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ABSTRACT  
 One of the most important sectors for contributing to the economy of 

the Nation is the Agriculture. Near about 1300 million of the total population 

especially in the rural side of India is mainly depending upon the agriculture. 

But recently in most of the research studies, there exist a debate about the 

failures in the policy framed in this sector  and the status also confirmed with 

the GDP growth in Agriculture which was found very low when comparing to 

other sector especially industries and services. Even the sharing of workforce in 

this sector and the net state domestic product (NSDP) was also drastically 

reduced over the previous decade. Hence it is necessary for the policy makers 

to tackle the issues so as to give life to the agriculture sector by making 

necessary amendments in the existing policies. Taking this issue as a core for 

this study, the researcher has discussed various parameters for improving the 

performance of the sector and concluded that the change in the structure of 

agriculture was quite significant and gets reflected in many other indicators too 

for uplifting the sector in the international level business. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

fter a long phase of stagnation under British Raj (Blyn 1966), India‟s 
agricultural sector posted significant progress over the last seven decades. This 
precisely reflects its impressive growth in food grain production from merely 52.82 
Million Tons in 1950-51 to 275.11 Million Tons in 2020-21 (GoI, 2018). The share of 
non-food grains in terms of area, total output and value of output also showed a 
significant increase as compared to that of food grains. The spread of horticulture and 
allied activities (such as livestock, inland fisheries, hi-tech aquaculture etc.,) particularly 
over the last three decades shows deeper diversification within and across its 
subsectors. A broad brush picture indicates boldly that India has managed to achieve 
self-sufficiency in food production and risen above the „ship to mouth’ dependence on 
food aid. Among the major institutional support provided to the sector included land 
reforms, the introduction of new technology and institutions, development of 
agricultural markets, agricultural research and education, expansion of credit, 
strengthening of pre and post-harvest infrastructures and various kinds of market 
support to the farmers. These achievements came out of the interventions made by the 
Government of India, not on any blue-print of long term policy frame but always in 
response to the crisis situations. 
 

Surprisingly, all these years India did not attempt to formulate any well 
deliberated long term agricultural policy, but what appears at the bottom of the agenda 
is a fire fighting approach. Over years we have deliberated on various issues like:a) 
transformation of agriculture from traditional state to that of modern and b) greater 
market orientation of agricultural economy through increased commercialization and 
diversification.  In fact, the debates carried out since early 1950s on agricultural 
stagnation in India amply demonstrate this. Many scholars and policy makers during 
this period often blamed India‟s economic backwardness to its underdeveloped 
agricultural sector (Raj 1965; Mellor 1966; Bhaduri 1973; Bharadwaj 1982; Raj et al 
1985 and 1988; Bhalla and Singh 1997 & 2010; Acharya and Chaudhri 2001;) and called 
for renewed steps ranging from institutional reforms to modernization and 
commercialization of traditional and subsistence economy. It is not surprising 
therefore, to notice that agriculture continued to receive, albeit intermittently, some 
attention in the overall economic development strategies after independence; especially 
when there were significant troughs and the economy felt threatened (to be specific: 
1965-66; 1972-73; 1979-80; 1987-88; 1998-00, 2007-08). The policies were framed in 
response to these bad events and through a subtle design and turned the Indian 
agriculture towards commercialization. Commutation of rent in terms of money, the 
replacement of crop sharing tenancy to cash rents, a larger degree of monetization of 
outputs and inputs, increased area and crop outputs of cash (commercial) crops and 
rapid increase in the agricultural laborers are some of prominent indicators of this. One 
must understand that this tilt towards commercialization from the erstwhile 
subsistence nature of agriculture was also due to the relative economic prosperity 
between sectors and as a result of the agricultural sector intrinsically feeling the need 
for that. 

 

 A 
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Mercerization and commercialization of agriculture are reflected in the relative 
price movements of crops in agriculture vis-à-vis those of other sectors. Agricultural 
prices of commodities tend to be more responsive with the increasing urbanization and 
income of urban or non-agricultural household population. Similarly, greater 
integration of markets within and across the countries play significant role in 
determining both agricultural input and output prices. India‟s experience across the 
regions in this regards is quite heterogeneous. The emergence of market and the 
process of commercialization have set in diverse processes in different states. 
Moreover, priorities and selective interventions of the state concerning agriculture and 
overall economy have added a new historical dimension to agricultural development, 
giving rise to a relative price differential within and between agricultural and non-
agricultural sectors. This conspicuously reflects into stark differences in the 
development of agricultural sector across the states. In this background, we have 
attempted to study the differences existing in agricultural development across major 
states of India by exploring how the market and the process of commercialization and 
resource endowment in agriculture have played their roles in widening these 
differences. 

 
Towards a Clear Growth Perception 

Growth in Indian agriculture has been analyzed by many and there has been a 
good amount of discussion about the ambition & feasibility of 4 % (+) growth rate 
over last three plans. Recently the NITI Ayog came out with a new game plan of 
doubling the farmers‟ income, requiring about 9% rate of growth in agriculture and 
allied sectors. The desire to achieve such a noble destination is most welcome, but one 
needs to look at the scaffolding to be made ready for such purpose. Our experience of 
long-term growth will surely bother us in this new experiment as historically we have 
often failed to get to the set goals. Here, it is not really the growth alone that would 
suffice to double the farmers‟ income but on priority imperfections in the markets have 
to be removed. This was the target of the plan, which was aborted after closure of the 
Planning Commission recommended by Chibber Commission. The efforts towards to 
achieving such tall objective needs have seen on the background of the history of our 
earlier accomplishment. The ground situation however, betrays such an ambition by far 
margins. The growth rates presented in table 1, are usually used in most of the 
literature are based on the traditional methodology across the phases.  

 
Table 1 

Growth Performance of Sectors across the Periods  
(Based on 2004-05 prices) 

   Average Annual Compound Growth Rates (%)} 

Sl No Growth Periods Agriculture Industry Services GDP 

1 1950-51 to 1968-69 2.01 6.48 4.60 3.67 

2 1968-69 to 1975-76 2.19 2.75 4.07 3.07 

3 1975-76 to 1988-89 2.74 4.89 5.80 4.30 

4 1988-89 to 1995-96 2.69 5.59 6.38 5.06 

5 1995-96 to 2004-05 2.23 5.57 7.87 5.92 

6 2004-05 to 2020-21 3.19 6.41 8.89 7.29 
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Note: Phase I: Pre-green revolution period (PGR) – 1960-61 to 1968-69; (ii) 
Phase II: Early green revolution period (EGR) – 1968-69 to 1975-76; (iii) Phase III: 
Period of wider technology dissemination (WTD) – 1975-76 to 1988-89; (iv) Phase IV: 
Period of diversification (DIV) – 1988-89 to 1995-96; (v) Phase V: Post-reform period 
(PR) – 1995-96 to 2004-05; (vi) Phase VI: Period of recovery (REC) – 2004-05 to 
2020-21. Source: Deshpande and Shaha (2017). 

 
The growth rates presented in table 1 are based on the GDP figures from 

National Accounts Statistics at constant prices. The entire five decades after 
independence, agriculture sector of India could not cross the 3% barrier of growth or 
what was then called as Hindu rate of growth (Bhalla & Singh, 1997 and 2010). It is 
only after the 2004-05 that the barrier was successfully crossed and thanks to the prices 
and inflation during that period the growth rate reached slightly about 3% and stayed 
at 3.19% per annum for a while. The euphoria of this high growth rate and consequent 
ambition of achieving a double-digit growth in aggregate GDP led the then 
Government of India, two relatively neglect agriculture sector and subsequently there 
was a trough in the sectoral growth rate. It is well recognized that the GDP growth is 
sensitive to agricultural growth despite the fact that the contribution of agricultural 
sector to total GDP is as low as just 12 to 13 %, but often the fact that agricultural 
sector has a depressing spillover effect on the other sector when the sector confronts 
trough, is forgotten. 

