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T here  is  co n s iJ e ra h le  ev id en ce  o f  a cce le ra ted  com nierc ia iisa tion  o f  a g ricu ltu re  s in ce  (he J980s. The p ro cess  m ay have  
fu r th e r  a c c e le ra te d  s in ce  e a r ly  1990s a n d  h a s in d u ced  grow th , m aking  agricu ltu re  m u ch  m ore  d yn a m ic  than eve r  in the past. 
Yet, d o  w e fa c e  th e  p a ra d o x  o f  a  d yn a m ic  a g ricu ltu re  a lo n g  w ith  stag n a tin g  p ea sa n ts?

THERE was a surge o f studies on commcr- 
cialisaiion o f agriculture in India during (he 
1970s andcarly 1980s. A memorable seminar 
at Trivandrum in 1981 gave a forum for 
presendng many o f the historically-oriented 
studies, some o f which were brought out in 
avo lum cin  l9 8 5 [R a je ta l I985 ].lnapcrce- 
fMivc essay at the end o f  this volume. Krishna 
Bharadwaj presented an economic-analytic 
sketch o f the process o f  commercialisation. 
Her essay as well as K N R a j's  introduction 
to the volum e posed the question o f why in 
spile o f a long history o f  commercialisation 
o f  Indian agriculture, the productivity was 

low and backwardness still persisted. 
9 haradwaj ventured an answer herself:
'  J h e  retrogressive working o f exchange 

relations -  with the underdevelopment or 
muted formation of capitalist relations in 
one market reinforcing similar tendcncics in 
others, and the operation of intcrlinkages 
d iverting  surpluses into unproductive 
channe ls a ffec tin g  the g row th  and 
reinvestm ent o f  surplus arises from a 
preponderance o f the categories of ‘very 
small operators’ and 'small operators' among 
the differentiated peasantry. These are 
chronically deficient households which have 
to cling to agriculture as the only source of 
livelihood and whose survival derives from 
a chronic ami cumulative indebtedness. 
...It is also tlic low level of investment in 
agriculture and the weak pull-lurccopcrating 
from industry that perpetuates ilie state of 
backwardness. In order to push the agricul­
tural economy out of the rut. a critical mini­
mum level and pace o f accumulation would 
be needed. In certain p<K'kct\whcre this has 
been achieved, 'com m ercialisation' has 
paved (he way for capitalist accumulation. 
[Bharadwaj l985;339)
She also drew  a d istinction  betw een 

compulsive or forced commercialisation on 
the.one hand and genuine commercialisation 
paving the way for capitalist development 
o f agriculture on the other. She was afraid 
that much o f (he commercialisation in India 
was o f the former kind {see also Bharadwaj 
19741.

It is now over 10 years since Bharadwaj 
wrote this piece. Even at that time when the 
green revolution had already made an impact 
og^ In d ian  a g r ic u ltu re , such  a dark  
charactcrisation would have raised many 
eyebrows. Has anything happened in Indian 
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agriculture to warrant a more optimistic 
characterisation o f it? How do we view it 
today? This essay is an attem pt in this 
direction.

Bharadwaj listed a number o f features of 
growing commercialisation taking cue from 
Marx: “commutation of rent in terms of 
money, (he displacement o f crop sharing 
tenancy by cash rents, a larger degree of 
monetisation o f outputs and inputs (i e. of 
the proportion o f inputs and outputs pur­
chased and sold), increased area under cash 
crops or a larger proportion in output o f cash 
crops, the rapid increase in the number of 
landless labourers, etc" libid:332-3). Com­
mercialisation thus covered not only agri­
cultural output, but also land, labour and 
credit markets.

W hether comm ercialisation acts as an 
engine o f  grow th or not would depend 
essentially on how these markets function. 
If (he marke(s simply siphon off surplus into 
unproductive channels, reduce the rate of 
return to productive agents such as farmers 
and labourers, stifle incentives forproduction 
and investment, and do not provide necessary 
mobility to achieve higher rales o f return, 
or make returns too risky and unstable, they 
may not act as growth promoting. In such 
a case, even commercialisation cannot be 
expected to be sell-sustained and go far 
enough, but gets stunted and conlincd to 
forced commercialisation, let alone achieve 
sustained growth. It appears reasonable to 
observe that w hile a certaii\ amount of 
commercialisatiim of the forced ttalure can 
co-exist w ith stagnation in agriculture, 
sustained growth cannot be expected without 
genuine commercialisation. We may clarify 
here that while forced commercialisation, 
characterised by distress sales, is for meeting 
compulsive needs like repaying loans and 
paying taxes and for sheer survival, genuine 
commercialisation is meant for realising a 
surplus. The generationof surplus can provide 
growth not only in agriculture but also in 
other sectors.

G r o w t h  a n d  D jv e r s ih c a t io n  o f  I n d ia n  

A g r ic u l t u r e

With this perspective in mind, it would 
be useful to review growth performance of 
Indian agriculture and its nature. This paper

is confined to agriculture proper, i e, crop 
cultivation. A tremendous growth has taken 
place in the livestock sector and even 
aquaculture in recent years, showing that the 
rural economy is getting both commercialised 
anddiversified atafastrate. But the following 
analysis would show that this has not b ^ n  
at the cost o f  agriculture proper or its 
commercialisation .

Taking the index numbers o f agricultural 
production, its compound rate o f  growth per 
annum during the entire period 1949-50 to
1993-94 as a whole, worked out to be 2.63 
per cent for all crops, 2.49 per cent for 
foodgrains and 2.89 per cent for non* 
foodgrains. These growth rates were higher 
than that o f  population during the period, 
which was about 2.2 per cent per annum. It 
is rem arkable that the grow th o f  non- 
foodgrains part o f agricultural production 
recorded a higher rate than for foodgrains. 
In a process of accelerating economic growth 
and commercialisation o f agriculture, it is 
expected that the non-foodgrain part would 
grow at a higher rate resulting in a growing 
diversification ofagriculture.Thiscan happen 
because  o f  tw o fac to rs. F irs t, as the 
commercialised sector grows relative to 
subsistence sector, the importance given by 
farm ers to food crops as a source o f 
su b s is te n c e  d ec lin e s . S eco n d ly , w ith 
economic growth, the demand from the larger 
economy for non-foodgrain commodities 
increases due to a higher income elasticity 
o f dcnxaud for them.

Foodgrains as a gioup is not homogeneous 
in this regard, since the two superior cereals, 
rice and wheat. have a higher Income elasticity 
o f demand and are more comntercialised. 
They provide a contrast to coarse cereals 
w hich  are m uch less com m ercialised . 
Between 1949-50 and 1993-94, while (he 
production o f  rice increased by 2.66 and 
wheal by 5.64 per cent per annum, the 
production o f coarse cereals increased by 
only 1.17 per cent per annum. It may be 
argued that these differences are technology- 
driven, owing to HYVsbeingevolved mainly 
in the case o f wheat and rice but much less 
in the case o f  coarse cereals. But the 
technological forces would not have received 
the same thrust in the case o f superior cereals 
had it not been for a higher demand for them.



Though technoJogy did not play a strong 
enough role in the case o f the non-roodgrain 
part o f agricultural production, ii recorded 
a higher rale o f growih than in i)je case o f 
each o f foodgrains except wheat, and also 
higher than in the case o f foodg’'.iins as a 
whole.

1 f relative rales of growth of supei ior cereals 
and non-foodgrains are an indication o f 
commercialisation, an acceleration in them 
cou ld  be ind ica tive  o f  accelera tion  o f 
commercialisation. We can see this from 
Table 1. which prc.sents growth rates in area, 
production and yield per hectare for principal 
crops, for three periods separately from 1949- 
50 to 1964-65 (the pre-green revolution 
period), from 1967-68 to 1980-81 (the first 
phase o f the green revolution), and from
1980-81 to 1993-94 the recent period. We 
shall call them as the first, secoiid and the 
third period respectively. A few points stand 
out from Table 1. First, while (he growth 
rates are somewhat less in the second period 
than in the first, they have accclcrated in the 
third period, on the whole being higher than 
in the first. Inlerc.stingly, it was in the first 
and third periods tha ttcrm s o f trade moved 
in favour o f agriculture, while they moved 
against agriculture during the second period 
[cf Nadkami 1987:169* 170; and Nadkarni 
1993:6]. It cannot be a coincidence that rates 
o f growth moved up when tenns o f trade 
were favourable and moved down when they 
were declining. In any case, there is no doubt 
abou t the u p su rg e  in  p ro d u c tio n  and 
productivity in rccent years, which cannot 
be attributed to just the weather, concluded 
by Sawant and Achutan (1995), Secondly, 
growth rates in the production o f the nun- 
foodgrain part are higher in all periods than 
that o f foodgrains in spite o f the technological 
advance being more in favour o f foodgrains. 
T liird ly ,becauseofth isbiased technological 
advance, the rate o f growth in the yield per 
hectare o f  foodgrains has been higher in aH 
the three periods than in non-foodgrains. 
Fourthly, because o f this differential in yield 
growth. Ihcrc has been aconspiciiou s attempt 
to make up for this by increasing the area 
under non-fo(xJgrains.Thereis ;i deceleration 
o f growth in the area u/ider hoih. but this 
deceleration is well marked in the case of 
foodgrains; its area has even declined during 
the third period, while giving way to non- 
foodgrains. The rateo f growih of area in non- 
foodgrains has always been hi[:hcr than that 
o f f iH K lg ra in s ,  so much so that nun-foodgrain 
production has grown faster lh:',n foodgrains 
production in spite o f low rates of growth 
in yields.

