A Special Programme for. Marginal
and Small Farmers

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR ENTERPRISES IN THE

UNORGANISED SECTOR
19™ FLOOR, JAWAHAR VYAPAAR BHAWAN,
1, TOLSTOY MARG,
NEW DELHI

WWW.nceus.gov.in
December 2008




A Special Programme for Marginal
and Small Farmers

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR ENTERPRISES IN THE

UNORGANISED SECTOR
16" & 19" Floor, Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan,
1, Tolstoy Marg, New Delhi-110 001

WWW.NCeus.gov.in
December, 2008




Earlier Reports of National Commission for Enterprises in the
Unorganised Sector

1. Social Security for Unorganised Workers, May 2006
2. National Policy on Urban Street Vendors, May 2006

3. Comprehensive Legislation for Minimum Conditions of Work and Social
Security for Unorganised Workers, July 2007

4. Conditions of Work and Promotion of Livelihood in the Unorganised Sector,
August 2007

5. Financing of Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector, November 2007

6.  Creation of a National Fund for the Unorganised Sector [NAFUS), November
2007

7.  Report on Definitional and Statisticla Issues relating to Informal Economy,
November 2008

December, 2008

Mational Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector
19th Fleor, Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan, 1 Tolstoy Marg,
New Delhi - 110001

Website: www.nceus.gov.in




/"ﬁ.'.E."E %
Tl NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR ENTERPRISES
x_.-'iqh,l:' IN THE UNORGANISED SECTOR
r‘.;' A GOVERNMENT OF INDIA

:r'wm 19th Floor, Jawahar Vyapar Bhawan
Tolstoy Marg, Janpath
Dr. ARIUN K. SENGUPTA New Delhi-110001 INDIA

D.0.Np.25024/3/2008

Dated the 3™ December, 2008

Dear Prima Minister,

As you are aware, the National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised
Sector was given the mandate to examine various issues and problems relating to the
Unorganised Sector and suggest measuras to address them.

Following a precise definition of the unorganized sector in India covering all
unincorpeorated partnership and proprietary enterprises employing less than ten persons, the
Commission has applied the enterprise definition to agriculture wherein all agriculture
undertaken on private holdings, singly or jointly, is treated as unorganized. Of an estimated
252.8 million workers engaged in agnculture in 2004-05. 114.5 million were marginal
farmers and small farmers, holding less than 2 hectares of land per family

The Commission has now examined in detail the conditions of work and livelihood of
marginal and small farmers and prepared a report. In this report. the Commission has
projected the numbers of marginal and small farmers in India and their contribution to
agricultural production. The Commission has also examined the vanous issues confronting
these farmers, including their low access to services, low value realization, and low level of
diversification, leading to a deficit in incomes over expenditure. The Commission is of the
view that the situation requires immediate corrective measures and the problems
confronting Marginal and Small Farmers at this juncture require a fresh and focused
approach. We have accordingly recommended a Special Programme for Marginal and Small
Farmers, which if implemented, will, in our view, substantially improve the condition of this
vast segment. We have held extensive discussions on this with the officers in the Ministry
of Agriculture and the Minister of Agriculture himself

We are now pleased to submit to you the Commission's report on A Special
Programme for Marginal and Small Farmers for appropriate action

Yours sincerely,

ﬂ @/@/ PJIJ/__I/ Arjun Sengupta
Dr. K.P. Kannan Dr. R.S. Srivastava V.K.Malhotra
Member Member Member Secretary
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Dr. T.5. Papola B.NiX¥ugandhar
Member (Part time) Member (Part time)

Dr. Manmohan Singh
Prime Minister of India
PMQC, South Block. New Delhi- 110011
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Introduction

1.1 The
Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector has the
mandate to examine the status of the unorganized
sector, analyse the constraints on the growth of
the sector, and make necessary recommendations.
The Composition and Terms of Reference of the
Commission are appended as Annexures 1 and 2.

1.2 As part of its Terms of Reference, the
Commission has provided a precise definition of
the unorganized sector in India covering all
unincorporated partnership and proprietary
enterprises employing less than ten persons. The
Commission has extended the enterprise definition
to agriculture wherein all agriculture undertaken
on private holdings, singly or jointly, is treated as
unorganized. Of an estimated 457.5 million
workers in 2004-05, 394.9 million (86.2 per cent)
were in the unorganized sector and of the latter,
252.8 million (64 per cent) were in agriculture.
Among agricultural workers, while 89 million
{35.2 per cent) were agricultural labourers, 74.6
million (29.5 per cent) were marginal farmers,
39.9 million (15.8 per cent) were small farmers,
the rest being medium or large farmers. Thus
marginal and small farmers constitute 114.5 m
workers. According to the 2002-03 Farmers
Survey, there were an estimated 75 million

marginal-small farmer households in 2002-03.

1.3 The Commission has analysed the
conditions of work in the unorganized sector with
the objective of proposing a set of measures to
bring about a sustained improvement in their well-
being. In its Report on Working Conditions and

National Commission on

Improvement of Livelihoods of Unerganised
Workers (NCEUS 20072a) has drawn attention
to the living and working conditions of marginal
and small farmers. These workers have low
incomes, often less than their meager consumption
expenditure, an important part of which is derived
from agriculture. The Commission has shown
that the productivity on marginal and small farms
is not less than that of large farms and that
currently marginal-small holdings contribute
about half the total agricultural production.

14 The Commission noted that currently a
number of constraints were operative on
agriculture creating distress conditions in several
parts of the country. Foodgrain and agriculrural
growth remained very low during 1997-98 and
2003-04. The impact of the crisis was felt most
acutely by marginal-small farmers. The
Commission's analysis also showed that, in a
period in which the role of public policies and
programmes had shrunk, government intervention
had not been able to overcome the inherent
diseconomies faced by marginal-small farmers and
they had been able to reap even smaller benefits
from government programmes than the larger
size-categories of farmers. It also pointed our that
the inherent disadvantages faced by these farmers
would be larger with increasing market integration
and globalization, requiring new institutional
approaches such as the formation of producer
groups. The Commission therefore recommended
a focused approach towards marginal-small
tarmers and recommended a package of measures.
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1.5 The Eleventh Plan of the GOI has also
recommended a similar approach: "The agricultural
strategy must focus on the 85 per cent of farmers who
are small & marginal, increasingly temale, and who find
it difficult to access inputs, credit and extension or to
market their output. While some of these farmers may
ultimarely exit from farming, the overwhelming majerity
will continue to remain in the sector and the objective of

inclusiveness requires thar their needs are attended
to."(Planning Commission 2007d)

1.6 Although, agricultural growth has revived in
recent vears, both as a result of revival of public policy
focus on the sector, reflected in improved public
investment by Centre and states, as well as uptumn of prices,
the systemic causes of low growth still need to be
addressed. This requires addressing the constraints being
faced, or likely to be faced in the emerging scenario, given
that these farmers contribute to halfof agricultural output.
Moreover, this has to be done in a way such that these
farmers can partake in the benefits of agricultural and
overall growth. This requires, in the Commission’s view,
a targeted programme for marginal and small farmers.

1.7 This report analyses the status and constraints

faced by marginal and small farmers and focuses on the
need for a special programme which aimed at capacity

building of these farmers, both for farm and non-farm
activities,

1.8 As with earlier reports, the preparation of this
Report went through a series of consultations. Two
meetings were held with an Expert Group to discuss
earlier drafts. The Composition of this Group is given in
Annexure 3. The Draft Report and recommendations were
also discussed with the Commission's Advisory
Committee, whose composition is given in Annexure 4,
and with the Planning Commission and the Ministry of
Agriculture and Cooperation. Discussions were also held
with some of the State governments during visits of the
Commission. The feedback and comments received have
been carefully considered in the preparation of the final
RE‘FH]‘IL

1.9 After the introductory chapter (Chapter 1),
Chapters 2 and 3 of this Report discuss the changing
dimensions of marginal and small farming in India and
the issues confronting these farmers. Chapter 4 describes
the scope of past and recent initiatives while chapter 5
outlines the Commission's earlier recommendations.
Chapter 6 discusses the experience of group approaches
and the concluding chapter (Chapter 7) puts forward
the elements of a Special Programme for marginal and
small Farmers.




2 Dimensions of Marginal/

Small Farming in India

21 An overwhelming proportion of farmers
in India are marginal or small. At all India level,
more than 80 per cent of the farmers belong to
marginal and small farm size groups, owning or
operating less than 2 hectares of land. These two
farm size groups' also account for a large
proportion of the total farm households in most
of the states.

22 Due mainly to sub-division of land-
hﬂ]dingﬁ H.]'I.d Dthﬂr PTUEESSES S-U.Ch as I.ﬂ.]'l.d
distribution, their percentages show an increasing
tendency over time (Table 2.1). The percentage

of marginal farmers has gone up from nearly 38
per cent in 1953-54 to about 70 per cent in 2002-
03.

23 There has also been an increase in the
percentage area owned by marginal and small
farmers. In 1953-54, marginal farmers owned only
about 6 per cent land. But by 2002-03, they owned
about 23 per cent of land. The share of marginal
and small farmers in owned land went up from
16.3 per centin 1953-54 to 43.5 per cent in 2002~
03 (Table 2.1).

Table 2.1: Size Distributlon of Ownership Holding -All India

Percentage Ownership holdings
[T Lo TO US54 19A1-62 1UT1-72 1982-R8Y 1992 2003
Landless 231 11.7 g6, 113 113 10.0
Marginal 382 484 530 553 606 69.6
Small 135 151 155 147 134 10.8
Semi-Medium 125 129 120 108 9.3 6.0
Medium 9.2 9.9 7.8 6.5 45 30
Large a6 2.9 21 1.4 0.9 0.6
All Size 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mote: Land I had, Mu ha) Sinal I

» 10,00 had

Source: NSS on Lund Holdings 8th, 17th, 26th, 37th, 48th and 59th Ro

Percentage s owned

1953-54 196362 1971-72 1982-8% 1992 MR
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6.2 7.6 2.8 122 163 231
10.1 12.4 14.7 16.5 186 204
18.4 20,5 21.9 234 246 220
291 3.2 30.7 298 261 23
36.1 282 22.9 18.1 13.8 11.6

100 100 100 100 100 100
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24 A similar pattern in the land distribution is
discernible in case of operational holdings. By 2002-03,
the marginal and small farmers accounted for nearly 80
per cent of operational holdings as compared to about 61
per cent of 1960-61. Similarly the area operated by
marginal and small farmers has increased from about 19
per cent in 1960-61 to 44 per cent in 2002-03
(Table 2.2).

25 The share of marginal and small farmers has
thus seen substantial increase over period of rime, not
only in terms of numbers of farmers and holdings but
also, more significantly, in terms of owned and operared
area. The small holding character of Indian agriculture
is much more prominent and pertinent today than

ever before.

2.6 Though marginal and small farmer households’
account for more than 80 per cent of the total farmer
households, their share in total operated area is only a
little more than 43 per cent (Fig. 2.1). On the other
hand, medium and large farmers who account for less
than & per cent of the farmer households, operate more
than one-third of the total opeml:ed area, As a msult,
inequalities in land ownership remain quite large. It can
also be seen that while semi-medium and medium
farmers have been, more or less, able toretain their share
in land, it is the farmers in the largest size category (> 10
ha} whose numerical share, as well as share in land
owned/operated that has declined over time.

Table 2.2: Changes in Percentage Distribution of Operated Area by Category of
Operational Holdings -india [Rural)

Percentage distribution of operated arca

Percentage distribution of operational holdings

Land Class (IR Ri-82 w42 nnz-ni* fifl-4i1 B1-§2 1-92 2002-03"
Marginal 351 458 1] 618 6.9 11.5 15.6 22.6
Small 226 24 193 17.8 123 16.6 18.7 20.9
Semi-medium 19.8 17.7 14.2 12 20.7 2346 241 215
Medium: 14 111 B.6 6.1 3.2 301 26.4 232
Large 45 31 1.9 13 29 18.2 15.2 11.8
All size 100 100 100 100 100 100 1040 100

Fig 2.1: Percentage Distribution of Farmers' and Area Operated - All India
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2.7

The regiunﬂl variations in the distribution ofmnrglun.l and small farmers aswell as the land they possess are

given in Figure 2.2 and Appendix Tables Al and A2. The combined percentage of marginal and small farmers

ranges between 65 to 95 per cent in the major states,

Fig.2.2: Percentage Distribution of Farmer Households
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28  Anumberofsignificant observations can be made
on the basis of these statistics. First of all, marginal and
El'l'lﬂﬂ E]IITIEIS a5a gl'DUF outnum IJEI' ﬂlﬂ rest ofﬂm fa.rmers
in all states. In twelve out of 27 states marginal and
small farmers constitute the overwhelming majority of
farmers of 90 per cent or above. While marginal and
small farmers outnumber the medium and large farmers
in all states, in 17 out of 27 states they also account for
more than 50 per cent of the land possessed for cultivation.
As we shall see later, marginal and small farmer
dominated states in terms of both number of farmers as
m}.l. as Iﬂlld PCIS’S&S—'SE‘-EI dCI not HECESS'HIILI.Y 'ﬁllﬂ“" a ]m[
value generated per unit of land. In fact, in seven out of
ten high ranking states with the highest value generated
per unit of land are those dominated by marginal and
small farmers in terms of land possessed for cultivation.

29
marginal farmers outnumber small farmers ranging from
2:1 in states with low incidence of marginal and small

With the group of marginal and small farmers,

farmers to ashigh as 18:1 in Tripura, 12:1 in Uttaranchal
and around 10:1 in West Bengal, and Kerala and close to
8:1 in Bihar. The predominance of marginal farmers is
significant in the sense that farming then becomes only
one of the sources of livelihood of these households, often
much more than that of small farmer households. A
foothold in land cultivation is seen to be so crucial by
these househaolds for the security it provides in terms of
food, some collateral and a source of employment when
alternative opportunities become so far and few. The
importance of a livelihood approach to the marginal and
511'1‘.1]] .Fﬂ.[mEIS can hﬂ[d]}' bﬂ‘ u]'IEIElTﬂ:tE'EL

Contribution to Over-all Production

210 While the earlier discussion highlights the
preponderance of marginal and small farming, both in
terms of number and area possessed, we highlight here
the share of the marginal and small farmers in the total
output. It is important to note that the smallholders’
contribution to the total value of crop output exceeds 50




A Special Programme for Marginal and Small Farmere

per cent nationally although the share of land possessed
1s somewhat lower at 46 per cent (Figure 2.3).
Figure 2.3: Share of Marginal and Small and Large

Farmers in Total Outpul

29%

=

22%

O Murgital lannces B Sl (ireners B Monhunn-Large Farmors

211 Only ren states show the contribution of marginal
and small farmers at less than 50 per cent of output. [t
varies widely across states, ranging from about 19 per
cent in Punjab to 86 per cent in West Bengal. 1t is less
than half the total output in only a handful of states in
the North-west (Punjab, Harvana and Uttarakhand),
Centre-West (Rajasthan, Gujarat, Maharashtra and MP)
and South (AP and Karnataka) (Appendix Table A3).
But their share in production is often higher in proportion
to their share in operational crop land.

212
marginal and small farms varies significantly between
regions and states. In the eastern states, these farms form
not only an overwhelming proportion of all farms but
also account for most of the area as well as production.
In the Centml. Western and North-western reginns,
medium and large farms are still dominant in terms of
area and also in production. It is also pertinent to note
that some of these regions lack irrigation and are rain-
fed, and so farm Fm{iuc[ivit}f 1s also low.

Thus it can be seen that the impormnce of

Productivity Levels

213
is, in general, still not less than that on large tarms. Small
farm are characterized by smaller applications of capital,
but higher application labour and other inputs, especially

ThE '-"H‘ll.'lﬂ' DFOU[PU[ per i'IBEHI.l'E OTl Sil'.l.ﬂ]l farms

owned ones, generally higher index of cropping intensity
and diversification. With appropriate institutional support
including credit, it has been possible for small farms to
catch up and in some cases; even surpass large farms in
use of the HYV and other land augmenting rechnology.

214  There has been almost half a century of high
quality research in India on the relationship berween farm
size and productivity. It was widely believed, at least since
the 1970s, that the advent of new technologies, requiring
higher doses of capital, would obliterate any advantage
that small farms might have had. But the 59" Round
Farmers’ Survey has empirically established that small
farms continue to be produce more (in value terms) per
hectare than their larger counterparts in the countryas a
whole (see Fig 2.4) as well as in most parts of the country
(Appendix Table A4).

Fig 2.4: Value of Output per Hectare [Rs.] 2002
2003
(L
g L diwcsk )
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Bl 4
8
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215 It is another story that higher yields on small

farms are, in most cases, not enough to compensate for
the disadvantage of the small area of holdings - partly
also due to high costs of production per unit. Therefore,
the disparities in absolute incomes between various farm
sizes are found to be very high and may have increased
over time.




3 Key Issues and Problems of
Marginal and Small Farmers

3.1 The important issues confronting farmers
in India have been analysed in depth by the
National Commission of Farmers (NCF) and the
GOl has consequently adopted a National Policy
for Farmers (NPF) (GOI 2007b). Subsequently,
the Government of India has also drafted an
Action Plan derailing the role of the Ministries
and departments in implementing the National
Policy. The point of departure of the National
Policy is that instead of taking a sectoral view, it
deals with the problems of Indian farmers and
suggest a way forward which is consistent with
ecologically sustainable growth of agriculture as
well as the improved wellbeing of farmers. As far
as this report is concerned, we are in substantial
agreement with the approach of the NPF but we
focus on a segment of Eu'rners, for the reasons
elaborated in this report.

32 The small land and asset base of
marginal-small farmers which leads to small and
inadequate incomes is compounded by a number
of other factors. Some of general issues that
confront marginal-small farmers as agriculturalists
are: impertect markets for inputs/product leading
to smaller value realisations; absence of access to
credit markets or imperfect credit markets leading
to sub-optimal investment decisions or input
applications; poor human resource base; smaller
access to suitable extension services restricting
suitable decisions regarding cultivation practices
and technological know-how; poorer access to

~L1:|r|.1|:.'-].'||: goods” suchas pub]it irrigation, command
area development, electricity grids; greater
negative externalities from poor quality land and
water management, etc. Many of these issues are
brought out by the Farmers Survey and the Cost
of Cultivation Studies and are discussed below.
Some of the same issues (low asset base, poor
human resource base) also restrict the marginal
and small farmers’ access to remunerative non-
farm incomes.

33 Recent evidence also suggests that, in
many cases, their situation has worsened over
time. Increasing globalisation has added an
international dimension to the problems faced by
these farmers. The policies of huge subsidies and
protectionism, widely practised by industrialised
countries, often have a negative effect on small
farmers in developing countries. Nearly all
industrialised countries, though having a very
small proportion of their population in farming,
can go to great lengths to protect their agriculture.
Such policies have a devastating effect, among
others, on farmers in developing countries as well
as the international environment {natural,

economic, political and social).

34 In the absence of proper steps, the future
of these farmers seems to be very bleak. This
section draws attention to some of the key issues

affecting marginal and small farmers in India
today.
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Increasing Role of Women in the Farming
Community

3.5 Till recently, little attention was Paid to the role
of women in the farming community, Women's work in
the farmer households was seen as mainly supplementing
the work of males, who also took all major decisions.
This perception has changed principally because it is
recognized that due to the movement of men out of
agriculture, women farmers are often the principal (and
sole} decision-makers in the household.

3.6 From Table 3.1 and 3.2, it can be seen that nearly
40 per cent of farmers in India are women. This holds
for all size categories. In animal husbandry more than
three-fifth of the workers are women, whereas in forestry/
plantation activities, a majority of workers are women.
Table 3.1: Share of Female in Total Persons
Engaged in Farming by Size Class of Own Land

Narure of work Marginal  Small  Large  Torl
e

Cultivation 8.4 383 385 384

Forestry / Plantation  54.7 51.6 §5.1 §4.2

Animal Husbandry BT 3.1 64.7 61.9

Toral 40.2 %6 4.6 40.2
3.7 The N5S employment Rounds which classifies

a person as a cultivator only if he or she is principally
employed as one, show that the percentage of women
among the cultivators increased berween 1993-94 and
2004-05 and was also comparatively the highest among
marginal land owners.

