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FOREWORD

I congratulate Sri Charan Singh on this excellent book. One need
not agree with all his conclusions to admit that it is a most timely publi-
cation.

Agriculture has always occupied a very important place in Indian
economy. We had several important industries in the past and the
prcducts of cur looms had earned a great distinction fcr themselves in
the markets of the world, Today, we are launching upon a powerful
drive for industrialisation. We wish, and quite rightly, to produce goods
that will not only meet our own requirements but find a market for them-
selves outside the country and, incidentally, earn foreign exchange for us.
But no matter what happens, we cannot afford to relegate agriculture to a
secondary position. The success of our industrial schemes in the Second
and subsequent Five Year Plans depends upon the avoidance of inflation
and this, in its turn, depends upon the supply of consumer goods keepin}
pace with the amounts of money that ‘will. become available to the ever-
increasing number of workers of all grades who will gain employment as
the years go by. Among people with a low standard of life, expenditure
on focd occupies a position of primacy. The production of food must,
therefure, go up considerably. Incidentally, this will save us the crores
of rupees which, little as we can afford this, we have to spend upon the
purchase of fiod abroad. It is the acceptance of this unescapable
logic which has prompted the Planning Commission to place before the
country the figure of 40% above the production of the previous
quinquennium as the target for the current five-year period.

There may be some difference of opinion about emphasis and
priority but, quite obviously, it is common ground that there should be
the fullest exploitation of all those means—water, manure, good seeds—
which conduce to improvement in  Agriculturc. On the one hand, soil
erosion has to be combated, on the other new land has, where possible,
to be brought under the plough. Systems of land tenure which hamper
initiative have to be abolished and the latest techniques, based on scienti-
fic research and the experience of other lands, have to be brought to the
knéwlodgc of our farmer. All this sounds like a repetition of conven-
tional truisms but it is the cumulative effect of these measures which, in
the end, dctermines the distance between prosperity and penury.



There are many, however, who believe that this line of approach
does not go far enough. They feel that our salvation lies in large-scale
farming. What they say cannot be lightly brushed aside. There are
obvious advantages in having large farms. The experience of countries
like the United States bears this out. They feed themselves and are able
to sell their grain outside with considerable profit. Afier the Revolution,
Russia also went in for large-scale farming There are obvious differen-
ces between the American and the Russian patterns. In the former case,
the ta.ws are owned by individual farmers; in the latter, they are col-
lectives, which are units very much similar to factories, where the
producer has the status merely of a workman, working fcr wages. In
cither case, a much smaller number of people would be employed than
would be pcssible if the plots were cut up into. economic holdings belong-
ing to individuals. It would not be irrelevant to take into account the
qQuestions of principle involved in a consideration of the relative merits of
these systems. Capitalism, Sccialism, Ccmmunism and De¢mccracy all
these will claim our attention And it would be unwise to ignore the
heavy price in blood and tears, that will have to be paid if we decide to
exchange small- scale peasant proprietorship for large farms, whether
under individual or collectivised control. And then there is the problem
of our increasing population, with its already high percentage of unem-
ployed and under-employed people. Both the United States and Russia
have larger areas and smaller populations than India. It would be a
piece of criminal fully to create a new class of uncmployed men by trying
to change our present system in a hurry befor¢c we have made sure that
everyone thrown out of employment as a result of the change will find
gainfull employment elsewhere.

The dangers inherent in attempting a change-over to either of these
two patterns are realised by many people who are, never-the-less, convine-
ed that our salvation lies in large-scale farms. Itis in this context that
the slogan of co-operative farming is raised. It is believed to
combine th> psychological virtues of peasant propriet.rship with the
practical advantages of big farming. There is no furcible dislodgment
from their holdings of large numbers of middle-class cultivators and no
incitement to the farmer to destroy his live-stcck and under-cultivate his
holding, which hampered for such a long time the steps taken to instal
collective farming in Russia. If reports reccived from Russia now and
then are to be believed, such sabotage has not entirely c2ased even now
and is a perpetual headache to the Communist Party in Russia and the
Government of the USSR. China, we are told, has adopted the Co-



operative Farming pattern very rapidly and has made marvellous progress
in agriculture as a result. We are invited to follow in her footsteps.
We have received copious reports about the work accomplished in China
and some of our most distinguished -leaders have exhorted us to adopt
this system as quickly as possible.

The question, therefore, is no longer one of merely academic
interest. It has, within the last few months, acquired a great importance
and urgency. Decisions of a vital nature affecting many intricate aspects
of our corporate life have to be taken. Not only the economic but the
social set-up of rural life will be profuundly changed and the laws con-

cerning land-tenure and even inheritance cannot remain un-affected for
long.

It is necessary, therefore, notto be carried away by catch-words
and slogans but to study the question in all its aspects dispassionately.
The whole-future of the nation can be altered for the worse by an unwise
decision. It is the duty of those who are in a position to take decisions
affecting the lives and fortunes of crores of men, born and un-born, not
to be rushed into adopting hasty measures. Delay, is, after all, only
delay but undue haste may spell disaster,

Sri Charan Singh has provided all of us with sample material for
thought. He is convinced that co-operative farming will end in an
expensive failure and has collected facts and figures from authentic
and varied sources, including scme from Russia itself, to show that
collective farming has belied the expectations raised by it. It must be
remembered, as he points out, that co-operative farming is cnly a first
step tcwards collectivization. He has not had time to analyse the #social
and other implications of the measure. Probably, he will do so in a
subsequent editicn.

This is not to say that Sri Charan Singh is against cc-operation
in general, nor should it be supposed that he is of the opinion that
there isno room fur co-operation in Indian agriculture. Either assumption
would be extremely unfair to him. He has shown that there are several
things which can be done efficiently only by following co-operative
methcds. In fact, I believe that he wculd himself admit, if the question
were squarely put to him, that it is quite conceivable that in certain
conditions, cther than those obtaining in India, today co-operative, or
even collective farming might be the best metho¢. that can be adopted.
In the midst of all his generalizations, he never allows himself to lose



sight of those circumstances in- which the Indian agriculturist has to
function. As he has stressed more than once, whatever scheme we
adopt, we have to remember that we have to exploit our man-power to
the full. A parallel from Industry would not be in-opportune. When-
ever the question of rationalisation, as the term is understood in the
West, is raised by industrialists, the reply is given and quite correctly
that we have to gear our techniques not to a purely production economy
but to an employment-cum-production economy. Thisgis no less true
of Agricultute. There Is the further point which Sri Charan Singh
studies appear to lead to, that the law of diminishing returns comes into
operation at a very early stage in Agriculture. According to him, when
large scale farming docs not pay.

I have the greatest pleasure in commending this book to every
serious student of the subject. It may be that in his enthusiasm, he
has laid what some might consider to be undue emphasis on certain facts
and figures or read into them more than their legitimate meaning. This
is understandable and excusable. But it will be clear that he has not
been deliberately unfair and has not suppressed facts that might seem to
controvert his main thesis. To a large extent, I find myself in agreement
with him. It seems to me that the consolidation of holdings which we
are carrying out in Uttar Pradesh is itself a great step and the results
of this experiment should be watched carefully and with sympathy before
we launch upon another. I find no incompatibility between the type of
peasant proprietor-ship which we visualize and the socialist pattern of
society which is our ultimate goal.

BPRIPA
Banaras, (SAMPURNANAND)
28th December, /956,
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PREFACE

“The time has come,” the Warlus said,
“To talk of many things”...
—LEWIS CARROL.

Zamindari and the like systems have all but disappeared from this
country, thanks to the farsightedness of our leaders. The peasant is ra-
pidly coming into his own. While the results of this stupendous reform
are still in the process of crystallising, the cry has gone forth that we
should switch over from peasant farming to an economy of large co-
operative farms cstablished by farmers pooling their lands and placing
them under a common management. Examples, particularly of Russia
and China, are suggestively quoted on the basis of surprisingly super-
ficial observations and merest hearsay. The Planning Commission has
given consideration to the matter and made certain recommendations
favouring the idea, albeit cautiously. The purpose of this brochure is
to urge dispassionate and rencwed thinking on the subject.

The replacement of farm tenancy by peasant proprietorship effects
no change in the soil, nor in the production technique; yet it raises pro-
duction. That has been the experience all the world over. Statistics
can be qucted in support, but it is unnecessary to do so in view of the
wide and unquestioning acceptance of the proposition. The reason is
that it gencrates forces which stimulate the free development cf the pea-
sent’s perscnality., The thought that land has become his and his
children’s in perpetuity lightens and cheers his labours and expands his
horizon. The feeling that hc is his own master, subject to no outside
control, and has free, exclusive and untramelled use of his land drives
him to greater and greater cffort. He receives a psychological fillip
which vitalises his attachment and devotion to the land. In other words,
although the abolition of landlordism dces not affect the farm, it power-
fully affects the farmer. Likewise, any system of large-scale farming
in which his holdings arec pooled must affect the farmer, but in the re-
verse dircction.  No lenger will he be his own master; he will become
«ne « f the many; his interest will be subordinated to the group interest;
he will have to submit to the control and direction of the group manage-
ment.  Even if the right to secede at will is preserved in theory, in prac-
tice it will nearly always be found that the seceder cannot be given back
his land, fur such restoration will be detrimental to group intcrests; he
will hav: to be content with its meney cquivalent. The furces released
by zamindari abolition will suffer a‘reacﬁon, and one should in conse-
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quence expect a fall in production. This isin fact what happens. Inside
these pages will be found factual evidence, dorived from authentic
sources and pertaining to several countries whence reliable figures are
available, that per-acre production falls as the size of farm increases. In
the case of a co-operative farm it will be a case of too many cooks. In
a word, if zamindari abolition is psychologically right, co-optrative
farming is psychologically wrong.

The co-operative principle has undoubtedly a very fruitful mission
in the field of agriculture, but when stretched to the point of merger cf
holdings, it violates the essence of true co-operation. Independent
business men ‘cc-operate’ to remove individual disabilitics, but when
indepence itself is compromised and the farmer is reduced to a farm
hand, it is not a case of true co-operation. It is preparing the ground
fur authoritarian control. A self-elected few will exploit the simplicity,
ignorance, credulity and lethargy of the overwhelming majority and domi-
nate the co-operative farms. They will lean on otficialdom fur support
and support it in return. In place of the intermediaries we have liquid-
ated, shall we create a new class of intermediaries, with the same hard
core, but more powerfully entrenched and masquerading as the spear-
head of a new co-operative movement? These local satraps, old nuts
in new nutshells, will slowly but surely und:rmine the base of our
nascent democracy. Sovereignty resides in the people and for that
reason our Constitution guarantees fundamental rights to the individual.
To the extent that the indlvidual is hampered in the proper appre
ciation and free exercise of the fundamental rights, to the extent that
his personality is cramped, to the extent that his independence of
thought and action is subjected to extraneous control, to the extent
that his destiny ceases to be his sole concern, the seat of
soveriegnty will tend to shift from the all to the few, and we will have
taken the road to regimentation and totalitarianism.

Large-scale farming, whether co-operative, collective or of any other
pattern, inevitably attracts mechanisation. In fact, the popular but
erroncous belief that mechanisation increases preduction is used as an
argument fcr the introducrion of co-operative farming. Whatsver may
be true «f countries with diffcrent scils, different climatic and rainfall
conditions, and differently placed in the map of the world, such resear-
ches as have been carried out in this country prove that mechanised tilling
reduces, not enchances, the yield Mechanised culivation on large
farms may pay in moncy; it cannot pay in greater tonnage. In our
circumstances every ounce matters.
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The other effects of the displacement of human and animal power
by petrol and diesel on our economy may be easily foreseen. Unemploy-
ment will be accentuated. [mport of machinery and motive power will
strain our none too sufficient exchange resources. Little reflection is
needed to show that in our circumstances industrialisation cannot keep
pace with the unemployment that will immediately result from any large-
scale pooling of lands. Co-operative farming as an instrument of
national policy has thus a very important human aspect.

It is not generally realised that a diminution of cattle wealth which
will irreststibly follow from the replacement of the bullock by the tractor
will be a calamity. Farm-yard manure will become scarce and
increasing use will have to be made of chemical fertilisers. Evidence
collected in this brochure will prove that the use of inorganic fertilisers
tends to reduce soil fertility, even though the immediate results may be
striking. Organic manure, on the other hand, maintains fertility and
makes the soil an inexhaustible source of food supply. Itis not without
good reason that our agricultural experts do not now advise unadulterated
use of synthetic sulphates and phosphates. Let us not too hastily
embark upon a venture for which posterity may condemn us.

In short, large-scale farming will reduce production, injure the demo
cratic principles which we cherish, invite bureaucratic control, and lead
to rapid mechanisation with all its consequences, Peasant farming, on
the other hand, will enable us to steer a path which may not be specta-
cular, but which will ensure that we do no abruptly go off the rails.

This is not to say that we have no agricultural problems. Heaven
help us, we have problems galore and they will require all our energy,
skill and administrative acumen. A reference has been made to them
in this brochure and lines of approach suggested, but a detailed discus-
sion is beyond the purview of this attempt.

I am greatly indebted to Shri J. Nigam, I.C.S., Land Reforms Com-
missioner, Uttar Pradesh, for having found time, inspite of his preoccu-
pations, to go through the draft of this brochure and for making useful
suggestions. I am also grateful to Shri Zahurul Hasan, Revenue
Secretary, for his assistance in reviewing the brochure. My sincere
thanks are also due to Shri S. C. Chaturvedi, Statistician to the State
Government, for helping me with many of the Statistics.

CHARAN SINGH
Council House, Lucknow.
December 13, 1956.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTORY.

Living creates wants which can be satisfied only by use and con-
sumption of goods, collectively called wealth. Wealth is ultimately
derived from land. Raw materials must be produced before they can
be processed and distributed, and food which, day by day, is necessary
to life is mostly obtained from land. Exploitation of land, or agriculture
in the narrower sense, is thus obviously the primary and basic industry.
Manufacture and commerce, however, important they may be in the
the economy of a country; must of necessity occupy a secondary
place.

While land suffers from the limitation that it cannot be increased
by any efforts that man may make, it has the supreme advantage of
becoming better and better by proper use. All other forms of capital,
houses, factories locomotives, battleships, etc. deteriorate or disintegrate
and are ultimately destroyed, howsoever carefully they may be used,
but land never. It is this inexhaustibility of land that gives those
directly engaged in working it, a feeling of security which no other
means of occupation can offer. Land never disillusions a man comple-
tely; the hope of plenty in the future always remains, and is not infre-
quently realized.

Obviously enough, the prosperity of a country depends in the
ultimate analysis on how efficiently it exploits and, at the same time,
conserve this free gift of Nature. Evan the form of society or civiliza-
tion that a country hopes to develop will be influenced by the manner
in which it exploits the land, and by its land-tenure. ‘Measures of
land reform”, observes the planning Commission, ‘“have a place of
special significance, both because they provide the social, economic
and institutional frame-work for agricultural development and
because of the influence they exert on the life of the majority of the
population. Indeed, their impact extends much beyond rural
economy” (Second Five Year Plan, page 177). This is specially true
of those countries like China, Turkey, Rumania, Yugo-slavia, India
and the USSR where large percentages of population ranging
between 73 and 57 earn their living by directly working on the
soil.

India nherited from the British a feudal or landlord-tenant
system called zamindari, in which ownership of land was concentrated
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in the hands of a few, while the vast majority who worked day and
night on the land were mere tenants. The growth and development
of democratic institutions are closely related to the national income
of the country and the distribution thereof. In an under-developed
country like India, income directly derived from land is the chief
source of wealth and ownership of land has since long been accepted
as the prevailing standard of status. Land reformy, therefore, was
the one economic organisational change which must be brought about
before an over-all programme of social reconstruction can be con-
templated, before a more productive economy can be tuilt up, before,
in fact, we can dream of making democracy a success.

Landlords performed no economici i functions: the lands which
were tilled by the tenants would not produce less if the landiords
disappeared. They rendered no service in return for the rent they
received and were, in the trusst sense of the term, parasites or ‘drones
doing no good in the public hive.’

That man alone is truly happy who is not subservient to another
in the economic sphere. Under the zamindari system, however,
the tenant was not free: somebody else was the owner of the patch
of land on which he toiled along with members of his family. In most
parts of the country there was no property he could cherish; he was
liable to ejectment, in many cases at the sweet will of the zamindar.
Nor could he claim social equality with the latter, for, status in the
village was determined by rights in land.

Agricultural data from all over the world show that farm tenancy
reduces output. The abolition of landlordism was not, therefore,
just a matter of social justice to peasants: if agricultural production
was to be increased, if the peasants’ energetic participation in the
country's economy was to be secured, he was tobe given that hold
on tne land which met his deep:st desire. He was to be made the
owner of the land he tilled,

_ The landlord-tenant system created classes and, therefore, led to
class war. While the tenant pined for safeguards against capricious
eviction, real security of tenure was odious to the zamindar. The
State tried to strike a balance. Yet the conflict inherent in the system
was never resolved. It led to economic and political unrest. The big
zamindars mostly stood for political reaction; they were the props of
British rule and dreaded a democratic set-up.






CHAPTER 1l
TYPES OF AGRARIAN ORGANISATION

The landlord-tenant system has departed from almost all the States
and consolidation of holdings is going apace in some. But neither the
change in ownership and legal relations, nor consolidation of holdings
with all its benefits, can have much effect on either the size of the
farm or the type of farming So the question of the future agrarian
organisation, not cnly as an economic and technical but also as a social
problem, has yet to be stated ard answered : is land consolidation the
last step or is it merely an intermediate stage—a prelude to something
else ? There is confusion in the public mind on this crucial issue.

There are thre2 alternatives before us, viz :—

(1) Land can continue to be operated in small units, not by
bonded tenantry as hitherto, but by an independent peasant-
ry with or without the assistance of some hired labour;

(2) We can have large private farms worked with hired labour;
or

(3) We can have large joint farms constituted by peasant far-
mers pooling their holdings voluntarily or under compulsion,
and which are worked with joint or collective labour.

Small-scale peasant farming and large-scale private farming need no
explaining. Nor is joint farming today an altogether novel device. It
has been used fora number of yearsin several countries, notably in
Soviet Russia, Mexico and Israel. The Soviet type has just been ushered
in China. It will be useful to make a rapid review of the working of
the system in these countries.



CHAPTER Il
FEATURES OF MODERN JOINT FARMING *

In Soviet Russia, as a consequence of the Bolshevist Revolution
carried out under the slogan of ‘Peace and Bread’, all land was disti~
buted among the peasants. The result was a splitting-up of all the land
into some 25,000,000 small farms, each of them capable of producing
barely maore than was needed by the peasant’s own family. Little, If
anything, was lefc to supply the cities. To run his farm, the small pea-
sant needed credits, and obtained them from the wealthier farmer, the
“kulak”. Both the deficiency of marketable output and the dominance
of the middleclass “kulak’ presented to the new Soviet state grave
problems which had to be solved in terms of their Marxist ideology.

Following the industrial pattern, the Communists argued that
farming had to become mechanized. If the peasants could be induced
to pool their land and use the machinery in common, not only would
the dominance of the Kulaks be broken but marketable surplus would
also be better mobilised. In addition, large-scale joint farming by me-
chanical means would reduce the number of hands needed in agricul-
ture, and thus free them for use in industry, the expansion of which
was, in turn, the sine quo non of the mechanisation of agriculture.

A Kolkhoz is formed when several peasants living in the same
neighbourheed decide — or are induced to make the decision — to
socialize their *‘basic means of production”, i. e. labour, soil, draught
beasts, farm structures, and implements, while keeping their individual
homes, a small garden, a few livestock, poultry and the like, for theme
selves. Membership is open to all toilers who have reached the age of
sixteen, and who are willing to comply with the established rules and
regulations. Application for membership to an already established
Kolkhoz is taken up, first by the Management Committee of the
Kolkhoz and is, legally, subject to the approval of the General Assembly.
If accepted, the member pays an admission fee which varies in accord-
with his previous status. Excluded from membership are * Kulaks”
and people deprived of their Civi¢ rights. Exceptions are made in the
case of families who count among their members a soldier, sailor, or
village teacher who is ready to recommend the applicant. Interesting

*Account of]olﬁt farm_u:gln Russia, Mexico and Palestine is based
on Henrik F. Infi:lds’ article published in the *Year-book of Agricul
tural Co-operation”, 1951,
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enough, and a sidelight on the effect of collectivization when ordered
from above, is the provision barring peasants *‘who, before joining the
collective farm, slaughter or sell their cattle, get rid of their stock, or
wantonly sell their seed corn.”

The collective Ejido can be considered as a sub-type of the Kol-
khoz. Ejidos are the new land settlements which were first formed in
Mexico under the agrarian reforms of 1915. They are the off-spring of
discontent among labourers in a country of large-scale capitalist farming.
There must be at least twenty eligible males to form a group which
petitions the Government for land. They must own no more than
2,500 pesos, or be of low income status. If the group can lay claim to
land that once belonged to them, the land is “restored” to them; if
their only claim Is landlessness, land expropriated from wealthy land-
owners (hacendados) is ‘‘donated’’ to them. Both processes are quite
protracted and cumbersome, and open to many profiteering practices
on the part of the administrative personnel. The alloted land is given
to the group in common possession. The members are free to decide
whether they want to divide it up and work it individually, or whether
they prefer to run it collectively. No admission fee is charged, but
each member of the group applying for land must contribute his share
to the expenses incurred in the process of land assignment.

While the Kolkhoz and the Ejido owe their establishment to
administrative measures, the Kvutza grew, out of the spontaneous
decisions of those who first shaped its essential socio-economic
structure. A particularly acute situation arose in connection with
the requirements of Zionist resettlement. The development of
Jewish agriculture in Palestine faced two main obstactles: (i) the
extremely poor quality of available soil; and (2) the almost complete
lack of agricultural experience on the part of the prospective
settlers. Progressalong the lines of traditional individual settlement
proved to be so slow as to make prospects for success In the near
future very doubtful. The only alternative which offered itself under
these circumstances was that of group-settlement. There was in-fact
hardly a choice in the matter. The question appeared to be rather one
of either group settlement, or no settlement at all. The type of settle-
ment which emerged has since become widely known under the name
Kvutza or Kibbutz.

There was a small group of people devoted to the task of building
a Jewish home in Palestine, who, after freeing themselves from the
uncongenial supervision ofa professional agronomist, step by step,
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- experimentally testing their way ahead, developed out of their own
 free decision what is to-day called Kvutza or Kibbutz. Once this small
~ group of pioneers had set the pattern, and others in relatively large
~ numbers had begun to emulate it, the formation of a Kvutza became
~ formalized. To-day there are two possible ways in which one can
- Join such a settlement; or one may join a group which prepares for
settlement. To be eligible, in both cases, one must be a Zionist,
over eighteen years of age, in good health, and of good character.
In the first case, one serves as a candidate for a period of six months

:
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to a year, during which time he enjoys virtually all rights of member-
ship with the exception of a vote. At the end of this perlod the case

of the candidate is brought before the General Assembly, which decides
about his or her admission. No admission or any other fee is paid,
but the new member is exp:cted to put all his possessions into the
pool. In the second case, the applicant takes parc in a training which
begins often prior to emigration to Palestine, in one of the Pioneer
Training Farms. This training is so devised as to develop the aspirant’s
capacity for working and living together with others aiming at che
same goal. Groups thus prepared form a ‘‘nucleus; (grain) which
stays together after immigration to Israel. They continue for a shorter
or longer period, their preparation, wnile handling all affairs commu-
nally, until the time when they are assigned land for settlement. The
period from the start of preparation to final settlement used formerly
to last sometimes as long as five years. The establishment of the State
of Israel made larger areas available for agricultural settlement, and the
waiting period has been shortened considerably.

The Kolkhoz, the Ejido, and the Kvutza are alike in their theori-
tical adherence to the principles of co-operation. Tne internal
admininistration of all three is based on the Rochdale Principles. It is
ﬂ only that, true to their nature as communities, all three had to modify
some of these principles to make them fit their specific requirements.
One of these principles is that of open membership. Community

{
;
:
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implies more than limited economic activity; it means living as well

as working together. Moreover, community is also naturally restricted

by the extent of the geographic area on which it is located. Because
- of these and other reasons membership in a community cannot
be open in the same sense as it is, for instance, in a consumers’ store.
| For this reason the admission of members has to be subject to require-
ments stricter than those imposed in co-operatives of more limited
: aims. None of the communities in question allows, however, any
| restrictions because of race or religion.
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Another principle which had to be modified when applied to the
concrete community situation is that of distribution of dividends
according to the amount of purchase. Since the most important as-
pect of participation in these Joint enterprises is that of shared labour,
distribution of net profits according to the amount of purchase would
make little sense. The practice followed in all three instances Is
rather, to take the amount of labour contributed as the main basis for
the equitable distribution of profit.

As to the remaining principles, the practice in all three instances,
Is identical with that in any other genuinely co-operative association.
No member has more than one vote; only nominal interest, If any, is
paid on investment; all members have equal rights, there being no dis-
tinction on account of sex; there are regular meetings at which the
members participate in decisions; and finally, rules of proper auditing
are observed.

In all three, it is the General Assembly of all members which is
designed as the highest authority in all the internal affairs of the group.
The practice of delegating the conduct and supervision of the communi-
ty's business to elected committees is common. Admission, punish-
ment, and expulsion of members vests, by law, in the hands of the
General Assembly.

Although theoretically autonomous, the kolkhoz and the Ejido
are much more dependent on Government-controlled agencies than the
Kvutza. The Kolkhoz is part of a planned economy. It depends, there-
fore, on decisions made by the State authorities, particularly the
Gosplan (the National Planning Commission). Wnat is more important, .
it is under the direct control of the so-called Machine and Tractor
Station, which started as a machine-lending centre, and has since become
the **heart and centre of the local agricultural administration.” To-day
the M. T. S. provides the Kolkhoz not only with all large-scale machi-
nery, its staff but also trains the members in the required skills, and
advises them on rotation of crops, the proper use of fertilizers, soil-
conservation, and other related problems. Above all the MTS enforces
the delivery of that part of the farm produce weich the state claims as
its share. All the M. T. S.’s are to-day run by the state. Their num-
ber rose from 158 in 1930 to some 7,000 prior to the outbreak of the
last war : in 1954 the number stood at 8,400.

A similar, though less stringent, supervision is exercised by the state
in the case of the collective Ejido. Here there are two main supervising
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Jgencles (1) The National Agrarian Commission which, through State
‘Commissions, directs the establishment of the settlements; and (2) The
" National Bank of Ejido Credic which, in addition to furnishing the funds
:'inecessary for the running of the settlements, exerts supervisory
~ functions similar to those of the M. T.S. The Ejido Bank has been des-
~ cribed as a combination of banker, agricultural expert, family doctor,
.'}‘ school teacner, lawyer, atnletic director, and personal adviser of the
- Ejido.

It is true that the Kvutza, too, has received both land and credits
from the Jewish National Fund and the Foundation Fund respectively.
From the moment of its formation, however, it has always been essen—
tially on its own. In all its relations to the administrative agencies the
role of the Kvutza has been that of a ‘‘contract-partner” rather than
that of a “*controlled dependent”

Mcre marked than any other is the difference in the extent to
which co-operation determines the internal activities of the three farm
types. Only large-scale agricultural production Is carried on jointly in
the Kolkhoz and the Ejido. In both, work is done by the members
themselves; outside labour may be hired only in times of emergency.
In the Kolkhoz the members form *work-brigades’” composed of five
to fifty members, depending on the specific assignment whnich Is made
by the Executive Board. Each brigade is directed by a foreman. In the
Ejido, work is organized less strictly, but each member must obey the
orders of the elected work-chief. An indicative provision of the Model-
Rules, which regulate work relations, is the one tnat forbids the mem-
bers to accept any outside work as long as the Ejido itself is in need of
their labour.

Co-operation thus limited requires a rather complicated and cumber-
some method of accounting. There are two sources of income for the
members of the Kolkhoz and the Ejido. One is derived from tne indivi-
dual sector of production which still exists but is graoually dwindling
away : an acre or less of land, a cow, some pigs, and so on, in the
Kolkhoz; and some small animals, like poultry and pigs, in the Ejido.
The main source of income, however, is large-scale, jointly run agricul-
ture, In both the Kolkhoz and the Ejido the members’ share in the
harvests is based on the number of labour-days contributed during the
year. In the Kolkhoz this share is calculated after deduction for taxes,
reserves, construction and repairs, on the basis of a measure called
“Work-day'* (trudoden). This measure is both quantitative and qualita-
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tive; an unskilled labourer will require more hours than askilled one to
fill nis “trudoden’. In the Ejido there are three kinds of compensation
for work : (1) wages, which differ according to skill; (2) piece-rates, paid
during the cotton-picking season; ana (3) equal shares in the common
profit. Work on community projects, school-buildings, meeting halls,
roads, is done without any compensation. :

The more restrictive aspect of the work-relations in Kolkhoz and
Ejido is reflected in the measures needed to enforce discipline. Punish-
ment is provided in the Kolkhoz for violations like failure to carry out
assignments or to fulfil social obligations; for absence from work with-
out adequate excuse; and for negligence in handling equipment and
livestock. The punishment may range from reprimand or warning to
temporary suspension and fine, or even to expulsion. In the Ejido the
utmost penalty is imposed for: (l) continued lack of willingness to
work under the direction of the elected authorities; (2) creating disor-
ders; (3) agitation against the collective system; (4) robbery and other
criminal offences.

