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Abstract

The oagri¢ultural progreco woonot coticfoctory ainée independence but
the ¢ontinuouceffortoby the Government in Sifferent plon periodchad
made Indion ogri¢ulture grow ot the rote of 2.6 per éent per onnum in
the poct independenée ero. Thic woo the recult of the different
development progrommecond inctitutionol ¢hangesintroduéed by the
Indion Government i.e. Land Reformo, Agriculturol Price
Commicoion, new ogricultural otrotegy, investment in receoréh ond
extenolon cervices, ¢redit facilities ond improved rural infroctructure
et¢. Deopite thece, there were ceveral Condtrointc ond dicturbing
featureowhich led to the decadence of ogriculture. The errati¢ growth
in ogriculture ionot only acooéiated with the vogaries of nature, but in
addition, dicease ond peats, poor returncocsoconsequence of low pricec
and inéreaoing ¢oct, opuriousinputg, greater demond for ¢redit to hoave
ac¢eaoover the nececoury inputchave oddoed to micery. Thug, there ore
multiple ricko in ogri¢ultural inCome, yield, price, input technology
ond ¢redit. In the Firot Five Yeor Plon, it waoototed that the inéreoce in
agri¢ultural production reprecented the higheot priority in the Plonning
over next few yearcond the agrorion e¢onomy had to be diveraified ond
brought to o higher level of effi¢iency. To fulfill thic objective, it woo
neéecory to remove ceverol impedimentc to ogri¢ultural production.
There woo o otrong opinion thot the firat requicite woo the
tronoformation in the ograrion ctructure in Indio for otimulating better
forming. The Government hod oloo initioted come progrommec to
regenerote Indion ogriulture which hod otognoted during the Britich
period ou¢h ac the Community Development Progromme,
decentroliced plonning ond the Intencive Area Development
Progromme.

Although the different development cchemes were introduced oo o
atruétural recponce by the Union Government with cupport from the
State Governments and there wac a pocitive outéome ocuch that
ogricultural growth rate woo 3.7 during 2005-06 to 2010-11, but it woo
atill chort of the 4 per ¢ent plon torget cet in the cué¢éecnive plonc from
the Ninth Plon onwords. While other cectors cu¢h oo inductry ond
cervic¢eshad been in¢reacing ot footer rote, ogriculture hod been logging
behind. The cdlower growth of agriculture had widened the gap between
rurol ond urbon incomecond inéreoaced poverty in the eCconomy be¢ouce
of 3ividing employment opportunitiesin other ce¢torcof the eCconomy.
Concequently, they failed to reduce dependencée on the ogriculture. All
theoe were the indication of on impending ogrorion ¢ricicin e¢onomy.
The ¢ricic monifected in the otrecoed notural recourées, inadequote
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rurol infroctructure, teChnology fotigue, rundown delivery
oyotemo in ¢redit, extencion ond morketing cervicec ond
inouffi¢ient ogri¢ultural plonning ot dictriét ond lower levelo.
The precent poper ottempted to ctudy the evolution ond
growth of Indion ogriculture cinée independence ond the
inherent dynomi¢oof building of on agrorion ¢ricicdue to the
foilurec ond odverce impli¢ations of the different policy
meoourec in¢luding lond reformeo, green revolution, ¢rop
diveraifi¢ation ond in general, the contemporory eConomic
reformoand other hemea.

Keywords: Agriculture, Dioboli¢, India, Agrarion
Ec¢onomy, Cricic.

Introduction

In on ogrorion efonomy like India, the otate of the
ogricultural cector determinec the ctote of eConomy ac o
whole. Thic ic 0o, be¢ouce not only the vaot mojority of
lobour forée ic engaged in ogriéulture but oloo different
cctorclike induatry, trongport, commerce, ¢onatruction ond
cervi¢ecdepend on it for raw moteriolo(Bhatia, 1988). At the
time of independence, it ¢ontributed nearly 50 per ¢ent of
Indio’onotional in¢ome ond oround 72 per ¢ent of the total
workforée. After 67 yeorc of independence, although the
chare of ogri¢ulture in totol in¢ome hoo dec¢lined but dtill, it
¢ontinuec to be the dominont ceétor of Indion eConomy
(Tripathi ond Porcud, 2009). Thic ic evidenced by the foct
that ogri¢ulture ic ¢ontributing obout 13.9 per ¢ent of the
GroosDomedti¢ Produét (GDP) in 2013-14 and obout holf of
the totol work force ic dependent on agriculture ond ollied
activitieclike foreatry, logging ond fiching. Over the loct few
dec¢odeq, Indion ogriculture hoo chown on imprecoive
growth. The production of food grainc hac inéreaced to
251.12 million tonnecin 2014-15, from 50.8 million tonnec
in 1950-51 (Government of India, 2014)0. Deopite, of the
predominonée of the ogri¢ulture in the Indion eéonomy,
there are aeveral defi¢iencieain the agriculturol cector which
advercely affeét the ogrorion produdtivity ond alco the coéio-
economi¢ ¢onditioncof the Indion formerc. The ogricultural
growth ic not adequate enough to moke ony oignifi¢ont
impoaét on the problemo of poverty, inequalitieo,
unemployment cnd hunger. The goinc in productivity have
remoined ¢onfined to celeéted areac(Bhatia, 1988).

