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PREFACE

This rescarch project entitled "Socio-Economic Implications

of Large-Scale Introductionof High-Yielding Varieties of Wheat"

was activated on 15.6.1972 with 100 per cent Financial support from

e
l
t

the U.N.D.P.

The major focus of this study was i) to identify the factors

that promoted/hindered the adoption of HYVP; ii) to oxamine institutional

changes in land ownership, tenurial relationships, land holdings

{size of holding) and the agencics engaged in the supply of modern

technological inputs, including credit; iii) to cxaminc the pattern

of income distribution among the rural classes and to describe the

farm family investment pattcrns resulting from the adoption of new

technology. The present volume presents the findings ofthe study.

the objectives and the designof the study are discussed

in Chapter I. The cconomy of the selected villages is highlighted in

Chapter II. Chapter ITI brings out the socio-economic characteristics

of the sample houscholds. Farm family assets are described in Chapter IV,

Chapter V deals with the shifts in the use of inputs and Chapter VI in

employment & wage rates, whercas Chapter VII is devoted to the location

of shifts in income and income distribution. Chapter VIII deals with

the marketed surplus and ChapterIXdenotes changes in investment

behaviour of the sample houscholds. The household expenditure is

described in Chapter X and the social implications of H.¥.V.P. in

Ghapter XL, followed by summary of the results of the study.

the study owes its success to several persons, who directly

participated in it or otherwise gave their full co-operation. We

express our sincere thanks to them all.
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We would particularly like to express our sincere thanks

to Dr. M. S. Randhawa, Vice-Chancellor of the Punjab Agricuitural

University, for providing facilitics for the successful cxocution

of the project. . We arc also thankful to the U.N.D.P. and Prof. V. M.

Dandckar for providing financial support for this study.

Thanks arc also duc to my P.A., Mr. Midna, and other staff members

who provided secretarial help in completing this report on time.

it is our carnest hope that the results of the study will

prove useful in underlining the socio-economic implications, associated

with the adoption of high-yielding varictics programme.

NO /

 

 

( A. S, Kahlon )_
Project Director
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CHAPTER Lt

 

INTRODUCTION

‘ih the introduction of high-yielding varieties and hybrids

of foodgrains, a significant increase in the incones; of farmers is

witnesssed in the ares. of adoption. Finding the high-yielding variotscs

of wheat more profitable than the local ones; the farmers adoptec the

former much more readily. As a result, the area under high-yielding

heat varietics increased from 621 thousand poctares in 1967-68 %O

1589 thousand hectares in 1970-71. in the Punjab. The percentage area.

under these semi-dwart varicties to total area under wheat “nereased

from 34.69 to 69.1% during the corresponding period. AS a ~esult, the

production of wheat increased from 3335 thousand metric tons in 1967-68

to 5145 thousand metric tons sn 1970-71 ard 5598 thousand metric tons

sn 1971-72.

A comparisonof tie producvion figures of 1965-66, when

high-yielding varietics were first sntroduced,with that of 1970-71

would show that production of wheat experienced an snerease of 168.53

per cent. The annual exponential. growth rate of the area and the

yield of wheat worked out to ve 9.8 and 16.9 per cent respecuively

from 1965-66 through 1970-11. Thus productivity accounted for a higher’

increase in production than the expansiono* arca, under wheat.

+ 4

In the Forozepur District(the operational area of the ssucy! ;

the area under high-yielding varieties of wheat snercased from 125

shousand hectares sn 1967-68 to 295 thousand hectares in 1970-71,

which accounted for 59. 20 per cent of the total areca undor wheat

in 1970-71.

The. question is often raiscd that the benefits of new

technology may not be equal ay shared by different catcgorics of rural

househo!] as, not even wn cho bemreneous arcas. Various rosearchstudics
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conducted in the recent years have nok nted tO the unequal distribution

of gains among the rural popula
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do some depth analysis of the situation.

Again, some social changes ax gecurring in the courtrysLa3

and new functioral jeagcership is emerging ip the rural areas. A study

Nee”« |

7 of all these forces 1s essential to unaerlLine the socio-economic

implications associated with the hich-vielding varieties progzarmme.

Objectives

This project is directed to identify and deseribe tne way

4n which the snbroduction of HYVP, aimed at the transformation cf

agriculture ; has affected the lives and Livelihood of the different

classes of persons engaged in agricultural production and otner

occupations. More specifically, she objectives of the gtudy are

1. fo identify the factors that promoted/hindered the

adoption of YVR.

io aa | =,
es To exami.ne jnetitvsioval changes 3n land ownership, tenurted

relationships, jerd holdings(sise oF noldaing) and the agencies engaged

in the supply of modern seskrnoLogica- ‘nputs including ercdiv.

6 fo examine the pattern of income cistribution among bhe

s
y

rural classes, end

4. - ™ describe the farm famity *nvestment patterns resulting

Pro wus adoption of new technology »

Material and Methods.

The Ferozepur District was purposively selected for tne

exccubionof the study, because of the availability of bench-imark

*“

data there. Our Farm Management study (1967 .58 30 1969-70) in vhis

district was conducted in 16 villages sesiected br adopting miilvistace

e

the nrimcry3

® AS -~ wana
© Ar we f « oz 4 2 ~ _

stretifiied rancon sampling Lechniave, wita viliag? & tS
,

unit ov sampling and operational holging as the ultimate unit, OF
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these 15 villages, three villages(one from each zone) were selected

on the basis of the concentration of area under high-yielding varicties

of wheat. In addition to the 10 cultivating houscholds, already selected

~€ | in 'Farm Management! scheme from every village, 15 agricultural labour

households were randomly sclected from each village for the detailed

study. Thus the total samplecomstituted40 cultivating households

and 45labour households. The cultivating households wore further

categorized into small, medium and large, on the basis oftheir |

operationalholding size.

In addition to these threo villages, village Ratta Khera was

purposively selected to review socio-cconomic changes at different

‘points of time, as this village was earlier surveyed in 1956 and 1961.~" “~.

_ bythe. Agro-Economic Research Gentre, Delhi. The analysis of this

village:is.- Sepamately“presones as a case study.
wee

vo aeteee
~

aThe -enalysis-presented:‘in this report makes ‘use of the| a

~~"BerHanagonont?-sbudy-deta.available-for-‘these|villagss for “1967-68

| bo.1969-70 and‘extends:Et-to.‘Lo7l~72  Sineo itwas ai Pficult | 40 obtain

— anunbiased. income.data- for. 1970-71 ‘through.the. “recall method ‘usedby the

farmers, “at was considered appropriate to ‘assemble ‘guch data.for the

latest year ‘and confine the analysis to.‘1971-72 data only.

Collection of data: The field staff was posted in the villages to

asseuble field data through a judicious combination of the cost

accounting and the survey ynethod, |~Information sougitintho village

schedule related to such aspects¢as land ubilization and cropping

“y | pattern ani‘the infrastructure built in/around ‘the ‘villages. The

institutions, which suppLicd modern technological ‘inputs, including

. credit;“irrigational facilities, marketing,and ‘storage facilities, were

also interviewod..Tho relationships with neightouring villagesin
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terms of spread in communications and technical know-how related

to HYVP and the activitiesofthe village Panchayat for the development

of agriculture and other welfare activities, provided the background

information for the villages...

The census schedule developed for the purpose of collecting

snformationon certain investment stems from all households inthe

village furnished data on population, occupational structure,

compositionof family livelihood, distribution of access to land

and other means of production, changing patterns of caste structure

and functional leadership. In addition, cultivator and labour

schedules were designed to collect the detailed information from

the selected households.
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CHAPTER IT

ECONOMY OF THE SELECTED VILLAGES

As indicated in the chapter onmethods and materials, the

three villages, namely, Bhinder Kalan, Gill and Fagarsar under study

represented the three zonss of Ferozepur District, demarcated on the

pasis of soil type, cropping pattern and irrigation facilities. These

villages were selected to study sccio-cconomic changes in a continuum

because they were Carlier surveyed inthe Farm Management Scheme

"Studies in Economics of Farm Management, Ferozepur. District(Punjab)"

from 1967-68 through 1969-70.

Salient features of the selected villases

Because of the ‘Build linkroad! policy of the State Governnent,

all the three villages were well eonnected. Gill is located on Mora-

Kotkapura road, whereas Bhinder Kalanand Fagarsar are connected with

the approach roads constructed during 1967-68 and 1969-70 respectively.

The construction of this approach road in Bhinler Kalan has lcd to

the provisionof a bus stop, witich has snereased mobility in the areca.

In Fagarsar, it facilitated the plying of trucks and tractors for

transporting fertilizers from the marketing society Gidderbaha to the

village co-op. society and for carrying the produce from the village

to the markets at Malout and Cidderbaha. The increased production of

wheat, following the sntroductionof high-yielding varieties, necessitated

the expansion of marketing facilitics in Bhinder Kalan.

The factor market has also shownsome improvement. For the

timely supply of fertilizers to the cultivators, a godown of 1000 qtls

capacity was built by the village co-op. socicty, Fagarsar in 1968-69.

The inereased number of tractors and oil engines led to the opening

of a petrol pump in Bhinder Kalah in 1969-70.
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No fertilizer agency other than co-operatives existed in

these villages for the supply of seeds, insecticides and pesticides,

agricultural implements and their repairing and servicing facilities.

But these agencics were developing in the nearby towns/markets and the

farmers of the selected villages were making use of their services,

Again, social institutions have also expanded in the wake

of green revolution. A girls high school was established, inaddition

to the high school for boys, in Bhinder Kalan in 1968-69 and the

middle school was upgraded to a high school in Fagarsar in 1970-71.

The branches of the commercial banks -were located at a distance of

35 10 and 6 kilometers from Gill, Bhinder Kalan and Faqarsar respectively.

All the selected villages had the benefit of a co-operative credit/

service socicty.

‘Land utilization: Table 2.1 shows the various aspects of land

utilization from 1966-67 through 1971-72 in the selected villages.

The area under fallow land declined from 70 hectares in 1966-67 to

A8 hectares in 1971-72, thereby increasing the net area sown from

3972 hectares to 3302 hectares during the corresponding period. The

decline in fallow lanl was quite marked in Faqarsar as compared to

the other two villages( Append ix 2.1). The nearness of the village from

the aistributory provided abundant canal water, thereby Pneilitabing

the sowing of wheat after harvesting the cottcn omop. For this reason,

the area under fallow land in Fagarsar decreased from 62 hectares in

1966-67 to 24 hectares in 1971-72. Area sown more than once in the

three villages registered an increase from 974 hectares in 1966-67

to 2114 hectares in 1971-72. Again, this increase was greater in

Fagarsar than in the other two villages. Arca sown more than once

snereased from 11.72 per cent of the eeofraphical area in 1966-67

 



   

  

               



band utilization in the Selected|

Villages, 1966=67 through 1971-72.
 

( in hectares

    

- Details 1966-67 1987-68 1938-60 196970 1970-71 1971-72

Geographical S722 3722 . 3722 3722 3722 3722
Area

Area not avail- 370 370 570 570 370 370-
able for culti~ (9.94) (9.94) (9,94) (9,94) (9,94) (9,94)
vations

Other uncuwlti-

vated land LO 8 8 3 3 2
xcluding fallow (0.27) (0.22) (0.18) (0.16) (9.08) (0.05)

land

Current rollow 70 95 | 139 83 70 48

Land (1.82) (2,55) (3.74) (2.23) 1.88) (1.29)

fet area 3272 B2A9 3207 3263 279 5302
sown (97.91) (287.29) (86.15) (87.67) (88.10) (88,72)

Area sown 974. 1195 14.55 L821 1948 2114
more than (26.27) (32.11) (89.33) (48.93) (52.34) = (56,80)

> once

Total
cultivated S546 O5e4area (8 9679) (85,84) —(

-

8846 SSAC 3350

90)  (a9,90) 39.98) (90.01)CO
OD

C
O

C
N

Total

  

cropped ASAB AAA A672 5084 5007 S416

Area

Notaio 7 iH
= ~ “ ere =) o "gy * e\ irr + .Ficures in parentheses denote percentage to

aC . -

 



            



 

- fable 2-2

= Distribution of Area

| a | _ Irrigated byVarious —

: é _
Sources ,1965-67 through

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

R1¢9

| CO | oo | Pumping Sects Irrigated of irrigated

re Area Irrigated Percentage Area Irrigated Percentags dirca Irrigated Percentage (hectaxes) area to net

(he ctares of area (nesteres) of areca, (hectares ) of area
sown area

|  drrifated  _ irrigated | irrigated

1967-68 2290 80.92 253 8.94 287 10.14 2830 87 10

1968-69 2245 76 04D 162 5ebe 528 17 99 29 35 91.52

| | |

1969-70 2212 73045 44, 1.45 768 25 040 3024 92.67

1970-71 2200 72.61 a 0.89 008 26.50 3030 92.41

i

1371-76 | | 72005 ard 0.73 823 21620 5024 91.58
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It was noted that the canal water supplied in village Fagarsar

could be considered as assured and abundant — the village land being near

the head of the canal water supply. The inerease in area irrigated by

tubewells/pumping
sets in the other two villages, cams to supplement

canal irrigation and provide water, which was 4 necessary concomitant

of successfully prowing high-yielding varicties.

Gro in , atte n
~~

Table e. 3 gives the important shifts in the cropping pattern

of the selected villages during the period 1966-67 through 1971-72. The

semi-dwarf wheats occupied the predominant place in the cropping patbe m

of these villages. The area under these wheats increased from 1551 hectares

sn 1966-67 to 2577 hoebarcs in 1971-72 , which accounted for 36.55 and

47.58 per cent of the total cropped «ree during the corresponding period.

The increased acreage under wheat came from inercase in the intensity

of cropping and the decrease in the area under wheat-gram, gram and

parley. The areca under wheat-gram, gram and barlcy decreased from

7,19, 3.67 and 1.67 per cent of the total sroppod aren in 1966-67 to

0.48, 0,89 am 0.2 per cent in 1971-72. This was pound to happen,

because as irrigation expanded and fertilizer us¢ snereased, it was

not profitable for the farmers to cultivate gram and barley, which

paid much less than the high-yielding wheat varieties dia.

Again, due to enhanced irrigatiocnal pacilitics, the area unier

paddy increased from the negligible proportion of 0.02 per cent of the

— total cropped arca in 1966-67 to 4,86 per cent in 1971-7%. The arer

unier cotton (A), which was confined to village Faqarsar only, witnessed

an inerease from 367 hectares in 1966-67 to 906 hectares in 1971-72.

This was an indication that the more romnerntive Crops» such as wheat,
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Grops 1966-67 1967-68 1966-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72

Wheat 1551 1896 2013 2280 2452 2577
( 36.53) (33.16) (43.09) (45.02) (46192) (47.58)

Gram 156 179 65 83 00~C‘“‘“‘ i‘ 48
( 3.67) (403) (1.39) (1463) (0.99 ) (0.89 )

Wheat~Gran 305 195 =1.27 or 19 26
7.19) (4.39) (2.72) (1.91) (0.36 ) (0.48 )

Maine 525 342 346 539° 460 401
( 7.61) (7-70) (7-442) (10.60)  (8.95..) . (7.40 }

Paddy 4 8 7 197 263
- (0.02) (0.04) (0.15) (1.40) (3.77) (4.86 )

«“ | | | - 7

| Sugarcane 45 rt) 62 50 32 LO

( 1.06) (1.19) (1233) (0.98) (0.61) (0.46 )

Cotton(a) 67 ALL 465 584 725 906
| 8.64) ( 9.25) (9.95 ) (11-49) (185.687) (16.73):

Gotton(D) 443 480 299 279 254 192
( 10.43) (10.80) (6640) (5-49) (480) (3.54)

Bajra 165 - 104 1.45 206 ee 159
( 3682) (2035 ) (3.10) (4.05) (3.83 ) (2094)

Barloy 71 4.40 4, 417 91 ae
(4.67) (3.15) (4058 ) (2.30) (4475 ) (0220)

Fodders 5 37 598 730 299 432 ABA
: (12.65) (13.45) (15.62) (5665 ) (8.26) (8.51 )

- Other cropse 282 244, 339 470 308 BAT

~# (6.64) (5649) ( 7.25) (9425) (5689) (6.441)

Total 42464444 A672 «8084 5227—s«BALE

“Table 2.3

Cropping Pattern in the
Selected Villages, 1966-57
through 1971-72.

cropped areal, 100.00) (100.00) ( 109.00) (120.00) (100.00) (190.00)

ecetbttnas. an,SOP00Cbehy an esmee ea erating Wag, SPO nangett —

ane tort, HertsOeHMgay a ene —— yen”
cgnparaantntantt ang ceesamc ee eR,

Note: Figures in parentheses denote percentages to the

total cropped arcade |
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paddy and. cotton(A)had replaced the comparatively less remunerative

crops, i.e., barley, gram ote. which were more suited to the dry farming

conditions.—-

Intensity.of cropping

Total cropped arca, cultivated area and intensity of cropping

in the solected villagesis shown in Table 2.4, The overall intensity

of cropping increased from 127.05 per cent in 1966-67 to 161.67 per cent

in 1971-72. The increase was ereater in Faqarsar thanin the other two

villages. It increased from 108.66 in 1966-67 to 168.35 per cent in

1971-72 in Faqarsar. This was duc to the adequate irrigation facilities,

adoption of the practice cf sowing wheat in the standing cotton erop

and introduction of high-yielding wheat varictics, which could be scwn

late(after harvesting the cotton crop) as compared to the indigenous

varieties.

Average size of the operational holding

The average size of the operational holdings in the sclected

villages is shown in Table 2.5. I1+t was hypothesized that the operational

holding size would increase as a consequence of adoption of modern

technology. However, the study showed that the average holding size

decreased from 6.51, 8.40 and 7.93 hectares in 1966-67 to 5.78, 5.08 |

and 7.00 hectares in1971-72 for Gill, Bhindcr Kalan and Faqarsar

respectively.

The decrease in average operational holding size in 1971-72

as compared to 1966-67 might have come from the scparetion of some of the

joint holdings. It might also be due to the sale of land in the upper

stratain the recent years for fear of further lowering the ceiling on

holdings.
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1966-67_

1967-68

1968-69

19 69-75

19 70-71

 

> Total cropped
 area(he ctares) culti-

vated

area
(hec)

89 3

910

932

953

987

__ Gill
Total

679

680

680

685

— 680-
reTemgaot aE

131.52
2 ww ,

1357.06.

 

ine

135.82

145.15

144.51

’
‘|

intonsity Total
of oropp- cropped vated area

arealhec) (hectares) ing. area vated

4535,

4E61

1931.

1963

| 4R68

a Po Do
" to3 mag ~

 

oa

otal ropped area, total cultivated
area and Intensity of Cropping in the
Selected Villages, 1966-67 through

: 4 © 19717.

Bhinder Kalan
Jotal culti- Intensity Total — 

(hec)-

°144.94 1518 1307

4287. 144.09 1607 1807

1269! 146.65 1879

1269 152018 2200 41297

4269 | 485.16 2271 107

159.65 2352

Fagarsar
Total

of eropp— cropped culti-

area(hec)

_ 1337 |

ing

198.66

134.50

157 e 48

162255

‘165 «36

Intensity Total
of cropp=- cropped culti-

vated
atea(hec)

area

(hect)

h
o
>

~w &
H
>

tH
e

i
e

Co ~
] ~w

5084

5227

5416

Total

Total

bO44a

3844

5546

3346

* B3A9

- 3350.

Intensity
of cropp-

ing.

127 605 |

152.89

133 .63

151.94

156 208

-

161.6717-72 «1088 OSE ABLATS BORE
  

 



 

s
t
e
w

 
 

-
e
e

e
e

 



 

eo

a
M

oat
ef

4
,
-
i
e

7
«

‘
’

’

Fagarsar 3240

 

 

 

 

Table 229

Average Size of the Operational Holding ~

in the Selected Vilaages, 1966-67 and 1971-7.

Village Upto 6 hectares. 6-9 hectares» 9-14 hectares 14-24 hectarcs. 24 hectares & Overall :

_ ‘ . ; . a —_— | _ above . yverage . |

4966-67 1971-Te 1966—=67 1971-72 1966-67 1971-72 1965-67 1971-72 -196¢~67 1971-72 1966-87 1971-72

  

C411 gag B04 6.96 7615 41089-12014 1608D 16 G2 AKDT

Bhindor-Kelans 3.97 318 7623 7086-10-00 12,09 18-75 19 ELBD4BB S14

ney TaDRStCiWBB:«CALWOR «ALG = ATLTT 17-76 ze,A1 29.00

6 edi 5278

8 40 5208

7935 7 «QO
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Waces of farm labour

The month--wisc average daily wares(kind payments and meals

converted into cash) of a casual male agricultural Labourer in the

different years are shown in Table 2.6. The wages for 1967-68 through

1969-70 were based on the average of the 15 villages covered in the

"Studies in the Economics of Farm Manageoment", whereas the wages for

1971-72 were based on the average of the three selected villages.

The average daily wages increased from Rs 5,55 in 1967-68 to

8s 7.24 in 1971-72. The wages were compaaratively higher in the months

of April, May and June. The highest wage of Rs 10.75 in 1971-72 cane

in May.

Co-operative credit/(Servi ee socictics

In view of the increasing capital and credit needs associated

with the adoption of high-yielding varioties, it would be useful to

hi ghli ght the perfomance of co-operative cre¢it/sorvice societies ins

the selected villa:IOS. These societies Were primarily engaged in

providing fertilizers and other short tern credit for the purchase of

new sceds and paynont of wa.ges to farn Labour ote. The perfomance of

these societies is indicated in Tables 2.7 ant 2, 8.

The number of members in the societies consistently increased

from S72 in 1966-67 to 513 in 197-72. The short termcash loan per

momber increased from Rs 65. 80 in 1966-67 to Rs 275. 15 in 1971-72.

Medium term cash loans were granted only in Bhinder Kalan,

The quantity of urea distributed increased from 272.0 guintals

in 1966-67 to 1850 quintals 4in 1971-72. In other words, use of urca

increased from 8 kgs to 50 kes per cultivated hectare during the

corresponding period.
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Table266

fiverage dally wages of a
ensual adult male Agricul-
tural labourer in different
months, 1957~68,1968-69 ,
1969-70 and 1971-72.
 

 

4 . oie

. | (in Rs).

Month 1967-68 19 68469 4969~70 1971-72

July 6.60 6.14 532 6.00

dugust 4025 5670 Oe88 625

September 4.37 5058 3085 6.50

October 4.48 5 01 6.41 TeBS.

November 464 543 6.33 7 025

December 5 50 5.28 5.48 6e75

+ |

| January 5205 5 OT 50235 6.17

February 5 205 5036 Bell 6 250

March | Beek 5.94 5 87 6225

April 7 47 6.473 S028 8.50

May | 713 6.46 9671 10.75

6647 7 265 8.11 6 67gune
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Table 267

Fertilizer Distribution through Village

Cooperative Societies in the Selected

a, Villages 1065-57 through 1971-7é. .
7 re “_— = ( in arn), |

Fertilizers 1985-87 _ 188768 19 68-9 1969-70 __ 1970-1 1971-72

Total Por Tobtat ver culti- Total Por culti- Total Per = Total Por Total Por
Qty. cultive- Qty. vated Qty vated Qty. culti- Qty cultiva- Qty. cultivated

teal hac! hectare hectara etod , tod hectare

| hectaro heetaro

CAN | 2600 2.78 (1576 0.47 2215 0.66 679 0.20 1656 0449 2032.5 0.61-

dmmoniun Sulphate 300 %).09 4lEw5  O0l2 ' 495 O15 259 6.05 13. 0.04 465 0.05

Birmcebmn “ - 19165 0.06 27345 0.08 638 0.01, ~ ~ 193 0.06

rhosphato | | ) :

Uroa 27245 2.08 430 0013- 1455 0.43 907 O.27 © 1243 0.37 1850 0055

Mariato of Potash oo = 40 O.C1 322 0.09 50 0.04 64 0002- 40 0.0

&monium Phosphate _ ~ _ 4g, Q.CL 40 Ost _ ~ =“ es 5 0.0014

Obhors 7 - = | 250 0.07 285 0.08 ~ - 227 Oe ABB. 0.13

 



 
 

 



 

Yorr

1966—67

1967-68

1968-69

1969~70

. 1970=71.

197172

Number of
nembe rs

 

37k

AD&

486

AD4.

500

513

howe -.

Tablo 2.8

ash Loan Distributed|
through village co-operative

“1 Gocieties in the |
Selected Villagc?, 1965-67

through 1971-72,

Cash Loen Loan per

 

(short gms) member

237 34 63.60

92637 208695

T6305 157 015

236495 1641 3

ai5 79. | 35.16 ;

440125°° 273.15.

Cash Loan Loan per
(medtun torn) penber
 

15600

£1350

6750

10140

04051

(43493

13066

20 #28
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These societies did not distribute any diammonium phosphate,

muriate of potash, anmonium phosphate ani other fertilizersin 1966-57.

But the distribution of these fertilizers increased to 195, 40, © and

433 quintals respectively in 1971-72. The distribution of GAN and

ammonium sulphate, however, decreased from 2600 ani 300 quintals in

1966-67 to 232.5 and 165 quintals in 1971-72.

The Faqarsar co-operative socicty was relatively morc efficient

in providing short term cash credit ant in distributing fertilizers as

compared to the other two societics. This was made possible by a whole

timc, experienced am well-paid secretary and absence of factionalisn

in the socicty.

Technological developments

The mechanizationof agriculture in the selected villages has

proceeded at a rapid rate in the recent years. The mmber of tractors

sncreased from 22 in1966-67 to 74 in 1971-72(Table 2,9). The mumbsr

of wheat threshers/drumics witnessed a four-fold increase during the

corresponding period. The number of clectric pumps and oil engines with

pumping sets increased from 65 in 1966-67 to 572 in 1971-72.

Oggupational characteristics of the rural, population

According to the 1961 census figures, the populationof the

selected villages was 6008. The village-wise 1971 census figures WCre

not available at the time of the enquiry. Henee the comparisonof

1961 census figures was made with the data collected in the census

schedule. According to this schedule, the total population of the

selected villages was 6428 in 1971-72. The increased population

in the decade affected per capita land and other resource availabilities.

Per capita land availability decreased from 0.62 hectare in 1961 to 0.08

hectare in 1971-72.
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Tabla 289

Distribution of Inproved Farn
Mavhinery & equipmentin the
Selected Villages, 1966-67

through 1071-72.
 

  

 

Nano of Fam 1966-67 1967-68 1960-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72
Machinery. :

Tractors : 2 ST 42 63 72 74.

Blectric punps 17 25 a2 194 226 258

Oil engines 48 74, 83 99 109 “A114

Oane ‘crushers 6 6 7 9 9 9

+: Wheat throshers Ae . AB 35 125 154. 171

Maize sholliers 3 4, 7 9 9 — @

(Power driv en)

Inproved karrows and 37 42 6G 101 10% 106
cultivators.

Fertilizers and 11 13 16 AG 50 53

seed drills.
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The percentage distribution of population under different

Livelihood classes att two. points of time is showninTable 2.10.

The proportionof workers to the total populationwas 35.8 in 1961

and 33.6 in 1971-72. The peercentage of workers’ actually engared in

agriculture inereascd from 21e2 $n 1961 to 24.6 in 1971-72. It was °

not in consonance with economic theory, which stated that the proportion

of population engaged in the primary industries decreased as developmenot

gained momentum. i1t was owing to the decrease in the mmber of workers

engaged inhousehold sndustry at Bhinder Kalan and Fagarsar. Many

workers, who were engaged in IBan making! and SSnogenaking! houschold

s;ndustry, found their occupation unprofitable sn face of the competition

from the machine-made goods. They adopted agricultural Labour as their

profession. The proportion ;af workers engaged in household industry;

therefore, decreased from 5.5 in 1961 to 2.5 in 1971-72, whereas it

snereased from 3.1 in 1961 to 7.6 in 1971-72 in case of agricultural

labour. The proportionof population engaged in service in 1961 and

1971-Te formed 4.1 and 4.0 per cent of the workers inthe selected |

villages.

Family sizc

The average family size sn the selected villages is given

in Table 2.11.

The average family size increased fron 5.97 in 1961 to 6.67

jn 1971-72. The average males per family increased from 3.29 to 3.57

and the average fomalcs per family from 2.68 to 3.10 during the

corresponding period. The average family size during this period

witnessed an increase in all the selected villages.
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Table 2.10

Perecntags Distribution of
Population in different

 

  

° livelihood classes in the
Selected Villages, 1961 and

197172.

.

Livelihood Glass Fereentasce to te tal population

1961 1971-72

1. Gultivators 13.1 17,0

20 Agri. Labourers | Sel 76

Oe Mining, quarrying, ~
live stock,forestry
and plantationof Oed 04
orcherds & allicd

SeGrvicese

4., House hold. 55 | 2.5
indus try |

Se Manufacturing |
otherthan house-hold Oe2 Ore

industry »

6. Construction 0.9 0%

%» Trate and Commerce O68 O26

8. Transport,Storage & ; O04 005
Gonminications.

9. Other Services | 4el 49

~~

Non-workers 66.8 6604

Total 190200 100.00

geCRY rd amazesSOOT OO ggg renee SON,
ngs,ONgaings OONagertt onalCai OD<A aagags, CIT TOROCte ay Nag,FatOt Naan SCR OLE NSORE, NO,A

 



 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AY,

N

Average family size in the selected
villages, 1961 and 1971-7¢ »

caverage | BhindenKelan Fagarsar Gill | Overall

; family size. _ ee | : | a ee __ average.

o a 1961 4971-72 1961 1971-72 1961 1971-72 1961 1971-72

. | 1. Male | 3-26 3.58 3040 354 3.20 3.58 3.29 3e57

0 2, Female 2.57 2.88 2.77 313 2.70 328 2,68 3.10

Totalt= 5.83 6.46 6.17 6.67 5.90 6.86 5.97 6.87

 



 
 



 

CHAPTER IIT

" socIo-ECONOMIG CHsRACTERISTICS OFTHE SELMCTED HOUSRHOLDS

The sovio~economde shamactoristics of rural population

influonced income ; investment, consumption and savings. A study of

these characteristics is nocossary for their influence on these variables.

This chapter is, therefore, devoted to a brief descriptionof the SOCLO-

economic characteristics of the selected nouscholds.

Size of the holding

It was hypothesized that the average size of operational

holdings would increase with the introduction of modern technology.

‘The average farm size of the sample holdings marginally increased

from 11.53 hectares in 1967-68 to 11.81 hocbares in 1971-72{Table 3.1).

This was due.to the purchases of jand in the recent years. The average

_. $128 of. suned land increased from 9,98 hectares sn 1967-68 to 10.46

| hectares in.1a71-/e. The percentage of owned lam to operational holding

_ 4nereased_ from 86.56 to 88.57 during the corresponding period. Tt

tnaeated that the farmers, finding farmingto be a profitable business,

made investment in landpurchases in the recent years. This happened

in the case of large holdings. Arca owned, in their case, increased

from 15.63 hectares sn 1967-68 to 174395 17.81 and 18.08 hectares in

1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively (Appendix
3.1). The area

‘Leased out stood at 0.25 hectares in 1971-72; which was Lower than 0.47

and 0.72 hectares in: 1968-69 and 1969-70 respectively. This gave an

snereasing trend towards self-cultivation by landowners. The cultivated

area under ownership cultivation increased from 84.58 per cent in

1967-68 to 86.45 per contin1971-72. Tho average area leased in

was 1.60 hectares $n 1971-72, as compared to 1.78, 1.55 and 1.01 hectares

from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively.

 



 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

«
”

‘*

o
a
t>

~
.

'

.

.
:

.
*

.

.

:

‘

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

v
e

w
e

.
.

*.
o

*

:
:

3
of

_
,

.

.

|

:

.
.

.
.

e
e

.

.
.

oe
.

|
.

o
e

a
.

v
e
t

.

.

|

|

.
“

,

|

va.
*

.
.

.
on

|

.

o
e

v
“

at
o

‘

,
:

|

.
i

*.

.
.

‘
,

.
.

‘

|
A

:
.

.
‘

-

.
:

°

|
oo

.
.

.
o
s

‘
.

.

e
e

,

.

:

.
.

.
.

.

,m
e
e
e

 



 

Table ZL

Average size of operational

holding, 1967-68, 1968-69, 19 63-70

end 1971-72.  
pO ( inRectares}

Ltems 1987—68 1968-69 19@0-YO — 1971-72
 

 

Arca, owned 9.98 9-67 10.22 10.46

Area leased in 1.78 | 1.55 | 1.01 1.60 .

area leased oub 0.235 0.47 O72 0.25

Opsrational ance. 11.253 | 10.78 | 10.51 11-81

Area owned & under

self—cultivation. 9.75 920 9-50 10.21

Table Sea

Distribution of holdings and ©

cultivated area (hectares) according

to the tenurial status, 1967-63,1968-C9,

1969~70 and 1971-72. :

Year OQwner cultivated Owner-—cum—Tenant Total
 

 
 cultivated | |

No. of Gultivated No. of Cultivated No. of Sultivated

holdings. areade holdings. ALC. holdings»: area.
 

1967-68 20 223.75 10 122.25 30 346 00

(66.67) (64.67) (33.35) (35.33) (100.00)(100.00)

1968-69 16 175.99 14 148 660 20 522.59
(53.33) (54.56) (46.67) (45.44) — (100.00)(100.00)

1969-70 84 215.96 9 95.19 0 315 015
So (70.00) (69.89) (30.00 (30.20) (100.00){ 100.00)

4971-72 14 190 19 16 164.19 20 254.38
(46.67) (53.67) (53035) (46433) — (100,00)(100.00)

  

eatsCS gressWOT CSRCPange ads are sete Nae eee Neenste: whee oun, sae Oops pon ao ET ae eee eaeee

Notar- The figures in parentheses donote percentages oy

of their respective totals.
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The small andmedium holdings leased in land to make their holdings viable.

Average area Loased in increased from 0.21 and 1.30 hectares in 1957-58

to 0.40 and 1.49 hectares in 1971-72 for small and medium holdings

respectively. Whereas Large holders could purchase land duc to their

resourcefulness, the small holdings resorted to leasing in of land.

This was due to the rapid appreciation in land values, which made it

difficult for the small holders to buy land.

Tenurial status

Table 3.2 indicated that purely owner cultivators decreased

from 66.67 per cent in 1967-68 to 46.67 per cent.in 1971-72. On the

other hand, the percentage of suner-cum-tonant cultivators to total

cultivators increased from 33.33 to 53.33 during the corresponding period.

This was due to the decline inthe percentage of owner cultivators in

case of small and medium holdings. The percentage of owned holdings

to total holdings decreased from.71.43 and 71.43 in 1967-68 to 50.00

and 33,46 per cent in 1971-72 for small and medium holdings respectively

(Appendix 3,2). This led to a relative decroase in the cultivated area

from 64.67 in 1967-66 to 53.67 in 1971-72 under pure ownership cultivation

indicating the increasing competition for leasing in land, following ‘the

adoption of new technology.

The area under cash rent increased from 51.98 per cont of the

total in 1967-68 to 73.98 per cent in 1971-72. On the other hami, there

was a decline in the area under kind rent from 68.02 in 1967-68 to

26.02 per cont in 1971-72(Table 3.5).

Cropping pattern

The cropping patternofthe selected holdings for various years

igs depicted in Table 3.4. Wheat(high-yielding varietics) occupied a
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Table 3.3

 

  

  

5 Percentage of area under cash and kind
rents, 1967-68,1968-69,1969-70 and 1971-72.

Year_ Under cash rent Under kind ront Total

Area Percentage area _Perccntage area Percentage

1967-68 17.06 31.98 36.23 68.02 55654 100 «00

1968-69 23051 50.57 22.98 49643 46 «49 100.00

1969-70 18.01 59.52 12.25 40.246 30 626 100 200

1971-72 25.62 73.98 12.53 26.02 48 #15 100.00
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Table 34d

Selected Holdings, 1967-06,
1960-69 1969-70 and 1971~72-

( in hectares)
 

 

  

Crop 1967~68 1966-69 1969-70 1971-72

Paddy 0.46 5646 4.00 33.78
(6 09) (0.69) (0 687) ( 7.23)

Sugercano 5.37 4.065 8423 1625
(1.06) (0.93) (1.36)- ( 0-23)

Gotton(D) 27.51 - 25.70 23.04 26.55
(5.43) (5.12) (5.02)  { 4.99)

Cotton (a) 49.672 48 95 33.64 80.59
(9-82) {9.36} (S.41) (15.15)

Bajra 17.04 24.661 31666 12.93
(4.36) (4.91) (6.89) ( 2.43)

Oilseeds 7.54 322 514 4.44
| (1.49) (0.64) (1.12) (0.84)

Maize (D) 32.29 A3e54 20 «52 18.87
(6.37) (8.66) (4.47) 3.55)

Maize (H) - 8.97 13.36 7 28
- (1-79) ( 2.91) ( 1.37)

Pulses _ " 26.58 3.36 040
= | ~ (5.30) (0.85) ( 0.08)

Wheat (HY) 76.12 194027 214.32 259.54
| ( 14.03) (33472) ( 46.67) (48.79)|

Wheat (D) | 129.75 10432 5419 -
(25.62) ( 2.06) 1.613) -

Barley 13.67 373 Oel4- 0.81
2.70) ( 0474) §9.03) (0.15)

Wheat~gram 11.22 9.88 3018 2483
| ( 2.22) (1.97) (1.73) (0.53)

Gram j4e51 10.65 5.58 VANGY

( 6.81) (2.12) (1.17) (0.53)

‘Fodders. 7034 T4627 68.69 71.98
| (14.68) (14.80) (14.96) (13.53)

Other cropse 25093 © 10.88 10 84 — 2086

( 5032) ( 2,17) ( 2.36) (0.54)

Tobal cropped 506.47 501.69 459 023 531,93:
arcas (100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) = (100.900)

Notes~ Figures in parentheses denote percentages to the total
cropped arca -« | | :
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predominant place in the cropping pattern of the selectod holdings.

The percentage of arca under wheat (HYV) to the total cropped area

snereased from 15.05 in 1967-68 to 48.79 in 1971-72. This was duc to

the {nerease in the intensity of cropping and to the decline inares

under desi wheat, wheat-eran, bavLoy ami gram crops. The cultivation of

desi wheat did not find any place in the cropping pattern of the selected

holdings in 1971-7é. The nercontage of arca uncer wheat-gram, barLiey and ©

gram decreased from Zeke, Ke 70 am 6.81 in 1967-68 to 0.55, O.15 and

0.53 in 1971-72. The area under pulses also decreased from26. 58 hectares

sn 1968-69 to 0.40 hectare in 1971-72. The percentage of area under

pulses to total cropped arca deercased from 5.30 to 0.08.during the

corresponding period. The area under cotton (A) and paddy witnessed

an increase auring this period. The percentage of area under these crops

snereased from 0.09 and 9.82 in 1967-68 to 7.29 and 15.15 per cent

respectively in 1971-72. The area under bajra and maize, however,

decreased during this period.