Compared with ail this, the system of the Kvutza is simplicity itseif.
The Kvutza has no use for work-cards, advance wages, shares in profit;
nor does it need any measures of punishment. In the Kvutza, produc-
tion, consumption, as well as all social activities are co-operative, and
every body is trusted to work according to his best abilities, and to
claim from the commonly available goods a share in accord with nis own
needs. Ifa member works on the outside, his earnings gointo the
group’s common purse. No penalty has to be stipulated for absence
from work or, for that matter, for any other offence. This does not
mean that violations do not occur. They are dealt with in a spirit of
“family’’ persuasion and admonition. Expulsions are extremely rare.

The organization of Kvutza or Kibbutz is probably the most com-
plete form of communism, in the non-political sense of the word, that
the world has known outside monastic communities, Land is not owned,
but leased, usually from the Jewish National Fund. Members, who may
be men or women, 'bring in hittle or no capital of their own; initial
resources are provided by loans from various Zionist funds, and the
‘own capital’ of tho kibbutz is accumulated gradually out of annual sur-
pluses. In its dealings with the outside world, the kibbutz is on 2 money
economy, and its accounts are kept in that form. Internally, no money
passess. Members eat in the common dining-room and receive from
the common store clothing which is washed- and mended at a common



(=)

- laundry. From tne common store they draw also personal needs and

comfores such as soap and cigarettes. As the settlement becomes estab-
lished, cottages or small blocks of flats are built, in which each worker
OF married couple is aliotted a room. The furniture of these rooms,
books, pictures, wireless sets or musicial instruments, are their only per-
sonal possessions. These may be allocated from the property of the
kibburz, given by friends or purchased from the allowance, usually about
£ 20, which each member receives for an annual holiday. Tnere are no
wages and no individual allocation of surplus at the end of the year. If
there is a surplus it is used to improve communal' servics or amenities.
A member who leaves has no right to any share in the common pro-
perty of the kiobutz.

Except in a few kvutzor, children do not live with their parents,
but are placed from early infancy in nurseries, whence they pass to
kindergartens and schools always living with their own age-group
until they are old enough to become working members of the settle-
ment. All secttlements provide elementary schools (education ubto
fourteen is compulsory in Israel) . Some also have secondary schools,
or a secondary school is run by a group of neighbouring kibbutzim.
Tha decision to release ayoung worker for university education, and
to pay hisor ner expenses, is taken by the kibbutz asa whole, and is
influenced by th= kibbutz' need for a specialist in any particular field
of study. Tne kibbu:z takes full responsibility for the medical needs of
of its members and also for the care of the aged®

The kibbutz, although probably the most aiscussed, is by no means
the only forin of co-operative agriculture in Israel. It was apparent at an
early stage that there were prospective settlers who were prepared to
accept the ownership of land by a national fund, the avoidance of hired
labour and a high degree of mutul aid, but not ‘‘the extension of
collective discipline in tne kibbutz to cover all aspects of social and
economic life. Tney sougnt greater scope for personal initiative and
individual variety. They felt, too, that the fundamental importance of
the family as the organic unit of society, had been neglected by the
kibbutzim. '+

*The d=gree to whnich an ageing population will alter the economy
of the kibbutzim nas nardly yet been considered.

tltzhak Korn, ‘Co-operative Farming in |srael’
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in settlements of this type known as Moshav, the land which is
feased collectively on a forty-nine year lease, is divided into small hol-
‘dings, which may be from four to forty acres, according to the type
of agriculture carried on. Not infrequently tne earliest settlers recei-
ved two plots, in the anticipation that the second plot would be prepa-
red for handing over to a member of tne next generation. Some settlers
continued to be part-time workers on private farms while they built
up their holdings. Though a general cropping plan is acopted by the
settlement, members are free to carry on the work of tneir own hol-
dings as they think fit. Mixed farming is general, including qairy cattle,
‘poultry, vegetables, green fodder, sometimes grown in a communal
field, fruit and grain, usually witn tne empnasis on the production of
members’ own food. Settlers have their own nhouses, and family life
follows the usual pattern. In addition to farmers the settlement includes
workers providing village services——drivers, mechanics, cobblers,
shopmen, besides teachers and doctors, amounting to, pernaps, a quarter
of the community.

Co-operative organisation is, however, comprehensive and compul-
sory. In some moshavim, a single co-operative looks after all the
common interests of the village, social, adminiscrative and economic.
In others there are two organisations, one virtually a local authority,
concerned with land leasing, roads, schools, health services and build-
ings; the other, a co-operative in the ordinary sense, engaged
in the marketing of produce, the supply of domestic and agri-
cultural requirements and with agricuitural services such as stock-
breeding, mechanical cultivation and water supply. In some cases
the consumers’ co-operative is a separate society. Credit is usually
made available, sometimes as specific loans, somaztimes by the simple
process of allowing debts to accumulate till crops are sold.

A variant of the moshav is the moshav shitufi, which may be des-
cribed as half-way between the moshav and the kibbutz, in that all
farming (with the exception of small flower and fruit gardens) is
carried on collectively while the members continue to tive their family
lives in private. Unlike the members of kibbutzim, they are paid, but in

proportion to the needs of their families, not (as in Russia) to work
done, and at least in some moshavim shitufim payment is, to a consi-

derable extent, not in national currency, but in chits which can be
cashed only in the co-operative store of the community.

The last few years have seen a rapid increase in the number of
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moshavim, which by 1950 were nearly equal to the kibbutzim in nume
ber and population.

As regards joint farming in China: the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China gistinguishes four types of organisation for
agricultural production: (1) the temporary (seasonal) mutual-aid team—a
simple form of collective labour; under this arrangement the farmers are
left in possession of their own fields; (2) the permanent mutual-aid
team—a certain divison of labour and assignment of specific work on the
basis of collective labour and a small amount of communally-owned
property; (3) the ‘elementary’ agricultural producer co-operative—-—
in which members pool their land as shares and there is unified manage-
ment and a greater amount of communally-owned property; (4) the
‘advanced’ agricultural producer co-operative based entirely on coll-
ective ownership of the means of production.

The mutual-aid teams are relatively informal organisations.” *“Ifi the
elementary co-opeartive, ‘the principal means of production such as
land, draught animals and farm tools owned privately by members are
put under a single, centralised management and gradually turned Into
their common property’, and ‘the co-operative pays each member an
appropriate sum as dividend out of its annual income, commensurate
with the amount and quality of land the member pools in the
co-opera‘ive.' The ‘advancea’ type of co-operative is ‘a socialist collective
economic organisation’ to which ‘peasants joining the co-operative must
turn over their privately-owned land and other important means of
production, such as draught animals, large farm tools, etc. to the
collective ownership of the co-operative'®

“In China, a distinction is made between the feudal elements ir
agricuiture and the capitalist elements. The non-cultivating land
owner is considered to be a feudal element and his lands have been
confiscated without any compensation. The fand-owner who cultivates
himself is considered to be a capitalist element. While the Chinese
authorities are pursuing a vigorous policy of substituting peasant
proprietorship, which in their view is essentially capitalist agriculture,
by co-operative farms, which is socialist agriculture, they have not
confiscated the lands of any land-owner who cuitivates them himself
unless he has been accused of crime against the State and regime”
(Page 61 of the Report of the Indian Delegation).

‘(Page 110 ofthe Report of the Indian Delegatlon to Chma)
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Those who are not eligible for admission into a co-operative
include, ‘‘according to model regulations, former lanalords, ricn
peasents and counter-revolutionaries wnose status has not been changed
and who have not yet qualifiea for membersnip under tne warrant
of the local people’s council, and persons aeprived of political rights.
Poor peasants and middle peasants are specially encouraged to join
co-operatives and active steps are taken also to draw in demobilised
soldiers, dependants of ravolutionary martyrs, soldiers and government
workers and also new settlers’'*

It is clear, however, that the Chinese agrarian policy is set towards
-an.ultimate collectivization of agricuiture on the Russian model;
the first three types are merely intermediate stages. “Their ultimate
objective is to pass on from peasant farming first to co-operative
farming and then to collective farming at the earliest opporture
moment’" (Report of the Indian Delegation, page 6l!). They bhave
not tarried at the intermediate stages even for five years. No sooner
d¢ the agricultural producer co-operatives come into existence than
they are converted into the ‘advanced’ or collective type. In Jjuly
1955, Chairman Mao Tse Tung had made an important proncuncement
when, following a tour of agricultural districts in Central China, he laid
down the plans and the party line on agrarian policy and gave tne
“go ahead" signal. In only a hundred days, in the autumn of 1955,
cording to an article under the name of *‘Chau Hansing” circulated
by the Cninese Embassy in New Delhi, 590,000 new agricuitural
producer co-operatives were organized in China. This brought
their total number to almost 1} million. It represented the highest
‘tide, thus far, of a constantly acceierating movement that started in
1951. Then the country had only three hundred co-operative farms.
At the end of 1953, the figure had risen to 14,000. By the summer of
1955, just before the autumn upsurge, there were 650,000 with nearly
17 million peasant house-holds as members.

It is said that by January 1956, 60 per cent and by March, 90 per
cent of the peasant families had joined some sort of co-operative, of
whom 56 per cent were members of the so-called advanced co-opera-
tives or collective farms. By the ena of May, according to the Repore
of our Delegation, co-operatives included 912 per cent of the !10
million peasant households, of which 61'9 per cent become members
of the advanced type. “Such has been the speed with which co-opera-
tion has gone forward that, in most parts of China, the main task of
establishmg agrncultural co-op-rauves of the advanced type is expec:ed

*(Page ll2 of the Report)
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bleted by the close of the winter of 1956” (Page 110 of the

ocial changes,” according to the *‘Economist™.® ‘“have been
volutionary in the countryside, and one is lefc wondering how
Tse-tung has succeeded in advancing bloodlessly where Stalin’s
was strewn with corpses. Were tax relief and other incentives
the co-operatives and heavy taxation for private farmers enough to
500 million Chinese peasants into the system? Out of the 110
n families now within the system, less than one-third are still
oser units, where a rent 1s still paid to them; the remainder are
yuped in collective farms which approach the Soviet model.

- “True, a good deal remains to be done to bridge the gap. There
re a million collective farms in China against some 90,000 kolhozy in
e Soviet Union and the difference cannot be explained merely by
e size of the rural population and the character of Chinese farming.
~ Quite a lot of consolidation and amalgamation still lies ahead. Tne
- Chinese, however, are in no hurry in this respect; a decade will elapse
~ before they even get the tools necessary for mechanisation. In the
next five years the planned 35 per cent Increase in agricuitural produc-
tion wili have to come from a more rational use of existing resources,
from local irrigation schemes and fuller utilization of natural fertilisers.
Only afcerwaras are vast plans of irrigation and land reclamation to
pave the way for the tractor.”

China does not possess the resources to produce agricultural
machinery in bulk; capital investment is going mainly into heavy
industry, and there is little to spare for the import of agricultural
machinery or tne setting up of large numbers of State farms and
machine-tractor stations. In 1953 only 104 (or 2 per cent) of the
14,926 agricultural producer co-operatives in North-East China were
practising mechanized farming. Again, as in Russia, the administration
is faced with the problem of decrease in draught animals. In some
districts half the buffaloes and oxen are said to have disappeared.
Owing to the poor price paid by the co-operatives, peasants have been
selling their beasts, particularly those too young to be worked, to the
butchers. The State is almost overwhelmed with the numbers of hides
offered to it for sale.

* Quoted in the “Pioneer'’ dated October 27, 1956.
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As usual the country cadres are blamed for mismanagement and
ignorant “Commandism.” But the “Peoples’ Daily” puts its finger on
one basic spot—“the peasant thinks only of getting as much as possible
out of the co-operative and whether its Interest increases or decreases
is not his business."

Another evil, exposed by a long joint directive of the State Council
and Central Executive Committee issued on April 3, isthe reckless
waste of money by managers of co-operatives. ‘They merge villages
together by buiiding unnecessary houses, squander money on recrea-
tional facilities, sports grounds, roads and nurseries with toys for
children and make no attempt to economize to meet productive
expanses.’ (‘Cattle Shortage in China'. *Hindustan Times", cated
15-5-1956).



CHAPTER IV
; CO-OPERATIVE AND COLLECTIVE FARMING.

The so-called co-operative farm—a farm on the lines of Israelite
Moshav or the Chinese agricultural producer co-operative—about which
we hear so much and which so many eminent people in our country
seem to regard as the panecea for all the ilis from which our rural body~
politic suffers, is advocated as a type of farming which, while not affecs
ting any of our fundamental social institutions or interfering with the
framework of private property, will have al rhe aavantages which the
USSR is saia to have reeped from tne kolkhoz. The co-operativa farm is
regarded as represenzing a golden mean bstwesan tha capitalist organisa-
tion with its stress on individual rights and the complete collectivist
system under which all insividual rignts of property are suppressed and
merged in collective or state ownership.

Co-operative farmsshould be organised, says the Committee on Prob-
lems of Reorganisation appointed by the Planning Commission's Panel on
Land Reforms, as a first step, onthe surplus land obtained on tne imposi-
tion of a ceiling, Government waste land, considered suitable for cultiva-
tion, land reclaimed through public «ffort and land periodically let out
by Governmentwherever such lands are available in sizable areas. As a
rule, these lands should be settled with co-operatives and individual rights
should not be created in them. They will constitute the nucleus for co-
operative farming. The displaced tenants, the landless agriculcural workers
who may be selected for settlement on these lands and the cultivators
below the floor limit who agree to put their lands into the pool will be
admitted as members of the co-operative farm. The farms below the floor
limic, which stay out of a co-operative farm at the commencement, should
be located contiguously to the pooled area as part of tne operations of

consolidation of holdings to enable them to join the co-operative farm at
a later date,

E‘
t
E

i i h s o

The aim is to enlarge the co-operative sector till the entire farm
land in the village is comprised in co-operative farming societies.

, As regards the method of pooling of land, the following different
forms were considered by the Committee:

‘ (1) the ownership of land may be retained by individuals but
the land may be managed as one unit, the owners being
compensated through some form of ownership dividend;
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(2) the land may be leased to the co-operative society for a
period, the owners being paid agreed rents or rents
prescribed by law; or

(3) ownership may be transferred to the co-operative society,

but shares representing the value of land may be given to
individuals.

As the surplus and other govermental lands will be settled with co-
operative groups and not with individuals, no difficulty regarding pooling
of land would arise in their case. With regard to land pooied by indivi-
duals, no particular method is recommended and no rigid conditions
prescribed.

Yhe following different methods of co-operative management were
discussed:—

() The entire area may be distributed into family units, each
unit being allotted toa member family or a small group
of families (depending upon the extent of land available
with the co-operative) for purposes of cultivation, the
member family of the group paying rent to the society.
Each family or a gruop of families will, thus, have a separ-
ate plot to cultivate. They will. however, co-operate in the
non-farm operations such as provision of credit facilities,
supplies, marketing; etc., and in such farm operations as
may be feasible:

or

(i) The whole farm may be managed as one unit for carrying
out principal operations such as ploughing, sowing and
harvesting. For subsidiary operations like irrigation,
weeding, hoeing, etc.,, the farm may be divided into
small units, each being allotted to individual families from
year to year, the families getting a share of the produce
as remuneration for work on subsidiary operations;

or

(i) The whole farm may be managed as one unit for all agri-
cultural operations which will, thus, be centrally control-
led by the society, the members being paid waiges either
on daily wage basis or on piece-work basis.
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ption of any particular mode of management, says the Com-
epend on the technique of farming that may be applied
~degree of co-operation which has developed among the mem-
th co-operative farm will adopt the mode of management
jits it best according to its own circumstances. It is suggested,
, that at this stage all the various methods may be tried, till
echniques of co-operative management are fully established

description of the working of joint large-scale farming in
s countries and the ideas of the Planning Commission on the
ct throws into relief the three basic differences between a co-
ve farm or an agrarian producer co-operative of the Chinese
and a collective farm of the Kolhoz type. These are :—

(i) Co-operative farming is an entirely voluntary organiza-
tion, no one having a right to be admitted to member-
ship as a matter of course. Whereas in collective farming
all workers of both sexes in the village or locality have a
right to membership and it is doubtful whether any per-
son holding land has a right to stay away;

(i) Under co-operative farming ownership of land continues
to vest in the members who contribute it, whereas under
collective farming it passes to the society as a whole. It
is not material to the definition of co-operative farming
whether or not the individual owners have the right to
withdraw their holdings physically from the co-operative
farm, though, according to most writers, they should have
such aright. Where such right is denied to a retiring
member it is essential that he should receive due compen-
sation for the property finally surrendered by him. Ina
collective farm, however, its members can decidedly have
no such right and, as the ownership of land had already
passed to the farm or to the society, no question of com-
pensation either arises;

(ili) A co-operative farm pays wages to workers, whether
members or not, at prevailing rates and distributes net
profit according to the value of the land and also of the
livestock and dead stock, if contributed. Or, it may adopt
another procedure, viz,, the net proceeds of the farm
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arrived at after deducting all the expenses of cultivation
including payments to members for the use of their land
In proportion to its value, wages paid to outsiders, cost
of management and contributions to the reserve fund
and other funds, if any are establisned, may be shared
by members in proportion to the wages earned by each.
The members of a collective farm, on the other hand,
are entitled to a share in the net income only accord-
ing to the number of labour days put in by them. That
is, in a collective farm the participants have only one
kind of income from the farm—that due to work: in a
co-operative farm those who have contributed the land are
entitled to a dividend or an income on account of their
land, etc., apart from anything they may earn as workers
on the farm.

Apart from these differences in the organizational set-up, there is
no difference in the actual working of the two types. There-s much
greater significance In their similarities. Land is pooled in both, and
whatever production technique can be applied to one may be equally
applied to the other. The effect on peasants-cum-labourers constituting
the farm is similar in both cases, and from the point of view of agricul-
tural production there is nothing to choose between them. Whatever
criticism applies to one applies equally to the other. The basic urge
for either is the unaccountable belief that tilling by mechanical power,
for which larce farms are required, leads to greater yield. As will be
seen later this belief 1s belied by facts. China affords the closest parallel
to our agricultural conditions, and If the recent developments in China
are any guide, a cooperative farm irresistibly tends to become a full-
fledged collective, for the latter Is more amenable to authoritarian cons
trol. China's professed objective is to convert her producer co-opera-
tives Into “advanced co-operatives”, which is the fourth and final form
of their projected agrarian organization.

One cannot have much quarrel with the Planning "Commission’s
Committee on Problems of Re-organization: it leaves the suitable
method of co-operative management to be evolved by experience.
The Prime Minister restated the same approach in his address to the
Uttar Pradesh Political Conference in Jaunpur on October 29, 1956.
Said he:

*“seinithe Government did not intend to proceed in the matter
arbitrarily. It was for the kisans themselves to take into
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account the pros and cons of co-operation and, if they
considered it to be useful for them and the country,
they should adopt it. But to him, there appeared to be
no alternative. At this stage all that he wanted was
by that they should discuss the matter among themselves
3 thoroughly and try co-operatives as an experimental
measure.”

The first method advocated by the Plannings:Commission's Commi-
‘ttee under which each family has a separate holding co cultivate is
‘but a variant of what is known as a Better Firming Society; “Coe
operation is not stretched to the point of merger of holdings, but
Is limited to non-farm activities wnere it can find Its most fruitful
field in the domain of agriculture. Tnis metnod will be accep-able
to all; but the Planning Commission insists that ‘‘co-operative farming
necessrrily implies pooling of lands and joint management’. The only
concession it makes is that “2t this stage of development’ it is not
prepared to recommend any particular “manner in which lands may
be pooled and operated” (page 201). It is this insistence which
compels a dspassionate examination of the avaiiable evidence for and
against large-scale farming. The purpose of this brochure is to show
‘tnat large-scale farming cannot solve our problems; i1n parcicular it will
not lead to greater production.



CHAPTER V
OUR PROBLEMS

lt would be axiomatic to state that our economy, industrial or
agrarian, shall be governed by the conditions of our country and
should be so regulated that it may help to solve the main problems
that face us, or help to realise the ideals that we have in view. We
cannot just copy or lift the agrarian economy obtaining in any parti-
cular counfry irrespective of the society that the latter hopes to 5
build for itself, or irrespective of its conditions, geographical, climaric,
and others which may or may not be applicable in our case. Now, the
.main problems that call for solution in our country, as in many others,
can be formulated as follows:—

(a) Increase of total wealth or production;

(b) Elimination of unemployment and under-employment;
(c) Equitable distribution of wealth; and

(d) Making domocracy a success.

All our laws, schemes, and projects have to be evaluated in the
light of these problems. Tnose which serve to contribute to their
solution are benefical to the country. Those which do not have to be
rejected.

To obtain an increase in total wealth is a primary requirement. At the
sametime inour circumstances, we have to planfor a self-contained economy
and set up only so many mills and factories as will produce what will be
absorbed by the internal markets. But even if we set about industrialising
with a view to expand our internal markets and capture externalones, the
hands, that will be required to operate these large scale industries will be
comparatively so few that none will haveto be drawn off from actual work
in the fields; contrary to what the supporters of industrialism would love
to think, pressure on the land will not be relieved. There is already so
much unemployment to-day, rural and urban, and our population is
increasing at such a rapid pace.

That none will be drawn off from work in the fields is, however,
not a calamity. For, were we to plan, or rather were it possible to
plan, for an economy where, say, half of the peasantry were taken away
from the land and set to work in the factories, the food-supply will
will diminish. In that case the total food production of all the acres
would be only about 68 per cent of what was being produced, before
(when the farm holdings were 5.5 acres per man). “If the ratio of popu-
lation to food were such that 68 per cent would satisfactorily feed both



(23 )
‘the peasants still on the Iland and also those moved into the factories,
change would be advantageous, assuming that the factory product
ould all be sold year after year. But if tnat 68 per cent of former total
production were not enough to go around among both the fac-
- workers and peasants still on the land, then the change would
m!an starvatlon for almost every one concerned’ (Which Way Lies
We have therefore to base our economy not wholly on industrial-
~ism, but largely on agriculture integrated with decentralised, small
jbome industry. We must create conditions in our country which wilf
produce the highest possible continuous, enduring production of food.
fﬂ.‘.ess and less food, as world population mounts ana world soil erosion
~ continues, will the densely-populated countries be able to get from
_ other countries by way of purchase or gift.
; The following three tables culled from different soyrces, showing
. the averagé preduction of various agricultural commodities in some of
he countries of the world for a period of five years, 1932-36, three years,
949-51, and six years, 1948-53, respectively, prove thag Indja's produc-
. tionis almost the lowest all along the line— '

TABLE 1.
QUINQUENNIAL AVERAGE (1932-36) IN QUINTALS PER HECTARE.®

India,

S8
9.9 sablise s
5 S ] E_ Abso-ﬂc...od
e ! v} -4 ‘= s ute 8
E §_ s 1> a e fg“_zlquan- Efoo
O = 0 | o= = =2 =05 tity, a8V
2 @ @:e . © ol e Ol
.—’—;— s ’
56 360 .. | e 308 | 137 444

wolL 138 159 143 78 | 83 | 119 | 70 | 588
121 204 146 106 89 105 128 | 94 734
B 07 138 144 1096 100 132, 41 87 617
e e T
i ; |
B . 46 59 28 .35 42 17 64D
ound-nut. 182 215 .. .. .. . 79 158 100 633

- * “Our Economic Problem" (p'140)'by Wadia and Merchant.



TABLE II.

Rverage yield per acre (1949:51) in pounds for Principal crops(“estimates of Area and Production of Principal
crops in India, 1952-53", vol. §)

tton |

Name of county. (;ﬂn:a‘) Wheat. Groundnut. | Tobacco, Sugar-cane.
India th v BO(KO) 1 586 (10) 680 (10) 662 (10) 29467 (I0)
USA o wo VA4 99 (L) 8 (1) 1210 (18) 39618  (19)
USSR w W34 80 4y g Ll A R i
China (22 Provinces) ... (M43 (I8) 64 (1) 1606 (4 99 (15 .. g
Brazi w BRI 82 (1) 68l (1) MIB (1)
Egypt o LRI (B R [ Ly RSO OIS £ K i
Mexico o 1 3127(39) il W 8 (13) 4 =
Pakistan R TR IR 86 (1) 174% (06) _
Argentima ... A L T 5 e o 00 (09
Turkey w M3 By oy e 645 (I0) o el
Cinada Gl el 0504 wi(l:8) Il A oR Ly b (i o
France e AR e A (10 S i PRSI/ R RY RS =
ltaly oo et AL Y CREME Ay U0 ) ;
U.K 7 b et 0436 i T %
Indonesia SR T OISR
Burma o e et s R R 498 (07) % o
Greece ve L P b S R L e R ) 5
Japan “ ST e i A (T I SR e B
Cuba e o /s ott| | STEE (0] S eIRS(EI
Australia o U sl et i o i, SLelBE gy
Hawai o sy A A0 T sl ol v 150360 (51
Jawa and Madras an il d AR v “ i . 16620 (26)

|

NOTE-Figures in brackets indicate the relationship of average yields in foreign countries to those of India
in terms of unit.

i
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TABLE il
AVERAGE YIELD PER HECTARE (194853) OF INPORTANT CROPS (N DIFFERENT COUNTRIES,
Source: F. A O. Year Books 1953 and 1954,

Yield in 100 kgms. per Hectare

| —

i | ‘ ‘ i
Countres Cotton Seed|  Wheat Groundnutf Tobacco | Barley 1 Maize  Rice (Paddy) | Potato
EE zrjzsr‘.zzisrjiaisrjp AT
U‘ u-‘“:“!‘“ y- o U- u'u!“ e v;u-
RRERE R IR R REEHRE
il s L) o [ S ) 4 L I e
I8 (10)] 68 (10) 75 | (IO) 130019 (1] 67 |09 us (1) 705 | (10)
3O (7) 1M () 0 (H) ¥ (13)| 99 | (13)] 176 | (26) 474 (n; %7/ (13)
] A [ w05 (S I40‘(I9) n o) 3ully . I454A(2I]
 Afia i M (10 85 ((3)| L. . 04
_ wi 891 (55 I87|(20 ‘l697 (13 w {196 (25j W () ¥ () 1825 (1)
(22 Provinces) wel 350 (19) 10 (15) 1 l09; (I5)| 1Mle (14) | 135 | (20)\1500 (12) SSOo (08)
w2 (1) 188 19) I3 (H) g 03|20 Q7)) 42 () ¥ (4192 (1)
w48 Q6) 1040 (15) | 183 @4 12 (1) 118 (15 12| (1) 36 (3!) 73 (M)
l oo 13 E Q)] 146 | (20) HO (1% 36| (#9) | w | 1258 (18)
|5 B3 ) 978-(“) 142 | (19)] 144! (18) 14 () 262 (23) 16251 @)
« S0 (1Y 200 00 (4] 12 08 76 (), 6 (15 uo[rw
o483 (n)I W03 03] () 01 (1) 154 (23) JIOI(N) 68 (09)
: W DR ‘ . B (3) 183 ),
Republic of  Westen | ] |
Y. Tl (n), mwn) 242»(31) m.lm) MOW(W)
v o 189 (26) .. I76 (168 @) e gy 358'/ (JI) | (19
32'3hf(40) 229& (3‘ NI 38 B0 (58 CB ()
L T I (n) | (43) ' (IS4 m)
w (300 (S4)> &6 (I2) 345\ 4 . i %3 @
M| (1) 159] 23) i (N) |3'5 810 (1) 195 | (29) 91 43) 7|2’(HJ)
ia w | WOU(E) ()] 88y (1) 73 ‘(H)]‘ 10 (1% 138 | (1) 2547 () 618 | (10)
w ! 63009106 (l6) 191 (29)! 5'9',4 (W) 105/ (|3) 94 | mm/ (20) 103 | (1)
" e " 20'6 ) " ‘u- B ( ) I | o m‘s (za)
. STy | A T ‘ R (28) oo |10 (1)
fland SRR 94 07 T30 3006 ) e mzi(u)
* Unoffical figures. 3. Average of [948:50,
@ Average of 194953, b, Average of 1951.53,
& Average of 194849 ang 1951.53, ¢, Average of |943-51
i Average of 1949:50 and 1952.53 ¢, Average of 194850,
£ Average of 19851 ang 1953, ¢, Average of 194849,
+ OnFarms and estates, fi Average of 1949:50 and 195253,
§ Picked and Thrashed. g For 1948 only,

b, Average of 194850,
I, Average of 1946:52,
1, Includes spelt,




t is still more alarming is the fact that, while, as time passes,
untries the yield of rice and wheat per acre is either increa~
most constant, in India it registers a definite decline—

TABLE IV

Average Approximate Yields of Rice in Lbs. Per Acre

}

1936-39

1909-13  1926-31 ' 1931-36 i
s - j —
including Burma) 982+ .. 85l 829 805
| . 887 ' a8 | 868
1000 133 - wii )
1952 2797 293 | 3000
e e
2019 845 1799 2097
1827 | 2124 | 2053 | 2307

TABLE V

Average Approximate Yields of Wheat in Lbs. Per Acre

| 1909-13 | 192433
A T wm
Canada .. ’ 1188 972
Australia ... | 708 714
B . % - 0
Europe .. | 1110 | 1146
Russla .. 6 636
hda. .. - T4 | 636

ure relates to 1914-19
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As far as wheat s concerned, its yield per acre has decreased
greatly since the days of Akbar. According to ‘Ain-i-Akbari’ it averaged
I555 Ibs. per acre: according to the quinquennial report of 1926-31, it

averages 900 Ibs. (1,000 Ibs. for irrigated land).

