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Preface

The Twenty-Third Session of the NEIHA was hosted by the Tripura
University. and was held at Agartala. Tripura from 26-28 September
2002. The Session was inaugurated by His Excellency the Governor of
Tripura. The three days of the Annual Conference was very well attended
by historians and other social scientists from different parts of the region
and also from other parts of the country and the academic sessions. the
most important part of the Annual Conferences of NEIHA. saw the active
participation of all NEIHA members present. We place on record our
thanks to the Vice-Chancellor of Tripura University for hosting the
XXIlIrd Session of NEIHA and also our very sincere thanks to Prot.
Mahadev Chakravarti the Local Secretary, and his colleagues in the
Department of History and other departments in the University and
Colleges who worked untiringly to make the session a success.

This volume is a collection of the papers presented in the various
academic panels of the XXIIIrd session and also the proceedings of the
business meetings of the session. We regret that the Audit Report and
the Treasurer's report could not be printed because these were not
received on time. The Association is grateful to the Indian Council.of
Historical Research for the financial support advanced towards the
publication of the Proceedings volume.

May we reiterate a point for the information of members that if
the papers presented do not follow the NEIHA style sheet for referencing
and if the revised drafts do not come to us within the last date
announced in the business session it becomes very difficult for the
editors and the Editorial Board to function. It was mainly for these
reasons and also of course for the considered opinion of the Panel
Chairpersons, whose comments on every paper were clearly recorded
and the deliberations of the Editorial Board. that a number of papers
had to be abstracted or listed. We request all NEIHA members to
kindly follow the NEIHA style sheet of reference published in Appendix
F of the NEIHA Proceedings Volume of the XVIIIth Session
(Agartala) and also to send in their revised papers within the last date



decided upon in the business session of every Annual Conference. The
task of editing. proof reading etc. of such a large number of papers
within a very limited period is very time i:onsuming and we can do the
work to the satistaction of all NETHA members only with the co-
operation of all the paper presenters.

Finally we would like to say a very special word of thanks to the
members of the Editorial Board. Prof. J. B. Bhattacharjee. Prof.
Mignonette Momin and Prof. F. A. Qadri who made our work much
lighter by giving much of their time to sit through the Editorial Board
meetings to decide on the status of the papers and also editing and
doing the proof reading of the papers. We thank Mr. Pradeep Shaha
and his staff of Modern Offset for their interest in the work and getting
the volume ready in time for release in the 24th session.

Shillong {(Manorama §harma)
[ Ith July, 2003

\i\‘\ 7

(D.R. Syiemlieh).
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A Critique of Hunter’s Views on the reasons

Prompting the Shifting Cultivators of Tripura

not to change their Own System of Cultivation
and take up settled Cultivation by 1876

Malabika Das Gupta

Introduction

Tripura is a tiny state situated in the high rainfall, Tropical region
of northeast India. Most of the landmass of the state is hilly and
undulating. The tribals of the state were swiddeners by long tradition and
shifting cultivation, known as jhuming in the local parlance of Tripura,
was their conventionai, time-honoured and habitual method of farming.
The tribals of the state practised shifting cultivation on the hill slopes
of the state that were thickly covered with bamboo jungles at the time
when Hunter wrote A Statistical Account of Bengal in 1876.

The problem to be studied and the objective of the paper

Although by 1876 plough agriculture was being practiced in the
plains of Tripura by Bengali and Manipuri immigrants, the tribals of the
state had not taken to this mode of cultivation. Hunter noted in 1876
“all the hill tribes (of the state) cultivate the soil in the same way, by
the method known as jum cultivation™.® So rare was it for a tribal of
Tripura to take up settled cultivation when Hunter was writing, that he
regarded it as deserving of report “that a hill-man in easy circumstances
had taken up some waste land in the plains near his village, and was
cultivating it through Bengali Mussalmans, whom he employed as

