 3,38 % “1e34 .0
standard errors (19:51)  (0.63) (2.78)
tenante 33466 524 % 0ed6 0.55
stoaderd errors (59440)  (1.88) (2.94)
equation 5 8
pe— 91699 ¥ 3,05 %% ot
standard errovs (19:30) (2.60)
tcnangs 3533 5e30% L)
standard errors (57+35)  (1.82)

® siguifisont at 5 % ** significant at 1 % ®%s gignificsnt at 01 %



Table mn! ¢ Rosults of produotion

Punjab District 1, 1956

t8 in different stoges

Linoar without intercept
equations goeffisient of 22
Tend totel  fomily hired saods, dmplo=
labour labour labour manures, mente
fortiliser
and irrie
2K
(O] [€) Gl [0) (5) &%ﬁm {1, @)
oquation 1 ¢
owners 6de12*% 2,00 =290 283 0604
stondard errors  (2476) (3e36)  (1.04)  (1.09) (0020)
tenante 63475 “3028 5464 373 0425 &
standard errors  (22.10) (2e92)  (123)  (0496) (2.36)
equation 2 s
omaors 2.63% 0,56 162 %22 .o
standard errors  (29¢24)  (2.97) (1e29) (0.24)
tenante 53:95%  =3.T1 3496 231 52
stondard errors  (23.49)  (0.98) (1.04) (0438)
equation 3 ¢
omers 38.67 .44 157 %23
stendard errors  (29¢15)  (0e96) (1.28)
tenaate 53.91% <3047 391 51
standard errore  (23.33)  (0e93) (1.03)
equasion 4 s
omers 62.99% 2,35 =5e02
stondaed errors  (21.40)  (0.70) (9.83)
tenants 93496 ¥ =0.83 -2.72 .35
standord ervore  (25.61)  (0.81) (1e27)
equation 5 s
ownors 55.87%  1.08 2
standard orrore  (25.73)  (0.81)
tenaate 34e20%% 1094 23
staniosd errors (26.39) (0.35)

* gignificant at 5 %

** giguificant at 1 %

es» gignificant ot Jet %



etion

Table 1:)01 & Qesults of produstion/fits in different stages
Punjeb Distriot 1, 1956
Log linear

(Dependont werisbles Total value of orep output)

equations i 20er’f, & of
Tend totad  Fanily nhired  sesds, Tl &
labour labour labour mouuves, ments
fortiliser
and irrim
tion
() [¢)) [6)) [N C) I ()] 1 3 )
equation 3 ¢
omere 3048%* 0.60"* 0u43% 2403 %75
stondard evzore  (2059)  (3413) (0016) (0416)
touante 247 036 0w 2053 % 0,72
stendaed erzore  (2.81)  (0.21) (0.22) (0e23)
oquatdon § 3
omere 388" 0u61*F 0,45 %% 0.4
stundard orpors  (0.53)  (0.12) (0.12)
tensate 3.23%% 0.55% o.52% 0466

standerd exzars  (%79)  (0.21) (0.19)

* eignificant at 5 % ** significent at 1 % “=* pignificant at 0e1 %



Pable 10‘:z # Resulte of production/fit

Punjab District 1, 1956

254 ¥
254

e in different stuges

Log linser
(Bese le : Paxn Business Inc
1 ooefficient of
lend  total fouily hired  Soeds, Tmplew ¢
labour labour labour maruves, wante
fertiliser
and irei-
getion
() [©) [)) @6 (@) [3) [©) ()
Qquation 3 s
ounera 64 234 0,12 “1e19
standard ezvors  (2091)  (2465) (0.81) (083)
tonants 12,13 D646 =2.84 190 W13
stenderd exvors  (5450)  (1443) (1.50) (1.60)
equation )
omere 5020 1e95™ =060 2
stondard exvars  (2070)  (0461) (0.64)
tenants 1291F 113 =174
stesdard errors  (5¢04)  (1638) (1419)

® significent at 5 %

»» gigaifiount at 1 %

wse gignificons at Oel



255 2
257
Table “L‘l BResults of luc Lics Zite ia different ctages
ab Distrist 2, 195
Linser witk insercept
ecuations Intore Goeffisiont of )
cept Tand Tired  coods, Tmple=
labour uwmures, nonis
fortili=
ser and
drvigas
B
[ O} [©) G) [O) Gl R (©) (6))
equation 1 @
oumors ~736.33  137.92%%% 2.26 279 0.10 042
ssandard errors (479.67) (22.22) (157)  (151) (0.22)  (2.59)
744433 =11.89 2.45 2059 092 2.23
stanlend ormos  (336+42) (22416) (0a78)  (1464) (263)  (9.60)
quation
owners «377.54  141.69%F% 2,55 0410 0434
ssandird orrors (336.54) (18.84) (1.29) (9.21)  (0.54)
tenante 722025 =10.71 2.45 ¥ 0095 2023
standard errors (231.97) (17.96)  (0e77) (0.38)  (0459)
'Q‘;Z;i"a i
cuners “828.41  41.715FF 2,88 % 0409
standerd errore  (376.95) (18.73) (te21) (0e29)
tenzuts 10271 =11.94 3075 ¥ ¥ 0e79
stendard ervore  (252.32) (20.83)  (0.80) (0.67)
equition 4 s
cwnors 867492 141.,08%%% 3,09 2401
standsrd orrore  (457.94) (21.49) (121 (1.49)
teants 1155.35 =732 4.01%%% 2455
stondord exvors  (343435) (25.69)  (0.78 (1.57)
equatis s
ownors =370.76  141.18%%*  3.10%
standerd errors (363.01) (18.56) (1.06)
tenants 1070049 =1.20 4.07***
standard exvors  (250450) (18.82) (0.76)

* sigaificent at 5 %

#* gignificant at 1 %

«=e gignificant at Je1 %
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Tadble 11A2 ¢ Rosulte of produotion/fits in different stages

