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PREFACE

tAgrarians' representing one of the more developed schools
of economic thought devoted to studies of peasant economies, consi-
dered population problem to be the key problem of peasant economies.1
Various dual ecénomy models of economic developmént of under developed
countries (Lewis'sg Ranis - Fei's3 being the most well-developed and
formalised) start with a basic premise about the existence of surplus
labour or disguised or overt unemployment of labour force in the rural
sector. And those who dispute the existence of such surplus labour,
end up by proclaimipg the allocation of resources in the traditioqal
psasant ecconomy 'efficient'4. The analytical framework of both kinds
cf approacheé is, however, based, explicitly or implicitly, on pre-
mises of conventional economic theory in terms of competitive markets
and marginalist assumptions. As a result, the specificities of rural
labour markets in economies experiencing transition are obscured.
Before answering whether there is any surplus labour or not, the
question as to what constitutes the 'labour force'! has to be settled
becausé of its wide~rangind implications from the viewpoint of under-
standing the structure and the process of change in a rural economy,

An individual cannot be characterised as a‘part of the labour force

1. Alexander Tschanjanon, Quoted by N. Georgescu - Reogen, "Economic
Theory and Agrarian Economics', Oxford Economic Papers, Feb, 1960
reprinted in Tara Shukla (ed.) Economics of Underdeveloped Agriculturg
Vora & Co. Publisher Pvt. Ltd. Bombay, 1969, P, 332,

2. W.A. Lewis, "Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of Labour",
Manchester School, Vel., 22, 1954, ‘'Unlimited Labour: Further Notes?,
Manchester Schecl, Vol. 26, 1858. ‘

3, J.H.C. Fei and G. Ranis, Development of Llajour Surplus Economyk
Theory and £olicy, Irwin, 1964,

4, Theodore Schultz, Jransforming Traditional Agrlculture, Yale
University Press, New Hauen, 1964, :



without undsrstanding the web of socio-economic relations which involve
him/her. The understanding of‘the determinants that go to decide
whether. a person will opt for off-household wdrk, what kind of work and
under what conditions, is absolutely sssential for any meaningful
analysis..’lere aggregative estimates of people 'employed! and ‘unem-
ployed! defined in whatever way, are bound to gloss over the gssential
heterogeneous character ¢f the labour force and thus provide either
under-gstimation or over-estimation of employment in a distorted f‘ashion.EI

The purpose of this study, howsver, is not to make guanti-
tative sstimates of-the components of rural labour force in Punjab.

It is, on the other hand, an attempt toc point out certain gualitstive
peculiarities of the rural labour force and the pattern of use of
different components of th;s labour force by different sections of the
peasantry in Punjab; Keeping in mind the structure of a rural society
where commercialisation has still to vanquish the powerful citadels of
tradition totally, the social force exercised by religiocn, caste, clan
and tribe influencing the pattern of labour utilisation is given .

due consideration.

In Chapter 1, we take a broad view of the peculiarities that
characterise the pattern of labour use.in Punjab's rural economy, With
a view to showing how particular éaste—ethnic characteristics and
religious~cultural traditions of a rural population affect its patﬁerns
of and attitudes to work, we specially emphasise the role of Jat Sikh

community, the main cultivating caste in Punjab, in generating certain

5, This was the central theme of the criticism made by Experts
Committee on Unemployment Estimates, of the methodology and esti-
mates made in earlier Plan documents. 'Report of the Committee of
Experts on Unemployment Estimates', (Dantwala Committee) Planning
Commission, Govt, of India, 1970,
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norms about work participations. This fact is very important from the
viewpoint of understanding the process of historical development of
funjab agriculture. How women, children and old men participate in
agricultural work, is attempted to be shown within éhe framework of
the above mentioned historical-cultural forces. The over all
structure within which tﬁis question is discussed; however, always
femains the historically evolvéd social relations of praduction. This
becomes especially more clear{when we go on teo~ discuss the character-
istics of labour hired in‘different ways. The guestion of hired female
and child labour is brought in within this context,

Having thus outlined the over all broad characteristics of
\lébour utilised in Punjab agriculture, we move on to Chapter 2 with
thevobjectives of analysing the empirical situation in terms of concrete
data, Empirical results thrown up by an analysis ofvthe data, are
utilised to render our observations more concrete. In this chapter we
focus especially on the relationghip revealed between output per
hectare.and the size of holding which in the literature has been
closely associated with the different availability and utilisation of
labour on different sized holdings. We havse, howeder,Found no such
systematic relationship and attempted to relate this phenomenon to
pattern of labour utilisation vis-a-vis the technological developmentg
that seem to have taksn place in Punjab agriculture. But we would
like to mention here that we have not gone into the guestion of impact
of mechanisation on pattern of labour use since there already exist a
number of good studies on the subject. In Chapter 3, we draw upon the
discussion carried on in thess two chapters, to pose the problems

faced by economic theory in analysing the role of labour in a rural



economy., A preliminary atﬁempt is made at critical examination of the
use of categories-family labour, hired labour-made in the Marxist
debate on the mode of production in Indian agriculture and the margi=- °
nalist theory of efficient resource allocation., Chapter 4 Part }

is devoted to 5umming up the preceeding discussicns and conclusions
arrived at and Part II throws up certain questions which could not bé
dealt sufficiently here and which we indicate as possible lines on

which further research may be pursued,



CHAPTER = 1

GENERAL CHARRCTERISTLCS OF LABUUR USE IN
FURJRB AGRICULTURE

The treatment of the subject-matter, here, is not
in terms of historical analysis of the changes taking place in
the pattern of labour utilization in Punjab agriculture., It
is mﬁre confined, temporally, to an account of the contemporary
period of late sixties and early seventies and spatially to the
South Western districts = Ferozepur and Faridkot - of Punjab,
The observations in this phapter are not made on the basis of
a direct household to household enquir;. We have employsd the
method of ;upplementing our direct and indirsct evidence11
écquired through personal obsaervations on the subject-matter

"with other studies on earlier periods and pertaining to other
regions = within and outside Punjab - wherever contextually

relevant, This chapter, in other words, is a prelude to a mere

1. Due to pure biographical factors, we had the advantage of
close acquaintance with a larges number of farming families
of more than a score of villages spread in the two districts-—
Ferozepur and Faridkot (which was carved out, by combining
the Faridkot Tehsil of Bhatinda district and fgqa - and
FMukatsar Tehsils of Ferozepur district) of the Malwa region
in Punjab., (List of such villages is given in Appendix 1).
Interviews with members of a few familias of this group,
were sxtremely useful. Ue could make use of our acquain-
tances to discover certain forms of verbal and written
contracts pertaining to hiring of permanent labour which
are generally inaccessible to a stranger out51de or for=-
mally appointed field 1nuestlgator.
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concrete sxamination of a specific data attempted in Chapter 2,

Availability of published/unpublished data was
the determining fabtor in choosing the particular région for
study through our own familiarity with the region uaslan
additional factor. Therefore, when we make certain statemente pef—
taining to the whole of Punjab it should be kept in mind that
it more exactly refers to the éonditions prevailing in the reg~-

ion under study and are generalized thereform,.

11 Iypéé of labour Qsed ih Fﬁgjab agriculture:

As in any transitional agriculture which neither
consists of pure family labour dependent peasant'f‘arms2 nor of
pure wage-~labour based capitalist Farmss, Punjab agriculture is
characterized by the participation of bofh forms of labour, i.a.
family labour and hired labour though the proportion.in which
they are combined, may vary from farm to farm. Let us discuss

"the characteristics of family labour, first.

12 Féhily'labouf:

The size of a farmer's family can at best be con=-

ggpéréd as Eoféntiaillabour fofce; the mode and extent of uhose

2., Chayanov's theory of the peasant economy, was based on such
a conception of the peasant-farm, "The term 'family farm'
means a farm normally run by a family without. hired outside
wage-labour”, Oaniel Thorner in Preface to A.V. Chayanov,
The Theory of Peasant Economy (ed.) by D. Thorner et al,

American Economic Association, Illinois, 1966, B, VI,

3, Though never fully worked out, Marx's concept of capitalist
agriculture - a view reflected from his various writings -
implied such a system. "In the sphere of agriculture,
modern industry has a more revolutionary effect than else-
wheresesee.it annihilates the peasant,......sand replaces
him by the wage-labourer", Capital Vol.I, Moscow, 1974,

p. 474,



utilization is determined by the ecohomic stétus of the family
and the historically-determined sodial custohs prevailing in
the region., A farmer's family consists of men, women of
different age~-groups and children. A family member below the
age of 14 may be normally considered as a child and above that
as an adult. The demarcation line - in terms of age - to
characterize a person as a grown=up meﬁber‘is difficult to draw
and varies from region to region and from farm to farm,
Division of labaur within the family'is determined by the nature
of the work demanded - the most strenucus tasks being taken up
by the adult males and relatively less difficult.ones by adult
females, children and old people. 0ld men and women generally
do not participate in operations connected with crop production.
They act mainly as careful watchmen of the family and as a
source of entertainment to the very small children of the
family. Their help in rearing up children is of considerable
importance as it frees the time of the female members for other
domestic work, - Some old men and women by performing certain
semi~skilled operations reﬁder a help to the-household economy
of avpeasant cultivator iike, 8.0+, 0ld men making ropes and
;ld women spinning the théfkﬁé. The inéreaging psnetration of
commercialization in agriculture is taking away the importance_
of such household semi-skilled work. Some old men render a
considerable help to the peasant househol& economy in the
maintenance of cattle stock. 1t is very rare that old men and

women become complete burden on the psasant household economy,

L]



without contributing their share to it, howsosver marginal it may
be. The age till which the old people in the family perticipate

in farm work is function of the rescurce position of the cultivating
household. In small-sized farms with low resource position people
participate in work till late in life whersas in relatively pros-

perous households, the retirement from work is relatively earlier.

Of the most crucial importance to the peasant
_peasant

household economy is, however, the labour of a male adult. The

-

agricultural operations which a family male adult may perform,
is largely determined by social traditions associated with cer-
tain castes and tribes., Jat Sikhs are the predominating culti-
vating caste in Funjab, Theré is hardly any agricultural ope-

ration which a Jat Sikh cultivator hesitates to do.4 Though

4, "Unlike some dominating land-owning castes in North India,
most notably the Rajputs, Jats take great pride in working
with their Lands. There are no agricultural tasks that a
Jat will not do himself. The value placed on agriculture by
the owner cultivators, who are also the dominant element in
rural society, is an important factor in the history of
agricultural development in the Runjab', (Emphasis ours) =
Tom G, Kessinger, Vilayatpur: 1848-1368: Social and Economic
Changs in a North Indian Village, University of California

Press, Barkeley 1974, p. 103, Malcolm Barling one of the
pioneers in the studies on Punjab peasantry, has also lauy-
datory comments to make about the Jat cultivators. "No tribe
is in stronger contrast to the Rajput than the Jat, 1If the
former represents the gentry of the province, the latter is
the very marrow and soul of the peasantry,..Jat is the ideal
cultivator.....Ploughing, weeding or reaping, he will bear
the burden and the heat of the day, and at night take his
turn at the wells....it would be difficult in any country to
find a mors remarkable combination of cultivator, colonist, emi-
grant and soldier, Educated and erganized, and relieved of
the handicaps imposed upon him by custom and debt, bhe might
well become the foundation of a new rural civilization in

the Punjab', -~ M.L, Darling, "The Punjab Peasant in Prog-
Perity and Debt", Oxford University Press, 1925, p. 38, 40.




Darling points out the similarities in the character traits of

a Jat belonging to different religionss, we tend to believe

that non-association of any agricultural operation in Punjab with
a particular caste is a phenomenon which shows the deap impact
of strong anti-caste traditions of classical Sikhism = by uwhich
we mean the uritings of Sikh Gurus.6 In contrast stands the
impact af caste considerations on Rajput, another minority cul-
tivating caste in Punjab, mainly concentrated in a few tehsils
of Hoshiarpur district in the Doaba region.7 No doubt, due to

considerations purely of economic status, certain male adult

members of very rich peasant families do not participate in
certain opsrations involving hard manual laboﬁr. It is a common
sight in Punjab countryside these days, that young educated sons
of very riéh peasant families, participate in all agricule
tural operations involving the use of tfactor and machinery but
would refrain from eperations involving painstaking physical

labour, But this phenomenon, however, represents the new

5. 'He (the Jat) may be either Hindu, Muhammadan or Sikh; and
to some extent his charactsristics vary accordinglye==—————
A1l three, however, have a tenacity of character and skill
in farming which make them the best cultivators in India',
Darling, op. cit. p. 38.

6. "Under the Guru's instruction abandon caste. Acquire the
excellent colour of tambal" (emphasis ours) = Guru Arajan
Dev quoted by Clinton, H. Loehlin, "The Granth of Guru
Gobind Singh and Khalsa Brotharhood". Lucknow Publishing
House, lucknow, 1971, p. 13.

7. A pure Rajput, "to preserve his name and honour unsullied,
must scrupulously observe four fundamental ‘'‘maxims", the
first of which is "He must never drive the plough",
(Kangra Gazetteer) quoted by Darling, op. cit. p. 36.



preference schedules for wdrk among the prosperous sections of
the peasantry and has nothing to do with caste considerations.,
If we leave a;ide_this relatively new trend, male adult members
of Jat Sikh community participate in all agricultural opera-
tions like preparatory till-age, sowing, manuring, interculture,

irrigation, harvesting and threshing etc.

1.3 Female adult membgrs:

The question of family female labour employment on
farm work is more closely associated with caste-ethnic divisions
in society and their corresponding cultural norms about women's
work than that of male adult employment. Punjab, along with
West Bengal is one of the Irdian States with very low work
particibation rate among women. (See Tablei1.1) This trend is
corroborated by other studies.8 Though the Punjabi Jat Sikh
women are more liberated than the Muslim and Rajput qnmeng, the
influence of Muslim culture with respect to attitude towards
women's work, on North India is perceived by BOSBrUp10 to be

more pervading than on South India. Punjab had been historically

8. R,C. Chandna, "Female Working Force of Rural Punjab-1961",
Man-Fower Journal, Jan-Mar., 1967, p. 47-62; Kamla Nath,
"Female work Participation and. Economic Development -~ A
Regional Analysis", Economic and Political Weekly (EFY)

May 23, 1970, D.R. Gadgil, "Women in the Working Force in
India®, Asia Publishing House, New York, 1965, p. 13.
Victor S. D!Souza, "Changing Socio~-Economic Conditions and
Employment of Women. in India 1871-1961", Transactions of the
Indian Institute of Advanced Study, Yol.V1}, Simla, 1969,

9 "eeeesaiif the Rajput wife is an economic burden, the Jatni
(the wife of a Jat -~ PS) is an economic treasure™, Darling,
Op. Cit., p. 38. "

10. Easter Boserup, Women's Role in Economic Development, George
Allen and Unwin ltd., london, 1970, p. 72.




TABLE = 1,1

The Trend in Participation Rates (percantaggs) 1911, 1951,
and 1961 (females only)

stats, S qen 1951 1961
Andhra Pradesh a6 2142 4143
Assém 39.0 , 3047 31.8
Bihar 34,7 2007 27.1
Gujarat 50.0 2840 27.9
Jammu & Kashmir 3347 N;R; 25,6
Kerala 28.0 1841 . 1947
Madhya Pradesh 47.9 37,9 44.0
Madras | 36,5 12.7 3143
Maharashtra 39.8 33.3 3841
Orissa . 3044 18.8 26 .6
Rajasthan 45.4 3843 35.9
Uttar Pradesh 33.3 3346 1841
West Bengal 18.8 ' 1146 .94
Mysore . 25,3 T 181 32.0
Punjab 1149 17.2 142

India 33.9 2343 28.0

Sourcet Report of the EBommittee of Experts on Unemployment
Estimates, Planning Commission, Government of India,
1970, p. 197.
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the opening gats to all outside invaders in India. 1In such
periods of turmoil and uncertainty severe restrictions on the
mobility of women - considered to be the weaker sex - were a
natyral outcoma.11 Similarly, very low levegls of work parti-
cipation rate of women in two districts of FUnjab namely
Kapurthala and Patiala - which had been under princely rule =-
are attributable to the powérful influence of feudal culture
which worked against greater Freedom and exposure of womeh to
outside mork.12 The practice of keeping women indoors seems fo
have ossified itself into a strong prejudice against female
labour work outside on the farm. [IMoreover, relationship between
the relative prbSperity of the PUnjaBi peasantry and the low
level of 'work participation rate by Punjabi women, seems to
confirm the generally obseéved negative corrglation between eco-—
nomic development and the work participation rate among women

in developing countries.13

But the kind of agricultural operations in which

11. Chandma, op. cite
12, ibid.

13. Boserup, Nath, Chandna (op. cit). In an interesting study
of a village in Andhra Pradesh, Dube found four main social
groups in the village., In the top group of high-caste
people, women took no part in any outdoor activities and
many observed purdah. Below this top group was the local

cultivator caste, Their women were occupied mainly with
domestic duties and never earned money for the support

of the family. In the third group of ordinary lowecaste
people, women assisted their men-folk on their family

farm and very rarely hired out themselves. The fourth and
the lowest social group was composed of women belonging to
the poorsst of the low castes who were expected regularly
to sesk paid.work for the support of their families,

SeC. Dube, Indian Village, London, 1956, p. 174=5.




the FUnjabi rural women had been participating seems to have
changéd very little over time in the past one century. There
‘is no evidence that Punjabi women ever participated in oﬁera—
tions like ploughing, harvesting and irrigation. Tom
Kessinger,.in an attemﬁt to reconstruct the pattern of economic
activity in a Punjabi village in 1548 explains the role of

female labour as below:

" WThe processing of produce was largely women's worke
IMith the exception of threshing and sugar manufacture that
could not be done in the house for lack of space, processing of
agricultural products was carried out by women in their court-
yards. The processing included the shelling of maize, carding
and spinniﬁg of cotton, grinding of wheat and making of various

milk products, particularly ghee".14

Barling, describing the practice in the first two
decades of the twentieth century, says: "She, (i;e. Jat's wife)
does not plough, dig or drive a cart, but there is no other form
of agricultural labour which she does not practice and ordina-
rily adorne——=———- Jat's wife not only brought her husband his
food in the fields, but helped him to sow and to weed to pick

the cotton and feed the cattle."15

But noting. the change as a result of growing prog- -

perity, especially in the canal colonies, Darling says "In the

14, op. cit. p. 54
154 op. cit, Pe 38-39,



old days they (i.e. rural women) had both to spin and to grind
for the whole family, and in addition to cook, take the menfolk
their meals in the field, sweep out house and byra, chop up

the fodder and feed the cattle, as well as look after the
chilaren. Now the grinding is largely done by bullock, if not
by engine, and what was women's chief task falls indirectly upon
the man, As the maching-made cloth comes in, the spinning-

wheel goes out."16

Though operations like threshing and procsssing of
products, grinding of wheat and chopping up the fodder by women
have almost complestely vanished as a result of mechanization
of these operations, female participation in other operations
like picking cotton,‘plucking maize cobs and millet earheads,
harvesting groundnut and stripping sugarcane before crushing,
preparing seed (such as stripping sugarcane and preparation of
cuttings), groundnut shelling, the pre-sowing treatment of
cotton, paddy and other seeds and later assisting men in sowing -
is still gquite prevalent, though to varying degrees, in different
parts of the state.17 But the pattern of participation by
women beldnging ﬁo families of different economic status will
not be uniform, &.g. women of rich peasant families will hardly
participate in any farm activity. Un the other hand, women

belonging to poor peasant families, do perform all kinds of

16.0p. cit., p. 166

17.Martin H, Billings and Arjan Singh, "Mechanisation and the
Wheat Revolution: Effects on Female Labour in Punjab‘,
E2d, Dec. 1970,
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operations except irrigation, harvesting and plodéhing.18 In the

the Villages with gconomically prospereus peasantry and of cul-

tural advancemsnt where e.g; even girls go to schools and higher
college and university educatién, the employment of family females

qn any kind of farm work is completely absent.19 Correlation between
economic prosperity and low level of family female participation on
farm work seemed fo axist in the villages of Ferozepur and Faridkot

districts,

1.4 Family Child Labour:

The rate of family child labour participation in farm
work is a function of the literacy rate among the children e.g,
work participation rate for children in Kerala tends to be very

‘low because of the high rate of school enrolment.20 Though

18, Thers was a peculiar case of two peasant households in
village Dhindsa of Ferozepur district, who employed all
their young girls on all kinds of agricultural operations
except ploughing, But there were some significant differ-
ences explaining the cause. The first peasant, owning about
12 acres of good fertile land, had four daughters (betuween
the age of 9 to 17) and one son{about 7 years old. Though
his wife rately worked on the farm, he himself was a
hard~working enterprising peasant, made all his daughters
work on the farm and was guite candid about it. He ex~
plained that he can marry them with good dowry if they all
earned without letting him lose his money on hiring labour.
He seemed to be a social rebel. The other peasant had five
daughters (betwsen the age of 18 to 35) and one married
son (age about 30), The peasant was an opium—addict, his
son also rarely worked and his wife was too old (about
50 years) to work. He had got married off only the eldest
daughter and was keeping all others unmarried., He made his
daughtarswork on all kinds of agricultural operations and
was an obvious case of exploitation, But both the peasants
were disliked by the rest of the village population (in-
cluding agricultural labourers) and were considersd greedy
and immoral people though the motivations were entirely diff=-
erent in the two cases, ’

19, Such was the casz observed in village lLakhewali in Mukatsar
Tehsil of Faridkot district.

20, "The Report of the Committee of Experts on Unemployment
Estimates — Dantwala Committee Report", op. cit. p. 20.



there does not seem to be any caste barrier among the Jat~Sikh
cultivators against the employment of their child labour on farm
work, it is considered to be a symbol of higher economic status not
to employ their children on farm work. The most important operation
in which family children do participate is maintenance of cattle,

In the early morning, they take out the cattle for grazing in the
fislds, Subh fields may be the common village land, the farmer's
own land end other farmer's lands where seed is still not souwn. BY
lunch time, the cattle are brought to the common village pond in
order .for the cattle to drink water and bathe., After letting the
cattle rest for sometime in the afternoon, they are again taken out
to the fields to be brought back home by evening. In some villages,
groups of children of many families jointly take out their cattle

to some far-off place from the village and bring them back only

in the evening, With the spread of mechanization, more and more
fallow land is being brought under cultivation and the practice of
grazing cattle in the fields is dwindling away. With that the use
of child labour for this particulér operation is also vanishing. The
traditional agficulture had more avenues of child labour employment.
Children played an important role; from the daily chore of minding
cattle to ths more seasonal tasks of assisting their parents in
planting, harvesting, threshing and manufacturing gur (crude sugar)

and dropping wheat or maize seed in the furrow behind the plough.21

——pane

21. Kessinger (oﬁ. cit. p. 54) describes such operations of child=-
labour participation in a village of Jullunder district in 1848.



