|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

BJAE, 1l (1), June 1980 51-76

SEASONALITY OF FARM LABOUR USE IN AN AREA
OF MYMENSINGH DISTRICT"

M. A. S. Mandal™

ABSTRACT

This paper presents an empirical analysis of the seasonality of farm labour use on the basis of
data collected from 160 rural households. Two seasonal peaks in labour use were observed. The
first peak was observed in the months of March-May, while the second peak occurred in August. A
comparison between farm size groups revealed that medium farms, compared to small farms and large
farms, seemed to have made available higher amount of labour in the second peak. One of the
reasons for this is that the medium farmers did not hire out much family labour so that they could
meet the peak season labour demand.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years a few empirical studies have been conducted on the seasonal aspect of
farm labour use (Mugtada 1975 ; Clay 1978 ; Ahmed 1978 ; Masum 1979). One of the
methodological problems of these studies stems from the flimsy data base used. Seasonal data
on labour use has not been collected through direct farm survey over different periods of the
year. Instead, seasonal break-down of labour use has been done quite arbitrarily by using
operationwise labour use data with respect to somewhat impressionistically devised crop-
calendar. The method used by Ahmed (1978) is more dubious because he has broken down
annual labour requirements in a Comilla village week by week depending on information
drawn from only 10 farms (and one agriculture officer) interviewing respondents only twice a
year. The naive assumption underlying such approach is that farm work is unevenly
distributed between crop operations but uniformly divided over the periods covered by
particular crop operation. This

*Based on a section of the author's Ph. D. thesis submitted to the University of London, 1979.

**The author is an Assistant Professor in the Department of. Agricultural Economics, Bangladesh
Agricultural University, Mymensingh.
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ignores, by implication, the possibility that labour use can also vary considerably over
the time covered by individual crop operations (Jabbar and Faruque 1978).

The purpose of this paper is to measure and analyse seasonal use of human labour
through an intensive and direct farm survey, The analysis will be dene with particular
emphasis on farm size and tenure status of rural households. Data for this study were
collected from 160 rural households in Shimla-Padurbari area of Mymensingh district.
Sample households were purposively selected in clusters and data were collected through
intensive farm survey for the period October 1976—September 1977.

This paper is organized as follows : Section II discusses briefly the characteris-
tics of sample households. Section III analyses availability and seasonal use of family
and hired Iabour by farm size and tenure groups. Section IV measures and discusses
the change in fabour use brought about by shifts in acreage between crops Concly-.
slons are drawn in the final section.

11, LAND OWNERSHIP, FARM SIZE AND TENURE CHARACTERISTICS
OF SAMPLE HOUSEHOLDS

- - -One third of sample households were virtually landless owning no cultivable land
at all, while the top one-sixth occupied about one-half of total farm and non-farm land.
When comparison was confined to only owners of cultivable land, 56 per cent owned less
than 2.0-acres and collectively shared only 25 per cent of total land, 28 per cent owned -
2,0-4.0 acres and shared 30 per cent of the total land. The top 16 per cent owned above *
4:0-acres and shared about 46 per cent of total land (Table 1). _

- Table 2 shows average farmy land owned, rented and cultivated by different farm
size groups.! Two interesting points emerging from the table are : - (i) farmers' owried
land normally ‘determined the operational size of farm, average farm size being 2.47
acres, and (if) average acrés cultivated by small farmers and medium farmers were con- '
sistenitly higher than average acres owned by them, while the larger farmers cultivated
much less land than they owned.

‘More than two-thirds of all farms were involved in tenancy, 14 per cent as rentiers
andabout 50 per cent as renters.2- It was also found that about one-fifth of total cultivated
land was operated under share-tenancy (Table 3).
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TABLE 1 DISTRIBUTION OF LAND OWNERSHIP AMONG HOUSEHOLD GROUPS
. Households Non farm " Farm land Total owned Average
Household .groups Number - land- land acres
. % Crs % o % oﬂﬁo&g ]
Landless households ' a8 30 89 . a 1.3 0.08
Land owning households 112 " 700 91.1 100.0 : 98.7 2.80
(in acres)
0.01-—0.99 28 17.5 8.7 5.8 6.2 0.71
1.0—1.99 . 35 21.8 19.7 179 . - 18.3 1.65
2.0—2.99 . 26 . 16.3 227 22.8 - 22.8 2.79
3.0—3.99 5 3.1 : 5.7 6.4 6.3 3.52
4.0.—4.99 ) 7 4.4 - 8.8 : 11.8 11.3 4.56
o 5.0—7.49 o 4 2.5 . 4.2 8.5 7.8 6.22.
3 7.5+ o 7 : 4.4 213 268 . 26.0 11.83
E=4 3 ’
m Small owner . . .
2 (0.01—1.99) - 63 : 56.3 31.2 23.8 24.7 1.23
:*  Medium owner ) . c
(2.0—3.99) S 31 27.6 31.0 29.3 29.3 - 2.99
Large owner :
(4.0+) g 18 16.1 - 37.8 46.9 45.7 7.97 '
All owners 12 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 2.80
All hottseholds b 160 100.0 1000 - 100.0 100.0 1.99

i
i
i

a not applicable
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TABLE 3 DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY TENURE GROUPS AND THEIR RELATIVE SHARE OF
LAND OWNED, RENTED AND CULTIVATED

