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ABSTRACT

Tripura’s emergence as the second largest rublosvigyg state of India after
Kerala both in terms of area as well as producivas certainly at the behest of
the state initiative of using rubber plantationsaasieans for rehabilitation of
landless tribal shifting cultivators. However, tiignamics of rubber cultivation
in Tripura are quite different from that in KeralBifferential productivity,
agro-climatic conditions, cultural practices, owstep pattern and labour
relations vary substantially owing to the differetonomic, political, cultural
transformation of the society in the two statesabmubber farms traditionally
used family labour, but since the late 1990s tleeaisired labour is on the rise.
The labour relations in such rubber holdings attesthe framework of the
Principal Agent relationship or Agency Theory, wd@ontracts are extremely
personal in nature. The labour market is purelgrmial with oral contracts and
majority of the workers are into the sector owirg lack of alternative
occupation. The workers enjoy a very modest wageirggaand lead their lives

at a subsistence level.

It is observed that a new wage settlement mechab&sead on revenue sharing
in the tribal majority areas of the state is emsgarticularly after the crash in
the rubber market. However, the workers are molkd#yeft of the various
welfare means of the Rubber Board as the plantwtene often raised in
occupied lands. The paper argues for legalisatiosuch illegal plantations
provided the workers of those plantations are dsueertificate of authenticity
by the owner to make them eligible for Rubber Bo&upport. Moreover,
development of a mechanism of welfare for workdrshe small holdings in
tune to that available for estate workers covehedugh PLA may be thought
off. The Rubber Board or the government may comsaeincentive policy to
reward good and efficient tappers/ workers.
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1. Introduction

Tripura is the second largest rubber growing statedia after Kerala both in terms of area
as well as production and has emerged as the forertamong the non-traditional rubber
growing regions with 61231 ha of plantation and B72onnes of production in 2012-13
(Govt of Tripura, 2015). The growth process of thbber plantation sector in the state
attained a unique dimension owing to the usage laftation as an effective means of
rehabilitation of landless shifting cultivators, st was initially spearheaded by the state
agencies like Tripura Forest Development and PlimmtaCorporation Ltd (TFDPCL) and the
Tripura Rehabilitation Plantation Corporation L{@RPCL). However, market dynamics in
later periods, particularly since the mid 1990)egated a lot of interest from the private
sector. Rubber farms are mostly small holdingterofun through family labour, while the
number of farms using hired labour is also on tilse.rThe relative success of rubber in
Tripura can be attributed to its economic viabjligffective extension and institutional
support in production and marketing by the Rubbear; along with the decline and
uncertainty in tea and horticulture crops (Viswaaat and Bhowmik, 2014). By now,

Tripura has earned the distinction of being tBezond Rubber Capital of India’.

However, the dynamics of rubber cultivation in Trig is quite different from that in Kerala.
There are significant differences in productiviagro-climatic conditions, cultural practices,
relations of production and the like. The ownergbétern as well labour relations also vary
substantially owing to the different economic, podil, cultural settings of the society in the
two states. The importance of labour in rubber faligons is well acknowledged in numerous
studies (Burger, et al, 1995; Maibangsa & Subraam@n2000; Mohanakumar & Chandy,
2005; Bhowmik, 2008) and in India, labour costsoact for almost 70 percent of the

investments in rubber plantations excluding the obsand.

Labour relations in the rubber small holdihgse broadly classified under the framework of
the Principal Agent relationship or Agency Theoryieh is often characterised by the
personalisation of the contracts. The success efgtbwers (principal), higher production,
profit and income are dependent on the quantity quality of the effort put in by the

labourer/tapper (agent). Poor standards of wokk, (rubber tapping) will have a lasting
impact as the tree injured from improper tappintj ke damaged and is likely to have lesser
yield, besides adversely affecting the econome dif the rubber tree. Moreover, the small

size of the holdings does not offer any economigoojunity to employ supervisors, while



the odd working hours (i.e., early morning hour$)tloe tappers often make personal
supervision difficult. Thus the dependence of thewgrs on the agents working in their
plantation is immense. The principal attempts tbthe best agent for himself and thus is
expected to often offer extra-contractual beneétsetain the efficient worker. On the other
hand, the agents are aware of the benefits of keemupber tapper which provides them with
work for almost all throughout the year along widlome extra-contractual benefits.
Therefore, both, the grower and the tapper devisdegelop mutual trust and personal ties
between themselves, which ensures desirable wéokiefand attempts to do away with
moral hazards, if any. Further, compliance of thfermal contractual terms and conditions
assist both the players in building their reputatimd reduce transaction costs. Moreover, the
spatial settings often keep both the actors withtcommon social framework forcing them
not to behave dishonestly with each other.

Statement of the Problem and the analytical framework

Studies on labour issues of rubber plantationsdiial generally concentrate on the traditional
rubber growing areas, especially, Kerala in Sontha. The rubber small holdings of Kerala
provide a scenario where the tappers work with ipleltgrowers under piece rate wage
payment system. The income being often inadequate lewer than other comparable
activities caused the withdrawal of skilled and enxgnced rubber tappers from the market
over time (Viswanathargt al, 2003). Moreover, labour cost saving mechanisnpeabby
the growers during recession reduced tapping dayk cartailment of labour engaging
cultural practices (Mohanakumar & Chandy, 2005)e Mworkers often subsisted at bare
minimum and were often working owing to the intexkhge mechanism of labour and credit
in terms of obtaining weekly advances from the grswy Further, due to the limited support
and success of trade unions in this informal setharacterised by oral contracts, the tappers
were often forced to diversify their livelihood apts (Remesh, 2010). With the revival of
the NR market and increasing prices during the 20@0s, real farm income grew at a higher
rate than that of wages indicating greater appatipn by the growers/owners (Chaneiyal,
2010). Faced with low wage earnings, the rubbepdep have been seeking help from
various employment generation and welfare actwiti€the government to supplement their
income levels. In view of the low end income eagnpossibilities from rubber tapping,
rubber tappers have significantly withdrawn frone tlabour market and hence, labour

shortage in the rubber small holdings of Kerala ibarsh reality and the number of non-



Keralites working as plantation workers has beerthenrise (George, 2012; Viswanathan,
2013).

