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THE BPHAVIOUR OF FARM PRODUCT PRICES IN TAMIL NADU*

{An Investigation into the Demands of the Farmers' Movement)

BARBARA HARRISS

1. Introduction

This paper has two aims : firstly to make availlable in
as detailed a form as time has permitted some standardised
and comparable information on farm and non farm wholesale
Prices in Tamil Nadu. Secondly, it investigates two hypo-
theses about these prices. A major policy plank of the
Agriculturalists' Movement is that there has been a secular
deterioration against agriculture in the agricultural/non=-
agriculturél terms of trade. An alternative assertion {(Jha,

Financial Express 16 December 1980) is that the present

agriculturalists' agitations stem from a crisis of commer-
cialisation. "The root cause ... is the shift from low risk
predominantlj subsistence cultivation to high risk cultiva-
tion mainly for the market and the consequent vulﬁérability
of the farmers to market forces over which they have little
or no control:" Supplies of newly commercialised crops are
thus facing new or expanded monopolistic markets. Data on
agricultural prices are nscessary to flesh out these some-
what skeletal statements.

A very significant fact is that data has not been collect-
ed by the Tamil Nadu Government in a form amenable to a long
term study of this important subject. It is unlikely that it
has been collected adequately anywhere in India, While useful
disaggregated farm price data exists from the beginning of the
Annual Season and Crop Reports, commodity specific data for non

agricultural products 1s only available from 1975 orwards for
the State as a whole from the Department of Statistics. Going

*This study was conducted by Dr.Harriss when she was
a Visiting Fellow in the Institute.
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back to. 1947 however, is the Consumer Price Index for Agri-

cultural Labour disaggregated into agricultural and non
agricultural components and published in the monthly Statis-
tical Supplement to the Fort St, George Gazette. Of a

similar age are consumer PRPrice indices for the industrial
labour force in 7 major towns and cities of Tamil Nadu. The
Government's major concern with respect to price pari;ies
has clearly been with the rural and urban, non—asset-bwning
workforces, not with classses of producers exchanging commo-
dities on the market.

This paper consists of brief commentaries on 13 Tables
made available here in the hope that they will inform debate
and decisions on the subject of agricultural price policy in
Tamil Nadu.

Detailed notes setting out the sources, methods  of com=-
pilation strengths and weaknesses of the price information

computed and pPressnted here is appended to these Tables.

Ve have taken as a base line the year 1958 since Season
and:Crop Report data existed back to this date in the 1lib-
rary of Madras Institute of Development Studies., It is also
an unexceptionable year in terms of both rainfall and pro-

duction, a fact important in the choice of base lines. We

have extended price indices through wvery nearly two decades
to 1977 which was also an unexceptionable year. Published
data after this year was not gensrally available in 1980.
Where possible, data for the State as a whole has been dis-
aggregated for 4 Districts representative of 4 distinct
agro—ecological zones within Tamil Nadu:

{i) Thanjavur {normal rainfall 1143 mm) a paddy growing,
canal-irrigated region

{ii) North Arcot {normal rainfall 966 mm) a paddy and
groundnut growing region irrigated by tanks and
wells
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(iii) Tirunelveli {normal rainfall 809 wm) a dry district

{iv) Coimbatore f{riormal rainfall 694 wm) a very dry
district with a long history of well irrigated
commercialised agriculture.

We present basic data for:

(i) assessments of the terms of trade: free market
wholesale prices of agricultural commodities in
Table 1~3, interdistrict indices of agricultural
production {Table 4) and wholesale prices of non
agricultural commodities (Table 5-7):

{(ii) wvariability in the behaviour throughout the State
of free market wholesale prices of agricultural
commodities {Tables8-13).

—— e e | e e e et o L e e e o o S i 08 S R o o o i 8 oA e

2. Wholesale price indices for agricultural commodities

There are significant and consistent differences between
groups of agricultural commodities with respect to rises in
their wholesale prices,

Amongst the grains free market wholesale prices in the
four districts for which data is presented rose least (3.3
times between 1953 and 1977) for cumbu and ragi. They rose
3.4 times for cholam and most, 3.5 times, for rice.

For vegetables we have data for onions {a 2.5 times price
rise) and chillies {3.6). As with grains these are amongst
the lowest price rises over the period.

Producer prices for pulses rose more than for grains and
vegetables. Prices for Bengal and Horse gram rose 4 times,

for black gram 4.2 times and for green and red gram 4.3 times.
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Producer prices for commercial crops rose most of alls
gingelly 4.4 times; tobacco 4.7 times;sugar cane {gur) and
groundnut 5 timas; and cotton 6 times.

Che last three crops whose frees market prices have risen
most are pracisely those crops whose current prices least

satisfy members of the Farmers' Associations in the State.

But the coefficient of variation of average wholesale
Prices in these broad commodity groups has remained constant
over time.

The price indices appear to fluctuate in different ways,
though a rigorous analysis of their deviations from their
respective trend lines (where price indicess are regressed

against time as the independent variable) can only be
attempted later.

i) Certain crops register almost continual inflationary
rises through time, for instance cotton, green gram and
groundnut {(in two districts).

ii) In other cases droughts - extreme events - provoke
a pééking'of prices which act as a ratchet hoisting post
drought prices to highesr levels than those pre drought.
This is characteristic of the foodgrains. Monopoly procure-—
ment at fixed prices has genesrally be=n initiated after the
incidence of drought, and has resulted in an upwards hike
and ratcheting of most ceresals wholesale prices when procure-—
ment restpictions were lifted afterwards. 1In the case of some
minor grains hawever (korra, varagu, samai) procurement itself
was the extramest event, The procurement price calculated for
and made standard for all grains was itself the primary cause
of an upwards ratchet from very low pre drought price levels,
rather than drought itself.

iii) Many crop prices are marked by ecyclical rises and
slumps usually around a sécularly rising trend line. Tobacco

appears to have a 2 year cycle. Red gram and Bengal gram



2 to 3 years; groundnut in 2 districts a 3 - 4 year cycle;
sugar cane 4 - 5 years; black gram 6 - 8 yvears. Additionally
some crops exhibit composite cycles differing in amplitude
according to the region. Onions have a 2 ~ 3 year cycle in
North Arcot but behave irregularly in Coimbatore and Tiru-—
nelveli, Gingelly has a 3 -~ 4 year c¢ycle in North Arcot
but in Thanjavur and Tirunelveli there are two 8 year runs
of continual price rises (pattern {(i)). Chillies seem to
have a 6 year cycle in North Arcot but 3 year cycles in
Coimbatore and Tirunslwveli,

