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PREFACE,

This study looks into some featufes of tenancy practices
in Orissa with special reference to the two regions of Cuttack
and Sambalpur, drissa's econony is backward, in general,
characterized by a heavy population pressure of land, This,
combined with uneven distribution of land ownership, makes
the incidence.of the tenancy problem quite severe., Tenancy
practices prevalent in the state as evolved over a long period
in the past are extremely complex in nature, A complicated
political history assocliated with intricate socio-economic cone
ditiong has made these practices varied and deep-rooted, frust-

rating all attempts at reform through legislation,

The landlord and'tenanﬁ nexus is more a social than a
merely contractual relationship. The structure of land holdings
is largely influenced by the nature of this relationship, Du-
ring the period of British administration in Orissa, no healthy
relationship could develop between tenants and landlords,

After independeﬁce, in gspite of various land reform legislations
the situation remained practically unaltered. Through the years,
landlords have remained the domineering class, resistant and
hostile to reform, Landlordism coupled with vested political
interests hgs made'the agrarian structure more and more imper-

fect leading to complicated patterns of tenancy relations, -

The complexities of the tenanecy practices are, in

part, the result of imperfections of the lease market., Mono



(11)

-polist ‘landlords lafgely influence the supply of land in the
lease market. Being interested in a regular flow of rent they
become choosy while leasing out land to tenants. All tenants
do not have free and equal access to the lease market. 'Effec-
tive' leasing in depends on the desirability and feasibility
" of 1éasing in land, There is a large mass of 1and-hungry agri-
cultural labourers, ﬁarginal and small farmers. But most of
" them are not capable of leasing in land since they are less cre-
ditworthy, The large landowners, though capable of leasing iy
land (because of their financlal strength) in most cases do not
_ actually lease in, Thus in the one case the landless and
‘ marginal fammers do not have the capacity to lease in though
~they may bave a desire for it, while in the other case the
landlords do not lease in even though they have the capacity
{ to do so, The middle class and uwpper middle class landlords,
in whose case both desirability and feasibility coincide, are
the effective leasers in., As a result, the middle class far-
mers have become more proSperous at the expense of marginal

farmers and landless agricultural labourers.

Land reform legislations have fﬁiled to f;iizgg‘these
basic,inherent and built-in hmdraneé:s‘in the way of éffective
implementation of the reform measures. Land legislations in
Orissa having failed to realise their aims, the cutlook for
future has to be based on a more realistic approach than that
hither to followed. |



CHAPTER. I,

An analysis of the land structure of Orissa needs a
study of the ecological factors and the geovhysical conditions
of the state. As we shall see, these factors influence land
relations and production conditions in an essential and signi-

ficant manner.

Orissa is a staﬁe with varied physical features. There
~are four distimct natural divisions, namely (1) the Northern
platzau, (2) the Eastern Ghats, (3) the Central traét, and (&)
the Coastal plains. Broadly speaking these four divisions can
be studied under two main regional divisions namely (i) the
Coastal plain, with its fertile soil and rivers flowihg'into the
Bay of Bengal and (ii) the Inlaﬁd’mountainous region, a part of

southern peninsula which is almost three fourth of the area of

the state,

Orissa's economy is conditioﬁed and influenced by its
régibnai variations. It is primarily agrarian and the non-agri-
cultural sector is not adeguately developed. A significant
feature of the distribution of popuiationvis that a lagge per-

centage of it (91.59 percent) live in the rural Orissa. In the

1 Census of india, 1971.



absense of any alternative source of earning, a considerable

portion of the population devend upon agricuiture. The employ-

ment distribution will show the population pressure on agricul-

Iable 1.1%*

Class 1951 : Percen- 1961 : Percen- :1971 : Percent-

: : tage of: ¢ tage of ¢ : age of

: : the H ¢ the : ¢ the

: ¢ total ¢ ¢ total : ¢ total
Agricultural k375 78.2 5657  78.8 530k 774
Non-Agricultural 1221  21.8 2005 26.2 1547 22,6
Total: | 5596 100.0 7662  100.0 6851  100.0

* Source: B.N.Sinha Geography of Orissa (New Delhi-1971)

The demographic pressure on land has remained more or

less constant through decades. According to 1971 census figures

77.% per cent of population depend on agriculture. This is evi-

dently very significant. A spatial analysis of the population

distribution will reveal the complexity of the problem in speci-

fic regions. There are certain areas like the coastal districts

where population density is comvaratively high, The following

table describes the nature of the distribution of population



in the coastal and the inliand regions.

Table 1.2

Category ! Population: Ares ¢ Popula- : Tnland : Coastal

! Per Sq.Km. ! (Per- ¢ tion ¢ Area : Popula-'? Area : Popula-

: ! cent- : (Percen- ! (%)-czd tion ¢ (%) ¢ tion

: ! age) ¢ tage) : ! percen~?! 7o)

: : : : ¢ tage :
Very Low Less than 70 39.7 1.2 37.9 13k 1.8 0.8
Low 70 - 110 31.0 27.2 27.3 23.0 3.7 L.2
Medium 111 - 230 24,2 40.1 11,6 17.3 12.6  22.8
1igh 231 - 290 1.9 5.5 0.k 0.6 1.7 4.9

o

[ g

Aoparently the overali population pressure does not seem to

be too high, to raise any concern.

is more significant.

But its spatial distribution

The coastal tract accomodates 45.7 per cent

of the total population in only 23 percent of the total area of

(7 the state, which is comparatively larger, accomodates 55.3 percent

of the total population..

Therefore, the coastal region has more

deniiy populated areas. - This shows the magnitude of the pressure

on land in the coastal region.

2 According to 1971 census, the coastal areas comprising the
districts of Cuttack, Balasore, Puri and Ganjam accomodates
46.90 percent of the total population where as the inland
region comprising the rest of the districts accomecdates the

rest of population.



This demographic pressure has a direct impact on the size
of the individual land holding. As we see from the following table
the oercagita land holding appears to be influenced by the density

of populaticn.

Table 1.3

Density of Population, percapita and average
sige of land holding

Districts ¢ Density of : Percapita : Average size
¢ population ¢ land hol- ¢ of land hol-
f per Sg.Km. f ding. .f ding
Cuttack 341 | 0.53 3.2
Balasore ' - 286 | ‘ 0.81 k.5
Puri 230 0.56 3.5
Ganj am 183 0.52 3.1
Bolangir 142 : 1.12 8.1
Mayurbhanj 138 0.73 L.2
Dhenkanal 120 0.68 4.6
HKeonjhar 116 | 0.78 5.0
Sundargath 107 1.08 7.9
ASambalpur 108 1.01 - 6;7
Kalghandi 98 ~ 1.25 11.2
Koraput 76 0.87 ‘ 6.8
Boudh - . ' o
Phulbani 56 _ 0.70 3.1
7
Source: olmn. 1 and 2 ; Census of'India, 1971

Colmn. 3 - GEconomic Survey of Orissa, S.Misra, Vol.I



- vhile in all the districts of the coastal region the
density of population is high and, the percapita land holding
is low the inland regioﬁ has a lower density of population and
the percépita land holding is higher. In the districts of Boudh-~
Phulbani, Koraput, Dhemkansl and Mayurbhanja the percapita land

holding is comparatively not that high since a large part of

thése districts are covered by forests and hills.

The aﬁerage size of the holding is also influenced by the
demographic pressure. ' The districts in the coastal region show
that the average size of the holding is cbmparatively low. 1In the
inland regiocn the average sige of the holding is larger excent
in BoudhlPhulbani. In Poudh-Phulbani the low average size of

due & : :

the holding 1s lafgely/ghg peculiarvtOpography of the region and
inacceésibility to a large tract of the district. Broédly speak~
ing the coastal region shows that the average size of the holding’
is below the state average. This evidently shows how the‘agrarian
structure is influenced by population distribution. The average
size of holding gives only a rough description of the agrarian
complex. In order to comprehend the complexities of the agrarian
economy, however, we need to lock into both the structure of land

ownership as well as of operational holdings.

The major factor which lasrgely influences the agrarian
structure is the ocwnership distribution. In a backward economy

the industrial sector is not well developed. FHence agriculture



becomes the main source of livelihood. It is the major form
of wealth of the rural area. As such the desire for poésession
of land is more acute. Land is a_scarée natural.factor4 As we
find there exists gross inequality in the distribution of this
scarce factor. There is concentration of land in the hands

of a few and a large mass of rural families are left either
with a tiny plot of land or no land at all,

Table : 1.k

Distribution of 1énd among the rural families according to
differant sizes of owned land. :

In the given table we find that aboitt 30 percent of the
famiiies do not owyn any land, Out of the rest 70 percent of
land owning families, more than half have less than two acres of
land., About 25 percent have eithsr one acre or less than an
acre of land. This sort of smsil holding is hardly sufficient
to make one's sole source of livelihood. A zégional analysis of
the pattern of distribution shows as we see below, that the in-
equality of the lan@histribuﬁion is more in coastal areas conpa-
red to the inland region. Ganjam shows the highest percentage of
landless  families and it constibutes almost half of the total
number of families of the district. About 32 percent of families
own land eithe=r one scre or less than that. In Cuttack this
category of landowners constitutes 39 percent of the total popu-.
lation. 1In Puri it is 35 percent. Thus in the coastal r-gion
as a whole 35 percent of the familiegs vossess land either one

acre or less than that. But in the inland region this category



Table No. 1,

N\

Distribution of land among the rural families according
to different sizes of owned land (in acres)

Distriéts iess than 1 2 » 3. L 5 6 . 7
Balasore 17.5 16.8 11.7 10.3 6.9 5.1 3.8 2.6
Cuttack 21.2 17.4% 11.5 7.5 4.6 3.5 1.7 1.3
Ganjam 16.3 . 15.6 8.8 4.2 3.1 2.0 1.6 0.7
puri 18.5  16.9 10,6 6.6 k2 2.7 1.7 1.0
Koraput 3.3 9.1 9.8 8.3 7.2 6.2 3.5 2.0
‘Sambalpur N 3.2 9.4 10.4% | 7.3 6.5 | 4.8 3.5 - 2.h4
Bolangir - é.O ' 7.0 10,0 7.5 6.8 6.2 - 4.7 3.3
Dhenkanal 8.6 15.1 13.6 9.3 6.6 7.2 3.3 2.7
Kalahandi | 2.0 . 3.9 5.k 5.8 6.5 6.2 b5 4.0
Keonjhar 8.0 11.9 9.8 7.9 6.6 6.1 2.7 2.5
Mayurbhanj 116 17.3 17.2 1.2 7.0 5.6 3.0 3.5
Phulbani 22.8 14 0.2 . o2 3.3 1.9 1.5 0.9
Sundargarh 1.9 7.7 10.6 8.8 7.3 6.7 5.0 3.6
Coastal 18.5  16.3 10.5 5.8 h5 3.2 2.0 1.3
Inland 6.0 10.8 10.9 8.0 6.5 5.7 3.6 | 2.7
Orissa 11.8 13.3 10.8 7.5 5.6 4.5 2.9 2.1



~ TableNo. 1.R (Contd.)

Land.

1.7.

~ 8 9 10 15 22 -2+ 25+  Land  Total

Districts- ' to to: . Owing Less

14 19 fami- ~ fami-

lieg lies
Balasore 2.5 1.3 .1 1.6 0.8 1.5 8.5  13.5 100
Cuttack 1.2 0.7 2.4 1.0 0.5 0.5 74,9 25.1 100
Ganjam 1.08 0.3 1.4 o4 0.4 1.5 56.3 ¥3.7 . 100
Puri - 1.b 0.5 2.5 0.8 0.k 0.9 68.7 31.3 100
Koraput 2.8 1.3 6.0 2.3 1.4 2k 65.6  3h.4 100
Sambalour = 2.2 1.3 4.9 2.1 1.1 2.1 61.2 38.8 100
Bolangir 2.9 1.8 7.0 3.4 1,5 3.6 67.3 32.3 100
Dhenkanal 2.1 0.9 3.7 1.3 0.8 0.9 76.1 23,9 100
Kalahandi 3.7 3.3 10.7 5.5 3.2 6.1 70.6 ~ 29.4% 100
Keonjhor 1.5 1.0 PN 1.3 0.7 0.8 65.2 3%.8 100
Mayurbhanj 2.5 0.9 4.6 1.5 0.6 0.6 87.2 12,9 100
Phulbani 1.k 0.5 2.0 0.7 0.3 0.6 65.3 34.7 - 100
Sundargarh 3.5 3.0 8.6 .5 2.0 3.1 76.3 23.7 100
Coastal 1Lk 0.6 2.5 0.9 - 0.5 0.8 69,8 30.2 100
Inland 2.5 1.5 5.7 2.5 1.3 2.3 70.0 30.0 100
Orissa 2.0 1.1 4,2 0.9 1.6 70.0 30.0 100

* Source:

S. Misra Op. Cit.
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constituteé only 16.8 percent. Districts like Bolangir, Sambal-
pur, Dhenkanal and Kalshandi show a low pergentage of this class
of distribution of land. In most of the districts the percentage
of landless familiés is significant. In the coastal region.,96
ﬁercent of families own less than 9 acre of land and in the inland
region it is 85 percent. ‘Though»it is'little‘less in the inland
region still in the two regions this presents quite an alarming

situation in the pattern of ownership of land distributiocn.

