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INTRODUCT ILON

Do the peasants tend to disappear/disintegrate under the
impact of the penetration of capital into agriculture? oOr., do they
stabilise under the impact of the demographic factors? ''hese were
the questions with which most of the agrarian economists in Russia
were preoccupied with during the pre-collectivisation period.
There were two diametrically opposite views regarding the future
of the peasantry. 'The early Marxists felt that peasant households
tend to disappear under the 1impact of price factors and
technological superiority of large farms and the ocutcome would be
differentiation of the peasantry over time. This process would
gradually lead to polarization in the rural society {(Lenin, 1972;
Kautsky, 1980}). Thus, the prime determinants 1n the Marxist
framework are price factors and technological superiority of large
farms which can be described as exogenous to the peasant society.
On the other hand, the other group, namely the Neo-Populists,
argued that the differentiation of peasantry that one observed in
the countryside was only demographic and hence a temporary
phenomenon. The basic logic of the argument is that peasant farms
expand as their family sizes (or consumer—-worker ratios} increase
and decline as a result of yet another demographic factor namely
partitioning!. Thus, the prime determinants of this model are
demographic factors which are endogenous to a peasant socliety. ‘The
type of mobility that this group envisages is entirely different

from class polarization as expected by the Marxists. While the



peasantry would disappear in the Marxist framework, the same would

stabilise in the populist perspective.

This debate?, although a century old, has lost neither its
relevance nor 1its force in the Third World countries (such as
India) in which peasants still constitute the largest proportion
of population. In fact, the existence of peasantry is taken as one
of the major structural determinants which make the so-called
developing or less developed countries of today what they are.
Even 1n the erstwhile Socialist countries of Eastern Europe
peasants constituted a sizeable segment of the population. The
specific problems presented by peasantry led to the ‘de-—
collectivization' 1in some of the Socialist countries such as

Peoples' Republic of China?d.

The eccnomic backwardness of the poor countries is often
attributed to their unresolved agrarian question?. As Byres (1988;
i-ii) noted "an understanding of economic backwardness requires a
firm grasp of what constitutes the agrarian question. A coherent
notion of what is 1involved in the eradication of econonmic
backwardness must derive, in part, from some comprehension of what
the resolution of the agrarian question entails”". He further urged
that "a reading of the nature of the agrarian question, in
particular concrete situations, and of the prospects for its
resolution ... will depend upon the analysis of a complex variety
of influences. Crucial to the reading will be the investigation

of one crucial matter relating to the composition of peasantry and

whether that composition_ is changing: the matter of differentiation

of peasantry" (emphasis added).




The capitalist mode of production 1is considered to be
progressive, for it allows the development of productive forces.
However, peasants and their political apathy? are considered as a
force which hinders the development of capitalist tendencies in
agriculture. Both Lenin and Kautsky emphasised the distinction
between the development of capitalism in agriculture and 1in
industry. Lenin drew attention to the fact that "capitalism
penetrates into agriculture particularly slowly and in extremely
varied fcorms" (Lenin, 1972; 178). Kautsky cautioned that
"agriculture does not develop according to the same process as

industry; 1t follows laws of its own" (Kautsky, 1980: 45).

The mode of production debate in India® was concerned
precisely with the above question i.e., development of capitalism
in agriculture. ([(Similar debates took place in other Third World
countries (de Janvry, 1981: Seddon and Margulies, 1984) also].
But,

"neither this debate, loocking upon " the mode of
production in agriculture statically and sectorally, nor
the solution sometimes suggested of treating the co-

existence of multiple modes of production in agriculture
sufficiently focuses upon the process or dynamics of

change. It is by now clear that there have been
considerable variations 1n production and exchange
relations over time and among regions, so that a

reference to the pure categories of modes of production
is not adequate to grasp the processes at work"”
{Bharadwaj, 1985; 333).

Thus, an understanding of the processes of change over time
and across regions is very important to answer questions such as
what constitute the peasantry and whether its composition is

changing over time. In other words, a study on economic mobility



of rural househoclds in a historical perspective becomes essential

to understand these guestions.

A study of peasant mobility assumes further importance in the
context of changes regarding the policies of “Rural Development'
in post-independence India. With a view to develop the
countryside, the Indian government is actively pursuing a strategy
which contains a number of equity objectives such as reduction of
inequalities in income and wealth, rise in employment, increasing
access to public goods and services, meeting basic needs and
alleviating poverty. This strategy 1is followed mainly on two
fronts; institutional and technical. Institutional changes include
land reforms, forming and supporting co-operatives, community and
village development, integrated rural development and so on. The
technical services 1include 1institutional <credit, irrigation

facilities, modern agricultural inputs like seeds and fertilizers,

and extension services. With a wview to 1increase the food
production 1in India, the Green Revolution strategy. based on
packages of technical inputs has been introduced. The impact of

these programmes on economic mobility of rural households 1is
discussed in chapter 1. However, an examination of macrc trends
show that the collective 1impact of these programmes on the

peasantry is somewhat ‘puzzling'.

First, inequalities in land ownership seem to be declining
in post-independence India. Whereas the National Sample Survey
(NSS) furnishes data on distribution of land ownership for the
fifties and sixties, the World Agricultural Census (WAC) reports

give us the data on distribution of operational holdings for the



seventies and eighties. However, a comparison of these two sets
of data becomes meaningless as there are substantial conceptual,
methodological and coverage differences’. Nevertheless, an analysis
of the structure of land holdings in 1India during the post-
independence period showed that the share of large farms (15 acres
and above) declined both in the total number and area. On the
other hand, the small and very small farms are adding to their
share in the total number of holdings as well as in the total area
(Singh, 1976; 14). The Lorenz Katio for the distribution of
ownership holdings for whole of India marginally declined?, thus
indicating stability in concentration. A similar picture emerges

from the analysis of data on distribution of operational holdings?®.

More importantly, the proportion of holdings and operated
area 1n the bottom size classes has been increasing during the
period 1970/71 to 1980/81!9, This implies the absence of land
transfers from the small to the rich land holders and the survival

of the small peasantry.

Lenin also acknowledged the fact that the small peasants can
survive in a society where market relations are penetrating (Lenin,
1972: 176-9). The “size-productivity' debate in India also brings
out the fact that small peasants achieved higher productivity on
their holdings (Bharadwaj, 1974). The persistence of small
holdings is a fact which keeps coming up in the primary surveys
(Bhaduri et al., 1987: Rajasekhar, 1988). Thus, these two factors
point out the absence of land transfers from the poor to rich, the

survival of small peasantry and lack of a clear-cut polarization

in the countryside.



On the other hand, the incidence of agricultural labourers
has been increasing rapidly in India especially from the Sixties.
The frequent changes in concepts and definitions in Indian Censuses
do not enable us to compare the trend from the turn of the
Century!!. However, after a careful sifting of data available in
the Censuses, NSS Reports and Rural Labour Enquiries, Reddy (1988;
41-72) concluded that the incidence of agricultural labour has been
increasing during the period 1960 to 1980. Besides, the

commercialization process is also getting intensified.

Thus, while the first two factors 1lend support to the
argument of stability of small peasants, the latter two caution us
against such a conclusion. Attempts have earlier been made to
explain this seemingly incongruous phenomenon in terms of (1) role
of the state (2) role of caste (3} the participation of small
peasantry in the process of commercialization and (4) pauperization
of the small peasantry. But as yet, there is no systematic study,
which tries to incorporate these issues. The Present exercise,
which seeks to examine the mobility of rural households in Kurnool
district of Andhra Pradesh during the period 1860-1989, 1is an

attempt in that direction.

Objectives of the study

The objectives of the study are the following:

To examiline,

(1) the nature of economic mobility in a historical
perspective in the specific context of semi-arid Kurnool

district of Andhra;



(2) in particular, the role of demographic factors such
as changes in composition of family size, partitioning,
land-man ratio, labour availability:

f3) the role of the market factors such as fluctuations
in commodity prices, trade and availability of credit;

(4) the role of state intervention in the form of land
yeforms, poverty alleviation programmes, provision of
inputs such as credit at subsidised rates: and

(5) the role of famines, droughts, accidents in shaping
up of the economic mobility of rural households.

The empirical evidence to answer these qguestions was
collected from Kurnool district. The archival data were used to
capture the broad pattern of mobility during the colonial period.
To gain further insight into economic mobility, primary data were
collected from two infra-structurally different wvillages in the

district.

The choice of the district has been governed by the following
reasons: First, the district is situated in the semi-arid tract
of Rayalaseema. The specificities of semi-arid zone such as
unfavourable weather, high land-man ratio and so on would give us
rich insights regarding economic mobility of rural households
during the colonial period. Second, some taluks of the district
had benefited from the canal irrigation both during the colonial
and post-independence periods. As a result, northern and north-
eastern taluks are irrigated and developed, while south-western
taluks are rain-dependent and backward. One village from each of
these regions has been selected for an analysis of economic
mobility during the post-independence period. A comparison of

economic mobility of rural households across the infra-structurally



different villages should give us rich insights.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 c¢ritically examines the existing models on peasant
mobility and attempts to modify them in the light of theoretical
and empirical works related to India. It also provides a brief

discussion on the concepts used in the study.

The empirical analysis of economic mobility of rural
households in the district is carried out both for the colonial and
post-colonial periods. However, the intensity of the analysis
differs across the two periods; while it captures a broad pattern
of mobility for the colonial period, it is much more detailed for
the post-colonial period. Hence, the study is divided 1into two
parts; (i) Economic Mobility in Kurnool District during the period

c.1860 to ¢.1950; and (ii) during the post-independence period.

Rest of the chapters are divided into two parts. The first
part, consisting of Chapters 2 to 4, examines the impact of certain
historical and conjunctural factors such as the Civil War in the
U.S.A and the consequent price rise (Chapter 2}, the 1876-78 famine
{(Chapter 3), differential price trends, the Great Depression of
1930s and World Wars (Chapter 4) on economic mobility. This part,
mainly by using archival data, captures economic mobility with the
help of an analysis of factor markets and demographic variables

such as the trends in size and composition of population, land man

ratio and so on.



The second part, consisting of Chapters 5 to 8, depends on
mainly the data collected from two infra-structurally different
villages in the district. The data on land transfers for the
period 1950-89 are analysed to find out the factors determining the
economic mobility of rural households. Data on peasants' economic
activities for the current period such as participation in lease
and labour markets, the development and distortion of the product
market, the c¢redit market, peasants' asset position and their
participation in the non-agricultural income activities etc. have

been analysed.