The situation in Tripura is somewhat different asifly labour has been the norm for a large
number of small holdings, particularly that of ttehabilitated households, and one cannot
deny that the well coordinated efforts of the vasisubber augmenting agencies have shown
remarkable results in the socio-economic welfarghef targeted beneficiaries, particularly
the scheduled tribes (Dey, 2009). However, with theger number of private sector
investment in recent years the traditional agraeemnomy based on food crop production is
shrinking. On the other hand, the share of are@mundber in the gross cropped area of the
state had increased from 7% during 2004-05 to alrh8% during 2012-13 (Viswanathan
and Bhowmik, 2014) and most of these plantatioreratp with hired labour. Interestingly,
there are reports of shortage of family labour agntime rehabilitated farms due to the
opportunities offered under MGNREGS (Sharmtaal 2011). Nevertheless, we may say that
the use of hired labour in the rubber farms of Uirgis on the rise. However, the literature on
the rural labour market in Tripura as a whole iarsp and for rubber, it is almost non-
existent. Secondary data regarding labour usagehher plantations of Tripura is hardly
available. Nevertheless, the average daily employnme the sector in 2012, as per the
estimates of the Department of Labour, Governméitipura, was 6690 persons and these
estimates were obtained mostly from the largesbeulgrowing agency of the state TFDPC
and do not take count of the small holdings. THebem workers of the TFDPC estates enjoy
regular income and associated benefits under pomgf the Plantation Act 1951. Wages
are regular and employment is almost all throughytar, though the annual income is bare
minimum and allows only a subsistence level of texise forcing them to look for
supplementary income opportunities, as noted abbhe.tappers consider their association
with the corporation as a long term survival siggtehowever they hardly realise that their
employment relations are purely informal (BhowmilkC$aouhan, 2013).

It should be noted that rural labour markets inidnake mostly characterised by: a) higher
degree of informalisation; b) absence of well d&hbd labour institutions; and c) greater
degree of social and cultural interaction among ¢ngployers and the employees. Any
singular theoretical framework is often not apdieaas a result; developing the analysis in
the context of spatial and temporal settings arstitutional interventions is frequently

resorted. In India, the rural labour markets arueamced by caste, gender, location,

occupation and migration trends. State activisitihéimplementation of the welfare schemes
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and developmental programmes are also found to pasiive impact on the rural labour

market.

The present study proposes to consider the exisimgur market in rubber plantations of
Tripura. Two types of labour, hired and family, doe&nd in the Rubber farms of Tripura.
Family Labour is the norm for small holdings belmggto the rehabilitated beneficiaries,
whereas, hired labour is used in public sector $ras well as in private sector holdings
where the owner is unable to provide labour by telues. Labourers in the rubber farms of
Tripura have traditionally been wage labourers with claim to the output. However, in
recent years, it has been seen that a new tymboitit relations is emerging in some parts of
Tripura, mostly due to scarcity of labour. The lat®y, instead of being paid wages is being
remunerated with a share of the output. This phemam is akin to the system of share
cropping in traditional agriculture. As per thieetlabourers (rubber tappers) and the owners
generally share the output, be it latex or shdeshould be further noted that the activities/
assignments/ duties of the workers also differ srihe plantations. In Kerala, the rubber
tapper is involved not just in tapping and collestiof latex but also in the processing of
sheets. However, in Tripura, it is not the univeream. The tasks of the hired labourers may
or may not include the processing activities large number of private farms do not pursue
rubber processing; rather, they sell their latethatfarm-gate or take it to a processing centre
nearby, where the workers are different. Thus, axema distinction between the two types of
assignments, we term the labourers as workers anthppers. By tappers, we refer to those
workers whose exclusive job is tapping and coldectof latex. In other words, rubber
plantation workers include tappers, processing exsland dual assignment holders and we

use the term workers in the present study andapptetrs.
Objectives and Methodology

The broad objective of the present study is to @epthe various dimensions of the labour

relations in the plantation sector of Tripura. Bipecific objectives of the study are-

A. To examine the nature of labour contracts exis@mgong the rubber small
holdings;

B. To examine the nature of employment relations énrttbber small holdings; and

C. To reflect upon the policy imperatives for addregdihe emerging labour market

issues in the state



In order to accomplish the stated objectives, Ipoitmary and secondary data have been used.
Primary data was obtained from a representativepamf rubber plantation workers of
Tripura. The hired workers of small rubber plartas are considered as the population of the
study. Small holdings using family labour as wellrared workers having their own matured
plantation units have been left out, have beenrgphdn order to draw the sample we have
used multi-stage purposive sampling techniquesoviellg Rudra’s (1989) technique of
‘randomising the population rather than randomising sample’. The two major rubber
growing districts of Tripurayiz., West Tripura and Gomati were selected in the &tage.
From each district, two prominent rubber growingam were selected. Information was
collected from 92 rubber plantation workers acrtiss four sites through a structured

schedule.

The Sampling Framework used is as below-

Tripura

West Tripura Gomati

Belbari Fatikcherra Dhuptoli Khupilong

The two regions selected from West Tripura distwietre: a] Belbari and b] Fatikcherra.
Belbari is located around 25 kms on the east froendtate capital Agartala and is largely
populated by the scheduled tribes. The Rubber Bisatide premier agency in popularising
Natural Rubber in the region through its Block Rddion Scheme initiated in 1992. The
small holdings in this region are mostly familyrfes, though there are a few farms where
hired labour is used. The second location, Fatikehés around 15km north from Agartala
and is habituated by the non-tribal populace. Téjgon had a long history of tea plantations,
but with the declining fortunes of the tea seciothie state, people are more oriented towards



rubber plantations. Fatikcherra is adjacent to Taeanagar farm of the Rubber Research
Station, Agartala under the Rubber Research Itstdfiindia (RRII).

1: Map of Tripura, showing sample areas
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On the other hand, the headquarters of Gomatidistidaipur is home to a Regional Office
of the Rubber Board, with a Deputy Rubber Producti@ommissioner as in-charge.
Khupilong, situated around 10 kms from Udaipur &asixed population. Rubber plantations
were introduced in the 1980s in the region, but $eetor was badly affected due to
insurgency in the mid 1990s. Many plantations wedpandoned and destroyed. However,
with the relative calm situation prevailing sinde tearly 2000s, the region has returned to
normalcy and rubber plantations are on the riseesthe mid 2000s. Dhuptoli is a tribal
dominant area and falls under the territorial giecson of the Tripura Tribal Areas
Autonomous District Council (TTAADC). It is arourb kms from Udaipur in the South-
Western direction. Rubber was introduced in theored¢py TRPC in the mid 1990s with a
rehabilitation project for landless shifting culiters. Though the beneficiaries of the project
offered family labour in their holdings, in lateears, many private ownership farms came up



and some of them started using hired labour. Thkl fsurvey was carried out between
January — March, 2015. Apart from the workers, qeat interviews with employers were

also undertaken at the survey sites for furthaghts.

