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INTRODUCTION

2t a descriptive level, the purpose of the present
®r is to document the structural changes in the landholding
ktern in the 1970s with respect to (a) the size distribution of
mrship holdings, (b) the incidence and forms of tenancy and
lthe size distribution of operational holdings. We shall point
Il certain contrasts in_the pattern of changes in the 1970s vis-
Fs those in the fiftees and sixtees as well as the inter-
?edifferences in the pattern of changes in the seventees. We
*mthowever, attempt here any comprehensive explanation of the
and ~ontrasts between the two periods or of inter—-state
literences in the seventees.

At Aan  analytical 1level. the purpose of the study is the
Mowing: ‘a) to identify, through a decomposition exercise, the
phﬁve importance of demographic and non-demographic factors in
kolnting for the observed change in the average size of
mership holdings for individual status and all India, (L) to
B the relationship between changes in the average size of
mershin holding, incidence of 1landless households on the one
#d and changes in the level and pattern of concentration of
nership ho.ding on the other, and (¢) to examine the effect of
mges in the iacidence of tenancy on the concentration of-
prational holiing.

The analysi: 1is based on the data available from the 26tﬁ
B 37th rounds o: National Sample Survey (NSS) relating to the
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years 1971-72 and 1981-82 respectively. Both the surveys used the
same concepts and sarHole framework and therefore, the estimates
derived Z€ fairly comparablal ., To anticipate the bresd
conclusion regarding the change in the landholding structure in
the seventees, is that there has been rapid marginalizatiom ef
landholding structure in most parts of 1India, due to mainly a
disproportionate proliferation of marginal holdings (beth
ownership and operational). Such a change in the distributiom ef
households has been a factor accounting for a decline in the
average size of ownership holdings and in the change in the
structure of landholdings in the seventees compared to the
preceeding two decades.

Thus, as a prelude to the present study, it is useful
t> review the structural changes in landholding in the fifties
and sixties. The trends in landholding during this period am
revealed from the various rounds of the NSS may be briefly
summrised ~s follows; (i) the number as well as the proportiem
of Myuseholds in the marginal size groups of holdings had
declin:d, (ii) the number of small holdings had increased buil
their siare in total holdings declined. The area under this llzq
group hal increased in absolute terms and also as a proportiem tf
the total area, (iii) in the case of medium sized holdings, thd
trend notel was the same as that for small holdings, and (iv) tha
number as gell as proportion of big and large holding declined
the area undsr these holdings had also declined both in abselut
terms and as a proportion %Yo the total area. These trends wer
observed to be similar in al. the states. The above periods als
witnessed a cecline in the ircidence of tenancy. There was alse

decline in the proportion of 1landless households. The averad



liZe of ownership and operational holdings had shown a sharply
falling trend in all) the states.

What had beenr the effect of th_.se changes 1in the
lendholding pattern on the concentration of 1land? According to
Sanyal (1977} though the period had ﬁitnessed a reduction in the
proportion of landless housenolds. and the number of large
Roldings, +the coﬁcentration ratio remained high. Since the
distribution can change even when the concentration ratio
remained the same, this neasure is not a good indicator to
capture the changes in the land. distribution over time. In this
context, one method adopted Ly Vyas (1979) was to estimaﬁe the
changes in the scale of landholding. His principal finding from
this exercise is summariser! below:

" Over the years tcocp concentration of owned as well as
eperational holdings has decreased 1in a large number of states;
Pottom concentration has also decreased 1in seve}al states. In
states wh~re Dbottom concencration has decreased, the proportion
of norn-owniig, DulTLuitivavoa.y Lowochclds has declined. Thus, now
in large narts of the country ownership structure has become less
skewed over a period of time and access to land more equitably
distributed”. (Vyas: 1979)

Vyas identified the operation of a ladder process as
the principal force behind the structural changes in landholding
pattern. This process has worked both in the upward and downward
'directimn The upward manifestation has taken place by landless
workers acquiring land and becoming marginal land owners and -
‘small land owncrs by the same process Dbecoming medium land
owners. The procegs can come in the reverse direction by the sale

of lard by the hicher size groups to> the lower size groups and



downward movement of the higher size groups to the lower size
groups due to partitioning of households. Thus, in states where
there has heenr a decline in the bottom concentration, the number
of landless households showed a declining trend. This suggests
that the 1landless have been acquiring tiny plots of land. The
possible explanations cited for the decline in bottol
concentration of the households are (1) Purchase of land by
marginal and small farmers and sale of land mainly by large &
medium farmers, (2). impact of land reforms, (3). demographid
pressure necessitating the division of holdings. Sanyﬂ.(1977)
has also offered a similar explanation for the bottg
concentration of 1land. However, he also observed that ¢th
creation of small landowners through various re-distributiv
measures would rather increase than solve the problem of th
inequality in the distribution of owned landgd.

It is evident from the foregoing review that ¢
structure of landholding has undergone significant changes in t
fifties and sixties. Further there has been a definite tre
(thhough not very strong) towards more even distribution of 1
and improvement in its access among rural households.

To what extent the structural changes 1in landholdl
in the fiities and sixties continued to operate in the sevent
will be atalysed in this paper. Since data on landholding in
eighties ar. not available, we could not examine the changes
landholdings in recent years. However, using the agricult
census data* lor 1981 and 1986, we will briefly indicate &
direction in vhich the size of landholdings has been moving

the first halZ «f the eighties.



This paper is organised in five sections including this
introduction. In section I, we will examine the changes in the
size an? Aistribution of own¢ ship holding. In section II, the
e¢hanges in the incidence and form of tenancy are analysed. The
changes in the size distribution of operational holdings are
examined in section IV. The last section brings together the main

findings of this paper and highlights the policy implications.

II. Size and Distribution of Ownership holding

A comparison of the estimates from the 26th and 37th
rounds of the NSS shows a decline 1in the average size of
ewnership holding for the country as a whole: from 1.53 hectares
in 1971 to 1.28 hectares by 1981. Across states the average area
ewned has declined in all the states except Assam, Haryana and
Orissa (see table 1). |

There is also large disparity among states in terms of
average s.ze of own.rship holding. This dispafity has declined
during .97_.-21, as vaflarct-" <= +he +aduction in the coefficient
of variation from 63.9 per cent in 1971 to 53.67 per cent in
1981.

The changes in the average size of holding may be du~
to the influence of the following factors: (a) Per capita owned
lané: If it declines with increase in population the formation of
mew households <c¢an take place only through bringing changes in
the existing area of owned 1ana. Conversely if the per capita
ewned land increases, the new households can be accommodated in

the additional area that has been created. Thus changes in per



Table 1
Average Area Owned by Households in Various
States in India

States Aversqg. area {(hectaresg)
1971 1981 % change

Andhira Pradesh 1.48 1.29 -12.84
Assam 0.388 ¢.91 2.90
Bihar 0.89 0.79 -11.24
Gujarat 2.33 1.83 -21.46
Haryana 1.67 1.72 2.99
Himachal Pradesh 1.30 1.24 -4.62
Jammu & Kashnir 1.08 0.93 -13.89
Kernataka 2.05 1.78 -13.17
Ferale 0.42 0.36 -14.29 v
Madhya Pradesh 2.77 2.13 -23.10
Maharashtra 2.55 1.97 -22.75
Orissa 0.96 1.01 5.21
Punjab 1.43 1.40 ~2.10
Rajasthan 4.39 3.39 -22.78
Tamil Nadu 0.74 0.56 -24.32
Uttar Pradesh 1.08 1.03 -4.63
West Bengal 0.70 0.55 -21.43
All India 1.53 1.28 -16.34 v
Note Estimates include landless households.
Source: a. Government of India (1976): Tables on Landhclding:

All-Tndia, 26th round, July 1971- September 1972,
Report No.215, Department of Statistics, Ministry ef

Planning.
b. Gnovernment of India (1982): sSarvekshana, Vol.5,
No's.3 & 4, Issue N¢ .16, January - April, Department

OL Statistice, wmiumisciy wi Planning.

c. Government of India (1989): Some Aspects of
Household Ownership Holding, 37th round, Jan - Dec
1982, No. 330, Department of Statistics, Ministry .ﬁ
Planning.

capita land can influence the average size. (b) A2§£§Q§,§£!il

i
siz=: Households with larger family size will have diversifia
sources of income, better ability to take risk and accumulad
land becaise of théir higher income position etc. Thus changes i
the averaje family size mav influence the average size {

holding®. (<) The distribution of households: Because of - |

ladder process, households may move up or down in the scale H

landholding ard effect changes in tae average size of holding.



In order to bring out the effect of the above variables
®n the average size ol holding, we have formulated the following

dentity’.

Average area owned = .. , wWhere TL = Total land owned
T TH = Total households

This cam be expressed in terms of the three factors discussed
earlier as follows:

n Ly Pt Hi
Average area owned = I X X =L ABC
i=1l Pi Hi TH
where Li = land owned in the ith size class and £ Li = TL;
P1 = Number of persons in the ith size class;
Hi = number of households in the ith size class and
TH = Total number of households.

