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ABSTRACT  

Pakistan is basically an agrarian economy. The greater proportion of GDP is 

contributed by agricultural sector. Basically the overall development of the 

economy isbased on the proper management of farm land andimprovement of 

agro-based industries. This study seeks answer to the question, “How farm 

land should be managed, which is conducive to enhance the farm 

productivity?”  

The Pakistan Agriculture Council has divided the provinceinto four different 

climatic regions.It is proposed that one district (say stratum) 

selectedrandomly from each region would fairly represent the province. A 

complete list of villages in the sampled districts has been prepared, which 

serves as a sampling frame. It is assumed that the basic agrarian features 

within the same climatic zone are homogenous, thus ten villages from 

eachdistrict have been randomly chosen.The total sample size of 200 farmers 

has been interviewed and data on tenure statue, operational 

holdings,irrigation status fragmentation,water logging/salinityand land 

management etc. are collected. 

It has been evidenced from the results and discussion below that the farm land 

has not been properly managed. Smallness of small farms, inappropriate 

tenure statusuneconomic land utilization, the problems of fragmentation, 

water logging and salinityindicate that the overall agrarian structure has not 

been appropriately managed and is not conducive toincrease the rate of 

economic growth. Due to this reason the overall development of the economy 

has been stagnant.  

For appropriate farm management,it has been suggested that new policy for 

land reforms is required in such a way that ownership of the farm landshould 

not be changed, but the size of operational holdings should be equalized.There 

is sufficient room toimprove the farm management by proper land 

utilization,better cropping pattern and enhancing the intensity of cropping. 

The potential size of operational holdings has been decreased, because of 

waterlogging and salinity. Farmers have to beeducated and guided to use 

gypsum and green manures or to cultivate such variety of seeds which are salt 

tolerant. This will reduce salinity in the soil of farm land. They may also be 

motivated to launch the drainage system in the water logged area. A small 

financial support by the state may help to rehabilitate the saline and water 

logged farm lands. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Pakistan is primarily an agrarian economy. The greater proportion of  

GDP is contributed by agricultural sector. Basically overall 

development of the economy is directly based on agriculture and 

indirectly on the agro-based industries. Appropriate management of 

farm land may enhance the rate of economic growth and in turn 

development. 

This study elaborates the existing state of the land management/ 

agrarian structure in the Provence. Specifically, it comments on the 

tenure status, size of operational holdings, land fragmentation,land 

utilization, irrigation modes, incidence of water logging and salinity, 

cropping pattern, production of major crops andland use intensity in the 

sampled areas. The study seeks answer to the question, “How farm land 

should be managed,which is conducive to enhance the farm 

productivity?” However, the main objectivesof the study are as follows: 

 

 To identify the existing state of farm land management in the 

province of  Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

 To determine the impact of this state on the farm productivity  

 To give suggestions for the appropriate management. 

 

 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa is divided by PARK into four 

different climatic regions. One district from each region has been 

selected randomly. A list of all villages in the selected four 

districts/strata has been prepared, which serves as a sampling frame for 

the selection of sample villages. It is assumed that the basic agrarian 

characteristics within the same climatic region would be homogenous, 

thus a few that is ten villages from each selected stratum would fairly 

represent the whole province. 

The sample villages are also chosen on random basis irrespective of 

total number of villages in the selected districts. It is further proposed 

that five farmers from each sampled village would be selected purely on 

random basis (lottery method). Thus in this way the total sample size of 

farmers would become 200 farmers. 



Keeping in view the title and objectives of the study a comprehensive 

interview schedule has been devised.The relevant data has beensecured 

from the sample farmers by face to face contact (Interview) method. For 

the analysis of primary data the simple analytical techniques viz. tables, 

graphs, percentages and averages were used. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section of the study focuses on the main elements Farm Land 

Management. Appropriate management of land for crop production 

with support of certain ingredient inputs may increase the productivity, 

which is conducive to improve the development of Pakistan. The 

important aspects of the agrarian structure have been analyzed as 

follows: 

i) Tenure Status: 

Table.1 and diagram below indicate that a majority (55%) of the 

farmers are owners, 25% areowner-cum-tenants and 21% are as pure 

tenants. The sampled farms are, therefore, predominantly owner farms 

with some owners who could not maintain their household farms and 

thus have enhanced their farm sizes by renting in farm land from others. 

This also infers that there are land owners who either cannot or do not 

want to cultivate their farms themselves and have thus rented them out. 

This pattern of tenure status is being exhibited uniformly in small and 

large size farms together without any considerable variation. 