Simple statistical tools and graphical represematiare used to analyse the primary data
collected. The entire sample of 92 plantation woskeas divided into two categories- Wage
workers and Shared workers for better comprehereionT-Test was performed to estimate

the difference between the two groups wherevericgige.

The paper is categorised into four sections indgdadhis Introduction. The second section
presents the basic demographic and socio-econawfitepas well as the working conditions
of the sample workers. Discussion and Summary faheshird section and the paper ends

with Conclusions and Policy imperatives in the kesttion.
1. Profileand working conditions of plantation workers

The rubber plantation workers are mostly maleshim sample areas as seen in Table 1.
Interestingly, all the share workers are males,levtiie females work on wage basis. The
sample, as expected, is dominated by the Scheduilees (STs), almost 74 percent, because
of the fact that the sample was drawn predomindraiy the tribal areas. However, it should
be noted that the plantation workers in Tripurafesen all communities including scheduled

castes, other backward castes and unreserved gatego

All the share workers are from the ST communitye Phnoportion of BPL ration card holders
is largest among both the categories of workers andnd 10 percent of the respondents
hold the Antyodaya card. In this context, we mayenthat many of the APL card holders
across plantations have reported to be awaitinig@ssification as BPL card holders. Hindus
are the dominant in the sample, while all Chrigtiame from the ST category and mainly

from the Dhuptali area. The followers of Islam,\o8| are of Bengali speaking origin.
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Table 1: Basic Profile of Sample Plantation Work@msnumbers)

Wage Workers Share Workers Aggregate

1 | Gender

la | Male 77(93.90) 10(100) 87(94.57)

1b | Female 5(6.10) 5(5.43)
Total 82100) 10(100) 92(100)

2 | Community

2a | ST 58(70.73) 10(100) 68(73.91)

2b | SC 10(12.19) 10(10.86)

2c | Others 14(17.07) 14(15.21)
Total 82(100) 40(100) 92

3 | Ration Card

3a | APL 32(39.02) 3(30) 35(38.04)

3b | BPL 38(46.34) 6(60) 44(47.83)

3c | Antyodaya 9(10.98) 1(10) 10(10.86)

3d | None 3(3.66) 3(3.26)
Total 82(100) 10(100) 92(100)

4 | Religion

4a | Hinduism 56(68.29) 6(60) 62(67.39)

4b | Islam 2(2.44) 2(2.17)

4c | Christianity 24(29.27) 4(40) 28(30.43)
Total 82(100) 40(100) 92(100)

5 | Age (years)

5a | Mean 29.52 31.40 29.73

5b | Max 53 42 53

5¢ | Min 16 22 16

6 | Average Family Size 4.23 4.00 4.20
Coefficient of Variation 27 14 26

7 | Av. Earning Members/ HH 2.09 1.6 2.03
Coefficient of Variation 39 31 39

Notes: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage
Source: Field Survey, 2015

The average age of the rubber plantation workensaiginally higher for the share workers.

However, the mean age of share workers, i.e., 3jleds, is not statistically different from

that of wage workers (29.52 years). The oldestqrens the sample is a lady aged 53 years

from Khupilong in Gomati district, while the yourgjeof the lot, a 16 year old boy, also hails

from the same district, but from Dhuptali area. Dihdest share worker is aged 42 years and

belongs to Belbari area of West Tripura. The mastninent age group among the rubber

plantation workers is 20-29 years, with 50 peredrthe sample respondents belonging to it.

The second most prominent age group is 30-39 yddrs.other age groups have fewer

representatives (Figure 1).
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The average family size of the worker household.20, with the highest reported by wage
workers (4.23) compared to the share workers (d\Gjile the largest families among the

sample have 8 members and the smallest family hager@bers only. Interestingly, the

average family size in Tripura, according to then&ies 2011, is 4.29 (RGI, 2013) and as
observed, the survey data closely correspondsthighWhile a wage workers household has
slightly more than 2 earning members (2.09), they ¥ew of the share worker households
have 2 earning members. The coefficient of vangtfor wage worker households, is higher
than that of share worker households in both aspéamily size as well as the number of

earning members.

Figure 1: Age distribution of the Sample RubbemBition Workers (in Years)

45
40
35
30
25
20

m\Wage Workers M Share Workers

Less than 20 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59

Source: Field Survey, 2015

Considering the educational level of the tappeebld 2), we find that more than 13 percent
of the sample respondents are illiterate while la@08 percent are neo-literates. Among the
12 illiterates, 11 belong to ST communities, wi8lare from the SC categories. Moreover,
among the 5 female workers in the sample, 3 aterdtes. Elementary level of schooling has
the highest frequency for both the categories. @pper from Khupilong is a graduate and 3
workers have studied till the higher secondarylleMest of the respondents are school drop
outs after completing the primary level. Among #teare workers, only 2 respondents (20
percent) had completed secondary education.
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Table 2: Educational Level of the Sample ResporgdgntNumbers)

Educational status Wage Workers Share Workers Aggee
1 llliterate 11 (13.41) 1(10) 12 (13.04)
2 Literate without formal education 2(2.45) 1(10) (3.26)
3 | Primary 13(15.85) 1(10) 14(15.21)
4 Elementary 28(34.14) 5 (50) 33 (35.87)
5 Secondary 24(29.27) 2 (20) 26(28.18)
6 Higher Secondary 3(3.62) --- 3(3.26)
7 Graduation 1(1.21) 1(1.09)

Total 82(100) 10 (100) 92(100)

Source: Field Survey, 2015

The rubber workers live with the bare minimum fiieis. For instance, almost 85% of them
live in Kaccha houses built with mud. Semi Pucaf(boncrete) houses are in possession of
10 percent of the workers. One wage worker livea brick house built by his father. Few
wage workers live in houses built by bamboo andMost of the houses have roofs made
from galvanised aluminium sheétsnterestingly, the coverage of electricity in tverker
households is very limited. Only 59% of the sampdported of having legal electric
connection. However, during the survey, it was ol that most of the households use
electric lights and fans illegally by hooking an8 ®age worker households and 5 share
workers households admitted using hooked liness fihding stands validated by the Tripura
Census 2011, which reports that 59.5 percent af households in Tripura use electricity for
lighting (RGI, 2011).