Except in those regions and those farms where traditional technoiogy
is still prevalent, the displacement of child labour has taken

place to a éonsiderable level, Taking meals to their father,
brothers or farm servants working in the fields, scaring animals

and birds away from the crops and picking of cotton are a few of the
agricultural operations where family child labour is still employed,
'As a result of increasing monetization in the rural economy of
Punjab, maintenance of accounts is becoming a pressing necessity,
School-going children of many families, with their knowledge in
elementary arithmetic, render heip in maintaining accounts. But,

by and large family child labour employment is restricted to poor
and middle peasant families. IMechanization, by making the use of
human ensrgy in a more'systematic and regulated fashion, renders
child labour redundant to a great extent., Displacement of child
labour is a reflection of the general improvement in the material

and cultural standards of life in any society,

145 Exbhang}ibf énd-hifing'bdt'o% family labéuf:

Since hiring out family labour for wagses is taken to be
an indicator of the distress economic condition of a cultivator,
it is resisted to the last. Only the extreme conditions of immiser-

isaficn and helplessness, does a peasant hire out his laboyr and

sase out his land, since both are a reflection on his social
prestige. Exchange of family labour between farming families is,

however, widely prevalent and takes diverse f‘orms.22 There. may be a

22. Whaether exchange or hiring ocut of labour, the phenomenon is
completely absent in the case of family females and children of
Jat Sikh cultivators,
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direct exchange of family members or a peasant may hire in

bullock labour of another peasant and may pay him back in kind

by offering his own labour. Exchange of labour between very small
holdings having only one male adult earner .becomes absolutely
essential for certain operations. For example, making secticns in
the field by forming several earthern dams about six inches high,
for conserving the water during irrigatidn, requires the simuyl~-
taneous joint labour of at least two persons. A special mode of
exchanging labour takes place during peak seasons like harvesting
of wheat, A peasant may request his relatives and friends to help
him out in harvesting his crop in én emergency situation.23 The
relatives and friends - each one of them - send one or two members
of their family to harvest the crop of the needy person. They
would, being a large group, will finish harvesting the crop in one
or two days which otherwise would have taken weeks. Such guest
labour is treated during the period of their stay, with the best
delicacies and liquor; a peasant can afford according to his economic
status. No cash or kind payment takes place and the Frieﬁds and
relativas might ask at another time for similar kind of help from

the now host peasant.

146 Hired laboyrs
Since we keep our focus of observatien on hired labour

use on farm work in general and on crop production in particular,

we. do not go into the question of. various. other forms. of labour

23, . This practice is called Mang (literal translation'demand')

-



hired by cultivators which have existed historically.z4 Of all

the oﬁher types of artisan labour hired in by a cultivating house-
hold, the carpenter's role was and is directly related to the economy
of the cultivator, The carpenter, for his work in making and
repairing some of the implements of the agriculturists, is given

a sﬁare of the produce according to a gspidari system.25 Before

delineating the types of hired labour used on crop production, let

24, Historically, division of labour within a pural economy had
been closely associated with the caste divisions of the popu-
lation which itsslf might have grown out of historically
specific division of labour prevalent for a long historical
period. The following table 1,2 shows the historically
prevalent association of caste with a specific occupation:
(see page 16)

Marx describes this division of labour in a very succint fashions
"The constitution of these communities variss in different parts
of India, In those of the simplest form, the land is tilled

in common, and the produce divided among the members. At the
same time, spinning and weaving are carried on in each family

as subsidiary industries, 9Side by side with the masses thus
occupied with one and the same work, we find the "chief inha-
bitant", who is judge, police, and tax-—gatherer in one; the
book-keeper; who keeps the.accounts of the villags and registers
everything relating thereto; another official, who prosecutes
criminals, protects strangers travelling through and escorts
them to the next village; the boundary man, who guards the
boundaries against neighbouring communities; the water—overseer
who distributes the water from the common tanks for irrigaticn;.
the Brahmin who conducts the religious services; the sghool-
master, who on the sand teaches the children rading and writingj;
the calender Brahmin, or astrologer, who makes known the lucky
or unlucky days for seed-time and harvest, and for every other
kind of agricultyr2l work; a smith and a carpenter, who make

and repair all the agricultural implements; the potter, who
makes all the pottery of the village; the barber, the washerman,
who washes clothes, the silversmith, here and there the poet, who
in some communities replaces the silversmith, in others the -
_schoolmaster." Capital, Vol. 1, op. cit., p. 337-39.

25. Sepidari system is a version of the Jajmani system prevalent in
some other North Indian States., For a description of Sepidari
system, see Kessinger, p. 56~57, 159-160; for the Jajmani
system, see 4, H, Wiser, The Hindu Jajmani System (Lucknow:
Lucknow Publishing House, 1958).




TABLE = 1.2

géggg chupaﬁion

1. Chamar ' Leatherworker
"2 Julaha Weaver

3. Tarkhan Carpenter

4, Chiir Water carrier
5. Nai ~ Barber

6. Kumhar Potter

7. Chuhra Sweeper

8. Gujjar Hgrdsman

9. Rangeez - Dyer

10. luhar Blacksmith
11, Mirasi Drummer
12, Sonihar ‘Goldsmith

13. Lakarhara Woodcutter
14. Kasai Flayer of dead cattle or butcher
15. Sheemba Tailor

Source: 1. XKhanna Shumari (Household census), 1848 Village Vilayatpure
2. H.A. Rose, A Glossary of the Tribes and Castes of the
Punjab and North-West Frontier Province (Patiala:

fanguage Department, Punjab, 1970, a reprint of 1911-
1919 ed.) Both quoted by Kessinger, op. cit. p.55, 9.

NOTE: The entries made above in the Nos. 10, 13 & 14, 15 are
our own, in addition to the ones quoted by Kessinger.



us see what are the sources of hired labour in Punjab,

17 Sources of hired ;aﬁour:

The following sources providing hired labour can be
identif‘ied.26
1e Landless families permanently residing in the village
with labour as the main source of livelihood., Such families
generally live together in a cluster of houses, separately from the
locality of the cultivating households. Mazhbi Sikhs and Harijans

;\—4“
are the main castes of such landless labour,

2. : Emigrant labour belonging to nomadic tribes.

e ~Landless families residing in the neighbouring villages,
’ k]

4. Village artisans and other menials finding labour as a

lucrative employment during the peak harvesting season.27

i

1.8 Types of hired labour:

Hired labour used by farming households on crop produ-
ction may be broadly divided into two categoriess

(a) Casual labour;

26. Studies in the Economics of Farm Management, Punjab(1954-55), p.18.

27. A.C. Sharma in a three ysar study (1958-59, 59-60, 60-61) of
101 holdings in Bhatinda block of Bhatinda district, found that
80 percent of the sample farmers were utilizing the source
No. (1) for meeting their requirements of hired labour and
53.5 of the farmers depended upon nomadic tribal labour for
meeting their needs. A.C. Sharma, "Employment and Wage
Structurs of Farm Labour in Punjab", Man-Power Journal,
Jan-March 1967. Bauria tribe is the predominant tribe among
the emigrant labour, In some villages families of this
tribe had been staying for generations. In village Pyareana
of Ferozepur Tehsil, families of the Bauria tribe constitute
more than 50% of the total settled population of the village,.




(b) Permanent labour.’28

The conditions of employment of casual and.pérmanent
labour differ not only in terms of duraticn of employment but also
iﬁ terms of rate of payment, mode of payment, freedem to seek
alternative work, existence of a written or oral contract and the
security of employment. We will, now discuss the characteristics
of these two types of hired labour.

1.9 Casuyal labour:

LCasual labour is employed in response to excess demand
for labour in any peak season like transplanting of paddy, weeding
harvesting, cotton-picking, stripping of sugarcane, plucking maize

cobs and millet earheads and harvesting. Certain operaticns like

28, We prefer to use the term permanent labour instead of 'attached

labour' since the later concept has a connotation of bondedness
~while permanent labour merely refers to a period of employment

without any implication about bondedness. For a trenchant
critique of Agricultural Labour Enquiry's method of use of the
concepts 'attached' and 'casual' labour, see Daniel Thorner
and Alice Thorner, "The Agricultural Labour Enquiry: Reflections
on Concepts and Methods", The Economic Wsekly, Special No. 1956,
reprinted in Thorners' Land and labour in India, Asia Publishing
House, Bombay, 1974. Though Thorner had objections even to
the use of'permanent - casual' terminology and preferred the
distinction 'free-unfree' labour, we feel peculiarities of hired
labour employment in Punjab, can be brought out only if we
retain the distinction 'permanent-casual' labour as will be
clear from the following discussion., Houwever, a point of caution
is necessary here, Ffrom the viewpoint of hired labourer, the
characterization 'casual' and 'permanent' has a purely transi-
tional significance. A labourer who is 'casual' this year
might be 'permanent' next year and vice-versa. It is only the
conjunctural circumstances that determine the particular form
of employment a hired labourer seeks. Thorner's discussion of
employer-labourer relationship was, however, very useful to us
for analytical purpose. D. Thorner and A, Thorner, "Employer-
Labour Relationships in Agriculture®, Ingian Journal of
Agricultural Economics, April-June 1957, reprinted in "Land and
Labour, loc. ct,




cotton-picking, stripping of sugarcane, plucking maize-cobs and
inillet earheads are more specifically female-labour operations,
Female labour hired to pick cotton, is, therefore, specifically
designated as Choni. FMale adult labour casually employed is called
diharia, Casuszl labour is generally paid in cash and earns higher
daily-wage rate than permanent labour.29 female labour employed
for picking cotton is eiéher paid in‘cash or in kind according to

a sharé in the produce depending upon the different times of picking,
The share of thg Lhoni in the produce goes on increasing with
successive pickings since the amount a Choni is able to pick goés
on decreasing with each successive picking.30 Hired female casual
labour participates in all operations except ﬁloughing, sowing and
irrigation.31 Female labour below the age of 14-15, if paid in
cash, is paid half the wage rate for the male adult labour. Adult
female labour is paid 3/4th of the wage-rate for the male adult,
Child labour is hired for most of the operations excapt ploughing
and sowing and is paid wages according to the age and the capacity

for work of the hired child labour., It may vary from ¥ to #th of

29, Sharmafs study of Bhatinda district (op. cit) also finds this -
pattern. See Appendix 5, 6, 7 for daily wage-rates of casual
male adult labour in the years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969~70
according to FMS data.

30, Sharma's study found the share of produce varying from 1/20th
to 1/8th from the first picking to the fourth and subseguent
onNes,

31, 1 found an exceptional case of a female labour in village
Dhindsa, who was hiring out herself for irrigation also and
was even willing to hire out for ploughing. But such an
exception, as always, proves the rule, =



the wages paid to male adult labour, Certain hired labour families
take the work on piece-rate system for operations like tramsplanting
of paddy, picking of cotton and harvesting wheat, gram or mustard.

Different rates of payment for piece-rate work operate for different

kinds of operations.

-

Hiring out labour on casual basis to that on permanent
basis is preferred by the labourers because of the higher daily-wage
rate they are able to get in the former system. But the necessity
to have credit for meeting some emergency needs forces them to
seek permanent contract, Though insecurity of employment in a
lean period is also an additional factpr pressing a labourer to
seek permanent labour status, it is of secondary importance since
the higher labour - requirements in the multiple-cropping system
has reduced the severity o% sesasonal unemployment, This fact is
borne out by a commonly observed practice among the agricultural
labourers. 'In a particular year when a labourer dees not have an
eventuality like marriage, death or sickness in the family or like
building a house, necessitating some lump-sum cash expenditure, he
generally chooses to work as a casual labourer throughout the year,
The higher earnings through casual labour employment compensate

even unemployment for a few days, if any, in a lean season,

1.10 Permanent labour (child)s

Hiring out labour on permanent contract basis is confined
to only male adult and male child members of a labourer's family, The

child labo ur hired on permanent basis is paid wages according to
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his age and capacity for work. The following table 1.3 shows the
different wage~rates paid and work expected from child labour of

different age~groups in a village of fukatsar Tehsil:

TABLE = 1.3

Rates of payment and .nature of work ekpected from

child labour of different age~qroups vear 1975,

1 1] &

No.; Age group of ! Nature of work ? Rate of
! the child ! expscted: { payment:
! labour ' !
! (years) ! '

1. 8 -10 Cattle maintenance, 1/4th of the annual
assistance to family female vage rate of male
members in housshold work adult earner.
and running errandse.

2. 11 =14 ~~-do==- plus participation in % of the
weeding, harvesting &
transplanting

3. 15 = 17 A1l kinds of work except Zth of the =——=——-

ploughing & sowing

Source:- Personal interviews with family members of some
employers and employees of village Baam (1975).

Tﬁe annual wage-rate for a male adult labour in the
concerned village in 1975 was Rs,1600-00, The,child labour was also
giwen three meals and two teas a day along vith clothss and a pair
of shoes once a year over and above the cash wages paid to him,

A specimen copy of the written labour contract between the father
of the hired child labour and the employer is appended in Appendix 2.

Important features of the contract can be discerned as followst

1. The chil r i being employed to do farm work

Diss
338.10954552
Si645 so

My
THS52



2. If the boy leaves the work in the month of

Vishakh—-Jdeth (i.e. mid April to mid June) or

deliberately sits at home, amount equal tc half
the prevailing wage rate for a male adult labour

will be deducted from his annual payment.

2. If he absents himself in other months, a rupee
and a half per day will be deducted from his

payment,

¢

4, %.150—0d only are being taken as advance cash
payment and the necessary promissory note has
been written.For the purpose.32

5. The remaining money will be taken at necessary

occasions after lohri (i.e. 13th of January),

The annual wage bill for the child being Rs,30€,.25,
Rs150~00 were taken as advance payment which amounts to the wage-
bill for about half the period of contract (i.e. from 11.8,1973
till 13.1.1974). The next instalment of payment was to be given
-only after this initial period is completed. But nothing is
mentioned about ﬁhe terms of settlement in case any of the parties
to the contract breaks if off., May be the employef_was sure of the
promise given by the father of the hired child, who was one of the
parties to the contract, And that probably shows the importance

given to a social tradition like verbal promise in a rural society

3245ince the contract snded satisfactorily, the promissory note
was torn off at the termination of the contract,



where increasing commercialization has not been still able to
shatter the personal nature of human relatidnships. ARs a deterrent
against child labour's temptation to hire out hié labour to other
cultivators at higher wages in the peak harvesting period (mid
April - mid June), stipulation in the agreement has been made that
half amount of the prevailing wage-rate will be deducted from thé
wages if he absents himself during that period. Even during the
non-peak season, the amount to be deducted (Rs¢1.50) for absence a
day is higher than the normal daily wage rate (i.e. about paise 85)

of the hired child labour.

Now obviously, ;he low daily-wage rate accepted by the
father of the hired out child labour, is ; trade of f against
insecurity of employment and interest-free lump-sum advance payment.
Given the nature of work for child labou£ like cattle maintenance,
which requires regulardaily work, child labour.Faces the problem of
unemployment more sederely‘than the male adult labour ié not employed
on a permanent basis: The empléyer by hiriné in the child labour
on a permanent basis, on the other hand, has ensured the continuous

supply of child labour necessary for the daily work of cattle=-

maintenance, some farm work and running errands.

111 Permanent Male Adult Labour:

A male adult labour is hired on permanent basis either

according to Siri (crop-sharer) system or theka (contract) system.

[
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But §i§i system is practised only for annual employment whereas
gﬁégg system is Qsea even in half annual or monthly employment.,

The é;gi sy;tem includes 'a fixed proportion of the total gress
output to be paid at the end of~the year to the gigi. This pro=-
portion was t;aditioﬁélly-determined according to the 5§;§ a culti-
vator possessed;33 Génerally, 1/5th of the total produce was given
to a permanent labourer if his employer possessed one hal. For tuwo
ﬁé;g,vphg share will be 1/10th and so on. With the displacement of
ploughs by tractors, a particular_sizg of land(varying from village
to village because of diffarent fertilities of land) is taken as

a proxy for one QEL. This size of land may vary'from 10 to 20 acres.
The éggi also bears the same share of costs of production which
includes charges on irrigation, tractor maintenance, fertilizer,
land revenue and labour costs but not on seeds and minor implements,
Though the gigi is not given any share of the fodder, he may be
.allowed to take some fodder for his milch animal, if he maintains
any. In addition, é;:i is also given threse meals and two teas a

day or in lieu of that, some grain.

Siri's wife is supposed to render full participation

in the cotton-ﬁicking'operation without any payment for that,

Siri system is a more traditional and long=established
system as coﬁbared to the theka system. In the thegka system, the
labourer is paid about half of his annual wage-bill as an advance

interest-free payment to meet his urgent needs. ‘Sometimes,”some

33, The literal meaning of the hal is plough. But here it means
a pair of bullocks or a camel used by a cultivator on farm
work, See Kessinger, op. cit, p. 67-68, Sharma, op. cit,.



grain and gur is also given in lieu of the part of the advance cash

payment. The next period of pay instalment is after iohiri (i.e.

13th of January). Deduqtion from the total waga bil; is made for
any abstention during the harvest period at the prevailing wage-b
rate and during the norﬁal non-peak season at a rate pre-determined
or the prevailing wage-rate both of which are above the daily-wage

rate calculated on the basis of his total annual wage-bill,

Both for the gigi as well as the labour employed on
gnggg, a promissory note mentioning the amount éf the advance payment
with apnual interest included in it, is written at the time of the
formal writing of the contract. 1if the laboqrer breaks off the
contract during the year, the written contract document stipulates
that the whole amount.has to be given back. But in actual practice,
the defaulting labourer is paid £he wages for the period of work
done. This amount is deducted from the total advance paid to him
and only the remainder has to be paid by the laboure; to the culti-
vator, This practice is, no doubt, a reflection of the higher ’
bargaining position of the laboufer; But in the past till the very
recent period, some cultivators used to write double the amount of
the advance payment in the promissory note. 1In certain cases of
defauiting labourers, they made tha% pay back double this amount.
Such promissory notes now having been declared legally invalid, the

¢

employer's bargaining position has been weakened.

A specimen copy of each of the two types of permanent
labour contract is appended in Appendix 3 and 4, No doubt certain

practices prevailing in the region about this aspect, affect the form



and content of the labour-contract written.

Credit requirements are the primary reason forcing the
labourers to go for permanent labour conﬁracts, the security of
employmeﬁt being a secondary problem in a labour-shortage economy
like Punjab, 1In fact, the necessity to have an assured supply
of labour throughout the year is the only reason which impels the
employer cultivators to hire labour on permanent annual basis,
Debt~bondage, through the system of advance payment, is the only
way for them to assure the constant supply of labour.34 And in the
absence of alternative credit facilities, the labourer even with

highér”bargaining'pomer, has to seek permanent labour cbntract;35 As

34, Two mutually opposing explanations are given of the phenomenon
of bonded labour in agriculture. One line of argument (Utsa
Patnaik, Development of Capitalism in Agriculture, ERY, Sept.72),
~explains it in terms of the existence of surplus labour without
alternative outside employment opportunities. Such surplus
labour, it is argued, is forced to seek a contract whose terms
and conditions are bound to be unfavourable to him. In other-
words, the cause of bondedness in such a situation is explained
through the forced dependence of the dispossessed labourer on
the land owner, The other line of argument (Jan Breman,
Patronage and Exploitation: Changing Agrarian Relations in South
Gujarat, Berkeley, 1975) seeks to explain the cause of bondedness
in terms of labour-shortage thus necessitating the landouners
to have attached permanent labour, The first argumsnt attributes
the existence of bondedness to labour=-surplus whersas the second
attributes that to labour-shortage. Quite obviously, the
bonded nature of the labourer in the first case is due to their
low bargaining power while in the latter it is due to the
necessities of the landlord. The first kind of bondednsss is
purely economic in nature while the second requires exercise of

' . extra-economic coercion. But where extra-economic coercion
cannot be applisd, such bondedness, paradoxically, reveals the
higher bargaining power of the much demanded labour. The second
segems to be the case ifi Punjab,

35. In a study of the system of labour contracts in Haryana, Sheila
Bhalla shows that the complicated system of consumption loans to
agricultural labour through a witness and advance payment system
is an attempt by the landowners to0 seek counter-balancing measures
against the increasing bargaining power of the agriculture labour -
the result of increased demand for labour in the wake of 'Green
Revolution' in Haryana, Sheila Bhalla,"New Relations of
Production in Haryana Agriculture", EBRY, March 27, 1976.



to the choice between giii system and ghggg system, two factors
determine it most importantly: the level_of economic activity of
the cultivator and the price-level of agricultuial commodities
expected in a“year, Labourers prefer to have sié with relatively
prOSperous'cultivatorS in hope of a handsome share in the producs
while the latter teﬁd to prefer employmént of permanent labour on
gﬁé&g basis because of the same reasons. The incréasing prices of
agricultural commodities increase the supply of labour seeking

permanent employment as a giri while declining prices have just an

opposite effect.

To sum up the preceding discussion; Punjab agriculture
is characterised by the use of both family laboﬁr and hired labour
though in different proportions on different farms. The main compo-
nent of family labour is the male adult.mho participates in all
kinds of operations. 01d men and women participate in marginal
operations, not related to work on the farm field. The participa-
tion of family females and childreh, though still prevalent in
ce:tain operations, seems to be declining as a result of combined
impact of mecﬁanization, increasing economic prosperity and new
awareness of social values about women's and children's work.