  

Table:1.  Distribution Farms by Tenure and Farm Size 
 Tenure Small Farms Large Farms All Farms 

Under 5.0 acres 5.0 to under 

12.5 acres 

Total 12.5 to under 

25.0 acres 

25.0 and above Total 

Owner 34 

(54.84) 

49 

(54.44) 

83 

(54.61) 

17 

(47.22) 

9 

(75.00) 

26 

(54.17) 

109 

(54.50) 

Owner cum 

Tenant 

15 

(24.19) 

22 

(24.44) 

37 

(24.34) 

10 

(27.78) 

02 

(16.67) 

12 

(25.00) 

49 

(24.50) 

Tenant 13 

(20.97) 

19 

(21.11) 

32 

(21.05) 

09 

(25.00) 

01 

(8.33) 

10 

(20.83) 

42 

(21.00) 

All Tenures 62 

(100.00) 

90 

(100.00) 

152 

(100.00) 

36 

(100.00) 

12 

(100.00) 

48 

(100.00) 

200 

(100.00) 

Source: Field Survey 

Note: figures in parentheses show the percentages 

 



 

 
   

ii) Operational Holdings    
Out of 1870 acres of the operational holdings, 54% is in the possession 

of the pure owners, 24% is managed by the owner-cum-tenant and only 

22% is cultivated by the pure tenants. This distribution almost 

corresponds with the distribution of tenure status of farmers the 

discussed earlier. Again there is no significant variation in the 

percentages of operational holdings in the small farms versus the large 

farms (See table.2). 

 

The averages of operational holdings are presented in the following 

table.3. These are ranging between 9.26 to 9.35 acres, which infers that 

the average operational holdings are within the category of the small 

farm size. The distribution of operational holdings among different 

tenure classes is somewhat uniform within each farm size i.e around 6 
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acres in the small farms category, around 20 acres in the large farm 

sizes and around 9 acres in case of all farms. 

 

Table: 2. Total Operational Holdings by Tenure and Farm Size 

(Area in Acres) 
 Tenure Small Farms Large Farms All Farms 

Under 5.0 acres 5.0 to under 12.5 

acres 

Total 12.5 to under 

25.0 acres 

25.0 and above  Total 

Owner 34 

(54.84) 

49 

(54.44) 

83 

(54.61) 

17 

(47.22) 

9 

(75.00) 

26 

(54.17) 

109 

(54.50) 

Owner cum 

Tenant 

15 

(24.19) 

22 

(24.44) 

37 

(24.34) 

10 

(27.78) 

02 

(16.67) 

12 

(25.00) 

49 

(24.50) 

Tenant 13 

(20.97) 

19 

(21.11) 

32 

(21.05) 

09 

(25.00) 

01 

(8.33) 

10 

(20.83) 

42 

(21.00) 

All Tenures 62 

(100.00) 

90 

(100.00) 

152 

(100.00) 

36 

(100.00) 

12 

(100.00) 

48 

(100.00) 

200 

(100.00) 

Note: Figures in parentheses indicate their respective percentages. 

 

Table:3. Average Operational Holdings by Tenure and Farm Size 

(Area in Acres) 
 Tenure Small Farms Large Farms All Farms 

Under 5.0 acres 5.0 to under 12.5 

acres 

Total 12.5 to under 

25.0 acres 

25.0 and above  Total 

Owner 2.99 

(1.05) 

7.45 

(2.13) 

5.62 

(1.04) 

15.20 

(2.10) 

31.56 

(2.25) 

20.86 

(1.37) 

9.26 

(1.02) 

Owner cum 

Tenant 

3.01 

(0.76) 

8.12 

(1.11) 

6.05 

(1.30) 

17.79 

(2.33) 

27.14 

(3.51) 

19.35 

(2.01) 

9.31 

(1.00) 

Tenant 3.48 

(1.01) 

9.04 

(1.16) 

6.78 

(1.03) 

17.92 

(3.85) 

26.50 

(2.43) 

18.78 

(2.25) 

9.64 

(1.05) 

All Tenures 3.10 

(0.71) 

7.95 

(0.84) 

5.97 

(1.00) 

16.60 

(2.02) 

30.40 

(4.85) 

20.05 

(2.16) 

9.35 

(0.98) 

Note: Figures in Parentheses are the Standard Deviations. 

iii) Land Utilization:             

There are various important economic and technical factors, which 

affect the total output of farm. Land utilization is one of them. 

Appropriate land use may influence the Agriculture produce positively. 

Land utilization means the classification of the farm area in accordance 

with its use, as shown in the following figure: 
 

Farm Area 

   

Cultivated     Uncultivated 

   

Net Sown                  Current Fallow 

 

   

Forest   Culture able Waste      Not available for cultivation  



The information on land use of sample area is given in table 4, while for 

comparison on different farm sizes, the land utilization of sample farm 

area by farm size is presented in table.5 In absolute term the total 

sample farm area was 2592.9 acres during the survey period. The total 

cultivated area was 1763.75 acres (or 68.02 percent) significantly higher 

than the uncultivated area of 829.15 acres (or 31.98 percent). 