While the average under rice and wheat increased, total production

of the two commodities till a decade ago went down.

TABLE VI
RICE WHEAT
Average for years
Millions Millions Millions Millions
Acre Tons Acre Tons
1911-16 673 2608 242 7:98
1931-43 6976 2316 2626 744

May be the trend has been reversed during recent years, but in

the-absence of figures no definite statement can be made.

The table on p. 28 gives the comparative data of agricultural pro-
duction for various states of India inter se, and shows how one state
stands vis-a-vis another with respect to the production of a particular

commodity:—
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TABLE VI
YIELD 1N MAUNDIACRE DURING 194853 OF PART &' STATES OF INDIAR

Part ‘A’ States of India YIELD PER ACRE DURING 1M5@ OF

Wheat + Rice  Barley Maize ICouonfTobacco

Grownd: p.o Y Sugare

nut

Crops: (Mds) ?(Mds) (Mds)  (Mds) * (Mds) ' (Mds) (Hey | (Mds) (Me)

" ; oo 0l L A I e
1% G SO0 S 10 837
CI BT S 6% 0T 6%
6 TUL 4B 66 07% T60

O 7T VI WO B 7
966U NA 4 04 G194

L08R B M 26 96
369 63 U9 16 146 655
B0 B B 1 T4

MO0 NA G806 B0

0 W om® 0 0 ®

e .

. S50 30:206

LTV I

Y
¢
o
b4
"
4%

10-862

4 T
0| 1
955 | 7554l
e
01538 311%
155 030
0| 4508

! |‘n-m

ot Noes— Figures for 194851 incude Andhra and part of

& Production fiures of nuts n shell.

0 Exactfigures not available since very lttle area '
under Crop. The sources give area and pro- N. A Not Available,
duction figures in 1,000 acres a 1000 tons

s0.0n,

0U (CE~{( 1) Area and Production of Principal crops in India 1948-51 Ministry of Food and Agriculture Gl
(1) Satistical Abstracts, India 1951-52 & 1962:53 issued by Central Statistical Organistion G/l

(I Monthly ssues of ‘Agricultural Situation In India” Ministy of Food & Agriculure Gl

t Production figures given in- sources are In 1000

Hysore s, bals of 392 s, each The figurs for all Staes
X Two years average, for the year 1953-54 are subject to revision.
" Yield of Raw Sugar. (Maund Per Acre=0:92239 X 100 Kgmefhectare)

@ AsinFAO the year 1940 represents 19464, and
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have not yet given to agrticulture the importance that it
occupy in our economy. Even If as was expected we have
d our gross agricultural output during the first Five-Year Plan
e certainly not yet aqut of the woods. Had we been, we would not
A,]ust on the eve of the second Five-Year Plan, been forced to
into an agreement to purchase 170 crores worth farm produce
America that we recently did. It is a strange spectacle, indegd,
of a predominantly agricultural country like India going from
ntry to country begging for food, so soon after it had patted itself
e back on the success of her First Plan!

- According to the census report of 1951, India was normally sur-
n food-grains in or about 1880 including both rice and wheat, and
rplus was of the order of 12 lakhs of tons per annum. Figures for
quent years which are available, averaged aver five-year periods,

gre as follows:—
: TABLE VNt

(In Lakhs of Tons)

- Five-year period ~ Exports Imports  Net Exports

”

—-— — ———

= |
|

9 to 189495 — . 45 | 2l ! 12:4
189 96 to 1899-1900 — 10 48 62
m-ou to 1904-05 — 166 62 10-4
-os w0 1909-10 — | 148 | 96 52

1915-16 to 191920 — -~ | e 40
|

~ 1915-20 was the last five-year period when undivided India wasa
~ net exporter of food-grains. Thereafter, there was a net import during
every five-year period as shown by the table below:—
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We have not yet given to agrticulture the importance that it
should occupy in our economy. Even if as was expected we have
increased our gross agricultural output during the first Five-Year Plan
we are certainly not yet qut of the woods. Had we been, we would not
have, just on the eve of the second Five-Year Plan, been forced to
enter into an agreement to purchase |70 crores worth farm produce
from America that we recently did. It is a strange spectacle, indeed,
that of a predominantly agricultyral country like India going from
country to country begging for food, so soon after it had patted itself
on the back on the success of her First Plan!

According to the census report of 1951, India was normally sur-
plus in food-grains in or about 1880 including both rice and wheat, and
the surplus was of the order of 12 lakhs of tons per annum. Figures for
subsequent years which are available, averaged aver five-year periods,

are as follows:—
TABLE Viie

(In Lakhs of Tons)

' ; 3 l
Five-year period ~ Exports Imports ©  Net Exports

ST e AL .

e | ELEaT
1890-91 to 1894.95 — ., 145 , Bt 12:4
1895-96 to 1899-1900 — 110 | 48 62
1900-01 to 1904-05 — 166 62 10-4
190506 to 1909-10 — | 148 | 96 52

- 1915-16 to 191920 — L 40

i

1915-20 was the last five-year period when undivided India was s

'_mt exporter of food-grains. Thereafter. there was a net import during

every five-year period as shown by the table below:—
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YABLE IX :

—
:
i
3

(In Lakhs of Tons)

i — - = == e

! |

Five-year period | Imports | Exports |l Net Imports

—_— - —_—— _————

|

I

1920-21 to 1924-25 — 14 i og | 16
1925.26 to 1929-30 — 59 i - 83 ; 7:6
1930-31 to 193435 — |84 57 12:7

1935.36 to 193940 — 207 92 138

The subsequent changes during and since World War II may be
briefly told. During. 1940-41 and 1941-42 net imports diminished to
9.6 lakhs and 4.3 lakhs. During 1942-43 imports were cut off and India
supplied Ceylon and a few other places; net exports reappeared for
about one year though the quantity was small—only 2.9 lakhs. Tne
Bengal Famine occurred during 1943-44 when India recsived, under
inter-national allocations, & net supply of 3.0 lakhs. The next two years
were managed with only 7.3 and 9.3 lakhs of tons. The shortge was
made good mainly by eating into the carfy-over; the stocks normally
carried by farmers, traders and consumers were reduced, thus adding
greatly to the difficulties of distribution, and creating the risks of
break-down which was the nightmare of 1946. The first full post-war
year.[1946-47 Jsaw India importing. 25.8 lakhs and the next year
(1947-48) 26.6 lakhs. At that stage, the agitation against state trading
commenced. These imports seemed to be both enormous and unneces-
sary; hence the demand for stoppége of imports and lifting of controls.
This did not, however, work. During 1948-49, the first full year after
partition, India imported 30.5 lakhs. Then it was reduced to 28.6 and
27.2 lakns. This was followed by two successive years of very large
imports. The report of the Planning. Commissin mentions 32.7 lakhs as
tne average level of imports per annum during 1947-52.

It is plain then that we have ceased to grow enough to feed our
population for about three decades now. The quantity of land that is
available for production in our country today is for practical purposes
fixed. There is little possibility of extension of agriculture by recla-
mation and colonisation. Our population is large and increasing. We
have therefore to raise the maximum possible output from the land
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already under cultivation. In other words, the basic problem of
agriculture ifl India today is to raise the yield per acre. Of the three
factors of production, namely land, labour, and capital, land is the
limiting factor and should, therefore, be exploited to the maximum
even though such exploitation may involve a wastage of the other two
factors, namely, labour and capital. Our man-power is colossal and
labour is cheap. Capital, in our circumstances, largely means draught
cattle. Our agrarian organization has, therefore, of necessity, to-be
such as would lend itself to the maximum exploitation of land even
though it may not be consistent with the maximum exploitation of
labour and capital. v

Marxism, like capitalism, has every where asked: How could wé
obtain from the existing surface a maximum return with a minimum of
labour? The question for us is different. It is: How could one on the
existing surface secure a living to a maximum number of people through
tne use of their labour in the villages? Land being the limiting factor in
our conditions, our aim must be obviously not tne nighest possible proe
duction per man or agriculzural worker, but highest possible production
per acre. That is what will give usthe largest total for India as.a whole
and thus eradicate poverty or want of wealtn in the absolute. It is only
in countries like the USA, the USSR and Australia where land is not 3
limiting factor and labour is comparatively scarce that it may be in the
national interest to obtain the maximum output per worker rather than
maximum yield per acre. But we cannot afford to advocate or have an
economy which may be wasteful of land. - Land being relatively more
scarce in India as a whole and, therefore, more valuable than the other
two factors, we have to apply to it more or increasing units of labour or
capital or of both in order that the fullest use be made of the former, of
‘which is the same thing, bigger yields realised therefrom per acre.



CHAPTER VI
PRODUCTION OF WEALTH

A good few think that a compact area of 100 acres will yield a
some what higner produce than 10 plots of 10 acres eacn. That is,
concentration of land will give greater yieid per acre than if it is divided
or dispersed Into small units. People living in the cities, who have
before them the example of big economic units working successfully in
the field of manufacturing industry, argue by anaiogy that big mechanised
undertakings would produce more in the fielda of agriculture also.
They consider that increased production of food cannot be achieved
unless the peasants abandon their small-scale farming®and join or merge
themselves into societies where large-scale farming is possible and trac-
tors, combine-harvesters and similar machinery can profitably be used.
They would like to put agriculture, too, on a ‘factory’ basis.

The economists in our country and the intelligentsia+ in general
have taken their views mostly from Marx, the core of whose economic
analysis, as of his theory, wasa fundamental belief in the superiority,
and hence in the necessity, of large-scale production. To him large-
scale production was the first condition for general well-being. That
condition was clearly being realised In the field of industry; Marx took
It for granted that the same process was bound to take place also in
agriculture.

According to Marx the peasant was doomed because he was a
peasant, and the evil to which the peasant was succumbing was just his
dwarf holding, the partition of the soil. Neither the peasant nor his
$ystem was compatible with progress, and the development of the
society was overcoming them both. The Communist Manifesto went
straight to the goal—the scientific cultivation of the soil upon a com-
mon plan by means of armies of labourers.

The small peasant produces mainly for himself; the capitalist farmer
mainly for the market. But the industrial workers depended on pur-
chased food-stuffs and these, the Communists said, they could not get
from the peasants: hence the old peasant economy was incompatible with
the new Industrialised state. The peasant was to be transformed into
a labourer and the nationalised soll tilled by co-operatives of production
under the control of society as a whole.

No part of Marx's economic theory was more uncritically accepted
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than this. It was forgotten that when Marx was formulating his
theory he was living in England where there were no peasants and no
agrarian question to challenge his outlook. His description of -the
agricultural situation was based on the life of the English labouret
and of the pitiable Irish peasantry’ about the middle of the last
century. |t was, further, a period when everything seemed to point
to the concentration of land in the hands of a few large owners. An
important aspect of this phenomznon, viz., that the increase in large
estates had often been achieved by political and social pressure
(througn enclosures and partly as the price for the emancipation of
the peasants), and did not represent simply the victory of the better
system in free competition, escaped his notice completely. The
original views of Marx on agrarian development have, however, con-
tinued to grip the Communist mind ever since, inspite of the
statement of Engels that Marx had himself begun to doubt their

validity in cases where, as in Eastern Europe, farming was not capit-
alistic.

In sheer econom:'c theory it is easy to see that, howsoever a big
farm may be organised whether co-operatively, collectively or on a
capitalistic basis, its largeness is a factor which definitely tends to reduce
the per-acre yield. To quote W.J. Spillman: “The greatest profit from
the business as a whole involves the greatest profit per unit of the limi-
ting factor. Thus if land be the limiting factor, the aim should be to
.make the largest profit per acre. If labour limits the business, the aim
should be the largest possible profit per unit of labour. Similarly, if the
limiting factor be materials, the aim should be the greatest profit
per unit of material”.*

Taking the case of an average peasant farm, the farmer and his
family are under-employed on their patch of land. They do not
have to pay for the time and the labour that they devote to it. So
that even for a small extra yield they will apply all the labour they
are capable of. In peasant farming land is the limiting factor, and the
greatest profits therefore lie in the maximum yield per acre. On the
contrary, the owner or the manager of a big farm has necessarily to
engage labour on payment, and unless the extra vield is commensurate
with the extra labour that may be applied, the extra labour will not
be worth-wnile and the maximum profit in the case of a large farmer
will correspond to the fullest exploitation of labour that he may be in
‘a position to engage. In his caselabour is the limiting factor, not land;

*“The law of Diminishing Returns”, p. 43
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for land is there to which extra labour may be employed but extra
labour is too costly for the aaditional output. The maximum profits
will not therefore correspond to the maximum yiela from land as in
the case of a small farmer, :

In other words, the profit motive of a small farmer is fully consis-
tent with our national requirement which, as has been explained, is
the greatest yield per acre, not the greatest profit in terms of money.
On the other hand, the profit motive of the holder of a big farm, of
‘whatever pattern, Is in conflict with that supreme requirement, for
the simple reason that his greatest profit lies in maximum exploitation
of resources other than land. If water, manure, improved seed and
other- facilities are available in equal measure to both, the larger farmer
will never find it worth while to compete with the small one in
per-acre yield.

Since the great depression of thirties, doubts about the efficiency
of large units have grown even in the field of industry. A most thorough
Investigation was made by the so-called Temporary National Economic
Committee in the USA, just before the War, in 1941, Its elaborate
studies showed that in none of the mass industries were the biggest
units the most efficient in productivity. In a practical way the dep-
ression of the thirties had also served to show that even in industry
smaller units could more readily adapt themselves to changing condi-
tions and markets. Anyway the Marxists are altogether wrong in their
assumptions about agricultural production,

The explanation why a factory.owner is able to produce more
per unit of capiral invested than a small worker or artisan while a big
farmer is not, lies in the fundamental distinction between the two
kinds of industry which has been admirably brought out by Van Der
Post. “Tne manufacturing process’, says he, “is a mechanical process
producing articles to pattern in succession from the same machine.
The agricultural process, on the othe hand, is a biological process, and
dts products are the result not of a man-driven mechanism, but of
their own inherent qualities of growth. In case of the industrial
commodity, therefore, standing room for a machine and its operator
will suffice in order that it be multiplied indefinitely. In the case of the
agricultural commodity, on the other hand, standing room is required
for each article that has to be produced” (“Economis of Agriculture”,
1937, p. 162).
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A large farm must occupy alarge space. But the larger the size of
the farm, the more scattered its operations. This not onlv makes large
farming more expensive than large manufacturing, but makes it more
aifficult to supervise., Labour concentrated under one roof, as isthe
case with manufacturing, is easier to supervise than labour spread over
a large area.

Other factors that favour alarger scale of operations in manu-
facturing than in agriculture, and stem from the fundamental
difference between the nature of the two, are that the former lends
itself to specialization by tasks and by products, that machine prod-
uction can be standardized, while agriculture cannot, and, it, there-
fore, needs lesa supervision than agriculture and that it is susceptible
to delegation and differentiation of managerial functions much better.

Further, agricultural production being organic in nature or a
biological process, the kind of thinking used to calculate machine
production cannot be applied in farming.

“The truth is that in manufacturing,’” says Ehrenfried Pfeiffer in
the preface to his book “Soil Fertility, Renewal and Preservation”
(page 6), “we are dealing with something primarily inorganic. Its
general calculability as well as the calculability of its individual
factors, are all easily controlled. Agriculture, on the other hand,
works with living factors, with the growth, health and diseases of plants
and animals. It has to do with the enlivening of the soil. All of its
factors are variables. In their individual characteristics they are inde-
pendent of one another, yet they unite to form a higher unity, 2 whole,
that is to say, an organism.

“Raw materials are received by the factory and are transformed
into finished goods. Between these two poles in manufacturing—the
pole of the raw materials on one side and of the finished commodity on
the other—there stands the machine. The machine is not a variable
factor except for deterioration. Agriculture, on the other hand, has
for its one pole fertilizer and seed as raw material; it furnishes vege-
tables, grain, fruit, etc, as the finished product. But between the
beginning and the end of agricultural production stands the life
process (biological process). Economic thinking could form a correct
idea of what takes place in agriculture only if this lifs process could
be taken into its calculations.”
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Just as cattle and human beings are, in respect of manifestations
of their life, not an arithmetical problem, so also soil. Just as the
performace of a horse, its pace, its jump and its endurance do not
depend on feeding alone and the gallons of milk that may flow out
of a cow are not directly proportionate to the pounds of proteins
and salts that may be fed to it, sois the productive capacity of a culti-
vated field also not directly proportionate to the amount of fertilizer
applied. A Cultivated field is a biological organism, like the horse
or the cow, and as such subject to the laws governing the organic.

The invention of the steam-engine in the eighteenth century led
to an unparalleled economic revolution invalving a complate upheaval in
methods and rates of industrial production and in civilization in general,
Where hitherto man had scarceiy known or used any but hand tools, he
had henceforth at his disposal a machine driven by an external source
of power, which could be harnessed to an indefinite number of other
machines.

The great inventions heralded the birth of the capitalists economy,
demanding large numbers of workers, heavy capital investments and
world-wide markets. The handicraft workshop in which the master-
craftsman worked alongside a few journeymen or apprentices gave way
to the factory and the big firm, in which concentration and the scale of
production steadily increased and the machines were constantly
improved.

While, however, introduction of the steam-engine in place of the
hand-driven wheel, owing to the mechanical nature of maunfacturing,
brought a hundredfold, even two hundred-fold increase in man's
capacity to produce manufactured goods, the steam-engine, because it
was a machine, did nothing, in fact, could do nothing of the kind in
agriculture, which is a biological process. In mechanical processing the
replacement of hand power by steam power established a new relation-
ship between tne size of an undertaking and its production. But it
could not influence the life process of plants and the relationship
between the size of an agricultural farm and its production necessarily
remained unaffected. In actual practice, given the same resource
facilities, soil content, and climate, a small farm produces, and will
continue to produce, acre for acre, more than a large one until a
machine is devised which can accelerate the nature's process of gesta-
tion and growth.

A plant may or may not have a soul but it is a living organism: the
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term ‘plant life’ is now in common use with all scientists, As such it
requires individual care and attention somewhat in the same manner as
an animal or human being dces. And there are limits tothe physical
and supervisory capacity of the owner or the manager of the farm. As
a man or woman cannot stisfactorily look after two dozen children or
two dozen cows, so a farmer, too, can not tend crops efficiently beyond
a certain limit. Nor can such care and attention be forthcoming on a
co-operative or collective farm either, where no land or field belongs
or is entrusted to any body, exclusively.

Secondly, the labour that a family can provide free of cost on a
small farm cannot be available on a large farm. Agriculture for a
peasant is not only a means of living but a way of life also: his wife,
children and old parents labour not merely for gain. The organic
nature of agricultural production making it dependent rather on more
intensive labour for increase in output, a large private farmer has to
engage hired labour for every piece of a job: this favours the small cuiti-
vator because the paid labour, while it increases the farm expenses, is
difficult to supervise. There is a tendency in men not under close
supervision by owners or managers to slow up théir work. Paid
labourers can in no case bring to exercise the same attention, the
same devotion which the members of a peasant family will, whether
in tending the crops, or the animals, or in performing any other of the
varied tasks of cultivation. The labourer work for wages, not for love,
Large-scale undertakings dependent on paid labourers cannot, theres
fore, compete with peasant production In a free market,

If the‘large farm is a co-operative or collective undertaking, tne
workers or members will lack the incentive, which a peasant farmer
owning his patch of land and being master of his produce has, for
working hard. The knowledge that the total sum to be divided
amongst more than a hundred or two hundred workers of the co-opera-
tive farm depends upon how hard they all work, has proved too weak
and diffused an incentive to be effective. “The farmer will not',
write Sydney and Beatrice Webb, “be easily weaned from his habit of
seeking always to do less work than his fellow-members, on the argu-
ment that only in this way can he hope to get even with them, or they
wlli, of course, be seeking to do less work than he does.” That is, the
pace in a co-operative or collective enterprise is determined by that of
the slowest worker.

Tnirdly, a peasant farmer is, by dint of the surplus labour
resources of his family available to him, able to carry more cattle per
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acre than the large farmer. His family labour is a fixed factor which
has to be maintained in all events: so he tries to utilize it by keeping
live-stock, which adds to his output. No such labour force or labour
force commensurate to the size of the farm is available to a large
farmer. Almost all the income is, therefore, confined to wnhat the
farmer is able to get from the crops.

Nor is the capacity of a large farm to rear and maintain cattle
enhanced by being run on co-operative or collective lines. Cattle
and poultry respond to living and loving touch almost just as numan
beings do: they are, therefore, best cared for (and, therefore, serve as a
source of profit) only when they are the property of individuals and
objects of pride to them. That is why far greater concessions in the
matter of keeping private livestock have been given to collective
farmers in those areas of the USSR which are devoted largely to breed-
ing of cattle as opposed to areas devoted largely to production of grain.
That is why, again, by the way, big dairies run as production centres in
our country are seldom a paying proposition.

Lastly, inasmuch as a family farm can carry a larger number of
cattle and poultry per acre than a big farm, the peasant farmer will have
comparatively more farm-yard manure at his disposal. Cattle waste
is organic in character, and, at least, in the long run more effective
as manure than the inorganic chemical fertilizers which are obtain-
able in the markets, and to which, a large farm, whether private or
co-operative, will, of necessity resort. Ana while the truth thac
farm-yard manure helps to maintain soil fertllity best is admitted by
all agrarian experts, some of them, at least, are d-finitely of opinion
that artificial fertilizer depletes the soil,
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CHAPTER VII
COMPARATIVE DATA OF YIELDS

It has been stated in the previous chapter that the biological aspect
of the question and economic theory lead us to the conclusion that
production on small farms is greater per unit of land than on large
farms. There is overwhelming, factual evidence from various countries
which confirms this conclusion. Below are given figures for the English,
Danish and Swiss agriculture from the “Economics of Agriculture, 1937"
by Van Der Post—
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TABLE X
ENGLISH DANISH SWISS
| Gross Gross Gross
Size of return Size of return Size of return
Holding  per acre Holding per acre Holding per acre
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“|t is quite evident" remarks Frank App'in “Farm Economics’’
(pp. 58-59), ““that the larger the business, the larger will be the receipts.
To what extent this would hold true as the size increases, will dep-
end upon the type of farming, the locally. and somewhat upon the

ability of the operator. In the surveys made in six states of the USA

(sic) the results average as follows—

TABLE XI
Farm Size Total Receipts per acre
Sma“ ene LR see $ 42'90
Medium $ 41:30
Large $ 3880

That mixed farming (or even cattle rearing singly) is more profite
able on smaller farms than on larger, is well illustrated by tne statistics

of five different countries given on p. 41.
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“The Economics of Small Holdings” (1927) Edger Thomas (pp. 110-111)
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That there is an upper limit to the managerial capacity of a man
beyond which the land farmed by him cannot yield a larger produce
in the total and alsa that there is a lower limit to a farm below which,
howsoever more labour and capitai may be apphed, it will not produce
more per acre, is proved by statistics for Chinese agriculture.—

“Agrlcultural Statistics”, says Richard B. Gregg in his *Which Way
Lies Hope™ (pp. 52-53). “show that under hand labour, as more and
more people work the land, the production per man increases upto the
density of 4 men per 100 acres or 25 acres per man, and thereafter
decreases. But as the number ef farm workers increases, the toral
production per 100 acres and average production per acre also steadily
increases, though by smaller and smaller increments. The data for
Chinese intensive agriculture, given in John Lossing Buck's *Land
Utilization in China" (University of Chicago Press, 1939), show that this
increase of total production and average production per acre continues
upto the place where each farmer has 2.6 acres.”

Although no data are available, yet the "experience of small farmers
in towns and their suburbs in our own country would also go to confirm
the conclusion arrived at by John Lossing Buck.

It is not only gross production per acre that increases with the
decreasing size of the farm: there is evidence to show that this is true
also of net production, The author of “The Land and the Peasant in
Rumania” says on page 254—

“The progress in the science of agriculture has shown that the laws
of industrial production do not also hold good for the production of
food-stuffs. In agriculture production follows a natural process which
does not allow an indefinite division of labour: and this form of intensi-
fying production has been proved to bring in returns which, for a num-
ber of reasons, diminish in the proportion in which the size of the agrl-
culrural undertaking increases, as illustrated by the so-called circles of
Thunen. More recent inquiries have shown that this is true not only of
the total output which was often conceded but also ef net production,
It might be useful to quote here one inquiry, because of its clear results
and of the great competence of its author. The Director of the Swiss
peasant Secretariat, Professor Ernest Laur, who is a member of the
League of Nations Committee on Agricultural Questions, having worked
over returns on capital for various categories of Swiss farms over a
period of twenty years (1901-21), has obtained the following averages,
in Swiss francs:
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TABLE XiiL
Size of farm in Value of total Value of sold produce per
hectares preduction per hectare
hectare

3.5 1,180 795

5-10 1,005 740

10-15 900 700

15-30 825 660
Above 30 710 595

The table indicates a gradual increase in the net profits per acre,
as well as in gross production, from the least intensive to the most
Iniensive groups.

A Report of the British Ministry of Agriculture refarred to in the
monthiy journal, “The Agricultural Situation in Indla: Aprl, 1952",
issued by the Economics and Statistical Adviser to Government of India
also points to the conclusion that the intensity of production per acre
is highest on the small farms and declines as the size of farm

increases—
NET OUTPUT PER 100 QD]USIED" ACRES
TABLE Xiv
Farm Size Group 1947-48 (£) 1948-49 (£)
(Acres)

0-50 2,585 3188
51-100 1,830 2,319
101-150 1,575 2,025
151-300 1,576 2,033
301-500 1,577 1,980

Qver 500 1,551 1,923

®Adjusted acreage of a farm means the actual area in sole occupa-
~ tion reduced by expressing the acreage of any rough grazing in terms
~ of equivalent acres of crop and grass, which vary from district to
- district accotding to local ¢onditions.
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According to an address delivered by Professor Sering in the Empe-
ror’s presence before the German Agricultural Council in 1913, quoted
ina memorandum submitted to the British Agricultural Tribunat of
Investigation in 1924, "'The evidence is conclusive that the new peasant
holdings in the eastern provinces not only doubled the number of inha-
bitants in the colonized area — and that within ten years; they increa:ed
the cattlein the area from two to three-fold; the pigs from three to
four-fold; while the grain crops were, in some cases half as large again,
in others doubled. This was, of course only by dint of harder work
than mere hired labourers would care to perform, and by making use of
their children and women and old people todo the extra harvest work
for which the great land-owners had to rely on Polish season workers''.

In Poland the change from extensive corn growing to mixed farming
showed great capacity fo rexpansion in that direction. The numbar of
animals (apart from improvement in quality) increased as follows bet-
ween 1921 and 1938-39 (in millions)

TABLE XV
(1921) (1938-39)
Cattle 7.89 10.6
Pigs S 4.8 7.7
Sheep s 25 3.2

In Czechoslovakia the division of the large estates resulted in an
improvement in the number and quality of livestock, an increase in
milk production and even a rise in corn yields, because more livestock
meant more manure (vide David Mitrany’s "Marx Against the peasant”,
London, 1952, Page 127).

The British’Agricultural Tribunal has the following comment to
make about the family farm, that is, the farm worked by the occupier
and members of his family with or without some hired labour :

““We believe that the productivity of European agriculture, parti-
cularly, of that of Denmark, Germany ana Belgium, where the output
has been the greatest, has been largely due to the attention given to
the organization of the family farming system; and in Denmark which
stll offers the most instructive field fer comparision, the maintenance
and extension of the system have been regarded as the most secure
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foundation for obtaining the maximum out of the land, while, at the
same time, developing a democratic and rural secial community.
(Report, p. 87). :

Whatever  evidence is available of Russian collectivs farming pro-.
ves that concentration of land does not increase production per unit.
Doreen Warrirer, the author of *‘Economics of Peasant Farming and
Eastern Europe After Hitler’, comes to the conclusion that-—

““Measured by any quantitative standard of ylelds per acre, output
per head, or the terms of exchange between agricultural and industrial
projucts, tne position of the peasantry in Eastern Europe in general

was better, bafore the outbreak of war, than the position of the collec
tive farmer in Russia.’

