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INTRODUCTION: 

There are two kinds of agricultural land in Kerala, 

wet-land and garden-land. The land surface is interspersed 

vi th hills and valleys. This undulating terrain causes the 

water to drain ott the hills and accumulate in the valleys. 

Wet-lands are low-lying lands, particularly in the valleys, 

where there is an. abundance of water in tl:Le soil through 

out the year. Garden lands are found on the slopes and hill 

tops where water is not so abundant, particularly during the 

summer months. Rice is the main crop grown on the wet lands, 

whereas coconut is the predominant garden land crop. Rice 

and coconut are also the most important crops, in terms of 

area, grown in the state, as is seen from the table 1. But, 

whereas coconut and certain other garden land crops (eg. 

arecanut, banana) can be grown on the wot lands, rice is not 

normally grown on the garden lands.!/ 

Over the past two decades in Kerala, the cropping 

pattern has been shifting in favour of garden land crops 

vis-a-vis wet land crops, i.e., the proportion of area under 

wet land crops, particularly paddy, to gross cropped area has 

been gradually falling while that of garden land crops, ptll"ti

cularly coconut, has been rising • .Y 
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Table 1: Proportion of Area to Total Cropped Area. Rioe and 
Coconut, 1974-75 (perceptages) 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8, 

9. 

10. 

Districts Rice Coconut 

fri ve.ndrum 16.19 :51.33 

Quilon 13.69 28,46 

Alleppey 39.41 32.68 

Kottayam 13.17 18,82 

Ernakulam 3:5.02 24.55 

Trichur 44.28 2:5.30 

Palghat 52.35 8,82 

Koshikode 26.42 :52.28 

Camumore 27.63 26.0:5 

Kerala 29.11 24.71 

Note: Area in Idukki is redistributed between Xottay~ 
and Ernakulam, that of Malappuram between Palghat 
and Kozhikode according to the proportion derived 
from a three year average prior to the formation 
of the new districts, 

Source:Area figures from Statistics for Planning, Bureau 
of Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala, 
1977. 



' 
A shift in area away from paddy has iaportant impli-

cations with regard to employment and income distribution 

in the State. 

Xerala has a chronic unemployment problem. The 

average number of days not worked for men workers belonging 

to rural labour households was the highest in Xerala in 

1964-65 and 1974-75, increasing within this period from 1 'a 
days to 170 dqs.J! Besides, "a good percentage of the la'bour 

force in agriculture is underemployed, as employment is seasonal 

and agriculture is dominated by perennial crops".Af Rice culti-

vation is a major source of employment in the State. The labour 

in»ut into ,t~addy is very large and it is cultivated nearly wholly 

by hired labour, as we shall see later in our study. On the 

other hand, labour requirements of garden land crops, such as 

coconut, are minimal (though a fairly large part of these are 

also met by hired labour). It is notewortq in this respect 

that not only large land holdings but holdings in 1he small 

sise groups also cultivate paddy predominantly with hired labour. 

(See Table 2). These holdings, which have bulk of their work 

done by wage labour, are more likely to shift av~ from paddy 

cultivation because of the predominant labour costs (as we 

shall see later). A decline in the area under paddy cultivation, 
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Table 2: Proportion ot Family Labour Input to fot&l 

Human Labour Input in Padd.y Cultivation. (Percentage) 

Sise Group 
(Acres) Allep:poy Quilon Region 

0- 1.0 29.84 ,6.,6 ,2.10 (67.90) 

1.0 - 2.5 21.57 26.19 24.24 (75.76) 

2.5 - 5.0 15.92 15.49 15.68 (84.,2) 

5.0 -10.0 10.88 16.84 12.69 (87.,1) 

10.0 -15.0 9.55 9.1, 9.46 (90.54) 

15.0 -25.0 7.55 9.69 7.68 (92.,2) 

Above 25.0 ,.25 '·25 {96.75) 

ALL 8.94 15.50 10.35 (89.65) 

Note: Pigures in parenthesis show proportion of hired 
labour to total human labour input. 

Source: Studies in the Bcoaomics of Farm Mana«eaeat - XeraJ.a, 
1964-65, Directorate of Economics and Statistics, 
Ministry of Food, Agriculture, Government ot India, 1972 

in such a situation, will further accentuate the problem of 

unemployment and underemployment. 

A related issue is that of changes in income distribution 

between owner cul tivatora2/ and agricul tu.ral labourers which may 

come about 111 th the shifts in area under cultivation away from 
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paddy ~o other crops, sq coconut. The share of wages in 

gross value of output is much higher in paddy cultivation 

than in coconut: it is only 14.0<>% tor coconut cultiYati.on, 

while it is 32.12%in the case of padq.'# The share of 

output and income going to wage-labour wdll, therefore, 

decline if area shifts awqa from pad4y and the income dis-

tribution will, consequently, shift in favour of cultivators. 

' 
Rice is also the staple food of the people of Kerala. 

Kerala has never been self-sufficient in food, but this 

decline in wet land cultivation could further deteriorate 

the food situation in the state if supplies from elsewhere 

are not readily available. !his, however, is more a political 

question, since in principle it is possible to import rice 

from other states. 

Thus, the decline in area under rice-cultivation has 

important implications with regard to the employment situation, 

income-distribution and self-sufficiency of food in 1he State. 

The problem of movement of area away from rice is, therefore, 

the focus of our study. faking ace and coconut as crop5 

representative of vet-land and garden land crops,ll respectively, 

an attempt is made here to analyse the reasons for shift in area 

from the former to the latter. fhe employment problem emanating 

from such a shif't is also briefly discussed. 
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The general trend in the cropping pattern ohaDgos in 

Kerala during the last two decades is the starting point of 

our an&lJBis. The focus of Chapter I is to establish emp1ri

call7 the movement of area away from rice and also to provide 

some evidence, even though suggestive, of the extent of the 

area under paddy 'being substituted b7 garden land crops, 

particularl)? coconut. 

Haviug done so, we move on to discuss the reasons tor 

such a shift. Chapter II provides the rationale tor this 

in terms ot relative profitabilitT of coconut and padq culti

vation, whee we find that the fol'Jiler is more proti table due 

to substantial differences in costs of these two cl"'ps. The 

comparisons are here made on the basis ot data tor a sinale 

,ear. 

In Chapter III ve snal)?se the costs ot cultivation 

and its constituents in order to ascertain 1he factors that 

cause substantial differences in costs and hence prof1tabilit7 

in the growing of these two crops. Labour cost is identified 

as the crucial factor causing this difference due to the greater 

ph7sical input of labour in rice cultivation. 

The profi tabili V of a crop is determined b7 input costs 

and output prices. Ideall7 one would. like to have estimates of 



7 

profitability for different points of time, so as to see 

if it has been shifting over tLme for the two crops and 

juxtapose it with the observed cropping pattern shift. 

Unfortunately, data are available tor computing relative 

profitability only tor one time point (rice 1973.74, 

coconut 1974.75). We shall, however, try to till in this 

gap by examining the trends in input and output prices, 

in Chapter IV, over the last two decades to determine 

whether the higher profitability of coconut cul t:i. vation 

ia a phenomenon specific to the input costs and output 

prices in these particulfll" years or the CQlmination of 

long term cha~~ges in these components of proti tabili t,y. 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES: 

1. Single-cropped, "dr,r-land" paday is, however, grown 
on the slopes, but it constitutes a very nominal pro
portion of the gross cropped area under rice, 5.6 per 
cent in 1975-76. Extent of 'dry-land' paddy is obtained 
from Season and CroJ Reports, 1975-76, Bureau of Economics 
and Statistics (BES , Trivandrum, Table XIII, . p.12 

2. There are certain problems related to the area statistics 
for certain crops and we shall discuss these problems in 
Chapter 1, where we discuss this shift in cropping pattern. 

3. Rural Labour Enqui!, 1974-75, Summary Report on Wages 
and Earnings, and ployment and Unemployment ot Rural 
Labour Households, Labour Bureau, MiDistr;y of Labour, 
Government of India, Chandigarh. 

4. Draft Sixth Five Year Plan 1980-85 and Annual Plan 1980-81 , 
Vol.I, State Pl&mling Board, Trivandrum, Government of 
Kerala, 1980 g.1. 

5. The proportion of tenant cultivators, if ay, would be 
minimal since the incidence of tenancy in tile stato is 
low. 

6. This has been calculated from v.l.llage level data on the 
costs of cultivation of paddy and coconut collected by 
the Department of Economics, University of Kerala under 
the "Comprehensive Scheme to study the Cost of Cultivation 
of Principal Crops in Kerala 11 at the instance of tile 111Distr;y 
of Agriculture, Government of India. The details regardiDg 
this data are discussed in Chapter 2. 

7. We choose these crops becaase they are the major crops 
aaoDg the wet and garden land crops (in terms of proportion 
of area) and also because detailed data is available only 
for these crops. 
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CHAPTER I: CHAIGES IN CROPPING PATTERN 

The cropping pattern of an area is determined by 

factors such as temperature, moisture availability during 

the summer months, drainage condi tiona during the rainy 

season, and the availability of sunlight.!/ Al t1 tude, 

rainfall, soil type and topography individually or combined 

together determine these factors. 

Kerala falls under the heavy rainfall region receiving 

rain trom both the South-West and North East monsoons. The 

great variety of crops grown in Xerala is due to the topogra-

phical features of the region. The led surface is inters-

persed ld. th hills and valleys. The water ru.us ott the hill 

tops and slopes and gets accumulated in the valleys. Thus 

on the hill tops and upper slopes crops that tolerate low 

moisture condi tiona, especially in the summer months, can be 

grown. On the slopes, moisture preferring crops (eg. coconuts, 

arecanuts) and in the valleys crops that tolerate an abundance 

of water (eg. paddy) will do better. 

"The land mass of Kerala can be distinguished into 

three broad natural physiographic divisions, namely Highlands, 

Midland and Lowland, each of them running parallel from South 

to North".Y 
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Plantation crops such as tea, coffee, cardamom and 

rubber are grown on the Highlands.l/ 'l'he Low landsi' have 

near-level topography and sandy to sandy loam soil. Paddy 

is grown on the low lying lands or fields, and coconut and 

arecanut are grown on the garden lands. The Midlanda2/ have 

Wldulating terrain. Rice is grown in tile valleys and on 

the terraced slopes, while moisture preferring crops like 

coconut and arecanut are grown on the belt ot land immedi-

ately above the paddy fields and on tbe slopes. 

For our purposes we shall classify the crops into 

three broad groups wet land crops (mainly rice), garden 

land crops (mainly, coconut, arecanut, tapioca, pepper, 

cashewnut and fruits) and plantation crops (tea, coffee, 

rubber and cardamom). We shall be concerned primarily 1d. th 

the first two groups of crops. Of these r.L ce, constituting 

29.1 percent and coconut constituting 24.7 per cent of the 

total cropped area in 1974-75, are the two dominant crops 

in the State.Y 

'l'he general pattern of chaDge in the cropping pattern 

in Koral a over the past two decades is that the proportion of 

area under wet land crops, particularly of rice, in total 

cropped area is declining md that of garden land crops is 
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rising. The main aim of this chapter is to establish the 

fall in area under rice and to discuss the posaibili ties 

of substitution of coconut on this land. 

This chapter is divided into four sections. A brief 

discussion of the broad trend in the cropping pattern in 

Kerala between 1960-61 and 1978-79 is given in Section 1. 

We discuss changes in rice area in detail in Section 2, and 

establish that the actual physical area under rice has fallen 

in recent years since this is a necessary condition to argue 

that the substitution of coconut tor rice is taking place. 

Section 3 die~sses the changes in area under coconut and 

Juxtaposes this with the changes in area under rice seen in 

the earlier section. Finally, we discuss the possibilities 

of substitution of coconut tor rice in Section 4. Certain 

problems related 111 th the estimates of area of different crops 

are discussed in Appendix 1 to supplement the discussion. 

Section 1 

The broad trend in the cropping pattern in Kerala 

between 1968,..61 and 1978.79 has been that the area under vet 

land crops, particularly paddy, as a proportion of total area 

has been falling, whereas .. ~hat under garden land crops, parti

cularly coconut, has been increasing. In this section we will 
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study this &road tread in teras of area under each crop as 

a proportion to total «ross cropped area. 

All-Kerala figures show that the predoainant crops 

in terms of proportion to total area, besides rice, is 

coconut. Whereas rice constituted ;;.2 percent of total 

area in 196Q-61, coconut constituted 21.3 pereent. Of the 

other crops tapioca constituto4 10., percent aDd plantation 

crops such as tea, coffee, rubber together coastitute4 7.5 

percent ia the sQile ,-ear. Other crops in order of their 

proportions to total area in 196Q-61 were mangoes and 

plantains, pepper, arecanut, cashewut aDd cardaaoa.J/ 

(Table 1.1) 

By 1974-, the proportion ot area un4er rice ha4 

fallen to 29.1 percent and that under coconut had inczoeasecl to 

24.7 percent. Tapioca remained more or leso uaatfected at 

10.5 percent. Tea, Coffee and Rubber increased to 9.1 percent. 

The relative importance of pepper declined. At the All•Xerala 

level the other crops that gained relatively are areccmut 

cashewut an4 cardamom. Mangoes and plantains together lost 

relative area. 

A similar patten-of fall ia the proportion of area 

under rice and a ;-ise in that under coconut and certain 
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fable 1.1: Proportion to Tota1 Cropped Area (Percentages) 

Trivandrwn Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam 
60-61 74-75 60..61 74-75 60..61 74-75 60-61 74-75 60..61 74-75 

Paddy 19.03 16.19 17.95 13.69 35.78 39.41 12.86 13.17 35.06 33.02 

Coconut 27.99 31.33 25.17 28.46 34.17 32.68 18.92 18.82 19.88 24.55 

Tapioca 28.95 31.88 22.58 26.41 12.71 7.81 14.24 14.76 7.98 6.75 

Pepper 4.24 1.64 2.05 4.07 0.79 1.80 4.53 6.83 3.07 6.16 

Cardamom 7.83 11.37 0.47 0.46 

Arecanut 1.83 1.86 1.49 2.46 1.03 2.09 1.46 1.00 1.83 3.27 

*:Fruits 4.06 4.55 7.86 4.17 3.67 3.08 3.62 5.98 4.05 3.9, 

Cashewnut 2.3, 1.81 3.47 2.30 1.,, 1.48 0.72 0.49 2.93 2.61 

Grounclnut 0.33 -
Tea. Coffee, Rubber 2.13 3.58 9.64 9.30 o.88 1.56 23.09 22.16 7.24 9.22 

Continued p.14 
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Table 1.1: Proportion to Tota1 Cropped Area (Percentages) 

Trichur Palghat Koshikode Canannore Kerala 
60-61 74-75 60-61 74-75 60-61 74-75 60-61 74-75 60-61 74-75 

Paddy 51.92 44.23 60.33 52.,5 30.24 26.42 35.77 27.63 33.16 29.11 

Coconut 18.30 23.30 5.80 8.82 27.79 32.28 18.10 26.03 21.32 24.71 

Tapioca 3.90 3.50. 1.05 6.23 5.31 4.72 2.65 2.33 10.31 10.50 

Pepper 0.35 1. 76 1.07 0.99 4.49 4.74 16.15 8.72 4.25 3.91' 

Cardamom - 0.56 0.46 0.30 0.22 3.18 4.48 1.22 1.54 

Arecanut 2.10 6.14 1.68 1.80 5.04 4.f7 0.14 0.11 2.31 3.07 
.,., 
Fruits 3.92 4.10 4.11 3.35 4.66 3.25 5.85 3.12 4.43 3.63 

Cashewnut 4.51 2.76 1.02 2.50 2.91 3.93 2.46 12.30 2.31 3.46 

Groundnut 4.83 4.29 0.68 0.58 

Tea Coffee, Rubber 3.40 3.81 2.40 3.82 8.51 17.47 4.93 7.45 7.55 9.13 

Note: Fruits include mangoes, bananas and plantains 
Source: Derived from the Area under the various crops and total cropped area given in: 

{i) Agricultural Statistics in Kerala, Bureau ot Economics and Statistics, Government 
of Kerala, 1975. 

(ii) Statistics for Planping, Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala, 1977. 
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other garden land crops is seen at a diseggregated level 

also, distri.ct·wise (Table 1.1 ) , except in .Uleppey and 

Kottayam where the proportion of area under rice actually 

increases during this period. 

In the nerl section we tiscuss in detail the changes 

in area under rice, since it is the predominant vet land crop 

and seems to be losing area. We shall then,·~ go on to discuss 

changes in coconut area, juxtapose the two, and attempt to 

see if there is ~ possible link between the observed trends 

in the area of these two crops. 

Section 2 

Official sources ot statistics on the area under rice 

give us only the total gross cropped area under rice in each 

year, not the net sown area (i.e., the actual physical area 

under rice cultivation). One problem arising flllt of this is 

that we are unable to distinguish between the increase in 

gross area due to mu1 tiple cropping and that due to actual 

increase in physical area (i.e. in net area) under rice from 

the pubUshed figures. This is crucial to our enquiry, ms we 
~ 

are interested in knowing if there has been any substitution 

on paddy-lands and whether there has been, therefore, e. fall 
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in net area under rice. Fortunately, we have been able 

to obtain some estimates of the net area under rice and 

the intensity of cultivation tor three time points. 

In this section ve shall first focus on the changes 

in gross cropped area and relative area (i.e.,proportion to 

total area) of rice. Our aim here is to identify the various 

phases of change and the districts in which this change has 

been most marked. We shall then present the tigures on net 

sown area and intensity of cultivation for the three time 

points available and, base4 on this, try to interpret the 

changes we observed earlier in the gross cropped area. 

In general the gross area under rice has been declining 

in both absolute (actual area) and rel.tiye (as a proportion 

to total area) terms. However, while proportion of area under 

rice to total area started to fall in the early 1960's, the 

area started to decline in absolute terms only in the m1 d 

1970's. 

Looking at the absolute gross area under r.Lce we diaoe.a 

three broad phases: (1) 1960.61 to 1968-69 when the area under 

rice increased sharply, (2) 1969-70 to 1974-75 when the area 

under rice tended to stagnate, neither falling nor rising very 
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Table 1.2: Area UD~!r !ice ~Decti[!Bl !Bd PrOEO~iog ~o Tot~ Qro~~~~ Ar!i ~Percun~&&!sl 

Years Trivandrum Quilon AJ.leppey Kottayam Ernakulam Trichur Palghat Kozhikode Canazmore l:eraia( I 000) 

1960..61 37417 46143 79389 39965 77894 102197 192108 100115 95698 778.91 
(19.03) (17.95) (35.78) (12.86) (35.06) (51.92) (60.33) (30.24) (35. 77) (33.16) 

1961-62 36411 44989 76125 38706 74150 93435 191204 105250 92434 752.69 
( 18.41) ( 17.46) (34.38) (12.34) (34.00) (49.41) (60.03) (29.43) (34.58) (32.15) 

1962-63 38531 49691 82302 40775 83584 108218 194439 111242 83895 802.66 
(19.45) (18.,3) (37.16) ( 12. 7,) (38.50) ( 53.04) (59.10) (30.21) (27.31) (32.82) 

1963-64 38789 
(19.78) 

49605 
( 17.91) 

82320 
(37.38) 

40691 
(12.60) 

83560 
{35.14) 

108493 194862 111042 95'7:'8 805.08 
{53.60) ( 60.10) {30.96) (30.68) (32. 71} 

1964-65 38602 49469 81911 40775 83040 107586 194666 109844 95228 801.12 
( 19.57) (17.75) (37 .• 27) (12.44) (35.04) (5J.84) (58.44) (29.58) (30.04) (,2.18) 

1965-66 38734 49637 81603 40530 83460 108807 195121 110193 94244 802.33 
( 18. 79) ( 17.26) (36.71) (12.11) (33.80) (52.20) (57.70) (28.67) (29.22) (31.44) 

1966-67 ,9036 
(18.11) 

50057 
(16.84) 

81087 
(35.87) 

39732 
{11.32) 

84172 
{32.20) 

108844 l94826 108806 
{50.85) 56.35) (~.76) 

{2878 
29.12) 

799.44 
30.52) 

1967-68 ,9583 50378 81708 41008 85987 108967 196968 111294 9,651 809.54 
(16.44) (15.10) (35.52) {11.56) (31.52) (49.53) (54.90) (26.91) (28.42) (29.36) 

1968-69 39962 51785 86713 49886 93994 114371 211352 125155 97653 873.87 
( 16.99) {14.99) (36.76) (13.33) (34.23) (49.60) (55.10) (29.12) (26.44) (30.63) 

1969-70 394$,9 51884 85240 50081 93691 113311 211326 130384 98653 874.06 
( 16. 74) (14.74) (36.09) (13.44) (33.40) (47.93) (54.31) (29.26) (26.83) ( 29. 97) 

197o-71 39496 51884 (85162) (5003~) (93691) l15267) f11419) l29186) (8692 f14.93l 
(16.25) {15.20) 36.68 13.4 33.93 46.90 54.30 27.73 26.95) 29.84 

Continued p.18 
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Table 1.2: Ar!a Wl!J.er Ric! !H!st~tesl §Bd ProEortios to Tot!! Cro1mes& Ar1a 'PEsE~i£esl 

Years Tri van drum Quilon AJ.leppey Kottayam Ernakulam Trichur Palghat Kozhikode Cannan ore Kerala ( • 000) 

1971-72 39496 51729 85162 50033 93691 115267 21139, 129683 98702 875.16 
(15.83) (14.52) (36.52) (13.63) (32.90) (47.00) (53.34) (27.15) (27.52) (29.58) 

1972-73 39486 51155 91131 50209 94046 110492 210890 128338 97957 873.70 
(15.86) ( 14.24) (38.45) (13.34) ( 33.13) (45.32) (52.81) (27.08) (26.92) (29.26) 

1973-74 39765 51189 92039 50086 94338 109914 211755 127624 98065 874.68 
(16.28) (13.78) (38.35) ( 13.25) ( 32. 70) (44.70) (52.80) ( 26.68) (28.02) (29.16) 

1974-75 39926 51686 96459 49920 95561 108966 213653 127339 97961 881.46 
(16.19) (13.69) (39.41) (13.17) (33.02) (44.23) (52.35) (26.42) (27.63) (29.11) 

1975-76 37447 53053 96316 50826 108223 126426 201828 117437 84466 876.02 
( 15.80) (15.36) (40.68) ( 14.41) (35.94) (51.17) (52.36) (23.84) (22.04) (29.38) 

1976-77 37976 49657 88591 55851 108447 118065 199412 114916 81459 854.37 
( 15.71) ( 14. 78) (39.13) (15.61) (36.63) (50.76) (53.29) (23.06) (21.99) (29.13) 

1977-78 34529 50383 90907 49326 107250 119768 199312 110376 78523 840.37 
(15.22) (15.52) (41.10) ( 14.58) (34.23) (51.19) ( 52.20) ( 22.24) (20.26) (28.74) 

1978-79 33080 50815 75501 41158 105287 115787 199666 105118 72825 799.24 
(14.67) (16.54) (36.12) (12.16) (32.97) (48.74) (51.89) ( 21.97) ( 18.91) (27. 70) 

Note: 1. Area in Idukld redistributed between Kotta.yam and Ernakulam, that ot Mala.ppuram between Palghat and 
Kosbikode according to the proportions derived from a. three year average prior to the formation of 
the new districts. 