M}«w L fnse '%Q@.NL 7

This is evidently responsible for the existence and
i;%g%fzjééi?continuance.of the tenancy practicés. On the one hand we find that
ﬂ,/f”' there is a class of landowners who possess large tract of cultiva-

ble land which are fragmented and are spread scattered over a -
large area. Thus the iarge landowner does not find it feasible
to cultivate all these plots. On the othér hand there exists a
1argé'mass of landless families with very tiny plots of iand
which can hardly satisfy thelr basic and minimum needs. Such a

paradoxieal situation is the origin of tenancy practices.

; ‘q}ﬁwﬂ What is important to understand the economic functioning
! ' L 4 . .
Q“ “ and the character of income flows is the distribution of operati-
i J W""':— " - - ——
ijmf* onal hol@;gggL“ An operstional holding is defined as the amount
\

of land owned minus the amount leased out nlus the amount land
leased in; The unit of cultivation or the operational unit is
rather more impdftant for the efficiency of land utilisation.
Ecconomic and optimum utilisation of land is feasible only when
the unit of cultivation is a viable one. 1In a very small opera-

tional unit the inputs like labour, capital etc., cannot be



efficiently utilised in many cases. These uneconomic fragmented
units are very commen in Orissa and more specifically in the

coastal region. Thémiaws of inheritance) snd tenancy are respon-
‘sible in dividing the small landholding intg further very small

_tiny units of cultivation. The following table will show the

extent of fragmentation.

Table 1.5 .

Fragmentation of land holdings

Districts : Plotsi Plo. ¢ Avera- Districtsg'PlOtS { Plots : Average
s per : ts : ge si-¢ ¢ per : per ¢ sige of
¢ fami- : per : ze of ¢ ¢ fami- ¢ acre ¢ the
$tly . s acre ¢ the : s ly : ! plot
: : : plot. ¢ : :

‘Balasore 12.30 3.04 0.33 Kalahandi 13.00 1.1% 0.87

Cuttack - 12.00 4.00 0.25  Keonjhar . . 7.78  1.58  0.63

Ganj am 11.21 2.89 0.3%  Mayurbhanj 16.12 3.28 0.30

Puri 12,00 2.99 0.33  Phulbani  9.18  3.01  0.33

Koraput 8.78 1.23 0.81 Sundargarh 12.85 1.58 0.63

Sambglpur 15.70 2.53 0.39  Coastal 11.82 3.20 0.31

Bolangir 12.80 1.57 0.63 Inland ll.?h 1.7% 0.57

Dhenkanal  9.31 1.88 0.53  orissa  ( 11.75,

1.9%  0.51

*Jource: S.Misra. - Op. Cit.

The table shows that the family holding is fragmented

in 12 plots on an average taking figures of the state as a whole.



Tne average size of the plot is 0.51. But this is reduced to a
large sextent when we take the district averages. Thus we fing,
in most of the districts‘the average size of the plot is only
one third of an acre. This again is the district averages.
bractically in all districts and specifically in those of the
coastal areas the ﬁnits of culﬁivatien are very small, Most
of these pldts are not situated in a contiguous tract and are
scattered widély. Therefore, very often it is not possible on
~ the part of a single individual to.bring the scattered plots
under his own cultivation. 'In most of the cases we find that
because of this reason the distant plots are leased out. Ieasing
out of such distant plots becomes necessarj also because very

often it reduces the cost and botheration of undertaking cultivation

Leaéing cut of land is more practised in the coastal
districts and the percentage of land leased out is higher compared
to the inland ragio%. In the coastal}districtéas ma;y as 1.k
percent of the land owning families lease dut some land and 1L
vercent of the land owned by these families is leased out., 1In
contrast to this in-the inland region only 3.6 vercent of the
owned land is leased out. imilarly_pon—cultivat}ng owners

| A

exist in a larger percentage-in-the coastsl region Whﬁre as the
Tem :

number of such families is meagre in the inland region,

This problem can be better analysed when we consilder

the amount of land leased in and the pércentage of family leasing

3. See S.Misra. Op. Cit. PP 159
L, Ibid. PP 155
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in land. In the coastal region 47.8 percent of the cultivating
families lease in land to the extent of 28.1 vercent of the
cultivable land. In the inland region the percentage of cultiva-
ting families 1§aéing ih land is 18.7 and they lease in between
‘themselves 7.4 @ercent of the cultivable land. This gives a clear
picture of the magnitude of tenéncy existing in the inland and the
coastél regions. It is qﬁite evident from the aforesaid figures
that the coastal areas have more of tenancy practices than the
inland region. A

There 1is one particular factor which is to be mentioned

here. Scarcity of alternative source of earning makes possession

of land a necessity. This is the case with very small land holders
or landless families. But what is significant is there are large
landholders who alsc 1easevin land. In fact in the coastal region
out of families owning land either 25 acres or more 9.5 percent
lease in land. But in the inland region this category of land-
owners 1leasing in land constitutes only 5.3 percent. Iven then

this is significant. This is évident from the table given below.

Table 1.6

Distribution of leasging in families

~

according to the size of owned land{in acres)

The peréentage of leasing in families in the medium class

owners is comspicuous. The extent of tenancy is appraciadble in

casecg oF landowners who own 10 acres or more of land, This class

5. -Ibid. ©TP. 166. See the %able.



Table 1.6%

Distribution of leasin% in families according
t0 size of owned land (in acres).

Districts Nil Legs than

one 1 2 3 ¥ 5 s 7
Balssor 51.1f 46,7 61.1 534 46.5 39.8 - 39.7 31.6 © 33.5
Cuttack 19.1  36.2 40,1 40.2  38.1 - 37.7 33,0 29.6 25.6
Ganjam k.2 27.2 j 30.%  33.9 30.5 314 24,1 28.2 | 26.3
Cpuri 37.5 50,0 46.8 39,0 3kl 29.5 29.2 22,7 26.8
Korsput  15.6 9.0 12.3 8.4  11.3  11.7 9.5 an REETRA
Sambalpur  10.8 24.6 22.6  13.9  13.5  10.2 13.9 7.9 6.1
Bolangir 11.7 15.2 11.9  10.8 = 6.8 5.4 6.7 6.8 3.1
Dhenkanal ‘8.3 21.5  21.3 17.3 20.5  13.2 - 10.6 . 13.5 4.3
Kalshandi  15.5. 14.8 4.1 3.3 . 4.7 2.3 2.5 1.0 1.7
Kunjhar o 29.5 k0.9  30.% éu.o k.0 17.0 . 16.1. 13. % 9.0
Mayurbhanj 10.1 37.5 28,5  29.8  27.3  23.% 25.9 13.2 21.3
Phulbani 9.2 8,3 0.7 13.5 10.0  12.k 13.0 11.5 _11;4_
Sundargarh 18,3 25.8 12,2 145 16.7  10.5 8.4 8.6 12.7
 Coastal 2k 39,5 hB2.6 31.5 | 33.4 35.3 32.7 28.8 29.0
Inland 13.7 22,4+ 18,5  16.3  15.1  11.7 11.6 8.4 9.8

Orissa 18,6 347 32,0  27.6 249  20.% 184 15.0 - 15.3




Table 1.6 (Contd. )

r——————

District 8 9 10 to 15 to 20 to 25 + Total
| | 1k 19 25
Balasore 40.9 21.0 23.3 20.6 11.3 7.7 44,3
Cuttack | 26.9 15.2 30.0 24,1 17.9 17.7 32,0
Ganjam 2.6 26.5 24,2 21.1 9.6 5.5 22.5
Puri 23.3 7.8 17.3 13,1 7 848 3940
Koraput 11.5 7.1 10.4% 112.1 10,0 8.4 12.1
Sambalpur 11.5 7.8 8.1 7.2 4.0 7.5 12.1
Bolangir 0.9 7.2 4.9 1.8 4.1 3.1 8.1
Dhenkanal 7.1 6.8 4.6 6.3 5.1 - 14,3
Kalahandi 2.4 2.0 3.1 2,5 4,2 2,9 6.8
Kemjhar 174 13,4 6.7 12.5 9.5 154 243
Mayurbhanj 13.2. 21.9 14,3 4.9 6.7 2.4 25.3
Phulbani 5.0 7.2 14.3 19.9 - 5.9 . 10.1
Sundargarh . 13.7 5.6 8.3 7.7 13.9 7.2 12.3
Coastal 26.8 22,4 22,0 20.3 11.8 9.5 33.6
Inland 8.17 7.5 7.6 6.1 6.6 5.3 13.6
Orissa 14,5 11.2 11.4 9.4 7.3 6.2 22.7
*Source: S.Misra, Op. Cit. PP 172-73.
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of landowners can be categorized in the upper middle class group,
in the economy. A considerable number of such families lease

in land in the coastal areas. Such practices of leasing in by

the better off landowners are also prevalent in the inland regions

Thus 'the general conclusion that emerges is that ameng the well-

" to-do Tfarmers in Orissa, varticularly in the coastal areas, =2

considerable portion cultivates some land taken én lease from
6 N
others®. . The significance of this point is that the leasing in
of land by medium and large land hqlders is not because of necess-
ity to raise‘subsistence but, as would be discussed in chapter

below, because of certain peculiarities of the lease market. Any

land reform measure which favours the lessees so lar a3 the dis-
tribution ofAthe vroduce is concerned needé to take note of the
facts of the situation as to who leases in from whom. The afore-
said class of lessers, for examnle, do not comprise those tena-
able to.’

nts who are noor but a class which is/make agriculture more or
lésﬁé nrofitable occupation, and if they are leasing in land

;
from the poorer farm families, possibly the lessors are the
economically weak party in the contract. Hence we must know

both the parties to the contract as well as the terms of the

contract before we generalise about tenancy practices.

6.  Ibid.. PP. 174
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CHAPTER I

In the preceding.chapter it'has been pointéd.out that
Tenancy practices are more prevalant in the coastal than in the
inland region in Orissa. This needs further explanaticn in order
to appreciate fully the natﬁre and extent of tenancy in the stéte
~as a whole and comparatively speaking in its two separate regions.
We may chqose two particular districts from the two regions which
have distrhctvfeatures with unlike natural conditions. These two
‘are Guttack from the coastal region and Sambalpur from the inland

> e e
region: the two districts have diverse conditions so far as topo-

graphy, population distribution and_other agrarian features are
concerned. |

Sambalpur is situated in the extreme north-west region of
the state. It was formerly a part of the Central Provinces and
later on merged with the state of Orissa, when Orissa became a
separate state in 1936, The ecohomy of the district is pfedomi??h-
tly agrafian. 82 perceﬁt of the population of the district earn
their liveliﬁood from agriculture. A large part of the district
is covered with forests and hills. The climate is extreme, rainfall
is quite uncertain. 4 large paft of ‘the cultivable area is not
fertile. In the past when water'from the Hirakud Dam had not been

fully harnessed for purposes of irrigation the existing irrigation
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facilities did not cover a large part of the district. Agriculture
depended mostly on rainfall. | |
According to the land/use pattern of the given period, land
~available for cultivation was'meagre, most of the district lying

in the upland region being covered with forests.

Table 2.1.

Land Utiligation in Sambalpur

Area in Acres -'Percenﬁagg
1  PForest - - 1,118,000 25.82
2 Area not dvailable for '
Cultivation 285,251 6.59
3  Other Uncultivable ares :
(Excluding Current fallows) 1,326,712 30.6%
4 Current fellows _ 334,890 7.7%
Net area sown 1,264,440 29.21
Total | 4,329,293 100,00

The above table shows that 63.05 percent of the area is
not cuativable for one reason or another. TIhe net area sown was
onlyAabout 29. percent of the total area and because of lack of

irrigation facilities about 50,000 acres only were double cropped.