The first component A = Li/P1 defined as the size class
distribution of per capita land owned; second componént B = P1 /Hs
represent the size class distribution of household size and the
third component C = Hi/TH is the size <c¢lass distribution of
kouseholds.

Le’ AO(l) be the aver-ve area owned for the year 1 and
A8(2) Dbe the area owned for the terminal year. The changes in the
wverage 3arca owned can be written as

"AO(2) -A0(1) = £ Az Bz C2 - T A1 B1 Ci
= £ (Az-A1) Br Ci1 + T A1 (Bz-B1) Cu
+ £ Ay B:1 (C2—-Ci1) + Z(Az2-A1) (Bz-B1) Ci
+ Z(Az-A;) By (C2-Ci) + I Ar (Bz-Bi) (Cz-C1)
+ Z(A2-A,; (B2-B1) (C2-Ci)

In this equation, the first term of the right hand side
E (Az-A,) B explzins the effect of changes in the size class
Ristribution of per capita land; the second term £ A: (Bz-Bi) Ci
Bxplains the effect of changes in the size c¢lass distribution of
Bousehold size and the third term I A; By (Cz—-Ci) represents the
Pffect of changes in the sizz class distribution of households.

Bhe last terms indicate the joint effects. The results of the
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decomposition excrais for the period .971-72 to 1981-82 for all
Indie and states sre given in  table 2. From this table the
followir~ s-ierzsncarn can be drz .,

Table 2

Cont sitmrinn ~f Pifferent Factors tc the Change in Average Size
of Owned Land (1971-81)

Observad ——=—mr e
Chunge Per caniitas Household Household Joint
Statesn <hectares) land size distribution Effects
dadhre Pradezh ~0.1918 15.68 -21.23 -38.71 -5.74
Assam 0.0224 -208.88 148.34 138.48 22.06
Bihar -0.0994 24.83 -6.34 -112.69 -5.80
Gujarat -0.5957 -61.85  42.45 -72.18 -8.62
Haryana 0.0537 -221.80 270.26 208.49 -156.95
Himachal Pradesh -0.0385 -49.1¢6 6.17 -84.59 27.58
Jammu & Kaeshmir -9.1881 -109.4% 30.72 -32.82 11.55
Karnataka -0.25693 -23.5¢ 35.68 -92.36 -14.82
Kercla -2.0635 48.0% -64.74 -75.31 -7.96
badhya Predech -3 Ti9s -40.487 31.43 -85.30 -4.46
Meharachire -u.58Q0 =L, 24 0.44 -95.16 -0.44
Crissa C.0475 -1092.53 109.04  101.19 -0.70
Puniab ~0.G309 -14.13 44.63 -134.42 3.92
Rajasthan -0.5954 0.61 22.317 -107.76 -15.22
Tamil Madu ~o.17h4 29.45 -18.83 -97.217 -13.35
Utter Pradosh ~3.06C4 -132.20 123.76 -78.05 -23.51
Hezt Pengal -0.145 ¢ =22.7Ti 25.23 -98.176 -3.70
All I.Al -ConRer A 21.ne -98.24 -1.40

Change in householé distribution has an unambiguous a.d
'positive' éontribution to change 1in the average size e!
ownership holding for ali India and for all states. That is 1e
say, change in household distribution helps to account for either
an increase oxr decrease in the average size of ownersh i
heldings, something that is not in general true of the other t-:«
components. Moreover, change in household distribution emerges as
the single most significant component (in terms of its relati «

percentcage contribution) in accounting for the observed_chlnci

{decline) in the average size of ownership holding for all Ind;‘
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and all states except a group of five states (namely, Assam,
Maryana, Orissa, Jamm' and Kashmir and Uttar Pradesh) where, in
any case, *»ie« along uy'th ~mo  ~f the other two components (per
capita land and household size) together account for the observed
change.

In order to bring out the effect of the changes in the
size distribution of ownership holding on concentration of land,
¥e have estimated the 1lorenz ratio for 1971 and 1981 (see table
3). We have given two sets of estimates one including landless
households and another excluding them. The latter estimates are
higher than the former estimates, thereby indicating that the
inclusion of the 1landless has resulted in an increase in the
concentration ratio of land.

The value of the lorenz ratio is high for all India and
for most of the states. In the case of Jammu and Kashmir and
Himachal Pradesh, the values are far below the all India average.
In the seve~ties, the 1lorenz ratio at the all India level, has
remained almost the same. But, the interregional variation has
slightly ircreased, as .is evident from the increase in the
coefficient of variation from 12.38 % to 16.22 %. The trends
icross the states have shown significant variation. The
concentration ratio has declined in Assam, Bihar, Haryana,
Himachal Pradesh, Kerala, Orissa, Punjab and Uttar Pradesh. The
rate of decline is very sharp in Himachal Pradesh. The ratio has
increased in Jammu and Kashmir, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh,
Maharashtra, Rajasthan, Tamil Nadu and West Bengal.

What are the factors that may have contributed to the
changes in concentration ratio across states? Taking clue from an

earlier study (Sanyal:1977) that creation of small and marginal



holdings may lead to increase in the concentration of land, we
estimated the correla*tion between percentage changes in average
size of *~l4ings and percentzc~ changes in the lorenz ratio for
the inter state cross section data. The estimated value of the
correlation coefficient was negative (r=-0.513) and significant
at 5 percent level, 1indicating that there 1is a negative and
proportional relationship between change 1in average size of
holding and change in the concentration of land.
Table 3

Estimates of Lorenz Ratio for Ownership Holdings by States in India:
1971 and 1981.

Lorenz ratio

States {excludes 0 size class) (includes 0 size class)
1971 1981 per cent 1971 1981 per cent

change change

1. Andhra Pradesh 0.73 0.74 0.97 0.75 0.77 2.37
2. Assan 0.62 0.56 ~-10.50 0.72 0.59 -17.64
3. Bihar 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00
4, Guiarat 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.73 0.74 1.60
5. Haryana 0.75 0.70 -7.30 0.78 0.72 -8.40
6. Himachal Pradesh 0.55 0.31 -43.12 0.517 0.36 -35.92
7. Jammu & Kashmir 0.4. 0.52 23.52 0.43 0.56 29.49
3. Karnataka 0.66 0.68 3.29 0.70 0.73 3.26
9. Kerala 0.63 ' e 00 “1l.16 0.74 0.72 -2.20
~0.¥adhya Pradesh 0.62 0.65 4.43 0.66 0.70 6.35
1.Maharashtra 0.68 0.71 3.71 0.73 0.77 5.07
12.0rissa 0.64 0.61 -4.17 0.68 0.64 -5.17
1:.Punjab 0.78 0.77 -1.30 0.79 0.78 -1.40
14.Rajasthan 0.61 0.62 2.50 0.62 0.65 5.56
15.7am1l Nadu 0.75 0.76 1.00 0.79 0.80 1.43
15.U.tar Pradesh 0.64 0.63 -1.65 0.65 0.64 -1.06
1. Weit Bengal 0.67 0.69 3.55 0.70 0.75 6.29
Al. Iidia 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.74 0.75 1.00

In order to gain further insight into the effect e
changes in size of holding on the distribution of land, W
estimat:d the share in area owned of bottom 40 per cent, 40 to 8
percent, 4 to 90 percent, top 5 percent, top 10 percent, top 1

percent anid top 20 percent of the households. For computing 1



share the lagrangian interpolation formula was used®. A comparison
of interpolated values with known functional values was done to
verify tiie accuracy of the estiwmaced values by using the graph of
the estimated decile values® . The estimated values of the various
segments are given in table 4.

The trends 1in the estimated share of owned land of
various sagments in the scale of landholding has shown the
following patterns across the states. (a). The states where the
bottom and middle concentration (40 to 80 percent and 40 to 90
percent) have increased and the tcp concentration declined. The
states falling in this group are Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal
Pradesh, Orissa and Punjab; (b) The states where the bottom and
middle concentration have declined and the top concentration
increased. This pattern is noted in Jammu and Kashmir, Karnatzaka,
Kerala and Maharashtra; (c) In the remaining states the pattern is
mixed and the changes are not striking. In Andhra Pradesh, bottom
concentratic.a remained almost vunchanged, middle concentration
showed slight increase and top concentration slight decline. In
Assam, Dbottom concentration declined; middle concentration
increased; coming to the top concentration, it is seen that the
.lhare of the top 5 percent increased, but that of other segments
declined. In Bihar, the share of the various segments showed only
margina. change. A similar pattern 1is noted in Madhya Pradesh
also. Ir Rajasthan the mniddle concentration has slightly in-
ereased, aad the top concentration showed a slight decline. In
Uttar Pradesh, the bottom cqncentration has slightly increased and
the top concentration slightly declined. In West Bengal, the
distribution has remained almost unchanged. For the country as a

vhole, the share o£ the various segments remained almost the same.
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Table &
Share of Ownership holdings in various category

