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PREFACE 

This study analyses and examines how far agriculture 

provides employment to the population engaged in it and 

what is the nature of such employment. For a proper appre­

ciation of the nature and magnitude of the problem 

concerning this, it has been examined in the background 

of the structure of agricultural-1ndustryand its relation 

to the population engaged in it in different parts of the 

country. 

For a detailed analysis in its micro aspect, the 

study pertains to the regions covered by farm management 

studie. under first and second series ot survey. It 

examines the extent of selt-employment and hired labour 

employment in agriculture, in general, and in crop produc­

tion in particular, and the factors affecting the use of 

selt-employed and hired labour. 

Among various studies on the employment aspect of 

agricultural worker. not enough attention has been paid 

to the nature and extent of labour inputs used in crop 

production. Most of the studies,confine attention to the 

problem of disguised unemployment and under-employment and 

generalize that the small farmers invariably sutfer trom 

large scale disguised unemployment without really going 

into the details ot farm size-groupwise analysis of the 
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labour input used and output obtained. This study makes a 

modest attempt to bring to the light, with the available 

published information the complexity of the problem. 

The research underlying this study was carried out 

at the Gokhale Institute of Politics and Economics, Poona 4. 
It was preceded by one-year pre-doctoral training imparted 

by the Institute. 

This work owes much to Professor v. M. Dandekar, my 
research guide,who helped me in various ways all through 

my work. I take this opportunity to record my deep sense 

of gratitude to him. 

I am grateful to the Indian Council of Agricultural 

Research for the financial assistance extended to me to 

carry out the doctoral research programme. 

I am equally grateful to the authorities of the 
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providing me with all the facilities and for offering me 

a ~unior Fellowship during the later part of my work. 

Thanks are due to Mr. G. K. Misra and Miss S. Bary. 

for helping me in preparing graphs and diagrams and to 

Mr. V. N. Inamdar tor neatly typing the thesis. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Agricultural workers occupy an important position in 

the socio-economic structure ot the country. They torm 

the largest single sector in the labour torce, giving 

employment to about 8even~tenth ot the population. Accord­

ing to the Census ot India, 1961, labour force in agricul­

ture sector constitutes 1).4) crores out ot the total 

labour torce ot 16.2) crores. The term agricultural worker 

reters only to workers engaged in cultivation of land and 

includes both cultivators and agricultural labourers. 

According to the definition used in the Census, cultivation 

involves ploughing, sowing, harvesting and other activities 

ot land; it does not include fruit growing or keeping 

orchards or groves or working for plantation such as tea, 

cartee, rubber, cinchona and other medical plantations. 

It is reported by the 1961 census that )6.96 per cent 

of the rural population is rural workers, ot which agricul­

tural workers constitute )0.61 per cent. Among agricultural 

workers, cultivators form the major category, 22.)0 per cent, 

followed by agricultural labour, 7.)0 per cent. There has 

been an increase in the proportion ot cultivators, trom 691 

lakhs in 1951 to 99' lakhs in 1961, roughly by 4) per cent, 

1 
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between 1951 and 1961 mainly because ot sub-division ot 

holdings leading to smaller and smaller land holdings and 

partial replacement ot hired labour by tamily labour 

because the small holders need less ot hired labour. 

Agricultural labour, i.e., those who sustain themselves 

mainly trom wage paid employment in agriculture, increased 

trom 27S lakha in 1951 to llS lakha in 1961, an increase ot 

l~.S per cent aa against ~l per cent ot cultivators.l 

1.2 The Present Work and Its Purpose 

With this background, we propose to study the nature 

and extent ot labour inputs in agriculture, in order to know 

how tar agriculture gives employment to the persons engaged 

in it and what is the nature ot such employment provided by 

it. As is well known, household constitu1ies the bulk ot 

the production units in our agriculture, as such selt­

employment figures yery prominently. Nevertheless, the 

employment ot hired labour appears to be considerable. For 

a proper appreciation ot the nature and magnitude ot the 

problem concerning this it would be necessary to examine 

them in the background of the structure of agricultural 

industry and ita relation to the population depending on it. 

The magnitude ot agricultural worker class and the extensive 

and !ntensbe use ot land resources are the factors of great 

1 India, National Commission on Labour. Papers for 
the Conference on Agricultural Labour. December 1968, p. 5. 
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relevance in this context. The importance ot the study 

rests on the necessity ot examining and analysing the 

labour input used in agriculture in it. macro and micro 

aspecta and the conse,uent appraisal ot the seasonal un­

employment and under-employment ot labour engaged in crop 

production. 

Nature and extent ot employment evidently depends 

upon the intensity of agriculture and the density of the 

pppulation engaged in it. We, theretore, examine the 

density ot agricultur&l worker per cropped area or, in 

other words, the man-land ratio in different districts in 

India. This give. us an idea ot hOlt the density ot agri­

cultural worker per cropped area varie. in different States 

and in different districts within the State and simultane­

ously this analysis also spots out the regions where the 

number ot agricultural workers per cropped area is high and 

also the regiOns where it is low. 

Agricultural worker consists of cultivators and agri­

cultural labourers. The incidence ot the cultivators and 

agricultural labour in total agricultural workers would 

indicate the nature ot employment in agriculture and their 

extent would indicate the magnitude ot the employment 

provided to these two components of agricultural workers. 

We, theretore, examine the proportion ot cultivators and 

agricultural labours in total workers engaged in agriculture. 

More of agricultural labour means more ot landless labour or 
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labour with very small land holdings, whose main source 

ot earning is wage employment in agriculture. So, it would 

be generally supposed that wherever the proportion ot agri­

cultural labour is higher the density ot agricultural 

worker per acre ot cultivated area will also be higher, 

making in process more ot workers work as agricultural 

labour. We, theretore, consider these two tactors, namely, 

density ot agricultural workers per cropped area and the 

incidence ot agricultural labour together and examine the 

truth ot the above proposition. 

All India Rural Credit Survey Report also throws some 

light on this particular aspect. We examine, what propor­

tion ot the gross produce goes as wages to the hired labour, 

in order to get an indirect and rough idea ot the extent to 

which hired labour is employed in agriculture. A comparison 

ot the two estimates, thus obtained. helps us to know how 
• 

tar they are mutually consistent. 

These are, however, the indirect sources ot informa­

tion. More direct source ot information is probed into to 

go into the details ot nature and extent ot labour input 

used in crop production. This detailed analysis gives us 

intormation on the extent ot hired labour used in crop 

production in the regiOns under study. Factors atfecting 

the use ot hired labour, namely, nature ot crops grown, 

siz. of tarm, extent ot irrigation, intensity of cropping, 

8ize ot tarm family workers and the labour days put 1n by 



, 
them are all examined to get an idea ot the variation in 

the nature and extent ot labour inputs used in ditferent 

region. and the reasons thereot. 

Monthly utUbation of tarm labour input, when 

examined. indicates variation in the labour input used in 

crop production over months in a year. This brings out 

the seasonal aspect ot ~mployment. It is then examined, to 

what extent the tara workers are affected by seasonal un­

employment in d1tterent regions. Variation: in the extent 

ot seasonal unemployment in these regions is then correlated 

with the types ot'orops grown and the operations involved 

in them. The situation is thue not merely that ot a total 

unemployment but. 18 much more intricate involving complexi­

ties. A meaningful assessment ot the phenomenon. therefore, 

requires thorough diacu8sion. 

Another aspect of unemployment. that is, disguised 

unemployment or under-employment. tollows immediately in 

our discussion. In most ot the anderedeveloped economies, 

the major employment problem in the agricultural sector is 

that ot under-employment rather than unemployment. Nurkse 

says that for under-developed countries particularly in 

agricultural areas, there is said to be a special concept ot 

unemployment, that is disguised unemployment or under­

employment.l Fara workers although appear to be engaged 

I Ragnar Nurkse. Problems of Capital Formation in 
Under-developed Countries (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1955) 
p. 33. 
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tully in agricultural operations during the normal busy 

season. some or allot them may be partially. employed. In 

other words, it i8 believed that the agricultural operations 

which could be pertormed by a few workers are being shared 

by many workers in the family thereby making almost everyone 

under-employed and a few dispensable. We, therefore, 

examine, how tar this statement holds good in the context 

of our study, on the basis of output and labour input data 

for different regions. The study in itselt, however, is 

not conclusive in this ma~ter. The analysis provided leaves 

much to be desired and is subject to further refinement. 

In fact, this comprehensive study will give us an idea ot 

the vast scope that exists to elaborate on each aspect 

involved in it. In this respect thiawork may only be a 

tirst step in many possibilities that exist in this field 

tor economic research, and aims at bringing it to the light 

with the help ot available published information. 

1.) Source of Data 

Data used in this study are mainly obtained from the 

Farm Management Reports, Directorate ot Economics and 

Statistics, Ministry ot Food and Agriculture, Government of 

India. These studies were conducted in two series and 

available reports for both the series have been used. Apart 

from these studie., data were also drawn trom Census of 

~ndia, 1961, and All India Rural Credit Survey Report. 
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l.~ Outline or the Subsequent Chapters 

This thesis starts with the chapter second. giving 

a brier account of the nature ot labour input in agriculture 

in its macro aspects. tor instance. density or agricultural 

worker per acre ot total cropped area. the proportion in 

which total agricultural worker is divided into 1ts 

component parts. namely, agricultural labours and culti­

vators. Although this does not give us any direct informa­

tion on the extent ot self-employed labour and hired labour, 

it we broadly assume cultivators and agricultural labours 

as selt-employed and hired labours respectively, we come 

to know the extent to which hired labour is employed in 

agriculture in dll'1'erent regions in India. We then examine 

in this chapter, it the two tactors. namely, the density 

ot agricultural worker per cropped area and the incidence 

ot hired labour in total agricultural workers, are correlated 

in any way. 

Chapter Third deals with another indirect estimate ---
ot the proportion ot agricultural labour or hired labour 

on tha-.ba-si'-ot t.ne liU'ormat-l()n given by All India RtWal - . 

Credit Survey Report, and with a comparison of the two 

estimates thus obtained. 

Chapter Fourth deals with the more direct source ot 

1n1'ormatlon regarding labour inputs used in crop production, 

that is. Farm Management Reports. Total labour input per 
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acre used in crop production and the proportion ot hired 

labour input to total in different regions under study are 

also discussed in this chapter. 

Chapter Fifth deals with the factors affecting the 

nature and extent ot labour input used in crop production. 

Thi. giveBan analysi8 of and a discussion on labour input 

per acre, both tuUy and hired, by farm sise, in difterent 

regions. The tactors which influence the use of hired 

labour are also discussed in it. 

Sixth chapter deals with the seasonal unemployment of 

tarm family worker8 engaged in crop production. This includes 

a discussion on the seasonal nature of agricultural opera­

tions in raising different crops and on the extent of 

seasonal unemployment in different regions under study. 

In Chapter Seventh, there is discussion on the other 

aspect of unemployment, that is, disguised unemployment or 

under-employment ot the farm'tamily labour engaged in crop 

production. 

Finally, the Chapter Eighth concludes the study by 

reviewing the nature and extent ot labour inputs used in 

crop production in different regions and the incidence and 

extent ot aeasonal and disguised unemployment of those 

engaged in crop production. 



CHAPTER II 

LABOUR FORCE IN AGRICULTURE AND LAND RESOURCES 

2.1 Growth or Agricultural Labour Force 

Economic growth in all coun~ries, in general, has been 

associated with a simultaneous decrease in the proportion or 

work force engaged in agriculture and a declining share or 

agriculture in the national output. The picture in India, 

however, looks entirely different. The proportion of popula­

tion engaged in agriculture has been increasing. The 

Table 2.1 shows the regular increase in the proportion of 

the working force engaged in agriculture since 1900. In 1961 

the ratio stood at 69.51 per cent as compared to 62.50 per 

cent in 1901. 

Table 2.1 : Labour Force in Agriculture 

--------------~-----------.--
Year Per cent workers engaged in 

agriculture to total workers -------------------.---------
1900 62.50 

1911 67.)0 

1921 66.50 

1931 66.40 

1951 69.00 

1961 69.51 

-----------------------------
9 
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Although there haa been rapid industrialization, aa 

indicated by a positive increase in the· urban population, 

the fact remains that the pressure of population on agri­

culture is on the increase. It is, thus, seen that agri­

cultural workers in our country form a very high proportion 

of total workers engaged in various activities. 

The census population, 1961, gives classification ot 

workers into nine different industrial classes. The propor­

tion ot workers engaged in various activities are as follows. 

Table 2.2 : Industrial Classification ot Workers and Their 
Proportion to Total Workers 

~~-.------~-.-----------------
Classes Per cent 

to Total ------------------------------
I As Cultivators 

II As Agricultural LaboUr 

III Mining, Quarrying, Livestock, Forestry, 
HOUSing and Plantations, Orchards and 
allied Activities 

IV At Household Industry 

V In Vanufacturing and Other Household 
Industry 

VI In Construction 

VII In Trade and Commerce 

VIII In Transport, Trade and Communication 

IX In Other Services 

52.80 

16.71 V' 

4.2) 

1.08 

4.06 

1.06 

10.)7 

------------------------------
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It is aeen that out of these nine classes, first two classes 

or workers, namely, cultivators and agricultural labours, 

comprising 69.51 per cent of the total workers are employed 

mainly in agriculture. These two classes separately account 

for 52.80 and 16.71 per cent of the total workers respectively. 

2.2 Agricultural Worker and Its Break-up 

A large part or the employment is known to be selt­

employment. The census data do not give the proportion of selt­

employed and hired labour directly. However, the two classes, 

namely, the cultivators and agricultural labours, may be taken 

to represen\ broadly the selt-employed and hired labour respec­

tively, though a number at cultivators would also otten work 

as hired labourers. 

The tollowing table gives the number of workers engaged 

'in those two classes and their break-up into male and female 

workers. 

Table 2.3 I Proportion of Cultivators and Agricultural Labour, 
both Male and Female in Total Agricultural Worker 

-- ----- ------------ - ---- --- --- --- --
Occupational 
clssse8 

Number ot Agricultural 
Workers 

.----------------------~-----Male Female Total 

Per cent to total 
Agricultural 
Workers 
------------------
~~le Female Total -- --- ---- -'- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Cultivators 66,464,504 33,156,671 99,621,175 50.68 25.28 75.96 

Agricultural 
Labour 17,)24,256 14,197,,8, 31,521,641 13.21 10.8) 24.04 

- -- - - - ------ - -- --- - - - - - ----- --- ----
Total Agri-
cultural 83,788,760 47,354,056 1)1,142,816 63.89 36.11 100.00 

. Workers 

- - ------------- - --- - - - - ------ -- - - --
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In the above tabl., the cultivators and agricultural 

labours, torming 7S.96 per cent and 2~.04 per cent ot the 

total agricultural workers may be taken broadly as selt­

employed andhlred labours respectively. 

The Agricultural Labour Enquiry also gives information 

on labour torce and its break-up, but. the detinition adopted 

by the two enquiries regarding the earners, income and 

occupational distribution ot the agricultural population are 

difterent and hence the data are not directly comparable. We 

have. theretore. used the data ot the 1961 census. 

In this chapter. we shall now describe the nature ot 

agricultural employment in India wi~h particular reterence 

to the nature and extent ot selt-employment and hired employ­

ment in agriculture in its macro aspect. 

2.3 ¥.an-Land Ratio 

The nature ot employment, especially the nature and 

extent of selt and hired employment, evidently depends upon 

the intensity ot agriculture and the density ot the popula­

tion engaged in it. Conditions in this respect vary trom 

region to region. We shall, therefore, examine to begin 

with, the number ot agricultural workers in relation to the 

total cropped area in different States. The estimate ot the 

total cropped area has been taken from the Indian Agricul­

tural Statistics for the. year 1959-59, that being the latest 

available report at present.l Due to non-receipt ot 1956-59 

1 Indian Agricultural StatistiCS, 1958-59. Volume II, 
(detailed tables). 



data, tiggres tor 1954-5; have been repeated in respect ot 

Orissa and in case ot Assam the latest available data are 

tor the year 1953-54. Total number ot agricultural workers 

in each State has been divided by the ~rresponding tigures 

ot the total cultivated area to find out the number ot agri­

cultural workers per acre. All India tigures exclude the 

data tor Union Territories. 

Table 2.; I Number of Agricultural Workers Per Acre ot 
Cropped Area in D1£ferent States 

---.-------~------ ...... -- ... ------Total Number Total Number ot 
States ot Workers Cropped Worker. 

Area Per Acre ------------------------------
Andhra Pradesh 12,82).3U 29.871,568 0.43 
Assam 3.510.916 5.904,709 0.59 
Bihar 14.780.446 27,378.180 0.54 
Gujarat 5.771,060 24,)06.700 0.24 
)<iaharashtra 13,247,077 4.6.300.000 0.28 
Jammu and Kashmir 1.171.820 1.S80,30) 0.62 
Kerala 2,1;6.499 5.536,713 0.39 
Madhya Pradesh 1),4,26.70$ 43,813,452 0.)1 
Madras 9,2$6,207 17,096,654 0.54 
Mysore 7,567.714 26,030,836 0.29 
Punjab 4,5)0,774 24,;27,457 0.18 
Rajasthan 7.W,?10 )),921,675 0.22 
Uttar Pradesh 21,689,554 5).794,462 0.40 
West Bengal 6,2)0,)2) 15.055,100 0.41 
Himachal Pradesh 681,921 1.074.)16 0.6) 
Orissa 5,656,52) 14,958,191 0.)8 

---.. .. - - --.. -.. - .. .. - .. --.. -- .. - .. -.. - --
All India 129.979,625 371,516,)16 . 0.)6 

-----------------------------



As seen from the Table.2.4,the workers employed in 

agrioulture number about 130.00 millions, the total cropped 

area in the country is 371.50 million acres and the number 

of workers per acre amounts to 0.36. The ratio of agri­

cultural workers to cropped area, however, varies widely 

from State to State. It is highest in Himachal Pradesh 

being 0.6) per acre and is lowest in Punjab being 0.18 workers 

per acre. It the States are grouped on the basis of the 

number ot agricultural workers per acre, the following 

picture appears. 

Groups 

1st 

2nd 

)rd 

4th 

Range ot number 
ot workers per 
acre 

0.59 to 0.6) 

0.S4 

0.3$ to 0.43 

0.1lt to 0.31 

States in each group 

Jammu and Kashmir, Assam 
and Himachal Pradesh 

Bihar and Madras 

Andhra Pradesh, Kerala, 
Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal 
and Orissa 

Gujarat, Maharashtra, 
Madhya Pradesh, Mysore, 
punjab and Rajasthan 

It is observed that the three hill States fall in the first 

group. All the States in the third group are rice growi~. 

In the fourth group Punjab's figure is quite low as 

compared to figures of the other States. 

The above observation is on the basis of the total 

agricultural worker. inclusive of both male and female. We 

shall now examine the proportion of female agricultural 
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workers in total agricultural workers to note the variation, 

if any, from State to State. The following Table (Table 2.5) 

gives the proportion of female agricultural workers in total 

agricultural workers. 

Table 2.5 : Proportion of Female Agricultural Workers to 
Total 1n Different states 

------------------------------
State Total Agricultural Percentage of Female 

Workers Agricultural Workers 

-----------------.--------------
Andhra Pradesh 12,82),)1) 44.56 

Assam ),510.916 33.12 

Bihar lIt.780,446 )5.72 

Gujarat 5.771.060 39.42 

)1aharashtra 13.24.7.077 4.8.23 

Jammu and Kashmir 1.171,820 )0.4.3 

Kerala 2,U6.~99 30.09 

Madhya Pradesh 13.4.26,708 45.41 

Madras 9.286,207 38.89 

Hysore 1.567.774 38.7) 

Punjab 4.530,774 2).4.6 

Rajasthan 7,4.48.710 4.0.46 

Uttar Pradesh 21.689,554 24.68 

West Bengal 6.230,)2) 14.)2 

Himachal Pradesh 681,921 49.87 

Orissa 5,656,52) 29.4.6 

-- --- ---- - - - - ----- -- --- - - -----
All India 129,979,625 --- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - --- - - -
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The Table 2.S shows that ~ot an inconsiderable amount of 

female workers is engaged in agriculture. About one-third 

of the agricultural workers are females. However, there is 

a wide variation in the proportion from State to State. We 

find that the States of Himachal Pradesh, Maharashtra, Madhya 

Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh show a higher proportion or female 

agricultural workers, amounting to about SO per cent of the 

agricultural workers. West Bengal, on the other hand, shows 

the proportion of female agricultural workers as low as 14 

per cent. The marked variation in the proportion of female 

workers may be due to the way the census definition of the 

term 'worker' was understood in different parts of the 

country, especially in its application to female workers in 

a household industry such as agriculture. In any case, 

since the variation is too large it will be more appropriate 

to concentrate on male agricultural workers only. We shall, 

therefore, exclude the female workers from our analysis and 

will proceed with male agricultural workers only. 

2.4 Distribution of States according to Man-Land Ratio 

ConcentratlI~ on male agricultural workers only, it is 

noted that the ratio of the male agricultural workers to 

cropped area also varies considerably from State to State. 

The Table 2.6 gives the above-mentioned information for all 

the States. For convenience of discussion, we have 

expressed the relation between the male workers and cropped 

area in two alternative ways, namely, per capita cropped 
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area and number of male workers per acre of cropped area. 

Table 2.6 : Man-Land Ratio in Different States 

-~ - ~ ----- . -------- - --- ----- ----
States 

Total 
Number of 
Male 
Agricultural 
Workers 

Total 
Cropped 
Area 

Number 
of Male 
Workers 
Per 
Acre 

Culti­
vated 
Area 
Per 
Worker ---- ------ - - -- - --- - - - ---- - - ----

Andhra Pradesh 1,109,00; 

Assam 2,348,053 

Bihar 9,500,296 

Gujarat 3,496,263 

Maharashtra 6,857,398 

Jammu and Kashmir 81;,208 

Kera1a 1,421,416 

Madhya Pradesh 1,330,032 

Y~dra. ;,67;,069 

Mysore 4,636,1;7 

Punjab 3,468,064 

Rajasthan 4,43;,260 

Uttar Pradesh 16,337,6;0 

West Bengal ;,338,110 

Himachal Pradesh 341,821 

Orissa 3,990,137 

29,871,;68 

;,904,109 

21,:n8,180 

24,306,700 

46,366,000 

l,S80,303 

;,;36,713 

4.3,813,4;2 

11,096,6;4 

26,030,8)6 

24,;27,4;7 

33,921,67; 

;3,794,462 

1;,055,100 

1,074,316 

14,958,191 

0.24 

0.40 

0.34 

0.14 

0.1; 

0.43 

0.26 

0.11 

0.33 

0.18 

0.14 

0.13 

0.30 

0.3; 

0.32 

0.27 

4.20 

2.;1 

2.88 

6 .. 9; 

6.76 

2.31 

3.90 

;.98 

3.01 

;.61 

7.07 

7.6; 

3.29 

2.82 

3.14 

3.7; 

- - - - --- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - --- - - - - --
All India 0.22 

---- --- - ----- - - - ---- - -- - -- ---- -



It is seen that the number of agricultural worker per 

acre of cropped area comes to 0.22. The extent of variation 

i8 from 0.1) per acre in Rajasthan to O.~) per acre in Jammu 

and Kashmir. Naturally, therefore, the cropped area per head 

or worker is highest in Rajasthan being 7.65 acres and lowest 

in Jammu and Kashmir, being 2.)1 acres. Density of worker 

per acre or cropped area is comparatively much lower in the 

States of Rajasthan, Punjab, Gujarat, llJaharashtra. Madh~ 

Pradesh and Mysore indicating that the agricultural workers 

are better off in these States so ·far as per capita cropped 

area held is concerned. One cannot, however, rule out the 

possibllity that although the per capita cropped area is 

quite high "in Rajasthan, most or it might be unirrigated and 

unsuitable for cultivation. However, if the States are re­

grouped on the basis of the number of male agricultural 

worker per acre a8 well as on the basis of cropped area per 

male worker • four distinct groups as follows can ba formed. 

Groups Density of 
male worker 

1st O.~O to 0.4) 

2nd 0.)0 to 0.)5 

)rd 0.2~ to 0.27 

4th 0.1) to O.lg 

States Cropped area 
per male 
worker 

Assam and Jammu and 2.)0 to 2.52 
Kashmir 

Bihar, Madras, Uttar 2.80 to ).)0 
Pradesh, West Bengal 
and Himachal Pradesh 

Andhra Pradesh, Kerala ).75 to 4.20 
and Orissa 

Gujarat, Maharashtra, 5.60 to 7.65 
P~dhya Pradesh. Mysore, 
Punjab and Rajasthan 
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It is seen that the majority of the States fall in the last 

group indicating lower density of agricultural workers per 

acre of cropped area. Assam and Jammu and Kashmir are the 

only regions where the density is very high. In Bihar, 

V~dras, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal and Himachal Pradesh also 

the density is comparatively higher. 

Incidence of Agricultural Labour in 
Agricultural Workers 

Agricultural workers as reported by the Census 

consist ot cultivators and agricultural labourers. Agricul­

tural labours are conceived of as those who have either no 

land or have very little land, which makes them depend 

mainly on hired work as agricultural labour for their liveli­

hood. As we have seen already that nearly 20 per cent of all 

agricultural workers belong to this category, we shall now 

8ee how the proportion varies indifferent States. 

Selt-employment is the most prominent feature of 

Indian agriculture and as found earlier more than 7S per cent 

ot the total work force comes from the farmer and his family 

members. Conditions in this respect, however, vary from 

region to region, we shall, therefore, examine the proportion 

of cultivators and agricultural labours in total agricultural 

workers reported in different States. There is, thus, wide 

variation from State to State in the proportion of agricul­

tural labour to total agrIcultural workers. The proportion 

is very low in Jammu and Kashmir (2.06 per cent) and 
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Table 2.7 I Proportion of Agricultural Labour to Total 
Agricultural Workers (Male) 

----------------.~-~~---------
States Agricultural Per cent Agricul-

workers tural Labour 

-----------------~------------
Andhra Pradesh 7.109,005 34.53 

Assam 2.348,05) 6.74 

Bihar 9.500.296 27.10 

Gujarat. ),496,26) 19.43 

Maharashtra 6.857,398 30.81 

Jammu and Kashmir 815,2Q8 2.06 

Kerala 1.421,416 36.37 

Madhya Pradesh 7.330.0)2 19.06 

Madras 5,675,069 25.46 

Hysore 4,636,757 19.11 

Punjab 3.468.064 13.91 

Rajasthan 4,435.260 5.19 

Uttar Pradesh 16.337.650 12.46 

West Bengal 5.338.110 27.10 

Himachal Pradesh 341.821 2.21 

Orlssa 3.990.137 20.17 

-- ---- - - ---- ------ --- --------
All India 83.105.003 20.68 

------ -. -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- -
Himachal Pradesh (2.21 per cent). If we exclude these two 

hilly areas which incidentally have special so11 climatic 

features the State showing the lowest proportion of agricultural 



labour turns out to be Rajasthan, where it is 5.19 per cent. 

Assam comes next with 6.7~ per cent. The States showing 
, 

very high proportion ot agricultural labour are Kerala (36 

per cent) and Andbra Pradesh (35 per cent). Broadly examined, 

Kerals, Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra, Bihar, Madras, West 

Bengal and Orissa are the States where there is a higher 

incidence ot agricultural labour in total agricultural worker, 

ranging from 20 to 36 per cent. Whereas Assam, Rajasthan, 

Uttar Pradesh and Punjab are the regions where its incidence 

is low, ranging from S to l~ per cent. A graph to this 

effect has been drawn and presented at the end ot this section. 

2.6 Density ot Agricultural Worker and the 
Incidence ot Agricultural Labour 

Agricultural labours, in general, are conceived as 

those who have either no land or very little land, so it 

would be generally understood that wherever the proportion 

ot agricultural labour is higher the density of agricultural 

worker per acre of cropped area will also be higher, making 

in process, more of worker work as agricultural labour. We 

may now consider these two factors together, one is the 

density ot agricultural workers per cropped area (Table 2.6), 

and the other is the incidence ot agricultural labour among 

agricultural workers (Table 2.7). This may be most conveniently 

done on a graph. A graph drawn by taking the number of agri­

cultural workers on the 'X' axis and the proportion ot agri­

cultural labour to total agricultural worker on the 'I' axis 

glvesthe following picture. 
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Andhra Pradesh and Kerala are the only two States 

where the conditions are more or less similar. In both the 

States, both the factors, namely, number of agricultural 

worker per acre and the proportion of agricultural labour 

are moderately high, ranging trom 0.24 to 0.26 per acre and 

35 per cent to 36 per cent respectively. Tbis appears to be 

in accordance with tbe expectation. Higher density of 

workers naturally leads to a greater incidence ot landless 

labourers and bence a bigher proportion of agricultural labour. 

That seems to be the reason why these tworegiolls having 

moderately high density ot agricultural worker show moderately 

bigh proportion ot agricultural labour. 

Similarly in Gujarat, Punjab, .f/.adhya Pradesh and l<lysore 

both the tactors, density of agricultural worker per cropped 

area and the proportion of agricultural labour are small. The 

reason appears to be the same as already mentioned above. 

Other two regions, Bihar and West Bengal, having geogra­

phical proximity also show similar conditions regarding the 

two tactors. However, here as compared to Andhra Pradesh and 

Kerala, the number of agricultural worker is higher (0.35 per 

acre), while the proportion of agricultural labour is compara­

tively smaller (27 per cent). )~dras, though geographically 

apart is marked with a similar situation. 

In Assam, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir, the 

incidence or the proportion ot agricultural labour is low, 

although the number ot agricultural worker per acre is high. 



This may be because of the nature of the terrain, making 

agriculture with hired labour more difficult. 

Maharashtra appears to be the only State where there 

is incidence of a large proportion of agricultural labour 

with smaller number of workers per acre. The reason may be 

that there is unequal distribution of land, i.e., land 

concentrated among few owners employing agricultural labour 

for the cultivation purposes. 

The above is the position, however, at the State level. 

The conditions vary greatly within a State. Hence, it seems 

advisable to examine the situation at district level in each 

State. A detailed Table for all the districts is given at 

the end. A scatter diagram drawn on the basis of the observa-
• 

tion i8 also attaChed. The contiguous districts talling in 

different intervals of the number of workers per acre and 

the proportion of agricultural labour to total worker are a8 

given in Table 2.8. It is, thus, seen that the distribution 

of di8tricts according to the two factors does not follow 

geographical proximity. On the whole it is seen that the 

incidence ot agricultural labour in total agricultural worker 

i8 quite considerable in different parts in India, and its 

proportion 1s not in all the cases. positively correlated 

with the density ot agricultural worker per cropped area. 

At the State level, Andhra Pradesh, Bihar. Maharashtra, Karala, 

Madras, West Bangal and Orissa are the regions where its 

occurrence is high. At the district level there are as many 

• See Appendix, 
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8S ten districts, namely, East Godavari, West Godavari, 

Krishna in Andhra Pradesh, Amravati, Yeotmal, Wardha in 

Maharashtra, AUeppey and Palghat in Kerala and :Madras in 

Tamilnad, showing more than SO per cent of the total agri­

cultural worker as agricultural labour. Almost all the 

districts of Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir, Punjab, 

Rajasthan and Assam show low proportion of agricultural labour 

varying mostly between 4 and 15 per cent. 

Table 2.8 : Distribution of Districts according to the 
Proportion of Agricultural Labour and Density 
of Worker 

-------Number of 
Agricultural 
Workers/acre 

(1) 

._--------
Percentage 
of Agricul­
tural Labour 

(2) 

--------------
Districts 

(3) --------------------------------
0.06 to 0.22 1 to 11 Banaskantha (Gg ), Sabarkantha (G9), 

Datia (MP10)' Jhabua (MPIS)' 

)'~ndsawe(MP 20)' Gwalior (MPlS )' 

Shivapuri (MP39h Mahendragarh (P14) I 

Gurgaon (P6)' Churu (RIO)' 

Barmer (R4), Bikaner (~), 

Jodhpur (RIS)' Ganganagar (R12), 

Jalore (R1S)' Nagaur (R20 ), 

Jaisalmer (R14), Sikar (R23 ), 

Tonk (R2S )' Ajmer (Rl ), Bundi (Rg), 

Alwar (~), Jhunjhunu (R11 ), 

Jaipur (R13 ), Jhalwar (R16), Sawai 

J.mdhopur (R22 ), Chittorgarh (~), 

Bharatpur (RS)' Banswara (R3)· 

--- --- --- - --- ------ ... -- - - --- --- -- -
. (continued) 
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Table 2.8 I (continued) 

-~------------------------------(1) (2) (3) 
- - - ..... - ._ - eo _ .. _______ .. ___ - _ - - _ .. ___ _ 

0.11 to 0.28 11 to 14.5 Rajgarh (MP30), Ambala (P1)' 

JalaoD (U30 ), Shaharanpur (U46), 

~Athura (U
39

), Meerut (U36), 

Pilibhit (U4)}, Dehra Dun (U17), 

Kanpur (U16). 

0.11 to 0.21 19.5 to 30.5 Ujjain (l~ 43)' Durg (MP!)} , 

Narsimhapur (MP23 ), Dhar (V!P12), 

Chindwara (J.IPg), Damoh (1)JP9) , 

0.1 to 0.22 24 to S9 

Sagar (NP 4) }, Dawas (l·lP 11 ), Shajapur 

(MP)8)' N1mar West (MP24), Rajpur 

(MP2S)' Jabalpur (V!P19), Senoi 

(}IPj 6)' Satna (1I!P))), Sidhi (I·1P40), 

Panna (~~26)' Greater Bombay (Ml ), 

Koraput (02 ). 

Bhlr (M16), Sholapur (M12), 

Aurangabad (MIlt), Nanded (M11), 
/ 

Parbhani (M,), Wardha (M2), 

Osmanabad (MIS)' Buldana (M19), , 
v' 

Akola (M20), Yeo~ma1 (~~2)' Amravati 

(M2l)' Dhulia (M6)' Jalgaon (M7), 

Hoshangabad (MP16)' Indore (1)1P11 ), 

Broach (GIS)' Gulbarga (M19)' Bljapur 

(MyS)' Bidar (MY4)' Kurnool (A12). 
--- - --- - ----- - - - - .. - - -- - - - --- ---- -

(continued) 
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Table 2.g : (continued) 

-------- - - - - -- ---- - ----- -- ----".-(1) (2) 0) 
--------------------------------
0.22 to 0.)8 )0 to 66 

0.34 to 0.51 26 to 41 

0.21 to 0.43 ) to 22.S 

Ountur (A7), Cuddapah (A4), Nellore 

(A16), Iris~ (All)' Khammam (A10), 

WestVOodavari (A6)' Eas~Godavari 
v 

(AS)' Surat (016)' Alleppey (K1), 

Kozh1kode (IS)' Cannanore (K2), 
./ 

Kottayam (I4), Trichur (Kg), Palghat 

(I6), Coimbatore (T2), Ni1giris (T16), 

Tanjavur (TIO). 

