CHAPPEK IXI
DISTRIBUTION OF HCLDINGS AND FPARMS BY ARFA

In the previous Chapter, we Lave examined the distribution
of boldirge and farms in terme of lots snd/or sub=lots. In tLis
Chapter, we ahall extend the examinstion im a more detailed manner
by leokinz at the distribution in terms of acresge,

Like what we 4id yreviously, we stazll bere examine the
holdinre and farms or parts thereof first in Blook F, 8.8.3 ther in
the 5.3, as 8 whole; and, fimslly, in the 3.5. and outside.

TABLE 3.1

DISTHIBUTION OF TOPAL ACREAGE OF XOLDINGS

Total Cumulative Total
location (To the Fearest Acre)| (To the Nearest Acre)

Block P, 3.8. 313 313
3.8. exoept Block F 18 331
Cutside of S.S. 153 484

From Table 3.1, it oen be seen that in total the 111
Loldings found in Block P and the relevant areas conprise of 484
acres. Cf these, 313 acres are in Blook Fy 153 sores in areas
outside Block P.

As areas of "5.3. except Bleck P" are cultivated with
padi, while those of "outside of 5.5." are either kempong land or
cultivated exclusively with coconut, the faot revealed by this
Table pointe out that the bholders cf radi-land in Block F collectively
own, in addition, far too many acres of non-padi land cutside of
Sel, than they own padi~land in cther Blocks ¢f S.3., the exact
acreage beinz 153 and 18 respectively. Further, out of these 111

boldings, precisely 17 actually rave tre biggzer parts of their Lold-
inzs outside §.S5. ‘
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The study reveels that this phemorensr is due to 2 mumber
of factors, economic and othervise. Firstly, there is the histeri~
oal incident. Some of those occoorut aress arownmd S.S. were epened
up fairly long before the 5.5. itself was developed. Some of the
 "ders of padi-land im Bloock F had already hold lamd and settled in
these ovoonmut areas before the opening c¢f the S.5. When the S.S.
was ultimately develcped, they moguired the ownershiy of the padi-
lend in this Bloek and others just as an additiom to their existing
boldings of cooconut tarms. Having done =0, some of them move to
stay in the Block for convemience, while othors resained where they
were. It is thus inocorrect to mssume that the holders of padi~land
in Blook ¥ - and for that mstter in other Blocks in the 5.3. = Were
all pioneers made up of furmerly landless peorle. Yo doubt some of
thew were, and most of tlese mtay in tle Blook iteelf.

Seoondly, there is -~ or rather was ~ an expressed provision
of the Land Cifioe that for every lot of padi~land elienated in the
3.5.4 a kampong land ¢f an acre would be provided eleewhere. ¥hat~
ever the motive bshind thie provision, the result ig that the
bolders come te hold lamd cutside of 3.S.

Thirdly, for the holdsrs whe bhave scquired the cooonut~
land later than the yadi~land in the Bleock, there may be perbaps
some @ooromic considerstions. Compared with aingle-cropping padi-
land, ococonut fars provide a more continuous source of esployment
and flov of ineomae. Having been planted, ococomut farms require
comparatively less annual ipjut of labour.amnd ocapital than the padi~
land. Uitk regard to the magnituds of income, there are divergent
views of the intervievwees as %o whether an acre of 1adi or am acre
of ococonut would yield more imcome. Obvicusly, these vievs were
influenced irn one direction or ancther by suck faciors as the price
of the crope, tle age of trees, tle rete of taxation imposed on
land, tLe prevalence of pest, drought and flood and the productivity
of tke land.

Finally, it vas foumd cut in the course of thkis study that
it is certainly more prestigeous to keold both padi and coouvnut land
than t¢ heold only anycne.

From the coneiderstion of the total acreage of all holdings,
we proceed to oconsider the acreage of individual holdings. Column
2 in Table 3.2 shows the distribution of Loldings as they are in
Block ! in resrect of the ranges of acreage shewn in Column 1. The
beldinge range 10 crea from a&s small as less than one acre to as
large es nearly e¢ight seres, But oconcentration is bheavy on tie
sealler half ¢f the ranges. Seventy-six or 68.% ef the total
holdings are in tte range of “three acres and sbove but less tkan
four”, while another 20 or 18% are in the yet amaller range of “one
acre and above but less than two™. All in all, 92.85 of the hold-
ings are within the ranges of acreage up to & little lese than four
acres, thus leaving only about 7. to be spread in the equally large
reagea of four to eight acres,
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e have already noticed from Table 3.1, that mot much land
is beld in other Bloocks of the S.3. It is thus not surprising that
Column 4 depicts only slight differences from the situstion shown in
Column 2. Slight decrease im the number of boldimge coocurs im low
soreages and slight increase ocours in the Ligh ones; while the
range itself has been pushed up tc & little less tham 10 acres.