Punjab Distriot 2, 1956

Linear with intercept

ecuations inter= soeffiolont of 22
oept lend total fanily hired seeds, dmple-
lebour labour labour manures, ments
fortili-
zer and
Arriga~-
tion
[O) [©) G) @) () (N () [©) NON
equation 1 s
owners 676021 111.63%F 119 =119 011 0u43
standard errors (435.59)  (22.49) (1e59(  (1e53)  (0022) (0459)
tenonts 419496 10.43 0,30 =0s64  =0.01  0.81
standard errors (210.03)  (13.83) (2.49)  (1.02)  (0.49) (0.37)
equation 2 1
owners ~269.23 940847 2,08 0,08 0.78
stendard errors (393.61)  (19.42) (1.33) (0022)  (3455)
tenants 650466 =167 0eT4 «0e28 086 231
stendard ervors  (149447)  (11.57) (2.49) (0e37)  (0.38)
equation 3 8
owners -153.45  94.90%% 0.57 0,09
stondard ereors  (394e43)  (19.60) (1.26) (0e22)
tenants T65.7T =215 te24 0434 22
standard errors  (147.75)  (12.17)  (0.47) (0.39)
equation 4
owners 63760 115.22%F 1,49 -2.81 .55
standard ervors  (464433)  (21.79) (1.23) (1.51)
tenante 494464 11,20 .27 ~1464
standard errors  (193.51)  (14427) (0.43) (0.87)
equatio: ]
owners ~119.93 95038 0433
stendard exrors (379.67)  (19+42) (1.11)
vencnts T44022 =6e30 1,10 21
stondard errore  (145.23)  (10.91) (0.44)

* signifisant at 5 %

** sigalfisent at 1 3%

*e8 significant at 0.1 %4
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Table I'B' % Results of mdueuo%fiu in different Btuges
Punjeb Distziss 2y 1956

Squations coeffiolent of 22
Tood total faaily hired seeds, imple-
lobour labour  labour  mamwros,  ments
fortiliser
ond irriga-
tlon
(O] N ) NN ) @ ) @ [ ©)
Sguation 1 s
ownors 126,69 %5 0.87 2.73 2.18 248 .31
standard errors  (21.36) (1.30) (1.54) (0e21)  (2.60)
Semants 10.79 2.57% 973 10435 2044%% 574
standard errors  (20413) (0.82) (1e43) (2.63 (9462)
Squation 23
ownors 133,50 %% 9,43 2¢19 216 .1
standard errors  (19.47) (1e22) (0.21)  (0.55)
tonants <0439 2052 1.18 267%% 1.51
standard ervors  (19406) (0.84) (0462)  (9.61)
equation 3 s
ounors 138.60% %% 9,64 218 J.81
standard arrors (19.30) (107) (@e21)
tenants 3055 4025 109 3454
Standard errore  (23455) (0.89) 0.75)
Squation 4 ¢
omnors 123,34 %% 4,89 td42 0.0
staudard errors (20.75) (999) (1.23)
tenaate 3797 4475 -228 .54
standard errore (22.84) (0.82) (1.33)
Qquation 5 s
ownore 137245 2,64 5.80
standard errors  (19.19) (0497)
Tenants 19¢3) 4473 « 51

standard errors (20044) (2+84)

* eliguifisant at § % ** gigaificant at 1 % % significant at 0st %



Table nnz s Resulta of sroduction/fite

io;

Punjab Distriot 2, 1956

Linsor without intercept

258 %

in different stoges

equations ococefficient of n?
Tand Total  family hived sesds, Taole-
labour labour labour mRnaTes, ments
fortilizer
and irrie
4
(o) (63) @ (&) ﬁé“ ¥} [©)
101,30 %% 200 =125 a5 2.50 55
(21.50) (1e31)  (133)  (9.21) (9462)
25423 0637 =168 2.27 0693
(12:45) (251)  (9.83) (939) (9438)
oquatica 2 8
omaore 93.36%% 0wt <06 2e72 5
standard errovs (19.42) (1e22) (0e21) (2.54)
tenzute TeG4 0430 0407 1026
stondord ermors  (13416)  (0453) (0.43) (.42
.wbiou : 1]
ownere 94030%% 0,34 0407 54
standurd evrors  (19.55)  (1409) (2e21)
tenante 9e4T 162 <11 -
standard errors (1441) (0e56) (0447)
Squation 4 s
cwnors 105.87 **  0u47 177 5
standard errors (20.77) (2¢99) (1.28)
tensaie 30e59% 1,58 ~2.06 17
stondard erozs  (12.19)  (9.44) 0.73)
oquation 3 ¢
ownere 94083 %% 0,18 5
standard errors (19433) (0093)
tenauis Ted0 157
standard errors (1245) (2e51)

® gignificant at 5 %

** gignifisont at 1%

wes gignificant at Jet %



259 342

on
Table 110, s Results of productioy fits in diffevent stages
Punjeb District 2, 1956
Log linear

(Dopendent variable ¢ Total value of orop output)

B coefficient of 2
land totel family hired seeds, imple- R
labour labour labour mamures, mente
fortilizer
and ireie
gation
O (2) (3) [V (6). (1) () [O)]
equation 3 s
ouore 3032 053" 0,397 % %10 0.84
otondard ovrors  (0e44)  (409) (0u11) (2.08)
tenante 319" 0010 0,62 %F* 2410 .73
stondard erzors  (0435)  (0e13) (0e12) (9e92)
& 3
ouneze 3039 0459 0ug7 ** 0ot

standard errors  (0ed4)  (0408) (0.10)
tonanse 3e44¥° 2014 00677 %72
standard errors (0646)  (0a92) (0e11)