The 2,60,000 collective farms of the USSR in 1952 have b&en redu-
cea by amalgamation into 91,000 in 1955, and the average size has risen
to 5230 hectares. We do not think there are any advocates ok
large-scale farming who can seriously contend that agricultoral pro-
duction in the USSR has ncw increased with the increase in the size of
that agricultural undertaking. Constant shifts in internal reorgani-
sation, a drivz to bring millions of hectares of hitherto uncultivated
land under cultivation, import of wneat from Canada {perhips, wneat
" from tne U.S.A. was tab>s) recantly in order tofeed pz=op'ein the
Eastern European satellite countries and M. Nikita Khrushchev's cri-.
~ ticism of a number of ministers, ministries and state and collactive.
farms at che closing of the Siberian farmers’ conference in July last,
whicn clzarly bespoke of frustration point to the contrary, viz., to the
fact that large farms do not mean large production. :

Below is given a table showing the average production of some of
the agricultural commodities for USA, UK, several western European,
countries and Japan
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The arable part of an average USA holding according to the 1950
World Census of Agriculture comes to 64 acres out of 215, that is 29.5
per cent of the total area. The average arable holding in western Euro-
pean countries is far smaller, even less than one-third and one-sixth of
the average arable holding in the USA. It is 10 acres out of 27 in Federal
Republic of Germany. The entire average holding Iin England, Den-
mark, France and Switzer land has only an area of 82, 39, 29 and I5
acres respectively as compared with 215 acres in the USA. The average
Japanese holding is for too small—one-thirtieth of the American holding,
I &, two acres as compared with 64 arable acres. However, the USA
Is seen to produce less than almost all the countries in the table, even
less than Japan wnere the average holdings are comparatively so small.
Similarly, the production of the U, K. compares unfavourably with that
of Denmark, It may be admitted that there are differences in topo-
graphy, soil fertility, climatic conditions and the resource facilities that
may be available to the farmers in the various countries, but the wide
disparity in agricultural production in these countries, all of which are
situated in the temperate zone and fall within the category of ‘developed
countries’, cannot all be explained by these differences. The figures can
at least be taken to point towards the conclusion that mere largeness
of size of an agricultural undertaking does not lead to increase In
production per acre,

Yet another table is given below, from which we can easily deduce
that large area of culturable land per man engaged in agriculture (or
large size of the agricultural undertaking) does not mean large produc-
tion per acre. The preceding table enabled us to make a comparison
of agricultural yields of some countries with those of the U. S, A: the
following will enable us to make a similar comparison with the USSR,
It will be found that, leaving out of account India and Philippines
altogether, for they are acknowledgedly under-developed countries,

~ the USSR, pride of the protagonists of large scale mechanised farming,

is bracketed with Turkey and Yugoslavia and occupies the lowest place,
both as regards production per acre and production per man—



TABLE XV

Classification of 26 countries with respect to the relationship between
the intensiveness of cultivation and agricultural output per person
engaged in cultivation.

No. of parsons engaged in agri-ulture parsq. kilometre

Value of ;
agricultural of cultivable land.
production
per person ‘
‘ d
(REinet sear) -5 5-10 10-15  15-20 20-25  25.30
Below 1,000 | Philippines A =2 Incia
BIOLS00 . T i ey B
: Yugosiavia
U.S. S R,
1,500-2,000 ._ 2 £ Poland Rumania ... _‘]t'al; E
2,000-2,500 -—Er_;iT_ﬁ Greece Cyprus Portugal s
Bulgaria
2,500-3,000 France Spain B Hungary
i Austria
3,000-3,500 g:r:den' Ireland Syria
3,500-4,000 —_ German.y Belgium :
‘ Czecho- { f
slovakia :
4,000-4,500
4,500-5,000 , — _B—ritam ‘ - Nether- |
lands
over 5,000 _- ;‘ =i s Denmark Seerr

If we take mean figures both for agricultural production and for
pe'sons engaged in agricultural and treat the production of USSR as

*From an article entitled, “Population, Growth And Livirg Stand-
ards” by Colin Clark, published in the “International Labour Review,"
August, 1953,
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100, we arrive at the following table which will, perhaps, be more

intelligible to a layman—
TABLE XVviII

Countries which have about the Countries which have a smaller

same area of cultivable land per area of cultivable land per per-

person engaged in agriculture son engaged in agrlculture than
as USSR USSR

: Index of production
Index of production
Country per acre (and there- | Country
fore, per person). Per acre Per person
USSR 100 USSR 100 100
Poland 140 Rumania 196 140
Cyprus & 180 ’ lealy 252 140
Bulgaria i
| | S
f |
Spain 220 Portugal 308 180
' S
Syria 260 Hungary | 396 220
|
I TN
Germany .& 300 | Belgium ’ 420 ! 300
Czechos- | i i
lovakia , | |
| | e
r 5 i
Denmark 420 | Netherlands| 532 I 380
l | e}

Again, it may be conceded that there is a difference in soil fertility
- and climatic conditions of the various countries mentioned in the
~ above table. But, again, this difference, particulary in the countries
lying within the same climatic zones, cannot possibly explain the diffe-
“rence in production, which is so large, and especially when the claims
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of the Soviet Union regarding progress in agricultural research and
availability of resource facilicies on its sgtate and collective farms gre so
wide and insistent. Assuming, however, that the difference in condi-
tions covers up all the difference in production, it will still be fair to
¢onclude cthat the size of its agricultural undertaking, which is 100
times or more than that in any other country showh in the table, has
not helped the USSR increase its agricultual output: it s not going to
help India or China either.

Recently some studies of variation in output on farms of different
sizes have been undertaken in six regions in our own country. The
data collected both by the cost accounting and survey mechods from
five of these centres, available with the Land Reforms Division of the
Planning Commission, “do not bear out ths contenzion that large hol-
dings are more productive and small holdings less productive. The data
rather indicote a different trend: output per acre on small & medium hol-

dings (more so in the latter case) is generally higher than on large hold-
ings.

The report of our Delegation to China contains at pages 92 to 10%
several tables showing acreages and production in China during the
period 1949-1955. Two of these at pages 100-10l show the per-acre
yield of major agricultural crops, and one may argue that the gradual
increase from year to year mentioned therein is ingicative of the cor-
respondence becween larger farming units brought about by the intro-
duction of cooperative farming and higher output. In China the co-
operative movement took shape in 1951 and its high tide occurred in
1955. Between 1952 and 1954 the increases, if any, are insignificant,
and it is unthinkable that the large operational unit of 1955 should have
Produced such immediate effects as are reflected in the significapc in-
crease between 1954 and 1955. Whatever increases have takeh plat.‘e
must, therefore, be ascribed to the financial and technical assistance so
largely extended by the Chinese Government to its farmers. Quite
apart from these considerations, judged even from the standards of a
statistically backward country like India, the Chinese figures are utterly
unreliable. In respect both of area and yield, they are based merely on
visual estimation, and are therefore entirely subjective, in contradistinc-
tion to the fizures in the tables quoted earlier in this chapter, which
have been compiled on the basis of objective methods. In Cnina there
i$ nd cduhterpart to our patwari; there are no 4cientific measurements;
there are no cadastral maps; there are no crop-cutting experiments.

" .
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Tne sample surveys carried out in 1922-25 by Prof. John Lossing Buck
are perhaps the latest example in China of scientific agricultural statist-
ics. Reference to them has already been made. Our estimate of
Chinese statistics is abundantly enforced by the following observations
made by our Delegation in its report:

By and large, it appears to us that Cninese data after 1952 are
not strictly comparable with earlier data. As such, a part
of the improvement that is revealed by figures of area and
vield of agricuttural crops in China after 1952 over those
of earlier years may be considered to be statistical.”
(page 86.)

“In China, although some village maps were prepared during the
tand reforms, these were very rough sketch maps only and
were not used for statistical purposes.’”’ (page 86.)

“Since in China, the objective method of crop-cutting sample
surveys Is not followed for estimating the yield of agri-
cultural crops, especially of food crops, and since during
the last few years there has been a vigorous campaign at
all levels for increasing the yield and a spirit of competition
is being fostered between different villages and different
farmers, it may not be un-reasonable to presume thatthe
tendency towards psychological bias which we have ob-
served in India should also manifest itself in China to some
extent., When the peasants and members of the co-
operative farms, local agricultural officials as also local
party members are told that yield of crops must be increa-
sed from year to year and that their work will be judged
by their record in this regard and when there is a natural
enthusiasm in the whole country-side for increasing yields
and also out-doing others, it will be only human if instead
of under-stating the yleld they tend to over-state it."
(pages 86-87)

“But the important point to find out is how far the yield per
acre is improving year by year as a result of various
measures undertaken in India and in China. Here,un-
fortunately, the statistics are not strictly comparable
because while in India the figures of yield of foodgrains are
at present largely based on crop-cutting sample surveys
subject to no psychological bias, in China they are deter-
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mined by subjective valuation which must be quite
appreciably influenced by the psychological climate pre-
vailing there." (pages 87-88).

In the light of the definite factual evidence given in this chapter,
we have to consider or reconsider in all seriousness wnether the plans
and attempts at agricultural reorganization with a view to increasing
the size of the farming units are not misconceived,

It is sometimes difficult to follow the logic of the advocates of
agricultural producer cooperatives when some of them are at the same
time found pleading for a ceiling being put on the existing large,
private holdings on the ground that, size of the farm hav ing no bearing
on production per acre, their breaking up and distribution in-small
units, will not lead to decrease in total production. The latter view is
certainly correct. But an upholder of this view cannot consistently
advocate establishment of producer cooperatives, which wiil be large
units, with a view to increasing production. The two views are
mutually contradictory.



CHAPTER VIII

MAINTENANCE OF SOIL FERTILITY

A long-term experiment to determine (!) the relative utility of
the three major nutrients, nitrogen, phosphorous and portash, in the
manuring of sugarcane ana (2) the effzcts on soil fertility due to conti-
nuous application of artificial fertilizers, without being supplemented
by any organic or green manuring, was started in Uttar Pradesh at Shah-
jahanpur Sugarcane Research Station in 1935-36. The trial is being con-
ducted in two adjacent fields in alternate years, so that a crop of sugar-
cane would be available every year, the rotation followed being cane-
fallow-cane.

The treatments applied to the cane crop inciuded all the 27 combi-
nations of (i) 3 levels of nitrogen, namely, 0,100 and 200 Ib. N per acre;
(i1) 3 levels of pnosphate, namely 0,75 and 150 Ibs, P3Os per acre and
(iii) 3 levels of Potash, namely, 0,75 and 150 Ib. K20 per acre. Nitrogen
was applied in the form of ammonium sulphate, P2Os as superphosphate
and K20. as sulphate of potash. The lay-out adopted for the experi-
ment is of the split-plot design with main plots to the three levels
of nitrogen and the sub-plots to the 9 combinations of phosphate
and potash levels, with 4 replications, thus making a total of 108
plots in each field. The gross plot size was about |/25 acre each
and the total area occupied by the trial each year has been about
5 acres. The scheme of randomization adopted in the first year of
the trial Iin each field has been maintained unaltered, so that
the yields in successive years represent the treatment effect of the
year plus the cumulative effects of the previous applications of the
fertilizers.

The trial has now completed a period of 2! years with || crops of
sugarcane in one field and 10 crops in the other. Afterthe first 20r 3
crops the average yields in both the fields began to show a more or less
continuous fall showing thereby a marked deterioration in soil fercility.
The rotation was accordingly changed in 1952-53 by introaucing sanai
green manuring before cane. Two crops of sugarcane have now
been taken from each ficld after the introduction of green manuring —
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N. P. K. EXPERIMENT SHAHJAHANPUR
VTABLE XIX —_Mean Yield of Main Effects N. P. K. In mds. per acre

o Nittogen s S Phosphate l Potash

. ; :
: | Olb. 751b 150 Ib. 01b. |75 ib. 150 Ib,

Year Olb-N. 100 16.200 Ib. 5,5 *pro5 P 505! K20 | Ka0 | Ka
Eer Rt per., per par per | per @ per
SETS ) Acher L ACEe | soracihe | acre acre ! acre ., acre

I

Field |

I935—35 559, 687 851 769 75y 7T T 7ol 7él
1937—38 - 357 | 794 802 641 652 629 647 642 | ol
1939—40 564 | 910 898 784 797 791 784 792 | 797
1941—42 253 | 627 728 512 552 543 542, 531 | S35
194344 396 | 662 678 568 580 588 584 569 | 569
194546 394 | 537 595 504 512 510 513 494 | 520
194748 376 | 462 515 447 445 461 453 447 | 482

194950 | 219 | 437 | 467 | 354.! 375 394 387 | 372 | 363m

195152 I09i 266 34| 2391243 - 335 244I| 238 2349
1953.—54* 434 | 708 718 | 611 | 626 624' 612 | 609 | 630

1955~-56* 523 | 798 ! 817 709! 714’ 714 710 715 | 71}

Field Il

1936—37 388 | 651 795 602 620 613 603 613 | 619 ¢

!
1938—39 . 561 | 832 884 | 755 ' 761 76l | 75|l 758 | 767
1940—41 | 389 520 539 | 490 478 480 486 470 | 49|

1942—43 | 466 937 1035 ' 822 | 814 823 ' 8I4 8l6 , 828

| | H
| | |

| , .
194445 : 429 ' 727 785 629 i 648 663 | 646 | 646 | 648

1946—47 301 | 551, 512° 412, 418 . 435 ' 410 | 426, 427
1948—49 289 5|5 545 | 44) | 453 456 445 450! 454

|
|

195051 276 432 531 ' 393 . 417 43y o393 408:‘: 432
590
698

1952—53* 429 ¢50 . 703 | 492}' 589‘ 601 585 | 607

1’
|
1954—55% 432 790, 850 | 682 | 686 | 703 686 688

*After green manuring.
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h the progress of years. The over-all average cane Yyield fell from
ut 690 mds. per acre to about 325 mds. during the period of 17
With the introduction of green manuring the improvement in
Soll fertility became quite marked as shown by the shooting up of the
~cane yields in both the experimental fields.

The salient conclusions, according to Dr. R. K. Tandon, the
* Director of the Research Station, are —

(I) There is a definite fall in the average yields of both nitro-
gen-manured and unmanured plots. Phosphate and
Potash applications have not shown any response. The

mean values.for the over-all average fall in yield are:—
Mds. per acre per crop

Control (No nitrogen) 30.24
100 Ib. N Per acre 55.54
200 |b. N Per acre 52.75

(2) Continuous application of sulphate of ammonia without any
organic or green manuring has resulted, on the average,
in an additional deterioration (as compared with no

manure) to the extent of about 25 maunds of cane per
acre crop.

(3) For sustained high yields over long periods-artificials only
can never be depended upon; a proper balance between
the organic manures and inorganic (artificial) fretilizers is
indicated as a permanent policy for obtaining good yields
over long periods.

The famous Rothamsted experiment in regard to effect of organic
and inorganic fertilizers in the production of wheat has thus been
described by T. B. Wood in his “THE CHEMISTRY OF CROP PRODUC-
TION" : “Perhaps the most famous field at Rothamsted is the Broadbalk
Field on which wheat has been grown every year since 1852. This field
is divided into nineteen plots, each plot being half cr quarter of an acre.
The plots are manured differently, but such plot gets the same manure
year after year. One plot has been continuously unmanured since 1852.
From 1852 to 186l its average yield was 16 bushels per acre. From
1892-1901 it yielded on the average just over 12 bushels per acre. In
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fifty years, therefore, the productivity of this plot for wheat has only
decreased by iess than 4 bushels. Wheat is therefore a good forager,
no doubt in virtue of its deep and extensive root system. The average
yield of the unmanured plot over the whole 50 years is |2 bushels per
acre.

“The averege yield of the plot manured every year with mineral
manures, i. e., phosphates, potash, and lime, is only |5 bushels per acre,
from which we may conclude that wheat is not specially benefited by
these manures. The plot manured annually with sulphate of ammonia has
given an average yield of 21 bushels per acre, whizh shows that wheat is
specially helped by nitrogenous manures.

“lt is not, however, entirely independent of phosphates and portash,
for on the plot which received annually sulphate of ammonia, together
with phosphates and potash, the average vieid has been 31 busnels per
acre, an increase of |0 bushels over the yield of the plot recelving
nitrogen only.

“The best yield is given by farmyard manure—36 bushels per acre
on the average of 50 years—or 5 bushels more than the plot receiving a
complete mixzure of artificial manures. This increase is perhaps due to
the improvement in the physical condition of the soil by the humus
resulting from the farmyard manure.”

Every manure, which disturbs life in the soil and drives away the
earth-worms and bacteria or other humus-making organisms, makes the
soil more lifeless and more incapable of supporting planc life. The
dangers of one-sided fertilizing are, therefore, obvious, especially when
one uses strong doses of cnemical fertilizers containing soluble salcs like
potassium or ammonium sulphates, or highly corrosive substances, such
as nitro-phosphats (usually under some fancy trade name), or poisonous
sprays, such as arsenicand lead preparations. These injure and destroy
the micro-organic world. Soils intensively treated with chemical ferti-
lizers or orchards sprayed for a long time with chemicals have no longer
any biological activity.

Further, all crop increases from chemicals are short-term benefits.
Plants raised by these means are much more liable to pest and disease
attacks, the natural laws of growth having been violated and dis:urbed.
Plant disease will cure itself when plants are raised on humus manures;
plants raised by chemical help are in ever-increasing need of insecticides
and further chemical treatment.
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“Chemical fertilizers undoubtedly stimulate the soil”, says Richard
B. Gregg (vide "*‘Which Way Lies Hope,'' page 14), “*but the stimulus fairly
soon decreases; more and more has to be applied per acre each year
to get the same result; the soil organisms decrease; plant diseases
increase: insect pests increase; quality of yield goes down; farm expenses
rise’’.

Even those who are in favour of chemical or mineral fertillizers
advocate that they should be used in combination with some or other
suicable means of humus maintenance. And farm-yard manure is admi-
ttedly the best such means. So that a large farmer to the extent he
lags behind the small farmer in the maintenance of cattle, will generally
lag behind in the maintenance of soil fertility and, therefore, ultimately
in the yield per acre.

There is a cycle in Nature which a small farmer can help best
complete: if this cycle is broken Nature takes its revenge in returning
smaller yields.

The task of agriculture is to transform solar energy into the
chemical energy stored up in human food. This transformation can be
brought about about only through the agency of living organisms.
Green plants and, particularly, cultivated crops, constitute the best and
most efficlent among such agencies—the first basis of agriculture.

But only one-quarter of the material of which the crop is composed
occures in a form suitable as human food. Three-fourths of the produce
of plant occurs in the form of residues such as straw, chaff, roots, etc.
which cannot serve as human food or production purposes Naturé has,
~ however, so ordained that these residues can serve as animal food,
. instead. Not only that: the animals can convert this straw and chaff
~ Into other farms of organic matter fit for human consumption. But as
~ In the case of crops, animals too, on their part, can make available only
- 3 quarter of the energy they consume, as products we can use. The
rest goes into waste meterial-—excreta. The excreta contain all the
" mineral plant nutrients taken in by the animal in its food, and need to
<he decomposed and the nutrients re-converted into forms available to
This decomposed farm-yard waste is usually known by the name
'-ompost. So that the mineral nutrients originally derived from the
plants have to be dug in or ploughed back in the from of compost into
soil which will make the nutrients again -available to the plants. |t
hus that Nature's nutritional cycle becomes complete. It is thus,
by ensuring the return to the soil of organic wastes for regenera-

4
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tion by bacteria, worms, etc.,, tnhat the fertility of the soil wiil be
maintained.

If, therefore, we are to raise the Productivity of the soil, we must
make live-stock an indispensable element of agricultural economy. Live-
stock—anotner living machine—is the second indispensable basis of agri-
cultural industry. But it is the small farmer who can afford to keep
comparatively a larger number of live-stok and thus be able to derive
greater income per acre than the large farmer. A large farmer cannot
ensure the return of all the organic wastes, which may be primarily
derived from his farm, to the latter and caunot, therefore, aid Nature in
completing tne Nutritional Cycle.

Speaking in the Lucknow University on the rescarches carried
out in India and specially with which he had been associated from 1930
onwards,'Dr. N. R. Dhar, Director of Sheila Dhar Institute of Soil Chemis-
try Allahabad, said on December 17, 1956 that, *“Cowdung used, by
our ancestors from time immemoral was the best manure suitable to
our soil. Next to it was organic plants such as weeds and legumes etc.,
which liberated a large quantity of energy due either to bacterial decom-
position or photo-chemical oxidation. Theee not only increased the
production of crops but also enriched ths nitrogen content of the soil.”

‘“‘Haber's method,”” he said, *which was used at Sindri and other
places in this country, for the synthesis of ammonia and its subsequent
conversion to ammonium sulphate, had some inherent digculties. The
soil of India and other eastern countries was more alkaline and so it
could not absorb ammonia properly. Though this method gave a good
prcduction of crops, it reduced the nitrogen content of the soil—an in-
jurious thing for the soil.”"#

The role of peasant or small-scale farming in maintaining seil
fertility has been very forcefully put by David Mitrany in his book
‘Marx Against the Peasant” (London, 1952) from which we will quote
anextenso—

“Besides, perhaps the most important aspect of the matter had
atmost been lost sight of in the debate about production quantiscies,
namely, the vital need of maintaining tne productivity of the soil. That
is a need which concerns every country, but not till the shock caused
by some disaster, like that in the ‘dust bowl' of the western United

*(“The “Pioncer, dated December 19. 1956, p. -3)
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States, had it received the attention which it merits. Good farming
means not only wnat-is got out of the soil but also what is put back
into it, to keep It ‘in good heart and condition’. Everywhere and &
all times experience seems to * have shown the sanre close relation
between large:scale farming, especally under temancy, and the rmpover-
ishment of the soil. Even in the United States the policy is now to
break up the old cotton lands of the Soutn into small units for mixed

| subsistence farming, as the best way of redeeming the soil (as well as
as the health and self-respect of the eight million white and négro
share-croppers) exhausted by the endless raising of the profita le
commercial crops. The planter and large tenant often treatd the land
asan investment, to be used as long as it paid and sold as scrap: ‘land is
with him a perishable or moveable property.’ Marx, characteristically,
had simply laid it down that small-scale cultivation impoverished and
exnausted the soil. Yet how could a peasant, .who expects to raise
.enerations on the same bit of ground, treat his land otherwise than
asa living thing? Tne virtue of ancient and recent peasant farming.
wrote a reviewer in the scientific journal, “Nature”, is that it returns
to the soil the elements of life.

“There is astrong element of ideal truth in the old Sogialist
argument that being God-given, and needed by all, the land should be
no man's private property. Yet the land as such would be of little

- worth unless its bearing powers are perpetuated. It is the function of
. the land, not its raw substance, that society must possess for well-being
- and survival and in that sense the claim to individual ownership may
-~ be loglcally rooted in the nature of "agricultural production itself.
. With the factory worker, even the artisan, the quality of his product
‘depends on the quality of the material and on his own skill. Wnatever
. tools or machinery he uses are a passive factor, taken over as they
'stand from the previous user and passed on to the next but little
cted by their temporary use, or easily replaced. All the variable
actors of production, materialsand skill, are wholly absorbed in each
object produced, while machines and tools are transient. With the
mer or peasant, the matter is very different. His chief tool is the
| itself, or rather it is partly tool, partly raw matterial, a umique
mbination in the whole scheme of preduction. It is unique in that
Itis both a variable factor, affected by each period of use, and at the
e time a constant factor, which cannot be replaced. What the
er can get out of it depends greatiy on the state in which -the soil
passed on to him by the previous user, and his own way of treating
Il affect the results obtained by the next user. Neglect of the
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soil by one may make it of little use for many. Quite apart from
immediate benefits, therefore, the very nature and spirit of cultivation
seem to require that the man who tills the land should have constant
_use of the same piece of the same instrument” (pp.128 129).

Only when the farmer has the same regard for his soil that he
has for his bullocks, the welfare of which he guards daily, can we
expect to get from it a performance commensurate with its capacities,
year in and year out, without detriment to it. To the peasant, and,
let us be clear in our minds, human nature being what itis, nottoa
member of a co-operative or collective farm, such care and regard are
a matter of his own survival.

The few inches of top soil are the most prolific and universal source
of wealth that mankind possesses. Large-scale techonolc gy which'gces with
big farms is, however, busy destroying this wealh. It takes Nature, in
the most favourable circumstances, from 500 to 1,000 years to make onc
inch of top soil. But to-day man, due to his indiscreet use of land, is
turning vast areas of fertility into deserts in much less than a genera-
tion, by helping causes of erosion: quite a good amount of
land available for cultivation is gradually but appreciably being
lost due to bad soil management. Soil .erosion or exhausticn follows
where the land is shattered by buldozing, where man romoves forests
regardless of their wind-protacting, rain-protecting and shade-protecting
benefits; where he ploughs deep -and wide and up and down a sk pe
instead of in-terraced contours. It occurs when he allows the cattle to
overgraze the pasture; when he prectises monoculture, without rotating
his -crops. Modern large-scale farming has been most successfully
developed commercially in' America, but scil ercsicn has also proved
most wide-spread and disastrous. The one-crop grain and cotton regions
in the USA undoubtedly show a much larger decline in fertility than
livestock districts. Only by faithfully returning to the scil, in duc
course, cverything that has ccme from it, can furtility be made perma-
nent and the carth be made to yeild a genuine increase. The only way
to preserve scil structure is to add humus—and:the mcst feasible way
to obtain humus is through the composted farmyard manure.

The small cultivator has, to repeat, a pasitive contribusion to make
in this regard. He depends entirely on his animals and himself for all
agricultural - operations, works up his land well, has a valuable source
of organic manure in his farm and animal wastes, keeps his land
covered with some crops, and above all, takes care of his land like
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his precious treasure, for that means life for him and his family and
dependents. In mechanised cultivation, which necessarilly involves
replacement of animal and human power by machines, a valuable source
of organic matter is lost and, with that, starts the whole series of
troubles for rhe land, the animals and the human beings. The
chemical fertilizers then find increasing use, sometimes exclusively, and
give rise, in turn, to a number of plant maladies which lead to further
discovery and use of insecticides and pesticides. But the fact remains
that the diseases multiply unabated and the vicious circle spreads. This
is a pcinter of Nature and must not be ignored. It emphasises the
need for use of organic manures which can prevent and even combat
diseases and which alone can ensure abiding quantity (and also, as
some recens reserches would show, better quality).



CHAPTER iX
CO-OPERATIVE FARMING UNNECESSARY

The protagonists of large-scale farming contend that it has at {east
four advantages over small scale farming. Firstly, technologios can be
used on big farms alone. Sccondly,  water, credit and  marketing
facilities, and technologizs which go to swell the produce and income
of a farmer, can be easily available on large farms rather than on small
ones. Thirdly, planned crop rotation is possible only on big farms,
Fourthly, more than one westeful operation necessitated by small size
of peasant farms will be eliminated, and costs reduced,

Now what do we understand by technologies in agriculture? They
are of three kinds:

One group of agricultural technologies springs from the biological
sciences, Illustrations are the high-producing, scientifically-bred varieties
of plants and animals, including, of course, various types of hybrids.
Also, there is a group of vaccines fur the prevention or cure of livestock
and poultry discases which are basically biological in nature,

A second group is what may be called the chemical type of agri-
cultural technologies, becausc it springs largely from the work of the
chemist. Examples of it are the ordinary commercial fertilizers so
commonly used in many countries, a large and important list of insec-
ticides and fungicides, and and also weed-killers. Still another example
is some of the modern supplements to livestock rations.

A third group of agicultural technologies springs from the work of
the physicists and the engincers. Examples are tractors, the many com-
plicated farm machines and equipment that go with power farming, and
also a long list of other things such as farms buildings, silos, and stor-
age facilities, and even farm-to-market roads and marketing facilitics.
All these are basically engincering structures or designs.

As regards the first and second group, they do not need a large
farm to use them, They are being used in the fullest measure on two
acre farms of Japan. The responsibility for development of scientifically-
bred varieties of plants and animals, preparation of vaccines and disco-
very of fertilizers, insecticides and fungicides, shall, of course, have to
be shouldered, as all the world over, by the State. Research takes gene-
rarions and colossal sums of money and cannot be the responsibility of
individuals.
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As regards the third group, i.c., tractors and other large machinery,
ctc., it is truc that they cannot be used, or arc unnecessary on small
farms. But at the same time it is also truc that these technologics do not
increase prcduction per acre that we in India arc concerned with.

It may be stated here that use of machincry in agriculture is also
called higher cr improved technigne as distinguished from bullock-far-
ming which is characterized as a low technique. These erroneous desi-
gnations have donc much to create a bias in favour of the former and
against the latter.

We have already scen that in agriculture it is not machinery that
prcduces the commodity but the scil. Did machinery by itself contribute
to agricultural production, the yield per unit of land in the United States
.of America, where the chief means employed in working the farm is the
use of large machincry, would have been greater than that in western
Europe where much less machinery is used and Japan where land is
worked for the most part by human labour. But we find that the reverse
s the casc. Agricultural prcducticn in pre-war China also was greater
than what it was and is in the USA per acre. That the production per
.unit of labour in the United States is several times greater than in Japan
or China is besides the point. Mechanization of farming operations
does improve considerably the yield per unit of labour; it does not
increase the yicld per unit cf land. That the USA is able to export agri-
cultural preduce in such large quantitics is due not to high production
per acre but to her vast total acreage. '

" That the introduction of mechanized agriculture or cultivation by
means of tractors duees not lead to any increase in per-acre yield is
now admitted by cur experts also. Following are the results obtained
from some cultural cxperiments conducted by the Indian Agriculture

Rescarch Institute— TABLE XX
Type cf ploughing. Mean yield in mds. per
acre (sugarcanc)
"CO Deosi ploughing by bullock power ... 4099

CI Tractor plouhing upto 6 inches followed

by twice discing and twice grubbing.... 361.5
C2 Tractor ploughing upto 10 inches follow-

ed by twice discing and twice grubb- 356.2

mg.
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In tropical regions or regions of heavy rainfall like India, tractor-
ploughing will, as the figures indicate, prove a curse. ““Steel mold-board
plows", says the auther:of the “Which Way Lies Hope” “which turn over
the soil expose too much of the soil to the hot tropical sun, thus killing
too many of .the soil bacteria and other microscopic lives on which the life
and health of the vegetation depends. It is no mere coincidence that soil
erosion in America has advanced with the increase of technology in
farming. Methods that are continuously -effective in temperate climates
with moderate precipitation - distributed -evenly throughout the year are
dangerous if applied to tropical lands with-monsoon rainfall. Even Euro-
pean methods applied indiscriminately to American conditions did much
injury to the soil’’.