These "hog cycles" indicate sensitive responses in terms
of farm production decisions to relative prices in preceding
yvears. They characterise a commercialising agricultural
economy. They result in considerable price instability. To
what extent they result in income instability in the agricul-
tural sector is a separate question. That the "hog cycles"
evidently developing for certain crops in Tamil Nadu behave
very irregularly over space 1s suggestive of imperfections
in the marketing systems. 7
5+ The _Tepms @ Trpdustion peiwsen Sigbrigts of Ismal Nady

Table 4 gives indices for changes in the wvalue of agri-
cultural produétion using prices specific to each of the 4
districts taken for case study. Using Value Index B, cal-
culated with the averages value of production of the 4 dis-
tricts as base, so that the performance of different ecolo-
gical regions is directly comparable, it can be seen that in
20 years the value of production of the dry district {(Tiru-
nelveli)'has increased three times in terms of current prices,
that of the well and tank irrigated district (Na) 4 times,
that of the canal irrigated district (Th) 5 times and that
of the well irrigated very dry district (€be) 8 times. The
difference iﬁ'total value between the richest and poorest

districts has widened by a factor of three over this score



of years. 1Index B for the value per hectare shows that the
value of production in W, Arcot has quadrupled, that in
Thanjavur and Tirunelveli has increasad by 4.4 and that in
Coimbatore by 7. The difference in value ver hectare bet-
weaen richest and poorest districts has widened by a factor
of 7 over these yvears. Thess changes reflect four factors:
change of yield, changes in crop mixz:s, changes in acreages

and changes in prices. Here we can only note:

i) that rises in the indices of walue of production

generally excesd those of commodity prices,

ii) that the income terms of trade will thus be less
adverse or more adVantageous to agriculture than ars the
barter terms of trade (if we make ceteris paribﬁs assump—
tions about non agriculture)

iii) that these terms of trade will show massive regional
variations, dryland regions dropping behind, monocultivated
regions such as Thanjavur, the State's rice bowl having a
medioccre performance in terms of this composite index, and
a dry region specialising in commercial crops whose prices
have risen_mostw€¢gistering a disproportionate increase in
agricuitural wealth, It is preciéély this {type of) region

which is thes focus of the Agriculturalists' Agitation.

More of the structure of agriculture is revealed at times
of extreme events. During the massive interregional drought
of 1965-67, prices tended to rise disproportionately to the
f£all in production so that the value of agricultural produc-
tion was relatively little affected although disparities bet-
weeh dry-subsistence and.dry—commercial districts {respectively
Tirunelveli and Coimbatore) witnessed an increase. During a
localised drought which hit the dry-subsistence district alone
in 1975-6, general price levels in other districts were not
affected, prices in Tirunelveli did not respond to a fall in

prodﬁction and the wvalue of production declined considerably.



7

It would seem that an intense but localised drought may
have a more deleterious effect on the incomes of agricul-
tural producers in the affected region than a geographi-
cally widespread drought. The former are more common than
.the latter.

4. Nop-agricultural wholesale priges (Tables 5 =_7)

We explained earlier that data for non agricultural goods
is not available in a useful form for the State until 1975,
Ali-India wholesale market prices for a large number of goods
are available {Table 5) together with the disaggregated non
agricultural components (Table 6) of the consumer price index
fbr agricultural labour {Table 7) for 6 villagss chosen by
the Department of Statistics as representative of conditions
in the 4 districts we have taken'for case study. It is espe-
cially important to refer to the notes on Statistical Sources
of these data for their full details and for a critique of
their value.

With regard to the aAll India data, the aggregated whole-
sale prices of foods rose at an 8 per cent faster rate over
the time period than did the aggregated index for manufac-—=
tured products. Among the basic goods that may be purchased
by agricultural producers the price index for cycles doubled,
that for cement rose 2.9 times, textiles 3.1 times and kero-
sene 4.3 times. Among "modern" purchased agricultural inputs
the price index for fertiliser rose 2.4 times, electricity 3
times and insecticides 3.5 times. These rises are on a pér
with those for grains and vegetables but ldwer than those for

pulses and commercial crop prices,

District level data for Tamil Nadu shows that the index
of value per hectare rose 76 per cent faster than that for
lighting and at the same rate as that for clothing in Tiru-
nelveli, at 50 per cent faster than that for lighting and
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10 per cent faster than that for clothing for North Arcot,
at 76 per cent faster than that for lighting and 26 per
cent faster than that for clothing in Thanjavur and at 170
per cent faster than that for lighting and 90 per cent
faster than that for clothing in Coimbatcre.

The general index of the basic cost of living for those
not avning agricultural commodities rose at 8 per cent less
than the rate of the index of value of production per hec-
tare in Tirunelveli; 10 per cent in North Arcot, 19 per cent
in Thanjavur and 44 per cent in Coimbatore.

The data we have been able to find which relates to free
market wholesale prices cannot rigorously test the hypothesis
that there has been a secular decline in the income terms of
trade against the agricultural sector. But it dogs not lend

support to it. It is likely that these terms of trade have

maintained parity or have been slightly advantageous to agri-
culture in dry districts, more so to tank and to canal irri-
gated districts and very advantageous to agriculture in the
dry commercialised districts over the period 1958-—77.1

We have not compared "free market" non agricultural
wholesale prices with State procurement prices for agricul-
tural products though this will be done later. State pro-
curement prices generally have lagaed at an increasing rate
behind market prices. But they affect only a few of the
crops we examine here and State procurement performance has

rarely been of significance in Tamil Nadu except for paddy
in Thanjavur.

5. The behaviour of fres market agricultural wholesale

To recapitulate, we have seen that the crops and regions
which have experienced greatest price and value rises are

those where the Farmers' movement demands procurement price.
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increases. Although we cannot construct a rigorous terms
of trade index we have seen that market prices do not support
their claim of a trend against agriculture'in the bartesr
terms of trade. W@ therefore turn to examine the sscond
hypothesis that'fhe real causs of the Agriculturalists'
agitation is a e¢risis in the marketing of the neﬂlf commer -
cialised crops resulting from the diversification of agri-
culture consequent to the introduction of HYV grains. Such
newly com&ercia;iSed crops should be experiencing highly
‘imperfect market conditions and/or a deterioration in the
spatial efficienéy of pricing systems over time. We shall
‘use two simple measures of market behaviour to test these

propositions:

i} the percentage differences between lowest and highest
prices in each of 15 comﬁodities in our 4 case study
districﬁs at wo points of time separated by two
decades (Table 13),

ii) the coefficient of variation of annual wholesale
prices of 24 commodities sold in the districts of
Tamil Nadu (Tabkles 8—12)? This measure may be used
for direct comparisons of market behaviour, conditioned
by two assumptions: )
i) that the location of supplies and centres of demand
do not change drastically over space for any one commo=-
dity during the time period,
ii) that transfer costs remain static or change
through time at a constant rate over the regions of

thae State.