Hand pumps are the most common source of drinkiaggmamong the worker households.
Tube wells are also quite common. Moreover, pipeakthg water under the Rajiv Gandhi
National Drinking Water Mission has reached a feaaa and the respondents of Fatikcherra
avail such a facility. A section of the respondeinom Dhuptali also enjoys piped drinking
water but they opined it to be untreated. In40% households enjoy piped drinking water.
On the other hand, the sanitation facilities inirtheuseholds are hardly impressive. Pit
latrines are the most common with more than 80%sélolds using it. 13 percent of the
respondents, including 8 households from Fatikehetefecate in the open whereas only 1

household has a piped sewerage system.
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Table 3: Living Conditions of the Sample Plantatibiorkers (in numbers)

Conditions Wage Workers Share Workers Aggregate

1 | Type of House

a Kaccha 69(84.15) 9(90 78(84.78)

b Semi pucca 8(9.76) 1(10) 9(9.78

c Bamboo 2(2.44) 2(2.17)

d | Tin 2(2.44) 2(2.17)

e Pucca 1(1.22) 1(1.08)
Total 82(100) 10(100 92(100

2 Having Electricity Connections 50 (60.977) 4(40) 54 (58.70)
Total 82(100) 10(100 92(100

3 Source of drinking water

a | Tube well 16(19.51) 5(50 21(22.83)

b Uncovered well 6(7.32 1(10) 7(7.611)

c Covered Well 1(1.22 1(10Q) 2(2.17)

d Hand pump 24(29.27) 24(26.09)

e Pond 1(10) 1(1.08)

f Water supply treated 19(23.17) 19(20.65)

g Water supply un-treated 16(19.51) 2(20) 18(19/57)
Total 82(100) 10(100 92(100

4 Sanitation

a Bamboo 1(1.22) 1(1.08)

b | Open 10(12.19) 2(20 12(13.05)

C Piped sewer system 1(1.22) 1(1.08)

d Septic tank 3(3.67) 3(3.25)

e Pit 66(80.49) 8(80 74(80.43)

f Public 1(1.22) 1(1.08)
Total 82(100) 10(100 92(100

Notes: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage
Source: Field Survey, 2015

From Table 4, we find that approximately 51% of tespondents have been working in
rubber plantations for a period 1 to 5 years. Amtmg wage workers, almost 54% of the
respondents have experience of 1-5 years, whilengntbe share workers, 50% has an
experience above 5 years. The average experiertbe tivo categories of workers however,
does not differ much. The mean experience of wagdeavs, 5.64 years, is slightly more than
that of the share workers, 5.2 years. In this cdnt@e may note that most experienced
worker is from Khupilong area, working in the rubl@antations since 1982 as a wage
worker. Among the share workers, the most veteransgm is comparatively less

experienced, only 10 years, whereas 18 wage wohars been involved in this activity for

more than 10 years. It is to be noted that expeeiesf the worker is in most cases is a
positive function of the age of the plantation.
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Table 4: Work Experience (in years)

Years Wage Workers Share Workers Total
(@) Lessthan 1 3 (3.67) 2 (20) 5 (5.43)
(b) 1to5 44 (53.66) 3 (30) 47(51.09)
(c) 5to 10 17 (20.73) 5 (50) 22 (23.91)
(d) 10to 15 11 (13.41) 11 (11.95)
(e) 15 and above 7 (8.54) 7 (7.61)
Total 82 10 (100) 92 (100)

Notes: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage
Source: Field Survey, 2015

Figure 2 show that almost 70% of the respondent® hraceived training in plantation
activities though of varying duration. The propontiof trained workers is higher among the
wage workers, 72% as compared to that of farms @y share workers, 50%.

Figure 2: Extent of Training (in Proportion)

B Trained M NonTrained

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% -

Wage Workers Share Workers Total

Notes: Absolute Numbers in the Box
Source: Field Survey, 2013; 2015

The Rubber Board is the most popular source ofitrgifor the workers, with 67% of the
trained workers learning their skills there (Table Apart, we find more than 31% of the
respondents learnt the tapping skills at privat@atives. One trained wage worker had
received training organised by an NGO- World Visidrable 5 further shows that the
duration of such trainings have mostly been betwigto 30 days, as more than 54% of the
respondents fall under that class. More precisglyrespondents had undergone a 30 days
training programme of which 22 were in the Rubbeai8l programmes. Only 4 respondents

had availed training above 30 days including onsg@ewho was an apprentice for one year
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before emerging as an independent worker. The idaraf training for 9 workers had been

only 7 days.
Table 5: Source and Duration of Training (in nunsher
1 Source of Training Wage Workers Share Workers alTot
la | Rubber Board 38 (64.41) 5 (100) 43 (67.19
1b | Private 20 (33.90) 20 (31.25)
1c | NGOs 1(1.69) 1 (1.56)
Total 59(100) 5(100) 64(100)
2 Duration of Training
2a | <7 days 9 (15.25) 9(14.06)
2b | 8to 15 days 12 (20.34) 4 (80) 16(25)
2c | 16to 30 days 34 (57.63) 1 (20) 35 (54.69
2d | Above 30 days 4 (6.78) 4 (6.25)
Total 59 (100) 5 (100) 64 (100)

Notes: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

Source: Field Survey, 2015

From Table 6, we see that more than 58% of the everkeport lack of alternative
occupations as the main reason for pursing theeptgseb, while around 7% view that they
are into tapping anticipating regularity in workages and benefits. On the other hand, 35%

of the respondents feel that availability of leesis the prime factor behind their working in

rubber plantations. The supporters of greater leiave more among the share workers.