2. Fi~es in parenthesis refer to proportion to Total Cropped Azoea. 
Source: (il ¥:I;lculiUrtl S$r.tlatf.o! in Kerala, Burea11 of EcODOIIica and Sta1:1at1cs, GoVe1'Dlll8nt of Kerala, 1975 

(ii Statistics tor Plenning, Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Government ot Kerala, 1977. 
(iii Unpublished data tor the latest period obtained trom the Bureau of Economics and Statistics, 

Government of Kerala, Tri vandrua. 
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perceptibly, (3) 1975-76 to 1978-79 when the area under rice 

tell sharply. 

The absolute area under rice showed a 13.0 percent 

increase between 1960-61 and 1974-75, in the 'tate as a 

whole, ot which 12.2 per cent increase took place between 

1960-61 and 1968-69, Between 1974-75 and 1978-79, it 

dropped by 9.0 per cent. (Table 1.2). District--wise data 

showed a similar trend. 

Table 1.3: Percentgse Chys:e i&D Gross .A:re1 under Rice 

Districts 1960-61 to 1978-79 

1. Trivandrum (-) 11.59 

2. Qailon (+) 10.13 

3. Alleppey ( +) 14.51 

4. Kotta,:am (+) 23.41 * 

5. Ernakulam ( +) 35.17 

6. Trichur ( +) 13.30 

7. Palghat ( +) 3.93 

a. Kozhikode {-) 2.77 

9. Canannore {-) 23 .. 90 

10. Xerala ( +) 2.61 

*Refer to the period 1960-61 to 1977-78. There 
is a sudden tall in area in 1978-79 in Kottayam 
which is uncharacteristic of the rest of the 
period under study. 

Source: Derived from Table 1.2 
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The districts can, however, be classified into two 

groups: The first experiencing a significant increase in 

gross area under rice for the entire period 1960-61 to 

1978-79J and the second, where the increase in area was 

relatively small or negative, (Table 1.,). Ernakulam, 

Kottayam, Alleppey. Trichur and Quilon fall within the 

first group; Canannore, Kozhikode, Palghat and frivandrum 

within tho second. 

The second group of districts show a greater tendena.r 

to shift away from rice cul tl.vation than the first. Within 

the seooad group of districts, the northern most distriots 

of Caaannore and the Southern most district of Tri van drum 

show the sharpest fall in area. 

The above discussed changes in absolute area of rice 

ma;r siapl;r be a reflection of similar changes in total area 

cul~ivated in each district. In order to abstract the changes 

in absolute area of rice from total area changes we shall loOk 

at the ohaDBing proportions of rice area to total area ou1 ti

vate4 in various districts. The idea is to identity clearly 

the croppi~~g pattern changes awq from rice, if there was aD1' 

such change. 

In 1960-61 area uader rice occupied ''·2 percent of the 

total area under cultivation in the whole of Kerala. This 
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proportion declined through out the period under study till 

it reached 27.7 percent in 1978-79, 1.~., the proportion ot 

rice in the total area sown declined by 5. 5 per cent. 3.2 

percent ot t.his fall occurred between 1960-61 and 1969-70 

and 1.4 percent between 1976-77 and 19'/t$-79. Between 1969-70 
• 

and 1974-75, the proportion of area under rice stagnated around 

29.5 percent (Table 1.2) 

Table 1-4-: Changes in Proportion of Rice Area to Total 

Cropped Area (Percentage Points) 

Districts 1960-61 to 1968-69 1960-61 to 1978-79 
1 

1. Trivandrum (-) 2.04 (-) 4.36 

2. Quilon (-) 2.96 (-) 1.14 

'· Alleppey ( +) o.g8 ( +) 0.34 

4. Kottayam ( +) 0.47 { +) 1.72* 

5. Ernakulam (-) 0.83 (-) 2.09 

6. Trichur (-) 2.32 (-) 3.18 

7. Palghat <-L5.23 {-) 8.44 

8. Koshikode (-) 1.12 (-) 8.27 

9. Canannore (-) 7.33 (-)16.86 

10. Kerala (-) 2.53 (-) 5.46 

-- ~Refers to the period 1960-61 to 1977-78 

Dtss - ---l 
338. 1095483 
Uns An i\ 

Source: Derived from Table 1.2 

---- UI~_'1!Jl~!~N -. _j 
-rH- ~8/ 
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A similar pattern is observed in the case of most 

of the districts (Table 1.2) Of the districts, Canannore, 

Kozhikode, Palghat and Trivandrum show a continuous fall 

in the proportion of area under rice from 1960-61 to 

1978-79 (Table 1.2). They also show the maximum fall in 

relative area under rice (Table 1.4 Col. 2). Alleppey 

and Kottayam, on the other hand, show an almost continuous 

increase in relative area under rice, ezcept for a drop in 

the last year (Table 1.2). 

Thus the relative area under rice falls during the 

entire period (1960-61 to 1978-79) in moat of the districts. 

But the fall in relative area before 1974-75 and after should 

be interpreted differently. lfi thin the period 1960..61 to 

1974-75, the marlmum Ll!,! in relative area in most districts 

occurred between 1960..61 and 1968-69 (See fable 1.4., Col •. 1). 

after which it stagnated. Interestingly this phase also 

signified the Sharpest absolute gross area increase under 

rice in most districts, 813 was seen earlier, This means 

that the absolute area under some other crop/crops vas 

increasing much more sharply, the total area being the sum 

total ot all area under various crops. Atter 1974-75, however, 

not only the relative area but the absolute gross ar«:\under 

rice also declined. 
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Thus we find that the absolute gross area under 

rice has been falling, particularly in recent years. 

It's relative importance has also been declining, more 

so in some districts than in others. 

Of the three time points for which we have date 

on net area under rice, 1969-70 and 1975-76 encompass, 

the second phase ve distinguished earlier, i.e., the 

period in which the gross area under rice stagnated. 

Then in this phase, the net, area under rice actually 

fell, but the intensity of cul t1 vation increased nominally 

causing little change in the gross area under rice (Table 1.5). 

Betveen 1975-76 and 1976-77, which fall within tho 

third phase, there is a sharp fall in net area. Consequently 

the gross area also falls (Table 1.5). It is not strictly 

possible to draw inferences from the data relating to two 

consecutive years, since what is observed may be a phenomenon 

peculiar to those particular years. But due to lack of data 

for any other year we interpret this with caution. fhe fall 

in net area occurs mainly from single cropped lands (Table 

1.5). This, as we shall see in the next chapter, is probably 

because rice cultivation is less remunerative when only single 

cropped. 
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Table 1.5: Net Sown Area, Gross Cropped Area. and Intensity 

of Cultivation Under Rice ( '000 hectares) 

1969-70
1 

1975-762 1976-773 

Type of Land Net Gross Net Gross .Net Gross 
Area Area Area Area Area Area 

Single Cropped land 181.7 181.7 193.3 193.3 156.6 156.6 

Double Cropped Land 336.8 673.6 294.5 589.0 291.4 582.7 

Triple Cropped Land 6.3 18.9 31.2 93.6 38.4 115.1 

total 524.8 874.2 519.0 875.9 486.4 854.4 

Intensity 
of Rice4. 

of Cropping 
166.58% 168.77% 175.69% 

Sources: 1. K.N. Syamasundaran Nair ''What Ail a Rice Producti. on 
in High Rainfall Tropics - Kerala - A Caself Presented 
to the symposium on 'Rice Research and Development •, 
Pattambi, 21-23 Dec. 1977. 

2. Season and Crop Reports, 1975-76, Bureau. of Economics 
and Statistics, Government of Kerala, Trivandrum. 

3. Season and Crop Reports, 1976-77, Bureaa of Economics 
and Statistics, Government of Kerala, Trivandrum. 

4. Intenai ty of Cropping of Rice: Gross Area under Rice x 100 
Net Area under Rice 

The observed changes in gross-area can now be interpreted 

as follows. Between 1960-61 and 1968-69 there was a large increase 

in gross area. This was possibly due to increase in the intensity 
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of cultivation during this period; the actual increase in 

net area under rice even during this period could not have 

been very large except for some amount of reclamation of 

land from 'kayals'. After 1968-69. the increase in intensity 

of cultivation tapered off, perhaps because most of the led 

in which multiple cropping was possible had already been 

brought under cultivation; since net area also fell between 

1968-69 and 1974-75, there was stagnation in the gross 'area 

under rice during this period. Between 1975-76 and 1978-79 

the gross area under rice itself fell, though less sharply 

in a few districts than in others. This fall could have been 

due to two reasons-fall in intensity of cultivation, and/or 

the fall in actual net sown area. It appears unlikely that 

lands already multiple cropped would be cropped less inten

sively, unless some other crop was being grown between two 

crops of paddy. Actually, the intensity of cropping of rice 

rose between 1975-76 and 1976-77 (Table 1.5), indicating 

that the lands in rice-cultivation were nov mainly the lands 

that were being more intensively cultivated. Though we do 

not have data tor the subsequent years it is highly probable 

that the further decline in the gross area under rice has 

been mainly on account of fall in actual net area, due to 

diversion of paddJ' lands under single cropping. 
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It would be interesting to examine in which districts 

or regions this phenomenon of decline in net area under rice 

has been occurring. Unfortunately ve have distri ct-tdse data 

on net area under rice for only tvo consecutive years. 1975-76 

and 1976-77. The information ve have for earlier years are 

confined to the diatributi on of gross area under rice as bet

veen the autumn, winter, and summer crops. On Comparing these 

latter estimates lfith the district-wise net area of rice in 

1975-76. ve obtain, some interesting results as can be seen 

from Table 1.6. 

Columns {1), {3), (5) in Table 1.6 give the area under 

rice in each district in the season in which this area was 

highest in 1960-61, 1965-66 and 1969-70; this indicates the 

minimum net area under rice for each district in the respective 

years. It will be seen that this estimated minimum net area 

under rice in these years is significantly higher than the 

actual net area in 1975-76 in Canannore; it is higher also 

in Palghat, Malappuram, Kozhikode and {to a much smaller extent) 

TrivandrWl. In Quilon the estimated minimum net area was higher 

than the actual in 1975-76, only in 1969-70. 

This implies clearly that the net area under rice in the 

Northern districts of CanaDDore, Koshikode, Yalappuram, Palghat 



Districts 

Trivandrum 

QuilOD 

Alleppey 

Kottayam I* 
Idukki 
Ernakulam 

frichur 

Palghat I* 
Jilalappuram 
Koshikode 

Canannore 

Xerala 
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Table 1.6: Net Area in Major Seasons, Loss in Net Area- Rice (hectares) 

1960-61 Minimum Loss 
Major Season 1960..61 to 

1975-76 
(1) (2)=(1)- (7) 

18889 (A) 

26049 (W) 

40098 (s) 

52795 ( \'1) 

58481 (W) 

186859 (A) 

67905 (A) 

396132 (A) 

677 

8386 

13522 

1965-66 Minimum Loss 
Major Season 1965-66 to 

1975-76 
(3) (4)= (3)-(7) 

19769 (W) 

27479 ( w) 

42075 (s) 

55397 (W) 

61076 (W) 

181432 (A) 

66421 (A) 

398012 (A) 

1557 

-

2959 

12038 

1969-70 
Major Season 

(5) 

20201 (W) 

29340 (W) 

41704 (s) 

67073 (W) 

61499 (W) 

180125 (A) 

65897 (A) 

393747 (A) 

Minimum Loss 
1969-70 to 
1975-76 
(6) = (5)-(7) 

1989 

932 

1652 

11514 

1975-76 
Net Area** 

(7) 

18212 

28408 

62911 

72637 

178473 

54383 

519064 

Note: (A) - Autumn, (W) - Winter, (s) - Summer. 
*These districts are clubbed together to make the season-wise area comparable with net 
area in Col.( 7) since Idukki and Malappuram were created only in 1972-73 and 1970-71 
respectively, 

**Dry-land paddy givenseperately has been incorporated into these figures. 

Source: 1. Agricultural Statistics in Xerala, 1975, Bureau of Economics and Statistics, 
GOVernment of Kerala. 

2. Season and Crop Report, 1975-76, Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala. 



has fallen between 1960-61 and 1975-76, the major part of 

this fall being after 1965-66, particularly in Canannore. 

In the Southern districts of Tri vandrum and Quilon, the 

fall in net area has been marked only since 1969-70. In 

the Central districts it is not possible to say anything 

regarding this from the available data, though that does 

not exclude the possibility of some fall in net area even 

in these districts. 

This lends support to our earlier interpNtation 

of the changes in gross-cropped area, that the increase 

in gross-cropped area noticed in the first phase (1960-61 

to 1968-69) was mainly due to increase in the intensity of 

atlltivation and not due to any increase in actual area, 

particularly in the Northern districts. 

Thus we identify the Northern most districts of 

Canannore, Kozhikode and Palghat as those showing the 

strongest tendencies to shift land away from rice-cul ti va

tion; Trivandrum and Quilon also moved in the same direction. 

A fall in net area under rice could mean the following 

processes were occuring. Land previously under rice-culti

vation might now be left fallow, though one would expect 
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this to be only a tr&DSi tory pheaoaenoa before the land is 

put to an alternative uae.V Alternatively, rice might be 

substituted by a aore remunerativg1Qfgarden-land crop, like 

coconut. Some of the land could also be c•averted into ~ouse 

sites, especially siace the price of land for house-sites has 

been rising sharply in recent years. We are priaarily interested 

ia the first two processes and shall discuss them in the later 

sections. 

Section 3 

fhe absolute &Bd relative area figures for coconut before 

and after 1975-76 are not strictly comparable in magnitude. This 

is so f'or the reason that there are differences in the sample 
11/ 

sis~used tor estimating the total Dumber of palma in each 

district. But the direction of oh&Dge of' the two are oollparable. 

Hence we shall use the published t.lgures of area, taking care not 

to compare the magnitudes of absolute area before and after 1975-76, 

but assuming the direction of' change after 1975-76 to be correct 

and comparable with the directioa of ohanse before 1975•76. The 

same will hold tor the figures of the proportion of' area under 

coconut to total area. 

Looking at the absolute area under coconut for All-Kerala 

we see that there was continuous increase in area from 1960..61 
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to 1976-77. Though it dropped slightly in the last two 

years, 1977-78 and 1978-79, it is clear that the vea 

under coconut increased by 50.4 peroent over this decade 

and a hal.f, the greater part of this increase (41.4 

percent) took place between 1960-61 and 1969-70. (Table 1.7). 

At a more dis-aggregated level, Canannore, and lalghat 

nearly doubled its area under coconut within the period 

1960-61 and 1974-~Table 1.8). Kozhi.kode, Ernakulam, Trichur 

and Quilon, followed by Trivandrum, also show a phenomenal 

increase in the area under coconut in the same period. The 

area under coconut continued to increase in Canannore, Palghat 

and Ernakulam after 1974-75. In Quilon, Alleppey and Kottayam 

there vas a substantial decline since 1974-75 in the area under 

coconut, and some (though not very significant) decline in 

Koshikode and Trivandrum as well. 

It will be observed that the major part of the increase 

in area took place in most districts between 1960-61 and 1968-69 

(Table 1.8). The percentage increase in the absolute area under 

coconut (37.0 percent) was much largeD than the increase in the 

absolute area under rice (12.2 pecent) during this period. 

This is consistent With and explains our earlier observation 

that the sharp increase in the absolute area along with the ..t&!, 
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Table 1. 7: Are& Un~er Cogonut {hegtm:esl sd Pro;raortio!! to Total Cro;ra;eed A:re§ (P!rcsmtag!sl 

Years Tri vandl'\tm Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam T:richur !'alghat Kozhikode Canannore Kerala (000) 

196o-61 55039 64713 75829 58795 44172 35977 18488 99341 48414 500.76 
(27.99) (25.17) (34.17) ( 18.92) ( 19.88) (18.30) (5.80) (27. 79) ( 18.10) (21.32) 

1961-62 55326 64865 77064 58944 44890 37020 18765 99484 48472 504.82 
(27.98) (25.17) (34.81) ( 18.80) (20.60) (19.60) (5.90) (27.81) ( 18.14) (21.56) 

1962-63 55815 70261 68425 63705 44951 34673 20335 114360 66744 539.26 
(28.17) (25.92) (30.90) (19.89) (20.70) (17.00) (6.20) (31.06) (21.72) (22.04) 

1963-64 56864 70431 69059 64698 46403 35497 20929 113877 67239 544.99 
(29.00) (25.43) (31.36) (20.03) (19.52) {17.53) (6.45) (31.75) (21. 55) (22.14) 

1964-65 58711 73455 70784 67065 46966 36835 21589 113642 69944 558.99 
(29.77) (26.35) (32.21) (20.45) (19.82) (17.75) (6.50) (30.61) (22.07) (22.45) 

1965-66 61150 74019 75599 71618 51740 37236 22903 118332 73716 586.31 
(29.66) ( 25. 74) (34.01) (21.40) (20.94) (17.85) (6.80) (30. 79) (22.86) ( 22. 98) 

1966-67 61762 77718 77595 70009 59132 40958 25650 120698 76071 609.58 
(28.65) (26.15) (34.33) (19.95) (22.60) (19.13) (7.42) {30.80) {23.85) (23.28) 

1967-68 70401 80052 79675 70865 59273 41148 27658 131078 78571 638.72 
(29.21) (23.99) (34.64) (19.98) (21. 73) ( 18. 70) (7.70) (31.69) (23.59) (23.16) 

1968-69 73885 85000 81557 78272 62784 48916 32911 132345 90393 686.06 
(31.41) (24.60} (35.58} (20.92) (22.90} (21.21) (8.60} (30.80) (26.32) ( 24.05) 

1969-70 67137 91732: 82463 75705 63758 50451 34063 138599 93931 707.84 
(28.46) (26.06) (34.92)· (20.32) (22.72) (21.34) (8.75) (31.10) ( 25.55) (24.27) 

1970.71 76515 92512 81962 74839 64687 54861 33775 146750 93235 719.14 
(31.49) (27 .11) (35.30) ( 20.11) (23.36) ( 22.32) (8.67) (31.50) (25.46) (24.52) 

1971-72 77326 104272 82139 70120 70352 54684 34211 148581 88575 730.26 
(31.00) (29.26) (35.23) (19.11) (24.70) (22.37) (8.63) (31.79) (24.69) (24.68) 

Continued p.32 
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Table 1.1: Area Under Coconut (hectares) and Proportion to Total Cropped Area (Percentages) 

Years Trivandrum Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam Trichur Palgha t Xozhik:ode Canarmore Xerala Corrected 
(•ooo) figures ~ (Xeralal ( • 

1972-73 76194 106798 79941 74737 70880 56869 34552 154235 91223 745.43 
(30.60) (29. 73) ( 33. 73) (19.86) ( 24.97) (23.33) (8.65) (32.54) (25.07) (24.96) 

1973-74 76956 106798 79941 71242 70880 56869 35724 155195 91223 744.83 
(31.50) (28.75) (33.31) ( 18.84) (24.57) (23.13) (8.91) (32.44) ( 26.06) (24.83) 

1974-75 77270 107409 79963 71317 71059 57328 35979 155571 92277 748.17 
(31.33) (28.46) (32.68) ( 18.82) (24.55) (23.30) (8.82) (32.28) ( 26.0J) (24.!7J) 

1975-76 74074 98073 72824 60577 59789 50699 28237 156474 92198 692.95 751 .19 
(31.25) (28.40) (30.76) (17.18) (19.85) ( 20.52) (7.33) (31. 77) ( 24.06) (23.24) (25.20) 

1976-77 79335 93465 64338 59560 65053 50030 29106 161483 92575 694.99 753.36 
(32.83) (27 .81) (28.42) (16.65) (21.97) (21.51) (7. 78) (32.41) (24.99) (23. 69) (25.68) 

1977-78 75806 87563 59354 54294 68567 49641 29436 154562 94256 673.48 729.98 
(33.42) (26.98) (26.84) ( 16.05} (21.88) (21.22) (7.71) (31.15) ( 24.32) (23.03) (24.97) 

1978-79 72775 81381 61814 57009 72779 50690 29551 149087 85541 660.63 
(32.27) (26.49) (29.57) (16.84) (22.79) ( 21.34) ( 7.68) (31.16) ( 22.21) (22.89) 

Note: 1. Area in Idukki redistributed between Kottayam and Ernakulam, that of Malappuram betveen 
Palghat and Kozhikode according to the proportions derived from a three year average 
prior to the formation of the new districts. 