1. We are studying a period prior to ths full utilisation of the
water from Hirakud Dam, since we have to refer to the data
of the Farm Hanagemanb studies of the district of the year

1957-69.
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The populkion distribution of the district shows that
nearly 88 percent of the total population live in the rural areas.
Most of the rural Dopulation have no other alternative but to seek
their livelihcod in agriculture. This shows the heavy demogravhic

pressure on land.

Cuttack, on the other hand, is in the deltaic region. Tt -
can be divided into three broad zones. There is strip of marshy -
jungleé on the coastél'side with a varying width of 3 to 30 miles.
- There exists an intermediate érable fract of cultivable land in
the older deltalc part of the district with an extensive system
of irrigaiion._ In the third catagory there are becken hills along
with thg western boundary, contingucus with inland plain at a

distance of about 60-70 miles from the sea.

Table: 2.2

Land Utilisation in Cubttack (1969-70)

( Area in thousand acres)

1 Geographical area : 1089.07

2 Forests | 82.59

3  Miscellaneous-free crops -
Groves (not included in the 25.91
net sown area)

L Permanent Pastures 63.56
Cultivable waste - | L6.56
Ares not QVailable for
cultivation ©143.32

7 ‘Fallow (i) Current 38;%6

(ii) Others 3.64

8 Wet area sown (i) Irrigated 276 .92
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contd, .Table 2.2

(ii) Tmirrigated L08.10

9 Total Cultivable are 723.48
. W

10 Gross area Irrigated L3l L1

Source: TFarm Management studies, Cuttack District, 1969-70
(unpublished).

The above table shows that about.66.5 percent of the
ares is cultivable. But Cuttack which occupied 7.19 percent of
the arsa of the state accomodates 17 .1k percent of the total
vopulation of the state. But Sambalpur with an area 11.28
percent of the total areé of the state accomodates only 8.41
percent of the fotal population. This Showé that even though
the cultivable land is more in Cuttack it deoes not add in any
way to percapita land holding. Moreover, 92 percent of the - .
total population live in the rural area who have no other source
of livelihood except agriculture; This increases the magnitude

of the problem, Owing to this heavy demographic pressure, the

percapita land holding in Cuttack is only 0.53 acres where as,

'in Sambalpur 1t is almost double that area.

A large part of the cultivable area in Cuttack is
irrigated. 1In Sambalpur, before the construction of the Hira-

4 2
X .
kud Dam about 22 percent of the cultiwable area was irrigated,

re——

where as in Cuttack_about 40 percent of the cizttivable land is
irrigatedu<:égigg;i§;§i§as more or less a direct bearing on the

omm e T

agrarian patterﬁd In an area with more of irrigatiOn we find that
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land value increases, and-the atfrattion to hold more 1ahd becomes
inteﬁsified. With the existing concentration of ownership distri-
. bution of land and the social and institutional factors influencing
it the uniﬁs of cultivation get fragmented and scattered. To mén-
tion a few of them the right tc inherit property is partly.respon-
sible for the fragmentation of land into small units., From genera-
tion to generation, when the family size expands, the landholding
of the family gets divided into smaller units. ZSome landowners
lease out portions of their holding in small units in order to
maximise the rent from their land. Moreover, lack of credit faci-
lities_alsopgtrgl éompels the marginal and small landholders either
to mort«gage or sell a small portion of‘the landholding to the
village money lander, in order to avail of the credit. |
<:§E;EE:factors are more or less responsible for the
tenancy practices and they exﬁlain why such practices are more
prevalant in Cuttack than in Sambalpur. | |

The Pattefn of land Distribution:

We have earlier looked at the inequality 4n the land
distribution pattern of the state. Inequality of land distribution
is a characteristic feature of any backward or developing edonomy.
Both Cuttack and Sambalpur haﬁe this gommbn problem of inequality.

- But Cuttack being comparatively more pOpulatedbposes a more com-

plex problem than Sambalpur.

Out of the total rural families 25 percent do not own
-any land., 38.6 percent families own either one ar'lessrthan one
acre of land. This percentage constitutes more than half of the

‘rural femilies. On the contrary, in Sambalpur out of the 4

e e
pavry o
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total land owning families only a meagre, 12.6 percent, have
either one acre or less than an acre of land. The percentage
of households in larger size group of land holding is comvarati-

vely higher in Sambalpur.
kY

Magnitude of Tenancy.

~ The magnitude of ﬁenancy is fgore in case of cuttack.

G ) land . .
The inthity of/distributian and pOpulation pressure on land
are the two main causes responsible for the increased tenancy
practices.v In Cuttack 15.5 vercent of the land owning families
lease out land to the extent of 13.5 percent. But in Sambalpur
the percentage of families leasing out land is 8.1 percent. It
is almost half the figure pertaining to Cuttack. These families
lease out land to the extent of 4.8 percént. This figure eviden-
tly shows that the magnitude of tenancy is evidently more in

Cuttack than in Sambalpur.

A betfer anélysis of the tenancy practices can be
made by looking at the extent of the land leased in by different
cultivating families., 1In Cuttack 45,7 percént of théZfémilies
lease in land to the extent of 24.8 percent of the cultivable
land. 'On thé contrary in Sambalinur only 19,0 percent of the
families lease in land to the extent of 7.l percent of the
cultivable_area. Actually'the percentage of families leasing in
land is a better index of the magnitude of tenancy. This is
evident when we compare the percentage of families leasing out
or leasing in land. Qﬁ;;:égtter>shows aAcomparatiyely high
figure., So the magnitude of tenancy is cpmparatiyely high in

Cuttack.
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There is of course one peculiar feature which persists

in the land market. e find that there are very small landholders

e —_—

who leage out land. The reason for this may be the smallness of

the plot. IF it is at g distance the landowner finds it difficult
to undertake cultivation. On the other hand there are also big
and well-to-do land owners who lease in land. This is mo?e
prevalent ip case of middle class or upper middle class iand

oRners,

Average sige of Holding

Y

The avefage size of operational holding is smaller in
the Cubttack district. Out of the total, about 83 perceﬁt of the
holdlngs, are below the five acre sige group, 51.5 oercent of
the holdings are in the size group of less than two acres. Where
as-in Sambalpur in this size group there are only 20.75percent
of the holdings. The average size of the holdings iseemall in
both the districts. The picture becomes ciearer when;we take

into account the cultivators holding in both the districts.

3 See above - Ch., I
L See S.Misra Op. Cit. PP 119.
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Table 2.3%

Cultivators?! holding group according to size.

(

|

Less 2 -4 5 -910 - 15- 20-.,25 - k9- 100+

Holding

size than acres acr- 1% 19 24 49 99
2 ’ es ac- ac- ac- ac- ac-
acres res res res res' res

.1« Cuttack
a) Holdings
b) Area

2. SBambalpur

a) Holdings
b) Ares

{

38.%+ 39.1 16.% 3.8 1.3 0.5 0.5 0.03 0.0l
10.3 34.1 29.5 12.0 5.9 3.1 %.0, 0.5 0.6

|
,19°5 40,9 23.9 7.7 3.2 1.7 2.3 0.6 0.2

3.8 20.9 25.% 1k.,3 8.2 5.9 11.6 6.1 k.2

* S.Misra - Op. Cit. PP. 125, n

One significant feature that is seen in this table is

that in Cuttack the number of small holdings is larger‘specially

in case of holdings of less than 2 gcres. With the increase in

the size of holding the percentage of holding in each size group,

is larger in Sambalpur than in Cuttack. g

H

Fragmentation of Holdings

Efficient utilisation of land is possible when the

size of the operational unit is an eccnomic unit. But in most

5. The 'economic! or 'viable! minimum size of holding depends
upon various factors like, soil conditions, climate,prcduc-
tion conditions, facilities for irrigation ete. So it is not
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cases the land holding is fragmented into such finy plots, that

they become uneconomic for purposes of cultivation. . In most
e L ation . . : ‘

cases the weit size of fragmeng/aag is about 0.12

6

acres specially
in the small size of one acre or less.than an acre, But a compara-

tive pilcture will show that the size of holding is smali in the
two districts. and that in Cuttack the fragmentation of land is

more prevalant.

Table 2.4*

Extent of fragmentation of Land Holding

District Yumb- Owned Total Plots Plots ' Average
er of land Ne.of per per | size of
fami- (acre) Plots - family ' acre . the plot

_ lies - ’ '

Cuttack 223 670.40 2,685 . 12.00  3.0% @  0.25

Sambzlpur 387 2467.9% 6,251  15.67 .53,  0.39
Coastal 790 2918.06° 9,345  11.82  3.20 ¢ 0.31
Inland 2,451 16470.96 38,121  11.75 1.96 1  0.51

* S,Misra - Op. Cit.. PP 20k,

possible to give a rigid definition as to what 1s a viable
minimum operational holding, This is a topic that has generated
much controversy. i
See for discussion - $.C.Jha A _critical Analysis of Indian
land Reform Studiecs(Bombay 1971) FP c-12.

6. 8ee 3.Misra Op. Cit. PP 206. !
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The abcve table shows that in Cuttack the average size of
of the plot is only one fourth of an acre, where as in'3ambalour,
it is larger. vBut even this average size 1s not very widely
seer. in either districts. The dats regarding the Opératienal
units available in the Farm Management studies alsc béar testi-
mony to thig. The units of Cultivation being small ahd scattered
1andownefs resort tc the vractice of tenancy. ' ;

Tne number of non-cultivating owners is more;in Cuttack
i,e. L.k perceni, where as this is meagre, 0.5 percaht, in case

of Sambalpur. Thils increases the tenancy practices.

One more p01nt may be mentioned here. In the district
of Sambalpur, especially in the rural areas, the aﬁailability
of non-agricultural employment is meglible. Cultiyation is the’

main occupation. That is why leasing out of‘land is not very

Cutuac has large tracts of irrigated land because of
. e L . . moYe ! .
which =7~ the productivity of Laﬂd’lﬂ w<_-nmm¢~and‘lana is more
valuable. Land being a scarce nauural factor aﬂd a maaor form
to
of rural wealth the incentive/hold land gets intensified. 'The
cultivating households are, therefore, interested to possess

"land even though the units are small; This factor, has resulted

7. Ibid PP, 62. Apart from this there are quite.an
appPreciable number of casesg who lease in or, lease

out land, But such cases are concealed Etmm for
the fear of lend reform legisleations.

T e — ’
; DISS G.-\SD \%
o 333.53095413 S S
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in an increase of the magnitude of tenancy as well as of vetty
holdings in Cuttack.

: , of
Summing up, it can be said that the magnitude/tenancy

(the number of families leasing out or leasing in land) and
the unegual distribution of land are observed more in Cuttack

than in Sambalpur.

The problem of tenancy is more complex than it seems to
be at first glance. Its nature varies from place to place, deven-

ding upon terms of gontract. This problém.has thus to be studied

in relation tc a particular area. Tenanry has its roots spread
“into social, economic and political character of the society.
Hence any study of tenancy cannot be made without referance

to these factors. Any realistic reform of the land structure

has to reckon all these related matters fog "whenever we touch

the land we touch the root of the society"

8. R.Ki. Mukherjee -~ Land Prcblem in India. PP.S8.
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Here we shall briefly gketch the historical evolution

o

%
~
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of the broad tenancy pvatterns in the region. The tenuriai
systém in Orissa is peculiar and complex. There were different
- tenancy systems in the different parts of the state. Diversity
is due to the fact that in fhe past, different parts of Orissa
were under different administrative units belongiﬁg to Bengal,
Bihar, Central Provinces and Madras. These continued until
Orissa became a separate state on the 1st April,l936.1 The
~different land tenure systems followed in the different parts
.were:-a) Bengal’Presidency.System covering the Coastal districts
of Orissa namely, Balascre, Cuttack and Puri; b) Central
Province System covering the districfs of Sambaglpur and Nuapara
sub-division; c¢) The Madras System followed in the district

of Ganjam‘and Koraput; and lasti? d) the various othér tenurial
systems followed in the 24 ﬁrincely states which were merged
into the state in 1948, Of these four systems, special
attention is given below to the two natterns, found in the

districts of Cuttack and Sambalpur.

Bengal Pregidency System:

This system found in the coastal districts of Cuttack

Puri and Balasore, originated during the British Rule when

1 There were of course slight alternatiin earlier to this,
when in 1905 the district of Sambalpur was transferred
to Orissa Division., But then it ramained included in
Bihar Orissa Division till 1913.