The extent to which these assumptions do not hold will
independently affect the size of the coefficient of varia-
tion. We cannot examine these assumptions in this present

*The coefficient of variation is the standard deviation
expressed as a per cent of the average.
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study and have to accept them.

Taking our case study districts first: 8 ot ths 15
c¢rops expericenced a marked risevin interregional ptice
variability. (This group comprised rice; cumbu, green
gram; horse gram and chillie, which all rose from about
6 per cent to about 25 per cant; and a group comprising
varagu, Samai and suyar cané rose from about 12 per cent
to about 45 per cent). A further 4 crops experienced high
but fairly unchanging interregional variability (cholam,
ragi,ygingelly and groundnut around 20-30 per cent). Only
3 crops witness a decline in the coefficient of wvariation
(black gram, cotton and onion). To generalise for our
subset of districts:

i) in most crops the behaviéur of the market has become

mor = volatile and has deteriorated,

ii) however, this is as true for o0ld =stablished staples

as it is for mor:2 newly commercialised crops.

Taking our statistics of the coefficients of variation
of annual wholesale prices in 24 commodities in the districts
of Tamil Nadu, we shall make two further assumptions for our
interpretation:

i) that the average of the coefficients of variation
for each crop is a useful summary statistic for its

comparative market imperfection across space,

ii) that the coefficient of variation of the cosfficient
of wvariation is a useful summary statistic for a

crop’s comparative market imperfection through time.

From Table 8 to 12 we conclude the following:

i} that market bechaviour for grains pulses and commar-
cial crops wvaries more through‘time than it doeé dACcross space
(for 16 of the 24 cfops by a factor of 3 and for 3 crops by
a factor of 7)
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1i) For all crops except three, the coefficient for the
most integrated year are very low indeed varying between 2.8
and 5.9 per cent., These low extremes can be taken as bases
by which the distortions of other years can be mecasured. For
chillies {6.7) onions {10) and chewing tobacco (15.9) the
lovest coefficients of all are wuch higher. So too ars the

majority of coefficients for all crops.

iii) For the nawly commercialised crops of onions, coco-
nut and betel vines price variability through space is twice
as high as that of the great majority of crops comprising
group (i) and suggests that markets are indeed highly uninte-
grated.

iv) FTor straws, which are localised goods not traded
long distances and also nawly commercialised, variability
across spacez is extremely high and exceeds variability over

time.

Now a high coefficient of variation of coefficients of
variation may indicate a time trend in cither direction in
the behaviour of prices over space, rather than meres random
fluctuations. To see if this is so, it is necessary to

examine the patterns through time of @ach individual crop.

i) The biggest group of crops is actually characterised
by no trend, the coefficient secming to fluctuatszs randomly
{ragi, wvaragu, samai, cotton, tobacco, onion, coconut and
paddy straw) .

ii) In another group of commodities {spanning all types
but featuring commercial crops) the coefficients of variation
deteriorate until the mid sixties after which point they im-
prove, {(cholam, sugar cane jaggary, gingelly, groundnut, horse

and red gram, millet straw)
iii) The staple grain - paddy/rice - behaves in quite the
opposite fashion. It also has the lowest co-efficient of

variation,
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iv) One grain = cumbu - one gram = blackgram and betel
vines show a continual detafﬁbration through time.

v) and a further group (castor, green gram) show deter-—
ioration until the mid sixtiess after which the coefficient of

variation fluctuates apparently without trend.

We can conclude the following:

i) that commodity markets vary considerably in their

behaviour between crops, regions and over time,

ii) that very fa&r crops are not characterised by either
secular deterioration in price variability or by unpredic--

table fluctuations,

1ii) that this has occurred either despite or because

of the interventions of the State to prevent this beshaviour

iv) that if this can be interpreted as a crisis in
commercialisation it is a crisis across the board and not

restricted to newly commercialised crops.

6.  Conclusion

Neither the hypothesis that the terms of trade have
gone against agriculture nor that that ther= is a crisis
in the commercialisation of the newly diversifying agri-
cultural system scem to have wvalidity, according to the

statistics that we have been able to gather.

The farmers' demand for a rise in the procurement
prices for certain crops in an attempt wmost probably to
increase the security of their involvement in the market
economy. Their demand cannot be interpreted as indicating
retrogressive private commodity markets for the crops con=
cerned have witnessed (with the exception of paddy) the
greatest rises in market prices: We have seen that there
are faw crops whose market behaviour has not deteriorated

or fluctuated wildly over time. The evidence shows that



13

it is not price levels so much ad price security that calls
for reform. Even so in Tamil Nadu it would seem that fluce
tuating prices responding to extreme events like big droughts
tend té stabilise farm incomes. It is the localised extreme
event: drought, a locally monopolistic market, a restricted
State intervention, that may destabilise farm incomes as well
as prices. Our evidence suggests that for the wmost part such

distortions are either constantly occurring or on the increase.

There is no evidencs to suggest that an appeal to the
State to reform markets by partial intervention, if heceded
and implemented as in the past, will not actually lead to
anything but a deterioration in the behaviour of private
markets. On one hand, incrzased procurement prices may
reduce the gap between them and ruling market prices. They
may as. a result reduce the coﬁpensatinq distortions that
tend to accompany partial State trading. On the other hand,
hovever, such improvements to the performance of the free or
residual market will be rapidly eroded by further compensat-—
ing distortions if increased procurement prices are accompanied
by increases in the presently meagre supplies sold to State
mercantile institutions, and thereby reaucing the supplies with

which the private scctor speculates.

This implication does not seem to have been realised,
Instead political attention has been focussed on improwving
the regulation of private trade, which is an alternative
path to State procuremant and trading. Hovever we have shown
elsawhere that the regulated markets Act as implemented his-
torically has little or no power over an evolving mercantile
sector.

In the tussle to defins rates of return and the pattern
of accumulation and investment between commercial farmers and
the industrial bourgeoisie *slight changes in relative price

levels favourable to the agricultural sector appear to be
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being achieved, Securing those relative price levels and
destabilising farm incomes in an upwards dirsction. secms

to be the real aim of the Farmers' movement. An ibcrease
in the power of the regulated markets Act, or alternatively
the comprehensive circumscription of private trading by
State mercantile insitutions would, if they were to halt
these behavioural irregula:itieé, indicate a capitulation
to these forces.