® significant at 5 % ** gignificent at 1 % oee gignificant at 0ol %
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Table 110, 4 Bamlte of produotien/Fits in Sfforent stages
Punjeb District 2, 1956
Log lineer
equations coofficient of l'«! L
Tond  total femily hired  seods, Taplem ‘
lebour labour labour — mANMCES, ments

fertilizer

and Lreie

gation

[) @) 3) @ __6) ©) 1) @) 9)

squation 3 3
owners 5030 0457 =0e17 0426
steadard orrors  (1e93) (0440) (9.51) (0436)
tancute 383 Q19 0e41 «0e01 ). 26
stondard ervors  (1607)  (0426) (De24) (0e24)
equation 3 ¢
owners Bel6 0u66  0s02
standand exmors  (1e91)  (0:37) (0443)
tenante 3484 e19 0e40 2
standaed exrrors  (0439) (2.24) (2.29)

® gignificant at 5 %

#» gignificant at 1 %

#ee gignificent at Oel %
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Table 124 s Results of produstion/fits in different stages
Punjab Distriet 2, 1970
Lincor with intercept
(Dependent wariable s Total velue of orop output)

equations inter= goefficlent of
oept Tand — %otel  fanily hired seods, Twie- 2
lobour lobour labour manures, ments
fortilizer
and irrige- .
tion
[O) & GY () (6 B ) B ¢ ) MENNN ) BN €)M
equation 1 ¢
ownare 250439 88425 ¥F¥ 0043 0467 1095 0,04
standard errors (1293.55) (117.42) (2:32) (3.29) (233)  (9.09)
tenants 573088 =574T1 1.78% 3.74%  =0.07 0.04
standard errors (4309056) (635.50) (0465) (108)  (%.96)  (2.07)
1 don 2 ¢
cumere 11833 910,02%*o,57 % 202" 0,04 0.87
standard errevs (1198.75) (112.32) (0426) (0.33)  (0s09)
tenaats 7818.53 1036017 2,24 ** 1,01 0012 0482
standard orrors (4220.96) (592.80) (0+65) (0.94) (0007
squation3 s
omere =95037 9197777 0u57* Tt 287
standard errors (1194¢17) (110.09) (0.26) (0.25)
tenants TT51095  =764018 2,00 ° 1.13 276
standard errove (4611.82) (632.04) (0.69) (1.03)
equatlon 4 s
owners 359721 1095041%%F 1.417% 0047 0681
standard ervors (1414.73) (134.40) (0.34) (0.38)
toncnte 5693,01  =464e51  1a59 ¥ 2.20™* 2.86
stonderd errore (3286.18) (470.03) (2451) (070)
sqmtion s ¢
ouners ~4387.76  1150.26™** 4,70+ % 2.1
standard errors (1267.73) (127.23) (2.26)
tenante 5934439  =609.79  2e44* ¢ .73

stondard errore (4399¢52) (626439) (0.59)

® signifioent at § % ** sigificant at 1% wre gignifisent at 0o %
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Teble 121, & Reoulte of producbion/fite 1a differont stages

Punjeb Distriet 2, 1970
Linear with intercept

(Dependent o1 us
Squations Inter— ooeff iolent of 22
oept land total fanily hired soeds,  imple~
lobour labour labour manures, mente
fortili-
zer and
irriga=
tion
(] ] [6)) @5y O N6 (©) [6))
equation § ¢
cuners -530.10 918,27 ¥** 0410 =0.57 145" .2 .72
standard errors (1296.21) (147.55) (2e32)  (0.29) (933) (9409)
tonants 2647093 =145453 1,08 2.82%  <1.48  <0.,06 T4
standard ervors (2357.76) (431.56) (0e46)  (2474)  (9476) (0.05)
equation 2 &
owners 43377 947041 0,28 139 =0e12 0.7
stondard evrors (1219.12) (114023)  (0.26) (9.33)  (0.09)
tenants 4500072 =555.08 1.49 ~0e51 000 R
standard ervors (3225.07) (458.28)  (0e43) (972)  (9e05)
ecuation 3 s
ownars 496430 074,02 0,28 IR
standerd errors (1221.04) (112.56)  (0.26) (0.25)
tenants 4494431 536452 1047 050 2.60
otendard ervors (3063033) (419.93)  (0.46) (0.68)
-g\mum ‘ L]
owners ~2873.46  1068.69%%% 0,69 0452
standard errors (1200.42) (121.64)  (0431) (9e34)
tenants 520211 =563433 1406 059 .1
standard errors (2826.22) (404426)  (0.44) (0460)
Squation 5 ¢
owners 1998030 1007093 ¥** 0,37
stendard orvors (1150.76) (115.54)  (0.23)
tenants 526630 =602478 1.23 2T
standard errors (2821.61) (401.72)  (0437)

* eigaificont at 5 %

** significent at 1 %

*x2 gignificant at 0.1 %
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Table 123‘1 Results of productioy fits in differeat etages

Punjab District 2, 1970
Linear without intercept

(Dependent variable s Totsl value of crop , output)

equations

coeffis. of

Tand  total  foally hived  seods, Tl B
labour labour labour manures, ments
fertilizer
ond irei=
aation
(O} 6] G) (@), G O] (VBN O)
oquation 1 8
pmv— 883.90%** 0,47 0.69%  1.98™°  20.04  0.87
standend errors  (115.39) (0.22)  (0.27) (032) (2.09)
tenante 7409 1717F 4e107F <0465 0.02 0484
standord orrozs  (465471) ©e71)  (112) (1.07) (2.08)
equation 2 s
oumare 909.04™* 0455 * 2003%% 20,04 .87
standard errore  (111.78)  (0.19) (0e31) (0.09)
tensats =323¢42 2.29 * 0650 0s14 076
standerd orrors  (500:51)  (0475) (1404) (0.08)
equation 3 s
omere 918.95™** 0455 ¥ 1a92 1% 0437
stendasd errore  (109446)  (0e19) (922)
tenants ~62424 2.05 +* 0467 %70
standard orrors (494.37)  (0.77) (1.09)
equation 4
cmers 1057.67* " 0,89 %+ 0,82 0.8
stendard orrors (136.04)  (0.27) (935)
tenants 57.21 1047 222 0.83
standand errors (378.05)  (057) (e79)
equation 5 ¢
omare 155,555 1026 *F 079
standard errors (131.70)  (0.22)
tenants ~67+82 2032%% 0e69
stendand errors (480.25)  (0.62)