29 ..
in 1809, these districts were broﬁght under the Permanent
Settlement Act. There were both the permanently settled areas and
temporarily settled areas. By the Regulation XII of the Act,
of 1805, the whole bbdy of revenue agents were comprehensively
" gtyled as Zamindars? Thegse nersons in charge of collection of
rents became land holders. Thus originated a.clasé of inter-
mediaries. They had the rights of land management and were
responsible to the government for the payment of certain sum of
revenne. ;HOWever, they had no right to increase the rent,

These were known as temporarily settled areas. There existed
another clasg of land owners who were allqwed to enjoy estates.
"These wéfe mainly the descendants of the noble families. There
was also a class of village chiefs who enjoyed estates at a

quilt rent. These were known as the Permanently Settled estates.3
This was later made to a five year period settlement in 1822

and continued till the begining of the oresent .century.

The Zamindary system had its defects. Owing to a

2 R.K.Mukherjee~ The East India Company when they first came
: : into possession of Bengal, Bilhar,and Orissa
framed out revenues are utilised the older
Zamindars and subordinate chiefs who colzected
the revenue and made 1t over to the ruling
power, Op. cit. pp. 325. '

3 "The imnortant permanent settlement areas were Kanika, Avl
Kujanga, Jarishpur, Marichpur, Darpan, Sukinda and Khurda.
The jagir mahal including Parikud in Chilks Lake were also
coniirmed as revenue free states in perpetuity. Khurda was
later resumed as a result of the revolution of the Raja
and became. a goevernment state; out of which Ekhrajat Mahal
a revenue free stafe covering gn area of 105 sg. miles was
carved out in versuance of orders passed in 1858 and 1865
to provide for the upkeep of Jagannath Temple at Puri. The
rest of the area covering three districts (excluding the ex-
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variety of cixcumstances this system led.to anumber of anamolies..l."
In the permanently}and.temporarily settled tracts, the tenure
holders and the nrotected temants have rapidly beéome midale
men and Swhere pOpulation has begun to press-on land they have
sublet",) The.ihtermediaries collected rent from the land
which had been sublet. This rent was very high. More often ghan»
not the tenants'were tortured and oppressed by the landlords.
But the tenurial system continued by the British since no
better alternative to the Zamiﬁdary system could be evolved
becausé,of the lack of oroper records of land holding. There
is algso another reason for the continwance of the Zam/iindary
.system. The-British had the idea that.such‘a system would .

deﬁelop a healthy relation between the land lord and the tenant

and induce preoductivity. It, however, did not nrove to be true.

states ) was brought under permanent settlement.,

Land Tenure snd Land Reforms in Orissa.
Board of Revenue (Government of Orissa 1362)
PP 5, . :

L R.K. Mukherjee Op. Cit. PP 325-26.
Ibid.PP 10

"he permanent 3Zettlement endeavoured to substitute a system
of declaratory leases (Pattas) for a system of customary
PENtSeesss.. The amount of rent was not to exceed the esta-
blished pragana rates.... Unfortunately the whole machinery
by which the pragana rent was to be determined by an exhausti
engulry and recorded in the village register collavnsed en-
tirely and the cultivators wer: left almost for half a
century at the mzrcy of commetitive rents™. Ibid PP 31k,

7 "The principal aim of the p:rmanent Settlement Act was no
doubt to secure a moderate assesment regularly and pun-
- ctuglly collected and at the time to rgstore to their
proper rights and previlege the zamindars and the land-
- holders.... The actual cultivation and the intermediate
land holders had rights, which it was the duty of the
Government to Protect". Ibid PP 313. 3See also R.C. Dutt-
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.
Permanent Settlement Act did not mitigate the sufferings of the
yeémanry. . Therefore, the governor-general—in—Council was
subgeqguently emvowered to proclalim necegsary orders to nroﬁect
the peasantry and to establish a relaticnship between a
landlord and the tenant in confirmity with the conditions
agreed unon in the Kabuliyat. The undergoing intention sas that
it would prevent rackrenting and alsoc heln the landlords in
aporopriating the rent. -But this too had a adverse cffact: The
zamindars abused certain provisicons of the Act (Regulation VIE‘

1
1=

o
<

of 1799) and engage emselves in distraining the crop the

()

SS

W

cattle snd such other ts to realiise the rent. As a consequence
the Act was withdrawn. However, the wiihdrawal of this Act was
?
to
s an opnorbunity by the cultivators notfpay the rent.

ct

aken

[8V]

hi eat

3

C

[ 63}
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d a necessiiy for defining the rights of both the
Zamdindars and as well as tlhe tenants and acco@dinglr the Rent

Act of Pengal 1859 wus massed., Tais assured fair rent, restricted
eviction from the land if the rent »nayment was regular and if

the tenant was enjoying occupancy rights. But again the Act

8 "The mistake of the vermanent settlement was that the Zamin-
dars who were only landnolders, were identified —ith the
english Lawlords, real propreitors and the rights of the
tenants were in the worBls of field so compisiely affecied
that at present it is difficult to find a single vestige or
ascertain what they were., Thig:mistake was subgegaently
reveated in more than one province, The government first
created the middle men, callsd them landlords znd wresting
some of the immemorial customary rights of cultivators gave
these to the landlords as gurantés to punctual paymant of
Kisti of the Sarkar. The government by forced sale and
attachment most of the great Zamindars of 3Ben_al during
the period of about 20 years following the settlement to
distress and beggary the government then gave the vower of
distraint copied from Bnglish land, to the Zamdindars
to relieve their 'distress! which vowsr they scandlously

absued, " Ibid. pp. L49-50



27 -

.

failed to achieve its objectives for lack of vnroper record of
righté, and secondly because of the.ignorance’of the cualtivators
WO coﬁld know little of this rsgulation. The law also

had maﬁy other loopholes. The Orissa Tenancy Act, 1913 was thére~
fore passed té.secure fair rent occupancy right on land etc.
This law gave pfotection to the occupancy ryots to some extent

but failed to give any protection to the under ryots.

The hisfory of this system shows that inspite of the
regulatig%s the implementaﬁion could not yield any effective
results. Occupancy rights could not be estéblished because
of the lack of pnroper recrod of rights. Apart from éhis the
deep rocted attachmenﬁ of the landlords to_land 21s0 was an
obstacle to the establishment of temant's rights on the land.
Landed porpérfy has always been the scufce of power, vrastige
and security, Hence big landlords were resistant to any reforma-

tion and tried by all means to exnleit the ignorant ryots.

9 The Bengal Tenancy Act, 1885 provided that every tenant
who had held land for twelve years acguire thereby a rignt
of occupancy. The non-occupancy tenants cannot be ejescted
excepting execution of the degrze of a competent court nor
can their rent to enhanced at shorter intervals than 5 years

10 "A serizs of tenancy law, however, cannot check all the
abuses of irrssponsible and absentee landlordism which has
received the sanction of the British government... The
excegsive fragmentation and scattered holdings the conflict
between the rich and the landless Ppeasantry... are all
recent evils which have been aggravated by the British
misunderstanding of the Indian village tenures and
Customs",..... R.K.Mukherjee, Op. cit.
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Central Province System.

Under this system followed in the districts of Sambalpur,
there were six different forms of land owneréhip. These were:
(a) the Zamindars,'(b) Malguzars, (¢) Malik Makbujas, (d) Gauntias,
(e) Bhogra-Bhogis gnd (f) Bhramottars.
é) The Zamindary system of Samba%§ur'is like the Bengal Presi-
dency system but with certain differences. Tpe Zamindars of Sambal-
pur stand half way between the chief of feudatory state who pay
tribute to the BritiSh.government and the ordinary proprietbrigof
Khalsa viliagé who pays a portion of his.assets as land revenue.
The right to the gtate was'hereditary and was tranéferred only with
the consent of the governmenit. Fach state had its own system
and thus was a separate entity. The rent was collecﬁed by the
Thiksdars, a class of intermediaries. These intermediaries were
in possessioniof sir lands of the Village in return for the services

rendered by them,

I The Malguzars were é class of prbprietors of the village
held by them. They held thase estates revenue Trée or at quite

rents for the services rendered by them; to the British rulers. or
earlier native rulers. They were like the ordinary holders in the

temperary settlement of the Bengal tenancy.

e) . Malik - Makbugzas existed only in limited area. They were

- proprietors of parcels of land which were not villages. They were

11. Board of Revenue, Government of Crissa, Op.Cit. PP. 18.
12. Bihar and Orissa State Gagettees, 1932, P 198, Quoted also
' in B Mohapatra - "Land Reforms in Orissa - with special
reference to Sambalpur District'.
Orissa Feconomic Journal Vol.l, 1968. PP 26-39.
. \
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cosharers with Malguzares but, however, did not have any claim to

the latter's land.

d) The Cauntias did not emjoy the propietory rights untill
1862, This was all held on temperary -settlement and during their
renewal the gauntlas were to pay heavy 'nazargna'. They were

responéible for the managemént of the whole village so long as the

vayment of governmental revenue was ragular,

e) - Bnogra-Phogis had proorietory rights excercised on in a
vpart but not in the entire village. Ehogra~Bhogis were larger in
number than the malik makbuzas, these were the junior or an illegi-

timate branch of such families.

) ' The Brahmattor tenure 1s a proprietory are and was gran-

ted_to_Brahmins either by Zamindars or the feudal lords.

There were also service tenants enjoying land as long as
they were performing services, and such tenants were not allowed to
transfer land for more than one agricultural year and sale of such
lands were also denied. There were also 'Meaufidars', mainly the
relations of the Zamindars, who held villages and were paying the

rent directly to the government.

The incidence of tenurial system in Sambalpur was also
notable. About 95 vercent of the tenants were occupancy tenants.
These tenants often faced difficuliies especially‘when they wanted
t0 raise credit. They were not ordingrily able to transfer land

to obtain credit because there were restrictions on such transfer
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designed to @rotect land from passing into the hands of money
landers. .Iﬁ extreme cases when the tenant managed to transfer
1and for credit he received only a small pittance from the
money lenders and lost hig land. Non marketability of occupancy

rights were taken zdvantage of by speculators and money landers.

The tenants did ﬁot enjoy security and an occupancy tenant
could be ejeéted on account of non nayment of rent. The occupants
of Bhogra-Bhogi and Sir lands were almost tenants at will., The
landlord and the tenants' relation was strained, "he ryots chief
griev%nces are that the landlords are becoming more and more
rapacious in demanding ‘'nazarana' for consenting to the ryots
transfering their lands or reclaiming new fields from the waste.
An active cause of the strained relationship between the landlord
and the tenants ig the gauntia's own dissensions with his hissadars
( co sharers) w?ich invariably result in the creation of factions
amongét the ryotgv There was also a system of free labour enjoy-
ed by the landlords for cultivating the Bhogra-Bhogis and the Sir

a

iands. This was sheer exploitation of human Iabour.

Legislations were made abolishing nagpana. in 1904%. But
this was of little effect and the practice continued to be followed.

Thus no imorovement worth, the name could be made in tenzncy

vpractices in the period vreceding Independence.

13.  ¥han Bhadur Mahammed Hamid's settlement Report on
Sambalpur, 1926 - Quoted Orissga Economic Journsgl
O»p. Cit.
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Tenancy reforms in the pre-independence era were a failure.
As Marx observes "t i1s the history of English management in India
which is a string of unsuccegsful snd really.absurd (and in_prac—
tice in faméds) eXneriments in econcmics. In Bengal they created
a caricature of English lﬁnéed property in a large scale, in
south-Eastern India a caricature of smail allotment of property,
in the north-east they transformed to the utmost ¢f their ability
the Indiaghcommune with common ownership of the soil 1s a carica-
turs itself®. Cornwallis introduced the British system of land—.
lord, freehold and lease hold tenancy with the idea that it
would bring forth in India, results similar to those in England.
But unlike the IEnglish landlords the Indian Zamindars became only
a claso of paraSAues, feeding on th? poor tenants witnout taking
any interest in the landnimprovemenéi Both the ZamindarY‘SYStem
qﬁd the Ryotwary system more or less failed to induce agricultural
growth. The impositién cf a foréign land tenure sjstem in India
was bound to fail because 1t had no relztionship with the socio-
economic structure in India. A major share of the evils that exist
in the present day tenancy pra“tl“es in our country are thus rooted

ie
in the sySuem that was 1moovt°d in the past from Britain.