SEESREEEIREIIRIIIREEENSIEISIISEESCSSTIZSSZTIXSSISSIIINIISTEISIESSISENSCISISIEEDERIISISSEIIIoZSISIINNML
States Year Bottom 40 % &0 3 to80% 403t0o90% Top5% Top 10 ¥ TopiSiimi
Andhra Pradesh 1971 1.61 25.11 66.12 38.46 56.27 65,3 .
1981 1.69 26.2 §4.58 38.28 53,73 6.3 Nk
Assan 1971 8.26 37.58 56.59 21.91 35.16  45.48 W
1981 7.09 37.49 58.21 23.32 36,78 645 W
Bihar 1971 1,84 27.52 49.40 33.39 68.76 6081 Ty
1981 1.63 27.67 68.68 33.32 §9.69  60.38 AN
Gujerat 1971 2.94 31.04 51.33 29.50 §5.73 5228 K.l
1981 3.22 31.55 52.59 28.5¢ §4.19 56,31 KR
Haryana 1971 N 26.37 68.94 33.94 51.06 6158 N
1981 0.36 30.88 52.11 28.98 £7.53  59.32  HN
Hizachal Pradesh 1971 8.66 33.99 51.38 26.38 39.96 .8 0K
1981 8.85 35.51 53.59 26.47 32.56 .11 Bk
Jamau & Kashair 1971 12.55 39.4¢ 57.30 19.47 30.15  39.5¢ UM
1981 9.58 37.16 $6.22 20.77 34,20 443 WA
Karnataka 1971 $.08 32.70 51.31 30.10 46,61 5666 8B
1981 3.26 31.87 50.02 31.90 £6.72  56.97 biK
Kerala 1971 1.52 28.389 £5.57 35.68 52.91 1.8 H4
1981 ] 22.8¢ §5.3% 36.88 54,68  67.97 Nl
Hadhya Predesh 1971 5.66 36,19 53.11 27.02 §1.23 5157 el
1981 §.93 34.7¢ 53.65 2.2 £1.43 5119 &
Haharashtra 1971 3.93 32,45 51.82 29.25 44.25  55.15 &LM
1981 3.64 30.85 $0.97 30.03 45.39  55.92 &8
Orissa 1971 5.16 32,15 51.99 28.77 42,86  53.63 0.
1981 5.48 33.48 §3.12 28.39 41,40  51.73  4LM
funjab 1971 N 22.2% §4.75 37.66 55,25  68.5%0¢ M
1981 N 22.8¢ £5.35 36.88 56.65  672.57 1.0
Rajasthan 1901 6.62 30.51 £9.00 30.50 §4.38 56,78 6.9
198} 6.55 32.18 £9.39 30.15 §4.06 53.39  §1.8
Tanil Nadu 1971 9.3¢% 26.59 7.1 36.23 51.90 64.05  N.&
1981 N 26.93 3.26 35.68 51.4 6.1 NI
Uttar Pradesh 1971 3.74 32.22 4.29 29.15 43,97 5..77 H.M
1981 32.65 5.49 28.64 £3.86 4.81 LK
Hest Bengal 1971 1.96 31.98 52."2 29.28 £5.12 50.9¢  bb.0¢
1981 2.4 31.29 52.% 29.19 €5.00 57.87 6.9
Indis 1971 2.60 27.55 §6.2° 35.79 51.20 61.96 6.8
1981 2.44 27.80 £6.7% 35.36 50.84 61.81 8.6
EEETCRESEIRREIESITITOSERRISSESIESSOSSISIRSISIIOEIEESSIzZEISIIIgEISRSCITISCRISSEIZASIEDIRCEEXICICILNNG

N = Negligible
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Since the shares of the various segments in the scale of
andholding have undergone change, it may have affected the
kewness in the distribution o«f land. In order to bring out this
pharply, we derived a composite index of skewness by applying the
Principal Component Analysis to the distribution of shares?. The
results are given 3in Table 5. The -estimates showed that the
direction of changes in skewness has been towards the bottom size
proups of holdings in 10 states and towards the larger size group
Bf holdings in seven states. It may be noted that in majority of
the states, the magniéude of change in the index is very low. The
exceptions to this are a few states namely Kerala (+10.4%), Jammu
and Kashmir (+19.5%), Haryana (-10.7%),.Himacha1 Pradesh (~7.1%)
and Karnataka (+5.6%).

Table 5
Index of Skewness for the Distribution of Ownership Holding

1971 1981 % change
F+ 3+ 3+ + 1+ttt + -+ttt 3+ 1t ++ 3 +++r -+ttt + 3t 31—ttt
Andra Pradesh 86.28 84.74 -1.78
Assam 49.36 50.02 1.34
Bihar 77.52 77.97 0.58
Gujarat 70.03 67.87 -3.09
Harvana 81.83 73.02 -10.76
Himachal Pradesh 57.89 53.77 -7.12
Jammu & Kashmir 39.88 47.64 19.47
Karnataka 66.91 70.66 5.61
Kerala 80.61 89.04 10.46
Madhya Pradesh 60.78 61.02 0.39
Maharastra 66.82 59.29 3.69
Orissa 64.73 51.99 -4.24
Punjab 90.45 39.04 -1.56
Rajasthan 67.28 55.34 -2.88
Tamil Nadu 83.03 82.78 -0.30
Uttar Pradesh 66.68 65.75 -1.39
West Bengal 69.23 69.86 0.91
All India 80.00 79.47 -0.66

Path analysis has beern applied to measure the

determinants of 1lorenz ratioco and skewness of the share of
distribution of land ( for details, see Kendall and

13



O'Murircheartaigh, 1977). The path coefficient is estimated using
Ordinary Least Squares regression equations which measure tha
strength of the relationshir between any .air of variabled
included in the model. The most important assumption of Path
analysis is the specification of the causal ordering of variabled
in the model. The validity of the causal ordering cannot be tested
from the data, but we can evaluate its appropriateness on the
basis of our theoretical framework and interpret the findinga
accordingly.

Figure I displays the model used in the present study
where population density, average size of owned area, and the
incidence of landlessness are taken as the variables influencing

lorenz ratio and skewness of the distribution of land.

Figure I. Path diagram of factors affecting distribution of

land
Unknown Unknown Unknown
factors factors factors
lo.sz
-0.4338* ‘ -0.3729* 0.46
Populationt————}, |Area 0.50
Density Owned l L
4 0.4518* h
Lorenz |———ow——— |Skewness
Ratio
{L
0.5037**T
Landless 0.3635¢
ness (%)

** gignificant at 5 percent level
significant at 10 percent level
S significant at 15 percent level

*

The nature of relationships envisaged in this model if
two fold: Firstly, as the population pressure on 1land increasesy

the average area owned tends to decline. And with the decline if
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dverage ar:za, thaere will be & tend:ncy towards increasing the
toncentratioa ¢f land anéd skewnaess in land distribution. Secondly,
because -f the cperation of the ladder pr: .ess, there will be
upward and downward mobilicty of the households in the scale of
andholdinc. Corsequently, chere will be changes in the incidence
of landless households which way influence the changes in the
sencentracion ratiov and skewness in land distribution.
Tanle 6

ffect of Growth Rate in Density, Average Area Owned and Landlessaess
on Growth Rate i1n Lorenz Ratio and Skewness

-spendent variakle Area Lorenz skewness
Owned ratio of share

Average area owned

(a). Direct =ffect e -0.3729 ---
(). Indirect eifect
tur' lorenz ratiao - -— -0.1685
(c). Total eifect ——- -0.3729 -0.1683
Landless
{a) . Direct effect - 0.5037 0.3645
(b). Indirect effect
' thar' lorenz ratio -—= -—— 0.2276
(¢). Total effect -—- 0.5037 0.5921
Density
(a) . Direct =ifect -0.4338 -—- ——=
(b). Indirec effect
A o e 0.1618 -—=
thr’ av.area thr' lorenz ratio -—= —-—— 0.0731
{c}. Total effect -0.4338 0.1618 0.0731
L1 Sy I e e e e L o e T T T T e ST T e e ST N T mam e e T
The estimated path coefficients for the model are given
in table 6. As expected, th=2 changes in the lorenz ratio is

strongly infiluenced positively by the changes in the landlessness
(0.52937) ana negatively by the changes 1in the average area owned
(-0.3729). However, the eaffect of landlessness is higher than area
owned. %We :lso observed that the changes 1in the skewness are
directly in7luenced positively by both changes in the lorenz ratio
(0.4513) anc¢ changes in the landlessness (0.3635). Further,
changes in <he 1landlessness indirectly (through average area

ewned)! affect the skewness by 0(.2276. Hence the total effect of



landlessness (0.5921) on skewness of the land distributiom is
higher than the total effect of average area owned (-0.1685) en
skewness of the land distribution. Also, it should be noted that
changes in the population density has a negative effect on changes
in the area owned (-0.4338). Further, the population density is
affecting the lorenz ratio through average area owned positively
by 16.18 percent and it affects the skewness through average ares
owned and landlessness positively by 7.31 percent. From the
analysis it <c¢an be inferred that, though the landlessness has a
greater impact of changing the distribution of land, the
population pressure changes the distribution of land significantly
through average area owned.