We get a clear indication o f accelerating 
commercialisation oflndian  agriculture after
1980-81 from Table2 which presentsapicture 
o f  changing crop pattern  nnd grow ing 
diversification. The proportion of area under 
foodgrains declined during 30 years from

1950-5! 10 1980-81 by only 2.8 percentage 
points (from 76.7 per cent to 73.9 per cent), 
but within the following decade by 5 percent 
points (lo  68.9 per cent). There was a 
corresponding increase in the proportion of 
area under non-foodgrains. T h is  trend 
continued during 1991-92 also. Am ong 
foodgrains, however, this decline is only in 
the case o f coarse cereals and pulses. The 
proportion o f area under rice has almost been 
constant during the whole period, but the 
proportion o f area under wheal increased 
sharply up lo 1970-71. lapered off up to 
1980-81 and then stabilised between 1980- 
81 and 1991-92. If we look at the compo­
sition  o f non-foodgrains, an increased 
diversillcationisvisible.Thereisasignificant

rise In the area under fruit, vegetables and 
oil seeds. A full picture of diversification 
cannot be had from Table 2 as figures foe 
area under such new entrants as mulberry 
and floriculture were not available. The 
traditional commercial crop -  sugarcane 
has maintained an upward trend, almost!' 
doubling its share in total cropped areaduring 
the 40 years. In spite o f these significanC 
changes in cropping pattern, it is remarkably 
that foodgrains still account for over two-, i 
thirds o f the total cropped area and their share i 
is not likely to decline below SO per cent at | 
least during the next 10 to 20 years. The huge ̂  
sizeof our population w hichisyettostabilist 
is a guarantee for a continued demand fo 
foodgrains, particularly rice, w heat antf'

I

T a b l e  1: C o m po u n d  G ro w to  R ates o f  A rea  (A ) .  Pro d u c t io n  (P ) , a n d  Y ie u > (Y )  o f  P rin cipa l

C ro ps , A l l  In d ia  -j
{per cent per

Crops 1949-50 to 1964-65 1967-68 to 1980-81 1980-81 to 1993-94'
A P Y A P Y A P Y

Rice 1.21 3.50 2,25 0.77 2.22 1.45 0.49 3,47 2.97!
Wheal 2.69 3.98 1.27 2.94 5,65 2.62 0.55 3.53 2.97]
Coarse cereals 0.90 2.25 1,23 -1 .0 3 0-67 1.64 -1 .8 3 0.67 2.36
Ail cereals 1,25 3.21 1.77 0.37 2.61 1.70 -0 .3 6 3.02 2.89j
Pulses 1.72 1,41 -0 .1 8 0.44 -0 .4 0 -0 .6 7 -0 .1 3 1.20 1.25
Total foodgrains 1,35 2 82 1.36 0.38 2.15 1.33 -0 .3 2 2.79 2.69'
Sugarcane 3.28 4 26 0,95 1,78 2.60 0.80 1.78 3.15 1.36*
Groundnut 4,01 4,34 0.31 -0.31 0,64 0,96 1.68 3.06 1.34-
Tolal oilseeds 2.67 3.2 0 ,30 0,26 0.98 0,68 2.43 5.97 2,43!
Collon 2,47 4.55 2,04 0,07 2,61 2.54 -0 .4 4 3.65 4.10;
Julc 3.00 3,50 0,49 1,23 2.06 0.81 -1 .3 6 1.48 2-88'
Toial fibres 2,71 4.56 1.58 0,19 2,53 2,31 -0 .6 9 3.27 3.94
Polato 4.38 4.28 -0.11 4,29 7.78 3,35 3.05 4.69 1.58
Tobacco 1.66 2,79 1.10 -0-08 2.22 2.30 - l .M 1.17 2.34
Non-foodgrains 2.44 3-74 0,89 0,94 , 2.26 1-19 « 1.90 4.31 2.26
All crops 1-58 3.15 1,21 0.51 2.19 1.28 0.25 3,36 2.49

Snie: Raivcd on fndex nos wiih iriennium ending 1981-82=  100
Siiiirce: Growth rates arc as given in Aftrit uliurul Siulixlics tti a  Cfunce, March 1995.

T ab i-i; 2: C h a n o f j ;  in  C ro p p in g  pArtF.RN. A l l  In d ia  
( A s  pcrceniagc to (olal gros.s croppcd area)

Crops 1950-51 1960-61 1970-71 1980-81 1990-91 1991-92;}

Rice 23.6 22,3 22.6 23,3 23.0 23.3
Wheat 7,6 8.5 11.0 12.8 12.9 12,8
Coarse ccreals 30,0 2 9 4 27.8 24.6 19.5 18.6
T ou l cereals 61.1 60.2 61.4 60,7 55.4 54.7
Toial pulses 15.6 15.5 14.0 13.2 13.5 12.5
Total foodgrains 7 6 7 75.7 75,4 73.9 68-9 67.2
Sugarcane }-3 1.6 1 6 J,6 2.0 2.2
Condiments and spices 0.9 1.0 11 1.2 1.3 1.3 ‘
Fruits 0,6 0,7 0.9 1.1 1.4 1.5
Potatoes 0,1 0 2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 '
Onions 0,1 0,1 O.I 0.1 0,2 0 .2  2
Toial vegetable 1.2 1,0 1.3 1.7 4.5 4,7 *
Total oilseeds 8,3 8,3 8.9 9.2 13.5 14.9
Coltorr 4.3 .5,0 4.7 4,5 4 » 4.2
Jute 0,4 0,4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5
Total fibres 5 1 5,7 5.5 5.4 4.7 4,8
Tobacco 0,3 0.3 0,2 0.3 0.2 0.3
Other crops 5.6 5,7 5.1 5.6 5.8 5.5
Tolal non-foodgrains 23,3 24-3 24.6 26.1 31.1 32.8
Total gross 100 100 100 100 100 100
Cropped area in min ha 131.9 152.8 1 6 5 8 173,1 185.9 182,7

m
Source: Indian Af>riaiUure in Brief, various editions, 

March 1995.
and Affricutturai Staii,tlics a t a



:i( n l o w t ^ ^ n l c  l l ta i) lo t  o d ic r  ttMuls l i L c  tn t ik ,  
t iK'Ml .  | > o c i l l i y  p n u l u c t s .  h u i l  :>iul  v i - i i c U i l ' l o ' s .

l i x n j ^ r  { « '  M a k k i : i i  I)  S i ' k i ’I . i 's

In ihc p roccss. (oiHlt:tains ilic in sc lv c s  arc 
I’oilitij* m ore n n d iim iccd iM m cttir iliscd . ) Iiis 
is  ic l lc c te i l  iii Ihc f i io u lh  o l n i;iikclril poii 
u( mUpul. 'I Uc tU«u jmhhsU'v'il ii\ iho Hull (in 
iin I'liofI S lti lis lir .1 s lio w  dial llic  prc'|n>i lion  
i»l in a ik cl n tiiv a ls  us |>vKiMiiaj:c o f  ou ipui 
iiic ica scd  in tlic ea se  o l l ic c  lio in  23 .4  pci 
ccnl in 1 9 6 9 -7 0  lo  3 2 .8  por coiU in 1*’S2- 
X3, II' p io cu ic in cn t o !‘ r ite  by I CI is niKlcd
lo it. llic proportion w tndil he seen  lo  have  
in iiease< l e v e n  ino ie- S In cc p ioeiiietn i'n j is 
not in clu d ed , the .same p to p o iiio n  in (he< asc  
o f  w heat is alm o.sl con.siaiit heisveen these 
years -  hcinj: 2H.H per ccn l in 1 9 6 9 -7 0  and 
2 8 .0  p e r c e n t  in 1 9 8 2 -8 3 . G rani a lso  rclli-cis 
nsignilicant increase in th is p iop ortion . fiom
27.2 per cciJt to 33.0 per ccnt during the sam e  
y ea rs . J o w a r . h o w e v e r , s h o w s  no such 
in e r c a sc .T h is  p ro[)o ilion  w h ich  w as alroad) 
as lo w  as 10.5 j>er ccn l in 1 9 6 9 -7 0  increased  
o n ly  to  12.4 per c c n l by 1982-S3. Data lor 
m ore rccent years whe?i llie se  piopi>ttions 
w ou ld  have increased  m ucl) in o ie  and data 
for <)ther foodgralns m e u n lortiin a teh  noi 
av%iluhle.

It seems, Ijowcver. lhat the ligiires foi 
nwike\ :»MV'.\\s the cxictsi ol
niaiki'tod output. Apait liom  piociuen L'nt. 
lliis ishecauscfoodp.iains -e>.pi\ ially cc.iis'' 
ic ira ls  aie soki also in sni.illc! m ii'l.if- 
inchidinj; w eekly m aikets which Is tii>' 
leUcctrd in the maiket aiiivals stali-tics 
Hasetl (»n the dala loi the c<'inpicliei’s i\c  
scheme on ci>st o f cullivaiion lur tlie p- linrj 
I 'W2 - K.Uoi Ittdia, Kumai and M iuiliynnia) a 
{I989)esiin)aled llii* piopodion ol mail.eted 
suiphis in the output ol «hcat at 58.'* pcf 
c<'nl and a similai piopotlioti lt>r pad ly a( 
•11.7 pi’« ccnl. 1 hose lijMiies aie mucti liM:hn 
lhantltat indicalc'dalMi\clionimaiki't ati.vaK. 
In a similai sludy toi a inou' u'ccni p iitnl 
ol 1982 83 lo l98()-8 7 hu KanrUaka. K• dd'v 
et al esiim aicil the piopoiiimi ol niaikctcil 
sm plus ol Jow ar al 56,.'' pi*i ccnl and c'l rapi 
al per cent |Ketldy el al 1995| li is 
inteiestini: llial even cnaive ceienl - aic 
C(M»)meuialised. il Ihese lii:uics are a p iidi.'. 
'1 he decliniuj; iiend in itu* pioi'n iiii’ti ol iheif 
ai ea seems to he main! y due lohnvcr demand 
lor those ct>n>iiated lo snpejior veu-.i's 

Iti spite <il a la iily  sipnilicatil proputtion 
ol m aikcted stii|’his lor Ihe iwo mdlets. 
demand al souico lioin jiiovveis ihein'-.-hes 
continues lo play an itnpoilanl i(>le in ihcir 
case. Kedily el al lound that claslicuy of 
niatkeled suiphis with lespect lo pric.' was 
nc|Mtive for ragi (Ni/, -0 S 7 ) . Init i’ u as 
positive thoufih less than one h»i jowat (v i/. 
0.393). This can he conliasietl wiih s'rnilai 
e la s tic it ie s  e s tin ia le il hv K uinat am i

loi |taddy,\shii;hindi(.ate Ihcii hellerinaiket 
responsiveness ami a inoie c«»nHnercialised 
character. I he supply response ol subsistence 
crops cannol he piicc-clasiic. As ajiiicullure 
becomes inoie ctmunerclalised, its supply 
function lends lo become nioie elastic. 'I his 
is tnie not tmly of marketed surplus but of 
output as well. It n n y  he recalied lhat 
K nshnan 0 9 6 5 ) Uavl esiu»;\ted ihe elasticity 
at marketed su i|’lusot loo^lprainsasne^:alivc 
durinp the  1960s, Iliis is not tnjc any more 
for at least nee and wheal, as the sludy by 
Kumar and Ntruihyunjaya referred above 
showed. They also showed lhat the elasticity 
o f output supply o f wheat to its price was 
1.13 and the same lor ricc was 1.39. On the 
eonitary, ilie sludy by Keddy et al sl»owed 
a very low bul positive elasticity o f output • 
o rjo w ar(v i7„ 0.028) and a negative elasticity 
o f output o f ragi (-0.51).