 
The controversy about measurement of growth and fluctuations in agriculture 

had dominated the agricultural economics field for quite some time. In a workshop, 
organised by the Indian Society of agricultural economics Prof Dandekar (1980), after 
critically reviewing the growth rates in agriculture sector and the measurement 
problems, as a senior economist he construed that the growth rate should bring out the 
intrinsic behaviour in the series by using all the data and not throwing out any 
observations.  In the same workshop in another paper presented and published in the 
subsequent issue of the journal, Rao, Nadkarni and Deshpande (1980) argued that one 
should take out the outliers based on the broader growth trend visible in the sector. 
The outlined method provided clues to the potential intrinsic growth.  

 
Recently, in 2009, Government of Karnataka under the barrage of criticism 

constituted a Committee (GoK, 2009), to look into the matter and it was found that 
the growth rates usually used as reported in the State Economic Survey (or for that 
matter in all Government publications), were only the „percent change over last year‟. 
In the report, the inherent mistake committed in choosing base year or end year, in any 
growth analysis was brought forth. Another issue critically visited was the assumption 
of „exponential growth behavior in agriculture‟, an unpardonable folly objected even 
during Deccan Riots Commission, in British India. Performance of the agricultural 
sector has built-in fluctuations with troughs and peaks alternating due to weather 
fluctuations. This brings forth the fallacy of using the traditional growth rate 
methodology as a policy tool. Following this the Committee took a close look at the 
data and „Year-to-year‟ changes. It became clear that in agricultural sector, we needed 
to define a new measurement of growth. That was named as “Rolling Growth Rate”, 
computed on a moving five year series. The justification for rolling growth over five 
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years was that the „Probability of Bad / Bumper year‟ arrived from a long time series is 
about 20 % and that would mean once in five years, we have an extreme observation 
(GoI, 1976). Therefore, a rolling five year growth rate provided the inherent movement 
of the growth. We suggested a five year rolling growth rate to be used as a policy tool 
which, irons out the fluctuations. In figure 1 we have presented such five year rolling 
growth rates based on rolling five years periods. The figure shows a lot of fluctuations 
but no specific trend. We computed the five year Rolling Growth Rates and the results 
match with the ground realities (see figure 1). 

 
 These rolling growth rates are presented in figure 1, indicate that over a long 
time series agricultural sector showed a sticky behavior with this threshold of 3.15%. 
Albeit there are a few peaks which can be observed but equal number of troughs are 
visible. Especially the performance of the sector has not been quite encouraging 
between 1996-97 and 2007-08. Among the major reasons for the constrained growth at 
3.15% is the large share of rain fed agriculture, the technological fatigue, fluctuating 
weather conditions that sets back the clock etc. More than 50% of the gross cropped 
area is at the mercy of monsoon rains (Acharya and Choudhury, 2001). Even the area 
under irrigation also fluctuates according to the moods of the monsoon. In a drought 
year we cannot expect irrigation support to be dependable. Besides, even though the 
technology has been supportive it is mainly confined to wheat, paddy and a few more 
crops. We began with per hectare yield of 541 Kgs in food grains in the triennium 
ending 1952-53 and today in the triennium ending 2015-16 the use of food grains has 
crossed 2000 kgs per hectare. 
 

 

Source: Deshpande and Shaha (2017), based on the methodology by Govt of 
Karnataka (Chairman: Deshpande R S, 2009) 
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Regional Relatives in the Growth Rates of Agriculture Sector 
           Aggregated growth performance of the country as a whole masks the inter-
regional good and bad performances and serves little purpose for any decentralized 
policy. The convergence and divergence debate in the context of agriculture growth in 
India did not take a very conclusive shape in the recent past. It has been recognized by 
most of the authors that the growth rates across the states differ widely and these 
could not be explained out of a resource endowment alone. The debate in a way also 
reflected marked failures of policy makers in the structural transformation of the 
Indian economy. According to Indian Constitution, agricultural sector comes under the 
state purview (list) and therefore, it was expected that the state governments shall 
formulate policies as far as agriculture sector is concerned.  
 
 The gap between the growth rates of agricultural and non-agricultural sectors 
continues to exist and even it is widening (Table 2).  In the last few decades, the share 
of the agricultural sector in GSDP of all the States is declining without exception, but 
the workforce in agriculture is keeping pace with the population growth (Table 3). The 
declining share of agricultural sector in the State domestic product is a welcome sign of 
development however; the non-decline in the workforce share is a worrisome factor. 
That leads to higher density of unemployment in the sector which was visible during 
the last two decades. It has acted as one of the major constraints on growth and 
development of the agricultural sector and the economy as whole by keeping them in 
low productivity/income trap.  
 
 It can be seen that the states with relatively high shares of agricultural 
workforce and incomes show lower rates of growth and poor record in terms of 
resource augmentation, technological spread, extent of commercialization and market 
development. Low income and investment remain to be one of the major challenges in 
these states. Some of the predominantly agrarian states like Assam, Bihar, Rajasthan, 
Madhya Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh, are among the few that are still struggling to 
maintain even 3% rate of growth. An important observation that came from our earlier 
work Deshpande and Shaha (2017), that commercialization of agriculture and 
urbanization have been sitting strong footsteps in many of the states. Some of the 
policies being implemented in the liberal economic regime have been quite against the 
interest of certain sections of farmers, regions and crops and causing income disparities 
within and across sectors.  
 
              Right from the first plan onwards we have been insisting on higher growth in 
agriculture sector however, the achievements across plans do not meet the ambitions 
expressed during the approach papers over successive plans. Some of the partial 
failures are like the institutional reforms undertaken during 1950s and 1960s, that were 
half-hearted and except in a few states, these hardly made any significant dent on 
stability of agricultural growth in the country as a whole. Similarly, introduction of the 
green revolution technology was initially limited to a few selected states and its 
extension even thereafter (during 1970s and 1980s) to some irrigated zones of other 
regions subjected agricultural growth to a few pockets than making it wide-spread. The 
agricultural growth and development experiences across the states in India have, 
therefore, been historically marked with various forms of differentials across regions, 
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crops and classes of farmers (Deshpande et al 2004b). In fact, since 1980s the 
emergence of growth in many states has completely reshuffled their rankings from 
average to high and some cases from low to average. The emergence of West Bengal 
and Maharashtra well performing states is quite intriguing. Their exemplary 
performance as against historically well-endowed and leading states like Punjab and 
Haryana explains unexploited potentials of other states that lagged behind during this 
phase. 
 