In the preceding analysis we have seen the dﬁnqes in
the structure of ownership holding and some of the underlyinmse
factors. The extent to which the landholding pattern has responded
to changes in the operation of the land lease market will bae
examined in the following section.

IIX1. Incidence of Tenancy

In the early seventies 24 percent of the households in
rural India 1leased in 1land and the leased in land accounted fex
about 17.69 percent of their owned land?. The percentage »f
households leasing out land was however lower at about 9.8 percon{
and they leared out about 5.8 percent of their owned land. Durinmg
the period wnder study, both in terms oflhouseholds and area
there has been a sharp decline in the incidence of tenancy. Th
percentage of ‘“ouseholds 1leasing in land declined from 23.7 t
18.5. The percentage of leased in area'to owned area declined fré
10.7 to 7.5. In the case of households leasing out land, i

declined from 9.9 percent to 5.5 percent. The area leased ey

!
1
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declined from 5.8 to 4.3 percent.

Anpong states 1in the country, the incidence of tenancy
varied sign ficantly. In the e¢ .y seventies 19 percent of tﬁe
hoqseholds in Assamn leased in iand:; this was followed by Bihar,
Tunjl oo, Ttiar Pradesh, ¥aryana and Punjab. The lowest per-
centage of ncuseholds leasing in land was in Gujarat and Jammu and
Kashmir. There was also no corirespondence between the percentage
of households leasing in Zand and the relative importance of
leased in area to owned area across states. Regarding changes in
the leasing in of 1land, all the states witnessed a sharp decline
{see table 7) in terms of area and all but Orissa and Maharastra

in terms of households.

Table 7
Pe1ceunrq9 cof Households Ledqlng in Land to All Households

Households Leased—-in Area

STATES to Ouned Area
1971 1981 1971 1981

Andhra pradesh 20.95 19.74 9.08 6.51
issanm 49 .17 14.09 23.23 6.87
lihar 33.48 17.22 16.17 10.42 .
Misrr 13.74 9.01 4.31 2.00
farvana 29.41 22.28 27.80 198.65
dimachal Pradesh 25.62 16.95 11.23 2.94
e 7 Taghmir 13.15 5.40 8.03 2.79
Karnataka 27.68 16.95 17.14 6.62
Rer:zla 17.67 12.70 9.10 2.28
Yad>rya Pradesh 23.26 12.%9 '8.25 3.80
faharashtra 14.69 16.70 6.78 5.57
O-issa 14.75 16.81 14.70 8.04
Prnjas 27.52 23.063 34.33 18.98
Raasthan 14.81 2.70 5.50 4.34
far.l Nadu 31.16 29.22 13.99 13.37
Uttar Pradesh 24 .96 21.27 13.76 11.09
Fest 3engal 30.63 27.09 21.57 12.29
A1l Irdia 23.72 1:.53 10.69 7.46

O iy o w4 o ' S o AR o S e e e A o S et At ASS M S St A S S et Amem e e T St T e £h e S St S et AR A T s vt S Ry S s e S ST S e e

Source: a. The same as for tabie 1 and
~. Government of India (1988): Sarvekshana, Vol.12,
No.l, Issue No.36,  uly, Department of Statistics,
Ministry of Planning.




Takle 8

Housrholds Leased-out Arm

State to Owned hres

1371 1981 1971 1981

Andhra Pradesh 12.05 6.17 §.463 £.00
Assam 12.00 3.15 8.18 1.78
Bihar 15.80 7.44 6.78 4.95
Gujarat 3.79 2.32 2.29 1.67
Haryana 11.63 .40 8.05 50.64
Himachal Pradesh 8.94 g.74 4.09 ¢.%
Jammu & Kashmir 3.73 1.54 3.21 0.97
Karnataka 11.05 5.81 7.99 5.01
Rerala 5.47 1.63 3.00 0.43
Madhya Pradesh 7.67 3.19 2.62 3.4
Maharashtra 5.02 3.10 5.20 2.10
Orissa 13.11 6.71 7.04 5.45
Punjab 17 .67 8.35 17.69 11.07
Rajasthan 2.78 5.49 4.09 3.1
Tamil Nadu 8.44 7.78 3.88 5.89
Uttar Pradesh 10.06 6.773 6.41 4.1
W2st Bengal 5.48 3271 8.95 2.48
All India 9.87 5.523 5.77 4.29

Soltrce: The same as for table 7.

As regards leasing out of land, all the states witnesw
a sharp decline in the percentage .. holdings lea: .ng out landa
the perceatage of area leased out to total owned area (see talf
8). This frocess has taken place at different pace across stats
Consequent.y, the ranking of the states has undergone simﬁfnd
change in t:rms of this index of tenancy.

Though the incidence of tenancy has declined inth
seventies, tle lease market has indergone significant chmwe.ﬂi
is reflectel sartly in the change in the distribution offmaﬁdg
land across size group of holdings and partly :in terms of leasw
The distribut:on of leased in area across size categoriesy
holdings are ¢iven in table 9. In the seventies, the distributie
of leased in area has moved in favour of the higher size growd
holdings in Astsam, Bihar, Gu:-arat, Haryana, Xarnataka, Madw

12



Table 9
.PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF AREA LEASED IN BY SIZE CLASS OF OPERATIONAL HO-DIN  * STATES

XEISIZSISSSEoIfIINSINRISISSSRSXISISISITISSSSSSISASIXIISSSSISSSINIIIZIZITTISSRIZ 0 CZSSRIZIIIERIER

States 0.00-2.02 2.03-4.04 - 4.05-6.07 6.08-10.12 ML All Sizes
l.Andhra Pradesh 1974 27.58 25.74 12.77 20.64 13, 100.00

1981 29.09 28,53 19.21 9.99 - 13.. 100.00
2,Assan .

1971 70.19 25.01 3,83 0.91 0.04 104.00

1981 48.36 38.41 Y 3.13 1.73 100.00
J.8ihar

1971 69.61 20,85 5.67 3.0¢ 0.8 106.00

1981 69.45 20,82 6.47 3.3 0.03 100.00
k.Gujarat

1971 11.21 23.89 13,25 25.08 26.57 100.00

1981 19.14 11.27 24.56 13.73 40.30 1060.00
§.tiaryana

1971 12.86 28.47 19.05 24.65 14.97 100.00

1981 8.07 32,97 22.14 23.14 13.68 100.00
¢.Himachal Pradesh -

1971 63.02 26.95 9.5% 0.48 0.00 160.00

1981 67.40 16.17 3.45 12.81 0.17 100.00
7.Jazmu & Xashair

1871 44.09 38.38 15,64 1,89 0.00 100.00

1981 48.86 43.58 §.81 2.75 0.00 100.00
$.Kernataka

1971 19.40 . 17,61 18,21 18.48 26.31 100.00

1981 16.74 23.24 7.2 38.72 16.06 100.00
¥.Kerala

1971 69.13 17.93 3.77 2.60 0.58 100.00

1981 76.55 2.65 4,60 . 12.99 100.00
10.Hadhya Pradesh '

1971 21,58 24.42 18.67 20.57 14.49 100.00

1981 15.80 17.53 31,99 29.35 573 100.00
11, Haharashtria

1971 14.15 22,23 2.2 19.72 31.69 100.00

1981 6.06 16.56 18.0¢ 32.84 26,45 100.00
12.Crisse .

1971 56.73 26.72 7.14 5.85 3.56 100.00

1981 40.75 19.95 3.31 2.05 33.94 100.00
13.Punjab

1971 9.72 32.52 18.77 23,75 15.24 100.00

1981 12.98 21.61 24,48 22,75 18.18 100.00
14.Rajasthan _

1971 7.72 22.12 9.41 29.24 31.50 100.00

1981 6.65 26.15 1.22 15.13 32.8% 100.00
15.Tanil Nadu

1571 57.60 28,13 8.59 5.24 0.44 100.00

1981 63.03 22.50 7.47 3,67 3.23 100.00
16.Uttar Pradesh

1971 . 51.48 29.24 8.98 5.29 5.01 100.00

1981 §9.93- 27.75 9.86 6.42 6.04 100.00
17.West Bengal

1971 - 71.35 24.06 2.2 2.35 0.00 100.00

1981 57.93 25,36 3.1 1.59 12.01 100. 00
All India 1971 36.97 24.99 11.44 13.70 12.90 100.00

1961 35.12 23.86 13.69 13.87 13.46 100.00

e = e A e e T W Y o B S e e Y Y Y e e e e i A e e o e P T e S S8 T S e e e S P e e M v WA B
14 2= O R I R N S L - P P P 2 P 3P 2 P P P P 2 2 P 4 -0 2 4 - - -4

Source: Same as for table 7.



Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal.l
Andhra Pradesh and Jammu and Kashmir the distribution has moveclili
favour of marginal and small Loldings. In the remaining statu;
1
the trend is mixed. In Himachal Pradesh, the distributionH
shifted in favour of marginal and medium holdings. In Punii%
marginal and medium size groups and in Tamil Nadu marginali
large holdings gained from the distribution. On the whole,
direction of land transfer has bkeen in favour of the higher s
groups in most of the states except Andhra Pradesh and Janmu uf
Kashmir. |
As regards the forms of tenancy there has been 1y
nificant changes in the seventies (see table 10). For the couatd
as a whole, the percentage of area leased in for share of prod: 1
was about 48 percent 1in 1971 and it slightly declined te !I
percent by 1981. Across the states these fqrms of temt
continued to remain important in all the states except And

Predesh, Gujarat, and Kerala. However, its 1incidence has decliiq

in a3ll the states except Crissa and Maharastra. In both'J

states, the percentage of area under this form of tenancyM
i

increased. The percentage of area leased for fixed mone!ﬂz
declined in all the states except Haryana, Punjab, Tanilhk X
Uttar *radesh and West Bengal. In both Punjab and Haryan,

importaice of this form of tenancy has increased in the seventi
Coming to the form of tenancy for fixed produce, its importli
has increased in Haryana, Himachal Pradesh and west Benqllv&
percentage »f area leased in under usufructuary mortg&gl‘
increased in ka_asthan. In all states except Punjab, the

centage of area leased-in for other terms has shown substa 4

increaset .



Tukle IU
PERCENTAGE TERMS OF LEASED-IN OPERATED AREA QVER TERMS 0OF LEASE BY STATES

P H - PR A A P A AR S A P A S P e R S A P I IS I R P e
Terns of Lease
SIATES for fixed for fixed for share for usufr- for other total
poney produce of produce uctuary taras
mortgage

P23 5t P - PR B bt B b S IS D R LI S B 2 S T4 L2 - 4 -t 1 -
Lighra Pradesh 197 28.30 14.2 35.29 2.33 19.87 100.00

1981 ©13.00 11.07 13,76 0.00 65.17 100.00
Lhssan '

1971 17.06 15.59 41,85 4.52 20.98 100.00

1981 15.43 8.35 35.43 0.3 40.48 100.00
L.Bitar

1971 1.2 6.97 78.28 6.00 7.%2 100.00

1981 6.52 3.60 76.82 2.04 11.02 100.00
Lhujerat

1971 22.76 10.23 39,64 17.90 9.46 100.00

1981 5.13 0.51 11.28 13.85 69.23 100.00
%.Haryana

1971 12,42 8.51 53.96 7.65 17.45 100.00

1981 24.15 10.81 46,49 0.38 18.17 100.00
{ Hisachal Pradesh

1971 15.7 5.29 49,90 2,35 26,67 100.70

1981 7.50 16.2% 34.06 7.19 35.00 100.00
Limu § ashair

1971 0.74 8.06 86,85 0.99 3.35 1100.00

1981 2.1 12.24 56.67 0.00 18.78 100,00
t.kwnataka

1971 30.90 18.88 39.08 2.52 8.62 100,00

1981 3.64 $.70 33.93 0.66 57.07 100. 00
$herals

1971 13.04 39.81 7.33 3.38 36.46 - 100.00

198! ANY| 0.00 13.17 2.44 80.93 100.00
{\.Nadhya Pradesh

1674 15.01 8.58 2% 95 1.64 45.8¢ 100,00

1981 1.68 1.12 =v.09 .56 68.55 100.00
{L.ksherashtra

1971 25.04 13.82 61,46 3.41 16.26 100,00

1981 10.96 2.31 51.34 1.5¢ 33.85 100.00
.0rissa

1971 7.50 13.45 §2.20 1.63 35.22 100.00

1981 5.14 8.06 44.46 1.51 40.83 1060.00
1.hwnjab

1974 28.49 11.67 §4.91 2.36 12.57 100.00

1981 §2.13 4.60 §3.81 2.05 7.41 100.00
ii.Rajasthan

1971 9.89 10,46 25.86 © 2.6 51.14 100.00

1981 3.48 £.39 25.06 15.55 54,52 100.00
Rl Hadu

1971 15.15 28.69 §2.31 1.30 12.55 100.00

1981 19,23 19.87 37.46 2.47 20.97 100.00
BMter Pradesh

1371 6.69 5.84 55.11 2,23 30.13 100.00

1981 8.59 §.88 53.62 0.49 32.62 100.00
Mlest Bengal

1971 . 0.69 2.56 92.43 0.48 3.84 100.00

1981 2.84 11.91 55.83 0.49 28.93 100.00
U India 1971 15,42 11.64 67.87 3.12 21.95 100.00

1981 10.86 6.27 .71 2.3 35.93 100.00
.::H!:::::::::::::::::::::::::2:=:====:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Wete: Sape as for table 7.



In a situation in which there has been a qualitative a
guantitative change in tenancy. it is useful to examine the typt
of household:r who are involved n the lease market. According |
the 37th round of the National Sample Survey at the all Ind!
level 34 pcrcent of the operated area leased-out was by househel(
self-employed in agriculture; about 19 percent by agricultur
labour households and about 46 percent by other households (s«
table 11). Across the states, households belonging to the sel:
employed in agriculture and others contributed to the bulk of tl
operated area leased-out in all the states except Andhra Prades]
Gujarat, Maharashtra and Karnataka, where agricultural laboure:
also contributed to a substantial percentage of the are
Regarding the type of households 1leasing- in land, in all t!
states it is dominated by the self-employed 1in agriculture.
marked exception to this 1is Kerala where about 30 percent ef t.
area leased in was by others. To what extent, the allocatien .
land through the 1land lease market has affected the si:
distributior of operational hoiding will be discussed in ti

fo_lowing section.



Table 11
PERCENTAGE OF ARCA L.EASED OUT AND ARFA& LEASED IN BY DIFFIRENT HOUSEHOLD TYPE 10
TOTAL AREA LEASED INJOUT BY ALL HOUSEROLDS; 1982

Percentage of area leased out by Percentage of erea leased in by
Scate seli Agricuituras il s olnl selt Agricultursi Others Total
enployed labour employed labour
in sgri. in agrl.

R RNZIIZacrozazzsszcozvzzrzsszzssoosszoozzisNIIISaiszsisZsISIISSSSSSINICISIIZTSISSIZSISIRZNISSISISIZZISISIISIIZIIINER
@ Pradesh 17.81 38.63 £3.56 100..00 83 41 13,72 3.07 100. 00
§7.46 10.17 42.37 169.00 95.49 2.€2 1.%9 100.00

39.27 012 50.61 100.30 75.62 .79 14,59 100.00

’ £2.42 £7.9% §.70 100.00 96.00 2.00 2.00 100.00
' 39.70 4,09 56,26 100.00 90.63 1.8 8.0¢ 100.00
i Pradesh 70. 14 9.6 29,86 169,00 99,32 9.00 0.68 109.00
1 Kashair 69.47 ¢.00 5.5 100.00 85.30 0.00 16.70 100.00
tke 9.62 51.4¢8 ¢8.92 120,00 91.24 t.83 J3.93 100.00
29.27 12.20 58.54 160.00 56.14 15.60 30.26 100.00

Pradesh 26.30 11,93 61.77 100.00 82.89 L.i6 §.95 100.00
shtra 16,87 42,33 356.80 189.00 82.23 .2.93 6.85 100.00
26.65 w73 56.62 103.00 83.58 12,44 3.98 100.00

65.43 0.06% 34,48 10J.00 96.36 1.16 2.48 100.00

hm 64.10 2.24 33.6% 1¢0.00 83.6¢ 6.9? 15.44 100.00
Kok 63.27 12,27 §6.66 1)0.00 78.09 11.82 10.10 160.00
Fradesh 33.12 11.53 55.35 £30.03 91.88 3.88 2% 100.00
Mol 60.16 0.41 39.43 :66.20 80.23 13.51 6,27 100.00
- 34.3% 19.39 46.26 100.00 85.25 7.54 7.2% 160.00
S ERSEZzoamre-mEEZZSIISSSERTITIEZSISCSICSSINSISINSIISITTITSZSCISSSCSISSSSESISS SSIZSREZSIITILYIIIZIIEIZZTZIZASE

Size Distribution of Operational holdings
The distribution of “»useholds acro3s size gioup of

er « s . .
*ional holdings has undergr>ne several changes in the

ve .
_ m“ES- These change can be briefly summed up as follows; (see
ble 1.

(a)'The percentage of househo_ds operating any land has

*igh-ly declined at the a.l India level from 27.4 per —
C&r in 1971 to 26.06 percent by 1981. Among states..
this percentage has ircreased 1in iindhra Pradesh,
Gujarit,¥imachal Pradesh, drissa and Rajasthan. In the
Tenainiig states there has bdeen a declining trend.