Thdugh exchange of labour takes place betueén families of cultivating
households, hiring out of family labour is a highly restricted
phénomenon. The hiring in of labour takes the férm of empioymant

of children, females and male adults as casual labour and that of
male children and male adults as permanent labour. The employment

of casual labour corresponds to periods of peak demand in peak



seasons of agricultural work. femals labour participates in all
kinds of agricultural operations except ploughing, sowing and
irrigation. The child labour participates in all operations except
ploughing and sowing=which require the formation of a.skill acquired
through age. Though the daily-wage rate of a casual labour is
generally highér than that of a permanent labour and given the
assured supply of employment in a labour-shortage economy like
Punjab, the total wage bill oé a casual labour comes to be bigger
than that of a permanent labour, the necessity to meet certain urgent
needs throth>a lumrsdm money, forces the agricultural labour to
seek permanent employment. The employers by advancing loén to the
permangntly employed labaur, ensure regqular supply of labour in a
labour - scarce market, The choice between gi;; system and ﬁﬁgkg
system of hiring permanent labour is determined by the price fluc=
tuations for the agricultural commodities and the level of total
agricultural production of a cultivator. The labourers prefer sir
with a prosperous peasant and especially in a year of expected
higher prices for agricultural commodities, whereas such a cultiva-
tor in such a situation, prefers to employ a permanent labour §n
;ﬁggg baesis. The labourers' preference for sir is guided by expec-
tation of higher share in the produce in such a combination while
cultivators‘ preference for ;nggg in a self-same situation is based
on a fear of losing greater share in 50th guantity and value to the

Taboutar on sir basis. 0 Only the conditions in the labour-market

36. Significant theoretical implications for the Marxist debate
on mode of production in Indian Agriculture arising out of
this phenomenon will be pointed out in Chapter 3.



and the conjunctural circumstances decide the final form of the
labour=contract, The tendency among the cultivators to hire a
permanent labour is not a reflection of the attachgd—bonded character
of farm labﬁur in.Punjab but rather, on.the other hand, shous the
higher bargaining strength the agriculture labour has gained as a

2
result of labour use-increasing effects of the GreenRavolution.J7

In the next chapter, uwe Qould present some of the trends
on the pattérn of labour use among various size-classes of culti~-
_ vapors we observed on the basis of our analysis of more specific
.empirical data, Ue would especially emphasize the new tendency of
non-systematic relationship between outpﬁt per hectare on one hand
and size of holding and labogr utilization on the other, Ue would
attempt to relate this phenomenon to new developments that seem to
have taken place in the pattern of labour utilization in the sixties
as a result of mechanization introduced in the State's agricultural

sector,

37.for a reply to certain of Bardhan's observations on the condi-
tions of agriculturel labour in Punjab, see S.5. Johl,
"Mechanization and Income Distribution in Punjab", Jairnal of
Development Studies, Vol. 11 No., 3, 1975,

P.K. Bardhan, "The Green Revolution and Agricultural Labourers",
EPU, Special No., July 1970,



CHAPTER = 2

OBSERVED PATTERNS OF LABOUR UTILISATIGN

Purpose of study:

The centfal fotus of our enquiry in this chapter is:

1. to investigate the pattern of variations of total
labour used per hectars by different size-classes
of holdings and its impact on variations in output
per hectare; and

2. to investigate the components of total labour
utilised per hectare on different size-classes of
‘holdings. The questions investigated under the

second rubric are:

(a) Pattern of availability and use of different
components of family labbur among different
size=-classes of holdings,

(b) Pattern of hired labour used on different size=-

classes of holdings,

In Section I below, we describe the source of cur data
and in Section II, we report the results of the exercises we did

in investigation of this data.

241 Source of datas

The data used in this study were ccllected by the
Department of Economics and Sociology, Punjab Agriculture University,
Ludhiana in collaboration with Ministry of Agriculture, Government

of India, New Delhi For the studies in the Economics of Farm
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Management. The data refers to three years 1967-68, 1968-69 and
1969-70, The erstwhile district of Ferozepur, before a new
district Faridkot was carved out of it, was chosen for study. Two

determining considerations weighed in support of using this data:

(a) These were the latest data giving infermation for
three consecytive years 1967-68,‘1968-69 and - 1869~70,
on patterns of labour utilisation. The data,
having been collected by a étaff ekparienced in
conducting Farm management Studies, are rated high

from the view point of reliability.

(b) These data were easily available with the Directorate
of Economics and Statistics, lMinistry of Agriculture,
Government of India, New Delhi and the Department
of Economics and Sociology, Punjab Agriculture
University, ludhiana, The data as given in Part-II
Tables (household-wise) of the Studies in the
Economics of Farm Management, available with the two
above mentioned organisations were used for the

purpose of our study.

242 Sample Design:

Method of multistage stratified random sampling was used
to make the sample design, with village as the primary unit of
sampling and operational holding as tbe ultimate unit. District
was demarcated into three zones on the basis of soil type, crOpping

pattern and irrigation facilities. Fifteen villages were selected



for this study. The number of viilages selected from each zone
was pfOpﬁrtional to the cultivated area of the. zone, The villages
in each zone were selected uith-pbobability.prOportional to the
cultivated area. The number of villages-seleoted from each zone

and the list of selected villages are given in Appendix 8.

From each village, ten holdings -.two from each of the
five size—groups -~ were randomly selected, For forming the size- —
groups, the operational boldings in all the fifteen selected
villages were pooled and arranged in ascending order of the sizs
of the cultivated area, The holdings were then dividéd into
five-strata in su¢h a way that ihe cultivated area in sach sube
group was about 20 per cent. Appendix 9 gives information dan the
diétributidn of the selected holdings according to size-groups in
the year 1967-68, the first year of the study. In all, 150 house-
holds were selected for the study. The size-group classification
of the farming households used in our study is, however, slightly
different from the one used in the criginal Farm Managemeﬁt Study.

We differentiated holdings into following si%X size-groups.

Te 0=5 hectares (Holdings with net operational area less
than 5 hectares),

2. 5-10 hectares (Holdings with net operational area more
than 5 hectares but less than 10 hectares).

3 106-15 hectares (Holdings with net operational area more
than 10 hectares but less than 15 hectares).

4, '~ 15=20 hectares (Holdings with net operational area more
. than 15 hectares but less than 20 hectares).

5e 20425 hectares (Holdings with net operational area more
than 20 hectares but less than 25 hectaras),

6. ' 25 hectares (Holdings with net operational area more
& above- than 25 hectares.) ’



In this form, the number of size-groups in our study
is six comparéd to five in the Farm Management Study. Thqugh
there is no absglute standard to characterise a pesasant holding, on
the basis.of holding size, as small, middle or big} increasing the
number of size~-groups does offer a better way of gauzing the
process of diffegrentiation in the peasantry. In fact in the courss
of our study, we felt that toc see in a more minuée detail the
extent of differentiation of the peasantry,. the number of size-
groups needs to be increased even more, especially in the lower
and middle cateéories éince they comprise fhe bulk of holdings
(see the Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 below), The smaller the number of
size-groups, the more the differentiation among the peasantry gets
blurred. Thi$ will be especially more important when a bigger
area with a bigger sample of holdings is surveyed. THough an ele-
ment of arbitrarinéss iﬁ this form of division of holdings into
size=~groups ié*unavoidable, our classification here, does not

differ substantially from the one made..in. the EMS. study (See

1. Holdings in the size-group 0-5 hectares (i.e. 0 to 12.5 acres)
may be defined as =small in Punjab whereas in West Bengal the
holdings of 12.5 acres size are grouped in the size group com—
prising the next to the largest size group as shown belouw:.

0.01 - 1.25
1.25 - 2,50
2050 - 3.65
3.75 - 5.00
5,00 - 7.50
7.50 - 10000
10.00 - 15 .00

18.00 & above

Stﬁdie; in‘thé'Ecbnbhics o? ?abm Nénagéﬁént,

West Bengal (Year 1954-57.)



Appendix 9 & 10).' Undoubtedly, the method of differentiating
: .

peasantry by taking account of the total rssource positicn of

a peasant household (e.g. total capital stock er total output) is

superior to the one which takes into account only the hblding

size.2 But we adopted the more traditional method of differen-

tiating peasantry according to size-groups since our focus was on
investigating the pattern of labour use which follows, given a
particular structure™ of the distribution of land-holdings. Ue,
however, did not make our canclusions only on the basis of averages
of farm variables for different size-groups, .This method was
supplemented by our observations regarding graphs'and scatter dia-
grams we drew on the basis of individual household dafa in order

to discern the relationship between the variables we studied. B8ut
\in_order to eccnomise on space use, we could not provide here all
the scatter diagraﬁ we had drawn, Ffor certain relationships,
which were more crucial to our interpretation, we have provided the
scatter diagrahs for one year, 1967-68. In such cases, the trend
reflected for years 1968-69 and 1969-70 corresponded more or less
to the one for 1967-68. However, in none of the relationships

studied, we observed any incongruity between the trend observed

from averagse variables and that one from the scatter diagrams

2, Utsa Patnaik argues this point forcefully in her paper "Economies
of Farm size and Farm scale: Some Assumptions Reexamined} EPd,
Special No. 1972. Lenin uses this method in his analysis of the
process of differsntiation in the Russian peasantry. VY.,1. lLenin,
"The Development of Capitalism in Russia, Collected Works, Vol,3,
Moscow, 19643 'Capitalism in Agriculture'! (p.105-159), Cu,

Vol. 4, Moscow, 19643 The Capitalist System of Modern Agricul-
ture (p. 423-446), C4, Vol, 16, Moscow, 1967; ‘'New Data on the
Laws Governing the Development of Capitalism in Agriculture!’,

(13-102) C4, Vol. 22, Moscow, 1964.




drawn on the basis of individual household data,.

Tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 give the distributicn of’
holdings into different size-groups according to our method of
classification of holdings for the year 1967-68, 1968-69 and

$969-70 respectively.

TABLE 2;]

Distribution of holdings into size-groups {(1967-68).

No. Size-group(hectares) No. of holdings: Average size of

holding(hectares)
Te 0-5 23 4,05
2. . 5=10 47 7.45
3. 10-15 37 12432
4e 15-20 | , 23" 17.58
5. *  20-25 8 - 21.87‘
6. 25 and above 12 33440
N~ s
Total 150 12453

TABLE - 2,2

No. Size-group(hectares) No. of holdings: Average size of holding

(hectares)
14 0-5 21 3.61
2. 5+10 52 | 7.45
3. 10-15 34 12.37
4, 15-20 26 17.54
5. 20-25 7 21.89
6. 25 and above ' 10 ' 36439

Total 150 126,37



TABLE - 2.3

No, Size-group ‘ Average ‘size of
(hectares) No, of holdings: holding (hectares)
1. 0=-5. 23 3.61
2. 5-10 54 ; 7.44
3. 10-15 28 | 12445
4, 1520 26 ‘ 17.25
5. 20-25 6 : 22,77
6. 25 and above 13 . 34445
Total 150 ' 12.44

.The fact that even the smallest holding size-group has an
average size of holding egual to about 10 acres, shows that there
is a relative predominance of bigger holdings in Ferozepur district,
And we pointed out above that this size-group stratification is
fairly representative of the sfructure of land-distribution in
Ferozepur district since in the original FM5, all the holdings
in the selected villaces were stratified intc five size-groups in
such a way that each size-group contributed equal (i.e. 20%) share
to the total cultivated area of the selected villages.

11

The scope of our study is limited to the investigation
of the pattern of labour utilisation on crop production only end,
therefore, excludes from analysis the investigation of labour use ]

| on cattle maintenance, social affairs, transportation, holidays etc.

Our enquiry is centred around two main aspects:



We proceed by first analysing the.composition (sex-
age wise) and availability of family labour force and the pattern
of the utilisation by different sections of the peasantryj It is
followed by an analysis af the pattern of hired laﬁaur use and its
components on different size-classes of holdings. And finally we
come to the central question of aur enquiry in this chapter namely,
the gquestion of relationship between total labour utilisation per
hectare and output per hectare between differsnt size-classes of

holdings.

1. By different sections of the peasantry, we mean here the differ-
ent size-groups of cultivating households. Though the method of
characterisation of different sections of the peasantry as small,
middle or big (or rich) is a highly controversial and debatable
one, for the purpose of analysis here, we take the following
size—-groups of cultivating households as rough proxy for different
sections of the peasantry.

g0~5 )

5-10 ) Small peasantry.
10-15) fiiddle peasantry.
15-20)

20-25 ) .. i
25 & above) Big (rich) peasantry.

For an interssting debate in the Indian context, see Utsa Patnaik's
criticism from a Marxist position of Ashok Rudra's method of classi-
fying peasantry on the basis of size of holding. Ashok Rudra, 'Big
Farmers of Punjab', EBJ Sept. 1969, Dec. 1969; 'In search of a
capitalist farmer', ERY, June 1970, Utsa Patnaik, 'Capitalist
Development in Agriculture. A Reply', ERJ,Nov. 1971; Utsa Patnaik,
'Capitalist Development in Agriculture' Further comment', ERdY,

Dec. 25, 1971. '

We also refrain from characterising any section of the peasantry as
'vapitalist' since the treatment of this question involves an entirely
different theoretical-methodological approach which is out of the
purview of our present enquiry. We use the terms 'different sections
of the peasantry', 'different size-groups' and 'different size-
categorizs' interchangsably in the present context., Ws would also
like to point out here that the terms small-sized, middle-sized and
big-sized or small peasantry, middle peasantry and big peasantry

ars used strictly in the relative sense here and does not imply any
absolute standards with' respect to any holding size.



2.3 Variations in the total size of the family

(size~group wise):

In order to see the relationgship between size of hold-
ing and the total size of the family, we plotted data on size of
holding and total size of family, for all the three years 1967-68,

1968-69 and 1969~70.

From the scattér diagram for the QGar 1967-68, we noted
that the scatter of points showed that the.size of family reveals
a weak tendency to rise with the gize of holding till holding
size of 20 hectafes, it tended to fall.aﬁter that, Size of family,
therefore, does not ssem to hold any consistgnt relation to the
size of holding for the year 1967;68. But on the other hand,
—looking at diagrams represehting the data plotted for Qears 196869
and 1969-70 respectively, we observed that most of the points w;re
clustered around a positively sloped rising curve. A tendency,
though not very strong and consistent one, towards positive re-

lationship between size of holding and the size of famiiy was,

therefore, discernible from our data for the ysars 1968-69, 1969-70.

Table 2.4 below shous the average size of family for
different size-groups of the peasantry for the year 1967-68,

1968~69 and 1969-70.



TABLE - 2.4

Average size of family (size-group wise)

1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969-70.

Size grQUp “‘.w"uﬂvé;agé‘sizé o% family
(hectaras) 196768 1968-69 1969-70
0~5 4,95(23) 6.66(21)  7.08(23)
5-10 4.85(47) 7459(52) 8.37(54)
10-15 6.24(37) 8.85(34) 8435(28)
15-20 8.21(23) 11.69(26) 10457(26)
20-25 7.75(8) 9.28(7) 8.83(6)
25 and above 6.66(12) 11.50(10) 11415(13)
Total average 6402 8480 8.81

Note: Figures in the brackets indicate the number of households
in the corresponding size=-group.

The average size of the family for all the size-groups
tends to rise f;r the years 1968-69, 1969~70 as compared to the
year 1967-68., The same increasing teend is not consistently
maintained from year 1968~69 to 1969—&0 and, in fact, the average
size of family declines in 1969-~70 for the three bigger size-grons
though the total average shows a marginal rise, Only a more
detailed demographic study of the‘district ih-general and for these
splected families in particular, for thess years, can explain these
fluctuations in the size of families for different size—groﬁps.

As regards the question of relgtionship af size of holding, we

observe that the Table 2;4 confirms the trend cbssrved from the
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scatter—diagrams we drew i.e. except for year 1967-68, the size

of family tends to rise with the rise in the size of family though
for all the thrse years, the average size of the family after
showing a consistent positive relationship to the size of holding,
declinas for the size-group 20-25 hectares and again rises for the
category 25 hectares and above for the years 1968-69 and 1969-70.
The number of holdings in the category 20-25 hectares, being very
small, no significant conclusionbcan be deduced from this phenomenon,
AR feature common to all the three years is that the lowest family
sizes correspond to the lowest size-groups., On the whole, a
positive relationship, thouéh not very strong and consistent;one,
between the size of holding and the size of family is observable.
From the view point of labour utilisation, what is more important,
however, is to see the pattern of work participation by different
components of the family i.e., male adults, female adults, children4

in differsnt size-groups of holdings.

2.4 Uiiiisation 6vaamily male adult labour force on

farm work (size-group wise)

Tables 2,5, 2.6 and 2.7 below show the extent of
utilisation of family male adult earners on farm work by different

sectidns of the peasantry for the years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969-70
, respactively, Ffor all the three years, the average number of male
adults available per household, the average number of male adult
earnesrs on farm work per household and the average numbser of male
dependents per household tends to rise with the increase in the

holding size,

4, The data does not specify the sex of the child labour.



TABLE - 2,5

Aﬁerége Aumber of family male adults, earners

on_farm work and depsndents per household
(Size groups wise) (1967-68).

Size-group Ayerage No: Average No, Ayerage No., % of earners % of dependents

(hectares) of male of male of non-egar-  to available +to available
adults per adult ear~ ning adult male male adults:
household ners on male depen=  adultg#*#

farm work dents per
- per house- housshold*
. .. holds. . L _ .
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

0-5 1465 1.17 0.43 70.90 ’ 26406

5~-10 1.80 155 019 86411 10.55

1015 2,18 1.83 032 83.94 14467

15-20 2,86 S 2.7 0.69 75.87 24,12

20-25 3425 2,62 0.62 80.61 19.07

25 and above 3,16 2486 1,00 68,35 31,64

Totals 2,22 7 1,76 W42 79,27 18491

TABLE- 2.6

Avéiage number of Fémily male aduits, earners

‘dn farm work and dependents per household

{Size~qroup wise) 1968-69, -

D I ) M ¢ M 7 N ) G
0-5 2.09 1.61 0.38 77.03 18.18
5-10 2,28 1492 0.38 80467 15 .96

10-15 3.11 2.29 0.76 73463 24,443
15-20 3.19 2446 057 7711 17 .86
20-25 2.71 1471 _ 1.00 63.09 | 36.90
25 and above 3.60 2,50 1.0 68.44 30,88
Totals 2,74 2,08 58 75,91 2116

* The figure® for non-earning dependents is reached by deducting from the total
number of male adults available in the family, the number of male adult earners
on both farm and non~farm worke.

*#* By earners here we mean more restrictively ‘earners on farm work's.



TABLE = 2.7

Average nunber of famlly male adultsJ garners on Farm
work angd, dependents per household(s;zefgrq_p mlse)1969—70.
Size-group  Average No. Average No, Average No, & of sar- % of depen-
(hectares). of male of male of non-sar- ners to dents to
adults per adult ear- ning adult available available
household: ners on male depen~ male male adults,
farm work dents per adults
- per house- . household
o ... . holds e o _ .

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
0=5 2.00 1487 017 89.00 , 8450
5-10 © - 2453 1.98 0.50 78426 19.56

10-15 2446 1.82 064 73.98 26,01
15-20 2,92 223 0.57 76436 19,52
2025 3433 2.00 1433 60.06 39.93
25 and above 3. 38""" 2,29 0.69 79.58 20.41
Jotal: 2461 202 55 77,39 21.07

TABLE - 2.8

Averaqe number oF famlly Female adults, earpers on farm uork
and dependents per houssho1d (81zefgroup wlse) 1967-68

Size~group Average No, Average No.  Average No, of % of ear- % of depen-
(hectares) of femals of female Non-earning ners to dents to
adults per adult ear- female adult available available
household: ners on dependents per family family
farm work household: female female
per house=. adults: adults:
o . .holds ... . .. . . . , N
(1) (2) (3) {a) (5) (6)
05 1.74 0.17 1.57 : 9,77 90.22
5-10 1.68 0.04 1464 2,38 97.61
10-15 2,10 c.C8 2.02 380 96.19
15.20 2,78 C.00 2,78 0.00 100.00
20~25 2.62 0.00 2462 0.00 100,00
25 and above 2.50 0.00 2.50 . 0.00 100.00
Total: 2.08 .06 2.02 2.88 97.11
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TABLE -~ 2.9

Average number of family female adults, earners on
farm work and dependents per household (size groups
wise) 1968-69.

Size-group Avsrage No. Average No, of Average No. % of earn- % of depend-
(hectares) of family family female of non-ear- ers to ents to ava~-
female adult earners ning family available ilable family
adults per on farm work female family female
housshold:  per household adults per female adults
_ household adults
(1) (2) (3} (4) () (6)
0-5 1.76 ' 0.19 1457 10.79 90,22
5-10 2.04 0.10 1,94 4,90 95.09
10~-15 2,38 0.09 2.29 3.78 96,21
15-20 2,88 0.04 2.84 1.38 98,61
2p~25 2.57 0.00 2.87 0.00 100,00
25 and above 3,10 0.00 3.10 0.00 100.00
Total:s 2.33 +09 2.24 3436 96,13

TABLE -~ 2,10

Average pumber of family female adults, earpers

on farm work and dependents per household (size
group wise) 1969-70.

(1) (2) (3) O (5) (6)
05 2.52 0422 2,32 B.73 92,06
5-10 2.24 0406 2,18 2,67 97.32

10-15 2,50  0.04 2,46 1460 | 98,40
15-20 3.03 0.00 3.03 0.00 100,00
20-25 2,66 0.00 2.66 0.00 100.00

© 25 and above 3,07 - 0.00 - 3.07 0.00 100.00

Total: - 2.56 . , .06 © 2450 2434 97.65




TABLE = 2,11
Average number of famlly chlldren, earners an farm work
and daEendents per househol $81ze—groug mlsez 1967-68.
Size-group Average HNo. Average No. Average % of ear— % of depen=-
(hectares) of family of family No. of non- ners to dents to
- children children earning de- available available
plier house- on farm pendent family family
hold: work per family child= childrent childrens
: ~ .. --housghold:. .. .ren per
L : . households .
(1) (2) [ON (4) (5 (6)
0-5 1452 0.22 1430 14447 85452
5"10 1036 0013 1023 9.55 90044
10-15 1494 0.10 1.84 5415 94.84
15~20 2456 "D.08 2.48 312 96 .87
20-25 1.87 0.37 1.50 19.78 80421
25 and above 1,00 0.00 1,00 0.00 100,00
Total: 1.71 613 1.58 7660 92,39
TABLE - 2,12
Average number of famlly chlldren, garners on Farm work
and dependents psr housshold (31ze—group wise 1968-69 ) .

(1) (2) (3) 4y {s) (6)
05 2.80 0.19 2461 6,78 93.21
5-10 3.17 0.13 3.04 4,10 95.89

10-15 3,35 0.0% 3426 2,69 . 97.3
20,25 4,00 0.00 4,00 g.00 100.00
25. and above. . 4,80 0.00 4480 - 0.00 100.00 -
Totals . 3473 11 - 3462 2.94 97.05




TABLE 2,13 |

Avéfééé nﬁﬁbéf ofh%émily 6511&595;—eafner5 on farm work
énd dependents per household (size=-group wise)1969-70,
Size-group Average No. Average No, of Average No. % of carners % of depen-
(hectares) of family family child—= of non-ear- to available ents to
children per ren on farm ning depen- family available
household: work per dent family ¢hildren: family
.. ... .. _bhouseholds . .. children.per. . children
‘ .. ... . ... househalds . . .
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
0-5 2.56 0.26 2,30 10.15 89.84
5-10 3.59 0.11 3.48 3406 96.93
10-15 3439 ’ 0.18 3.21 5430 94,69
15-20 4,62 g.08 - 4.54 1.73 88.26
20-25 2.83 0.00 2.83 0.00 100.00
25 and above . 4,69 . ... 0.00..... . 4,69. . v - 0.00 100.00
3664 . . . . G130 . . L 3.51. : 3457 . 96442

Totals.

