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INTRODUCT ION

The literature on labour use in Indian asgriculture and on rural
labour market in India genorally distinguiches betwecn thres categories
of labour, viz,, family labour, casual labour and attachsed labour e
the latter two being hired labour categories., Conventionally, an
attached labour contract has been identified as "umfrec” and of a longer
&umticn.y Attached lsbourers have ben associated sometimes with
labourers who are “unfree” or “bended” and at others with those employed
on a scaschal or anmual basis, The concern regarding the lack of frecdon
was prominent in a mmber of studies immediately before Independence?,/
and in the First Agricultural lebour Enguiry (1950-51), Subsequently,
the focus shifted touvards the duraticn aspect of attached labour

eunploymemt.y

Analytical studies of rural labour market during 19608 and 19708
have generally neglected the category of attached ladour, Most studies
focussed on the family labour-wage labour relationshdp and on exploring
the wage labour market without distinguishing betizeen different categories
of wage labour, For instance, the dual-labour market theory is concemed
vith explaining the reason-for the existence of unemployment at the going
wage rates, and of the apparent difference botweon the wage rates paid
to hired labour and those imputed to family labour. Models of the wage
labour market bave mostly concentrated on casual labour., This is irres-
poctive of whether the analysis concerns comparisons of trends in money
wage rates and real wage rates; rclationship of wage rates (seasonal or
othervige) with unemployment; factors affecting inter-regional variations



in wvage mtes; or relative wage rates of pure wage eamers and of

vage earnerg-cun~gmll farmere.y

Thorner did some picncering work on the categorisation of workers
80 that various kinds of fattachments® can bo captured. We shall be
reforring to this work in detail in the next chapter.y But after that
swprigingly little work ( mostly micro=-level studies and studies on the
effect of mechanisation on attached labour employment)was done cn
attached labour. In vnw or o studies, the relationship between casual
and attached labour has been amlysed, but very cursorny.g Becently,
houever, interost in attached labour has rovived in the context of the
debate on semi-feudaliam and intor-linking of markets. Bardhan and Rudre?
in a recent article have dealt with attached labour at a comceptual
leval and have provided some information in line with their analysis on
attached labour contracts in West Bengal. Ghoség/ and Chat.topadlm\vay
examined the ralative wage rates of attached and casual labdour,

Part of the rcasom for this neglect of attached labour is the
consideratle confusion about the basis for categorisation of wage labour
and the difficulties of interpreting the meagre infommtion available.
The only source of data on attached labour on any significant scale are
Abe Feoorte af tho Agricultural labour Enquiry Reports conducted in 1950-1
and 1956~57 and the reports on Intensive Type Studies on Ruwral labour in
India conducted by the labour Bureau in 196669, Some information about
fattached” workers is also available in HSS employment-unemployment
survey of 1972-73 (where they are called “reguler” vorkers) and in NSS
Landholding survey of 1971-72 (uhere they are called "attached® workers),
Very little analysis has been done uging this body of information.



fnother reason might be the complexity arising from the hoterogeneity
in the nature of the uage contracts for attached labour (ranging from
feudal or same-feudsl relatiens, through bondage aiiging £rom indebted-
noss %o a more or less voluntary agreanent.).w

The fact remains houwecver that ignoring attached labour in the
analysis of rural labour market, particularly its interactions with the
casual. lahour category, canmot but limit the usefulness of such analysis.
A esatisfectory framevork for stuflying the rural labour market must grapple
with the heterogeneity of labour contmcets ~= ab least recognige the
basic digtinction betireen fattached” and casual labour - and of the inter-
actions and intorerelationships between them, Such a framework is essential

for a botter understanding of the processes of the rural labour market
leading to detormination of wage rates, intensities of employment, modes
of wage payment and the like. In other words, even vhile analysing wages
and employment of casual labour, it is necessary to identify the nature of
other labour categories and their interrclationships in tems of the diffe-
rentiel impact the existence of the latter categories (attached, family
labour etc. ) has on the supply of and demand for casual labour and hence on
vage and cmployment intemsities.

He can identify two kinds of gaps (not mutually exclusive in the
existing literaturg on rural lsbour market with regard to attached labour:

(a) gaps arising £rom not studying attached labour as a

category anf from not arlysing tho working of the
attached labour merket taken by itsalf; and

(b) gaps arising from not stulying attached labour
axplicitly as a part of the rural labour market
and how the miket for attached labour is related
to tho overall market for agricultural labourers.



This dissertation is a preliminary effort to extend the amlysis
of the Indian rural labowr maxket in this direction. UWe shall discuss
the limitaticns of the aweilable categorisation of wage labour and
suggest the ingredients of a more satiefactory classification, before
exsmining the charagteristics of "attached labour,” ths variations in
its magnitudes across regions, and the relative positicn of the casual
and attached labouwr categories in terms of employment, wage rates and

incons,

The first chapter briefly rovieus some historical ,studies on forms
of labour utilisation in egriculture. On the bagis of this historical
review the sscond chapter exzmines eritically ths existing attached labour
concepts in India. 4n attempb is made hers to explore what kinds of
fattackments® are captured by the existing concepts and vhat are left
untouched. On the basis of the enalysis of cudsting concepts a part of
this chapter is also devoted to the digcussion on altemative ways of
classifying agricultural labourers so that all kinds of employer-cployee
attachments or arrangements can be captured. The scope of our analysis in
the noxt two chapters is, however, limited by the fact that the existing
data of attached labour relate enly to workers cuployed for a season or a
year contimwusly by an employsr.

Chapter thres, therefore, discusses tho conditions which encourage
the employnent of wage laboursrs on relatively long duration contyracts
and is primrily ralatal vith the first kind of gap.

Ghapter four deals with the inter-relationsidps and interacticns

batieen attached and casunl ilabour in the rural labour matket and is an

attampt at parfly filling the secord kind of gap. Since ths available



data preclude a definitive analysis, we confine ocurselves t0 analysing
certain plausitle hypotheses regarding these inter-relationghips and to
sec how thegse fit the availahle data.

Notes and Raeforences

Y How the official concepts have tried to capture these characteristics
and to vhat axtent they have been successful is discussed in detail in
the second chapter,

&/ Ses, for cxample, the discussion on agricultural labour in Ipdian J
ult April 19/8 and alsc the descriptions of atte-

of fericultym] FEconomgcs,
ched labour contracts in Eirst Agriculturs] Iabour Bnquiry Beports.

labour Buresu, Sinls, 1°W-69 and Giscassions 1n Ind
Agricultyral Economics, April-June, 1957.

4 These facts are very evident when one loocks at the survey of literature
done by Kalpens Bardhan, see Kalpana Bandhan (1977 ),%Fural Buployment,
Hages and labour Matkets in India: A Survey of iesearchy Economic and
Rlitical Wedkly, Jume 25, July 2 & 9,

5/ Danic)l Thomer and Alice Thormer (1962), "Employer-Iabourer Rdationships

in Agriculture$ Indiegn Jonrnal of Agrjcultural FEconomics, Vol. XII,
(4pril-Junc), 1957, roproduced in land and Iabour in India, Asia Pubnamg

House, by tho same authors (eh,3).
& For details, see K. Bardhan (1977), gp.cit.

7%/ Pranab Bardhan and Ashok Iudra (1680), ™ypes of labour Attachments in
Agriculture?, Besults of a Survey in West Bengal - 1979, Economic and

Bolitica} \Woekly, August 30.

AJit K. Ghose (1980),"ages and Employment in Indien Agriculture! Horld
Deyalgpment, May/June, vol.8, nos.5/6.

E.Chattopadhyay (1977), "iage lates of Two Groups of Agricultural Igbourers|
Eeonoric and Political Yodkly, March, Revias of Agriculture.

R

1¢/ See, Kalpana Bardhan (1970), "Wage and Hnployment of Agricultural labour
in India, Some Crogs-Sectional Analysdisy Agricultural Econmomics Research
Cantro, University of Delni, Mimeo, ch.1, p.5.



Chapter 1

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The use of wage labour alvays involves an employor-employce relatione
ship. There are two main facets to this relationship: (1) conditions which
led the worker to enter into the contract of cmployment with the particular
employer vhich wo shall hereafter refor to as %eatry conditions”; and
(2) the temms and conditions of work under the contract which may be termed
as %orking conditions.”

in ggricultural lebourer may enter into a contract with the particular
employer {(a) due to certain pro~existing ohligations arising from customry
social relations or en account of credit and/or land relations; or (b) he
may aceept the contract with the employer cut of his own fres will, The
latter implies that the labourer has the freedom to choose any employer
and/or contract, while the former relates to situations in which the labourer
is not free to choode any employer or contmct.‘v This distinction based on
fresdom of chodce i9 important and has reccived much attention both in the
literature dealing with the evolution of the modes of production and labour
utilisation in agriculture and in tho early Indian surveys relating o
agricultural labour.

Historical st\ﬂiesgx{elaﬁng to the presently developed countries
have discorned a general trend towards a progresaive replacement of social
relations and obligations arising from indebtedness which tend to "ind"
the uoxker to particular amployers in varying degree of servituie by
contracts governed by impersomal economic considembions.z‘/



This shift, which genorally coincides with the commercialisation and
growth of agrarian economy, also gives to the class of wage labourers,
a greator freadom of choico.

Thug broeadly speaking, two kinds of labour arrangements existed
in England, Rugsia end Japan in their early phases of commercialised
agriculture: labour -:gervice provided by the tenants with their own
implcmentS; and the employment, of farm servants. lthile the latter were
whole time workers and stayed at the famm, for the former it was not the
case. One feature psculiar to both these arrangements, however, was the
bondage, cither through land or through usurious lcans, The temants, for
example, were bound Yo the landloxd generally through land but at times
also through usuricus loans; thig was trus of the temants of the "corvee?
economy in Fusaia, of Magos® in Japan and of tenante and cottagers in carly
18th century I‘hgland.y Similerly, farm servants were gemerally drawn
from tenant families providing labour sexvice,él edther in returmn for a
lcan or on account of any other obligation incurzed by the workerts family
with that of the employer,éj or for mere subsistence as the labourer used
to get food, clothing and other necessities at the farm, These fam
servants tended to be hereditary in Japan, though not so much in Englard,

But the ¢inge of servitude was evident in all the thres countries,

fnother feature comnon to both the labour arrangements was the
persochal charactor of the anployer-cmployee relationships. The landlord
was customrily responsible for the general welfare of his temants and
farm servants. In Japean, for example, the master was deemed responsible
not only for his farm servants' food and clothing but aleo their upbringing
and conduct in the village. It was also his duty to support his temants
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during crop failures and help them in other problems. Moreover, there
did not exist any doterminant relationship between size of the temant
allotments and the amount of labour service provided by than.:(/

In other words, the basis of the entry condition and the axchange
of labour betvesn workers and employers in tho early days of commerciae
lisation of those countries was quite unlike the exchange famjliay to
3 modorn econondess "it vas an economic exchange in the guise of cocial
relationship, not a direct exchange of econcmic veluss defined by an
impersonal mazket ... The governing factor was the reciprocal obligations
of kinship and kinlike relations.

Gradually over time®labour service"” not only declined in mgritude
but its character also changad. At places it got transformed into the
form of rent as in Japan? or t0 other kinds of labour services as in
Busgia. lenin wrote:

... (labour service) now cccupied a sub-ordinate position
as compared £ vith fyree hire and secondly the labour service

undexvent a change; it wvas mainly ths sscond type of labour
sorvice which remained, that implying tho labour not of peae
sant faymers, btut of Tregular labourers and agricultural day
1abourers,? 1Y
Though, advances of money or grain, and allotment of land continusd to
be the taais for "tying" labourers Yo particular em(,y@m!.ﬂ en important
qualitative change had taken place, towards greater “"freedom® of contract
for vorkors. Discussing the Japancss situation in late sighteenth and

early minotecnth century, Suith peints out:



%eees Ho can no longer properly speak of labour services.

For labour services had now lost their social meaning and

became mere substitutes for payments in money or kind,

This of course was much more than a change in character

of labour sexvices, it bespoke as well a transformation

of the relations of the persons who received amd gave them,

Ho longer were these persons bound to one another by pover

ful mutual obligations ... and the two parties now stood

in relationship impersonal to such a degree that one would

no longer give the other so much as a day's labout without

specific compensation,.. theBago (who provided labour

service) had become econemically and Socially an autonomous

agent ... no more the "Oyskata's® (employerts) wvard.® 32/

x4

Not. only was there a shift from labour service, towards
regulary and day workers, there was also a change in the character
of farm servant class itself. Over time, the fam servants were
gotiing more and more fres and their employment pericd was declining,
This can bte clearly seen from xenin'ew and &zﬁ.th'slf‘/ accounts,
dmith in fact provides a fascimating account of how hereditary fam
servants (“genin” or “fudai®) got transformed to regular farm servants
{ Fokonin) bound by debt. Ho distinguiches betwesn three kinds of "Hokonin®*
which evolved over time each being characterised hy significantly different

degrees of freedom.w

Type 1: Those who ave given to an employer by his family for an
indefinite pericd in roturmn for a loan, as a kind of security for the same.
No compensation for worldng was provided but only an upkeep till the loan
wvas repaid. FRepayment of course used to take a lot of time because of
the poverty of the family. In principle the"hokoninof such kind bound
by debt could redeem his freedom, In this respect thoy differad fyom the

hereditary servant, who were wvholly at tho mercy of the master.

Type 2; Ildentical to the first but his latour received soms compen=
sation. A certain agreed value was assigned in advance to his labour during

tho term of the loan and an agreed sum (less than the loan) was then
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deducted from the dobt cutstanding at the end of the loan period,
This type became more commen with tims,

Ime 3: "Hokenif! boumd by debt for the duration of the loan, but
kis laebour during that period constituted repayment of it in full, At
the end of the stipulated period the worker was therefore fres to
enter into a fresh contract vith enyone ho 1iked,

Significantly, the various degrees of freedom associated with the
different types of iokonin®are reflected in diffeorences in the %sorking
conditions®: In the latter two types theolbkonin‘ 2®1sbour was considered
as partial or fil1 repaynent of a debt. Oace the debt was repaid, they
vere freo to change their employer., In the cace of type-3, even though
the employment contract was linked to, and based en, credit, the entry
conditicn may be free gince a labourer could take g loan of his own free
will, and agree to repay it through labeur. th comments on those
changes in the status of farm-servants thus:

7, ..Jabour was bedng glouly 1ifted out of the context of

social group and recognised as having an economic value

independent of social relations, The fam worker who as

hereditary servant lnd once been compencated chiefly by
assimilation to the famdly vas now increasingly regarded
perely as a hired hand % be employed only so leng as he

was neededs the valuastion of his labour was more economic
less social.” 18/

It should be noted, howevor, that not only did these transformtions cceur
over a very long pariod, but there were also infinite regional varieties,
Thero was a 1ot of overlapping and many hydbrid types of arrangements
existed, At places some aspects of the old arrangements persisted for a
long time, tut everywhers they were becoming less important,w end thelr
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character changed gradually touards greater freadom.

Wo noted how the workers freodom of choice 48 influsnced not only
by the ‘entry”conditions dut alse by %working” conditions. Khile
%roriing® conditions are indeed influenced by "entry®™ condition, they
also influence the extent of frcedom the worker s over time, In the
historical studies cited above, these intaerrelations have not received
suf ficient attention. They have generally focussed on the freedom aspect
than on the quostion of duration and the terms of the contract,
Changes in duration are mentioned by both Spith and Lenin, but thoy are
not systemtically ennlysed, Changes in uage rates, mode of payment
and other terms are hardly discussed. lenin does provide some interest-
ing ¢lues when hie relates employment of woitkers on long duration contracts
with seasonality and land distribution:

In the tottom group of landholdings the mmber of farms
hiring day labourers glways exceeds many times over the
number employing regular farm labourers. In the top
groups on tho contrery, the number of farmms employing
regular Yarm labtourers is somctimes even larger than the
mmber hiring day labourers, This fact clearly points to
tho formtion of the top groups of the peasantry of farxms
employing labourers, fams tosed on regular employment of
wage labour; vage labour 4s more distributed over the
ssasans of the year, and it becomes possible to dispense
with tho more costly ané more troudlesome hiring of day
ladbourers,® 20/

Lenint s analysig hovever 46 not very exhaustive with regard to the
duration question,

In tho Indian context also questions relating to modes of lebour
utilisation generally and that of wage labour in particular have attracted
attention for secveral decades. Like the historical stulies on developed
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countries discussed earlior, soms studies of agricultural labour

dn different parts of India bring. cut the diversity in temms of

varying degrces of freedom and gradstions of duaration. Dharma FKumayt sg&/
account of"panniyal s¥and Hadiyeldin late nincteenth century and

early tuenticth century Tamilnad are very mich aimilar to Spith's

account of "gandin" and %fudai®in 17th century Japan.g-?‘/ Sho cites
sociological factors,in particular the uwnique position of the wmtou-
chatles, as partial explanation of ths existence of a class of landless
vage labourers long before the advant of commercialisation, and for

the prevalence and survival of agrestic dlavery:

"Indded it is dirficult to see what pursly economic justifi-
cation thore wag for the 18th or 19th century South Indian
serfdom, This was not an economy of large~scale cash crop
farming nor one vhere a labour force had to be raised by
comprilsion, Uhatever the origin of the system its durabie

15ty =r must be explained in social rather than economic 23/
tems,in terms of caste systam rather than morket needs,

In a sinmilar historical stuly of some South Gujarat villages,
Breznaxre-l*/ brings ocut the significante of the easte system, Hs traces
historically the changes in the caste System and the corresperding
¢transfermtion of the forms of labour employment which cane about with
commercialisation. The conclusions dmwn by him also correspond to the

conclugicens draym by us earlier,

The changing structure of exchange was accompanicd by
changes in the noms and values én vhich the intercaste
relationships had been founded. The element of patronage
vithin ¢the framework of the village gradwally receded in
to the background., In other words the process of instrue~
mentalisation contrituted to a decline of the traditional
rights ond obligations on either side. Transactions were
incrensingly concluded on money basis. Jajmans and kaming
came 0 regard cach other as employers and employces
rather than as patroms and clients, and felt themselves
bound more by contract than by status.® 25/
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Breman does refer to cortain economic factors wbich affect the
duration of labowr contracts, which we shall be referring to
later in cur dissertation.

Atehd Red@'saé, vork also traces the gradwl transformation in
the nature of wage labour contracts in Nellore digtrict over the
period of 1693~1974, showing a progressive rise in tho use of casual
wage labour as distinet from "seosonal and armual®™ fam servants
and transformations within cach category.