Table 6: Reasons and Sources of support for workingapper (in numbers)

Reasons and Sources Wage Workers Share Workers | Tota
1 | Reasons for taking the current job
la | No alternative job 49 (51.22) 5(50) 54(58.70)
1b | For Regular work, wages and Benefits 6(7.32) 6(6.52)
1c | More leisure time 27(32.93) 5(50) 32(34.78)
Total 82(100) 10(100) 92(100)
2 | Support Source
2a | Family members & Friends 42(62.96) 4(40) 46(50
2b | Self initiative 5(6.10) 3(30) 8(8.70)
2c | Neighbours & Villagers 32(39.02) 2(20) 34(36.96)
2d | Plantation Owners 2(2.44) 1(10) 3(3.26)
2e | Trade Union 1(1.22) 1(1.08)
Total 82(100) 10(100) 92

Notes: * 2 respondents did not answer; Figuresaneptheses indicate percentage

Source: Field Survey, 2015

Table 6, further shows that family members andchfi'ehave been the most instrumental in
involving these people into rubber sector actigitiSupport from Neighbours and Villagers

emerge as the second most popular cause. Eiglin@spts, however, credit themselves for

16



their present vocation. With the availability ofradst year long employment, they themselves
got involved into the sector. Few workers are efdpinion that their owners brought them to
this fold while one respondent credits the trademror facilitating his absorption in the

rubber plantations.

Figure 3: Erstwhile occupation of the respondeimpércentages) (N= 92)

Student

Agricultural Labourer

Professional

Daily Labourer

Unemployed

Trader

Farmer

50

Source: Field Survey, 2015

Figure 3 shows that most of these workers had Hdadywage workers while a few of them

used to work as agricultural workers and 3 persegre farmers. Rubber plantation work has
been the first occupation for the unemployed amdstiudents. Interestingly, we also find a
few workers who used to work professionally as tel@ans, carpenters and gas mechanic
reporting that the present occupation ensures meg@ar income and allows taking up their
professional assignments as part-time vocationhe dvening. One of the private sector
workers had worked as a waiter in a reputed résdsba for six years before coming back to
village three years ago. 5 petty traders and havkewe turned out as rubber tappers in

recent years owing to the same reasons.
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2.1. Contractual arrangements, employment and ear nings

From Figure 4, we find that seasohabntracts are the most common among the rubber
plantation workers, with 69% of the respondent®reépg such a contract. Ann§aContracts

are held by 27% of the respondents, while 4% ofwbekers have permanent contracts. In
this context, permanent means long term, i.e., tiag their job until any further order and
gets payment for the period of tapping break ag.Wwelhis context, it should be noted that
all the share workers have a seasonal contractcdhiacts are extremely informal and are
mostly oral in nature. The workers are however feeaork with multiple growers but none

of them avall it as the assigned tapping task doesllow time for such an opportunity.

Figure 4: Nature of Contracts among the sampleoregnts

mAnnual
B Permanent

Seasonal

Source: Field Survey, 2015

Rubber plantations generally provide employmentoojymities for the major part of the
year. Majority of the workers (56%) reported havimgrked for more than 180 days in 2014-
15. However, Table 7 shows that that the most pmenti class is 121-180 days of
employment in their farms. The annual engagemehtgker for the share workers as only
40% of them have worked for less than 180 daysh wie lowest being 150 days. The
coefficient of variation is also higher among thage workers. On the other hand, among the
wage workers, we find almost 6% respondents hawogk for less than 120 days per

annum, with the least being 72 days only.
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Table 7: Annual Employment in Rubber Plantations

Working days Wage Workers Share Worker Aggregate
Less than 120 4(5.80) 4(5.06)
121-180 29(42.03) 4(40) 33(41.77
181-240 24(34.78) 4(40) 30(37.97
241-300 12(17.39) 2(20) 14(17.72
Total 69(100) 10(100) 79(100)

Mean 197.77 206.1 198.82

Coefficient of Variation 25.4 21.3 24.9
Max 300 290 300
Min 72 150 72

Notes: Information Not available from 13pesdents; Figures in parentheses indicate peraentag
Source: Field Survey, 2015

Figure 5 showing the spread of the annual workiagsdof the two types of plantation

workers, suggests that the median of annual worttayg are quite similar, though the range
is wider for the wage workers. Further, despite fiet that the mean working days for the
share croppers, 206.1 days/ annum, is higher the@trnoft wage workers, 197.77 days/annum,

the difference is not significant statistically.

Figure 5: Annual Woking days of the respondentglamtations
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The wage rates of the rubber plantation workery aaross regions. Both forms of wage
determination- time bound and piece rate are ictwe though the former is predominant
with 86% responses. Piece rate wages are founkeirFatikcherra region of West Tripura

district mostly, where the workers receive Rs 1@ay for a tapping task of 270 trees. The
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rate is Rs. 150/day for 200 trees in Belbari af@a.the other hand, time bound wages are
paid to the rest and it varies from Rs. 160/dairR$o 200/day. The wage rates are lowest in
Belbari area. Thus, the current daily wage raterdibber plantation workers ranges between
Rs. 150 / day to Rs 200 / day, depending on theingpask and the time required to finish
off the assignments. The share workers on the ditned are found only in the tribal areas of
Dhuptoli and Belbari. The proceeds from the outnat shared equally between the labour
and the worker. Wage payments are generally madenonthly basis though weekly
payment is often the system in Fatikcherra regiamere the workers are paid on piece rate
basis. In this context, we may note that the weelklyment system in Fatikcherra is similar
to the weekly payment system in prevalence fortdae plantation workers of the region.
However, for the rest, the system of monthly payim&more akin to the payment system of
workers in the local informal service sector likading shops and retail outlets. Agricultural

labourers are however paid following the conceptally wage system in Tripura.

Figure 6: Mechanism for Wage Fixation
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RB/RPS

B Trade Unicn

Source: Computed from Field Survey, 2015

The wage rate is, in most cases (67%) was detedrbyethe employer. The wage rates
within the region, is, however, the same. About 1&%he respondents claim that they have
demanded their current wage rate on the basiseoptavailing rates in the vicinity. From
Figure 6, we further find that, 11% of the workeirsw that the Rubber Board (RB) officials
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and the Rubber Producers Society (RPS) memberghakead, while 9% of the workers say
that the Trade Union has helped in the wage fixapimcess.

Table 8 shows that most prominent wage earningspgi® Rs. 42001 to Rs. 48000, with 22
respondents followed by Rs. 30001 to Rs. 3600@peum. The earnings group Rs. 54001 to
Rs. 60000 has 14 representatives. The range a@intmeal income among the wage workers is
wider than that of the share workers. The lowestelsas the highest wage earner among the
respondents belong to the wage worker categoryo8ir@8% of the wage workers earn less
than the minimum income earner of the share warkergory, with the least being Rs. 11000
per annum only. The minimum annual wage incoméefshare workers is Rs 37400, while

the maximum is Rs. 77000 per annum.

