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SIZE, COMPOSITION, AND OTHER ASPECTS OF RURAIL INCOME
IN THIE SEMI-ARID TROPICS OF INDIA

R.P. Singh, M. Asokan, and T.S. Walker'

For economists, income is the best single yardstick to gauge human welfare.
The level and distribution of income strongly influence the technologies
that farmers adopt and the pace of technical diffusion which, in turn, con-
dition the size and distribution of income. The limited aim of this paper
is to present cutimates and preliminary findings on rural income in six
villages of the Ceml-Arid Tropics (SAT) of India. The villapes are the
sites for ICRICAT's intensive Villape Level Studies (VLS) where the farming
and socioeconomic activities of a panel of 40 households have been monitor-
ed in each village starting in 1975. The panel is drawn from a random
stratified sample of small-, medium-, and large-sized farming and landless
agricuitural labor households.?

The six villapes are located in three broad soil, climatic, and crop-
ping repions of SAT India. Salient features of each region are listed in
Table 1. Although the adoption of improved technolopies in dryland farm-
ing has been mnch slower than for irripated apriculture, some components
of higher yielding technoulopies have been partially adopted by farmers,
but the level of dif{fusion has not been uniform across the six villages.
Kanzara and Dokur are the most apriculturally, technically advanced vil-
lages, while the adoption of recommended inouts in Kalman and Shirapur has
been nepligible.

Rural incomes are estimated for three cropping years from 1975-76 to
1977-78 for Kanzara, Shirapur, Aurepalle, and Dokur.? Income estimates
For Kinkheda and Kalman refer to two cropping years, 1975-76 and 1976-77.3
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N

In the Vi, a cropping vear extends from May 31 to June 1 of the follow-
ing year.

3. After 1978 intensive data collection continued in one villaje of each
districty the other villare was left as a "control" for witli-and-
without comparisons. Data are available to estimate income in 1977-78
for Dokur, one of the ceontrol villapes.



Table 1. Arroclimatic, socioeconomic, and technological features of six
SAT villapes of India from 1975-76 to 1977-78.4

Village (loca-
tion, soils,
annual rain-
fall)

Average
size of
operational
holding(ha)

Irrigated
area (%
gross crop-
ed area)

Common
cropping
systems

Improved
technologies
partially
adopted

AURLPALLE

(Mahbubnagar dist;
Alfisols; 710 mm)

DOKUR

(Mahbubnagar dist;
Alfiscls; 710 mm)

SHIRAFPUR

(Shelapur distg
deer Vertisols;
630 mm)

VALEAN

(“holapur dist;
deep Vartisols;
690 mm)

KAHDARA

(Akola dist;
medium deep
Vertisols;
820 mm)

FITEHEDA

(rkola dist;
medium deep
Vertisols;,

820 mm)

3.7

6.5

8.5

6.7

21

60

13

10

Rainy season
castor, sor-
ghum-pearl
millet-pigeon-
pea mixture

Irrigated paddy

Postrainy sea-
son sorghum

Postrainy sea-
son sorghum

Rainy season
cotton mix-

tures, sole-
crop sorghum

Rainy season
cotton mixtures,
solecrop sor-
~hum

HYV castor,
fertilizer
on irrigated
land

HYV paddy,
fertilizer

Fertilizer
on irrigated
land

Fertilizer
on irrigated
land

HYV cotton,
hybrid sorghum,
insecticide,
fertilizer,
mechanical
threshing

Hybrid sor-
ghum, ferti-
lizer

a. Constructed from Jodha 1980 and unpublished VLS data.



All income data are expressed in nominal prices. Concepts and procedures
used to estimate Income are detailed in Singh and Asokan (1981). The
income measure used in this paper is net household income which represents
returns to family labor, owned bullocks, owned capital, owvmed land, and
management.! Tncome and expenses from both farm and nonfarm activities
are considered in estimating net household income.

This report is the second instalment in the VLS income analysis and
is long on facts but short on explanation. A sequel to this paper will
analyze in rreater derth the seme aspects of income with real income data
for five cropping vears (1075-76 to 1979-80) for Aurepalle, Fanzara, and
Shirapur. Other Instalments will address income fluctuations and stabi-
lity over time and cror income in ©AT Tndia. In the future, recently
started VLD villares in Cuiarat and Hadhva Pradesh will also be included

in the analysis.