The cropping pattern of different years indicated the relative

profitability of various enterprises. The important rotations in practice

were paddy followedby wheat anc American cotton followed by wheat.

The cotton (A) followed by wheat rotation was becoming popular with the

introductionof high-yiclding wheat varieties, which could be sown after

the harvesting of the cotton crop. The paddy-wheat rotation became

popular due to the expanded irrigation facilities an? increased use

of modern inputs.

Intensity of cropping

The intensity of cropping of the selected holdings for

various years is presented inTable 3.5. It was hypothesized that

the intensity of cropping snereased with the availability of better
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irrigation facilities and modern inputs. Table 3.5 shows that the

sntonsity of cropping incroased from 146.38 in 1957-68 to 150.10

 

 

~ ‘in 1971-72.

Table 3.5

Intensity of cropping of the sclected holdings,

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72.

Year Total cropped Total cultivated Intensity of

area . area cropping

1967-68 506.47 346 .00 146.38

1968-69 | 501-68 322.59 155.52

1969-70. 459.23 315.15 145.72

1971-72 531.93 354,38 150.10

 

“Tt was hypothesized.that arelationship existed between

2adoption of “the newseod varieties and size - of the farm. The percentage

of cultivators orowing high-yiclding and indi genous varieties of whost

in-various years is.presentedinTable 5.6.

The percentage of cultivators growing highyiolding varieties

oniv consistently increased from 14.29 in 1967-68 to 42.86, 88,89

ani 100.00 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 rospectively in case of small

“holdings. This percentage inereased from 11.11 in 1967-88 to 77.78,

80.00 and 100.00 in the subsequent years in case of large famors. In

1971-72, all the farmers were growing high-yielding varieties, withno

area under imiigenous varicties. Analysis of variance test was applied

to test the hypothesis that adoption was related to farm size. tr! value

between adoption and farm size in 1967-68 came out to 0.3796, which

was not significant. This means that farm size ha@ no effect on adoption.
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Table 3.6

 

 

 

of | Percentage of cultivators growing
7 : high yielding and indigenous ~

varieties, 1967-68,1968-69,1269-70
and 1971-72.

Nature ofthe Category 7 Percentage of cultivators. .

Onterpelse. 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1971-¥2

HeY.V only | s 14.22 42.86 88.82 100,00.

wt Teka 18657. 81482 100,00
Lo “ited. 7%a78=. 80.00 10000 "

Both high - | oe |
yielding and Ss O5071 ..5%_e14 9 11612 -

“ indtpene. M (85.72 21.43 18.18 -
Fetetian :

- Indigenous | S - ~ - -
varietics only- ©

M 7 elt “~ -—_ _

LU poe ewe ~~ om

we
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“Hence the hypothesis that adoptionwas related to farm size, was

rejected.

Again, it was hypothesized that after the experimental period

of two, three seasons, the new vyaricties were adopted to a ereater extent

by small farmers than by large farmers. The percentage of arca under high-

yielding varietics of wheat to total arca under wheat for various farm

gize-groups is depicted in Tablo 5.7.

Table 3.7

Proportion of area unier high-yielding varicties

of wheat to total area under wheat, 1967-55,

1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-7e.

Category
| Provortion of ares.
 

 

1967-68 1568-69 1969-70 jo71-72.—O™~”

Small 54,99 85.94 94.64 100.00

Medium — 42.08 92.70 100.90 100.00

Large 44.12 93.75 98.2) 100.00

The proportion of arca under high-yielding varietics to total

area under wheat was 54.99, 42.08 and 44.12 for small, medium and large

holdings respectively in 1967-38. It inereased to 86.94, 92.70 ant

93.79in1968-69 and to 94.64, 100.00 and 98.20 in 1969-79. In 1971-Ye,-

this proportionwas 100.00 per cent for ali the three sized holdings.

Analysis ofvariance test was applied to the data of adoption by

various farm size groups for 1968-69 and 1969-70. The IF! valucs between

adoption and farm size worked out to be 0.8269 and 1.2109 for 1968-69

and 1969-70 respectively, which were insignificant. This means that

adoption had no relation with farm size even in the post-oxperimental

period.
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It was hypothesized that irrigation availability was a factor

underlying the relation between adoption and farm size. The percentage

of irrigated area to operational area for various farm size groups is

giveninTable 5.8.

Table 3.8

Proportion of irrigated area to operational

area, 1967-68, 1968-9, 1969-70 and 1971-72

 

 

Catepory eee Proportion te operationalarea _

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72

Small , 87.51 85.26 89.23 90.22

Medium 88.27 96,77- 99.68 95.64

Large 88.53 95.56 98.96 97.52

 

The proportion of irrigated area to operational arca worked out

to be 87.51, 88.27 and 88.53 for small, medium and large holdings

respectively in 1967-68. This proportion increased to 90.22, 95.64 and

97. 52 for these three categories of hoidings in 1971-72 and indicated

adequate irrigation availability for successful executionof che higk-

yielding varieties programme. Analysis of variance test was applicd to

the data for1967-68 through 1969-70. The tpt values pebween irrigation

availability and adoption by various farm size groups worked out ¢59

be 6751, 4295 and 2.1960 from 19671-58 “through 1969-79, which were

not significant: In 1971-72, the adoption was 100 per cens by ai fferent

farm size groups irrespective of the differences in irri getion availability.

Size of the family.

The size of the family was analysedwith regard to its

snfluenceonthe resource-use pattern of the sclected holdings. Tuc
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increased family size might have a retarding influence, if it led

to a diminution in capital formation by reducing the margin between

income and consumption,

The average family size snereased from 9.1 in 1967-68 to

10.7 in 1971-72(Table 3.9).

Table 3.9

Average family size of the selected holdings,

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

Year Gt Children Total

- Male Female —— | ,

1967-68 2-7 23 ALL 9.1

1968-69 3.3 2.6 8.5 a 9.4

1969-70 2.7 2.6 3.6 8.9

1971-72 3.9 32 | 3.6 10.7

The compositionof population, however, indicated that the

proportionofadult males ineroascd from 29.67 in 1967-69 %o 36.45

in 1971-72. The proportionof children in the population decreased

from 45.05 to 33.64 during the corresponding period. The increased

family size led to an $nerease in the labour force of the selected

holdings.

Number of earners

The average number of earners in agricultural and non-agricultural

occupations is depicted in Table 3.10. It was hypothesized that with

jnereased pressure of land due to high man-land ratio, 4 shift would

‘take place from the agricultural sector to secondary and tertiary sectors.
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Table .3.10

Average number of carners in the selected holdings,

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-Te

~
| . a | _

Year Acriculture Non-acriculture Total _

Male Female Children- Male Female Child Male Female Chiid

above - ren ren

12 years | above above

12 yrs | 12 yrs

1967-68 Qed OL 0.8 OL ~- ~ Bed OL 0.2

1968-69 2.6 0.2 0.3 Ol 2.7 0.2 0.3

Lek _~ _

1969-70 23 = - O.1-

1971-72 3.0 - 0.3 0.5 - = 385 = 0.5

The average number of male earners in agriculture increased

from 2.2 sn 1967-68 to 3.0 in 1971-72 owing to the increased labour

force resulting from the population growth. This led, however, to the

withdrawal of females from participation into agricultural work. It

{ndicated the change in the employment pattern of home workers, which

was further reinforced by increased incomes in the recent years, The

number of male carners in non-agricultural occupations incroased from

O.1 in 1967-68 to 0.5 in 1971-72. This was due to the adoption of

service and other non-farm occupations by the famly menbers after

education. This trend helped in supplementing the farm incomes.

Education of the Head

During 1971-72, no hoad of the family improved his

om

academic qualifications. The distribution of the head of the famity |

by the level of education is shown in Table 5.il.
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Table 3.11

Rauicational level of the Head

of the family, 1971-72.

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

~~ of

Baucational level | No. of Heads — Percentage to total

T1lliterate 17 56 .66

Literate
2 6.67

Pelmasy | oe 2 . 6.67

Middle | 6 20.00

Matric | 3 10 .00

— Total . | 30 100.00

Tt was found that 56.66 per cent of the heads were functionally

oe {lliterates. The percentage of heads, who had qualifications upto

Matric standard was only 10.00 per cent.

Number of students

It was hypothosized that the cultivators would invest an

inereasing amount in education of their children owing to the

snereased incomes in the recent years. The number of students of the

selected holdings invarious years is presented ‘inTable 3.12.

Table 3.12

Number of students of the selected holdings,

1967 -68 , 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

_k _ _Edueational level 1967 68 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72

Primary - 8B 37 a9 tiéD

Middle | 17 11 9 1

Matric | | o 5 3 2

Graduate 2 oo 1 4

Postgraduate - - - 2

Total | of | 51 62 08
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The number of students came to 98 in 1971-72 as compared to

57, ol and 62 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively.
The porcent»Ze

of students in graduate ond postgraduate classes to total students

snereased from 3,51 in 1967-68 to 10.34 in 1971-72. it ‘nai cated that

the cultivators al
so invested in higher oducation owing to the snorcased

;ncomes in the recent years.

   tp
 

Socio-economic c
haracteristics

+f the selected Labour households

Size of the family: The average size of the family ox the selected

Labour households came out to 5.8¢ sn 1971-72(Table
%.13).

Table 3.15

Average family size of the labour

households, 1971-7h.

   

 
 

   
 

amametuanin.ae

Village Adults Children Total Total

 

ca a a IOe

Male Female Male Female Male Female MaletFemale

 
     wa 

GAL 1.53 1.00 1.07 1.47 2.60 2647 5.07

‘Bhinder 2.00 1.47 1.60 0-93 3.60 240 6.00

Kalan
|

Fagarsar «1358 1.27 1.87 1.75 5-40 3,00 6.40

Overall 1.69 1.25 1.5L 1.57 2.2 262 5.82 |

average
oo

   
  

ommpare

eS

The average size of the family was higher in Fagarsar than

Gill and Bhinder Kalan. However, the average family size in case of

Labour households was much lower than that of the cultivators in

1971-72. This was due to the inherent characteristic
s of the Labour

households. Most of the Labour houscholds got separated immediately

after marriage ani soon aftera member began to earn his Livelihood. |
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No problem of optimum resource use arose in their case as in the

ease of cultivators. The proportion of male adults to average family

size was 29.04 in case of Labour houscholds ani 36.45 in case of

eultivators. The proportion of adult males to average family size

was higher in Bhinder Kalan than in Gill and Faqarsar. The proportion

of childrento average family size was higher in Faqarsar than Gill

and Bhinder Kalan. It was 49.48 in case of labour households and

33.64 per cent in case of cultivators in 1971-72. -

Number of carners

The number of carners, along with the nature of occupation,

is presented in Table 3.14.

Table 3.14

Average number of carners of the

selected labour hovseholds, 1971-72

 

 

Occupation Gill Phinder Faqarsar Overall
7 Kalan | average

Agri. labour 1.33 1.87 1.60 1.60

Livestock = - 0.20 | - 0.07
rearing

Total | 1.35 2.40 1.67 1.80

 

The average mmberof earners came to 1.80 in 1971-72.

Agricultural labour was the main profession adopted by 88.89 per cent

of the carners. Scrvice occupied the second place, and accounted for

7.22 per cent of the camers. The percentage of sarners engaged in

Livestock rearing to total carners was 3.89. The mmber of earners

was higher in Bhinder Kalan than in Gill and Faqarsar. The average
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number of carners in case of labour households was about one-half to

that of cultivators. However, the proportion of the number of earners

to family size was 30.93 and 35.51 in case of labour ani cultivating

households respectively in 1971-72,In case of labour households, about

66.67 per cent of the earners, who adopted service as their occupation,

“ollowed it after 1957-68. It indicated that farm labour was partly

shifting to off-farm occupation. Of the 15 earners, who followed

some occupation after 1967-68, 66.67 per cent adopted agricultural

labour, 26.67 per cent service and 6.66 per cent livestock rearing.

In addition to this, females in about 60.00 per cent of labour households

supplemented household incomes by picking up corn stalks, pickingof

cotton and other labour.

Bducation of the Head—

Educational Level of the head of the labour households is

presented in Table 3.15.

Table 3.15

Educational level of the head,1971-72

Educational level _ Gill Bhinder Fagarsar Total

 

 

Kalan

Iiliterate 15 120 8 35

Primary . 4 6 7

Middle | _ _ ° 1 Ll

Matric | - 2. 7 ~ 2

Total Lo 15 15 45

 

The educational level of the head presented a dismal picture.

About 78 per cent of the heads did not receive any formal education,
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The nercentage of heads having qualifications upto Matric standard

was only 4.44, The lower educational qualifications of the heads ;

Led to the lack of consciousness among tuem for improving their ,

socio-economic status.

Number_of students

Tho number of students in various classes is presented

in Table 3.16.

Table 3.16

Number of students of the selected

tabour households, 1971-72 |

 

 

 

Educational level Gill Bhinder Fagarsar Total
Kalan

Primary 1 - Q 10

Middle ~ 4  &

Matric - | - - -

Graduate : oo = od] 1

Total L 4. 10 15

 

The proportion of students to total population was 9.73 in

case of labourhouseholds and 18,07 in case of cultivetors in 1971-72.

The proportion of students, whe got higher educationwas 6.67 and 10. 54

for labour and cultivating households respectively in 1971-72. It

indicated that the labour households gave relatively lesser attention

to the education of their children.
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CHAPTER IV

PARM FAMILY AS5SS#TS

The composition of asscots shows the importanceofvarious

farm and non-farm investment items. ‘The addition to tangible assets

of a farm family, over a period of time, also pointed to the maenitude

of capital formation, Gaoital formation in any society was the product

of increased production and implicd that not all the increased production

was used up for immediate consumption, but the socicty directed a part
. . . ‘ \

of it to the creation of capital goods.

It was considered that the introduction of modern technology

might lead to the change in emphasis from traditional type of investment

to the investment in tangible reproducible asscts. Such type of investmont

behaviour on the part of farm families might help in building up the

infrastructure in agriculture.

An addition to the farm family asscts could be made either

through savings or through borrowings. Hence the magnitude of financial

assets and liabilitiss over a period of time was also accounted for.

Qe

0
to study the composition of farm family assets, different

components were classified into the following catcgorics: '

‘
_.
X

1. farm assets : Farm asscts included value of owred land, irrigation

structures, farm buildings, major imploments including fam machinery,

minor implements and draught, milch and other animals.

l

2. Household assets : These included valuc of dwelling houses and

consumer durable goods,

5. Non-farm assets : These included transport and asset formed in the

Shape of subsidiary occupation ete,

Average farm family assets : The valuc of average farm family assets

came to Rs 284620.90 in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 164863, 2 128475.92
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and 179666.62 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively(Table 4.1).

The increase in the valine of assobs in 1971-72 came mainly from the

appreciation in Land values, following the introduction of high-yielding

varietios, The percentage growth in the value of assets was 72.76

from 1967-88 to 1971-72.

Farm assets : Avorago farm assets worked out to be Rs 271766.07 in

1971-7e as compared toRs 156508 .46, 120656.48 and 172144.06 from

1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The increase in the value of

farm assots in 1971-72 mainly came from the appreciation in land values

and the purchase ofland. Average size of owned land was estimated at

10.46 hectares in 1971-72 as against 9.98, 9.67 and 10.ke hectares

from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The value of land assets,

therefore, came to Rs 241616.66 in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 197585.27,

104920.78 and 157277.70 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The

percentage share of farm assets to farm family assets increased from

94.93 in 1967-68 to 95.42 in 1971-72. This was again owing to the increase

in the value of Land assets, which accounted for 83.45 and 84.83 per cent

of the farm family assets during the corresponding period.

It was hypothesized that as an economy expanded, forms of capital

other than land gained increased importance. The. study showed that the

value of farm assets, excluding land, amountedto Rs 30149.41 in 1971-72

as compared toRs 18923.19, 15745.70 and 14866.36 from 1967-68 through

1969-70 respectively.

It was also hypothesized that the valve of irrigation structure

andmajor imploments(cspecially farm machinery) would increase as a

consequence of the introduction of high-yielding varicties. The study

showed that tho value of irrigation structure increased from is 2498.33

in 1967-68 toRs 11133.67 in 1971-72. The percentage valve of irrigation
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Per holding velue of Form Family Assets,

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-7.

Table 4.4

 

 

. Farm siulldings

Be Irrigation
Structure

4, Implements
a) Major

b) Minor

5, Draught ptinals

6, Milch animals

7. Other animals

Sub-Total (A)

He Household Assets

4, Dwelling heuses

2. Consumer durable
goods.

he Sub Total (3)

C, NonwFarm Assets
1. Transport

2, Others

Sub Total (C)
{

Gpancd total (A+B+d) ’

D. Financial Assdss

1967-68

137585,.e7
(83.45)

4362.67
(2.65)

2498.33
(1,52)

6100.43
(5.70)

759,30
(0.46)

2215.83
(1.34)

2401.50
(1.46)

585,13
(0.35)

156508.46
(94,93)

7367.33

(4,47)
754.50
(0.46)

8121.83
(4,93)

me

233.33
(0,14)

235.35
(0.14)

164863,.62

(400.00)
1758.83

(1.07)

EU. Fimancial Liablities 394,60

(9.24)

1963-69

104920.78
(81,67)

3994.50
(3,11)

2297 50
| (4.78) |

5289.10
(4,10)

255.10
(0.20)

1606.90
(1.25)

1783.50
(1,39)

539,10
(0,42)

120666.48
(93.92)

6452.20
(5,02)

1090.57
(0.85)

7542.77
(5,87)

266,67
(0,21)

266.67
(0.21)

128375.92
(100.00)
1751.00

(1.36)
1231.50

(0.95)

( in Rs)

1969-70 1971-72

157277.70  241616,66
, (87.54) (84.33)

3737.97 4078333
(2,08) (1.43)

2278.74 14133,67
(1.32) (3.92)

5050.60 | 8686.10
(2,81) (3.05)

230.63 199.20
(0,15) (0.07)

1292340 2085,00

(0.73) (0.73)
1508.09 3103, 34

(0, 84) (1.09)
616.93 863.77
(0.35) (0.30)

4'72144,06 271766.07
(95.82) (95,42)

5703.73 10031.67
(3.17) (5.52)

1518,83 1889.83
(0,84) (0.68)

7202/56 44921,.50
(4,01) (4,18)

- 800.00
| (0.28)

300.00 335,33
(0,17) (0,12)

500.00 11.3333
(0.17) (0.40)

179666.62 264.820.9290
(100.90) (100.00)
3746.67 382957

(2.09) 1.34)
2007,84 4748.13—

(1.12) (1.67)

h
*
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structure to total farm assets(excluding Land) increased from 13.20 to

36.93 during the corresponding period(Table 4.2).

"The value of major“duplenents( including farm machinery)

| increased from Rs 6100. a5 in 1967-68 to Rs 8686.10 in 1971-72. However,

the pereentage share of major imphements to the total farm asscts

accreased from 352.24 to 28. 31. during the corresponding period. Lt was

due to the relatively greater increase in the value of other farm assets.

. The value of draught animals decreased from Rs 2215.83 in

1967-68 to Rs 2085.00 in 1971-72. The percentage share of draught animals |

to total farm assets decreased from 11.71 to 6.92 during the corresponding

period. This was owing to the replacement of bullock power by farm machine

in the recent years. The value of milch animals srereased from ks 2401.90

tn 1967-68 to 3103.34 in 1971-72, indicating the higher investment for

development of dairying.

The value of farm assets per hectare amounted to ks 29311.86 |

in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 13570.11, 11218.60 and 16388.29 from 1967-68

through 1969-70 ‘resspectively(Table 4.3). The increase in the value of

farm assets per hectare in 1971-72 came mostly from increase in the value

of land assets per hectare. The value of farm assets per hectare

(excluding land) accounted for Rs 1838.76 in 1971-72 as against fs 1640.75,

1461.22 and 1416.59 from 1967-68 shrough 1969-70 respectively(Table 4.4).

The value of irrigation structure, major implements and milch animals

per hectare witnessed an increase in 197h-72, as compared to 1967-68,

confirming the trend sndicated earlier. The value of draught animaals and

farm buildings per hectare decreased during the corresponding period.
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Pre

 

folding value of farm.asset 5 (exccluding- Land)

1967-68, 1968-99, 1969-70, and 1971-7%

toms _d0g7-88 1963-69 i 1969-70 1971-7

1. Farm opildings 4262.67 3994,50 3737 697 4078.38
(23.05) (25,37) (25.15) (13.53)

2, Irrisation 2493,3% 2297.50 2578.74 11133,67
etructure (13.20) (14.59) (16.00) (36.93)

Se Implements

a) Major 6100.43 5269.10 - 5050.60 8686.10

| (52.24) (53.46) 53.97) (28.81)

b) Minor 759,30 | 255.10 . - 280.63 199.20
(4,02) © (1.62) (4.89). (0.66)

4, Draught animals 2215.83°-- 1606.90 «1292.40. .2085,00
(11.71) (10,24) (3.69). (6.92)

de 5, Milch animals 2401.50 _ .. £783.50 1509.08... 5103.34 |
: (12.69) (41.33) (10.15) (10.29).

6, Other animals 585.15 559,10 ~ 616.93 863.77-
. (3.02) _ (3.42) (4,15) (2.86),

~.. Tetal 4gge3i19 40“ BT48.70. «0 14860.360©=— 8149.41
(100.80) (400.00) (100.00)

  

~~ (400.00)
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Lo Per hectare value of farm family agsets,

om "4967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 & 1971-72

“Items | 1967=63 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72

A. Farm Assets .

1. Land | 11929, 36 9757.38 14971.70 20454.03

2. Farm jpildings 378.27 571.48 355483 345.25

3, Irrigation 216,62 213,66 226.43 249,19

structure

4, Implements | |

a) Mejor 528.9% 490.01 480.78 735.32

b) Minor 65.84 23,73 26.71 16.86

5. Dreught animals 192,12 149,44 123.08 176,51

6, Milch animels 208.22 162.76 145.08 262.71

7. Other animals 50.74 50.14 86.73 71.0

Sub Total (A) 1570.11 14218.60 16388.29 22511.86

B. Houschold Assets ,

| 1, Dwelling houses 638.78 600.03 542.95 849,23

a ©. Consumer durable  G68.d2 LOL Ae 144,56 159.98
zoods

_, Sub Total (B) 704.20 702.45 687.53 1009.21

C, Non-farm Asscts

1. Transport | - - - 67.72

2, Others 20.23 24,80 28.56 28,22

Sub Total (C) 20.25 24.80 28.56 95.94

Grand Total —«-«14294,.54 11944,85 17104,58 25427.01
( ATBTS ) | | |

D. Mnancial Asgets 152.50 162.84 356.66 324,19

EB. Financial | 52.21 114,51 191.13 401.95
Lianpltlities
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Table 4.4

Per hectare value of farm assets ( excluding land),

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70and1971-/
 —

wsOR

Items 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72
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oRmeleeOh
Senay wecstgoneeR

eh caneawdennovenamewD
ee

1, Farm buildings 378.27 371.48 355.83 845,25

2. Irrigation structure 216.62 2135.66 226.45 250.12

3, Implements : | | |

a) Majors. SRBADE (490.01. 480.78 > BBB
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Household assets : Average value of household assets came to Rs 11921.50
a

in 1971-72 as compared to Rs BLel. 83, 7542.77 and 7222,56 from 1967-68

through 1969-/0 respectively. The percentage share of houschold assets

to total farm family asscts was 4.18 in 1971-72 as agaihst 4.87, 5.87

and 4.0L from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The decrease in

percentage share of houschold assets to total farm family assets in

1971-72, as compared to 1967-68 aril 1968-69, was due to the relatively

higher value of land assets in the total assots. The percentagegrowth

in houschol’ asscts was 46.76 from 1967-68 to 1971-72. The value of

consumer durable goods consistently increasedfromfs 754,50 in 1967-68

toRs 1889.83 in 1971-72. Its relative importance in the total farm

family assets also increased during the corresponding period. This |

was an indication that, alongwiththe development of infrastructure

on the farm, farm familics also increased their expenditure on items

of social status inthe recent years.

Non-farm assets The valLuc of ron-farn assets amounted to Rs 1133.33 in

L971-7fe, as compared to Rs 243.35, 266.67 ant 300. 00 from 1967-68 through

1969-70 respectively. The percentage value of non-ferm assets to total

farm family assets increased from0. 14 in 1967-68 to 0. 40 in 1971-72.

This was due to some investment in transport in 1971-72 by some of the

selected farm familics. The valuc of transport assets amounted to

ts 800.00 in 1971-72 as compared to nilin the previous years. This

sndicated the tendency of farm families to invest sutside agriculture

for supplementing their farm incomes,

 Pinancial assets : Avorago value of financial assets increased from

Rs 1753.85 in 1967-63to Bs 3829.57 in 1971-72. The percentage share of

financial assets to total farm family assets increased from 1.07 to 1.54
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during the corresponding period. Percentage inerease in the amount of

financial assets in 1971-72 over 1967-68 was 117.73. The higher value

of financial assets in1971-72, as compared to preceding years, was duc

to agriculture becoming a Little more capital intensive and necessitating

greater liquidity. The financial assets per hectare also inercased over

a period of time. The value of financial assets per hectare increased

fromRs 152.50 in 1967-68 toRs 324.19 in 1971-72.

Financial Liabilities : Average amount of financial liabilities came out

to be Rs 4748.13 in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 394.60, 1ed1.50 end 2007.84

from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The percentage of financial

liabilities to total farm families assets also increased from 0.24 in

1967-68 to 1.67 in 1971-72. The percentage increase in amount of financial

liabilities was 1103.28 duringthe corresponding period. Higher amount

of financial liabilities in 1971-72, as compared to preceding yoars, was

due to higher investment of farm families in the adoption of new tecmo.ogy,

which led to increase in borrowings, both from institutional and non-

snstitutional sources. The financial liabilities per hectare also showed

an increasing trend over this period. she amount of financial Liaoliuties

per hectare came to Rs 401.95 in 1971-72 as comparedto ks 34.21, 114.0].

and 191.13 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 resvectively.

Farm family assets and farm size : The per holding value of farm family

assets for different sized holdings is presented jn Table 4.5, Farm

family assets per holding increased fromRs75638.48, 157538.92 and

245654.97 in 1967-68 to Rs 113474.96, 200705. 54 and 477691.55 in 1971-2

for snall, medium and large holdings respectively. The percentage

inercase in the value of farm family assots worked out to be 50.02, 27.46

and 94.46 for the three farm size groups respectively during the

corresponding period. This was mainly due to the appreciation in land
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. Table 45 ( Conta))-

~ Per holding value of farm family assots for

different sized holdings, 1967-68, 1958-69 ,
1969-70 _& 1971-72.

_Ltems | 1957-358 19 68.69 : | 1969-70 _- 7 197172
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values in the recent years, foilowing the introduction of high-yielding

varieties,

Farn assets : The value of farm assets per holding increased from

is 71220.28, 151138.45 and 231197.12 in 1967-88 io & 104071.63, 189814,30
and 460087.72 in 1971-72 for small, mediumand large holdings respectively,

The increase in the value of farm assets mainly came from the rise in

land values in the recent years. The value of land witnessed an increase

of 44,61, 23.63 and 107.85 per cent in 1971-72 over 1967-68 for small,

medium and large holdings respectively, Farm assets accounted for 94.16,

95.94 and 94.11 per cent of farm family assets in 1967-68 and 91.71, 94.58

and 96.31 per cent in 1971-72.

It would be relevant to discuss the value of farm assots

(excluding land) for different farm sizc groups to cxaminc the changing

empnasis on certain items over a period of time. The valuc of farm

assots(excluding Land) per holding increased from Rs 8794.28, 14253.79

and Bs 34095.88 in 1967-68 to Rx 15738.53, 20553.62 and 50405.91 in 1971-72
for small, medium and large holdings, which Save 06.93, 44.41 and 47.34

per cent incress: during the corresponding period(Table 4.6),

The percentage value of irrigation structure to total Pann

assets( excluding land) increased from 35.74, 15.56 and 7.17 m

1967-68 to 54.47, 55.64 ard 33.49 in 1is?1-72 for smell, medium and

large holdings respectively. It means that all the threo size groups
made investment in irrigation structure ~ one of the necessary

concomitants for successfully growing high-yielding varictics. The

value of major implements(ineluding farm machinery) increased froin

8s 507.14, 3250.56 and 14883.89 in 1967-68 to 854.17, 3638.08 and

18934.83in 1971-72 for small, medium and large holdings respectively,
\

However, the percentage share of major implements to the total farm
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Table 4.6

Per holding value of farm assets (exeluding land )

for different farm size groups 1967-S3, 196869, 1969-70. ‘ 1971-7e<

Ttons 1967-68 1968-69. 1969-70 1971-72

~
~

~
 X \

 

 Rane 67 eReRESTS

Co . Ms . ~ — “sr " ° 7 Ch pe erertpeint ahem roam pe YS . YO.

Soll iedias—“‘i we «CST Ee eee forgo” 4 SuaTD odiun BEES

4. Yorn 2071.43 3303.58 7792.22 850.14 8305.71. 7511.06 1260.33 3880.28 5811.20 2628.35 2767.69 6963.63

 iiiainam (23.66) (25.18) (2918£) (14.01) (26.27) (26.66) (20.25) (27.85) (94.56) (11.85) (13.45) (18.84)

1.16 2520.92 7483.33 7953.85 16882.72
62, Trrigetion3128.57 2217.86 Dit AL 2344.72 2242.57 2546,

. (38.6 (72) (10.69) (54.47) (36.64) (33.49)4 16,22 3,89

structure (35.74) (15.5¢) (7.17) 488. 2) (17.82) (3,33) (36.45)

3. Loploments

a)iajor 507.14 S?50.E6 14883,88 R4b,71 2789.50 13055.35 363.56 3899,71 40534.90 884.17 3638.08 18954,65

5.79) (22.80) (43.65) (4.05) (22.18) (re 03) (5.82) (27.96) (46.54) (6.07) (17.67) (37.58)

‘pincer 173.57. 218.79 2058.76 160,00 245.86 343.44 199.22 285,64 357.40 135.83 169.58 245,56

(1.98) (1.52) (6,04) (2664) (1,95) (1.23) (5,04) (2.05) (1,51) (o.99) {0.92 (0.49)

>

A, Deautib 1271.45 2891.07 2677.78 102%,00 1829.43 1714.12 755.00 1583.09 1474.50 1866.67 2015.38 2559.00

aninals (14.53) (16.77) (7.85) (16.87) (14.54) (6,08) (14.61) (11.35) (6,23) (9.95) (9,79) (5,08)

5, Mileh 1400@00 2100.36 3564.44 -1083,00 1690.50 2469.11 1029.44 1372.50 2000.97 1453.33 3184.52 3904,

RS
G

54

animals (15.99) (15.30) | (10.34) 17.95) (43.44) (3.76) (16.52). (9.84) (9.94) (10.62) (15.47) (7.75)

6.0ther 202.14 GOR6S7 | 7A46BS-BSGTA «490.79 75E.1L 877A. 592,16 855.30 S81.67 854.62 915.77

animals (2.51) (4.87) (2.10) (5488) (5.30) (2.82) (6.07) (2.25) (3.63) (6.05) (4.06) (4,82)

Total 2764.99 14288.79 $4095.88  G0C9.2012594,36 2875.06. Bees,50 15044.61 23656,09 13738.83 20508.62 50405.91

: (400.90)(100.00) (192,0C) (400.00) (400.00) “(490.00) (100.00) (109.00) (199.00) (199.00) (4.99.00) (100.00)
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assots decreased from 22.80 and 43.65 in 1967-68 to 17.67 and 37.56 in

1971-72 for medium and large holdings respectively. It was due to the

relatively greater increase in the value of irrigation structure.

The value of draught animals decreased from Rs 2391.07 ani 2677.78

in 1967-68 to Rs 2015.36 and 2559.09 in 1971-72 for medium and large

holdings respecvively. The percentage share of draught animals to total

farm assets decreased from 18.77 and 7.85 to 9.79 and 5.08 during the

corresponding period. It indicated the replacement of bullock labour by

farm machinery in the recent years. The value of milch animals increased

from Rs 1400.00, 2180.36 and 3524,44 in 1967-68 to 1458.33, 3184.62 and |

3904.54 in 1971-72 for small, medium and large sized holdings respectively

and confirmed the trend for highor investment in the development of

dairying industry.

_ The value of farm assets per hectare increased from Rs 17560.48,

14760.64 and fs 11940.62 in 1967-68 to Rs 2845.65, 22196.52 anl 23009.61

in 1971-72 for small, medium and large holdsings respectively(Table 4.7),

The increase in the value of farm assets per hectare in 1971-2 was

mainly due to the increase in the value of land assets per hectare. The

value of farm assets( excluding land) vorhectare increased from Rs 2158.50,

1392.07 and 1760.94 in 1967-68 to Rs 3043,85, 2407.01 and 2020.85 in

1971-72 for small, medium and large holdings respectively(Table 4,8).

The value of irrigation structure, major implements andmileh animals|

per hectare witnessed an increase in1971-72, as compared to 1967-65,

for all the three sized holdings. The valuc of draught animals and farm

buildings, however, decreased in case of large sizcd holdings during the

corresponding period.

Household assets : Average value of household assets increased from

Rs 4418.20, 6400.49 and 13687.07 in 1967-68 to Rs 8153.33, 9621.92 am
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16694.54 in 1971-72 for small, medium and large holdings respectively.

The percentage share of household assets to total farm family assets

increased from 5.84 and 4.06 to 7.19 and 4.79 for small and medium sized

holdings respectively. during the corresponding period. The decrease in

percentage share of household assets in 1971-72, as compared to 1967-68,

in case of large holdings, was due to the relatively higher increase of

land assets in the total assets. The pereentaze growth -in household assets

came to 84,54, 50.33 and 22.04 from 1967-G8 to 1971-72 for small, medium

and large sized holdings respectively. The percentage share of consumer

durable goods to total assets increased from 0.56, 0.41 and 0.48 in

1967-68 to 1.12, 0.66 and 0.61 in 1971-72 for the different sized holdings

and indicated that the farm families spent so much on these goods to

enhance their social status during this period.

Non-farm assots : The value of non-farm assets increased from nil in

1967-68 to Rs 1250.00 and 1269.23 in 1971-72 for small and mediun sizod
holdings respectively, It accounted for 1.10 and 0.63 ver cent of total

assets in 1971-72 and indicated that small and medium holdings invested

in transport business in 1971-72 to supplement their farm incomes. The

value of non-farm assets increased from fs 777.78 in 1967-68to Rs 909.09

in lovi-/e for large noldings, and formed 0.32 and 0.19 per cent of the

totai assets during the corresponding period.

Financial assets : The value of financial assets per holding increased

from is 654.98, 1375.00 and 3230.00 in 1967-68 to 1061.67, 3817.41 and

0505.70 in 1971-72 for small, medium and Large holdings respectively.

Perccntage increase in the amount of financial assets came out to be

67.20, 177.635 and 65.75 for the different sized holdings during the

corresponding period. The financial assets por hectare: also increased

for all the three farm size groups during this period, thereby indi cating

shat the Punjab agriculture was becoming more capital intensive.
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Financial liabilitics + -iverage snount of financial liabilities increased

 

from Rs 399.21, 182.90 and 720.535 in 1967-68 to Rs 3728.17, 4226.61 and

5920.80 in 1971-72 for small, meaium and large holdings respectively.

It accounted for 0.55, 0. Le and 0.29 per cent of ‘total acsebs in 1967-68,

which inereased +to 4.29, 2.11 and 1.24 per cent in 1971-72. The amount

of financial liabilities por hectare “nercesed fromRs98.43, 17.86 and

57.20in 1967-68 to Rs 962.59. 494.2E and 296.11 in L97L-72 for small, medium

and large holdings respoctively. The higher magritude of financial

Liabilities in 1971-72 for all the three groups might be ane to vhe

higher investment in fam machinery and irrigation structure.
ev

ehh Woe. 2Values of assets in labour housenolds : The per household value of assets

for the labour hovsekolds ic oresented in Table 4.9. It was hypothesized

that the introduction of high-yielding varieties would also bensfit the

agricultural labourers, who . wLa respond in building vp the household

assets. The study showed that “he labour houscholds were able to pile up

assess of the value of Rs 1817.27 by the end of 1971-72. The highest valuc

of assets(Rs 2047.21) pez houseacLa was noticed in village Gill, followed

by Facarsar(is 1784.17) anc Bhincer Kalanths 1620.41).

The value of houschold assets amounted to Rs 1422.87, which

constituteé 78.89 per cems of whe total agseos for the three villages

taken together. 1% comiriouted 76,51, 79.67 and 79.19 per cent of the

total assets for Gill, Bainder Kolanand Faqarsar respectively.

The value of GAwelling houses came to 8s Leli. 45, and accounted for

66.66 per cent of the tober assers, About 48.22 per cent of assets in the

form of dweLiing houses ©wore builb up from 1937-68 onvards. The value o?

dwelling houses worked ous to be Rs 1ZZ8.67, 1080.GG and 1217.67 for

Gill, Bhindcor Katan ang Fagarser respectively. It contributed 65.29, 66.65
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and 68.25 per cent of the total asscts. The percentage of assets, in

the form of dwelling houses, added from 1967-68 onwards, to total value

of dwelling houses came to 36.71, 60.81 ant 32.41 for Gill, Bhinder

Kalan and Fagarsar respectively

The value of consumer durable goods worked out tobe Rs 211.42,

which formed 11.63 per cent of the total assets by the end of 1971-72.

The proportion of consumer durable goods formed from 1967-68 onwards,

to total value of this component by the end of 1971-72, came to 49.83.

The value of consumer durable goods amounted to Rs 229.67, 209.33 and

195.27 for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and Fagarsar respectively which formed

11.22, 12.92 and 10.94 per cent of the total assots. The percentage value

of consumer durable goods added after 1967-68 to total value was 27.55,

69.59 and 54.86 for the three villages respectively.

The value of livestock asscts was estimatedatRs 378,68, which

accounted for 20.84 per cont of the total assets at the end of 1971-72,

It amounted to ts 476.67, 324.66 and 334.70, and contributed 23.29, 20.03

and 18.76 per cent of the total assets for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and

Faqarsar respectively.

The value of milch animals accounted for 13.79 per cent of the

total assets for the three villages together. The nercentage value of

assets in the form of milch animals accumulated after 1967-68 to total

value was 88,31, The value of milch animals was estimated at Rs 256.67,

283.55 and 211.67, contributing 12.54, 17.48 and 11.86 per cent of the

total assets for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and Fagarsar respectively. The

percentage value of milch animals added from 1967-68 onwards accounted

for 80.78, 88.24 and 92.82 per cent of the total value of milch animals

for the three villages respectively.
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The value of other animals worked out to be Rs 128.12, which

formed 7.05 per cent of the total assets. The value of assets in the

form of other animals added after 1967-68 accountcd for 40.76 per cent

of the total values of this component. Its valuc amounted to Rs 220.00,

41.55 and 125.05, contributing 10.75, 2.55 and 6.90 per cent of the

total assets for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and Fagarsar respectively. The

percentage value of this component added after 1967-68, contributed

el.2l, 56.45 and 70.45 of the total valuc for the three villages

respectively. It indicated that the Labour houscholds accumulated

major proportion of the assets after the commencement of the high-

yielding varieties.

