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PREFACE.

Tnis report is written in two parts, the first part containing a
narrative repcrt on the Agricultural Census 1979-86 and the second part
giving the tables presenting the actual data on the number and area of
operationa!  holdings and estimated percentages of other important
characteristics. Chapter 1 of Part I deals with the historical background and
methodology. Chapter II describes the concepts and methodology, scope
and coverage of the Census. In Chapter 111, the results are analysed.
Chapter 1V gives an account of problems and perspective. Finally, Chapter V
sums up the report drawing some conclusions.

The co-operation extended and assistance rendered by the Officers of
Government of India, Officers of the State Government especially the Revenue
and Statistics Department and all Heads of Departments, District Collectors
and all the staff engaged in the Census Operations are gratefully acknowledgea.

T. P. NAGARAJAN,
Commissioner of Statistics.
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INTRODUCTION.

Agriculture holds a key position and constitutes a sector closely linked with the economy
as a whole. During the planning decades, much emphasis was laid on growth oriented program-
mes in the vital sphere of agriculture and the development of necessary infratructure facilities
for ensuring its full contribution to economic development. Thé era of planning in the country
has evolved a series of new farm strategy measures to generate sustained growth rates in produc-
tivity. The process of planning with his basic emphasis on the achievement of productivity
efficiency in the agriculiure sector has to be carried to the village level. Within a village, the size
structure and ten-re of operated farm units have to be reckoned with for increasing productivity,
as they contribute substantially to the operational efficizncy. An “‘Operational Holding”, as the
fundamental unit of decision making in agriculture has, therefore, been more and more recog-
nised as of paramount importance for agricultural production and planning in India. Any
scientific planning in the field of agriculture is possible only when the data on the structure and
characteristics of operational holdings are made available. It is to collect this type of data
that the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations has been instruméntal in
ccgn;ducting Decennial Agricultural Census in almost all the countries of the world since
1950.

The Agricultural Census seeks to gather relevent information for micro level agricultural
planning on an operational holding basis. An “Operational Holding” for the purpose of Agri-
cultural Census is defined as ““All land which is used wholly or partly for agricultural production
and operated directly or managed as one technical unit by one person alone or with others without
regard to the title, legal for, size or location”. A holding may consist of one or more parcels
of land provided they are located within the same taluk (a restriction up to this area being made
on administrative grounds) and form part of the same technical unit. A technical unit has been
defined as “that unit which is under the same management and has the same means of produc-
tion such as labour force, machinery and animals”. Tt would be seen from this definition that
the actual tiller’s or cultivator’s holding and not the owner’s is the fundamental unit of decision
making,

The International Institute of Agriculture, Rome took the initiative in the 1924, in organising
a World Census of Agriculture, The Director of the census in the Institute persuaded the member
countries to carry out a general agricultural census on a uniform plan prepared by tihe losdtute.
Sixty three countries ‘and territorigs participated in the first census in 1930 and of these 46 took
it by holdings. The Institute originally programme to repeat the census ai ten year intervals,
which could not fructify. With the outbreak of the Second World War, the census programme
for 1940 remained incomplete. After the war, the Food and Agriculture Organisition took
over the responsibility of the International Institute of Agriculture. The standing Advisory
Committee on Statistics, in the Food and Agriculture Organisation, met for the first time in August
1946 and laid down the general plan in 1948 for carrying out the census programme for 1950.
In the second world Agricultural Census 1950 more number of countries and teritories partici-
pated than in the first census 1930, the respective figures being 106 and 63.

India participated in the world Agricultural Census of 1950 and subsequentty in the 1960
census. In Goth the censuses, the data were collected for the reference year 1953-54, 1959-60 and
1960-61 through the National Sample Survey Organisation by socio Economic Surveys which
gave estimates for the State as a whole for larger regions, These estimates were of limited value
for micro level planning -

With the formulation of new strategy for agricuitural development involving acceleration
of the tempo of agricultural production and devising programmes for small farmers, marginai
farmers,etc., tlic need for data on structure of holdings and other related items at the level of lower
geographical units became paramount. Also, the need for placing agricultural statistics on
sound footing to meet the planning needs was keenly felt, The pros and cons of the various
methods suggested by the Food and Agriculture Organisation for carrying out Agricultural Census
were carefully examined by the Governient of India. The Government of lndia also had con-
sultations with the State Governments on the conduct of the census 1970 and then decided to
conduct it in two parts as indicated below :—

Part one.—The method of complete “enumeration may be adopted in respect of those items
for which information is available from Revenue Records directly by re abulation without makiag
any further detailed enquiry from the holders in regard to

(i) Number and size of operational holdings

(i) Land utilisation.

(iii) Area under crops.

(iv) Irrigation (Crop wise and source wise) and
(v) Tenure and Tenancy.
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Part Two.—In respect of items, The Agricultural Census 1970-71 provided for the first time authentic information on the
i) Farm population . number and pattern of distribution of operational holdings in Tamil Nadu. The census revealed.
¢ pop . ‘ y that there were 53,14,323 operational holders in the State, operating an arca of 77,09,208, hectares.
(ii) Livestock Numbers, ‘ ‘

(iii) Machinery and implements. Distribution of operational holdings in 1970-71.

(iv) Application of fertilisers: and

Number Operated
. ) ' Serial number and category. of area in
(v) Adoption of improved agricultural practices, holdings. Hectares.
for which land records do not contqin any information enquiry from households would be ) ) 3
necessary. These items of information may therefore be collected by enquiry method through : )
sample surveys. I. Marginal - .. .. .. .. . 31,25.280 13,21,574
As decided by Government of India, a census was carried out in Tamil Nadu in 1970-71 (Fasli
1380) for items included ti‘n p;lqt ontz \a}imve. lThe co!l%ction of data on items in part one and part 2. Small .. T ° 11,09,317 15,77.575
two with the exclusion of sub-item (V)was also carried out by the National Sample Survey Organi- i i
sation for 1970-71 in the Twenty sixth Round adqptmg enquiry method through sample survey as 3. Semi-Medium ” o o o 695,529 19.14,324
as suggested by Government of India. The Agricultural Census 1970-71 covered thirteen dist- 4. Medium 3,24.968 18,92.688
rict of the State excluding Madras city district. The approach to census methodology in the first . _ ,24, 92,
census in 1970-71 followed by the Government- of Tamil Nadu was based on complete enumera- . 5. Large 59,229 10,03,047
tion of the entire geographical area operated in eleven out of fourteen districts of Tamil Nadu T N N N N N o N ’ ”
noted beJow.— Total .. 53,14,323 77,09,208
Chengalpattu Tiruchirappalli.
‘South Arcot Thanjavur E As 1970-71 census provided useful data at the lower geographical units for preparation of
North Arcot Madurai. meaningful and effective plans for agricultural developments, it was found necessary and usefu]
to undertake the Agricultural Census at more frequent intervals. The data on operational holdings
Salem Ramanthapuram became very essential fo/sr‘ planmnglpurposes of Small Farmers DevelopmentAgencies and Marginal
. . . - Farmers Development Agencies. It was originally decided in August 1974 that the next census
Dharmapurt Tirunelveli. should be carried out on a sample survey basis with the Agricultural year 1975-76 as  the
Coimbatore.

reference period.However a lot of changes were expected to take place in the land records during

1975-76 and since the land records formed the base for the Agricultural Census in manv of the
The two districts of the Nilgiris and Kanniyakumari, were covered

under sample surveys States, the Government of India postponed the reference year from 1975-76 to 1976-77. The
since the basic records available at that time could not lend theraselves for retabulation of censas y&??ﬂ@?{ﬂﬁi%gﬁs G’S“l r?gnt;::lcture'eiingutth& -Qaflﬁf;]% _ICOIntrﬁussL?_n also recprgme}ndeq that the
data. The remaining district-Madras-city was outside the purview of the Agricultural Census g ay be carn i =77 as the reference period. In accordance
becaise of its urban nature,

with the instructions laid down by the Government of India the Agricultural Censu
1386) was conducted in Tamil Nadu, covering fourteen districts, comprising 16,958 Revnue villages.
A report “World Agricultural Census 1976-77 (Fasli 1386) —Tamil Nadu”was brought out in two
i ) parts, containing useful information on the structure and characteristics of operational holdings
lated from the village basic records (Account No. 2 and 10.1). Account No. 2 provided all infor- in the State. :

mation relating to area operated during the Fasli year wholly

; or partly, crops cultivated

irrigated, tenures and tenancies, etc., Account No. 10.1 provided infgnna}tlion rel;ating to re°ist:rl::g

owners of various parcels of land included in the operational holdings. For the particﬁ:lars of

tenant cultivators, where tenant cultivator was operating land based on oral agreement and not ‘ |

recorded in Account No. 2, the pr.mary reporters had been instructed to record 'such information e Agricultural Census 1976-774revealed that there were 61,11,553 operational holdings in
based on their local knowledge. In districts where the records of Tenancy rights had been done Tamil Nadu, operating on area of 76,28,460 hectares.
that 'was also used. ’

s 1976-77(Fasli
In eleven districts, the entire operated holding area, exluding Government lands was retabu-

Distribution of operational holdings in 1976-77.
The Jurisdiction of the operational holdings for the purpose of the census w t
the consolidation of part holdings was carried out first at firk as laluk and

a level and finally at the taluk level ber and N“?b" Operated
' i i ; nally at the taluk level. Serial number and category. 0 area in
The primary enumerators and the supervisory Officers in charge of the field work g i ?

with detailed instructions on the field work. rk were provided holdings. Hectares.

The Agricultural Census 1970-71 was carried out un
-eleven districts comprising 16,293 Revenue villages and i

H ¥)) €))

der complete enumeration method in

istri : eutrut 1. Marginal .. . . .. . . 39,51,175 16,07,533
. LN n two districts (viz.) the Nilgiris with U,
33 villages and 23 towns and Kanniyakumari with 64 paguthis ¢ isi
o ot Sga ple Survey basis. pag omprising 1145 karas were covered 5 Small 11.25.740 15.86.42
. A ni ,83,

The Agricultural Census data relatipg to 1970-71 census was mechanically processed and 6 - Semi Mediu ,83,086 18,75,796
tables in respect of each of the eleven districts were brought out as required by the Government 4. Medium 3,05,496 17,63.039
of India. The holding wise Qaga for individual districts in six tables were grouped and presented -
under twelve size classes. Similar tables and additional tables 7 to 23 were prepared in respect 5. Large .. 46,056 7.95.663
of the Nilgiris and Kanniyakumari district which were covered sample Surveys. The results of “ ’ o
the Census 1970-71 were published in the report “Worl 97

d Agticultural C 970- ;
Tamil Nadu” in two volumes (Volumes I and II). gricultural Census 1970-71 (.F.?S‘. 1380)

State .. 61,11,553 76,28,460
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The Third Comprehensive Agricultural Census was carried out as a Central Scheme during
sixth Five-Year Plan period. The Agricuitural Census 1980-81 (1979-80) in the case of Tamil Nadu
was undertaken on complete enumeration basis in most of the States including Tamil Nadu, as
they are having comprehensive land records. In Tamil Nadu, the third census was carried out
in all the sixteen districts, comprising 17,291 Revenue villages. Madras City was also  brought
under the purview of the Agricultural Census for the first time. This report presents the findings
of the third census in an analytical manner. According to the Agricultural Census 1979-80,
there are 71,90,503 operational holdings, accounting for an operated arca of 77,07,859 hectares
in Tamil Nadu.

Distribution of operational holdings in 1979-80.

Serial number and category. : Nug}b” Ocze'f’;ariid
holdings. Hectares.
M) » () A3)

1. Marginal . - e . . 50,14,754 . 19,06,499
2. Small .. .. .. .. . .. . 12,09,059 17,09,987
3. Semi-Medium .. . .. . .. 6,57,368 18,214,579
4. Medium .. - .- .. .. . 2,69,059 15,55,400
5. Large .. .. .. . .. .. .. 39,763 7,14,394
State .. 71,90,503 71.07,859

The average size of the operational holdings in Tamil Nadu for the following years were found
to be as follows :—

1960-61 .. . .. .. 1.61 Hectares (N.S.S. 16th Round).
1970-71 .. - - .. 1.45 Bectare.
197677 .. .. .. .. 1.25 Hectare.
1979-80 .. .. .. .. 1.07 Hectare.

The average "size of the operational holdings in

Tamil Nacu depicts a decreasing i
every Agricultural Census. Pie ine trend with

‘ CHAPTER-1I.
CONCEPTS, METHODOLOGY AND COVERAGE.

Unlike population census, Agricultural Census is of recent origin in India. India participated-
in a limited way in the World Agricultural Census 1950 during 1953—54 and subsequently in
the 1960 Census during 195960 and repeated the same thing during 1960-61. The data were
then collected through the National Sample Survey and by Socio-Economic Surveys which gave
estimates for the country as a whole and for larger regions. These estimates were of limited value
for micro-level agricultural planning.

According to the proposals received from the Food and Agricultural Organisation of the
United Nations, the first comprehensive Agricultural Census was conducted in India by the
Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India with the agricultural year 1970—71 (July 1970 fo
June 1971) as the reference year. The Agricultural Census became imperative in the context
of the implementation of the new strategy for agricultural development involving accelaration
of the tempo of agricultural production and formulating programmes for small farmers and the
need for the data on structure of holdings and other related items at the level of lower geographical
level Keeping this immediate objective in view and also the basic need felt for placing Agricul-
tural Statistics on the sound footing the Government of India found it essential to conduct the
Agricultural Census in all the states and Union Territories. As recommended by the National
Commission on Agriculture and the Planning Commission, the second = Agricultural Census
with the agricultural year 1976—77 (July 1976 and June 1977) as the reference period was carried,
out. While the first Agricultural Census 1970—71 was conducted on a compelte. enumeration;
basis, the second Agricultural Census. 1976—77 was conducted on a sample census basis.

-, The Government of India carried out the Third Agricultural Census -as a Central Scheme:
during Sixth Five Year Plan period and this  corresponded to World: 'Agricultural\_-.Ccnsuﬁ,,
1980 sponsored by the Food and Agriculture Organisation. This Census was conducted in Tamil
Nadu with the Agricultural year 197980 :(July - 1979 to June 1980) -as the reference period and
w@&;pqdiﬁakeq.Qqugqnuwkﬁeqenunumaﬁon;baﬂs. B e R S T T LI P SR oAy
= Comgepts.—As -the Agricultural Census was a.Central Scheme sponsored. by the Ministry of
Agricultyre, Government of India;-it was eatried. out in the States and the, Union Territgries with
uniform concepts and definitions. Also, there was not. much:changa;in the concepts. followed in
the three Agricultural Censuses conducted so far.

e T

Operational Holdings.—The Operational Holding was the basic “unit of enumeration ‘int
Agricultyral Census. An Operational holding has been defined as “all land which is used wholly
or partly for agricultural production and is operated as one technical unit by one person alone or
with others without regard to the title, legal form, size, or location”. A 'technical unit has begh
d%%qed‘as :hat unit which is under the same means of production such as labour force, machinery
and animals. - c ‘ B : :

vay

Agricultural Production.—For purpose of Agricultural Census, Agricultural Production
would include growing of field crops, fruits, grapes, seeds, tree nurseries (except those of forest
trees), pulps, vegetables, flowers, production of coffee , tea, cocoa, rubber, jute, oil seeds, fodder
grass, etc. Grass would be treated as a crop if special efforts are made to raise jt.

Holding Location.—A holding may consist of one or more parcels of land provided they are
located within the same taluk and form part of the same technical unit. This implies that the
pieces of land of the holding might all be located in a single compact block or scattered as frag-
ments within the taluk. A restriction, upto this area, i.e., taluk, has-been made on administrative
grounds.

- -Operated Area.~Operated area would include both cultivated and yncultivated area, provi-
ded part of it is put to agricultural production during the reference period.. . It wonld also coyex
the land occupied by the farm buildings, including the house of the holder, provided such buildings
are located within the cultivated area, If farm buildings. are logated outside the Gultivated area
and are covered under abadi area, such buildings would not be included. Operated area  would
exclude Government forest land,: Government waste land, village comman: graging,land, abadi,
axe8, otr, If. the entire, area of the holding is put to non-agriculiutal.use and,or itlis - under ol
fallows 1t will not be considered as operated area.

DIl 147.33— 9
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The operated area may comprise of (@) land owned and self operated, (b) land leased in and
(¢) land otherwise operated.

(@) Land Owned and Self Operated—Land for which the cultivation has the right to
permanent heritable possession would be considered as owned. This would include—

(i) Land held from Government or others under grant or lease or assignment with right
of permanent heritable possession with or without right of transfer.

(2) Land operated under perpetual lease. Self operated land would include—
() Self cultivation.

(ii) Land cultivated through members of the family.
(i) Land cultivated with the help of hired labour.

(b) Area Leased in defined as land taken on lease from others - withoyt any permanent
right of possession for the lessee. Land may be leased in for:
(i) fixed money.
(11) fixed produce.
(iii) share of produce.
(iv) usufructuary mortgage.
(v) Other terms,

(c) Area Otherwise Operated —This would include encroachment, land forcibly oecupied,
unauthorised or land in dispute, etc., which cannot be treated as owned or leased in as per de‘ﬂm‘.’
tions given above. : :

Operational Holder.—An Operational holder is the person who has responsibility for the
operation of the agricultural holding and who exercises the technical initiative and is responsible
for its operation. He may have full economic responsibility or may share it with others. The.
‘eperational holder may be Individual/Joint/Institutional. -

(a) Individual —If the holding is operated either by onme petsoﬁ 'glog or b
'persons who are the members of the same household, it will be considered “;anzn%ﬁgwﬁ?&;s

. (b) Joint.—If two or more persons belonging to different hoyseholds, s :
‘pértners the economic and technical responsibility for the operation of an &gst’ie:ﬂmnﬁafom m:?
‘holdings, such holding would be considered as Joint. - ' : 2.

(c) Institutional —Holdings such as Government farms, surgarcane factori . .
farms, lands managed by trust would be treated as Institutional. s ctories, co-operative

" Camplete Holding.—A, holding is said to be complete holding if the enti , :
that helding is locgted in one village. pleta bolding if the entire operated m °f.

“Part Holding!—If the operated area is spread over more than o vxlla i 4 be con o
dered as part holding. Taluk would be taken as the outer limit for c:;;solidagt?:nllt :f (;):lgt gglmf

... Land Utilisation.—Qperated area would be classified into six broad categories—

- (j) Net area sown,
(i) Current fallow,
(iii) Fallow land other than current fallow,
(iv) Other uncultivated land excluding fallow,
| (V) Culturable waste and,
.+ (vi) Not available for cultivation.

These are explained below:

(i) Net Area Sowm.—Total area sown with orops and orchards ing
tli'an once in the same yoir anly onoe, OPs ore counting area sown more
: {;‘ - (li) Curvemt Fallow.—Cropped arcas whieh are kopt fallow during'thelc‘m_ren.t year.

R
o

v (i) Fallow ather than Csutrent Fallow.—All Lands which are taken up for cultivation but

axe.temporarily out of cultivation for i
years.

a period of not less than one year and not more than five

7

(iv) Other Uncultivated Land excluding Fallow—This will include:—

_ (@) Permanent Pastures and Other Grazing Lands —All gr.azing lands, whether they
are permanent pastures and meadows ot not. Village common grazing lands would, however,
be excluded.

(b) Land under Miscellaneous Tree Crops— Cultivable land which is not included in
the net area sown but is put to some agricultural use. Lands under casuirinatrecs, thatching,
grasses, bamboo bushes and other groves for fuel which are not included under ‘Orchards’ would
be covered under this category.

(V) Culturable Waste—All lands available for cultivation, whether not taken up for
cultivation once but not cultivated during the current year and the last five years or more in succes-
gion for one reason or the other. Such lands may be either wholly or partly covered with shrubs
and jungles which are not put to any use. Land once cultivated but not cultivated for five years
in succession would also be included.

(vi) Not available for Cultivation—This would include Forest, area under non-agricul
tural use, barren and uncultivable land.

(@) Forest.—All lands classed as ‘forests’ under any legal enactment dealing with forest
or administered as forests, whether state owned or private and whether wooded or maintained as
potential forest land.

’ The area of crops raised in the forest and grazing lands or areas open for grazing within
the forests would be included under the forest area. Only private forest would be covered uader
this category.

(b) Area under Non-Agricultural Use —All Jands occupied by buildings and other lands
put to uses other than agriculture within the holding.

(c) Barren and Uncultivable Land.—All barren and uncuitivable land within the culti-
vated holding.

Methodology and Coverage.—The Government of India decided to conduct the Agricultural,
Census 1979—80 on complete enumeration basis, as was done during the first Agricultural Census
1970-71. This was also keeping in line with the policy of the Government of India to develop
agricultural statistics required for area planning.In Tamil Nadu, the comprehensive system for
collection of agricultural statistics through village accounts maintained by the revenue agencies
has formed the base for Agricultural Census. The land record contain detailed particulars on
individual fields (Survey Numbers and Sub-division Numbers) which are normally aggregated
at various geographical levels like village, firka, taluk, district, etc. As the operational holding is
the basic unit of decision making the Agricultural Census aimed at collection of agricultura-
statistics at the holding level.

In Tamil Nadu, the basic land records are available in all the districts (viz) Madras, Chengal«
pattu, North Arcot, South Arcot, Salem, Dharmapuri, Coimbatore, Periyar, The Nilgicis,
‘Thanjavur, Tiruchirappalli, Pudukkottai, Madurai, Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli and Kanaiya-
kumari. In all these districts, the Agricultural Census 1979-80 was conducted on complete
enumeration basis. The census envisaged collection of data in respect of each operational holding
by retabulating the data already available in village Jand records. The retabulation approach
involved recompilation -of data survey number-wise;sub division number-wise into operatiomat
bolding-wise figures. The following items were covered:
(a) Size of operational holdings () Status of operational holdings (c) land utilisation, (<) ircigae
tion source-wise, (¢) area under crops and (f) irrigation crop-wise. :

DU 147.35—34
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ANALYSIS OF CENSUS RESULTS.

Prior to the advent of planning era, agriculture in India was based on Conventional methods.
The planning decades had brought with them preceptible changes in Agricultural practices and
improvements_in efficient utilisation of factors of production. The organisation: of farm units
of economic sizes in now-a-days receiving much attention with a view to make the units viable
and capable of producing not only for household consumption but also for sale with profit margins.
The Five Year Plans introduced effective land reform measures which helped in bridging the gap
between ownership and actual cultivation. These land reform measures and other development
measures carried out so far have found expression in the size pattern of farm units better adjusted
1o sociological and economic conditions in different parts of the State.

5 The first ever Agricultural Census was conducted in Tamil Nadu with the Agricultural
Year 1970-71 as the reference period and on complete enumeration basis. This was followed
by the Second Agricultural Census which had the Agricultural Year 1976-77 as the reference
period and was conducted on twenty per cent sample survey basis. However, the information on
the number and area of operational holdings alone was collected on compelte enumeration in
the second census. The third Agricultural Census, on which the present report is brought up
was conducted with the Agricultural Year 1979-80 as the reference period, on complete enumera-
tion basis as was done during the first census. These censuses have made available basic informa-
tion on the structure and characteristics of the operational holdings which are helpful in ‘¢volving
effective agricultural policies. . :

- & Inthis Chapter, it is-ventured to analyse the results of the third Agricultural Census:1979-
80 in a detailed manner. The results of the two .earlier:Census. viz., 1970-71 and 1976-77
are also made use of in appropriate places for purposes of comparison and for highlighting emerg
ing trends. Among the three Censuses conducted so far, the third Agricultural Census is unique
as jt collected data on the structure of operational holdings according to social groups, for the
first time in the history of Agricultural Census in India. The information on the operation
holdings under the fold of the two major social groups (viz) scheduled caste and scheduled tribo
are highlighted at the appropriate places in this chapter. S

4. The results of Agricultural Census 1979-80- havé been aggregated social grou i Wise
under the following tables:

! ‘Table 1: Number and Area of Operational Holdings.

Table 24 : Number and Area of .Oper‘ational Holdings by tenure and tenancy status‘.‘; .
5 7"able 2B: Leased in Area by terms of leasIng. ’
- Table 3: Area under different land use. _ . R
‘1:";Table 4: Diétﬁbi}tion of number Ao‘f'_ﬂOperational holdings by irrigation status. * ;

. Table 5A : Number of Operational Holdings réceivixig irrigation and area u‘ngam b:y
diﬂlfeteqt sources. . ” o e

"' .Table 5B : Number of Wells and Tube Wells. LI
.. Table 6: Irrii_@tcd and unirrigat_pgl;_z-\r‘e‘g under different Crops. 0 "}
o ¢ . bt sl o
" The above tables have been prepared social group-wise as-indicated below £+ -1+ & wii’
IR . oo ! RE . . T el b
w1 () Scheduled Caste, . » _ PR <‘i
to: (i) Scheduled Tribe, o L TS
Y. (iii) Others,-‘l"‘ o S . . . A T e 15 Y|
o I RN e it A
o (iv) Total for all'social groups. " ool
(22 SR fics s wllA . vedwooudnd 3t

AT e
Data are furnished in the tables in theform of frequency distribution containing thirteen inter~
vals‘¥f“size classes of operational holdimgs. )¢« : SIRNE
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S. Seventeen reports containing the above statistical tables are brought out separatel
for State (including Regions) and Districts as indicated below

(1) Tamil Nadu (including four regions),

(2) Madras District,

(3) Chengalpattu District,

(4) South Arcot District,

(5) North Arcot District,

(6) Dharmapuri District,

(7) Salem District,

(8) Periyar District,

(9) Coimbatore District,
(10) The Nilgjris District,
(11) Tiruchirappalli District,
(12) Thanjavur District,
(13) Pudukkottai District,
(14) Madurai District,

(15) Ramanathapuram District,

(16) Tiranelveli District,
(17) Kanniyakumari District.

The resulis of tho third Agricultusal Cetisus 1979-50 arc analysed in the followi .
strict-wise. owing para

‘graphs. State-wise, Reégion-wise and di

NUMBER OF HOLDINGS AND AREA OPERATED.

6. The Agricultual Ceasus 1979-80 has produced very useful data on the structure aod

charatteristics of 11,90,503 opetational holdin

, coming undet thirteeh size ¢lasses. These

holdings account for an operated area of 77,07,860 hectares. Based on the results of the Agrl-
eultural Census 1979-80, the percentage of area operated
the sixteen districts of the State is shown below :

Serial number and district.

1)
1 Madras

2 Chengalpattu v - .

3 South Arcot

‘& North Areot

5 Salem

6 Dharmapuri

7 Periyar

8 Coimbatore

9 ‘The Nilgiris ..
10 Tiruchirappalli .e
11 Pudukkottai .
12 Thanjavur

13 Madurai

¥ Ramanathapuram

15 Tirunelveli

16 Kanniyakymari

State

to the geographical area for each of

el
yd
i1
/ llQI
)
Ilégl
DTS i
Vi D Y
TR
1
N |
e
1]

el Gm——

Geographical Operated Percentag’é
: Ares Area of aperated
(Hectares). (Hectares). area to
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The operated area covers 77,07,860 hectares and accounts for 59.28 per cent of the geo-
graphical area in the State. Itis above 60 per cent in the districts of South Arcot, Periyar.
Coimbatore, Tiruchirappalli, Thanjavur and Ramanathapuram districts. While the geo-
graphical area is the largest in Madurai district, the operated area is the largestin Rama-
nuthapurarn district than any other district in the State.

8. In Dharmapuri and the Nilgiris districts, the operated area is as low as 47.95 per
cent and 28.14 per cent respectively of the grographical area. These two districts have consi-
derable 2rca under forests which has become a limiting factor on the spread of operated area
Madras district comprises Madras City which is the State Head quarters. The city is predo-
minantly urban in nature, though it has a very negligible extent (642 hectares) of operated area.

9. The following table indicates the trend in the percentages of area operated to the goo-
graphical area in each of the districts in the State from the first Census 1970-71 to the third

Census 1979-80—

Percentage of operated area to geographical area.
A

Serial member and district. o)
1970-71. - 1976-77. 1979-80.
1. ]\(/;:?adras .. .. .. (2) (3.). 2(345)3
2 Chengalpattu .. .. - 52.93 56.20 55.00
3 South Arcot .. .. . 63.68 62.97 61.45
4 North Arcot . ‘e . 50.34 48.97 52.46
5 Salem .. . .. 57.01 58.59 59.35
6 Dharmapuri .. .. .. 46.21 47.62 47.95
7 Periyar . .. .. .. . 60.69
8 Coimbatore .. .. .. 63,50 62,29 63.35
9 The Nilgiris .. .. . 28.21 23.74 28.14
10 Tiruchirappalli .. . .. 67.27 67.53 70.37
11 Pudukkottai ce e .. 58.45 55.96
12 Fhanjavur . . 69.84 71.63 72.14
13 Madovrai .. . .. 55.53 54.95 55.94
14 Ramanathapuram .. .. .. 63.33 63.85 66.89
15 Tirunelveli 65.01 61.36 59.33
16 Kanniyakumasi .. .. - 56.96 51.74 4928
State .. 59.34 58.69 59.28

The above table reveals that in the districts of Salem, Dharmapuri, Tiruchirappalli,
Thanjavor and Ramanathapuram the operated area has tended to increase from the first census
year 1970-71 to the third census year 1979-80, while in the districts of South Arcot, Tirunelveli
and Kanniyakumari it tended to decrease in the same period. The operated area has slightly
increased from the second census year 1976-77 to the third census year 1979-80 in North
Arcot, Coimbatore, The Nilgris and - Madurai districts. While in the same period, it declined
slightly in Chengalpattu and Pudukkottai districts. The percentage of operated area of geo-
%Taphlcal area at State level has remained at the same leve! around 59 in all the three census.

ears. . . . . .

10. According to the third Agricultural Census, 1979-80, there ‘were 71,29,736 - Ind;jvidya)
holdings, 53,910 Joint holdings and 6,857 Institutional holdings in Tamil Nadu, These
holdings formed 99.15 percent,0.75  percent and 0.10 per cent respectively of *° the total.
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number of holdings (71,90.503) in the State. The area under Individual holdings was‘as high
as 75,95,963 hectares whereas the area under Joint holdings and lnstitutional holdings was
as low as ’(5,122 and 36,774 hectares respectively, which show that Joint holdings -and‘Lastitu-
tional holdings are not very much in vogue in the State. In 1979-80, the average size.of Indi-

vidual holding, Joint holding and Institutional holding was 1:07, 1.39 and 5.36 hectares. .;.res-
pectively. o

The comparative position during the second and third census years is showﬁ i the

.following table . —

Serial Type of holding. :lei@ (in Ilwdi;ig)
Humber. 1976-71. 1979-80.
0 @ @ @
1. Tandividual holding 1.25 1.07
.2 Joint holding . 112 i
3 Institutional holding 5.41 11536
State Average 1.25 < 107

According to the first Agricultural Census 1970-71, the average size of an O'IE)érEitionﬂl

‘holding was 1.45 hectares. Thus, the average size of the operational holdin ased
13.8 per cent in 1976-77 and again by 14.4 per cent in l979-80.p l holdingdecreassd by

1. The percentage distribution of the number
different types of holdings in the State durin
following table.

of holdings and the operated arer vader
g the last three Census years are indicated i the

Percentage distribution of

Operated Ar .‘
number of holdings. P ‘ ‘“i“ea

Serial.humber and type of —— A o
holdings. t970-7t.  1976-77. 1979-80. 1970-71. 1976-77, . 1—9';9—-—8—01
(M ) 3) (4) &) ©® . ...
1 Individual holdings =~ .. 99.93 95.44 99.15 99.64 95.28 :-:,.0.,98.55
2 Joint holdings - 0.07 4.38 0.75 0.36 394, . w097
3 Institutional holdings .. . 0.18 0.10 .. 0.78, 1., 0.48
Total .. 100.00

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 _..—..;IOOQOO

o ? [

The number of holdings and the operaied area contin Vet
: . vra. ue to bem less s'a
the three census years. Joint holdings did not find favour with the cult%ftc?ri ti?;ﬂ_l_sa"bill'e‘Noveli
and Institutional holdings have dwindled both in number and area. amiNagd
~~ 12. The number of operational holdings in Tamil Nadu is

phasising both frequent fragmentation of holdi
segment of population. of holdings and depende

continuous_ly increastng, eme
nce on agriculture by largest

"y

Serial

e . Census year, OJZZII'ZZZ;:Z{ ?ﬁiﬁﬁtﬁ N
e holdings. hectares. "
@ ) , e @
1 o e - 197071 .. .. 53,14,323 ’77;()"9';2@3
2 - - — 1976-77 e - 61,11,553 ... 76,28,460
3 - . - 1979-80 o . 71,90,503 "

s
v
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The number of holdings increased by 15.00 per cent in the second census year and by 17.65
per cent in the third cencus year, when compared to the previous census year. This might
be due to too many fragmentations of the existing holdings taking place during the three census
years. 1. ecivils of fragmentation and sub-divisions of farm units still persist in the agrarian
scene and the formation of farm of economic size is still a distant cry. It may be said that the
area undzr the operational holdings i.e., the area available to the actual.tnllers of the soll,
has reached a near saturation level in the State. The operated area fell sllghtl_y by 1.05
per cent in the second census year, but increased by 1.04 per cent in the third census year,
thus nearly regaining the position as obtained in the first census year.

