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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Agrarian societies of underdeveloped countries are marked
by great inequalitiese of wealth, power and status. In these
societies, the most important material basis of inequality is the
distribution of landl. According to Myrdal, in the South Asian
rural seetting, inequality is mainly a queation of land ownership

with which are associated leisure, enjoyment of status and

authority. Income differences are considered ae less eignificant2.

Land transfere by influencing ownership of land among the
peasant households affect significantly their vertical mobility,
the changing position 1in the class structure and the rural
inequalitiese in the dietribution of land over time. While there
is substantial agreement on these points among the scholare, there
i no such unanimity on the processes of land transfers, the
factors influencing these processes and their impact. In fact,
all these issues had been subject matters of grsat debate among

scholare of agrarian systems. These debates had their genesis 1in



the pre-revolutionary Russia. The major participante had been
the Marxist scholare led by Lenin and Neo-Populists led by
Chaynov. The debate continuee to this day in the context of third
world agrarian systems including that of India(For details, see
the survey of literature in chapter 2). Regarding the proceeses
of changs in the dietribution of land and the consequent upward or
downward mobility of peasant households, Marxist scholars
emphasised competition in the land market while Neo-Populiste
highlighted partitioning and demographic factoras. Indian
writers, on the other hand, placed more emphasis on the

legislative or inetitutional factorau

The procees of land transfers is influenced by a number of
eocio—economic, demographic and institutional forces. Here again,

echolars are not unanimous about the relative importance of the

various factors influencing land tranefers and consequently
peasant mobility. In the context of the capitalist agrarian
economy , Marxist scholars, especially Lenin gave primacy to the

socioc-economic factors paritcularly the initial eize of a farm 1in
determining its fate in economic competition for lands.
Chaynov and other nec-populists like Shanin in the context of pre-
capitalist Russia, had emphaeised the primary role of demographic

factors like family size in the expansion and contraction of

peasant farms over timeb.
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On the consequences of land transfers on the agrarian
etructure also, there is no agreement among scholars. Lenin
argued that the long term consequence of competition in the land
market would be the polarisation of communitiese and the eventual
development of two classees - landless labourere and capitalist
farmera7. Ag against this view, Neo-Populists held that the
family labour farm has a higher degree.of etabifity and viability
than the capitalist farm because the formeaer can absorb
unfavourable price fluctuations, unlike the capitalist farm which
would go out of businoase.‘Family size, in particular,the number
of adult male workers is the variable that brings about thie
stability. According to this view, in pre-capitalist agrarian
societies, farm size adapts to family eize in the long run; bigger
families gaining land and smaller ones loeing it. Shanin,
extending the Chayanovian views on demographic differentiation and
mobility, hypothesised that rich families are becoming poor over
time by partitioning and other demographic processes and poor

families are becoming rich as their family size incr039939

The procees by which family size influences the s8ize of
owned land in a regime in which private property righte in land,
a8 against communal property righte are firmly established,
however, was never explicitly stated by the Neo-Populists. [t
appears that there can be many caueal influences of family size on

farm size in a system where private property exists. Firstly, big

(31



family and large number of adult males in it may create the
motivation for acquiring more land to provide inheritance to
members who form nuclear families. Secondly, bigger familiee enjoy
considerable advantages 1n sBaving due to scale economies and
complementarity in consumption. Specialisation and divieion of
labour in farming and other houshold duties may be another
advantage . Negative consequences of family size on accumulation
ability are also possible; consumption pressures and high rates of
partitioning generated by bigger family size can ruin many small
ownere reeulting ultimately in the sale of their land. However,
higher 1initial resource endowments in terms of land and labour

may tend to reduce the chances of this alienation process.

In addition to the above factors emphasised by well-known
theories, peasants in traditional societies like that of India,
may also be forced to sell land due to various social reasons like
cearemonial expenditure on birth, death, marriage etc. Accumulated
debt inherited from the parent units may be another reason. The
unprofitability of cultivation in times af riéing wageall and
ceiling laws enacted by the state(as in Kerala)12 may force the
rich peasants to sell part of their land and invest the fundes 8o
accumulated in other activifiea. Thus, a survey of literature on

differentitation and mobility among the peasantry reveals the

operation of various asocial,economic and demographic factors.

(4]



The micro level studies on land market transactions and
partitioning in different regions of India are not unanimous about
the effecte of these tramsfers on peasant mobility. DOiverse
directions of change such as ‘concentration’, ‘levelling’,
‘'peasantization’, ‘depeasantization’, ‘persistence’, of emall
peasantry and ‘cyclical’ mobility have been noted by these
etudieals. But only very few of these studies have paid attention
to the processes of growth and decay of peasant farms over a
period of time. As for Kerala, there has been no comprehensive

study on the dymnamics of land transfers and their effects on

peasant mobility.

It is in the above context that our study makes a modest
attempt to gain an understanding of the different processes of
land transfers, factors leading to such transfers and their
consequences on mobility of peasant households. The study was
conducted 1in four villages of Thrissur District in the central
part of Kerala covering the period, 1657—90. The study was based
on 328 sample housholds, which were personally interviewed using a

pre-tested questionnaire(0etails of methodology are given in

chapter 3).

Objectives of the Study

The overall objective of the study is to assess the

dimensicne and directons of land market transfers and partitioning
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with a view to find out (a) the intra-generational economic
,mobility among the agricultural households, b) the changes in the
concentration or diffusion of ownerehip of land and (c) the
relative significance of social, eBconomic and demographic factors
influencing the vertical wmobility of households. Intra-
generational mobility ie taken to mean the shifting poeition of
the households with respect to the size class of operational

holdings during the life time of the head of the households.

The specific objectivee of ths study are:

1. To determine the magnitude of land market transfers and
partitioning and their impact on the land distribution among
different size classes and castes.

2. To capture the endogenous and exogenous factors including land
reforms that determine the land market transfers and
partitioning of family property.

3. To pursue the relationship bstween partitioning and alienation

of land among the peasant households.

Siqnificance of the Btud

It is hopsd that the present study by analysing the
dynamicse of agrarian change and peasant mobility may contribute
to the on-going debate on thie issue in India and other developing

countrisee. It may also help to throw light on the validity of some
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of the theories formulated on the basis of experience in different

regions and at different times. The study is likely to be of

special importance as it covers an area which has one of the

highest densities of population. The area has also witnessed

sweeping changes 1in agrarian structure as a result of the most

radical land reforms among the lndian states.

Limitations of the Study

The scope of the study is limited to intra-generational

mobility and not inter—generational mobility. Secondly, only

vertical mobility bas been studied. Spatial (horizontal) mobility

has bsen considered only in so far as it contributed to vertical

mobility as in the case of peasant householde improving their

position in land ownsrship as a result of extra income from other

non-agricultural eourcealq Thirdly, for measurement of mobility

we used only changes in ownership of land. This 1is partly

because of the difficulties in quanti¥xing other variables like

income, marketable surplus, labour exploitation etc., ovser long

periods of time.

In literature peasants .are defined in terms of family

farm,
which do not hire outside labour. The complete abssnce of wage
labour(as stressed by Chaynov and others) 1is too much an

abstraction in the context of the present third world peaaantryls

Even the poor agrarian households in Kerala are found to employ
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hired labour during peak seasons. Peasants in this situation
cannot be defined only in terme of their hiring of labour. We
therefore, have extended the definition of peasant households to
include even those who hire outeide labour, provided land is their

main means of production and the principal asaet.
Chepter Schems

The s8tudy is divided into nine chapters including the
preeent introductory chapter. Chapter 2 surveys critically the
vast literature on land transfers and peasant mobility. Chapter 3
gives details of the criteria for selection of the district,
villages and households and the analytical proceduree used for the
study. Chapter 4 pressnts a brief account of the agro-economic

background of the district, as aleo ite population profile. A

hietorical account of the agrarian changes, partly as a result of

the land reform legislations, both before and after independence

is aleo given in thie chapter. In chapter S, the nature and
magnitude of land market transfers and the factors leading to
such transfers are discussed. The consequences of accumulation

and alienation of land on the various socio- economic groups are
analyead in chapter 6. Chapter 7 focusses on the naturs of
partitioning and its impact on the alienation of land among the
peasant housseholds. Chapter 8 seeks to capture the dyamics of

land ownership and peasant mobility in its totality. Chapter @

gives our major findings.
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CHAPTER 2

BURVEY OF LITERATURE

The broad objective of the present chapter is to survey
the theoretical and empirical literature on the causes and
consequencas oOf land transfers, which intensify the process of
differentiation of the peasantry in an agrarian economy. Our
review of literature 1is divided into three sectione; i) The
Russian debate on peasant differentiation; ii) Later versions of
this debate and the recent studies on agrarian s8tructure and
differentiation 1in underdeveloped agrarian economies and iii)

Studies on land transfers and differentiation in the Indian

context.
Section 1
The Ruesjan Differentiation Debate
The question of whether or not socio-economic mobility and
more specifically differentiation was occuring amongst the

peasantry was at the heart of the theoretical and policy debates
in Russia around the beginning of thie century. According to
Shanin (1972) the issues which were involved remain relevant ‘'for
the majority of mankind in the so-called developing societies of
today'"" . The main participants in this debate were the Marxists

and the Neo-Populists. The Marxists held that the accumulation

(11)



process is associated with concentration of land and the
development of capitaliet relations in agriculture. The Neo-

Populists 1led by Chaynov denied this poesibility and emphasised

the persistence and viability of the family labour farm.

Deve an ism in Agrjculture — Marxist View,

The Marxist writere equating accumulation with claes
differentiation base their argumentse primarily on Marx's sketch of
the development procees of agrarian capitalism.2 For

Mar x,
drawing on the experience of England, the main feature of
capitalist farmers is the extraction of surplus value through the
employment of ‘free labour® which was being created by the
expropriation of the land of the rural peaeants and their
subordination to capitaliatas. As a part of thie process,
agricultural production has been getting reorganised so that it
becomes less and lees liks psasant production geared to eimple
reproduction and subsistence, and increasingly come to resemble
capitalist production in gensral, orientsed to expanded
reproduction, with the re-investment of profite into further
accumulation. He belisved that the capitalist relations would
ultimately engulf agriculture with concentration of property in
land, proletarianisation of pesasants, large productivity gains of

capitalist agriculture and displacement of working capital and

labour previously engaged in small holdinge. Hie approach seemed

(123



to imply that, with the growth of commodity production, the growth

of capitalist agriculture would inevitably follow, involving the

differentiation of the peasantry and the employment of wage labour

by capitalist owners or tenanteu. Although this is the way in

which Marx has often been understood, a number of qualifications

in Marx’'s discussion should be noted.

Firetly, Marx thought that there were wayes in which
capitalism would allow the persistence of peasant agriculture,

with peasants retaining pontrol over at least some of their main

meane of production. These take the form of ahare—croppings and

independent peasant farming, which in certain conditions, could

actually compete with capitalist farming. This 1is esepsecially

because the peasants in the absence of profit motive, might be
prepared to pay more for land than capitalist farmers, and charge

less for their produceb.

Despite ®8uch qualifications,. Marx thought that small
peasant agriculture was basically unstable and would not be able

to resist capitalist penetration. In his view, peasant farming

was a ‘necessary transitional stage for the development of

agricul ture itaalf7, The factors that would contribute to its
downfall, apart from the direct state repression of emall

peasants, include the removal of the main subsidiary and

supporting economic activities that go along with psasant farming

(13)



(i.e., rural domeetic industry and common grazing) and competition
from large scale and technically more advanced forms of
agriculturea. According to Marx, in the long run, under
conditione of a growing commodity economy,independent peasant
agriculture must be unstable and would dissclve into capitaliet
mode of production.

As noted earlier, Marx’s original treatment of the
differentiation of peasantry and primitive accumulation was based
on the English experience, where the forcible expropriation of
peasant property (e.g., through enclosure movement) eerved as the
mechanism of dispossession. This, however, could only be a
special case becauss such outright disposssseion is possible only
if the affected peasant classes lack the necessary juridical
property rights and or the political power to resiet. Where thie
wae not the case, forcible disposseseion could not serve as a
primary mechanism of differentiation. Under euch conditions,
market forces provide an alternative mechanism of differentiation.

Both Kautsky and Lesnin extended Marx’s model on these lines.

Kautsky - Lenin laws,

The theoretical literature in recent times contains a lot
of discussion on Kautsky—Lgnin” laws'" of development of capitalism
in agricultureq. Nirmal Chandra(1974) put these laws 1n the

following words 10.

(14]



a) " the law of increasing returns to scale operates as much 1in

agriculture as in industry, so that large scale farms are superior

to small scale ones.

b) As a consequsnce, there is continuous differentiation among
the peasantry, i.e., i) land gets increasingly concentrated in the
hands of fewer and fewer persons; and ii) the ranks of

agricultural workers get swelled so that they form an even larger

proportion of the total agricultural population.

c) The extent of ehare-cropping declines over time. For, thie
kind of tenancy is pre-capitalist in nature and obviously does

not suit the interests of the big farmers.

d) Alongseide (b) agricultural production is increasingly oriented
not towards the cultivators’ self consumption but towarde outeide

market, whether in the form of food or cash crops."

This Kautsky-Lenin perception of the agrarian queetion ie
the one which is most widely accepéed today, in those poor
countriee where the capitalist path is being attempted.

For Lenin, market baeed differentiation appeared to be a
unilinear process, leading inexorably to the eventual polarisation
of the peasantry. It was not a category of producers that
interested him, but the process of capitalist differentiation of

small producers, a process whose source was the existence of

commodities and the sale or purchase of labour power.
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Kautsky presents his argument in the context of accumulation
of capital rather than in the context of differentiation of the
peasantry. He draws the important inference that wunlike 1in
industry, accumulation of capital in agriculture must proceed via

prior concentration of capital (in terms of consolidating land)

rather than vice versa.

The arguments that Kautsky (1899)preeent have two points
of departure from that of Lenin. Kautsky’s analysie was basically
an analyeis of the penetration of capitalist production into
agriculture based on German experience. He demonstrated that the
concepts for the investigation of capitaliem that Marx presents in
‘Capital’ are applicable to agricultural productionll.He was
countering the argument of Sombrat who contended that 'Harx'a
theeis of the tsndsncy of capitalist concentration was disproved
in agriculture, where ®mall enterprises either survived or
advanced in the face of large onee. Futhsrmore, the increass in
productivity that Sombrat believed to be crucial for capitalism
(following improved processes and rational organisation) was
absent in agriculturelz. Such arguments were advanced in Germany
at the close of the nineteenth century in an attempt to deny that
capitalist production and in particular the account of it provided
by Marx had any relevance for agriculture. Kauteky rejected such

propositions vigorously and presented his task as follows :

(161



1f one wishes to study the agrarian question in a Marxist
fashion, then it is not simply sufficient to pose the problem
as the future of small enterprises in agriculture; we must
rather investigate all the variations underlying the capitaliet
mode of prnduction in agriculture. We must investigate if and
how capital dominates agriculture, transform it, renders old
production and propertylgorme unworkable, and leade to the

constitution of new forms .

For, Kautsky, differentiation of the peasantry, to be
conducive to capitaliet development, requires a dietribution of
the pre-existing stock of land in favour of actual or potential
capitalists (in so far as incremantal additions to stock of land
is not poasible)lq. It is precisely the limited and pre-occupied
‘production-space’ of agriculture which can become a critical
barrier to poseibilities of change. Capitalist development,
therefore, is not simply a matter of having access to land through
dieplacement of its direct owners or occupante. Rather, what s
involved is the displacement and or ‘self-transformation’ of the

entire hierarchy of claeses who have interwoven interests in

maintaining the exieting forms of property, inclusive of those who

appropriate surplus on that baeie (e.g., landlords, merchant-
usurers or even agents of the stats). Kautsky noted that given
bourgeoie property righte, expropriation of land by direct

coercion was not poesible. Undsr such historical conditions, only
the mechanism of debt -default in mortgage contracts (the credit-
land interlocked market) provided the legally recognized basis of

land alienation. . In particular, the compulsion of cash neede
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provided the entry point for market based contracts by merchant-
usurers - the dynamice of which, eventually led to the
diepoesession of land. In effect, what is involved is a Yieu of
differentiation through the market which is much more complex than
product market competition (lsading to the elimination of less

efficient producere)lb.

Lenin, on the otﬁer hand, faced with a ’"Populist’ concept
that denied ths possibility of capitaliet development in
agriculture, argusd that Russian agriculture ‘wase already
capitaliet and that capitalist relations were extending in the
countryside at a fast ratel7. For Lenin, inequality in the
concentration of means of production among Ruesian peasante at the
turn of the century was evidence of capitalist clase formation.
As a result, househoclds with insufficient means to produce their
own subeistence were being prolstarianised, while those with
surplus meane were increasingly employing wage labour. Therefore,
Lenin predicted that under competitive market conditions, economic
advantages and disadvantages would develop cumulatively and that
peasantry would eventually be polarized into two dietinct groupe
of unequal size. The psasantry would then be characterised by
all major contradictions which are inhsrent in every commodity
esconomy like: - “"competition, the struggle for economic

independence, the grabbing of land (purchasable and rentable), the

concentration of production in the hande of a minority, the
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forcing of the majority into the ranks of the proletariat, their

exploitation by a minority through the medium of merchant

and the hiring of farm labourere“le. The sum total of all

capital

these

contradictions among the peasantry, according to Lenin, is the

differentiation. Depéaaantization is almost synonymous with thie

term.

Lenin used the concept of social differentiation to argue

that ¢the Russian peasantry was being rapidly eliminated and

abandoned into the essential classes of capitalist mode of

production. Undoubtedly, the emergence of property inequality ie

the starting point of the whole process but the process ie not at

all confined to property differentiation. Differentiation

signified much more. More important, '"the old peasantry is not

only differentiating, it ie being completely diseolved, it is

ceasing to exist, it is being ousted by absolutely new types of

rural inhabitante - types that are the basis of a society 1in

which commodity economy and capitalist production prevail. These

types are the rural bourgeoisie (chiefly petty burgsoieie) and the

rural workere"lq. Aes per Lenin’'s stratification of peasantry,

rural bourgecisie or well to do peasants constituted thoss farms

which were ecdnomically etrong, completely independent, engaged in

commercial agriculture and exceeded the family labour norm (i.e.,

the amount of land that a family can cultivate by ite own lébour),
forcing them to reeort to the hiring of workers. They

would
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employ a farming techinique much above the average: ""that is to
say, the well-to-do peasants do their sowing faster, make better

uee of favourable weather, sow the seed in humid soil and reap

their harvest in proper time, they thresh their grain as it is

carted in from the field etc"20. Therefore, ''it is also natural

that the expenditure on the production of agricultural produce

diminished per unit of output as the size of farm increaees"2l

"The spare cash obtained by these peasants in the shape of net

income is either directed towards commercial opsrations or usury

which are so excessively developed in our rural districts or under

favourable conditions, is invested in the purchase of land,

improvements etc”22. Thus, the concentration of land and the

farm

differentiation of the peasantry would increase.
On the other extreme were the rural proletariat, the class

of hired workers with small plotes of land allotmenta23 The

poor

peasante, day labourers, building workers or other allotment

holding workerse are included in this category. The features of

this class were "insignifant farming on a patch of land with a
farm in a etate of utter ruin (particularly evidenced by the
leasing out of land), inability to exist without the eale of
labour power (= industriée of the indigent peasants), an extremely
low standard of living (prabably lower than that of the worker
without an allotment) - such are the distinguiehing

features of

this typa“Qu. Since Lenin argued that capitalism penetrated into
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agriculture very slowly, the agricultural proletariat with small

allotment of land was compatible with capitaliem. This was true

not only of Russian agriculture but also of other capitalistic

countries of Europe.

The wmiddle peasantry constituted the third stratum from

which the ranks of the above two types were recruited. This was a

dying stratum occupying an extremely vulnerable position, the most

unstable group and their economic independence was just a myth.

Ase Lenin noted: "the peasant bourgeoisie oust not only the bottom

group, but also the middle group of the peasantry. Thus, a

process, epecifically characteristic of capitalistic economy takes

place, the middle members are swept away and thes extremee are

25

re-

inforced — the process of de-peasantising"”

Viability of Peasant Family Farme: Neo-Populist View

Lenin’s views on social differntiation, i.e., differentiation
along clear <class lines, were contrary to the views of the
Narodnik or Populist intellectuals who saw no class formation
taking place within the Russian paaaantrbe. Therefore, there was
no social differentiation and no development of capitaliem. They
saw the continuing reproduction of an archetypal prietine
peasantry, which might be the basis for successful development in
Ruseia: not capitalist development but one might say, development

along a populist path27. There eoon developed a new s®8chool of
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such scholars, with similar, but more sophisticated ideas, who
would aftempt to measure differentiation with refined techniques
and using specially gathered data: a school which would eventually
attract the description Neo-Populistse, led by Chaynov. In direct
opposition to the Marxiet view of social differentiation, he
poestulated a continuing process of demographic differentiation.
According to Chaynov, there was difference between farms but this
could be satisfactorily explained in terme of the demographic
cycleQB. More specifically, he argued that the ratio of workers
to consumers in a household determine both its consumption needs
and 1ite productive capacity, the level of production and the
extent of sown area. In his review of the evidence from the
Dynamic Survaye29 , Chaynov suggested that although it could not
account entirely for all the patterns of mobility discovered, the
main factor determining them was the composition of the

household: -

Farme may increase and decline with unchanged family
compogition due to purely economic cauees. Apart from this,
favourable and unfavourable market situations as regards the
gsneral economy can make it considerably easier or more
difficult for the family to develop its activity in accordance

with ite own growth. There ie, neverthelees, no doubt at all
that demog6aphic causes play the leading part in these
movements"’ .

The way in which family composition could explain social
mobility would become clear if the ratio of its labour and

consumer units were charted over the vyears aof the family’'s
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generational cycle. A family would start off as a married

couple
and gradually grow. With the birth of each child and with
children growing up and ahble to help with work on the farm, the
labour-consumer ratio would regularly change. In a rather
abbreviated form, theee changes can be divided into three stages.
At first, the household grows in size as children are born,

raising the minimum consumption level, and raising the consumer
worker ratio up to a maximum when children are small and their

work contribution is low. At the second stage, children grow up

and contribute increasingly to the work of the household, causing

the consumer worker ratio to fall from its peak. The number of

person—days of labour available to the household rises. During
this period, it would be possible to expand production and build

up a surplus. However, this situation would not last. Lastly,

as
a result of marriages of children, the family would either gplit
up, thus weakening the position of the various resulting smaller

families, or the inclusion of more pregnant wives and children

into an extended family, poesibly with the grand parents becoming

less able to work, would again cause the consumer-~worker ratio to

grow, placing more burdens on the family’s resources31

As a result of such demographic factors, as Chaynov chose to
call them, the peasantry wae seen not as permanently polarising
but as experiencing cycles of mobility. '"The

peasant economy was

able to win out capitalist farming in intensive cultivation at a
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time of falling prices, a fall in economic activity caused

an
intensification of peasant labour,whereas a capitalist farm, on
the contrary, reduced its production when the market was
unfavourable. A peasant economy does not take interest rates
into consideration when making its decision to invest in land
impovements or machinee”32. This is because the income from

cultivation based on family labour will be much greater than the

interest cost of capital invested in land. For this reason
Chaynov considered the possibility of the intensity of capital to
be greater in a peasant economy than in a capitalist economy. "At

the same time, this capital intensification is usually accompanied
by and cauzes an even greater labour intensification in
agriculture"33. Therefore, Chaynov saw little sense in applying
capitalist profit calculations to pesasant economy where there is
no motive of profit maximisation. He felt that the dynamics of
changes in farm areas was not ; sufficient criterion to detect a
process of proletarianisation or of capitalist development in the

country. These changes are rather to be seen in the analysis of

the type of agricultural organisation - for example the percentage

of wage labour employed.

The Chaynovian ideas did not go unchallenged in the past
and even in the present. While Chaynov was defending homogeneous
peasantry, a group of Agrarian Marxiets led by L.N.Kriteman felt

strongly that the urgent task of reesarch in poet revolution
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Ruesia was the study of economic stratification of peasantry.

Kriteman, attacked Chaynov for ignoring the role of the material

productive forces as a factor in the development of the peasant
economy.3q. The Marxist scholars were also disturbed by Chaynov’'s
argumant that differentiation in peasant economiese

wae a

demographically determined procees. In their own research, they

streseed the hiring—-in and hiring-out of the means of
production(land, labour and capital) as the main criteria of
rural etratification into proletarian and capitalist farma3s. It

wae also argued that the populist theory had committed a

fundamental logical error, by assuming the co-exiestence of family-

labour based holdings with capitalist holdings with identical

production functions°C. To Patnaik (1979), this was impossible

because ‘''the same ocutput cost can give profit 1in one caee(the
capitaliet farm) and not give a profit in other (the family
farm)”37. Harrison (1975) has subjected Chaynov to the closest
scrutiny. Harrison has not only opposed the Chaynovian views on

the demographic differentiation but hae recalculated and re-

analyeed the Chaynovian data in order to question the empirical

validity of hies assertions. He reached the conclusion that the

proportion of dependents in a family was relatively an

insignificant factor in economic inequality, and that farm eize

and family income per head are related to other factore in muoh

more 1important wayase. Both Harrison and Patnaik raise doubts
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about the adjusting power of the dependency ratio which determines
the homogeneity in the peasantry. To Harrison, family labour on

the family farm does not in itself constitute a social relation.
Section 11

Later Version of the Debate

After 1930, the flood of collectivisation and the great
purge in Ruesia ewépt away the differentiation debate. However,
in recent years, many of these iseues which were 8o fiercely

conteseted by Russian scholars between 1900 and 1930 have again

become the subject of controversy39

Schumpeter (1951) hae warned against assuming any
'automatism of accumulation’ in big family enterprises as
suggested by the Marxists thinkers and has suggested that there
may rather be a tendency towards ’automatic declina'qo. In his
view '"initial big size’ in itself does not guarantee the expaneion
of a family enterprise, notwithstanding the wusual advantages
accruing from the already elevated economic position of such a
unit. Bigger production surpluses do not get translated into
successful investment automatically, but must be deliberately and
wissely invested, and must not be squandsred in consumption.

Schumpeter hae rather emphasised the primary role of subjective

factors in the success/failure of family enterprises in economic

(26]



competition. It is the differences in disposition to save, quality
of management and leadership of enterprise, capacity to do
prolonged hard work and renounce other pleasure of life, and the

sheer hard-headedness and drive to expand the enterprise at

any
coet, that distinguish the successful families from the not so
successful. He discounts the role of 'chance’ in 8uccess/failurs

of family enterprises by the argument that what matters is not

*chance’ in itself, but rather how a family adapts to or exploite

ite consequences.

An influential modern exponent of the Neo-Populist view
has bsen Georgescu Roegen (1960) who attacked the validity of the
law of concentration in agricultureQI. In his paper, the author
stressed the relevance of agrarian economies under conditions of

over-population where acute population density makes the marginal

product zero and will maximize total output per unit of land.

Daniel Thorner, besides publishing Chaynov’s book in
Englieh in 1966, made an attempt to redefine the Chaynovian
category of peasant family farm to maks it applicable in a third
world economyuz. Thorner thought complete absence of wage
labour (as stressed by Chaynov) was too much of an abstraction in
the context of third world peasantry. He, therefore, extended the
Chaynovian dsefinition to include peasant householde which do hire-
in ocutside labour, provided the extent of such hiring is less than

the number of days worked by family workers.
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Shanin has emerged as the most prominent of those who have
been profoundly influenced by Chaynovian ideas. Shanin'e
particular aim was to dispute the usual Marxist view of the nature
of peasantry during capitalist development being split into three
groups. Shanin(1972) conducted a massive re-analysis of the
‘zemstvo’ atatieti0343 used by Lenin and Chaynov and dsveloped a
model of differentiation which reflected both centrifugal and
centripetal trendaqq. Substantive changes in household
composition and farm enterprise figured among the determinantes of
centripetal trends. According to Shanin, centrifugal tendencies
are the result of the partitioning of big farms, merging of semall

farmers and the redivieion of land administered by peasant

communes in Russeia on the basis of eggalitarian principle of family

size.

In his famous Dynamic Mobility study of the Rueeian
peasantry, Shanin examines the dynamic studies carried out by
N.Chernenkov, G.Kupchchenko. (also méntioned in Chayanov's works)

and all euch worke carried out in Russia during the last decade of

the 19th and first two decades of the 20th centuries. A re-
analysie of the evidence gathered in these decades of ‘dynamic
studies’ proved that a complex multi-directional mobility,
invleoving both centripetal and centrifugal tendencien

simul taneously operating among peasant households, is at work and

underlines the groes differentiation procese in peasant aocietyqs
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The

anti-Lenin hypotheeis of centripetal mobility was thse key

premise of all of Shanin’'s later argumentes. Thus, Shanin

carefully tries to eubstantiate this tendency by discovering

certain stable forces working behind such a process.

identified those causal forces as follows f6

(i)

(ii)

(1ii)

(iv)

(v)

Shanin

Through partitioning, the big farms were moving downward. This

enhanced the process of equalization or levelling.

The disappearance or migration of the emall farmers were

relatively greater.

Sometimes, e©mall farmers merged together and moved upward.
This also strengthened the levelling mechaniem.

Redivision of the land adhiniatered by the peasant commune on

the basis of an egalitarian prinicple of family size also

enhanced the levelling mechanism.

The natural growth of the young peasant family put the
pressure of increased consumption needs on the male workere of

the family. The degree of self-exploitation and the pooling

in of further factors of production are made in response to

such pressures. Thus, the young and poor families experience

upward mobility. At 8 certain stage, consumers turn into

workere and the consumer/worker ratio decreases and thereby

also decreases the drive for economic expansion. Moreover,

partitioning of s8such matured familiee causes a downward

mobility again; thus this biological life cycle also naturally
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enchance the centripetal mobility. But side by side, the
economic mechanism of centrifugal mobility aleo worke.
According to Shanin, these two opposing trends ultimately
result in cyclical mobility. The pattern of this cyclical

mobility can be seen from the following diagrams.

Figure 2.1

Centrifugal Mobility Centripetal Mobility

Wealth Wealth \

. Time
Time
Multidirectional Mobility Cyclical Mobility
Wealth Wealth
Time Time

See Shanin,Teodar (1972), The Awkward Class: Political Scioclpqy of
Peasantry in a Developing 8Bociety: Russeia 1910-1925, Oxford
Clarendon press, 1972, p.76.
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One can clearly observe from the above diagrams that a
cyclical mobility model may really conceal the claes differences
that exist in peasantry. The model puts more emphasis on the non-

economic factors (such as partition, inheritance, migration,
merger, extinction etc) which diffuse claes differentiation. Among

the above sub-processes, partitioning is morae important.

According to Shanin, the pulverizing effect of partitioning was
strongest among the wealthier atrataQ7. Hence, he considered that
it is the only factor which clearly worked for the creation of
centripetal tendencies among wealthier housholds. On the other
hand, Krishnaji(1980), based on changes in the distribution of
land in Kerala hypothesised that rates of partitioning will be
high among agricultural labourers and poor peasant households and
low among rich peasants and capitalist farmer households. Since
middle peasantry is not a homogeneous category as far as market
involvement is concerned and it contains some who resemble small

peasante and some who resemble rich peasants, he expscted that

ratese of partitioning among middle peasante to lie between thoss

of rich and poor peaaantaqe.

In a later contribution to this discussion, Dandekar (1970)
had examined theoretically the dynamic procsess through which size
distribution of farme adjusted to growing population pressure. He
pointed out that " ....thanks to the very unequal distribution of

land among the people dependent on it, the pressure of population

(311



in traditional agriculture is very unsvenly distributed. At one

extreme, there are a very few large farms owned by a few people

and where therefore the pressure of population 1is very light,
Naturally, these farmers produce a surplus over the subeistence of
the population they support. At the other extreme, there are
numerous small farms owned by a large majority of the population.

Hence, the preseure of population is excessive. The farms fail to

produce snough for the subeistence of thie population and

49,,

capital
consumption is inevitable Over time, as population increases,

more farmse will join the second category of small farme.

Other empirical research from Africa and Asia expands the

debate. Hunt (1979) in her study of peasant housholds 1in

Kenya
investigated Chayanovian hypothesis about peasant households
resource allocation. She finds some support for Chaynov’s ideas,

for example, farm size varies directly with size of houeeholdso.

The central thrust of her findings is that a substantial and even

the chief component of economic 1inequality ie demographically

induced..  S8ivakumar (1976) analyees data on twelve villagee in
Tamil NadUSI. Each village was studied once during the years, 19585
and 1976. He asserts that Chaynov’s contentions about a

demographically influenced peasant economy appear to be less valid
than Lenin’s contention that it is social differentiation that

determines consumption, income and operational holding.
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In a recent theoretical contribution to this discussion,
Bhaduri (1983) has rejected the possibility of polarisation or
instability among the peasantry in a backward agrarian economySQ.
Bhaduri et al (1986) provide empirical support to the above
theoretical observation from south-Eastern Bangladesh53 They argue
that the process of social differentiation and polarisation
gensrated contradictory processes which stabilised small holders
and impeded proletarianisation. Whether this process could be
interpreted as the persistence of small farms was challenged on
both theoretical and methodological grounds by Feldman and

McCarthy (1987). Among the important issues they raise is the time

frame necessary to measure and study differentiation.sq

To sum up, the authors we have been <citing have each
pradicted a different process of differentiation as well as its
outcome(whether it results in the survival or non-survival of
small-holdsrs in agriculture?). In fact, when we examine the
empirical evidence on land tranesfers, we may find that each of
these theoriee had some validity in particular regions at

particular times, but none can be said to have had the status of a

universal law.
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8ection I11

Land Transfers and Peasant Djfferentiatjon - Evidence from
India.

The working of the land market has been investigated by

many research scholars in India on the basis of the records

provided by the Registrar of Land Transactions. Some of these

studies were influenced by the Russian debate. But, only very few

attempted to examine the underlying farm-family level forces of

accumulation and alienation of land over a period of time.

The question whether the 8elling of land constitutee a
dynamic aspect of peasant bshaviour in Third-World countries is
debated by various authors. Vyas(1976), Sau (1981) and Dutt(1984)

believe that land market ie frozen in a typical third world

country, like lndiass. Bliss and Stern (1982), while admitting

that land sales are unusual evsnts, claim that they have very

impor tant effects on the time series movements of land

ownership>®.  Rudra(1978), Bhaduri(1983) Bardhan(1984) and

Basu(1986) stress the the fact that peasants sell land only under

extremaely difficult circumsetances, since for many peasants, land

ie the only secure aaeet57.

The functioning of land market during the Second World War
period had been analysed by Sayana and Shah . Sayana (1952) had

analyesd the distribution of land and land transfers betwsen 1929
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and 1947 in DBharwar district of the Bombay province and four
Telugu speaking districts of Madras Presidency. He had noticed
that the trading and business people were acquiring land at a rate
which was more than double the rate at which they were

off their landse. Shah's (1952) study of land transfers in Gujarat

disposing

observed that during the war period, the number of transactions

tended to increase. Besides, the land market also became more
organised as the proportion of unrecorded oral sales to the total
transactions declinedsg. It was further noted that buyers among

agriculturists were mainly medium or big cultivators and sellers

were mainly small holders.
Bose (1970) had attempted to study the land sales "'market

and trends in land valuss between 1937 and 1962 in Bihar60 He

observed an increase in the total number of sales during the
entire period. However, the area involved tended to decline.

Between 1936 and 1962, land prices showed a persistent increase,

the 1increase being over ten times. Thé total sales at no time
exceeded one percent of the total land. Muker jee (1971) studied
the problem of land transfers in the unidivided Bangalél. He
covered the period from 1920 to 1944 investigating the different

forms of land transfers which included among others, sales and

mor tgages. In Bengal, land transfers over a period of 25 years

resulted in a net decline in the land held by farmers with an

increased concentration of bholdings with relatively few big
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lamindare and a steep rise in the proportion of landless families.

Rao(1972) focussed on land transfers between 1956 and 1965

in 28 sample villages situated 1in the Ryotwari

HaharaahtrabQ. The s8tudy noted that land market tended

region of

to work

along the 1lines desired by the land reforms i.e., land to the

tenant and to the small owner rather than against them. Landless

and ®emall ownere had a noticeably larger share in land purchased

as compared to land sold. Thus, during the period, the land

market worked to lessesn the concentration of land ownership in the

area under study.

Joshi and Hiramoney Dhar (1984) had studied the pattern

of land transfers in three districts of Uttar Pradesh,

more recent period, 1971—198163. The study observed that land

covering a

was

being transferred among the large and medium farmers and

therefore, concentration of land ownership remains unchanged.