Table 3.2: Percentage of Women among All
Cultivators, by Land Size Class
Liand Class 1993-94 2004-05
L —| |
Margiml 36.7 i87
Small 321 i34
Lg_,rgg 329 34.5
Total 341 361
NS

38 One of the critical issues that has arisen is that
land often continues to be in the names of the male
members and women farmers are not able to derive their
due entitlement as farmers. The Farmers' survey shows
that women farmers have sialler access to credit from
tormal institutional sources and to extension services than
male farmers. The Eleventh Plan Sub-Group on Gender
and Agriculture (Planning Commission 2007a) has
highlighted the role of women in crop cultivation, agro-
processing, livestock dairying and  collection of NTFP.
It has noted that both in crop agriculture as well as
livestock development, training programmes are designed
primarily for men. Since women do not usually have
ownership rights, the Report has called for promoting
such rights through joint ownership and pattas, as well
as other forms of production such as tree pattas and
cooperative model of production which give women
greater control. The report also calls for giving women
farmers Kisan Credit Cards on the basis of the joint pattas.
All this calls for policies and programmes and innovative
institutional approaches that are sufficiently gender

sensitive. This is also recognized in the Eleventh Plan.

Social Identity and Farming

3.9
Conditions of Work that certain social groups, particularly

We have seen in the Commission's R.epnrt o

SC and ST, predominate in the labour market. This is a
result of a historical denial of land and cultivation rights
to those who were at the bottom of the social pyramid,
even though happened to play a very important role as
direct producers. Currently also there is great asvimmetry
in the ownership and operation of land, as shown in
Table 3.3.




-t

Table 3.3: Distribution for Social Groups of Farmer Households by Land Size Category, 2003
Social Group Semi-Marginal Marginal & Medinméc
& Marginal Small Small Large Tavial
_—
sC 21.6 10.3 19.3 7.8 17.5
ST 12.4 15.6 13.0 14.9 13.3
QBC 418 41.8 41.8 39.7 1.5
Ohhers 241 32.3 25.7 375 27.6
Taral 100 1040 100 100 100
3.10 While the Inrgest percentage of farmer factors account for the lower levels of ].itfi.ug of farmers

households belong to the OBC category (forty-two per
cent), followed by others (twenty-eight per cent). SC
and ST rogether constitute thirty-one per cent of the
tarmer households. However, the SCs in particular have
more than half of their holdings of less than half a
hectare. While the distribution of land ownership among
ST households appears to be better, this picture is more
apparent than real, since the quality of their land is
probably of the lowest quality — a fact corroborated by
the high incidence of poverty and dependence on wage
labour ameng land ewning ST households.

311  In the Report on Conditions of Work and
Promeotion of Livelihoods in the Unorganised Sector, the
NCEUS had shown that access to the quantum of land
is an important determinant of access to economic
resources such as credit as well as the outcomes in terms
of income and poverty status. Further, the social identity
of farmers is also seen to mediate access to economic
resources and outcomes. Thus higher social status meant
better outcomes across the size class of land possessed.
The relationship between poverty and land possessed as
mediated by social identity is shown in paras 3.30 to
3.34. Such findings pose additional challenges beyond
the economic dimensions of the farmers’ status.

312
suggests that even after accounting for the quantity and
quality of land owned by the socially deprived groups,
their access to credit, information, publicly provided inputs
and extension services is lower, indicating that they
possibly suffer from discrimination in the delivery of
public services. Notably, a few studies have argued that
socially deprived groups also suffer from market based
discrimination, which one hopes that state policy and
programmes would help to compensate. Together, these

Further the evidence pruvidcd in this Repurt

belonging to these groups, pointing to the need for
concerted multi-faceted attention.

Land Reform and Land Rights

3.13 In its Report on Conditions of Work, this
Commission has argued thar there is strong evidence that
relatively successful implementation of even a modest
package of land reforms dramatically improves the
prospect of the poor. Poverty in rural areas is associated
with landlessness and comparatively successtul, although
modest, land reforms are able to unleash the productive
potential of the rural economy and reduce poverty. There
is, thus, in our view, a strong continuing case for
redistributive land reforms viz. one which improves the
access of the rural poor to land through expropriation
and distribution of ceiling surplus lands and cultivable
wastelands (with priority being given to homestead land),
tenurial reform and better operation of the land-lease
market and the land sales market. The latter will help to
align the ownership and control of land to the actual
cultivators, improving cropping intensity and the
efficiency of cultivation.

314  We have further argued that these reforms will
succeed in their intent only if supportive policies and
institutions are in place, which allows the rural peer to
access new technologies and economies of scale in
marketing, wherever necessary. Moreover, there are
important gender concerns in land reform. Although land
legislations have been amended in several states to remove
the gender bias,but a number of issues remain. Moreover,
improving women's access to land and assets is also linked
to other eultural norms and pmu.‘:l:ices. which need to be
simultaneously addressed. In some states, self“help groups
have provided other mechanisms to improve women'’s




A Special :"r-;:_"'::.'.-..'r..' far 'L'-;.'gl.'l.1l and Small Farmere

access to land (through individual or joint leasing and
cultivation ofland), which needs to be carefully nurtured.

3.15 As far, as marginal-small fariners are concerned,
they own/cultivate some land. Indeed, land is the most
limiting factor, in the resource structure ofa small farmer.
Its efficient use is facilitated if the farmer either owns it
ar has a security of tenure i.e. is assured that he would
continue tocultivate it in the foreseeable future. However,
informal tenancy is still widely prevalent in India,
although its incidence varies from region to region. A
large percentage of farmers lease-in land in order to
augment their holdings. Under the tenancy laws, which
tollowed the Abolition of Intermediary Acts promulgated
after Independence, most states abolished leasing, except
tor a very small category of households which were legally
permitted to lease-in or lease-out. A very small number
of states have relatively liberal land lease laws, Because
of the pressure on land, landless and poor tenants
continued to lease-in land, but remained unrecorded
tenants, without security of tenure and without the benefit
of rent regulation. Tenancy reforms have had the perverse
impact of driving tenancy underground, and making it
more difficult for tenants to lease land on secure and
reasonable conditions. One consequence of this is that
there isa wide discrepancy between the extent of tenancy
reported in large-scale surveys such as the NS5 and more
in-depth micro surveys. In 2002-03, the NS50 reported
that 6.5 per cent of operated area was under tenancy,
with states such as Punjab, Orissa, West Bengal, Bihar,
Uttar Pradesh and Andhra Pradesh recording higher than
average tenancy (Appendix Table A5).

3.16 From the vervbeginning, tenancy conditions in
India have differed between the usually arid and semi-
arid regions where the land-man ratie was favourable
and extensive cultivation was practised, and the other
regions, where there was more intensive cultivation. In
the former areas, often very small landowners preferred
to lease-out land to bigger cultivators. For policy
purposes, therefore, one has to recognise that the tenants
are differentiated because they face different conditions
and levels of insecurity. At the same tune, tenants as a
class also face some common issues mainly due to the
difference between their de jure and de facte statuses.
Besides the usual risks and problems faced by other

cultivators, tenant cultivators have the additional burden
of high rents. Due to the lack of documentary proof, as it
is merely a verbal agreement, the tenants are deprived of
any tenancy rights. This increases the hardships of tenant
cultivators as lack of documentary proof keeps them
outside the ambit of formal delivery system denying them
access to critical inputs such as credit. Thus, rising costs
of inputs and enhanced rents along with the high costs
of informal leasing increases the vulnerability of the
group. Studies of agrarian distress in the recent past
indicate that marginal and small tenantsare an ESPECL’IH}’
vulnerable class, as rents in the areas of commercial
agriculture go up to reflect high profitability in good
vears, but constitute a heavy burden in the vears of distress.

317 Wehave already pointed out that most tenancies
are unrecorded. The share of recorded tenancy 1s almost
negligible, 0.74 per cent in 2003, which has declined
from 1.31 per cent in 1991-92. This goes to show that
the tenant cultivators are highly vulnerable, It is clear
that a new round of tenancy reform should be high on
the policy agenda. The Tenth Plan and the Eleventh Plan
have already suggested that tenancy should be legalised
subject to the ceiling limit already specified in law; security
of tenure should be encouraged and the new law should
protect the rights of both landowners and tenants. At the
same time, as we have pointed out in our earlier report,
banks should not insist on copies of land records for credit
pispases.

318  Therefore an important issue and an as vet
incomplete agenda in agrarian reforms is one of tenancy
security. This should be seen as a basic requirement for
both livelihood security of poor farmers as well as
agricultural development especially in a situation where
the employment transformation to non-agricultural
employment has been quite slow. In any case, the addition
to the rural labour force will be quite significant as to
warrant an intensification of employment creation in the
non-farm sector. The issue of insecurity of tenants vary
across states but its incidence is greater in eastern and
central India (Bihar, Eastern Uttar Pradesh, Madhya
Pradesh, Chattisgarh, Jharkhand and Orissa) such that
these states need to take it up on a priority basis.

3.19  Apart from tenancy, the other constraint faced
by these farmers is that even where they own land the




record of rights is not updated and mutations in land
records are not duly recorded. With computerisation of
land records, and making information regarding record
of rights easily available through interner kiosks, states
such as Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh have tried to
reduce transaction costs in farmers obtaining copies of
land records and speedy mutations. But so far this is only
a first step.

3.20  One ofthe objectives of the Special Programme
being proposed by this Commission would be to see that
tenants are able to circumvent the constraints posed by
oral tenancy. F'I.Ll'l‘.hﬂf, the programine would alse try to
ensure that poor farmers, especially women, can
collectively lease and cultivate land, both private and
communal.

Low Level of Formal Education and Skills

321  Low literacy, lack of organisation and poor
connectivity lead to low levels of awareness among
farmers, regarding technology usage, institutional credit
schemes and sources and the gmrernment’s support
initiatives. There is enough evidence to suggest that the
size of farmers’ holdings and level of formal education
are positively correlated. Since small farmers are far
behind in terms of formal education, they are inherently
at a greater disadvantage (Table 3.4).

househelds. According to the 61st Round NSS survey,
only 1.6 per cent youth (15-29 vear) in farmer households
had formal skills, This percentage was lower for agriculture
labour households (1 per cent) but higher for other labour
households (2.2 per cent) and much higher for ‘other’
households (6.5 per cent). When formal and informal
skills are considered together, 8.2 per cent in marginal
farmer households and 8.6 per cent in small farmer
households had any skills, compared to 11.8 per cent for
medium-large farmer households, 9 per cent in rural non-
agriculture self-employed and agriculture labour
households, 9.3 per cent in other labour households, and
11.4 per cent in other rural households. This limits the
chances of farmer households to pursue remunerative
non-agricultural vocations.

323 It is quite important for farmers, especially
marginal and small farmers, to have a reasonable level of
awareness regarding the environment in which
agricultural production is take place including the
provision of agricultural services if these farmers are to
acquire a minimal degree of confidence and control over
public and collective goods that are made available by
public agencies. The low level of formal education noted
above and limited public dissemination of knowledge
however setferel}* limits the farmers’ awareness. As per
the Farmers' Survey, at the all India level, only 18 per

Table 3.4: Literacy and Mean Years of Education of Unorganised Agricultural Self-employed Workers,

2004-2005
Land Size/Class Literacy Rate Mean Years of Education
Mule Fenmlc Toral Mulc Female

Landless. 45.6 255 34.0 22 1.5 1.8
0.01-0.40 ha 59.2 31 43.7 37 1.7 2.6
0.41 - 1.00 ha 64.5 .7 51.4 4.1 1.7 32
Marginal 62.5 312 48.1 3.9 1.7 29
Small 68.7 4.8 55.9 47 1.9 36
2.00 - 4.00 ha 70.2 371 7.6 4.9 21 is8
> 4.00 ha 77.4 420 63.3 5.8 25 45
Medium & Large 72.9 29,0 59.7 5.3 22 4.1
All 67.4 341 534 45 1.9 i4

-

322  Low levels of formal education and awareness
are reinforced by low skill levels among farmer

Wl

cent of the farmers were aware of bio-fertilisers, 29 per

cent are aware about the Minimum Support Price (MSF)
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and r:.'-nI}' 8 per cent of the farmers have heard of Warld
Trade Organisarion (WTO., )

3.24  The level of awareness among farmers of bio-
fertilizers, M5P and WTO is directly related to land
size as well as to social background of the farmers. Only
a little more than a quarter of the marginal and small
farmers reported awareness of MSP and this increased
with higher social status groups. This is also the picture
among medlum 3]]& I.':].l'gﬂ‘ EIII'I'IEI'S W]'lﬂl'ﬂ []'IE 'ﬂ."ﬂ[ﬂgﬂ 15
41 per cent. In some other respects, the level of awareness
was so Jowas to wonder whether at all public programmes
disseminate their information in any meaningful sense.
Only seven per cent of marginal and small farmers have
heard about WTOwhile it wasaround 11 among medium
and large farmers. However, social status made a big
difference. Onlyaround 4 per cent of ST and SC marginal
and small farmers seemed to know about WTO while it
was around 12 per cent among Others. In any case, only
8 per cent of all farmers have heard about WTO.
Awnareness of bio-fertilizers, which is increasingly being
propagated on grounds of sustaining soil health and
quality, 17 per cent of marginal and small farmers reported
to be aware (Fig. 3.1). But here again there is a social
gradation with only 13 to 15 per cent of STs and 5Cs
reported to be aware whereas 21 per cent of Others
reported themselves to be aware. In any case, the overall
awareness among all farmers was only 18 per cent.

Fig. 3.1 Percentage of Farmer Households with
Awareness of Bio-fertilizers, MSP, WTD

by Size of Holdings, 2003
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3.25  As noted earlier, awareness levels are related to
educational levels. Indeed, awareness levels abour bio-
fertilisers, MSP, WTO ete. is clen.rl!." shown to be
associated with educational levels across States. The states
of Kerala, Tamil Nadu and Punjab reported high
awareness levels about these issues (AppendixTable A6).

Farmers' Income, Consumption and Poverty

326 Fig3.2 shows the average monthly income and
consumption across different size class ofland]mldmgs
The average monthly income of farmer households is
comprised of income from wages, net receipts from
cultivation, net receipts from farming of animals and
income from non-farm businesses. The average monthly
consumption of farmer households is comprised of total
food and non-food expenditure.

327 The average monthly income of all farmers at
all India level is estimated at Rs. 2115, This monthly
income ranges from Rs.1659 for marginal farmers to Rs.
9667 for large farmers. Consumption expenditure of
marginal and small favmers exceeds their estimated income by
a substantial margin and presumably the deficits have te be
Plugged by borrowing or other means.

3.28  The state level figures which show the variations
across states in income and expend.lture of farmers i 111

different size classes are given in the Appendix Table A8 .

Fig 3.2: Monthly Income and Consumption
Expenditure of Farmers, 2002-2003
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3.29  Given this scenario which shows a correlation
between ex]:enditu.re deficit and land size, poverty levels
among marginal and small farmers is high.

330  Moreover, poverty and social identity are also
correlated. Table 3.5 gives the incidence of poverty for
socio-religious groups and land size.

: a"ippcndi:c table A7 gives state wise comparison of the net Farm Income per hectare also,




Table 3.5: Poverty Ratios among Farmers by Socio-Religious Groups and Land |[Possessed]

Size Classes, Rur

al 2004 - 2005

Land Size (ha) Hindu Hindu Hindu Hindu Muslims Other All
STs SCs OBCs Upper Religions
Castes
—
<0.01 684 291 18.1 1.6 4.7 26.6 220
0.01-04 41.5 24.8 18.8 10.3 23.1 10.2 20.2
0.4-1.0 344 215 17.5 6.4 19.5 17.6 18.1
1.0-20 33.2 18.0 123 6.9 121 16.8 14.8
>2.0 29.7 145 6.8 6.1 7.1 6.4 9.8
All 333 20.8 13.0 6.9 16.4 12,6 15.2
3.31  The table conveys a number of important aspects  all comparable land size classes. The landless among the

of this caste/class combination in rural India. First, in
every size class of land ownership, there is a hierarchy in
terms of poverty status. The bottom layer is constituted
by the STs, followed by SC, Muslims, Hindu OBC and
then Others {whc do not 'Delong to any of the earlier
groups). Second, the condition of the STs is much more
intense (in terms of Pcwert}'} as cmnp'a:ed to even SCs.
Third, while the overall condition of Muslims lags
behind that of OBCs, this is primarily the case for the
marginal farmers and does not systematically hold for all
size classes.

332 The 5Tslandless farmers had an overwhelming
poverty ratio of 68 per cent. Overall also, these farmers
are the most vulnerable with one-third of them being in
poverty. The ST farmers eke out a living probably by
cultivating poor quality land and collecting non-timber
forest products. Even those among them possessing more
than two hectares of land showed a high incidence of
poverty.

333 About one-fifth of the 5C self-employed
agricultural workers are in poverty and 16 per cent of the
Muslims. The upper caste Hindus were the least likely
to be in poverty. Poverty levels among 5C households
were higher than those for OBCs and Upper Castes in

Upper Castes and Muslims clearly had access to non-
agricultural sources of income, reducing their poverty
levels.

334 Irisevident that the small and marginal farmers
are economically worse off. Bur here again, there is
differential incidence of poverty mediated by one’s social
identity. Size ofland does help reduce poverty but there
are other factors that have to do with one’s social position
to translate the asset position into one of wellbeing. Social
networking and education could be among them. Those
belonging to 5Cs and 5Ts are especially vulnerable even
among these group of farmers.

Credit and Indebtedness

335
credit to meet both consumption needs to maintain
subsistence levels as well as for production purposes to

Small and marginal tarmer households need

meet the increasing costs of cultivation. Increased
indebtedness is noted as a major reason for the spurt in
farmer suicides during recent times across a number of
states. Many states including Punjab, Andhra Pradesh,
Karnataka, Maharashtra and Kerala have recorded a spurt
in distress driven suicides among farmers. In mest, if not
all, such cases, the economic status of the suicide victim

was very poor, being small and marginal farmers. After
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the Green Revolution agricultural activities have become
cash based individual enterprises requiring high
investment in modern inputs and wage labour. This is
evident from the list of states with high incidence of
farmer suicides, which are not necessarily backward or
predominantly agrarian or with low income. A common
feature that we discern is the high level of
commercialization of agriculture and the trend towards
cash crops in these states. Increased liberalisation and
globalisation have in fact lead to a shift in cropping pattern
from staple crops to cash crops like oilseeds and cotton,
requiring high investment in modern inputs and wage
labour, and increasing credit needs but when the prices
declined farmers had no means to supplement their
incomes. YWhen crops failed and or prices went down
they had no means to repay the loans. Further, unlike the
industrialists, farmers do not have access to debr relief
under any law. Being indebted to the private moneylenders
they cannot go to public authorities to declare themselves
insolvent or to get any kind of debt relief. In most cases
the suicide victims were small and marginal farmers who
could not sustain frequent price shocks. With mounting
debt burden along with the rising risks in production
and price fluctuations leading to low remuneration, it is
no wonder that a lot of distress is generated among the
farmers.

336 As the recently appointed Committee on
Financial Inclusion (constituted in June 2006} has pointed
out, loans outstanding against a particular household have
both positive (it can be an indicator of financial access)
and negative ramifications (it can be an indicator of debt
burden). About 48 per cent of farmer households had
loans outstanding in 2002-03 (Based on Situation
Assessment Survey of Farmers 2003). Incidence of
indebtedness among farmer households was the highest
in Andhra Pradesh (82 per cent), followed by Tamil Nadu

(75 per cent)} and Punjab (65 per cent).