Proportion of g % share of H Proportion of
Tenure groups
All All g Owned Cultivated : Ownedland Cultivated
households farms : land land :  rented out land rented in
Owner 33.7 45.7 66.1 48.7 21.2 na
Rentier-owner 10.0 13.5 41.3 25.5 34.0 na
Pure-owner 23.7 322 24.8 23.2 na na
Owner-tenant : ’ 36.3 49.2 339 49.6 na 35.9
Pure-tenant 3.7 : s.1 na 1.7 na 100.0
Landless labourer 26.3 na na na na na
All farms 73.7 "~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 14.0 19.5
AH tenures 100.0 na 100.0 100.0 14.0 19.5
na. Net applicable.
a. All include all h hold;
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I AVAILABILITY AND SEASONAL-USE OF LABOUR
Availability of Fixed Labowr =

Farms get fixed labour supply fronf two suurces, family and annually hired labout,
The amount of family labour available to a farm family for a particular period is depen-
dent on the size of family and its composition by age and sex, the extent of non-farm
occupations available to male members, and participation rate of available male members
in actual farin work. It was indicated elsewhere that the participation rate of males of
working age did not increase but diminised as the farm size increased (Mandal 1979,
p. 99).

Tablé*d shows standard man-units® of total fixed labour available per acre of land
by farm size and tenure groups. One of the shortcomings of this estimate is that avai-
abity of fixed labour could not be shown for different periods of the year because of the
absence of data. It was observed that man-units available per acre of cultivated land by
small farms and medium farms were much lower than average man-units available per
acre of owned Jand, while on large farms the opposite way the case. One explanation
for this finding is that small farmers and medium farmers having relatively more fixed
labour per unit of their owned land rented in additional land to increase their operational
farm size, while large farmers having too little fixed labour per unit of their owned land
rented out part of it conceivably to the former. Therefore on large farms fixed fabour
availability per acre of cultivated land increased. The praportion of total fixed labour
contracted as annually hired labour were almost similar for medium farms and large
farms but considerably higher than in the case of small farms.

’ Seasonal Use of Labour
Seasonal hitfhg out of family labour

Fixed labour available to a household can be hired out to other farms and/or can be
employed on farm for producing crops, provided there is enough land with required
work animals, farm implements, credit and other material inputs. In this study 16 per
cent of farms and 38 per cent of all households hired out their fixed labour to other farms
during the period October 1977.to September 1977 (Table 5).  Inter-size/tenure group
comparison revealed that 50 per cent of very small frms, 83 per cent of puretenants and
all landless households had to hire out labour, while no farm above 3.0 acres hired out
Jabour at all. Themonthly hiring out of family labour by small farm show that the
extent of hiring was higher in the montls of Ianqary-_ﬁebmary‘and"Octobcr-Novembe:
and lower in the months of: March-April and July-August,
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TABLE4 = AVERAGE STANDARD MAN-UNIT OF FAMILY, ANNUALLY HIRED AND TOTAL FIXED
LABOUR AVAILABLE PER ACRE FOR FARM WORK BY FARM SIZE/TENURE GROUPS

Man-unit per owned acre Man-unit per cultivated acré Annually hired
man-unit as % of
Size/Tenure Family Annually Total fixed Family Annually Total fixed Family Total fixed
groups hired family labour hired family labour man-unit family
man-unit
1 2 3=1+42 4 5 6=4-5 7 8
Farm size groups :
Small 2.07 0.03 2.10 1.37 0.02 1.39 1.46 1.44
Medium 0.99 0.13 1.12 0.60 0.05 0.65 8.33 7.69
Large 0.41 0.03 0.44 0.51 0.03 0.54 7.32 6.82
Tenure groups :
Owner 0.98 0.05 1.03 1.02 0.06 1.08 5.88 5.56
Rentier-owner  0.23 0.04 0.27 0.35 0.05 0.40 14.29 12.50
Pure-owner 1.30 0.06 1.36 1.30 0.06 1.36 4.62 4.41
Owner-tenant 1.91 0.09 2.00 0.74 0.03 0.77 4.05 3.90
Pure-tenant na ~ na na 1.46 a 1.46 a a
All farms 1.39 0.07 1.46 0.90 0.64 0.94 4.44 4.26
. none