* aignificsnt at 5 %

®» significsat at 1%

wse gignificant at 0el %



Table 1252 s Resulie of produotion/

Punjab District 2, 1970
Linear without intercept

diffevent stages

oceff ioiont of 2
Tond Total  family hived  seeds
lebour labour labour WANUTeS y monts
fortilizer
and irri-
Slon
©) € B €3 MO € S ¢ M O] O]
equation i ¢
omners 909435%* % 0,01 «Du62%  1.43%F  <.t2 7
standard errore  (115.69) (0e22)  (0e27) (0.32) (0409)
tenante 123023 1.03 2.93FF  ~1.75%
standard ervors  (313.86) (0.43)  (0e73)  (9.72)
equetion 2 ¢
ommere 351,01%*% 29,22 136 %% <.12
stondard ervors  (113.72) (2e20) (0.32) (2.09)
tonants 14473 1.52% <0431 0e01
standard orvors  (361435)  (0.54) ©0e73) (2.05)
oquation 3
owners 570.41%%% .22 1607 ¥ 7
stondard erors  (111.98)  (0.20) (2423)
tonants ~123045 1650% 0030 .5
stendord errors  (320478)  (0.59) {0.70)
2 ion g s
owmere 133,54 0,28 <de24  0.7D
standard ervors  (122.59)  (0.24) (0432)
tenants -37401 0494 0462 0.5
stendard errors  (330.01) (0.50) (2.69)
eguation 5 ¢
cunare 1009.66 %% 0,47
standard ervors  (116.56)  (0419)
tenaate -121.33 1.18%
stondard exrors  (324.83) (2e42)

® significant ot 5 %

a» gignificent at 1%

axs pignifiosnt et Je %



Teble 120, s Results of production/fits

265 242
© 2B

in different stages

Punjab Distriet 2, 1970

Log lincar

(Depondent veriable s Total value of orop output)

tions goafficiont of 2
lond  totel femily hired  oeeds, imple- B
labour labour labour manures, zent
fertiliser
ond Lrpim
gation
[©) @Gl @ G) © (@) &)
g_wion : 1]
ounaze 2449™** 0019% 0034 0485
standard ezrore (0406)  (2.09) (2.05)
fonants 01T 0095 913 230
Standard errore 00 (0e34) (0.43) ©.17)
8. ]
0461%*% 0,56 *** 0479
(0407)  (9409)
tenanis «e12  fa10FF 278
stondard errore (0.3 (2453) (2.38)
® aigaifioant at 5 % e gignifisant ot 1% ®ee gignificent ot Det %



266 249
268

Toble 120, 1 Results of produstion/fite in diffevent stages

Punjeb District 2, 1970

Log linear
D Farr siness Ineome)
equations intercept soeffisiont of Rz
land total fonily hired  Goeda, Toplem
labour labour lshour manures , mante
fortilizer
end irpie
Zation
[O) 2). [6)) 4) Go (6] ) O]
equatiol 1)
omsre w7 o o 0e32 243
stoadard ervors  (2.14)  (0424) (0.34) (0.18)
tenants <304 =040 1a44% 0.00 2
standard orvors  (3447)  (0.77) (0462) (9.24)
equaticn 5 ¢
owmars 1,16 0a59%* 9455% 3
standard orrors  (2.12) (0e24) (0428)
tomaate =305 <039 st ’

stondard errors

(3.24)

(0.73)  (2.53)

* sizaificant et 5 %

** significant at 1 %

e gignifisent at 05 %



Chapter VII

Beonomic D

In this chapter we shall carry out tests separately for different size
groups. We shall, however, not proceed to compare production function fits as
we did in the last chapter. This would not be possible given the small number
of observations that would correspond to the different classes thet would be
defined by the intersection of size clessification and tenurial classification.
We heve therefore taken recourse to comparing the average variable values for
the tWwo tenurial olasses (as defined in the previous chapter) for the same size
groups The individual farms in each social class are grouped into three size
classes : 0-5 acres, 5-10 acres and 10 acres and above, to take care of any
possible size effects. The data used are the same as in the previous chapter.

How to assess the relative effectiveness of ‘tenancy system we have
considered 15 variables relating to different aspects of farm economics. They are -

A. veriables relaiing to t (1) value of yield per scre

costs and benefits (2) intensity of oropping
(3) total cost of production (actual
plus imputed) per acre
(4) ratio of imputed cost to actual
cost
(5) farm business income

B veriables referring to t (6) velue of manure and fertilizer
material inputs inputs per acre

(7) velue of seed inputs per acre



C. variables referring to : (8)
land and capital
)
(10)
(1)
(12)
(13)
D. veriables relating to s (14)
labour input
(15)
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input of bullock labour days

per acre

ratio of hired bullock labour
days to owned bullock labour days
expenditure on maintenance of
implements

irrigation charges per acre
proportion of net irrigated
area to net sown area
number of fragments per acre
input of human labour in
man days per acre

ratio of hired labour to
fanily labour.