12, 1t would be both educative and useful to study the pattern of distribution of _operationa
holdings and operated area under the different categories of holdings (viz) Marginal, Small
Semi-medium, Medium and Large.

Percentage distribution of operational holdings.
Serial number and Categories of holdings. A

1970-71. 1976-77. 1979-80.
M ) (3 O]
1 Marginal .. .- .. 58.81 64.65 69.74
2 Small .. . .. 20.87 18.42 16.82
3 Serei-medium .. .. . 13.09 11.18 9.15
4 Medium .. .. . 6.12 5.00 3.74
5 Large .. . .. 1.11 0.75 0.55
Total’ .. 100.00 100.00 160.00

In the year 1979-80, Marginal holdings accounted for as much as 70 per cent of opera-
tional holdings in the State, while the Small holdings accounted for 17 per cent, Semi-Meium
holdings were not prominent, their share being 9 per cent, Medium holdings were also very
less prominent  with only about 4 per cent of holdings under their fold. Large holdings had
a negligible percentage emphasising the fact that the large holdings are on the way out due
toland reform measures. The number of Marginal holdings continued to increase from the
first census year to third census year mainly due to fragmentation of holdings. Due to
paucity of cultivating lands and partitioning of existing holdings, Marginal holdings had
emerged as the largest category of holdings in the State. The other categories of holdings,
(viz) Small holdings, Semi-Medium holdings, Medium holdings and Large holdings were
continuously on the decline from the first census year to the third census year.

}4. The following table depicts the percentage distribution of operated area among the
various categories of holdings in the State in the three census years.

Percentage distribution of operated area.
A,

Serial number and category of holdings.

“1970-71. 1976-77. 1979-80.
* ) v) 6) @

1 Marginal . .o ~ 17.14 21.07 24.73
2 Small e 20.47 20.80 22.19
3 Semi-Medium e 24.83 24.59 23.63
& Medium e e 24.55 23.11 20.18
S Large e 13.01 10.43 9.27

Total .. 100.00 100.00 100.00
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The operated area under Marginal holdings and Small holdings continued to increase
fram the first census year to the third census year. The other three categories of holdings
(viz.) Semi-Medium, Medium and large holdings were continuously shedding some of the
opzrated area from their fold right from the first census year to the third census year. The
opzrated area under marginal holdings and Small holdings was ostensibly increasing at the
cost of bigger holdings. '

15. The relationship beteween the number of operational holdings and the operated area
undzr the different categories of operational holding in the State in the third census year is
shown in the following table :—

Percentage distribution in Average
1979-80. size
erial number and Category of holdings. p —Ae \ (Hectare)
Number of Operated
holdings. area.
(D 2 3 ®)
1 Marginal . .. .. 69.74 24.73 0.38
2 Smali .. .. .. 16.82 22.19 1.41
3 Semi-Medium .. .. .. 9.15 23.63 2.71
4 Medium .. .. .. 3.74 20.18 5.19
5 Large .. .. .. 0.55 9.27 17.97
100.00 100.00 1.97

The above table leads to important finding in the structure of operational holdings
in the State. About 70 per cent of operational holdings in the State, which belonged
to the category of Marginal holdings, accounted for only 25 per cent operated area. The
average size of many of the operational holdings was only 0.38 hectare (not even 1 acre)
in 1979-80. Large holdings, though they formed a negligible percentage (0.55) in the total
numbzr of holdings, had as much as 9 per cent of opetated area in the state. The dis-
tribution of operated area among Marginal holdings, Small holdings, Semi-Medium-
ings and Medium holdings was about 20 per cent and more or less uniform
Howavar the distribution of number of holdings among these four categories of
holdings widely varied from 4 per cent to 70 per cent.

16. An unique feature of the third Agricultural census 1979-80 is that it made a beginning
and laid special emphasis in the collection of information on operational holdings according to
social status of the cultivators. The details regarding the number of holdings and their characteris-
tics were collected in 1979-80 seperately for Scheduled Caste, Scheduled Tribes and Others. The
distribution of Operational holdings and operated area social status-wise is indicated in the
following table.

Serial number and Social Status. Number of  Operated Average
holdings. area size
(Hectares)  (Hectares)
M ¢) €) @

1 Scheduled Caste . - 5,63,859 3,79,084 0.67
2 Schieduled Tribe . . .. . 47,955 77,907 1.62
3 Cthers .. .. . .. 65,78,689 72,50,868 1.10
Total .. .. 71,90,503  77,07,859 1.07

The Percentage distribution of operational holdings in the State under Scheduled Caste,
Schpdulcd Tribc and Others was 7.84, 0.67 and 91.49 respectively, whereas the per centage distri-
bution of operated area under these three groups was 4.92, 1.01 and 94.07 respectively. The
average Size of the operational holdings was the highest (viz.) 1.62 hectares in the case of Scheduled
Tribe. This is understandable as most of the Scheduled Tribe people lived in hilly regions with
easv access to cultivate larger areas.
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Type of Tenures

As it is generally believed that there is some relationship between the type of tenure and the
productivity of land, it may be worthwhile to analyse the dat:. on number of holdings and area
operated under diff erent type of tenures. The percentage of number of holdings and the total
operated area in Tamil Nadu under different forms of tenures for 1970-71, 1976-77 and 1979-80
are shown in table No. 1.

2. The percentage of wholly owned arnd self operated area which increased from 92.23 per
cent in 1970-71 to  94.81 per cent in 1976-77 has further increased to 98.47 per cent during the
Current Census. Where- as partly owned and partly leased in holdings have decreased. The
same trend is noticed ir the case of operated arca. The average size of wholly owned and self
operated ‘holdings whicl: decreased frem 1.49 hectares in 1970-71 to 1'23 hectares in 1976-77
has decreased further to 1.07 hectares during 1979-80. "The average sizes of owner-cum-ténant
holding and wholly tenanted holding have also decreased.

'3. The following table gives the estimated percentage of number of operational holdingsl
and area by tenural status for the various groups of operational holders (in. Table 2).
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4. Ttis seen from the above table that about 70 per cent of the wholly owned and self operate
holdings are marginal farms, operating on about 25 per cent of the total ared under wholly owned
and self operated holdings. About 17 per cent of wholly owned and self operated holdings ars
small farms, operating on about 22 per cent of the total area. About 61 per cent of the total
partly owned and partly leased in holdings are marginal farms, operating on an area of which the
area owned by them is about 24 per cent of the total area owned by this type of farmers and the
area leased by them is about 19 per cent of the total area leased in by this type of farmers. About
23 per cent of the total partly owned and partly leased in holdings are small farms, operating on
an area of which the area owned by them is about 26 percent of the total area owned by this type
of farmers and the area leased by them is about 30 per cent of the total area leased in by this type
of farmers. About 74 per cent of the total wholly leased in holdings are marginal farms and the
area leased by them is about 36 per cent. About 18 per cent of the total wholly leased in holdings
are small farms and the area leased by them is about 31 per cent.

5. Table 3 shows the percentage distribution of area covered uader different typessf
tenures in Tamil Nadu for the different farm groups in the case of owner-cum-tenant holdings.

6. It is seen from table 3 that in Tamil Nadu, more land (62.38 per cent) is leased
in by owner-cum-tenants for fixed produce than for any other term of tenancy. Next in order
comes *‘Share of produce”, which is about 30 per cent. About 6 per cent of the Total area opera-
ted by owner-cum-tenant has been leased in for fixed money. Other terms of tenancy, including
usufructuary mortgage, are far less popular in Tamil Nadu. The preference of the lessees to
cultivate for the term fixed produce is mainly due to the fall in the purchasing power of money.
The above table also shows that more area is leased in by owner-cum-tenant for fixed produce
In various size groups of farms. The percentage of area leased in for “share of produce” ranged
from 15 per cent in large farms to about 36 per cent in-Small farms. The percentage of area leased
in for fixed money ranged from 3 per cent in the case of large farms to 10° per cent in the caseof
medium farms. The percentage of area leased in for “‘usufructuary mortgage™ and on other terms
were-found- to be: negligible. ‘
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1979-80
100.0

100.00
100.00
. 100.00
100.00
100.00

(16)

(13

100.00

Total
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

1976-77

1970-71
(14)
100.00
100.00
100.00
100,00
100.00

100.00

A
14

Area Leased in for

A

Mortgage and Others.

M,__\,_~_

(13)
1.
1.00
1.42
1.56
0.89

1.18

1979-80

Wholly Leased in Holdings.
Us:d'rucrum-'_z-
1976-77

(12)

2.87

2.07

3.24

4.10

2.29

2.75

A

1970-71
1y
3.47
3.19
374
592
5.35
388

TabLE—4 (Contd.)
Total .

O

Size Group,

Semi-medium
Medium

Marginal
Small
Large

.

8. The percentage area leased in for ‘fixed money’ by wholly leased in tenants though increased
from 24 per cent in 1970-71 to 40 per cent in 1976-77 has considerably decreased to 8 per cent in
1979-80. The percentage area leased in for ‘fixed produce’ which decreased from 45 per cent in
1970-71 to 42 per cent in 1976-77 has increased to 54 per cent in 1979-80. The percentage area
leased in for ‘share of produce’ though decreased from 28 per cent in 1970-71 to 15 per cent in
1976-77 has substantially increased to 39 per cent in 1979-80. It can be inferred that the farmers
leasing in lands preferred to cultivate for ‘fixed produce’ and ‘share of produce’ rathar than fo.
fixed money’.

LAND UTILISATION,

The distribution of land utilisation such as net area sown, current fallows, uncultivated area
excluding fallow, fallow other than current fallows, etc., are given in Table-5 along with the
earlier two Censuses data for Tamil Nadu.

The land use pattern has slightly changed from the earlier two Censuses to the Census undes
review. The percentage of net area sown which slightly decreased from 77 per cent in 1970—71
to 75 per cent in 1976-77 has increased to 78 per cent in 1979-80. The percentage of area under
current fallows which increased from 14 per cent in 1970-71 to 20 per cent in 1976 77 has decreased
to 17 per cent in 1979-80. The percentage of area under uncultivated area” excluding fallow
which decreased in 1976-77 has slightly increased in 1979-80 when compared with the year- 1976-77.

3. The following table 6 shows how the area under different land use has been distributed
over the farm groups.
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The above table shows that about 26 pef cent of the net area sown lies in the Margii'ial farm.
group about 23 percent in the small farm group and about 24 per cent in the semi-mediurh’ group.
The rest are cultivated by medium and large farmers. B ,

‘ . S
The marginal farmers have kept fallow 18 per cent of the-cultivable land, the small! farmers
about 17 per cent and the semi-medium farmers about 19 per cent. While the land kept fallow by
the medium and large farmers being 25 and 20 per cent respectively. The share of culturable:
waste land in Tamil Nadu is the highest in thé medium size farms, the percentage being 24 per cent
and the lowest about 17 per cent by the small farmers. In the marginal sized farms, the percentage
of land not available for cultivation is about 25 per cent and in the semi-medium size, ‘it is found

to be about 24 per cent. L , . ot

IRRIGATION.

The following table shows the percentage distribution of estimated number of opé:rationa],,
holdings by irrigation status for various size groups of farms: e

.
D

Tanix 1.
Percentage distribution of estimated number of operational holdings by irrigation Status.

Wholly irrigated
ledhp_;‘
Number .
@)

t f3
8 ==
9 g e
£
~
€

Parily irrigated holdings :
A,
Total area

Nuanber .
(6),

: &
<

3

3 ..

9w

AE@

; =
r.
L

.

£1)

nm 1?36

17.85
18.42

27.62

1546

18.57
27.41

41.36
22.98

18.50

24.04

66.43

33.97
24.08
2.5

1.4

74.69
14.94
7.2

27

24.28

18.81

10.15

26.19

27.78

9.50
1.66

100.00

18.59

1

4.0

9.92

100.00

10.78

100.00

8.61

100.00

e

0.55

100.00

3.25

100.00

0.34
-100.00

Total
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2. It can be seen from the above table that out of the total number of wholly irrigated hoidings,
about 75 per cent belong to the marginal size group, about 15 per cent belong to the small group
and about’ 7:per ket o the 'serhi-medium ‘group: Out ‘of ‘thié ‘total ‘area "vnnder Wholly™" irrigated
holdings, about 34 per cent belong to marginal farms, about 24 per cent to small farms and about
22 per cent to semi-mednint fatms. ‘Out of the total number of wholly unirrigated holdings in
this State, about 66 per cent were marginal holdings covering an aréa of about 24 per cent, about
19 per cent belong to the small farm group covering an area of 24 per cent, about 10 per cent to the
semi medium group arid ‘the ‘percentage of area covered to the total wholly unirrigated area by
this group is'about 24 per-ceht.. About-47 per cent of the total, partly irrigated holdings in Tamil
Nadu are maigindl holdings thaving 35'péreent of the total area under them. About 23 per cent
of the total partly frrighted Hioldings'in ‘Tathil Nadu are small holdings having about 19 per cent
of the total*area uncer them in Tamil Nadu =2ncd about 19 per cent of the tota’

partly irrigated. holdings are Semi-medinm holdings having about 28 per cent of the total partly
irrigated area under them.

'
PR

%
b ! £
3o oo e N ) L ) PR O
TA NN O . . } [P PR
o .- ;- SOURCE-WISE IRRIGATION. ., ..
The perceﬁthgé distribution of 'a"re’a; irrigated under different sources'in Tamil Nadu for the
three Census yeats 1970-71,: 1976-77 and 1979—80 are given below: — rye
SIS . e
TABLE § Ce e
L S Vo - Area irkigated. ' "
v1i. Irmigation Sowree, . — A Ll 1)
Cpe e .- |  1970-71. 1976+77. - 1979-80.
.'v}":A # i"-f () ' :‘ .. ) S "'-"'('3)11-?,?' s (4)
Gmals 1. LT 0 ®OUB361 3329 3120
Tanks .. . . . 32.62 25.07 32.07
Tube Wells . . . . 1.94 5.24 2.87

AR AR TRTESC R SRR S

We . s we . e . 30.9% v 230,22 32.86
IR AT X VR TA RO
:'O.Qbeﬁ BERNUTVHA, .l e .e 0.86 6.18 1.00
wany o TR IR
EOTRAL SN Yergs LRETO TS
- - ywTotal .. 10000 10000  100.00
Wingivn BARRTG Latntdss :

iant) GrA% Reaiy: ]

2. The above table shows that the percentage area under canal irrigation though almost
remained stationary during' the earligr;two censuses about 33 pancent has slightly/decreased to
about 31 per cent. The percentage area un-er tank irrigation which decreased from about 33 per cent
197071 to @bout 25 percent in 1976-77 has increased to about 32 percent im.19994-80. The reason
for the in in the arga undes gank irrigation is due to desilting. The pergentage area under
well irriga “2nlwhich ) gﬁ;y decl{,n'cg from about 31 percent in '1970-7] to (3 '?er cent 1976-77

‘per ce:nr i
AN

has increaséd-to about' e number of wells

K §n 1979-80. This-is due to the incredss in
in Tamil Neiin. o . .. . } .. ne

ot (0.c
PO roree 1.0 .. .. . . O Of ¢
BRe arer Y X (% 3
oy ¢ op . . R XA CE S
5 £ro o e vy
VLG LA L 0L o1 e
e vaf oL : ‘ .. GOE 000 03
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.3, The following table gives the percentage shaxle of area irrigated by different sources: —. ...

i
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| “Size,class (Ha). -

M

1 Below 0.5
2 0.5—1.0
3 1.0-20
4 2.0-3.0
5 3.0—40

., 64050

7 5015

8 7.5—10.0

9 10.0—200 ..
10 20030 .. .
11 300400

12 40.0—500

13,50.0 and above

. -Total

o

.m.,,,_

31020 ce
42030 ..
5 3.0—40

6 4.0--5.0

7 50—1.5

8 75—-100

9 10.0—20

10 20.0—30.0

11 30.0—40.0
12 40.0—50.0

13 50.0 and above

1 Beow 05 .. ..
20510, L.

..

Total

B L T LR IR ThE TR SRR TAELE Qi L

. v'.AreazIrrigatedb‘}'.v |

e
iR

Total . Cangls as Tanlcs-
irrigated percentage as per-
areaas  of total centage of

percentage net

tatal net

. of oparated irvigated irrigated

-grea. area..

areq.

o & @
5108 3124 4476

- 44.20 31.70 36.
39.38 31.52 32.

43
10

36.95 32.89 27.74

36.88 30.11 217,

497 2949 2%

o 9 3116 M

98

‘80 A

30.41 27.88 24.28
21.712 27.08 23.34
26.93 32.38 2702
3044 - 4458 33.30
27.58 3472 37.22

1643 . 3524 43

.50

L 3BIT 3120 RE

: I
Lt

Area'l'rrigated by

Tube Wells as  Other

- wellsas percentage sawrces
percentage of of total
- '.’f- total total  as pepcentage
7 net net net
irrigated irrigated irrigated
_ area.  area.  area.
e e o
«“ 200 206 0P3
200 g pap
26 R .y
.. 2.39 36.20 038
.o 294 38.03 0.94
3.25 39.76 0.70
4.49 40.02 0.68
531 42.03 0.50
5.39 43.52 0.67
4.82 3547 0.31
2.64 19.14 0.34
3.51 24.18 0.37
4.17.. 16.41 0.68
2.87 32.86 1.00

[EEERREE)
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4. The percentage of area irrigated by Canals by various size classes of operational holdings
ranges from about 27.08 per cent to 44.58 per cent. It is higher than the State proportion (31.20)
in the size classes betow 0.5, ;0.5 to 1.0, 1.0 to 2.0, 2.0 to 3.0; 20.0 to 30.0, 30.0 to 40.0, 40.0 to 50.C
and 50.0 and above and .lower in the remaining classes. -The proportion of tank irrigation is
highest with 44.76 per.cent in: the first size class (below 0.5) and lowest with 23.34 in the ninth size

class, (10.0 to 20.0). The proportion. of area covered by well irrigation is less than 44 per cent in
all size classes.

.. 5. The following table presents the interse percentage distribution of estimated area. Trrigated

by different sources for the five size groups of farmers viz. marginal, small, semimedium, medium
.and large.

TabLE 10.

Percentage distribution of estimated area

oo Irrigated by different sources, '
Size, group

Canals Tanks Wells Tube wells Othera;.—
(1 (2) 3) C)) &) ()

Marginal. . .. .. . 30.85 38.42 23.25 21.41 36.51
Small .. .. .. .. 23.12 2291 22.58 21.41 '29.16
Semi-mediunt .. .. . 23.30 19.84 25.69 20.75 19.30
Medium .. .. .. .. 16.71 13.53 21.43 25.70 11.37
Large .. .. .. .. 6.02 5.30 7.05 10.73 3.66
Total .. 10000 10000 10000 10000 100,00

6. Out of the total canal irrigated area in T#mil Nadu 30.85 percent belongs' to the marginal
holdings, about 23.12 percent belongs to the small koldings, about 23.30' per cent belongs to the
semj-medium holdings, about 16.71 per cent to th¢ medium holdings and the rest to the large size
holdings. ‘Out of the total tank irrigated area in Tamil Nadu, about 38 per cent are under marginal
holdings, about 23 per cent under small holdings. about 20 per cent under semi-medium holdings
and about 14 per cent undér medium heoldings.

*The share of Semi-medium holdings in the total well irrigated areas in Tamil Nadu is 26 percent ,
The share of marginal and small holdings is more or less equal to about 23 per cent by each of them
and the share of medium holdings is about 21 per cent. It may be seen that tank irrigation is
most popular amoug the marginal size holdings and canal irrigation is also more popular with the

sathe group in Tamil Nadiu. .

1. The foliowing table shows the average area irrigated by'a well and a tube well for'the'
various size groups of holdings.

TasLe-11. .
. Average area
. e . irrigated.
. " . Size group.
o e By a well. By a tube
' ' well.
m 2 3
(ha.) (ha)
Marginal * ' Lo e 0.36 - 0.19
& Small L I .. 0.86 - 1.04
» Semi-mediut G e e 143 - - 181
2 Medium ¢ e e 24T - - 479
7 Large ML N v 512 ¢ 1229 -
o AMSEs T . F L ose 0.66

DU 147-33—7
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8. The above table shows thatin Tamil N | wh
: ) 1 adu State ge area irrigated
bya well (with pumpset or without pumpset) is 0.84a i:. an‘t)ile,tl:ige a?'::;:eeisa rexcleedge":i i
i

all the size groups except the marginal holdi i
Tube wellis 0.66 ha. for the whole State this ix reboi"® AVelage aree irrigated by &

the marginal holdings.

9. The net sown area and the proportion irgi i
tional holdings are given belog poron treigated uader the major  groups of the opesa-

TABLE-12.
. Net sown Gross Net
ared
Size groups. darea.j cropped irrigated g':ggszted
area as as percentage area as
percentage of net percentage
of net Sown area. of net
0 , Sown area. sown areq
@ 3) 4 ©
Marginal . .. .. 15,71,831.17 124.28 57.21 76.25
Small e e . 138652122 123.47 48.56 63.48
Semi medium .. .. . 14,42,897.94 130.49 46.61 64.36
Medium e 11,51.901.22 128.46 44.57 5897
Large .. . . 4,67,244,94 116.84 39.31 48.75
Al Sizes e 60,20,396.49 125.80 48.87 65.02

10, Of the total net area sown in Tamil Nadu, 48.8 is i
was 41.22 during 1970-71 and 40.85 during 1976-77. T‘hZ g:éac?:;tié:t?
g:; ceg; ;1; against 125.80 per cent of cropped area, the corresponding fi ;

ing 55.72 per cent and 117.93 per cent and during 1976-77, 52,44 per cont tad; 1o s E o071
respecg:re y.thThe percentage of cropped area in the semi-medjum and med;j is sli
more than the State percentage.  The percentage of net area irri um farms is slightly
higher than the State percentage in marginal farms. Similarly the

area to net sown area is also higher than the State per centag percentage of gross irrigated

¢ in the marginal farms.
CROPPING PATTERN,

for Toodgrane and mom-ooderuins o ahe St Fanous groups o ape be
TABLE 13, .ow -
Size groups. croppetia z;f:; | — Arealn der.
e

area
. ' 8ross percent
cropped of egro(.:ie
area, cropped
0 area.
Marginal -~ .- - 03 o t
s | | .. . 102.46 §0.85 (15)1.15.
ma - .s - N
) | ) .. . 100,12 78.53 21.42
mi-mediom -~ U
| ‘. . . 103.36 74.76 25.24
Medium e e 3.50 “
: . .. 95.13 73.50 26.50
R | s
. . e 76.42 66.48 1 33.52

-operated

s exceeded by all the size groups except.

igated. The percentage -
d more than once is 65.(%;

cent and 113.49 per cent’

gated to net sown area is.

arious groups of operational holdings.

Total .. 98.26 7635 2365
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9. It can be seen from the above table that the percentage of gross cropped area to
area is slightly above 100 per cent in the marginal, small and semi-medium farms
95.13 per cent and 76.42 per cent in medium and large farms respectively. And while
 area under foodcrops to gross cropped area decreases as the size of the
holding increases. the per centage of non-foodcrops to gross cropped area increases as the
size of the holding also increases. In Tamil Nadu as a whole the ratio of the per centage
of area under foodcrops and non-foodcrops is 76:24. This was 80:20 during the year 1976-77.

REGIONAL AND DISTRICT TABLES.

and it is
the per centage O

National Sample Survey Regions :
The National Sample Survey Organisation has divided this State into four regions. The

regions and the districts comprised therein are shown below :

National Sample Survey Region. Districts.
¢y @
(1) Coastal Northern Region .. . .. Madras, Chengalpattu, South Arcot and
North Arcot.

Salem, Dharmapuri, Periyar, Coimbator2
and The Nilgiris.

Thanjavur, Tiruchirappalli and Pudukkottai.

Madurai, Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli
and Kanyakumari.

(2) Inland Region

(3) Coastal Region
(4) Southern Region

Among the four regions, the largest operated area of 2.3 million hectares under 2.3
million holdings is in the southern region. The operated area is 1.7 million hectares with
holdings. of about 2.0 million in the coastal northern region. The operated areais 20
million hectares with holdings of 1.3 million in the intand region. The operated area is
1.6 million hectares with 1.6 million holdings in the Coastal region.

2. The extent of operated area Dper operational holding in the four regions is indicated
below for the year 1970-71, 1976-77 and 1979-80.

TasLe 14.
Region. 1970-71 1976-77 1979-80
H ¢)) 3 “
Coastal Northern .. .e 132 1.10 0.89
Infand . e .- .. 1.76 1.49 1.54
tal — = = e .. Nosuch classifica- No such classifica- 1.02
Coag tion (Included in tion (Included
Inland and in Inland and
Southern Southern
Regions). Regions).
Southern .. .. .. .. - 1.33 %1.07 1.00
ou {Coastal Southern). (Coastal southern).

3. The operated area per operational holding ranges from 0.89 ha. in the Coastal northern
region to 1.54 ha. in the infand region.

4. The operated area in the Southern region is the highest about 29.9 per cent followed
by about 26.2 per centin the inland region. The percentage are 22.7 and 21.2  respectively
in the Coastal northern aad in the Coastal regions.

NUMBER OF HOLDINGS AND AREA OPERATED.

Coastal Northern Region
ion the marginal class of operational holders below 1.0 hectare formed

In this regi ; .
about 74 per cent of the total operational holders, but they operate about only 33 per cent of

the total operated area.

The small farmers (1.0 to 2.0 hectares ) form about 16 per cent of the total holders and
they operate over about 24 per cent of the total operated area. Seven per cent of the totas
opérational holders belong to the semi-medium group and operate over 23 per cent of to

N 147-33—T6r
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operated ‘area. About 3 per éent of the operational holdings b ‘ , .

A elong t
(4u-0m‘to lOt:OIhectare_s) covering an area of about 16 per cent Oig the totagl oge?;:gtliuzlrea gr%%;;
number of large size holdings (10.0 hectares and above) are O, 3 per cent with a of 5
per cent of the total operated area. with an area of 5

2. The percentage of individual holdings t e . -
while it is only 0.9 per cent in the case (g)? j?)itn:l: htc?l:iailngs(.)]dmgs n the region is 99.0 per cent

3. The following table indicates the numb

: . er of holdi . .
of the region together with the area operated in each dllrsltgrslctarf operated area in the districts

TABLE 15.

Number and

Name of District. Operated area  per holding

percentage of  and percentage size.
number of of operated
holdings. area.
M ¥) 3 ®
. (ha)) (ha)
Madras 680 641.55 - 0.94.
(0.03) (0.04)
Chengalpattu 5,83,290 431,48901 . 074
_ (29.79) (24.69) ;
South Arcot 7,73,865 ©6,70,032.24 0.87"
(39.52) (38.34) '
North Arcot 6,00,445 6,45,337.67 1.08
(30.66) (36.93) i
Coastal Northern Region . .. 19,58,280 17,47,500.47 0.89
(100.00) (100.00) '

4. It may be seen from the above table that the o

than 1.00 hectare except North Arcot district where iperated area per operational holding is less

t is 1.08 hectare.

The overall area ¢overage in tall the. five groups of f: istri i i i
Small, Semi-medium, medium and large is asg indﬁkated arlr;;fgfw : (Districe-wise) vz, Marginaly

Vo

‘TaBLE 16..
. District.
‘ — A
Groups. r——lg:ir—czs. L Cllengjzlpattu.
: Percentage  Percentage  Percentage Percentag?
num@er of of area.  number of of area.
holdings. ' holdings. . c
e ) e e e ).
Marginal . . 8265 28.79 é0.37 35.01 ~
Smali 10.59 18.36 11.63 21.46
Sem_vi-‘mvedium B .. .. .. 5.15 14.21 5.68 19.89
Medium 132 6% . 198 1533
Large 029 31.74 034 826
Total .. - 100.00° 110000 '100.00 S 10000
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TaBLE 16—cont.

District.
(o —A- . 3
South Arcot. North Arcet.
A~ A 3
Groups. Percentage  Percentage  Percentage Percentage
number of of Area. number of  of area.
holdings. ' holdings. :
(1) ' 6 ™ ®) ).
Marginal ce e . . .. 74.48 30.07 68.22 33.53
Smail .. . . .. .. 15.27 24.55 19.43 2498
Semimedium .. .. .. .. 7.33 23.05 9.30 23.92
Medium e .. .. . 2.64 - 17.28 2.83 14.68
Large .. .. .. .. .. 0.28 o 5.05 0.22 289
Total . 100.00 100.00 10.000 100.00

’

5. Among the four districts, the Marginal farmers are found mostly in Madras district
next in order “come Chengalpattu, South Arcot and North Arcot districts. ~ But the
percentages  of their operated area to the total area in the respective districts varies
between 30 to 35 per cent. The average size of the operational holdings, in Chengalpattu is
Jeast having 0.32 hectares.

.

6. The percentages of small farmers in Madras, Chengalpattu, South Arcot and North
Arcot districts are found to be about 11, 12, 15 and 19 respectively. Wheréas'tpe percentages
of area operated are found to be 18, 21,25 and 25 respectively.

7. The Semi-medium farmers are found in large number in North Arcot district ; next in
order come Bouth Arcot; Chengalpattu and Madras districts. The ‘percentage ‘of operated
Area to the total area in the respective districts ranges between 14 to 24 per cent.

8. The Medium farmers are found to be between 1 to 3 per cent of the total operational
holders in all the four districts.

9. In all the four districts the proportion of large size holdings is uniformly negligible.
But the percentages of the operated area are about 32, 8 5 angl3respectlvely._ Thus it
is noticed that the percentage area operated by all groups viz., Marginal, Small, Semi-medium,
Meditm and large in the four districts lie within a range of 3 to 32 per cent. Except Madras
City almost all the operated area are equally shared by the first four size groups.

The following table shows that the average size of operational holdings in the various
groups of operational holdings (district-wise) namely marginal, small, semi-medium. medium
and large in the Coastal Northern Region during the year 1979-80 Census. '

TaBLE 17.

Average size of operational holdings in hectares

Groups.
istricts. r A
Districts Marginal.  Small. Semi-  Medium. Large.—
Medium.
(M ’ &) 3 4) % (6)
Madras .. .. .. . 0.33 1.64 2.61 4.92 101.83
Chengelpattu .. - .. 0.32 1.37 2.59 5.74 18.04
South Arcot . .. ' .. .. 0.35 1.39 2.72 5.67 15.72

North Arcot .- - - . 0,53 1.38 2.77 5.599 13 47
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2. Itcan be seen from the above table that the average size of th i ;
in Chengalpattu district and highest in North Arcot dis%rict. The ai;?:;gl;\;lefa;ah:s lowest
farm lies between 1.37 and 1.64 hectares. The average size of the Semi-med'o ef small
highest in North Arcot district and lowest in Chengalpattu district. The average sj Iun}‘ am is
farm is highest in Chengalpattu district and lowest in Madras district, In rc:sZ © ot Medium
size farm, the average size of an operational holdings in Madras district is thepehqt of large
the North Arcot district is lowest. ighest and

Inland Region.—In this region, the Marginal class of operational
hectare) form about 55 per cent of the total operational holder, but thcl)"()lg;?ra(gezxobw ¢ 90
per cent of the total are a of the region. The smail farms (1.00 to 2.00 hectares) formmi,t 16
23 per cent and they operate about 21 per cent of the area. Regarding the Semi- mad_out
group, the operational holders represent 15 per cent and operate more than 26 per cent sf i
total operated area in this region. About 7 per cent of the operational holders belo the
the medium group and operate about 25 per cent of the total operated area The nlg o
size farms represent very small proportion of 1 per cent but they cover an ope'rated are argtfz'
about 1l per cent. a0

2. The percentage of Joint holdings to total holdings in this region is 1.22 i
3.88in 1976-77 and was less than one per cent during the year 1970-71 Censﬁs:zereas 1t was

3. In this region the representation of different groups under joint holdings
area covered by them to total holdings are furnished below : ! gs and the operated

Percentage Percentage
nun}ber of area.

[/
holdings.
0)) () 3)
Marginal .. .. .. .. . .. 243 2.02
Small .. .. .. .. .. .. 1.36 1.31
Semi-medium .. .. .o .. .. 2.47 2.54
Medium .. .. .. ., .. .. 248 2.50
Large .. .. .. .. .. .. 13.14 28.00

The following table indicates the number of holdings and operated are in t

of the inland region together with the area operated per holding in each district, he district

TABLE 18.
Name of the district. Number and Operated area Per
percentage of and percentage  holgj; i
- number of of operated ( é:ﬁ,af;f
holdings. area (Hectares).
() @ &) C))
Salzm e .. .. .- .. 4,14.015 5,11,598.38
(31.49) 2533) 1.24
Dharmaptri .. . .. .- 3,47,939 4,61,742.03
(26.46) (22.86) L33
Periyar .. . .. .. .. 312,113 5,001,45.20
(23.74) (22.7%) L
Coimbatore .. . .. 2,10,186 4,74,514.38 .
(15.98) (23.50) -2
The Nilgiris . . . - 30,629 7
| 233 sy e
Region {Inland, e e e 13,14,882 " 20,19,659
. (10O ’“06?4 .54
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2. In comparing the Census figures of 1979-80 with that of 1976-77 for this region, the numbet
and area of operational holdings in the districts of Salem and Dbarmapuri have increased. In
the Nilgiris district, while there is a decrease of 440 in number, their operated area has increased

by 11,259 hectares.