na. not applicable
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The observed monthly variation in the proportion of households hiring out labour
can be explained using peak season—slack season dichotomy. In the present study area,
two seasonal peaks of labour use were identified, the first one being in the months of
March-May and the second and the highest peak occuring in August. One would see
from Diagram 1 that the first peak coincided with land preparation, sowing/transplanting,
raking and weeding of irrigated HYV Boro, irrigated Local Boro, rain-fed broadccast
Aus and Jute. The second peak coincided with harvesting of broadcast Aus, Jute .
and T. Aus and with the land preparation and transplanting of T. Aman. The per-
iods January-February arid October-November were observed as slack seasons of agri- .
cultural operations. A relatively low proportion of very small farmers hired out labour
in peak months because they had to employ a part of family labour in this period on their
own farms, In peak periods almost all landless households worked as hired labourers,
but in slack period not all of them could get work because the very small farmers who
had little to do this time also joined the labour market as suppliers (Table 5).

It is noted that a number of farmers did not Kire out family labour at all, even when
employment on their own farms was very low and work on other farms was available,
‘This can be explained partly by unique seasonal demand of crops for labour which goes
up for a short period and creates work opportunites for family labour on their own farms
as well as on other farms at the same time. Therefore, as the family labour becomes
fechnically locked-in on their own farms they can hardly avail themselves of the advan-
tage of rising labour demand on other farms. Of course, the very small and needy far-
mers who cannot resist the food grain need, do ignore their own farm operations and sell N
their labour out. However, the more important reason for non-participation in the
Iabour market as hired workers is termed as “social hierarchy’. In traditional south-east
Asian societies manual work on other farmers’ land as hired wage labourers attaches de-
grading social status to the individual and his family. Therefore, relatively large farmers
and also few small farmers who can afford it would perefer unemployment on their own
farms rather than to attach stigma to them by working for others,

Seasonal hiring in of casual - labour

Landless labourers and very small farmers were the sole supplier of casual labour
and they both came from the same locality or from outside the village. On the demand
side, almost all farms were found to hire in casual labour although the proportions of
small farms and pure-tenant farms were a little less than others (Table 6). One can see
a seasonal variation so that almost all medium farms and large farms hired “in casual
labour in the peak months of March-May, while about one third of them hired such la-
bour in slack months of February, October and November, Similar variations in casual

.
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TABLE 6 PROPORTION' OF FARMS EMPLOYING CASUAL LABOUR" BY
FARM SIZE/TENURE GROUPS ‘ ’

: Farm size groups | Tenure groups
Months | Small 1! Medium ;| Large i Owner- | Owner- | Pure-
!

| All
| tenant | tenant |. farms.

Janvary 481 70.2 89.5 574 741 16.7 63.6
February 46.2 29.8 31.5 444 293 50.0 313

March 58 . 809 %2 667 41 667 703
Apil T 7 w00 82 w1 77 864
May 673 979 1000 852 %62 667 847
e M6 553 %6 47 483 667 458
July 42 95 ®S M2 M4 B3T3
Angust 769 1000 1000 852 - 983 00 890

September 288 553 632 500 448 a 49
October 173 404 263 315 2.1 B3 280
November 173 404 519 203 483 a B0
December 635 915 737 41 T3 . 667 763

Total 98.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 833 99.2

hiring in of labour were also obverved for small farms and for tenure groups although
about one-third of small farms did not hire in any labour even in peak months. )

This was-also revealed in this study that not only the-proportion of farms hiring.in .
casual labour increased with farm size but also the proportion of total labour used as
casual labour showed a pasitive relationship with it. Seasonal demand for labour fur- .
ther intensified dependence on casual labour more critically for large farmers who had
to hire labour on per farm basis about seven times higher than did small farmers in peak
months (Table 7). If we could break down our reference period from months to weeks
or to days, we would have observed that a very large amount of labour (or alternatively
@ large number of Iabourers) were needed by large farms in a single week or ina single
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dayto do certain essentially important crop operations like transplanting, weeding and
harvesting. Given more or less the limited supply of casual labour for a short period,
it is therefore quite likely that large farms may not be able to hire in as much labour as
would be required in peak periods. This is also observed in Table 8 that wage rate went
up in peak periods. Therefore, even if required amount of labour was available large
farmers using resources on equi-marginal principles were likely to use less labour per
unit of land in peak period so that marginal productivity of labour was higher than the
prevailing wage rate.