2. Figures in parenthesis refer to proportion to Total Cropped A:re a. 

Sources: Same as in Table 1. 2 
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Table 1.8: Percentage Changes in Area Under Coconut 

1960-61 1960..61 1975-76 
Districts to to tp 

1968-69 1974-75 1978-79 

1 • Trivandrum 34.24 40.39 (-) 1.75 

2. Quilon 31.35 65.97 {-)17.02 

3. .Al.leppey 7.55 5.45 (-)15.12 

4. Xottayam 33.13 21.30 {-) 5.89 

5. Ernak:ulam 42.14 60.87 21.73 

6. Trichur 35.96 59.33 0 

7. Palghat 78.01 94.16 4.65 

a. Kozhikode 33.22 56.22 (-) 1.22* 

9. Canannore 86.70 90.59 2.23* 

10. Kerala 37.00 49.41 (-) 2.82** 

*Refers to the period 1975-76 to 1977-78. These 
districts show a slight drop in area in 1978-79 
which is uncharacteristic of the rest of the period. 

**Refer to the corrected flgures {See Append!% 1) p~ 
area for the period 1975-76 to 1977-78. 

Source: Derived from Table 1. 7. 

in the relative area under rice during this period was due to 

the still sharper increase in area under some other crop/ crops; 
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the data analysed above show clearly that one of these crops 

was coconut. 

In order to abstract this phenomenal increase in area 

under coconut from the increase in total area, we look at the 

relative area under coconut i.e., the proportion to total area. 

The proportion of coconut area to total area increased steadily 

from 21.3 percent in 1960-61 to 25.7 percent (corrected figures) 

in 1976-77, a 4.4 percent increase, dropping only slightly in 

the last two years (1977-78 and 1978-79) for Kerala as a whole 

(Table 1. 7) 

Among the districts, Canannore, shows the maximum increase 

in the relative area under coconut from 1960-61 to 1974-75, followed 

by Trichur, Ernakulam, Kozhikode and (to a lesser extent) Tri vandrum 

(Table 1.9). These districts continued their increase in relative 

area under coconut after 1974-75 (though Kozhikode lost relative 

area in 1977-78 and 1978-79) (Table 1. 7) 

Thus the phenomenal increase in area under coconut during 

the period under study, refiected in its gain in relative area 

also, was to a large e:ztent in the Northern districts. 

Juxtaposiq the changes noticed in the area under rice, in 

the earlier section, with the changes in the area under coconut, 

we observe that whereas rice was losing area both absolutely 

(net area) and relatively, coconut was gaining. D.istrict-wiae, 
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Table 1.9: Changes in Proportion of Coconut Area to 

Tota1 Area {Percentage Points) 

196o-6t 1974-75 
Districts to to 

1974-75 1978-79 

1 • i'rivandrum 3.29 1.02 

2. Quilon 3.24 {-)1.91 

3. Alleppey {-)1.49 {-)t. 91 

4. Xottayam {-)O.tO {-)0.34 

5. li:rnakul am 4.67 2.94 

6. 'l'richur 5.oo 0.82 

7. Pal ghat 3.02 0.35 

s. Xozhikode 4.49 (-)0.61 

g. Can ann ore 7.93 0.26* 

10. Kerala 3.39 (-)0.23* 

*Refers to the period 1975-76 to 1977-78 

Source: Derived from Table 1. 7 

the northern most districts of Canannore and Kozhikode followed 

by Palghat and the Southern most distr.ict of Trivandrum showed 

this tendency to shift out of rice cultivation; these districts 

showed also the greatest growth in area under coconut. 

In the next section we shall consider whether we can 

conclude from these two facts that coconut was being substituted 

for rice, particularly in these districts. 



36 

Section 4 

Common observation as we travel through the State and 

certain indirect evidence suggest that rice is being substituted 

by coconut. In this section we analyse the possibility of this 

process occurring. 

Travelling through the State of Kerala we commonly observe 

two facts. One, the extent of paddy lands being left fallow has 

increased considerably in recent years. And two, coconut, and 

sometimes banana, are being cultivated on padd7 lands. 

Our observation regarding the increase in fallow lands is 

substantiated by the data on current fallows (Table 1.10). The 

area under current fallows were falling consistently from 1960..61 

to 1974-75 in all districts; then there taB a sudden increase in 

the land left fallow in 1975-76 and this has continued to increase 

thereafter in all districts upto 1978-79 • 

.Uleppey has shown the maximum increase in current fallows 

during recent years, increasing more than 600 percent between 

1974-75 and 1978-79 • .!JI Other districts showing remarkable growth 

in fallows are Trivandrum, Quilon, Trichur and Palghat. It is 

significant that~t.Alleppey, Trichur and Palghat are districts which 

had the longest proportion of their area under rice-cultivatio~ 
Alleppey, though it did not register much of a shift in the 

cropping pattern, as we saw earlier, outstrips all other districts 



Years 

196<>-61 
1961-62 
1962-63 
1963-64 
1964-65 
1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
197<>-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-77 
1977-78 
1978-79 

\ 

Table 1 .1 0: Current Fallow (hectares) 

Trivandrwa Qui.lon Alleppey Kottayam irnakulam Trichur Palghat Kozhikode Canannotoe 

2713 . 3709 5935 7041 6910 4624 9297 15425 11468 
2239 3413 5935 6698 7112 4325 9572 15335 11737 
2238 2218 3439 5986 3214 2455 7857 12733 3741 
1856 1709 1924 4818 2646 1808 8600 10792 3956 
1169 1869 639 3648 2178 1007 9341 8278 6605 
1065 1570 790 2945 1820 1630 8760 8200 6420 
597 1384 600 1815 2255 1860 7798 5044 5093 
466 1384 494 1815 2255 1860 5044 5093 4922 
281 480 344 3159 2883 1847 4197 5492 4471 
253 425 458 3258 3204 1681 4281 5410 4272 
273 398 568 3462 3229 1581 4430 5261 4431 
263 434 528 3381 3189 1765 4564 4905 4350 
239 399 594 4665 4773 1554 4224 4460 4756 
231 488 561 5429 6230 1744 4418 4585 4266 
224 484 530 4410 4794 1546 4327 4186 3888 

1304 1313 1475 2852 5458 3583 8528 3983 7172 
1172 1654 2013 2765 5046 4067 9640 4495 6557 
2411 1834 5435 4576 4527 4501 10264 6564 5999 
1261 1917 3817 4553 4113 4266 10213 6885 5221 

Note: Area in Iduk:Jd. redistributed between Kotta.yam and .Ernakulam, that of Malappuram 
between Palghat and Kozhikode according to the proportions derived from a three 
year average prior to the formation of the new districts. 

Source: Same as in Table 1 • 2 

X:erala (' 000 

67 
66 
44 
38 
35 
33 
26 
23 
23 
23 
24 
23 
26 
28 
25 
37 
31 
46 
42 
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in its increase in current fallows. A possible reason for 

this could be that the wet lands cultivated in this region 

are not convertible into garden lands, being mainly 'kayal' 

lands and in certain areas below sea level. Hence the only 

option available to farmers if they do not wish to cultivate 

rice is to leave it fallow. 

As observed in Section 2, land left fallow will not 

permanently be left as such. Current fallows can only be 

a transitory phenomenon before the land is put to an alter

native use. One such use is to cultivate a more remunerative 

crop, like coconut, on the land. 

There are two commonly observed ways in which paddy 

lands are converted into coconut gardens. Coconut saplings 

are planted on the bunds of the paddy fields. This also 

helps to strengthen the bunds. Gradually thett.e bunds are 

widened and another row of coconut saplings are plan ted and 

this goes on till the whole field is converted into a riised 

coconut garden. In the second method, the !and is raised in 

mounds within the paddy fields at regular intervals from each 

other and coconut saplings are planted on them • As these 

plants reach a certain stage in their growth, more such mounds 

are raised till the whole plot is converted into a coconut garden. 
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The advantage of these two methods is that in the 

period before the coconut palms mature, paddy continues 

to be planted and harvested between the bunds or mounds 

so that the gestation period when no income is forthcoming 

from coconut is shortened. The initial investment involved 

in this process is also limited. 

In the earlier 'discussion on the topographical features 

of Kerala and its impact on the cropping pattern (See intro

duction to the chapter) it was observed that rice was grown 

under varied topographical conditions - in the flat lauds cape 

of the low lands, in the valleys, and in the terraced slopes 

of the Midlands. Coconut is a crop which prefers moist soil 

condi tiona, and can be grown in all these condi tiona as well. 

Hence, topographically, it is possible for rice to be substi

tuted by coconut in the low lands and in the valleys and 

terraced slopes of the Midlands. At the same time coconut 

can substitute, besides rice, other garden land crop such as 

arecanut, pepper, cashewnut, tapioca etc. on the slopes of the 

Midlands. 

Besides common observation and the topographical possi

bilities the data we have analysed so far indi cats this trend 

towuds such substitution on paddy lands. It was seen 1bat 

the net area under rice has Been falling from the early 1960's. 
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in some districts, but more markedly in recent years. On 

the other hand, coconut has been gainill&r rapiclly throughout 

the period. Besides, the districts which showed ihe greatest 

tendency to shift away from rice experienced also the greatest 

increase in coconut area. (e.g. the Northern districts). 

So far, we have looked at this process from the point 

of view of rice losiag out to coconut. Viewed at from the 

point of view of coconut, this phenomenal increase in area 

could be due to three reasons. First, due to increase in 

total net area, such as by marginal lands being brought under 

cultivation; since a large proportion of such increase in 

total area could be garden land, and coconut can be generally 

cultivated on it, it would gain from such area expaDSion. fkis 

we call the 'net-area expansion effect•. Second, coconut could 

gal11 froa other garden lands crops, in substitution for other 

garden land crops; this we shall refer to as the • gardea-land 

substitution effect'. Thirdly, coconut could gain trom rice 

growing lands,i.e.,in substituting for rice on wet land; this may 

be called the 'wet-land substitution effect•. 

It is not possible to separate out rigorously these 

three effects on account of the liaitations of the available 

statistics of area under these crops (See Appendix 1 ). fhough 

the first two effects are important they are not our primar7 
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concern; it is the third possibility that we are interested 

in, and this is what we have attempted to establish in this 

chapter. 

There are in fact no data to prove that rice is 

being substituted by coconut or that coconut is being grown 

on paddy fields. But, as we have seen, certain commou obser

vations and indirect statistical evidence point to this fact. 

And, as we have indicated in the introduction, such a trend 

has important implications for the state. 

It is therefore to this problem that this study 

addresses itself aDd, in our subsequent chapters, we shall 

analyse the reasons for the substitution and indicate the 

problems arising out of such a process. 
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BOlES AND REFERENCES: 

1. fbe following discussioa on agro-climatic and topographical 
factors affecting the cropping pattera in Kerala is based 
oa the•'Report of the Committee en Aero-Climatic Zones and 
Cropping Patterns, April 1974. ''• Departmea t of Agricul1Dre, 
Government ot Xerala, fri vandrum. 

2. Ibid, p.17. 

'· "Physically it is featured as a land strewn td. th steep hills 
aacl narrow valleys. It is ideally suited for plantation 
crops like tea, coffee, cardamom and to a llmi ted extent for 
ru~ber ia tho lower elevations" Ibid, p.17. 

4. "fhe lq-out of the land surface is an dmixture ot low
lyiq lands or fields tmd garden lands, Vast expanses of 
padd;y lands are seen interspersed w1 th garden lands 111lere 
coconut aad arecaaut are grolnl. fhe garclen laads are also 
level lands, ~ut th.o;y are usually one to two asters above 
the pa44y lands in elevation" ~. p.54. 

5. "'l'he valleys are not extenaiw •• •• fte soil in the valleys 
is loamy with fairly good water holding capacit,r. fhe 
Yalleys are shaped, levelled and rice is grow • • •• !Jle 
soil in the ~e\t of laad lying illllllediately above the paddy 
fields upto ,_4 meters is well drained and moist tor most 
parts of the year. Crops which have a preference tor moist 
soil condi tiona like • • • • a'l'ecanut and coconut are grown • •• 
Above this belt where the slope having mild incliaation, 
areas are terraced, levelled up and raia-ted crops like 
upland rice, sweet potato, tapioca etc. are grown. Generally, 
a drought tolerant crop, like cashewnut, is grown on the hill 
tops" Ibid., p,55. 

6. fhe relative share in area of the various crops grown ia 
Kerala is discussed in detail in Section 1. 

7. Th.e accuracy of these proportions vould ••pend on the 
firmness of the estimates of area under these garden land 
crops. There are certain problems related to these estimates. 
See Appenclix 1 tor a discussion on this. 



a. The trend. in relative area between 1960..61 and 1974-75 
has been a continuous fall in the case of rice, and all 
almost continuous increase in the case of coconut, are
canut, cashev.aut and tea, coffee, rubber taken together. 
But for purposes of discussion we compare the proportion 
of area of all cro:ps tor the time points 1960..61 and 
1974-75 (Table 1.1). ie choose 1974-75 because it is 
the last 7ear for which we have comparable data on coconut 
area. (This is due to change in sample sime for estimation 
ot the au'ber of trees in 1975-76, as discussed in Appendix 1 ). 
Consequently, all other crops are aleo studied for the period 
1960-61 to 1974-75. 

9. "fhe Kerala Land Utilisation Order, 1967 ••• prohibits 
leaving paddy lands fallow or even cultivation of 8.111' 
other crop on such lands than the particular crop grown 
before". !his order ie, however, never effectively 
eatorce4. See P.G.JC. Panikar ·~Recent Trends in the Area 
Uader and Pro4uction of Rice in Kerala'', Centre tor 
De.elopment Studies, Trivandrum, Working Ptper Bo.116. 

10. See Chapter 2 

11. Before 1975-76 estimation of the auaber of palms in the 
district was done 'b7 the Land Utilisation Survey, but in 
1975-76 this was taken on b7 the •Coconut .Arecanut Survey•. 
flds latter used a larcer sample size clue to which estimates 
before and after 1975-76 are aot ccaparable (See Appenclix 1 ). 

12. !he period 1960-61 to 1974-75 is chosen because it is the 
last year for which we have comparable data on coconut areA 
due to the change in sample aize in 1975-76 as discussed in 
Appendix 1 • 

13. Part of this phenomenal increase m_, be due to the fact that 
tl:le area ua4er current fallow in the initial year ( 1974-75) 
was much lower than in most of the other districts, i.e., the 
base from which this increase is calculated is narrow. 

14. Published data on current fallows do not give tho oxtent of 
paddy lands left fallow, but we can assume that current 
fallon consist of land under seasonal and auual crops of 
wbich rice constitutes the major proportion. Also see 
Appendi:z: 1. 
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CHAPTER II: RELATIVE PROFITABILITY OF PADDY 

AND COCONUT CULTIVATION 

In this chapter we make an attempt to ezplain the 

substi tlltion of coconut for paddy in terms of the relative 

profitability of these two crops. The underlying assumption 

of our analysis is that rice, like coconut, is a commercial 

crop commercial in the sense of being produced for the market. 

The subst:i tution of coconut for P!lddy can occur in 

either of two va7s: (a) through the conversion of the entire 

paddy field into garden land by raising the level of the paddy 

field and then planting coconut saplings on it; or, more 

commonly, (b) through a process of strengthening the bunds, 

or raising mounds, within the paddy fields on which coconut 

saplings are grown (as described in detail in Chapter 1). The 

latter is a more gradual process and the iDi tial investment 

involved is smaller. Besides, in this case, paddy continues 

to be planted in the field until at least some of the coconut 

palms begin to yield a return; while, in the former, the 

waiting period involved in obtaining returns from the land 

is longer. 

In either case, the profitability of the two crops can 

be compared by taking the net returns over a period of say 

40 years (the main bearing life of the coconut palms) for 
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both paddy and coconut, and comparing the annual rate of 

return so calculateal( These benefit cost exercises can 

not only take into account the waiting period, but also 

the fixed costs - primarily the initial investment involved 

in the conversion and any fixed assets used in the cultivation 

of either of the two crops. Thus the two methods of conversion, 

mentioned above, can also be differentiated and the relative 

profitability of each can be assessed through these exercises. 

In our study, we do not, however, adopt this course as 

the detailed information required for such an analysis on 1he 

capital and maintenance costs of growing coconut palms, and 

on the yield over the whole life of the palms, is not available. 

Data on tile fixed costs involved in paddy cultivation are also 

not available. We shall consider only measures of returns over 

a period of one year, with the available data relating to 1973-74 

for paddy holdings and 1974-75 for coconut holdings.Y The assum-

ption underlying the comparison of returns from paddy and coconut 

cultivation during a year is that, the superiority of coconut in 

this respect is a necessary (though not sufficient) pre-condition 

tor the farmer to consider converting paddy lands into coconut 

lands. 

The chapter is divided into two sections. In the f1rst 

section, we discuss briefly the village level data made use of 
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in this stud7; the various measures of returns and the 

concept of cost adopted are also discussed in this section. 

In the second section, we shall present the results obtained 

from anal79ing the data on returns and certain interesting 

facts emerging from it. The data relating to costs, houever, 

are analysed in detail only in the next chapter. 

Section 1 

The only source of detailed information available on 

the costs of cultivation of paddy and coconut in Xerala is 

a continuous survey undertaken by the Department of Economics, 

University of Kerala, at the instance of the Ministr,r of 

.Agriculture, Government of India, under the 'Comprehensi w 

Scheme to study the cost of cul ti vati on of Principal Crops 

in Kerala'. The survey was started in 197G-71 as a continu

ation of the Farm Management Studies (FMS) conducted earlier 

(which were, however, terminated in 1964-65); we shall hereafter 

refer to this as the cost of cultivation survey. The results 

of the cost of cultivation surve,y have not been published so 

far, but the Ministry of ~culture gave us special permission 

to use the primary schedules, and the Department of Economics, 

University of Kerala made them available to us. 
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The basic information collected by the Cost of 

Cultivation survey is of the •cost-accounting' type 

similar to the FMS surveys. The period covered is one 

agricultural year. Twenty four schedules are canvassed 

among the selected households and daily enumeration is 

made of their farming activities by the field staff 

stationed in the village. The cost of cultivation survey 

is, however, more comprehensive since it covers the entire 

State of Kerala, whereas the FMS covered only the districts 

of Quilon and Alleppey. The sample aesign chosen by the 

cost of cultivation survey is also different from the FMS; 

we shall explain this in detail later. 

The principal crop covered is paddy, but tor two years, 

1974-75 and 1975-76, the principal crop surveyed was coconut. 

During these two years, only five of the earlier paddy villages 

were retained and surveyed. 

The State is divided into five zones based on various 

characteristics, primarily the topography and agricultural 

practices of the region. Within these zones the taluks are 

selected according to the probability proportional to the crop 

area-paddy area in the case of paddy, and dry land area in the 

case of coconut. The sample units are the census villages; from 
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the taluks a random sample of 20 villages for paddy and 

15 for coconut is selected. This method of selection 

covers all the districts and all the agroclimatic zones 

of the State as can be seen from Tables 2.1, 2.2 below. 

For our purposes we have selected 10 of these 

villages for paddy and 9 ~er coconut; they are dispersed 

over the State and cover all the agro-climatic zones. Of 

the villages so selected, two paddy villages did not have 

corresponding coconut villages in the same districtl{ and 

on·e coconut village did not have a corresponding paddy 

village!( Therefore, of the 19 villages, we were left 

~th 8 pairs of villages, each pair representing a district, 

vhi ch could be used for comparing the costs of cul t1 vation 

and returns from paddy and coconut. We use only these 8 

pairs of villages. It is not possible however to obtain 

data for the two crops for the same year, so tie have chosen 

1973-74 for paddy and 1974-75 for coconut-the only two conse-

cutive years for which data were available. 

