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A Study on the Viability of Small Paddy P'arms

5. KOMBAIRAJUY and V.5. NARASIMHAN/

Out of 120 small paddy farms, 45 per cent of the farms were viable when dig.
posable crop income alone was considered and percentage of vishle farme: incicased to

52.50, when erop and livestock income togither was considercd,

When crop, livestoch

and off-farm income were all considered 53 per cent of the farms became wichin. The

averarge Tamily expendijure of Rs. 2,814 was concidered as the base 1o

viability status of the small farms.

According to the Agricultural cen-
sus, 1971, seventy per cent of the
operational holdings in India are below
two ha whereas in Tamil MNadu farm
holdings below two ha constitute 80
percent. Income generated from thees
small holdings is not sufficient to meet
the farm and family expenditure and
make these small farms non-viable, The
various developmental programmes im-
plimented during the first three Five
Year Plan periods have not benefited
the small farmers. Hence some special
attention was paid by {he Government
to improve the condition of the small
farmers by making the small farms into
viable units. In this study an attempt
has been made to identify the viability
status of small farms based on some
economic yardsticks. The findings of
the study may be useful to policy
makers and others who are interested
in the welfare of the small farmers.

The objectives of the study are :

i) to estimate the disposable farm
income, off-farm income and family

eetormioe  the

expenditure of the small {armers;

il) to determine the viability status
of the small farms and

ili) to study the basic characteris-
tics of the viable and non-viable farms.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The study covered 20 randomly
selected villages of Madurai West and
Madurai East Panchayal Unions of
Madurai district. One hundred and
twenty small farmers having an area of
0.81 to 2.02 ha (2 to & acres) were
selected at random at the rate of 6 far-
mers per village. The farmers wers
post-siratified as owners, owner-cum-
tenanis and tenants. There weare 56
owner-operated farms, 39 owner-cum-
tenant-operated farms and 25 tenant-
operated farmers. It is @ monocrop area
and the selecied faims grow only paddy
with the help of Perivar water. Water
is available from Perivar project for
about nine months i.e, from June to
February for double crop wetlands and
for about 6 months i.e, [rom 53{]19[]1}35;
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to February for single cropwetlands.
in double crop wetlands mostly Karuna
was. grown in the first season followed
by IR 20 in the second season. where
as in the single crop wetlands mostly
long duration varieties like CO 25, and
CO 19 were grown and high vielding
varieties were grown to a limited
exent. The annual disposable farm
income, off-farm income and family ex-
penditure were worked out separately
far the three categories of the farms.
The data coliected related to the period
1873-74.

Income : Disposablefarmincome
consists of disposable crop and live-
stock income. Disposable crop income
refers to the net income from the crops
after meeting the cultivation experses
of the crop whereas the livestock in-
 come re'ers to the net income received
from the livestock after meeting the
maintenance cost of livestocks. Off-
farm income refers to the income
received by the family from off-farm
activities such as agricultural and non-
agricultural labour, services, business
etc.

Family axpenditure: The main
items of family expenditure were classi-
fied into four groups viz., (i) food, (ii)
clothing. (iii) rent, fuel and lighting, (iv)
other items (education, health, social
and religious expenditure etc.).

Viability status: The concept
of wviability is subjected 1o frequent
variation. In the Integrated Area
Development Scheme a viable farm was
defined as one whose farm income
exceaded Rs. 1800. The scheme was
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launched in 1965 and since then the
value of money has fallen due to infla-
tion. Hence at the present condition
this cannot be adopted to determine
the viabijlity status. The Naticral sam-
ple Survey observed that the net income
of the rural family should not be less
than Rs. 2000 per annum if it is to be a
vigble unit. In a study conducted by
the Department of Agricultural Econo-
mics of Tamil Nadu Agricultural
University on smasll farmers the concept
of viability was defined to mean that
the farmer's agricultural income is
suflicient enough to support self and
his family at a reasonable levels of
living and the averzge family expendi-
ture was considered as the base to
determine the viability status. In this
study aiso the average family expendi-
ture was considered as the base to
determine the viability status af the
small farms taking into account the
following income.