Table 2 
Growth Performance of Agriculture & Non-Agricultural Sectors across States of India 
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H
IG

H
 WB **2.7 ***6.1 ***5.2 ***2.1 ***3.9 ***2.9 ***3.9 ***3.4 ***7.7 ***5.7 

MAH **6.5 *3.1 **4.4 ***4.6 ***2.9 ***3.7 ***3.6 ***5.2 ***7.5 ***6.7 

PUN ***4.0 ***5.2 ***2.4 ***1.8 ***4.2 ***2.0 ***3.3 ***6.0 ***6.5 ***5.9 

HAR *2.5 **3.9 **1.7 ***3.5 ***3.3 ***2.5 ***3.3 ***7.5 ***9.2 ***7.8 

M
E

D
IU

M
 

AP 1.6 2.0 **2.5 ***4.5 ***2.2 ***3.7 ***2.9 ***6.8 ***7.9 ***7.6 

RAJ 1.4 3.3 *3.5 **5.3 **2.3 ***3.1 ***2.9 ***4.9 ***7.1 ***6.5 

GUJ 3.3 -1.2 *4.4 ***7.1 ***2.1 ***3.8 ***2.8 ***6.7 ***8.5 ***7.5 

UP+ 1.2 ***2.5 ***2.5 ***1.8 ***2.8 ***2.1 ***2.6 ***5.3 ***5.9 ***5.4 

KAR *2.5 **2.7 ***4.5 **3.9 ***2.2 ***2.0 ***2.4 ***5.8 ***8.1 ***7.1 

TN 1.0 **3.5 **2.9 **3.5 0.6 ***1.8 ***2.2 ***3.9 ***7.6 ***6.0 

MP+ -1.7 *1.6 **2.8 ***5.2 **1.7 ***2.0 ***2.2 ***4.7 ***6.5 ***5.8 

HP 1.4 1.3 *0.5 *1.7 ***1.5 ***2.6 ***2.2 ***5.6 ***8.7 ***7.4 

L
O

W
 

BIH+ 0.8 *2.8 -0.1 **3.2 ***1.8 ***2.7 ***1.7 ***5.4 ***5.6 ***4.8 

ASM **2.0 ***2.1 **1.0 ***2.3 ***2.4 ***1.0 ***1.7 ***4.8 ***4.7 ***4.5 

 IND *1.7 ***2.8 ***3.0 ***2.9 ***2.4 ***2.6 ***2.7 ***5.1 ***7.9 ***6.6 

 
 (Annual Compound Growth Rates in Percentages at 2004-05 Base year Prices) 
Note – 1) Classification based on growth rates in agriculture & allied sectors; 2) High = 
above 3%; Medium= between 2 to 3% and Low= below 2%; 3) ***highly statistically 
significant, ** significant at 1 percent, * significant at 5 percent 4) PUN= Punjab; 
HAR=Haryana; HP= Himachal Pradesh; AP= Andhra Pradesh; KAR=Karnataka; 
TN= Tamil Nadu; MP+= Madhya Pradesh including Chhattisgarh; MAH= 
Maharashtra; GUJ= Gujarat; Raj= Rajasthan; ASM; Assam; WB= West Bengal; UP+= 
Uttar Pradesh including Uttaranchal; BIH+ = Bihar including Jharkhand and IND= 
India Source – Author‟s calculation based on data from State Domestic Product series, 
CSO, Government of India for various years. 
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Table 3 
  Contribution of agricultural sector to employment and income in major states 

 
 

S
ta

te
s % Share in Total Workforce@ 

% Share in 
NSDP@@ 

Net change in share 
of workforce, NSDP 

and their Ratio 

 1971 1991 2011 
1972-
73* 

1992-
93* 

2011-
12* 

(3-5) (6-8) 8/9 

1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

H
IG

H
  WB 58.5 54.3 44.0 34.2 34.6 19.2 14.5 15.0 1.0 

 MAH 64.8 62.2 52.7 21.6 16.0 8.7 12.1 12.9 1.1 

 PUN 62.7 56.4 35.6 50.9 43.9 25.1 27.1 25.8 1.0 

 HAR 65.3 60.7 45.0 56.9 40.1 17.5 20.3 39.4 1.9 

M
E

D
IU

M
 

 AP 70.1 69.4 59.5 58.7 36.6 21.3 10.6 37.4 3.5 

 RAJ 74.2 73.7 62.1 46.8 37.4 22.4 12.1 24.4 2.0 

 GUJ 65.6 60.8 49.6 47.8 27.7 13.3 16.0 34.5 2.2 

 UP+ 77.8 73.8 58.8 48.2 37.0 22.2 19.0 26.0 1.4 

 KAR 66.7 65.4 49.3 50.5 34.3 17.1 17.4 33.4 1.9 

 TN 61.8 61.2 42.1 30.3 20.8 8.6 19.7 21.7 1.1 

 MP+ 79.5 77.4 71.2 54.4 38.8 23.5 8.3 30.9 3.7 

 HP 74.8 72.8 62.9 61.1 43.1 18.3 12.0 42.8 3.6 

L
O

W
 

 BIH+ 82.2 81.9 70.7 47.4 31.1 19.7 11.5 27.7 2.4 

 ASM 66.4 54.5 49.4 46.7 37.0 23.6 17.1 23.2 1.4 

  IND 66.9 67.1 54.6 43.5 31.5 15.1 12.3 28.4 2.3 

 
 Estimates based on main and marginal workers (mainly cultivators and 
agricultural labours); @@ share of agriculture & Allied sectors;* Figures based on 
Triennium Average of Ending Year (TE); 2) abbreviations for states as table 3.2a 
Source – Author‟s calculation based on data from Census and State Domestic Product 
series, CSO, GoI India  for various years. 
 
 The usual explanations about regional disparities across states arise mainly due 
to the natural resource endowments that differ across the Agro climatic regions. 
During the ninth plan and in the subsequent years, Planning Commission undertook a 
huge exercise of Agro climatic regional planning in order to map the region level 
constraints and provide for development alternatives especially tailored for the regions. 
This experiment however, did not find the place on the implementation desk of the 
Agriculture Ministry. The central hypothesis of this exercise was to locate the lack 
unique at regional level that act as constraints for the development of the regions. In 
the process, the mega exercise of the Planning Commission also reached to a 
conclusion that in addition to the regional diversity is due to Agro climatic factors the 
basic culture of agriculture and the hormonal rooting of the development initiatives act 
as basic constraints. Many regions with good Agro climatic characters and soil 
conditions could not achieve even the average threshold of agricultural development 
over years, whereas, certain other regions could overtake the constraints easily and 
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posted enviable progress and growth rates. The tables above indicate such a diagonally 
opposite performance across the states, and at the same time to not allow us to reach 
any conclusion about convergence or divergence in the growth performance of 
agriculture sector across states. In overall analysis however, we find that the growth in 
agriculture sector across states supports divergence more than convergence. 
 
Explaining the Regional Growth Divergence 

The assessment of agricultural development based on the performance in 
growth alone could be misleading as the concept of development is multi-dimensional. 
Our classification of states above, therefore, needs inclusion of other aspects. Many 
authors have selected states in such a way that the framework accounted the 
contribution of natural resource endowments and state development initiatives in 
overall performance and status of the agricultural sector. We present a simple 2 x 2 
classification in order to differentiate between the groups of the states. In fact this 
classification brings out clearly the states which had initially faced unfavourable natural 
resource endowment and could still record significant growth in the agriculture sector. 
Diagonally opposite are the states /Regions which have extremely good developmental 
efforts but failed to record significant growth. 

 
Table 4 

Cross Classification of the States and Regions 

Particular 
Naturally Well Endowed 

States / Regions 
Naturally Stressed States / 

Regions 

States with Good 
Development 
Initiatives 

Punjab, Tamil Nadu, Kerala,  
Haryana, Himachal Pradesh 
Andhra Pradesh, Uttar 
Pradesh, Uttarakhand, 
Meghalaya, Goa 

Karnataka, Maharashtra, Gujarat, 
Rajasthan, Parts of Maharashtra 
and Andhra Pradesh 

States with Weak 
Development 
Initiatives 

Orissa, Bihar, Assam, Western 
West Bengal, Madhya Pradesh 
Jharkhand, Tripura 

Marathwada, Rajasthan Southern,  
Telangana, Norhern Karnataka, 
Northern Tamil Nadu, Rayal 
Seema (AP) 

        Source: Author‟s own creation based on many studies. 
 