Column 4, however, depicts a totally differenct situation.
Because of the substantial aoreage beiny beld by the owners outside
S¢3., this Column alters the original eitustion depicted in Column 2
siguificantly. There is & significant reduction ¢f the number of
boldings in low aoresges end substantiel addition in the kigh ones.
In one extresme case, the range has been pushed up to & little less
thun 2% mcres. Hevertheless, the comcemtration is still found in
the low acreeges with 45 or 40.5) of the holdimge in the range of
“three scres and abcve but less than four” amd 15 or 13.5; in the
range ¢f “one ascre and above but less than two". Compared with the
original 92.8j, nov¥ only 0.3 o¢f the holdings are below four acres
in area,

4 pumber ol salient features of ecomomic ard sccial signi-
{icance are obaervable in this distribution. Firstly, Column 2
dejiots tkat 76 hcldings or precisely 68.% are in the range of
"three acres and above but less tham four®. Inoidently, all of
these are sctually three scres eack in area. This figure thus
represeats tLeé number of koldings that have remained intsct, vis.
Thay are still lots of the same area and layout &s those originslly
eliensted. The remaining 28 originel lote have either been
subdivided or agglomwersted. Cf the two processes, tlLe first far
mors frequent, being responsible for the oreatiom of 27 or 24.3; of
the boldingw of lesas then three acres as compared wit: eight or
7+3% bdrought atout by the sescond process. ¥hat ie important here
ie that within a jerind of less tlhan s generation (apjroximately 40
years) already about 27% of the original lots eliemsted bhave been
distorted by either subdivisien cr syggzlomerstion - & sufficient rats
indeed to indicate the seriousness of tke probleam.

Seoondly, as has beean pointed out im the previcus Chapter,
there is & very unequal distribution of ownershiyp of tle land, as
depicted by Column 6. Seme holders own less than ome acre while
others more than 10. Precisely, there are az many as 22 boldings
of less than three acres esch. On the other end of the socale, four
very large holdings share among them 62 sores or about 13; of the
total acreage of all Loldings. The discrepency ¢f ownership is
brought out glowingly if we compare this situation with the eize of
4.4 sores, which is ihe average sisze of a holding im tle area
concerned. As almoat all of the people living in this Block are
agrioulturalists, thias disarepency in land owmership Bay give rise
tc great inequality in income, which is too well~known me & source
of a multitude of agricultural economic and socio-economic problema
t¢ merit elaboration.



And, finally, this discrejency in land owmerstip 2ay
furtber lesd to the phencmenon of landlordiss and temancy which
was discussed in the previous Chayter. It may also lsad to the
situaticns of nomopiimum operation and fragmemtatiom which will
be discussed as we proceed.

TABLE 3.3
DIFPRIBUTICHE ¥ TOTAL ACHEAOGE F PAEMS
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Location ‘ Total Susmulative Total
| (To the Fesrest Acre)|(Tc the Kearest Acre)

Block F, Z.3. 313 313
SeS. exocept Block F 18 321
Cutsgide of S5.3. 112 433

Although there are 1})7 farms as compared with 111 boldings
in the Block and tke areas oconcermed, the total acreage of farcs is
neverthelese amaller than that of the heldings, the former being
484 acres and the latter 433 acres ss sbown in Pable 3.3. Of these
433 acres, 313) acree are in Block P. Cf tiLe remaining 120 acres,
112 acres ars in areas outside of 5.S. wkile only eight scres are in
etrer Dloocks ¢f the 3.8.

The pettern of the dlstribution of total asereage ¢f farms
umong these three areas occimaides witlL that of the boldings previously
exasined, in that farmers do farx - in additiom to the padi-land in
Block P ~ far more coconut aress ocutside 3.S. than thkey farm padi-
land in other Bloocks ¢f the S5.5. Agaim, 17 farsers operate either
larger or just es lerge perts of their farss with coonmut outside
SeS. as witk padi in Bleek P. The explsmation is simple. It was
noted previously that holders of land in Block F ewn far more Cocs~
nut land cutside c¢f S.3. tham they own padi-land ir other Blocks of
the 5.5, The situatiom of temancy is almcat absent in tre ocsse of
padi~land. Henoce, all tlose farmers who own coconut-land outside
Se3e operate them, therehy siving rise to the larss aocrease of
eoconut fares. Tiis phenomencm furiber provides reinforcesent to
the contention previously put forward that some of tle people con—
cerned pay just as much attention - if not more - %o ococonut Just as
tLey do to padi, both in the ownerskip as well as the operation of
the land.

Having rescked this stage of our discussion, it is
appropriate at tkis juncture to briefly examine the exact nature of
tiis jhencmencn and to speculzte on a number of probable repercussions
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arieing therefrom. We have noted thut a large sareage of coconut~
land is bein: Leld and operated by tLe yecjle concerned in the Block.
Tke study further reveals that, excluding tls onme-scre ksmpong which
may be cultiveted with coconmut, there ure actuaslly 36 hclders who
own, and <€ farmers who operate, cuoonut-land cutside S.5. Phe
nursber oould have been larwger but for itlhe unavailability of relevent
information in scme instances. Turther, s has been #»cinted out,
there are 17 cases in which areas Leld and farmed in cooonut are
larier or thus as larje as in jpadi. Again, it was revealed by the
study that tenancy is almost absent in coconut heldings.