If we look at the percentage figures for male adult
garners and dependents in various size-groups and on an avsrage,
certain interesting features can be observed. Llooking at column(6)
in Tables 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7, we observe that about 20% of the total
family male adult population consists of non-earning dependents.
Data on age—wise structure of the male adult population is required
to knouw the age-wise structure of non-earning dependents, Without

the availability of data in this form, the extent of male-adult

population being dependent due to old age cannot be estimated. In

spite of this limitation, it is obvious from the Tables 2.5, 2.6,
2,7, above that a significant proportion of the family male adult

population in agriculture in Ferozepur district is not a part of



the active labour force. Though the variationé in'the percentage

_ of earners and dependents to family male adults are not consistent
with the variations in the hodding size, the proportion of depend=-
ents tends to rise with the rise in the holding size. The fluc~
tuations in the percentage figures for 20-25 size group during all
three years are AOt very significant. Because of the small number
of holdings in this caﬁegory, a shift of one number from earners
to dependents and vice-versa affects the percentage significantly.
The tendency of the proportion of male adult dependents to family
male adults available, to rise with the rise in the holding size
may be attributable to the relatively early retiring from farm work
of the male adults in bigger holding size groups. On the smaller
and middle—sizéd holdings, the male adulis have to work on farms
probably tillka relatively older age., Any definite conclusion,
however, in this regard can be reached only if we have data on

the age=-structure of the farm family population.

2.5 inlisation‘of.faﬁiig female adﬁlts on farm work

(size~-group wise)

Tables 2,83, 2.9 and 2,10 show us the extent of family
female labour utilisation on different size-classes of holdings
for the years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969~70 respectively. We can
observe téat the extent of family female adult membe rs being
employed on farm-work is very negligible (2.3% to 3.86%). It is
limited only to the lowest strata of holdings where about one-tanth
of their woman-folk is utilised on farm work. As the holding size

+

increases, the phenomenon of family females working on farms becomes



negligible and is totally absent in the case of bigger holdings,
But unlike the male adult population, the high percentage of depen-
dency for the family female édults does not signify that they are
not occupied in work. It only shows that other forms of work likg
domestic work ars more important.For tﬁe female members. The
question of family female employment on farm work is closely inter-
twined with social customs specific te different caste groups and
regional areas, Our own impressioni;tic observation, which can
be verified only by a different type of empirical data, is that
family female employment on farm work is less prevalent in the
Malwa region of Punjab than, for instance, in the Doaba region.s
‘Caste-group wise, Jat Sikh cultivators are probably more resistant
to their woman-folk beiné émployed on farm work than, for example,
the Gujjars. and Kamos,., Association of family female employment
with certain farm operations due to caste and croﬁping pattern
variations may also be found to be different in different regions.
For example, in the cotton-belt of Ferozepur district, work parti=~

P cipation by women of even middle and big holding size groups in

the operation of cotton picking is socially acceptable whereas in

paddy-growing areas of Zira Tehsil, women participate more freely

5. Punjab consists of three regions -~ Malwa, Doaba and flajha, Malwa
region contains the districts of ferozepur, Faridkot,  Bhatinda,
Sangrur, Patiala and ludhiana in the {ower Southern part of
Punjab, Doaba region constitutes the North-£ast and Central
districts of Hoshiarpur, Kapurthala, Jullunder, Ropar district
shares its traditions with both the regiocms. Majha region
constitutes the two top Northern districts of Amritsar and-
Gurdaspur. These divisions are not very hard and fast. Interpense-
tration of traditions and customs is bound to occur, especially
in contiguous areas., To give an example, Zira Tehsil of
Ferozepur district in its customs, traditions and even the
dialect spoken, resembles more the adjoining Amritsar district of
Majha Region.,



in transplanting of paddy. The question of employment of women
being a highly sensitive social guestion, the extent and pattern

of their employment in a transitional * society, is inevitably
determined by a complex inierplay of economic and social-historical

forces,

© 2.8 Utilisation of family child labour on farm work.

The extent and pattern of family child labour emplcyment
is directly determined by the economic status of a cultivating
household. Tables 2.11, 2.12,and 2.13 giving the average number
per household and percentags of family children employed on farm
work for years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969~70 respectively confirm our

hypothssis.

We observe from the Tables 2.11, 2.12 and 2.13 above
that on an over-all average, the extent of family child labour
employment on farm work is very small. It is 2.94% and 3.57%.

(See Column 5 in Tables 2.12 and 2,13) for the years 1968-69 and
1969~70. A slightly higher percentage in yesar 1967-68 (Seé Column

5, Table 2.11) i§ accounted by an abnormally high percentage of

family child labour employment on farm work for the category 20~25
hectares, which in turn is the result of a very small number of
holdings in this sub-group. As a tendency, child labour employment
on family farms tends to decline with the rise in the size of holding.
For the ysars 1968-69 and 1969-70, no child labour employment an
family farms is reported for the two top categories 20~25 hectares

and 25 hectares and above. for the year 1967-68, no child labour



employment on family farms is reported for the largest size group
i.e. 25 hectares and above, As the economic status of a cultiva-
ting household improves;'tharg is a tendency to reducs the employ-
ment of their children on farm work and the big peasants are shoun
to be not employing their children on famm work. It is gquite
ﬁrobable that a higher psrcentage of chiidren are sent for school
education by the big peasant families. The size of family - which
itself affects the economic strength of a cultivating household -
of course, enters decisiQely in this process of decisibn—making..
The decision to employ their children on farm work or to send them
for school education, is largely determinsd by the economic
condition of a cultivating househqld.

2.7 Distribution of farminé families emplqying'family

N

females and children on farm work (size-group wise).

To look a little more closely into the pattern of
smployment of family females and children on farm work, we compute
below the number of households in each size—group and its percen-
tage to the total number of households in the corresponding size-
gro&p, who employ their momaqffolk and children on farm work.

Tables 2,14, 2.15 and 2.16 below give the results for years 1967-68;

1968-69, 196970 respectively. (see page 51, 52 below)

If we look at column(5) of Tebles 2.14, 2.15 and 2.16,
we will observe that the psrcentage of houssholds who employ their
woman—-folk on farm work declines consistently as the holdiné size
increases, Though the extent of employment of family female members

on farm work varies from year to ysar for the same size-group , the



biggést size-categories (i.e. 20-25 and 25 and above) for all the
three years donot show any employment of family females on farm
work. The absence of family females on farm work is reported even
for one of the middle-sized categories i.e. 15-20 hectares, for
two years 1967-68 and 1969~70 whereas for the year 1968-69, there
is only one household in this category which reports employment of
female members on farm work. Whether we see the employment of
family fémale members on farm work per housshold as proportion of
available family female adult population per household or in terms
of proportion of households employing female members on farm work,
'we observe that the over-all level of employment’bf family female
adults on farm work is very low in Ferozepur district. Whatever
little employment of family female adults is reported, it is confinsd
to a small number of small and middle sized holdings. The economic
necessities to make the best available use of their family labour
force, override considerations of social prestige on the guestion
of female labour employment in the case of certain hard-pressed
families in the lower and middle range of holdings. It is not
uncommon that if certain middle peasant family rides higher into the
economic laddsr, the withdrawing of.its family female members from
farm work is itself considered as reflective of their new higher
socio-economic staius. Paradoxically, though the low levsl of
family female employment on farm work in>ﬂUnjab reflects the strong
social barriers and caste considerations‘on this aspect, it also

reflects the relatively better economic conditions of the funjabi



. 6
peasantry in general.

Looking at column(6) of Tables 2.14, 2.15 and 2.16,
we notice that tﬁe incidence of family child labour employment on
farm is higber. than thatof " female labour for all size-classes of
holdings. 1In the bigger holdings, however, even the phenomencn of
family child labour employment on farm work is alsc absent. Reporte-
ting of exceptionally higher percentage of child labour employment
on farm work in the category 20-25 for the year‘1967-68 is due to
very small number of holdings in this subgroup. An increase or

decrease of one number affects the percentage significantly.v

Though the social barriers against fémily child laboqr
employment on farm work are relatiQely less rigid in Punjab, the
withdéawing of family children from farm work is a direct index of
the higher socio-sconomic position of a cultivating household. About
| 1/4th to 1/5th of the households in the smallest size group 0=5
hectares, report employmeht of their children on the farm work. This
parcentage declines as the size-group moves upto a higher scals,
Nothing can be said whether the remaining proportion of the children -
not reported as workingon: farms ~ in different size-groups are

sent to schools or not, unless relevant data is available on this

6. Martin H. Billings and Arjan Singh, 'Mechanisation and the Wheat
Revolution: Effects on Female Labour in Punjab', ERY, Dec. 1970,
show that higher incidence of female labour employment on farm
work in hilly areas of Kangra district (now in Himachal Pradgsh),
relatively lower incidence of this in districts of Mohindergarh
and Gurgaon (now in Haryana) an®¥ very low incidence of this
phenomenon in Ludhiana, Jullundur, Patiala districts of Punjab
correapond to the increasing levels of. economic development in
these areas respectively.
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TABLE 2,14
Number and Percentage of houssholds employing family females and children on farm work(size group wixe)

1567-68,
Size group ‘No. of housgholds No. of households Total no, of Percentags of house~  Percentage of households
(hectares) employing family employing family houssholds, holds employing employing family children
‘ females on farm  children on farm : family females on on farm work(% of (3; to 4)/
works. worke farm work to total :
' no. of householids
: (% of (2) to (4)) -
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

0-5 2 5 23 8.69 21473

5-10 2 6 a7 4425 . 12.76

10-15 2 3 37 5,40 8410
- 15-20 o 2 23 0.00 Be26

20-25 | 0 2 8 0.00 25,00 .
25 and above 0 0 12 0.00 0.00

Totals ‘ 6 18 150 4,00 12,00

TABLE 2,15 196869

0=-5 4 4 21 19.04 19.04

5-10 5 7 52 . + 9,61 13446

10-15 3 3 34 8482 8.82

15=20 1 3 26 3484 11453

20-25 o 0 7 0.00 0,00

25 and above 0 D 10 0.00 0.00

Totals 13 17 150 ‘ 8.66 11433



TABLE - 2,16

Number and Percentage of households employing family Fémales and children on farm work(size-group
wise) 1969-70. :

Size group No. of households No. of households Total no., of Percentage of house~ Percentage of households
(hectares) employing family employing family households. holds employing "~ employing family children
' females on farm childrein on farm family females op on farm work(% of (3) to(4)).
work, work, farm work to total '

no, of houssholds

(% of (2) to (4)).

(1) (2) @ (4) (5) (6)
- 0~5 5 ' 6 23 ‘ 21,73 26.08
5-10 3 6 54 5.55 1111
10-15 1 3 28 - 3457 10471
15-20 0 | 2 26 | 0,00 7469 :
20-25 S 0 6 0.00 0.00
25 and above o 0 13 | 0.00 0.00

Total: 9 17 150 . - 6.00 1133



aspect, ‘The sending of children to non=-farm work is, however,
reported to be nil by all sections of the peasantry for all the

years of study.

2.8 Pattern of family earners' employment on non-farm worke

We had sesn above (2.4, Tables 245, 2.6, 2,7) that
percentage of male adult earners on farm employment to the total
family male adult population is relatively higher for smaller and
middle-sized holding groups. We need to see whether the same trend

xists in the casé of family earners employed on non-farm worke.
Table 2.17 below gives the information an this aspect. Non-farm
employment by both female adults and children is reported to be nil
for all the three years.
TABLE 2,17

Number and pefbentagé of households sending.their

male adult earners for non-farm work (sizs=-group

wise) 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70,

Size-group:. No. of households sending Percentage of houssholds
(hectares) their male adults sarners sending their male adult
for non=farm work. . .. earners for. non-farm work

to total no. of housaeholdse.
196768 196869 1969-7(0 196768 1968~69 _1969~70

0-5 ' 1 2 1 4,34 9452 4434
5-10 3 3 3 6.38 5,77 5.28
10-15 1 2 0 2.70 5.88 0.00
15-20 . 0 2 3 0.00 7.69 .  11.54
20=-25 0 0 o 0.00 0.00 0.00
25 and above D 0 .0

0.00. 0.00 0.00

" Total: 5 9 7 34,33 6.00 4,66




from the Table 2.17, uwe observé that the over~all proportion
of male adult earners being sent for non~farm work is very iow in
Ferozepur district. It varies from 3,33% to 6,00% .to 4.66% for the
years 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969=70 respectively, Whatever little
dependence on non-farm work is reported, it is confined to smaller and
medium-sized holding groups. Some econémically hard-pressed families
in these size-groups resort to some forms of urban or non-farm rural
occupations in order to supplement the family earnings from the
family Farm.7 Tﬁe bigger (or richer) psasants consider it as socially
disrespectable to allow their family adult members to depend on non-
farm occupatioﬁs. But data on this aspect seems to be little in-
adequate. Though it may be true that bigger peasant familiss have
high prestige-value attached to work on their own land, it is highly
improbable that such families would resist employmeﬁt for their male
adulgs in the higher echelons of civiirservices and milifary. More
detailed data on the pattern of outside employment by family members,
giving information on the specific naturs of such employment is
required to further verify our doubts about the prasent data on this

aspect.

Employment by family femalss and children on non-farm
work being nil for all size-classes of holdings and that on farm work
being very low-confined only to a few families in the lower and

middle-sized holdings (See 235, 2.6 and 2.7 above), the guestion of

7. G.S¢ Bhalld(1972) in his study of Haryana agriculture,'also obser-
ved this trend in the case of Haryana. G.S, Bhalla, Changing

Agrarian Structure in Haryanas A Study of the Impact of Green
Ravolution, Govi, of Harvana, Chandigarh, 1972, p. 16.




the extent of availability and utilisation of male édult population
on farm work, therefore, holds the key to an understanding of the
pattern of family labour utilisation by different sections of the
peasantry. As we saw in 2.8 above that the proportion of family male
adults seeking‘amployment outside agriculture is very low and is
limited only to a few farming households in the lower-size holdings
groups, we observe that the major proportion of the family male adults
is occupied in agriculture. This broportion works out to be varying
between 3/4th to 4/S5th for our sample data, (See 2,4, Tables 2.5,
2.6 and 2,7)s The variations in availability of adult male earners
per hectare to different sections of the peasantry is, therefore, a
determining element in the differential pattern of utilisation of

family labour force.

2.9 Variations in availability of male adult earners per

hectare (size-group wise).

To see thebrelationship betwsen male adult earners per
hectare and the size of holding:, we plotted the two variables on to
graphs. The scatter of points, for all the three years, revealed
clearly a negapive relationship between size of holdings and male
| aduit earnérs per hectare i.e. the number of male adult earners per
hectare declines consistently as the size of holding increases,

Table 2,18 below confirms the trend observed.



TABLE -~ 2,18

Average number of male adult sarners per hectare

{size-group wise) 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70.

Size group ) Male adult earners per hectare (number)

(hectares) 1967-68 1968-69 196 9~70
0=5 - 031 047 0<48
5-10 0.21 0.27 0.28

15"20 0012 0014 0012

20-25 012 0.09 0.09

25 and above 8 0.06 : 0.07 0.08

¥ ) : v

TDtal: 0.18 0023 0023

The availability of greater number of male adult earners
per hectare on smaller sized holdings and relatively less of that
on middle and big holdings can bs expected to result in gfeater
utilisation of family labour per hectare' on smaller holdings and
relatively less of that on middle and big holdings, unless, of course,
if the hiring out of family labour by smaller holdings and hiring in
of this 1abqur by bigger holdings evens out the utilisation of this
differential ayailability of family labour, As we will see nouw this
difference is not evened out ahd does result in dif?erential levels
of labour use on different farm size groups. After having discussed
the aspect of extent of availability-of the different components of
family labour force on farm work, let usAproceéd to discuss thé
aspect of the patterns of its actual utilisation by different size

classes of holdings.



2.10 Utilisation of family lébour.per hectare(size group wise)

In order to test the relationship betuween size of
Holding and family labour per hectare, we plotted the two variables
on to grephs, Fig. 2.1 represents the data plotted for the ysar
1967-68, The scatter-diagram for the years 1968-69‘and 1969~70
also showed the same trend. For all the three years, the scatter
of points showed that size of holdingg and family labour per hectare
haﬁe an inverse relationship i.e. the family labour utilised per
Aectare tends to decline with the increase in tre size of holding.
-Table 2.19 gives the average figures for family labour per hectare in

each category.

TABLE 2,19
| Avegrage family labour per hectareiggigg:g:ougs w;gg)
1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70. ‘
Size group Familx laboyr per hectare (hours)
(hectares) 1967-68 . 196869 1969-70
0=5 : 562,85 5884595 742,87
5-10 348451 399,13 458433
10-15 274,95 36406 244493
15-20 21057 218476 275.31
20-25 | 17738 149,86 134,00
25 and above 92.4é 61.20 97 .00
Total: 312461 341,76 38641

From the Table 2,19, it is clear that the utilisation of
family labour per hectare declines consistently as we move up to

larger size groups. It is difficult to say whether the higher
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utilisation of family labour per hectare on smaller farms is to be
aﬁtributable to the greater availability of male adult earners per
hectare (see 2.9 above) or to its intensive use made by the smaller
holders or both; In order to makevany definite conclusion in this
regard, it is essential to have data on all aspects of labour use on
the farm, Amount of family labqur used per adult earner, in that
case, would give us an'idea of the differential labour input made by
a family male adult earner in different éize-classes of holdings,
Due to the limitations we imposed on the scops of our pres;nt engquiry,
we did not collect data on labour use other than on crop production
and, therefore, are unable to make any conclusion on differential
levels of total labour input by a male adult earner in different

size classes of holdings. The data we have on intensity of utilisa-
tion of land and water resources can not be directly related to the
family labour per hectare since the labour input in these activities
is jointly made‘by family labour and the hired labour and, therefore,
these farming activities can explain variations only in tﬁe total
labour input per hectare. Though it is aperationally difficult to
disentangle the‘contiibutiah in terms of labour time spent of family
and hired labour to a particular farm operation, more direct data in
thie form is required to test whether a single male adult earnsr in
a particular size érOUp works more or less intensively. But given
the limited nature of our data, we would attempt to calculate total
labour input of a family male adult-earner on crop production in
different size groups. The higher utilisation of family labour per
hecatere on small sized holdings as we noted above, can be the product

either of':



(1) the number of family farm workers per hectare on small-
sized holdings being relatively higher than that on the larger farms,
‘with the labour time input of a single worker being almost equal

between different size groups, or

(2) the number of farm family uorkefs per hectare in different
size groups being almost equal, the labour-time input of a single
family farm worker in small-sized holdings being relatively higher,

or ' : ' \

(3) both i.e. the number of family farm workers per hectare

as well as the amount of labour time input per family farm worker

being higher on small-sized holdings than that for the bigger holdings.

We observed sarlier (2,7 above) that the extent of
employmént of family female members and children on farm york being
not vefy significant, crucial to the understanding of variations in
family-labour use between different size groups is the behaviour of
the variable family male adult earners. Our data shows that the
small holdings do have more male adult workers per hectare working on
farm than that for the biggef holdings (see 2.9 above). Nouw the
next qguestion to see iss whether the labour time input of a single
male adult worker varies over different farm size groups, Since
our data does not give information separately on the labour time
input of family males; females‘and children in a single household,
and in stead, clubs them together under one heading: total family
labour, we faced the problem of how to calculats the labour time
input of a family male adult earner. In order to remove the

difficulty presented by inclusion of family female labour and child



labour input in the total family labour, we excluded from our

- exercise all those holdings which reported the employment of family
females and children on farm work. For the remaining households, it
was a simple exercise of dividing the total family labour utilised
by a single household, by the number of family male earners in it,

in order: to calculate ths labouf time input of a family male earner
in'a household., Table 2.20 below gives the figures on average labour
time input of a family male adult earner per household on crop pro-
duction for different size groups for the yearé 1967~-68, 1968-69 and

1968-70.

TABLE 2,20

Average annual labour time input of a family male

adult earner per household on crop production(size
group ‘wise) 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969=7C.

Size group 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70

(hectarss)
0-5 2094461 1504.86  1663.81
5-10 | 1614420 1790474 2279463
10-15 1555467 1692435  1845.41
15-20 1671412 172617 2184467
20-25 ~ 1008.40 © 1483.24 1220.67
25 and above 1183.13 _ 830,63 1152,10
Total: C1189,31 1627.71  1934.26

We find that though the labour time input of a family
male adult earner does not vary systematically between the small
and middle sized holding groups, it declines consistently for the

top bigget sized holdings groups (i.e. 20-25 hectares and 25 hectare
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‘and above). For the year 1967-68 and 1968-69, the labour-time input
of a family male adult earner in the smallest holding-size group

0-5 hectares, is almost twice than that in the biggest holding size-
group i.s, 25 hectares and above, For the year 1968-70, the figure
is substantially high for the smallest hblding size group as
compared to the biggest size group. We thus see that smali cultiva=-
tors have not only more mals adult earners per hectare on farm work,
but they alsc spend more labour £ime on crop production. The big
land holders with better economic status, learn ﬁo enjoy the comfort
of leisure and holiday; they reduce their hours of daily work on

fatiguing operations of crop production.8

2411 Utilisation of hired labour per hectare (size group wise)

In order to see the relationship betwsen the size of
holding and Eired labour per hectare, we plotted the data on to

graphs for the two variables, Fige 2.2 represents the plotted data

8. Sharma (1966) in a three years study (1958-59, 59-60, 60-61) of
101 holdings in a Bhatinda block of Bhatinda District {Punjab)
showed that "as farm size increases the emplocyment of man=-power
for productive purposes decreases and for unproductive purposes
increases.” But, unfortunately, by clubbing together family
farm worker and hired permanent worker under one heading: permenent
farm worker, Sharma's study could not show this trend separately
for family farm worker and hired permanent worker, For our results
on labour time input per hired permanent worker on different size
groups, see below (Table 2.29). Sharma attributed the spending
of more labour time on unproductive purposes by bigger farmers
to their "relatively more involvement in socio-political affairps",

A.C. Sharma, 'Man Power Requirements on Runjab Farms', Man Pouwer
Journal, Oct., 1965 - March 1966, P, 244~-55,
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for the year 1967-68, The trend reflected was the same for years
1968-69 and 1969-70. For all the three years, the scatter of points
showed that points tend to cluster around on inverted Y - shaped
curve, It implies that hired labour per hectare tends to rise from
a lower scaleg as the size of holding increases and again tends to

fall down with the further increase in the size of holding .