 This cross classification has two distinct advantages. First, it attempts to seek 
agricultural development policy leads and second, it incorporates several feedbacks 
from researchers working on the agricultural economy in the participating states. 
Within a broad classification, the first group includes naturally well-endowed states 
benefiting from state development programmes. These states depict diversified 
commercial cropping pattern having better irrigation facilities, access to modern 
technology and higher cropping intensity. It included leading states like Punjab, 
Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu etc.,. The second group 
represented the states with well-endowed natural resource, but lacked well-crafted State 
development efforts in materializing benefits. It incorporated Bihar, Assam, West 
Bengal, and Madhya Pradesh. The other two groups include those states having 
significant natural resource constrictions, but still some are performing better and 
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others could not. In the third group, we find states like Gujarat, Andhra Pradesh, 
Karnataka, and parts of Madhya Pradesh, along with parts of Andhra Pradesh (Coastal 
Andhra), Maharashtra (Western Maharashtra), and Rajasthan (Northern Rajasthan), 
which were (are) in position to record respectable growth rates. The last group 
included parts of Rajasthan (Southern), Karnataka (Northern), Maharashtra (Central), 
Andhra Pradesh (Rayalseema) and Bihar (South). These states are poorly endowed with 
natural resources and also lack significant state-led development efforts.   
 

The leading states are those which took advantage of a market economy as 
well technologies available to them for maintaining higher rates of growth. Market 
forces have taken strong root in these states and are in the mode of consolidation. In 
this group Punjab and Haryana have always been on the forefront of development well 
before India‟s independence. Farmers in these states show higher preferences towards 
cash crops. Himachal Pradesh, on the other hand being under the same agro-climatic 
conditions has swiftly diversified its cropping pattern from traditional millets-cereals to 
high value horticultural crops. The state has maintained its position despite the 
competition from other countries. The authors argued that in the liberalization era, 
these three states stand to gain from commercial agriculture and trade in food grains, 
oilseeds and horticultural produce.  

 
A few states showed signs of progress in terms of higher agricultural growth 

after the green revolution period by successfully negotiating with the major agro-
climatic constraints. These included Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Gujarat 
and Rajasthan. Among these five states, Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Tamil Nadu, 
are traditionally food grain growing states consolidating their position in the 
international trade through crop diversification towards high value commercial crops. 
Similarly, Gujarat and Rajasthan have been also quite successful in getting the best out 
of traditional rained crops. It is important to note that these states also have a larger 
portion of the area under the desert and required altogether different strategy to deal 
with the constraints they faced. Their focus on enhancing the capabilities of rained 
crops along with promotion of agricultural allied activities (such as livestock 
development) has yielded the best results so far.  

 
Table 5 

Assessment of the performance and status of the agricultural sector 
 

Groups Names of States 

Under the fold of market consolidating forces Punjab, Haryana and Himachal Pradesh 

Towards crop diversification and trade 
promotion 

Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka and Tamil 
Nadu 

Making best of rainfed  agriculture Gujarat and Rajasthan 

Infrastructural bottlenecks on growth frontier Maharashtra and Madhya Pradesh 

Traditional agriculture Assam and West Bengal 

Low Productivity Trap Bihar and Uttar Pradesh 

    Source: Deshpande and Prachitha (2006) 
The food crops largely dominate cropping pattern in Maharashtra and Madhya 

Pradesh. Even though there has been a visible growth in the horticulture sector, both 
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the states lack required infrastructure and public investment in key sectors to support 
the growth. It would, therefore, be necessary to set agriculture on a sustainable path of 
growth through better infrastructure and focusing on comparative advantages. The 
fifth group includes Assam and West Bengal. The food crops assume a significant 
importance in their cropping pattern. These states have remained out of the 
mainstream for a long time and need substantive initiatives to bring them into market 
fold. The states are well positioned in natural resources and it will be essential to inject 
a proper incentive structure to provoke diversification towards high value crops and 
increase the productivity using new technology. The last group includes Bihar and 
Uttar Pradesh having a substantial portion of their total area under foodgrains. 
However, these states suffer from low productivity and cultivation of low value crops. 
These states have good potential for development and thus need yield enhancing 
measures.  

 
With the strong currents of commercialisation, the primacy of relative prices 

and terms of trade in the relative growth calculus assumes importance. The proportion 
of area and value of output of commercial crops indicates the extent of 
commercialisation of agriculture happened in India. Given the broad nature of 
commercial crops, we have classified the area under commercial crops further into two 
groups- core commercial crops and commercial food grain crops.  The first group is 
highly commercial in nature and includes the area under oilseeds, sugarcane, fibre 
crops, condiments and spices, fruits and vegetables and plantation crops. These crops 
are produced for the market and only a negligible proportion of total production is 
used for home consumption. The latter group includes commercial foodgrains such as 
rice, wheat and maize. A significant proportion of these crops are now marketed.  
Along with this, we also represent figures of growth rates of agricultural NSDP (Net 
State Domestic Product) and the share of horticultural crops in the gross value of 
output of the crop sector to understand the dynamics between commercialisation and 
agricultural growth across the states. In horticulture, we mainly include fruits and 
vegetables, condiments and spices and plantation crops. The importance of these crops 
in particular has increased in the recent decades due the changing pattern of 
consumption among Indian households and prospects these crops hold for higher 
farm income per unit of area for the farmers. 

 
The nature and extent of commercialisation of agriculture differ across states 

in India and this to some extent explains the growth differentials. Some states have 
specialized in food cash crops, whereas the others in the core commercial crops. 
Within the latter group, some states have managed to increase their proportion of the 
income from horticulture quite rapidly over the last four decades. Among the 14 major 
states, Punjab, West Bengal, Assam, Haryana, Uttar Pradesh (including Uttaranchal) 
and Bihar (including Jharkhand) grew predominantly commercial food grain crops. 
These naturally well-endowed states allocated nearly 65 to 88 percent of the total area 
to commercial food grains in 2008-11. Notably, in the total commercial crops, Punjab, 
Haryana and Uttar Pradesh increased their share of commercial food grains by almost 
24.5 to 28 percent over the last four decades. Other states such as Tamil Nadu and 
Himachal Pradesh also allocated a significant proportion of the area to the commercial 
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food grain crops (46 to 49 per cent), but only former state showed a tendency towards 
increased specialization. Madhya Pradesh (including Chhattisgarh), Andhra Pradesh, 
Gujarat, Maharashtra, Karnataka and Rajasthan, not so well-endowed with natural 
resources, has nearly 50-80 per cent area under commercial crops. These states in fact 
have focused on promotion and expansion of core commercial crops like oilseeds, 
cotton, sugarcane and horticultural crops. Gujarat and Maharashtra in particular stand 
outstandingly in their efforts. The commercial food grains in these states form only 17-
40 per cent of the total area. Apart from this, from table 3.4, it can also be noted that 
West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh and Madhya Pradesh show relatively higher growth and 
percentage share of area under core commercial crops. Some states with a significant 
share of core commercial crops have, however, struggled to increase their share. These 
states included Assam, Tamil Nadu and Karnataka and have recorded only a marginal 
increase in the area (2 to 8 per cent).  