Chapter 5 documents>and analyses the developments in the
district during the period 1950-89. Chapters & and 7 analyse the
factors determining the economic mobility of rural households in
the irrigated and dry villages respectively. Chapter 8 concludes
the study. This chapter while bringing the empirical discussion
on economic mobility during the colonial and post-colonial periods
together attempts to relate it to the theoretical issues raised in
Chapter 1. It also examines the mutually contradictory hypotheses

on stability vs pauperization of the peasantry in these villages.



Notes and References

1. Chayanov (1966). For a summary of Chayanov's model see
Kerblay (1971).

2. For a summary of this debate see Shanin (1972) and Solomon,
(1977} .
3. For a discussion on factors which led for the

decollectivization in Peoples' China, see Nolan (1983).

4. It 1is rather difficult to define the term "agrarian
question". The notion of agrarian question originated from the
writings of Engels. The meaning of the term, which was narrower
in the writings of early Marxists, had gradually expanded. For
instance, 1n Russia, during the last quarter of 19th century, the
Marxists led by Lenin were particularly interested in the question
whether the penetration of capital was necessary for modernization
of agriculture? whether capitalism was developing in Russia? Lenin
demonstrated that capitalism was developing in Russia and
differentiation of peasantry was taking place. In that case, which
group of the peasantry was ready to lend an ear to the socialist
propaganda (Lenin, 1961). Engels (1970) was alsoc concerned with
similar issues. However, after the seizure of power by Bolsheviks,
the Russian Marxists were debating whether ‘collectivization' of
agricultural holdings (and the removal of kulaks from the rural
scene) would help quicken the process of capital formation and
industrialisation. An interesting discussion on agrarian gquestion
and its relevance for poor countries can be found in Byres (1977
and 1988). '

5. By the end of 19th century, capitalism was firmly rooted in
the manufacturing sector and was fast spreading in agriculture in
European countries such as France, Germany and Russia. Though
peasantry was differentiated, «capitalism had not completely

eliminated it. The early Marxists were turning towards the
countryside and were pre-occupied with the problem of which section
of peasantry was to be approached for the ‘class-struggle’. In

1852, Marx (1978} wrote about the peasants and politics, and
highlighted the political apathy of French small peasants and their
failure to pursue class-for-itself activity. After 40 years,
Engels (1970) also stressed the political apathy of the small
peasants in France and Germany.

6. This debate is usefully surveyed in Thorner (1982}.
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7. These two important sources of information on distribution
of landholdings are not comparable. When the 1971-72 NSS data on
land holdings are compared with Agricultural Census Data for the
year 1970-71, conflicting results emerge on the number of holdings
and operated area (Laxminarayana and Tyagi, 1976; Sanyal, 1976).

8. Lorenz ratios of distribution of ownership holdings in rural

India.
Year Excluding land- Including landless
less households households
1953/54 -- 0.75
1961/62 0.73 .72
1971/72 0.71 0.77
1981/82 0.71 --

Source: Computed from relevant NSS reports.

9. In various articles presented at the 36th Annual Conference
of Indian Society of Agricultural Economics, November 17-19, 1976,
this fact comes out clearly. For details see, Conference Number,

Indian Journal of Agricultural Economics, July and September, Vol.
31, No. 3.

10. Distribution of Operational Holdings in India
Size class Operaticnal holdings (%) Area operated (%) Average
of holding--—---=---=-=--==-mmmm e size of
{in na) 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1985-86 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81 1985-86 holdings

(1385-86}

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

A1l classes 100 100 100 160 100 100 100 ‘100 1.68
{millions) (71.01) {81.57) [88.88} (97.73) {162.14} (153.34} (163.8} {163.81)

SooISooISSIsIooIoSScoAzSISEEIEEIIEIEZIICToSESISSSSEEETSSSCECESSSIESEEIISISSSCIISIISSESEES

Source; Rac (13%0; 9).

11. Many scholars have critically examined the concepts and
definitions underlying the occupational returns of pre and post
independence Censuses. Some important studies are Reddy (1988),
Thorner (1962), Sinha (1972) and (1982).
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CHAPTER 1
TOWARDS A THEORETICAL PERSPECTLVE

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The research on "mobility' is no longer in its infancy.
Studies on socio-economic mobility are growing, though most of them
are confined to “social mobility'!; many of these studies? are
concerned with occupational mobility. However, the shortcomings
in the usage of occupation as an indicator of "mobility for society
as a whole'? {(especially in agrarian societies?) tended to limit
its wide applicability. Heﬁce, the Indian scholars followed an
unorthodox way to study the social mobility, called caste-wise
mobility or “sanskritization'. By using qualitative (historical
and anthropological) information, this approach had concentrated
mainly on group mobility within the caste system?. The essential
tools of this approach are cultural variables such as the adoption
of high status rituals, customs and marriages of the high castes
by a low status group, generally after an improvement in their
economic position®. Since these studies mainly dealt with the
upward mobility of a particular group, the downward mobility of
members within that group is not always given sufficient attention
to. Hence, the studies on mobility across occupations and castes

are of limited interest here.

The studies on peasant mobility in South Asia are very few.
This is probably due to the difficulties involved in the collection
of quantitative information on economic position of peasant
households at various time points. These studies, drawing their

inspiration from the historical debate between the Marxists and
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Populists in the early twentieth century Russia, were not always
successful in capturing the "multi-directional mobility'. This
Chapter, while reviewing the existing models on peasant mobility
(Section 1.1), attempts to modify Shanin's model on Peasant
Mobility in the light of empirical and theoretical works on India
{Section 1.2). Some conceptual <larifications are also provided

at the end (Section 1.3).

1.1 The RUSSIAN DEBATE

A discussion on the origin of Peasant Mobility {(hereafter
PM) invariably takes us to the Russian debate that took place
between late nineteenth century and collectivization. The main
issue around which the debate’ centered was whether the penetration
of capital into agriculture was necessary for the modernization of
Russia? The Marxists argued that such a penetration was
historically necessary {as the essential prerequisite of the
formation of a revolutionary agrarian proletariat} and had to
advance much before socialism could be contemplated. On the other
hand, the Neo-Populists®, led by A.V.Chayanov, felt that there was
an alternative path of econcomic develcopment which can be more
effective than large-scale industrialisation in eliminating mass
poverty, and can also be less costly in social and human terms
(Kitching, 1982: 21). This path of development would consist of
"a world of approximately equal 'small men' and small enterprises,
competing with each other to be sure, but in a way which moderated
and restrained by community, and co-operative links". It would be
a world of equality and community, but not of collectivism or state

control (Kitching, 1982: 22).
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This debate per se is not guite important in the present
context; but since Russia was predominantly an agrarian society
with peasants constituting a large proportion of the population,
the peasant question loomed large in the debate. Constant attempts
tc understand the peasantry resulted in the development of
sophisticated theories on differentiation of peasantry® and other
methodological innovations!o. From the participants of this
debate, the views of only Lenin and Chayanov are subjected to
further scrutiny in the ensuing paragraphs, for their views have

had a long lasting impact on PM in the Third World countries.

1.1.1 The Marxist View

The starting point of the Marxist model was the self-
sufficient peasant society during the medieval pericd. With the
spread of capital, the market dependence of the small peasant and
thereby his cash requirements (both for consumer and luxury goods)
had increased (Kautsky, 1980; 46). At the same time, landlords,
whose cash requirements also had increased, started demanding
‘money rent'!l instead ©of "kind rent'. The traditional
relationship between the peasant and the land owner was turned into
purely cash, contract based relationship {(Lenin, 1972: 175-6). This
necessitated the cultivation of commercial crops. As the peasant's
dependence on market was increasing, his problems also increased.
He had no control over the fluctuations in prices and so on. With
poor resource base, he often had to borrow to balance his cash
requirements and fluctuating income from cash crop production
(Kautsky, 1980:47}. Such borrowings often resulted in the
mortgages and subsequent alienation of land. The peasants, who

lost land, either partly or wholly, had to hire out their 1labour,
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since sustenance on agriculture alone was difficult. The
dispossessed peasantry, thus, joined the ranks of a rural

proletariat.

On the other hand, independent capitalist farmers, with sound
resource base and technological superiority, could operate with a
larger landholding. The large size of their farm required a labour
force larger than that available in the family. This resulted in
the formation of wage labour. The surplus from agriculture was
invested in acquisition of land or commercial operations or usury
(Lenin, 1972: 177). A continuous cumulation of economic advantages

in their case led to concentration of land ownership.

Thus, a continuous cumulation of economic advantages and
disadvantages would lead to differentiation of the peasantry and
emergence of bi-polar classes of capitalists and proletarians.
Since the peasantry was disappearing and property relations were
solidly established in rural areas, the Marxists strongly felt that
the only progressive political progfamme was the expropriation of
the means of production and organisation of farming on a collective

basis.

1.1.2 The Populist View

The Marxist view of future development was questioned by the
Organisation of Productien School!? led by A.V.Chayanov. While
accepting “the need for modernization and economic growth as well
as the necessity for the spread of market relations', they
emphasised the countervailing factors!'3. External forces and

powerful outsiders united the village against a hostile environment
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and more fundamentally factors internal and specific to the
peasantry were at work, reinforcing stability and cohesiveness
(Harrison, 1977: 129). They rejected the Marxists' argument that
the peasantry was dissolving and emphasised that the peasantry was
homogeneous!* {(Chayanov, 1966: xiii). Hence, their vision of rural
economic growth was based on capital intensive and highly
productive family farms, participating in a large scale co-

operative movement.

Chayanov's Model

Chayanov's (1966) model was based upon the pure family farm
which 1s a production-cum-consumption unit, without employing
labour!?, Unlike capitalist farms, the labour in these families
formed a fixed cost. The cultivation is not a business; it 1is
primarily a scurce of subsistence, which is socially accepted and
the minimum that peasants will accept {(Millar, 1970; 220}. To
achieve such a subsistence, the resources employed are their land
and capacity of labour or labour power [Kitching, 1982: 48]. Since
the family farm does not employ labour, Chayanov saw little sense
in applying capitalist profit calculation to a peasant economy

where there is no objective of profit maximization!®.

According to Chayanov, the size and composition of the family
will determine the output of the farm. The peasant families will
work for as long and hard as is required to obtain their minimum
level of subsistence. However, after obtaining such subsistence,
their labour input will decline sharply. Since they operate only
with a primitive technology. the work on land 1is a physically

laborious and tiring business (Chayanov calls it “drudgery'} and
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peasants are reluctant to do it a moment longer than they have to.
On the other hand, if the size and composition of family demands
the additional labour inputs, they would continue to work up to the
physical limits of human endurance, even if the marginal product
of their labour is negativel!?., Thus, the peasant family will be in
equilibrium when the utility of their output equals the dis-utility

of the effort that its production entails.