Table 2.21 below gives the average values of hired'labour
per hectare for each size group. It confirms the trend observed

from the Fig. 2.2 and scatter diagrams for the year 1968-68, 1969-70,

TABLE 2.21
Average hired labour per hectare (size group wise)
1867-68, 1968-69, 1969=70,
Size group : Hired labour per hectare(hours)
(hectares) 1967-68 186869 1969-70
0-5 257 .04 206,38 286 .48
5-10 286426 289,35 315419
10-15 346,22 321435 402436
20-25 256 .63 285,29 304417
25 & above 292,63 315,70 336,92
Totals 306.00 295.12 338.83

A significant consistency is observable in the utilisation
of hired labour per hectare by different size~groups of holdipgs for
all the three years. Hired labour utilised per hectare is higher
for the middle sized groups (10-15 and 15-20) than that either for

the small sized groups (0=-5, 5-10) or for the big sized groups



(20-25 and 25 and above), Since this trend is observable for all the
three years, its>significance cannot be ignored, Though, given

the limited scope of our work, we did not go into the detailed
examination of the causes that would explain this phenémenon, the

following explanation does not seem to be too implausibles

Small sized farmaers even till the lats 60's (for the
period under study) were performing the agricultural operations
more or iess with traditional technology like wooden or iron plough
driven with bulloéks, Persian mhéel irrigation and harvésting with
mannual labour.9 In other words, the extent of use of modern labour
displacing implements was low. IN certain peak smasons of agricule
tural work, a minimum necessary amount of employment of hired labour
was inevitable though the utilisation of family labour per hectare
by these farms is the higest of all the other size groups(see
Table 2.19 above). The total employment of hired labour in the whole
year was relatively low so that per ﬁectaré average also comss out
to be rélatiuely lower. Middle sized farms (here it means farms in

the 10-15, 15-20 hectarss size groups) wers relatively less mechanised.

9. Though, because of the different stratification of holdings into
size-groups, the following results in Table A from the F,fl, study
can not be exactly used for confirming our arguments, the trend
reflected does verify the point made by us.

TABLE-A .
No. of Persian Wheels, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969~70(size~group wise)

Size group Persian Whesls (No,)
(hectares) 1967-68 1968-69 , 1969-70
Below 6 13 13 13

G=9 6 14 15

9-14 16 12 1

14~24 14 " 9

24 and above - 3 5

Total 49 53 53

Source: A.5. Kahlon et, al, Studies in Economics of Farm Management,

Ferozepur District (RAunjab), Three-Years consolidated report, Runjab
Agricultural University, Ludhiana, 1967-68, 69-69, 69~70. p. 79. Contd.



They had tube-well irrigation,1G use of fertilizer-~pesticides, HYV

11

seeds  but not much of»tractocs,-threshers; harvestor-combines,

9. CONtdecese

Except for the year 1967-68, the number of Persian Wheels tends
to decrease with the increase in holding size-and this number
is relatively greater in the small sized holding groups (0-6,
6-9). The inverse trend. would have become more marked if the
number of wheels per hectare was calculated for each size-group.

TABLE~B

No, of bullocks per hectare (size gqroup wise)

Size group Né. bf‘bullocké pé; hecﬁéré.-
(hectares) 1967-68  1968-69  1969-~70
Below 6 045 0.5 045

6=9 033 0.3 0.4

9-14 . 03 0.3 0e3

14~24 0.2 | 0:2 02

24 and above 0.1 <01 "0e1

Source: A.S, Khalon et. al, op. cit.'Report for 1967-68(p.78), for
1968-69 (p.55) for 1969-70 (p.68).

10.Table C gives data on use of tubewells and pumping sets by
various size~-groups of cultivating households,

TABLE-C c

size group ibuelle and umine ste ()
(hectares) 196768 1968-69 1969-70

Below 6 13 19 10

- 2 16 24

9-14 - : 19 2 "

14-24 21 37 -

24 and above 7 " i

Totals | . 69 . 98 15

Source: A.S5, Kahlon, st, al, loc. ct. p. 79, from the Table C, it is
evidept that though the use of tubewells and ‘pumping sets is spread
over all categories of holdings, it is more concentrated in the
categories 9-14 and 14-24 of which our middle size-groups 10-15 and
15-20 are a part.

11. Data on use of'fertilizers, insecticides and HYV seeds were not
given size-groups wise in the Studies e¢.....10C ct. :



1 :
corn-shellers, sprayers and dusters etc. 2 They, in other words,
had introduced labour using technology and had made use of labour use

hr 4
increasing biological inputs1d'but not much of labour displacing

12,Table D gives us the figures on use of these implements by different
size groups.

TABLE-D

Distribution of tractors, pouer threshers, corn-shsllers and

sprayers and dusters (size group wise) (1968-69, 1969-=70),

Size Tractors Power threshers Corn-shellers Sprayers &
‘group (No,) (No.) (No.) dusters(No.)
(hec-

tares) 1968~69 1963-70 1968-69 1269~70 1968~69 1969~70 1968~69 1969f70
Below 6 — — 4 4 —_— - — -
6-9 3 3 . 5 10 — - —— -—
S~14 5 7 7 11 3 3 1

14=24 11 17 14 20 — 3 1

24 and '

above g . 12 4 6 2 2

Total: 28 39 34 51 5 8 4 10

Source: A.S5. Kahlon, et. al, Studies p. 76. Data for 1967-68 and on
harvestor combines was not available. May be the introduction of har-
vest combines by 1570 was not much. ‘

It is evident from Table DO that use of tractors, Power threshers and
especlally corn shellers and sprayers and dusters was more concerntra-
ted in the bigger size categories. It is quite possible that if the
category 14-24 hectares was split into our two categories 10-15 and
15-20 hectares, the inverse trend would be more marked and the number
for these middle categories would be still less.

13. A study by Lahiri (1970) shows that the introduction of HYVP
increases the demand for hired labour, R,K, Lahiri, "Impact
of HYVP on Rural labour Market," EPY, Sep. 26, 1970. S.5. Johl
and A.S5, Lalon, in a study of some farms of small, medium and
large size in Pakhowal Development Block of Ludhiana District found
that the use of improved techniques of production (by which they
meant ‘recommended inputs such as fertilizer, insect and best control
improved séed, enhanced irrigation facilities etc. and rot
labour saving devices, such as introduction of improved implements
and mechanisation') increases labour utilisation on all size
classes of holdings, ThHey alsc suggested that mechanisation
on large farms was imperatively needed in order to reduce the
excess demand for labour on large farms in peak periods. 5.5.
Johl and A.S, Kahlon, "Labour Utilisation Patterns and Employ-
ment Potentials of Punjab Farms: A Case Study", ifdian Journal
of Agricultural Economics, Jan, - March, 1966, p. 77=-83.
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machinery. As a result, their dependence.on hired labour is still
high so that its per hectare average also comes out to be high., Big
sized farms on the other hand are highly mechanised. The use of
labour displacing‘technology.1ike tractors, harvestor combines etc.
by them reduced their demend for hired labour. Further, with the
introducfion of mechanisation in agricultural operatjions, a trend
towards self—cultivation'may'have increased among the big farmers.
Big farmers can also exercise economies of scéle in labour use in
certain agricultural Opérations like irrigation and especially in
canal irrigation which is the main écurce of irrigation in the
cotton belt (iéne 111) of Ferozepur district,. Capital intensifica=~
tion in'agriculture might bave increased the labour productivity so
that now less manual labour was needed to cbmpleta the same amount
of work. As a combination of ali these factors, the level of hired
labour employment on these farms fell-dow; so that per hectare
average comes to be low as compared to that for the middle sized
farms and is almost egual to thét for the‘small sized farms.
Seﬁondly, though the middlebsized farms do not ouwn tractors and its
auxiliary implements, they do hire such implements. Hiring ih of
tractotb is genefally accompanied by hiring in of the services of a
driver. Some complementarity between tractor hiring and labour
hiring, thus pushes up the total utilisation.of hired labour by

middle sized farms. Small sized farms on the other hand, do not have

the resources even to hire tractor services and on large farms it

. is generally the family members who drive the machine,

Though our explanaticn in terms of Qiffgrential levels



of mechanisation among different size groups and its impact on

§—

yigggggfgse,”hgs_sgmg evidenca,14 the subject requires much more
detailed research to make definitive conclusions.

Now let us see what is the bshaviour of the components
of hired labour viz. casual labour and permanent labour15 over

different size groups.

2,12 Utilisation of casual and permanent 1abouf per hectare

(size~group wise),

Table 2.22 below shows the variations in casual labour

per hectare used in different size groups.

14, That small farms are relatively more dependent on traditional
technology and large farms on more modern technology is borne
. out by the following data in Table E.

TABLEE

Invastment in traditional and impraved ihplements pef hectare in

different size-groupdAverage of three years 1967-68, 1968-69,

1969-70) ¢

Size group Improved Implements Traditional Implements
(hectares) per hectare (Rs.) per hectare (fs.)

Below 6 119.39 55413

6-9 193,00 - 47,22

S-14 266,28 53495

14~24 414,05 41.86

24 and above 409485 | 16453

Source: A,S, Kahlon, op. cit, p. 75

It is clear from the Table E that investment on traditional

implements per hectare tends to decline and that on improved

implements per hectare tends toc rise with the increase in the
. holding size,

15, For the meaning of the category 'permanent labour' being
used in a specific sense here, see our Chapter 1.



TABLE 2,22

Averagérinpﬁt'of éééﬁal-iébouf ﬁér hectafe (éize group uise)

~ (1967-68, 196869, 1969~70).

Size group Cééual”labour.input'pér hectare (houfé)

(hectares) 196768 1968-69 1969=70
0~-5 151433(22) 123.83(20) 191.13(22)
5-10 152.37(47) 130.01(52) 147.60(54)
10-15 142,74(37) 118.64(34) 155,27(28)
15~20 152.26(23) 140.00(24) 158,09(26)
20-25 133423(12)  151.46(10) 141.45(13)
Totals 1474.31(140) 129,78(147) 155.88(149)

Noté:(Figures in the brackets indicate the number of holdings in
each category which reported employment of casual labour), A
~ look at Table 2.22 reveals that there does not seem to be any sig-
nificant uariationé in the use of casual labour per hectare over
different size groups. Anothef significant feature discernible
from Table 2,22 is that the use of casual labour is widely dis-
persed over all size-groups of holdings. Only one household in the
category 0-5 hectares size group for the years 1967-68.and 1969-=70
(though this household was not the same in two years) did not
report any use of hired labour-casual or permanenﬁ. In 1968~-69, one
household in 0-5 hectares size group and cne in the 15=20 hecta;es
size group did not hire any form of labour., Another household in
the 15-20 hectare size group had only one child hired on permanent
basis.

Such households as employed no form of hired labour were

different in different years and, hence, there was not even one



single household which consistently showed absence of hired labour

use in all the three years of study.

In order to make comparison between the use of casual
labour per hectare and permanent’ labour per hectare over different
size groups, we computed the corresponding values far those house-
holds which employ both types of hired labour., Table 2,23 below

gives the relevant figures.

Looking at columns 3, 6 and 9 in Table 2,23, we can
notice that input of permanent labour per hectare declines consis-—
tently as the holding size moves up. Therefore the variations in the
use of permanent labour are much more marked than the variationsg in
the use of casual labour per hectare over different size groups of
holdings for fhose households who employ both the types of hired
'lapour. Also, the permanent labour input per hectare, in such
households, for each size group is greater than the corresponding
casual labour input‘per hectare, The Table 2,24 below gives the
percentage-wise break up of households in each category which
employ permanent male adult servants, All these households, except
one as reported in Table 2.23, also reporﬁed employment of casual
labour, It is clear from the Table 2.24 that the properticn of
householdé in a size group employing permanent sérvéhts goes up as
the size group moves up. For the category 6—5 hectares, around
1/4th to 1/5th of the total héuseholds in the category employ per-
manent labour, For the next siza group 5-10 hectares, more than
half of‘the housgholds employ permanent labour, The percentags moves
up to around B0 for the middle sized categories i.e. 10-15 & 15-20

hectares and it is around 100 for the top big-sized categories. The



TABLE 2,23

Average values of permanent labour per hectare and causal labour per hectare in households smploying both the types of hired
labour (size—group wise), 1967-68, 1968-63, 1969-70, '

. 196768 ' . N 1968-69 L 1969~70
Size group ; No. of Permanent Casual labourf No. of Permanent Casual labour! No. of Permanent Casual labour
(hectarss) i FHouseholds. labour per per hectare: ! house~ labour pesr per hectare ! house- labour per hectare
! hectare (hours) ! holds hectare (hours) ! holds. per hectare (hours)
. " (hours) . e P (hotirs) - : . -~ (hours)
(1) o (2) (3) (4) (8 (8) m -~ (8) (9) 7 (10)
0=-5 - 6 432,62 167.47 _6 350418 148,17 5 461-71 113.38
5-10 24 257 485 144,87 32 275.81 139,99 29 313450 149,12
10-15 29 256,59 135.88 : 27% | 247.43 120.59 25 277.95 150.90
15-20 20 229.74 150.45 © 20+ 228.84 143473 21 268462 176.74
20-25 6 161481 138,62 5 208.87|_ 141,77 i6 178492 112.15
25 and above 1 - 160.27 151427 10 174,71 141 .46 12 214,56 145,84
Total 96 245,45 145.07 100 249,55 " 136622 g8 282.02 151,01

*0ng household in this category reported hiring of only 1 child as permanent servant, Being apexceptional case, it was discarded for
the purpose of calculation here. :

+0ne household in this category reported hiring of only permanent_labour (one male adulty), In order to retain consistency in comparison,
the household was not included in calculating the average value of permanent labour per hectare either for the size group or for the
total sample. *



TABLE 2,24

-3 72 -

Number and peréantage'of households émploying'permahenf male adult servants (1967«68, 1968-69; 1969-70).

1968 1869
Size-group | Total no. of No. of households % of house-! Total No. No, of house- % of house-! Total No. No, of house- % of house
(hectares) ; households. employing perma- holds emp— | of house. holds employ~ holds emp- ! of house- holds employ- holds empl-
! nent servants loying pers | holds. ing permanent loying per-! holds. ing permanent  oying per-
! manent ! sgrvants: mansnt ! servants, mansnt
: servants. ” servants. | servants.
(1) (3) (@ (s (6)" (7) (8) (9) (10)
0=-5 23 6 . 26,09 21 6 284,57 23 5 21.73
5-10 47 24 51.06 52 32 61453 54 29 53.70
10-15 - 37 29 78.38 34 27 79.41 28 25 . 89.28
15-20 23 20 86,96 26 21 80,77 26 21 80.76
20-25 8 6 75400 7 5 71442 6 6 100.00
25 and abova 12 11 91.67 10 10 100,00 13 12 92.30
Total: 150,00 96 64,00 150.00 101 66 +66 150, 98 65433



-t 73 =

relatively sharp fluctuations in percentage for the 20-25 size group
are due to relatively small number of households in the size-group.
We thus notice that though the phenomenon of hiring labour on a
permanent basis is common to all size classes of cultivators, it is
more widely prevalent in the middle and bigger sized holdings. Also,
the number of permanent servangs (on an average) a farming household
employs varies markedly between different size‘groups. From the |
Table 2,25 below, it is clear that the number of permanently employed
_servants (on an average) varies positively with thé size of holding.

TABLE-2,25

ﬁgé;ége No. bf adu;t male.permanenﬁ seivants per
household (size group wise) 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70.
Size gfoup No;>o? adul£ maie perﬁéﬁaht.éefuanté per household,
(hectares) 196768 196869 1969~70
0-5 . 1 1417 1
5-10 1425 ) 1.16 1431
10-15 1.66 ‘ 1463 C1.76
15-20 , 1.85 | 1.86 2.14
20=25 " 1.83 2420 ©1.83
25 and above 3.27 3.80 4.08
Total 1,75 1.74 1.96

The tendency of invérse relationship between the number
of permanent servants employed per household and the size of holding
becomes more clear if we look at Tables 2,26, 2.27; 2.28 which give
the frequency distribution of households in each size-group according
to the number of pérmanent saervants employed per household for the

year 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 respectively.
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TABLE 2.26
gxéquehgy distribution of households aécording to
the no, of ﬁefmanent farm ssrvants per household
(size-group wise) 1967~68.
Size group Nog of permanent farm servants Total no. of
(hectares) 19 21 3! 4 | More than 4 ! households em-
- K3 ' ' ' ! . ploying perma-
X ! ! ' ' __nent servants
0-5 6 o 0 0 6
5-10 18 0 0 0 24
10-~15 14 1 4 0 [t 29
15=20 8 8 3 1 0 20
20-25 2 2 1 1 0 6
25 and :
above 1 5 3 o 2% 1"
Total: 48 32 11 2 2 96

*0One household employed 9 permanent servants, another 7.

TABLE-2,27
Frequency distribution of households ‘accerding to the
no. of permanenf-Farm serVan£S(éiié groupwise)1968-69
Size group '~ ~ No. of permansnt farm servants: Total no. of
(hectares) - ; : . 7 households em-
1! 2 y 3.%1. 4 ! More than 4!  plying permanent
' ! ' ! t __farm sarvantse
0~5 5 1 0 0 0’ 6
5-10 28 3 1 0 0 32
10-15 12 13 2 0 0 27
15-20 8 ‘12 0 0 1% 21
20-25 1 2 2 o t] 5
25 & above 0 A? 3 3 2+ 10
Total: 54 33 8 3 3 101

*Une household reported hiring of 7 permanent farm servants

+One household reported hiring of 6 permanent farm servants and another 7.



TABLE 2,28

Frequency dlstrlbutlon of households accordlng to the no. of

permanent farn sarvants per housghold 551ze Qroup wlse)1969-70.

Size group No. of permanent farm servants . Total no, of house-
(hectares) holds employing
o -4 2 -3 - 4 lore than 4 permanent servants.
0-5 5 | a 0 0 0 5
5-10 21 7 1 a ‘ g 29
10-15 7 17 1 0 0 25
15-20 7 7 5 1 1* 21
20-25 : 3 2 0 1 0 6
25 and above O 3 4 2 3+ 12 ,
Total: 43 3% 1 4 4 o8

#0ne household employed 5 permanent farm servants,

+0Jne household employed 6, another 8 and still another 9 permanent
farm servants,

From the Tables 2.26, 2.27, 2.28, we observe that
majority of the households in the all the size groups, except the
biggest one i.e. 25 hectares and above, employ either 1 or 2 per-
manent servants. The phenomenon of employment of 3 permanent farm
servants per household is limited to a few farming families in the
" middle and bigger holding éize groups. Except in the top category,
the(phanomenon of employing four or more fhan four psrmanent farm
servants per housshold is rara., But despite the small ﬁumber of
farm sesrvants per household in the smaller size groups, the per
hactare input of permanent labour in the smaller size groups is

higher than that in the middle and bigger holding size groups.



(ses columns 3, 6, 9 in Tables 2.23 above). We élso noted above that
the input per hectare of permanent labour is higher thén thét of
casual labour for all the size groups for all the three years 1967-68,
1968-69 and 1969-70. (Table 2.23) for all those households who

employ both thg forms of hired labour. In other words, the households
which empldy both the forms of hired labour, are more depsndent on
permanent labour than that on casual labour. The over all percentage
of households empldying both the forms of hired labour varies around
65% for fhree years of study, (Table 2.24) This reveals that despite

significant advances made in the mechanisation of agriculture by the

late sixties,@tng‘gnggomenon of permanently hired labour is still

very important for the agrarian economy of Ferozepur district.16

The gquestion Qhether this is indicative of bondedness of agricultural
labour in thjab, can not be answered definitivelvaith the kind of
data available to us. We havae, however, argued in Chapter 1 on the
basig of some direct and indirect data we could get, that hiring of
labour sn permanent basis in Funjab, on the contrary, is reflective
éf the higher bargaining power the agricultural labour has gained in
the wake of labour use increasing effects of the Green Revolution,
But more direct level data in the form of written or oral labour
contracts giving information on the duration of contract, mode of
payment, the naturevof advance loan payments, the form and rate of
interest charged on that, if any, and penalty for breaking the cont-
ract etc., is required for a more concrete analysis of this very

important aspect of employer-labourer relationship in funjab

16+ Undoubtedly, as we showed above, the phenomenon of casual labour
employment is more widely spread among all size classes of
holdings.



agriculture. Such labour contract documents, being the personal
>copies of the land holders afe generally difficult‘to get. We have
appended three specimens of such documents, we could get, in the
Appendix 2, 3 and 4. The aim of FMS not being confined to the study
of pattern of labour utiiisation, the data collected for the study
is inadequate for examination of such detailed aspscts of labour
utilisation some of which we outlined above. An independent enquiry
with a specific focus on this question can only un:avel the various

forms of contracts on labour employment.

Having thus noticed that the phenomenon bf hiring labour
on a permanent basis is common to all size classes of holdings though
with significant variations in tarms of the percentage of households
within a size group employing permansntly hired labour and also in
terms of the number of workers hired permanéntly (on an average) by
a housshold belonging to different size classes of holdings, ve
thought it is important to see whether there are variations in the
levelé of total annual labour input of a permanent servant over
different size claéses of holdings. Given the complex net work of
relations of social power, domination and depéndence between different
segments of rural society we would a gfiori tend to believe that it
will be the socially ahd'econqmically more powerful bigger sized
holdings that are able to extract more labour input from a permanent

farm 'sex:vant:.‘l'7 Our evidence on this, on the contrary, does not show

17. By this, we ars not suggesting a one-~to-one correspondence bet-
ween socio=-economic powergfigirural household and the size of
land under its cultivation. Though in a concrete situation,
specific variations in determinants of social power may be
identified, land remains undoubtedly, the single most impor=-
tant factor determining the economic status and social power
of a rural housshold,



any consistent trend.

.Table 2.29 below gives the figures on total annual - labour
time input of a permanent labour per houéehdld‘in difFereﬁt size
classes'of holdings. Since in the form of data available to us,
‘different entries in terms of labour input of a male adult permanent
labour and a cHild.permanent labour were not given, we were presented
with a difficulty of separating out the labour input of a male adult
permanent servant, We, therefore, excluded such households from our
calculation which reported employment of child labour on permanent
gasis.18 Fpr the remaining households, the labour-input of a perma~
nent labour per housghold was calculated by dividing the total

labour time input under the heading permanent labour by the number of

permanent labourers in a household.

TABLE 2,29

Avéfabe ahnualrlabbuf;fihe'ihput'of a male adult permaneht

servant{hours)(size group wise)1967~68, 1968-69, 1969~70

Size group _Aﬁnual léﬁoﬁé.fime iﬁguﬁ of.a malé-adﬁlf
(hectares) permanent servant (hours),
196768 1968-69 1869~70
0=-5 . 2030.83 1215.25 1939.60
5-10 1705.29 1744638 2016.,22
10-15 204162 1888471 1926 .70
15-20 2300.21 2263.52 2340.47
28-25 20186 .86 2228.,50 2121.50
25 and above 2283491 1783622 2094 ,65
Total 1935,55 1883049 2075.61

18.The employment of female labour on pesrmanent basis is reported
to be nil for all the three years. Though female labour on fixed
annual or monthly wages (cash and/or kind) is employed for
sweeping the courtyard and animal shed, phenomenon of female
labour employment on permanent basis on crop producticn is comp-
letely absent in the region under study and as far as our infor-
mation goes, it is true of the whole state of Punjab,



From the Table 2.29, we can observe that except for the year 1968-69,
‘where the labour time input of a permanent farm servant is relatively
very lou for the 0-5 size-group, no systematic relation between the
labour time—input of a permanent farm servant and the size of holding
emerges. 1his has an important implicétion that the amount of labour-
time a permanent .labourer puté in a year, is determined independently
of the economic status of his emp;oyer. But it should be kept in mind
that our data and conclusions therefore refer to labour time input on
crop production oﬁly. Different proportions of labour tima input by
a pefmanent servant on creop produétion, cattle maintenance and social
and family affairs may emerge over different'size groups of holdings,
if data on these items were also investigated. And secondly, any con-
clusion about the variations in the levels of total employment of a
permanent servant over different size groups can only be made if data

on these items were also investigated.