Besides, ampirical evidence about the vages of agricultural labowr
is awailable fyom late nincteenth century om:axvds.gg/

Yore recently, several detailed, though descriptive surveys on
the conditions of agricultural labour and the factors responsible for
théir low sociow-gconomic status have been éonducted in different parts
of the comtry.@, The Agricultural lebour Enquiry of 1950-51 was
the first mjor nation wido samplemsurvey to find out the magnitude of
wage labour, the terns and conditions of their employment, wage rates,
incomes, indebtedness and living standards. There have been at least
four nation wide sanple swrveys since, besides a mumber of village
studies and regional enquiries.

In theseo enquiries two~kinds of hired agricultural labourers have
been identified: casual and attached., In the next chapter ve shall
focus on the limitations of these two categories in capturing the
nuances of a multitule of heterogensous labour contracts.
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Notes end Referenceg

It should be wnderstood, at the outset, however, that the entry
condition signifying fyecdom for the employee does not msan that
the employer-labour relationship will not be assymetric; in a
situation of severe unemployment and underemployment and unequal
distribution of rescurces the fact of depemdence of the cmployee
on the empleoysrs cammot be ignored. The employee has to work in
order to cam his livelihood and for that he will be dependent en
the employer. A labourer can be free only in the sense that he
can accept or reject the conditions and wages offered by a parti-
cular employer and choose that contract which he finds most
favouratle among the availabdble.

The discussion on the history of agricultural labour is parimarily
based on the following publications:

a) V.I. Ienin (1972), "Development of Capitalism in imsaia,®
Collected Works, Vol.3, Progress Publishers, Moscod.

b) Thomas C. Smith (1959), "Ihe Agmarian Origins of Modem
Japan, Stanford University Press, Stanford, Califommia.

¢) W, Hasbach (1966), A History of tho Inolish Agricnltural
labour, Frank Cass amd Co. I2d.

d) J.L. Hammond end Barxbara Hammond (1967), The Villege labourer,
1960-1832, Augustus M. Kelly Publishers, New York.

This tremd is put forvard as a general tendency and there might

be exceptions, e.g., the classic case of second serfdom in Burope,
These transformetions not only come about over a very long peried,
there ave also infinite regional variations. The development invole
ving less free contracts giving way to the freo ones is gemerally
not a very neat one and there is a lot of overlapping and many
hybrid zxxizties types of arrangaments emerge. But these broad
fundamental changes can still be discemed,

See descriptions of the "Corves Economy” by lenin (1972), gp.cit.,
Ch,IIX, particularly pp.197-200, and description of "Nagos' by
Snith (1959) op,cit., particularly pp.9-10 and 24-27. See also
Hasbach (1966), gp,.cit, pp.6-8.

Bvidence to this effect is given in Smith (1959), gp.cit. ch.2,
and pp.9=10, and in Hamond and Hammend (1967), op.cit., pp.30-31.

Thoy were oven at times sold by families whose size had outrun

LN B4
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the rescurces of their small boldings. Sse deseription of Pulai
and Genin in Snith (1959), guieit,, oh.2, perticularly p.i2.

Seo Smith (1959), gpacit,, particularly the description of the
relationships of "Oyeketa® uith "fudai” and Ygenin® (pp.8«12),
and vith %agos? (pp.26=27).

Swith (1959), it.,p.27. A& statement of similar kind is mde
by Hasbach: “ithat; agricultwal labour in the modern semse was
not existant ... Most of them were porsomally unfree and were
therafore incapstile of dyncluding a labour contract as understood
in modern lan§ [Racbach (1966), op.cit., p.10../

Sce Smith (1959), gp.ei,, ch.9, FThe Transformation of Nago§
particularly pp.i38~139. ’

Lenin, (1972), gp.cit., p.218.

See for details, description of Bnglchardt's famm by Lenin (1972),
op.cit,, particularnly pp.217~18, also pp.199=200.

Smith (1559), an.cit,, p.139.
Lenin (1972), gp.cit., p.209.

enin (1972), op.cit., cb.3, particularly lenin's description of
Engclardt'c fam and his description of the transformation of the
Corvee gystem to the capitalist system,

See Snith (1959), gp.cit,, ch.8. Particularly his descriptions of
transformation of Ugenmin® and "fudai® into "Hokonin™ and several
types of 'Hokonin{-

For a more dotailed description, see Smith (1559), gpagik., ch.8
pp.112=114.

o yed for shorter pericds also emerged over time, see
1%/ [nith (1955 01 particularly.

QpaGit,,p. 109,

18/ Swdth (1659), op.cit., p.116.

1o/

See conclusions to similar effect in:

Smith (1959), gp.cbt., pp.109-110 and
Lenin (1972), gpacit., ch.3.

2/ lenin (1972), 9R.cite,p.10%.
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Dhatma Kumr herself uwote:

%,.,. the South Indisn agrarian economy wes not so different
from the economies of other Asian socicties in sizilar staw

ges of devaiopment. The "panndyal? end "padiyal® of Temil-
nad, for crample, can be compared wvith the "fudai” and “genin®
of seventeenth century Jepan.?® id¥id, p.190.

Ixid., pp. T5=T6.

Jan Bremon (1974), Patronage gnd Exoloitation, Changing
: Palations in South (ujarat, India, University of Cali-
Tomia Press,

Ibid,, p.22,

M.stchi Rediy {1979 ), "dages Data from the Private Agricultural
Accounts, NeXlore Distriet, 1893-1904,“ Imiian Econcmic and Social
Higtory Roviay, Vol.XVI, July=-Sspt, No.3, pp.301-21.

See Atchi Reddy (1978), "Official Data on Agricultural Wages in
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Chapter 2 -

THE CONCEPT OP ATTACHED LABOUR

The First (1950-51) and the Second (1956-56) Agriculturnl Iabour
Enquiries explicitly distinguiched between two categories of hired agrie
cultural labour: Ycasual® and attached®, Attached labour 4n the

First labour Enquiry was defined in one place as those "who whenover
required by their master have to work for him and are not ordinarily

o d This was supplemonted olsewhere
by another statement whereby attached labourers’ were said to cover
those wio were “more or less in gontinuons employment and are under some
sort of a contraet vith employers during tho period of employment,®
Casual workers were simply workers fother than attached® and employed

"orom time to time according to exigencies of work.‘z/ In many other

places difference bestireen fcaswel! ard attached wvorkers was stated ind-

tially in tems of the peried for yhich tho man yng enenged, and periodicity
of wage payments. Abtached labour was associated vith longer pericds of
amploynant and "nanedadly® uages.y

(arz)
In the Second Agricultursl labour Enquiry/these different criteria

were put together in a single definition but the “freedon” agpect was
missing. Attached labour in the second ALE is defined ao:

"Agx‘ictﬂmral uozi&ers under continuous employment under
agt. agricaitural vaa wor}dng irroe-
g\zlax‘ly seaeona.uy or annmally with or wvithout debt
bondage’or with or without tie~in allotment.” 4/

That the emphasis vas on the duraticn of employment contract is clear from
another statement made in tho report:
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"he classification (casual/attached) is btased cn the
basis of exigencies of farm work. Two types of labourers
are required for faxm cperations - those who are empleyed
for rush work to cope with Nature's time schedule for
completing agricultural operations well within the season
and those who & vho attend to continugus farm opomtionsg
The first category of vorkers is
broadly mym as caswml" vorkers and the second category
as "attached® workers. Casual vorkers are employed on
dajly wages for gpecific opemtions which last for a ghort
duration while attached woxkare are gften employed on
mg&, oml or wntten, e _ave 3

One can see from these statements that a major difference betwesn
the First and Second labour enquiries' concepts of attached labour
is that the formmer tended to be more preoccupied with the aspsct

of bendedness and the latter fiore with the duration aspect. A
definition bagsed on "uration of contract” ig likely to clasdify

a much larger number as attached than cne which foocusses not
only on duration but cn the extent of "unfreedom.” This wvas perhaps
cne of the reasons why the proportion of attached labour house-
holds according to the Second ALE was much higher than the propor-
tions reported in the First ALEY (ses Table 1 below).

Tho resulting controversy and confusion over ths interpretation
of the results led to the dropping of the “caswal-attached” distin-
ction in the latter enquirics and only a category of ‘agricultural
labour® wvas reotained, The scops of the subsequent surveys (conducted
in 1564~65 and 1G74~75) wvere however broadened to cover all rural
wage labour instead of cnly agricultural wage labour.



Percentage of Attached labour houscholds

States in total Agricultural Iabour Households
1950-51 1956-57

Uttar Pradosh 10.2 36.03
Hadhya Pradesh 24.5 38.31
Bihar 1.0 H.52
Hest Bongal 8.7 21.31
Orissa 14.2 15.65
Assan 11.9 70,12
Andhra Pradesh 12.5 17.06
Madras 1.4 15.68
Kerala 0.3 12,52
Bombay 7.9 16.88
Mysore 5.2 10,16
Rajasthan 17.8 22,56
Punjsb 54.3 46.59
ALL IRDIA 9.7 26.63

Note: Assam includes, Momipur and Tripura and Punjab includes Delhi

PrT At Tosin, Labour Barcau, Minietry
of labour and Enployment, Govermment of India, Statement 4.2, p.53.



The Hational Semple Survey of employment-unenploynent has attempted
to reintroduce a classification which distinguishes between "casual® workers
and those working for "rogular vage and salary cmployment,® and algo
provides for a Separate category of "bonded labour.? YBonded Jabour' ig
is defined ass

Sdorking with an employer under obligation dut wo
not specifically compensated by any wage/ salavy;®

“Persons working in other*s fam or non-fasm enterprise
(both household and non-household ) and getting in rotwmn
salary es reqular Pagia and not on tha hagis of

411 these definitions, be it of the ALB or the NSS, are unsatisfactory
in capturing the differences in degress of freedom or of working conditions
(4n tems of duration and in terms of rete and modes of wage payment ).

As montioned earlier, “freedan” was the prime concern in the earlier writings
on attached labour. The deseription in the First labour Fnquiry reports
aleo schoved similar concern, Thomer, who initiated tho dedate on the
clagaification of agricultural workers, also seems to have seem “attached
labour' primarily from the viewvpoint of bondedness. He wrote: %,.im
the context of Indian agriculture, attached labour has a cannotation of
unfreedom. 4 The samo sSpirit is reflected $n his criticism of the
concepts of attached and caswal labour in the First ALB. He argued that
freadom aspect cannot be captured by conditions like “Lreedom to seek
euploynent elsevhere,® length and contimuity of employment ete. In other
words, the thrust of ¥ds argunent 4s that characteristics like existemcs
of a contyact, period and continuity of employment and freedom to seek



anployment elceshere do not distinguish bstween those attached labourers
who anter into the contract under entry conditions of kind (a) and those
uho accept the contracts under emtry conditions of kind (b ), (zefer to
Pentry conditions® emmeratod §n the first chapter. The mere fact that
a labourer commits his labour for a season or a year does not mean that
he is unfres oven as a worker engaged on g daily tasis or for particular
operations &s not necessarilyfres? to chose his employer or the form

of the contract. Thorner's point made in the contaxt of the First AE
remain apposite for the later defénitions also:

"The fact that e labourer is under a contract, whethe

or informal, oral or writtan does not tell us uhether free

or unfree. There are contracts which signify bemdage end cone
tracts vhich state the torms of fres agresment arrived at frealy.
In offect the contract is merely one form of acknovledgement of
whatever ralationship exist betueen the employor and the employee.
A freo labourer who enters into a contract to work for certain
anplo ver does not thereby surrender his freadem; he is merely
excerciaing 4t in a particular fachion. The crucial question is
whether he can leave unconditionally at the end of the specified
period, If =0, will he be able to negotiate again with the same
amployer or to open negotiations with other employers on the dadis

of unimpaired targaining power,® 1¢/

Nor is the attempt of the NSS %0 tcke care of this froodom aspect
undoer "onded labour? eatdafactory:

%In clasgifying a peracn wxier this category (Bonded labdour),
the two mos? important agpects of this kind of woxk contract

tho dondedness of their labour to their mster are to de cone
sidered. Tho first one is vhether tho person is free to work
for othors and the second is vhether the wage/salary paid for
tho work fully compensates the work performed, If the answer

is n@ﬁwww the persordgs
to be categorised as bonded labour.® 11/  (emphasis owrs): ‘\4‘,“’5

The first condition is ambiguous: For it is not clear whether "frea
to wvork for others® refers to the £reedcm o ;:hpose the employor or the

DISS e
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freoedom to chango enployers at the end of a contract of the freodom

o work for others during the period of the contract. %he second
condition is also difficult to interprot objectively since many
laboursrs may be paid less decause of considemtions cther than bonded-
ness, like security of employment ete.

“Frgedom t0 choose any enployer” may not necessarily mean
2¢reedom to leave tmeonditionally at the end of the specified pericd.®
While it is very likely that frecdom of entry will &n general also
determine the fresdcm to leave, one can have situations where the
labourers fredly agree to work for an employer vhenever called, for an

ungtipglated rumber of days over an indofinite period, while he is free
1
%o work for others wvhen this employer does not mve work at the fam.‘g‘/

Alternatively sonething might happen within the contract period

(e.g., tho labourer might take some loan),which might effect his bargain~
ing pouer for the next contract with the same employer or might lead %
an extension of the comtract. Consumption loans called "Dadan® in

West Bengal are examples of txis kind, which oven lead to extension of
the contract pe!iod.ly Significantly, interest free loans and advance
payments are very common among attached 1labourers clsevhere also

(Sec tahlo~2 ),w and can in principle bamper the frecdom of the employes
to leave at the end of the contract if they are not repaid. The "freedom
to quit during the contract] as mentioned in the tablo, was also found
to be very much conditioned by whether the labourer had taken loans,

advance payments, etc. In villages vhere such kind of freedom existed,
the labourer concerned was rot alloved to quit if he was indebted in

any way.w
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Chara~ System Froadom Freedon Cagte Al kinds of VWorking hours Tiesin

cterie of ad- .. Yo quit o vork speci~  work done at greater allot-

stice vance p . the job elssuhere ficity the fam (agri- than the mat; ?
paynent age? during wvhen free of atta~ cultural, non- working

Exie and ine contxract at the ched agricultural hours of
stence terest poricd? farm dur- labour and casual
in no. froe ing the  employ- Domestic) labour?
of loang? contract ment?
villa- period?  (S§/S%/
geo Backward
_ Castes)
YES 24 7 1690 4 24 33 39 4
NO 6 7 21 28 - FA 1

#Por faw attached vorkers only, others were employed for all kinds of jobs.

ot Conditionmal (sce tewt).

50), Iabour Bureau,
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It is also possidle that a labourer is not fres at the time
of entering a contract but he may be gble to quit at the end of the
specified period. For instance, a labourer vho is repaying his old
dedt by working for a particular amployer and his labour is adjusted
against the debdt, he is free to leave at the end of tho contract., The
working conditions here bscome very important since they determine at
what rate the loan 48 baing vepaid by the workers' labour. That such
variations in "working conditiong® are important 4s brought out by the
varyirg conditions of lcan repayments in "bonded® labour contmcets: In
some casas the wages paid by tho master are fully adjusted agninst the
debt, in some partly, and Sn some cases not ab all (ieble 3).

Thus the "froedom” aspect of attached ladbour had not been taken care
of adequately in the existing concepts; partly docause there are gradations
of freodom and unfreedom and also because thoy fail to recognize that factors
curtailing fresdan of the labourers may bo found both in the "entry
conditions® ard in the “Working conditions® and that both are important
for any proper characterisation of the mature of labour-amployer relaticnship.

Lot us row look at the “duration® aspect of these concepts. It
seems tha® except in the firet ALE “attached® workers have tended to de
jdentified with faym vorkers uho & work En the fam for reletively lorger
periods. As is statedBttached workers are those “ho attend to routine
fatm operations all the year round] as distinet from casual workers who
fare employed for rush work,” If one is only trying to capture the
extant to which labourers work continuously for ralativaly long durations
for the same exployer, the Guration of the contract of anployment should
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Zabla 3
th ag Paid ths Master Adjusted
Agninst tho Debt
& -
AOP. mr md- &m&" Hopo B@a‘ Oﬁ"’ Baja- m U¢P0 m
rat taka rash- g2 sthar Nadu India
tra
a) Yes,
Mully

ddjusted 5.5 0.0 0,0 27.5 46.8 34 12,7 4.7 8.8 28.5 20.2

b) Yes,
Partly
djusted 49.3 11.8 8.3 15.6 16.2 56.9 13.3 43.9 34.1 25.8 268

c) No, not
Adjustod 24.9 83.2 1.7 15.0 29,7 39.7 7.0 51.4 45.6 24.7 20.3

d) thknown 10,3 4.9 0.041.9 7.3 0.087.0 0.0 11.5 21.1 26,7

Source: Sarma B. Marla ~ Bonded Iabour in India, Biblia Impex Private
Iimitsd, New Delhi, 1981, Tabtle 19, p.172.

suffice as ths brsis for claszifying a labourer as "attached", though

the problen presented by differeat durations of contiect wiil remain.

But if one i3 concemed vith “arrangements® vhich tie workers to particular
employers and ensure the latter a stable, assured labour supply, &
clasegification based on duration will not suffice.
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Bor a labourer committed to a particular employer by reasonm of
debt or land allotment my be employed only "from tims to time accord-
ing to exigencies of work,® A4nd hence attachnents other than those
of regular kind may not be captured., "Daily wages®, "specific
operations® and “short duration® may not be specific to casual
labourers. 4 typical example is provided by Bardhen and fudra through
a kind of “ttaciment! which they refer to as fsemi-atiachment? of
type 1. These kinds of labdboursrs are attached to an employer for
part of the year dut for the major part of the year they have the
fresdom to work for other anployers.w Explaining this type of agri-
culltural labourers they write:

8uch labourers are amployed for a month or for monthg

at a time or for a period required fer camplaeting an

on for a certain crop. It is imgortant
to note tint such labourers are usally paid everyday,®
( Epphasis ours). 1Y/

labourers who are at the "beck and ¢all” of the emgloyer and hence are
attachcd to him in the sense that they have to woxk for hin whemever
he necds them are also gonerally peid on the dai)y Pasig and ¢ypically
are used most during the peal seaccns for "gnecifiec opearariony.® 18/

Thus we ses that the Wuration” dinension of the existing
concepts deseribed atove can only capture the longer temm regular

vorkers but canmot capture the varicus kinds of restrictions cn freedonm
of the labourers,

To sum up we can gay that nmm~frecdom and long~duration are not
necessarily cotenninus categories; Just as long duration dces not
necessarily mean that the labour relatiomship is wfree, shiort duration
does not imply that the relationship is free,
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Various permutations and combinations of durations and degrees of
frecdom axist: Periods of eamployment range from a day to severnl

yoars end the conditions of employment reflect varying degrees of
froedom for the employee {from full frecdom to near slavery.j ilages are
paid in kind, in cash, as crop shares, as perguisites and as combina=-
tions thoreof. Formal written contracts exist side by side with the
oral understandings with dobt bondage and tio in allotments throwm in
betueen.w 4 dotailed information cn entry amd working comditions

i8 thus necessary to permit a proper analysis of tho rich and varying
diversity of arrmungements foumd in the real world.