3.37  Prevalence rate for formal sources among
marginal and small farmers are much lower than for large
farmers, while in the case of informal sources the reverse
is true (Table 3.6). The medium and large farmers have
better access to institutional sources as they are better
endowed in terms of assets to offer as collaterals for loans
than marginal and small farmers .

lable 3.6: Prevalence Rate of Indebtedness by
Farm Size, All India |Percentage] 2003

Land Size (ha) Formal  Informal  Both Total

wm (DA 12.7 0.3 3.5 46.5

041 - 1.00 188 21.7 4.6 45.0
1.01-2.00 25.9 17.9 7.0 50.8
+2.00 34.7 14.4 B.6 57.8
Total 20.4 23.0 53 458.6

o r i | Yy | | Siby) -_;

338 Institutional sources account for more than half

the outstanding loans in the case of all categories of
farmers, other than sub-marginal ones (Table 3.7).
Among the formal sources, banks and co-operatives are
the most important. The importance of institutional
sources increases with farm size. But moneylenders
continue to be a very important source of loan among all
categories, and account for a third of the total quantum
ofloans to sub-marginal farmers. Fig 3.3 shows the share
of Institutional and Non-institutional Sources in Total
Qutstanding Loan of Farmer Households state wise.
Table 3.7: Percentage Distribution of Outstanding
Loans by Farm Size & Sources [2003]

Source of loan Size Class of Land Possessed (hectares)
e TR 5 T A ) Above

2.00 200

Government 3.9 38 1.7 1.4

Co-operative society. 14,1 17.0 205 22.8

Bank 24.4 32,0 354 426

Toral: Instimutional 424 52.8 57.6 668

Agricultural/

professional

moneylender 32.4 30.8 25.9 20,0

Trader 49 4.6 4.2 f.0

Relatives & friends 15.2 9.1 B8 5.2

Doctor, lawyer &

other professionals 1.4 0.7 0.8 0.8

Others 3.6 2.0 2.6 1.2

Toral: Non-

Institutional 57.6 47.2 424 332

- v i A
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" Andhra Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Punjab and Kerala have the highest indebtedness among farmer houscholds across all land sizes {(Appendix
Table A9). While Kerala has higher incidence of indebtedness among the sub-marginal and marginal farmers, it is higher among the larger
farmer households in Gujarar, Maharashrra and Madhya Pradesh. In the poorer states of Assam, Bihar and Jharkhand rthe overall
indebredness was low and tends 1o be concentrated among the marginal frmers,
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Fig 3.3: Share of Institutional and Non-institutional Sources in Total Outstanding Loan of Farmer
Households
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3.39  Given their econemic conditions, the poorer 6.2 per cent of the total respectively) availed 21.7 per

farmers, with no collateral to offer in lieu of loans and
with incapacity and difficulty in following the required
procedural formalities to access formal sources, these
farmers prefer to approach the easily reachable informal
sources such as private moneyvlenders and traders. This
increases their vulnerability and also checks their
entrepreneurial initiatives to invest in agriculture to

ncrease pmductivit}' and income levels.

340  Ourdirect estimates shows that ofthe total loans
outstanding from formal sources in 2002-03 (Rs. 50125
crores), the group of farmers who cultivated less than
0.4 hectares of land (35.9 per cent of the total) had only
13.6 per cent of formal sector loans, while those who
cultivated between 0.4 and 1 hectares of land (31.1 per
cent of the total) availed 21.8 per cent of the loan. Small
farmers (16.8 per cent) availed 19.4 per cent of the formal
loans, while medium and large farmers (10 per cent and

cent and 23.4 per cent of formal loans respectively. The
major credit constraint, therefore, appears to lie with the
two-thirds of the farmers who are marginal landholders,
possessing less than 1 hectares of land (NS5O 2005b).

341  Asalready mentioned, rising costs of cultivation
and poor returns due to low profitability and viability of
small farmers’ operations have increased the indebtedness
of farmers who require loans to meet both production
and consumption needs. The average outstanding loan
per farmer household was Rs.12585 in 2002-03.
Expenditure in farm business (capital + current) accounted
for 58 per cent of the total loan (Fig. 3.4). This was
followed by marriages accounting for 11 per cent of the
total loan and consumption expenditure at 9 per cent.
The main purpose of debt in the case of farmer households
is thus to meet the operational costs.
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Fig 3.4: Percentage Distribution of for them appears to be one of acute
Outstanding Loans by Purpose of Loan 2003 financial exclusion from both
35 306 27 formal and informal sources. On
= the other hand, SC households
£ 20 1 show low access to formal credit,
o ‘ 10.8 .
E :g 6.7 LR s but the highest percentage among
5 ] | | 0.8 iz them are indebted to informal
1] - gt - T : — i A
' sources, Qur analysis in the
Capital Current  Mon-Farm Consumplion Mamuges  Edoeation  Miedical Chher i =
Expenditure Expenditure  Business  Expenditure Conditions of Werk chcrt 'deﬂﬂ}'
on Farm  on Farm shows that social status and access
Busziness  Dusimess
: Purpose of Loan to formal finance are clearly
Gii Gt related.
Issues Relating to Land
Fig. 3.5: Percentage Distribution of Qutstanding Loans by and Water Management
Purpose & Land Size Classes 2003 3.44 Land and water are the
20 - two critical resources for agriculture.
The percentage of net area irrigated
Lol does not show any particular
30 4 disadvantage accruing to small and
% marginal farmers. marginal and
g 407 small farmers are concentrated in
E_ 10 4 marginal and degraded lands, lands
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345 While large farmers
capitalize on cheaper sources (e.g.
higher percentage of irrigation
342 Loans for productive capital and current  from canals which is a cheaper irrigation option while

expenditure as percentage of total loans outstanding
increase with farm size. The significance of loans for
consumption and unproductive purposes such as
marriages and consumption expenditure is higher among
the marginal and small farmers (Fig 3.5).

343
to credit and indebtedness demands closer analysis than
existing data permit. ST farmer households have lowest
access to formal credit (as shown by percentage of
househelds with leans outstanding) complemented by
very low access to informal credit, and low (cash)
borrowing for consumption purposes. In short, the picture,

The mcinbgmuw.vim picture in terms of access

smaller farmers have to rent water). About 40 per cent
of the irrigated area in the case of farmers above 10
hectares was from canals, it was less than 25 per cent in
the case of marginal and small farmers.

346  This means that land improvement and water
management programmes, and watershed schemes need
to be properly designed so that they can have a positive
impact on these farmers. But at the same time, if properly
designed, these programmes can have a huge positive
impact on marginal and small farmers, It is for these
reasons that the Commission has called for giving the
highest priority to such programmes.




Use of Farm Equipment and Modern Inputs 348  Table 3.8 shows that about 48 per cent of the
farmer households made use of purchased seeds and 47
per cent used farm saved seeds. Seed replacement rates
were found to be low. About 30 per cent farmers replaced
seed variety every vear and 17 per cent changed it after 4
years. Replacement rates were the lowest among marginal
farmers. Only 24 per cent of the sub-marginal farmers
and 29 per cent of the marginal farmers replaced seeds
every year, compared to 40 per cent of the large farmers
(NSSO 2005d).

347  Input use to enhance productivity has greatly
increased since the Green Revolution, which is also one
of the reasons for increased cost of cultivation. While
about 80 per cent of the farmers of all size classes used
tertilisers, the use of organic manure, improved seeds and
pesticides and veterinary services is still low (Table 3.8).
Moreover, in each case, a smaller percentage of marginal
and small farmers report usage compared to the medium
and large land size farmers.

Table 3.8: Percentage of Farmer Househelds Using Modern Farming Resources

Organic Manure

Land Size (ha) Fertilizer Improved Sceds Pesticide

Veterinary Services

Khiril Rali  Kharil Rali Rabi  Kharil i Khurf Raki
c=0.4 7. ' 296
(0.4-1 82.3 585 62.4 420 48.5 36.9 4849 334 0.3 21.9
1-2 82.4 61.0 G4.0 433 55.8 401.2 4 T4 35.5 26.7
2-4 80.7 59.0 65.9 43.5 57.8 41.6 57.8 36.5 igs 311
=4 75.7 56.6 67.0 425 63.6 420 56.4 388 443 31,7
Total 77.8 58.6 58.5 40.8 48.0 37.2 48.0 334 314 24.1

i NSS 4 _ T—— ¢ S

349 Testing facilities for fertilizers and pesticidesare  in the nearest large village which is more than 2-5 kms

hardly available to the farmer households. Only states
like Punjab and Tamil Nadu reported some usage of such
facilities .

350
poor quality. Similar has been the case with fertilisers
and pesticides. Often farmers are also not aware of the

correct proportions of fertilisers to be used. They depend
on sellers or on the demonstration effect of large farmers.

With rampant adulteration seeds are often of

Incorrect usage of inputs and environmental hazards are
the fallouts from such instances.

351  Timely availability of HYV seeds and usage of
fertilizers and pesticides is also important to ensure 2
good crop. Farmers in general, and marginal and small
farmers in particular, often face problems regarding easy
and timely availability and quality of these inputs as also
the costs and knowledge of use of these inputs in the
right quantities. Among the various inputs (pesticides,
fertilizers, HY'V seeds, organic manure and veterinary
services), only erganic manure is most readily available
within the village. In most cases the inputs are available

away. Farmer households have to travel more than 10
kms for seeds and pesticides.

352  The number of productive assets particularly
mechanical equipment.-" implements and tractors are very
low among smaller sized holdings. The small and
marginal farmers thus have to rent such equipment, which
adds to their cost of cultivation.

Access to Extension Services

353 The Eleventh Plan Steering Group on
Agriculture (Planning commission 2007) has noted that
technology has become a crucial constraint on growth of
agriculture. It points to the two aspects of this constraint
— development of new technologies and the gaps in the
application of existing technologies. Extension services
can serve as a critical tool in closing this gap. The Steering
Group has noted that public extension services have
become extremely weak. This conclusion hasbeen echoed
in a number of other reports including those by the
National Farmers' Commission (2004).

T Appendix Tables Al1-16 present state wise share of farmers using Modern Farming Resources
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3.54
India are not able to access any source of information on
medern technology (N550 2005d). Among those who
had accessed such information, the three main sources

Nenrl}* 60 per cent of the farmer households in

were other progressive farmers (16.7 per cent), input
dealers (13.1 per cent) and the radio (13 per cent).
Government agencies such as the Krishi Vigyan Kendra,
extension workers, farmer visits, or even demonstrations
and fairs currently play a negligible role in disseminating
information on modern technology. For instance,
extension workers were a source of information in only
5.7 per cent of the cases (Table 3.9).

355 Both government and other sources of
information were least accessed by the marginal and small
farmers. For example, only 2.7 per cent of the smallest
category of farmers (<0.4 ha) accessed information
through extension workers. Given that the government
extension services are needed precisely to overcome
market failures, which 1s more acute in the case of
marginal and small farmers, this disparity is of
considerable concern. As against 10 per cent of the
medium and large farmers, only around 4 per cent of the
sub-marginal and marginal farmers and 8 per cent of the
small farmers accessed information regarding improved
practices and technology from extension workers.
Similarly, participation in training programines, exposure
to Krishi Vigyan Kendras, study tours etc. constituted
the least source for the smallest groups. Morm'l.fer. the
quality and reliability of extension services appeared to
be a major concern of the cultivators.

holders comes to the market

at one time. The small

cultivator, whois often heavily
indebted, has poor bargaining strength to get a favourable
deal from the more resourceful traders. During high price
periods also, more often than not, it is the middleman
who benefits. With development of more integrated
markets, led by large private players, smaller cultivarors

face asymimetric conditions and ln.rge transaction costs.

357  The state support price system is of prime
importance in protecting the interest of the farmer.
However, the government sattempts to mitigate farmers’
risks through measures as the MSP have also not been
very successful as the coverage of the scheme in terms of
crops and area is small. The small farmer is thus not
assured of a minimum return on his labour and
investment. As Jodhka (2006) noted, public marketing
services have also declined in spread and scope, again
increasing the role of private traders. On the input side,
the weakened public extension support system has
increased the dependence of the farmer on private dealers,
often resulting in inappropriate choice of crops and inputs.

3.58 In several states, the Agricultural Produce
Marketing Corporation Acts have either been amended
or repealed, providing freer entry to private organised
trade. Contract farming is also now being considered as
a way of integrating farmers to markets. With such
integration, crop diversification is likely to receive a fillip.
Burt this may not autematically translate into higher
returns to small farmers due to high transaction costs for
the firms and the weak bargaining strength of the farmers,
who will remain so unless the small and marginal farmers

! Appendix Tables A 17 -19 present state wise share of farmers using Modern Farming Practices




can be federated into groups. Aswe show below, existing
structures (co-operatives, self-help groups) cover a very
small proportion of the smaller farmers.

359  Being a nature-based activity, cultivation is a
highly risky. Further, in the liberalised scenario price
risks have also increased (Suri 2006; Jodhka 2006).
Heightened dependence on market has exposed the
farmers to fluctuating price regimes, more so in the areas
of commercial farming. This is of particular concern for
the small and marginal farmers who do not have the
means to cope with such shocks.

Fig 3.4: Percentage of Farmer Households

Crops Insured at Anytime, 2002-2

103

Membership of Groups

3.61
to be a sine qua nem for demanding and securing public
services and assistance especially in the context of
economic reforms that are by and urban areas and residents.
Farmers’ groups and co-operatives help the farmers
overcome diseconomies of small size and access credit,
inputs and markets. Cooperative forms of organisation
has a long history in rural India especially among farmers.

Collective organisation for farmers may be said

While there has been several problems facing the
cooperatives, it has stood the test of times but seem to be
facing increasing threats from a
variety of fronts.

reporting

3.62 Dnl}' about 30 per
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sub-marginal farmer households
only 18 per cent are members of
the cooperatives, while 26 per cent
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of all marginal and small farmer

households are members of

cooperatives. At the other end,

3.60  In case of crop failures, insurance is important.
However, crop insurance has made little headway except
where it is built into other transactions such as co-
operative credit. Insurance is an uncommon practice with
only 4 per cent farmers having ever insured their crop.
Nearly 57 per cent of the farmers who had never insured
their crops are unaware of the crop insurance schemes.
Inability to pay the premium was reported as a reason by
only 3 per cent. Marginal and small farmers are much
less likely to have crop insurance. Compared to 14 per
cent of the large farmers, only around 2 per cent of the
sub-marginal farmers, 2 per cent of the marginal farmers
and 5 per cent of the small farmers had crop insurance
(Fig 3.6). The figure was even smaller for SC/ST farmers.
Even among farmers with insured crops, follow up and
payment by insurance companies in case of crop failure
is still a weak area (Based on Situation Assessment Survey
of Farmers 2003).

among the large farmer

households, with land size above 4
hectares nearly 50 per cent are members of cooperative
societies. About 10 per cent of them, though were
members of the co-operatives, but did not make use of
the services. Thus, only 20 per cent of the farmer
households availed the cooperatives’ services, and 9 per
cent of them availed credit and seed procurement services.
Compared to the 37 per cent large farmers, only 11 per
cent sub-marginal farmers and 19 per cent marginal
farmers availed services of the co-operatives (Fig 3.7).
As stated elsewhere, there are sharp regional variations.
This challenge is also one of social inclusion as seen
here because the lowest incidence of membership is
among STs and 5Cs, especially among 5C and ST
marginal and small farmers.

363 Whatabout other membership in other types of
collective organisations? These forms of organisations
such as any Registered Farmers Organisation or a Self
Help Group show thar they are yet to make any dent
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Fig 3.7: Percentage of Farmer Households
Availing any Services from Cooperatives

Karnataka and Andhra Pradesh
(Appendix Table A22). Thus,

presently, economic organisation of

among the farmers as a whole, let alone marginal and
small farmers. At all India level, only 2 per cent of the
farmer households were associated with organizations
while 5 per cent of them had at least one as a member of
the Self-Help Groups (SHGs) (Table 3.10). Across land
sizes, percentage of farmer households with membership
of registered farmers’ agencies increase from 1.7 among
sub-marginal and marginal farmers to 3.7 among
medium-large farmers. The share of farmer households
with membership of SHGs was higher than for any
registered farmers’ association. It ranged from 4.4 per
cent among sub-marginal and marginal farmer househelds
to 5.4 per cent among medium-large households. It was
slightly higher among the small farmer households, 5.7
per cent (Appendix Table A21).

3.64  Membership of farmers organizations and SHGs
is higher in the southern stares of Kerala, Tamil Nadu,

42‘“ . £ farmers, particularly the marginal
350 — and small farmers, which could have
i e 266 helped them overcome the size
25,0 4 : e ot
£ s (86 constraint, isextremely insignificant.
E 1501 qo07 Significance of Non-farm
50
o0 - : : 3.65 The contribution of off~farm
0.4 0.4-1 12 24 = income to total income of farmers
Land Sive (11s) is usually im-enf.el}r related to farm
size, In case of small farmers, the

Suney o insufficient levels of income from
farm alone and higher man-land
ratio forces them to look for avenues of income other than
agriculture. The smallest category of farm households rely
mainly on wage incomes to supplement incomes from
cultivation. Among marginal farmer households, as per
the Farmer's Survey, 54 per cent income is from wage
income and only 26 per cent is from cultivation (Fig. 3.8).
The share of income from animal farming (5.5 per cent)
is also highest for this category of farmers. Among small
farmers, 56 per cent of the income is from cultivation while
30 per cent is from wages.

3.66 In general, the share of wages, animal farming
and non-farm business in the rotal income of the farmer
household goes down with the increase in farm size while
share of cultivation increases with the farm size. In other
words, wage income and animal farming are currently the
major ingredients of household income in marginal and
small farm size groups and they have little access to proper
non-farm jobs. In order to improve their lot, the capacity
of the weaker sections of farmers to move into more

Table 3.10: Percentage of Farmer Households Reporting Organisational Linkage

Oy ganisation «0.4hee

Availing of any service from Co-operatives 10.7
Member of a Registered Farmers
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Member of & SHG =
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18.5 26.6 33.0 36.7
1.7 2.7 1.7 2.2
4.4 5.7 5.4 4.8
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Across the states negligible share of farmer houscholds have membership in mgistered farmers’ assoctations among the land size classes
{Appendix Table A21). The only exceptions in this regand are the states of Kemla in all land size classes, Gujart, Tamil Nadu and Kamataka
among medimm-ligge farmer households and Assam among sub-marginal and manginal farmers, Similar to the national pattern, the share of
farmer household members in SHGs i higher among the soall fGrmers than among the mediom-large farmers in most states. Medivm-large
farmer houscholds from the continuous belt from eastem India, Bihar, Tharkhand, Chhattisgarh, Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan up 1o Gujarat and
Punjab in the West have higher share of membership in SHGs. In the southern states the small farmers are more hikely to be memben of SHGs.
Bihar, Jammu & Kashmir and Rajasthan have negligible share of firmer households with membership of SHG,




Fig 3.8: Cantribution of Different Sources in Household

368  The agricultural sector as a whole
showed poor performance in the last decade.

Agricultural growth rate had declined during

1997-2004 and food grains production virtually
stagnated. Rising costs of cultivation, low
remunerations, high risks with frequent crop
failures, declining agricultural growth, and
mounting debts have all led the farmer to a distress
like situarion. Signs of agrarian distress were
clearly visible in several areas. The spate of
farmers’ suicides in many areas is the most

disccncerl:'mg manifestation of this distress.
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remunerative non-farm income-generation activities has
to be built up through provision of skills, credit etc.

Conclusion

367  Indian agriculture sustains a large cultivating
population on the meagre land resource. Land ownership
distribution remains highly skewed and the average size of
landholding has been steadily declining. An overwhelming
majority of farmers are marginal and small cultivators. These
farmers use available inputs intensively and, except in some
regions, show higher efficiency. In general, small farms are
not less efficient than large farms. Given right conditions,
after the initial ‘transitory’ period, the small farmers catch
up and even surpass the large farmers in use of improved
technologies, provided theyare backed up by improved access
to inputs and credit. However, due to a low resource base
and inadequate income from alternative sources, they are
caught ina vicious circle of poverty and have tobe supported
in their relentless struggle to attain their full potential and
to have a better future.

Poverty of Small Farm-Households/Small Quantities of
Land and Capital = Low Capacity to Invest in Farming
= Smaller Total Production ?Weak Bargaining Power
= Poor Access to Public Institutions= No or I nadequate
Access to Inputs, Markets, Credit, Support Prices
{Provisions of Policy) due te failure of proper formulation
and execution of Paf:'ﬁya‘l..ﬁw Incomes a Poverty.

Marginal and small farmers have borne the brunt
of the adverse circumstances in agriculture.

3.69  Not surprisingly, nearly 40 per cent of
the farmer households say that they disliked their
occupation (Appendix Table A23). The disinclination to
farming is higher among smaller farmers. While nearly
44 per cent of the sub-marginal and marginal farmers
reported they disliked farming, only 28 per cent of the
medium and large farmers said so. The main reasons
for this disinclination were the lack of viability of farming,
followed by its perceived risks.

3.70  While there have been efforts such as those to
promote institutional credit to rural areas, improved access
to inputs, subsidies on fertilisers and electricity, minimum
support price etc. these have not been fully successful in
protecting the interest of the farmers in general, and
marginal/small farmers in particular. The analysis of
results from the Farmers’ Survey clearly establishes that
these farmers have inadequate access to information, to
agencies promoting technological change, to co-operative
networks and related organisations and are less able to
benefit from the plethera of governmental interventions.
This is significant since; in any case, these farmers are
less well p]:u:ed to take nd\rantngﬂ of the markets.

371  This gap is now widely recognised. The 11"
Plan itself has stated that: “Small and marginal farmers
often lack access to major agricultural services, such as
credit, extension, insurance and markets. This is especially
true of women farmers since there is pervasive male bias
in provision of such services.”