Mechanised cultivation is found suitable only in the conditions of
the Russian steppes or praries and in such other regions where the
climate is cold or temperate and there is little or no rainfall, or where,
as in Western Europe, the land receives the rainfall distributed in
the form of showers all over the year, but not in the conditions of our
country which has a tropical climate and large parts whereof reccive
torrential rainfall during a short period. Thz nitrogen and organic
carbon contents of our soil are already low and the layer of the humus
very thin. So that mechanization of agriculture, particularly, of tilling,
will lead to erosion and further depletion of our soil. The fing humus
structure of the soil cannot be produced or preserved by machines: they
will rather destroy the real creators of natural humus. Tractors and
machinery in our country may with advantage be employed only in the
eradication of deep-rooted weeds like kans, hirankhuri and motha, in
opening up and colonisation of new areas, i. e., in bringing cultivable,
but hitherto uncultivated, waste land under cultivation, or, in clearing
land originally under jungle.

The argument that ploughing with mechanical power is more econo-
mical than ploughing with animal power is neither supported by logic
nor by experience. According to document no. 5 (pages 19-20), publish-
ed by the “Europcan Conference on Rural Life, 1939", “while, in the
case of tractors, variable costs are high -and fixed costs low, in that of
draught animals the variable costs are trifling and fixed costs are con-
siderable. In other words, the tractors, though expensive when in
actual operation, cost little when idle, while the cost of keeping draught
animals, though scarcely higher when they are at work than when they
are resting, is continuous since they have to be fed and cared for whe-
ther working or not. Hence the use of tractors is most profitable when
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a great deal of work has to be done in a short tims. Animals, on the
other hand, are more economical when the work is divided fairly evenly.
over the entire vear."

In as much as laid-up tractors do not eat, they are worth while only
when the work is intermittent. They arc not profitable for the usual
run of agricultural work. So that in our country where steady and
constant work throughout the year is tenerally available, the use of
bullocks fur traction purpores is not uncconomical as compared with
that of machinery. In fact, the bullock in our conditions is far beyond
the reach of tractor competition.

Yugoslovia found by actual cxperience before the Great War that
purchase of large machincs (specially of tractors) and their maintenance
was too expensive even on a cooperative village basis, and also wastetul,
particularly when working animals were adequate for the purpose and
human labour, as here in our country, was so plentiful. We belicve the
experience of owners of the fow mechanised farms that there are in our
State, is also none too different. In I[ndia .mechanization is likely to
prove still more expensive because petrol and at, at least, for some time
10 come, even the machines will have to be imported from abroad. In
the USA the cost of kerosene and lubricants represents 42 per cent of
the entire cost of tractor work: in India, which is distant from the sour-
ces of supply, these costs will be about 25 per cent hxghcr, -Viz., 52 per
cent, owing to transport and tarrifs.

Chinese expericnce is smilar.. A conversation between Prime
Minister Chou-en-Lai and the Indian Delegation, which visited China
in July-August, 1956, has been reported thus: “Mr, Chou-en-Lia went on
to say that the heavy pressure of population in China meant that the
development of agriculture - at lcast fur the present could not be based
either on mechanisation or on large-scale reclamation. In China, the
cost of production in mochanised farms might well prove to bz higher
than the cost of production in non-mechanised farms where farmers
worked with ordinary farm implements. The-reason was that labour
was still much cheaper in China. Thesa big Statc-owned mechanised
farms when set up cven with gift tractors were not, therefire, unmixed
blessings. They were causing the State quite a lot of expenditure.”’
(P.23-24 of the Report)

Professor Buck in “Land Utilisation in China” examined the possi-
bility of replacing present Chinese metheds of cultivaticn by tractor
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{arming. He fuund the present metheds definitely mere cecnc mical than
the use cf tractors:

TABLE xxl Chincsq Dcdllars 1
First cost of tractor and plough 2600.0
Depreciaticn, interest & repairs ... 970.0 per year.

Minimum over-head cost (assuming
the tractor is fully shared between

different users) 4.75 per hectare

plcughed

Therefore operating expenses per hectare fur ploughing by tracter:
Chinesz Dollars

‘Kerosene 3.78
Lubricants e 1.4
Labour i 0.5
Over-heads i 4.75

1043

Whercas at the time of writing (i951) land could be ploughud by
-buffalo teams at a cost of only 4 dollars per hectare.

Leonard E. Hubbard, a very impaniial writer cn Russain agticulture,
gpeaking of the comparative costs of animal and mecchanical power
observes: —

“The apothecsis of the machine leads to its use out of seascn as well
as in season. It.was the experience of the German farm cencession (the
celebrated Drusag which until 1932 farmed some 27,000 acres on the
Kuban) that ploughing with animal power was often more econcmical
than ploughing with mechanical power. Animals (they use oxen a lot in
the North Caucasus) werc very cheap to kesp and wages were low; a
unit consisting of eight yoke, a fuur-furrow plough and two men, or a
man and a boy, to guide the leading yoke, ploughed a hectare as cfficient-
ly and at a smaller total cost than a tracter. The latter, of course, came
into its own when speed was a factor; fur instance,.when autumn rain
made the soil just right fur sowing winter grain. The Russian, however
is inclined to think that, because the tractcr turns cver the soil at a pre-
digious rate and with lots of cheerful noise and bustle, it is dcing it more
economically and efflciently than any other methcd. In 1935 the offic-
ial standard consumption of tractor fuel in spring ploughing one hectare
was 21.6 kilos (vide an article “The Production Cost of Grain in State
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Farms” in “Planned Economy" No. 2, 1937) and in 1934 the price of
one litre of benzine was about equal to the price of 10 kilos of grain.
21 kilos of benzine weuld be about 23 litres (one litre of water weighs 1
kilogramme, and the specific gravity of benzine is approximateiy 0. 90),
equal in cost to 230 Kkiles of grain. The quantity of corn and hay
consumed by horses during the process of ploughing one hectare could
not be more than the equivalent of 30 kilos of oats. According to the
same authcrity, the total consumption of fuel in prcducing and, presuma-
bly, harvesting and threshing cone hectarc of spring wheat in 1935 was
57.3 kilos, equal in cost to 63 litres, or 630 kilos of grain, or very nearly
$HE WhOIS CTGD o vio v inssnanssnneninnssns If these figures are correct, it is no
wonder that the State farms were being run at loss™. (vide “Economics
of Soviet Agriculture-1939”, pp. 260-61).

And we must remember thatitis in the USA, Canada,Australia
and the USSR alone that mechanization is synonymous with the
big tractor and harvester-thresher or that mechanised farming
means large-scale farming. In Europe, on the other hand, mechanisation
scems increasingly likely to take the form of electrification of the coun-
try-side and the use of labour-saving machinery, leaving the structure
of the small holding unaffected. There the manufacturers of
agricultural machinery had begun to turn out before the last war mach-
ines suitablc fur usc on small holdings, while possessing the advantages
of large machincs. “Engincers ars now designing small impements,
machines, and tractors, suitable for peasant holdings: scme can be wor-
ked by small internal combustion cngincs and some by clectricity; the
use of bcth was spreading cver Europe befure the War and we he pe will
continue to do so after the War; cither can work a small machine alm: st
as eccne mically as a large one™, said Sir E. Jchn Russel, Director « f the
Rcthamsted Experimental Station, in a paper read in a Ccnference
held in Apnl, 1943. David Mitrany, the authcr of “The Land and the
Peasant in Rumania”, had also written long befure the last War, “that
3 ha was the smallest area on which machines and implements could be
raticnally used.” Three hectares come approximatcely to 7.5 acres or 12
standard bighas only. German experience indicates that a ficld between
one and two acres is not too small for a tractor of, say, 15-20 H.P. In
Japan they have devised small tractors which have 3 to 5 horse-power
and can plcugh one acre a day. -(In 1950 these tractors numbcered 11,131
thrcughout the ccuntry, whereas the farms numbered mcrc than six
million). Thatis, a large farm is no longer a condition precedent to the
use of machinery cr application of scientific knowledge.
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In any case co-operatives can be established for the purchase of such
agricultural machinery as the farmers may need, for example, for opera-
tions where the time factor is important such as planting and harvesting,
but which they either have not the means to buy, or, which would not
pay if used on a single small farm. Only, joint use of such machinery will
nacessitate co-operative cropping schemes, which can be achieved with-
out pooling the }and into a singte large unit.

L L4 e o

When the helding is too small and uneconomic for the use of bulle-
¢ks the inovitable conclusion is not to pool them so that machines may
be used. They can be worked by manual labour, as they are in Japan
and China. For, we should not furget that our aim is to get the best owt
of the land, to make it yield the maximum production per acre and, at
the same time, to keep the largest number of people employed.

As regards the¢ second advantage of large-scale farming, it is true
that a man of small means, particularly, if heis an uneconomic holder,
cannot often afford the facil'ties, technological and other, that will aug-
ment his produce or income. There are, however, two other courses
open:

Either the State should provide the facilities as it is doing to-day in
a small measure in the form of canals and tube-welis and provision of
taqavi, fertilizers and insecticides. Or, the peasant farmers combine thoeiz
resources and on the basis of these resources find these facilities for
themselves, that is shortcomings of small-scale production be mended by
co-operative arrangements. In the latter case the crucial question is—tg
what extent should they pool their resources? What is the right soeic-
organisational principle which will serve to raise the rural standards of
living, and yct not rob the peasants of their liberty? Shall they pool
their land and labour resources and work jointly on a large undertaking
into which their holdings would have been merged, or, shall they keep
their holdings intact, opcrate them independently and co-operate in
non-farm cperaticns alcne, that is, pool their financial resources alone
with a view to securing the facilities which actually go to increase the
production or income of a farm, but cannot be secured by a small man
on the strength of his small means? In our opinion, as we have already
indicated, it is the latter type which will best suit our purpose. It is the
co-operative principie, combined with the incentive of individual land
use and private ownership of land, that offers the right solution.

Since an increase in the size of the farm does not lecad to greater
production per acre, it is unnecessary and it will be a mistake to ask
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the peasant farmers to surrendr their holdings. Co-operation need not
extend to the act of farming, to those functions of farm management
which can properly be cxecuted within the boundaries of a siagle small
farm: such functions should remain the object of the independent indi-
vidual himself. All that peasant farmers need do by co-cperative acti n
is to save themselves from the disabilities entailed by the small size of
their business and their lack of training in the ways of a commercial civi-
lization. The real mission of co-operation in agriculture should be to
socure to the peasant all the bencfits and technical advantages of a
large-scale undertaking, while they still retain freedom or advantages of
private property. Through it the peasants should bs able to secure t he
same results as large-scale production without the altendant hardships
which this form of production has so ofien brought to the worker in
manufacturing industry. Co-operation is the closer union of otherwise
independant units—merely coming together of scattered entities—for
purposes of eliminating certain disadvantages attendant upon indepen-
dent, isolated action. Were the members of the organisativn tu sacridce
their cconomic and individual independence, it would amount to a
merger, not co-operation. Nor, to repeat, from the nature of the agri-
cultural business, is a merger leading to largeness ef size, a condition
precedent to increased production.

“Northern Europe”, says Dr. C. R. Fay, Chairman of the Horace
Plunkett Foundation, “has proved to the hilt that the highest degree of
technical cxcellence is entirely compatible with family farming, but only
on twc conditions: first, that the land unitis the special subject of State
guar-sanship, and secondly, that individual family effort on the land is
supplemented by a group effort in purchase, processing and sale.”
(Vide “Ycar Book of Agricultural Cooperation™, 194344, p. 64). So
that large-scale farming is not essential, and, peasant farming as such
offers no hindrance, to technical progress.

We may state here that by State guardianship s ment prohibition by
law of agricultural land either from being amassed in large properties,
say, in our country, more than 25 acres or 40 standard bighas, or from
being divided by inheritance or sale into uneconomically small units, say,
less that 3.125 acres or 5 standard bighas.

As regards the third advantage, viz. that of planned crop rotation
being possible, there sesms to be some confusion. What exactly is the
objactive of crop rotation? Obvivusly, preventing the soil from getting
exhausted and muintaininz its productivity If so, these obje:tives are
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better served, as we have already scen, by a system of smalt farms, where-
in big meachinery is not used and farm-yard manure is not wasted,
thus helping maintenance of soil fertility. The charge that small holders
are not able to practise crop rotafion is, in fact, true only against such of
them as are greatly uneconomic or sub-basic holders, but this does nct
help the critics. For, such farms will nct raise commercial crops which
exhaust the scil and will, fur their own subsistence, resort largely or
wholly to focd-crops which are not all or so exhausting and aleng with
which nitrogen-fixing legumes can be easily sown or grown. Crop
rotation is not essential to good farming in all circumstances: mmxed
cropping so widely practised by small farmers can serve the purpose
equally well,

As regards the roduction of costs on a large farm: it is not clear
which wasteful operations on a small farm the critice have in mind.
Perhaps, they refer to loss of time involved in trips that men and bullocks
have to make to the various scattered plots into which a cultivators
holding may be divided, and toloss of water that may be entailed in
- irrigating such plots whether from a well or a canal. If so, these defocts
will be removed when these plots are consclidated imto compact blocks.
It dces not take a large jcintly-cperated farm to eliminate such waste of
time cr water. Anyway reduction of ¢peraticn ccsts is not our primary
aim; at any rate, at the expense of a higher yicld. Small farmers rcquire
comparatively more human and animal power than bigger ones, and this
is not of much consequence because they do not have to pay for &. So
that even if the money costs are reduced in a big farm, it will still be
preferable to have smaller ones in view of their greater yield and the
available surptusage of labour and cattle.

Some additional arguments im favour of large-scale farming which are
sometimes urged may also bc moticod. It is contended that a system of
large farms promotes military strength. Refsrence is made in this
connection to the military strength and staying power of Russia in the
fast world war as something directly duc to her large-scale mechamised
and eollectivised agriculture. Secondly, it is urged that mechamised
farming on a collectivised basis can find employment and sccial securtiy
to those millicns of landless workers, who to-day scmehow ake ont their
existence in a statc of semi or gradual starvation, and are the first to go
under in a time of crisis. Thirdly,  is clamied that cc-operative farming
(as distidguished from collective farming, which some of our public men
grudgingly consider has ‘nct proved a success.in the USSR and may not
be practicable in cur ccnditicns of a demccratic set-up), provides a
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stlution to the ovils of uneconomic holdings and fragmentation.

The first objection presumes that with peasant proprietoryship an
wnadulterated system of handicrafts alone is possible in the sphere of
manufacturing industry. This assumption, however, is untenable inas-
muoh as we find in Europc heavy industries cxisting side by side with
peasant ownership making fcr strong military States, with a rural popula-
tion, in soms countries with a standard higher, but in none loweér, than
that of the collective farmers of the U. S. S. R. As f.r military strength,
while conceding that the contribution of the collective farm in the Second
World War to the defensive strength of Russia was .incalculable, inas-
mueh as the kolhor carried engines and machines to the most far-away
villages and familiarized tens of millions of people with their operaticn,
wo must nog furget that Germany, without collectivizing her agriculture,
not only fiught equally well but, perhaps, better; that her armies retrea-
ted from Stalingrad not because her soldiers were less machine-minded
shan the Russians, cr owing to lack of ability of the commanders or
‘nedicicacy of her military weapons, but becausc, compared with the
vastaess of the cpponent’s territory, she had lesser man-power, a longer
line of communication to maintain and had to defend her Westetn frc ntier
as well from the impending invasion of Anglo-American furces. That
thie roading is correct will be clear from the experience of two previcus
Wars 1n which Russia had to contend against magnificent armies led by
world-famed gencrals:

“I could go to Mcscow, perhaps, farther”, said General Von Hind-
chburg in the First Great War, “but Russia is so vast; she would swallow
the largest army. Russia has no Heart at which to strike.”

And Napoleon is quoted in Caulincourt’s Memoirs as saying more
than a hundred years carlier:

“This is a bad business. [ bust the Russians owvery time, but that
dces not gét me anywhere.”

As regards the second objextion : we concede that pessent farming
by itself provides little or no answer to the problem of the landless.
But if there 1s not enough lend to go round in the country, or, if it
does not suffice even for those who are engaged upon it as cultivators
today, we will have to find employment for the landless in occupations
other than agricultural. Also, the belief that peasant farming cannot be
carried on except with the help of hired labour, is unfounded. There
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is no agricultural labour worth the name in the Hariyana districts of the
Punjab, and whoever does not possess land in western parts of Germany,
where, too, the holding is almost as smali as in the Punjab, is engaged
as an industrial worker in the factories. In both these parts of the
world the peasant’s wife works in the fields shoulder to shoulder with
her husband and instead of being a burden to him as in Jcertain other
parts of India, is an economic treasure to her life-mate. Further,
during periods of harvesting and on other occasions when time is
a great factor, peasants can and, where necesary, do collaborate
amongst themselves for providing the necessary _labour. So the
existence of landless labour is not essential to peasant-farming. As
regards availabilty of employment for the landless in mechanized
agriculture, whether it be organised on a collectivised basis or any
other, it will throw out of employment quite a good percentage
even of those who are emloyed to-day.

Now to the third objection: a little thought will reveal that, at
least, so for as fragmentation is concerned, we need not resort to
co-operative or collective farming in order to obviate it Fragments
of land belonging to one farmer, but lying seattered and at a distance
from one another, can be easily consolidated into one block or two,
compulsorily through law or voluntarily through co-operation amongst
farmers. Consolidation of holdings has been carried out in several
countries, resulting in great satisfaction to the peasantry,

Uneconomic holdings are undesirable, because they do not provide
employment to the holders all the year round, leading to poverty. But
mere pooling of land is no remedy: it does not creat more employ-
ment. If one hundred person possessing, say, two acres each and
operating them separately, have to remain idle today for a good
part of the year because of lack of sufficient land, one fails
to understand how —by what magic— these persons will be able to
find full employment throughout the year, merely because their land
has been pooled into a farm of two hundred acres and they now
work jointly or under a uynited direction. The number of
acres in the total has not increased by the pooling, nor has the
number of workers gone down. The proportion of rural popula-
tion to the land available remains as before. If anything, unemployment
in a co-operative farm is likely to increase, for, more likely than not,
the farm management will, in the interest of smoother ‘management,
take to mechanization.
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Could farge scale agriculcare be carried on more s uocess fui by, oy
produce more and give happiness to those engaged in it, should we
WOt exepect that logic of technological advance. i.e. ecoromic wé
ocher forces by themselves would have, just as they did «n manufaceuy-
ring industry, led to the gradual disappearance of the small indepen-
dent farm and s replcement, without any pressure from the Seate,
by big units worked joimtly by hundred: and thousands of persons ?
On the comrary, we find that the farger umit, aimest wherever it
existed, has been broken tnto small ones — a unique fnstance of
deviation from the laws operating in manufacturing industry — and’
the average agricultural “business’” all the world over, where a
deliberate imposition has not been made from above remains as
small as ever as it was, with the peasant farmer as 1ts owner
and worker, manager and financler, all rolled mto one The
peasant has refused to be fitted into any slogan: his is a role
whicn has aefied all economic ‘theories. Indeed, it is not possible for
modern economics, nursed in the field of capitalist agricuiture with
the back-ground of ‘wage & labour' and the criterion of as much rent
or profit as possible, to give a true insight into the socio-economic
nature of wageless family economy that the peasant agriculture symbo-
lises.

At the time when Marx lald it down that in agriculture, as
in industry, property was becoming increasingly concentrated and
the large producer was bound to displace the small producer,
scientific inquiry into agrarian problems had not yet begun
and his plausible paralielism between agriculture and industry
seemed Incontrovertible. “But soon after the appearance of the
third volume of Capital in 1894" says David Mitrany, ‘the planks of
the Marxist platform began to give way. Tne German population
census of 1895 (the first since 1882) aisclosed the peasant’s astounding
refusal to die. Between 1812 and 1895 the number of holaings of 2
to 20 hectares had increased by 1.26 per cent and the total sutface
they covered by 659, 259 hectares (about 1,650,00 acres). The same
phenomenon was reported from countries as different as the United
States and Holland. And the German census of 1987 kille4 the con-
centration theory altogether. It showed that not-withstanding the
many favours which capitalist agriculture had teceived from the State
during the preceding years, large estates and farms were constantly
losing grouna”” (Vide “Marx Against The Peasant”, page 25).

On the conrary, peasant holdings prospered or multiplied because
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of the greater care and interest the peasants put into tneir work, and
also because of the fact that their demands were sometimes lower
than even those of rural labourers. His readiness to work harder and
to consume less could be explained by the peasant’s attachment to his
land, as it explained his readiness to pay almost any price for itc. For
the capitalist, property or tenancy is a means of employing his capital:
for the artisan, the small peasant, property is rather a means of employ-
ing his labour, The excess over the normal price which the small
holder is willing to pay and the hard work which he willingly puts in,
may be called the premium which he pays for his independence.

The Congress Agrarian Reforms Committee (1949) presided over
by Shri J. C. Kumurappa remarked that “land has been further concent-
rated In fewer hands and there has been more and more proletarisation of
small peasants”’. This is not a correct appraisal. Below is given a table
from the Census Report of Uttar Pradesh, 195|—

TABLE XXM
¢ ' L) i
Principal means of liveli- i
el | 1901 1911 11921 | 1952
" Cultivators .. | 4853 | 5980 6418 | 67-41
s e e e e
‘ |
Agricultural labourers. ee | 903t 948 | 868 571
——— —— e rw - — e —t e
Rent Receivers oo | 711 180 = 176 1:06
e ]
Total :— 6467 | 7108 ' 7462 | 7418

Figures of 1931 and 1941 have not been given because in these two
censuses the occupation of workers alone had been recorded, and not of
the entire population.

According to the Census Report (pages 155-56) for the entire
country, during the twenty years following 1931, the percentags of
cultivating lebourers to all workers in land has fallen in Utuar Pradesh
(18 to 9), Orissa (30 to 19), West Bengal (40 to 28), Madras (38 to 35),
Bombay (43 to 18), Madhya Pradesh (43 to 32) and Rajsthan (11 to 4).
The percentage has remained practically unchanged in Bihar (27-26),
Mysore (13-14), Hyderabad (31) and Punjab (11-12). There is only one
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major state where this percentage has increased—Travancore-Cochin
(34 to 47).

The fall in the percenrage of cultivating labourers is the natural result
of increase in the number of cultivators. According to the Report the
proportion of agricultural renticrs, which was already small in 1931
became still smaller in 1951,

Whatever other conclusions may be drawn, these figures are an
unmistakable tribute to the inherent internal strength of the system of
peasant farming, its adaptibility to changing circumstances, its capacity
to bear the stresses of modernisation, and above all its power to endure.

— . s e



CHAPTER X
EMPOLYMENT

Apart trom agricultural area, that is, arable and pasture lands that a
country may possess, it is the availability of non-agricultural resources
and, consequently, the density of agricultural population that will deter-
mine whether the country will have largescale farming or intensive
peasant farming. Of the three factors of production, viz., land, labour
and capital, the one which is the-cheapest will be exploited more than the
other two. Where land is plentiful, that is, a cheaper factor, and men
few in number, the latter will not makc the fullest use of the former.
They will not try to obtain the highest yield per unit of land, but
will bring a greater arca of land into cultivation. In other words,
large farms will come into existence and agriculture will become
extensive. The more however, the value of land increases relatively
to labour (and capital), that is, the more the population or, to be exact,
agricultural population increaees and the more scarce the land becomes,
the greater yields will the cultivator seck to obtain from it by the use
of increasing units of labour (or capital, or of both). In other words,
small farms will come into cxistence and agriculture will become
intensive. Extcnsive methods cnable the farmer to obtain the biggect
net return per unit of labour (and capital); intensive methods. how-
eves, give him a smaller net return per unit of labour (and capital),
but a bigger net return per unit of land.

Below is given a table showing the availability of land per capital
and per eccncmically active person in agriculture in the various
ccuntries—
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, TABLE. XKl

SHOWING AVAILABILITY OF LAND PER CAPITA AND AGRICULTURAL LAND PER ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE PERSON IN AGRICULTURE IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES
(SOURCE:~Please ste Foot note 1)
Per Capita Area {in cents) (cent = 01 acre) -

Econamically active Total area of
| ‘ Populalionin  Agricultural
. Agriculwre~ Land (Arable

and

, Permaneat . G Mudows)

Cuntry | Year Totl Area Land Area Arable Land Meadows m«:l:;’(;d Oth}\rml;and per Eecno-

i and Pastures J macally agtivc

" Yoar  In Thousand Apgcr::u?ulllrlu

: (In cents)
I 2 ] 4 5 b 1 § 9 1] Il
1. India w ) 1952 0 [ 9 b R DR N ) 0
2, China w1047 519 S 4 103 4 o TN
3, Indonesia w1947 484 N A 3 " 18 PO NA.
4, Japan wi 193] 108 N A 15 4 3 N 950 30 9
3, France w1932 m o NA I/ S (i) SO (TR 1
0, laly 195 153 132 8l % 9 9 194 H68 018
bl U K w1983 119 m % 9 § o 191 116 40
8 USSR AT RaT A 268 48 1098 | AT R VR - SRS
9, US A s UL At | B W 39 39 LA 1 I .11 1513
}? Denmark w1953 1) 19 A)) 2 % 4 1950 AH] 1493

C Germany(West) .o 199 I3 1l # i 3% 6 1950 | 1B 84
1, Netherlands .. 1953 8 i) U il b N W 0
13, Sweden o 19811 1414 B3l 3 ) 9 0 6 185
4, Norway wl 198 2 pjl il I6 5l 6 9% 3 n
5. Belgum w199 % N A b 0 1 »on M 103
16 Swizerand .. 9N 29 m ) 8 5 R U R 1507
1. Cunada IS U R T 1 4] 38 609 IMn 15 oy 150
B Newsalnd .. 195 34 308 ) 162 1033 T 1 N £ R
19, Austraia ol 195 2200 N A 59 1033 @0 B g 199
0, Paistan e NA § neooows MM 3
Egypt wl IS0 1 NA 3 0 T ) 143
, Unionof §, Afria ... 1959 © 291  N.A 164 o4 9 L S S (111

Germany (East) ... 1949 3l },N. A, 1l 1§ 4l i 1946’ AL 662
1
\

- Foot Note:=
I, The above table has been built on thefigures of area raken from ., A, 0. year book 1934 on the figures of total population used for
finding area per capita for differeat countries taken from Demigraphic Year Book U. N. 0. 1948, 1951, 1984 and U. N.0.
Statisical Year Book 1951, and on figures of economically ectife: pepulaion in- agricuhure taken from U. N, 0. Stasisrical Year Book
19%.
2, Asthe figures of total population- were not availle or the years for which total area was avaiable, the figures of total populion for
1951 for U, .S, R and for 195 for Germany (East) were taken for computing figures of ares per capita for these ‘Countrigy’,
i Figures of Non-Whiles for 1946 and fur Whites 1931,

=
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It is clear that Australia, New Zealand, the USA, Canada and
the Union of South Africa, with more land relatively to population
engaged in agriculture, can afford the luxury of largescale, extensive far-
ming, whercas China or Japan, India or Pakistan, Italy or Germany,
Belgium or Netherlands, with greater population engaged in sgriculture
relatively to land that is avaxlab!e, must of nccessity have small-scale,
intensive farming, -

India is faced with the problem of unemployment. National interest,
therefure, demands an agrarian economy, which, while serving to Cxt-
ract the maximum out of land that constitutes the limiting factor in our
cricumstance, will provide the optimum of employment for the rural
folk. Such an economy can only be an economy of small farms as
distinguished from that of large farms, whether private or co-operative.
In fact, small-scale economy, both in the field of agriculture and indus-
try, is the major solution of our unemployment problem.

Small holdings limit the use of machines and lead to intensive agri-
culture which finds employment for manual labour in far greater num-
bers than does extensive agriculture or large farms wotked by machines.
The number employed per 100 acres in countrics where small holdings
predominate is greater than that ‘employed in countrics where . largé
holdings form a large percentage. In the Irish Free State, for éxample,
on equal arcas of land there are five timss as many ‘persons working
on farms of 15 to 30 acres and three times as many on farms :0f 30 to
50 acres as on farms of over 200 acres, and similar results are obta,

.ined from English, German and Danish statistics. According to Lord

Addision, an ex- Minister of Agriculture, records prepared for the
Goverement in 1930-31 for thirty-five different county council estatee
comprising nearly 17,00) acrcs, showed that population on these ¢oun-
cil lands, after they had been divided into small . holdmgs, had increased
from 1,048 to 2,298.