A cC liL tR A lIN G  M o MTTISATION 01- I nT IH S

The process o f com m ercialisation  of 
agriculture has covered inputs loo. which arc 
ex|)criencing accelerating monetisation. Kven 
a traditional input like laimyard manure Is 
highly coinnierclalised now. It has a good 
m arket and fetches a good price. The 
dependence on (purchased inputs Is growing,
1  he in c iea se  in the consu tn p iion  o l  chenu* :il 
leU iliser  has t\cen I'hvnnjucntsl, as can  be  
seen  fr<MU Table W h ile  this con su m p tion  
per h ec la ie  c l j'toss t a i e a  ifieiea'ied  
I'v on ly IS 11’ lii'in  1 VM kjr m 1**70 71 
In 31 9 5  kp i’l K |, il ini ii-ised  hy ns
tnu ch as V*' 1 k‘’ dtitin (;ilielolli> \\ itu’ d c ia d e  
1(1 6 7 ,1 9  l.e m |'!'in -‘»| Duj; [o a <;j|:nilicanl 
govcfnm'M il iii''T \'-'itii'H . \ i / ,  rrtu('val o f  
s u b s i i l ir s  tm p lin sp lia iic  am i p < iiassic  
Ic itilise is , iliL'ir i o n ‘ iiin |'t|i'n  ^leclincd alter 
1900-<)l I {(lA (.-vet, ihe lolal ciMisuMiplinn ol 
all lciiili'- ‘is  i.i>nfin'i''d in inciea'-e to 73 .99  
kg in 19'M '>> Indi.i has ah'*:>d> ■•uipassal 
a lew  di-vcli'p itiii i i ’MUtiics in this ii;!a id ,
I h u i i i i :  I ' l ' l '  'M ,  u h i l i -  h u l ia 's  { ( 'n su m p l io n  
o l  t i - i t i l iM ' i  p n  I v ' a i c  n| a i ’ i a i i l t u t . i l  a ica 
w as (i8 2 ke, (I -Aas (>n!v 50 .6 kg  in C lttna,
53 .3 ku  in  I ’h ihppii i ' .-s. 5 2 . 1 k<? in  'I ha iland, 

an d  2 5 -t k j ’ in  the w n t l d  as a w h o le  
| c l  I  i  t i i l t i i i  \ p  l \  tt7|.

Since iii['nis aie hniiehl olten tlin’Uj’h 
instiiulii'iial m 'lln  ( ln ’in co-opeiaii\es aivl 
commercial banks), iiends in it are a good

again, iis we can sec liom Table 4. thcie has 
been acceleration after 1980-81. Table 4 
piescntsdata forcrpilit How -  boih lolal and 
on |>er hcctarc bnsis, in nionclary terms as 
well as adjusted forinllalion using tiieindcx 
numbers o f wholesale piiccs. 1 he increase 
in the How can be seen to be significant In 
real terms too. paiticulaily alter 1980-81.

divestm ent in private m igation also has 
grow n considerably . Indicating reduccd 
dependence on government crcaled Irriga­
tion. Net irrigated area as per cent of net 
sown area increased in India from 17.6 in 
1950-51 lo only 18.5 per cent in 1960-61, 
and Ihcn accelerating to 22.2 in 1970-71, 
27.7 per ccnl In 1980-81, 33.6 in 1990-91 
and 34.5 per cent In 19 9 1 -92. It is most likely 
to taper o ff as it approaches exploitable 
po ten tial o f  irrigation . Irrigation from* 
sources other than by governinent canals 
and tanks can be said to be n^ainly from 
private sources. Tliough there are a few 
p u b lic  tube  w e lls , w ell ir rig a tio n  is 
dominantly private. Tabic 5 below presenl.s 
the relevant picturc. Net area irrigated by 
tube wells, other wells, private canals and 
‘other sources' (o ther than government 
canals aitdtanks)increasedfrom  10.1 nfillion 
hectares in 1950-51 to only II.O  million 
hectares in 1960-61, and Iherealler lo 15.1 
million hectares in 1970-71, 21.1 million 
hectares 1980-Hl, 2R.U miUiun heetiues 
in 1990-91 and 28.7 million hectares in
1991-92. In the process, their propoilion in 
lolal net irrigated aiea int reasetl Irom 48,4 
per l ent to 44,4 per cent, 48,4 per cent, 54,4 
per cent. 58,5 per ccnt and then lo 58,7 |H;r 

cent duiing ies|H’clive yeais, (Jn the con­
trary, there was only a slow increase in area
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jfrigatcd by governm ent canals and lanks 
together, and the ir p roportion  declined 
significantly, particularly so under lank 
irrigation.

C a p it a l  F o r m a t io n  jn  A g r ic u l t u r e

T he dec lin in g  im p o rtan ce  o f  public  
irrigation is reflected also in the total gross 
capital formation in agriculture (GCFA) on 
governm ent account. In fact, the latter 
showed an absolute declino in real terms 
after 1980-81, whereas GCFA on private 
account increased in real terms up to 1990*91 
(Table 6 ). However, there has been a decline 
in absolute terms in G CF on private account 
too after 1990-91 as^on public account. The 
share o f G CF on private account steeply 
increased between J 980-8! and J 990-91. 
and has remained at a slightly lower level 
during the last two years. To some extent, 
private GCFA depends on public GCFA. 
W hen the latter declined, it is remarkable that 
the former did not decline in absolute terms 
at least between 1980-81 nnd 1990-91. A 
continuously declining GCF A on government 
account wou Id have affected GCFA on pri v ate 
account. In any case, the proportion of 
private GCFA to  total has increased from 
67 per cent in 1960-61 to 77 per cent in
1992-93. T here  w as a dec line  in this 
proportion between 1970-71 and J980-81 
due to massive increase in GCPA on public 
account. W ill the decline in G CF on private 
account after 1990-91 be a m om entary 
phenomenon? Hopefully so, bccause after 
199J-92. )l has risen again ihough it has not 
regained the 1990-91 level.

W hat can be quite worrisome here is the 
continuously declining proportion o f total 
GCF to GDP from agriculture after 1980-81. 
The increase in total G CF in 1993-94 has 
not been enough to regain earlier levels. An 
acceleration in growth rales after 1980-81 
does not apparently tally with this pheno­
menon. If this trend continues, it could well 
lead to growth rates tapering off. Apart from 
a decline in G CP on go\ernm ent account, 
could this decline in the rale o f G CF be a 
cumulative effect o f  a  continuosly declining 
trend in the proportion of area under medium 
and large holdings, as wc have noted in a 
section below on str\ictural trends? This 
decline was particularly sharp during the 
decadc after 1980-81 (from 52.6 percen t o f 
total operated area to 44.6 per cent). If larger 
holdings are the major source o f  capital 
accumulation, a decline in the rate o f GCF 
in agriculture may not be surprising under 
these circumstances. Had if not been for this, 
an increase in G CF on private account would 
have been signficant en<iugh to offset the 
decline in G C F on government account, But 
how did the accelerati<'n in growth take 
placc in spile o f the decline in the rate of 
GCF? The corresponding increase in the

proportion o f area under .smaller holdings 
would have increased the requirement of 
labour per hectare and reduced relatively the 
need for Hxed capital. Both in the case o f 
food  c ro p s  and  n o n -fo o d  c ro p s , the 
importance o f working capital required for 
the purchase o f current market inputs like 
fertilisers seems to have sharply increased 
as we have noted elsewhere. There has been 
no corresponding increase in the need for 
fixed capital. It is interesting to note in this 
connection that the ratio o f net fixed capital 
formation to NDP (both at 1980-81 prices), 
w hich increased from 1.23 in 1960-61 
and 1.22 in 1970-71 to as high as 1.57 in 
1979-80. began to fall thereafter, in spite of 
fluctuations around a declining trend. It 
was 1.43 in 1980-81. and fell to 1.26 in 
I990-9J and further to 1.25 in J993-94 
lcfEPW -RFI995:3252).Thedecliningshare 
o f operated area under medium and larger 
holdings may not be the only factor behind 
falling capital-output ratios. The spread of 
literacy and general education among the 
rural people including farmers would have 
increased their skills and productivity. Could 
it be that formation o f  human capital has

more than compensated lor the falli(^ rale 
o f GCF. making possible acceleration in 
growth rates? This needs further probe, 
any case, it Is the fall in capital- output ratios 
which made higher growth rales possible in 
spile o f  a decline in the rate o f GCF. Bui 
we cannot always count on declining capital* 
output ratios, and a stepping up o f GCF may 
be necesary to keep up agricultural growth] 
rate in future.

P o s s ib l e  C a u s a l  F a c t o r s

Before going Into the implications o f the] 
accelerated com m ercialisation since the 
1980s, we may explore the factors behind 
this phenomenon. An improvement in the^ 
overall economic growth and the rise o f th^' 
middle class in the Indian economy miist^ 
have played an important role in steppinj^. 
up the demand for superior cereals and non-|r> 
foodgrain agricultural commodities, 'niese^ -- 
com m odities en joyed  a h igher income 
elasticity o f demand. The procurement ok 
foodgrains and building up buffer stocks o f 
foodgrains also gave an assured market fot  ̂
superior cereals, and protected farmers froro'

T a b l e  5 ;  Irr io a tt o  A rea  » y  S o u r c e .  A l l  In d ia

(in million heclares)'

Government (1)+ Tubewdls Other Private Other (4)+ Total
Canals Tanks (2) Wells Canals sources (5)+ Net '

(6)+ Irrg •
(7) Area’•

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

1950-51 7.2 3.6 108 . 6.0 1.1 3.0 10.1 20.9
(.14.4) (17.2) (5 1 6 ) - (28.7) (5.3) (14.4) (48.4) (100)

1960-61 9,2 4.6 13 8 0.2 7.2 1.2 2.4 11.0 24.8
(37.1) (18.5) (55.6) (0.8) (29.0) (4.8) (9.7) (44.4) (100)

1970-71 12,0 4.1 161 4.5 7.4 0.9 2.3 15.1 31.2
(38,5) (13.1) (5 1 6 ) (14.4) (23.7) (2.9) (7.4) (48,4) (100)

1980-81 14,5 3.2 17.7 9.5 8,2 0.8 2.6 21.1 38.8
(37,4) (8.2) (4 5 6 ) (24.5) (21.1) (2.1) (6.7) (54.4) (100)

1990-91 16.5 3.3 1 98 14.3 lO.I 0.5 3.1 28.0 47.8
(34.5) (7-0) (41.5) (29.8) (21.1) (1.1) (6.5) (58.5) (100)

1991-92 16.8 3.3 20,1 14.8 10.2 0.5 3.2 28.7 48,8
(3 4 4 ) (6.9) (41.3) (30.3) (20.9) (1-1) (6.5) (58.7) (100)

Nnie: Figures in brackets arc percentages Jo total net irrigaicd area.
Siiurce: For years 1950-51 to 1980-81 -  Agriculiural S tatistical Compendium. Vol 1 Foodgrains 

Part I. compiled by P C Bansal, Techno-Economic Research Insliluie, New  Delhi 1990; 
For years 1990-91 and \9 9 \ -n  Fertiliser Statistics 1994-95. P l l l - l  I.

T a b l e  6 : G r o s s  C a p i t a l  F o r m a t io n  in  I n d ia n  A g r i c u l t u r e  a t  1980-81 P r ic e s
(Rs crort)

Total Public Private Total GCF in Agriculture as 
Per Cent o f GDP from Agriculturt

1960-61 1773 585 (33.0) 1188 (67 ,0) 5.4
1970-71 2884 789 (27.4) 2095 (72.6) 7.0
1980-81 4864 1892 (38.9) 2972 (61.1) JO.O
1990-91 5874 1313(22.4) 4561 (77.6) 8 .4
1991-92 4988 1135 (22.8) 3853 (77.2) 7.3
1992-93 5128 1185(23.1) 3943 (76.9) 7.1
1993-94 5228 na na 7.0

Niiie: Figures in brackets are percentages Jo Total GCF case 
SttuTie: Nutional Avonm ts Statistics.