The analysis relies on villase comnarisons to make "averape" infer-
ences on various aspects of rural Income. In an asricultural production
environment as variable as the SAT, a three-vear period may be too short
a period to draw such inferences. Comparing total rainfall data collected
in the villares {rom 1275-76 to 1977-78 witin the historical mean of the
district reveals that on averare total rainfall was 99% of normal for the
six villaren from 1075-76 to 1977-78. In 1975-7C, total cropping vear
rainfall in Aurepalle and iIn the more rainfall assured villares of Akola
district was less than 700 of average. The croppine year 1976-77 was
particularly drv in the drourht-prone villages of Cholapur district as
total annual rainfall was onlv about 55% of normal. The next cropping
year 1077-78 was a relatively pood rainfall vear for all six villages.

SI1ZE OF RURAL INCOME
To sav that rural income is extremely low in the six villages 1s an under-

statement. The all-village average median and per capita net household
incomes in Tah:le 2 fall below Rs. 2000 and k00, respectively. The averare

median per capita income (Rs. 373) is onlv cauivalent to $ 42 U.S. in 1977
prices.s  The all-villase mean net per capita income estimate of Rs, U483

4, MNet househoid income equals disposable income less charges for deprecia-
tion on household assets.

5. Using an exchanse rate of Rs. 8.85 = $ 1.00 U.S. (Reserve Bank of India,
1977).
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Table 2. Cropping year income (in rupees) in six semli-arid tropical
villages of India (1975-76 to 1977-78)

Gross household Het household Per capita
Village - H = 5 3 5
Maan"” Median® Mean Median Mean Median

Aurepalle 4564 2410 2361 1407 422 238
Dokur 6031 3225 2967 1728 560 389
Shirapur 5369 43cu 2895 232Y4 Lys 365
Kalman 4079 3616 1942 1617 317 275
9

Kanzara 6358 3991 3856 2687 627 518
Kinkheda 5215 2981 2522 2065 hey 433

All villaye
average

a. Simple averare Tor the three cropplng years.

b, The midpoint income estimate over the three cropping years.

is less than one-half of the All-India per capita income estimate of
Rs. 1080 for 1977 (Directorate of Lconomics and Statistics 1979).

For all villapes, the diztribution of income i1s skewed to the right
as mean estimatos exceed corresponding median firures by about 30 to U0%.
One should thoreic ] o the median estimates to provide a more re-
liable pioture of rendency in villare income.

et houschold income was artout 500 of gross household income for all
villapes from 1375-70 to 1877-7¢., Althourh rankings change by inccme mea-
sures, the dara in Table sivonrly susrest that average rural income
varied acrons villares.  Fean income in Kanzara, the richest village, was
aboutr 50% hirher than in Auvepalle, the poorest village. The shortfall
1 median incone |etween the two villases aprroached 100%.

~

More evidence on village differences In mean net household income is
precented in Table 3. There results show a sipnificant difference in
average net household Income at the five-percent level for 17 of the 36
villape-by-cropping vear malred comparisons. Aurepalle had a sipni. icantly




Table 3. Differences in mean net househcld income by village within the
same cropping year.da

Village comparison” 1975-76 Cig?gf?? — 1977-78
Aurepalle and Dokur -2,53%% -3.16%% 1.70%
Aurepalle and Shirapur ~1.4u7 -5,07%% 0.28
Aurepalle and Kalian -0.39 -3.69%% -
Aurepalle and Kanzara -3.385% -4, 369 -1.2u
Aurepalle and Kinkheda ' ~3.27%% =4, 265 -
Dokur and Shirapur 0.76 -1.61 -1.59
Dokur and Kalman 2.06% ~-0.03 -
Dokur and Kanzara -1,53 -1,12 -3.16%5%
Dokur and Kinkheua ~0.66 -0.54 -
Shirapur and Kalman 1.25 2.18% -
Shirapur and Kanzara -2.18% 0.88 ~1.88%
Shirapur and Kinkheda -1.43 1.85% -
Kalman and Kanzara -3, 3y -1.26 -
Kalman and ¥inkheda -2.,8h -0.32 -
Kanzara and Kinkheda 0.92 1.00 -

a. Figures in the table are values estimated with a nonparametric
Mann-Whitney U statistic to test differences between two means.

