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The preceeding two chapters attempted a broad sketch 

of the changes in the size of operational holdings both at 

the all level and at the level of states. In the final 

analysis, it is useful to present the results in a nutshell 

and account for the phenomenon. Future course of action may 

also be indicated broadly,

6,1 CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE SIZE OF OPERATIONAL HOLDINGS

IN INDIA,

The average size of a holding in a country is a good 

indicator of the state of health of its agricultural economy. 

If it declines over a period of time, it would mean, on the 

average lesser area is available for cultivation to each 

operational holding. The changes in the average size of 

operational holdings as revealed by the NSS Rounds and 

Agricultural censuses are put in juxtaposition in Table 6,1.
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Table 6.1

Changes in the average size of operational hodings
in India

Average size of holdings 
Report (in hectares)

1. National Sample Survey = 8th Round 2.20

2. National Sample Survey * 16th Round 2.70

3. National Sample Survey * 17th Round 2.64

4. Agricultural Census = 1970-71 2.30

5. Agricultural Census = 1976-77 2.00

6. Agricultural Census = 1980-81 1.82

Source : Compiled from, Government of India, National Sample 
Survey, 8th, 16th, & 17th Rounds and Agricultural 
Censuses- 1970-71, 1976-77 4 1980-81, New Delhi.

The average size of holding increased from 2,20 

hectares in 1953-54 (NSS 8th round) to 2.70 hectares in

1960- 61 (NSS 16th round) but declined to 2.64 hectares in

1961- 62 (17th round). From 1970-71 to 1980-81 it declined 

at a faster rate; it uas 2.30 hectares in 1970-71, declined 

to 2.00 hectares in 1976-77 and further to 1.82 hectares in 

1980-81. In brief, over a period of 27 years the average

size of holdings declined from 2.2o hectares to 1.82 hectares 

revealing thereby a declining trend.





N
ot

e : 
R

ef
er

en
ce

 pe
ri

od
 : N

.S
.S

. 8t
h R

ou
nd

 -M
aj

or
 cro

p s
ea

so
n 1

95
3-

54
N

.S
.S

. 16
th

 Fr
ou

nd
 -Ju

ly
 19

60
-J

un
e 19

61
 

N
.S

.S
. 17

th
 Ro

un
d - S

ep
t. 1

96
1-

 Ju
ly

 19
62

-8
1

(00p
*6
••

12
.1

0

14
.2

0

21
.2

0

29
.7

0

22
.8

0 00*001
oCO
rH

«« : Nu
m

be
r 09*95 12

.0
0

14
.0

0 00*6 2.
40

00*001

LLr A
re

a

10
.7

0

12
.8

0

19
.9

0

30
.4

0

26
.2

0 00*001
s 

19
76

: Nu
m

be
r :

54
.6

0 o
rHI*
<©
rH 14

.3
0 00*01 3.

00

00*1001
-7

1
j Ar

ea

00*6

11
.9

0

18
.5

0

29
.7

0

30
.9

0 oo
.

oo
rH

• • : 
19

70
: Nu

m
be

r

oo.
T~in

o
Ov.
CO
rH 18

.0
0

11
.2

0

3.
90

00*001

p
3 CM 
O VO 
DC 1

n)<uP
<
—

98*9

12
.3

2

20
.7

0

31
.1

7 m
<S\

•
CO
CM 10

0.
00

X VO +> O'* r- iH 
rH ^

s Nu
m

be
r

39
.0

7

22
.6

2 08*61 13
.9

9

4.
52 oo

•
oo
rH

>1(U
>
iH0
M

p
3 rH O VO

DC 1

s Area 6.
71

12
.1

7

19
.9

5

30
.4

7

30
.7

0 o
o
.

oo
rH

0) 
<—1 
g 
a 
m tn

o x: vo 
-P-o \0 H 
t-H ^

*« •• : Nu
m

be
r

40
.7

0

22
.2

6

18
.8

5

13
.4

5

4.
74

00*001

rH
fljc0•H
-P
(0

p ---
c3 in 0 1

DC m in 
,3 (Ti

rHCO

•• ••

: Ar
ea 5.
58

10
.0

2

18
.5

6

29
.2

2

36
.6

2 00*001
i Nu

m
be

r

56
.1

5

15
.0

8 o\
rH•
<C“H

CM
CM

•
O
rH 4.