Kk Rk R KKK

(1) We must acknorledge that the data at our disposal

do not include the years 1978-81. The farmers' movement
claims a long term trend against agricultural prices, not
simply a short term movement and it is this long term
tréhd alone which we have been able to investigate. 1In

a rigorous analysis of terms of trade we would also have to
weight prices of durable assats and of current expenditure.
We would also need to include the flows of State revesnus
from and to the agricultural sector. And a general accu-
sation about almost all published data is that it does

not indicate the rcal barter terms of trade, which would
have to be calculated with the village retail prices of
non agricultural goods (which we have been fortunate to
get hera partly from the. Rural Price Index Indices) and
the producer prices of agricultural commodities at their
point of sale (which are probably not exactly reflacted in
the Post Harvest Prices available to us since they are
collected from market towns).



Table -1

Grains

1957~58
1958-59
1959-60
1960~61
1961.~62
196364
196465
1965-66
1%6;67
1967-68
1963-70
1970-71
1974-75
1975-76
1976-77

Base

Farm Harvest wholesale fericultural

- 15 =

Comnodity Prices -~ Tamil Nadu 1958-77

RICE
N4 CEE
103.6 104.7

160.4  166.9

203 209.1

200 205

LA 52349

320 38244

310 398.7
46 ps/a

1038

11242

11941

12304
138.5
1424
134,47
14648
16044
209,2
197.3
245

313

340.6

CHOLAM

CBE -.. TH
99 100

- 102.8 -
1163 116.6

120.8 115
12244 11742

. 150.5 133.9

209,3 165.2
194,49 17248
197 15937
15927 15937
235.1 223

21549 177.9
51443 52047
332.9 30843
37447 35141

CUMBU
Tveli: N4 LBE _TH.- Tyeli
89.2 104.5 100 100  G7.9

10644 1144

114e7 13202

107.3 12141
1341 1244
1239 1244
130.7 163.4
1403 155.7
157 16738
159.7 167.8
21341 218.1
2125 212.7
81,5 190.6
318.8 31644
298.7 31844

9.8

107.7 1046 94.2
118.1 115.8 86.%
12144 1161 11745
12845 119.5 1067
13546 12746 133.2
18743 157.8 13442
19506 17747 1479
Je7:8 16718 167.8
167.8 167.8 167.8
21747 223.2 206.7
20444, 209 12442
52bpe5 49443 46341
353.7 319 365.1
368.8 322 308.7

contd/ -



Tgble - 1 Contd.

495758
1958-59

1959 -60 |
19@0—61 _
1961-62
196364

1964~65

1965-66
196667 .

1967-68
1196970
197071

197475
197576
197677

Base

558.2

270.4

"328.5
294

Sht2
283.6

3459

-1 -

100.3
1119
102.7

w1037

13049

138,

142
170.1
17041
210.8
202

L1k
281.3
338

KORERA

577

301‘
367
2

SAMAT
NA CEB
107 96
146 138
186 133
173 7 146
167 136
158 158
165 192
146 - 251
235 - 235
235 . 235
278 273
249 242
344 603
21.2

161
164
219
235
235
286
316

603



Table - 2

)

- TF

arm Harvest Wholesale Agricultural Commodity Prices Tamil Hadu 1958-1977

sommercial Crops

ammasn

- e M W e M e e e ke s e e M e o e e e e e M e o e e o o e e e me e - - o o e

1957-58
195859
1959-60
1960-61
196162
1963 -6/,
196465
196566
1966-67
1967-68
196970
1970-71
197475
1975-76
197677

Base

SUGARCAVE GUR

.
10443
101.5
120
103

9.8
183
165.6
170,8
270,2
30945
217
263
360
383
421

CEE

98
11041
164,47
14042
117.5
206
206
212
307
343
2L,
91
361
384,
580

3246 Bs/q

100
135
127
11143
208
91
189
280
601
183
288
416
o2y
531

90

13549
1273
11143
208
191
188
280
601
217
300
361
517
472

GINGELLY

TH Tyeli. Ni _ _GRE _ _TH_ _ Tweli__ N4

110 92 82.9 115 83.3
107.5 110 102 97 . 93.8

118 126 106 100 1047

115 144, - 119 108 99.5
119 15242 125 118 11044
119 131133 16, 99.8
117 145 19 166138
145 207 - 207 7169
187 25, 236 231 176
186 238 218 210 215
20, 6 265 275 308
297 262 251 266 216
462 421 470 405 561
382 328 375 353 467
L 139 487 400 499

76 o4, 4245

112
101

12

121
125
136
175
153
277
251
49
305
518
348
49

97

104
107
107
155
169
182
238

207
28

309
368
420
91

116
135
146
145
138
234
193
219
175
220
1
312
108
635
473

133



Table - 3
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Farm Harvest Wholesale Prices - Tamil Nadu 1958-1977

Pulses and Vegetables

1957-58
1958-~59
195960
1960-61
1661-62
196364
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67
1967-68
19€69-70
$970-71
197475
197576
197677

Base

Bengal Cram
CEE - - -N&
100 101
149 126
110 109
155 103
137 103
138 111
157 166
247 192
362 221
265 261
32%. 263
275 257
573 423
363 334
4,06 408
36.6 39 o4
Rs./d

Green Gram

Horse Gram

contd e/

CBE. -TH Tveli - - — -N& - . CBE .~ Tveli .
100 100 95.1 95.7 100 95.8
U9 = 14249 110 -7
141 102 123 108 101 80
152 95 149 122 107 102
128 95 127 123 113 9
151 106 142 125 122 184
244, 136 155 183 168 192
251 166 169 212 193 184
295 201 235 219 227 - 278
352 231 269 230 217 217
274 243 274 193 192 213
309 225 316 239 218 218
616 387 533 427 L2 459
550 311 335 217 277 277
507 398 408 LTT 371 363