TABLE7 AVERAGE MAN-DAYS CASUALLY HIRED-IN PER FARM BY
FARM SIZE/TENURE GRAOUPS

Farm size groups Tenure groups

Months iSmall Medium | Large | Owner | Owner- | Pure- | All
tenant | tenant | farms

Man-days casually hired-in
January 28 57 25 116 53 07 19
February 41 22 111 70 22 37 45
" March 58 121 34 125 108 30 111
April 66 176 407 18.1 160 55 165
May 49 2.5 549 09 05 40 208
June 17 42 6.7 42 29 2.5 35
July 22 99 203 9.9 73 0.5 8.2
August 77 19.0 49 203 172 23 179
September 1.1 52 116 72 23 a 44
October 04 11 10 09 07 07 08
November 0.5 1.8 28 0.6 23 a 14

December 33 12.2 141 9.1 8.6 33 8.5

Total 411 1155 2570 1243 %1 262 105.5

. &, .nong
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TABLES AVERAGE DAILY WAGE RECEIVED AND PAID BY FARM
SIZE/TENURE GROUPS

) Farm sizeftenure groups .
Mosths | Landless | 001 1.0 20 30- 504 [ AT
labourer 0.99 1.9 j 299 ! 4.99 , house-.
holds
Taka per man-day
January 7.1 6.6 11 70 7.2 7.1 7.1
February 60 6.1 6.3 6.1 6.3 6.0 6.1
Mach 61 6.1 66 65 66 64 63
April 66 68 16 7.1 A 19 70
May 7.7 7.6 78 76 74 74 7.6
June 69 73 76 76 73 74 7.2
July 79 8.1 8.3 82 8.6 8.1 8.2
August 83 8.5 89 87 89 89 8.6
September 7.0 8.2 8.1 8.1 79 8.1 77
October 58 6.1 6.6 62 57 73 6.1

November 57 6.5 70 6.4 6.6 70 6.2
December 6.9 72 6.9 74 12 8.3 72

Whole year 6.8 71 1.5 14 14 16 7.2

While evidence presented above suggest that farms in each size/tenure group hired
- in labour more or less throughout the year, this goes against the popular myth that pea-
sant farms rely almost exclusively on family labour and therefore do not hire in any wage
labour (Chayanov 1966 ; Hunt 1978).  Both Chayanov and Hunt incorporate in their
models an interesting assumption. They assume that peasant farmers have relative
abundance of land (Soviet Russia Chayanov’s reference area, and Eastern Kenya,
Hunt'’s study area) and can thus adjust their farm size according to the availability: of
fixed family labour, and therefore they do not require to hire in wage. labour, Whilst
the logical sequence of this argument is accepted the premise needs examination. In
reality, in a land scarce situation like Bangladesh. and most of India such complete
adjustment of labour with land is practically impossible. Therefore, farmers cultivating
relatively more land than their fixed Iabour would permit and all those faced with seasona-

ot =
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ity of abour requirements do indeed hire in casual labour even though some smeil-péa-
sants may hire out labour as well.

One oy worider why sniall farmers, most of whom themselves hire out wage labour,
hire in such labour from others. Of course, on balance small farmers hired out mere
Iehour then they hired fn-on per farm basis (Table 9). The possible reasons for this are
as faltows : (i) seasonality of agricultural practices makes it necessary for even vety
small farms to hire in extra labour for very short peak periods ; (i) most small farmers
in our study area did not have any work animal of their own and therefore, they had to
hire in animal power for ploughing and raking. Customarily, when one hires animal

TABLE9 AVERAGE MAN-DAYS HIRED BY THOSE WHO HIRED OUT AND
“HIRED IN CASUAL LABOUR IN THE LOWEST FARM SIZE GROUPS

[ Farm size groups (in acres)
Months (0.01—0.99) | (10299 B
i Hired Hired | Net | Hired | Hired Net
{ out I in i change | out | in change
Pl 2 | 3=12 4 | 5 | 6=45
Man-days per farm
January 193 0.2 90 25 28 19.7
February 171 30 4l 10.2 12 90
March 16.6 25 141 9.0 03 8.7
April 187 46 14.1 8.5 13 12
May 114 34 8.0 110 9.3 17
June 1.7 05 112 187 10 177
July 103 08 95 11.5 20 9.5
Avgast 162 4 116 92 78 14
September 112 05 107 157 127 145
October-December 289 24 265 103 35 68
Total 1614 25 1389 1266 364 90.2

Note : No farm above 3.0 actes hited out family labour;
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power onc would hire not only the services of a pair of animals but also the services-of
its owner who ploughs himself, It happens even if hirer’s own  family labour is available
for ploughing; (iii) it was observed that social custom induced farmers to practise mutual
hiring of labour, particularly for ploughing, laddering, weeding and harvesting opera-.
tions.* Joint work in a team (some times involving division of labour) facilitates faster
and efficient work. No doubt this proves that there is some cooperative spirit among
the peasant farmers who are often branded as absolutely individualistic in natuge,
However, cooperation has to be clearly to the individual’s advantage to be assured of
success ; and (iv) yet another factor reported to have influenced hiring of casual labour
by very small farmers was the earlier commitment to sell Iabour in peak periods to rela-
tively larger farmers who also acted as money lenders, It was surprising to see that such
small farmers locked-in against earlier monetary payments had to hire in labour to work
on their own farms, while they themselves went out to work for others 80 as to repay

debts.