Chayanov used consumer/worker ratio (C/W) as a key variable
in explaining that the changes in economic activities of a peasant
household would depend upon endogenous factors. When a young

family comes 1nto existence, the consumption pressure would be low

and so also other factors of production. The biological growth of
young family would cause a rise in C/W. This would lead to an
increase in the intensity of labour i.e., self-exploitation among

its working members and pulling in further factors of production
(such as renting in more land, borrowing or saving). Such
happening would be recorded as rise in the economic position of the
household. The farm size would also increase. As children become
working members, C/W eases. Slowly the degree of self-expleoitation
decreases. Beyond this, no more children are born 1into the
household and the C/W falls rapidly as children grow up. Though
grown up children would begin leaving the household, the work
capacity of the household remains constant as other children keep
reaching an adult's work capacity. Subsequently, the C/W drops to
one and slowly the farm size decreases as children leave the
household. When all the children 1leave the household, the

demographic cycle is completed and the farm size returns to its

initial stage.
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Thus, a peasant household in its 1l1life time, according to
Chayanov, experiences both an upward and downward mobility. If

one looks at a household at time to, it may belong to the poor

peasant category. But at time t(, it may move over to the rich
peasant category. This micro dynamic picture holds true to the
society as a whole. If one looks at a group of households at two

points of time, the differentiation of peasantry may be prevalent
at both points of time, but considerable mobility would be taking

place. Chayanov called this as "demographic differentiation'!®,

Shanin's Model on Peasant Mobility

Teodor Shanin sought to synthesise these two divergent views
on peasant mobility. He felt that PM in any society with growing
market relations ought to be complex. According to Shanin (1972;
241), PM 1s of two types; 1) Centrifugal or polarization 1i.e.,
further impoverishment of poorer families and further enrichment
of rich families; 2) Centripetal mobility or levelling tendencies
i.e., relative impoverishment of richer families and relative

enrichment of the poorer families).

Shanin noted that peasant mobility was multi-directional in
character, i.e., "it consists to a great extent, of (mutually)
opposing movements of individual households which cancel themselves

out when analysis is confined to the study of the mobility as a

whole. The net mobility of a peasant society can be seen as the
tip of an iceberg -- the summary results of socio-economic changes
of much greater magnitude" ({(Ibid, 74). Thus, according to Shanin,

both centrifugal amd centripetal tendencies had contributed to the
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differentiation process in Russian peasant society. He further
noted that "the socio-economic position of a substantial numbers
of Russian peasant households in the period studied fluctuated with
a certain specific regularity. A peasant household, would for some
time, rise in socio-economic terms within the peasant community and
then after reaching some peak undergoes a decline. At a later
stage the same household, having reached its lowest ebb, might
again start to move upward and the whole cycle would recommence"

(Ibid; 76). He calls this process as Cyclical Mobility.

Determinants of Peasant Mobility

1) Cumulation of Economic advantages and disadvantages

Budget studies in Russia revealed that at any point of time
there was a positive relationship between size of owned land and
ownership of other basic inputs such as working animals, farm
implements and so on. Such a positive relationship 1led the
Marxists to theorise that 1larger the size and wealth of the
household, the greater are the opportunities for accumulation and
vice versa. A continuous cumulation of economic advantages and

disadvantages would lead to polarization (Shanin, 1972; 71-73)}.

2) Land Redivision

One specific feature of Russian society during the late
nineteenth century was frequent redivision of communal 1land.
Though each commune was legally free to establish its own standard
of land distribution, they were bound to redistribute on the basis
of some egalitarian principle such as the number of consumers in

a household!?®. Such a freguent redivision of communal land would

lead to the centripfetal tendencies (Shanin, 1972; 36-37).
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3) Substantive Changes

This term implies “transmution of peasant households
resulting in their appearance and disappearance within the peasant

communities"” {1bid; 81). This term covers partitioning,

extinction, merger and migration. While partitioning was more
common among the richer households, the other sub-processes were
common in poorer households. Thus, the pulverizing effect of
partitioning would be strong among the wealthier strata and because
of other factors substantial numbers of poor farmers would be
constantly purged out??. He, therefore, concluded that substantive
changes generated levelling tendencies and worked in a direction

running counter to economic polarization.

4) Biological Determinants

According to Shanin, Chayanov's 1life cycle also accounted
for PM in Russia. The demographic differentiation of o0ld and new
households in a given population cuts across economic differences
and may lead to either centripetal or centrifugal trends and at
the household level, to patterns approaching cyclical mobility.
However, Shanin felt that the evidence in support of this
determinant was insufficient and hence, attached a query to it

while presenting his model.

5) Random Factors

These are "a form of multi-directional mobility generated by
the idiosyncratic impact of general economic trends and chance
factors on individual peasant households” (ibid; 243). This term

covers factors such as nature, the market and the state. Nature
[
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in thé form of good and bad agricultural years, loss or gain of
working animals, and accidents may affect mobility. Market factors
such as terms of trade between agriculture and industry,
availability of credit also influence mobility. State policies
regarding agriculture, prices, and other programmes may alsoc have
a bearing on household mobility. The combined impact of these
factors would be multi-directional and they would lead to either
centripetal or centrifugal tendencies. Moreover, the net impact
of these factors on PM may vary from country to country depending
on its development, technical advancement and so on. Hence, he
admitted that the impact of random factors would have to remain
hypothetical wuntil further empirical studies can validate or
invalidate it.

Shanin's Model

Centrifugal mobility Centripetal mobility
a) Cumulation of economic b} Land redivision
advantages and disadvantages ¢) Substantive changes
1. Partitioning
2. Merger

3. Extinction
4. Emigration
d) Biological 1ife cycle (7?) d) Biological life cycle (7)
e) Random factors e} Random factors

1.2 A CRITICAL APPRAISAL OF SHANIN'S MODEL

Shanin's model was subjected to criticism by a number of
authors?! and since it synthesises the contradictory views of the
Marxists and Neo-Populists, some of the criticisms are also
applicable to them. However, a detailed review of these criticisms
is not attempted here and only the relevant ones for the purpose

of modifying Shanin's model are discussed in the ensuing

paragraphs.
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A common criticism is that the model is essentially a
catalogue of determinants of mobility not linked to each other
(Cox, 1979; Miller, 1973; Brower, 1973). Shanin himself appears
to be aware of this. 1In fact he noted that.”an operational model
of the mobility of peasant households will need further work to
validate 1ts components and to help determine their relative

"weights' (Shanin, 1972; 117). Shanin's recognition that the
model, which 1s essentially based on Russian experience, still
needs to be reformulated in the light of specific historical and
regiconal frameworks 1is the motivating factor behind the present
study. Hence, in the following pages, the determinants of this
model are reviewed in the light of our historical and comparative
empirical knowledge of India. Wherever it 1is found necessary,

additional factors are incorporated and, at the end, Shanin's model

has been modified.

Cumulation of economic advantages and disadvantages

The Marxist concept of "cumulation o©¢f economic advantages
and disadvantages" 1is formulated after an analysis of cross-
sectional data on the ownership of principal productive forces in
a specific society?2. Kecent works on class analysis and mode of
production in India also generally compare the distribution of
owned/operated land and extent of market involvement among small,
medium and big farmers at a point of time and assert on the basis
of high inequality in the distribution of land usually shown by
the data that large farmers have been gaining land at the expense
of small farmers. Such an approach is deficient because, firstly,

"it draws conclusions about the past dynamics of farm size
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distribution from the current static picture of it" (Shergill,
1985; A-23). As Chayanov shows such inequality could be due to
different stages in life cycle. Moreover, the empirical studies
on peasant mobility in India do not support the view that it is the
initial area owned by a family that matters in economic competition
and in determining its chances of gaining or losing the land??. If
cumulation of economic advantages and disadvantages was the
dominant historical phenomenon, today we would not have seen the

pre—-dominance of small and marginal farmers.

Secondly, the extent of market 1involvement by different
classes of peasantry can be misleading because the markets in the
Third World countries both currently and historically are extremely
distorted. Studies note that an increasing pressure of population
on land led even small farmers to go in for the cultivation of cash
crops such as jute to have larger family incomes so as to feed the
growing family size (Bose, 1986). Thus, simplistic conclusions on
the emergence of «class relations on the basis of market

involvement can be extremely misleading.

The Size and Composition of A Household

The precise nature of impact of Chayanov's life cycle theory
on mobility of Russian peasantry is inconclusive in Shanin's model.
Chayanov argues that as the household size increases, the farm size
also increases thus implying that it is the former which determines
the latterz?+, He presents a set of correlations to support his
proposition. It is difficult to accept this proposition because
(1) correlations do not necessarily imply causation and (2} 1in

Third World countries, it is argued that, economic factors (farm
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size and material conditions) are the ones which determine the size
and composition of household (Patnaik, 1979). 1In Bangladesh also,
though the large farms have larger families, it cannot be
categorically stated that family size influences the economic
position of rural households. Moreover, since the per capita
consumption level for larger holdings was higher than that of
smaller holdings, the study argued that it is the material
conditions that affect the family size and not the other way round

(Rahman, 1988; 76-79).

It was alsc argued that composition of a family in favour of
male working members would lead to better chances of upward
mobility of that family. In the Indian case (as well as in many
other Third World countries) empirical studies revealed the
systematic bias in micro level decisions regarding the provision
of feood, nutrition and medical care in favour of male children.
Such bias was held responsible for the declining female—-to-male
ratio (FMR) in India as well as 1in several states within India.
However, we do not have conclusive evidence regarding the pre-
dominance of sex-bias across the size classes of households.
Krishnaji (1987), on the basis of inverse relationship between FMR
and size class of land holding, hypothesised that discrimination
is more pronounced in richer as compared to the landless and poor
households. We agree with his two arguments; "first, in poor
families women have to work for survival and second, the property
transfer mechanism can act only in a relatively weak manner in
their case because there is not much to be transferred from one
poor family to another'" (Krishnaji, 1987; 892). If sex-bias is

more pronounced among the rich, it only means that the rich will
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have a favourable composition of household compared to the poor and
consequently, better chances of an upward mobility. Though, we are
not going to look into the question of gender bias, an attempt,
however, wWill be made to analyse the impact of composition of
family (or labour strength) on the economic mobility of the rural

households.

Such attempts were made earlier also. Deere and de Janvry
(1981) sought to examine the impact of labour strength on the
expansion of farm size amongst the Northern Peruvian peasants.
They concluded that the labour strength explains 1ittle about the
inequality 1in 1landholdings among the Peruvian peasants. The
increase 1n labour strength was not always accompanied by an
increase 1in acquisition of additional landed assets and income
generating opportunities had come in handy in such circumstances

(beere and de Janvry, 1981; 343-349).