* and % indicate significant differences at the 10 and 5% levels,
respectively.

b. A positive fipure marked with asterisks shows that mean net house-
hold income in the first village listed in each comparison was
significantly higher than in the second village. A negative
value and asterisks means that income in the second village was
significantly higher than in the first.






Table 4. Distribution (in %) of households across net income group in
six SAT villapges of India (1375-76 to 1977-78).a

Net income . b All
group (in Village Village
- AR n¥ ST KL KZ Kl
rupees) average
Nerative 5.0 3.3 2.5 6.2 2.5 1.2 3.b
0 - 1000 29.2 15.08 10.8 18.8 10.0 10.0 16.0
1001 - 2000 33,3 37.5 31.7 30.0 21.8 35.0 31.u
2001 - 3000 10.8 15.8 19.2 2¢.3 19.2 30.0 18.3
3001 - 1000 7.5 9,72 2.0 10,0 17.5 13.8 11.8
4001 -~ 5000 1.6 7.5 10.0 3.7 7.5 3.8 6.0
5001 - 10000 6.6 5.9 10.9 5.0 12.5 3.8 8.1
10001 - 15000 2.5 3.3 0.8 0.0 5.8 2.5 2.6
15001 - 20000 2.5 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.2 0.0 1.1
above 20000 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3

a. Dstimates refer to the entire three-vear neriod.

b. AR, DK, ST, KL, KZ, and KII degirnate Aurepalle, Dokur, Shirapur,
Kalman, Kanzara, and Kinkheda, respectively.

Table 5. Distribution (in %) of households across per capita net income
grours in six SAT villages of India (1975-76 to 1977-78).&

Per capita . b A1l
net inéomo Village village
_ . AP DK &I KI, K7 Kt -
sroup (in Rs) average
Hepative 5.0 4.0 2.6 7.5 1.5 0.5 3.5
0 - 200 37.6 18.2 18.8 28.0 3.6 6.6 19.2
201 - 400 29.3 32.7 34 38.C 32.7 33.4 33.3
401 - 600 9.8 17.0 25.4 13.3 26.3 b4 21.4
601 - 800 b, u 9.2 7.1 8.8 15.0 11.5 9.2
801 - 1000 .1 8.1 6.1 2.5 6.9 0.0 5.1
1001 - 1200 1.5 0.u 1.7 1.2 4,8 3.8 2.2
1201 and above 8.2 10.4 3.7 0 9.1 2.8 6.1

a. Dstimates refer to the entire three-year period.

bo AR, DR, SI, KL, KZ, and K designate Aurepalle, Dokur, Shirapur,
Falman, Kanzara, and Kinkheda, respectively.
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RELATIVE 1NEQUALITY AND ABSOLUTE POVERTY
Relative lnegualitv

Estimates of income inequality reinforce the descriptive findings sugges-
ted by Figure 1. TFour measures® commonly used to depict relative income
lnequalitv are presented in Tabhle 6 and roint to the same conclusion:
income 1nequality was greatest in Aureralle from 1875-76 to 1977-78. A
meager four-percent share in income ¢f the poorest W0% of sampled house-
holds 1s a stark reminder of tho incidence of chronic relative income
imeduality in Aurepalle. This abysmally low figure was partly attributed
to a poor crop yedr Ln 1975-76 when the incom~ share to the poorest 40%

of the houscholds was negative, Hevertheless, the value of this indlcator
was the lowest in Aurepalle among the six villages for each cropping year.
Kanzara and DNokur, the two richest villages with respect to mean per capita
income, rank behind Aurepalle in relative income 1nequality. Thils ranking
153 preserved acrcss the four income measures.