(B). In a11 the states the per-entage of hcuseholds in the

Size grou»s above 5 hectares has sharply declined in
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Table 12
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF QPERATIONAL HOLDINGS AND AREA OPERATED OVER 5 BROAD CATEGORIES OF OPEXATIONAL HOLDIM

Harginal Small Seni-nedium Hedium Large -
{ 1.0} ha 1.01-2.02 ha 2.03-4.04 ha §.05-10.12 ha I Bt
States YBAr  cwsemmam s e memmdmn mmmemmcmmmmmmmmmee  emmemmmvee—m—oma— - mwem@mASes 3
no.of area no,of erea no.of area no.of ares no. of ﬁj
holdirgs oerated holdings opera**” holdings operated holdings operated  holdings o™
1.Andhra Pradesh  1970-71  47.29 ~ 9.2% 19.16 1174 18.23  21.91 11.87 332 3.47
1981-82  48.%6  10.25 22,13 15,37 15,50 21.08 10.80  30.20 2,92
2.Assan
1970-71  52.46  21.44 30.23 36,90 16.3¢  30.54 2.99 12,20 0.0
i981-82  61.57  22.12 26,32 3350 . 11,330 29.34 2.68  13.65 0.18
3.Bihar )
1970-71  58.86  18.14 23.32 26.22 12,85 28.92 .52 .01 0.45
1981-82 68,70 22.41 £7.61  25.85 9.90  27.08 3.3 1879 0.41
t.Gujarat
1370-71  27.19 3,90 20.70 3.55 2.2 17.41 20.66 35,95 8.23
1981-82  38.43 6.53 20.33  11.31 21,30 22.42 15.82  38.60 .8
5. Haryana
1970-71  17.48 2.53 17.56 5.54 28.36  19.86 31,06 49.2¢ 5,62
1961-82 4.2 3.74 12,74 7.28 22.88  25.56 18.81  45.57 3.3
6.Himachal Pradesh
1970-71 53,55  19.71 25,66 25.27 16,17 26.10 6.28 23.29 0.5
1981-82 54,23 20.69 25.17  25.9 14,89  28.59 550  23.1% 9.2
7.Jamau & Kashair
1970-71  54.52  26.90 30.85  37.43 12.41  28.08 2,22 9.59
1981-82  60.94  26.45 26.82  32.20 11,88 29.02 2,33 12.23 oy
8.Karnataka
1970-71  28.76 5.10 22.18  19.69 25.46  22.97 17.59  34.29 5.40
1981-82  38.40 5.80 22,53 13.18 22.18 - 26.14 13,26 32.74 A
9.Kerala
1970-71  86.21  0.05 .90  26.75 3.66  20.08 L3 12,26 o.1¢
1981-82  88.94  45.45 7.28 26,09 12.89  18.47 10,82 10.06 0.
10.Hadhya Pradesh
1970-71  26.11 3.6 20.29 8.96 25,17 21.15 2.66  37.99 6.
108182 32,94 4.67 22,51 12.3] 23.12 24,18 17.85  38.60 5.5
11.HMaharashira .
1976-711 237 3.06 21.74 8.38 73,66 17.59 22.66  35.29 8-"1
19882 35.2% 3.63 19.47 9.35 21,28 20.01 18.42 37.88 5.5
12.0rissa
197C-71  54.52  18.60 25.78  27.32 13.90  27.06 . 5125 21.55 i-ff
1981-42  54.45  17.02 26,11  26.48 14.08  26.16 463 17.84 0.7
13.Punjab .
1976-70 1171 1.46 19.06 7.09 32.70 26.28 30.51 45.05 6.0
1981-82  59.0? 3.91 10.39 8.90 13.96  21.76 14.15 45.85 2.4
1¢.Rajasthan
’ 1970-7¢  31.00 2.01 16.40 5.79 21,30 16.19 .77 3.3 L
1981-82  30.53 3.55 17.48 6.98 22.09  17.08 22.50 36.50 7.4
15.Taail Nadu o
1970-71  #0.06  21.93 21,26 22.73 3.7 20.%2 5.9y 2L.72 l-j
1981-82 7137 22.39 16.72  26.72 8.28  25.37 3.35  20.68 L
16.Uttar Pradesh
1970-71  45.78  15.64 26.92  25.30 16,45 29.7% 6.20 23.33 1
1981-82  5¢.60  13.09 21,58 23.76 12.88  28.04 540 23.62
17.Hest Bengal
1970-71  61.21  24.80 22.80  28.92 12.94 31,06 2.98  14.58 '-'
1981-82  74.36  29.%7 15.83  28.77 8.07 28.25 1.67 11.39 LB
A1l India 1970-71  45.77 9,21 22,38 14.80 17.66  22.52 15.11  30.49 3
1981-82  56.00  11.50 19.32  16.59 14.23  23.55 8.56 30 15-_:-_2-‘:.

__________________________________________________

Squrce: Same as for table 7 (b).



the sevent.es.

{c). The pvercentage of households #alling in the size group
2 o 5 hectares declin.u in all the st .tes.

(d). In the 1 to 2 hectares size ¢group, the percentage of
households declined at all 1India level and in all the
states except Punjab, Madhya Pradesh and Andhra
Pradesh, where it has increased.

(e). All <the =states witnessed a marked increase in the
percentage of househonlds in the less than 0.40 hectare
size grour. However in the 0.5 to 1.0 hectares size
group the trend is mixed across the states. The .
percentage has increased in Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana,
Punjab and Rajasthan. In other states, it remained
constant or slightliy declined.

Along with the‘changes in the distribution of opera-
tienal holdings, its average area has been declining sharply in
11l the size groups. This trend is observed in all the states.
Por the Couuiry ad « wuvai, cuav .cGwccica  in  average size of
epe-ational holding was about 21 percent. If we exclude the
iandless the decline is slightly higher. 1In all the states, the
exclusi-on of the non-operating households makes a significant
lifference to the average size.

‘n the absence of comparable data on operational
ioldings in ‘he eighties we can not examine whether the trends in
pandholding :n the seventies continued to operate in the
Righties. Howevar data from the census of landholdings relating
Re the years 198. and 1986 has shown a sharp fall in the average

pize of operational nolding in a number of states®.



Since the distribution of households and their averag

5ize of operational holiding have been changing, we have exanineq

how they have arfected Lhe concentration of land by estimatim

tle lorenz ratio, and also the share of the operated area of dif-
fe-ent segments in the scale of landholding.

The estimates of lorenz ratio has shown an increase i

the seventies (see table 13}). This 1is seen to be true, in bott

the »:stimates obtained by including and excluding the zero sinm

clasy, the only difference 1is that the order of increaseis

smaller, when the zero size class 1is included. In the case &

estimates excluding the zero size class, the lorenz ratio shom

an ineérease in all the states, though at varying rates. Onth

other nand, inclusion of zero size <class has resulted inte

decline in the lorenz ratio in Assam, Haryana, Punjab and Wet

Bengal.

Table 13
Estimates of Lorenz Ratio “y States in India, 1971 and 1981
Operat.onal H-1lding

(excluces ¢ size class) (includes 0 size class)

States 1971 198% per cent 1971 1981 per cent
change change
1. Andhra Pradesh 0.75 (.76 1.82 0.84 0.86 2.30
2. Assam 0.58 0.59 0.62 0.70 0.64 -8.52
3. Bihar 0.64 0.67 4.65 0.72 0.73 2.20
4. Gujarat 0.70 0.72 31.97 0.80 0.82 3.1
5. Haryana 0.72 0.7 3.02 0.85 0.83 -2.13
6. Himachal Pradesh 0.52 0.56 6.17 0.55 0.64 16.44
7. Jammu & Kashmir 0.44 0.53 2..00 0.417 0.58 23.14
8. Karnataka 0.67 0.70 4.48 0.77 0.78 1.67
9. Kerala .68 0.63 0.00 0.72 0.72 0.00
10.Madhya Pradesh 0.61 0.6% 5.89 0.66 0.173 .4
11.Maharashtra 0.68 0.175 9.42 0.78 0.85 9.0}
12.0rissa 9.63 0.65 3.1 0.72 0.75 3.3
13.Punjab 2.76 0.7 1.07 0.90 0.82 -8.89
14.Rajasthan J.60 0.6: 5.12 0.63 0.67 7.10
15.Tamil Nadu 0.72 0.7 6.59 0.84 0.85 1.97
16.Uttar Pradesh J.61 0.65% 5.0¢ 0.71 0.72 1.20
17.West Bengal ).64 0.68 4.9: 0.75 0.75 -0.86
All India 0.70 0.72 3.72 0.78 0.80 1.95

[5]
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The estimated share of operated area of different
segments in the scale of landholding has shown significant changes
in the seventies (sea +table .4). In Assam. Bihar, Gujarat,
faryana, Jammu & Kashmir, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Punjab, Tamil’
Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, the bottom and middle
cencentration of operated area declined and the top concentration
imcreased. The increase in top concentration has been sharper in
seme states like Punjab, Haryana, Jammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu and
west Bengal. The decline in bottom concentration has been sharper
‘R West Bengal, Tami. Nadu, Punjab and Haryana. The trends in the
Femaining gtates have shown divergent patterns. In Andhra Pradesh,
the share of bottom, middle and top segments in the scale of
landholding has shown cnly marginal change. More or less the same
trend is noted in Orissa and Himachal Pradesh also. But, in
Kerala, the share of the bottom 40 per cent has virtually disap~-
peared and the share of the middle 40 per cent and top 5 per cent
has increased. 1In Madhya Pradesh, the share of the bottom and top
segments declined slightly and that of the middle segment has
increased. In Rajasthan, the share of the middle segment and that
of the top 5 per cent has increased. For the country as a whole,
the top concentration has increased and the bottom and niddle
concentration declined. It is interesting to note that except in
Nimachal Pradesh, in all other states the bottom concentration has

declined.