The average size of the sample
farms varied from 1.33 ha in case of
tenant operated farms to 1.54 ha in the
case of owner-cum-tenant operated
farms. The average size of owner
operated farms was 1.43 ha. |rrigation
intensity, cropping intensily, percen-
tage area under high vielding varieties
were found to be higher i.e. the case
of owner operated farms when com-
pared to owner-cum-tenant and tenant
operated farms (Table).

i) disposable crop income,

ii) disposable crop plus livestock
income, and

iii} disposable crop plus livestock
plus off-farm incomae.
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Table |, Characlers of the selecied farms
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Tenant 25 1.33 140 140 42.0

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Disposable crop income : Table
Il shows the frequency distribution of
selected farms according to the crop

income, Paddy crop forms the major
source of farm income to the small

{Yal, €5, Neo. 1

farmers. The disposable crop income
varied from Rs. 364 in the case of
tenants to Rs. 12,826 in the case of
owners. Reaarding the dist_ributiun of
disposable crop income abaut b7 per
cent of owner farms came under the
income range of Rs. 2001-6000 where-
as in the case of owner-cum-tenants
concentration is more (68 per cent) in
the range of Rs. 2001-5000. In the
case of the tenants about 76 per cent
of the farms came under the income
range of Rs. 100 to Rs. 2,000. .Out of
120 farms 78 farms (65 per cent) came
under the income range of Rs. 1001 to
Rs. 5000, Since 40 to 50 per cent of
the produce paddy was paid as rent
by the tenant they had very low dispos-
able crop income aiter meeting the
cultivation expenses.

TABLE |l. Freguency distribution of farms according to disposable crop income.

Sl. Class Owner Owner-cum- Tenams Toral
Mo. interval tenant :
Mo. Per cent No. Fer cent Mo.  Per cent Mo. Fer cent
1. 1— 1000 — — — — 7 22.0 7 5.83
2. 1000 — 2000 3 5.36 3] 15.38 12 45.0 21 17.50
3. 2001 — 3000 B g.02 10 25.64 4 16.0 19 15,83
4, 3001 — 4000 g 16.07 10 25,64 1 4.0 =0 16.G67
5. 4001 — 5000 10 17.86 7 1785 ' 1 a0 18 15.00
6. BO001 — 6000 8 14.28 2 5.13 — — 10 ©.33
7. 6001 — 7000 4 7.14 4 10.26 — s B G.67
8. 7001 — 8000 3 5.36 = —_ — _— 3 2.5p
9. BOO1 — 2000 3 5.36 — _ — — .3  2.50
10. 90017 — 10000 _ 2 3.57 —_— — _ —_— 2 1.67
11. 10001 — 11000 3 5.36 — — s - 2 2.8D
12, 11001 — 12000 3 5.36 — —_ P i 3 2.50
13. 12001 — 13000 3 5.36 —— — —_— — a  9.50
Total 56 100,00 39 100.00 25 100.00 120 100.00
CAverane disposable crap
income/farm Rs. 5943 Rs. 3623 Rs. 1567 Re. 4245
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Family expenditure : The Table
Il gives the datails of family expendi-
ture for different categories of farmers.
The average expenditure for owners,
owner-cum-tenants worked out Rs,
4028, Rs. 3932 and Rs. 3151 respecti-
vely. The overall average for all the
three categories worked out to Rs.3814.
It is also found that expenditure, *'other
‘items’ (education, health, social and
religious expenditure, etc.) progressively
decreases from 12.28 per cent in the

TABLE 11l. Pattern
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case of owner-operators to 7.78 per
cent in the case of tenants. About
seventy five per cent of the tamily
expenditure of the small farmers was
allotted for food. Though there was
not much variation in the size of the
family among the three categories of
farmers the annual average family ex-
penditure was comparatively lower in
the case of tlenants due to their low
incomes.

of family expenditure (in rupses)

Type of tenancy Food Clothing Rent, fuel Others (edusation, Taotal
. and light health, social and
religious etc)
Owners 2908 431 195 494 £028
(72.18) {10.69) (4.85) (12.28) (100.00)
Owner-cum-tenant 2987 4085 130 410 3832
(75.95) (10.30) (3.33) (10.42) {100.00)
Tenan!t 2502 292 112 245 3151
(79.40) { 9.27) (3.55) { 7.78) (100.00)
Overall average 2848 383 157 415 814
(74.70) (10.32) (4.10) (10.88) (100.00)

{Figures in the parenthesis denote the percentage to total expendiiure).