Seasonal distribution of anaual labour use

Inter-size group comparison revealed that labour use (family plus hired) over the
months showed a more or less similar pattern, except that medium farms seemed to have
coped with higher labour requirements in the second peak relatively better than others
(Table 10). One plausible explanation is that, on the one hand, unlike very small farms,
medium farms did not sell much family labour so as to make all family labour available.
for farm work at the peak seasons of crop operations.  Yet another explanation is that
unlike very large farms, medium farms cultivated relatively small and manageable acre-
ages so that reasonable amount of casual labour could be obtained for hiring when re-
quired. This was one of the reasons why medium farms used relatively more labour
per unit of land and achizved higher production than did small farms and large farms
(Mandal 1979, p. 212).

We will now turn to see the seasonal variation in labour use with respect to tenancy,
An appropriate method will be to compare seasonal labour use directly between owned- -
land and rented Iand of owner-tenant farmers.5 Distribution of annual labour use on
owned land and rented land is shown in Table 11.  One can note that there was a differ-
ence in the proportion of peak season labour use between owned land and rented land
of owner-tenant farms, They used larger proportion of labour on their owned
land than on rented land over the major part of the first peak (April-May) and the en-
tire second peak (August). This strengthens our argument that owner-tenant farmers
did not only discriminate against rented land in terms of total labour use but neglected
certain peak season crop operations on rented land in order to give preference to theig

9
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TABLE 10- SEASONAL DISTRIBUTION OF ANNUAL LABOUR USE BY

FARM: SIZE GROUPS
e Small | Medum | Large -
Family | Hired | Total | Family | Hired | Total | Family | Hired | Totaf
Per cent of annual labour per acre
January 57 15 65 55 5i 54 8.5 98 92

February 9.5 112 102 100 17 62 116 35 12

March 121 138 128 111 103 107 119 85 101
April 173 165 170 137 151 144 162 167 165 V
May 131 118 125 108 212 156 107 222 169
June 21 39 29 22 38 29 20 23 22
Tuly 57 47 53 53 88 6.9 45 80 63
August 23 181 205 213 168 24 242 112 204

September 41 28 36 69 4l 5.6 42 41 4l
Ootuber 08 08 08 04 11 0.7 038 03 06
Navember 0 13 11 07 LS 1.0 0.5 13 09
December 63 76 68 61 105 8.2 49 61 56

Total. 1000 1000 1000° 1000 1000 - 1000 1000 1000 100.0
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TABLE!l SEASONAL DISIRIBUTION QF ANNUAL LABOUR USE ON
OWNED LAND -AND ON RENTED LAND CULTIVATED BY M
SAME OWNER-TENANT FARMERS

Owned land | - Rentedland
Munths Famiy | FHied | Total | Famiy | Hied | Tofal

Per cent of annus! labour per acre o
January 5.1 71 59 72 48 63
February 89 36 67 102 51 82
March 90 82 8.7 129 184 151
April - 175 180 111 121 166 139
May 109 2038 149 153 166 158
June 19 24 21 39 6.6 50
July 64 7.1 67 14 69 T2
August 2.7 19.1 26 19.6 139 - - 113
“September 6.4 19 4.6 59 18 43
October 04 08 0.6 02 06 .04
“November 03 27 16 06 12 . b8
‘December 6.0 8.3 6.9 47 75 57
Total 1000 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 1000

wowned land. This also partially explained the observed lower use of labour andfower
sproduction on-rented land than on owned land .of owner-tenant farms (Mandal 15%,

2 2.

IV. SHIFTS IN CROP ACREAGE AND LABOUR USE

In recent years there have been considerable shifts in crop acreage because of the
introduction of the short-duration non-photosensitive variety of rice, For instance,
in tubewell irrigated areas the growing season of Boro rice largely ovetlaps with the groy-
ing season of Aus rice and Jute and consequently considerable acreages have been shift-
¢d from Aus, Jute and minor Rabi crops to Boro rice. This shiftsin acreage have in turn
created great changes in‘the demand for labour over the seasons and in totahty -

It has been observed empirically that a change from B. Austo 1rr1gated H’i’V
Boro increased fotal labour use.by 63 per cent for all farms, while a change from B. Afs
to'irfigated Local Boro increased ldbour use by oiily 6 percent (Tables 12:and 13);3 Tabte
14 shows that a change from irrigated Local Boro to irrigated HYV Boro ncreased total
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labour.use by more than 50 per cent, implying a positive impact of improved crop variety
-onilabour use.5 It can be further mentioned from the tables that irrigation did not only
increase total labour requirements in aggregate terms but it also showed strong positive
increase in labour requirements in January, February and June which are, as we have
seen, slack periods of agricultural employment. Furthermore, as the two irrigated Boro
crops-do-not require any labour in the peak months of August, alittle smoothing of ob-
served peak in the labour use profile can be attributed to irrigation and to changes in
-cropping pattern,