Assuming that a young and pocor household starts with
favourable size and composition of family, is it possible for that
household to experience upward mobility? It is doubtful in land
deficient countries such as India for the following reasons.
Firstly, the amount of land with which a young family begins is
largely determined by the social factors?3. Secondly, the poor
households may face (1) diminishing short-run returns and higher
costs and lower yields on rented lands than the rich households
{2) relatively high prices for inputs and relatively lower prices
for the labour intensive products that they produce and (3) may

obtain lower returns to non-farm work than the middle and rich

peasants (Harrison, 1977; 134). Thirdly, the nature of tenancy in
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India 1s such that landlords prefer to lease out their lands to the

middle farmers, for they would have farming experience and
operating equipment. Conseguently, the tenant's dependence on
landlord would be minimal. Finally, since the proportion of

savings in the total income of the small farmers would be small,

it may not be possible to have an upward mobility.

However, Schendel noted that it was not an impossible dream
for small farmers in Bangladesh to have an upward mobility, but
the chances for the landless are few and receding (Schendel, 1979;
285-6) . Rahman's analysis of peasant mobility in Bangladesh also
concluded that while all sections of the peasantry had experienced
mobility, a majority of landless households remained poor during
the period 1851-81. The middle households moved up and some of
them have become rich peasants today (Rahman, 1988; 86-90). On the
other hand, some scholars do feel that 1landless households
experienced upward mobility (Rajasekhar, 1988; Rao, 1972; Attwood,

1979).

Partitioning

Among the sub-processes of substantive changes, partitioning
assumes importance because it not only generated some debate?® but
also accounted for a major portion of mobility in various regions
of South Asia (Rajasekhar, 1988: Schendel, 1979). The models of
Chayanov and Shanin assumed that the rich peasants would experience
higher rates of partitioning??’ and that partitioning was equivalent
to downward mobility in terms of wealth per head and social
statusz?, In Shanin's mobility schema, only this factor clearly

works for downward economic mobility; "large farms which break up
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lose indivisibilities and the co-ordination of labour, experiencing
a relative degradation of reproducible assets. Consequently, a
limit is set to the development of capitalist enterprise and rich

versus poor peasant class consciousness" (Harrison, 1977; 137).

However, Shanin's proposition has to be explained in the
specific context of Russian peasant culture which attached social
status only to senior male heads of households. Junior males could
attain such status only through marriage and partitioning. Since
partitioning was considered to be a downward mobility of the
households, junior males faced a trade off, explicable in terms of
village culture, between social and economic status. According to
Shanin and his predecessors, junior males preferred the former and
this resulted in their downward mobility. Iﬁ this context the
relevant gquestions to ask are: Whether partitioning always leads
to downward mobility? Whether it is always "dysfunctional for
economic growth". These questions form the central theme of
Harrison's (1977) work on Russian peasant households during the
pre-collectivization period. He sought to prove that partitioning
was in fact not dysfunctional for economic growth for most of the
households in a district?? which experienced partitioning during

the period 1882 to 1911.

Another important question is whether it is universally true
that partitionings are more common among the rich farmers. This
proposition, which was implicit in the Populist as well as
Chayanov's writings, received partial attention from the Russian
Marxistsdo, For instance, Lenin testified to the existence of

large families among the rich farmers. He felt that one of the
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reasons for the large size of the rich families was "the lesser
desire of the well-to-do peasantry to divide up the land™ (Lenin,
1972: 94). However, a better articulation of Lenin's vague ideas

on partitioning can be found in Krishnaji's works.

Krishnaji argued that in a peasant society, where capitalism
is penetrating and where agricultural labourers and poor peasants
are at one end of the spectrum and rich peasants and capitalist
farmers at the other, the rates of partitioning would be higher
among the former category as compared to the latter. The economic
logic of this hypothesis is as follows. The agricultural labourers
and poor peasants are usually involved in the market as sellers of
labour power and buyers of wage goods and only to a limited extent
they are sellers of agricultural produce. Since the labour market
is characterised by a high degree of unemployment and there is
uncertainty in finding work especially in the lean season, there
is no special advantage in a joint family and intra-family income
sharing becomes difficult for these families. Since their
participation as sellers of agricultural produce is limited, no
gain would accrue to the undivided families at the time of purchase
of commedities. Thus, there are no economic forces which arrest
partitioning among these households. Moreover, a low level of
expectation of life among these households induces a faster than
average time of reproduction (of households}, which is realised
through early marriages and which in turn induces them to split

from the parental household (Krishnaji, 1980: A-38).

In contrast, rich peasant and capitalist farmer households,

whose economic activity is diversified and whose work is
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essentially supervisory in nature and is associated not only with
cultivation but also in the processing and marketing of produce,
do not find any incentive to split the property. And in fact, the
joint family is an added advantage of such families since their
involvement in trade and transport confers economic advantages in
buying (of inputs) and selling (of ocutput). "What is important in
this context is not merely the relationship between “cumulation of
economic advantages and disadvantages' based on land ownership and
accumulation which 1is external to the household but also the
diversion of economic activity within the household itself" (ibid).
Krishnaji gave salary earnings as an example of such
diversifications. He hypothesised that "rates of partitioning will
be high among agricultural labourers and poor peasant households
and low among rich peasant and capitalist farmer households™
(1bid) . Since middle peasantry is not a homogeneous category as
far as market involvement 1is concerned, he expected rates of

partitioning among middle peasants to lie between those of the rich

and poor peasants.

Krishnaji's hypothesis emanates mainly not, from primary data
on the interrelationship between partitioning and land holding, but
from indirect reasoning. Family size is influenced by fertility,
mortality and incidence of partitioning. The size of a family may
be high due to higher fertility, lower mortality and lower rates
of partitioning. We know that the size of the family is inversely
correlated with size class of land holding. Generally the poor
have relatively high mortality (and hence, low life expectancy
rates) and fertility rates which would cancel each other; the lower

family size 1in their case 1is explained by higher rates of
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partitioning?! (ibid). However, since the rates of partitioning
are highly sensitive to the average number of households that
experience partitioning (p), it 1is possible that the poor will
always have lower rates of partitioning. Besides, sex-wise
mortality and fertility rates also affect the rates of partitioning
and thereby the redistribution of landed assets. {(Importantly the
sex-wise mortality rates are also affected by intra-household
allocation of food and medical facilities). Since land 1is
distributed almost solely among the male members, the number of

surviving children would determine p.

An empirical verification of this proposition is difficult
due to non-availability of secondary data on inter-relationship
between wealth of households and partitioning. However, the scanty
data that we have on rates of partitioning do not support Shanin's
proposition and in fact with the help of Schendel's data one can
question the very proposition itself. Schendel, while looking at
the question of peasant mobility in Bangladesh, found that rates
of partitioning were inversely correlated with the wealth of the
family in two out of three study areas. Therefore, he argued, "far
from being simply a determinant of levelling mobility in these
villages, household splitting clearly contributed to polarizing
trends as well" (Schendel, 1979: 264). He even noted that it was
impossible to correlate partitioning with any particular economic
category or with a land ownership group, or the number of adult
males. Therefore, one can conclude that economic factors can

differ and partitioning can contribute both to the polarization and

levelling tendencies.
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This question was analysed in the specific context of a dry
village in Andhra {(Rajasekhar, 1988; 56-74). It was found that
during the period 1948-84, partitionings were associated with the
rich farmers. However, when a sub-period wise analysis was carried

on, an inverse relationship was found between partitioning and the

size class of land holdings in the first two periods, i.e., 1948-
56 and 1956-61. In the period, 1961-74, partitioning was
associated with rich farmers. This was not, however, because of

Chayanov's life cycle theory, but due tec land reforms initiated
during this period. Moreover, since rich farmers acquired sizeable
extent of land in the first two periods, the rates of partitioning
were lower among them. However, in the third period, as they were
losing land due to the land ceiling legislations, the rates of
partitioning showed an increase. In other words, what affects the
partitioning is not so much the size class of land holding per_se
but the fact whether families within the size class are acquiring
or alienating the land. If families within a size class become net
gainers in the land market then they tend to exhibit lower rates
of partitioning. On the other hand, if they are net losers, their

rates of partitioning, in all likelihood, would increase.

Thus, partitioning need not necessarily be ‘dysfunctional
for economic growth'. Moreover, the association of higher rates
of partitioning is not necessarily related to the rich farmers.
The discussion also reveals that the rates of partitioning are
related not only with overall economic mobility but also with the

other determinants of economic mobility, namely land reforms.
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random Factors

According to Shanin, random factors such as nature, market
and state would work for both <centrifugal and centripetal
tendencies. While the factors such as nature and market may appear
random to the peasant, 1t is not clear why an observer should
assume them to be random in their impact. In general, it seems
more likely that the rich would be able to cope better both with
natural disasters and vagaries of market even though these
phenomena might affect all farmers equally. Moreover, the patterns
of their influence and inter-relationship are not fully explained

in the model (Cox, 1979; 76).

The role of the state is not so unambiguous. While the
Marxists had assigned it a certain role, as an agent of the ruling
class, it does not figure in the populist framework. However,
several empirical studies in India pointed out that the state
policies were biased in favour of rich sections of the agricultural
population. Let us consider the factors such as taxation, terms
of trade, new agricultural technology and provision of credit,

inputs and subsidies.

The impact of state policies such as provision of inputs,
subsidies and credit seems to be mixed. The growth of the Indian
credit delivery system has been phenomenal after the
nationalization of banks in 1969 and the subsequent bank branch
expansion in rural areas®z, The creation of EKRBs from 1975
onwards contributed further to a growth in the credit delivery
system33, It was also decided (in 1980) that bulk of the bank

advances within the agriculture sector should be diverted to the
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weaker sections of society (priority sector), which included
landless labourers and marginal cultivators (Krishnaswamy, 1980).
Further, from 1985 onwards, the commercial banks were directed to
provide 40 per cent of the total credit to priority sector
borrowers at c¢oncessional interest rates. Consequently, the
priority sector accounts increased from about 3 lakhs in 1969 to
260 lakhs in 1986, while the amount disbursed to the priority
sector borrowers increased from Rs.483 crores to Rs.22844 crores
during the same period®¢ (ACRC, 1990; 83-4). Thus, consequent upon
a rapid growth 1in rural banking system together with a vast
historical presence of co-operative institutions, the rural people
have come to be covered quite impressively for their investment

credit and working capital requirements by the banking systemd?.