Patna (BIO)' Saharla (B17), Champa ran 

(B2 ), Monghyr (B7), Muzaf'farpur (Bg). 

Darbhanga (B), Burdwan (W), Hooghly 

(W1), 24 P~rgana8 (W1S)' HOWrah (Wg), 

Srikakulam (Alg ), Chingleput (T1 ). 

Kher! (U))), Rampur (U4S ), Kanpur 

(U16), Etah (U19), Shahajahanpur (U47 ), 

Baharaich (U6)' Moradabad (U,g), 

Mainpuri (U3S )' Bareilly (U10), Gonda 

(U26)' Fat.ehpur(U22 ), Etawah (U20 ), 

Badaun (U14), Hardoi (U29 ), S1tapur 

(U48)' Ballia (U1 ), Ghazipur (U25 ), 

Farrukhabad (U21), Unnao (Us1)' Rae 

Barol! (U44). Bara Bank1 (U9), 

--- - --- -- --- ---- - -- - - - - - - - - - --- - -
(continued) 
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Table 2.g : (continued) 

-----------------~--------------(1) (2) (3) 
... _----------------------------. 

Fa1zabad .(U2), Sultanpur (U49 ), 

Gorakhpur (U27 ), Azamgarh (US), 

Bast1 (U11), Jaunpur (U31), S1rmoor 

(BS)' Mahasu (B), Kamrup (a2), 

Darrang (83)' Ratnag1r1 (M4), Cooch 

Behar (W4 ), Santal Pargana (B14). 

S1nghbhum (B1S)' Bazar1bagh (B6)' 

Saran (Bll ). Bangalore (~Vl)' 

Kolaba (~). 

- - .. - - - - - -- - --- ---- ----- --- - - - -. -
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Table 2.9 I Man Land Ratio and the Proportion of Agricultural Labour in Different Districts in India 

- - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - --- ~ ~ - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ -~ - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ -
Total Crop·pad Cultivators Agricultural Labourers Total Agricultural Number ot V:orkars Per \~orker Per cent Agri-

StatelDlstrlct Area in Acres Workers per acre Cultivated area cultural Labour 
-~-~~~-~-~---~--~~-~ -~.-~--------~---"-~-- ~----~-~--~~~-~~-~~~ -~-----~---~--~-- -------...... --_.-....... to Total Agri-
Total Males Total Males Total lv'lAles Total Males Total I/181es cultural t;orkers 

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

(8) (9) (10) (11) . (12) (1,3) - - - - - - -- - ----- . - -- - - -- --- - ~ --- - --- ~ - - - _. - - - .,. - - -- .. - -- - -... _. - - - - . - - -- - . -- -- - - --
ANDllRA PRADESH 

Adllabad 1,281,617 249,'97 141,233 137,280 63,037 386,877 204,270 0.)0 0.16 3.)1 6.28 3D.aS 
Anantpur 2,645,003 443,041 270,724 236,779 103,539 679,820 374,26) 0.26 0.14 3.89 7.07 27.66 
Chittoor 1,169.999 54lt,S19 3)1,466 2,2,364- 121,783 ·796,943 453,249 0.68 0.39 1.47 2.58 26.87 
Cuddapah 1,142.634 )01,7.55 188.594- 200,520 91.233 502,27.5 279,~21 0.44 0.24 2.27 4.0S 32.60 
East Godavari 1,3lt.S,750 293,889 233,032 44'.934- 21t.2,306 739,82) 475.338 0.55 0.)5 1.82 2.83 50.98 
West Godavari 1,207,506 2;),196 207,80) 391,819 199,308 64-5,017 407,111 0.53 0.)4 1.87 2.97 48.96 
Guntur 2,368,674 506,427 )38,76) 452,600 213,349 959,027 

" 
552,112 0.40 i 0.23 2.47 4.29 38.64 

~yderabad 850.356 210,985 120,719 138,2)6 54,629 349,223 11',348 0.41 0.21 2.43 4.85 31.15 
Karimnagar 1;212,06S )61,839 211,944 206,614 . 92,853 '68,453 )04.197 0.41 0.25 2.13 3.98 )0.46 
Khammam 794,577 230,2)9 147,664 172,559 78,115 402,798 225',779 0.51 0.28 1.97 3.52 34.60 
Krishna 1,411,880 264-,279 209,944 311,674- 175,091 63',95) 385,035 0.43 0.26 2.31 ).82 45.47 
Kurnoo1 3,090,102 3S1,33) 226,751 336,612. 150,401 687,94' 377,152 0.22 0.12 4.49 6.19 39.68 

·1 

Mehbubnagar 2,285,86, 404,510 234,358 265.543 10),901 670,053 ))8,259 'I 0.15 )'.41 6.76 )0.72 0.29 I , 
Medak 1,137,927 )63,940 209,824 177,817 74,905 541,757 .284,729 0.48 0.25 2.10 4.00 26.)1 
Nalgonda 1,899.076 380,604 239,870 260,21' 112,529 641,019 352,.399 0.31t . 0.19 2.96 5.39 31.93 

. Ne110.re 1,696,493 414,666 255,480 314,333 143.666 728,999 399,146 0.43 0.24 2.33 4.25 35.99 
N1zamabad 766,507 284,.301 15;,667 122,058 51.947 406.359 207,614 0.53 0.27 1.87 ).69 25.02 
Srikakulam 1,271,279 634,159 347,789 376,370 165,123 1,010,529 512,912 0.79 

\ 
0.40 1.26 2.48 )2.19 

Vishakhapatnam 1,103,753 629,261 362,78,3 239,218 11),959 868,419 476,742 0.79 . ! 0.4) , 1.27 2.)2 2.3.90 

\\,aranga1 1,1)0,.300 ,364,017 219,856 237,947 103,067 601,964 .322,923 .0.53 : 0.29 1.88 ).50 32.08 
: 

.. -,.. ..... ., ~ ....... - --- .. ~ .... -- .... - -...... .- -- - -- _ ... - _ .. ~ - - - _ .. .., .. - -. - -- - -- - -- -- - ~ - -- - - - _ ... -- ..... --~ 

Total 29,871,568 7,486,819 4,654.264 ',3)6,494 2.454.,74.1 12,82),)13 7,109,005 0.43 0.24 2.)) 4.20 34.53 

- ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ -- ~ - - ~ - ~ -- ~ - - -- ~ ... ~ - - ~ - ~ - - - ~ ~ - - ~ --- ~ - ~ - ~ -- -- - ~ ~ - ~. - - - - -~- -- - ~ -- ~ ~ - ~ - - - --
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 • (continued) • 

~,~ ~ ~'- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ---- ~ ~ ~ -- - - ~ ~ -- - ~ ~ ~ ~ -.~ - - - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ 

(1) (2) ()l (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (1) - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -- ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ . - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ --~ -- ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - - - ~ 

EIHAR 

Bhagalpur 1,102,125 306,28) 214,946 201,221 101,898 507,510 )22,844 0.46 0.29 2.11 3.41 33.42 

Champaran 1,945,760 605,104 462,806 456,76) 282,159 1,061,867 744,965 0.55 0.)8 1.8) 2.61 )7.88 

Darbhanga 1,981.480 654,853 522,811 542,889 381,788 1,197,742 904,599 0.60 0.46 1.65 2.19 42.21 

Dhanbad 260,606 2'n ,634 118,)25 24,197 12,114 .252,4)1 1)0,439 0.91 0.50 1.0) 2.00 9.29 
Gaya 2,351,201 771,339 528,0409 434,)64 220,128 1,207,70) 748,177 0.51 0.32 1.9; 3.14 29.)8 

Halaribagh 1,164,396· 78',)42 418,995 1l0,070 52,)02 89',412 471,297 0.77 0.40 1.)0 2.47 11.10 
Monghyr . 1,683,019 592,005 445,097 364-,618 211,325 956,62) 6;6,422 0.57 0.)9 1.76 2.;6. 32.19 

J.1uzatfarpur 2,013,695 692,778 516.391+ 418,321 313,390 1,111,099 889,784 0.55 0.44 1.81 2.26 35.22 

Palamau . 861,052 ))6,55j 202,588 1)8,182 66,859 474,735 269,447 0.;; 0.)1 1.81 ).20 24.81 

Patna 1,;29,292 450,97Q )46,122 296,36) 156,729 747.333 502,851 0.49 0.l3 2.0, 3.04- ,31.17 

Purnea 2,187,.300 564,759 473,966 )59,612 227,102 924,4)1 701,068 0.42 0.)2 2.)7' .3.12 32.)9 

Ranch! 1,810,S17 947,1)1 464,396 67,;06 )2,408 1,014,6)7 496,804 0.56 0.27 1.78 3.64 8.37 

Saran ~,686,17S 780,911 561,179 2)8,823 113,991 1,019,734 67;,170 0.60 0.40 1.6, 2.50 16.88 

Santal Parganaa 1,817,678 1.0)3,4)9 5;1,6;9 124,)96 66,427 1,1;7,8), 618,086 0.64 0.31t 1.;7 2.94 10.75 

Singhbbum 1,002,998 618,2;1 )09,568 1)0,37; 57,112 746,6)2 )67,480 0.1' 0.37 1.)4 2.13 15.16 

Shahabad ~,8S4,4S) 578,686 449,676 280,999 154,669 859,68; 604,34; 0.30 0.21 ).)6 4.77 25.59. 

Saharaa . 1,096,4-00 . 41),927 279,487 229,110 117,0)8 643,037 .396,52; 0.;9 0 • .36 1.71 2.77 29.52 

- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - -- ~ ~ -- - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - ~ - ~ ~ --
Total 27,378.180 . 10,361,971 6,926,057 4,418,47; 2,574,239 14,780,446 9,;00,296 0.54 0 • .34 1.85 2.88 21.10 

~ ~ -~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - - -- -- ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - --
. (continued) 
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Table 2.9 : (cont.lnued) 

- - ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - - - ~ - -- -- - ~ ~ ~ -- - ~ --- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - '- - - ~ - ~ - - - ~ - - - ~ ~ - . -- - -- -. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - -(1)" (2) () (4) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 
- ~ - - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ -- - - --- ~ - --- ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - - - -- - - - - ~ -~ ~ ~ - - - - - ~ ~ - -- ~ -- - - ~ ~ ~ -- - ~ . 

GUJARAT 
-

Jamnagar 1,408,400 165,237 105,449 19,161 U.541 184,398 116,990 0.13 0.08 7.61+ 12.01,. 9.86 

Rajkot 2,160,100 252,64.1 14",100 37,209 21.313 289.850 165,41) 0.13. O.Os 7.45 13.06 12.66 

Surendranagar 1,591,900 122,981 83,96) 31,510 18,)06 154.491 102,269 0.10 ·0,06 10.)0 15.57 17.90 

Bbavnagar 1,822,6vO 203,8'4- 1)0,624 6),486 3',319 267.31+0 165.943 O.lS, 0.09 6.82 10.98 .21.28 

Amre1! .60S.000 175,68) 101.940 44,111 24,380 219.194- 126.)20 0.)6 0.21 2.1S 4.79 19.)0 . 
Junagadh 1i559,800 30),4.16 169,156 59,095 )3,00,) 362.511 ' 202.161 0.'2) . 0.13 4.)0 '7.69 16.26 

Kutch 1.480.300 128.82) 77~718 )1,2~8 . 15,246 160,051 92~964 0.11 0.06 9.2, 15.92 16.40 

Banaskaritha 1,868,800 322,377 20),167 . 2S.061 18,~87 )50.438 221,854 0.19 0.12 5.33 ,8.42 8.42 

Sabarkaritha 1,169,300· )10,353 173,846 28.640 18,697 338,993 . 192,54) 0.29 0.16 3.4' .6.07 9.71 

Mehsana 1,833,100 396.697 24-3,269 72,993 41,78; . 469,690 ' , 285.0;4 0.26 0.16 ).90 6.43 14.66 

Ahmedabad 1,632,600 178,1)6 1)4,090 78,017 44,381 256,15) 118,4.71 0.16, 0.11 6.31 .9.15 24.81 

laira 1,361,000 )75,4.57 309,420 117,621,. 74,592 49),081 3~4..012 0.)6 0.28 2.76 ).54- 19.42 

Pancbmaha1a 1,450,700 6)),848 )48,018 )0,248 15,886 664,096 )63.904 0.46 0.25 2.18 ).99 4.)1 

Baroda l,372,luO 253,39S 194.9)4 162,)16 90,518 415,711 28',452 0.30 , 0.21 ).)0 1t.81 )1.71 

Broach ~ . 1,110,300 165.892 116.211 144,)87 72,98) ))0,279 189.194- 0.)0 0.17 ).)6 .5.81 )8.SS 

Surat 1~798,900' 4S4~119 266,667 295,)81 138,340 179,,06 405,007 0.43 0.2) 2.)1 4-.44 34.16 

Dang. 81,800 26,091 1),824- 8,527 4,288 34,618 18,112 0.42 0.22 2.36 ,4..52 2).67 
. . 

~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ -~ - ~ - ---- -... -~ ~ - - - - ~ ------ - - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ -~. - ~ ~ - ~ - --- ~ - - - - -- ~ ~ --~-

Total 24,)06,700 4,519,060 2,816,996 1,252,000 619,261 5,711.060 3,496,263 0.24 o.llt 4.21 6.95 19.4) 
I 

-- ~ ~- ~ ~ ~ - - - - ~ - - ~ ~ - - ---~ -"~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ -- - - . ~ - ~ - - . --.. "- ~ - -- - - - ~ -~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ---- - - ~ ~ -- - - -- ~ - ~ --
! 

(cont.1nued) 



)2 

Table 2.2. • (continued) • 

- ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ --- - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ -- ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (') (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 
~ _ - ~ ~ ~ _ ~ w _ _ ~ ~ - _ _ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - ~ - - ~ - - ~ - - ~ _ ~ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ _ ~ _ ....... _-- .. 
lfJAHARASRIRA 

Gre~ter Bombay 21,900 4,840 2.944 1,949 1,1')6 6,189 4,100 0 • .31 . 0.19 3.25 5.34- 2S.20 
Thana 192.,300 383,156 197,72; 118,277 61,336 ,01,433 259,061 0.64 0.3) 1.58 ).06 2.3.68 
Ko1aba 541,100 )29,567 160,06) 54,033 26,175 .38),600 186,238 0.71 0.34 1.41 2.91 14.0.5 
Ratnagir1 894.100 610,417 256,6.31 49,976 20,131 666',393 276,762 0.74 0 • .31 1.34 ).2.3 7.27 
Nasik 2,410,400 491,432 261,089 180,795 83,316 672,221 344,405 0.30 .0.14 .3.59 7.00 24.19 
Dhulla 1,963,600 294,227 182,570 232,913 105,488 527,140 28S,058 0.27 . 0.15 ).73 6.82 36.62 
Jalgaon 2,112,)00 346.022 198,168 295,827 1)9,019 641,849 337.181 0.30 0.16 3.29 6.26 41.2) 
Ahmednagar :r,21),)00 S24.34S 281,145 196,107 99,462 120',lt52 )80,607 ,0 22 . , ' 0.12 4.46 8.44. 26.1) 
Poona ' . 2,61;,300 ;;7,;6) , 288,078 97,193 47,221 655,376 33;,291 ,0.2' ' 0.13 ).99 7.80 14.08 
Satara 1,826,,200 485,)01 220,814 66.958 27,115 552,265 247,929 0.30 , 0.14 ).31 7.31 10.94 
sang11 1,649,400 352,718 209,477 72,199 39,lS4 424,917 248,631 0.26 0.15 ).88 6.6) 1S.7; 
Sholapur ' 2,998,000 35;,101 ' 226,976 211,)81 106,4)5 566,482 3),3,411 0.19 .' 0.11 ;.29 8.99 )1.92 
Ko1hapUr . 1,020.700 467.643 . 2;) ,0;9 105,)67 57,507 57),010 310,;66 0.56 : 0.30 1.18 . ).29 18.;2 
A uranga bad ),285,900 427,519 2l7,337 242,35' 113,240 669,874 3,0,'77 0.2i : 0.11 , ,4.91 9.)7 )2.30 

.' 

2,267,800 258,058 161,895 240,982 Parbhanl 112,190 499,040 274,085 0.22 J 0.12 4.54 8.27 40.9) , 
Bhlr ' 2,076,100 288,009 lS9.a4-6 161,286 71,843 449,295 231,689 0.22 , 0.11 4.62 8.96 31.01 
Handed, , 1,967,700 248.065 152,417, 202,417 89,512 450,482 241,929 0.2) ; 0.12 4.37 8.1) 37.00 
Osmanabad 2,594,000 )58,950 219,597 283,584 127,991 642,5)'" )47,594- 0.25 0.1) 4.04 7.46 36.8) 
Buldana 1,72',700 2)1,121 129,672 228,429 109,650 4;9,550 239,)22 0.27 0.14 ).76 7.21 4;.82 
Ako1a ' ' 1,918,800 199,828 123,664- 276,ldS 1);,609 476,016 2;9,27) 0.25 0.14 4.0) 1.40 ;2.30 
Amravat1 1,674,800 1')9,8)3 110.019 298,2)5 148,388 4;8,068 258,467 0.21 O.lS .3.66 6.48 57.41 
Yeotma1 1,833,800 203,594 120.925 30),967 139,901 ;01,;61 260,826 0.28 0.14- ).61 7.0) 53.64 
~ardha' 1,019,200 107,147 6lt,699 1)1,6;7 60,286 244,804- 124,98; 0.2". 0.12 It.16 8.1; 48.2) 
Nagpur' ' 1.;)2,500 224,947 118.362 152,823 65,074 377,770 183,436 0.28 0.14 3.53 7.26 35.48 
Bhandara . 1,2)6.400 413,817 ' 199,221 119.260 51,119 533,077 250,340 0.43 0.20 2.32 4.94 20.42 
Chanda 1,374,700 407,829 208,)28 179,244 74,29.3 ;87,07.3 282,621 0.4.3 0.21 2.34- 4.86 26.29 

~ - - - ~ - - - -- ~ ~ - - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - ~ ~ - -- ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - - -- - -, 

Total ~6.366,O~O 8,737,075 4,744.781 4,510,002 2,112,611 13,247,077 6,857,398 0.28 0.15 ).50 6.76 ,30.81 

. - t - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - ~ - ~ -- ~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ -- - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ --- - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - - - - -- ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - - - ~ 
(continued) 



Table 2.9 : (continued) 

- - ~ ~ ~ --~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ --- ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - - -- - - ~ - ~ ~ -- ~ ~ - ~ - ~ --~ ~ -- - - -~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - -- ~ - ~ ~ - ~ --
(1) (2) (3) (4) 'S) (6) (7) (8) , (9) '(10) (11) (12) (1,3) 

~ ---- -~ ~ --~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ --- - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - -~ ~ ~ ~ ~ --'- ~ ~ ~ --~ --~ -- ~ ---- -- --- ~ ----- -~ - ~ -- - ~. 

JAlilfru AND KASHI\iIIR 
I 

Anantnag 332,455 234,821 170,024- 4-,)8S 3,977 239,206 174,001 0.72 0.52 1.39 1.91 2.29 
Baramul1a '294;)97 237,214- 162,969 4-,017 3,826 241,231 166,795 0.82 0.57 1~22 1.71 2.29 
Doda 131,726 124,217 72,399 615 53' ' 124,8)2 72,934- 0.91 0.5) 1.10 1.89 0.13 
Jammu )58,208 97.108 11.481 4,216 3,910 101,.384- 81,397 0.28 0.2) 3.53 4.40 4-.60 
Kathua '182,266 64,2)6 45,260 98,3 909 65,219 46,169 O~)6 0.2S 2.79 3.95 1.97 
Ladakh,' 41,40,0 49,969 24.143 28) 166 50,252 24,309 1.21 0.59 0.82 ,1.71 0.68 
Poonch-l\ajourl 165,9g8 105,793 82,4.6) 881 8JIt 106,674 g3,297 0.64- 0.50 1.56 1~99 1.00 
Srinagar 185,226 136,233 96,291 2,45) 2,155 138,686 98,446 0.75 0.53 1.3lt. 1.8S 2.19 
Udhampur 182,587 103,812 67,408 524 452 104,336 67,860 0.57 0.37 1.75 2.69 0.67 

~ ~ ~ -- ---- ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ -- - - ~ - - -- ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - -- -"- - - - ~ - - ~ - ~ -~ ~ - ~ - - -- --
Total' , 1,880,303 1,153,403 ,798,444 18,417 16,764 1,171,820 815,208 0.62 0.4) 1.60 2.31 2.06 

KERA LA , 

A11epp~1 508,1,39 109,566 92.182 116,834 60,866 226,400 153,048 0.45 0.)0 2.24 ).32 39.77 
Cannanore 639,551 152,971 92.047 110,051 47,275 263,022 139,322 0.41 0.22 2.43 4.59 33.93 
Ernaku1am 522,052 126,789 89,910 86,773 39.932 213,562 129,842 0.41 0.25 2.44- 4.02 3u.75 
Kottay~m 71.3,1S2 113,397 99,479 8;,170 54,692 198,567 154,171 0.28 0.22 3.59 4.63 35.47 
Kozh1kode 824,109 127,844- 103,098 11),024 6),013 240,868 166,111 0.29 0.20 3.42 4.96 37.93 
Pa.lghat 779,109 140,505 98,079 217,567 95,0)5 358,072 193,114 0.46 , 0.25 2.18 4.0) 49.21 
Qu11on. 598,444 200,403 169,413 86,694- 60,272 287,097 229,68; O.48 i 0.)8 2.08 2.61 26.24 
Tr1ch~ 46),126 90,,216 64,938 e3,0)1 .34,982 17),307 99,920 0.37 0.22 2.68 4.64 35.01 

I 

Trlvan:drum 487,gOl 116,)S2 95,356 79,252 60,8407 195,604- 156,203 0.40 , 0.32 2.49 ).1) )6.95 

Tot.al , '.536,71) 1,118,10) , 90,..502 978,396, 516,91~ 2,156,499 0.39 0.26 2.57 36.)7 

- -- ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - -. ~ ~ ~ - ~ - -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ------ - - ~ - ~ ~- -- ~ - -- - - ---- - - ~ ~ ~ - -- - - --.- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~~ 

(continued) 



Table 2.9 I (continued) 
, 

~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - _. ~ - ~ --- ~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ - - --- - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - -- ~ - ~ - -: -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ 
(1) (2) () (4) (.5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (1)) - ~ ~ - - - -- - - -- ~ ~ -~ - -- -- - ----"- - - ~ - ~ - ----- ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ -- - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ -- -- - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ 

MADRY A PRADESH 

Ba1agha~ 879,707 )17,35; 152,660 86,177 42,4.31 ,.OS,532 195,091 0.46 0.22 2.17 4.,1 21.75 

Sa.tar 1,54.3,.577 539.4.59 216,152 95,512 41.035 635,0)1 )2;,181 0.41 0.21 2.4) 4.15 14.60 

Betu1 985,711t 217.759 108,399 54-,092 22,50) 271,8.51 1)0,902 0.28 0.1) ).63 ·7 • .53 17.19 
Bhilsa 908.125 122,626 67,207 51,)1; 32,119 173.941 119,)26 0~19 0~1.3 .5.22 '1.62 26.91 

Bh1nd 760,566 19',314- 164,694- 11,016 8,056 ,206,330 172,1;0 0.27 0.2) ).69 4.40 4."66 

Bi1aspur 2.486,474- 779,842 4,0a.,929 208,273 97,932 988,115 499,861 0.40 0.20 2.52 4.98 19.59 

Chhatrapur 6,)6,66) 18;,202 119,485 37,66) 19,907 222,86, 1)9,392 0~3S 0~22 2.86 '4.51 14-.26 

Chlndwara 1,186,486 257,490 133,381 76,008 33,167 ))),498 166,546 0.28 0.14 ).56 7.12 19.91 

Damoh 611.428 107,'30 69,1;4 )1,922 17,626 139,452 86,782 0.2) 0.14- 4.4) .1.11 20.29 

Dat,la , 294.,339 71,131 43,660 2,065 1,704 73.196 45,364 0.2, O.lS 4.02 6.49 3.76 

Dew-as 701,292 1)2,868 71,7itS 49,306 2.3,496 182,174- 95.244 0.26 0.14 ).85 7.36 24.67 

Dhar 1,129,638 2)2,889 122,926 63,688 30,588 ;, 296,577 15),514- O.2b 0.14 3.81 7.)6 19.92 

Durg ),275,1..;0 679,56)· 330,099 205,271 100,171 884,834 4)0,270 0.27 0.1) ).10 ·7.61 23.:28 

Guns 920.691 185,147 126,142 37,382 20,864 22),129 141,006 0.24 0.16 4.1) . 6.26 14.19 

Gwallor 526,11' 110,560 81,Sag 16,402 9,,03 126,982 91,391 0.24 ' 0.17 4.1.4 ·'.76 10.40 

Hoshangabad 990.752 131,32) 82,371 71.507 36,810 202.8,)0 119,181 0.20 0.12 4.88 8.31 )0.88 

Indore 557,826 17,569 4',080 40.045 19,79) 117,614 64,87) 0.21 0.12 4.74 8.60 .30.51 

Jhabua 741,426 255,292 133,026 7,561 4,251 262,8.5) 137,271 0.3S 0.19 2.82 5.40 ).07 

Jabalpur 1,179,576 250,608 144,221 96,488 43.516 34-1.096 -187,TJ7 0.29 . 0.16 3.4-0 9.57 2).1S 

Mandsaur 1.l11,S18 271,6)4- 146,114. 34,167 15,886 )OS,801 162,000 0.28 0.15 3.64- 6.86 9.81 

Mand1a 1,041,54) 289,751 146,034- 63,)26 28,012 3'3,077 114,046 0.34 0.17 2.95 5.98 16.09 

Morena 887,759 273,113 197,619 15,100 9,)72 288,21) 206.991 0.)2, 0.2) ).08 4.29 4.53 

~ ~ ~ - - ~ --- -- ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ -- ~ - - --- - - - - --- -- -- - ~ --- ~ - ~ - ~ --- - - - - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ -- - --- ~ - ~ - - --
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 • (cont.inued) ,. 

- ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ -- - - ~ --- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -. ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ --- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -- ---. - ~ - ~ ---- - ~ -- ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ 
(1 ) (2) (.3 ) (4.) (S ) ( 6) (1) (g) ( 9) (10) (11) (12) (13 ) 

~ - -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ -- ~ -- - ~ - ~ ~ -~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ --- ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - --- ~ ~ ~ -~ - - ~ ~ - - - - ~ - - - ~ -- - - ~ - ~ -- ~ ~ -
Narsimhapur 6.34,539 95,779 59,990 • 44,645 22.738 140.424 82.728 0.22 0.1) 4.52 7.61 27.48 
Nimar (W) 1,491,2.53 332.293 176,896 99,949 49,S,., 4)2,242 226,441 '0.29 I 0.15 3.46 6.61 21.88 
Nimar (E) 999,036 188,921 102.098 8.3,666 40,704 212,,87 142,g02 0.27 0.14 3.67 7.00 28.50 
Panna ,.60,64-3 108,020 64,899 29,.506 15,668 137,.526 80,.561 0.)0 0.17 3.); 5.72 19.45 
Raigarh 1,247,)49 421,810 224.716 82.15,. lt5.209 .503,96,. 269,921 O.ltO I 0.22 2.48 4.62 16.74 
Ra1pur 2,881,398 70).)89 348,687 245.4.59 12',269 948.848 473,956 0.33 'I 0.16 ).04- 6.08 26,43 
Ra1sen 748,678 94,717 64,674 43,111 25,557 137,828 90,231 0.18 0.12 5.43 8 • .)0 28.,32 
Rajgarh 1~4.3J4 192,190 108.372 3,,846 17,354 228,036 12;,726 v 0.31 0.17 ).26 5.92 13.80 . 
Rat lam 614.379 149,139 82,1.55 2),226 10,819 172,965 92,974 0.28 0.15 3.55 6.61 11.64-
Rewa 960,522 203,675 121,268 118,048 57,940 321,72,3 '179,208 0.33 0~19 2.99 ;.36 )2.)3 
Satna 831.992 190,107 111,34l. 88,216 4.2,186 278.323 153,5)0 0.33 0.18 2.99 .5.42 27.48 
Sagar 995.834 167,777 11l,O)f! 56,7.54 31,166 224,531 142,204- 0.2) 0.14- 4.44- 7.00 21.92 
Sehore 691,786 14-8,469 91,255 66,546 35,1)2 215,015 126,)87 0.24 0.14 4.15 7.06 27.80 
Seonl 850,060 201,353 104.653 62,969 28,596 264,)22 ' 1)) .249 0.)1 0.16 ).22 6.)8 21.46 
Shahdol 1,102,474 302,937 171,399 77.415 31,918 380,)52 209,)17 0.34 0.19 2.90 5.27 18.12 
Shajapur 828,606 169,420 93,806 58,652 27.794 228,0'12 121,600 0.28 0.15 ).63 6.81 22.86 

Shivpur1 678,789 221,548 131.916 20,26) 11,039 241,611 142,957 0.36 0.21 2.81 4.75 ' 7.72 

Sidhl 1.52,538 200.404 114,669 81,505 39.970 281,909 154.639 0.37 0.21 2.67 4.81 25.85 

Surguja 1,304,173 474,120 258,684 64,918 31,523 5.39,038 290,207 0.41 0.22 2 .. 42 4.49 10.86 

Tikamgarh 449.458 189,201 110,353 16,902 8.4.30 206,10) 118,783 0.46 0.26 2.18 ).78 7.10 

Ujjain 976,394 170,994- 93,889 59,104- 27,977 ,2)0,098 121,866 0.24 0.12 4.24 8.01 22.96 

- ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ . - - - -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~- -- - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ 

Total 4.3,81.3.452 10,611,508 5,932,754 2,815,200 1,397,278 13,426,708 7,3.30,032 0 • .31 0.17 ).26 5.98 19.06 

~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ -- -. - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ -. - - -- ~ - - --- ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - - - - - - - . - - ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - - --
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 • (continued) • 

~.- . ~ ~ - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - ~,~ - ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - --- -- ~ -- - ~ ~ ~ --
" ,(1) (2), (J) (4) (5) (6) (7) , (8) ,(9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 
-!~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ .~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - ~ - -

MADRAS 

Ching1eput 922,818 ))4,974. 252,451 241,25" 129,297 576,228 381,748 ' 0.62 0.41 1.60 2.42 3).81 

Coimbat,ore 2,)26,801+ 519,270 351,718 269,294 154,1+27 786,;64 ;06,14; 9.34 0.22 2.95 4.60 )0.;1 

Kanya Kumar! 281+,344 72,86; 67,669 )1,267 23,358 104,1)2, 91,027 0.31: 0.)2 2.7) ).12 2;.66 
"'" 102 181 

. 0:5.1 
f.adras - 10l. 193 297 28) - - - -
)i~dural 1,573,06; 569,510 315,)62 292,916 151,600 862.486 526,962 0.33 1.82 2.99 28.77 

\ 

N.orth Arcot 1,479,841 755,72) 493,619 250,670 107~316 1,006,393 600,935 0.68 0.41 1.47 2.46 17.86 

N.11g~r18 120,668 35,54.1 19,236 ' 20.695 10,854- 56,236 )0,090 0.47 0.25 2.15 4.01 36.07 

Rp.ma~athpuram l,lt57,SSO 615,7$1 353,357 167,686 74,002 783,467 ' 427,)59 0.54' u.29 1.86 3.41 17.32 
" 

Salem , 2,219,927 1,067,768 649,475 250,440 128,010 1,)18,208 777,485 ' 0.59 0.35 1.68 2.86 16.46 

South Arcot 1,663,232 690,928 498,156 4-00,359 205,930 1,091,287 . 704,086 0.66 0.42 1.52 2.36 29.25 

Thanjavur 1,741,954 494,668 )61,059 445,975 248,793 940,643 609,852 0.54 0.35 1.8; 2.8; 40.80 

Tiruchirapa11i 1,937,534 862,396 525,797 256,875 120,981 1,l19,271 646,778 O.;s 0.33 1.73 2.99 ,18.70 

T1runelvel1 1,366,687 436,)0; 282,027 200,690 90,292 638,995 372,)19 0.47 0.27 2.14 ).67 24.25 
_ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ __ ~ ~ .c_ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ __ ~ ~ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ~ ~ __ ~ ~ ~ ____ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ ~ _ ~ ~ 

Total 17,096,65l. 6,457,8)) 4,2)0,028 2,828,374 1,445,041 9,286,207 5,675,069 0.54, 0.33 1.8r. ).01 25.46 
- ~ --- ~ - ~ -~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ -- - - ~ - ~ -- ~ -- ~ - - - - - -' - - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ 

MYSORE 

Bangalore 864,580 4-)8,079, 291,935 63,2,30 37,558 501,309 )29,493 0.58 O.)g 1.72 _2.62 11.40 

Be1gaum 2,334,3)6 ;19,238 347,660 14),770 17,4.52 663,008 425,112 0.28 0.18 3.52 5.49 18.20 

Sel1ary 1,S22,685' 209,617 140,782 94,727 45,446 304,344- 186,228 0.20 0.12 5.00 8.1S 24.40 

Bidar 941,54l. 126,131 86,286 104,'980 51,071 231,111 .137,357 0.25 0.14 4.01 6.85 37.16 

B1japur 3,6;1,111 371,8;4- 2;2,110 223.047 104,045 594,901 .3;6,155 0.11 0.10 6.14- 10.25 29.21 

Chikinaga1ur 505,900 142,159 g9,068 28,697 .. 17,798 170,8;6 106,866 0.)4 0.21 2.96 4-.13 16.65 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - --- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ---- ~ --~ --- - - ---- ~ - ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ - - -~ ~ ~ ---- ~ -- - --- ~ ~ --
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 I (continued) -~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ -. - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ -~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - -~ ~ -- ~ - . - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ -~ --~ . , .. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (1)) ? - ~ -. ---- - - - ~ -~ - ~ -~ - - ~ . -~ ~ -~ -- -- - - . - - - ~ --- - - ---- - ~ -~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - --- ---- ~ - -- ~ ~ -~ 

Ch1t;radurc 1,405,639 331",014 195,1;0 79,707 )8,299 416,721 233',449 0.)0 . 0.17 ).31 6.02 16.41 

Dharwar 2,794,54,6 )69,174 2;9,853 2)0,28, 120,990 599,4'9 380,84) 0.21 0.14 4.06 7.)3- 31.71 

Gulbarga ),160,S2; 301,601 208,377 175,06S 84,4)) 476,666 292,810 O.lS 0.09 6.63 10.79 28.83 

Hassan 67),757 )13,373 189·,682 2.:3,575 13,479 3.36.948 203,161 O.SO 0.)0 2.uO ).)2 66.35 

Kolar 693,20) 426·,S84 269,464 ;1,946 26,)67 478,S)0 295.8)1 0.69 : 0.43 1 •. 45 2.)4 8.91 . 
Zwlandya 626,40S 311.,645 201.385 46,219 26,801 )57,864 228,186 0.S1 . .0.)6 1.15 2.7; 11.15 

Mysore . 1,139,619 404,752 295,72) 94,828 S),546 499,580 349,269 0.44 . 0.31 2.26 3.26 15.)) 