Absolute poverty

For a region au Impoverished as SAT India, absolute poverty 1s a much more
meaningful index of human welfare than relative inequality (Fields, 19°0).
Daspite 1ty importance, 1t is impossible to objectively determine absolu e
poverty: consequently, we follow the normal practice of using a poverty
line to define vt~ yural poor. The two poverty lines most often 1nvoked
for such comparisons 1n India are Rs. 15 per menth in 1960-61 rural

prices and F:z. 65 per menth 1n 1977-78 DP1C05«7 The former has a history
with scholars [Dandekar and Rath (1971); Bardhan, (1974); Ahluwalia,
(1978)] and the latter has been used 1n the draft of the Sixth Five vedr
Plan 1980-8% (Flanning Commis: ron, 1081) Depending unon what standard

we use between three-fourths and seven-eighths of the VIS sambled popula-
tion on average fell below the poverty line from 1975-76 to 1977-78

(Table 7). Kanzarda and Dokar, the mont tecnnologically advanced and high-
est i1ncome villages, showed the lowest incidence of abrolute poverty.
Ironically, in the three villages--&i .raj.r, Kalman, and Kinkheda--where
relatlve income inequaljty was least, absolutc poverty was createst.

Where average levels of income are as low as they are in Semi-Avad fropi-
cal India, higher relative 1ncome Inequality guarantees that some viliagers
w1ll ewcaps from absolute poverty as defined in the first two columns or
Table 7

6. The weaknesses and strencths of these static measures of relative
inequality are dizscussed 1n Szal and Rolinson (1974).

7. Tne first poverty line and its price deflator are tailored to consump-
tion data.
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Table 6. Relative inequality in net household income in six SAT villages
of India (1975-76 to 1977-78).

Inequality measured
Village Elteto and ~Gini income share of the
TR Frigyes v cootficiont® Poorest Richest
indexP ' 4o% 5%
Aurepalle .85 .43 0.0u 0.29
Dokur Y .36 0.13 0.27
Shirapur .71 .30 0.15 0.18
Ka.lman .68 .28 0.15 0.215
Kanzara LU .32 0.12 0.20
Kinkheda .bu .25 0.19 0.18

a. Higher values for the first two measures indicate fFreater relative
income 1nequality. Estimates for the four measures are simple
averages for the three cropping years.

o The v indes measures 1nequality in the entire itncome distribution
and equals the mean incone of the upper-half of the income distri-
buticen divided by the mean income of the lower half. A measure
nermalized to the vange 0 to 1 is calculated bv takine the difference
1n mean i1ncome Letween the upper and iowor halves and then dividing
by the mean fcr the upper half (Elteto and Frigyes, 1968),

The Gini coefficient eruals the mean »f 1ncome differences among
individuals or groups divided by twice the arithmetic mean (Gini,
1591u),

(e}

Sen (19760 Las cuspested a more comprehensive measure of absolute
poverty . His index considers two other dimensions of poverty: 1) the
shortfail 1n income of the poor, i,e. the difference Letween the poverty
Line and the mean rncome of the poor, and 2) relative i1ncome inequdality
among, the pocr.  The Sen index 1ncreases as a higher proportion of
individuals fall below the poverty line, the gan betwecn the noverty
11ne and the average inceme of the poor widens, and as relative income
inejuality amoeng the poor rises.”

8. The Hen Poverty Index 1s defined as P o= H[j + (]-j)G‘j where H 15 the

the poor, 7 ig the average income shortfall of the poor

head count of
and Gp equals the Gini coefficient of 1ncome inenualitv amone the poor.
When normailzed oo that 1 is expressed asc a2 1proportion or a poverty
gap ratio the andex s bound from 0.0 to 1.0 & otechnical and con-
cepiw tl apirainal of the Sen Poverty Indes and other competing mea-
sures can e fourd in Clark et al. (1981)



11

3

Table 7. Absolute poverty in six SAT villages of India (1975-76 to
1977-78).
Absolute poverty measure
Fs.15% per month Ps.b5 per month

per caput in per caput in :
. rural 1960-61 1977-78 prices? : ) c

Village pricosd (4 (% population Sen Poverty Index

nopulation with  with less)

less)
Aurenalle 75 86 .67 .59
Dokur €5 81 .53 .49
Shirapur 78 88 .62 .60
Kalman 85 96 L7 .65
Fanzara o 79 .50 U6
Kinkheda 83 93 .6l .62
All villare average 75 87 .62 .56

a. Constructed for each state with the Consumer Price Index for Apricul-
tural Labor (CFIAL) from the Indian lLabour Journal (1978). A compre-
hensive description o this measure and its use is contained in
Ahluwalia (1978). [Istimates are simple averages of the thres crop-
ping vears and ave based on ner capita income.

L. I'rom India, Plannineg Commission (1981).

c. Ten (1976). fIstimates in the first column include persons with
negative net per capita income while fisures in the second column
are estimated without negative observations. About 3% of the

sampled pepulation had negative net per capita income.