To judge the relative effectivencss of bonancy system the F-tost we

oarry out is the test for the equality of two population means with respect to
each of the 15 varisbles, for the two olasses of formors, separately for each
©f ©he throe size olosses. The method we follow is 4o carry out One-fay Analysis
of Variance (or equivalently, Fisher's F-tost) for the equality of the sample
means. If we consider the results of F-tests alone we See that only one varisble
appears to differ systematically between owners and tenants and that is bhe
'Ratlo of Imputed Cost to Actual Cost'. Another varisble that shows o somewhat
systematic pattern in the matter of significance of test results is 'Farm
Business Income per Acre's Also in the cases of 'Irrigation Sharges per Acre’

of Impl ts! we see a ic

end 'Expenditure on the Mai
pattern in this respect. Excepting these verisbles none other variable signi-

ficantly differs emong the classes in any wniform fashion. Thus, in the case
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the expected variable values are the same for owners and tenants. The answer to

this question is given by the sequential binomial formuls

n
1.7
: o, (3

The results of this tests are presented in the same tables from 1 to 15
It is seen that, in the size class O-5 acres the number of cases in which tenants
are with a lower value of particular varisble is significantly high in the cases
of the variables, although for higher size classes, in most of these cases, we
do not find that the tenants are with larger (or smaller) average value for a
partisular varisble in a predominantly large number of cases. Now we find it

also useful to see how these results vary among the different classes of

variables.
Yariables referring to costs and benefil
tab] 1%05
If we the iabl to costs and benefits we see that

in the size class 0-5 acres for two variables, e.g., yield per acre and intemsity
of cropping the average values are lower for the tenants than the owaers in
significantly large number of cases. For two other variables e.g., 'Total cost

of production per mcre' and 'Farm business income per acre' the number of cases
in which the tenants are with higher (or lower) average value is not significant
even in the size class 0-5 acres. In the case of 'Ratio of imputed cost to

actual cost' in all size classes, the number of cases in Which the average value
is higher for the tenants is significantly high. From all this we see that one

can not say the tenants always incur a less amount of cost and get a lower return
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in comparison with the owners. However, we see in the smallest size class yield
per acre is gemerally lower for the tenants; again Farm business income, which
is gross value of production less of all types of imputed and actual expenditures,
is not lower in significantly large number of cases, but in most of the cases in
which it is lower, the differemce is significontly large not only in the size
class 0-5 acres but also in the largest size class. Thus with regard to produc-
tivity and income the tenants may be in a worse position in some cases, parti-

cularly in the case of smallest size class, than the owners.

Yarisbles referring to material inputs
Thet tenants in the smallest size olass may be in a Wworse position than
the owners and in the larger size classes the effects of tenure on economic per—
formance becomes less important is seen also in the cases of two variables, e.g.,
velue of manures and fertilizers per acre and value of seeds per acre. It is seen
that in the size class 0-5 acres the tenants generally use less of these two
inputs than the owners, while in the larger size classes tenancy does not seem

to affect the use of these inputs.

Yeriabl %0 land and capital

It ie seen that none of these variable except 'Irrigation charges per acre'
and 'Mumber of fraguents per acre' seems to be affected by the existing tenurial
arrangements, in any of the size classes. Thus, we see that the average value of
the varisbles, namely, 'Input of bullock labour days per acre’, 'Ratio of hired

bullook labour to owned bullock labour', 'Expe: on of impl '
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and 'Proportion of net irrigated area to net sown area' are neither larger for
the tenants nor lower for them in significantly large number of cases. Thus
tenancy does not seem to affect these varisbles. However, with respect to
'Irrigation charges per scre' and 'Number of fragments per acre'! in the size
class 0-5 aores the average values are lower for the tenante in significantly
large number of cases whereas in the size olass 5-10 acres average values are
neither larger nor smaller for the tenants in significantly large number of
cases. I n the size clas '10 acres and above' in all the cases the tensnts
have a large average value for mumber of fragments per acre whereas in this size
class with Tespect to 'Irrigation cherges per ecre’ they bave meither a largor
nor a smeller average value in significantly large number of cases. Thus we may
say that whereas in smellest size groups temants mey be in s worse position so
that they can pay for irrigation facilities a less amount than the owners, in
larger size classes tenaney does not seem to worsen the economic conditions of
the farmers to such extent as to make then inour less expenditure on irrigation.
With respect to mmber of fragmente per acre, however, it is seen that smallest
sized owner operated ferms are generally more fragmented than the tenanted farms
of the same size — Whereas with the increase in farm size tenanted farms become
more and more fragmented in relation to owner operated farms. One possible expla~
nation for this may be that fragmentation of holdings is generally caused through
the process of inheritence and the tenanted holdings are not inherited and

thus for a poor tenant cultivator who can not lease in more than very small amount
of land there is no reason for him to chose very small fragmented pieces Whoreas
an owner oultivator in many ceses, is to remain satisfied with the different

fragments of land that he may asquire through inheritence. On the contrary, an
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economically well off tenant farmer who can lease in a big amount of land may
find it more advantageous to lease in land from more than one landowner. A big
8ized owner farmer may have the means of consolidating small fragmented pieces;

in any case, given the same force of disintegration the average size of fragments
would be higher in bigger sized owned farms. Thus with farm size becoming larger
the tenant mey be found to cultivate more fragmented land than the owners although

in the small size group this may not be the case.

Yarisbles relating to labour input

It is seen that although the average value for the 'Ratio of hired labour
to fanily lebour' is neither larger nor smaller for the temants in significantly
large number of cases in aay of the size classes, aversge value for 'Total human
labour days per sore' is lower for the tenants in significantly large mumber of
cases in the size class O-5 aores. This shows that while we can not say that
employuent of hired labour in relation to family labour depends much on temurial
arrengenents, it can be said that in a small sized tenanted farm less amount of
total labour per acre is employed, although in larger sised farms effects of

tensncy on employment of human labour is reduced.

Conolusion
From the above findings we my comolude that effect of temsnoy on the
use of different inputs and on farm productivity end imcome may be visible only
in the cases of emall sized forms (0-5 aores), It mey be that within a very small
size the tenanted ferms are less efficient than the owner operated firms in the

sense that they use less of labour and material inputs per acre, they cultivate
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land with less intensity and get lower yield per aore and in many cases
significantly lower farm businese income per acres In larger size classes,
however, this effect of temansy is not so visibles Another interesting
conclusion thet seems to emerge from the discussion is that tenants
‘gerprally  depend more on owned inputs than on purchased or hired inputs
in comparison with the owners.