Thicpoper attemptoto examine the dynomicoof agri¢ultural

growth ond itoattendont problemain Indio, onowballing into

on ogrorion C¢ricio oin¢e independence with the following

opecifi¢ objedtivec:

1. To otudy the growth ond odevelopment of Indion
agriculture oin¢e independence ond the problemo
embroiling the Indion ogriculture.

2. To exomine the monifectations of ogrorion ¢ricic viz.
unremunerative agric¢ulture due to high input coat, low
publi¢ expenditure, problem of ¢rop diveraific¢ation,
holding cize et¢.

158

Data and Methodology

Data for the precent ctudy have been token from the Reporto
of Plonning Commicsion ond Minictry of Agriculture,
Ec¢onomi¢ Survey of India, StotictiCal Abotract of India,
CMIE reporto, Five Yeor Plon drofto eté. All nominal doto
have been Sefloted ucing on appropriote GNP Seflotor. In
order to ctudy the pottern ond trendcin growth, Compound
Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) hoo been éomputed by
eatimating the exponentiol relotion:

Yt=ablet
Tronoforming the equation in lineor form:
LogY; =loga+tlogb + u;

LogY; <volue of Sependent variable, whooe growth rote ic
to be computed

t<trend/time vorioble
U <ctochacti¢ dicturbonée term o.& b are conctont

From the ectimoted volue of regresoion ¢o-effi¢ient ‘b’ the
¢ompound growth rote wocc¢alculated ocfollowa:

r<ontilog (b-1) *100
Where,
b <ectimated volue of the ordinary leact aquore (OLS)

r<¢ompound growth rote

Indian Agriculture since Independence: A Specter of
Compounding Problems and Constraints

The ogri¢ultural progrecs woc not cuticfoctory aince
independende but the ¢ontinuouseffortoby the Government
in different Plon periodchad made Indion ogriculture grow
ot the rate of 2.6 per ¢ent per onnum in the poct independendée
ero, which waconly 1 per ¢ent per onnum earlier during the
period of fifty yearcbefore independence. The main cource
of growth in the period of fiftiecond cixtiecowosexponoion of
areo and ofter thot the inéreace in productivity be¢ame the
main cource. The peréeptible progreds in ogri¢ulture woo
realized in termo of celf cufficiendy in food graing,
diveraifi¢ation in output ond yield, ond ctruétural ¢hongesin
the agrarion ce¢tor. Thece developmentowere the recultcof o
cerieo of otepo taken by the Indion Government i.e. Lond
Reforma, Agricultural Price Commicoion, new ogric¢ultural
otrotegy, inveotment in receorch ond extencion cerviceg
¢redit focilitiec ond improved rural infroctructure eté.
(Tripothi ond Procod, 2009).

Sinée independencée, the Central Government hod been
playing on advicory ond ¢oordinating role in lond reformo
becouce thece reformo had been a Core icoue for ¢reating o
ouctainoble boace for the inductriol ond tertiory cector’c
overall growth (Pracud, 2012). The lond reformoundertoken
by Government of India were in three opherea: (a)) abolition
of intermedioriec (b) tenonéy reformo (¢) ¢eiling on lond
holdingo.
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The obolition of the intermedioriec wosthe moat cignifi¢ont
ochievement of the lond reformo poli¢y whi¢h gove lond
titles to the actual Cultivatoro oo that they put their beat to
booat up production on their lomd (Tripathi ond Procod,
2009). The ¢onoolidation of holdingc alco equipped into
improve productivity of lond by bringing omoll ond
fragmented lond holdingo together, but it woo ¢onfined to
only o few ctotec. The overall foilure in implementotion of
lond reformc woo due to the lack of political will. (Kapila,
2010). The Government poli¢y of reforming Indion
ogriculture cin¢e independence, notwithotonding, the
dynomiéo of Indion agricultural progrommec hoave been
riddled with problemo- both of internal ond externol noture.
Thece problemchave compounded into ogrorion ¢ricic.