Sen's definition of poverty does not drastically alter the inter-
village ranking presented in the first two columns of Table 7. Kanzara
and Pokur clearly have the lowest incldence of absolute poverty. High
absolute nerative incomes tend to inflate the Cen index, and this
why Aurepalle has o large val .~ of 0.67. VWhen these
eted in column & of Table 7, the apread among vil-
i overall ranking rarolnn the came.

rartialle exrlaing

olservarions

lares nacvoews bano il

The avervare estimates of the Cen ndex for Falman and Kinkheda where
income i not calculated for 1977-78 are sorewhat decelving because the
index Is extremely sensitive to intertemporal income variability.
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Table 8. Comparative evidence on relative inequality and absolute
poverty hased on per capita income estimates Trom the VIS
(1975-76 to 1977-78) and from the I'CAI'R (1961-69).9

. Pelative fihcolute roverty b level and inc.xbsc
Villare/state 3 . : e .
ineauality Pg. 200/vear Ps. 300/year Rs. 360/year
Cini Ceoefficlent B I H P H r

Aurepalle .52 67 19 73 .55 82 .62
Dokur Al Sl .27 61 .3
VLS Andhra I'radesh .48 61 .39 68 A
NCALE Andhra

Pradesh .37 32 L1t 43 .19 57 .27

Shiraprr 30 51 pell 71 . 35 80 Ll
Yalman .34 71 L1 8Y .57 89 .59
Kanzara .38 30 .18 50 .26 G5 .34
Kinkheda .30 1 17 59 .26 7 .37
VIS Maharashtra . 36 ng .24 G3 .33 75 L2
HCATR Maharashtre .35 39 .17 55 .26 67 .35

A. The HCALP esvimates are taken from Bhattv (1971)., TIn order to compare esti-

mates, the ircome concent used for the VIS data is net household income plus
devreciation which is then divided by family size to rive per capita income.

Istimates are simple averares of the three cropping years,
b, Poverty levels are in 1068-60 pricen and were inflated by the wholesale
price index (Directorate of Veonemics and Gtatistics, 1976) to derive

comparable poveriv lLines for 1076-77.

c. H refers to the head count (in ©) of individuales who fell below tie poverty
line, and ! denotes the Cen Toverty Index.

COMPOSITIOM OF INCOME

In terms of rross household income, cron production was the most import-
ant source of inceme in all the villages, but the contribution made by
cror rroduction and labor to net household income wac rourhly the came
for the oim villarss and was ecual at 40,6% in the all villare averare

(Table D). i1 owned

notock, troade and handicratt, rontal of

of inceme were Important in cone villares

agseta, and other courcers

but not in otheve, The compenition of miner courcoen in ipcone varied
creatly aven within the came rerion.  Por Inctancs, livestoch was
Important in fureralle but was a nerlicrible contributer to income in

1 —~

Dokur: households in Vinkheds derived on averase about 160 of sross
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Table 9. Composition (in %) of gross and net household income by source
in six SAT villages of India (1975-76 tc 1977-78).

6]

Income sources

. Trade and . .
Village Crops Labor® i . Rental Livestockd Others
- : handicraft

Aurepalle 48,5 20.0 8.0 1.0 19.0 3.5
(29.8)¢ (32.8) (11.7) (-0.8) (25.5) (1.1)
Dokur 58.3 26.7 1.5 1.8 9.2 2.5
(46.1)  (46.3) (1.1) (2.2) (2.0) (2.3)
Shirapur b1,2 26.2 6.2 2.4 16.2 7.8
(.3.7) (u2.8) (0.2) (2.2) (15.0) (6.3)
Kalman Le.7 23.8 5.4 5.0 15.3 3.8
(u6.0)  (u2.1) (4.1) (4.4) (0.8) (2.6)
Kanzara 53.u4 25.3 2.4 1.7 11.5 5.7
(u3.9) (38.7) (2.6) (1.5) (9.0) (0.3)
Kinkheda 49.3 23.0 10.1 0.9 15.3 1.4
(43.4)  (40.8) (5.3) (6.6) (13.1)  (-3.2)
All villape 6.0 26.3 5.8 2.2 15.2 0.5
average (40.6) (40.6) (3.9) (1.6) (10.9) (2.u4)
a. Labor income includes the value of labor used for crop production and

livestoclk maintenance as an wndirect contribution to 1ncome from

famile Labor.
b, Livestoch income includes the value of owie !l bullock labor used on
own farm as an indirect contrilbutien te rLivestvock income.