Table 14
Share of operational holdings in various category

States Year Bottom 40 % 40X to 80 % 40 % tc 90 % Top 5% Top 10 % Top 15 % Top 234
Andhra Pradesn 1971 €,28 29.34 §7.33 32.35 §6.39 56.46  61.3%
1981 6.40 29.78 47,89 31.77 £5.77 55.78 6.8
Assam 1971 12.79 39.75 57.11 18.71 30.11 39.46  &7.46
1981 6.93 36.93 56,97 2.78 36.10 66.73 86,14
8ihar 1971 £.79 33.99 52.48 26.82 §0.34 50.82 5.1
1981 6.71 32.38 51.88 29.36 §3.41 56,45  62.91
Gujarat 197} §.21 33.53 §2.77 26,38 39.02 §9.92  86.%
1981 7.07 3z N 52.14 25.63 §0.79 51.67 0.2
Haryana 1971 11.55 38.58 56.54 20.25 31.91 §1.39  &9.8
1981 2.61 35.83 5¢.16 24.62 §0.93 53.12  §1.%
Himachal Pradesh 1971 11.56 34,60 51.81 23.74 36.53 §6.50 5.8
1981 11.7. 35.72 53,66 23.09 34.62 §2.85  52.%
Jammu & Kashair 1971 {3.53 39.44 57.89 17.32 28.58 38.29  &1.0)
1981 10.8% 39.05 55.35 21.20 33.75 §3.01  50.06
Karnataka 1971 3.31 33.14 51.07 25.90 39.61 50.81  57.%
1981 8.L5 29.86 47.24 30.21 44,31 56.35  61.69
Kerala 1971 1,35 27.36 46,39 35.78 52.2% 62.66 7.9
1981 N 31.65 47.63 38.11 52,32 60.90  68.3%
Madhya Pradesh 1971 8.64 35.01 52.65 24.99 38.71 68,71 5.4
1981 7.91 35.92 54.02 25.83 38.08 §8.15  56.17
Haharashtra 1971 8.40 33.81 52.21 25.16 39,39 50.22 51.79
1981 6.67 33.74 J1.88 27.681 §1.45 51.57 9.9
Orissa 1971 9.69 35.48 52.92 24.87 37.39 47,15 5683
1981 $.01 36.30 53.53 25.22 37.46 67.33 5.9
Punjab 1971 16.14 38.63 54.90 19.75 30.96 §0.15 .8
1981 N 28.85 52.34 30.78 47.66 62.60 7.1
Rajasthan 1971 8.35 30.53 67,43 30.26 §4.22 54.42  6Li2
1981 7.17 32.01 49.52 32.81 $3.31 53.86  60.8!
Tamil Nadu 1971 9.15 33.54 51.96 26.40 39.29 49.38 5.3
1981 L1 30. 36 50.62 3.3 $6.27 57.60 6.3}
Uttar Pradesh 1971 10.01 36.53 53.75 23.52 36.26 §5.79 8.6
1981 6.85 34.06 52.87 26.24 60.27 50.95  99.09
West Bengal 1971 8.99 38.96 57.06 21.29 33.95 £4.58 5205
1981 5.80 31.98 52.92 28.68 41.28 53.16 6.2
India 1971 6.90 30.74 $8.47 31.06 64,63 54.55  §2.36
1981 6.52 29.89 48.50 32.24 46,98 57.45  65.%

N= Negligible
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What is the extent to which the change in shares of operated
area of different segments has affected the skewness of the
distribution of operational holding. In order to bring out this,
we derived the composite index of skewness by using the Principal
fomponent Analysis. The results are given in table 15. The
estimated values of the index has shown that the skewness has
moved towards the top size groups of holdings in Punjab (88%),
Haryana (40%), West Bengal (35%), Assam (31%): Jammu and Kashmir
i21%), Tamil Nadu (25%), Uttar Pradesh (17%), Karnataka (14%) and
Maharastra (6%). 1n Himachal Pradesh the index has shown a
iarginal decline. In the remaining states the eéstimated values of
the index has shown only insignificant change.

Table 15
Index of skewness for the distribution of operational holding

e e e e e A )t o e e ay A A P A A S e e e e e e e o o e S A e A S A et e o ———

1971 1981 % change
===::=...—.=========================:===:======ﬁ:=====================
Andrapradesh 70.72 69.49 _ -1.73
Assanm 39.57 5%.09 31.64
Bihar 59.65 6£.84 10.39
Gujarat 57.28 60.55 5.71
Haryana 43.31 6C.77 40.32
H.Pradesh 51.97 42 .31 -7.04
J&K 37.57 4%.38 20.80
Karnataka 58.23 65.51 14.22
Kerala 81.52 79.49 ~-2.50
M.Pradesh B5.65 55.08 -1.01
Maharastra 57.61 6..03 5.94
Orissaa 53.39 53.40 0.03
Punjah 40.81 76.65 87.84
Rajasthan 66.11 65%.80 : ~0.4¢6
Tamil 1Tadu 57.47 71.57 ' 24.53
U.Pradesh 20.85 - 59.3 1l6.76
West Bengal 47.11 63.56 34.92
All India 67.24 71.99 6.92
======:====‘====================================================

It is clear from the preceding analysis that there has
been an increase in the céncentration of operated area and its
skewness towards the top size groups in a number of states. This
tendency is strikingly different from that of the distribution of
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ownership holding. As we have seen in the previous section, thi
has been facilitated by the <c¢hanges in the direction of 1
transfers through land lease market, leading to a somewhat greste

concentration of operated holdings than of ownership holdings i"
the seventees.
V. Conclusions and Policy Implications

In this paper we have examined the structural changes i
landholding 1in the seventees. The analysis revea>1ed raph
marginalization of the structure of landholding in most parts¢
India mainly due to a disproportionate proliferation of marqil!
holdings (both ownership and operational). Such a lopsided chasp
in the distribution of households has been a major facterh
accounting for a decline in the average size of ownership holdi
as suggested by the decomposition exercise. This perhaps suqqesﬁ
the operation of a ladder process predominant'ly in a downwie
direction.

The decline in the average size of owned area andt
lopsided change in the distribution of households seem to havgv.l
in a process of change in the distribution of ownership holding
The decline in the average size directly leads to increase in W
lorenz ratio and the increase in the latter results in an increy
in the index of skewness. The lopsided changes in the distribu!{!!
of households affec¢t the lorenz ratio and the indeyx of gke!mJ
through changes in the incidence of landleés households.l}

i

increase 1in population pressure affects the structurt‘

landholding via the average size of ownership holding.
operation of this process has resulted in an increase in the i
of skewness in eight out of the seventeen states. In the remi

states the index of skewness has shown a falling trend.
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The changes 1in the distribution of operational heolding
Mﬁkingly different from that of ownership holding. In a
?roi Scaces, the concentration of operated area and its index
;hmmss have shown significant increase and have been
litated by changes in the direction of land transfers through
|lease market, leading to a somewhat greater concentration and
@%scﬁ operational holdings than of ownership holdings.
| The incidence of tenancy has shown a declining trend in
imestates. The forms of tenancy has also undergone change. In

Fsunes, commercial tenancy has gained importance. In all the

hs,area leased for 'other terms' showed substantial increase.
}hg of land for share of produce remained important in a
Frof states. For the country as a whole, about 38 percent of
| land leased out was by households self-employed in
aw1Uwe, about 19 percent by agricultural 1labour households

the remaining by other households. In Andhra Pradesh,

mmka,~nd Maharashtra, abo 't 50 per cent of the area leased

belonged to agricultural labour households.

i “iihe findings of this paper help us to understand better,
direction in which agrarian reforms should be carried out in
e. As revealed in our findings, the process of adjustments
ring in the landholding structure through market and non
et factors has not helped in reducing the inequality in either
rship or operational distribution of land; it has rather
eased the disparity in control over land in many states. Such
ges in landholding points towards the continuing importance of
stributive measures for achieving some amount of equity in the

tribution of land. In this context effective implementation of

ceiling on ownership holding offers the possibility of

31



mobilishing surplus land fox distribution among the landlesg
Lcuseholds.