Thommer was avare of the inadequacies of “attached"-fcasual® distine
ction in this context. Hs realised that the complexity of labour rclations
camnot be captured 4n a dichotomous classification of casual and attached
labour and that a more disaggregated milti«dimensional claseification is

necaasary.

Thormerts Classifi gat.igg‘ga

He suggested that a basic distinction be made between "free® and
hmfree” labour. In defining freedon/non-frecdom he referred to freedom
of choice of employet [i'.e., ocur “entry conditioxﬁand also to 'frecdom
to leave at the end of the contract.* These two coenditions of frecdom
may be mutually consistent or they might not be. 4s pointed out earxiier
a loan during the contract for instance might hamper the workerst frecdom
to leave at the end of the contract pericd. Therefore both the conditicns
of entry ant of axify’ should be considered indstermining vhether the
sitwmtion is "fres” or "unfree.?



Within tho group of "free” latowr relationships, he suggested
a further distirction between four subgroups according to the length
of the period of service:

i) errangements vhich continue for a year or wmore;
4i) employment for & sindle crop season;
3i4) gchort tem jobs, lasting either for a feor days or for
a single operation; and
iv) dadly employment where workers ure hived for one day at a time.

Hithin the group of "unfree® latour relationskips, he suggosts
threo additionsl sub-groups:

v) full-time service on enmml or more than anmwl bagis;

vi) "beck-andwcall? relationsbips, wader vhich labourars must
vork for a single master vhensver the latter so requircs
though on days when the master has no work for them, they
may seek other employment; and

vii ) types of forcod labour in which tenants have tc perform a
certain mmber of days of work each year for their landlords

at low, nominal or even no wages.

Thoyner did not systematically <iscuss {an? alse did not include in
his categorisation) the precise m_sw of these ralationghips., For
examnle, he did not mention the basis oo which & particular employer bas
a "first claim® on the sorvices of a worker ac in category (vi) above.
For category (vii) hovover, i% is clear that the land relaticn or tenancy
ie the taois of the labour rolation. It is interesting to note tmt
there can also be an clement of 2 Wirst claim® on the services of a
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tenant by the landlord in category (vii). Thus the sixth and seventh

categorios may not really be mutually exclusive.

Thomer asaumed that the "dbeck and call™ kind of ralationships
can only be “Amfree? and, therefors, did not include ther ynder "freo®
labour relationships. Bardhan and Rudra, however, have shown that
"beek and call® relationships nead not cnly be based on hereditary or
outetanding loans but it can also be associated with current loans
taken freal,y.,gy

Rudra Classifications

Bardhan-Rudra, wilike Thorner, retain the conventional distinction
of Ycasml® and "attached with modifications to take care of some
important nmuances, Their classification scams to be based essentially
on duration of contract; it does not make any basic distinction btet-
weon “freo” and “unfrec®” labour with respect to the entry condition.
They do, however, refer, at places, to the freedom to work for different
employers within the contract period and accordingly distinguish five
categories of labourers:

(1) Totally unattached labourers (or *casual labourers') -
a labourer who enters into a contract with e particular employer for
just a single day at a time,different contracts being negotiated on
difforent days, in peinciple vith possitly different employers, the
contract for one day with one employsr dot having any influence on
contract with another employer cn another day;

(2) Totally attached labourers (or fam servants) -
labourers with contract duration of around a year, and almost ths vhole
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year thay have to work full-time exclusively for their employers;

(3) Somi-attached labourers {Type 1) - they are attached to an
coployer for part of the year, but for the major part of the year
they have the freedom to work for other employers;

(4) Semi~attached labourers (Type = 2) =
They are obliged to work for tho m employer, whencver called for a
stipulated mumber of days ir a stipulated period;

(5) Somiwattached labourers (Type - 3) «
They ave obliged to work for the employer whencver called for an unstiw
pulated mmber of days over an imdefinite pericd,

For all those categories they alsp have information regarding
the hasgig of tho labour relation (credit, patroneciient relation,
land allotment) and other working conditions iike rate, mode and
periodicity of uage payment, interest £res losns ote.

The ma jor dimension missing in their classification, as pointed
out earlier, is tint of Yreedom® of the labourers with respect to
entyy conditdon, Whilo it is possible that in the region surveyed by
thea, the incidence of “uinfreedonm” for workers to choose employers
nay be smll (and this is the impression gnthered from their papers on
tho subject), this dimension must be en integral part of any scheme of
classification which §3 meant % be of general application, Thomer
rightly stressed thids aspact but his classification would become more
peaningful, end uwseful by bringing in, besides freedom and duration of
contract, fhe nature of tho land, credit and other social relaticne

betusen worker and employer.
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Elencnts of a modified classification schemo on thio basis ars
presented delov:

The basic distinction 18 th . toxus of the Entry condition: viz.,
the freciom te choose an employer. This points to a divdsion of
labourers between two bread c¢lasses vig, "free” and “unfree”.

Within these tuo classes a further distinction should be made in
terns of duration of contract, i.0., the periocd for vhich the worker
commits his labour supply to a particular employer.

i) a year or more;
$i) & season;
§4i) a few days or for an operaticn;
iv) for stipulgted mmber of days in a stipulated period,
whenever called;
v) for ynstipulated mumber of days over an irdefinite period,
= whenver called; and
vi) a day at a time.

The 123t category may not be necessary for an funfree! labourer.

A third dinemsion of classification is intended to capture the basig,
if any, of the labomr» contract in the worker's rolation with his employer
in the land and credit markets as well as on the social plane:

i) lond relation as a basis of labour ralation:
a) Tenancy Belation;
b) tie-in allotment - amall plot of rent free land for cultivation;
¢c) vent £roe homstead 1and; and
d) combimations of {a), (b) and (c).
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ii) Crodit Rolations as a bagis of labour relation:e through loans
current, hereditary or others;
iii) Traditional, social or customery ties, as the basis of
1sbour relation ~ by birth and/or custom and/or caste.

iv) Iland amd credit relations and varicus combinations of the

thres aspects mentioned above.

operaticnally
This categorisetion is / dgifficelt for, while it is

ralatively aasy % find cut the gdistence of relations outside tho
labour contract, it is not casy to establish how far they affect the
latter,

Finally information regarding various asgpects of working comditions
should
L a1s0 be collected and classified for each of thess categories of #8

labour. Uhcer vorking conditions the following informmation is relevant:

i) Fate, mode and pericdicity of uage payments;
ii) Whether, and in what mannar, vages uncer the employuent
contract are adjusted ageinst the debt, ete. 4f that is the
the basis of the employment;
iii) Nature of work and working hours of various categories of labour;

jv) Bxistence/non-existence of advance payments, interest free

or other consumption loans, In what way these systems affect
the freedom of the employee to quit during the contract or even
at the end of it;

v) Freodom to work for others during the contract period, uhen
no work at the employe®d farm, particularly for those employees

who are on rclativaly long tem regular contracts;
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vi) Falationship between each category of employsr-employce
arrangement and the employment of the family members of the
clployee and the like,

This classification is put forvard as a8 tentative one and only
indicates directions on which a more satisfactory scheme of clasgification
for collecting data would seem mecessary for detter understanding of the
wvorking of the rural wage labour market.

Since this kind of classification is not presently available, the
focus of our subsequent discussion is per force limited: we ghall be
largely concemed with exploring the reasons for the wide variations in
the incidence of "attached®™ labour defined in terms of long dumtion of
employment, and tho manner in which they interact with the "casual® labour
mavket. 3Such an effort, though of limited value, seems nevertheless
useful, decause "long duration” wage labour contmmcts arxe quantitatively
gonificant and have Tecsived 1ittle attention in the litermature on rural
labour mazkets,

llotes ard R e

Y  Agricultwral Yages in India, Vol.I ; Pe p.400, quoted in Daniel

Thorner and Alice Thomer (1962 ), lard and Igbour in India,
Asia Punlishing Houss, p.¥77.

Y Agriciliural labcur Bequiry (10%;0--51I )(m rl‘ntensi 2
Suryoy of fgricult ur, Vol. § Ainistry

labour, Government of 1954 ), p.21
3  Seo Thowner and Thomner (1962), gn.city p.177-178.

4  Agricultural labour in India, R

000031/"
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n 1 Vol.I (A1 India); Iabour Bureau,
Ministry of labour and Hmployment, Govemment of India
(1960), p.408,

&/ Ibid., p.38.

§&/ Interestingly, this does mot at all figure in the attempt to explain
the differences in the percentage of attached labour between the two
Enquiries. The reason mentioned in the Second ALE report was the
decrease in tenancy and dmexs resumption of cultivation by bdg land-
holders with tho help of permanent farm bands because of the emnactment of
tenancy laws which provided for confermment of occupancy rights.
Ses, Second ALB Report (1$60), op.cit., p.62.

7/ Seryckshma (1978), Vol.lI, No.2, October, p.35.

&/ Ibid., p.43.
9/ Thorner and Thorner (1962), op.cit.,p.179.

19/ Thorner and Thomner (1962), gp.cit., pp.21-22.
These arguments have been reapphasised in Pranadb Bardhan and Ashok
Fudra (1580), "Types of labour Attachments in Agriculture, Results

of a Survey in West Bengal - 19797 Econgmic and Politica) Heelly,
August 30,

1Y/ Sarvckshana (1978), Qp.cit.,p.43.

12/ These kinds of labourers are found by Bardhan and Fudra (1580),
whon they called semi-attached labourers of type 3, gp.cit.

3% Bardhan and Pudra (1680), op.cit., pp.1479.

34/ The Table was compiled from the licports on the Intemsive Type
Studies on Rural labour in India (1967-69), Iabour Burcau, Simla,
1979-80. These studies were conducted by the Iabour Bureau at

the village loval. Tventy two districts were selected all over the
country and from each district three villages vere selected. The
selection of villages was purposive - there were three kinds of
villages whichv ere selected from each district:

i)  villages which werc near an industrial town;

ii) villages where commmity development programmes
have been extensively used; and

iii) villages for uhich neither of the above two conditions
was satisfied,
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For tho agriculturml and nomagricultural labourers of these
villages infoymation was collected about wages, employasny, alterni-
tive employncnt oppertunities, migration ote.

Chapter 7 of each of these district reports ars devoted o
attached labourers in the villages studied. The definition used is
the same a8 in the Szeend ALE., A lot of information about attached
labowrers i8 provided in these chapters. UYe compiled the above table
on ths bnais of this information., Only 17 of the 22 reports vere
available tous. inc ticn the ebsence of inforzation om a parii
cular ebmctmst?c was ng%céﬁ? 8?'%3 w"%&?‘&%&gﬂhﬁd
specifically gtated the absence or presence of soms characteristic, it
was included in the table,

15/ Thia sﬁa@eﬁmt ie based on the information given in Intansive Type

1¢/ Bordhanefusiva (1980), gpacit., p.1478.
17/ Bardhen-Twdra, (1980), gp.cit.,p.1479.

18/ Sani-attached labour type 2 & 3 of BogdhaueRudra study also come in
s category.
1/ Information regarding infinite varieties of contracts are contained ins
i) Thorner and Thommer {1962), gn,cit,, ch.3, pp.31=39.
ii) PFirst ALE Report (1954), op,cibs;
144 ) Sscond AXB Report (1960), gpacit.;

. I3AE (198)
iv) Indian Joumal of Agricvitural Feonomics (1957), Apriletune; 2043 oty

v)

oﬂxer niero studxes.
20/ Thormer and Thorner (1962), gp.cit.,

21/ By "pasig" of employment we mean, whother employer-employee relations ie
osed an cortain other ralations, or it is an independent relation. We are
here primyily referring to lend, credit and other customary or caste relations,

22/ The existenco of land and/or crefit relations, as a basis cf ecmployment
doea not necossarily mean that the anployee is unfree - he may of his cwn
free vill Wwhe a loan or tie«in-allotment and agree to work for the employer
in returmn. Customary or traditional relationships as a baais will however,
alyvays signify umfreedom for the employee.

23/ Bardhan and Rudra (1980), gp.cit.



Chapter 3

/
DEIFRMINANTS OF " ATTACHED”
LABOTR USB

e have seen in tho earlier chapter that the concept of fattached”
labour has two connotations - namely, the extent to which the worker is
free %o choose his employer and the duration for which he commits his
labour %0 a particular employer. It is apparent that the various surveys
fail to capture both these dimensions in a matisfactory monner. Many of
the enquiries (notabtly the ALE, NSS and the labour Bureau studies) seem
to capture the seccond aspsct = namely duration of commitment, Given
the nature of the data cur subsequent discusgion is concemed primarily
with this aspect and we shall use the term “‘3ttached” labour to dencte
labourers vho are employed cn relatively long term (seasonal or anmual )

contracts,

In this chapter wve explore the economic factors influencing thoe
eoployment of “attached” labourers in the above restricted sense and
examine how far they can explain observed inter-regional variations in
the use of such labour. He are aware of the fact that in certain regions
the use of “‘attached” labourers is also a part of a sccio-cultural
tradition., In so far as customs and traditions embodied in the social
structure govern the form of labour utilisation, explanatory hypotheses
in terms of purcly eccnomic variables may be somewhat misplaced. It is
arguntle, hosever, that customs ard tradition cannot for long be cut of
line wvith the dictates of economic necessity. Even if one does not accept
this view, it is legitimte to examine how strongly cconomic factors
influcnce employment of i attached" labour.
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Ihe Demgnd Bimengion

On tho demand side, there are two distinct fagters affocting the
use of “attached” labour: (a) Tho lovel and secasonal pattem of total
labour requirements and (b) the extent of dependence on wage labour,

The former is primrily a function of cropping pattem and cropping
intensity. Scme crops are more labour intensive than others:s paddy for
instance requires much more lgbour input than say millet or oilsceds.
The mix of erops, which in twrn depends in large measure on agro-climatic
conditions as well as on the extant and quality of irrigation, thus
affects total labour requirsuemts., For a givem crop pattemm, however,
labour input can vary widely depending on the level of fertiliser use,
tho care with which the erops are cultivated and also on the techniques
used in the cultivation operations,

Cropping intensity - which is a measure of how many erops are raised
on a piece of land in a year - affects both total labour requirements,
and, more importantly its scasonal distribution. The higher the crupping
intensity, the more evenly distributed the labour requirements will be
over the year, The rdletionship is however complex. Though a peronnizl
crop occupies the land throghout the year, it umay not involve a higher
total labour input, cven if its labour requirements are spread out more
evanly across the year. Thus in Kerala, a hectare of coconmut i estimted
%0 nced 82 mandays (mostly for plucking the nuts which 43 done five-six
times a year), compared to %Q/g;nv; for paddy cultivation in an agricultural
year.y Braman, roports that in South Gujarat villages a shift from sugar
cane (a 12-18 month crop), to perennials like mangoes led to a drastic
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decrease in the employment of “attacheS” labour particularly on annual
centracts; and such ‘attached” labour employment which persisted was
dominated by shoxrt term contmcts.y

Cropping pattern and cropping intensity, moreover, are not mutually
independent; a cxopping pattern characterised by a large number of shorter
duration crops is likely to have a different level and seasonal pattem of
labour input compared to a system of peremnial crops. Irrigation and cule
tivation tecimiques in turn may also affect cropping pattemn and intensity
of cropping epart frum affecting the labowr requirements ocn their ovm,

The effect of these latter factors however are also felt partly through

the rale they play in detormining the cropping patiern and intensity.

The seasonal distribution of labour requirements can range from a
pattern maxked by a high peak of demand concentrated in a short time to
a relatively flat profile characterising more or less constant level of
labour use over the year., Typically, the periocd of employment of the

‘attached labowrers will be much ghorter in tho former case. In situa~
tions where cropping intensity and pattem require a steady supply of
labour throughout the year (with no sharp decline or prolonged 1ull in
the farm vork) one can expect that, other things being equml, the farwers
sonfebeymore 1ikely to be intorested in attached labour comtmactsd

The seasonaliby in labour requirements is particularly important in
determining the use of ‘attached labour in so fer as cne of the main
reasons for hiring labour on secasonal/aennual contracts, even vhen thore is
siseable ruml wnemployment, is the deaire to secure labour supply for
peak seasons, Thus Bardhen suggests that the time-bound nature of peak
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season operatiomsand the fact that production (yiclds) depend om being
atle to complete them on time, makes assured and timely swpply of workers
at penk Seasons erucial. It becomes important for the employer, wixoe

b to "attach? a minimum
nunber of workers even if they are not fully utilized throughout the year.
From the employerts point of vicw, these regular or annwl farm servantsg
besides guarantesing labouwr swpply during the critical peak periods, "cut
do'm on training, supervision and recruitnent costs®, and also take care
of the teks of perennial mature, tho importance of which increases with
tho develoment of intensive year-round agriculture.d

Given the total labour Tequirements, the derend for hired labour will
depend on the supply of family labour, The adeguacy or inadequacy of
fanily latour supply rdlative to total labour nceds is, to an important
degree, a functicn of farm gize. The larger the famm, the higher the proba-
bility that family labowr supply will be relatively less compared to the
total labour requiremeats. The greater this dii‘fem‘ce, the more important
it i3 for the cultivator to make sure of his labour supply for peak ssasons;
and in so far ac rdlativaly larger farmers are also among the highest ine
come groups in rural areas, thair requirements for labour for a variety of
services (other than related to production) is also high. It is thercfore,
to be expected that the employment of tattached” labowr will be predominantly
a large farm phenomenon. There is miwx ample cvidence to corroborate this:
The average mumber of *attached” labourers employed per farm and the
proportion of farms enploying “@ttached” labour increase uith the @ize of
the farm, (Ses Table 1 ).5( Stray cvidences of oven small landholders
employing permnent workers, (vhen thay themselves are not fully employed )



/A1 Indig/
Size Number of Percentage of Average number of
class Holdings Holdings Repor-  FW per Reporting
(code) (*000) ting Attached Holding
Farm Worker(F¥)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1 6723 6.81 1.30
2 5404, 11.15 1.4
3 3221 10.75 1.46
4 107638 16.17 1.51
5 12773 19.63 1.68
6 6né 20.84 1.83
7 3361 25,13 2.19
8 2399 27.63 2,19
9 1297 31.86 2.23
10 1689 33.85 2.19
11 960 38.14 2.36
12 553 41,59 2.32
13 eg1 55.76 2.72
14 325 62,36 342
A3 57070 18.96

Scurco: NSS, 26th Found, Tables on londholdings, All India, NSSO,
rtment of Statistics, Ministry of Planning, Government
() India, Tahle 21’ p.goo
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might be due to their peculiar family size or composition (e.g., amall size
relative to area cultivated or high femle-mle ratio etc.). It is also
probatille that amall farwers pay a lower wage to the regular worker in
roturn for iess work and he 48 allowed to work for cthers wvhenever there
is no vork am tho employerts fam.g This kind of hiring, bowcver, is not

COMMION .