Thece and other similar facts already discussed point out
¢ two conclusions. Firstly, in the case ¢f some Lolders and
cperstore, not all ¢f their attention is given to thLe radi-land in
the PRleock. This may partly explain why most of then indicate the
recsantuent towards the introduction of double-cropying in padi.
Jecondly, to some of thLem, padi-land kolding and raii cultivetion is
ceriainly not the only source of inccne, sand still to some others,
rct even the primary one. To make matters worse, the study indi-
cates that there are cases where peorle lLold and /or operate the
y2di~land in the Block as a means of obtaining etaple food only,
wkile their cash income is derived froum coconut-growing. Tkis is
the oase with most ¢f the landlord, absentse or otrervise, mcat of
whom as ¥We have seen in the last Chapter zre paid in kind. It may
nlse be the case with scue absentee 'ziftors'.

khat is importe 't from ikis discuasion is tlat there seems
to be tke lack ¢f and divided attention given to radi~land in the
Block, the situation c¢f non-specialisation, and tle ocnaideration of
the padi-land being an unimportant source ¢f income c¢r even & source
¢cf staple food only. These yphenomena, besides circunstances such
as tenency and landlordism, may affect the productivity of the land
owned and/or operated. They may discourage improveient and may
even hamper or at least present a difficult barrier to effcrts
undertaker tc raise the productivity, the glaring exawxple cf whioh
1z the above-mentioned resistance tc double-cropring.

We now turn our attenticn to the distribution of acreage
cmeng the individusl farus as shown in Table 3.4. Column 2 zhowse
trat ae far as the areas in Block ¥ are cuncerned, the farns range
from less than an acre in area tc slightly less than eight acres,
But lheavy concentration of tlie number of farms ocours in the range
of "one acre and above but less than two" where 66 farms or 48.2:
of the total number are foumd, and in the range ¢f “three acres and
above but less than four” where 53 farms or 38.7% are found. In
total, these two ranges itake up 86.9: of the total farms, leaving
enly 3.15 to be distributed in tke other six different ranzes.
Tkese two oconcentrations are due to the Leavy frequency of farus of
three acres, representing the¢se only lots whick are farzed intact;
and cf farme of lg sores, representing those lots whkick are equally -
and rerheps most conveniently -~ subdivided. The exact number of
the fermer ig 53, while the latter is 45.
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From tkis distribution, we notice that 75 farms or 54.84
of their total are below three sores, which is the area ¢f 2 lot
originally eiienated. This demonstrates clearly the rate of
subdivigion in operation that haes taken place during the past 40
years or sc. The distribution alsc illustrates that in the breaking
of lots into farms. there are of agglomeration. This is attested
by the fact that only four farme are of mors than five acres in area,
and even then all of them are less than sight acres.

Column three does not alter the situstion shown in Column
2 significantly, because - &8 has been winted out ~ only a small
acreage of jadi is farmed cutaide Blook P in 3.S.

On the other hand, as there is = large acreage is farmed
by the people ccncermed outside 3¢5., the situation is greatly altered
in Column 4, which depiots the distribution of acreage in all areas.
It can here be seen that the range has significantly been pushed to
@ little less than 25 acres; while the number of farme in the low
&creage has been slightly reduced and that inm the high acreage
slightly inorsased. The hesviest concentraiions, however, are still
ir the same two renges, though with smaller mmber of farms. The
unique feature depioted by this oolumn is the existence of two
exirsmely large farms of between 15 and 25 acres in srea eoach.

The distribution of farm acreage as depicted by tris Pable
can be considered from a very imporiant point of view, that of tie
eoonomic unit of operstion, The most economic sise of & farm for
any crop in Kelaya bas, so far, not been scientifically established.
If established, it may perkays vary with the variation of such factors
a8 the orop cultivated, the mature of ths land, the amcunt of labour
and capital at the dispossl of the farmer and the stage of techmolegy
applied, If at all the eliemation by the Land Offioce of a lot of
mostly three acres each for tke cultivetion of padi in C.8. to a man
who is presumably the head of an average family, together with the
expressed oondition not to subdivide thies lot, may be taken as an
attempt towards the estadbliskment of the most ecemomic sise of pedi
cultivation in this area, then from the fact presented in this Table
this study reveals that more than half of the total nusber of farms
of padi in this Blook are operated at a size whiesh iz not most
economic to do so ~ that is, not optimum size. For, 75 of the padi
fares or 54.85% are below three asores in ares. Iikevwise, the Table
als0 shows that there is & mumber ef farme which are likely to be
larger than the optimum eisge, The natural economioc conseqQquence of
this divergence from the most economic wnit of operation is that
production is not carried out in the most officient manner, with the
result that productivity per mere - both in respect of the individual
fars and the whole farming ereas ~ is lower than it eould have
possibly been.

The same argument applies to the distribution of acreage
in Columns 3} and 4, though im these cases things are made more
ocomplicated as consideratiom has to be given to euch facts as that
more than one crop are now oultivated, snd that there is now frag-
mentation in the operation of the land.
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