The significant difference observed bLetween the two temurisl classes
for the smallest size growp bears out our anticipation expressed in the con-
cluding portion of the last chapter that the temurial classes may not be
regarded as homogeneous statisticel populations, that there are significant
differences hetween the tecknological features of different size growps for
the seme tenvrial olass. As such the reservations expressed by us about the
fitbing of common produstion functions to all farns belonging to the same
tenurial class seem to be justifieds Again, the results derived in this chepter
correspond t0 our expectation regurding the relative economic conditions of

benants and owners in different size groups, as expressed in Chapter II.



Table 1 3 Yield per acre

(in rupees)
size classes 0 to5. 5 to 10 10 acres and

asres aores above
references . P-value P-value F-value
O o % G @ G
West Bengal 1 1955 1.89 <01 -
West Bengal 2 1955 <47 2,02 -
West Bengal 1 1956 55 15.34%» 30
West Bengal 2 1956 +00 643440 -
Andhra 1957 34 +00 14 T2%n
Andhra, 1958 35 «54 +35
Andhra 1959 15 57 1.87
Punjab 1 1955 <19 1.03
Punjab 2 1955 0.02 0,08
Punjab 1 1956 0.04 2,68 1.12
Punjab 2 1956 «10 1.10 90
Punjab 2 1970 3401 .28 2.61
total number of
cases, n 10 12 9
number of cases, m
I vhich tenants have
lower mean value than
others 10 1 3
result of binomial test significantly significantly not s:gd—

lower h: fican

24
(+001 )3/ (.oo;)l’/
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Table 1. (contd.)

The figure in the bracket is the probability of getting 11 or more
oases of tenant mean lower than owner mean when actuslly there is
no difference between them in the population, given by

(12 + 12, ) 12

Gy %2 " @)
The figure in the bracket is the probability of getting 2 or fewer
cases of tenant mean being lower than owner ma32°a§¥m1y there is

no difference between them in the population, given by

(12, + 12 1”2

02 01 Co @)

o West Bengal 1 and West Bengal 2 indicates the two distriots Hooghly

y

L

-

and 24 Parganas of West Bengal. Similarly Punjab 1 and Punjab 2
indicate the districts of Ferozepur end Amritssr of Punjab.

Not significent at the 5 % level (one sided test)
Significant at 5 % level
Significant at 1 % level



Table 2¢ Intensity of Cropping
(in rupees)
size classes 0to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
references . acres acres above
state year F-value F-value F-value
) (2), G) (4) )
West Bengal 1 1955 25 «06 -
West Bengal 2 1955 123 «30 -
West Bengal 1 1956 .92 37
West Bengal 2 1956 1.52 .24 -
Andhra 1957 2.73 .20 «04
Andhra 1958 3.64% 25 34
Andhra 1959 <07 .92 -
Punjab 1 1955
Punjab 2 1955
Punjab 1 1956 §a/
Punjab 2 1956
Punjab 2 1970 38 «30 «03
total number of cases, n 8 8 5
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean value
than owners T 5 4
result of binomial test significantly not not
1(:;;;;) significant significant

8/ Deta for this particular variable were not availgble for these four

Punjab cases.
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Table 3 s Total cost of production per acre
(in rupees)
size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
acres acres above

zreferences

state F-value Fvalue
i1§ (z§ (5% (45 25%

Vest Bengal 1 1955 .96 .20 -
West Bengal 2 1955 1.04 2.10 -
West Bengal 1 1956 Todome 50 06
West Bongal 2 1956 48 W91 -
Andhra 1957 2,37 1015 33
Andhra 1958 22 32 1093
Andhrs 1959 24 27 %0
Punjab 1 1955 35 24
Punjsb 2 1955 «08 «85
Punjeb 1 1956 «16 6o36%% o46
Punjab 2 1956 +53 «00 1.19
Punjab 2 1970 1,01 0.01 14
total mmber of cases, n 10 12 9
number of ceses, m in which
tenante have lower mean value 8 T 6
than others
result of binomial test not not not
significant significant significent




wa
219 30

Table 4 3 Ratio of imputed cost of total cost of production

(in rupees)
size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
ferences acres acres above
state ar Fovolue F-value Fvalue
§0) G) (4) ()
West Bengal 1 1955 9aT1## o2 -
West Bengal 2 1955 5e93%% o -
West Bengel 1 1956 1466%% .28 19.86%
VWest Bongal 2 1956 4o1T% 94784 -
Andhra 1957 65.76%% 11.66** 3.01%
Andhra 1958 29.53%* 6o4T* 3.93%
Andhra 1959 61.07%% Te42%* 2.79
Punjab 11955 - 41.09%¢ 52, 90%*
Punjab 2 1955 - 17.75** 68,624
Punjab 1 1956 225 204 44%% 17.15%%
Punjab 2 1956 46 .28 16,51%%
Punjab 2 1970 8.074% To36%% .98
total number of cases, n 10 12 9
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean 1 2 1
value than others
results of binomial test significently significantly significantly
higher higher higher
(+:012) (:022) (022)




Table 5 $ Farm business income

280 282

(in rupees)
size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and

fe acres acres gbove
_State yeaz F-valve Foyalue Fyalue

(1) (2) () (4) (5)
West Bengal 1 1955 10.35%* 1.31 -
West Bengal 2 1955 13 .28 -
West Bengal 1 1956 1449+ 00 o5
West Bengal 2 1956 3.69% <04 -
Andhre 1957 5e62% 2,13 156
Andhra 1958 3.09* 3.37* «04
Andhre, 1959 001 07 62
Punjab 1 1955 bl 40 2,06
Punjab 2 1955 - .12 5010%
Punjab 1 1956 <09 3,21 R L
Punjab 2 1956 12 2423 o
Punjab 2 4970 1.04 04 4egT*
total number of cases, n 10 12 10
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean 8 8 7
velue than others
result of binomial test not not not

significent significent significant
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Table 6 ¢ Manure and fertilizer input per acre
(1n rupees)
size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
fo. - acres acres above
state year F-value F-vplue Poyplue
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
West Bengal 1 1955 - - -
West Bengal 2 1955 - - -
West Bengal 1 1956 - - -
West Bengal 2 1956 - - -
Andhra 1957 227 «38 3.81%
Andhra 1958 0402 0.02 .12
Andhra, 1959 «25 «09 «05
Punjab 1 1955 - 2423 «66
Punjab 2 195 - 3.05% «03
Punjad 1 1956 «02 +03 «00
Punjeb 2 1956 .05 1027 1035
Punjab 2 197¢ - - -
total number of cases, n 9 1 8
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean 8 4 1
value than others
result of binomiel test significantly not significantly
lower significant higher
(+020) (0.039)

8/ Yot availsble.