The size of holding, however, is not always a reliable bagis for
judging the likely demand for enmual or seasonal vage labourers, Even
within the same area the quelity of land (and to some extent produstion
techniques) are gystematically correlated to the size of holdings. Ip we
vant to understand the varintions in the forms of labour use across regicns,
the average sige of holding 4@ cven less reliable. For one thing the diffew
rences in eoil, climtd and drrigation are much greater across regions.
Adnother reason $8 that the number of large holdings (who are most likely
%0 vge ¥age labour on seasonal or anmual contyacts) depends both on the ave-
rage size of holdings end the distribution of land. A more unequal distrie
bution of land implies thet a larger proportion of land is deing operated
by rolatively Mg farmers and that the supply of family labour relative
to total lobowr requirements will be less, Consequently, it should lead
to a higher demand for hired labour in gemeral and ‘attached labour in
particular.

In general, it can bo caid that in areas with larger average sizo of
farms, more unequal land distribution, higher cropping intensity ard more
labour irfensive cropping pattems, axe likely to have & relatively high
incidence of %attached? labour. But Rattachsd” labour is itsalf a hotero-
genous category comprising a8 it does of labourers employed on a continuoug
basls for a year or more and those employed for short durations of upto



even a month,

er; £ o »

The process of agricultural production gives rise to two kinds
of labour reguirements: One that is needed for doing a miscellany
of tagks throughout the period of production and the other which is
required for peak period operetions. The latter generally tends to
be relatively gecialised. Ihile this distinction is generally valid,
the ixk mgnitudes of these two kinds of labour-needs vary depending
on the nature of crops growm and e intengity of land use. Typically,
“attached” labour on anmal comtracts will be primrily employed for
the jobs of percnniel nature and the short texm ones for the peak period

requiremmte.y

If the employer does rot have work for the labouretr throughout the
year ho would naturally prefer arrangements vhich assure him of labour
supply during critical periods without having to pay for the labourerf
throughout the year or scason. This is accomplished in a variety of wvays:
In so far as the amployment of regular “attached’ workers assures the
supply of labour of their family members and ralatives for caswal work
during peak seasons the two purpeses are synchronised. The employers
can and do seek to bind the family members of their “attached” workers
thyough advance payments, consumpticn loans ard tie-in anotanmte.&»/
This can also be done by providing work of a casusl mature to these family
memhers during the lecan season with en Smplicit or explicit understanding
that they will work for the same employer during peak seaeons.gl
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“Attached” workers unlike casual labourers, are used to do a varieties
of tasks during thoiyp period of contract. For instance in 33 of 37
reporting villages, covered by the labour Bureau's Intensive Type Studies,
“attached” workers were employed on a tlanket bagis for all kinds of dome-
stic and agricultural work. In fact it is not even specifically mentioned
that their employment is only for agricultural work, (see Tahle 2 below).

Table 2

Conditiong of ®“Attached” labour BEnpl oyment,

Chara- Al11 kinds of work done
cteri- Only SG/ST/Backward at the farm (agricul-
stics Castes employed tural/non-agricultural/
domestic )
Exist-
ence Kumber of villages
of the
Characte-
ristics
YES 24 33
NO » 4L

*No information was available in the district reports regarding
the caste specificity of Nattached? labour employment for the
remining dleven villages which reported the existence of
rattached? labourers: (Also see end note 14, chapter 2, for
detail s regarding the compilation of these tables).

##In these four villages 7attached? workers WG Specificallyyed
fo cult work were very fer,most of them were emplo
for ld.ngga%f Jobs. i !
Source: Digtrict Reports in Intensj udi n_Rural Isbour
Ddig. (In.fomation collected from chapter 7 of these reports‘)

Iabour Burcau, Simla, 1667-69,
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Even in the remining four villages, only few attached workers
ve¥e employed specifically for agricultural work, the rest
being used for all kinds of jobs like in other m villages. then
ve Juxtapose this informaticn with tho fact that a large mumber
of villages reported both short term and long term attached
workers (Table 3 below), it is clear that neither tho armual nor
the seasonal “attached’workers are specifically employed for
particular kinds of jobs.w The distinction between the short
tern and long temm’attached’workers is nevertheless useful in the
sense that the needs of the employer which determine the primary
puypose of attachments may got reflected in the nature of attachment
in terms of duration and other characteristdcs.

Table 3
Dyrat ‘Attached” tracts

Duration Bunber of villages
Yearly or more 19
Monthly/short timax temmn 4

Yearly and short tom 18

Total villages roporting

ettached labourers 41

Source: Same as Iable 2.
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Tho demand for %ttached” labour can also be influenced by the
nature and extent of tenancy as well as certain social customs., Given
the farm size, land distribution and cropping intensity, ote., temancy
ralations might affect adversely the hiring of “attached” workers.

For the more widespread temancy is, the less will be the hired labour
demand in general and demard for “attached” workers in particular.,

A tenant cultivator usually faces the alternative of being an agricultuml
labourer and often being a sharecropper can retain only a stipulated

crop share and hence is generally constyained to use more family labour
and lesg hired labour than an owmer cultivator under otherwisec comparable
conditions. But here again the size of the farm of the tenant is very
important because the extent of substitutability botween family and
hired labour is strongly influenced by the total labour need determined
partly by fam gize and partly by cropping pattem.ﬁ/ The larger the
sizo of tenant farms the more ere the possibilities of the tenmants hiring
attached” workers, The importance of crop pattern is highlighted by
Kalpann Bardhan who found a positive corielation between area under
tenancy and proportion of hired labour to total labour in tobacco zone
while a negative one for the paddy zone: The tenant cultivator in the
tobacco zone also used more hired labour than an owner cultivator with
gimilar sized ferm. The reasons given by her are: higher average size
of temant farms under tobacco cultivation than under paddy cultivation;
higher labour intensity of tobacco than paddy cultivation; and the
particularly high labour intensity of tobacco (virginia) grown on

12/

tenant farms.
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It should also be menticmed that in many areas certain land owning
castes tmditionally do not do manual labour at all or do mot work in
certain operations, Such customs not only effectively reduce the supply
of family labour but also the substitutability betwesn hired and family
labour. Doth would tend to increase the use of hired labour generally,
Most of the Intensive Type Studies Reports on Rural labour mention that
it is a common feature for people belonging to such castes and commmities
to employ permanent honds for supervisory as well as other manunl require-
ments‘w

T ai

o bave so far considered factors influencing the demnd for “attached¥
labour. On the supply side a wage labourer has the option of working
cither as Yattached® worker or as a fcaswal® labour, And provided the
market is integmted and compotitive there is no particular reascn why
supply factors should exert any influence. In so far as %attached” workers
get more work and greater assurance of work, one might simply expect the
relative wage rates of the different categories of labour to get so
edjusted that theiw is no significant difference in the total incomes
which a workey eanaaminanyear.w

tkis

Hovever,/reasoning automtically becomes irrelevant if the worker
is undor any kind of bondage since in that case the worker has no choice
but to become an Yattached” worker. Given the poverty end unempioyment
among agricultural labourers, their availability for “attached” labour
employnent will not be a problem, as it implies a relatively more secure
employncut and guarantesd income. Those sgricultural labourers may be
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particularly interested in this kind of employment who are landless

and vho do not have other resources to fall back on. o lave already
nentioned that “attached” labour auployment halps in getting employment
of casual nature for other famdly members and in getting loans ete.-
thepe may provide added incentives.

Cne important goint, however, is the caste specificity of “attached”
labour employment in certain avezs. O the 41 villages reporting “atta-
ched” labour in the Teports of Intensive iype Stulies 24 reportedly have
scheduled caste; sub-castes, or other backward castes people as “attached”
lsbourers (see Table i above). In these ureas lebourers belonging to
other castes were not available for attached labour employment. Thus
in those arcas where cnly labourers belenging to particular caste/castes
are awmilable for ‘attached”labour contracts, the supply will also be
rostricted to labourers belonging to those castes.

The land distsibution should also operate on the supply aide.
The more cqual ¥ distribution of operational holdings will dampen
not orly the devard for ‘attached? labour but also the supply of hired
labour since the cultivators will be spending more of thair time on their
m fcdmeown fanns., The supply of regular fum servants will be particus
1arly curbed Legause umder the above conditions cultivators will not be
available for a continuous gtretch of time to werk on otherst farms,
However, bLhe supply of vage labour depemds not enly on the land distri-
bution but on the intdlence of lantilcstness and the average size of
cultivated holdings. Whers a large maber of landless workers axist the
Bupply for wage eiployment will be larger; Similarly where the population
pressure on land has raduced the average size of holdings to a low level
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tho supply of wage labour could be large: even if land were equitably
distributed among cultivators. In any case, it is not so much the
supply of wage labour per se, but the adequacy of this supply ralative to
the requirements, empecially in peak period, which is likely to have

an influence on the use of Yattached” labour. This influence operates
assentially via demand in that where there is ample supply of wage labour
in the peak scason relative to the needs of the large fams, these farme
do not need to have workers on ssasonal or anmual contracts, in onder

to safreguard their pesk pericd reguirements.

In the light of the foregoing discussion it is possidle to formulato
certain concrete hypotheses on the determinants of “attached” labour use.
We have argued that demand conditions are far more important than supply
factors. The major aspects of demand relevant in this context are total
requiraments of labour, the secascnal distribution of theso requirements and
the extent of dependence an wage labour, especially in peak seasons.

At the outsct, before we spall out our formulations regarding the deter-
minants of fattached” labour use for empirical testing, the limitations
of our exorcise should be briefly stated, The none-availadtility of data on
fattached” labour use proved to be very constmining. For data on ‘attached”
labour x2e we have used three sets of data: Agricultural labour Enquiry
data (1956~57); NSS 26th Round Iand Foldings data (1971-72) and NSS 27th
Round Unemployment-Employwent data {1972+73 ) 1%/ The mature of the available
data also conditioned, as wo shall see later, the specification of various
independent variables. Ths evailalle data are often fruom different socurces,

udging categories not always appropriate and ralating to different years
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(e.g., the Census data is, in principle, not campatible with sample-
survey data). These problams combined with the Small mumber of obser-
vations in o of our data sots WEg further conditicned our empirical
exercise. The details of the data ssts and of the various prohlems
aasecisted with them aro discussed in ths gppendix to the chapter.
These factors are likely to weaken the relationship botween ‘attached”
labowr use and explamatory variables. Imst, but not the least, the
use of gimple linear regression equations may not conform to reality.
The complexity of ways in which the various relevant variables are
interlinked with cach other may be beyond the Scope of a simple linear
eqwtion, HMowever, there 458 no a priori basis for choosing a specific
functicnal form for capturing this complexity. All these limitations
should be kept in mind while interpreting the results of our empirical

etercise.

iith these qualifications let us now discuss our formilations ¢o
capture the determinants of ‘attached” labour use. Ideally, to capture
the total reqﬁranente of labour one would have used vasious factors,
like irrigation, rainfall end its distribution, fertiliser use ete.
wvhich affect the total labour demand, Bl dus to low nunber of obser-
vations in our data sets and non-availaMility of data we have Higad produ-
ctivity, i.e., gross value of output per wnit of gross cropped area to
capture the total labour requirememts.

It wculd be ideal if cne could study the seasonality in demand and
eren its lovel by crops and ceascms but inm the absance of the relevant
information we have used cropping intensity to capture the seasonality

of labour requirements, MNorecver, cropping intensity also affecte the
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total labour requirements as we have discussed earlier.

To take care of the dimemsion of wage labour dependence land distribution
has been used as a proxy. Ye have argued earlier that a more gkewed land
digtribution implies timt the likelihood of family labour supply being ine
adequate with regard to total labour needs would be mors, and hence the
dependence an wage labour would be relatively more. Here again the problems
arising from not capturing the inter-size class productivity differences and
hence inter=aize class aggregate demand differentials remains. Since we
ave concerncd with operational holdings, whethsr the holding is operated
by af ‘erant or by an emer cultivator will also make a difference. This
aspect is also not captured. Three indices of land distributicn, however,
have been used: Ilorenz ratio excluding landless houscholds; proportion
of total area operated by top ten per cent households; and proportion of
total ares operated by top 5% households, The fomilaticns arrived at

thus is:

%a a" 4-0201 Q'azm "’&AF sons (1)

where
AL: Yttached’labourlaumber)

A: Total area operated
CX: Cropping Intensity
1D: Land Distribution

P: Productivity, Gross wvalus of Cutput per wit of Gress
Cropped Area,

But cno thing which i8 not capturad in the above specification (eg.t)

is the supply aspsct of agricultural labour which might affect the demand
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for “attached” labour. In other words, if the supply of agricultural
labour in a vegion is very high relative %0 the family labour supply in
a region of the big landholders, whom we have already identified as the
ma jor source of “attached’ lsbowr demand, then geterig paribuys, the
demand for “attached” labour will get reduced. Thus to capture the
relative alundance of agricultursl labour supply with raspect to the
fanily labour supply of the tcp land.holders some variahle had to be
included in the specificaticns, The ratio of agricultural labourers to
the family labour supply in faym of the houschelds operating top 40 to
50 por cent of the area cultivated would be appropriate for this purpose.
But since sudh data for family labour supply was not availeble we had <o
be content with "agricultuwddl ladour as a ratio of the total number of
households at the top end of the distribution operating 408 of land in
cach region.® The spocification (1) was correspondingly extended thus:

B = 8y +2,0T sald 4o ¢ as e (2)

where, S is the total mumber of sgriculiural labourers as & ratio of the
totnl mumber of households operating top (0% of ¢the cultivated land,
the other variashles being the same as in eg=tion (1),

Since the rclovant data was available for all the dats sets, equation

(1) was put to test ueing all the three data scts, Bquation (2), however
vas put to test cnly for the data set LII (NSS-1¢71-72), because the
raquired informtion was available for this set amd also because other data
sets had far too fas observations to run a2 reogression with four indeperdent
variahles,

The regression results (iable 4) show that the explanatory power

of both tho equations is not high ~ the R % bedng fairly low, Ib is
notevorthy though, that given the high mumber of observations in data
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Tallp 4
Bogropsion fosults - Iinear Emntions

Regre=  Data Funber Dependent Constant  Coopping

assion Sat of Obser- VYariable Term Intensity
Bumber vations

T3 () (3) (4) (5) 6)
1 Data set-l 1 &k (AL -0.0067 OZO*
(4LE-1956-57) ® (A/la (1.2245) (2.1962)
2 o o o -0.0020  0.00014#
(0.3927) (1.7808)

3 o . (—%—L -0.0117  0,0002°
(1.4297) (2.1736)
.5 n L n "‘000051 0.00&"*
(0.6742) 1.7845)

5 Data Sct IX " (&)r -C.30R  0.0024
(NSS-1972-73) A (0.8096) (1.0369)

6 o o " ~0,2138  0,0025
(0.6%88) €0.9986)

7 n 0 o -0.1830  0,0020
(0.7t02) (0.9382)

8 " ? (ﬁ ~0,2359 0.0C19
(0.8289) (1.0825)

9 " (4] ¢ -0.’724 OQWO
(0.7602) (1.0757)

10 n " L 0,159,  0.0016
/ (0.8803) (1.0431)

11 Data Set III 39 AL 1331 0.0033%
(NSS - 1971-72) ‘\A}r zﬁf?égg) (z.mg?s)

12 o 0 o «0,1040 0.0033%
(0.8389) (2.0442)
13 o o u -0,1627  0.0033%2
(0.8661) (2.0140)

,4 [} 14 o -0.12'n 0.0033“

(0.923%) (2.0442)

contd...53



53

Tabls 4 contd..
Regre- icients of enEng arigbleg
ssion Di gtxibut ic Produ- No.of Agrl.
Fumber lorenz Ratic Proportien Proportion  ctivity Iabourers % 2
(Excluding of Area  of Area Ope- Index as a ratio
landless Hou- Operated  mated by top (Gross ‘total Mo.of
scholds) by top 108 5% households value of Householde
households outpur operating
per wit top 40% of
of GCA) <¢he cultiva-
ted land
(1) () (8) (9) (10) (13) (12)
1 0.0112 0.0000 0.2969
(1.2927) (0.4977)
2 0,000t ~0. 0000 0.1529
(0.4443) (0.1151)
3 0.01¢g42 0.0000 0.3251
(1.52¢06) {0.78%6)
4 0.000% -0, 0000 0.1691
(0.7659) (0.0250)
5 0.5627 0.6001 0.0500
(0.8773) (0.6699)
6 368G 0.5565 10.0000 0.0313
(0.7873) (€4945)
7 0.6877 0.0001 0.0459
(0.8580) (0.7935)
8 0.4360 0.0000 0.0842
(0.9%30) (c.6939)
9 ) 0.4559 0.0000 0.0549
(0.86%6) (0.4894)
10 0.6043 0.0000 0.0905
(1.0294) (0.8505)
11 0.0043 0.00017® 0.2295
(0.9247) (1.3230)
12 0.0054 0.0001 0.2346
(1.0456)  (1.1931)
13 0.0053 0.0001¥%  _0.0018 0.2108
(0.9632) (1.3416)  (0.3711)
VA 0.0071 0.000t  -0,0021 0.2175
(1.1083)  (1.2017) (0.4570)
HOTE 1., In parentheses under the coefficients arc ¢ values.
2. ®* & %% regpectivaly mean sigpificant at 5 and 10 per cent level.