Table 8: Annual wage earnings from Rubber Plantatiin numbers)

Wage earnings (Rs/annum) Wage Workers Share Workers Aggregate
Below 24001 7(9.46) 7(8.33)
24001-30000 6(8.11) - 6(4.76)
30001-36000 15(20.27) 15(17.86)
36001-42000 4(5.41) 3(30) 7(8.33)
42001-48000 19(25.68) 3(30) 22(26.19)
48001-54000 5(6.76) 1(10) 6(4.76)
54001-60000 13(17.57) 1(10) 14(16.67)
Above 60000 5(6.76) 2(20) 7(8.33)
Mean 41800 50050 42782
Coefficient of Variation 0.328 0.260 0.323
Max 80300 77000 80300
Min 11000 37400 11000

Notes: Figures in parentheses indicate percentage

Source: Field Survey, 2014-15

The mean income of the share workers, Rs. 5005@mparm is significantly higher than the

mean income of the wage workers (T Stat- 1.79;82f.p= 0.038) at 5 percent level of

confidence. Moreover, the coefficient of variationthe earnings of the wage workers is
higher as compared to that of the share workegair€i7 shows further that though the mean
income of the share workers is higher than thatade workers, the median income is higher
for the latter. In other words, the annual incomel®% of the wage workers are less than
their average income while for the share workers the other way round with 60% of the

workers earning less than the average.
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Fig 7: Annual Rubber Income of the Respondents
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In this context, we may note that apart from thge& the wage workers get a few additional
benefits, both pecuniary as well as non-pecuniBgcuniary benefits include Incentives
Rainy Day allowance Bonus, Sick leav&” and paid holiday3. Table 9 shows that 39% of
the respondents have received bonus in 2014-1% whly 1 worker has received incentive
for higher quantity of latex collection. Rainy dajowance has been enjoyed by almost 21%
of the respondents, whereas paid holiday was edjdye 14% respondents. The non-
pecuniary benefits include dresses, tiffin, sheesgaters, etc. Tiffin consisting of mostly tea
and biscuits (or mur} from the farm owners, during the break of tappamg collection of
latex, was reported to be provided by 14% respasdé&bout 12% respondents confirmed
receipt of dresses during festivals from their esgpts. Few workers had been provided with

sweaters and shoes also.

Also to be noted from Table 9 is the credit linkdggetween the owners and the workers.
Almost 53% of the workers have received contingdoeyns from their owners. These loans
are in the form of their wage advances. Again 47fcth® workers report availing

consumption loans for buying various assets, widoh adjusted to their wages in later
period. About 41% of the respondents said that :0nal loans have been waived off as
grants and around 12% of the workers have avatedrece payment for medical purposes.

Almost 6% of the workers said that the recommewodatiof their employers have helped in
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getting benefits from the various government suppargrammes, like Indira Awas Yojana,
Old Age Pension, Rashtriya Swastha Bima Yojana, etc

Table 9: Additional Benefits and Incentives enjoygdthe workers (in %)

Benefits and Incentives Percent
Bonus 39.13
Incentives 1.09
Sick Leave 2.17
Rainy day Allowance 20.65
Paid Holiday 14.13
Sweater/Jumper 4.35
Hunting Shoes 3.26
Free Tiffin 14.71
Dresses 11.76
Financial Grants 41.18
Contingency Loans 52.94
Consumption Loans 47.06
Advances for medicines 11.76
Recommendations 5.88

Source: Field Survey, 2014-15

Fig 8: Facilities at the Worksite
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From Figure 8, we see that the facilities at theksibe are at bare minimum. Only 46.74% of
the respondents had provisions for drinking watdnjle the facilities for washing were

available to a bit more respondents, 51%. Sanntathahe form of pit latrine was available
for 29% respondents and resting room/ shed wasfee@&8% respondents. First Aid Kit and
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recreation facilities (carom board) were reportgdtwo workers. Further, an attempt was
made to examine the extent of access to the vatahgir welfare schemes of the Rubber
Board among the respondents. The response hageotery encouraging. Only 3 workers
from the private sector reported of getting housngsidy from Rubber Board, while there
was none to avail the educational stipend, meriardywmedical attendance and sanitary
subsidy. About 5 workers reported being includedhi@ recently promoted Life Insurance
Policy by the Rubber Board for labourers in collation with Life Insurance Corporation of

India. All the positive replies for the Rubber Bdavere in Belbari area. Most of the owners
reported of lack of awareness regarding such scheme the limited number of field staff of

the Rubber Board is certainly a hurdle for the geaxtension of such schemes.

2. Discussion

With more than 57000 households involved, the rubtlantation sector in Tripura is
considered as an important source of economic digmaand growth of the state. The sector
contributes about 3% of the state GSDP and its matgis on the rise with newer areas
maturing for latex production. The demand for lah@specially, rubber tappers, is bound to
increase in coming years as the plantations seh upe recent past in the initiative of the
private sector are reaching the yielding phasechvis expected to raise the demand for hired

labour.

It may be recalled that the fillip to rubber plamas in Tripura began at the behest of
TFDPC in the 1970s. Commercial plantations wereipdiy the corporation employing wage
labourers. However, the work structure of the labmiin the estate plantations is pre-
defined. A rubber tapper in TFDPC plantations, liteer plantations, starts his/her day very
early in the morning for completing the tappingkta®n completion of tapping, he/she is
back at home for breakfast and regular chores. rAural 8-30 am he/she gets in the
plantation for collection of latex. The entire wodf the tapper ends with bringing the
collected latex to the processing centre. The tapmives his/her remuneration on the basis
of the tapping task. The workers in the processigrgres are different and they do not have

tapping assignments.

On the other hand, in the private sector smallimgjsli for most of the tappers, a day’s work
ends after the latex has been kept in the tragdagulation in the processing centre. On the
next day, the worker arranges the coagulated rustiests for drying. Therefore, like Kerala,

most of the workers in private rubber plantatiamgripura are involved in all the aspects of
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rubber production. The employment is for the whitdyy and wages received are for the day
in most cases. However, there are also farms wdchot pursue the processing stage. The
job of the labourer is limited to tapping and cotien of latex. Thus, we find two different
types of work assignments for the labourers inrthder plantations of Tripura. As a result,
the term tapper does not appear to be applicabl@lfdhose who provide labour in the

plantations and we therefore, refer to the labauasrworkers as it encompasses both types.