(a) Pattern of Land Holdings and Increasing
Landlessness
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Although aignifi¢ont ¢hanges were toking place in India’c
ogrorion otructure, indicated by ¢hongeo in pattern of lond
holdingc, but the baci¢ agrorion ctrué¢ture hoo not ¢honged
much. There waconly a dlight tilt towardothe exponcion of
onoll lond holdings, over the yeorc. Thug, the Indion
ogriculture hac remained primorily dominated by the omall
ond morginol holdingo (Vyag, 2003). The toble 1 chowaothat
the number of morginal ond omall holdings in¢reaced from
36200 in 1970-71 to 92826 in 2010-11 ond from 13432 in
1970-71 to 24779 in 2010-11 reopectively, whereac the
number of medium ond lorge holdingsdecélined from 7932 to
5875 ond 2766 to 973 recpectively. The cemi-medium
holdingc witneooed on increocing trend from 1970-71 to
2000-01 ond in cubcequent decade it chowed decline. The
ocome trend hoo been oeen in the orea operoted under these
holdingo.

Table 1: Number of Holdings and Operated Area of Holdings in India.

Yeor Morginol Smoll Semi-Medium Medium Lorge All Sizec
(leoothon 1 hectare) (1 to 2 hectare) (2 to 4 hectore) (4 to 10 hectore) (Above 10
hectore)
No. Area No. Area No. Areo No. Area No. Area No. Area
(in Operoted (in Operoted (in Operoated (in Operoted (in Operoted (in Operoted
000) (in ‘000 000) (in ‘000 000) (in ‘000 000) (in ‘000 | “000) | (in ‘000 000) (in ‘000
hectore) hectare) hectare) hectore) hectore) hectare)
1970- | 36200 14599 13432 19282 10681 29999 7932 48234 2766 50064 71011 162318
71 (50.98) (8.99) (18.92) | (11.88) | (15.04) | (18.48) | (11.17) | (29.72) | (3.90) | (30.84) (100) (100)
1980- | 50122 19735 16072 23169 12455 34645 8068 48543 2166 37705 88883 163797
81 (56.39) | (12.05) | (18.08) | (14.14) | (14.01) | (21.15) (9.08) (29.64) | (2.44) | (23.02) (100) (100)
1990- | 63389 24894 20092 28827 13923 38375 7580 44752 1654 28659 106637 | 165507
91 (59.44) | (15.04) | (18.84) | (17.42)A | (13.06) | (23.19) (7.11) (27.04) | (1.55) | (17.32) (100) (100)
2000- | 75408 29814 22695 32139 14021 38193 6577 38217 1230 21072 119931 159436
01 (62.88) | (18.70) | (18.92) | (20.16) | (11.69) | (23.96) (5.48) (23.97) | (1.03) | (13.22) (100) (100)
2010- | 92826 35908 24779 35244 13896 37705 5875 33828 973 16907 138348 | 159592
11 (67.10) | (22.50) | (17.91) | (22.08) | (10.04) | (23.63) (4.25) (21.20) | (0.70) | (10.59) (100) (100)

Souré¢e: Government of India (2014)

b, All India Report

Minictry of Agri¢ulture, Agriculture Cenoug, 2010 -11.
Note: Figureo within parentheaic ore per¢entogesto oll cizec.

on Number and Area o

f Operational Holdings , New Delhi:

(b) Inequalities in Incomes and Consumption of
Agricultural Households

The different cize ¢lacoof holdingoled to differenéesin form
in¢omeas. Formerc with lorger lond holdingo eorned more
incomes thon the omoll ond morginol formerc. The
otognotion in ogri¢ultural incomec woo alco becauae of the
declining ogricultural production, which had o ceriouc
reperéucoion on notional eConomy ond the moin brunt woo
borne by the rurol poor (Vyog, 2003).

It ¢on be ceen from the toble 2 that incomec of the marginal

holderc of lond upto 1 hectore ore lower thon the lorge
formerc. But the ¢onocumption expenditure of moarginol
holderciomore thon their inéome, co they have to borrow to
fulfill their ¢onoumption needc becauce their covingc ore
negotive. The report of NSS, 70th Round revealed that on on
averoge, o former eorned Ro. 6426, ond opent Ro. 6223. After
which he left with only Rc. 203 whi¢h ica very omall omount
(Government of India, 2014)¢. Thic gap inéreoced the
in¢idence of poverty ond indebtednecs omong the Indion
formero.