 
Horticulture is one of the forbearers of the commercial agriculture. The 

emergence of the sector in the country has been one of the key developments for many 
farmers constrained with limited land and less opportunities to enhance their income.  
The sector, in particular has seen a tremendous growth since early 1990s. Some of the 
naturally well-endowed states where it contributed significantly in the gross value of 
crop output are Himachal Pradesh (63.1 per cent), West Bengal (45.7 per cent) Assam 
(44.5 per cent), Tamil Nadu (43.5 per cent) and Bihar (41.3 per cent). It also accounted 
for nearly 25-34 per cent of the gross value of output from agriculture in the states 
with natural constraints. These included Andhra Pradesh, Karnataka, Gujarat and 
Maharashtra. A substantial growth of the sector in Himachal Pradesh is a notable 
phenomenon. More than half of the crop sector income in the state comes from 
horticultural sector. This has brought the state into the fold of a highly commercial 
economy. Apart from this, West Bengal, Tamil Nadu, Bihar, Assam, Karnataka, 
Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat and Madhya Pradesh have also witnessed remarkable growth 
in the sector. The spread of growth, particularly towards naturally disadvantaged 
regions is good signs of progress.  But at the same time, how far the growth in this 
sector translates into the growth of the mainstream agriculture remains to be an 
important question to be addressed for a few reasons.  

 
First, the growth in the horticulture sector does not necessarily lead to higher 

growth of agricultural income since a significant proportion of farmers is left out from 
the coverage. It covered only 8 per cent of total cultivated area in 2008-11. Despite the 
sector contributing almost 28 per cent in gross value of output from agriculture, such a 
small proportion of area covered by the sector does not make any dent. Secondly, the 
negative and weak correlation (-0.40) between growth rates of agricultural income and 
net change in the share of horticultural crops generates doubts on the nature of growth 
in horticulture sector in India and policy approaches dealing with growth limiting 
factors. Notably, the positive, although weak correlation between growth rates of 
agriculture and net change in the area under commercial crops (0.46), core commercial 
crops (0.24) and commercial food grain crops (0.17) indicates the important role played 
by incremental area under core commercial crops, besides technological progress and 
market development in supporting the overall growth of the sector. The technological 
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interventions (in terms release of crop varieties) for higher yield are skewed towards a 
few horticultural crops (IASRI 2014).  

 
Table 6 

 Commercialisation of agriculture and agricultural growth across the States 
 

G
ro

u
p

 

States 

% Share of Area* 
under Commercial 

Crops@ 

% Share of 
Area*under 

Commercial Crops 

% Share of 
Area*Com. 
Foodgrains 

% Share of 
Horticulture^ in 

GVO 

ACGR 
Agri. 

NSDP** 

1970-
73 

2008-
11 

Net 
∆ 

(4-3) 

1970-
73 

2008-
11 

Net 
∆ 

(7-
6) 

Net 
(3-6) 

Net 
(4-7) 

1970-
73 

2008-
11 

Net 
∆ 

(12-
11) 

1970-71to 
2011-12 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

I 

PUN 79.8 97.7 17.9 16.9 10.3 -6.6 62.9 87.4 6.2 9.1 2.9 3.3 

HAR 51.6 85.8 34.2 11.7 18.2 6.5 39.9 67.6 5.8 10.0 4.2 3.3 

HP 56.0 60.0 4.0 6.9 14.2 7.3 49.1 45.8 10.8 63.1 52.3 2.2 

II 

AP 54.4 76.7 22.3 25.1 39.8 14.7 29.3 36.9 14.8 33.3 18.5 2.9 

KAR 50.1 52.2 2.1 24.6 30.1 5.5 25.5 22.1 11.3 33.3 22.0 2.4 

TN 67.5 78.3 10.8 27.8 29.6 1.8 39.7 48.7 14.5 43.5 29.0 2.2 

III 
MP+ 56.4 71.0 14.6 14.0 31.6 17.6 42.4 39.4 5.8 19.8 14.0 2.2 

MAH 45.9 58.6 12.7 26.5 41.3 14.8 19.4 17.3 18.0 24.0 6.0 3.6 

IV 
GUJ 61.8 80.5 18.7 39.1 54.6 15.5 22.7 25.9 7.1 24.8 17.7 2.8 

RAJ 33.6 51.8 18.2 10.3 25.0 14.7 23.3 26.8 7.5 9.7 2.2 2.9 

V 
ASM 95.2 96.5 1.3 13.2 21.3 8.1 82.0 75.2 19.6 44.5 24.9 1.7 

WB 89.7 96.9 7.2 6.3 24.5 18.2 83.4 72.4 12.8 45.7 32.9 3.9 

VI 
UP+ 61.5 82.3 20.8 24.3 17.1 -7.2 37.2 65.2 9.4 17.1 7.7 2.6 

BIH+ 71.5 78.7 7.2 7.9 11.1 3.2 63.6 67.6 15.4 41.3 25.9 1.7 

 IND 60.0 73.4 13.4 18.7 29.4 10.7 41.3 44.0 12.6 27.8 15.2 2.7 

 
 Broad definition of commercial crop group which includes rice, wheat & 
maize and other non-food grain crops like total oilseeds, sugarcane, cotton, fruits, 
vegetables and condiments and spices; 2) @@ includes total oilseeds, sugarcane, 
cotton & other fibres, fruits & vegetables, condiments and spices; 2) ^Horticulture 
includes condiments, spices, fruits, and vegetables; 4) GVO = Gross Value of Output; 
5) #Percentage crop share to GCA; **(at 2004-05 constant prices); 5) abbreviations for 
states as table 3.2a Sources-  1) Various issues of Indian Agricultural Statistics and 
Crop-wise Area, Production and Yield Statistics available at website of Directorate of 
Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India. 
 

The agricultural growth in post green revolution period is largely influenced by 
the growth in the crop yield, market and market infrastructural development (Sawant 
1983; Sawant and Achutan, 1995, Deshpande et al 2004a). These developments are not 
yet sufficient for achieving the potential of the horticulture sector. The development of 
horticulture sector will require altogether different strategies and approaches for 
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creating efficient markets and meeting infrastructural needs.  State-wise and Crop-wise 
Estimates of Value of Output from Agriculture, various issues, CSO, Ministry of 
Statistics and Programme Implementations, New Delhi 2) State Domestic Products 
series brought out by Central Statistical Organisation, New Delhi. 

 
Table 7 

Commercialisation and the extent of resource augmentation across states: major inputs 
& market supports 

 

 
Note- Abbreviations for State names as used earlier; CUU@ is ratio of Total capacity 
utilised by units (2009/2000) /Number cold storages (2009/2000); ^ Estimates for year 
2001-02; abbreviations for states as table 3.2a 
Source – Author‟s calculations based on data from various issues of - 1) “Indian 
Agricultural Statistics” and “Land Use Statistics”, DES, Dept. Of Agriculture & 

 

% Gross 
Cropped 

Area 
Irrigated 

Fertiliser 
Consumption 

(Kg/Ha) 

Percentage 
Holding 
availing 

Institutional 
Credit to 

Agriculture 

Short term agri. 
credit Rs/Per 

holding 
(at 2004-05 

prices) 

Tractors 
(Nos/0000Hc) 

Pump sets 
(Nos/000Ha) 

Area 
(GCA) 
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Per 

Regulated 
Market 
(000 ha) 
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7
0
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19
9
0
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2
0
0
8
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2
0
0
6
-0
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N
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8
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2
0
0
6
-0
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2
0
0
6
-0
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/

 1
9
8
1-

8
2
 

19
7
2
 

19
9
2
 

2
0
0
3
 

19
8
2
 

19
9
2
 

2
0
0
3
 

19
7
1 

19
9
1 

2
0
19

 