Rajasekhar (198S5S) tried to trace the nature and causes of land

transfers in a village in the Rayalaseema region of Andhra Pradesh

between 1891 and 19846u. The following are the important

conclusions emerging from the study: 1) Inequalities in land

ownership have increased only marginally between 1891 and 1948;
i1) Most of the land alienated during the period, 1948-61 was from
rich farmers to rich farmers and concentration of land ownership

therefore remain unchanged; i1ii) lnequalities of land ownership in
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the village had declined between the period 1948-84; iv) Overall
economic power balance has been gradually moving away from the
dominant cultivating caste of the village and v) The alienation

of land and partitioning processes were positively correlated

among the farm households.

Shergill(1986) focussed on the trends in land sales and
land prices between 1952-53 and 1978-79 in the 14 villages of
Sangur district of PunjabbS.The study asserted that ''the role of
land market tranéactione in the evolution of land ownership
structure is more complex and the naive belief that small owners
lose land to big farmers via. market transfers needs critical re-
examination if not outright rejection’. The study observed that
there 1is a decline in the area sold annually since 1966/67. Ths
introduction of bio-chemical technology tended to stabilise the
financial position of chronically deficit farmers who were selling
land and consequently, the process of their dispossession and

degeneration into the ranks of the landless has been slowed down.

Chaudhary’s (1987) study in a Bihar village focussed on the
nature and causes of land transfers among the different castes66
The study observed that in most cases, the upper castes sold their
land to meet day to day needs and to arrange the marriage of their
sisters and daughters. Backward castes sold their land in order to

buy land 1in their own locality. The net losers of land in the
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village were the upper castes, lower backward castes and scheduled

castes; whereas the net gainers of land were the upper backward

castes, the principal money-lenders of the area. Kripa S8Sanker
(19868) had attempted to study the process of land transfers
betwsen 1952-53 to 1982-83 in Uttar Pradeeh67. The study came to
the conclusion that a process of proletaranisation seem 'to be

going on in the rural areas as significant portion of the land was

sold by those who subsequently became landless. The setudy

noted
that the landleess were the greatest losers of land and the medium
and large farmers were the largest gainers. The gain of esemi-

medium and small farmers were also substantial while marginal

farmers were the losers, albeit marginally.

An alternative approach, conceptualy and empirically more
satiefying was developed by Shergill(1985) to study the causes of
the growth or decay of the farms in Punjabéa. To determine the
fate of the peasant farms, he selected an equal number of (30 each)

growing, decaying and static farme and compared their keay

characteristice relating to their economic setructure, resocurcs

endowments, demographic characteristicse, adoption of modern

technology and economic performance. The compariseon of the

characteristics of ths farms yislded 1little support for the

traditional Marxist view that it is the initial area owned by a

family that matters in economic competition and in determinig ite
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chances of gaining or losing land via market. The study also did
not lend support to the Chayonvian hypothesis that it 1is the
family s8size that matters in determining the chances of a family
gaining or losing land via market. On the contrary, thé study

observed that "it is the complex interplay of factore like growth

of family and males, adult members in it over time, size of owned

land per male at the time of birth of the householdse, education of

male family workers and their ability to adopt new technology

quickly, employ largs number of hired workers, attains high levels

of economic efficiency and their success in keeping the growing
family 1in tact in a single extended unit, that determine the
chances of peasant family gaining or losing land via. the
market"bq. The focue of the study,however, was limited to the

observation and analysis of the factors that determine the fate of

the households in the competition for land. The focue was

relatively less on consequences of the process. Besides, the study

lumps together growing, decaying and static farms and ignores the

process of differentiation within the growing and decaying farms.

Lastly, the study did not examine the structure of partitioning of
the farms which is also important in any analysis of the dynamics

of accumulation and alienation.

In Kerala, study of land transfers are few and far between.

T.C.Varghese(1970) tried to trace the contours of land transfers

between 1900 and 1958 in the regions of Travancore, Cochin and
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Malabar . The study observed that the extent of land transfer was
lower in areas in which land ownership wae concentrated than 1in
areas where it was more dispersed. Sale of land was an important

means of alienation of land in Travancore and Cochin. It was much

less so in Malabar.

Land Reform survey (1967-68) conducted by the Bureau of
Economice and Statistics, concludes that "the trends in the
transfer of ownership of land, both in respect of number of cases
and arsa transferred show close correlation with the political
changes and land legislations in the atate”71.
T.A.Varghese(1987) who studied land market in three villagee in
the Travancore region of Kerala concentrated on the direction of
land transactions among the different groups of land ownera72.

The study found that the participation of small land owners in the

land market (especially as buyers) was lese mainly due to the

emaller eize of their holdings. B8maller sizes of holdings
restricted their sales, though sales due to indebtedness were
repor ted by a large number of sellers. Demand for land from the

emall land owners was found to be affected by the lower levels of
both farm and non-farm incomes particularly when significant

increase in land prices was observed in all the three villages.

The impact of land reforms on the dietribution of land in

Kerala has been analysed by many scholars. Panikar et al(1978)
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have examined the 1impact of land reforms and changes in the

distribution of land betwsen 1961-62 and 1971—7273 They pointed
out that large skewness, the basic character of the distribution
has remained unchanged. But the proportion of houssholds
cultivating small bitse of land has significantly increased during
the period. Therefore, the analysis tentatively concludees that

land reforms have not altered the basic character of the

distribution of land ownership, viz a pronounced skewness,

although, sBome change is noticeable at the extreme ends of the

distribution and could be attributed to legislative measures.

Krishnaji(1979) focussed on the reasons for the growth of

the sesmall farms and agricultural labourers in the agrarian ecene

of Kerala’?. The distribution of land between 1961-62 and 1971-

72 revsaled the growth of agricultural labourers. A vast mass of

pauperised peasants, not totally dispossessed of land, constitute

a significant part of the labouring poor in agriculture. With the
persisetence of gross inequalities in the distribution of land, the
proportion of households cultivating no more thamn an acre grew

from 60 percent to 68 percent during the decade.

Raj and Michael(1987) analyeed the changes in the
distribution of land between 1960-61 and 1976-77. Their estudy
pressnts clear evidence of reduction 1in land

ownarship,

particularly at the extremities(i.e in holdings below one acre and
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above 25 acres) and medium owner households strengthenaed their

position in the course of this period75.
Oommen(1990) has examined the impact of land reforme on

the changes in agrarian relations and the causes of the emerging

structure of land distribution between 1970-71 and 1986—8776.

According to him, conferment of ownership rights to the

former
tenants does not mean that land hae paseed to a clase of self-
cultivating peasantry. The legislative measures did not succeed
in rendering land to the tiller. The tenants wesre resplaced by

supervising peasants who directly hired labour in agricultural

operations. He also pointed out that ceiling proviesione have not

produced any substantial impact on the pattern of distribution of

holdings.

The foregoing review indicates that studies on land tranefers

were on diverse lines and their findings varied widely depending

upon the socio-economic conditions of the regions and the periods

studied. As for Kerala, there have been very few comprehensive
studies,at the micro level, discussing all the factors leading to
land transfers, and their consequences on peasant mobility and

agrarian structure. It is hoped that the present study will fill

thie crucial gap.
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CHAPTER 3,

METHODOLOGY

It comes ocut from the studies discuesed in chapter 2 that,
in view of the differences in the socio-economic background of the
regions, specific studies are necessary to understand the
phenomenon of peasant mobility and to formulate policies suitable

for each region.

As was noted in chapter 1, four villages in Thrissur
district from the central part of Kerala are chosen for the
present study of land transfers and their impact aon peasant
mobility. This chapter explains the rationale for the selection
of the district,the criteria for seselection of the villages,
sampling techniques used for identifying the households and the

analytical procedures used in the study.

Before we go 1into the rationale for the saelection of
Thrissur district for study, it wiil be useful to have some
background knowledge of the transformation in agrarian structure
taking place in the state. As is well known, the demographic
pressure on land in Kgrala have been much more than in the
country. With a population density 2.9 times that of India as a
whole, Kerala is8 not only the most densly populated state in India
but also one of the most crowded areas of the world. The

availability of land per household is the lowest among the etates
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in India. The general problem of land scarcity is compounded by
the uneven distribution of land, though the unevenness wHich is
much less in the state, is gstting reduced over the last few
decades as may be seen from table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Trends in the Percentage Distribution of the Iunbgr of Holdings and Area Operated by Major Size broup of Holdings

in Kerala for 1966-67,1970-71, 1976-77, 1980-61,1986-87 and 1990-91.

§ize of Holdings No hoidings (percentages) Area owned (percentages)

(Hectares)
1966-67 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1986-87 1990-91 11966-67 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1984-87 1990-91

0 --1.00 81.8 | 68.9 | 87.7 | 89.2 91.5 1 92.5 .01 38 80,0 | 4.6 | 8.1 8.6
{1.24-2,48 Acres)

1.00-2.00 10.1 9.5 8.0 6.9 5.71 §.2 19.6 | 22.7 23.21 220 1.8 | 0.2
(2,49-8.96 Acres)

2.00-4.00 5.6 §.5 3.2 2.9 2.1 1.8 21.2 § 21,1 17.9 1 18.4 15.3 14.1
(4,96-9.92 Acres)
4.00+ 2.8 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.3 1 0.5 28.1 | 21.8 18.9 | 18.0 17.1 15.9
Approx: 10 Acres ’
and above)
Al 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

ource: fAgriculture Census reports,1966-67,1970-71,1976-77,1980-81, 1986-87,1990-91, Bureav of Econosics and
Statistics, Thiruvananthapurae,

Deepite the welcome reduction in BsBkewness 1in land

dietribution, the not so welcome fact remaine that the already low
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average size of agricultural holdings declined from 0.29 hectare

in 1966-67 to 0.23 hectare in 1990-91. Marginalisation ise thue a

distreesing trend in the state. The causes and consequences of

these changes in agrarian structure is of fundamental importance

not only from the theoretical point of view, but also from the
policy point. These changes will have wide implications for the

state’s economy and society.

Selection of the Distric

The etate of Kerala wae formed in 1956, by merging three

political wunits, viz., the Princely States of Travancore and

Cochin and the Malabar district of British India. Cochin state

located between Travancore and Malabar was 1in an intermediate

position with regard to the nature of land ownership and other
land rights as evolved from the state policyl. Therefore, an area
from this part of Kerala, may represent the evolving agrarian
relations in Kerala better than any other part of the state. The

former Cochin state at present comprises of two districts viz.

Thrissur and Ernakulam. Ernakulam is more industrially advanced

and Thrissur is still an agrarian economy.

Thrissur district is one of the districtse in Kerala, where

the agrarian transformation has taken place rapidly in recent

decades. The changes in the agrarian structure of the
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district(see chapter 4) and the state show more or less a eimilar
pattern. The pattern of concentration and diffusion of land
ownership before and after the eighties noted for the state of

Kerala earlier is more or lese similar in the district also (for

dstaile see chapter 4).

As already noted, Thrissur district extending from the
Western Ghats in the east to the Arabian sea in the west is
demarcated into three faunistic areas into which the land of
Kerala as a whole falls i.e.,low-land region, mid-land region and
high-land region. This together with author’s familiarity with
the region and the personal influence with the households surveyed

is yet another reason for selecting the district.

Selection of Villages

The district at present consiste of § taluks viz,
leappilli,Thrieaur,Nukundapgram, Kodungalloor and Chavakkad with
25 towns and 213 villages. With 213 villages and approximately
2.7 lakh population, the district presente a picture of varied
socio-economic conditions. One has to keep in mind this diversity
while making the selection of villages for investigation. As
already noted, Thrissur district extending from the Western Ghats
in the east to the Arabian sea in the west is demarcated into the

three faunistic areas. The high lands of the eastern portion are
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the thinly populated regione in the district, where land market

transefers were relatively low. The sea board tract between

Kodungalloor and Chavakkad taluks is the low land region in the
district. The major portion of the villages are water logged -and
in the remaining area, ground water is not suitable for household
and agricultural pgrpoaea(due to the content of salt).
Therefore, it i1is noted that number of transfers in the land market
ie comparatively less in the region than in the mid-land

region.

The mid—~land region is the most thickly populated area as a result

of which agrarian transformation is expected to be higher in
this region. Besides, about 80 per cent of the total area of the
district is coming under this region. Therefore, we selected the

villages only from this rsgion.

Field trips and verifications of village records of

transfers of land were done to select the villages, whers

substantial changes 1in the agrarian structure had taken place
during the recent period. Discussions with village officiale were
also made. On the basis of these field trips and discussions, we
decided to wstudy four villages viz. Thekkumkara, Kolazhy,
Pallipuram, and Thirumukulam from Thalappilli, Thrimssur,
Kodungal loor and Mukundapuram taluks respectively, We
deliberately left out villagee from Chavakkad Taluk because a

number of studies have noted that remittances from foreign

countries have made considerable impact on land market tranefers
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and mobility among householdsQ. Therefore, to minimize the

influence of this external factor on mobility among the

agricultural households we purposely excluded the villages from

Chavakkad taluk.

Al though oﬁly one village ies selected from each taluk,
each representes certain physiographic conditions of the district.
In Pallipuram village, 43 per cent of the total area is wet land;
the major portion of this land is water logged, mainly utilized
for pawn fishing. Therefore, it possess some characteristics of a
low land village though it does not fall under the low-land
region. The proportion of wet land in Kolazhy and Thirumukulam is
higher than that of dry land. But they do not possess the
characteristice of a low land region. Thekkumkara village from
Thalappilli taluk, with more than 67 per cent of the total area
coming under forest and public land, possess the characteristics
of a high land village though it does not fall within the high-
land region. The population in the village compriees mostly of
migrante, from the Travancore region as also from within the
district. This is yet another reason for selecting this village
(so as to get the impact of migration on land tranafe;e and
mobility among the households). Thirumukulam village from
Mukudapuram taluk is on the boundary of the Thrissur district in
the south and the river Chalakudy, flowing through the village,

separates it from the Ernakulam district. The major portion of
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the village 1is irrigated by 1ift irrigation. Thirumukulam
village 1is selected to take into account irrigation as a factor
in land market tranmsfers in the district. During the course of
investigation about the villages in Thrissur taluk, we have noted
that a large number of transfers were taking place in Kolazhy
compared to other villages during the period 1957-90. It ies a
backward agrarian village with no scope for employmsnt otﬁer than
in agriculture. The major portion of the village land was owned by
a eingle family before 1956. The land owned by this family was
sold to the villagers during the period 1957-90. Kolazhy village
is selected to undarefand the dynamice of this process and its

consequences on agrarian structure and mobility.

Familiarity with the officials of the villages,
panchayats, regiétration department and the villagers was vyet
another reason to select the above villages. This helpad a great
deal 1in getting the voluminous information of a historical and
parsonal nature. We were also able to get the help from local
knowledgeable persons to accompany wus during the course of
investigation. The investigator’'s association with one of the
famous colleges in the district, helped a great deal in overcoming

some of the suspicions and resistance of our respondents.

The total geographical area of the four villages (10816

acres) constitute 1.44 per cent of the total area of the
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district(for details, see table 3.2). These villages accounted for

1.34 percent of the total population.

Table 3.2

Classification of Area in the Selected Villages, 1990.
({area in acres)

Villages ' Wet Land Ory Land Otherst Total
Thekkumkara 712 932 3601 5245
(13.58) (17.77) (68.65) (100)
Kaolazhy 663 661 7 1421
(46.65) (46.52) (6.83) (100)
Pallipuram 668 558 319 1545
(43.24) (36.12) (20.64) (100)
Thirumukulam 1528 883 193 2604
(68.67) (33.91) (7.42) (100)
Total 3571 3034 4210 10815
(33.02) (28.05) (38.93) (100)

Source: Records of the respective villages
Notes: ¥ others include public land and waste.

falection of Households and Collection of Data

Households from each village were selected 1in three
etages. In the first stage, information on number of sales, area
eold, survey numbers of area socld, names and addresses of the

buyers and sellerse and the details of partitioning were collected
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from the Index Register S of sub-registrar offices of the
respective villages for the years, 1967 to 1990. Though we
intended to collect this information from 1957-58 onwards, we were
able to collect it only from 1967-68 because some of the documents
of the earlier years were misplaced and could not be traced

On the basis of the extent of area transferred for each

transaction, the total number of transfers were classified into
four groups as given in table 3.3.
Table 3.3

felected SBample of Houeeholds Based on the Area Traneferred.

Size of area No. of transfers No. of sample
transferred households
(Acres)

0~0.25 5983 151
(46.26) (46.03)

0.25-0.50 3782 6
(29.24) (29.27)

0.50-1.00 2386 61
(18.45) (18.60)

1.00 + 782 20
(6.05) (6.10)
12933 328
{100) (100)

Figures in brackets are the percentages to the total.

In order to identify the rate of participation of the

houeeholds in the land market, we conducted a preliminary survey
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among 130 seelected households. The survey showed that 73
households(i.e 56 per cent) actually entered the land market.
Thus, it was found that we could obtain more than 10 per cent of
the actual participante in the land market by selecting about 5
per cent of the total number of Houeeholde. The proportion of
households selected from each strata was based on their proportion
in the number of transfere. The householde so selected numbered
328(see table 3.3).

Collection of information from a larger sample was not
attempted ae the participants in the land market selected at
random were spread far in the villages. Due to the peculiar
settlement pattern in the district, it wae found difficult and
time consuming to reach more households. This was more so in the
case of Thekkumkara village with houses situated on hill sidss.
Aleo, distance of houses from one another was more here. The
distribution of households selescted from each village is given in

table 3.4.

In the second stage, the above sample of households
wera directly visited to get data that will throw light on the
nature and magnitude of land market transfers and the socio-
economic factors underlying these transfers. Information

regarding the extent of area sold and purchased during the period

1957-90, 1initial and current ownership of land, actual price
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Table 3.4
Total Nuaber of Households and Population in the Selected

Villages-1960-61,1970-71, 1980-81 and 1990-91.

Villages Nusber of Households Sasple
1960-6111970-71} 1980-81 | 1990 1990-91 hou::holdn
Thekkuskara 1278 1592 | 1959 2389 2558 118
Kolazhy 590 758 953 1301 1805 bb
Pallipuras 703 916 | 1083 1213 1318 60
Thirusukulaa 1095 1250 | 1458 1684 1783 B4
Total 3666 8516 | 95453 6547 7034 328

Source: Census of India, Kerala Series, 1961,1971,1981,1991.
Data of 1990 is from the Records of Panchayat 0ffice.

received and paid, reasons for sale and sources of the funds for

purchase and other related information were collected from

these
households. As the information on land prices reported in sale
deede 1ie notoriously unreliable due to under-reporting for

evading registration fees and stamp duty, sellers and purchasers
were approached personally to cross check information obtained
from public records. Sales of house sites and landed property,
other than agricultural .land, are excluded in compiling the
figures of land price. We were able to verify 1489 transactions
(i.e 595 sales and 884 purchases) to get actual prices of land
over the period. Through this procedure, we prepared our aown time

eeries data on land prices in the sample villges during 1967-68 to
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1989-90. In this process,

we also weeded out the

transfers, concealed as sales, from the data on number of

and area sold, copied from the index

registers. The actual

intra—-family
sales

size

claes and caste- wise distribution of the sample households 1is
given in table 3.5.
Table 3.5
§ize-Class and Caste-Wise Participation in the Land Market According to the Participants’
Initial Possession of Land.
§ize Class Christians Brahains OHCH 08C §5C Nuslins Total
{Acres)
0-0.50 W (37.92) b [3.04] 9107.718 ] 18 (15.28) 28 (24.18) 13 (11.20] | 116 (100)
(30.18) (19.05) (25.00) {31.58) (93.34) (38.21) 135.36)
0.50-1.25 35 (83.02) 3 14.85) 7 110.61) 7 [16.66) 1 [1.52) 9 113.64) 66 (100]
{23.97) (14,28) (19.84) (19.30) (3.33) (23.68) (20,12)
1.%-2.50 21 (42.85) 4 [8,16] 3 16.12] 13 (26.53) 1 (2.05) 7 114,29] 49 [100)
(14.39) {19.05) (8.34 ) (22.81) {3.33) (18.43) (14.9%)
2.90-9.00 32 150.79] § [6.36) 9 [14.28]) 19 (15.67) -- 8 (12.70) 63 1100]
(21,92) (19.08) (25.00) (17.54) (21.05) (19.21)
5,000 14 141.18) 6 [17.68) 8 [23.52] 5 [14,72] -- 1 12.9%) 38 [100]
{9.58) (25.57) (22.22) (8.77) (2.63) (10.37)
lotal 146184,51) 2106.40] 36110.98) 57117.38] 30{9.15) 38[11.58) 3280100}
(100) {100} (100) (100) (100) {100) (100)
Fieres in brackets are the (1) to the sasple householde in each caste.
figures in square brackets are the I of each caste in a class.
WCH - Other High Caste Hindus; 0BC - Other Backward Caste; 5C -
Scheduled Caste. There is no housshold belonging to the Scheduled Tribes in our Sample
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In the third stage, on the basis of information given by
the sample of 328 housholds, we divided the participants into

growing and decaying farms depending on whether their owned land

base had expanded or contracted as a result of purchase and

sale
of land during the period,1957 to 1990. Such a procedure was
adopted to wunderstand the intra-generational farm and family

level dynamics of land market transfers and peasant maobility.

These growing and decaying farms are classified according to
their 1initial and current possession of land(8See table 3.6 and
3.7).

Selection of these households was based on their relation
with land. Non-cultivating participants were excluded as our
focus was on growing and decaying farms. Only the heads of
households, with cultivation as the primary occupation in 1957
were selected. Again, only those households that existed in
1957

as well as in 1990 as independent socio-economic units with
either the mother or the father living with the other members of
the household were selected. OQut of the total

sample of 328

households, only 103 householde met the above criteria. Of this,
46 were decaying and 57 growing farm households. MWe selected an

equal number of the households (46 each)from each category.
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Table 3.6

Distribution of Growing and Decaying Fars Households of Participants According to
Their Initial Holdings of Land.

8ize-Class [Christians| Brahains | ONCH 08C 3C fuslins Total
{Acres)
0-0.50
rowing 32 | 3 12 15 9 75
(21.91) | (19.08) {8.33) | €21.05)1 (S0.00)] (23.68) | (22.86)
Decaying 12 --- 6 6 13 L] )
18.22) (16,67} €10.53)] (83.33)] 110.33) | (12,%0)
0.50-1.25
browing 13 1 1 ) 1 5 27
(8.90) {4.76) {2.78) | (10.58)) Q.33 (1309 | (68.20)
Decaying 2 2 6 5 --- L] 39
{15.07) (9.52) |(16.67) ] (8.77) --- {10.83) | (11.90)
1.25-2.50
broning 15 --- 1 8 --- 3 27
(10,27) (2.78) | (14,00) (7.89) | (8.20)
fecaying 6 L] 2 5 1 L] 2
(4.11) (19.00) [ (5.59) | (8,71 (3,35 (10.83)] ( 6.70)
2.50-5.00
6roning pd] --- --- 6 --- i 37
(16.45) {10.53) (18.42)] (11.28)
Decaying 8 ] 9 ] --- | 26
(5.48) (19.08) | (25.00)| (7.02) {2.63) | (07.9%)
9.00+
browing 3 --- --- L --- | 8
{2.06) (7.02) (2.63) (2.40)
Decaying 11 6 8 1 --- --- 26
{7.53) (28.58) | (22.22)] (1.79) 17.9%)
M1 Classes
Growing 87 S S 36 16 % 174
(59.59) { (23.81) | (13.89)) (63.16)] (53.33}] (65.79) | (§3.08)
Decaying 59 16 3 21 1A 13 15t
(40.41) | (76.19) | (86.11)] (36.84)} (46.67)] (34.21) | (46.96)
Total 146 21 36 57 30 38 328
(100) (100) (100) (100) | (100) {100) (100)

Figures in brackete are the (1) to the sample houssholds in each Caste.
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Distribution of Growing and Decaying fars Households

Table 3.7

Their Current-Holdings of Land.

According to

Size Class |Christians| Brahains| OHCH | 0OBC 8¢ |Muslime| Total
(Acres)

0-0.50

Growing 15() ] D st | 31 | a147)

Decaying 28(3) &1 1002)) 1D | 92) | 7H13)

0.50-1.25

b6rowing 21(5) 31 1 “N| My | &y | 370

Decaying 14(3) 3(3) HHi M| 201§ 30012)

1,25-2.50

6rowing 1401} --- --- St K {9t | 290

Decaying 6(3) 202) il 4 == | --- 18(6)

2.50-5.00

browing 117 1 HD 13 --- [ 5t ] 3681

Decaying 6(1) ] S DY --- ] --- 1815)

5.00+

Groming 20(7) --- --- (D) ---- | atl) | 320100

Becaying 97 3(1) 9(2) -] -1 --- 17(10)

All Classes

Growing 8/022) | §(2) $(2) | S6(8)] 1616} 2918)1174(46)

Decaying $9017) | 1607)  [31410)| 21| 142)] 13(3)[154(44)

Total 186439) | 21(9) 360121 57(15[ Jo(8}| 38(91{328(92)
Figures in brackets is the nuaber of households taken for detailed

study.
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For reconstructing mobility processes in the past, we
setarted collecting from these households detailed family histories
from their inception as independant unite, with the help of
structured interviews(see appendix ). We interviewed not only
the heads of the households but also many other individuals within
the household to supplement the information. Most often, eldest
household members provided answers to our queries concerning
family history of land holding, sales and purchases of land,
partitioning etc. In addition to general demographic information
such as the name of the household, sex and age of the family
membere, their occupations etc, we also collected specific
information on land ownership, buying and selling of land, number

of households partitioned, area partitioned etc.

To confirm some of the information regarding land
transfers and ownership, we haQe verified the land records at the
local village offices. But many times, we ended up getting
confusing information. Whenever, we found the information
incomplete, vague, inconsistent or inadequate, we went back again
and again and helped the respondents to recollect the informtion.

Here again, familiarity with the villagers helped a great desal to

get accurate information.
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Ana c Proceduyre

The main thrust of our analysis is the net gain/loss of
land through the land market transfers and partitioning and the
resulting intra-generational economic mobility among the various
classes and castes during the period 1957-90. Intra-generational
economic mobility is taken to mean the vertical mobility (upward
or downward) of the household from one eize class of operated

area to another during the life time of the head of the

households.

Cur empirical analysis uses economic, social and
demographic variables and their impact on the households’” mobility
over a period of three decades. The basic data, relate to the
gocio-economic and demographic position of each household at the
beginning and at different intermittent points(i.e 1957, 1969,
1979, 1990) and its accumulation/alienation and partitioning, that
contributed to the changes in the initial ownership of land. The
households are again classified according to their current
position in ownership of land. History of land transfers weare
then traced backward to identify their initial position and the
factors that contributed to ths upward or downward mobility

among

them. The principal variables and the indicators used are:
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a)

b)

c)

d)

Ownership of land:- Ownership of land at the time of inception
and at four eubaaquent points of time i.e in 1957;1969;1979;and
1990.

Partitioning : Average area parted per household between
intermittent points of time.

Accumulation: Average net gain/loss through land market

transfers

Demographic s8tructure of the family. For understanding the
differences in the demographic structure of growing and
decaying farms, they were compared in terms (1) family size;
(ii) etage in the family life cycle; (iii) male-female ratio
(iv) average number of workers (v) average number of consumers
and (vi) consumer—-worker ratio. We tried to capture the stages
in the family life cycle by using the age of households since
their inception as a proxy. Consumer-—-worker ratio is defined as
the ratio of standardised consumers to standardised workers in
the family. In order to standardise, each houeehold’s
productive labour capacity and consumer strength, we have
assigned weights according to the age of the membere of the
household. The weights were the same as those adopted by

Chaynov(see table 3.8).
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Table 3.8

Consumer ~worker Strength

Consumers Workers
Male Head 1.00 1.00
Female Head 0.80 0.80
Other members

Age

o -1 0.10 0.00
2 -8 0.30 0.00
9 - 14 0.50 0.00
1S -19 0.70 0.70
20+ 0.90 0.90

Source : A.V.Chaynov, Theory Peasant Economy, Translated by
D.Thorner et al,American Economic Association,Homewood,

1966,p: 57

Empirical studies in India, often convert female labour
time 1into three- fourths or one half of male labour time q. The
conversion ie done on an a priori assumption that female labour is
less productive than mals labour. Somstimes, the fact that
women’'s wages tend to be three-fourth or one-half of men’s wagee
is used to justify the use of these as conversion rates. Chaynov
assumed that a woman'e labour wae equivalent to only 0.8 of the
labour of a man. The rationale for the age specific weighte to

the members of the households is as follows: The children in

Kerala 1in the age brackete of 6-15 are attending school and they
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are not inducted into productive activities. Only when the
children are in the teenage years i.e in the age bracket of 15-19,
they etart contributing labour. By this age, girls are assisting
their mothere in cooking and often are charged with looking after
younger children. Twenty ies taken as the cut-off age of adult

work capacity since children do not earn an adult’s wage till

this age.

The question of relative consumption requirements of
members ie in fact a complex one - related among other factors to
the task being performed, the weight, the height and the age.
This would require an appropriate yardstick for measuring the
varying consumption requirements of the family members. Since

such a meaeure is extremely difficult, we were compelled to-assign

weights according to the age of the members of the households.

Our method of analyseis is to compare over time the change
in status of peasants , across class and castes. However, farme in
a given group are noi identical because they face different growth
pathe. In particular, we try to distinguish the households which
experience partitioning, accumulation or alienation and the

consequent changes in their growth (or decay) over a period of

three decades.
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The participants in the land market are grouped into five
classees namely, Marginal peasants ( owning lsese than 0.50 acrss);

Poor peasants (owning between 0.50.-1.25 acres); Lower-middle

peasants (owning 1.25-2.50 acres); Upper middle peasants ( owning

2.50-5.00 acres) and Rich peasants (owning above 5.00 acraa)s. The

measurement of agrarian differentiation and mobility of peasant

householde 18 done on the basis of an analysis of ownership of

holdings, s8ince other indicatore such as irncome, marketable

surplus or labour exploitation are less amenable for quantitative

measurement over a long period of time.

The discussion on class often tends to undermine
caste’s role in stratification. Therefore, both class and caste

should be brought together to understand the entire process of

stratification . Taking into consideration the presentposition, we

divided all castes into 8ix major categories Viz., 1) The

Namboodiri Brahmins, (2) Other High Caste Hindus such

ae the
Nairs, Ambalavaeise, Warriers etc., (3) Other Backward Castes such
as the Ezbavas, (4) Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes (95)

Christians and (6) Muslime.
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Nptee and Refersnces.

For details of agrarian relations in the former three

regions
of Kerala see: Varghese.T,C, Agrarian Chanqge and Economic
Consequences: Land Tenures in Kerala,1857-1960, Allied

Publishers, Bombay,1970.

(a) Prakash, B,A, "lmpact of Foreign Remittances, A Case Study
of Chowghat Village 1in Kerala', Economic and Political
Weekly,July,1978.

(b) Ravindran,A,M, Impact of Gulf Money with Particular
Reference to Chawghat, Trichur District, Kerala, Ph.D Thesis,
Cochin University of Science and Technology, Cochin,1987.

Detaile of transfers ( both sales and partitioning) are
recorded in the ’lIndex Registere’ in the order of date of
transfer,name of buyers/sellers/partitioned houeeholds and the

relationship between them, survey numbers of plots traneferred
etc.

Sanghvi(1969), in his s8tudy of farms in Karnataka State,

converts women’s labour time to three-fourth’s of that of
man, since he notee that women are paid three-fourthe of what
men are paid. See 8Sanghvi Prafulla, Surplus Manpower in

Agriculture and Economic Development with Special Reference to
India, Asia Publiehing House, Bombay,1969.

For our purpose, owned area of land can be considered

as a
useful 1indicator, as a proxy for income and wealth but not
as the determinant.

The dominance of a caste depende upon a number of factors

euch as the amount of land held by that particular caste
the village and the villagee around, their eocio-etconomic
position, and the number of families of that caste in the
village. Professor Srinivas rightly obeerves, "A feature of
rural life in many parte of India is the existence of dominant
land owning castes. For caste to be dominant, it should own a
sizeable amount of the arable land that is locally availablae,
should havs strength of numbers and should occupy a high place
in the local hierarchy. Hhen a caste has all the attributes of
dominance, it may be 8Baid to enjoy decisive dominance.
Occasionally, there may be more thanm one dominant caste in a

in
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village, and over a period of time one dominant caste may
give way to another. This happened occasionally even in pre-

Britieh India and has been an important aspect of rural
social change in the twentieth century'. Therefore, to
understand the process of change in an agrarian economy, we

must also try to set it in the context of developments in its
social history. For details sse, Sreenivas,M,N, Social Changs
in Modern India, University of California Press, 1976, pp.10-
11.
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CHAPTER 4

CHANGING AGRARIAN

Land transfers

which

the context of the agro-economic background of the district.

changes

the district

have also

perspective. Legislative

relations

is the major concern of our study need to be understood

‘that have been taking place

to

ECONOMY OF THRIS8SUR DISTRICT

in four villages of Thrissur district
in
The

in thes agrarian structure of

be understood in a historical

measurss to restructure agrarian

initiated by succesive governments have led to diffusion

of land ownership and speeded up the process of land market
transfers and partitioning. To place our study in the proper
setting, this chapter seeks to discuss the following aspects of

the district(i)agro-economic background,(ii) land tenures and ths
evolution of the tenurial rights in land, (iii) land reform
meaeures and their impact on land transfers and the agrarian
structure and (iv) changes in the distribution of land between
1967 and 1990.
The Agro-Econpomic Backqround of The Study Area
(1) Location and Boundaries.

Thriesur district ie a part of the central region of
Kerala. It lies between Palakkad and Malapuram Districts in the
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Map Showing the Location of Thrissur District
in the State of Kerala
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Map Showing Taluks in Thrissur District

Malapuram

Talapilly Taluk
Palakkad District

Mukundapuram Taluk Coimbatore

District

\
Ernakulam District \ Idduki
District
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north, Palakkad District and Coimbatore District (of Tamil Nadu

State) in the east, Ernakulam and Idduki District in the south

and the Arabian sea in the west. The total geographical area of

the district is 3,03? Sguare kilometers, accounting for 7.9

percent of the area of the state. The district at present

consists of S taluks-Thalappilli, Thrissur, Mukundapuram,

Kodungaloor and Chavakkad. There are 25 towns and 213 villages in

the district.

The present Thrissur district with the exception of

Chavakkad taluk formed part of the erstwhile Cochin state.

Chavakkad taluk was a part of Malabar district till 1957. From

1957 onwords, Chittur taluk which was part of Thrissur Oistrict

formed part of Palakkad District.

{2) Physiographic Features

Thrissur District, extending from the Weestern Ghats in the

east to the Arabian Sea in the west includes all three faunistic

areae into which the land of Kerala as a whole is divisible viz,

low land region, mid-land region and high-land region. The

higher ®lopes of the high lands of the eastern region are under

the cultivation of coffee and rubber. In the valleys, coconut,

pepper, arecanut are alsoc grown. Thise region is the most thinly

populated region in the district. The mid-land region is the mast

thickly populated area. A major part of this region is under the
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cultivation of crops like paddy, coconut, arecanut, plantaine and

other vegetables. The sea board tract between Kodungalloor and

Chavakkad taluks is the low land region in the district. Thie area

is densly covered with luxuriant coconut palms. Paddy ie grown

only in places where there are natural or artificial embankments.

(3) Climate and Rainfall.

Thrissur district has a tropical humid climate, with an

oppressive hot season and plentiful and fairly assured seasonal

rainfall. The hot season from March to May is followed by the

south-west monsoon season from June to September. October and

November fall during the post-monsoon or retreating monsoon

season. The period from Oecember to February is the north-east

monsoon season although the rains stop by the end of December and

the rest of the period is generally dry. The averags annual

rainfall was 3387.4 m.m in 1957-58 and 2757 m.m in 1989-90,

Although the rainfall generally increases from the coast towards

the Western Ghats,. the Palakkad gap in the Western Ghatse, which is

in the north—-east of the disetrict, affects the distribution of

rainfall in the district, the rainfall increasing from the north

east to the south west. The south- west monsoon generally sets in

during the last week of May. The rainfall in the south-weet

monsoon months— June to September—constitutes about 70 parcent

of

the annual rainfall.
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(4) Land Utilisation and Cropping Pattern

Of the total geographical area(299 thousand hectares), the
net area sown constitutes about 52.1 percent. Among the other
classes of land,about 0.76 percent of the total area is reported
to be unfit for cultivation while a considerably high

proportion(34.6 percent) is covered by foreste(see table 4.1).