(l)c risk ui uny shatp lull in prices even in 
n h c  years o f bumper harvests. The piices 
(h cm sc lv e s  h av e  been  m ade  m ore 
remunerative through the announcement of 
progressively increasing procurement and 
minimum support prices. Terms o f tiudc 
have once again  tu rned  favourab le  lo 
agriculture.

As Acharya (1994) has observed, tlicre 
were also olher signiiicam improvements 
in the performance o f domestic markets. 
Owing lo buffer stock operations in ricc and 
wheat, there has been a decrease in the iiiira- 
year price rise from peak to lean seasons. In 
the case o f oilseeds also, the spread beiw een 
post harvest and lean season prices is reported 
to have come dow n |ibid:156). Even in the 
caseofcom m odhieslikelruilsand vegetables, 
there has been an improvement in the (orm 
ofariseofco-operative marketing institutions 
which have evolved a network for purchase 
from farmers and for sale to consum ers as 
in Karnataka. A wide network o f regulated 
markets and warehouses also has helped in 
the process. According lo Acharya. physical 
lo s se s  d u rin g  h a n d lin g , s to ra g e  and 
transportation have reduced. The procc 's of 
price discovery is more open, and miuket 
charges arc rationalised. The backward and 
forward linkages o f wholesale markets have 
been strengthened.

Intcrlinkages o f credit with factor and 
produci markets have been a banc o f forced 
cominercialisation in India as BharadwaJ 
had pointed out (Bharadwaj 1974:4). Tlicse 
things have evidently been changing. a<̂ 
brought out by a recent study in Anilhru 
Pradesh. A comparison between a backw ard 
and a developed village showed lhat while 
interlinked credit transactions were hiijhly 
prevalent in the former, they were much less 
in the latter (Reddy 1992]. Moreover, the 
study distinguishes between interlinkagcs of 
a voluntary type where both parties ben Tit, 
and o f a coercive type where the dominant 
party exploits the w eaker party. The 
interlinkagcs lhat rem ained in the developed 
village were mainly o f a  voluntary t\p e . 
T h is  in d ica te s  th a t o v e ra ll eco n o m ic  
developntent. including im provem ent' in 
maiketing and other inliastm cture. tcnils to 
reduce coercive types o f transactions md 
gives a spur to genuine commercialisation 
and further growth.

This does not mean, however, markciing 
problems arc solved and coercive transactions 
have disappeared. Commercialisation m.ikes 
farmers more vulnerable to market forces 
and market risks. M arketing efficiency has 
not develo|)ed as yet equally well in oiher 
commodities as in ricc and wheat. particul irly 
wheat. M onopolistic elements are known to 
he colluding in price fixation in the caso o f 
many commodities like fruit and vegetal^les 
in big markets. Yet. famiers prefer lo hi ing 
their produce here because o f assured sules.

Particularly notable is the lact that there is 
to d ay  hard ty  a  c red ib le  ins titu liona}  
mechanism to actually provide for support 
operations in a majority o f crops apart from 
exceptions like rice and wheat. Perishable 
crops like fruit and vegetables are specially 
vulnerable. Not all farmers are equally well 
poised to undertake i market risks.

There have been soiuc developments in 
recent years however, which have tended 
to contribute towards reducing market risks 
o f even relatively smaller farmers. Several 
processing companies are making direct 
contracts with farmers for purchase o f farm 
produce such as tomatoes, papain (from 
papaya), marigold seeds (used as poultry 
feed to brighten the colour o f egg yolk) and 
umpteen such items. Thecom panies provide 
technical know-how, seed, sometimes even 
credit, and o f  course assured purchase. It 
may look like a monopolistic arrangement, 
but farmers have gained in absolute terms 
by entering into such contr.icls and have 
improved (heir financial position compared 
to their earlier status. This has led lo a 
tremendous diversification, the full richness 
o f which is yet to be documented.

Commercialisation requires new skills on 
the part of farmers. Though total literacy is 
yet to be achieved in rural India, it has ad­
vanced considerably, and so has the general 
educational level. It is common lo find 
several matriculates and even a few graduates 
in Indian villages today. They are sensitive

to market information given by the media. 
T heir better educational and information 
levels would certainly have aided commer­
cialisation and growth, and enabled farmers 
to deal with traders and processing com- 
paoies on a  lillle stronger footing than before.

T a b l e  8 : T o t a l  C o s t  a n d  N e t  In co m e  fkom  
P r in c i p a l  C r o p s  in  K a r n a t a k a :  1990-91 

(In d e s c e n d in g  o r d e r  o f  t o t a l  c o s t s )
(Rs p er  hectare)

Crop Gross
Income

Total
Cost

Net
Income

More Com m ercialised Crops
Sugarcane (first crop) 38005 28218 9787
Sugarcane (ratoon) 39272 22954 16318
Tobacco 21597 14825 7772
Colton 17519 10971 6548
HYV paddy 12127 8862 3265
HYV maize 7479 5394 2095
Ground nut 4130 3515 615
Soyabean 5047 2774 2300
Sunflower 3004 2011 993
Red gram 3049 1909 1140
Olher crops
HYV ragi 2671 4006 -1335
HYV jowar 2050 1936 114
Horse gram 2182 1843 339
HYV bajra 1242 !219 23
Green gram 1138 1193 -55

Source: Report on Regionwise Cosi o f  Cultiva­
tion fo r  1990-91, Farm Managcmcm 
Division. Directorate of Agriculture. 
Government of Karnataka, June 1992.

T a b i.e  7: A v e r a g e  N e t  In c o m e  r o m  S e l e c t e d  C ro p s  d u r in g  1972-83 a c r o s s  S t a t e s .

Slate' Superior Cereals Other Foodprains Cash Crons
Crops Rs Per Hectare Crops Rs Per Hectare Crops Rs Per Hcclare

Andhra Pradesh Paddy 474 Jowar 67 Sugarcane
Cotton

3204
535

Bihar Paddy
Wheal

85
528

Maize 2318 Sugarcane 2595

Punjab Paddy
Wheat

2272
422

... Cotton 856

UP Paddy
Wheat

251
692

Sugarcane 3479

Kamalnka Paddy 2009 Jowar 147 Cotton 916
Tamil N dcIu Paddy 975 Jowar -1 2 8 Sugarcane

Groundnut
Cotton

2075
172
7»” .

Gujarai Bajra 279 Groundnut
Cotton

564
I2ZI

Maharashira Jowar 115 Sugarcane
Cotton

6116
404

Haryana Paddy 626 Bajra 150
Wheat 251 Gram 56

MP Paddy
Wheat

675
367

As.<;am Paddy 316 Jute 397
Ori.ssa Paddy 611
West Bengal Paddy 628 Jute 592
HP . Maize -187
Rajasthan Maize

Bajra
Gram

297
59

366

Source: MrulUyunjaya and Kumar < 1989) based on Comprehenstve Scheme on Cost of CuUivalton 
of Principal Crops. Directorate of Economics and Statistics. Govemment of India.



C r o p  E c o n o m ic s

Under a  commercialised selling, farmers 
icncj 10 grow more o f ihose crops which fetch 
them more net income per hectare, after 
m eeting their costs. Relative economics o f 
competing crops becomes, therefore, more 
important. Based on data from the Compre* 
hdnsive Scheme on C ost o f  Cultivation of. 
Principal Crops ^sponsored by the directorate 
o f economics and staiislics, MrutUyunjaya 
and Kumar havccstimatcdaveragenr*nncome 
per hectare during ihe period 1972-83 for 
principal crops across various states in India. 
These figures are reproduced in Table 7. An 
all-inclusive concept o f  cost is used here. 
There is some variation across the stales in 
net income, but what matters from the point 
o f  view o f  choice are relative differences 
within a state or region. Sugarcane tops over 
all Ihe crops in net income per hcctare, but 
we cannot generalise that all non-foodgrain 
crops fetch more net incom e than ft>odgrajns. 
Paddy and wheat, particularly paddy, also 
fetch high net incomes, though not as high 
as sugarcane. Cotton is also quite attractive 
in stales like Gujarat. Foodgrains olher than 
the two superior cereals generally fetch low 
net incomes, but maize can be quite allractive 
ks in Bihar. However, net income Irom maize 
varies from Rs 2,318 in Bihar lo a loss o f 
Rs 187 in HP. Evidently , agto-clim atic 
features o f regions have a  role to play in 
determining relative economics. On the 
whole, the foodgrains other th;<n rice and 
wheat face the threat o f  continuous decline 
and -  hopefully not -  even an extinction, if 
this picture of relative crop economics con­
tinues in future, Pulses no doubt have a good 
demand and fetch high prices, buitheiryields 
should considerably im prove for making 
them economically more viable to grow.

One o f Ihc problems o f cultivating more 
remunerative crops is that it also calls for 
m ore investm ent per hectarc. including 
working capital, and also more supervision. 
This has a signiHcant equity implication in 
that those farmers who cannot c.l ford this are 
likely to be small and marginal and may not 
ab le  to  fu lly  re a p  th e  b e n e f its  o f  
co m m erc ia lisa tio n . E quity  apart, it is 
necessary to arrange timely ”nd adequate 
credit to all farmers so  that th-jy can grow 
the crops they want. Table 8 below presents 
figures on gross income, total cost and net 
income per hcctare from princ tpal cixjps in 
Karnataka during 1990-91. This is based on 
a separate schem e for the collection of 
farm management data, which is the state 
governm ent’s own. The conccpt o f cost used 
in the state scheme is also all inclusive, and 
is even more comprehensive than what is 
used in the COI schemc. The concept used 
in the former includes risk costs (10  per cent 
o f  total variable cost in irrigated crops and 
l5perccn tondry landcrops),?nd  managerial

costs as well (Rs 400 per hectare for annual 
crop and Rs 240 per hectare for seasonal 
cropsofsix  month.s or less). TbelabJeshow s 
a generally positive association between the 
level o f total costs and net income, but H YV 
ragi is a stgniftcant exception involvinghigh 
cost but giving a net loss. The more com­
mercialised crops have not only a higher net 
income, but also require higher expenditure. 
It is necessary to recall here that the crops 
which arc shown as making net loss or very 
low net income do so on the basis o f a very

comprehensive concept of cost, and thalthSy 
may well be recovering their paid out costs. 
S econd ly , n e t incom es a re  sub jec t to 
fluctuations on account o f weather and pests.