The magnitude of financial assets was is 194.44, which accounted

for 10.70 per cent of the total assets, The valuc of financial asscts

was the highest(Rs 293.33) in Bhinder Kalan andtholowest(Rs 135,33) in

Gill, The percentage value of financial assets constituted 6.61, 18.10

and 8.67 per cent of the total assets for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and

Fagqarsar respectively.

The financial liabilities amounted to 2s 410.04 which accounted

for 22.56 per cent of the total assets. It constituted 16.65, 17.95

and 53.54 per cent of the total assets for Gill, Bhinder Kalan and

Faqarsar respectively,
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CHAPTERV
SHIFTS IN THE USE OF INPUTS

Tnereased incomes of theffarming comunity, as a result of

‘technological transfomation of agriculture in the recent years, are

mostly auc to the profitable application of4increased and improved

inputs in farming. The adoption and cultivation of hi gh-yiclding varicties

and increased use of chemical fertilizers along With the increased

irrigation potentialities have gono a long way in supplementing the

farmers’ incomes. This section is an attempt to review over tine the

changes in the magnitude and relative importance of vartous items

entering cost Ao(hitherto denoted as production expenditure).

Production expenditure included the costs incurred onseeds,

manures, fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides, hired human Labour,

bullock labour(owned & hired) running expenditure and depreciation on

irrigation structures, farm machincry, implements and farm buildings,

taxes, cesses, water rates and interest on working capital.

Gross income and production expenditure

Average production oxpenditure along with its proportion to

gross income for various years is presented in Table 5.1. It wag

hypothesized that average production expenditure would increase, following

the introductionof high-yielding varicties,

Table 5,1

Gross income & production expenditure,
1967-68 ,1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

 

 

Year Average gross Average production Proportion of productionincome(Rs) expenditure (Rs) expenditure to gross income |

1967-68 22044.19 11586 .230 92.56
1968-69 £20938 .60 17828.41 06.49
1969-70 26556.41 14176.78 06.58
1971-72 30105.60 © 18095,.18 ol, 54
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average production expenditure was estimatedatRs 18095.18

in 1971-72, which accounted for 51,54 per cent of average gross income.

Average production expenditure increased fromRs 11586.90 in 1967-68

to Rs 11828.41 and 14176.78 in 1968-69 and 1969-70 respectively, which

gave a rising trend of production expenditure. The proportion of

production expenditureto gross income came to 52.56, 56.49 and 53.38

per cent during the corresponding period. The percentage inercase in

production expenditure over 1967-68 was 2.08, 22.35 and 56.17 during

the subsequent years. The inereased amount of production expenditure

every year highlighted the importance of the application of increased

and improved inputs in augmenting farm incomes.

The magnitude and relative importance of various components

of production expenditure for different years is presented in Table 5.2,

It was hypothesized that the expenses incurred on fertilizers, irrigation

charges, human Labour and farmmachinery(running expenses) would increase

as a result of the introduction of high-yielding varicties. In fact, the

per holding expenditure on fertilizers increased from ks 1194.83 in

1967-68 to Rs 1538.72, 2032.98 and 3608.46 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively. The proportion of fertilizer expenses to average production

expenditure increased from 10.31 in 1967-68 to 13.00, 14.34 and 19.94

during the corresponding period. The expenditure on irrigation charges

and depreciation witnessed an increase fromfs629.28 in 1967-68 to

Rs 9695.82, 1048.47 and 1240.55 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively.

The expenses incurred on hired human labour increased from ks 5037.77 in

1967-68 to Rs 2965.86, 3740.84 and 4495.20 during the subsequent years.
This component held the first place in the avorage production expenditure

in 1968-69, 1969~70 and 1971-72, occupying 25.04, 26.39 and 24.84 per cent

of production expenditure during the corresponding period. The value
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c Tablo 5.2 ~

to oe So -Prddugtion Expenses Por holding_

. : , for 1967-68,1968-62, 1969-70& 1971-72

| of Expons 1967-68 1968-69 96970 1971-72

_ Sood 1043450 1040.26 719 «38 $76 088

| ( 9.01) ( 8.80) (5.07) 138)

| ( 1.22) ( 1.84) (2.85) | (2.79)

Fort iligors. 1194.33 1530.72 2052.98 3608.48

o - (10.31) (18.00) (14-54) | (19.94)

[nsecticidds and pesticides 70655 _ GLeL7 183.47 517 250

oo | oS ( 0.61) ( 0.69) ( 1.2). ( 2.86)

- Depreciation on farm buildings & 459 435 5528 551e10- 256013

ttle lee «implements. ( 8.96) ( 0.47) ( 2.34 ( 1.98)

Tuterest on working capital. 41.2 107 04 278 17 659 90

a ( C.%) ( 0-90) ( 1.96) ( 3.65)

Land Revenue 42.09 - 56.34 56.98 4fe 80

| = ( C37) ( 0.48) ( 0.40) ( 0.25)

Land Rent | og G88 65 7 37 209 806.46 | 791025

Bo oa _ "  ( 767) ( 6.22) ( 5.69) ( 4.37)

Irfigation charses a depreciation 69 «26 (965 be 1048 47 1240.55

of irrigqbion cquipnente ( 5 043) ( 3416) ( 7.32) ( & 86)

Herod HuminLabour (a) Casual. 1228.81. 1044.92 1690.04 282457

* | ( 10.61) ( 8.83) (11.92) (15 61)

(b)  Pemanent .-  jp44.96 1918.94 2050.80 | 1670.63.

(45-92) (16.21) (414.47) ( 9.23)

Fo, on ‘ >
9 535651 2249 «29d

Depreciation on Machinery S74078 1591 e4e 1BSde01 :

mune GXPeNsSeas « ao 3.25) (15.51) (12695) (12.45)

ord, : 96 2305630

- Labou 3250212 23.36 24 2518.96 _

pullocl Labour (23.05) (19.74) ( 17.78) (12.74)

anaoug Esqensoss 370 98 435 95 222.24 — A29 ¥85

Miscellaneous Expensos (3020) ( 1615) (4.57) ( 2443)

11586 290 {1803-41 TA176.75 “48095 «18

 ( 100.00)
( 100.00) (100.00) | ( 100.00)
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of insecticides and pesticides increased from Ps 70.33 in 1967-68 to

‘Rs 82.147, 183.47 and 517.50 during the following years. The percentage

of this component to producticn expenditure increased from 0.61 in

1967-68 to 0.69, 1.99 and 2.86 in 1968-69, 1969-79 and 1971-72 respectively.

The magnitude o2 bullock labour accounted for 28.05 per cent

of projuction expenditure in 1967-68 but it declined to 19.74, 17.78

and 12.74 per cent during the subsoquent years. The rapidly decline

in the relative importance of bullock labour indicated the replacement

of bullock labour by farm machinery. The mmning expenses of farm

machinery increased fromRs 374.72 in 1967-68 toRs 1591.42, 1833.51 and

2249.25 in 1968-62, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively, ALL this indicated
or
s.the increased importance of the nackage oF inputs and particularly the

machinery input gaining in importance, owing to the adoption of high-

yielding varieties,

The magnitude of various components of production expenditure

onper hectare basis increased fromRs L004,64 in 1967-68 toRs 1100.01,

1349.53 ard 1531.84 in 1968~%5, 1959-70 ard 1971-72 respectively(Table 5.3).

The percentage increase in preducticn expenditure per hectare over

1967-68 came to 9.49, 34.335 ard 52.47 during the corresponding period.

Three-fold increase was witnessed in the per hectare expenses

on fertilizers from 1967-68 to 1971-72, The expenditure on fertilizers

increased from¥s 103,60 in 1967-88 %o Rs 143.10, 193.52 end 205.48 in

the subsequent years. The expenses on irrigation charges ond depreciation

1967-38 to Rs 105.Q2 in 1971-72.I
;

e

per hectare increased from 2h: 54.55

The expenses on hired human Labour :rcreased from Rs 266.51 in 1957-68

to Rs 275.63, 356.10 and 380,54 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively. The value of insecticides and pesticides per hectare

 





 

 

 

    

“ | Table 5.3,

an , , Production Expenses per yoctactare for

CR ) | 1967-68, 1968-695 1969-70, G1971-72__

. Ttams of Expenses IDE7~68 | | 19 68-69 : 1969-70 1971-72

\  Manures 12.75 20.29 38.48 42.80

+ Porbilizors 103.60 143.10 493.52 305.48

: lasecticides & pss ticidcs i 8.10 Te 54 17 0 46 AS.

-  Deprociatioh on farm buildings 39.83 Bold 51.52 50 6 57
; & Implemonts. :

a Interest on working capital 5258 9.95 20 248 50 «86

. bend Royonue 3675 5.24 5.42 3.79

| and Rent 17 005 8.55. 76677 66.98

i Irrigation charges &depriciation of 54-55 89 8K 99.81 105 02

irrigation cquipment. 7 |

| Hixed Auman’ Labour (#) Casual 10654 O7 17 160.68 239 AL

| (b) Perzanent 169 97 176.46 195 «22 141.43

Depreci ati on on machinesry 42249 148 200 174.54 | 190 641

& running expenses.
a |

Bullock habour 231.280 ALT 026 Roo elD 195 015

Viansoug Expenses. 32016 12.64 21615 BT 42%

ete 1O046F4 1100.01 1549 53 153184
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wTne

increased from ks 6.10 in 1967-68to Rs 7.64, 17.46 and 43,81 in the

following years. The magnitude of bullock lxbour, however, decreased

fromfs 281.80 in 1967-68 to is 195.15 in 1971-72. This indicated the

replacement of bullock Labour oy farm machinery. The runni-:g expenses

of farm machincory and its depreciation increased fromRs 52.49 in 1967-58

to Rs190.41 in 1971-72. Thus the importance of various components of

production expenditure on per hectare basis confirmed the similar trend

in the case of per holding production cxpenditure.

Borrowings : The credit input per holding and per hectare for various

years is given in Table 5.4, It was hypothesized that the use of this

input would increasc, following the introduction of high-yielding varictics.

The borrowings per holding increased fromis 1136.90 in 1967-68 to 4424.34

in 1971-72, accounting for 289.16 per cent increase during the corresponding

period. The increased borrowings resulted mostly from the higher capital,’

credit requirements of the high-yielding varictics.

A comparisonofthe relative importance of various sources

of borrowings showed that the co-operatives held the first position trom

(1967-68 through 1969--70 and sontributcd 51.62, £9.58 and 70.82 por Gens

of the total farm loans during the corresponding period. The major

proportion of the loan from this source was disbursed in the shape of

fertilizers and short-term cash loans for payment of wages to labour etc.

The land mortgage banks, which financed the purchase of electric motors,

oil engines and tractors, also occupied an important place inthe total

borrowings for all the years under study. The Government taccavi Loan,

however, witnessed a decline during this period. Its contributionto the

total borrowings decreased from 33.72 per cent in 1967-68 to 0.25 per cent

in 1971-72. Another healthy development was also in sight. The commercial

barks, which recently ontcred in tho ficld of agricultural finance, havo
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: A

4 ' Borrowings per hol@ing andper -

oO . | hectare, 1967-—65,1968-69,1969~70
4 | : Oo and 1971-72 |

3 Source of borrowing? : ee Borrowings, par’ holding _ - _ ‘Borrowingsporhittaxs _

% | 1967=s8 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1971=72 —

| Gooperative Society 586.9C 569043. «690-83: 1491.67 | 50.89 54.62 6576 - 126.28
: | ( 51.62) ( 49-58) ( 70.e2) ( 33.72) :

| Lend Mortgage Banks 163.67 142633 118.00 916.00 14.45 15224 11.23 77.54
2 ( 14.08) ( 14.97) ( 12.10)  ( 2.70)

( 33.72) ( 38.82) (17.08) ( 0.23) :

Cormercial Banks . | _ - = (155.35 | | ~ ~ ~ 11.94. , : : ( 3.01)

»  * trader /datiah | ~ 166 667 - 1640.00 a = 15 050 - 125.83
: /s ( 14.02) ( 37.07)

Rel ntives/Priondss | - 66 067 - 206 067 ~ 6 ok ~ | AP.5e
| , ( 5.61) ( 4.67 )

et | . \ | | ™ - ™ | Re- - Any othere : a - ~~ - 25 267 | °

J . a ( 0260 ) ‘

 Totali~ 1186.90 1138.83 975.50 4424.34 } 98.58 110.57 92086 374.55

| ( 400690)(200.00) = (100.00) (100.00) |
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also started making their contribution. The borrowings from commercial

banks amounted to fs 133.33, which formed 3.01 per cent of the total

borrowings in 1971-72. As a result, the share of the co-operatives

declined from 51.82 per cent in 1967-68 to 33.72 per cent in 1971-72.

The study showed bhat the non-institutional sources. of.

borrowings still occupied an important place in the total borrowings.

The borrowings from traders/artiahs increased from is 166.67in 1968-69

to Rs 1640.00 in 1971-72. Its contribution to the total borrowings

increased from 14.02 to 37.07 per cent during the corresponding period,

This was due to the easy accessibility and quick receipt of money from

this source as compared to the procedural complicationsof borrowings

from the institutional sources. The borrowings per hectare increased

from Rs 98 58 in 1967-68 to bs 374.55 in 1971-72. It increased from

Rs 50.89 to Rs 126.08 in case of the co-operatives during the corresponding

period. Borrowings per hectare from Land mortgage banks increased from

RBs 14.45 in 1967-68 to Rs 77.54 in 1971-72, Tho per hectare bermowing

fron non-institutioral sourcas incersaced-from fs 21.70 in 1963-69 to

Rs 158.59 in 1971-72. However, the Goverment taccavi loan, witnessed

a deerease from Rs 33.24 to Rs 0.85 during this period.

Production expenditure for different sized holdings

Production expenditure per holding and per hectare for

small, medium and large holdings is presented in Tables 5.5 & 5,6,

Average production expenditure increased with the increase in farm

size and this was true for almost every component of production

expenditure for all the years under study. It amounted to Rs 6006.87

for small holdings and Rs 10347.27 aml Rs 17855.24 for medium and large

holdings in 1967-68. Average production expenditure was estimated at

‘Rs 5580.92, 11478.92 and 32740.37 for small, medium and large sized

holdings respectively in 197L-72.
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Ttens of BExpenses-« | 4967=68 7 ° 1968-69 —- -

: Small Mediua Large Ssnall “Medium Large ©

(Seod. 376670 171024 1985 665 350 42 1082.76 1504.00

- oe ( 6627) ( 745) ( 11.12) -( 8655) (9426) ( 8.37)

Manures. 4.28 600. 462.14 138.56 427.14 189.29 333073

4 ( 2613) ¢ 4057) ( 0.78) ( 3.03) ( 1.62) (4686)

Fertilizers 484.057 984.52 207441 402.45 1367.66 2688 657

Cs | ( 8.07) ( 9.52) ( 11.62) ( 9.58) ( 11.70) -( 44.96)

Insecticides & pesticides. 41687 59 08 110.36 21.96 69.62 148.52

ce ( -06@) ( 0.57) ( 0.62) ( 0.52) ( 0+59) ( 083)

“Depreciation on farm 192.07 195 88 1076.72 16657 44.07 107 .38

“-puildings end inplerents.  ( 3220) ( 1.89) ( 6.03) ( 0.39) ( °0.35) (0.680)

Intorcst on working capital D3 11670 41.06 43.81 98.00 469.63

cs , ( 0.65) ( C.40) ( (€.23) ( 1.04) ( 0.84) ( Q. 94)

Land Revenue 20 .05 41.607 65.48 23.07 50.97 90.58

| | ( 0.33) ( 0.40) ( 0.37) ( 0.55) ( 0.43) ( 0.50)

Land Rent 27383 — 607 «79 1803.68 180 #85 1187 34 470 00 -

ee ( 4656) ( 5.87) ( 10.10) ( 4.30) (10.15) (2262)

Irrigation charges & how 44 ee | . : a Da!

irrigatl’ nee 447 98 2830414. 997 «67 619.78 992.32 1349 «29

LGV LAS at Or 7 we. a .
ae,

sqatresabe Bf drrigeson (7.48) (4067) ( 5659) ( 14.75). (7.63) ( 7.50 )

Hired hummhabA¥s(,)\casua}e 54201 968.66 2156.42 RB007TE 1212.24 LET2 OS

| 9 02) ( 9.56) ( 11.96) ( 6487) ( 10.37) ( 7.64)

-.- (b) Pernanent-662.96 183180 2784.70 196.71 1551.5 3325 066 _

ONE: ( 11.04) (47.70) (15.60)  ( 4673) (15427) (21.51)
. ce -y . . | ° . : . ; 7 ( .

ant 1.95

Depreciation of machinery 135 19 246 14 748 «36 .281 288 1056 656 a

& punning expenses» (2425) (84,38) ( 4,19) ( 6.71) ( 9.04) ( 19 +45)

Bullock Labour 2554022 3116 679 - 3080.99 1546 01 276087 ZAI 0S

( 42619) ( 35.92) ( 17225) ( 36 079) ( 23.61) ( aeet8)

‘is Le onseSe 4.23 057
O17 «26 S1Letl 9 oO! 1 e ze

HA. sco} vanes ( 2.14) (2.10) (4.54) ( 2.19) ( .1.44) _(. . 0.97)

: | ane. | angst oF 356 ,2. 420263 1693010 — 17970 +24

Total g- 6006« 87 10347 627 17355 +24 1.202.039 1163 7063

ome (4190. 09) ( 100.00) ( 100.00) (100.00) ( 100.00) ( 100.90)

 ommeemar
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qT ableG 5.5
7OT

( contd)
*

Production Expenses Part Olding for different .

 

 

 

 

" aized holdings, 1267-68, 1963-€9,1069-70 and.
| | 1971-72 |

Itens of Expenses 1969-79 1971-72

| Small. - Mediun Large ‘Snail Mediun Large

Seed B59 0d6 65 3057 1133.24 234016 “607 47 (1551.24

oe ( 6073) ( 5.44) ( 4.72) (° 4,20) ( 5.29) ( 4.74)

Manures | 160.73 324.73 710.77 248.617 451.00 710.37

- a . ( 3619) (2.56) 2696) ( 4.45) ( 3493) ( ° 2.17)

Fertilizers — 494,51 4074400 3815 «19 Ak 2A 1846 16 7253.52

| ( 9.75) (13.18) (15.83) ( 13.33) ( 16.08) ( 22.15)

Insecticides & pesticides. Gu W577 21 AS | 117 58 eB 462027 ” 671.82

: — ( 1.63) ( 1.42) ( 1.16) ( 2642)- ( - 3.50) ( 2.66)

Depreciation on fern | 212.982 377 «45 — B66 250 164.33 292.42 5435.11

piildingsand inplerents 4022) (2.97 ) ( 1.81) ( 2.94) 2455) (1.66)

Interest onworking capital B4a66 256097 — 497.45 167-67 | ALL.74 1221.66

( 1488) ( 1.87) ( 2.07) ( 3.00) ( 3.59) ( 3.73)

unin Revonus | 24.676 BE. 0 OL .. G4.19 11 238 35 90 T5058

oe | ( 2.49) ( C46) ( 0.35) ( 0.20 ) ( 0.31) ( 6.22).

Lani Ren 26.4426 147 608 1359.77 242.66 — «568.84 1353435

SO | —{ 5024) E 68) ( 5.66) ( 4.35) ( 4.96) ( 4.14)

| Irrigation charges Ss 57151 203,93 16 4ATeB 579 ae Lo, 937 85 1958.71

8 Dep.of irrigation oquip. —( 141.33) ( 7.203) ( 6.86) ( 10.29) (817) (  — BaQS

(a) Gasual379 651 1601.23” 2958 «40 664.29 — -1782.2 5234.69

fiqred huncn Lasour. (7453) — (12.60) (42.32) (i191) (15.53) ( 45.99) -

(p)Permanent 615.40 1869 208 3542.63 594.66 . 909 92 3156055

. | a 42.34) (14.71) (14.75) ( 10.65) ~ ( 7.93) ( 9.64)

Dep. of machinery& = 200095 137561 3806.51 224054 B45 685 5012.26

punning expenses ( 398) (10.83) (15-85) (4.02) ¢ 7.37) ° (| 15431).©

_ Bullock Labour 1476 «68 2465465 3536094 1482.34 205 5465 SUS1660

: “ oe ( 2028) (19.40) (14.72) (26.56) 9° ¢ 17 «88) ( . 2 +82) a

Mv Lane axpenses 132.217 247 70 262.22 «=. 10534 - 333.56 a7.95. .

_ Miseetrangess ox (2464) (1.495) (1,09) _(_4.83) (2494) (2620)

( 100 00) (100 00) ~ ( 100.00) (100.00) . ( yoo.00) tt ( 100.00) .
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“Bobet 6 | a .

7 . | | ‘Production Expenditure Per Heotars_:Por dif?oront sized holdings, 4967-68, 1968-69, 1969-79 & 1971-72

Items of Fypenses. 1967-66 | | 1X56 _--— 1209-2 LOT=e _

| Swell Medium ___Laxaca Spal) — Nedium Large, _Sia). Media Largs Smal. Mediu Large

Seed 92,83 75,32. 102.5 93.74 14 25 83001 83,03 3,57 CORBY 60,40 1,04 77,58

Manures 31,56. 15.84, 7,16 33,16. 19,97 18,42. 39,87 396 4 38, 05 64,02 52,74 39492

Portilizors 119.48 96,15 107,14 104,96 144.31 148,30 120, 04 201,25 BALA == 191, 98 215,89 362,76

Insecticides & 10,29 5.77 5,70— 5,73 135 6.19 20,14 21.61 14.91 30.33 47.04 43.60

Pesticides | . | 7

~* Depreciation on farn_ A136 19.13 55.61 de 32 bn 33 5.95 52,09 45 38 20,69 42,39 BA19 27.10

buildin:cs &Implanent |
:

 Tnterestonwrking 9,69 1,08 2.12 11,43 19.34 9,36 20,68 28,49 (26,63 13.25 &£&.15 61,10

‘Land Rovenuc LW, 4.0 3.36 6,02 , 535. 5,00 6,05 | 7.05 A, 1 2.9, Led 3,68

Land Rent. 67.53 59,36 93.15 ATG 1.25 628 25,94, 64,54 89.81 T2480 62,59 66,52 67.

Irrigetion carges © 110,46 47.18 51.53 161ebh 16 TeAT 139859 10TAT —— BBYBO TAD90 109,67 97.96

jep.of irrigation cquipe :
.

| a

ment - > a a oo _
|

©, Hired aman  35°038Wah133.64 96.56 119.34 15.31 = 127.91 eT! 9B OF, 192,50 156. 37 171.35 208,/ 261.79

‘| (pb) Fermanenti263,46 179,90 143.83 54.88 163,70 211,31 159.5 2hee7O 9.65 153,49 196,49 157.07

| Depreciationo n nachiacry” a ae |. 4 ry

3 c& running oxpenses 33434 RAE CA 38,65 73.51 111.48 © 189.97 49,08 165,36 2.77 57,87 91 250, 07

Buliock Labour 624,85 362.509, 159.12 403.21 291,32 126,41 360,66 298, 4.1 189.34 302,38 249,15 152,61

Misccllancous expenses 374,70 21,22 1189 23.99 1A. O4 9,04 32,23 29.78 1h.Ta ant 39,01: 37,40

| . oS , ~ ~ ~ 2 Tas Ne , . a
_ ee ae 8 oe

Total 7161.091010.55. 922.17 4906.01 1233.02. gee 1280 551527Ae 1285.07 “1033oe662 1342.33165
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~4.5—

It was hypothesized that the large holdings would incur

higher expenditure on per hectarebasis owing to their relatively better

financial position than that of the small holdings, Production oxpenditure

per hectare stood at Rs 1439.62 in 1971-72 for small holdings as against .

Rs 1481.09 in 1967-68. The marginal decrease in production expenditure

per hectare in 1971-72 came mostly from reduction in the use of bullock

labour. the expenses on bullock labour declined from Rs 624.85 in 1967-68

to Rs S82. 58 in 1971-7e. Production expenditure per hectare increased

from Rs 1010.55 in 1967-68 to fs 1342.33 in 1971-72 for medium holdings.

This was mainly due to the increase in expenditure on fertilizers and

irrigation charges. The percentage increase in production expenditure

was 32.83 during this period. Per hectare production expenditure

consistently increased from 3s 922.17 in 1967-68 to Rs 991.82, 1285.87

and 1637.39 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively for large

holdings. The percentage increase over 1967-68 came to 7.54, 39,44 and

77.55 during the corresponding period. The rapid increase in production

expenditure for large holdings might be due to the increase in the

intensity of cropping and increased use of improved inputs, following the

adoption of high-yielding varictics.

An cxamination of the magnitude of various components of

production expenditure per hectare showed that the expenses on fertilizers

increased from Rs 119.48 in 1967-68 to fs 191.93 in 1971-72 for small

holdings. It inereased from Rs 96.15 and Rs 107.14 to Rs 215.89 and |

262.76 for medium and large holdings respectively during tne corresponding

period. The expendi ture on irrigation charges and depreciation increased

from Rs 110.46, 47.18 and 51.53 in 1967-68 to Rs 140.55, 100.67 and 97.96

jn 1971-72 for small, mediun and lareco holdings respectively. The

expenses on hired human labour increased from hs 297.10 in 1987-68 to
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Rs 524.70 in 1971-72 for small holdings.- It increased from ks 275.46 and

254.17 tofs 314.82 and 419.66 for medium and large holdings during the

corresponding poriod. Tho expenditure on insecticides & pesticides also

witnessed an increase during this period for all the three farm size

groups. The running expenditure and depreciation of farm machinery also

increased fromRs 33.54, 24.04 and 38.65 in 1967-68 to Rts 57.87, 98.91

and 250.67 in 1971-72, for small, medium and large holdings rospoctively.

The magnitude of bullock labour, however, decreased fromis 624.85, 362.99.

and 159.12 toRs 382.38, 240.15 amd 152.61 for small, medium and large

holdings respectively during this period.

Credit situation

The credit input per holding and per hectare is given

“in Tables 5.7 & 5.8. It was hypothesized that the use of this input_

for aifferent sized holdings would increase owing to the adoption of-

high-yielding varictics. Borrowings por hohe@ing increased fromRs 882.72

andRs 1622.22 in 1967-68 to ks 2610.78 and Rs 8465.65 in 1971-72, accountine

for 195.77 and 421.70 per cert increase for me dum and large sized hoidings

respectively during the correspoiding period. the decrease in the amount

of borrowings in 1971-72, as compared to 1967-68, for small holdings was

due to the lesser amount of borrowings from Co-operative Societies in

As regards the relative importance of various sources ot

borrowings, co-operatives occupied the first place from 1967-68 through

1969-70 and contributed 79 .02, 58.77 and 100.00 per cent o= toval

borrowings for smail holdings. It also enjoyed the first position

- during thisperiod and advanced 52.05, 63.96 and 100.00 per cent of the

total borrowings in case of large holdings. Borrowings from land mortgage
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Borrowing per holding for differentsize

noldings. 1867-08 1968-69, 1969-70 and
enheenwangSOE THUDOS STO OC: ievewave
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Source ofRorrowilng 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 | 1971-76

cxen hdl netaTER eg 818 SFE ce cae ene OECy OO ares EEeRwe
0.78 GRCwee EOSa8Oeweats RIAOGene seteOS8

Gntend 8 rome en Oe OEE 0weox tate game WHEEey ENESRI OED OM UEcnseA ERTI A SSCSOR Rowe dct 078GTED seem)CFE Lae Geek ER ted ES TD RNP eee THOR pets CDpiceOTSwDOUR
rae

URste<50CPR neeOABEE

Sina. Medium Large Small Medium Large Small Mediu Lar 6 Small Medium Large

Cooperative Society 807.00 811.29 344.44 m5O 14 353,07 986.11 577.78 502.27 1000,00 415.67 65
( >

1 4
8.

(79.92) (36 52.05) (58.77) (32.49) (68.96) (100.00) (36.28) (100.00) (43.86) (25. (33.20)

bzage BankS = - 357.14  - - 305,00 - - 521,82 = 1544.62 672.73

. (40,40) = ~ (28.07) - - (25.17) 7 - (59.16) (7.95)

104.74 128,57 - “
) (10.82) (39.44) > ~

48 3063.64
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Trader/Aetiah “ ~ - ~ - 555.05 ~ - “ 533,34 250.77 3909.02
fz

“ = - al ™ (78,04) _ ™ “ (56,14 (3,94) (Ag.493))

Rolatives/Fricnds . - = 286.71 - - - - “ ~ 92,51 S56ae

hey other ~ “ - _ - - - - -— 61.54 =

 

 

 

Total : 4021.29 882.72 162%.22 939,56 1086.64 4541.67 577.78 1278.63 1000.00 950,00 2610. 78 6463,. 35

| (100.00) (109.00) (190. 90) (100,00) (100.09) (1.00.09) (100.90) (1.00.00) (100.00) (100. 50) (400. 09) 100.00)
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Table 5.8
. A

Borrowings per hectare for different sized

holdings, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 ,& 1971-"e
we gyOeeS OEonecee 8 8 ee ee

dewease nstoncsmato ween wus rune va wom weneo
 

pource of porrowing 1967-68 -- - 1968-69 1969—70 | 1971-72
 

Sine Medium Lary? omall Medium Lar sc Small “odium Large Small Medium Larg
matt ee el esOE OMEe 2g98eren 0ndoh 8 ETDEO 20) eT ome£28 78 ceoc eeeIe / nent0-*aryET Te _ Bea ceeSeoe . roweueaunergeco 0000 lbeee meee weedSed So ee

Cooperative society so8,08 oO, £0 | “3,62 144.00 S71 a kO 54,42 141.11 60.58 53.55 107,48 76.91 153.62

Lend Mortgage Fanks - 04.88 ~ ~ 5k 18 - _ 38.39 a os 180.62 | 95668

Govt. 520835 = 20.98 42098 26.55 4“45—e8 _ - (04.64 - - e710 =

Commercial nenks - - oo - - - on oo | - - ~ 18,19

Trador/Artiah - _ - — _ 50.66 — _ - ies 137.57 26.99 195.50 |

Rolatives/frisnds - = - 74,52  — 0 = ~ ~ ~ ~ 10.79 22,73

 
   

omas me om= « res ntgee we wt OU)pore ne =o mon woh
ee ADcue ee Ee a

Total 251,81. &6.2b-- 66,54 245,05 114.66 65,05 141.11 153.71 | 53.53 245.05 505.21 485,00

sacsecin cxelure perm mcer pn cece = cnipsSO a Oe eh SA mtSt ne me eg ontee emem aPa we fn =I rgEGmmem mmea =I TS NYTSore ne ow we ee OE eeee 28eneCee pen CEeeeGa SEE era Oe we eredGON pee geredCEM qe 8SEeaeOTe
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bank ocecupied the first place in 1967-68 anl 1971-72 for medium holdings,

which forme? 40.96 an? 59,16 per cont of total borrowings during this

period. The credit per holding from commerci:1 banks amounted to

ts 363.64 in case of larce holdinys and contributed 4.29 per cent

of the total borrowings in 1971-72, This indicated that althouch the

commercial banks have entered into the field of arricultural finance,

=yet their activities wsre confined to financine mostly the large

holdines, Non-institutional sources of borrowines also occupied an

important place for small and larse holdings during this period.

the borrowings per hectare increased from 2s 86.21 and

Ps 86.54 in 1967-68 to iis 305.21 and is 423,28 in 1971-72 for medium and

large holdings respectively. The decrease in the amount of borrowings

per hectare in 1971-72, as compared to 1967-68, for small holdings was

avain due to lesser amount of borrowinss from the co-operative societies

in 1971-72. Borrowinczs per hectare from co-operative societies, however,

increased from is 30.40 and 423.61 in 1967-68 to 3s 76.91 and 153.22 in

1971-72 for medium and large holdines respectively. Borrowings per

hectare from land mortrase banks also witnessed an increase during the

corresponding period. Government Taccavi loan per hectare decreased,

whereas borrowings from non-institubional sources increased during this

period. This may azein be due to the quickprocedures followed by non-

institutional sources as compared to the cumbersome procedures adopted

by the institutional sources,

Functional relationship between aross income & production expenditure

To study the response of srogss income per hectare, resulting

from a chanve in production expenditure per hectare, linear resression

was fitted to the data for all the years, where Y represented per hectare
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eross income and X perhectare production expenditure.

Table 5.9

Reseression coefficients & their significance

 

 

1967-68 ~ 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72

Value of 'b'! ~1115 3517 | 7161% 1. OOLT**

(.3352) ( 3374) (3069) ( .1346)

Elasticity — .0632 . 2103 4042 ~ 4960

Re . 0039 0371 626%  .6641**

Y = atbxX 1821. 22+. 1115X 1512.984,3517X 1476.95+7161% 1399.93+1 .OOL7X

The coefficient of determination(R*) was significant at 5 per cent

and 1 per cent levels respectively for 1969-70 ani 1971-72. Production

expenditure elasticities increased from .0632 in 1967-68 to .2105,

4042 and .4960 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. the increased

elasticities indicated the hisher relative response in income as a. result

ofshifts in productionexpenditure.

Socio-economic characteristics and production expenditure

Of all the socio-economic characteristics studied, only the

number of earners was significant in influencing the production expenditure’

in 1971-72(Table 5.10). For the remaining type of ownership, size of

family and educational level of the head of the family, the differences |

in production expenditure were not significant.

Number of earners and production exnenditure

Production expenditure was influenced by the increase in the

number of earners in 1971-72. Average production expenditure increased

from Rs 10847.34 in case of two earners to ks 33465,54 in case of five

and above earners(Table 5.10). 'F! value came to 5.8020, which was

significant at 5 per cent level.
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Table 5,10

Averace Production axveniivure and 'F! Values for testing the Various Characteristics, 1967-68,

1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-7e.  

 

 

 

 

   

 

wn 1967-68 1968-60 1969-70 1971-72

naracterLst.cs
: nn en

egne.tale

- ” “Av, Prod. a.f.  ('F! Va- Av. Pray d.f. ‘F'val- Av.Pred. DF. 'F! Val- Av.Prod. DFP. 'F'Val-

Expenditure © lues Expenditure UCS.e Expenditure uese Expenditure UGS.

1. Tyno|of Owmershbip. _. oe | ,

. fe Gimors 11159.37 1328 2199 1112758 1328 ,9148 —-13226.66 1328 66961 20219.5 1:28 ,4683

7 be Part Owe 12461.96 12729,59 16595.77 . 16236,36

 2,8ize of family — |
|

| 1-3 9262.55
, ~

6595.20
5238.75

Ao 14806.79 3268 1.3913 10151.45 2327 1.1086 14020.85 3226 29222 14814,92 3226 7749

7-9 9496.18 | 10855.19 12332.°4 19520,09

| 10 & above 12604£, 16 | — 14e8i. 68 een ee __ 18163,68_ _ oo 19516. LO . -

3.80,0f “Barnars | |
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Zo 9856.16 13297..16 18862.83 14437 51

4 14544425 | 1.8976, 89 6063, 58 | 17702298

5 & above 6987.07 12792.70 19793.44 33465 .54
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CHAPTER VI

SHIFTS IN EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE RATES

A controversy has arisen over the shifts in employment and

wage rates of farm labour, following the technological transformation

of agricultureinthe recent years. The large-scale introduction of

high-yielding varieties of wheat and other technological changes has also

resulted into a change inthe pattern of employment and wage ratesof

agricultural labour. An attempt is made in this chapter to study the

shifts in omployment and wage rates, conscquent upon the introduction —

of high-yielding varictics.

Thourh. the proportion of various foms of capital have changed

with the technological breakthrough, yet the hired human labour(both

casual and permanent) constituted the major input in 1968-69, 1969 -/0

and 1971-72 and contributed 25.04, 26.59 and 24.84 per cent of average

production expenditure during the corresponding period(Table 5.2). The

per holding expenditure on this component increased from Rs 3037.77 in

1967-68to Rs 4495 .20 in 1971-72. The per hectare expenses also increased

from Rs 266.51 to 380.54 auring the corresponding period. This was the

result of both increased employment and rising wage rates in the recent os

years.

This section is an attempt to work out the magnitude and charges

‘of hired human casual labour for different crops. The results are

presented in Table 6.1. It was hypothesized that the use of hired

Labour would snerease following the increased intensity of cropping in

the recent years. Labour input per hectare increased from 112.36 hours

in 1967-68 to 164.65 hours in 1971-72 for high-yielding varieties of

wheat. Labour charges for this crop increased from Rs 838. 87 to 182. 79,

accounting for 105.68 per cent increase during the corresponding period.

 





 

Anerican Cotton,

Desi Cotton

Paddy,

— —_ on

1967-68

 

lable 6,
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6.4
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Per hectare input & cisrgis of hiréd human casual labour
for important crops, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 & 1971-72

@ee ee @

  

~

1969-70

 

"Hours vate” tous| vets Hours Value

112,36 85.87 5,69 97.89 134.53 129.39

113,22 107.60 98,32 113.85 66,09 65,13

so. 152,30 sine 128,55 346.79 203,51

232,1. 83,72 142.06 64,75 280,2,0 104.71

- - 124,85 75,05 272,09 135.36
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This increase came from the expanded use of labour input and higher

wages per hour in 1971-72 as compared to 1967-68. Labour input per

hectare for desi wheat decreased from 113.22 hours in 1967-68 to 98.32

ang 66.09 hours in 1968-69 and 1969-70 respectively. This cropdid not

find any place in the cropping pattern of the selected holdings in 1971-72.

The per hectare use of hired labour for American cotton increased from

230.87 hours in 1967-68 to 265.67 hours in 1971-72. Labour charges per

hectare increased fromRs 152.30 to 202.44 during the corresponding

period. Labour input for paddy crop, which the selected holdings began

to grow from 1968-69 onwards, incrcased from 124.85 hours in 1968-69

to 309.56 hours in1971-72. Labour charges per hectare for this crop

snecreased from is 75.05 to 242.70 during the corresponding period. Thus

the introduction of high-yielding varieties of whcat and paddy has

led to the increased use of hired labour.

The per hectare use of hired human casual labour for various

crops in case of different sized holdings is given in Table 6.2. Labour

inputper hectare increased from 134.33 and 92.95 hours in 1967-68

to 208.33 and 155,76 hours in 1971-72 for medium and large sized

holdings respectively in case of high-yielding varieties of wheat.