22

00*001
C

at
eg

or
y o

f h
ol

di
ng

s 
an

d si
ze

 gr
ou

p

M
a 

rg
 in

a 1
(le

ss
 tha

n 1 
ha

.)
Sm

a 
11

(l.
O

 ha
. to

 2.0
 ha

.)
Se

m
i-M

ed
iu

m
 

(2
.0

 to
 4.0

 ha
.) «

ftJ
sc
o

•
o
rH

0
i44

-H O
P •

QJ
>o

sccO

•
b
sc
oCJ) .u o

<C rH1-i ’ A
ll c

at
eg

or
ie

s

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 dis

tr
ib

ut
io

n o
f nu

m
be

r an
d ar

ea
 of 

la
nd

 ho
ld

in
gs

 in 
19

53
-5

4
th

ro
ug

h 19
80

-8
1

12
t

Ta
bl

e 6
.2

So
ur

ce
 : Co

m
pi

le
d fr

om
 Go

ve
rn

m
en

t of
 Ind

ia
, . 

N
.S

 .S
. 8t

h,
 16t

h &
 17

th
 rou

nd
s an

d 
A

gr
ic

ul
tu

ra
l cn

es
us

 -19
70

-7
1,

 197
6-

77
 & 1

98
0-

81
, Ne

w
 D

el
hi

.



122

6.2 DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER AND AREA OF LAND
HOLDINGS FROM 1953-54 to 1980-81

In Table 6.2 the percentage distribution of the number 

and area under five categories corresponding to the NSS 8th 

round of 1953-54, 16th round of 1960-61, 17th round of 1961-62 

and Agricultural Census of 1970-71, 1976-77, and 1980-81 are 

given. The size distribution of number of holdings and area 

of holdings has been classified into five categories, viz., 

marginal, (less than 1 hectare) small, (1.2 hectares), 

semi-medium, (2-4 hectares), medium (4-10 hectares) and large 

(10 hectares and above) on the lines of Agricultural Censuses. 

The trends in each can be noted,

6.2.1 Number of holdings

Marginal holdinas :

With reference to 1953-54, the number of marginal 

holdings declined from 56.15 percent to 40.70 percent in 1960-61 

and further to 39.07 percent in 1961-62, This trend was 

houever, reversed in later years so that the proprtion shot 

upto 51 percent in 1970-71, to 54,60 percent in 1976-77 and 

finally reached to 56,60 percent in 1980-81 thus returning to 

the 1953-54 positoon. It appears that the uptrend unleashed 

since the sixtees would continue in future.

Small holdinas :

The number of small holdings also exhibited trend 

similar to that of marginal holdings, in the initial decade.
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Their proportion uent up from 15.08 percent in 1953-54 to 

22. 26 percent in 1960-61 and Further to 22.62 in the Following 

year. Agricultural Census oF 1970-71 registered a Fall at 

18.9 percent and the succeeding two censuses recorded a 

Further Fall at 18,1 percent and 18.0 percent respectively. 

Thus, the seventies have clearly marked a downtrend in this 

re spect.

Semi-medium holdings :

The changes in semi-medium holdings were on parallel 

lines with those in small holdings involving an uptrend in the 

FiFties and downtrend in the ;sixties and seventies. Their 

share shot up From 14,19 percent in 1953-54 to 19.80 percent 

in 1961-62 and then ultimately slashed down to 14 percent in 

1980-81, that is, slightly below the 1953-54 position.

Medium holdinos :

Similar to the semi-medium holdings was the behaviour 

oF medium holdings the share oF which uent up From 10.22 in 

1953-54 to 13.99 in 1960-61. The decline set in the later 

years ultimately brought down the share to 9 percent in 1980-81 

which was lower than 1953-54 percentage.

Laroe holdinos ;

The proportion oF large holdings increased slightly in

19 60 - 61 and declined marginally in 1961-62. This declining
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tendency continued in 1970-71, 1976-77 and 1980-81. The 

1980-81 position of large holdings (2,4. percen t) was much 

lower than the 1953-54 position (4.22 percent).

On the whole, the N5S data has revealed a declining 

trend in the proportion of the number of holdings in case of 

marginal holdings alone and pari passu an uptrend in case of 

all other size-groups. Agricultural Census data, on the other 

hand, has pointed out exactly opposite picture in which there 

has been an increasing trend for marginal holdings as against 

decreasing trend for rest of the size categories. Possible 

explanation for this phenomenon can be increasing man-land 

ratio under increasing pressure of population as well as 

consequences of land reform programmes. In latter case, people 

managed to . escape the new legislations that came in the 

nineteen fifties by manipulating ,1 and records and by attempting 

partitions on paper only. These endeavours and other measures 

under land reforms must have got momentum since the sixties.