 

Table:4. LAND USE OF SAMPLE AREA 
Land use Area (in acres) Percentage 

i. Cultivated 1763.75 68.02 

ii. Uncultivated 829.15 31.98 

Total farm Area 2592.90 100.00 

Source:Field Survey 

 

Although the cultivated area is approximately two times the 

uncultivated area, even then the land utilization may not be considered 

as optimal. A sufficient room was there to improve the use of land by 

making the culture able wastes fit for cultivation.  

 

The details of breakup of cultivated and uncultivated areas on different 

farms can be seen from table 5. As a whole 62.96 percent of the total 

farm area was net sown area.  A negligible proportion of 5.06 was left 

as a current fallow at the time of survey (Rabi Season). The culture able 

wastes constituted 19.98 percent followed by area under forests with the 

percentage of 8.33. The area „not available‟ for cultivation equaled to 

3.66 percent was not unusual. The proportions of small and large farms 

within each use of land are shown in parentheses. Both the sub parts of 

cultivated area on small farms were higher than on the large farms. In 

cases of small and large farms the proportions of cultivated area were 

54.84 and 45.16 respectively. More or less the same situation was found 

in favor of total uncultivated area. However the percentages of area 

under „Forests‟ and „Not Available‟ for cultivation (55.09 and 51.58 

respectively) on large farms were significantly higher relative to small 

farms. A remarkable figure of 61.09 percent culture able wastes was 

recorded on small farms.  

 

From critical analysis of land utilization on different farms, it was 

observed that the proportions of different uses of land were higher on 

small farms with the exception of two cases that is area under forest and 

not available for cultivation. The former case may be attributed to 



mountainous area of Hazara Division and the later may be due to area 

under buildings of large farm (Rich) households. A handsome wastage 

of culture able area on small farms may be attributed to the smallness 

(poverty) of the farms. 

 

Table: 5.  Breakup of Land utilization by Farm Size 
 

Land Utilization 

Small Farms             Large Farms                All Farms 

Area %age Area %age Area %age 

(A) Cultivated Area 

Net Sown Area 899.5 
(55.10) 

63.04 733.0 
(44.90) 

62.86 1632.5 
(1000.00) 

62.96 

Current Fallow 67.75 

(51.62) 

4.75 63.5 

(48.38) 

5.45 131.25 

(100.00) 

5.06 

Total-A 967.25 

(54.84) 

76.79 796.5 

(45.16) 

68.30 1763.75 

(100.00) 

68.02 

(B) Uncultivated Area 

Area Under Forest 97 

(44.91) 

6.80 119 

(55.09) 

10.20 216 

(100.00) 

8.33 

Cultivable Wastes 316.55 

(61.09) 

22.19 201.6 

(38.91) 

17.29 518.15 

(100.00) 

19.98 

Not available for 

cultivation 

46 

(48.42) 

3.22 49 

(51.58) 

4.20 95 

(100.00) 

3.66 

Total-B 459.55 

(55.03) 

100.00 1166.1 

(44.97) 

100.00 2592.9 

(100.00) 

100.00 

Total Farm Area 
 (A+B) 

1426.8 
(55.03) 

100.00 1166.1 
(44.97) 

100.00 2592.9 
(100.00) 

100.00 

Source:  Field Survey 

Note: The Net Area sown and current fallow was for the Rabi Season (Survey Period). 

So far as the breakup of land utilization in different farm sizes is 

concerned, it also plays a vital role in the development process. The 

percentage of net sown area is exactly congruent with the pattern of 

land utilization as discussed earlier. It is 75% on the small and 64% on 

the large farms. The culture able wastes, however, is positively 

correlated with farm size, which is 13% on the small farms and 18% on 

the large farms. 

 

iv) Irrigation Status: 

An interesting situation has been observed regarding the irrigated status. 

The percentage of irrigated farms is higher on small farms (80%) as 

compared to the irrigated farms on large farms (72%). On both the sizes 

of farms the percentages of tenant farmers, who managed the irrigated 

farms are significantly higher as compared to the ownerfarmers and 

owner-cum-tenant farmers (table.6). 