Since both gross and net incomes per 
hectare o f  non-foodgrain crops are con­
siderably higher than those from foodgrains, 
their share in G DP generated from agriculture 
must be much higher than what is indicated 
by their share in total gross cropped area. We 
had noted above that the share o f non- 
foodgrain in area is about one-third now. If

T a b l £  9: C ro p p in g  P a t t e r n  a c r o s s  S iz e - C la s s e s  o f  A g r i c u l t u r a l  
H o ld in g s  in  In d ia ,  1970-71 a n d  t980-81  

(Percentages to Total Cropped Area)

Crops Year Marginal Small Semi Medium Medium Large All
(less than (1-2 hec) (2-4 hec) (4-10 hec) (10  hec and

1 hec) more)

Rice 70-71 38.8 34.4 27.8 19.0 11.4 22.9
80-81 39,8 34.5 27.2 18.9 11.3 24.5

Wheat 70-71 13.2 12.0 12.2 11.7 lO.l 11.6
80-81 14.B 12,9 13.0 12.5 11.3 12.8

Olher 70-71 20.7 24,0 27.2 30.9 34.2 29.0
Cereals 80-8J 17.3 22.0 25.5 28.9 32.3 26.1
Total 70-71 72.7 70.4 67.2 61.6 .55.7 63.5
Cereals 80-“  I 71.9 69.4 65.7 60.3 54.9 63.4
Pulses 70-71 10.4 11.1 12.3 13.8 16.0 15.1

80-81 9.5 10.1 11.0 12.9 15.1 12.0
Towl 70-71 83.1 81.5 79..5 75.4 71.7 78.6

foodgrains 80-81 81.4 79.5 76.7 73.2 70.0 75.4
Sugarcane 70-71 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.5 0.9 1.5 ,

80-81 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.5 0.9 1.6
Groundnut 70-71 2.4 4.0 4.4 5.5 5.0 4.6

80-81 2.3 3.5 4,3 5.1 3.7 4 .0
Oilseeds 70-71 6.1 6.9 7.5 9,2 9.0 8,2

80-81 6.1 7.2 8.6 10.2 9.2 8,7
Colton 70-71 1,0 2.2 3.6 6.2 7.4 4.9

80-81 l.O 2.7 4.2 6.3 6,6 4,6
Jute 70-71 1.0 1.1 0.7 0..3 0.2 0,5

80-81 1.0 1.0 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.5
Non-food- 70-71 16,9 18,5 20.5 24.6 28,3 21.4

grains 80-81 18,6 20.5 23.3 26.8 30.0 24.6

Source: Census o f  Agrivullural H oldings -  A ll India fo r  1970-71 and 1980-81.

T a b l e  10; C ro p p in g  P a t t e r n  a c r o s s  S iz c - C la s s e s  o f  A g r i c u l t u r a l
H o ld in g s  in  K a r n a t a k a .  1985-86 a n d  1990-91

(Percentages to Total Gross Cropped Area)

Year Marginal Small Semi-medium Medium Large All

Rice 1985-86 24.6 14.0 10.9 7.2 4.5 10.1
1990-91 23.4 12.9 10.5 7.3 5.1 10.4

Other cereals 1985-86 38.5 42.9 43.3 44.0 43,5 43.1
1990-91 37.4 40.6 39.6 40 .0 36.8 39.3

Total cereals 1985-86 63.1 56.9 54.2 51.2 48.0 53,2
1990-91 60  8 53.5 50.1 47.2 41.9 49.7

Pulses 1985-86 10.6 13.3 13.3 J3.8 141 13.4
1990-91 8.0 12.1 12.9 13.2 14.1 12.6

Total food­ 1985-86 73.7 70.2 67.5 65.0 62.1 66.6
grains 1990-91 68.8 65.6 63 .0 60.4 56.0 62.3

Other foqxl- 1985-86 7.2 6.1 5.8 4.8 4.0 5.3
groins 1990-91 8.0 7.0 6.5 6.1 5.6 6.5

Oilseeds 198S-86 12.1 15.6 17.5 19.6 20.0 17.9
1990-91 *14.3 18.1 21.3 24.2 26.6 21.7

Fibres 1985-86 2.2 4.5 5.8 7.4 8.0 5.4
1990-91 3.4 5.6 '5.7 5.8 5.0 6.3

Other non­ 1985-86 4.8 3.6 3.3 3.2 5,8 3.9
food crops 1990-91 5,5 3.8 3.5 3.4 6.9 4.2

AH non* 1985-86 26.3 29.8 32.5 35.0 37.9 33.4
foodgrains 1990-91 31.2 34.4 37 ,0 39.6 44.0 39.7

Source: Census o f  Agricultural Holdings, Karnataka, 1985-86 and 1990-91.



TaMes 7 and 8 are an indication, iheir share 
ii»G D P from agriculture must be at least 
twice as high. Though foodgrains domin^ue 
in terms o f  area, non-foodgr&ins domin.itc 

I in tcm u  of value added.

Reach OF CoMMERaAusATioN

W e observed above tliat, generally, higlier 
levels o f  net income per hectare also go with 
higher levels o f  expenditure incurred, which 
tends to favour better endowed farmers. Wc 
can examine now how far commercialisation 
teaches different size-classes o f farmers. Tlie 
reports on the C ensus o f  A g ricu ltu ra l 
H oldings co n u in  information on cropping 
pattern in difTerent si/e-classes. We follow 
the ccnsus classification o f  holdings into (i) 
marginal (less than one hectare), (ii) small 
(I  to 2  hectares), (iii) sem i-m edium (2 to  4  
hectares), (iv) medium (4 to 10  hectares), and 
(v)large(tO hcctarcsandabovc). Admittedly, 
there is some arbitrariness here because 
dirfercnces in irrigation endowment, rainfnt) 
and soil mean that a  given hectare docs not 
have the same productivity in all regions. 
N evertheless, the inform ation from  the 
Census can be used though with caution.

Table 9  presents the cropping pattern in
* term s o f  area under principal crops ns 

percentages to total gross croppcd area in 
I respective size-classes o f  holdings in tl)c 

country as a  whole for 1970-71 and 1980­
81. It is interesting to see that thouj'h 
foodgrains arc cultivated more by small :r 
size-classes than by larger ones, it is main’y 
because both superior cereals are grown more 
by the sm aller size-classcs. There is a 
tendency for the proportion of area unO :r 
both superior cereals to decline as the si?:e

T a b l e  1 1 ; D is n u B u n o N  o f  N e t  S ow'n  A hea

(NSA) ANO N e t  tRM GATto A r e a  (NIA) ac» o s " 
S iz e -CX a sse s  o f  H o l o in c s

Year Mar- Small Scroi- Medi- Lai?e AU
ginal Medium um

India
NSA in m illion hectares:
1970-71 13.0 17.0 26.2 409 38.6 135 8
1980-81 17.1 20.2 29.7 40.7 28,9 136 6
NIA in m illion hectares:
1970-71 4.4 4.1 6.6 a 5.0 29 I
I9S0-81 6.9 6.6 8.7 9.94.7 .%.«
NIA a.s per cent o f NSA
1970-71 3S.« 27.9 25.2 20.4 15.0 214
1980^81 34.0 32.9 29.J 24.2 16.0 269

Kamaoka
NSA in UtHI hectares:
I98.S-86 785 1721 2600 34.̂ 1 1986 1052.̂
1990-91 965 2104 2891 3314 1589 I08W
NIA in 000 hectares:
I98S 86 209 286 .«7 411 164 1457
1990-91 251 -W  516 579 237 1976
NIA as per ccM of NSA
I9S5-86 26.6 16 6 14 9 120 83 13 S
1990-91 26.0 18.7 I7.S 17.5 14.9 182

o f  holding ittcreases, which is particularly 
conspicuous in the case o f rice. On the 
contrary, the proportion o f  area under other 
cereals -  which have a less commercialised 
character-increases with the size of holdings. 
This o f  course does not mean that the extent 
o f  c o m m e rc ia lisa tio n  d ec rea se s  w ith  
increasing size<lass, particularly since the 
proportion o f area u n ^  non-foodgrains -  
which are highly com m ercialised- increases 
with the size o f holding. The proportion of 
a rea  u nder p u lses  -  w hich a re  m ore 
com m crdalised than coarse cereals -  also 
increases with the increasingsizeof holdings. 
T h o u g h  th e  p ro p o r tio n  u n d e r  m ore  
oommercialiscd crops tends to increase with 
the size o f holdings, there is also another 
influencing factor, ttamely,irrigation. Since 
small and marginal holdings are more 
irrigated, they opt for superior cereals, which 
explains why a higher proportion o f  these 
crops arc under sm aller holdings. T he 
proportion o f dry crops increases with size 
of holdings because the proportion o f d iy  or 
rainfed area also increases with size, and this 
charactieristic is shared by both coarse cereals 
as well as relatively dry cash crops. A 
sim ilar pattern is seen in Karnataka also 
for more recent years, as can be observed 
from Table 10. Because o f higher irrigation, 
smaller holdings are also commercialised. If 
we isolate theeffect o f irrigation or standardise 
holdings, wc may perhaps find a  positive 
association between commercialisation and 
size o f holding. But irrigation after all is 
a very  im p o rtan t fa c to r in  the 
commercialisation o f agriculture.

Because o f  the importance o f irrigation, 
w egivem orealten lion to illh toughT able  11 
which shows how net sown area and net

irrigated area weredistributed in Indiaduring 
1970-71 and 1980-81 and also the share o f 
the laner in  the former in respective size~ 
classes. The table cleariy shows that the 
propoition o f irrigated area decliites as the 
size o f  holding increases in both the years. ' 
However, as between 1970-71 and 1980-81, 
marginal holdings improved their irrigation 
endowment only marginally from 33.8 to 34 
per cent, while in all other size-classes it 
grew much more noticeably. The highest 
increase in the irrigation proportion has taken 
place in thesm all and semi-medium holdings. 
Unfortunately. 1990-91 figures for India as 
a  whole were not available to us at the time 
o f  w riting. W e m ay, therefore, study 
Karnataka data for 1985-86 and 1990-91. a 
period when commercialisation accelerated 
there. These figures are also presented in the 
lower part o f  Table 11. W e find here that 
it is the laige holdings which increased their 
iirigation proportion the most, and marginal 
holdings even suiTered a  small decline. Since 
irrigation developm ent has been mainly on 
private account as we observed earlier, it is 
not surprising to find here that marginal 
holdings are disadvantaged in this regard and 
the large and medium holdings have reaped 
most o f the increase in iirigated area. It 
should be noted, however, that in absolute 
term s the m arginal holdings have also 
increased their area under irrigation to some 
ex ten t

It is interesting to find that the consumption 
of fertilisers per hectare also followsasimilar 
pattern as irrigation across dilTerent size- 
classes o f holdings. NSS 26th Round for 
1971-72 for South Zone (Report No 265/4, 
March 1976) has shown that application 
rates o f  both  nitrogen and phosphorus

T a b l e  12  : A v e r a g e  S h e  a n d  DtsnuBunaN o r  OrEXATioNAL H o u x n g s

Marginal Small 
(less than 1 heel) (1 to <2 ha)

Sentt-Medium 
(2 to <4 ha)

Medium 
(4 to < 10 ha)

Large
(lOhaand

above)

A ll

Number of holdings in million
1970̂ 71 36 2 n .4 10.7 7.9 2.8 71.0
1980 81 SOI 16 1 IZ 4 8 1 22 88.9
1990-91 621 20.0 13.9 7.6 1.7 105.3
Operated area in million hectares
1970-71 14 6 19.3 30.0 48.2 ' 50.1 162.1
1980-81 19,7 23,2 24.6 48.5 377 163.8
1990-91 24.6 28,7 38.J 45.0 28.9 165.6
Average siee of operational holding (hectate)
1970-71 040 1 44 2.81 ' 6.08 18.1 2.28
1980-81 0.^9 1,44 1.98 602 17.4 1.84
1990-91 0.40 1.44 X76 5.90 17,3 1.57
Distribution of the number o f holdings in sice caieĵ iries (per cent)
1970-71 51.0 15.9 15.0 11.2 3.9 100
I9S0-8I 56 4 18.1 140 9.1 14 100
1990-91 59,0 19.0 13.2 7.2 1,6 too
Distribution of operated area in sire caiegortes (per cent)
1970^71 9 0 11.9 18.5 29.7 .W.9 100
I980SI 111 U .l 21.2 29.6 23,0 100
1990-91 14,9 . I?..’! 23,2 27,2 17.4 100

Scmpoe; Resi»eclive Reports o n  Census o f  Agn- 
cultural H o M ii^ .