Table 2: Income and Expenditure of per Agricultural Households in India (2012 —2013)

Form Size Clooes | Income (in Rc) Conoumption Expenditure (in Rc)) Savingo (in Rao))

<0.01 4561 5108 -547

0.01-0.40 4152 5401 -1249
0.41-1.00 5247 6020 -773
1.01-2.00 7348 6457 891
2.01-4.00 10730 7786 2944
4.01-10.00 19637 10104 9533

10 & above 41388 14447 26941
All Sizec 6426 6223 203

Source: Government of India (2014)¢, Annual Report of Nabard, New Delhi: Minictry of Finanée.
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(C) Agricultural Workforce — A Scene of Increasing
Dispossession of Land

Ricing poverty ond indebtednessof the formerclead them to
ohed lond ond foréed the ogricultural Cultivators to regrecs
into themeelveo to the otatuc of agri¢ultural labourerc for
their ourvival. The toble 3 illuctrates the otill much
dependence on ogriculture olthough ogri¢ultural chore hoo

been de¢lining in GDP. It chowo thot in 1951, out of totol
ogri¢ultural workerc71.9 per ¢ent were Cultivatorc ond rect
28.1 per ¢ent were ogri¢ultural lobourerc whi¢h declined to
45.1 per ¢ent ond in¢reaced to 54.9 per Cent regpectively in
2011. The oll India Nationol Somple Survey (59th Round on
Situation Acoecoment Survey) pointed out thot the reacon
behind the formerc turning to ¢ooual lobour ic the low ond
uncertoin returncfrom ogriculture (Rao, 2009).

Table 3: Share of Agriculture and Allied Sectors in Gross Domestic Product.

Yeor Shore of Agric¢ulturol Workerc
Agriculture in Cultivotorc Agricultural Totol
GDP(%) (Million) Lobourerc (Million)
(Million)

1951-52 55.40 69.9 27.3 97.2
(71.9) (28.1) (100)

1961-62 46.25 99.6 31.5 131.1
(76.0) (24.0) (100)

1971-72 40.47 78.2 47.5 125.7
(62.2) (37.8) (100)

1981-82 35.35 92.5 55.5 148.0
(62.5) (37.5) (100)

1991-92 28.54 110.7 74.6 185.3
(59.7) (40.3) (100)

2001-02 22.42 127.3 106.8 234.1
(54.4) (45.6) (100)

2011-12 14.37 118.7 144.3 263.0
(45.1) (54.9) (100)

2012-13 13.95 110.1 181.8 291.9
37.7) (62.3) (100)

2013-14 13.94 101.5 219.3 320.8
(31.6) (68.4) (100)

Sourée: 1. Government of India (2014)s, Annual Report, New Delhi: Plonning Commicsion.

2. Dalwai, A (2012), <
Ec¢onomiég, Vol. 67, No. 1, PP. 27 -45.

Dynamics of Agricultural Growth in India

”, Indion Journal of Agricultural

3. Government of India (2014)q, Agricultural Statistics At a Glance, New Delhi, Minictry of Agricultur.

(d) Declining Share of Agriculture in Gross Domestic
Product

The dwindling chore of ogriculture in GDP icevident from
toble 3 whic¢h illuctrates thot the chore of ogri¢ulture ond
allied activitiesicdecreaaing over the yeorg, it woc41.66 per
¢entin 1970-71 ond by 2013-14, it declined to 13.94. One of
the pocoible reoacong behind the odeclining chore of
ogricultural ce¢tor in domedti¢ product, could be relatively
lower inveatment mode both by the publi¢ ond private ceétor
(Romooomy, 2004).

(e) Food Crisis and New Agriculture Development
Strategy

Deapite the Indion Government’s introduétion of Sifferent
development progrommec ond inctitutional ¢hongeg, India
remoined dependent on foreign ¢ountriec for food groinc
(Tripathi ond Pracud, 2009). Thug, from mid 19506 India
begon to rely on food importc for the food groainc. India
oigned the agreement under Publi¢ Law 480 (P.L. 480) in
1956 with United Stotec for food ¢id, moctly in the form of
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wheat (Gulati ond Fon, 2008). The two éonceéutive Sroughtc
of 1965-66 had pummeled the ¢ountry into unprecedented
food ¢ricicond food production fell from 89 million tonnec
to 72 million tonnes(Guloti, 2000).