The following table 19 gives the percentage number and area operated by five groups of far-
mers (district-wise), i.e., marginal, small, semi-medium, medium and large.—

2. In the Nilgiris district, 62 per cent of the farms belong to the marginal size group, with
regard to other districts in the region, Salem represent about 60 per cent, Dharmapuri district
about 59 per cent, Periyar district about 56 per cent and Coimbatore district about 38 per cent.

3. The proportion of small farms is highest in Coimbatore district and lowest in the Nilgiris
district.

4. The proportion of Semi-medium farms in the five districts vary between 12.04 per cent
and 21.82 per cent and the proportion of medium farms vary between 4.20 per cent and 11.84

per cent.

5. The large size farms are found to be little more than 2 per cent in Coimbatore district,
little more than 1 per cent in the Nilgiris and Periyar districts and less than 1 per cent in Dharmapuri
and Salem districts. )

The following table shows the average size of operational holdings in the various groups of
operatiopgl boldings (district-wise) viz., marginal, small, semi-medium, medium and large in the
Inland region:—



TABLE 19,

Districts. -
A

Coimbatore. The Nilgiris.

Dharmapuri. Periyar.

Salem.

b

Percentage
of
. area.

A

number of

Percehtage
holdings.

r

Percentage
of
areq

A

Percentage

number of
holdings.

—

A

Percentage
of
areq

number of

Percentage
holdings.

r

h)

A
Percentage Percentage

number of
holdings.

of
areq.

r

~

Percentage
of

<
L
S
A
St
SR
IRF
UE\
S
LA
(]
Q[
2
o

am

(10)

&)

(®)

)

©

&)

@

3

03]

ey

- 13.67 38.42 8.66 62.00 . 10.36

55.73

59.54 21.52 59.48 20.67

23.11

e .

Marginal

10.28

17.29

1

25.90 16.71

21.82

18.44
24.82

20.70

22.14 24.31

27.21

Small

2.04 14.06

26.94

12.95 28.12 14.27

28.33

12.85

Semi-medium

. 17.55

28.80 11.84 30.65 - 7.00 .

81

21.01 7.

94
0.49

100.00

4.

18.88

4.29

Medium

14.27 2.02 17.04 1.67
100.00

1.49

5.89

0.30 4.06

..

Large

100.00

100.00

100.00 100.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

Total

100.00
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TABLE 20.
Average size of operational holdings (hectares).
A
Distr.et. ' Groups. *
r A ™
Marginal. Small. Semi- Medium. Large.
medium.
t) 2 3 C)) ) (6)
Salem e .. - 0.45 1.45 2.72 5.56 16.76
Dharmapuri .. . 0.46 1.46 2.88 5.64 16.03
Periyar . . e 0.39 1.43 2.79 5.91 15.42
-Coimbatore .. . .. 0.51 1.46 2.79 5.85 19.03
"The Nilgiris .. . . 0.39 1.39 2.73 5.86 56.96

2. In Periyar and the Nilgiris districts, it can be seen from the above table, the average size
.of the marginal farm is 0.39 hectares. In the other districts viz., Salem, Dharmapuri and Coim-
batore, the average size being 0.45, 0.46 and 0.51 hectares respectively.

.3. The average size of small farm is least in the Nilgiris district, i.e., 1.39 hectares and highest
in Dharmapuri and Coimbatore districts, i.e., 1.46 hectares.

) 4 The average size of Semi-medium farm is lowest (2.72 hectares) in Salem = district, and
‘highest (2.88 hectares) in Dharmapuri district. '

5. The average size of Medium farm is least in Salem district i.e., 5.56 hectares and highest
in Periyar district, i.e., 5.91 hectares the average size of the large farm is least (15.42 hectares) in
Periyar district and highest (66.96 hectares) in the Nilgiris district, where tea and coffee estates
are plenty.

COASTAL REGION,

In this region, the marginal class of operational holders (below 1.00 hectares) form about
72 per cent of the total operational holders and their operated area is about 26 per cent only. Next
follows the small farms (1.00 to 2.00 hectares) representing 16 per cent of the total holdings with
‘their operated area of 22 per cent of the total operated area in the region.

2, The Semi-medium farm (2.00 to 4.00 hectares) forms about 8 per cent, covering an operated
area of about 24 per cent. ‘

3, The medium group holdings form about 3 per cent covering 20 per cent of the total operated

_area in the region. The large sized holdings are very low representing only 0.53 per cent with an
_area of about 8 per cent of the total operated area. o7

4. The percentage of Joint holdings to total holdings of this region is 0.51 per cent and it

~covers 0.52 per cent of the total operated holdings in the region.

5. The representations of different groups under Joint holdings and their operated ﬁea

.toVered by them are furnished below.—

Percentage Percentage
number of of
holdings. area.
a @ )
R Marginal <. .o .. . o083 - om
i Small .. .. 0.52 ‘ ' 0S50
Semimedium  — .. SR 5 & R 1 7 S
Medium & - e EEREERE TV NIV ¥ 7 AU
A Y e Lare: - & - : .o 3-‘5 A 336

[N

DIl 147-33—8
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The following table indicates the number of ‘holdi . L.
region together wit‘h\.tihg\ area operated per holding inngg(;ﬂg igg?:tated area 1n the districts of the

o TABLE 21.
g Number and .
et e oo i
’ of number
of holdings. Ofoﬁi:,‘:ed (hectares.)
(hectares.)
M i ) 2) v (3) ’ @
Thanjavur .. .. L) .. .. 5,73.329 592 '
A T ,449 -
. : (35.58) (36.22) 1.03
Tiruchirappalli . . . 6,77.131 . ,
; = . 21,13 ’82’543
| (42.03) @89 Lie |
Pudukkottai .. .. .. .. .. 3,60,765 2.60
y > ) 3833 Ty .
c D o (22.39) (15.94) 0.72
Region (Coastal) .. -". o oitL, U 16:111.225 . :”':1635 S
. LI ’ 3 : ) s ,825
' (100) (100) . 1_'02

‘2. Among the three districts in the region viz.. Thanj :
partig::lar? relating to Thalnjavur district alone is cbmparabjlzvvl:ff{hl;l;‘elc
number of operational holdings has thus increased by 35,092 in Thani > O
to last Census. Whereas, the operated area has increased only aélg'a\gulrsixstﬁneg:av;rl;en cI_cI>mpared
the average size of operational holding shows a decreasing trend in the district . s. However,

The overall area coverage in all the five groups of f; eri . y e . ‘
Semi-medium, Medium and large is indicated gelov{:.'j arms (district-wise) vz, Marginal, Smal,

TaBLE 22.
) Districts.
‘ Thanjavur, Tiruchirjlm TR ; ’
Groups. rPercentageA_P:)rc.er.t.ta; (Pe}cent eAP ) ML
,;;g;:;;;;so ? ,a(; f;a' m/;mb’gr ?’? erc‘;{ztage _ _I:Z:;zziag Perc:;tage
. . oldings. area. holdings. area. .
| 1 (2) ’(3) : (4) (6 P () )]
Marginal . 71.40 2688 6705 - 268 . 33 35.01
Small .. . 16.62 .. . 24.13 17.61 .. 2131 . 1131 20.74
Semi-medium. 8.66 U371 1000 3 5o 419.‘6‘3
Medium .. 2.95 17.65 451 U mEy T ey 1563
Large .. . .. 0.37 . 697 0.74 $.70 ‘0.35 899
Total ... 10000 - 10000 10000 10000 10006 " o0cn.

The proportion of marginal fa;m is ve igh wi A
Thanjavur and Tiruchirapalli districts, the 7y high with 81

—

per cent in Pudukkottai district. In.

h ) proportions of marginaj f; , ,
per cent respectively. With regard to the i gina. farms are.71: per cent and 67
it is also high in Pudukkottai district when gﬁgﬁ&"g&fé";gg" :;tgddits)gﬂgg" marginal farm,
3. In the case of Small operdtional holders th a " s
T e . s C rcen; kit
11 and i8 per cent. The proportion of apey opcr:geed btatglfi snumbernf holdiiigs:ranges between:
per cent. : Y Aroup ranges bﬁt\yqen 2] and U

e TG .- .
W, T s oy .

hirappalli and Pudukkottai,.
figures of last Census, "The.
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4, The Semi-medium farms in the districts of Tiruchirapalli, Thanjavur and Pudukkotta
represent 10 per cent, 9 per cent and 5 per cent respectively.” The: proportion of area operated;
by this group represent 24 per cent eéach in' Thanjavur and Tiruchirapalli'districts and 20 per cent»
in Pudukkottai district. The medium size farms occupy 2 to 5 per cent in the region covering
16 per cent to 23 per cent of area operated. :

5. The large size farms were found to be very negligible in all the districts in this region. In
Tiruchirapalli district, the operated area under large size holdings was highest being 10 per cent,
followed by Pudukkottai and Thanjavur district with 9 per cent and 7 per cent respectively.

The following table shows that the average size of Operational holdings in the various groups
of operational holdings (district-wise), viz., marginal, small, semi-medium, medium and large
in the Coastal region.—

TABLE 23..
Average size of operational holdings (hectares.)
: [ - i i N
Districts. Groups.
r —A -
Semi- .
Marginal. Small. medium. Medium,  Large.

M 2 €) @ )] ©

Thanjavur .. .. .. 0.39 1.50 291 6.17 19.42
Tiruchirapalli e e 0.39 1.39 2.73 5.80 15.09
Pudukkottai .. . e 0.31 1.33 2.71 5.74 ' 18.66

2. The average size of the marginal farm is 0.31 in Pudukkottai district and 0.39 in Thanjavur
and Tiruchirapalli districts. . |

3. The average size of the [arge farm is 19.42 hectares in  Thanjavur district which s
highest in this region, followed by Padukkottai and Tirvchirappalli districts with 18.66
hectares and 15.09 hectares respectively. - -

4. The average size of the small farm is least (1.33 hectares) in Pudukkottai district and
highest (1.50 hectares) in Thanjavur district. The average size of Semi-medium farm is least (2.71
hectares) in Pudukkottai district and highest (2.91 hectares) in Thanjavur district. The average
size of medium farm is lowest (5.74 hectares) in Pudukkottai district and highest (6.17 hectares)
in Thanjavur district. o

(COASTAL) SOUTHERN REGION,

In this region, the marginal class of operational holders (below ]_.00 hectares) form about
72.70 per cent of the total operational holders and their operated area is about }th of the total
area. The small farm (1.00 to 2.00 hectares) form about 15 per _cent of the total holdings and
their operated area is about 22 percent of the total operated area in the region.

2. The Semi-medium farm (2.00 to 4.00 hectares) forms about 8 per cent covering an operated
area about 22 per cent.  About 3 per cent of the total holdings relate to medium group holdings
covering about 20 per cent of the total operated area in the region. The large sized holdings are
very low representing only 0.59 per cent with an area of about 10.38 per cent of the total operated
area.y

3. The percentage of Joint holdings in the region to the_tota_l holdingg in the region is 0.51
per cent and it covers 0.66 per cent of the total operated holdings in the region.

4. The percentage number of Joint holdings and their area covered by them are furnished

ander group-wise.

Percentage Percentage
number of of
holdings. area.
(1) 2 )

i . .. 1.61 1.02
gix:;ﬁmal O 060 0.59
Semi-medium .o .- 1.33 1.30
Medium .. . .. . 1.72 1.74

. 5.97 7.43

Large .o ..
DI 147-33—8%
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: :'!hc number of holdings and operated area in the four districts of the region togsths }c
the area operated per holding in each district are indicated in the table belo,:w:—-gl getlier W m

Madurai

Ramanathapuram

'firune]veli

Kanniyakumari

Region (Southern)

Name of district.

TABLE 24,

Number and
percentage

of number

of holdings.

@)

6,01,581
(26.09)

8,28,915
(35.94)

5,97,323
(25.90)

2,78,297
(12.07)

23,06,116
(100)

Operated
area and
percentage of

operated area.

Chectares.)
3
7,08,320

(30.73)

8,36,314
(36.28)

6,77,842
(29.41)

82,400
(3.58)

23,04,875
- (100)

Per

holding

size.
(hectares.)

Q)

1.00.

2. The number of operational holdings has increased in Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli.

districts, when compared to. the last Census and decreased in Kanniyakumari district. But in-
respect of operated area, it has increased in Ramanathapuram district but decreased in Tirunelvel;’
and Kanniyakumari districts.

© 3. The average size of operational holding has decreased in Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli:

districts, whereas 1t has very slightly increased from 0.29 to 0.30 hectares in Kanniyakumari district.

The overall area coverage in all the five groups of farmers (district-wise), viz.,

sm~), semi-medium, medium and large is indicated below: —

Kamniyakimnari.

Tirunelveli.

A

Districts.

TABLE-25.

e,

4 Rainanathapuram.

margisse?

Madurai.

area.

Percentage of

Percentage
number of
holdings.

-

Percentage
of area

.

Percentage
holdings.

number of

N0

Percentage of
area

Percentage of‘ F;er*réemage'
number of
-holdings.

.area.

Percentage
number of
holdings

®
58.61
13.67
8.98
714
1160
10000

e, g

95.77
2.19
0.98
0.36
0.10

®
100.00

s s

M
23.48
19.21
20.33
21.72
15.26

100.00

©)

70.94

15.54
8.38
4.22
0.92

(5
26.39
2327
24.02
119.07
7.31

8.52
3.36

0.4

@
71.24

16.44

22.50
2292

&)
22.88
20.87
10.83

© 100.00

100.00- -

65.73

19.46
9.90
0.68

@
4.23

e T e

~e
-

..

Medium
Large

Marginal
Semi-medium

Small
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4. The proportion of the number of marginal farms is very high in Kanniyakumari district

In Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli districts the proportions of marginal farms are 71 per cent
in each of the districts and in Madurai it is 66 per cent. The proportion of area operated by the
marginal farms is also high in Kanniyakumari district, but in the other districts it is below 27 per
cent. In the case of small operational holders, the proportion of the number is below 20 per cent
and in particular in Kanniyakumari district it is as low as 2.79 per cent. The proportion of area
operated by the small farm in all the districts is found to be below 24 per cent. ' The proportion
of Semi-medium farm is less than 10 per cent in all the districts except Kanniyakumari district
in this region and they operated less than 25 per cent of area in all the districts. . The proprotion
of large size farms are very negligible in all the districts in the region. In Tirunelveli district, the
operated area under large size holdings was highest being about 15 per cent of the total oper’ated
area in that district. From the above analysis it can be seen that the distribution of size 6f holdings
is unique in Kanniyakumari district. This may be due to the fact that in Kanniyakumari district

only paddy and coconut are the two main crops which require intensive cultivation, resulting iz;
smaller holding. : o

5. The following table shows that the average size of operational holdings in 'various groups
of operational holdings (district-wise), viz., marginal, small, semi-medium, medivm and large in
the region — b

TABLE-26.
Average size of operational holding (Hectares)).
— ‘ —A— - —_—
District. Groups. m
r —A- —
Marginal.  Small. Semi-medium. Medium. Large.
) 2 3 “) & - (®
Madurai —— - .- 0.40 1.38 2.73 5.81 ' 18.68
Ramanathapuram .. .. j0.37 1.43 2.84 5.73 16.75
Tirunevlei .. .. .. 0.38 1.40 2.75 5.84 18.31
Kanniyakumari .. .. 0.18 1.45 2.70 5.87° 35.41

6. In Kanniyakumari district, the average size of the margina’ farm is 0.18 ha. and that of
the small farm is 1.45 ha. The average size of the large farm is 35.41 ha. which & highest in the
regicn. This is mainly due to the existence of rubber estates. In the other three districts of this
region the average size of marginal farm is found to be the least in Ramanathapuram district
i.e., 0.37 hectare and highest (0.40 hectare) in Madurai district. The average size of the smalf
farm is least (1.38 hectares) in Madurai district and highest (1.45 hectares) in Kanniyakumari
district. The average size of semi-medium farm is least (2.70 hectares) in Kanniyakumari district
and highest (2.84 hectares) in Ramanathapuram district. The average size of medium farm i
least (5.73 hectares) in Ramanathapuram district and highest (5.87 hectares) in Kanniyakumar;
district. The average size of the large farm is lowest (16.75 hectares) in Ramanathapuram district
and highest (35.41 hectares) in Kanniyakumari district. .

TYPE OF TENURES

The operational holdings are cultivated under three types,viz., wholly owned and self operated
partly owned and partly leased in and wholly leased in. There is some relationship between the
type of tenure and productivity of land. Therefore an attempt is made to analyse the area e
these three types of farmers according to five major groaps of holding size, viz’, marginal, < bly
semi-medium, medium and large. : T . » smatll

2. The region-wise distribution of holdings and the area under, the g
cultivation are analysed below in detail. (Table 27). : :¢, three types of
TABLE-27.
Wholly owned and  Partly owned part] - .
self operated. leased in holdings. Y Whogylleased tn
Region. — A — H—— r—“._gfi:lg -

Number. Area.  Number.  Areq Numbe, ¥

(IN PER CENT,) - Ara.

() @ O O ®) . (6) )

Coastal Northern .. .. 99.43 99.25 0.19 0.19 .0.07

Inland .o .. .. 9998 9998 00 oot oo  OU
Coastal .. .. .. 9585 ‘9435 15 167 2.49 bt
Soutbern .- .. .. %B®  M® 031 on e 23
STATE . .. .. 9847 9869 . 04 0.4f —

<8R

T ——

—————

———
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3. The percentage of wholly owned and self operated holdings in coastal Northern region
is about 99.43 per cent covering an area of about 99,25 per cent of the total area. It is interesting
to note that in the Inland region, the per centage of holdings is 99_.98 covering an area of about
the same 99.98 per cént of the total operated area. In the coastal region, the petcentage of holdings
is about 95.85 covering an area of 94.35 per cent of the fotal operated area. In the Southern region
the percentage of holdings is 98.69 and the area covered out of the total operated area is about
99 per cent. The percentage of partly owned and partly leased in holdings is the least in Inland
region with 0.01 per cent and highest 1.15per cent in the Coastal region. And again the areas
covered by the partly owned and partly leased in holdings is the least in the Thland region w;th
0.01 per cent of the total area operated and highest 1.67 per cent in the coasial region. The per-
centage of number of wholly leased in holdings and area have decreased considerably, compared
to the previous census. T

4. In the following three sub-sections, the above -analysis is extended to ;dach of the four
regions with comparison among districts in each region. N

‘‘‘‘‘

‘n

COASTAL NORTHERN REGI ON’

The number of holdings and total operated area in. the region under differex’t types of tenure:.

are indicated as follows (Table28). - e |
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having

-
Area.

(13)

2.61
0.00
0.60
0.01

herwise

A

operated.
0.88

12)
0.00
0.78
0.01

Holdings
some land ot

Number.

(11)
13.08
099
0.00
0.02

Area.

holdings.
(109)
16.62
0.20
0.00
0.02

A

Total Number.

area.

Wholly leased in

160
0.68
0.03

0.04

®

@®

0.86
0.14
0.01
0.02

d trend is noticed when compared with
Area

oldings ranges from 0.62 ha. in South
ize of the owner-cum-tenant holdings has decreased census

rth Arcot district and lowest in Chengal-
strict and a mixe

The average size of the wholly leased in h

1.42 ha. in Chengalpattu di

the earlier two censuses. The average s

owned. leased.
Q)
[0.74
0.54
0.02
0702

Area.

A

Partly owned and
partly leased in holdings.

1.62
0.59
0.01
0.02

(6)

80. (Table 30).

TABLE-30

Numbgr.

—

and in South Arcot and North Arcot districts, though it

ed in 1979-80.

strict,
—_
Areq.
)
82.71
98.93
99.37
99.93

A

@l

80.88
99.21
99.95

99.21

Wholly owned and
self operted holdings.

Number.

and North Arcot districts. [t is highest in No

pattu district.
.

Area.
100.00
100.00
00.00

100.00

&)

$. The following table givés the estimated percentage number and area of operational holdings

4, The average size ~f the self operated holdings shows a declining trend in Chengalpattu,
by tenure and tenancy status during 1979

after census in Chengalpattu di
declined in 1976-77, but increas

South Arcot

Arcot district to

Total holdings.
Number.
@
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

District.}
M

Madras
Chengalpattu
South Arcot
North Arcot

63

6. During the census under review, the estmated percendage of wholly .
- operated holdings vary beiween 80.88 percent and 99.95 percent gin ali the détﬁggegx tl?: i o
Similarly the area operated also vary between 82.71 per cent to 99.93 per cent. The holdings eglgn'
other types of tenure are very tew in all the districts except in Chengalpattu district IngMu?l o
districe under wholly leased in holdings, the number is about 17 per cent and the area o ' tras
is about 13 per cent. In Chengalpattu district, the percentage of wholly owned and self op:rated
holdings have increased from 93 per cent in 1976-77 to 99 per cent in 1979-80 ; the corres %rg_c
area also increased from about 92 per cent in 1976-77 to 99 per cent in 1979-80 in this %lnt ing
In South Arcot district, the percentage of wholly owned and self operated holdings have incrs r'cfi
from 95 per cent in 1976-77 to about 99 per cent in 1979-80 ; the. .correspdnding area easle
increased from about 95 per cent in 1976-77 to 99 per vent in 1979-80. It is interesting to y sto
that in North Arcot district the percentage of wholly owned and self operated hol dign 0 ﬁo e
increased from 95.23 per cent in 1976-77 to 99.95 per cent in 1979-80 ; the corresponding ron
also increased from 94.65 per cent to 99.93 per cent. g area

. F .
7. The following table gives the estimated percentage numbsr and area of oparaii i
- ted perc 3 zratio S
by tenureand tenancy status in Madras district for the various groups of farmcrgdu;i ng ?lg%’fgg‘g’

Tt may be seen from the above table that about 84 per cent of the total, wholly ov a
operated holdings are marginal farms with 24 per cent of the area operated {); ?:gfglazll:}nsd_lr
wholly owned and self operated holdings about 9 per cent are small farms . op=rating an arcr
of 16 per cent and about 0.4 per cent are large farms operating an area of about 38 pzr cent u 1dea
~wholly owned and self operated holdings (Table 31). ' > pr ceat under
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TABLR 31.

Madras District

Wholly owned and self operated

Wholly leased.in holdings

Partly owned and partly leased in

holdings.

Groups.

holdings:

|

A

A

P,

Number.

e Y e

Area.

Area Number. Ar§.
leased.

Areal
owned

Number,

@®
59.01

¥)

61.84

C)) &)
38.16

72.73

3
[24.22

V)

)

78.7¢

65.89
34.11

4.36
8.73
5.27
1.27
0,37

8

Margina
Small

32.80

18.59
2,65
0,00

0,00

21.27

16,30 .

8.19-
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.0V
0.00

0.00
0,00
000

0.00
0.00
0.00

14.52

.~y .~

e

Semi-Medium
Medium

6.58
38,38

L2 )

——
(™)

-

64

&)

[

.

Layae

65

8. Atcut 73 per cent of the partly owned and partly leased in holdings bélong to margina} -
grcup £1.d they have created atcut €6 per cent of the total area owned and about 62 per cent of the
arca leased in. Atcut 27 peicent belong to small farm group which own about 34 per cent of
aica zxr.d has leascd in 38 per cent of the area. Atcut 79 per cent of the wholly leased in holdings
Jie in tke margiral gicup and they cperated atout 59 per cent of the total area wholly leased in
the district in this grcup.  Atcut 19 per cent of the wholly leased in holdings belong to  small

group and they operated about 33 per cent of the total area wholly leased in the district jn ~this
group.
9. The following table gives the estimated percentage nurober and area of operational hold-

ings by tenure and tenancy status in Chengalpattu district for the various groups of farmers-
during 1979-80



TABLE 32.
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10. 1t can be scen from the above table that about 80 per cent of the total wholly onwed -
and self operated holdings are marginal farms, with 35 per cent of the total area under wholly
and self operated holdings. About 12 per cent ccmes under small farms operating about 2] per
cent of the Total area in the District. About 6 per cent are semi-medium farms operating
about 20 per cent of area. About 2 per cent are medium farms operating about 15 per cent
of the arca. The proportion of large farms in this category is negligible. '

10. About 85 per cent of the partly owned and partly leased in holdings in Chengalpattu
district belong to the marginal group and they have operated about 64 per cent of the area owned
and about 27 per cent of the area leased in. About 8 per cent belong to the small farm group
which own about 15 per cent of the area and has leased in about 35 per cent of the area. About
58 per cent of wholly tenanted holdings lie in the marginal group and they operated about 23 per
cent of the total area leased in the district in this group. About 19 per cent of wholly leased in
holdings are small holdlings operating on about 18 per cent of the total area leased in. About -
15 per cent are semi-medium holdings operating on about 29 per cent of the total area leased in.
It 1s to be noted that the large farms do notlease in any land either wholly or partly in this
district,

11. The following table gives the estimated percentage number and area of operational holdings
by tenure and tenancy status in South Arcot district for the various groups of farmers,—



4rea.
®
57.23
24.50
18.27
0.00
0.00

A

th‘o-IIy leased in
. holdings.
)
84.00
12.00
4.00
0.00
0.00

Number.

—

15.55
33.72
25.715

(©)
24.98

v Area
teased.

0.00

holdings.
A
18.52
39.18
34.18

Area

cwned.
)
8.12

0.00

@

Partly owned and partly leased in
33.33

Number.
32.18
24.14
10.35
0.00

TasLs 33.
South Arcot district.
Area.
3
30,02
24.57
23.05
17.29
5.07

owned and self

. W

operated holdings.

(2)

74.44

15.29
7.35
2.64
0.28

Wholly
Number.

—

.

.

Gro ips.

0]

.0
.
“e

—e

Mérﬁnal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

69

12. It can be seen from the above table that about 74 per cent of t

seif operated holdings are marginal farms, with 30 per centp of the totalllzrte%tzgnzgt? valhoﬁwniczvanj
and self operated holdings. About I5 per cent are small farms operating about 25 per cgnt of;:[i)
total area in the district. About 7 per cent are semi-medium farms Opgrating about 23 per cont
of the total area. About 3 per cent are medium farms operating about 17 per cent of trl)le tc,?h;
area. The proportion of large farms in this category is negligible. About} of the partly ov o.ad
and partly leased in holdings in South Arcot district belong to margin;l group and th}e’: l\;ne

an operated area of about 8 per cent of the total ares ownedfand about 16 per cent leasyed P
About 32 per cent ure small farm group which owns about 19 per cent of the area and leased]'?'
about 34 per cent of the area. About 24 per cent of ths partly owned and partly leased in holdi -
in South Arcot district belong  to the semi-medium group and they operate ’lb?f;
39 per cent of 1hs'total area owned and 26 per cent of the area leased in. About 10 per Cer;t ' u

medium group which owns about 34 per cent of the area and leased in about 25 per cent of ;;e
area. About 84 per cent of the wholly tenanted holdings lie in the marginal group and thee
operate about 57 per cent of the toial area wholly leased in the district. About 12°per cent of thy
wholly leased in holdings are small holdings operating on about lth of the total area leased i e
It is to be noted that the large farms do not lease in any land either wholly or partly in this dist e
also as in Chengalpaiiu district. y i this district

13. The following table gives the estimated percentage number a . L
: X nd area of operationa:
holdings by tenure and tenancy status in North Arcot district for the various groups olta‘ farménr:;

D1l 147-33—10



TaBLE 34.

North Arcot district.

Wholly leased in

Wholly owned and self

holdings.
A

Partly owned and partly leased in
holdings
A

A

operated holdings.

Area Area Number. Area.
Owned. leased.

Number.

Area,

Number.

Groups.

—

) (8)

58.25

(6)

8.00

35.59
32.04

(5)

C)

(&)

¢))

(b

31.85
36.88
27.55

R.24

23.85

33.54
24.98

68.24

ae

Marginal

29.13

31.64

46.25

o 19.42

.

Smali

11.65

31.07

21.54
7.69
0.77

23.92
14.68
2.88

9.29

e

.

Semi-Medium

70

3.72
00.0

0.97
2,00

15.74

28.24

2.82
0.23

Medium

8.63

0.81

-

-—

Large

71

14. It can be seen from the above table that about 68 per cent of the total wholly owned and
self operated holdings are marginal farms, with 34 per cent of the total area under owned and self
operated holdings. About 19 per cent are small farms operating about }th of the total area in
the district. About 9 per cent are semi-medium farms operating about 24 per cent of the area
About 3 per cent are medium farms operating about 15 per cent of the area. The proportion of
large farms in this category is negligible. About 24 per cent of the partly owned and partly
leased in holdings in North Arcot district belong to marginal group and they have an operated
area of about 8 per cent of total area owned and about 8 per cent of area leased in. About
46 per cent belong to the small carm group which owns about 32 per cent of the area and has leased
in about 36 per cent of the area. About 22 per cent belong to the semi-medium farm group
which owns about 31 per cent of the area and has leased in about 32 per cent of the area. Xbout
58 per cent of the wholly tenanted holdings lie in the marginal group and they operate about
32 per cent of the total area wholly leased in this district.  About 29 per cent of the wholiy
leased in holdings belong to the small farm group operated on about 37 per cent of the total area
leased in. The large {arms do not whoily lease in any land in this district.

15. The following table indicates the percentage  distribution of area covered under

different types of tenancy in the four districts of Coastal Northern region for the different farn
groups in the case of owner-cum-tenant holdings :—

DNl 147-33— 104
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16. The above table shows that more area is leased i

. Madras district than South Arcot and North Arcot dirétgiit;) wwnlfiié the ~

Chengalpattu have not leased in any land for fixed money. The same patt OW.rle}‘-cumftenarl‘ts in
the case of operational holdings cultivating for fixed produce.  The prop oo ound to exist in
cultivating for share of produce is greatest in Chengalpattu district follpOr :ion of fartrers who are
South Arcot and Madras districts in that order. Within Chengalpattuoge by North Arcot,
Arcot districts cultivating for share produce ot is more popular. In Che outh Arcot and North
the various groups of farmers also, the same trend is witnessed in the mngglp attu district among
medium groups of farmers while there are no medium and Jarge size faifgma!, small and semi-
of owner-cum-tenant cultivators. In South Arcot district about 1/3rd of ms I the  category
fixed money. of the land is cultivated for

cum-tenant for fixed money

the area covered under different types of tenurc in the four districts of Coastel Northern region for

{ly tenanted holdings :—

17. The following table shows that
the different farm groups in the Case of who

TaBLE 36.

Area leased in by

For share Usufroctuary

For fixed
produce

Oth-r terms

mortgage
(per cent).

For fixed

wholly

of produce

(per cenp).

(per cen)t. {per cent).

money
(per cent).

leased
in holdings

(hectares).

e Group.

'~
-

Si

District.

3 4 &) (6) N (8)

2

Marginal

O]

0.00

0.00
0.00

17.59

80.83

1.58
3.89

0.00
0.00
0.00

49.50

Madras

6.68 0.00

89.43

100.00

.. 27.52

Small

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

6.87
0.00
0.00

Semi-Medium

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

Medium
Large

75

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

12.57

85.22

221

83.89

Total

4.43 0.00

84.24
89.16

11.33

0.00

386.30

(Y

Marginal

)

Chengalpattu

0.00
0.00
0.00

3.60
5.11

3.03

7.24
6.79
3.59

0.00

0.00

305.60

Small

87.10

0.00

494.43

Semi-Medium
Medium

93.38

501.87

[y

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Large

88.69 4.35 0.

6.96

0.00- .