* Across the states it was manly the sub-marginal and marginal farmers who reported that they disliked their occupanon (Appendix Table
AZ23), the highest being in the castern states of Bihar, Jharkhand, Orissa Chharisgarh and Urntaranchal. Lowest share of the medium-large
farmers who reported that they disliked Farming were from Urntaranchal, Andhra Pradesh and Gujarar.
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3.72 A focused initiative is clearly required to facilitate
the growth of small farm agriculture. It is imperative
that the government takes initiatives to expand the
network of institutional credit facilities in the rural areas
and that the credit needs of the small and marginal farmers
are met through earmarking credit for the group.
Extension and marketing initiatives need to focus on this
segment. At the same time, group initiatives need to be
encouraged and awareness among the group has to be
increased. The procedural formalities also have to be
made less stringent to make the system more user-friendly
for the largely illiterate group. Further it is of prune
importance that the educational levels and skill
development among the farmers are enhanced so that
there is increased occupational diversification among

them. lmprmred education levels among them will
increase their awarenesslevels and may also lead to greater
cooperation among them. This will make them better
organized for collective action and better equipped to
anticipate the market trends. This also will increase their
exposure to the new techniques of production and other
initiatives taken by the government to protect their
interest. In view of the poor conditions of the farmers
the National Policy for Farmers, 2007, emphasizes the
need to improve their well-being rather than
concentrating solely on enhancing the production. It
needs to be reiterated that the gains of several initiatives
in this context have not been reaching the majority of
small and marginal farmers. This issue needs to be
appropriately addressed.




4 Focus on Marginal and

Small Farmers: A Case of
Relative Neglect?

4.1 Indian agriculture has long been
regarded as a predominantly small holder ecanomy,
altheugh as we have demonstrated this is in the
background of a great deal of differentiation among
the farmers as well as significant changes over
the years. It is, however, significant that, except
for brief policy incursions, there has been lack of
adequate attention to the specific problems of the
smallest category of landholders, and to the
solutions required to ensure their progress.

Earlier Strategies for the
Development of Marginalf’Smau
Farmers

4.2 While the strengths and weaknesses of
small helding agriculture were part of policy
discussions from the very beginning, the issue
acquired fresh urgency after the induction of the
green revolution strategy which initially led ro an
increasing gap between large and small farms in
the adoption of new technologies. This was
increasingly recognised in independent analyses
as well as government reports and necessitated an
urgent policy response. This took place in a
number of important ways in the latter half of the
1960s, including measures such as the
nationalisation of banks, the expansion of rural
cooperatives and other institutions and the launch
oftﬂ_rgetcd programimes for m:u'gjna] farmers &
agricultural labourers, and small farmers.

4.3 The Rural Credit Review Comimittee,
(RBI 1969) felt that some new strategy and special
institutions were immediately required to deal
with the inherent inability of the small and
marginal farmers in managing credit, etc., on their
own strength, and to enable them to participate
equally in the process of development, It suggested
that development agencies might be formed to
cater to the needs of only small/marginal farmers,
landless labourers, and rural artisans exclusively.

44 During the Fourth Plan (1969-74), the
Small Farmers Development Agencies (SFDA)
and Marginal Farmersand Agricultural Labourers
Development Agencies (MFALDA) were
instituted, and began operation in 1971 with the
objective of assisting marginal and small farmers
raise their income level. This was to be achieved
by helping them, on one hand, to adopt improved
agricultural technology and acquiring means of
mcreasing agricultural production like minor
irrigation sources, and on the other hand, to
diversify their farm economy through subsidiary
activities like animal husbandry, dairving,
horticulture etc.

4.5 The Small Farmers Development
Agency and Marginal Farmers and Agricultural
Labourers Development Agencies were set up as
corporate and autonomous bodies and were
registered under the Societies Registration Act,
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1860. These agencies were towork at District level. Each
agency consisted of the governing body with few members
of executive staff. The District Collector was the
Chairman of SFDA / MFALDS assisted by district
officers of the various development departments. The
Agencies were to function as a catalyst to development
and use the regular department staff for execution of
schemes. There were one project Officer assisted by two
to three Assistant Project Officers as staff of the agency.
These were drawn from the departments whose projects
were taken up by the agency for implementation. There
were some representatives of the small/marginal farmers
as non official members also. The functioning of the
SFDA / MFALDA was reviewed by a State Level
Coordination and a Review Committee was to keep a
constant watch over the progress of the implementation
of the schemes. The Committee was also to ensure the
coordination between various departments like animal
husbandry, agriculture, marketing, milk societies,

horticulture etc (Pandey and Sodhi, 1981).

4.6 The target group of the SFDA were small farmers
was who owned up to 5 acres of dry land or up 2.5 acres
of irrigated land while that of the MFALDA were
marginal farmers were those having up to 2.5 acres of
dry land or up to 1.25 acres of irrigated land and
agricultural labourers who earned more than 50 per cent
of their wages from agricultural work. The identified
small farmers are allowed subsidies up 25 per cent and
marginal farmers and agricultural labourers were allowed
subsidies up to 33.3 per cent of the investment cost for
various programmes such as irrigation, land development,
soil conservation, animal husbandry, etc. The outlay for
each of the SFDA and MFALDA projects for the period
of five years was Rs. 1.5 crore respectively or 30 lakh
each year. Up to March 1980, 8 million persons were
assisted under SFDA and MFALDA. Out of this 1.3
million were under the category of SC / 5T. 6.1 million
or 75 per cent of these beneficiaries have been helped in
acquiring access to improved agricultural practices
through subsidised supply of inputs, improved implements
and field demonstrations.

4.7 The National Commission on Agriculture
(1973), while highlighting the special problems of
marginal and small farmers, suggested that an area
approach should be followed to draw up programmes

and infrastructure for their development. It also
recommended a merger of the two separate agencies.

Accordingly, these two agencies were merged in 1974 to
form SFMFALDA (Planning Commission 1979).

48 According to the Programme Evaluation
Organisation of the Planning Commission, as well as
other smaller studies, the programmes were successful
in attracting a number of siall farmers to the cooperative
fold and increasing incomes wherever tangible irrigation
and other assets could be provided. Their main
shortcomings, however, arose from the fact thar they had
no dedicated field staft and had to rely entirely on the
existing block staff and the staft of other departments;
their financial and other cutreach was very limited; there
were operational difficulties in identifying eligible
households because of the complex definition of
“agricultural labourers”, and the agencies were burdened
with a multiplicity of tasks.

4.9 During 1978-80, the SFMFALDA worked
cmlcurrenﬂy “"Il.th thﬂ I'IEW].}" ]nunched I]'ItESTFI.tE'EI Rufﬂl
Development Programme (IRDP), but was subsumed
under this programme from October 1980.

4.10 It would be recalled that this period also saw
the growth of co-operative and banking institutions which
facilitated the adoption of new technologies by the small
holders, closing the gap between them and the large
tarmers. Such a focus on the weaker sections within the
agricultural sector was able to raise the productivity and
incomes of these farmers,

4.11 However, since the early 1980s the policy
framework with respect to agriculture has changed and,
apart from a few, programmes giving directed support to
the marginal and small farmers have been largely
withdrawn. Among the programines which were directed
at marginal and small farmers, the Million Wells Scheme
(MWS) deserves a mention. The scheme, introduced in
1988-89 with the prime objective of catering to the open
irrigation wells free of cost needs of the small and
marginal farmers but who are below the poverty line and
freed bonded labourers to increase the productivity of
these holdings. Although the scheme faced various
impediments, it has contributed to increasing the
irrigation potential on small/marginal farins. There were
also the two area based programmes, namely the Drought




Prone Area P‘mgmmme {DP}’LP} and the Desert
Development Programme (DDP) were started with a
view to encouraging sustainable resource management
and agricultural development in specific agro-ecological
settings. Since the Eighth Plan, a major emphasis has
also been on participatory watershed development on a
basin approach and a comprehensive Watershed
Development Programme (WDP) was started in the
Eighth Plan (1992-97).

Recent Initiatives

412  The post-nineties period saw a decline in
government support in the form of declining investment
in agriculture, lower emphasis on research and extension,
and low overall levels of expenditure. The withdrawal of
the State hasled to a much greater dependence on private
sources for Inputs, extension, markets and credit. Farmer
suicides have been widespread in the last several years
and the victims have largely been marginal and small
farmers. Increasing costs of cultivation leading to higher
indebtedness, crop failures and incapacity to face price
shocks with greater liberalization of the agricultural
sector has driven farmers to the extreme. This has
pmmptr.:l the Central and state governiments to set up
several Commissions including the National Commission
on Farmers and the Committee on Agricultural
Indebtedness to suggest remedial steps.

413
Comumission on Farmers (NCF) under the chairmanship
of Dr. ML5. Swaminathan to specifically look into all

aspects concerning the protection of interest of farmers.

The Government constituted the Nartional

The key recommendations of the NCF are summarised
in its proposed National Policy for Farmers. The palicy
document recognizes the misery of the poor farmers and
observes “agriculture has become a relatively unrewarding
profession due to generally unfavourable price regime
and low value addition, causing abandoning of farming
and increasing migration from rural areas....". According
to the NCF, several factors contribute to this situation.
These include shift in cropping pattern towards cash
crops, lack of level playing field for farmers in the global
market, increased dependence on high-cost inputs which
is increasing costs of cultivation and indebtedness,
increasing risks, declining profitability and declining
public support. In this context, the NCF has noted that

the Government had initiated a number of measures such
as Bharat Nirman, NREGA, expansion of credit at lower
rates of interest, promotion of horticulture, fisheries,
changes in the Agriculture Produce Marketing
Committee Act (APMUOC) ete. But most of these measures
are still in the initial stages. The NCF hasalso recognised
the need for a social security system and has endorsed
the recommendations of the NCEUS in this regard.

4.14  The NCF recommendations cover a variety of
issues, Some of the key recommendations are:

. Setting up sophisticate soil testing facilities and
issue of soil health passbook to every farmer.

. Setting up the Rainfed Area Authority and
convergent measures for water conservation.

. Developing a cadre of rural farm science
managers at the panchayat level and
strengthening lab to land interactions.

. Develop computerised farm advisory services
through the Every Village a Knowledge Centre
Movement.

. Promotion of commodity based farmers'

organisations to combine the advantages of
decentralised production with economiies of scale
in post-harvest management, marketing etc.

415 The Eleventh Plan Steering Group on
Agriculture (Planning Commission 2007) and the
Planning Comimission’s note to the National Development
Council have also amply recognised the adverse
conditions faced by agriculture and have advocated
detailed strategies to reverse the downturn. Since the
recommendations of the Steering Group have been
incorporated, in the main, in the Eleventh Plan, and the
Plan proposals are discussed below.

416  The access to credit by farmers as well as the
mounting debt has been a major source of concern. The
share of agricultural credit in the Net Bank Credit (NBC)
declined from 17 per cent in 1994 to 9 per cent in 2004,
The Government is currently seized with the issue of
E’xtﬂlldi.llg ﬂﬂ'.D‘rde]E C'_l'ﬁd..lt o [I'IE‘ :lgl'll.ﬂultl.ll'ﬂ.] sector.
Banks have been asked to increase credit by 25 per cent
each year, and the rate of interest has been pegged at 7
per cent. The announcement of Government Policy in
2004 requiring the doubling of agricultural credit in three
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years, has undoubtedly led to an increase in the volume
ufcred.it, but as a percentage of WBC it still stands at a
low 11.9 per centin 2006. As far as marginal and small
tarmers are concerned, the RBl does not maintain a
separate record of their credit off-take but surveys such
as the Farmers Survey as well as recent analyses of
secondary data bring out a dismal picture.

417  The Government hasalready initiated a number
of measures to alleviate the distress faced by the farmers.
With respect to 31 districts, in the four states of Andhra
P‘mdesh, Mﬂhmshtm, Karnataka and Kem]n. where the
incidence of farmers’ suicides has been very high, the
Government has decided ro launch a special
rehabilitation package to mitigate the distress of farmers.
The package will be implemented over a period of 3
years and includes both immediate and medium term
measures. The rehabilitation package aims at establishing
a sustainable and viable farming and livelihood support
system, crop centric approach to agriculture, assured
wrrigation facilities, watershed management, better
extension and farming support services, improved
marketing facilities and subsidiary income opportunities
through horticulture, livestock, dairving, fisheries etc. A
special package has also been announced for the districts
mn Vidarbha, which face an agrarian distress. On the credit
front, this package consisted of a debt relief package to
restructure/reschedule overdue loans, so that the firmers
become eligible for fresh loans; waiver of overdue interest
on agricultural loans amounting to about Rs. 7 billion,
and steps to increase the flow of institutional credit to
farmers in these districts. The package is being
implemented through a State Level Committee for
coordination and supervision, including representatives
thllﬂ GD‘-"EI’I'I.I]'IelIt OfII'.I.EI.i.ﬂ :II'.I:EI. EhE state gﬂ‘-"ﬂl’llmﬂﬂ[,
district level committees and PRIs.

4,18 A committee under Prof. R. Radhakrishna was
asked to examine all aspects related to agricultural
indebtedness in the areas of high agrarian distress and
has made several important recommendations. Further
the NCEUS has also examined the credit and debt
situation with special reference to marginal and small
farmers and has made specific recommendations to
increase the flow of credit to these farmers and to alleviate
their debt situation. Recently, the government has
announced a Rs. 71,680 crores package for waiving the

debt on approximately 36.7 million marginal and small
farmers with 31.12,2007 as the cut-off date. It has also
taken a decision to give a one time settlement relief to
other categories of farmers (numbering about 5.97
million). Farm loans disbursed before 31 March 2007,
that have been put on the overdue list after 31 December,
and remain unpaid till 29 February 2008, would be entitled
for both the loan waiver and one-time-settlement

schemes.
Strategy during the Eleventh Plan

419  The Eleventh Plan has targeted a 4 per cent
rate of growth of agriculture. It recognises that even this
ambitious rate of growth will not be able to reduce the
gap between agricultural and non-non-agricultural
workers unless the pressure of the workforce on
agriculture reduces. The plan decument also recognises
that there could be both demand and supply side factors
constraining the growth of agriculture. Among the main
factors constraining the growth of agriculture on the
supply side, the Plan emphasises the role of technology
and public investment, given that both of these had
slackened during the preceding decade. The Plan also
highlights the imbalance between irrigated and rain-fed
areas.

4.20
be placed on marginal and small farmers and spells out a
number of areas, including land reform which could
address the constraints faced by these farmers. The Plan
also acknowledges the growing feminisation of

The 11" Plan recognises that emphasis needs to

agriculture. While building up on the programmes
launched during the 11" Plan, the recent strategy for
agricultural development is underpinned by four major
programmes/schemes: Watershed Development which
aims mainly at water stressed rain-fed areas; the
Accelerated Irrigation Benefit Programme, the National
Agricultural Development Programme, and the National
Food Security Mission (GOl 2007d) The total outlay
for these programmesin the Eleventh Plan is Rs. 25,000
crores and Rs 4882 crores respectively.

421  The National Agricultural Development
Programme (NADP) or the Rashtriva Krishi Vikas
Yojana (RKVY') has emerged from the deliberations of
the National Development Council which has called for
anew Additional Central Assistance Scheme to the State




Plans, over and above the existing schemes to enable them
to draw up mlnprehensive plans, suited tolocal needs, to
develop agriculture more comprehensively. The ehigibility
tor the scheme would depend upon the amount provided
for agriculture in the State Plan Budgets over and above
the base line percentage of expenditure incurred by the
states on agriculture and allied sectors. The RKVY
assistance would be in the form of a 100 per cent grant.
The states are required to prepare the agriculture plans
for the districts and the state to comprehensively cover
resources and indicate specific action plans. Convergence
with other schemes of the GOI is proposed under the
RKVY.

422  The RKVY will be available to the states in two
streams. Stream 1 would consist of specific projects. Stream
II would be available for strengthening existing state
schemes and for filling gaps. These ratios would be
reviewed after one year. The requirements for the RKVY
would be assessed on the basis of the District Agricultural
Plan (DAP) and the State Agriculture Plans (SAP). These
plans would cover the agriculture and allied sectors
comprising animal husbandry and fishery, minor
irrigation projects, rural development works, agriculture
marketing schemes and schemes for water harvesting and
conservation etc, keeping in view the natural and
technological possibilities in each district.

423  The indicative areas of focus under the
programme include the following;

a}  Assistance for making available certified/
HVY seeds to farmers; production of
breeder seeds; purchase of breeder seeds
from institutions such as the ICAR;
public sector seed corporations;
production of foundation seed; seed
treatment; Farmer field schools at
demonstration sites; training of farmers
etc. for the integrated development of
major food crops as well as any other crop/
variety that may be of importance to the
state.

b} Activities related to enhancement of soil
health; integrated pest management
schemes;

c} Development of rainfed farming systems
in and outside watershed areas, as also

Integrated development of watershed
areas, wastelands, river valleys: Assistance
development of land as also assistance for

horticulture, generating livelihoods for
BPL farmers.

d)  Encouraging non-farm activities;

el Strengthening of marker infrastructure
and marketing development (including
assistance for formation of farmer’ SHGs,
setting up collection centre;

f}  Strengthening of infrastructure to
promote extension services. | his would
include new initiatives for training and
skill development and to revamp existing
State agricultural extension systems.

g)  Special schemes for beneficiaries of land
reforms.

424  The Natonal Food Security Mission has been
launched as a Centrally Sponsored Scheme with the
objective of increasing production and productivity of
wheat, rice and pulses on a sustainable basis so as to
ensure food security of the country. The production of
rice, wheat and pulses is targeted to increase by 10, 8 and
2 MT respectively by the end of the 11th Plan. The
approach is to bridge the vield gap in respect of these
crops through dissemination of improved technologies
and farm management practices. The Scheme will focus
on districts which have high potential but relatively low
level of preductivity performance at present.

425  The mission aims at achieving its objectives
through premeotion and extension of improved
technologies i.e. seed, integrated nutrient management
including micronutrients, soil amendments, IPM and
resource conservation technologies along with capacity
building of farmers. The scheme will be implemented
through the Agricultural Technology Management
Agency (ATMA) at the district level.

426  The selection of beneficiaries and the
identification of priority areas will be done by the PR1s.
At east 33 per cent of the beneficiaries would be small/
marginal farmers. The allocation of SC/ST farmers would
be in proportion to their population in the district. A
beneficiary farmer would be entitlement to avail of
assistance limited to 2 ha. The mission interventions would




A Special Programme for Marginal and Small Farmere

include demonstration of improved package of practices;
promotion of hybrid seed Produ*:ticm: varietal rﬂphﬂemen[
of rice and wheat; development, production and
distribution of breeder seeds of pulses; production and
distribution of foundation seeds of pulses; training of
framers etc. . Individual beneficiaries identified by the
PRIs would be distributed seeds and seed minikits
containing 5 kg of seed free of cost; distribution subsidy
not exceeding Rs. 1200 per quintal or 50 per cent of cost
on subsidised seeds of pulses; nutrient management on
area not exceeding 2 ha; assistance of Rs. 500 per ha or
50 per cent of cost to farmers whose soil is deficient;
assistance for nutrient management unpulses; subsidy for
purchase of specific farm implements; plant protection.
Assistance will also be provided to groups of framers for
community generators for irrigation.

427 The Macro Management of Agriculture
Scheme, a cenr.m.l]_'nr-—sponscred scheme which became
operational in 2000-01 after the merger of 27 schemes,
has been revamped in the light of the other initiatives
taken in this plan. The scheme provides sufficient
flexibility to the states to develop and pursue the
programmes on the basis of their regional priorities, After
the creation of the National Horticulture Mission
(NHM) in 2005-06, 17 erstwhile schemes remained with
the MMA. Ninety per cent of the cost of the scheme is
borne by the Centre. During the 10" Plan, the scheme
incurred an expenditure of Rs. 4,154 crore, achieving,
mnteralia, treatment of 24.13 lakh hectares of degraded
land on watershed basis, 10,39 lakh hecrares of land in
river valleys and flood prone rivers, 7.36 lakh hectares of
alkali soil and distribution of 17.14 lakh farm equipment.

428  Revised guidelines for the scheme have been
1ssued in July 2008, with respect to coverage and other
issues in order to avoid overlap with other new schemes/
programmes launched by the Government of India and
to bring uniformity in the cost and subsidy structure of
the MMA with other schemes. The inter-state allocation
under the scheme will now give a 50 per cent weightage
to GCA and 50 per cent to percentage of area under

marginal and small farms. Thirty-three per cent of the
expenditure under the scheme will be on marginal-small
and women farmers, with the share of expenditure
allocated to SC/ST farmers in proportion to their
population. The list of sub-schemes under the MMA
have now been pruned to 11, and 15 components have
been identified for financial assistance. These include
distribution of hybrid/HY'V seeds; distribution of seed
minikits and micro-nutrients; demonstration of improved
packages; promotion of agricultural mechanization;
training of farmers; skill development, ete.