The ultimate unit of investigation was the operational 

holding. All operational holdings of the selected villages 

were arranged in ascending order of their magnitude of area 

and were grouped in five size str~ta on the basis of equal 

proportionate area CQltivated. Two holdings were selected 
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Table 2.1: Sample Villages and their Agro Climatic Zones 

Paddy 1973-74 

District - Taluk: Sample Village Agro Climatic Zone 

1. Trivandrum Nedumangad *Uzhamalackal Southern Midland 

2. Trivandrum Trivandrum *Kadakampally Red Loam 

:3. Quilon Quilon *Trikkadavoor Onnathuk:ara 

4. Alleppey Mavelik:kara *Pandalam-
Thekkek.kara Onnathuk:ara 

5. Alleppey Shertalai Panavally Coae*al Sandy 

6. Ernakulam Kenayannor Thekkumbhagam Onna thukara 

7. Ernakulam Parur *Parur Co as ta.l Sandy 

a. Ernakulam Kunnathunad Perumbavoor Central Midlands 
g. Trichur Trichur *Cherpu Central Midland 

10. Trichur Talappally Nelluvaye Central I~idland 
11. Palghat Alathur Kavassery II Pal ghat 

12. Pal ghat Chittur Nallappilly Chittur Black Soil 

13. Palghat Pal ghat *Elappally Pal ghat 

14. Palghat Otta.palam Vilayoor Central J.tidland 

15. Malappuram J:Perinthelmanna Vellathur Central 1-Iidland 

16. Malappuram Ern ad *Nilambur Northern Nidland 
Malappuram VP8 

17. Kozhikode s. W;ynad *Noolpuzha High Ranges 

18. Canannore Tellicherry Trippanagathu Northern Midland 

19. Canannore Canannore Muzhappilangad Northern Ridland 

20. Canannore Thaliparamba *Chelev:i. Northern Midland 

*Refers to the villages selected in this study. 
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Table 2.2: Sample Villages and their Agro-Climatic 

Zones Coconut 1974-75 

District Taluk Sample Villages 

Trivandrum Trivandrum *Thiruvallam 

Trivandrum Chirayankil Xoduvazhanoor 

Trivandrum lledumangad *Nedumangad 

Quilon Kottarakara Melila 

Quilon Pathanamtitta Vallicode 

Alleppey Kuttanad Thakazhy 

Alleppoy Thiruvalla Koipuram 

Kottayam f.leenzhil *Bharenaganam 

Ernakulam Parur *.Uangad 

Trichur Kodungallur *Edavilangu 

Palghat Ottapalam *Patti thara 

Halappuram Tirur *Parappanangady 

Kozhikode Kozhikode *Beypore 

Koshikode Quilandy Athol! 

Canannore Canannore *Kannadiparamba 

*Refer to the villages selected in this study 

Agro Climati o Zones 

Red Loam 

Onnathukara 

Southern Midland 

Southern Midland 

High lands 

Kolelands & Kuttanad 

Southern Nidl and 

Highlands 

Coastal Sandy 

Coastal Sandy 

Central Midlands 

Northern IUdland 
Malappuram Type 

Northern Midland 
Malappurem Type 
Northern Midland 

Northern J.lidland 
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randomly from each size strata. Thus 10 holdings from each 

village from all size classes uere chosen. 

The problem with the above mentioned method of sampling 

is that the villages are neither comparable with each other in 

terms of size classes nor in terms of proportion of holdings. 

The holdings vi thin each size-group are only comparable in 

terms of the proportion of area operated by them (roughly 20%). 

But whereas in one village, for example, in the first size-group, 

40% of the households may hold 20% of the land, in another 3<>% 

of the households may hold the same proportion of land. The 

inequality of distribution of land is much higher in the first 

case than in the second. Du.e to this, the averages of proti t

ability, cost etc. computed for these size-groups are not 

strictly comp&r'able. Hence in our study, where we wish to make 

such comparisons between villages we have converted the data 

into decile groups - deciles in terms of proportion of operational 

holdings. 

Before discussing the various measures ot returns used in 

this study we shall first clarify the measure of cost used. We 

look at the problem of substitution of paddy by coconut from the 

point of view of a farmer with a given plot of land and other 

assets and a given supply of family labour. The concern is not 

whether to cultivate or not to cultivate, but simply what crop 

to cultivate-paddy or coconut? Consequently, the opportunity 
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cost of family labour, owned land and other assets in the 

cultivation of either;- crop is the same; and hence are left 

out of account. As mentioned earlier, the fixed costs, in 

terms of the initial investment required in the conversion 

of paddy plots to coconut plots and the fixed assets involved 

in cultivation, have also been left out of account due to 

laCk of appropriate data. 

The total cost measure in our study relates to the 

various operational cost,)/- the outlay in cash and kind 

actually incurred by the cultivatol'l, {paid-out costs# It 

includes cash and kind expenses on hired human labour, hired 

bullock labour, hired machine labour, seed, manure, fertilizers, 

pesticides and irrigation charses. It does not include the 

paid-out expenses of land revenue and cess, and interest on crop 

loa~~.s, due to lack of data on them. Our coat measure also does 

not include imputed values of family labour, own bullock labour, 

rent on own land and depreciation charges1/tor the reason mentioned 

earlier. 

The most rough and ready measure of returns is the gross 

output per unit of laud. Here, since we are comparing coconut 

with paddy, we use gross value of output per hectare. 

This is not a suft.icient measure since the costs of culti-

vation invol wd in the two crops are strikingly different. Hence, 

a better measure is the net revenue per hectare, net revenue being 



gross revenue minus total costs. 

fhese two measures capture the returns to one unit of 

land. But given a certain amount of land the returns the 

farmer gets over total costs may be a more important consi-

deration for him. Thus a more refined measure of returns 

woul~ be net revenue Per hectare (where net revenue is gross 
total costs per hectare 

value of output minus total costs), i.e. net returns per unit 

cost. This last measure is also a measure of profitability. 

Section 2 

In this section we analyse the substitution of coconut 

for paddy in terms of the relative profitability (net revenue 

per unit cost) of cultivation of ihe two crop~ Secondly, 

we look at which sections ot the paddy cultivators (in terms 

of size of holdings)and what type of paddy lands (in terms 

of single and double cropped lands) are likely to ~bstitute 

coconut for paddy. 

Comparing between paddy and coconut2( net revenue per 

unit cost is higher for coconut than for paddy cultivation 

in the selected villages of~ the distriots • .l.Q/ (See 'lable 2. 3 

Cols. 1 &: 4). There is wide variation however in the net 

revenue per unit cost in aoconut cultivation, due to variation 

in the gross value of output per hectare and the total cost per 

hectare. This is discussed in detail in Section 2 of the next 
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Table 2.3: Bet Revenue per unit cost. Gross yalue of Output Per hectare. Net Revepue 
per hectare (Rupees) 

Districts 
Paddy ( 1973-7 4) 

Gr,v.ot/ Net Revenue 
Coconut (1974-75) 

Gr1 V1 01 (Selected Villages) hectare hectare hectare 

2 3 
1. Tri vandrum (X) 6777.01 3211.03 (ll') 

2. Tri van drum ( U) 0,57 4703.15 1699.86 10334.75 ('1') 

3. Ernakulem 0,86 2514.48 1164.96 4.28 4602.44 

4. Trichur 0.34 5705.42 1452.41 0,74 3641.46 

5. Pal ghat 1.18 7062,85 3826.74 2.65 2046,85 

6. Halappuram 1.09 3817.47 1993.41 10.27 2061,02 

7. Xozhikode 1,07 2031.40 1050,10 8,75 5995.29 

8, Canannore 0,88 4210.86 1970,51 2.54 1539.49 

Notes: 1. GC V, 0/hectare: gross value of output per hectare 

2. Trivandrum (K), (U), ('1'), (N) refer to the Villages Kadakampally, Uzhsmalackal, 
T.hiruvallam and Nedumangad respectively. 

3. All the data on coconut holdings refer to mize4 coconut plots except for the 
selected village of Malappuram. Where they refer to pure coconut plots 

Bgt Re:tmUU! 
hectare 

2515,97 (B) 

8851.75 (T) 

3730.23 

1547.44 

1485.87 

1878.13 

5380,29 

1105.09 
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Table 2.4: Net Rev!!ay.e :e1r unit cost - Paddz (Rupees) 

Quilon-Trikkadvoor Ernakulam-Parur 

Deoiles 
Net Rev ue hect Net Revenu h t 
Total Cost hect Total Cost heat 

5<>% 1.44 (7) 0.54 (3) 0.06 (4) 0.92 (7) 1.05 (5) 
6 0.58 (3) 0.22 (2) 0.28 (6) 0.45 (2) o.ag (4) 
7 (-)0.19 (1) 0.15 (1) 0.29 (7) 0.45 (2) o.sa (3) 
a 0.17 (2) 0.85 (4) (-)o.oa (3) 0.51 (4) 1.30 (6) 

9 o.ao (4) 0.92 (5) (-)0.05 (2) 0.55 (5) 1.30 (6) 

10 0.83 (5) 1.41 (6) 0.22 (5) 0.62 (6) 0.43 (2) 

Top 5% 0.96 (6) 2.85 (7) ( ... )0.35 {1) 0.32 (1) 0.19 (1) 

TRI CHUR-CRERPU PALGRAT-ELAPPALLY HALAP~I-NILAHBUR CANAimORE-CRELERI XOZHIXODE-NOOLPUZHJ 

so% (-)0.42 ( 1) 1.29 {6) 1.50 (7) 0.73 { 1 ) 2.42 {7) 

6 o.63 (5) 1.19 (4) 1.07 {3) o.86 {3) 1.67 {6) 

7 0.74 {7) 1.16 {3) 1.07 {3) 0.89 (4) 1.43 (5) 

8 0.14 (3) 1.02 {1) 1.38 {5) 1.13 {7) 0.95 (4) 

9 0.44 (4) 1.04 {2) 1.47 {6) 1.09 (6) 0.40 {1) 

10 o.69 (6) 1.28 (5) 0.69 { 1) o.89 {4) 0.75 {3) 

Top 5% 0.23 (2) 1.32 {7) 0.78 (2) o.a2 (2) 0.41 (2) 

..:.:.Jlo:te2! Figures in the parenthesis refer to ranks 
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Table 2.5: Gross Value of Output/hectare - Paddy (Rupees) 

Trivandrum-Kadakampally TrivandrQm-Uzhmalackal Quilon-Trikkadavoor Alleppey-Pandalam 

Gross value of output/ 
hectare 

9S60.81 w 6109.45 
3100.4S ,~1 4526.73 
6838.29 (6 
4570.24 (4 
4335.72 (2) 

ERNAKULAM-P.ARUR 

2126.30 (2) 
2S51. 41 (4~ 
2636.64 (5 
3163.S9 ~~~ 306S.92 
2227.S3 {3) 
2029.74 ( 1 ) 

CANNANORE-CHELERI 

4054.S9 ''l 3806.13 (1 
3880.36 (2 
5186.28 (7 
44S6.63 ~!l 4253.86 
4282.26 (5 

Gross value of output/ Gross value of output/ Gross value of output/ 
hectare hectare hectare 

4150.00 (2) 7847.00 (4) 6529.80 ( 7) 
4045.17 !il 9367.82 m S278.87 m 4299.00 9611.31 S278.87 
5890.68 704S.40 5285.38 
5323.97 ~~~ 6424.27 ~~l 5176.54 t 7662.66 7915.32 S583.95 6) 
4918.75 (4) 4369.0S 1) 3024.22 1 ) 

TRICHUR-CHERPU rALGHAT-ELAPPALLY MALAPPURAM-NILM{BUR 

2229.00 (tl 6408.49 

nl 
4280.11 ~~l 10149.90 ~~ 7337.31 3436.S3 

11679.32 7601.32 3619.00 (2 
6047.08 (4l 7S85.71 ~~~ 4001.96 

~~l 6780.98- (S 7392.9S 4081.89 
SS04.39 (3 6922.47 (3) 3641.85 (3 
3078.40 (2) 6722.09 (2) 4S69.15 (7 

KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZHA 

2384.75 r) 21S9.00 ~~ 1941.98 
148S.18 

~~l 1512.16 
2462.49 
2077.64 (4) 

Note: Figures in parenthesis refer to ranks. 
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Trivandrum-Kadakampally Trivandrum-Uzhamalackal Quilon-Trikkadavoor Alleppey-Pandalam 

Deoiles Net Revenue Net Revenue Net Revenue Net Revenue 

hectare hectare hectare hectare 

5o% 5637.67 (7) 1452.77 (4) 458.50 ~: 3124.27 7) 
6 2243.38 Fl 723.17 (2) 2041.45 1649.03 2) 
7 (-)712.74 559.91 ( 1 ~ 2140.23 

!i 
1649.03 

~I 8 667.67 

f~l 2702.82 r (-)629.50 1781.69 
9 3034.82 2556.67 5~ (-)350.13 1846.91 

10 2079.32 4481.81 7 1451.24 2141.28 
Top 5% 2117.99 4) 1278.89 3) (-)2394.48 (1) 1173.88 

ERNAKULAit-PARUR TRI CHUR"-CHERPU PALGHAT-ELAPPALLY HALAPPURAl1-NILAMBUR 

50% 1087.52 (3) (-)1606.53 (1) 3605.26 ( 1) 2566.82 (7) 
6 120Q.38 q 3933.15 !ij 3979.96 

m 
17f6.60 

(2l 7 1237.36 5 4964.68 4091.31 1872.11 ~~ 8 1790.00 7 728.33 3825.09 2318.63 
9 1730.37 ~6 2057.52 (4 3759.97 2430.99 (6 

10 672.87 2 2239.79 ~5) 3886.49 ~5) 1498.49 ( 1 ~ 
Top 5% 320.43 (1) 569.90 2) 3825.82 4) 1868.78 (3 

CANABNORE-CHELERI KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZHA 

50% 1714.13 ~~~ 1686.79 ~7) 
6 1763.56 1349.44 6) 
7 1829.00 (3~ 1142.96 (5) 
8 2753.51 (7 721.61 (3) 
9 2322.33 ~~~ 432.87 ~ 1) 

10 2012.09 1058.41 4) 
Top 5% 1933.67 (4) 605.27 (2) 

Note: Figures in parenthesis refer to rnnks 
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chapter. The higher profitability of coconut cultivation 

could be a major factor influencing the substitution of 

coconut for paddy. 

In order to see if there is any s1 ze-rise pattern 

in the returns obtained from paddy cultivation, the net 

revenue per unit cost in each decile, is ranked in ascending 

order (the lowest being given rank 1 ). The gross value of 

output per hectare and the net revenue per hectare are also 

ranked similarly. No clear decile wise pattern emerged, but 

the top 5% of holdings show G.ae characteristic. They are 

seen to obtain either rank 1 or 2 in a number of villages, 

i.e., the top 5% of holdings obtain the lowest or second 

lowest returns. This is true for 7 out of 10 selected villages 

for net revenue per unit costlli(Table 2.4); and for 6 and 5 

selected villages, respectively, for gross value of output 

per hectar~(Table 2.5) and net revenue per hectare1lf 

(Table 2.6). Thus paddy cultivation appears to be least 

pro:fi table in the top 5% of holdings in a laTge number of 

villages. J.JI 

An interesting fact that emerges wb.en gross and net 

returns per un1 t of land of paddy and coconut are compared 

are the differences in returns to single and double cropped 

paddy lands as compared to coconut. 



59 

The gross value of output per hectare of coconut 

is greater than that of paddy cultivation only in the 

selected villages of Trivandru.m (Thiruvallem), Ernakulam 

and Kozhikodel2/(Table 2.3 Col.2&5). On the other hand, 

the gross value of output per hectare of padd7 is greater 

than that of coconut in the selected villages of Trichur, 

Palghat, Halappuram and Canannore. (Table 2.3 Col.2&5). 

This is also true of both the padd7 villages of Tri van drum 

over the coconut village of Nedumangad ( Tri van drum) .W 
InterestiDgly, of the eight comparable villages in paddy 

cultivation, only the villages of Ernakulam and Xozhikode 

have single cropped lands. All the other Villages have 

double and sometimes even triple cropped lands. Thus the 

gross returns per unit of double cropped lands are higher 

than the returns per unit of coconut land. 

Besides, the net revenue per hectare of coconut 

holdil@s is higher than that of paddy only in Trivandrum (T) 

Ernakulam and KozhikodJl.l and marg.l.nall7 in Trichurl§l (Table 

2.3 Col. 3 & 6) whereas net revenue per hectare of paddy is 

greater than that of coconut in the selected villages of 

Palghat, Malappura, Canannore and Trivandrum (K)12/( Table 2.3) 

Again here it is the single cropped paddy villages of E:rnakulam. 

and Kozhikode which have lower net revenue per unit of land in 

paddy than in coconut cultivation. 
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An important finding emerging from this is tha' paddy 

lands when double cro!Jpeci yi.eld higher net returns than coconut 

.lands, but not when single cropped. Unfortunately, we do not 

have similar data on single and double cropped lands in each 

village in order to shov this more clearly. But the above 

finding suggests that, vi thin each district in which shift 

from paddy to coconut is occurring, it is probably the single 

cropped lands that are being either left fallow or converted 

to garden lands. 

Another fact that we observed earlier is that paddy 

cultivation is least profitable in the top 5% of holdings; hence 

the shift to garden land cultivation could be more extensive 

from this group. Besides, it is probably this top size--group 

which is financially best equipped to shift, either by converting 

paddy lands to garden lands or by leaving them :tallow for a uhile. 

Thus we find that the profitability of coconut cultivation, 

in terms of net retl.lrns over costs (our first measure), is higher 

than that of paddy cultivation and could be the major factor 

influencing substitution of coconut for paddy. This is irres

pective of whether the lands are double or single cropped. On the 

other hand, gross and net returns per un1 t of land on double 

cropped paddy lands are higher than that from coconut cul ti vati.on. 

This indicates that current costs, and perhaps particular components 

of this cost, pl~ a crucial role in the phenomenon of substitution. 