2845
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Table ~ 3 Contd./

Black gram ' Red Grem  Onion Chll]leu. :
NA CHE TF Tve]_'L . N4 CBE NA CBE Tvell NA CERE T‘v'ell

e — e - e - X - - J_»J«

195758 107 94 100 97 923 97 110 77.8 12696 104 99
195859 9191 = 101 131 15T 8661 94 126 113 106
195960 &7 8 f 90 106 126 9066 75132 150 116
1960-61 8 102 92 106 111 126 38 63 76 119 156 120
196162 90 109 . 96 107 109 112 90 9 € 127 156 130
196364, 101 142 . 107 148 118 207 136 138 70 164 132 132
1964-65 18 157 113 153 21 252 11(5 145 80 175 134 132
1965-66 219 157 14 47 186 226 208 105 99 276 217 170
196667 223 251 246 199 246 246 251 206 260 317 254 327
196768 229 264 238 2022 287 354, 252 125 122 315 177 166
1969-70 197 211 188 193 281 281 209 186 193 310 363 299
197071 200 252 203 292 238 320 202 164 142 289 285 359
197475 224, 412 298 372 32 536 423 513 461 429 433 437
197576 344, 34d 348 349 323 323 240 213 355 391 413 348
1996=77 420 416 419 410 434 434 231 263 249 329 388 352

Base 5443 1iel 1746 - 14148



Tabls - 4

Value of dgricultural Production in Districts of Tamil Nadu

- 20 -~

1958=1977

- m o e e e e e e o e e e e o — mr e e e e e

NORTH ARCOT
Total value

Base
195859
1960-61
1961-62
1964,~65
1966-67
1967-68
197071
197475
1975-76
1976-77

A B
100 8843
97.5 = &6
1145  109.8
14044, 12401
190 167.8
214 197.2
200.9 195

100
97.5
111.7
127.6
166.9
184
192.8
305
569
521,
383,3

COIMBATORE

Total value Value/ha
A B A B
100 126.3 100 9249
125.5  158.5 125.4 116
162 205.6 172 160
163 205.9 171 159.1
324 409.3 348 32349
268 339 297 277
271 34244 317 29447
367 4637 413 384
473 598 604 561
533 673 614 571
539 8007 732 680

comtd /-



Table - 4 contd.

TH/NT A VUR TIRUNELVELI

_____ Total value Valve/ha | Tobtal value Value/ha
- Y U 1 I AT T TBTTATT T BT &7 TR
Base 100 f00.2 100 e 100 © 81.5 100 102.7
1958-59 125.9  130.7 125.9 12845 1122 91.5 112.2  115.2
1960-61 1519  157.8 139 142471 126.7 103.3 115 11841
1961-62 - 14648 . 152.4, 136 138,9 168 137.1 150 154.2
196465 213.8  222.1 19445 198.5 161.2  128.5 164.3  168.8
196667 193 200.5 171 17448 168.9 137.8 168.7 173.3
1967-68 275.5. 286.1 230 23/4,.8 161.8  131.9 1544 158.5
197071 34744 360.8 277 283.3 260.8 -212.7 260.2 267.3
197475 413 429 . 51 . 35843, 417.2 3403 4Thh 4873
197576 S84 6069 470 480 233.5 190 285.8  293.5
197677 479 498 427 436 378.8 309 426 437

Bases: NA value in t000 Rs.293802; Cbe = 420088; Th=345541; Tveli= 271371;
Lverage for indett B= 332700;
Navalue/he in 'O00Rs. 4905; Cbe 446; Th 490; Tveli 493;

iverage for imiex B = 480
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Table ~ 5 Won Agricultural Wholesale Prices - ALl Indjia - 1958-1977
Commodity Manufactured Textiles Kerosene Cement Bicycle Electricity Ferti]jisers Insecticides Food Articles
(weight) products (11.026) (0.835)  (0.707) (0.16)  (2.4) (1.252) (29.799)
(49.87) '
Year .. . - .
1958 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
1959 103.6 100.1 100.4 99,8 100 10345 100 - 10445
1960 11245 116.7 105 100.3 1109 1064, 100 - 10544
1961 116.3 123.6 1043 108 11248 112.7 99.7 - 105
1962 12046 123 13343 115.6  118.2 11843 97 106.6 11345
1963 125.9 1247 1426 119 1189 125.5 95.9 10543 11549
196/ 13249 12741 14947 121.9  119.3 13344 9242 103.7 13741
1965 139.8 136.6 - 1627 129.5 11141 136.8 %5 107.8 15248
1966 15544, 146.8 1633 - 148.8  120.6 1574 100, 5 11642 172
1967 17655 150 164,.8 148.9  127.7 15401 11742 11842 21448
1968 17845 153.8 178 14945 126 15745 12345 12141 20448
1969 17649 1648 185.7 159 1277 160.5 12943 12344 207 o4,
1970 1684, 17747 1949 164l 13243 16549 13245 130.9 219.2
1971 208,5 200 210,2 175:3 14142 171.2 13441 13644, 220, 5
1972 228.8 20641 22643 182.2 14144 17643 13944 14541 235.6
1973 218.8 23541 3348 18449 - 14142 180.7 14645 16546 280.8
1974 313.6 28844 373.2 22644, 177 220 238.5 24644, 36049
1975 332.8 2784 373.2 282 1945 25842 22, 28144 371.6
1976 330 Q7749 4215 269.3 2004 284.2- 25646 31044 331.8

1977 345 3118 4275 291.1  198.3 301.7 239 310.9 372.9
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Table - 6
Non dgricultural Rural Prices - Tamil Nadu 1958-1976
LIGHTING i
District North ircot Coimbatore Thanjavur Tiruelvell

Village Puliyur Agaram Kinathukadevu . Thulayansthan = Eriodu Gokilapur:

1958 100 100 100 100 100 100
1959 100. 105 975 102 102.6 10944
1960 100, 106 9.9 102 90.7  103.5
1961 100 11043 89.3 95,2 91.1 101.3
1962 100, 11641 97.8 86 10149 111.3
1963 1142 131 11743 10545 11242 1153
1964 121.9 14249 130.9 125.3 11541 110,7
1965 123.6 147 132 125.9 116.8 109
1966 129.2 152 140 12543 125.9 111
1967 129.2 152 146 128.6 125 114
1968 129.8 153 146 134 135 117
1969 133.9 158 148 139 127 117
1970 13649 162 150 141 119 118
1971 14649 171 157 155 126 122
1972 15741 174 161 128 128 139
1973 167.8 192 178 125 137 166
1974 209.6 247 221 178 215 233
1975 255.7 298 251 232 243 241
1976 266.5 322 260 252 248 253