Indioremained o food deficit Country for obout two decodec
after independence but the cituation improved ofter the mid
19600 with the introduétion of high yielding varietiec of
¢ropoond infroctruéture for irrigation, input cupply, ctoroge
ond morketing. Theoe high yielding varietiec of wheat ond
ri¢e had motivated the formercto adopt new teChnology with
the ¢onoumption of water, fertilizers ond agro¢hemicolo.
After that, there woc o cubctontial in¢reace in the production
of variouc ¢ropo over the yeoara. However, deopite thece
achievemento there were ceveral ¢onctraintc ond dicturbing
featurecond otumbling blo¢kowhich led the poor growth of
ogri¢ulture (Government of India, 2002).

(f) Declining Production of Foodgrains

The goinc from Green Revolution had reached a plateou by
the end of the Eighth Plon, ¢oaucing deéline in per Capito.food

Www.pbr.co.in



grainc production thereafter. Agriculture odiveraified
towardchorticulture, onimol hucbondry ond non-food ¢ropc
ond the importance of food grainc had declined relatively.
The producétion of food grainchad follen ond arecunder food
groinc oloo dec¢lined which reaulted in inéreaced orec under
other ¢ropc ond moct benefi¢iory were oiloeedo during the
decade of 19800(Dalwai, 2012).

It ic evident from the toble 4 that the produétion of food
groinogrew by 2.33 per ¢ent in the period 2010/11-2013/14,
while itroce by 4.25 per ¢ent in the period 1950/51-1959/60.
The growth rote of wheot production in the period 1960/61-

Volume 10 Issue 8, February 2018

1969/70 wac 6.82 per ¢ent which wac the green revolution
ero, omd ofter thot it had adeélining trend. The ¢ropolikerice,
oileeeds, cugaréone ond groundnuto alco had o declining
trend but in 1980g, thece ¢roporecord ahigher growth rote of
3.62 per ¢ent, 5.45 per ¢ent, 2.71 per ¢ent ond 3.76 per ¢ent
recpectively thon the previousdecade. The period of 1980c
woothe period of diveraifi¢ation which led to the fact growth
of non food ¢ropo (Tripathi ond Procud, 2009). Thic chift
towardo the non food ¢ropo ic the recult of the demond
pattern whi¢h icin fovour of high volue ¢ropo. To meet thic
growing demond for high value ¢ropg, formercare grodually
chifting produétion mix (Dalwoi, 2012).

Table 4: Growth of Production and Yield per hectare of Major Crops in India (%)

Group/ 1950/51 1960/61 1970/71 1980/81 1990/91 2000/01 2010/11
Commodity to 1959/60 to 1969/70 to 1979/80 to 1989/90 to 1999/00 to 2009/10 to 2013/14

P Y P Y P Y P Y P Y P Y P Y
Food graing 425 | 226 | 185 | 132 | 2.07 | 160 | 2.73 | 297 | 2.09 | 2.17 1.90 1.60 233 | 283
Coarce Cereals | 3.66 | 233 | 151 | 091 111 | 200 | 035 | 1.71 125 | 2.14 239 3.17 -0.72 | 2.94
Puleeo 410 | 094 | -1.29 | 0.03 | -0.39 | -098 | 149 | 1.59 | 0.65 | 1.26 2.71 1.94 238 | 431
Rice 446 | 315 | 1.19 | 036 | 190 | 1.01 | 3.62 | 3.19 | 202 | 134 1.59 1.61 3.18 | 2.0
Wheot 5.17 | 1.08 | 6.82 | 446 | 431 1.87 | 3.58 | 3.10 | 357 | 1.82 1.90 0.69 2.86 | 0.67
Jowar 431 | 327 | 075 | 0.61 | 5.67 | 605 | 028 | 1.76 | -3.07 | 1.68 -0.29 2.90 -8.68 | -1.90
Maize 730 | 403 | 414 | 073 | -0.63 | -0.51 | 1.91 | 2.10 | 3.29 | 226 529 2.28 371 | 0.83
Bajra 331 1.62 | 386 | 241 | -3.18 | -1.36 | 226 | 1.07 | 095 | 2.38 1.70 2.13 -5.14 | 2.53
Gram 654 | 195 | -2.14 | 0.75 | -0.59 | 040 | -0.79 | 0.64 | 2.96 | 1.69 5.98 1.60 7.13 | 3.52
Tur -0.62 | -1.09 | 044 | -045 | 0.60 | -031 | 286 | 054 | 095 | 1.60 1.61 1.47 5.66 | 9.89
Oilceedo 410 | 156 | 029 | -0.12 | 0.74 | 033 | 545 | 295 | 225 | 2.09 5.14 2.61 0.75 | -0.72
Groundnuto 844 | 1.03 | -0.13 | -1.03 | 125 | 099 | 376 | 2.08 | -1.25 | 1.07 0.77 1.75 0.81 | 3.68
Sugarcone 435 | 172 | 1.82 | 0.73 | 2.56 | 0.64 | 2.71 123 | 273 | 1.05 1.21 0.47 0.10 | -0.59
Cotton* 430 | 123 | 030 | 044 | 3.68 | 330 | 2.80 | 410 | 229 | -041 | 13.61 1134 | 286 | 1.84
Jute and Meato® | 5.72 | -0.03 | -2.18 [ -0.69 | 2.59 | 1.06 | 0.14 | 3.10 | 1.78 | L1I 0.14 1.79 220 | 337
Pototo# 395 | 056 | 628 | 217 | 9.17 | 371 | 5.17 | 219 | 544 | 153 4.86 0.04 228 | -0.56