The land utilisation pattern had undergone drastic changes
during the past 30 ysare, increasing the total cropped area from
63 percent 1in 1957-68 to 73 percent in 1989-90. The land
utilieation pattern in the state as a whole shows similar changes
over the period. In the cropping pattern of the district, food
crops dominate . The food crops account for 65.4 percent of the
total cropped area. Paddy alone comprise 43.5 percent of the
total area. Out of the total area under non-food crops(34.6
percent); arsa under coconute constitute 27.6 percent. Thus, paddy
and coconut are the two major crops under cultivation. The
tendency of conversion of paddy land into coconut farming recently
led to a substantial declime in area under paddy and an increase
in area under coconut (gee table 4.2). The unprofitability of

paddy cultivation as compared to that of coconut ie’ cited as the

important reason for this behaviour among the farmers
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Table 8.1

Land Utilisation Pattern in Thrissur District, 1957-58 and 1989-90.

{Area in lectares)

Thrissur district

Kerala

| Area Area Percentage Areal000 hectares)  Percentage
ko Distribution Distribution
1957-58  1989-90  1957-58 1969-90 { 1957-58 1989-90 1957-58 1989-90
1, Obeographical area 294262 299390| 100.00 | 100.00 3858 3885 100.00 | 100,00
2. Forest 132933 103619) 45.17 | 34,61 1018 1082 26,39 | 27.83
}. Land put to non-agricultural uses 11984 22653 4.07 1.57 201 m 5.2 7.17
{, Barren and uncultivable land 6659 22611 2.26 0.7 199 8] 5.18 .14
5. Persanent pastures and grazing land 2775 136 0.94 0.05 18 L] 1.4 0.11
b. land under miscellaneous tree crop 1667 13611 0.97 0.45 219 90 9.68 1.29
7. Cultivable waste land 5458 5503] 1.85 1.88 191 126 4.95 3.23
§. Fallow other than current fallow 1392 30871 0.©7 1.03 83 8 2.5 0.72
9 Current fallow 2303 48911 0.78 1.63 60 4] 1.96 1.11
0. Net area eown 129091 158879] 43.87 52.06 1839 2191 47.67 | 56.39
I, Area sown more than once 98096 63102} 19.74 | 21.08 211 876 9.68 | 17.39
0. Total cropped area 187187 218981] 63.61 1 73.14 3 2867 97.31 1 73.78

feraent of Kerala,

Season and Crop Report of Keralalvarious

imues), Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Thiruvananthapuras.
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Table 4.2

Area under Paddy and Coconut in Thrissur District
(Area in hectares)

Yoar Paddy Percentage? coconut percentage
change change.
1957-58 98919 -- 33092 --
1960-61 102197 +3.31 35917 +8.71
1969-70 113311 +10.87 50451 +10.23
1978-79 115787 +2.18 50690 +0.47
1985-86 95215 -1.76 60366 +19.09
1986-89 78862 -17.17 74198 +22.91

t Parcentage change between two interaittent points of tisme.
Source: Beason and Crop Report of Keralalvarious issues.), Bureau of Economice
and Statistics, Thiruvananthapuras .

A distinctive feature of the cropping pattern in the
dietrict as well as ths state is the inter-cropping on the dry
landse also known as the garden lands. Garden lands cover all the
cropped area except wet lands and the area undsr the plantation
crops. Unlike in the wet lands, where one crop, generally paddy,
is grown at a time, on the garden lands a variety of perennial
trees such as coconut, arecanut, mango and jack-fruit grow side by
gide with various seaeonal crops like tapioca, plantaine and other

vegetables.
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(5) Population and its Composition

The total population of the district according to the
census of 1991 was 27.3 lakhs and the density per ' square
kilometer was 902. It may noted that Thrissur is more densely

populated than the state as a whole (see table 4.3). This is more

80 with regard to both rural and urban density of population(ses

table 4.4). As a result, pressurs on rural resources is more
intense in the district. A high percentage of the population is
settlsed in villages - nearly 74 percent, though there was an

explosive growth in the urban population between 1971 and 1991.

Table 4.3

Density of Population,1961-1991,

Population Density Per square ka.
Tear
Thrissur Kerala India
1961 857 35 134
1971 702 549 177
1981 805 665 216
1991 902 74 256

Source: 1. Cansus of india (1981) Final Population Totals Series 10,
Kerala.

2. Census of [ndia (1991),Series 12, Kerala.
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Table 4.3

fural and Urban Composition of Population , 1991

| tintrict/State/ Total Rural Urban | Density of Population 1 of Urban to total Population
! tuntry
i Rural Uraban 1961 1971 1981 1991
i[Miuur 2737311 2017095 720216 139 2391 11,30 1.7 21,10 26,32
| District

lrala 29096518 21418224 7680294 603 2264 15.11 16,24 18.74 26.M
l
\

fwree 1) Cenous of 1ndia(198]1) Series 10, Kerala
7 Census of India(199]) Seriesl2, Kerala

(6) Religion and Castes

Hindus

Christians

Thrissur district

constitute

is truly a land of religious

60 percent of the population(ese

form the second largest community

Muelime the third

(14.9

percent).

Table 4.5

(25.1

Religion-wise Population of Thrissur District and Kerala,198]

Religion Hindus | Christians | Nuslims | Others Total

Thrissur 1463666 612838 363218 | 221 2439543
160.00) {25.10) (14.89)[ (0.01) {100}

Kerala 14801347 5233865 9409687 | 8781 25853680
{58.25) (19.70) | (21.97} | (0.08) (100)

Households, Series 10, Kerala.

(821

Census of India (1981), Household Population By Religion of Head of

table

percent)

diversity.

4.%5).

and




As in other partse of India and Kerala, there 1ie some
hierarchical gradation of castes among the Hindus 1in Thriesur
district also. It is characterized by a four—-fold division into
Brahmins, Non-Brahmin upper castes, the Other Backward Castes and
Scheduled castes and Scheduled Tribes. Historically, they have
occupied different positions in the economic structure with
Brahmins as landowners, Non - Brahmin high caste Hindus especially
Nairg mainly as superior tenants and soldiers and the Backward
caatés like the _Ezbhavas as ordinary tenants and agricultural
labourers. These differences continue to exist, though a certain
degree of levelling hae taken place thanks partly to the land
reform measures and the work of social reformers like 8Sri Narayana
Guru, the spread of education and the introduction of temple entry
for all castes. The growing political coneciousress had aleo

contributed to a great deal to the social revolution of our times.

Those who profess the Christian faith are divided into
three broad groupings - Syrian Christiane, Latin christians and
Newly converted Christians. The Syrian Christians have different
legends of their origin. The most frequently quoted is that they
are the descendents of Namboodiri Brahmine converted by St.Thomas,

the Apostle, after his arrival in Musiris(or Kodungalloor in

Thriesur district) in A.D S52.
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In the wake of the Portuguese contacts with Kerala,
St.Francis Xavier visited Kerala in 1S44 and 1549. The
missionary endeavours led to the creation of the second major

grouping, the Latin Christians.

The third group, the New Christians, is formed of the
descendants of those converted in the missionary wave of the 19th

and early 20th centuries. The miesionaries were 1nspired and

often led by European protestants, for example, the Church
Miesionary Society and the London Missionary Society concentrated

their attentions on the lowest castes.
Though Christanity does not officially recognise castes,

the three Christian groupings form part of the total eegmentary

caste structure of Kerala and are ranked with respect to

each
other as also with the Hindu castes. Most of the Syrian
Christianse were largely cultivators and traders. There is some
evidence that in the 16th century, there were power ful
Christian landlords.in certain areas. Some of them controlled a

good part of the pepper trade. Many of them were soldiers like

the Naire2.

The 1issue of Syrian Christian’s position in the caste
hierarchy is not settled even among the scholars. Brown (1956)
thought that Syrian Christians have generally been ranked equal to

Nairs. Both could formerly carry arms; both had similar roles in
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the village organization, both had similar rights in land and both
observed similar pollution ruless. Jeffrey’s evidence, bhowever,
conflicts with Brown’s findings. According to Jeffrey, Nairs had
definitely ranked higher in the past, although the gap had
rmrrowedu. It may be that in certain areas where Syrians enjoyed

a decisive local dominance, they ranked above or equal to Nairs;

in most cases they may have ranked lower. As the Latin
Christians and New Christians were mostly converted from lower
castes, there was no such claim of superiority over other high

caste Hinduse.

In the Thrissur district, Muslime form the third major
community. A majority of them are found in the Chavakkad and
Kodungalloor taluks. Many of the Muslims are petty cultivators or

traders, but a majority are boatmen, fishermen and labourers of

varioue description.
Land Tenures

As noted earlier, most parts of the preeent Thrissur
district were under the Cochin state, a princely state till 19485.
Therefore, the agrarian relations of the district is related

largely to the agrarian relations that prevailed in the Cochin

state.
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Big landlordiem known as the Jenmi system was the chief
characteristic of the agrarian scene in the pre- colonial period
in the region. By the end of the 18th century and at the beginning
of the 19th century, well defined landed classes emerged in ths
region. The basic organisation of land rights was as follows; the
temples and Brahmins, held large tracts of land, as a permanent
hereditary right. The government also controlled 40 percent of
the cultivated land. Such lands were claeeified as Devaswom,
Brahmaswom, and Sircar lands respectively. The whole land was
divided into Pandaravaka and Puravaka lands. The state had the
right over the Pandaravaka lands or Sircar land, while the
Puravaka lands were owned by the private individuals and temples.
These lands were given to the tenants for cultivation under

different kinds of tenures. The important tenures in the

6

district were Kanom, Verumpattom and Inam

Kanom

The Kanom tenure was created by the state, Devaswom and
the individual Jenmies. The conferment of Kanom tenure by the
state was known as Pandaravaka Kanom, which was in most cases a
reward for military services. The Kanom tenures created by
Jenmies were originally leaeée in which the landlords received a
deposit of money or grain from the tenant as security or loan.
Whenever a jenmi was in need of money to meet any extra-ordinary

expanditure, he raised it as far as possible from his tenant as it
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was more profitable. To the tenant also it was a safe and
convenient investment for his money. The Kanomdar was entitled to
the undisturbed enjoyment of the land for 12 years. At the end

of the period, the lease may be terminated by the jenmi paying the

Kanom amount and the value of the improvements undertaken by the
tenants. Otherwise, the Kanom lease may be renewed and at each

renewal, the Kamomdar had to pay his landlord a premium or renewal

fee. The right held by tenants was heritable and transferable.

Verumpattom

Verumpattom 18 a simple lease created both private

Jenmies and the state for one year only. According to the old

custom of the erstwhile Cochin state, in the case of Verumpattom,
the tenant was entitled to one-third of the net produce of the
land (after deducting ths cost of seed and cultivation).. The
Verumpattom tenants, in the absenee of any stipulations, were

liable to surrender their holdings whenever called upon to do

80
by their landlords. But ths actual practice was much more
liberal. The ternants were allowed to continue undisturbed

possession of the property so long as they regularly paid the rent
and made improvements in their holdings. By the proclamation of
1905, the Cochin government conferred full proprietary rights to

the tenants i1n respect of Pandaravaka Verumpattom lands.

{871



Inams

There were two kinds of Inams - personal and service

Inams. The former was granted for the support of individuals or

familiee either as reward for the services rendered or as a mark
of favour. 8Service Inams were granted for future performance of
services. As the latter was conditional on the performance of
future services, they did not carry with them abgolute
proprietorship. In respecf of most of the personal lnams,the
grant carried absolute proprietorship with the rights of
alienation. In the case of the reet, conditions like prohibition
of alienation or resumption after the lifs time of the lnam—-holder
are seen incorporated in the grants. Inams were granted by the
king and the local Jenmies and they were granted sometimes for

life and sometimes in perpetuity.

The table 4.6 shows areas of land under different tenures

in the Cochin State in 1945-46. The table shows that the most

important tenure of the state was Puravaka Verumpattom followsd by

Pandaravaka Verumpattom. Kanom was not as important as

Verumpattom. The tenurial etructure in Thrissur district in

1953-54 alsoc shows a pattern more or less similar to that of the

state(table 4.7). The Puravaka Verumpattom accounted for 59.8
percent of the total area. Next in importance wae Pandaravaka

Verumpattom. The main reason for the growth of Verumpattom tenure
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might be the easier terms of eviction. Under this tenure,
landlords could evict the tenant on Verumpattam annually as it was
a one vyear lease. But Kanom tenure was a 12 Year lease and
therefore it was impossible for the landlord to evict the tenant
before 12 Years. Moreover, if the tenant was ready to meet all
‘obligations towards the landlord, he could not be evicted. The

Jenmies preferred to lease their land on Verumpattom because the

revenues from the verumpattomdars for 12 Years was larger than the

Kanom amount.

Table 4.6

Area Under Different Kinds of Tenures in Cochin, 1945-46
(Area in Acres)

Tenure Wet land Dry land Total
Pandaravaka

Verumpat tom 68457 130711 199168
(33.10) (43.09) (39.04)

Pandaravaka Kanom 13178 12641 25819
(6.38) (4.17) (5.06)

Total 81635 143352 224987
(39.48) (47.26) (44.10)

Puravaka 119457 152368 271825
(57.76) (50.23) (53.28)

Inam 5703 7635 13338
(2.76) (2.51) (2.62)

Grand Total 206786 303355 S10141
(100) (100) (100)

Figures in brackets are the percentages to the total.

Source: Administrative report of Cochin for the year 1945-46.
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Table 4.7

Area under Different Tenures in Thriseur District, 1953-54,

(Arsa in Acres)

Taluk/Tenyre{Thriesur |[Nukundapuras |Thalappilli| Kodugaloor| Toatal

Pandaravaka

Veruspattos 33301 72568 25194 2658 133721
(38.18) {54,36) (21.72) (28.32) 37.52)

Purvaka

Veruspattos 6234 58153 87221 o433 213161
(63.92) (43.58) (75.19) {57.89) | (59.81)

Pandaravaka

Kanos 389 965 2626 1136 "y
(0.40) {0,42) {2,26) (12.13) (1.32)

1nas 1504 2181 953 156 799
{1.54) (1.64) (0.83) (1.66) (1.3%)

Total 97548 133472 115994 9384 356398
{100} {100) {100) {100) (100)

Figures in brackets are the percentages to the total.
Source: Jasabandi Report of 1953-54 quoted in Sredhara MNenon’s District

Gazetteers, Thriesur, Governaent Press, Thiruvananthapuraa, 1962.
Appendix:l p 476,

Land Reforme in Cochin State Prior to.lndseendance

The first systematic surveye of the land tenures and the

Revenue Settlement began in 1899. The settlsment wae completed

in 1909. With the new Revenue Settlement of 1909, the government

of Cochin reduced the number of tenures that existed

in the state

into four, namely Pandaravaka Verumpattom, Pandaravaka Kanom,

Puravaka and Inam. One of the important decisions along with the
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gettlement was to confer proprietory rights in land on the

Pandaravaka Verumpattom and Kanom tsnants7.

In 1909, by a Devaswom Proclamation, all the tenants of
the incorporated Devaswom land (covering S percent of ths total
occupied area at that time) were also given fixity of tenuree. But
the |l andlord - tenant relationships in‘the Jenmom lands owned by
independent families were then left untouched. However, in the
course of the first half of the 20th century, the state
implemented a series of tenancy reform meaeures. The important
legislations during this period were the Cochin Tenancy Act of
1914, the Cochin Tsnancy Act of 1938, the Cochin Verumpattomdars
Aict of 1943 and the Devaswom Verumpattom Settlement Procalamation
of 1943. The significant provision of the 1914 Act was regarding
the award of compensation for improvements made by tenants. It
aleo secured fixity of tesnure for the Kanom tenants. With the 1938
tenancy act, the definition of Kanom was broadened to include a
few more categories of tenancy: The Cochin Vsrumpattomdars
Act(1943) granted permanent occupancy rights to all Verumpattom
tenanta irrespective of the nature of their tenancy, or duration
of their occupation of the land. The Devaswom Verumpattom
Proclamation conferred absolute occupancy rights on all tenante,
moumw rent rates prescribed were very high. By these Acts, all
tenants legally got permanent occupancy rights. In practice,

however, many landlords continued to evade thess provisions.
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The measures of tenancy reform combined with decline in
the matrilineal joint family system (leading to the partitioning
of the family property) led to the large scale land transfers.
The Cochin Nair Regulation of 1920, Theeya Regulation of 1932 and
Cochin Marumakkathayam Act of 1938 permitted the partition of
joint family properties. These regqulations thus enabled the
members of the joint families to sell their shares. This, along
with the rapid rise in the price of agricultural produce, made
land a valuable asset, to be bought and scld. Therefore,transfers
of land by way of sale and mortgage were taking place on a larger
scale, Table 4.8 shows the sale and mortgage deeds in the state of
Cochin during the period 1934-35 and 1935-36. During this period

the number of sale deeds were more than the number of mortgages.

The patrilineal communities particulary Christians and
Muselims who had become powerful groups on account of trade and
commerce were abls to acquire some land from the superior caste

Hindu joint familiee that went through partition.

As a result of land reform measures, family partitions and
land market transfers, there was a large increase 1in the
parcantage of owner cultivators and a decline in the proportion of
tenant classes. This can be seen from Table(4.9). The table

shows

that betwsen 1911-51, the proportion of cultivating land owners
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Table:d.8
The Nusber of Registrations in Different Registry Offices of Cochin

in 1934-35 and 1935-36

Docusent presented
81. Nase of for registration Hortgage Deeds Sales Dseds
No. Registry
offices 1938-35}) 1935-36 | 1934-35 | 1935-36 | 1934-35] 1935-3b

{1) {2) (3) (8) {9) {6) {7) (8)
1. Mulasthuruthy 1203 { 1105 341 328 187 432
2. Trippunnithural 1715 | 1768 Lp] 156 510 510
3, trnakulan 2898 | 299¢ LV 760 734 758
4. Cochin 2148 | -7 495 532 623 657
5. Narakkal 1220 | 1341 3 12 378 389
6. Kuzhupilly 1045 | 1248 199 193 302 267
7. Vellarapilli 998 | 1063 267 238 270 279
8. Cranganoore 2991 | 3162 721 101 802 81A
9. Mala 1924 | 1982 508 869 641 121
10.Vadakkuskara 1917 | 2050 399 380 652 680
11.Chalakkudy 2576 | 2421 690 556 831 840
12.1rinjalakuda 29991 239 563 470 695 642
13.Kattur. 1373 | 1486 301 263 498 526
14.Kallettuskara 2076 } 2242 7 386 106 812
Total 26676 | 27595  |64%58 6104 8129 8337

Source : Report of the Adianistration of Cochi for the Year 1935-35,
{Cochin,1937),appendix,xx.

Note: Total deeds include partitioning, gift,sale and mortgage.
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increased from 10.3 percent to 19.1 percent. The proportion of
tenants declined from 44.6 percent to 28.1 percent. However,there
was an increase in the proportion of agricultural labourers from
36.1 percent to U48.9 percent, probably_due to the high growth of
population during the period. During the period from 1911 to
1961, the population registered a geometric rate of growth of 1.63
per annum,
Table 4.9,

Distribution of Population under Different Occupational 6roups in 1911 and
1951 in Cochin.

1911 1951

Occupational Population | Percentage . Population Pu}centago Percentage

groups {000) to the total }(000) of this total| change

1911-51
Cultivating
land owners 7.5 10.3 149.2 19.1 +214.1
Tenants 206.5 NN 220.0 28.1 +6.5
Agricultural 167.4 36.1 383.2 8.9 +128.9
labourers
AN

Rent receivers 17.0 3.7 30.8 3.9 +81.2
Cultivators of
special products | 24.7 9.3 --- --- ---
Total 443.1 100 783.2 100 +69.2

Source: 1.C .Varghese, Agrarian Change and Economic Consequences, Land Tenures in
Kerala,Allied Publishers,Boabay, p,129.
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The net result of all these tenurial changes was that by
1951, Cochin region developed increasingly into a tract of
peasants who either owned land or had fixity of tenures, though
tenancy and absentee landlordism still dominatedq. These peasants
had the rights to transfer their ownership/tenancy rights. Land
cwnership was still concentrated in the hands of superior caste
Jenmies and also Hindu temples. But Christians, Muslims and some
of the intermediate castes such as Ezhavas, accumulated some land
through land reforms and land market transfers.

Land Reforme After Independsnce.

A better appreciation of the land market transfers calls
for a better understanding of the land reform measures introduced
in Kerala, especially the Rgrarian Relations Act of 1960, Land
Reforme Act of 1963 and Land Reforms(Amendment) Act of 1969.
These are considered to be the most progressive land reform
legislations enacted in India. To assess the overall impact of
land reform measures on the redistribution of land (and agrarian
relations in general), we need to consider three aspects of the

reform: Provision relating to hutment dwellers, tenancy and land

ceilings.

For a proper appreciation of Land reform measures
introduced 1in Kerala, one should know the dimensions of the land

relations on the eve of the reformslo. A comprehensive sample
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survey conducted by the Bureau of Economics and Statistics in

1966-67 has provided valid estimates of land held by

private
individuals and Jenmies under various tenurial relations (see
table 4.10 and 4.11).
Table 4.10
District-wise Distribution of Agricultural Households Classified

by the Type of Land Relations (1966-1967)
(Figures in percentages)

District Total Owner Tenants Kudikiddapu Landlords
Thiruvanan- 100 88.50 2.00 8.20 1.30
thapuram

Kollam 100 87.60 4,40 6.20 1.80
Alappuzha 100 56.60 14.60 26.70 2.10
Kottayam 100 50.00 34.60 14.10 1.30
Ernakulam 100 35.70 43.50 17.70 3.10
Thrissur 100 6.30 73.70 - 16.460 3.40
Palakkad 100 12.50 78.80 6.40 2.30
Kozhikode 100 7.20 86.70 4.00 2.10
Kannur 100 24.10 58.10 13.90 3.90
State 100 40.60 44,90 12.20 2.30

Source: Government of Kerala,: Land Reforms Survey, 1966-67:
Report, Bureau of Economics and Statitics, Thiruvananthapuram, 1967.

In 1966-67, owner cultivators formed only 6.3 percent of
cultivating households in Thrissur district. This was considerably

lowner than not only the state average but also all the other
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district averages. Tenants constituted 73.7 percsent of the
agricultural households in Thrissur district. This percentage was
considerably higher than the state average and was the third
highest among the nine districts of the state. The proportion of

Kudikidappukars was the third highest among the districte.

Landlordes accounted for 3.4 percent. Their proportion in the

district was the second highest, second only to Kannur district.

The extent of i1influence by the different types of Jenmies
in the district follows a pattern different from that of other
districte. This can be seen from table 4.11.

Table 4.11

District-uise Distribution of Tenancy Lands by Types of Jenmies (1966-67
{Figures in percentages)

District Devaswoas Other Small |Others Total
institutions{holders
Thiruvananthapuras 0.30 0.80 29.90 | 69.00 100
Kollaa 21.10 2.%0 §1.50 | 35.00 100
Rlappuzha 23.10 0.30 38.80 [ 41.80 100
Kottayas 30.00 0.70 5.50 | 63.80 100
Ernakulan 33.40 2.00 5.80 | 61.20 100
Thrissur 43.30 2.16 12,00 | 42,20 100
Palakkad 15.80 0.90 6.50 | 76.80 100
Kozhikode 3.00 0.10 10.20 | 86.50 100
Kannur 14.50 0.50 10.70 | 74.30 100

Sources: Government of Kerala (1968) Op.cit.p.94.
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The tenancies coming under Devaswoms were the highest 1in
the district (43.3 percent). The other Jenmies like religious,
charitable and educational institutions owned only a small
percentage of the area in the district. Next to Devaswom, large
holders comprising of royal families, Namboodiris and Nair
Cheiftains were the Jenmies of a major portion of the area hsld
area

by tenants. They accounted for 42.2 percent of the tenancy

held by tenants in Thriseur district.

Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963, (as amended in 1969 and

1972) gave to Kudikidappukars or hutment dwellers (who

werae

essentially landless agricultural labourers living 1in huts on
pieces of landlords’ land) ownership right of their dwelling

houses and a few cente of adjacent land. Lands were assigned to

those Kudikidappukarg who were occupying land prior to 16th

August 1968, at the rate of three cents in cities and ma jor

municipalities or 10 cents in a panchayat areas. The programme of

conferring ownership rights to Kudikidappukars began from

1970.

January
For the purchase of Kudikidapu rights by November 1990,
4,71 lakh applications had been filed in Kerala. The land

tribunals had allowed nearly 2.9 lakh cases. Although,

quantitatively the gains of land by the Kudikidappukars might not

have bsen very impressive, the conferment of dejure ownership

rights permitted their entry into land market and speeded up land

tranefers.
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A series of legislative measures in the state led to the
total abolition of tenancy by 1969. .An amendment to the Kerala
Land Reforme Act of 1963 brought about a major restructuring of
land tenure relations and laid the foundations for the emergence
of a class of owner cultivatiors in the state. It abolished

almost all intermediaries between the cultivators and the state,

thus bringing the cultivatore into direct relation with the state.

The impact of tenancy reform has been captured by the
Third Decennial World Census of Agriculutre, 1970-71(table 4.12).
By June 1971, 81 percent of the total agrarian households became

owners of land, in the district, whereas in 1966-67, only 6.3

percent were actual owners of land.

Another programme of land reforms sought imposition of
ceilingse on holdings and distribution of surplus lands. The
Kerala Agrarian Relations Act, 1960 wae the first Act in the state
that imposed ceilings on existing boldings. The Land Reforms
Act, 1963 which superseded the Agrarian Relations Act, 1960,
diluted some of the provisions, raised the ceiling limit

and

increased the number of exemptions.
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Table 4.12
District-nise Distribution of Nusber of Operational Holdings

and Area According to Tenure (1971 June).
(Figures in percentages)

Nuaber of Holdings (percentages) 1 of area owned

District Total| Wholly] Partially | Kholly | Total frea  Leased
(uned Owned Leased Owned in
in

Thiruvanan-{ 100 [ 97.60 1.80 0.60 100 | 98.40 1,60
thapuras
Kollas 100 | 98.30 1.10 0.60 100 | 98.00 2,00
hlappuzha 100 | 98.10 1.10 0.80 100 | 97.40 2,60
Kottayas 100 [ 99.00 0.80 0.20 100 | 99.30 0.70
I dukki 100 | 95.30 2.80 1.90 100 | 88.50 | 11.50
Ernakulaa 100 | 95.40 2,60 2,00 100 | 96.00 1,00
Thrissur 100 | B80.90 6.60 112,50 100 | 78.30 | 21.70
Palakkad 100 | 61.101 11,20 (27.70 100 [ 67.10 | 32.90
Kalapuras 100 | 52.50 9.60 137.90 . 100 | §8.10 | 41.90
Kozhikode 100 § 97.50 0.30 2.20 100 | 96.20 3.80

Kannur 100 | 84.60 3,20 [12.20 100 | 88.20 { 11.80

State 100 { 88.40 3.40 8.20 100 [ 86.80 | 13.20

Source: fGovernment of Kerala,: The Third Decennial Horld
Census of Agriculture, 1970-71; Report of the Kerala S§tate
Vol:l, 1973, P.213,

The Land reform (Amendment) Act of 1969, altered the limit
and basis of ceiling once again. It was brought into force with

effect from January 1, 1970. With effect from that date, no person
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is entitled to own or hold or to possess lands in excess of the
ceiling. In the Land Reform (Amendment) Act, of 1969, a number
of exemptions that were included in the 1963 Act had been

withdrawn. Exemptions are now confined to rubber, tea and coffee

plantations, private forests and non-agriculturasi lands and land
belonging to religious and educational institutions of a public
nature. The ceiling provided in the Kerala Act 1is considerably

lower than the limits fixed in other states.

In 1957, when the Agrarian Relations Act was introduced in
the Assembly by Communist Ministry, i1t was estimated by the land
reform committee that about 17.5 lakh acres would be available for
redistribution. The Official Land Reforms Survey in Kerala(1966-

67) revised the estimate and placed the excess land at 1.15 lakh

acree (2.5 percent of the operated area). The survey noted that
in anticipation of the ceiling provisions, several benami
transfers of land had taken place since 1957.

This has reduced the surplus land. Coming to Thrissur

district, 3632 acres forming 0.94 percent of the net sown area in
1990 was distributed among 18977 households(see table 4.13).

This represented only 5.8 percent of the total area distributed

in the state.
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Table 4.13

District-wise Distribution of Surplus Land up to 31-11-1990,.

No.of Ltand
Beneficiaries distributed(acres)

Thiruvanantha- 5353 599
puram

Kollam 6627 1596
Pathanamthitta 724 154
Alapuzha 7766 4346
Pathanamthitta 724 68
Kottayam 5261 2527
Idukki 4856 4450
Ernakulam S877 1129
Thrissur 18977 3632
Palakkad 25147 12566
Malapuram 14364 7113
Kozhikode 8995 2494
Wynad 6736 3311
Kannur 12833 9351
Kasarkode 10735 9405
Total 134251 62673

Government of Kerala, Economic Review, State Planning Board,
Thiruvananthapuram . Appendix 10.3, 1990, p.120.

Three findings" emerge from the foregoing analysis.
Firstly, there is great discrepancy between ths original estimates
of surplus land and the revised estimates. It is possible that
the large land owners have been successfull 1in evading ths
provisions of the ceiling law. Secondly, almost all the
potentially surplus land has already been declared surplus of
which 70 percent have been taken into possession and 67 percent
distributed. Thus, the scope for further distribution of land is

limited. Thirdly, the new estimate of the total surplus land is so
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small 1in relation to the area of all land holdings in the state
that it cannot be expected to have any major impact on the

.diffusion of land ownership in the state.

Land Reform and Land Transfers During the

Post-independence

Period.

The formation of Communist Ministry in Kerala in 1957 and
the various land reform legislations undertaken by the successive
governments had a positive impact on the development of the land
market and land transfers. The survey conducted by the Bureau of
Economice and Statitics in 1966-67 refers to this in the following
words. "When the communist party came into power in Kerala in
1957, big landlords rightly apprehended that their feudal interest
on land would be at stake. This fear paved the way for large
gcale land transfers in the state even before the Agrarian
Relations Act of 1960 was adumbrated. The passing of the Agrarian
Relations Act i1n 1960 also prompted some hectic sales and
transfers around these yeare“ll. Table 4.1k indicatese the
magnitude of land transfers through sales,partitioning and gifts

in Kerala during the period 1957-66.

The trends in land transfers during the period both in
respect of number of transfers and area tranferred show close

association with the political changes and land legislations in

the state. The peak years were 1960 and 1963, the years when the
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Agrarian Relations Act of 1960 and Kerala Land Reforms Act of 1963
were enacted. There was a decline in the number of transactions

and area transferred in 1959, when the Communist Ministry

was
Table 4.14
Trends in Land Transfers in Kerala 1957-66.
Sale Partitioning oift Total

Year No: of Area sold No.of.{ Area No.of firea Na. of Area

cases (*000 Acres)| cases cases |(’000 acres) cagses | (000 acres)

(.000) (*000) |('000 acres}} (’'000) '(000)
1957 1.7 10.3 2.70 3.40 -- -- 1.4 13.7
1958 13.9 10,7 3.80 1.00 1.4 0.7 19.1 12,4
1959 8.3 9.0 --- --- 0.7 0.1 9.0 9.1
1960 2.5 19.8 22,00 31.20 - -- 4.5 3.0
1981 15.5 6.3 0.40. 0.70 0.5 1.1 16.4 8.1
1962 3.1 18,6 0.80 3.20 LR ] 1.% 36.3 19.3
1963 37.9 38.7 6.40 3.10 1.1 1.6 51.4 3.4
1964 26.8 10.% 23.50 16.40 18,2 2.3 64.5 n.2
1965 26.7 15.4 3.70 1.00 2.7 1.8 33.1 18.2
1966 21.0 11.1 0.60 0.30 0.3 0.0 21,9 1.4
Total 7.4 146.8. 63.9 60.3 31.3 9.1 2.6 215.8

Figures in brackets are the percentages of the total.
bovernaent of Kerala (1948), Land Reform Survey , Bureau of Economics and Statistics, Thiruvananthapuraa , p.98.
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diemissed on July J3lst 1959. Again, after the hectic transfers in
1960, the vyear when the Agrarian Relations Act of 1960 was
enacted, a sharp decline was noticed in ths following year when
the Act was declared ultravires of the Constitution. But the keen
interest taken by the Congress Ministry in land reforms gave a
fillip to the transfers. This is manifested in the rising trend
of transfere during the years 1962 to 1964. In terms of number of
transfers and area, land market transfers are considerably higher
than transfers through partitioning and gifts. However, during
the years 1960 and 1964, area transferred through partitioning was
much larger than the transfers through land market. There is good
reason to believe that a great number of these tranfers through
partitioning were made by the landlords and the rich peasante to

evade in advance in the ceiling liaws proposed in the land reform

measures.

Changing Agrarian Structure and Distribution of Land,

Substantial changes had taken place during the post-
independence period in the dietribution of land among the
agrarian households. Land transfers through land reform measures,
partitioning and land market acted .as catalytic agents in bringing
about eweeping changes in agrarian structure. Ths measures of
land reform such as abolition of intermediaries, distribution of
surplus land and assignment of Kudikiddappu rights combined with

the decline of the matrilineal joint family system(leading to the
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partitioning of family property) led to the diffusion of land
onnership and large scale land market transfers by the new ownere.
The land <c¢eiling provision of land reform measurees also led to
benami transfers of land by the former landlords and the rich
farmere. The above aspects along with the rapid rise in the price
of agricultural produce and population pressure on land made land
a valuable and scarce aseset to bs brought and sold. Therefore,
land market transfers registered coneiderable increasee during the
post-land reform period(for detaile see chapter 5). The changes in
agrarian s8tructure and distribution of land among the s®socio-
economic groups are the results of the above factors. Seven
agricultural census data are available for comparison

over the

period i.e. 1956-57, 1966-67, 1970-71,1976-77, 1980-81, 1986-
12

87,1990-91

The earliest data of land distribution in the
district (See table 4.15) for the year 1956—5713 show a highly
skewed dietribution of land among the agrarian householde. In
1956-57, more than 50 percent of farm householde owned only B8
percent of the total land. At the other end, the ownership of
land among the large farmere (owning 10 acres and above) shows
that with only 5.04 percent of the total number of households,

they owned 51.20 percent of the total area.

The s8subsequent changee in the agrarian etructure and

distribution of land in the district must be evaluated in ths
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context of ths land reform measures undertaken by the state
government during the period 1957-69, discussed earlier. In
spite of the series of legislative measures enacted in the
sixties, a number of factors slowed down ite effective
implementation till 1970. As was already noted, the Kerala Land
Reforme (Amendment) Act of 1969, enforced from January 1,1970,
changed the scope and coverage of earlier Acts and provided a
firm basie for effective implementation of various land reform
Tabia 4.15.

Dietribution of Holdinges and Area According to 8Size in
Thrissur District- 1956-57.

Size of No.of HH Area Average
holding in 000 in 000 area per
(acres) acres holding
(acres)
0 - 100 129.1 S6.4 0.44
(53.30) (8.04)
1.00-2.50 ¢ 57.9 89.7 1.54
(23.91) (12.77
2.50-5.00 27.7 Q4.1 3.40
(11.43) (13.41
5.00-10.00 15.3 102.3 6.69
(6.32) (14.58
10.00+ 12.2 359.3 29.47
(S5.04) (51.20
All 242.2 701.8 2.90
(100) (100)
HH --- Households.

Figures in brackets are the percentagee to total.
Source @ i) Census of landbholding and Cultivation, Trav-
ancore, Cochin,Part I, Government of Kerala

Department of Statietics, Thiruvananthapuram,
1967.
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measuraes. The effects of these measures are reflected in the
five rounds of Agricultural Census that have been carried out 1in
the district(1970-71, 1976-77, 1980-81, 1986-87,1990-91). The
land distribution given by the Land Reform Survey in 1966-67, an
year before tha land reform measures were implemented and the
subsequent censuses serve to analyse the more recent trends in

the distribution of operational holdings. Thie is given in table

b.16.
Table 4,14

Distribution of Holdings and Area in Thrissur District,1966-67,
1970- 71,1976-177, 1980-81,1986-87,1990-91.