Y4 die alse erid ¢ L Coow Loy aulyszis that  the disparitg
in control over land Pas to be viewed in relation fto the changef
taking place in thea land itase marteat. As we have noted slsewhere

the land lease market has beer. working in the reverse direction i
several states. As shown by r=sgion spcecific studies on thig
phenomenon, this reverse flow of tenancy is largely an outcome off
the emerging technology in agriculture!'?. In order to realize thi
economies of scale in fthe new technology, the medium and largdl
holding has entered the lease markets. However, in the case O‘
small and marginal holdings, the cwnership of work animals folf
cultivation has became increcasingly difficult. In facgt, the numnbell
of work animals in most parts of the country has shown a shadl

decline in the seventies!!. Alsc, the non farm employmep

opportunities has increased in regicns where there has been fast
growth of agr’culture. In such & situation, perhaps it has be.
advantageous for the small holdings to lease out their land. Th
the tenancy relation that has emerged in agriculture
gualitatively different from trat of the past. Now, more ¢
ensaring security of the tenant. it is important to ensure
security of the small 1lesor, who should be able to get his ls]
Lack from the big leaser, as and when he wants to 4o g
cu.tivation. Therefore, the land tenure policy should be suitah
modified to achieve this objective. Since the changes in
operati.onal holding are essentially in response to the changes
the lease mnarket, there is no need to impose ceiling

operational hslding.



Since the structure of . landholdings has been
li?reasingly getting marginalised in recent years, it is important
E° design development stryalegies for increasing the productivity
hﬂ income levels of the small and marginal holding. This requirés
;ét only application of science and technology for enhancing the
productivity of small pieces of land through intensive cultivation
ﬁ;thods, but also through diversifica*ion of agricultural
ietivities. For instance, there is scope {or augmenting income in
pﬂall and marginal holdings through letter integration of
iivestock and cropping systems. It is interesting to note in this
kontext that there has been an increasin¢ tendency in the recent
icars among the small and marginal heoldings in taking up the
ipimal husbandry activities!®. The or¢anisation of small and
garginal hcoldings irto co-operatives or other types of group
farming activities for their better absorbtiqn of inputs and
ﬁechnology and better realisation of prices for their produce are
fﬁportant issues that the development planners and the
agricultural administrators should give utmost priority in the
present juncture of agricultural transformation in India. In this
éontext, a systematic evaluation of the eXxperiences of the Anand
!éttern co-operatives for milk, oilseeds and vegetables and the
group farming implemented in Kerala for promoting paddy
eultivation ete may provide 1lot of insights into planning and

implementing such organisational forms in future.

kkkkkkhkkkkk

te: This is a substantially revised version of a paper presented
n an internal seminar at the Centre for Development Studies,

ivanédrum. We wish to acknowledge Dr. Sakthi Padhi and Mr. D.
arayana for their detailed comments. However, the authors are
olely responsible for the contents of the study. ‘
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FOOTNOTES
For a discussion c¢f the comparability of various estimates of
landholdiigs by Na+tioral 3ample Survey see, Government of

India (1988) and Sanyal, $§.K. (1976 & 1977).

Apart from the NSS, the A¢ricultural Census also provﬂhsdn{
on landholdings on a quinguennial basis. The NSS estimates
have been always less than that provided by the Agricultural.
Census because of the reasons following: (a) NSS estimatesde
not include 1land located in the non-household sector; (b) N§§
followed the enquiry method, household as a reporting unit,
where as the Agricultural Census was based on the concept of
holding. Except in Kerala, Orissa, West Bengal. Tamil Nadu,
Assam and parts of Uttar Pradesh where enquiry method based @
sample surveys are followed, the census estimates are based®
revenue records; and (c) NSS estimates do not include holding
below 0.002 hectares. Also, NST under-estimated the number of
households in certain states and over estimated in some
states. For a detail discussion on the comparability of NSS

and Agricultural Census data see, Government of India (1988).

For a detail discussion on the influence of average family

size on landholding see, Rodgers, Gerry (ed):1989.

The logic underlying the decomposition exercise used here is
the same as the one used for decomposing the difference in
birth rates in to three factors namely, marital status,
marital fertility and age distribution. For more details, @

Kitagawa (1955) and United Nations (1978).
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e lagrangian interpoclation formula was used for computing

e share of landholding in various categories of households

top 10 per cent, top 15 per <a=2nt, bottom 40 per cent and
?&mnSO per cent etc) . A computer program was wWritten which

feluated for interpolation arguments x* the lagrangian

'wnmlating polynomial of degree 4 passing through the

ints (Xmin,Yotiu), (Xmintl , Ymtuet), oo , (Xmiwed , Ymined).
is program evaluates the éppropriate interpolating

lynomial and return the interpolant value, y* {(x*) with

rious values for 4 and min. The Lagrange's form of the

terpolating polynomial is given below:

min+d
Yy {x*) = T Li(x*}vi
i=min
¥here
min+d (x*-xj)
Ly {(x*) = n - ; i=nin,min+l,...,min+d
j=min (x1-%3)
j=i

fe values of 4 and min were changed in order to mininize the

ftror in the estimation. For dotail account of this technique

e, Carnahan, Brice et al. (1969).

‘egraphs given in the Appendix I indicates that the
orenz curve for the estimated deciles are cunsiatent with

hat of the given distribution.

‘ePrincipal Component Analysis has been applied to derive
e composite index of skewness of the distribution of shares
br both ownership holdings and operational holdings. The
llowing variables were'used: bottom 40 percent, middle 40 to
) percent, middle 40 to 90 percent, top 5 percent, top 10
grcent, top 15 percent, top 20 percent. The first principal
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component explained 79.8 percent variation in ownership

holdings. The compor.ent lodings are ~0.887 (bottom 40%),

|

~0.788 (middle 40%), -0.68¢ :middle 50%), 0.916 (top 5%

%)

0.983 (top 10%), 0.993 (top 15%), 0.956 (top 20%). In the ca
of operational holdings, the first principal compone-
explained 76.7 percent of variation. The component loadings

are -0.885 (bottom 40%), -0.768 (middle 47%), ~0.589 (middle
50%), 0.891 (top 5%), 0.982 (top 10%), 0.99C (top 15%), 0.%.
(top 20%). The da.a were combined both 1971 and 1981 fer

deriving the component loadings. The standard score has bem
normalised between 0 to 100 using the following formula;

X1y - Min Xij

Y1 = x 100
Max Xi1jy - Min Xij

Where Xij is the component score. The Min Xij ‘isth
component scoré if the land has been equally distributed. Tr:
Max Xiy is the component =score if the land has beu
concentrated in the top 20 percent. Hence thereforgiftn
index is 0, it means that the land has been shared equally .l
all the group, and if the index is 100, it means that land

favourable to the larger holdings.

8. The other terms includes the leases which had been oal:

verbally contracted and not recorded on any document.
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AR Nglber of Households, Area operated and Average size of Operational holdings available from the
Agricultural Census in the eighlies are given below.

Nugber of holdings  tage Area ooerated (00) %age Average size Yage

States 1980-81 1985-87  change 1980-81 1986-87 change 1980-8!1 1986-87  change
indhra Pradesh 73699 32314 11.69 163326 141580 -1.22 1.9¢ 1,72 -11.36
issan 22980 N.A - 31210 N.A - 1.36 N.& -
Fihar 110296 118010 6.99 110676 102409 -7.47 1.00 ¢.87 -13.52
«wjsrat 29301 30766 5.00 191043 101144 0.i0 3.45 3.29 -4.67
fi-rena 10116 13474 33.19 35617 37139 §.27 3.52 .76 -1
B.vachal Pradesh 6381 8198 28.48 9894 16175 3.78 1.54 .26 -18.22
Jansy & Kashair 10356 11802 13.9% 10296 10169 -1.23 8.99 .86 -13.33
Kernataka 43093 63138 11.82 117457 113785 1.13 2.73 .47 -9.56
Kerals 41809 PRIYIN 16.89 {8053 17528 -2.91 0.43 0.36  -16.94
Fadhya Pradesh 64109 76031 18.60 219311 221553 1.02 3.42 2.91  -14.82
“sharashtra 68625 80819 17.77 213616 213944 0.15 . 2.65 -14.96
frisss 33282 35855 7.13 52775 52608 - 0.32 1.99 1.47 -7.47
Punjab 10200 10884 6.71 38925 61039 5.43 3.82 3.77  -1.19
Mjasthan 44870 67628 6.15 199320 206714 3. §.44 6.3 -2.30
Twil Nadu 71905 77067 7.18 77079 77959 1.14 1.07 1.01 -5.63
Yitar Pradesh 178173 187873 5.46 179707 174383 -2.96 1.01 £.93 -7.97
fest Bengal 58776 61542 6.7 55548 56438 1.60 0.95 0.92 -2.96

India 888830 N.A - 1637970 N.A - 1.84 N.A -
PRt At R A A A P T L S P - A S S - A A P R R R T S T S A D L - e ]

urce: Agriculturel Situation in India (varisus issues).

14, This aspect has been brought out clearly in the studies with
reference to Punjab by Gill, S.S. (1989) and Singh, Igbal

(1989).

11. See for details, Nair K.N and Dhas A.C (1989).

12. An analysis of the trends in livestock holdings in the
seventies has clearly shown an increase in the number of
milch animals kept in the small and marginal holdings and a
reduction in the number of working bovines. This in turn
indicates that these holdings are increasingly taking up
dairying as a source of income and employment. See for

details, Nair K.N and Dhas A.C (1989).
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