Hence in the next chapter ve tdll study the costs invol wd in the 

two crops in detail. 
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Table 2.7: Net Revenue/Total Cost - Paddy and Coconut (by decile groups) (Rupees) 

PADDY COCONUT PADDY COCONUT 
Deciles Trivandrum-Kadakampally Trivandrum-Nedumangad Palghat-Elapally Palghat-Pattithara 

so% 1.44 6.66 1.29 4.94 
6 0.58 5.32 1.19 10.78 
7 {-)O.t9 4.92 1.16 11.10 
8 0.17 5.11 1.02 2.10 
9 o.8o 5.35 1.04 1. 31 

10 0.83 3.92 1.28 1.57 
Top 5% 0.96 3.45 1.32 1.46 

TRIVANDRUM-UZHAMALAKAL TRIVANDRUM-THIRUVALLAM l 1-IALA.PPURAM-NILAMBUR Z.IALAPPURAt•l-PARAPANNAGADI 

50% I 0.54 7.96 1.50 4.20 
6 0.22 7.96 1.07 12.10 
7 0.15 5.01 1.07 15.11 
8 0.85 4.29 1.38 14.02 
9 0.92 5.37 1.47 13.31 

10 1. 41 5.82 0.69 8.46 
Top 5% 2.85 6.09 0.78 6.24 

ERNAKULAM-PARUR ERNAKULAM-ALANGAD CANANNORE-CHELERI CANANNORE~ANNADIPARAMBI 

50% 1.05 4. 57 0.73 1.04 
6 0.89 4.57 0.86 4.84 
7 o.sa 4.57 0.89 5.02 
8 1.30 3.02 1.13 2.97 
9 1.30 3.89 1.09 2.51 

10 0.43 4.68 0.89 1.82 
Top % 0.19 4.44 0.82 1.54 

TRICHUR-CHERPU TRICHUR-EDAVAVILANGU KOZHIKODB-NOOLPUZBA KOZHIKODE-BEYPORE 
50% {-)0.42 0.51 2.42 8.98 

6 0.63 o.85 1.67 8.95 
7 0.74 0.22 1.43 6.12 
8 0.14 0.23 0.95 5.24 
9 0.44 0.79 0.40 5.91 

10 0.69 1.20 0.75 10.96 
Top 5% 0.23 1. 77 0.41 12.14 
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Table 2.8: Gross value of Output/hectare - Pad!y and Coconut (by decile groups} {Rupees) 

PADDY COCONUT PADDY COCONUT 
Decile a T.rivandrum-Kadakkampally Trivandrum-Nedumangad Palghat-Elapally Palghat-Pattithara 

50% 9560.81 3661 .25 6408.49 3251.14 
6 6109.45 2391.09 7337.31 1566.26 
7 3100.45 2108.39 7601.32 1561.44 
8 4526.73 2792.11 7585.71 1394.96 
9 6838.29 4157.29 7392.95 1780.19 

10 4570.24 2987.38 6922.47 3168.79 
Top 5% 4335.72 2873.37 6722.09 3102.41 

TRIV ANDRUM-UZHAMALAKAL TRIVANDRtml-THIRUVALLAM MALAPPURAJ-I-NILAMBUR ~aLAPPURAM-PARAPANNAGaDI 

50% 4150.00 11619.65 4280.11 903.55 
6 4045.17 11653.61 3436.53 1294.68 
7 4299.00 8836.55 3619.00 1369.08 
8 5890.68 8062.92 4001.96 1845.07 
9 5323.97 8403.10 4081.89 2868.57 

10 7662.66 11111.37 3641.85 2383.14 
Top 5% 4918.75 10920.43 4569.15 1846.72 

ERNAKUL.AI>I-.l:"ARUR ERNAKULAM-ALNGAD CANAN.NORE-CHELERI CANANNORE-KANNADIPARANDI 

50% 2126.30 5104.33 4054.59 828.46 
6 2551.41 5107.84 3806.13 1:!603.00 
7 2636.64 5107.84 3880.36 2734.58 
8 3163.59 3931.00 5186.28 1529.97 
9 3065.92 4890.65 4456.63 1370.76 

10 2227.53 4492.79 4253.86 1454.56 
Top 5% 2029.74 3605.45 4282.26 1457.78 

TRICHUR-CHERPU TRICHUR-EDAVAVILANGU KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZHA KOZHIKODE-BEYPORE 

5~ 2229.00 3403.27 2384.75 11260.15 
6 10149.90 4178.59 2159.00 11345.45 
7 11679.32 3205.35 1941.98 5997.20 
8 6047.08 3404.51 1485.18 4947.15 
9 6780.98 4087.30 1512.16 5449.49 

Tb~ 5% ~a~&:i6 3669.15 2462.49 4806.44 
3909.34 2077.64 5378.86 



Table 2.9: Net Revenue per hectare - Paddy and Coconut (by decile groups) (Rupees) 

Deciles PADDY COCONUT PADDY COCONUT 
Trivandrum-Kadakampally T.rivandrum-Nedumangad Palghat-Elapally Palghat -Patti thara 

50% 56'37.67 318'3.50 3605.26 2704.00 
6 224'3.'38 201'3.00 '3979.96 1433.29 
7 (-) 712.74 1752.44 4091.'31 14'32.37 
8 667.67 2335.47 '3825.09 944.42 
9 30'34.82 3502.08 3759.97 1008.28 

10 2079.'32 2'379.88 3886.49 1937.'37 
Top 5% 2117.99 2227.88 3825.82 1841.51 

TRIVANDRUM-UZHAMALAKAL TRIVANDRUM-THIRUVALLAM MALAPPURAM-NILMIBUR lULAPPURAM-PARAP ANAGADI 

50% 1452.77 10322.'37 2566.82 729.78 
6 723.17 1 0'35'3.80 17fl6.60 1195.88 
7 559.91 7'367.77 1872.11 1284.07 
8 2702.82 65'39.54 2318.63 1722.18 
9 2556.67 7082.96 24'30.99 2668.18 

10 4481.81 9481.40 1498.49 21'31.24 
Top 5% 1278.89 9'379.79 1868.78 1591.51 

ERNAKULAM-PARUR ERNAKULAM-ALAN:;AD CANANNORE-CHELERI CANANNORE-KANNADIPARAMBI 

50% 1087.52 4187.42 1714.1'3 422.31 
6 1200.38 4190.93 176'3.56 2157.00 
7 1237.36 4190.93 1829.00 2280.54 
8 1790.00 2952.88 275'3.51 1144.11 
9 1730.37 3889.81 2'322.33 980.37 

10 672.87 3701.37 2012.09 937.94 
Top 5% '320.43 2943.26 193'3.67 884.23 

TRICHUR-CHERPU TRICHUR-EDAVAVILANGU KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZHA KOZHIKCDE-BEYPORE 

50% (-)1606.53 1149.62 1686.79 10131.58 
6 39'33.15 1924.94 1349.44 10205.30 
7 4964.68 456.62 1142.96 5154.66 
8 728.33 628.88 721.61 4154. T7 
9 2057.52 1796.80 1a~~:~1 ~t81:tg 

To~05% 22~.79 2000.24 
5 9.90 2499.75 605.27 4969.37 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES 

1. One such exercise has been undertaken for coconut, rubber 
and oil palms by M.V. George and P.T. Joseph, in their 
paper "Cost-Benefit Analysis of Investment in Tree Crops", 
Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol:XXVIII No.4, 
October-December 1973. 

2. The date used in this study and the choice of years are 
discussed in Section 1 of this chapter. 

3. These are the selected villages of Quilon and Alleppey. 

4. This ia the selected village of Kottayam 

5. The Farm Management Studies ase the following four concepts: 

"Cost A1: Cash and kind expenses (or paid out costs) 
actually incurred by the cul ti vat or. These include 
cash and kind expend! ture on items like hired human 
labour, owned or hired bullock labour, seed, manure 
fertilizers, pesticides, etc., land revenue and cess, 
irrigation charges, depreciation charges of implements, 
machinery and buildings, and interest on crop lo81JS. 

Cost A2: Cost A1 + rent paid for leased in land. 

Cost B: Cost A2+ rental value of owned land and interest 
on owned fixed capital. 

Cost C: Cost B+ imputed value of family labour" 

These concepts of costs used by the ~IS Surveys areq 
quoted f'rom "Cost of' Cultivation of Paddy - An Analytical 
Tool for Evaluation", Evaluation Division, State Planning 
Board, Kerala, April 1971. 

6. This measure of cost is a variation on Cost A1 of the DIS 
studies described in .. end-note 5. 

7. These imputed costs are included in ihe concept of coats used 
in the FMS studies, and-note 5. Rent paid for leased-in land, 
included in Cost A2 of the FHS, cannot be a major item of 
expendi Uire because the incidence of tenancy in the State is 
low, and is also left out of account. 
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a. Since we are interested in substitution of coconut on 
paddy lands, ideally, we would like to have data on 
profitability of coconut cul t:i. vation on such lands. 
:But such information is not available, and our data on 
coconut cultivation refer to all coconut gardens. This 
is a limitation ot our study and should be borne in mind 
while discussing the relative profitability of the two 
crops. 

9. The various measures of returns, coat, labour input, etc. 
have been computed separately for mixed coconut plots and 
pure coconut plots, the former being coconut gardens inter 
cropped with other garden land crops. The proportion of 
pure coconut plots are very small in each village, hence 
comparisons with paddy is always made with mixed plots, 
except in the case of MalappuraJil where the coconut village 
had predominantly pure coconut plots. 

10 • This is also true when the villages are compared decile-wise, 
except for the 7th decile of the villages of T.richur. See 
Table 2.7. 

11. They are the selected villages of Quilon, Alleppey, Ernak:ulam, 
Trichur, Malappuram, Canannore and Kozhikode (Table 2.4) 

12. They are the selected villages of Quilon, Al.leppey, lrnakulam, 
Trichur, Palghat and T.rivandrum (Kadakampally). (Table 2.5) 

13. They are the selected villages of Quilon, .Al.leppey, Ernakulam, 
Trichur and Koshikode. (Table 2.6) 

14. Decile-groups in this study refer to deciles in terms of 
operational holdings in the villages as mentioned earlier. 
The sample-size ( 10 holdings in each village) is not really 
large enough to sustain reliable decile wise comparisons, 
but we note this since it is true for a number of villages 
for all the three measures of returns used. 

15. This is true when these 3 pairs of Villages are compared 
decile-wise also. (Table 2.8). 

16. This is also true whBn the villages are compared decile-wise, 
except for the top and bottom deciles of the selected villages 
of Trichur (Table 2.8). 

17. This is true when the three pairs of villages are compared 
decile-wise also. (Table 2.9). 
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18. This is due to the fact that the bottom 50% of 
paddy holdings in Cherpu (Trichur) show a large 
loss, there pulling down the net revenue/hectare 
for the village as a whole. (Table 2.9) 

1 9. Only over the coconut village of .Nedumangad, and 
not over Thiruvallam, as seen earlier. Net revenue 
per hectare is greater in paddy than in coconut 
cul ti. vation decile-wise also in Palghat, Malappuram 
(ixcept 9th and 10th deciles) and Canannore {except 
6th and 7th deciles)., (Table 2.9). 
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CHAPTER III: ANALYSIS OF COSTS OF CULTIVATION 

One of the main reasons for the large difference in 

profitability is the difference in coste of cultivation of 

the two crops, paddy and coconut. In the first section of 

this chapter, we compare the total cost of cultivation of 

the two crops. Labour cost is identified as the most impor

tant component of total cost, followed by fertilizer costs, 

for both the crops. If wage-rates are high but the hired 

labour input in a crop is minimal it would not affect the 

profitability of the crop much. Hence ve examine, in the 

same section, the physical input of labour in the tuo crops. 

As observed in the last chapter, net revenue per unit 

cost in coconut cultivation varies widely among the selected 

villages. Costs of cultivation of coconut also vary uidely. 

In section 2, vi shall make an attempt to explain these 

variations to the extent possible from our data. 

The quantum of physical input of labour into the two 

crops differs substantially. The substitution of coconut for 

paddy has therefore important implications for employment in 

agrioul ture. We briefly focus on this problem in Appendix 2. 
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Section 1 

The cost of cultivation per hectare of paddy is very 

much higher than that of coconut cultivation, district-vise, 

in all the selected villages!( (Table 3.1., Col.1 & 5). 

The cost of paddy cultivation per hectare is lowest 

in the selected villages of Kozhikode and Ernakulam (Table 

3.1., Col.1), tthere paddy is single-cropped. It is highest 

in Trichur where the land is double and sometimes even triple 

cropped. The cost of cultivation of coconut varies widely 

among the selected villages (as mentioned earlier), the 

reasons for which we shall discuss in section 2. 

Looked at in terms of total cost per rupee of product, 

i.e. total cost/gross value of output, the cost of cultivation 

is again much higher in paddy, district-wise, in all the selected 

village~ (Table 3.1., Cola 2 & 6). 

Thus the cost of cultivation per hectare and per unit 

value of output are both substantially higher in paddy culti-

vation than in coconut. This effects the differences in 

profitability of the two crops. 

The major component of total cost is labour costlC It 

ranges from 45 to 75 -per cent in paddy cultivation and from 
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Table :5.1: Costs of Cultivation per hectare and per unit value of output - Paddy and Coconut 

(Rupees) 

COCONUT. 
To tal Cost Total Cost 
hectare GVO 

.;;:ll~~=--=:.=..::. Labour Cost 
hectare 

Districts PADDY ~~973-74 
(Selected Villages)To:altCost Total Cos~Labour Cost Labour Cost 

ec are GVO Total Cost hectare 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

Trivandrum. (K) :5565.98 0.5:5 0.63 22:55.78 517.79(B) 0.17 0.57 29:5.65 

Tri vandrum ( tJ) :500:5.30 0.64 0.5:5 1576.0:5 148:5.00(T) 0.14 0.50 734.15 

Ernakulam 1349.51 0.54 0.75 1016.63 872.21 0.19 0.58 507.82 

Trichur 4253.01 0.75 0.45 1904.56 2094.02 0.58 0.66 1384.57 

Pal ghat 32:56.11 0.46 0.56 1819.50 560.98 0.27 0.41 231.07 

Malappuram 1824.05 0.48 0.59 1074.39 182.89 0.09 0.65 119.44 

Kozhikode 981.30 0.48 0.55 538.23 615.01 0.10 0.70 432.6:5 

Canannore 2240.:56 0.53 0.67 1506.52 434.40 0.28 0.77 335.46 

Notes: 1,. All data on Coconut holdings in the table are for mixed coconut plots, except for 
llal ~puram where data are for pure coconut plots 

2. Total Cost/GVO - total cost per gross value of output :: Total cost per rupee of product 

3. Total Cost and labour cost refer to one full agricul tllral year for both crops 

4. Trivandrum (K), (ll'), (~N:), (T) are the villages Kadakampally, Uzhamalackal, Nedumangad 
and Tbiruvallam respectively. 
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41 to 77 percent in coconut {Table 2.~ Cola. 3&7). Thus 

the proportion of labour cost in total cost is not necessarily 

higher in paddy cultivation than in coconut. In fact in the 

Northern districts of Malappuram, Kozhikode and Canannore, 

the share of labour cost in total cost is higher in coconut 

cultivation. This means that labour cost is relatively at 

least as imp or tan t as component in coconut cul ti va ti on as in 

paddy cultivation, though the total cost involved is much 

smaller in the former than in the latter. 

Since the cost of cultivation of paddy is much higher 

than coconut cultivation; and the proportion of labour costs 

is almost the same it follows that the absolute magnitude of 

labour cost in paddy is much higher than in coconut. As 

observed in the Table above, labour cost per hectare is much 

higher in paddy than in coconut cultivation, district-wise, 

in all the selected pairs of villages4/ (Table 3.1 Cola 4&8). 

It is necessary to find out also what is the major 

component constituting non-labour costs. Fertilizers costs 

are found to be the second largest component of operational 

costs. It constitutes between 25 and 45 per cent of total 

costs in paddy cultivation and between 22 and 52 per cent in 

coconut cultivation (Table 3.2 ) • Fertilizer cost 

per hectare is also considerably higher in paddy cultivation 
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than in coconut, except in the selected villages of Ernakulam, 

where the fertilizer input in paddy is exceptionally lo~ 

Table 3.2: Proportion of Fertilizer Costs in Total Costs, 

Fertilizer costs per hectare - Paddy and Coconut 

Paddy (1973-74) Coconut ( 1974-75) 
Districts Fertilizer Fertilizer Fertilizer Fertilizer 

(Selected Villages) Cogts Costs Costs Costs 
TotAJa Cos~ hgcti£1 Total Cost he~~ IEI 

(Is.) (Rs~ 
1. Triva.ndrum (K) 0.27 952.72 0.43 (li) 224.14 

2. Trivandrum (U') 0.40 1210.25 0.49 (T) 731.49 

3. Ernakulam 0.25 332.88 0.41 357.93 

4. Trichur 0.45 1922.14 0.27 559.52 

5. Pal ghat o.,a 1240.76 0.52 293.87 

6. Malappuram 0.38 691.36 0.28 52.1.3 

7. Kozhikode 0.44 4.33.23 0.29 180.69 

8. Canannore 0.27 607.01 0.22 93.93 

Notes: 1. Trivandrum (K), (u), (N), (T) refer to the selected 
villages of Kadakampally, Uzhamalackal, Nedumangad 
and Thiruvallam respectively. 

2. The date on coconut holdings refer to mixed-coconut 
plots, except for the Village of Malappuram where 1 t 
is for pure coconut plots. 

Then the substantial difference in the absolute labour 

costs and in the fertilizer costs per hectare could together 

be a reason for the large difference in the costs ot cultivation, 
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and hence in the profitability ot the two crops. 

Labour cost is determined by the prevailing wage 

rate and the quantum ot labour input. The wage rates 

ot agricultural .. labour, as we shall see in the next 

chapter, are very high in Kerala, and have been rising 

continuously. It the wage rate is high but the hiree 

labour input in a crop is minimal, labour coat would 

not be very high and it would not affect profitability 

much. We need therefore to examine whether there is any 

difference in the hired labour component ot the total 

labour input, and the quantum of hired and total labour 

input in the two crops and how far this could explain the 

difference in labour costs. 

The total labour input per hectare in paddy culti

vation is found to be substantially higher than in coconut 

cultivation (Table 3.3 Col.3&6). Moreover, paddy is culti

vated almost wholly by hired labour. The component of hired 

labour in total. labour input is approximately 90 per cent in 

paddy cultivation, except in the village selected in Koshikode 

where it is 61 per cent (Table 3.3 Col.1 & 4). The hired 

labour component in total labour is much lower in coconut 

cultivation, except in the selected villages ot Malappuram 

and Canannore. Though the proportion of hired labour in 
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Table '3.3: Pro:eorti on of Hired L~;bour 1 H~red L&bour and Tot§! Labour :eer hectare 

(hours/hectare) - Paddy and Coconut 

PADDY { 197'3-74) coc~(1974-75) 
Districts 

{Selected Villages) Hired Labou;i/Hired Labo~/ Tota1 Labour Hired L~;bour Hired L~;bour Tot~ Labour 

1 • 

2. 

'· 
4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

Total Labour hectare hectcre Total Labour hectare hectare 

(1) (2) {'3) {4) (5) {6) 

Tri van drum {K) 0.95 2742.68 2876.64 0.62 (N) 227.79 369.70 

Trivandrum (lf) 0.92 2727.12 2970.72 0.59 {T) 554.64 946.89 

Ernakulam o. 9'3 750.20 806.77 0.58 '318.20 549.28 

Trichur 0.90 1899.'36 2119.27 0.76 1229.4'3 1608.74 

Pa.lghat 0.95 2148.30 2262.90 0.36 289.62 806.70 

Ma.lappuram 0.90 2076.17 2300.66 o.99 80.14 80.45 

Kozhikode o.61 890.27 1469.'32 0.6~ 342.22 514.68 

Canannore o.8s 26'37.63 2982.65 0.95 276.57 290.84 

Note: 1. All data on Coconut holdings are for mixed coconut plots, except Malappuram where 
data are for pure coconut plots. 

2. Labour Input is measured in labour hours during one agricultural year. 

'3. Triva.ndrum {K), (U), {N), (T) are the villages Kadakampally, Uzhamalackal, Nedumangad, 
and Thiruvallam respectively. 
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coconut cultivation in these two villages is high, the 

absolute quantum of such labour input is small and so is 

therefore the total labour cost per hectare in coconut 

cultivation (Table 3.3 Col.5). 

The hired labour used per hectare in paddy culti-

vation is substantially higher than that in coconut in all 

the selected villages, district-vis~. (Table 3.3 Cols. 

2 & 5). 

Thus the magnitude of use of hired labour input per 

hectare is substantially higher in paddy cu.l ti vation. This 

explains the difference in the labour costs of the two crops. 

The striking difference in labour input into coconut and 

paddy, together with the differences in fertilizer costs, 

plays a crucial role in determining profitability and hence 

in the substitution of coconut for paddy. 

Section 2 

As observed in the last chapter, there is a wide 

variation in the net revenue per unit cost in coconut culti-

vation in the selected villages. This measure being a 

composite of the gJtoss· value of output per hectare and the 
be 

total cost per hectare, its variations shoul~traceable to 

the variations in these components. 
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The selected villages in the Trichur and Malappuram 

districts are the two extremes so far as net revenue/total 

cost is concerned, it being exceptionally low in the former 

and exceptionally high in the latter. The explanation lies 

mainly in the large variations in 1he total cost/hectare; 

it is the lowst for the village in Malappuram and highest 

for the village in T.richur (Table 3.4). 

Tabl• 3.4: Net Revenue/Tota1 Cost, Gross Va1ue of Qutput/ 

hectare and Total Cost/hectare in Coconut 

Cultiyation 1974-75 
(Rupees) 

Districts 
(Selected Villages) 

Net Revenue Gross va1ue of output Tota1 Cost 
Total Cost hectare hectare 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

T.ri van drum (N) 4.a6 (5) 3033.75 (4) 517.79 

Trivandram ( T) 5.97 (6) 10334.75 (a) 1483.00 

Ernakulam 4.2a (4) 4602,44 (6) 872.21 

Trichur 0.74 (1} 3641.46 (5) 2094.02 

Palghat 2.65 (3) 2046.85 (2) 560.9a 

Malappuram 10.27 (a) 2061.02 (3) 182.89 

Kozhikode a.75 (7) 5995.29 (7) 615,01 

Canannore 2.54 (2) 1539.49 ( 1) 434.40 

Note: 1. All data refer to mixed coconut plots except in the 
village of Malappuram, where it refers to pure coconut 
plots. 

2. Trivandrum (N), (T) refer to the selected villces of 
Nedumangad and Thiruvallem. 

3. Figures in parenthesis_refer to ranks, the villages 
being ranked in ascendl.llg order, 

(3) 

(7) 

(6) 

(a) 

(4) 

( 1) 

(5) 

(2) 
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For the villages of Kozhikode and Tri vandrum ( T) 

the relative disadvantage in terms of total costs per 

hectare has been more than compensated by the high gross 

value of output/hectare (Table 3.4). We, therefore, find 

that net revenue/total cost is very high in these villages, 

it being higher only in the village of Malappuram. 

In the selected village of Ernakulam, both gross 

value of output/hectare and total cost/hectare are rather 

high; and in lfedumangad ( Tri vandrum) both are rather lov 

(they obtain similar rank in both the cases). The combina

tion of these returns and costs, therefore, puts them in 

the middle range as far as net revenue/total cost is 

concerned. 

In the village of Palghat gross value of output and 

total cost per hectare work in the same direction to reduce 

net revenue/total cost, and make it one of the lowest. That 

is, gross value of output/hectare is low and total cost/ 

hectare belongs to the middle range, the two together reducing 

net revenue per unit cost. 