’iiu of Holdinge | No holdings (in 000) Area owned (000 Hectares)

{Kectares)
1966-67 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1986-87 1990-91 [1966-67 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1986-87 1990-91

0-0.50 23,6 325.0 | 386.4 | 43,3 2.1 3s.8 | 42.2 | W7
10-1,20 Acras) (79.38) 182.22)1(85.16)1187.03) {20.41) 132.81)](36.10)1(39,50)
139.1 m.1 33.5 59.7
0.50-1.00 (75.80)1 31.2 ((89.70)} #1.4 | #1.] .5 |(19.70)] 21.8 |(50.81)] 29.3 | 28.4 { 29.3
{1.24-2.18 Acres) {10.1%) (10.47)1( 9.07)] (8.15) (18.26) (28.43)}(24,29)1(24.42)

1.00-2.00 2,01 21,7 1 3.7 2.9 | 2.2 1.9 | 3.7 | 29.4 | 32.9 | 30.1 | 26.8 | 25.5
(2,48-0.96 Acres)|(11,93)1(7.06) [(7.62) [(5.58) [(4.45) | (3.71) |(16.68)](28.68){(27.83)](25.09)}(22.93)](21.25)

2.00-4,00 15.3 | 8.7 6.9 6.1 5.2 L9 | M0 | 23,5 | 184 } 161 | 130 | 1200
(1,96-9.92 Acres) }(8.29) [12.88) [1(2.22) [(1.58) {(1.18) | (0.96) |(24.80)[(19.73)}(15.57){{13.48)}(13.44)](10,50)

1.00+ 8.0 1.9 1.3 |0.90 | 0.80 0.8 |63.1 185 | 7.2 5.5 6.1 5.2

bprox: 10 Acres | (8.38)}(0.61) [(0.42) {(0,23) |(0.18) {0.15)1(37.18) 1 {12.96){( 6.09}}( 4,632 ]( §,22)] (8.33)
and above)

Al 184.4 | 307.1 | 311.0 § 395.3 | #53.7 | 509.% |} 169.7 1 119.3 | 118.2 | 119.8 | 116.9 | 120.0
(100) | (100) | (100) | (100) } (100) § (100) { (100) | (100) | (100) | (100) | (100) | (100)

figures in brackets are tha percentages.

Source ¢ 1)Agricultural Census,1970-71, 1976-77, 1980-81, 1985-86,1990-91, Government of Kerala, Bursau of Economice
and Statistics, Thiruvananthapuras,

2and Reform Survey of Kerals, Goversent of Kerala,1948,
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The distribution of holdings indicates an increasing
concentration in the holdings group of less than one hectare
(approximately lees than 2.50 acres). The shars of this group in
the total numbsr of households shot up from 75 percent in 1966-67,
a pre—~land reform ysar to 89 percent in 1970-71 and 90 percent in
1976-77, the years when land reforms became reasonably effective.
Their ehare in land shot up from 19.7 percent in 1966-67 to §50.5
parcent in 1976-77. This sudden spurt may bs the result of the
conferment of ownership to hutment dwellers. The distribution of

surplus land, being a slow process, must not have made ite impact

fully by 1976-77.

A further division of these holdings into two categoriee,
thoee below 0.5 hectare and those betwsen 0.5 hectare and one
hectare is not poseible for this period in the absence of break-up
of the data for the years 1966-67 and 1976-77. Data for 1970-71,
1980-81 and 1990-91, shows that increase in the number of
holdinge took place in the former category. The share of holdings
below 0.5 hectare which was 79.3 percent in 1970-71 increased to
82.2 percent in 1980-81, 85.1 percent in 1986-87 and 87 percent
in 1990-91. Their area increased from 24.4 percent in 1970-71 to

32.4 percent in 1980-81, 36.1 percent in 1986-87 and 39.5 percent’

in 1990-91. During 1970-71, the share of holdings in the s8ize
category of 0.5 to 1 hectare was 10.1 percent. It increased

marginally to 10.4 percent in 1980-81 but declined to 9.1 and 8.2
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percent 1in 1986-87 and 1990-91 respectively. In epite of the
slight fall in the percentage share of holdinge in this category,
their share in operated area increased from 18.3 percent to 24.4
percant betwsen 1970-71 and 1990-91. The share of holdings in the
eize category of 1.00-2.00 hectare, declined from 11.9 percent to
7.6 percent between 1966-67 and 1976-77. 1t further declined to
5.5 percent in 1980-81 and to 3.7 percent in 1990-91. Ths
percentage of area operated by thie clase increased from 18.7
percent to 27.8 percent between 1966-67 and 1976-77. However,ths
share of area operated declined from 25.1 percent to 21.2 percent
during the subssquent periods. The share of holdings and area
operated belonging to 2.00-4.00 hectare and 4 hectare and above
categories declined substantially during the period. Howaever, the
percentage of area operated by large farmers owning 4 hectare and
above increased from 4.6 percent in 1980-81 to 5.2 percent in

1986-87. This trend,however, was reversed in the period betwesn

1986-87 to 1990-91.

Averaqe 8ize of Holdings.

The changee in agrarian structure become clearer from the

changes in the average size of holdings given in table 4.17.
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Table 4.17

Average Size of Holding in Thrissur District - 1966-67,1970-71, 1976-77,
1981,1986-87,1990-91,

Size of holding. Average Size (hectares)
(Hectares)

1966-671 1970-71] 1976-77] 1980-81] 1986-87 | 1990-91

0-0.5 -- 0.12 -- 0,12 o1l 0.11
on 0.21
0.50 - 1.00 -- 0.70 -- 0.71 | 0.69 0.71
1.00 - 2.00 1.4 1,36 | 139 1,371 1.3 1.3%
2,00 - 8.00 2.1 .70 2.67 2.65 | 2.58 2.%6

4,00+ 1.89 8.22 | 5.9 6.5 | 7.17 6.88

Al) 0.92 0.39 | 0.38 0.30 1 0.26 0.4

Source: Table 4,16

The average size of holdings declined from 0.92 hectares
to 0.24 hectares between 1966-67 and 1990-91. Thie decline is
noted in all size groups during the first decade(1966-67 to 1976~
77) . During the second decade(1976-77 to 1986-87) there was
sizeable increase in the average size of the holdings in size
class, 4 hectares and above. However, during the period 1986-87
to 1990-91, average area owned by them declined marginally.
Paradoxically, there wae such an increasse 1in the average size
of holdinge of thies group from 1966-67, a pre-land reform pariod

to 1970-71,the post-reform year. This might be due to the taking
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over the possession of land from the sharecroppers and
leseees,after giving compensation to them. The sharp decline in

ths average size of large farmers betwsen 1970 and 1977 might be

the delayed result of land reform measures. The steady increase

in the 8ize of holdings between 1976-77 and 1986-87 can be

attributed to accumulation of land by this class through the land

market .

This process of agrarian change, however, has not led to a

high proportion of landless households in the etate and the

different districte (except Idukki) 14. Thie can be seen from the

district-wise distribution of landless households given

4.18.

in table

Of the total households numbering 3.9 lakhs in Thrissur

dietrict, only 5.1 percent did not have any land in 1980. This may

possibly be the effect of land-reforms whereby many of the

landless labourers obtained land ownsrship, although their land
holdings might only be their small dwelling plot. Whatever be tt.s

gize of holding, this has arrssted the process of

depeasantization. This,howsver, has not lead to a reduction in thse
proportion of agricultural laboursre in the total work force. In
fact, this proportion increased from 1S5 percent in 1961 to 33

percent 1in 1971. After a decline to 26 percent in 1981, it

increased to 32 percent in 1991(eee table 4.19).
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Table 4.18

District-wise Distribution of Households and Landless Households

in 1980.

District No. of HH Landless Landless HH as % to
(in lakhs) HH total number of HH

Thiruvanan- 4.45 43264 9.73

thapuram

Kollam 4.80 26738 5.58

Alappuzha 4.05 12609 3.11

Kottayam 2.74 17880 6.52

Idukky 1.68 39454 23.52

Ernakulam 4.01 26418 6.58

Thrissur 3.93 19993 5.08

Palakkad 3.40 22587 6.64

Malapuram 3.40 12435 3.65

Kozhikode 3.90 28530 7.32

Kannur 4,30 22578 5.26

State 40.66 272486 6.70

HH - Households.

Source: Government of Kerala, Housing and Employment Survey,

Bureau of Economic and Statistics,Thiruvananthapuram,l
1985 pp. 8-9.
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Table 4.19

Percentage Distribution of Norking Population, Thrissur District: 1961-1991.

Horkers others than

District Cultivators Agricultural cultivators and
Hate )abours agriculturp) laboyrs

1961 1971 1981 1991 | 1961 1971 1981 1991 } 1961 1971 1981 1991

Thrioour
district [16.58] 13.68] 9.35 6.84 { 15.11[32.64] 25.65] 31.85 | 68.31{ 53.52] 65.00 |56.94

ferala  [20.92] 17.80(13.07 11.2) | 17.38]30.69] 28.23] 29.66 | 61.70] 51.50] 58.70  |61.50

Surce: Censue of India,. of Final Tolals of Workers and Non-workers:
1971,1961, 1991.

Figuron of 1991 are provisional,

A change in the definition of workers in 1971 might
probably have led to an exaggeration of the increase of labourers
between 1961 and 1971, For the same reason, the slight drop in the
percentage of agricultural labourers shown in 1981 may also not
indicate a real decline as thise also can be due to the statistical
correction to the over registration in the previous canaua1
The influx of surplue membere from the small farmers® households
may be the reason for the increase in_tha number and proportion of

agricultural labourers in the work force between 1981 and 1991.

It is clear from the above analysis that agrarian order
has not remained static in the disetrict. Truly radical changes in
property relations have taken place. The fact that 95 psrcsnt of

the farmers are emall ownere with less than one hectare 1s a

(114]



significant feature of the district’s agrarian structure. They had
more than 60 percent of the total cultivated area at their
disposal, ODoes it imply no proletarianization? This was the
question posed by Vyas, several years ago, at the all India levellb.
Vyas' general conclusion was that the class of emall farmers was

undergoing a process of impoverishment but not proletarianization.

Vyas identified the operation of a ladder process in the
structural changes in landholding pattern. The upward movement
has taken place by landless workers acquiring land and becoming

marginal land owners. ©8mall owners, by the same process are
becoming medium land owners. The process can come in the reverse
direction by the sale of land by the higher size groups to the
lower size groups and downward movement of the higher size groups

toc the lower size groups due to the partitioning of bouseholds.

Thue, in s8tates where there has been a decline in the bottom
concentration, the number of landless houeeholds showed a
declining trend. This suggests that the landless bhave been

acquiring tiny plots of land. The possible explanations cited for
the decline in bottom concentration of the bhouseholde are
{1)purchase of land by marginal and small farmers and sale of land
mainly by large and medium farmers, (2) impact of land reforms

and (3) demographic pressure necessitating the division of

holdingse.
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OQur analysis of the changes in agrarianmn structure of
Thrissur district during the last three decades shows an incresase
in the bottom concentration and decline in the middle and top.
The increaee in thse bottom concentration can be attributed to the
decline in the number of landless houssholds largely as a result
of the land reform meaeures such ae the assignment of Kuddikidappu
rights and distribtion of surplus land and partly as a result of
purchase of small plots of land by them. On the other hand, the
downward movement of the other <classes can also contribute to the
increass 1n bottom concentration of land. It would be wrong to
say that land legislation did not have impact on the agrarian
structure. It did. Although not detached from this legislative
measures, land transfers in the form of partitioning among the
members of the households and markset transfers have also exerted
tremendous pressure on the rural agrarian structure. The impact
of land market transfers and partitioning on the agrarian

structure will be examined in the subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER §

TRENDS IN LAND MARKET TRANSFERS.

We have noted in the last chapter the substantial changes
in the agrarian structure of Thrissur district, as a result of
land transfers i1nduced by both market and non—-market factors. We
had also seen how the pre-conditions for an active land market
were set by social factors like the break-up of joint families and
institutional factors 1like land reforms. In this chapter, we
propose to discusse the trends in land market transfers in the four
selected villagee of Thrissur district during the period,19467-90.
The underlying economic factore behind these trends are also

examined.

Trends jn Land S8ales and Land Prices in_Four Vjllages of

Thrissur District

As already noted in the last chapter, data on trends 1in
land transfers are not available separately for Thrissur district
in the Land Reform Survey for the period 1956-57 to 1966-67. It
was not available for subsequent periods also. It was to fill
this gap, at leaet partly, we conducted a study of land market
transactions in our etudy area. Our original intention was to

cover the period, 1956-90 8o that some comparison with the state
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could be done. But unfortunately, some of the documents that
recorded the land transaction prior to 1966-67 could not be
located in the registry offices. Therefore, the analysie had to bse
restricted to the period, 1967-90. A comparison of the land
market trends in our villages with those in Thrissur district and

in the state is not possible in ths absence of data.

It may bs mentioned here that our data pertains only to
eales and not to mortgages and gifts. The gifte of land sither to
the members of the housshold or rslatives are very few ae seen
from table 4.14 in chapter 4.-Na have excluded mortgages as we
found during the couree of our examination of the rescorde of
registry offices that in an overwhelming majority of cases, land
was mortgaged only to institutions, like commercial banks, co-
operative banks, stc., as a collatseral for securing loans for farm
operations or land improvement. This ie unlike in the pre-land
reform psriod when there was a variety of mortgages conferring a

variety of righte to mortgagees who were then moetly individuale.

Tims series data on land salese and land prices collected
through our survey from four villages of the Thrissur district ars
given 1in table ©5.1. The table givee data relating to the 1)
number of sales; ii) area sold 1iii) actual and registered land
price per acre and iv) average area per sale. The number of
eales, area sold and registered price wers collected from the sub-

registry offices. The actual land price was collected on 1489

(1211



Table 5.1

Trends in Land Sales and Land Prices.

Yeaar No: of Area sold Average Land Price
(Re.per aore)
Sales (acres) area per Actual Registred
sale
1967 366 152 0.42 5752 1720
1968 377 172 0.46 6618 2616
1969 373 154 0.41 6699 2629
1970 388 201 0.52 8423 3288
1971 299 128 0.43 9597 2649
1972 402 160 0.40 11314 2728
1973 459 225 0.49 12896 2925
1974 539 271 0.50 15625 3354
1975 557 254 0.40 20108 4469
1976 488 202 0.41 26315 6682
1977 379 162 0.43 33205 sous
1978 499 197 0.39 40111 8777
1979 640 275 0.43 52656 9806
1980 690 287 0.42 66231 10217
1981 639 247 0.39 76910 15378
1982 695 259 0.37 93055 16788
1983 666 269 0.40 105733 16969
1984 698 249 0.36 116910 20399
1985 657 218 0.33 128323 19940
1986 577 187 0.32 134503 22131
1987 554 158 0.29 138629 25306
1988 580 209 0.36 139843 32175
1989 708 197 0.28 141519 36754
1990 703 207 0.29 142970 35217
Total 12933 5040 0.39
Sources [1]: Land sales and Registered price - Records of the Sub-

Regietrar office.
(2] Actual Land price -0Our survey.
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tranefere(slightly more than 10 percent of the total tranfers)
through direct personal contacts.

The information given in table(S5.1) reveals that, during
the period, 1967-90, 5040 acres of land were sold through 12933
sales. The average area per sale during the period was only 0.39
acres. The general trend in land prices shows a continuous rise
from 1967-68 to 1989-90. Ths major part of this increaee in pricee
occurred between 1974-75 and 1982-83. 1In the four villages under
study, 76.3 percent of the total occupied land was transacted
in the market during the course of 24 yeare (1966-67 to 1989-
90) indicating a vibrant land market. Thus our findings
contradict the views of Vyas(1976), Sau(l1981) and DOutt(1984)
(noted in chapter 2) that land market ie frozen in a typical
third world country, like Indial. Blise and 8Stern(1982) found
that land sales are unusual events though they admitted that
they have vary important effect on the time series movemente of
land Dwnerehip2. But in our study area, they are not unusual
sventse.

The trends in land sales and land pricee were probed by
fitting linear trend aquations3 . The estimated trend equations
are presented in table 5.2.

The estimated trend values show that coefficients of time
variables are positive (except for the average area per eale) and
highly significant 1in the case of number of transactions, area
sold and land prices. This suggests that number of land sales and

[123]



Table 5.2

Estimated values of Trends in Land Sales & Lland Prices (1966-67 to 1989-90)

Equ| Dependent Variable | Constant| Coefficient] t-Value| Signi- R F Value
No. (a) of X (b) ficance
1| MNo.of Sales 345.83 15.43 6.90 ' 0.68 47.69
2] Area Sold 184,46 2.04 1.56 | 888 0.10 2.0
3| Average area per
sale 0.49 -0.01 6.49 ' 0.67 n.n
4 | Land pricelactual) | 28244,22 nnIL| 2.9 ' 0.96 928.82
5 Registered Price |- 5399.97 1865.21 | 26.67 ' 0.97 711,63
X Significant at 1% level
%% Significant at 10% level
NS Not significant
Form of estimated equation, Y = a + bx
Where, Y - Number of ealee, area sold or

land prices;
X - ypars (1,2...24)
land pricss(actual and regietered) were showing a significant

upward trend during the period 1967-"90.

The square of the co-efficient of the time series R2
enable us to state the relative degree of variation in land salee
and land prices. The R2 value suggests that estimated trend
equations describe the trend quite well except in the casss of
arsa sold. The low value of R2 in the case of area sold is partly
due to the pronounced year to year fluctuations in area sold and

partly due to the decline in the area sold after 1986.
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Growth Rate in Land Sales and Land Prices

Compound growth rate of land sales and land pricee ars
presented in table 5.3.
Table §.3
Growth Rate in Land Sales and Land Prices(1966-67 to 1989-90)
Equa. Dependent Variable| Coefficient| t-Value | Signifi- R2 f Gromth rate
No. log Y of X {b) cance Value {g) b x 100
1 No .of Sales L0311 6.89 ! 0.68 47.56 3.1
2 frea Sold 0134 1.78 1" 0.12 .1 1.3
3 Average area per
sale -.0198 6.67 ! 0.67 .53 -1.98
4 Lland pricelactual) 1769 2.9 ! 0.96 |542.39 17.69
5  Registered price L1865 26.67 ! 0.97 |71.33 18,65
¥ Significant at ‘1% level
¥* 3ignificant at 5% level
xx*Significant at 10% level
fForm of estimasted equation, Y = ab® = a(1+g)x
Y = No.of sales,area sold, land prices etc

x = Years(1,2,3...... 24)

This table reveals that number of sales increased by 3.1
percent while the total area sold rose at the annual rate of 1.3

percent. Consequently, the average area per sale declined by 2.0

percent per annum. Actual and registered land price per acre rose

at the rate of 17.7 and 4.7 percent respectively. The reason for
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the more rapid growth of land value might be explained probably
by the growing population and the increased demand for housing
plote. The uptrend in land prices if continued, may indicate that
the demand in the land market will be increasingly dominated by
householde purchasing land mainly for housing or for ensuring
continued employment to household labour. If this process
continuee commercially oriented from households may gradually lose

interest in land as an investment.

Trends in Land 8ales and Land pricss — Wet and Dry Land

Trends in land sales, land prices and prices of principal
crops cultivated in the dry and wet lands ars analysed ssparately
for the period, 1966-67 to 1989-90(Tables 5.4 and 5.95). Wet
lands are low-lying lands, particularly in ths valleys whers there
is abundance of water in the soil throughout the year. Dry lands
are found on the slopes and hill tops where water is not so
abundant particularly during summer months. Rice is the main crop
grown 1in the wset lands, whereas coconut ie the predominant crop in
dry land. The arsa under these two crops constitutse 65 percent of
the total cultivated area in Thrissur district. Since paddy and
coconut are the two major crops in the wet and dry land, the
movement of prices of these two crops, may affect the demand for
land and hence on the land prices. The trends in land sales, land

pricese and commodity prices(coconut) of dry land are given in

table 5.4.
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Trends in Land Sales and Land Prices - Dry Land

Table 5.8,

1966-67-1989-90

Year[No: of | Area Average Price per acre(Rs.)| Coconut Coconut

Sales sold area per price Output | Value of

{acres) Sale Actual Registered {100 nos) per  |output per
hectare | hectare

1967 172 80 0.23 8260 2219 39.61 6238 2069
1968 166 85 0.27 8587 3645 18.43 6319 3060
19691 188 Ly 0.2% 9232 3909 1,27 6317 2607
1970] 169 50 0.30 11431 4701 $2.19 6323 3300
1971 149 49 0.33 13175 g7 58.66 6325 3710
1972] 228 13 0.32 15482 Jan 40.94 6327 2590
1973 278 1% 0.41 17653 3872 53.8% 6084 3276
1978 280 131 0.47 22020 4620 91.78 9639 5178
1975] 266 9 0.36 29403 6603 88.47 5896 5216
1976] 273 9% 0.3% 0089 9381 70.08 9968 4182
19771 221 10 0.32 52404 11867 9.18 6835 6437
1978] 284 98 0.35 63671 13359 107.28 6265 6721
19791 359 144 0.40 85708 14141 108.67 6569 1139
1980 421 151 0.36 110025 14051 122.18 6088 7438
1981 341 103 0.30 129165 23066 154,60 6422 9928
1982} 317 90 0.28 159243 25474 126.53 6448 8412
19831 3N 109 0.28 180405 25944 198.57 6194 9822
1984] 414 115 0.28 200603 31778 257.%2 6262 16126
1985| 445 125 0.27 222285 30983 272.48 4752 12948
1986] 372 98 0.26 233636 33914 161.88 6112 9894
19871 350 13 0.21 240295 39526 255.38 5250 13407
1988 378 116 0.3 241781 52027 282.33 4930 13919
1989 360 117 0.25 243787 58035 270.16 5359 14478
1990 451 120 0.27 245513 57168 212.53 5348 11366
Tota| 7378 2263 0.31

Sources [1]1: Land sales and Registered price - Records of the Sub Registrar office.
t2) Actual Land price -Our survey.

{21: Coconut price - Season and Oraop report of Kerala (Various issues).
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The table reveals that the number of transactions, area
sold, average area per sale and coconut prices show ups and downs
In contraet, land prices move only upwards. Land pricee per acre
shows a continuous increase from Rs. 8260 in 1967 to Rs.2.46 lakhs

during 1990.

The trends 1in land sales and land prices of wet land are
given in table ©5.5. The table shows that the number of
transactions, land prices, paddy prices and agricultural wage
rates registered an increasing trend over the period. Area sold
and average area per sale showed declining trend. This declining
trend 1in area sold and area per sale largely occurred during the
1985-90 period. It may possibly be due to greater increase in

wage rate of agricultural labourers and declining trend of paddy

prices during the period.

The nature and magnitude of the market trends in wet

and dry lands can be captured from the trend values presented in

table 5.6.

Estimated trend values of dry land (table 5.6) show that
coefficients of time variables of land sales, land prices and
commodity prices (coconut) are positive and significant(except the
value for the average area sold). This suggests that land sales,

land prices and commodity prices of dry land show a significant
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Table 5.5

Trends in Land Sales and Land Prices - Wet Land, 1966-67-1989-90.

Paddy
Year | No: of |Area |Average | Land price per acre{Rs)|Paddy Hage Rate(Rs)
Sales |sold Jarea per Pricel(Rs, {Agricultural |Output | Value of
tacres))Sale Actual | Registered [per quintel} |labour-sale per output per
hectare] hectare
1967 194 112 0.58 AYLN 1161 100.59 3.83 1262 1275
1968 211 127 0.60 1649 1587 132.83 5.09 1332 1772
1969 185 107 0.58 1166 1349 104,31 .27 1266 1317
1970 219 151 0.49 5414 1875 97.56 5.45 1292 1253
1971 150 79 0.52 6019 1811 88.32 9.62 1417 1247
1972 V)] 87 0.50 7184 2012 99.07 9.9% 1366 1352
1973 181 110 0.61 8136 1978 120.02 5.98 1428 1714
1974 299 140 0.54 9230 2088 189.61 7.26 1181 2175
1975 291 162 0.56 10814 2335 251.20 8.08 1376 M L
1976 215 106 0.49 12541 3983 181.61 8.50 1283 2322
19717 158 92 0.58 14007 4229 140,82 8.50 1339 1875
1978 215 99 0.4% 16581 1195 124,84 8.50 1204 148)
1979 281 131 0.47 19605 %471 122.63 8.89 1322 1626
1980 269 136 0.51 22438 6183 128.14 10.09 1396 1787
1981 298 144 0.49 24655 7690 150,05 12.44 1378 2067
1982 378 169 0.4% 26868 8102 174.58 14,40 1346 2342
1983 29% 164 0.56 31061 7992 212.75 18,79 1386 2952
1984 282 134 0.48 ann 9024 257.39 17.04 1501 3858
1985 192 93 0.48 34391 8897 196.90 27.82 1437 2831
1986 205 89 0.4 35370 10288 217.43 28.88 1599 Jasl
1987 204 85 0.42 36964 11086 234.67 32.83 1601 3746
1988 202 93 0.46 37906 12323 254,09 33.00 1599 3950
1989 248 80 0.32 39281 13423 .12 33.00 1958 4285
1990 252 87 0.3% 30427 13266 278.87 39,63 1679 4673
9988 (2177 0.50

Sources [1}: Land sales and Registered price - Records of the Sub Registrar office.

(2) Actual Land price -Our survey.

(33: Paddy price - Season and Crop report of Kerala (Various issues).
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Eetinated values of Trends in Land Sales & Land Prices (1967-90) - WET LAND.

Table 5.6

Equa. Dependent Variable| Constant] Coefficient| t Signifi- R2 F-Value
No. (a) of X (b) | Value | cance
l No.of Sales 198.45 2.68 1.73 " 0.12 2.98
? Area Sold 125,70 -0.80 96 NS 0.08 0.92
3 Average area per
sale 0.62 -0.01 | 6.80 ' 0.65 41.0]
L] Land price {Actual)) 2807.58 | 1826.27 }26.5!} ! 0.97 702.78
5 Registered Price | 1163.44 967.56  [20.69 ! 0.95 428.09
6 Paddy Price 82.78 7.16 6.64 ' 0.65 44.08
l Yield per hectare { 1220.21 13.93 5.3l ! 0.56 28.22
8 Output per hectare | 835.56 129.20 7.33 ! 0.71 $3.87
9 Wage Rate -3.08 1.4 .37 s 0.83 80.53
Ory Land
tqua.| Oependent Variable Constant Coefficient t-Value| Signi- RQ F-Value
No. {a)
of X (b) ficance
1 No.of Sales 147.43 12.79 10.18 ' 0.83 103.11
2 Area Sold 58.74 2.684 3.7% s 0.39 14.06
3 Average area per
sale 0.34 -0.01 1.31 Ng 0.07 1.72
L] Land price per acre | -53681.80 12907.19 16.63 ' 0.93 276.48%5
5 Registered price - 9637.94 2362.18 12.27 ' 0.87 150.57
b Coconut Price -2.9% 10.80 10.49 ! 0.83 110.15
li Yield per hectare 6452,00 -41.85 3.10 s 0.30 9.%59
8 Output per hectare 606.10 963.58 11.36 ! 0.8% 129.06

¥ Significant at 11 level
188 §ignificant at 10% level
K5 Mot significant
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upward trend during the 1967-90 period. The tims coefficients of
the above variables of wet land except of area eocld are also
positive and weignificant,manifesting an upward trend over the
period. However, the time coefficients of land sales, land prices
and commodity pricee ( paddy) of wet land are comparatively lower
than that of dry land and even negative in the case of area sold.
In both types of land the time coefficients for average area sold
is negative, s8howing a declining trend over the period. This
declining trend in average area per sale is highly seignificant, as
ehown by the value of R2 in wet land compared to dry land. For all
other variables of dry land, value of R2 are highly weignificant.
The values of R2 of number of sales and area sold in the case of
wet land are insignificant and only the othsr variablee like land

prices and paddy prices are highly significant.

The differencee 1in the trends in land sales and land
prices of wet and dry land are brought in table 5.7 which gives

the growth trends in land sales and land prices of wst and dry

land during the period 1967-90.

As could be seen from table 5.7(last column) the growth
rates in all the dry land variablee.auch as number of s8ales and
arsa sold, were considerably higher than the growth rates of wet
land variables. All these values are statistically significant as

shown by ths t values for the coefficient of X.
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Table 5.7

6romth Rate in Land Sales and Land Prices{1967-90) - WET LAND.

Equa. | Dependent Variable] Coefficient | t-Value Signifi- R2 F-Value | 6romth Rate
Mo, log Y of X (bl cance {g) b x 100
] No.of Sales 1190 11 0.14 A5 1.19
2 Area Sold -.0080 NS 0.05 1.24 -0.80
3 Average area per
sale -.0199 6.34 ! 0.65 40,23 -1.99
L] Land price 1286 8.31 ! 0.76 69.06 12.86
] Registered price 1200 2.97 ' 0.96 | 528.59 12,00
6 Paddy price 0438 6.52 ' 0.66 §2.64 4.38
7 Tield per hectare .0097 .13 ' 0.54 26.1%5 0.97
8 Output per hectare L0541 7.48 ' 0.72 59.01 5.41
9 Hage rate .108] 20.15 ' 0.95 806,01 10.81
Ory Land.
Equa. Dependent Variable Coefficient t-Value) Signi- R2 F-Value | 6routh Rate
No. log ¥ of (X) ficance (g) b x 100
] No.of Sales L0447 9.91 s 0.83 98.22 LY
2 fArea Sold . 3860 38 s 0.47 19.21 3.86
3 Average area per
sale -.0072 1.30 N 0.07 1.68 -0.72
] Land price per acre 4929 22.30 ! 0.96 §97.39 19.29
) Registered price 1560 26.67 ' 0.97 711.33 15.60
b Cocanut Price L0944 15.82 $ 0.92 237.80 9.44
1 Yield per hectare - 0074 3. 16 ! 0.30 9.98 -0.74
8 Output per hectare 0864 14,59 ' 0.91 213.12 8.64

Significant at 13 level
Significant at S1 level
Significant at 101 level
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The proportion of total wet land eold during the period,
1967-90 to total cultivated wet land in the villagee was 77.8
percent. The corresponding proportion for dry land was lower at
74.6. Out of the 12933 transactione over the period, dry land
transactions constituted 57 percent of the total number of sales
whereas they accounted for only U5 percent of the total area
sold. Consequently, average area per transaction was lower for
dry land than for wet land. This may be due to the low price of

wet land which enable the peasants to purchase larger area

even
with low surpluses. Due to reasons of unprofitability and
difficulties in management, which will be discussed shortly, large
owners of wet land were inclined to sell more of this land. The

reduction in the average area per sale may aleo be due to the
decline in average size of holdings over the period. The average
area per sale declined by 0.72 percent and 1.99 percent
reepectively for dry and wet land. The relatively higher growth
rate of price of dry land can be attributed partly to some extent
the higher growth rates in coconut and other dry land crops’
prices than in paddy prices. But the fact that land value had
grown at a faster rate than the prices of both paddy and coconut

reduce the attractiveness of land as a means of production.

Movement in relative prices is only one of the factors
that affect the demand for land as a means of production. The

other factorse are the increase in productivity and the increaee in
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costs. Between 1967-68 and 1989-90, productivity of paddy
increased at a rate of k0.98 percent per annum); where as
productivity of coconuts shows a negative growth rate of 0.74
percent per annumu. But this lower growth rate in coconut
productivity was more than offset by the higher rise in coconut
prices as compared to paddy prices(4.4 percent and 9.4 percent).
As a result, gross value of output of coconute per hectare showed

an increase of 8.6 percent per annum as against 5.4 percent for

paddy .

In addition to commodity prices, the cost of production is
another important factor that determine the demand for land for
farming. The 1increase 1in cost of production and consequent

decline in the net return over cost is an obeerved fact in the wet
land paddy cultivation in Keralas. Table 5.8 brings out the

relatively lower returns from paddy cultivation than from cocorut

cultivation6

The table reveals that the lower profitability of paddy
cultivation is due to more than one factor. The gross returns are
lower due to lower prices of paddy. The total cost 1is higher.
Increase in wages are more important for paddy as the labour
requirement of cultivation 18 very large. The increase in costs

particularly wage <costs in relation to paddy prices espescially
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Table 5.8
Cost Per Hactare/ 6ross Value of Output Per Hectare/ Net Revenue Per Hectare - 1989-90

Paddy and Cocanut

Paddy Coconut

Total cost per hectare 7252.00 §939.00
Hired labour cost per hectars(Rs.) 3620.00 2050.00
1 hired labour cost to total cost(Rs.) 52.76 1B.27
Hired labour cost as 1 of the total

valus of output 39.20 18.10
fross value of output(Rs.) 9234.00 11323.00
Net Revenue per hectare(Rs.) 1982.00 645400

Source: Cost of Cultivation Studies,Bureau of Economics and
Statistics,Thrivanathapuras,1990,

after 1980’s was one of the reasons which forced many farmers to
sell their wet land. [t may be noted that the growth rate in
wage rates i.e. 10.4)1 percent per annum was considerably higher
than the growth rate in paddy price (4.38 percent).Though the
increase in wage rates exceeded the increase in coconut prices

also, the differences was much smaller than that of paddy. This

led to a decline in the demand for wet land and increased the
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relative attractiveness of dry land. Secondly, dry land’'s more

than one alternative agricultural use as also non-agricultural

uees, a.g., for the construction of houses might have led to

their higher demand. It is also observed that occasionally

developers and speculators of land also enter both the wet and dry

land market as buyers. They purchase land for the purpose of
converting them into dry 1and7 either for cultivation or building
construction. The scarcity of dry land available in the market

for sale and their higher prices are the important reasons for the

increase even in wet land prices, even at low returns from it.

Population Growth and the Demand for land.

One of the major forces that influence the demand for

land and land prices is the growth of population. The density of

population 1in the selected village has been steadily increasing

over the last few decades from 490 in 1961 to 740 in 1991 (see
table 5.9). Population growth can affect the demand for land as a

means of production, as an asset and for residential purposes.

The rapid growth of population between 1961 to 1991(see table
5.10) leads to fragmentation of holdings and entery of new

gsellers and buyers in the land market.
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Table 5.9
Density of Population in Thrissur District

and in the Selected Villages.

Year Thrissur Villages
1961 557 490
1971 702 647
1981 805 740
1991 902 840

Sources: 1) Censue of India, 1961, 1971,1981 and 1991 sgeriee 10,

Kerala part,11—17)Genaral population Tables,

Table 5.10.

Percentage Oecadel Variation in Population in Thrissur District,

and the Selected Villages

Year Thrissur Selected

Villages
1961-71 26.09 32.01
1971-81 14.60 14,29
1981-91 12.08 13.52

Source: Same as in table 5.14.
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The investment of surplus fundses in land by both the farmers
and the non-farmers for speculative purposes may be yet another
reason for the high growth " in land prices.The lack of alternative
investment opportunities in rural areae induce both farmers and
other s8peculators to invest their surplus funds in land. The
continuous i1increase 1in land price noted earlier indicates that

epeculative holding of land is never a losing proposition.

Cyclical] Movements.

Compound growth rates for the entire period camouflage
the wide irregular year to year fluctuations of land sales and
land prices. Year to year growth rates in land sales and land

prices are given 1in table( 5.11)

Increase in number of sales, area sold and land prices are
followed by a decline in the succeeding one or two or three
vyears. The cycle is repeated though not at regular intervals. O0On
this basis, 13 phases ( 7 upswings and 6 downswings) can bs

observed for the entire 24 year period in the land market(see

table 5.12).

The duration of the cycles vary. Some of them are minor
cycle of 1 year duration. Others are of 2 years duration.Some
cycles last for 3 or 4 years. In seven of the 13 phases, cycles

are of one year duration. These short cycles have mostly taksn
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Table

5.1

Year to Year Growlh Rate in Land Sales and Land Prices Prices (Perceniages).