The per hectare use of labour input for desi wheat showed no definite

trend during this period. It decreased for small and large holdings

and increased in case of medivm holdings. Labour input per hectare

for American cotton increased from 122.53 and 169.41 hours in 1967-68

to 126.06 and 225.67 hours in 1971-72 for small and medium holdings

respectively. It stood at almost the same level during this period.

for tho large holdings. Labour charges per hectare for American cotton

increased from ks 70,0¢, 123.24 and 195.17 in 1957-68to 98.07, 167.20

and 231.57 in 1971-72 for small, medium and large holdings respectively.
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Crop. _ a 1967-68.

 

 

Per hectare input & chargss of hired human casual Labour for

important crovs for different sized holdings,

1969-70 and 1971-72.
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Cotton -

Desi Cotton 70.18 52,63 228,82 92.04 250,31 87,05 96.32 57.15 S6, 70 59, 97 195.07 70,79

addy. - we - - - _ - 159.75 - 132,09 118.64 61,35

#9602710. | _t9rie72

Wheat(HYV) 63,79 68,84 143.76 169, 139,08 119,75 51.90 52.17 206.23 198,50 135.76 187.32

hort Desi, 37,84 55,86 123,85 110,00 58,63 42,51 - - - - -

Americar 27, 16 tbh 356.30 162.66 355,11 245,40 126,06 9. 07 225 67 167.20 30.08 231.57

Cotton. . |

Desi Cotton, 236 .21 81.41 256,58 Tse 21 139,03 102,8 96. 57 279, 62 190,59 299.99 189.35378.39
272.0) 169,37
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Labour input and charges per hectare for paddy crop increased both for
medium and large holdings duringthis neriod.

Employmént and wape rates

The. monthly employmentof casual male agricultural labour is.

given in Table 6.3, It was hypothesized that a shift would take place
in the peak labour periods following the introduction of hish-yiclding
varietics. Previously, the peak Labour periods were mainly from

Oct-Nov, mid-April to end-April and for July-August, which was the time
for sowing and harvesting of crops. But with the longer sowing period
in case of higgh-yiclding varictics of wheat and npaddy and with increased
intensity of cropping, stabilization of employment in different months
has been taking place in the recent years. Table 6.3 revealed that the
worksing days increaseg from 13.0 in February to 20.5 in May, The Wa.go

rates also expericnceed an increase from Rs 5.54 to 8.83 during the
corresponding period. It further established that although the quantum
of employment and the wage rates were positively associated and were
the highest inMay, yet the variation in cmployment, cver months, was

TYless than that in the wage rates. This was due to the increaseinthe
intensity of cropping, following the introduction of hi sh-yielding
varieties of wheat, which gave a better spread of agricultural opcrations
over the whole.year and tended to reduce sensonal fluctuationsin the
employment of Labour over different parts of the yoar.

The nonoy wage rastes(wei ghtodfor different raricultural
operations) for male «nericultural Labourer |increased frorom Rs 5. 64 in.
1967-68 to 7.20 in 1971 ~72(Ta © 6.4). The per cont increase in money:
wage rates in 1971-72 over 1987-68 worked out bo be 27. 66 percont.

#

Along, with the rise in money wages, the consumer price index mnbor
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Table 6,3

Month-wise Employment & Wage Rates of
Casual Male Agricultural Labourer,1971-72,.

@eeseee@

7

Month | Working days Daily Wages(Rs)
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°
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)
:

July

August 18.0 6,53

September 16.0 — | DAD

October —_ 18,5 6,21

November 17.8 56 £8

+

Decenber 13.2 5,09

January | 14.3 5,64

February | 13.0 5.54

March — 14.85 | 555

: ° . Oo ofApril 15.6 ODD

May gD C03
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TABIE  - GA 

Oneration-wise wage rates for casualmale
agricultural labourer, 1967-68 & 1971-72

nee

Orreretions | 907-68 | 4974-72
 

Sowing— | , 0,52 Tee

Hoeing | A.D oo 6,40
/

Removing 520 | 6,72

Cotton Sticks.

Harvesting 7,56 Oo O79

co Threshing TOD. ee _ CAA

Weighted average | a 5 64
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(general) for agricultural labourers in the Punjab also increased by

10.47 per cent during the corresponding period. However, the rise in

money wages outweighed the increase in consumor price index number,

leading to a rise of 15.60 por cent in the real wages during this period.

This rise in real wage rate, coupled with the increased employment in

different operations for high-yielding vericties of wheat, led to the

improvement in the cconomic condition of agricultural labour.

However, the rise in real wages was proportionately less than

the increase in output. dhorcas the roal wages increased by 15.60 per

cent from 1967-68 to 1971-72, there was 59.25 per cent increase in output.

The increase in income, during the corresponding period, was higher

(32.66 per cent) even for the small holdings than the rise in wages

for the agricultural labour.

The annual earnings of casual labour(based on the month-wise

employment and wage rate) worked out to be Rs 1320.21 as against

Rs 1772.11 for the permanent labour. Even the wages for permanent Labour

in 1967-68 were highcr than that of the casual labour in 1971-72.

The study, therefore, showed that the annual carnings of the permanent

labour were higher than that of the casual Labour.

The introduction of farm machincry has also ercated a demand

for the skilled labsur(tractor drivers anc tubewlll mechanics etc.)

in the rural labour market in the recent yoars. The wage rates of these

skilled labour were considerably higher than that of the unskilled Labour.

Their employment pattern also showed 2 reasonable measure of stability

over months and was likely to shift upward due to the increased demand

in the coming years. The study, therefore, indicated the shifts in

acquisition of these skills wore quite in line with the nature of demand

emerging in the recent years following the technological breakthrough

in the agricultural economy of the country.
~

 





CHAPTER VII

SHIFTS IN INCOMES OF THE SELECTED HOUSEHOLDS

Technological transformation of the agrarian economy in the

Punjab has led to a substantial increase in the incomes of famers

in the recent years. With the adoption of modern techniques and

methods of cultivation, the outlook of the farmers towards agriculture

has also undergonea tremendous change. They are shedding the traditional.

outlook of viewing agriculture as a mode of living, and are taking it

up aS a business. As a result, they are much more conscious, as to what

they are making out of farming.

It may be hypothesized that the berefits of new technology

are not shared equally by different sized holdings, even in the same

arca. Small farmers have taken time to catch up with the large holders.

In other words, this technological improvement is said to have upset

the relatively accepted equilibrium in agriculture in the era of gradual

technological change. It may also be characterised by widening

disparities in inter-personal incomes. An attempt is, therefore, made

in this chapter to study the level and increase in the incomes of|

farmers over a period of time, in consequence of the introduction of

modern technology. The level and increase in incomes for various

farm size groups is also cxamined. The total income per household and

per capita of the cultivators is also compared with that of the labour

houscholds,.

For the purpose of comparing growth of income over time

within the cultivator class and between various farm size groups,

the term 'Farm Business Incoms' was adopted. I+ was obtained by

subtracting cost Aj from the gross income. Gross income comprised

the: value of main product and byproduct during the year, whether
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sold, consumed.or stocked. Cost Ap c wwtitut.. *he oosts incurred on

seeds, nanures, fertilizers, insecticides and pesticides, hired human

labour, bullock labour (owned & hired), running expenditure and

depreciation on irrigxtion structures, farm machinery, implcments and

farm buildings, taxes, cesses, water rates and interest on working capital.

The distribution anil the magnitude of per hectare gross income

for various years is presonted in Tcles 7.1 and 7.2. Ii was hypothesized

that gross income per holding and per hectare would increaso to enable the

cultivators to more than mect the increased input costs associated with

the cultivation of higiayielding varicties. The average gross income

amounted to Rs 35105.60 in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 22044.19, 20938.60

and 26956.41 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The percentage

increase in gross income in 1971-72 over 1967-68 was 59.25. As a result,

the percentage cf holdings having gross incone upto ks 8000 decreased

from 10.00 in 1967-68 to 6.67 in 1971-72. On tho other hani, tho

“percentage of holdings falling in the income group of Rs 40000 an) above

incrcased from 3.33 in 1967-68to 33.33 in 1971-72.

Gross income per hectare increased fromRs 1911.32 in 1967-68

to Rs 1947.55, 2527.93 ani 2071.83 in 1968-89, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively. the per cent increase in gross incone per hectare over

1967-68 was 1.89, 32.26 aml 90,49 during the corresnonding period.

thus we accept the hypothesis that farm gross incomes

increased with the adoption of recent technological changes and

semi-dwarf high-yielding varicties of wheat in particular.

 





Gross

Tnceome

eneeeer Pe)

8300-16000

16000-24000

24000-32000

32000-40000

£9000: & nbove

on Otoewed ee regsmmahNeta Sean CONDYen OO pn re AEee AEEEMa Se LO eC EHSOpmeen Se STIS at we tate eevee telat cane OM Ce ER SDNDOEDSDFON enna oathOE RR TR
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Table 7e1.
Dietribution of selected holdings by gross income

per holding, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 & 1970-71.

 

 

 oe  tIOTRES __
Percent- Cunulative Awere ge

age of oercentage ‘iucone

holdings per

eeeene ewe em woldins

10.00 10.00 5677.78

35434 43,34 11512.82

23433 0.5.67 20131.39

16.67 83.34 29494.20

13.35 96.67 33189.25

3.33 100.00 87760.00_

2e044,19

Oxts CIUeape temanpend peta O25erup MNOScmapeee ComeWOE
= See

orttigust

Percent-

age of

holdings

ee eeeTed

1968-69

‘Cunvlative Average |
percentage income

per

oneGna ee oe
 

20.00 20.00

16.67 36 467

30.00 63.67

16.67 83.34

13435 96.67

3,33 100.00

100.00 ~

 

holding

5378.83

11771.69

19491.45

27518.78

36673.87

77389 ,00

 

1969—70

Cumulative Average
percentage income

per

ween Holding

 

percont-
age of
holdings

197172
 

8g7mCrkO38DRere)ae OE

Cumulative
percontage

Carder OOemance cued omen EreOER

Income

cer

holding
tasecomcrnwae ome makch

   

10.00 6094.05 6.67 6.67 6465.50

36.67  10997.37 30.00 36.67 12366,14

30,00  19179e44 15.33 50.00 21386,25

60.00 - 40.00 60.00 26733.67

75.33  34219.12 6.67 66.67 35655.00

100,00 52410.98 33.33 100.00 69193.85

~ 26556,41 100.00 - 35105.60
=. eane Ten
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Table 742

Gross income, cost Ag and farm business income
por hectare, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

 

 

, (in Rs).

Year Gross income Cost A, = Farm Business Income

1967-68| 1911.32 1004.64 906.68

1968 -69 1947.35 1100.01 847.34

1969-70 2021.95 1349.53 1178.40

1971-72 2971.83 1531.84 1439.99

 

However, it is not only the gross income, but also the cost of

cultivation(cost Ao) that rises with the adoptionof improved technology.

The cost of inputs, which constituted cost Ae, increased from Rs 11586.90

in 1967-68 to Rs 11828.41, 14176.78 and 18095.18 in 1968-69, 1969-70

and 1971-72 rospectively(Tablo 3.1). The percent age increase in this

expenditure over 1967-68was 2008, 22.50 and 56.17 during the subsequent

years. Gost ty per hectare also increased from 2s 1004.64 in 1967-68

to Rs 1100.01, 1349.53 and 1531.84 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively(Table 7.2). The per cent incrcase over 1967-88 came to be

9.49, 34.33 and 52.47 during the corresponding poriod.

The distribution of farm business income per holding is

prescnted in Table 7.5. It was hypothesized that an increase in incomes

in the recent years occurred duc to the large scalo introduction of

high-yiclding variotics of wheat. The farm businoss inconc per holding

amounted to ks 17010.42 in 1971-72 as compared toRs 10457.29, 9110.19

and 12579.63 from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. The percontago

increase in incomes over 1967-68 came out to be 18.38 and 62.67 in
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Table 7id

Distribution of selected Holdings by Farm Business_

. _-Jncome per holdings 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70, and 1971-7«.

1967-68 ; 1968-69, a 1969-70 4971-72

Farm Business Percent- Cumulative Average Porcent- Cumulative Average Percent- Cuaulative hverage Percent- Cumilative Average

Tnconme age of percentage income age of © percentage income age of percentage Income age of percéntage income

(Rs.) holdings  ..per holdings . per holding per noldings por

holdirg uu. — ROLdiMgS een holding ooenn=holding

~4000-0 13433 13.33 -1565,51 3,33 3,33 2660.05 - - - os o- | _

O—~ 4000 25,34 26 67 1849.25 23,54 26.67 4175.39 2333 22.33 2597.72 20.00 20,00 2142.93

2000- 8000. 13.33 £0.99 C170.35 26.87 53.54 £991.34 30.00 53,33 6726.23 20.00 40.00 5679.75

§-g090=12009 «20.00 70.00 10596.15 13.33 © 66.67 9492.09 10.00 63.33 9470.89 19.00 50.00 8860's 30

12000-16000 © 3.33 73.23  12650.50 5.59 99.00 13963.41 10.00 73.32 13876.67 13.095 65,33 1.378789

16000-20000 10.00 83,33 17635250 - 90.00 - 6.67 80,90 19138.75 3,33 66,66 1.8919.23

20000-24000 6.67 99.00 20592.30 6.67 96.67 22592.12 10.00 90,00 21385.65. 6.67 75.3% 20941.95

24009 & above 10.00 4100.00  £7342-98 3.56 1.00.00 46948.64 10.00 100.00 40058.42 26.67 109.00 40213.93

Overall sso2000000 > SCD 100.09 - 9110.19 100.00 - 12379.63 109.00 ~ 17010042
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1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. In consequences, some of the selected

holdings falling in the lower income group in 1967-58, moved to the higher

income groups in the subsequent years with the improvemont in their income

level. As a result, the percentage of holdings falling in the group of

24000 and above increased from 10.00 in 1967-68 to 26.67 in 1971-72.

However, the negative increase in income in 1968-69 ovor 1967-68 was

accounted for by the adverse natural conditions, created by drought in

the study area, which had an adverse cffect on the yield of crops.

The negative farm busincss income per holding for some of the

sclected holdings in 1967-68 and 1968-69 could be attributed to the lack

of technical know-how in the mattcr of proper placement of technological

inputs, which led to higher costs with less romunecrative results. However,

the percentage of holdings having negative farm business income decreased

from 15.33 in 1967-68 to nil in 1971-72.

the farm business income per hectare increased from Rs 906.68

in 1967-68 to Rs 1173.40 and 1459.99 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively

(Table 7.2). The nor cent increase in income per hectare over 1967-68

came out to be 29.97 and 58.82 during the corresponding pericd. However,

the negative increass in fam business incoms por hectare in 1968-69

over 1967-S8 was again forecd by an adverse weather conditions in

1968-59,

tne distribution of per capita farm business income for various

years may be viewed from Table 7.4. Per capita income was very crucial

in measuring the Lovcls of Living nnd the consumption sta 2) O
u
9 Kx O
u Nn Wd +
t

c
r

r
s
?

©

3

cultivators. The growth of per canita real income has been widely accepted

as the moasure of economic development of a country. In sur case, the

growth of per capita income over a period of time implied that the
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‘Table 7.4

Distribution of selected holdingsby Farm business

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

  

 

 
OEM ORESGenetSNSAD GOEDOEDCDeng TDyee SOME onsAD

yneome per capita, 1967-63, ..5 1969-70 and 1971-7e.

1967-€8 1968-69 1969-70 1%tue

Popcent-Cumulative Average Percent- Cumulative Average Percent- “Gumalative Average Sonconkn CumulativeAverage

tT :. Business 2aZe percentegse Lacome age percentage income ace percentage income aze percentage ineme

> scone : por | per per per

23.) persor ee _person person | | person

)500~9 13.33 17.33 174.08 3,53 3.33 382.50 - - ~ - ~ -

~ 500 26.67 40.00 224.04 23.35 26.66 156.80 16.67 16.67 358.38 25.33 23.33 254,62

5001000 20.00 60.00. 81152 36,66 63.32 700.10 40.00 56.67 742,450 16.67 40.00 715.37

1000-1500 10.00 70,00 1254.46 16.67 79.99 1424.57 13.83 70,00 1058.87 £0.00 60.00 1088.4¢

LEO0-2000 15433 83435 LENZ 6.67 86.66 1762.90 10,00 80.00 1852.91 6.87 66.67 1795.98

2000-2500 6.67 90.00 2103.27 6.67 93.53 2055.17 5.55 83.33 2309.80 6.67 73334 2814.62

2500 & above 10.00 . 100.00 ~- 6176.05 6.67 100.00 3932.55 16.67 100.00 4492.52 26.66 100.00 3551.35

Overall 100.00 - 1501.12 100.00 - 985.60 100.00 _ 1507.00 100.00 - 1618.98
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incomes of the cultivators were oxpanding at a fastor rate thanthe

rate of growth of population,

It was hypothesized that the increased output from the

introduction of high-yiclding varictics would excel the population

growth rate and lead to highergrowth in por capita incomes of the

‘cultivators in the recent years. Per capita farm business income accounted

for ks 1616.98 in 1971-72 as compared to Rs 1301.12, 986.60 and 1507.00

from 1967-68 through 1969-70 respectively. Perecntage inercase in per

capita income over 1967-68 was calculated to be 15.82 ani 24.28 in

1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. However, the negative per capita

incomes for some of the selected holdings in 1967-68 ant 1968-69 might

again be duc to the lack of technical skills in the initial stages of the

introduction of high-yiclding varieties, which resulted into higher input

costs. The negative increase in per capita income in 1968-69 over

1967-68 could be attributed to the adverse natural conditions inthe

study area,

Due to the increase in per capita farm business income in

1971-72 over 1967-68, vhe percentage of holdings having per capita income

upto Rs 1000 decreased from 60.00 in 1967-68 to 40.00 in 1971-72. On the

other hand, the pereentage of holdings having per capita income of

Rs 2000 and above incrcased from 10.00 to 26.66 in the corresponding

years.

Again, it was hypothesized that the gains from the adoptionof

new technology accrucd wore to the large holdings than to the small holdings.

The farm business income per holding ani per hectare according to

different farm-sizc groups is presented in Tables 7.5 and 7.6.

 





 

Table7.5 | oO a
Gross Incone and Farm Business Income por holding for

_vwriowfarn size groups, 1967-68,1968-69 21969-70 & 1971-72
onontig TE ere CU neewaeegm HOD 4epOO eeGD  

 

 

wnSEOSSIncomena womenens COST AR —arnBusiness Income
roe Small Mediun Large guatt Hedy Large Snatl Medium Large

1967-68  9156,19 17936 608 5837? 023 6006, 87 10347 .27 17855.24 0159.52 7658.81 20516.99

1968-69 6775,57 18791296 05297 «80 ~AZ02.39 11693,10 17970,24 2573.18 7098.80 17527 .56

1969-70 3987.89 22620 558 26696496 £058.31 12705.35 2020.01 3949.58 9915.23 22675,95

1971+72 9772.17. elOL2,51 » 55549 286 5580.92 11478,92 32740237 4191.25 9565.59 52800,.17

2)Oe ee Oeae8 Cit rage GD ENE WERE CIDGee URE SEREDcowe OODcee 108EDGREPone tae.2 
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Gross Income
easO28Ceemye tn amen nneee a

iMediura

1762.46

1982.78

2717.00

 

 

Gross Tneone and Farm Business Income por hectare for

vari ous|farm size groups, 1967-68, 1968-65,_ 1969-70._& LOT ates

Table 72

 

1481.09

1096401

1230.55

1439.62
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For small holdings, it was ks 3159.32 per holding in 1967-68 and

increased to Rs 3949.58, 4191.25 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. An

appreciable increase in income per holding was witnessed in both the

years owing to the fruition of improved technology. The percentage

increase in income over 1967-68 worked out to be 25.01 and 32.66 in

1969-70 and 1971-72 rosnectively. However, the negative increase in farm

business income per holding for all categories of holdings in 1968-69

over 1967-68 came mostly from the adverse weather conditions >rovailing

in the study areca.

In the case of medium holdings,farmbusiness income per holding

increased from ks 7638.81 in 1967-68 to 9915.23 in 1969-70 and to

Rs 9565.59 in 1971-72. The percentage inerease in income over 1967468

was 29.80 and 25.22 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. In the case

of large holdings, farm business income pcr holding increased from

Rs 20516.99 in 1967-68 to Rs 22675.95 and Rs 32800.17 in 1969-70 and

1971-72. The percentage increase in income over1967-68 cane out to be

10.52 and 59.87 respectively.

Thus both relative and absolute increases in farm business

income per holding were higher for large holdings than that of the small

and medium holdings. inerease in income per holding came out to be

09.87 per ecnt from 1967-68 to 1971-72 inthe case of large holdirgs as

compared to 32.66 and 25.22 in the ease of small and modium holdings

respectively during the corresponding period. The hicher relative increase

in income at this stage of technologicnl advancement in the case of large

holdings may be attributed to their resourcefulness. The higher rolative

increase in income vor holding, AS compared to mcdium holdings, may be

attributedto increased irrigation facilities, followed by intensive

cultivationof small sizcd holdings..
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e a

~ST a

come per holding increased
,

In absolute terns, farm business in

byRs 12283.18 from 1967 -68 to 1971-72 in. the case of large holdings as

against 1s 1031.93 and 1926.78 in the case of Small sand medium holdings

respectively in the samc period.

Again, farm business income per hectare increased fromRs839.66

in 1967-68 to fs 978.14 and 1135.17 for small holdings/1969~70 and 1971-72

respectively. It increased from is f91.91 in 1967-68 to Rs 1189.58 and

1077.54 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively for medium holdings. The per

hectare income figures for large holdings cameto Rs 989.76, 1166.42 and

1658.01 for 1967-68, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. As in the case

of farm business income per holding, the increase in farm business income

per hectare was also higher in the case of large holdings than that of the

small and medium holdings. The percentage increasein farm business

income per hectare over 1967-68 worked out to be 67.51 in 1971-72 for

r large holdings as against 35.19 and 43.31 forsmall and medium holdings

respectively during the corresponding period. The higher relative increase

in farm business income per hectare in case of large holdings in 1971-72

over 1967-68 may bes attributed to inercased intensity of cropping and

development of valuc-oriented cropping patterns by 1971-72.

Concentration of income

To determine concentration of income, the most useful distribution

was one, which indicated the share of total income received by various

scements of the groups under study. In our case, it means, what particular

proportion of the total farm business income was shared by particular ©

proportion of holdingsor persons. To find the share of different segments

of holdings in the total farm business income, the selected holdings

were arranged in ascending order of per holding farm business income

 



g
é

                 

.

»

.

:

t

|
|

hy
:

|

° .

et
.

| | |

ot

.

;

. ‘ .
:

‘

|

:
.

|

a
* ...

|
:

. : ,

|

. Led,

e
:

‘
’

|

:

est

wy we

| |
|

en,
. .

|

- ¢
;

” ave

.

.
/

a. :
Pee

|

a
° et oNS

.
waet

re

|

74
,

|

.

.

|

|

: .

-
|

.-

.

    

| |

2

    



-58 =

for all the years understudy. These holdings were divided into five
—_

segnents(oeach with 20 per cent of holdings) and the share of cach of

these segments in the total farm business income was worked out ant

is presented in Table 7.7.

It was hypothesized that the concentration of income increased,

consequent upon the introduction of modern technology. Table 7.7 reveals

that the lower fifth of the holdings shared only -1.80, 0.02, 3.92 and

2.52 per cent of the total farm business income for 1967-68, 1968-69,

1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. The negative value in 1967-68 indicated

that cost lo exceeded the gross income for the lower fifth of the holdings.

But it did nob moanthat all the 20 per cont of the holdings had negative

farm business income. Lt signified that the negative income,of some of the

selected holdings was higher than that of the positive share of the

other holdings in this segment during 1967-68. This ney be mostly duc

to the lack of comlete technical know-how in the initial stages ofthe

introduction of high-yiclding varictics.

The share of the upper fifth of holdings in the total farm

business income came out to be 55.03, 50.78, 49.64 and 51.01 for

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-/e respectively. This moans the

top 20 per cent of holdings accounted for about 50 per cent of the total |

farm business income. However, the concentration of income decreased

in 1971-72 as compared to 1967-68. This might bc duc to the large

scale adoption of high-yielding varieties of wheat in 1971-72.

Similar concentration was worked out on per capita income

basis and the resuits are presented in Table 7.8. The lower 20.00

per cent of the population shared only -1.98, 0.01, 5.14 and 2.69

per cent of the total farm business income in 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-/0

)
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Table 7.7

Chore of yerious soments in theo total farm 3usinoss Tneome -

( Ter Holding ), 1967-66, 1969-69, 1969-70 and 1071-72 .
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TABLE 7,8

Share of various segments inthe total Farm Business Income
( Per Capita), 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-79 and 1971-72.

—_

oo 6 | 1968-69 4969-70

~

Lowor fifth — - 1 5,14 | 2,69

Second fifth, 1.39 10,14 8,70 8,34.

Third fifth. 12.47 | 15,28 12406 13.46

Fourth fifth, £15 | 19.30 of 43

Top fifth. , 62.89. 52,39 5s 8D 47.33

Total 7400.00 4992099 oe : 400,99 | 109,09
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and 1971-/2 respectivoly. The ncgative value in1967-68 might again

be due to the excess of input costs over gross income for this scgment.

The share of the upper segment amounted to 62.89, 52.39, 54.80 and 47.33

per cent in the total farm business income in 1967-658, 1968-69, 1969-70

and 1971-72 respectively. The degree of concentration regarding the

share of different segments of the population in the total farm busincss

income represented the similar trend as in the case of per holding farm

business income due to the similar reasons.

Gini ratios : Lorenz curves were drawn both forholding and for per

capita incomes of all the years to depict the concentration of income

distribution and are presonted in Figures 1 and 2. The Gini ratios

were derived from the Lorenz curves, which were obtained by plotting

the cumulative percentage of income receiving units on the X-axis.

against the cumulative percentage of aggregate farm business income

received by these units on the Y-axis. However, these Lorenz curves |

were drawn by using the grouped data. Therefore, inter cell and intra coll

biascs in cach Gini ratio derived from Lorenz curve were Likely to crecp

 

 

 

in.

The concentration ratio for per holding income was the highest

for 1967-68 and the lowest for 1969-70(Table 7.9). -
\

Table 7.9

Gini ratios of the distribution of perholding and
per capita incomes, 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 & 1971-72

Year Gini ratio a
Per holding income Per capita income

1967-68 | 7 56 62

1968-69 250 249

1969-70 | . 045 47

1971-72 | 49 46
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Again, the Gini ratio for per capita income was the highest in

1967-68 and the lowest for 1971-72. This indicated that the concentration

ratio both for per holding and per capita incomes was lower in 1971-72

than thatof 1967-68. This might be duc to the fact that all holdings

witnessed an increase in their farm business income with the introduction

of modern technology, though at a differential rate. This had the effect

of lowering down the degree of concentration in 1969 ~70 and 1971i-7e as

compared to 1967-68,

Determinants of farm business income

An attempt was made to study the diffcrences in the level of

incomes associated with certain socio-economic characteristics of the

farming population by applying amilysis of variance test. The characterist?-

for which the influence on farm business income was tested, were type

of ownership, size of family, number of Garners and educational level

of the head of the family. Of these characteristics, only number of

earners waS significantin influencing farm business income in 1971-72

(Table 7.10). For the r eaining characteristics, the difference in farn

business income was not significant. Average farm business income was

discussed only for such characteristics, for witich the dif erences Were

found to be significant.

Number of earners and farm business income

Average farm business income wag influeneed by the inercase in the

number of earners in 1969-70. ‘Average income increased from 2s 10865.16 in

case of twoearners to 23 o0209.06 in case of five & ahove carncrs, 'F!

‘value was 4.0479, which was significant at 5 per cent level,

lotal income of the cultivating and the labour7households

In this secction, an attempt is made to compare ths ver houschold

and per capita income of the cultivating houscholds with that of the

selected labour houscholds, Total income(farm plus non-farm) for the
cultivating households, comprised farm business income, income from
sale of livestock and livestock products, sale of farn assots, hiring
out of farm machinery and income from service and business etc. This

 





 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

    

Table 7,10

bverage Farn Business Income & F Values for teathigethe various charncteristics_ 1967- 8, 1968-69, 1969-70& 1971~72 | | | |
: eristics, — 1967-€8 | an weseeg | _ 1969-70 1971-720taracteristics Average farm dst. tel 7 ast oe | AVOPS ge Porm af. 'F! . Average farm d,f. 'F! valuebusinoss idncone ~ value Average farm value, business tne . value. business inconobusiness dincone, one 7
ne Type of ownership . | | |

a OQmers,. 1158227 —-9322,.76 12567, 61 17610,63a : 1328 4078 | 1328 2782 1328 © 1305 1528 SOTAby Part Owners. $296, 62 _ 8688.88_ 12002,10 | 15808,95‘, Size of Family. | | bo | |
| |

4-30 CULO | - | 1338.99 6882, 75
£.-6 | 18119, 37 8826, 55 | 13581,37 | 8936, 75 )- 3326 143662, 0 2327 1.1 493 3326 3717 3326 6512THQ 6103, 51 6489.05 | 11384, 29 1 64,08, 90

10_& above, 11949,94° 1271999 14595.88__ (19540,683, Number of Earners. | | — | | a1 ATS 453 2736.77 : 6185.72 oe
2  °  18399,97 " 6331.99 — 9216.28 o 10865,16 “| BRE). 5b Age5 141821 a, A325 1.2789 Ale5 A354 | 3:26 84,0479

: : 9951617 ~ OTs eh| | h 2 14895..°75 | 19557,62 6812, 04 17666, 76
5 5 & above, _ 8765.93 15583, 80 / reLee Educational Level oO e921T, 58 33229, 06of the thas -* Jo: .

Illiterate 473.456 | oe 7985.20 11722,18 / 15165.35Primary IN73.50 3326. 1.6037 3420, 52 23°6  -2.4613 10555,52 3326 1.4316 25955.53 3326 2,0338Middle 18345.73 17410,72 19968, 73 26989,21Matric & 22.86 3439.78 2576.15 2771. LA_ above
™

* vignificent at 5 percent level
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Sncome, for the labour heuscholds, constituted ineome from agricultural

labour, sale of Livestock and livestock products, service, pension

and other labour ctc.

Average income of the cultivaving households amounted to

es 19088.92 in 197L-72(Table 7.11). It increased from is 5947.70 in

case of small holdings to Rs 13143.84 and 33281.91 for medium and large

holdings respectively. As regards the relative importanceof various

jtems of income, farm business income accounted for 89.11 per cent

of total income in 1971-72. Salo of farm assets contributed 5,58

per cont, whereas income from service and business amounted to ¢.00

per cont of the total income.

The farm business income occupied a key position in the structure

of total income of all the three farm size groups. It contributed 70.47

per cent of total income for small holdings and 72.78 and 98.55 per cent

for nedium and large holdings respectively. Higher relative importance

of farm business income for large holdings was due to the lower value of

other constituents of total income. The relative importance of incone

from sale of livestock and livestock roducts decreased with the increase
Pp iad

r
y nN ar aey Fos

AL : "heed

sn farm size. It contributed 12.55 per cent of the total income

holdings and 2.22 and 1.26 per cent for medium and large holdings

respectively. ‘It moans that small holdings supplemented their incomes

from the sale of milk ete, in the recent years. Again, the income from

sge#vice and busincss amounted to fs 700.00 and 556.92, thus contributing

11.77 and 4.23 per eont of the total incone for small and medium holdings

respectively. Thus the study showed that large holdings mainly depended

upon agriculture for their livelinood because of sufficiont farm business

income, whereas small and medium holdings alopted non-farm occupations to

supplement the farm incomes.
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| Table 7440.)

| Total (fart + non farm) Tneonie per holding for various sized
| culbivatiing holdings ; 1971-726

‘ a

Itens oo Income per Holding

7 Small | Mediun = Large “Average. :

Fern Eusiness incane, 4191.25 9565,59 eo 17010, 42-
(7047) 72.78) (98.5 (69.11)

Salo of livestock & U6 LS 292, 428° 418. 1 4,29 ,3
livesteck products, (12.88') (2,25) 1,26) (2,25

Sale of farm assets, 250, 00. 234L4 23 : . 1065.83

(1,20) ( 17,84) - ( 5,58)

Hiring out of farm a 304, 62 36,36 480,00
machinery, - ( 2,93) 0,171 (0.94)

Income from saryice- 209,00: ra 00 . 248, 90,

| (3,36) 3.65) ~ (1.2

eA ine 00,00. ° on 0. Q)Tncunc from business 7 ¢ ovat) ( 0.58) ( 70) |

| . 7687 22000
-Othors 60 00. “ - 60 eO8)-- ee . (0.12) a

© (1.03) | 7 LO ( °

12: 281.5 19988, oTotal: 5947.70 13143.8 33251. 71
(100, 09) $00, 00 (190,90 _) (190, 0°

 





 

items

Farr business

income,

Sale of livestock

& Livestock or oducts

Sale of farm assets.

— } 7 . ip

TABIE 7,12 a

Per Capita Income(Farm + Non Farm) for ~

various sized cultivating holdings .1971-72.

Income por Capita
 

 Small _ Medi Large _ __fverage

“L483,61 1036, 27 2437.85 | . 1594.69

86.13 31,69 31,07 | 49.25

OS “ 253. 96 ™ WY, Ie

Hiring out of farm - bie6? "70 : 16,20

nachinery a - |

Income fro1 service. 23,0 52,90 - 23,25

Inecme from business, 57.69 S33 _ 12.50

Others. 6.92 ~ 2,03 2,06

ntal: | 686,27 14.23.92 PDF5 1709455
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Per capita total income inercased from Rs 686;27 in case of small

holdings to Rs 1423.92 and 2473.65 for medium and large holdings respectively

(Table 7.12). The per capita farm business income amounted to Rs 483.61

for small holdings and 1036.27 an? 2437.85 for medium and large holdings

- respectively, Per capita income from the sale of livestock and livestock

products decreased withthe increasein farm size. It decreased from

Rs 86.15 for small holdings to Rs 31.69 and 51.07 for medium and largo

holdings respectively. Again, the per capita income from sorvice and

business was the highest for small holdings. The large holdings did not

receive any income from these sources in 1971-72. It amounted to Rs 80.77

and 60.53 for small and medium holdings respectively.

Ihe per houschold and per capita income for the labour houscholds

is presented in Table 7.13,

_ Table 7.13

Per household and per capita income
for labour houscholds,1971-72

 

 

 

Items Per houschold income Por capita income

Agricultural labour 1741.44 299.10
(76.46)

Sale of livestock& 198.33 34.06
livestock products (8.71) |

Service & pension 208 .00 ) 50.73
(9.13) |

Other labour 89.65 15.40
(3.94)

Miscellaneous 40 .04 6.88
(1.76)

Total eclTt.46 391.17
(100.00)
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Per houschold income for the labour houscholds worked out

to be Rs 2277 .46 in 1971-72. Agricultural labour accounted for the major

share, accounting for 76.46 per cent of the total income. Next in importance

was income from service and pension. It amounted to Rs 208.00 ani

constituted 9.15 per cent of the total income. It means that labour —

households also reccived income Prom this source to supplement the income

from agricultural labour. The sale of livestock and livestock products

came to be Rs 198.23 which formed 8.71 per cent of the total income.

Por capita income worked out to be Rs 391.17 for the labour

houscholds in 1971-72. Income from agricultural labour amounted to

Rs 299.10. Income from salc of Livestock and livestock products and

serviced and pension accountedfor Rs 34.06 and 35.75 respectively.

The study showed that the per household ani per capita inéome

of tho cultivating households was higher than that of the labour

households. The per household income for the cultivating households

was Rs 19088.57, as compared toRs 2277.46 for the labour households.

Even small holdings cnjoyed higher per household income(R?s 5947.70) than

that of the labour houscholis. Per capita ineome worked out to be |

Rs 1789.55 for the cultivating households and Rs 391.17 for the labour

houscholds.It amounted to Rs 686.27 for small holdings andRs 1423.92 ant

Ks 2473.65 for mcdium and large holdings respectively. Even small

noldings enjoyed 75.44 per cent highcr per capita income than that of

the Labour households,

The income perhouschold ami per capita of the cultivating

houscholds was higher thanthat of the labour houscholds, mostly because

of the component of farm business income. 1t established that the

disparity in incomes was mainly duc to the ownership of the means of

production, It was due to the ownership of lami ami other productive
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TABLE 74-15
 

Distribution of labour households by per
household income, 1971-72,

Income > Groups Percentage of | Cmulative Average income
gy households, pereentage, ow. __ Per household, oo

0-120 ) 6, 67 6.67 ae 991,30

| 1200-1400 B41 | 3778 — 143.659

1800-2400 31.11 68.89 | 1998.9

2100-3000 8.89 7 77.8 , 2601.07

vos on
3600 & spove. 15.55 400,00 oe Lb7T2 08
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assets that the cultivating houscholds enjoyed higher perhousehold

and per capita incomes than that of the labour households.

Distribution of income

The distribution of per household income for cultivating and the

Labour houscholds is presented in Tables 7.14 and 7.15. Table 7,14

shows that 20.00 per ccht of the cultivating households cnjoyed an annual

income of Rs 32000 and above. On the other hand, those having income upto

Rs 4000 formed 16.67 per cent. The percentage of households, having an

income ofRs 3600 and above was only 15.55 in case of labour houscholds

(Table 7.15). On the other hand, the proportionof houscholds with income

less than8s 1800 was 357.78.

Dispersion of income

To moasure the divergence of income per houschold and per capita

from their respective averages, two indices of inequality, mcan deviation

from mean and co-efficiont of variation were computed and are presented

in Table 7.16.

Table 7.16

Co-officicnt of variationand mean devintion from

mean of houschold and per capita income, 1971-72

 

a. Houschold income Cultivating Labour
houscholds houscholds

Mean deviation 12685.76 865.52

Cw. 81.52 D012

b. Per capita income

Mean deviation — 1159.71 154.67

CAV. 74.83 | 46,23
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The higher the inticcs, the greater the dispersion of income

per houschola ani per capita around the average anl, thereforc, the

greater the inequality among the houscholds within the category. The

value of meandeviation of houschold income was higher(is 12683.76) in

case of cultivating households than that of the labour households

(Rs 865.32). Mean deviation of per capita income was again highor

(Rs 1159.71) for cultivating houscholds than that of the labour households

(Rs 154.67).

The coefficient of variation was also higher for cultivating

houscholds than that of the labour houscholds. The value of this

coofficicnt was 81.92 and 50.72 per cent in case of household income

and 74.85 and 46.25 per cent in case of per capita income for cultivating

and labour houscholds respectively. Thus per household and per capita

income of the cultivating houscholds showed greater variability than that

of the Labour houschclds.

Concentration of income

For the purpose of studying concentration, the share of various

segments of households and persons in the total income was cxamined and

in presented in Table (.17. The study showed that lower fifth of the

households shared 3.06 per cent of total income in case of cultivating

households and 10.08 per cent in case of labour houscholds. The upper

fifth of the houssholds accounted for 46.22 and 36.87 per cent of the

total income in case of cultivating and labour houscholds respectively.