Table 7 3 Seed input per acre in value

size classes 0 %5 5 o 10 10 acres and
acres acres above

zeferences

state year F-value F-value Fevalue

(1) [0) () (4) )
Weet Bengal 1 1955 1.68 +58 -
West Bengal 2 1955 1429 33 -
West Bengal 1 1956 1416 10.56%# -
West Bengal 2 1956 13 «19 -
Andhra 1957 1.71 o7 «30
Andhra, 1958 .52 47 .16
Andhre 1959 +08 147 .26
Punjab 1 1955 - +€0 +00
Punjab 2 1955 - 1044 «C5
Punjab 1 1956 13 3.09% 1.C0
Punjab 2 1956 «00 o7 «C1
Punjab 2 19105/ - - -
total number of cases, n 9 10 8
number of cases, u in which
tenants have lower meen 9 3 3
velue than others
result of binomial test significantly not not
](.f;grz:) significant significant

8/ Data for this varisble is not available for this Punjab case.



Table 8 ¢ Input of bullock labour days per acre

size classes 0 %5 5 to 10 10 aores and
acres acres above
Zeferences — r—— o———aa
state year Fevalue P-value F-vulue
(1) ) () (4) (5)
West Bengal 1 1955 1.02 <24 -
West Bengal 2 1955 .21 43 -
West Bengal 1 1956 1.29 6.72% .63
West Bengal 2 1956 AT «14 -
Andhra, 1957 05 1.46 .03
Andire 1958 04 .03 2.42
Andhze 1959 .22 2.84 1,43
Punjab 11955 - 2.60 <51
Punjab 2 1955 - 47 «24
Punjab 1 1956 .88 1.08 0450
Punjab 2 1956 «00 0.14 0.60
Punjab 2 1970 1.25 o1 +05
total number of cases, n 10 12 9
number of cases, m in which
ower
tenonts have/mean value 8 1 5
‘than others
result of binomial test a0t significantly not
significant lower sigrificent

(.003)




Table 9 8 Ratio of hired bullock labour days to owned

bullock labour days

W
284 286

size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 agres and
acres acres above

“state W;e;- Fovolue F-value F-rzlue

(1) (2) () (4) (5)
West Bengal 1 1955 20 2.46 -
West Bengal 2 1955 1,62 1:67 -
West Bengel 1 1956 Te13%* To40* -
West Bengal 2 1956 1.57 2.33 -
Andhra 1957 01 36 514
Andhra 1958 +00 o1 +83
Andhra 1959 2.17 .83 1.30
Punjah 11955 - - -
Punjab 2 1955 - - -
Punjab 1 1956 - - -
Punjab 2 1956 - - -
Punjab 2 1970 07 o1 22
toial number of cases, n 8 8 5
number of cases, m in which
tenauts hove lower mean 5 4 3
value then others
result of bimomial pest 0%

significant

not not
signifioant significant




Pgble 10 s Expenditure on the maintenaunce of implements

(in rupees)
size classes 0t 5 to 1 10 oeres ond
apres eeres gbove
Toiw Foaw  Tovaiw
() (4) ()
West Bengel 1 1955 2.23 1.00 -
West Bengal 2 1955 334% +02 -
West Bengel 1 1956 1.74 6o24% +26
West Bengal 2 1956 2.68% .28 -
Anghre 1957 1.38 2444 1.34
Andhre 1958 46 1,02 2.76
Andhra 1959 «00 «00 2.94%
Punjeb 1195 - «63 2.04
Punjab 2 1955 - 4.06% +08
Punjeb 1 1956 «24 57 2,07
Punjab 2 1956 1.52 4.80% 32
Punjob 2 1970 .92 5 «01
total number of cases, & 10 12 9
quuber of cases, m in which
tenante have lower mean T 8 3
yelue than others
result of binomial test not not not

signifioant sizmificant significant
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Table 11 3 Irrigation charges per ascre

(1n rupees)
size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
o n aocres acres above
states year F-value F-value F-value
) () () (4) G)
West Bengal 1 1955
West Bengal 2 1955 o
West Bengal 1 1956
West Bengal 2 1956
Andbra 1957 23.52%* 90 12%# 1.51
Andhva, 1958 Je52% 6.56% «60
Andhra 1959 13.01%% 2.07 8. 1w
Punjab 1 1955 - «01 31
Punjeb 2 1955 - 201 o7
Punjab 1 1956 <15 2.49 <04
Punjab 2 1956 .12 «83 .90
Punjeb 2 1970 .27 A7 1.92
total number of cases, n 6 8 8

umber of cases, m in which
‘tonants have lower mean 6 & 4
value than othsrs

zesult of binomial test significaly significently not
lower lower significant
(+008) (+004)

&/ Data for ihe perticular varisble were not availible for these
4 West bengal cases.