1,688.20

Total
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re

, South Arcot (Cent
medium farms prefer to cuitivate for fixed produce

o
g7
2% 8
P
S5 2
o5 A
SE3
»
B&<
= nm nm
b m.lv
g32¢e
U= .
2553
53 2s
EEEE
2583
w 2EEE
233 E
o B
=t
288
o O
o8c &
el o
St
BZE28
AR
£8%2
5<H o -
clh ) w "~
o =2 |
= Q ﬂA »
S48 3
EuS g .
Iu.. = W m .‘l
Ol .= ~
-V
2 =
353 a
50°0 000 $5°68 9L 69T 70'601 - 12i0.L
00°0 000 000 00°0 00'0 000 " adney
000 000 00°001 00'0 000 90 " wapIp
00°0 000 00001 000 000 0°0€ WnIPIN-1WAg
00°0 000 00001 000 00'0 1oy a frewg
00°0 000 (40 2 16°9¢ Ly'8 ELVE o jeuldrey  ° o h 1021V YHION
000 000 00°001 00°0 000 yUIE a [e10L
000 000 000 000 000 000 " e
00‘0 000 000 000 000 000 e wnipap
000 000 00001 000 000 69 WP~ IURS
000 000 00°001 000 000 £9°L o jews
00°0 00°0 00°00 00°0 000 Ll o eug@rew 1001y {Inoy
(8 ) (©) () ) (€) () m
(sa40123Y)
(Jua> 42d) (o 42d) ‘(122 42d) (1100 4ad) s'Sulpjoy ut .
s(ruap 40d) 28p8 101t ampoad fo aonpoid dauosu paspa) dnoap a118 “201281Q
surday 4ay1)  dapnionins aanys 10d paxtf 104 paxif 1od A]joym

{qul paspa] Doty



JqefieAs ION—"Y'N

Lo ¢6°0 cri P11 yi'e YN LYo 811 YN wo 60 VN et repoynpng
or't €1 L't 691 1€ ore €0't 9L'0 96'0 91'l 0¢'l 9l ** 0t yeddengorany
£0'1 LOY €T A €Ly 30'7 $6°0 Lo 60'1 €01 W01 1'% - - naefueyy
(€D (49) av (on) 6) ® W © © () © @ @) .
08-6L61  LL-OL61 YL-OL61  O8-6L61 LL-9L6T  1L-OL6T 08-6L61  LL-9L6T  I1LOL6T 08-6L61 LL-9L6T  1L-OL6I -
, Ill!..manQ“W.ﬂa 1200381 ’ ) .Nnbzwwugﬂuzig a “ul NM.MM& %&9\\& $ .wwwucumme ? paumo .»SS\.AM .uo.:sﬁQ M.—w
‘sSutpjoy fo uu%ﬂ%ﬁu:\ ’ .,w
‘g€ Favy -

s3UTPIOY Bt P3ses] ATOTM JO 958D 3Y) Ul (BY 06'0) 231097 | Wew) ss9f st Suipjoy 1ad zis aTeoae oqy ¢

osle st wa)  Aq poyerado ve

pnl

*1893 194 96 100Q

o) pue Judd 12d 96 SWIO)  YOIM SSWIP[OY pAjeIddo Jjos pue paumo Afjoum jo uonsodoid o) smoys 2[qel oA0qe 3Y] T

- ¥ » -
L 4
B (001) (001) o
01 e . 759°LT91 e . £v8°C0°91 et
(Le0) (157) ) 3
cg.c .- .. wommwm .. . » mghov .
€91) 11 .
N Ly "1 . e ypTLT " . 065°81 ot
(96°56) (€€96) :
fo'1 ot T 00619°¢1 .. °t 8S0‘vYS1 T o
(o1) (6) ® 03] ()] (©) ) © @
. - - 18°6L61 LL-9L6] 1L-0L61 08-6L61 LL-9L61 1L-0L61
_OSGL6L  Lw9tel  1L06H OSTEL6T  fedrel | 1Uost o8
{(saappropf ) a3ppuaouaad pup poty aSpiuardod
az1s Buiployf 13d pup taquinu Suplog]

DISVO)  UOIGY

FASKELAAN

[eioL
- s3utpjoy ur pases] AoyM

“sguipjoy
ul pasesf Ajued pue paumo Lpred

“sguipjoy
parerado Jjom pue poumo KjjoYMm

1)

SHIDIS 24NlE3

“08-6L61 VI POWIO) A|Mmal sem UOIS) [R)SBOD SIY) 9snBoaq SAINSH SASNSTId OM? JH[IBD O3 Yiim paledwod jou dre
vole pue Jdquunu fenjov a4y *MO[2q UMOYS dlk dINUd) JO sadAy juasayip xopun uctdas sigy wr edle pReIdo 1ej0) pue sSurpjoy jo ssquinu o 8eyusosad oy

‘NOIDIY TVISYOD



81

80

0 o 100 700 10°0 00'0 100 100 yL'66 £EL°66 00°001 00°001 v
€10 €10 19°0 Lo 6v'0 Lo wo ¥eo LL'86 8'86 00001 00°001 -
140 14O 99°¢ 91’9 ¥6'¢C 8Lt 91'C ¥8'C 9768 98°68 00001 00001 .
€y @) an (oD (6 () 0 ) © ® (€ 4]
‘DaLy “pasva} ‘paumo
DLy “J2QUINNT ‘vasy daqumy  pjoJ paly DAY daquinN  paay daquiny  pady *daquinN
r'Ju —J — N — )\ — J A -~ J
‘papaado sSupjoy sSupjoy *s3upjoy *s3mppoy
SS1M42Y10 puby 2wos u1 pasnaj Kjroy.4 ut pasoay £134pd pub paumo Ajpang pawiado fjas pun mog
Suravy s3uipropy pausmo Ajjoy 4
‘6t 31AVY
£35 %
288 3
25y £
e 2 3
»w Q5 m
1
285
)
B

-80. The avera

77 and 1.03 in 1979

iruchirappalli and Pudukkottai have also decreased.
ady declining trend.

4, The average size of the self operated holdings in Thanjavur district
holdings in Ti

71 decreased to 1.02 in 1976
5. The following table gives the estimated percentage number and area of
by tenure and tenancy status.

holdings show a ste

1970-

reoyynpn,
= qreddenyoni,

. maefuey
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. 6. During the year 1979- 80, the estimated percentage of wholly ow

ings is low in Thanjavur district compared to the ogther districyts o? iﬁj [;ggsiglrfl‘ opgruattetcii)ehold-
operated by partly owned and partly leased in holdings and wholly Jeased in hold}ngs are h‘aflea
when compared to the other districts in the region. The area operated by partly own dlg 4
partly leased in holdings and wholly leased in holdings is negligible when compared {vith t; ane
under wholly owned and self operated holdings in Tiruchirapalli and Pudukkottai districts © area

7. The following table gives the estimated percentage nu ' i
by tenure and tenancy status in Thanjavur disg’ict. g¢ number and area of operational holding

TasLE 40,

T hanjavur District(Percentages)

Partly owned and partly leased in

Wholly owned and self operated

Wholly leased in

holdings.

holdings.

holdings.

..

A

AL

Number,

R

Area leased."

Area.

Area owned.

Number,

Area.

Number.

Groups.

®)
30.82

™
63.96

25

©6)
14.44

33.57

30.63

)
16.27

@
49.35
28.23

3

@

1)

27.21

72.60
15.60

Marginal
Small

36.48

&0

29.88

23.11

23.834
6.03
2,83

©100.0

9.24
1.09

0.11

31.22
18.74
100.00

16.10
4.13
0.54

24.10
100.00

8.38

Semi medium-

15.32

18.38
7.20

100.00

3.04

0.38

100.00

Medium
Large .

83

6.04
100.00

5.54

100.00

Lx3

All Sizes
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8. It may be inferred from the above table that about 73
self operated holdings are marginal farms operating on 27 per cent of the area
constitute small farms operating on about 23 percent of the area. Aboyt 49 .e
owned and partly leased in holdings are marginal farms operatin her
of the land owned and about 14 per cent of the land leased in.
leased in holdings lie in the marginal group with the area of about
holdings, that have wholly leased in land, forms about 26 per cent
leased in holdings and they operate on an area about 36 per cent.

per cent of the wholly owned and

About 16 per cent

cent of the partl
g an area of about |6 per cen};

About 64 per cent of the w
wholl
3fl per cent The number of smaﬂ
of the total number of the wholly

9. The following table]gives the estimated percentage number and area of o . i
by tenure and tenancy status in Tiruchirappalli district for the variou peeanion: | holdings
the year 1979-80. $ groups of farmers during

(Table 41)

TABLE 41.

' "L--.°°
1§28
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= e e
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& 5 0
S lg ~ 9
& |8 & &
= < -
WV
L
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35
23
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=
o
‘B0
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29.06 33.90 18.38 26.87

35.82
18.17
4.68
0.48

100.00

21.12
23.75

2211

17.55
10.07

()

.

Small

2006 -

7.59
3.17

31.01

35.62

Semi-medium
Medium
Latge

16.54

13.94

19.50
4.61

100.00

4.52
0.75

100.00

o

.

027

10000

5.79

1100.00

9.77

100.00

a0

we

10006 -

—

All sizes
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10. In Tiruchirappalli district about 67 per cent of total wholly owned and self-operated: -

holdings are marginal farms operating on an area of about 23 per cent, About 18 per cent are
small farms operating on about 21 per cent of the area. About 10 per cent are semi-medium
farms operating on about 24 per cent of the total area. About 36 per cent of the total partly owned
and partly leased in holdings lie in the small farms group cultivating about 29 per cent of owned
area and about 34 per cent of the area leased in. About 71 per cent of the wholly leased in holdings
are marginal farms cultivating about 32 per cent of the area wholly leased in. ~About 18 per cent
of the wholly tenanted holdings are small farms cultivating about 27 per cent of the total area of the
wholly leased in holdings.

11. The following table gives the estimated percentage number and area of operational hold- -

ings by tenure an tenancy status in Pudukkottai district :—

2.

4
Pudukkottai District (Percentages)

b

TAnLe

Wholi)’ leased th

Partly owned and partly leased in

Wholly owned and self-operated

Dl

. holdings. .. . -

holdings.

holdings.

te
[N
Q/‘\
S T
§
=
s
%
-
R
S
LYY
~
s
2
S
gv
13
e
<
"
S
—
E
=
r?
§
:-E'c
-~
8
5
=
-
~~
L)
w
)
£
S
147-33—1

74.33

93,51

48.06
45.57

30.40

29.75

68.00
24.00

£35.00

181.13

be

Marginal

et

3.90
2.59

0.00

120.72

19.64

§11.30

Small

9.66 .

16.01

1.39
4.98

18.73
21.12

=

4.00
4.00
0.00

100.00

5.24
1.97
0.36

100.00

Semi-medium

000

15.65
18.99

100.00

Medium

87

" 100.00

0.00
100.00

0.00
100.00

Large

0.00

10000 -

-

All sizes
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12. It can be derived from the above table that about 81 per cent
and self-operated holdings are marginal farm, covering 35 pl;r cent o‘}ftﬂ? ttoott?] v;}‘gly i"{’)ﬂc‘.}v
11 per cent are small farmers operating on about 21 per cent of the total area. About 5 e
are semi-medium farms operating on 20 per cent of the total area in the diétrict Ab ptcr2ccn t
cent are medium farmers operating an area of 16 percent. About 68 percent of the art(;u per
and partly leased in holdings in Pudukkottai district belong to marginal grou axfd thy OV;I]ned
an operated area of about 30 percent of the area under total area owned aboulz 48 ant are
leased in. About 24 per cent of the holdings belong to the small farm gro’up which et ?m are
30 percent' of the area owned and 46 per cent of the area leased in. About 94 per ont ?bout
wholly leased in holdings are marginal farms and they operated about 74 per centpof ‘;entt 0] the
wholly leased in, in this district. The large farmers do not lease in any land either a' ﬂe ota] area
in Pudukkottai district. _ €T partly or wholly

13. The following table depicts the percentage of area covered under differs | :

v : ; ttypes of ten
in the three districts of the coastal region for the d erent typ ‘ancy
tenant holdings. g e different farm groups in the case of cwrer-cyme-

e

0.40

W e Y pemitat coctl

0.46
0.22
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.7
0.00
-0.46
0.76
00.0
0,00

percent,
®)

Other teres

1.44
1.38
1.81
1.26
3.15
1.61
0.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.02

Usufructury
mortgage percent,
@)

38.99
37.62
25.05
4.33
13.97
0.00

(6)
24.16
28.10

31.33
22.16

29.78
16.42

For share of

51.97
57.85
69.80
72.02
68.75
80.06
64.30
55.62
25.14
81.65
'59.58

)
63.49

For Fixed
Produce percent} produce percent,

7.14
2.93
3.34
2.37
0.00
3.40
15.46
21.27
21.46
45.08
18.35
23,58

For Fixed
Money percent.
C))

"TABLE 43,

3
1,525.07
639.41
324.28
714.45
654.16
293,91
122.14

by partly
3,545.59

owned partly
1,617.88

3,234.76
2,198.94

10,562.71

hectares.

leased in hold-
ings in

Area leased in

.o
X
LX)
L)
e
ove
[ R}

ave
-

...
e
.e
X
.o

@

Size Group.
Sg._mi-mcdium ..

Semi-medium. .
Medium
Me(}ium

Total

Marginal
Large

Marginal
Small
Large
Total
Small

ve
..

e

1)

Thanjavur

District.
Tiruchirappalli



6.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
10.00
£0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

100.00
100.00
100.00
100,00
100.00

0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.0
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
£ 0.00
0,00
0.00

483
4.8
0.14
. 0.50
0.00
10.05

)
Semi ‘medium. .
Total

Mediu m
Large

" Margina\
Small

‘e

Pudukkottai

9y

14, The above table illustrates that more area is leased in by owner-cum-tenant for fired
money in Tiruchirappalli district than in Thanjavur district while in Pudukkottai district owner-
cum~yenant holders have no leased tin any land for fixed money. More land was leased in for
fixed- produce in Thanjavur district than in Tiruchirappalli district. In Pudukkottai distriet the.
entire area leased in is for share of produce only and the area in Thanjavur district is more thap-

in Tiruchirappalli district. ‘ .
15. The following table shows that the percentage distribution of area covered under different:
types of tenancy in the three districts of the region for the different farm groups in the case -of
wholly tenanted holdings.
(He. Table 44)
bove table amplifies that more area is leased in by wholly tenanted holdings fos
ﬁxed'161;1(3;1hc§' ?nql“liiuchirappall)li district than in Thanjavur district and within the district also it is
more popular than the other types if Tenancy. In Pudukkottai district the cultivators have not
leased in any land for fixed money. In Thanjavur district more are is leased in for fixed produce: -

n in Tiruchirappalli and Pudukkottai districts. The area leased in for share of produce is more -
ltllll ?ulc;luzllﬁl;lt‘t:ail diIs)frict than in Thanjavur district and the area is negligible in Tiruchirappalli dis--

trict.
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ged et e 0 . TaBLE 44.. . - . ... A A
J R o Area . For . For . ; . For Usu "ua- f‘i‘{:
i volistrict . SizeN . leased  Fixed Fixed  .share tI{(;ry- Ql{:;;” .
AR -Group.  inby  Mongy  Pro- of mort-. . ..Per ..
wholly  per duce pro- - | gage - ..cent.
leased cent. per duce per
e e .. .in hold- .. ceat. . per .cent,
Ty e L ings in S " cent. '
hcctares. R
M @ G) @ (5) ® 0
Thadjavat' ... Marginal 10,328.67 257 4466 51025 0'gg
TR T small 1222687 195 ° 5063 46 70 e
Semi- 46.38 079 " 025
S medium 7,993.42 176 5491 ‘4187 - R 7
et Mediom o 2,022.05 31§ 3905 55.38 (])gg 8%
T Large ..  949.50 000 - 5558 4225 217 Y 'glon:
Total .. 33,520.51 211 4925 4723 0.92 0'49-
“Fwruchirappalli .. Marginal 1,573.62 30,90 66.00 2.65
Small .. 133056 3632 , : 0.15 0.30
Semi- 60.35 2.65 0.08 0.00
medium 993.41 66.45 29.94
Medium  818.53 8779 1128 053 005 oal
Large .. 23513 100,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total .. -4,951.25 52.33 45.07 2.39 0.07 8‘?2
Pudukkottai .. Marginal 27.16 0.00 42.60 57.40 -
‘ Smal .. 353 0.00 ' ' 000 000
Semi- 0B 971 000 0.00
medium 3.85 0.0 64.96
Medium 0.00 0.00 000 oo 000 0.00
Large .. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0'% 0.00
Total . 36.54 0.00 45.95 54.05 0.00 ggg

INLAND REGION

The number of holdings and total operated area in th i i
- gicts of Salem, Dharmapuri, Coimbatore, Periyar and 'l‘hee 1&:{231 rgigsltop tcompnsmg of the dist-
of tenures are clearly shown below tict, under different types
- (H.e. Table 45)

2. The above table reveals that the proportion of w
during 1979-20 in the Inland region is 99.98 per cent. I!Ilﬁil);n%?ég:gs attﬁdtseéf Operated holdings
in this region prefer self operation. The actual number and ares are not c?) the owner cultivators

. CENSUSES figures because, Tiruchirapalli, Madurai and Pudukkottai distric‘gslpaie_d with the earlier
in the Yaland region are now in the other regions due to the formati Wwhich were hitherto
1979-80. ton of the fourth region during
(M.e. Table 46)

3. The average size of self operated holdings ran

Wholly leased in and owner-cum-tenant holdings ges from 1.24 ha. to 2.26 ha. during 1979

exists in Coimbatore district only during 1979-80.

-80.
old-

4. The following table gives the estim
ings by tenure and tenancy status

ated percentage number and area of operational h
(He. Table 47)

5. It is interesting to note that except in Coj .
: . oimbatore di .
-self operated byhthe cultivators in the oiher districts of the iterxg;] that the entire area owned ig
‘batore district the area operated otherwise is negligible with ¢ l’ and also that even in Coim
-1. per cent,

6. The following table reveals the percenta
tenure and tenancy status in Salem district for gtien:,)::!ooe:‘ and area of operational holdings by

_He. Table 48). froups of farmers,

TaBLE 48,

Inland.

Region :

D1

Per holdings size

Area and Percentage.

Holdings Number and
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2.99 2.27 426

183
(0.01)

1,07.013
(297
34,160

1,26,613
(3.53)
78,872

43
(0.00)

47,146
(1.92)

42,384
(2.09)

owned and partly leased in

F ho%,dings

11,27 1.19 1.71

249
(0.01)

20,19,604
(:00)

(0.96)
35,96,367
(100)

(2.20)
33,86,973
(100)

146

©0.01)

13,14,792
(100)

(L.I7)

28,762
24,58,217
(100)

61,942
(3.05)
20,31,425
(100)

e

Wholly leased in

Total

1.54

1.46

1.77

an
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TanLE 48,
District ;.  Salem,
Wholly owned Partly owned and partly Wh
nd self operated ; : Wholly leaged
4a o I£i ":1;:. ate leased in holdings. in hplém_g_g

N r——e

Size groups. Number. Area. Number.  Areq Area Number. Area-‘

owned.  legsed iy,

)] ) 3 ) - (9. (] M 8)
Marginal . 59.54 21.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00
Small .. .. 23.11 27.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Semi-medium .. 1285 2833 0.00. 000 000 000 0.00
Medium .. .. 4.20 18.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 - ggo
Large .. .. 0.30 4.06 0.00- 000 - 000, 0.00 1.0
All sizes .. .. 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09

7. 1t can be seen from the above table that about 60" ' .
self ¢perated holdings are marginal farms operating on ‘I;ﬁi)foiinézo gg;ﬁctez‘tdé‘f”‘:guy ownsd and
23 pereent are small farms operating on about 27 per ceat of the area. Aboyt 1§ area. About
semi-mediumtarms operating an area of about 28 per cent of the area About 4~per__m’:nt are
medium farms operating on about 19 per cent of the area. The rest of th UL 4-peticent are
the large tarms. The area operated otherwise is nil. ' ® Tea is operatea by

8. The following table depicts the percenta

tenure and tenancy status in Dharmap o the oer and area of operational hOIdiﬂgS-

uri district for the various groups of farmg during 1979—3

TABLE 49,

Wistrict :  Dharmapuri
Wholly owned and Party owned an

: dopartty Wholly
self operareq % oily leased in
holz’lings. leased:in holdixgs. holdingy..

. ! ‘ o
Size group. Number.  Areq, m Niiend :

owned. leasedsip. ber Are.
(4)] 4] )] @ &) © Q) ®)

Marginal .. 5948 2067 000 000 080 000 0.00
Smat .. .. 215 243 000 000 0.00 0.00 0.00
Semi-medium .. 12.94 28.12 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.00 0.00
Medum .. .. 4.94 21.01 0.00 . 0.00: 0:00 0.00 0.00
Large .. .. 0.49 5.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Al sizes .. .. 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09

are semi-medium farms operating about 28 ; gl
farms operating on about an area of 2] perpgnct:?nt,bf % frea, About 5 per cent are mediym

e
farms. The area operated otherwise in this district is mﬁﬂ,ﬁ;”;ﬁg&g %‘Psetrgsd by the larga

97
0. The flloving e indicass the cuimaie, eseniags namber, e of orerina

Ko Ty, tenure ang tenancy stafis in Pegiyar district for the various-groups of farms daring
v District.: Periyar.
’ Partly owned and partly Wholly leased in
Wh;’g; g]?;’;fz‘feflnd Ie'a{;ed in holdings. holdings.
holdings. ) R .
I g .
Size groups. : Numb;tt A?ea., Number.  Area Arecc  Number Are a.

owned. leased in:

(1) (2 &) @ ® ® 7 ®
Marginal .. S5T3 1367 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Small .. .. 2070 18.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Semi-medium .. 1427 24.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Medium .. 781 28.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Large 149 1427 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
All sizes .. 10000  100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

g . istri per cent of the total wholly owned 4nd self operated holdings
11. In P 'i.“yars ﬁft‘,ﬁ‘fnﬂ;’r‘_’e‘ff;ﬁe;& &m. About 21 peryc‘ent of the total holdings are small
are margmal. e of abeut:18 per cent. Abous.14 per cent are semi-medium farms with an area
farmg,with @i}t'a“ﬁbom 8 per cent of the total holdings are memium farms operating on an area
of ];"31'2(:96n r cent and the remaining area in the district was operated by the large farms. The
Of;bggérategeotherwise in this district is also Nit as in Salem and Dharmapuri districts.
ares

rhe ing table shows the estimated percentage number and area of operatiopal
b mil,;zg's bye tizllll‘r):v lgfdfﬁglznf:y status in Ceinibatore distnsct during 1979-80.
MO, o

L |

TABLE 51,

District : Coimdatore

-self operated "in holdings. holdings.

‘ ' Partly owned and partly leased ~ Wholly leased.
Stize Groups- Wholly owned and artly dt;ﬁq pa
: ' holdings.
.l

f > dre rea " Number. drea,
: Number. rea. rea 3 rea,
Number.  Area owned. leased in.

w 2 Q) @ ) © ¢} ' (3).:

inal. . 3842 8.66 16:28°  0.40 0371 40.41 14.26:
:‘::“‘“l‘ .. 2590 167t 1395 55t 468 2945 22;_',2‘
mimedum .. 2182 2694 236 1540 1528 1986 32
Medi;@ L 1184 3065 4186 6502  60.60' 1028° 30,57

Lar 202 1704 465 1367 1907 000 0.00
Allsizes.. ... 000D 10M60-  10060. 10000 1000 10000 10004
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1,13, In Coimbatore: district” about 38 ‘per c¢ént - y il I e i

aré marginal farms. with an arca bf abott O per-cer?tf “ﬂ?ﬁf gg 3;’?‘*" o#Il operated holdings
an area of 17 per cent. About 22 per cent are semi-medium with an 4 Cfnt Jare small farms with
12 per cent belong to medium farms and the area operated is 31 r;e:r (Te‘i or 27 per cent. About
large farms operating on an area of about 17 per cent. About 23 (éen - About 2 per cent are
and partly leased in holdings are semi-medium farms- wherein both }t)hr cent of the partly owned
leased in by them are ab- ut 15 per cent. About 42 per cent of the to‘:a;]irea owned and the area
farms wherein the area owned is 65 per cent and the area leased in is 6] holdings are  medium
cent of the wholly leased in holdings are semi-medium with an area of ber cent.  About 20 per
10 per.cent are medium farms with an area of 31 per cent e _z?bout 33 per cent and about

14. The following table shows the estimated pe ; '
holdings by tenure aid tenancy status in The N’ilgirr)isrcdeils]ttjl 8¢ humber and area of Operaﬁonal

during the year 1979-80. - ict for the various groups of farmers

TABLE 52,

| . | District :  The Nilgiris.
' Size Groups. Wholly owned and A .

. Partly owned and N
self t_’perated in hgld?:gfar tly ’ea_sed Wholly legsed
haldings. , ‘ holdings.
it e O A—— A o
o L Number, . Area. Number. Area. Areq . r—; .
B R : owned. leased in ‘umber' " Areaq,
By ) 3 @ 6 o . '
Marginal. . .. 61.99 10.37 0.00 0.00 000 ) ®)
Small .. .. 1130 1028 . 0.00 0,00 , 600 : . 0.00
Semi-medium ., 12.04 14.05 0.00 0.00 000 0.00- 0.00
. . : 8 0.
Medium.. .. 700 1755 000 0 g 0 o
' . 0.
Large .. .. LeT 4175 000 000 g 0 o
i : o o o ' . 0.00 0
Allsizes .. . .. 10000 10000 "~ 0.00 000 o , .00
R 0.00 0.00
15. In the Nilgiris district about 62 per;cent
are marginal farms and the total area col\)zeréd tn?igrﬂ:ﬁi:vg:?y owned: and sejf operated holding

17 per cent are small farms with an area o

farms are about 14 per cenit. The medi fafb'Out 10 per cent. ~ Abaut 12 per ¢ - About

The large farms are about.2 um 1arms are about 7 per cent with Cnt are semi-medium

that | ghA district th ut.2 per cent but they OfPerated on an area o f43 an area of |8 per cent
at in this district the arca operated by large farms during 1976.77 y.PC. S0t It is to be foted

area otherwise operated is nil in this district also as in Salem was only 12 per cent Te

It is interesting to note that while the percenta » Dhar . . The

mapuri f v,
: b dadiet : of purt and Periyar :
Nadu is decreasing, it .is increasing in the Nilgl%‘?s di:tr:i?:topertaed 1 b yar nde_F;ctqi
| . V,-‘Zv m‘

egory is about 1¢ per cent

Y the large farms i

16. The fo)lowing tabie shows the percentav ¢ distributi ‘ . o
Eatogc district of the Inland region in the case gf oéfn?ﬁg&%ﬂ;‘ nder the area covered in Cojimy-
oldings did not exist in the other districts during 1979-80 nant holdings since such type of

99

. :‘v B 'I'VTM 530
- District. Size group. Total . = For fixed- - For fixed  For share © Usufru- Other
. . areq - - money. - produce. = of ctuary terms.
' - under 7" produce.  morigage.
partly O
owned and n
partly
leased in
holdings )
o ... Pectares. o . : P
o 2 ©)] ) &) (6) 7 ®
’ » Per cent. Per cent.  Per cent.:' Per cent.  Per cent.
Coimbatore .. Marginal.. 0.27 100.00 0.00 T 0.00° 0.00 0.00
Small’ .. 341  64.52 000 2083 1466 0.00
Semimedigm 1113 5031 000 2857 2112 000
Modiom .. 4415 6693 (200 1937 170 000
Large .. 1389 1325 000 596l 2114, 000
Allsizes .. 7285 5417 728 . 24.. 1011 000
Salem Marginal. . - 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 000 0.00 0.00
harmapuri
]P)eriyar P Small ..  0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00. - 000 0.00
ilgiris.
The Nilgitls- o i-medium - 000 0.00 000 000 - 000 0.00
Medium .. 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 . 000 Q00
Large .. 000 000 000 . 000: 000 . 000
All sizes ... 0.00 0.00 000 000 0.00  0.00

17. The above table adduces that in Coimbato:e d‘istrict more are was leased in by partly
owned and partly feased in boldings for-fixed money the percentage of area being about 54 per
cent. 'The percentage of area leased in for share of produce is about 28 per cent. The percen-
tage? of af§a Jeased in for fixed produce is about 7 per cent. Within the district the medium farms
have Jeased in for fixéd produce while the other types of farms have not leased in any land for
fixed produce. The area leased in under usufructuary mortgage is about 10 per cent.

- onr

- . N oh . ’.'~'j4'x."”,"-¥
o 18. The following table indicates “the percentage distribution covered by, different.
of tenancy in Coimbatore district of the Inland region for the different farm groups in the case
of wholly leased in holdings singe such type of holdings did not exist in the other districts during
1979-80. .
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.. . TABLE 54. . TABLE 55—cont.
jStrict. ] . T , . Area and
Digtricrd . Size growp a,'-’ﬁgl' Far fixed - For fixed " For.share Usufruc- - Sghep percentage. Per holding size (in heciares).
. :'tmder mo"%}’f produce. ! Of tuary terms. ‘ " ™ —A- —
‘wholly «.:produce.  morigage. 1976-77  1979-80 1970-71  1976-77 1979-80
owned and '
leased in oo (6) M () &) (10
holdings.” ' .
* : Wholiy owned and self operated holdings 93.69 99.36 1.32 1.13 1.01
) 2) 3 €)) ) ©) i .
T i 4.27 0.20 2.19 1.70 0.64
Coimbatore Marginal 35.48 Per gf)nég Per cept.  Per cent.  Per ée:)n. Per c('gr)zt. - Ppartly owned and partly leased in holdings
h o : . 0.00 2.51 0.00 46.81 Wholly leased in holdings G 2.04 0.44 0.98 0.84 0.48
Small .. 55.53
‘ Y R i) 9.54 2.83 3.30 26.56 Total .. 100.00 100.00 1.33 1.13 1.00
Semi-medium  81.74 91.34 4.53 413 0.00 000 —
Medium .. 76.08 79. . table shows that the proportion of the wholly owned and self operated holdings
9.32 0.00 20.68 0.00 000 is in%:}ezgig; t:;;:us after census, while it is decreasing in the cases of partly owned and partly
Large .. 0.00 10.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 Jeased in holdings apd wholly leatged in hold'mgs census after census.
All sizes .. 248.83 74.38 3.62 8.67 0.73 12.60 3. Th;r :(\i'legilg; sizes of the qperated area.‘p‘er holding under all the types of tenure, have
.im . . . . N d @-sﬂl - ’
Salem | Marginal. . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o
]P?eharmapun Somall 0.00 v . 0.00 0.00
‘Periyar malt .. . 0.v 0. .
The Nilgiris. | 0 000 000 000
. Semiwmedium 000 080 000  qgo 0.00 000
Medium . . 000 0:00 0:00 0.00 - 000 0.06 | | Tanie 36.
Large .. 0:00 0:00 0.00 0.00 000  Too ~ District. Average size of holdings. _
~ Allsizes .. 0.00 0,00 000 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 . Wholly owned an;iL self operatei ) Wholly leised in. -
. - - -80 1970- - -
19, 1t may be seen from the above table that in Coimbatore about 74 per cent of the areq 1970-71  1976-77 197980 1970-7L  1976-77  1979-80
{ound to be leased in by the wholly leased in holdings for fixed money. About 9 per cent of t 1;8 | @ 3) @ ) © @
area is eased in forfsh::e of prolduce andf4 per cent of the area is leased in for fixed pro ducee O .
About 13 pe cent of the area is leased in for other terms. It is to b ‘ :
in this district have not wholly leased in any land. 15 to be noted that the large farms Madurai ;.- . 1.50 1.32 .18 099 0.72 0.92
1 o Ramanathapuram 1.32 1.21 1.01 1.03 0.93 0.00
Tirunelveli 1.45 1.25 1.16 0.70 0.48 0.46
SOUTHERN REGION, 0.36 0.27 0.30 0.56 0.29 0.61

Kanniyaku‘mari

type;n:;;‘ ft’:;‘:fr'étaf; gﬂgggfegfbg?égérfs and total operated area in this region under different
TABLE 55 | _ Avgrage sizefj{ holdings—cont.

: o R P o Owner-cum-tepant. District average.

| Region + Sauthern Region. | . '1376-7i 97677 197980 197071 1976.77

Tehiire Staths. - . Hf’".”.’"gs nmbei‘ and pé;rcenidge.‘ ,' » ;::Zeqic‘;'g ‘ ®) ©) (10) (1‘1) 12)

9T0-TL 197617 19w 50 “rgnon . g 2.65 2.13 1.92 1.50 1.32

- 2 3) @ '(5-) Madurs? - = .. 2.58 2.02 0.00 134 1.22

Wholly owned and self operated holdings 89.35 94.39 98.76 $8.86 Rama'n'ath‘aPl,lramv . = o 1.8_3 6’_61" = ]42 .’ o
Partly owned and 'pa.lrtly leased in hojdings 3.§4 o 2.85 0.31 5.99 Tiruncﬁ_@ll e ) N;A; s . ,,0.38 | 0.57 )

ng]]y ! gased in ,h‘OA‘dihgs‘ T . 2.76 093 N 5.15 Kanniyakumart == N.A.—Not Available T

p Total - .. 100.00 - 100.00 10000 "fUO.(D I

et 22 &
4 -
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4. The average size of self operated holdin s has d
districts of the region. The district average sizeg of holdeig;a;e;i Zlowly and sparingly in all the
in Kanniyakumari district, ecreased in this region except

5. The following table gives the estimated pere
; ents .
holdings by tenure and tenancy status:— percentage number and area of operational

TABLE 57,
District. Total holdings. Wholly owned qng
_ N operated holdiz;‘:.
Number, Area. o Number. Area
l .
Madurai .. - . e 100.00 100.00 99.67 99.67
Ramanathapuram .. .. e e 100.00 .
. 100,
Tirunelveli .. . . .. - 100.00 100.00 95.41 9 00!
| | | , . . 7.95
Kanmyckumari . o o .- llOOOO
. 100.00 99.91
A 99.87

Partly owned and partly leased in holdings.
——— e AL

=
Number.  Area owned. Areq leased. Total are-t;.\
| (6) ) ) )
Madurai © .. .. e .. 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.05
Raménathapuram . . .. .. 0.00 0.00 0 00 -
. . 0.00-
Tirunelveli .. ve .. . ‘e 1.14 0.18 0.43 0.61
Kanniyakumari .. .. . . 0.00 . .
: - - 0.00 0.00 0
. .00

Whally leased in holdings. holdings leasing some land

] otherwise operated.

T
Number. drea. r--m .
. Q.