Table - 6 Contd

CLOTHINC
Dist‘fé.ct North Arcot Coimbatore  Thanjavur Tirtnelveli
_ViYege  Puliyur _dgares _ _ Kinsthukadavu Thulayenathan Eriodu Gokilapuran
1958 100 100 100 100 4100 100
1959 117 101.7 113.9 100 120.4, 96.9
1960 11 101.3 120.5 9.6 113.6  96ul
1961 11 101.3 120.5 97.3 1.4 98
1962 113 101.7 127.9 107.6 126.6 1288
1963 90 107 1566 118.8 15144, 158
1964, 10144 115 193.6 116.6 17349 15443
1965 119 134 176 11643 181 158
1966 132.8 154 180 140 185 177
1967 139 158 204 188 203 197
1968 145 166 219 217 219 216
1969 153 165 233 210 203 217
1970 147 167 221 213 193 217
1971 153 175 250 265 221 250
1972 165 188 232 2% 246 251
1973 187 213 243 254 316 281
1974 242 282 362 273 345 385
1975 30 283 395 335 355 505
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Taple s 7 Comsumer Price Index for igricultural Labour - Tamil Nadu - 1958-1978

B ﬁis_'t‘;igt- T 1&01:1:;1 Aréo% o — . - Coimbatore . Thenjavar &= | Tirmelvell
Village Fuliyur  Agaram " Kinathukadavu Thulayanathan ‘Eriodu Gokilapuram
1958 100 100 100 100 100 100
1959 106.8 10841 102.6 1077 1152 11147
1960 10648 10841 11041 10641 11341 105
1961 113 11147 116.9 10641 11349 107 .
1962 116 110.6 11943 107.8 1139 11649
1963 1145 11543 123 11549 11846 124e5
1964 132 135 14247 128,7 138.6 15849
1965 147 149, 15047 14843 152.8 19%
1966 173 1%0.2 16849 17243 1647 20446
1967 200.8 194,43 17742 197.6 18443 230
1968 187.8 186.7 17145 19346 187.2 23548
1969 200,6 198 180.3 203.8 19549 24247
1970 210 208.9 19847 209.8 207 o4 25647
1971 21049 209 224,06 216.8 204,49 25843
1972 2218 220 22946 22547 209e2 B2
1973 25946 253 287.2 24742 25546 344
1974 365.2 34848 49147 36042 41247 51348
1975 433 379.8 5542 432 [72.2 56243
1976 349 33527 399.3 390.8" 35647 457.8
1977 415 39465 42147 409.1 390.% 51345

1978 404 391.2 3879 363.8 35949 453.8



Table - 8 - 260 -

VARLABILITY OF GRAIN PEICES IN T/MIL NADU - 1957-1977

LV Go,Var = 4V “Co.Var . 4V . Co-Var AV Co-Var

1957-58 27.03 11.08 45 ¢ 72 30.9 10.8 29.8 3.5

1958-59 30.4 10,1 50.2 749 31.7 6.8 32.9 9.3
1959-60  33.2 5.9 5244 Te6 T 35.8° T 8.2 34,8 11.2
1960-61 35.75 8 56.9 €5 3448 1141 34.49 15.2
1961-62 37.22 7.8 58.6 6.0 35.6 111 349 9.7
1963-64 38.3 46 637 L8 38.9 T4 3747 12.3
1964, -65 41271 544, 65.6 kb 49.6 1o 1 4141 37.8
1965 -£6 42 0 NA - 5541 1644, 5143 .18.9
1966-67 45 0 68.4, O 50 0 50 0

1967-68 45 0 73.8 O 50 . 0 50 o
196970 59.8 1245 98.5 7.0 68 9 6.7 ol
197071 59.8 11.5 97.1 6.0 Ea? 6.2 61,3 7.3
197475 137.6 12.9 Ni - 164 5.2 149.6 5.2
1975-76  102.3 . 9.7 Wi - .96.9 9.2 ety 11.1
1976-77  Ni - 16441 81 108.6 6.9 9%.2 10.3
Av,Covar 9.1 6.6 9.9 1149
govar Co Var 30.6 17.9 33.1 7161

Price is in Bs./quintal Contd «/-
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Table ~ 8 caol'td.

195758  29.5 9.6 27.6 11.6 22.9 20.5 21.1 12.3

1958-59  31.7 8.3 D1 - 27.8 2.8  28.8 5.9
1959-60  33.6 i D1 - 23.5  17.5  28.9  23.3
1960-61 3349  12.4 D1 - 22.1 20,8 22.8 4749
1961-62  33.9 1044 b1 - 22.8 194 25.1 2641
1963~64 3543 6.6 D1 = 30.1 16.7 32.6 26.1
1964-65 4749 7.8 D1 = 341 124 3445 0 21.8
1965-66 5244 1945 D1 - 394 148 40.9 26,2
1966-67 50 0 D1 = 50 0 50 0
1967-68 50 0 D1~ = 507 o' 50 0
1969-70  57.9  29.8 D1 - 7 51.8  15.8 D1 -
197071 59.1 DeB DI = 4541 17,1 523 9.1
197475 15841 5.1 D1 - 979 23.1 125 21.3
1975-76  80.4 5.5 HD - ¥ - -
197677  98.2 7.7 WD  ~  ND - D -
Av Covar 10.5 - 1644 22

Covar Co 63 - 31.6 50,6
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Table -9
Variability of Commercial Crop. Pricgs in Tamil) Nadu 1957-1977
(ped)
Cane Jaggery Gingelly Groundnyt
AVe CoVar LV CoVar AV ) Cov;r_ )
1957-58 32.6 6.3 73.5  10.8 4241 10,7
195859 b Va5 TOeh 1149 429 bl
195960 U5 2448 82.6 8.8 46.8 8.9
1960-61 13 19.5 90,6 8.6 519 13.6
1961-62 36.4 5.0 946 9.5 53a1 1249
196364 67.1 1.0 1023 117 5945 17.7
1964,-65 61.3  10.6 1145 123 7346 19 4
196566 €29  10.8 . 152.2 . 13.3  84.8 Wy *
196667 9446 10,1 17242 1947 10347 1843
196768 135.8  i{e4k 163,71 152 98.3 13.3
196970 €8.8 15,3 . 203.4 . 9.2 133.8 11.8
197071 96.3 13.2 . 200.1. ..7.5 123.2 16.9
197415 120.9 8.2-77354 . < 5.9 306% 10.6
1975-76 14740 11.6 - 290 (49 224 1243
197677 15841 12,6 © 334.8 6.3 287* 448
4v Covar 1247 - 10.3 12.8