Thc lower 20.00 per cent of the population shared only 3.58

per cent of the total income in case of cultivating houssholds and 9.77

per cent in case of labour households. On the other hand, the share of tho/

Zuoper
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Lower fifth,

Second fufth

Third fifth.

Fourth fifth.

Top fifth,

Table 7.17

Cultivating How¢holds,
_ Household _° Par capita

Share of’ various seoements in the household
and per’ capita income of cultivating and
labour households, 1971-72

Labour Households,_
Household |
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20.00 per cont of population amounted to 42.52 and 35.53 per cent of the

total income for cultivating and labour houscholds respectively.

When the por household income of both the cultivators and the

Labourers wis put together, the share of lower fifth of the houscholds

came to 2.84 per cent only but that of the upper segment rose to 69,505

per cent of the total income. Similarly, the share of the lower fifth

and the upper fifth workcd out to be 4.08 and 59.87 per cent respectively

in case of per capita income. This pointed up to the higher inter-category

concentrationas compared to the intra-category concentration.

Gini ratios

The Gini ratios were derived from the Lorenz curves(Figs 3 & A)

which wore obtained by plotting the cumulative per cent of income

receiving units on the X-axis against the cumulative percentage of total

sneome reccived by these units on the Y-axis. These curves were drawn

both for per houschold and per capita income of the cultivating and the

Labour houscholds and for the cultivating and Labour households taken

together.|

Table 7.18

Gini ratio of the distribution of por
houschold and per capita incomes,1971~-/2

 

Category | Per household income Per capita income

 

Cultivating households 043 40

Labour houscholds 226 : 626

Total houscholds 259 49
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The concentration ratio for per household income was higher

(.43) for cultivating houscholds than that of the labour households.

It cane to .40 and .26 in case of per capita income for cultivating

and labour househclds respectively. There was thus more uneven income

distribution for the cultivating houstholds as compared to that of the

Labour houscholds.

 



  



CHAPTER VIII es

DISPOSAL OF FARM PRODUCE

The technological breakthrough in agricultural production has

promoted the transformation of the farm economy fromsubsistence level

to a profitable farm business approach in the recent years. The large

scale introduction of high-yielding varictics of wheat has gonerated the

second-generation effects by motivating the farmers to become increasingly

market oriented, The marketed surplus in the case of wheat in the Punjab

increased by 250 per cent by 1970-71 as compared ie 1966-67, against an

increase of about 100 per cent in production. Its proportionof production

snereased from 33.5 per cent in 1967-68 to 56.9 per cent in 1970-71.

This chapter is devoted to a study of the proportionofmarketed surplus

to total production of the selected holdings in the wake of introduction |

of new technology.

The marketed surplus and its proportionto total production

for various erops is shown in Table 8.1. Per holding production of wheat

(HYV) increased from 65.95 quintals in 1967-68 to 249.40 quintals in

1971-72. The per cent increase in production over 1967-68 worked out to be |

278.17 in 1971-72. The marketed surplus of this crop increased from

41.40 quintals in 1967-68 to 191.62 quintals in 1971-72, giving an

increase of 362.85 por cent during this peYriod. Thus there was

proportionately greater increase in marketed surplus than in production

during this period. The proportion of marketed surplus to total production

increased from 62.77 in 1967-68 to 76.83 per cent in 1971-Te. The proportion

of marketed surplus to productionin caso of desi wheat was 51.50 in

1967-68 but this crop did not find any place in the cropping pattern—

of the selected holdings in 1971-7e.
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Table Gel

Production and marketed surplus
per holding for different crops,
1967-68 and Lo7in7?2,.

 
 

 

  
 

- __ 1967-68 _ _ 1971-72 _

ore — Production Marke ted. sroportion of Production Marketed tronortion of

( in qtls) surplus marketed surplus (in qtls) surplus marketdd surplus

_ | _f in gtls). to productions __ (in gts) to production.

Wheat desi S148 42914 — 51,50 ~ ~ _

Cotton(A) 26 «26 25.79 90615 36 657 36.53 9994

Cotton dest A675 2.17 45 «60 8.50 1.08 83633
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69- a , go
The production of paddy increased from 0.40 quintal in 1967-68

(to 66. 35 quintals in 1971-72. This came nostly from expanded acreage

under this crop during 1971-72. The marketed surplus of this crop
increased from 0.33 qtl to 62.35 qtls during the corresponding period.

The per holding production of Ancrican cotton increased from 26.28 gtls
in 1967-68 to 36.57 qtls in 1971-72, which gave an increase of 39.16
per cont during the corresponding period. The marketed surplus of this

crop increased from 25.79 qtls in 1967-68 to 26.53 qtls in 1971~72,-
The per cent increase worked out to be 41.64 during this period. The

proportion of marketed surplus to total production of American cottons...

increased from 98.15 in 1967-68 to 99.91 in 1971-72. The proportion. of

marketed surplus of desi cotton to total production also increased from

AS. 80 to 83.33 during the Corresponding period. Thus significant

increases in acreage and production cane from wheat and rice Crops,
which have experienced greater technological bresakthrough,

lhe marketed surplus ¢and its proportion to production in case
of different Sized holdings is shown in Table 8.2. The per holding
production of high~yiclding varieties of whoat increased from 24.40 qtls
in 1967-68 to 67.33 gtls in 1971-72 for small holdings. The percentage

increase in the production of this crop in 1971-72 over 1967-68 worked
out to be 175,94, The marketed surplus increased from 5.71 qtls in
1967-68 to 43.83 qtls in 1971-72, which gave an increase of 667.60
pcr cont during this period, fhe proportion of marketca surplus to
total production increased from 23.42 in 1967-66 to 65.10 in 1971-72

for small holdings. in case of medium noldings, the productionof wheat
CHV) por holding increasased from 60. 47 quintals in 1967-68 to 146.00 |
qtls:in 1971-72, and gave ui. 44 percent increase in production during
the corresponding period, The marketed surplus increased from 50.92 qtls





Tgble 5.2

Production and marketed —
surplus per holding for
different sized holdings,

1967-68 and 1971-72.

1967— 63

 

  

Crop. Sugll ae ne OU args |:  Prod- Mark- = Propors Prod- Mark  Propor- Prod- Marke _ Propor—
mtdon eted tion §§ uction ected tio  uction eted tion
in surplus of (in surplus of — (in surplus of-qtls) (in narketed qtls) (in ~~ marketed qtls) | (in- marketed

- qtis) surplus qtls) surplus qtls) surplus
to | to] | | to

poduc— — oe produce produc
tions tions tions|a 

a

ee

Whoat(HYV)..—2440 - 5eT1._ 23-42 60047. 30092. BLel3.  . 106.79~85..45~--80.01.

+ ae fe

| WheatDesi__.25.46——7.93_,_ 31.16 53.05___17.59~—S2.61_.169.04.106.98-—05.25°
wert

. se = ‘ te rn
2" o-

wpe . ees

Gotton(A)  10.28...10.28. 100.00 19.68 19.14 97624: 48.98 48,20 98,44
y .

 

Cotton 2054 1649 50053 5.91 1.690 3216 4666 Sold 67esd

Paddy. - - ~ 0086 O.71 83.33 ~ ~ -

4971-72

— Wheat(HYV)--67.35 43-83 65.10 «146,00 97.73 66.94 470.94383018 81.27.—

shont Desh LC per te a a a

Cotton(a) 12.67. 12.50 98.68 28 15 28.15 100.00 59654 59.54 100,400

Cotton = 20D = 1043 «706834583861 78.99 16.68 14.27 85.56
Desi. |

‘Paddys = ~ ~ 19.00 16.19 85.22 158645 150.90 95.24
’ qwrt, apf aee — . . - : ann,

aeEEeEVNET
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in 1967-68 to 97.73 gtis in 1971-72, showing an “ncrease of 216.07

per cent during this period. Its proportionto total production increased

from 51.13 in 1967-68 to 66.94 per cent in 1971-72. For large holdings,

the production of this crop increased from 106.79 qtls in 1967-68 to

470.90 qtls in 1971-72. The percentage increase in production over

1967-68 worked out to be 340.96 in 1971-72. The marketed surplus increased

from 85.45 qtls in 1967-68 to 383.18 qtls in 1971-72, thereby giving an

increase of 348.43 per cent during this period. The proportionof marketed

surplus to total production increased from 80.01 in 1967-68 to 81.37 in

1971-72, It means that the marketed surplus of wheat(HYV) increased more

than proportionately to production for all the three farm size sroups.

This increased surplus for all holdings might crcate formidable sesond

generation problems in terms of marketing andtransport bottlenecks.

The proportion of marketed surplus to total productionin

case of desi wheat came to 31.16 per cent for small holdings and 32.61 anc

63.25 per cent for medium and large holdings respectively in 1967-68.

This crop, however, did not find any place in the cropping pattern of the

selected holdings in 1971-72.

The production of paidy increased from nil in 1967-68 to

158.45 qtls in 1971-72 for the Large holdings. Its marketed surplus

amounted to 150.90 qtis and accountcd for 95.24 per cent of production

in 1971-72. The production of this crop increased from 0.86 qtl in 1967-68

to 19.00 qtls in 1971-72 on medium holdings. As a result, the marketed

surplus increased from 0.71 to 16.19 qtls during the corresponding period.

In case of Amcrican cotton, the proportion of marketed surplus to total

production increased from 97.24 and 93.41 in 1967-68 to 100.00 and 100.00

in 1971-72 for the medium and large holdings respectively. ft means that

the production ani its marketed proportion increased in case of almost
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all the crops over this period, for different sized holdings.

The increased magnitude of marketed surplus led to the ~

increase in cash receipts from 44fforent crops over this poriod. Total

cash receipts per holding from wheat (HYV) incrcase’ from Rs 3112.62 in

1967-68 to Rs 14367616 in 1971-72(Table 8.3). The marketing charges also

increased with increase in cash receipts during the corresponding period,

It increased from Rs 4.88 per thousand of cash reccipts in 1967-68 to

Rs 8.41 per thousand in 1971-72. Net receipts per holding from high-

yielding varieties of wheat increased from Rs 3097.45 in 1967-68 to

Rs 14246.23 in 1971-72. The per cent increase in the receipts over |

1967-68 worked out to be 359.94 in 1971-72. Similar trend was observed

in cash receipts from American cotton. The net cashreceipts from this

crop increased from Rs 4328.56 in 1967-68 to fs 8461.68 in 1971-72, which

gave 95.48 per cont inerease during the corresponding period. The per

holding cash receipts from cotton desi also increased during this period.

In case of paddy, the per holding receipts witnessed a manifold increase

in 1971-72 over 1967-68 owing to the expanded arca under this crop in

1971-72. To summariss, the cash receipts per holding increased, in 1971-72

over 1967-68, for all the important crops cxcept for whcat desi, which

the sample cultivators did not grow in 1971-72.

The per holding cash receipts( crop-wise) for different sized

holdings is presented in Table 8.4, The total cash reccints from wheat

(HYV) inercased from Rs 430.22 in 1967-68 to ks 5331.33 in 1971-72 in

ease of small holdings. The net cash receipts also witnessed a manifold

increase from Rs 428.48 to Rs 3309.19 during the corresponding period. In

case of medium holdings, the total cash receipts per holding from this

crop increased from ks 2358.51 in 1967-68 to Rs 7439.00 in 1971~/¢. The

marketing charges also increased from Ps 16.68 to 71.47 during the
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Table 8.3

Per holding Gash Receipts for

Various Crops, 1967-68 _&1971-7e.

1967-68 | 4971-72

Dotcl Gaoa Marketing Net cashReceipts. Totalcash. , Marketing.
Receipts. = - Charges+

Receipts « Chargese |

Net cash Recelp
Grops

 

ques

 ——

heat (HYV) SLi2-62 15.19 2097645 14367016 120.83 14246 0'33

Wheat Desi 3655 SL 30 «20 3525 «06 — |

43,34 4328.56 8492.50 30082. 8461460

Cotton American 4341.90

- : Gotton Desi 240 +16 3.04 237.12 1013.50 9.19 1004.34.
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Table R 4. ;

Per holding Gash Receipts of various
Crops for different Sized hold2nes ,

1967-68 & 1971-76
 

 

 

 

Wheat(HYV) 3331233 22.14 3309.19

Wheat Desi. | - ae ~

Cotton 2812.50 7.58 2604.92

200000 1.82 198.18Cotton

Desi

Paddy e re ~ on

7429.00 7147

6725.08|

A83¢46

own

29 23

8 280

55677

| _ _1967-68__ |
Gropge oma) | Mediun _ Large __

Total Mark Net $$Total Mark Net Total Mark Net
cash oting cash. cash © etig. cash. cash. etig sash
Racei~ _,  Rece- Recei- Hece-~ HKecei- _ Rece-
pts. Charges ipts. pts. Chargsa ipts. pts, Snerges ints,

Wheat(HY) 420622 1474 428.48 2358.51 1662 2341.82 6372.00 25.31 6548.69

“Wheat Desi 643.22 10.71 632.51 1586.35 20.75 136560 8527.55 6062 8467.52

Botton 1794431 7.88 1786.45 2169.74 8.83 3160-91 8146.72 24.60 sie2,12
American

Cotton 162.09 0669 161.40 208.83 3270 205.13 349.61 3.683 345-73
Desi | :

Paddye ~ - ~ 35 7D Oe oo 35 646 _— - a

1971-72

7267053 28574255 232.99 2854156

6693685 13681.82 45-26 3636.46

474066 2033.64 13.68 2069.95

775085 7512.75 99-621
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corresponding period. The per holding net cash receipts increased from

Rs 2541.82 in 1967-68 to 7567.55 in 1971-72. In case of large hoidings, the

net cash reccipts per holding increased fromRs 6348.69 in 1967-68 to

Rs 28541.56 in 1971-72. Thus the net cash receipts from wheav( HYV) witnessed

a manifold increase in 1971-72 over 1967-68, for all the three sizcd

holdings. It was owing to the large scale introduction of these varieties

by all holdings in 1971-72.

The per holding net cash receipts from paddy increased from

Rs 55.46 in 1967-68 tofs 775.85 in 1971-72 for medium holdings, The large

holdings, which did not grow padly in 1967-68, accountedfor is 7413.52

cash receipts per holding in 1971-72. The per holding cash receipts from

American cotton and cotton desi also increased for all the three sized

holdings during this period.

- The increased productionaml the marketed surplus of: importart

cropsinthe recent years has paved the way for cxpanding transportatior

facilities from the villagetothemarket. The approach road inBhinder

Kalan and Fagarsar was constructed in 1967-68 anil 1969-70 respectively.

Its construction facilitated the plying of trucks anl tractors for|

transporting fertilizers from the marketing socictyto the village co-op.

socicty and for carryingthe produce from the village to the market.

The increased production of wheat aecessitatcd the marketing

facilities inBhinler Kalan. It :lsoleatothe change in the relative |

importance of differentmodes of transportation from the villagetothe

market. The use of the tractor-trolley has increased, whereas ‘the use

of the bullock-cart has declined, The ssudy showedthat tractor-trolley

transported51.98percont of wheat(HYV) in 1967-68, which increased to

86.92 per cent during 1971-72, On the other hani, the percentageof
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whe at transporte? through bulleck-cart decreased from 37.52 per cent

in 1967-68 to 10.89 per cent in 1971-72. The use of truck was also madc

for transporting 5.35 per cent of paddy in 1971-72.

Improvements in the factor market
AEE.<4.PE. ae .he.

The increased use of fertilizers and insecticides notivated

the private tradersto enter the market for the supply of these inputs.

The study revealed that the percentage share of cooperatives in the

supply of fertilizers to the selected cultivators decreased from 87.51

in 1967-68 to 16. 46 in 1971-72. On the other hand, the perecntage share

of private agencies increased from 12.49 to 23,54 during the corresponding

period. The reasons for preferring private agencics to co-operatives, by

the selected cultivators, related to theircorrect woighment(96.67

per cent cultivators responding), availability of fertilizers of one's

preference(86.67 per cent),fresh supnlics(73.33 por cont), good

sandition of the containors(63.33 per cent) and low r priccs of

fertilizers(53.33°percent).

cc's. Thesselling-pointsof these agencies(suppiying fertilizers)

were located in ‘the “nearbytoyns/narketsand theirsalepromotion __ 7

representatives convassed, among thefarmers for the increased useof

fortilizors ofthoir make, mae mmber of those agencies: increased from

10 in1967-68,to 25 in ao7i-72. Thotr volume of businessalso expaniod
oN

during the corresponding period. Tho value offortilicers sold oy these
t

agoncios Anoreased from fs5 1450 thousand in1967-68 to RAB ‘thousant in |

1971-72. The poreontage|increase“in the volune of,businoss worked out,

to be 406. 85 during the corresponding poriod, Tho reasons advanced by

the proprictors for the catablishment of theoir concerns:were that

thoy 1 visualizedbottor prospects in the wisinoss(68|perr cont), because
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of increased demand following the introduction ofhigh-yielding varieties

(36 per cent) and because they were already working as commission agents

and could have better selling capacity in consequence of having contacts

with the cultivators(24per cent).

The seed supply agencics witnessed a phenomenal increase in the

volume of their business in 1971-72 over 1967-68. The value of sced

supplied by these agencies increased from is 399.50 thousand in 1967-68

to Rs 1003.50 thousand in 1971-72, The percentage increase worked out to

be 151.19 during the corresponding period. The National Seed Corporation

appointed agents for the supply ofcertified seeds to the farmers. The

reasons for the cstablishment of private seed shops were (1) better

prospects(55.56 per cent) and (ii) non-existence of Goverrment seed shops

in the nearby towns/markets(44.44 per cent). The National Seed Corporation

made arrangements for the supply of seed because the private agencies

did not hesitate to sell seed of inferior quality.

The suppliersof insecticides located inthe nearby towns/markets,

increased from7 in 1967-68 to 13 in 1971-72. The value of insecticides

sold by these agencies increased from Rs 512 thousand in 1967-68 to 1272

thousand in 1971-72. The percentage increase in the volune of business

worked out to be 148,44 during the corresponding period. The reasons for

the establishment of these agencies related mostly to increased demand,

which was further reinforcedbya subsidy for oil sced and cotton spray.

The agencies, which supplied agricultural implements, also

multiplied during this period in the wake of expanded use of farmmachinery

by the cultivators. Of the 39 agencies, which supplied agricultural

‘implements in 1971-72, 28.21 per cent came into existence from 1967-88

onwards. About 36.37 per cent of the agencies, which came into existence
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during this period, dealt exclusively with the sale of threshers/drummies,

18.18 per cent with threshers, seed drills and cultivators, 9.09 per cent

‘with oil engines and clectric motors and 9.09 per cont with all kinds

of minor implements. About 27.27 per cent of theasencies-weredealing

with the sale/supply of tractors and allied equipment.

The value of various types of agricultural implements sold/

supplied by these agencies increased fromRs 3552 thousand in 1967-68 to

7656 thousand in 1971-72(Table 8.5). The percentago increase in the

magnitude of business worked out to be 115.54 during the corresponding

 

 

 

period.

Table 8.5

Valuc of different agricultural implements sold,
1967-68 and 1971-72

| (Rs in thousand)

Type of implements | 1967-68 ‘ -1971-72

1. Tractor & allied 1065 1865
equipment

2, Oil engines & cléctric 14905 2915

motors

3, Threshers/drummics 620 1669

4, Other implements 462 1207

Total 3502 7656

 

The sale of oi1 engines and electric motors occupied the first

position by contributing 39.56 and 38.07 per cent of the total sales in

1967-68 and 1971-72 respectively. The value of sales from tractors and

allicd cquipment increased fromRs 1065 thousand in 1967-658 to fs 1865

thousand in 1971-72. This component occupied 20.98 and 24.36 per cert

of the total sales during 1967-68 and 1971-72 respectively. The magnitude
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of sales from threshers/drummies increased from ks 620 thousand in

1967-68 to 1669 thousand in 1971-72, which gave 169.19 per cent increase

during this period. The percentage share of sales from this component to

the total sales also incrcased from 17.45 in 1967-68 to 21.80 in 1971-72.

The value of sales of other implements also increased during this period.

The reasons advanced for the establishment of these agencies,

related to increased demand derived from mechanization(56.41 per cent),

chances of higher profits(46.15 per cent), demonstration effect(15.39

per cent) and for fulfilling the current necd of the farmers(5.13 per cont).

The inereased use of farmmachinery again led to the increase

in the mumber of repair/service units in the nearby towns/narkets. The

number of servicing & repairing workshops increased from 15 in 1967-68

to 32 in 1971-72. About 41.18 per cont of the workshops, which were

established after 1967-68, dealt exclusively with the repair of tractors,

17. 65 per cent with oil engines and 11.76 per cent with both tractors

and diesel engines. Thus the number of tractor repairing workshops

increascd with the increase in the mumber of tractors in the recent years.

The reasons advancedby the proprictors/mansgers, for the

establishmentoftheir workshops, related to bright business prospects

from incroasedmechanization(56.25 per cent), experience of working in

repriring workshop for quite a long time(15.62 per cent), along with

supply of agricultural implements, cssential repairing facilities

(12.50 per gent), non-existence of any good workshop for the repair

of dicsel engines(9.38 per cent) and the current need of famers

(6.25 per cent).

The increased use of capital and credit requirements amd

nationalization of 14 big commercial banks has led themto enter inthe
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field of agricultural finance ina big way. They have opened branches

jn rural and semi-urban areas for the purpose of promoting agricultural

advances.

Table 8.$ shows the contribution of commercial banks(which were

located in the nearby towns/markets) in the field of agricultural finance.

The total agricultural advances in these branches increased from Rs 912.50

thousand in 1969-70 to Rs 2126.40 thousand in 1971-72. The percentage increase

sn the advances worked out to be 134.15 during the corresponding period.

Table 8.6

Purpose-wise break-up of agricultural advances,

1969~70 and 1971-72

(Rs in thousand)

 

 

Purpose 1969-70 1971-72

Tractor oe 759.50 1712.90

| | (82, 25) (80 318)

Tubewell i ttt” 92.00 110.00

Dairy | 40 .00 125.00
| (4,38) (5.85)

Poultry == ss 24.00 84.00
(2.63) (3.93)

Crop loan Oe 6.00 104.50
- | | (0.66) (4,89)

Total | 912.50 : 2136.40©
(100.00) (100.00)

 

The advanecs for the purchase of tractors increased from

Rs 750.50 thousand in 1969-70 to fs 1712.90 thousand in 1971-72, The

percentage share of advances in this component to total advances amountod

_ to 82.25 and 80.18 in 1969-70 and 1971-Te respectively. The loan for the

purpose of purchasing tubewells inereased from 2s 92.00 thousand to Rs 110.00
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thousand juring the corresponding period. The advances for dairying

and poultry increased from Rs 64.0 thousand in 1969-70 %o Rs 209.0 thousand

in 1971-72. The percentage share of advances for this purpose to total

advances increased from 7.01 to 9.78 during the corresponding period.

The erop loan also increased from Rs 6.0 thousand in 1969-70 to 104.5

thousand in 1971-72. The per cent share of this component to total advances

increased from 0.66 to 4.89 during the corresponding period. ALL this

indicated the increased participation of commercial banks in the ficld of

agricultural finance,

In addition to the entry of commercial banks for agricultural

advances, Small Farmer Development Agency also funct‘ionedin the Fero aout

District for the benefit of the small farmers. This agency made nescesnary

arrangements for facilitating loans(with a provision of subsidy) for |

farmers owning land upto 7.5 acres. The purpose for which the advances

were made, related to minor irrigation and joint irrigation scheme, ion

Levelling & improvement of tand, dairying and poultry, supply of improve.

implements and arrangements for custom hiring etc, Since the ineepbior oe

the agency in Ferozopur District, the purpose-wise break-up of advances

and subsidies upto January 31,1973 is given in Table 8.7.

Table 8.7 |

  

 

Loans advenced through SFDA upto January 51,7..75
(Rs in thousand) ee

Purpose No. of cases Amount Subsidy
| advanced —

Minor irrigation 1690 8010.0 621.4

Dairy — 13 440.0 110.0
(197 mambers)

Poultry a 4 110.9 — 27.5
| — (66 members)

Others — | 101 — 524.0 81.0
 

Total | 1808 8884.0 849.9
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The agency facilitated loans of Rs 8010.0 thousand to 1690 small

farmers for the installation of tubewells. Advances for dairying and

poultry amounted toRs 550.0 thousand. The total subsidy given on the

loans advanced was estimated at Rs 849.9 thousand upto Jan. 31,1973,

whieh indicated the Government concern for improving the lot of small.

farmers,

4.

Inereased production and expanded marketed surplus, resulting

---fron--the-adoptionofhigh~yielding varietics of wheat, have necessitated

the expansion of storage facilities. The Food Corporationof India,

.Markfed. and Civil Supply Department have expanded storage facilities

whith are indicated in Table 8.8.

Table 8.8
to

Storage capacity withdifferent agencies,
1967-68 and 1971-72

(thousand metric tons).
 

  

Agoney | 1967-68 1971-72

~-Focd Coxnoraticn of India 35.00 170.0

Markved a 0.8 20.0

Givil Sepely Tsott. 0.65 | 15.0

(Coubrat, Warchousing 5.0. ~ 99.0

Coxporavion
 

Total 09235 229.0
2Ea it

The storage capacity of these agencies increased from 39.3

»

thousand metrics tone in 1937-68 to 225.0 thousand metric tons in1971-72.

The percensaze increase in the storage capacity worked out to be 472,52

during the corresponding period. Since the proportion of marketable surplus

has inerecescd at a faster rete than the increases in production, there is

anecd.for further expansionof the storage facilities both at the farm

” i,t 1 : -
TN, : Pryce 2tTang Ul Marino wevel.
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CHAPTER 1X

aeeeOS
CHANGES IN INVESTMENT BEHAVIOUR

Capital investment in agriculture occupies a pivotal position

in increasing farm production, augneating agricultural income and

maintaining the «ising trend iu agricultural productivity over a period

of time. The contribution of investment to the growth of farm output

mainly depends upon the patteri1 and ccmposition of investment and the

technological forms takcn by capital investment,

In the initial stages of the introduction of high-yielding

varieties, capital. investment made for the direct expansion of productive

capacity may be substituted for such cart ital investment, which has only

indirect effecs on productive erpacity. The pattern of investment of a

country, in which the former is more important than the latter, tends

to lead to a higher rate of growth of ovsput. An attempt is made in

this chapter to study the behaviour of farn investment and particularly

its impact on increased incomes.

Totel investment yas divid2d into three groups, comprising farm,

household and non-farm investment. “arm investment included inve stment

in Tarim machinery , Major aad minor implements, draught and mich animals,

purchase of land and irrigetion strucsure and the construction of farn

“puildings. Non-farm ‘aves’ mont conssituted investment in transport

business. Houschold investment comprised investment in education. It was

included becarse the current emphasiccu capital formation tended to

over-estimate the imoortance of invectment in physical capital and

28 importance “© hytan boing. “ascorresponding!y under-.cstimeré °.
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Dr. Kusnats has observed, the major- stock of a nation is not its physical’

equipment ; the essential invostmonts is largely in human beings not in

sticks, stones and metal.

Gross income and total investment

Total investment per holding amounted to Rs 7609.95, comprising

21.68 per cont of average gross income 1971-72(Table 9.1).

Table 9.1

Gross income and total investment per holding.

1967-68, 1968-99 1969-70 and 1971-72

 

 

Year Gross iincome Total“Tnvostnont ” Proportion of invest-

| (Rs) —_ (is) ment to. gross income

1967-68 22044,19 4075.51 18.49

1968-69 20938 .60 3441.35 a 16.44

1969-70 - 26556.41 | 3981.89 14.81

1971-72 35105.60 7609.95 21.68

Total snvostment was cstimated at Rs 4975.51, BAL. 35 and

| 5031.89 from 1967-68 through 1969~70 , which contributed 18.49, 16.44

and 14.81 per cent of average gross income during the corresponding period.

The percentage snerease in investnent in 1971-72 over 1967-68 worked out

to be 86.72. The smallor proportion of total Snvestment in 1968-69 and

1969-70, as compared to 1967-68, was due to the lower investment in farn

machinery and irrigation structure in these years.

Tho magnitude and relative importance of various components

of total “nvostmont arc presented jn Table 9.2. It was hypothesized

that productive farm investment would show an increasing trend, consequent
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construction of
irrigation |

structure

34.Construction_
Oo farm—

 buildingse,. ~~

he.Purehase- of|

minor iSplomontos”

5. “Purshase ‘of -

_ farn_maehinery
“-& najor isplonentes

+68 Purchase of©
draught animals,

7. Purchase of:
' nilch aninals.

8.-Purchase of
other aninals.

Sub Total (A )

BeHouschold

inyestnent

4. Investrent in
education.

Sub Total(B)

CG, Non-farn
A Investment °
1. Investment in

transport

Sub Total(C)—

Grand Total (atB+c)

pose A

 

Table 9:2

dvenage farm, household
and non-farn. investment

1967-685 1968-69, 196970
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Notes Figures in the parentheses

tapea asefirtention
Reenter

& 197172

1967-68. _196g~69 1969-70 __

915.72. 1018.33 1458.33
(22.47) (29.59) (37.09)

601.60 229.89 535.54
(14.76). (6668). LB)»

“214.64 B40.6BTm BE98
_& 5019) (A006) (a8)

133.020 149663 Bbe45
f SBTC 4035) ““{ 0.90)

1715607 \4erecod 880.55
(42.08). ao35 454) (22.29)

1850 | a _.+ 2Y7.50
oC. 2086) (408) (7.08)
129.00 166200 AABBS
( eT) ( 4.82) (41.28)

123.87 112520 405.00
( 5.04) e265) (2.67)

3946 57 3287 35 3797 68
( 96,84) (95.53) (96 559)

128.94 154.00 434021
( 3.16) ( 4.47) ( 3641)
128.94 154.00 — 134028
( 3016) ( 4.47) ( 3.41)

4075 51 B4A1 35 3951.89
(100.00) (100200) (100.00).

 

1971-72

2186.50
(28.73)

587650
( 7.72).

967.250 |
( 7.72)

200 .00
( 10251)

800. 00

-( 10.51)
7609 095

— (106.00)|
 

S donote percentages to Grand total.
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upon the introduction of high-yieldingvarieties. Average farm investment

amounted to Rs 6222.45, which formed 81.77 per cent of total investment

in 1971-72. It was estimated at fs 3946.57, 3287.35 and 5797.68 from

1967-68 through 1969-70 and accounted for 96.84, 95.53 and 96.59 per

cont of total investment during the corresponding period. A decline in

_ the proportion of average farm investment to total investment in 1971-72

resulted mostly from growing importance of non-farm ami houschold invest-

ment, as compared to the previous years.

The investment in farm machinery and major implements received

the first place in 1967-68 and 1968-69 and formed 42.08 and 35.54 per cent

of total investment, This component enjoyed the second place in 1969-70

and 1971-72 and occupied 22.39 and 23.61 per cent of the total investment.

It indicated the keen desire of cultivating families to mechanize their |

farms, to be able to increase production per unit area and per unit tinc.

The investment in land consistently inereased from Rs 915.72 in 1967-68

to Rs 1018.33, 1458.33 and 2186.30 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively. This component of investment was placed first in 1969-70

and 1971-72 and second in 1967-68 and 1968-69, It contri buted 28.75

per cent of the total imvestnent in 1971-72 ag against 22.47, 29,59 and

37.09 per cent. from 1967-68 through 1969-70. The hichor magnitude of

investment in the purchase and improvement of land every year, might be

due to the appreciation in land value s, following the introduction of the

high-yielding varictics.

The investment in the purchase and construction of irrigation

structure amounted to Rs 601.60, 229.89, 533.54 and 786.67 Yor 1967-68,

1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. It contributed 14.76, 6.68

13.57 and 10.34 per cent of the total investment during the corresponding
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period. This component occupied a position only next to investment

in land and farm machinery in 1967-68, 1969-70 and 1971-72, It

highlighted the importance of investment in irrigation structure in

the recent years. The investment in the construction of farm buildings

increased from Rs 211.61 in 1967-68 to 572.75 in 1971-72. The percentage

investitent in this componentto total investmont increased from 5.19

to 7.53 during the corresponding period. Next in importance was

investment in the purchase of milch animals, which accounted for

5.17, 4.82, 11.28 and 6.91 per cent of the total investment in

1967-68, 1968-69, 1989-70 and 1971-72 respectively. It exceeded the

investment in the purchase of draught animals for all the years under

study and confirmed the trend of cultivating families adopting dairying | ee

for supplementing their farm incomes. The lower magnitude of investment.

in draught animals resulted from comparatively higher investment in

farm machincry, which led to the partial replacement of bullock labour.
}

Farm investment per hectare increased from Rs 542.19 in 1967-68

to Rs 361.51 and 526.76 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively(Table 9.3).

The percentage increase over 1967-68 came to 0.56 and 53.93 during the

corresponding period. The decrease in farm investment per hectare in

1968-69, as compared to 1967-68, was owing to the decrease in the

magnitude of investment in irrigation structure and farm machinery.

An examihation of the magnitude of different items of farm

investment per hectare showed that investment in the purchase and

improvement of land inoreased from Rs 79.40 in 1967-68 to 94.71, 138.82

and 185.08 in the subsequent years. Investment in farm nachinory also

witnessed an increase from fs 148.71 in 1967-68 to &s 152.12 in 1971-72.

Investment in irrigation structure per hectare increased from ks 52.16

to 66.60 during the corresponding period. The pereentage of investment
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Table 93

Farn,household and npn-farn.
‘investment per hectare 1967-68,
1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72.

 
 

i ites = 967-68 1969-69 1969-70 1971-72

A»Farn Investrent | |

1. Purchase and 79.40 94.71 138.82 185.08
improvenent

Re Purchase &
Construction of 52016 21 238 50.79 6660
irrigation | |
structuree

5, Gonstruction of |
| fern buildings. 18.35 52051 6 209 48449

4e Purchaseof
- minor implements . 11.55 135.92 4ST 6-54

5e Purchaseof | a
farn machinery & 148 71 113273 83282 152412

major implements. .

6. Purchase of |
-~ draught animals. 10610 5<60 a0edo 208

. Ys» Purchaseof |r nilch apinals. 11.18 15.44 4220 44.51

Be Purchase of other
animals. 10.74 10.43 93.99 54D

Sub Total(a) 542619 305 «72 361.51 526 076

B eHouschold |

investment: _ |

1. Investment in 11617 14.32 12.78 43.273
education.

Sub Total (B) 11.17) 14.52 12.78 49 473

Ce. Nomfarn
Investment )

1. Investment in - ” - 67.72

branspox:

Sub Total (C) - - - 67.72

4A. Grend Total (APB+) 267636 520.04 574629 644.21
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in these three components(land, farm machinery and. irrigation structure)

to farm investment per hectare came to 81.90, 75.17, 75.64 and 76.66 for

1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively.

The magnitude of investmont in farm machinery and irrigation.

structure was estimated at Rs 200.87 in 1967-68 and 135.11, 1354.61 and

218.72 in the subsequent years. It constituted 58.70, 44.19, 37.24

and 41.92 per cent of per hectare farm investment in 1967-68, 1968-69,

1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively and highlighted the importance of

investment in farm machinery and irrigation structure subscquent to the

introduction of high-yielding varietics.

Houschold investment

It was hypothesized that the investment in educationwould

4ncrease with increased incomes, resulting from the introduction of

high-yielding varieties. The investment in education per household.

increased fromfs 128.94 in 1967-58 to Rs 154.00, 134.21 and 587.00 in

the subsequent ycars(Tablc 9,2), The percentage of investment in education

to total investment stood at 7.72 in 1971-72 as compared to 3.16, 4.47

and 3.41 por cent from 1967-68 through 1969-70. It gave an indication

that cultivating familics have started giving more importance to the

education of their children than they did before.

To study the response of investment in education as a result

of change in farm business income, lincar regressionwas fitted to the

data for all the years, where Y represented per houschold investment

in edueation and X per household farm busincss income(Table 9.4),
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Tablo 9.4

Regression cocfficients and their signi ficance,
1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72.

 

 

Ttens | | 1967-68 1968-69. 1969-70 1971-72

Value of Ip! 20005 © 0011 | :0063%* 0662 #
( 0271) (.0040). (0020) (0192)

Elasticity .0431 0649. 5508. 1.5282

Ro .0019 0036 2 s«w TLE 3B12*#

Y = atbX 167 .63+0005% L71L.78+.0011X 72.37+.0063X 423.1440662X

 

The income elasticity of education increased from .0431 in

1967-68 to .0649, .5506 and 1.5282 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

respectively. The increasing elasticities indicated the higher relative

response of investment in education as a result of shifts in farm business

income,

Non-farm investment

 

Non-farm investment showed up for the first time in 1971-72.

The magnitude of this investment amounted’.to Rs 800.00, which contributed

10.51 per cent of total investment in 1971-72(Table 9.2). It was of the

nature of investment in transport business and indicated the business

attitude of farmers to make some investment outside agriculture. It

was a pointer in the dircetion that with snercased incomes in bho

coming years, the farmers might invest higher amounts in non-farm

sector of the economy.

Investment pattern and farm size

It was hypothesized that the pattern of investment would

differ on different sizes of operational holdings. Total investment

per holding increased from Rs 2075.17 in 1967-68 to Rs 3988.92 in 1971-72
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for small holdings, which accounted for 92.22 per cont increase during

the corresponding perioa(TTable 9.5). The decrease in investmont in

1968-69 as compared to 1967-68, was owing to the lower magnitude of

investment in land. Total investment increased from Rs 4680.08 in

1967-68 to Rs 4793.11 in 1971-72 for medium holdings, which gave Rete

per cent increase during the corresponding period. The lower magnitude

of investmont in 1968-69 and 1969-70, as compared to 1967-68 could be

attributed to the lower investment in land, irrigation structure and

farm machinery in 1968-69 and 1969-70. Total investment consistently

increased fromRs 4691.03 in 1967-68 to 7233.24, 7331.70 and 12914.05

in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively for the large holdings.

Percentage increase in investment over 1967-68 was 54.19, 56.19 and

175.29 during the corresponding period.

Farm investment accounted for 98,26 per cent of total investment

for small holdings and 96.29 and 97. 19 per cent for medium and large

holdings respectively in 1967-68. The relative share of farm investment

declinedto 67.05, 66.28 and 91.04 per cent for the different sized

holdings in 1971-2. This was owing to the higher amount of household and

non-fafm investment in 1971-72.

An cxaminationof the magnitude and relative importance of

various components of farm investment showed that the purchase and

construction of irrigation structure occupied the first place in 1968-69,

1969-70 and 1971-72 and second place in 1967-68 for small holdings. It

contributcd 20.84, 30.68, 51.72 and 22.98 per cent oftotal investment

during all the yoars understudy. The investmcnt in land enjoyed the

first place.in1967«68, But its importance decreased in the subsequent

years. This was duc to the steep rise in land values in the recent years,

which made it difficult for the small farmers to purchase land. Investment.
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Table 9.8
ee

Average farm, household and non-formInvestment

For different sized holdings, 1967-58, 1968-69
| 1969-70 and 1971-72,
 

. a « ows we ee
rire . ar

  mage.  