 



Table: 6.Frequency Distribution Farms and Irrigation Status by Tenure 
Farm Size and 

Irrigation Status 

TUNURE 

Owners Owner-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

No %age No %age No %age No %age 

(A) Small Farms 

Irrigated 64 77.11 31 83.78 27 84.38 122 80.26 

Un-Irrigated 19 22.89 6 16.22 5 15.62 30 19.74 

Total - A 83 100.00 37 100.00 32 100.00 152 100.00 

(B) Large Farms 

Irrigated 18 69.23 9 75.00 8 80.00 35 72.92 

Un-Irrigated 8 30.77 3 25.00 2 20.00 13 27.08 

Total – B 26 100.00 12 100.00 10 100.00 48 100.00 

(C) All Farms (A+B) 

Irrigated 82 75.23 40 81.63 35 83.33 157 78.50 

Un-Irrigated 27 24.77 9 18.37 7 16.67 43 21.50 

Total - C 109 100.00 49 100.00 42 100.00 200 100.00 

 

The data regarding the irrigation status of cultivated and mode of 

cultivation are presented in the following tables 6/a and 6/b 

respectively.  

The small farms are better placed with respect to irrigated area with 

92%. On large farms the percentage of irrigated area drops to 80%. 

Again tenants are having a higher percentage of irrigated area than  the 

owners and owner-cum-tenants. 

The mode of irrigation is predominantly canal water; covering 60% of 

the irrigated area. The deficiency in canal irrigation is covered by tube-

wells, irrigating approximately 18%, of farms, while the rest of the  

irrigated farms use the alternative means such as streams, Persian 

wheels, etc. 

 

Table: 6/a Irrigation Status of the Cultivated Area By Farm Size 

and Tenure 

(Area in Acres) 
Farm Size and 

Irrigation Status 

TUNURE 

Owners Owner-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

No %age No %age No %age No %age 

(A) Small Farms (under 12.5 acres) 

Irrigated 307.34 88.74 170.10 93.28 197.75 95.65 675.19 91.81 

Un-Irrigated 39.00 11.26 12.25 6.72 9.00 4.35 60.25 8.19 

Total - A 346.34 100.00 182.35 100.00 206.75 100.00 735.44 100.00 

(B) Large Farms (12.5 and above) 

Irrigated 253.20 76.80 135.10 80.85 148.30 83.17 536.6 79.48 

Un-Irrigated 76.50 23.20 32.00 19.15 30.00 16.83 138.5 20.52 

Total – B 329.70 100.00 167.10 100.00 178.30 100.00 675.10 100.00 

(C) All Farms (A+B) 

Irrigated 560.54 82.82 305.20 87.34 346.05 89.87 1211.79 85.91 

Un-Irrigated 115.50 17.08 44.25 12.66 39.00 10.13 198.75 14.04 

Total - C 676.04 100.00 349.45 100.00 385.05 100.00 1410.54 100.00 



 

Table.6/b Distribution of Farms by Source of Irrigation, Farm Size 

and Tenure 

(In Percentage) 
Source of 

Irrigation 

Small Farms (under 21.5 acres) Large Farms (12.5 and above) All Farms 

O O.C.T T All 

Small 

O O.C.T T All 

Large 

O O.C.T T All 

Farms 

Cannal 51.96 61.50 72.23 63.50 39.60 59.58 69.47 56.12 45.78 60.54 70.90 59.80 

Tubewells 20.15 16.35 13.50 15.13 27.39 19.25 17.12 21.25 23.76 17.81 15.30 18.16 

Stream 9.50 6.00 4.04 6.05 15.04 6.03 5.13 8.75 11.63 6.02 4.64 7.42 

Canal + 

Tubewells 

8.23 8.50 6.02 8.00 9.78 5.30 6.25 7.15 9.59 6.91 6.14 7.59 

Others 10.16 7.65 4.10 7.32 8.19 9.84 2.03 6.73 9.11 8.75 3.08 7.03 

 

v) Land Fragmentation: 

Land fragmentationis predominantly common in province Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. The process of land fragmentation still continues and is 

getting severe over time. The data indicate as many as 86% of the farms 

fragmented into pieces. These percentages are 88% on small farms, 

79% on large, the situation different tenures is different. Its percentage 

on farms managed by owner farmers is 83 while it is 91% in case of 

tenant farmers. The problem of fragmentation being global is uniformly 

affecting farmers irrespective of their tenure status (Table.7). On 

average small farms are having 4 and large farms 5 fragmented pieces. 

Similarly owner farms are having 4 and tenant farms 5 fragmented 

pieces each (Table.7/a). 