TABLE 12 CHANGES IN LABOUR USE AS ‘A RESULT OF CHANGE ‘FROM
RAINFED BROADCAST AUS TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED HYV
BORO (IR-8) BY FARM SIZE GROUPS

:-Crops and
“change Jan t Feb | Mar | Apr | May 1 Jun | Jul ) Aug | Total
‘(i md/ac) ! | ! |
Small
“B. Aus 0] — 28 101 104 164 28 84 03 512
“HYVBoro  (2) 26 214 253 147 05 117 57 — 819
Change (VR))] 26 186 152 43 -159 89 -27 03 307
% nd 664 150 41 97 318 -32 -100 60
Medium
*B. Aus )] — 48 54 95 127 22 85 — 431
HYVBoro  (2) 75 96 20 111 24 126 47 — 09
Change 21 75 48 176 16 -103 104 -38 — 278
% nd 100 325 17 81 473 45 — 65
Large
B. Aus )] — 27 77 102 152 17 171 03 455
‘HYVBoro (2) 52 138 260 117 16 111 32 ~— 726
“Change @1 52 111 183 15 -136 94 45 03 271
% nd 411 238 15 -89 553 .58 100 60
All farms
B.Aus 4] — 37 74 100 145 23 83 02 464
HYVBoro (2 52 149 244 125 16 120 48 — 754
‘Change @1 52 112 170 25 -129 97 345 02 290
% nd 303 23 25 -89 42 & 00 63
 ndi "not defined. ‘
md, man- days
B e -
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TABLE 13 CHANGES IN LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE" FROM
RAINFED BROADCAST AUS TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED LOCAL
BORO BY FARM SIZE GROUPS

Crops &nd '
change ’ Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Total
(in md/ac) |

Small
B. Aus m — 28 101 104 164 28 84 03 Sl1
Lozal Boro - (2) 142 143 100 93 46 02 — — 527

Change @) 142 115 00 -Ll <118 -26 84 03 15
nd 41 0 -1 2 93 4100 100 3

Medium

B. Aus {)) — 48 54 95 127 22 85 — 431
LocalBoro (2 133 53 121 76 67 — — — 450
'Change 21 133 05 67 -9 60 —22 -85 — 19

nd 10 124 20 47 -100 -100 — 4
) Large
B. Aus m — 27 17 102 152 17 17 03 455
Local Boro  (2) 212 40 92 100 36 — — 480

Change 1) 21 13 LS 02 -16 -L7 17 03 25
nd 48 19 2 .76 -100 -100 -100 5

All farms
"B.Aus (M — 37 74 100 145 23 83 02 464
LocalBoro  (2) 150 94 107 88 52 01 — — 492

Change 21 150 57 33 -12 93 22 83 02 28
nd 154 45 -12 -64 -9 -100 -100 6

ad, ‘not defined
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TABLE 14 CHANGES IN.LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE FROM
TUBEWELL IRRIGATED LOCAL .BORO TO TUBEWELL IRRI-
GATED HYV BORO BY FARM SIZE -GROUPS

Crops ‘and | | |
change ' Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr ‘ May | Jun | Jul | Total
(in mdfac) | | !
Small
Local Boro (1) 142 143 101 93 46 02 — 527
HYV Boro (V) 2.6 2014 253 147 05 117 57 819
“Change - @-1) ~11.6 7.1 152 54 41 115 57 292
% 82 50 150 58 -89 5750 nd 55
- Medium k
‘Local Boro (1) 133 53 121 16 61 — — 450
HYV Boro 7(2) 1.5 ) 9:6 '2'3.‘0 11 24 126 471 709
Change @) -5.8 43 109 35 43 126 47 259
% 3 -44 81 9 46 64 nd nd 58
Large
‘Local Boro (1) 21.2 40 92 100 36 — — 480
HYVBoro (2 52 138 260 17 16 11 32 726
Change (21 .. 160 98 168 17 20 11 32 246
% g5 45 183 17 56 nd nd 51
All farms
AgcalBero {) = 150 94 107 88 52 01 — #92
HYVBoro (2) 50 149 44 125 16 120 48 754
Change (2-1) 9.8 5.5 137 37 36 119 48 262
% -65 59 126 42 6911900 nd 53
nd. not defined

We will now attempt to show a perverse impact of irrigation on demand for labour.
Fables 15 #nd Fo4how:that on'the whole total labour use decreased by 27 per cefitwiien
farmers had to fosgo a very labour intensive.fibre crop, Jute, in order to grow irrigated
HYV Boro rice. Labour requirements decreased 53 per cent when a change occurred
from Jute to irrigated Loca! Boro rice. It can be mentioned that tabewell irrigation
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TABLE'15. CHANGESIN. LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE FROM