Coor, .229,316 48,4)) 28,728 19,11' 11,727 67,548 40,4.55 0.29 . 0.18 3.39 5.67 28.99 

. Borth Kanara 314-,376 14),71) 84.891 32,76) 19,227 176,476 104,124 0.56 : u.)) 1.76 3.02 18.47 

Raichur 2,597,159 281,420 196,175 10S.0s8 SO.423 392,;06 246,59S 0.1; ; 0.09 6.62 10.53 20.45 

Shimoga 669,776 225,2;6 147,8)1 51,919 )0,580 277,237 178,417 0.41 0.27 2.4.2 ).75 17.14-

Sout,h Kanara 675,2); 34),147 168,167 1)0,601 ·48,209 473,754- 216,376 0.10 0.)2 1.43 ).12 22.26 

Tumkur 1,2,30,621 4-67.472 297,406 61,482 28,621 548,951; 326,027 0.45 0.26 2.24 ).77 8.78 

-' - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - --~ ~ -~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ ~ . ~ --~ ~ -~ -~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - -- -- - - ~ ~ - - -- ~ - - - ~ --- ~ -~ ~ - ~ ~ 

Total 26,030,8)6 ',806,664 ),750,68; 1,761,110 S86,072 7,;67,774 4,6)6,757 0.29 O.lg 3.44 5.61 19.11 

. ~ --- - - - --. ~ - ~ ~ - --- - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - --- ~ - ~ - - ~ - - - - ~ ----- -~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - - ~ -- -
PUNJAB I AiIlba1a 959,768 180,902 160.S61 27.161 26.;26 208,06) 181,087 0.22 0.19 4.61 5.1) 14.18 

Amrl~sar · 1.2)7,57) 167,168 164-,921 43,52) 42,274 210.691 207;195 0.17 0.17 ;.g1 S.97 20.40 

Bhatinda · 1,766,376 203,695 176,879 44,088 40,482 247.78) 217,361 0.14 0.12 7.1) 8.13 18.62 

Ferozepur · 2,S6',347 29",784 247,991 7),043 66,2;4 )67,827 )14-,24S . 0.14- 0.12 6.97 8.16 21.08 

Gurdaspur 624.534 11S,054 11,.672 23,089 22,)6; 141,14) 13S.0)7 0.2) 0.22 4.42 4.,2 16.20 

GurgaQn 1,507,149 320,201 201,67B 22,66) 15,'34 342.864 217,212 0.23 0.14 4.40 6.94 7.1' 

- ~ ~. ~. -~ ~ ~ - . ~ ~ - ~ -- - - ~ - - ~ - ~ -. - - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - - - - - ~ -' -- ~ - - ~ ---- - - ~ -- ~ - - - ~ ~ -- - - - ~ ~ - ~ - - - --
(continued) 



Table 2.9 : (continued) 
, -

~ ~ - ~ --- ~ -~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - -- ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ - --- -- -- - ~. - - - ~ - ~ - ~ 
(1) (2) (l) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - ~ - ~ - ~ - - ~ . 

R1ssar )80,351 471,69; )O4~;86 41,628 )),;61 51),)2) 3)8.147 1.3; .: 0.89 0.74 1.12 9.92 

Hoshiarpur 991,142 226,20; 180,712 14.488 13,914 240,693 194,626 0.24 ; 0.20 4.12 S~09 7.15 

Jul1andul" 794,180 122,731 117,486 2:6,698 26,284 149,429 14.3,770 0.19 1 0.18 5.31 5~S2 18.28 

Kangra 779,g64 4.30,72) 209,154 8,0.32 5.611 43S,75; 214,76; 0.56, 0.28 1.78 3.'63 2.'61 

Kapurthala 31),9g) 49,080 47,849 4,831 4,765 53,917 ;2.611. 0.17, 0.17 5.82 ;.97 9.06 

Karns 1 l,gS7.08) 29.3,569 240.442 49,46S 4.4,077 )43,0)4 284,519 0.18 0.1; 5.50 6.63 1;.49 

Ludh1ana 661,939 106,769 101,962 2.3,018 22,8)0 129,787 124-.792 0.15 0.14 6.64 6.91 18.29 

Mahendragarb 1,125.1)5 168~660 10),592 4,28) 3,120 172,943 106,712 0.15 0.09 6.51 10.54- 2.92 

Pat-iala 1,304,)06 149,254 146,867 35,816 .34,918 185,070 181,78; 0.14- 0.14- 7.04 7.18 19.21 

Rohtak 1,734,6)1 347~OlS 199.78; 47,.364- 29,686 394,382 229,471 0.2) 0.1) 4.40 7.56 12.94 

Sangrur 2,268.693 )11.020 251,141 53,6)0 50,189 )64,640 )01,330 0.16 0.1.3 6.22 7.53 16.66 

Simla 391 25,922 1),972 498 424 26,420 14,.396 67.51 )b.a2 0.01 0.0) 2.94 

- - ~ - ~ - -- - -- -- - ~ - ~ ~ --- ~.- ~ ~ ~ -~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - -,~ ~ ~ --- - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- - -- ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ 

Total 24,527,4.57 3.987,450 2,985,250 ;4.3,324 482,814 4.,)0.774 .3,468,064 0.18 0.1it. 5.41 7.07 1).91 

~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~'- ~ -~ ~ ~ ~ -. ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - -- ~ -~ - ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ - - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - -- ~ - -- ~ ~ 

RAJASTHAN 

Ajmer 991,694 255,293 135.463 18,439 S,202 213.7)2 143.66; 0.28 0.14 ).62 6.91 ;.71 

A1war 1,494,935 379,.3)2 2)o,S44 16.72) 9,298 396,055 245,842 0.26 0.16 ).77 6.08 3.78 

Banswara 557,)60 215,274- 122,47.5 5,5)0 2,194- 220,804 124-,669 0.40 0.22 2.;12 4.47 1.76 

Barmer 2,829,348 297,995 184.871 5,743 3.424 ,303.138 188,29S O.ll! 0.07 9 • .31 1;,0) 1.82 

Bharatpur 1,421,501 387,994 28),617 19,156 11,986 407,150 295,60) 0.29 0.21 3.49 4.81 4.05 

Bhilwara 796,948 ltC6,e20 224.,369 10,241 5,178 417,061 229,547 0.52 0.29 1.91 3.47 2.26 

Bikaner 840.177 98,306 ;7,962 962 6,) 99,268 ;0,615 0.12 0.07 8.46 14 • .33 1.11 

.... ..;. .. - -- .- -..... - .. - - .. -- - ~ .., -.. - .. ---- - - - - -- ,., .. -- ---- . - - -- - .. - ., - - -- - ~ -..... ~ --- ~ - ... --- -- ..... - ... - ~ .., .. - --
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 • (continued) • -- ~ - ~ - - ~ ---- ~ ~ --- ~ - ~ - - --~ - ----- - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - -~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~. -~ ~ -- ~ -- ~ ~ -~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ 

(1) (2) (l) (I.) (S) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) - - - . ~ ~ -. -~ - ~ - - - ~ ~ --- ~ - - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~- - ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ --- - ~ ~ ~ - -- ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - -~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ - - - --~ ~ . " . 

Bundl 492,190 107,816 67,255 10,6g8 6,740 118,506 7),99S 0.24 O.lS 4.16 6.66 9!J11 

Ch1ttorgarh 859,301 )29,052 176,305 16.995 7,677 346,047 18',982 0.40 0.21 2.48 4.67 4.17 

Churu 2,))1,421 260,154 146,044 2,217 1,520 262,.371 147,564 0.11 0.06 8.89 15~80 l!t O) 

Dungarpur )57,674 191",487 10',210 4,241 2,179 195,728 105.)89 0".55 0.29 1.8) 3~39 1.97 
Ganga naga r 3,125,561 272,445 197,036 46,476 40,653 )18,921 231,689 0.10 0.06 9.80 1).15 17~10 

Ja1pur :1,904.569 545,217 314,078 22,80) 1),~79 . 568,020 )27,151 0.)0 0.17 ).35 ;".82 4.00 

Jaisalmer 2)1,775 34i744- 24,Q94 350 197 35.094 24,291 O".lS 0.10 6.60 9.54 0.81 

Jalore '1,502,797 197;119 126.84lt "14,486 9,11J 211,60; 135,957 O.l~ 0~O9 7.10 11.0, 6.70 

Jha1war" 721,415 177;611 107,894- 27,106 12,457 204,717 120,351 0.26 0.17 3.52 5.99 10.); 

Jhunjhunu '1,196.991 257;429 1/;.1,948 6,515 3,996 263,944- 145,944 0.22 0.12 4.54 8.20 2.7lt 

Jodhpur 2,227,923 274;731 169,80S 9,758 4,634 284.,489 174,439 0.1)" O.OS 7.83 12.77 2.66 

Kotah" "1,)23,878 215;7~-S 1)5.22) 41,562 24,S7g 257,307 160,101 0.19 0.12 5.15 8.27 15.54 

Nagaur 2,601,114- 377,490 216,774- 14,408 7,312 391,g98 224.086 0.151 0.09 6.64 11.61 ).26 

Pall 1,218.424 220,255 136,018 ,32,433 18,827 252,688 154,845 0.21: 0.13 4.82 7.87 12.16 

Sawai 'l-1adhopur 1,211,146 374.841 222,136 22.979 10,780 397,820 232,916 0.)) 0.19 3.05 5.20 4.6) 

S1kar 1,345,334 293,637 163,825 6,493 3,806 300,1)0 167,6)1 0.22 " 0.12 4.48 8.03 2.2.7 

Siroh1 375,744 70.318 49,791 13,789 9,047 84,107 58,838 0.22 0.16 4.47 6.39 15.36 

Tonk 961,306 198,411 111,159 10,124 ;,461 208.535 116,620 0.22 0.12 4.61 8.24 4.68 

615,561 )50,)27 1).414- 6,902 628,975 357,229 0.6) 0.)6 1.S8 2.78 
, 

1.93 Udaipur 992,513 

-~ ~ - - - - ~ - -- ~ - -- ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ -~ - ~ -- ~ ~.~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ -~ ~ --- - - - ~ ~ - - - - -- ~ --
Total )3,921,675 7,055.079 4,205,061 393,631 230,193 7,448,710 4,435.260 0.22 0.13 4.5S 7.6S 5.19 

- - -,- ~ - ~ -~ -~ ~ - -- - -~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ --- ~ - -- ~ ~ - ~ - - ~.~ ~ -- ~ ~ -- - ~ - -~ -~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

(continued) 
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Table 2 •. 9 • (continued) • 

~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ - - - --~ ~ ~--. -- - --~ - ~ -- ~ -~ - - - --- ------ - ------- ~ -- ~ -- ~ -; (1) (2) (,) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) , (10) (11) (12) (1) 
~ - ~ -~ ~ - - ~ .". - ~ - - ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ - - - - -~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -~ ~ -- ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - - ~ - ~ - ~ - --- - - -- - ~ -~ - - - -- - - -
UTTAR PRADESH 

Agra 1,040,901 2;),911 246,4-02 28.501 21,;8; 282,418 273,,987 0.27 0.26 ).69 3.80 10.07 

A11garh_ 1,34.2,602 274.,'92 266,534. ;5,140 ;4.)67 . )29,1)2 )20.901 . 0.2,. 0.24- 4.01 4.18 16.94-

Allahabad 1,4.10,116 624,880 392.076 192,071 9;,999 816.957 488,Q7; 0.;6 0 • .35 1.73 2.89 -,..9.67 

Almora ;14,122 473,761 188.400 .3,,62 1,884 477,343 -190,28,. 0.9) 0.l7 1.08 2.70 0.92 

Azamgarh 1 • .338.970 604.769 446.814 157,061 73.379 761,8)0 
. 

;20,19) 0.S7· ' 0.39 1.76 2.;7 14.11 

Sahraich l,;09,3S5 ;2;,121 410,)61 6;.271 41.066 ;90.392 4;1,421 0.39, 0.)0 2.;6 ).)4 9.10 

Bal1ia 761,316 269.391 21;,712 92,866 46,204 362,2;7 . 261,916 0.48 0.)4, 2.10 2.91 11.64, 

Banda 1,264,32) 281,065 200.340 64,832 49,471 36',897 249,811 0.29 0.20 3.46 .5.06 19.80 

Bara Bank1 1,051,957 lt62~146 )62,545 '56,211 34,28, SlS,l;1 )96,8)0 0.49 0.38 2.0) 2.6; 8.86 

Bare111y 1,028,474- l12~'78 306 .... 4) 25,0,32 24.,6;6 ))7,610 ))1,099 0.33 : 0.)2 ).OS ).11 7.4; 

Basti 1,878,629 1,Oll,)48 663.158 18;,7;6 92,524- 1,197,104- 7;5,682 - 0.64 0.40 1.;7 2.49 12.24, 

Varanasl 1,10;,706 )64~S14 266,292 152,)86 8),73; 517.200 350,027 0.47 0.)2 2.1,. 3.16 2).92 

B1jnor 909,0.2; 116,1.35 168,678 36,;21 ,);,)99 212,656 204,,017 0.23 0.22 4.27 4.45 17.35 

Badaun 1,206,202 384,806 376.666 24.860 24.557 409,666 401,22) 0.34 0.)) 2.94 ).01 6.12 

Bu1andshahr 1,261,2)2 )16~964. 292,419 47-,480 4;,7;7 )640.44"- 3)8,176,- 0.29. 0.27 3.46 ).73 1).5) 

Kanpur 1.298,165 );.3~611 ,32),020 49.620 40,640 403.231 )63,660 0.31 0.28 3.22 ).57 11.18 
, 

0.38; 0.28 2.01 3.61 Debra Dun 178,677 00,281 42,807 8,254 6,650 68,S); 49,457 1).4; , 

1~406.018 
. 

Deoria 712.497 ;2;,621 165.803 61,654 878,)00 607.275 0.62 0.4) 1.60 2 • .32 1).4' 

Etah 1,039,596 299.779 291.916 21,7); 21,508 321,514 )1).424 0.31 0.)0 ).23 ).)1 6.86 

Etawah 875.271 280~7;" 271.27; 17,99' 16,988 296,749 288.26) 0.34 0.)) 2.93 ).04- 5.89 

Farrukhabad 894.607 307,S37 299,600 24,902 24,486 ))2,4)9 )24,086 0.)7' 0.)6 2.69 2.76 7.S6 

Fatehpur 837.S61 324~21) 2)0,401 ;7,2)0 34.152 381,44) 204.;;) 0.46 0.)2 2.20 ).17 12.91 

---~-~-------------------------------------.--.-----------------------------
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 I (continued) 

~ -- ~ - ~ -~ -~ ~ - - - - ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ - -- ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ - --~ ~ ~ ~ 
. (1) (2) ()) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9J . (10) (11) (12) (13) 

~ ~;- - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - - - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~-

Faizabad 1,034,g77 433,397 324,396 131,309 6,,151 564,706 )89,55.3 0.55 0.J8 1.8) 2.66 16.73 

Garhwal 962,484- )90,55' 142,967 1,712 967 392,267 143,934 0.41 0·.15 2.45 6.69 0.92 
~ 

Ghazipur 7a),6)8 )28,392 226,489 8',064 45,87) . 41) ,456 272 • .362 0.5.3 0.35 1.90 2.88 16.84 

Gonda 1,808.343 721,956 517,655 112,180 65,695 834,1)6 SCi),350 0.46 0.32 2.11 ).10 11.26 

Gorakhpur 1,570,222 739,130 506,558 221,4aS 109,)71 960,618 615,929 0.61 0 • .39 1.6.3 2.5S 17.75 

Hamirpur 1,179,191 226,047 149,755 53,528 32,166 279,575 181,921 0.24 0.15 4.22 6.48 17.68 

Hardo1 1,)61,690 447,584 4.16,385 29,512 27,431 4.77,096 443,816 0.); 0.33 2.8; ·).07 6.18 

Ja1aun 88;,683 171,0)0 134,21; 2;,036 18,271 196,066 152,4.86 u.22 0.17 4..;2 ;.81 11.98 

Jaunpur 684,820 492,534- )18,48) 94.811 48,)3) ;87,)45 366,816 0.66 0.41 1.;1 2.41 1).IS 

Jhans1 1.1)2,424- 270.51' 193,74-7 32,465 19,)16 )0),040 21),06) 0.21 0.19 3.74 .;.)1 9.07 

Kher1 1,)27,841 )5),453 340,840 36.471 )2,25; )89,924 37.3.095 0.29 0.28 3.41 3.56 8.6; 

Lucknow 472,62) - 216,849 171,909 19,70) 1),723 2)6,552 18',632 0.50: 0.39 2.00 2.55 1.39 ., 
.~1npur1 887,207 27;,21) 266,649 14,37) 14,2.3_ 289,586 2g0,SS) 0 • .3) 0.)2 ).06 3.16 S.07 

Meerut. 1,629,293 )6) ,991.. 3);,44) -4.l,814 41,756 407.80g 377,199 0.2; 0.2) 4.00 4.)2 11.01 

lUrzapur 1,144,61..6 281,942 l87,743 149,024- 75,61; 430,966 26),358 0.)8 O.Z3 2.66 4.3; 28.71 

Moradabad 1,398,4;2 414.,8lt4 390,987 3;,602 34,967 4;0,446 4)1,95" .0.32 0.31 ).10 . 3.2,. 8.10 

Mathura 951,4'n 201,6)8 179.6)2 27,596 2),842 2)5,2)6 203,47" 0.25, 0.,1 4.04- 4.68 11.72 

J.luzarrarnagar 1,070,837 210,994 20),631 55,950 54,10) 266,944 257,7)4 0.25, 0.24 4.01 4.15 20.99 

Nainital 613,344- 137,842 88,063 31,823 27,415 169,665 115.478 0.28- 0.19 3.62 5.31 2).74-

Pratapgarh 716,226 396,589 240.290 102,461 46,157 499,050 286,447 0.70 0.40 1.44 2.50 16.11 

P111bhit 606,672 136,439 133,946 17,054 16,788 153,493 150,734- 0.25 0.25 3.95 4.02 11.14 

Rae Bare11 912,709 416,5S8 287,307 138,186 46,780 504.774- ))4,087 0.55 0.37 1.81 2.73 14.00 

Rampur 606,953 155,)53 151,582 17,461 16,734- 172,814 168,316 0.28 0.28 .3.51 ).61 9.94 

~- ~ ~- ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - • - ->- - - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ - ~ ~ 

(continued) 



Table 2.9 : (continued) 
~- -- ~ ~ - ~ ~ - . ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ -~ --- - - - - - ~ ~ ~ - .~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ -- ~ -~ ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ 

(1) (2) (l) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) . 
~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ -- --~ ----- ~ -- ~ ~ - .. - - ~ ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ - - ~ ~ -- - ~ ~ ~ -
S8haranpur 1,262,932 197,54-6 193.926 49,355 48,788 246,901 242,716 0.20 0.19 5.12 5.20 11.49 
Sbabjahanpur 1,022,067 290,693 284,110 25,202 24,716 )1;,89; )08,826 0~)1 0.)0 3.24 ).)1 8.00 
S1tapur 1,400,591 459,091 427,451 )2,416 29,387 491,558 456,844- 0.); 0.33 2.8; ).07 6.43 
Su1tanpur 916,416 )6),699 275,)62 139',)16 13,137 . ;0),015 )48,499 0~55 0.)8 1.82 2.63 20.99 
Tehr1 Garhwal 191,195 281,;64 11),59; 1,438 813 28),002 114,408 1.48 0.60 0.68 1.67 0.46 
tJnnao 906,592 371,860 )05,458 3),7)1 24,8,2 405,591 330,310 0~45 0.)6 2.24 2.74 7.52 

~ - ~ ~ ~ -- - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ---- - ~ ~ ~ - - -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ --~ - - -- - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ ~ - ---- --- - -- ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ -~ ~ -
Total S3,794,462 18,428,376 1~,302,O62 ),261,178 2,0)5,588 21,689.554- 16,337,650 0.40 0 • .30 2.48 ).29 12.46 

, --~ ~ ~ --- ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - ~ -- -- - - - - ~ - ~ - ~ - -- ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ----- ~ - --. ~ -- ~ - ~ - - ~ - ~ -- ~ ~ -- ~ ~ -
WEST BENGAL 

Bankura S42,SOO )17,928 2;1,750 149,197 94,923 467,125 346,67) 0 .. 55. 0.41 1.80 2.4) 27.)6 
B1rbbum 904,500 197,122 180,172 1)8,172 110,647 )35,294- 290,819 0 •. 37l 0.32 2.70 3.11 38.0'; 
Burdwan 1,2)5,600 295,152 271,693 184,416 144,861 480,166 416,554 0 • .39, 0 11 )4 2.57 2.97 34.78 
Cooch Behar 767,500 240,306 . 228,996 23,020 22,S37 26.3.326 251,5)3 0.34 0.)3 2.91 ).05 8.96 
Darjee11ng 275,900 99,70) 59,82; 7,807 5,361 107,510 65,186 0 • .39 0.24 2.57 40.2) 8.22 
Wes't Dlnajpur 1,.391,400 267,6)6 250,104· 91.402 77,854 )59,0)8 )27,958 0.26; 0.24- J.SS 4.24 2).74 
Hoogly 621,200 206,1)8 19lt,8.31. 1)4,168 101,;12 340,)26 .296,)43 0.55 0.48 1.8) 2.10 )4.25 
Howrah 26),500 89,828 87.648 60,002 59,514 149,8)0 147,162 0.57 0.;6 1.76 1.79 40.44 
Jalpa1gur1 764,300 227,314 189,656 15,424 14,1.34- 242,738 203,790 0.31 0.26 ).2) ).85 6.94 
Malda 820,100 199,654 178,819 57,728 46,015 257,382 224,834- 0.31 0.27 3.19 ).65 20.47 

~ 

Kidnapore 2,)10,700 781,823 688,264- '286,077 205,882 1,067,900 894,146 0.46, 0 • .39 2.16 2.58 2).0) 
Mursh1dabad 1,378,700 294,004 282,a84 1)0,764 124,065 424,768 406,949 0.)1 0.30 3.2; ).)9 )0.49 
Nadia 1,046,700 199,7)6 196,422 77,616 74,714 -277,352 271.136 0.26 0.26 3.78 3.87 27.56 

Purulla 56),100 462,900 266,60) 90.419 49,247 553,319 )15,850 0.98 0.56 1.02 1.76 15.59 
24 Pargansa 1,847.400 57',859 ,6),808 )25,388 )15,)69 904,247 879,177 0.49 0.48 2.04- 2.10 )5.87 

. . -~ - - ~ -- - ~ - ~ -- ~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ '. - ~ --~ ~ -- - ~ - ~' -- ~ - ~ -- - ~ -- ~ - - ~ - -~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - ---- -~ --
Total 15,0;5,100 4',458,70) --),891.47' 1,771,620 1,446,6)5 6,230,323 S,338,110 0.41 0.35 2.42 2.82 27.l0 

- - - - ~ ~ ~ --~ -- - ~ - - -- ~ - - ~ - - - ~ ~ -.- ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - - ~ -- ~ - ~ - - - ~ - - - -- - - ~ - - - ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~~ 
(continued) 
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Table 2.9 I (continued) 

--- - ~ --~ - ~ - - - - ---- ---~ -~ ---~ - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - -.- - - - ~ - ~ - - - ~ - -~ - --- ~ -- ---~ - ~ -- ~ -- --(1) (2) () (4) (S) (6) (7) (8 ) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------- ----- .. _., ... 

HIMACHAL PRADESH 

Bl1aspur 127,4-,6 66.38S )),981 841 '77 67,229 '4-,'SS 0.S3 0.27 1.90 ).69 1.67 
Chamba 142,481 llO.22S 60,76S 4-74, )48 110,699 61,113 0.78 0.43 1.29 2.)3 5.69 
Mahaau. 31S,33' 206.37) 96,23' , .'.937 4-,093 212,)10 100,)28 0.67 0.)2 1.50 ).17 4.12 
Mandl. 31S,3'4 195,,28 89,894 ~,O98 977 197.626 90,871 0.6) 0.29 1.60 ).47 1.08 
S1rmur 170,690 92,07' 5).391 '1.982 1.560 94..0;7 '4,951 O.SS 0.32 1.81 ).11 2.8. 

. 
~ -~ - ~- --- - -- - ~ -- ~ ------~ ---- - . - -. ----~ - ~ -- -- -~ ~ - -- ---- - - ~ - - - - --- - ~ ~ - ~ -

Total, . 1,074·.)16 670,,89 334,266 11.3)2 7.5" 681.921 341,821 0.6) 0.32 1.58 ).14 2.21 

- ~ ~ - - ~ ~ - - - - -~ -~. - - - - - ~ - ~ ~ - - -- - - - - -~ -~ ---~.- ~ --~ - ~ ~,- --- --- --~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ -- ~ 

ORISSA 

Ka1ahandl l,16S,9S0 270,512 193,102 96,117 69,013 366,629 262,11S 0.31 0.22 3.18 4.49 26.33 
Itorapu~ 2,38.,,211 486,'464 310.008 1;3.618 81,252 640,082 391.260 0.21 0.16 3.73 6.10 20.77 
Sambalpur 1.'14-,340 446.610 277.248 132.382 . 86,877 '78,992 364,12' 0." 0.28 2.27 3.61 23.86 
Bo1ariglr 90~,917 307,982 216,099 93,92S 6),076 401,906 279.17' 0.44- 0.31 2.2, 3.24- 22.60 
Baudb-Khondmals 828,907 186,246 106,481 )8,749 21.519 224,99S 128,000 0.27 0.15 3.68 6.48 16.81 
Ganjam 84,.960 456.70' 281,480 170,052 69.751 626.757 351,231 0.74 0.41 1.)5 2.41 19.86 
Sundargarh 727,299 2i4.829 1)6.557 44.316 25,137 259,14' 162,294- 0.)6 0.22 2.81 4-.48 15.86 
Dhenkanal 1,041,690 249.)07 187,809 62,022 39,240 )11,329 227,Ol .. 9 0.30 0.22 3.46 4.'9 17.28 
Purl .. ·1,311,307 3406.942 327,160 97,11; 76.100 ~,O57 40),260 , 0.34 0.)1 2.95 ).2; 18.87 
lteonjhar 658,756 221,)68 149~827 49,93) 28,'52 271,301 178,179 0.41 0.27 2.43 3.70 15.91 
Cut-t.ack 1,973,297 51),179 4-95,314 136,2)1 112.94-3 649,410 608,257 0.3l 0.)1 ).04 ).24 1S.57 
Mayurbbanj 79",789 )58.601 220,487 162.358 75,092 520,959 295,579 0.66 0.37 1.53 2.69 25.41 
Ba1aeore 1.002,768 294,267 283,556 66,693 56,OS7 360,960 339,613 0.36 O.)~ 2.78 2.95 16.51 

---~-~----------~~-----~~--~~~-~.-~~-~---~~--~-~---------~-------~---
Total 14.958,191 4.35).012 805,009 S,656,'2) 3,990,1.37 0.38 0.27. 20.17 

- .... - - ... -- -- .. - .. - - .... - - .... ., .. - - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - I~ - ,. - - .... - - - - .. -- .. - ........... -- -- - - - .. - - .. - - - - - ..... - -- - - - - .. - -

(continued) 
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table 2.9 : (continued) 

~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ - - - ~ - - ~ - - ~ - - - ~ -. - - - - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~ - ~ ~ - --. - - ~ -- - - - ~ -- ~ ~ - ~ --~~ ( 1 » ( 2 ) ( :3 ) (I .. ) ( 5 ) ( 6 ) (7 ) ( 8 ) ( 9) . ( 10 ) ( 11 ) ( 12 ) ( 13 ) 

ASSAM 

Goa1para 190,608 433,472 317,212 38,522 3),280 471,994 350,492 0.60 0.44 1.68 2.26 9.49 
Kamrup 1,274,458 51),992 )88,562 29,609 26,012 '4),601 4140,574 0.43 0.3) 2.)~ 3.07 6.21 
Darrang 176,14-2 412,904. 255,951 21,147 17,81' 434,051 213,766 0.56 0.35 1.79 2~84 6.51 
Lakhimpur 617,789 ·419,702 .229,91' 10,407 7,9,8 4)0,109 237,873 0.70 0.)9 1.44- 2.60 ).'3 
Nowgong 671,897 32'.961 252,543 22,5;2 21,439 348,51) 273,982 0~5~ 0.41 1.9) 2.45 7.82 
Sib.agar 67~,261 440,591 244,08) 1),201 10,267 45),792 254,)50 0.67 0.)8 1.49 2.67 4.04 
Cachar 595,02) 241t,856 219,6)2 )2,581 30,251 277.437 2409,88) 0".41 0.42 2.14 2.38 12.11 
Garo Ullls 185,S19 1'9,438 82,556 3,265 2,062 162,703 84,618 0.88 0.46 "1.U. 2.19 2.44 
Jl'dzo Hills 128,520 109,51S S5,18S 3~ 33 109.'51 ",218 0.85 0.43 1.17 2.33 0.06 

Jr"dk1r and . 
N.C. H1lla 95,91?- 127,;80 72,4-10 2,22lt. 1,850 129,804- 74,320 1.35 0.71 0.14 1.29 2.49 

E. and J. hilla 90.520 135,486 71,76, 1),87; "7,212 149,361 78,971 1.65 0.87 0.61 1.1; 9.13 

-~~-~~~-~-~---~~~~~~~~-~-~------~~--~~~~~~-~----~~~--~-~--~------ ---
Total ',904,709 3,)2),500 2,189,874- 187,416 158,179 3,510,916 . 2.348,05) 0.59 0.40 1.68 2.51 6.74 

- ~ - - - -... - ~ - ~ - ~ -- - - ~ -". -~ - - - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ - - - ~ - - - --~ -- ~ -- -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ - - ~.- -- - - ~ -- ~ ~ -- - ~ - ~ - ~ -



CHAPTER III 

AN INDIRECT ESTIMATE OF THE INCIDENCE OF HIRED LABOUR 

Till now we have been discussing the extent of the 

proportion of cultivators and agricultural labour, or, in 

other words, self-employed and hired workers in total agri­

cultural worker on the basis of the information and data 

obtained from census of India. 1961. 

3.1 Information Based on Rural Credit Survey 

• Certain relevant information is also available in the 
• 

Rural Credit Survey Report which we shall now examine.loThe 

Rural Credit Survey Report does not give any direct informa­

tion about the magnitude of agricultural labour and self-
~ 

employed labour, but, ~t does give data and other relevant 

information on the wages paid to hired labour. We propose to 

utilize the data to find out the proportion that the wages 

\ 

form of the gross produce, and compare these proportions as 

the proportion of agricultural labour to agricultural workers 

as appearing in the census. . 

In the Rural Credit Survey the district was treated as 

the unit of investigation and 75 districts from allover the 

1 All India Rural Credit Survey. Vol. III, The Technical 
Report, Bombay, 1956. 



country _ representative ot different regions' in the country, 
, 

were selected on a random basis. 

In the Rural Credit Survey Report the wages paid to 

hired labour tor the agricultural operations are classified 

into the toll owing categories: 

(1) Wages in kind paid tor harvesting 

(2) Wages in kind paid tor work other than at harvest 

(3) Cash wages paid to hired labour 

(~) Salaries paid to annual tarm servants 

All these items ot wages appear in the Intensive Enquiry 

District Table 17 ot the Technical Report ot the Survey, in 

80me torm or the other. The structure ot the Table is given 

below to show the order in which the data are presented. The 

data appearing in the Table tor illustration refer to the 
:. 

district Cachar in Assam. (Table 3.1.) 

Out of the earlier mentioned items of wages, two items, 

namely, wages in kind other than at harvest and cash wages 

paid to hired labours are directly available from the Inten­

sive Enquiry District Table 17, shown in Table 3.1, in columns 

20 and 21 respectively. Wages paid tor harvesting is 

incluqed in the item, value ot total disposal in kind 

immediately atter harvest and given in column 19 of the 

. Intensive Enquiry District Table 17. Total disposal includes 

disposal 88 share rent to landlord, share to co-sharer, wages 
. . 

to labour for harvesting and payments to artisans. We need 
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Table 3.1 I Amount in Rupees Per Family 

--~---------~-~------------------Propor- Value Value Wages Cash Other 
Family Group tion ot ot ot in kind. wages cash 

tamilie8 gross di8posa1 other paid expenses 
produce imme- than to 

diately harvest hired 
att.er labour 
harvest 

1 17 19 20 21 23 ------------------------.--------
All Cultivat.or8 100 776.2 104.S 1.4 42.6 11.9 

V. Rent paid t.o 
landlord or 

- shara to co-
sharer as 
per cent ot 
value ot 
gross produce 

Nll Sl.O 822.3 61.2 2.6 51.) 10.2 

Less than S 15.6 776.6 17.4 - 44.7 26.6 

S to 10 0.2 S4S.0 30.0 - 30.0 2S.0 

10 to 20 9.9 696.7 107.1 - 34.0 8.6 

20 t.o 30 11.1 390.7 88.7 - 10.0 7.9 

)0 t.o 40 6.1 7S8.0 281.6 - 37.4 6.7 

40 t.o so 6.:£ 1246.9 S39.3 - 4S.7 3.6 

SO to 60 - - - - - -
60 t.o 70 - - - - - -
70 to 80 - - - - - -
60 and above - - - - - -
---------------------------------
Source I All India Rural Credit surveI' Vol. III, The Technical 

Report. Bombay. 1956. Intens ve Enquiry Dist.rict. Table 17. 
p. 67'. 
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to isolate the payments made to hired labour for harvesting. 

No direct information is available in this regard to isolate 
~ 

it from other items of the total disposal. So. in order to ' 

isolate the wages paid for harvesting we adopt the follOWing 

procedure. 

Sub-Table V of the Intensive Enquiry District Table 17 

which is what is shown in Table 3.1, gives the relevant 

information for classes of cultivators classified according 

to the rent paid to landlord or share to co-sharer a8 percen­

tage value of gross produce. Actual value of gross produce 

is given in column 17 against each of the above proportions. 