Such a rapid growth, however, seems to be uneven 1in 1its
spread across the regions (Nair, 1991) and various sections of the
society. The data from All India Kkural Credit and Investment
Survey revealed that the dependence of the poor on the moneylenders
continues to be high. The poorest group (holding assets value less
than Rs.1000) secured only 9 per cent of their total debt from
institutional sources and the rest from the moneylenders. In
contrast, the richest group {holding assets above Rs.5 lakh)
obtained as much as 95 per cent of their debts from public
institutions (Tandon, 1988; 50-63). Thus, although the formal
banking system is characterised by rapid growth, it was no solution
for the intractable problem of servicinyg the poor (Subba Rao, 1980;
90) . Thus, "the proportion of credit reaching the poor is not
proportionate to their share in the total population" (Vyasulu and

Rajasekhar, 1991; DSACS, 1990). Added to that poor peasants are
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also the worst affected as far as provision of quality of credit
(adequacy and timeliness) is concerned and hence, they have to fall

back on the moneylenders (Rajasekhar and Vinod Vyasulu, 1990).

Despite these problems, the studies also note that some
"trickling down" did take place. While the subsidised credit for
agricultural production is by and large cornered by the richer
segments of the peasantry, the credit for income and employment
generating activities seemed to have helped the poor and small
peasants not necessarily in generating income and employment but
in contributing to their survival and stability. Hence, provision
of subsidised credit would have contributed to both centripetal and

centrifugal tendencies in the villages.

The burden of taxation on agriculture both absolutely and
relatively was less in post-independence India. Throughout 1950s
and the early 1960s the direct tax burden on agriculture amounted
to between 1 and 2 per cent of total agricultural income (Mitra,
1963; 289: Gandhi, 1966; 53, 56, 192), while between 1967 and 1970,
the average figure was 0.94 per cent (Govt. of India, 1972, 167)}.
This was true for the individual states such as Gujarat (Pathak and
Patel, 1968), Uttar Pradesh (Dwivedi, 1973} and Andhra Pradesh
(Rao, 1966}. 'he tax-burden on 1lIndian agriculture was far less
compared to other developing countries such as China (Byres and
Nolan, 1976). Even within agriculture, the higher income groups
are relatively under-taxed; Gandhi (1966; 199) found favourable tax
treatment, when a comparison was made between comparable income
classes in the two sectors [industry and agriculture]l. Similarly,

Rao (1966: 140) found the "relative under-taxation of higher income
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groups 1in rural areas in comparison with urban areas" in Andhra

Pradesh. In any case, agricultural income is exempted from tax

under the IT Act of 1961.

Secondly, the terms of trade between agriculture and industry
were mostly in favour of the former. Khusro's analysis of terms
of trade between agriculture and industry during the period 1948-
59 shows that the terms of trade had (from about 1951) started to
shift steadily in faveour of agriculture (Khusro, 1961). For the
period 1951-1966, it was found that, from about mid-fifties to mid-
sixties, the net barter terms of trade have moved somewhat in
favour of agriculture, while income terms of trade have done so to
a substantial extent (Thamarajakshi, 1969). Mitra's (1979; 108)
study reveals "a remarkable shift (in favour of agriculture ... in
the course of the past decade (i.e., between 1963 and 1973) in the
terms of trade between agriculture and industry in India. Since,
the rich farmers with better access to marketing facilities are
generally able to obtain higher prices, the favourable terms of
trade implies that rich farmers are comparatively less affected in

the fluctuations in terms of trade.

Kegarding the impact of new agricultural technology. there
is some disagreement. Some scholars emphasised that since new
agricultural technology is a scale-neutral strategy, it does not
accentuate inter-farm inequalities. They argue that bio-chemical
innovations are labour absorbing, land saving and can be beneficial
to all types of farms (Bharadhan, 1975). However, the proponents
of this view refer to only bio-chemical innovations and not to the

mechanical ones {especially tractors), which is a false one (Byres,
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1977}. Byres, in a review article, summarises the impact of NAT

as follows; 'rich peasants have been the major beneficiaries of the

programme’ (ibid; 260).

In addition to the above, we can add the following

determinants.

Land Reforms /

As redivision of communal land was quite unique to the
Russian society in its spread and intensity, it can be deleted from
our model. Instead, land reform laws which were passed in several
Indian states, immediately after Independence, are included. The
features of land reforms®® would imply that they have potential to
generate levelling tendencies among the peasantry. However, as the
ideological basis of land reforms did not fully get reflected in
its implementation, the distinction between land reforms as an
ideology and land reforms as a programme 1s relevant here?d’?.
Moreover, since the land reforms 1in India were a programme
implemented by a bourgeois state and since the participation of
peasantry 1in the implementation of programme was largely absent,
they (except Zamindari reforms) were largely unsuccessful in

bringing in the "desired changes'?%,.

However, land reforms brought 1in c¢ertain unintended or
indirectly induced changes in agrarian structure (Joshi, 1972; 86—
88). When the tenancy reforms were launched, large scale eviction
of tenants had taken place?? and such of these lands thus affected

were mostly sold to the richer segments in the countryside

{Rajasekhar, 1988; 24-3). On the other hand, ceiling laws by
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creating fear among landed gentry resulted in widespread
partitioning, benami transfers and checks on the acquisition of

landed assets (1Ibid; 39-45). Thus, while tenancy reforms would
have created polarizing trends, the ceiling laws would have checked
(or led to a decline in) the concentration of land ownership.

Thus, land reforms could have contributed to both centripetal and

centrifugal tendencies.

Cultivable Wastes

Cultivable wastes present a slightly different picture. In
irrigated regions, which experienced agrarian dynamism, they were
not available in aplenty. Hence, there could have been an intense
competition amongst the peasants to occupy them. On the other
hand, in the dry areas considerable tracts of cultivable wastes
were available. 8Since they were virgin lands, only the households
with sufficient family labour and a hard working ethos were in an
advantageous position to bring them under the plough (Rajasekhar,
1988: 18-20). Hence, the impact of the availability of cultivable
wastes on economic mobility depends on the specificities of a
region for it can lead to either centrifugal or centripetal

mobility.

Population Growth

We can add yet another determinant of economic mobility,

viz., population growth. In a densely populated country such as
India it assumes an added importance. As Lenski pointed out "in
socleties where there are no important Jfrontiers, either

geographical or economic, surplus man power is usually driven

downward in the class system in the direction of expendable class,
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which perform the function of redressing the demographic balance"

(Lenski, 1966; 260, cited in Schendel, 1982).

Shanin's Model

Centrifugal mobility Centripetal mobility
a) Cumulation of economic b) Land redivision
advantages and disadvantages c) Substantive changes
1. Partitioning
2. Merger

J. Extinction
4. Emigration
d) Biological life cycle (?) d) Biological 1life cycle (?)
e} Random factors e) Random factors

Modified Model

Centrifugal mobility Centripetal mobility
a) Cumulation of economic
advantages and disadvantages
b} Land reforms b} Land reforms
1. Tenancy reforns 1. Ceiling laws
¢) Substantive changes c¢) Substantive changes
1. Partitioning 1. Merger
2. In-migration 2. Extinction
3. Out-migration
d) Cultivable wastes d) Cultivable wastes
e) Biological life cycle (7) e) Biological life cycle (?)
f) Population growth
g) RkRandom factors

1.3. A FEW CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATIONS

This section provides c¢larifications for concepts such as
Peasantry, Indicators of Peasant Mobility and Partitioning used in
the ensuing analysis on economic mobility of rural households.
1.3.1 Definition of Peasantry

There has been a lack of consensus on the definition of
peasantry. Debates about who the peasants are, or how best to
define peasantries, continue to be unending. Definihg peasantry

with a single yardstick conceals more than it reveals. Hence, what



is attempted in the literature is to develop a typology of the

peasantry. The main characteristics of the peasantry are:

1) The peasant family farm constitutes the basic unit of
multi-dimensional social organisation. The family
provides the labour on the farm, which in turn provides
for the consumption of the family members and economic

power. Profit motive is largely absent in such a family
farm.

2) Land husbandry is the main means of livelihood, which
directly provides the major part of the consumption
needs. Traditional farming includes a specific
combination of tasks on a relatively low level of
specialisation and family based vocational training.

3) The peasantry is dominated by the outsiders or elite
or high society. The peasants, as a rule, have been kept

at arms length from the social sources of power. Their
political subjection interlinks with cultural
subordination and with their economic exploitation
through tax, rent, interest and terms of trade,
unfavourable to them (Wolf, 1966; 2-12; Shanin, 1971;
14-6) .

Thus, peasantry, by definition, includes the households with
certain characteristics and excludes the households such as
landlords, capitalist farmers, pure moneylenders, agricultural
labourers, artisans and so on. Peasantry in its purest form hardly
exists in developing societies and is always and everywhere
typified by internal differentiation along many lines (Mintz, 1973;
13}). Hence, studying mobility of 'peasants' would not only be
narrow but also creates statistical and data problems, especially
in temporal studies. In this study, therefore, all the rural

households are taken into consideration.

1.3.2 Indicators of Peasant Mobility

In this study, land is taken as the main indicator of

economic mobility. It must be, however, noted that this indicator
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has the following limitations. In general, economic mobility is
defined as changes in the wealth of rural households. Shanin used
mainly sown area as an 1indicator of mobility of Russian
households*® and presented the movements of households across the

size classes of sown area as their mobility.

However, the Marxists do not consider such movement as
economic mobility, for they feel that along with this land should
also come under gradual sub-ordination of capital. Viewed from
the Marxian perspective, one should categorise the rural households
not only 1in terms of ownership of land but also other assets and
the expenditure on the development of the principal productive
force - namely land. We submit that Marxist methodology 1s much
superior to the one which measures the mobility only in terms of

landd?i,

Yet, collecting historical data (at household level) on non-
landed assets and the expenditure on the development of principal
productive force {(land) is difficult, due to recall problems. As
a matter of fact, collecting data on land transfers itself is a
difficult, if not impossible, task. Hence, in this study, land is
taken as the main, if not the sole, indicator of economic

mobilityd2.