6. 2. 2 Area of operational holdjnos

Waroinal holdjnos :

The proportion of area of operational holdings under 

marginal holding consistently increased in 1960-61, 1961-62, 

1970-71, 1976-77 and 1980-81 and it became almost double in 

the period from 5.58 percent in 1953-54 to 12.1o percent in 

1980-81.
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Small holdjnos j

The proportion of area of operational holdings under 

small holdings increased in 19 60 - 61 (12. 17 percent) and in 

1961-62 (12.32 percent) but marginally declined in 1970-71 

(11.90 percent). It again increased to 12.80 percent in 

1976-77 and 14.20 percent in 1980-81.

Semi-medium :

The proportion of area of operational holdings under 

semi-medium size also changed similar to the small holdings 

showing an increase upto 19.95 percent and 20.70 percent in 

19 60 - 61 and 1961-62. It slumped to 18.50 percent in 1970-71 

but recovered to 19.90 percent in 1976-77 and further to 

21.20 percent in 1980-81. So that in 1980-81 the percentage 

area of operational holdings under semi-medium size remained 

on higher scale than 1953-54.

Wedium t

The percentage area of operational holdings under 

medium size exhibited an increasing trend over 1953-54 to 

1961-62 and by and large a constant trend thereafter with the 

result, however, that the percentage of 1980-81 (29.70 percent) 

was marginally higher than that in 1953-54 (29. 22 percent).
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L aroe :

The percentage area of operational holdings under 

large size revealed a downtrend through out the period 

under consideration. The change is conspicuous as the share 

of 36.62 percent in 1953-54 slumped to 22.80 percent in 1980-81,

In sum, it appears that over the entire period from 

1953-54 to 1980-81, on the whole, the percentage of area 

under marginal, small and semi-medium, sizes had an increasing 

trend, that under madium size had a constant trend while that 

under large size had a declining trend.

6. 2. 3 Number and area of holding

Now a consolidated position of trends in number and 

area can be presented briefly. In case of marginal land size, 

though there was downtrend and lateron an uptrend in the 

number of holdings, there was a continuous uptrend in the 

area covered, Uith small sized holdings, though initial 

uptrend throughout. For semi-medium size, though the number 

of holdings passed through uptrend and downtrend, area covered 

had an overall uptrend. Medium size holdings exhibited overall 

declining trend for the number of holdings but a very moderately 

upward slanting trend for the area. Finally, both the number 

and area of large-sized holdings had a conspicuously declining 

trend. An this brings out the inference that the number and 

area of land under the first three categories, namely,
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marginal, snail and semi^medium were swelling over the period 

by a contraction of those under medium and large sizes.

6.3 CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE SIZE OF OPERATIONAL HOLDINGS

IN DIFFERENT STATES

In Table 6.3, the av/erage size of holdings in different 

states in India corresponding to the National Sample Survey 

16th and 17th rounds and Agricultural Censuses of 1970-71, 

1976-77 and 1980-81 is given. In 16th round (1960-61) the 

average size of holdings in India was 2,70 hectares, the states 

above the all-India average size were Raj astan, Gujarat, 

Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra. and Punjab, and below 

the average were Assam, Bihar, Dammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu 

(Madras), Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, and West Bengal, Andhra 

Pradesh equalled the national average. Raj astan had the highest 

size (5,61 hectares) and Kerala the lowest 0.B0 hectares).

According to the National Sample Survey of 17th round 

the average of a holding for the country was 2,64 hectares.

The states above the all-India average size were Andhra Pradesh, 

Karnataka (Mysore), Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Gujarat,

Punjab and Raj astan, and below the average were Assam, Bihar, 

Dammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu (Madras), Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, 

Orissa and Uest Bengal. Rajastan (5.58 hectares) and Kerala 

(0.75 hectares) continued to hold the top and bottoft positions.
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Table 6.3

Changes in the average size of operational holdings in 

different states from 1960-61 to 1980-81

(in hectares^
National Sample Survey Agricutural Census

State 16th Round 17th round 1970-71 1976-77 1980-81

Andhra Pradesh 2.70 2.89 2.5 1 2.34 1.87
A ssam 1.68 1.47 1.47 1.37 1.36
Bihar 1.63 1.53 1.52 1.11 0.99
Guj arat 4.87 4.51 4.11 3.71 3.45
Haryan a N. A. N.A. 3.77 3.58 3.52
3ammu & Kashmir 1.57 1.43 0.94 1.07 0.99
K arn atak a 3.91 4.13 3.20 2.98 2.73
M adhy a P radesh . 4.10 4.01 4.00 3.58 3.42
M aharash tra 5.31 4.67 4.28 3.66 2.95