Sourée: Government of Indio (2014)a, Agricultural Statistics At a Glance, New Delhi, Minictry of Agriéulture.

Note: 1. Growth ic Compound Growth Rate.

2. (#) Plontotion Cropo.

3. P<Production mnd Y< Yield
(g) Plummeting Public and Private Investment in
Agriculture

The next phoce in Indion agriculture come with the pro¢ecs
of diverafication ctorted in 19800 which led to the foot
growth of non-food graincond oloo there woc o tremendouc
inéreace in cubaidies but the inveatment of publi¢ cector in
ogriculture had otorted declining (Tripoathi ond Procod,
2009). To accelerate the ogricultural growth ond for the
development of infroctructure ouc¢h that irrigation,
agriculture recearch, eleétric¢ity, morketc and
¢ommunicotion eté., the publi¢ invectment wooc required
more thon the privote ceétor. The data on publi¢ invectment
had chown adeélining trend ainée 1980 (Dalwai, 2012).

www.pbr.co.in

It icopparent from the toble 5 that there icadeéline in publi¢
inveatment cince 1980-81, except the yeor 2005-06 ond
2009-10. It wac17.7 per ¢ent in 1980-81 which turn down to
4.7 per ¢ent only in 2012-13. The private invectment chowoa,
flu¢tuating trend but it hacoloo been declined from 14.6 per
¢entin 1970-71 to 7.7 per ¢ent in 2012-13. During the eorly
green revolution period, government initiotives in Copitol
formation were high but in the later period exéeasive burden
of agri¢ultural cubaidiec ond fundcdiverted from irrigotion
to onti poverty progrommechad been the ¢auce of declining
publi¢ ¢opital formation in ogri¢ulture (Roo, 2002).
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Table 5: Public and Private Investment in Agriculture and Allied Activities.

Yeor Share of Publi¢ Share of Private Share of Total
Inveatment of ogri¢ulture | Invectment of agriculture | Inveatment of ogriculture
in Totol Publi¢ Sector in Totaol Private Sector in Total Invectment of
Invectment of E€onomy | Inveatment of E¢onomy E¢onomy (%)
(%) (%)
1970-71 13.8 14.6 14.3
1975-76 12.2 15.1 13.9
1980-81 17.7 13.6 15.4
1985-86 10.2 9.5 9.8
1990-91 7.1 11.9 9.9
1995-96 7.1 5.9 6.2
2000-01 4.9 8.2 7.7
2005-06 7.1 7.4 7.3
2006-07 7.1 6.6 6.7
2007-08 6.1 6.7 6.6
2008-09 4.8 9.4 8.1
2009-10 5.0 8.6 7.7
2010-11 4.2 7.5 6.7
2011-12 4.6 8.3 7.5
2012-13 4.7 8.6 7.7

Sourée: 1. Government of India (2002), Tenth Five Year Plan, Sectoral Policies and Programmes , Volume 2, New Delhi:

Plonning Commiasion.

2. Government of Indic. (2014)a, Agricultural Statistics At a Glance, New Delhi: Miniatry of Agri¢ulture.

(h) Rising Incidence of Indebtedness and Farmers'
Suicides

The ¢ommercialicution of ogri¢ulture ond the increocing
¢oato of inputc ond other implementchad forced the Indion
formercto look for externol courcec of ¢redit. The peacuntc
were foréed to cultivote the Coch ¢ropo Couced by
¢ommerc¢ialicution ond alco to get rid of huge burden of debt
oo the ¢éropo gave high returng, but the cultivation of Cach
¢ropoaloo agomble. It would aloco moke them more indebted
(Sajjad end Chouhon, 2012). Unfortunately, thece were only
the moneylenderg finoncierc ond troderc in fertilicerg,

pedti¢idecond aeeda, who goined from the mounting debtcof
the formerc. Thichod led to the growth of political influence
of thece ¢locces, while the formerc were increocingly
morginoliced. Suiéide ofter cuic¢ide in every ctote revealed
the come otory of heavy investmentcon inputg, ¢rop foilure,
ond ricing debto (Suri, 2006). The table 6 indicated thot the
chare of inctitutional recouréecinéreoced from 7.30 per ¢ent
in 1950-51 to 68.80 per ¢ent in 2010-11 ond chare of non-
inctitutionol recouréec decreaced over thic period. But the
problem of indebtedneasiodtill there ond ctill there ore mony
of the formerc who took loons from non-inctitutionol
recourcec