JUTE TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED HYV BORO (IR-8) BY FARM

SIZE GROUPS
Crops and ) .
o} Jan. Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Total
(in md/ac)
Small A
Jute 1) — 27 123 389 288 06 93 143 1069
HYVBoro " (2) 26 214 253 147 05 117 57 — 819
Chamge (1) 26 187 130 242 -83 111 36 -143 -250
% © o nd 693 106 -62 98 1850 -39 .100 23
Medium
Jute {1y — 61 101 339 299 01 48 169 1018
HY¥Boro () 75 96 230 1L1 24 126 47 — 709
Change @1 15 35 129 228 215 125 01 -169 -309
% nd 57 128 67 9212500 -2 -100  -30
Large
Jue (1) — 27 101 345 310 06 50 172 1011
HYVBoro  (2) 52 138 260 117 16 111 32 — 726
Change @1 52 111 159 228 -294 105 -18 172 285
% o nd 41 15T 66 95 1750 36 100 28
N ‘ Allfarms _ -
Jute M — 42 109 358 297 04 65 160 1035
HYVBoro  (2) 52 149 244 125 16 120 48— 754
Changs @1) 52 107 135 233 281 116 -17 -160 -28.1
% ©ond 25 14 65 95 2900 26 100 27
nd. not defined

T
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TABLE 16 CHANGES IN LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE FROM.
JUTE TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED LOCAL BORO BY FARM

SIZE GROUPS

Crops and &

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Total
(in md/ac)

Small
Jute ) — 27 123 389 288 06 93 143 1069
Local Bore-  (2) 142 143 101 93 46 02 — — 3527
Change 21 142 116 -22 296 -242 04 93 -143 542~
% nd 430 -18 -76 -84 -67 -100 -100 51
Medium
Jute m — 61 101 339 299 01 48 169 1018
LocalBoro () 33 53 121 76 61 — — — 450
Change @21 133 08 20 263 -232 01 -48 -169 -56.8
% nd <13 20 78 78 -100 -100 -100 -56
Large
Jute m — 27 101 345 310 06 50 172 1001
Local Boro  (2) 212 40 92 100 36 — — — 480
Change  (2—1) 212 13 —09-245-274 —06 —50—-172 531
% nd 48 9 .71 .88 -100 100- -100 -53
All farms
Jute 0 — 42 109 358 297 04 65 160 1035
Local Boro  (2) 150 94 107 88 52 Ol — — 492.
Change . @1 150 52 02 270 245 03 65 -160 543
% d 124 2 75 -82 75 -100 -100 53
nd. not defined
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made a very significant positive impact on labour use when acreage shifted from B, Aus
to Local Boro rice which was followed by another rain-fed rice crop, T. Aus (Table 17).
However, even this additional crop, T. Aus, could not compensate for the loss in total
labour use when a shift occurred from Jute to Local Boro rice (Table 18). Besides,
such a shift in acreage increased labour usc for harvesting T. Aus in August and therefore
intensified the second peak of demand for labour.

TABLE 17 CHANGES IN LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE FROM

RAINFED BROADCAST AUS TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED LOCAL
BORO FOLLOWED BY RAINFED TRANSPLANTED AUS BY
FARM SIZE GROUPS

B. Aus ' LocalBoro | Change
(mdfac)y | followed by %
Farm size groups -4~ -~ - { -T.-Aus e
| (md/ac) |
| (O ] [ @y |
Small 512 88.5 313 73
Medium 431 88.9 458 106
Large 455 97.9 524 115
All farms - 464 9.9 455 98
10~
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TABLE 18 CHANGES IN LABOUR USE AS A RESULT OF CHANGE FROM
JUTE TO TUBEWELL IRRIGATED LOCAL BORO FOLLOWED
BY RAINFED TRANSPLANTED AUS BY FARM SIZE GROUPS

| Jute | LocalBoro , Change %
Farmsize groups |  (mdfac) followed by !

| T. Aus !

R O N @ P @y |
Small 106.9 88.5 -184 -17
Medium « 101.8 88.9 -129 13
Large 101.1 91.9 -32 -3
All farms 103.5 919 -11.6 -11

V. CONCLUSIONS

Seasonality of agricultural opcratibns affects use of labour on farms. In this
study of 160 rural households two seasonal peaks of labour use were observed. The
first peak was observed in the months of March-May while the second peak occurred
in August. In the study area the months of January, February, June, October and Nove-
vember were identified as slack seasoas of agricultural operations requiring refatively

Jess labour than in peak seasons.