¢. Flpures in parentheses are © to net household income. legative

values indicate losces.

income from trades and handicrafts which penerated little income in Kanzara;
and other sources such as 1ftve, transfers, and rainbling were more than

twice as Important in Shirapur as in Kalman.

Mozt houscholds received income from crop and livestock production and
from lobor earninrg (Tabkle 10).  An excentlon was Aurepalle where 34 per-

cent of the houszcholds did not rarticipate in the labor mavket. In Kalman,
sharecrchyin: was common and the majority of housshelds derived rncome from
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Table 10. Proportion (in %) of houscholds receiving income from different
sources in six villages of SAT India (1975-76 to 1977-78).
Income sources
Village Trade and

Crops Labor . Pental Livestock Others
) handicraft

Aurepalle 70 66 51 10 83 73
Dokur 75 85 15 35 65 72
Shiranur 74 96 22 13 a6 91
Kalman 73 89 ug 59 83 69
Kanzara 71 88 32 31 85 100
Kinkheda 75 g 16 23 90 59

A1l village
averare

the rental market. In Aurepalle, trade in toddy was a source of income
for more than 50% of the households. Income from other sources such as
sifts, transfers, and money lendinpg was common in all six villapes.

FARM SI1ZE AN'D 1'""COME
Slze of Tnconre

The VIO sanmpling procedure of randomlv selecting and monitoring 10 house-
holds ecuallv divided into four farm-size categories in each villare
offers an encellent format to onalvoe the infTluence of farm size on
income detorminaticon. 0 The data in Tables 11, 12, and 12 paint a rather
comrlicated and hetevopencous nicture of the relationshin between Income
ceted for all villape:s, averase crocs household

and farn sine, Ao

income Io ctyonsly covrolated with farm size, but the association bet-

ween oine of overated holding and average net houcehold income is much

weaker (Table 11).

10. The VI honceholds were selected on a criterion of the relative sine
of omeratod 1en within the villare. An active rental market for
land in some villageo wmeans that not all hounseholds ztay in the same
farm-cine caterory each vear. It is important to recornine that
househnlds are allocated to farm-size caterorics on the basic of
opcratad and not owned aren each vean.
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Table 11. Cropping-year average net (gross) household income (in rupees)
by farm size class in six SAT villages of India (1975-76 to

1977-78).4
Village Farm size class )
£ [Landless lalor Small Medium Large
Aurepalle 1056 b 1771 1779 14932
(1239) (2374) (3345) +11553)
Dokur 1658 1524 2719 7939
(1987) (3763) (5436) (13796)
Shirapur 1709 2003 3356 4517
(2016) (4067) (5585) (90u3)
Kalman 1199 2593 1978 2098
(1669) (3742) (490%) (6195)
Kanzara 1928 3001 318 gu72
(2071) (3864) (4°23) (15923)
Kinkheda 1968 1854 2064 1305
(2108) (3059) (3547) (12200)
Al villare 1583 2712 2373 5216
averare (18u43) (3u27) (L5u7) (11506)

a. Average for the three-year period from 1975-76 to 1977-78.

b. Estimates of average gross household income are given in parentheses.
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Table 12. Differences 1n mean net household income by farm size class by
village from 1975-76 to 1977-78.28

Farm size class comparison

Small and tledrum Large Cultivator
Village landless and and and land-

labor small medium less labor
Aurepalle 3.05%:% -0.26 2.10% 3,645
Dokur -0.66 2.81%:" 2.08% 2. 4o
Shirapur 1.u8 2,490 0.45 3, 794
Kalman 3,535 -1.25 0.00 3.08%%
Kanzara 3,76 ~1.57 5,23 I, QU
Kinkheda -0.08 0.56 3,09 1.32

a. Pigures in the table are values of z corresponding to estimated
Mann-Whitney ¢ statistics used to test nonparametrically the differ-
ence between two means. © and ®% indicete significant differences
at the 10% and %% levels, respectively.