).2 Estimation of the Wages Paid to Hired 
Labour at Harvest 

Now. with the above information it is possible to 

compute from the Table the value of produce given as share 

to the landlord or co-sbarer. If we subtract it from the 

total disposal at harvest, we bave an estimate of the wages 

1n kind paid at harvest and payments 1n kind made to artisans. 

We have no separate estimate of the latter. We, however, 

presume that the payments to artisans form a relatively small 

proportion of the value of the disposal immediately after 

harvest and that the balance of disposals at harvest is 

mainly paid to hired labour for harvesting. 

Salaries paid to annual farm servants is also not 

obtainable direct from Table 17. It is included 1n the item 
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'other cash expenditure' in column 2) of the Table 17. but. 

is shown separately in the columns 10 and 24 of the Intensive 

Enquiry District Table 7. 

A sum of these four items, namely, the balance left 

after subtracting the share to the landlord or co-sharer from 

the total value of disposal immediately after harvest, the 

cash wages paid to hired labour, wages in kind other than at 

harvest and the aalaries paid to the annual farm servants 

gives the total wages paid to hired labours. 

).) Wages Paid to Hired Labour 8S Proportion 
of Gross Produce 

We then find out the proportion which these wages form 

ot the gross produce. The results obtained are given in 

Table 3.2. 

It appears from the Table ).2 that on the whole the 

two estimated figures, namely, proportion of gross produce 

paid as wages to hired labour and the proportion of agricul­

tural labour, from two different sources, namely, Census ot 

India and All India Rural Credit Survey, compare favourably. 

Districts showing a smaller proportion ot gross produce given 

as wages to hired labour are, Lakhimpur, eachar, Kamrup in 

Assa~, Jalpaiguri in West Bengal, Palamau in Bihar. almost all 

the districts in Uttar Pradesh and Punjab, shown in the Table, 

and Jhabua and Shivapuri in Madhya Pradesh. Almost all the 

districts in Maharashtra, Gujarat, Madras, Andhra Pradesh, 

Mysore and Orissa show a comparatively high proportion of gross 

produce given as wages. 



so 

Table 3.2 : Proportion of Gross Produce as Wages Paid to 
Hired Labour 

-------~-~~-~-~---------------
State/District 

(1) 

Value ot 
gross 
produce 

(2) 

Proportion 
ot gross 
produce paid 
to hired 
labour 

() 

Proportion of 
agricult.ural 
labour a8 per 
1961 census 

------------------------------
ASSAM 

Lakhimpur 731.6 4.96 3.)5 

Cachar 776.2 9.2; 12.11 

Kamrup 14.20.6 9.)1 6.27 

TRIPURA 1029.6 18.4S N.!. 

WEST BENGAL 

Jalpaiguri 966.1 ;.8; 6.94 

MaIda 1039.2 27.2) 20.47 

Burciwan 423.6 )0.;2 34.78 

Midnapore 926.1 23.99 2).0) 

BIHAR 

Bbaga1pur 6;1.8 29.36 33.42 

Monghyr 1090.2 26.71 32.19 

Huaribagb 747.6 1;.21 1l.10 

Pa1amau· )27.8 9.1; 1;.76 

UTTAR PRADESH 

Mirsapur 47).4 9.97 28.71 

Ballia 423.9 14.6S 17.64 

Deoria 695.; 10.71 1).4; 

------------------------------
(continued) 
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Table 3.2 : (continued) 

--------- ~ -- ----~ - - - . ~ - -- - -- --(1) (2) (3 ) (tt) 

- ----- - - - --~- -------- - - --- -----
Jaunpur 4-23,4- 8.06 13.18 
Sultanpur 4-96., 9.18 20.99 
Sitapur 5)1.) 6.64- 6.43 
Kanpur 6lt5.8 6.SS 11.18 

Hamirpur 906.0 12.4-3 17.68 

ShahJahanpur 700.9 10.84- 8.00 

Agra 943.8 5.S0 10.07 

Al1garh 1826.9 7.7) 16.94 

Na1n!tal 655.8 8.54 2).74-

Meerut 1175.3 ' 10.64 11.07 

Hn~CHAL PRADESH' 

Sirmoor 600.4 12.48 2.84 

PUNJAB 

Hosh1arpur 1062., 10.16 7.15 

Jul1andhar 1537.0. 5.0S 18.28 

Hissar 712.6 6.72 9.92 

Bhatinda 2335.5. 4.94- 18.62 

Mohindergarh 287.9 7.78 3.92 

RAJASTHAN 

Churu - - -
Barmer 250.6 20.08 1.03 

S1roh! 198.2 .39.58 1.82 

Jaipur 550.0 11.66 4.00 

Sawa1 lI.18dhopur 25S.2 ltO.08 4.63 

Ch1ttorgarh 388.9 21.)) 4.17 ------ ---- - - - -- ----- - - -- --- - - -
(continued) 
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Table 3.2 I (continued) 

-~-------------~--------------(1) (2) () (I.) 

---~--------------------------!\t-.AcAf,»), . 

MADHYA BHARAT 

Jhabua 369.9 8.67 3.07 

Shivapuri I.07.9 9.73 7.72 

Bhllsa 867.9, JI..30 26.91 

Raisen 537.7. I.2.83 28.32 

Satna I.02.8 16.25 27.48 

Rewa 69I..3 19.32 32.33 

Bllaspur I.90.7 18.95 19.59 

Durg 398.8 21.19 2).28 

ShaJapur 826.8 17.16 22.86 

Sagar 532.1 29.11 21.92 

.GUJARAT 

Surat 1057.2 20.87 3I..16 

Ahmedabad 6)3.6 26.56 2I..87 

Broach I.92.5 ,)0.65 ,)8.58 

.MAHARASHTRA 

Nagpur 873.0 35." 35.I.8 . 

Chanda 610.0 U.SO 26.29 

Ako1a 2252.I. 24.11 ,)2.30 

Dhul1a 982.0 26.63 36.62 

Poona 758.0 23.2I. 14.08 . 
Ratnaglr1 221.0 16.88 7.27 

Ko1hapur 436.6 33.46 18.;2 

------- ~ ------.- - - - -- - - ---- ----
(continued) 



Table 3.2 : (continued) --~ - .. _ ..... - - ........................... _ ......... _ ............... 
(1) (2) ()) (4) ---------- .. _------------------

Osmanabad 1479.8 16.70 36.8) 

Parbhani 1562.4- 21.24- 40.93 

MADRAS 

Coimbatore 1193.8 25.37 30.51 

Cbingleput . 86).4- 38.26 3).81 

Ramanathpuram 465.tt 2;.2; 11.32 

. ANDHRA PRADESH· 

Cuddapab 722.1 )).61 )2.60 

Kurnoo1 1126.8 )1.81 39.8g 

West Godavari 1082.4 32.91 48.96 

Nizamabad 507.3 26.56 25.02 

Mabboobnagar 890.6 3g.10 30.72 

MYSORE 

Hassan 359.9 2).66 66.3; 

Banga10re 28).7 2).12 11.40 

Bi.1apur 811.7 28.49 29.21 

ORISSA 

Sambalpur 376.4- 4;.10 2).86 

Pur! 266.; )8.16 18.67 

Koraput 291.0 34.11 20.11 

KERALA 

Qullon J~4.3 )1.5S 26.24-

-------------_ ... --------------



3.~ Comparison of the Two Estimates 

Now, it we compare each of these proportions as the 

proportion of agricultural labour to total agricultural worker 

aa appearing in the census, we find that in all the districts 

ot Assam, in Jalpaiguri in West Bengal, in Jaunpur, Sitapur. 

Shahajahanpur, Meerut and Agra in Uttar Pradesh, in Hoshiarpur, 

Hissar and Mohindergarh in Punjab, and in Jhabua and Shiva­

puri in Madhya Pradesh, both the proportion of gross output 

given a8 wages and the proportion ot agricultural labour are 

small. On the basis ot these observations it can be concluded 
. . 

with more certainty that these are the regions where the 

proportion ot agricultural labour and thereby the use ot 

hired labour is small. 

Similarly, there are regions, namely, Malda, Burdwan 

and l<a.dnapur in West Bengal, BhUsa, Durg, BUaspur, Shajapur 
. 

and Sagar in Madhya Pradesh, Nagpur and Dhulia in Maharashtra, 

Bijapur in Bangalore and all the districts in Bihar, Madras, 

Andhra Pradesh and Gujarat, where both the estimates are high 

indicating greater us. of hired labour in these regions. 

There are, however, some regions where on the one hand, 

proportion ot gross produce given.as wages is high, on the 

other, the proportion ot agricultural labour is small, tor 

example, Chanda and Kolhapur in Maharashtra, all the districts 

in Rajasthan, Raisen in Madhya Pradesh and sambalpur, Puri 

and Koraput in Orissa. 



While there are some other districts where the propor­

tion ot agricultural labour is more. as compared to the 

proportion ot gross produce, they are. Palamau in Bihar, Agra. 

Aligarh and Nain1tal in Uttar Pradesh. Jallandhar and 

Bhatinda in Punjab. Satna and Rewa in Madhya Pradesh. Akola, 

Osmanabad and Parbhani in lIaharashtra, and Hassan in Mysore. 

This discrepancy may be partly due to the defect of the 

data and partly due to the way we have arrived at the total 

amount ot wages paid to the hired labour. In the case of 

some districts, in our calculation for the isolation ot wages 

paid in k1nd at harvest, the rent paid to landlord and share 

to co-sharer come out to be more than the total value of 

disposal immediately atter harvest. The districts in which 

it happens so are, Burdwan. Yddnapore. Sitapur, Shahajahanpur, 

Agra, Mohindergarh, Jaipur, Sawal .~dhopur, Shivapuri, 

Bllaspur. Coimbatore and Malabar. This is thus a limitation 

of this estimate. 

In this chapter thus. we have attempted an 1ndirect 

estimation of the incidence of the proportion of hired labour 

in total labour used in terms of the proportion of gross 

produce given as wages to the hired labours. This, however, 

i. a very crude estimate and we are aware ot the assumptions 

we have made and omissions we have done. 



CHAPTER IV 

NATURE AND EXTENT OF LABOUR INPUT IN CROP PRODUCTION 

In the last two chapters we have 80 tar examined two 

rather indirect sources of data regarding the extent ot 

selt-employed labour and hired labour in agriculture and 

have seen that the extent of the total labour Input per acre 

and the proportion of hired labour input vary greatly trom 

region to region. We shall now turn to a more direct source 

of data, namely, the Farm Management Studies and discuss in 

this chapter the extent of labo~r input per acre, both 

family and hired, employed in crop production. 

4.1 Farm p~nagement Studies 

Studies in the economics ot farm management was 

initiated in 195~5S in six regions ot the country, namely, 

Bombay, Madras, Punjab, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal and 

~dhya Pradesh. l Actually in Madhya Pradesh it was started 

one year later, that ls, in 1955-56. The results ot each 

yearts investigation have been published in the form of 

annual reports. The first series of studies vas continued 

1 ) Studies in Economics of Farm Management. Directorate 
of Economics and Statistics, Go~ernment of India, Ministry 
ot Food and Agriculture, Departmentaf Agriculture. 
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un~il 1956-51. The second series of ~hese s~udies was 

s~arted in the States of Andhra Pradesh, Bihar and Orissa 

from 1957-58, amongs~ which reports tor Bihar have not come 

as yet, and for Andhra Pradesh and Orissa we have informa­

tion for two subsequent years only, ~hat is, 1951-58 and 

1958-59. The second series of the studies in the economic. 

01 tara management tor Punjab was initiated in ~uly 1961 in 

the regions comprising the districts ot Kamal and Rohtak 

and Jh1nd tshsils ot Sangrur district.1 Reports tor all 

the ,years, that is, 1961-62 to 196J-6~. are available. All 

these 'reports are proposed to be made use ot as the primary 

source ot data. 

~.2 Districts and Crops Selected for 
the Farm Management Studies 

In the f1rs~ series ot s~udies data were"collected, 

botb by cost accoun~ing and survey me~hods except in Madhya 

Pradesb, where only cost accounting method was tried. The 

districts and the major crops selected in ~he six regions 

are given in Table ~.l. 

Each dis~rict was divided into two homogeneous Bone. 

and trom each Bone 10 villages were selected a~ random both 
, 

tor cost accounting and survey metbods. Holdings were the 

ultimate units and tor their selection holdings were arranged 

1 Studies in Economics of Farm Management in Punjab. 
Tbe Economic and Statistical Organisation, Government of 
Punjab. 



in order, ot magnl~udeJ~he ~o~al number ot holdings was 

~hen d1vided 1n~0 t1ve groups. conta1ning equal number ot 

holdings. From each group holdings were ul~1mately selected 

at random. with equal probab1lity, the number being ~wo trom ~ 

each group tor villages under cost accounting, four for 

~hose under survey method a~d six tor ~he common villages. 

Table 4.1 • Regions and Crops Selected for Study under 
First Series 

-- - - ----- - - - - ---- -- . ------ - - --Yeare States Distrlc~s Major Crops 

-----~-------~----------------
195t5S to 
195 -57 

Bombay AhmeciDagar, Basile Whea~, Ju~e and 
Bajra 

1955-56 to }1adhya Akola, Amrava~i Jute, Cotton and 
1956-57 Pradesh Groundnut 

195t" to Madras Salem, Coimbatore Paddy, Jute and 
195 -57 Cotton 

1954-S5 ~o Uttar Meerut, Wheat and 
1956-57 Pradesh Muzattarnagar Sugarcane 

195tS5 to Punjab Ferozepur, Wheat and Cotton 
195 57 Amritsar 

195t55 to West 24 Parganas, Paddy, Jute 
195 -57 Bengal Hooghly 

-- - ------ --- ------- ------- -,- - -
In the second series ot studies the data were collected 

by cost account1ng method only. Both in Andhra Pradesh and 

Orissa, only one district each was selected, namely, west 

Godavari and Sambalpur respectively. In Punjab the districts 
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ae1ected were Karnal. Rohtak and Sangrur. In Bihar, again, 

two districts were selected, namely, )longhyr and Shahabad. 

The districts and major crops selected in the regions are 

as follows. 

Table 4.2 I Region and Crops Selected for Study under 
Second Series 

--~~--~--------~--------------Year State D1atrict J.iajor Crops --------------------- ---------
1957-58 to Andbra West Godavari Paddy, Tobacco 
1958-59 Pradesh· 

1957-58 to Orissa Samba1pur Paddy 
1958-59 

1957-58 to Bihar Mongbyr, Shaha bad Paddy, Khesari, 
1959-60 Maize 

1961~62 to Punjab Karnal, Rohtak, Wheat, Gram and 
1963-64- Sangrur Sugarcane 

------------------------------
In each of the reports, there is a separate section 

for furnishing information on human labour utilization. 

For the present study only crop enterprise are taken into 

account because in the regions where farm management studies 

were conducted and for which the data are presented. crop 

production is the major enterprise forming about 80 to 90 

per cent of the total output. The labour utilization. its 

extent and nature will be studied with respect to only the 

major crops mentione~ in the two series. 
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Eight hours ot work bas been taken as the unit of 

labour in the tarmmanagement studies and all the reports 

except that ot Madhya Pradesh give the labour used in terms 

of days (8 hours) per acre. 'emale and chUd labours have 

been converted into man-equivalent units in the tollowing 

ratio. 

'temales • 2 males 

2 chUdren • 1 male 

~.) Labour Input Per Acre 

To begin with we shall examine the total labour input I 

per acre employed in crop production. The Tables ~.) and 

~.~ give the number ot labour days per acre. The Tables 

give relevant intormation for each indiv1dual year and -
sample as well as an average picture ot all the years and 

all the samples tor each of the zones or districts in a 

region and tor the combined Bones or districts in each of 

the regions under study •. 

Data are presented tor all the years under both the 

lamples tor each Bone or district leparately. wherever 

avaUable. For instance. under tirst series ot survey. both 

in Ahmednagar and Nasik cost accounting sample data for the 

year 19S~-S; are not available. Similarly tor Uttar Pradesh, 

Punjab and Madhya Pradesh data tor individual districts are 

not available. Under second series of survey also data for 

individual districts separately in·the case ot Bihar and 

Punjab are not available. 
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Table 4.) • Employment ot Human Labour Per Acre in Crop • 
Production in Different Districts (First Series 
ot Survey) 

-- ----------- - - -- - - - - --- --------Districts/ 1954-55 1955-56 1956-57 Average 
Zones -........ ---..... ------------ ~------- tor 
under study s.s. C.A.S. S.S. C.A.S. 5.5. C.A.S. years 

and . 
sample - --- .. ----- - --- - -- - - - --- - - - - - - - - --

Ahmednagar 16.91 - 17.70 20.00 18.10 17.50 17.78 

Nas1k 14.45 - 17.20 2).70 18.00 22.50 18.59 

Combined 16.22 - 17.75 21.71 1S.05 21.)0 18.11 

Salem 72~)0 51.90 79.80 51.70 81.10 57.50 67.60 

Coimbatore 19.60 )0.70 21.00 29.40 21.30 40.20 26.03 

Combined 37.40 38.10 40.20 37.30 41.50 46.70 43.70 

Akola and 
Amravat1 - - - 20.91 - 23.69 22.)0 

Ferozepur 
and 
Amritsar 23.00 21.20 21.20 21.10 20.00 19.50 21.12 

Meerut and 
Mulll8ttar-
nagar - - - 44..90 - 57.00 53.14 

Hoogh1y 70.22 67.59 82.69 54.81 86.64 66.29 71.57 

24 Parganas 55.74 55.96 60.02 42.97 49.49 43.91 51.49 

Combined 60.39 61.87 70.19 46.90 66.22 55.35 60.94 

---------------------------------
s. s. • Survey Sample 

C. A. S •• Cost Accounting Sample 



Table 4.4 : 
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Employment of Human Labour Per Acre.in Crop 
Production in Different Districts (Second Series 
of survey) 

- --- ---- - --- --- . --------- --- - - --Districtsl 1957- 1956- 1959- 1961- 1962- 1963- Average 
Zones 58 59 60 62 6) 64 ----- - -- - -- ----- ---- - ---- - ---- - --
West Godavari 

Paddy Zone 

Tobacco Zone 

Combined 

Samba1pur 

Zone I 

Zone II 

Combined 

Monghyr 

Rohtak. 
Karna1 and 
Sangrur 

46.17 69.31 -
66.79 71.08 -
55.08 "70.12 -

52.91 48.28 -
)7.09 )5.02 -
,.5.67 42.94 -

- - -

- - 58.)2 

- - .. . 68.89 

- - - 6).38 

- - - 50.32 

- - - )6.06 

- - - 44.35 

- ... - 61.99 

18.40 18.83 17.)9 18.21 

---------------------------------
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It 1s observed (Table ~.)) that except in Salem and 

COimbatore in Madras and 2~ Parganas and Hooghly 1n West 

Bengal, the year to year variation in the labour 1nput per 

acre 1s small. Both 1n Salem and Coimbatore there 1s a 

w1de variation in the number of labour days per acre 

reported for all the three years. Variation is much more 

marked between the samples. In the case of Salem, survey 

sample figures are higher whereas in the case of Coimbatore 

cost accounting figures are higher. Between the two 

districts Salem shows larger number of labour days per acre 

for all the years under both the sampl~;on an average, 66 

labour days per acre are required in Salem as compared to 

26 day. in Coimbatore. ' 

In Hooghly and 2~ Pargana also the year to year 

variation is considerable, both between the samples and 

within the sample. For instance, in Hooghly .in 19S~-SS, 

survey sample reports roughly 70 units of labour per acre 

and the same in 1956-57 is as high as 88 days per acre. 

Same 1s the case with cost accounting sample, the labour 

input per acre reported is 66 days in 1954-5S and the same 

is as low as 5~ days in 1956-57. Between the samples, 

tigures ot labour input per acre are higher in the case of 

survey sample for all the years. 

Other districts under study, however, do not show 

such marked variation in labour input per acre over years. 

Hence, in what tolloW8, we have computed an average of all 



the samples for the combined districts and henceforth we 

shall use these average figures for further discussion. 

~.~ Distribution of Districts on the Basis 
of the Labour Inputs Per Acre 

From the overall average figures it i8 seen that the 

labour input per acre in crop production is very large in 

the districts ot Hooghly, West. Godavari, Salem and Monghyr, 

as compared to the other districts under study. Incidentally, 

in all these regions, paddy is reported to be one of the 

major crops. Sambalpur district in Orissa and Meerut­

~~.affarnagar in Uttar Pradesh also shaw high labour input 

per acre as compared to the districts ot Maharashtra, ~~dhya 

Pradesh and Punjab. 

If.ve group the districts on the basis ot the labour 

input per acre, three distinct groups can be formed as follows: 

Labour Input per acre Districts 
in days 

17.00 to 26.00 Ahmednagar, Nasik, Coimbatore, Akola, 

Amravati, Amritsar, Ferozepur and 

Rohtak, Kamal. Sangrur. 

40.00 to SS.OO 

ss.OO to 70.00 

Meerut, Muzaffarnagar, 24 Parganas 

and Sambalpur. 

Salem. Hooghly, West Godavari and' 

Monghyr. 
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Both in the second and third groups the labour input per 

acre is high; in contrast. the first group shows much 

smaller labour input per acre. 

~.5 Family and Hired Labour Input Per Acre 

The discussion above is based on total labour inputs 

per acre. We shall now split the total labour inputs into 

its component parts, namely, family and hired labour inputs. 

and examine to what extent the hired labour is used in 

different regions under study. It should be clearly 

mentioned here that in the Farm Management Studies the 

family labour includes the labour ot the famS,J,y_ wOJ!"keJ" as 

well as that ot permanent farm ser~ants. Table ~.5 and -_._--- -

Table ~.6 show the break-up of the total labour input into 

family and hired and the proportion of hired labour to total 

labour used. 

Data for both .cost accounting and survey samples are ---available for almost all the years for each region except 

Uttar Pradesh. Punjab and Madhya Pradesh. where separate 

data for each district are not available. Only the combined 

district's figures are available for the region as a whole. 

For Uttar Pradesh. 1954-55 data are not available and for 

1955-56 and 1956-51 data are available only under cost account­

ing sample. For Ahmednagar and Nasik aleowe do not have 

data on tamily and hired labour u •• for the year 1956-51. 

Similarly. under second series ot survey. districtwise data 

are not available tor Punjab and Bihar. 



~able 4.1 : Utilizat10n of Family and Hired Labour Per Acre in Crop Production (First Series ot Survey) 

Districts/Zones 
under study c. A. s. 

Family Hired Total 

19S1t-'S 

s. s. 
.. ----------.. -----~---~--... -~ Family . Hired Total 

195.5-56 --.. -.. ----... -----~ .. ~------......... -.. ~-.. -....... --..... ----.......... --.. --c. A. s. s. s • 
Family Hired Total Family Hired Total -- --- - ---- -- ---- ---- -- ----- - --- . - - - - - --- - -- ----- - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - - - -". 

Ahmednagar 

Naslk 

Combined 

Salem 

Coimbatore 

Combined 

!ko1a 

Amravati 

Combined 

Amr1tsar-
Feros.pur 

JlIeerut-
Muzaftarnagar 

Hooghly 

24 Parganaa 

Combined 

-
-
-

39.40 

22.90 

28.70 

-
-
-

17.50 

-
4.0.'+4-

36.82 

38.66 

-
-
-

12.50 

1.80 

9.40 

-
-
-

).70 

-
27.15 

19.14 

2).21 

-
-
-

;1.90 

)0.70 

)8.10 

-
-
-

21.20 

-
67.59 

".96 

61.87 

-
-
-

, 53.50 

12.40 

2S.40, 

• 

- . - . 

19.10 

-
41.6, 

24.4.6 

31.18 

-
'. 
-

l8.S0 

7.4/J 

12.00 

-
-
-

).90 

-
26.57 

31.28 

29.21 

-
• 

-
72.)0 

19.60 

)7.40 

--
-

23.00 

-
70.22 

".74 

60.39 

1).20 

16.80 

1lt.98 

40.20 

22.20 

28.60 

-

14.)0 

)6.;0 

33.2) 

29.04 

31.16 

6.80 

6.90 

6.70 

11.50 

7.20 

6.70 

-
-

1l.2) 

6.80 

a.4.0 

21.58 

13.89 

17.74-

20.00 

2).70 

21.;8 

;1.70 

29.40 

37.)0 

--
20.91 

21.10 

44.90 

'4.81 
42.91, 

48.90 

" " 
; 

14.;0 

11.80 

1).10 

;5.00 

13.90 

21.,30 

-
-
-

17.)0 

-
49.85 

4.5.72 

47.51 

3.20' 11.70 

;.40 11.20 

4.6; 11.15 

24.80 79.80 

7.10 21.00 

12.90 40.20 

- -
- -
- -

).90 21.20 

- -
32.84 82.69 

14.)0 60.02 

22.62 70.19 

\ 

- ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ -~ -- - - -- ~ - ~ ~ --- - ~ ~ ~ - ~. ~ ~ ~ ~ -~ - - ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~,~ ~ - -- ~ - -- - - - ~ ~ 

(continued) 
C. A. s. • Cost Accounting Sampl. 

s. s. • Survey Sample 
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Table 4.5 I (continued) 

~~------.-~---~~~-~-~-~--------~-----~--------~----~~~~---------- -
Districts/Zones 

1956-57 Average tor all the 
---~----.--~~--~-~-~--~~~~~.~---~--~-~---.------~-~ yeara and sample \lDder study C. A. S. s. s. 
--~-------~-----------~-~~ --. .... _----_ .. -.... .....----------- -.. ---,.~----....,-~-------.. -----.... ------Family Hired Total Family Hired 'total Family Hired Total Per cent 

Hired 

----------------------------------~---~---------------'-------------
Abmednagar 12.30 ,.20 11.,0 1S.30 ,2.80 18.10 . 14.27 ).Ss 18.12 21.2, 

laa1k 16.20 6.)0 22.,0 1).00 5.00 IS.00 1).72 5.6,. 19.37 29.17 . , 

Combined. 1'.40 '.90 21.30 14.20 ).90 18.10 lI..12 4.75 18.87 2'.11 

Salem. 44.20 1).)0 '7.50 S).70 ' 27.'40 Sl.10 48.43 19.17 67.60 28.19 

Co1mbatore 2'.90 11.30 40.20 9.,0 11.80 21.30 17.38 8.6, 26.0) 33.23 
~ 

Combined 34.70 12.00 46.70 24.40 3.1.10 41. SO )0.62 1).OS 43.70 29.93 

Akola - - - - - - - - - -
Amrava\l - - - - - - - - - .. 
Combined 10.71 12.9' 2).69 - - - 10.0a 12.22' 22.]0 54.S0 

Amritsar-Ferozepur 6.10 19.50 16.10 , 20.00 16.65 21.12 21.16 

Meerut-
Mu.sattarnagar 4,7.14 9.86 57.00 - - - 42.53 10~6l 53.14 24.9; 

Hooghly .36.)8 29.91 66.29 S4.S4 )2.10 S6.~,. 42.79 28.76 71.'7 40.21 

~ 24 Pargana8 29.59 lI..)2 43.91 35.16 14.33 49.4-9 33.44. 16.0S ,1.49 3;.06 

Combined, 33.06 . 22.29 ".)S 43.89 22.)3 66.22 37.8,. , 2).10 60.94 37.91 

-----.----------------------'---------------------------------------



Table ,..6 . I Ut.llisat,ion· of Family and Hired Labour Per Acre in Crop Production (Second. Series of Survey) 

~--~~-~---~~~~-~~-----~------~---~~-~-~--~~---~~~--~~----------~--~~ 
District/Zones 
under study 

1951-" 

'amilJ Hired Total 

1958-'9 
--~--~-------~~------~~ Family Hired Total 

19'9-60 1961-62 
-~~--~--~-----~~--~--- ~-----~--~--~------------Family Hired Total Family Hired Total 

---~-~~-~---------------~~--~~-~-~-~---~----~-~~-~~-~~~-------.---~~ 

West. Godavari 

Paddy Zone 

Tobacco Zone 

Combineci 

Sambalpur 

Zona I 

Zone II 

Combined 

Monghyr 

Rohtak-Karnal­
S&ngrur 

10.56 

16.71 

1).32 

27.65 

2).11 

25.57 

. 44.17 

-

),.61 4.6.17 1).05 56.26 

SO.02· 66.79 14.70 56.38 

Itl.76· 5S.0a . 1).81 ,6.)1 

25.26 52.91 26.18 22.10 

1).9a )7.09 2).01 12.01 

20.10 4S.67 2lt.90 lS.Oolt. 

15.2) 4.5.29 16.61 

- - - -

69.31 - - - - - -
71.08 - - .. - -
70.12 - - - - - -

48.28 - - - - - -
)5.02 - - - - - -
,.2.94- - - - - - -
61.96 41.8) 16.60 - - -

- - - - 1;.10 18.40 

(continued) 
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Tabla 4.6 I (con~1nued) 

------------------------------------------------------------------
Distr1ct/Zones 
under atwl,. 

1962-63 
--------~-.. -....... -...... ------ludl,. Hired Total ............... ----------.. ----~-----r8JDily h1re4 Total 

Average 
--~~~~--~---~---~----~--.. -----~-~-Family Total Pel' cent 

H1red 

----------------_._-----------------------------------------------
West Godavari 

'add, .Zone . 

Tobacco Zone 

Combined 

Sambalpur 

Zone I 

Zone II 

Combined 

Monghyr 

Rohtak-Karnal­
Sangrur . 

- -
- -
- .. 

- -
- -
- -
- -

1,.6, 

-~ - -.- - - ~ ~'~ ~ - ~ -- - ~ ~ ---

- - - -
- - - -
- / - - -

- - - -
- - - -
- - - -

- - -

17.39· 

--.... ~ --

11.89 46.43 ,6.)2 79.61 

1'.76 ').1) 68.t9 77.12 

1).74- 49.64 6).)8 78.)2 

26.8) 2).49 50.)2 46.68 

2).06 13.00 )6.06 )6.0, 

25.25 19.10 44.)' Atl.07 

45·16 16.2) . 61.99 26.18 

1S.06 ).1S, 18.21 17.35 

--- ---......... ~ -.. ~ .. ., -~ 

-, 
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Firstly, a glance at the Tables shows that West 

Godavari district is the only district which show. excep­

tionally high hired labour input. Its proportion to total 

labour input i8 as high as 14 per cent. In contrast, in 

the districts of Rohtak, Karnal, Sangrur (PunJab), the 

proportion of hired labour inputs is only 17 per cent. 

The year to year variation in the hired labour input 

is not marked in any of the districts except in 2~ Parganas 

and Hooghly in West Bengal and in Salem in Madras. In 

Hooghly, only in the year 1955-56 under cost accounting 

sample the hired labour input reported is less as compared 

to that reported in the other years. In 2~ Parganas also, 

only in the year 1954-55 the survey sample figures for 

hired labour input are comparatively higher. For instance, 

in 24 Parganas. in 195~-55, under survey sample the hired 

labour input per acre amounts to about 32 days whereas in 

1955-56 and 1956-57 the same turns out to be as low as l~ 

days, whereas in Salem, survey sample figures for hired 

labour input show variation over the years roughly from 18 

to 27 days per acre. 

Even though there are some marked variations, an 

average of all the years and both the samples has been 

computed for each of the combined districts or Bones under 

study in each region and henceforth these average figures 

given in Tables ~.5 and 4.6, will be used in further discus-

aion. • 
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4.6 Distribution of the Districts on 
the Basis of Hired Labour Input 

From the overall average figure 1t is seen that 

apart from West Godavari district. there are a few other 

districts using considerable amount of hired labour input. 
" 

Those districts are Sambalpur. Hooghly-24 Parganas and 

Akola-Amravati. Incidentally, all these districts. showing 

higher proportion of hired labour input. except Akola­

Amravati, are rice growing districts. The districts of 

Punjab, on the other hand, are the only districts showing 

exceptionally small proportion of hired labour input. 

It we group the districts on the basis of the propor­

tion of hired labour days. three distinct groups can be 

formed: 

Proportion ot Hired 
Labour Days 

17 to 26 per cent 

28 to 4) per cent 

Districts 

Rohtak, Karnal, Sangrur (Combined 

districts in Punjab, Second Series). 

Amritsar. Ferozepur (combined 

districts in Punjab, First Series), 

Meerut. Muzaffarnagar (Uttar Pradesh, 

combined), Ahmednagar, Nasik 

(~~harashtra) and Monghyr (Bihar). 

Salem. Coimbatore ()mdras). 24 Farganas, 

Hooghly (West Bengal) and Sambalpur. 

(Orissa). 



Proportion of Hired 
Labour Days 

7) 

Dist.rict.s 

Above SO per cent Akola, Amravati (Madhya Pradesh) and 

West Godavar1 (Andhra Pradesh). 

On the whole 1t 1. seen that West Godavari 1s the only 

district where proportion of hired labour use exceeds 60 

per cent, and West Godavari and Akola-Amravati put 

together are the only regions where more than SO per cent 

of the labour used is hired. It may be interesting to 

note that the estimate ot wage paid labour arrived at trom 

the Rural Credit Survey Report also shows Andhra Pradesh 

as the State using highest proportion ot wage paid labour. 

It may be broadly concluded that considerable amount 

ot hired labour is used for crop production and that the 

extent of its use varies trom region to region. There are 
• 

80me regions where it is very high while there are some 

other where 1t is very low. This chapter, thus, throws 

information on the extent ot family and hired labour 

employment per acre in crop production. Our purpose is to 

enquire into and know the reason ot the pattern and extent 
~ -- -- --- -----_.-

ot hired labour inputs used in crop production in different 
------- ---~--

districts or Bones under study. -------- --



CHAPTER V 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE NATURE A~~ 
EXTENT OF LABOUR INPUT 

While discussing ~he na~ure or labour inpu~s in 

agricul~ure. in the last sec~ions, it was tound ~hat not an 

in~~erable amount ot hired labour 1s used tor crop 

production 1n d1fterent regions in India and that the condi­

tions in thi' respect yary trom State to State and district 

to dls~rict. 

Utilisation ot hired labour tor crop produc~lon 

depends upon several factors, such as the type ot crops 

I grown, the aize ot ~he operating unit, availability ot 

1 tamily labour on tarms, the extent ot irrigation and the 

intensity ot cropping. 

5.1 Nature of Crops Grown 

To start with, we shall examine the cropwise labour 

utilisation in each of the districts under study and then 

shall go into the details ot other tactors, e.g., size ot 

operating unit, availability ot tamily labour etc.,and 

shall see it any ot the tactors mentioned above has any 

influence on the nature alld extent ot the labour inputs in 

general and employment' ot casual hired labour in particular. 