It was evidenced that absolute amounts of fixed labour available per cultivated acre
were much lower on large farms than on either small farms or medium farms. There-
fore, seasonal demand for labour intensified the dependence of large farmers on casual
labour. Given more or less the limited supply of casual labour in a short peak period,
it s likely that large farmers may not be able to contract as much labour as would be
required during this period. On the other hand, although small farms had relatively
aboundant labour supply, they could work only part of peak periods on their own farms
and therefore hired out maximum man-days in these periods. In general, medium
farms, compared to small farms and large farms, seemed to have made available
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higher amount of labour in the second peak. This was becuase medium. farms did not .
hire out much family labour so as to meet the peak season labour demand, ’

Seasonal variation was also observed for owned land and rented tand cultivated by

the same owner-tenant farms. It was evidenced that in seasonal peaks, there was dis-
ceimination against share-rented: land with respect to labour use. In tubewell irrigated
ares cropping pattern has changed, which in turn changed the demand for labour both
in totality and over the months and smoothed seasonal peaks to some extent.

Notes :

In the present stuly farms cultivating below 2.0 actes were called small farmers, whole those caltix

vating between 2.0 and 40 acres were called mediom farmers, Large farms cultivated over 4.0

Five distinct tenute gtoups ideatified in this study wete as follows : () Rentier-owner, cultivating
enly patt of their owned land and reating out the rest, (ii) purc-ownet cultivating only theiy owned
land, (i) owner-tenants, eultivating both owned and rented in land, (fv) pute-tenent, owning 10
land but cultivating rented in land and (v) landless labourets, neither owned nor cultivated any land
themselves. The autho now realizes that 2 more meaningful calassification of tenancy should have
been attempted by combining both iand and labour.

A standard man-unit was estimated to be equivalent to 330 man-days of actual work assuming in
genesal 30 days not available for farm work due to sickness. -

" Clay (1976) teported that in Joydevput atea of Bangladesh more than three-fourths of harvesting

labour wese hited labour, mode of payment being a stipulated shate of wet paddy. Rudra and

‘Mukhopadhya (1976) obsetved caste system in West Bengal as a plausible explanation for hiting in
labout because it does not allow certain higher castes to do any manual work in agticulture. There-
fote even vety small farmers of such higher castes hire casual labour.

Inter tenure group comparison with respect to seasonal labout use was attempted in author’s thesis
( see Mandal 1979, p. 143). Since the number of farms under pure-tenant caregory was very low,
the results of direct test between owned land and fented land of owner-tenant farms are presented
here.

One can compate the tesults presented here with hose estimated by Clay (1978) under different crop-
ping patterns in seven districts of Bangladesh. However, one should remember that the seasonal
breakdown of labour use in Clay’s paper was done on the basis ‘of ag impressionistic crop calendar.

REFERENCES

Ahmed 1967  Ahmed, Igbal : “Unemployment and Underemployment in Bangladesh Agticultatae™

World Development, VI, 11 & 12 ( November-December 1978), 1281-96,



76

Chayanov
1976
Clay 1976

Clay 1978

Hunt 1978

Jabbat and

Faruque 1978

Mandal 1979

Masum 1979

Mugtada
1975

Rudea and

The Bangladesh Journal of Agricultural Economics

Chayanov, AV, : The Theory of Peasant Ecommy. Tlhinois : The American Economic
Association, 1966.

Clay, EJ. : “Institutional Change and Agricaltural Wages in Bangladesh.” T Bangla-
desh Davelopment Studies, 1V, 4 (October 1976), 423-40,

Clay, EJ. : “Envitonment, Technology and the Seasonal Patterns of Agticalrural Emp—
loyment in Bangladesh”, Paper | d at the Conf on Seasonal Dimensions to
Rural Powerty, IDS, University of Sussex, -July 3-6, 1978,

Huat, D. : “Chayanov’s Model of Peasant Household Resoutce Allocation and Its
Relevance to Mbere Division, Fastern Keaya”, Journal of Development Studies, XV",‘
1 (October 1978), 57-86. i

Jabbar, M.A, and AKM. Faruque ‘: “Labout Requircmcntg for Production of
Major Crops in Bangladesh”. The Bangladesh Journal of  Agriewltural  Economics, 1,1
( June 1978 ), 101-13.

Mandal, Md. Abdus Sattar : An Economis: Analjsis of Resource  Use With Respect to

Farm Size and Temure in an Area of Bangladesh. Ph. D, thesis submitted to the University
of London, 1979, : ’

Masum, M. “Unemployment and Underemployment in Bangladesh Agriculture : A
Mieto Study”. The Bangladesh Development Siudies, VI, 2 (Sumpmer 1979), 47-69.

Muqgtada, M. : “The Seed-Fertilizer Technology and Surplus Labour in Bangladesh
Agriculture”,  The Bangladesh Deveolopment Siudies, T, 4 ( October 1975 ), 450-28,

Rudra, Ashok and Madan Mohan Mukhopadhya : “Hiring of Labour by Poor Peasants”,

Mukhopadhya  Economic and Political Wekly, X1, 1& 2 (January 1976), 33-6,

1976

.