Net Land Ory Land Total

Year| No: of| Area | price No: of| Area | Price per{ No: of[ Area sold | Price

sales.| sold | per acre| sales | sold acre - sales | (acres) [per acrs

(Rs.) {acres)] (Rs.) (Rs)
1967 - - - -- -- -- -- -- --
1968] 3.311 13,391 12,52 -3.49{ 12,50 { 0.40 3.01 13.16 6.36
1969] -12.321 -7.871 1017 ] 13.2% L] 755 -1.06 | -10.87 9.50
1970} 18.37] 41.12] 30.00 | -10.1] 6.38 [ 23.81 1.02 30.952 25.74
1971] -31.51] -47.68] 11.13 ] -11.83 | -2.00 | 14.99 -22.9% | -36.32 13.94
1972 16,00 10,13 18,69 [ 38.68 | 48,98 | 17.%3 34,45 25.00 17.89
1973) 4.02] 26.84F 13.88 } 21.93 | §57.53 ] 14.01 14.18 40.63 13.97
1978 83,09 27,27 13.8% 0.72 { 13.91 [ 4.4 17.83 20.44 21.17
1975] 12.36] 18.71} 17.16 } -5.00 | -29.77 } 33.53 3.3} -6.27 28.69
1976{ -26.12( -38.57f 15,97 2.63 4,35 | 36.34 -12,39 { -20.87 30.87
1977] -26.51] -13.20] 14.88 | -19.05 | -27.88 | 30.72 -22.34 | -19.80 26.9
1978f 36.07f 7.61( 14,88 | 28.51 | 40.00 | 21.50 31.66 21.60 20,07
1979] 30.691 32.32] 18.45 ) 26.41 ] 46.94 | 34.4] 28.26 39.59 31.28
1980] -4.271 3.82 145 17.27 4.86 | 28.37 7.81 | A3 26.73
1981] 10.79] 5.88 9.88 | -19.00 | -31.78 | 17.39 -1.39 | -13.9 15.2%
1982 26.84( 17.36 8.92 1 -7.03 | -12.62 | 23.28 8.76 .86 20.99
1983] -21.95] -2.95} 15.60 | 17.03 | 16.67 | 13.28 -4.17 3.86 13.62
19847 -4.411 -18.29 6.94 1 12.13 9.52 [ 11.20 4.80 -1.43 10,57
1985] -31.91] -30.60 3.83 1 11.78 8.70 | 10.79 -5.87 } -12.45 9.76
1986 6.77( -4.30 2.85 | -20.00 { -21.60 | S.12 -12.18 | -14.20 §.82
1987] -0.49] -4.89 845 ) -5.91 ] -25.51 | 2.85 -3.99 | -15.50 3.07
1988 -0.98 9.41 2.54 8.00 [ 58,90 | 0.62 1.69 32,28 0.88
19891 22.77] -13.97 3.62 | -4.76 0.86 | 0.82 .69 -5.74 1.20
19901 1.61] 8.7% 2971 B.O 256 | 0.72 15.62 5.08 1.03
Source: Tables 7.1, 7,4 and 7.65.
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Average

Table 5.12

Growth Rates

in Land

Prices and

during the

Upswing and the Downswing of the Area Sold

(Growth rates in %)
Area No.of Land
sold sales| prices
Upswing
1967 to 1968 13.16 3.01 6.36
Downswing
1969 -10.47 -1.06 9.50
Upswing
1970 30.52 4,02 25.74
Down swing
1971 -36.32 |-22.94 13.94
Upswing
1972 to 1974 28.69 22.02 17.67
Downswing
1975 to 1977 -15.51 |-10.46 29.16
Upswing
1978 to 1980 21.85 22.58 26.03
Downswing
1981 -13.94 |-7.39 15.25
Upswing
1982 to 1983 4,36 2.30 17.31
Downswing
1984 to 1987 -12.39 [-4.31 7.06
Upswing
1988 32.28 4.69 0.88
Downswing
1989 -5.74 4.60 1.20
Upswing
1990 5.08 |15.62 1.03
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place during 1969-71 and 1987-90 periods. The remaining major
and medium cyclese occurred between 1972 and 1987. It may be

noted that the negative or positive average growth rate in number

of sales followed more or less the same pattern as of area sold in
almost all the upswing and downswing phases. It may noted that
land prices did not decline during the downswing phases. Most of

the upswing phases between 1967 and 1987 were marked by a higher

growth rate in land prices than during the preceding downswing

phases.

In this chapter, we have made an attempt at amalysing the
trends in land market transfers and land prices. Our study shows
the existence of an active land market in which 76.3 percent of
the total cultivated area in the four villages were brought for
sale. The volume of sales suggests the possibilities of
substantial changes in agrarian structure, either towards
concentration or diffusion. In the next chapter, we propose to

trace the directions of this chénge.
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Number of Sales

Chart 5.1

Trends in Number of Sales - 1967-90
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Times series data for twenty four years (1967-90) was used to
study the trends in land sales, land prices and partitioning.
The nature and magnitude of the trend wae probed by fitting

lingar trend equations. The following trend equation was
estimated for each of the variables.

Y = a + bx + @

Where, x = time(l1,2......... 24)

Y = Area sold or partitioned.‘land prices etc.

Growth rates in area sold, land prices and partitioning
over the period were computed by estimating seami -
logarithamatic (or exponential) equation. With wide variations
in the value over the period the exponential growth model was

found to be appropriate. The model is:
Y = ab® = a(l+g)”
Which on taking the log became,
Ltog ¥ = log a + x log b
log b = log(1+g)x

Then [(anti-log of b)-1 ] x100 will be annual growth
rate of each variables. Equations were estimated by
least square method, separately for each variables and growth
trends and growth rates were derived. These values were
studied for statistical significance. " T" test has been

ordinary

(145]



applied to test the significane of each parameter. R2 (square
of correlation coefficient of the time series) and "F value” to
test the @eignificance of estimated equations have bsen
calculated and presented with the results.

The degree of staganation in production is severe in Kerala
compared to other states. Recent estimates indicate that
between 1962-63 to 1974-75 there has been overall increase 1in
the rate of growth of production and yield for all crops 1in
Kerala, while in the following period 1975-86 there has been

near staganation in the growth rate of production and
productivity. For details,see Kannan, K.P. and Pushpangadan, K,
"Agricultural Staganation in Kerala'", Economic and Political
Weekly, Vol.23, No.39, September 24, 1988.

For details see Jeemol Unni, An Analysis of Change in_ the
cropping pattern in Kerala with particular referance to
substitution coconut for rice,1960-61 to 1978-79, M.Phil
Theeis, Centre for Development studies, Trivandrum. 1981.

The only source of detailed information available on the cost
of cultivation of paddy and coconut in Kerala is the continuous
survey undertaken by the department of Economics, University of
Kerala, at the instance of Ministry of Agriculture Government
of India. The survey was started in 1970-71 as a continuation

of the Farm Management studies{FMS) conducted earlier{terminated
in 1964-65).

The conversion of wet land to dry land can occur in either
two ways (a) through the conversion of the entire paddy field
into dry land by raising the level of the paddy field and
then planting coconut saplings or constructing houses on it;
or more commonly(b) through a process of strsngthening the
bunds or raising mounds, wWwith in the wet land on which
coconut saplings are grown. The latter is more gradual
process and the initial investment involved is smaller.
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CHAPTER 6

ACCUMULATION AND ALIENATION OF LAND

In the previous chapter, we have noticed the existence of
a vibrant land market in the four villages studied by us. Nearly
three~fourth of the occupied area had changed hands during the
short span of 24 ysars. Such land market trane%sre contain the
possibility of redietribution of land. In the present chapter, we
propose to examine the direction of such redistribution and its
impact on vertical mobi]ity of households acrose the socio-
economic groups. Jo mseet thié objective, it 1i1s proposed to
identify the land holding classes and castes that enter into land
market transfers and their relative gain or loss of land through
this mechaniem. The analysis centres on:(1) size class and caste-
nwise participation in the land markset,(ii) size class and caste-
wWise accumulation and alienation of land,(i1ii) land sale
pressures(iv) sources of the funds for purchase and (v) re-

distributive consequences of the land market transactions.
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Clase and Caste-wise Participation in the Land Market.

e mentioned in chapter 3, the data for this analysis 1is

collected from 328 households from four villages. All these

households had gone in for land market transactions during the

period 1957-90. Based on their initial ownership of land, the

participante i1in the land market are grouped 1into five classes

namely, marginal peasants(owning lese than 0. S5O acre), poor

peasants (owning between 0-50-1.25 acres),lower middle peasants

(owning between 1.25-2.50 acres), upper middle psasants (owning

between 2.50-5.00 acres) and rich peasants (owning above 5.00

acree). The number of buyers of land among the agricultural
labour households without land was ineignificant (only 4) and
therefore they were included in the category of farmers owning

below 0.50 acres. The households owning below 50 cente are

categorieed as marginal, eince they- own only very little land.

They obtain their livelihood partly on wage labour and partly on

the income from their tiny pieces of land. The poor peasants

hold emall plots of land, which enable them to satisfy the minimum

needs of their families. Generally, they do not hire outside

labour except when the family labour i1s insufficient during peak

seasons (or inefficient to bandle certain operationse).

Generally, they bire-out labour when there is no work in the
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family farm. The lower middle peasants are those who own land
that 18 sufficient to provide them meagre subsistence for the
family. They do hirs outside labour but generally it is less than
the amount of family labour utilised in their farm. The upper
middle peasants are those who own land that i1is not only sufficient

to provide their subsistence but alsc to produce a certain

surplus. The rich peasants are mostly cultivators producing

largely for the market.

Table 6.1 gives distribution of participants in the land

market on the basis of their initial ownership of land. The
participante are either buyere or sellers during the period
1957-90.

Among the 328 participants i1in ths land market, the

marginal farmsrs accounted for 35.4 percent and the poor peasants

for 20.1 percent. The participants from the lower middle, upper
middle, and rich farmers formed 14.9, 19.2 and 10.4 percent
respectively. It may be noted that the participation of upper

middle class was more than that of lower middls class.
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8ize-Class and Caste-Wise Participation

Initial Possession of Land.

Table 6.1

in the Land Market

according to the Participants

(Size clase in acres)

fize Clase Christians Brahains OHCH 08C SC Huslias Total
H.50 88 (37.92] 4 (3.04) 917.78 1 18 {15.28) 28 (24.14] 13 (11,20} 116 1100}
(30.18) (19.05) (25.00) {31.58) (93.38) (38.21) {35.36)
1.50-1,25 35 153.02) 3 14.55] 7 [10.61) 7 [16.46) 1 {1.52) 9 {13.68) 66 1100]
(23.97) (14.28) {19.44) (19.30) {3.33) (23.68) (20.12)
182,90 21 182,85] 4 {8.16] 3 [6.12] 13 126.53) 1 {2.05) 7 114,29] 49 [100]
{14.39) (19.05} (8.34 } (22.81) {3.33) (18.43) (14.94)
1.50-5.00 32 150.79) § {6.38] 9 (14.281] 10 (15.87) -- 8 (12.70] 63 1100)
(21.92) {19.05) {25.00) (17.50) {21.05) (19.21)
S0 14 [41.18) 6 [17.64) 8 (23.52] 5 (18.72] -~ 1 12.94) 38 1100}
{9.58) {25.57) {22.22) {8.71) 12.63) {10.37)
Total 146(44.51) 2116.40] 36010,98) 57(17.38) 30£9.15) 38111.58] 32801001
{100) {100) 1100) (100} {100) (100} {100}

“wrn in brackete are the (1) of the sasple households in each caste categrory.

“mres in Square brackels are the I to each size class.

MY - Other high caste Hindus; O0BC - Other backward caste;

SC - Scheduled caste

‘e is no household belonging to Scheduled Tribes in our Sample.
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The religion and caste-wise distribution of participants
shows that Christians(44.5 percent) were the dominant group
participating in the land market. They were followed by other
Backward Castes(17.4 percent) and Muslims(l11.6 percent). The
parcentage of participants from Other High Caste Hindus, and
Scheduled Castes (3cheduled Tribe has not come under the

participants) were 11.0 and 9.1 respectively. Brahminse formed

only 6.4 percent of the participants.

Size Class—wise Accumulation and Alienation of Land

OQur analysis 8o far has been in terms of the number of
households belonging to different size classee and castes that
participated in the land market. Such an analysis however, does
not revsal the extent of accumulation and alienation of land by
the diffarant groups. Therefore, the net gain or loss of land
through land market transfers by the various size classes and

castes is computsd (tabls 6.2).

The acquisition and alienation of land by the
participants during the 1957-90 period, shows that 383 acres of
land were purchased and 288 acres sold by the 328 sample
households. The area of land sals and purchase transactions does

not match, as some of the transactions are with households ocutside
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Table 6.2

Size Class-wise Land Sold and Purchased - 1957-49,1970-90,1957-90,

(Area in acres)

1957-69

ank: Qur Survey,

{1

521

1970-90 1957-90

o

n Total Total Net Total Total Net Total Total Net

) Purchase Sales Effect Purchase Sales Effect Purchase sales Effect

-4 6.99 0.25 6.4 35.72 12,68 +23.04 12,71 12.93 429,78
{11.50) {0.48) {11.07) (5.46) {11.14) (4.48)

0 11.68 2.16 +9.52 2.4 35.40 -12.97 3411 37.56 -3.45
{19.22) (3.85) (6.95) {(15.23) {8.89) {13.02)

BX 12.48 2.52 49,9 44,59 3.2 15.38 59.07 33.13 +25,34
{20.50) (4.48) (18.83) (13,43) {15.40) (11.68)

M 21.83 13.71 +1.72 169.70 83.20 +86.50 191.13 96.91 494,22
(35.26) (24.36) (52,57} {35.79) (49.83) (33.57)

b 8.19 37.63 -29.44 §8.34 69.93 -21.%9 96.53 107.56 -51.03
{13.48) {66.87) (14.98) (30.09) {18.780) {37.28)

Al 60.77 9.27 §.50 | 322.78 232.%2 90.36 383.55 288.49 94.86
(100) {100) (IQO) (160) {100) (100)

wn in brackets are the (1) share in the total lana sold and Purchased.




the sample, sometimes from outside the village itself. The sale

of land by the former landlords residing outside the villages had
also taken placel. Theee sales could not be captured in the study

since we focussed on the households in the villages. The analysis

is divided into two periods - the land reform period and the post-

land reform period. This periodisation was adopted to capture to

the extent possible the impact of land reforms on land market

transfers.

It may be seen from the above table that the major losers

of land were the rich peasantes. Their tendency to alienate land

which started during the pre—-land reform period continued unabated

even after land reforms, indicating strong social and economic

preesuree for selling land. However, they lost more land (57.6

percent) during the pre-land reform period. The other net losers

of land were the poor peasants, though their net loss of land was

only marginal. The net loss of land by them took place during the

post land reform period only. The biggest gainers of land were

the upper middle class followed by the marginal peasants and the

lower middle class. All these groups gained land during both the

periods. But the gain was more during the post-reform

period.
Thie was particularly true of the upper middle class which gained
92 percent of the total gain during the post-land reform period.
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The marginal peasants gained 77 percent of the net gain in land
during this post-reform period. The lower middle peasants
gained 61 psrcent of the land during the post-reform periad. The
above discussion indicates that more sweeping changes in agrarian
etructure through the medium of land market had taken place during

the post-reform period.

Caste-wise Accumulation and Alienation of land

The material basis of the traditional caste hierarchy lay
in the unequal distribution of assets, the most important among
them being landed property2 . Thrissur district provides a good
example of where land holding hierarchy and hierarchy of castes
fitted closely. In the rural areas of the district, ths
Namboodiri Brahmins, Other High Caste Hindus such as the Nairs and
the Syriam Christians to some extent, were the dominant land
oWners. Their dominance snabled them to control the lives of
other castes in a multitude of ways. At the top of the hierarchy
were the Namboodiri Brahmins, who were non-cultivating ownsrs
(Jenmis). The high caste Naire were mostly the non-cultivating
leseees of land belonging to the Namboodiris or temples.
Generally, the non-cultivating land owning or holding castes had
the highest status. 8Some of the Syrian Christians who owned\held

large tracts of land had almost the same etatus. Below them
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came the cultivators who comprised of the majority of Christians,
Muslims and Other Backward Ccastes such as the Ezhavas. At the
bottom were the agricultural labourere moetly belonging to the
Scheduled Castes. The land reforms had very rapidly brought
these cultivating castes into prominence. This tendency continued
even after land reforme as a result of land market transfers. The
land acquisition and alienation tendency among the major castes in
the four villages of Thrissur District during 1957-90 is shown in

table 6.3.

The caste-wise land tranefers show that Christians were
the principal gainers of land. The Other Backward Castes such as
Ezhavas followed by Muslims also gained land. The Scheduled Castes
were also net gainers, though marginally. The main losers were

the Brahmins and the Other Upper Caete Hindus.

A comparison between the pre-land reform and post- land
reform periods shows trends in the same direction, except in the
casse of Christians. This community which was net losere of land,
albeit marginally, 1in the pre-reform period became gainers of
land in a big way during the post reform period. A cloeer look
at the table showe that the tendency for gain of land by some

castes and communities and for loss by others was more pronounced
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Table 6.3

Caste-wise tand 30ld and Purchased -1957-'69,1970-90,1957-90..

(area in acres)

1957 - 1949 1970 -1990 1957-1990
] Land Sold | Land Net Effect |Land Sold | Land Net effect|Land Sold] Lland Net effect
Purchased Purchased Purchased

tristiane 32.1% 30.95 - 1.2 110.88 | 223.52 +112.68 | 143.00 | 254.47 +111.87
(87.15) {50.93) (47.69) | (69.25) (89.52)] (46.30)

bribains 11.40 1.20 -10.27 37.03 1.79 -29.2% 48.43 8.99 -39.44
(20.26) {1.98) (15.93) (2.41) (16.78) (2.35)

Y HighCaste 6.91 0.78 -6.13 48,9 5.23 -39.71 51.85 .01 -45.84
Ningus {12.29) {1.28) {19.32) (1.62) (17.96)} (1,58)

W Backward 1.17 22.28 18.08 19.83 39.93 +20.10 20,00 62.18 +38.18
Rites (7.40) {38.61) (8.52) | (12.37) {8.32)] (18.21)

iduled Castes - 0.48 +0.48 3.12 6.20 +3.08 3.12 6.68 +3.56
{0.79) (1.39) {1.92) {1.08)} (1.70)

Wlin 1.63 5.11 +3.48 16.66 10.11 +23.45 18.29 45,22 +26.93
(2.90) {8.41) (7.19) | {12.43) {6.30)] (11,78)

Total $6.27 $0.77 +4.50 232.42 § 322.48 +90.36 288.49 383.55 +94.86
(100.00) {100.00) (100.00)](100.00) {100.00)] (100,00)

figures in brackets are the % to the total.

Source:

Our Survey
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during the post-land reform period. As indicated earlier, this
trend suggests the ekietence of deep rooted socio-economic factors
affecting land gain/losse by different castes and communitise. AN

inetitutional factor like land reform was only one among the many

factorse. May be it was the catalytic factor.

Further disaggregated analysies of the net effect of

land market transfers according to both class and castss is given

in table 6.4.

This disaggregated picture shows that marginal farmers

belonging to all caste categories were net gainers of land. Among

the poor peasants, only Christians and Other High Caste Hindus

were net losers of land. Among the lower middle class the

tendency of alienation, though marginal was seen not only among

Brahminse and ths Other High Casts Hindus but also among the

Schedulsd Castes. O0f all the upper middle class farmers, net‘  loss

of land was confined to the Brahmine and the Other High Caste
Hindus. Rich farmers belonging to all castes other than the
backward castes were alienating land during the period under
study. The highest accumulating class was the upper middle class
farmers among the Christians. This overwhelming tendency of

accumulation of land among the upper middle class Christians

could not be found among the rich Christian farmers.
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Table 6.9

Size Class and Caste- wise Netbain\loss of land - 1957-90

{Area in acres)

Caste Christi-| Brahains| OHCH 08C 8C Ruslias Total
ans

Class

0-0.50 +18.52 +3.16 +0.5! +4,01 .4 .19 +29.78
0.50-1.25 -.27 +1.07 -2.17 +1.59 40,10 +0.78 -3.85
1.25-2.50 +21.93 -5.68 -1.489 +8.63 -0.97 +2.92 +25.34
2.50-5.00 +95.95 [ -10.09 [ -16.69 +6.30 - +18.75 494,22
9.00+ -16.66 | -27.90 | -25.45 +17.6§ +1.33 -91.03
Total l +H11.47 l -39.44 l -45.84 l +38.18 ‘ +3.56 l +26.93 +94.86

Figures in brackets are the (1) share in the total land

purchassd.

OHCH - Other High Caste Hindus.
0BC - Other Backward Caste.
3¢ - Schedulded Caste and Schedulded Tribe

Source : Our Survey
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Land Sale pressures

Usually, there are a number of factors forcing a household
to dispose off its land. [In ocur survey, however, only the most
important reasons were elicited from the housholds. Broadly, land
sale pressures, relate to consumption, investment, managerial
difficulties, accumulated debt and land reforms. We have tried to

capture these sale pressures among the various castes and classes

and the results are given in table 6.5

Consumption Pressures

Among the 8ix land sale preesures that force the

peasants to alienate land, consumption pressures were the
moet dominant. Among the consumption pressures, expenses oON
marriage and payment of dowry constituted the single most
impor tant pressure. This shows that in spite of the attempts

at legislation and social reforms, the dowry system continue to

exist among large sections of the Hindu, Christian and Muslim

communities in the region3. Dowry or ’'Sthridhanam’ is paid either

in cash or jewsellery or property by the father of the bride to the

groom’s father. Very often, it may be more than what the sons
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Table 6.5

Reason for the Sale of Land - 1957-69,1970-90, 1957-90 { Wo.0f Sales and Area Sold)

1957-69 1970-90 1957-90
Reasons Total No Total Total Mo. Total Area Total No. Total Area
Sales Area sold Sales Sold(acres) | Sales 8old{acres)
1.Consusption Pressures
a.Fanily Consumption 12 3.7% 70 22.50 82 26.2%
(11.32) {6.67) (14.32) {9.48) {13.78) 19.09)
b.Ceresonial consusption 9 1.9% 15 .64 20 6.19
(4.71) (2.79) (3.07) (2.00) {3.36) (2.14)
c.Paysent of dowry and 31 14,40 182 95.89 213 70.29
Karriage expensee {29.25) {29.99) {37.22) {24.05) (35.80) (24.34)
d.Intoxicants Consusption 3 0.52 14 1.69 17 5.2)
(2.83) (0.92) (2.86) (2.01) {2.86) {1.80)
t.Litigation Quarrels 2 0.90 l 3.09 9 3.9
Etc., {1.89) (1.60) {1.43) {1.33) {1.81) {1.38)
sub total 93 21.12 208 90.81 k) 111.93
(49.99) (37.583) (58.90) (39.07) (87,31) {38.79)
2.1nvestment Pressures
a.lnvestaent in Husan 2 0.70 7 8.51 9 9.21
capital (Education) (1.89) {1.24) (1.43) (3.66) (1.51) (3.19)
b.Purchase of other Land 8 3.85 65 26.52 I 30.37
{7.59) (6.84) (13.29) (11.42) (12.27) {10.52)
¢.Businees, Trade S 2.65 7 .9 12 7.62
(4,72) (4.72) (1.43) {2.10) (2,02 (2.64)
d.0ther Assets 5 3N I 1.29 2% 25.21
(4.72) (6.11) (1.43) (4.86) (4,20) (8.73)
sub total 20 10.64 99 61.77 "9 72.41
{18.87) (18.91) {20.24) {26.58) (20.00) 125.08)
3. Managerisl Pressures _
a. Hurdles to manage the land 2 2.00 19 3.4 21 25.4]
located outside the village | (1.89) {3.59) (3.89) (10.07) (3.53) (8.80)
b. Unprofitability and high 2 1.80 1% 17.13 17 18.93
cost of cultivation 1,89 {3.20) {3.07) 17.37) (2.80) 16,56)
Sub-total B 3.80 3 10.54 38 "
(3.78) (4.78) 16.98) (17.84) (5.93) {15.36)
Y. Nigration pressures 1 9.26 15 28.95 56 38.21
(10.38) {16.46) (9.20) (12.46) (9.40) (13.28)
3. Accusulated debt pressures 12 3.45 23 10.35 35 13.80
(11.32) {6.13) (4.70) (4.45) (5.08) (4.78)
b, Land reform pressures b 8.00 ) 8.00
(5.68) 14.22) -- -- {1.01) (2.77)
Total 106 56.27 189 232.02 595 288.49
(100) (100) {100) {100.00) (100) (100.00)

figures in bracksts are the percentage to the total.
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TABLE

6.6

Size Class-wise Reason for the Sale of Land - 1957-90 (I to total No.0f Sales and Area Sold)

fize Class 0- 0.50- 1.25- 1 2.50- 900+ | Total | Total Mo. Total Area
-+ hasons 0.50 1,25 2.50 5.00 Sales facres)
|.{onsusption Preseures
ufasily Consumption 16.25 19.71 16.00 .27 12,03 | 13.78 82 26,25
{15.70) (18.32) | (11.59}} (5.085) (7.93) ] 19.09] (13.78) {9.09)
b.leresonial consusption 5.00 2.11 5.00 3.03 2.78 3.36 20 6.19
(5.57) (1.60) | (3.70| (2.00) (1.50] (2.18) {3.36) (2.14)
t.fayaent of dowry and 53.78. 47.18 40.00 20.60 26.85 35.80 213 70.29
Nirriage expanses (§2.38) (46.86) | (41,703} (13.98) | (17.84}] (24.30]  (35.80) (24.34)
| t.Intoxicante Consumption 2.50 3.92 2.00 4,85 -- 2.86 17 5.21
(1.93) (3.01} | (1,78} (3.30) (1.80) {2.86) " (1.80)
. ulitigation Quarrels -- 2.11 1.00 1.21 2.78 1.51 9 3.99
Etc., (2.88) | _{0.70)] ¢1.53) (1.100)_(1.38) {1.51) (1.38)
wb total 77.50 78.63 68.00 | 36.96 M| 57,3 M 111,93
| (75.54) (72.27) 1 (59.89)f (25.93) | 127.99)] (38.75)) (57.31) {38.75)
Linvestaent Pressures
.Investeent in Human -- 0.71 1.00 1.82 3.70 1.91 9 9,21
capital (Education) (0.67) | (1.45)] {2.97) (5.20) (3.19) (1.51) (3.19)
bPurchase of other Land 7.50 7.04 13.00 { 21.82 .M 12.27 73 30.37
(8.13) (6,68) | (12.93)] (17.711) (0,92)] (10,52} (12.27) (10,92)
t.business Trads -- -- 3.00 3.64 2.78 2.02 12 7.62
(4,00} (4,02) (2.20)] (2.68) (2.02) (2.64)
{.0thers Assets -- 0.71 - 7.88 10,18 4.20 25 25.21
(0.49) (11.08) | (13.00)) (8.73) {4.20) (8.73)
sub total 7.50 8.46 17.00 | 35.16 2,07 | 20,00 119 72.4]
{6.13) 17.84) | (18.38)| (35.77} | (25.36)] 125.08}f (20.00) {25,08)
I hamagerial Pressures
i furdles to manage the land - -- 3.00 6.67 6.48 3.83 21 25.41
located outside the village (2,08)] (10.33) } (13.67}] (8.80) {3.53) (8.80)
b Unprofitability and high -- L2 -- 3.03 5.56 2.86 17 18.93
cost of cultivation (5.59) {(3.36) | _(12.62)1 16.56) {2.40) £6.58)
nb total -- .23 3.00 9.70 12.04 6.39 38 uwi
o (5.59) | (2.08){ (13.66) | (25.69)} (15.36) 15.93) (15,36)
| Nigration Pressures [~ 10.00 1.1% 8.00 | 12.12 8.33 9.41 56 38.21
(12.22) (8.57) )} (10.02)} (17.88} | (11.81)) (13.25) (9.41) {13.29)
§. Accusulated Debt pressures 5.00 4,93 8.00 6.06 9.56 5.88 3% 13.80
(4.11 ) (8.92) | 19.93)] (b.76) (1.41)] (4,78} {5.88) 4,78
b land refors pressures -- - -- -- 5.56 | 10.11 6 8.00
(1.7 2.n (1.01) (2.7
Total Nusber of Sales 60 182 100 169 108 995
: (100) (100) (1000 | (100) (100) | (100)
1 Tolal Area Sold 12.93 37.56 33.73 | 96.91 107.56 | 288.69 595 288.49
‘ (100) (100) (100} 1 (100) (100) } (100) {100) {100.00)

‘wm in brackets are the percentage to the Total Area Sold by each claes category.
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lable 6.7
lute-wise Reason for the Sale of Land 1957-90 (1 of Total No.of Sales & Area Sold).

ah Christ- Brahming | OHCH 08¢ §C/81 Muslins | Total Total No.| Total
[T ians Area
Sales | Sold
fonsusption Pressures
wfanily Consuaption 11.95 7.65 23.28 9.68 17.39 11,29 | 13.78 82 26,28
(6.58) (10.59) (14.17)] 110.00) | (18.91) {7.89) 1 (9.09) | (13.78) {(9.09)
i.lerenonial Consusption 0.73 10.29 13.469 -- 4,35 -- 3.36 2 6.19
(0.25) (4.29) (7.06) {3.21H (2.14) {3.36) (2.14)
fayamnt of Dowry and 39.14 26.48 20,54 1.9 96.51 32,28 | 35.80 213 70.29
| Wrriage expanses {20.80) (18,96) (37.2001 (33.50) { (55.45) (17.93) |(24.34) {35.80) (24.38)
" wlntoxicants Consumption 3.62 -- 1.37 4.30 4.35 1,61 2.86 17 9.2
(2.46) {0.19) (5.58) | (3.20) {0.82) { (1.80) {2.86) (1.80)
flitigation,quarrels 1.08 1.47 4.11 2.15 -- -- 1.51 9 3.99
etc | 10.70) (1.65) (2.38) (3.96) (1.38) {1.51) {1.38)
Sub total 5.4 55.89 62.99 98.07 82.60 85.15 | §7.31 34 111,93
(30.79) {33.49) | (61.00)1 (53.00) | {80.77) (26.20) 1(38.79) {§7.31) { (38.75)
1.Imestaent Pressures
ilmeataent in Human 0.73 2.9 411 1.08 -~ 4.35 1.51 9 9.21
tpital (Education) {1.59) {4.71) {7.05) {1.487) (3.28) | (3.19) {1.51) {3.19)
Vhurchase of other Land | 10.86 71.3% 6.8 15.05 -- 30,64 12.27 73 30,37
(10.06) {3.32) {3.13) (17.17 (41.82) | 110.92) (12.27 | ¢10.52)
thsinees and Trade 1.81 - 1.37 3.23) -- 1.84 2.02 12 7.62
(2.97) {0.29) {3.62 {10,28) {2.68) {2,02) {2.64)
ithars Asoets .3 8.82 2.8 3.3 -- 3.0 4,20 25 25.21
{10,05) (15.51) (3.08) (4,33) (3.82) {8.73) {4,20) 18,73)
fub total 17.74 19.11 15.07 22.59 8.1 20.00 19 72.01
(24.67) (25.54) {13.58) (28.79 {98.71) | (25.08) {20.00) {25,08)
i himagerial Pressures
ulirdies to manage the 4.36 10.29 2.8 -- -- -- 3.53 21 5.4
laind locateed outside (9.97) {16.85) (5.79) (8.80) (3.53) (8.80)
the village
). Unprofitability and 2.54 7.36 6.85 -~ -- -- 2.86 17 18.93
bigh cost of cultivation| (#,30) {18.83) {10.80) {6.56) {2,86) {6,98)
Sub total 7.90 17.65 . 9.59 -~ 1= - -- 6.39 38 niu
(14.27) (31.48) {16.59) {19.36)]  (15.38) {15.36)
L Nigration Pressures 11.%9 -- -~ 16.12 | - 8.70 11,29 9.1 56 38.21
{22.42) (15,98 | (19.23) (9.97) | (13.29) (9.401)] (13.25)
i, kecuaulated Debt 6.16 §.41 10.97 3.22 -- §.85 5.88 35 13.80
preseures (5.05) (2.06) {7.91) (2.58 (4,65) (4,78) (5.88) {4,78)
. Lind Refora Pressures 1.09 2.9 1.38 -- -- -~ 10.11 6 8.00
(2.80) (7.23) (0.96) (2.77) {10.] (2,77}
Tolal No.of Sales 276 68 73 93 A 62 51s 595 288,49
{100) (100) {100) {100) {100) (100) {100} (100)  (100)
Total Area S0ld 143,00 48.43 51.85 24,00 3021 18.29 29869
{acres) {100) {100) {100) {100} (160) | (100} {100)

'ams in brackets are the percentage to the Total Area Sold by
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receivse. This 1is particularly so among the marginal and

poor
farmere, where entire landed property may sometimes be s8old or
mortgaged in order to marry off one or more daughters. In the
case of rich peasants, dowry paid may be less than what the sons

receive as inheritance when the father dies.

Investment Pressures

Next to consumption, the most important pressure for

selling land was the investment pressure. Investment in
education,purchase of other land, construction of houses,
investment in business and trade, and purchase of other assets
such as jewellery,exerted strong pressures for selling land. The
relative importance of these pressures varied according to size
claes. Purchase of more fertile and favourably located land was
the most dominant investment pressure. Investment in other

assets was the next important rsason.

Managerial Pressures

Managerial pressures constituted the third most impertant

category of sales pressures. The wmoet important managerial

pressure that forced the farmers fo sell land was the difficulty

to manage dietant lands. Unprofitability due to high cost of
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cultivation and low price of products was also important. The
noteworthy feature is that the role of these pressures is related
to the class and caste. It was more prominent with the rich

peasante among the High Caste Hindus and to a certain extent among

the Chrietians.

Migration Pressures.

The pressure of migration forced the farmers to sell
their land in their home village and purchase in new areas.
Sfixteen percent of the total land was sold during the land reform

period and 12 perceht during the post-land reform period due to
migration pressures. Sale of land due to thies pressure had taken
place, among all the size category of landowners. It was higher

among the upper middle class farmers.

Accumulated Debt Pressures.

Land sold due to pressure of accumulated debt formed only
4.45 percent during the post-land reform period and 6.13 percent
in the land reform period. The peasants belonging to lower middle
and other lowest strata were more prone to land alienation due

to accumulated debt pressures.
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Land Reform Pressures

The late fifties witnessed an intense awareness among the
rich land owners in the state about the impending legislation on
land reforme. Fearing the legislation big land owners desperately
disposed off their lands. 8Since most of the former landlords
reseided in the urban areas or outside the villages studied by us,
we are not able to capture this prsssure on the land market
transfers. Our data shows that during the period 1957-69, 21.26

percant of the total area sold by the rich farmers was due to the

impact of land legislation in the state.

As indicated earlier the reasons for sale of land vary
according to the size classes. These are given 1in table 6.6.
The table shows that the relative importance of consumption
pressures varies 1inversely  with the s8ize class. This is

particularly true with regard to thrse lower size classes.

Investment and managerial pressures, on the other hand, vary
directly with size. class. Land reform pressures are noticed only
among the rich peasants. The other pressures do not exhibit any

definite trend.

Caste-wise analysis of the reasons for the sale of land ie

given in table 6.7. The table shows that consumption pressures
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were the lesast important among Christians, Muslims and Brahmins.It
was the most important among non-Brahmin Hindus belonging to all

castes. This was particularly true about family consumption

pressures. Pressures on account of dowry, contrary to popular

impression was lower among Christians and Muslims than among all

non-Brahmin Hindus. As for i1investment pressures, they were the

lowest among non-Brabhmin high caste Hindus. They were most

important for Muslims. Managerial and land reform pressures were

important only to Brahmins, Upper Caste Hindus and Christians.

Sale of land due to migration was more pronounced among Christians

followed by Scheduled Castes and Other Backward Castes. Contrary

to popular belief, pressure on account of accumulated debt was not

very important except for the upper caste Hindus.

Sources of Funds for Purchase

Sources of funds for the purchase of land are many.

However, for our purpose only the most important source of each

purchase was taken into consideration. The most important sources

of funds were (i) Personal savings derived from agricultural and

non-agricultural activities. (ii) Dowry - all non-land resocurces,
financial or otherwise obtained by girls from the parent household-

treated as dowry,(iii) remittances of the members of the
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household, working within the country or outside (iv) selling of
unfavourably located and unprofitable land and (v) other sources
such as loans from commercial banks, co-operative socisties, money

lenders, friends, relatives etc.

Size class-wise analysis of the sources of the funds for
purchase is given in 6.8.
Table 6.8

Size Class-wnise Sources of the Funds for Purchase 1957-90
(Area in acres)

0-0.50 0-50- 1.25- 2.50- 5,00+ Total
Sources 1.25 2.50 5.00
1.Personal Savings
a.agricultu- 0.16 112 . 5.27 16.14 18.11 40,80
ral savings (0.36) {3.28) {8.92) {8.44) (32.03) (10.64)
2.Non-agricultural 7.34 1.4] 10.75 30.30 17.20 70.20
savings (17.19) {12.93) (18.19) (15.85) (30.42) (18.25)
3. Dowry 23.90 16.14 24.34 72.00 5.3 141.74
(55.96) (47.32) (41.20) {37.67) (9.49) (36.95)
§.Resittances 7.5 6,77 11.50 90.7% 8.52 85.09
(17.68) (19.84) (19.45) {26.55) (15.07) (22.18)
5.5ellig of land 1.05 2.5] §.36 17.16 5.9 30.37
(2.86) (7.36) {7.39) (8.98) (9.36) (7.92)
6.0thers 2.71 3. 16 2.85 §.78 2.05 15.955
(6.35) (9.27) (4.83) (2.51) (3.63) (4.06)
Total §2.71 3811 59.07 191.13 56.53 383.5%
{100} (100) (100) {100) (100) (100)

Figures in brackets are the percentages to the total purchase by each

size category,
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The table shows that dowry was the most important source,

except for the rich peasants. Thus, dowry while it was the most

important reason for alienation of land; it was aleso the most

important eource of funds for acquiring land. Other important

sources were the remittances of the members and the non-

agricultural savings of the households. Income from non-farming
activities such as the construction work, petty trading in
commercial crops etc., providad the base for non-agricultural
savings in the case of marginal and poor peasants. Employment in

service sectore provided the source of income for the higher size

classes.