In the village of Canannore, however, both gross value 

of output and total cost/hectare are low; but mile the former 

is the lowest, the latter is significantly higher than the 

lowest total cost/hectare of the village of Nalappuram. 
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This resul ta in a lotr net revenue per unit cost, 

The explanation of variation in net revenue per unit 

cost in terms of variation in its ooaponents, gross value 

ot output/hectare and total cost/hectare, is still incGmplete 

unless we explain the variations in the components themselves, 

It needs to be noted here that, since gross value of output/ 

hectare refers to output from both coconut and the inter-crops 

Table 3.5: Price of Coconut <•./100 nuts) (1974=75) Proportions 

of Grose Value of Output from Inter-Crops 

Districts 

Tri V81lclrum 

Ernakulam 

Trichur 

Palghat 

.Malappuram 

JCozhikode 

Cananaore 

ICerala 

Prices 

78.79 

94.,5 

88.77 

87.99 

75.09 

78.97 

87.39 

85.13 

Proportion of Grose 
Value of output from 

Inter-Crops 

o.17(N) o.oa(f) 

0,11 

0,0, 

0,50 

-

Notes: Trivandrum (B), (f) - the villages of liedwaangad 
and Thiruvallu. 

Sources: 1. See.son and Crop Report, 1974-75 Bureau ot 
Economics and Statistics, Gowrm~nt ot Xorala. 

2. Village level data from Cost ot Cultivation Survey. 
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grown on the mixed plots, it will depend on the price of 

coconut, the output/hectare of coconut, and the proportion 

of total output from the inter-crops. 

In the two villages where the proportion of value of 

output from the inter-crops is high, i.e. in Palghat and 

Canannore, the gross value of output/hectare is the lowest, 

inspite of the price of coconut in these districts being 

somewhat above the average~ In these villages the coconut 

plots are perhaps freshly planted uith coconut saplings 

{seen from the high proportion of non-bearing trees, Table 

3.6); this would not only make gross value of output/hectare 

low; but also raise the share of inter-crops in the value of 

output. 

The only village in which price of coconut seems to 

play a significant role is in Malappuram. In this village 

only pure coconut plots are considered and the low gross value 

of output per hectare is explained by the exceptionally low 

price of coconut. Interestingly, in Ernakulam where the price 

of coconut is the highest, gross value of output/hectare is 

not the highest; while in tuo districts where the price of 

coconuts is low { Trivandrum and Kozhikode) the gross value of 

output/hectare is the highest. In one of the Tri vandrum 

villages (Nedumangad), the gross value of output/hectare is 

itself not very high. 



Districts 

79 

Table 3.6: Costs per hectare (Rupees), Labour Input per Hectare (hours), Proportion of 

Non-Bearing Palms, and Plams per hectare in Coconut Cultivation 

Fertilizer Hired Total Hired Non-Bearing Non-Bearing 
Total Cost Labour Cost Cost Labour Labour Palms Labour Pi!J:ms 

(Selected Villages) hectare hectare hectare hectare hectare Total Total Palms hectare Labour 

( 1 ) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) ( 7) (a) 

1 • Trivandrum (N) 517.79(3) 293.65(3) 224.14(4) 227.79(2) 369.70(3) 0.62(4) 0.23(2) 28.92(2) 

2. Trivandrum ( T) 1483.00( 7) 734.15(7) 731.49(8) 554.64(7) 946.89(7) 0.59(3) 0.44(8) 119.39(8) 

3. Ernakulam 872.21(6) 507.82(6) 357.93(6) 318.20(5) 549.28(5) 0.5a(2) 0.23(2) 38.63( 4) 

4. Trichur 2094v02(8) 1384.57(8) 559.62(7) 1229.43(8) 1608.74(a) 0.76(6) 0.30(4) 78.08(6) 

5 • .t'alghat 560.98(4) 231.07(2) 293.a7(5) 289.62(4) 806.70(6) 0.36(1) 0.39(7) 31.1a(3) 

6. Z.!alappuram 182.89( 1) 119. 44( 1) 52.13( 1) a0.14(1} a0.45(1) 0.99(a} 0.17( 1) 20.74(1) 

7. Kozhikode 615.01(5) 432.63(5) 1a0.69(3) 342.22(6} 514.68(4) 0,66(5) 0.30(4) 99.15(7) 

a. Canazmore 434.40(2) 335.46(4) 93.93(2) 276.57(3) 290.84(2) 0.95(7) 0.3a(6) 57.26(5) 

Notes: 1. All the data in Columns 1-6 are for mixed coconut plots, except for the selected village of 
Malappuram which are for pure coconut plots. 

2. Columns 7, a, 9 refer to mixed and pure coconut plots taken together 

3. Trivandrum (N) & (T) refer to the selected villages of Nedumangad and Thiruvallam respectively. 

4. F.lgures in parenthesis refer to ranks, the Villaces being ranked in ascendiug order. 

Total 
P!J:ms 

hectare 

(g) 

125. 75(3) 

271.34(7) 

167.96(5) 

25a.71(6) 

79.96(1) 

112.02(2) 

330.52(8) 

150.71 ( 4) 
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Thus the burden of explaining the variations in the 

gross value of output/hectare seems to fall more on variations 

in productivity, and less on price differential and the pro

portion of output from intercrops. The productivity, however, 

depends partly on the number of palms per hectare (i.e., 

intensity of cultivation) and partly on the soil and other 

ag;o-climatic conditions. The effect of these variables 

cannot however be specifically determined from our data per

taining to the various villages. 

The variations in total cost/hectare, on the other 

hand, depend on the variations in its main components, labour 

costs and fertilizer costs per hectare. Our data provides 

some clues regarding variations in these components Which we 

shall discuss now. 

The labour cost per hectare and the fertilizer cost 

per hectare vary widely corresponding to, and thereby acc~nting 

for, the variation in the total cost per hectare. For example, 

the selected. villages of Trichur and Trivandrum ( Thiruvallam), 

followed by Ernakulam, have the highest total cost/hectare 

and also the highest labour cost and fertilizer cost/hectare. 

(Table 3.6 Cole 1,2,3). The selected village of Malappuram, 

on the other hand, has the lowest total cost/hectare and also 

the lowest labour cost and fertilizer costs per hectare. Thus, 
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total cost variations correspond to the variations in these 

two input costs, and there seems to be also a correlation 

between the use of the two inputs, labour and fertilizers. 

The variation in the labour cost per hectare can 

be explained directly by the hired labour per hectare employed 

in the Villages. Again the selected villages of Trichur, 

Trivandrum (T) and ErnakularJVhave the highest and Malappuram 

the lowest, hired labour per hectare (Table 3.6 Col.4). The 

main thing to be explained, therefore, are the per hectare 

variations in labour and fertilizer use. 

The labour input and fertilizer input in coconut 

cultivation vary with the age of the palms, being greater in 

the initial stage, mainly before the palms have begun to bear 

:fruit. Thus the variation observed in the use of total and 

hired labour and fertilizer per hectare can be explained 

partly in terms of the proportion of non-bearing trees to 

total trees. The impact of this will, however, depend on 

the intensity of cul ti. vation (palms/hectare). Since we have 

considered only mixed coconut plots, except in the village of 

Malappuram, and since the labour input and fertilizer input 

in this study refers to the plot as a whole, the use of inputs 

would also depend on the type of crop that is inter-cropped 

with coconut. 
I 
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Table 3.7 shows the various crops that are inter 

cropped 11i th coconut in the selected villages .Y Ot these 

Table 3.7: Crops inter-cropped with Coconut 

Districts 
{Selected Villages) 

1 • Trivandrum 
(Nedumangad) 

2. Trivandrum 
( Thiruvallam) 

3. Ernakulam 

4. Trichur 

5. Palghat 

6. Kozhikode 

7. Halappuram 

8. Canannore 

Inter-Crops 

Jackfruit, Mango, Tapioca 

Jackfrui t, Mango, Tamarind, Arecanut 

Tapioca, Arecanut 

Arecanut, Mango, Jackfrui t, Plantain, 
Papaya, Pepper, Cashev, Tapioca 

Ban ana/Plantain, Arecanu t, Mango 
Jacktruit, Sweet Potato 

Arecanut, Jacktrui t, I~ango, Tamarind 

Cashew, Jackfruit, Papaya, Uango 

Note: Predominant inter-crops are emphasised 

inter-crops, arecanut, jack fruit, mango, cashewnut and tamarind 

are perennial crops and the labour input into them is minimal 

used mainly tor harvesting. Banana, Plantains, Tapioca and 

Street Potato are seasonal crops and the labour input into them 

is substantially greater. 



83 

We vill nov attempt to explain'the observed variations 

in hired and total labour through these factors taken together, 

i.e., the proportion of non-bearing trees, the intensity of 

cultivation {palms/hectare) and the crops that are inter cropped 

vi th paddy in the villages.lQ/ 

Thiruvallam in Trivandrum has an exceptionally high pro-

portion of non-bearing trees to total trees and also the largest 

number of non-bearing trees per hectare. The inter-crops grotm 

in this village are mainly perennial crops and do not require 

much labour input. Thus, in this village the first tvo factors 

alone account for the high labour input {hired and total) 

{Table 3.6 and 3.7). 

The selected village of Trichur has the highest hired 

and total labour input per hectare, This village has a high 

proportion of non-bearing palms and a high intensity of palms 

per hectare. It also has a large number of inter-crops grown 

in each plot, the predominant Qlte being the labour-intensive 

tapioca. These facts together uould explain the exceptionally 

high labour input in the coconut plots in the village (Table 

3.6., 3.7). 

The village of Kozhikode has the greatest intensity of 

palms per hectare and a high proportion of non-bearing trees. 

But unlike the village of Trichur, it is not so intensely inter 
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cropped, the predominant inter-crops being arecanut and 

jackfruit, both perennial crops. Thus in spite of its 

high density of coconut palms, the labour input (hired 

and total) is lower than that in the village of Trichur 

(Tabte 3.6, 3.7). 

In spite of a lover proportion of non bearing trees 

and lower intensity of palms/hectare, the selected village 

from Ernakulam has a slightly higher total labour/hectare 

than the village from Kozhikod.e. This anomaly can only be 

explained by the fact that the inter-crop grown in the 

former is more labour intensive (tapioca) than those grow 

in the latter. The hired labour per hectare, however, is 

lover due to the higher family labour use in the village. 

Similarly, in the selected village of Palghat, the 

extremely high total labour/hectare in spits of lou intensity 

of palms per hectare, can only be explained by the extensive 

use of labour in the inter-crops, particularly banana.!!/ 

(a labour intensive crop). The proportion of family labour 

use in this village is very high explaining the lov hired 

labour/hectare. 

The village in Canannore and Nedumangad in Trivandrum 

have a low hired and total labour input. Both these villages 

have low intensity of palms/hectare; consequently, though the 
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Canannore village has a high proportion of non-bearing trees, 

the actual non-bearing trees/hectare is lov. The inter-crops 

grown in these v.Lllages are also not very labour intensive, 

though tapioca is grown in a few plots in Nedumangad. 

Finally, in Malappuram we consider only pure coconut 

plots, as mentioned earlier. The intensity of palms/hectare 

is exceptionally low with a very low proportion of non-bearing 

palms. Hence this village has an exceptionally low labour input 

per hectare. 

Paddy has always been a more labour intensive crop than 

coconut, primarily due to the nature of the crops themselves. 

One may ask therefore, why did the substitution of coconut 

for paddy not occur earlier? What changes in recent years 

necessitated such a shift? It is important to note that, in 

recent years, a sharp increase in wage rates and in fertilizer 

prices have been experienced, and that paddy, being a crop in 

~hich labour and fertilizers are used more intensively, is 

affected more adversely than coconut. Also paddy prices have 

been stagnating, vhile coconut has gained from substantial price 

increases. These trends in input and output prices are discussed 

in detail in the next chapter. An attempt is also made to relate 

these price changes to area changes discussed in 1be first chapter. 
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Table 3.81 Total Cost per Hectare - Pad4y and Coconut {Rupees) 

PADDY COCOIUT PADDY COCONU! 
Declles Trivandrum-Kadakampally frivandrum-Bedumangad Palghat-Elapally Palsha•-Pattithara 

50~ 3923.15 477.75 2803.23 547.14 
6 3866.07 378.09 3357.,5 132.97 
7 3813.19 355.94 3519.01 129.08 
8 5859.06 456.64 3760.62 450.54 
9 3803.47 655.21 3632.99 771.91 

10 2490.92 607.51 30,5.98 1231.41 
Top 5~ 2217.73 645.49 2896.27 1260.90 

T.RIVANDRUM-UZHAMAI4XAL TRIV.UDRtJM-THIRUVALtAR HALAPPURAM-BILAMBUR MA.LAPPUIWI-P ARAP AWGADI 
50~ 2697.23 1297.28 1713.29 173.76 
6 3332.00 1299.81 1659.93 98.80 
7 3739.09 1471.93 1746.89 85.00 
8 3187.86 1523.:58 1683.33 122.88 
9 2767.31 1320.14 1650.90 200.39 

10 3180.85 1629.97 2143.36 251.90 
fop 5~ 3639.86 1540.64 2400.38 255.21 

BRBAKULAM-PARUR ERNAXULAH-ALBGAD CANANBORE-CHELLBRI C.UWlBORB-KUBADIPA.IWmi 
5~ 1058.79 916.91 2340.47 406.15 
6 1351.03 916.91 2042.58 446.00 
7 1399.29 916.91 2051.36 454.04 
8 1373.94 978.12 2432.77 385.86 
9 1335.55 1000.83. 2124.30 390.39 

10 1554.67 791.42 2241.77 516.61 
Top 5% 1709.32 662.19 2348.59 573.55 

TlUCHUR-CHERPU tiiCRUI-EDAVAVILANGU XOZHIKODE-BOOLPUZHA KOZHIKODE-BEYPORB 
so% 3835.53 2253.65 697.96 1128.57 
6 6216.75 2253.65 809.56 1140.15 
1 6714.63 2104.11 799.02 842.54 
8 5318.75 2775.63 763.56 792.38 
9 4723.47 2286.68 1079.28 788.08 

10 3264~60 1668~90 1404.08 401.99 
fop 5% 2508.50 1409.59 1472.36 409.49 
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Table 3.9: Total Cost/Gross Value of Output - Paddy and Coconut (Rupees) 

PADDY COCONUT PADDY COCONUT 
Decilea Trivandl~m-Kadakampally Trivandrum-Nedumangad Palghat-Elapally Palghat - Patti thara 

so% 0.41 0.13 0.44 0.17 
6 0.63 0.16 0.46 o.o8 
7 1.23 0.17 0.46 o.oa 
8 0.85 0.16 0.50 0.32 
9 0.56 0.16 0.49 0.43 

10 0.55 0.20 0.44 0.39 
Top 5% 0.51 0.22 0.43 o. 41 

TRIVANDRUM-UZHAMALAKAL TRIVANDRUM-THIRUVALLAM MALA:PPURAM-NILAJ.mUR MALAPPURAM-PARAP .ANNAGADI 

50% 0.65 0.11 0.40 0.19 
6 0.82 0.11 0.48 o.oa 
7 0.87 0.17 0.48 o.o6 
8 0.54 0.19 0.42 0.07 
9 0.52 0.16 0.40 0.07 

10 0.42 0.15 0.59 0.11 
Top 5% 0.74 0.14 0.53 0.14 

ERNAKULA.M-PARUR ERNAKULAM-ALANGAD CANANNORE-CHELERI CANANNORE-KANNADIPARAMBI 

50% 0.49 0.18 0.58 0.49 
6 0.52 0.18 0.54 0.17 
7 0.53 0.18 0.53 0.17 
8 0.43 0.25 0.47 0.25 
9 0.44 0.20 0.48 0.29 

10 0.70 0.17 0.53 0.36 
Top 5% 0.84 0.18 0.55 0.39 

TRICRUR-CHERPU TRICRUR-EDAVAVILAN~U KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZRA KOZHIKODE-BEYPORE 

5o% 1. 72 o.66 0.29 0.10 
6 0.61 0.54 0.38 0.10 
7 0.57 0.65 0.41 0.14 
8 0.88 0.82 0.51 0.16 
9 0.70 0.56 o. 71 0.14 

10 0.59 0.45 0.57 o.oa 

Top 5% ...- 0.81 0.36 o. 71 o.oa 
~ -- --- I 
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Table 3.10: Labour Cost per Hectare- PadQy and Coconut {Rupees) 

PADDY COCONUT PADDY COCONUT 
Decile a Trivandrum-Kadakampally Trivandrum-Nedumangad Palghat-Elapally ?alghat-Pattithara 

so% 2500.48 169.38 1640.00 107.71 
6 2205.24 220.23 1974.04 15.79 
7 1947.13 231.31 2072.68 14.79 
8 2190.30 279.11 1955.86 232.10 
9 2527.45 369.47 1847.80 396.40 

10 1784.85 367.54 1770.60 512.16 
Top 5% 1690.58 366.07 1729.60 511.13 

TRIV ANDRmi-UZHAHALAKAL TRIVANDRUM-THIRUVALLAM lULAPPUR.AM-NIWIBUR MALAPPURAM-PARAPANGADI 
50% 1385.85 609.73 930.18 140.30 

6 1886.08 609.36 1021.20 88.49 
7 2165.73 675.99 1 076.12 78.65 
8 1594.18 695.08 1043.13 89.86 
9 1390.31 741.54 1003.99 117.25 

10 1707.84 807.88 1223.40 148.69 
Top 5% 1'947. 70 795.25 1400.78 150.57 

ERNAKULAM-PARUR ERNAKULAM-ALINGAD CANANNORE-CHELLERI CANANNORE-XANNADIPARAMBI 
50% 788.21 477.53 1478.81 279.77 
6 9S3.45 476.29 1435.49 326.80 
7 987.50 478.14 1432.53 333.38 
8 993.20 443.84 1617.18 321.26 
9 971.97 536.37 1535.80 333.89 

10 1216.66 523.56 1554.37 418.28 
Top 5% 1365.74 451.19 1576.74 453.32 

TRICHUR-CHERPU TRICHUR-EDAVAVILANGU KOZHIKODE-NOOLPUZRA KOZHIKODE-BEYPORE 
so% 1320.27 964.23 356.33 737.59 
6 2919.98 964.23 371.15 740.15 
7 3238.90 2103.11 417.77 597.57 
8 2325.23 2164.25 504.46 S72.34 
9 2161.05 1563.41 629.25 546.76 

10 1636.83 1114.43 740.24 285.68 
Top 5% 1244.43 923.42 761.19 320.89 



89 

NOTES AND REFERENCES 

1. This is true when compared decile-wis: also for all pairs 
of villages, except for the bottom 50~, 6, 7 and 8th 
deciles of the selected villages of Kozhikode (Table 3.8). 

2. This is true when the villages are compared decile-wise 
also, exce~t for the 7th decile in the villages of Trichur 
(Table 3.9). Total Cost/Gross Value of Output (T.C/GVO) 
is the obverse of the measure of profitability, net revenue 
per unit cost, (NR/TC), used in Chapter 2. 

i NR = .e. Tc GVO - TC 
TC 

= GVO '"" 1 
Tc 

Since the net revenue per unit cost is higher in coconut 
cultivation, it follows that total cost per gross value of 
output (TC/GVO) will be higher in paddy cultivation. 

3. Labour cost here includes only wages paid to hired labour. 
Imputed family labour costs are not included, as explained 
in Chapter II. 

4. This is true also when compared decile-viae in all the 
selected villages, except for the bottom 50%, 6th, 7th and 
8th deciles of the selected villages in Kozhikode (Table 3.10). 

5. The fertilizer cost per hectare are exceptionally low in the 
selected villages of Ernakulam and Kozhikode since the lands 
here are single cropped. 

6. The labour input per hectare (both hired and total) is the 
lowest in the selected villages of Ernakulam and Kozhikode 
in paddy cultivation. This is due to the fact that these 
two villages have only single cropped lands. The labour 
input/hectare (hired and total) in coconut cultivation 
varies widely among the selected villages. An attempt to 
explain these variations is made in Section 2. 

7. We are assuming here that the prices which prevailed in the 
selected villages were the same as in the districts. This 
assumption is made due to l;ack of village-wi.se data on prices. 

8. The hired labour per hectare in the village of Kozhikode, 
however, is higher than that in the village of Ernakulam 
due to the much ~reater intensit~ of palms/hectare as we 
shall see later {Table 3.6 Col.4). 
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g. It is not possible to accurately separate out the labour 
input into coconut and that into the inter crops since 
many of the operations are common for the plot as a whole. 

10. Since we do not have any information regarding the intensity 
of fertilizer use in various crops that are inter-cropped 
with coconut, in the following discussion only varia~ons in 
labour use are attempted to be explained in terms of the 
above mentioned variables. As·mentioned, however, labour 
and fertilizer use are highly correlated and, therefore, 
the explanation of variations in labour use shall also, 
to a considerable extent, explain the variation in fertilizer 
use. 