 

Table:7. Frequency Distribution of Farms by Size, Tenure, And 

Fragmentation Status  
Farm Size and 

Irrigation Status 

TUNURE 

Owners Owner-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

No %age No %age No %age No %age 

(A) Small Farms  

Fragmented 71 85.54 33 89.19 29 90.63 133 87.50 

Non-Fragmented 12 14.46 4 10.81 3 9.37 19 12.50 

Total – A 83 100.00 37 100.00 32 100.00 152 100.00 

(B) Large Farms  

Fragmented 20 76.92 9 75.00 9 90.00 38 79.17 

Non-Fragmented 6 23.08 3 25.00 1 10.00 10 20.83 

Total – B 26 100.00 12 100.00 10 100.00 48 100.00 

(C) All Farms (A+B)  

Fragmented 91 83.49 42 85.71 38 90.48 171 85.50 

Non-Fragmented 18 16.51 7 14.29 4 9.52 29 14.50 

Total - C 109 100.00 49 100.00 42 100.00 200 100.00 

 

 



Table.7/aAverage Number of Fragments of  Land Holdings by 

Tenure and Farm Size 

Farm Size 

(in Acres) 

Tenure 

Owners Owners-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

(A)Small Farms 

Below 5.0 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.0 

5.0 to 12.5 3.8 4.7 4.9 4.5 

Total – A 3.7 4.4 4.6 4.3 

(B)Large Farms 

12.5 to 25.0 4.6 5.1 5.7 5.2 

25.0 to above 5.2 5.4 5.9 5.6 

Total – B 4.8 5.3 5.8 5.4 

All Farms (A+B) 44 4.9 5.3 4.9 
 

vi) Water logging and Salinity: 

The menace of water logging and salinity is very severe in KPK and 

negatively affecting the agrarian productivity. It is discovered that 11% 

of the small farms and 48% of the large farms have been affected by the 

problem. Similarly 23% of the owners‟farms and 14% of the 

tenants‟farms have been affected by it (Table). 

 

Table:8.  Distribution of Farms by Tenure, Farm Size, Incidence of 

Water Logging and Salinity 

 
 

Farm Size and 

Irrigation Status 

TUNURE 

Owners Owner-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

No %age No %age No %age No %age 

(A) Small Farms  

Affected by W & S 11 13.25 3 8.11 2 6.25 16 10.53 

Not affected by W & S 72 86.75 34 91.89 30 93.75 136 89.47 

Total – A 83 100.00 37 100.00 32 100.00 152 100.00 

(B) Large Farms  

Affected by W & S 14 53 5 41.67 4 40..00 23 47.92 

Not affected by W & S 12 46.15 7 58.33 6 60..00 25 52.08 

Total – B 26 100.00 12 100.00 10 100.00 48 100.00 

(C) All Farms (A+B)  

Affected by W & S 25 22.94 8 16.33 6 14.29 39 19.50 

Not affected by W & S 84 77.06 41 86.67 36 85.71 161 80.50 

Total - C 109 100.00 49 100.00 42 100.00 200 100.00 

W = Water Logging   and S = Salinity 
 

On average 18% of the farm area has been affected by water logging 

and salinity. The percentage of the affected area is comparatively higher 

on large farms (23%) than on small farms (12%). The distribution of the 

affected area among different tenurial classes has not been highly 



skewed, it is 18% in the case of owners and 17% in the case of rented 

farms. 

vii) Intensity of Land Use: 

For the computation of land use intensity, the following formula has 

been used; 

                   I.L    =  Net Sown Area    X   100 

                           Culture able Area 

The land use intensity has been estimated at 77% in the sample area. It 

is higher (80%) on the rented farms than (75%) on the owner farms. 

Similarly the small farms have appeared better in land use than the large 

farms. The land use intensity in the former casehas been 81% while it is 

73% in the later case. The estimation of land use intensity is based on 

the level of production. TheTotal Productions of Major Crops on 

sample   Farms by Tenure and Farm Size are presented in  table.10 

below: 

 

Table:9. Total Production of Major Crops on Farms by Tenure and 

Farm Size 

(In maunds) 
Tenure/  
Farm Size 

Wheat Maize Sugarcane Rice Grams Rabi 
Vegetable 

Kharif 
Vegetable 

(A)OWNERS 

Small Farms 3137 2263 19038 327 54 2581 4889 

Large Farms 2907 1339 33594 1281 96 3891 565 

Total – A 6044 3602 52632 1608 150 6472 1054 

(B)OWNER-CUM-TENANTS 

Small Farms 3376 2383 18276 350 64 2521 533 

Large Farms 2765 1417 33225 1167 106 4014 606 

Total – B 6141 3800 515101 1517 170 6535 1139 

(C)TENANTS 

Small Farms 3582 3582 16499 397 71 2430 553 

Large Farms 2445 1592 32856 1107 146 4080 628 

Total – C 6027 4145 49355 1504 217 6510 1181 

(D)ALL TENURES (A+B+C) 