The opportunities of employment outside the village
enabled some of the poor farmers to acquire land. Generally, the

family members working outside visit their parents at least once

in a vyear. They invest their surplus in the purchase of land,

since it is the most attractive form of investment in rural areas.

It is also for providing a minimum source of income to the
parente. Besides, they also think that investment in land will
give them an additional source of income when they come back
after retirement. It also adds to the social prestige. It may be
noted that, it is not the surpluses from agriculture that enabled

the households to acquire land. This is true of all categories

of farmers except perhaps, the rich farmers.
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Caste wise data on the sources of funds for the purchase

given in table 6.9 show that except among the high Caste Hindus

such as Namboodiris and Nairs, dowry was the most important source

Table 6.9

Caste-wise Sources of the Funds for Purchase 1957-90.
{Area in acres)

Castes Christians| Brahains OHCH 0BC 5C Buslins | Total
Bource
l.Personal Savings
(a)hgricult- 24.28 2.09 0.93 10.76 -- 2.74 40.80
ura) savings {9.54) (23.20) (15.47) {17.50) {6.05) (10.68)
{b)Non-agri- §2.02 1.32 2.67 12.73 . 0,78 7.48 70.20
coltural (16.51) (48.05) (44,43) (20.71) (11.68) (16.58) | (18.25)
Bavings
2. Dowry 113.26 -- .- 19.21 3.9 5.35 141,74
(44.51) {31.25) (58.68) {11.83) {36.95)
J.henittan- 54.55 -- 0.78 9.15 -- 20.61 85.09
cos (21.84) {12.98) -{14.88) (45.58) (22.18)
L.bsllig of 14.39 2.98 1.6 1,12 -- 7.465 30.37
land (5.65) {28.70) {27.12) (6.70) (16.92) {7.92)
5, Others 5.97 -- -- 6.21 1.98 1.39 15.5%
(1.72) (7.78) (29.08) (4.86) (4.06)
" Tota) %5497 8.99 6.01 61.48 6.68 15.22 383.55
{100) (100) (100) (100) {100) {100) {100)

Figures in paraentheses are the percentage of the total purchase by
nch caste category.
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of funds for the purchase of land. Among the High Caste Hindus

and Brahmins, the payment of women’s share in cash is not so

prominent ' a custom as compared to the Other Backward Castes and

Christians. Dowry was not very important for Muslims also. For

Chrietians, thse sscond most important sourcs of funds come from

remittances. For the Brahmins, the most important sources wsre

non-agricultural savings and sales proceeds of other land. The

same was the case with Othsr Upper Caste Hindus. For Backward

Caste Hindus, the most important source, apart from dowry, was the

agricultural and non-agricultural savings. For Muslims, the major

source was remittances.

Distributive Consequences of Land Transfers

Thise section attempts to work out ths distributive
consequences of the working of the rural land market on different

social classees. To bring out this the data have bsen classifisd

as under : (i) Growing and Decaying farmse;{(ii) Land ownership

before and after transactions and (iii) Changes in the

distribution of holdings and the aréa owned.
The <classification of participants into growing and decaying
farms according to whether the size of their owned land base has

expanded or contracted as a result of purchase and sale of land ie

given in table 6.10.
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Table 6.10
Growing and Decaying farms-

Size class-wise classification of Households

8ize by initial
holding(acres) Growing Decaying Total
0 - 0-50 75 41 116
(64.66) (35.34) (100)
0.50-1.25 27 39 66
(40.91) (59.09) (100)
1.25-2.50 27 22 49
(55.10) (44 ,90) (100)
2.50-5.00 37 26 63
(58.73) (41.27) (100)
5.00+ 8 26 34
(23.52) (76.47) (100)
174 154 328
Total (53.05) (46.95) (100)
figures 1in brackets are the percentages of the households to the

total of each size class.

Source: Our survey.

Table shows that a larger number of the householde were

growing farm households.

evidence of

Even more

persistence and stablity of the

striking

perhaps

marginal

is the

peasants

over time. Out of 116 households in this group, 75 households (65

percent) increased their land ownership base over time.

the proportion of growing farmers was the
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group. The other groups with larger proportion of growing farms
were thg ones with holdings between 1.25 - 2.50 and 2.50-5.00
acres. Among the rich households owning above S5 acres, 76
percent or 26 households were decaying farm households. The poor
farmers had also larger proportion of decaying farms. One
plausible explanation for the stability among the smallest size
group of less than 0.50 acres, could be that their land ownerehip
included ‘homestead’ land which are not sold normally. On the

other hand, the poor peasants owning between 0.50-1.25 acres are

able to maintain their homesteads even after selling few cents of

their land, to meet wunavoidable circumstances. The relatively
rich farmers do not seem to consider land as a profitable means
of production. The existence of ceiling laws and high cost of

production especially in wet land forced them to sell their land.

Caste-wise distribution of growing and decaying farms is

given in table 6.11

Brahmine and Other High Caste Hindus had the highest

proportion of decaying farms. On the other hand, Christians,

Muslime and Other Backward Caste Hindues had higher proportion of

growing farms.
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Table:

6.11

Growing and Decaying Farms’ -

Caste—-wise Oistribution of Sample Households.

Castes Growing Decaying Total
Christians 87 59 146
(59.59) (40,41) (100)

Barhmins 5 16 21
(23.81) (76.19) (100)

Other High Caste 5 31 36
Hindus (13.89) (86.11) (100)
Other Backward 36 21 57
Caste (63.16) (36.84) (100)
Scheduled Caste 16 14 30
(53.33) (46.67) (100)

Muelims 25 13 38
(65.79) (34.21) (100)

174 154 328

Total (53.05) (46.95) (100)

Figures in brackets are the percentages of the total.

The number of growing and decaying farme among the

participants does not reflect fully the changes in the ownership

of land. The changing number of households does not reveal the

changes in the distribution of area owned. Therefore, an attempt
is made to examine the changes in the ownership of land before
and after transactions among the different groups. To the extent
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that buyers and sellers of land belong to the same class, land
market ie not likely to make any distributional consequences.
Size-class wise changes in the Dwﬁerahip of land before and after
transactions are presented in table 6.12.
Table 6.12
Size Class - Wise Initial Possession of Land before and after Transactions {1957-90)

jize Percentage to 1 of Land Ouned Average Land Owned
Class. total
lacres) householdss

Before Trans- | After Trans- 1 Before Trans-} After Trane-} %

actions actions change{ actions actions change
0.00-0.50 35.36 3.81 6.71 91.16 0.22 0.47 113,63
0.50-1.25 20,12 1.8) 6.49 -16.90 0.87 0.81 -6.89
1.25-2.50 14,94 11.94 13.63 14,135 1.78 2.9 28,65
2.50-5.00 19.21 30.69 38.58 20.45 3.% 5.06 2.13
5,00+ 10.37 46.05 38.59 -24.89 9.91 8.40 -15.20
All 100.00 100.00 100.00 -- 2.4 2.31 --

The total houssholde consist of 328 participants in the land market.
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A perusal of the table shows that the land owned by the
marginal farmers owning below 0.50 acres increased from J3.51
percent to 6.71 percent of the total. The average land owned by

them more than doubled from 0.22 acres to 0.47 acres. The status

of poor peasante owning between 0-50-1.25 acres shows marginal

decline. The lower middle class increased thsir land ownership by

14,15 percent and their average size of owned land increased from

1.78 to 2.29 acres. The upper middls class (owning between 2.50-
5.00 acres) farmers also increased the area owned by them. The
average land owned by them increased from 3.56 acrss to 5.06
acres. Among the rich farmerse, substantial decline 1in the land

ownership can be noted after transactions.
Changes in ownership of land according to castes are shown

in table 6.13. Among the caste categories,the traditional land

owning castes such as Brahmins and Other High Caste Hindus were

the major alienating groups. Their share in the area owned

declined by 34.06 and 38.13 percent respectively. All the other

castes and communities mostly belonging to the former tenant

classes improved their land ownership over the period. These

tendencies are thus suggestive of a more equal distribution of

land through the land market.
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Table 6.13

Caste-nise Possession of Land before and after Transactions 1957-90

1 of Land owned fiveraqe Land owned
Caster 1 of 8hh| Before tran-fAfter tran- 1 Before tran-| After tran- 1
sactions sactions  |Change| sactions saction Change
Christians 44.5] 45.09 53.39 18.41 2.26 3.02 +33.62
Brahains 6.40 15.78 9.20 -41.69] S5.49 3.62 -34.06
Other High
Caste Hindus 10.92 16.38 8.97 -85.231 3.33 2.06 -38.13
Other Backward
Castes 17.38 13.99 17.01 21.58 1.79 2.4 +37.43
fchedu) ed
fastes 9.1% 1.01 1.32 30.49 0.25 0.36 +44,00
fuslins 11.%9 7.7% 10.11 30.45 1.49 2.20 +47.65
Ml 100 100 100 -- 2.0 2.51 412,45

Shh - Sasple of households.

had

farmers.

been

It is evident that the direction of land market

in

This consist of 328 participants in the land market.

favour of marginal,

Among the lower size classes,
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the poor peasants. The land acquisitive ethos of the rich farmers

seems to have diminished. At least, some of the upper middle

classe farmers initially owning between 2.50-5.00 acres improved

their status and became the rich farmers owning above S acres.

This can be more clearly discerned from the change in the

distribution of holdings and area operated among the size

classes
given in table 6.14,.
Table 6.18
Changes in the Distribution of Holdings and Area Owned. asong the Size Classes - 1957-90.
fize by initial Before transactions After transactions 1 Change
holdinglacres) | ¥ of 1 of | Averag 1 of 1 of | Average 1 of ) Average
Sample area land house | area land house- area land
house- onned holds owned holds owned
holds
0-0.%0 35.36 3.81 0.22 34,15 L7 0.35 -3.02 .8 59.09
0.50-1.2% 20.12 7.81 0.87 20.42 6.73 0.82 1.9 -13.82 -5.74
1.25-2.50 4.9 11.94 1.78 14,33 | 11.78 2.0 -4.08 -1.34 +15.73
1.50-5.00 19.21 30.69 3.56 16.66 | 26.09 §.05 -13.27 -14,99 +13.76
5,00+ 10.37 456.05 9.91 18,90} 50.68 8.952 + 84,06 -10.08 -14,02
Tolal 100 100 2.4 100 100 2.81 -~ -- --

Source : Our survey.
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Striking changes in the distribution of land occurred
among the upper middle class and the rich farmers. The proportion
of upper middle class farmers declined from 19.21 percent to 16.66
percent. Their average size of ownership of land however,increased
from 3.56 acres to 4.05 acres. The percentage share of rich
farmere increased from 10.37 percent to 14.94 percent and their
share 1in area increased from 46.05 to 50.65 percent. However,
their average size of owned land declined from 9.91 acre to 8.52
acres. It may be interesting to note that among the above two
classes of farmers, 1initial percentage of households (29.58
percent) and their area (76.74 percent) remained more or less
constant after transactions(is the percentages of households
being J31.60 percent and the area owned was only 76.67 percent).
This suggests that land was being transferred mostly among the
middle and large cultivators. Among the three lower class
households, percentage change in the number of holdings and their
area was not substantial, though marginal increase in the average
area was noted among the marginal and lower middle class peasants.
It appears that there has been upward mobility among the

marginal

peasants and downward mobility among the poor peasants. Trends

are not clear among the lower middle farmers.
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The persistence or growth of relatively emaller farms
becomes possible when income can also be earned from outside
sources. Such outside income supplements an otherwise low farm
income, allowing a significant number of these emaller farms to
perseist against a general trend of polarisation. Thus, the smaller
the size of the owned farm the greater has to be the reliance on
such outside income to be able to persist over time. This is clear
from the sources of the funds fdr purchase of land given in table
6.8. It can be seen from this table that the smaller the ownership
size, the greater is ite reliance on outside income. Thus, the
smallest size group (up to 0.50 acres) attains its etability by
earning almost all funds for the purchase of land from outside
sources. But as one goes up the land ownership groups, the
reliance on outside funds tends to decrease. Summing up, the land
market worked to lessen the concentration of ownership in the area
of our study. In other words, the markst tended to work along the

lines desired by land reforms - land to the tenante and to the

small and middle class owners.
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Notes and references.

The following case study is illustrative: A Brahmin landlord,
residing 50 kilometers away from one of our sample villages
possesssd 140 acres of land in 1957, comprising 75 acres of
water—~-logged wet land, 40 acres of double cropped paddy land
and 25 acres of dry land. At the time independence, the whole
of wet land was given to the tenants .nder share-cropping
system, These peasants were evicted in 1954 by giving a
meagre compensation. The total land was then parted among the
members of the households. 8ince the water-logged wet land was
free from ceiling provisions of the land reform measures, not
even a single cent of land was given as surplus. This land
was utilised for pawn-fishing and was auctioned every year for
huge sums of money. The major portion of the remaining land
was gold during the periocd 1957-90. The fund, thus
accumulated is 1i1invested 1n business, factories, shopping
complexes etc.

For a detailed describtion of of this issue in the Indian

context see, Srinivas,M,N, Social Change in Modern India,
University of California press, 1976.

The Dowry Prohibition Act came into force on 1 July 1961 but
the institution of dowry ie so deep- rooted that legislation
in this regard does not have the desired effect.
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CHAPTER 7

PARTITIONING AND ALIENATION OF LAND

The causes and consequences of land market transactions

during 1957-90 had been the focus of our analysis in the laest

chapter. A total piclure of the land transfere,however, will be

obtained only if we bring into our analyeise the influsence of

partitiening on agrarian structure. Partitioning of land aeeumes

added importance ae it is a dominant tendency among all the eocio-

gconomic groups. However, there is no general consensus regarding

the nature of partitioning among the different size classaes and

castes over a period of time. There is also no consensus on

either the consequences of the process or the factors affecting

the process. In this chapter, we are making an attempt to study

these issusee in the context of our eelected villages.

This chapter ie divided into four sectione. In the firet

section, changes 1in the inheritance and partitioning syetems

prevalent among the different social groups in Kerala are

explained. Secotion 2 deals with trends in area transferred throug%

partitioning. Section J deals with the relationship between

household partitioning and alienation of land. The last section

traces the influence of demographic characteristice of family on

partitioning.
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Family and Inherjitance Systems

Until recently, the families in Thriesur district like

eleewhere in Kerala, could be classified into two broad groups

according to their family organisation and system of inheritance.

They are the Makkathayam (patrilineal) and Marumakkathayam

(matrilineal) systems l. According to the 1951 census report, one

third of thse families in Kerala followed the matriarchal seystem

completely, another one third the patriarchal system and the

reamaining one third, a mixsd system combining the matriarchal and

patriarchal featuraag. The high caste Hindus such as Naire,

Ambalavasis, Kshatriyas and a few other castes had followed the

Marumgakkathayam system. The communitiee that had fol lowed

Hakkathayam system were the Namboodiri Brahmins, Backward Castes

and Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes. The Christiane and

Muelime aleoc have been Makkathayis.

A seriee of Jlegislations culminating in the Hindu

Succession Act of 1956 and The Kerala Joint Hindu family

Sytem (Abolition) Act,1975,30 of (1976) had accentuated the shift
to the nuclear and patriarchal family. However, some of the old

traditions are etill present. What has emerged in recent years is

a more flexible form of traditional family ties, rather than a

truly nuclear family system.
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As the Marumakkathayam system of inheritance is not very

common in other parte of India, it may be interesting to mention
here some of its salient features and the changes that occurred ae

a result of various laws enacted during this ocentury.

A Marumakkthayam joint family ie called a JTarwad. It
consiets of a female ancestor, her children, her daughter’s
children and all such other descendants, howsesver remote in the
female line. The male descendants thsmeselves ars its members but
their children are nots. Tarwad membership arisees by virtue of
birth in the family. A female member of a Tgarwad does not change

her family by marriage, unlike in the other systems which follow

the agnatic line of descent. The Madras Marumakkathayam Act
defines a JTarwad ae "'a group of persons forming joint family with
community of property governed by the Mar kkath m law oOf

inheritance”. The corresponding enactmsents 1in Travancore and

Cochin areas adopt more or lese the same phrassology, emphasis
being placed on ''community of property”. A Tarwad ie joint in

estate, food and worship ae in the case of a joint Hindu family.

A branch of Tarwad is called a Tavazhi. It comprises of a

group of descendante in the female line of a female common

ancestor who is the member of Tarwad. It is one of the unite of

Tarwad. It may own separate properties as distinct from Tarwad

properties.

(1831



Each member of a Tarwad acquires an interest in the Tarwad
properties by reason of hie or her birth alone, and when any

member dies, the interest of that member devolves upon the other

membere of the JTarwad. Thus, the share of every member of a

Tarwad in the family property 1is fluctuating; it increases by
deathe of other members and reduces by new births in the JTarwad.
Therefore, thoee female members with large number of children have

higher eshare in the family property. At the ®ame time, those

female membere who have no children could get only smaller share.

Impartabilty was an eesential feature of the
Harumakkathayam Jaw, 8Since the family property was the joint
property of all thu members, each member was entitled to geat
maintenance from it but was not entitled to claim partition. A
partition could be effected only with the coneent of all the
members. Though the joint properties belonged in law to the female
memberae, they were coneidered incapable of family management and

hence the eldest male member of the family called the Karnavar was

vested with the power of managing it. The Karnavar had no power to

alienate the family property unlees all the junior members or

fnataravans signfied their approval of the proposal.

A distinction hae however been drawn between abeolute

sales and other traneactions, like mortgages or lsases. Mortgages
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and leases could be created by the Karnavar alone when

such

mortgagee or leases are either beneficial to the Jarwad or arae
necessary in its interests.

The M makkath m oystem of inheritance among the

superior Nair caetee together with ihair paéuliar syetem of
marriage with Namboodiris also led to the concentration of landed
property among the Namboodiri Brahmins. The eldest eone in the
Namboodiri family alone could marry Namboodiri women and the
others had to form sambandham (or marriage alliance) with women
belonging to castes not below that of the Naire. On the other
hand, Namboodiri female could be married only in her own casts.
The conjungal union of a Nair female, with a Namboodiri, though
sanctioned by custom, was not regardsd by the courte as a legal

marriage and ae a result, there was no legal obligation on the
part of the husband or the father to provide maintainance to his
wife or children. They were also not eligible to his property.

This eystem of Namboodiri marriage with those who follow the

Marumakkathayam system of inheritance enabled Namboodiri familiee

not to alienate their family property by way of partitioning.

The s8ituation changed with the Madras Namboodiri Act

(1933) which gave every Namboodiri male member the right to

marry
from his own caste and his wife and children became legal heirs
to the property. In the meantime, the women of the Nair and other
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communities aleso began to shun sambandham union with Namboodirie

as latter began to be looked upon as old fashioned and obnoxious.

The general law of alienation under the Marumakkathayam

had undergone several changee as a result of the various

enactments on ths subject beginning with the Cochin Nair Act of

1920. This Act brought three major changee. Firstly, customary

marriage with the Namboodirie was legalised and the wife and

children were entitled to maintenance by the busband or father.

The Act also provided that when a Non-Nair husband of a Nair

female dies, half of his property is taken by the Nair wife,

her
children and descendants of predeceased daughtere and the other
half will go to hie heire under his perscnal law.- The Acnt also

gave righte to widows/children of Nair busbands/father. The

relevant eection of the Act states that ' On the death of a Nair

male, leaving behind him surviving a widow or children or both,

she or they shall, if he has undivided Marumakkathayam heir be

entitled to one half share of hie self acquired and separate

property left undieposed of at his death; and if there are no such

heire such widow or children or both shall be entitled to the

whole of such property'.

As regards the partitioning, relevant section of the

Act wae as follows: "After the death of the lineal ascendant,

or with her consent, each collateral tavazhi represented by a
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majority of the members there, may claim an outright partition of
all properties common to all tavazhies over which the tarwad had a
powsr of disposal'. Property obtained from the husband or father

by the wife or the widow and children shall belong to the wife

and children in equal shares, they holding it as tenante in
common. With respect to partitioning, the Cochin Nair Act of 1920

is undoubtedly a milestone in the annals of the institution of

Mar kkagth m. It led to conseiderable progress in the direction

of partitioning of tarwad property.

The Cochin Nair Act of 1937-38 retained the main

provisions of the Act of 1920 and introduced more progreaesive

changes with a view to doing away with the joint family system.

According to the proviseions of this Act, '"On the death of the

‘intestate'q of a Nair male, the widow or each of the widows shall

be entitled to a share equal to that of a child. Every child

(BON
or daughter) shall be entitled to an equal share."” It 18 clear
from this proviasionn that tho wifie aod children were entitled 1o

get a share in the properties of the husband or father, they being
his legal heire. With regard to the partitioning, the Act
provided that every member of a Tarwad should be entitled to

claim hie share of the properties of the tarwad. Thus individual

partition was allowed to the junior members of the joint family

and provision was made to transform the law of inheritance from

Marumakkathayam to Makkathayam.
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All these systems of inheritance and succession are now
completsly superseded by the oparation of the Hindu 8uccession
fict of 1956. The law of succession applicable to Marumakkathayis
ie uniform and is contained in the Hindu 8ucceesion Act iteelf.
According to the Act, the share in the joint-family property will
be now available for all the heirs. The shars ie determined on
per capita basis. . The Act prescribes class | and classe Il heirs
in the case of males and females. There are twelve types of heirs
in class [. All these heirs succeed simultaneoculy. In the
abeence of any heirs in class [, class |l heirs will succesd. The
rule is that the earlier heirs exclude the next. There are nine

typese of heire in class I1I.

In the total absence of elaaa 1l heirs, the next heirs
from the male or female line will succesd simul tanecusly. It was
the Kerala Joint Family System (Abolition) Act of 1975 which
finally abolished the joint family system in the state. On and

after, the commencement of this Act, there ie no right to claim

any interset in any property of an ancsstor during bhis or her

life-time which 18 founded on the mere fact that the claimant was

born in thes family of the ancestor. HWith effect from the date of

the Act, partition can take place among all the members of the

undivided Hindu family. All the members born in the joint family

before the commencement of the Act, are entitled to get the share

from the joint family property.
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As a result of these changes, beginning from the first half of
the present century the district experienced significant changes
in the family structure and inheritance of landed property
Jeading to the development of individual rights in land. This has
led to a greater diffusion of land ownerehip through partition of
the Tarwad property among the individual owners. Some of these
partitioned properties were also alienated through the land
market. Thus, the laws liberalising partitioning among the
superior castes caused considerable weakening of their esconomic

position.

Bectign 11

Trendé in Partitioning of Land

The changes in the distribution of land during the post-
independence period in the district was noted in earlier chapters.
This resulted in the growth of semall holdings. Mutually
reinforcing factors like land reforms, land market transfers and
partitioning had contributed to this process. Partitioning always
inducee downward mobility of the newly formed households and a
significant growth in small holdings can normally result in

periods of high ratee of partitioning.

The data for analysing the trends in partitioning was

collected from the records of the Sub-registrar Offices of four
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villages under our study. Thie data is related to the number of
householde parted, number of eplits per household, area parted and
the s8ize class to which sach parting households belonge.

Information on these variables are given in table (7.1).

Table 7.1
Trends in Partitioning of Land 1967 - 1990

(Area in acres)

Year No.Of No.of No.Of Area Area Area

hh parti| eplit |eplit per| parted|parted per
-tioned hh (Acres) |per hh eplit
1967 | 19 88 4,63 72 3.79 0.82
1968 16 74 4.62 55 3.44 0.74
1969 17 69 4,05 37 2.18 0.54
1970 31 106 3.41 108 3.48 1.02
1971 24 87 3.63 199 8.29 2.29
1972 18 S5 3.06 48 2.67 0.87
1973 20 Y 4.70 60 3.00 0.63
1974 21 65 3.10 55 2.62 0.84
1975 29 119 4.10 95 3.28 0.80
1976 31 106 3.42 Q1 2.94 0.86
1977 11 38 3.45 23 2.09 0.61
1978 19 60 3.16 48 2.53 0.80
1979 16 53 3.31 26 1.63 0.49
1980 25 91 3.64 4y 1.76 0.48
1981 15 56 3.50 26 1.73 0.46
1982 24 89 3.71 53 2.21 0.60
1983 25 82 3.28 32 1.28 0.39
1984 38 126 3.32 40 1.05 0.32
1985 35 77 2.20 37 1.06 0.48
1986 28 80 2.86 48 1.71 0.60
1987 34 102 3.00 40 1.18 0.39
1988 30 126 4.20 58 1.93 0.46
1989 32 105 3.28 47 1.47 0.45
1990 28 115 4,12 46 1.64 0.40
Total 586 2063 3.52 1388 2.36 0.67

Source: Recorde of the Sub-registrar office.
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Altogether 21 percent of the 1land possessed by the
houssholdse in the villages was parted during the 24 year period.
Thie i®e considerably lower than the land market transfers. By
partitioning, number of households increased from S86 to 2063. The
area parted per household was 2.4 acres and each member of the
househocld on an average received 0.67 acres. The average number of
split per household wae 3.52. A clearer dimension of the

process can be obtained from the esetimated trend values given 1in

table 7.2.
lTable 7.2
Estimated Yalues of Trends in Partitioning (1967-90)
Dependent Constant Coefficient t Significance R2 F
Variable of X Value Value
) No. of HH
Partitioned 17.46 0.56 3.03 L 0.29 9.2
2 No.of Splits n.a 1,16 1,68 NS 0.11 2.82
3 No,splits per
HH 4.02 -0.04 2.14 ] 0.17 4.58
4 Area Partitioned B4.66 -2.1% 2.09 1" 0.17 4.3
3 Area partitioned
per HH 4.10 -0.13 379 t 0.4 14,42
b Area Per
Splits 1,06 -0.03 3.07 ! 0.3 9.47

Form of estimated equation , Y = ‘a + bX
where Y - No. of transfers, area parted etc.
X —Year (1,2.ic00uvuse 24)

¥ Significant at 1% level
¥ Significant at 5% level
NS - Not significant.
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The positive time coefficient of number of households
partitioned suggests the upward trend in the number of houssholds
partitioned over the period. Significantly enough, the
coefficient of number of transfers ie positive but ineignificant
as shown by the ' t * value, which in a way suggests that increase

in the number of households partitionad did not result in the

proportionate increase in the number of splite. Therefore, the
annual growth rate of number of bhousseholds partitioned (2.3
percent) 1is considerably higher than the growth in the number of

eplite(3 percent-8See table 7.3).

The time coefficients of area partitioned, area
traneferred per household and percentage of total area traneferred
in the villages are negative, suggesting downward trend over the
period. The decline in the average size of holding during the
period, ae already noted, can be attributed to the downward trend
of area partitioned per househcld and area per transfer. The
non-viable and uneconomic unite of land that result from
partitioning may sometimes force the households for eettle the
partitioning by giving cash or other assets in lieu of landed
property. This economic rationality among the farmers may be one
of the reasonse for declining trend in total area parted. The low
value of R2 for all the variables of partitioning suggeets that
variations over the period are not significant. As was noted in

chapter S, the estimated values of R2 in the case of area
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tranaferred and number of transfere through the land market are
much higher than that of partitioning. Thie may be becauee, as
the gize of owned land of the family ie uneconomic for
partitioning among the members, peasante find an alternative way
of the family formation through the purchase of land and

consetructing their homesteads in it.

A comprehensive picture of the trend can be obtained from
the compound growth rates of the different variables. This is

given in table 7.3.

Table 7.3
browth Rates of Trends in Partitioning (1967-%0)

Dependent Coefficient t Significance | R F Growth
Variable of X(b) value value Rate
! No, of HH
Partitioned .0232 2,78 1 1 0.26 7.74 2.32
2| No.of Splits 0131 1.47 NS 0.0% 2.15 1.31
3 |No.of Splits per
HH -.0100 2,08 1 0.16 .34 -1.00
4| Area Partitioned -.0287 2.11 (8] 0.17 4.4 -2,87
51 Area partitioned
per HH -.0526 5.54 ¢ 0.58 30.74 -5.26
b Area Per
Splits -.0421 4,52 $ 0.48 20.51 -4,21

7| 1 of Total Area .0073 2,65 $ - 0.24 7.05- =0.73

toignificant at 1% level

1 gignificant at 53 lavel

15 Not significant.

fora of estimated equation, Log Y = & ¢ b
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It may be noted from the table that except number of
transfers and number of housesholds partitioned, all other
variables eshowed negative growth rates over the period. These
negative growth rates are highly pronounced in the cases of area

partitioned per bhousehold and area per tranefer. As already
noted, the abovu trend can be attributed to the declining average
eize of holding among the households. A comparative higher growth
rate in the number of eplits and number of households parted can
be due to the 1increase in the number of households in the
villages. On the contrary, negative growth rate of the numbsr of

tranefere per household may be due to the steady decline in the

average s8ize of the family from 1971. These can be seen from

table 7.4.

Table 7.4

Number of Houssholds and Average Size of the Family
in the Selected Villages.

Year Number of Averaqge size
households of the households

1961 3666 5.84

1971 4516 6.26

1981 5453 5.92

1991 7034 5.60

Sources: Census of India, Kerala Series,1961,1971,1981,1991.

The number of households in the villages showse an

increasing trend, whereas average size of the family shows a

(1941



declining trend from 1971 onwards. These trends are reflected in
the partitioning process through the positive growth in the

households’ splits and negative growth in the number of eplit per

housshold.

The total number of transfsrs and the aresa transferred
through partitioning were much lower than that of sales. This
can be seen from the table 7.5.

Table shows that during thé period, 1967-90, partitioning
accounted for only 13.8 percent of the total number of tranefere
and 21.3 percent of the total area transferred. It was only in
one vyear(1971) that area partitionad'waa coneiderably more than
area transferred through sale. Average area per eplit wae also
the highest in 1971 compared to other years. This may be due to
high rate of partitioning among the rich farmers, -immediately

after the implementation of the land reform measures.

{1951



Table 7.5

Trends in Land Sales and Partitioning. (1967-90) (Ares in acres)
Year  No. of Sale No. of Total Transfers. Area Sold. frea Total fArea per| Area per
Partitioning. {Acres) Partad frea split sale
1967 366 68 H 152 12 'yl 0.82 0.42
(80.62) (19.38) (100} {67.86) (32.18) {100)
1968 n ] LH]| 12 9 227 0.74 0.46
{83.59) (16.41) {100) {15.77) (24.23) (100)
1949 373 69 "2 o 37 191 0.5 0.41
(84.,39) (15.61) {100) (80.63) {19.37) (100)
1970 308 106 894 201 108 309 1.02 0.52
{78.58) {21.46) (100} (69.09) (38.95) {100)
1971 299 87 386 128 199 N 2.9 0.4
(77.,86) (22,54) {100) (39.10) (60.86) (100)
1Mm 10?2 5 457 160 48 208 0.87 0.40
(87.96) {12.08) (100) (76.92) (23.08) (100)
1973 959 9% 553 2% 60 285 0.6 0.49
(83.00) {17.00) {100} (78.9%) 121.06) {100)
I9m 939 65 604 71 9% 326 0.84 0.50
(89.20) {10.76) {100) {83.13) (16.87) {100}
1979 597 119 676 254 9 349 0.80 0.40
(82.40) (17.60) {100) {72.78) (27.22) (100)
1976 488 106 994 202 9 293 0.86 0.4}
(82.195) {17.65) {100) (68.94 {31.06) (100)
m 379 38 117 162 A 185 0.61 0.43
(90.89) (9.11) (100) (87.57) {12.43) {100)
1978 499 60 959 197 18 2% 0.80 0.39
(89.27) (10.73) {100) (80.41) {19.59) £100)
1979 640 9 693 279 26 301 0.49 0.43
{92.3%) { 7.68) {100) (91.36) ( 8.64) {100)
1980 690 91 781 287 L1 331 0.48 0.42
(88.35) {11.65) (100) (87.71} {13.29) {100)
198} 639 56 695 07 26 273 0.4 0.39
(91.9%) ( 8.06) {100) (90.48) ( 9.92) (100)
1982 695 89 764 259 9 312 0.60 [ 0.37
(88,068) {11.36) {100) - 183,01 {16.99) {100)
1983 666 82 748 269 32 301 0.39 0.30
(89,03) (10.97) (100} (89.37) (10.63) {100)
1984 698 126 824 9 40 289 0.32 0.36
{84.71) {15.29} {100) (86.16) (13.84) (100)
1985 657 17 734 218 37 255 0.48 0.33
{89.51) (10.49) {100) {85.49) {14.51) (100)
1986 s 80 657 287 18 335 0.60 . 0.32
(87.82) (12.18) (100) {85.67) (14,51) {100)
1987 tHL) 102 656 158 40 198 0.39 0.29
(84.45) (15.9%) {100) (79.80 {18,33) (100)
1988 . 980 126 106 209 98 267 0.4 0.36
{82.1%) (17.8%) {100) (78.28) {20.20) {100)
1989 708 105 T8 197 LY 204 0.4 0.27
(87.08) {12.92) (100) {80.78) (21.72) {100)
1990 703 15 818 207 L1 293 0.40 0.29
{85.94) (14.06) (100) (81.82) (19.26) (100)
12933 2063 14996 9140 1388 6528 0.67 0.39
(86.20) {13.76) {100) {78.7%) {21.26) (100)
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However, it can be noted from the table that average
arsa per split ie coneiderably higher than area per sale. Thie
ie true in almnost all the years. Exceptione can be noted only
during two yeare( 1983 and 1984). Generally, partitioning will
take place only once in the life time of the family. But whole
family property is divided among ite members. On the other hand,
except under extreme circumstances, sale transfers by peasants
constitute only a part of the total family property.
Therefore, partitioning is more important than sale in the

mobility of the households.

While partitioning of a plot of land can take place only
once in the life time of a family, sale of small plote can be madse
several times during the same period. This ie the reason for

larger number of eales and aresa eold in the land market transfere

compared to partitioning.

Qggtign lll

Partitioning and Alianagion of land

It 18 not poseible to discern from the records of the
regietry offices, the nature of partitioning among varinus classes
and castee and its impact 6n the process of alienation of land.
Therefore,additional data is collected through direct personal

investigation from 92 housholdses (an equal number of growing and

(1971



decaying farmse 1i.e 46 each. The details of the selection of
households were given in chapter 3 ). For the purpose of this
analysis only those households which existed in the initial year
of the study(1957) and, which survived until the end year of the
survay (1990) were selected. Growing farms ars defined as those
farms.which existed during the whole period, 1957-90 and expanded
their land ownership base by accumulation of land through the
land market. Decaying farms are those farms which existed as an
independent family unit during thie period and whose ownership of
land contracted through the land alienation process. Ths analysis
is based on the size-claeses, castes and growing and decaying
nature of farms and their structure of partitioning. The size
class is defined in terms of the ownership of land at the time of
partitioning.

Partitioning involves the creation of new households as a
result of the eplitse in the memberehip and or property of parental
units. Generally, the s8split of the household is either as
consumption unite or as production unite or as both. Partitioning
as consumption units takes place without taking any ehare in the
landed property owned by the parental unit. Partitioning as
production unit takes place as a result of the split in both the
membership and property of the family. If the parents are otill
alive, parting members may form a new family, but may not urge for

their due ehure of the property. The most important reason for
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this behaviour 1is the need to provide independsnt and regular
income to the parents in their old age. 8econdly, there may be
gtill wunmarried girls and students in the family for whose
marriages and education, the parents might retain family land with
them. Thirdly, the partitioning of small parcels of land may

not be viable and economically rational for independent

cultivation.

In the analysis that follows, we propose to examine whether
the rate of partitioning is higher among the poor peasante than
among the rich peasants and whether it is deterrent to the growth

of the farm itself. Our analysis of the structurs of

partitioning is in terms of the following variables.

Total number of new households
1) Rate of partitioning =-----------------------——-——-

Original households or parental unite
2) Percentage of households experiencing partitioning (Pc).
3) Percentage of householde experiencing partitioning as

production unit (Pr).

4) Rate of partitioning as Pc.
5) Rate of partitioning as Pr.
6) Rate of partitioning as consumption uni1t(C)
7) Average number of eplits per parted household as Pc.

8) Average number of splits per parted household as C

?) Average number of splits per parted household as Pr.
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10)

11)

12)

13)

Area parted per parted household.

Area per eplit.

Area parted per sample of household.

Net land market transfers.