Nt*e : 1990-91 figures »iepro\-is«on»l,
Siwnv: AN Af’fiin ln ra l C tnns <mJ Agricrntmnil Siaristici <»ha CImce, March

m S .p l04 tiheU ne rfo rl990 -9 l).



nuiricnls per acre o f gross Irrigafcd area was 
highcsi among sm aller holdings .ind declined 
as the size o f opcralional holding increased.
Ii is notable (his is so w ithin ihc irrigated 
area. In any case application rates are lower 
in dry or rainfcd areas which dom inate larger 
hol<hngs.

W hatabounl)esprcadofcomiucrcialisa|)on 
across different regions in India? It is 
heartening that as indicated from agricultural 
growth, the proccss has been spreading fast 
almost all overthecountry. Sawam-Achutan 
study (1995) showed that not only did the 
compound annual rale o f growth per annum 
in G D P from agriculture increase from 
2.16 per cent during the f>eriod 1968-69 to
1981-82 to 3.28 per cent during the period
1981-8 2 to  1990-91.even states like Kerala, 
T am il Nadu, and M P w hich registered 
insignificant growth in SDP from agriculture 
during the first period, expeiicnced higher 
and significant growth during the second 
period. Except for AP. Gujarat and M aha­
rashtra. all other states had much higher 
raic.s o f  growth in SDP from anriculture than 
during the first. The eastern region which 
was con-sidered to be lagging behind in 
agricultural developm ent experienced high 
growth rates, during the second period, for 
example. W est Bengal having 6.88 per cent 
and Ori.ii.sa 3.4 per cent. T he spread o f  
irrigation in the eastern region wa.'i a major 
contributory factor in this. Wliiil is remarkable 
from the findings o f this stu<ly is that those 
stales from northwest, cential and eastern 
regions w hich did exceedingly  w ell in 
foodgrain growjh. did equally well in non- 
foodgrain growth. And whnl is more, in the 
southern region, which suffered a decline in 
foodgrain growth, the signilicant growth in 
the non-foodgrains output more than com ­
pensated for the poor growth in foodgratns, 
and rcccnt overall rales were still higher than 
in the earlier period.

The consumption o f chcmical fertilisers 
per hectare o f gross croppcd area is a fairly 
good ind ica to r o f  th e  degree  o f com - 
merciaiisation o f  agriculture, as wc noted 
above, l( would be rntcrcsJirig to see to what 
extent iis .spread has accelrralcd in different 
states in India. The eastern region, which 
on average, has the lowest consumption of 
fertilisers among the four /.ones even now. 
has considerably narrowed the difference 
relative to alM ndta figure. In 1970-71, the 
consuinpiion per bcctare was 7.32 kg as 
ag a in s t a lM n d ia 's  \3.<n  kg; the co r­
responding figures in 198(1-81 were 18.1 and 
31.9 kg, and in 1994-95 they were 50.9 and 
74 kg respectively. The coefficient o f 
vari.'ilton (CV) In fertiliser c<msumptlon per 
hectarc taking all the .staii-s and UTs (except 
Andaman and Nicobar) -  the major and 
small, declined continuoiisly from 140 per 
cent in 1970-71, to 125 p -rcent in 1980-81. 
124 per cent in 1990-91 and 115 per cent

in 1994-95, This does not Indicate a steep 
decline and the CV aKso appears raiher high, 
mainly becausc o f extreme observations. On 
the one hand we have such high consumers 
as Pondicherry  and D elhi (consum ing  
respectively 490 and 250 kg per hectarc In 
1994-95), and on the other such low lakers 
like Nagaland (consuming only 1.2 kg in
1994-95). The extremity o f values has 
continued. Taking only the 17 large or major 
states, however, theC V  in the consumption 
o f  fertilisers increased from 74 j>er cent in 
1970-71, to 81 per cent in J980-81, but 
thereafier declined to 58 per cent in 1990-91 
and 57 per cent in 1994«95, If the con­
sumption o f fertilisers is an indication, there 
are still significant variations in the extent 
o f  commercialisation, but the variation has 
declined significantly after 1980-81. This 
was the finding from a study o f growth rates 
across regions too.

S t r u c t u r a l  T r e n d s

It may seem paradoxical but true that even 
the accelerated com m erecialisation and 
growth has not brought about any polarisation 
in Indian agriculture. This is in spite of the 
fact noticed above that commercial crops 
need more expenses to  be incurred though 
they are more remunerative. We find that not 
only ihe proportion o f marginal and small 
holdings has gone up. even their proportion 
o f  to ta l o p e ra ted  area  has gone up 
correspondingly, with the result that the 
average si/.e o f  marginal and small holdings 
has remained practically the .^ame during the 
three agricultural ccnsus years; 1970-71, 
1980-81, and 1990-91. On the other hand, 
the average size of medium and largeholdings 
has declined so much that the overall average 
also has declined. (This can be seen from 
Tabic 12). This was inevitable bccause the 
n u m b er o f  o p c ra lio n a l h o ld in g s  has 
proportionately increased more ihan the total 
operated area. A break-up has occurrcd 
mainly in the large and medium holdings and 
not at the lower end. suggesting that farmers 
do not break-up small and marginal holdings 
10 the point of nonviabiliiy as lar as ihcy can. 
and seek alternative jobs for their offspring 
and even try to limit the si?.c of their family. 
T he' large and m edium  holdings which 
together accounted for 15.1 per cent o f  total 
holdings in 1970-71 and 8.8 per cent In 
1990-91 had as much as 60.6 per cent o f total 
operated land in 1970-71 but only 44.6 per 
cent of it in 1990-91. The semi-njcdium 
holdings (of 2 to 4 hectares) seem to share 
the characteristic o f trends shown by the 
marginal and stnall farmers. Interestingly, 
in the average size of Ihcir boldijigs declined 
up to  1980-81 but reversed thereafter almost 
regaining the one prevailing in 1970-71. It 
would appear that this si/.c-class is the most 
dynam ic in the post 1980-81 phase o f

A
acccleratcd comm ercialisation. Between* 
1980-81 and 1990-91, this is the only class 
which improved its average size noticeably 
enough. It would seem that the process of 
fast commercialisation has been led by this 
group, as it is economically viable and can 
generate a surplus and capital accumulation. 
The largerclasscs arc also economically viable 
and no less commercialiscd but tend to break 
up due to demographic pressure.

A lack o f any tendency o f polarisation can 
also be seen from the figures o f Population j 
Census. We do not get a picture o f  a  small I 
proportion o f landlords employing a large! 
army o f landless labour. Though there iS '' 
inequality in the distribution o f holdings jv 
particularly if landless labour are included. < 
it is striking that cultivators have always 
outnumbered agricultural labour. Thenum ber; 
o f cultivators increased from 78.3 million in ' 
1971 to 92,5 million in 1981 and 110.6! 
million in 1991. O n the other hand, the 
num ber o f agricultural labour increased j 
during these years from 47.5 million, 55.5 j 
million and 74.6 million respectively. Both 
these categories o f workers are as defined; 
in terms o f their main activity. However,' 
there is some increase in the proportion ofi 
agricultural labour to all agricultural workenj 
between 1981 and 1991. This proportion fell 
slightly from 37.8 per cent in I97J to 37.5 
per cent in 1981, but increased to 40.3 pci 
cent in 1991. The accelerated comnicr-' 
cialisation did increase proletarianisation 10', 
some extent, but has not yet gone to such 
anextentasiooutnum herthem aincultivatoa;i 

It i.s obvious that both forces are operatinj
-  demographic forces increasing the number, 
o f both cultivators and agricultural laboureri^ j 
and com m ercia lisa tion  w hich tends t<t| 
promote hired labour. The former is tendinj 
to d isgu ise  the la tter. M any margin^; 
cultivators cling on to agriculture as thejj 
have nowhere lo go, and even agriculture hai' 
limited capacity to absorb labour, especiallj 
in a situation where small holdings dominal( 
Due to demographic forces and also ccrtaini 
due to inadequate growth o f job opportunitit 
offered by the non-agricultural sector, tf 
propoiijonofagricullural workers (cullivaiD 
and agricultural labour) to total worklorc 
has declined only slightly over the yeai^ 
while the proportion of GDP from agrieul tun 
fell drastically. This point was vividly b rou^ 
out by V K R V Rao{1983), but the disparig 
has conlinued to affect Indian agricullufl 
even thereafter. Thus, in spite o f an upsurp 
in agricultural growth, the proportionof GDI 
from agriculture to total GDP(both at constal 
prices) fell from 34.7 per cent in 1980-81 
to 29.5 pdt c'cnt in 1990-91, while the shaft 
o f agi iculiural workforce fell from 66.5 pa 
cent in 1981 to only 64.9 per cent in 1991,
As a result, in spite of an absolute increast 
in per worker income in agriculture at constal 
prices, the ratio o f  per worker income



agriculture to non-agricullural scctor declined 
from  0.27 to 0 .23 during  th is decade 
(Nadkami 1993:4).

India will probably have to live with this 
phenomenon o f the proportion o f  G DP from 
agriculture being lower than the proportion 
of agricultural woi klorcc. 'Hiis is sotiicthing 
which characterises many other countries 
too, both developed and underdeveloped. 
But Indian agriculture can certainly hope for 
abso lu te ly  if  not re la tive ly  incroa.sing 
incom es, significant enough (o m;ike an 
im pact in terms o f removal o f rural poverty. 
This will depend not only on fast com­
mercialisation and high growth rates, but 
also on w ho will be the agents o f this whole 
process and its benenciaries. A paradoxical 
situation ofadynam ic prospering agriculture 
and stagnating peasants including labourers 
would hardly be promising. What h:is been 
the evidence so far?

P o v e r t y  a n d  E q u it y  Is s u e s

Commercialisation o f agriculture is known 
to rcduce poverty significantly, particularly 
i f  it is a cc o m p a n ie d  by w id e r ru ra l 
developm ent including the development of 
the non-agricultural sector. This is b i'm e out 
from several studies, both cross-section arxi 
lime series. An advantage with cross-section 
studies is that one can sciect regions or 
villages known o priori to be at significantly 
different levels of commercialisatiim and 
ru ra l d e v e lo p m e n t, and ex am in e  the 
differences in the extent of poverty. The 
magnitude o f  difference in developm ent 
levels involved in the cross-scctioncom pari- 
son may not be simply available in ohser- 
vatitms over a jicrioU of a dccadc o r two. We 
may briefly see what evidence we h;ivc Irom 
both types o f studies, keeping in mind the 
above caution in interpreting the t^'sults.