b, A positive fizure marked with asterisks shows that mean net house-
hold income of the (irst farm size class is significantly greater
than the second.
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Table 13. Net per capita income (in rupees) by farm size in six SAT
villages of India (1975-76 to 1977-78).4

Farm size class

Village Landless labor Small Medium Large
Aurepalle 247 279 288 878
(231)b (226) (3u0) (753)
Dokur 571 316 588 756
(u21) (306) (u61) (575)
Shirapur 302 458 435 563
(320) (439) (392) (449)
Kalman 229 364 331 353
(195) (319) (307) (281)
Kanzara 515 513 3u6 1119
(485) (469) (406) (747)
Kinkheda 1423 408 367 618
(380) (u16) (u10) (543)
All village average 393 388 398 730
(320) (328) (367) (540)

a. Average for the three vear period from 1975-76 to 1977-78.

b. Figures In parentheses represent the simple average of the median
estimates for the three cropping years.
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In testing for sipnificant differences in mean net household income
by farm-size class, four naired comparisons are made: 1) landless labor
and small-farm householls, 2) small-farm and medium-farm households,

3) medium-farm and larre-farm households, and 4) landless labor and
cultivator houschelds (Tahle 12). 1In Aureralle, Kalman, and Kanzara
averare net nousehold income for landless labor was sirnificantly less
than Tor cmall Tarners from 1675-76 to 1977-72 (Table 12). The inferior
relative income vonition of landless arricultural laber in Aurepalle can
at least rartvialls e attributed te an inefficient and immobile labor
market (Rinnwanrer en al. 1080) and to a dryland cropping nattern that
is not intencive in ite Jemand for labhor. Tor Yanzara the sirnificant
difference in income Petween labor and small-farm households is most
likely conditionad 1T+ 2 more adenuate recource endowment and access to
productive trchrolerical orportunities that facilitate income reneration
from land. Tr dreucht-rrone talrman, lack of demand for arricultural
labor courlded with a relative acarcity of of F-farm employment opportu-

nities mav contribute te the income san between lardless asricultural
labor and rmall-farmer hourcholda.  The dismarity in coverare across the
rams and emnrlovment ruarantee schemes
to income differences hetween landless labor and
Other petential exrlanations are riven in Ryan

siv willaes works tro

could alae
small-‘arm
and Cliodake

The distinetion hetween cmall- and medium-farm households is accom-
panied bv =irnificant household income differences in only two of the
villares. FPor irrirated Dokur one would expect income to be more closely
correlated with farm-size than for the Five drvland villages. Small
farmers as a rroup are also characterized by relativelv low incomes in
Dolcur.

A palired corrarison between larre- and medium-sized farm households
sugrests much charrer income Jdifferences. Increasing farm-size trans-
lates into liirher household income in four of the oix villares. A low
quality resowrce sndowment and limited technical opportunities may ex-
plain whe wo farmers In Cholavur district cannot effectivelv exploit
land-haced, ncome-roncratine onrortunities.

The last comparicon In Table I7 superficially documents the poten-—
tial for conflict letweon landlesc lalor and cultivator households in
villare India (fiavami, 1781). On averare, cultivator households were
cirnificantlv letter off in five of the sim villares.
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Table 1u.

Composition (in %) of gross household income by farm size

class and source in six SAT villagpes of India (1975-706 to

1977-78),

S rw 1 1 ]
Labort Small Medium Large
Crop 2,0 q 30.3 50.5 62.3
(-.03) (.07) L27)# (.32)%
Livestock® 7.0 13.0 12.7 15.2
(.00) (-.01) (-.07) (-.1y)=
Rental 5.1 1.8 2.7 1.5
(.10) (.08) (-.006) (~.2u)%
Labor’ 66.0 39.6 26.1 13.4
(-.0u) (-.20): (-.19)0: (-, u2)%
Trade and handicrafts 9.9 12.0 oy 4,0
(-.1n): (.18)% (-.08) (.01)
Others 10.0 3.3 3.6 3.6
(.18)%:% (-.02) (.19)5 (.21)%%
a. Livestock income includes the value of owned bullock labor urfed on
own farm as an indirect contribution to livestock income.
b. Labor includes the value of family labor used for crop production

Farm size class

I.andless

and livestock malntenance as an indirect contribution to income

from family labor,

¢. In the VIO, o houschold is delfined as landless labor if its operated

area in any crepnine vear io less than 0.2 hectares.