. (10) (1 (12) 3
Madurai: .. .. .o 009 007 021
Ramanathapuram .. . .. .. 0.00 0.00 0.21

: 0.00
Tirunelveli .. .. .. .. .. 3.43 L4l 000 0.00r
Kanniyakumari . .. . .. 0.06 013 ) 0.03
) 0.03 - 0.0r

6. In Ramanathapuram district the entire area i
Madurai districts the percentages of area operated by e f‘f;glglpgl;:te% In Kanniyakumari ang
are 99.87 and 99.67 respectively while it is 97.65 per cent in Tirunel ned and self operated hol dings,
otherwjse in fhese districts is negligible. veli district, The area operateq
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following table depicts tho estimated percentage number and area of operational
ho]di’/ﬁg:-g; t:nure ar%d tenancy status in Madurai district for the various groups of farmers during

1979-80 :—
TABLE 58.

Madurai district.

' . Wholly owned and Partly owned and partly leased Wholly leased
Stze groups selfyopemted in holdings. in holdings.
holdings.
— A —A- _ ——————
Number. Area. Number. Area Area Number.  Arca.
owned. leased in. :

%)) ) 3) 4) A) (6) )] (3)
Marginal.. 65.74 22.50 32.78 11.35 9.88 72.66 . 3591
Small 19.46 22.86 32.78 20.94 27.45 21.69 3267
Semi-medium .. 989 2290 2500 3089 4125 3.06 10.23
Medium .. 4.23 20.88 8.89 31.29 21.41 2.68 17.19
Large 0.68 10786 0.55 5.53 0.01 0.00 0.00

Allsizes: .. 10000 10000 100.00 10000  100.00 10000  100.00

district about 66 per cent of the total wholly owned and self operated holdings
covering 23 per cent of the total area under cuitivation. 19 per cent of small
farms and 20 per cent of semi-medium farms operate 23 per cent under each category. 4 per cent
of the Medium farms operate an area of 21 per cent. Roughly less than | percent of ihe large
farms operate an area of 11 per cent holdings. Approximately 33 per cent of the total of partly

leased in holdings are small farms with the cultivated area calculating 21

8. In Madurai
are marginal farms,

- i and part] v
owne et th y] area owned and 28 per cent of the area leased in.  Roughly 1/4th of the

per cent of the total area v per cent 0 »
‘holdings belong to semi-medium group cultivating 31 per cent of the total area owned and about
41 percent of the total area leased  In this district. Further 73 per cent of the wholly tenanted
holdings are marginal farms operating an area of about 40 percent. About 22 percent of the
whlly tenant holdings are small farms and they have operated approximately 33 per cent of the
total area wholly leased in, in the district. .

9. The following table depicts the estimated percentage number and area of operational
holdir{gs by tenure and tenancy status in Ramanathapuram district for the various groups of
farmers during the year 1979-80 :—

TABLE 59,

Ramanathapuram District. e

Partly owned and partly Wholly leased i

. : :Z}?;I)};roav::fz;%ngs. . leased in lﬁliings_ holdings . "
A . owned. leased in. o

1) @ @ @ ®) ©) o
Marginal om24 2632 0.00 0.00 00 o oo
Soall .. . 164 22 000 000 000 000 { 000
Semi-medium 8.52 24.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0,00
Medium .. 3.36 19.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Large . - 0.44 232 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
All sizes j0000 10000 000 000 000 000 0.00

DIl A 147-33—144
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10. T Ramanathapuram district, about 71 per

holdi=_s are marginal farms and the area operaft)ed %e; tth(zrint%eeig h%léy owned and self operated
About 16 percent are small farms, operating about 23 percent of fh Per cent of the total area.
9 perceﬁt are semi-medium farms and they operated an area of 22 area m this district.  About
are mediun farr_ns, and they operated an area of about 19 percent of tl?er' cent. Al?o“t 3 per cent
rest of the land is operated by the large farmers. The area operated ¢ area in this district. The
district is nil. perated otherwise in Ramanathapuram

11. The following table gives the estimated

] e e percenta

ings by tenure and tenancy status in Tirunelveli district tggrnt\amber and area of operational hold

1979-80.— ¢ various groups of farmers duriny
g

TABLE 60,

Tirunelveli district.

Wholly owned and Partl ’
| self operated holdings. gno;lvo';f;l_in agd partly leased  Wholly leased
Size groups. r-_—'-——/“-'-'———; r——-—-\-——w_i in hOIdi"gs~ ‘
Number. Area. Number, )ire&-—i;‘? r&—TA—w,—-w
owned. legsed in, umoer. . Area.
1) @ 3) @ 5 ®) o @
Marginal .. 7026 29 8701 5537 3586 | 92.02 ') .
- ) > o2 56.37
Small .. .. 15.86 19.28 8.47 19.86 16.17 £s.14 14.
o | | 6. . 4.64
Semi-medium .. 8.58 20.48 3.16 10.83 $14.72 2.18 11.07
Mediur .- 435  21.99 093 1625 | [8.93 o) :‘6.2
Large .. . 0.95 1326 - 043 7.69 24.32 0.15 11.70

All sizes .. 100.00 100.00 100.00 00.00 00
h * '1 . l 00 lw 00
. b dd lw-m‘

12. It can be seen from the above table, th
- p able, that about 7
or;:lerlelltic_:d holdings are marginal farms with 23 per cenltl ofotll::rtggnlt of the wholly owned and self
se r:'m ez;imrir?operatmg about 19 per cent of the total area in th ea d?fe?. About 16 per cent are
i)pe;at?nguabn;iftr??;egeggtn %fa'l tt)f:ut 20 pei'](ient of the area, About :’fg:;t I:‘bout 9dper g are
| : e area. The proportian of cent are medium farmers.
:)l:::e(li p:;dcex;trﬁpirztmg an arlea. of 15 per cent of the total arg;e lzxge farmers is just a little 162
I ted | cent of the total od. - afginal grou
in. Roughly 8 per cent of the total ,ho‘l_din_'gs belzl:ga &wt ed,,-a‘n& 3{«,6 Ber cent ofgtrhe gr::(liegslgg

- . of : ! he
about 20 per cent of the area, and 16 per cent of the area le;’s% 3 iﬂam::tryi "gtr%lip which owned
‘ - Alout 92 per cent of the-

wholly tendnt‘holdings lie in the margin - _
1gs lie In the marginal group and th

area wholly leased in. About 5 per cent of the wholtl?z/ ﬁ:gezzt?d abou; 56 per cent of the t
operating about 15 per cent of the total area wholly leased i; in holdin ¢ tota}

13. The following table gives the estimated percenta

afigs by tenure and tenancy status in Kanniyak 8¢ number and ares of operational hola

during 1979-80.— umari district for the variou of o
during S 8roups of farmers

‘
(

gs are small holdings.

Size Group

M
Margnal
Small

‘Semi-medium

Medium -+
Larg:
M sizes -+

14. It is .seendfmm, n the ?a

By owngd and self opers,

gggn)gjs to 't§c smalt farm grou
rated arca uft

artly owned an

in holdings are

-~ 1S5, The following table show.
of tht Southern Region

.
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TABLE 61.

Kanniyakumari district.

Wholly owned and Partly owned and partly Wholly leased in
self operated holdimgs. lecsed in holdings. holdings.
,—-———_———'-*--—-—'——"ﬂ e N 7 A —_
Number.  Area. Number. Area. Areu Number. Area,
owned. leased in.

Q2 €)] @ )] (6) ) (8
9573 58.33 0.00 0.00 000  87.58 47.93
2.81 13.71 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 7.45 16.07
1.00 9.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.24 6.60
036 718 0.00 0.00 000 373 29.40
0.10 11.76 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 00.00
10009..  160.00 0.00 0.00 0.00. . 100.00 100.0

bove table that ia Kanniyakumar distri¢t, about 96 per cent of the
ted holdings belongs to the m rginal group and about 3 per cent
(b operating an area of about 58 per cent and 14 per cent of the total

pectively. Tt is interesting to note that there are no

" his type of tenure respectively. .
d‘?ﬂ;‘ rtlysletgé% 4 in holdings in this district. About 88 per cent of the wholly lease

pginal farms operatifig an atea of about 48 per cent in his district.

s the percentage distribution of area iCovered in the disricts-
in the owner-cum-tenant poldings :— ‘

TasLE 62.
. 3 & & : A
'g% g & & £
TS & S =
£ g . § g
S8 % T2 T~ b B
§° F XY 3% g 5 §& 8
s g3 £2§ 8% £ §
~TI< 5 8§ 8 &% 3%
388 £ S 8§ 3% 88
District. Size Group. &S R C S 3
o Marginal (592 000 20.10 59.05 20.35  0.50
Mac urd small 44.24 228 30.63 51.45 4.0 1.63
Semi-Medium 66.48 0.00 27.12 5131 20.94  0.63
Medium 3451 0.00 2226 67.45 10.29  0.00
Large 000 000 000 0.00 000 0.00
Al sizes 16115  0.63  26.35 5557 16.70  0.75
. . 000 000 000 000 000 0.00
. athapuram Marginal - - ) ’
Ramanathap Small . 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00
Cemi-Meairm 005 000 000 000 000 0.00
Mecum 0.00 000 00. 000 000 0.00
Large L 0.00 000 000 0.00 000 0.00
F s .. . [ 000 000 000 000 000 000
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§ SR N 3 8 X 5

N S ~ 8 ) &

ey S g T S 7

L g T R S

339, 3 w2 5 2L s

S_.% 3% % i s8¢ %

-:,‘.:\'S [L‘ Q O .E‘- - ::
SIss & S8 %y fy 2
IR88 & 8 3% R
District. Size Group. < =F é ‘5 = L%% § " § s
Tirunelveli Marginal .. 1,057.56 005 7477 24920 0.98 000
Small .. .. 47681 021 8043 1906 016 004
Semi Medium 43429 376 7853 1688 083 00
Medium 26352 119 7341 2530 010 g0
Large .. .. 71735 202 9184 449 165  qo0
All sizes 294953 120 8027 1761 091 oo
Kanniyakumari  Marginal .. .. 000 000 000 000 000 ‘000
Small e 000 000 000 000 000 - 000
Semi-Medium .. 000 000 - 000 000 000 g
Medivm .. .. 000 000 000 000 000 0.00
Large .. ee 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Q00 0.00
All sizes .. .. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 . 0.00

- 16, The above table shows that in Tirunelveli district more area ig | i

tenants for fixed produce than on any other terms. In the case-of ow;er?::;c}tégag{s %‘:ﬂ?:c'.‘m
for share of produce, Madurai district takes the lead. There are no owner-cum-tenant Z‘“{t‘g
vators in Ramanathapuram and Kanniyakumari districts. In Madurai district the medium ulti-
of farmers prefer to cultivate for share of produce and there are no large farmers in the catgroup
ot owner-cum-tenant. Cultivating for usufructuary mortgage is also popular to an ext egory
the. owner-cum-tenant cultivators in Madurai district, In Tirunelveli district the lar e'e?t with
prefer to cultivate more area for fixed produce than the other groups of farmers, g¢ larmers

17. The following table shows the percentage distribution of the area covered nder di
) DI \E€ U h flerent

types of tenancy in the districts of the Southern region for the different farm s in the
wholly tenantéd holdings : ' Broups in the case of

Dustrict.
1)

Madurai

Ramanathapuram

Tirunelveli

Kanniyakumari

Size Groups.

)

. Marginal

Small

Semi-Medium -

Medium ..
Large

Aﬂ sizes
Marginai

Small
Semi-Medium
Medium

Large

All sizes
Marginal

Small o
Semi Medium
Medium .. .o
Large - -
All sizes s v
Marginal .. .
Small .. .-
Semi-Medium .-
Medium

Large .o

All sizes .. .o
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TABLE 62(a).

3 % g
=
§ R Ev
€)) 4
191.17  5.13
15648  L.78
49.02 (1297
82.3¢  {0.00
000 _0.00
47901  3.96
000 . 0.00
000  0.00
000 0.00
0.00 0.00
000  0.00
0.00 0.00
5399.82  5.53

1,401.30  5.74
1,059.14 592

595.12  7.04
1,12032 551
9,575.70  5.70

4771 0.00
1589  0.00
652  0.00
2907  0.00
0.00 0.00
99.19  0.00

Fixed Produce

(Per cent).

For

®)
40.23
18.29

76.42
0.00
0.00
29.85
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
61.28
83.58
91.00
87.82
91.05
72.96
69.38
74.45
£100.00
100.00
0.00
81.18

For Share of produce
(Per cent).

—_
N
S’

51.49

79.52

10.61
100.00
0.00
64.80
0.0
0.00
0.00

© 0.00
0.00
0.00
33.14
10.68
2.67

- 5.14

3.44
21.27
30.62
25.55

"7 0.00

0.00
0.00
18.82

mort-

gage (Per cent)

Usufructuary

—
~1
S’

0.97

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.39

0.00.

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.41
0.00
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Terms (Per-

Other

cent),

®)

218

0.41
0.00

0.00
000

0.00

L

000 -

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0t
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00



48 In Kanniyakumari and Tirunelveli districts more |
while in Madurai district the wholly tenanted hol
The other terms are not popular with the wholly tenanted hol
puram district there are ao wholly tenanted holdings.
group prefer to cultivate for share of produce only, while i
and medium sized holdings prefer to cultivate fo

The percentage of sown and net cul

are indicated below —

Serial number and Region,
0]
1 Coastal Northern -
2 Coastal * ‘
3 Inland
B

4 Southern *

TABLE 64,
: Coastal Northern. e
Serial number and utilisation. — — A - ,-.\E) astala*
3 1970-710 197677 1979-80° '1970-71 1976.77 1979-80"
| M @ o @ O R,
1 Currer fallows 10.58 12.15 13.42 14.61 21.15 13.48
2 Uncyltivated land excluding 1.44 - 0.82 0.98 '
fallows. 175 0.61 - 118
3 Fallow other than Current 2.32 0.87 0.7
fallows. 2 >4l 1.73 117
4 Cuyltusable Waste - 2.17 1.73 [0.55 T 2.82 2.70 1.43
5 Land not available for 1.94 0.89 1. .
Cultivation, ‘ >3 140 0.71 1.85
‘ Inland. '
Serial number and Utilisation, ~—o- A — Southern »
K 4 s » Ty e A
1970-711 1976-71 " 1979-80° 1970-7; 1976-77 197950
. (0 (8) 9) (10) (11) (12) o) .
J
1 Current fallows - 1612 21.78 19.42 14.61 21.15
: ‘ ) ) . 21.71
2 Uncultivated land exclud- 1.45 0.7
ing fallows: T 00 L7 0.61 1.33
3 Fallow other than Current 1.76 0.80 :
fallows. 063 341 173 1.18
-4 Culturable Waste 1.31 12.28 0 76 ' 2.82 | 2.7
) . .70
5 Land not available for 2.15 0.78 1.76 134
Cultivation. : 1.40 0.71 .92
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: and is leased in for fixed froduce
dings prefer o cultivate for share of produce.

dings in this region. In Ramanatha-
In Madurai district the medium farm

n Kanniyakumari district semi-mnedium
r fixed produce only.

LAND USES,
tivated area to the total operated area in each of the region
TABLE 63,
Percentage of sown Percentage of net cultivate
areq. area.
[ —- N e
1970-71  1976-77  1979-80 1970-71 197 6-77 1979-?0
(2 Q) O] () (6) (M
81.55 83.52 82.80

74.01 73.10 80.89
71.21 73.58 77...03

: A : _ 74.01 73.10 73.52
% Newly formed Regions from the Coastal Southern Région of 1970-71 an

2. The percentages of sowh area and net cultivated area ar

two censuses since, the coastal region and the southern region are newl
The Hét sown area is more in thg t: region y formed d

92.13 95.68 96.22.
88.62 - :94.26 94.37
93.33 95.36 96.45

88.62 94.26 95.23
d 197677,

* Newly formed regions from the Coasta] Southern Region of 1970-

71 and 1976-77.
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3. The percentage of area under current fallows is highest in the southern region during
1979-80. The proportion of area under uncultivated land excluding fallows is also h_xghpst in
the southern region. The proportion of area under fallow other than current fallows is highest
in coastal and southern regions. Similarly the proportion of area under culturable waste is also
highest in Coastal and Southern regions. The land under non-agricultural uses was more or less
same in Coastal Northern, Coastal and Inland regions during 1979-80.

.‘& 4. The particulars of net sown area and net cultivateq area distributed under different size
groups, district-wise, in the Coastal Northern region are given in table below :—

TABLE 65,

Region : Coastal Northern.

District. Size Group. Net sown Net culti-
area. vated area.

0 ) 3) @
"N .. .. .. Marginal .. .. . .. 28.21 28.52
Madras Smalgl .. .. .. .. 18.43 18.36
Semi-medium .. .. .. 13.89 13.64
Medium .. .. .. .. 6.01 1.05
Large .. .. .. .. 33.46 3243
Chengalpattu . .. Marginal .. . . . 36.05 35.46
’ Small .. .. .. .. 21.63 21.98
Semi-medium .. - .. 20.30 19.68
Medium .. .. .. .. 15.12 15.23
Large .. .. . . . 6.90 7.65
South Arcot .. .. Marginal .. .. .. .. 30,41 30.19
‘ Small .. ce e 24.72 24.76
Semi-medium .. .. .. 23.08 23.10
Medium . .. . .. 17.25 17.14
Large .. - . ; 4.54 - 4.81
rth Arcot .. .. Marginal .. .. .. 34.72 33.84
North Smalgl .. .. .. .. 24.70 24.97
Semi-medium .. .. . 23.78 23.85
Medium . . .. 14.27 14.57
Large .. . . .. .. 2.53 277

5. It can be seen that the coverage of net area sown is highest in the marginal farm group
in Chengalpattu, South Arcot and North Arcot districts while it is highest in the large farm group
in Madras district. Similarly the percantage of net cultivated area is also highest in Chengalpattu,
South Arcot and North Arcot districts in the marginal group and it is highest in the large farm
group in Madras district. '

».’ 6. The particulars of aet sown area and net cultivated area distributed under different size
groups, district-wise, in the Inland region are given in table below :—

TABLE 66,

Region :  Inland.

District. Size Group. Net sown Net culti-
area. vated area.

(1) ) 3 4
-8 . .. Marginal .. .. . 21.45 21.69
Saler - Smal T 26.51 273%
Semi-medium .. .. .. .. 28.97 28.36
Medium .. .. .. .. 19.32 18.81
Large .. e .. .. . 9.75 37

g 2 @ 147-33—15



District

(1

Dharmapuri
Periyars -
Coimbatore
The | Nilgiris

7. 1t can be g

the semi-medium g
medium farm group i
percentage of net cultivated area i h
districts whereas it is highest in the

from th
Sa

¢ above table t
Salem, Dharmapuri, and
n Coimbatore district and in th
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Size Group

2
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginal
Small
Semi-mediuin
Medium
Large

Marginal
Smal]
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginai
Smal|
Semi-medium

[edium
Large

hat the percenta

Net scwn
area.

3
20.23
25.08

- 2847
20.83
5.39

16.24
2125
26.76
26.00
§9.75

9.34
17.89
28.42
29.48
14.87

F10.69
10.51
113.42
1548
49.90

Net culti-,
vated areg

(4)
20.14
24.48
28.34
2115

5.89

13.80
18.60
24.96
28.75
13.89

8.71
16.91
26.95
30.58
16.85

10.42
10.27
13.95
17,59
41.71

ge of net area sown is highest in
Periyar districts while it is highest in the
i : the large group in the Nilgiris district. The
ighest in Semi-niedium group in Salem and Dbarmapufi

, ¢ Nghest 1r medium group in Periyar and Coimbatore district and in the
large group in the Nilgiris district.

8. The details of net sown ar
districtwise, in the Coastal Tegio

)

District,

(1)

Thanjawr

Tiruchirapalli

Pudukkottai

1 are furnished below ;
TABLE 67.
Region : Coasral,

Size group.

@

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large ..

-t

ae

Net sown
_area.

3)

26.87 -

24.43
24.57
1759
6.54

24.86
22.62
24.59
20.62

1.31

54.11
23.95
15.14
16.08

0.72

ca and net cultivated area distributed under different size groups

Net culti-
vated area.

@

26.98
2436
24.48
17.55

6.63

22.90-
21.66
24.15
22.20

9.09

53.56
23.96
14.95

6.59

0.94

t sown area cove
from the above }:ab}e that the net
9 Lcan b Sei)nin all the three districts in the region.

marginal farm grou
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:n the semi-medium group in Tiruchirapalli district.
in v

red is highest in the

The percentage of net cultivated area

hest in the marginal farm group in Thanjavur and Pudukkottai districts whereas it is highest
is highest m

e , . . itens
i i rea distribution under different size classes for individual i ms,
lg' ?l'g:tt?ol:f dl : nr?tla}tlssﬁvs?x{ :rea and net cultivated area, in the disticts of the Southern region

of land utilt » LG

are given below :

District

M

Madurai
[
Ramanathapuram

Tirunelveli

. Kanniyakumari

11. It can be

.p all the four district.
1

f net cultivate
T 147-33—15A

o

The per.cenﬁage .

?nmt"ct and it is highest 1! marg
4’8 d area by the 1

TABLE 68.

Region :  Southern,

Size group,

@

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginal -
Small
Semi-medium
Medium

Large

Marginal
Smail
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Net sown

Net eulti-
area. vated area*®
3 Y]
24.30 22.44
23.60 22.80
23.15 22.94
19.65 20.92
9.30 10.90
27.35 26.28
23.39 23.26
23.62 24.15
19.11 19.08
6.53 7.23
25.23 24.47
21.84 19.28
20.44 20.31
19.50 21.64
12.99 14.30
39.92 59.01
13.21 13.01
9.22 9.09
7.34 7.23
10.31 11.66

. of net area sown is highest in the marginal farm grou
sceft -thath't:\ ie(gi);gfagfn Kanniyakumari district the percentage is about 60 per
s in ¢ t‘cultivated area is highest in the semi-medium fam group in Madur,;
f nethe marginal farm group in the other three districts. The percent of
inal farm group is about 59 per cent in Kanniyakumari dis:riet
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~ IRRIGATION STATUS.

Coastal Northern Region,

ing table shows the estimated number of operationa] hol
irrig;?:nf(s)’g‘i:sm(%e.) whether they have been wholly or part]

dings and the area ‘by
bv farm groups :

y irrigated and wholly unirrigated

TABLE 69,
Region : Coastgl Northern,
Percentage distribution of estimated numper of operationg] hoIdings by
Irrigation statys. -
. . A
Size group. § ([/—Vho[ly irrigated Wholly unirrigated PaW
holdis. holdings. holdings,
p A o oA A
Number.  Area.  Number. Area. Number.  Totq; Irrigated
Area, Area.
0 © R A B S ®)
Marginal - #76.39 36.73 73.85 34.68 60.65 27.00 29.89
Small o 1478 2464 1684 2765 194 19.55 1858
Semi-medium .. 6.52 20.75 6.98 21.32 13.72 27.29 26.86
Medium . 2.08 13.54 2.12 12,97 5.28 21.82 20.08
Large .. . 0.23 74.34 0.21 3.38 0.56 5.34 4.91
AllSizes .. 10000 10000 10000 10050 Toneg 10000 i0mm
— .

i 1 iromin the above table that about 76 per cent of the wholly i
belosé Ié ]tshzefnarginal group, about 15 per cent belong to the saml]

belong to the semi-medium group, 2 per cent belong tt?
cent belong to the Large group. The area og?erated y
25 per cent, 21 per cent ,14 per cent and 4 per ce.ntnrespe
irvigated holdings is about 74 per cent in the marginal gro
cent in the semi-medium group, 2 per cent in the mediu
large group. The percentage area operated by these gr :
cent, 21 per cent. 13 per cent and about 3 per cent. The proportion : )
irrig’ated marginal holdings have slightly increased when compareq With the previo
the proportion of number and area of wholly w1 rigated ma; ; ings h ghtly decronns
when compared with the previous census, The percentage of partly irrigated m 1
has advanced from 38 per cent to 6] per cent during the Inter-census Period with g considerable
increase in both the total area and the Irrigated area under their Operatiop,

3. A similar analysis is now attempted for each district of

grou bgated holdi“gs
. P, about

the medium g 7 per cent
these groups fo

ctively, The

of the Coastal Northern region:
compering the data within the major groups wherever possible,
TABLE 70.
Wholly irrigated Wholly unirri- Partly Irrigateq
District. Size group. holdings. gated izgglggg.m@) oldings.
Number. area, Suomber. gpen Number T o=y
0 @) @ @ 5 ™ “{;;’- a,(;,;,
Madras -~ Marginal .. 8323 2785 58.82 43.35 - . .
Small .. 1042 1805 1745 L YR 3
Semi-medium 4.83  14.13 17.65 363 ' e
Medium .. 121 573 c

5.88 18.i8 -
Large .. 031 3424
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9
(1) @ i 75.336 3(:.3)5 7@6 33(.62)9 71(.97; 19%( 58?67
Chengrlpatts . Merghel 1229 2132 1463 2608 1250 1405 1497
Z::lxlm diu'n.n 558 2043 588 1821 1004 2402 2468
: 190 1434 227 1532 432 2375 o504
pem 027 586 036 700 121 1868 1654
Largf. al ) 7795 3429 7646 3634 4834 1653 1705
ot M 13.57 2495 150 2690 2580 2190 2le4
::::mediu;]; 614 2163 597 2041 1752 2874 2978
: 211 1491 185 1298 749 2636 2545
e 023 42 022 337 085 641 08
I::;nal 65.19 3905 69.57 3348 6564 3264 3907
North Arce! 2285 2989 1928 2904 1756 1355 i6.66
::::fmed;um 935 1566  8.60 2344 1220 2663 2539
' 245 953 239 1206 425 1376 1619
]:er:;um ) 016 177 016 198 034 337 e

. .

o ' i i between 65 per cent
; wholly irrigated marginal holdlqgs _vafy 65
4. The percentage nung?eregfcgl]i inhMgdras distriqt in the rour d1§t€1f(t)s309f E‘I;ec e-;f%:aonN :r;;g
in North Arcot district to ‘I;)a ry between 28 per cent in Madras d:lstyxc ?fom "o orth
ey centage operated area ¢ of wholly unirrigated marginal hoAdm‘gs vary om r% o cent
the perdistrict' The percentage t in Chengalpattu and Souih Arcot districts an Mkd pe cen gt
Arcot dras district to 77 per ceﬂr cent in Chengalpattu district and 43 per cent in Ma drz?s (;s trxl'fct
in Mf; d area vary between 3? p?rri ated small holdings vary frpm 18 per cent mdMa rlﬁm ollcsiin
e 0 et T gt 10 U o Tt okding
in Nor istrict 10 35 per cent in ras . T '
to 30fp:;10§2tr:er cent in Cﬁnggésagitsl:r?éim%he perczntage of partly 1rr1gateddma§g;nal ]{1};);(11011531
Ft T o G o CRe ot 00
I ce i i ary from ent _
vary fro£r4ga€fly irrigated maé%{?r?(‘: tl::;lldd {'fg ;;,crc}clentage of partly irrigated area by Athe tnégftglim:l
area un nt in the North Arcot I;t in South Arcot district to 39 per cent in N]c;rth er(t)t éls trr?ct':
33 per csevary between 17 per (i‘z d small holdings ranges from 13 per cznt ll(]j C t<'i:lnga pztal l;m' sated
holdmtg ortion of partly 1rrlg?i. trict. The percentage of the *otal area under tq ngr 'yth Agrr‘ot
The pioi’ cent in South ArCOtMlser cent in Chengalpattu district to 22 per cen t;n tol_x5 Arcot.
to 26 Il)aeol dings ranges from dpai'ea by the partly irrigated small holdings 1157a ou tig T oot
fi%?xit The share thxrarlgg:;: 22 per cent in South ;\9r;:gt7 E/h-;géctpggci ;{2‘;‘;‘ of Ii;;gﬁ; irrigated
1S istrict, . s -
12 Chtex:j%sltlggtt . gomp‘l’lred ;ﬁ,tttﬁedgrt?gf g;v%ezﬁghtly advanced from 75 per cent to 80 per cent
Tco ings in Cheng;

mar nal ]10 d g (0] i t
gi 1 1 (Sjer review wlth a Correspondlng lncrease ll’l the p p

3 un

m the Census

34 per cent. to &bott 38 per cent

i ings i istri decreased
irri arginal holdings in Chengglpattu district has
The percentage of \yholllg'7l6n}71}7’f;§a;eb%$ 7§ per cent in] 91%07-2730t w;’t;) ;;c;l:ts;i)gﬁcg;)gg g)ecre&sli |
er cent in i t 41 per ecent in 1976-77 to 33 p -80.
from abroggoi%ic?n of the area f:ogn?:fg‘ilnal h%ldings have considerably mcre‘asecli1 fr_onil :tt;gu;rg |
";1 ﬂ;)eer?centage of partl%,zl"é%i:nt in 1979-80 with a corresponding increase in the irr g ’
the . 77 t p ; 80,
per cent in l?:zgt’]g] 1%76-77 to 19 per cent in 1979-80 | N - .
from 12 per lly irrigated marginal holdings in South Arcot c;:stnct h::a stl:g artg
The percentage of wltlo,-ny1976-77 to about 78 per cent in 1979-80, but the percentagy
76 per cen A

. l ably ecr o L
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of wholly unirrigated marginal holdings in South Arcot district has increased f

in 1976-77 to 76 per cent in 1979-80. But the area has slighly decreased frop, 31'_;”;)1e Zzeﬁir celr:]t
1976-77 to 36 per cent in 1979-80. The percentage of paitly irrigated marginal holdin gs
increased from 34 per cent in 1976-77 to 48 per cent in 1979-80. But in the case of small fari
group, the percentage number and area of wholly irrigated  holdings, wholly unirrigated hol dings
and the percentage number and total area operated and the area irrigated by partly irri ate%i
holdings have decreased when compared with 1976-77.- g

In North Arcot district the psrcentage of wholly irrigated marginal holdines i
decreased from 76 per cant in 1976-'{7 to 65 per ceat in 1979-80 but the area %a??;ccrggzle?ieggg
35 per cent in 1976-77 to 39 pet cent in 1979-80. The perceniage of wholly unirrigated margina J
holdings has decreased from 78 per cent to 70 per cont with & corresponding decreased ir% the
area from 35 per cent to 33 per cent when compared to the previous census.  But the percentage
of partly irrigated marginal holdings, the total area operated and the area irrigated have consigdeS
rably increased during 1979-80. Tne percentage of wholly irrigated small holdings have increased
from 14 per cent in 1976-77 to 23 per cent in 1979-80. ~ With a corresponding increased in the
area of about 22 per cent in 1976-77 to 30 per cent in 1979-80. Similarly the  percentage of
wholiy unirrigated small holdings has increased from 14 per cent to 19 per cent with a corresporg\din
increase in the area of about 25 per cent to 29 per cent during 1979-80. But in North Arcogt
district. the percentages of number of partly irrigated small holdings, area operated and the are
irrigated have decreased wien compared with the previous census 1976-77 :

INLAND REGiON,

The following table shows the estimated number of operational holdings and the
irrigation status (i.c.) wiether they have been partly or wholly irrigated and %nirrigated tz)l;eaflarbm

TABLE 71.
Region :  Inland.

Percentage distribution of estimated number of operational holdings by
irrigation statys,

— -
O g P Ry g
(Tvumber. Area.ﬁ Number.  Areq. Pl\;;n;cr Total  Irrigated
Areaq. Area.
(1) () (3) 4) (5) (6) ) (8)
Marginal .. 58.41 22.78 58.44 18.93 26.20 6.67 7.07
Small .. . 21.91 24.68 23.07 24.26 28.25 16.28 15,52
Semi-medium .. 1384  27.87 129 2697 2608 ;870 28.94
Medium .. . 5.26 20.30 4.98 19.49 16.24 34.31 3417
Large .. .. 0.58 4.37 0.60 10.35 3.23 14.04 14.30

10000 10000 10000 10000 10000

All Sizes :

—_——— —————

100.00 001,00

——

——

2. It is seen from the above table that about 58 per cent of whol}
to the marginal group, about 22 per cent to the small group, about 14
group, about 5 per cent to the medium group and less than 1 per cent b
The area operated by these groups forms about 23 Per cent, 25 per cent, 78 e n
and 4 per cent respectively. The percentage of wholly unirrigated holdin ?Qrc?akt, 20 po- ceut
in the marginal group as in the case of wholly irrigited holdings,. The & .]'_“‘;'0 S8 ver cent
holdings of small, semi-medium, medium and large farms are 23 pér cent Plt‘—;cc:m.gc number of
and below 1 per cent respectively. The percentage of arey operated by r_'gm. zient 5 per cent
medium, medium and large groups are 19 per cent, 25 per cent, 27 per énntl--lrlg)mc.l small sem,i-
per cent respectively. The percentage of partly irrigated margip » 1DO€r cent and 1y

. . al i i cent
small holdings about 28 per cent semi-medium group 26 per Centhor:?;gigusnis oot 26 per centt
and the large group 3 percent. The percentage total areg operéted by thegmup

16 per cent, 29 per cent, 34 per cent and 14 per cent respectively, The
by tnem being 7 per cent, i6 per cent, 29 per cent, 34 PEr cent and 4

Y irrigated holdings belorg

semi-medium
elorg per cent,arge group.

bercentage area jpri ated
per cent respectively, ®

3. A similar analysis is now attempted for each district of the Inland regi
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data within the major groups wherever possible.