1y Karl Marx - See oot note,Vol.III PP 333-3k4.
1 See R.X MukherJee Op.Cit. PP 315.
26 B.Natarajan:

: Indians repeated Arthur Young's ideas-'the magic of
property turns sand into gold! - and thus he own what is
called the Ryotwary system of tenancy. or the peasanu proprie-
torship. The two major system of land tenure of India, one
from England (The Zamindary system) and the other from France

hrough England and Arthur Young.. exactly did not suit us.
"The influence of HWestern concents on Indian Agriculture:
Introductory comment®, Land Tenure pp.s05 '
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CHAPTER 1V

Any land reform measure,in order to bé.effective, should
be made, conéhering the basic characferistics of the land market.
Hence a study of the 1éase markét is egsentigl, In the‘present
contéxt the importance ofrthe lease market arises because of
the presence, on the one haﬁd,_of an uneven distribution of owner-
ship of.landholdings in the region and on the other almost total
- iepéndence on agriculture as thesource of income. bThere is a
large number of households of 'marginal! and very small farmers
and smongst them they own s stualler arsa of the total cultivable

| .
x Q@y&@nd compared to the area occupied by a small - number of large
S : _

K SN’\ ' landowners.
‘Y’\

Q/J

A major part of the suosply of land on the lease market
comes from large landlords. One reagon is that the large land-
holderg find it difficult to bring all the scattered tiny frag-

mented plots under nersonal cultivation. There is also the class of

absentee landowners, who engage thenselves in non-agricultural
— _

. o :

sector and therefore, have to lease out land. ‘hese svart there

 exists another class of lessees who lease out because of their

" . m )
<;¥$i“ physical inefficlency to undertake cultivation as/the case of

V' widow and child landowners.

' ) . . _ . . there .
On the demand side we find that we~=r exists a large mass.

of landless agricultural labourers and marginal and small farmers
anxious to lease in a niece of land, firstly, b=zcaguse there is
insecurity of emnloyment cutside their own farm. Agricultural

sector does not provide continuous and regular employment thrcugh
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out the year. So in order tokatisfy the basic needs thislclass
of people are anxicus to lease in land. Secéndly,'land being a
major source of wealth, and the only measure of one's social
status the above—said farmers wani to have some land on lease

in order to supﬂlemmnt their owned holdings.

This process of leasing out by large landowners and leasing
in by landless marginal and small dandholders may DP sunnrosed

brin
tojabout a sort of egalitarian distribution of landholding. In

the
fact this would be presumed under/so called oarfoctly competitive
lease market. But the following table shows that the lease
market seems to be biased in favour of a particular group of

legsees,

Table Y4,1%*

Percentage distribution of area leased in for 1950-51
to 53- 54 by livelihood cTaqsas.

Percentage Percentage of Area leaged in

Livelihood classes ~of estima-
- ted number 50-51 51-52 52-53  53.54
of house-
holds.
e
1. Cultivating owners 30.09 49,65 53+ 07 uT-T0 21+92
2. Non owing culti- h,12 21.06 18,75 26.64 26,64
vators. : ,
3. Non-cultivating 1.37 5.48 - - - -
owners.

L. Others 55 .40 03.81 28.18 2p.66  27.4k

* Source : N.S.S. 8th Round No.59 (1954-55)
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The table shows that out of the total area leased in 50
ercent is leased in by owner cultivators while non-owing cultiva-
tors lease in comparatively less land. The biasg towards this

o~

particular group 1s because of certain pecularitias of the lease

In the lease market we observe that lessors wic constitute
the supply side are not always large landowners., Among them there
are very small landholders too. It is also observed that while

R S

. S . .
absentees landlords lesse out the e1tire amount of land other land

owners lease out only a part of their land and also lease in land
according to conveni=nce. Thig may ha?pen gspecially When?land,
hoider holds fragmented nieces of land. On the demand si%e also we
find one significant fact which we have earlier discussed i.e.

.1t is not only uhe landless and the marginal landewaer who lease

in land but the vprosperoug middle and upper middle c¢lass landholders

Wwho elso lease in land.

Te Ownership holdings are usually dispersed in a number of
~ plots located at distance from each other (i.e. fragmentati
of owned holdings witich owes its origin in India to a nmmbe
of ;nbultatLonal and economic factors) provides incentive,
not a comoulsion te culiivaters to lease out the distant
plots and to lease in nearer ones to achieve relatively com-
pact cultivatioch holdings™".
M.L. Dantwalla and C.H. Shah,Op cit. op 122.

2. See Chapher I

3. ‘About 60 vercent of the households in Orissa owning more
than 25 acres of land lease in scme land. The cultivators
who own more than 10 acres of land lease in land to az cons-
iderable extent,

See 8. Misra Ov., Cit. PP 17L.
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» This process of leasing out and leasing in of land
may be attributed to certain pecularities of the lease market.
Landlords when leasing out land prefer tenénts who will be able
to pay the rent regularly, Big farmers and those others who own
sufficient land to be able to pay rent regularly are preferred

to those who do not own land., ' Regular payment of rent depends

upon. tenants! crediteworthiness. One's credit worthiness is

usually refledted in the amount of land one owns. Therefore,
we find in table 4.1 $hat it is the cultivating owners who are
able to lease in more land. It may be because they own some
land,of their own and thms are expected to be more regular

in the payment of rent than the non-owning cultivators.

A look for further observationvneeds an analysis

of the dﬂta of farm management studies of Cuttack and Sambalpur

districts. ‘ig«sy“‘“““””“fﬁ“ﬁilw

Analysing farm management studies of Cuttack and

- Sambalpur districts, we find that among the 150 households

considered in Cuttack district the size of the ownership hold.

4, Studies of the Economics of Farm Management Cutteck
Distriet (Un-published); and studies of the Economies
of Farm Management Sambalpur District, Minigtry of
Food and Agriculture, New Delhi,

The data of the farm management studie s are not adequate
‘nor comprehensive, The main purpose of farm management
studieg were to study the nature of operations, and

the input output relationship of the different farms.
Therfore, for our purpose it has certain Ximut limita.
tions e.g. the datz do not give any importance to
tenurial contracts etc. Since we do not have any deta-
iled data already collected we made use of the farm

management data to draw e@t certain suggestive inferences,



dings varies frém 0 to 7.20 hectres. The farm size valies from
0.06 to 6.15 hectres. Out of the'ﬁotal only 10 housenolds have
farm sigzes abéve '3.65 hectres., The pecularity of the sample
reflects the vpredominance of the small holdings in the region

qn which we have alreéady commented in Chapter II above. For our
oresent purvose, i.s. an analysis of the 1ease_market these data

" have certain limitabions.

However, in the given sample we find fo our clearly distinct
groups of households: (1) households Oﬂly leasing inj (2) only
leasing in and leasing out; (3)'on1y leasing out and (&) neither
leaging in nor leasing out.Infhe'first categlry there are(%@
households, in the Second(é?,and in the third and fourth there
are 5 and 64 respectively. Thus we. find 2 large number of
ho:sehélds do not enter the 1ease market in any capacity. 4among
these who do, ldr aronertion - . - are net leasersin (i.e.

leasing in more 1anﬂ than they lease out).

Out of 157 households, 58 Zease in land. All these 58

house holds excepting one, nosse~s some Zand. The amcunt of land

leased in Yy the different houssl:olds varies and households with
in -
different size of cymed 1 ﬂd lpaSD in tdnq/Verlng *a@r@es.
vy s : 2 - i
5. Farm size is equal to the area owned minum the amount of

land deased cut »lus the amount of land leased in.
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(Arezs in hectres)

Si,
NO «

Vi W N

ne LS S5 4D 48 8%

_ H : : :
Size group : Number of farms : Percen- ¢ Average

: : ] t tage ¢ area lea-

: Qwner ¢ Tenant ¢ Owner. ¢ of owner 't sed in

¢ Culti~ ¢ culti- : cum ¢ cum tena- ¢

¢ vation, ¢ vation. : tenant., ¢ nt culti- :

: : ot t vated area, @
0.00 - 0.81 21 - 5 26,2 0.96
0.82 - 1.32 - . 16 - 1 19 50,87 7.83
1.33 - 2.03 17 - 20 53,93 11.55
2.04% - 3.64 29 - 12 30.18 - 7.33
3.65 4 4 - P 20,87 . 1.63

.

. From the above table it is evident that the average area leased

in is maximum in the third size group.

In the second and founrth size

groups the amount of land lessed in is larger than the amount of land

~leased in by the first and fifth size groups.

e

The situation is similar in the Sambalpur district also.

Table 4.3

Area(Acres) owned and taken on lease per farm in

different sigze group.

S.No., Size group Area owned Average leased Percentage
Average for in area for of the area
the years the years leased in
1957-60 - 1957-60.

10 : J’ 2- 2- ""'. | ‘5’;

1. 0.00-2.50 1.4 0.05 3.45
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+ 2. 3. %, 5,
2. 2.51 - 2.90 3.35 , 1 0.13 3.7
3 5.01 -10.00 6.12 0.65 9.60
L 10.01 -15.00 9.96 " 2.33 18.96
5 15 + 21.21 g 0.13 0.46

The above table sbows that the amount of land leased in is the
maximum in the size group of 10 to 15 acres. The vercentage of
leased in area is higher i.e. from 9.60 percent te 18.96 percent

in case of farms ranging from 5 acres to 15 acres.

Such gituations, however, suggest a corelation to exist

betwezen the amount of area owned and the areca leased in.

t .
In the greaph I we have ploged the amount oOf area leased in

by different households. We have selected households where the
ownérship rztio i.e. owned arez divided by farm size, has been
less than one. The X axis renresents the farm size and the ¥
axls represents the area leased in by individual farms. In the

graph we find a . positive linear relationship showing that the

-

farm sigze is roughly in dircct proportion to the amount of land
owned. It is this constancy in the proportion which is peculiar
to the 1and structare. As mentiocned aboVe,ﬁhis perhans reflectls
some kind of imperfections in the lease market. We shall indicate

some peculiar features of the lcase market in bhe fol.owing
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discussionsg. The relation betwesen farm sige and owned area, could
be spurious: in as much as owned land farms highly s;gnificant

poroporfions of the farm size theyemay appear to be a significant

3
[

fore it

positive relation between farm gigze and,oWned area. Ther:
is necéssary to look more deeply into the'leasings in and leasings
out by different groups ol farmers.
: house holds

Je try to relate the amount of land leased in by Ty to
its owned arez. In the graph II the amount of land owned is
revresented by the X axis and the amount of land leased in is repre-
sented in the Y axis. The graoh shows, that if at all, there may

be a weak negative relationship between the amount of land leased

in by different households, i.e. there is a tendency for the amount
of leased in land to decrease with the increase in the amount of
owned land. Therefore, the earlier hypothesis that the ownership
holding determineé the amount of land that can be leased iﬁ annears
L0 have been contradicted.

i | L [reveals o e
HJowever, a closer 1ook iws -iihes2s certain neculiarities of

the distribution'of the leasing in land. InAgraphIg, the X axis

represents the size of the farm and the Y &xis represents the

7. Before we adjudge the issue however, it must be borne in mind
that the gample which we have used for this purpose has certain
limitations(sce foot note 4.). The sample consists of a large
number of households who have small gize overational holdings
with a very small proportion of leased in land. Moreover, in
a large number of cases the ownership ratio is one. This is
because the purpose of the farm management study is different.

- ¢
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ownership ratio, There is large cgncentration of households where
7

the ownership ratio is egual to one. The farm sige of such house-

holdsis equal to the amount of land the house-holds own. These

are mdstly the households who neither Jlease in nor lease out,

Above fhis line the householders are the net leasers out and below
the 1line the households are the leasers in. The graph shows that
there is a large coneentration of lesseeé between the farm sige

of .75 to 2.5 hectres. Thus the graphll} suggests that the house-
holds in this éize graph have been able to lease in more land rela-
tively to their bwn holdings than the households with smaller and

larger farms,

Barlier we have ﬁoted that those who possess some amount of
land are able to lease in more land than, those who own no land. In
other words, this suggesté that the capacity to lease in land is
governed by one's economic stability, which is largely reflected

in the amount of land eme owns or cultivates.

However, ! effective" leasing in of land has two important

elements: one, the desirability of legsing in and second, the

feasibility of leasing in land. To take up the sec¢ond, the marginal
farmers have less capacity to lease in land. These cultivators

have less credit facilities to invest in land; they do not have

9. This is probably because the sample of the farm management studies
is a biased one, because the purpose of the farm management studies
was to study the tenancy conditionsg in any devth.for owe purpose
it has certain limitations.
See also foot note L above.