However, with the sector facing a downward trendpdte since 2013, we observe the
emergence of a new form of contractual relatiothdrto unknown, in the small holdings of
Tripura. This contractual relation is rooted inerue sharing. Similar to share croppers of
traditional agriculture, the labourers enter intoautput sharing agreement with the owner,
commonly at 50:50 ratio. The daily collection ofeba is either sold to the intermediaries,
traders or deposited at the nearby group procesgntges. The value of latex is determined
on the basis of its dry rubber content (DRC) angnpants are received accordingly. The
received payments are divided equally. The worikesuch cases, takes the initiative to find
out the prospective buyer and it is his respongibtb deposit the latex output to the
processing centre. However, the worker does ndicgsate in the processing activities.
Further, unlike traditional agriculture, the sharerker does not bear the input cost. Costs for
fertilisers, if any, are borne by the owners. Weymate here that with the declining prices
and resulting lower appropriation of revenue, theners have adopted cost cutting
mechanisms, of which, the foremost is foregoinducal practices. In the present study, we
find around 10% of the sample workers belonginght crop-sharing mechanism and all of
them are from scheduled tribe community. Quiteenestingly, such a crop-sharing
contractual arrangement in rubber as reported ipufia is not reported in the traditional
rubber growing regions of Kerala, but is quite coomhy found in the major rubber growing

countries, like Thailand and Malaysia.

Nevertheless, we have seen that the labour foncgeses of people from all sections of the
society and is widely distributed in terms of thagre. Female participation is less in general
but is higher among small holdings. It should béeddhere that majority of the non-tribal
population in the state are international migramte have sought refuge in Tripura after
India’s independence from the erstwhile East Pakighow Bangladesh). The inflow of
refugees to Tripura had been in stages. Thoseedriiiv the first stage, i.e., the 1950s and
early 1960s, were mostly provided resettlement witktland agriculture. However, the

second spurt in the movement from across the bandére 1970s and early 1980s saw the
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land-man ratio declining sharply and the neo-mitgaadded up as agricultural labourers.
With rubber plantations emerging as a sustainabte@mic venture in the 1980s, people
belonging to this category sought work in rubbemphtions as wage workers. Moreover, the
period of insurgency in the state also witnessedkgpread internal displacement with non-
tribal population moving towards the nearby toweaving aside their land and property.
Employable persons from such households have aised as workers in rubber plantations,
particularly in the West Tripura district. Howevéne socio-economic profile of the workers
depicts their meagre subsistence. The quality fef déinjoyed by them- skimpy housing

infrastructure, pitiable sanitation facilities, bauality of water, insufficient electricity, lower

levels of education and health, are certainly famf being impressive.

The labourers find rubber sector work as a longitsuarvival strategy since most of them do
not have alternative incomes, while many of thepoeslents find the work suitable for
providing ample time and scope for additional gisnte work, which are extremely necessary
for augmenting the paltry income generated fromsthetor. The workers stick to the sector
because of the year long work opportunity, whicimas assured anywhere in rural Tripura.
Lack of industrialisation and limited extent of @wee sector is a cause for rural jobseekers
flocking to the rubber sector. In this context, may note that, the rural economy of Tripura
is in transition with declining land under tradited crops (Viswanthan and Bhowmik, 2014;
Mohanakumar, 2012). Moreover, jhumiig has also declined substantially but
industrialisation” is yet to take off thereby providing very nomir@bportunity for the
absorption of the rural populace, who are ofterdliess and also not adept in wet-land
agriculture. It should be noted that rubber plaotest by TFDPC had been set up in areas
mostly prone to jhum cultivation as an effort toaneaway the jhumias (Dasgupta, 1986).
Shifting cultivation, as jhum is better known, Hadned out to be less remunerative over the
years owing to declining fallow cycle as well asist considered harmful from the
environmental point of view (NFP, 1988; Gupta, 20@mployment generation programmes
like MGNREGS?" are often the mainstay for the people of manyrioteribal areas of the

state.

In this context, it should be noted that from F&@, that the average wage earned by a
rubber plantation worker in Tripura is lower thamatt of unskilled wage labourers and
agricultural labourers for most of the years si@6@-01. The nominal wages of the rubber
sector workers had increased substantially in théog after 2010 with the price of NR

reaching record heights. However, in the curremiopethe wage rates for other unskilled
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work have increased at a higher rate. Some ofdbgondents were candid to state that they
occasionally miss their tapping task to join askillesi labourers/ helpers to mason when
construction activities are on in the vicinity &etlure of being paid at 1.5 times of the
prevailing daily wage rate for a shift of 10 hours.

Figure 9: Average Wage (in Rs/ day) for differeciivaties in the rural areas of Tripura
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4. Conclusions and policy imper atives

The labour market for rubber small holdings in Trgp reflects the typical characteristics of
the Principal- Agent Mechanism. Contracts are imfar and oral in nature and mostly
personal in character as the employer trying taiobthe best from their workers offers
certain additional benefits, of which, loans and/aadtes are the prime. A system of
indebtedness of the agent to the principal has semobserved phenomenon in the
plantations of Kerala (Remesh, 2010; Viswanatdaal., 2003). The situation in Tripura is
no different.

The approach of the employers to obtain the maxinsuaiso visible in their efforts to train

their worker for better quality of tapping. As obgsd, a sizeable number of the sampled
workers have learnt the skill of tapping under arévinitiatives. It is observed that some
small holders, who currently employ hired labouadhundergone training at the Rubber
Board initiatives and then in later periods hav&seéminated their learning to the workers of

their plantations. Such a phenomenon is very muckhé expected lines of the Agency
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Theory- the principal trying to ensure the bestmet for himself by improving the quality of
tapping. Quality of tapping has been observed ta segnificant positive contributor to the

yield rate of rubber plantations in Tripura (Bhown2008).

The worker, on the other hand, is aware that hisiegs and benefits are often a function of
his effort and sincerity as it has been seen thatrecommendations of the villagers and
neighbours are important for obtaining the job. Taemony between the principal and agent
is also attested by the lesser interventions okerst (trade) unions in the small holdings in
wage fixation, which is not the case in public seas well as private/ corporate sector
plantation units. Trade Unions play a major roldixing terms of employment as well as
wage determination in the TFDPC plantations (Bhokv&iChouhan, 2013). However, the
extent of the trade union interventions is veryit@d in the private plantations. Around 31%
of the respondents were members of the Tripura BuBbamik Union (TRSU) affiliated to
the Centre of Indian Trade Unions (CITU). The weggents are uninhibited in saying that
they seek membership of the trade unions not arsihieir work rights but for a greater gain.
The lure of various government schemes and suppotivates them to be members as the
union is associated to the ruling party. In otherdg, membership of the trade union is part
of their livelihood strategy. However, individuablgical affiliations also play a part in

associating with trade unions.