Viability of small farms; Table
IV shows the viability status of the
farms when the category wise average

family expenditures were considered as
the base. Out of 120 farms only 55
farms (4583 per cent) were viable

TABLE V. Viability bazed on the average family expenditure of ewner, owner-cum-tanants and tenants
separately

Mo. of viable farms

Type of tenancy Mo. of Family

farms expendi-

Based on dispos-
able crop income

Basaed on dispos-
able crop + live-
stock income

Based on dispos-

able crop -+ live-

stock 4 off-farm
income

Percentage  No.

Porecentade Moo Percentage

turo alone
Mo.
Ownor 56 4028 39
Owner-cum-tenant 39 3932 14
Tenant 256 3151 2

Total 120 — £5

69.G4 41 73.21 45 BD.25
35,90 19  48.71 22 56.41

.00 4 16.00 B 32.00
45,83 fid 53.33 75 G2.50
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when disposable crop income alone  the base out of 120 farms (45.0 per
was considered and the number of cent) were viable when the disposable
viable farms increased to 64 (53.33 per crop income alone was considered, 63
cent) when crop and livestock income farms (52.50 per cent) became viable
together was considered and 75 farms when the dispesable crop anc_i Ilwalst_nch
(62.5) became viable when crop, live- income was considered. Seventy one
stock and off-farm income were all farms (59 per cent) became viable when
considered. crop, livestock and off-farm income

When the overall average family were all considered,

expenditure of Rs.3,814 was taken as

-

TABLE V. Viability based on the overall average family expenditere of 120 farms.
Mo. of viabla farms

Type of tepancy MNo,of Family ex- Based on disposal Based on disposal Based on dispesal
farms pendijiie  crop income alons crop <+ livesioch crop + livestock
income -+ off-farm income
Mo. Percentage Mo, FPercentage No. . Porcentage
Ownar E6 3814 38 69.64 41 73.21 43 B0.75
Owner-cum-tenants 39 agia 14 35.80 18 48.71 22 56.41
Tenants 25 3814 1 4.00 3 12.00 4 16,00
Total 120 — 54 54.00 63  52.50 71 5816
There was no difference in the considered as the base, number of
viability status of owner-operated farms viable farms was eight when compared
and owner-cum-tenant farms when 1o four when the overall aversge was
overall average family expenditure and considered as the base,
tenancywise average family eéxpenditurs
were considered seperately. Only in Charecteristics of viable and
the case of tengnts when the average non-viable farms : In 2il the cate-
family expenditure for tenants was gories of farms viz., owner, owner-cum-

TABLE VI. Cheracieristics of visble and non-viable farm

. e T SEN———

Owners Ownor-cum-tenants Tenanls
Particulars "u"i_a_hle Mon-viable Viabla Non-viable u;;:[,i; Non-viable
Average size of the farm .
{in hoctares) 1.54 1.18 1.78 1.40 2.23 1.9
Irrigation intansity
{Percentage) 166 108 161 120 200 136G
Cropping iniensity
{Parcentage) : 166 108 161 1386 200 136
Parcentage area coverad undor :
high viglding varieties 71.0 19.5 6E6.7 36.1 80.0 28.8
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terfantand tenant, the average size of
the 1'arm* the irrigation intensity, cropp-
i"n_g intensity and the percentage area
under High Yielding Varieties of paddy
was more in the case of viable farms
than the non-viable farms.

Conclusions : About 76 per cent
of the tenants get a low annual income
below Rs, 2000.00 and this category
needs assistance. Non-viable small
farms can be made viable by increasing
the intensity of irrigation, cropping
intensity and growing High Yielding
Varieties. Inthe case of single crop
wet lands if wells are sunk a second

crop can be grown after paddy but this -

is detered by high degree of fragmen-
tation of wet land holdings. Only
after consolidation of these fragmented
holdings sinking of wells could be
thought of. Besides crop production
dairying can also be taken by the small
farmers as subsidiary enterprise to
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increase the farm income. Since agri-
cultural operations are only seasonal
in paddy farms other agro-based cot-
tage indusiries may be established to
use the excessive labour providing them
with employment opportunities to in-
crease their income. The straw avail-
able from the first crop of paddy which
is mostly damaged by rains at the time
of harvest may be used for manufactur-

ing straw beard and this will provide
some employment. Rice based coltage

industries such as production cf popped
rice, beaten rice may be encouraged.
There is also a case for an elevent of
differential subsidies in favour of
non-viable farms to enable them to take
advantage of modern technology and
became viable.
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