Tamil Nadu 1.58 1.50 1.45 1.25 1.07
Uttar Pradesh 1.87 1-80 1.16 1.0 5 1.01
Kerala 0.80 0.75 0.69 0.49 0.43
Manipur N.A. N.A. 1.16 1.12 1.24

M egh alay a N. A. N.A. 1.69 1.74 1.74

N agal and N.A. N.A. 5.4o 7.61 7.41

0 rissa 1.87 1.99 1.89 1.60 1.59

T ripura N.A. N.A. 1.02 1.25 1.08
Himachal Pradesh N.A. N.A. 1.53 1.63 1.54

Punjab 4.54 3.87 2.89 2.74 3.79
Raj astan 5.61 5.58 5.46 4.65 4.44

Sikkim N.A. N.A. N.A. 2.56 1.94

West Bengal 1.58 1.56 1.20 0.99 0.94

All India 2.70 2.64 2.30 2.00 1.82

N.A, = Not Available

Note ; Reference period = NSS 16tfct-Round = 1960-61 
-------  = NSS 17th Round « 1961-62
Source i Compiled from Government of India, National Sample Survey 

16th, 17th rounds and Agricultural Censuses-of 1970-71, 
1976-77 and 1980-81, New Delhi.
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As per the Agricultural Census of 1970-71 the average 

size of holding for the country was 2.3o hectares, the states 

above the all-India average were Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, 

Haryana, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Nagaland, 

Punjab and Rajastan, and below the average were Assam, Bihar, 

3ammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Orissa, Tripura, Himachal Pradesh and West 8engal. 

Rajastan and Kerala maintained their top and bottom positions.

According to Agricultural Census of 1976-77 the average 

size of holding in India was 2 hectares. The states above the 

all-India average were Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Haryana, 

Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Nagaland, Punjab, 

Rajastan and Sikkim and belou the average uere, Assam, Bihar, 

3ammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, Manipur, 

Meghalaya, Orissa, Tripura Himachal Pradesh and West Bengal.

The top position was conceded to Nagaland (7.61 hectares) 

while Kerala continued to be at the bottom (0.49 hectares).

It is reported in the Agricultural Census of 1980-81 

that the average size of holding in India was 1.82 hectares.

The states above the all^India average were, Andhra Pradesh, 

Maharashtra, Nagaland, Punjab, Rajastan and Sikkim and below 

the average were Assam, Bihar, 3ammu & Kashmir, Tamil Nadu, 

Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, Maniour, Meghalaya, Orissa, Tripura,



Himachal Pradesh and Uest Bengal. Nagaland and Kerala maintained 

their highest and lowest positions with 7,41 hectare and 0.43 

hectare respectively.

From the above given details it is clear that in the 

twentytuo states under study from 1960-61 to 1980-81, Andhra 

Pradesh, Gujarat, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Punjab, 

Rajastan, Haryana, Nagaland (for the last two states information 

is available only from 1970-71) and Sikkim (data available 

from 1976-77) were above the average size of all-India and 

the remaining states (Assam, Bihar, Oammu & Kashmir, Tamil 

Nadu, Uttar Pradesh, Kerala, Uest Bengal, Manipur, Meghalaya, 

Orissa, Tripura, Himachal Pradesh (for the last five states 

data is available from 1970-71) were below the average size of 

all-India. Furthermore, among all the states, Rajastan 

maintained the top position till 1970-71 but lateron it was 

relegated to second position by Nagaland, Kerala, however, 

continued to hold the bottom position all the while with 

average size less than a hectare.

One points needs to be noticed in this context. The 

states in which the size of holdings has all the while remained 

above the national average mostly happen to be the ones 

wherein agricultural production has been substantial and has 

formed the major chunk of the national output. Among the states 

having land size below the national average, the contribution
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of Uttar Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, West Bengal and Kerala to the 

national agricultural output is also significant, no doubt. 

Here comes, therefore, the issue of relationship between the 

size of operational holding and productivity of the land.

When states having average size of land holdings above or 

below the national average have shown their capacity to 

produce substantial output, effective use of the latest 

technology assumes more importance than the actual size of 

holding.