‘Mechanisation will lead to unemployment. As use of machinery
makes it possible for a smaller number of workers to cultivate a larger
area, a large farm served by tractors, combine-harvesters and threshers,

“employes less labour than small farms covering the same arca. When

machinery is employed, labour is necessarily saved. In onc & a half hours
a tractors can ‘plough one hectare of land and a combine harvester can
harvest an equal arca in one-third of the time. A labourer who formerly
ploughed hardly onc acrc with. a pair of bullocks will be able to plough
at least 12 acres a day with a tractor, The average area of land per
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farm increased in the USA from 136 acres in 1890 to 215 in 1950, while
the number of workers per farm in the same period decreased from 2.0
to 1.6 which means that in the USA increasing use of agricultural machi-
nery in 60 years, on a given area of a farm, led to a fall of 50 per cemt
in the number of workers.

In the USSR in 1927, 25.6 mijlion independent peasant farms con-
tained 100.5 million hectares of arable land and, according to the census
of 1926, 114 million persons lived by agriculture, thus giving an agricul-
tural population of over 103 per 100 hectarss of cultivated land. In 1937
after collectivisation of agriculture there wege a little more than 18.5
million families cultivating 110.5 million hectares which at 4.8 members
per family works out at 88.8 million persons or 80 per hundred hectares
of farm land. There was thus a fall of 23 persons per 100 hectares of
land in a decade owing to mechanisation of agriculture.

Even so, writes Sir E. John Russel, Director of the Rothamstead
Agricultural Research Station, after his visit to Russia in 1937:—

“The number of workers per 10 hectares is usnally large accor-
ding to Western ideas, especially if one assumes that much of the work
is done by tractors and combines. On the farms I visited it was about
two to four times as many as would have besn needsd 1n England, but
the yields were less and the work not so well done, indicatlng a consi-
dereable difference in eficiency of the workers of the respective
countries.”

Thus, agricultural labour in the USSR was still far in excess of
absolute requirements even after ten years of mechanisation. If agricul-
tural labour were rationalised and machinery cconomically and effici-
ently operated, it would probably be found that about half the present
available labour would be sudicient for the present type of farming,
The Government of the USSR, however, as and when it considers
necessary, can employ this surplus labour to bring ncw land in Siberia
and Central Asia under cultivation. But in -an old country like India,
where man-power is running waste and there are no vast areas of Vir-
gin soil waiting to be broken up, big mechanised farms would be noth-
ing short of a calamity; industrialisation alone would not absrob tens
of millions of workers that would be released from land.

Mr. Hubbard in his “Economics of Soviet Agriculture, 1939
says: “since 1928 industry in the USSR has absorbed probably between
12 and 15 millions of rural population, but eince 1932 the rate of
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increasv .in wage-earners in all branches of activity has slowed down
Since industrial labour is steadily increasing in eiciency and_ pro»
duetivity, it is unlikely that demand will expend at the eame rate
ae during the first Five-year Plin, when total number of wage-
earners doubled”. Even tn the USSR, therefore, throughout the
buoyant period of economic expansion when tremendous cities and
vast industrial enterprises were springing up all over the face of that
country, only one million and a quarter persons—not more than
one million and half in any case—were being absorbed into
gainful employment each year, whereas in India the rate of increasé
in popolation alone comes to ‘five million a year, not to ‘say thé

existing tens of millions who cannot be said to be gainfully or fully
employed today.

Typical of the view that reduction in employment in agriculturs
caused by mechanisation will be compensated by a rise in- employ-
ment in other directions is the comment of Dr. W. Burns, made in
his Note on “Technoloical Possibilities of Agricultural Devclopment
in India” submitted to the Government of India on September 3G,
1943 —

“Use of machines (sic) may mean fewer men per operation”,
says he, “but not per acre. There are numerous examples in which
modern progressive farming has actually restored the numbers of
men employed upon the land. Mechanisation, in addition, creates
several new classess, those who make, those who manage and those
who repair the machines. It employs, in addition, men groups who
are the suppliers and distributors of the spares, the fuel and the
lubricants. Mechanisation, particularly if it involves the transfrance
of machines from one place to another, involves the improvement of
roads and here, again, alarge prospect of employment is opend
up.” (p._127).

It is true that machanisation of agricu.ture will lead to creation
of certain secondary and tertiary industries in which somé of the
displaced  agricultural labour will be able to find employment, but
in a country where most of the rural areas are over-populated, where
there is already a pressing problem of agriculture labour even on the
basis of the existing technique of agriculture, where the joint-family
system contains so much hidden unemyloyment and  under-employ-
ment, expanding industry’s demand for labour is, for many, many
year to come, likely to be covered by the cxisting idle hands and
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theré is no economic justification in creeting 8 supplementary labour
supply through the mechanisation of agreiculture.

- In the worde of Desmond L. W. Anker—“The building of the
pyramide in Egypt or, more recently, of airfields and roads during
the war yeats in China and Burma almost entirely with hand labour
indicates what can be done by men working without machines; with
the great amount of under-utilized labour to be found in these
areas, would it not be preferable to use labour on agricultural
development works, and use capital, the scarcest of the factors of
production, fur purposes more likely to yield greater economic
retun?

“There would appear to be much to be said, under the condi:
dons prevailing in heavily populated under-developed countrics, in
favour cf techniques fir increasing agricultural prcductivity with a
minimum amcunt of capital. It is claimed that with the use of
such methcds as improved seeds and application of fertilisers,
Yyields could be increased by 50 per cent without any substantial
change in prescnt systems of farming, and without all the adjust-
ments that mechanisation would make neccessary. The experience of
Japan is illuminating in this respect”, (“Some Effects of .Farm
Mechanisaticn”, International Labour Review, March 1955, p.250).

“Mechanisation”, said Mahatama Gandhi, “is good when hands
are too few fir the work intended to be accomplisehd. It is an
evil when therc are morc hands than required for the work, as is
the case in India.......... The problem with us is not how to find
leisure for the teeming millions inhabiting our villages. The problem
is how to utilize thcir idlec hours, which arc equal to the working
days of six months in thc ycar”.

Pcinting cut the ccmparative role of small and big industry in
India, Pandit Jawahar Lal Nchru wrote in a foreword to ‘China
Builds fir Demccracy’ (1942) by Nym Wales, as follows: —

“Gandhi ji has, I think, donc a great service to India by his
emphasis cn village Industry. Before he did this, we were all,
thinking in a lcp-sided way and ignoring not only the the human
aspect of the question, but the peculiar conditions prvailing in India.
India, like China, has cnormous man-power, vast un-employment
and under-cmployment ............. Any scheme which involves the
wastage of cur labour-power cr which throws people out of employment
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is bad. From the purely oconomic point of view, even apart from the
human aspect, it may be more profitable to use more labour power
and less specialized machinery. It is better to find employment for
large numbers of people at a low income level than to keep most of them
unemploymed.”

In our country with its dense population the practical politician
will have to correct the economical stand-point with the social, and
in many respects the agrarian problem for him will become a problem of
population. He will want employment more than he hates poverty.
Hands, therefire, must have precedence over the machine in India (even
if we equate mechanisation with plenty).

The objection that unrestricted use of machinery will create unem-
ployment is met by the Communists with the argument that the
collective farmers, who would include the whole rural population, could
work only for, say, three hours a day and take holiday for the rest:
that in place of so much poverty and starvation of today we shall have
a perpetually rising standard of life. But the latter contention does
not hold. A large, mechanized joint farm cannot produce more per
acre than small peasant farms do. But even ifit docs, it is doubtful
whether a holiday of nine hours of day-light could be regardsd as a
national gain. That an idler’s mind is a devil’e workshop, cannot be
denied. “Leisure is good and necessary up to a point only. God
created man to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow, and I dread
the prospect of our being able to produce all that we want, including
our food-stuffs, out of a conjurer’s hat”, said Mahatma Gandhi.
Too much leisure demoralizes society and it will be an evit day for
India when its peasantry succumbs to temptations of easc and pleasure.
To us a society of individuals who have to work hard to earn just the
wherewithal to acquire the reasonable necessaries and bare comforts of
life would be preferable to -a leisured class with all and every thing
found for little effort.

The advocates of mechanisation forget that the chief benefit the
rational use of the machine promises is certainly not the climination of
work: what it promises is some thing quite different—the elimination
of servile work and drudgery. A peasant’s work, however, on his own
farm neither deforms the body, nor cramps the mind, nor deadens
the spirit, i. e., it is not a type of work which machine was intended
to eliminate. A peasant proprietor is not a slave to any body; his
work is not servile. One need not, however, be opposed te useof
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all machines by the peasant; the machine that does not deprive man of
opportunity to work, but lightens his burden and adds to his ¢ fici-
ency, that eases drudgery—machine which is the willing slave of man
and does not make him but a machine, is to be welcomed. We
shall, therefore, use all the latest gifts of science and technology in
order to lighten the toil of the farmer and make it more productive
but not at the cost of his independence or disappearance of his very
farm. “Ifwe could have electricity in every village home", Mahatma
Gandhi once said, “I shall not mind villagers playing their implements
and tools with electricity”, In Japan about 97 per cent of all farmers
have eleetricity.

Lastly, although the advocates of co-operative farming are not yet
clear in their miind as to the traction power they would like to use, when
confronted with the objection that -mechanization is likely to lead to
unemployment, they some times reply that the co-operative farms of their
conception will. be run with animal-power, instead. Now, this is a novel
proposal: in the only countries in which co-opetative or collective farms
have becn working for soms tims .they are machanized. It is already
didficult to organize human labour in the various operations on a mecha-
nized farm or kclhoz; it will be still more difficult to do so if we add the
work of -looking after, say, 50 pairs of bulloks to the tasks of a farm.
The personal attention and devotion which the ten li 12 of animls d:m-
ands cannot be forthcoming in a community cf, say, 100 persons who
have only a joint interest and responsibility. Animals can be best looked
after only when they arc the exclusive responsibility of individuals. It
will not be out of place to refur those who would not learn by their own
experience or from conditions in their owa country, to a press report
about China where the co-operative farms are only just in the process
of establishment. China has not the resources to produce agricultural
machincry in bulk; nor is it in a position to spare resources fot its import.
The co-operative farms, as and when they come into operation are.
thercfure, being run with animal power. The TEPOTL says:

“Another aspect of the same trouble is that when beasts are taken
over by a co-operative, many perish from neglect »shrough being left out
of doors all night or from sheer lack of focd, since it seems to be no
body’s business to look after them” (Vide “Hindustan Times,” dated
May 15, 1956).

The Indian Delegation which recently visited China observes thus:—
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“On the whole Chinesc agriculture is weak in animal husbandry.
In the production and development plans of co-operatives more emphasis
might be given to this aspect of the rural economy. This might require
not only a larger allocation of resources but also, perhaps, certain
changes of an organisational character. In the breeding and care of
cattle, collective maintncance has a part to play but along with it there
might be room also fur individual families being enabled to breed and
look after cattle as much fur their own benefit as for the advantage of
the community. Since fodder resources are at the disposal of the co-
operative, such schemes of animal husbandry development would require
special arrangements for making green and dry fudder available to indi-
vidual families” (page 121 cf the Report).

Not only, the advocates of co-operative farming contend, will it not
lead to unemployment but will creatc employment for those who are
unemployed or under-employed today. One is really unable to understand
how? Land cannot, by mere fact of being pooled or :consolidated into
large units, find employment for more persons then it is able to do
otherwisc.

The Food and Agriculture Minister of the Government of India,
while inaugurating a twc-day ccnference of representatives of State co-
cperative institutes in New Delhi on April 18, 1956, was pleased to
observe that the scheme of agricultural prcducer co-operative societies
would not result -in a surplus of labour. He said that “the position
today was that in addition to a large number of unemployed persons in
the agricultural sector there was a good number who were under-em-
ployed. The creaticn f cc-operative farms with medium and small-size
holdings would provide full employment to many. By the intrcducticn
of small-scale industrics it would be possible to find cmployment fur
others.” The Planning Commission’s Panel on Land Reforms is also
seen to hold much the same view when it says that *“the other advantage
would be that a considerable amount of industrial work fur self-use could
be organised very much better in these co-operatives”.

If it is the small-scale industries which will have to be established to
provide full employment on a co-cperative farm, one is intrigued to know
why they cannot be cstablished independent of a cc-operative farm.
Fifty-two per cent of farmers in Japan possessing on the average a hold-
ing of 2 acres carry on home and small industries in -their spare time,
without having first organized themsclves in an agricultural producer
co-operative.



CHAPTER Xi

EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH

In view of the small agricultural area as compared with the number
of those who subsist on agriculture today, and will, of necessity, conti-
aue to do so tomorrow, there can be no place fur large, privately-owned
farms if it is our intention to build up an economy where wealth will be
oquitably distributed. So, taking away of land from large individual
farms in excess of whatever ceiling may be decided upon, and its distri-
bution amongst the landless and the holders of uneconomic farms, is an
obvious course dictated by the principle of social justice enshrined in our
constitution. The Committes on Tenancy Refirm constituted by the
Panel on Land Refcrm appointed by the National Planning Com-
mission has put the case admirably. It says—“There is no doubt that
such a solution will be welcomed by the large masses of the landless
population; possession of land gives them security; increases their bar-
gaining power and enhances their status as land-holders in the villaze.
Where the landless people belong to the Harijan caste, this is an cssent-
ial preliminary for the removal of untouchability itself. Existing dis-
parities in ownership of land in agriculture incomes will, to a certain
extent, be reduced. This will facilitate cooperation and rural progress
and the State will have laid down the fundamental basis fur the creation
of a socialistic pattern of society”

We have already seen that other things being equal, small holdings
produce more per acre than large holdings. Personal cultivation as dis-
tinguished from cultivation through hired labourers, will be another
factor which will push up production in the case of holdings that will
be brought into existence as a result of re-distribution.

There is one substantial argument which Is advanced against the
proposal to place a ceiling upon the existing land holdings, viz. that in
order to be fair we should place a ceiling on non-agricultural incomes
as well. Otherwise we will be discriminating against the large owners
of rural property and be guilty of a bias in favour of the urban rich.
This argument, however, does not take account of che fact that, while man
cannot create land, he can create other forms of capital. The large far-
mer has not added to the nation's wealth in capturing mare land which
is a gift of Nature, than ought to have fallen to his share, whereas the
Industrialist or the non-agriculturalist property-owner has, in putting
up a factory or a house, created something which did not exist before.
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Secondly, it is land that Is, in our conditions, a limiting factor while, of
the two factors of production with which the non-agriculturis: deals,
labour is surplus to our needs and capital, though wanting in the

measure we need It, is after all not so scarce as land.

The Committee on Tenancy Reform has the following observations
to make in this connection—

“Monopoly in land and the ownership of large areas by a small
minority of the agricultural classes is an obstacle toeconomic develop-
ment. This does not apply with equal force to industrial devclopment
where large-scalec organisation may lead both to greater economy and
eficiency. Besides, redistribution of land is a simple operation as com-
pared to changes in the much more complex organisation of industry
and commerce. Historically also, redistribution of land, in a number of
countries, preceded economic changes in the industrial sector.”

The governing principle of distribution of land would be that none
shall be allowed to possess an arca of land which, under our technique
of farming, is beyond the capacity of an average pesasant to manage
and none shall possess less than an area below which, howsccver mcre
labcur and capital may be - applied, it " will not produce mcre per acre.
That is, the upper limit shall be governed by the capacity of cne unit of
man-power and the lower by the capacity of one unit of land. We have
already referred to Chinese agricultural statistics which show that pro-
duction per man increases up to the density of 4 men per 100 acres or
25 acres per man and prcduction per acre increases upto the place where
each farmer has 2'6 acres. We would put the lower limit at 3:125 acres
or 5 standard bighas, which may be said to constitute a basic holding—
a ho'ding which, though smaller than an economic holding in the sense of
being unable to provide a reasonable standard of living to the cultiva-
tor, is not ineficient for purposes of agricultural operations. So that
it will be in national interest to take away all land from large farms sur-
plus to 25 acres for distribution and so to amend and enact laws relat-
ing to transfer and partition of land that all holdings below 3.125 acres
today are rendered impartible and no such holding is allowed to come
into existence in the future. A basic holding of 3.125 acres will consti-
tute the floor as distinguished from the ceiling which will be put at 25
acres The Planning commission committec on Tenancy Reform is
also of the view that *peasant farming can be stabilized only if
provisions are made to ensure that units of management do not decreasc
below a minimum size.” (vide p.48 of the Report of the committec).
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Twenty-five acres will make the proper upper limit cven for a
mechani ° farm: ‘according to Mr. Roland Dudley, a picneer of
mechanised farming, there is little gain from fields exceeding 20 acres,
and none from those exceeding 27 acres (vide M. R. Masani’s Inaugural
address to a conference of Indian Scciety of Agricultural Ecunomics,
Karachi, December 27, 1946).

The land held in excess of 25 acres is tob: acquired by the state and
made available for re-distribution amo ng displaced tcnants, landlees
labourers and uneconomic cultivators.



CHAPTER XiI
MAKING DEMOCRACY A SUCCESS

We have deliberately chosen a democratic way of life. Inasmuch
as we have emerged into a full-fledged democratic State after centuries
of colonial and other despotic rule, which has demoralized our p=ople,
we have to take special care and special pains to see that the demo-
cratic spirit is fostered in our society at every step. All schemes that
we frame in the social, economic or administrative sphere have to be
tested on the touchstone of democracy, viz., whether or not they will
serve to strengthen the democratic tendencies, inculcate democratic
modes of benaviour and generate an atmosphere of personal freedom and
initiative. Those which do not serve these purposes have to be assiduously
eschewed as a matter of national poiicy. The care and guardiansnip of
this tender plant of democracy becomes all the more Iincumbent on us
in view of the circumstances in wnich our country finds itself in the
Eastern Hemispnere—almost a lone standard-bearer of parliamentary
democracy amidst a crowd of nations which either do not know demo-
cracy, or have notions on the subject far different from ours, or are
just struggling to find their feet consequent on the retreat or impending
retreat of Western Colonialism from the region.

It is the individual who forms the base of democracy. It is he who
as a voter chooses who will run the village Panchayat, the State Govern-
ment, or the Union Government for him. He should, therefore, be able
to form a judgment or take a decision on his own responsibility, untram-
melled by any restrictions or apprehensions. Now, it is axiomatic that a
man who is not free in his economic life or who is dependent or leans
upon some body else for his bread or has to take orders from others all
the twenty-four hours of the day, cannot develop an initiative, will have
his persorality cramped and, what is the crux of the matter, will not be
free to act, much less vote, as he likes. So an aconomic system in which
the individual, whether he works on land or in industry, is not free, will
ultimately work out to the detriment of democracy. In that society
alone will democracy in the true sense be a success where the individual,
the bread-winner, is the master of his tools or means of production,
where he does not have to take orders from, or render account to, any
body or any group or association of individ«als, in fact, any authority
outside of himself, but is the sole captain of his fate and free to regulate
his conduct as best, or, even as worst as he likes. That is what
Mahatma Gandhi taught us: that is the message of the Charkha on which
he laid so much stress.
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We have now to decide which of the three alternatives set out in
the beginning of this brochure, will fulfil our purpose. In our opinion
it is the economy of small farms again which happens to be the answer,
Not only does it produce more wealth and Provide more employment,
but also ensures an equitable distribution of land and will also prove
the most secure base of democracy. The liberty of the worker—a
condition precedent to successful functioning of democracy—varies inver-
sely with the size of the undertaking in or upon which he is employed.
An economy of large private farms or capitalist farming envisages a rural
scene where the number of persons who will give the orders, viz., the
farm-owners or managers, wiil be very few and the number of those
who will carry out these orders, viz., labourers, will be very large.
For example, if we divide or aistribute the arable land of Uttar Pradesh
into farms of, say, 50 acres each, we will be left only with about eight
to nine lakh persons or families of land-owners, and the rest, viz., some
what less than eighty lakh families of divested peasantry will be added
to farm labourers, who already count more than 7.5 lakh of familjes.
In such an economy of large undertakings a few will get the whip-hand,
who will develop, because of the nature of their business, an imperious
attitude hostile to the air of equality and freedom and wno wili gradu-
ally come to dominate the political life and the administration. While
the vast majority, accustomed always to receive and obey orders,
though free in name, will not count either in social life or counsels of
the State and Union.

Under the Weimer Republic the concentration of large estatesin
pre-war Eastern Germany, where a group consisting of 3 per cent of the
population owned 20 per cent of land and was roughly characterised as
Junkers, resulted in a feudal society of poorly-educated, poorly-paid,
and ill-housed farm labour population and an educated and powerful
land-owning *‘elite”. This group formed the kernal of social and
political “‘reactionary-ism' in Germany. The majority of the junkers
supporitd and encouraged all movements at the overthrow of the
Repubiic. They were consistent and active opponents of democratic
Government.

A proposition of an economy based on large, private farms has,
therefore, only to be stated in order to be rejected, and we need not
tarry long overit,

Now, as regards the co-operative farm which will be a big economic

unit with hundreds, sometimes thousands of workers working under
one direction or management: will such an organisation ensure freedom




( 90 )

to the individual or full expression of his personality? Will a soclety
based on large mechanised undertakings produce self-regulated indivis
duals who are the first postulate of democracy? No: it cannot. -Any
large undertaking in which a large number of persons form one unit
must necessarily be regulated by the State and can cfficiently be run'only
on the basis of planned management. There is, therefore, an inherent
tendency formore and more bureaucratic interference and -control.
Whether we take the case of the Russian Kolhoz or the Chinese
producer co-operative, the degree of control, apart from the ‘manner in
which it is exercised, which the State has necessarily to “apply to keep
these organisations functioning, shows unmlstakably the futilicy of
imitating them in a democratic set-up.

In the USSR the State, through the State Planning Commission
assisted by the Rayon and Provincial Commissions,not only lays down a
production plan for each farm containing directions about the acteage to
be put under different crops, byt also decides how and when labour shall
be applied, the agronomic measures the Kolhoz must apply, the amount
of gross revenue that should be saved, thatis, reinvested in means of
production and so on. The only freedom that a Kolhoz enjoys in this
regard is to decige matters of purely domestic nature such as proportion
of the surplus produce to be sold, the proportion to be distributed
among its members and the percentage of the net revenue to be set
aside for communal purposes, such as club-rooms and creches.

The measure of the external control to which the Kolhozy are sub-
ject in their day-to-day working can be realized from the fact that, apart
from the internal accounting a Kolhoz has to render, at the very least,
eleven returns at intervals ranging from days to six .months to the
Commissariat of Agriculture, showing the progress of field work, the
state of crops, sowing and harvesting operations, etc.

In addition to-the production plan and all it implies, the State lays
down a rigid price policy for the greater part of the marketable produce
of the farm. Every Kolhoz is compelled to deliver to the State its
quotas or fixed quantities of grain and other crops and meat per unit
of cultivated land to the amount laid down for each region, for which it
receives payment at the State purchasing price, nominally based on the
cost of production. The prices paid are, however, extremely low in
comparison with prices of manufactured goods bought by the peasant
or of the open market prices for the same commodities These compul-
sory deliveries-are generally and appropriately referred to as atax in
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kind as the State obtains a very large part of its budget revenue by the
sale ac greatly inflated prices to the consuming population of the pro-
duce it has bought cheaply from the farms.

The same remarks apply mutatis mutandis to the Chinese proau-
cer co-operative. It will be sufficient to quote from the Report of the
indian Delegation to China:—

A

““The co-operative must work to plan. It should draw up plans
both for the production and sale of products in the light
of its own conditions and gear these plans to the produce
tion and purchase plans of the State”” (Article 4 of the
Model Regulations for Elementary Agricultural Co-ope-
ratives quoted at page |13).

“To ensure fulfilment of the annual production plan, the co-oper=
ative shall draw up schemes for the progress of work
in the various farming seasons and stages of work, set
definite production tasks and definite dates for their
completion” (Article 29 of the Model Regulations quored
at pages | 14-115).

“The agricuitural tax in China accounts for about 10 per cent of
the total revenue. In terms of money its yield was 2.75
bitlion yuans (or Rs.550 crores) in 1953; 3.3 billion yuans
(or Rs.660 crores) in 1954 and 3.05 billion yuans (or
Rs.610 crores) in 1955, and receipts under this head in the
budget for 1956 were placed at 2.8 billion yuans (or
Rs. 560 crores) ......... in 1951-52, during the course of
land reform, the new Government took steps to fix stan-
dard annual yields per mou (thatis, 0.16 acre), on the
assumption of average management and normal weather
conditions. This assessment took account of the quality
of land and also whether one or more crops were grown
during the year. The standard yields fixed five years ago
are still in force. The actual tax to be collected is calcu-
lated on the basis of these yields with reference to the
area cultivated’’ (page 138).

“Besides the agricultural tax, there is a local surcharge known as
‘additional tax’ which is levied mainly for the benefit of
the hsiang and the county peoples’ councils. The rate of
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surcharge was |5 percent of the tax in 1959, 12 per cent
between 1953 and 1955 and 22 per cent in 956"
(Pagss 138-139).

It is out of the money extrazted from the peasantry or the land-
worker by an unrelenting dictatorship that heavy industries were built
up in the USSR and are proposed to be built up in China. As the
Report observes: “It should be pointed out here that the main
emphasis in Chinese planning is not on agriculture but on industries,
especially heavy industries” (Page 40 of the Report).

As organizations both the Kolhoz and the Chinese produzer co-
operative are political subordinates to the Communist Party; they have
no independent thought or say of their own. Their primary organisa-
tional role is political propagation, not agricultural production. The
collective farm by whatever name it may be designated in the two coun-
tries was adopted because political instruction can be more effectively
conducted among an associated group than separate units. Article 8 of
the Model Regulations quoted in the Report of the Indian Delegation at
page 120 proceeds thus :—

“The co-operative should take any measures which will bring
about a steady rise in the level of political understanding
of members: it should give them regular education in
socialism and patriotism, and see to it that every member
abides by the laws of the country. It should be ready to
respond to the call of the Communist Party and the
People's Government, and lead its members in the advance
to socialism"

The Report goes on to say—

“Yet, at this stage, it is dfficuit to escape the conclusion that
local co-operatives depend heavily on direction and
stimulus provided from county and district branches of the
Communist Party and from cadres sent down to work in
the villages by the Peoples’ Councils at higher levels"
(Page 120).

It should be clear then that the Chinese producer co-operative has
little liberty as an organisation. The liberty which its members enjoy
as Individuals is even less. We shall quote again from the Report of the
Indian Delegation—
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«eseeses The management committee appoints the leaders
of production brigades and of working teams ......... A
supervisory committee Is also elected by the general
meeting or by delegates elected by a general meeting, its
functions being to see that the chairman and members of
the management committee abide by the regulations of
the co-operative and the resolutlons of the general
meeting, that the accounts of the co-operative are in
order, and that there is no corruption, theft, sabotage,
waste, or damage to the co-operative's property. The
chairman of a co-operative is a person with much power
and responsibility as he ‘represents the co-operative In its
dealings with other parties’ .................. there are consi-
derable reserve powers, especially with the leaders of pro-
duction brigades and with members of the management
committee, through which failures in team work, lack of
application and indiscipline can be dealt with ....c..........
To put the piece-work system into practice each co-
operative has to decide upon suitable forms for various
jobs and to fix rates of payment ............ The number of
work-days a member earns for fulfilling the norm for
each job is decided on the basis of the skill and intensity
of labour involved and the importance of the job to the
production of the co-operative asa whole” (Pages |15,
116 and 117)

““Each production brigade consists. of a number of working teams !

Translated into capitalistic terminology the farmers become wage
earners with the same widely varying wage scales as the factory workers
and with the same subordination. The Delegation sums up by saying—

“lt is not improbable that in many co-operatives there exist
doubts and criticisms to which there may or may not be
satisfactory answers. It is not easy for a visiting
delegation to grasp such elements in a new situation
in which large numbers of men and women are
thrown tcgether rather suddenly in a complex set of
social, economic and organisational relationships such as a
large agricultural co-operative represents."”