3. (%1‘;)“ anﬂ(----a-y‘T respectively signify male and total attached labour
/
per unit of area.
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set 1II, it compares well with other data sets so far as the explanatory
pover of the equation is concerned. But bearing in mind the limitations
of ths data ve cannot consider it to be a satisfying test of our hypothesis.
The results (Table 4) are presented in the spirit of preliminary attempt
to see vhether the explamatory variables are associated with the use of
Zattached” labour in the way our hypothesis would imply. locking at the
regressicn for individuwal data sots, we find that sets I and III provide
results which are more in accord with owr hypothesis than set IX. It is
notegorthy that the coefficicnts have the expected signs (ses Tble 4)

in most caces, The cnly amceptions are regressions (2) and (4), vhere
the productivity coefficients have nggative signs.

locking at the individual variables, we find that cropping intengity
not only has the expected sign in all the three sets, but also tums out to
be statistically significant in data sets I and III. (Sce Table 4, regre-
ssions 5 to 10, colums 6). Therefore, cropping intensity, other things
given, does scem to be a Significant veriable affecting the employment of
fattachedabour positively.

As mentionet earlier, for land distritution three indices were used:
Iorenz Fatio (without lendless households); area opsrated by top ten percent
of the holdings and arez opurated by top five percent of the holdings. The
latter t7o should seem more relevant in as much as top landholders are the
ones vho primrily eaploy’attached? labourers. But in tke regrossions um
lorenz Batio as a variable, does much better for data set I, while for data
set II, there is not much to choose between the three indices. (See Columns
Nos.7,8 and 9). In all the cases the sign of the coefficient conforms to
expectations: Uith more skew land distribution, other things being givém,
the employment of “attached” labour would tend to increase.
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The coefficients of productivity also have the expected positive
sign, except in the two cases mentioned adbove. The t-values are also
quite high for the data set III (ses regressions 11 to 14, column 10).
It would seem that in more productive areas, other things being equal,
the hiring of ‘“ttached” labour will be relatively more prevalent.

Equation 2, which according to us provides a relatively more complets
picture of the reality, also provides results which are similar to the
rosults of equation 1. All the coefficients have the expected signs;
the naw varigble '$' also has the expected negative sign, signifying
that a relative abundance of agricultursl labour with respect to the top
land holders will have a depresaing effect on the attached labour employment.

Besxides we also find that with the inclusion of the ney wariatble
that t~values of the productivity and the land distribution variables
improve (ses regresaions 11, 12 and 13, 14 colums 8, 9 end 10), vhile
croppdng intensity continues to be significant.

Thus, in general, a higher cropping intensity, more &% 1and digtri-
bution and higher preductivity seem to have a positive effect on employment
of %attached” labour while a higher labour supply rclative to the needs
of the top land holders has a negative effect. The relations, hovever,
do not sean tO be very strong « whether this reflects the imperfections
in data (Que to inaccuracies or due to inappropriate categories) is a
mtter vhich cannot be ssttled without furthor careful investigation,
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Hotes end References

These figures were computed by Jeanol Unni for her M.phil. disserta-
tion from the primary schedules of'The Comprehensive Scheme to Stuly
the Cost of Cultivation of Principal Crops in Kerala Ministry of
Agriculture, Covernment of India, for the years 1973-74 for paddy and
197/~75 for coconut. I anm thankful to her for making them available
to ne.

Breman, Jan (1974), %
Rela in_Sou

AL IRIAN o) e [ Fariall
a Indi University of Califomia Press,
Bremn has a very interesting discussion on how the cropping pattem
can affect the hiring of attachad labour. He traces the changes in
the cropping pattern of two South Gujarat villages after the First
World War and finds that in the village where cropping pattem shifted
in favour of mangoes from labour intemsive crops like sugar cane,
gingor, spices otc. the proportion of permanent servants declined.
The comparison of the two villages also provides an interesting picture:
the village vhich required labour throughout the year retained a larger
proportion of attached labour while in the other the proportion declined.
This wvas essentially, Breman arguss, because of the differences in
cropping pattem. (See, especially pp.42-43, pp.74~75, and p.176).

lenin wrote, as we had mentioned in the first chapter also, that with
commercialisation and development of agriculture more and more

"Lop groups of farms (are) biksed on regular employment of wage labour;
wage labour is more evenly distributed over the seascns of the year,
and it becomes possible to dispense with the more costly and more
troutlesome hiring of day labourers,®
WVQIO' t, of an alisnm 3
( Progress Publi

The hypothesis is contained in many of the Bardhan's articles. See
for example, Bardhan P (1979), "dages and Unemployment in a Foor
Agrarien Econony: A theoretical and Bmpirical Analysis®, Journal of
Political Economy, June.

Seo also, Rudra A and R, Biswas (1973), %Seascnality and Hmployment
in Agriculture”, Econmomic and Politieal Woekly, Feview of An n
September 29,

It has bean argucd that these kinds of arrangements are in favour of
both the employers and employees. Krishna Bharadwaj, for example,
contends:

9, ..Part of tho explanation may be that the semi-attached servants
ensure an adequate supply of labour during the peak periods when
labour wmktf input is crucial and when wages for casuval labour tend
to be high. Also the small operator may himself want to take advan-

tage of outside amployment in the busy season earning a higher casual

000057/"
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wage vhile reducing his work load ¢n his cun farm during that
period. Bmloyment of permnent servants thus appears to minie
nige tigks for both. The pervnnent farmm servant is assured of
some stable minimum income vhile the fam operator ensures adequate
ladour supply (or can achieve scme flexibility in his own lsbour
dnput during peak periocds)., The latter factor would be more
important if small fawms were characterised by small number of
family mmbersi:d (pp.25-26) Erishna Buaradwaj (1974), Producticn

turef Sabmrattpat (Cazbride thiversity
Press).

These statements are dased on information contained in "Intensive

Type Studies on Furel ladour in India,” Iabour Bureau (1967-69),
ch.7 of district reports, for similar conclusions see also

Prambd Bardhan and Ashok Fudm (1S80), ®Typos of labour Attachment

in Agriculture”, WM August 3C, p.1479.

See for evidence, Shesla Ehana (1976 ), e heaaﬁons in Preducuon
in &W @ﬂmﬂm, Economic o itical beek] i o
Agricnltyro, March and Bremn (1971. gp.g__, An excegpt fmm
Bremgn:

"Enploying.: one or o servants (attached) means having a cheap,
fixed nulous of labour and a claim to temporary extre hands, from
although tho agrecment covers the scrvant alone, the latter is
expected t0 mobilise his relatives for the demefit of his master
wvhen they are needed. Thus, while reducing the responsibility the
landlord cen enlarge and contract his stock of labour at short
notice.” (p.102). Also ses, p.5Sh.

Bardhan~Rudra evidence show9 that “ralatives of attached vorkers

are given priority in hiring by tho employer vhen the lean scason
agricuitural work opportunitics are scarce. This is clearly of some
advantage to tho m labourer; at tho same time the entire family's
dopendance on a &ingle enploysr for employrment increases its vulnera-
!ﬁliwn Bardhan-iiuira, M&’ End note 7’ po"lﬂ/o-

Por supportmg evidence, sea‘».' also (bvemmt. of India, Labcur Btmaau,
REriC g X ! 1 K By

Sece aism a detailed and ingightful discussion on the substitutadbility
of labour botween family labour and hired labtour in Krighma Bharadvaj,
SRLCi%s

Kelpana Bardran (1970), "iage and Bnployment of Agricultural lebourers
in India - Some cross-sectional Analysis,” (Mimeo) Agricultural Econo-
mic Research Centre, Univeraity of Delhi, pp.13~14 and p.19.

Heports on Intensive Type Studied on Fuxal labour (1967-69), gpacits,
ch,7. Breman also provides information regarding landlords who

aooosa/-
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beleng to certain specific castes and consider using a plough
or other physical work defiling. FHe writes regarding Anavil
Brahmin landlords:

%A lendlord's need of the services of a hali? (attached
1abour) was largely inspired by his desire to work on
tho land as little as he could, to be exempt from the
activities, which ho thought disagresable aend in any
eage indignified, In otherwords, a "hali" was teken
primarily to replace the labour of the master and the
mumbers of his household, not to enlarge the total
effect of his contribution.® (p.46).

This vag in early 20th century. According to him this kind

of reasoning gave vay to economic reasoning and "when the economic
tide turned, however, the mumber of halis declined and the masters
were compelled once more to put their hand to the plov.® (p.52).

See for details Braman (1974), op.cit., especially pp.14~15, p.45,
p.53 and p.178.

This statement about the supply would be correct only if the total
demand for hired labour is inadequate in relation to supply.

If it is not, then attached labour will obviously be given a higher
wage.

Definitions used in ALE and NSS 27th round have already been discu~
ssed in chapter 2, in NSS lendhalding Survay (26th Round-1971-72)
Reports "attached” labour has bean defined as those vorkers who are
more or less in continuous employment of the mamagement of the
operaticnal holding and are under some kind of a contract during
tho period of employment, For other details of tho data, see
tables 1, 2 & 3 in the Appendix to this chapter. The limitaticns
of the date are also diecussed there.




Chapter 4

OATTACHED™ AND ©CASUAL® LABOUR: INTERREIATIONS

fAttached” labourers, being part of the general class of hired
labour, their role cannot be properly understood except as a part of the
matket for wage labour as a whole. Ist us agsume for a moment that we
lave cnly t¥o broad categories of hired labour - "attached® labourers and
casual labourers, that the two categories of labour are frealy substitu-
table both on the demand and on the supply side, and that the market is
conpetitive. Under these conditions the wags labourer has a cheico of
offering to work as an “attached! worker with a particular employer or to
work on a caswl basis. If the wage rates are the same for doth categories,
a vorker stands ¢0 get a higher, and in any case a more assured, annual
income by opting for the "attached” (i.e., seasonal/annual) lzbour contracts
than for the casual labour. Since “attached” vorkezs, as a rdle, are
employed for more days than casual labour, this situation should lead to a
competition among labourers vhercby the wage rates of the "attached® labourers
are pushed dom 50 that the total income which can be eamed by entering
into "attached” labour contracts is brought closer to the inceme level
under casmal labour contracts, The progpects of such competition are greater
£, ag its the case over most of rural India, the available work is inadequate
to fumish full employment to all labourers,

From the eumployer's views point, the choice is more complicated and
dopends, among other things, on his family labowr supply relative to total

requirements, the secasonal distribution of the requirements of wage labour



60

and the magnitude of the gains from getting more assured labour supply
during the peak scason end from having a set of workers vho can be depens
ded on to do their tobks efficiently without close supervision. As pointed
out in the previcus chapter, it is the relatively large famers who find
elployment of ‘attached® labour worthshile, Since their number is typically
amall relative to the tofa][hzmwgggce, and given a situation of excess
supply of wage labour relative to demand, factors on the demand side would
seen far more crucial in detemining the relative importance of the two

modes of employing wage labour.

The above reasoning rests critically on different categories of tage
labour being f¥'ecly sudstitutable for one anothor anf on the existence of
a compstitive environment. These conditions, however, may not e and in
fact are not «= f€ulfilled in reality. Je have already noted that "attached®
latourers are hired on ammual and Seascnal contracts and that labourers
employed on casual Abasis are meant to perform different tasks at different
terms and are therefore not xExy frecly cubstitutable.

The "attached” labourers with a contract period of a year or more
are generally employed by relatively large cul‘ivators for doing a wide
assortment of farm worky such as bunding, irrigation, preparing compost,
tending cattle and even domestic workc, Some of these tagks are of a regular
nature while others &n the nature of odd jobs to de done occasgicnally.
The labourers who can be relied upon to do the above mentioned tasks to
a satisfactory stendard, at the appropriate time and without close super-
vision are very useful to the farmers dmxgrm with a relatively high level

of wage labour requiraments during the year. There may also be situations
vhen such a labourer is relied upon to supervise the jobs done by
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@aswnl workers. Neither casual labour nor short term (seasonal)
fattached® labour can meet these requirements as wall as an fattached®
labourer on an armual contract,

“Attached” labour on a seasonal contract and casual labour may be
somewhat more substitutable in that both categories of workers are gene~
rally hired for sSpecific tadks during the peak aeaeons.‘z"/ But here again
there exisls a gualitative difference betwesn the two categories: Ogse
of the main purpose of hiring seasonal "attached® workers teing to agsure
certain amount of labour supply for peak seasons and to avoid labour hiring
problems during thess periocds., Hiring of casual workers instead of short

torm "attached? workers may mot, therefors, quite serve the purpose.

Qlearly, from the employers' view point the extent of flexibility in
the type of wage labour used is partly a function of the extent of dspendence
on wage mbourg The greater this dependence the more critical it is
for the employer to use annual and seasonal contracts to ensure his labour
supply especially in peak geasons, &ince the degree of depenience on wage
labour increnges wvith the size of the farm, the larger famms will find
it advantagecvs to dcpend mors on workers hired cn seasonal/amnual contracts.
At the other end of the scale, a small farmer has little choice tut to
use caswml labour. He does not neced and cannot afford to hire a seasonal
not to speak of ennual scrvant, It is notevorthy that casual labour
employment on large farms is lisble to wide fluctuatioms unlike on medium
slzed farus vhere it remains quite high throughowd the year. The reason,
it has besn argusd, may be that the latter employ much less of permanent
labour compared to large fams?



Thero are also several factors on the supply side limiting substie-
tutatility betuween "attached” and casurl wage labour: The preferences
of vage labour for casual as distinct from seasonal and anmial contracts
is to some extent linked with tho assct bese of the labourers, For instance,
workers from families with 1ittle or no land (or other profuctive resource)
are more likely to be willing to commit their labour to cthers on a scaso=
ngl or anmual basis than workers vhose families cultivate some land, The
latter may be reluctant to enter into sessonal and anmual wage labour
contracts becauge it may cut into ths supply of family labour for cultiva-
tion of own land during the peak season and thercby reduce the income from
family enterprise. 1he sams will be true for & labourer who is sclf-
employed in occupaticns other than cultivation unless the family size of
the househald pormits ene or more family members to go in for such kind of
enploymant. The lsnded and sclf-employed (or employed elsewhere) will
however be available mors frecly for casual labour employment.

This is not to spy, however, that landed lzbourers will not accept
attachod! labour contracts. They will, particularly if the number of
able~bodied in the family ere more than adequate to look after the family
farm, A lot vill also depend on the kinds of contracts which are emilable,
the freaiom they entail, and also the timing. that is being suggested is
only that, xelatively spealine, the supply of wage labour £rom cultivating
and othor self-cmployed households for Mattached” labour employment will

be lsss.

Anothor importent factor affecting the supply dimemsicn is the caste
specificity of "attached" labour in meny parts of the country. We have
already seen in Cimpter 3 that in many villages the "attached® labourers
were dmwn from the lowest castes people fxom higher castes beaing not
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available for such employment even vhen they have 1ittle or no
productive resources. Thus aocial customs can restrict the supply
of "attached" ladour %o persons from specific castes. For caswal
labour employnent on the other hand labourers of all castes famn
the total supply of iabour.

Thet. there ave in fact strong preferences on the part of wage
labourers as between different dype of contracts is suggested by the
Bardhan-Ruira survey of West Bengpl cited earlier. It is found that
most labourers do not want any change in the type of labour contract on
vhich thoy are prosently voridings

%..+ RoSt labourers of differamt categories in our sample
soen not to deaire eny change fyom the existing contyact
duration %0 any other. MNore than 90 per cent of the fully
attached workers in our sample report thair preference for
their present yearly contyacts over other types of contracts,
Similarly more than 90 per cent of labourers on daily con-
tmet (casual or semieattached) prefer their present daily
contracts over other types of contract.® 4/

Interestingly most casual labourcrs, vhother with or without land,
also expressesd no desire to change o othar forms of wage contxact.zl

The labourcras* choico bstween Yat-=ached" and casual contracts may
also be restricted for other reacens, If the labourer is under seme
obligation of debt, etc., his mobility from an "adtached® labour employ~
ment to casual labour employment or to "attached” labour employment
wvith arother employer may be direetly éurtailed, Even otherwise,
gince the longer term contracta provide more secuyity and continuity
of ecmploynent thoy %end to lower motdlity cs compared to short tem
ones. She ladour Buveau'e intensive stwlies report that in a majority
of cages the long term contracts are remewed while tho same is not the

cage x for short term contyacts (see table 1). Similar evidence is



Cox.xti- Nuder of villages _
nud ty l.engwed Not lenoeéd
Durg-
He
T«
A year or More 24 -
Short term 3 12

Hote: Seo for details about the compilation of the Table, end note 14
Chapter 2.

Source: Intensive Type Stwdies of Fural latowr in India, Iabour
Buresn (1966-69), District Reports - information collected from
chapter 7 of each report. =,

provided by Bardhan end lwira also.g This suggests that gshort temm
Nattached” workers are somewhat more mobile and rotate amcng employers
more as compared to the long tem omes. Similarly the degree of fresdom
the "attachod®” workor has to work for others during the contract pericd may
als0 affect his availability for casual employment.

Al those factors result in considerable hoterogeniety in the rural
wage labowr markeb: Limited scope for substitution between different
types of contracts ond the unwillingness of caste Hindus o woxk as
fattached® lobourers in effect means that the predictions on the relative
vage rates, employment and incomes of Qifferent categories of wage labour

as derived from the assumptions of a wall integrated and competitive maxket

nay not hold.
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One might neverthsless empect caswal labour wage rates relative
to wage rates for “attached® latour to be Migher for at least tuo reasons :I/

(a) Since casual labour is used mostly in peak scasons, when
labour is rolatively scarce, vage rates for caswal labour will on an
average be ihgher; and

(v) In = far es the sccially and economically handieapped sche-
duled castes, scheduled tribes and other tackward castes acquire the hulk
of the "attached" labtour contracts, and thair employers are large famers,
the latter may be in a position to pay them lover wage rates and/or depress
the effective wage mtes for this category of workers by extmacting longer

hours or more arducusr work.