11. The labour input (mainly family labour) in banana cultivation 
in this village is given separately. 
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CHAPTER IV: TRENDS IN INPUT AND OUTPUT PRICES 

In the earlier chapter we looked at the relative profit

ability of the two crops, rice and coconut at one time point 

and came to the conclusion that coconut is a more profitable 

crop. What we observed for the years 1973-74 and 1974-75 is 

perhaps a culmination of what has been occurring over a period 

of time. Ideally ve would like to have profitability figures 

for a period of time or at least for 2 or 3 time points, so as 

to compare the shifts in profitability that may have occurred 

since the early l96Q~s. Unfortunately ve do not have such data 

tor any other year. 

The profitability of a crop is determined among other 

things, by input and output prices. In this chapter 11e shall 

try to till in the gap, of lack of figures on profitability, by 

examining the trends in the input and output prices during the 

last tuo decades. From this ve shall try to drau some conclu

sions regarding the changes in profitability of cultivation of 

the tvo crops. 

This chapter is divided into tuo sections. In the first 

section ve look at the movements in the absolute and relative 

prices of rice and coconut, and compare them with the area 
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movements we studied earlier. Since this study is primarily 

devoted to the shift of rultivation avay from rice and to 

coconut, in the second section ae shall examine trends in the 

input prices in rice cultivation, i.e., in vage rates and 

fertilizer prices, to see what could be the cause of the 

diminishing profitability of rice cultivation and lmether 

this is only a recent phenomenon or the culmination of a trend. 

Section 1 

In Chapter 1 we focused on the actual movements of area 

under specific crops in an endeavour to uncover certain area 

shifts between them. The broad movement ue noticed is a shift 

of area avay from rice and in favour of coconut!( In this 

section ue shall examine hov far these are the reflections of 

appropriate price changes. 

Price is an important factor affecting the allocation 

of area under crops. The three situations, as envisaged by 

Dharm Narain, ldlen price may not play this role are (a) "in 

a mono-culture economy, Vhere the entire area soun belongs 

to only one crop"; (b) "when several crops are SOl1D along side 

one another, provided area soun to each crop are so specific 

that they cannot be transferred to alternative uses"Y and (c) 

uhen two crops are close substitutes of one another at the level 
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of' consumption, because in such a case the uprices (of 

these crops) will tend to move in step; and the less, 

therefore, will be the provocation from price to a shift 

of area..· between them'~ 

Kerala is not a mono-culture economy, hence the 

first possibility is not relevant to this study. Regarding 

the second, we have seen in Chapter 1, while discussing the 

topographical features of the State, that rice and coconut 

can be grown under similar agro climatic conditions, and 

that rice area can be converted to coconut gardens • .i/ As 

f'or the third possibility, rice and coconut are substitutable 

only to a very limited extent at the level of consumption, 

rice being a f'oodgrain crop and coconut being only in part a 

food crop. .Again according to Dharm Narain "the play of price 

on foodgrain areas is likely to be more signif'ican t uhen food-

grains compete with other crops, rather than vith rival food

grains, for area".2/ 

Once it is agreed that there is likely to be a correlation 

between price and area movements of the crops, the question that 

arises is tihat prices to use, and what is the expected ~ag between 

the change in prices and the change in area? 

In this study we use prices obtaining at the time of harvest 

(farm harvest prices) as the relevant price to uhich farmers respond 

Aa regards the time lag between price change and area change, in 

the case of rice t7e lag prices by one year. But in the case of 
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coconut a one year or two year lag is meaningless, because 

land once converted to coconut cultivation cannot easily 

be shifted back to any other crop. Therefore, the farmer 

would look for a long term trend in coconut prices before 

taking such a decision, rather than the coconut price in 

any one or two previous years. 

In this section we shall first examine the movement 

of prices of rice and coconut and relate it to the movement 

in area under these crops. We then examine the movement of 

relative prices of rice to coconut and of coconut to rice to 

see if there is any correlation bet11een them and the changes 

in area observed earlier. 

In the whole of Kerala the price of paddy sho~ a 

rising trend from 1960-61 to 1974-75 rising from 0.41p.per kg 

to Rs.2.46 per kg, exvept for a &light dip between 1967-68 

and 1970-71. This general trend is seen at the district 

level also for all districts. After 1974-75 the price of 

paddy falls sharply in all districts (fable 4.1, 4.2). 

The major part of the increase in the price of paddy 

between 1960-61 and 1974-75 took place between 1960-61 and 

1967-68, as can be seen from Table 4.2 
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Table 4.1: Farm Harvest Prices - Paddy ~./kg 

Year Trivandrum Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam Trichur Yalghat Kozhikode Canannore Kerala 

1960-61 0.47 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.42 0.39 0.39 0.43 0.44 0.41 

1961-62 0.51 0.46 0.45 0.42 0.44 0.41 0.42 0.41 0.46 0.44 

1962-63 0.50 0.46 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.41 0.44 0.41 

1963-64 0.51 0.49 0.44 0.41 0.44 0.41 0.45 0.42 0.46 0.44 

1964-65 o.88 0.83 0.78 0.70 0.73 0.69 0.49 0.12 0.64 0.68 

1965-66 0.97 0.87 0.94 0.86 0.90 0.89 0.83 0.90 0.75 0.87 

1966-67 1.21 1.14 1.20 1.16 1.15 1.01 0.87 0.88 0.98 1.02 

1967-68 1. 61 1.56 1.55 1. 39 1.53 1.33 1.20 1.18 1.29 1.37 

1968-69 1.19 1.35 1v14 1.11 1.14 1.04 0.93 1.04 1.13 1.09 

1969-70 1.19 1.28 1.08 1.03 1.11 0.97 o.9o 0.94 0.98 1.02 

1970-71 1.10 1.11 o.96 0.93 o.98 o.a8 o.8o 0.85 0.89 0.94 

1971-72 1.20 1.17 1.04 1.07 1.07 0.99 0.91 0.93 0.91 1.00 

1972-73 1.40 1.32 1.24 1. 27 1.30 1.20 1.13 1.21 1 .11 1.19 

1973-74 2.28 1.98 1.85 1.87 2.08 1.90 1.80 1.90 1.61 1.87 

1974-75 ~.19 2.68 2.40 2.58 2. 79 2.51 2.26 2.52 2.14 2.46 

1975-76 2.25 2.05 1.84 1.89 1.96 1.82 1.65 1.87 1.68 1.89 

1976-77 1.68 1.56 1.42 1.38 1.57 1. 41 1.35 1.59 1.33 1.48 

1977-78 1.50 1.39 1.25 1.22 1.37 1.25 1.26 1.36 1.21 1.33 

1978-79 1.51 1.38 1.22 1.19 1.32 1.23 1.21 f .29 1.14 1.28 

1979-80 1.68 1.43 1.29 1.26 1.41 1.28 1.29 1.39 1.27 1. 37 

Source: 1 • S§I§On and CroE ReEorts for Kerala State, Various Years, Bureau of Economics and Statistics, 
Government of Kerala. 

2. Unpublished data for the latest period obtained from the Bureau of Economics and Statistics. 

Government of Kerala, Trivandrum. 
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Table 4,2: Percentage Changes and Absolute Prices {~./kg) 

of Paddy - Farm Harvest Prices 

Percentage Changes in Prices Absolute Peak 
.t'rices 

Districts 1960-61 1967-68 1960-61 1974-75 1967-68 1974-75 
to to to to 

1967-68 1970-71 1974-75 1978-79 

1. Trivandrum 242.55 (-)31.68 578.72 (-)52.66 1.61 

2. Qui.lon 280,49 {-)28,85 553.66 {-)48.51 1.56 -
3. Alleppey 278.05 {-)38.06 485.37 (-)49.17 .L22 

4. Kottayam 239.02 (-)33.09 22~h21 (-)53.88 ~ 

5. Ernakulam 264,29 (-)35.95 564.29 (-)52.69 1!.22 
6. Trichur 241,03 (-)33.83 243.59 (-)51.00 1.33 

7. Palghat 207.69 (-)33.33 479.49 (-)46.46 1.20 

8, Kozhikode 174.42 (-)27.97 486.05 (-)48,81 1.18 

9. CanannDI'e 193.18 (-)31.01 386,36 (-)46.78 1.29 

10. Kerala 234.15 (-)31.39 500,00 (-)47.97 1.37 

Note: l·1aximum percentage changes and greater absolute prices 
have been emphasised, 

Source:Percentage changes in prices have been cAlculated from 
the absolute prices of paddy given in Table 4.1 

3.19 

2,68 

2.40 

k.2.§ 

2. 79 -
2.51 

2.26 

2.52 

2.14 

2.46 

Among the districts the Northern districts of Canannore, 

Kozhikode and Palghat showed minimal percentage increase in 
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price of paddy for the whole period 1960-61 to 1974-75. On 

the other hand, the peak prices of paddy in 1967-68 and 

1974-75 are high in the Southern districts of Trivandrum, 

Quilon, Ernakulam, Kottayam and Alleppey (1967-68 only). 

Canannore shared the least percentage increase in price af 

paddy and also the lowest absolute price of paddy in the 

peak year 1974-75 (Table 4.2) 

Thus the Northern districts have a greater incentive 

to go out of rice-cultivation since their price advantage in 

rice is the least. This supports our earlier hypothesis that 

it is perhaps mainly from these districts that the conversion 

of lands to coconut cultivation has been occurring. 

The general trend in coconut prices is a continuous 

rise from 1960-61 to 1979-80, both at the All-Kerala and at 

the district levels. Ii dips, slightly in 1968-69, 1971-72 

and 1975-76, but then continues to rise from the year after 

(Table 4. 3). 

The major part of this increase in prices occurred 

between 1960-61 and 1974-75, as is seen in Table 4.4. lfithin 

this period the increase in prices uas concentrated between 

1960-61 - 1967-68 between 1971-72 - 1974-75. 
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Table 4.3: Price of Coconut ~./100 nuts 

Years Trivandrum Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam 'l'richur Palghat Kozhikode Canannore leer ala 

1960-61 21.45 22.06 22.83 24.12 22.58 23.41 21 .16 18.23 19.52 21.47 
1961-62 21.01 20.34 23.22 23.67 23.54 21.56 19.70 18.86 21.36 
1962-63 24.40 24.33 26.35 25.61 26.97 25.07 23.28 24.00 24.78 
1963-64 23.83 23.71 25.28 26.29 25.69 25.56 21.66 22.63 24.02 
1964-65 26.21 26.92 28.06 28.25 29.52 29.00 24.64 24.19 26.77 
1965-66 39.13 39.50 39.10 40.33 43.04 42.79 37.52 34.67 39.16 
1966-67 35.62 35.78 38.)1 39.58 40.50 39.61 34.21 34.36 34.91 36.82 
1967-68 40.12 45.08 46.17 47.36 49.34 48.43 45.11 45.57 42.12 45.37 
1968-69 35.63 41.63 39.37 41.06 43.72 41.27 35.79 37.52 37.44 39.27 
1969-70 44.45 47.80 49.96 52.78 56.06 12.19 51.60 49.37 48.38 49.84 
1970-71 49.67 55.55 58.78 61.16 66.27 58.66 58.59 54.11 57.26 57.13 
1971-72 38.21 42.36 44.55 45.30 48.11 40.94 40.17 38.53 42.06 42.07 
1972-73 48.09 55.22 55.44 57.45 55.14 53.85 49.92 49.53 51.11 52.79 
1973-74 83.24 87.58 90.83 94.82 99.49 91.78 87.33 86.18 90.56 89.01 
1974-75 78.79 85.69 87.55 89.66 94.35 88.77 87.99 78.97 87.39 85.13 
1975-76 61.75 66.55 66.70 68.17 75.44 70.08 71.83 63.90 61.98 67.38 
1976-77 83.11 89.79 95.88 98.23 104.86 94.18 80.88 85.45 89.46 91.32 
1977-78 90.66 96.32 99.04 103.66 111.62 107.28 99.64 91.73 95.64 101.37 
1978-79 92.88 101.33 103.57 104.60 117.67 108.97 102.95 92.64 103.56 103.13 
1979-80 104.07 121.36 119.27 117.10 129.16 122.18 110.43 104.67 112.28 115.60 

Source: Same as in Table 4.1 
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Table 4.4: Percentage changes in Farm Harvest Prices 

of Coconut 

1960-61 1971-72 1960-61 1960-61 
Districts to to to to 

1967-68 1974-75 1974-75 1979-80 

1. Trivandrum 87.04 106.20 267.'32 '385 .17 

2. Quilon 104.'35 102.29 288.44 450.14 

'3 •. Alleppey 102.2'3 96.52 28'3.49 422.4'3 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 

g. 

1 o. 

Kottayam 96.'35 97.92 271.72 '385.49 

Ernakulam 118.51 96.11 '317.85 472.01 

Trichur 106.88 116.8'3 279.20 421.9tB 

Palghat 11'3.19 119.04 '315.8'3 421.88 

Kozhikode 149.97 104.96 '3'3'3.19 474.16 

Canannore 115.78 107.77 '347.69 475.20 

Kerala 111.'32 102.35 296.51 4'38.45 

Note: Maximum percentage increases within each period 
have been emphasised. 

Source: Percentage increases in prices have been calculated 
from the absolute prices of coconut given. in Table 4.3. 

Among the various districts the Northern districts of 

Canannore, Kozhikode and Palghat showed the maximum increase 

in coconut prices followed by Ernakulam and Trichur in the 
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various periods (Table 4. 4). 

In the Northern districts, this greater increase in 

coconut prices together with the lower percentage increases 

and absolute prices of rice (seen earlier) would create an 

incentive to increase area under coconut cultivation even at 

the expense of rice cul ti va ti on. This again corresponds with 

our earlier observation that these districts shoved movement 

of area away from rice.§/ 

As pointed out by Dharm Narain, "attempts to examine 

the effect of price on acreage changes under a particular 

crop 1rl. th reference to the price of only that crop are in-

adequate. The significance of a price change when other 

prices remain constant is different :from mat it would be 

when other prices also change. Hence the need for correction: 

to convert crude prices into more meaningfUl ones".l/ Various 

'correction factors' have been used, for example the index of 

prices of goods and services used by the farmer, a general 

index of wholesale prices, an index of agricultural prices 

and prices of com:pe ting crops. 

Thus besides absolute price movements we also look at 

the relative price movement of rice and coconut. It is seen 

that for All-Kerala the relative price, price of rice/price 

of coconut, moves in favour of rice till 1967-68. Between 
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1967-68 and 1974-75 it fluctuates, but tiith a declining 

trend. After 1974-75 the relative price of rice to coconut 

falls sharply upto 1979-80. (Table 4.5) Thus the relative 

price moves in favour of coconut after 1967-68. 

A similar trend is seen in all the districts. In 

Kozhikode and Trichur though, the riae in relative-prices 

in favour of rice in 1974-75 shoots above tbe peak in 1967-68, 

but tapers off immediately after (Table 4.5). 

This again corresponds to our earlier observation an 

area movements. Rice area increases until 1967-68 as the 

relative price moves in favour of it, but then begins to 

stagnate and starts falling after 1974-75 as the relative 

price begins to move in favour of coconut after 1967-68. 

In order to visually compare the movement in prices and 

relative prices with erea under rice and coconut ve plot graphs 

separately for each of these two crops for the State as a whole 

(Figures 1 & 2). 

It is seen that the price of rice and area of rice move 

almost in uniso~/. Relative price of rice to coconut rises in 

the first phase till 1967-68 along vith the area under rice. 

In the second phase betveen 1968-69 and 1974-75 the area under 

rice remains more or less constant, ~ereas relative prices tend 
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Table 4.5: Relative Price of Padd;t to Coconut • PR 100 -x 
PC 

Years Trivandrum Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernakulam Trichur Palghat Kozhikode Canannore Kerala 

1960-61 2.19 1.86 1.80 1. 70 1.86 1.67 1.84 2.36 2.25 1. 91 
1961-62 2.43 2.26 1.94 1. 77 1.87 1.90 2.08 2.44 2.06 
1962-63 2.05 1.89 1.63 1.60 1.52 1.52 1. 76 1.83 1.65 
1963-64 2.14 2.07 1. 74 1.56 1. 71 1.60 1.94 2.03 1.83 
1964-65 3.36 3.08 2.78 2.48 2.47 2.38 2.92 2.65 2.54 
1965-66 2.48 2.20 2.40 2.13 2.09 2.08 2.40 2.16 2.22 
1966-67 3.40 3.19 3.13 2.93 2.84 2.55 2.54 2.56 .· 2.81 2.77 
1967-68 4.01 3.46 3.36 2.93 3.10 2.75 2.66 2.59 3.06 3.02 
1968-69 3.34 3.24 2.90 2.70 2.61 2.52 2.60 2.77 3.02 2.78 
1969-70 2.68 2.68 2.16 1.95 1.98 1.86 1.74 1.90 2.37 2.05 
1970-71 2.21 2.00 1.63 1.52 1.48 1.50 1. 3'17 1.57 1.55 1.65 
1971-72 3.14 2.76 2.23 2.41 2.22 2.42 2.27 2.41 2.16 2.38 
1972-73 2.91 2.39 2.24 2.21 2.36 2.23 2.26 2.44 2.17 2.25 
1973-74 2.74 2.26 2.04 1.97 2.09 2.07 2.06 2.20 1. 78 2UO 
1974-75 4.05 3.13 2.74 2.88 2.96 2.83 2.57 3.19 2.45 2.89 
1975-76 3.64 3.08 2.76 2.77 2.60 2.60 2.30 2.93 2. 71 2.80 
1976-77 2.02 1. 74 1.48 1.40 1.50 1.50 1.67 1.86 1.49 1.62 
1977-78 1.65 1.44 1.26 1.18 1.23 1.17 1 .26 1.48 1.27 1.31 
1978-79 1. 63 1.36 1.18 1.14 1.12 1.13 1.18 1.39 1.10 1.24 
1979-80 1.61 1.18 1.08 1.08 1.09 1.05 1.17 1.33 1.1:; 1.19 

Note: PR - Price of Rice Fe - Price of Coconut 

Source: Computed from Tables 4.1 and 4.3 
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to fluctuate. And finally after 1974-75, both relative 

prices and area under rice fall sharply. This fai~ly 

close movement of area under rice and relative price of 

rice to coconut is perhaps due to the fact that,to the 

producer, coconut is a fairly close substltute for rice.~ 

In the case of coconut, the price of coconut and 

area under coconut increases steadily almost throughout the 

period 1960-61 to 1978-79. But the relative price of coconut 

to rice does not necessarily move uith the area under coconut, 

the former fluctuating rather erratically. One reason for 

this discrepancy in the movement of area under coconut and 

relative price of coconut is perhaps that rice is not the 

only substitute for coconut. Coconut can substitute other 

garden land crops also. 

There the movement in area under rice and coconut are 

seen to be the reflections of changes in prices of these crops. 

The relative stagnation and fall in area under rice in the 

latter phases coincide with the movement of relative price of 

rice to coconut, against rice and in favour of coconut. 

These absolute and relative price movements over the 

last two decades uould have an impact on the profitability· or 
cultivation of these tvo crops. On the one hand, fluctuating 

prices and relative prices of rice and their plun~e in the 

later years (together with rising input prices ue shall see 

later) added to the insecurity of rice-cultivation and to the 

consequent fall in area under rice. On the other hand, the 
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consistent rise in coconut prices led to the bouyancy of 

coconut cultivation and the continuous increase in coconut 

area. 

Thus, the profitability of rice-cultivation being 

lover than that of coconut cultivation for the years 

1973-74, 1974-75, observed in Chapter 2, is perhaps the 

culmination of a trend in the movement of the absolute and 

relative prices of the tvo crops and not an isolated pheno-

men on. 

Section 2 

In this section we look at the trend in the major 

input prices, wage rates and fertilizer prices, involved 

in the cultivation of rice to see hov it could have influenced 

the coat of cultivation and hence the profitability of rice 

cultivation. 

There has been a phenomenal increase in the money 

vage rates of paddy field labour (male), 385.9 percent 

between 1960-61 and 1978-79 All-Kerala. The money vage rates 

rose consistently from 1960-61 to 1978-79 in all the districts, 

Table 4.6. The only district which shoved any decline in 

vage-rates is Palghat, after 1974-75. 
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Table 4. 6: Agricultural Wages - Paddy Field Labourers (Hen) (Rupees) 

Years Trivandrum Quilon Alleppey Kottayam Ernak:ulam Trichur Palghat Kozhikode Canannore Kerala 

1960-61 1. 59 1.80 1. 78 1. 71 1. 97 1. 45 2.05 2.48 1.85 
1961-62 2.20 1. 77 1.99 1.87 2.62 2.41 1.85 2.46 2.84 2.22 
1962-63 2.41 2.02 2.28 1. 78 2.89 2. 71 2.28 2.36 2.92 2.42 
1963-64 2.44 2.07 2.27 2.03 3.32 2.87 2.13 2.42 3.02 2.51 
1964-65 2.69 2.55 2. 79 2.37 3.69 2.98 2.52 2.85 3. 21 2.84 
1965-66 2.96 2.92 3.11 2.93 4.01 3.21 2.71 3.18 3.72 3.20 
1966-67 3.68 3.25 3.90 3.27 4.29 3.85 3.36 3.53 4.30 3. 71 
1967-68 4.46 
1968-69 4. 71 4.35 4.72 4.32 5.00 5.35 4.26 4.33 5. 51 4.73 
1969-70 4.83 4.47 5.37 4.96 5.00 5.45 4.29 4.33 5.44 4.90 
1970-71 4. 75 4.47 5.43 5.04 5.83 5.62 4.05 4.39 6.23 5.09 
1971-72 4. 75 4.47 5.47 6.38 5.94 5.95 4.58 4. 60 6.78 5.43 
1972-73 5.10 4.72 5.97 6. 75 6.92 5.98 5.05 4.86 6.93 5. 78 
1973-74 5.88 6.00 6.57 5. 73 6.88 7.26 7.37 6.19 9.04 6.67 
1974-75 6.96 7.25 7.70 7.54 a. 71 8.08 8.39 7.81 11 .1 0 8.05 
1975-76 7.58 7.50 8.29 8.40 9.63 8.50 6.94 9.15 11.44 8.57 
1976-77 7.96 7.73 7.90 7.38 9.69 8.50 6.18 9.06 11.38 8.44 
1977-78 8.oo 8.oo 8.oo 7.25 9.75 8.50 6.35 g.oo 12.13 8.67 
1978-79 8.oo 8.46 8.05 7.25 g. 79 8.88 6.75 9. 71 12.96 8.99 

Note: We were unable to obtain district-wise wage rates for 1967-68 

Source: 1 • S~a~Qn and C~Q~ R~~orts tor Kgra&a St§]~ Various years, Bureau of 
Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala. 