429  The National Policy of Farmers, 2007, has laid
down an overarching blueprint for the growth of the
entire farming sector. The basic objectives of the policy
are to improve the livelihood, income and social security
of the farmers, giving due weightage to the human and
gender dimensions. The Policy gives key place to asset
reforms including land, water, livestock, fisheries, and
bio-resources and animal genetic resources. It looks at
ways of strengthening the range of support services, in
farmer-centric and gender sensitive ways, The Policy also
suggests participation in group approaches such as co-
operatives, SHGs, small holder estates, farmer companies,
and contract farming as the future of Indian farming,.

4.30 It will be noted that these programmes and
policies cover the entire agricultural sector and do not
focus on marginal and small farmers alone. With the
marginal and small farmers constituting the majority of
farmers in the country as well as accounting for a substantial
propertion of operated area, and with mounting evidence of
an agrarian crisis, especially affecting marginal and small
farmers, there isa special reguirement to focus on these farmers.
In its earlier report, this Commission has already
reccmmended a Pﬂckﬂgﬂ lel'ﬂfﬂ sures ﬂ}CIIEE'EI Spﬁﬂlﬁﬂﬂﬂ}'
on marginal and small farmers which include (a)
acceleration of land and water management programmes;
(b) a special programme for marginal and small farmers;
{c) measures to increase the flow of credit to these farmers;
and lastly, (d) measures addressed at areas specially affected
by acute agrarian distress.




The Commission's Approach

in the Report on Conditions
of Work and Promotion of

Livelihoods

5.1 In the Commission’s view, marginal and
small farms are the backbone of Indian agriculture
as they constitute about 84 per cent of all farmer
households, own 43 per cent of land and operate
about 46 per cent of area, producing half the
output. In its Report on Conditions of Work and
Promotion of Livelihoods the Commission has
recommended that focused attention should be
given to the issues confronting the marginal and
small farmers so that they may be able to achieve
higher incomes from agriculture, with lower risks.
The report suggested a number of measures
including education and skill development,
changes in macro-policy, land reforms to improve
the condition of farmers, espedn]l}* marginal and
small farmers. Since, due to their small size,
marginal and small farmers suffer more from the
prevailing market failures in agriculture in matters
relating to credit, input supplies and marketing of
output. access o new ted‘lnulngies etc., the
Commission recommended the following package
le measures fﬂr ﬂlis sr.gment ﬂf EI.I.'I.'I.'IEIE:

[I] Special Programme for
Marginal and Small Farmers

52 Based on its analysis of the role and the
problems facing marginal and small farmers, the

o

Commission recommended that during the
Eleventh Plan peried, the government should
revive a targeted programme focusing on small
and marginal farmers, with an initial thrust on
areas where the existing yield gap is considered
to be high. For this purpose it proposed that a
special agency or coordinating mechanism may
be set up if required. The objective of the
Government's intervention would be to promote
state and area specific interventions which could
improve the condition of marginal and small
farmers. The Government could take as its priority
tasks the development of area specific irrigation
schemes; crop procurement, measures for
reduction of risk; formation of produ::er groups
among such farmers (e.g., SHG or cooperative
approaches) with respect to sharing of irrigation
resources, inputs and marketing arrangements;
tenancy reforin and group farming; strengthening
of extension services and development of
technological platforms which could be accessed
by such farmers etc. A mechanism should be set
up under the programme to oversee the
arrangements in the districts for purchase of inputs
and marketing of output, the area where market
failures severely affect small and marginal farmers.

"
L
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The scope of this programme has been elaborared by the

Commission in the present note.

(Il] Emphasis on Accelerated Land and
Water Management
5.3 The Commission has taken the view that land

and water management is the key to equitable and
sustained growth in rural livelihoods. The problems of
land and water management as well as solutions to these
problems vary from region to region. But these problems
affect marginal and small farmers more than bigger
.t‘ZI'.ITIE-'l'S. T]:]E CDmmiS’Siﬂﬂ CGI'ISE"EIHEI'I':].}' Iﬂfﬂmmelldﬂd
that the programmes of land and water management must
be significantly upscaled.

54 Further, in the rainfed areas, the watershed
development programmes are of crucial significance and
have a high benefit cost ratio. About 45 million hectares
have been covered in some way under watershed
programmes till date, while about 75 million hectares
remain to be covered. Therefore, the Commission
recommended the accelerated expansion of the warershed
development programmes and Rainfed Area Programmes
in the country to revive agriculture in the rainfed
agricultural land, on which a large number of the rural
poor are dependent, as an immediate priority. The
Commission also recommended that watershed
development should be converged with other programmes
and the convergence should be ensured in activity
mapping and in the district plans with specific focus on
benefits to the small and marginal farmers.

(1)

55 Since the position of credit to agriculture, and
more so, with respect to marginal and small farmers was
reviewed by the Commission and found to be extremely
unsatisfactory, in addition to the steps already taken by
Government and the banking system, the Commission
IﬁEDHlmEIldBd thﬁt thE .tb.uﬂ“"‘l.l‘lg measures nEE‘d o !JE
initiated:

5.6 First, the priority sector guidelines need to be
revised and a rarget of 10 per cent needs to be fixed for
marginal and small farmers. At present, the revised priority
sector lending guidelines announced by the RBI on 30
April, 2007 fix a quota of 18 per cent for agriculture, 10
per cent for weaker sections, including marginal and small

Credit for Marginal-Small Farmers

farmers, and 12 per cent for other designated purposes.
However, the agricultural quota includes direct
agricultural loans to corporate entities up to Rs, 10 million
and for even higher amounts for indirect agricultural
activities. The limit of loan for activities eligible for
direct agriculture has been raised te Rs. 2 million. The
Commission recommended that the priority sector
guidelines of the RBI be amended and a 10 per cent
quota, out of the 18 per cent presently assigned for
agriculture, be fixed for farmers with land heldings below
2 hectares. The weaker section quota for small and
marginal farmers may then be released for other socio-
economically weaker segments.

5.7 Second, the Reserve Bank should separately
monitor the credit flow to this segment of farmers i.e.
marginal and small farmers.

5.8 Third, the Commission, in its detailed report
on credit has recommended measures to increase the
outreach of the banking sector in rural areas and in areas
of financial exclusion. These recommendations should
be considered and implemented by government on an
urgent basis.

5.9 Fourth, 20 - 40 per cent of marginal and small
farmers are excluded from the tormal financial sector due
to lack of patta and title deeds. The majority of these
farmers are informal tenants. The RBI has issued
guidelines, following the Swarnakar Committee
recommendations that such farmers be extended credit
on the basis of certificates issued by the panchayats. These
guidelines should be complied with by the banks and
the procedures simplified to the extent necessary. However,
in order to reduce the perceived risk of default of this
excluded segment, as well as the larger segment of
marginal and small farmers, due to which the banks do
not approach these farmers actively, the Commission is

of the view that the Government may set up a Credit
Guarantee Fund in NABARD, on the lines of the CGF
set up by the Ministry of Micre, Small and Medium
Enterprises (MSME) which provides guarantee cover
on loans to small units.

(vl
5.10

of farmers as well as the acute distress faced b}r them in

Farmers' Debt Relief Commission

The Commission analysed the overall condition




some parts of the country and concluded that the impact
of the agrarian distress has been felt most by marginal
and small farmers. The access of these farmers to
institutional credit being limited, they are compelled to
take recourse to non-institutional sources of credit. Failure
to repay these loans on time is one of the several causes
of the crisis leading to tremendous vulnerability of this
group of farmers.

511  The Commission is of the view that the Central
Government could provide guidelines and assistance to

states experiencing agrarian distress, both natural and
market related, for serting up Farmers Debt Relief
Commissions. It recommended that the Gmnunenl:, as
part of the relief package, could extend assistance to the
Stare Commissions on a 75:25 basis. The Debt Relief
Commissions, as part of their award, should examine and
institute measures which ensure the entitlement of the
marginal/small farmers to institutional credit. These
measures would complement the measures already
announced by the Government.







6 Group approaches towards
Strengthening Marginal and
Small Farmers

6.1 The Commission had earlier advocated
that a strategy for marginal and small farmers must
tocus on group approaches so that these farmers
can benefit from economies of scale. It has
suggested that a focused approach of the
programme may be used to incentivise the
formation of farmers groups and apex
organisations, and facilitate in finding solutions
to problems of irrigation, inputs, markets,
procurement and risk.

6.2 As shown in this report, marginal and
small farmers encounter a number of problems,
and these vary in intensity from region to region.
These problems may be grouped into two broad
categories viz. the ‘first order’ problems posed by
their inherent small size and poor resource
endowments, and the ‘second order’ problems
related to the reach of public programmers and
the delivery system. The first order problems
relate to the small, dispersed and scattered nature
of marginal-small farmers which result in high
costs in purchase of inputs and low price of
produce due to imperfect and often interlocked
markets and high transaction costs; rationing in
credit markets; lack of information on the
improvement in agricultural technology and
difficulties in accessing knowledge of appropriate
and timely agronomic practices; and inability to
undertake imprmfemcnts like land and water

resource development because of the lumpiness
(indivisibility) in of investment.. These problems
are widely recognised. Most of the state
interventions are apparently designed to help
farmers in general and marginal-small farmers in
particular, to overcome these problems. Here
come the 'second order’ problems which are due
to the failure of delivery of state support services
to the marginal-small farmers as amply
demonstrated in this Report. The failure of the
state support services to reach the marginal and
small farmers partly result from the same type of
problems that they face in dealing with markers
i.e. information asymmetry and transaction costs.
They are further reinforced by the lack of ‘voice’
of these farmers and the agrarian structure in
which rich farmers still constitute the rural
oligarchy and the bureaucratic nature of the
delivery agencies so that the benefits of extension,
subsidies, institutional credit and access to

regulated markets often by-pass this segment.

6.3 The experience in India as well as in
other countries has shown that marginal-small
farmers can overcome these problems if, and only
if, they have their own group or collective
organisation, formal or informal. Marginal-small
farmer groups or collectives help in overcoming
the 'first order’ problems of small-size and
isolation by mobilising them for collective self-




far 'L'-;.'gl.'l.1l and Small

help actions aimed at improving their own economic and
social situations. These groups or collectives serve as
effective institutional devices in surmounting the *second
order’ problems in delivering extension, credit and other
agricultural and development services to marginal-small
farmers. These mstitutions lower the delivery costs of
these services reduce the expenses in gaining access to
these same services, to markets, to group-based
participatory extension, and for promoting small-farmer
self-development.

6.4
of the type of the primary groups, the level and the form
in which they could be federated; and how this entire
process could be facilitated is a complex one. In our view
there could be a variety of group approaches that could
bring benefit to the marginal and small farmers. The group
approach is now commenly recommended and sought to
be operationalised in a routine manner in a number of
places. As mentioned earlier, the NPF also suggests that
farmers’ groups as cooperatives, SHGs, small holder

The Commission recognises that the question

estates, farmers’ companies, contract farming and state
farms be encouraged so that the “farmers of the future’
are encapsulated in such institutional forms. The 11" Plan
has also strongly advocated group approach, and a number
of programmes of the government, including those of
the Ministry of Agriculture support group formation for
farming, extension support, marketing, processing of
produce etc. However, there is still lack of a clear
ﬂPPIde o tbstr.’rlng Sl.iﬂh gI'CI'IJPS S0 ﬂ'lﬂt [hﬂ}' can bemme
an important institutional form in the near future for

mnrgi.nﬂl i'I.I'Id SH'.I.ﬂ.II t.ﬂ:l'l'l'lﬁl's.

6.5
is on group approaches which allow farmers to improve

It maj.’be mentioned that the Commission’s focus

their bargaining power and access economies of scale
directly, to some point in the value chain. There are other
ways (such as contract farming), through which large
buyers (who may also provide inputs or technology) can
integrate with farmers, thus incorporating them in their
value chain. But since these approaches may not improve
the marginal and small farmers’ bargaining power or
allow them to access scale economies directly, we have
not considered them in this report. In sequencing of
mstitutional development, approaches such as ‘contract
tarming’ may be beneficial if the “farmers’ groups’ are
well established and achieve better bargaining power.

6.6 Further, when we consider organisation of
farmers, ‘farmers’ associations' of the traditional type come
to mind. But these associations have been invariably
advocacy groups, largely located at state or national level,
without any links to grass-roots farmers’ operational and
livelihood problems. These hardly address the questions
of improvement of marginal-small farmers’ economic and
social situation, and hence these traditional farmers'
organisations are also not discussed here.

6.7
farmers into groups or collectives, the Commission has

In terms of organisation of marginal-small

considered four important models across the country.
These are: Cooperatives, Producer Companies, Farmers'
Groups such as those in Andhra Pradesh, and SEWA
Farmers” Model.

al Cooperatives

6.8
is well recognised all over the world. In Europe
agricultural cooperatives account for 42.6 per cent (1993)
of all cooperatives and taken together their market share
of farin inputs was 55 per cent and that of outputs 60 per
cent. In Japan, agricultural marketing cooperatives handle
95 per cent of rice and in the US fourteen agricultural
cooperatives are in Fortune 500 list. In China, about
700,000 (non-govermmental} cooperatives assure supply
and marketing for 83 per cent of all rural households.

6.9 The cooperative movement in India has a long
history and the organisation of farmers under the Primary
Cooperative Societies’ at the grass-roots level is a nation-
wide phenomenon. Data on the membership of

The role ufcnﬂpemtives in the agricultu:a_l sector

cooperatives among farmers has been collected in
Situation Assessment Survey of Farmers (2003) which
has been analysed by us earlier in this Report. shows at
least 30 per cent of all farmers in the country are reported
as members of cooperatives. But a much smaller
percentage of marginal and small farmers are members
and an even smaller percentage utilise their services.

6,10  Farmers' membership in cooperatives do not
reveal whether these cooperatives are multipurpose or
single purpose societies. Most of the cooperatives, with
a few exceptions are credit cooperatives, Though credit
is a critical resource needed by the marginal-small
farmers, cooperative credit accounts for the lowest share
in the total borrowings by marginal and small farmers.




611  There are wide regional variations in the
performance of cooperatives, their range of functions, and
the depth of their outreach. As shown earlier, Kerala
has the highest cooperative membership among marginal
(58 per cent) and small (73.1 per cent) farmers as well as
overall membership of farmers (59.5 per cent). It is
followed by Himachal Pradesh (57.1 per cent) and
Maharashtra (54 per cent). Marginal-small farmer
membership in cooperatives is also considerably high in
Chattisgarh, Gujarat, Haryana, Punjab and Tamil Nadu
{Appendix Table A20). Several states have consciously
promoted multi-purpose cooperatives which undertake
input supply and marketing functions along with credit
supply. In some states (such as Sikkim), cooperative focus
on input supply and marketing functions rather than credit.

6.12  There are examples of a few farmers’ cooperatives
organised on the basis of Murtually Aided Cooperative
Society (MACS) which have been functioning very
effectively. An example is the Mulakanoor Farmers’
Cooperative (Karimnagar District, A.P} is. It has been
successful in undertaking multiple functions trom credit
provision, input provision, output purchase and certain
amount of agro-processing like rice milling. Such
cooperatives could also serve as a model of organising
farmers. But there are two limitations. One is that it is
not an exclusive organisation of marginal-small farmers
but includes all classes of farmers. This cooperative is
one of the exceptions, but not a rule, and in most of the
others class interests have come into play in the
management of cooperatives. Second, in spite of operating
for over three decades now, there is no evidence of this
model of cooperative being replicated anywhere in the
State. Thus, it remains an exceptional model linked 1o
certain consist quality attributed to the leadership.

613 There are other examples of successtul producer
cooperatives such as the milk cooperatives of Anand and

of many other States including the ‘Sudha’ experience of
Bihar.

614  All in all, it needs to be recognized thart the
cooperative structures still have the highest outreach
:tmung'.l]l c:ttegories of farmers. Fur[}ltr, there still exists
potential for the development of producer cooperatives
specifically for marginal-small farmers. There is also
room now for formation of MACS. The formation of

informal marginal-small farmers’ groups may be seen as
a first step in moving towards cooperatives. Given the
need for improving the non-farm component of earnings
of marginal and small farmers, group formation may be
seen as the beginning of skill and capacity building that
would facilitate specialized multi-functional cooperatives
of marginal and small farmers.

bl Producer Company Model

6.15
farmers into “producer companies”. In December 2002,
the Indian Companies Act 1956 was amended to put in

Of late, there are some initiatives to organise

place “producer company” (PC) permitting existing
Societies, Cooperatives, NGOs, Trusts, Private Limited
Companies etc. to convert into producer companies or
set up Greenfield PCs. The companies, in the present
context, are the PCs of the farmers, by the farmers and
for the farmers and are financially facilitated by the
government but managed by professionals. The basic
emphasis here is to make farming more professional and
bring to farmer the benefits of value added by linking
farm production to processing. Membership of PCs
would include all classes of farmers. By narure it may
attract more large farmers. However, this model can
emerge out of farmers’ groups or organisations which in
turn would form PCs, Again, in the sequence, one can
see PCsas potential extension of value addition activities
to marginal-small farmers’ groups.

c) Andhra Pradesh Model

6.16  In order to understand the implications of
nurturing farmers’ groups, the Commission had
commissioned a study of group approaches among farmers
in the state of Andhra Pradesh. It may be recalled that
the state has witnessed several initiatives in organising
farmers’ collectives like the Mulakanoor Farmers’
Cooperative, cooperative of weaker section land allottees
in Srikakulam district, and of dalit women farmers under
Deccan Development Society (DDS).

6.17
among the marginal-small farming communities, there

In recent years, in the context of severe distress

emerged two types of group approaches, which have been
compared in the study to identify the conditions under
which farmers’ groups can function effectively. The two
types of group approaches of Andhra Pradesh discussed
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here are: Rythu Mithra Groups (RMGs) and Community
Managed Sustainable Agriculture (CMSA). Rythu
Mithra Group (RMG) is a programine initiated by the
Department of Agriculture, Government of Andhra
Pradesh and NABARD. CMSA has emergedas anadd-
on programme of the women's Self Help Group (SHG)
based Indira Kranthi Patham (IKP), which was earlier
known as Velugu of the Society for Elimination of Rural
Poverty (SERF).

Rythu Mithra Groups (RMGs)

618  The Government of Andhra Pradesh launched
a programme for formation of Rythu Mithra Groups
(RMGs) consisting of small, marginal and tenant farmers
(including informal tenants) in June 2003, The RMGs,
with about 15 members in each group, are expected to
save and function on the lines of SHGs. The basic
objectives of the RMG approach, in addition to credit,
are: technology transfer, access to market information and
market services to farmers. It isalso envisaged that group
approach would facilitate collective action both in input
purchase and output marketing and make the entire
process participatory. Initially, each EMG was provided
with Rs. 2500 for capacity building, book keeping and
exposure visits. Each RMG is to be provided credit to
the tune of Rs. 1 lakh at subsidized (by State) interest
rate of 3 per cent and the group would lend the amount
to the members for investment in agriculture. The
Department of Agriculture is the nodal agency and
NABARD provides the refinance to these bank-linked
RMGs. NABARD brought into the programme its own
initiative of forming ‘Farmers' Clubs. The ‘Farmers’
Clubs’ included all classes of farmers, and the composition
of RMGswent beyond the marginal-small farmers. The
pilot phase was launched in 2004-05 covering 13 districts.
And credit to the tune of Rs. 28.95 crore wasextended to
4504 RMGs. In 2005-06, the programme was extended
to all the districts, and 12,468 RMGs were financed to
the tune of Rs. 131.77 crore, with an average of Rs. 1.06
lakh per group. There were efforts to link relevant
departmental programmes like Seed Village Programme,
Farm Mechanization etc. to the scheme and channel the
benefits through RMGs to enable their sustainability.
HDWE'L’ET, thE R.h"lG programme LJL'.ICI. not I'I'IH.I{E‘ ITIUCI'I
headway because of lack of proper institutional
architecture and failure on the part of capacity building.

The meagre field staff of Agriculture Department at the
‘mandal’ (Block) level is preoccupied with too many tasks
and is hardly motivated to build capacity of farmers’
organizations like RMGs. The groups formed at the
village level were not brought into any federation ar the
village or ‘mandal’ level. Each RMG functioned in
isolation.