The employment of %attached" labour could, hewever, aedversely affect
the wages of the casual workers by reducing their dargaining power. The
already weak bargaining pover of wage labour can be further ercded wvhen
they get divided into those having security of employment and those without.
The effect is reinforced when family members and close associates of the
"attached ? labourer get employment of casual nature in the same famm in
which he works ~ a fact vhich wo lmve already nowd.g/ It has been found
that most of the "attached” workers (particularly anmml famm servants) do
not participate in labour agitations for mge-inﬁxeases.y Attached®
labour employment can also perpetuate caste divisions within the agricul-
tural labourers if only labourers of a particular caste are amilable for
such employment. It is a fact, as mentioned in chapter 3, thmt in many
places only scheduled castes and other backward castes are available for

such enploymm\t..w
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On the basis of the second ALE data, Ghose™Y estimated tint the
wage Yates for "attached® labour are lower than thoss for caswal labour
in all tut one State, namdly Bihar, (Table 2). In making 2hose ostimtes
he assumed cne fomle eamor to be g equivalent to 0.8 male carmr and

Table 2
Wage Bates of Gawmnl and "ittach le Iabour: 1556

GHOSE'S ESTIMATES

Sate Hage Fates
Caswal lavour Thttached” Iabour

Anghxa Pindesh 0.81 0.46
Agsam 1.25 1.1
Bilar 0,39 1.02
Korala 1.7 C.75
Hysore 0,91 0.81
Hadhya Pradesh 0.78 0.55
Orisse 0.87 0.61
Punjabt 1.25 1.29
Fa jasthen 0.8 0.45
Hadras .76 0:46
Citar Pradech 1.8 0.70
tizet Bongal 1.12 0.99
Beobay - <

4Inciudes Haryana.
Source: Ajit Kumay Ghose,Wingos and Emloyment in Indian Agriculture
Wor]d Development, Mey/June 1980, Vol.8, io.5/6, p.423.
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one child earner to 0.5 male camer. On this basis ho computed the adult
equivalents to all eamers in "attached” labour households and used the
total vage income of the household and number of days of wage employmant

of "attached® labour to arrive at the wage mtes.w Ris ¢laim gat the
equivalence ratios are in conformity o with prevailing relative wage rates
is, however, not quite correct: This can be seem from Table 3 ddow, which
xrpresents the femle and child wage rates as a proportion of male vage
rates, His procedurc ove:estimates the wege incores of fomles and under-
estimates that of children, Bogides, by using wage employment of “attached"
labourers and noﬁgl male wage eaxners in "attached” labour households,

he underestimates "attachad® labour wage rates eince the fomer is higher

than the latter.

To correct for this biss ve estimated the Mattached” labour wage rates
from the same data using the average daily wage rate of casual labour by
sex, ae well as the nunber of msle, femle and child earners per “attached"
ladour household in different States, the average number of days, of wage
employment for different categories cf earners and the total wage incoms
of households. Ho have further assumed that all adult male earmsTrs in the
Hattached” 1abour households are “attached® labourers i and all female and
child eamers are caswal agricultural labourers. Following steps are

involved in the calculation:

Batimated wage Nunber Yember vlage mte
income of females (8L,.) of fe~ X of days X of casual
in "attached® £/ © mle of vage fenale labour
labour houscholds earmers enp:toy—

men

oo.&/-



Estimated wage Rumber Number Hage rate

income of chil- (WYO) = of child X of days X  of casual

dren in “atta~ eamoers wage e~ child

ched? labour ployment

households # labour

Estimated wage Total wage

income of adult income of

male earners in (WH’ = Tattached? - lﬂf - dy

fattached® la- labour hou- ¢

bour houscholds scholds

Ylage Fate of

adult male

eamers in HYM

fattached" (VR ) o

1abour hou~ lm“ Fumber of X RBumber of days of we

scholds adult male wage eimployment for

€arners an adult male camer

in httached” labour
households

Note that unlike Ghose we lmve used the *mumber of days of vage
employnent of an adult male earner in "attached" labour housshslds®
instead of ‘number of days of wage employment of "attached® labourers,®
This i8 so because of our assumption that all vage employment of male
ecamers in "attached” labour households is under "attached?® labour statas.
He arae aware that all adult male earners may not bs “attached” labourers.
Also female and child earners may not all be casual labourers: Some
of them may be vorking for the sama cmployer as the male eamer unier
the "attached® labour contract. Or thoy may be working for ths same
employer on a casual tasis but on wage rates lower (or at least differemt,
than the market wage rates. But these problems cannot betsken cam of

with the available information,



Penale Wage Child Hage

State Late ~late

Male Wage Male Yage
Rate Rate
Anéhra Predesh c.63 0.55
Agsam 0.75 0.65
Bihar C.81 0.77
Kerala C.55 0.49
Hysore 0.65 0.56
Madhya Pradesh 0.78 C.73
Orissa C.69 C.64
Punjab 0.62 0.35
Rajasthan 0.62 C.45
Madras G.57 0.46
U4tar Pradesh 0.7 0.60
HeBt Bengal C.68 0.62
Bonbay 0.63 C.57
AlL INDIA C.61 0.55

Scurce: Report on the Second ALE (1556-57), Vol.E A1l Indis,
Iebour Bureau, Ministry of sgr labour and Employment,
Government of India, 1966. Statement 11.9, p.272-273.

The estimates of Yattached” labour wage rates so derived are
presented in Table 4, along vith the wage rates of casual agricultural
labourers. It can be secn from the table that 10 out of the 13 States
the wege rates of "attached® labourers are lower than those of casual
labourers. In 3 States (Bihar, Mysore ami Bombay ) contrary to expe-

ctation, “attached” labour wage rates are higner. In Chose's estimates
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it will be recalled, Bihar was the only Stateigxch fattached" labour
wage rates were higher. This miglt be due to the differences in the
methode of estimation. We have not, like Ghose deflated the wage rates
by appropriate price indices but it will not affect the relative situation
because wage rates of both the categories in ecach State will be deflated
by the same price index.w

Our estimstes (as well as Ghose's) do not take into account diffe-
rences in the number of hours per day for which the two categories of
workers are expected to work and the terms and conditions on which members
of the "attached® labour families are given casual work. ®Attached® labourers
are almost universally required to work longer honrs.w Cur estimates
would, therefore, tend to overstate the "attached® labour wage rates per
working hour relative to caswml labour vage rates per woricing hour, lMore-
over, the practice of 3 using nembers of "attached" vorker families for
caswal work is not uncommon, We do not have information on the working
conditions of these family members, If the services of family membors of
"attached® labour houscholds axe extracted at conditions worse than those
for casusl labourers, mx=x our estimates would further overastate the
fattached® labour wage rates sclative to casual labour wage rates, Hithout
deotailed informaticn on the working conditions of "ettached" workers and
their family members it is,not posgible to assess vhether the higherwage
rates of "attached” labourers in Bihar, Mysore and Bombay do in fact reflect

superior vemuneration.

Cl’iatfbmdhga;;ym to a very different finding on the basis of
Farm Management Survey data, His estimates (see Table 5) showed that in
9 out of 11 districts whose data he examined, the "attached" labour was

paid at a higher daily vage rate than casual labour. He secks to explain



lable 4

Raten od and Ca urer;
Pemale Children Total

Bamoxy/ No. of days Agﬁcul- Total Barner/ No, of udgri- Total "’fﬁge;gfmg
State attach- of vago ‘Qge attached days of cul tue wage Ohild ea?ners

od lab- employment wage Income  labour vage  ml Wago Incoms ©

our HH Rate Houscholds employ=- Rate

nent
(1) (2) (3) (%) (s) (6) (7) (s) (9) (10)
Andhra Pradesh 0,94 149 0.55 77.03 0.30 214 0.8 30.82 107.85
Assan 0.66 230 1.15 174.57 0.18 253 1,00 45.54 220,11
Bihar 0,56 124 0.74 51.39 C.11 162 0.70 12.47 63.86
Kerala 1.21 130 0.70 110.11 0.09 174 0,63 9.87 119.8
Mysore 0.%0 157 0.55 77.72 0.24 193 0.47 21,77 99.49
Madhya Pradesh 0,93 145 0.59 79.56 0.2, 7 0.57 24.21 103.7
Oriasa 0.61 1 0.55 30.53 0.25 171 0.51 21.80 52,33
Punjab 0.22 158 1.22 L2410 0.19 227 0.69 29,76 7217
Fa jasthan 0.69 139 0.61 58.51 0.16 152 0.44 10,70 69.21
Madras 0.S0 142 0./8 61 o34 0.22 199 0.39 17.07 78"’
Uttar Pradesh 0.74 104 0.65 50,02 0.19 145 0.55 15.15 65.17
West Bengal 0.32 168 0.8 52,68 0.08 213 0.89 15.17 67.85
Bombay 0.89 168 .55 82.24 0.30 193 0.50 22,95 11119
. M) India o7t Wi 0.59 59.06 0.21 187  0.53 2081 79.87

L 000?072
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Mﬁ-& (contd. o)

C . ot

Total

Yale

No. of

No. of days Axlached Iabour Male Casual

States Wage Income Wage Ine male ear- of amployment  Wage Fate Iabour Hage
of atta= come in ners per for wages per Rate (4g7l.)
ched labour Attached Attached adult male
Households Iabour &le Isbour vago eamer in

House= Houschalds Attached Igbour
holds Household

N (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16)

Andhra Pradesh 373.85 266,00 1.27 330.95 0.63 0.87

Agsan 706,27 86.16 1.12 206,53 1.46 1.54

Bihar 403, 56 339.70 1.23 221,06 1.25 0’9’

Kerala 351088 231 090 1 ow 2%052 1 .05 1.%

Mysore 398,37 298.88 1.12 263.54 1.01 C.84

Madhya Pradesh 346.30 242.53 1.24 300,60 0.65 0.76

Punjab 726 .86 654..69 1.36 301.66 1.60 1.98

Fa jasthan 234.92 165.71 1.14 300.84 0.48 0.98

Madras 292.27 213.86 1.20 275.50 0.65 0.84

Uttar Pradesh 318.34 253.17 1,29 258.84 0.76 0.92

Wost Bengal 646.93 579.08 1.8 295 .60 142 1.43

Bombay 81.79 370.60 1.29 304.50 0.9 .87

A1 India 423.31 343.44 1.27 271.65 1.00 0.96

Source: Roport en the Second Agricultural labour Enquiry (1956-57), Vol.l - All India -

Column 7 - Statement 11.3,p.262,

Colums 228&16 ~ Statement 11.9, p.272,273.
GOlm 113- - Statement 503’ po?‘o

labour Bureau, Ministry of labour and Huployment, Government of India, 1960.
Colums 2,6 ard 13 Appendix iv,



States Agricul tural Caswal Farm
Year Iabowr Sexvant
Punijab
] 1954~55 2.46 .
Amritsar & Ferozepur 1955-56 2.56 g.gg
1956-57 2.79 5.25
Ferozepur only 1967-62 464 5.76
156869 480 5.68
196070 5.68 6.16
Uttar Prad
Meerut & Muzzaffamagar 1954+55 to 1956-57 1.44 1.82
; 166667 2,66 .
fuzzaffamagat only 166748 2.8 g.gz
1968-69 2.93 3.9
Hest Bengml
Orissg
195859 0,62 0.69%
Sembalpux 1959-60 0.%2 0.81¢
Cuttack 156768 2.4 2.30
168-£9 2.59 2.02
1669-70 2.7 2.08
Andhre Pradesh
1957“% 00102 00%“
West Codavari 195859 0.41 1.28°
1968-69 2,00 3.02
196570 2.0t 2.7
Agsan 156869 3.69 3.5
7/ * A4 9
Nowgong 196870 3.70 3.83
19707 4.05 3.97
Eorala
AQleppoy & Quilon 106263 to 1964~65 2.43 3.2
‘.8.:
Source: M. Cmttopadhyaya, Bconomic gnd Political vecldy, Merch 1977, Review

of Agriculture, Tables 1 & 2,

#This represents the wvage rate both for cacual labour and ferm serxvant. If this
value is greater than the velue under colum (3 ), then it can be said that the

~1 ]
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wage rate differences between "attached® and casual labour in terms

of spatial variations in agricultural devalopment: In thoSe areas which
are agriculturally better endoved (in temms of intensive cultivation,
cropping pattem and use of famm machinery cte. ), the wage rates are
higher for "attached” workers; otherwise they are lower. This is 80,
argues Chattopadhyay, bscause in more developed regions the employer

has the work for "attached” workers throughout the period of employment
and hence pays more. This is not true for the less doveloped regions,
The regions of Punjab, Kerala, Uttar Pradesh and Andhre Pradesh where he
finds vage rates for "attached" labourers to be higher tharvgg;ml
labourers, come in the category of better endowed areas in his classifica-
tion. (See Table 5 below).

A closer examination however raises some doubt about the reliability
of Chattopadhyay's cstimates of wage rates: His procedure consists in
dividing the total ammual wage income by the number of days of employment
for "attached® labour and comparing it with adult male casual labour wage
rates, We computed the wage rates by the same procedure for Ferozepur
(1967-70) using the combined report. Our estimates of wage rates of
fattached” labourers as sell as the male casual agricultuml wage rates
differ wvidely from Chattopadhyay (See Tables§ and 6). And the vage rates
of "attached™ labour in our estimate turn out to be lower for 106869
and 1969-70 but slightly higher for 1967-68. But unlike 1968-69 and
1569-70, the number of days of “"attached” labour employment in 1967-€8
include only days spent on crop production and tending of cattle; days

Note (contd..) of Table §:

i susl labour and
wvage rate of an anmnal farm servant is higher than a ca
viie-versa. ¥ have follosed this procedure where the data on total
payment to an anmal farm servant is not available separately.



Total Bumber Total Yage Hage late for Agri-

Yeay of days of Incone Rate cultural Casual
employment Labour (Mals)

(F‘B') (as. )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1954~57 411.59 632 1.54 2.80

166768 266,92% 1520 5.69 5.55

156869 301.59 1608 5.33 6.39

196970 243.59 1877 5.46 6.43

Note: Days of employment in FMS roports are 8 hourly standardized days
and hence a working day of both casual and "attached?” labourer
are comparatile.

“Ralates only to annual input on crop production, and does not include
non~farm employment, See, Studies in the Economics of Farm Management

4n Ferozepur District (Punjad), Eeport for the year 1667-68 (Mimeo),
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture, Govern-

ment of Indgia, 1973,

Source: Studies in Economics of Form Management, Pevozepur District
(Punjadb), Three yeaxr Sonsiidated Feport (167-68 - 1960-70),
Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture,
1974,

Coalurn 2 » polqs
Column 3 « p.47
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spent on non-fam employment are mot incluied. Presumahly, if the
latter were included the wage rate for Uattached" latour would be lover.
Estimates of wage rates in Perozepur during 1954~57 derived from the
congolidated Report also shew them to be lower for "attached" labourers
than for casual labourers (Table B),

Unfortunately, tre could not find all the relevant data to
compute fattached” labour wage rates for other districts. Hor is it
possitle to pin down the sourcs of difference for Ferogepur since
Chattopadhyay* s paper does not give det:ilg&xfefﬁggﬁcgs?ng thgagg\%'gggepm
of his nmumbers. In any case, sﬁ.nca/s ch divergent results, Chattopadhya's
estimates and the conclusion based thereon are open to doubt. Unfostu-
nately, apart from tha to sources mentioned, thers is no date which
would permit estimation of vage rates for "attached” and casual labour

sepaxately.w

Thus on balance the available data seems to corrodorate our
hypothesis that "attached® labour wage rates should be lower than casual
labour wage rates. vage rate comparieons may, however, bo misleading
in providing an adequate picture ¢f the relative eccnomic positions
of Mattached? and casual labourers, bacause of differences in employment
intensities ctec. Helative incomes of these two categories of labour
may be a better indication in this respect.

Relative Incomes
Since the "attached" and casuwl labour markets are differen-

tiated both on the demand and on the supply side, the tendency for
equalisation of the relative incomes of the two categories of labour,



i

which might boe expascted to operate in an integrated competitive vage
labour market, may not be realised. The fact that households belonging
to the two categories also differ markedly in their size, composition,
participation rate, amd other characteristics makes the outcome less
certain.

For ingtance, the average 8ize of the "attached? labour households
and the mumber of eammers per houschold are consistently higher than in
casual labouyr housecholds (Table 7). The participation rates, also,in
general, a¥e higher for "attached" labour households: In other words, a
largerproportion of the meubers of thess households are working compared
to casual labour households.

Ye also find that the attached™ labour households are better off
in terms of the days for vhich tlpir mombers are enployed over the year.
Thie is not only true for "attached” labourers as such, but alse for all
adult male wage labourers in the Fattached” labtour houssholds. Ths
employment intensities are, hovever, less for the latter. (See Table 8
belo?). There is also evidence to suggest as mentioned in %?gter 3
that "attached" labourcrs are able to got employment for hix f:ﬁtiriy members

moro eacily as compaved to casunl labourers.

But thare are important differvences in the type of work doms by
workers belonging to the two categories of houscholds: Both in absclute
terms and as & proportion of total days worked, employment for wages is
far more important for workers from “attached® 1abour bouscholds than those
coming from casual labour households. Self-cmploynent is much more

important in the case of the latter (See Table 8 below).



Eamers per Household Average Size of Participation Rate

State households
Casval Attached Casmml Attached (2/4) (3/5)

(1) (2) (3) (@) () Ot AEps
Uttar Pradesh 1.79 2.22 4,030 5,22 41.03 42.53
Madhya Pradech 2.28 2.41 4,01 L0 56.86 54.T7
Bihar 1.81 1.90 458 5.01 39.53 37.2
West Bengnl V.47 1.78 be2/, 4.36 34.67 40.83
Orissa 1.97 2.08 4e22 3.95 4H.€8 52,66
Assan 1.50 1.%6 4,03 4.08 37.22 8.0
Anghra Pradesh 2,17 2.57 4.03 4.36 53.85 58.94
Madras 1.97 2.32 4008 RL! /8.28 56.45
Kerala 1.93 2.37 5.05 5.37 38.22 4oe 13
Bombay 2.2, 2.8 Lud8 4,30 50.00 57.617
Mysore 2.17 2,26 4ed3 5.10 /8.98 431
R, jasthan 1.95 1.99 b2 4N 45.99 .93
Runjad 1.70 1.77 468 5.70 36.32 31.05

Source: Agricultural labour Ehquiry, 204 Agriculture labour Enquiry lieport
(A1l Ingia) Appendix IV.



A\rerage Numberof mys

Employment for vhages* Self Euployments

Of Male Wage Exmmers in Of CasualfAttached

Iabour Households Iabourers

CL AL AV CL AL @D CL AL B

HHs HHs
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) ) (¢) (10)
Uttar Pradesh 180,65 258.84 43,28 178. 270 46.63 63 26 58,73
r&adm Pradesh 194,97 300.60 54,18 187 308 64,..7 60 12 30,00
219.83 221,06 0.56 218 22/, 2.75 2 22 23,43
Wast Bengal 230.44 295,60 28.28 27 304 33,92 25 14 %4, 00
Orissa 182,55 299.79 64,22 177 308 744,01 53 14 -73.58
Aasam 261 041 296.53 13043 261 296 1304’ 10 2 '80.00
Andhra Pradesh 203.50 330.95 62.63 18 346 7475 42 7 33,33
Kmla 164093 206.52 25 022 165 20’ 25 045 29 13 "550 17
Bonbay 222,76 304.50 36,69 217 319 47.00 35 8 7714
Yysore 210.64 263.54 25.11 208 269 29.33 39 17 «56.41
Rajasthan 195.87 300.84 53.69 192 2% 5417 36 30 -16.67
Punjab 183.23 301.66 64,63 172 321 86.63 yAX 12 -72.73
Al India 201.23 271,05 34,70 197 281 L2.64 40 16 ~60,00
" for wages
#Parcentage Difference - (#D) refers to: Ej - Buployment)Self employment/Unemployw-
Ey - gc £ 1 for Attached labourers
& o E; - Bmployment for wages/Self employment/

Unamployed for Casual labourers

OOOOOBW



Tablo 8 (centd..)