servants™.’}

Yet, plough cultivation, a non-traditional form of agriculture for the
tribals, had been in vogue for some time in Tripura by (876 so that in
theory at least, the tribals of the state could have adopted it by then.
The Lushai raids in the hills of Tripura and the fear of their recurrence
posed a constant threat to jhuming and the jhumias of Tripura during
this period. The hill men also had to bear the burden of a heavy house
tax that was levied on the tribal households of the state living in the
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hills. These factors could have made the shifting culitivators of the state
abandon their traditional occupation in the hills where they were at risk
or were being exploited and take up settled cultivation in the plains but
this did not happen. All the hill tribes of the state continued to practise
jhum cultivation as before and did not take up plough agriculture in the
plains when Hunter wrote A Statistical Account of Bengal in 1876.

Why, in spite of the existence of the possibility of adopting an
alternative mode of cultivation in the plains of Tripura and the presence
of factors deterring the tribals of the state from practicing their traditional
system of farming in the hills did all the tribals of Tripura continue with
their age-old system of farming in the hills and not take up settled
cultivation in the plains by 1876? In Hunter’s opinion, this was so because
the hill tribes had a strang “prejudice against any change from their own
system” of farming and “objected to cultivation by the plough as being
contrary to their tradition”.*

However, on rereading Hunter (1073) and on going through
contemporary records like the relevant sections of the Administration
Reports of the Political Agents of Tripura®, reasons other than those cited
by Hunter can be found for the reluctance of the tribals of Tripura to
change their own system of farming in the hills and take up plough
cultivation in the plains around 1876 when settled agriculture had already
been introduced in the state by the immigrants and the Lushai raids and
the house tax on the hill men were making jhuming unviable in the hills.

A careful reading of these contemporary source materials seems to
indicate that Hunter's statement regarding the factors prompting the
shifting cultivators of the state to keep their own system of cultivation
unchanged and not take up settled farming in the plains of the state is
simplistic and one-sided. Going through the relevant portions of these
texts reveals unequivocally that this phenomenon could not have occurred
solely due to the strong prejudice of the hill-men against any change from
their own system of cultivation or their objection to plough cultivation
because it was contrary to their tradition. There were other factors at
work behind their decision to stick to their age-old system of farming
and not take up plough agriculture in the plains that indicate that rational
economic considerations and not merely the strong prejudice of the hill-
men against any change from their own system of cultivation or their
objection to plough cultivation on the ground that it was contrary to their
traditions prevented the tribals of Tripura from changing their conventional
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system of cultivation and taking up settled cultivation in the state around
1876.

The present paper establishes this proposition by taking another look
at the section of Hunter’s A Statistical Account of Bengal that deals with
Hill Tipperah and the relevant portions of the Administration Reports of
Hills Tipperah prepared by the Political Agents pertaining to this period.
It shows that on the basis of the reports of the Political Agents and
Hunter’s observations on the economy of Tripura c. 1876 reasons other
than those cited by Hunter can be found for the unwillingness of the
tribals of Tripura to change their traditional mode of cultivation and take
to plough agriculture in the plains.

The agrarian scenario of Tripura c. 1876 according to these
sources

As a prelude to this, the agrarian scenario of Tripura around 1876
as described by Hunter in the text mentioned above and also in the reports
of the Political Agents is summarized in this section of the paper® It
appears from these two contemporary sources that two totally different
systems of agriculture prevailed in Tripura around 1876, one in the hills
and another in the plains.

All the hill men of Tripura practiced shifting cultivation in the hills
of the state around this period. Under this form of agriculture, each family
belonging to a jhumia village selected a hill slope clothed in bamboo
jungle, felled the jungle, cleared it and set fire to it when it was dry.
This wood ash was the only manure used in jhum cultivation by the tribals
of Tripura. After the first fall of rain the whole family turned out and
joined in sowing the jhum or the clearing. Seeds of cotton, paddy and
chillies were mixed together and droped into holes made with the point
of a dao or a hill knife. Pumpkins and other vegetables were also grown
in the jhum. The paddy was reaped first, then the cotton was picked and
finally, the chillies were gathered.