The

str

significant

ucture of partitioning shows that there are

differences among the wsize classes of land

holdings.This can be see from table 7.6.

Table 7.6.

Size Class-wise Structure Partitioning among the Selected Households

{area in acres)

Size 1 hh 1 hh | Rate of |Rate of kate {AV.No.of! A.V.No.lAv. no. of |[Average | Area | Area Net.
Llass parted | parted| p.as p.as of split of Split|Split as area div per parted Market
lacres)  fas pc as pr pc € p.as prlper par-| as Pr C ided per{ split | per Shh |transf-
ted HH partedhh ers.
0-0,50 | 88.24 | 17.464 | 2.29 1.94 0.33 2.60 2.00 2.20 0.34 0.17 ] 0,06 [+0.14
0.50-1,25 [100.00 | 33.33 | 2.72 1.83 0.89 2,72 2.47 1.83 0,57 ¢.21 | 0,19 (-0.02
1.25-250 | 94.12 | 35.29 | 3.82 3.06 0.7 4.06 2.17 3.25 0.74 0,35 § 0.27 [+0.40
2.50-500 {100,00 | 45.83 1 3.96 2.1 .25 3.9 2.72 2.71 1.57 0.58 | 0,72 [+1.46
5,00 +, (100,00 | 41,18 | 4.44 3.75 0.69 4.44 1.57 3.75 2.81 179 ¢ 123 |-0.41
Al 96,74 | 35.87 | 3.47 2,64 0.83 3.58 2.3 2,73 1.39 0.60 { 0.30 [+0.47

P - Partitioning,
Ft- Production plus consusption unit.

fr- Production Unit.

HH- Household,

lote: Percentage of households parted as C is the same as Pc since
al] the households parted as production unit alsc experiencing
priitioning as consusption unit,

Source

:t— Our survey.
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While the rate of partitioning and percentage of
households experiencing partitioning (Pc) was the highest among
the rich farmer category, they a}e the lowest among the marginal
farmers. It appeare that there is no direct relationship between
partitioning and alienation. The rich fa. mer category for whom
the rate of partitioning ie the highest happsns to be the s8size
group with .largaet net losers of land through the land market.
The landed property parted per houeehold and average number of
splite per parted household are also considerably higher among the
rich peasants. However, the rate of partitioning as production
unit and average number of eplit as production unit are
comparatively lower among the rich peasants. The membsrs of the
rich familiese are mostly employed in other occupations and

therefore, do not insist on ths division of the family property,

if the parents are alive. It was not the economic advantage of
large farm or family size, but their diversified interests and

opportunities that tended to reduce the rate of partitioning as

production unit among the rich farmers.

The rate of partitioning as production units are the

higheet among the upper middle class, the highest accumulating

group. Among the lower middle peasants, rate of partitioning as

production wunits are higher than among the upper middle farmsrs.
They gained land, though less than the upper middle class farmers.

Among the poor peasants, owning between 0.50 -1.25 acres,rate of
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partitioning as production unit and average number of splite as
production unit are high compared to the other lower groups.
They were also the net losers of land. Therefore, partitioning
among the poor peasants, can to a certain extent, be said to have
contributed to the alienation of land. The low rate of
partitioning as already noted among the marginal farmere is either
due to insufficient land to divide among the members or due to
uneconomic e8ize of land after partitioning. Therefore, the
members of these households form their independent family wunit

through the purchase of land.

The nature of partitioning among the various castee also
shows(table and 7.7) that partitioning and alisnation of land are

not positively related.

The Christians,the principal land gainers, had exhibited the
highest values of rate of partitioning as production unit. For the
highest alienating caetes such as the Brahmin and Other High Caste

Hindue, the values of Pr and Pc are lower than those of other

castes.

The above analysis of the structure of partitioning among
the various classes and castss, however, fails to unravel fully
the process of partitioning and its effecte on alienation or

accumulation of land. Households within each class and caste
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Casta-wise Structure of Partitioning - 1957-90

Table 7.7

Caste 1 HH 1 HH | Rate of| Rate | Rate |Av.Mo.of! Av No. | Av No.|Area Area Av.Area | Wet
P as Pas | P.as of of split asjof Split| of |divided |Per Parted | market
Pc Pr Pc P.as C |P.as Pr] Pc as Pr | Split |per part|Split | par shh |transf-
a8 C Jed HH ers
Christians| 100.00 | 43.59 | 4.23 .10 | 1.3 .23 2.59 | 310 0.95] 0.85 ] 0.51 |+1.12
Brahsine 88.89 | 33.33 | 3.33 2.89 | 0. 3.75 1.33 | 3.2% 0.60 | 0.85{ 0,20 {-1.17
OH6H 91.67 | 16.67 | 2.75 2,08 | 0.67 3.00 8,00 | 2.27 8.85 | 221} 1.48 {-1.19
08C 93.33 | 26.67 | 3.00 2,33 | 0.67 3.21 2.50 | 2.50 0.39 ] 0,151 0.10 [+0.54
§c/81 100,00 § 37.50 | 2.2 1.88 | 0.37 2.25 1.00 | 1.88 0.15 | 0.15] 0.06 {+0.36
Nuslins 100,00 | 44,84 | 3,11 2.33 ] 0.78 3.1 1.7 | .33 1.16 | 0.66 | 0.52 1.12
#) %90 | 35.87 | 3.47 2.68 | 0,83 3.58 230 | 2.3 1.39 1 0,601 0.50 |+0.47

C=consusption unit.

P Partitioning

Pe=Production plus

Przproduction unit
hh=Households.

consusption unit

Bource :~ Our survey.
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are not uniform in their structure of partitioning and alienation
of land. Within each group, there are accumulating and alienating
households. Disaggregation of various classse and castess into
growing and decaying farm households is therefore critical for

understanding the nature of partitioning and land alienation
process. R comparison of the structure of partitioning among the

growing and decaying farms is shown in table 7.8.

Table shows that the rate of partitioning, average number
of eplits as pc and pr, and average area parted per household are
the bhigheset among the growing farmse. However, the area parted per
divided household and area per split are comparatively higher
among the decaying farm householde. This is mainly because of the
large farm size among the decaying farme(for details see chapter 8)
compared to the growing farms. Among the decaying farms, rate of
partitioning ae consumption units and average number of eplits ae
consumption units are higher than among the growing farmse. S8ince
rate of partitioning as production unit is lower among them, it
may be the high rate of partitioning as consumption units that may
be the important reason for land alienation. As already noted,
rate of partitioning as consumption units largely take place on
the marriage of daughters. Therefors, expensss incurred as

dowry and other marriage expenaeé may be the reason for land

alienation among the decaying farm households.
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Table 7.8

Partitioning among the Growing and Decaying Farms,1957-90

Growing Decaying Difference
Farms (G)| Farms (D) G -D
X
1. Percentage of HH
Experisnced Partiti-
oning as PC 100.00 93.47 +6.53
2. Percentage of HH Exp-
erienced partitioning 45.65 26.09 +19.56
as Pr
3. Rate of Partitioning
as PC 3.65 3.28 +0.37
4. Rate of partitioning
as C 2.45 2.87 -0.42
S. Rate of Partitioning
as Pr 1.11 0.54 +0.57
6. Average No. of Splits
as Pc 3.65 3.51 +0.14
7. Average No. of Splits
asPr 2.43 2.08 +0,35
8. Average No.of Splits 2 .45 3.02 -0.57
as C
9. Average area Partsd
Per HH (Acres) 1.16 1.79 -0.63
10 Area per Split(Acres) 0.48 0.86 -0.38
11 Av:Area Parted per 0.53 0.47 +0.06
eample of HH (Acres)
12. Net market transefers 2.34 -1.40 +0.94
(Acres)
HH - Households
PC - Production Plus Consumption unit.
Pr - Production Unit.
Source :- Our survsy.
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Thie aggregative comparison again does not reveal the
class-wisse and caste-wise differences 1in the nature of
partitioning within the two groups~growing and decaying farms.
Table 7.9 s8hows the partitioning of growing and decaying farms

belonging to different size classes.

Rate of partitioning as Pc and Pr, and average number of
splite as Pc and Pr are higher among the decaying farmse of
marginal peasants (owning below 0.50 acre) and lower middle

peasante (owning between 1.25 and 2.50 acres).

8ince growing and decaying farms are defined only in terme
of current ownership of land, it i1s possible that some of the
upper middle class and rich paasantaislided down the ladder of
mobility and became lower middle farmers. Thie is clear from the
area parted per divided household(7.55 acres) among the lower
middle peasants. It may.that partititioning and the downward
movement of the middle and rich classes intensify thses procese of

forced sale of land, to maintain their living standards previously

enjoyed.
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Table 7.9.

Size Class-wise Growing and Decaying Farass Structure of Partitioning {1957-90)
(Area in acres)

Gae 1 HH 1 HH Rate of| Rate Rate |Av.No.of| Av No. |Av.No,of| Area di-| Area fArea Net
(liss P as P as P.as of of split as|of Split|split as| -vided per parted |earket
turrent) Pe Pr P¢ P.as C |P.as PriPc as Pr € per P.HH| spilt | per SHH jtransfer
- .50
browing Faras 100.00 | 28,57 2.85 J .83 2.85 4,00 1.7 1.60 A0 As +0.62
heaying Farms | 84,62 | 46,15 | 3.00 15 1 1.10 3.56 1.83 2,56 0.26 | O.14 | 0.12 -0.4}
130 -1.25
browing Faras 100,00 | 72.73 3.4 1.63 . 3.45 2.50 1.63 0.69{ 0.28 1 0,50 +0.94
lesying Faras | 100,00 | 33.33 | 2,67 2.25 2,67 1,25 2,25 1,20 0.96 | 0.4¢0 -1.23
L3S - 2,50
froving Fares | 100,00 | 60,00 4,00 0.80 4,00 1.33 3.20 1.30 | 0.97 0.78 +1,54
dcaying Fares | 83.33 | 33.33 4.67 1.50 5.560 4,50 3.80 55 1.48 2.92 -1.2%
130 - 5,00
browing Fares 100,00 1 38.46 3,89 2.54 1.15 3.69 3.00 2.54 1.36 | 0.45 | 0.52 +2.42
Itaying Fares | 100,00 | ----- 2.40 2,40 | ---- 2.40 ---- 2.40 --- --- .- -0,93
5.00¢
frowing Fares 100,00 | 30,00 | 4.20 3.80 { 0.40 4,20 1.33 3.80 1.6 1.24 0.50 9.12
haying Faras | 100,00 ---- 4,00 4,00 --- 4.00 ---- 4,00 --- --- --- -3.01
U Clase
broning Fares 100,00 | 45.45 3.85 2,45 ¢ 111 3,63 2.43 2.45 1.16 | 0.48 | 0.53 +2.34
Wcaying Faras | 93.47 | 256.09 3.28 2,87 | 0,54 3.51 2,08 1,02 1.79 | 0.86 0.47 -1.40

wrce o Our Survey,

“Pirtitioning

‘wProguction plus consuaption unit

“production unit
*Househol ds,




The comparison of the area parted and net gain 1in land
through the land market transfers ehows that among the growing
farms the average net gain in land is higher than the average
amount of land parted among the members of the householde. Among
the decaying farme, except among the lower middle peasants,the net
loss of land in the land market is higher than area parted per
household. Therefore, it can be said that partitioning cannot be
generally treated as a reason for land alienation among the
majority of classes. The caste-wise partitioning and alienation

of land among the growing and decaying farms are given table 7.10.

The table shows that the percentage of households parted
as Pc are higher among the growing farms. On the other hand, the
percentage of households divided as production unit and rate of
partitioning as production unit are not uniformly higher among the
growing farme. These are higher among the growing farms of
Christians, Brahmins and Muslims; lower among the Scheduled Caetes
and completly absent among the Other High Caste Hindus and Other

Backward Caetes. The average area divided per parted households

among the Other High Caete Hindus is 8.5 acres. Therefore, the
parted households among them belong to rich peasants owning above
S acres. ©8ince partitioning and alienation of land among the rich

peasants are not positively related, it is not the high rate of

partitioning among the High Caete Hindus that is the direct cause
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of land alienation. On the other hand,the average area parted

among the Other Backward Castes and Scheduled Castes are below

half an acre. Therefore, the parted houesholds belong to the poor

peasante. As already noted, among them, the rate of partitioning

and alienation of land are positively related. It may be noted

from the table that the rate of partitioning as consumption units

and average number of splites as consumption units are higher among
the decaying farme, except among the Other Backward Castes.

Therefore,among the decaying farms of the majority of

castes,average number of splits as consumption unite ie higher

than among ths growing farms. This is aleo a phenomsnon occuring

among the decaying farms of various claeses. The high ratees of

partitioning as consumption units take place as a result of the

marriage of the daughters. Generally, among the majority of the

castes, daughters are given their share as cash or as ornamente or

as both. Therefore, alienation of land among the decaying

farme can be attributed to the larger number of femals members in
the family. This will be clearer from an analyeis of the

demographic structure of the growing and decaying farms.
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Table 7.10

lste-wise Growing and Decaying Faras Structure of Partitioning.

(1957-90)
(inte 1M 1 HH Rate of{ Rate Rate |Av.No.of| Av. No.| Av. No. |Area di-| Area Area Net
P AS PAS | PAS of of split as|of Split{of, Split{vided per parted |market
Pc Pr Pc P As C [P As PriPc as Pr as C {per P,HH| spilt | per SHH |transfer

Qristians

froving Faras | 100.00 | B6.36 | 4.54 2,63 | 1.9 4.54 2.63 1,021 0.46| 0.87 +3.54
Decaying Forns | 100,00 | 11,76 .82 3.70 0. 3.82 3.70 26 0,26 0.03 -1.8t
-y Jrahains

browing Faras | 100,00 | 50,00 § 3.50 3,00 § 0.50 3,50 1,00 | 3,00 0.50 | 0.50 | 0.25 +0,82
| decaying Fares 85.71 | 28.57 3.28 2.85 | 0.43 3.83 1.50 3.33 0.65 [ 0.43 0.19 -1.77
[
|
" froming Faras | 100,00 | -- 2.00 .00 -- 12,00 -- 2.00 -] - --- +0.50
' Decaying Fares | 90,00 | 20.00 | 2.90 2.10 | 0.80 1.22 4,00 | 2,33 8.85 | 2.2l 1,77 1,54
o

] fromng Fares | 100,00 | -- 3.00 3,00 -- 3.00 -- .00 --- -=- --- +1.55
meylng Fares | 83.71 | S7.14 | 3.00 1.57 | 1.43 3.50 2,50 | 1.83 0,391 0,15 0.22 -0,64
g vH

frowing Farms | 100,00 | 33.33 | 2.00 1.67 | 0,33 2.00 1,00 1,67 0,08 0.081 0,03 40,59

lecaying Fares | 100,00 | 50,00 | 3.00 2,50 | 0.50 3.00 1,00 ] 2.50 0,30 0,30 0.15 -0.50

Miliss

frowing Farss | 100,00 | 50,00 ; 2.83 1,83 | 1,00 2.83 2,00 | 1.83 1,50 1 0.75 ] 0.75 +1.86

Yecaying Fares | 100,00 | 33.33 | 3.67 ] 33 3,67 1.00 34 0.15 | 0.15( 0.05 -0.23
4] Caste

froning Faras | 100,00 | 45.65 | 3.45 2,45 | 1.1 3.63 2.43 2.43 1.1 0.43] 0.93 +2.34

Jecaying Fars 93.47 | 26,09} 3.28 2.87 | 0.54 3.51 2.08 3,02 1.7 0.86 | 0.47 -1.40

wrces Qur Survey




Demoqgraphic Structure and Partitioning.

Correlation between the size of land holdings and the size
of the farm households can be seen in Kerala(7.11). Our data aleo
shows the same positive relation between family size and eize of
land holding(table 7.12) except in the case of poor farmers(owning
between 0-50-1,25).

Table 7.11

Family Size and 8Size of Land Holdings, Kerala 1970-71.

Size of operational Average size of
holdings (hectares) houeehold
o.04 - 0.25 : 5.97
0.25 - 0.50 6.38
0.50 - 1.00 6.73
1.00 - 2,00 7.24
2.00 - 3.00 7.39
3.00 - 4.00 7.59
above 4.00 8.38

Source : Government of Kerala (1972), Third Dsecennial World

Census of Agriculture,1970-71, Bureau of Economics and Statistics,
Thriuvanathapuram,1972.
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Table 7.12

Family Size and Size of Land Holdings among the Selected Households.

Size ' Average
class. family
(Acree) size
0~0.50 6.95
0.50-1.25 6.86
1.25-2.50 8.19
2.50-5.00 8.21

S .00+ 8.51
Total 7.70

Source: QOur Survey

A comparison of the demographic structure of the growing
and decaying farms shows that growing farms have larger family and
their size rises with the size of land holdings. This can be seen
from the table 7.13. The high rate of partitioning among the
growing farms,as noted earlier, therefore, is due to their larger
family s8ize. There is some positive relation betwsen family size

and farm size among the decaying farms also, though it is not as

clear cut as in the case of growing farms.

The demographic composition of the households shows that

females out—-number malss in decaying farm households. Families

with large number of female members alienate land for providing
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dowry at the time of their marriage. This may be the reason for

the decline in their farm size. This higher proportion of females

among the decaying farm households is one of the important reasons

for the 1low rate of partitioning as production wunit, despite

of the higher rates of partitioning as consumption units. It is

poseible that when there are unmarried siesters, the male married

members may not insist on the division of family property, so as

to enable the parents to acquire sufficient income for the
marriage of the daughters. Growing farm households, on the other
hand, have larger number of males in the family.The higher number

of males among the growing farms enable them to get money and

other assetes from the brides’ families. This fund is utilised by

most of them especially the poor and middle peasants to

accumulate land. There are also instances of the use of funds

received by ths male members as dowry to meet the expenses of the

marriage of the female members. To compensate, such male members

who contribute to the sxpenses of the marriage of their sisters,

larger share in the family property ie generally given to them

later. Therefore, within the socio—-institutional framework in

Kerala, family with larger number of males can better withstand the

pressures of alienation of land and downward mobility.

{2131



Table 7.13.

Demographic 8Structure among the Growing and Decaying Farm Households.

Bize - Class Average Mean age at Mean
Family Size Marriage % hh lage at
death
males lfemaleal total male [ female} died |of hh

0 - 0.50

Growing farms 4.00 3.14 7.14 I 27.06 | .25.23 14,28 68

Decaying farms| 3.15 3.69 6.84 27 .65 25.14 23.08| 65.56

0.50 - 1,25

Growing farms 4,72 2.91 7.63 27 .49 24.14 9.09 72

Decaying farme| 2.67 3.50 '6.17 ?28.47 24.43 26.00| 71

1.25 - 2.50
Growing farms 4.60 3.60 8.20 27 .94 22.56 20.00{ 67.5

Decaying farms| 3.00 5.16 8.16 27 .68 23.41 50.00| 66

2,50 - 5.00
Growing farm 5.00 3.23 8.23 28.30 22.54 15.38]| 64.5

Decaying farms| 3.60 4,60 8.20 28.70 22.42 40.00| 64

5.00 & abgve
Growing farme 4.80 4,12 8.92 28.75 21.88 20.00] 68.5

Decaying farms| 2.90 5.20 8.10 28.88 21.44 30.00| 67.5

All classees
Growing farms 4.72 3.52 8.24 27.93 23.18 21.73] 68.10

Decaying farms] 3.04 4.15 7.19 28.43 23.46 30.43| 66.81

hh - Head of the households
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Another 1mportant variable in family formation and
partitioning is the age at marriage. It may be noted that the age
at marriage has been consistently higher in Kerala than in the
country as a whole, even at the turn of the century. In recant
decades, the age at marriage has shown a tendency to increase even
further. Our data from the sample of households given in tabls
7.13 shows that the mean age at marriage of males is comparatively
lower among the growing farm householde(except. among the lower
middle peasants) than among the decaying farm households.
As for marriage age of women, not much difference can be noted
within the growing and decaying farms of each class. Age at
marriage of females decreases as the farm size increaees. This
is true of both growing and decaying farme. The rich farmers are
able to find suitable brides to their daughters earlier than the
farmers belonging to other classes since they have adequate funds
(or property to alienate in the case of decaying farms) to meset
the marriage expenses. 0n the otHer hand, lack of funds to meet

these expenses may be the reason for the high age at marriage and

low rate of partitioning among the lower classes. As against
this trend, the mean age at marriage.of men increasas according
to the size of the farms. This is true of both among the growing

and decaying farms.
It is generally bslieved that, partitioning gets

poetponed either till one or more of the parents are dead or are
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in an advanced age. This is because, division of property wil
leave the parents in difficult conditions in their old age. Thi
gituation gets worse if the aged belong to the marginal and poor
clase, Those who are agricultural labourers or casual wags
labourers have access to income only during their working life.
Once they cease working, they become totally dependent on their
children for support. The arrangements for the parents here is
usually a pooled arrangement. All the working members parted from
the family, especially males, contribute towards the support of
their non-working parents. Even after the death of the head of
the household, partitioning of family property generally will not
take place, if the mother is still alive or junior members have no

alternative source of income.

For these above reasons, mortality rates among parents anc
their age at death can be important variables affecting
partitioning. A comparison of the mortality rates among the heads
of the growing and decaying farm households reveals that (see
table 7.13) age at death of the head of the household 1is higher
than among the growing farms. The percentage of families where the
head of the household died is lower substantially in this group.
But the rate of partitioning, as already noted, was higher among
them.

Thus there is no positive relation between mortality rate of

the head of the household and the rates of partitioning. However,
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decaying farms belonging to marginal and lower middle classes
which experienced high rate of partitioning exhibited high

mortality rates and low mean age at death of the head of the

households.

Our analysis shows that some of the demographic
characteristics such as the family si;e. male —‘female composition
and age at marriage tend to have considerable influence on both
the nature and the rate of partitioning. ©Some of these factors
require added importance in the region due to social customs like
arranged marriages, paymsnt of dowry, costly marriage ceremoniss
etc. Thus, the specific social structure and institutional set
up of the region under study ars perhaps the most important

variables that influence partitioning and alienation of land.
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Notes and References

Marumakkathayam literally means descent through sister’s
children. It 1is a body of customs and usages. Thers is a
fundamental difference between the Hindu law and
Marumakkathayam law, in that the former ie founded on the
agnatic family and the latter is based on the matriarchate. The
marumakkathayam family consists of all the descendants of the
family line of one common female ancestor.

Census of India 1951, Travancore-Cochin, Delhi, 1953

Joint possession does not imply equality of household
membere;inequality by both gender and age are typical. Yet
relation to the means of production through membership in the
domestic group confers a unitary character to the group. For
detaile of Hindu Succession Laws 8ee Sredhara Variar,
Marumakkathayam and Allied 8yeteme of Lawe in the Kerala
State,U.M. Press, Cochin 1969. ’

A man 18 considered to die intestate if he has not made a
testamentary diepoeition which is capable of taking effect.

For detals of the consequences of the disintegration of the

joint family system and rise of individual ownership rights in
land see:

a) Jeffery, Robin, Decline of Nayar Dominance; 8Society and
Politice in Travancore, 1847-1908, Vikas Publishing House, New
Delhi, 1976.

b) Namboodiripad,E,M,S, National Question in Kerala, Peoples
Publiehing House, Bombay, 1952.

c) Varghese,T.C, Agrarian Change pnd Economic Consequences,

Land Tenures in Kerala, 1857-1960, Allied publishers,
Bombay, 1970.
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CHAPTER 8

DYNAMICS OF LAND OWNERSHIP AND PEASANT MOBILITY

The changes in the atrﬁcture of an agrarian economy as a
result of land market transfers and partitioning of land was the
focus of our analysis till now. In the present chapter, we present
the totality of these changes and their impact on the pattern of
mobility of households over the last three decades. The questions
that pose here are: What are the demographic and economic factors
influencing mobility within the peasantry? How do these factors
influence partitioning and market transfers of land? Does
increasing socio-economic and demographic differentiation lead to
growing concentration of land?. Each of these questions has
repeatedly been posed and answered in literature on the
subject (for details see chapter 2). Very often these anewers were
based on general theoriesl. In this chapter we plan to examine
empirically the hypotheses on differentiation and mobility
advanced by Lenin,Chaynov,Shanin and others using data collected

from the four villages of Kerala.

Demographic Differentiation and Mobility.

This section examines how far demographic differences of
the peasant households studied by us influence the pattern of

moblity among them during the last three decades. Firstly, the
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dynamic part of the Chaynovian hypothesis viz.,the positive
relation between family size, consumer worker ratio and the size
of owned land will be teatedQ. This will be followed by an

examination of the mobility of the households studied by us,

following largely Shanin’s mobility echema.

According to Chaynov, the chief cause of differences in
farm s8ize 1is thse demographic process of family growth and not
socio-economic factors. It is the demographic factors that cause
peasant households to accumulate or alienate land. Farm size
expands and contracts as the size of the houssholds change with

the arrival and departure of children. This process is repeated

in a stable fashion from gsneration to generation.

Chaynovian demographic differentiation and mobility occur
over the life cycle of the family. The first stage of a peasant
family’s 1life cycle 1is defined as the early vyears after
constitution of the household when children are too young to
enter the labour process. Consumption needs increase while the
number of workers remain constant and ths consumsr—worker ratio
consequently increases. This leads to greater exploitation of the
family members. The number of days (or more 'accurately hours)
devoted to farm work per family worker would vary directly with
the consumer—-worker ratio. The size of the area sown would vary

directly with family size. There might be problems of causality
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here; according to Chaynov increasing family size causes a larger
area to be sown. But in a land scarce economy, the size of farm

iteelf might impose limite on family size.

During the second stage, consumption needs increase to a
maximum, but the numbsr of worksrs also increases as children
start participating in the labour process. Farm size increases
due to growing family labour force, while the degree of s8slf-
exploitation of family labour decreases. In the third stage, no
more children are born into the household and the consumer-worker
ratio falle rapidly as the children grow up. Some children begin
leaving the household by this stage, but the work capacity of the
household remains constant as other children keep reaching
adult’s work capacity. The farm size also adjustse itself to the

requirements of the family. At the beginning of the fourth stage,
the consumer-worksr ratio drops to one and it is here that farm
size begins to decrease. If all children eventually leave the
household, the demographic cycle is complsted and farm size

returns to i1ts initial state.

To test these hypotheses, the demographic and economic
profile of the households studied by us are analysed during their
yearese of existence (i.s., vyears since their inception as
independent family wunits) at certain frequency intervals. In

sach case, corresponding consumer—-worker ratio and family size are



computed and their percentage changes obeserved. 0One would expect

the following:

i) The family size and consumer-worker ratio shall increase up
to 18-20 years of the family’s existence.

i1) After reaching 18-20 years of existence,the size of the family
and the consumsr-worker ratio shall start declining and the
magnitude of the negative change shall be higher ae the

household matures.

iii) Peasant households positively adjust their land, labour,
output and income to the growth of the family size and the

consumer-worker ratio.

Our empirical procedure begins with the selection of those
houssholds which had been in existence for a long time, and had
gone through different phases of family size, and consumer—-worker
ratioe and land holding size. The comparison of the demographic
compoeition and the size of the owned land among the households

studied by us are given in table 8.1.

The family size, consumer-worker ratio and owned land are
all incrsasing upto 19 years of the household’s age. The nst gain
through land market transfers also increases during this period.

There 18 a negative change in all the variables in the next stage,
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fable 8.1

Demoqraphic Structure and Mobility,

At inception 1957 1969 1979 1990 Total
change
1, Age of the
house hold. 0 7.29 19.29 29.28 40.29 -
2. Average nuaber
of faeily 4.31 3.99 7.12 5.58 9.76 1.58
seabers in the (29.47) (27.60) -(19.99) (3.23) {33.64)
fanily.
3. nale-fesale 1.03 1.09 1.16 1.4 0.96 -0.07
ratio, {5.83) {6.42) (25.86)  -(24.66) -{6.79)
¥, Average nuaber 1.80 1.80 2.60 LY 8.4 2,68
of adult worker -- (A4, 48)  (79.23) -(4.50) (147.22)
5. Average nusber 2.96 s 53 5.01 9% 2,00
of consusers. {19.59) (51.841)  -(6.52) {1.00) (67.56)
6. Consuser-worker 1.4 1.96 2.06 1.08 1.11 -0.53
ratio, {19,81) (5.10) (-47.57) {2.78) -(32.31)
1. Average land owaed 3.12 3.2 3.97 3.28 3.09  -0.03
{acres) {3.41) {10.53)  -(8.12) -{5.79) -(0.96)
8. Average land owned 0.72 0.98 0.50 0.56 0.50 - 0.18
per capila.lacres) -(19.88)  -(13.79)  {12.00)  -{3.57) -125.00)
9. Average net gain +0.11 +0.38 -0.12 +0.10 +0.47
through land sarket
transfers.(acres)
10. Average area -- 0.04 0.17 0.29 0.50
parted. (acres)
Figures in brackete are the percentage change between two points of tise
Source:-0ur Survey
i.e. upto 29 years of a family’s existence. At the next stage,
after 29 years of exietence, the variables move in different
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directions. There is a net gain in land during this phase. But

the average size of farm declines. The family size and consumer-—

worker ratio starte rising.

As for partitioning, before 20 years of existence as an
independent family wunit, area parted by the household was
insignificant. But this increases in subsequent periods. The
area parted among the households reaches the maximum between 29-40
years of family's existence. After 30 years, net accumulaiton of
land 1is positive, when the area parted per housshold is also the

maximum. Therefore, the alienation tendency is not higher among

the householde which experience break—- up as production units.

It can be noted from the table(8.1) that the alienation tendency

is strong when the male—-female ratio is the highest. The ratio

goes up due to marriage of female members. The ratio goes down

once again after 29 years, when the male menbers leave the family

after partitioning.

Generally, the female members get married after the age of
20 1irrespective of thse class they belong. In order to meet the

huge marriage expenses and to pay dowry, the peasants are forced

to alienate land, a tendency noted in earlier chapfere. This

social custom thus leads to alienation and downward mobility.

Thus, the demographic structure as explained by Chaynov in itself
cannot fully explain the dynamics of land ownership and social

mobility i1imn our villagee. [t should be complementeu with the
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social dynamice and institutional set-up of the region under

study.

The 8econd part of the Chaynovian bhypothesis envisages

that the degree of positive changes shall be relatively higher in

successive stages of a family’s evolution as it moves from zero

year to the 18-20 year stage. This part of the hypothesis is not

always supported by our survey data. The family size and

consumer-worker ratio are continuously rising up to 19 vyears of

existence of a family unit. Although there was a positive

change in family size, consumer-worker ratio and the ownership of

land, percentage changes were dissimilar.

The third part of the hypothesis emphasises that after

reaching the 18-20 years stage, the family s8ize and consumer-

worker ratio shall start declining and as the age of households

mature, the magnitude of the negative change shall be higher. This

assumption does not seem to hold fully. It may bs noted from the

table 8.1 that both family s8ize and consumsr-worker ratio

declined by 47.57 percent between 19 and 29 years of existence

of the family. But it slightly increased (2.78 percent) during

the last phase. This i1ncrease in the consumer worker ratio was due

to the addition of females and children through marriage of non-

parted males in the family. The change in the ownership of land

did not follow the increase i1in family size and consumer worker
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ratio during the last phase. The change in ownership of land was
negative during both the phases( 8.12 and 5.79 percent). Thus,
there is a lack of correspondence between the direction and degree
of change in the family size, consumer-worker ratio and ownership
of land during the last phase. Thersfore, this part of the

Chaynovian hypothesis does not hold good in the fourth phase of

our families.

Disaggregation of the total household~ into growing and

decaying farm households and a comparison of their demographic

structures can better reveal the impact of demograhic features on

the upward or downward mocbility. This comparison is shown in

tables 8.2 and 8.3. The average family size, number of adult

workers, number of consumers and consumer—-worker ratio are higher

among the growing farms at almost all ths intermittent points. The

owned land per household, and per capita land owned,however, are

considerably lower among the growing farms up to 30 years of

existence of the family. A significant difference between these

tvo groups of farms lie in the male-female ratio that is

considerably lower among the decaying farms.

The preponderance of females and their marriages result in

a high rate of alienation of land among the daca?ing farms at all

phases. Among the growing farm households, higher ratio of males

and the reasulting inflow of furnds led to net gain in area through
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land market tramsfers. But the rate of increase in average land
owned per household shows a downward trend even in the case of
growing farms when the male-female ratio was 1increasing as

a

result of marriages of female children.

Generally, families with large number of females may try
to limit the family size because of the future liability of
providing dowry to the female members(eee chapter 7 table 7.13).
The possible limit imposed on family size might have led to a low
consumer—-worker ratio among the decaying farm households. This
low consumer-worker ratio however, did not lead to low family

expenditure because females are generally more expensive than the

male members. They should be better dressed, must wear ornaments

and should be provided with good education to get a suitable

bridegroom in the future. Therefore, even though the consumer-
worker ratio was lower among the decaying farm households, it was
noticed that they were forced to sell land to 1incur these
additional expenditure from the initial phases i1tself. These

initial expenditure 1incurred are comparatively less than the

payment of dowry and therefore, average quantum of land alienated

during the 1initial stages of the family is considerably lower

than in the subsequent stages of a family's existencse. Though,

the decaying farm households had higher initial ownership of

land, the large number of females forced them to save the
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Table 8.2.

Demographic Structure and Mobility among the Growing Faras.

A inception 1957 1969 1979 1990  Total

family.

change.
1. fge of the
house hold. 0 7.61  19.61 29,61 40,61 -
2. Rverage nusber of
sesbers in the §.63 5.9 7.80 6,02 6.22 1.9

(27.65)  (31.98) -(22.82) {3.32)  (34.34)

3. Nale-fenale
ratio.

1.37 41 148 1.83 1.4l -0.26
(2.92)  (4.96) (23.65) -139.34) -(18.98)

4. Average nuaber
of adult workers,

1.80 1.80 2,03 5.30 A.71 2.9]
-- (12.78) (161,08)-(11.13)  (161.67)

5. fverage nuaber
of consumers.

3.11 J.66 6,17 5.63 5.8 2.17
(17.68)  (68.57) ~-(B.75) -(6.21)  (69.77)

6. Consumer-worker
ratio.

1.73 2,03 3.0 1,06 1.12 -0.6)
(18.02)  (49.75) (-65.13) (5.36) -(35.26)

7. Average land owned
{acres)

1.60 1.81  2.86 3.03 J.41 1.8)
(13.13) (58.01)  (5.93) (12.54)  (113.13)

8. fverage land owned
per capita.

0.35 0.1 036 0.50 0.5 0.20
-(11.43)  {16.13) (38.88) (10.00) {57.14)

9. Net market transfers

0.21 118 029 0.70  2.34

10.Average area parted

-- 0.09 0.12 0.32 0.53

Figures in brackets are the percentage change betxeen two poinis of time.

Source:-Our survey.
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Table 8.3.

Demographic Strucutre and Mobility asong the Decaying Farss.

At inception 1957 1969 1979 1990 Total
- change
1. Age of the
house hold. 0 6.9 18.95 28.96 39.96
2, Average nuaber of
aesbers in the 4.00 5. 6.3 5.1 5.28 1.28
fanily. {31,000 (22.71) -(20.21) (2,92) (32.00)
3. Bale-female 0.69 0.77 0.88 1,09 0.8] 0.12
ratio. (11.59)  (9.09) (29.76) -(25.69) (17.39)
4, Average nuaber 1.80 1.80 317 401 A8 2.38
of adult workers, - (76.11) {26.50) (4.20)  (132.22)
9. Average nuaber 2.80 3.1 455 A3 A6 1.83
of consusers, (21.79)  (33.83) -(3.78)  (5.71) (65.36)
6. Consuser-worker 1.56 1.89 1. 1,09 111 -0.8
ratio. (21.15) -(23.80)-(24.30) (1.80) -(28.6%)
7. Average land owned §.64 .45 4,28 3.3 .77 -1.97
(acres) 0.02) -00.79) -(17.52)-(21.52)  -(40.30)
8. Average land owned 1.16 0.89 0.60 0,60 0,52 -0.64
per capita. -(23.38) -(28,09) -(6.25)-(13.33) -(85.17)
9. Net earket transfers +0,01  -0.37 -0.58 -0.50 -1.40
10.Average area parted -- -- 0.21  0.26 0.47

Figures in brackets are the I change
Source:- Our Survey.
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eurplus income for the future expected expenditure on dowry.

Therefore, it was the number of females and the coneequent

expenditure on dowry which was the fundamental cause of alienation

of land among the decaying farm households. The expenses on female

membere continue even after marriage. A daughter was therefore,

seen as an expense (pennungal chelavannu - females are expenses).