In a cross-section study o f 15 villages in 
three southern slates in the d istiicts of 
Anantpur (A P), Bijapur (Karnataka) and 
Coimbatore (TN) with a reference period of 
1978-79. Nadkarni ( 1985) found that poverty 
significantly declined with increasing levels 
ofcom m ercialisationandr\iral development, 
but inequality increased. The decline in rural 
poverty was so significant that even the 
poorest in the more developed villa^’es were 
better o ff than small cultivators in the less 
commercialised villages. In fact 

under a commercialiscd setting it u as more 
remunerative for very small cultivators to 
be non-cultivating labourers. Coinmercia- 
lis.'tlion has, therefore.been3 prolclatianising 
force, making the agrarian structure more 
inequitous. While comniercialis.nion may 
tend 10 weed out non-viable holdings from 
cultivation, they need not at the same time 
increase the share of large holdinj-’s, Small 
holdings above some line of viability may 
very well thrive under com|ncrci;ilisalion 
without having to depend much <n wage 
labour as a source o f livelihood (p 161)

Though small farmers were also involved 
in the market particularly in the more 
commercialised villages, it was not under 
duress or bondage. It was rather to take 
advantage o f the market, to increase their 
purchasing power by selling output where 
they had advantage and purchasing goods 
w hich they needed. It w as in more 
commercialised villages that even the small 
and marginal farmers obtained better prices 
for their farm produce.lt (commercialisation) 
increased the incomes of not only marginal 
cultivators but even of agricultural labour 
and artisans. The agricultural labourers got 
more employment as well as a little higher 
wage in more commercialised and developed 
villages (p 228).
These findings are confirmed by a more 

recent cross section study o f Indian villages 
by Chadha ( 1994), Heobserves in conclusion: 

As one moves from a backward agricultural 
economy to an agriculturally developed 
economy, not only do total mandays of 
employment generally increase but even the 
net yearly earnings and. therefore, per day 
earnings improve considerably. The gains 
o f agricultural development thus percolate 
down to the weaker sections in terms of 
higher annual earnings. The trickle down 
effect, however, bccomes far more pervasive 
w here the cconom y expands beyond 
agricultural development (p 251). Further, 
it is thus ahundnntly clear that a highly 
developed agriculture does have a decisive 
impact on rural poverty; the percolation 
mechanism is unassailably at work (p 256). 
Punjab, considered the cradle o f green 

revolution and having the most commer­
cialised agriculture in the country, olfcrs a 
te lling  illu stra tion  o f  the po ten tia l o f 
agricultural growth to reduce rural poverty 
over time. .Shergill and Singh (1995) have 
shown that the propt)rtion of total rural poor 
declined from 3.V64 per ccnt in 1967-68 to 
10.40 in 1977-78, further to 8.48 per cent 
in 1987-88 and then to a mere 3.45 per cent 
in 1990-91. This happened in the case of the 
ultra-poor alsoin rural areas. Their proportion 
during the same years respectively declined 
from 17.21 per ccnt to 4,28 percent, further 
lo 3.42 per cent and then to only 0,49 per 
cent. Tliough there were some fiuctuations 
around the long-term declining trend, the 
regression results showed the trends to be 
statistically significant.

The experience of Punjab is not unique. 
Though not as dramatic, the extent o f rural 
poverty has declined significantly in the 
country as a whole between 1970-71 and
1990-91, though there are d ifferences 
between studies on the exact magnitudes 
involved. The most rosy picture Is given by 
the Planning Commission based on CSO 
method, according to which the percenlage 
o f rural poor declined from 51.2 in 1977-78
lo 40.4 in 1983. to 33.4 in 1987-88 and, 
further, steeply down to 20.6 in 1990-91. 
However, even according to the Planning

C o m m iss io n  e s tim a te s , rural poverty  
increased to 22.4 per cent in 1992 (as quoted 
in Gupta 1996:150]. O ther estimates o f rural 
poverty by Minhas et al and Tendulkar are 
higher and do rwt show such a steep decline. 
Based on these estim ates, the extent o f 
rural poverty which was 57.3 per cent in 
1970-71 fell to 4 9  percent in 1983, to 39.1 
per cent in 1987-88 and then to 35 per cent 
in 1990-91. According to these alternative 
estimates also, the extent of rural poverty 
increased in 1992 to 41.7 per cent (cf Gupta 
1986:151]. Since the new economic policies 
o f  liberalisation and contraction o f fiscal 
deficit started in 1991, there has been a worry 
whether the increase in rural poverty in 1992 
is going to be a reversal o f the long-term 
declining trend due to the adverse impact of 
economic reforms. According to Tendulkar 
and Jain, there was a  constellation o f several 
factors which may at least be an approximate 
cause for the 1992 increase in poverty: a dip 
o f 4.2 per cent in agricultural production 
in 1991-92,asleep  hike in procurement and 
open market prices o f wheal and rice, and 
a decrease in employment generation under 
Jawahar Rojgar Yojana. the latter being a 
part o f the squeeze on anti-poverty pro­
gramme (Tendulkar and Jain 1995:1375-77]. 
The squeeze on anti-poverty programmes 
seems lo have been loosened subsequently 
and agricultural growth also has resumed. 
Agricultural production on the whole and 
also foograins production are reported to 
have grown by 4 per cent per annum after
1991-92. W hether poverty will continue lo 
decline w ill depend not only on the 
continuation o f this growth but also the 
nature ofcommcrcialisation during the 1990s. 
We will revert to this point soon. In the 
meanwhile, we may note the impact of 
commercialisation and agricultural growth 
on employment.

If  com m ercia lisa tion  and grow th o f 
agriculture tend to rcduce poverty as the 
above evidence suggests, it could be mainly 
through increased employment generation 
and real wages, resulting in increasedaverage 
daily earnings. Increased employment is 
brought about both by crop diversification 
and growth in production. There is evidence 
that commercialiscd crops like sugarcane, 
groundnut, cotton and jute generate much 
more labour days o f employment per hectare 
than less commercialiscd crops like jaw ar 
and bajra. with wheat and maize falling in 
between (Mruthyanjaya and Kumar 1989: 
A -160-61]. In states like Bihar, where 
maize is quite commercialised, it offered 
more employment per hectare than even 
sugarcane.

Vaidyanathan's study of the employment 
situation has shown that both employment 
and average earnings per day have improved 
in mral areas between 1972-73 and 1987-88, 
based on NSS Reports (Vaidyanathan 1994J.



u^iEstimtedpenondaysofaiiploym^ofallii^*'?:Secoadly,Vtbe acxderatioo of 
KifunlAwotken'increased 'during a;decadei|̂ 'cialisitiod of agiicutture during thei 

^VibetwecQ 1972-73 and 1 9 8 3 1 2 .7 p a ccot^'^ under the liberalised setting >*.»Uqg 
|>  and'within half a decade betweeivl983 and^with a considenbler eoby’of pen 
[^ 1 9 ^ -^  by 133 per oeoL The increase in ^  outside''agncultuiri^lU; d > ^  
rib th^’sam̂  ̂for- rural 'workers agricultural^limited to trading'and'ii^^
' labour'akm e betw een 1972-73 a u l '1 9 8 3  " 'h a v e b e e n  ad tfferen t m a ^ r .B u t i tu b e in g l  

r  '^was 21.8 pd- cent [c f  ibid. T able 2 | p  3148]. ̂ !' pcogicssivelyeiUcndcdlDcultivation. Several 
X'~The Sgufcs about subsequent increase w e r e s t a t e s ,  inrliiding Karnataka recenUy, h a v e ^ ' aoddiyenificationofagriculturesincx 1980s. 
>' n o tav u lab le  fo r this categocy. Though rural .3 . opened up  agricultural lands for purcluBe by ̂ I n , : a l l :  possibility, the. piocrs s.ihas. fiiitheT' 
>/:>wage rates fo r agricultural labour d ed in ed ^ -fp en o o s  otber>than, fanner6sl.>, Jh i^> m ay ||!faco e le rM ed ^  th e  1990s:‘(n ie  acceleration 

real term s betw een 1964-65 and 1974*75, i£<oettainly hav^ itsowmjustificatioQ. A  
;« :’ftheyi increased progressively In practicallyl^^resouice like landTit can  be  atgmed,
’̂ «̂aU die states thereafter. As a combined tesiiit 1?  ̂be in the hands of peraou who wouU

’of •increased employment and wages.̂  the *̂’iu  productivity. TUs may have an educative^
^^^^verage daily eaniings in terms oC1960-61 influence on other farmers too. It even "
'W*pricesincieasedfnxnRsl.21 U>Rs2.24per- to employment generadon.'̂ This will 
t»i^;ular adult male worker and from Rs 1.22-'agriailture more prosperous. But what

1.64 for regular adult female workers »fvmers?Those who tend to sell agriculturali

by agricultu^ growth has occurred tnspitej 
.of’a^alija the <rate'o^capital iormalion.] 
k3oounereialisatknJias$»veredsmaU‘and|

in'agriculture. In the case of adult casual^” landaregenerallyownetsofdtyoruninigated;
labour, in agriculture, they increased from ' 

>^during 1977-78 to 1987-88 from Rs 1.18 (o , 
t’'^Rsi.7B foremen and Crom Rs 0.82 to 
t,̂  Rs 1.14 for women [ibid. Tables 6 and 7,<. 