———-W‘t" VLRV LY DL - 5 3
States cL AL O Casual Attached
Labourers Iabourers
(1) (1) (12) (13) (14) (15)
Uttar Pradesh 48 69 43.75 239 365
Madhya Pradesh 40 45 12,50 287 365
Bihar 69 119 72.46 315 365
West Bengnl 85 47 4y T 337 365
Orissa 58 43 «25.86 28 365
Agsam 13 67 415,38 284 365
&ndhra Pradesh Tt 12 33,10 311 365
Madras 107 €8 =36.45 310 365
Kerala 116 145 25.00 3%0 365
Bombay 8 38 -20.83 300 365
Mysore 52 7° 51.92 299 365
Rajasthan 64 39 =39.06 292 365
Punjab 72 32 «55.56 288 365
A1 India é és 0.00 305 365

#Due to want of work.

Source: ALB, 2nd Fhquiry Keport, Colums 2 &3 - Statement 5.3, p.71
Colums 5 & 6 -~ Statement 5.4, p.72
Colums 11 & 12 - Statements 5.10 & 5,11, pp.97-99
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More significantly, "attached” labourers ars not cnly employed for
a greater part of the ysar, but nearly half the States also mport more
days of unemployment due to lack ot work, (Iable 8 sbove), This may
be because more of the "attached" labourers in these regions are on
Ishort-term” contracts and/or because thoy are less tied to the emple>

yer's fam during the contract and are alloved to seck work elSewhere when
their enployer does not need them,

The data presented in Table 8 also brings out more starkly the near
total dependence of "attached! labourers onwvage employment and their
relative inability to diversify their activities into occupations other than
wvage employment, If one adds up mumber of days of employment (wago and
self-employment ) and unemployment (dus to want of work) for both casual end
fattachod ? labourers, (columms 14 & 15), one finds that the latter is
available for work for all the 365 days of the year. That is, an "attached®
labourer is either working or is available for work throughout the year as
his total number of days of employment and unemployment (involuntary) add
up to 365 for all the States. The same is not true for casual labourers
wvho not only face a more diversified pattern of work, but also have the
capacity to be voluntarily unemployed - whether to attend to family efd
affairs or on account of Sickness or mercly for the sake of leisure.
ttached ? vorkers it would seem cannot afford to be without work even if
they are ill! there unenployment of “attached® workers is higher than that
of caswel vorkers (as is the case in several States), the possibilities of

diversification of cmploymant for the former are particularly bleak.

Total wage eatnings of male "attached® labourers are higher than
those of casual labtourers (Table §). Clearly lower wage rates are more

than compensated by the nmumber of days for which thay are employed for wages.



Egtimatoe A Estimate B__
33t omm) attached Percentage Casual  Abtached Percentage

N ] 3 ’-'.: - IB ] 1ab 4 ” pI'ence
(1)

= s L) ¢)0

Andhra Pradesh 174.44 209.45  20.07 163 160 -1.84
Assan LO0.TT 434.07 593 316 329 41
Binar 206,01 276.18  34.06 181 229 26.52
Kerala 212,36 216.73 2,06 155 156 0.64
Mysore 178.88 266.86  £9.18 211 219 3.7
Madhya Pradesh 145.86 195.59  34.09 142 170 19,72
Orissa 145.14 206,26 2.1 146 187 28.08
Pumjad 325,88 MA1.39 8.6 318 JATA 30,19
Rajasthan 196,99 145.36 26,21 175 133 «24.00
Hadras 144.33 178.22 23.18 175 130 =25.T1
Uttar Pradesh 166.43 196.26  17.92 19 188 ~3.09
Hest Bengnl 315.08 419.62  33.18 233 301 29,18
Bombay 159.82 287.29  79.76 - - -

ALL INDIA 1R.47 270,43  40.51

Source: Estimate 4 derived from Table 4.
Bstimte B, A.K. Guose, gp.cit., Tatle 3, p.416.

Ay = C
Perecantage Difference is defined as .._..a__.._i’.fi X 100

where, AL = Attached labour
CL = (tasual labour
YE = thge Bamings
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Comparison of total wuge eamings for the two categories of
agriciltural labour households also provide a similar picture (Table 10).
Wage incomes of "attached” labour households are generally higher (in
12 out of 13 $ cases) than those of casual labour households. This is
true irrespective of whether they ovm land or mot, though ths percentage
differance being somevhat lower for labour households with land as come
pared to labour households without land (columns 4 and 1C, Table 10).

As with enployment, "attached® labour households are alse more
heavily dependent on wage labour generally, and on agricultural wage
labour in particular, as & source of income. In most States they derive

agricultural
a larger proportion of income fromfimge labour, and a smller proportion
from non-agricultural vage labour, cultivation and other pursuits compared
to casunl labour houscholds. The latters' income sources are considerably
more diversified, and this halps to narrow down the differences in incomes

from wage labour; In most States, differences in total earmings are
1038 than the differences in wage earnings.(Table 11).

On the whole, hovever, "attached” labour houscholds seem to get a
larger total annual income as compared to casual labour households. This
is true in 10 out of 13 States for labour houscholds with and without land
taken scparately and in combination. The picture charges materially when
ons compares the average annual income per eammer and per capita incomes:
Since casual labour households have fewer earmers on the average, the
differences in per eamer incomes are much less than in household incomas;
in fact income per earmer is higher for casual labour householés in 7
out of the 13 Statss (See Table 12 below). Thus the "attached” labtour
households are able to get higher incomes than casual labour households
because they put in more both in terms of the runber of people woxking

and also of working hours.
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— fadour Housecholds with Iand labour Houscholds without Iard

State
From Agricultural Total Frem Agricultural Total
1abour labour
Casusl Atta- % Diff- Casual Atta- % DAf- Casual Attached FDifference Casunl Atte= ZDLfL-
ched exence® ched fovence ched erence
i
(1) () (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 8) (9) (10) (s1) (12) (3)
Uttar Pradesh 207 244 17.87 342 4 20,18 251 37 50,20 354 4A7 20.62
Madhya Pradesh 213 261 22,54 311 345 10,93 274 380 38.6% 312 396 26,9
Bihav 255 289 13.33 Ay 401 0.00 266 464 Uhbds 358 580 62,01
Wost Bengal 298 5% 86,58 76 724 1.12 300 630 110.00 556 832 49.64
Orisse 80 322 78.89 310 374 20965 207 270 30.43 317 333  5.08
Assam 332 78 13434 86 815  67.70 599 640 6.84 820 5 9,15
Andhra Pradesh 290 310 6.90 L91 428 -13.88 313 386 23,32 350 412 5.64
Madras AR23 249  «41.13 507 298 41,22 253 300 18.58 309 338 939
Kerala 229 230 0.44 L2, 616  45.28 328 364 4.€0 28 475 10,8
Bombay 31% 369 28.30 439 557 26,88 363 481 32.51 427 535 25.29
Mysoreo 343 389 13.41 496 568 1,.52 343 356 - 3.79 182 449 G685
Rajasthan 260 299 15.00 356 531 49.16 258 24 «17.05 345 R46 -28.70
Punjab 269 1159 33p.86 626 1559 149.04 490 617 23.65 656 777 18.45
A1 Indig 2™ 328 17.56 439 451 2,73 303 Wb 47.19 402 525 30,60

*Percentage Difference refers tos (YA - %)/ Y, x 100. T, = Attached labour Housecholds Income

Yo = Casual lsbour Houseboids Income

Source: ALE, Report on Second Enquiry 1950=53 -
A India, Vol.t1, labour Bureaw, Government of
Indja. *960, Stat@nmt 7.7' ”0*157.%0



Cultivation Agricultural HNonwAgricultural Others

State —9f Jgnd Iabour Iabour

CL AL cL AL €L AL CL AL
Uttar Pradesh 8,36 1085 66.29 68,11 10.%6 8.45 14.39 12.59
Madhya Pradesh 4.86 451 79.69 88.77 8.37 3.34 7.8 3.38
Bihay 10.8 6,70 67.39 75.8511.48 9.93 10.15 7.5
West Bengal  12.23 3.37 BJh T5.96 19,60 473 19.73 15.9,
Orissa 10.48 - 61,83 82,78 13.55 7.85 1414 9.37
Assam 4.32 0.6, T1.99 89.88 486 1,58 18.83 7.9
ApShre Pradesh 7.12 5.33 T30  87.52 S5.41 2,29 16,17 4.86
Madras 3.8 0.1, 82.69 87.21 5..2 2,65 8.61 30,00
Kerala 11.85 7.9 66,33 63.16 444 5.09 17.38 13.80
Bombay 6.04 7.00 80,10 84.32 442 4.65 0hbh 403
Mysore 5,99 034 7044 768 5.2 46 17.85 15.72
Rajasthan 6,49  8.61 T4.09 TB.22 1165 2.73 1.77 0.4
Punjadb 2,22 0.73 72,24, '78.99 10.19 9,57 15.35 10.81
ALL I¥DIA 7.61 5.16 70.12 79.87 8.79 6.11  13./8 886




Average Anmual Income per  Average Per Capita Income
State Eaming Member of Iabour of labour Households
Households

Casusl Attached  @ifference Casuwal Attached ®Difference

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Uttar Predesh 194.46 187.30 «3.68 81.0 79.70 -1,60
Madhya Prad. 136.77 156.00 14.06 7.8 85.50 9.90
Bihar 212.51  247.60 16.51 84.0 95.50 13.69
Host Bengal 420.50 450.47 7.13 1458 183.¢0 26.13
Orissa 159.24 166.56 4460 /%] 87.7 18.03
Assan 475.66 393.¢8 -17.17 177.0 189.3 6.9
fndbhra Prad. 1¢7.20 161.97 17,87 106.2 9.5 «10.08
Madras 195.20 140,19 -28,18 %3 79.1 -16.11
Kerala 220.66 217.52 =1.42 84.3 96.0 13.88
Bombay 192,39 218,36 13.50 96.2 125.9 30,87
Mysore 22,47 210,00 .45 110.0 93.1 ~15.36
Rajasthan 179.17  145.81 -18.62 82.4 59,1 -28.28
Punjabd 383.7%  464.21 20.97 139.4 V44,2 3.44

Source: Colwms 2 & 3 computed £rom Tables 7 @nd 10.

Colums 5 & 6 - Statement 7.10 p,162-63, ALE, 2nd Enquiry
Report.
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The fact remains, nevertheless, that the conjunction of higher
family incomes and higher participation rates in "attached® labous
families results in their per capita incomes being higher than that
of casual labour households. This is the ¢ase in 8 out of the 13
States for which ve have data (see Tablo 12 atove), the differences

exceeding 25 per cent in some casesS. The implicatdon is that a class
of labourers belonging to the lowest rungs of ths society and open to
varicus forms of exploitation are "better off" than upper caste wage
labourers with a stronger secial position and widerrange of options,

It could well be that the differences are statistical rather than

real, in the Sense that they lie within the margins of error in the
estimates, It could also be that the “"attached™ —casunl distinction is
much too broad, and that a more carcful disaggregrted view of different
categories of labourers ~ by type of contract and social dbackground -
may give a differecnt picture. But ve kmz camnot say much more with
the availeble information except to suggest that the finding that sche-
duled castes "attached" labourers are "oetter off" in terms of per capita

i{ncome than other wage labourers is at odds with the widely held picture

of rural society.

Notes and FReferences

i/ The short tomm "attached® workers are also do 2ll kinds of work
but, the predominant objective of hiring them is to assure adequate
labour supply for peak ssason jobs.

Casual workers are also employed during off seascm, but the bulk of
4 tacir employnent is concentrated in peak seasons. It is particularly
dependent on the distribution of agricultural activity over the year.

0.0.0%/-
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It zay also be dus todifferences im the cro Lo ang ine

aity aincs tho pedium siged farws have also gpegg fé’?w 7<) haveigofz;ate
peake. See Ashok Budra amd R, Biavas (1973), “Scasomlity and
Eploynent in Agriculture®, Econemie ond Politien) ibsellv, Foview of
Agriculture, Soptember 29. For similar evidence an Africa sce, Iwancy Y.M.
(1979) Usgrarien Roforms ond Hired Iabtour in Africa,” Blieted by
P.P. Noloayar, Progress Publishefs, Moscow, cp.920-134.

8} d

Pranad Baschan and Achek Iwdra (1680), ®Types of lobour Attachment én

Agriculturs « iesults of a Survoy inWest Bengnl « 19799, Zcopomic apd
Palitica} tbokly, Auzist3om 1483.
Iid., p.1483.

Tos Jovel of “abttachod® and casual labour wags Mtes in a region may
depend on the overall demnd and supply of labour velative to the total
requiranents «» ond those levcle may dbe corrclated, IR ks bean
suggested, for example, that given the scasonal pattern of use of Mred
labour in an area, lsbour ¢ying with long term contracts tends ¢0 reducd
the amplitudo of coasonmal and caswal wage fluctuations that wouwld have
provailed othorvise. Por a somashat dotailed discusgion on this fasus
seo, K. Bardban (9¢77), "ural Bmployment, z2ges and Iabour Markets in
Indie - A Survey of lescarch, EPd, June 24, July 2 & 9, p.1108, vhere
ghe quotes Raj K.M. (1959) ®Imployment and Uncmployment in tho Incien
Scongmy: Problens of (Qlessification, Foasurement cnd Policy? 4in
Economie Deyalamment and O tarel Cheoneo, end Pranab Eadhan (19’?7),
Sdages and Uhemployment in a Poor Agrarian Economy: A Theoretleal and
Ropiriecl /nalysis,® (Hdmeo ).

He avs, houever, not concerned here with the absolute levels of these
ypge vates but with tho ralative levels.

Some eovidence to this effcet has alrendy been cited inm ch.3.
Bardhan~Budre (1980), gn.cik.

Hithin the lover casten also a further division may cnorge aswe
have ovidence to show that in come regions only higher castes among
the 1ou castes are enploysd as adtached labourers since they are
expocted to do domestie tasks also., This ic based on informaticn
provided in chapter 7 of district Foports of "Intensive Type Studles
on Rurnl lebour in Ingin,® labour Burxeau, Sicls, 1967-69.

Bjit K. Choso (1980), ©Jages and Hmployment in Indian Agriculture}
Korld Dovelomsent, Vol.8, Fo.3/6, Voy-June.

has
Cnosg/alco deflatod tho wage earnings by the appropriate price indices.

The biases of & our end Ghosc's ostimates will also depend on many

other faftors inclwling the differcnces in casual and httached"vage sales.
1¢ some of tho earning members are casual labourers, the tias will dopend
whother casual vage rates is higher or mot, if it 45 then wage ates

7ill be overestizates. (n the other hand, if comc eammings metbors are
solf~employed the vage rates will be underestimeed and so on.
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According to the Reports cn Intensive Type Stwdies the woxrking hours
for "attached” labour were found to be consistently higher than for
casual labourers in 39 out of 40 reporting villages,

See table 2, ghapter 2, p.23.

Similar infomation regazd:mg working hours is also given in

u Ia e Se Bn 1956 All Indza
Vol.1), labour &n'eau, Pﬁnietry of labour and Huployment (Govermment of
India, 1960). Particularly p.76 and 84.

Manabendu Chattopadbyay (1977), "age Bates of Two Groups of Agricultuml
Labourers] Econgmic and Political Woekly, March, Hevieuw of Agriculture.
One may argue here also that wage rates computed from FMS date may have
an upward bias gince the data is collected from cultivators and they may
tend % overestate wage costs.

Bren the reports on Intensive Type Studies on Rural labour in India
do not give average income and number of days of employment for
fa¢tached” labourers. In some cases a range of incomes is given but
gince the & distribution of “attached" labourers was not available no
averaging could be done.



SURMARY D CONCLUSIUNS

This ossay attampts an analysis ef attached labour as a
categtry of agriculural ¥wage labour and its rolo in tho Sunctio-
ning of the overall mrket for agricultumml labowrars.

Sevoral hiotorical studios shoy that as agriculture dovelops
ond becomes more Comuoroialised there ie a genorel tendancy to move
frem dabour conbracts aignifying velativaly little frecdon for tho
workers ¢ fycor, more {mporsonal forms of contraets. Freaden
gots vofleccted both 4n the “entyry® ard the worhing eonditions ef
the 1abour contyacts. In India too tho emtent of “fresdom® enjoyed
by worzors has boon a subject which hag attracted attention of
scholars for many decades. This is reflected in s rthor exiensive
lieoraturo on "attached® labour.

Qoso scrutiny bovever shows that in actual practice the
sodon® dimenoion hag ot oixed wp with the Wumtion® dimensicn
in the Indion studies. Mot cnly ave “frecdom® and “duration® of
ceatsact not cotarminus, but thero are many gradations of both;
also frecdem io affocted by both the conditiens wvhich force the
worker to accept a particular contract and by the terms of the

contract itsalf. A simple dichotonsus classification of agrieultural
labourers into “attached® and %casunl® woikers 45 therofore imadoquate
to coplurc the conplexity of the Iabtour sarket: This calls for

a moro dispggregated and multidinensional classificaticn.
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As early as in 1956 Thorner realised tho problems associated
vith the conventional classification of agricultursl labour into
twvo mutvally exclusive categories of "attached™ and taswal® and
suggested a more disaggregated catogorisation, Besides reitera-
ting Thorner's main points, wo suggest some modifications in the
classification suggested by him with e view to adequately capture
the dimensions of freedom, duration, end basis of the contract
as well as other working conditioms.