As three or four crops were grown at the same time on the same
plot of land under this form of agriculture, the second crop on the same
jhum would not be a full one. So, a jhum was never worked two years
in succession in Tripura. A fresh tract of jungle was selected as soon
as the soil in one spot was exhausted by one year’s jhuming. The state
had “practically an unlimited amount of land for jum cultivation”.” during
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this period. As the jhumia households had an ample supply of land fit
for jhuming , a clearing on which shifting cultivation had been done for
one year was allowed to lie fallow for ten years before the jungle that
had grown up on it in the meantime was. felled and burnt, the ash serving
as manure for another round of cultivation on it.* When no fresh jungle
land was found at a convenient distance from the village, the settlement
was abandoned and a new village was built close to the new jhum.
Traditionally, this generally happened about once every third or fourth
year.’

The jhumia families of Tripura displayed a “rooted disinclination...
to produce crops in excess of their immediate wants”.!® If by chance there
was a bumper crop, the jhumias left a great portion of the produce on
their jhums, carrying home only the quantity they required for their
immediate consumption. Whenever there was surplus production over and
above their consumption needs, it was therefore always lost, being eaten
up by wild beasts.'" In normal times, the tribals produced enough to meet
their requirements from their jhums. Even if the rains failed one year
as they did in 1866-67, the shifting cultivators of the state scarcely ever
found it necessary to purchase food, the small amount of rainfall “being
sufficient to produce the amount of rice to support them during the year”."

However, the times were far from normal for the shifting cultivators
of Tripura during this period. They were constantly exposed to Lushai
raids and the ever-present threat of a repetition of attacks by the Lushai
raiders cast dark shadow on the economic life of the jhumias of the state
during this period. “Cultivation was diminished” so drastically as a result
of the Lushai raid of 1870-71 on the jhumia villages of Tripura that “no
tax could be levied from the villages affected”.’® The Lushai raids led
to large scale out migration of jhumias from Tripura.'* Another noticeable
affect of the Lushai raids that could be observed around 1876 was that
the eastern part of the state was left uninhabited. The hills there, which
were well-adapted for jhuming were left to the.occupation of wild
elephants and beasts of prey and the greater part of the population of
that area was crowded in the north-west and south of the state.'’ As a
result of this migration, the want of fresh jhum lands was felt very keenly
in the jhumia villages situated between Agartala and Udaipur. The fear
of Lushai raids prevented the shifting cultivations living in these villages
from moving eastward, the only direction in which fresh jhum lands were
available. Consquently, the hills near these villages had to be jhumed every
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three years or so, leading to low yield from the jhums and forcing the
shifting cultivators living in them to take recourse to the moneylender
to meet their requirements.'®

Again, though no rent had to be paid on land used for jhuming,
a heavy house tax was levied on each tribal family living in the hills
and compulsory and customary service had to be rendered to the king
and the tax collectors. However, despite these problems faced by the
tribals of the state in pursuing their traditional mode of cultivation during
this period, they remained wedded to their age-old system of cultivation
and were averse to any changes from their own system of farming.

The agrarian scenario in the plains of the state abutting British India
was totally different from that of the hills in the period under consid-
eration. Though Hunter had reported in 1876 that according to the Political
Agent, there was little or no plough cultivation in the state within the
last thirty to thirty-five years, by slow degrees, plain lands were taken
up for plough cuitivation in the state by immigrants under jangalabadi
leases. Under this system of leases, the land was rent-free for a period
ranging from four to ten years, according to the nature of the jungle and
after that it was subject to rent at the rate of 2 or 3 annas per bigha.
The rent increased gradually till it reached a moderate amount, though
it was lower than the rate paid for adjoining lands in the.British Indian
territory.”” During the period in question, with the exception of a few
patches of land in the interior of the state, plough cultivation in Tripura
was restricted to the narrow strip of plain land lying along the boundary
that separated the state from the British Indian Districts of Sylhet,
Tipperah, Noakhali and Chittagong.!® Rice was the only crop grown in
any considerable quantity under plough cultivation in Tripura’® and the
people who practiced this form of agriculture in the state were, with few
exceptions, Bengalis and Manipuris.® In the plains, cultivation was carried
on in the same manner as in Bengal. Oxen and buffaloes were used for
ploughing the land and manure was used in the same way as in the
neighbouring British Indian Districts.?!