Co Var 3845 36.3 31.7



- 29 w
Table -9 contd 7

) Go_tt on Kapas Castor . Chewing Tobacco
w0 e T T e e

1957-58 D1 - 51.0 3.6 13344 17.1
1958-59 D1 - 4745 7 oy (179.8) -
1959-60 88.5 143 /9.1 12.1 157.2 39.5
1960-61 10448 1644 4947 ok, 191.7 433
1961-62 100.3 1343 4946 1549 1845 36.7
196364 11549 6e5 5145 19.6 (294) -
1964,-65 12341 o3 6741 6.8 (245) -
1965-66 12545 847 8644 %Y (293) -
1966-67 150.6 15.5 10046 9.8 (235) ==
1967-68 146 92 93.2 549 - 296 1549
196970 163.9 11e4 9449 13.1 (264)
1970~71 21448 6e5 11646 15.6 (406)
197475 220.9 16.2 187 102 (535)
197576 285 1247 D1 - (845.9)
1976-77 366 1342 D - (630)

AV CoVar 1144

Co Var 3347

(1) Price is in-Rs/quintal
(2) * shlsc Shelled groundnut, conversion factor for ped is 0.75
(3) Bracketed averages for chewing tobacco are when data is inadequate for

caleulaticn ' of the co-efficient of variation.
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Tgble = 10
Variability of Pulses and Vegetable; Prices in Tamil Nedu
19517-1977
Bengalgram ' Greengram Horse gram » Blackgran
v Covar Ay Covar  &v Covar  4v Covar
1957-58 D1 - 394 3.8 - 2846 9.6 5443 3.9
1958-59 5143 o5 5403 546 - 32.6 8.5 5045 5.2
1959-60 1.2 Sy 462 1143 - 2949 15.8 48.8 6.0
1342 B T ek B %3 B3 w68
1963 64, jry| - 5345 11.6 © 38,5 R0.2 671 12.9
196466 D1 - 70e5 16,8 /6.8 119 779 1645
1965-66 D1 = 792 1349 © Bheb 11.5 82.5 18.1
1966-67 D1 - 99 o4 15.8 - 653 15.4 11241 1449
1967~68 D1 - 108.9  13.1 - 63.3  43.6 117.9 1640
1965 ~70 D1 - 112.5  11.0 - &0s5 1.8 112.5 8.5
1970-71 " D1 - 113.6 113 - 61.6 8.9 117.6 - 3hek
1974-75 D1 - 19344 21.1 © 12343 3.9 19644 - 1149
1975~76 D1 - D1 - - D1 - -
1976~77 D1 - o1 - - D1 - D1 -
4v Co Var 129 1243 12.6
Co Var Co Var 35.5 32.0 613

contd +/~
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Table = 10 Contd.

Red gram Onions Chillies
Av Covar Av Covar Av Covar
1957~58 39.3 6.9 17.5 5347 D1 -
1958 -59 5142 1048 1543 2747 16541 9.6
1959-60 LS 841 148 2347 201.3 143
196061 42.8 I 13:8° 245 196.1 1142
1961 62 4lpe5 153G 13.6 19.2 190.8 8.8
1963 -6, 5645 2347 19.9 19.9 208 15.8
1964,-65 8149 157 19.6 227 199.7 1549
1965-66 80.9 123 ¢ 21.6 32.2 282 18.6
196667 90.8 79 37.0 15.6 367 1641
1967-68 110.5 1544 23.0 4543 220.3 22.3
1969-70 11244 Boly 38.0 1.4 439 10
197071 110.2 9.9 2841 16.7 394 132
197475 189 .9 6e2 68.2 20.6 640 16.6
1975~76 i3y - 43.6 25.7 568 6.7
1976-77 D1 - 41.9 10.0 490 10.2
4v Co Var 11.6 246 13.5

Co Var Co Var 4246 4643 30,9



Table 11 Variability of Tree. Crop Prices Tlamil Nadu 1957-1977

Goconut Betel vines
per 100 per lakh
AV Co-var Av Co=-var

195758 16.08 £.99 D1 -
1958-59 17.5 118 1520 S 13.2
1959 =60 1643 161 V4462 .21
1960-61 1642 ZEe3 139.2 20.2 -
1961 -62 16.9 1Ce2 13749 21.8 >
1963 -6/, Va = HA -
1964~65 N4 - N4 -
1965-€6 31 22.7 D1 =
1966-67 31 3144 246 17.2
1967-68 3547 19 o4 320 3445
196970 - 4546 35.6 D1 -
1970-71 432 146 336 31
197475 5646 1841 626 27.9
1975-76 5149 10,1 D1 -
197677 68.8 1647 ND -
4~ Co Var 18.9 234

Co Var Co Var _ 395 28.8
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Table - 12
Variability of sﬁéiw Irices Tamil Nadu ~- 1957-1977
Paddy/cart Millet /fcart
of 500 kg © of 500 kg
Av Co-var AV Co~var
1957-58 D1 - D1 oL
1958~59 22455 40.9 D1 R
1959-60 2442 3343 D1 -
1960-61 2,1 56.6 21.3 59.8
1961-62 -25.6 L7e5 213 5344
1963 =64, NA - NA -
1964,~65 Na - NA -
1965-66 28.2 13.8 D1 ES
196667 3247 2448 36.8 40.9
1967-68 3342 244 28.7 4041
196970 Lo 36.7 D1 -
197071 35.2 3445 D1 -
197415 T o4 379 48.9 371
1975476 D1 - D1 -
197677 D - ND -
fv Co Var 354 4643

Co Var Co Var 3249 18.9
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Table 13 N
Changes in Interyegional Price Differenceiin Selected Districts of Tamil Yadu

gur
Maximum percenbage
difference ,
9576 4T Mz 67 267 1.8 B 31 3, 51
197677 RBeh 2602 1945 25,0  63.6 75 28 29 b 8l
(31)
197576

Greengram  Horsegram Blackgram Onion Chillie Redgram

Haximm percentage
difference

195758 6e2 Lol 14, 61 8 5
197677 2743 28,5 3 12 18 -



35

7. Notes on the Statistical Sources for Tables

Tables 1, 2, 3

Source: Table VIA labelled -"Farm Harvest Prices for Scslected
Commodities in years 1958-9 to 1975-6" of the Tamil Nadu
Annual Season and Crop Reports after which the Table is

labelled "Average Annual Producers'prices'.