An examination ot the major crops grown and the labour 
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requirement ot these crops in each region may explain to 

some extent the nature and the extent ot selt.employed and 

hired labour employed in crop production in ditterent 

regions. Tables S.l and '.2 show a detailed account ot the 

cropwise labour days per acre in ditterent regions. District 

figures are given wherever available, in other cases 

tigures tor the combined districts are given. 

A. is well known, per acre labour requirement ot 

irrigated crops is much higher than that ot unirrigated 

crops. Therefore, we shall examine the irrigated and un­

irrigated crops separately and tor this reason two separate 

Tables are prepared for the two types of crops (Tables 5.1 

and '.2). 

5.2 Irrigated Crops 

Taking tirst irrigated crops into consideration, it 

is seen that both in Salem and Colmbatore per acre labour 
. , 

requirement tor paddy is very high amounting to about 121 

and 117 days per acre respectively. It is to be noted 

that paddy under irrigation is gro\'/n in all the three 

seasons in both Salem and Colmbatore districts. In the 

third season the crop is grown only when water is available. 

Labour days required per acre 1s highest for the third 

season and lowest for the first season when the crop is 

partly rain-fed. The data 'for the three .easons show the 
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Table 5.1 • CroPW1.8 Labour Day. Par Acre (Irrlgat'ed) 

--~----~.~---~---~-~------~~----~--.--------~-~~--~-.---~-~--~------~--.Jowar Wheat Grall Paddy 
Regions ---.... -------_ ..... _-------- - .... _----------------_ .... ....-.. -.... ~--~-----~------ -_ ... ----.-... ----....................... 

Family Hirecl Total lamily Hired To1;al Family Hired Total Family Hired Total 
-----~~----.~-.-~-.--~----~-~-----~-~~-~-.------~--~~-~~-~-----~-~~----
Abmednagar 2".70 9.S6 ,,..26 36.6, 9.01 40;.66 22.9; 4.85 .27.80 - - -(27.90) (19.73) (17.44) 

leaik - - - 39.05 ".95 44.00 21.)0 2.9' 2,..25 - - -(U.2S' (12.16) 

Combinecl- 2".70 9.56 34.26 37.8; 6.98 44.8) 
(27.90) (IS.S7) 

22.12 3.91 
(15.02) 

26.0) I - - -
Salem 21.60 ll.60 ,.).20 - - - - - - 9,..28 - 27.00 121.26 

(26.8" (22.26) 

Coimbatore '3.60 10.)0 6).90 - - - - - - 92.,8 24.00 l16.;' 
(16.12) (20.SS) 

Combined 4.).90 9.60 '3.50 - - .. - - - 90.6) 23.00 11).6) 
(17.94.) (20.240) 

Amr1~sar-Ferozepur - - - 21.20 '.03 26.2) - - •. - - -(19.18) 

Meerut-Muzattarnagar - - - H.A. N.A. ,,..91 - -. -- N.A. N~A. )1.39 

Hoogbly - - - - - - - - - - - -- ~ ~ 

; 

2,. Parganaa 
, - - -- - - - - - - - -

~ Combined - - - - - . - - - .- - - -
West Godavari - - - - - - - - - 12 .. ,." 39.16 51.61 

(76.64) 

Sambalpur - - - - - - - - .- - - -
Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur 9.3" 1.99 11.33 22.72 5 • .50 28.22 11.17 1.66 . 12 .• 83 - - -(17.55 ) (19.49) (12.9) 

~ ~ ~ ~ -~ . ---- ~ -- - ~ ~ - ~ ~ --- ~ -- ~ ---- ... --- ....... - .. ~-,.---- ... --- .... ---- .. --~--- .. ~--- .. - ... -----
(continued) 



Table S.1 : (continued) 

-. - ---. -- - - - - --.. - - -.. ' - - - - - ... ---.~ - - -- ~ ---~ .. -- ~ - - _ .... - ~ ---. ---~ --- - ------~ COt.tOD Tobacoo Sugarcane Potato 
Regiona 

,ami 1,. ---~~ ..... ~-------..... -~----- Family ---~------~--~-------~ Hired Total lam1ly. Hired Hired Total -----.. ---~~-~---------. Family ---------------Hired Total Total 
----~~~-~~~--~----~~~-~~---~-~-------~-------~-----~-----~~~------------
Ahmednagar 

Hasik 

Combined 

Salelll 

Co1mbatora 

Combined 

Amr1t.sar-'ercsepur 

Meerut-Muaat£arnagar 

Hooghlr 

2,. Parganae 

Combined 

West Godavari 

Sambalpur 

Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur 

-
-
-

61.,0 . 

26.75 

N. A. 

-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
7.20 

(10.8) 

l2.)0 
(1'.91) 

8.40 
(12.02) 

7.'4-
(22.67) 

R. A. 

-
-
-

-
-

- -- -
- -

66.,0 -
71.00 -
69.90 -
34..59 -
43.00 -
- -
- -
- -
- . 23.24-

- -
- -

- -
- -
- -
- . -
- -
- -
-
- -
- -
- -
- -

89.16 112.42 
(79.33) 

- -
- -

-
-
-
• 

-
-

-
N. A. 

-
-
-
-
-

51.U 

-
-
-
-
-
-

H. A. 

-
-
-
-
-
8.2,. 

(1).S8) 

-
--
-
-
-

-

-
-
-
-
-

---
-
-
-
-
-

119.09 

80.91 

101.91 

-
-
-

1 

- -- -- -
- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

57.53 176.62 
(32.57) 

)8.2, 119.16 
c:r~.lO) 

5S.66 151.67 
(35.30) 

- -
- -
- -

-- ........ - ... _--_ .... _ .. ----- ........ --.. --- -_ .. --.. --..., _ ..... -- .. ---- .. --- .. ~ .. -.. --, ..... -_ .... -- .... ---- ---
(F1gures in ~h. paren~h.ses indicate percentage.) 
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Tabla '.2 I Cropw1se Labour Daya Per Acre (Unlrrlga~ed) 

~--~~~--~~-----~--~~---~-~~---~--~-~~----.~~--~-~-~--------~----~-~-~~---~~-Jowar Wheat Gram Cotton . Maize Jute 
.~ Regions -~-~~~--~---~----~-Family Hired Total Famlly Hired Total 

----.. -............. ---~ .. ----
Family Hired Total ---.----------.. --------Famlly Hired Total Fam1l.y Hired Total FamIly Hired Total . ' --- ~ - ~ --~ - ~ .. ~ --- ~ - - . - ~ - - ~ ~ -- ----'-. - ~ --- - ~ -~ - -- - -- ~ ~ ~ - ~ -.- -~ ~ ~ ~ ------ ~ -- --- - ... --

Ahmednagar 

iaa1k 

Combined. 

Salem 

Coimbatore 

Combined 

Amrltsar­
Ferozepur 

Meerut­
Musaf'farnagar 

Hooghly 

2,. Parganaa 

Combined 

We8~ Godavari 

Sambalpur 

6.00 2.22 10.22 14.70 ).3' IS.O, 10.70 2.20 12.90 
(21.72) (18.60) (17.0') 

- - - 8.)0 2.66 10.96 
(24.27) 

a.oo 2.22 10.22 11.50 .).01 14.51 10.20' 2.16 12.36 
(21.72) (20.74) (11.48) 

15.60 5.70 21.30 
(26.76) 

9.70 ).90 13.60 
(28.68) 

14.10 5.00 19.10 
, (26.18) 

-. - ' -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -

- -
- - -
- - -

10.30 3.90 14.30 
(27.27) 

-
-
-
-

H.A. i.A. 26.35 N.A. 

- - - -
- - - -
- - - -
• - - -
- - - -

-
- -

- . 

- -
R.A. 12.75 

- -
- -
- -
- -
- -

Rohtak-Karnal- 6.46 0.8) 9.29 17.51 ,2.82 20.33 
Sangrur (9.00) (13.'4) 

8.67 1.45 10.12 
(14..33) 

- - -
- - -
- - -

17.40 ~.20 - 21.60 
- (19.44) 

1S.S0 

20.20 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

).60 
(18.55) 

4.50 
(16.22) 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

19.40 

24.70 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

, 
- I 

-
- .. 

-
'-- ;. 

- ' 

-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

N .A. ' N .A. 

- I -
- -
- ~. -

-
- -
.. :~ -

. , 

-
-
-
-

-
-

35.00 

-
-
-
-
-
-

- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -

65.90 41.86 107.76 
(,36.8;) 

49.64 26.6~ 76.32 
(34.91) 

60.30 38.49 98.79 
(38.96) 

- - -
- - -
- - -

~------.~-----~-~---~----~---~~-~-~~~-~------------~-~-~~---~-~-~---~~~~~~~~ 
(continued) 



79 

Table 5.2 • (continued) • . ~~~ _____ ~_~ ___ . __ ~._~ ___ ~~ __ ~ ______ ~~-_~_w __ ~ __ ~_~ __ ~~ _______ ~~_~ ______ ~ 
Meata ''he a t-Grara Bajr. Pulse Paddy 

Regions ------_.-.... _----.,-------. ---~-~--~--~----.~--- ~-------~-----~-~-~-- -----------~-------~~- ----------_ ............ ..., ... .,..--
Faudly H1red Total lamil,. Hired Total Family Hired . Total Family Hired Total Fam1ly Hired Total 

~------~-------------------------.---------------------------------------
Ahmednagar - - - - - - 11.00 2.80 1).80 - - - - - -(20.29) 

Nas1k .. - .. ... - - 9.75 3.6, 
(27.24.) 

13.40 - - - - - -
Combined. - .. - - - - 10.37 ).2) 1).60 - - - - - -(23.75) 

Salem. - - - - - - - - - -' - .' - - .. 
Coimbatore .. - - - .. - - - - - - - - - -
Combined - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
.A.mr1tsar- - - - 1l.7S 2.80 14.49 - - - - - - - - -Ferozepur (19.32) 

Me e rut- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Muzarrarnagar 

Beoghly Sl.04 25.65 76.69 - - - - .. - 15.12 4.61 20.53 36.01 18.); 54.36 
()2.60) (22.45) ()).76) 

• 51.65 28.66 80.51 19.)9 4.09 23.48 3;.7; 1;.27 ;1.02 24.Pargana. - - - - - -()S.85) (17.42) (29.93) 
1 

Combined 52.1S 29.20, 81.3S - - - - - - 16.66 4.61 ~1.27 35.8:' 16.70 ;2.57 
(35.89) (21.67) (Jl.77) 

Weat Godavar1 - - - - .- - - - - - 12.27 )1.47 43.74 

Samba1pur .. - - - - - - - - - - '. 24.29 17.6) 
(42.01) 

41.92 

Rohtak-Karnal- - - - 13.31 2.58 15.89 6.99 0.6) 7.62 • - - - - -
Sangur (16.24) (8.27) 

-~---------------------------.--------------------------------------------
(F1gures in the parenthea •• indicate percentage.) 
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following picture: 

Family !!!red Total 

First season 61.60 21.00 102.60 

Second season eS.40 24.00 ll2.40 

Third season 110.30 2).90 1)4.20 

Weighted average 
for the three seasons 90.6) 2).00 11).6) 

It is seen that although the inputa of human labour is 
"# 

highest in the third season, the hired labour input remains 

Ilore or less constant. The higher figures in the third 

aeason are probably due to the greater requirement of 

labour for irrigation, which is met by the family labour 

and not by the hired labour. The second season is the 
" . 

season in whiCh paddy is largely grown in these districts 

and its cultivation is intensive. , . 
In other districts. namely. Meerut.Muz~tfarnagar and 

West Godavari, paddy requires, on an average, between 32 to 

S2 days of labour per acre. Irrigated paddy in West .. 
Godavari 1. grown in two aeasons and the average labour 

daya per acre comea to about S2 days. 

Tobacco 1. another high labour consuming crop, grown 

only in West Godavari district in our study. It requires 

112 labour days. Sugarcane and potato are the other major 

labour intensive crops grown in the regions of Hooghly· 
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21t Parganas, Meerut-MuIla.f'1'arnagar, and Rohtak-S&ngrur-Karnal 

respectively, requiring about 61 and 156 days per acre 

respectively_ Among irrigated crops gram is least labour 

consuming in all the regions, requiring, on an average about· 

20 days per acre. While, potato is the moat labour inten­

sive crop requiring 158 days per acre, grown only in Boogbly-

21t Parganaa out 01' all the regions under study. In general, 

on an average, tbe labour requir~ment 01' irrigated crops i8 

above itO days per acre, in all tbe.regions except Robtak­

Karnal-Sangrur districts 01' Punjab which show remarkably 

low labour input per acre (2, days) even tor the irrigated 

crops._ 
• 

Break-up at the total labour days into 1'amily and 

hired components shows that hired labour accounts tor a 

considerable proportion at total labour input in the case ot 

paddy, tobacco and potato, varying between )0 and itO per 

cent, except tor tobacco and paddy in West Godavari, where 

the proportion at hired labour use is as high as 16 per cent. 

In the ease at other crops the proportion varies between 20 

and 25 per cent, in all the districts, except in the districts 

ot Punjab, wbere it is still lower. being 15 per cent only. 

It is seen tbat there are some crops mentioned above which 

make considerable use ot hired labour and since these crops 

happen t.o be the major crops grown in some regions or 

districts. the proportion ot hired labour use is higher in 

those districts under study_ For instance, potato is grown 
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in Hooghlr-24. Parganas (t'lest Bengal) and since. this crop 

uses more ot hired labour, its proportion in the total 

labour input, on the whole, i8 higher in this region. 

Similarlr, in West Godavari and Salem-Coimbatore; in 

Salem-Coimbatore paddr and cotton are the major crops; and 

in West Godavari, in addition to paddr, tobacco i8 the other . 
major crop grown. SinC8 all these crops use a great deal ot 

hired labour, the proportion ot hired labour input is quite 

high in these regions. 

On the other hand, crops 11ke wheat, jowar, and gram 

use less or hired labour and these being the major crops 

grown in Abmednagar-Nas1k, Meerut-14uzattarnagar and in the 

districts ot Punjab, proportion ot hired labour input 18 

quite low in these regions. 

S.3 Unirrigated Crops 
£ 

Paddy as unirrigated crop is grown in Hooghlr-24. 

Parganas, Sambalpur and West Godavari.. In West Godavari, 
j 

we have seen that paddy is also grown as irrigated crop. In 

addition to paddr,· jute and mesta are the other major crops 

in Hooghlr-2,. Parganas, grown under unirrigated condition. 

Among the unirrigated crops labour requirement ot jute and 

mesta is very Ugh (about 8.2 to 100 days per acre). Paddr 

in all the districts requires about SO dar8 per acre, on an 

average. Although these crops are grown on unirrigated land, 
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they require heavy rain water almost all the time and 1oten­

sive agricultural operations, for example, transplanting, 

weeding etc. and that 1s why the labour requirement per acre 

ia high. 

Other unirr1gated crops using more labour per acre 

are jowar, bajra and pulses and wheat to a certain extent, 

as compared to. gram, cotton and wheat-gram mixture. On an 

average. 1n the case ot unirrigated crops, the labour require­

ment per acre varies between lS and 2S days. Districts ot 

Rohtak-Itarnal-Sangrur. however, again show much less labour 

input. for all the crops under study. being 10 to 12 days 

per acre. 

Break up ot the total labour day. into family and 

hired shows that hired labour accounts for about 20 per cent 

ot the total labour used, on an average; and in some cases 

it is as low as 8 per cent. Since use of hired labour is 

quite high in paddy, jute and mesta. and since these are the 

major crops· grown in Sambalpur. Hooghly-24 Parganas and West 

Godavari. proportion of hired labour 10put is quite high in 

these regions. 

An examination or cropw!se utilization of labour day. \ 

~ ~cret thus, gi~e~-a br~d idea ot _:~e extent to which the 

hired labour i. used for different crops both under irrigated -- - ~ -~------ -.----~- -

and unirrigated conditions. At this po1ot it w. examine the 



irrigation tactor in each district, it w111 give an idea ot . 

the proportion ot irrigated area in each district and its 

variat.ion. 

S.4 Proportion ot Irrigated Area 

Table S.l gives the proportion of irrigated area in 

ditferent. dist.ricts under study. 

Table 5.3 I Percentage ot Irrigated Area in Difterent. Regions 

.- ..... _ .. _------_ .. _------- .... ----
Regions ---_ ........ _------

24 Parganas-Hooghly 

Abmednagar-Nasik 

Sambalpur 

Salem-Coimbat.ore 

Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur 

West. Godavari 

Amrit.sar-Ferozepur 

Meerut-Muzaffarnagar 

Percentage ot 
irrigated area ---------------

12.60 

13.Sl 
17.70 

24.16 

40.42 

5l.S7 
71.00 

72.90 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ~ .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

The proportion ot irrigated area is highest in Uttar 

Pradesh being 7l per cent (Meerut-Muzatfarnagar) and lowest 

in \>Jest Bengal (Hooghly-24 Parganas), being 12.60 per cent. 

However, the districts showing more than SO per cent. ot the 

area under irrigated crop are Meerut-Muzatfarnagar (Uttar 

Pradesh), Amritsar-Ferozepur (punjab) and West Godavari 
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(Andhra). Whereas in the districts ot 2~ Parganas, Ahmednagar­

Nasik and Sambalpur less than 20 per cent of the area under 

crop 18 irrigated. Akola and Amravati are wholly unirrigated. 

all the crops grown are rain-fed, 80 it doe8 not appear in 

the Table. Using this information and the labour require-

ment o_f_ major crops grown_ in the district, both irrigated 

and un1rrigated,one can give a broad explanation for the 

extent and the variation in the use of hired labour in 
~ ~-.-~--- - . 

crop-production in d1fferent districts under study. 

s.; Farm Size 

We shall now examine the relation between farm size 

and the employment ot human labour and its break-up into 

aelt-employed and hired. Fal'll size i8 believed to be one 

of the important factors influencing the utilisation ot 

hired labour. We shall thus begin with the examination ot 

labour employment per acre for crop production under 

d1fferent tarm si~es. _ 

In the preceding section we have aeen that labour 

requirement of irrigated crops, in general, is higher than 

that of the unirrigated crops. Therefore, in order to 

study the effect of the farm size on the labour requirement 

we should first allow for the differences in proportion of 

irrigated area 1n farms of d1fferent sizes. 

Table S.~ gives the proportion of irrigated area under 

each farm size in d1fferent districts under study. By and 
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Table ,.~ : Proportion of Irrigated Area 1n the aegions under study 

. . 

-- - - - - - -- - - - -- --- -------- ------ --_. ------ --- -----------.. - - ~ --- - - -----------. R • 11 0 n 8 . . 
Si.. group 

(acres) .. ~~-~~~-~--~-~~--~------~--~~--~-~-.. --~--~----~~~---------~--~~~~-~--~~~---~-~~~---~--~~--~~-~~~~~~-~-~-~-~~. Meerut- Amrit.ar- Booghly 24 Parganas Combined Abmednagar Hasik Combined We8~ .:. Sambalpur Rohtak- Salem-
Musattarnagar Ferosepur ' '. Godavari Karnal- Co1mbatore 

. ~~ 

----------------------------------------------------~- ---.----------------

O~01 - 1.25 I 
8).97 I 33.)0 1.40 18.80 I 76.76 I 

10.)1 I ) 

1.26 - 2.'0 =)0.90 '.50 14-.)0 73.56 J 31.9' 

).7' ) 
90.00 

12.20 l 29.60 26.2, 27.9) 
J 37.3' 

2.'1 - 2).50 2.00 I ) 

3.76 - 5.00 J 
81.47 ~ 

36.10 lS.S0 I 80.74 16.22 J J 33.98 
, 2.70 

,.01 - 7.50 75.87 I 20.80 2.90 11.10 J 59,,26 J 
210.510 I 

29.3' 86.00 24.0, 20.S, 22.4' 42.50 
7.'1 - 10.00 77.20 10.20 '.90 6.60 ) 62.64 ) 29.2) 

10~Ol - 1S.00 . 11.33 ) 31.40 0.40 10.20 19.1, 1).80 16.4S 3).7~ - 44.01 20.S) 

1;.01 - 20.00 69.90 J 76.00 I 20." 12.8, 16.60 52.1~ ) 41.37 13.50 

20.01 - 2S.00 
65.10 I. 10.)S 6.20 8.28 I ' .! J 

lS.SS 
39.310 I 

25.,1 - 30.00 J 
64..00 J 

11.8, 9.10 13.48 1 . I ) 

)0.01 - 1,0,00 ! 
70.2) I I . 2).10 - 1'.70 I 55.00 ! 23.105 I 1,.60 10. SO 13.05 J )2.710 I 13.'" 

40.01 - 50.00 

SO.Ol • above I 68.00 J '.30 9.5) J " I 36.01 10.7' 

~-~--~--~~----~~-~-~~~----~--~----~-~------~------~~~------~------------~-
I 

Average 71.00- 2,.)0 2.00 . 12.60 1S.70 24.18 

---~----------~----------~----~----------------------- --------------------
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large, the proportion ot irrigated. area varies inversely 

with the sise ot holding. In almost all the cases the 

smaller holdings have higher proportion of irrigated area. 

To allow for these difterances, we propose to convert the 

irrigated area into equivalent unirrigated area on the basis 

of number ot labour days required per acra ot irrigated 

crops as compared to unirrigated crops in the district. For 

instance, it the labour requirement of irrigated crops per 

acre is twice that ot unirrigated crops in the district, 

then the total irrigated area under crop i8 intlated two 

t1mea to bring it on par with the un1rrlgated area. Equi­

valent unirrigated area thus obtained, add~d to the available 

unirrigated area under crop gives the total area under crop 

in terms ot equivalent unirrigated area •. 

There i. another tact or which we must take into 

account betore embarking on 81se-groupwise analysis, and 

that is intensity ot cropping. As mentioned earlier, to 

allow for the ditterences in the.intensity ot cropping, 

labour input per acre has been obtained on the basis ot 

gross cropped area. For further illustration and to have 

an idea as to how intensively the smaller farms are culti­

vated we shall examine the intensity of cropping by tarm 

size. Intensity ot cropping shows the intensity of land 

use. In other words, it indicates the extent of double or 

trippl. cropping and the magnitude ot total cropped area. 
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I~ ia,defined as the ra~10 of ~he total cropped area to the 

net area under cultivation. We shall, therefore, examine 

~he in~ensity ot cropping by farm 8ize in d1tferen~ regions. 

Table S.S give. this information. 

I~ 1. seen that land is most intensively used in 

Wes~ Godavari in a8 much a8 the intensity of cropping i. 

142. ~ha~ means, almost half of the net area sown is double 

cropped. Wherea8, 1n Sambalpur district, the intensity ot 

cropping 1s a8 lov a8 96, because i~ i8 a mono-crop area • . 
In Meerut-Muzattarnagar and in the districts ot Punjab also 

the intensity ot cropping i8 high. It is further seen tha~ 

in all the regions, with the increase in the size of farm 

the intensity of cropping regularly decreases, that is to 

say, smaller farms are more intensively used. It was earlier 

seen ~hat the proportion ot irrigated area is more on ~he 

smaller holdings, so, it 1s quite·in fitness of the things 

~hat the smaller farms show higher intensity of cropping. 

In order to take this fac~or in~o consideration. in our 

analysis, labour inpu~ per acre i. based on gross cropped 

area. 

Having thus eliminated the effect ot the irrigation 

tactor and having taken intensity ot. cropping into consldera­

~ion, we are in a position ~o examine the influence of farm 

sise on the employman~ of human labour, both family and 

hired. We shall, therefore, begin with the examination of 



Table 5.~ I Intensity of Cropping by Si •• Group 1n Different Regions 
. . - ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ---- - --- ~ -- ~-- -- ~ ~ ~ -'- ~ ~ -~ ~ ~ - ~ -~ ~ - -

Sambal- Sale~ 8oogbly- Ahmad- Rohtak- Meerut- Amrltsar- West 
Slse gr)oup pur Coimba- 24 Par- nagar- Karnal- Muzaffar- Ferozepur Godavari 
(acres tore ganaa Nas1k Sangrur nagar 
----~-~~~--~-------~-----~-~--~-~~~~--~~~~~~ 

0.01 - 1.25) 

1.26 - 2.50~ 
2.51 - ).7S~ 

).76 - 5.00) 

5.01 - 7.501 
7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 

15.01 - 20.00) 

20.01 - 25.00 

25.01 - )0.00 

)0.01 - 40.00 

40.01 - So.oo! 
50.01 & above 

) 
100.001 

9a.)1~ 
) 

92.19 

100.00 

129.00 

116.00 

109.00 

93.00 

g2.00 

74.00 

11).00) 

109.001 

lOS 0001 
104.00) 

) 
) 
) 

124.20 ) 

~ 
) 

15S.lt7 

106.001 > I 117.25 141.74 
97.00 

10;.00 112.50 135.'1 

112.25 1)2.)1 

91.00 
) 

J 

l08.S'J 
107.45) 

) 

107.i'l 
101.2$ 

126.24 

121.26 

111.41 

) 

I 

I 
151.70 

141.7°1 
1)6.73 

133.351 
1)0.4' 

127028

1 
1.21.30l 

149.00 

141.00 

1)2.00 

111.00J 

199.50 

169.00 

16S~OO 

142.50 

145.00 

131.50 

1)4.00 

1)6.00 

---.. -- - -. - ~ .... - .. ------ ., .. - -. --.... - .- -- .. ~ - - - ., -.. - ... --... 
Average 97.77 101.00 105.00 109.6) 1)1.40 1)).)2 1)6.00 142.00 

.. - .., .. .,. -- -- ,. .. -- .. ., -- .. - .. -- ,., .............. -.. - .. - ... -- .. ~ -- - .. -- .. - ,.. -



labour input per acre under different farm sizes. There 

are ten regions under study, since it Is not possible to 

put the data of the above enquiry for all the regions in 

a single Table, separate Tables have been prepared for each 

of the regions under study. These Tables are given 1n the 

same order in which they are discussed in the follOwing 

pages. 

S.6 Labour Input by Farm Size 

Tables S.6 and S.7 show the total labour days per 

acre in different size groups and the proportion of hired 

labour to total in all the regions under study. A Graph 
~r 

to this effect t~s also been presente~further illustration. 
t< .;, ~ , 

It 1s seen in Table 5.6 that in the districts of West 

Godavari (Andhra Pradesh), Sambalpur (Orissa), Amritsar­

Ferozepur (Punjab) and Hooghly-2~ Parganas (West Bengal), 

the total number of labour days per acre do not change much 

by farm size. 

Break-up of the total labour days into family a~ 

hired labour shows that the proportion of hired labour 
• 

increases with the increase 1n the farm size 1n these 

districts. In other words, use of hired labour is more in 

the bigger farms than In the smaller ones. 

There Is another set of districts, given in Table ;.7, 
in which number of labour days per acre shows a decrease 



Table 5.6 I Labour Day. Per Acre and Proportion of Hired Labour 

.. - - .. - - ... - - - ..... ,,_ - - ".; .. - - ,.. .. __ - ... - __ .. ______ ~ ~ .. ~ - .. - __ - - eo .... 

Sis. group 
(acrea) 

W.8~ Godavari 
---_ .. _--.. _----_ ... 
Total Per cent 

Hired 

Sambalpur 
----_ .. - ............ -------
Total Per centt 

Hired 

Hooghly- Amrit aar-
24 Parganaa larosepur 

.... --,..--~---~ .... 
Total Par cent 

Hired 
Total· Per cent. 

Hired -- ~ -------- - - ~ --- - ~ -- ~ - -- ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~.~ ~ ---------- -
0.01 - 1.2, 

1.26 - 2.S0 

2.51 - ).7" 
).76 - ,.ool 
,.01 - 7.50 

7.S1 - 10.00 

10.01 - 1,.00 

1,.01 - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00) 

2'.01 - )0.00 

21.72 

27.77 

4).271 
58.68 

) 

66.9°1 
'7.491 
67.65) 

711.69 

82.28) 

30.01 - 40.00 23.53 90.75 

40.01 - 50.00 
50.01 It abov.l 

60.15 6.19 

'7.80 
.. ~" .. 

21.58 

76.1) 32.6) 

56.15 
) 

. 40.24 

, 41.19 

. 42.50 

35.79 

39.81 

)6.4' 
)3.26 

30 •671 
lS.71t 

)).79 

31.6)1 

36.3°1 
39.94) 

61•5°1 

13.19 10.)9 

12." 13.67 

12.61 18.46 

10.S4 47.44 

----~ --~ --- - ~ -~ ---- ~ ~ ~ -- .- ~.~ - --- -- - ~ -~ ~ ~ . --- -
Average 80.56 ~3.06 12.25 22.4' 



Table S.7 : Labour Days Per Acre and Proportion of Hired Labour 

~---~--------~-~-~~---~~~-~---------------~-~ 

Size group 
(acres) 

0.01 -

1.26 -

2.51 -

).76 -

1.2'~ 

2.'O~ 
).151 
,.001 

S.Ol - 1.501 
7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 

1S.01 - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00 

25.01 - )0.00 '" 

)0.01 - ItO.oot 
40.01 - 50.001 
50.01 &. above 

Abmednagar- Salem-
Kas1k Coimbatore 

Total Per cent Total Per 
H1red cent 

21.76 
1 

22.)2 
) 

J 

26.95 19.15 

1S.0, 

14.7' 
16.49 

. 14.8S 

16.24 

10.25 

22.99 

31.95 
22.86 

3
2

•
861 

40.21 

39.711 . 

47.99 

)0.5' 

22.08 

24.23 

17.91 
1S.51 

3).73 

19.)0 

Hired 

210 42! 

J 
21.271 
24.6SI 
22.5) ) 

24..37 

29.11 

150241 
2).68 

Akola­
AmraTat.l .. ----~--~~ Total Per 

cant 
Hired 

32.1' 

27.7) ;0.02 

28.21 40.13 

21.93 ;2.39 

19.79 53.06 

22.20 48.8) 

24.82 61.68 

21.)2 SS.49J 

Monghyr 
---------..... ~ .. 
'!otal Per 

c.n~ 
Hired 

81.93 1'.93 

71.67 20.87J 

'4.1) 25.90) 