A farm in the plains of about 12 bighas or 4 acres could be regarded
as a fair-sized and comfortable holding as “a husbandman cultivating a
farm of this size, would not be in such good circumstances as a respectable
shopkeeper; but he would probably be as well off as a man earning Rs.8
or 16s. in wages™.? During this period, the plough cultivators of the state
were not generally in debt although they did not hesitate to borrow money,
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especially for any domestic ceremony, such as a marriage.” So, a new
and a viable system of agriculture had been introduced in Tripura but
even in 1876, more than thirty to thirty five years after plough agriculture
had been introduced in the state, there were practically no tribal takers
for this new mode of cultivation. Yet, as settled cultivators in the plains.
the tribals would have probably been less exposed to depredations by
the Lushais and would have been exempted from paying the house tax
that constituted a burden for the hill-men. Why then were the tribals of
Tripura averse to any change from their traditional mode of cultivation
and taking up plough agriculture during this period?

There are two interrelated issues involved in this question-the
unwillingness of the hill-men of Tripura to change their own mode of
production and their unwillingness and inability to take up plough
cultivation in the plains during this period. Basing ourselves mainly on
Hunter and the Administration Reports of the Political Agents, we turn
next to the probable reasons other than those cited by Hunter for the
aversion of the jhumias of Tripura to changing their traditional mode of
cultivation and taking up plough agriculture. We shall deal with the
additional reasons that can be cited mainly from a reading of these source
materials for their unwillingness to change their own mode of cultivation
first and then take the reasons other than those provided by Hunter for
their unwillingness and inability to take up plough cultivation during this
period, basing ourselves mainly on the same texts.

(a) Unwillingness to change their own mode of cultivation

It is our view that it was not merely the prejudice of the tribals
of the state that made them averse to changing their own system of
farming. It appears that the tribals of Tripura continued to practise
jhuming, their traditional form of agriculture, were unwilling to change
it and saw no reasons to do so because shifting agriculture as it was
practiced in the state till about 1876 suited the ecology of their habitat,
met their requirements for a wide variety of crops, was appropriate for
their factor endowments and in normal years, was capable of producing
enough to meet their fixed consumption requirements in a sustainable
manner over time. Even in abnormal years marked by natural calamities,
jhuming could sustain the tribals. Shocks generated by abnormal events
like the Lushai raids in the hills of Tripura could be absorbed by their
age-old system of agriculture and no change from their traditional mode
of cultivation was required. The tax structure was flexible and escape

. 319



routes were available to the jhumias when the burden of taxation became
too heavy. So, it was not mere prejudice that prevented the tribals of
Tripura from changing their traditional mode of cultivation. There were
ample logical reasons for their behaviour pattern during the period under
review. They did not show any willingness to change their traditional mode
of production because it suited them perfectly and did not give them any
reason to seek an alternative to it.

Jhum cultivation was appropriate for the ecology of their habitat.
The tribals of Tripura lived in the hills and jhum cultivation was suitable
for the areas inhabited by them. Since the hills of Tripura do not have
very fertile soil, nomadic agriculture with a short cultivation and a long
fallow period was an eminently suitable form of agriculture for the hills.
Jhum cultivation did not require the thin topsoil of the hill slopes to be
disturbed and exposed to the forces of erosion, as the land was not
ploughed under this form of cultivation. Therefore, it was a suitable form
of agriculture in the hills and the hill men saw no reason to change their
method of cultivation.