-i vp 3150J. However, these wages look paltry 
> ’ patticulariy at 1960-61 prices. Evenintenns 

.of current prices, average wages per day . 
were only Rsl4.S8aQ average foraU-lndia 

' i'"in 1987-88 for regular adult male labour in.  ̂
 ̂ agriculture and Rs 11.24 for casual labour - 
''"during the s m  year. The average daily.'

earnings for non-agricultural rural labour 
■‘• were more than twice as high as compared 
' to figricultural labour. Though there has 
' bem come increase even in real terms, the 
‘ wage rates in agriculture are not high

- -enough to eliminate rural poverty. The rate 
of increase in employinent has also been 
much less than the rale of increase in 

' agricultural output This is expected if the 
average earnings per day per person have to 
improve. However, there is no doubt about 
the positive impact of agricultural growth 
and commeroalisatioo on earnings per person 
in absolute terms, though one may consider 
itinadequate. -

' Inspiieoftheevidenceofapositiveimpact 
of commercialisation so far.there is a cause 

' forserious worry on the equity and poverty 
front This is, first, because the dependence 
of the mass of the wofklbroe on agriculture 
is still condnuing. as we observed above;. 
This has resulted in the prepondeiance of 
small and marginal holdings. Nearly S9 per 

« cent of the holdings continue 10 be under the 
*maiginal' cM^ary, and ihdr proportion is 
relentlessly increasing over time. This 

. cat^ory has maintained its average siae of 
hokfing but has not been able to increase 
it in spite of addition to operated area, and 
bredaipofUrgerbolding& TheirproduCtivity 
may of course have gone up. bM mayority 

. of them may not be able to rise above the 
poverty line unless their ecoiromy is 
sienficaMly diversified offering them a lot 

' of non-f»m empioymerH and income.
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fiarmers and'also;n^ioos!which] 
■Wcreconskleredtobebacfcwardeailier*.Ruralj 

iverty has on the whole tended to dedinel 
and emptayment and earnings to jncrease.| 

 ̂there is -a cause.for: ooocem.-;; 
became thematorityofhoklingsarematginall

holdings who'are unable to invest on their^ and thw  number is only tending to increase| 
own to develop their lands. This'indudes^aod iiik 'depease.^ Second, there is 
both small and nominally la ^  holders.' Tlw^'f questibn^or'whether 'the' new entrants i—  
new purchasers develop irrigation faciIitiesij^agTicultuiQ>-. gentleman: fanners and! 
undertake soil conservation works and^corporate; sector t  will be significantlyl 
convert thenhinto orchards or otherwise ^ displacing traditional farmers. Do we theal 
coounercialliunis.Notonlyhastheoorpotate’,' have the prospects of a .dynamic and] 
sector made an entry into agriculture^ prosperingagriculturealongwithstagnatingl 
individuab also have.- The new purchasers^: peassnts as the present evidence suggests?! 
are motivaled by tfte prospects of making% T^is'l^isno^' because, the type of 
.tax-free profits, and also adding a bit of ,commercialisation that has occurred 
greenery to dieir urban lifestyle. A week- ?* coercive. Had it been so, such growth wouM]
end resort in the fbnn of a farmhouse, avray 
from their busy polluted urban setting, adds 
moreprestigelothemandgivesoppoitunities .1 
of offering hospitality and patronage. Very; 
often, the new purchasers and ' 
oommerdalisen are persons with a Ann ’ 
family background se^ed in diies, who add. 
to their inherited holdings by the new> 
purchases. Among the new entrants, there'' 
are also persons with no farm background, 
but who have taken to agriculture as a 
profession as they did not like to work under 
somebody in a non-farm job and did not have 
the capital and confidence to take up a non- 
fartnbusiness. The new entrants are generally 
well educated, arastly graduates, and quite 
aware of opportunities offered by 
commercialisation of agriculture. They can 
bargain on an equal footing with companies 
whoenterintocooiractsforpurchaseorfatm 
produce. All this, however, need not benefit 
formers who have soM lands to them, except 
perhaps through a remunerative price for 
land which they would not have received 
fiom the other traditional formers.

This is not to suggest that all commer  ̂
dalised agriculture is by new endants who 
still form a small segmeM. Infoctapheno* 
menonUkeacoeletaledoomroercialisalionof 
agriculture would not have taken place if it 
was confined only to gentleman fanners. 
Yet if the expansion of the moderaised 
gentleman terns takes place rapidly and at 
the expense of foimers, we can fooe the

not have taken place. This would be because] 
''agriculture itself ituy be taken over from] 
peasants.. - . . .

' > DoesKcelcntedcommeiciarisationinean] 
that agriculture in India can stand on its o w ite  
and would need no support from the]

. govenunent? There is a heartening signl
< that private irrigation and private invest­
ment are becoming more and more impor< 
taut relatively to government efforts. Yet,l 
the very existence of a marginal and smallH 
sector accounting for an overwhelming^

< rm ^ ty  of holdings would suggest that a i^
least this sector wouM continue to need 
support But policies and programiTKs have 
to be such th« they are targeted and benefit 
the marginal and small fanners and 
agricultural labour. '
. Since ooromercialisation would expose 
formers to more market risks, these risks 
have to be monitored and appropriate 
instihitional improvements and infinistnic|

‘ ture supporu wouM have to be extendedj 
There may be a need for a body finctionini 
at national and state levels, which cai 

monitor agricultural development from the 
point of view and suggest timdy

(I have bf c l iieJ fnm JiOTnions on 
poiac widi V M Rao. H G Hwnmm» 
RM«aM«iBtaia4wii,aadwiih Madtev 
a new eaimai 10

Eoonomic and Political Weekly June 29, 19«

mmmm



R e fe re n c e s

Acharya. S  S (1994); 'Mariccling Environmcnl 
for Fann Products -  Emerging Issues and 
C hallenges'. Indian Journal o f  Af;ricultural 
M arketing, Vol 8 (2) July-Deceniher.

D haradw aj. K rishna (1 9 7 4 );  P ro d u c tio n  
Cvndilions in Indian Agriculture  -  A Study 
B a sed  on F arm  M a n a g em en t S u rveys, 
Cambridge University Press, London.

-  (1985): ‘A Note on Commerciali^ialion in 
Agriculture' in Raj c l al (eds), pp 331-47.

Chadha, G K ( 1994): Employment. Ear nings and  
P overty: A Study o f  Rural India and Indonesia, 
Sage. New Delhi.

EPW  Research Foundation (1995): ‘National 
Accounts Stalislics o f  India-S: Capital Slock, 
Capiiai-Output Ratios and Factor Incomes*. 
Economic and P olitica l Weekly, December 
16, pp 3245-56.

G u p ta . S P (1 9 9 6 ):  'R c c e n l I lc o n o m ic  
R eform s in India and their Impact on  
the  P oor and V u ln era b le  S e c t io n s  o f  
S ociety ' in C H Hanumantha Rao and 
Hans Linnemann. E conom ic R eform s and  
P overty  A llevia tion  in India, S ig e , New  
Delhi.

Krishanan, T N ( 1965): ‘The Marketable Surplus 
o f  Foodgrains’. Economic Weekly. Vol 17, 
Annual Number. February.

K um ar, Pradum an and M ru th yun jaya  
(1 9 8 9 ):  'P r ice  P o licy  and M arketed  
Surplus o f  Paddy and W heal in India’. 
Indian Jou rn al o f  A g ricu ltu ra l Econo- 
m ic s , V o l 4 4  (4 )  O ctob er-D ecem b er . 
pp 43()-35.

M mlhyunjaya and Praduman Kumar (1989): 
'Crop Econom ics and Cropping Pattern 
Changes'. E cm om ic an d  Political Weekly, 
December 23-30, Review o f  Agriculture, 
pp A-159-66.

N adkarni, M V (1 9 8 5 ):  S o c io  E con om ic  
Conditions in Droughtprone Areas, Concept, 
New Delhi.

-  (1987): Farmers' Movements in India, Allied,
New Delhi.

-  (1993): Agricultural Policy in India: Context,
is s u e s  a n d  In stru m en ts. D eve lo p m en t  
Research C roup Studies, Department o f  
Economic Analysisand Policy. Reserve Bank 
o f  India. Bombay.

Raj. K N el al (eds) (1985): Essays on the 
Com m ercialisation o f  Indian Agriculture, 
Oxford University Press, Delhi.

Rao. V K R V (1983): India’s National Income. 
I950-R0, Sage, New Delhi.

Reddy. G  P. P  G  Chengappa and Lalith Acholh 
(1995): ‘Marketed Surplus Response o f  
Millets; Some Policy Indications’, Indian 
Journal o f  Agricultural Economics. Vol-50  
(4), October-December, pp 668*74.

R eddy, G  P and M V Narayana (1992): 
‘Interlinkages o f  Credit with Factor and 
Product Markets: A Study in Andhra I*radcsh', 
Indian Journal o f  Agricultural Economics. 
Vol 47 (4) Oclober-Decembcr.

S a w a n l, S  D  and C V A chulan (1 9 9 5 ):  
'A gricultural Growth across Crops and 
Regions: Emerging Trends and Patterns’, 
Economic and Political Weekly. March 25. 
Review o f  Agriculture, A-2-13.

Shergill, H S and Gurmail S ingh( 1995): ‘Poverty 
in Rural Punjab-TrendovcrGrecn Revolution 
Decades’. Ectmomic and Political Weekly, 
June 24. Review o f  Agriculture.

Tendulkar, Suresh D and L R Jain (1995): 
'Economic Reforms and Poverty’, Economic 
and Political Weekly, June 10.

Vaidyanathan. A (1994): ‘The Employment 
Situation: Some Emerging Perspectives'. Cctf- 
H im ic and P olitica l Weekly, December 10.

Arid Zone Environmental Research and Resource Centre (AZERC)

T h e  A rid  Z o n e  E n v iro n m e n ta l  R e s e a r c h  a n d  R e s o u r c e  C e n tr e  (A Z E R C ) h a s  b e e n  c o n c e iv e d  w ith a n  a im  to  
fo rm u la te  a n d  e x p e r im e n t w ith a lte rn a tiv e  a n d  s u s ta in a b le  p a th s  to  d e v e lo p m e n t in th e  a rid  re g io n s  of R a ja s th a n . 
A s a n  a l te rn a te  r e s e a r c h  a n d  r e s o u rc e  c e n tre , to  fac ilita te  local in itia tives fo r n a tu ra l r e s o u rc e  m a n a g e m e n t, A ZER C  
h a s  a s  Its  a g e n d a :  R e s e a r c h  a n d  D o c u m e n ta t io n ;  D e v e lo p in g  a R e s o u r c e  C e n t r e  o n  t h e  A rid  R e g io n ; 
C u r r ic u lu m  D e v e lo p m e n t;  In fo rm a t io n  S h a r in g  a n d  T ra in in g . It is a h  in itiative of URM UL T r u s t  -  a n  N G O  th a t 
h a s  b e e n  w ork in g  prim arily  o n  is s u e s  of fo o d -fo d d e r a n d  w a te r  se c u r ity  in w e s te rn  R a ja s th a n  s in c e  1986 .

W e in v i te  a p p l i c a t i o n s  fro m :
a ) P e r s o n s  In te re s te d  In u n d e rta k in g  re s e a rc h  by  locating  th e m s e lv e s  In th e  a rid  z o n e . S o m e  of th e  is s u e s  for 
r e s e a r c h  a r e  In d ig e n o u s  e n v iro n m e n ta l k n o w led g e , th e  Im pact of th e  Indira G an d h i c a n a l o n  th e  d e se r t,  th e  ro le 
of in s titu tio n s  in n a tu ra l r e s o u rc e  m a n a g e m e n t, a n d  th e  im p ac t of lan d  te n u re  on  n a tu ra l r e s o u rc e  m a n a g e m e n t.

b) P e r s o n s  w ho  a r e  k e e n  to  d e v e lo p  cu rricu lum  for ch ild ren  In th e  n on -fo rm al s c h o o ls  o n  local g e o g ra p h y  an d  
tra d itio n s  of su rv iv a l in th 3  d e s e r t .

c )  P e r s o n  w ho  w ou ld  b e  re s p o n s ib le  fo r o rg a n is in g  tra in in g s  o n  n a tu ra l r e s o u rc e  m a n a g e m e n t fo r N G O  staff, 
P a n c h a y a t  r e p re s e n ta t iv e s  a n d  th e  loca l com m unity .

In te re s te d  p e r s o n s  m ay  v/rite w ith a  d e ta i le d  cu rricu lum  v ita e  to  th e  a d d r e s s  g iv en  below :
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L u n k a ra n sa r  3 3 4  6 0 3 , R a ja s th a n  
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