PUN 76.0 94.4 97.9 51 163 241 63.7 55.8 -7.9 5606 36273 6.5 75 508 704 158 170 170 20 11 16 

HAR 46.0 81.1 85.9 18 110 149 86.9 52.4 
-

34.5 
13441 25814 1.9 37 444 549 71 143 155 39 23 23 

HP 17.5 17.9 20.2 7 32 57 25.5 10.7 
-

14.8 
328 11859 36.1 3 45 130 3 4 20 - 19 20 

AP 30.3 41.5 48.1 22 117 257 47.5 78.2 30.7 5565 5656 1.0 5 52 85 62 101 148 45 23 15 

KAR 13.3 22.5 32.2 16 70 168 15.4 31.7 16.3 24223 7924 0.3 5 37 60 30 58 79 55 30 25 

TN 45.4 46.1 58.2 44 121 218 9.6 12.4 2.8 11883 13235 1.1 7 52 102 211 212 210 70 24 20 

MP 8.0 15.6 32.0 4 25 57 18.0 19.0 1.0 10726 13037 1.2 7 90 184 28 54 88 103 51 53 

MAH 8.7 15.6 19.6 17 70 159 30.8 31.2^ 0.4 9608 16095^ 1.7 8 70 150 59 67 92 34 30 28 

GUJ 15.1 28.3 45.3 6 34 93 9.7 25.9 16.2 218 18875 86.5 2 24 130 22 47 107 78 45 30 

RAJ 15.3 26.7 33.4 11 55 141 15.0 23.7 8.8 2372 7196 3.0 3 50 60 33 66 62 55 28 25 

ASM 19.8 14.9 5.6 3 8 66 1.9 2.8 0.9 8721 357 0.0 2 3 5 1 2 0 - 119 18 

WB 21.5 29.0 57.9 14 86 168 10.8 18.8 8.0 3682 3723 1.0 1 12 34 37 54 119 105 26 14 

UP 36.1 60.4 75.2 10 57 136 7.8 14.0 6.2 13360 7524 0.6 5 19 130 47 89 117 77 13 - 

BIH 25.6 41.3 53.0 21 121 172 46.6 - - 767 - - 12 201 397 64 132 191 59 40 40 

IND 23.5 35.3 45.2 15 68 142 23.1 25.0 1.9 6778 9417 1.4 10 86 167 49 79 111 60 30 27 
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Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture, Government of India. Information since 1984-85 
also available http://eands.dacnet.nic.in/LUS_2000_2005.htm ); 2) “All India Report 
on Input Survey”, New Delhi: Agricultural Census Division, Dept. Of Agriculture and 
Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture. Govt. Of India; 3) Agricultural   Statistics at 
Glance 2012, Dept. Of Agriculture and Cooperation, Ministry of Agriculture. Govt. Of 
India; 4) Ball and Singh (2010); @ DM&I and Compendium of Selected Economic 
Indicators, CSO 2011 
 

The process of resource augmentation holds an important key in the 
commercialisation of agriculture and its overall success. It plays a major role in 
supporting agricultural growth and sustainable development of the sector. The 
availability and qualitative differences in land and water influence the cropping systems 
and allied activities. Besides, their utilization depends upon the investment. The 
distribution of human resources and technology substitute, augment or play a 
complementary role in the enhancement of productivity of these resources. Institutions 
facilitate the optimal behaviour of farmers with respect to resource endowment, 
market incentives and crop decisions of the farmers. Many scholars have repeatedly 
reiterated the requirement of high level of spatially determined investment plans to 
enhance land and water productivity and to reduce growth imbalance observed 
between regions (Narayanamurthy and Deshpande 2005). To highlight efforts of the 
states towards resource augmentation, we have shown their performance using a few 
indicators in tables 6 and 7.  

 
Punjab, Haryana and Uttar Pradesh are historically better off states in natural 

endowments. These states have also performed remarkably well in their argumentation. 
By 2008-11, Punjab and Haryana in particular covered almost all their gross cropped 
area under irrigation and Uttar Pradesh, three fourth of its total area (table 6). In terms 
of growth, Haryana and Uttar Pradesh expanded irrigation facility by almost 40 
percentage points and Punjab by 22 percentage points during 1970-73 to 2008-11. This 
has emerged on the background of the favourable geographical location and the 
sustained state support to their agricultural sector. Even though these states have well 
positioned themselves, other states also managed to harness their potential by 
registering a reasonable growth between 27 to 37 percentage points. It included West 
Bengal, Gujarat and Bihar, covering nearly 45 to 58 percent area under irrigation more 
recently. Tamil Nadu and Andhra Pradesh also appear into the same group as far as the 
extent of area under irrigation is concerned. These states even though were 
comparatively better off during early 1970s and covered 45 and 30 percent of cropped 
area under irrigation respectively, fared relatively poor in terms of growth. The former 
could bring an increment of almost 18 percentage points in irrigation, whereas the 
latter brought only 13 percentage points over the four decades.  Except, Madhya 
Pradesh, Rajasthan and Karnataka, the performance of other states was far below the 
mark among states having low level of irrigation. These three states have managed to 
bring around one third of the gross cropped area under irrigation with respectable 
growth of 24, 19 and 18 percentage points respectively. Maharashtra, Himachal 
Pradesh and Assam remained at the bottom, covering less than one fifth of the total 
cropped area. Himachal Pradesh and Assam are predominantly hilly regions and have a 
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less cropped area available for them. The expansion of irrigation, therefore, poses a 
serious challenge in these states. Himachal Pradesh even though could manage to 
increase the area under irrigation marginally from 18 to 20 percent; Assam suffered a 
loss of nearly 14 percentage points over the four decades. The latter has only 7 percent 
of total cropped area under irrigation. Maharashtra on the other faced serious 
constraints in its efforts. The states could add only 11 percentage points in the area 
under irrigation over the four decades.  

 
The cropping mix along with irrigation facility has a significant bearing upon 

the extent of fertilizer consumption per unit area. It tends to be high, particularly for 
commercial crops like paddy, wheat, maize, sugarcane, cotton and some of the oilseed 
and horticultural crops. The intensive use of fertilizer consumption per hectare in 
predominantly paddy growing states like Andhra Pradesh, Punjab, and Tamil Nadu 
demonstrates this. It is, however, important to note that the consumption of fertilisers 
in these states was high even in the early 1970s and it increased with extensive and 
intensive cultivation of paddy and other commercial crops. The extent of increase in 
the fertilizer consumption ranged from 5 to 12 times over the last four decades. The 
per hectare fertilizer consumption in Bihar, West Bengal, Karnataka, Maharashtra, 
Haryana, Rajasthan and Uttar Pradesh as compared to above three states were 
moderately low, but it showed a significant growth in its use to the extent of 8.2 to 13.6 
times. These states also accounted for a sizable increase in the area under paddy, wheat, 
oilseeds, sugarcane and cotton. Gujarat, Assam, Madhya Pradesh and Himachal 
Pradesh are among the states with low level of fertilizer consumption, but these stand 
out prominently in terms of increase in this input (8 to 22 times). In Gujarat, with the 
expansion in irrigation along with the spread of area under wheat, cotton and oilseeds, 
the consumption of fertilisers in the states increased from 6 to 93 Kg per ha. Assam 
and Madhya Pradesh typically represent traditional agriculture, characterized by 
underdeveloped factor market and inadequate infrastructural facilities. Even though 
with the help of state support these states have managed to increase the consumption 
of fertilisers at a reasonable rate, it still appears to be quite low as far as the proportion 
of area under commercial crops is concerned. 