\
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and leasing out mey fetch them‘a high total rentaespecially
1f the petty teﬁant is under compﬁlsidn tO.CJltiVaté his
leased in laﬁd intensively to raise a subsiétence; Further,
the big landlords expect to weild more pover in the soclety,
when they have under them a large number of" tenants. Such a
process of lezsing out also-redUCes;ﬁhe risk of default payment
of rent. In many cases large landowners also have different
‘avenues of eaﬁang'like maoney lending etc. which are more profi-
table, Tierefore; they may prefer o invest in these other
avenues an@oshirk the responsibility of undértaking personal

1
caltivation., In the graphI¥, where we have the ares owned on
the X axis and the area leased out on the Y axis, we find big
landowner§ lease out relatively in greater prooortioés.

Thus, we find in?fme case, namely the case of marginal
farmeré, the cperators do not nave the capacity to lsase in land,
though they may have desire for its while in the cther case, the
large landowners, even thougn thay enjoy the capaéity tc lease
in land and increase the farm size,,théylmay not prefer to do so,
Tt is the middle class landowners, in whose case both the economic
desirability and the feasibility to lease in coincide. 3¢ that
they anvoear to be effective 1éasers in. What 1s more as we have
menticned earlier the lessors will prefér such tenants. These

tenants have gsome amount of land of their own., These farmers

may alsc be able to utilise profitably the developed technigues

10. See also K.N.Rzj, " Ownership and distribution of land'.
Indian Zconomic Review (April, 1970) PP 1-42
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of production aqd benefit from the large operational holding.<\\\\
In the graph ¥, the X axis repfesents the farm size and the Y
axis reéresents the amount of land leased in. The graph
evidentl: shows that the households having a farm size between

.75 to 2.5 hec@}es of land are able to lease in more than the

households with smaller or larger size of land holdings.

If we look at the granoh VA, we find that althouéh
the value of the output per hecﬁ}e generally appears to decre-
ase with the increase in the farm sige, the value of output
per hectre rises gradually in cass of farms ranging from .75
to 1.35 hectres and then gradually falls. -That is in the
middie size farms the value of output ner hecﬁ}e anpears to
be larger than either ea very small or big farms. This indi-
cates that the middle.size farms may be more productive. The~

to lease inland may be greater

refore, their capacityﬂ and lessors may vrefer this clags of

tenants since payment of rent would be regular.

The graphVlwe relate the farm size to the farm busi—
ness income. We find that the farm business income is comoa-
ratively more in the middle size group‘than that of the large
and small size farms. The farm business incéme is highést in
.5 hectre holding and then gradually falls. The fall becomes

significsnt after the 2.25 hectlre farms size.

0y

B the . ‘
All these seem to suggest [relatively better economic

position of the middle ¢lass farmers. Therefore, these farmers
are oreferred by lessors in the lease market, because these

tenant farmers will be able to pay &-¢ rent regularly.
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Comparing over the time periods the mosition of the

middle claszs farmers aS leasers in seems to be strengnenea

fX/’ Changes in average area leased in 194%9-50
and 60-61 _ :

 Area Owned - Average area Average area
leased in leased in
( 49-50) ( 60-61 )
Less than One 2.02 1.74
1.00 - 2.00 2.37 © 1.95
2.00 - %.00 2.58 2. 24
400 - 6.00 6.0k 2.23
6.00 - 8,00 5.56 2.21
8.00 - 10.00 2.7 3.09
10.00 - 12,50 | 2.71 4.5
12.50 - 15.00 1.65 3.07

15.00 + 6.03 5. 0L

* Source - B,Misra Op. Cit.

Looking at the table we find that there has occurkd a chenge in
the average irea leased in by uhe various farms. The average

n
area leased/by the small farms has declined where as in case of
farms between the 10-15 zcre ( 4+ to 6 hec?@e) size groun the

average amount of land leascd in has increased. One nossible
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:

reason for this msy be that leasing in capacity of the holdings

in the 9 to 15 acre size grouo has comparatively increased,

w2

because the landowners could nrofitably make use of . . imnroved

agricultural methods of »roduction. Tpe landowmers are more
or less interested to lease out land to those léssees, because

that .
they findg they are more creditworthy and the risk of irregular

v

nayment of rent is minimal.’

To sum up by some general'remarks: we find a simulta-
neous existence of monopoly and monopsny conditicns in the
lease market. The big landowners have a monopolistic control
over the supply side. There is concentration of land in the
hands of large landholders. As has been pointed out,there are
historical and socio-economic factors responsible for unequal dis-
tribution of land holdings., Oh the demand side,we find a large
number of lessees,but all do not have equal and frees access to
all lessoré? because the latter as monopolists @ can be selective
in choosing the lessées, The lease marﬁet,thus,is imnerfect
‘and non-integratad. NOn—integration of the land mérket is an
impediment to making equitable distribution possible. On the
contrary, it helps to perpetuate the poverty of the marginal
tenant farmers.ﬁr;arginal farmer however has notigained at all
(see table H4.b), His operational unit has remained éither static
or diminished. The middle and upper middle class owner cﬁlti_
vators have benefiti/ed because of the peculiar nature of the

lease market, ILand reform legislattions have failed to overccme

this inequitous situation,

11. 8ee M.L. Dantwala and C.H.Shah.
‘ Op. Cit. PP 123.



16

More importantly,-the prevailing monopoly and monopsony
conditions are reflected in the lease terms. The terms of
leagse actually differ depending ﬁpon the respective bargaining
positions of the lessors and lessee, Marginal tenant farmers
with weak socio-economic positions are compelled to accept
adverse terms from the large landowners who have greater bar-
gaining power. Tﬁus the marginal farmers,in most cases,are
exploited.

The middle claés farmers who enﬁoy;somewhat better socio-

_ comparatively
economic position are comparatively placed in a/better situation.
Moreover, they also command a monopsnistic position in the
lease market. Thus differentvlease terms prevail in the lease
market. But data being a constraint it is difficult to prove

the above hypothesis.

Before concluding we may point out another striking feature
of the lease market. The owners of irrigated land prefer to lea-
se in similar land and the owners of the unirrigated land lease
in unirrigated land for purposes of congenial production condi-
tions. Production conditions normally remain the same zs like
soil, climate and natural invironment. Tyerefore, a tenant farmer
usually tries té lease in land to which he can adopt production
pattefn similar to that adopted on his own land. Secondly it is
alsc true that irrigated land usuvally exists in a contiguous
strip. Therefore, tenant farmers who own irrigated land genera-

—

1ly lease in irrigated land in the neighbouring areas.



Table 4.5 (a)

S1 Area Owned Area Farm Net area Percentage
No. isased sigze .gﬁrigat- giziaigri_
gated
1. . 3. I 5 . o
1 40 0.02 L2 L2 I
2 2.86 0.03 2.89 2.89 I
3 3.19 0.16 3.35 3.35 I
L 1.06 0.02 1.08 1.08 I
5 0.56 0.16 0.72 0.61 x
6 1.36 0.08 1.28 1.28 I
7 0.6k 1.42 2.06 2.06 I
8 %.07 1.24 5.31 2,17 e
9 0.25 0.55 0.80 0.80 I
10 0.26 0.06 0.32 0.32 I
11 0.45 0.91 1.36 1.23 *
12 0.62 0.28 0.90 0.90 I
13 0.21 1.3% 1.55 1.55 I
14 0.32 1.05 1.37 1.37 I
15 0.0 1.27 1.27 . I
16 1.24% 0.05 1.29 1.16 e
17 2.98 0.08 - 3.06 3.06
18 0.49 3.01 3.50 3.26 *
19 5.30 0.39 5.63 5.30
20 1.15 0.4 1.59 0.25 ®

contd,..



Table W.B (2) (Contd..)

1. 2. 3. %, 6.
21 1.5% 0.48 2.02 0.4k ©
22 1.57 0.85 2.4 0.25 e
23 0.65 0.45 1.10 0.93 *
24 1.69 0.10 1.79 1.29 e
25 2.49 0.10 2.99 2.03 *
26 0.39 0.50 0.89 0.26 ®
27 0.85 0.08 0.93 0.18 e
28 1.26 0.02 1.28 0.16 o
29 1.21 0.02 1.23 0.26 =)
30 1.1% 0.33 1.47 0.20 e
31 0.89 0.85 1.74 - 0.k5 e
32 1.82 0.20 2.02 0.38 e
33 0.63 0.55 1.18 1.18 1
™ 0.8 0.80 1.60 1.60 1
35 0.59 1.40 - 1.99 - 1.99 I
36 1.62 0.78 2.40 2.%0 I
37 0.0 1.60 2.00 - g
38 0.40 0.80 1.20 - U
39 1.10 0.86 1.96 - U
40 1.5 0.48 1.33 0.23 o



Table 4.B (&) contd..

1 2. 3. k. 5. 6.
by 0.61 0.60 1.21 0.20 ©
42 0.5 0.49 1.08 - U
43 0.95 0.23 ’1.18 - U
1.05 0.11 1.16 - U

L5 1.71 - 0.80 2.51 0.10 e
46 2.09 | 0.13 2.02 1.15 e
W 1.96 0.50 246 0.02 o
L8 0.1 0.08 0.4%9 - U
Lg 0.32 0.15 0.47 0.02 e
50 1.21 0.12 1.33 - U
51 1.21 0.16 1,37 - U
52 1.61 0.33 194 - U
53 2.53 0.13 2.66 - U
5t 2.19 0.26 2.45 - U
55 2.48 0.01 2.49 0.05 e
56 0.10 0.73 0.83 - U
57 0.11 0.89 1.00 - U
58 0.76 0.88 1.6k4 - U



Table 4.5 (b)

O N o Fowon

1. 2, 3 L, 5. 6.
10.9% 0.16 11.10 -
20,89 1.38 22,27 0.80 e
39.88 0.22 = 40.10 0.53 e
- 0.68 0.68 0.68
0.71 1.42 2.13 2.13 I
1.5% 1. 2.98 2.98 1
0.22 2.79 3.01 3.01 I
%.19 3.4h4 7.63 7.63 I
- 12,20 1o.04 12.16 e
10 0.25 0.72 0.97 - U
11 2,20 0.70 2.9 - U
12 2.37 b.11 6.48 - U
13 4.92 3.30 - 8.22 - U
W 9.71 0.82 10.53 - U

Teble 4.% (a) = Cuttack

O e R
o u

4.5 (b) - Sambalpar.

100% irrigated.

© 100% unirrigated.

Some part of leased in land is irrigated
Nothing definite can be gaid.



This
/hypothes1s holds true when we aualyse the data covering the

districts of Cuttack and Sambalpur.

In Cuttack out cf 58 nouseholds who lease in land, there
are 43 houaseholds Whé own Iand_either partl?'or wholly irrigated
and {5 hauseholds who have only irrigated land. Out of . - 43,
there are 18 nousnholds who lease in only 1rr1gdted land and 5
lease in land partly 1rr1gated As regards the other 20 cases
nething definite can be gaid. In.the district of Sampalpur
there are only 1% households who lease. in land. Out of this,

M own and also lease in irrigated land.

The situation is similar in case of households holding un-
irrigated land. In Cuttack 20 households own unirrigated land.
All these twenty households lease in unirrigated land. 1In
Sambalpur 6 hoasenoldf own{and lease in only unirrigated land.
Apart ffwm from/tg:dggﬁggigﬂﬁwnlng 1rr1gatoa tracts afford to
secure irrigated land on lease. This process of 1eas1ng in

further widens the disparity between the landholders of unirri-

gated areas and those of irrigated areas.

‘These peculiarities of the lease market perpetuate the
poverty of the marginal farmers and farmers with land of less

worth.
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CHAPTER V

We have studied briefly in the preceding chapter the
: backdround
ecological and historica%[of he tenurial problem as well as certain
economic beekzround features of the lease market. We shall herein

review the question of land reforms in the post-independence pericd.

Land legislations in the post-in—dependenceVperiod and. thé
working of these laws sho& how these legislations could not appre-
ciably improve the condition of tenents. The main objeciives of
the reforms during the post-independence period were a) Providing
security to the tenants, (b) regulation of rent, (c¢) conforment
of ownership rights and (4d) ensufing socio-econcmic justice through

land redistribution.