District.

)

Salem

Dharmapuri

Periyar: ..

Coimbatore

The Nilgiris

Size group.

@
Marginal
Small
Semi-Medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small o
Semi-medium.
Medium
Large
Marginal ...
Small (;
Semi~-medium.
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium.

Medium ..

Largc o

TABLE 72.

Wholly Wholly

irrigated un-irrigated Partly irrigated

holdings. holdings holdings percentage,
percentage. percentage.
ﬁmber, _;;;? 1\;1;;;2;1'—.& ;';1, NLmber. T_ol/:;I Irrigat?d

area. area.

3 4 S) 6) O] (8) ®
63.16 29.00 6522 2458 31.96 966 1043
2267 29.63 2137 2845 3042 2053 2297,
1109 2637 1021 2690 2579 3476 3540
289 1332 298 1595 1104 3021 2710°
019 168 022 412 079 484 410
6534 3234 5991 2020 3007 924 1974
1863 2669 2303 2483 3608 2480  18.99.
1234 2455 1208 2922 2260 2856  30.36.
338 1463 451 2048 1002 2817 - 27.9
031 179 047 527 113 923  10:
61.87 2294 5277 1801 2424 530  ss1
21.04  24.46 341 2494 2388 1272 13.25
11.91 27.54 1554 -2693 2550 2553 2711
474 2062 744 2306 2060 3653 3645
044 444 114 760 578 1990 7.8
3424 1005 4299 1319 1424 237 2.88
2594 1870 2070 2313 2197 94 9.10
2495 3209 1909 2835 3101 2504 23.94
1298 3069 - 7.89 21.09 2636 4093 4161
189 847 096 1424 642 2092 2247
5000 226 6160 1072 000 000 0.0
2885 642 ' 1747 1053 000 000 000
9.2 566 12137 1345 000 000 0.00
961 943 710 1550 0.0 000" " 000"
192 170 49.80 000 000"

76.23

on comparing tie

1

S ,_3~ 3
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4. In Salem district, about 63 per cent of the total wholly irrigate i :
group, about 65 per cent in Dharmapuri district, 62 per gent ign Pir?;islgigsst a.“t: mnt .
Coimbatore district and 50 per cent in the Nilgiris district. The percentage nfc » 34 per cent in
area of wholly irrigated holdings covered under this category in all the five di%triot M 29 the total
32 per cent, 23 per cent, 10 per cent and 2 per cent respectively, The percent Cls are 29 per cent,
irrigated holdings in Salem district is about 65 per cent covering 1/4th of the 5 age of wholly un-
puri district, the percentage number is 60 with an area of 20 per cent. In rl‘:a and in Dharma-
percentage number is 53 with an area of 18 per cent and in Coimbatore the Syar district the
is 43 covering an area of 13 per cent. In the Nilgiris district the percentage n}:,er%im?ge nNumber
area covered being 11 per cent. In Salem district the perceniage of partl mber 15 62 and.the
holdings is 32 per cent and both the area operated and irrigated are aboyt 18, 'IMigated marginal
Dharmapuri the corresponding percentages are 30 per cent, 9 per cent and 13 epef cent each: In
In periyar and Coimbatore districts the corresponding figures are 24 per ce% tr gent respectively,
cent and 14 per cent 3 per cent and 3 per cent respectively §There are no partly i Per cent, 6 per
in the Nilgiris district. The percentage number of wholly irrigated marginalyh ri'(‘jg,ated.holdmgs
district has slightly decreased from about 67 per cent in Salem district, duri 137 gy n Salem
cent in 1979-80. The area covered under this category has also slially e 12/6-77 10 63 per

cent to 29 per cent during the current census. In Dharmapuri d'shg,hly decreased from 33 per

of wholly irrigated marginal hodlings has slightly decreased from ;sl:(r)l:;: tgg pereentage numbper
to 65 pac cent in 1979-80, but the arca covered has been slightly increased fr persf: ent In 197677
1976-77 to 32 per cent in 1979-89. The proportion of partly irrigated mar ,noln?l 0 per cent in
district has increased from 27 per cent in 1976-77 to 32 per cent in 1979-g§;()a oldings in Salem
covered has also slightly increased from 8 per cent to about 10 per cent whand the total area
1978-77. But the area irrigated during both the Census has remained mo €n compared with
In Salem district though the percentage numbe: of wholly irrigated, wholl ure' or less stationary.
irrigated small holdings have slightly increased during 1979-80 when comy mérlg_ated and partly
corresponding areas covered under these categories have not changed sjgni%?;e }"th 1976-77, the
puri district, the percentage of wholly irrigated small holdings has very sul gn)t ya In Dham‘?e
the area covered has increased from 24 per cent in 1976-77 to 27 per g tty Tonaased whil-
percentage of wholly unirrigated small holdings has been slightly decre:::d 1fn 1979-80. The
in 1978-77 to 23 per cent in 1979-80 with a corresponding decreased i d Irom 26 per cent
per cent in 1976-77 to 25 per cent in 1979-80. The percentage irri .

‘has considerably increaser, from 28 per cent in 1976;.)77 to 3% p::)rf g;?‘%"g%ﬁg small holdings
ponding increase in the total area covered by them from 15 per cent in 1976-77 \:‘ti; a corres-
in 1979-80 while the area irrigated by them has sligntly decreased from 20 per O 25 per cent
to 19 per czat in 1979-80. The figures relating to Coimbatore and P per.cent in 1976.77

X . o eriyar distric
pared since Periyar district has been newly formed by bifurcating Cgimb'ﬁoﬂ:tsd?\rt;“tm com
¢ strict.

he marginai

COASTAL REGION,

The following table shows the estimated number of operational

e : holdi
irrigation status (i.c.) whether they have been partly or wholly irrigate Oldings and the area by

d and unirrigated by farm

groups.
TasLE 73,
Rzgion : Coastal.
Percentage distribution of estimated number of operatioral hold;,
" by irrigation status. : ngs
ir?i] olly ? .thzlly Portly irrigat
gated un-trrigited holdi Sut.d
holdings holdings Oldings
— A /A —_
Size Group, Number. Area.  Number. Area. r—umber Tomr ._Iﬁﬁ
3 r 'y
Area. gf::d
0 @ ® @ ) ® O @
Marginal - 76.91 34.71 70.18 28.01 40.75 ‘11.26
: L. 12.92
Small .. e 14.06 23.83 16.60 24.43 25.40 20.20 2
! , ‘ . 1.35
Semi-mediom ..  6.46 21.61 9.30 24.40 21.27 21.35 28
Medium .. .. 2.30 14.33 3.50 18.07 10.52 28.30 26.1
Large .. .. 0.27 5.52 0.42 5.09 2.06 12.89 i
: —_— s 49
All sizes: .. 100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00  100.00 100.00 100
- : : .00

e ————
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- 2. It is seen from the above table that about 77 per cent of the wholly irrigated holdings
belonging to the marginal group, about 14 per cent to  the small group about 6 per cent
to the semi-medium group, about 2 per cent to the medium groupand less than 1 per cent bzlong
to the large size group. The area operated by these groups forms about 35 per cent, 24 per-cent
22 par cent 14 percent and about 5 percent respectively. The percentage of wholly unirrigated
holdings 70 per cent in the marginal group of the wholly unirrigated holdings in the region,
operating an area of 28 per cent. The percentage of small, semi-medium, medium and large groups
are 17 per cent, 9 per cent, 4 per cent and less than 1 per cent respectively. The correspoqdlng
area operated by them are 24 per cent , 24 per cent, 1'8 per cent and about 5 per cent r;spectlvely
The percentage number of partly irrigated holdings is about 41 per cent in the marginal group
covering an area of about 11 per cent with an irrigated area of 13 per cent. In the small group
the parcentage number is about 25 per cent with a total area of 20 per cent and an irrigated area
of 21 per cent. In the semi-medium group the percentages are 21 per cent, 27 per cent and 28
per cent, in the medium group the percentages are 11 per cent, 28 per cent and 26 percent. In
the large group the percentage of number of holdings is about 2 per cent with a total area of 13
per cent and an irrigated area of 11 per cent. SRR

3. An analysis is now attempted for each district of the Coastal region. Comparing data
within the major groups wherever possible.

TABLE 74,
Wholly Wholly Partly irrigated
irrigated Un-irrigated holdings.
District.” Size group. holdings. holdings. p A -
c A N 7 A aY Total Irrigated
Number. Area. Number. Area. Number. area. ared.
(M @ 3) “ 5 © @) 8 €)]
Thanjavar .. Marginal .. 7472  31.21  80.58 27.20 49.04 11.76 13.48
' Small .. .. 1544 2438 1133 2819 2480 2293 21.88
Semi-medium. 719 2294 6.06 2615 1786 29.53 29.56

Medium .. 236 1552 174 1415 745 2621  24.99

Large .. .. 029 595 029 431 085 957 1009

Tiruchirappalli,. Marginal .. 7646 39.04 6573 2572 31.64 10.11 11.45
Small .. .. 1402 2415 1891 2421 2629 18.00 20.76

Semi-medium. 6.63 2045 1065 2563 2530 2627 27.09

Medium ‘e 256  12.59 423 1940 13.58 3047  28.37

Large .. . 0.33 3.77 0.48 5.04 3.19 1515 12.33

Pudukkottai .. Marginal .. 8270 4256 7697 3893 50.71 15.21 15.73
Small .. .. 1074 2130 1296 2248 2374 2040 21.06

Semi-medium 4.52 18.01 729 1750 1603 24.02 24.95
Medium . 1.87 1198 242 1512 8.04 2558 2333

Large .. .. 0.17 6.15 0.36 5.97 148  14.79 14.93

i from the above table that the percentage of wholly irrigated marginal holdings

. Tﬁ Igaljuiefﬁstrict is 75 per cent, in Tiruchirappalli district 76 per cent and in Pudukkottai
n 1 ?".Jt is 83 per cent. The percentage of area covered under these categories of farms are .31
distric tl 39 pet cent and 43 per cent respectively. The percentage of _ wholly  unirrigated
per cen { ;oldizlgs in Thanjavur district is 81 per cent, in Tiruchirappalli district 66 per cent and
Enarglréa ki: +tai district it is 77 per cent. The corresponding percentages of the area covered
in Pudu Oﬂnt 26 per cent and 39 per cent respectively. The percentage of partly irrigated
are 27 per Cfdings is highest in the case of Pudukkottai district, with 51 per cent and lowest in

arginal bo
mar DL 147-33—I16
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: LR ; . : woY o gz}q% ;;‘gggfg_
Tiruchirappalli district the percentage being 32 per cent and in Thanj ioted r , REne® B2=% PROSIHP S
is 49 per cent. The total area under partly irrigated marginal holj‘?i‘;lugl; %ﬁt{}aﬁatl}e Percentage - 133 N AR =TAKJ2 S\ [
is 12 per cent and the area irrigated is 13 per cent. In Tiruchirappalli district thnﬁtnurl d'sm‘?t S<€
10 per cent while the area irrigated is 11 per cent. The percentage of total area i,el ﬁ)utﬁ area is £
district is 15 per cent and the area irrigated is 16 per cent, The percentage of wholl ukkottai . ~
small holdings in Thaniavur district is about 15 per cent, in Tiruchirappalti djstri t ly4’rr1gated § 23%28 ozvR e aK K =%
and in Pudukkottai district 11 per cent and the corresponding area covered ¢t 1% per cent D | PSS e Selda X[
ang. in & o ohi i d 421 : Yereq are 24 per cent each o 3 & AXBNSH SYged A2JgA
jn Thanjavur and Tiruchirappalli district and 21 per cent in Pudukkottai district T erac 3 Sy & 9e" Sma* :
of wholly unirrigated small holgimgs in Thanjavur district is 11 per cent in Tiry Ctur ¢ percentage s 3 g ¥
19 per cent and in Pudukkottai district 13 per cent. The corresponding area oo bl district . 2
per cent, 24 per cent and 22 per cent respectively. vered being 28 §, -
€L, S — : = v
' SOUTHERN REGI ; £ EEI8T 2¥83% 253
ON. ' ~ N AXB AN HEaFTdN OO
. The estimated number of operational holdings and the area by irrigati . 5 g ~
they have been partly or wholly irrrigated and un-irrigated by far¥n grgﬁggz:;agvseé’;i)ﬂ‘;\’ehgl%elz & =
below :(— i S
23225
» . H2UBE [JRNzR28 FTaxse
TABLE 75. '§ . @ I38=s Fmgde ~J g
REGION : SOUTHERN T 5 ~
R
. vy B0
Percentage distribution of estimuted number of optional holdings bv irrienss 53§
| . - 0 rriation Staus 23], 23398 me3%% ZR8sH
Size Group. ~ Wholly Irrigated  Wholly un-irrigated Partly irrigated 2 S ~ QgEST¥C doau¥e hg=¥
holdings. holdings. oldings & T <
—— —————A * &
Number. Area. Number, Area.  Number, Total Irn'gaze? <
Area. Areq. ] - g;gf&f& %%‘QRE iE%R’-:{
3 [] Y] -
Margnal .. 77122 36T 6675 265 433 1684 e g 3 |%
' = S
. 23.35 17.73 = =
Small . 1325 228 2000 1848  19¢g 55 23228 akssy 59838
. ) - ~C MO FUSN =
Semi-Medium 639 1876 1020 2350 155 g, 26.10 3 £ f a8 FF 4
Medium .. 272 1455 451 2027 864 2675 241 N Lg
Large.. .. 0.42 6.55 0.75 10.72 1.52 2.7 10.29 s
AbSzes .. 10000 10000 1000 1000 10000 o600 oo
) —_— P
2. The above table shows that about 77 per cent of the wholly irri .
to the marginal group, about 13 per cent belong to the small gro?lp? ;:rr(;%?tgd holdings belongs . S ol
the semi-medium group, about 3 per cent belong to the medium group and | ep:rt(liem belong to ) =
in the large farm group. The area operated by these groups forms 37 per ces + 2an 1 per cent S g g g
per cent, 15 per cent and 7 percent respectively, The percem;‘ » 23 per cent, 19 % 2 2 = 5
unirigated  holdings, is 67 per cent to the total wholly  unirri gaet of wholly N % Sg s O¢g £ EEg
in the marginal group in the region. The percentage number of holdin g5 of §n;§u ed  hcigin : £ E3 o B E Beo =23 8
medium and large holdings are 18 per cent, 10 per cent, 5 per cent and Tess then semi-medium, PTERE & SE 25 § gEEZ X
pectively. The percentage of area operated by the marginal, small, sempmed. - PE¢ CEnt res- SESS3 Sad=Ea “aasa
Jarge holdings are 23 per cent, 23 per cent, 24 per cent, 20 per cent and |1 por L7, €dium and
In the case partly irrigated holdings seml-medqm.x group forms about 16 per cent Y?SpectiVely_
area operated about 25 per cent and the area irrigated being 26 per cemper Cent with a total
medium group is 9 per cent, total operated area is 27 per cent and the jrri ;rlclle Dercentage of .
cent. gated area is 25 per . . 3
3. Assimilar analysis is now attempted for each district . o S : i
paring the data within the major groups wherever possible. of the Southern region com- bi g
_ & . £ -
L] ﬁ g
.a [+ )
5 : 5
: & &

DI 147-33—16A

6.3

50.66
17.66
14.95.
10:39

43.04
18.43

15.34

13.79

940

88.35

6.45
3.53
1.35
0.32

57.75
(12,28
8.85
6.50
L 14.62

1.11
0.37
0.14

2.96

(95.42

Semi-medium

Marginal
Medium ..
Large

Small

kumari ...

A anniya
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4. Tn Madurai district, about 72 per cent of the wholly irrigated holdi i :
nal group, about 74 per cent in Ramanathapuram district an sgo perhc%&“’iﬁsl_airrz lxlxél‘ty}ex? S{Iargl-
and 98 per cent in Kanniyakumari district. The percentage of area to the total ar 1 }stnct
wholly irrigated holdings covered under this category in all the four districts 31e a of the
37 per cent, 39 per cent and 81 per cent respectively. In Madurai district, the per cent,
wholly un-irrigated marginal holdings is about 64 per cent covering an area "of 25percem38€ of
Ramanathapuram district the percentage number is 62 covering an area of 21 per cent _per_lgent "
veli the percentage number is 58 per cent with an area of 16 per cent ap, dP i e111(, I Tirunel-
district the percentage number is 95 per cent covering an area of about 58 per cent Ianmyakumar!
district the percentage number of partly irrigated marginal holdings is 63 per cont r;l Tirunelveli
operated being 24 per cent and the area irrigated is about29 per cent. In enKt e ;otal area
district the partly irrigated marginal holdings forms 88 per cent with the total anm)’akvma_n
about 43 per cent and area irrigated is 51 per cent. The percentage number o?rea olpegat_ed is
semi-medium holdings is about 25 per cent with a total operated area of 28 per Cepart y irrigated
gated area is 31 per cent in Madurai district. In Ramanathapuram district th nt and the irri-
figures are 23 per cent. 29 per cent and 29 per cent respectively. € corresponding

In Madurai district the medium group forms about 14 per cent w; L

. . wit
31 per cent and tbe area irrigated is 30 per cent. In Ramarix)athapuraril}zlia;tg)cttzl lﬂ;)eperated area, of
figures in the medium group are almost same. corresponding

V. Sourcewise Irrigation, ‘

The pattern of irrigation (with reference to sown area regionwise w

irrigated area) is shown below :§ ith the percentagé of

Tasre 77.
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(62.26)

900,304.60

719,483.81
(53.18)

1,446,898.60 7,67,068.39
(53.75)
819,772.55

1,352,811.40

1,427,181.47

e

3

Coastal Northern

547,691.25

783,365.68

2,673,913.72 1,555,785.39

2,769,619.83

I3 . e e )

sre

Inland

(35.20)
713,579.66

(29.31)

(29.60)

(58.46)
(720.083.12

1,323,242.44

Coastal*. .

42.50) |

1796,087.36
(51.38)

840,932.12
(51.52)

1,549,385.26 1,694,470.06

v 1,632,264.72

Southern Region..

12

*Newly formed region during 1979-80.
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per cent in the Goastal Northern region and lowest in the Inland
r the three consecutive Census years 1970-71, 1976-77 and 1979-80 are furhished

18 seen from the abave table that during the current census the percentage of irrigated

The percentage of distribution of area irrigated under different sources in the four re
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TasLe 78.

Southern Regfon.

A

1976-717

1979-89

1970-71

-

1979-80

Coastal*
A

r

A

1979-80

Inland

- A

Coastal Northern

f—\_*

Irrigation Source.

1976-77

1970-71

1976-77 1979-80 1970-71  1976-77

1970-71

(13)
12.56

3 C)) (5) ©) ) ® © (10) an (12)
30.91
57.19

18.15

Q)

(D

55.67 55.22

69.52

26.60

20.52

31.37

13.34

11.81

49.95

Canals

30.18

31.50

16.70

5.18

17.57

41.56
| 8.80

26.21

Tanks

0.51 0.39 1.07 0.11

0.11

2.16

13.79 0.71

[4.95

Tube wells
Wells
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12.53 12.10 13.81 29,70

62.66
1.14

48.97 47.35

34,72

L7
10.08

2.44

-3

oun

0.34 2.76 0.44

0.74

1.38 ' 6.52

1.58

0.85

Others

B i Rt T

* Newly formed region.

P

4. In the Coastal Northern Region the percentage of a
f area irrigated by wells is 3

with about 63 per cen :
predominant in the Coastal Region,

er cent in the case of weil irrigation.
Tanks and 30 per cent of the area is irrigated by wells.
be wells and through other sources is negligible.

while the percentage o
on well irrigation is more, _
gation through Canals 1s
area irrigated being 70 per cent and itis 13 p
f the area is irrigated by
the area irrigated by tu

5 per cent. Irri

Region 58 per cent 0
In all the four regions,

1. Coastal Northern Region :

Sourcewise percentage coverag

123

5 per cent.

TABLE 79.

Regionn «  Coastal Northern.

District.

Madras ..
Chengalpattu
South Arcot
North Arcot

2. In Madras district, 80 per cent of the area is irrigat

area is irrigated by wells. Amoung the other three districts,

Chengalpattu district whil _
south Arcot district Canal irrigatio

)

.o .e

Canals.

@
0.28
3.42
25.24

775

Tanks.  Tubewells

3 “
80.08 0.74
61.01 2.49
25.81 20.26
36.31 0.00

rea irrigated by Tanks is 42 per cen
In the Inland Region, the dependance.
t and it is less in the case of Tank irrigation with
the percentage o

In the Southern

¢ of irrigated area in the districts of the region is given below:—

Wells  Others.
5) ©
16.76 2.14
26.46 0.62
26.Z6 253

5465 129

ed by Tanks and 17 per cent of the

Tank irrigation is more prevalent i,
ite well irrigation is more predorminent North Aicot cistrict.’ 1%
n is more prominent than in the other two districts.

3. The distribution of coverage of area by different irrigation sources within the districts
under various farm groups is indicated below :—

TasLE 80.

District.
1
Madras

Chengalpattu

Region :

Size group.
@

Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

Coastal Northern.

Canals.
(€)
40.12
0.00
59.88
0.00
0.00
34.59
17.43
26.18
17.13

4.67

Tanks. Tubewells.
@ &)
21.42 30.59

18.21 15.07
11.27 54,34
6.35 0.00
4275 0.00
40.36 36.02
20.76 22.26
19.02 21.73
13.92 17.76
5.94 223

Wells.
6y
49.10
20.05
27.04
3.81
0.00
28.69
21.80
24.06
17.02
8.43

Otkers.
U]
100.00
0.0¢
Y
0.ce
0.00
0.06
3698
2029
2047
15.#1 3
6.45
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1 ., Disgrict. Size group. . Cuanuls.  Tan's. Tubewells,
G A1) -2 (3) ) (5)
_South Arcot .. Marginal .. 33;86‘ 35.80 19.62
L Small . 2387 2478 21.75
Semi-medium 25.60 21.77 20.83
Medium .. 14.43 14.32 26.17
Large .. 2.24 333 11.63
‘Worth Arcot Marginal .. 74.76 40,51 0.00
Small . 10.64 21.54 0.00
Semi-medium .. 197 23.49 0.00
Medium .. 4.99 | 12.91 0.00
Large .. i 1.64 1.55 0.00

4, It may be seen from the above statement that the p

Wells.  Others. *

(6) (7
30.94 38.63
25.93 26.78

23.98 27.30
16.18 5.97
297 13
32.05 84.67
27.98 5.38

23.76 573
13.48 404

2.73 0.18

itaed h ’ ; ercentage of g
-caml irrigation in the marginal size farms, is 40 per cent and it is 6 rea covered under

1

1s 60

c -~ er cent |
sem’-medium farms in Madras district. The percentage of the arep ent in the case of the

irrigation varies from 6 per cent in medium farms to 43 per cent in |
cent of the total area is irrigated by the marginal farms using well i
district the marginal farms are found to have the largest coverage
wise irrigation, In South Arcot district, the marginal farms are found to have
ag: of area under all the sources of irrigation except by tube wells which
mezdium group covering an area of 26 per cent. The marginal farms in
district covered fargest area under all the sources of irri '

as therz are no tube wells in operation during the curr
othec sources by the marginal farms is very high, the percentage being

1Il. Inland Region :

A sourcewise per centage coverage of irrigated area in the districts
given below :

TABLE 81.
Region :—Inland.

t District. Canals.  Tanks.
) 0) 3 @
Salem - . e e 11.49 2.61 0.00
Dharmapuri .. .. .. . 689 2100 g7
Poriyat .. .. .. - 58.67 3.64 0.00
Coimbatore .. .. .. .. 24.22 3.36 0.00
The Nilgiris . .. .. .. 100.00 0.00 0.00

2. The percentage of area covered under wells is found to be
perozntage being 85 per cent. Tt is 72 per cent in Coimbatore district

icrigation is 59 per cent.  The area covered under Tank jrrj

. - v Irrigati T
of thz region except Dharmapuri where it is about 21 per cent. Ql[‘hés negligible in the districts
wallsis nz2gligible in Dharmapuri district and there are no tube area covered under T

of s region. wells in the

gation except irrigat
ent census. The are

4 covered under the
arge farms.  About 49t pos
ITigation.

of area under all the source-

per
In Chengalpatty

the largest Coverage
ts employed by the
thp North  Arcot

ton by Tubewells
a covered under

85 per cent.

In this region is

Tubewel]ls. Wells. O!I:ers.

) ()
85.23 0.67
66.08 5.32
37.34 0.35
7233 0.09
0.00 0.00

. ‘ o }&gh in Salgm district, the
district and 37 per cent in Periyar district. In Periyar district the s, cont in D

harmapyr;

3. The distribution o
gnder various farm groups

District.

M

Salem

Dhasmapuri

Periyar

Coimhutore

The Nilgirs

a2~
4. The above t
farms in Salem an

puri district;

them belong to large farm gr
belong to the semi-
belong to the margl

yar district.

Coimbatore district;
most of them belong t

able indicates th
d Periyar districts; r
of them belong tomedi
oup in the
medium farr
naj group In

but most O

Size group.
)]

Marginal
Small
Semi-medivm
Mediom
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Smatll
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium

Large

DI 147-33—17
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TABLE 82.

Region—Inland.

Canals.

)

. 26.25
- 26.28

.. 2882
16.38

2.27
. 23.28
3114
24.89
. 13.54
7.15

21.86
22.54

27.43
21.98

6.19
8.53
15.66
25.83
35.27
14.71
2.15
6.31
5.67
9.44
76.43

Nilgiris district,

Tanks.
)

29.52
25.83
22.60
2023
1.82
25.91
24.57
29.06
17.02
3.44
19.18
32.08
28.94
15.25
4.52
13.33
17.76
35.75
24.05
9.11
0.00
0.00
0.00
000
0.00

Tubewells.
®)

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.46

1.68

000

91.21
| 0.65

0.00
0.00
0.00
:0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
-0.00
0.00
(.00
0.00
0.00
"0.00
0.00
0.00

Wells.
(6)
21.88
27.60
29.77
18.18
2.57
7829
22.52
2667
18.35
4.17
10.13
17.91
27.34
32.04
12.58
7.04
15.24
30.21
34.59
12.92
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

ates that bulk of the canal irrigated area belong to semi medium
but most of them belong to small farms in Dharma-
um farm group in Coimbatore district; most of
Most of the tank irrigated area
ms in Dharmapuri and Coimbatore districts; but most of them
Salem district; most of them belotpg to small fargs in Pcr]i(i
oll irricated area belong to the medium farm group in  Periyar a
Most of the el 1f l%he:m belong to %he semi-medium group in Salem district;
o Marginal farms in Dharmapuri district,

{ coverage of area by different irrigation sources within the districts
is given below :—

Others.
M

35.43
21.60
24.74
17.51
0.72

- 29
© 4492
13.00
17.10
2.06
13.22
14.61
24.30
23.66
24.21
5.36
27.14
9.44
38.43
19.63
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
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A sourcewise percentage coverage of irrigatec area in the districts of the region is given

below :

District.

Q)
Thanjavur
Tiruchirappalli
Pudukkottai

2. The percentage of area covered under canals
In Pudukkottai district, the perc
very high the percentage being 83
area is covered by well irri
The area covered by Tube

being 98 per cent.

region.

3. A sourcewise

given below (—

Districf.
8))

Thaniavur

Tiruchirappalii ..

Pudukkottai

TABLE 83

Region Coastcl

Canals.

Tanks. Tube Wells.
wells.
() 3) @ )
97.95 1.21 0.04 0.28
40.51 13.53 1.93 4229
4.00 82.79 0.07 - 13.14

Size group.

(0))
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
Marginal
Small
Semi-medium
Medium

Largs

} per cent.
gation while 41 per cent
wells is. negligible in all the

TaBLE 84.

Butin Tiruchira

of

Region—Coastal,

Canals.
3)
28.57
24.00
23.89
16.94

6.60
38.13
24.56
20.61
12.47

423

[39.03
21.09

18.58

9.47

11.83

Tt;nks.
“
21.75
24.75
26.31
17.19

4.00
31.94
23.99
21.80
18.05

422
35.20

12077
18.67
13.22
7.14

Tube
wells,
)
14.94
19.01
28.99
30.18
6.88
33.10
20.24
22.33.
18.21
6.12
96.38
0.00
1.06
2,56
0.00

Wells.
(6)
24.76
20.15
30.57

E15.82
8.70
23.54
20.23
24.92
22.14
9.17
37.79
118.32
20.66
16.30
6.93

Others.

(©)
0.52
1.74

is found to be very high the percentage
entage of area covered under Tanks is
ppalli district 43 per cent of the
the area is covered by canal irrigation.
three districts, comprised in the coastal

percentage  coverage of }rrigated area in the districts in this region is.

Others.
@)
12.62
23.19
29.29
2437
9.93
2197
5717
10.30
7.38
- 3.18
100.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.0n
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' table that canal irrigation is found to be more extensive
4. It may be grasr)lidtlﬁzogllr:z}eledi?g‘é?s gf the region, Sjmilarly tank irrigation is also fotung gof
in marginal farms a1ar inal farms in all the three districts of the_reglon. Thg perfgﬁ_ ag o
be more. extensive 1}1 ﬂnd gto be large in semi-medium farms in ThgnJavur and TlI‘U’L ua;t?;sv i
well_ rngaton (1“ es being 3! per cent and 25 per cent rqspgctl_vely. The percenl;ta'gi o' ekt
dis.trx(t:_ts, ?hefogﬁficig la)g large in marginal farms in Pudukottai district the percentage being 4
irrigation 1s

38 per cent.
IV. Southern Region :

) .. . . . . . . .
" Centa overage o I'f d rea S gl g
A SOUrce 'ISC [)el ge C < g f 1 lgate a ! S€ region 18 ven

TABLE 85.

Region—Southern Region.

District. Canals. Tanks. Tubewells. | Wells. Ogﬁf;ces,
M @ 3 @ . ® (6
Madurai N 22.08 26.32 0.20 50.74 | .0.6‘6
Ramanathapuram . 0.00 84.24 0.00 ‘]5.‘76 " 0.00
Tiunelveli e W72 5706 o6 225 oml
Kamniyakumari .. .. 41.03 58.61 0.01 027 0.08 .

: reentage of area covered under cznals in Kanniyakumari disérict cliS al';%l:k‘“i r?iera(t:i?r:
o nlzf)re than in the other districts. But actually the area cog'erct: 511911 ?1: Tank irr eg tion
?.nd it 1Sthan canal irrigation in Kanniyakumari district which is ad_ou' ; th% rcéntage R
::igtl:;: of area covered by tanks is very high :ianamzﬁxath}z:%t;rz;hmowxsst&z | the giitrict age being
ini is covere wells whick '
3 %er ce;l:tt "::"I?crtxgse;ezgzmggn?::n fails. In’ N},adurai district the percentage of area covered
u 1 M - - -
{g{ w;ﬁsgis more than in the other districts with 51 per cent.

3. The distribution of coverage of area by different irrigation sources within the districts
under‘various farm groups is indicated below :-—

TABLE 86

Region :  Southern Region,

District. Size Group. Canals. Tanks. Tubewells., Wells. Others.
M @ 3) ) ORNG) 7
Madurai Marginal .. 33.77 37.03 0.00 19.08 35.09
Small .. 28.08 24.20 0.00 21.58 31.54
Semi-medium .. 21.83 20.94 0.00 25.73 16.35
Medium - 11.69 14.12 49.91 24.66 8.30
Large .. 4.63 3.7 50.09 8.95 8.72
Ramanathapuram Marginal 0.00 49.80 0.00 36.23 0.00
Small .. 0.00 22.80 0.00 27.64 0.00
Semi-medium .. 0.00 17.88 0.00 20.73 0.00
Medium - 0.00 8.41 0.00 13.81 0.00
Large . 0.00 1.11 0.00 1.59 0.00

D-II 147-33—17A



128
District. Size-Group Canals Tanks — Tubewells Wells Others
(1) (2) (3 4) (3) (6) (1)
Tirurelveli .. Marginal . 51.00 38.¢8 21.22 27.94 39.12
Small .. 16.38 17.89 14.11 20.72 20.717
Semi-medium .. 10.38 16.39 30.18 21.59 31.34
Medium .. 12.09 14,77 25.93 20.02 16.86
Large .. 10.15 12.07 8.56 9.73 1.91
Kanniyakumari .. Marginal . 69.24 74.25 100.00 35.12 1571
Small .. 13.63 11.84 0.00 33.62 231
Semi-medium ., 1.76 732 0.00 5.13 7.08
Medium - 6.03 4.90 0.00 0.78 31.01
Large . 3.34 1.69 0.00 535 43.89

1t may be scen from the above table that canal irrigation and tank irrigati -
tensive in marginal farms in Madurai district the pircentage being 34 pgea:'nc%ﬁt :r::i 3’;“ ger: cee:t
respectively. But in the case of semi-medium farms in Madurai - district,  well irrigation  is
more extensive. In Ramanathapuram district tank irrigation and canal irrigation are more
extensive in marginal farms, wher¢ the other sources of irrigation are not employed. The
margmal farms in Tirunelveli, Kanniyakumari districts are covered by canal irrigation
Tank irrigation and well irrigation largely. . ’

(vi) ACroppirgg pattern :

) cropping pattern in any region evolves itself under the influences of nany factors li
of soils m the region, the irrigation facilities, availability of labour, etc., sinc;n theysigg c(:t{ ili::kgggg
t.onal holdings is related to productivity which again depends upon the properly balanced cropping

alysed regionwise and district-wise, Analysis is also
small, semi-medium,

1. Coastal Northern Region:

The following table gives the

ercenta X i i
Gox:tal Northem Rapioes, p ges of cropped area under the various size groups of the

TABLE 87.