The old values attributed to family name and bride’s character

which were once the most important criteria for marriage alliance

are increasingly being replaced by the new criteria of money.

We conclude that Chaynovian hypothesis of demographic

differentiation holds good during the initial phases of a family

life cycle. But it does not fully hold good in the last phase of

family’s life cycle. This ie because of region specific socio-
economic and institutional factors that often override the purely
demographic factors.
Land Mobility Matrix.

Teodar 8hanin, while extending the Chaynovian views on
demograhic differentiation and mobility, hypothesises that rich

families are becoming poor over time by partitioning and other

demograhic processes and poor families are becoming rich as their

family w®ize increases. In accordance with Shanin’'s hypotheeis

formulated in terms of his mobility schema, a group of peasants

cannot stay long enough in the same position of social ladder so
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as to consolidate as a class entity. The population pressurss,
laws of inheritance, migration, partition etc, always influence
the mobility of the household and its continuance in the

sfame

position is always under attack.

To test ©Shanin’s mobility hypothesis in our context, a

mobility matrix was constructed for each of the 92 households

based on their shifting position from one size class to another

over the 33 year period ( 1957-90) covered by our study. Since

information was available for 1957, 1969, 1979, and 1990, a
number of mobility matrices could be constructed for different
periods 1957-1990, 1957-69,1970-90. They are given in table 8.4,
8.5 and 8.6. In the matrices that follow, we are attempting
the two way movement of households. Figures given first intlicate

the present position of households that existed in 1957 in a

particular class. Figures in brackets show the size-wise
distribution of householde in 1990 and their original class

position in 1957.

The following are the important observations from the land

mobility matrices.

1) Among the marginal households of 1957, 52.9 percent remained in

the same clase in 1990; rest climbed up the ladder to eettle 1in
the poor and middle classes. None of them however, reached the

rich class during the period. The percentage of households. that
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remained in the same position during the land reform period and
post-reform period was 64.7 and 75 percent respectively, which
suggests that mobility of this clase was higher during the former

period than in the latter period.

Seen from the present, only 4S5 percent among the marginal
farmers of 1990, belonged to the same group in 1957; the rest came
from the lower middle and poor peasant class. During the prs-land

reform period(1957-69), 91.7 percent remained in the same class
Table 8.4

Size Class-wise Land fobility Matrix 1957-90

(Figures in percentages)

Size class 1957 Size clpsg 1990

0-0.50  0.50-1.25 1.25-2.50 2.50-5.00 5.00+ Total

0-0.50 52.9 23.5 11.8 11.8 -- 100
(45.0) {17.4) [ (18.2) (1.1

90.1.25 38.9 LI 5.6 11.1 -- 100
(35.0) (30.4) {9.1) {11.1)

1.25-2.%0 23.5 7.1 11.8 23.6 -- 100
(20.0) {34.8) [ [(18.2) (22.3)

2.50-5.00 -- 12,8 16.7 33.3 3.5 100
{13.0) | (36.3) ] (M4, 0)} | (45.0)

5.00+ -- 6.3 12.% 12,5 68.7 100
(§.8) { (18.2) {11.1) [](85.0

Total {100) {100) {100) {100) [ (100)

Source:- Our Survey.
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Figures without brackets are the figures of the households that
existed in 1957 and their class position in 1990.
Figures 1in brackets are ths figures of the households (%) in
1990 and their position in 1957.
lable 8.5
Size Class-wise Land Mobility Matrix  1997-69

(Figures in percentages)

Size class |997 Si2e class 1969

0-0.50  0.50-1.25 1.25-2,50 2.50-5.00 5.00+ Total

0-0.50 04,7 17.6 11.8 9.9 -- 100
(91.7) {15.8) | (10.9) ( 4.2)

50.1.25 5.5 || 77.8] | 167 - - 100
€8.3) | [03.D] | (15.8) - |-

1.25-2.50 - 11.8 6.4 11.8 -- 100
-- {10,5) ||(68.8) (8.3)

2.50-5.00 -- -- 1.1 9.2 16.7 100
-- (5.3 (79. 041 (22.2)

9.00+ -- -- -- 12,5 87.5 100
-- -- (8.3) |}(77.8)

Total {100) {100) (100) {160) | (100)

Jource:- OQur Survey.

figures mithout brackets are the figures of the households that existed
in 1957 and their class position in 1990,

Figures in brackets are the figures of the households{X) in 1990
and their position in 1957,
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Table 8.6

3

Size Class-wise Lland Mobility Matrix - 1969-90
(Figures in percentages)

Size class Size class 990
1969

0-0.50 0.50-1.25 1.25-2.50 2.50-5.00 5.00+ Total

0-0.50 75.0 25.0 .- m=-- - 100
(45.0) (13.0)

90.1.25 1.1 2.1 9.3 10.5 -- 100
{40.0) [ {(34.8) (9.1-1 (nn

1.25-2.50 15.8 7.4 211 15.8 -- 100
{15.0) {39.2) | [(36.0)|} (16.7)

2.50-5.00 -- 12.5 20.8 4.7 25.0 100
{13.,0) [ (45.4) [ {(55.6)]( (30.0)

5,00+ -- 5.6 16.6 ([ 77.8 100
9.0 | 116.6) {](70.0)

Total (100) £100) (100) | ¢160) {100)

Source:- Our Survey.

Figures without brackets are the figures of the households that
existed in 1957 and their class position in 1990,

Figures in brackets are the figures of the households(l) in 1990

and their position in 1957,
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and the downward movement of other classes to the marginal class

was marginal(8.3 per cent). The post land reform period(1969-

90) ,however, witnessed considerable additions to this class from

the poor and lower middle class farmers.
2) Among the poor peasants of 1957, only 44.4 percent have

remainad 1in the same group even in 1990; 38.9 percent had fallen

down to the marginal group and only 16.7 percent went up to ths
middle class. The instability and downward mobility of this class

was s8trikingly more during the post-land reform period. OBuring

this period, only 42.1 percent remained in the same position and

an equal number of households(42.1 percent) fell down the ladder.

It may be noted that during the land reform period, 77.8 per cent

remained in their position and the upward movement (16.7 percent)

was considerably higher than the downward movement (5.5 percent).

of all the poor peasants of 1990,only 30.4 percent

belonged to the same group in 1957. The remaining came to this

clase from the lower middle class(34.8 percent); upper middle

clase(13 percent) and from the rich class(4.4 percent). There

was also upward mobility to this class from the marginal

group(17.4 percent). The downward movement to this class was

more pronounced during the post land reform period.

J) 0f all the lower middle class households of 1957, only 11.8

percent remained in the same group and only 23.6 percent improved

their position to the upper middle class. The remaining 70 percent
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moved down to the lower classes. A larger percentage of

householde remained in the same position during 1957-69 than in

1970-90, indicating that instability of this class was

conepicuously more during the post-reform period. During thie

period, more than three fifths of the households slided down.

The lower middle class households of 1990 are of recent

origin. Only 18.2 percent came from the same category of 1957. A

majority came from the Upper middle class (36.3 percent) and the

rich claes(18.2 percent). Only the raest (27.3 percent)came up from

the lower groups. The swelling of the ranks in this clase took

place more during the post-land rsform period, mainly due to the

downward mobility of the upper middle class. During the

earlier{(land reform) period, there was more accretion to this group

due to upward mobility of the poor and marginal peasants.

4) Of all the Upper middle class farmers of 1957, only one third

remained 1n the same position i1n 1990. The upward mobility(37.5

percent) of this class was higher than its downward mobility(29.2

percent). The instability of this claes was considerably larger

during the post-reform period than during the land reform period.

Among the upper middle households of 1990, only 44.4

percent belonged to the same group in 1957. Accretion to this
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clase was more due to upward mobility from lower classes. An

equal number came from the marginal and poor class(l1l.1
parcent). Another 22.3 percent came from the lower middle class.
Only 11.1 percent came as a result of downward mobility of the

rich clase. Upward and downward mobility to this class was more

during the post-land reform period.

S) O0f all the size classes, it was the class of rich peasants
which showed the maximum stability. Among the rich peasants of 1957,
68.7 percent rsmained in the same group in 1990. The others fell
down the ladder but none fell to the position of the

marginal

farmere. Paradoxically, the stability among them was also more
pronounced during the land reform.period (87.5 percent) than

during the post—-land reform period(77.8 percent).

0f all the rich households of 1990, 55 percent had a seimilar
land ownership background in 1957. The remaining 45 percent came

from the upper middle households. It may be noted that the upward

movement to the rich claes was confined to the upper middle
clase. The movement of the -upper middle class to the rich class
was comparatively higher during the post- land reform period

(30 percent) than in the land reform period (22 percent).

Summing wup this discussion, the classss which showed the
maximum stability were the rich and the marginal classes. Al though

nearly one third of the richer households(31.3%) of 1957 became
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poorer during the span of 33 years (1957-90), the majority of them
remained 1in the same class. 8imilarly more than half(52.9%) of
the marginal peasants of 1957,have remained in the same position.
Thus, for the two extreme groups, the s8taying power seems to be
quite high. The process of depeasantization of the maginal
peasants ie checked by the tenacity with which they cling to their
land. One of the main reasons for their tenacity may be due to
the fact that their returns from working the land with their own
family labour exceed the returns they would get from any
investment of the sale proceeds from land. Secondly, their

holdinge are mostly their homesteads.

It is the poor and the lower middle groups that are found
to be more mobile. But the downward mobility in their case is much
larger than their upward mobility. Though the the upper middle
class too was very unstable, it was due to thejr considerable
upward mobility. Thus, the modern version of the Chaynovian ideas
formulated by Shanin in the form of his mobility schema was found
to apply only to some extent in the case of peasantry of this
region of Kerala. Although; the.instability that was noted among
the poor and lower middle groups, was not

leading to

depeasantization, their mobility was largely downward. The

considerable staying power among the richer class and the upward

movement of the upper middle class prevented the possibility of
the weakening of the rich class as anticipated by Shanin.

Again,
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the directions and extent of mobility noted above prevented the

emergence of an homogeneous peasantry as visualised by Shanin.

Initial Ownership of Land and Mobility

According to Lenin, the differentiation process ultimately
leads to the destruction of esmall holders. The major hypothesis of
Lenin on social differentiation predicts that the concentration of
land would get worse over time with dispossession of the land from
the majority of their owners leading to the impoverishment of the
many . To test this hypothesis villages studied, we praesent the
distribution of households and area owned at four cut off years,
1957, 1969,1979 and 1990. The extreme inequality in the pattern
of land distribtion among the sample of households can be seen
very clearly from table 8.7. At the bottom of the scale, 21.74
percent of the households own barely 2.29 percent of the total
area in 1990 though their area was increasing. At the other end,
the same percentage of households owned 59.50 percent of the total
area. |

The share of the rich farmere owning abave 5 acres in the
owned area declined from 55.6 percent in 1957 to 52.4 psrcent in
1969 and then increased to 54.3 and 59;5 percent in 1979 and 1990

respectively. Thus, the decline in area among the rich claes noted
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Table 8.7
Size Class-wise Percentage Distribution of Households and Area{1957-90)

s, size.

Percentage of Total Area. Percentage of households. Average  Net

Total Total area  warket
Fanily 1957 1969 1979 1990 change. 1957 1969 1979 1990 change. parted. transact-

(acres) ions.(acres)

HS0 695 1.86 1.14 1.15 2.29 +56.84 18.48 13.08 18,13  21.74 +17.64 0.06 +0.18

ARLS BB TN BN SR TR AR 1S WA R RN ¥1.0% LA T AN S
L6-2.50 8.9 9.0 10.87 11,63 7.00 -21.92 18.08 20.6b 20.65 11.9b -30.79 0.1 +0.b0
1.50-5.00 8.21 26.70 29.35 27.47 23.32 -12.66 26.08 26.08 22.83 19.56 -25.00 0.72 +1.8

5.00¢  8.51 99.57 52.80 54,25 §9.50 ¢7.07 17.39 19.56 23.91 21.74 +25.01 1.2 -0.61

Total 770 100 100 100 100 - 100 100 100 100 - 0.50 +0.47

Source: Our Survey

above was sharper during the land reform period (1957- 69).This
may be due to the large scale selling of land in order to escape
from the land ceiling provisions. If we take the entire period,

there was some increase in concentration of land. But it needs

to be added here that distribution of land per head is not quite

as unequal as the distribution of land per household since the

larger s8ize of holding tends to be partly offset by the larger

family s8ize of the rich class. Despite this observation, the

first part of the Leninist hypotheeis-viz.. unedual distribution

of land at any point of time is supported by our data.

(242]



The second part of the Leninist hypothesis envisages that

concentration of land would get worse over time. This is not

supported by our data. Among the marginal group, owning below 0.50
acre, the percentage of area owned increased from 1.46 percent in
1957 to 2.29 percent in 1990. Among poor peaeants, aning between
0.50-1.25 acres also marginal incréase in the area can be notsd
during the last decade of the period. It was only in the middle
clasees ~ lower middle and upper middls - that substantial decline

in area and number of households can be Dbserved;

While the general picture of a highly unequal pattern of

land distribution has remained unchanged over the period,

intereeting changes have occurred within this overall structure

which are quite crucial for an understanding of the dynamics which
are at work. Firstly, significant intra-class movements as well as

entry to and exit from different size groups have taken place

during this period as noted from the land mobility matrix

constructed earlier. Secondly, there was a decline in average

area owned by the rich farmer housebolds from 10.30 acres to 8.46

acres(see table 8.8). In contraet, except the poor peasants, all

other classes improved their average ownership of land.

Therefore, Leninist prediction of depeasantization procese did

not come true.
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Table 8.8
Size Class-wise fAiverage Ownership of Land and Mobility.(1957-90)

(Area in acres)

Average Land  Owned.

Size At 1957 1969 1979 1990 Total Average  Net
clase inception. changs. area  HNarkst
parted Transcations.

0-0.50 0.25 0.25 0.31 0.27 0.33{ +0.08 0.06 +0.14

(32.0)

0.50-1.25 | 1.18 | 1.19 | 1.08 | 1.05 | 0.97) -0.21 | 0.19] -0.02
S -01.79)

1.25-2.50 { 1,49 { 1.57 [ 1.88 { 1.86 | 1.82[ +0.33 [ 0.27 [ +0.60
(22.15)

2.50-5.00 | 2.95 | 3.30 | .01 | 3.97 | 3.69) 0.7 | 0.72| 1.4
(25.08)

5.000 [10.15 {10.30 { 9.57 [ 7.47 [.8.86] -1.69 [ 1.23 [ -0.61
-(16.65)

Al 3020 323 357 3.28| 3.09] -0.03) 0.50]  +0.47

Figures in brackets are the percentage change.

Source: Our Survey

The third part of the Leninist hypothesis envisages that
the growth and decay of farm enterprise depend on their initial
means of production. It was seen from our earlier discussion that
decaying farms had a larger initial ownership of land than the
growing farms. In order to test this hypothesis further, average
owned land among the growing and decaying farms are compared at

the time of inception and at four cut-off periods. Size classes
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are defined in terms of their current ownership of 1land. This

comparison is given in table 8.9.

Among the growing farm households, irrespective of class,
average initial ownership of land was less compared to the
decaying farm housseholds. At the time of inception, growing and
decaying farms on an average possesed 1.60 acres and 4.64 acres
respectively. Average owned land among the growing farms increased
from 1.60 acres to 3.41 acres between their inception to 1990.
Among the decaying farms, average owned land declined from 4.64

acres to 2.77 acres showing 40.30 percent decline during the

period.

Among the growing farms, net gain in land through land
market transfers was larger than the net loss through
partitioning. The net gain through~land maket transfers was 2.34
acres and the net loss of land through partitioning was only 0.53
acres. However, the area parted per household among the growing
farms is generally higher than among the decaying farms. The
average area parted per household among the decaying farms is only
0.47 acres. Among the decaying farm housebolds, irrgspective of
class (the only exception is the lower middle class) the net loss
of land through land market transfers is higher than the average
area parted. Therefore, it can be concluded that the highsr rate
of dispossession of land through partitioing was not the principal

ctause of alienation of land and the downward mobility.
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Table 8.9
Size Class-wise Growing and Decaying Farms Dwnership of Land and Mobility

Averaqe area owned (acres) fviarea
Tranefered (acres)
Size Class At Incep- 1997 1969 1979 1990 Total Area  Net smarket
{current-acres) tion change Parted transfer
| 2 3 L] S 6 7(6-2) 8 9(7+8)
(Below 0.50)
Groning 0.21 0.34 0.86 0.40 0.38 0.17 0.46 +0.63
{61.90) (35.29) ~(13.04) -(5.00) {80.95)
Decaying 0.83 0.87 0.67 0.99 0.30 -0.53 0.12 -~0.41
(4.81)  (-22.99) (-26.87) {-38.77) (-63.86)
(0.50-1.25)
Groning 0.53 0.59 0.8} 0.77 0.97 0.44 0.50 0.94
(11.32) {37.29) -(4,93) -(25.97) {83.02)
Decaying 2.60 2.60 2.14 1.4l 0.97 -1.63 0.40 -1.23
== {=17..69) (-34.11) (-31.20) (-62.69)
Groming 1.28 1.36 1.76 1.69 2,04 0.76 0.78 1.54
16.29)  (29.41)  (-3.97) (20.71) (59.38)
Decaying 5.4] 5.4 4,32 3.8 1.68 -3.77 2.92 -1.2%
-- {-20,19) (-27.55) (-47.60) {-66.02)
£2,50-5.00)
6roming 1,65 .19 3.87 3.94 3.7% 2.10 0.52 2.62
{32.73)  (76.71)  (1.81) (-4.82) {127.27)
Decaying 4.84 1.6 4.68 4,08 3.91 -0.93 -- -0.93
-- (-4.13)  (-12,07) (-4,17) (-19.21)
{5,00+)
browing 3.85 3.89 5.713 6.97 8.y 1,62 0.50 .12
(1.08) (47,300  (14.65) (28.91) (120.00)
Decaying 1.6 11.486 10.50 8.93 8.4% -3.01 -- -3.01
-- {-8.38) (-14.95) {-5.69) {-26.26)
All Class
6roming 1.60 1.81 2.86 3.03 3.4 1.81 0.5 2.3
(13.13)  (58.01)  (5.94) (12.54) (113.13)
Dscaying §.64 5,65 8,28 3.53 2.n -1.87 0.47 -1.40
(0.02) (-0.79) (-17.52) {-21.82) (-80.30)

Figures in brackets are the percentage change,
Source: Our Survey
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The comparison of the initial ownership of land among the
castes is given in table 8.10. Thie table also shows that initial
ownership of land was higher among the decaying farmse. Exceptions
can however, be noted among the Other Backward Castes and Muslims.

The difference between the initial ownership of land among the

growing and decaying farms of the Other Backward Casts is meagre.

But, among the Muslims, substantial diffsrence can be noted. The
growing farme among the Muslims on an average possessed 1.96 acres

initially and that of decaying farms possessed only 0.71 acrse.

The compariseon of area accumulated and area parted per

household shows that among the growing farms of various castes,

average area accumulated is comparatively higher than area parted.

Among the decaying farme, area alienated is higher than the area

parted among the majority of the castes. The only exception is in

the case of Other High Caste Hindus; among them,the net area lost

through land market transfers is less than the net area parted.

Thie is due to the presence, in our sample, of two very rich
households which parted during the period and came down to the

lower middle class. 0On the whole, dispossession of land through

partitioning was not the major cauee of upward/downward moblity

among the majority of castes.
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Table 8.10

Caste-wise Growing and Decaying Farss Ownership of

Land and Mobility

Averaqe area owned (acres) Average
Size Class At Incep- 1957 1969 1979 1990 Total Area  Net market
tion change Parted transfer
| 2 3 L] 5 b 7(6-2) 8 9(7+8)
Christiang
brouing 1.69 1.90 3. 3.99 §.36 2,67 0.87 3.54
(12.83) {94.85) (6.08) (9.27) (157.99)
Decaying 5.99 9.99 §.92 4,20 3.7% -1.84 0.03 -1.81
-- (-11.99) (-14.63) (-10.71) {-32.92)
Brahsins
6rowing 1.30 1.30 1.30 1.37 1.87 0.97 0.25 0.82
- -- (5.38) (36.49) {43.85)
Decaying 6.09 6.09 9.92 4.88 .13 -1.96 0.19 -1.1
-- (-9.36)  (-11.89)  (-15.37} (-32.80)
OHCH
browing 1.28 1,28 1.28 1.43 1.78 0.50 -- 0.50
-- -- {11.72) (24.48) (39.06}
Decaying 5.70 5.70 §.93 3.3 2.39 -3.31 1.77 -1.54
-- {-13.51) (-34.38) (-26.01) {-98,07}
08C
6roming 2.30 2.8 3.00 2.86 3.85 1.9 -- 1.5%
{6.52)  (22.45) (-11.67) (34.62) (67.39)
Decaying 2.18 2.18 1.97 .17 1.32 -0.86 0.22 -0.64
- (-9.63)  (-10,16) (-25.42) (-39.43)
5c/871
browing 0.15 0.18 0.5 0.92 0.77 0.62 0.03 0.59
{20.00) (205.55) (-5.45) (48.07) (413.33)
Decaying 0.86 0.86 0.49 0.36 0.21 -0.65 0.15 -0.50
-- (-83.02) (-26.53)1-41,67) (-75.58)
Rusliss
broming 1.96 2.97 2.29 2.98 3.07 L1 0.7% 1.86
{31.12) -(10.9)  (30.26) (3.02) {36.63)
Decaying 0.71 0.87 0.69 0.59 0.83 -0.28 0.0% -0.23
(22,58)  (-20.69) (-14.49) (-27.12) (39.43)
All Class
Groning 1.60 1.81 2.86 3.03 3.41 1.81 0.5 2.3
(13.13)  (958.01)  (5.98) (12.58) (113.13)
Decaying 4.4 165 1.28 3.93 2.1 -1.87 0.47 -1.40
{0.02)  (-0.79) {-17.82) (-21.52) {-80,30)

Figures in brackets are the percentage change. Source:- Bur Survey.
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To summarize, the concentration of land in a few hands
stil]l prevails in the area studied by us. But this concentration
was not because of the accumulation of the initially rich farmers
but dus to the upward movement of the upper middle class farmers.
It can be seen that downward mobility is going on in the rural
areas among the poor and lower middle peasants. However, not all

households belonging to these groups suffered downward mobility.

In fact, a section moved up.

Our analysis yields little support for the Marxist view
that it is the 1initial area owned or the higher rate of
dispossession of land through partitioning by a family that
matters in determining its chancee'of gaining or losing land via.
land market. Families of decaying farms started with a larger
average area of land (at the time of inception) and lower rate of
partitioning than families of growing farms. Our analysis suggests
that a number of factors like ths growth of. the family, the
large number of male members in it, their urge to form nuclear

families, their diversified activities, inflow of wealth in the

form of dowry and the family’s motivation to provide inheritance,
determine the chances of a peasént family gaining land through the

land market.

As for the Neo-Populists hypothesis, it may be noted that

the family eize and number of adult workers did not differ
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significantly among the growing and decaying households at the

time of their rewpective birthe ae independent socio-economic

units. No significant difference was cbserved among the groups in
initial consumer—-worker ratio also. But there is a significant
difference in the male-female ratio which was higher among the
growing farms. An 1increase in the male-female ratio or the
decline in the number of females was accompanied by higher rate of
dispossession of land both among the growing and decaying farms.
Thue, it is the social customs to provide dowry to females at the
time of their marriage and to incur huge marriage expenses that
forced many farmers to sell their land. Thus, the demographic
structure envisaged by Chaynov in itself cannot fully explain the
dynamice of land ownership and mobility among the psasant
households. Rather, it should be comp)emented with the social
dynamicse and institutional est up_Df the specific region. This
should be more so when we study tradition bound agrarian societies

1in the third world countries.
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Notes and References

1.

For empirical evidence for the hypotheses of Lenin-chaynov,
in the Indian context, see Sivakumar,S,8, " "Family Size,
Consumption Expenditure, Income and Landholding in an Agrarian

Economy: A Critigue of Some Populist Notions', Economic and
Political Weekly ,July, 24,1976,

Chaynov tries to make his argument dynamic by showing that,

over time, there is a relationship beween changing family size
and the amount of land under cultivation.Drawing on censue data
for a 30 year period, he tries to show that the majority of
emall farme in the initial ceneus acgquired more land over the
period, while the majority of large farms lost land. While he
concludes that the data demonstrate that the demographic
process of family growth explains the distribution of farms
according to size. His conclusion is8 not supported by the data.
In table 1-10 (Chaynov,A,V,1966:67) only in the case of the
emalleset farms did the majority increased their holdings over
the 30 vyear period. The majority of farms in the next 2
categories either remained in the same cateqgory or lost land
over the period. While the majority of the large size farms did
lose land, the majority of those remained concentrated among
the larger farm size categories. In his empirical work,
really cannot show that the family life cycle alone
households from one farm size to another.

Chaynov
propels
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CHAPTER 10

MAJOR FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS8

Change in ownership of land is one of the important
variables 1inducing vertical mobility of farm households in an
agrarian economy. This change is influenced by factors like land
reforme, land market transfers and partitioning. These, in turn,
are affected by a number of inter-related social, economic and
demographic factors. OQr attempt in the present study, is to
assese the relative role of .these factore, individually and
collectively, in influencing land transfers among the peasant
households in the rural agrarian sconomy of Thrissur district, in
Kerala, during the period 1957-90. We also make an attempt to
capture the 1mpact of land reforms, land market transfers and
partitioning on agrarian structure and psasant mobility. Our
analysis is largely based on information and data collected by an

intensive survey of 328 sample households in four villages.

We identified two major tendencies of agrarian change in the
district viz.etrengthening of the class of owner cultivators
(thanks to land reforms abolishing tenancy and giving ownarship
right to hutment dwellers) and the growing commercialisation of

agriculture. These inter-alia led to an increasing volume of land

market tranmsfers and partitioning.
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The quantum of area transacted in the market formed
three-fourth of the total occupied area in the four villages
studied by us, during the period 1966-67 to 1989 -90, indicating
a vibrant land market. In addition to land reforms, the decline
of joint family system culminating in its abolition by legislation
in 1976 contributed to this vibrancy of the land market. Though
distribution of surplus land was not very sizeable, the land
reforme blunted the urge of upper classes to accumulate land.
The fear of land reforms also led to large scale partitioning and
alienation of land. Conferment qf ownership on tenants and
Kudikidappukars permitted their entry in the land market. The
decline of joint family led to large scale partitioning which
eventually led to 1increased land sales. On the demand side,
growing commercialisation of agriculturs and increasing commodity
pricee provided the stimuli. Stead; increase in land prices gave
etimuli to supply. Paradoxically, demand too increased, despite
increase in land prices, because land was i1increasingly becoming

not merely a means of production, but also a speculative asset.

Trends in land sales show an increase over the period. No
doubt, there were upswing and downswing phases in land sales. But
land prices kept on increasing. The growth rates in land sales
and land prices were higher for dry land than for wet land.

Trends in land sales, land prices and commodity prices were
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related to esach other. Growth of population also had tremendous

impact on land sales and land prices.

The higher growth rate in land pricee resulted in the
conversion of wet land (paddy) to dry land for cultivation of

commercial crops, for non—agricultural uses and for speculative

purposes.

The quantum of land transacted in the market was more than

sufficisnt for creating either concentration or diffusion of land

in these villages. The logic of the economic change viz., growing
commercialisation, rising land prices and attractiveness of
speculative investment in land may suggest the possibility of

transfere from the small and marginal peasants to the larger
cultivators. But this has not happened. Our findings show that it
was the middle class cultivators (especially those belonging to
the previous tenant castes.like Christians, Muslims and backward
castes among the Hindus) were the principal net gainers of land.
The former landlord castes such as Brahmins and Other High Caste
Hindus were the losers of land. The marginal peasants of all
castes gained land. Both the rich class (with holding above S
acres) and the poor peasants (with holdings between 0.50-1.25

acres) lost land. Among the poor peasants, however, the net loss

of land was marginal.
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Our study shows that the changes induced by land market
transfers and land reforms were in the same direction. That
selling pressuree continued even after land reforms among rich

peaeants indicate the presence of other strong economic reasons.

As for the pressures for the sale of land, consumption
pressuree especially expenses on marriage, dowry etc., were most
important among the poor and marginal cultivators. Among the
rich farmers, the need to escape ceiling legislation (during the
land reform period), managerial difficulties and unprofitability
of cultivataion wueing hired labour, (especially in wet land)

turned out to be the major reasons for the sale of land.

Regarding the eources of funds for the purchase,
agricultural wsavings were not important except perhaps for the
large farmers. Dowry (both caeh and ornaments) was found to be the
most important source among the poor farmers. Savings from
agricultural and non-agricultural occupations conetituted the
important source among the large and upper middle clase farmers.

Remittances from outside were also important.

Ae was noted earlier, the decline in the joint family
spurred the partitioning procese. But the gquantum of area parted
was much less than the area transacted through the land market. A
comparison of the nature of partitioning and the net gain/loss

through the land market has shown that there was no positive
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relationship betwsen the rate of partitioning and the alienation
process. Growing farm households, on an average, had high rate of
partitioning and their net gain through land market transfers was
higher than the area dieposseesed through partitioning. In
contrast, net loss in ths land markst among the decaying farm

households was greatsr than the area divided among the members of

their household.

The demographiec characteristics such as family size,
male-female ratio, age at marriage and mortality rate pf ths hsad
of the household were also important factors 1in the determination
of the nature of partitioning. There is a relationship between
the s8ize of land holdings and size of the households. This
relation however, has not led to higher rate of partitioning of
family property among the rich farmers. Generally, among the
majority of the castes, family property is divided among the male
members and the female members are 'given their share as cash or
as ornaments at the time of their marriage. 8ince the rich
peasante are in a position to accumulate surpluses to meet these
expenses, the family property can be divided among the male
members. But the poor peasants are .either forced to alienate land
or give share of the family property to the bridegrooms. The low
rate of partitioning among the marginal peaeants was also because

of the need to provide the means of aqbsiatencs to the parents 1in

their old age.
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Basically, there have been two points of view on the causes
of polarization and inequality among the peasant houssholds. One
group of scholare thinks that demographic variables are the most
crucial. The other group highlights socio-economic factors. But
our study shows that nature of family, family mores, inheritance
systems and eocial customs are aquélly important, for explaining

the process of mobility and inequality in a traditional society.

We have made an attempt to'teat both Chaynovian and
Leninist hypotheses in the context of the villages studied.
Chaynovian hypothesis of demographic differentiation, determined
by purely biological factors, does not hold good in the rural
areas studied by us. Our aata glso did not lend full support to
the Chaynovian notion of homogeneous peasantry. We did find some
correlation as envisaged by Chaynov, between the size of the
family, consumer-worker ratioc and the ownership of land during the
first three phaseee of a family’s life cycle. But the Chaynov'e

hypothesis did not hold good during the last phase.

We also did not find strong support for the social mobility
schema of Shanin, a modern advocate of Chaynovian views. No doubt,
the mobility matrices constructed by us with the help of the past
and present land ownership data did reveal two-way mobility of
households, a situation foreseen by Shanin. But contrary to

what Shanin envisaged, there was a high degree of stability among

[2571]



classes on both ends of the spectrum. We found. that the majority
of today's rich households had rich background even in the past.
Thus, ths rich houssholds had persisted long enough as =a sbcial
group. Similarly, more than half of the marginal peasants owning
below 0.50 acres have remained at the same position during the
long 33 year period. This means that for ths two extreme groups,
the ®8taying power is quite high, although for different reasons.
Among the poor and lower middle groups, downward mobility is much
greater than upward mobility. However, among the upper} middle

class, considerable upward mobility was noted.

One interesting finding i1ie that the stability among all the
claeses i1ncluding the rich was more during the land reform period.
The higher mobility of all classes in both directione during the
post land reform period suggeste the operation of strong social

and economic forces, stronger perhaps than ths land reform forcese.

A comparison of the role of economic, demographic and
social factors in determining the upward or downward mobility of
peasant households between five intermittent points of time since
their inception shows that growing farms, on an average, had
bigger family sizes and had more adult workers than the decaying
farms. The family si1ze and the number of adult workers did not
differ significantly among these two groups of households at the
time of their origin. There was no significant difference

among
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theee groups in their initial consumer-worker ratio also. But the

average area parted per household and male-female ratio were

higher among the growing farms. The decline in the number of
females due to marriage or an increase in male—-female ratio during
the 20-30 year phase of a family’s life cycle was accompanied by
higher rates of dispossession of land both among the growing and
decaying farms. Thus, it is the social custom to provide dowry to
females and to incur hugs expenditure at the time of their
marriage that forced many houssholds to sell their land.
Conversely, familes with larger number of males could bring 1in
dowry and consequently their farm size grew. Thus, the biological
tfactors 1in demographic structure in itself cannot fully explain
the dynamics of land ownership and mobility among the peasant
households as envisaged by Neo-Populiste. Rather, it should be
complemented with the specific social and institutional set- up of

the region.

Lenin arqued that the quantum of land owned per household
initially is a major determinant of the survival and growth of a
peasant farm in competitive market environment. However, growing
farm households in our sample owned less land at its incsption as
an independent unit. In contrast, an average decaying farm

household owned more land at the time of its inception.

{2591



As envisaged by Lenin, we did observe striking inequality
of land ownership among the rural households. But inequalitiee are

not growing. Besides, there is a good deal of mobility in both

directions. Not all households belonging to the poor strata
suffered downward mobility. A section moved up 1in the land
ownership ladder. Conversely, a section of the upper middle
class and rich farmers moved down. This shows that there were

certain farm and family level dynamics other than their 1initial
ownership of land that enabled some hguseholds to accumulate land

while forcing others to alienate.

Our study lends little support for the view that the
higher rates of dispossession of land through partitioning lead
to loes of land through the land market. Families of decaying
farme bhad lower ratss of partitioning than families of growing
farms. Our analysis suggests that there is a number of other
factors like the growth of a family, its diversified activities,
large number of male members in it, inflow of funds in the form
of dowry and the urge to form nuclear families and to provide
inheritance that determine.the accumulation of a peasant family
through the land market. These, in turn are influenced by the

nature of family, family values, inmheritance systems and social

customs of the region studied.
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Summing up, our study shows that sweeping changes in the

agrarian structure bhave been taking place in the state and the
district. The four villages studied by us have not been immune to
these changes. These changes were triggered of by a series of
land reform legislations introduced from the beginning of this
century. The decline in the joint family system was yet another
contributory cause. There were other social and economic factors
too which kept up the momentum of changes in the poet-land reform
period.

Despite the concentration of land which still prevails,
the process of accumulation by the richer classes has bes&n
arrested. The land owning caste hierarchy has suffered a grievous
blow during the period. Land ownership has shifted from non-
cultivating castes to the cultivating castes who belonged to the
erstwhile tenant classes. There has been considerable mobility in
both directions among all classes and castes. There has been very
little dspeasantisation taking place 1n the country sids.
Concentration of land has not been increasing. All these changes

have triggered of agricultural production and productivity 1in

other countries. But Kerala 1is witnessing the paradox of
agricultural stagnation despite these welcome changes. Though
the reasons for this paradox was not the focus of our enquiry, a

few tentative lines of enquiry suggest themselves.
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As a result of the above changes as wsll as the
increasing deneity of population, the rural society of Kerala is
increasingly getting dominated by the.class of small holders. . The
average area of holdings of all size classes had been coming down.
Given the level of agricultural technology and farm prices,
farming today cannot sustain the majority of holders. Therefore,
members of the houaehola belonging to almost all classes are
forced to rely on outeide occupations, often making agriculture a
part-time job. Though absentee landlordiesm has been abolished, a
new class of absentee owner cultivators sometimes referred to ae
the ’'Sunday farmers’is emerging. Many of these part-time farmers
still retain their land as a source of supplementary income only .
Economic logic suggests that they seek to maximise their total
income from all sources rather than maximising income from
agriculture. Given this objective and given the fear of letting
out land on lease and share cropping, it is no wonder that they go
for less labour intensive cultivation which 1i1s also more easy to
manage. Many of them retain land as an evar appraciating

speculative asset and as an insurance.

With very high land prices fuelled largely by the
infusion of fundes from non-agricultural sources, attractivenees of
land as a means of production has coms down. Land bought at high

prices can become profitable for cultivation only if productivity

(262]



and commodity prices are increasing very steeply. But theee have
not been happening in Kerala. Therefore, land 1is 1increasingly
being diverted for non-ggricultural uses or is just retained as a
hedge against inflation or merely as a epeculative asset. In this
situation, putting land to less intensive cultivation or just
keeping it fallow also makes good economic sense. This may
possibly be one of the reasons for the Kerala’s current paradox

of agricultural stagnation despite the most progressive land

reforms in India.
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