1.3.3 Concept of Partitioning

Generally speaking, partitioning 1is understood as the
creation of new households as a result of a split in the parent
household. It can be defined as a split of a household in terms

of consumption unit or production unit or both production and
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consumption units. The limitations of these three ways of defining

partitioning are as follows:

i) sSince land is the main productive asset in peasant
societies, the definition of partitioning as a split in production
unit would then exclude landless households.

i1} In some cases, partition of the consumption unit might
take place, without a follow up division of the landed assets.
Househclds nucleated in such fashion c¢an continue to cultivate the
land jointly and share the produce.

iii) The breaking up of the consumption and production units
of a family can occur at different time points, depending on its
farm size. In the case o0f small and marginal farmers, the
partitioning of these two units occurs at different points of time.
The reasons for this are: First, the production unit of small
farmer's land holding after the partitioning may not be viable.
Second, there may be still unmarried girls and boys in the parent
family for whose marriages, the parents might retain some land with
them. And third, the parents may have taken loans for consumption
and cultivation expenses, for the payment of which they may again

retain some land.

After the completion of all these obligations, that 1is,
marriage Qf children and repayment of loans, if a piece of land
still remains (which is gquite unlikely) they may distribute it
among themselves. on the other hand, in the case of rich farmers,
because of the strength of their assets position, breaking up of
consumption and production units may take place simultaneously.
Even after partitioning, the nucleated households of rich farmer

families may be left with large parcels of land, the cultivation
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of which would be viable. FEven if the family had obligations such

as repayment of loans and so on, it may sell away some of the
movable assets, such as gold, before partitioning and distribute

land among the family members.

In the ensuing analysis, partitioning is defined as the
splitting up of households in terms of both production and
consumption units. In order to take care of the limitations of
this definition, while calculating rates of partitioning, when a
household splits only in terms of consumption unit, a notional
share of the landed property is attached to the new unit. For
instance, even though a marginal farmer's househcld had partitioned
only in terms of consumption unit, legally speaking, nucleated

households should get a share in the landed property.

1.4 CONCLUSIONS

The above revealed that the applicability of the existing
models on Peasant Mobility to the third world countries such as
India is somewhat limited. In the light of critical comments on
Shanin's model and our own experience of Indian situation, some
determinants are modified and some are added to the model. To see
the validity of the modified model, primary data were collected
from Kurnool district of Andhra for both for colonial and post-
colonial periods. The analysis of economic mobility in historical

perspective becomes important because of the following factors.

First, it should not be assumed that the factors discussed
above would influence economic mobility simultaneously. It 1is

possible that their impact may be sequential. Hence, there is a
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need for studying economic mobility in a historical perspective.
This 1s because, the two theories of polarization and levelling
tendencies may have had empirical justification in Russia when they
were first enunciated. The polarization theory emerged during
1890s, when considerable differentiation had in fact taken place
in the Russian countryside. The 'stability' thesis was formulated
after the Revolution of 1917, when the peasantry was in fact
drawing together both economically and socially. An extension of
this argument to the Bombay Presidency shows that polarization had
taken place in the region with the rise in prices till about 1920s
and it was checked with the drastic fall in prices during 1930s
(Charlesworth, 1979). This suggests the possibility of each theory
fitting into a specific historical time point and circumstances and
hence, the need for a historical analysis of the problem. Besides,
it cautions us against clubbing of these approsaches in one model
{such as Shanin's) which suggests a simultaneity of these trends

and a possible spurious wider applicability.

A historical analysis of economic mobility assumes further
importance in the Indian context because of colonialism and its
impact on economic mobility. Because the colonial government was
revenue oriented, its policies regarding nature, method and burden
of land taxation were not only arbitrary but had also left a deep
impact on economic mobility of the rural households. The issue of
colonialism naturally did not figure in the Shanin's model. The
studies on peasant mobility in Bangladesh (Schendel, 1979: Rahman,
1988) touched upon colonialism, which, however, did not form an

integral part of their analytical frameworks. Moreover, these
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studies looked at economic mobility only during the most recent

period.

A discussion on random factors revealed that these factors
have a much larger scope than what has been postulated in Shanin's
model. This calls for a need to analyse economic mobility over
long period so that a large number and diverse type of random

factors can be incorporated into the model.

Thus, there is a need to study the problem on hand in a
historical perspective. This is what is being attempted in the
next three Chapters, which, by depending on archival information,
analyse economic mobility of rural households in Kurnool during
the colonial period. The semi-arid conditions, unfavourable
weather and lack of assured irrigational facilities, which led to
crop failures and recurring famines during the colonial period,
had left a deep impact on the society and economic mobility of
rural households. The introduction of Ryotwari Settlement with
exorbitant land revenue rates not only resulted in the growth of
commodity market but also uneven agrarian structure. The price
fluctuations also had impact on the mobility of rural households.

These issues are taken up for analysis in the Part 2 of the study.
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Ncotes and References

1. Social mobility involves changes in the status of individuals
and groups in a stratified society taking an upward or downward
direction. Such a "directionality' may happen in three ways; (1)
vertical mobility (involving a change in social or economic rank)
(2} horizontal mobility (involving a change of occupation but no
change in rank) and (3) spatial mobility (change in location or
migration) with or without change in rank.

2. Some of the studies on social mobility are;: (1) Glass (1954)
(2) Rogoff (1953) (3) Deb (1975). For a overview see Miller (1960)
and Coxon and Jones (1975).

3. Miller (1960; 60). However, the studies on social mobility
continued to confine with narrow occupational approach {(Tyree and
Hodge, 1978). .

4. The dilemmas of occupational mobility in agrarian societies
are: the inadequacy of the concept of occupational change in the
context of agriculture; the difficulties in knowing upward or
downward mobility of an farmer or worker; and lack of quantitative
data on shifts in occupation in agriculture (Miller, 1960; 61).

5. See, for instance, Srinivas {1952), Beteille (1965) ,
Chakravarthy (1975), Rajasekhar (1988), Athreya (1985), Guhan and
Mencher (1982}, Guhan and Barathan (1984).

6. Education is also cited as an important reason for the upward
mobility of lower caste groups. Besides, the shifting of cultural
value takes place through contact and communication of members of
different strata; the flow of cultural values is generally from
city to country (Sorokin, 1954).

7. This debate is summarised in Venturi (1966}, Walicki (1969),
Kitching (1982) and Solomon (1977).

8. The term neo-populists was first used by L.N.Litoshenko, a
relatively conservative critic of Chayanov's school, to describe
the tradition to which it belonged. Subsequently, Soviet Marxists
took up the term in the same sense (Harrison, 1975}. "Neo—-Populism
is distinguished from populism in that it is not a purely anti-
capitalist doctrine, but rather opposes all forms of large-scale
industrialization including state socialism" (Kitching, 1982; 41-
42) .
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9. For instance, Chayanov's model on Peasant Economy had
achieved good deal of sophistication. For details of the
intellectual developments in neo-populist and Marxist Schools
during the first three decades of 20th century (Solomon, 1977).

10. These developments are the following: (1) Ts.S.U. ({(The
Ccentral Statistic Board). This was established after the
revolution as a department of the Soviet government for data
collection and publication,. (2) Budget Studies of peasant

households, which involved a systematic study of the economic
performance of 1individual households in terms of input/output
analysis and the statistical analysis of the same (3) Dynamic
Studies: This was a type of research analysing socio~economic
mobility by tracing the histories of individual peasant households
and analysing statistically data so collected (Shanin, 1972; 239-
40, 243).

11. Payment of Money rent becomes difficult for the peasants
because it "presupposes a considerable development of commerce, of
urban industry, of commodity production in general and thereby
"money circulation' (Marx, 1978: 797).

L]

12. 8Since the Neo-Populists were concerned with the solution of
technical problems of the allocation of resources of the peasant
farms, they preferred ¢to have a collective title as the
"Organisation of Production School". The Organisation of
Production also means the peasants' activity of economic
organisation (or resource allocation), guided by a peasant
rationality, which makes the peasant farm a fundamental organism
of the national economy. In fact, this theoretical position
distinguished this school from all others interested in agrarian
resource allocation (Harrison, 1975; 392-93}.

13. The Neo-Populists argued that the growth of capitalism in
agriculture would be inhibited by the growth of capitalism 1in
industry. Available capital and labour would invariably be
attracted towards the industrial sector, which promised a faster
and better returns on investment. The capitalist farming within
the countryside would also be checked by the survival of the
peasant farm economy. The peasant family farm enjoyed certain
important advantages over capitalist farm. While the capitalist
farm had to vie for labour with capitalist industry, the peasant
farm always had a ready supply of family labour. Added to that,
the peasant, following his own definition of profitability, was
invariably willing to pay more for 1land and equipment and
consequently, would beat his capitalist rival in the race to
acquire these means of production (Solomon, 1977; 120-21).

14. Utsa Patnaik (1978; 377-8) criticised Chayanov's model on
the basis that the model, by noting that the majority of the farms
were small, rejected the existence of other types of farms. She
argued that no evidence was present on the preponderance of the
small farms, which, according to her, were nothing but petty
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agricultural producers. Even if one accepts such an empirically
unsubstantiated claim, the following questions remain: What
proportion of total means of production {land, draught animals,
equipment) did they possess compared to the remaining 10 per cent?
Even if they did not hire in labour, what proportion of the 90 per
cent were obliged to hire out labour to this 10 per cent? What were
the tenurial relations between these two? What of the rural wage
workers without any land?

15. Small farms may sometimes employ hired labour without
affecting the significance of family labour. Such farms are
defined as half-labour farms' (Thorner, 1968; 508).

16. Chayanov's school discovered that the peasant economic
behaviour in the Russian countryside was not consistent with the
simple allocation models of classical political economy which were
based on the categories of wages (of labour}, rent (for land),
interest {on capital) and profits (of enterprise). Peasants
appeared not to maximise profits nor to equate marginal money costs
with marginal money revenues; when all goods and labour were valued
at local market prices and wages, peasants often engaged in rented
land transactions and allocated labour between activities in such
a manner that neither the net return per day worked nor the net
surplus per year maximised. {Chayanov, 1966; 39-41).

17. This point becomes clear when a peasant is compared with a
capitalist farmer. The capitalist will pay his labourers only 1if
the marginal product is at 1least equal to the marginal cost.
Otherwise, the extra labour that he has paid for will be a losing
proposition for him. However, for the peasant the principal
concern is not the extra output which he obtains from working
another hour, but the total output which gives minimum subsistence
to the family (Kitching, 1982; 48).