6.4 CAUSES FOR DIMINUTION OF THE SIZE OF HOLDINGS

The foregoing statistical details have revealed that 

a persistent diminution of the average size of operational 

holding has been a national phenomenon occurring in every 

state with occasional exceptions here and there. It is 

necessary, therefore, to account for the developmen t. Major 

factors are enumerated below.

1. Pressure of population

India has been facing a problem of its fast growing 

population which has shot up from 36 crores in 1951 to 68 

crores in 1981. This nearabout doubling of the population 

within three decades has obviously increased the pressure of 

people depending on agriculture. Consequently, with every 

increase in population, land got divided and sub-divided among 

a large number of peoole thus lowering the average of holdings 

through time.
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2. Decline of Joint family

In the past the joint family system kept the size of 

farms intact, despite the rise in the number of family 

members from generation to generation. But now this system is 

breaking up fast under the influence of new employment 

opportunities, education, western thoughts, etc. As a result 

with division of the family the grown-up successors desire 

to manage their own farm share independently to avoid family 

bickerings and litigations. A small independent farm is 

preferred to a large joint farm.

3. Law of inheritance

According to the laws of succession, all sons and 

daughters are entitled to an equal share in the ancestral 

property. As a result, even large agricultural estates get 

divided and sub-divided with every generation. Importantly, 

very often the successors insist on dividing equally, within 

feasible limits, every separate piece of land and thus 

contribute to emergence of fragmented holdings.

4. Attachment to land

In India the possession of land is considered a 

matter of prestige, social status, and security. Therefore, 

peple stick to land however small may be the size of land.

As a result, nobody leaves his share; instead, he insists
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on taking his part and retaining it, leading to splitting up 

of land into small pieces.

5. Crop-sharing

Large number of landowners in India do not cultivate 

land themselves, but get it cultivated by others on the basis 

of crop-sharing. In making such arrangements, landlords donot 

give the entire l3nd or even a big chunk to any one. Instead 

they lease it to many tenants, each one getting a small piece. 

This he does to keep his troubles to the minimum and also to 

escape the legal traps. In these cases the size of land 

becomes snail in the operational sense without the ownership 

being affected.

6. Indebtedness and the money lender

It has been seen that quite often the farmer, under 

heavy debt, sells part of his land to pay off his debts.

Again, it has been found that the moneylender traps the 

illiterate farmer into taking loans with the sole aim of 

getting hold of his land which in turn, affects the size of 

holdings.

7. The decline of handicrafts and village industries

Another importsnt and historical factor for the small 

sized holdings in the country is the decline of village 

handicrafts. The handicrafts had provided employment and a
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source of livelihood to the artisans. Owing to competition 

from machine-made goods, the artisans were forced to leave 

their occupations and fall back on agriculture. This has 

also lead to reduction in the sized of holdings.

8. Land reforms programme

As a measure of institutional reforms in agriculture, 

land reforms programme was initiated since the First Five Year 

Plan. It has caused long-standing consequences on the 

agrarian structure of the country. Tenancy reforms were aimed 

at security of tenure to the tenant and fixation of rents.

In practical life, however, the landlords anyhow ejected many 

of their tenants by alloting them a small portion of the total 

holding. Even the law permitted this kind of compromise to 

bring an end to the tenancy practice. By this process,, the 

ten an t-at-will was made owner of the land but of a small piece 

of land. Another measure was ceilings on land holdings. 

Surplus land over and above the official ceiling was acquired 

by the government and redistributed among small and marginal 

farmers and landless labourers in small bits. At the same 

time, to escape the surrender of surplus land above ceiling, 

large landholders effected family partitions mostly on paper 

as also benami transfers of such land, so that for the 

purposes of land record the number of holdings increased with 

each holding size remaining below the ceiling limits.
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9. Redistribution of reclaimed land

Agricultural development programme through Five Year 

Plans envisaged reclaimation of waste land for cultivation 

purpose to meet the country's demand for higher agricultural 

production. Such reclaimed land uas redistributed in small 

pieces to the small and marginal farmers and landless 

agricultural labourers. Hence, the number of small and 

marginal holdings increased sharply.

10. Bhoodan Movement

The non-official Bhoodan Movement piloted by Acharya 

Vinoba Bhave am aimed at a redistribution of landed property 

through voluntary gifts of land. Normally, the big landowners 

parted with a portion of their land under social pressure 

caused by the movement. Moderate-si zed pieces of such lands 

uere then transferred to the landless labourers thus swelling 

the number of small holdings.