Due to lack of data our analysis is perforce limited to one
of these dimensions, namely the durstion of the labour contract.
An attampt has been mde to identify socic-economic variables
affecting the use of "attached™ labour on long duraticn (seasor/
yoar) contracts. An analysis of the relastionships between the
casual labour and "attached" labour (on long duraticn contracts),
in terns of thair wage rates and income differentials has also been
attempted,

Regarding the determinants of "attached® labour use, it
has been argued that tho use of such labour is a demand dstermined
phenomsnon influeaced primarily by the level and seasonality in
the vage~-labour requirements, 4n attempt is also made to ses houw
well this hypothsdis does in explaining the observed variations
in the use of "attached" labour acxoss regions. Higher cropping
pritder intensity, more ckewed land distridbuticon and higher produ-
ctivity vere found to encourage the use of labour on long duraticn
contracts; while larger supply of labour relative to the require-
ments of big landholders in a region tended to discoumge such
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eoployment. Hhile in terms of usual statistical tests, the
data cannot be said to provide a strong corroboration of ths
hypothesis, there are objective grounds to show that the data
used here has numerous limitations. Further work has to wait
more detailed and better quality data.

Regarding the interrclationsiips between casval and
"attached® labourers, it has been argued that, given the nature
of the demand and supply of "attached” labour and their worldng
conditions, cne would expset their wage rates to be lower than
those of casual labourers., This expectation is foumd to be
corroborated by availstle data in most cases. Therse are, however,
significant exceptions, which cammot be satiefactorily explained
with the availatlc information. We have pointed ocut the reasons
vhy on an apriori basis relative incomes (total or per capita) of
these two categories of labourers cammot be predicted confidently.
These reasons include the incomplete integration of the market for
the two categories and marked differences in the size and compo~
sition of the households falling in thess categories. Neverthaless,
the fact that the socially "worse-off" (generally low caste)
"attached® labour families are "better-off" in torms of per capite
incomes as compared to upper caste casual labour families in some

regions, i somewvhat unexpected and remains a puszdle.
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In sum our essay serves to emphasize the point that
a more measningful and complete analysis of the fumctioning
of the rural labour market in India must explicitly recognisze
the distinction between "attached" and casurl labour categories
as voll as the nature and extent of interrelations between
the two. Our empirical results are not definitive because we
belisve, the data available for analysis are inadequate both
in terms of the number and the quality of the observation.
Also ve need to go beyond the two-fold classification of wage
labour contracts. Ours, therefore, is only & prelinminary effort
in this dircction. A more adequate study of duration aspect
of Tettaciment® has to wait more and better information as well
as a finer classification than is gvailsble at present.
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APPEDIX - 1

The available data on "attached® labour is very inadequate, for
the empirical exercise in Section II of this chapter? We have put to-
gether vheatever fragmentary data is available. The data used for the
regresgions has many limitations but since the purpose of this section
is =imply to provide scme tenstative empirical substantiation to the
hypotheses put forvard, this data has beenr used for want of anything
clse, To set the record straight, here we briefly discuss the various
problans involved with the data used.

Ing Datg

Theee sots of data have been used in the statistical exercise done
in section II of this chapter. We first briefly describe each of them
before going into the limitations of each set.

Data Set I - This data set is primarily derived from the Report
of the Second Agricultural labour Enquiry (All-India - 1956-57). 48 can
be seen in Table 1, the first six columns of the data set are fxom the
same report. Data referring to land distribution (colwms 8 and 9) ese
and productivity, however is calculated from other sources and refers to
the year 1960-61.

Now to arrive at the totel mumber of attached workers from this
data set, two alternative assumptions were used:
i) M1 male earmers in attached labour houscholds arefittached®
labourers; and

34) AL camers (male and ferale) in attached labour households
are attached labourers.
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Correspondingly two estimates of the number of attached lebourers

vere o¥rived at by respectivaly multiplying colurms 3, 4end 5and 3, 4
and 6. In other vords,

Bumber of Estimted number Percentage of
Attached e of Agriculturnl X Attached Iabour
labourers Iabour Houscholds Households in
Total labour
Households
mmber of male _
camers por /Under assumption
attached households mmber ;';3

Multiplication of columns 3, 4 & 6, eimilarly gives the estimate
of attached vorkers under assumption two.

These estimtes divided by the area opsrated (colum 2) gives the

use of attached vorkers per unit area.

Data Set II - The data on the proportion of regular salaried workas
or wnge earners in fam in total rural population (columns 2§3, Tabls 2)
wvas taken from the State reports of the NSS 27th round, Bmploymente
Unemployment Survey data. The data on these proportions was based on the
results derived from the first two subrounds and was not available for all
the States. The estimtes of touval rural population on the other hand
vere based on the results of all the four subrounds. The multiplication of
colums 3 & 5 and 2 & 4 gives cstimates of total and male regular wolkers
in farm respectively. These estimates divided by the area in colum 6,
provides the per unit area use of regular farm workers, KReferences to

other data sources are given in ths table,

Data Set III - The number of "attached” vorkers in the data set
were calculated from the regon~rise information provided in the 26th
round NSS Iandholdings Survey Reports. The Survey Reports give for all
regions, the number of oporational hcldings, proporticn of operational
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holdings reporting "attached” workers and the average number of
fattached® vorkers per reporting holding for all seasons. The multd-
plication of thess three gives the total number of "attached" workers
(colum 2). Dividing this estimate by the estimate of total operated
area (column 4), also given in the reports, provides us with an ostimte
of “attached" labourers used per unit of area (colum 2/column 3), The
lzand distribution inuices were also calculated from the same reports
through interpolation (columns 4 & 5).

The data on cropping intenaity, productivity and wage labour (colums
6,7 &) vore derived from the district wise figures taken from various
sources as mentianed balow the table, Estimates of all the districts falle-
ing under each region were clubbed together to arrive at an estimate for
the region as a whole. For productivity figures, a weighted average of district
wise productivities vas taken the veight used being the gross cropped area,
This kind of clubbing was not poscible in some cases because some districts
fell in two or more regions, These regions had to be dropped.

Kerala region also had to be dropped in the final regression exercise
because plantation and other crops important for Kerala were not incluied
vhile calculating the predwtivity index. 3imilarly all the regions of J & K
and the Himalayan region of West Bergal had to be dropped because the produ-

ctivity data for all the districts in thess regcions were not availadle.

Data Limitatdong
The awailable data on "attnched® labour is very fragmentary. Here
we shall briefly discuss the limitations of each of the data set used in

our empirical exercise.
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Dotp Set I = The Agricultural labour Bmuiry Feport, as we know,
provides data about the mmber of "atkachod® jabour households? and not
for the number of ‘attached” Jabourers. The estimates for the mumber of
attached labourers wvere derived by using the information on eamers of
these houscholds. As mentioned earlier, ve used two assumptions alternae
tively to arrive at these ostimates, Now, wvhile in gencral one knousthat
only males are employed as “"attached? labourers, it is veryAlifficult to
generalise this for all households ard regions saying all male earmers in
“attached” labour households are attached labourers., Some of them may be
casual labourers while some female earmers may be “attached® labourers. To
the extent this is thec ase our estimates of variations in the number of
attached vorkers across regicns as well as across households within the
same region is subject to an additional source of error, (bssides those inter-

nal to the survey data ).

Similerly the altermative assumpticn also has its limitations since
what proporticn of the family earners are bound by the contract will depend
on the nature of the contract, which again will differ across regions.

Thus tne estimates of the number of Yattached® labourers arrived at
using these assumptions might not be as reliable as one would like them to
be but for want of enything clse these estimates have been used.

The other limitation of this data set may be that land distribution
and profuctivity estimates fefer to 1961 instead of 1956-57, the year of
the labour enquiry. These figures, thewfare, may not be strictly comparable

with tho estimates derived from the ALE report.

Data Set II - The major limitation of this data set is that the "propor=-
tion estimates” used far calculating the mmber of regular vorkers in famm

45 baged on the results of the first two subrounds of the survey, and not on
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the reosults of all the four subrounds. The estimte of "rural
population® used for the same caloulation on the other hand, was based
on tho results of all the four subrounds, These two estimates may not
be comparatle to an extent because of the differences in coverage.

The problem could have been minimised by using the average for all sub-
rounds btut unfortunately the State reports based cn all the four sub~
rounds were not all availatle at the time of doing this work.

Dats Set III -~ The main limitation of this data set is the mixing wp

of census and NSS data for the regressions. Strictly speaking, the sample
survey data should not be used with the Census data. The number of
Hattached” workers and land distribution figures in this data sst are
taken from NSS reports but ve had to use Census figures for the number of
egricultural labourers. This limitation, however, only refers to the last
tuo regressions, where we use the "number of agricultural labourers as a
proportion of the mumber of households operating top forty per cent of the
land® as an independent variable,

There are some other minor problems also. The productivity figures
refer to the peried 1972-73 and the cropping intensity data 19569-70, vhile
all the other figures refer to 1971-72,

tes and haeferenc

Y/ Thio xafxxexmm refers to tho Section on the supply dimensien in Cuapter 3.



APPENDIX I

. TABLE I
CHAPTER 3 DATA SET X
Not [Boti~ Porcen- Hamers per Attached Crop- Ioremz Area  Productivity
Soun mated tage of Iabour Households ping Ratic opera~ Gross value
Area No. of Attached Inten- ¢ed by of outpute
State (cop 4gril. labour Vale Total aity tep 108 per acre
Acres) labour H.Hs (% of of hou=  (Rs.)
H.Hs, area Cro- scholds
(Millicn) pped more
than once)

(1) (23, 3) ) (5) (6) (7) (@) (s) (1¢)
Uttar Pradesh 4813 2.0 36,03  1.29 2.22 2.2 0.504 36.28 199.68
Madhya Pradesh 38352 1.3 38.31 1.24 2.41 13.6 0.539 37.66 125.29
Bihar 19180 2.6 1,62 1,23 1.90 30.3 0.615 41,51 186.83
Wost Bengnl 12825 1.2 21.31 1.38 1.8 16.8 0.436 33.20 348.84
Origsa 13854 1.0 15.65 1.22 2.08 8.0 0,502 38.44 208.21
Anghra Pradesh 28106 2.1 17.06  1.27 2,57 9.4 0.591  47.54 188.23
Madras W, 1.9 15,68 1.20 2,32 16.0  0.495  37.20 338,92
Korala 4525 0.5 12.52 1.07 2.37 20.8 0,504  48.83 521.56
Mysore 2/8¢8 0.9 10,16  1.12 2.26 3.2 0.67, 39.22 167.41
Fa jacthan 30702 0.2 22,56 1.14 1.99 10.4 0.525  42.04 84.41
Punjad 18004 0.3 i6.59 1,36 1.7 32,4, 0J.48%  33.27 175.83

ricult ur

W Cclums 233’4’5’637 -

Colum2, Statement 2.6, pp.15-16, ALE Report.

Calum 3, Statement 4,1 p. -
Colum 7, Statement é’.S,ppqu. 3o
SodarmrsdeGroe

- soport on the Second Agricultural Ilakiour

BEnquiry, 1956, Vol.I - All India, labour Bureau, Ministry of labour and
Boployment, Government of Indda, 1960,

Colurm 4 - Statement 4.2, p.53 = ALE Eeport
Column § & 6, Appendix IV, pp.422-478 ~do-
Column 10, Agricultural 8 Income States
? 308caeioml Paper No.?,bgGAm, !
Mgy Delhi, Aug., 1963, T®
Tahles 2 & 3, pp-BC"B,O
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Table - 2

Appendix 1
Chapter 3 Data Set - I1
o o Shasen
Working as Regular  Total Fural Popu= Wet Cropping lorenz Proportion Value of
Stat Salaried Eoploye¢/  lation (in '000) Sown Intensity tatio of area ope- output
e Wage labour in Fam Area (Percen- rated by per hectare
(Proportion to Total (*000 tage Arca (ks )
Pural Population heeta. ) Cropped Top '1'?
more than 1% 5% of
- H T M T once) of HHs. HHs.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 (6) (7) (8) (9 (1) (1)
4ndhra Pradesh 6.21 3.32 1,661 20021 11078 11,60 0.6062 0.4704 0.3170 1093
Bihar 742 5.00 22863 41582 80563 23,93 0.5569 0.4012 0,280 978
Qujarat AT 3.24 8725 17006 %62 6.25 0,5383 0.3845 0.2368 B7
Haryana 467 2,61 3%64 7389 3555 45.94  0,4624, 0.3151  0.2008 1150
Earnateka 4,91 2.84 10080 1¢829 B8 6.1,  0.5272  0.3897 0.2557 LD
Madhya Predesh 5.85 3.83 1577 30834 18497 12,14  0.5305 0.3823 0,281 695
Maharashtya 4,05 2.54 15577 30840 16382 6.04 0.5361 0,3881 C.2451 L9,
Orissa 5.47 2.95 903 18174 5622  23.37 05048 0.3708 0.2443 1026
Rajasthan 1.48 0.91 ¢840 18836 14858  8.34  0.6249 0.4581 03048 518
Tamil Nacu Lo 17 2.85 13048 25¢21 6332 21.59 0.5237 €.3%22 0.2118 1770
Uttay Pradech 3.18 2,00 35957 67801 17194,  33.34  0,4993 0.3652 0.2385 1079

Source: Columns 283, NSS 27th Round, October, 1972-September 1973, Selected Tatiies on the Survey of
Enployment and Unemployment, State Reports, Tables 20 (Furaleuswal activity code 13), WSSO, Depart-
ment, of Statistics - Minigtry of Flannming, Government of India, 1975.

Colums 4 &5, Appendix, Sarvekshanza pp.89-8t1, HNotes -( Ensgloyment Uhemployment S%:;at&on U:t a Glame
NSS 27th Round Survey on Empt., & Unetpt.
Colums 687, Statistical Abstract, India, A1l the four sub i0)
1975, CS0,
Colymms 8,9 & 10 - Computed from NSS landholdings Survey.
Colum 11 « Ackel Hityre anad Selch Muker -~ 2epulodtie

"%

G- <. @halts and Y.k Alagh (1979, Rerformance of _indian Agricvltare,
A Digtriet -wise gtudy , Qfer/fr)g Publedhérs PU7. LTD, New Pefé/,
Table-1 , PPIO-/].
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iabla =3

Data Sot » IIT

Stat No, of DBstima- Percentage of Area Cropping Total Agricul- Dumber of
tate/Roglon  jytached tod Area qpersted by___ Inten- Ploduc- sl Howseolds
Workers Operated o 108 T 3 alty tion per hge opern top
hectares) P op 5 Gross Cro-  labour  40% of the
(hectares) pgiasngs horaings ppod Area Yand
ks, )
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (g) (8) (9)
%. Andhys Prad
1.Coastal 458292 2656100  /2.52 2.76 24.59 1529 315371 162261
2. Inlanmd 456091 5375600  43.82 30.01 9.54 657 2137332 153263
no ern
3, Inland 63043 216700  47.06 32.50 7.39 1137 1278156 58278
Southern
#. Bibars
4. Southern 264321 2017600  35.15 22,81 10.99 862 1068362 195764,
5. Northem 1583837 3088200 404/ 26,66 4083 %6, 3378081 283138
6. Cantral 678575 2970400 41.80 28.48 43.95 1082 2190212 111665
Haryang
7. Eastern 7279 1160900 30.77 16.29 39.70 1362 2640447 48831
8. Wastem 32392 1124100 31,65 18.64 38.81 o038 1662680 37162
Mpdhym Pradesh
9, Eastern 861661 4018200  38.80 25.61 18.96 8ss 1365504 174020
10. Inland East. 503498 3245100 39.03 25.80 15.70 635 846850 1370
11. ~do~ Western 426187 9475500 35.88 21.33 3.50 é32 74,8234, . 88694
12, Nestemn 363132 4324000  35.34 22.08 7.54 625 716398 114,290

%nm. LX) 010y.
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Table 3

Data Set IIX (contd.,)

(1) (2) (3) %) (5) (6) (7) (8) £59) (9)
13. Northern 579%2 2209200 31,17 18,77 7.9 674 275893 93560
Ve Coastal 702332 830000 39.12 27.81 3.02 1329 331244, 5437/,
15, Inland West 274465 5251200  4R.35 28.37 5.07 628 910011 143666
16, «do= North 8919 1942600  31.59 18.90 6.52 499 825430 70630
17. -do=- Central 220385 4964300 29.67 17.46 6.00 29 1092740 116930
18, «do- EMastern 258939 3913000 34.02 20.94 1.50 385 1538C14 9NUHS
19, @stom 143633 1064000  31.38 20.56 16.24, 662 42334 BTh
Rarmatka
20, Coastal Ghats 162700 380100 32.58 20,31 31.10 1663 227876 31948
21, Inland FEastern 84342 827900 35.81 22,25 10,05 1561 237936 39591
22, «=do= Southearn 661321 2330200  34.9 22,73 8.09 1411 532603 V54074
23. -do- Northern 233011 6181400  34.85 21.45 3.65 7e 1535983 161331
Bajasthan
24. Westem 107132 7965100  39.42 22,01 1.99 225 148206 111581
25, Horth-Eastern 41600 3282000  A1.65 27.17 13.53 688 362699 120807
26, Southern 1581 1114200 30,19 18.62 20.42 72 90793 107586
27. South-Eastern 26704 1129300  34.18 22.21 14.08 705 129310 33640
O S 18923 10300 35.86 2421 2.2, 209 1149592 120078
29, Coastal South. 186601 1183100  40.46 26,94 20.81 1803 1213995 9513
30. Inland LOT914 2191600 39,20 26,41 11.81 1563 1BI748 152421,

so -.'03/-
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Table 3
Data Set IIX (contd..)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 8) ()
rm: ﬁ‘a‘ée&
31+ destern N74638 5594900  3V.08  39.46  40.50 1355 1296361 L5946
32, Central 1368292 3794500  32.04 20,88 26.32 1010 639050 440443
33. mastem 1229052 5488600  37.39 25.46 34.62 933 2812748 536666
34. Southem 197043 1898300  33.10 20.02 9.61 721 335059 75490
88z Yegt Eepsal
35. Eastern Plains 453375 1472400  32.82 20.21 Lbhe12 1367 899937 156346
36, Central Plains 272119 1091500  35.36 22.45 26,96 1603 1250029 138440
37. Western Plains 521508 1109000  36.29 24,00 17.12 1431 086115 119099
$%x Rnjab
38. Northem 143608 1288200 31.12 19,66 43,97 178 410714, 57989
39. Southern 162592 1429800 29,05 18 .21 50.13 1734 37599 516m

“Rural-urban combined.
Source: Colums 2,3,4,5 & 9 ~ NSS land Holdinlgs Survey, 26th Rowld 197172 (Hegional Heports-fural)
Colum 6 - Agricultural Statistics of India, Vo1,1I, Miniszry of Agriculture, emment of India.

Colum 7 - Achok lfli.tra, Sekhar Mukeriji (197 )'

Hinger and Insequrit »
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