 
Table 8 

Source wise- Irrigation in India(Percent Share of Net Irrigated Area) 
 

Sources 
1950-

51 
1960-

61 
1970-

71 
1980-

81 
1990-

91 
2000-

01 
2010-

11 
2013-

14 

Canal 39.7 42.1 41.2 39.4 36.5 29.0 25.3 23.9 

Tanks 17.2 18.6 13.2 8.2 6.0 4.5 3.3 2.7 

Wells & Tube Wells 28.7 29.6 38.3 45.6 51.4 61.3 58.9 62.3 

Other Sources 14.4 9.7 7.4 6.7 6.0 5.3 12.5 11.1 

  Source: Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Agriculture, Website 
Certainly during this phase the resource intensity has also increased and consumption 
of fertilizers‟ gone up from about 15 kg per hectare to above 138 kg per hectare (see 
annexure Table 1). Similar growth is seen in the distribution of certified quality seeds. 
In the triennium ending 1982-83 the distribution of certified quality seeds was 44 lakh 
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quintals. It has now come up to 295 lakh quintals in the triennium ending 2015-16(see 
annexure Table 1). But these increments in the resource use did not get translated in 
increment in productivity proportionately. In fact real net income of the farmer has 
almost stagnated over years (Deshpande and Prabhu, 2005, Narayanamoorthy, 2013). 
The expressions of distress are loud and clear, getting acute over time. It needs to be 
seen why the increment in the productivity is miniscule as against the growth in 
resource use, unfortunately from the broad data trends this seems to have not taken 
place and that has also not been translated in the net income generated for the farmers. 
 

Another important structural change that has occurred in agriculture is 
marginalization of the farmers. The process of marginalization can be understood from 
two different angles. First, as usually understood by agricultural economists that the 
demographic pressure and non-viability of the land resulting into fragmentation of 
holdings. As a result, we have strong proliferation of small and marginal holdings 
across the country. Substantial increase in the marginal holdings makes it difficult for 
the cultivators to adopt new technology or new inputs. That brings down the 
productivity at aggregate level due to high density of marginal and small farmers. 
Despite their best efforts they cannot bring the productivity to the levels promised by 
the technology due to the cash intensive technology. On an aggregate, more than 80% 
of the farmers have holding less than one hectare and about 11% have holdings 
between one and 2 ha. This would mean a large number of farmers cannot even think 
of reaching the doorstep of the expensive technologies let alone adopting these to the 
fullest extent. The small farm based cultivation further marginalizes the farmers in 
economic terms by providing them only frugal income and increasing their dependence 
on the state agencies as also the private money lenders and land sharks. This process of 
marginalization has increased very sharply between 1992 and 2003. Between these two 
years we could see the increment in the share of marginal holdings is about 8% which 
is unprecedented high as compared to the earlier increments in the share of marginal 
holdings. 

 

 

                      Source: Deshpande and Shaha (2017) 
 
 

Agriculture Moving towards Commercialisation 
There is no doubt that Indian agriculture is undergoing transition from 

subsistence agriculture to a market friendly agricultural sector. The role of market 
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started increasing in the agricultural sector way back in 1950s and strengthened during 
1960s. The Agricultural Produce Market Committee Act was passed in late 60s and the 
role of market increased in the sector. The pace of commercialization also increased 
after we achieved the arithmetic food self-sufficiency by 1970 and farmers started 
moving towards commercial crops away from food crops. Commercialization has been 
slowly stalking agricultural sector since then. With the increased cash requirement in 
the cost of cultivation as also the income requirement for incremental lifestyle based 
on the urban consumption patterns, it was natural that farmers would move to 
commercial crops. Punjab farmers being the first rank rice traders came from this 
change in the market structure and commercialization.  

 
The process of liberalization ushered in during 1990s played a critical role in 

increasing the velocity of this process. The agricultural sector became trade friendly as 
export of agricultural commodities increased significantly. We have taken six indicators 
to understand the pace of commercialization and these include i. Share of core 
commercial crops in the total crop output; ii. Share of horticultural crops output in the 
gross value of output; iii. Share of food grains in the gross value of output; iv. Area 
share of core commercial crops in gross cropped area; v. Area share of horticultural 
crops; vi. Area share of total food grains in the gross cropped area. All these indicators 
depict six different faces of commercialization and increase in the process or time. It is 
clear from the figure 3 that commercialization has increased at a slower pace till TE 
1992 to 1993, but the pace increased sharply after that. This however, should not be 
construed as higher income increments in the agricultural sector. In fact the process of 
commercialization possibly has injected some new sort of inequality in the agricultural 
sector. The possibility to graduate to commercial agriculture was largely available to the 
resource rich farmers who had good access to state initiated schemes and water 
resources. Therefore, those farmers who did not have access to these facilities 
remained in the lower income bracket and the lucky ones graduated to higher income 
bracket. This new source of inequality was injected in the agriculture sector during the 
process of liberalization. 

 

 
                       Source: Author‟s own Computations 

 
In the process of liberalization and opening up the economy for international 

trade as also our active participation in WTO, are quite welcome steps. Given the pace 
of commercialization in Indian agriculture there are good hopes that agriculture can 
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positively enter into international trade arena. However, can international trade become 
an engine of growth and instrument to enhance farmers‟ income to the expected level 
is a question that remains unanswered. Given the structural composition of agriculture 
sector, we have a strong proliferation of marginal and small farmers. The marketable as 
also exportable surplus does not generate largely from this group. More than that as 
density of holdings the marginal and small farmers are predominant. The income of 
this group is the real crux of the story to increment income in agricultural sector. 
Therefore, we cannot expect income of the marginal and small farmers to have a 
quantum jump with the help of international trade. Commercialization of agriculture 
sector should however be participated by this group very aggressively. That will surely 
change the prospects and if the group farming approach as advocated by Beena 
Agarwal (2008, 2011) is followed, possibly the small and marginal farmers will have 
chance to achieve better income levels. 

 
II. CONCLUSIONS 

 
Indian agriculture has undergone many changes during the last century. 

Initially, it was the hangover of colonial policies that were predominantly drawn from 
the British model of development and superimposed in India, when Gandhi and village 
inclusivity was the dominant development philosophy. We did not significantly change 
the organization of our administration and followed the British systems. Keeping away 
the capitalistic or Socialistic development alternatives, India took the path of a mixed 
economy with the Planning Commission at the helm, taking control as a policy think 
tank. Initial two decades after 1947, were invested in correcting the aberrations caused 
due to the mismanagement of food sector in the pre-independence years. The food 
availability was far below even the medically determined minimum needs. Distribution 
of food was a problem and shortages of commodities dominated the markets.  

 
We confronted seven major limitations in the agricultural sector among many 

other. First, the food production was quite insufficient with the given population 
pressure. Productivity of most of the crops was dismally low and the crop pattern was 
subsistence oriented dominated with low value low density crops. Second, irrigation 
and water resources were not well developed and except in a few pockets, India was 
largely monsoon dependent. Third, the land distribution was extremely skewed and 
land relations were refractory in nature (Thorner and Thorner, 1958). Fourth, the 
institutional support to agriculture was awfully dismal and the research and teaching 
institutions were in embryonic stage. That had an impact on the level of literacy and a 
hurdle for getting into the new vocations. Fifth, the technology was primitive in nature 
and provided very low yields per hectare. There were no avenues to develop the 
technology too. Sixth, market imperfections infested the agriculture produce markets 
as also factor markets. Farmers remained at the receiving end in both markets and 
harshly exploited by the market operators. Last, there was no clear blue print available 
with the Government in the form a long run Agricultural Development Policy nor 
were there any attempts to get one of those sorts.  