11. Unsatisfactory orooress of consolidation and

cooperative farmino

The land reforms measures involved a very ambitious 

programme for consolidation of existing uneconomic holdings.

In practice, the activity was pursued at a slow pace due to 

legal problems faced in the process as also taugh resistance 

from the people. Therefore, the pace of reduction in the 

number of small holdings through consolidation always remained
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less than that of increase in the number of smaller holdings 

through other developments.

Similarly, development of cooperative farming was 

another facet of the land reforms programme. This measure 

also aimed at making small-_sized holdings operation ally 

economical through preferably cooperative joint cultivation.

But for various known reasons the small cultivators did not 

adhere to this kind of activity and preferred to be associated 

with service cooperative societies. Mo st of the small landowners 

thus continued to struggle with their small piece of land.

6.5 LINES OF IMPROVEMENT

The cultivation of small holdings poses a variety of 

problems. It reduces the productivity and production. It may 

not employ the basic infrastructure that the farmer has to 

maintain to carry on his agricultural operations. For example, 

a pair of bullocks, a plough and other implements may not be 

utilised to their full capacity through out the year. Income 

from the tiny plots is not even adequate to meet the costs of 

bullocks and the cultivator. Generally speaking, all fixed 

costs bear a larger proportion to the value of the product 

uith every diminution, after a certain point, in the size of 

the holding. There is great waste of area in small holdings; 

a great many more hedges, paths, etc. are required and the 

total area wasted in this manner is very considerable. The
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employment of labour saving devices such as tractors, 

threshers, uinnouers, etc., is impossible for the small holder 

unless there is some form of co-operation or union efforts and 

resources which, however, is not easily achieved. Thus the 

small size of a holding neither leaves the necessary 

opportunities nor the incentives to make the process of 

agricultural activity an economical one.

To make the size of holding suitable for operational 

efficiency, it is of utmost importance that the size of 

existing small holdings be increased. Of course, the extent 

f/0 to which it should be raised depends upon several factors 

which differ from place to place. It may be that all the 

snail farms cannot be increased in size in view of the overall 

scarcity of land in the country. In that case the aim should 

be to raise the size of maximum number of uneconomical farms. 

Towards this, several measures can be suggested,

1. Under the policy of ceiling, the surplus land available 

should be used to increase the size of holdings of those whose 

farms are uneconomic in size.

2. Land available through reclamation should be used for 

increasing the -size of holdings wherever possible. Otherwise, 

tenant cooperative farming system be adopted for such land.

3. Besides increasing the size, it is necessary that further 

sub-division and fragmentation of holdings be prevented. This
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requires modifications of existing laws of inheritance in 

such a manner that holdings of minimum size are not allowed 

to be sub-divided in all the states.

4. Restrictions should be made on purchases and sales of 

lands which result in reducing the size of holdings.

5. Population control will also help in preventing the 

fall of size of holdings.

6. The country should provide for withdrawing farmers having 

tiny holdings from the work of cultivation to some non-

agricultural work. This will necessitate the establishment of 

agro-industries, and small scale and cottage industries in 

each village to find work for such agriculturists. The land 

thus released can be joined with other tiny pieces to make 

them operationally viable farms.

7. The work of consolidation should be made compulsory in 

all the states and given momentum.

8. It should be made obligatory for those whose holdings do

not come up to the size of economic holdings to join cooperatives. 

Here very small farmers can pool their lands and operate more 

efficiently. These farmers will continue to be owners of 

their land, and will share the surplus produce as per their 

contribution of the land.

Despite these suggestions, the task of reducing the 

number of small holdings comes up against certain difficulties.
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Broadly speaking, these are of two types. In the first 

place, the Indian farmer, through centuries, has been so 

wedded to land that its possession is a part of his existence. 

Culturally, socially and economically, he feels the 

necessity of keeping the paper ownership. Secondly, the 

farmer finds himself surrounded by an atmosphere where he sees 

that it is the power of private props 

with no alternatives open to him, he 

with his land howsoever small it may be for the sake of any 

organisation. Therefore, the problem of increasing the size 

of small sized holding can be solved by the measures which 

would prepare the small holder to adopt the directions.

Changes in legal provisions, notwithstanding this, are badly 

needed. Implementation machinery also needs to be geared 

fully to the task undertaken since the launching of the process 

of planned economic development in the country.

rly that rules supreme, 

s not inclined to oart