Items ’ 1967-68 _ 1968-69 2969-70 — fortere |
 

f£.Farm Investment all. Medium large Small Mediur ~ large malt Medium Large omal 1 Medium

1. Purchase and 04.85 1002.27 945.11 292.86 250.00 2777.78 =). 250,00. 4100.00. = - 884.6P
provement of (33,97) (21.42) (20.15) (17,94) (i%.20) (88.40) = (10.59) (55.92) = :.

 yand. LO 7 —— |

Purchase and. | | — a
Construction of 640.00 30 548.89 500,83 127,20 . 17 1072.69. $1.82 600.00... 916.6£

irrigation (30.84) (22 (11.70) (30.68) (3.67)2 (2.4 L<72) (1635) (8.18) (22,98)
— structure | Co | : := Construction of 136.78 1 7 140.44 312.94 297,14 © 459.90 27,27 161.95 504.17 4
- farm buildings. (6:52) (6:30) (2.99) (19.17) (45.57) © (6.36) =. (4.46) (2.22) (12,64) (3,78)

}

L. Purchaso of minor 87,78 153.98 159,53 O4;14 147.79 195.1 5.61 37.09. 60.50 45.58 72.26
- implenonts. | (4.25) (2.97) 344 (s.77) (vi7a) kB (0.27) (1.57) (oepa) (1.14) (1.51)

Purchase of 93.86 2000.53 2531.50 100,00 593.40 3075:61 267.45, 695.41 1636.00. 466.67 1061.92
farm Machinery &. (4 se) (42, 33.9 14) (31.10) (Go 12.89) (20.45) (22.31) (14.70) (22.15).
Major -imploments. (4.52) (42.75) _ (6.44) (51.10) (piso) | 89) A ) (a2 ) ) (2 5)

5. Purchase of 34429 += 216.36 25.11 43.71 39.71 83,38 15556 400,00. 252.50 141,67 265/88
draught animals. (1.65) (4432) (0.54) (2,68) = (2.08) (0.46). (7.50) (16.04) (5.44) (5655) (5.54)
Purchase of milech 242.15 103.45 80.78 175.00 (166.43 158.53 444,44 654,55 210.00 600.00 496:15
aninals. (11.67) (2.421) (1.72)({10.72), (8,72) . (2.19) (21.42) (27.72) (2.86). (15.04) (taigs)

“Purchase of 99,28 135050 128,00 67.15 108.453 155.11 88,89 109,09. 115.00. -. 76,92—
other aninals (4:79) (2.85) = (2.73) (4,11)! (5.68) (2. 2) (429) (4.62) (1.57) ~. (1,60)

‘Sub Total (A) 2038.99 4£03.45 4559.36 1586.65 1730.10 7032.52 2034.84 2205.23. 7135.95. 2674.75 By76.06 11756678:
| | (98.26). (ag.29) (97.19) (97.21) (90.66) (97.23) (98,09) (93,40) (97.33) (67,05) (66.28) (94 (na)

-—*

Contd/— 
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ie - Table 965 { contd 2.

Average farm, hownshoL and non-farm Investment

for different sized holdings, 1967-68 y 1968-69 5

1969-70 & 1971-72.

i a Ebems --- 4967-68. -- 196869 2 1969870 1971-72

ae : - B.Householad onall Mediun Large Small § Medium Large Small Medium Large Small Medium Large

.- «.. Investment — — ~ — |

» ste Investment in gh-4ga7gib7 agt.37 45.61. «178-46 © 200-72 9.53 155.73 195475 41 BE.92 1157027

—, , education. (1.74) ¢ e674) (" 2681) (2679) (9434) ( 2677) Ge91) (6.60) ( 2.67) ( 1.61) ( me (8496)

+ + Gap Total (B) 36018175057 121.67 45.61 178016 200.72 30.8% 155.73 195.475 64017 846.92 Last iat

tes (4.74) 71) ( 2431) ( 2679) (9034) ( 2.77)( 1.91) (6.60) (2.67) ( 1,62) < 24) ( 8.96)

 

 

Soe? + CNonfarn|
| on DO ‘Inyestmont. - - | a |

eG: Le Investments in om - = “~ es _ am 1.2579% pee9290 1269-¥23 _

| ot trarngport . | . . . | ( jt ory) 51454) ( 26 648) |

tal (C - - ~ - - ~ “ LR 1808 126923 -
Sub Total ) | | | re (34234) (2648)

Qe Grand Total =yysiay 4680.02 4691.05 1682.24 1900026 7283-24 2074.37 2360.96 7531670 980.92 4793.11 1214.05

a ( &4B46) (490,00) (190.00) (100.09) (100 .00) ( 100.00) (100400)(100400) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)

- | A | |

Notet- The figures in the parentheses denote percentages to grand total.
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in the purchase of ‘milch animals gained the second position in 1969-70

and 1971-72, which formed 21.42 and 15.04 per cent of total investment.

This showed the tendency of small farmers to invest in dairying for

supplementing their farm incomes, The nagnitude of investment in farm

machinery also increasedfromRs 95,86 in 1967 -68 to Rs 100.00, 267.45 and

466.67 in the subsequent years for small holdings. This component hold

‘the third place in 1969-70 ani fourth in 1971-72.

The investment in farm machinery and major implements occupied

the first place in all the years under study for medium holdings. It

constituted 42.75, 31.10, 29.45 and 22.15 per centof total investment |

during the corresponding period. Next in importance was investment in

land in 1967-68 and 1971-72 and investment in milch animals in 1969-70.

Other components of farm investment expcrienced year to year variations

in their relative importance for medium holdings.

- ‘The invostnent in the purchase and improvement of land got the

first place in 1969-70 and 1971-72 for large holdings. This component

occupied the second position in the previous years, thereby yiclding

first place to investment in farm machinery.The investmentinland

amountedtoRs945.11,2777.78, 4100.00 and 4917.19 in 1967-68, 1968-69,

1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively , which accounted for 20.15, 38.40, 55.92

and 38.08 percent of the total investment during the corresponiingperiod,

The percentage of investment in farm machinery to total investment worked

out to be 53.96, 42.52, 22.31 an 26.26 for all the yoars under study.

Next in importance “as investmentinthe purchase and construction of

irrigation structure in 1967-68, 1969-70 and 1971-72 which formed 11.70,

8.18 ani 11.47 per cent of the total investnent quring the corresponding

period. The investmentinthese three components(land, farm machinery and

irrigation structure) accounted for 85.81, 83.39, 86.41 and 75.81 per cent

 



 

ae
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of total investment in1967-63, 1968-89, 1969-/0 and 1971-72 respectively

for large holdings, Thus large holdings followed a well defined farm

investment pattern in the recent years,
ke

y

farm investment per hectare increased from is 502.74 in 1967-S8

to fs 689.95 in 1971~72 for small holding(Table 9.6). It amounted to

Rs 440.12, 182.56, 255.12 and 371.50 in 1957-68, 1958-69, 1969-70 and ©

1971-72 respectively for medium holdings. The deerease in investment

as compared to 1967-68, came from the lower investment in irrigation

structure and farm machinery in the subsequent years. Per hectare farm

investment increased from fs 235.48 in 1967-68 to 588.13, 382.01 and

087.97 in the following years. The percentage increase in investment

over 1957-68 came out to be 64.83, 62.23 ami 149.69 during the

corresponding period.

the investment in irrigation structure per hectare increased

from Rs 157.80 in 1957-58 to Rs 262.04 and 236.45 in 1989-70 and 1971-72

respectively for small holdings. The investment in the purchase of

milch animals increased fromfs 59.70 in 1967-G8 to Rs 108.55 and 154,77

during the corresponding period. Again, investment in farm machinery

inercasedfromRs 23.14 in 1967-68 to Rs 26.09, 65.52 and 120.38 during

the subsequent ycars. Investment per hectare in these three components

(irri gation structuro, milch animals and farmmachinery) constituted

47.87, 48.90, 87.71 and 74.15 per cent of total farm investment per hectare

in the years under study.

Investment in farm machinery and major implements per hectare

amounted to Rs 195.41, 62.62, 83.60 ami 124.18 in 1967-48, 1968-69, 1959-70

and 1971~72 respectively for medium holdings. The purchase and improvenent

of land amounted to Ps 97.88, 25.58, 30.06 and 105.44 during the corresponding
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Table 966 »

Farnyhousehold and non-farm. investment per
_ hectare for different sized hobdi.NES, iI67—68 ,

| 1968-69, 1969.70 and 1971-72 .

a_Itens _ 1967-68 _— 1968-69_ |. 1969-70 1971-72

ee _AGFarm Investricnt- : Small. Medium large Small Medium ‘Lerge Small Medium Large Snall Medium Large
. 2 de Purchase & 173.79 97.88 48.81 76638 26.28 153.30 -. 20.06 219.49 ~ 103.44 245 91

f an 4nprovénent of land. | |

I. 3 ie 2s Purchase and ;

. 2. © construction of 157680 60.19 23 «35 130.61 13-42 9e87 262.04 3.62 32c12 236.46 16 «19 74010
Srrigation | |

of, structurcee_ |

+4, 3. Construction of , |

-- farm buildings+ - 55003 2B 619 7025 81662 51.58 25 «38 - 5.28 8.67 150.05 eLeed 55965

“3 4. °Purchase of minor | | | |

ac, 7S implonents + 21.65 15.57 Becd 24055 15 659 10.80 1637 4.46 3e24 11.76 843 5 03

‘ De Purchase of farm 7
3 machinery |and major e0el4 135 o41 LD eT 4 26 O09. GeeGR 169.75 65ed" 83260 87 008 120 6 38 124618. 169.261

* 3 implenents. |
’ a4 Be Purchase af draught Sesto 2113 | 10H 11 41 4.419 1.84 ( 099 48 .09 13052 36.54 51.03 12.73

ve Purchase of mitch B70 1010 Aol? 45664 17656 S674 108455 78.69 24 154.77 58.02 26.03

- #° 9, Purchase of othor p4iyg 35,05 6462 ATASL Med5 «Ged BLT dSel2 GB 9609 0,94
“ \ Sub Total (A)-- 502074 440.12 225448 415.81 182.56 398.15 496.98 265.12 382,01 689.26 311450 507.97

. _) BaHougehold Invest .
ok eels |

|

i Ss  4d.Investment in , 8.93 16.95 6.80 11.89 18.80 11,08 9466 18.72 10.48 16 055 40,58 57 e87

os Fag educations oe | | ,

|) Sub" PFotal (B) 8.93 1635 6.80 11,09 18.80 11.08 9366 10672 10.48 16455 =40458 5787

4 | ve C.Non-farm Investnent mo : ; : |

{  £  4.4Investment in mS - - “ - - - =  —-S2Redd 148ede -
\ transport ) || 4 Stoel () - i

Grand Total 511067 457.08 242.28 425070 201036 399-21 506.64 283.84 392649 1028.95 560.50 645.84
pus _(_atp+c) 
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period. These two components(land and farm machinery) accounted for

66.64, 48.75, 42.87 and 61.27 per cent of the total farm investment

per hectares in all the years under study.

In case of large holdings, the investment in farm machinery

per hectare increased from is 150.74 in 1967-68 to Rs 169.61 in 1971-72.

Investment in land increased fromfs 48.81 in 1967-68 toRs 153.50,

219.49 and 245.91 in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. The

investment in these two items contributed 76.25 per cent of total farm

investment per hectare in 1967-68 and 83.25, 80.38 and 70.67 per cent

in the subsequent years.

Houschold investment

The per houschold investment in education consistently

inereased from Is 36.18, 173.57 and 131.67 in 1967-68 to 64.17, 346.92

and 1157.27 in 1971-72 for small, mediun and large holdings respectively.

The pereent increase, in 1971-72 over 1967-68, worked out to be 77.36,

99.87 and 778.92 per cont for small, medium and large holdings rospectively.

The percentage of investment in education to total investment increased

from 2.81 in 1967-68 to 8.96 in LO71-7e for large holdings. It accounted

for 1.74 and 3.71 per cent in 1967-68 and 1.61 and 7.24 per cont in

1971-72 for small and medium holdings respectively. The magnitude of

investment and its relative inercase in case of Large holdings was higher

than that of the small and medium holdings. Thua large holdings spent more

on education of their children in the recent years.

Non-farm investment : The small and medium holdings invested in transport

business for the first time in 1971-72, The investment in transport ©

amounted to Rs 1250.00 and 1269.23 for small and medium holdings respectively,

which formed 31.34 and 26.48 per cent of total investment. 1t showed the
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tendency of small and mediun holdings to invest outside agriculture

for supplementing thoir farm incomes.

Concentration of investment : The frequency distribution of holdings

according to total investment is shown in Table 9.7. The percentage —

of holdings, which made an investment of Rs 7200 & above, increased from

16.66 in 1967-68 to 23.33 in 1971-72. On the other hand, the percentage

of holdings, which made an investment of less than Rs 1200, declined from

30.00 to 10.00 during the corresponding period. The proportion of holdings,

which investedRs 4800 & above increased from23.33 in 1967-68 to 56.66

in 1971-72. And the proportion of holdings, which invested less than

Rs 2400, decreased from 60.00 to 56 .67 during the corresponding period,

As regards farm investment, the percentage of holdings, which

made an investment of Rs 6000 & above, increased from 16.67 in 1967-68

to 20.00 in 1971-72(Table 9.8). On the othcr hand, the proportion of

“holdings, which invested less thanRs 2400 declined from 60.00 to 40.00

‘during the corresponding period.

Financial investment ; The per holding financial investment for different

sized holdings is presented in Table 9.9. The average amount of financial

investment came to Rs 107.39 in1971-72. The instalment of the life

insuranee occupied the first place, and accounted for 32.59 per cent of the

total financial investment in 1971-72. The investment in the purchase of

shares from the land mortgage banks was placed second and accounted for

29.65 per cent of the total financial investment,

Table 9.9 shaws that the small holdings did not invest in any

constitucnt of the financial investment in 1971&72. The per holding

investment increased from ks 85.76 for medium holdings to Rs 191.54 for

Large holdings. The investment in the purchase of shares from the
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3 BableQe

“¢ Frequency distribution of holdings

e , by total investment Classes, 1967-68,
2 4968-69 .1969-70 and 1971-72.

* Total. Investment ___ 1967-68 1968. _ 1963-70 1971-72 _
ke. if Rs) Percent. Gumilatbive Invest-_ Percent- Cumula Investrent Percent: Cunu.--Imvestme~ Percenv— Cum. Investment

. age of Percentage ment»per age of tive. Per age of lative nw per age of lative per

2 holdings« holding « holds,ngs »Percen-holdingss holdings-per- holding. holdings .Parcent— holding,

3 y oes a -, CCLo— ages |

i _ - — ee — 20s _ ae _

hy Q-1200 20.00 7%. 0Q - 652 78 46 667 46067 497.56 26.67 26-67 346.75 10-00 10.200 AT8 50

cs 4200-2400© ZO 600 dO 200 1852073 23.035 70.00 1805.06 23.00 56.67 1825-00 26:67 36.67 1807-75

£) 949063600 6667 36 67 3035080 «13033 083485 ROT2457 20.00 76.67 2674.57 20.00 56.67 8066-42

340044800 410 «00 76.67 3950-50 3.35 86.66 4150.00 - 6. 67 ~ 667 63.34 3634200

7 4800-6000 6667 83254 5203250 w 86 666 in 13235 90.00 5320.37 — 10.00 73.54 5220 .67.

| s000«7200 . 33.34 - 6.67 93033 6648.00 - 90,00 = 3033 76,67 7045-00

7200 & sbove As 066 406 200 14241.15 6667 100000 27748625 102.00 100.00 eO447 fT (25055 100.00 23779205

etd 100.00 ~ _ 4075.51 100.00 - 3441085 100.000 -~ 3931.89. 100Ww0 = 7609 695
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Table(148

Frequency distribution of holdings
by farm Investment classes, 196768,
19 68-69.,1969-70 and 1971-72.
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Farm Investment 1967-C3_ | 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72
(Rs) Peraent- Curmlative Average Percent- Cumulative Average Porcent- Cumula- Average Percent— Cunmule— Average. age of percentage farm age of  yorcontago faru | age of tive farn wee at tine. een

,noldings invest- holdings . invest- holdings percent~investnent holdings percent—invest--
. | —_— . mont a reo | _O2o Cae age. nent.

up 1200 3005S = S50S3 594613 50 .00 ‘esi a Od 442.85  29,.C0 30.00 351.22 13.33 13.33 629.25

~ 1200-2400 26.67 = 60.00 1814.34 26 «66 76.66 1904.80 53 0 54. 63.34 1853.80 26:67 40.00 1466.94

2400-~3600 10.00 70.00 3019 -87 6 267 85035 2742.40 13.33 76667 2712.87 26.67 66-67 2859.12

36004800 10.00 80.00 4258 200 3455 86666 3937.00 5035 80.00 4562.00 666 13553 4204.00

4800~6000 50 54 83054 5716.50 _ 86 «66 " 10 600 90e00 53572 67 6 «67 80 00 5167000 /

60007200 5053 8667 6266.00 6067 93.33 6368-00 ” 90 ,0O _ 10 00 90 00 6648.00

~overay. "490,5007 = 46457 100.00 - 3287 235 100.00 ~~ 3797.68 100,00 —~ — 6822,45
 eycore canecasea, Ogee yeripsteennn.POeyTeena “eet

  



 
 

 
 
 



Table 9.9

7 Pattern of financial investment
(per holding) of different sized

holdinzs, 1971-72

 

   

 

Items small | Medium Large Averace

Shares in co-opera- _ - | 57.91 145.90
tive society (19.79) (12.94)

Shares in marketing ~ 7.69 | — 5433
society (8.97) (3,10)

Shares in Land — 24.25 58,18 51.83
Mortgage Bonk (28,25). (30.38) (29.65)

Purchase of National —~ = 15.3 45.45 23,33
_ Saving Certificates (17.93) (23.73) (21.72)

L .I.C. Instalment ~ -38, 46 50.00 35.00
(44,85) (26,10) (32.59)

Totalt- ae 85.78. 194.54 107.39
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
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Land mortgage barks occupied the first place in the total financial

investment for large holdings and the second place for medium holdings.

It amounted to 2s 24.23 and 58.18 which formed 28.25 and 50.58 per cent

of the total financial investment for medium and large holdings respectively.

This investment scrved as the pre-requisite for borrowings from these banks.
a

The investment in the payment of instalment of the life insurance accounted ©
F ;

for 44,85 and 26.10 per cent of the total financial investment for medium

and large holdings rospectively. It indicated the awareness among these

households to invest in this component. The purchase of National Saving

Certificates worked out to be Rs 15.38 and 45.45, which accounted for

17.93 and 23.73 per cent of the total financial investment for medium and

large holdings respectively. This investment was mainly associated with the

purchase of land. The medium holdings also invested in the purchase of

shares from the marketing Socictics.

Ae
a

Functional relationship betwecn farm income and investment

To study the response of gross income per hectare, as a result

of change in farm investment per hectare, linear regression was fitted

to the data for all the years, where ¥ represented per hectare gross

income and X per hectare farm investment.

Table S.l1

Regression coefficients and their significance,
1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72

we

Items 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1971-72
 

Value ofb «1468 -1,1482* = S172 1.1656"
, ( 0932) (.4605) ( , 2593) (.3059)

Elasticity £0320 1638 .0956 2035

2 oo
R 0525 1920 1180 , 2239 ¥x

Y= atbX 1881.85+.1468X 1602.17+1.1482X 2263.62+.5172X 2211. 2741.1656x
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The cocfficient of deLormination(R”) ws significant in 1968-69

and 1971-72. The investment cLasticities increased from .0520 in 1967-68

to .1638, .0956 and .2035 in 1968-89, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively.

Other factors and investuens : The cgonvurioubion oF such factors as type

of ownership, size of family, number of earners and educationcdf the head

of the family, was examined by applying variance-ratio test, for their

influence on the levels of both total investment and farm investment for

all the years under study. The results are presented in Tables 9.11 and

9.12, The analysis showed that the effect of educational level of the

head ofthe family was significant both in case of total investment

and fam investment in 1967-68. Tho size of family also influenced fa

investment in 1971-72.

Educational level and investment : Total investment increased from

Rs 2761.81 in caso of functionallyilliterate heads to is 15325.53 in’

case of heads with matriculationqualifications.-F valuc ‘came out to be.

2.9891, which was significant ab 5 per contlevel. ‘Farm investment—

was estimated at Rs ROR 69 din CA8e of illiterate heads and Rs 128135.67 _

in case>of natriculate hoads, The calculated 'T! value\3.0234) was_

significant at 5 per cent level,

 

Size of family and investment : Farm investment& imercased fromis 438.75

for familiesupto throe members to%s 8347.82 for fanilics with lo and

abovs membersin 1971-72.The Logicbohind i wasthattho Largs families

invested higheremount in farm investment to obtain higher incomes.

This, in turn, would help to finance higher famillyexpenditure, 'F

value workedouttobe 3.4695, which was also significant at 5 per cent

level. |
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Investment pattern of the Labour households : The investment pattern

of the labour houscholds is presentedin Table 9.15.

Table 9.13

Investment pattern of the labour households

 

 

 

1971-72

Itens — Gill Bhinder Kalan Faqarsar § Overall average

L.Purchase = - 83,33, 63.47 32.27
of milch © . (69.44) ~ (65,12) (64.77)
aninals | .

2.Purchase of - ~ 10.00 5.55

other animals (30,26) (6.69)

3. investment 4.a0 14.67 24.00 14.22

in education (100.00) (30.56) (24,62) (28.54)

Total 4.00 48.00 97.47 49.82
(100.00) (100.00) (100.00) (100.00)
 

The per houschold total investment of the labour households

worked out to be Rs 49.82 in1971-72. It was the highest(Rs 97.47) in

Fagarsar and the lowest in Gill(?Ps 4.00). The investment in the purchaso

of milch animals accounted for 64.77 per cent of the totel investment,

It constituted 69.44 and 65.12 per cent of total investment in Bhinder

Kalan and Faqarsar respectively. The investment in education amounted to

Rs 14.22, which accounted for 28,34 por cent of the total investment in

1971-72. It incrensed fromRs 4.00 in Gill to Rs 14,67 amd 24.00 in

Bhinder Kalan and Fagarsar respectively. The investment in this component.

was higher(Rs 587.50) in case of cultivating houscholds in 1971-72. It

worked out to be Rs 64.17, 346.92 and 1157.27 for small, mediumandlarge

holdings respectively. Thus the labour households gave relatively lesscr

attention to the educationof their children.
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The study showed that tho labour houscholds did not invest

inany item of financial investment during 1971-72. This might bo
~ due to their meagre income, which barely covered the houschold expenditure.

 



  



CHAPTER x

HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE

Proper utilization of the increased farm incomes was

essential for further expansion of the agricultural plant. If these

inereased incomes were spent on household expenditure, without building

up the necessary infrastructure on the farm, economic development of

agriculture might be hampered, at Least over a longer period. On the

other hand, if the increased incones were invested on the farm, the

agricultural economy could support secomary and tertiary sectors

withits increased production and farm incomes. The study of houschold

expenditurewas, therefore, important to oxaminc the spending behaviour

of thc sclected houscholds in response to increased incomes and to

work out the magnitude and relative importance of various items, which

entered houschold cxpenditurce.

Comoonz:nts of houschold expenditure

‘ouschold sxpenditure comprised all the expenditure incurred

by the houscholds on domestic account, including consumption of the

produce raised on the farm(in case of cultivating houscholds). This

expenditure was divided into food and non-food items. Food items

included cereals, milk and milk products, vegetables and pulses, sugar,

pur& tea, salt & spices, fruits and edible oils ote. Non-food items

included clothing & footwear, fucl, lighting, modicinc, travelling,

socio-religious ccrcmonics, recreation, toilct, consumer durable goods

and cxoenditure on the purchase and construction of dwelling houses.
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Gross income and houschold expenditure

Average housaholdcxpenditure along with its proportion

to gross income for various years is presented inTable 1lo.1.

Table 10.1

Gross income and houschold cxpenditure,

1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 | -

 

Avorage Average household Proportionof houschold
eross expendi ture(Rs) - expenditure to gross
income(Rs) income

i
<

C
i

$5 r
y

1968-69 20938.60 9044.31 43,19

1969-70 26556.41 9170.56 | 54.55

1971-72  35105.60 12190.41 34.72

 

It was hypothesized that average houschold expenditure

increasedin response to ths increased incomes in the reeent ycars.:

Average houschold expenditure inercased from Rs 9044.31 in 1968-69

to %s 9170.56 and Rs 12190.41 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively,

accounting for 43.19, 34.53 and 354.72 per cent of average ross

income during the corresponding oeriod. The higher proportion of

houschold expenditur. to gross income in 1968-69, as compared to

1989-70 and 1971-72, resulted from the lower magnitude of gross income,

which was affected adversely by unfavourable weathcr conditions. The

percentage incrcase in houschold cxpenditure over 1963-69 worked out

to be 1.40 and 34.79 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively.
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The magnitude and relative importance of various components

of houschold expcnditure for different.ycars is presented in Table 10.2.

It was hypothesized that tho relative importance of expenditure on non-

food items would increase as a result of the operation of the demonstration

effect, The study showed that the per houschold expenditure on food

items increased from fs 5666.79 in 1968-69 to Rs 6529.23 in 1971-72.

Its contribution to the total expenditure, however, decreased from

62.66 per cont in 1968-69 to 56.14 and 53.56 per cent in 1969-70 and

1971-72 respectively. The lower proportion of cxpenditure on food items

to total houschold cxpenditure in 1971-72 was in conformity with tho

Enacl's Law that the proportion of expenditure on food decreased as

income increased.

The per household expenditure on non-food items increased

from Rs 3377.52 in 1968-69 to Rs 4021.68 and Rs 5661.13 in 1969-70 and

1971-72 respectively. The percentage expenditure on non-food items |

to total cxpenditure increased from 37.34 per cent in 1968-69to 43.86

and 46.44 during the corresvonding period. The percentage increase in

this expenditure over 1968-69 worked out to be 19.07 and 67.61 in the

subsequent ycars, which shows a rising trend of expenditure on non-food

itscms.

The expenditure on socio-religious ceremonies occupied the

first place in non-food items for all the years under reference. The

magnitude of expenditure on this component incroased fromRs 10c9.44

in 1968-69 to Rs 1191.58 and 1581.83 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively.

Its share in the total expenditure increased from 11.38 per cent in

1968-69 to 12.99 and 12.98 per ccnt during the corrcsponding period.

The percentage increase in cxpenditure on socio-religious ecremonics
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Axrrerage and vor CapitOB FlHousehold-
~

expenditure18-69, 169070 ak 1971-72
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

+ Cin Bs, ,

Items_ __ Betonditure ns‘rhocuschold ~ . Expenditure per capita”_
1968. 69 1969-70 1971-72 1968- 69 1969-70. 1971~72

A, “Food Items . oO Oo
4, reals. = 2126.27© 2052.42 2397.20 226,20 232,40 224,74

| (23.51) (22,24) (19,66 ) a oo
2. Non cereals, 3540.52 3096,3 4132.03 376,65 350.50 387,38

(39.15) (33.6) 33.90)

Sub Total(A) 5666.79 5142.9 6529.23 © «4602,85—s«582L90—6 12.12
a (62,66) 9 (56.14) (53,56) :B, Nont Items : - -

1, Clothing & 745,57 697.50 1389,00 79,32 78.96 130.21
footwear , ( 5624). (7,61) (11,39) a oe |

2, Puel & lighting 211.59 174.23 219, 07 22,51 19.72 20,54
(2.34) (4.90) (1,80) | .

3, Medicine, 221,38 35, 1€ 239, 33 23,55 32,28 22.741 (2.45 (11) (1.96) . -
4, Travelling 249.20 240. 82-260,67 26.517 27,26 LAA

. (76) 2.63)(2A)
De Socio-reli gious 1191.5 1581, 8 109552 134.90 148,30

ceremonios, Piece) M298 58) a

$5. Recreation -366767- 243,10 —-507,"383 — 39,01 38.84 ~~ 27,61
os (4.05(. (3,74) (1.169 |

7. Toilet 10/61. 160,28 197.77 11,73 18,12 1852,
(1.15) (1.75) (1.62) | — |

8, Consumer —«s-*120,24 242.50 216.0 12.79 | 31,98 23,06|
durable goods, (1,33). (3,083 ( 2,oS) |

9. Dyelling -270.38 573,82 155425 28,76 64.96 70,81_ houses, (2.99) 6,26) (6,20) -

10, litigation 13,33 5.9 “67, 50 1.42 — "3,67 15,70(0.15) (0,06) = (1,37) oe O
11, Miscollancus. 45, 11.0 68.77) 65. B 4,89 7.56 9.08: ; ~ (9,59) (0,73) 3,80). | a
Sw. Total (B) 2377.58 121,66 5361.18 359,32 15527 530,73So (37.34 Ug86) 7 (46.44) ee a ERTS
Grand total 90.31 OTIS 12190. 44 962,7 1038, : 1142.85(448). (199, 29) (199, 09) ee |
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over 1968-69 worked out to be 15.75 and 53,66 in 1969-70 and 1971-72

respoctively. The expenditure on clothing and footwear occupicd the

sccond place in non-food items fot all the years. Per household

expenditure on this component increased fromfs 745,57 in 1968-69 to

Rs 1389.00 in 1971-72 and accounted for 8.24 and 11.39 per cent of total

exoonditure during the corresponding period. The expenditure on recreation

incrcased from Rs 366.67 in 1968-69to Rs 507.83 in 1971-72. Its share

in the total expenditure incrcascd from 4.05 to 4.16 per ccnt during

the corresponding period. The expenditure on consumer durable goods

and dwolling houses witnossed a consistent increase fromfs 300.62 in

1968-69 to Rs 858.52 and Rs 1001.25 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 resnectively.

The perecntage share of expenditure on these items to total expenditure

increased from 4.32 in 1968-69 to 8.22 per cent in 1971-72. Per

houschold cxpenditure on litigation also increased from Rs 13.33 in

1968-69to Rs 167.50 in 1971-72, which formed 0.15 and 1.37 per cont

of total houschold cxpenditure during the corresponding period,

Por capita houschold cexpenditurs increased fromRs 962.17

in1958-69 to Rs 1038.17 and 1142.85 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively,

The peresntage inerease in houschold expenditure per capita over

1968-69 worked out to be 7,90 ani 18.78 during the corresponding period.

Por capita cxpenditure on food-items witnessed a marginal increase from

Rs 602.85 in 1968-69 to Rs 612.12 in 1971-72. But the oxpenditureon

non-food items incrcased fromRs 509.52 in 1968-69 to Rs 455,28 and

530.73 in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. The percentage increase_

in this expenditure over 1968 -69 came out to be 26.71 and 47.70 during

the corresponding period.

A critical cxamination of per capita expenditure of various

non-food items showed that expenditure onsocio-religious ccremonics
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inereased fromRs109.52 in 1968-69 bo Rs 134.90 and 148,30 in the

subsequent years, Per capita expenditure on clothing and footwear

witnessed an increase from ks 79.52 in 1958-69to Rs 150.21 in 1971-72.

The expenses on recreation increased from Rs 39.01 to 47.61 during the

corresvonding period. Per capita cxnenditure on consumer durable goods

and dwolling houses increasedfromhs 41,55 in 1968-69 to 93.87 in

1971-72 and showcd that the cultivating houscholds were conscious of

inercasing thsir living standards and spent increasing amount on these

prestigious items in the recent years.

An cxamination of differcnt items in the total food expenditure

showed that expenditure on cercals accounted for 37.52, 39.87 and 36.71

per cent of food expcnditure in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively

(Table 10.3). The cxpenditure on non-cercals g£nercascd from Rs 3540.52

in 1968-69 to 4132.05 in 1971-72 and formed 62.48 and 63.29 per cent

of total food expenditure during the corresponding period. The psrceentage

increase in expenditure on non-corcals over 1968-69 worked out to be

16.71 in 1971-72.

The expenditure on milk and milk products occupied the first

place in non-cercals and formed 32.80, 31.50 and 30.63 por cont of total

food cxpenditure in 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 rcesyectively. The

expcnsss on tea, gur and sugar incrcascd from fs 1141.39 in 1968-69

to Rs 1595.27 in 1971-72. Its proportion to the total food expenditure

inercascd from 20.14 and 24.40 during the corresponding periodand

Save an indication that the cultivating houscholds spent about onc-fourth

of the total food expenditurs on this itemin1971-72. Por houschold

expenses on fruits incrcasecd from Rs 5.04 in 1968-69 toRs 86.80 in 1971-72

and its contribution to the total food expenditure incrcascd from

0.09 to 1.33 per cont during the corresponding period,
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Table 19,3. a ng nN

“Average and per capita expenditure on oo : e..
Pood items, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971~72
 

 

(in Rs)

items -_—.. Expendi-ture “per..househdéld szxpendifure per capita. cee) 1968-69 1969~70 1971-72 __19¢68=69,- 4969870107127A,Coreals, 2126.27 2052,82 2397.20 226,20 + 232.0 BOLE(37.52) (39.87) (36.71)

 

T B, Non~Cercals _ | . ol oe _ a

1, Milk &milk 185867 1621,86 «1999.93 197.73 «483.64 187,19_ products, | (32,80) (31.50) (30,63) 0... Do ae
2. Toa, gur and 1141.39 975021 1593.27 121.42 290,42 149,37__ Wagar, ( 2214) (18.94) ( 24,40) a a

(3. Pulses and . 399.17 318,63 315583 ALB 36.07« 20.1vegetables, (7.05) ( 6.19) 484) :

L, ‘Fruits 5.0, 85 8680 05% 055 1h(0,09) (0,09) (1.33)

5, Others 136.25 175,33. 136,.20° 14450 19.85 42,97(2.40) (3.41) . (2,09) 7

6, Sub FAL(B) 3540.52 3096.08. 4132.03 3976,65 350,50 387,38Se (62.48) ( 60.139 (63,29)

Grand Total 5666.79 5148.90. 6529,23 602,85 582,90 612,42(A+B) — (400,00) (100, 00) (100,00) oe 7

“
ae
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or Capita expenditure on cercals in 1971-72 stood at almost

the sams l.vol in 1968-69. Also, pur capita coxpenditurc on milk and milk

producss in 1971-72 was not very different from that of 1968-69. Tho

exponditure on tea, gur and sugar inercascd from fs 121.42 in 1968-69

to Rs 149.37 in 1971-72. Per canita cxpcnditure on fruits also increased

from 's 0.54 to 6.14 during the corresponding period, which gives an

indication of cnlargement of the food baskst.

Houscholdoxcnditure for different sized holdings

Average houschold expenditure for different sized holdings

is given in Table 10.4. It increased from3s 6263.15, 8764.66 and

11642.48 in 1968-69 to 7269.50, 9533.81 and 18014.18 in 1971~72 for

small, nodiun and large holdings respectively. The percentage intrcase

in houschold expenditure over 1988-69 worked out to be 15.07, 8.78 and

o&./5 per cent in 1971872 for the diffcr:nt sizod holdings respectively.|

Ths expenditureon Food items increased from Rs 4152.52 and Rs 114,48

in 1968-69 to Rs 4391.84 and Rs 9225.73 in 1971-72 for small and Large

holdings respectively, It, howcver, dceercascd in caso of nodéum

holdings curing t is period. Th: proportion of cxpsnditure on food

ltcnms to total cxpenditure decreased with the increase in farm size.

3It also witnessed a relative declins for all the three sized holdings.

the percentage share of this expenditure to total houscnold cxponditure

dscrcascda from 66.30, 62.67 and 61.11 in 1988-69 to 60.42, 54,89 and

ol.21 in 1971-72 for small, m=:dium andlarge holdings resp :ctivcly. Theo

rclative fall in this cxpcnditurs over timc was in consonanco wit

cconomic theory. Por houschold expenditure on non-food itcms increased

from Rs 2110.63, 5271.38 and 4528.00 in 1968-69 to 2877.66, 4299.74

and 8788.45 in 1971-72 for small, mcdiu am large holdings rospcoctively.
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r y +
. | /

| , Table 0.4 —
Average household expenditure for different
si,ed holdings, 1968-69, 196970 and 1971-72,

Items 1968-69 1969—70 1971-72

Small Mecium — Large Small Medium Large Small Mediun Large

Food Itens : - | |

1, Cereals 1609.66 1952.10 2799.02 1549.30 2131.70 2419.20 1580.00 2020.38 3288.27ee (25,70) (22.427) (24,04) (25,10) (pe.t0) (21.33) = (21.74) (21.19) (18,25)
2, Non=cereals 2542,86 5541.18 4315.46 2249.33 3440.84 3478,93° 2811.84 3213.69 5937.46.
a | (40.60) (40,40 (37.07) (36.43) (35.68) (30.67) (38 .68) (35.70) (32.96)

Sub Total (A) 4152.52 5493.28 7114,48 3798.63 5572.54 5898.13 4391.84 5234.07 9225.73
4 (66,30) (62.67) (61.11) (61.53) (57,78) (58.00) (60.42) (54.89) (51.21)

B,Non Food. Items 7 _ | | :

Le Clothing and 500.64 666.82 1058.24 385.56 679.36 998,19 937.50 1183.46 1878.18
footwear (7.99) (7.61) (9.09) (6.26) (7.04) (8.80) (12490) (12,41) (10.43)

2, Fuel and lighting124.68 209,69 282.14 122.80 205.66 135.95 198,50 166.92 191.90
Se (1.99) (2,39) (2.42) (1.99) (2,13) (1.64) (2,72) (1.75) (1,62)
3, Medicine © 203,43 239.44 207.24 289,48 237.00. - 334,32 120.00 188,46 364.55

- : (3,25) 2.75) (1.78) (4,71) (2,46) (2.95) (1.85) (1,98) (2,02)
4, Travelling 164,47 222,54 356,57 171.69 299,64 238.35 158,33 152.3L 444,55

| (2.63) (2.54) (3.06) (2.78) (8.12) (2.10) (2,18) (1.60) (2.47)
5, Socio-Religious 671/36 803.£0 1658.92 1035.08  1125,82 1404.75 875,63 842,31 2040.94

 -cerenonies (10.72) (9.1.7) (14.25) (16.59) (11.67) (12.38) (12.05) (8,84) (15,77)
6. Recreation 1.47 604 427,08 443,64 193,44 321.27 501,80 209,00 270639 956,36

| (2,35) (4,87), (3,81) (3.14) (3,33) (4,42) (2.75) (2.04) (5.34)
7, Toilet 47,85 122.75 120,53 82.67 169,66 219.75 141,67 151.77 292,73

(0.76) (1.49). (1,04) (1,36) (1.76) (1,94) (1.95) (1.59) (1.57)
8, Consumer 92,65 165.99 146.77 45.00 104,09 692.50 200,00 268.46 244,55

durable goods (1.48) (1.26) (0.75) (1.08) , (6.10) (2.75) (2,82) (1,36)  
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1969~70 1971-72
 

9. Dwelling

10.’Litigation

ve Miscellancous 13,40

it, Sub Total (B)2110, 65.