Jhuming provided the jhumias with a wide variety of crops. The
jhumias of Tripura were unwilling to change their traditional form of
agriculture because it was able to meet their requirements for a wide
variety of crops as a number of crops could be grown on the jhums at
the same time. Practically all their consumption needs could be met from
Jhuming, making them averse to any changes in their age-old method of
cultivation.

Then again, the jhumias of Tripura had no reason to change their
traditional method of cultivation because jhuming was appropriate for their
factor endowments. Jhuming required very little labour and capital per
unit of output. As the jhumias were leisure lovers displaying an “utter
aversion for work of any kind”* and had access to very little capital,
jhuming as a system of agriculture was suitable for them. Jhum cultivation
is a form of rain fed agriculture and could be carried on by the jhumias
who did not have to mke any capital outlays on irrigation. Jhum cultivation
did not require any animal power and suited the tribals of Tripura, as
they did nt rear any large cattle.> Jhuming was suitable for their factor
endowments because it required the ash from burnt bamboos and jungle
as manure. As the hill people did not rear cattle, no other kind of manure
was available to them.” Their mode of agriculture required them to
abandon a jhum and take up a fresh plot of land for farming after each
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bout of cultivation. Land suitable for jhuming was avatlable in plenty in
Tripura during the period in question, making shifting cultivation suitable
for the factor endowments of the jhumias of Tripura.

The jhumias were interested in producing only enough to meet their
limited and fixed requirement of jhum products every year. Jhuming suited
the tribals of the state during this period as during normal years, it was
capable of yielding enough output to meet their limited requirements that
remained fixed because of their “unexpanding numbers” and “their rooted
disinclination.. to produce crops in excess of their immediated wants™’
in a sustainable manner year after year. The availability of plenty of land
suitable for jhuming in the state meant that the limited and fixed
requirements of the jhumias could be met while ensuring that the fallow
period on a plot of land where jhuming and been done once could be
long enough for it to regain its fertility before it was jhumed again. So,
when it was jhumed for the second time, it was capable of producing
the same amount of output as before and made jhuming an appropriate
method of cultivation for the tribals of Tripura that did not need to be
changed to meet their fixed requirements over time.

Not only that, the jhumias of the state had no reason to change
their age-old method of cultivation during this period because the jhum
economy of the tribals of Tripura had sufficient flexibility to provide
enough jhum products to them to meet their limited requirements even
in times of stress during this period. It has been said before that even
during droughts, the scanty rainfall was capable of ensuring that enough
could be produced by the jhumias of Tripura to meet their limited
requirements. The crisis emanating from the Lushai raids and the fear
of their recurrence could also be tided over under the traditional method
of cultivation of the tribals 6f Tripura. They did not have to change their
mode of cultivation when the Lushais struck as they could easily migrate
to British India and carry on shifting cultivation there. Alternately, they
could stay on in their villages and cultivate the jhum plots with a lower
fallow period as the virgin forests that lay in the easfern part of the state
were exposed to attacks by the Lushais. Though this reduced their jhum
output and made them fall back on moneylenders, it did not make them
change their traditional mode of cultivation because it was hoped that
the threat of Lushai raids was a temporary phenomenon and would
disappear in time. Since under normal circumstances, jhum cultivation
was viable and sustainable over time during this period, a temporary
aberration caused by the Lushai raids did not make the jhumias of Tripura
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change their traditional mode of cultivation. Indeed, in 1872, when
conditions normalized somewhat and Lushai depredations were checked
temporarily following the Lushai Expedition of 1871, about 400 Chakma
immigrants from the Chittagong Hill Tracts region of British India settled
on the upper waters of the Gumti and were considered at that time to
be a great gain to Hill Tipperah as that part of the country, consisting
of land admirably suited for jhuming, had for years been deserted, owing
to the occurrence of Lushai raids and the fear of their repetition.”