Come

landless

labor househelds in bBokur receive income rom small irrirated plots.

d. Simple corvelation coot
income.
levels, respectively,

and net hounchold
at the 10 and

Clelents bhetwecen

and

siross income chare by source

denote statistical sipnificance
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Table 15. Net returns (in rupees) to owned farm capital, land and
management by farm size class in six SAT villages of India
(1975-76 to 1977-78).2

Village Small Medium Large ALL farm
O SO average
Aurepalle -239 b -272 2394 631
(-5.07) (-2.48) (4.24) (2.59)
Dokur -550 332 2626 83y
(-6.68) (2.07) (6.08) (3.68)
Shirapur 461 1437 1572 1252
(3.46) (5.72) (3.17) (4,39)
Kalman 708 219 -105 284
(u4,84) (0.75) (-0.32) (1.11)
Kanzara 657 397 4007 1715
(13.14) (3.45) (6.38) (6.40)
Kinkheda 249 398 1389 691
(4.uy) (2.81) (2.77) (2.89)
All village average 214 419 1980 899
(2.50) (2.35) (4.14) (3.56)

a. Simple averages of the three cropping years.

b. TFigures in parentheses are average net returns in % of total
farm capital (land + nonland assets).
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Table 16. Proportion (in %) of households having negative net returns
to farm capital, management, and land by farm-size ciass in
siw SAT villares of India (1975-7€ to 1977-78).@

TFarm-size class

Ville H

illare Small Hedium Large All farm average
Aurenalle 74 69 43 62

Dokur 61 1 28 43
Shirapur 35 31 46 35

Yalman 26 61 57 48

Yanzara 14 26 7 15
Kinkheda 35 y2 24 33

All villare avarage u2 Hy 32 39

a. Istimates are calculated by counting the number cf houseliolds with
nerative income for the three-vear reriod and dividing by the total
number of houzehold croppine yvears.

Table 17. Family contribution to labor income (in rupees) in six SAT
villages of India (1975-7C to 1077-78).

Family memher cateprory

V'.- T - .-

1llage Male adults Female adults Children Toral

Aurepalle 58 154 32 244
(24)< (63) (13)

Dokur 235 563 15 813
(29) (69) (2)

Shirapur 507 184 48 739
(69) (25) (7)

Kalman 351 134 35 520
(68) (26) (7)

Kanzara 574 328 ug qug
(61) (35) (5)

Kinkheda 355 257 25 637
(56) (ho) (u)

A1l villare averasre 36 279 34 659
(53) (L) (5)

a. Dicures in rorentheses are percentapes to total labor income.
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Table 18. Prorortion (in %) of wages paid in cash and in kind in labor
income in six 3AT villages of India (1975-76 to 1977-78).

Cash Kind
Aurepalle 15 85
Nokur 82 18
Chirapur 95 5
Kalman 9y 6
¥anzara 91 9
Finklicla 84 16

All villare averarse 84 16

lending arrancementc wherse monevlenders male loans in kind to farmers

whe In turn uce the same medium of exchanpge to pay labor. Liquidity con-
straints particularly during harvesting could als» induce employers to
pay workers in kind,

CONCLUSIONS

For many readers, this progress report will probably appear as a nume-
rical rendering of the obvious: income levels in lemi-Arid Tropical India
are low. “the level of Income in these sin villages was pitifully low
from 1370-76 to 1077-78. Averase per capita incom? across villapes was
lese than 0 50 1.0, per annum in nominal pricec.  2nlvy one of the 240

samrled hounelolds had a nen income emxceedins o 2500 U0, during any one
of tha three cropring veare.  Absolute roverty wono more pervasive in the
villagens where mean net household income was lower,  Tmnoverishment is
further refl finding that absoelute overty was greatest in

the thyeae villaren lecrer relative income inequality, Comnarative
evidence with other income ~tudien weallv nurrents creater relative in-

come inenuqal ity and alcolute voverty in the V17 househeolds than In the

rest of rural Andhra Dradech,  Thic Uinding «doos not appear to anply to

VLY households Iin rural Daharachtra whore cotimates from the VLS data
and MNCATP aurvevs rave oimilar reoultr,
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