 

Medium

878.61
(9,11)

50.50
(0.52)

4071.64
(42.22)
en 

Grand Total

 

156869.
edium Large

596, 87 185.04
4,55) (1.59)

(0.08) (0.14)
56,56, 51.94,
(0.65) (9,45)

5271059 4528,00
(57.53) — (33,09)

< pen eyes a \

8764.46 11.642.48|

sella
~—

(100.70) (100.00)
cunrimntynetts

9644.15
(00, 00)

Large

755,00
(6,66)
9.00
(0.08)

105.94
(0.93)

0445.55
(48.00)

 

eh ReOeyCADeth Orme, wih

11343.68 |
(100.00)

Medium

 

931,35
(9.77)
67,31
(0.70)
77.00

(0,81)

(45.11)
 

9553.81
(100.00)
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The poreentage incrcasc in this expenditure workcd out to be 36.34,

31.41 and 94.09 por cent in 1971-72 aver 1968-69. The proportion of

exnenditure on non-food itcms to total houschold expenditure inercased

from 33.70, 37.33 and 38.89 in 1968-69 to 39.58, 45.11 and 48.79

per cont in 1971-72.

it was hypothesized that the consumption patternof large

holdingsdifferedfrom that of small holdings. The expenditure on

socio-religious ceremonies occupied the first place in non-food items

for large holdings in all the years under study. It occupied the first

position in 1968-69 and 1969-70 for small and medium holdings. Per

household expenditure on this component increased from Rs 671.36, 803.80

and 1658.92 in 1968-69 to 375.83, 822.51 and 2840.91 in 1971-72 for

small, medium and large holdings respectively. Its share in the total

houschold expenditure increased from 10.78 and 14.25 per cent in1968-69

to 12.05 and 15.77por cent in 1971-72 for small and large holdings

respectivelyand indicated that both the small and large holdings

spent an increasing proportion of total exocnditure on socio-religious

, coromonics and particularly on marriages, This was indeed anirrational

sponding behaviour of cultivating houscholds in the initial stages

of development. Such unproductive expenditure should be reduecd to the

minimum and farn savings ploughed back for further improvement of farm

organizationand building up farm infrastructure.—

The expenditure on clothing & footwear occupied the next

place for largeholdings in all the yoars under reference. It enjoyed

the first position for small and medium holdings in 1971-72. Per household

expenditure on this component increased from is 900.64, 666.82 and

1958.54 in 1968-69to 937.50, 1183.46 and 1878.18 in 1971-72 for
smail, medium and large holdings respectively. The percentage expenditure
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on clothing & footwear to total household expenditure increased from

7.99, 7.61 and 9,09 in 1968-69 to 12.90, 12.41 and 10.43 per cent in

1971-72. The magnitude and relative importance of expenditure on

consumer durable goods also increasedforall the farm size groups

during the corresponding period and was a pointer to tho important shifts

in living standardsof the cultivating households in the recent years.

Per household exmenditurc on recreation increased from

Rs 147.04 and 443.64 in 1968-89 to Rs 200.00 and 956.36 in 1971-72 for

small and large holdings respectively. It accounted for 2.55 and 2.78

per cent of total houschold expenditure for small holdings and 3.81

and 5.51 for large holdings during the corresponding period. This

increase was mainly due to the incrcase in the consumption of liquor

in the recent years. The cxpenditure on litigation incrcased from

RBs 7.14 and 16.67 in 1968-69 to 67.31 and 377.26 in1971-72 for medium

and large holdings respectively, and its share in the total houschold

expenditure increased from 0.08 and Q.14 in 1968-69 to 0.70 and 2.09

Per capita houschold expenditure for diffcsrent sizcd holdings

is shown in Tablc 10.5. It increased from28s 769.17, 1014.10 and 1007.52

in 1968-69 to Rs 835.79, 1052.85 and 1538.89 in 1971-72 for small, medium

and large holdings respectively. The porcontage incrcasc in per capita

expenditure over 1968-69 worked oub to be 9.05, 1.85 and 32.89 per cont

in 1971-72. Per capita expenditure on food items decreased for small

and medium holdings during this period. On the other hand, per capita

expenditure on non-food items incrcased from Rs 259.21, 378.52 and

391.85 in 1968-69 to 342.05, 465.80 and 653.19 in 1971-72 for small,

medium and large holdings respectively.

Again, per capita oxpenditure on socio-roligious ceremonics

increased both for small and large holdings during this pcriod, The per
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Then | 1968-69 __ 1969-70 1971-72 _4, Food Items ‘Small Medium Llargé ~Gnall  Mediun large Small Medium Large,

1, Cereals 107, 8 25,86 242,22 247,87 227.66 — PRBSE 182,30 218,88 “WhL0
2, Non 312,28 409.72 373,45 316.31 367.47 354499 B2h04A 348,15 441.30_ cereals, , | oe. oe

. a Total 509,96 635.58 615.67 532.18 595.13 601 185 506, Th. 567, 03 685.7A

B, _Non=food items.
—

1, Clothing 61.48 77.15 91.61 PAe22 "72.55 101.86 108.47 128.24 139,59--~& footwear, - Co oo. . —— mo ee a, _
8‘Pucl&715,31 24,26 2hle ty.o7 21.96 18,98 22.92 18,08 21.70

3, Medicine 24,98 27,70 W593 40,71 25,31 34,11 — 13,84 20,42 27,10
4, travelling 20,20 £9675 30,86. Khe 14 32,00 24,32 18,27 16,50 33,04
9. Socio- = 82.45 23.00 143,56 145.56 120.23 143.34 101.06 91,25 211.15religious a OO oeceremonies, . co on

7 a | |
6, Recreat- 18.06 49.41 — 38.39 27.20. 34.31 51.20. 23. a. 29,29. 71,08Fon

EE
7. Toilet, 5.88 14,20 10,43 11,63 (BAR 2242 16,35 16.44 ot.01
8. Consumer 11,8 13.54. 12,70. 6,33 17,12 70,66 23,08 29,08 i8.iedurable | | :

goods, oo ae BS . a9. Dwelling 15, 19 46.13 1601 93.83 77.0,  - 100,90 71,28- houses,
; ; -

10, litigate 2.2.63 083 144 136 °»« 092 . 7.29 23,04

11. Miscell- 1.65 6,55 4,50. 6.06 5339 1082 5.28 8.3414. 02— aMOUS, | Oo

Sub Total(B)259.21 378.52 391.85 334.48 JaLe2 555.67. 32,05 465,80 653.19

Per capita household”
Sized holdings,

“Table 10, 2

expenditure for different
1968-69,1969-70 and 1971-72,

   

 

Grand Total.109%17
(A3B) |

cum:

1014.10 1007.52 8
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“a

capita cxpenditure on clothing & footwear increased fromRs61.48, 77.19

and 91.61 in 1968-69 to fs 108.17, 128.21 and 139.59 for small, modium

-and large holdings rospeetively. Again, por capita oxpenditure on

consumer “durable goods also increased for all the three sizcd holdings,

thereby indicating the increased cxpenditure on items of social status

by the cultivators inthe recent yoars. Psr capita expenditure on

rcocreation witnsssed an increase for small and large holdings over a

spanofthree years.

Per household exoenditure on cercals increasedfrom Rs 1952.10

and 2799.02 in 1968-69 to 2020.38 and Rs 3288.27 in 1971-72 for medium.

and large holdings rcspectively(Table 10.6). However, the relative

importance of expenditure on cereals to total food expenditure decreased

for small and large holdings during this period. But per household

expenditure on non—ccreals increased for thiss. svotpe; which

shows an improvement in the level of living of the rural population.

The expenditure on milk & milk products increased with the

snerease in farm size and contributed 30.55, 31.79 and 29.87 per cent

of total food expenditure on small, medium and large holdings respectively.

Not in importance was the oxpenditurc on tea, gur and sugar, which

increased from Ks 751.20, 1129.27 and 1463.71 in 1968-69 to Rs 1105.00,

1146.38 and 2388.82 in 1971-72 for small, medium and large holdings

respectively. Its share in the total food expenditure increased from

18.09, 20.56 aml 20.57 per cont in 1968-69 to 25.11, 21.90 and 25.89 per

cent in 1971-72 which showed the jnercased importance of expenditure on

this item for thoss holdings in the reccnt ycars. Per houschold cxpenditure

on fruits and its relative importance in the total food expenditure also

inercascd for all the farm size groups, indicating thc consumption of

quality food by the cultivating households in tho necent ycoars.
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Table 10,6

~Per hous eheld-exponditure-cii food. items for ne
lp different sized. holdings. 196$+69,1969-70 and"1971-72 |

ctems 1968-69" 9969-70 19717
ooonnnSmall Medium Large _ Small _ Medium. Largo. Small Medium Largo

i, Corcals, 1609.66 1952.10 2799.02 1549.30 2131.70 2419120 1580/00 2020.38 3288,27
(38.76) (35.54) (39.34) (40.79) (38.25) (41.02) (35.98) G8.60)(35,44)

By None | | | —_
~~ cereals,

1, Milk & 1378.21. 1850.80 2244.60 1215.28 1771.35 1823.35 1341.66 1664.08 2755.92
milk products (33,19) (33.69) (31.55) (31.99) (31.79) (0,91) (30.55) (31.79) (29.87)

2, Teague 751,20 1129.27 1463.71 728.74. 1101,02 1059.25. 1103.00 1146:38 238318
and sugar. (18,09) (20.56) (20.57) (19.18) (19.76) (17.96) (25.11) (21.90) ( 25.89)

3. Pulses 296,45 426,08 137,19 195.96 367.72 375,05 205500. 245.76 459109
and vege- (7.14) (7.75) (6.95) (5.16) (6.60) (6.36) (4.67) (4.70) (4.98)
tables, . , |

4, Fruits, 6.86 | 6,96 0.67 1.81 AIS = 8.32 57.51 59,16 135,45
(0.17) (0.13) = (0.01) (0,05) (0,07) (0.44) (4.31) 4.13) 4227)

5, Others, 110,14 128.07 169.29 107.54 196.57. 212.96. 104,67 98.31. 198,18
(2.65) (2.33) (2,38) (2.83) 3.53) (3.61) (2.38) (1.88) (2245)

Sub Total 2542.86 3541.18 4315.46 2249.33 3440.84 3478.93 2811-84 3213.69 5937,46( B) (61,24) (64.46) (60.66) (59.21) (61.75) (58.98) (64,02) (61,20) (64,36)

| Grand total 4152.52 5493.28. 7114.48 3798.63. 5572.54. 5898.13 4391.84 5234.07 $205.73(A+B) — ( 100,00)(100.00)(190.09) (100,00). (100,00). (100, 00) (100,00) (100,00) (100,.09)
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A. Cereals, 197.68

B,Non-cereals

1. Milk & 169,25
milk products,

2, Tea, UP 92,25
and sugar, :

om :

3.. Pulses = 36, 41
and |

vegetables,

4, Fruits, 0.84

5, Others, 13,53.

Sub total 312,28
(B) |

met
a

A.

Grand Total.,.

—™ .

509.96
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1057lable

~Per capita expenditure on £608 “items for .
different sized holdings, 1968-69,1969-70 & 1971-72,

1968-69 4969-70 1971-72. 0
Modiud ‘Large’ “Small” “Médiun ‘Largo’ “Shall””Meditm' lates

225.86 242,22 217,87 227.66 246.86 182.31 218.88 244.40

214.1 194425 170.90 189.17 186.05 154.81 180,27 204.83

130.66 126.69 102.48 117.58 108.09 127.27 124.19 177.55

49,30 37.83 27,56 39.27 38.27 23.65 26,63 34.12

0.80 0.01 0,25 0.46 085 8663 GAT too

14.82 14.67 15.12 2099 21.73 12,08 10,65 44,73

409.72 373.45 (316,31 367.47 354.99 32he dd, BAS.15 L4A,30

Soe Oo _ -

~

~—. mes ° od

oe 4 e e a

635,58 615.87 534,18 595.13 601,85 506.75 567.08 85.70
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Per capita expenditure on cereals in 1971-72 showed a marginal

decline over 1968-69 for small and medium holdings(Table 10.7). t stood

at almost the same level for large holdings. Per capita exmenditure on

non-cereals increased from %8s 312.28 and 373.45 in 1968-69 to Rs 524.44

and fs 441.30 in 1971-72 for small and large holdings respectively.

Per capita expenditure on milk & milk products worked out to be

Rs 154.81 and 180.27 for small and mediun holdings in 1971-72, It

increased from is1I94.25 in 1958-69 to Rs 20.85 in 1971-72 for large

noldings. Per capita expenditure on tea, gur and sugar increased from

fs 92.25 and 126.69 in 1968-69 to Rs 127.27 and fs 177.55 in 1971-72

| for small and large holdings respectively. Por capita cxpenditure on

fruits also increased in all the farm size groups. The percentage

increasc in this component in 1971-72 over 1968-69 was the highest

| for Large holdings.

Functional relationship betwoon farm eset: inerac ood bea col:
business income and houschold oxenditure

To study the relationship between per capita income and houschold

expenditure, lincar rceeression was fitted to the data for all the years, ©

where Y shows per capita houschold cxpenditure and X per capita farm

business income(Table 10.8).

| Table 10.8

oofficicnts and their siznificance,
9, 1969-70 and 1971-72IH

o
CO
p
s

O
O

C0 do
a

 

 

1968-69 1969-70 1971-72

Value of 'b! .0953 4998 , 264] +
(.1103) (.1326) ( .9589)

#lasticity | £0978 6925 3494

RS 0532—i(tw:*é‘«<S TIA Lae
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The cocfficiont of dctermination(R*) indicating the variations

Gxplainod by farm business income in houschold oxpenditure was significant

at 1 per cont level for 1969-70 and 1971-72. Income elasticities

increased from .0978 in 1968-69 to.6925 and .3494 in 1969-70 and

1971=72 respectively. The inercasing clasticities in 1959-70 and 1971-72

over 1968-69 indicatedthe highor rolative response to houschold

expenditure in these years as a result of shifts in farm business income.

Socio-economic charactcristics and houschold exocnditure

Of all thc socio-economic charactcristics studicd, only size of

family and number of carners were significant in influcncingthe household

expenditure in 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively(Table 10.9). For the

romaining, .- typo of ownership and cducational level of the head

of the family, the difference in household cxpenditure was not significant.

gizec of family and houschold expenditure |

m

The household expenditure was influenced by the increase in

the size of family in 1969-70. Avcrage household expenditure increased

fromRs 2746.54 in case of households having 1-3 members to ks 13040.36

in case of households with 10 and above family members. 'F! value came

to 5.7397, which was significant at 1 per cent level,

Numberofcarners and houschold oxpenditure

The houschold expenditure was also influonced by the increase

in the number of earners in 1971-72. Average houschold expenditure

increascd fromks 7744.00 in case of two carners tofs 18370.50 in

cascof five and above zarners. 'F! valuc came out to be 3.9710,

which was significant at 5 per cent level.
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|
- Average household expenditure and 'F! values for testing
the various characteristics, 1968-69, 196970 and 1971-72.
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Houschold expenditureof the labour houscholds

Average and per capita houschold expenditure of the labour

houscholds is presentcd in Table 10.10. Average houschold expenditure

amounted to Rs 220%.90 and accounted for 96.81 per cent of tho average

income in 1971-72. It indicated that almost all the income of the

labour houscholds was spent as houschold oxpenditure.

As regards the relative importance of food and non-food itoms,.

the expenditure on food items worked out to be Rs 1325.92, thich accounted

for 60.13 per cent of the total houschold oxpenditurc in 1971-72. This

proportionwas almost cqual to the proportion spent on food by small

cultivating holdings. Howcver, the per houschold cxpenditurc on this

componcnt was highor(Rf’s 4391.84) for the small cultivating holdings than

for the labour householda(?s 1325.92)in 1971-72) The per household

sxpenditure on non-food items came out to be fs 878.98,.which formd

39.87 per cent of the total houschold expenditure for the labour

houscholds in 1971-72.

The expenditure on clothing and footwoar occupied the first

place in non-food items. This component also enjoyed tho first position

for small and modiun cultivating holdings in 1971-72. The cxpenditure on

this component amounted to fs 361.82 for the labour houscholds, which

contributed 16.41 pcr cent of the total household expenditure,

The expenditureon socio-religious ceremonics held the noxt place.
mr -. ° e °the maegnituds of expenditure on this componcnt amounted to Rs 228.87,

which accounted for 10.38 per cent of the total houschold expenditure.

it indicated that the labour houscholds also gave much importance to

Ls a ° on. . . ; | ;
this itcm inspite of their moagre incomes and low Consumption levels.
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Table 10.10

 

 
 

igen main a

 

 

 

(A+B)

  

(100.00)

 

| Average and per capita household expenditure
yO | of the labour households, 197172,

i
: (in Rs. )

| _ Items Per nousehold Per capita
| _ expenditure expenditure

A Food Items a -
sa 1. Cereals 633.12 108.74

a (28.71) _
2, Non-cereals 692,80 (118.99

(31.42) :
Sub total (A) 1325.92 227.75

| (60.13).

B. | Non-food Items a —
1. Clothing & 361,82 62.15

- footwear (16,41) ;

2. Fuel & 19.84 - B41
-. lighting (9.90) —
3. Medicine 48,96 8.41.
ws (2,22

4. Travelling 35.39 6.08
: so (1,61)

5, Socie-religious 228,87 39,31
- cerenonies (10,38)

6. Recreation 35.57 6.11
. (1.61)

7. Toilet 42,12 7.23.

8. Consumer durable 50645 Deco
- goods (1,33) :

9. Dwelling houses 58,07 9, 97
| | (2,63)

10. Litigation 5905 O57
(0.16) ~

11, Miscellaneous 14,56 2.50
(0.66)

Sub Total (B) 878,99 150.97
. 1 87)

dk Grand Total 2204.90 378.70
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The psr houschold sxpenditure on dwelling houscs was estimated at

ts 58.07 and constituted 2.65 per cent of the total houschold expenditure.

The magnitude of expenditure on consumer durable goods was Rs 30.45, which

accounted for 1,38 per cent of the total houschold sxpenditure. It showed

that the Labour houscholds spent only 4.01 per cont of the houschold

expenditure on the formationof housshold assets.

Per household expenditure on recrcation worked out to be Bs 35.57

and contributed 1.61 por cent of the total household cxpenditure. This

figure was highcr than that of the expenditure on consumer durable goods.

This was mainly duc to the demonstration effect of the cultivating

houscholds, which consumed liquor and other intoxicants.

Per capita household expenditure of the labour houscholds worked out

to be Rs 378.70 in 1971-72. This expenditure was estimatedat Rs 333.79,

Rs 1032.85 andRs 1338.89 for small, medium and large cultivating holdings

respectively in 1971-72. It pointed out that even in the case of small

holdings, the per capita houschold oxpenditure was more than twice of the

labour houscholds. Per capita expenditure on food items amounted to

Rs 227.75 for tho labour houscholds. The expenditure on this component was

Rs 506.74 even in case of the small holdings, It indicated that the

consumption standard of the labour houscholds was lowor than that of the

cultivating houscholds. Pcr capita cxpenditure on cereals was also lower

in the case of labour households than that of the cultivating houscholds.

The per capita expenditure on clothing & footwear came to be

&s 62.15 in the case of labour houscholds. The expenditure on this

component was Rs 108.17, 128.21 and 139.59 for small, medium and large

cultivating holdings respectively in 1971-72. This again indicatei low level.

of standard of living of the labour houscholds.
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Por gapita cxpenditure on socio-religious ceremonics was estimated

at Rs 39.31 for the labour houssholds. The. expenditure on rcercation came

to be Rs 6.13%,, Tho expenditure on these components was again higher for

the cultivating houscholds.

The per housshold cxpenditure on cereals worked out to be ks 633.12,

which accounted for 47.75 per cent of the total food expenditure(Table 10.11).

This percentage was 35.98 for the smell holdings and indicated that the

labour houscholds socnt relativelymore on ccrcals then the cultivating

households did. The expenditure on non-cersals came to be Rs 692.80 for

the labour houscholds, whereas it was fs 2811.84, 5215.59 and 5937.46 for

small, medium and large holdings respectively.

The expenditure on tca, gur and sugar ocoupicd the first place

in non-cercals for the labour houscholds. The inagnitude of this

component worked out tobe Rs 298.76 and accounted for 22.53 per cent of

the total food expenditure. Next in importance was the cxpenditure in

milk snd milk products, which contributed 21.30 per cent of the total

food expenditure. The per houschold expenditure on fruits was only

Rs 10.52. The psr houschold expenditure on all these components was

higher for theceu).tivating houscholds.

Por capita expemiturse on tea, sur ani sugar was cstimated at

Rs 51.31 for the labour households. The expenditure on milk and milk>

procucts amounted to fs 48.50 and the expenditure on fruitswas fs 1.81,
. |

“it capita expenditure on these componcnts was also highcr for the

cultivating houscholds.

The study showcd that some of the selected labour households

borrowed funds for financing thcir houschold expenditure. The borrowings
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| Table 10.12

Average and per capita expenditure on
food items of the labour houscholds, 1971-72,

| | ( in RSe) - i

Items | Per household Per Capita
| 7 : expenditure expenditure.

A, Cereals | 633.12 : 108.74
: (47.75) .

B. Non-cercals

1. Milk & milk 282.36 48.50
products (21.50)

2. Tea, gur and 298.76 51,31 i
_ sugar (22,53)

3.' Pulses & 70.92 12.18
vegetables (5.35) :

n 4, Fruits 10,52 Let oo
(0.79) : |

5. Others 30,24 «519

Sub Total (B) 92.80 418,99
(52,25) |

Grand Total 1325.92 227,73
(A+B) (100,00) .
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per houschold, along with their source and purpose, is givenin

Table 10.12. The per houschold borrowings amounted to Rs 327.00

| ceremonies
din1971-72. The borrowings for socio-religioug occupied the first

place and accounted for 42.81 per cent of the total borrowings in|

1971-72. The borrowings for home consumption amounted toRs 99.45

and constituted 30.38 per cont ofthe total borrowings. The borrowings

for house construction formed 14.61 per cent of thetotal borrowings.

Table 10.12 reveals that the gamindar a3 the predominant

source of borrowings in case of the Labour houscholds, The borrowings

from this source worked out to be Rs 164.89 and constituted 00 » 43

per cont of the total borrowings. These borrowings were mostly used |

for home consumption, sodio-religious coromonies and houso construction.

ete. ALL this indicates that the labour households had to borrow

even for meeting the needs of home consumption.
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CHAPTER XT

SOCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF H.Y.V.P.

TY WYOne aspect of the H.¥.V.P. that has received greater attention

during the last few years is the debate on inequality of income

distribution and the inherent danger of social tensions arising out

of it. There arc a few reports of growing tensions between farmers and

farm labourers in some parts of the country, but in the Punjab, no

serious inter-class conflict has come to the surface. Many factors,

“economic, political and social, might have contributed to the social

harmony in the rural areas of the State. This chapter is an attempt

to bring into focus the impact of the H.Y.V.P. on the rural social

structure.

The hypothesisto be tested is that the social disharmony is

not necessarily the result of inequality in income distribution, but

results from lack of a cohesive social structure inthe rural areas.

In other words, sociul tension will be less in an area, where the

perceived gap between castes or classes is small, and where the attitudes

and values of these classes are more similar to a certain extent.

The aim of the study was to highlight the changes that have

4occurred within tho last five years in the sphere of inter-group relation

|

in tho leadership pattern, and in the educational and occupational

aspiration, as a result of changes in the economic structure. The data

were collected from all the heads of households in the three study

villages in respect of inter-caste relation and leadership qualities,

and from the heads of sample houssholds in respect of determinants of

social status and occupational and education aspirations.
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Incquality of income

The study showed that the incomes of all catcgories of farmers

have increased over the last five years, although in unequal proportions,

Q [6The larec farmers Sa3r
m ned more (about 60 per cent) than the small (52.68%)

and the medium (25.22%) farmers. But their gains need to be reviewed

in the context of large capital investment by the large farmers in

building up farm infrastructure and heavy borrowings from the financial

institutions.

The agricultural labourers' gain from the H.Y.V.P. can be

judged from the rise in daily wage rates, Prom/5.50 in 1967-68 to 7.24

in 1971-72 and increase in ompLoynent opportunities. The study showed

that the Labourers(man hours) employed by the farmers in case of HYV

of wheat increased from 112.36 in 1967-68 to 164.65 in 1971-72.

In terms of per capita income, thore was a wide gap between

small and large farmers, whereas this gap was narrower between agricultural

labourers and small farmers.

Perccived differences between castes

The rigidity-flexibility dimensionof the caste systom in the

rural socicty was mcasured on the basis of people's pereccption of the

oxisting caste differences. The data on the existence of such differcnees

-are presented in Tablo 1B,1. It is apparent from this table that an

overwhelming majority of the respondents, belonging to high as well as

low castes, felt that the social distance between high and low castes

Was considerably narrowed in the recent years. The percentage of total

respondents, who stated that caste differences were reduced, was 90.105.

The Jat, other castes (intermediate) and Harijans supporting this vicw,

 





Table .At.1

Change in the Caste Structure

 

Respondents stating — | Number and percent of seach caste citing—
. overall caste differences. Jab Harijans . Others Total

 

1. Have remainod same 6

| ge og

(1.15) (10.79) (6.6%). -- (5.11)

.2e-Have beenreduced somewhat 476 6 0 69 A| (91.36) (89.21) (92.00)... (90.68)...
2oe

 

~-$Camplstealy vanished 39°
-. (7.49) 44.33) = € 4.26) ©

 

The figures inthe parentheses denotepercentages tototal. a
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accounted for 99.49, 92.00 and 89.2al per cent respectively. Only a

small percentage of the respondents in these easte groups thought that

the caste system was the sane as before. the percentage sunporting this

view was the highest among the Harijans(10.79 per cont), followed by

other castes (6.67 per cont), and Jat (1.14 per cent).

There is:-thus evidence to show that in the recent ycars, there

has been a definite shift in the caste system, from rigidity towards

flexibility.

Social relations

To measure the changes that have occurred in the pattern of

social rvclations in the recent years, the respondents were asked to

give their views about the commensal relations (inter-dining), occupational

opportunities, educational opportunities, and overall caste status. The

date on thess attitudes/characteristics are presented in Table 1h.2._

Inter-dining : The caste system is treditionally manifest in rural areas

in inter-dining restrictions. It is apparent from Table Hl. that {9

majority of the respondents among the Jat (upper caste) felt that as

compared to the past, the caste restriction in taking food by upper

castes from lower castes was reduced to a certain extent. This was also

supported by the Harijan respondents, of whom 40 per cent felt the same

Waye

Occunational oppertunities

Tt will be scen from Table 11.2 that a majority of the Jat

(57.83 per cent) and a large proportionof the Harijans(42.17 per cent)

nave a feelin? that caste as a barricr in choosing anoccupation is

vanishing from the socicty. As compared with 67.86 per cent of the farmers,
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Table 41,2 | 7

an Change in the Pattern of Inter-caste Relations, —x BGS EERIE ERONETD. OFEE ie

Gap between castes ae Nember 23percentage of each caste citing
narrowed in respect of, Jat Herijan s | Total

I Inter-dining 153 107 260°| ( 58,85) ( 41.19) ( 100.00)

IT Occupational | 145 104 249| opportunities, (57.83) ( 4247) (100,00)
. Do | |

Itt Educational - . - So
opportunities, 13 78 "154.‘ (48.34) (51.66 ) (100.00)

IV Social status 28 63
(55.55) (45.45) , (100.00)

Note : (i) Only Jat and Harijan castes group were considered |
because the total number of respondentsof other
castes group was negligible,

(ii) A large number of respondents did not answer
many of these questions,

(iii) Since more than one response was givenbymost of
the respondents#the response total exceeded total
respoments, — | :
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who wanted their sons to take up non-farm jobs(service, profession, ctc.),

90.91 per cent of the agricultural labourers wanted such jobs for their

sons. «about 9 per cent of the labourers wanted farming, but none of them

liked their sons to follow their occupation(Tablo 14,8)

‘Bauerational opportunitio

A majority of the Harijan respondents (51.66 per cent) and a

large proportion of the Jats (48.34 per cent) felt that caste was no

longer a great inhibiting factor in giving education to their children.

This is also reflected in the educational aspirations of both the caste

groups,(Table LL.4) whereas 65.22 per cent and 34.78 pcr cent of the

Harijans wanted to give their sons, Matriculation and graduate level

education, the proportion among the Jats for such levels of education

was 40 per cent in each case.

Social status

In rogard to social status, there was a goencral feelins anong the

Jat and Harijans that caste was no longer ‘the determining factor in status

differentiation. Most of the Jats (55.55 per cont) and a large proportion

of the Harijans (45,45 per cent) thought the caste status did not lead to

status differentiation st presont. This means that there was a growing

awareness among the onee caste conscious people of achievement as an

importaant ingredient in achieving status.

Changing attitudes

There is some evidence to show that the mechanical operation

eof farm activities is bringging changes in the attitudes of the farmers
, his

towards physical work. So far the Punjab farmer is known for/physical.
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Table iL 23

Farmers and Farm Labourers! Aspiration
for their sons! occupation,

Proferred Numberof respondents in each category omeoccupation

Farmers Farm labourers — ‘Total

4 II Serviceandother _ | 19° LO 597professions, ( 67,38) (90,91) ($1.95)

Total: 28 Lhe
(100,99) (100,00) (100, #00)

The figures inthe perenthes@s denote the percentagesto grand total,
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Table - isd

Aspiration of Farmers and Farm Lebourers
 

 

a for their sonst education,

Te Te ae 0 8 ee Mw ee ee 0 eoeeeeaeoe 0 me om Me oe em

Proferred |
standerd of | Respondents citing
,educatioh. | . 7 a | |

| : Farmers ~ Farm labourers” ~ Total”
2 - ee me em ““e™e™ “eo “eee Me We “ee “—e™ ae me oe “se ae oe ~~~ “e¢~e “eo "s™

1, Matric — 8 7 30Oo - (4.0.00) ( 65,22) ( 53.49 )

TI Graduation So 8. | 1
: (4.0, 00) (34.78 ) (37.84)

| TII Post a = 4 |4 Graduation, (20,00) - ( 9.30)

Total | | 200 BBO AZ
(100,00) (1.00.00 ) (100, 00)

The figures in the perenthesads denote
percentages to total,
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labour and for his ruggedness. He has made a name and has always been

proud of his excellence in the performance of difficult agricultural

operations,

Today he has to devote lot more time to supervisory and

managcrial functions which arc associated with the succasful adoption

of the new technolosy. In the context of new technolosy, he is emerging

more as an entrepreneur than a rugged stoutly built farmer who was more

proud of his brawn than cf his brain. During the course of this study,

we were struck with the helplessness many farmers showed when a severe Power

cut came in the Punjab and there were frequent breakdowns of power. The

farmers would wait for the electric current to coms back to be able to

chaff the fodders on electric operated chaff cutters rather than using

the traditional fodder cutters which involved so much more manual labour.

They would not thresh their vheat unless clectric power or diesel oil

were made available to them. They thought there was too much physical

labour and time involved in the traditional method of thrashing wheat

s a great deal of truth in what they say. Butaj
t
.with bullocks, There

careful observer WLLl not miss noting the changc thab is coming in the

attitude of the farming population, consequent upon the adoption of

mechanical innovations. This would explain at least partly for the

helplessness the farmers show in measuring up to the challenges of

hard physical tasks, after they gct used to working with tractors, tubewells,

threshers and other pieces of farm machinery.

These are some of the implications of now farm technology

which would be better appreciated in the context of the changes that

are taking place in the attitude of the farmers towards farm work. Thus,

a
in course of time, those qualities of the peasantry, which brought the

transformation of agricultureinthe state, will lead to the development

 



     

oo .

. . ‘

~~
‘e . . 4

- 8 . ,
. . ,

.
’

. ~

-

: - «

: : . . ,
, ve

‘ . . :

. _?

: ‘ .
. s 7 .

.

‘ . . : . .

‘ . :

: oo

. .
‘

. . .

, .

'

« :
e

. 4

.

a .

. .

  



~115. .

of new attitudes and values ~ greater pride for boing known as

entreprencur rather than being known for ruggedness and hard physical

labour,

Comasreialized agriculture and the changing life style, as

evident from the consumption pattern, is also giving rise to increasing

demand on social services such as transport, communication and timely

supplies of modern inputs. This has naturally led and will further lead

to the dependence of ths farming community on those agencies amd services

which are beyond their own community.

The changes thus initiated by the process of modcrnizationof

agriculture are likcly to have repercussions on the whole fabric of

rural life, both economic and social.

Leadership structure

Table 211.5 shows the preferred leadership qualities as indicated

by the various strata of the population. It is apparent that the

respondents, irrespective of(their caste, emphassized Secular qualitaes

mors Shan otners. For example, the three most important qualities were

() honesty (2), political indluonee, and (3) non~involvement in faction

politics of the viilsgC, while bhe roost importtant oncs were 3 kinship

and traditiional les.ders

Socialtension

To identify the extent and the forms of unrest in the rural

areas within: the last fiveycars am whether they were in any way related

to the H.Y.V. programms, we first approached the people in the four study

villages, who were in a position to know about their community - for~-

instance, village elders and influenti al persons — and enquiredd about
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Table te05

| | Preferred Leadership Qualities“> Respondents citing,

Londership | Jat Rank Harijans Rank Others Rark Total Rank
qualities, Oo Sikh order, order, | order order,

‘1. Politically 483 2 332 ey, BBh,influential ( 32 11) (32.71) 2 (34.85) 1 (32.53) 2

2, Influential Al 36 S 85within (2,73) 6 ($54) 87 (4.04) 6 (3,13) 7village, | | on ) |

3. Influential 97 59° 18 aeoutside village. (6.44) 4 (5,81) 4 (9,10). 4 (6.40) 4

4, Honest ond 502 1. 338 0 64 | - 904helping nature, (33,38) (33.30) 1 (32.32) 2 (33.27) 1

*

.5. Progressive 56 55 12° 123 }farmer, (3.73) 5 (5.42) 5 (6,06) 5 (4.53) 5

6. Belongirig to 248 138 | 13 ae 404, 3no faction, ( 16,48) 3 (13.60) 3 (9,403 3B (14,87)

7. Officials, 18 / 5 © 3 | 26 |(1.19) 8 (0,29) 3 (1.51) 8 (00096) 8

8 Village a) . 50 | 5 , 100 aLembardar, (2.99) 7 (493) 6 (2,52) 97 (3,68) 6

4 9, Others .
|(friends 14 } 2 | oo 17 SSKinship) (0695) = 9 (a0) 3g (0.50) -9( 0.63 ) 9

/ 1504. 1015 198 2717Total. (100.00) =» = (100,00) © (100.00) — (100.00

the figures in the perenthe sos indicate percentages to
grand total

 



   

’ .

* .

’
.

. ‘

, :

v-

on

5

oy

o

.-:

. .

a8

      

a . . ,wate we

' :

. ae -*.
. e 7 .

.

. a ae

i.
"

1

: «

., .

.

.

.
' ‘

. :. .

° . . . 5

. ey weet
. . a

     

wee

     

.

4

‘

.

, ° 3

.

foo. ,

' .

.

: . te

% .

. .

. .

.

‘ «

. . - .

. .

-
e . .

.
.

2 . . >?

wee te fg we

>
*

Te bees aut
~

‘ a

"ten cates

a:

e.

*

ate

‘

“6

.

    

1

, :

~

Y er , ,
* , ’

, ote, vo vpeare

. .

ee . tee

as ” m
. ® . >

oo ore
oo . 1

. . .Sane :

. .

ro.

‘ ’
- eee «

- .

- .

‘

. .

a ‘
. 20 ~’soe ee .

’
wo -- . .

   

me . 1 >
. . oo ° :

.

> . °

. . - ”

- , 6. . .

: *

ot :

.
e

. , . e .

oe . .

 



“Attitude towards tension
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the conflicting situations that occurred in the community within the

last five years. Twenty four such situations in these villages were

recorded. The main participantsin these events were then interviewed,

for about two hours each, to obtain as clear a picture as possible er

such events. It was not possible to probe too degply into these situations

but the study helped to uncover 4 great deal about tho background of the

social tensions and conflicts.

It will be soon from Table 11.6 that within the last five years,

24: conflict situations occurred snthe villasc, the avorage per villas

per year being 1.2. Once or two cases of conflict ina village ina year

has beonrather common in rural areas, and, therefore, st cannot be said

thet there has been an tinerease in social tonsions and conflicts in the

recent years.

Moreover, sucn causes as faction rivalry ctc. are also mainly

traditional in nature. Out of 24 cascs, seven wore connected with the

agricultural operation, such as canal water distribution, wage rates, etc.

The remaining cases have hardly any direct relevance with the adoption

of new technology. 411 the conflicts connected with agricultural operations,

originated from faction rival inthe village, some of the factions
Oo” 3

continuing from generation to gencration, while others wore of recent

origin, either from general clection or Panchayat elections withinthe

last four years( Appondix 11.1) «.

To probe into people's reactionto the recent development in

agriculture and measure sndirectly their tension proneness, 2 structured

schedule, consisting of 5 statements, was saministered to the same

respondents(belonging to Jat( farmer) as well as Harij an( agricultural

Labourer) castes. They were asked to say "Yes" or Mo! to these statements.
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Table 116

Causesof Social Conflict

Main Cause ‘Form of Unrest NO. 6 age

1. Faction rivalry i Land sale and ourchase ; 4 | 16,67

ii Use of CanalWater 3 12.50

iii Field boundries 5 12.50
iv Distribution of Fertilizers 2 8.33
v Wage rates 2 (8,33

vi Credit distribution 1. 4,17

Sub Total 915 62.50
\

neeeeeie coeheeeonawemow

2. Inheritance. 4 Landed property distribution 4. 16.67
between family members —— oremae

- Sub Total 4 46.67

3. Interpersonal L. Religion 3 12450

i2 Liquor 4 4.17
444 Tllicit relation 4 |

Sub Total 5 20.83

Grand Total 54 100.00

 





 

~Llv-

The answers given in Table 1147 show that only a small proportion of

the respondents, belonging to boththe castes, gave affirmative answers

to these statements, which. were related to tension Situations. This

indicates ‘that for most of the respondents, there was no immediate

cause of unrest arising from the recent technological advances in

agriculture. This probably explains why till now no serious conflicts

hadArisen in these communities which could be directly attributed to

the technology, | /

Conclusion

The study has highlighted some of tho social aspects of H.Y.V,

in the Punjab. The inequality in income distribution as a result of HAY,

doss not seem to have resulted in social unrest in the rural areas of

the Punjab. The continuity of social harmony has beon possible because

of a cohesive social structure and less differentiation among various

strata with respect to values and attitudes,

It was brought out in the discussion that both the hich and the
low castes have a feeling that rigidityof the caste system is giving way

to flexibility. The inter-dining between castes iS also becoming common,

Caste is not considered as barrier, by a larse proportion of the caste

groups, to give educationtoor choose occupation for sons. The Jat as

well as the Harijans also feel the importance of non-caste factors in

determining socisl status. In the leadership structure, again, all the

castes omphasize sccular qualities more than others,

“he modernization of agricultural operations is creatinz now

demands on such social services as transport, communications, supplies

2

of modern inputs ete, This would pave the way for change in the traditional

attitude and value system of the farmors. Whereas the Punjab farmer is
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Table 14,7

Tension proMeness

Statement Respondents montioning

: Agri. ( 24 ) Non Agri (14)

1. The labourers' conditions LO | A
have not improved

2. importing labour from | 3 Q
outside :

5» Insecurity of employment
because of rapid mechanization t D
in agriculture.