Robtak-Karnal­
Sangrur 
~-----.--..,.-
Total Per 

, cent 
Hired 

16.20 7.96 

,,..57 2S.34 1S.00 1).40 

49.2~ 51.12 14.26 18.79 

~~~-----~---~~-~~~~~-~~~---~--------~--~----~~ 
Average 16.50 29.88 2).)5 24.6) 22.)0 S~.SO 62.00 26.1' 15.4) 17.)0 
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with the increase in the farm size. The districts are 

Ahmednagar-Nasik (Maharashtra). Salem-Coimbatore (Madras), 

Akola-Amravati U-!aharashtra), Monghyr (Bihar) and Rohtak­

Karnal-Sangrur (Punjab). 

It we look into the use of hired labour in these 

districts we find that the proportion of hired labour shows 

.a regular but small increase with the lncrease in the farm 

slze except in Salem-Coimbatore. 

We, therefore, see that there are some districts in 

which the smaller holdings use as much labour. per acre as 

the bigger holdings, while there are some other districts 

where smaller holdings use much more labour than do the 

bigger holdings. In other words, in some regiOns the size 

of farm bas no effect on labour employment per acre, 

irrespective of the size of the farm the labour input per 

acre remains more or less the same. We shall now examine 

the situation in each region for further illustration. 

5.1 Labour Input by Farm Size in Individue.l Region 

Table S.S shows that average labour ~equirement per 

acre is about 21 days in the West Godavari district. This 

does not change very much by farm size, bein~ 27 days in 

the lowest and 2~ in the highest farm size. Break-up of 

the total labour days into family and hired shows that with 

the increase in farm size the praportion of. hired labour to 
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total continually increases troQ 43.27 to 90.75 per cent. 

Table S.6 : Andhra Pradesh (West Godavari): Labour Days 
Per Acre or Equivalent Unirrigated Area 
(Average 1957-5$ and 19Sd-S9) 

~-~--~~.------------------~---Siae group Total Farm Hired Per cent (acres) labour hired to 
days total ------ ... ---------------------~ 

0.01 - 1.25 26.95 15.29 1l.66 4).27 
1.26 - 2.50 29.4) 12.16 17.27 58.66 
2.51 - 5.00 21.72 7.19 14.5) 66.90 
S.Ol - 7.50 22.0lt 9.)7 12.67 S7.49 
7.51 - 10'.00 25.)2 6.19 17.1) 61.65 

10.01 - 15.00 )1l.S) 6.21 )0.)2 16.69 
15.01 - 20.00 27.71 4.92 22.65 $2.2$ 

Above 20.00 2).5) 2.22 21.31 90.15 

-----------------------------
Overall S.$7 21.22 76.)) 

... ... ... ... ... - ... - -- --... - ... -- -- ... ... -- ... ... ... - ... ... 

In Sambalpur district (Table S.9) total labour input 

amounts to about 80 days per acre, and here also lt doe. 

not change much by tarm slse. It varies between 88 day_ 

and 61 days over all the rarm sizes. Hlred labour accounts 

tor about 4) per cent ot the total labour employed tor 

crop production. Its proportlon goes on continually 

increasing trom about 6 per cent to about 77 per cen~ 

between the two extreme tarm sizes. 
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Table 5.9 : Orissa (Sambalpur) : Labour Days Per Acre ot 
Equlvalen~ Unirrigated Area (Average 1957-,6 
to 1959-60) 

·b 

-----------------------------SlZ8 group Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres) labour hired ~o 

. days total 

------~----------------------
'0.01 - 2.50 80.7; 7;.7; 5.00 6.19 

2.51 - 5.00 67.60 6Ei.8; 16.95 21.56 

:5.01 - 10.00 78.1) ;2.6,., 25.,.,9 )2.6) 

10.01 - 1;.00 65.57 2S.7' 36.62 56.1; 

Above 15.00 82.9'" lS.S7 6,.,.07 77.25 

-----------------------------
AU Farms "'3.06 

-----------------------------
The third region where the labour input per acre 

remains unchanged by farm size is Punjab (Amri~sar­

'erosepur), (Table ;.10). It is seen that the total 

labour input varies be~ween U and 13 days per acre over 

the size groups. Hired labour accounts for roughly 22 

per cent ot the total labour employed, on an average, and 

it increases from 10.)8 per cent to ,.,7.,.,. per cent from 

the lowest ~o the highest size group. 
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Table 5.10 z Punjab (Amritsar-Ferozepur) : Labour Days Per 
Acre or Equivalent Unirrigated Area (Average 
1954-55 to 1956-57) 

- ~ --- - --- - -- - --- - ------ -- -----S1S8 group Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres) labour hired to 

days total --.. ---------------------------
o- S ll.19 11.82 1.37 10.)9 

5 - 10 12.56 10.86 1.72 1).67 

10 - 20 12.61 10.28 2.33 18.48 

20 - SO 12.20 9.09 3.11 2;.lt9 

SO and above 10. Sit 5. SIt S.OO 1t7." 

---------------~-----~--------
Overall 2.75 

----------------------~-------
In 2It Parganas and Hooghly also labour input per acre 

1a not much d1tferent on the smaller and bigger tarms 

(Table S.ll). It varies only between ItO days and 33 days 

per acre by tarm size with some exceptions. Proportion or 

hired labour, however, increases with the increase in tarm 

ai.. with lowest and highest size group showing 31 per cent 

and S6 per cent respectIvely. 

We now come to the districts which show variation in 

the labour input per acre by tarm size. Table S.12 shows 

that in Ahmednagar-Nasik total labour days per acre 

decreases, unlike the aforesaid districts. trom 28 days to 
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Table 5.11 & We8t Bengal (Hoogh1y-~ Parganaa): Labour Day. 
Per Acre of Bqu1va1ent Un1rrigated Area 
(Average-1954-57) 

-------------- -- --- ~ --- .. .. -.. - .. .. Size group Total 
(acres) labour 

days 

Farm Hired Per cent 
hired to 
total - .... - ... _---------------_ .. _---_. 

0.01 - 1.2, 
. 1.26 ~ 2.50 

2.51 - 3.75 
).76 - 5.00 
5.01 - 7.50 

. 7.51 - 10.00 
10.01 - 15.00 
Above 15.00 

All Farms 

0.01 - 1.25 
1.26 - 2.50 
2.51 - ).75 
3.76 - 5.00 
5.01 - 7.50 
7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 
Above 15.00 

All Farms 

0.01 - 1.25 
1.26 - 2.50 
2.51 - ).75 
).76 - 5.00 
5.01 - 7.50 
7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 
Above 15.00 

All Farms 

HOOGHLY 

26.61 17.22 9.39 
35.95 17.83 
3).69 19.63 
2I..)8 18.06 

1$.12 
~.06 

.32 
)).39 19.82 
31.31 19.41 

13.57 
11.90 

)4.99 13.00 
26.9I. .9.33 

21.99 
17.61 

30.09 17.30 12.79 

24 PARGANAS 

lt6.75 )7.89 
40.96 31.20 
49.06 39.08 
42.46 24.4I. 
37.80 26.72 
31.83 24.92 
)I..39 9.11 
29.00 1).4I. 

10.66 
9.76 
9.98 

18.02 
11.08 
6.91 

25.2i.t 
15.56 

41.37 27.9I. 13.43 

DISTRICT CO~mINED 

40.24 
41.19 
42.50 
)5.19 
39.81 
36.48 
33.26 
27.05 

38.4) 

27.90 
26.47 
26.14 
24.41 
25.36 
21.91 
12-..14 
11.48 
23.80 

12.34 
14.72 
14.36 
1l.32 
14.45 
14.57 
21.12 
15.57 

14.6) 

35.29 
50.40 
41.73 
25.92 
40.64 
38.01 
62.85 
65.:n 

42.51 

22.28 
23.83 
20.34 
42.44 
29.31 
21.71 

·73.51 
53.66 

32.46 

30.67 
35.14 
)3.19 
)1.63 
)6.)0 
39.94 
63.50 
51.56 

36.07 

.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. -.. .. .. -.. .. .. .. _. .. 



Table '.12 I Maharaahtra (Ahmednagar-Naslk): Labour DaYB 
Per Acre of Equivalent Unirrigated Area 
(Average 1954-55 to 1956-57) 

~---------------~---------~--Size ~up -Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres) labour ~ hired to 

daY8 total 

~-----------------------------
AHMEDNAGAR 

O- S 28.86 22.12 S.54 19.60 
S - 10 2).45 20.1i ) .31 . 14.12 

10 - 1S 11.09 13.2 ).81 22.29 
1~ - 20 22.)0 13.18 9.12 40.90 
2 - 2S 13.50 10.73 2.77 20.52 
2S - )0 1).57 -7.7) 5.84 4).04 
)0 - SO 16 • .31 10.1) 6.24 )8.12 
50 and above 9.56 6.46 )-.10 32.43 

Total 15.22 10.)6 4 .. 86 )1.93 

NASIi( 

o- s 31.48 2).09 8.)9 26.65 
5 - 10 29.99 2).71 6.28 20.94 

10 - 1S 20.54 15.60 4.94 24.0; 
15 - 20 16.87 13.:31 ).50 20.7S 
20 - 2S 20.)1 15.)9 4.98 24.45 
2S - )0 17.)4 1).11 4.2) 24.)9 
)0 - ;0 17.21 9.8) 7.44 4).08 
;0 and above 12.9; 6.00 6.9; 5).61 

Total 19.28 1).45 5.38 27.90 

COHBINED 

0- 5 27.78 21.;8 6.20 22.)2 
; - 10 26.95 21.79 5.16 19.15 

10 - 1; 1$.05 1).90 4-.1; 22.99 
15 - 20 18.75 12.67 5.99 )1.95 
20 - 25 16.49 12.72 ).77 22.86 
25 - )0 14.85 9.97 4.88 32.86 
)0 - ;0 16.24 9.71 6.5) 40.21 
;0 and above 10.25 6.18 4.01 39.71 

Total 16.;0 11.51 4.9) 29.88 

------------------------------
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10 days with the increase in the farm size. On an average, 

about 17 labour days per acre are utilized, in crop produc­

tion. Break-up of the total labour days into family and 

hired labour, however, shows that the proportion ot hired 

labour increases with the increase in tarm size, with 22 

per cent in the smallest size group, to about 40 per cent 

in the highest size group. 

In Salem-Coimbatore also the smaller tarms use more 

labour as compared to bigger farms (Table 5.1). On an 

average, about 2) labour days per acre are required tor 

crop production, but. 110 decreases trom 48 days to 19 days 

per acre with the increase in the tarm size. Hired labour, 

on an average, accounts tor about 2S per cent of the total 

labour use, and doe. not vary much with the tarm size, the 

variation between the .mallest and the biggest tarm sizes 

being 21.42 per cent and 2).68 per cent only. 

Table S.13 : Madras (Sa1em-Coimbatore): Labour Days Per 
Acre of Equivalent Unirrigated Area (Average 
1954-5S Qio 1956-S1) 

--~~--------------- ------.----
Size group Total Farm Hired Per cent 

(acres) labour hired to 
days total 

------------------------------
0 - 2.5 47.99 37.71 10.28 21.42. 
2.5 - S.O 30.;1 2i·02 6.49 21.21 
5.0 - 7.S . 22.08 1 .6) 5.45 24.68 
7.S - 10.0 24..2) 18.71 5.46 22.5) 

10.0 - 15.0 17.91 13.59 4.38 24.37 
15.0 - 20.0 18.51 1).11 5.40 29.17 
20.0 - 25.0 )3.7) 28.59 ·S.14 15.24 
25.0 and above 19.30 14.1) 4.57 2).68 

-----------------------------
Overall 11.60 

------.. - - ---------- - -- -------
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In Akola-Amravat1. the total number ot labour days 

per acre decreases from )2 to 21 w1th the lncrease in farm 

s1ze (Table S.l~). ~re than SO per cent ot the total 

labour used 1s h1red. In almost all the slze groups. pro­

port1on of.h1red labour to total 1s more than 50 per cent, 

and lt doe. not show much variation wlth the change in 

tarm s1ze, being 5).51 per cent and S8.~9 per cent between 

the lowest and the highest slse groups respectively. 

Table 5.M : Maharashtra (Akola-Amravat1)a Labour Days 
Per Acre of Cropped Area (Average 1955-57) 

----~------.-----------------Size group· Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres)· labour hired to 

days total .. ---- ... -................ --.- ......... -- ... - ... - - ... - ... 

o - S )2.15 M.98 17.17 53.51 

S - 10 27.13 1).86 1).81 50.02 

10 - lS 28.21 16.69 11.32 ~0.13 

lS - 20 21.9) 10.~~ 1l.~9 52.39 

20 - )0 19.79 9.29 10.50 5).06 

)0 - 40 22.20 11.)6 10.8. .8.8) 

.0 - SO 2lt..82 9.51 !S.ll 61.68 

;0 end above 21.)2 8.85 12 •• 7 58.49 

--------------- ---------------
All Sis.s 22.)0 10.08 12.22 54.80 

------------------------------
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In Monghyr district, Bihar, also the smaller tarms 

use more labour input per acre than the bigger tarms . . 
(Table S.lS). The variation is considerable and the 

number ot labour daY8 per acre goes down from 98 to 43 with 

the increase 1n tarm s1se. On an average, number ot labour 

day. required per acre 1s 62 daye. 

Table 5.1S r Bihar (Month~) : Labour Days Per Acre or 
Cropped Area (Average 1957-58 to 1959-60) 

~-----~-----.~----------------Sise groups Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres) labour hired to 

days total 
--- ------- - -------------------

0.01 - 2.50 98.15 86.08 12.07 12.28 

2.51 - 5.00 61.93 68.84 13.09 15.9) 

S.Ol - 7.50 71.67 56.71 14.96 20.81 

1.51 - 10.00 54.1) 40.11 14.02 25.90 

10.01 - IS.OO 34.51 25.60 8.11 25.33 

15.01 - 20.00 49.24 24.07 25.11 51.12 

Above 20.00 42.10 19.44 23.26 54.41 

------------------------------
Average 62.00 45.76 16.23 26.111 

--- - - ------- --- - --- --------- --
Break-up or the total labour input into fam11y and 

hired labour show. that hired labour util1sation i8 aa low 

a8 26 per cent or the total labour use. Proportion or hired 
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labour showa an increasing t.rend with the increase in farm 

aize, with about. 12 per cent and 5~ per cent in the 

smallest and the largest size group respectively. 

In the last region in our study, comprising Rohtak­

Karnal-Sangrur (Punjab), on an average, only 15 days ot 

labour per acre 18 used for crop production (Table 5.16). 

Number ot labour days per acre decreases from about 20. to 

9 with the increase in the farm aize. Proportion of 

hired labour 1s considerably low. Only 17 per cent ot the 

total labour used 18 hired. It shows an increase with 

the increase 1n farm size, trom about 10 per cent to about 

64 per cent. 

Table 5.16 : Punjab (Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur). Labour Days 
Per Acre of Equivalent Unirrigated Area 
(Average 1961-64) 

--------------- .. -----~-------Size group Total Farm Hired Per cent 
(acres) labour hired to 

days total 
~ .... -------- .. ----------------~ 
0- , 19.73 17.85 1.gS 9.5) 
S - 10 16.20 14.91 1.29 7.96 

10 - IS 15.00 12.99 2.01 1).40 
15 - 20 14.26 11.58 2.68 18.79 
20 - )0 12.42 9.62 2.80 22.54 
)0 - SO 10.)8 7.18 ).20 30.8) 
SO and above . 8.82 3.19 S.63 63.8) 

------------------------------
Average 12.76 17.30 

----~-------------------------



~.. Distribution ot Districts on 
the Basis ot Labour Input 

It is thus observed that there is considerable 

Yariation both in the total labour use and in the propor­

tion ot hired labour to total oyer size groups in d1fterent 

districts. There are some districts which do not show 

any marked var1ation in the per acre total labour use oyer 

.i •• groups while there are some which do so. Similarly, 

the proportion of hired labour to total also varies in the 

case ot some districts and does not in the case of some, 

with the increase in the tarm size. 

There are thus three categories of districts, in one 

category, where, on the one hand labour input per acre 

remains stationary and on the other proportion of hired 

labour input increases by farm size, the districts falling 

are, West Godavari, Sambalpur, Hooghly-2~ Parganas, and 

Amritsar-Ferosepur. 

In the second eategory, where labour input per acre 

decreases and the proportion of hired labour input 

increases by tarm size, the districts appearing are, Akola­

Amravati, Monghyr, and. Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur. 

In the third category in which, labour input per aere 

decreases and the proportion of hired labour input remains 

more or less the same with the increase in farm slse, the 

districts falling arel salem-Coimbatore and Ahmednagar-Nasik. 
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S.9 Family Farm Workers 

We shall now consider the second factor affecting 

the use of hired labour, that is, the number ot tarm tamily 

worker in each tarm size in difterent districts. Availabi­

lity ot farm tamily worker is a factor which influences 

the extent ot selt-employment in atarm. We shall, there­

tore, examine the number ot tara tamily workers per farm, 

tirst in the ditferent districts under study and then by 

the tarm size. In tarm management studies tara tamily 

workers include both the members of the tamily engaged in 

agriculture and the permanent farm servants. 

Table ·5.17 shows the number ot farm worker. per 

tarm 1n different districts. Data tor the above enquiry 

are not available for the district of Monghyr, Bihar, in 

our study. Break-up of the total farm workers into male 

and female workers i8 not available in the ease of any ot 
J 

the districts except Sambalpur, Akola-Amravatl and Hooghly-
J 24 Parganas. But, the proportion ot female workers 1, only 

l2.0S per cent in Sambalpur, 24.82 per cent in Akola­

Amravati and 4.18 per cent in HOOghly-24 Parganas. Although 

it cannot ba generalized, on the basis of this scanty 

information, we may say that by and large temales do not 

participate in tarm work regularly or it they participate, 

1t is not reported. We shall thus deal with the total number 

of tarm workers only in our discussion, without differen­

tiating between male and female. 
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Table S.17 ; Number of Farm Workers Per Fara in the 
Districts under Study 

.. --.. ~------------~----~------Regiona No. of farm workers 

---------------------------~-
Sambalpv 1.66 
Hooghly-2~ Parganaa 2.09 

Amritsar-Ferozepv 2.25 
West Godavari 2.4lt. 

Keerut-Muzaffarnagar 2.S0 

Nasik-Ahmednagar 2.78 

Akola-Amravati 2.82 

Salem~Co1mbatore 2.92 

Karna1-Rohtak-sangrur 2.91t 

-----------~-----------------
Number of farm workers per farm varies considerably 

in different districts rang1ng from 1.66 in samba1pur to 

2.98 in Karna1-Rohtak-Sangrur. It is interesting to not. 

that except Sambalpur district, in all other districts the 

number of farm worker per farm is more than 2. The 

average is about 2.50. 

S.lO Farm Workers Per Farm by FarDl Size 

We shall now examine the same by the farm size and 

see if 1t varies with the farm size. Table S.18 gives the 

detailed information regarding the number of farm workers 

per farm by farm size in different districts. 



Tabla S.18 I Number of Fara Workers Per Far.B by Parm S1 •• 

S1.e group 
(acres) 

Ahmed- Hoogbly- Akola- Amrit- Salem- N8.ru~- Sambal- w.s~ Rohtak-
nagar- 2~ Par- Amra- ear- Coimba- Musaffar- pur Goda- Kamal-
Hasit ganas yatl 'ero •• - tor. nagar yarl Sangrur 

0.01 - 1.25) 

1.26 - 2.S01 

2~~1 - 3.751 
l~16 - 5.00 
,.01 - 7.;0) 

7~Sl - 10.001 

10~Ol - 1;.00 

15~Ol - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00 

2,.01 - 30.00 

. )0.01 - 4,0.00) 

2.1a 

2.28 

2.8; I 
2.70 

2.78 

) ).)0 
40.01 - 50.00) 

;0.01 & above 4.28 

Average 

1.;2 ) 

1.811 I 
2.26 .~ 2.,,. ~ 

2.9; ) 

).1; J 

).l.8 

I 

2.1) 

2.49 I 
2.87 

2.711 I 
l.17 I 
3.62· J 

2.82 

pur 

) 
} 
) 

·1.39 . I 
1.84. 

2.24-

2.11) I 
2.74 I 
2.2; 

) 
2.0) J 

2.14 1 
) 

2.)1 ! 
2.87 

).1S 

3.62 

4.12 

2.00 ! 
2.00 I 

) 
2.40 J 

3.)0 
2.60 I 

t- ! I ).60 I 
) ) 

2.50 

0.86) 

1.41 

1.15 I 1.60 

2.011. 1.40 
2.50 

2.09 2 •• 9 

3.63 

2.06 

1.66 

I 

2.00 

4.11 

-~-~-~~~-------~~-~-~---~~~------~~-~~~------



It i8 noticed that in all the districts number of 

farm workers per farm steadily increases with the increase 

in farm size. The increase is least marked in the case ot 

Sambalpur and most marked in the case of West Godavari. In 

Sambalpur the smallest farm bas 1.51 number of worker and 

it increases to 2.0$ in the largest tarm. Whereas in West 

Godavari the number ot farm worker increases from 0.86 in 

the smallest farm to 4.97 in the largest farm. 

No doubt. with the increase in tarm size, the size 

ot the tamily and thereby the number of family workers per 

farm also increases. but. the increase is not in proportion 

to the increase in the farm size, consequently, the number 

of family workers per acre decreases with the increase in 

the tarm siBe. It can be seen in Table 5.19. This 

indicates that the supply of. farm labour on the larger 

holdings is most unsatisfactory in contrast to the smaller 

farms where a part or the labour remainsunutilized. It 

is, therefore, natural that to complete agricultural opera­

tions in time the larger farms have to depend more on hired 

labour than is usually the caS8 on smaller farms. 

s.u Labour Input Per Farm t'lorker 

Let us now examine the input of labour by farm 

workers in crop production. First, we shall examine the 

district figures then by the farm size. 



Table ,.12 I Number of Family Workers Per Acre by Farm Size 

Size group 
(acres) 

0.01 - 1.2, i 
1.26 - 2.50 ) 

2.'1 - ).75 ) 

).76 - 5.00' I 
S.Ol - 7.50 

7.51 - 10.00 . 
10.01 - 1,.00 

15.01 - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00 

25.01 - )0.00 t 
30.01 - 40.00 . , 

40.01 - SO.OO I 
SQ.01 & above 

Meerut- Amrltsar- 24. Parganaa Hooghly Combined, Akola ' "bmednagar Nas1k Combined West Sambalpur 
Muzaffar- Fero&epur Amravat1 Godavari 
nagar 

• • • .' • I I t t 

J 
2.27 2.18 2.21 1 J 1.22 I 1.0, I 1.40 

I 1.OS 1.00 
1.04 1 0.701 

0.68 

0.49 I 0.)0 0.99 0.77 0.88 
0.72 0.73 0.72 I ) 

o.so 1 
0.63 O.SS. 0.'9 J J 

0.47 
J 

0.4.0 1 0.52 - 0.45 0.49 
J 0.301 

, 0.34 I 
0.19 l 0.20 0.53 0.40 0.47 

0.30 ) 0.)8 0.38 0.3S ) ) 0.2) ) ) 

0.20 I 0.20 0.22 ' 0.22 0.22 O.llt 0.16 
0.20 0.27 0.)2 0.29 

0.20 ) 0.10 0.2) 0.19 0.21 ; 0.14 ) 

0.20 ) J ) 0.1' 0.13 .0.14) J ) 

r 0.10 1 J 
0;10 

O.13l J 0.10 J 0.40 0.10 0.21 0.11 O.lS 
) ) 

0.10 I 
0.01 I 

0.09 I . 0.111 
0.06 J I o.u ' 0.10 

0.04 

0.071 ! ) 

0.0) 0.08 . 0.0, 

Rohtak­
Karnal­
Sangrur 

J/ 

0.65 

0.37 

0.26 

0.22 

) 
0.18 I 
0.12 l1 

o.os) 
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Monghyr 

4..so 
1.60 

, 0.09 

0.07 

,0.04-

0.02 

0.02 

0.0) 

0.02 

- ~ ~ ~ ----- ~ -~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ --- - ~ ~ --- -- ~ ------- ~ - ~ --- ~ -~ ~ --- ~ ~ --- -- ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ---. - ~ - ~ - - -. , ' 

Average 0.20 0.10 0.72 O'.7lt 0.73 0.11 O.lS 0.17 0.16 i 0.19 0.31 0.2) 0.06 

~ '.- _ -- _ -- -- ___ .. __ .. _ .. ., ,. ___ .. _______ -- ~ .... ---.. -....... --- --.... -- .-. -- - ... -.. --.. -- ..... ~ -- ---- --....... ~ --- ... 

.. Ayerage ot 1954-". 1955-56 and 19;6-;7 

• AYerage of 19'5-56 and 1956-'7 

t Average of '19'7-Sa and 1958-59 

JI Average of 1961-62, 1962-63 and 1963-64 
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Table ,.20 shows the labour input per head ot farm 

workers in the districts under study. A glance at the 

Table shows that the labour input per farm worker varies 

considerably between the different districts. In Sambalpur, 

Amritsar-Ferozepur and Meerut-Muzaffarnagar the number '. 

ot labour days per worker lie8 between 150 and 180 days;. 

in other districts it is roughly 70 days per farm worker. 

with Nasik-Ahmednagar showing 100 days per worker. 

Table 5.20 : Number of Labour Days Put in Per Head ot 
Farm Worker 

- - - . -~ - -------- - -~ --- - - ----.' Regions No. of day. 
per worker 

----- - --------- -- - ----- -----
West Godavari 6 •• 25 

Samba1pur 157.26 

Akola-Amravati 7).2. 

Nasik-Ahmednagar 100.)1 

Amritsar-Ferosepur 1.7.91 

Salem-Coimbatore 61.02 

Hooghly-2. Parganaa 61.41 

Rohtak-Karna1-Sangrur 88.34 

Meerut-Musaffarnagar 180.)0 

----------------------------
It we look back at the previous Table, it will be. 

observed that, out of the districts showing larger labour 

input per farm worker, sambalpur is the only district 
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where number ot farm workers per fa~ is small as compared 

to other districts. 

In the other regions. showing large labour input 

per'tarm worker, namely. Amritsar-Ferozepur and Meerut~ 

Muzaftarnagar the number ot tarm workers per ta~ is compa­

ratively high. In the remaining districts, namely. Wast 

Godavari. Akola-Amravati. salem-Coimbatore, Hooghly-2lt 

Parganas and Rohtak-Karnal-5angrur the average number ot 

tarm workers per tarm is roughly more than 2.50 and labour 

inputs per tarm worker var1es between 60 and 80 days. 

except in N8s1k-Ahmednagar where it i8 100 days. Thus. 

the variation lntha labour input per tarm worker cannot 

be explained aa due to differences in the number ot tarm 

workers pe~ tarm. 

5.12 Labour Input Per Farm Worker by Farm Size 

We shall now look into the same by tarm sise and 

se. it it varies with the variation in the latter. Table 

5.21 gives the labour input per tarm worker in ditferent 

siz. groups. 

It 18 observed that in most ot the districts number 

ot labour days per tarm worker neithe~ regularly increases 

nor decreases with the increase in tarm sise, although aa 

we noted earlier the number ot tarm workers per tarm_ 

increases with the tarm size. Table S.18. Only the districts 



Table ,.21 I lumber ot Labour Days Per Farm Worker by 'ara 51 •• 

-~--~~--~~~~--~~~~~~-~~-~~-~--~~---~~~------~-
Size group 

(aores) 
Ahmad- Hoogh1y- Akola. Amrl~- Salem- Meerut- Samba1- Weet Rohtak-
nagar- 2~ Par- Amra- ear- Coimba- Muzaffar- pur Gada- Karnal-
Naa1k gana. vat! Ferose- ~ore nagar var1 S&ngrur 

pur 

-----------------------------------~-----------
0.01 -

1.26 -

2.51 -

3.76 -

1.2Sl ' 
2.5°1 
).75 

5.ool 
S.Ol - 1.501 
7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 1S.00 

15.01 - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00 

25.01 - 30.00 

)0.01 - 40.00J 

"0.01 - 50.00) 

SO.01 i. above 

51.76 

92.03 

29•411 S).28 

6).S1 

16.~1J 
83.471 
86.,6 

104.18 129.27 

107.)0) 

102.93J ) 

122.19 150.921 

109.79 

ISS.79 

36 .3,.} 75.6d 

123.211 ·124.6li! 
94.0'1 ) 120 .SO ) 270.13 
95~J7 ) 

71.44 

'S.Ol' 

84.53 

165.1,. 

193.93 

209.92 

172.4S 

0

73•211 74.2, 

79.261 
96.421 

101.90 

64.17 

66.68 

84.19 104.66 

69.91 100.74 

I 93.70 

4,.)8) 
) 112.67 

S9.76 -- -- ---.. - ~ .. -.. -- .. - ... - -- ,.. .- --..... .- - -~ -- .. - .. -- -. - ~ ...... --- .. -- ... _ .. ~ 

Average 100.)1 61.41 73.24 147.91 61.02 180.)0 157.28 

-- .... ,. -------.. - - ....... -.. ,.. .... .- - ... --.... -- --..... --.- .. -- .. --., - .. - ... 
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ot Hooghly-24 Parganas, Amritsar-Ferozepur and Meerut­

Muzaffarnagar show regular increase in labour input per 

farm worker with the increase in farm size. Taking indi­

vidual region for further illustration it is observed that 

in the case of West Godavari diotrict, the largest size 

group which has th~ highest number of farm workers per farm 

ahows the lowest number of labour days per farm workers, 

being 4' 8S compared to 102 days shown by the farm size 

7.51 - 10.00 acres, having less number of farm workers per 

farm. In other size groups also labour input per farm 

worker i. comparatively less. In fact, with a few excep­

tions, the labour input per farm worker goes down with 

the increase in farm size in this region. It can thus be 

concluded that by and large farm family workers themselves 

do not work much on the bigger farms. 

Similarly in Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur also with a tew 

exceptions, though the number of farm workers per farm 

increasea by farm size the labour input does not show any 

regular increase, rather it registeres a small decrease. 

The size-group 50 and above acres, although has more farm 

worker per farm, the labour input by the worker is consi­

derably less, being roughly 90 days. 

In Salem-Coimbatore, however, the labour input per 

worker remains more or less constant in almost all the 

farm eize-groups, with a few exceptions. This indicates 



that irrespective ot farm sbe, a tarm worker puts in aame 

amount ot work on his tarm. 

In Akola-Amravati the labour input pel' tarm worker 

increases very slowly by the tarm ai.e upto the ai.e-group 

20.00 to )0.00 acres and then suddenly increases in the 

ai.e-groups )0.00 to 40.00 acres and 50.00 acres and above. 

In Ahmednagar-Nasik, number ot labour days per tarm 

worker showe a big increase ftom the smallest to the next 

higher aize-group,but, subsequently the increase in labour 

input pel' tarm worker by tarm size is very small indicating 

that on bigger holdinga tarm workera put in almost aame 

amount ot work. 

Sambalpur district shows a regular increase in the 

labour input per tarm worker by tarm size, except the aize­

group 10.00 to lS.OO acres where it goes down suddenly very 

much, but, by and large the labour input per worker i. 

higher on bigger farms. 

J 
In Hooghly-24 Parganas there is a regular increaS8 

ot labour input pel' tarm worker by tarm sbe, but, the 

increase is less marked upto the size-group 7.S0 to 10.00 

acres. In the size-groups 10.00 acre a and above the labour 

input per tarm worker is considerably high indicating that 

the tarm workera on bigger holdings work intensively in 

crop production. 
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Amritsar-Ferozepur and Meerut-Muzaffarnagar show 

a regular increase in the labour input per farm worker with 

the increase in the size ot the farm. In bigger farms, 

farm workers do put in intensive labour inputs in crop 

production. 

There are, therefore. some districts. e.g •• Sambalpur. 

Ahmednagar-Nasik, Meerut-J.1ularfarnagar. Amritsar-Ferozepur, 

and Hooghly-2~ Parganas where the bigger holdings show 

larger labour input per worker. The extent of selt-employ­

ment appears to be comparatively high in these regions in 

the sense that the farm workers do work and employ themselves 

on farm for crop production to a considerable extent. 

The districts under study caD thus be clas81fied 

into two group.. on the basis or the labour days put in by 

• tarm worker in d1Uerent farm sizes. In the first group 

tall the districts of West Godavari. Akola-Amravati. Salem­

Coimbatore. and Rohtak-Karnal-sangrur where the bigger 

farms by and large show smaller labour input per worker. 

The extent of selt-employment appears to he less in crop 

production in bigger farms in these districts. 

The other group comprlsing the dlstricts of Ahmednagar­

. Nasik. Amritsar-Ferozepur. Meerut-Muzarrarnagar. Hooghly-

2~ Parganas and Sambalpur. shows variation in the labour 

daY8 put in by a tarm worker over slze groups. indicatlng 
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progressively larger number of labour days per farm worker 

on b1gger farms. Thus, the extent to which the farm 

workers work in their own farms appears to be higher in 

these districts. 

5.1) Labour Input Per Farm Worker and 
Incidence of Hired Labour 

w. shall now go back and look into the figures of 
, 

proportion of hired labour used in different regions under 

different farm size-groups and examine if the regions 

showing lower labour 1nput per farm worker on bigger farms 

ahow higher proport10n of hired labour input on these farms. 

West Godavari appears to be the most striking example 

of this particular phenomenon. Hired labour accounts for 

about 78 per cent of the total labour used in the reg10n 

as a whole; and on an average, labour input per worker 

comes to about 6~ days. Further. it is seen that on the 

bigger farms farmers do not lend themselves to actual 

physical work. It 1a, therefore. quite natural that on 

bigger holdings the proportion of hired labour in West 
. 

Godavari 1& so high (Table 5.6). In this region the farmers 

having bigger holdings do not associate themselves with 

the actual phys1cal work on the farm, they may be doing 

mostly managerial and supervision work, employing hired 

labour for crop production. The other possible reason of 

not participating in the actual work may be the caste system. 
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. and o~her social pride and prejudices, prevailing in the 

villages. 

Akola-AmravaU, Salem-Co1mba~ore and Rohtak-Karnal­

Sangrur are the other regions where bigger tarms by and 

large show smaller labour input per tarm worker. However, 

the proportion ot hired labour does not show a very marked 

increase by tarmsi.e except in the biggest size-group in 

Akola-Amravati and Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur (Table 5.7). In 

these regions, theretore, both ~he factors, namely, labour 

input per tarm worker and proportion of hired labour are 

at lower level on bigger tarms • 

. The regions showing progressively higher labour 

input per worker by tarm aize are Hooghly-2~ Parganaa, 

Sambalpur, Meerut-Muzattarnagar, Amr1tsar-Ferozepur and 

Nas1k-Ahmednagar. Out ot ~hese regions, Sambalpur and 

Hooghly-2~ Parganaa show high proportion ot hired labour 

use and its proportion increases markedly with ~he increase 

in tarm aize. In o~her wOrds, in these regions, even 

though the tarm workers on bigger tarms work more inten­

sively there is conaiderable use ot hired labour. Nature 

ot crops grown and the operations .involved in its growing 

may be the reason tor such occurrence. Paddy is the major 

crop ot both the regiona and the operations 11ke trans­

planting, weeding and harvesting require very intensive 

labour tor • short period, which in • way compel the 
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farmers to hire outside labour, as they cannot cope up 

with the rush with which certain operations are to be 

performed. 

In the other two regions, namely, Amritsar-Ferozepur 

and Meerut-Muzaffarnagar, showing hi~ler labour input per 

tarm worker, proportion of hired labour used is lesa. This 

indicates that the farm family workera engage themselves 

in actual physical work of crop production very intensively, 

particularly on the bigger farms and consequently use 

lesaer and lesser proportion ot hired labour. 

5.~ Seasonal Distribution ot Labour Input 
ot Farm Family Workers over Moneha 

• 
We have seen that hired labour is employed tor crop 

production even on the smallest size ot holding, where 

there i8 abundance ot tamily workers a8 compared to the 

land available tor cultivation. Nature ot crops grown and 

the seasonality ot operations in raising such crops are 

believed to be the reasons tor such occurrence. Hence, we 

st~ll now examine the seasonality of employment ot the tarm 

workers engaged in crop production and see it this has got 

any influence on the use ot hired labour. In this regard 

data on monthly utilization of labour input would indicate 

how far there is seasonality of employment in a year. 

But, we do not have data and other intormation on the 
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monthwise utilization ot total labour input as well as 

hired labour input. However, we have data on monthly 

utilization of labour input ot farm tamily workers; and 

we shall, therefore, proceed with the examination of that. 

S.lS Busy and Lean Period in Each Region 

Table 5.22 shows the percentage distribution ot 

tamily farm labour input over months. Salem-Co1mbatore, 

Akola-Amravati and Monghyr do not give any information in 

this regard. It is seen that the variation in the farm 

labour input used is maximum in sambalpur and minimum in 

Ahmednagar-Nasik. The other regions show moderate varia­

tion in the employment ot farm labour from month to month. 

In some regions peak period of employment is very much 

marked, thereby indicating the prominence of seasonality 

of employment. For further illustration we shall examine 

the individual regions. A Graph to this effect has also 

been drawn. 

It is observed that in Sambalpur, except in the 

months of June, July, August, November and December, only 

2 to 4 per cent ot the farm labour i8 used in other months 

otthe year. The labour use, thus, is largely concentrated 

in the months of June, July, ·August, November and December 

in as much a8 roughly 9 to 20 per cent of the farm labour 

used i8 reported in these months. 
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Table ?22 : Percentage Distribution orl'arm ~bour Input Over Montha 

-------------------,-----------------------Regions 
~~~~~-~~~----~~---~----~---~-~----~~-----~---~-~~~~~~--~-----~-Months Hooghly- Ahmednagar- Meerut- Amritsar- Sa IIlbal- West Kamal-
2,. Parganaa Naslk Musatrar- Ferozepur pur Godayari Rohtak-

nagar Sangrur 
-~---~-~---~~~----~-~~~--~-~--~~-~----~-~~~ 

lI.arch 6.19 9.06 10.78 6.4' ,.66 S.11 9.07 
April 6.25 7.90 11.39 . l2.24- 5.73 7.40 . 12.88 

Ma,. ,.28' 6.55 9.49 12.90 - 7.68 7.3' S.40 

June 8.62 a.17 6.96 8.39 9.0$ 8.09 6.50 
July , 11.74· 8.86 6.96 9.66 10.49 11.29 7.66 
August 9.86 7.71 6.33 8.39 17.69 9.30 6.45 

September 9.3" 5.74- 7.59 8.)9 8.03 '.76 7.16 
~ 
0 

October 7.07 7.72 8.66 7.74 1.sa 4.6) 11.66 

November 6.05 9.09 '.23 9.0) 20.09 7.07 9.)4-

December 1).91· 9.29 8.86 '.81 9.29 10.92 6.52 
January 9.24 10.40 6.96 5.S1 ).00 10.55 7.40 
February 6.44 9.51 7.59 5.17 1.66 9.S) 6.94 

-~-~-~--~~-~~----~---~~~-~-~~~-~---~----~~-
'rota1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

--~ -- .. ---- -- ~ --.. - ........... - -- .. -.. -- -- .. - .. -- ... -- .... ~ --- .. -
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Sambalpur is a mono-crop area, paddy being the only 

major crop grown there. There are ~wo busy and labour 

intensive operations in paddy, namely, transplanting and 

harvesting with one or two weeding in between. requiring 

tairly good amount ot labour. The month ot June is 

reported to be the main transplanting period and July and 

Augus~ to be the period ot weeding and late transplanting. 