Community Managed Sustainable
Agriculture [CMSA]

6.19
Agriculture (CMSA) is a programme that was started in
December 2004, on the basis of organizational strengths
acquired through years of capacity building in managing
self-initiated programmes through group action under
the Indira Kranthi Patham (IKP) or Velugu, as it was
called in its earlier incarnation, of the Society for
Elimination of Rural Poverty (SERP) started in 1999-
2000. IKP is essentially an initiative to empower poor
rural women through selt-help groups (SHGs) promoting
thrift and bank-linked subsidized credit to meet
consumption needs as well as income generating activities
towards eradication of poverty. However, a large
propertion of the poor SHG members are also of the
households belonging to small and marginal farmers.
Many of them are also victims of rising input costs, crop
losses due to pests and depressed prices, especially at the
time ofharvest. Based on their organizational strengths,
the IKP groups also have initiated a number of
programmes which are relevant to small, marginal and
tenant farmers. Many Village Organisations (VOs) of
SHGs have started ‘-‘ri]]nge Procurement Centres to
procure agriculture commodities from the members at
harvest time when the prices are depressed, to grade the
commodities, to store and sell them later at higher prices
on behalf of the members. The commeodities procured
by some of these SHG federations (VOs) include maize,
paddy, guin carria etc. Women members in many places
were trained in quality control, grading, logistics of stock
management and accounting. Many members of the
SHGs also started production of vermi-compost as a part
of non-farm income generating activities. These
experiences provided adequate confidence to IKP to
initiate a full-fledged programme addressed to sustain
agriculture based livelihoods of members of the SHGs.

The Community Managed Sustainable




620  In December 2004, CMSA was launched as a
pilot project in Kosigi mandal with special focus on
marginal and small farmers, tenants, women and
agricultural workers. The thrust of the programme ison
cost reduction through the adoption of Non-Pesticidal
Management (NPM), (which is IPM without chemicals)
technology. To begin with the technology is dependent
on the use of local natural resources, it is more knowledge
centric than product centric and relies more on
Community Resource Persons than agricultural
universities or the department of agriculture. The design
of the project is based on community management — in
this case VOsand their block level federations viz. Mahila
Mandal Samakhyas (MMS) of the IKP. These
organisations of marginal and small farmers identify a
Village Activist (VA) for each village — drawn from best
practicing farmers. Similarly, a Cluster Coordinator (CC)
is identified for every five villages as paid activist farmer.
The MMS enters an agreement with an IKP-accredited
NGO with requisite capacities to provide rechnical
support by way of training, information and campaign.

6.21 The core of the programme is carried on through
Farmer Field Schools (FFS). Every 20-25 sub-group of
farmers will have one fixed day in a week for training in
farm skills, field level observation and practice. The
training is at the grass-root level but local knowledge
intensive. The practices include ploughing in right
seasons to minimize soil borne harmful insects,
preparation of organic non-chemical pesticides, methods
of natural control of insects, preparation of vermi-
compost, use of neem and other botanicals and biomass.
The pilot project of CMSA which began in December
2004 in Kosigi mandal was based on the well documented
NPM success of a village called Punukula in Khammam
district. The pilot project began as a small experiment
covering one dry crop, viz. Redgram in an extent of 225
acres. The recorded cost savings was of the order of Rs.
1200 per acre. The strength of the capacity of the SHGs
and the response of marginal farmers resulted in its fast
spread to other crops and districts. By 2007-08, the
CMSA was extended to 18 districts covering 6.72 lakh
acres in 1897 villages. The major crops covered include
cotton, paddy, redgram, groundnut and chillies. There
are derailed estimares of cost reduction for each of these
commodities. The available data show that, on an

average, Rs. 5,400 per hectare is the unweighted average
cost saving per hectare of the five crops covered. The
CMSA is linked ro the marketing and credit initiatives
of the IKP. The resources for financing the training costs
are from the registration fees for farmers through SHGs
under IKP. Beside cost reduction, the impact of the
CMSA on the livelihoods of the members of the SHGs
of the IKP include reclaiming of land from mortgage for
own cultivation, small and marginal farmers taking
additional lands on lease for NPM based cultivation.
Large farmers too were impressed by cost savings under
NPM, but could not take to it because of labour-intensity.
An unexpected positive development was the large
farmers’ preference to lease their land to the landless or
marginal and small farmers to take advantage of savings
in cost of inputs.

622  The programme is still in an evelving phase.
What is important is the emerging organizational
architecture for marginal and small farmers. It is the
farmers’ SHGs similar to IKP-SHG federal organization.
What isvisualized, and partly realized, is Farmers' SHGs,
anncr F}Eld SE].'.ID'D]S, FI.I'I.'EI Vﬂ]ﬂgﬂ Rﬁsuun:e CEEL[-ES as
a part of the Village Level Farmers' Federations at the
village level, these in turn forming Mandal Level Farmers’
Federations which would be brought together into District
Level Farmers'Federations. Presently, the entire CMSA
works as a part of the IKP organizational structure and
the synergies are immense. The CMSA received a shot
in the arm in 2007-08 when the Government of India
infused Rs. 182 crores to extend it as an additional
programine to l'ﬂi.l'l"fﬂd aArcas.

6.23
need to be built into the proposed programme for
marginal and small farmers. Without requisite links to
agricultural practices and proper sustainable
organizational architecture, the RMG ended up as a

The lessons of these two ccntrastiug apprnaches

routine bureaucratic solution trying to exploit the mutual
pressure or group guarantee element of group approach
for lending and recovering loans, and that too without
much progress. The group approach under CMSA, in
contrast, builds upon a process of social mobilisation and
capacity expansion of the poor farmers, taking into account
their constraints and requirements. It brings rethinking
of the whole gamut of small farmer economy from
technology to evolving farmers’ own enabling institutions.
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It brings refreshing insights into risk management,
appropriate utilization of local knowledge, potential
avenues for household, farm and village level
diversification, and restructuring of state support systems
in the form of subsidies and infrastructure that would
benefit marginal-small farmers. For instance, the
articulation of the marginal and small farmers needs as
seen from these farmers’ SHGs shows that assistance that
promotes conjunctive use of water, village level post-
harvest facilities like drying, winnowing and storage
tacilities, village level value addirion to products, help in
brand building for the organic products of the small
farming communities and support in the form of quality
education and health facilities to farmers, besides
extending social security measures to these groups would
go a long way in improving the livelihoods of those
dependant on small farm economy.

6.24  The comparative analysis of RMGs and farmers’
SHGS T.I.I'Idﬂ‘r CI\"IEJ&-. SI'!.GWS I:hat gl’DuP apprﬂﬂch to
marginal and small farmers would succeed only if it is
based on proper federal organisational architecture and
substantial effort in capacity building. For the purpose
of formation, promotion and capacity building of the
marginal and small farmers’ groups there is need for an
agency or an umbrella organisation like the IKP or CMSA
of Andhra Pradesh.

d] SEWA Model

625  In principle, what we briefly narrate here as
‘SEWA Model’ of organising marginal-small farmers is
akin to CMSA Model of Andhra Pradesh, SEWA,
essentially a trade union of women, has acted with its
experience in social mobilisation, capacity building and
its own credit providing capacity through SEWA Bank,
acted as an agency (like the CMSA) in forming village
level fariers’ collectives or groups. Beginning with the
formation of a women's cooperative (Mehsana
Cooperative) of 41 SEWA members to cultivate tree crops
in a leased land of 11 acres, SEWA has so far organised
100 farmers’ collectives or groups, and formed them into
District Federations, in six districts. These initiatives in
many cases were linked to larger programmes like
watershed development (Subarnakantha— 1996 — World
Bank) and rehabilitation of displaced villages (Sukra,
World Bank 1993).

626 In all these cases SEVWA has acted as the
promotional agency. SEWA organises women farmers
into groups or cooperatives. SEWA provides to these
groups capacities in accounting skills, training in latest
farming techniques and establishes Village Resource
Centers (VRCs). SEWA promoted thrift among the
groups and SEWA Bank and other sources have provide
for the credit needs of these groups. The groups are also
linked to seed companies, research institutes and
marketing organisation. SEWA also organises Krishi
Bazaars (agricultural markets) bi-annually for selling the
farm produces. An interesting dimension is, provision of
health care, child care and children's educational facilities
to the members of these groups.

6.27  The SEWA Model shows the potential of
organising marginal-small farmers into small groups but
again emphasises the importance of an "agency’ - an
umbrella organisation — in social mobilisation,
handhelding, and capacity building as essential
requirement for sustained functioning of informal farmers’
groups or collectives which can in some cases grow into
tormal cooperatives.

FAO Experience

6.28
their poor economies of scale, poor bargaining power
and failure of delivery of state support services reaching
them, the UN Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAQO)

initiated group approach way back in 1970s. It vielded

To enable marginal-small farmers to overcome

positive results in several countries (Rouse 1996). The
experience of CMSA of Andhra Pradesh and the FAO
experience in working with the marginal-small farmers’
groups offer the following lessons for successful
organisation of these groups:

1) Developing sustainable marginal-small farmer
groups is a long-term process. It requires a
minimum of 3 to 4 years of training and

capacity building.

i) The groups are to be small ranging from 10 to
15 members. Members should be of
homogenous background with common interests
and similar resource base,

The use of specifically-trained resident group
organisers is fundamental to success. The group

iii)




promoters withdraw gradually once the groups
acquire capacity to run their affairs.

v)  There is need for an‘agency’at the State/Distrct
level to facilitate group formation, help them
federate and build their capacity in improving
their economic activities as much as accessing
the benefits state programmes and other facilities

aimed at them.
Concluding Observations

629  There is universal recognition of the need for
organising marginal-small farmers to gain economies of
scale, to improve bargaining power and to make their
voices heard — all with a view to improve their
Fmduct'wit}*, to diversify their sources of income and to
improve their conditions of living. The recent experience
shows, of the several approaches to organising marginal
and small farmers, cooperatives and formation of farmers’
groups on the lines of SHGs hold greater promise.
While there are some successful farmers' cooperatives,

there are also instances of spread of other types of
producer and marketing cooperative societies as well as
mutually aided societies. Most of the latter are based on
local initiatives. In contrast, formation of marginal and
sinall farmers’ groups on the lines of SHGs has developed
under agency structures such as the IKP or CMSA in
Andhira Pradesh, ‘Kudumbashree' in Kerala and SEVWA
in Gujarat. Beginning of such initiatives are seen in Tamil
Nadu, West Bengal, Orissa and Madhya Pradesh as well.
The main lesson of these experiences is that capacity
building and group formation among the poor marginal
and small farmers can not be simply seen as an extension
of routine departmental activity and as one of the many
activities that a programme may seek to promote.
Wherever there are no farmers’ cooperatives, these
experiences hold adequate prominence for organising
marginal and small farmers into groups through a
dedicated ‘agency’ meant for their promotion and capacity
building.







7 Elements of the Special

Programme for Marginal
and Small Farmers

7.1 As noted above, the Commission in its
2007 Report has stressed the need for a focused
strategy with respect to marginal and small farmers
and has advocated a package of measures for these
farmers. Since then, the Government of India has
taken a number of initiatives designed to improve
the lot of farmers and of agriculture. We have
briefly discussed these initiatives earlier in this
Report. The approach taken by the 1 1" Planis to
shift towards decentralised agricultural planning
based on a convergent approach and use of
ﬂd.dj.'.iﬂﬂﬂ.l resources to Plug gﬂPS 'ﬂ.l'ld ch:lIs o1}
activities which are important for bringing about
a growth of the agricultural sector. Thisis a sound
approach which will prevent a duplication of effort
and will lead to locally appropriate strategies.

72 Our own analysis shows that group based
approaches, although in their infancy, can make
a significant impact on the agricultural practices
of marginal-small farmers and also enable them
to avail of economies of scale in certain spheres
such as marketing. We have noted that the
National Policy on Farmers earlier in this report
also believes that the future of Indian farming lies
in different types of group approaches. Our
emphasis in this document is on strengthening
the “back-end” i.e. the capacity of farmer groups
to internalise value chains to the extent possible.

Having done this, farmer groups will no doubt
have to interact with marker-based institutions in
different formats which are advantageous to them
(say, through contract farming). This report does
not deal with the many emerging formats through
which corporates/co-operatives are strengthening
backward linkages with the farm economy.

7.3 Further, our analysis earlier in this report,
as also supported by the Eleventh Plan, makes it
clear that the capacity of the agricultural sector
to absorb the increasing labour force is limited
and there is a need to diversit:',* to other non-farm
and off farm employment in rural areas. Thus o
strategy for marginal and small farmers can not remain
confined to agricuiture and must recognise the need to
generate maore employment epportunities through skill
develgpment, rural diversification and develgpment
ef off-farm and non-farm activities,

74 We have also analysed the gender and
social composition of marginal and small farmers
in this Report and have highlighted the special
need to focus on issues arising out of discrimination
and neglect of women farmers and farmers
belonging to deprived social groups. The gender
dimensions of agriculture and the need to address
gender issues has also been highlighted by the
Planning Commission Steering Group and the
11" Plan, among others. It follows from this any
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A Special

thrust on the weaker sections in agriculture must be
gender and socially sensitive.

7.5 All this, in our view, leads to the following main
conclusions. First, there is need for targeted interventions
focusing on this segment of farmers (marginal and small
farmers). Second, many of the disadvantages faced by
these farmers can be overcome if they come togetherasa
group, pooling their resources, collectively participating
in markets and making a demand for public goods &
services. Thus there is need for a group approach to
enhance their farm and non-farm productivity and thereby
income. Third, a strategy for marginal and small farmers
must focus on generating more and better quality off-
tarm and non-farm employment for them through skill
development and other measures.

7.6 It may be noted that in many respects the l.llI
Plan approach is similar to that recommended by this
Commission. The Plan document states that:

[ “Given that 80 per cent of farmers are small and
marginal, and, increasingly female, special steps will be
needed roimprove their effective access to inputs, credit,
extension services and output markets. It is now well
recognized that the poor are best empowered if they
tunction as a group rather than as individuals and that
this is also the best way to secure economies of scale.
Hence for the poor and for women to gain and be effective
tarmers we should encourage a “group
approach™."(Planning Commission 2007e).

.8 Hozwever, whtle the National Policy for Farmers and
the 11" Plan aptly recognize the need to focus on marginal
and small farmers and emphasise a group appraach, they do
net suggest any programme or measure which is either
specifically targeted at these farmers er which can implement a
[fresh approach tewards them. There is an implicit
assumption that either a sectoral approach or an approach
addressing issues all farmers will also address the special
issues confronting marginal and small farmers.
Consequently, the focus on marginal and small farmers
leaves a lot to be desired and that too in a period when
agrarian developments have increased the urgency for a
distinct and focused strategy for this segment.

the problems of
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We wish to reiterate that

rner

b Cniiere

specific focus. General programmes are not able to address
their special needs and constraints, and as a result, the
productivity and income opportunities for these farmers
do not fully open up. The Commission therefore is of
the view that its earlier recommendation of a special
programine for marginal and small farmers at this juncture
remains both valid and urgent. Further, building capacity
of small-marginal farmers through a group based
approach will be the key ingredient in the proposed
Special Programme since our analysis shows that group
based approaches can make a significant impact on the
agricultural outcomes for marginal-small farmers, while
also enabling them to access credit and other resources,
and helping them to undertake non-farm activities,.

7.10  Given this background, the Commission has
oW pmpcsad the 5perjal programine for marginal and

small farmers, the elements of which are described below.
Objectives

7.11  The Special Programme for marginal and small
farmers will have the following general objectives:

L To improve the income prospects of marginal-
small farmers from agriculture.

1. To improve the skill base of marginal-small
farmers in both agricultural and non-
agricultural activities.

ni.  To provide such farmers with income earning
opportunities in the non-farm sector.

iv.  To ensure that the needs of the marginal and
small farmers are adequately reflected in other
agricultural and development programmes and
to ensure their access to these programmes in

order to strengthen their livelihood security.

Principal Activities proposed under the
Special Programme

712 (a) Promation of Marginal-Small Farmers' Graups:
One of the first and important functionsof the Programme
will be the promotion of formation of marginal and small
farmers’ self-help groups. Given the fact that in many
states such groups are far and few, special efforts will
have to be made to facilitate formation of such groups/
organisations. The Special Programme proposes setting
up of Marginal and Small Farmers’ Development Sociery




(MSFDS) for the promotion, capacity building and
coordination of development of marginal and small
farmers’ groups. The Society should identify and train a
team of Community Resource Persons for formation of
the groups. Wherever NGOs engaged in the promotion
of rural livelihoods exist, they could play important role
in the formation of the groups. Noting that this segment
is socio-economically heterogeneous, adequate emphasis
must be given to promoting groups and capacity building
among farmers belonging to the weaker sections (sub-
marginal and marginal farmers and those belonging to
socially deprived groups).

(b} Enabling Greater Aecess te Institutional Credit:
Linking the M-S farmers’ groups to banks is an essential
step towards adequate flow of institutional credit to these
farmers. This linking could be done on the pattern of the
existing SHG-bank linkage programme. The objective
is that adequate institutional credit should be able to
reach all marginal and small farmers, whether owners or
tenants.

(c) Training and Capacity Building: Since farming is
becoming increasingly knowledge based, training
marginal and small farmers in appropriate technical and
farming practices specific to different regions becomes
an urgent need. The existing institutional set up, from
the village right up to district level like FF5 at the village
level or training facilities at the higher levels, are not
accessed by most marginal and small farmers. The special
programme aims at motivating and enabling marginal
and small farmers to acquire skills by establishing
Community Resource Centres, by promoting marginal
and small farmer activists at the village, cluster, and block
levels, and by promoting training of Trainers and training
of marginal and small farmers. The marginal and small
tarmers’ groups will be the basic units for this intervention
and grass-roots agencies will enable them to link up with
existing facilities and programmes.

(d) Suppart for Strengthening and Creation of Non-
Farm Activities: Given the fact that income from small
farming is hardly sufficient to meet the basic needs of
the farm households, it is important to strengthen and
enhance their sources of non-farm income. Some of these
are organically linked to farming as in the case of dairying,
livesteck rearing, inland fishing, food processing, weaving

as in the North-east, and so on. In addition there will
also be non-farm activities that could be accessed by
members of the small farmer households. A number of
schemes and programmes exist for rural non-farm
activities such as PMEGP and SGSY. In addition various
forms of assistance are also available from a number of
other agencies and departments. In states where women's
groups are active, a number of them have started non-
farm enterprises with a local market for the products and
services. [he programme aims at bridging the farm
activities and non-farm activities of marginal and small
farmers by a facilitating role through dissemination of
information, education and training, linkage with banks
and other agencies and organising technical and
managerial help.

(e) Gender-focused Activities: Recognising that
farming is increasingly feminised, the Special
Programme’s initiative of marginal and small farmer group
formation would aim at these groups having an adequare
number of women or exclusively women farmers as well.
The Programme would play a leading role in facilitating
a gender sensitive marginal and small farmer development
strategy. These include mapping the existing role and
constraints on women farmers, support and organise
training and skill development programmes for women
farmers. The Programme should also promote joint
ownership or leasing and operation, or usufructuary rights
over existing productive assets (land, tree s,pcnds, CPRs)
as well as new ones among women farmers through
SHGs, co-operatives etc. This will go a leng way in
supporting and strengthening such activities that have
already made a beginning in such states as Kerala
(through Kudumbasree) and Andhra Pradesh (through
the CMSA of the Indira Kranthi Pratham) which show
that women as a group can overcome the constraints of
access to credit, land and other productive assets and play
a eritical role in improving the social and economic status
of their families.

(f) Planns ng for Develspment of Marginal and Small
Farmers: While the Special programme would initiate
the activities outlined above, the MFSDS would also
develupa strategy for the medium term dﬂ*elupmem of
marginal and small farmers. The strategy will essentially
have a bottom-up approach. The primary information
on the nature of problems faced by the marginal and
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small farmers, the nature of solutions that they conceive,
and the kind of interventions that they expect should be
df:l“"l'l UP ﬁ'ﬂln thE mnrgi.nal :I.I'Id 5|'|'|ﬂ.1]. f:u‘rners gl'ﬂUPG
right from the village and panchayat level. These grassoots
perceptions should be combined with an assessment of
the numbers of marginal and small farmers, their spread
in terms of agro-climatic specificities, the availability of
infrastructure facilities including those relating to input
supply and output marketing, institutions of credir,
training etc. Based on this exercise, the proposed strategy
would suggest locally relevant development strategies
which are also sensitive to the internal socio-economic
differentiation of this segment and growing feminisation
of this workforce, and set quantitative targets. Special
stress will be laid on dovetailing the requirements of the
small farmers with all existing programmes, particularly
the NADP, NFSM, NREGP, BGRF, PMRY and the
SDM. The Society will have the responsibility to ensure
that this plan will be incorporated as a sub-plan in the
district and state agriculture plans, which are being
formulated as per the C-DAP model guidelines.