Small Farms 10095 7199 53813 1074 189 7532 1575 

Large Farms 8117 4348 99675 3555 348 11985 1799 

Total – D 18212 11577 153488 4629 537 19517 3374 

Source: Field Survey 

The higher percentage of land use intensity suggests further intervention 

for increasing land use, which if is raised to 100%, the farmers‟ income 

would increase to 23%. At the low level of land use, it is obvious that 

the agrarian sector is undergoing a deficiency which can be removed 



with great efforts. The 23% gap is wide enough which warrants 

government intervention indeed. 

viii) Intensity of Cropping: 

The following expression has been used for the determination of  

intensity of cropping or cropping pattern: 

 

  I.C   =   Total Cropped Area   X  100 

Net Sown Area 
 

On average cropping intensity has been estimated at approximately 

201% in the project/study area. This infers that the net sown area is 

cultivated at least twice inone calendar year. The cropping intensity has 

remained almost the same in small and large farms together. It is, 

however, varying among different tenure arrangements, for example, on 

owner farms the cropping intensity is almost identical with the overall 

average, while on tenant farms it is upto 207%. The remarkable point to 

note is that the highest cropping intensity (242.17 acres) has been 

observed on the farms managed by Small Tenants followed by large 

Owner Farmers with 214.10 acres. 

By introducing appropriate cropping patterns the cropping intensity can 

further be enhanced to 300%, which would need proper propagation of 

crop packages developed both by the provincial and national research 

systems. 

Table:10. Cropping Intensity by Tenure/Farm Size 

(Area in acres) 
Tenure/Farm Size Total Cropped Area Net Sown Area Cropping Intensity 

A. Owners 

Small Farms 669.58 312.74 214.10 

Large Farm 562.46 301.56 186.52 

Total – A 1232.04 614.30 200.56 

B. Owners-cum-tenants 

Small Farms 357.10 175.20 203.82 

Large Farm 285.90 154.36 185.22 

Total – B 643.00 329.56 195.11 

C. Tenants 

Small Farms 352.55 198.50 177.61 

Large Farm 391.45 161.64 242.17 

Total – C 744.00 360.14 206.59 

D. All Tenures 

Small Farms 1379.23 686.44 200.93 

Large Farm 1239.81 617.56 200.76 

Total - D 2619.04 1304.00 200.85 



ix)  Farm Productivity 

The impact of Land Management on the Farm Productivity can be 

determined in two ways viz. either to calculate sum of the monetary 

value of crops based on their selling prices or to compute the yield per 

acre of farm land. The results are presented in the following tables 11 

and 12 respectively: 

Table:11.  Monetary Value of Farm Productivity by Tenure/Farm 

Size (Rupees Per Acre) 

 
Tenure Owners Owner-Cum-

Tenants 

Tenants  All Tenures 

Small Farms 5604 5766 5973 17343 

Large Farms 5895 5975 5760 17630 

All Farms 11499 11741 11733 34973 

Source: Field survey 

 

 
 

The above table reveals that there is a direct relationship between the 

monetary value of farm output/ productivity and the farm size. The 

larger the farm size the greater is the productivity.  A remarkable 

situation has been observed from the relationship between tenure and 

productivity per acre point of view. The tenancy has shown a reverse 

attitude from owners to tenants.Tenants are relatively better than the 

owners. 
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Table:12.  Productivity in terms of Yield Per Acre of Major Crops 

on  Farms by Tenure/Farm Size  

       (In maunds) 
Farm Size 

 

Tenure 

Owners Owners-cum-Tenants Tenants All Tenures 

(A)Small Farms 

Wheat 22.64 23.55 24.16 70.35 

Maize 15.98 16.00 17.02 49 

Sugarcane 403.00 454.00 408.00 1265 

Rice 31.29 32.12 32.04 95.45 

Grams 1.13 1.16 1.75 4.04 

Rabi Vegetable 401.00 469.00 486.00 1356 

Kharif Vegetable 66.10 76.11 81.04 223.25 

Total – A 941.14 1071.94 1210.01 3063.09 

(B)Large Farms 

Wheat 25.05 26.45 27.14 78.64 

Maize 16.86 17.03 16.95 50.84 

Sugarcane 476.00 480.00 473.00 1429 

Rice 34.02 35.31 36.00 105.33 

Grams 2.03 2.02 2.15 6.2 

Rabi Vegetable 375.00 391.00 404.00 1170 

Kharif Vegetable 58.94 58.99 63.67 181.6 

Total – B 987.9 1010.8 1022.91 3021.61 

(C)All Farms     

Wheat 47.69 50 51.3 148.99 

Maize 32.84 33.03 33.97 99.84 

Sugarcane 879 934 881 2694 

Rice 65.31 34.14 68.04 200.78 

Grams 3.16 3.18 3.9 10.24 

Rabi Vegetable 776 860 890 2526 

Kharif Vegetable 125.04 1351 144.71 404.85 

Total – C 1929.04 2049.45 2072.92 6084.7 

Source: Field survey 
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The farm Productivities in terms of yield per acre (in maunds) of major 