These prices are compiled from weekly open market
prices collécted from various centres in each District by the
Department of Statistics, except in those years with compul-
sory rationding in which case they are State administered
prices. They are averaged over time for sach District to
give the basic data reported in the Season and Crop Report,

The comprehensiveness of this data varies according to
the geographical extent of the crop within the State. Prices
are quoted iﬁ Rs. /quintal unless otherwise specified. Ground-
nut is guoted with shell from 1957 to 1971 after which it is
quoted as shelled kernel. A note on P.98 of the Report for
1974-5 states that the loss of weight in decortication amounts
to 25 per cent so kernel prices have been modified accordingly
to indicate pod prices after 1974-5. The common base for
these price indices is the weighted average £for each crop for
1957-8 as given in the relevant Annual Season and Crop Report.
The indices are thus comparable between districtse.

Table 4

Sources of this data are Tables VB on "Annual Outturn”
{tonnes) of produce in the Tamil Nadu Annual and Season
Crop Report, multiplied by the District specific prices
.for these products {(per tonne) from Table VI B described
above. The value Pper hectare is calculated f£rom the total
value of produce per district as computed by outturn multi-
plied by district lavel farm harvest prices divided by data
for total cropped area for each district given in Table IT
in the Report.
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Agricultural,?;qduction,ié»taken“as comprising all crops
in esach district whose production exczeds 1000 tonnes
{generally 13 crops in N. Arcot, 16 in Coimbatore, 12 in

Thanjavur and 15 in Tirunelwvsli).

Ragi is missing in 1960-1, Ricz is wissing in 1966-7,
1974-5 and 1975-6 when paddy priééé have been multiplisd
by a conversion factor of 1.5. The index has to exclude
crops such as tapioca, tamarind and swazet potato where the
Season and Crop'Repurt gives data on-outturn per distfict
(from 1967 for tapioca, and 1974-5 for the othzsr two) but
has omitted to give any price information at all., The index
also -excludes orchard and plantation crops, wvegetablas and
animals and animal vroducts. Although the indek is not
totally comprehensive, it includes the vast majority of
incomz earning commoditices, is systematic across districts

dand thus may be used for meaningful comparisons.

‘Tobacco prices arzs cured leaf. Sugar cans is guotad
as gur, consistent with price information and 0,124 the
welght of cane. Groundnut prices have been modifisd as
for Tables 1-3., Cotton productidn is given as 177.8 X bales
of lint {later varving betwsen 170 and 180 i3) but prices
are given as kapas. The convarsion factor 1.66 has been
used {(bales of lint x 3 to give kapas egquivalent divided-
by 1.8 to convert to tonnes,)

The base is the "normal outturn": the three year average
Preceding .1958=9 at 1958 prices. Indices have besn constructed
separately for each district (A) on district specific bases
and {B) wusing the 4-district average which permits comparison.
The base values from which the absolutes values may be recons-

tructed using the indices ars appended to the tables.
Tabls 5

Comprzhensive details of non agricultural wholesale prices:-
for Tamil Nadu are only available from 1275, All India indices



37

were recomputed using 1958 as a base from H.L. Chandok
Wholesale Price Statistigs 1947=78 1978, Ec. and Sc.

Research Foundation, New Delhi : Vol 1 Annual Averages.

The general source of this raw data was that used for
the Economic Adviser's official index number of wholesale
prices, begun in 1942 with 1939 as base and with 4 revisions
of commodities, classifications and weighting subsequently.
The weighting {bracketed under the commodity in Table 5)

epresents the contribution by wvalus of turnover to total
turnover according to the latest revision., Food articles

and manufactured products are thus gencral sub totals of
bundles of commodities. The basic data is similar to that
used in the season and crop reaports consisting of the returns
to the Directorate of Economics and Statistics of data collec—
ted throughout zach State for free market prices by the De-
partment of Statistics {excepting at times, in places and for
commoditiesrwhen State administered controlled prices had

total monopoliecs).

Tablas 6 and 7

Source: Fort St.George Gazettes Monthly Statistical Supple-

ments 1957-1976 giving the Reviews of the Rural Price Index
Numbers for Several Centres in Madras (Tamil Nadu) State.
The disaggregated components of the index comprise food,
lighting, clothing and miscellaneous. For Table 6 the
middle two have been used to represent basic non agricultural
goods purchased in rural areas. 'ﬁighting comprises a bottle
of kerosene oil and a box of matches. Clothing is a 7 cubit
dhoti, a 4 cubit upper cloth and a 8 yard saree. These are
the most basic consumer goods for agricultural labour and
although their purchases may have changed but little since
the 1950s when the last consumer survey under this data
series was carried, such goods poorly represent the range of
purchases of commodity producers rarticipating in a market

economy. Villages were selected to represent whole districts
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in the original computation of the cost of living index.
Pulivyur is in North Arcot and Agaram in South Arcot.

These two districts are taken as one region for the cost
of living dindex. Eriodu and Gokilapuram are in Madurai
District but they are taken as representative of the cost
of living in Madurail, Ramnad and Tirunelveli. Kinathuka-
davu stands for Salem as well as for Coimbatore District
wheté it is located. The original indices were calculated
with weights and initial prices specific and unique to

each place and therefore are not comparable.

The base, originally July 35 - June 36 has been recom-
puted for the calendar year 1958 (The official base was
changed in 1977 to 1970-1, The use of these diagnostic .
villages was abandoned in 1979 and replaced with monthly
data on the cost of living with commodities and weightings
according to contemporary needs of agricultural labour in
28 villages (14 wet and 14 dry)).

Table 7

The general consumer Price index was obtainad from the
files of the Department of Statistics and recomputed so that
1958 is the bass. The. source of data for this index is as
for Table 6. The food componant consists of rice ﬁﬁeight 35
to 36) coarse grains fweight 26 to 39) grams and dhal
{(weight 0.01 to 0.08) condiments (weight 0,11 to 0.15)
jaggery and oils fweight 0,13 to 0.15).

The miscellaneous componant congistsof 100 betel leaves,
1 thooku of betel nut, 100 cloths washed by dhobi, and one
shave. In the construction of this index the weights of each
item in each component is based on surveys specific to ‘each

village. The weights of each component ares as follows:
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Puliyur Aagaram Thulaya- Kinathu- Eriodu Gokila-

nathan kadavu puram
Food 78 78 80 83 78 78
Lighting 3 3 2 2 2 2
claothing 12 12 11 11 13 13
Misc 7 7 7 4 7 7

Thus these indexes can be used to describe change in any
one settlement through time but cannot be used to compare

costs across space.

Tables 8 ~ 12

Source: Table VIB in the Season and Crop Reports for the

various years. Urmweighted averages and co-efficients of
variation have been calculated for every instance where

the number of districts for which prices are quoted exceeds
5. The total number of districts increased from 12 to 14
during the period we consider. '

Table 13

See details of Tables 1 - 3

TRRKT KK KK KKK