A further question that can arise in this context is why did the
shifting cultivators of the state not show a willingness to change their
traditional mode of cultivation during this period to avoid the heavy tax
burden imposed on them? Unlike the low rent paid for rice lands in the
plains of the state, no rent was paid for land used for jhuming; but in
lieu of rent, a tax was levied on each tribal family living in the hills.
These households were assessed according to the tribes they belonged
to. An element of compulsory or customary service entered largely into
the conditions that determined the amount of this tax.” The tax levied
on tribals was in the nature of a head tax and though the tax burden
was heavy, it was in no way related to jhum cultivation. They had to
pay the tax irrespective of whether they did jhum cultivation or not.
However, they had to do jhuming to pay the tax. The tax had to be paid
in cash and they raised the money for paying it by selling the cotton
that they produced on their jhums. As a matter of fact, doing shifting
cultivation offered them an easy escape route from a heavy tax burden
because if the tax burden became too heavy on them, since changing their
domicile was a normal feature of their system of cultivation, they could
easily change their place of residence and take up shifting cultivation in
British India and avoid the tax burden.® Besides, they were exempted
from paying the tax when the times were difficult as during the Lushai
raids and the Lushai expedition of 1871. Even otherwise, many households
were normally exempted from paying the tax on grounds of poverty and
other reasons.”!

(b) Unwillingness and inability to take up plough cultivation in the
plains

Again, the jhumias of Tripura did not take to plough cultivation
during this period but this was not only because plough agriculture was
alien to their tradition. It is our conjecture that the tribals of the state
did not take up plough agriculture, an alternative or a supplement to jhum
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cultivation, in this period not only because it went against the tradition
of the jhumias but also because of other reasons which were mostly
economic in nature. These economic reasons for their aversion to taking
up plough agriculture are highlighted to show why the jhumias of Tripura
had neither the willingness nor the ability to adopt this new mode of
agriculture in 1876.

The jhumias of the state were unwilling to take up settled cultivation
during this period because they could not practise settled agriculture in
their native habitat. The valleys in between the hills in the interior where
the jhumias lived were swampy and unhealthy. So, the tribals were not
willing to take up settled cultivation there. Besides, reeds and canes were
procurable in such abundance from these swamps that it would not pay
to utilize these marshy lands for settled cultivation.”? They were also
unwilling to consider taking up settled cultivation in the low lying marshy
tracts in the hill ranges “as they would require double the labour and
many hundred times the capital necessary for cultivating a jum”.®
Therefore, taking up plough agriculture would have required the tribals
to relocate themselves in the plains abutting British India, which were
far away from their habitat in the hills in the interior of the state. The
availability of enough plain lands where settled cultivation could be done
did not exert a strong enough pull for the tribal jhumias to take up plain
land cultivation because though land fit for settled cultivation was
available in plenty in the state, the plains were thickly wooded with trees
of various kinds, cane brakes and swamps™ and inhospitable. It would
have required a great deal of effort to make them fit for cultivation. The
tribals of Tripura did not take up settled cultivation in the plains following
the example of the immigrants because a blight caused by insects
frequently resulted in seripus damage to the crops in the plains.

Settled cultivation would not have suited the factor endowments of
the tribals of Tripura, Whereas family labour and occasional supplemen-
tary labour provided by the entire village on a reciprocal basis was
adequate for producing enough jhum output to meet the requirements of
a jhumia families, settled agriculture was labour intensive. The jhumias
were averse to work of -any kind and were leisure lovers and did not
value a greater output per $e. Therefore, they were unwilling to put in
extra effort to take up-plough cultivation. Agricultural labourers were
difficult to procure for settded cultivation in Tripura during this period.®

Even if the tribals -had been motivated by the urge to maximize
their output by adopting plough agriculture, it is doubtful if they would
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have been willing to adopt plough cultivation following the example of
the immigrant settled cultivators because the output produced under settled
cultivation in the state did not seem to be much higher than that of slash
and bum cultivation during this period. In normal times, the tribals
produced enough to meet their requirements from their jhums and the
shifting cultivators of the state scarcely ever found it necessary to purchase
food. During this period, the plough cultivators of the state were also
not generally in debt although they had to borrow money, especially for
any domestic ceremony, such as a marriage.*® A farmer cultivating a
holding of about 12 bighas in the plains “would not be in such good
circumstances as a respectable shopkeeper; but he would probably be as
well off as a man earning Rs.8 or 16s. in wages™ so in terms of the
level of living promised by the new mode of agriculture, it was probably
on an equal footing with shifting cultivation, the traditional method of
cultivation of the tribals of the state. This explains in part why the tribals
of the state were not willing to take up settled cultivation in Tripura till
1876.