4, ° economic improvement of

large farmers lod to 40 rs
frustration to backward
section of population.

~f | ~
5. Labourer try to dictate 9 -

terms to farmers.

~
om
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Well known for his ruerednese and hard physical labour, the new technolory
compels him to devote more time to tho managerial and entreprenocurial
aspect of the farm business organization than to physical labour. Today,
he depends more on hired Labour for performing hard physical tasks and
himself? prefers to dc supervisory and entrepreneurial jobs,

the social tensions, in whatever form they are manifested,
can hardly be attributed to the recent breakthrouzh because similar
happenings were common in the past also,

It can thus bo concluded that in the rural Socicty of Punjab,
the narrowing gap betwoon the difforcnt strata of population with respect
to values, aspirations anj attitudes has influcneed continuity of a
cohesive social structure, is a result, the recent income fap has not
been able to create notiecable Clcavare anon sroups.

 



  



 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The project entitled "Social and Economic Implications of

Large-Scale Introduction of High-Yielding Varieties of Wheat" was

conducted with the following objectives :

1. To identify the factors that promoted/hindered
the adoption of HYVP.

2.0057 To examine such institutional changes as land ownership,
tenurial relationships, changes in land holdings( size of

holding) and the agencies engaged in the supply of modern
technological inputs including credit.

3. To examine the pattern of income distribution among
the rural classes, and

A. To describe the farm family investment patterns
resulting from the adoption of new technology.

The Ferozepur District was purposively selected for the

execution of the study, boqause of ‘the availability of bench-mark .

data there. Of the 15 rillages, in hich the Fann Mana goment Study

was conducted(1987-68 to1969-70), three villages (one fromcach zone)

were sélected on the basis ofthe concentrationofareaunder high-

yielding varicticsof wheat. In addition to the 10 cultivating households a

already selected|in "Farm Mama,genent | ‘Scheme from each village, 15

agricultural labour houscholds were randomly sclected from each village

for the detailed study. Thus:the total samplo constituted 30 cultivating

~ houscholds°and45 labour houscholds,

i etton 8 "alot thats nab village

Ratta Khorawaspurposivelysclocted to exanine thosocio-economic

changes that hal occurred there at different pointsoftino, as this

village was. earlier surveyed in1996" and (961. by. the Asgro-Econsmic

Rescarch Centre,‘DoLhi.Theanalysis of this) village:is presented
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The net afca sown in tho sclected Villages increased fromSBIR hectares in 1966-67 to 3202 hectares in 1971~72, Arca sownmore than Once registered an increasefrom 974to 2114 hectaresduring the corresponding period. Total Cropped arca incrcasad from4246 hectares in 1966-87 to o416 hectares in 1971-72, AS ag result,ntensity of Cropping increasad from 127.05 in 1966-67 to 161.67

b
l
ethe

in 1971-72, Tho pereentage of arog irrigated to not sown area inercasedfrom 84,17 *2 1986-67 to 91.58 in 1971~7z. This inercaso in the areairrigated came nostly from the installation of tubewells/pumpsets.

The semi-dwarr wheats occupied the predominant place inthe cropping pattern of the selectcd Villages, The arca under wheat(HYV)increased from 36,53 per cont of the total cropyoed area in 1966-67to 47,58 per cent in 1971-72, The arca under paddy algo increasedfrom 0.02 per cent of the total eropred areca in 1966-67 to 4.86 per ecntin 1971-72, Tho afea under wheat-“eran, gran and barley, Nowever, declined.during tho correspondi“iN period, which indicated the substitution of morevalue~oriontedcropping pattorne by the farmors of the sclecteg Villages.

Ths psec of farn mechand zation is evident fron the followingindicators, the number of tractors increased fron “9 in 1966-67 to74 in 1971.70 in the soloeted Villages, The numbecr of whost threshers/drummics witnes sed a Lour~fold increase during the corresponding poriod.The mumber of clectric pumps and of] Cngines with pumping sotsinercased fron 695 in 1966-67 +sO 572 in 1971-126

r

Che pFoportion of workers to the total Population increasedfrom 33.2 in 1967 to 33.6 per cent in 1971-72 4n the scleeted Villages,The Percentage of works‘YS actuallyo “3d in certoulture inercasog
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from 21.2 in 1961 to 24.6 in 1971-72.

The average farm size of the selected holdings marginally

increased from 11.53 hectares in 1967-68 to 11.81 hoctares in 1971-72,

The pereentage of owned land to operational holding size increased from

86. 56 to 88.57 during the corresponding period. The cultivated area

under ownership cultivation increased from 84,58 per cent in 1967-68

to 86.45 per cent in 1971-72,

Semi-dwarf wheats(HYV) occupied an important place in the

cropping pattern of the selected holdings. The percentage of area

under wheat (HYV) to the total cropped area increasedfrom15,03 in~

1967-68 to 48.79 in 1971-72. Tho area.-under.American cottonand paddy.

also increased. The-area under-wheat—gran, -gram,. barLey~and-pulses,.—-" ~~

however, declined during this period...

- - The average family. size of the Selected holdings :-inereased ~

from 9.1 in.1967-68 to io. 7 in 1971-72. The proportion of adultmales
to. total population increased from. 29. 67 in1967-68 to 56.45,in 1971-72,
The average mmber of male earners in agriculture increased from Qe 2.

in 1967-68 to 3. 0 in 1971-72. The cumbor of malo carrers in non-
agricultural occupations also inercased from 0.1 to 0.5 during the .
corresponding period. The percentage of students in graduate and post-

graduate classes to total students increased from 5.51 in 1967-68
to 10.54 in 1971-72,

Theavorne family size of the selected labour households

came out to be 5, 82 in‘1971-72. The proportion of male adults to
family size was 29.04 per cent. The average number of carners came to
1.80 in 1971-7Qe Agricultural labour was the main profession adopted by
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a

88.89 per cent of the aarners, About 7.22 and C
H3,89 per cent of the

earners were engaged in service ant livestock rearkis, Of the 15

carners, who followed some occupation aftcr 1967-68, 66.67 per cent

adopted agricultural labour, 26.657 per cent service and 6.36 per cent

Livesttock reaaring. The proportion of students to total vopulation was

5.73 in ease of Labour households,

The per holding va.ue of farm family asscts inercased by

72.76 per cent from 1967-68 to 1971-72. This was mainly duc to the

appreciation in land values, following the introducticon of high-yielding

varictios of wheat. The per holdSing value of farm assots(exclud?n1 land)

also increased from 2s 18923.19 in 1987-68 to Rs 39149.41 in 1971-72.

The per hectare value of fam assets(excluding land) witnessed an

&

increase of 12.07 per cent during the correspondingperiod.

SS |The'porholding value of Household assets increased‘from
Prd

CORT ett

8121583 in1967-68to Rs L192t.50“in 971272, Bie percentage “growth

inhouschold assets “camo to 46°78} during the ‘cortesponling porida.””
SpeThe‘reletive importance ‘of“Gonsirier ‘durablo goods to tota® farn-

familyAssétsalso SnoredsedduefagUopeering. 7This me:ung, ‘along |

withtho developmentof infrastructure on the farm, farm familics also

increased their expenditure. on itemsof social. status in ‘the recons

SEAVS. |

“The ‘perholdingvalueof‘nsn~far absets“intreaded from”™

DexRs 233.33 in-1967-68 so Rs 1133.33 in 1971-72.The pereontage Valus of

this component to totalfart faniiv assets -inercas3ad from 0.14 td 0.40

during the corresponding period, This was due to some investmentin

transport in 1971-72 ‘by Someof thescloctcd farm families and

indicated. a‘tendency of farm families to MAKE somemargginai investment

outside. agriculture for suppl ementsLng, their. farm incone3, a
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The percentage share of financial assets: to total farm family

assets increased from 1.07 in 1967-68 to 1,54 in 1971-72. The por |

hectare valuc of financial assets increased fromRs 152.50 to 524. 19

during the correspondingperiod. This was due to the agriculture |

becoming more ‘capital intensive, which necessit atod greater Liquidity

than before,

The percentage of financial Mabilitios to total farm1 famiLy

assets also increased from 0.24 in 1967-68 to l, 67 in 1971-72, ‘The

amount of financial Li. abilities per hectare increased from is 54/21 to

Rs 401.95 during the corresponding partiod. The hi glior.amount -of financial

‘Liabilit jes inn 1971~22,..AS._ compared to procading yours, arese~ftom

hi plier! investment. of. farn..families. in the. adoptien- of noW-tedhnalaBy y cee

which led to an increase~in_borrowings,, both, fron.institutional SBS
St ey

Bae oe tee

UO

Phe.averagevalue:of household- assets.amounted Ga.BsLAZOBPae oe

- amoconstituted’78,«9 per cent of the total asscts for labour households

in 1971-72. The value of consumer durabic Zoods accounted for 11.63

per cent of the total asscts. The study showed that the labour houscholds

accumulated major proportion of the assets after the commencenent of the

high-yielding varieties programe,

The magnitude of financial assets per household for labour

household was cstimated at Rs 194,44, which accounted for 10.70 per cent

of tho total assots in 1971-72. The financial liabilities amounted to

Rs 410.04, which accounted for 22,56 per cent of the total assets,

Average production experditure increased from Rs 11586 .90

in 1967-68 to Rs 18095,18 in 1971-72, which accounted for 56.17 ser cent
increase during the corresponding period. The per hectare expenses on
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fertilizers, irrigation charges, hired labourand Punt.ng expenses of

farm machinery inereaased in 1971-72 over 1967-68. The expenses on these

itens increased for all the three farm size “groups during the corresponding

period. ‘All this indicated the increasaj importance of the package of

inputs and particularly the nachinory Snput galtiitigin importance, Swing

to the adoption of high-yielding varieties. The nagnitude of bullock

Labour, however, decreased in1971-72, as Compared to 1967-68, forthe

different Sized holdings. It indicated the replacement of bullock

labour by farm machinery,

The productionexpenditure elasticities increased from -0632

in 1967-68 to .2103, .4042 and +4960 in 1968-69, 1969~70 and 1971-72

respectively. The increasing clasticities indicated the rising trend |

in income, as a result of increases in production expenditure,

Average production expenditure wag influenced by the increase

in the mmber of earners in 1971-72. 'F' value came to 3.8520, which

was Significant at 5 per cent level.

The per holding farn business income witnessed an increase

of 62.67 per cent from 1967-68 to 1971-72. The per hectare and per

capita farm business income also increased from Rs 906.68 and 1301.12

in 1967-68 to Rs 1439.99 ami 1616.98 in 1971-72,

The increase in income per holding came out to be 59.87 per cent

from 1967-68 to 1971-72. The percentage increase in per hectare farn
business income was 67.51 onlarge holdings and 35.19 and 43.31, on

small and medium holdings respectively during the corresponding period,

The higher relative inerease in case of Large holdings may be attributed
to increase in intensity of cropping and development of value~oriented
croppingpatterns by 1971-72.

a

 



  
 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

    
 

 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
    

 
 
   
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 
     

 
   
 
 

  
  
 

 
 
 
  

 
  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

_

a
i
a

;

.

.
“

!
o
s

u
s

ve.
;

.
.

z
.

@
eteee

.
.

5
:

:
B
e
e

4
-
*

‘
i
a
t

.

.
o
o
m

.

,
,

.

|
|

|
<
p

.
0

.

:

_
?

oe
F&F

o
e

bee
‘

:
wo

?
.

.
,

:
:

.
.

ro
-

2
.

>
.

:
e
r
!

,

|
|

.
-

.
.

t
.

:
.

'
.

b
e
o
.

.
.

.
.

m
s

‘
.

.
o
n
?

e
r

n
e

-
-

.

"
n

-
.

.
.

.
.

_
#

*
.

.
.

ve
.

w
e
e
s

“
,

.
.

e.
3

Be
:

-
-

oe
wd

:
,

o
O

.
:

>
*

7
-

“
,

i.
\

.

:
:

:
:

.
.

.
.

.
4%

.
os

-
“
“

e
-

.
:

.
.

|
:

.
-
-
.

e
e

ow
.
.

.
e
e«

.
:

o
o

o
7

:
~

.
:

3
+
b
e
e

“
e
e

ae
.

f
a

.
.

-
—

&
:

.
7
oy

M
e
e

.
:

:
"s

:
.

.
.

.
%

.
e
*

-
.

.
o

.
u
s

.
.

‘
.

.
.

.
-

“
c
a

*
*

:

‘

ee
ee

e
t

,
.

a
:

S
:

>
-

.
.

.
.

oa
w
e
e

.
~
*

,
:

:
.

re
-

2”
l
i
e

-
-

r
}

.
.

°
.

.
L
e
e

.
w
a
l

.
:

.
.

_
-

Po
a

2
L
o
p

.
:

.
:

,
-

.
7

—
uo

se
a
2

.
‘

.

:
/

-
a

.
.

re
.

*
,

v
k

.
a

-
.

‘
*

+
S
e
e

t
«

o
e

ca
a

a
a
n

*
7

.
tee

*
.

o
o
?

o
h
,

‘
,

~
*

,
:

3

.
.

.
.

.
.

”
&
s

°
.

-
“
s
e

—_
.

*
:

.
.

“
3

:
.

.
_

:
x

~
.

.
.

.
?

t
e

w
e
e

_
-

:
:

-
w
y

i
:

:
.

o
o
,

.
°

h
o
m
e

o
n

.
.

7
f
e
w

.
F
r
e

“
e
y

-
.

wo
on

T
o
y

“¢
.

.
E
e
e

.
o
a
n

a
:

.
‘

.
.

:
:

o
e

“
:

.
w
e
e

°
:

a
~

.
-

ca
L

w
e

“peat
.

‘
o
¢

>
:

5
"
e
t
e

-
:

‘
.

“
m
e

.
.

oe
:

.
e
r
e
d

“
-

:
-

:
a

.
:

-
~

.
:

at
:

-
.

——
:

:
beet

.
:

:
.

:
t
e

a
°

‘
:

w
e
y

.
.

.
c
e
r
e

,
7

-
,

,
-

:
-

.
‘

:
ens

.
:

:
.

-

:
_

.
c
t

.
.

.
.

.
“

.
z
°

.
“
~
e

_
vo

.
.
¢

.
:

-
.

:
o
.

a
4

v
e

.
.

.
?

)
,

|

oo
.

.
w
e

-
.

w
a

.
7

m
e
e

.
.

°
:

‘
.

“;
‘
=

-
.

tee
:

.
w
e

“
mm

ot
-
3

:
~

“
.

1
B
e
n
e
s

r
.

°
i

:

.
.

.
.

ve
.

.
i”

:

:

a
o

.-
-.

“
*

“
:

”
"

.
.

.
.

|

:
h

.
oe

:
v
e

-
‘
7

-
:

;

.
.

e
e

i
:

:
:

o
f

.
c
e

-
.

w
o
e

.
.

.
.

a
“
~

:
:

.
ae

w
e

oa
8

.
7

*
.

°
/

:
s
e
e
,

t
.

-
-

-
*

:
.

°
;

|

.
t

.
w
e

”
:

w
e

°
.

.
°

°
"
2

”

.
z

:
:

oo
.

aan
a

.-
:

.
.

.
e
t

.
.

:
so

.
a
d

.
“

o
t
e

-
.

;
;

.
.

.
.

.
s

:
-

°
.

.
Lo

2.
:

»
:

a
Re

~
:

“7,
.

:
-

“.
a

:
i

‘
oo.

-
.-

e
e

toes
.

-
.

:

.
.

.
e
-

.
2

-
-

”
.

7
:

n
e

Le
O
r
e
s

.
°

}
oa

|
|

.
.

:
.

.
:

—
2
a

.
.

ea
s
o
e

 
e

N
o
e
.

-
~

:
-

:
oe

«
wee

.
?

.
o
t

;

-
”

”
‘

.
“
7

:
:

.
.

.
t
e
n
e
s

o
*

*
.

,
‘

.
‘

7
.

.
:

1
.

.
.

-
.

”
.

‘
e
l
e

e
e
e

:
.

.
.

*
.

-
a

ca
.

“
:

:
.

”
.

-
5.

.
o
t

.
‘

:

,
:

.
w
e
e

f
e
e
s

-
7

°

.
7

.
.

,

:

.
2

:
.

°
‘

‘
.

-

‘
.

r
«

.
:

o
a

.
.

4
te

oN
,

o
o

4
:

:
wv

.
_

.
o
e

e
t

.
,

~
;

7
m

.
7

a
.

*
*.

*
;

°
-

|

’
.

.
“

-
.

v
e

a
n
e

:
‘

:
¢

u
e

o
e

:
-

es
.

.
2

“
e
T

.
.

.
o
e

y
e

~
.

«
-

»
fF

.
.

.
.

.
°

°
.

:

.
.

.
w

.
»

f
e
e

a
a

*
‘

"
4

.
~

a
r

.
a
e

”
“
o
e

,
:

|

.
-

.
L
e
w

.!
a

at
:

’
“
?

:

»
+

.
+

»
©

*
e
o
.

.
.

.
.

~
°

.
-

-
:

”
a

.
;

o
w

&
Pewee

S
.

.
.

.
5

,
.

5
“
o
s

ey,
a

.
.

.
.

.
.

oe
ad

o
:

:
|

_
:

-
w
o
e

a
.
-

“
:

t
e

»
*

:
.

.
,

.
w
e

l
e
n
e

-
.

.
-

-
.

,
.
¢

.
w
e

C
j

,

|
:

|
.

.
N
i
u

.

-
w
T

.
.

-
~

oo
.

.
*

ne
7

m
o
r

:
,

s
o
s

.
©
n
y

z
*

,
:

:
“

.
.

.
2

-
:

7
.

e
y

L
o
:

~~
.

.
.

a
.

.
.

.
2

.
.

“
s
t

.
.

-
;

.
va

:
.

ok.
'

:
.

:
7

é
oe

~
”

7
a

s
e

o
f

.
S

:
-

:

 
.

i
a
e

*
-

:
t
e
e

:
,

-
x

‘
i

.
o
s

2
.

o
.

Jo
o
o
,

4
.

-
‘

-
”

.
:

L
f

a
‘

.
.

o
f

.
.

:
°

‘
-

.

.
-

.
+

,
.

sy,
.

m
y

~
=

B
i
e

~
“ewe

e
e
n
’

:
.

-
neat

.
s
t

v
e
e

“
-

4
a

.
0

a
e

w
e

t
w

:
"

“*
.

.

|
.

”
;

-
.

-
w
s

R
e
y

.
.

*
.

.
.

°
°

-
:

J
,

.
.

ee
:

w
e

.
:

oo
o
e

r
e

.
t
e

.
:

-
.

:
4

2
ot

~
-

.

.
.

.
.

£
.

.
.

.
«8

-
3

e
e

-
e
e

:
o
o

:
1
:

.
.

:
w
n

°
-

.
‘

:
Se

.
.

:

°
:

:
:

-
.

.
.

:
.

:
.

”
*.

.
ote

~
*

:
,

:
.

1
S
m
e
t

“
2

:
.

,
:

.
t
e
e

.
.

~
-

“es
!

.
.

.
P

“
-

*
.

.
.

:
a

;
:

_
.

1
a
a
n

o
+

-
.

°
’

-
|

7
|

.
.

-
v
e

.
|

.
:

..
.

.
‘

+
z.

/
_

.
1

.
.

f
.

e
°

.
.

.
.

w
:

oa
.

-
.

.
,

.
:

.
i

"
:

-
-

.
*

-
*

ce
-

t
*
%

w
e

:
“

#
.

.
”

.
r
a

.
-

.
‘

.
i

4
.

ae
m
y

o
s

.
-

.
+

.
.

*
"

~
.

.
.

:
i

:
w
e

i
-

:
7

~
.

“
o
s

~
‘

3
.

v
e
e

end
.

~
“
.

-
:

.
:

.
.

:
.

a
.

-
o
a
,

.
.

.
.

f
e
t

.
.

.
‘

.
.

|
:

.
n

-
-

’
o
y

we
e

e
e
,

o
o
”

°
-

.
.

i
a
i
d

:
vs

.
:

“"
t
e

-
.

-
™

.
.

.
”

-
‘

.
‘

.
o

.
m
y

.
.

.
.

.
.

a
-

“
“
w
e

.
“
:

2
.

-
:

e
e

o
S

:
oo

.
ae

t
e

ee
-.

a
:

.
no

.
7

.
“

.
-¢

ve
-

_
:

.
t
e
n

m
e

:
-
-

a
e

-.
'

.
.

-
4%

.
.

.
.

e
e
e

.
.

.
«

;
°

Y
o

-
.

.
,

:

os
s
e

|
_

:
p
o

.
.

r,
e
d

|
.

w
e
t

o
n

.
.

.
a

.
.

w
e
e

.
6

n
t

:
.

.
.

«
.

w
e

‘
o
F

~
-

.?
.

.
.
?

.
a

O
,

.

ae
.

wee
a

.
.

,

5
.

ans
+.

os
e
t

:
°

:
a

.
.

.
‘

‘
°

-

:
.

.
~

.
.

e
o
n

.
-

.
.

*
»

.
e

7
.

.
°

.
‘

,

.
:

.
:

:

.
.

3
.

-
-

.
v
e
e

.
=

.
»

t
B
e
e

.
T
e

.
o
e

.
,

,

La
.

.
3

.
.

;
?

.
»

$
.

~
os,

:
”

.
o
e

om
ot

-
.

‘
°

s
e

o
o

.
.

.
we.

oa
.

.
.

:
:

-
-

:

.
.

ade
t
o
,

lee
i
e

s
e

.
-

:
"

te.
:

,
te

:
s

”

we
°

e
w
e

-
”

:
‘

"
,

~
-

-
.

,
a

.
a

:
i

.
:

-
4

.
S
e
i
s

.
oo.

.
\

:
.

“.
”

:
-

i
-
4

.
?

t
a

2
o
-

“os
:

wv
o
o

oe
ee

aa
:

:
.

.
,

*
a

.

:
\

:
|

*
.

-
.

.
as

:
'

aa
°

w
o

+.
.

'
.

e
o

.
‘

.
.

:
et

a
:

.
Qo

:
:

.
.

o
m

7
.

.
-

‘
;

a
:

:
o

r
a
e

—
.

.
w
e

oe
“

*
°

’
,

.
.

?
+
.

.
*

‘
ot

)
|

:
.

a
e

a
aa

o
y

.
:

s
.

o
e

.
?

.
“

aa
w
e
t

.
:

.
as

ed
w
e
e

-_
.

.
u
e

a
e

.

;

-
)

.
s

—
T
v
:

.
-

:

|
:

O
ao

t
>

.
c
o
e

r
s

b
e
,

7
.

*
w
e

*
:

=
.

:
.

.
we

.
7

oo
:

v
e

:
ta

-

~
-

-
-

.
.

$
1

.
.
™

.
z

|
:

.

~
:

-
-

.
s

_
w
o

o
n

.
.

.
+

.
.

7
*

:
“

o
.

:

.
:

.
.

‘
fe

.
uo

7
7

:
n

.
o

y
-

o
n

h
o
a

°
,

i
T

:
oT

;

”
.

'
-

3
a
e
.

.
.
*

‘
:

°
o
s

o
a

we
a

.
.

*
.

.
‘

.
.

.
.

¢
,

,
;

.
s
e

.
2

:

|
;

.

L
o
s

.
:

*
°

. |

.

;
-

.
a

|

.

o
e

&.
.

..
°

f

|

w
e

4

1

 



 

QI ns hn eanay .
€ wer ager: . bn . TR pads eo RG EO
RS A hm Mee ne! te Rae iB eee >. - wt i , 38 :

 

~l25-

The concentration ratio both for per holding and per capita

farm business income was, however, lower in 1971-72 tren that of 1967-68.

This might be attributed to the fact that the small and medium farmers

had soon caught up with the large farmers in the matter of adoption of

modern technology and this would have the effect of lowering the degrec

of concentration.

Average farm busincss income was influenced by the increase in

the mumber of earners in 1969-70. 'F! walus at 4.0479 was significant

at 5 per cent level.

The average farm and non-farm income of the cultivating households

was Rs 19086.92 in 1971-72. it increased fromRs 5947.70 in case of small

holdings to Rs 13143.84 and 33281.91 for medium and lares holdings

respectively. The per capita income of the cultivating houscholds amounted

to Rs 1789.55 in 1971-72. It worked out to be Bs 686.27 for small holdings

and rs 1425.92 and 2473.65 for medium and large holdings respectively.

Por houschold and per capita incomeof the labour houscholds worked: out

to bo 2s 2277.46 and Bs 391.17 respectively in 1971-72. Farm business

income and agricultural labour occupied the predominant place in the total

incomeofthe cultivating and labour houscholds respectively.

The per houschold and per capita total income of the cultivating

houscholds was higher than that of the labour households, mainly because

of the component of farm business income. It indicatcd that the disparities

in incomes arose mainly from disparity in ownership of the mcans of

production.

The concentration ratio for per houschold income was higher

(.43) for cultivating households then for labour houscholds(.26). It

came to .40 and .25 in case of per capita income for cultivating and
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labour houscholds respectively. The concentration ratio for per household
and per capita income rose to 209 and 49 rospoctively for the total
houscholds(both cultivating and Labour) ‘There was, thus, uneven income
distribution for cultivating houscholae and, more so for the total households.

The studyshowcd that tho quantum of employment of tho casual
Labour and the wage rates Were positively associated. Tho increased
omployment in different months lod to the increase in wagc rates, However,
the varlLation in omploymont over months was loas than that in the wage
rates. This was duc to the increasc in the intensity of cropping, following
the introduction of high-yiclding variotics of wheat, which gave a better
spread of agricultural operations over tho whole year. Again, the rise
in moncy wages outweighed the increase in consumer price indcx number,
leading to a rise of 15.60 per cont in the real wagos fron 1967 -68
to 1971-72. This rise in real wage rate, coupled with the increased
cmployacnt in di fforent operations for HYV of wheat, led to the improvements
in the economic condition of agricultural labour.

‘The production and marketed surplus of important crops increased
in 1971-72 over 1967-68. the production of wheat (HYV) increased by 278.17
per cent, whereas the markoted surplus witnessed an increase of 362.85
per cent during the same period. The proportion of marketed surplus
“9 total production increased fron 62. (7 in 1967-68 to 76.85 per cont
in lo?i-re. tho production and its markoteoa proportion increased in t
case of almost all the Crops, over this period, for diffcront sized
holdings.

The inereasod production and marketed surplus paved the way
for exvanding transportationfacilitics fromthevillage to the market,
It also changed the relative importance of different modes of transportation.
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The study showed that tractor-trollcy transported 51.98 per cent of wheat

(HYV) in-1967-68,-which increased to 86.92 por cont in 1971-72. On the

other hand, the use of bullock cart decreased during this period.

The total investment inercased from 8; 4075.51 in 1967-68 to

ts 7609.95 in 1971-72, which gave 86.72 per cent increase during the

corresponding period. Farm investment accounted for 96.84 and 81.77 por

cont of the total investment in 1967-68 and 1971-72 respcctively. Per

hectare investment inercased fromRs 342.19 in 1967-68 tois 526.76 in

1971-72. The investment in farm machinery and irrigation structure

contributed 58.70, 44.19, 37.24 and 41.52 per cent of per hectare farm

investment in 1967-68, 1968-69, 1969-70 and 1971-72 respectively. This

highlighted the importance of invostment in farm machinery and irrigation

structure, subsequent to the introduction of high-yielding varictics.

Nhereas the large holdings made major investment in farm machinery and

the purchase of land, small and mcdium holdings invested mostly in

irrigation structure and the purchase of milch animals. oN

The percentage of investment in education to total investment

increased from 35.16 in 1967-68 to 7.72 in 1971-72. The income clasticitics

of cducation increascd from .0431 in 1967-68 to 1.528% in 1971-72. The

increasing clasticitics indicatcd the higher relative response of investment

in cducation as a result of shifts in farm busincss income,

Non-farm investment showed up for the first time in 1971-72.

It was of the nature of investment in transyort business and indicated

the busincss attituds of farmers to make some investment outside agriculture,

it was a pointer in the direction that with increased incomcs in the coming

years, the farmers might invest some amounts in the non-farm sectors of

the seconomy.
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4

The analysis showed that the effect of cducational level of the

head of the family was sigmificant both in case of total investment and

fam investment in 1967-68. The size of family influenced farm investment

only in 1971-72.

Ths per household total investmont of the labour houscholds

worked out to be Rs 49.82 in 1971-72. The investment in thc purchase of

milch animals accounted for 64.77 por cent of the total investment.

The investment in cducation amounted to Rs 14.22, which accounted for

28.5% per cent of the total investment in 1971-72.

Average houschold expenditure increased from 2s 9041.31 in

1968-69 to Rs 12190.41 in 1971-72, which gave 34.79 por cent incrcase

during the corresponding period. The proportion of expenditure on food

items to total expenditure declined during this period. The percentage

expenditure on non-food items to total expenditure, therefore, increased

n 57.54 in 1968-69 to 46.44 in 1971-72.ryLo t

The expenditure on socio-religious ceremonies increased in

1971-72 as com ared to 1968-69. Its proportionto total expenditure

increased from 11.38 in 1968-69 to 12.98 in 1971-72. This component

occupied the first place in non-food items for all the years under study.

This was indeed an irrational spending behaviour of cultivating houscholds

in the initial stages of development. Such unproductive expenditure should

be reduced to the minimm and farm savings ploughed back for ffurther

improvement of farm organization and for building farm infrastructure.

Per capita household expenditure increased from Rs 962.17 in

1968-69 to 1142.85 in 1971-72. This was mainly due to the increase in

expenditure on non-food items.
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income ciasticities of per capita houschold expenditure

increased from .0978 in 1968-69 to .3494 in i9g71-72. The increasing

clasticities indicated the higher relative response to houschold

expenditure as a result of shifts in farm business incomc.

The size of family and mmber of carners were significant in

influencingthe houschold expenditure in 1989~70 and Lov1-/2 respectively.

[
a
eAverage houschold expenditure amounted to Rs 2204.90 in case

of labour households and accounted for 96.81 per cent of the average

income in 1971-72. It indicated that almost all the income of the

labour households was spent as households expenditure,:

The expenditure on food items accounted for 60.13 per cent of

total expenditure. This proportion was almost equal to the proportion

spent on food by the small holdings,ae

The expenditure on socio-religious ceremonics amounted to

is 268.87, which accounted for 10.38 ver cont of the Total houschold

expenditure. It indicated that the labour houscholds also gave much

importance to this iten, inspite of their meagre incomes and low consumption
™

levels,

Per capita household expenditureof the labour houscholds worked

out to be Rs 378.70 in 1971-72. The per capita expenditure even in the

case of small cultivating holdings was more than twice of the labour

houscholds, It indicated that the consumption standard of the labour

houscholds was far below the lovcl of the cultivating houscholds. Por

capita expenditure on cercals was also Lowor in case of labour houscholds

than that of the cultivating houscholds. It pointed to the conswaption

of inferior quality of zrains by the labour houscholds,
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The study showed that some of the sclected labour households

had to borrow funds for financing their household. expenditure. These

borrowings wore mostly used for home consunption, sccio-relifious

ceremonies and house construction etc. All this indicated that the

labour houscholds had to borrow oven for home consumption, owing to

their meagre incomes.

The study also highlighted some of the social aspects of HYV

in the Punjab. The inequality in income distribution, conscquent upon

the introduction of high-yielding varieties had not resulted in social

unrest inthe rural areas of the Punjab. The contimiuity of social harmony

was made possible by a cohesive soclal structure ‘and less differentiation

among various strata with respect to vasues and attitudes,
é

The study showed that both the high and low caste had a

feeling that rigidity of the caste system was giving way to flexibility.

The inter-dining between castes was also becoming common. The caste was

not considered as a barricr, by a large proportion of the caste groups,

to give education to or choose occupation for sons. The Jat as well as

Harijars felt the importance of non-caste factors in determining social

status. Again, in the leadership structure, all the castes comphasized

secular qualities more than others.

The modernization of agricultural operations is creating new

criands on such social services as transport, communications, supplies

of modern inputs, etc. This would pave the way for a change in tho

traditional attitudes and value system of the farmors. Whereas the

Punjab farmer is well known for his ruggedness and hard physical labour,

the new technology compels liim to devote more time to the managerial

and entreprencurial aspect of the farm business organization. Today, he
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depends more on hired labour for performing hard physical tasks and

himself prefers to do supervisory and entreprencurial jobs.

The social tensions, in whatever form they are manifested,

can hardly be attributed to the recent breakthrough, because similar

happenings were common in the past too.

Tt can thus be concluded that in the rural society of Punjab,

the narrowing gap between the diffcrent strata of populationwithrespect

to values, aspirations and attitudes haa influenced continuity of a

cohesive social structure. As a result, the recent income gap has not

been able to create noticeable cleavage among groups.
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Appendix 6c Lt

- Land Utilization in the Selected
‘Villages 1966-67 through 1971-72
 

( in hectares)

 

Details 1966-67 __ 1967-68" 1968-69
- Gill Bhinder Fagar- Gill Bhinder Fagar Gill Bhinder Faqar

Kalan SPare Kalan Sar e Kalane Sate
 

 

 

Goographi- 773 1387 1562 773 1387 1562 773 1387 41562
Gal area |

Arca not 87 118 4165 87 18 165 £487 #«©+118 «4165
available (11-25) (8.51) (10.56). (11.25)(9.51)(10.56)(11.25)(8.51)( 10.56)
for culti-~-

vation.

+... Other oe 7. ee 6 2 im Bm
uncultivated (0.91) (emt) = . (0.78) (0.44) .-. “lors) en
area excluding. - oo - ee ee

a “(03) ee (3697) (0665)(Gno7)(59) (on39)(224) (6.72)

Net area a 4986" 158E ors «bis 1319°° 677°1258 tee
sown (86.81). - (91. 28)(85 «47 ) (87.52)(90 .48)( 84445)(87 158)(89.25)( 82.72)

Area sown 209° 5eO «183 235° 582 378 255 623 587
morethan (28.72) (41.03)(11.72)¢ $0 440) 4196)(2a 20)( 32.99)(44.92)(37.58)

Total | o ) | | }
cultivated 679 1266 1307 +68 1267 12397 680 1269 13207
area §- (87.84) (91.28)(89.44) (87.97)(91. 35)(09 »44.)(87.97)(91.49)(89.44)

Total 895 | 1835 1518 910 1837 1697 932 1861 1879
cropped|

arca

 
 

ee \omrenane, Legeenee ete aint eeee a ee

Note s- The figures in parentheses denote percentages to
geographical area.

 



  



 

Y

- Appenttix 2.1 ( CGontg )

Land Utilizationin ‘the Selected Villages
1966-67 thr ough iets

(in hectares) |

Details | 1969-70 .:_~: ___1970—71_- -_. _ 1971.72-
 

 

  

 

 

Gill Bhinder Fagor Gill Bhinder Faqar Gill Bhinder Fagarsor
kalan sar ‘Kalan | sar _ kalan

Geogra~ 778 1887 4562 773 1307 4562 773 1387 41562
phical |
area

Seer, 6, 87 1G tessavailable a : 118 165
for cultie (11.25) (8.51)(10.56) (11.25) (8.51) (10.56) (un. 25) (8.51) (10.56)
vation.

Other - | | 7 | 7 /uncilti- 6 ~ ~ 5B me ~ 2 _ a
vated area (0.%38) ~ - (0.30) - ~ (0.28) — -
excluding |
fallow
Janda

Fallow 3 28 BB Bayland (0.39) (1.80) (8.52) (0.30) (1.80) (2.69) (0.30) (1.51) (1.54 )

neat 677-1244 1342 680° 12441355 «681 1248) 1373sows (87.58) (89.89) (85.92) (87.97)( 39. 69) (86.75)(88.10)( 89.98) (387.90)

area sown | | |
meet BGT = SBSSCBOTSC7RS~—Ss«éSSBSTCT78 979: (35 -71)(49.53) (54.93)( 39.72) (52.27)(58.64)(46. 18)( 56 609) (62.68 )

Total | | : : 7 :cultis = § 680 i269 1397 683 1269 1507 684 42690 © 1207vated (87.97) (91.49) (99, 4) (88.36) (91.49)( 89.44) (88.49)(91.49) (89.44)
area

Total 3 |cropped 953 1931 2200 987 1969 cell 1058 2026 Lode
area | |

— ante. =, _
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A. Faction rivalry

Two factions originating from inter-family rivalry had

existed in one villacse for tho last ton years. One of thom was led —

by the present Sarpanch, an M.L.A. and a rich farmer, while the

other was led by another rich famer of the village with political

influence. Many of the group conflicts in this village could be traced

to this faction rivalry. Some of the discrimination took the following

form :

L. The big farmers of the village wore favourcd by the President

of the Co-operative Socioty(Sarpanch) in the distribution of fertilizers,

Re One faction wanted to reduce wage rate of casual labour

from Rs 5/-— to Rs 4/- in 1972. But the othcr group:continued to pay Rs 5/~.

3. One group purchased fans for the village Middle School, but

the other group did not approve this expenditure and even doubted.

the price of fans paid by the other group.

4. One group in a study village decided to make a link road

in the village but the othor group opposed it' as it was to pass

through their agricultural ficlds,

B, inheritance

1. tn onc study villaze, a brother murdered his step brother

to have a full right on parental property.

“Re : two married sisters of a farmor of ono stutly vill«re dananded

their share in parental property. The farmer raised objection but his

sisters won the case in the court,
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CG. Jnburspersonsad, 

L. One of the Carmurg of the study villapo nagkad a Labouror

undar tho influenced of Liquor to do soma vork for ia, bub ag bho

Labourer rafusod te wovk, bho farnor kiekod and bonb irin.

Oe \ Lagmor of tho villlavo who is nn fabhor of throo childsan

was havin iLlogal rolation with a woman of nonrby villapo. is wit

radsol muny objections neavinst ib, bub husband noverenrock Cor bhliis

and is sbi keeping that woman as hig keep and this has erunbod

tonsiion an Gho villilaeco.

3. One of Cho Yamners ain one villlapo was point ona eark and

anothor farmor of the samo villarce coming on an nero in bho samo direction.

Tho Latter asked the fomnur why hu blocked his way and Siphtb sbarbed

on that point. Both were injured bndily.
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