:Coastal Northern.

;Regz‘on :

Non-Food Crops

Food Crops

Gross Cropped Area

Total
(Hectare

A
(Hectare

Un-irrigated
and per-cent)  and per cent) _and-per cent)

fvigatod
Fhictore

—t
(Hectare
and per.cent)

Tatal

A
Un-irrigated
and per cent)

(Hectare

and per cent)

Irrigated
(Hectare

— o~

Total
(Hectare)

A

Unirrigated
(Hectare)

Irrigated
{Hectare)

~

(10)

9
94,363.97
“7.43)

®)
47,630.45

0]
5;08,176.67
(78.16)

©

)
4,03,606.01
(29.44)

&) @
6.50.171.09

1,98,934.63

@
4,51,236.46

¢

(21.84)

1,41.994.42
1,08,913.39

(10.56)

28,008:66

,570.66
(52.57)

-80,388.59

1

Iy

Marginal

(26.64)
1,20,651.70

{50.16)
78,359.19

80,904.73

(11.31)
42,292.51

956.57
(73.36)
3,65,031.01

2,

(49.84)
96,101.13

(88.69)

2,19,567.98
2,68,929.88

4,08,869.96

1,61,293.32

2,47,576.64

Smah

1,74,460.32 4,85,682.71

. 3,11,222.39

Semi-med ium

(44.92)

(13.59)
31,857.45
(16.37)

(24.84)

(75.16)
2,24,878.95
(70:%66)

(55.08)

(86.41)

&

12

(29.34)
22,789:92
(25:86)

93,363.06

61,505:61
(49.73)

62,177.03

1,62,701.92
(83.63)
48,318.89
(82.63)

1,23,682.64 3,18,242.04

1,94,559.37

e

Medium

(50.27)
17,035.91

12,631.64
(42.58)
3,27,765.14

(17.37)

10,158.28
1,59,947.35

(74:14)

65,354.80
14,63,398.00

(5742
14,63,398.00

29.667.55 §8.144.72

58,477.17

Large

4,87,712.49
(47.6%) (25.00)

(12.66)

(52.:36) (7580)

3,60,273.32
(87.39)

11:03,124.68

6,88,038.46

12,63,072.03

Al Sizes
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2. itis seen from the above table that about 78 percent of the

ly 22 percent of the area
‘Thus, it is seen that the marginal farms are mainly concentrating on
they are cultivating for living and not for business, Out of the total

2ross cropped area in the mar-
is covered by non-food crops.
food crops, especially becavse
irrigated area belonging to the
marginal holdings, about 89 per cent is irrigated under food crops, only 11 per cent is covered
under the non-food crops whereas out of the total unirrigated area belonging to this group, nearly
haif of the area devoted to food and half to non-food crops. About 73 per cent of the total gross
cropped area is under the food crops in the small farms and balance of 27 per cent is under non-
food crops. Of the total irrigated are

a under small farms - about 89 per cent is coversd under
food crops and!l per cent upder non-food crops. But:out of the total unirrigated area befonging
to this group, about half of the arega devoted to food and half to non-food crops. - In semi-medium
size holdings, about 3,4th of the gross cropped ¢ ini
1/4th under non-food crops. OfF their total g

per cent of their
45 per cent comes
¢s under the food
ium group, about
nt with non-food

_in the medium farms, n the med

84 per cent of the irrigated area is rops and about 16 per ce

crops, whereas out of the tot
and the other half by non-food crops.

under food crops and the balapce comes under the non

. Of unirrigated area to

under food crops in the large size 8roup and the remaining
area comes under the non-food Crops. Exactly 75 per cent of the total are
total area is grown with food crops in ajt sizes, and 25 per cent comes under
87 per cent of the irrigated area to the ¢

About 52 per ce

- nt of the unirrigated
with the foog ¢rops whereas aboy
area comes under non-food crops, - v

t 48 per cent of the
3. The followin

8 table presents the in terse PEr centage of the area under food crops and non-
food crops under th i

€ two categories of irrigated and un-irrigated seperately,

TA_B LE 8§

Region :  Coastal Northern.

Food Crops (Per cent)

Non-food Crops (Per cent)
f ;
Size~Groups Irrigated

Un-irrigated  Totq1

Irrigated Un-irrigated  Total.

) @ &) @) &) (6) @)
Marginal .. 36.59 29.03 34.73 29.78 28.79 29.12
Small .. 19.90 22.31 20.50 17.51 24.68 22.33
‘Semi-medium 24.38 26.67 2494 26.44 23.91 24.74
Medium .. 14.75 17.26 15.37 19.92 | 18.77 19.14
Large .. 4.38 4.73 4.46 | 6.35 3.85 4.67
All Sizes ., 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 -100.00

4. Out of the total irrigated area

under food cro s abou i
group, about 20 per cent belong to the small groyp, aboput 24 pcter3 Zeg‘:rb?lgggelong to the_marggnal
holdings, about 15 percen: belong to medium holdings and the balance  bej
holcings. In the case of the total}un—irrigated area under food crops, 29
‘marginal group, about 22 per cent belong to small farms, about 27 per ;
size holdings about 17 per cent belong to medium farms and aboys 5
size holdings. Szmnlarly__ n the .Case of jrrigateqd non-food CrOps and
also, almost the same distribution js found among the various sjze gr

ong to the jarge sjze
Per cent belong to the
cent belong to sem; 1
Per cent belong to the large
Un-Irfigated non-fooq crops
oups of operational holders.
< - .

i 5n oan}(I:) 501é?:$2.g table gives the district wnsg 1proportlon »of cropped area under food crops

E
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TAaBLE $89.

Region : Coastal Northern.

Food crops Non-food Crops
A
risgrict o

U irrigat;;l\ Irrigated Unirrigated
~— - .
( g;%ifg (Per cent)  (Per cent)  (Per cent)

@ 3 @ ) )
N 62.41 100.00 37.59 0.00
Madras .e .o .o o o "o o
Cheagalpattu .. .. . : iy o > 2
Sovth Arcot .. . . g o - 7
North Arcot - . .. e

The ratios of the area betwe irri ‘ -food
irti food crops and irrigated. non d
. tween the irrigated . , _ar pated
6. e rati ated féod créps and non-food crogs are 8%.12 and 66:34 restpetizs tvie t); n Cheng: la :
it he corresponding ratios in Sou h Arcot and North Arcot districts ‘are 86:14
attu district. T

63:37 and 89:11, 36:64 respectively.

: i it items of food
i i$ d area under important items o
i i he size group-wise croppe ' ; Hen ‘
v ghc fczxugoodwmgcr"zglse ge;:,;:etsscd as percentages in the following ta_ble ,
crops and non- s



Coastal Northern.

Region :

Food and non-food- crops.

90.

TaBLy

Size Groups.
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23. 42
25.85
24.25
18.42
100,00

30.80
14.32
28.09
20.14
6.65
100.00

160.00
0.00
0.00

- 0.00

0.00

100.00

1 33.08
18.32
25.72
19.42
3.46

100.00

34.23
26:32
22.23
14.38
2.84
100.00

16.90

30.87
1505

3.37

100.00

33.81

26.04
25.66
14.35
3.43

100.00

30.52

34.72
25.43
27.76
9.80
2.29

100.00

22.90
24.60
30.65
16.09
5.76

100.00

36.12
20.37
24.52
14.38
4.61

100.00

oo

e

oon
-~
e

Marginal
ynall
Semi-medium”

Medium
All 3iz0s

Large
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8. It can be seen from the above table that Paddy cultivation under irrigated conditions
‘varies between 14 per cent to 36 per cent in the first four size groups and it is far less in the last
size group being about 5 per cent. But un-irrigated paddy cuitivation is distinctly highest in the
semi-medium size group with about 31 per cent of the total un-irrigated area under paddy in this
region. Irrigated cholam cultivation is very high in the marginal group in this region, whereas
unirrigated Cholam cultivation is highest in the small holdings group. Irrigated Cholam culti-
vation in the marginal group of holdings form about 35 per cent of the total area under irrigated
Cholam whereas unirrigated Cholam cultivation forms only about 31 per cent in the small holdings
group. Cholam cultivation under both irrigated and un-irrigated condition by the large group
is negligible the percentages of the area in these categories being about 2 and 3 per cent respectively
The marginal farmers cultivated 34 per cent of the total area under irrigated Cumbu and the semi-
medium holdings group about 31 per cent. Under un-irrigated conditions about 34 per cent of the
area is by marginal farms and about 26 per cent of the area to the total un-irrigated area under
Cumbu is cultivated by small farms. OQut of the total irrigated area under Sugarcane, the share
of marginal holdings is about 33 per cent, the Small hoidings is about 18 per cent, the semi-medium
holdings is about 26 per cent and the medium group is about 19 per cent. But in the case of un-

irrigated area under Sugarcane which is negligible the entire area is covered by the marginal holdings

The proportion of irrigated Groundnut area varies between 14 per cent and 31 per cent in the first
four size classes in this region. But, only about 7 per cent of the area under irrigated Groundnut
is cultivated by large size holdings. About 28 per cent of the area under un-irrigated Groundnut
is cultivated by the marginal group, about 26 per cent by the small farms, about 24 per cent by the
semi-medium holdings and about 18 per cent by the medium holdings, But the area under un-irrigated
groundnnt is negligible in the case of large size holdings.

9. The following table shows the interse percentages of total area under important items of
food crops in the districts of the region.
‘ TasLE 91.
Region : Coastal Northern.
Total area under Crop (Percentage).
v

District. Size grow- (Paddy. Cholam. Cumbu.  Sugarcane Gl'aund-j

O ® @ e o e o
Madras .. Marginal . am 0.00 0.00 0.00  100.00
" Small .. 2576 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Semi-medium .. 1862 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00

Medium o 1185 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Lasge . 000 000 0.00 0.00 0.00

All Sizgs . 10000 000 000 060 10600

| Chongalpasiu .. Marginal L 3L 4% 04 44T 2900
Small 1920 945 2847 1A 1533

" Semimedium .. 3040 2611 1458 1773 3274

Mediym 1310 1744 1493 1796 1644

Large .. 585 1236 1.58 5.71 6.40

All Sizes .. 10000 10000 10000 10000 10000

South Arcot Marginal . 2806 2962 3451 2443 257
Small .. 2333 2613 228 234 2246

Semi-medium .. 2406 2691 2487 2656 24.22

Mediom .. 1819 1451 1462 2108 2078

Large .. 6.36 2.83 3.18 5.89 6.78

All Sizes .. 10000 10000 10000 10000  100.00
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6y (2) 3) ) ) (6) N
North Arcot .. Marginal - 47.72 24.41 30.37 37.82 31.65
Smail . 19.08 34.02 29.46 16.27 24.03
Semi-medium . 19.95 24.98 23.98 25.93 24,23
Medium .. 11.73 13.18 13.99 18.41 18.39
Large - 1.52 3.41 2.20 1.57 1.70
All Sizes .. 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.60

10. 1t can be seen from the above table that i i
the marginal farms grow more paddy, o Peveoniane dis

tricts of the Coastal Northern Region,
percentage of coverage in the small farm

the percentages varying f)
g from 28 to 48 per cent. The °
§ ranges from 19 to 26 per cent, Semi-medillljm farms from

by the marginal farms in Chengalpattu district is about Sy crop the South age of area covered
30 per cent and in North Arcot district the area cov
ef area covered in small farms ranges from 9 per ce
North Arcot district. But the percentage of area ¢

by. the cultivators. Under Cumbu cro

I p the percentge of

various from 30 per cent in North Arcot district to zigO ;())er il;i)at c_c;vg}e!d by the jasginal farmers
small farms the percentages are found to vary ' engalpattu district. In the

between ¢ i
farms, the percentage of coverage varies from 15 pé?) cg;?td t%)gz per cent. In semi-medium

farms the percentage of covera S pericent. I hed;
(ms , ge of Cumbu crop j ent. In the medium

8‘%"" Sand aboutl5 per cent .each ip Cher}:g:;lspilot?\? d1o be 14 per cent in North Arcot
nder Sugarcane crop, the and -South Arcot districts.

districts are 47 per cent and 38 per cent g In Chengalpattu and North _Arcot
is 24 per cent in South Per cent respectively in the margina] farms whereas the percentage

area are covered, in Chengalpatty and Nor ile 11 per-cent and 16 f th

2 ' , i th As - il a penjce.:ntote

gcml-Med:gm farn.us in South Arcot distyict coveredca: btog‘tSter?CtS yespcq(xyely by Similarly the
ugarcane in the district whereas about 18 per cent of the g is coverr O the total area under

and. 26 per cent in North Arcot distri oo 18 covered in Chengapattu distri
is 21 per cent. In Chengalpattu a A Nont s medium far stict 1 erage

districts whereas it is less than 2 per cent in North Arcce)ftwhd;:tri(éth en:lgﬁﬁagtlt’lu zt!lrx‘d South‘?A‘ngt‘
. ] ict, € area under
a 1s cultivated by'the marginal farmers.

oD in marginal size class in Chengal-

The percentoge of coverage of area uncer Groundnut ¢r
districts are found to b

g::;;;ts :ekét'};c?rclo t la nd North Arcot € 29 per cent; 26

Rer cent i-anhgeg g’l.pr;;g\ggltsge holdings, the percentage of areapof G;‘o{mdx?ue: 'Ce?t e About 32
Arcot districts. In Semi-mesdl‘%t’ 22 per cent in South Arcot district and 24 o ond_to o 15
in Chengalpattu district anl:im; 43;;'-; lézlndtmgs }fhp %ercentage of the area ’Covgferdcei: tBL;npe?ggx};
the medium size groups th socn i South Arcot and North Arcot  distri
district, about 21 per cont " S ah, 2162 covered is 16 in Chengaipati
Arcot district. The large size ut 18 per cent in North

fsom 2 per cent in North Arcot district to 7 per cent in Soutﬁou:gcno‘:td;isttr}i\; peiceniage, ranges

Inland Regibn :

The following table gives

land Region : perceétage of cropped area under the various size groups for the-

TanLe 92,

):nlam'i.:_ O _ o ‘. ‘ .
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69,347.67

(23.41)

44,618.15

(2527)

1,31;924.98

(14.73)

124,729.52

(20.66)

2,26,871.29

(16.59)

,946.31

(79.34)

1,76,543.13 2,96,218.96

1,19,675.83

v a

Marginal

4,698.80

1,
(22.56)

58,351.01.
(21.26)

{46,341.79

(24.45)

3,59,325.55
(77.44)

2,16,126.69

(18.74)

02435 1,43,198.86
(75.55)

4,

2,74,477.70

1,89,546.65

.o

Small

1,57,095.99 -
(30.00)

2,16,030.53
(67.19)

1,05471.92

(32.81)

51,623.96

(25.54)

3,66,531.04

(70.00)

,500.51

1,
(74.46)

5,23,626.92

-3,21,502.45

- 2,02,124.47

Semi-medium

2,10,412.09
(74.68)

!5.‘

(=1

1,41,526.72

(30.26)

71,340.15

(25.32)

70,116.57

(31.73)

3,26,228 54

(69.74)

1,15,816.55

(62.27)

4,67,755.36

2,81,752.24

1,86,003.12

Sl

s

Medium

80,104.69

(45.73)-

59,493.85

(48.40).

63,432.33

(51.60)

16,672.36
" (31.92)

95.058,54

(54.27)

35,564.69

(68.08)

1,75,163.23

1,22,926.18

52,237.05

[

[

Large

5,52,773.76
(28.69)

8,33,988.14

(70.’34)

3,43,213.56

(29.16)

,560.20
(71.5¢6)

2,

. 13,74,015.06

(7131

5.40,026.92

- 7.49,587.12 1,17,720L.70  19,26,788.82
(72.04)

All Sizes ..
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2. 1t is seen from the above table that about 77 perc ent of .
by food crops and only 23 per cent of the area is undper non-fgocghcerg;r;g ssoclztox()gct%: ?: lls.c‘?"“"d<
area belonging to the marginal holdings, about 79 per cent of the area is under food ota 1mgatec_i
per cent of the area is covered by non-food crops. Out of the total un-irrigated cggs and 21
this group nearly 3/4 th of the area is covered by food crops and the remainin 122% £ Oﬁglng to
covered by non-food crops. About 77 per cent of the total gross cropped areg u{‘ h o tllef area
is covered by food crops and balance of 23 per cent of under non-food crops. Of th C{ small farms
area under small farms, about 76 per cent is covered under food crops and 24 " ol itrigated
food crops. About 79 per cent of the area is covered under food crops to gf: fg?:l.“ﬂqer. non-
area and 21 per cent under non-food crops in the small farms. In semi-medium s S pated
exactly 7Q per cent of the total gross cropped area comes under food crops and th séle holdings,
per cent is covered by non-food crops. = Of their total £10sS cro LAY ¢ balance of 30
cent is covered under food crops an P

ped irrigated area about 74 per-

cred: ung d 26 per

cent of their in-irrigated area comes un oo by the non-food crops. About 67 per
food crops. In the medium group, abou

der food crops and about 33 ;
£ 70 por per cent comes under non--
the food crops and 30 per cent under non-f}:)odc:rx:)tp‘s).f th;:)(;t:tl ggo;:rcgg,ﬁpg?&re? Lomes under
grown with food crops and about 38 per cent with non-food crops in _theirrigated area is
About 75 per cent of the un-irrigated area comes under food crops an mediym size holdings.
nog-fo;‘)d bcrlops. About 54 per cent of the total Bross cropped area comes under th,
axf\ d the ba agacc come}sl under the non-food crops in the large farms Aber the _fooderops
and &;rilega;e.n.area to the total gross cropped irrigated area comes under oro ‘ou:h o Cont
and the r [:r 01 m%l area 1s grown with non-food crops. About 48 per cent of th Ps In the large farms
gro: pped un-irrigated area comes under the food crops in the } © un-irrigated area by
remalunmg area comes under the non-food crops. About 71 per cent of arge size group and the
total gross cropped area comes under food crops in alt sizes and abm(z) ;},}e Irnigated area to the
ent of the irrigated ares to the total irr; per cent comes under

The following tabje presents the inte
the two categories of irrigated and un-irrf;:tgsr::g;arg:elgf the area

under thd foed erops under-

Inland.

Region

TABLE 93.

Total.

Non-food Crops (Per cent)
e,
Un-irrigated.

Irrigated.

~—

A

Un-irrigated.

Food-Crops (Per cent)

Irrigated.

-~

Size Groups.

Total.

M

©

&)

@

(&)

@

§))

13.00 12.55

11.80

16.51

15.82

17.58

e

Marginal ..

o
2 2
® %
g e
SR

o
S @
qd «
a ]
= @
e o
N RN
-
(-3
N A
A w
v %R
& &
L ]
by
Doy
Do
N

e

‘Semi-medium
Medium ..
Large

Small

25.60

14.49

20.79
100.00

25.23 23.74 33.49

21.45
- 6.58

100.00

18.48
100.00

7.96

100.00

6.92

100.00

7.14

100.00

.

“e
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All Size:
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4. Out of the total irrigated area under food crops, about 18 per cent belong to the marginal
holdings, about per cent belong to the small group,about 28 per cent belongto the semi-medium .
holdings, about 21 percent belong to the medium holdings and. thebalance belong to large sizz
hotdings. It is found that out of the total un-irrigated area under food crops only about 16 pe.-
eent belong to the marginal group, 26 percent each in the case of small and semi-medium holdings,
about 25 percent belong to the medium group and the balance to the largs size holdings. Out of
the total irrigated area under non-food crops about 12 percent belong to the marginal group, 22
percent belong to the small holdings, about 25 percent belong to the semi-medium farms, about 33
per cent belong to medium farms and only about 8 percent belong to the large size holdings. But
in the case of un-irrigated non-food crops about 13 per cent of the un-irrigated area to the total
un-irrigated area belong to marginal farms, about 17 per cent belong to small farms, about 31
percent belong to semi-medium group, about 21 per cent belong to the medium size group and
the balance of about 18 per cent belong to the large size holdings.

5. The following table gives the district-wise proportion of cropped area under food crops
and non-food Crops.

TaBLE—94,
Region : Inland. :

District. Food Crops. Non-food crops. :

Irrigated  Un-irrigated  Irrigated Un-irrigt
- ed
(Per cent)  (Per cent). (Per cent).: (Per cen%).

m @ 3 C)) )
Salem e 81.46 60.46 1854 ¢ 3954
Dharmapuri e 84.39 82.39 1561 1 1761
Periyar e 65.44 73.13 34.56 26.87
Coimbatore e e e 6341 - 7601 36.59 - 23.99
The Nilgicis e 56.07 3030 43.93 69.70

_6. The ratios of the area between the irrigated food cro irel "
un-irrigated f°§$‘ crops and non-food crops are 81:19 and 60: 0’ rl;:[l)ge?:t?seln o?ﬁfgg&g%gsta'n?
The corresponding r.auos in Dharmapuri, Periyar, Coimbatore and The 1\}"1 iris distri ——
84:16, 82:18 and 6335, 73:27 and 63:37, 76:24 and 56:44, 3070 respectivgly B 0 oTHCLS are

R ) |

group-wise cropped area under im
percentages in the following table,

7. The following table gives the size

crops and non-food crops, expressed as portant ité_ms of food

SV
5 1

P

Taohe—95.
Region Inland.

Irrigated. Un-

irrigated.
o

Fbod fﬂ‘l noon-food  crops. (Per cent)
NMATE eon T\ e A,

T Stze Groups.” -

Irrigated.

o

Un-
Irrigated.

Irrigated.

Un-
Irrigated.

Un-

Irrigated.

Un-
Irrigated.

Irrigated.

Irrigated.

® (6 ) ® &) (10) ()

@

@

Q)

16,05

15.00 -

19.53
39.10

13.51

11.99
61.80
10.42
- 12.54

13.72
27.04
26.56

19.17

24.60

27.65

18.02
22.98

12,97
25.73

30.74

21.92
29.79

Margidal
Small

16.53
26.34

23.04

27.10

18.62
22.17

e

Semi-medium
Medium

28.00

23.55

27.29
24.46

: 955
100.00

24.19

e

.

21.75

33.40

10.22

21.32 25.35

25.32
- 8.49

100.00

18.73
1537

.

2.5

139

62

4.05 4.
100.00

7.33
100.00

7.26

100.00

7.45
100.00

572 -

100.00

Large ‘
All Sizes

100.00

1000

100.00



8. It is seen from the above table that
from 19 percent to 30 per cent in the first fo
being about 5 per cent. Similarly
from about 19 per cent to 31 per ce
group with about 6 per cent.
per cent to 27 per cent whereas u
Out of the total area under irri
medium farms and on the who
medium farms.

in the large size group to 33
of the total area under un
per cent by medium farms,
and the balance of about

9. The following tabl
food crops in the district

District.

M

Salem

Dharmapuri

Periyar

Size Group.

)
Margioat
Smalti
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
All Sizes
Marginal
Smalit
Semi-medium
Medium
Large
All Sizes

Marginal ..
Small
Semi-medium
Medium
Large

All Sizes : .,
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¢ shows the interse percentages
s of this region.

Paddv cultivation under un-
nt in the first four size groups
Cholam cultivation under irrigat
nder un-irrigated condition it ran
gated Cumbu, about 28 percent of
le about 3/4th of the area is co
Almost a similar pattern of cultivation exists i

per cent in the medium group in t
-irrigated  Groundnut is cultivated
about 20 per cent by small farms, a
5 per cent by large size holdings.

TABLE 96.

Region : Inland.

paddy cultivation under irrigated conditions varies
ur_size classes and it is far less in the last size class
irrigated conditions also ranges
and it is far less in the last size
ed conditions ranges from 10
ges from 7 percent to 28 percent

the area cultivated by the semi

vered by small, semi-medium,
n the case of un-irrigated Cumbu

-nut area varies from 10 per cent
his region. But about 39 per cent
by semi-medium farms, about 22
bout 15 per cent by marginal farms

of total area under important items of

Total area under Crop (Percentage):
A

?addy.

Cholam.  Cumbu. Sugarcane. Ground-ﬁ
nut.

&) @ ®) © U
1872 2091 2410 1752 13.75
56.09 30.23 27.85 43.03 19.09
20.28 29.92 29.06 21.93 48.59
12.88 16.22 16.49 15.55 16.37
2.03 272 2.50 197 2.20
100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
21.05 17.48 18.59 18.55 19.48
27.14 37.92 21.22 27.12 24.90
24.36 23.59 35.07 34.43 29.95
17.90 14.87 20.15 16.95 21.76
3.55 6.14 497 3.04 3.91
100.00 1€0.00 100.¢o 100.00 100.00
25.31 5.7 14.09 12.77 15.04
23.21 20.18 20.73 19.71 17.70
26.07 25.49 24.68 24.74 22.82
20.18 27.51 28.88 32.73 36.37
5.23 11.06 11.62 10.05 8.07

.100.00 100.00 100,00

100.00

100.00

141

| @ - S S R ) ©) (7)
d |

imbatore Marginal .. .. 1197 rae4 ;0.98- 1R 10.02
com Small .. .. 1408 1149 2639 2602 1174
Semimediom .. 2834 3000 22.66 25.77 30.83
Medium .. .. 2987 3276 2428 2§;5'6 31.67
Large ce 15.74 1}.11 15.69 10.93 15.74
AllSizs .. .. 10000 10000 10000  100.00 100,00
. |giris Marginal .. .. 3133 10000 0.0 3370 0.00
e Small .. - 16.15 000 2800  30.04 0.00
Semi-medium .. 18.15 0.00 2000 '9.5‘2 0.00
Medium .. .. 2199 000 3200 1612  100.00
Large .- .- 12.33 090 000 19.52 0.00
AllSizes .. .. 10000 10000 §100.00 10000  100.00

y: s table that the marginal farmis in the Nilgiis district grow
10. It can be Sce“g o;n thz,ga g?v;ercent but on the cgo“'ﬂtrary the large size Noldings cultivate
more paddy the peroe&erg size classes in the district, the percentage being about 12 percent.  The
Jess paddy than the OTC o marginal tarms -in Salém, Dharmapuri afd Periyar districts arg
reentages of area ¢ t and 25 percant respectively, T.e "pefcentages of argm Cagered in the small
19 percent, 27 p"“’fg percent fo46pércent, semi-niedium frnis 1§ peréent 10 28 percent, nygdinm
farms ranges from 30 percent and in the large farms from 2 to 16 percent in'these districts. Under
farms 13 pescent to thE entire area in the Nilgiris district is covered by marginal fatms and in the
the Cholam Crop, s from 15 per cent to 21 per cent. Ip.the small farms the_percpntgges range
other districts 1t raﬂ3883 reent. ~About 30 per cent each in Salem and Coimbatore _diktricts, about
from 11 percent to apeuri and-about 25 per ¢ént in jPeriya"r}iistnci‘gs cpvered by the semi-medium
24 per cent m(lj)tilalanrl;l gultivatiéh: Inthe medium grdup thé per centages of area covered is found
group under 50 er cent to 33 per cent and in the large group from 3 percent to‘about 11 percent.
to vary from 1 % the percentages of area in marginal group ranges from ~about’l1l percent
Under Cumbu cr' {), About 28 percent each in Salem and the Nilgiris dxstrxctg.éigbqpt 21 percent
to about 24 percen i and Periyar districts and about 26 perceat in Coimbatore disfrict is covered
cach in Dharmapitl “h "o ibu cultivation, 1n the semi-mediuf faFts the peréentages of area
by the small fm;;om 20 percent to abbut 35 percent, medium farnis frdm 16 percesit & 2 percent
coveree ranges farms irom NiTin the Nilgiris district to 16 percent-in Com;batogﬂ@s ct. Under
andn the large the percentages of area covered in the marginal size fatms is found “o yaty between
Sugarcane 9F%P~ imbatore district and34 percent in the Nilgiris district,, In the'.§tna,~l size farmy,
8 percent 10 _O_lf e ;—égion the percentage ‘of coverage is_found to be betweéh 20 percent in
in the districts > &43 peroex’zt"‘ Salem Disfrict. In the sgml-meﬂiumfar‘ms itjs found tovary
Periyar district an O Pehe N&ﬁs district gnd 34 percentin Dhitmapuri distfief. The percen-
between 10 Pef“’in the mediumh size class if found # be bétweenT6 percent each i Salem and in
tage of ‘}‘?"em.giﬁct and 33 percent in Periyar district. In the large size farms, tlie_perce_ntago
the Nilgiris dis d to vary between'2 percent in Salem district and 11 percent each in Coimba~
of covernge & f°§?: iris districts. Under Groundnut crop the entire area is covered by the
tore and in ,tlzm,n thgé Nilgiris district. The percentage of coverage in the marginal farms vary
medium B o Coimbatoré district to 19 percent in Dharmapuri district, in small farms from
from 10 Pef“"‘gs cent, in semimedium farms from 23 percent in Periyar district & 49 percent
12 percent 0 jct pifxrmedium group from 16 pescent to 36 percent excpet in the Nflgiris district
tha:eil:lig‘zg t percent and in the large farms from 2 percent in Salem district to 16 perceat in
wher ‘

Coimbatore.

211. Coastal Region :

The following iable gives the percentage of cropped area under the various size groups for
1010w, .
t be coastal Region: —

g 2 147-33— 19



TABLE. 97.

’ Region;—Cd&zstal.
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Size/Group. -
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410,046.94 46,931.40
(30.65)

106,175.58
(69.35)

(5
303,871.36

o8 @
466,779.88

153,106.98

@
313,672.90

a

- (10) .

56,732.94
(12.15)

»

9,801.54

.. .o

Marginal

© 55,759.52

. (3.13)
11,621.35

(87.85)
346,289.14

(96.87)
126,197.67

335.84 - 402,048.66 220,091.47

- 231,712.82 "

(13.87)
66,183.94

44,138.17
(25.91)

5.02)
20,242.60

(86.13)

348,703.53

(74.09)

144,270.72

170,

=

Small

(94.98)

212,60 414,887.47 204,432.81

—

45,941.88

190,

224,674.87

Semi-medium

S

(15.95)
45,402.49

(24.15)

(9.01)

9,973.08

(84.05)
265,176.15

(75.85)
121,704.03

(90.99)
143,472.12

(14.62)
17,805.67

35,429.41
(22.55)
13,653.04

(85.38) (6.50)
4,152.63

86,322.67

(77.45)
33,355.45

157,133.44  310,578.64
(93.50)
52,967.22

153,445.20

Medium

104,128.34

(17.10)
241,884.56

(29.04)

186,093.90

(7.27)
55,790.66

(82.90)
1,456,538.43

(70.96)
.531,703.45

(92.73)

422,99 - 924,834.98

47,008.50

Large

57,119.84

- 717,797.36 1,698,

. 980,625.63

(74.07) (85.76) (5.69) (25.93) (14.24)

94.3)

e

All Sizes
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2. 1t is seen from the above table that about 88 per cent of the tetal gioss’ cropped area in the
marginal size group is under food crops and about 12 per cent of the area is covered by non-
food crops. It is seen that the marginal farms are mainly growing food crops. About 97 per
cent of the irrigated total gross cropped irrigated area under food crops and only 3 per cent is
covered under the irrigated non-food crops. About 69 per cent of the total gross cropped un-
irrigated area is covered under the food crops by these holdings and 31 per cent is covered under
the non-food crops. About 86 percent of the total gross cropped area is under the food crops
in the small farms and the balance: of 14 per cent is under non-food crops. Of the total gross
cropped irigated area, abous 95 per cent is under food crops and 5 perceat under non-food crops
in the small size farms. About 74 per cent of the total gross cropped un-irrigated area comes
ander the food crops in the small size farms and the balance of 26 percent area comes under the non-
food crops. In the semi-medium group of the total gross cropped area about 84 percent comes
under the food crops and the balance of 16 per cent comes under the non-food crops. Of the
total gross cropped irrigated area, about 91 per cent of the area comes under food crops and the
remaining 9 per cent comes under non-food crops. Of the total gross cropped un-irrigated area
about 76 per cent of the area comes gnder foodcrops and the remamning 24 per cent under non-food
crops. Under the medium size holdings, about 85 per cent of the total gross cropped area comes
under food crops and the balance of 15 per cent of the area comes under non-food ¢rops. Of the
total gross cropped irrigated area, 93.5 per cent of the area comes under food crops and only 6.5
percent of the area comes under non-food crops. Of the total gross corpped un-irrigated area
77 percent of the area comes under food crops and the remaining 23 percent under non-food crops.
In the large size holdings, of the total gross cropped area, about 83 percent comes under the food
crops. and the balance of 17 percent coms$ under non-good -crops: Of‘the total gross cropped
irrigated area: 93 percent comes under food crops and the balance 7 petcent comes undeér non-food
‘crops. Of the total gross cropped un-irrigated area: 71 percent comes under food crops ‘and the
remaining 29 per cent comes pnder non-food crops. About 86 percent of the area to the total
gross cropped area is grown with food-crops whereas about 14 percent of the atea to'the total gross
cropped area comes under _no_n-food crops in all sizes. -About 94 per-cent of ‘the h'{igated.- area
to the total gross cropped irrigated area comes under food crops and the only ‘about '6 ‘per cent
comes under non-food crops. .About 74 percent of the un-irrigated area to the total gross cropped
un-irrigated area comes under food crops and about 26 percent of the area comes under non-food
crops i this region. ltisto pe_noted that the percentages of the area covered under food crops
in both the irrigated and un-irrigated conditions are more when compared with the other three

regions.