2. S:ta:ti~:U.~Hil f2.: Plsumins:. 1980., Bureau of Economics and Statistics, 
Government of Kerala. 
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Table 4. 7: Percentage Uhanges in Wage Rates of Paddy 

Field Labour (Male) 

1960-61 1968-69 1960-61 1960-61 
Districts to to to to 

1968-69 1974-75 1974-75 1978-79 

Trivandrum 196.23 47.77 337.74 403.14 

Quilon 141.67 66.67 302.78 370.00 

Alleppey 165.17 63.14 332.58 352.25 

Kottayam 152.63 74.54 340.94 323.98 

Ernakulam 90.84.!1 74.20 232.44.!1 273.6()/ 

Trichur 171 .57 51.03 310.15 350.76 

Palghat 193.79 96.95 478.62 365.52 

Kozhikode 111 • 22 80.35 346.34.Y 373.66 

Canannore 122.18 101.45 347.58 422.58 

Kerala 155.68 70.19 335.14 385.95 

Note: 1. Initial year refers to 1961-62 since date for 
1960-61 was not available. 

2. This refers to the period 1960-61-1975-76. In 
Kozhikode there is a sharp increase in wage rate 
between 1974-75 and 1975-76 which continues 
unabated thereafter. 

Source: Percentage changes in wage rates have been calculated 
from the Absolute Wage Rates given in Table 4.6. 

The maximum increase in wage-rates occurred in the Northern 

most districts of Canannore and Kozhikode and the Southern most 
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district of Trivandrum in the vhole period 1960-61 to 

1978-79 (Table 4.7). For all the districts the bulk of 

the change in vages came about in the first phase, 1960-61 

to 1967-68 except for the Northern most districts of Kozhikode 

and Canannore where it uas concentrated in the later phases, 

after 1968-69. This is perhaps due to to fact that theso 

Northern districts had higher wage rates in the initial period 

1960-61 itself (Table 4.8). -

Table 4.8: Wage Rates of Paddy Field Labour (Male) (Rupees) 

Districts 

1 • Tri van drum 

2. Quilon 

3. Alleppey 

4. Kottayam 

5. Ernakul am 

6. Trichur 

7. Palghat 

8. Kozhikode 

9. Canannore 

10. Kerala 

1960-61 1968-69 1974-75 

1.59 4.71 6.96 

1.80 4.35 7.25 

1.78 4.72 7.70 

1.71 4.32 7.54 

2.62* 5.00 8.71 

1.97 5.35 8.oa 

1.45 4.26 8.39 

2.05 4.33 7.81 

2.48 5.51 11.10 

1.85 4.73 8.05 

> 

1978-79 

a.oo 

8.46 

7.25 

9.79 

a.aa 

6. 75 

9.71 

12.96 

8.99 

Note: The time series of wage rates from 1960-61-1978-79 
is given in Table 4.6 

*This refers to 1961-62 

Source: Season and Crop Reports, various year, Bureau of 
Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala. 
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Looking at the money wage rates it has been con

sistently the highest in Canannore. Besides Kozhikode, 

Ernakulam and Trichur also have very high wage rates 

compared to the rest of the State (Table 4.8). 

The exceptionally high wage rates even in the 

initial period, and the phenomenal increase in wage-rates 

particularly in the latter phases in Canannore, would make 

rice-cultivation in this district less attractive than in 

other districts. Besides Kozhikode, Ernakulam and perhaps 

Trichur also have had high wage rates and greater in increase 

in wage-rates than other district. Since wage-cost consti

tutes around 45 to 75 per cent of total cost, and paddy is 

cultivated almost wholly by hired labour, (See Chapter 3) 

this would work to act as an increasing squeeze on profit

ability over time. 

Comparing the increase in wage-rates uith the increase 

in price of paddy in the period 1960-61 to 1974-75, it is 

seen that the wage rates increased more sharply in the 

Northern districts whereas paddy prices increased more sharply 

in the Southern districts. With the sharper increase in uages 

and the slaver increase in prices, the decline in profitability 

of rice cultivation would have been much greater in the No~thern 

districts. 
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Fertilizer costs is, after labour cost, the second 

largest constituent of total-cost in paddy cultivation. 

Whereas labour cost constitutes between 45 to 75 percent 

of total costs, fertilizer costs constitutes between 25 

to 45 percent of total costs, {Table 4.9). Hence the trend 

in fertilizer prices would have a significant influence on 

the costs of cultivation of paddy. 

Table 4.9: Proportion of Labour Cost and Fertilizer Cost 

of Total Cost in Paddy Cultivation (1973-74) 

Districts Labour Cost Fertilizer Cost 
{Selected Villages) Total Cost Total Coat 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

a. 
g. 

1 o. 

Trivandrum (K) 0.63 0.27 

Trivandrum (tf') 0,.53 0.40 

Quilon 0.62 0.37 

Al.leppey 0.60 0.33 

Ernakulam o. 75 0.25 

Trichur 0.45 0.45 

Palghat 0.56 0.38 

lofalappuram 0.59 0.38 

Kozhikode 0.55 0.44 

Canannore 0.67 0.27 

Note: Proportions of labour cost and fertilizer costs 
are calculated for selected villages £ram the 
primary schedules of the "Comprehensive Scheme 
to study the Cost of Cultivation of Principal 
Crops in Kerala'', IUnistry of Agriculture, 
Government of India. 
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Table 4.10: Fertilizer Prices- All India and Kera1a (~./Metric tonne) 

I11 Indie!J' Keral~./ 
Super Super 

Years Urea Pho~hate MOP* Urea Pho;{hate l·TOP 
(46% N) (16/0 P2o

5
) (6o% x2o) (46% N) ( 16' p 205) (60.% K20) 

1972 959.00 301.85 543.00 425.00 553.00 

1973 1050.00 353.00 670.00 1050.00 492.00 683.(.)0 

1974 2000.00 759.00 1230.00 762.00 1244.00 

1975 1850.00 695.00 1180.00 1850.00 950.00 1192.00 

1976 1750.00 344.00 910.00 1750.00 539.00 916.00 

1977 1550.00 361.00 805.00 1550.00 576.00 809.00 

1978 500.00 

1979 1450.00 566.00 

1980 2000.00 754.00 1123.00 

Note: *MOP - Muriate of Potash 

Source: 1. Fertilizer Statistics, Fertilizer Association of India 

2. Fertilizer Prices for Kerala were obtained from the 
Ferti~izers and Chemicals Travancore Ltd., Marketing 
Division, Trivandrum. They are the prices at uhich 
fertilizers are distributed all over Kerala. 

Fertilizer prices are almost uniform throughout the country 

except for minor regional differences, as can be seen from table 

4.10. Hence ~e shall use the All India Fertilizer prices to look 
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at the trend in fertilizer price. 

The index numbers of fertilizer prices, constructed 

from the All India prices of fertilizers, show a slight fall 

in the initial period from 1960 to 1965. It then begins to 

rise upto 1974, rising sharply between 1973 and 1974. There 

is a fall in prices after 1974, except for a sharp increase 

again in 1980 as seen above for Kerala (Table 4.11). 

Table 4.11: Fertilizer Price Index: Base : 1961=100 

Year Index 

1961 1 oo.oo 
1962 101 .05 
1963 98.55 
1964 93.84 
1965 88.26 
1966 89.88 
1967 98.55 
1968 111.11 
1969 11 o. 70 
1970 151.86 
1971 149.57 
1972 150.50 
1973 173.80 
1974 328.50 
1975 308.30 
1976 259.60 
1977 231.45 

Note: This index of fertilizer prices has been calculated 
by weighting the prices of individual fertilizers 
(Urea, Superphosphate and HOP) by the proportion of 
nutrients N, P, K contained in them. 

Source:Fertilizer Statistics, Fertilizer Association of 
India, New Delhi. 
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Thus apart from the sharp increase in price of rice 

in the first phase, the fall in fertilizer prices also may 

have contributed to making rice cultivation a profitable 

venture during this period (1960-61-1967-68), and the area 

under rice rose. But after 1966 the price of fertilizers 

began its sharp rise adding to the already difficult situ

ation created by the sharp increase in wage rates and 

fluctuating paddy prices. 

Thus the relative non-profitability of rice culti

vation, observed earlier, is not peculiar to a particular 

year. There has been a continuous trend towards this seen 

in the rising input prices, of agricultural labour and 

fertilizers, and fluctuating paddy prices. It is likely 

that the profitability of paddy deteriorated further after 

1974-75 because, though the rise in fertilizer prices tapers 

off, the wage rates of agricultural labour continue to increase 

sharply and paddy prices begin a downward plunge. 
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B OTES Ali D REFERENCES 

1. This is also, acoorcling to Dharm Barain, a way of 
determining which are the coapeting crops in the 
region. "Starting from knovn facts .. must then 
pass from crops which are likely to, to crops Uhich 
in tact do, coapete". To the extent that we have 
been able to show that coconut is substituting rice, 
we can consider thea competlna crops. 
Dhara Ifarain \ Impact of Price Jlovements on Areas 
Under Selected ]rops in Ipdia 190G-1939, 1965 
Caabridge Universit,y ~ress p.17. 

2. ~. p.7 

'· !lli p.7 

4. Bven accordi~g to Dharm Barain, such specificity is 
seldom absolute. "More often tho not it is only a 
matter of iegree; areas are only more (or lese) suited 
to one use relatively to another. And then again, it 
is a tunction of time .. • .. In the generality of cases, 
then specificity may affect the extent of area shifts 
between oropa, or the EromptJl!BB vi th which they occur. 
rather than preclude their occurrence altogether" 
Ibid p.7 

5. Ibid p.a 
6. See Chapter 1 

7. »harm Barain, op.cit., p.11 

a. The price of rice and relative price of rice to coconut 
is lacget by oao year as mentioned earlier. 

9. This pattern is true tor nearly all the districts. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The dissertation makes an attempt to analyse the 

reasons for the shift in cropping pattern a~ay from rice 

and in favour of coconut. 

Actual (net) area under rice has fallen, particularly 

in recent years, whereas area under coconut has increased 

phenomenally. There is suggestive evidence to show that 

coconut has been substituting rice on wet-lande. 

The rationale for this shift is found in the fact 

that the relative profitability ofncoconut cultivation is 

much higher than that of rice cultivation. It is also seen 

that single cropped paddy lands are more likely to be con

verted to coconut gardens than double cropped lands. 

The reason for the marked difference in profitability 

of the two crops is located in the greater labour and fertilizer 

costs involved in rice cultivation, The profitability and 

costs of cultivation have been studied with reference to a 

particular year. 

Profitability of a crop is determined by input costs 

and output prices. Over the past two decades, whereas the 

price of rice has been fluctuating, falling sharply in recent 

years, the price of coconut increased consistently. Wage-rates 
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of agricultural labourers and fertilize prices have also 

been rising over this period. Since labour costs and 

fertilizer costs are much higher in rice cultivation, 

the rising prices of these inputs would affect rice culti

vation more adversely than coconut cultivation. The fluctu

ating paddy prices and rising input-costs worked together to 

make rice cultivation a less profitable venture. On the 

other hand, the consistent rise in coconut prices and smaller 

quantum of labour and fertilizer use in coconut cultivation 

increased the profitability of the latter. 

Thus the substitution of coconut for rice can be 

attributed to the diminishing profitability of rice-cultivation. 

The latter being due to the large amount of labour and fertilizer 

use in rice-cultivation, and the long-term unfavourable movement 

of input and output prices over the past two decades. 
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APPENDIX I 

The figures on absolute area under rice, coconut and 

other crops are obtained from the published sources of the 

Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Trivandrum. There are 

certain problems related to these estimates of area under 

different crops. In this note we shall elucidate some of 

these problems which arise mainly out of the process of 

estimation of these figures. We shall discuss first the 

area under coconut, and second the area under other garden 

land crops -- the process of estimation and the problems 

related to it. Finally, we shall point out certain problems 

of using the published estimates of area under rice and those 

using out of non-publication of certain useful information. 

The method of estimation of area under coconut is as 

folloHS. An estimate is made of the total number of palms 

in the district/state.through a SBDple survey. A norm of 

approximately 230 palms/hectar~is then used to estimate 

the total area under coconut. This norm has been estimated 

from a sample of pure coconut plots in each district, and 

has remained unchanged through out the period of study. 

A problem arising out of this method of estimation 

is that, if the actual intensity of cultivation of coconut 

(i.e. palms/hectare) is considerably higher than this norm, 

or if the intensity of cultivation has been increasing over 
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time, the estimated area would be an over-estimate. In 

the latter case, the increase in area observed in the 

published figures could be taken as a reflection of the 

increase in .gross cropped area (due to increase in intensity 

of cropping), but need not imply either 'that marginal lands 

were being brought under cultivation or that w~lands were 

being converted into garden lands. It would simply be a 

reflection of the increasing intensity of cultivation of 

coconut gardens. 

On the other hand, if the intensity of cultivation is 

lower than the norm, or decreasing over time, the estimated 

area would be an under-estimate. 

In the 9 villages for which we have data it is seen 

that there is fairly wide variation in the intensity of 

cultivation for predominantly inter-cropped coconut plots. 

The intensity is generally higher in the lowlands and lov in 

the higher lands. For the state as a vhole, the intensity 

averages out at 230 palms/hectare. 

Even if we accept the figures for the area under 

coconut as fairly reliable, there remains the problem of 

comparability over the entire period from 1960-61 to 1978-79. 

This problem arises not from the method of estimation as 

described above, but from the fact that the sample size 
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from which the estimate of the number of palms in the 

districts was made was enlarged in 1975-76.1V This makes 

the absolute area figures fo~ coconut before 1975-76 and 

after not comparable. The Bureau of Economics and Stati-

sties, Trivandrum, however made available to us the 

corrected and comparable index number of area under coconut 

in Kerala State from 1960-61 to 1977-78. This enabled us 

to construct comparable estimates of coconut area for Kerala. 

Comparing these corrected figures with the original published 

figures (Table1~7Column 11), we found that both sets of date 

after 1975-76 move together i.e. move in the same direction. 

That is, the area figures between 1975-76 and 1978-79 are 

comparable among themselves in direction and magnitude, but 

comparable vith figures prior to 1975-76 only in direction. 

On the basis of this, we make the assumption for our forth-

coming analysis that the direction of change before and after 

1975-76 are comparable, although the magnitudes are not. This 

will be true both for the absolute area under coconut and the 

proportion of coconut area to total area. 

The method of estimation of area under other garden 

landcrops involves the following. First, the estimates of 

area under most of the garden land crops2lare based on norms 

of the number of trees to an hectare, as in the case of the 

coconut area estimates. Second, most garden land is mixed-
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cropped, i.e. more than one crop is grown on it at the 

same time. In order to get over this problem the concept 

of gross-area is made use of to arrive at the total area 

under these crops. 

The Instructions for Field Stafri/make this clear: 

"It may be noted that the gross area concept will be follo't1ed 

't1ith regard to the recording of area under crops. According 

to this concept, the area under various crops in one acre of 

land can be more than one acre according to the intensity of 

crops. The following example will make this clear. 

11 
Let th · ti l b e crops grown ~n a par cu ar survey num er 

having net area of 50 cents be as follows: 

1. Banana- 400 (No.) 2. Pineapple - 1000 (No.) 

3. Tubers 10 cents 4. Tapioca - 5 cents 

"Converting the crops given in number into area adopting 

the standards per acre, the area under banana uill be 50 cents 

(800 per acre) and pineapple - 20 cents (5000 per acre). So 

the gross cropped area v.ill be 50+20+10+5 = 85 cents". 

The main problem arising out of this process of estimation 

is that we do not have any estimate of the actual net area under 

each of these crops. Besides even the gross area obtained by 

this process are only rough estimates. 

The published sources of area under rice give only gross 

area under rice. This becomes a problem since ve are interested 
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in knowing whether the actual area (net) under rice has 

been falling over the !ast two decades. (This problem is 

discussed in detail in the text of Chapter 1 itself). 

Finally, certain information collected during the 

Land Utilisation Survey, which would be useful to this study, 

are not published. 

First, though the data on area under current fallows 

specifically on wet land are collected seperately,2/the 

published sources give only current fallo~ in general tdthout 

specifying the type of land. This information, regarding area 

under wet lands left fallow, would be useful since any signi-

fican t increase in this could signify the amount of land on 

its way out of rice cultivation as discussed in Chapter 1. 

Secondly, the survey enumerates perennial and annual 

crops grown on wet land and dry land seperately,Ybut published 

sources club these together. Estimates of perennial crops 

grown on wet lands would suggest to us the possible growth 

(or decline) of these crops on wet lands which is the primary 

concern of this study. 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES 

1. This information was given to us by the Bureau of 
Economics and Statistics, Trivandrum. The norm in 
all districts is approximately 230 palms/hectare, 
except for Idukki where it is 175 palms/hectare. 

2. Before 1975-76, the estimation of the total number 
of palms in the di"strict was done by the land 
Utilisation Survey, but in 1975-76 this was taken 
on by the 'Coconut-Arecanut Survey'. This latter 
used a larger sample size, which is ihy the estimates 
after 1975-76 are not comparable w1 th those before 
1975-76. 

3. For example, arecanut, cashew, pepper, banana, pineapple. 

4. Instruction for F.ield Staff on Area and Yield Estimation 
Surveys- 1980-81, Agricul~ral Division, Bureau of 
Economics and Statistics, Government of Kerala, p.4. 

5. Ibid P• 17. 

6. Ibid p.17. 
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APPENDIX II 

Paddy is a labour intensive crop whereas the use of 

labour in coconut cultivation is limited. The phenomenon 

of the substitution of coconut for paddy, which we have been 

studying, therefore has a deterimental effect on the employ-

ment situation in the State. 

Unemployment and underemployment has always been a 

major problem in Kerala. According to the latest plan 

document, 11.5 lakh persons are totally unemployed in the 

State.!/ A shift in the cropping pattern from paddy to 

coconut will intensify this problem. 

In this note we will attempt an approximate estimate of 

the unemployment that would be created by the substitution of 

coconut for paddy. 

The total physical input of labour in paddy cultivation 

is approximately 2086 hours per hectare in the selected villages.~ 
In terms of standard 8 hour labour days, one hectare of paddy 

land provides approximately 260 labour days of employment in 

one particular agricultural year. 

The total physical input of labour in coconut cultivation 

is approximately 654 hours per hectare in the selected villages.JV 

Again in terms of standard 8 hour days, one hectare of mixed 

cropped coconut garden provides approximately 82 labour d~s of 



12? 

employment in a particular year. 

Thus if one hectare of land is shifted from paddy 

cultivation to coconut, approximately 178 (260-82) days of 

employment in one agricultural year are lost. 

On the other hand, if one hectare of paddy land is 

left fallow for a year, 260 days (approximately) of employment 

are lost. 

Both these phenomenon have been occurring fairly exten

sively in most of the districts, as seen earlier. The un

employment thus created would be fairly substantial, as can 

be seen from the above estimates for one hectare of land • 

•••••• 124 ••••• 
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NOTES AND REFERENCES 

1. Draft Sixth Five Year P'lan 1980-85 and Annual Plan 
1981-82 Vol.1. State Planning Board, Trivandrum, 
Government of Kerala. 

2. This has been calculated from the paddy holdings of 
all the 10 villages selected for the study. It .is 
only an approximate estimate for the State as a whole. 
The estimate includes labour input in the villages of 
Kozhikode and Ernakulam where the lands are single 
cropped. If these villages are removed the figure 
for total labour input per hectare would be much higher. 

3. This has been calculated from the coconut holdings of 
the 8 selected villages. Kottayam is not includes 
since in this village coconut is inter-cropped with 
rubber and the labour input is primarily for rubber 
cultivation. 
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