Table 12 3 Proportion of net irrigated area to net sown area

size classes 0to 5 5 to 10 10 acres and
acres acres above
states year P-volue P-value F-value
) @) G) (4) )
West Bengal 1 1955 12 2,36 -
West Bengal 2 1955 1.24 2.22 -
West Bengal 1 1956 +03 1.56 -
West Bengal 2 1956 8o26%% 04 -
Andhra 1957 1.28 +63 Be22%
Andlrs, 1958 42 58 45
Andnra 1959 2444 3.60% «61
Punjab 1 1955
Punjeb 2 1955 o
1 1956
2 1956 g
2 1970 V4o 29%% «05 0T
sotel muber of cases, n 8 5 5
rvrber of cases, m in which
texcnts have lower mean 2 6 4
ve than othezs
rorult of binomisl test not 0k not
significant significant significant

2/ Date for this particular variable were not availables
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Table 13 ¢ Number of fregments per acre

size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and
references acres acres above
shatos ar Fovalue Fovalue “Fovalus
1 2 G). (4) (5)
West Bengal 1 1955 1.31 «47 -
West Bengel 2 1955 12 «00 -
West Bengal 1 1956 o45 .08 2.32
West Bengal 2 1956 1.28 51 -
Andhra 1957 2.44 1046 70
Andhra 1958 1.40 .16 43
Andhre 1959 2.04 .13 2.25
Punjab 1 1955 - «20 #00
Punjab 2 1955 - 35 45
Punjab 1 1956 1.21 2.84 19
Punjab 2 1956 «60 1.05 .29
Punjab 2
totel mmber of cases, n 9 1M 8
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean 9 3 ]
value than others
pesults of binomial test significantly not significantly
lower significant higher
(+002) (+004)




Tgble 14 & Human labour input per acre in may days

fatkd
289 284

size classes 0 to5 5 to 10 10 acres and

fe. " acres agres sadbove
states year P-value Fevalue F-value

(D), @) G) @) ()
West Bengal 1 1955 2441 0.26 -
West Bengal 2 1955 3e11% 120 -
West Bengal 1 1956 .08 6.42% 0.06
West Bengel 2 1956 1.43 1635 -
Andhra 1957 0.87 1.09 3e95%
Andhra 1958 0.20 0.24 0.98
Andhra 1959 0.06 0423 137
Punjab 1 1955 - 3047* T+66%%
Punjab 2 1955 - 0.05 0.02
Punjab 1 1956 0.15 1.41 0,06
Punjab 2 1956 1.15 0.30 0.30
Punjeb 2 197 1.88 0415 .72
total number of coses, n 10 12 12
number of cases, m in which
tenants have lower mean 9 5 6
value than ownors
result of binomial test significantly not not

%°;‘1’;) significent  significant

&/ Entries for Punjab 2 1970 are in hours. For all other states and year

entries are in days.



Table 15 # Ratio of hired labour to family labour

28
290

size classes Q0 t5 5 to 10 10 acres and

peferances aocres acres above
__state year Fovalue Fevalue Fevalue

() @) () (4) ()
West Bengal 1 1955 0+42 «52 -
West Bengal 2 1955 93 1.94 -
West Bengal 1 1956 41 6.68% -
West Bengel 2 1956 o35 «00 -
Andhra 1957 174 4.63% 45
Andhra 1958 +18 3,20% «13
Andhra 1959 3.03* 2.01 2.12
Punjab 1 1955 2.14 3.082% 99
Punjab 2 1955 - 2.41 1029
Punjad 1 1956 o41 «55 2433
Punjsb 2 1956 -66 <13 .97
Punjab 2 1970 <31 43 o34
total number of cases, n 10 12 9
number of cases, o in which
tencats have lower mean T 8 6
valve than owners
result of binomial test ot not not

significant significant significant




Table 153 Number of observations in each size and

ownership class for all the cases

291 ¥4

293

size classes
0 to 5 acres 5 to 10 acres 10 acres and sbove

references

states year owners tenanis owners tenants owners tenants

O] @), (O] G) (6 @) ()
West Bengal 1 1955 74 1" 8 3 3 0
West Bongal 2 1955 62 18 10 7 2 0
West Bengal 1 1956 72 " 5 3 3 1
West Bengal 2 1956 60 19 9 6 3 0
Andhra W 1957 45 1 [ 9 26 7
Andnra ¥ 1958 I 3 [ |} 22 8
Andhrg W 1959 30 10 10 4 19 1
Punjab 1 1955 12 0 20 18 38 12
Punjod 2 1955 1 0 8 12 50 29
Punjab 1 1956 9 1 23 1 0 13
Punjeb 2 1956 4 2 3 8 2 32
Punjsb 2 1970 22 1 48 6 66 7
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CONCLUSION

It is a general impression that tenancy system is an inefficient form of
tenure. The argument put forward in favour of this view is that, since under
tenancy a part of the total product or a fixed emount of money always goes to the

landowner, the tenants ere left with less capacity and 1 incentive to invest

for the i of land. S is ially to be an
inefficient system on the ground that under the system conditions for optimsl

intensity of input-use and optimal allocation of resources are not supposed to

be achieved. .
Peasant forming is often viewed by thew=-economists and poliey makers as
conducive to both growth and social welfare. The wnderlying avgbment is that
establishnent of pessant farming presupposes distribution of land anong a larger
seotion of the population, which incresses social welfare directly and inoreases

economic efficiensy by providing ons for However,

there are ewpirical findings as well as theoretical reasonings which tend to show
that under certain circumstances, tensnoy system may work just as well as owner
faraing.

In this study, we have carried out various statistical tests of hypothesis
regarding the relutive performance of the two systems. By and large, our test

5 1ad
results 12 hypothel teust s e nc more inefpiciedtly Wou ower forues 2
owner Sazasuster e Gt T s The data that we have examined suggest that

in the very small size group of forms tensnts generally perform less efficiently
than owners but among medium and large ferme, tenants do.not generally perform

any worse than owners.

As to the idea of making owner farms the basis for e viable agriculture

opr investization of of various suggest that this hos been
HHeale ot
/\,thnmst vsa and b It is seen that in the long run

owner farwing in e social framework of private property tends to give rise to
concentration of land and large scale cepitalist farmings It sugsestR that an
arrengement thet can be viable in the short as well as long run, has necessarily
to be some form of cooperativisation or collectivisation. % PT.C
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