 
Inter-regional differentials in growth performance have been a historical reality 

in India. It is quite surprising that the high growth regions observed by George Blyan 
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(1966) during 1891-1947 have been still in the same bracket but that is not a matter of 
concern. The real matter of concern is that the slow growth regions during that phase 
also continued in the same bracket. Despite concerted efforts of six decades after 
independence, we can claim only a marginal success in bringing these regions into the 
mainstream growth. Policy analysts are pointing out at the failure in increasing 
investment in the agricultural sector and also provoking new technological inputs in 
these regions. The question however is why these regions, crops and enterprises do not 
attract the required amount of investment despite of strong trends of 
commercialisation and growth in horticultural sector. It is true that the investment is 
attracted only if the promised value addition and returns are sufficiently promising and 
supported by a good demand for the products of the sector. Adverse Terms of Trade 
against agriculture suppress the incentive and thereby the adoption of technology or 
fails to attract any investment.  

 
This change in the structure of agriculture was quite significant and gets 

reflected in many other indicators too. Clearly this was the decade that brought down 
the primacy of agriculture in the Indian economy. Indian economy and so also the 
agriculture entered into international trade arena without proper ground preparations. 
The travelogue of Indian agriculture clearly depicts a staggered approach lack of any 
long term focus. Every phase began to deal with some of the current issues but ended 
with a few new problems. As a result we were stranded on cross-roads for decades 
with a little positive movement. The reasons for having the jagged roads are twofold 
namely the challenging ground conditions that are really arduous and getting worst 
over time. The second, failure of policy to read these conditions and their inter-play 
have been enhancing the difficulties. No clear developmental model emerged out of 
our efforts in the agriculture sector and rather policy got defined as a problem solving 
instrument. The firefighting approach ending up in dishing out new schemes did not 
have any long term development thinking behind it. 

 
Agrarian distress prevailing in India since late 1990s and continues over the 

last two decades raises quite a few questions. Are the farmers are really unhappy and 
have we been doing sufficient enough for the farm sector and the incomes of the 
farmers? A full review of the picture does not give very satisfactory answers. Even the 
question has the growth taking place in the economy percolated down to the 
agriculture sector opens up a dreadful reality. It comes out clearly that we have not 
crossed the 3.2% barrier for long in the agricultural sector. Besides, the structure of 
agriculture in the country has been changing fast. The culture of agriculture itself is 
coming under shadow and changing fast towards mutated new commercial culture 
unsuitable with the given institutional setup. The changes in the agriculture sector have 
taken sharp turns during the last two decades with the process of liberalization. 
According to the Population Census 1991 and 2011, 50 lakh cultivators have 
disappeared and the agricultural labourers increased. Villages are changing rapidly as 
hinterlands of the urban economy. 

 
Annexure Table 1 

Major Indicators of Performance of Indian Agricultural Sector 
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Unit 
TE 
195
2-53 

TE 
196
0-63 

TE 
197
2-73 

TE 
198
2-83 

TE 
199
2-93 

TE 
200
2-03 

TE 
2012-

13 

2015-16 
(AE) 

1 
Share of Agricultural Sector in 
GDP 

% 51.6 46.1 40.2 35.1 29.0 21.6 15.0 11.8 

2 
Share of Agricultural Workers in 
Total Workers~ 

% 72.1 71.8 72.1 68.5 66.9 56.9 54.6 - 

3 Foodgrain Production 
Million 
Tonnes 

54.0 81.6 
103.

5 
130.

8 
174.

8 
194.

8 
253.6 252.22 

4 Foodgrain Yield Kg/ha 
541.

1 
698.

4 
847.

8 
103
0.2 

140
6.3 

163
1.7 

2045.7 2056.0 

5 Cropping Intensity % 
111.

4 
115.

0 
118.

0 
123.

4 
129.

6 
132.

2 
139.1 $142.0 

6 Irrigation Intensity % 
109.

6 
114.

2 
122.

4 
127.

6 
132.

0 
137.

1 
139.8 $140.6 

7 Gross Irrigated Area to GCA % 17.1 18.4 23.5 29.3 35.3 41.6 46.5 $ 47.7 

8 Net Irrigated Area to NSA % 17.4 18.6 22.6 28.3 34.7 40.1 46.3 $48.1 

9 
Area Share of Foodgrain  to 
GCA 

% 76.3 75.4 74.8 73.3 67.9 66.2 63.1 $62.3 

1
0 

Area Share of  Horticultural 
Crops* to GCA 

% 3.3 3.5 4.3 5.1 6.3 7.9 8.1 $8.7 

1
1 

Area share of Core Commercial 
crops** to GCA 

% 15.4 16.5 16.7 16.9 21.4 21.4 24.0 $25.6 

1
2 

Share of foodgrains in total crop 
output 

% (2004-
05 prices) 

40.3 42.9 41.7 40.0 41.3 36.1 33.6 - 

1
3 

Share of Horticulture***  in total 
crop output 

% (2004-
05 prices) 

31.9 26.1 38.2 38.9 39.6 52.7 56.3 - 

1
4 

Share of core commercial 
crops**  in total crop output 

% (2004-
05 prices) 

18.2 19.2 18.1 17.3 20.3 16.5 20.3 - 

1
5 

Consumption of Pesticides 
(Technical Grade Material) 

1000 MT 2.5 8.6 29.7 47.3 72.7 46.3 51.4 50.4 

1
6 

Consumption of Fertilizers 
(NPK) 

Kg per Ha 0.5 2.3 15.4 34.4 67.6 90.7 138.5 130.7 

1
7 

Distribution of Certified/quality 
Seeds 

Lakhs 
qtles 

- - - 44.2 58.1 92.0 295.2 304.4 

1
8 

Electricity Consumption for 
agricultural purposes 

Gwh - - - 
178
12 

574
02 

836
29 

^13366
8 

168913 

1
9 

Tractors /Pump sets per ha 
(respectively) 

Per „000‟ 
ha 

- 
0.03
/5 

- 
3.7/
49 

8.6/
79 

13/
111 

- - 

2
0 

Gross Capital Formation as % 
to Agricultural GDP 

% (current 
prices) 

3.9 4.8 5.9 8.1 7.4 11.8 16.3 $15.8 

2
1 

Gross Capital Formation as % 
to  GDP 

% (current 
prices) 

2.0 2.0 2.4 2.8 2.2 2.6 2.90 $2.40 

2
2 

Trade in Agricultural 
Commodities (Exports & 

Rs. Crore - - - - 
948
4 

463
31 

262299 355684 
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Imports) 

2
3 

Exports of agricultural 
Commodities 

Rs. Crore - - - - 
763
0 

310
13 

179045 215396 

2
4 

Public Exp on agricultural 
research and extension@@ 

% GDP - 0.30 0.23 0.50 0.55 0.65 
^^0.65 
(0.73) 

0.070 

 
Note - * Condiments & Spices, Fruits & Veg, Plantation crops; ** Total Oilseeds, 
Sugarcane, Total Fibre and Tobacco; ****condiments & Spices, Fruits & Veg, 
Plantation and floriculture & other horticulre crops; `@ allied sector excluded forestry 
and fisheries output; ~Census years; ^TE2011-12; $2013-14; `@@ & ^^TE 2005-06 
from Balakrishnan, Golait and Kumar (2008) & figures in bracket " for TE 2010-11 
(source - Singh and Pal 2011); Balakrishnan, P., Golait, R. and Kumar, P (2008), 
“Agricultural Growth in India since1991”, Study No. 27, Development Study Group, 
Reserve Bank of India, Mumbai. 
 

The reverse dependence has become prominent and commercialization is the 
vehicle through which this is strengthened. Farm sector distress is visible in every 
region of the country and responded by the policy in the form of packages rather than 
getting at the root of the problem. Loan waivers and incidental help to the farm sector 
have overshadowed any long term policy thinking. The lack of long-term region 
specific policy and understanding of making of the agricultural policy is causing strong 
negative externalities. Dealing with these phenomena of uneven growth across regions 
and time is the major challenge. 
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