18. However, Chayanov's views did not go unchallenged. Agrarian
Marxists {[Cox (1979, 1984) and Solomon (1977; 75-110}], led by
Kristman (1984), systematically worked not only to disprove the
views of Chayanov, but also to improve the concepts and methodology
of the traditional Marxists such as Lenin. Chayanov's model has
also been criticised by the contemporary scholars. Patnaik (1978;
416) felt that the populist theory had committed a fundamental
logical error, by assuming the co-existence of family labour-based
holdings with capitalist holdings with identical production
functions. She noted that it was impossible because "the same
output produced with the same cost cannot give profit in one case
(the capitalist farm) and not give a profit in other (the family
farm)". Diana Hunt (1979) tested Chayanov's model and modified it.
Deere and de Janvry (1981; 357) had, however, shown how the
Chayanovian model is complementary to the Leninist model of social
differentiation. According to them though Chayanov's model was not
so helpful in explaining the dynamics of peasant society of
Northern Peru, they feel that it is an "important explanatory
variable when applied to choice of activity i.e., to the division
of labour by sex and age and to sources of income over the life
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cycle". Chayanov's theory is empirically tested in a north Indian
village (Kessinger, 1974; 146~53) and in a south Indian 'village
(ShivaKumar, 1976).

19. However, the frequency and nature of land distribution was
uneven across the regions. The factors such as the availability
of land, problems arising out of taxation and the interplay of
power between various interested groups were very much influencing
the frequency and nature of land redivision (Shanin, 1972; 36).
It has been noted that the redistribution of communal land was
rather unequal; the economically more powerful kulak households
succeeded 1in grabbing more land than their numbers justified
({Patnaik, 1979; 383}.

20. Though extinction and out-migration were the results of
centrifugal tendencies, they lead to levelling tendencies which
are only statistically centripetal, i.e., a levelling tendency

within a peasant society due to a simple decrease in the proportion
of poorest households (Shanin, 1972; 82).

21. Millar, 1973; Harrison, 1977; Cox, 1979: Brower, 19713:
Stone, 1973; Wolf, 1974; Charlesworth, 1979.

22. Lenin's {(1972) analysis pertains to Russian society of late
19th century; Kautsky's (1980) work relates to German society; and
Kristman's (1984) study on agrarian classes 1is again based on
Russian society of early 1920s.

23. Shergill (1985) studies an equal number of decaying,
stagnant and growing farms to explain the reasons why certain
households grow, while other decline. ©One of his conclusions 1is

that these families differed little in area owned at the time of
respective births as an independent socio-economic units. Besides,
the decaying farms started with significant edge in terms of area
per male.

24. Such an assertion stems from the assumption that sown area
is not a given constant for the individual farm, because all farms
can and do mobilise land at a short notice through the short term
rented land market. However, such an assumption is hardly true for
densely populated Third World countries such as India (Harrison,
1975; 399).

25. Deere and de Janvry (1981; 341) rightly pointed that,
"whether a young household begins with a small patch of land or
with a medium or large size farm probably corresponds to the size
class position of the parents and socially determined pattern of
inheritance. Moreover, while a particular household may struggle
to defend its class position as, say, middle peasant and complete
its life cycle in that category, most children that this household
procreates and expels are likely to initiate their own life cycles
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in other social categories, especially as semi-proletarians and
landless peasants in conditions of land scarcity”.

26. The populists' proposition that higher rates of partitioning
among the rich farmers cause downward mobility had attracted sharp
reaction from the "Agrarian Marxists' such as Kubanin and
Khryascheva, who worked on various aspects related to partitioning.
After the publication of Shanin's work, Harrison {1977) sought to
prove that partitioning was not in fact dysfunctional to economic
growth in Russia during the pre-collectivization period. Krishnaji
{1980} formulated a hypothesis countering Populists' argument and
sought to test this with indirect indicators such fertility,
mortality and incidence of partitioning. Rajasekhar (1988) looked
at the inter-relationship between the wealth of households and
partitioning and concluded that the evidence available in Andhra
does not support either of these hypotheses.

27. Such a hypothesis is implicit in Chayanov's (1966) model.
In this model, the young nucleated households, in order to overcome
worsening consumer/worker ratio, participate in several economic
activities, such as leasing of land etc. As children reach working
age, consumer-worker ratio declines. The size of landholding of
the household increases over time. This large holding will be
split, when the household 1is partitioned. Thus, Chayanov also
assoclates partitioning with richer households.

28. It has been noted that "partitioning of the parental
property 1is always considered as the worst solution" (Galesci,
1972).

29. This concluvsion is applicable to the district of Surzhsk in

Chenigov province of Russia as the data relating only to this
district allowed Harrison to rework Shanin's hypothesis.

30. Some Agrarian Marxists, eager to counter the arguments of
Chayanov's School, had formulated alternative explanations on the
behaviour of the family farm. For instance, Kubanin, contrary to

the Populists' view that partitioning was the result of a natural,
biological process in which junior males attained sufficient
maturity to be able to leave home and establish their own
agricultural units, argued that the family farm was ridden with
conflicts over the distribution of income and power among the
members of family and the outcome was partitioning. For him,
partitioning was a bye-product of proletarianization; such an
assertion emanated from his two assumptions that partitioning was
always iniquitous and was associated with labourer households.
Kubanin and others such as Gurvich had attempted to explain
partitioning by referring to the dominant class position of wealthy
patriarchs in relation to the junior males!
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31. In one of the recent works, Krishnaji and Chandan Mukherjee
{1990) have soqght to prove the same through a simulation model.
Here also partitioning rates are assumed be high among the rich
farmers. Besides the fact that the model is highly deterministic,

it does not Fake Fhe cultural differences leading to different
rates of partitioning into account.

32. The number of public sector bank branches increased from
6596 in 1969 to 36264 in 1986. The rural branches increased much
more rapidly; while the total number of branches increased over
five times, the rural branches increased by eleven times. The
growth of deposits and advances also kept pace, recording an
increase of about 23 times and 19 times respectively (ACRC, 1990;:
80-91}. .

33. Between 1975 and 1986, the total number of RKBs increased
from 6 to 194 and the number of districts covered by RRBs increased
from 12 to 351 during the same period. The number of RRB branches
increased from 17 in 1978 to 12939 in 1986. Consequently, the
average number of branches per RRB increased from 2 in 1975 to 66
in 1986 (ACRC, 1990; 134-7).

3. In terms of proportion, the percentage of priority sector
advances to total outstanding advances increased from 22 in 1972
to 36.7 in 1984 (Chakravarty, 1985; 68-9).

35. All India Rural Credit Surveys revealed that the proportion
of outstanding debt owed to institutional agencies - cooperatives,
banks and government - rose from 7.2 per cent in 1951 to 61.2 per
cent in 1981. Serious doubts were, however, expressed on the
accuracy of these figures (Bell, 1990; 299).

36. The features of 1land reforms are: (1) Abolition of
intermediaries {such as Zamindars and Jagirdars) between the
government and the cultivator and destruction of semi-feudal
characteristics existing over vast tracts of the country. (2)
Enunciation of the principle of land-to-the tiller and thereby
creating the class of owner-proprietors. In cases where this was
not possible, tenancy was to be controlled and rendered fair; share
cropping would be eradicated, rents would be at reasonable levels
and tenure would be secure, (3) Fixation of ceiling on the size
of land holdings and re-distribution of surplus land and (4)
Encouragement of co-operative farming, especially amongst the
uneconomic holdings and fragmentation of holdings would be halted
by consolidation. For details on the professed objectives of land
reforms in India, see AICC (1951), Khusro (1965; 181-200), Vyas
(1962: 138-155) and Warriner (1969).

37. This distinction was made by Joshi {1972; 3-64) to show that
the ideclogical basis of the independent India had shifted from the
principle of inequality to that of equality. But this change was
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not vyvet fully reflected even at the level of formulation of
economic programmes, let alone at their implementation.

38. Several reasons were cited for the poor implementation of
land reforms in India (GOI, 1988). Also see Rao (1990; 15-41).

39. In a preliminary analysis of NSS data Raj (197) concluded
that the tenancy reforms of 1950s led to large scale eviction of
small cultivating peasants. However, Visaria and Sanyal (1977)
noted that NSS data do not permit such conclusions. However, it
should be remembered that these authors are concerned with a
different, but related, question, viz., growth of agricultural
labourers.

40. See Table 4.vii, 6.1 to 6.1ii in Shanin (1972). The dynamic

studies in Russia helped him to take not only sown area but also
the number of horses and farm implements owned as indicators of
mobility. This was supplemented with information on substantive
changes, random factors and biological determinants.

41. This is especially so in semi-arid zones. In irrigated
regions, the farmers would be investing their surplus mostly in
land and hence, land may be a meaningful indicator of mobility.
But in semi-arid zones with risks and uncertainties due to
uncertain rainfall and deficient irrigation, the farmers would be
reluctant to invest their surplus in land and its augmenting
activities (Mc Alpin, 1975). Hence, the land acquisitive ethos in
semi—-arid zone will be at a lower level of intensity as compared
to the irrigated areas. Thus, a significant chunk of agricultural
surplus from these regions would be invested in non-agricultural
activities. Further, the farmers from these regions devise their
own insurance mechanisms to fight scarcities and hunger in the
event of drought or famine and they usually invest 1in gold or
silver, which can be liquified socn for consumption at difficult
times (Mcorris, 1975; Jodha, 1975).

42 . The studies by Schendel (1979), Rahman (1988), Attwood
(1979) and Rajasekhar (1988) also used land as the indicator of
mobility. kahman and Schendel also used peasants' economic

activities for the current period to buttress their conclusions.
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PART 1

Ecotnsamic Mobility of Rural Households

{c. 1860 — <. 1950)



CHAPTER 2

AGRARIAN CONDITIONS 1N THE DISTRICT

2.0 INTRODUCTION

The main objectives of this chapter are to (1) provide an
economic background to the district (2) analyse the agrarian
conditions prevailing in the district prior to its formation in
1860/61 and (3) examine the economic mobility of rural households
during the period 1860/61 to 1970/71. This chapter is presented

in three sections dealing with each of these objectives.

2.1 ECONOMIC BACKGROUND OF THE DISTRICT

The districts of Kurnool, Cuddapah and Bellary were ceded to
the East India Company by the Nizam of Hyderabad in 1800!. Though
the rights of sovereignty over kurnool district were vested with
the Company, the Muslim rule continued in the district till 1839.
The district (hereafter Kurnool Proper) was small during the period
1800-59 and consisted of only four taluks namely Ramallakot,
Nandyal, Nandikotkur and Sirvel. However, the Muslim rule ended
in 1839 when the Nawab was dethroned for his rebellious conduct and
for a brief period the district was administered by an agent to the
Governor. The agency administration lasted till 1858/59, when the
taluks of Cumbum, Markapur and Koilkuntla from the C(uddapah
district and that of Pattikonda from Bellary district were added
to Kurnool Proper and the whole formed under a Collectorate. The

district remained intact till 1953, save for some minor changes?.
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The district has abundant black regar soil, more than 85 per
cent of which 1is found in taluks of Kurnool, Nandyal, Sirvel,
Nandikotkur and Koilkuntla. Infertile red soils are obtained in

Markapur, Cumbum, Dhone and Pattikonda taluks (GOM, 1913: 212}.