However, the wage income earned by the workersheaally be considered as sufficient and
they are on the lookout to augment their incomenfroart-time engagements. Moreover,
another major problem for the wage workers is tharrmabsence of the support from the
Rubber Board mediated Labour Welfare Schemes. Quiry) it was found that one of the

reasons for the low coverage was the numerousllig@gntations that has come up which are
not accounted in the Rubber Board records. As @trabe workers of such plantations are

bereft of availing the schemes for their welfareeadd by the Rubber Board.

Another disquieting aspect of the rubber small imgd in India in general and Tripura in
particular, is the lack of wage incentives for lgdland efficient tappers. It may be noted that
there are no wage differentials in accordance wwth age/ experience, gender, and other
quality attributes of a worker. Time-bound wageesaare flat across parameters. Moreover,
there are no differences in wages between a trgsiaked) and untrained (unskilled) tapper.
However, with new plantations maturing every ydaghly skilled and efficient tappers do
not find it tough to get work under a different doyer. Further, the workers are exposed to
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threats of wage cut at the time of market uncetiggrnieading to price crash for rubber, as
many growers shift from alternate day tapping syste every third day tapping to save on
tapping costs. Some employers reported that theg ha other option as the nominal wage is
unlikely to come down in case of a fall in price mdtural rubber. The wage workers are
aware of the facilities enjoyed by the workers led TFDPC units and would be happy to
have such benefits in place. However, the TFDPkersrare encapsulated by the provisions
of the Plantation Labour Act, 1951, which can hata# extended to the small holdings.

At the same time, the emergence of the share argppithe rubber plantations of Tripura is
certainly an outcome of the declining price of Niwe&ell as non-availability of tappers. With
the nominal wages for unskilled labour being highiee worker is in a position to bargain
more. Moreover, the second generation of the tileakeficiaries of the various rehabilitation
projects undertaken by the Central and State agestay away from their parents. Some of
these beneficiaries are now too old and unfit tcspe the tapping process by themselves so
they look for hired labour. In most cases, thechperson is a relative and sharing of revenue
emerges as a wage settlement mechanism accepidiméhtthe owner and the worker. Such
owners when interviewed observed that they do nett \yage workers and sharing
mechanism is a way out or else their plantationld/oemain untapped. Revenue sharing is
certainly a mechanism for tying the labour as \aslis a risk aversion strategy for the owner.
The average income of the share workers is sigmflg higher than that of the wage
workers. However, for the time being, such a demambt catching up in a big way because
all the share workers are found to be tied to theey through a familial relation, though they
belong to different households. Nevertheless, enfite of the emerging labour shortage in
the rubber smallholdings of Tripura, it is quitkely that such wage settlement mechanism
based on revenue sharing may become widely adapiesiadversely affecting the economic
prospects of the smallholders, especially at timegrash in rubber prices as currently
experienced. Hence, as a matter of policy, it ipartant that the state adopt very carefully
devised strategies of strengthening the size ofaiheur market attached to the rubber sector.
Developing a mechanism of welfare for workers of #mall holdings in tune with that
available for workers covered through PLA is needdtbreover, the misery of the workers
can be reduced further, if the illegal plantatiare legalised provided the owners issue
certificates of association to the workers whichl whable them to avail the benefits and

welfare provisions from the Rubber Board. Suchiatiites assume profound importance in
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view of the absence of employment opportunitiefiwithe agricultural, non-farm as well as

organised manufacturing sectors as observed.

Finally, to sum up, it may be reiterated that thedkof labour shortage faced in Kerala is yet
to occur in Tripura, particularly in the non-TTAAD&eas where population pressure is high
but availability of land for agriculture as well pntation is limited. However, the emerging
system of revenue sharing is likely to increasehim TTAADC areas, which are sparsely
populated though newer plantations set up by u®ardwellers are maturing every year.
Such plantations are likely to use hired labour dalour shortage may necessitate
strengthening of the shared revenue system, wkiahore lucrative to the worker as seen in

the previous Section.

Moreover, , being the leading promoter of rublbxgpamsion in Tripura and the NER, the
Rubber Board should ensure that their policies suftemes for labour welfare reach to the
ground level. An incentive policy or a kind of s@ppmay be considered to reward good and

efficient tappers/ workers.
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! Holdings refer to rubber plantation units sized lFn 10 hectares; in the present context, wéheseibber
holdings and rubber plantations interchangeably

2 TFDPC is the largest public sector unit of the &owvnent of Tripura and is one of the largest rulgvewing
agencies in the country. TFDPC has been an adidyeipin the rubber sector since its inception9@a.

% The differential work assignments began in the PECfarms, where the tappers are mostly not invoinete
processing stage. Different workers are employedhfe processing of latex to sheets. The remurerati the
tappers are generally determined on the piecesystem, while those workers involved in the tapmsgvell as
processing stage are paid on time-bound rates.

* The NSS Report No 556(69/1.2/1) finds that in Irlirgpura according to the per 1000 distribution of
households only 148 households lived in pucca stres, which is %' lowest in the countryjust ahead of
Manipur. Moreover, considering the galvanised metafs as component of pucca characteristics, the
proportion of semi-pucca houses in the sampleiméliease.

> Contracts are for the season, i.e, the periodpding with breaks during the lean period.

® Contracts are for one year and include the tappiegk also.

" Enjoyed by one tapper for collection of excessntjtyaof dry and scrap rubber.

8 Rainy day allowances @ Rs. 30-40 per day if thenabwork is disrupted

° During festivals- mainly Durga Puja/ Id or Christsn@ Rs. 1000/- per worker

1% sjck leave wages at two-thirds of daily wage rate

™ On national holidays if he/she worked on the imimedday before and after the national holiday

12 pyffed rice

3 The local name of slash and burn/swidden agriceiituiactised by indigenous people for ages

4 The share of manufacturing in the state GSDPasrat 2%

5 Tripura has been the topper in creating averagepdays employed under MGNREGS since 2011
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