3. The following table presents the interse percentage of the area under food crops and
non-food crops under the two categories of irrigated and un-irrigated seperately.

v

TAELE 98.
Region . Coast:l.

Food Crops (Per cent.) Non-food crops (Per cent.)
A I

Size|Groups- - Irrigated. Un-irrigated. Tota}. ’ Irrigated.  Un-irrigated. Tota?
) ) 3) 4) 5) ©) @
Marginal -+ 32.86 119.97 28.15 17.57 25.22 23.45
Small .. 23.80 23.73 (23.77 20.83 123.72 23.06
Semi medium 22.10 27.13 .23.94 36.28 124.69 27.36
Medium .. 15.51 22.89 18.21 17.88 19.04 18.77
Large V. 5.73 16.28 f5.93 7.44 7.33 7.36
Allsizes - £100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100,00 | 100.00

t of the total irrigated area under foogi crops, about 33 per cent belong to th ginal
°u4. g)uout 24 per cent belong to the small holdings, about 22 per cent belong togthg se;jﬁlna;dium
armls)’ about 16 per cent belong to the medium holdings and the balance 6 per cent belong to the

: laroe size holdings. But in the case of un-irrigated arca under food crops, about 20 per cent belong

: inal group about 24 per cent belong to the small holdings, about 27 per
to the margine, 0 arms, about 23 per ccat belong 10 the medium holdings 4ad the balanes
belong to the large size class. In the case of un-irrigated food crops more area is covered by the
semi-medium farms the percentage being about 36 per cent and about 21 per cent belong to the
small holdings. In the case of un-irrigated non-food crops about 25 per cent each belong to the
m and semi-medium holdings and about 24 per cent belong to the small holdings,

g 2 14i-33—19a



145

007001
L8'S
L3°LY

280Ua0454 28viudsIad  OBDIUPIL
Pardraapuf) porndrad] parndliit

PovT
06°€C
e

(1))

[ S
nupunouy)

0000 00001 0000}
SL'S 00'0 59
63°01 ob'ss LLst
S9'vp £€°91 LT'9T
€8°1C €651 86'4T
88°91 peTI pr 9T
(o1) (e (8)

S GRS

144

5. The following table gives thedistrict-wis¢ proportion of the cropped area under food

crops and nop-f _

i
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Grownnut

Sugarcan.

Total urea under crop (Percntcge)
Cumbu

Cholcin

Coastal.

TABLE™ 10].
Paddy

Region

Size group

District

147

146A .
table that paddy cultivation under irrigated conditions vasy
8. Itéan ?eces;in agglgstﬁragggfin the ﬁxstg‘ol{f size_groups.and it is far less in the last size
~08UR0] InLume o betW‘?enbe. pg per cent. The cultivation of un-irrigated paddy ranges from 11 h;j)er _cextlit1 in the
T oG ndad 2noadg ggldag -0 g:)up ng 2% per cent in the marginal group. Irrigated Cholam cuitivation is high in the semi-
SOET -8 *PRLS6G Noom o : large group 0 20 PEE EET - - T ¥ cent being about 28 per cent. In the other size groups'the
= " 8‘ RS cxg s medium group in 11 n;g;orenstﬁgge 9 per cent in large farms to 22 per cent in the marginal farms.
oo percentage of ctg:;emcg;oliamg the percentage of coverage ranges from 7 per cent in the large size
O Under unrﬂzggl - cont in both the marginal and semi-medium farms. Out of the total area under
. po}dmg; tg mtﬁze about 27 per cent of the area is cultivated by the semi-medium farms, abp;;t
—~ NN % ' irrigated | tub the medium holdings, about 21 per cent by the small farms, about 2? pcrhcent y
T meRPER 8,:!“’3'\58 3‘0"’83 23 per cen lY oup and the Temaining area by the large size holdings. - More .or less the same
QUENCg AUFAYS gddmocs the margina. gToUP 815 & 1 f un-irrigated Cumbu also. Out of the total area irrigated under
—5 dAaa § oNnS o 4 trend is notxcecbmt  the marginal and s emi-medium group cultivated about 26 per cent each, the
= sugarcane crop,11 ohol dings is about 25 per cent, medium holdings is about 16 .per
share of sma holdings is about 7 per cent. Out of the total un-irrigated area - under
cent and 1a%g§ut 55 per cent belong to the medium grovp, about 16 per cent _ea:?l to
-Sugarcane, % mi-medium farms, about 12 per cent belong to the marginal farms and it is nil in
AT RRaR2 BRRRY 8 faqvw the small an}, 5 farms in this region. The share of irrigated groundnut cultivation by the semi-
“eracdcs Ko .,;,,-g-‘ z’*fo.l\_ 8 the case of large more, the percentage being about 45 per cent. The percentages of the area
TATLCE SREISE FUg T s ‘ medium group 1tsh four size classes ranges from about 6 per cent in the large group to 22 per cent
h = -covered by ‘h? O o But in the case of un-irrigated groundnut about 28 per cent of the area is
in the 'sﬁlall,l ?;"zn fz'xarginal group, about 25 per cent by the semi-medium holdings, agoutth 2? per
L culttwba;e the Zmall holdings, about 18 per cent by the medium holdings and the balance by the large
: -cent DY ’ : ‘
rﬂo O = <. ‘ T _Sizegfou'p' ) ‘ ' . .
$ 353582 GR8%58 2eszes | g, The following table shows the interse percentages of total area uader fmportaat itmes
© & "8Rec8 SXRITE . offd%d crops in the districts of this region :— ’
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10. It is seen from the above table that in all the dis ) ”

| fartnﬁs ngV;’ -r_tgore paddy, the percentage varying from 30 mﬁg ;;fggft CO,??:;} Region, the marginkl
li;f e-%m& Lfarms ranges from 21 t0 25 per cent, semi-madium farms frig iy 138 r:er_gem;g?éwae

farms from 14 to 16 per cent and the large size farms from 4 o 7 pér cent °U-3 pet cefit hédinm
,all_?out 90 per cent of the area 1§ covered by the marginal farsis ih Thamiay nder Ciolam ¢rop,

iruchirappalli and Padukdottaf districts the marginal farms covered s~ Strict Wheré & in
per. Ceat respectively urider Cholam crop. The ‘Pereentages of afea cov r‘:i 25 per cemt and 28
in Tiruchirappatti and Pudukkottai districts are 24 per cent and2s per cen’te- Fresi o e sniall fatibs
;I;h%njavugc:‘listngt.zlt is nil. The percentages of area coveted under semi-meds T pely witers a8 in

o vary between 2 per cent in Thanjavur district to 25 per cent. in Tirch s O Idmes is fonid
the medium size holdings it Tanges from 8 per cent to 22 per cent Uﬁ!“der‘.‘chéfﬂmﬂi‘ distyict. In
centage of area covered by the marginal group is found to be more with 63 umbt erdp, the per-
gi_;ttr_ict while the percentages are 42 and 19 in Thanjavur and Pudukkottpgrdq?ns n Pudukiotaj
But in the case of small fe}m}s the percentages of the area covered under C a1 districts respectivly.
2 per cent in Pudukkottai district to 26 per cent in Thanjavur district ' Inu;?)'i)“ Crop vary between
the percentages vary between 20 per cent ahd 28 per cent and jn the medi semi-medivi farrhs
cent in Pudukkottai district to 25 per cent in Tiruchirappalli district, Undes farnis frot 5 per
Percenttage of the area covered by the marginal farms is foand 1o be ve }‘: e; sLgarcane crop the
about 83 per cent, whereas ‘only 12 per cent of the area in Thanjavur di‘syt - 1gh the Percentage bein
nree in Padukkotiai district are covered by the marginal farms, In the smc} and 29 per cent of the
of coverage ranges from 3 per cent in Pudukkottai district to 33 per ce A l'farms the percent
a;n the semi-medjum farms from 13 per cent in Pudukkottai district ton;fn-Th,"*“J‘i‘V“f districe,
district, in the medium farms about less than 1 per cent in Pudukkotta] di DL cent in Thanjavar
%@chua palli district. Under Groundnut crop, the percentage of area c:,sm“ to 19 -per cent
farms vary between 19 per cent in Tiruchirappalii district and 33 per céat ; vered by the margipal
in the small farms between 19 per cent in Tiruchitappalli district and 37 1n Pudukicottai district,
district in the semi--medium farms between 19 per cent in Pydukkotta; g; Percentin Thanjavor
Tiruchirappalli district, in the medium farms between 8 per cent in Thfa et and_ 36 per cent in
cent in Tiruchirappalli district and in the large farms between 2 mavur district and 20 per
10 per cent in Pudukkottai district, per cent in Thanjavur district and

1V, Southern Region :

The following table gives the percentage cropped area under the various size

Southern Region :— groups for the
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1,05,961.28
(19.61)

79,170.69
(34.98)
74,779.90

(8.53)

26,790.59
22,562.05

(80.39)

4,34,296.35
3,39,713.32

(65.02)

1,47,176.20

(91.47)
1,88,787.60

5,40,257.63 2,87,120.15

2,26,346.89

3,13,910.74

e

Marginal

97,341.95
(22.27).

- 1,31,365.47

(28.65)

(33.13)
81,934.57

(10.67)

49,430.90

(11.13)
3,27,274.08

1,

(89.33)
1,41,195.05

4,37,055.27

2,25,705.62

2,11,349.65

Small

92512
(66.87)
1,86,079.03

(30.51)
88,990.33

(25.93)
22,851.87

(71.35)

2,71,308.19

(69.43)
1,48,913.76

(74.07)
1,22,394.43

4,58,639.55

2,68,013.60

1,90,625.95

Semi-Medium
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1,11,842.40
(29.19)

(37.41) -
53,145.69
(44.83)

(15.73)
9,151.97

(62.59) (70.81)
1,16,188.57

65,408.68

(84.27)
50,779.89

3,83,150.59

2,37,904.09

1,45,246.50

Medium

62,297.66

(15.27)

1,30,787.58

(65.10)
14,88,780.51

(55.17)
6,98,503.39
(64.88)

(84.73)
7.90,277.12

1,18,554.37 1,78,486.23

59,931.86

re

Large

(34.90)

5,08,808.76

(25.47)

3,78,021.18
(35.12)

(14.20)

(74,53)

10,76,524.57 19,97,589.27
(85.80)

9.21,064.70

All- Sizes
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2. It may be seen from the above table that about 80
in the marginal size group is under food crops and ber cent of the total gross cr
food crops. About 91 per cent of the irrigated aﬁguisﬂ) ety Of the are ATy e

h a is covered b -
under food crops and only about 9 per cent of the area © total gross cropped irrigated gr:: [ils

per cent of the total gross cropped un-irrigated area i 1s under non-food ¢re S.

is covered under non-food crops. Aboutg78 per cent Sc;fc?ggrfgt:? der food crops :fnd 3?32;126?3
under food crops in the small farms and the balance of 22 per ¢ egrt°5_5 Cropped area is covered
crops. About 89 peé cent of the_ irrigated area to the tota} gross nt 15 covgrqd under non-food
under food crops an C:he remaiping 11 per cent is covered ynder Cl’op})ed irfigated area  comes
cent of tc}l'e t;‘l n—xrgggate area to the total gross cropped un-irri atn?ln- 00d crops.  About 67 per
cop and b, s o comes o o e g e 0
comes under non-food crops. Of the t(())t;?egra;se? gro mes under food crops :rzlzcli irt:;l p{ of the total
to food crops and the balance opped ut 29 per cent

un-irrigated area about 69 per cent belop
non-food crops. Under the medium sj

un~jrri
3/4th ofthe area to the total gro about 45 per cent comes under L Ei0U AT€a 55 per cent
balance of 1/ 4th comes undelgr n:;_??pped aréa comes under food g{-ogso ?,;fo(’d Crops. peAtfout

0 all sjzes and the
i$ covered gt? n area about 86

3. The following table presents i
the int,
food crops under the two categories of imzﬁg’iﬁnﬁg?,gf ﬂ; area under food Crops
-irtigated separate - and pos.

TasLe 103,

Region. Southern

Non-Food crops (Per cent).

Food crops (Per cent).:

Total.

Unirrigated.

—

Irrigated.

—

Total.

Unirrigated.

I |

Irrigated.

Size [Groups.

2083

2048 20.94

29.17
22,82
21,98

21.07

36.33

»e

Marginal

Small

25.82
21.98
12.24

19.13
100.00

19.78
21.68

17.25
37.79

21.61
26.64

17.87
15.49
6.42

100.00

23.89

.
.

Semi~-Medium

23.54
14.06

100.00

17.48

18.22
7.81

100.00

21.32
9.36

100,00

Medium

Large

7.00

100.00

151

All Sizes
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4. Out of the total irrigated area under food crops, about 36
all farms, per cent belong to the margina

farms , about 24 per cent belon
s g to the sm
£ » ; about 18
i, o 15 e et - T S e e i
i i ¢ cmlz,; about 2]  pey ceﬁtlargg t;arms’ Of the total
b e , per cent bel clong to
elong b he scmimedium gup i e bl ong i e g, o S00U 21 perco
group, about 20 per cent bel bs avout 38 per cent of the 5 2 belg ZrouP.  Out of the total
and n’ledium farms. Out of Ot?l% tottllle ninrenal group and ab;ﬁ? lbelong o he Semi-medium
belong to. the e mediam groupo : bggérrzl%a;d area deer non-fgogel;r?; t t(t)> cach of small
21 per cent belong to the marginal rcent belong ¢ fum goot 26 per cent
group. 8 to the medium grou iy
p, and about
5. The following table gives the dis

trict-wi :
non-food crops. *¢ Proportion of cropped area under food and
ood an

TABLE 104,

Region. Southery,

L Foad
Districts. crops.

— m i . Non-food crops.

(Per cent), U"g:‘trgated_ Irrigateq .
() (03) - (Per cenr), U'(zglrgget;‘tii.
)
Madurai .. O]
: 80. &)
9 68.77 |
Ramanthaapuram. . 91.19 '70 o 19.03 | 31,23
Tiruneveli .. .. . 83.51 $8.01 8.83 29.21
Kanniyakumari 96,75 37'5 16.49 41.99
6. The ratio of the area between th 0 325 ¢ 6250

oL 1 e irri
also between the irrigated non-food cro Tigated food Crops and i

- : Ps and yn-jrri ig ",
respectively. The corresponding ratios in un-irrigated nop-fooq o 2o cd non-food crops and
districts are 91 : 9, 71 :29, 84 : 16, 58 ;421}a911,;a}]a3‘ha3r>7u§am, o'lqidl‘:t:gw?:liar e? : 19 and '16‘9 31

"3 3751625, respecyind Kanniyakumarl
s pect ey K
grOUp-WiSe Cro lvely' b

pped . .
ber centage, for tli)xe Strlf?hunder !mportant fitetns of food

7. The following table gives the size
crops and non-food crops, expressed as

e Region

!
{
1
A
¢

Tastx 105,
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KIE
3
&)

,_
d [Irrigated
Per cent

Per cent

per cent.

—

Cholam
A
Irrigated. Unirrigate

Unirrigated.
Per cent.

Paddy.
I N

Per cent.

Irrigated.

—~

Size |Groups.

g 2 147'33".21

(1

10

®
20.14

M ®
2275

©

)

22.04

@) (3) 4)
22.93

" 40,

(1)

Marginal ..
Small

20.01

13.03
11.58

49.97

14.48
18.28

35.42

18.07
22.04

25.44

26.83

27.00

20.85
B 22.65

21.10

12

18.26

42.10

2499
31.43

21.39

25.31

33.37

19.37
18.39

27.69

25.16
v 22.24

A

15.38

Semi-Medium

Medium

153

21.48

19.98

15.56
5.27

22.03
100.00

19.04

8.30

©23.27
100.00

12.84
N 635

.

6.88

5.44
100.00

0.00
100.00

9.78

100.00

7.62

100.00

6.23

100.00

10.11

.~

Large

100.00

100.00

100.00

All Sizes ..
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100.00 100.00 100.0¢ 100.00

100.00

All sizes

vy ol
rg‘ 8 2 % 4 49
154 f§ &5 2383
=
8. it s seen from the above table thut Padd ivati 3
3 . culti o ..
between 13 per cent and 40 per cent in the first foir giZeVglgg:;u;?gl ;ul'gated conditions vary S
last size Flass. The cuAlt.wano_n of un-irrigated paddy in the first fouf.)l;iz:(t:)l(')? 6 per cent in the
21 per cent In the marginal size group as wells ay  smalj size group to 25 a ?e? ranges from v N & o » %
mediurs greup ;o it is about 10 per cent in the large size group. Irri <> Per cent in the semi- 8 n B &K = :
fgxnge?' ff§n1'2iiper. gelltlnn the small size group to 27 E)er cent in the Jnarlgiglfntztle%rocsl]Ol-nm CL'!t‘Yat*Ol\ S o8 & @ =
size classes and it is only about 6 per cent in large size holdings. Under y S p i the first four ¥ 7
percentage vary between 19 per cent in the medium group and 28 per n-irngated Ch.olam.the sl
group among the first four size classes and it is about § per cent in tclfm aran s emi-medium g
Out of the total irrigated area u11dc;r Cumbu about 27 per cent of the . ff l.arge sixe holdings. %
mediunm farms followed by the semi-medium farms with about 25 carea i cultivated by the e - o ® T
with 22 per cent. Un-irrigated Cumbu cultivation is high in the percent and the small farms 213 a2 2 2 S
cent and the percentage of area in marginal, small and medium farﬁrf;lml’-medmm group with3s per : § C v g2 5 &
and 22 per cent respectively. Out of the total irrigated area under S S are 14 per cent, 18 per cent 2,
holding cuhiivate about 31 per cent whereas in the remaining fO‘:lgar?ane crop, the semi-medium 24
coverage ranges from 5 per cent in the large size holdings to 25 per f:eSl:‘e: Cl?lsses’ ¢ per centage B
) e v nt in t all < :
Qur of s Ll riscd st vy S 515 S gl o : .
ginal holdings 20 per cent, semi-medium holdings 19 per cent, medi &S 1s 42 per cen 3 . T = 5 0 &
and in the large size group it is nil. ~ Nearly half of the’ tof tum holdings 18 per cent 51§ ¢ 4 8 = F
groundnut is cultivated by the semi-medium group and the percenta ::)sa‘l iilrea under irrigated < |3 ~ e o aa
class‘cs ranges frqm 5 per cent in the large farms to 20 per cent ingth n the remaining four size 315
portion of un-irrigated groundnut varies from 18 per cent in the smalle rounam farms. The pro- =
emi-medium group in the first four size classes and it is about 7 per cerﬁrpul) to 33 per cent in the
ol b o1 ) 1n the large size holdings. g g -
9. The following table shows the interse per centa & a8
é : IS¢ ge of tota : . < = w oo X
food crops and o non-food crops in the districts of this region :__l_ arca under !mportant items of '3 3 § D §‘ § € = v
- =
=
< L
&
0
$ :
_— .
s 8 .
> :
A ~ .
@ 3 '
s 3
, g g E
B o= L o= &
£ 3 8 3 8
= 5§ 4 35 3
I = ¢
’.: -’
2
()
H
=
3
3
<
=
21er

16.76
21.62
39.79
18.82
3.01
100.00
18.40
{4.45
19 4n
2

26.11
34.36
2115
13.73
4.65
100.00
13.51
36.21
14.36

18.27
18.54
31 67
23.61
7.91
100.00
11.95
12,77
28
19.12

20.99
30.13
20.97
20.25
7.66
100.00
19.90
17.59
38.40
15.24

31.93
24.83
19.06
17.14
7.04
100.00
37.61
26.27
12.87
13.05

oy

-

.
')

.
.e
.e
e
aur

—
-
-
.-
e
.

Marginal
Semi-medium
Medium

Small
semi-medium

Marginal

Large
All sizes
Medium

Small

.

inanathapuram

lirunelve 1



5.9/
100,00
39.56
25.08
15.07
895
11.34
100.00

Groundnur.
(1)

£0.00

(6)
$3.00
§0.00
g 0.00
30.00
£0.00
{100.00

100,00

Sugareane.

Cumbu.
(5)
J11.88
% 100.00
{0.09
20.00
[0.00
§1.00
f0.00
§100.00

10.00
9.00
100.00

X

(4)

§8.87
< 100.00

. 46.30
" 53,70

(Total area under crop percentuge)
Cholam.

P e — e A —— e ——— ——— — —_—

(3)
10.20
100.00
71.45
13.43
§7.84
I5.13
2.15
100.00

Puaddy.

Southern

TABLE 106~—cont.

Region :

(2)

Size'Group.

e
e
.

Marginal
Semi-medium

{.arge
Al sizes
Small
" Medium
Large
All sizes

Districte
()

kumari ..

" anniya
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he above tablethat in all the districts of the Sonthern Region, the

warginal farms grow more paddy the percentage ranging from 32 per cent in Ramanathapuram
district to 71 per cent in Kanniyakumari district. The percentage coverae: in the small farms
ranges from 13 per cent to 26 per cent 1n Semi-medium tarms ranges {rom 8 per cent to 19 per cent,
in medium farms from 3 per cent to 17 per cent and in the large size farms ranges fom 2' per cent
to [0 per cent. Under Cholam crop the percentage of tqta_l area covered under _thc;margmal size
group Is found to vary between 20 per cent in Tirunelveli district gnd 46 per cent in Kanniyakumari
district. The percentages in Madurai and Ramanathapuram districts arc found to be2l and 24 per
centrespectively. The percentage of area covered underC holam crop in the small farms ranges from
18 per cent in Tirunelveli district to 30 per cent in Ramanathapuram district and in Kanniyakumari
districi the small farms have not cultivated Cholam crop. In the seml—medlum group the percen-
tage ranges from 21 per cent in Ramanathapuram district to 54 per centin Kanniyakumari district,
In the medium farms the percentage ranges from 15 per cent to 21 per cent. No area Is covered
under medium farms and large farms in Kanniyakumari district. In the large size farms it is
about § per cent each in Madurai and Ramanathapuram districts and about 9 per cent in Tirunel
veli district. Under Cumby, the percentage of area covered in all the districts except Kanniya-
kumari is found to vary netween 12 per cent in Tirunelveli district to 18 per cent in Ramanatha-~
puram district in the marginal size group. In the small size group the percentage vary from 18
per cent in Tirunelveli district to 21 per cent in Madurai district. In the semi-medium farms the
percentages of the area covered in Madurai, Ramanathapuram and T. irunelveli districts are 27
r cent,a 32 per cent and 39 per cent respectively. In the medium size group the percentages are
found to vary between 19 per cent in Tirunelveli district and 28 per cent in Madurai district. In
the large size holdings the percentages vary from 7 per cent to 12 per cent. pnqer ,Suf{gafcane crop,
the percentage of area covered in all the districts except Kanniyakumari district is ound to vary
between 14 per cent in Tirunelveli district and 26 per cent In Ramanathapuram district in the
marginal group. In the small size farms the percentages of area covered found to vary between
22 per cent in Madurai district and 36 per centmerpnelvel_x district, In the‘s_er_m-medxum farms.
the percentages are found to range from 21 per cent In Ramanathapuram district to 34 per cent
in Madurai district. In the medium fgm;s the percentages are found to be 14 per cent each in
Ramanathapuram and Tirunelveli districts and 16 per cent in Madurai district. fIn the large
. class the percentages range from 3 per cent to 6 per cent, The percentage ol coverage of".
ppd inal holdings found to range from, 17 per cent in Rama-~

der eroundnut crop by the marginal s foun i :
:3§a‘;:1f§1ng district to 40 per cent in Kanniyakumar district. The percentage covered in Madurai

: - qistricts are 21 per cent and 18 per cent respectively. In the small size holdings, . .

?}?cd PCT:::nrgg:sh:t} “area coveredpin Madurai, Ramanathapuram, Tirunelveli and Kanniyakumari
districts are 18 per cent, 22 per cent, 13 per cent and 25 per cent respectively. In the semi-medium
oup the percentages are found to vary between 15 per centin Kanniyakumari district to 49 pet
group, Tirunelveli district. The percentages in Madurai and Ramanathapuram districts are 28
cent 1n he medium size holdings the percentages are found to:

40 per cent respectively. In the m . S
5:: °§2§\3§§, 9 ;?ecr cent in Kanniyakumari district to 24 per centin Madurai district. In the large
sizey class it is found to vary between 3 per cent in Ramanathapuram district and all IT per cent.

‘n Kanniyakumari district in this region.

10. It can be seen from ¢
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CHAPTER 1v.
PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVE

Agricultural Planning i

4 ning involve sett;

various resources. devising i e o iap of certain t,

8;31?%: and time table %0:1 eﬁ;ﬂ({:{s}: et%mre?i for achievi"‘g%ﬁ?seotfapmdumon‘ dentificatic f

e o lime fable Tor working | wards these tar rgets, and drawi N o

O.f ‘thc cureent production leal:?ho]f5 t)l?é“gely supplied by 553&1’03 12)? lmo;t essemialwmfi-eufxg i

tialities for increasin io. he wse ra S ok
g production by the us irri gricultura stuation sad of 3

litiies Tor increasing produ Yy the use of irrigatio agricultural situation 4 vestock

. A g rop and mi . n, fertilizers chinging o e
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CHAPTER V.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS, _

re of the Agricultural Census ( 1979-80)
f data thrown up by this census. Still
then with those of the prepious Census,

The aim of this chapter is t0 present a consummate _pictu
ue to the mass and variety 0

which is a rather difficult task d
an attempt has been made to condensc the data and compare

1976-77 wherever possible.
B SECTION A.

and area of Operational Holdings

that there were aboul 7.1 million individual
in Tamil Nadu. The total number
~77. The total operated area was
hectares during the year 1976a77.
ly a slight increase in

(iy (a) Number
2. The A ricultural Census’ 1979-80 reveals !
holidings, 53,9Ig0 joint holdings and §,857 Instn;u;nonal h_oldmgs
of holdings were 7.2 million as against 6.1 million during 1%{6
77 million hectares during the year 1979-80 as against 7.6 mi 11%13 are
There had been 2 considerable increase 11 the number of holdmngs bu on

the operated area.

(b) Structure of Operational Ho.
' onal holdings were marginal farms

i - 0 per cent of total operat : ‘
3. During the yeara‘?gfmﬁ?é Zbé’ﬁt 25 per cent tO the total operategi area in the State.
" (i.e.) 65 percent of operational holders operated

This was slightly different during ors formed 18 per cent :

tal operated area. " The small holders formé p operating
o jabout A pexé cen; gg:ilziegto9?l6?77; but during the year 1979-90, 17 per cent were small holders
on 2] per cent 0" 31° ing the year 1979-80 0.6 per cent holdings

: ated area. Durn
?fofa};geo?agg: ut 22 per cent Of OE oS rea; e heseas in 1076-77, 0.8 per cent wese large
ere

with 9 per cent of operated ar £ tional holdi
L ted area. On the whole, the structure O operational holdings
g:?éh:’r‘:gt; dloariciatr&:ntt &f ;‘;gngg;ance of marginal farmers still continuing to be the dominant
’tional holdings.

feature of the opera

Iding -

4 The average size of laree holdings during 1979-80 was 18.0 hectares compared to 17.30

hectares in 1976-77.

(i) Type of Tenures:
wned and self operated holdings slightly increased during the

s whereas the percentage of ‘partly leased in

year 1979-80, coi:;g?f‘;l oldings decreased. The same trend is noticed in the corresponding operated

and “wholly lease ; “mpact of land ceiling and tenancy laws which aim to confer
area. This may be attributed to the Impae bout 70 per cent of the wholly owned and self opera-

b ivati nants. A

ownership rights of rﬂfrc}‘,f;‘f’ ?;lrr:x%sthirating on about 25 per cent of the total area occupied by

ted holdings wese g erated holdings. About 17 per cent of the wholly owned and sclf opera-

> erating on about 22 per cent of the total area. About 61 per cents”
arginal farms About 74 per cent

eased in holdings were m
ginal farms operating on about 36 per cent of the total

of wholly o
5. The perccntaged to that of previous censu

ted - holding s
tal partly owned and partly
g:" :}l:: f:holl')? leased in holdings were mar,
tal area under partly-owned and partly leased in holdings were
ied {\bOUtﬁ6 ngnfgzz;fa%‘;u:‘)& per, cent for fixed produce, 30 per cent for share of produce .
lcis,edt gl“ f,(-)rcenxteof the aréa leased-in by‘the wholly tenanted holdings were for fixed money, about
5A2’g:r cerl:f for fixed produce and 39 per cent for share of produce.

(iii) Land Utilisation :
7. The land use pattern o;g Ce"l";us to the Elensus underfreview,

e . a -
. ( : =d during the year 1979-80. ¢ area under current fallows,
The net area sowrz fﬁﬁhtga;“gfg’sem fallows and the area under culturable wasre also slightly
area under fallow .80. But unclutivated area excluding fallow and the area not available for

decreased during 9T .o quring 1979-80

slightly changed from the previ

cultivation slightly 10¢
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8. About 19 per cent of the total fallow lands in the State was kept fallow by semi-mediutu
furmers, 25 per cent by medium farmers and 20 per cent by the large farmers,

9. The marginal group possessed about 14th of the total land not available for cultivatiow,
The smalt group and the medium group each possesed «bout 19 per cent of tiy type of land. In
the semi-medium group the percentage was 24 per cent and in the large group the percentage of
land not available for cultivation was about 13 per cent.

(iv) Irrigation .

10. Out of the total wholly irrigated ho dings, 75 per cent belonged to th inal »
cultivating an area of only 34 per cent 15 per cent were small farms Opirating or? 2¢;n;<:rg ‘c‘::;lwlt f)rfot‘ljm‘:
area. Out of the total wholly unirrigated holdings in the State 66 Per cent were marginal holding
covering an area of about 24 per cent; 19 per cent belonged to the small farm group and the area
operated Wwas also 24 per cent as in the case of marginal holdings, when compared to 1976-77 -
Census, the area under wholly irrigated holdings and wholly unirrigated holdings among the
various size group have been slightly changed in terms of compa i

rative percentage.
(v) Source-wise Irrigation :

11. Of the total irrigated area during the year 1979~ 80, canals accounted
about 32 per cent wells about 33 per cent and tubewells 3 per cent.

canal irrigated area was about 33 per cent but it had been sligh
2];6197 9-80. But, on the other hand, the tank irrigated area which \sa:l
increased to 32 per cent in 1979-80. This was due to the increase i
because of desilting operations carried opt in Tamil Nadu. The we
30 per cent in 1976-77 has increased to 33 per cent in 1979-80. T}
the number of wells during 1979-90 when compared to 1976-

for 31 per cent, tanks
During the year 1976-77,
y decreased to 31 per cent
25 per cent in 1976-77 has
n the capacity of the tanks
Il irrigated area which was

0. "his \:‘:‘ss %ue to the increase i“l

f we ring mp since i
Nadu have liberally sanctioned loans for digging new wells by the fartﬁccrs.ovg ‘m“;fg 't!;)auml;:i =
that tank irrigation was most popular among the marginal holdings in Tamil N ’ .

adu,
12. During 1979-80, in Tamil Nadu as a whole the average area irri , "
wr without pumpset) was 0.84 hectare; this average was excced%d by the f\?;?:g:%naa{}‘“}, (w;z
classes except the marginal size operational holdings. The State average area irri tdcbS a,
tubewells was 0.66 hectare and the average in the marginal holdings along is 1essegat§a zhi?j
.average. 1t is also of interest to note that a well, on the avarage, irrigated more area ix‘; :h . mi-¥
medium group than in the marginal and small farm groups. . © SemiE®

13. Of the total net area sownt in Tamil Nadu, 49 per cent was under irrigation duri

“The area irrigated more than once was 65 per cent as aganst 126 per cent gf gmss“c‘;:)‘ gpt:)17z-80
“The percentage of cropped area in the marginal small and large size groups was slightl)? less ﬂr;a[;
+he State avarage whereas in the semi-medium and medium groups, it was higher than the State
.avarages.

(vi) Cropping pattern :

t4. During 1976-77, the percentage of gross cropped area to the total operated area was about
86 per cent but during 1979-80, the area increased to 98 per cent. In this State the ratio under
food crops and non-food crops was 76 : 24. This was slightly different in 1976-77, the ratic

being 80:20. [Inspite of the slight increase in the number of holdings and the operated area, the
<ropped area under food crops has slightly decreased.

[
i
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