In his voluminous study of Soviet agriculture Naum Jasny comes to
the conclusion that the contrast between theory and practice is most
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flagrant. Instead of voluntary participation there is coercion; instead of
democratic decisions by tne General Assembly there is dictatorship of
officials who themselves are only small cogsin a big administrative
machine. There is a tendency to shirk duties, to defraud the group for
the sake of personal gain, and instead of a spirit of partnership the
actual state of affairs makes the *‘analogy to serfaom® increasingly justi-
fied. Jasny concludes: “the misnamea Kolhoz is the nut-shell of a co-
operalive without the nut.'” The same is true of the Chinese venture
in the field of co-operative farming. The truth is that economic motives
are only secondary. All the motive power comes from the social
theory that the peasant is a capitalist and must, therefore, be reduced
to a proletarian, for otherwise he will remain a potential source of
internal opposition to the Communist regime. To quote again from
the report of the Indian Delegation : ¢‘No less important than these
technical and economic considerations was the view held by the leaders
of the Communist Party that a socialist society could not be built up
unless co-operative farming took the place of peasant-proprietorship
and step by step all vestiges of individual ownership in land were
discarded. As they put it, ‘the nation could not stand with one foot on
socialistic industry and the other on a peasant economy,’ Or,in the
words of Chairman Mao Tse-Tung, ‘if positions in the countryside are
not held by socialism, capitalism will assuredly occupy them.' .....c.....
It was for these various reasons that the Central Committee of the
Communist Party declared a year ago that—

‘The aim of the co-operative movement Is to lead about 110
million peasant households from individual to collective
farming and then go on to bring about technical reform
in agriculture; it is to eliminate the last vestiges of capi-
talist exploitation in the rural areas and establish social-
ism. The building up of socialism Is the cause of hund-
reds of millions of people” (Page 107)

“The Communist Party and its cadres at all levels have played a
fundamental role in the organisation of producers’ co-operatives as they
did earlier in land reforms. They provide the core of the organised
effort in every local community and in the future also the success or
failure of co-operatives will turn largely on their performance, behaviour
and leadership” (Page 190)

“But behind this organisation of the Chinese farmers into co-ope-
ratives and the mobilisation of the resources of the entire nation, there
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is a force which should not be lost sight of. It Is she Communist Party
of China which has 107 million well-organised, disciplined and hard-
working members. It is the members of the Party working in the re-
motest viilages who have brought about a fundamenal change in the
rural struccure of China within a short period of seven years. It is also
these party members who provide the necessary drive for increasing pro-
duction and ensuring that the targets are fulfilled. There are writers
on China who have spoken of the ruthlessness which might have marked
the early phases of the new regime as a factor in the subsequent trans-
formation from individual to co-operative cultivation. This may or may
not be so, but we cannot comment on the suggestion from our own
direct observations' (pages 191-192)

It is abundantly clear from these observations that the motive
power for the Chinese co-operatives comes not from the Chinese.
farmer but from the active members of the Communist Party. Compa-
ring the conditions with India the delegation observes :—

“In Indian villages in areas where development programmes are
undertaken ana the right kind of 1eadership is forthcoming, there is, per-
haps, more voluntary effort, local initiative and general awareness than
we were able to observe in China (Page 192)

“There may be a view that in China the rural leaders lack flexibility
and depend more on directions from the party as well as from the
Government than on their own initiative or on the support of the local
people. If this occurred, they would not compare favourably with rural
leaders in countries with a long history of economic development on
demccratic lines, and in the long run this may prove to be a serious
hangicap and may limit the degree of technical as well as social progress
which is achieved by the rural population’” (Page 191).

No fundamental reform can be divorced from ideological considera-
tions. The ideology which has been responsible for the phenomenal
growth of what is called co-operative farming in China has been delibe-
rately rejected by us. Can we transplant a seedling which has been
sown, tended and nourished in a communist climate Into our climate of
fundamental freedoms? As observed by our Delegation on page 43 of
its report: ““The system of communism In China, however, it may have
been adapted to the needs and conditions of Chinese society, does not
of course provide for freedoms such as those of information, expres-
sion and association in the manner famillar to us in India. In this sense,



( 9% )

It shares inevitably several typical political features with communist
countries in the west.” In the concluding sentence of its report the
Delegation rightly cautions us thus: “We must emphasize, however,
that any measures that we may adopt for economic development or tech-
nical progress should be fully in accord with our democratic institue
tions.” (Page 199).

A society based exclusively or overwhelmingly on big economic
units, whether in the field of agriculture or of manufacturing Industry,
must inevitably lead to concentration of power in the hands of a few.
“It leads,” said Acharya Kriplani, “to bureaucratic and dictatorial exercise
of power. The rulers in that case not only regulate the political but
also the economic life of the people. If political power has a tendency
to corrupt the holders of power, this tendency is doubly Increased by
the combination of political and economic power in the same hands.
Capitalism killed democracy because the capitalist class wielded, directly
or indirectly, political power. Communism puts in the hands of the
polizical dictator and bureaucrat the entire control of economic power.
Herelin lies as great a danger to democracy as under capltalism.

“Therefore, if democracy is to survive, it must discover a means of
avolding conc:ntration of economic power in the hands of the ruler or
rulers, however selected or elected. Evena political democracy can be
a dictatorship if there are no spheres of free activity left to the Indivi-
dual” (Presidential Address delivered by Acharya). B. Kriplani at the
54th Session of the Indian National Congress on November 23, 1946. in
Meerut).

The plant of freedom cannot thrive on the soll of collectivized farm
which is a large joint under-taking, nor was it intended to thrive by Its
founders. When we find in India, therefore, persons who profess belief
in democracy, yet adyocate establishment of huge, jointly-operated units
of production as the remedy of our rural problems one can only symp-
athize with them and wish they knew the countryside and the object of
their armchair solicitude before offering solutions. No lover of the
peasantry and the country would be enthused by the prospect when our
countryside will be turned into huge barracks or gigantic agricultural
factories. Such an economy would enslave the masses and take away
their freedom which is material to all definitions of happiness. There Is
no advantage in a powerful and prosperous State if It is to be achieved
at the expense of human freedom and happiness.
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Ina speech in New Delhi in the early half of 1955 the Prime
Minister said that *“India is trying to achieve economic prosperity with-
out abandoning democratic institutions and would not sacrifice aemo-
cratic institutions at the altar of economic progress.” He went on to
add that “in the long run, economic prosperity based on a denial of
human freedom and dignity could not carry a country far” and that
progress had been achieved in Russia *‘at the cost of the freedom of the
individual."”

*l think that in the long run”, observed Sri Nehru, “‘the democratic
and peaceful method is more successful even from the point of view of
time and much more so from the point of view of results.”

Whatever emphasis may be placed upon the differences between a
cooperative farm and a collective farm, so far as internal working is
concerned there is and there can be no difference. Land, labour and
capital are pooled in both and, the size being large, they cannot be ma-
naged without a plan and without orders issuing from some central uni-
fied authority. In both, the peasants will have to be assigned to bri-
gades and the latter divided into teams, individual work evaluated, a
complex accounting system adopted, a code of punishments provided,
and so on, To the extent-—and this extent will necessarily be large—
the peasant, the member of the farm, is not free to obey his own desires,
his l:berty is curtailed; he is not independent. And to that extent
democracy will suffer in the land.

It is true that some control of the individual is inherent in all
organisations, and that organisations—social, economic and political—are
essential to all civilised existence. Icis, therefore, on the degree of
control that the question turns. That society is best where control over
the Individual is the least. Such is a society of small economy,
of small autonomous organisations usually consisting of a family,
both in the sphere of agriculture and, also as far; as we can help
it, in the sphere of industry. Large organisations, because of its nature,
are inevitable in some branches of manufacturing: they are not at all
necessary in the sphere of agriculture.

Asystem of agriculture based on small enterprise, where the worker
himself is the owner of the land under his plough,will foster democracy.
For, it creates a population of independent outlook and action in the
soclal and political fields. lc is true that the peasants have to earn their
living the hard way: only a few, if any, are able to accumulate a surplus.
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But, at the same time, they are not devold of :pastessions altogether,
They may be conservative, but will not be reactionary: they may be
in favour of a private economy, but are not exploiters either, The
peasant is an incorrigible individualist: for, his avocation, season in
and season out, can be carried on with a pair of bullocks in the solitude
of Nature without the necessity of having to give orders to, or,
take orders from anybody. That is why the peasant class everywhere is
the only class which is really democratic without mental reservations.
The system of family-size farms ensures stability because the operator
has a stake in his farm and would lose by instability.

Peasant farming also makes for a happy community and a satisfied
individual. Security to the peasant owner is a matter of cuurse. “To owa
the land and to be free to farm it in the traditional peasant way is to
him nothing less than the equivalent of that ‘social security’ which has
become the aspiration of industrial masses even In the advanced coun-
tries of the West. The lifeline which in the West the State has to
throw to the worker whenever he is in difficult clrcumstances, through
the complex of insurances against unemployment, against sickness and
want, for old age and so on, the peasant has always found in his
traditional economy. As Miriam Beard says in her ‘History of the
Business Man’, discussing his part through many centuries, ‘men suff-
ered on the land but survived; while in the cities they flourished—and
faded.” The peasant’s way to security may not provide him with such
great material benefits as those now given in the West by the State,
but it is a security which he can achieve wi:h his own hands and which
leaves him free to stand on his own feet” (David Mitrany, P.130).

Inasmuch as the character of political Institutions was determined
by the fundamentals respecting property, Jefferson, one of the archi-
tects of Amrican democracy, firmly believed that a wide dispersion of
private property—a wide diffusion of rights in land which make for
individual freedom and creative individualism and an opportunity to
acquire such rights—was essential to the estiblishment of democracy
and the safest assurance that it would endure. To him “small holders
were the most precious part of the State.”

“Farm ownership and the small farm", says F.C. Howe, “are the
economic bases of Danish life. To these economic conditions other
things are traceable. Tne kind of land tenure that prevails is the mould
of the civilization of a State. This is true of nearly all countries. It is
hardly a coincidence that wherever we find hereditary landlordism, as
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in Great Britain ana Prussia, there we have political reaction. There is,
so far as | know, no exception to this rule. It was this that explained old
Russia. It was land monopoly that lay back of the Irish question and the
long-continued poverty of the Irish people. On the other hand, wher-
ever we find the people owning their own homes and cultivating their
own land, there we find an entirely different spiric and a differenc psli-
tical system. With ownership we find democracy, responsible govern-
‘ment, and with them the hope, ambition and freedom that prevails in
France, Holland, Switzerland and the Scandinavian countries. For these
are the countries where the people, rathsr than the old feudal aristo-
cracy, own the land” (Vide “Denmark: A Co-operative Common-
wealth'’, 1922, p. 71).



CHAPTER XIlI
IMPRACTICABILITY OF LARGE SCALE FARMING

The number of persons holding land in cultivatory possession in
India is vast: it was 19,89,86,000 or 56/ of the entire population in 1951.
The correspending figures fur U, P. stood at 4,26,07,000 and 67.5 resp-
ectively. In the context of these figures a pertinent question is whether
large scale farming as a method fir general adoption in this country is
really practicable.

Quite apart from the merits of the proposal, it is simply not possible
for any democratic Government to divest these pcople of their lands
with a view to set up an econonty of large farms. The psychology of
the peasant will have to be considered. Habite centuries old are not
changed in a day, and habits rooted in the soil are with diculty
changed at all. A large collective undertaking may be well-adapted to
the needs and mentality of the agricultural or industrial labourer, but
not one tenant in a hundred or one owner in a thousand wishes to be
turned into a collectivist as long as he can make a living, however
mcdest, on his farm: he is too tenacious of his independence and, if an
owner, too attached to his land and too jealous of his social prestige.
In membership of a co-operative or collective farm he sees  a joss of all
the threz—his land, ind:p2nd=nce and prestige.

Everywhere the peasant is a firm believer in property striving for
independance. Hence a collective cconomy will mset with hisemotional
resistance from the start. Ultimately it is not a question of economic
efficiency or of form of organisation, but whether individualism or
collectivism should prevail. Peasantry represcnts not only a certaim
form of economy but also a certain way of life. Within -the peasantry
those characters, traits and moral forces are most pronounced which
resist the tendency of collectivism and of being levelled down into a
uniform mass. On the other hand, the co-operative idea of self-help by
voluntary association which does not efface economic independence
appeals to peasants. It is significant that communists try to overcome
the individualistic thinking of peasants by using co-operative slogans.

Any Government with democratic pretensions, run by any party
whatsoever, which attempts to establish an economy of large farms will
cither founder in the attempt never to recover, or, will turn dictatortal
in the process. Constituting a majority of the total electoral strength
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as they do, the peasants cannot, even if all other sections of population
combine against them, be coerced info accepting a course against their
will. That is why in every instance the Marxist agrarian programme
has had to be applied by force and to rely on force for its survival. The
Socialists who wanted to remain democrats had in every instance to
abandon the programme.

The advocates of collectivization commit the mistake of appraising
India in terms of the psychology and the living conditions of Old Russia
and do not make an allowance for “differences in political experience
social background and emotional response’”. Possession of land has
been in some sense joint and communal throughout Russian history.
The Mir or the Commune, in which the village communities were
organised, was a distinctive and peculiar attribute of traditional Russian
civilisation. The characteristics of communal land-holding were:—

(1) Distribution in strips,

(2) Compulsory adherence by all members of the Commune to
a common rotation of crops.

(3) Temporary occupation by the individual of his allotment, and
(4) Periodical alterations in the size of the allotments.

The coming of the kolhoz is, therefire, a purely Russian event that
must be scen, understccd and evaluated as such. “The kolhoz is the
collectivised farm emerging out of a primitive peasant economy”, says
G. D. Cole,” which had neither wholly lost nor forgotten the collective
characteristics of serfdom and feudalism. It could riot be developed out
of a system of middle-sized tenant farms, such as existed in Great
Britain, or out of a developed and civilized peasant proprietorship like
that of France, or again out of the homestead farming characteristic of
the United States and Canada” (Vide “Practical Economics”, 1937,
pp. 49-50). Nor can it emerge, in our opinion, in India where individual
possession, even, in large parts, individual ownership, has a very long
history and is deeply rooted in the consciousness of the peasantry.

The idea of peasant ownership came to the fore in Russia only in
the latter half of the last century. It was after a long agitation beginning
with the Emancipation Act of 1861 that on November 22, 1906, on
ukase was promulgated depriving the Mir of its authority and giving
the peasants a right of separation from the Commune, which -laid the



{192

foundations of a class of true peasant proprictors. In 1928, therefors,
when the Government of the USSR. embarked on compulsory collect-
ivisation, peasants whose ownership of land had some history behind i,
were a small fraction of the cntire peasantry, viz. 10.7 percent; the vast
majority having come into ownership (a fact never openly recognized
by the Communist Government) only in 1917 when the big landlords,
the Church and the crown were liquidated. Nevertheless, collectivisa
tion was bitterly resented by the peasants as a class even in Russia who
had hoped to enjoy the land in individual owncrship as a result of thd:
Revolution.

Some of the belicvers in collectivization may, perhaps, like to argue
that the consummation can be brought about by persuasion, that,
provided the nccessary propaganda, educat'on and demonstration are
fi rthcoming, the peasants can be converted into a voluntary acceptance
of collective farming. So far, however, the experience of the USSR,
Yugoslovia and vther castern European countries tells a different tale.

While, on the one hand, propaganda as a result of a resolution of
che Fiftesnth Party Coniress held in Dz2zember, 1927 which dacided
upon collectivisation, was unleashed by the Sovist Government in
1923 for popularising the kolhozy and a f:w collective farms were set
up to serve as demonstration, the Governmant introduced, on the other,
a so-called contract system under which an independent peasant
was bound to de:liver to Government grain-collecting  organisations
the whole of his surplus harvest at the price fixed by thes Government,
It was the Gevernment  collecting agency itself which decided what
quantity of grain was surplus to the needs of a particular peasant.  In
case a peasant or kulak failed to deliver his quota, his grain ‘was
confiscated under Art. 107 of the Criminal Cods and 25% of it ‘mads-
over to the poor peasants of the village. All thess measures and other
restrictions, however, failed to attract the peasant into the kolhoz: he
remained unconvinced of its superiority, with the result that -during
two years from the spring of 1927 to the spring of 1929 ths" percentage
of peasant house-steads collectivized rose from 0.8 to 3.9 only. In
January, 1930, therefure, the Central Committee of the communjst
Party took a most decisive turn in policy: it resolved to eliminate the
kulaks as a clads by wearing down their resistance in -open battle and
depriving them of the productive sources of their cxistence and develop
ment (the free use ot land, viz. th: means "of production, thc rentiag
of tand, the right to hire labour, eté.). Instructions wecre issucd that by
coming spring 30 million hcetares of land should be brought under
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collectivisation. This was about 25 per cent of the total area under
crops in 1929. Peasants labelled rich were ipso facto cond:zmned to
liquidaticn, and taxes fur heavier in proportion to those borne by the
other groups, middle and pcor, were imposed on them; if they paid the
first time, they were reassessed at twice or three times the origional sum.
Sooner or later the peasant failed to pay his taxes, thereupon his pro-
perty wae handed over to the nearest kolhozy. Those who showed the
least signs of resistance or gave cause for doubt or offence to the local
party bosees, were liquidated or silenced by measures which are now part
of history.

Yugo-slavia was the second country where an attempt at coaxing
the peasantry into collectivization has been made, but, it must be
confessed, with the same disappointing results as far as the reactions
of the peasantry are concerned. A movement to wean the peasants
into collective farms was set afoot with open and covert otficial press-
sure, soon after the country had been liberated from the yoke of the
Nazis in 1945. As against 3500 collective farming societics started in
1949, in 1950 only 353 sccietics came into existence. With the
relaxing of official pressure the movement evidently lost its momentum.
In the summer of 1951 the total number stood at 7,000 comprising 22%
of Yugo-slovia’s arable land and 4,20,000 housc-holds. Signs of
discontent began to grow in the clder societics. There were many
applications to withdraw, over 2,500 in Macedonia and more than 3,000
in Croatia. The Coummunist Government, however, led by Marshal
Tito decided not to furce t/ ¢ peasants into  collectivisution at the point
of the bayonet, and it is this deviation from the orthodox Communist
policy that formed on= of the major causes which led to the breach of
diplomatic relations between the USSR and Yugoslovia.

The peasantry of Eastern Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Hungary, too, bave not taken kindly to joint or collective turming, ¢fforts
of the local Communist governments and the USSR. which holds these
countriss in its grip, notwithstanding.  According to press  reports
Gomulka, the new Communist leader of Poland, in his first policy
statement. said that “In agriculture it is only the private sector which has
prospered and that it was a mistake to collectivize the Kuluk”., Under
the terms of a new law now being prepared by the Agriculture Ministry
Polish farmers will become owners of their Yands once again.  Students
of present-day affairs are all s» awars of these developments that we need
not tarry over it.
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It is claimed that the agricultural preducer co-operatives have baen
a success in China, If so, why is it necessary to convert and consoli-
date them into *advanced® or collective type of Russia ? The professed
goal of the Chinese Government, true to their communist philosphy, is
collectivisation; and this can cnly mean that the Chinese Government
themselves are not satisfied with the intermediate stage cf co-operatives.
Almost the same words, the same reasoning and the same technique
which the Bolsheviks used in the USSR are being employed by their
pupils in China. ChMese peasants, however, being what peasants are
all the world over, these co-operatives, notwithstandjng all the propa-
ganda, could not have come into existence so suddenly as if by a wand
of magic and are, without question, a result of coercion. With absolute
political and military power resting in the hands of the Government,
from which there is no escape and no appeal, the Chinese peasants just
as their forbears of Russia, have no choice, but voluntarily—voluntarily
in the sense of Communist dictionary—to opt or vote for the collective
farm.

It was the utter poverty of the Chinese peasants which was exploit-
ed by the Chinese Government to fulfil ifs ideclogy, Says the Indian
Delegatlon to China at page 103 of its report : ‘“...land refirm in China
meant an extraordinarily wide distribution of ownership in land. Al-
together about 118 million acres of land were distributed among 300
million peasants, men and women, an average of one-third of an acre
per head. Besides land, houses belonglng to landlords containing about
38 million rooms, about 30 million draught animals, 39 million agricul-
tural implements and about 5 million tons of foodstuff's were confiscated
from landlords and  redistributed. Many former landlords were alloted
land on the same basis as tenants and labourers.” Again on page 109 :
“Agricultural  co-operaticn  followed naturally from land  reform.
Arrangements for State purchase of toed-grains and other farm products
and the organisation of credit co-operative closely linked with the
People’s Bank were important - supporting developments. Together, they
helped eliminate the rural trader. the urban merchant and the landlord,
s0 that the ground was fully prepared for agricultural co-operatives.”

It was against this background —a background created by giving
everyene onc-third of an acre, destroying the frecdom of sale and
exchange, and displaying unrelating ruthlessness—that the Chinese
peasant was welded into what is called the voluntary Chinese Producer
Co-operative.
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Nor can these co-operatives yet be called a success in the economic
sense. Sufficient time has not yet elapsed, nor are any reliable statistics
available, to show that the process of pooling of land into co-operatives
has in any way -¢ontributed to increcass agricultural production. The
Indian Delegation to China clearlyackmowledgesthat pre-war yields have
not yet been attained, China will, indeed, be furtunate if she can regain
the pre-war yields and keep them up.

It was pure propaganda inspired by political considerations that was
bet loose on the world to the effect that as soon as China was taken over
by Communism, food production went up by leaps and bounds and the
offer, again inspired by political considerations, that China made to
India of 50,0001 tons of rice or so was cited as proof of the same. But
what are the facts ?

Mr. G. F. Alexandrov, leader of the Russian delegation to the 41st
session of the Indian Science Congress, told pressmen in Hyderabad on
January 6, 1954—

“In 1950, Russia had begun implementing a five-year plan., which
would be completed this ycar. The main feature of the plan was that side
by side with the development of heavy industry, light industries
and agriculture would also be developed. Russia was producing plenty
of foodstuffs and was exporting a considerable quantity to China,
France, Italy and other -European countries.”

It spite of the much boosted rise in agricultural production in China,
the prices of essential commoditics continue to rule very high. Our
Delegation observes: “But we noted that the cost of livingin China was
substantially higher than in- India. For instance, at the time of our
vigit, the retail price of ordinary rice was -/9/3 per seer in Shanghai, of
wheat -/9/9 per seer, vegetable oil for cooking Rs.2/2/- per seer, potatoes
-/3/6/ per seer. peas -/3/6/ per seer, mutton Rs.2/3/- per seer, sugar Rs.2/-
per seer, cotton shirting Rs.4/- per yard, cotton suiting Rs.8/- to Rs.10/-
per yard, woolen suiting Rs.45 to Rs.50 per yard and shoes Rs.30 to
Rs.40 per pair” (Page 41 of the Report).

China, with such dense population, will suffer far more grievously
owing to this venture of their Government: the USSR had a vast area
of culturable land, compared to her population, on which men and
machinery could be employed.
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The kolhoz or collective farm both in the country of ‘its origin; -the
Soviet Umon. and in the country of its adoptlon China, is regarded as
the final, loglcal fqrm_of agrarian -organisation, and co-operative far-
ming only an intermediate stage. It will be a strange commentary on
our wisdom that just when reports from the Soviet Union show that
the kolhoz has not given the results expected of it by :its founders and
the Communists are in desperate search of remsdies and palliatives,
our leadership is enthusiasticslly recommending the preliminary form,
the co-operative farm, fur adoption in India. There can be no manner
of doubt that in looking towards the USSR or the Peoples’ Republic
of China for a tenure pattern we are looking in the wrong direction.

In this' connection we have further to remember that-oducated pes-
sons living in the towns have not been able to make a success cven of
the Co-operative Stores, or' Consumers’ Societies which weré eonoerned
merely with marketing. Nor are credit societies in the country-side yét
a success inspite of so much time and effort that has gone ‘intd
their Organisation. Mow much more difficult it. should be %o
organise -agricultural production, which is such- a complex task,- en @a
co-operative basis in a contmunity of illiterate and semi-illiterass’ peasan-
try, can, therefore, well be imagined. In fact, co-operativs farming in
the true sense of being voluntary, has not been a success anywhere -in
the world (excépt in Israel)—even where the farmers are cent per cent
literate.

The initial success of co-operative farming in Israel' is dueto the
peculiar situatson which arose in connection with the requirenients of
Zionist resettlement. The- abortive Russian- revolution .of. 1995
brought to Palestine (then a part of the Turkish Empire) a numbér of
young Russian Jews of some education, no agricultural or industridl
experience, no private means, but of strong s ocialist -convictions.
Fundamental to these convictions was a belief in the immorality of
employing labour. The exact form of the first sottlements, and,
particular, the completely Communist society which they evolved; tfiis
owed something to the theories which the pioneers had brought with
them to Palestine and something to their 'necessities —lack of means
for individual settlement, lack of experience, and the need for mutual
protection against a hostile Arab world. Something also may be
attributed to their urban and intellectual background, which gave them
interests and aspirations unlike those of the typical peasant. ft should
be remembered, too, that a great majority were. at that time, umattached
youngmen and it was natural that their life should be modelled . on the
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camp rather than the home. These settlements owe greatly also to the
technical and other resource that the world Jewry placed at the disposal
of the settlers. These conditions cannot be repeated to order in India,
or for the matter of that, in any other country.

Even so the number of these settlements is not large. Only half
a dozen successful collective settlements were founded under Turkish
rule, though a few more, which failed after a struggle, were later
refounded. Under the British mandate their number increased fairly
rapidly. A score or more dating from the twenties and the numbers
increasing steadily through the ‘thirties’ and ‘forties till by 1950
there were in all 213 Jkuvtzaj and Kibbutiz, viz. 29.0) working
members and approyimately 400,000 aeres of cultivated land.

Problems have now begun to arisc and multiply. The internal
problems such as an increasing demand for personal comfurt, lack of
participation in the General Asscmb.y, and a certain sense of frustra-
tion, particularly on the part of the women, are due partly to the
social and econumic solidificaticn and partly to the growth in size of
the settlements. From the establishment of the State of Israel and the
requirements of unrestricted immigration stem such problems as loss
of the most active members, tendency on the part of the state to
interfere in the ternal affairs of the settlements and disinclination on
the part of the new immigrants to join the ranks of the kuvtza

Expericnce should tell us, therefore, that the peasants will never
be persuaded to give up their independent way of living and will
always prefer retaining their own individualities and prospects of
bettering themselves by their own efforts to sinking or merging
their identities into a collective cnuterprise, or, fuor the matter of
that, into a co-operative enterprise. The only merit of the latter as
compared with the former type, which lics in the fact that members
remain -owners of the land they contribute, praves its undoing,
Members are, and cught to be, entitled to resign a-d whether they
resign, cr, are cxpelled, free to withdraw their land from the pool.
That being so, occasions in the varried tasks of cultivation and in an
organisaticn where a large number of persons work togother, when
they will fall cut, will be frequent. The area of the farm will,
therefore, soon dwindle. I, on the other hand, the would-be members
are told at the cutset that they will not be allowed to take back
their lands in any eventuality, they will not join at all.,

The kind of co-operative farming that is advocated by our
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Planning Commission and others in the country is, therefore, seen
to suffer from the drawbacks, rather than benefit from the saving
features, of both the systems, viz., c.mpulsion that is used under
Communism and incentive for personal profit that is inherent in
private enterprise. Such farms will fail as soon as they are set yp, anc.
we will have ecither to retreat to individualist farming, or advance like
the Chinese, to the ‘advanced’ agricultural producer co-operative, which
is a synonym for the Russian Collective Farm.

The reaction of the peasant to joining a co-operative or collective
farm where all the three factors of production, viz,, land, labour and
capital, will be pooled, is understandable. Human nature being what
it is, even brothers born of thc samc mother usually separate fromy
one another after the head of the family, the father, has been removed
by death or other cause. In the circumstances it is utopian to expect
that an average house-holder will, all of a sudden, identify his interest
with th¢ interests -of thosg hundreds of persons in thg village or
neighbourhood who were total strangers to his life hitherto. Wers
a man to reach these heights and to come to see his own good in the
good of every other human being, he will cease to be a house
holder that very day: the ties of family, language, religion and country
would no longer have any meaning for him. In such ideal condijtions
planning will not be neeessary, economic laws will become infructuous
and, indeed, even Government will itself be a costly luxury. The
mother is able to nurse and nourish her child because she is seclfish,
because in the child she sees her own image. Did every other child
in the village, or in this wide, wid> world occupy the same position
in her eyes as her own, she might as well turn a Sanyasini. In our
enthusiasm for a millenium right now in our own lives, we¢ must not
forget that man is not entirzly a rational being. Hx is governed more
by heart than by mind, and heart has not yet maide (whether it ever
will make, being doubttul) the sams advance as mind or technology
which has narrowed down physical space and made world a smaller
place than it was in the days of our forefathers. Scientific progress
or progres in ccntrcl of the cuter world has not resulted in greater
control of the inner world of the self, without which a large joint
economic undertaking cannot be run smoothly or successfully,

Another questios that arises in connection with co-operative
farming is—whether we have the necessary human material,
In-as-much as roduction in agriculture does not lend itself to
specialization by tasks and standardization by products as it does in
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manufacturing, even a-layman can see that a large-scale organization will
be a much more complex task in farming than in industry. And if this
large-scale organization is to be organized on the basis of volun-
tary co-operation it will create problems that will demand leadership and
character of the highest order. The organizers will be faced with
several weighty problems, such as relation to the Government, selection
of members, relations of member inter se, supply of subsidy in terms of
finances, equipment, expert advice, and, most of all, a rather complicated
and cumbersome method of accounting. Will such an enlightened
leadership be forthcoming in our country-side? It is obvious that a co-
operative farm would be too big for the ordinary peasant to control. We
will have to draw upon the towns, which will rule the countryside. It
will, as in the case of collective farming, mean a rule by ‘managers’, and
result in a rise in the cost of .production without in anyway countribut-
ing towards an increase in output.