Table 6: Share of Institutional and Non-Institutional Finance of Agriculture in India (%).

Source 1950- 1960- 1970-71 | 1980- 1990- 2000-01 | 2010-11 | 2012-
51 61 81 91 13
(1)Inctitutional 7.30 18.70 31.70 63.20 66.30 61.30 68.80 64
a. | Co-operative bonko 3.30 2.60 22.00 29.80 23.60 30.20 24.90 28.9
b.| Commercial bonkc 0.90 0.60 2.40 28.80 35.20 26.30 25.10 30.7
RRBG 3.10 15.50 7.30 4.60 7.50 4.80 18.80 4.40
(2) Non-Indtitutionol 92.70 81.30 68.30 36.80 33.70 38.70 31.20 36
a. | Moneylenderc 69.70 | 49.20 36.10 16.10 17.50 26.80 21.90 29.6
b.| Otherc 23.00 32.10 32.20 20.70 16.20 11.90 9.30 6.40
Total [[(1)+(2)] 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 100.00

Sourée: 1. Government of India (2014)¢, Annual Report of Nabard, New Delhi: Minictry of Finonce.
2. All Indio Debt &Inveatment Surveyos, Variouc Iooues, NSSO.

(i) New Economic Reforms and Exalted Expectation

In 1991, the introduétion of new e¢onomic¢ reformshad put
Indion efonomy in o new phace of deregulation,
privoticotion ond globalicotion. The reformoof liberalicution
were expected to moke termo of trade favoureble to Indion
ogriculture by ¢utting down the cubaidiecond cupport pricec
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policy for output. Unfortunately, the agricultural dota cince
economi¢ reformo ¢leorly indic¢oted thot the Struéturol
Adjuctment Progrommec of e¢onomic¢ reformchad reculted
into large oCole ¢ricic in Indio. The e¢onomié reforma not
only exacerbated the exicting problemcbut aloo had ¢reated
new onec Thic protecs woo Contrary to the otated
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expeétationc ond hod ceveral adverce effeétc on the
ogriculture ou¢h oo inéreacing londleconess, inequolities in
lond holdings, decreocing growth rotec of oll ¢ropg,
inéreacing morginolicotion of peacomtry, decreacing Food
Security Stotuc, diminiching profitobility ond clowdown of
exportoet. (Sahay, 2010).

Moreover, dec¢lined expenditure on rural development ond
ogriculture by the Centrol Government had alco clowed
down the procecss of employment generotion. After the
introduction of Torgeted PDS, the PDS coveroge had
declined and it advercely affected the rural houcehold’cfood
¢onoumption in variouspartcof the economy. The ¢ut backo
in the oubaidiec on fertilizer, fuel ond power had not only
inéreaced the ¢oot of Cultivation, oloo the pocaibility of
getting ¢heated by the opuriousinputoinéreaced. The Cotton
¢ultivotoro from Mohaorachtro, Andhro Prodech, Kornatoko
ond Punjob had ¢omploined thot Bt. Cotton plants were not
turning out to be pect recictont (Pillai, 2007). Alco, Bt.
Cotton hod ¢loimed to be recponaible for the former cui¢idec
in the ¢ountry acthe ¢oct of ceedoof Bt. Cotton are twice oo
much ocordinary ceedc. Thece higher Coatoforced formercto
toke loonc ond modt of them took loons from private money
lenderowho ¢harge high ratecof interect. The moneylenderc
¢ompel formerc to pay back their loonc of the time of
harveating and the for¢ed formerccell their produce ot lower
¢oat thon the morket. Thucthe ¢oatly GMO ceeda, extencive
uce of herbic¢ideg, reduction in ¢rop volue had left formero
bonkrupt, follen into on endlecs debt trop, deprecoion,
hopeleconess and deapoir. At the end, they commit cuicide
after left with no ¢hoi¢e (Parvothomma, 2016).