Implementation Mechanism

713 It is proposed that for the implementation of
the programme and for operationalisation of its key
ngredient viz. group :1pprmdl and cnpnciquuildi.rlg, each
state should constitute an agency at the District level,
which may be called as Marginal and Small Farmers

Development Society (MSFDS) to be registered under
the Charirable Societies Act.

7.14
group formation of marginal and farmers and build
capacity to enable them not only to develop their own
initiatives towards their economic and social development
but also to effectively access the state support programmes
aimed at them. Within such a national framework, states
have to set out with appropriate institutional framework
for group development as warranted b}' the reg'mnn]

The prime mission of the Sn-c:iet}' is to promote

context.,

715 The MSFDS would be headed by the District
Collector or the CEO of the ZP and will be assisted by
a teamn of professionals in agriculture, rural development,
social work and planning. The organisation would require
a flexible and autonomous structure, involving NGOs and
inclepem:len[ institutions for group formation planning,

monitoring, training, etc. MSFDS, functioning in a fully
promotional manner, will be able coordinate with several
line departments such as the departments of agriculture,
rural development, panchayati raj, industries, employment
and training are already critically invelved in the
implementation of programmes which have a bearing
on marginal and small farmers. It is envisaged that the
proposed society will improve the convergence between
them and serve as an agency for bringing their benefits
to the marginal and small farmers. This ‘agency maodel’
of MSFDS may also consider invelving non-profit
institutions such as non-government development
organisations, charitable trusts, research and development
institutions, academic institutions as well as private and
public sector companies in strengthening the marginal-
sinall farmers’ groups through a variety of activities.

716  The Commission hasnoted that the government
has recently taken a decision to extend the Agriculrural
Technology Management Agency (ATMA) to all districts
in the country. The agency has the main responsibility
for all technology dissemination activities at the district
level. The Agency haslinkages with all line departinents,
research organizations, non-governmental organizations
and agencies associated with agricultural development,
and a substantial representation of farmer organizations.
ATMA is set up as an autonomous body under the
Societies Act with participation of all key stake holders.
It has a Governing Board (headed by the Collector) and
a Management Committee (headed by the Senior most
agricultural officer) ar the district level. At the Block
level, it has a Block Technology Team (BTT) and a
F:lrmers'ﬁd\'imr}* Committee (FAC), It has a State level
Inter-departmental Working Group headed by the APC.
The ATMA formulates the Strategic Research and
Extension Plan (SREP) and the Extension Work Plans.
In all, the ATMA provides for participation by the
stakeholders giving due representation to women farmers,
and farmers from weaker sections. Thirty per cent of the
resources meant for extension workers are Frupﬂsed to
be spent on women farmers. The programme also
proposes a large cafeteria of activities which includes
group formation, which is expected to strengthen the
demand-led features of the programme, and ilnpmw:d
linkage with credit institutions. There is thus some
commonality between the Special Programme proposed




by the Commission and ATMA. But while the ATMA
is focused on technology dissemination among all
categories of farmers, the Commission's special
programme is focused on group formation and capacity
building among marginal and small farmers only: Besides,
the Programme’s capacity building extends to both
promotion of both farm and non-farm activities among
this segment of farmers.
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Commission, the Ministry of Agriculture has expressed
a preference for incubating the Special Programme within
an existing mstitution and gradually taking the lessons

However, in its discussions with the

forward. In this case, an alternative to the Commission'’s
main proposal of setting up the MFDS as an autonomous
society from the very beginning in all the states, the
Special Programme could be initially housed with the
ATMA as an autonoemous unit which may be called the
Marginal and Small Farmers' Development Organisation
(MSFDO). The MSFDO will have an independent
management committee which will be headed however,
as in the case of ATMA, by the senior-most agricultural
officer of the district.

Financial Resources

7.18  The financial resources meant exclusively tor this
programine will be an additicnﬂ]it}'cver and above what
is provided in the existing schemes. The total cost of this
Programme 1s initially estimated at about Rs 2000 crores
per vear or an average of about Rs 3 to 5 crore per district.
This amount can be increased as the capacity of the
MSIDDS o undertake activities mentioned below, or other
activities entrusted to it increases. The total amountwould
be allocated to the states/districts in proportion to the
marginal and small farmers in each area.

719  The dedicated budget of the programme will be
used mainly for capacity building, group formation,
incentivising group formation, training, transfer of
technical know-how, activities linked to promotion of
federations of producer groups in some form, with
additional provision for meeting important gaps in the
development plan for marginal and small farmers. Thus,
the financial resources earmarked for the Society will
take into account the following requirements:

(1)  Motvation and capacity building for group
formation, gradual federating of such groups,
and hand holding are highly skilled and eftort-
intensive exercises which will require support
under the programme. The Commission has
discussed the ingredients of some of the
successful models of group based approaches like
the Community Based Sustainable Agriculture
(CMBSA) approach in Andhra Pradesh, producer
co-operatives and the SEWA model.

As we have mentioned earlier, training for skill
formation would be an important component
of the programme. The training provided
would be either for agricultural purposes and
linked to capacity creation under this programme
or for enterprise promotion where it would be
linked to the PMEGP. The objective of training
will also be to provide marketable skills to the
recipients and hence it is desirable that all
training be linked to certification under the
Modular Employable Skills Programme of the
DGET.

The subsidy levels for individual components
would be the same as those specified under the
SGSY, ATMA, NF5M and other programmes.
However, in order to promote group formation,
an additional subsidy of 10 per cent would be
provided to farmers’ groups, accordingly to laid
down criteria.

(i1)

(1)

7.20 The Commission favours extension of the targeted
approach to other programmes. Some of these specify
small targets for marginal and small farmers while in
other cases no targets are specified. Thus it is expected
that clear and specific targets be laid down for marginal
and small farmers under the Centrally Assisted
pmg‘rnmmes, SU.EI'.I. as |:I'.|.E EEDP, NFSM ﬂl'l'l:l mm..
Since nearly 85 per cent farmers are marginal and small
farmers (of which nearly 40 per cent are women) and
these farmers cultivate about 44 per cent land, producing
more than half the output, and since proportionately
greater weightage should be given to supporting this
segment, we are of the view that at the national level at
least 70 per cent of the direct benefitsof these programmes
should accrue to marginal and small farmers and at least
40 per cent of such benefits should accrue to women
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farmers. Separate targets can be specified for each of the
two sub-groups (marginal and small farmers) as well as
for farmers from socially deprived status. Similar targets
need to be set at each local level depending upon the
significance of marginal-small farmers and the different
sub-groups in the area, and aggregated upwards to the
state level.

721 Since the SGSY is meant almost entirely for BPL
households and would cover a very small segment of the
marginal and small farmers, it is recommends that a clear
target also be set (not less than 70 per cent of the rural
target) for the new PMEGP for marginal and small
farmers to channelise support to them for setting up non-
farm business enterprises.
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farmers would thus be much larger than the amount

The total amount spent on marginal and small

allocated to the Special Programme, being equal to 70
per cent of the amount allocated under the NADP,
MMA and the NFSM. the dovetailed amount from the
other programmes, and the increased allocation to the
PMEGPE

Monitoring and Evaluation

723 Two kinds of monitoring and evaluation are
called for in the case of this Special Programme. Oneis
the Meonitoring and Evaluarion (M&E) of the various
programimnes that are intended to benefit the small farmers.
The second is the monitoring and evaluation of the
functioning of the P{Dpﬂ&ed Special Programme.

7.24  The first task will have to be taken by up the
MSFD Societies. They will monitor the impact of all
the relevant programmes in terms of their intended
benefits to small farmers. This will be done in a
participatory fashion involving the farmers’ groups and
the PRIsand finally presented in an annual progress report
for wider discussion and dissemination. This will list each
scheme/project/programme and record their achievements
as well as their constraints and shortcomings. [tcanalso
suggest corrective measures with a view to improve the
effectiveness and outreach of the concerned activity. It
may also articulate the need for local level innovations/
adaptations that are feasible and cost effective.

1.25
Special Programme itself. This should be carried out in
a participatory manner by the farmers’ groups and PR1s,

The second task is to monitor and evaluate the

as well as by external agencies at periodic intervals, say
every three years, according to a suitable design
appropriate to the state level conditions and context but
within a broad national framework. The Programme
Evaluation Division of the Planning Commission should
carry out a separate evaluation that could draw from the
state level annual progress reports as well as independent
evaluation of randomly selected district level Societies.

726  Thus the M&E will be a combination of
monitoring of the small farmer-oriented programmes as
well as that of the Special Programme through a
participatory exercise, as well as through external
evaluations.
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Abbrevations & Acronyms

APC Agriculture Producrion Commissioner
APMC Agriculture Produce Marketing Committee Act

ATMA Agricultural Technology Management Agency

BGRF Backward Region Grant Fund

BTT Block Technology Team

CcC Cluster Coordinator

C-DAP Comprehensive District Agricultural Plan
CEO Chief Executive Officer

CGF Credit Guarantee Fund

CMSA Community Based Sustainable Agriculture
CMSA Community Managed Sustainable Agriculture

CPR Commeon Property Resource

DAP District Agricultural Plan

DDP Desert Development Programme

DDs Decean Development Society

DGET Directorate General of Employment & Training
DPAP Drought Prone Area Programme

FAC Farmers' Advisory Committee

FAO Food and Agricultural Organisation

FFs Farmer Field Schools

GCA Gross Cropped Area

GOI Government of India

HYV High Yielding Variety

ICAR Indian Council for Agriculture Research
IKP [ndira Kranthi Patham

IPM Integrated Pest Management

IRDP Integrated Rural Development Programme
M&E Menitering and Evaluation

MACS Mutually Aided Cooperative Society

MFALDA Marginal Farmers and ﬁ.g;ricu]tural Labourers DeveIoplnent Ageucies




A Spacial Programme for Marginal and Small Farmers

MMA Macro Management of Agriculture

MMS Mahila Mandal Samakhyas

MSFDO Marginal and Small Fariners’ Development Organisation
MSFDS Marginal and Small Farmers’ Development Society
MSME Ministry of Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises
MSP Minimum Support Price

MT Metric Ton

MWS Million Wells Scheme

NABARD  National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development
NADP National Agricultural Development Programme
NBC Net Bank Credit

NCEUS National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector
NCF National Commission of Farmers

NFSM National Foed Security Mission

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

NHM National Horticulture Mission

NPF National Policy for Farmers

NPM Non-Pesticidal Management

NREGA National Rural Employment Guarantee Act
NREGP National Rural Employment Guarantee Programme
NSS/NSSO  National Sample Survey (Organisation)

NTFP Non Timber Forest Produce

OBC Other Backward Class

PC Producer Company

PMEGP Prime Minister Employment Generation Programme
PMRY Prime Minister’s Rojgar Yojana

PRI Panchayati Raj Inistitution

REI Reserve Bank of India

RKVY Rashtriya Krishi Vikas Yojana

RMG Rythu Mithra Groups

SAP State Agriculture Plan

sC Schedule Caste
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SDM Skill Development Mission

SERP Society for Elimination of Rural Poverty

SEWA Self Employment Women's Association

SFDA Small Farmers Development Agencies

SFMFALDA Small Farmer Marginal Farmer Agriculture Labour Development Agency

SGSY Swaranjaynati Gram Swarozgar Yojana
SHG Selt Help Group

ST Schedule Tribe

UN United Nations

VA Village Acrivist

VO Village Organisation

VRC Village Resource Centers

WDP Watershed Development Programme
WTO World Trade Organisation

ZP Zilla Parishad
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Appendix Tables

Table A1: Percentage Land Possessed

585 39.4
65.2 289

638 17.6 814
56.8 230 798
s01 274 75
448 289 737

446 285 731
463 209 672
53 1 a6s

295 250 545
235 20.9 544

243 25.1 49.4
263 212 75
212 210 422

5 189 374
17.1 17.2 343
122 19.4 3!’.?
13 18.6 299
111 s 246
263 198 461
Note: All India includes small states as Goa, Dethi, Pordicherry, & UTa

Souréer Computed using WSS unit level dara 59th Round on Sinution Assessiment Survey of Farmers 20413

13.9
17.0
18.6
202

263
26.8
26.9
27.6
32.8
336
406
45.5
45.6
49.1
50.6
525
57.8
614
62.6
65.7
65.7
683
70.1
77.4
53.9




Table A2: Percentage of Operational Holdings during the Agricultural
Year 2002-03

531

471

Note: Total includes the small states Goa, Delln, Pondicherry, & LTk

5

4191

16.6

tezs

1

7.4
152
115

133
148
358
203
145
139
289
19.1
17.2

17.3
15.9

20.6

30.9
19.8

16.9

788

1.3

bl <

5.4
60
7.2
8.7

9.6
10.0
122
132
13.9
17.5
19.4

212
02
229
25.0
251

324

331

335

165

Source: Compuited using NS5 uhit level dara S9th Round on Situation Assessinent Survey of Farmers 2003
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Table A3: Share of Marginal and Small Farmers in Total Output

272
251
278
168
221

253
204
196
204
16.2 882
15.1 29.9
165 2.9
. 125 193
ote: All India includes small states as Goa, Delhi, Pandicherry, North Eastern Smtes & UTs
Sowree: Computed wsing NSS wunit level data 5%h Round em Situation Assessment Survey ol Farmers 2003




State

Punjab

Kerala
Jammu & Kashmir
West Benal
Assam

Haryana
Uttaranchal
Andhr Pradesh
Urtar Pradesh
Himachal Pradesh
Tamil Nadu
Bihar

Jharkhand
Maharashtra
Karmataka
Gujarar

29448
26485
26774
21065
18484
17769
15405
14777
14442
12680
15629
14230
14275
13212
11727
120

8612

8543

7207

77
14754

Marginal

Small

26120
27576
24768
20429
17370
16872
12694
14849
14441
17650
11353
131184
12457
11350
12178
11656

B128

7546

6374

5629
13001

Marginal & Small. Medium & Largs

27213
26814
26057
20874
17975
17304
14859
14813
14442
14347
13926
13833
13568
12064
11962
11807

B339

7927

6870

6330
13944

Table A4: Value of Output per Hectare [Rs.)

28983
28655
164914
19004
18296
17541
69131
12886
15611
19198
15799
13847
11420

7140
10194
11504

7953

8783

A731

4213
11333

All
28623
27197
23214
20594
18068
17470
25536
13720
14826
15362
14771
13837
13034

8339
10809
11609

8126

8526

G831

4739
12535

£
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Table A5: Percentage of Operated Area Leased-In

212 5.0 62 9.6

167 64 8.9

14.5 103 39

39 20 &3

= 152 337

NA 159 32 4.8
25

tree

21 8.1 25 37
215 15.9 60 74

198 75 66 63
197 62 52 55
126 135 99 95
398 280 161 188
270 131 109 109
1 3 2 403
254 18.8 13.4 104
206 10.6 72 83

nTEEREEssERE St e

Neres *Dhata for 2002-073 pertain 1o the kharif seeson.
All Tndin ineludes spal] staes as Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, North Egsstern Stans & UTs

Sotrrce: Nutioml Sumple Survey on Land Holding, NSS Sth round, No.36 1954-55: NSS 17th round No.144 1961-62; N&S
2fith round Ne.215 1971-72, NS5 37th round, Nes 330 and 331 1982, 48th round No 388, 1992 and 5%th round, No.492, 2004,
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Table A7: Net farm Income per Hectare of Cropped Area from Cultivation

Note: All [ndia includes the small states Goa, Delhi, Pondicherey, North Easterts States & U'Ts
Source: Computed using NSS unir fevel dara 339th Round on Sinsarion Assessment Survey of Farmiers 2003




Table A8: Income and Consumption per Farmer Household (Rs. per month], by
Size Category of Farmers
State Marginal Small Semi-medium

locome Consun-  illerence  Income  Consu= - Difference. loeome Consas - Difference

mjitinm i mptinn

Andhra Pradesh 1235 2159 -924 1837 2549 712 2590 3045 -455
Bihar 1439 2254 -815 2667 3246 579 4460 3599 861
Chharrisgarh 1187 1754 -567 1684 2204 520 2858 2681 177
Gujarat 1931 2725 794 2815 1386 -571 1757 3698 59
Haryana 2155 3820 -1665 2919 5233 -2314 4289 5122 -833
Jharkhand 1814 1835 -21 M3 2149 564 4901 2674 2227
Karnataka 1951 2262 -311 2474 2693 219 3796 3262 534
Kerala 3602 4075 -473 6290 5262 1028 10639 7178 3461
mpm 1099 1973 -874 1193 2241 -1048 1439 2720 -1281
Maharashtra 1761 2467 -706 2183 2583 -400 3525 3026 499
Orissa 901 1578 -677 1425 2034 -609 2456 2688 -232
Punjab 2840 3900 -1060 4462 5452 -990) 6605 5860 745
Rajasthan 1427 2809 -1382 1650 3668 -2018 1678 1875 -2197
Tamil Nadu 1739 2285 -546 2244 3187 943 3658 3691 -33
Uttar Pradesh 1198 2526 -1328 2428 3728 -1300 3978 4948 -4970
West Bengal 1862 2517 -655 3643 3877 -234 5993 4754 1239
All India 16549 2482 -823 2493 3148 655 3589 3685 96

lcome Consn Difleronce  Ticome  'Consu ¢ Copsi-  Diilercuce

LT CVLTHTRT i filinn

Andhra Pradesh 5479 4133 1346 9418 5724 3694 1634 2386 -752
Bihar - 9526 5678 3848 27766  B174 19592 1810 2459 -649
Chhattisgarh 3860 3716 144 10500 5161 5339 1618 2045 -427
Gujarat 6355 4687 1668 S084 4391 693 2684 3127 -443
Haryama 5353 6463 -1110 16110 8234 7876 2882 4414 -1532
Jharkhand 7990 2773 5217 23433 3251 20182 2069 1897 172
Karnataka 5178 3563 1615 16837 H844 7993 2616 2608 8
Kerala 15045 8820 6225 s e e 4004 4250 -246
Madhya Pradesh 3066 3667 -601 8000 6108 1892 1430 2339 -909
Maharashtra. 6244 3877 2367 15653 7241 8412 2463 2689 -226
Orissa 3724 2T 953 11451 5314 6137 1062 1697 -635
Puniabs 13770 7836 5934 34340 13078 21262 4960 4840 120
Rajasthan 1682 4368 -2686 706 4939 -4233 1498 3288 -1790
Tamil Nadu 9061 3793 5268 26984 9030 17954 2072 2506 -434
Uttar Pradesh 7974 6732 1242 7850 6776 1074 1633 2899 -1266
West Bengal 3864 5234 -1370 oy - 70 2079 2668 -589
All India 5681 4626 1055 9667 6418 3249 215 2770 655
.\|I1|."."'.'.‘ Indys includes small stares ws Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, Narth Esstern Stais & U'Ts
Source: Commited wsing NS5 anit level data 5% h Rournd on Simation Assessment Sorvey of Feomers 200

I =
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Table A9: Incidence of Indebtedness among Farmer Households by Farm
Size [Percentages) 2003

j | !'