crops in the province also indicated that the farm size and yield in most 

of the cases tends together in favor of small farms. The sum of yields 

per acre were relatively higher on small farms managed by tenant 

farmers as compared to the total yields on the large farms operated by  

owner farmers. The respective yields per acre were 1210.10 maunds 

and 987.90 maunds. The table reveals that the yield per acre and the 

farm size varied in the same direction, while the former and tenure 

status changed in the opposite direction from owner to tenant. The 

question is why the process of farm management is in favor of small 

and tenant farmers? The reason is very simple. The small and tenant 

farmers are basically poor. They strive for earning their lives. They 

manage the small piece of land which is not owned them. Thus they use 

the land very intensively, because they will have to survive at the 

subsistence level and will have to pay to the owners as a rent.    

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section of the study highlights the main conclusion of the 

investigation and recommendations based on the conclusion. 
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i) Conclusion 

It is concluded from the results of the Farm Land Management/Agrarian 

Structure that there is no systematic correlation between structure of 

farm and farm productivity of major crops. In case of capital- intensive 

crops, the relationship between farm productivity, farm size, tenure 

status and irrigation status is positive. Contrarily an inverse relationship 

is record between these variables in case of labor-intensive-crops. It is 

also inferred that the agrarian structure of the sample farms is 

substandard. The average size of the operational holdings is less than 

the limit of economic holdings on the large farms and below the 

substance holdings on the small farms. Inadequate land utilization, 

unequal distribution of farm land, higher incidence of water logging and 

salinity, paucity of irrigation water, fragmentation of operational 

holdings, undesirable in-appropriate land use intensity and inadequate 

cropping intensity have notable inverse influence on the productivity of 

the farms.  

The small and tenant farmers are basically poor. They strive for earning 

their lives. They manage the small piece of land which is not owned 

them. Thus they use the land very intensively, because they will have to 

survive at the subsistence level and will have to pay to the owners as a 

rent.    

ii) Recommendations: 

The following recommendations are suggested for the improve farm 

productivity of the improvement of farm management/agrarian structure 

in the province of Pakistan. 

i. Inequality in the distribution of farm land adversely affects the farm 

productivity of the farms. The empirical results suggest that to avoid 

both the extremes of very small and vary large farms, appropriate 

and effective land reforms are needed. To avoid conflicts and 

problems of implementation, it is proposed that land should not be 

taken away from the very large owner farmers. The ownership of 



land may not be disturbed. A policy may be evolved such that 

minimum and maximum limits are fixed for the operational 

holdings, irrespective of the tenure status, whereby the operation 

holdings are transferred from the very large to the very small farm 

operators on reasonable and equitable terms and conditions on 

continuous basis. 

ii.  The size of operational holdings hasbeen decreased due to water 

logging and salinity. The illiterate farmers have to be educated and 

guidedto use gypsum and green manureor to cultivate crops of  

recommended varieties of seeds which are salt tolerant. This  

reduces salinity in the soil of farm land. They may also be 

convinced to launch the drainage system in the water logged area. A 

small financial support by government may help to rehabilitate the 

saline or water logged soils. 

iii. The economic efficiency is very well affected by the irrigation 

system. Efforts are needed to improve the existing irrigation system. 

Irrigation water can be bitterly utilized by increasing the number of 

canals and by improving their maintenance system. The equitable 

availability of water atthe heads and tails of canals should be made 

sure. Proper netting of canals and financial support by farmers in 

drilling the tubewells, need a serious attention from the government 

and farmers together. 

REFERENCES 

Ali, F., A. parikh, and M.K. Shah (1994). “Measurement of Economic 

Efficiency Using the Behavioural and Stochsitc Frontier 

Approach”. Applied Economics, 26: 181- 188. 

Ali, M.M and Iqbal, M. (1999), “Unachieved Productivity 

Potential:Some Results of Yield Constraints Research in 

Pakistan”. A paper presented at National Seminar on 

Optimizing Crop Production through Management of Soil 

Resources, organizing by NFDC-PAD&SC at Lahore. 



Bagi, F.S. (1983), “Relationship Between Farm Size, Productivity, 

Input Demand and Production Cost,” Arthavijana, Vol.XXV(3) 

231-245. 

Bardham, P.K. (1973). “Size, Productivity and Returns to Scale: An 

Analysis of Farm Level Data in Indian Agriculture”, Journal of 

Political Economy, No. 81, 1370-86. 

Chattopadyaya, C.H. and Rudra, A. (1996), “Farm Size and Yield per 

Acre,” Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. II (26-28). 