Though not exactly comparablé because of the different
set of housegholds in the lower and middle sized categoriestor the tuwo
items, interesting features emerge if we compare the annual labour
time input of a permanent servant and a family male adult earner per
hougehold over different size groups(see Table 2.20 and 2.29).
Compared to the annual labour-time input of a permanent servanty it is
only in holding size qroups 0-5 hectares in 1967-68, 0-5 hectares and
S—io hectares in 1968-69 and 5-10 hectares in 1969-70, that we find
the family male adult earner putting in more annual labour-time. Except
these cat;gories in the lower sized groups, the permanent servant,
our data shows, puts in more labour time input on crop production than

does the family male adult earnsr, Labour-~time input of a family male



adult earner in the category 20425 hectare, is substantially lower
than that of a permanent servant in this.category. For the biggest
hold;ng size groups 25'hectapes and above, a family male adult earner
does not put in even hélf the labour time of a permanent serQant in
the same category. Our daté being limited only‘to labour use on

crop production, though we cannot say anything on the total level of
employmént of family and hired permanent workers on different size-
groups, it is clear nonetheless, that the Family workers of small
si;ed holdings work much more intensively on crop.produEtion than do

the family workers of larger holdings.

Having discussed in sufficient detail, the bebaviour
of the components of hired labour and family labour over different
size groups, let us now see the behaviour of their -aggregated varia-
blei total labour used onlcrop productiod. Rs stated in the very
beginning, the main focus of our enquiry'in this chapter is to find
out the relationship between variations in output per heCtafa andvthat
in total labour used per hectare over different size-groups, the
behaviour of this variable is therefore of prime interest to‘us.

2.13 Utilisation of total labour per hectare (size grdup wise),

To see the relationship between sizé of holding and
total labour per hectare, we plotted the data for these two variables,
Fig. 2.3 represents the plotted data for the year 1967—68; The trend
reflected for the years 1968-69 and 1969-70 was almost same. The
scatter of points, for all the three years, revealed an inverse
relationship between the size of holdiné and total labour per hectare.
Table 2.29 below gives the average values of total labour per hectare

for the different size groups of holdings.



TABLE 2,30 - )

Avgrags foiéi labour per hectare(size group wise)
1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70.

Size group Total iéboufypefvﬁecfgre (hqgrs)
(hectares) 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70
0-5 829.99 795,33  1029.35
510 635.27 698,48 773.54
10-15 621417 637 441 647.29
15~20 562414 538453 650.08
20-25 434,01  435.15 438.17
25 and above 385425 376 .90 433,92
Total 618.61 636.88 724,94

The Table 2.30 confirms the trend observed from the scatter of points
for the related variables, Total labour utilisation per hectare
declines consistently as the holding size~-group moves up to a higher
range. Explanations of variations in total labour use per hectare by
different size-groups of holdings can be éought’in the different
patterns of farming, if any, of different size groups. Though the
question of differential levels of mechanisation an different size~-
groups of holdings is extremely important in explaining variations.

in total labour use per hectare by different size groups, we did not
take up this aspect for our study. We felt much more detailed ressarch
work on this subject needé.to be done, although a beginning has besn
made by the Punjab Agriculture University, Ludhiana. For our ouwn
study, we confined ourselves té the study of differences in the inten-
sity of cultivation and intensity of irrigation over different size
groups as possible explanatory variables for the variations in total

labour use per hectare our different size groups. And as far as



mechanisation affects intensity of cultivation and intensity of irri-
gation, its effect on thes variations in total labour use over differ=-

erent size groups will be expressed through these variables.

2.14 Variations in intensity of cultivation(size group wise).
In order to see the possible relationship between the size

of holding and intensity of cultivation ﬁg;oss croppe d. area), ue
( size of holding )

plotted the data for these two variables. The scatter of points for
all the three years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969-70.revealed a declining
trend, though not very consistent and marked one, for the intensity

of cultivation as the holding sizé‘increases. Table 2,31 below giving
the average values for intensity of cultivation for different size

groups confirms the trend observed from the plotted data.

TABLE_ 2,31
Average intensity of cultivation 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70.

Size group _ v~iﬁ£eh§ityﬁof culﬁivat&pnrino.)
(hectares) 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70
0-5 1.42 1.51 1447
5-10 1.36 1435 '_' 1,40
10-15 1,35 1.30 1.30
15-20 1.36 1433 1.39
20-25 1.19 1.05 1.0
25 and above 1.12 ' 0,99 1.15
Total ' 1.34 1432 1435

Thus we observe a negative relationship though not very consistent

between the size of holding and intensity of éultivations.19 The higher

19.0ur result is confirmed by the conclusion drawn by the Farm Manage-
ment Study on the basis of statistical analysis, using the techni-
que of analysis of variance. The conclusion drawn was that "the
study showed that there existed a negative correlation between the
size of holding and intensity of cropping".A.S. Kahlon et at, FMS
Three Year Consolidated Report op. cit. p. 53.




labour use per hectare on smaller farms is, therefore, explainable
partially due to the system of multiple cropping - more intensive
than for the bigger hoidings-resorted to by them. However, to see
the relationship between labouf use per hectare and intensity of
cropping, we relate these variébles directly to each other (see below

201'5).

2.15 Variations in intensity of irrigation,

In order to see the relationship between size of holding

and intensity of irrigation (gross_irrigated area), we plotted the
. (size of holding)

data for the two variables on to the graphs., From the scatter of points
for all the three years, we obgsesrved that the intensity of irrigation
tended to decline, though not very consistently as tée size of hold-

ing increases.zo Table 2.32 below confirms our observation.

TABLE 2,32

Average intensity of irrigation (size group wise) 1967-68,
1568-69, 1865~70.

Size group _ Intensity of irrigation (No.)
(hectares) 1967-68 1968-69 1969~70

0=-5 1431 1.44 1.38

5-10 1416 1.29 1437

10-15 1415 1.26A 1.20

15-20 : 1.16 1,19 1432

20=-25 1.07 C.598 - 0.86

25 and above 1.04 0.98 - 0,97

Total 117 125 127

20.The F.M. Study did not use our concept of intensity of irrigation.
As done in the study, dividing the gross irrigated area by gross
cropped area, tends to eliminate the declining tendency of intensity
of irrigation with respect to holding size since intensity of culti-
vation is negatively related to holding size. But even with FMS
concept of intensity of irrigation, it had .a slight declining ten—
dency with respect t0 holding size though not significantly., And
that corroborates our results also, See A.5. Kahlon et al FFS.
Three~yaars Consolidated Report, op. cit. pe. 40.



Small sized holdingsresort to higher intensity of irrigation which
requires greater application of human iabour per hectare. Houwever,
to see the direct relationship between the intesnsity of irrigation
and total labour per hectare, see 2.16 belou.

2.16 yagiations in total labour use per hectare{size group

wise) and variations in intensity of cultivation zand

intensity of irrigation (size group wise)

We plotted the data for total labour utilisad per hectare
and the intensity of cultivation, Fié. 2.4 represents the data for
year 1967-68, The scattér point diagram for the years 1968-69 and
1969;70 also revealed the same trend, Fig. 2.5 represents the data
plotted for total labour utilised per hectare and intensity of
irrigation, for the year 1967-68. The same trend was witnessed for
the years 1968-69 and 1969-70. A clearly evident positive and
direct relationship between total labour per hectare and intensity
of cultivation on one hand and that between total labour per hectare
and the intensity of irrigation on the other, was cbservable from the

plotted data,

Thus we see that by resorting to higher degree of multi-
ple cropping and greater use of irrigation resources, the small
peasants tend to make the maximum use of their family and hired labour
resources, Since as we showed above (2.11) the hired labour used
per hectare by small farmers is not quantitatively greater than for
bigger farmers, it is only the variations in the use of family labour
per hectare which account for the variations in the use of total
labour per hectare. We saw earlier (2,10 above) that relatively
higher use of family labour per hectare by small farmers is attributa-

ble to both higher number of family male adult earpers per hectare



working on farm as well as higher labour time input of a family male
adult earner on farm work (see Table 2.18 and 2.20 above). Small
farmers, thus faced with a higher labour-land ratio use both the inputs
intensively, In fact, they are able to utilise their land and mater
rgsources more intensivgly only by over—consuming their own body-
power. Some of them, who are either more‘entarprising21 or econohi—
cally hard pressed, defy the social customs and use their woman folk
and children also on farm.work.( Ses 2.5, 2.6 and 2,7 above). Big
farmers, on the other hand, are rarely found employing their women

and children on farm work. A lower number of their family male adults
work on farms (see 2.4 above),’the éverage number of male adult ear-
ners per hectare,'therefora, cames to be relatively very low (see

Table 2.18)., And those of them who do work on the farms, put in less
labour time-almost half less than the small farmer's input (Table 2.20)
and spend more time on socic-political aff‘airs.z2 They cultivatey
their relatively more fragmented holdingsg3 less intensively (ses

2.14 above alsﬁ) and irrigate also less intensively (see 2,15 above).
Moreover, they do not compensate their relatively low availability of
family labour per hectare by hiring in more labour per hectare than

small farmers (see 2.11 above)s But despite their higher intensive

21.4e gave the example of one such case in village Dhindsa, (see
- Chapter 1), '

22.Sharma (1966), op. cit.

23."The number of fragments had a positive relationship with the
farm size", A,S8. Kahlon, Three years consolidated Report,
FMS, Ferozepur District, p. 42, Also see Table 4,4.



utilisation of their land, man and water resources, the smaller
farmers were not able to generate higher output per hectare on their
farms than could . the bigger farmers. We would now discuss this
aspect of variations in output per hectare over different size classes
of holdings.

2.17 Variations in gross output per hectare(size group wise).

We plotted the data on size of holding and gross output
per hectare on to the graphs, Fig..2.6 represents the data for the
year 1967-68. The scatter diagram for the years 1968-6%9 and 1969~70
also revealed the same trend. The scatter f&r all the three years
does not show any systematic trend. Table 2,33 below shows the
average lsvel of output per hectare for each'size class of holdings.
TABLE 2,33

Average output per hectare (size group wise).
196768, 1968-69, 1969~70.

Size group Qutout per hebtare_ﬂg,)
(hectares) 1967~68 1968-69 1969~70
0-5 - 1937.60 1667 4 26 | 2048462
5-10 1804442 1636 .66 1996403
10-15 1800461 1523.24 1530412
15-20 198852 1612427 2091.25
20-25 1436.30 1226424 1358.53
25 and above 1938411 1758424 1843.56
Total 1843,37 1599,9524 189492

. Though output per hectare tends to decline over the first three size
'grOUps for all the three ysars of study, the tendency is not consisten=-

tly maintained. Output per hectars again rises for the 15-20 hectare

%4, A sharp decline in average output per hectare (for the year 1968-69)
was caused by lower yields of both rabi and kharif crops due to
unfavourable weather conditions and relatively low rain fall in
year 1968-69., A,S. Kahlon et. al Studiss in the Economics of
Farm Managemant Ferozepur District {Punjab), Report for the year
1968"‘69’ p. 2"’30
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size group, declines for the next size group and again rises for the
biggest size group i.e, 25 hectares and above. Output her hectare
isAthe‘lowast in the size group 20,25 hectares, The)number of holdings
in this size-group being relatively very small (see Taﬁle 2,4 above),
no conclusion of any significance can be drawn from this weak tendency
in the déta. welalso plotted the data zone-wise for all the three
years and village wise for the }ear 1968-69 oniy. No graph showed any
consistent relationship between the size of holding and ou;put per
hectare.

We thus conclude that there is no consistént relationship
between size of holding and output per heptar:e.25 e would now dis-
cuss the implications fﬁr the size productivity debate on the basis
af our resu;ts on variations in output per hectare and labour use

oveg different size groups of holdings

2.16 Some implications for size pradUCtivify relationship,

Central to many explanations of inverse relationship
betusen size of holding and output per hectare (observed in FMS studies
of fifties) was the assumpticn of higher use of labour per unit of
land. A.K. Sen (1962, 64) attempted a theorefical explanation of the-
pﬁanomenon by positing a dual agrarian éystem ﬁf co-existence of
family labour based peasantlfarming and Eired labour based capitalist
farming, The variations in labour use per hectare over farm size
groups were explained in terms of conditions peculiar to each of thesé
agrarian systems. In the family labour based farming system, it was

argued, the family labour is used till its marginal productivity

25.F.M.5,. study using graphical and regression analysis alsc found
unsystematic relationship between size of holding and output-
per hectare, See A,3. Kahlong, et. al, Report 1967-68 (p. 115)
Report 1968-69 (p. 74) Report 1969-70 (p. 115).



is zero.or is at least below the market wage rate and in the wage

labour based capitalist farming system, the hired labour is used

till its marginal productivity is equal to the market wage rate.
Consequently, the total labour input in the family labour based

farming éystem is over extended thafh it is in the wage labour based
farming system. The higher output per unit of land in small family
labour based farmsis, therefore, explained as a function of the higher
labour input per unit of land. Such a neat division into system of
family labour based fafming and wage labour based capitalist farming is
itself too stylisticZ7and open to criticism.28 Dipak Mazumdar;829(1963)
explanation ?F higher labour use on smaller farms in terms of lower mar-
ginal supply price of thé family labour relative to the hired labour was
also on the lines of Sen's arguments. The empirical investigations of

A.f. Khusro(1964),C.H.Hanumantha Rao(1963,66,68),G.R.5aini(1963,71,72)and

26.,As N. Georgescu-Roegen's (1960) argument on higher labour input
by small farms was based on the assumption of real labour cost
of family labour being zsro, it can be conceived of as a modi-
fied version, as Sen himself pointed out, of Sen's general model
which assumed only a gap in the real labour costs of family labour
in the peasant farms and that of hired labour in the capitalist
farm. In Sen's model, marginal productivity of family labour
need not be necessarily zero. See N. Georgescu-Roegen? "Economic
Theory and Agrarian Economics," Oxford Economic Papers (0EP),
February 1960, A.K, Sen, Pgasants and Dualism with or without
Surplus Labour, Journal of Political Economy, Oct. 1966, A K.
Sen, 'An Aspect of Indian Agriculture!, The Economic Weekly,
Annual No, Feb, 1962.

27.K. Bharadwaj, Production Conditions in Indian Agriculture, CUP,
1974, p. 20.

28.,0ur own empirical evidance on the basis of cur sample data, refutes
the positing of farmers so neatly into a set of family labour
*absed farms and that of wage labour based farms. Oub of a sample
of 150 households, we found only 2 households in 1967-68, none
in 1968-69 and 1969-70 to be purely wage labour based farms and
only 1 household in 1967-68, 2 in 1968-69 and 1 in 1969-70 to
be purely family labour based farms. A vast majority of the farms
use both family labour and hired labour in different proportlons.
See Appendix 11.

29,Complete references provided in the bibliography,



G.S. Bhalla.(1972) which found.the relationship to be inverse,
explained the higher output per unit of land on smaller farms in
terms of greater use of labour input per unit of land. Our evidencs,
in this regard, though_shows greater labour use per hectare by
smaller farms (see 2.13 above); it does not lead to higher output

per hectare on smaller farms and relationship between size of hold-
ing and outpdt per hectare turns out to be non-systematic. Higher
labour utilisation per hectare on smaller farms, therefore, does not
result in higher output per hectare. In order to ses the relation-
ship between total labour utilisaticn and output per hectars, we
plotted the data for the two variables on to graphs. Fig, 27
represents the data for 1967-68. The.inconsistent trend=-relationship
between output per hectare and total labour utilised per hectare

was also obgerved from the scatter diagrams for ‘the years 1968-69
and 1969-70,

That despite higher levels of total and family labour
input per hectare in smaller holdings, it does not result in corres-
ponding higher leQel of output per hectare, shows that factors other
than labdur input are of more significance in causing variations in
output per hectare of different holding size groups. That higher
levels of intensity of cropping and intensity of irrigation (see
2.14 and 2.15 above) in small holding size groups do not produce
corresponding higher yields per hectare further corroborate our
conjecture. A possible explanation‘of this non-systematic rela-
tionghip between farm size and output per hectare may be sought
in the better agronomical methods followed by bigger farms in the

wake of new farming technigques. introduced since the mid sixties in



Punjab, This possible explanation gains more credence if seen in

the light of results of an earlier study of the same area conducted
in 1954~55, 55=56, 56-57 under FMS schemes, when an inverse relation-
' ship between si;e of holding and output per hectare was observed.

A possible explanatioﬁ of weakening of this relationship by the end
of 60's can be suggested on these lines: 1In the early fifties, when
the farming technigues were almost uniform and homogeneous to all
classes of farming sizes, the mere availability of more-family labour
per hectare exclusively in the case of small farms was able towards
contributing in raising their output per hectare. In contrast to
this situation, in late sixties ﬁhis garlier exclusive édvantage of
the small farmers has been mitigaped and.neutralised by better farm-
ing techniques (better seeds, more fertilizer-pesticides inputs, deep
tilling of land by tractor, levelling of land contributing to better
returns from irrigation, timing in agricultural operations, help
-from the state agencies in rendering technical services) which are
relatively exclusive to the bigger farms. As a result, bigger farms
have been able to raise their output per unit of land; Verification
of this possible explanation can, nevertheless, be made only by

further empirical research on these aspects.

Our results on trends of output and labour inputs over
different size classes of holdings, lead us to believe that inverse
relationship between size of holding and output per Héctare, holds
only in a backward stagnant agriculture, The explanation of higher

output per hectare in terms-of higher labour input per hectare, merely



deécribes a static situatioh of such a backward agriculture.30 To
overlook this transitory character of the so-called inverse relation-
ship found in FM and some other studies, without relating it to the
specific mode of production, leads to making spurious generalisations
about the higher p;oductive efficisncy of small farmers or tenant
peasant farming.31 The policy conclusions drawsn from such generalisa-
tions were of various hues - some argued, at one time, for land reform
measures aimed at redistribution of land into small holdings,32 at
another time, for continuation of the share cropping landlord systamS?

some others argued for supporting measures against co-operative
farming while still others, in a different context, saw this as a

proof of the necessity of 'co-operative socialism'Sf Abstracting

30.The Indian agricultural economists - Ashok Rudra being prominent
among them - who challenged the inverse - size relationship, did
it either on purely statistical considerations or on the basis of
empirical studies for different areas. WNone of them - whether Ashok
Rudra (1968 a,;b), A.P. Rao (1967) and Usha Rani (1971) who found an
unsystematic relationship or 55 Johl (1972)who found positive re-
lationship for Punjab - subjected to criticism the static founda-
tions of the arguments of their opponents. Their critique in this
respect remained an incomplete one. Krishna Bharadwaj(1974 a, b) has
provided a more systematic and rigorous critique of the static assum-
tions of the various hypothesis advanced in the debate.

31.,C.H. Hanumantha Rap, "Agricultural Growth and Staganation in India"
'The Economic Weekly, Feb. 27, 1965 reprinted in A.M. Khusro(ed.)
Readings in Agricultural Development, Allied Publishers, New Oelhi,
1968,

32,C.H.H, Rao, "Alternative Explanations of the Inverse Relationship
between Farm Size and Output per Acre in India", Indian Economic
Review, 1966,

33,C.H.H. Rao, "Uncertainty, Entrepreneurship and share cropping in
India," Journal of Political EFconomy, May=June 1971.

34,Karl Kautsky's Marxist classic 'The Aqrarian Question', was directed
mainly against his contemporary E£. David, who, on the basis of la~
test German and American Census data and economic studies, argued
that small scale peasant agriculture kad shown its capacity to sur-
vive, due to its inherent superiority, and could form the basis
for the evolution of 'co-operative socialism'., Kautsky, by analy-
sing in detail the economics of small farming in competition with
large farming showed that persistence and survival of the small
peasantry was not due to technical superiority but due to over work

"and under consumption of the small peasant family. K. Kautsky. The
Agrarian GQuestion (mimeo) Centre for Historical Studies, JNU, New
Belhi~57, This has been now published, see J. Banaji, 'Kautsky's
ARgrarian Question', Economy and Socisty, Vol. 5 No, 1, Feb. 1976,




away from the specific histerical context in which the inverse
relationship is situated, leads to incomprehension of the distress
conditions in which small'peasént-tenant families forced to participate
ars compelled to ouer—explcititheir resources for getting the maximum
output.35 With the advance in technical conditions of production

in agriculture, the exclusive advantage of the small farms in terms of
higher family labour availability is more than offset by the use of
productivity raising measurss by bigger farmers. The inverse ré-
lationship between holding size and productivity would no longer hold
in such an édvanced'agriculture.36 And we believe; the non-existence
of this inverse relationship is an indication, as we argued above,

of the advanced stage of Punjab ‘agriculture where under the impact

of mechanisation, patterns of labour use have undergone significant

change as compared to the earlisr period of FMS 1954~57 when an inverse
size-productivity relationship was observed.

A

35.K, Bharadwaj and P,.k. Das, "Tenurial conditions and the [lbde of
Exploitation in some villages of Orissa,” ERM, Feb. 1975, Jdune
1975. '

364A. K. Sen (1966) one of the foremost participants in the debate
did recognise the fact that the alleged efficiency in terms of
higher output per acre of smaller farms was static in nature and
from a dynamic point of view, particularly with reference to the
future growth of output, hired labour based capitalist farms might
turn out to be more efficient.



CHAPTER - 3

SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORYs A NOTE:

In both Marxist debate on mode of production iq Indian
agriculture and marginalist theories of labour use, peculiar
characteristics of family labéur and hired labour have been over-
looked ébd generalisations made which seem nothing more than forced
theoretical abstractions. We in this chapter intend to comment
briefly, on the basis of our observations made in the earlier two
chapters, on issues having bearings on Marxist debate on the mode
of ppoduction in Indian agriCUIture1 and the marginalist theofy of
allocation of labour resources. Théugh we keep our focus on Indian
studies on these subjects, given the nature of theorstical linkage,

we would refer, where ever relevant, to studies elsebhere.

el Marxist debate on Capitalism in Indian Agriculture.