Lastly, there is a very important consideration that stands in the
way of mechanization aud, consequently, of joint farming in India. We
do not produce petrol in the quantities that the USA and the USSR do.
We have to import it even for our military requirements. Nor can we
cover our sky with a net-work of electric wires which will supply the
motive-power to the tractors, combines and threshers all over the country-
side. We will, therefore, have to depend on a foreign country to keep
the machines going so that our teeming millions may have food. It will
be nothing short of lunacy to plan an economy which necessitates such a
course. The Nazi hordes in the last Great War had rushed towards the
the Cauccasus not without reason : they wanted to capture the oil-wells
80 that by cutting the vital artery of Russian economy they could the
more easily and the sooner starve their enemy into surrender,



CHAPTER XIY
SOLUTIONS

Solution to the problem both of the uneconomic hoMdings, or the
t0o small size of the farm and of the landless labour in rura) areas, in
fact, of the entire problem of our economic backwardness can possibly
besought in five dircctions, namely, reclamation of culturable waste and
its colonizations; secondly, breaking up of large farms that there may be
and distribution of the surplus land : thirdly, development of non-agri-
cultural resources and pursuits which will serve as subsidiary sources of
income to the small peasant and also to which uneconomic holders of
land and landicss people may be transferred; fourthly, fuller utilisation
or more intensive cultivation of lands already under the plough (along
with the conservation of our land resources), and, lastly, some method
of population control.

Colonization seems scarcely a solution, since land for such inten-
sive colonsiation as would be nceded are limited. The total geogra-
phical arca of India is 811 million acres. Land utilisation statistics
are available for 718 million acres only which are as follows :—

TABLE XXIV
(1) Forests ... 1156 million acres
(2) Not available for cultivation ... v 1203 o
(3) Permanent pastures and other grazing
lands sae AP0 i
(4) Culurable waste ... oo BB A -

(5) Groves and miscellancous trec crops e A %

(6) Fallows e OBL 5
(7) Net arca sown ... ves S0 T 3

Total e 1184 i, 3

Out of 58 million acres of culturable waste in the country, only a
small part, say, 10 millicn acres, can lend itself to cultivation in the
near future. In spite of the pressure of population relatively small
extension of cultivation to waste lands has taken place during the last
40 ycars. This is partly due to the fact that such lands are inferior
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in quality and otherwise unsuitable, but, perhaps, more due to the fact
that the exploitation of such waste lands has not been within the
resources of the ordinary cultivator. Reclamation of any considerable
part of these areas which are relatively inaccessible at present will be a
very ditficult and time-consuming process even for the State in as much
as it involves large scale tree or bush-c'earance, road-making, anti-mala-
rial operations, water-supply, house-building etc. Considerations of
s0il conservation will also have to be berne in mind before large-scale
treeclearance is undertaken.

Redistribution of Land

As regards the second solution, viz., redistribution of land in excess
of a certain area that may be reserved to a large owner, it is not a going
to yield substantial results in all parts of the Union; in some it may not
yield results at all worth the name. A ceiling of maximum limit has
been placed upon the agricultural lands, which the intermediaries were
entitled to retain after abolition in the following States, viz.,

TABLE XXV
West Bengal ove: 25 @cres
Assam .o 133'3 acres for proprietors and 50
acres tor tenure-holders (inferior
proprietors)
Hyderabad ... In respect of lands held by inam-

dars (grantees) at 4'5 family hold-
ings (a family holding varying
according to the class of the scil
from 4 acres of double-crop irrigated
land to 60 acres of chatka soil).

Ajmer ... 50 standard acres.

A ceiling has been applied in Jammu and Kashmir also.

A consus of Land Holdings and Cultivation was recently held in
most of the States under the advice of the Planning Commission. The
census relates to agricultural lands comprised in a holding which consists
of cultivable area including groves and pastures. All unoccupied area
such as forest lands and other uncultivable lands have been cxcluded.
Lands held in urban areas have also been excluded.
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TABLE XX¥1
(AREA IN LAXK ACRES)
At touied | Surpus Avea With Celng of 30 Acrs | Surpus Area Wih Celng of 4 Acrs sméuﬁ;? o

i To make fFor seitle |

upbaﬂ? .m{g Percentage| %to | %10 | % to [Percentage %10 %10 (%10 Percentage %10
holdings | o a baso [°F hoMings Extent] area | aul | ‘col, of holdings Extent aren | cal. | col, o holingsExtent| area
tobasic | holding | S8 | omed) () | () | ofoced | owed) Q) | () | ofoced | owned
e ,

! P s e e e B s
hn Wl 80 ol e ous (m M m o6 | 0l
Bomby w9 o0 | e mol il o L] w1 | 0
M. Pradesh wl BOL 943 9150 M | 9 20 | M 1000 16| 40| 12 26| T
Madns ol TS W el S iw on | 9| R0 BT

, i ' o4 ‘ fi] et
L T (s | o8 | 6| 4|6 oW
| | ! [ \ | [
Hybeabad o, | LS B0 s W0 W) 6S a0l 9| W W ki 90
| 5 { | i '
M.Bbarat v | ’ m o 56 | 165130 Y i % 28 | 90| 6168 1 RU 39
Mo ol % L9 || s x| 15 | s 6 m i 9| 08 : W) M
| ! ] ‘ ,
PEPSU | : 1w | al BB (|13 22| B8 |6 01T M| 28
[} i ‘ | . : I |
Rautan . “ ' R | B0 i m | . e re| B . | 8050
e N R zni Mo os | % | B |6 8
e | 5 | | |

FOOT:NOTES: ~I, The Surplus Area in”Hyderabad is in erms of ‘comverted dry acres’,

selocted tahsil cnly. The state Governmeats have, however, given estimates of area comprised in all owned holdings.

I Abasic holding has been assumed to consistof—

(1) 10 acres fur Bombay, Madhya Pradesh, Hyderabad, Madhya Bharat, Rajasthan and Saurashtra.
(2) § acres for Andhra, Madras, Punjab, Mysore and PEPSU.,

1L In Punjab, PEPSU and Mysore the census was confined to 'holdings cf 10 acres and above, In Rejashan it was conducted in 22
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Area “owned” includes lands held as owner as well as land held
under permanent and heritable rights. Area ‘leased” means the area
in which a tenant does not hold permanent heritable rights. This area
is included in the area “‘owned”. Area under persona! cultivation can be
arrived at by substracting the ““leasod” area from the “owned’* area.

The entire agricultural land held by a person as owner through-
out the State constitutes a single holding. In case of joint holdings the
share of each co-sharer has been treated as a separate hoiding.

The data generally relate to the year 1953-54.

The table on p. 112 shows the estimates of the area that will be
required to settle landless workers and build up the sub-basic holdings to
basic size in the various States, and of the surplus land that will be
available in case the ceiling is applied at 30, 45 or 60 acres of the area
owned —

As already stated, -however, the area owned includes the area leased.
Permanent and heritable rights as in Uttar Pradesh, can easily be confer-
red on the tenants of the area leased whether they be non-occupancy
tenants of home farms (sir or khudkasht lands) or sub-tenants, and we
need place a ceiling only on the area under personal cultivation. The
area under lease in the various State included in the three categories of
large holdings is given in table shown on page 114.

Nor is it all holdings that the Planning Commission would like to be
broken up. The Committee appointed by the Land Reform Panel of
the Commission to report on the Size of Farms suggested thata farm
which yielded a grcss average income of Rs. 1600 or a net income-
including remuneration for family labour—of Rs. 1200 and is not less
than a plough unit, that is, an area of land which an average family
could cultivate with a pair of bullocks, or its multiple in area, may be
considered as a family holding; that the limit for the ceiling should
be three family holdings for an average family in which the number
of members does not exceed five; and that one additional family
holding should be allowed for such additional member subject to a
maximum of six family holdings.

Now, the area of three to six family holdings almost throughout
the country will measure up to more than 30 acres, and in some more
than 45 acres and even more than 60 acres.
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TJABLE XXVH
(AREA IN LAKH ACRES)

| Holdings of Holdings of; Holdings of

States ‘more than 30 morc than | more than

acres ' 45 acres | 60 acres
Andhra ‘ 741 | 60 ; 508
Bombay sy 2TA8 21-54 17-40
Madhya Pradesh . 2255 ‘ 17:90 15:47
Madras o Caies o CUIRBES 16
Punjab o N6, ot LA e
Mysore e 346 | 2:70 2:20
Madhya Bharat [ 462 365
Hyderabad @ 4885 ' 2770 17-20
PEPSU 3:88 2:80 2:17

Saurashtra e 673 450 326

@ Area converted into ‘dry acres.’

Still further. according to the Planning Commission, “‘there would
appear to be an advantage in exempting the following categories of farms
from the operation, of ceilings which may be proposed :—

(1) Tea, coffec and rubber plantations ;
(2) Orchards where they constitute reasonably compact areas ;

(3) Specialised farms engaged in cattle breeding, dairying, wool-
raising, ctc;

(4) Sugarcanc farms operated by sugar factories; and

(5) Ethciently managed farms which consist of compact blocks,
on which heavy investment or permanent structural improve-
ments have been made and whose break-up is likely to lead
to a fall in production.
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In the nature of things, remarks the Commission, these are general
suggestions which should be adapted to the needs and conditions of each
State.

The area that will actually be available for redistribution or that
need be redistributed will be found to be much smaller than the area
shown in columns 4, 9 and 14 of the table on page 112. Anyway, redistri-
buticn will not make any appreciable difference to the agrarian picture
as a whole and will not solve any problems.

A more constructive solution lies in the development of non-agri-
cultural resources which might permanently draw off some of those pea-
sants who possess uneconomic holdings and landless labourers who find
their wages unremunerative, and which might further serve as a subsi-
diary source of income to those who still remain in agriculture.

A detailed discussion of the development of non-agricultural
resources, however, is not germane to the main thesis of this brochure

and is, therefore, not being included here.



CHAPTER XV
INTENSIVE AGRICULTURE

Reclamation of eulturable waste and its colonization, redistribution
of surplus land taken away frcm large holders, and industrializaticn are
the recognised devices fcr relieving the pressure of population on land.
‘Maximum use has to be made of them, but it is clear that they will nct
be able to relieve the present agricultural situation in any appreciable
degree. As regards ready-made panaceas, like co-operative farming,
basad on ideological preferences, they will not only fail, but may prove
dangerous, The best long-term solution of the problem would, in our
Qpinjon, seem to lie in some methcd of population control, and the
best immediate sclution in more intensive exploitation of the available
area and the growing of crops that produce more food per unit of land.

Wa have already seen that in our conditions where land is limiged
and labour so plentiful, we cannot byt have inteasive farming—a sysiem
of small farms in which relatively more labour is employed per unit of
land and the object is to realize the highest yield per acre. It is a case
of Hobson's chcice : even if we would, we cannot have extensive farm-
ing—a system in which relatively less labour is employed per unit « f land
and the object is to realize the highest net return per man. We have
already discussed why prcducticn per acre rises with the decrease in the
area of a farm. Reference has also been made to the data for Chinese
intensive agriculture, given in John Lossing Buck’'s ““Land Utilizarion in
China”, which show that increase in average production per acre ccnti-
nues up to the place where each farmer has 2'6 acres. But even when
the farm 2rows smaller than 2°6 aeess, the d:crease in yicld per acre and
hence in total yicld is lcss than the drop in production per man.

The very fact that the yield per acre in India tcday is very much lower
than that in some ccuntries with ccmparable climatic and soil conditicns
shows that with propsr plinninz and cTortit shou'd not be difficult to
increase the yicld per acre very substantially even on the basis of known
techniques. The small size of the holding is no obstacle to increasing
the yield per acre as the experience of China and Japan would prove.

“Given three tracts of land of equel inherent production”, says
J..D. Black, ‘“one in Japan, onc in China and one in India, and each
farmed at the statc of the agriculrural arts that is average for thesc
countries, the Japanese tract will prcduce roughly a half more than
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the Chinese tract and the Chinese tract roughly twice as much as the
Indian tract” (“Introduction to Economics for Agriculture, 1953"
page 344).

In both China and Japan, peasants work harder than in India.
Their agricultural practices arc also superior to ours. In China parti-
cularly, they are greatly manure-minded and, rightly, regard night-scil as
preperty which has to be cherished, rather than as waste material
which may be thrown away. Food is short in India not-because there is
nct enough land, but because we are not making an efficient uti‘ization
of our resources.

Japan has proved that it is possible to utilise science, and all that
science has placed at the disposal of man, equally well on small farms
as some of the western countries have utilized it on large farms. The
emphasis in Japan is on maximising yield yer unit of land by sub-
stituting land as much as possible by capital and labour. Although
production and distribution are on an individualistic basis, the State
has provided so many facilities . by way of highly developed transport
and marketing organisations, casy credit, national research and cxten-
nion services, ctc. that the yields per unit of land on the tiny farms
of Japan are tc-day among the highest in the world. Each farm is
run as.a small business and within his limited mcans the Japanese
farmer is as anxious to make the fullest use of mcdern technology as
large farmers in other parts of the world.

Improvement in agricultural productivity in India cannot be had for
the asking. The use of improved farming methods and greater quan-
tities of capital peranan are the steps that other countries have conscious-
ly or unconsciously taken when they found their population increasing
and their area of agricultural land limited or diminishing. We, too, will
have to do the same. An immense dissemination of cducation and tech-
nical knowledge will be needed: we will have to learn (and practise) the
simple arts of Japaneése, Chinese and Italian peasants, their methcds of
manuring and other cultural practices which are far superior to ours.
Capital will have to be found to provide water fur irrigation, to pro-
vide livestock and to provide new equipment to a steadily increasing
degree, fur example, the simplc equipment that the Italian peasant
uses, for dairying, rice growing, fruit growing and similar activities.
The Indian Delegation to China has found that it is exactly on these
two points viz. familiarising the peasantry with still better and im-
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proved techniques and investment of more capital, that the Communist
Government is laying most stress in China.

We have to be clear in our mind about four basic factors if we are
intent on finding a correct solution ¢f cur low agricultural yields and also
of cther related prcblems—firstly, that our agriculture is already labour
intensive; seccndly, that, when we talk of intensive agriculture in our
country, it is capital-intensive agriculture that is largely meant; thirdly,
that capital in this context is not a synonym for large machinery, and,
feurthly, that our agricultural arts, practices or techniques are very
inferior, indeed, and will have to be improved.

Not only intensive educative work will have to .be done at the village
level if we intend to inspire the peasant to put forth greater effort both
of mind and body in his work, but we will also have to make drastic
changes in cur cutlcok towards his problems. Views and sentiments of
the peasant are seldom shared by those at the top:few are of peasant
origin or have any ccnnexion with the village. We are unable to break
away from th~ ideas we may have received recady-made from foreign ora-
cles—western oracles till yesterday and eastern today.

In some parts of the country the peasantis handicapped by certain
social taboos, fur example, in the eastern parts of Uttar Pradesh those
belonging to some higher castes, who, perhaps, own larger part of theland,
will not wield the plcugh themselves. A well-organised, country-wide
movement which will reach the cottage of every peasant and will be dir-
ected in such a manner as to evoke psychological response from him, will
have to be launched to root out all kinds of social and other inhibitions
that stand in the way cfincreased effort towards greater preducticn.
Sometimes small things and administrative obstacles in the form of rules,
instructions, etc. crected by unimaginative officials, stand in the way,
which will all have to be studied and removed to the extent possible.

Resource facilities which go to increase prcduction are known to all
students of agricultural economics and, in fact, tc every peasant. These
are water, manures and improved seed. These liuve to be provided both
through governmental effort and coopzrative actinn

It will be a mistake to belicve that co-operation does not suit the
genius or mental attitudes of our people. Itis when a person is convin-
ed that co-operation, which, in fact, is only so-called and is anothcr namo
for merger, would deprive him of his individnal liberty and individual
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rights in property that it bocomes abhorrent to him. A villags, as oufr
long history bears out, was always a stronz:r moral unit than a factory is.
The sense of the community was a vital thing among the peasantry, provi-
ding a natural foundation fur colloboration or co-operative action. So in
- spite ¢f agriculture being the most individualistic industry, the peasant in
old India, asin some other countries also, has inherited and kopt up certain
co-operative instincts and traditions cf neighbcurly collaboration. Help-
ing cach other, whether it was a matter of ploughing, bringing in the
harvest, building a hcuse or even preparing agirl's dowry ‘chest’, was a
matter of ccurse, a traditicn, nct an crganised arrangement, The cost
and responsibility of sugar-canie pressing, well or tank irrigation, provision
fcr drinking-water, drainage,cultural centres, fairs, etc., have been shared
in commcen frcm time out of mind. Cultivation of crops according to a
prearranged plan and their protection from boarsand other wild animals
are stillccmmon features of some ¢f our vallages. Neighbourly collabor-
ation has taken varicus other forms also: such as lending cach other a
bullcck or a pair of bullocks; exchanging a day of work fur other services,
etc,. In the same way, differences or disputes amongst them were settled
mostly by discussicn on a basis of equity guided by the village elders, the
priest or the teacher, again, as a tradition and out of the self-same sense of
being one community: hardly, if ever, was a matter put to vote. Within
a better and consciously-planned organisaticn, this mutual cocperation or
collaboration might be still further extended and developed.

Agricultural ccoperatives can be made to secrve every need and every
aspect of rural life. They may, in particular, engage in one ir more of
the following functions:—

(1) receiving deposits and making loans for reasonable business
and personal requirements,

(2) improving agricultural 1ands and water facilitics,
(3) processing, storing and transporting gcods prcduced by its
members, :

(4) making available rural industrial facilitics,

(5) insuring property of its members against damage or loss and
reducing other uncertainties confronting furmers,

(6) making available those common services which wil improve
the social and living conditions, culture and health of the
agricultural community,
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(7" conducting educational activities relating to cooperative asso-
ciations and farming techniques,

(8) organising collective labour, or shramdan, to meet collective
needs, like building a road in one- place, and irrigation
channel elsewhere,

(9) improving marketing facilities, that is, facilities for purchase
of requirements (including improved seeds, improved agri-
cultural implements or even machines, cattle-feed, scientific
manures or fertilizers, . if they at all need them, insecticides
and domestic supplies like cloth, oil, salt, matches, scap,
etc.) and sale of produce.

It is in the improvement of marketing facilities—acccrding to Adam
Smith, “the greatest of all agricultural improvements—that a cooperative
society offers its members the technical advantages of a large scale
undertaking in the largest measure.”

Athough the small .farmer labours under various disadvantages, yet
experience has shown these to be commercial more than technical. He
can hcld his own in the field of prcduction: it is when he enters the
miarket that he finds it difficult to stand up to the big man. The profit
that he might have gained in prcduction is often lostin the selling. Co-
operative marketing enablcs him “to save time for other duties, to enjoy
a wider market, to sell a prcperly-graded prcduct and thereby gain the
benefit of a better price, to obtain the necessary financial facilities which
will enable him to spread his sales over a pericd ¢f 12 mcnths instead of
dispcsing of his products immediately after harvest and, finally, therefore,
to enjoy a wider market also in respect of time.”

What we have in mind is a ccoperative scciety equally distinct from
the liberal Capitalist scciety as from a Collective society of Commun-
ism—a cooperative scciety where small men combine amongst them-
selves and, cn the basis cf their pocled resources, find the resource facili-
ties which the big man is able to do «n the basis of his capital, where all
exploiters and middle men are eliminated, where, while exploitation is
ended, the individuals remain frec and their persc nalities are not merged
unidentifiably in a whole.

The distinguished European thinker, Count Coundenhove-Kalergi in
his “Totalitarian State Against Man”, has suggested the establishment
of agricultural cc-cperatives as a final and lasting solution of all the ills
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of the war-weary world. Discussing the need for an economic revolu-
tion, he observes;

“It demands a free economic system-and operation. Its aim is the
creation of the greatest possiblc number of independent existences bound
together by the principle of co-operation. It rejects both economic
anarchy and collectivism. Its model isto be fcund in the agricultural
cc-operatives, which combine all the advantages of private property with
the spirit of brotherhood and reciprocal aid; they differ as much. from
the collectivist factory management of the Soviet kolhoz as they do from
the anarchic misery of small isolated peasants witk ;ut machinery and
cooperation’’ (p. 192).

That is, it is farmers’ cooperatives that are nceded, not cooperative
farms.

Simultaneously with organising a comprchensive co-operative
system, which will embrace almcst all economic activitics of the peasin-
try short of pooling the land, we will have to pay attention to several
other serious problems which beset the village and the land.

We will have to conscrve our soil resources which constitute the
greatest wealth of any nation. Neglect of this aspect of its economic
life has led many a people to ruin and converted many a Pprosperous
country into a howling desret. Tree plantation is singly thec most potent
methcd that will conserve the soil resources, as also the water resources,
since no stcrer of water has ever been invented thatis mcre e Fcient
than deep, porous soil, and will prevent flocds inasmuch as raindrops
would have been trapped upstrcam where they fell. Bunds, except of
minor dimensions and ata few places, are at best a palliative, which
may, in course of time, prove worse than the disese 'hey are designed to
control. The hydraulic cycle (A& =¥%) in Nature, which man can
help maintain by planting trees, has to be explained to every child in the
country. It was not without reason thatour Rishis taught that tree
means water and water means life, and cur unscphisticated villagers
have been handing down a saying from father to son that it is a sinful
act to cut down a green, living crchard, while it is a virtuous act to plant
onc. Van Mahotsvaa is one of the few mcvements launched since the
attainment of Independence that have gone to the root of a problem and
had a psychological appeal, but the movement is slogging; it is in danger
of becoming a formal ritual and stands in need of rejuven tien. If
groves to be planted in the future are exempted from payment of land-
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rovenue and agricultural income tax; it will give a fillip to the movement.

We should also, all clamouf motwithstanding, take a definite decis-
ion in long-term national interest that no forests shall in the future be
cut down simply to extend cultivation or seitle landless people. Our
food problem will be solved almost entirely by intensive cultivation,
rather than by bringing valuable forest land or marginal and sub-margi-
nal land under cultivation. Also, cover crops, crops that will cover and
protect our fields during the period of heavy monsoon precipitation, will
have to be encouraged. These will prevent the soil from being eroded,
‘help to reduce floods, and, further, some of them may serve as green
manure,

Soil is not only getting poorer through erosion: it is being exhausted
through lack of manure and application of wrong manures. We will
have to do some re-thinking about chemical fertilizers, at least, about the
manner of their application. Perhaps, it will not be in the interest of
the country to lay so much emphasis on the mineral, inorganic fertilizers
that we have recently done. Farm-yard waste is the best organic manure
that Nature itself provides. Like the hydraulic cycle, there is also a
nutritional cycle (@13 ¥=), without maintenance whercof Mother
Earth will refuse to yield any crops at all. Nature has so ordained that
whatever earth produces is the nutrition (am) of all living things
includjng man, but whatever part of this nutrition is left unutilized and,
therefore, rejected by the body of man, beast, bird and inscct, is the
nugrition of Mother Earth, which had, in the process of producing
nutrition for the animal world, got exhausted and hungry. If this night-
soil and farm-yard waste are composted, that is, properly treated, and
returned to the Earth, the nutritional cycle becomes complete, and our
fields will never disappoint us and will continue giving us an ever-endur-
ing supply of food. One really becomes tongus-bound at the wisdom of
our ancestors who gave the name of (@I¥)to the farm-yard and
other organic waste that is fed to the fields every year.

Our peasants do not know how to store-and preserve this food
of Mother Earth. They will have to be taught that Mother Earth’s focd
will have to be as carefully stored, preserved and guarded as we do our
own food and the fudder of our cattle. Secondly, all the farm-yard
waste will have to be returned to the soil. In most parts of the
country, perhaps, in all the parts, about three-fifths, may be, even two-
thirds, of this manure, is turned into cakea and burnt in our choolhas
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and hookas as fuel. Now, nothing could be more foolish on the part:
of a peasant. Burning of dung should be a crime; the peasant must find
alternative fuel anyhow. Babool is one alternative: the tree grows very
fast and makes very gocd firewood. Village Panchayats could maintain
a grove of babool, or each peasant might have a few trees on his holding
or the boundaries of his fields. Because of its deep-rooted system
babool does not compete with farm crops for nutrition in the upper
layers of the soil and can tap the sub-soil water and, therefore, thrive on
usar (salinc) lands. Its feather-like leaves do not shade crops so as to
reduce their yields. It is a member of the leguminous family of trees
which grow nodules on their roots and fix nitrogen. Therefore, it has
an additional advantage of rendering unculturable land culturable.

Cotton-stalks could make another alternative: if we can persuade
every peasant to grow, where climate does not stand in his way, at least
one-third or one-half of an acre of cotton on his farm, as he used to
when the British conquered the country, it will, in addition to fuel, give
employment to his women-fulk, employment to the black-smith, the
carpenter, the carder, the weaver, the dyer, etc.and save money, which
he would have spent on purchasing mill-made cloth from the market.

We will also have to have new choolhas for our villagers—choolhas
which will utilize all the heat, all the energy that is generated from the
fuel. To-day, much of the energy goes waste. Indeed, economy of
fuel must be made a national slogan—a slogan of as big an importance
as any other, just as it is in Japan.

In this connection it will not be out of place to exprees, rather re-
peat it as our opinion that large agricultural machinery serves to deplete
the soil, rather than to improve or conserve it. We will therefore, do
better to discourage its use on lands which are already under the plcugh.

Correct agricultural practices will also have to be taught, wherever
necessary, and encouraged. Wrong practices lead both to erosion and
exhaustion cf the scil.

Lastly, therc is the question of uneconcmic cattle which are a great
strain cn the resources of the country. It is typified in the problem of
the cow. Cow has given us tracticn power in the form cof bullocks and
will continue to give it; it has given us sustenancs for land in the the
form of dung and sustenance for man in the form of milk. So that, it
is the base of cur agricultural econcmy and our health. Our civilizati: n,
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in fact, our very existence depends on agriculture : cow, therefore, is
rightly regarded as almost a member of the peasant’s family and has
rightly occupied a high place in our legend, in our folk-lore, in our his-
tory, in our sentiment. At the samc time, its breed today has deterio-
rated greatly and it cannot compete with the buffalo, at least, in the
production of ghee or fat which is the measure of income that a milch-
animal brings. So, as soon as its maintenance begins to cost more
than what it yields, the peasant sells it-to the butcher, or a middle man,
knowing all the while that he is sending it to the hack. This outrages
the feelings of the Hindu community. So somewhere a compromise
has to be made; a principle has to be found which will strain neither
the heart of the Hindu nor the economy of the country. The best
solution would seem to lie in sterilizing all uneconomic cews, so that
they might not be instrumental in multiplying a useless breed, and
simultaneously in up-grading the sires—the bulls

The day the cow ccases to be an objsct of utility altogether, it will
disappear completely, sentiment notwithstanding. Since the horse
went out of use as a result of mechanization of the army and other
transport after the first World War, it has become rarc in the country,
without having been butchered or caten up by anybody. On the
other hand, according to the cattle censuses of Uttar Pradesh, the
she-buffalo has, during the last 50 years, multiplied in numbers as
compared with the cow, inspitec of the fact that proportionately more
buffaloes have gone to the shambles during this pericd than the cow.
This is all .because the house--wife attaches, and rightly, more value
to the buffalo than to the cow.

The following statements* shows the number of cows and buffaloes
slaughtered in the recognized slaughter-houses of Utiar Pradesh since
1936-37, for which period along the figures are available. —

TABLE XXVl

|
Year | Cows Buffaloes
| |
1936—37 oo | 126,828 ! 1,12,030
1937—38 ot L4237 1,21,817

* Repurt of the Gosamvardhan Enquiry Committee, Part II
(Appendices), page 99.



Year Cows ‘ Buffaloes
1938—39 ol 118,690 = 1,27,914
1939—40 w2 135379 i 1,54,198
1940—41 - L e
1941—42 ‘ 1 1,25,470 T 2,42,229
1942—43 | 117207 : 2,05,148
1943 —44 il 76,543 = 1,72,763
1944 —45 w2 1,60,881
1945—46 : ; 75,345 ! 1,82,493
1946—47 we | 81,544 e 1.80,737
1947—48 : ; 49,908 - 17,434
1948—49 | 19,024 = 1,70,774
1949—50 = 2,02,196
1950—51 5,086 ‘ 2,32,962

Inspite of a total of 25,74,000 buffaloes having been slaughtered
during these 15 years as against a total of 12,87,000 cows only, the num-
ber of the former increased from 34,21,000 in 1904 to 49,88,000 in 1951
while that of the cow decreased form 69,48,000 to 61,20,000 during the
same period. The cattle census of 1956 shows the same trend: the
number of the cows came down to 57,84,000 while that of buffaloes
went up to 51,87,000. While during 1951-55 nearly 15,000 cows had
been slaughtered as against 8,98,000 buffaloes.

As regards the monkey and the blue-bull, they are nothing but pests
and have undoubtedly to go. Respect for life inculcated by our ances-
tors has its limitations. Our agricultural economy has reached a stage
where it cannot bear unnecessary burdens, where we will have to make
a definite choice whether it is the man or animal that we want to see
survive, Both the monkey and the blue-bull do incalculable harm to
standing crops and have nothing to recommend in their favour, except
superstition.
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Goat is yet another enemy of vegetation. It tears away grass and
plants from the very roots. Just as a swarm of locusts eats up every-
thing it comes across, so a herd of goats can, in course of time, de-
vastate a blooming country-side and convert it into a desert. The goat
has, therefore, to be actively discouraged, particularly, in Rajasthan and
the adjoining areas. It renders no peculiar service to the people, except
as a source of milk supply to the poor man and one of the sources of
meat-supply to the non-vegetarian sectiosn: .f our people. There are, how-
ever, other sources of mi‘% supply, and the non-vegetarians can do with a
little Jess or dearer meat.

(A discussion of population control, which is the best long-term
solution of our unemployment problem «s not beiag included in this
brochure lest it k~come bulky).
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