Therefore in 2002, the Central Government drafted o model
APMC (Agric¢ultural Produ¢e Moarket Committee) a¢t which
provided on inctitutionol fromework for ¢ontroct forming
ond dire¢t morketing. It cimed ot direct linkc between the
formerc ond the ogro procecoing inductry ond to provide
formerc on ofceas to better technology, extenaion cerviceg,
aeeda, ¢redit eté. but there found no poaitive reoponce from
variouc otatec. The formerc were deprived of getting foir
pri¢ec for the produce in the aboence of vioble pric¢ing
mechoniom ond modernization of ogri¢ulture (Shorma,
2008). A report waoc prepored by the Tota Inctitute of Social
S¢ience (TISS) in Mumbai, whi¢h ¢onducted to invedtigote
the Vidarbho ogrorion ¢ricicond former cui¢idec. Thicreport
found thot the main reaconcbehind thicéricicwere repeoted
¢rop failure, ricing oot of ¢ultivation ond indebtednecs. The
rioing ¢oot of Cultivation woo not offeet by either the
Minimum Support Pricec or market pricec (Boarpujori ond
Biru, 2007). The report orgued that omong the deéeoced
houceholda, 79 per ¢ent Cacec were of ¢rop foilureo (cuhay,
2010). Crop failurec ¢on lead to the downfall in the
ec¢onomi¢ poaition ond o houcse whi¢h had fall in e¢onomié
poaition ond heavily indebted were not in o poaition to toke
cnother loone. Thicled to reduétion in yield or ¢rop foilurec
(Michra, 2007).
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(j) Farmers’ Suicides: A Consequence of Agrarian Crisis

The firat emergenée of former cui¢idec woo witneawed in
1997 (Shiva ond Joleeg, 2009). Ac¢c¢ording to the National
Crime Reéordo Bureou, in 1997, the number of former
aui¢idec wac 13622 whi¢h were 14.2 per éent of total
aui¢idesin Indio. It had decreaced to 11772 (8.7 per ¢ent of
total cui¢ideo) in 2013. The totol number of cui¢idecin the
period 1997-2013 wao 272017 ond 13.5 per ¢ent of all
auic¢ideo in Indio. Nogoroj, 2008 hod oloo obcerved in hic
otudy from 1997 to 2006 thot formers cui¢idechad kept up
more or cteody increace over the otudy period. The major
motivating factor behind thece cui¢ides wao the eConomid
diatreco which reculted in the ofute ogrorion ¢ricicin Indion
ogric¢ultural.

Therefore, the different factorc recponcible for the
inéreacing ogrorion ¢ricicond formers’ cuic¢idecare chonged
pottern of lond holdingoond ¢ropping pattern, liberalicution
poli¢ieg, heavy dependenée on high ¢odt inputg, inéreacing
¢oat of Cultivation, volatility of ¢rop output, morket
vogorieo, indebtedneas, foll in publi¢ inveostment, lock of
remunerative pries, ond individualicution of agri¢ultural
operotion cnd mony others(Suri,2006).

Suggestions and Policy Implications

1. The level of publi¢ invectment chould be roiced in thoce
projec¢to whic¢h ore directly undertoken by the Indion
Government in the rurol oreas ond whi¢h hove lorge
¢omplementarities with the private recourcec of the
formercouch aclond and lobour of the poorer formera.

2. In order to cuve the poor formerc from the exploitation
of non-indtitutional courées, the government chould
aimplify the proc¢edure of inctitutional couréec for ecoy
acéeasto loona,

3. Itioneceooury that the formercchould moke investmentc
in other non-form oé¢upoations like poultry, doiry,
cericulture, floriculture eté. to generote inCome ond
employment in rurol oreoo.

4. MNCaochould be reined in undertoking termcof ¢ontract
with formero.

5. APMCneedoto be amended ond regulated.
Conclusion

Indio. foced the opecter of poverty, inequality, low
productivity end food Cricic ot the time of independence.
Deopite of the introduction of lond reforma, green revolution
ond publi¢ inveatment in ogriculture, e¢onomic reformo of
1990g, the dituotion ¢ould not be improved much. In
nutohell, Indion ogri¢ulture be¢ome unremunerotive ond
unvicble for Indion formerc. The different problemo of
Indion ogriculture ocu¢h oo, falling chare in GDP,
indebtedneco, inequalities, declining production of
foodgroing, poverty, decreacing chore of publi¢ inveotment,
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folling chore in exporto et¢. have monifected in on ogrorion
¢riaic. Thug, the cignific¢ont poli¢y meoourecoare required ond
the Government chould play on importent role in framing the
different poli¢iecfor the formers’ welfore.
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