Though the discussion on the chaéécter of the mode of
production in Indian agriculture was\implicit in the famous size
productivity debate which posed the question of small peasant
farming vis—a-vis large scale farming, yet in its explicit ter=-
minclogy and connotations, it was sparked off by certain impression-

istic observations made by certain eminent foreign observers of .the

1. The question of mode of production poses wide-ranging issues
like the nature of the modern world economy, the mode in
which Indian economy is structurally related to it, the
relation betwsen agriculture and industry and the operation

- of the law of motiocn of value. We have discussed some of
these issues in a slightly greater detail in our paper
"The Question of Mode of Production and the Indian Debate
on Capitalism in Agriculture: Some Issues Examined" (un-
published), 1976. But here we specifically confine
ourselves to examination of the issues relating to labour

~use,



N

Indian rural scene like Wolf Ladejinsky2 and Daniel Thorner-

about the emergence of a new class of 'gentlemsn farmers' invading
the rural scene with eyes on exploiting the new avenues of
profitable investment in Indian agriculturs. The implicit defini-
tion of capitalist farms from Thorner's view point was that "they are
units based on hired labour, produciqg commodities for sale in the
market for profit, a substantial share of these profits are re-
invested for the intensification of production, or for eniarging
the scale, or both"? Further, in order to avoid the ambiguity
about the 'farms based on hired labour', in a country whers family
labour seems to participats in production over a wide range of
holdings, Thorner pointed out that “agricultural units based on
hired labour, we considered to be those in which the total inputs
of hired labour during the agricultural yesar normally exceeded

the total inputs of family labour®™, Now as we shall see, the
family labour - hired labour problematic was the.key issue in the

Indian debate. The question was posed in either of the two

'following wayss’

1. The ratio of hired labour to family labour was consi-
dered as an index of capitalist farming, without refarence to the

peculiar way in which the family labour worked on the farm and the

hired labour was employed. The argument was: what is necessary to

see is the commodity character of the labour power and, therefore,

2. Punjab's'Green Revolution', EBJ, June 28, 1969,
3. The Statesman, Nov. 1, 2, 3, 4, 1967, Calcutta,

4. D, Thorner, 'Capitalism in Indian Agriculture', EfJ, Dec., 1969,



the mere fact of hiring labour, without reference to its special
attributes, reflects the commodity character of the labour power

used.

2.  Some participants in the debate tried to transcend this
methodological errof by emphasising the necessity of examining the
specifié characteristics of the labour hired in. They raised the
question® of status of hired labour: permanent or casual, the mbde
of payment: cash or kind, the nature of hired labour participation:
free or bonded, .But more often than not these questions also very
soon ossified themselves into inflexible formulae and a relapse was
made into the same methodological error: permanent status of the
hired labour and the fact of wages being paid to hired labour in
kind wers always considered as reflective of ths bonded character of
the hired labour. The implication drawn was: such labour not being
fres, the extent of its employment cannot be construed as indicative
of capitalist penetration in agriculture, Again, the peculiar
characteristics of thé labour hired on permanent basis and paid in
kind wagss wers not taken into consideration and the mere superficial
occurrence of these phenomena was used as an argument against the
use of hired labour/family labour ratio as an index of the extent
of capiéalist farming.

Ashok Rudra, Talib and Najid,s took the initiative of
making an empirical investigation of the questions posed by impress—

ionistic observations, by collecting data.on 261 .farms in Punjab -

5, Ashok Rudra et al, 'Big Farmers of Punjab', EPJ, Sep, 1969
Dec. 1969, and 'In search of a capitalist farmer', ERM,
June 1970. . : ' -



the state with relatively high level of mechanisation of agri-
culture and relatively bigger holdings and, therefore, most likely
to have experienced capitalist penstration in agriculturs. Tuwo of
the five criteria, they suggested, to identify a capitalist farmer
werss

a) higher use of hired labour than family labour

B) payment of wages to hired labour in cash,

Having made these very restrictive identification criteria 6,

along with some others, they concluded that capitalism in Punjab
agriculture was absent, Quite clearly Rudra and his celleques did
not delve into the important question of specific featurses of hired
labour in Punjab agriculture and secondly, did not enquirs about the
conditions of wage payment in cash or kind., As we showsd earlier
(Chapter 1) that a share of the wages paid to hired labour in

kind is a practice determined by social traditions in the region
concerned and the particular demands of the hired labour. Wage
payment in kind, therefore, in itself is no indication of the low
bargaining position or bonded character of the hired labour., On the
contrary, as we showed earlier that in a situation of rising prices
of agricultural commodities and increasing égricultural productivity,
the labourers prefer to have permanent contracts on a gi;; system
(crop—sharing system) basis so that the kind payment in the shared
produce they get, could fetch them higher monetary and real gains,
Thus in an inflationary economy, also characterised by labour scarcity
and food shortage, the capacity of the labour to acquire permanent

labour.status._and.get wagss in. kind, is a.reflection. of.the higher

6. We have dealt in more lsngth with Rudra's method of identifi-
cation of capitalist farmer in our papere, Ope Cit,.



bargaining powers of the labour and, therafore, his more free
character. R;S; Rao7-emphasising the food deficit character of an
inflationary economy and Rafjit Saua emphasising the aspect of
labour shortage in the Qake of new technological developments in
Indian agriculture made correct points in this regard. Rao criti-
cising‘tha methodology of Rudra, argued correctly that in a food
deficit inflationary economy, paymént in kind reappsars or becomes
stronger temporarily under pressure of the bargaining power of
labour. Ranjit Sau pointed out that "e...in view of the require-
ments of labour at critical points, the farmers with new techno~
logy prefér to use attached labouzrers, or permanent servants, rather
than casual labourers. Tﬁey even go to the extent of giving some
land to the workers to keep than-tied. Such phenomenon may tend to‘
give the impression of semifeudalism; but it would be too streo-
typed an understanding of the situation™, But, unfortunately,
having made this correct point, Rad committed an error of the
other extreme by asserting thét to gauze the extent of penstration
of capitalist mode of production in agriculture, what is important
to study is the hired character of the labour, ifrespective of
whether it is paid in cash or kind. Thus by counterposing an
abstract theoretical formulation to coﬁcrete analysis, Rao
obviated the necessity to study the specific pecularities of the

labour'market‘ahﬂ’himéelf'dhdébmihéd the importance of the correct

7. ReS. Rao, "In search of a capitalist farmers: A com&ént", EPu
Dec. 19, 1970.

8. Ranjit Sau, "Political Economy of Agriculture: What is it ..
all about?" EBJ, May 19, 1973.
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point he had made earlier., Parash Chattopadhyayg also later took
this position in a very consistent fashion and under emphasised,
wrongly, the necessity to investigate the specific characteristics

-

of hired labour,

Utsa Patnaik took up a contradictory stand. On one
hand against Parssh Chattopadhyay, she argued that the extent of
 wage-labour exemployment cannot be aluways taken as an index of
capitalist f‘arming.10 Discussing the question of characterisation
of the mode of production in colonial agriculture, she argued that _
existence of a high percentage of wage labour in South India in
the colonial period cannot be taken as an ihdex of capitalist
penatratiﬁn in colonial agriculture since thié wages labour was
destitute, bonded labour., Extending the argument, she disputed the

findings of S.C. Gupta'l

who on the basis of existence of high
wage-labour employment in 1950's had concluded that capitalism had
transformed the mode o? production in Indian agriculture;12 But
mithout pointing out such characteristicé of hired labour in iIndia
which could prove the use of this variable as incorrect, her objection

against Gupta remained a mere formal one. On the other hand her

own method of differentiation of the peasanty was based on the

g, Paresh Chattopadhyay, "On the question of the Plode of Production
in Indian Agriculture: A Preliminary Note," EPY, March 25, 1972;
'Mode of Production in Indian Agriculture: An Anti Kritik!

EBy, Dec. 30, 1972. :

10. 'On the mode of production in Indian Agriculture: A Reply'
£8d, Sep. 30, 1972.

1145,C, Gupta, "Some Aspects of Indian f&griculture", En Qir
No, 6, Delhiy 'New Trends of Growth!, Seminar No. 38, 1962.

12.U, Patpaik, 'Capitalist Development in Agriculture: A Note, ERU,
Sept. 25, 1971.. Also Development of capitalism in Agriculture-I,
Social Scientist, No. 2, Sept. 1972. '



criterion of the ratio of hired labour to family labour, without

specifying the characteristies of such hired labour.13

The Marxist debate on the mode of production in
Indian agriculture thus remains an exercise in assertion of two
ppposite positions, outlined above, without any avenues of its

transcendence.14

Our view is that though, formally speaking, the
ratio of hired labour to family labour is a correct measure of the
capitalist commodity character of a production unit, the mode of
actual operation of labour use can only reuéal the specific
character of a production unit.15 An analysis of concrete
situation may reveal that detérminants of the decision to hire in
labour may be ether than economic profitability. In a society
with hierarchical structures of religion, caste, tribe and clan
éﬁb,'fhevhirghg'ﬁ iﬁwa 1556Q£‘méy'be assbéiated Qifb-anyvof thése
13.1Capitalist Development in Agriculture: Further comment?!,

ERY, Dec. 25, 1971,

14,5ome others like Andre Gunder Frank, Jairus Banaji, Hamza
Alavi and Harry Cleaver bring in the gquestion of the charac-
ter of the world economy and the relaticn of Indian agri-
culture to it. Their positions are, again, purely methodolo-
gical ones and offer no solution to the method of investiga-
" ting the concrete conditions of relations of exploitation and
relations of production in Indian agriculture.

Andre Gunder Frank: 'On Feudal flodes, Models and Fethods of
Escaping Capitalist Reality,' EBY, Jan. 1973 Jairus Banaji:
'Towards a theory of the colonial Modes of Production, ERY
Dec, 23, 1972, Banaji later abandoned his position by calling
the formulation of the concept of colonial mode of production
as wrong formulation, See J, Banaji: India and the colonial
mode of production: A comment, ERY, Dec. 6, 1975. Also J.
Banajis: 'Mode of Production in India Agriculture: A comment!,
ER4, April 7, 1973. Hamza Alavi: 'India and the colonial Mode
of Production, "EY, Special No, 1975, Harry Cleaver: 'Inter-—
nationalisation of capital and Mode of Production in Agriculture!,
EPd, March 27, 1976, '

15.A widow, with a low resource position and without any adult member
in the family, carrying the agricultural operations wholly with
hired labour cannot be characterised as a capitalist former.



bhenomena.16 In certain extreme casaes, cultivators may be forced
to empldy some hired labour even when their ouwn family labour

is sufficient.17 ‘The indiscriminaté use of hired labour/family "
labour criﬁerion, in such cases, would over-estimate the extent

of capitalist penetration in agriculture.

On the other side, the mere permansnt status of
hired labour and the fact of wage payments in kind is not in
itself an indication of the bondness of labour, This fact is
born out by our analysis'of the system of hiring permanent labour
in Punjab, By mechanicaily associating the above mentioned
tharacteristics with bondedness and then notrto use such hired
labour as indicative of capitalist penstration in agriculture,

will under estimate the extent of capitalist pénetratioh.18

16 +Krishna Bharaduaj shows the existence of such a phenomena
in Madghya Pradesh where some cultivators, sven whagn they
are not fully employed, hire in some labour because certain
operations are done only by hired labour, She also points
out that in certain cases of small farms deficient in
bullocks and implements, hiring in of labour may be conse-
quent to hiring of bullock, or such implements: K. Bharaduwaj,
'Production conditioNSee«..0ps Cit, p. 27

17+Radha Krishnan in a'study of Kerala villages, reports that
rural labour organised in strong unions in Kuttanand area
of Allepey district donot allow even small cultivators. to
do self-cultivation,. .Radha Krishnan, Some.Aspects of the
Agrarian Structure. in Keralas An analysis with reference
to the capitalist development in three wvillages, M,Phil
dissertation, Jawaharlal Nebpu University, New Belhi
(unpublished), Rajput cultivators in' Punjab, employ some
categories of hired labour’ even when family labour is
available.%...the Rajput got most of his field work done by
chamars" Darling, op. cit., p. 39.

18.Lenin's position can be considered as an extension of this
argument where he argued against Narodniks that even semi-
serf forms of exploitation in Russia were concealed forms of
capitalist exploitation, See Lenin 'The economic content of
Narodnism® Collected Workd Vol, I, Moscow, 1963.
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Marginalist theory on labour use,'®

Our comments on the marginalist theory of labour use

relate to only two points:

1.

2,

That in the rural labour market of a transitional
economyz? market wage rate can not be considered
as reéresenting the opportunity cost of family
laboﬁr. |

A statistical relation 'marginal producity of

" labour' derived from a fitted production function,

19.

20,

Theﬁe’axists a vast amount of scholarly literature on the
critique of marginalist theories of capital, distribution

and production function, Some of the representative essays
are included in E.K. Hunt.and Jesse G. Schwartz (ed.) A
Critique of Economic Theory, Penguin, 1972. But the literatu-
re on critique of marginalist theories of labour use is very
scanty, In the context of agricultural economics, a work
which combines theoretical critique of marginalist assump~
tions with careful empirical analysis, is K. Bharadwaj,
'Production Conditions...0ps cit. The brief note on the
critigue of marginalist assumptions on labour use, here, is
heavily dependent on the arguments developed in this book and
an unpublished paper by K. Bharadwaj, 'A sceptical Note on the
So-called. 'Technical Relations' in Agriculture!, Working

Paper No, 35, Lentre for Development Studies, Trivandrum, Juneg
1976. The following papers were alsc helpful in clarifying
the ideas. Ashok Rudra, 'Allocative Efficiesncy of Indian
Farmers: Some Methodological Doubts', Economic and Political
Weekly, Jan, 20, 1973; Amiya Bagchi, 'Some Implications of
unemployment in Rural Areas', ERW, Special No. 1973; Nirmal
Chandra, "Farm Efficiency under semi-feudalism: A critique.

of Marginalist thsories and some Marxist formulations, 'ERd,
Special No. 1974 A.K. Sen (1966), op. cit.

We, here, use the concept of 'transitional economy' in pre-
ference to the one like 'under developed' economy since the
later concept gives the impression of a static society. Through
the concept 'developing economy'! is an improvement over the
later, it connotes a uni-directional movement and, therefore,

.obscures conceptually the process of zig-zag, caonflict and

contradittion inherent in a process of transition from a
backward *‘mode of production' to an advanced one.



draw any economic implications from such a derived statistical

relation will be misleading,

Conventional economic theory with.its premises
derived from the mode of market functioning in perfeét compe~-
titive conditions, ab;tracts avay from the complexitiss of ins-.
titutional formé that characterise the labour market in a transi=-
tional rural society. Under the competitive framework’ markets
are interlinked throﬁgh price mechanis@. Each producer decides

~on the use of a resource owned or purchased by treating its market
price as -an opportunity cost. The optimality of a resource use

is decided on the basis of whether or not the marginal value

~ productivity, of its alternative uses, equals the prevailing market
price of the resource. Extending the same framework to study

the pattern of labour use, optimality of labour use is judged
whether or ﬁct the derived marginal productivity from a fitted
production function equals the market wage-rate., Guided by
motivations of efficient resoﬁrce allocation, farm family labour,
according to the principles of marginalist theory, should hire
out'its family labour when the marginal productivity of family
labour at thé family farm is below the prevailing market wage rfte.
By posing such a simple alternative between hiring out labour and
working on the farm, marginalist theory assumes away the psculiar
characteristics of the labour market wiz. the compoﬁents of the
labour force entering the labour market and the motivations behind

working on the farm and hiring out labour.



By converting family women and children into
standardised units.of male adults_in order to calculate the
total agailability of family labour on the farm, the significant
differences that characterise each component part from the view-
point of working on the farm or hiring out, are slurred over. As
we noted earlier (Chapter 1 & 2), one component of the total
available family labour force is very specific to the farm due
to a complex interplay of socio-cultural forces. Though in very
big holdings, family female members and children donét participate
in farm work even 60 theif own family farms, the phenomenon of
family female and child participation in certain pperations of
farm work among the small and middle sized holdings is not
completely absent. But even on such holdings, this part of the
family labour force is available only for work on the family farm.
Hiring out of family females and children as we noted earlisr is
completely absent, on all size classes of holdings. This part of
the labour force is, therefore, not guided by alternative choices
between marginal returns from work on family farm.and wage earnings
from hiring out labour. Not only this component of the labour
force is specifically confined to work on the family farm, it is
more narrowly restricted to participation in a few operations
only., For example, if two operations ploughing and irrigation on
two different plots of the family farm: have to be done simul-
tansously so that the family male adult labour is insufficient to
cope up with the whole work, family female labour will not bs

employed on either of the two operations due ﬁo socially prevalent



‘barriers against female participations in these operations,
Similarly in peak periods of harvesting, when the.Family male
labour even on sm;ll holdings is inédequate, family female labour
will not be utilised for harvesting because of the same social
customs.21 vI” such cases, hiring in of labour is considered a
natural-rational decision, Hiring in of labour is, therefore,
not dependent’upon full employment of the family labour. In case
of certain caste association with some agricultural operations,
hiring in of labour is evidently a non-sconomic decision.22 And
hiring out labour by family male adult earners also is highly
restricted phenomenoﬁ due to the weight of caste traditions against
it.23 It follows, thereforse, that family labour and hired labour
are not two perfectly substitutive categoriss., Neitﬁer the full
employmént of the family laonr is a condition for outside labour
to be hired in nor the under employment of the family labour
automatically leads to hiring out. In other words, hirimg in of
'labour does not imply full utilisation of family labour and,
therefore, the marginal productivity of family labour being esqual
to wage rate and consequantly equalisation of the marginal

productivities of family labour and hired labour., Given that the

farming family aims not at maximising profits but maximising output,

21, We gave the instance, in Chapter 1, of utilisation of family
" females on harvesting, by two peasant households meeting
strong socially disapproving reaction,

22, e pointed out, above, some instances of this,

23, We pointed out above the case of Jat-Sikh cultivators, in this
regard.



given the heterogeneous character of the family labour force as
indicated above and given the relative strength of social tra--
ditions in a transitional economy, the market wage rate is not

the opportunity cost of family labour.

Cbming to the second point on the statistically dsr-
ived relation 'marginal productivity of labour' from a fitted
production function (gensrally valued at the geometric mean level
of total labour input), the marginal produckivity of family labour
and hired labour can not be calculated on their total labour time
input aggregated over different agricultural opsrations. Lanur
input in agriculture is spread over different agricultural
operations like seed- bed preparation, sowing, weeding and
harvesting etcs The contribution to total output, of labour time
input in each of these operations is different and is complementary
to each other. The productivity of labour time input in the pre=-
. harvesting operations is dependent upon the application of the
required amount of labour imput in the hafvesting season. Since
the caleulation of an optimum proportionality between labour time
inputs in different Operations is problematic, the contributions
to total output of the labour time input of family labour and hired
labour in each of these oparations cannot be estimated, The
problem gets more complicated when all these heterogeneous labour
time inputs are aggregated to form a homogeneous total labour
input. The marginal productivity of valued hired and family
labour time inputs, thus calcuiated will merely express a statis-~

tical relation and not a maasure of the actuyal effectivity of the

——



contribution made by family, hired and total labour time.

The problem gets further complicated if we see that
there is an association between productivity of hired and family
labour. For instance, if a cultivatorbhires a tractor, he‘gene-
rally hires the driver also., Now if in a certain operation:
involving tractor use, the family labour and hired labour (driver)
both have to participate, the productivity of the one is depen-
dent upon the productivity of the other and the marginal produce
tivity of family labour and ﬁired labour calculated by disent-
angling this conjoint confribution, will be a spurious result,
What we are emphasising, here, is the complementarity aspéct of
the family labour and hired labour whereas earlier, we emphasised
the npn—subsiitutive character of family labour and hired labour.
In other words, family labour and hipred labour are neither two

perfectly substitutive nor mutually exclusive categorias.

Finally, the intensity of labour use in a singie time
unit may vary from farm to farm so that the equivalence of hours
of work on two different farms may actually express non—equivalence
of the total work effort. Calculating the labour time by merely
counting the number of hours (or any time unit) put in and then
through valuation-which itself poses another set of problems-
calculating the productivity of this labout-will give a distorted
picture of the actual effectivity of the labour time input on thess

two different farms.

To repeat; the two points we have trisd to make arse
. . \

that: (1) Wage rate can not be considered as an opportunity cost .



for family labour and (2) given the complexity of the operation
wise distribution of aéricultural work, the complementarity in
some cases and non-substitutability in otheré betwesn hired
labour and family labour contribution and the hetrogeneous cha-
racter of the labour inpﬁts, the statistically de:ived marginal
productivities of familyvlabour, hired labour and, therefore,

of total labour fail to express the actual effectiveness of the
contribﬁtion made by family labour, hired labour and total labour
respectively. To draw any sconomic implications from such
statistically derived marginal productivities, about the effeci-

ency of these resources' use, will merely give spurious results,



CHAPTER - 4

1. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

With the limitations of data available in Part 1I Tables
of the Studies in the Economics of Farm Managemsnt, we would like to
point out, befors hand, that we put the scope of our study to be
more of suggestive nature for further research we intend to carry on,
rathar than to be a self-contained conclusive work, Our emphasis,
however, in both the present study and the projected one, remains
on bringing out the peculiarities 6? the labour markset in the rural
economy of Funjab and the pattern of labour use by diffsrent sections

of the pesasantry.

4de1 In chapter 1, we attempted to synthesise field =
observations on the paﬁtern of labour yse in two South-llest districts -
Ferozepur and Faridkot - of Punjab with some documentary evidence
available to us on labour contracts in the region and certain
historical and current information on the subject we could glean

from published research works, The purpose of the chapter 1 was to.
serve partially as a historical background and partially as a
hypothetico=descriptive framework for analysing more concrete data

relating to the recent period in late sixties in chapter 2,

42 In chapter 1, we described certain charactericstics of
the pattern of participation in farm work by different components
of thé family labour force i.e. male adults, female adults, old men
and women and children. Ue pointed out the role played by JQt—Sikh

cultivators, the predominating cultivating caste in Punjab, in



shaping this pattern. An attempt was made to relate the histori-
cally observed patterns of farm work participation by family female
adults and children to the recent changes in that as a result of

new socio-economic developments in the rural society of Punjab,

4,3 " We also described the characteristics of hired labour
used by different sections of the peasantry. The characteristics
of the casual labour and permanent labour employment, their sex-age
composition and its relation to certain farm operations and their

mode of payment, were also described.