Under the Zamindary sysﬁem, the tenants were highly
_susceptablé to eviction for non payment or irregular payment of
rent. The cultivatérs were mostly the tenants - at- will, who
“could be evietéd on short notice. After independence, the ides-
of abollshing intermediary interests was adopted as a policy.
Aporehensive of losing land and rent there of as a conseguence

.of the land reform measures the landlords evicted a large number
of tenants. In the coastal region of Orissa where, as we have
noted above, there is a preponderence of petty tenants, the tenants
could obtain land on lease only for a short period and could be
evicted easily. So in.order to protect such tenants from eviction

the Orissa tenants!' protection Act, 1948, was passed. The main
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features of thigs Act were:

a) Bviction of tenant by any landlord who possesses
33 standard acres or more was restricted;

b) The rent payable by any tenant having occupsncy rights
was to be within the limit of one third of the gross produce and
in né case the laﬁdlord would charge MOre;

¢) In case of Ganjam and Koraput, a ryot holding land
on produce rent was to pay only one-gixth of the gross produce
as rent; )

d) Tenants without any security of tenure, were nct
bound to pay more than two-fifth of the gross produce as rent;

e) If any tenant is charged more than the prescribed

rent then the landlord would be penalised.

These provisions of the Act were primarily introduced in
the coastal districts where threat of eviction was greater. However,
the act could hardly protect tenants from evietion, The clause
that landlords with less than 33 standard acres of land can evict
the tenants proved to be an advantage tc the landlords to carry
out eviction. Holdings of 33 standard acres or more were rare
when the act was enforced. Most of the land holdings in the coastal
areas were very small so that eviction was posSsible within legal
limits. This Act of 1948, was nit introduced in the inland districts
where such holdings were rumerous. Thus the Act proved to be totally

unrealistic and ineffective.

1. In fact in the coastal districts of Balasore, Cuttack and Ganjam
there were only 150, 90 and 93 households who had more than
20 acres of land. These figures are out of 2,043 samples taken
from all over Orissa. But in the inland region, on the other
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Even the Orissa Easﬁe Abolition ALty 1951, which aimed
at abolishing the intermediary interests did not contain the
provision to protect ths tenant. This act allowed the Zamindar to
retain land, who, because of this}provision, could easily evict.
- the tenants. Unfortunately many of the ryots who cultivated land
and acquired the right of occupancy had not been recorded in fhe
settlemént documents on acecount of which 1t was easy to eviet the

tenants.

- Subsequently,'it was considered expedient to repeai thié
~act and substitute it by,a more comprehensive legislation cover-
ing all the temperary tenants and all tenants who pay produce rents,
and the Tenants"Relief Aét, 1955, was passed with the following

provisions:

a) No tenant in 1awfu1‘cultivation of any land on the 1st
day of July, 1954 or at any time there after shall be liable to be

evicted from such land by the landlord.

b) ~ No such tenants shall be bound to pay more than one-fourth
" of the gross produce of the land or the value there of one-fourth

estimaﬁed produce as rent to the landlords;

c) ~ No landlord can collect cesses;

hand, there were, 1,592 holdings of more than 20 acres of land
out of the 2,043 samples surveyed. See 3.Misra, Op.Cit. PP 149

See also B.Misra and B.Jena - "Jorking of the two tenancy
© laws in Orissa', Indian Journal of Agricultural FEconomics
(April - June, 1957) PP 117 - 120.
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a) No tenant holding land on produce rents with permsnent and
~heritable rightsdof cultivation should be liable to pay more thah‘

two thirds of the rent;

e) The landlerd had the right to evict the tenant from any
land selected by him for his personal cultivatioé!to the aggregate
extent of seven standard acres of land provided he made such selec-
tion by intimation to the collector by the 15th June, 1955. Buf in
any case the landlord fails te cultivate land within the specified
period then the tenant might legally seek restoration of the posse-
ssion of the land (within 90 days ending with the last date of the

agricultural year in which he had been evicted).

The Tenancy Relief Act, 1955, had varied effects in different
areas. Unlike the Orissa Tenants Protection Act, 1948 this act

was enforced not in any specific region buat in the whole state.

2. Personal cultivation means cultivéiion by one's own habounr
or with the assistance of a member of that person's family
or a _servant or hired labourer on payment of wages in cash
or in kind, but not by way of a share in the produce of the

land under one's personal suspervision or thst of any member
of the family. '

3. A standard acre means one acre wet land or two acres of dry land.

L, See Report of the Administrative Engiry Committee Vol.T
Government of Orissa, 1956, PP 1h3-Lk,
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In some princely states where land hunger was not acute because
of low demographic pressure, this legislation produced little
effect. Notable among these areas were Bolangir, Boundh -
Phulbani, Dhenkanal, Sambalpur and also the district of Koraput,
outside the princelj states. In the rest of the state the lamd

did not have any apopreciasble effect either.

There were loop=holes in the Aet. For example the provision
of resuming land for pegsonal cultivation was largely responsible
for eviction of tenants. The definition of personal cultivation
of land by servants or hired labourers without personal supervision
by the 1éndlord is tantamount to personal éultivation. In many
cases the landlords managed to get a bond signed by actual tiller
to prove that the tillers are not the tenants but working in the
field as servants or hired labourer. (See Appendix where we

reproduce gome special contracts). Thus "land ostensibly resumed

5. The research section of the Utkal Univergity undertook
a survey of the working of the Orissa Tenants! Relief
Act, 195%. The three villages in the coastal districts
surveyed showed that out of 105 sample cultivating families
45 families cultivated land on produce rent basis. The te-
nants were paying 50 percent of the gross produce as rent
to the landlord as usual and the cost of production was
entirely borne by the tenants, though the tenants were fully
aware of the Act. There was a solitary case of a tenant
who lcst the case when trying for restoration of possession
of land., This was responsible for the breakdown of the morale
of the tenant cultivator. Ibid. PP 145-46.

6, B.Misras With regard to the causes of eviction the original
a _ . tenants in most cases gtated that landlord tookaway

the land from him for various causes and in a large
number of cases on the plea of self-cultivation.

See - Report on an Enguiry into the working of the Orissa
tenants protection Act 1948, and Orissa Tenants!
relief Act, 1955, in the five districts of Orissa
(Wew Delhi-I970).

7.  See apvendix.
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v{by the 1andiords on groundg of personal\cultivation are cultivated
‘through crop sharing arrangements, where in c§0p shares are trea-
ted as labourer or as partners in cultivation®. The landlord tock
advantage of such a situation bécauSe of the weak economic condi-
‘tion of tenants, Thus both the Acts of 1948 and 1955 failed to

a large extent to proVide security to the tenants,

The Question of Fair rent.

The act also could not effectively help to assure fair
.rent. .The paymént of rent was more in the form of produce except
in case of inland districts. In Sambalpur for example we find
37.88 percent of the tenants paid rent. in kind and 62.12 percent
péid in cash where as in Cuttac 91.04'Dercent of tenaEEE aid
rent in klnd and 8. 96 percent paid in the form of casz Specially

in an inflationary situation the rent paid in terms of cash is an

advantage to the tenants.

: (51)
The s-se¥we table/shows the form and amount of rent paid.

In Cuttack out of 346 samples 315 (91.04 percent) were under

crop sharing system. Out of this 315, 310 (about 98 percenﬁ)
pald more tﬁan 50 percent of the gross. produce in the year 1948,
~But in Sambalpur 32 percent of such tenants paid 50 percent of the
gross produce as rent. In the year 1960-61 the share cropping

tenants were existing to the extent of 99 percent in Cuttack,

8. B.R.Karla - "Land reform legislation and its implementation in
different states".  Indian Journal of Agricultural
Economics(January-iarch, 1962 Fonfcrence Number)
PP. 11L-23.

9. B.Misra Op.Cit. PP, 7h.
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TABLE NO.5.1  FORMS OF RENT PAYMENT ‘
(Figures in brackets indicate percentages)

1960 '

Digtrict 1948 _ 8 Percentage Percentage
H ‘ H :
Total Pay- Othe- Pay- : Less 50% More; Total Pay Oth- : _
No.,of dng rs ing ¢ than than z No.,of ing ers ¢ i:g i‘g:‘: 50% f;’,;','j
tenan- i in in 2 50% 50% : tena- cash ! in 504 50%
ts. cash kind ¢ nts. P xind -
. $ . H N . .
S : i
N _ | - W
Cuttack 346 1 30 315 5 310 §£19 519 75
- (100)  (0.29) (8.67)  (91.04) (0.58) (14.45) (84.97), & 437 ...
Balasore 346 1 7 292 2 288 2 4y 1 12 Bk 7 W5 2
(100) (0.33) (2.33) (97.33) , (100)(0%23) (2.81) (96.96)
Puri 309 8 11 290 23 265 2 k423 11 15 397 32 361 A&
(100)  (2.58) (3.56) (93.85) (100) (2.60) (3.55) ° (93.85)
Ganjsm . 160 3 26 ML 51 76 4 28 5 49 230° - 61 157 1k
(200)  (1.87) (16.25) (81.88) | (100) (1.76) (17.25)  (80.99)
Sambalpur 66 1 40 25 15 8 2 18 1 127 60 23 35 2
(100) (1.51) (60.61) (37.88) (100) (0.53) (67.55)  (31.91)
Total: 1181 1k 11 1053 96 97 10 1841 2% 278 . 1h2 127 1393 22
(100) (1.19) (9.65) (89,16) (Lo0)  (1.4) (15.10) (83.76)
*Source: B.Mishra, Report of an 'enq*ti:i.ix'-y’. :l.nto'che Awfo.vrk:lrig'v of the Orissa Tenants' ?ibiedfioh

Act

t 1948 and Orissa Tenants' Reilef Act, 1955. New Delhi, 1970, P. 7%.
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58 percent in Sambalpﬁr and all such tenants were paying 50 per-
cent of the grosé produce as rent. Thué the provision in the Acts
of 1948 and 58 were not effective in réstricting rent., On the
other hgnd it is seen ﬁhat rent has gone -up in Sambalpur. Along
with the share of the produce, the share cropping tenants were
paying a portion of the byproducts, too. Moreover, about 29
percent in Cuttack and 41 vercent in Sambalpur the tenants were
making other payﬁents besides the conﬁract_ren%? Such a share

of the produce was enjoyed by the landlords without shouldering

any production responsibility.

The old customary rent system continued'largély due
to the ignorance of the parties about the legislations. In
Sambalpur 93 percent of the tenants did not know at all that the\
tenancy act -had been passed and the rest 7 percent had a vague
idea about it., -In Cuttack, however; 31 percent'of the tenants
had knowledge of the Act. In about 35 peréent of'casés eviction
- was elither induced or threatened.

The efficacy of the tenancy laws can be better judged
from the éctual experiences of the tenants. As the survey repo%%
on the working of the tenancy acts indicates,'in Cuttack about

86.90 percent the tenants have stated that fair rent is not

. 10. See B.Misra Op. Cit. PP. 73.

11. Report of an Enguiry into ths working of the Orissa Tenants!'
Relief Act, 1959 in the five districts of Orissa. Op.Cit.
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assured. They have also stated that they were not given protection
against eviction. But in Sambalpﬁf.about 4 percent of the tenants
have stated that fair rent is' not assured and %.26 percent of

tenants have informed that protection was not given against eviection,

Abolition of Intermediaries.

This was another important objective of the post-indepen-
dence reform legislation. The idea was to settle land in the name
of the actual tiller. Tt was assumed that conforment of such
rights would bring '"a significant change in the level and the volume
of aéricultural productiéi." When the security of proverty is
ensured it may result in the full utilisation of the potential
within the cultivator himself. A full proprietory right to the
peasant gives more incentive for better utilisation of labour force
and increase the agricultural production. The cultivator now knows
that major portion of the fruit of his labour cannot be enjoyed
by the inﬁermediary who rarely contributes anything to actual
producti%ﬁ.' t was also felt that abolition of the intermediary
interest wouid bring an end to the strained relationship between

the landlord asnd the tenant. It would also result in a2 major

12, S.C.Jha: "Tenancy Reforms!" Quarterly Journal of Indian Studies
in Social Sciences ( Jan.-June, 1970).
13. Doreen Warriner - Economics of Peasant farming
(London, 1969) PP 140.

14. BSee J.K.Galbraith; Economic Development(Iondon, 1969)
' PP. 33.
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redistribution of the rural income "o the adﬁahﬁages of those
who worklin the fields and to the disadvaniages of thése who

do not".,  With such and end in vieg tenancy reform laws

were enacted in the poét—iﬁde@emce period in ofder to abolish

the intermediary interest.