Chennareddy, V. (1987). “Productivity efficiency in South Indian 

Agriculture,” Journal of Farm Economics 49(4), 816-20. 

David, W. Pearce (1987), The Dictionary Modern Economics, 3
rd

 

Ediction, Macmillan, London. 

Dillon, J.L. and J.R. Anderson (1971). “Allocation Efficiency, 

Traditional Agricuture and Risk,” American Journal of 

Agricultural Economics, February. 

Elahi, M., Khan, M.J and Rahman, H. (1998). “Rural Labor Market 

with Special Reference to Hired Labor in Pakistan‟s Punjab,” 

Punjab Economic Research Institute, Lahore, Publication No. 

208. 

Falcon, W.P. and G.H. Gotsch (2011). “Relative Price Response, 

Economic Efficency and Technological Change: A Study of 

Punjab Agriculture. The Centre for International Affairs, 

Harvard University. 

Farrell, M.J. and M. Field (1962). “Estimating Efficient Production 

under Increasing Returns to Scale.” Journal of Royal State 

Society, Series, A-125:252-67. 

Griffin, K. (1970). “The Green Revolution: An Economic Analysis” 

Geneva, United Nations Research Institute. 



Heady, E.O and J.L. Dillon (1964). “Agricultural Production 

Functions.” Iowa State University Press, Ames, Iowa. 

Hidelbran, J.R. (1960). “Some Difficulties with empirical Results form 

Whole-Farm Cobb-Douglas-Type of  Production Functions.” 

Journal of Farm Economics, November. 

Hussain, R.Z. (1981). “Analysis of Economic Efficiency in Nothern 

Pakistan: Estimation, Causes and Policy Implications. 

“Unpublished Ph.D Thesis, University of Illinois at Urbana 

Champaign. 

Iqbal , J; (1985), “Socio-Economic Impact of Rural Roads: A Case 

Study of Gujranwala District, Punjab Economic Research 

Institute, Lahore, Publication No. 216. 

Jamison, D.T. and P.R. Mook (1980). Farmer Education and Farm 

Efficiency, Baltimore: John Hopkins Press. 

Kalirajan, K.P (1990). “On Measuring Economic Efficiency.” Journal 

of Applied Economic,s 5: 75-78. 

Khan, M.H. (1981). “Agricultural Policy Issues in Pakistan,” 

Background Paper for Agricultural Policy Commissioned by 

USAID/Pakistan, p.I. 

Koutsoyiannis (1986). Theory of Economics, 2
nd

 Edition, Macmillan, 

Hong Kong. 

Lingard, S.L. Castillo and S. Jayasuriya (1983). “Comparative 

Efficiency of Rice Farmers in Central Luzon.” The Philippines 

Journal of Agricultural Economics, 163-73. 

M.L. Jhingan, (1995). Macro Economic Theory, 8
th

 Edition, Konark 

Publishers, Dehli, India. 

Mazumbdar, Depak (1963). “On the Economic Relative Efficiency of 

Small Farmer.” Economic Weekly, Special Number, July. 



Naggy, I.G. (1985). “Overall Returns to Agricultural Research And 

Extension Investment in Pakistan.” Pakistan J. of Applied 

Economics. 

Oshima, H.T. (1963). “The Ranis-Fei Model of Economic Development 

Comment.” American Economic Review, June. 

Pakistan Agricultural Research Council (1984). “On-Farm Yield 

Constraints Research Pakistan, Constraints to High Yield of 

Yield of Rice in Punjab, 1981-82” (Social Sciences Division), 

Islamabad. 

Rudhra, Ashok (1968b). “More on Returns to Scale in Indian 

Agriculture.” Economic and Political Weekly, 26 October. 

Saini, g.R. (1969). “Farm Size, Productivity and Returns to Scale.” 

Economic and Political Weekly, Review of Agriculture, 28 June. 

Umali, D.L (1975), “Reaching out ot the Small Farmer, Asian Survey of 

Agrarian Reform and Rural Development. “Field Workshop in 

Srilanka. 

Vincent, W.H. (ed) (1962). Economics and Management in Agriculture 

Prentice-Hall Englewod Clliffs, N.J. 

Welsch, D.E. (1965). “Response to Economic Incentives by Abakaliki 

rice Farmers in Eastern Nigeria. “Journal of Farm Economics, 

November. 

Yotopoulos, P.A., and Lan. L.J. (1973), “A Test for Relative Economic 

Efficency: Some Future Results,” American Economic Review, 

Vol. 63 (1973), 214-223. 

Zellner, A., J. Kmenta, and J. Dereze. (1966). “Specification and 

Estiamtion of Cobb-Douglas Production Function Models. 

“Econometrica, 34:784-95. 