Settled cultivation did not have much to recommend itself to the
tribals of the state and the reluctance of the jhumias to take up plough
cultivation in the state during this period can be traced to the fact that
Jhuming yielded a wide variety of crops to meet their requirements while
they could only grow rice under settied agriculture.

Again, jhuming in the perception of the tribals yielded a certain
level of output every year. The yield from settled agriculture was perceived
by the tribals to be uncertain and the method of production risky to adopt
as the plains were prone to floods and droughts. The hills on the other
hand never experienced these natural calamities.® While in some years,
abundant crops were obtained from settled agriculture, in other years, the
reverse was true; while jhum crops flourished, the plains were waterlogged
by floods.

So, the unwillingness of the tribals of Tripura to take up plough
cultivation during this period was based on many sound economic reasons.
They were not averse to taking it up merely because it was contrary to
their tradition.

Not only were tribals of Tripura unwilling to take up plough
cultivation during this period; they were also unable to do so for a number
of reasons. Some of these are discussed in the contemporary literature
that has been cited. They did not take up settled cultivation during this

t
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period because even though settled cultivation had started in the state,
it was confined to the plains of Tripura abutting British India, which were
far away from the hills in the interior where the tribals lived and carried
on shifting cultivation. Though there were many vast valleys in the interior
of the state, they were remote and separated from the valleys near the
British Indian borders where the settled cultivators of Tripura were
concentrated, by hills and forests and were unhealthy as they were covered
with swamps and jungles and did not attract the immigrants.” So, the
tribals of the state were not exposed to the new method of cultivating
the plains with the help of the plough and could not adopt it easily.
Besides, the number of non-tribals in the state was still smaller than the
number of tribals. Even if we assume that all the non-tribals in the state
practiced settled cultivation, their number was not large enough to ensure
that the demonstration effect exerted by them would be large enough to
make the tribals of the state who were swiddeners by tradition take up
settled cultivation in the state. Hunter, compiling a table from the annual
Report of the Political Agent for 1874-75 showed that the estimated tribal
population of the state was 47, 523 while the population of the plains,
consisting mainly of Bengalis and Manipuris, was a mere 26,719.%

No efforts were made by the government till 1876 to make the tribal
jhumias of the state conversant with the new method of agriculture. In
the Administration Report of Hill Tipperah of 1875-76 it was reported
that the Udaipur Deputy Magistrate would “make efforts to introduce
plough cultivation in some parts of his jurisdiction”.*’ Under these
circumstances, it is not at all surprising that the tribals of the state were
unable to take up plough cultivation in the state.

Apart from these reasons that are cited in the contemporary
literature, it is possible that there were other reasons for the observed
behaviour pattern of the tribals of Tripura. It is obvious that they did
not possess. the knowledge, skills and capital necessary for switching over
to a new system of cultivation that required a totally different type of
skill, plough cattle, cattle dung to be used as manure, ploughs and
investment in cash. Their receptivity to the new technique must also have
been limited because of their lack of education and training and the fact
that they lived in remote areas. It must have been difficult for the jhumias
to amass the capital needed for settled cultivation, as they did not believe
in producing a surplus over their current needs.

Last but not the least, time is required to bring about a change
in the method of cultivation, especially if it requires a change of locale
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of the agricultural activity from the hills to the plains. The exposure to
settled cultivation was not of long enough duration by 1876 to enable
the jhumias of the state to take up plough agriculture.
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