These three months. therefore. show high percentage ot 

labour input. Similarly. in the months ot November and 

December harT8sting operation takes place. making these 

two months busy tor the farm worker. Since paddy is the 

only crop grown. apart trom the above-mentioned busy period. 

employment is almost negligible tor the rest ot the year, 

particularly during the months of February. March and April. 

The seasonality of employment is. thus, quite 

prominent in this region and the farm worker is practically 

lett with no work intermittantly tor about S to 6 months 

in • year. 

Hooghly-2~ Parganas also show variation in tarm 

labour input used over months but, of a lesser extent. 

Months of July. August. September. December and January 

are the months having high proportion of labour input. vary­

ing be~ween 9 and l~ per cent. On an average, the labour 

input i8 6 per cen~ in other months with months of June 

and October showing 6.62 and 7.07 per cent respectively. 
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Paddy and ~ute are the major crops grown in the region. 

Transplanting and harvesting operations in paddy make the 

months ot July. August, September and the months ot 

December, January respectively busy and labour intensive. 

Similarly, the labour intensive operations in June, July, 

and December, January tor the jute crop also make theae 

months busy. For the rest ot the year the labour input 

varies between 5 and 7 per cent of the lana labour used in 

crop production. 

The farmers in this region are thus noted to be 

experiencing to a considerable extent the peak periods ot 

employment during the months of July, August, September, 
• 

December and January, although the. extent ot it 1s not as 

much as it· is 1n Sambalpur. 

In Amritsar-Ferozepur labour input appears to be 

comparatively higher during the months of April, May, July 

and November. Roughly about 9 to "1) per cent ot the total 

farm labour input is reported to be used in these montha. 

For the rest of the months during the year, it varies 

between Sand S per cent. However, the months of December, 

January, February and March appear to be lean period tor 

work. 1n as much as only 6 per cent of the farm labour input 

is used during this period. Wheat and co~ton are the major 

crops grown in this region. In wheat, sowing and harvesting 

are labour intensive operations. It is sown in the month 
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ot November which shows high labour input and 1t 1s 

harvested in the months ot April, May which again show 

high proportion ot labour used. Cotton 1s sown in the 
'. ; 

months ot August, September and the picking operation 

starts in the month ot June, that is why these months also 

show higher percentage ot labour input. For the rest of 

the year tarmers are less busy because they have not much 

to do except some weeding operations in cotton and wheat. 

It can thus be inferred that the farmers are mode­

rately less busy during the months of December, January, 

February ana March as compared to the rest of the year. 

In Meerut-Muzaffarnagar the percentage distribution 

of labour input over months in a year is almost uniform 

except in the months of March, April and May. The months 

ot ~1arch, April and May show about 10 to II per cent ot 

labour input, while during the other months it varies 

roughly between 7 and 9 per cent. Thus, it is seen that 

the variation over months is not much. ~lheat and sugarcane 

are the two major crops grown in this region., Sugarcane 

1s a crop of an year's duration and r1ght from the stage 

of planting it requ~es constant care because of which it 

keeps the labour fairly busy throughout the year. Over and 

above operations in sugarcane, wheat is harvested during 

the months of March, April and that is why probably these 

months show high labour input. 
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It 1s thus no~ed that the farmers are moderately 

busy throughout the year with March. April and May a8 more 

busy periods; and without any considerable lean period. 

S.asonali~y phenomenon, therefore, appears to be quite 

less in this region. 

In West Godavari, the months showing comparatively 

high proportion of labour inputs are July, December and 

January, being 11 per cent and the months showing low 

proportion ot the same are September and October, being 

roughly S to 6 per cent. Paddy and tobacco are the two 

major crops grown there. Cultivation of paddy makes the 

month ot July, August for transplanting and the mon~hs ot 

December, January for harvesting, fairly busy. Tobacco is 

a very labour intensive crop and requires much care. 

Except during the months ot September and October, the 

tarmers are tairly busy with some operation or the other 

in tobacco, throughout the year. 

The months ot September and October are the lean 

periods in this region and the tarmers are considerably 

les8 busy during this period. Otherwise for the rest ot 

the month. they are, more or less, uniformly busy. 

In the region or Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur the percen­

tage ot farm labour input is seen to be fairly distributed 

over the months. Only the month8 ot April and October show 
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a s11ghtly higher proportion of labour input (about 12 

per cent). The major crops grown in this region are wheat, 
." 

gram, bajra and sugarcane. Mont.hs of Oct.ober and April 

are the sowing and harvesting periods respectively in 

wheat crop and s1nce these operations are labour intensive, 

W8 find higher proportion of labour inputs during these 

two months. Otherwise the nature of crops grown is such 

that. the activities are fairly uniformly spread throughout 

the year. Sugarcane is one year crop with many operations, 

bajra is grown in kharit and in rabi, over and above wheat, 

gram i8 also grown. The farmers are, therefore, fairly 

busy throughout the year. 

Seasonal peak period, though exist.s, i8 not very 

pronounced in this region. Mont.hs of June, August. and 

December appear to be the periods of less work. 

Ahmadnagar-Nasik show the most uniform distribution 

of the percentage of labour input used over months in a 

year. In almost. all the months the labour input varies 

between 8 and 10 per cent, with only the month of September 

showing S.7~ per cent. The major'crops grown in this 

region are wheat, bajra and jowar which keep the farmer 

moderately busy throughout the year. 

There is no prominent lean period and variation in 

labour input over months arising out of seasonalit.y appears 

to be least in this region. 



On ~he whole, i~ can be 8aid tha~ ~her. i8 seasonal 

peak and lean periods ot .mploymen~ in ditterent regions 

and ~ha~ ~hey vary trom one region ~o ~he o~her depending 

upon ~h8 cropping pa~~8rn. There are some regions where it 

appears ~o be very prominent while thera are 80me o~her 

region. where ~he employment i8 fairly uniformly dis~ri­

bu~ed ~hroughou~ ~he year, making the sea80nal varia~ion 

in labour inpu~ used l8s8. 

S.16 Peak Periods ot Employment and 
Use ot Hired Labour 

Having examined ~his, we shall now see it ~he 

region8 showing marked sea8onali~y ot employment or, in 

o~her word8, wi~h marked peak periods, use higher propor­

tion ot hired labour in crop production. Sambalpur i8 

tound to be ~he region showing very much marked seasonal 

variation in tarm labour input. Proportion of hired labour 

used i8 abou~ 4) per cen~ in ~his region. Paddy is the 

only major crop grown in this region. Peak periods of 

family labour employmen~ tor transplan~1ng and harvesting 

ot paddy must be requiring enough ot hired labour also ~o 

tinish the operations in ~1me. 

Similarly in Wes~ Godavari also the peak periods ot 

employment tor paddy and tobacco necessitate the intensive 

employment ot casual hired labour also. Here the proportion 

ot hired labour use i8 as high 8S 78 per cent. However, 



the tobacco crop re,uire. intensive care and labour 

throughout its growing period and that may be the addi­

tional reasons for greater use of hired labour. more parti­

cularly 80 when farm workers are found lacking in lending 
J 

themselv •• to actual physical work. 

Hooghly-2~ Parganaa is the other region 8howing 

considerable variation in farm labour input over months. 

The proportion ot hired labour use i8 about 38 per cent in 

this region. Here also the labour intensive operations in 

paddy and Jute p08sibly neces8itate the use ot hired labour 

during the peak periods.-

In Amritsar-Ferozepur also the seasonal variation 

in farm labour input over month a is considerable. but. the 

proportion ot hired labour use is as low as 22 per cent in 

this region. It 8eems that during peak periods the farm 

tamily workers put in very intensive labour themselves. 

requiring little help from the hired labpur. It we look 

back at Table 5.20 it will be noticed that the number ot 

labour days put in per head ot tarm worker is very high in 

this region; that meana tarm tamily workers lend themselves 

intensively to actual physical work or crop production 

thereby requiring less of hired labour. 

In the foregoing pages we di8cu8sed the nature and 

extent of labour input. used in crop production. Nature ot 
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labour inpu~ indica~es the source of labour, ~hat is, 

family and hired labour inputs used whereas the extent 

shows their magnitude. It is noted that there is consi­

derable variation in the total labour inpu~ per acre used 

in crop produc~ion trom region to region. It i' further 

noted ~hat in 80me regions the small tarmers use as much 

labour per acre as the big tarmers, however, the family 

labour input per acre is found to be higher on smaller 

farms, aa compared to bigger farms in almost all the 

regions. 

Farming in India is mostly described as family 

farming, but, it is noted that even on the smallest size 

ot holding there i. considerable use ot hired labour and 

in some cases i~ is high, even though there is believed 

to be an abundance ot tan tamily labour. Nature of crops 

grown and the simultaneous arrival ot some operations, tor 

example, transplan~1ng or harvesting, tor all ~he farmers, 

nece.ait&tea the use ot hired labour even on the smaller 

tarms. Oth8r factors aftecting the use ot hired labour 

are size of tarm and the number of farm tamily worker. 

per farm, and the labour input put in by ~hem. 



CHAPTER VI 

SEASONAL UNEMPLOYMENT OF FARM FAMILY l'!ORKERS 

In the last chapter we have examined the nature and 

extent of labour input, both family and hired in crop 

production, and the factors affecting their utilization. 

We have seen in the last section of the last chapter that 

there is seasonal variation in the farm labour input used in 

crop production over months in a year in different regions 

under study and that in eome regions the variation is quite 

large. Thi. leads U8 to the problem of sea80nal unemploy­

ment of farm tamily worker • 
• 

There are periods of heavy and light work. the extent 

of which is generally found to depend largely upon the 

nature ot crops grown. During the busy periode, the tarmera 
.' 

are 80 hard pressed ~th work that they 8eem to be unable to 

cope up with the rush with which certain operations have 

to be finished and consequently hire in some labour trom 

outsidel but, a. soon as the busy period is over, for the 

rest ot the months in the year either they are very lightly 

engaged or they are completely idle. Labour torce of the 

farmer and hi. family worker thus sutter from seaeonal 

unemployment. 

130 
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6.1 Distribution ot Labour Days over Months 

We shall then examine the same data (Table 5.22) ot 

the farm labour input over months to measure approximately 

the extent ot seasonal unemployment. Data in Table S.22 

are given in terms of percentages, we now convert them in 

absolute figures and analyse. Table 6.1 gives the data 

on the monthly utilization ot labour days ot farm tamUy 

worker in different regions under study. 

As seen earlier Sambalpur appears to be the region 

showing acute busy and lean periods. Months ot October, 

January and February are the months when the farmers in 

this region are practically lett with no work, whereas the 

month ot November seems to be a very busy period' The 

other region showing considerable variation in tamily 

labour input over months is Hooghly-24 Parganas. In the 

region ot Hasik-Ahmednagar seasonal variation in the 

employment appears to be the least. 

6.2 The Measure 

We shall now try to construct an index to measure 

the extent of seasonal unemployment in difterent regions 

under study. Data on monthly utilization of farm tamily 

labour days given in Table 6.1 are made use of in this 

measure. An average ot the labour days appearing in two 

or three busiest months for each region bas been assumed 

to be the number ot labour units available in other months 



Table 6.1 I Distribution of Labour Inputs of Farm Faml1yWorkars in Dltferen~ Months 
of the Year 

-~--~~~~-~~~~~~~------~~-------~~--~------~-West Samba1pur Hoogh1y- Nas1k- Amr1taar- Meerut- Rohtak-
Months Godavari 2~ Parganas Ahmednagar Ferozepur MuBaftar- Karnsl 

nagar 

---~-~~------~~---------~-~-~~------~-~~.---
'-- , 

March 12.71 1~.7f! 7.94 25.26 21.47 44.;9 23.86 

April 11.60 14.96 6.02 22.0) itO. 73 51.34 )3.91 

May 11.80 20.0; 6.7" 18.27 42.93 42.78 22.11 

June 12.68 I 2).71 11.06 22.78 27.92 31.)7 11.11 

July 17.70 27.39 15.07 24.71 32.22 31.37 20.16 

August u..sS 46.19 12.66 21.50 27.92 28·.5) 16.98 .... 
~ 

September 9.0) 20.96 12.00 16.01 27.92 .3~.21 18.8S .. ." 
October 7.26 4.1) 9.C17 21.5.3 25.76 39.94- ,)0.69 

November 11.08 52.4S 7.77 25.35 )0.0; 37.10 24..59 
December 17.12 24-.2, 17.85 2;.91 19.)4- 39.94 17.16 

January 16.54 7 •. 83 11.86 29.00 19.34 31.31 19.46 

February 14.90 4.)) 6.27" 26.;2 17.21 34.21 16.27 

~ - ~ -- ~ ~ -- ----~ ~ ~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - -- -- -~ ~ --- ~ - ~ ~ ~ - -.~ -
Total 157.00 261.00 128.)5 278.86 332.60 4;0.7S 263.20 

.. -- ..... ,.. - ~ - - .... - ... -- -- - --. .-. ..... ----- - .. -- .......... - ... - ~ -- -- ----.. -
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ae well. Total available labour supply is thus computed 

on the basis of the average labour days obtained from the 

two or three busiest months. The second step is to 

compare the utilised portion with the total available. 

This provides the necessary measure of seasonal unemployment. 

Thus, 

where, 

s 

12 x.au 

• Proportion of seasonal surplus 

• Average number of labour days employed in 
two or three busiest months 

• Number of labour days in each of the twelve 
months 

• Total available labour days in a year 

The measure will give a gross estimation ot the seasonal un­

employment in terms ot proportion ot total tarm labour 

remaining unemployed during the whole year. 

6.) The Extent of Seasonal UnemplOyment 

The surplus labour arising out of seasonal nature of 

agricultural operations has been computed on the basis ot 

the measure described above, and is given in the Table 6.2. 



Table 6.2 , Proportion or Surplus Labour due to Seasonality in D1tferen~ Regions 

Steps 
West Sambalpur Hoogh1y- Ahmednagar- Meerut- Amr1tsar-

Godavari 2~ Parganaa Naelk Musarfar- Ferozepur 
nagar 

Rohtak­
Karnal­
Sangrur 

-~--~-~~-~~-~-~-----~--~~~~---~----~--~--~~-

17.12 49.)2 16.46 26.41 49.97 U.6) )2.)0 

12 Xmu 205.44- '591.84 191.52 ')16.92 599.64 501.96 )87.60 

%Il 157.00 '261.00 l2S.)S '2711.86 450.7' 3)2.60 263.20 

1-
~~ 

0.2'+ 0.56 
l2lmax 

0.)6 0.12 0.25 ' 0.33 0.)2 

---- ... -- - ..... -- ".- .. -- ... - -- .. -~ ---- - ..... - ~ ~ ~ .. -... -----------
Percentage 

56.00 38.00 of 24.00 12.00 25.00 33.00 )2.00 
Seasonal 
Surplua 

... 
\.A) 

~ 
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The figures in the Table 6.2 show the percentage ot un­

employed days ot the total available labour days •. It is 

noted that the seasonal unemployment in terms ot proportion 

of surplus labour to total available labour in a year 

appears to be maximum 1n Sambalpur in as much as about S6 

per cent of the available labour day8 18 unemployed. This 

region is tollowed by Hooghly-2~ Parganaa, where it is )8 

per cent. The extent of seasonal unemployment ia lowest in 

Ahmednagar-Nasik, being 12 per cent only. In the regions 

ot Punjab. namely, Amritsar-Ferozepur and Rohtak-Karnal­

Sangrur the extent appears to be tairly high. 

An axamination ot the cropping pattern ot the regions 

under study brings out the reason tor the variation in the 

extent ot seasonal unemployment amongst d1fterent regions. 

It is noted that paddy 1s the only major croP. occupying 

about 92 per cent of the total cropped area, grown in 

sambalpur. In paddy labour requirement is very high only 

for 80Wing and harvestingoparations, the labour torce 

during the other part of the year remains almost unutilized 

and this leads to the inevitable high seasonal unemployment 

in this region. 

Similarly in Hooghly-2~ Parganas, paddy accounts for 

about 7S per cent of the total cropped area and apart from 

paddy,jute is the other major crop ot the region. Trans­

planting and harvesting operations in paddy are very much 
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labour intensive which make the months of July, August, 

September, December and January very busy. For the rest 

of the year the farmers are left with very little work 

thereby making them seasonally unemployed to such an extent. 

In Amritsar-Ferozepur wheat and cotton are the major 

crops. In wheat, sowing and harvesting are labour intensive 

operations indicating two peak periods. Picking operation in 

cotton is also labour intensive indicating another peak 

period. These crops do not require much of labour input 

during other parts of the year. This is the reason why 

farmers are considerably unemployed due to seasonality ot 

operations in this region. 

In Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur the major crop8 are wheat, 

gram, bajra and sugarcane. The labour intensive operations 
farmers 

in wheat and bajra keep the ... /.; busy for quite some time 

during the year. Operations involved in sugarcane, however, 

keep the farmers engaged throughout the year; but, since 

the area under sugarcane 1s not much the available labour 

inputs of th& farmer and his family worker remain consi­

derably unutil1zed. 

Wheat and sugarcane are the two major cropG grown 1n 

Meerut-Muzaftarnagar, accounting for about 65 per cent of 

the total cropped area. The operations involved 1n these 

two crops keep the farmers almost uniformly busy throughout 

the year, and that 1s the reason why the extent ot seasonal 

unemployment i8 les8 1n this region. 
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In West Godavari paddy and tobacco are the major 

crops grown. Transplanting and harvesting operations in 

paddy are labour intensive. Cultivation of paddy makes 

the months ot July, August for transplanting and months 

ot December, January for harvesting fairly busy. Tobacco 

is very labour intensive crop and requires much care. 

Except during the months ot September and October, the 

farmers are fairly busy with some operation or the other 

in tobacco throughout the year. Nature ot crops grown and 

the operations involved in them thus make the extent of 

seasonal unemployment considerably less in this region. 

Ahmednagar-Nasik shows the most uniform distribution 

ot labour input used over months in a year. The major 

crops grown are wheat, bajra and jowar. Although the 

operations involved in growing these grops are not labour 

intensive, in almost all the months the labour input of 

the tamily workers remain more or less constant, thereby 

making the extent of seasonal unemployment very less. 

6.~ Labour Input Per Worker during 
Full Employment Period 

On the whole it is seen that the cropping pattern ot 

the tarmer and the nature of crops grown on the farm have 

a bearing on the extent of seasonal unemployment. As 

mentioned earlier an average of the labour days in two or 

three peak periods has been taken as the available labour 
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days ln each month and lt 18 further assumed that during 

the peak perlods the farm family workers are fully employed. 

It would be lnteresting now to examine the number of day. 

a tarm tamily worker works ln a month during the busy 

perlods when he ls supposed to be fully employed. We 

shall, therefore, now examine the same and compare it wlth 

the employment per worker durlng the other months. (Table 6.3) 

It ls "observed that out of all the regions Sambalpur ls 

the only reglon where the farm workers are employed for 

almost all the day. in the month during busy perlods, when 

there ls assumed to be a full employment. In fact, ln the 

month ot November the tarm workers over-work to some extent. 

In the month of August also they work tully but under-work 

conslderably during the other months. In West Godavari, 

Hooghly-2~ Parganaa, Nasik-Ahmednagar and Rohtak-Karnal­

Sangrur, a fanD worker i8 engaged only tor 6 to 10 days 

even during the busy periods when he 18 supposed to be 

fully employed. This lndicates that the farm workers ln 

the8e regions do not "lend themselves 1ntens~vely to actual 

physical work ot crop productlon. Thus, in these regions 

even during the busy period fanDers are lett with no work 

tor roughly about 20 days ln a month. In Amritsar-Ferozepur 

"and Meerut-Muzatfarnagar a farm worker works tor about 20 

days a month during the busy period, when he ls supposed to 

be fully employed. The peak periods thus keep the farmers 

almost tully busy in terms ot the labour input put by them 



Table 6.l • Distribution ot Labour Inpu~ Per Worker Over Montha 

~-~---~-~~~~~---~~----~-------~~-~-~-~~-----West. Sambalpur Hooghly- Ahmednagar- Amritear- Meerut- Rohtak-
Month. Godavari 2,. Parganas-Naslk Ferozepur Musatfar- larna1-

nagar Sangrur 

------------------------"--------------------
March S.21 6.90 3.S0_ ._ - -" - -9.09 9.54 19.44 S.Ol 

April 4,.75 9.01 3.84- 7.92 16.10 20.Slt 11.)8 
"--. ...... ---- ... -

May 4-.S,. 12.08 ).24 6.;7 19.0S 17.11 1.42 
June S~20 14~2a ,.29 6.19 12.4-1 12.;; 5.74 
July 7~2' 16~50 7.21 8.89 14.32 12.;S 6.77 
August S~94 27.8) 6.06 7.7) 12.41 11.41 5.70 
September ).70 12".6) S.71t '.76 12.41 1).68 6.33 ...., 

w 
October 2.54 2.49 4.)" 1.7lt 11.4S 1'.98 10.)0 

IiO 

November 4.'lt )1.60 ).72 9.12 1).)6 14.84 8.25 
December 7.02 14.61 8.54- 9.)2 8.60 1.5.98 5.76 
January 6.78 ".12 ,.67 10.43 8.60 12.'5 6.54-

February 6.)1 2.61 3.96 9.54 7.65 1).68 6.1, 

-~~-~--~~---~-~~~-~--~--~----~--.--~-~--~~~-
Total 64.25 lS1.26 61.ltl 100.)0 147.93 180.)1 8S.)) 

~~-----~-~~~--~~-~~~~~~-~--~~~-~-~---~~~-~~-
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during that period. In rest of the months during the year, 

the farmers under-work~ 

It 1s thus noted that even during the busy periods a 

farm worker 1s engaged on his farm, only for 6 to 10 days 

per month in the regions of West Godavari, Hooghly-24 

Parganas, Nasik-Ahmednagar and Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur. In 

soma regions, however, they over-work during that period 

and in some other they engage themselves fully. It has 

further been noted earlier that the extent of seasonal un­

employment 1. least in Nasik-Ahmednagar (only 12 per cent). 

It must be made clear at this stage that the extent of 

seasonal unemployment arrived at is an estimate ot the 

surplus labour days arising out ot the lean period and 

period of inactivity in crop production on own farm. The 

number of days reported in one or two busiest periods is 

taken as"the available labour days per month. Thus, the 

extent of seasonal unemployment depends upon the variation 

of labour input used over months in a year. Wherever the 

variation 1s les8 its extent is also less. That is why we 
-

see that in Nasik-Ahmednagar the extent ot seasonal un-

employment is very low although the labour input per worker 

per month even during the busiest period i8 hardly 10 days. 

That is to say unemployed day8 arising out of seasonal 

nature of operations in growing crop are few, but, the 

employment provided to farm workers on their own farm is 

nevertheless quite small. 



6.S Hired Out Labour Input Per Farm Worker 

We, therefore, come to realise that the farmer may 

be utilising part or whole of such surplus labour days, or, 

1n other words, days not worked 1n hi. tarms, by hiring 

himself out during the period in question. We shall, there­

tore, examine the number of days hired out by a farm 

family worker in the regions under study. It is to ba 

mentioned here that the monthwise data for the number of 

labour days hired out are not available except for the 

regions of Nas1k-Ahmednagar and West Godavari. So, we 

shall examine the total labour days hired out per worker 

in each region. 

Table 6.~ : Hired Out Labour Days Per Worker 

--- - - --- - -- ----- --- - - ---- -----Sambalpur West Hooghly- Ahmed- Amritsar- Meerut- . 
. Godavari 24 Parganas nagar-. Ferosepur Muzaffar-

. Nasik nagar --- - --- - - - - - -- - - ------- - - - --- -
37 39 27 1 

---------- ------- - ---- - -- -- ---
It is seen that the number ot labour days hired out 

is highest in West Godavari; a farmer hired himself out 

for about 48 days in a year. A part of the surplus labour 

days arising out ot seasonality is thus taken care ot by a 

farmer by hiring himself out. Similarly, in Hooghly-24 

Parganas also about 39 days are hired out by a ferm worker. 

In Sambalpur about 37 days are hired out. The above mentioned 



are the three regions where hired out labour day. are high; 

these regions are mainly rice growing, and the operations 

involved in transplanting and harvesting require labour in 

abundance thereby necessitating the use or hiring outside 

labour on wages. 

In Meerut-Mullarfarnagar and Amritsar-Ferozepur, the 

hired out labour day. are very small. It 18 believed that 

the pract1ce or working on wages on others rarm 1. not 
• 

common in these regions. 

We shall now examine the number or labour days hired 

out per month per worker in the regions ot Ahmednagar-Nasik 

and West Godavari for which this information 1s available. 

Table 6., : Labour Days Hired Out Per Month Per Worker 

-----------------------------Months West Godavar1 Ahmednagar-Nasik ---- --.' -- ---- -------- ---- ----
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

----- - ----
Total 

).69 
).64 
2.6) 
2.11 
2.17 
4.6) 
5.26 
4.61 
4.61 
4.45 
4.:31 
4.24 

1.80 
1.80 
2.00 
1.70 
1.90 

·1.90 
. 2.90 
2.10 
2.70 
3.00 
2.90 
1.80 

-- -- ----------- ----
26.60 

- ---- -- - - - - - --. ------ --------
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The number of labour days hired out over months in these 

two regions is fairly evenly distributed with only the 

month of December in West Godavari and the month of March 

in Naa1k-Ahmednagar shOWing comparatively high labour input 

per worker hired out. 

It will not be out of place at this stage to examine 

the hired out labour days per farm worker by size-groups. 

Table 6.6 : Labour Days Hired Out Per Worker by Farm Si.e 

----~ -------- ----- --------- ---Size Group 
(acres) 

West Sambal- Ahmed- Hooghly- Amritsar-
Godavari pur nagar- 24 Parganas Ferozepur 

Nasik --- - - ---- - - - - -- - -- - ------ - -----
0.01-, 1.2S 

1.26- 2.50 

2.51- .3.7Sl 
).76-, S.OO) 

5.01- 7.50 

7.51-10.00 

111.61} ) 
101.00 

68.71 

S2·,,1 
47.48) 

60.2.3~ 
10.01-1S.00 2.2) 

10.97! 
20.01-2S.00 I 
2S.01-)0.00 

30.01-40.00 - J 

40.01-50.00 J I 
SO.Ol & Above) ) 

50.00 

16.00 

-

)8.62 

18.72 

12.86J 

24.99l 

18.2) 

S.55l 
1.60) 

60.37 I 
46.22 

37.00 J 
30.11 ) 

25.44 ) 

11.82 J 
11.87 

-
J 

} 

6 

1 

1 

-
-
-
1 

----- -- ---------- --- -- - . -- -- --
Average 37.00 26.80 1 

- - -- - --- - ---- ------ ------ --- ~ -



On the whole it is seen that the labour input hired out 

per farm worker decreases with the increase in the farm 

8ize. It is observed trom the Table that the farmers 

belonging to the size group below 5 acres hired out their 

family ~abour to the largest extent. On the contrary the 

farmers belonging to the size group of )0 acre8 and above 

hire out their family labour to the least extent. The 

small ~armers have the obVious necessity to hire themselves 

out to earn their livelihood to an extent. 

6.6 Annual EmplOyment of a Farm Worker 

In view of 'the small amount of employment provided to 

farm workers on their own farm and a8 hired ,workers on other 

farms. we shall E!X8Dline below the annual employment of a 

family farm worker in variou8 activities. 

Table 6.1 : Annual Employment of a Farm Worker in Days 

-~--~~------------------------Regions Crop Other Hired Social Un-
Produc- Farm Out and employed 
tion Work Family 

Affairs 

-------------------~----------
West Godavari 116 56 4.7 22 82 

()5.91) (17.34) (14 • .5;) (6.81) (2.5.39) 

Sambalpur 1.51 20 ')7 10 74 
(4).85) (5 • .59) (10.34) (19 • .55) (20.67) 

Ahmednagar- 101 80 27 4; ;9 
Nasik ()2.37) (2;.64) (8.6;) (14..42) (18.91) 

Hoogh1y- 6) 13 39 13; 116 
24 Parganaa (17.21) (3 • .5;) (10.66) ()6.89) (31.69) 

Meerut- 1;1! 108 3 30 61 
lI11usaff arnagar (43.17) (29 • .50) (0.82) (8.20) (18.)1) 

Amritsar- 1.50 106 1 22 70 
Ferozepur (42.98) 00.37) (0.29) (6.30) (20.06) 
-------------------------------
(Figures in the parenthesis indicate percentage.) 



It is seen that the labour days on crop production consume 

about 40 per cent ot the total labour,daye avallable in 

all the regions except in Hooghly-24 Parganas. Crop produc­

tion and other tarm work together account tor about 65 per 

cent ot the total available labour days reported on 

dilterent acti~ties. Other tarm work includes cattle 

grazing, lencing and repairing and maintenance ot implements 

and draught and milch animals. These works account tor 

about 20 to 2S par cent of the total labour days. Such a 

large amount ot ,labour utUisation in these works t when 

livestock enterprise is not at all an important enterprise 

in tarm business as a whole shows'that there is open surplus 

labour which i8 utilised in a leisurely manner in not so 

productive work as this. 

Proportion ot hired out labour daye is large in West 

Godavari, Hooghly-24 Parganas and Sambalpur. Labour days 

spent on social and tamUy aftairs account tor about 7 to ~ 

6 per cent in all the regiOns except in Hooghly-24 Parganas 

and Sambalpur. In both the regions the same is approxi­

mately 38 and 27 per cent respectively. Completely un­

employed labour daY8 account tor about 20 to 2, per cent ot 

the total labour days reported under various activities, 

except in Ahmednagar-Nasik and Maerut-Musaliarnagar, where 

it is comparatively less. 

On the whole, Hooghly-24 Parganas appears to be the 

most altected region in terms ot productIve employment, in 



88 much &s roughly only 35 per cent of the labour days 

spent on various activities is reported under productive 

work. Whereas in Meerut-~N.afiarnagar and Amritsar-Feroze_ 

pur productive work accounts for about 72 per cent of the 

total labour days spent on v~rious activities. 

6.7 Definitions and }~Qsures Adopted by Others 

It will not be out ot place it we at this stage 

review the work done on this aspect and the methods followed 

. thereby by some economists. A few people have tried to 

examine the concept and to measure the extent ot seasonal 

unemployment in . its micro aspect, notable among them are 

N. A. )~jumdar, J. p~ Bhattacharjee and S. S. Gill. All 

these studies draw heavily upon Italian EconOmists, 

Rosenstein Rodan'. approach on disguised unemployment and 

under-employment in agriculture.1 t , 
V~jumdar, in his study on some problema of under­

employment bas dealt with the seasonality aspect in consi­

derable detail.2 According to him, taking into considera­

tion the uncertain and varying nature of seasonality, it 18 

not possible to obtain the number or day~ on which the 

cultivator is, on an average, unemployed during all the 

1 P.N. Rosenstein Rodan, "Disguised Unemployment in 
Agriculture," Mont~~y Bulletin of A~icultural Economics 
and Statistics. Vol.«yI, JUiy-Augus~9S1, p. 4. 
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twelve months, for an investigation carried out at a point 

of time. Hence, the state of seasonal unemployment haa to 

be examined from What has been termed, "the usual features", 

without particular reterence to any short period or point 

ot time •. It has to be asses~ed on the basis ot the usual 

working season of the village with the help ot the culti­

vators interviewed and crop calendar. 

~ut, this would give a very rougn and gross estimate 

ot the magnitude ot the seasor~l unemployment for the 

region as a whole. Instead, monthly utilisation of human 

labour in days tor individua~ holding, if obtained, would 

furnish a more readymade and suitable data for finding out 

the extent of seasonal unemployment. Apart from this, 

V~jumdar's concept of two components of seasonal unemploy­

ment, namely, unemployment during ott AeaaoA and d~ad season 

and the intermittant seasonal unemployment, is quite 

convincing. What he means by dead season, is, in tact, 

period ot no work, tor L~stance, tba period immediately 

after rab! harvest. ~be tarmer is not tied, he is tree to 

go anywhere being in a state ot complete unemployment. 

Whereas seasonal unemployment arising due. to the periods ot 

heavy and light work, makes a self-employed tarmer tied to 

the land and 1s not tree to move. 

The other study. made by Bhattacharjee, on the 

"under-employment among farmers", gives a measure of seasonal 



unemploymen~.l He haa broken down ~he under-employmen~ of 

~he proportion ot available labour supply in~o ~hree 

component pa~s, namely, disguised removable unemployment, 

disguised frac~ional unemploymen~ and seasonal unemployment. 

The seasonal pa~ of this total under-employment i. 

obtained by deducting from ~he annual figure the degree ot 

under-employment in the month in which the propo~ion of 

employment 1s highest. In other words, the difference 

between the proportion of employment in the peak month and 

the average annual employment represents the degree of 

seasonal under-employment of available labour supply. The 

figures for the available labour supply has been arrived 

a~ by ~aking into account the working conditions and 

availability of each working members in each month in terms 

of male equivalent hours of work. 

This step, no doubt, takes real situation into account, 

but, the magnitude of seasonal unemployment computed on 

the basis of the ~otal available labour supply in author's 

sense, includes in ita fold the idle manpower also, who 

are in state of comple~e unemploymen~ due to want of work 

and not because of seasonality, and to ~ha~ extent it 

over-rates the size of the problem. 

1 J. P. Bhattacharjee, "Under-employment among Indian 
Farmers," Artha Vljnana, Vol. ;, No. ;, 1961, p. 260. 
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Bhattacharjee's study based on data for Bihar, shows 

the degree of seasonal unemployment to the tune of 27 per 

cent of the available supply ot family labour. l 

Majumdar's study gives the magnitude of seasonal un­

employment in terms ot the duration ot dead season in 

d1tferent months for the selected area under investigation. 2 

A study made by Agarwal reterring to a small village, 

Birpur in Uttar Pradesh, on some aspects of rural employment, 

deals with the seasonality aspect also. l Fixing a norm 

ot 56 hours per week the study brings out that all the 

economic groups overwork in May, near norm work in November 

and underwork to a considerable extent in July. The worst 

month of July hits the small and medium cultivators most, 

and in the month' of May there appears a shortage of labour 

to the extent of 19 per cent. 

Our finding for Meerut-Muzatfarnagar in Uttar Pradesh, 

based on farm management data is, in general, in agreement 

with the findings ot Agarwal. In our study also we find 

that the months ot April and ~~y are the busiest months and 

that in the months or July and August, farmers are left 

with little work • 

. 1 J. P. Bhattacharjee, ~, p. 263. 