The sowing of crops was generally done during the months of

June to October. The crops of jowar, korra, bajra, cotton and
groundnut, which accounted for more than four-fifths of total
cultivated area in the district, were sown during the months of
June to October. Hence, the need for an equal distribution of

precipitation was dgreater in these months than in the whole of an

agricultural year.

The average rainfall required for a good harvest was,
however, extremely low (around 21 inches}, but it should be well
spread out during the season. However, the rains during these
months were short of the normal fall during 45 out of 80 years;
the shortage was more than 20 per cent in 20 years during this
period {(Figure 2.1). The rainfall was particularly deficient in
1876, 1884, 1891, 1896 and 1899 and led to widespread famine
conditions in the district. In the remaining years also, the
rainfall was deficient in one taluk or other and resulted in
withering of crops; large scale remissions; relinquishment of land
and; relief works?3. On the whole, while the wvariation 1in the
average rainfall was very high {standard deviation was 7.95) during
the period 1870-1900, it was relatively low (standard deviation was
5.53) during the period 1900-1950. The average rainfall was

generally high in Cumbum, Markapur, Nandyal, Nandikotkur, Sirvel
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and Koilkuntla taluks, compared to rest of the district (GOM, 1924:

23). It was also uneven across the months in a year.

Figure 2.1: Shortage (%) of South-west Rainfall (1870-1950)
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Artificial irrigation, which was mainly provided by tanks,

was grossly inadequate and was confined to a few taluks which were
also receiving good rainfall. The scanty and uncertain rainfall
together with inadequate irrigation resulted in crop failures and
famines in the years 1876-8, 1890-91, 1896-7 and 1300. To counter
the menace of recurring famines, the colonial government

constructed the Kurnool-Cuddapah canal in 1865 with an estimated

ayacut of 1.47 lakh acres. This canal which passed through the
taluks of higher rainfall, was a total disaster. Except 1in the
famine years, when irrigated dry <crops were raised, in normal

years the irrigated area was too small and made a painfully slow
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uring the period from 1900/01 to 1944/5, tanks formed
an ingp t source of irrigation. The share of irrigated area to
total sown area was small around 5 per cent (Appendix 2.1).
Moreover, about 80 per cent of the irrigated area was confined to
the taluks of Cumbum, Markapur, Nandikotkur, Nandyal and Sirvel?.
Further, irrigation was not secure as the main source of irrigation

happened to be tanks which depended on the rainfall.

2.2. THE DISTRICT PRIOR TO 1859

Prior to the British rule, village lease system existed in
this district, under which the whole village jointly paid the land
revenue. The headmen, who were responsible for the collections,
exercised authority in matters of distribution of land, fixing the
land revenue (according to the means of the ryots) and thus in
reality they became the renters (Chetty, 1886; 45). However, the
manner of imposition and collection of the revenue was arbitrary
and most 1niquitous. The revenue history of the district was
nothing but a series of acts of repression and violence on the part
of the Nawab and passive resistance or flight on the part of the

people®.

In 1840, the village lease system was replaced by the
Ryotwari Settlement (RS) under which cultivators paid land revenue
directly to the government. The unexpected introduction of RS, the
poverty of the people, the decline in prices together with a
rupture of accustomed ties’, resulted in heavy balances of revenue
(often irrecoverable), large remissions and a progressive decline
in the land revenue®. In 1843, the District Commissioner wrote

that "if bad farming, heavy balances year after year, land which
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has no saleable value and a universal struggle to reduce the size
of the farms, are proofs of the pdverty or symptoms of over
taxation, then assuredly Kurnool can produce abundance of them"
{(Chetty, 1886; 47). Moreover, the assessments were grossly unequal
as they were fixed by village officials {such as Karnams and
Reddys) and the apportionment was mostly unfair®. The influential
men in the villages favoured themselves and their friends, while
placing a disproportionately large share of the revenue burden on

the poor!t?®.

Realising these problems, the agency administration proposed
a systematic survey and settlement and favourable land revenue
rates for three years before the settlement was introduced. But,
the Board of Revenue refused to carry out any revision of
assessment pending the general survey which could begin only in the

early 1860s.

The revenue history of the transferred taluks was similar to
that of Bellary and Cuddapah districts. Scon after acquiring the
districts, Thomas Munro, the then Governor of Madras Presidency,
introduced the RS!'! in them. Under the RS the government received
land revenue in cash. Not being a pecuniary commutation for 1its
share of the produce, the assessment varied according to each
year's produce. Whereas the land revenue was very high!?, the
people were quite poor!3?. Consequently, agricultural development!t
was hampered; particularly so in Bellary district, where "most of
the farmers were, if not annual bankrupts, annual applicants for
remission". Added to that, ryots were compelled to cultivate as

much land as possible (Mukherjee, 1962; 181). Unable to relinquish
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the lands, the farmers used to abandon the rich black soil fields
and occupy 1inferior red soil fields!?. The RS was replaced by
Triennial and Decennial lease settlements, under which the revenue
pburden was even heavier!s, A revised RS reduced assessment by 25
per cent on dry and wet lands and 33 per cent on garden lands in
1821. However, the high tax burden together with famines!? and
depression in prices!® had further ruined these districts. The
land revenue collections, which marginally increased in the first
two decades of the nineteenth century, had remained virtually the
same during the period 1820-60 in Pattikonda taluk ({SRPT, 1871;

4240) .

The revenue system also hampered the development of commodity
market. Though the logic of RS was to encourage the cash crop
cultivation, which had barely picked up. There was a marked
extension of cultivation of indigo and sugarcane in the region
during the period 1800-20. However, cotton did not show a
corresponding increase due to the subsistence nature of the
ryots!?, high «cost of cultivation?® and heavy assessment?!.
Nevertheless, cotton to some extent was cultivated because of the

compulsions of land revenue payment in cash??,

Despite agrarian expansion and growth of c¢ash crop

cultivation, 1land did not become saleable due to the high
assessment. Munro felt (in 1807) that "even a remission of 50 %
would not immediately render the lands saleable. It would be
hindered ... by three factors - want of the ryot's confidence at

first in the permanence of the remission, the unwillingness of all

other castes excepting the cultivating castes to buy land and the
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general poverty of the ryots" (Mukherjee, 1962; 287). Land market
could not have developed during the period 1807-50 due to the low
prices of the agricultural commodities, availability of cultivable

wastes and a slow population growth.

Under the RS, though peasant proprietorship involving direct
relationship between cultivator and the government was sought to
be legalised and institutionalised, in practice, it had neither
prevented tenancy nor resulted in any redistribution of land
(Mukherjee and Frykenberg, 1979; 238). The inequality of land
ownership had further worsened by the extent and nature of inam
lands, for ryotwari was not the only settlement. RS "was only half
of the settlement with leaders and elite groups of the villages in
South India. Implicit if not explicit in the contents of records
is ... a 1lurking suspicion that Munro reached separate, quiet

agreement with village leaders'"?23.

I'he 1inam tenures in Kurnool district were of exceedingly
remote times. Many inams were 1llegal and they were now and then
levied a nominal tax in the first half of nineteenth century (GOM,
1948; 193-202). Under the former governments, inams did not pose
much problem as their cultivation was normally prohibited until
government lands were fully cultivated. However, with the
introduction of RS with its concomitant high land revenue, the inam
lands became more attractive (Ibid; 183). Moreover, the village -
headmen used to enter the government lands as inams on their names
with an intention of appropriating them later on (Ibid; 196). Such
an extensive cultivation of inam lands worried the colonial

officials, who favoured an imposition of a tax on inams, The
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government, however, did not adopt any remedial measure as it felt
that the high rent on government lands had compelled the ryots to
occupy inams and lowering of assessment on the former would remedy
the evil (1bid; 1813). And importantly, in the wake of rebellion
by Poligar Narasimha Reddy in the Cuddapah district, the government

did not want to take any drastic action.

The high magnitude of inam lands in the district became known
only after the appointment of the Inam Commission in 1858. 1In the
Kurnool district {hereafter Kurnool), there were 47837 land titles,
comprising an area of 8,78,913 acres with an average hypothetical
land revenue of Rs. 1.05 and the average quit-rent payable on them
was only Rs. 0.43 (Ibid; 324). Roughly half of the total lands
were gliven to 1individual families or their descendants for their
socio-religious (and political}) merit. These lands were the
richest, most cultivable and best watered in the district. Since
these lands were mostly owned by non-cultivating castes such as
Brahmins, the incidence of tenancy was quite high and disputes

between the tenants and the landlords not uncommon.

Thus, the policies of the colonial government relating to
nature, method and burden of land revenue policies resulted in an
oppressive land revenue system and a large extent of inam lands
perpetuated the iniquitous land ownership. As noted earlier, the
RS had legitimized the existing inequality and resulted in the
emergence of village elite groups, who became much more powerful
with the cultivation of partially or fully revenue free inam lands.
These lands were controlled by the non-cultivating castes such as

Brahmins and cultivating castes such as Reddys and Lingayats,
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/
whereas the other middle and lower middle castes (especially

Yadavas and Boyas) were either tenants on the inam lands or petty

land holders. Besides, they had to hire themselves out in the
labour market to eke out a subsistence. The untouchables (Malas
and Madigas) were mainly agricultural 1labourers. Thus, when

Kurnool was formed in 1859/60, people in general were poor, the
revenue burden was quite high, cash crop cultivation
inconsiderable, the land market only partially developed and the

society extremely stratified.

2.3 ECONOMIC MOBILITY OF RURAL HOUSEHOLDS (1860 - 1870)

The question of economic mobility of rural households during
the period 1860-70 assumes 1importance in the context of rising
prices in India during the Civil War in the U.S.A. The increase
in prices was 1instrumental in bringing changes in commeodity and
land markets in the district. This section, by analysing the
agrarlan expansion, changes in commodity and land markets, attempts
to capture the econcomic mobility of rural households in Kurnool

during this period.

2.3.1 Agrarian Expansion

The cultivated area (excluding inams) had only marginally
increased from 11.4 to 11.55 lakh acres during the period 1862/3
to 1870/71, while occupied area increased from 11.42 to 11.9 lakh
acres during the same period (Table 2.1). This marginal agrarian
expansion was partly due to the increase 1in prices. The prices
generally remained at a high level during this period. Table 2.2,
which compares the prices during the period 1862/3 to 1873/4 with

the averages for the earlier period 1843/4 to 1861/2, shows that
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