No doubt, abolition of intermédiary interest was a complex
problem. In the coastal districts of Orissa where tenaﬁcy and.
feudal system were prévalant,thére was also subinfeudation with
a chain of under tenures. The intermediary interest in this
region sometimes numbers quite as many as siﬁéor seven between

the state and the zetual tiller of the soil.

In 1951 the Orissa Estate Aboliation Act was passed.
According to this Act the Istate owners were to surrehdér all land
except homestead lands or lands whiich are used as gosal@s'or
factory ete. The lands which are under personal cultivatién of
the intermedigries were allowed to be retainsd by them on payment
of rent and the intermediary was given the'sﬁatus of a ryot.
The act aimed at abolition of intermedisry interest in both

permanently and temporarily settled arzas and also in other

15 " Damiel Thorncrs: Agrafian Prospects of Tndia (Delhi, 1956)

16 ‘ _Report of the Administrative BEnquiry Committee Vol.I PP 57



estate areas. There were altoaether three lakhs of estates

which were to be vested in the government Out of this only 17
18,984 were vested, thus the progress was 1nt1ally unremarkable,
However, later reports have shown that out of L,23,154 estates excent
2312 all have been vested in the government. 1In the estate areas
intermediaries as a'class ofwhon-cultiVating cwners based on share
cropping étarted to dwindle._‘Many Zamindars and inamdars have

lost their previcusly enjoyed prestige, positions and along .

with it their social status. However, the rentiers did not

totally disappear: They still existed as a class subsisting

on the>surplus earned through exploitstion of the actual tillers,
S0 as & further step to bring the land to the tiller the Land
Reform Act of 1960, was passed. This éct was more comprehensive,
It provided for R rationalising the land tenure pattern by
abOlishing‘the intermediary rights and for securing social justice
?'and equity by way of fixing ceilings on land holdings. But in-
'“épite of this Act, larve scale sﬁbletting'of land still goes

on in different guise and a class of new landlordism has come into
existence. Holders of ?dﬂﬁ’q in land who are tenants to the
government have i% turn sublet theif land and have become landlords

over the subtenants. The tenants on the contrary do not establish

their possession over the land, pressurised by the landlords and

AhA

17. 1Ibid. PP. 68

18. Reply to the questionaire on land reforms issued by the
National Commission on Agriculture. Government of Orissa,

1972.
19. V.K.R.V.Rao. " Veledictory Address" in the Semlnar on Land
Reforms. PP 3113u.
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"under %.cz fear of eviction, This situation exposes the weak socio-
economic position of the tenants and the de-arth of alternative

sources of livelihood.

Imposition of ceilings can hardly succeed in securing
sifficient sufplﬁs'land to ensure socio-economic justice through
redistribution. - There has been large scale transfer of land in
the recent years. This has weakened the impact of the ceiling

measures.

Thus land reform’meésures have not been very effective.
Rents still coritinue to be 50 percent or more of the gross produce,
intermediaries still continue to exist and-sailins-moasupes-—a3tidd
Cesmaiain - b oseded and ceiling measures have been defeated. The
“obétacles to land reformé are many, HForemost among those is the
absense of record of rights, én essentiagl document for the
effective implementation of the land reform measures. In the absen-
se of this document land reform measures have been 'mérred by such
arbitrariness and2%njustice and may sometimes defeat the very
purpose behind £hem". Secondly, government machinery could noﬁ
‘ Government '
function properly because the-. . was aporehensive that a "suo-moto
Aaction ih any law relating to the landlord and the'tenant is likely
to seriously upset the social structure creating bigger problems

: 21
and in particular,problem of law and order", Land being the

20, M.L.Dantwalla and C.H.Shah. REvaluation of land Reforms
(University of Bombay, 1971) PP 158.
2l. ©See Explanation of Government of Orissa on Implementation
of Iand Reforms (Planning Commission)
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major f&rm of 777 wealth is‘most sought aftér; The powerful
landlord hasbalways tried to dispossess the poor tenant or exploit
him otherwise and in achieving fhese alms, his strong socio-economic
and political position has helped him., Indian agrarian‘structure is
resistant to'changgi.. The general social structure, the weak socio-
economic position and illiteracy of the tenént class, a government
édministrative machinery unmotivated, uncommitted énd ungeared to
the ideals of the 1and,ref6rms, absolute inelasticity of land
supplyé all these factors have contributed to frustrate land reform
measureg.

The lessons 1eafnt from this is that land reform measures

in future have to reckon with the reality of the existing situation,

and be based on a proper assessment of the various hostilie factors.

22, See for a discussion:
Dorren Jarrlner - Land Reform in Principle and Practice
(0xford, 1969) PP. 150.

23. If the tensncy rights are not forfified by customs and
tradition or where tenants crumble under pressure accretion
and a rising demand for land, farmers have no real defacto
protection against the rapa01ty of land-lords and pepeated
rises in rent.

Y.S.Brener Agriculture and Hconomic Development in
Low _income countries{ The Hague, 1971) PP 104-5.
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CONCLUSION ¢

It appears from this study that land legislations have
practically failed in Orissa to achieve their objective such as
Yxig dbringing 1and to the tillef, ensuring socio~economic justice
and prevénting rackrenting ete.  Some of the causes of the failure
can be understood in the course of this study, The British
administration in Orissa aimed at establishing an orderly revenue
system, It was perhaps hoped that under this system.ﬁhe zemin-
dars would play the role of entéepreneﬁrs. But this proved to
be an illusion., Under this system lan?owners actually turned
out to be a class of'parasites living on the surplus expropriated

from the tenants.

Reform measures in the post.independence period did
not improve the situation beéause they were introduced in dis~
regard of either the actual socio-edonomic condition of the

state, or the inherent perculiarities of the lease market.

Oﬁe of the mainAobjectives of the reform measures
was to protect the tenant from eviection. But a common defect
of all these land legislations was the provision for resumptioﬁ
of land for personal cultivation. Landlords took advantage of
this and indulged in large scale evictions. In many cases

tenants were compelled 'to surrender land #oluntarily'.

‘: Evictions were easy because of 1andlords’inf1uence in the

 society and in the political and administrative machinery.

Another objective of land reform was to prevent

rackrenting, But this could kas¥y hardly be achieved. One
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of the causes of thls, as we haVe discussed, is the skewed
distribution of land ownership. Land is largely concentrated
in the hands of a minority group who wield power and expdoit
the tenant class. Tenants, being economically weak, are not
in a position to bargain with the lessors. In rural Orissa,
there is a dearth of employment opportunities, Tenants,
marginal farmers, ahd a large mass of agricultural labourers
have no alternative but to stick to land. Therefore they are
at the mercy of the landlords.

The second cause is the imperfect nature of the 1eaée
market. This helps in perpetuating high rents., Land owners
have taken advantage of the vulunerable xzEr soclio-economie
position of the marginal tenant farmers. Thus the objective of

rent regulations has been defeated.

The administrative machinery has falled in many cases
to implement the laws effeétively. This is so, either because
the machinery is non-committal in regard to the ideals of land
reforms, or it is under umcertain and uncongenial political
influence, Land owners also try to influence the adﬁinistrative
machinery eiﬁher directly or indirectly through the legislature.

Lack of pfoper record of rights has been a ﬁajor'handi-
cap in identifying the actual tiller. .Tenants, though in actual
possession of land for a lqng period, have not been properly
recorded in the tpatta', On‘tﬁe}contrary, the landlords have
even tried to prevent the tenants!' names from being recorded
in the tpattat, and thus to éeprive*them of 6ceupancyfrights.

It is seen in many cases that landlords while leasing out 1a?d
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to the tenanﬁs have purposefully used a dubious document where
the poof tenangs are made to sign to the effect thax they are
hired labourers or mere supervisors but not actual tenants. It
" 1s true that in some caseé land legislationé have restored |
occupancy righté to tenants; but most of such tenants have
eventually been compelled to sell or mortegage the land either
to landowners or money landers ke because of their lack of

creditworthiness.

The non-integrated nature of the lease market has
resulted in increasing proletarisation of the marginal farmers.
The marginal farmers, because of their lack of creditworthiness
and limited access to the lessors, have not been able to inérea—
se the operational holdings., Thus they are compelled to lease
out or sell the tiny plot of land they hold, and try to seck
employment either in the nonagricultufal sector or remain in
the agricultural sector as agricultural labourers. Land reform

- measures have hardly helped the marginal farmers.

| The outlook for land reforms in future has to emerge
from the lessons learnt from the past. It has to grapple with
the realism of the agrarian conditions of the state, Tenancy
__practices have to be rgtionalised. Landlords and tenants have
to be educated, and the full implications of the land legisla-
tions should be made clear to them, ITease terms should be

legally determined. The practice of oral leases should be

diseontinued. The tenants should be given protection against
’;grabkrenbing and evietion. To realise all these it is necessary
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to have a sufficiently equipped and independent adminise
trative machinery free from umhealthy infliténces and
congisting of people committed to the ideal of land

reform,

Tenaney practices are deep-rooted. Mere land
reform legislations cannot deal with them. Along with.
legislationé, there is a strong need also for a changed
outlook, a developed infrastracture with adequate irriga-
tion, credit and marketing facilities, and a rationalized
land structure.
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APPENDIX~I

I, Sri Brindaban Rout, son of late Madhab'Rout, village- -
Gopalpur, P.S.Gurudijhatia, Distt. Cuttack, excute this handnote,
fhat having failed to arrange money elsewhére, I.ém taking a loan
of Rs. 500/~ (Rupees five hundred) only in cash from the money
lender Sri Krishna Chandra Patnaik, village-Nizigarh, P.I./P.0.
Athagzrh, Dist. Cuttack the money being urgently_fequired for
the development of my agricultural land. I will‘repay the prin-
cipél with interest at the rate of 12% per annum to the money len-
der on démand,v\ln case I fail to pay, he can recover the amount
by taking aporopriate action in a court of law. In proof where
of this handnote is exetvuted which willbbe helpful Whenever

needed. 6.2.72,

Date of this handnote is sixth of February, Nineteen

hundred sewenty two.

Rama Chandra Rath,
Writer of Kontol.
P.S./P.0. Athgarh,
Cuttack, 6.2.72.
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APPENDIX - IT

Ramachandra Rout aged 30, son of 1ate Madhusudan Rout,
Village Samsarpur, P.S./P.0. Athgarh, Distt. Cuttack .;... offerer
Vs.
Raghunath Misra, Son of late Harihar Misra, Village—Nizigarh

S./P.0. Athgarh, Dlsqtt Cuttack e eeees offerece,

| Ivhereby declare that I have been adspointed as a supervisor
to undertake all resvoonsibilities of cultivation and crop produ-
cticn and te tazke care of 3.50 hectres of land of the offercee
situated in the Villagé Samsarpur under Athgarh P.S. and mentioned
in the schedule Khata snd plot of the said village. I will under-
- take the ressonsibility of cultivation and will give an account
and deliver the produce to your after harvest I will -be taking
from you all expenses as and when necessary towards the cost of
cultivation and will proper account of the same. I will receive

10 panties (ten paunties of aln) towards my wages and submit

a due receipt for the sane.

In proé¢f where of, I give this letter 0 agreément which will
be helpful at the time of need. - |
Dated: 1.2.73
Schedule

P.S. Athgarh, Vill:- Samsarpur, Khata No.30, Plot No.215 3.50 hect

Biswanath Misra

Writer, of Radhanathpur Sason, P.S./P.0. Athgarh, Distt. Cutfack
~ 1.2.73

Witness:- Govinda Rout, S/0 Late Hanun Rout, P S. Krﬂshnaoar,
' Athgarh, 1._.73.
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Witness:- Sri Satrughana Rout y 5/0 Madan Rout,
Vill:- Ankula, P.3. Athgarh

1 02073-

Explanation: -

{

In appendix-TI,. the money lender is the landlord énd the
loanee is the tenant. But in fact, there is no money ﬁransaction
between the pérties. The amount of money lent, which has been ‘
stated in the document is generally equivalent to the amount of
rent the tenant is to pay to the landlord. The illiterate and
lgnocrant tenant»is sfraid of such 6ocuments and therefore, fegularly

Days the rent without mentioning that he is the real tenant.

In appendix-~-II the tenasnt himself is compelled to state that
he is not the tenant but a mere supervisor, works in the field

on wsage basis,
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