2 N. A. ~~jumdar, op.cit., p. 64. 

3 A. L. Agarwal, "Some Aspects ot Rural Employment," 
Indian Journal of Economics, Vol. XLVIII, April 1968, 
pp. 365-86. 
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6.S To Sum Up 

The seasonal surplus arrived at in this c~pter is, 

however, a rough estimation with the assumptions and 

limitation implicit in the measure. Holdingwise and size 

groupwise data on monthly utilization of farm labour in 

crop production are not available in the farm management 

reports, so it was not possible to measure the seasonal 

unemployment for each holding and subsequentlr for each 

size group. The picture will be slightly different if 

attempts sre made to estimate the above from the labour 

availability and the utilization figures in each month for 

the individual holding. In this case it is an aggregative 

tigure ot the same tor the individual region as a whole 

taking all the size groups together into account. 

It the cropwise data for the monthly utilization ot 

labour were available separately tor irrigated and un­

irrigated land, a detailed inrormation about the magnitude 

ot the seasonal unemployment for each crop could be computed. 

We do not know, if the surplus labour arising out ot 

seasonality ot operation in agriculture is utilized some­

where else, as this statement cannot be Bubstantiated 

tully. But, at least this much can be indicated that this 

is the number ot labour days which remains unutilized during 

certain period ot the year and a part of it is hired out 

by the farmers tor work on others farm on wages. However, 
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even a thorough structural change may not be able to 

eliminate completely the rigidity of the time pattern of 

primary production. Further, it is also seen in this 

chapter that in some regions labour spent on social and 

family work is considerably high indicating thereby that 

there is enough open surplus labour .utilized in unproduc­

tive activities. 



CHAPTER VII 

UNDER-EMPLOYMENT OF FARM WORKERS 

Seasonality or unemployment gives an idea or the 

periods when agricultural workers have either no work or 

have very little work. But, there is another aspect of 

unemployment, that is, disguised unemployment or under­

employment, which states that although all the workers 

appear to be engaged fully in agricultural operations 

during the normal busy season, some or all of them may be 

partially employed. In other words, the agricultural 

operations which could be performed by a few workers is 

being shared by many workers in the family thereby making 

almost everyone under-employed and a few dispensable. 

There are, thus, two aspects of unemployment, seasonal 

unemployment and disguised unemployment. Having discussed 

seasonality or unemployment in the last chapter, we now 

attempt to discuss the aspect of under-employment or 

disguised unemployment. But, before entering into the 

actual situation and examining the data to see it there is 

any evidence of disguised unemployment in our study, we 

shall deal with its concept and its magnitude in its macro 

aspect. 
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7.1 Background 

The major employment problem in an under-developed 

agricultural country like ours is not that of so many 

persons out of job, but that of under-employment of labour 

force engaged in production. This form of unemployment is 

fundamentally different and peculiar in itself and that is 

the reason why the study of the causes, nature and extent 

of this peculiar form of unemployment should be undertaken 

specifically in the context of an under-developed economy. 
. , 

An under-developed economy is characterized by low saving, 

lack ot capital, low output and a vast amount of unutilized 

and under-utilized manpower. In rural areas, particularly 

in agricultural sector of such an economy, the working 

population is believed to be largely under-employed. Most 

of them are engaged in agricultural activities and in the 

absence ot alternative avenues ot employment, the available 

opportunities are believed to be shared by more persons 

than could normally be absorbed at an opt1mul level ot 

employment. Dantwala, in his notes on Some Aspects ot 

Rural Employment says, "it is contended that due to the 

peculiar nature ot under-developed economies, the unemploy­

ment ot labour force does not express itself as so many 

people out of job, but, lack of enough continuous work for 

those attached to 80me jobs and are therefore not in the 
1 labour market seeking employment." 

1 M.L. Dantwala, "Some Aspects ot Rural Employment," 
Indian Journal of Agricultural EconomiCS, Vol. VIII, No.2, 
August 1953, pp. 19-32. 
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The concept of disguised unemployment or under­

employment has been a recurring one in the literature on 

under-developed countries. The belief is that the agri­

cultural economy of an under-developed country is largely 

characterized by not so much open unemployment as by 

disguised unemployment. In general, disguised unemployment 

or under-employment is conceived of as that part of the 

surpluS labour force which can be removed from one sector 

of the economy to the other without adversely affecting 

the output of the sector from where it is removed, all 

other things remaining the same. In simple term it mean8 

nominal employment with very little or no contribution to 

productivity. It is believed that increasing pressure of 

population on land with low level of capital causes 

diminishing return to set in and further addition of labour 

goes on decreasing the marginal productivity of labour 

upto the point of aero, even negative and thus those labour 

with marginal productivity zero or negative seem to be 

working, but do not thereby increase the total output. 

Therefore, such employment of labour i8 regarded as being 

no better than no employment at all. 

The number of characteristics attributed to it are 

as follows: 

(1) It i8 a concept which applies more easily 

to self-employed labour. 



(2) It indicates a state ot economy where 

marginal productivity ot a part ot labour 

is zero or near zero. 

() Consequently it indicates a state ot 

economy trom which a part ot labour torce 

can be withdrawn without reduction ot 

output. under ceteris paribus condition. 

On thi. ~rticular aspect ot the problem there are 

two 8chool. ot thought. One school ot thought comprising 

J. Viner. Q. Haberler. Theodore Schult~,Yang Sam Cho. N.V. 

Sovani and other8 8ay. that the marginal productivity ot 

labour employed in agriculture cannot be zero and to that 

extent there is no 8urplus labour. The other school 

consisting ot Nurkse, Arther Lewis, Buck, Raj and many 
• 

other8 believe8 that the marginal productivity ot labour 

engaged in agriculture does reach zero and that there 

exists a considerable amount ot removable surplus. There 

are some other economists who do not enter into the 

controversy ot zero marginal product ot labour and detine 

under-employment a8 the surplus labour arising out ot 

excess ot total available labour supply over labour used 

in production. 

The concept ot zero marginal productivity ot labour 

and the consequent disguised unemployment owe its origin to 



Joan Robinson. l We shall. however. not go into the various 

theories and concepts put forth on this particular aspect, 

neither we shall enter into the controversy of the existence 

of sero marginal productivity ot labour. 

1.2 Micro Aspect ot the Problem 

Having discussed the phenomenon ot disguised un­

employment in general, we now come back to our study and 

examine the phenomenon in its context. We are here dealing 

with the data tor tarms in different farm size groups. For 

this micro study we consider under-employment as that part 

ot the labour used in crop production in each tarm size 

group. which do not bring about any increase in the produc­

tion by their application. In other words t we shall 

examine it the per acre labour input with respect to output 

1. more on the smaller tarms as compared to the bigger 

ones. It so, then there 18 some evidence ot under-employ­

ment on smaller farms. We shall be using the terms under­

employment and disguised unemployment aa synonymous terms. 

The concept of under-employment applies more eas11y 

to selt-employed labour. Hence, we shall dlscuss this 

phenomenon with'respect to farm family labour only. The 

data to be examined for this are the labour inputs per acre, 

1 Joan Robinson, Essay in the Theory of EmplOyment 
(Oxford: Baall Blackwell, 1941) pp. 61-2. 
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by farm 8ize group in different region8 under study. 

Since the labour requirement of irrigated crop8 is much 

higher than that of unirrigated crops and since the per­

centage ot irrigated area to the total area is not the same 

in different farm 8ize groups, the irrigated area ia 

converted into an equivalent unirrigated area and the 

labour input per acre is expressed in terms ot equivalent 

unirrigated area. 

7.) Distribution ot Labour Inputs Over Farm Size Group 

It haa been noted from Tables 5.6 and 5.7 that there 

are some regions, namely, West Qodavari, Sambalpur, 

Amritsar-Ferozepur and Akola-Amravati where the total 

labour input per acre doe8 not 8how any marked decreasa 

with the increa.e in farm aize. The decrease in per acre 

family labour input. with the farm size i. made up by the 

increase in the hired labour input per acre. Therefore, 

although in the smaller farms number of farm family labour 

days i8 higher, it cannot be said that the labour input on 

smaller farms 1s comparatively higher, because the total 

labour input per acre remains the same by farm size. On 

bigger holding the hired labour substitutes for the family 

labour. In these regions, therefore, the data on labour 

input do not throw any light on tha question of under­

employment or disguised unemployment. 

There are aome other regions in our study which show 
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a different picture. We shall again examine the Table S.7 
here and shall see if there exists any evidence of under­

employment in these regions. 

It is noted from the Table S.7 and the graph drawn 

that the total labour days per acre generally decrease 

with the increase in farm sime in 5alem-Coimbatore, Hooghly-

24 Parganas, Nasik:Ahmednagar and Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur. 

In each of these regions, the family labour input per acre 

decreasea with the increase in farm. size and hired labour 

days per acre remains more or less the same or registers 

smeller incr.ase~ 

It appears, therefore, that the smaller farms use 

higher labour inputs per acre as compared with bigger tarms. 

Family labour input is much higher on smaller farms as 

compared to the bigger tarms and the bigger tarms do not 

make up the smaller tamily labour input by using more ot 

hired labour input. 

Taking individual regions into consideration it is 

,een that in Salem-Coimbatore tarm tamily labour input 

go.s down regularly except in the size group 20.00 to 25.00 

acres. Th. tirsttwo 81 •• group, (0.01 to 2.50 and 2.S1 

to S.OO acres) show considerably hIgher farm labour input a 

per acre. Hired labour input, on the other hand, remain. 

more or les,· constant in all sise groups except in the 

first group, where it is comparatively high. 
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In Hooghly-2~ Parganas ~he tamily labour inpu~ 

registers a very small decreas8 upto the size group 7.51 

to 10.00 acre8. Hired labour input per acre too remains 

more or les8 the 8ame. In the last two size groups, how­

ever, tamily labour input per acre drops very much and 1. 

not tully made up by hired labour input. Theretore, there 

appears to be h1gher labour Input per acre on smaller tarms. 

In Ahmednagar-Na81k the tamUy labour input 

regularly decreases by tarm 8ize, trom 2l.S8 to 6.18 days 

per acre. Whereas h1red labour input per acre remalns 

more or l8ss the same by tarm slze. The t1r8t two groups 

ahow cons1derably h1gher tamily labour input per acre~ In 

this reglon also, there tore • the small tarmer uses high 

tarm labour input per acre. 

In Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur a180 there Be ems to be a 

regular decrease in per acre tamily labour inpu~ with the 

increase 1n tarm 8ize, trom 17.8S days to 3.19 daya per 

acre. Hired labour input per acre increases by tarm slze 

b~t not to the extent to compensate tully tor the smaller 

number ot tamily labour days per acre. First tew 8ize 

groups show conslderably higher tarm labour input. 

w. bave thus seen ~hat in the abovementioned region8 

the tarm labour input8 decrea8e with the increase in tarm 

81ze and the bigger tarmers do not use comparably higher 



I<J 
a: 
u 
ct 

36-00 

32-00 

28·00 

24-00 

2 ().OO 

16-00 

12-00 

~ 8-00 
a.. 

IX 
S 4-00 
ED 
ct 
...J 

> ..... 
~ 
it 

No.6 

FAMILY LABOUR INPUT 
BY 

FARM SIZE 
V-axis: I c:,m - = 2 Unils 

NASIK-AHMEDNAGAR 
oJ 

FPHTAK­
-KARNAL 
~ 

0·01, '.25 '·26'2·50 2-51'3·75 J.76,5.QO 5-01" 7·50 7-SldO.()O 10'01-15-0015-01--200020-01'25-00 zs.OI,3000X>·OI,4Q·OOI.0-01-5000 50·01 & abo,,~ 
FARM SIZE (AmEs) ) 



161 

amount of casual labour, to compensate for the 8malle~ 

input of farm tamily labour. In other words, labour input 

per acre on smaller holdings 18 considerably higher than 

that on the bigger holdings. 

7.~ Output Per Acre in Different Farm Size Groups 

But, of course, this tact, higher labour input per 

acre, alone is not evidence of under-employment in smaller 

farms. For this purpose, we BlUst relate employment to 

output. Thus, provided all other .factors are alike, if a 

cultivator on bigger holding gets an output per acre not 

le8s than that on a smaller holding, this may be taken as 

an evidence of under-employment or disguised unemployment 

on smaller farms. 

When we say other factor. are alike, we examine the 

technique of cultivation and other material input used in 

different farm 8i... It i. found that the technique of 

cultivation and the cropping pattern is same in all the 

farms in each of tbe regions. The amount of .fertilizer 

used and bullock labour days used vary very slightly and in 

any case bigger boldings show comparatively smaller amount 

spent on manures and fertilizer and in smaller input of 

bullock labour. Proportion ot irrigated area bas already 

been taken into account. Further, we are examining labour 

input on the basis ot total cropped area, 80 that the 

intensity of cropping i. also taken into consideration. 
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We shall now examine the output data to 8ee whether 

output per acre ot equivalent unirrigated area remains 

almost constant throughout with the increase in farm 8ise. 

Table 7.1 I Output Per Acre ot Equivalent Unirrigated Area 
in Rupees 

-----_ .. --- .. _------------------
Size Group 

(acrel) " 
Salem- Hooghly-Rohtak- Basik-
Coimbatore 2~ Parganas Kamal- Ahmednagar 

Sangrur 
------------------------------

0.01 -

1.26 -

2.51 -

).76 -

1.25l 
2~SO) 

).7Sl 
S.ooJ 

5.01 - 7.50 

7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 

15.01 - 20.00 

20.01 - 25.00 

25.01 - )0.00) 

30.01 - 40.00 

40.01 - 50.00 

50.01 & above 

13).15 

136.19 

136.66 

"1)9.93 

137.12 

126.26 l 
137.16 J 

I 

162.;9 

181.17 

1;9.36 

) 
225.)~ I 
230.21 

2)2.0~ 

235.80 I 
229.27 

68.96 

66.18 

66.69 

61.38 

60.96 

59.16 

------------------------------
Average 163.35 246.17 6).2) 

---_ ... _--- .. _---_ .. ------- -- ----
We see that in all the size groups in all the regions there 

1s not much ot variation of output per acre, except for a tew. 
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In Salem-Coimbatore the output per acre in the first five 

groups stays almost constant with a slIght rise in the 

fourth group, but, again in the sixth group, it goe8 down 

a little. 

In Hooghly,24- Parganas the output per acre increases 

upto the sixth size group, but, then falls in the last but 

one size group. 

In Karnal-Rohtak-Sangrur, the fir8t 8ize group shows 

very high ,output per acre. In the other groups the output 

per acre is almost constant. 

In Ahmednagar-Nas1k also the output per acre remains 

more or less the same except in the last sise group. The 

small eat size group shows the lowest output per acre. In 

the higher si.e groups, the output per acre is more or lesa 

constant. 

7.5 Incidence of Under-employment 

So, on the whole it is noted that as the farm si.e 

increasea, the labour input per acre decreases, while output 

per acre remaina more or les8 constant. In other words, 

we can say that to produce the same amount of output per 

unit of land, the smaller farms require more labour input as 

compared to that required by the bigger tarms, all other 

tactors remaining the same. On smaller farms, therefore, 

the employment of farm family labour is believed to be pushed 
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to such a point where their application does not result 10 

an increased output. There is, therefore, evidence ot 

disguised unemployment or under-employment among the family 

farm workers engaged in crop production on smaller holdings. 

7.6 Return to Input of Family Labour 

Return to input of family labour is the remuneration 

for the utilisation of the labour of the farmer and his 

family workers and it gives an idea aa to how much a farm 

fanily worker earns as return for its labour on the farm. 

This is obtained by dividing the net output by the total 

number of labour days put in by the farmer and his family 

worker in each tarm size group. Net output is obtained 

atter deducting from the gross output all the expenses in 

cash and kind including payment to hired labour. 

Table 7.2 gives the return per labour day in different 

farm size groups in the regions under discussion. It i. 

noted that the return per labour day i. lowest in Salem­

Coimbatore and highest in Hoogbly-24 Parganas, being Rs.l.07 

and R •• 1.81 respectively. It is further observed from the 

Graph as well that the return per labour input generally 

increases with the increase in farm size in all the regions. 

This indicates that the farm workers earn more per Unit ot 

labour (8 hours) on bigger farms as compared to that on 

smaller tarms. 
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Table 7.2 : Return Per Labour Day of Farm Worker (in Rupees) 
. ;.~ 

- --- ~ ----~ -- - ~ --- - - ~ --- -------Size Group Salem- Hooghly- Rohtak- Nas1k-
(acres) Coimbatore 24 Pargana8 Kamal- Ahmednagar 

Sangrur --------------------_._-------
0.01 -

1.26 -

2.51 -

).76 -

1.25! 

2.501 

). 7S l 
5.00) 

5.01 - 7.50 

7.51 - 10.00 

10.01 - 15.00 

15.01 - 20.00 

20,01 - 25.00 

25.01 - )O.OO~ 

)0.01 - Jto.OO) 
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Taking individual region for further illustration 

it is seen that in Salem-Coimbatore. return per labour 

input, in general, increases by the farm size, except in 

the farm size groups 5.01 to 1.50 acres and 15.01 to 20.00 

acres. A farm worker earns a8 low 8S Rs. 0.53 per unit of 
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labour on the smallest iarm and as high as Ra. 2.08 per 

unit oi labour on the biggest iarm. 

In Hooghly-2~ Parganaa also the return per unit ot 

iarm labour increases with the increase in tarm size. On 

smaller tarms, between 0.01 acres and ,.00 acres the return 

per unit ot labour varies between Rs. 1.S' and Rs. 1.70, 

whereas on tarms bigger than that it goes on increasing 

upto about Rs. ).00 per unit. 

Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur show a regular increase in 

income per labour unit by the fara size. A farm worker 

earns about Re. 1.00 per labour day on the smallest holding 

as against about Rs. 1.50 on the largest holding. 

In Ahmednagar-Nasik also there is almost a regular 

increase in the return per labour day with the increase in 

farm size, indicating that a farm worker earns more per 

labour unit on bigger farms than on amaUer tarms. 

On the whole, it i8 noted that a farm worker in 

smaller farms earns less for his labour per day in crop 

p.roduction than that earned by a farm worker in bigger iarm. 

In other words, the farmers on larger farms get more remune­

ration as return for his labour on the farm. This may also 

be taken as evidence or under-employment in small iarms, 

in the sense that the high labour input used on small farms 
, 

does not lead to significant increase in production on those 

farms. 
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7.7 Review of Other Studies 

Some studies have been made to measure the extent 

ot disguised unemployment or under-employment trom the 

tarm management data, based on Italian Economist, Rosenstein 

Rodan's approach.l S. S. Gill, attempted such an estimate 

ot under-employment ot permanent tarm workers.2 The data 

used were trom the Farm Management Report tor Punjab 

(Amritsar-FeroBepur), pertaining to the year 1954-;5. For 

the estimation ot under-employment 'standard labour-input' 

was computed and the result showed that about 28 per cent 

ot the total available labour days is surplus and removable. 

This 'standard labour-input' arrived at, is very 

rough and arbitrary and that in itself may have some 

disguised unemployment. Apart from that number of labour 

days available was obtained by multiplying the number ot 

farm workers in each slze group by 31' days. This would, 

therefore, include in Its fold not only the workers engaged 

in crop production and under-employed, but, also the 

workers who were openly unemployed and not engaged in crop 

1 P. N. Rosenstein Rodan, "Disguised Unemployment and 
Under-employment in Agriculture," Monthly Bulletin ot 
Agricultural Economics and Statistics, Vol. VI, July-August 
1957, p. 7. 
2 S. S. Gill, "Unemployment and Under-employment ot 
Permanent Farm Workers,n Artha ViJnana, Vol. 2, No.4, 
December 1960, pp. 249-62. . 
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production. To that extent, therefore, the study seems 

to over-estimate the extent of under-employment. 

Another such attempt was made by Bhattacharje. with 

the farm management data collected from farmers in North 

and South Plains regions of Bihar.l The disguised removable 

under-employment worked out to be lS and 23 per cent in 

the two sones. This work appears to be more nearer to the 

real situation in as much a8 the total available labour 

supply was estimated on the basis ot total number of labour 

hours or work available per month trom the members working 

on the tarm. 

To Sum Up 

Among the regions included in the study all do not 

show evidence of under-employment or disguised unemployment, 

only • few ot them do so, they are: Salem-Coimbatore 

(Vadras), Hooghly-2~ Parganas (West Bengal), Rohtak-Karnal­

Sangrur (Punjab), and Ahmednagar-Nasik (Maharashtra). In 

these regions data on labour input with respect to output 

throw 80me light on the incidence of under-employment on 

small farms. Lower return per labour ,input on smaller farms 

1 J. P. Bhattacharjee, ·Under-employment Among Indian 
Farmers: An AnalysiS or Its Nature and Extent Based on 
Data tor Bihar,· Artha Vijnana, Vol. 3, No.3, September 
1961, pp~ 2~6-78. . 
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also seems to be an evidence of under-employment on these 

farms, in the sense that high labour input on smaller 

tarms does not lead to increased production. 

Some gross estimates of the extent of under-employ­

ment have been made, but they appear to be over-rating its 

extent. According to National Sample Survey, it we 

consider a person as under-employed only when he is working 

less than the normal hours aa well as available and 

w111ing to take up additional work, the extent ot under­

employment appears to be very less. Most of the studies 

do not consider this aspect ot availability and willingness 

to work in their attempt to measure the extent of under­

employment. 

1\ can thus be concluded that there are some regions 

where the data on labour input show some evidence of 

disguised unemployment or under-employment. But, all the 

lam. there are 80me regions where smaller farms use as much 

labour per acre as the bigger farms and to that extent the 

data on labour input per acre do not show evidence of 

disguised unemployment in those regions. It is generally 

believed that the small farmers are aftected too much by 

disguised unemployment and that it i8 chronic in agriculture. 

But, our analysis based on farm sise groupwise labour input 

data.does not seem to contribute to such beliet. It 

indicates that there is evidence of under-employment ot 
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farm worker on smaller farms in some regions, but it is 

not chronic and cannot be visualized as idle surplus labour 

force. During the peak season, the workload 1s so much 

that even the smallest farm has to employ some hired labour. 

Therefore, under-employment in terms of surplus labour 

available for transfer from one sector of the economy to 

the other, appears difficult to be visualized. 



CHAPTER VIII 

SUMr<1ARY AND CONCLUSION 

In the foregoing chapters we discussed the nature 

and extent of labour inputs in agriculture, in general, 

and in crop production in particular, and also the two 

aspects of unemployment; namely, seasonal and disguised 

unemployment of the labours, engaged in crop production. 

We are now in a position to summarise briefly the whole 

discussion on these aspects as follows. 

1. There has been a regular ~ncrease in the proportion 

of the working force engaged in agriculture since 1900 and 

in 1961 the ratio stood at 69.51 per cent as compared to 

62.50 per cent in 1901. The ratio of agricultural workers 

to total cropped area, when examined shows that it varies 

widely from Stat~ to State. The extent ot variation is 

from 0.1) per acre in Rajasthan to 0.43 per acre in Jammu 

and Kashmir. The States showing low density of agricultural 

workers per cropped area are Gujarat, Maharashtra, ~~dhya 
, 

Pradesh, Mysore, Punjab and Rajasthan. Assam and Jammu 

and Kashmir are the only regions where density is very high. 

In Bihar, Madras, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal and·Himachal 

Pradesh also the density is comparatively high. 

2. Agricultural workers consist of cultivators and 

173 
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agricultural labour. Proportion or agricultural labour 

to agricultural workers also shows a wide variation from 

State to State. The proportion is very small in Jammu and 

Kashmir (2.06 per cent) and Himachal Pradesh (2.12 per cent). 

If we exclude these two hilly areas which incidentally 

have special soil climatic features, the.States showing the 

lowest and highest proportion of agricultural labour turn 

out to be Rajasthan and Kerala, where it is 5.19 per cent 

and )6 per cent respectively. Broadly examined,· Kerala, 

Andhra Pradesh, Maharashtra, Bihar, Madras, West ·Bengal 

and Orissa are the States where there is a high incidence 

or agricultural labour in total agricultural worker, while 

Assam, Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and Punjab are the regions 

where its incidence is small. 

). Considering the two factors together, namely, 

density ot agricultural workers per cropped area and the 

incidence of agricultural labour among agricultural 

workers it is 8een that, except in the States ot Kerala, 

Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Punjab, Madhya Pradesh and Mysore 

the density of agricultural workers per cropped area is 

not directly related to the proportion of agricultural 

labourers. Hence, the general impression that wherever 

the density or agricultural worker per acre of cultivated 

area is high the proportion ot agricultural labour 1s also 

high, does not seem to hold good. 
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4. An examination of ~he wages paid to the hired 

labour and the proportion that it forms of the gross 

produce, obtained from the All India Rural Credit Survey 

brings out that the proportion of gross produce paid a. 

wages to hired labour compares favourably with the propor­

tion of agricultural labour obtained from the earlier 

estimate. A comparison of eacb of these proportions as 

the proportion of agricultural labour to total agricultural 

worker as appearing in the census, shows that excepting 

in a few regions, the proportion of gross output given as 

wages is high in the regions where proportion otagricul­

tural labour is also high and vice versa. 

5. An analysis of more direct source of data on the 

utilization of labour input in crop production indicates 

that in the regions of Hooghly-24 Parganas, West Godavari, 

Monghyr, Salem and Sambalpur, labour input per acre in 

crop production i. considerably high. Incidentally, in ' 

all these regions, paddy is reported to be one of the 

major crops. The regions where labour input per acre i. 

small are Ahmednagar-Nasik, Coimbatore',Akola-Amravati, 

Amritsar-Ferozepur and Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur. This is 

about the total labour input per acre of cropped area used 

in crop production. Proportion of hired labour input in 

it shows a different picture. West Godavari appears to 

be the region using exceptionally high amount of hired 

labour input. In contrast, in the districts of Rohtak-
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Karnal-Sangrur, ~he propor~ion of hired labour input is 

very low. Apart from West Godavari distric~, there are 

a few more districts using considerable amount of hired 

labour input. These districts are Sambalpur, Hooghly-24 

Parganas and Akola-Amravati. InCidentally, all these 

districts showing higher proportion of hired labour input, 

except Akola-Amravati, are rice growing. Regions showing 

smaller proportion of hired labour are Rohtak-Karnal­

Sangrur, Amri~sar-Ferozepur, Meerut-Muzaffarnagar, Ahmed­

nagar-Nasik and Monghyr. 

6. Nature of crops grown is one of the factors affect-

ing the use of labour input in crop production. It is 

observed that among irriga~ed crops gram is least labour 

consuming in all ~he regions, while, po~a~o is the most 

labour intensive crop, grown only in Booghly and 24 Parganas 

ou~of all the districts under study. Proportion of hired 

labour use is found to be high in the case of paddy, jute, 

potato and tobacco. Regions ·showing high proportion of 

hired labour in crop production are found to grow some or 

all of these crops. Among unirrigated crops, jowar, bajra 

and pulses and wheat to a certain extent use more labour 

per acre. It is fo~d that, on an average, the labour 

requirement for irrigated crops 1s three to four times 

tha~ for the unirrigated crops. An examination of cropwise 

utilization of labour days per acre thus gives an idea of 

the extent to which the hired labour is used for different 
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crops both under irrigated and unirrigated conditions. 

This, in turn, together with the area under irrigated and 

unirrigated crops, explains partly the regional variation 

in labour input per acre, both hired and total. 

1. Among other.factors, farm size is believed to be 

one of the important factors influencing the utilization 

of hired labour. It i8 found that in the districts ot 

West Godavari, Sambalpur, Amritsar-Ferozepur and Hooghly-

24 Parganas, the total number of labour days per acre do 

not change much by farm size. Use of hired labour, however, 

is found to be more in the bigger tarms than in the smaller 

ones. There 1s another set ot districts in which labour 

input per acre shows a decrease with the increase in the 

farm size. The districts are Ahmednagar-Nasik, Salem­

Coimbatore, Akola-Amravati, Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur and 

Monghyr •. Proportion of hired labour input, in these 

districts shows a small but regular increase with the 

increase in farm siae. General notion of inverse relation­

ship between farm size and labour input per acre is not 

tully supported by this analysis. 

8. Availability of farm family worker is a factor 

which influences the extent ot selt-employment in a farm. 

It is noticed that in all the districts number ot farm 

workers per farm steadily increases with the increase in 

farm size. But, the increase is not proportionate to the 
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increase in tarm size. Labour input in terms or days ot 

work per farm worker gives an idea ot the extent to which 

the tarm workers employ themselves in the farm. Size 

groupwise analysis shows that in most of the districts 

number or labour days per farm worker neither regularly 

increases nor decreases wi~h the increase in farm size. 

In some cases, in fact, the labour input per farm worker 

is leS8 on bigger farms as compared to that on smaller 

farms. However, on the basis ot the variation in labour 

input per tarm worker, howsoever small or large -it is, the 

districts under study are classified into two groups. The 

districts fallulg in the tirst group are We~t Godavari, 

Akola-Amravati, Salem-Coimbatore and Rohtak-Karnal-Sangrur, 

where bigger tarms by and large show smaller labour input 

per worker. This indicates, therefore, that in these 

regions tarm workers on bigger farms do not put in as much 

ot labour as put in by those in the smaller farms. In 

other words, the extent or self-employment is less on the 

bigger farms in these regions. The other group comprising 

the districts ot Ahmednagar-Nasik, Amritsar-Ferozepur, 

Meerut-Muzarrarnagar, Hooghly-2~ Parganas and Sambalpur, 

shows greater variation in labour days put in by a farm 

worker over size-groups, indicating progressively larger 

number of labour days per ,tarm worker on bigger farms. 

This indicates that in these regions the tarmers on the 

bigger holdings engage themselves intensively in the active 

physical work ot crop production. 
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9. An analysis of mont.hly ut.1l1zation of farm labour 

input shows that the variation in the farm labour input 

used is maximum in Sambalpur and minimum in Ahmednagar­

Nasik. The ot.her regions show moderate variation in the 

employment of farm labour from month to month. There is, 

thus, seasonal unemployment in different regions and it 

varies trom one region to another depending upon the 

cropping pattern. There are some regions where it appears 

to be very prominent while there are 80me other regions 

where the employment is tairly uniformly distributed 

throughout the year making the extent of seasonal unemploy­

ment less. A measure of seasonal unemployment shows that 

it is quite high in Sambalpur, Hoogbly-2~ Parganas and 

West Godavari, and very low in Ahmednagar-Nas1k. The 

cropping pattern in these regions shows that paddy 1s the 

major crop grown in all those regions depicting high 

seasonal surplus labour. In other regions the cropping 

pattern is such that it keeps the labour busy fairly 

evenly throughout the year over months. The seasonal 

surplus is, therefore, comparatively les8. 

10. An analysis ot the other aspects of unemployment 

that 1s disguised unemployment or under-employment, which 

states that, although all the workers appear to be engaged 

fully in agricultural operations during the· normal busy 

season, some or all of them may be partially employed, 

tollows next in the discussion. It is examined, it the 
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per acre labour input with respect to output is more on 

the smaller 1'arms as compared to t.he bigger ones. The 

1'inding indicates that the labour input ,per acre does not 

decrease with t.he increase in 1'arm size in all t.he 

regions under study. In other words, in some regions, 

smaller 1'arms use as much labour input per acre as t.he 

bigger 1'arms, with output per acre remaining more or less 

the same. The regions or t.he district.s are West Godavari, 

Sambalpur, Amritsar-Ferozepur and Akola-Amravat.i; in t.hese 

regions, therefore, dat.a on labour input. do not. throw any 

light on the question 01' under-employment. There are, 

however, some regions, namely, Salem-Coimbatore, Hoogh!y-

24 Parganas, Nasik-Ahmednagar and Robtak-Iarnal-Sangrur, 

where the labour input per acre decreases, while output 

per acre remains more or less constant~ It can be said 

that to produce the same amount ot output per unit 01' 

land the smaller tarmer in these regions require more 

labour input than that required by the bigger 1'arms. On 

smaller 1'arms, therefore, the employment of tarm tamily 

labour is believed to be pushed to such a point where 

their application does not result into an increased output. 

There is, therefore, evidence ot disguised unemployment 

or under-employment among family tarm workers engaged in 

crop production on smaller holdings in these regions. 

Return per labour day ot farm workers points out 

• 
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that a farm worker in smaller tarms earns less tor hi. 

labour per day in crop production than that earned by a . -
farm worker in a bigger tarm. This can also be taken as 

evidence ot under-employment in small tarms, in the sense 
• 

that high labour input used on small farms does not lead 

to significant increase in production on those tarms. 

11. Labour input in agriculture and its nature and 

extent gives an idea ot the employment provided by the 

agricul~ure to the population engaged in it. Conditions 

in this respect are tound to vary trom region to region. 

There are some regions where although the density ot agri­

cultural worker per cropped area is very low, the propor­

tion ot agricultural labour is very high. This is possibly 

tecause ot the land being concentrated to taw big owners. 

-Proportion ot hired labour use in crop production 

is tound to vary widely trom region to region. This 

happens largely because ot the type ot crops gro~~ and the 

availability ot tarm tamily workers. In quite a tew regions 

the tarm workers in bigger tarms are tound to put in con­

siderably less number ot labour days in crop production. 

The extent ot selt-employment is thus les8 in these regions. 

This is probably because the tarm workers on bigger tarms 

mostly do supervisory work and do not lend themselves to 

the actual physical work in crop production. 
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Selt-employment is believed to be the predominant 

teature of Indian agriculture, but, it is seen that even 

the smallest farm uses hired labour to a eertain extent. 

Nature of crops grown, the simultaneous arrival ot some 
• 

operations in crops and the urgency ot completing it, 

compel even a small tarmer to hire in some labour. Propor­

tion of hired labour use, however, is higher on bigger 

holdings partly because the number ot farm worker per acre 

ot cultivated area 1s less in these tarms. 

It is believed that the agricultural sector ot our 

country sufters from large scale disguised unemployment 

and that a part ot the labour force can be removed trom 

this sector, without adversely affecting the output. 

Farmers, engaged in cultivation of small pieces of land 

are supposed to be the worst sufferer ot this problem ot 

under-employment. It is said that on some tarms the employ­

ment ot family labour is pushed to such a point where their 

application does not result into increased output. Our 

analysis ot the data on labour input per acre, however, 

does not lend support to this general beliet fully_ There 

is evidence of under-employment on some farms but it is 

neither acute nor Widespread. In many ot the regions, 

either the small farms use as much labour as the big farms, 

tor a given output, or the higher labour input in small 

farms is associated with higher output in them. In fact, 



unemployment due to seasonality appears to be more. During 

the peak season, the workload is so much that even the 

smallest farm baa to employ some hired labour. Therefore, 

under-employment in terms of surplus labour available tor 

transfer from one sector ot the economy to the other, 

appears ditficult to be visualized. 
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