5.1 7.7 63 5.0 59
196 165 189 126 181
357 20.8 339 214 33.0
386 4.9 406 386 402
432 573 470 67.0 51.9
478 59.4 502 64.0 531
327 352 331 39.1 334
29.4 325 298 52.6 318
211 205 210 185 209
588 65.8 608 64.2 61.6
638 72.9 646 59.9 64.4
426 49.9 454 620 508
449 56.9 493 66.7 54.8
5.6 14 249 187 248

226 292 246 19.0 236
369 388 375 18.6 365
474 48.4 477 49.1 478
58.6 75.3 620 77.6 65.4
50.4 53.1 512 549 52.4
323 286 317 328
745 75.5 746 745
498 422 495 492
393 421 398

61 25.6 75 2.0 72
511 447 505 415 50.1

BEEE

Notes All India includes the small staves Goa, Delhy, Ponddicherry, & Ul
Source: Computed wsing NSS umit level data 5%th Round em Siuation Assessment Survey of Farmers 2003




Table A10: Cost of Cultivation per Hectare

9806 10176 7527 8673
2689 2705 3058 - 2807
5618 5999 5368 5805
2970 a2 3485 3317
5781 6001 5968 5979

L 5190 7413 5655
wn S0 s i

5638 6031 3487 4107
10340 1[[513 12368 1_1991

7695 8806 8075 8476

4120 4168 4129 4379 4178
11536 10985 11371 9492 11091

Noter All Indin includes the small states Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, & UTs
Source: Compnirted using NSS wnir level dara 59 th Round on Sinustion Assesmient Survey of Fanmers 2008
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Table A11: Area under Irrigation as Per cent of NCA across Farms

Andhra Pradesh 55.5 53.6 41.4 480 3.7 47.8
Bihar 77.8 79.5 76.7 68.7 83.8 775
Chhartisgarh 20,0 29.7 237 31.3 40.7 28.7
Gujarat 33.0 29.7 371 37 231 321
Haryana 7.7 72.0 68.7 59.3 69.1 66.4
arkhand 11.5 10.0 8.6 4.8 0.1 9.6
248 27.4 289 21.3 227 25.0

383 27.4 30.8 35.1 0.0 343

187 240 26.1 62.9 25.6 34.2

26.7 27.7 27.6 26.4 260 27.0

Orissa 168 189 141 37.7 16.2 188
Punjab 101.9 1035 96.5 95.9 1244 101.9
Rajasthan 20.4 20.0 25.2 18.6 19.8 20.5
“Tamil Nadu 71.2 72.4 80.4 75.6 59.0 74,0
Uttar Pradesh 79.6 73.9 68.8 61.0 38.9 72.7
West Bengal 54.6 68.7 61.1 50.2 e 8.8
All-India 475 43.8 404 411 305 42,0
Andhra Pradesh 53.0 53.0 46.7 46.5 336 49,0
Bihar 86.3 80.8 76.5 78.6 96.6 82.7
Chhartisgarh 6.9 6.2 103 19.9 27.4 111
Gujarat 68.6 53.8 35.0 35.9 47.3 43.6
Haryana 91.7 91.1 83.5 1.9 68.3 84.2
Jharkhand 37.1 39.9 32.4 21.6 100.0 39.0
Karnataka 27.1 314 329 231 40.3 29.5
Kerala 35.6 43.7 49.5 62.2 0.0 41.2
‘Madhya Pradesh 316 36.0 38.7 57.1 59.0 46.6
‘Maharashtra 34.8 32.6 422 44.6 38.0 39.7
Orissa 17.2 156 11.2 39.1 2 17.5
Punjab 1113 97.7 98.6 118.6 95.6 106.7
Rajasthan 41.0 46.3 51.3 474 217 40.1
Tamil Nadu 472 51.4 56.8 80.0 64.0 57.4
Urtar Pradesh 91.0 84.5 81.3 873 43.4 85.9
West Bengal 780 725 66.0 86.8 - 75.5
All-India 61.4 55.5 529 57.3 476 56.1

MNote: Al India includes the small stares Goa, Delhi, Fondicherry, &.U'Ts

Sonrree: Cormrated T8 450y NSS i level dara S9h Rowsd o Setugtien Asesiment Survey of Farmers 2003




T 6RL el b's8 669 [ £16 g8 L9% (¥88 PR
¥lS LEL Tos e L6k SEs 3 g L9 Fis Py
i <% TL8 I'+6 658 8L FiB gL 08 99z P )
oBs 6TL THs Tos (4127 A Fes TR £Lh €L ey,
10g ST (44 TLE <9 L ik 8174 <78 819 npEN R,
901 691 9% g5l 8 §13 s 667 9LE €87 wepfiy
CH (633 Tse 99§ L¥E L6 ELr L <19 (69 ey
61 9%k TEr Si6 TlE TS L' i g a8 137 iy
L¥l LTl 6¥1 L6l oFL 192 9 0LL 6RL Lol L]
9381 43 991 £1z Trl £ 69¢ ¥TT 4 g8l iy
(A3 €T 1 (A FIT 74 Lt €L €T T 0y
(33 gEE 6T 10g A% ats 89 6TF (453 pet ey
191 I6E 8Sl 96l rsl SHF 86 Ter T 08 axdungy
FHE £ 08 i3 ST FER ¥l L8 A3 €18 AR
T8 g9 0Lk £88 868 68S T69 (1153 Fip 6k U gy
Lok 35 =73 6%L o ' FIL 9p eg RS ey
658 THr THT gLE LT sy FT6 Ti8 R s ernLy
I'sg 9k FFe €T 8TE 6L 86 IR 188 8L peppy
078 £+ §08 956 98L 16 ¥ Tl It L06 gy runm(
OFL 0EL T SEL THL €18 668 L8 648 £l [P
<19 LT3 g8 898 Ly TEs 6¥L Fiv I¥L Tk - omingg
1€ o £5E £lF 0% 908 <68 L 9 614 i)
gL 61 £9 It 6'c €60 T8 611 669 P sty
0l 216 0l6 Lith 106 a8 688 i 69 Lis |
TEs s ges < I'ge 079 <Is <59 £80 079 sy
611 6% 091 651 091 ST 6% 06T £re LYe YEpR] Py
SE e €8 g 8T g8 Fi8 ThL g8 £9L Ypu] ey
W § gy g ey ey pitegy v pungey g ey pog puiigy s

SPIOYasNO} Jawiled Je30} Yy} Jo JazINsa4 4o asn Bupiiodau spoyesnoy jo abeyuedied ZLY 21qel




clix Tables

pecial Programme for Marginal and Small Farmers

AS

f;'!:-_;_ o

5L
LT
L
%
U5t
84T

| s
e

L8
86

(474

£
b i)
L6T

Hol
£i8
gl
L
L 3

115
811
OBE

L0
£l
L5
90
66k
g

FHIL
LT
0129
g

Lol
61
6Lk
1%
608

8
L
L

488

0ee
(F9
£T1
LeE

69E

ks
) A
Ese
¥i6
gL

86

1l

18l
ELE
LL
G¥
SIE
'8l
18
0L

W o umpyy g puimy g pudegy

LEE
k5
9RL
re9
£

£rl
60

L

6
bt
ks
TEF
06E

't
Fos
85l
B3

1o
'
3 1
LA
e
LET
8
¥LiZ
LSt

Fal
Tor
L6T
6L
PEl
HiE
99
0T

[4:/4
o8

3984

1os
&8

0vs

Sls
oLk
g
&9
&lb
Iis
£ee
I's9
O8L

(343

959
ik
FlL
el

Tig
Log
(43

w
Sployesnoy Jawle je303 ayj Jo aunueyy djuebig jo asn bupJodal spioyesnoy jo abejuadsad gLy @lqel

£

L]
iy

LT

86
[E
L6
£95

&4
Fit

] £ 3

$58 3

i
o5
0o
FLS
LT
o9

&8 % &

509
£6E
7L
694

2R dR8REead 43

¢

€8

s
AT
s

80C
L2S
99%

FLL
6%

FiL

618
e
viT

I'8s

FlE
9L
arL
1%
998
(Y1
Ll
g9

pungny Oy puiny g pudiny

P IV

E

FPEL] FaY)

i

Eﬂggfiégiiggﬁgﬁﬁg§§§ 

|

R




Table A14: Percentage of Households reporting use of Improved Seeds of the
total Farmer Households

STATE Marginal & Medium & All Marginal & Medium & All
AL, i o, b e = sl
Andhra Pradesh 66.6 7.7 67.6 28.0 381 29.9
Anunanchal Pradesh 9.6 133 109 6.7 213 116
Assam 338 30.6 33.4 346 32,0 34.2
Bihar 13.2 44.6 34.0 421 485 426
Chartisgarh 10.2 16.9 11.6 0.7 3.0 1.1
Gujarat 548 83.1 61.7 256 380 28.6
Haryam 39.8 73.8 47.0 443 75.7 51.0
Himachal Pradesh 54.0 62.6 545 52.4 60.1 52.9
Jammu & Kashmir 40.8 36.2 40.4 389 61.3 409
Jharkhand 21.9 200 21.8 5.4 4.6 5.3
Karnataka 61.7 721 64.3 18.8 34.0 226
Kerala 15.7 222 16.0 12.6 23.1 13.1
‘Madhya Pradesh 27.0 32.8 28.9 18.9 257 211
Maharahtra 62.9 85.0 69.9 253 466 321
Manipur 423 442 42.4 19.4 24.1 19.4
Meghalaya 16 0.1 2.9 3.9 27 37
Mizoram 3.2 0.3 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
Nagaland 218 36.0 226 217 255 21.9
Orissa. 19.1 19.4 19. 9.5 8.6 95
Punijab 326 85.7 44.4 338 87.9 459
Rajasthan 51.7 57.5 53.6 27.3 0.0 28.2
Sikkim 9.5 13.9 100 0.9 0.4 0.8
Tamil Nadu 54.0 72.2 56,5 23.4 913 259
Tripura 447 40.7 44.6 18,8 44.7 38.9
Uttar Pradesh 469 54.4 475 523 60.1 53.0
Uttranchal 16.6 54.0 18.6 16.6 59.3 18.9
West Bengal 62.5 69.5 62.8 58.2 615 58.3
All India 439 58.7 463 33.4 39.4 343

Note: AN Tedia e hocles the small avanes G " De i|.:. Pondihers ¥, &1 s

Source: Computed usimg NS5 umit level dats 5%h Round on Situstion Assessment Survey of Farmers 2003
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Table A16: Percentage of Households reporting use of Veterinary Services of
the total Farmer Households

STATE Marginal & Medium & Al Marginal & Medinm & All
. Sl e & Seal i
1 " S
Andhra Pradesh 37.4 56.4 411 275 38.8 29.7
Anunachal Pradesh 226 4.9 16,6 17.7 4.8 13.3
Assam o 21.6 23.4 21.8 13.8 17.5 14.3
Bihar 18.8 25.2 193 17.5 235 17.9
Chattisgarh 17.6 28.1 19.8 11 47 1.9
Gujarat 43.2 516 453 28.1 29.9 285
Hitryan 422 39 41.5 356 44.4 37.4
Himachal Pradesh 421 513 27 33.4 499 344
Jammu & Kashmir 438 402 43.5 405 62.6 425
Jharkhand 9.2 11.7 9.3 0.6 0.9 0.6
Karnataka 35 48.3 38.3 17.3 291 20.2
Kerala 23.7 348 242 17.1 38.4 18
Madhya Pradesh 15 26.7 18.8 101 222 14
Maharahtra 35.8 1.8 40.9 232 37 27.6
Maripur 5.7 335 6.1 28 27 31
Meghalaya 102 18.1 11.7 5.5 10.9 6.6
Mizoram 7.5 5.6 7.2 4.1 0.3 35
Nagaland 30.3 60.5 321 29.8 50 31
Orissa 30.1 36.8 30.7 8 12 83
Punjab 60.7 827 65.6 66.1 86.6 70.6
Rajasthan 2 229 21.6 9.1 14.4 10.8
Sikkim 177 10,9 16.8 7.5 11.3 8
Tamil Nadu 43.4 53.9 44.8 43.2 51.9 44.4
Tripura 33.3 34.2 333 24.9 20.6 24.8
Uttar Pradesh 24.4 38.1 25.7 20.1 314 211
Uttranchal 41.3 69.4 428 25.8 38.9 265
West Bengal 7 33.9 318 289 309 28.9
All India 28.5 39.9 30.3 20.8 29.6 223
Mote: Al Tedia inclades the small atares Goa, Delhs, Pondicherry, & U'ls
Sorce: Computed using NSS wmit level data S%h Round on Sinuation Assessment Survey of Fanmers 2003
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Table 17: Access to Extension Service Workers as a Source of Information on
Modern Technology for Farming by Size of Holdings [Percentage of
Farmer Households) 2003

10.7
4.9
5.5

74 122
104 15.7
54 80
04 0.6
121 151
169 29.1

2R EE

5.2 _
274 219

26
12.8

6.0
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20 40
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0.0

S
S

12,9
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70 1.6
54 8.0
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15! 0.0 L1
00 0.0 04 0.0 0.0
50 8.6 55 142
04 14 06 39
1.0 1.4 14 21
412 528 432 398
122 15.1 126 17.8
14 78 18 0.4
08 1 09 31
04 0.0 03 16.3
36 57 37 1.7
41 81 49 10.1
Note: Al India fnctudes the small stares Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, & UTs

Soureo: Computed ustigr NS5 vmit level data 59th Rored o0 Sitiation Assesment Survey of Farmers
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Appendix Tables

Table A19: Access to Any Government Agency as a Source of Information on
Modern Technology by Size of Holdings
[Percentage Farmer Households] 2003

e
140

......

Note: All Indin includes the small stares Gog, Dellit, Pondicherry, 8 1S
Source: Computed wsiing NS5 unit level data 5%th Round on Sitiration Asscssment Survey of Farmers 2003
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Table A20: Membership of Cooperative Society by Size of Holdings
(Percentage Farmer Households] 2003

252 39.7 286 420 31.1

171 144 165 221 17.2
66 6.9 6.7 11.0 70
480 533 S04 483 49.9
382 57.3 434 66.1 489
298 507 342 488 37.3
547 60.7 557 792 57.1
28.3 142 262 120 249
21 3.9 24 3.9 24
273 412 313 49.6 35.8
580 731 592 65.6 595
283 499 86T 55.6 428
432 59.5 491 646 540

168 21 180 198 i8s
239 140 209 11.0 19.3
27 54 16 39 54
206 23 i 22 218
236 568 302 693 389
155 19.6 167 30.9 13
391 52.9 414 43.4 42.0
364 516 387 660 424
333 318 3330 10.9 i2g
150 344 181 403 201
38 10.4 43 3.9 42
19.6 30.9 206 239 0.8
Tndia 226 388 259 471 293
Nore; All India includes small states Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, & UTs

Source: Compured using NS5 unir level dam 59th Round on Siruanion Assesstent Survey of Farmers 2004
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Table A22: Membership of Farmers Organisation

Note: All India includes small states Goa, Delhi, Pondicherry, North Eastern Stares & U
Sonree: Computed vsng NS5 umi leved data 59%th Round on Sinuation Assessment Survey of Farmen 2003
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Appendix Tables

Table A23: Preference of Farming as Occupation by Size of Holdings

517

Note: All Tndia inchudes the sinall states Gow, Defhi, Pondicherry, & 1Ty

436

435

490

376

558
474

[Percentage of Farmers) 2003

19.5
165

439
469
240
“2
233
404

185
39.6
389

10.7

411
24.4

205
%1
219
32
481

353

15.9

325

406

474
322
165

2%2°

193
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5.6
324

..;_;g',g,

71
54.0
234
346

172
338
324

20.8
61.9

2.7

150
320

Source: Computed using NS5 unit level data $9th Round on Sinsation Assessment Survey of Fartners 2003




Annexures

Annexure 1

Terms of Reference of the Commission

The Government of India, constituted the National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (NCEUS)
vide Ministry of Small Scale Industries Resolution No. 5(2)/2004-1CC dated 20 September, 2004, under the
Chairmanship of Professor Arjun Sengupta. The Terms of Reference of the Commission are as follows:

L

v

Vi

Review the status of unorganized/informal sector in India including the nature of enterprises, their size,
spread and scope, and magnitude of employment;

Identify constraints faced by small enterprises with regard to freedom of carrying out the enterprise,
access to raw materials, finance, skills, entrepreneurship development, infrastructure, technology and
markets and suggest measures to provide institutional support and linkages to facilitate easy access to
them;

Suggest the legal and policy environment that should govern the informal/unorganized sector for growth,
employment, exports and promotion;

Examine the range of existing programmes that relate to employment generation in the informal/
unorganized sector and suggest improvement for their redesign;

Identify innovative legal and financing instruments to promote the growth of the informal sector;

Review the existing arrangements for estimating employment and unemployment in the informal sector,
and examine why the rate of growth in employment has stagnated in the 1990s;

Suggest elements of an employment strategy focussing on the informal sector;

Review Indian labour laws, consistent with labour rights, and with the requirements of expanding
growth of industry and services, particularly in the informal sector, and improving productivity and
competitiveness; and

Review the social security system available for labour in the informal sector, and make recommendations
for expanding their coverage




ArSontisk Programme for Marginal and Small Farmere

Annexure-2

Past and Present Composition of the Commission

The composition of the Commission is as follows:

Professor Arjun Sengupta
Chairman, Centre for Development and Human Rights,
New Delhi

Shri V.K. Malhotra, IAS (Retd.)

Professor K. Javashankar
Former Vice Chancellor, Kakatiya University, Warangal,
Andhra Pradesh

Professor K. P. Kannan
Fellow, Centre for Development Studies, Ulloor,
Thiruvananthapuram 695011, Kerala

Professor Ravi S. Srivastava

Professor, Centre for Studies in Regional Developinent,
Jawaharlal Nehru University,

New Delhi 110067

Shri B.N. Yugandhar
Member, Planning Commission,
New Delhi 110001

ProfessorT.S. Papola

Director, Institute for Studies in Industrial Development,
Vasant Ku 1 Institutional Area,

New Delhi.110070

Shri Bibek Debroy,
Director,Rajiv Gandhi Institute for Contemporary
Studies,New Delhi 110001,

Shri K.K. Jaswal, IAS (Retd.)

Chairman
[From 20.09.2004 to0 01.07.2005
and from 17.11.2005 till date]

Member Secretary
[From 01.03.2006 till date]

Full-time Member
[From 01.12.2004 to 9.03.2006]

Full-time Member
[From 01.11.2004 till date]

Full-time Member

[From 01.05.2006 till dare]

Part-time Member
[From 05.11.2004 till date]

Part-time Member
[From 06.04.2005 till date]

Part-time Member
[me 27.10.2004 to ZU,IE,ED{]SJ

Member Secretary
[From 01.11.2004 to 18.02.2006]




Annexure-3

Composition of Technical Experts Group on Marginal and Small Farmers

1. Dr. Arjun Sengupta, Chairman, NCEUS - Chairperson

Z: Prof. Ravi Srivastava, Member, NCEUS - Member Convener

3. Dr. K.P. Kannan, Member, NCEUS - Member

4. Shri V.K. Malhotra, Member Secretary, NCEUS - Member

5. Prof. V.S, Vyas, Chairman, 1DS, Jaipur - Member

6. Dr. Surjit Singh, Director, 1DS, Jaipur - Member

7. Dir. Alakh Narain Sharma, Director, [HD, Delhi - Member

8. Dr. D.N. Reddy, Former Dean and Professor, - Member
Central University, Hyderabad

9. Prof. Shri Ballabh, XLRI, Jamshedpur - Member

10.  Dr. Kanchan Chopra, Director, - Member
Institute of Economic Growth, Delhi

11.  Dr. Mahendra Dev, Chairman, CACP, - Member
Krishi Bhawan, Delhi

12.  Dr. PK. Joshi, NCAP, Pusa, New Delhi - Member

13. Seeret:l.r_v, I’h’ﬁnisl:r].r afﬁgrieulture or his Representative - Member

14, Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Govt. of Madhya Pradesh, 2 Member
ar his Re[:rresentnti're.

15.  Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Govt. of West Bengal, - Member
or his Representative

16.  Secretary, Department of Agriculture, Govt. of Andhra Pradesh, - Member
or his Representative

17.  Shri 5.V, Ramana Murthy, Director, NCEUS - Co-ordinator

The Terms of Reference of the Group is as follows:

1. Identify the constraints, characteristics and specificities faced by the Marginal & Small Farmers.

2.To examine and suggest ways to improve the income prospects of marginal-small farmers from agriculture.
3. To examine and suggest ways to improve the skill base of marginal-small farmers.

4. To provide such farmers with income earning opportunities in the non-farm sector.

5. To suggest a special package for Small and Marginal Farmers Programme.
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Annexure-4

Composition of the Advisory Board

Professor Bhalchandra Mungekar,
Member, Planning Commission,
Yojana Bhavan, New Delhi.

Swami Agnivesh,
President, Bonded Labour Liberation Front,
13, South Avenue, New Delhi

Professor Sheila Bhalla,

(Formerly Professsor of Economics,
Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi)
Institute of Human Development,

Old IAMI Building (3rd Floor).
I.PEstate, Mahatma Gandhi Marg,
New Delhi-110002.

Professor Mahendra Dev,
Directar,
Centre for Economic and Social Studies,

Begumper, Hyderabad.

Ms. Madhu Kishwar,

Editor,

Manushi C-1/3 Sangam Estate,
1, Underhill Road, Civil Lines,
Delhi-110054.

10.

Ms. Mirai Chatterjee,

Self-Employed Women's Association (SEWA)
Opposite Victoria Garden, Bhadra,
Ahmedabad-380001.

Shri Joginder Kumar President,

Federation of Tiny & Small Scale Industries of
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