4.4 We emphasised a little more on the characteristics of
permanent labour employment in funjab agriéulture. We described
.the features of ‘'siri' and 'theka' system of permanent labour
employment, We disputed the commonly observed proposition.that
permanent labour employment reflects 'attached-bonded' character of
farm labour by relating the phenomenon of permansnt labour employ-
ment to labour shortage occuriqg in the wake of Green Revolution in
Punjab, WWe pointed out that the specificities of this situatian
suggest that permanent labour smployment, paradoxically, reveals the
higher bargaining power and, therefore, more free character of the

agricultuyral labour in Punjab,

4,5 In chapter 2, we analysed the data collected for 150
households in three consecutive years 1967-68, 1968-69 and 1969~70
for Ferozepur digtrict under the scheme of Farm Managament Studies.
Individual household-wise data as given in Part II Tables, available
with the Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of

Agriculture, Delhi and the Department of Economics and Socioclogy,



Punjab Agricultural University Ludhiana, were the basis of our
study., Households were divided into six'categories of holdings

(in hectares) namely 0-5, 5-10, 10-15, 15-20, 20-25 and 25 & above.
We designated holdings in the 0-5, 5-10 hectares size group; 10-15,
15-20 hectare size group and 20-25 & 25 and above size group as
small sized, middle sized and big-sized respectively in a purely
relative sense. The terms 'holding size group}, '‘size categories'
 and fsections df the peasaﬁtry‘ are used interchangeably in the

context of present study.

4,6 fhe scope of our study in chapter 2 was limited to an
investigation of the pattern of labour utilisation on crop-production
only, by these different sections of the peasantry and, therefors,’
excludes from analysis the investigation of pattern of labour use .
on cattle maintenance, social affairs, transportation, holidays etce
The focus dF investigation was centred on analysis of two aspects

(a) to find out the relationship between variations in output per
hectare and that in total labour utilised per hectare by different
size groups of the peasantry and (b) to investigate the components
of total labour utilized per hectare on different size groups namely

family labour, hired labour and their components in turn,

447 Size of family tends to vary positively with respect to
size of holding. But in order to find out characteristics of the
labour force, what is important to see is the pattern of work

participation by different components of the farm family.

448 The proportion of male adult earners of farm work per

housshold to number of available male adults per households tends to



decline with the rise.in the size of holdings. Conversely, the
proportion of male adult dependents per h;usehold to available

number of male adults per household tends to rise with the rise in
the sizelof holding, This relation seems to suggest that male adults
in the bigger holdings rgtire from farm work relatively earlier

than the male aduits in the lower size groups who seem to work till

later years of life.

44,9 The proportion of female adu1£ garners on farm work per
household to the number of avaiiaole female adults per household is
very low on an avarage, The phenomenon of female employment on farm
work is totally absent i&n the case of bigger holding size groups

and is limited to a very few families in the lower and middle sized
groups. The same relation tends to emerge about the child labour
employment, It shows that the employment of family females and
children on farm work is a function of the economic status of the
farming family though social customs regérding amployment of family

females on farm work do exercise their influence.

4010 - The phenomenon of off-farm employment by family females
and children.is reported to be c;ﬁpletely absent. The proportion
of male adult earners opting for non~farm work is, on an average
very low (3% to 6%). Male adult earner employment on non farm work
is confined to a very few families (varying from 4% to 11%) in the
small and middle holding size groups. Thus the extent of family
female adults and children working on farm and male adults working
on non-farm activities being very low, crucial to the understanding

of the differences in availability of family labour force on farm



work, is the pattern of variations in male adult earners. The
data suggest a consistent inverse relationship between holding size

and male adult earners per hectars.

4411 Family labour per hectare tends to decline with the
increase in holding size. Higher utilisation of family labour per
hectare on smaller farms is a combined result of higher availability
of male adult earners for hectare and higher labour ingut by a
family male adult earﬁer on smaller holdings. Conversely, on bigger
holdings both availability of male adult earners per hectare as well
as total labour inbut by a single male adult earner, are low and,
thus, result in lower utilisation of family labour per hectare.That
shows that small farmers work more intensively on crep production
than do the bigger farmers who seem to be leaning towards enjoying
the comforts of leisure and holiday by reducing their work load on

fatiguing operations of crop production,

4,12 Utilisation of hired labour psr hectare shoﬁs an
interesting consistent relationship to size of holding. While small
and big holding sizs groups employ almost the saﬁe amount of hired
labour psr hectare, the middle sized groups (10-15 hectares and
15-20 hectares) hire more labour per hectare. We tried to relate
this interesting phenomenon to differential levels of mechanisation
on different holding size groups and its differential impact on
labour utilisation on different holding size groups. Though direct
level evidence.supporting our explanation is lacking, some evidence
from the FMS and some from independent studies does tend to support

our line  of argument,



4413 Analysing the behaviouf of components of hired lébour,
we found that the utilisétion of casual labour per hectare does

not vary significantly over different size groups whereas, on the
other hand, utilisation of permanent labour per hectare on holdings
employing both types of hifed labour declines consistently as the
holding size increases., Secondly, on s;ch holdings, the utilisa-
tion of permanent labour per hectare is higher than that of casual
labour psr hectare for all size classes of holdings. This reveals
an interesting feature of the pattern of labour use. While employ=
ment of casual labour is more widely dispersed over all size
classes of holdings, the utilisation of permanent labour is higher
on such holdings of all size groups as employ both types of hirad
labour-a number which is significantly less than the number employ=-
ing casual labour., There was not a single househo 1d which consis-
tently repsrted no hiring of labour in all the thrée years. Majoriﬁy
of the holdings in all size groups smployed either one or tuwo
permanent'servants, the phenomenon of employing thfee‘or more than
three perﬁanent servants being very rare and limited to only a

few households in the bigger holding size groups. On an average
about 65% of the households reported employment of permanent labour,
Such high incidence of pérmanent labour employment, even after the
introduction of mechanisation might give the appearance of éttached
bonded labour practices in Runjab agriculture. But on the basis

of certain evidence éhowed in chapter 1, we tend to believe that,
on the conﬁrary the phenomenon reflects highef bargaining powser of

the rural labour in the labour shortage'economy of Punjab,



’

4.14 Total human labour per hectare declines consistently
as the holding siée increases, Variations in total labour per
hectare seems to be partly the result of variations in intensity of
gultivation and intehsity of irrigation which also tend to decline
with the rise in the size of holding.

4,15 Output per hectare does not hold any systematic re-
lationship to size of holdiné. We thus observed that higher
utilisation of total labour per hectare by small holdings does not
result in higher output per hectare on them. We attempted on
interpretation of this result, which controverts all esarlier
explanations of higher yield per hectare on small holdings in terms
of higher labour use per hectare, by relating it to the neuw
technological developments in Punjab agriculture, We especially
emphasised the point that inverse relationship, which im our view is
a reflection of backward agriculture, gets neutralised with techni-
cal advance in égriculture. Our view gets more credence if wse note
that the same area in 1954—57vFﬁ5 revealed an inverse relationship.
4,16 In chapter 3, we made brief comments, on the basis of
our discussion in cﬁapter 1 and 2, rélating to implicatiocns for the
Marxist debate on mode of production in Indién agriculture and the
marginalist theory of labour use. le emphasised ;Be point that
family labour-hired labour problematic has been made a key issue

in the Marxist debate on mode of production in Indian agriculture
without examining the specific characteristics of hired laﬁour use.
On one hand, we pointed out that the use of the ratic hired labour
to family labour as & criterion for measuring the'éxtent of

capitalist penetration without examining the character of hired



labour, would over-estimate the penetration of capitalism in
agriculture. On the other hand, we pointed out that considering
employment of pérmanent labour and wage payments in kind as symbolic
of bondedness, without examining ths characterisitics of labour
employed permansntly and paid in kind wages, would underestimate
the extent of capitalist penetration. Our.viaw is that though

hired labour is a correct measure, formally speaking, of the
family labour

extent of capitalist-commodity character of production in agriculture,

its validity can be established only by a concrete analysis.

4417 We brisfly commented on the difficulties, according

to marginalist assumptions, in treating wage rate as an Oppoftunity
cost of fa%ily labour and pointed out the difficulties in equating
statistically derived marginal productivities of family labour,
hired labour and total labour from a fitted production Function with
actual contributions of family labour, hired labour, and total

labour respectively,

II, SUGGESTED LINES OF FURTHER ENQUIRY:

The limitations of data as given in the Part II Tables
of FMS, was the chief constraint in determining the scope of this
study. Since the purpose of FMS was to study the technological
input-output relations, the lack of information on detailed aspects
of labour uss was an insvitable outcoms. We have indicated-the
inadequacy of the data at relevant places in our chapter 1 and 2,
Nevertheless, the analysis of even this limited data, has enabled
us to clarify some important aspects df labour use in Punjab agri-

culture and, more impertantly, has made us aware of the lucanae



to be filled in by furthsr research, - This study, therefore, should
be considered as a mere stepping =« stone for more detailed further
researchiwe intend to carry on. The continuity betmeeh the present
study and the further research remains to be the emphasis we place
on bringing out tha pecuiiarities of the patterh of labour uss in
Punjab agriculture in the wake of Green Revolution. Some of the
points of anticipated research can be outlined as following:

1. In order to.see the possible aéeociation between cqrtain
agricultural operations and caste affiliation of the family labour
and hired labour, data specifying the religion, caste, tribe, clan
etc.vof the family and hired labour and the particular operations
they engage in and hesitate to engage in nseds to be collected.

The important studies of ML Darling and Tom Kessinger merely touch
these aspects. Only closer fiesld level enquiry can transcend the‘
limitations of these, important studies and compare the historical
changes, if any, that have occured as a result of increased

commercialisation of the rural sconomy of Runjab.

2. In order to see the sex-age relation to partiéipation
in particulaf operations in the specific case of Punjab, data

bﬁ family male, female, child and hired male, female and child
participation in specific operations needs to be collected. 'In
order to have a more corract picture of the specificities of the
rural labour force in Punjab, data on ags—-group differentiation on
the lines indicated in the Report of the Committee of Experts of
Unemployment Estimates, needs to be collected. The question of

under-employment, seasonal unemployment, disguised unemployment ams



and surplus labour can be meaningfully analysed only if the data

in such form is available,

3e A faw recent studies in agricultural economics have
emphasised the closs relationship between the tenurial arrangements,
the indebtedness of the tenant, the cropping pattern and the

pattern of labour utilisation that ensues from it., To study this
much naglected aspect of Indian agrdrian economy, more precise data
than merely on ownership, leased in and leased out, needs to be
collected., Open and disguised agrgements betweesn lessors and
lessess on crops to be Qrown, mode of débt repayments, share to bs
paid in kind, cash or in labour dayg, can be collscted only through

g careful field enquiry.

Jﬁ. The much-discussed question; these days, 6? indebtedness,
bondedness and‘over—exploitation,of rural labour, can be objsctively
investigated only by gathering more.documentary evidences on con-
ditions laid down in the labour contracts of psrmanently employed
lab&ur abgut the duration of the contract, the naturs of consumﬁtion
loans advanced, the mode of cash and kind wage payments and the
nature of penalities, if any, in an event of breaking off the con-
tract, Such information needs to be supplemented by gathering
significant aspects of oral contracts, still in vogue in the rural
society of FUnjab.. Thorner's work on employer-labourer relationship
(op. cit) in Indian agriculture, done in late fifties, though not
very comprehensive, but still very suggestive, still remains the best
attempt on the subject., Moee detailed area-wise field investigations

need to be conducted to make it more comprehensive and note the



direction of changeé that have taken place in the intervening
period.
5. A number of good studies exist which have gone into
the technical aspects of labour displacement anq labour augmentation
as a result of different levels and phases of mechanisation in
Punjab agriculture. But such studies need to be supplemented by
enquired which relate mechanisaticn to generation of new forms of
employer - labourer relationship in Punjab agriculture,
6. - And lastly, tc render comparability over time and thus
place the changes occuriné place in a historical perspective, the
history of the pattern of lapour use by different sections of the.
peasantry in Punjab agriculture over thé past one century, needs to
be dqcumented and reconstructed.

This in itself is not a small task. But the relative
emphasis on any of these aspects our further reasearch would place,

would be determined by the time factor and availability of resources,



APPENDIX - 1

List of villages, the farming practices of which form the basis

of obgervationg in Chapter 1.

1« Dhindsa

2. Ratta Khera
3. Misri Wala Feroczeput Tehsil, Ferozpur district.
4, Pyreana

5. Ugoke

6. Ferozeshah
7. Pakhi Khurd
8. Dallewala
9. Sadhanwala

10. Golewala
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Faridkot Tehsil, Faridkot district.

N L ]

11. Harike Kalan
12, Khokhar

13. Bhagsar

14, Sangu DBhawan
15. Baam

16. Lakhswali

17. Takhat [fulana

fukatsar Tehsil, Faridkot district,

18, Panniwala Fatta
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19. Jammu Wala

l

20. Harie Wala
21. Nathu Wala
22. Lande Rode
23. Dadahoor

Moga Tehsil, Faridkot district,

P



APPENDIX = 2

5pacimén'of'avlébour‘conﬁfébt document in the case

ofgchiia.iabbdr hired hérmabently;

Account of A.....Singh S/o C....S5ingh, caste Mazhbi 5ikh,

Residence = (village), Tehsil and District Ferozepute.
In the hDUSe of Ho;ootsingh S/O Soo..Singh Vill&ge....o-.“- .

Today dated 11-8-73, A....S5ingh S/o C...5ingh, caste Mazhbi
Sikh has pledged tp hire out his son. S.....for farm york and cattle
maintenance for Rs.306.25, the half of which is f5.153.13 from Sawan
15th Samvat 2030 to Har Ist, Samvat 2031. The condition of the
contract is that if the boy absents from the ubrk during the month
of Visakh ~ Jeth for hiring out himself to another cultivator or
deliberately sits at home, an amount egual to half the then preva-
ling daily~wage rate for a male adult labourer, will be deducted
from his wags=bill, For absence during the remaining period, deduc-
tion at the rate of Rs.1.50 per day will be made. Today, R.150~00 in
casﬁ have been received by me as advance payment and the necessary
promissory note has been written. The remaining amount will be
taken after Lohiri whenever required. The document has been written

g0 that it may be used when needed.
(signature) (Thumb impression) (signature)

Witness A...5ingh Witness
(Father of the child labour)
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Specimen of a labour contract document (siri system)

Account of K,..Singh S/o K,..Singh, Grand son of K,,Singh,
village....from dated 1st Har, Samvat 2033, Given Rs.500-00 cash to

Keso5ingh for household expenses.

His share in the produce will be 1/10th while the employer
has got two hals (ploughs), The total expenditure incurred on

hiring other labour and paying land revenue, to be shared accordingly.
{Signature)
Writer and Witness

After having received f5,500~00 in cash, K...Singh solemnly
pledoes that he will work for one year that is for two seasons Kharif

and Rabi,

Contract entered with G...Singh S/o S,..5ingh, Village,...

till the date 1st Har, Samvat 2034 for performing agricultural work,

(Thumb impression) (Thumb impression of left hand)

Witness » Keeo.3ingh about the contract
’ ‘on Crop - sharing and advance loan of
Rs.500-00 already taken.
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Specimen of a.labour contract document (Theka axstem).

‘The account of P,,.Singh S/0 I...5ingh, Mazhbi Sikh,
resident of,...(village), Tehsil and district, Ferozpur, in the

house of B,...5ingh S/6 S,....5ingh, resident of (village).

This 7th day of August 1967, I.P.Singh S/o I'eo.Singh,
Mazhabi Sikh, resident of ....(village), Tehsil and district,
Ferozpur, having agreed to work on contract as a labourer for
cultivation for one year from 8th of the month of Har of Samvat 2024
to 8th of the month of Har of Samvat 2025, for a settled amount of
RsaOne thousand and fiFtyr(halF of which is fs, Five hundred and twenty
five), have entered the job; and, out of the above -~ mentioned amouit
I have received Rs,400~00 as an advance in the présence of the:.......
witnesses. I shall take Ps,350-00 on the day of Lohiri of Samvat 2024
and the remaining Ps,300~00 after éompleting the Hari crop. If I
remain absent from the work, I shall be liable to pay the daily wages,
according to the rules of the village. If I leave the job in between

1

I shall be liable to return the amount taken as advance.

Therefore, I have written this text so that it may remain

as a proof and could be used when reguired.

(Signature) (Thumb impression) (Signature)

Yitness P...8ingh, S/0 Witness
I..e5ingh.

Writer of the documente.....(Signature)
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Average daily wages of a casual adult male field
laboui in different months, 1967-68 (A day = 8 hours)

flonths Zone 1 Zone 11 Zone 111 Avefage wages for the region
August 5.25 4,00 4,00 4.25
September 5425 4,00 T 4425 4437
octobes 5.50 4,00 - 4438 4448
Novembsr 5.50 4425 | 4433 4,64
December | 6.00 4425 5.00 ' 5.30
January 6.00 - 4,00 5440 5.05
february 6.,00 4,00 5.40 5,05
March 8-50 5.50 5.75v 622
April 8.00 6475 7.75 Te47
May 8.00 6.62 712 7413
June 7400 6.38 6430 6447
July 7.00 6.50 6.50 6.60
Annual

Average 6.50 5.02 552 5455

Sources A.S5. Kahlon, et. al. Studies in Economics of Farm Fanagement
Ferozepur District (Punjab). Report for the year 1967-68.
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Average daily wages of a casual adult male field

labourer in different months fdr various farm

*

Sources A,S. Kahlon, et. al, Studies in Economics of Farm

Management ferozepur District (Punjab).

for the ysar 1968-69.

Report

cperations, 1968-69, (A day = 8 hours)
- Months/ S Ploughings Somingg Hoeings HarvastingEThreshei Average,

operations ! ! ! ! or ing "

: : t ' Picking | E
July, 1968 6435 635 571 —_ - 6.14
August ‘ 5.75 5,56 5,78 -— - 5.70
September 5.90 5.95 6.13 4,25 - 5.58
October 5.50 V5.3u 5,00 4,25 - 5.01
November 5,89  5.89  6.37 4439 4,62 5.43
December 5.82 6.18 5.35 4,29 4,62 5.25
January, 1969 5.75 5475 5.39 4.69I 5425 5437
February 5.46 5455 5.80 5,00 5.00 5.36
March 5,75 5.64 6,10 6,39 5.83  5.94
April 6.69 6433 6437 7.52 6.72 6.73
May 6432 6.32 6.09 6.50 7.0? 6.48
June ' 6.52 5.87 6421 - 12.00 7.63
Average 1968-69 5.98 5,69 5.86 5425 5.84 6,30
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Average daily wages of a casual adult male field
labourer in different months for various farm

operations. 1969-70 (AR day = 8 hours)

N n 1 1 ' T
Months S Floughings Souingz Hoeingi Harvest- E Threshingi Average,
‘ ; P i ing or | '
! E { grpicking j :
July, 1969 5.35 5435 5039 5420 — 5.32
August 5,27 5.02 5.33 5.50 — 5.28
September 5,80 5.51 5.77 5,52 -~ 5.65
October 6.61 6.49 5.97 5017 6.85 6441
November 6.50 6.55 6.38 6.04 = 6,23 6433
December 5.49 5.54 5.73 5.06 5.59 5.48
January, 1970 5.18 4,90 5.39 5.24 5,43 5.23
February 5.49 5.58 5.60 5.84 5.96 5.71
March 5.60  5.70  5.84 6.06 6.06 5.87
April 7.70 782 7.98 8.48 8417 802
" May 8.74  8.74 8.83 12427 9.95 9.71
June 7.74 7.74 7.83 9.27 7485 8411
Averags
1969-70 6.30 6425 6.34 6.72 6.91 6.43

Source: A.S. Kahlon, set. al StudieSeessss. Op. Cite. Report for

the year 1968-70,
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Villages selected for study in the cost accounting
sample (zone wise) in FMS survey of Ferozpur
District, 196?-68, 196869, 1969-70.

Zone. | Village.
1 1 % Bilaspur
2 * Daroli Bhai Ki
3 Gill
11 1 * Kahnewala
2 * Ghubaya
3 Malwal
4 * _ Bhinder Kalan
5 : Nurpur |
111 1 % | Mulianwali
2 * Bodiwala (Pitha)
3 * Muradwala Bhomgarh
4 | Baluana
5 A jhabelwali
6 Channu
7 FaQuarsar

* Villages covered under the earlier study during ysars 1954~57,

Saurce: A.S. Kahlon, et. al, StUdiES.}w..;Fhree—years consclidated
report.
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Distribution of the selected holdings according to size groups,

Ferozepur District, 1967-68.

Zone Villags Size-group Total:
A B C D £ ‘
I Bilaspur 2 2 4 2 - 10
Daroli Bhai Ki 2 2 -— 10
Gill ‘ 2 2 1 5 -— 10
11 Total: 6 6 9 g - 30
II  Kahnewala 2 2 2 4 @ - 10
Ghubaya 3 2 2 3 - 10
Bhinder Kalan 2 2 3 3 - 10
Malwal 2 2 2 2 2 10
Nurpur 2 2 2 4 - 10
Total } 11 10 11 16 2 50
111 Mulianwali 2 2 2 2 10
Bodiwala 2 2 2 2 2 10
Muradwala 2 2 2 4 - 10
Baluana .2 2 2 2 2 10
Jhabeluwali 2 2 2 3 1 10
Channu 2 1 3 2 2 10
Faguarsar 2 2 2 2 2 10
Totals 14 13 15 17 11 70
Grand Total:s _ 31 29 35 ‘ 42 13 150

Size-groupss A: up to 6 hectares
' B: 6 to 9 hectares

€: 9 to 14 hectares

s 14 to 24 hectares

Es 24 and above 24 hectares.
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Oistribution of the selected holdings according to gur size

group stratification, Ferozepur District, 1967-68.

Zone 1 0-5 5-10 10-15 15-20 20-25 25 & above Totals:

Bilaspur 1 3 4 2 0 0 10
Daroli Bhai Ki 1 3 5 1 0 0 0
Gill \ 2 3 2 3 0 0 10
Total: 4 g 1 6 0 0 30
Zone 11

Kahnewala 2 4 1 1 2 1] 10
Ghubaya 3 4 2 1 0 0 10
Malwal 1 4 1 2 0 2 10
Bhinder Kalan 2 3 2 2 1 1] 10
Nurpur 2 2 3 3 0 o 10
Total: 10 17 9 9 3 2 50
Zone 111

Mullisnwali © 4 2 2 0 2 10
Bodiwala 1 3 2 1 1 2 10
Muradwala 1 4 2 0 3 0 10
Baluana 2 3 1 2 1] 2 10
Jhabelwali 2 2 4 1 1] 1 10
Channu 2 2 3 1 0 2 10
Fagquarsar 1 3 3 1 1 1 10
Totals 9 21 17 8 5 10 70

Brand Total 23 47 37 23 8 12 150
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Distribution of holdings according to levels of hired labour usse
1967-68 1968-69 1969-70
Pure wage~labour based‘farms

(i.s. family labour = 0) 2 0 0

Predominantly wage-labour based

farms {i.e. hired labour )
( family labour :7'1) 84 n 74

Transitional farms

(bired labour _ ,) '
(family labour 1) : 1 L : 0

Predominantly family labour based

farms ( i.8. hired labour )
( family labour <1 ) 62 76 75

Pure family labour based farms
( i.e. hired labour = 0) 1 ' 2 1

Totals 150 150 150
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