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Abstract
The evolution and dynamics of agricultural development since independence has precipitated into an agrarian crisis. The different
dimensions of agrarian crisis viz. rising cost of cultivation, plummeting public investment, indebtedness, decreasing size of
holdings, landlessness etc, had made Indian agriculture unprofitable and unviable. A protracted distress of Indian agrarian
community has left tell-tale signs of dismay, frustration and disgust which are taking a heavy toll of the rural life and psyche. The
agrarian debacle has manifested itself in the various consequences for the rural life in India. Due to the multidimensional
character of the contemporary agrarian crisis, it needs to be propitiated in a holistic interest and manner. The present paper is an
attempt to analyse the causes and consequences of agrarian crisis. The results of the regression analysis showed, the slowly rising
MSPs, and low share of public investment are the major factors behind the agrarian crisis in India.
Keywords: Agrarian Crisis, Indebtedness, Input Cost, Gini Coefficient.

Introduction
Agricultural crisis is not new to India. These crises were always there, might be individuals specific, crops
specific, class’s specific or regional specific. Thus, the nature of agrarian crisis in India had been changing since
Independence. The geneses of agrarian crisis are multiple which change with the changing environment and the
policies of Government and global, political and economic situation of the economy. The agrarian crisis was the
result of various factors operating in India since long (Patil, 2014).
The agricultural problems emanated with the advent of British rule and the introduction of new land systems
started the deterioration of agriculture. The Zamindari, Ryotwari systems and other tenurial practices of British
Govt. had culminated into lop-sided and unbalanced situation of agriculture. The discriminating colonial policies
of the British led to underdevelopment and de-industrialisation of the economy which increased the dependence
on land. This resulted in low yields, waste of labour, sub-division and fragmentation of lands, growth of absentee
land-lordism, exploitation of tenants, indebtedness, and poverty etc. In nutshell, the agrarian situation was
explosive and in a state of acute crisis during British Raj. The high land revenues and other colonial policies of
British had culminated into distress in agriculture (Chadha and Kaur, 2019).

Even after independence, the situation did not change much. The land reforms introduced by government were
largely in favour of big landlords. The story of green revolution was also not different from these reforms. The
main components of green revolution i.e., HYV seeds, irrigation, fertilizers, mechanisation etc. were affordable
by only rich farmers. After that the different steps taken by government such as community development program,
Integrated Rural Development, Co-operative movements were also riddled with so many problems. The reforms
of 1990s laid the further foundation for agrarian crisis (Patil, 2014).

Review of Literature

Pillai (2007) analysed that the most important aspect of agrarian crisis is that Indian agriculture has become
highly unremunerative and is increasingly becoming unviable for bulk of the peasantry.
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And the unviable nature of farming sector forced farmers to leave farming. The study concluded that the different
development measures i.e., land reforms, green revolution, economic reforms has aggravated the crisis in the
agricultural sector. Rao and Suri (2006) and Aher (2007) concluded that the agriculture has become a most
critical sector due to uncertain monsoon, non-availability of credit, increasing prices of seeds, pesticides and
fertilizers rising costs of cultivation, imperfect market structure, negligence by the government. Due to this
economic distress, farmers have gone in psychological depression, and they are committing suicides on a large
scale.

Dongre and Deshmukh (2012) and Satapthy and Mishra (2012) underlined the major factors leading to agricultural
distress situation and Farmers’ suicides in different states. These factors responsible are, negligence of the
agricultural sector by the state and central government, , declining productivity, lack of efficient irrigation
facilities, low quality seeds, power supply shortage, non-remunerative nature of farming, indebtedness of farmers,
alcohol addiction, environment, stress and family responsibilities, cost of cultivation, exploitation by private
money lenders, diminishing public investment in agricultural sector, absence of proper agricultural insurance,
falling prices, problems related to tenant farming.

Research Gap

The review of literature shows that most of the studies are related to agrarian crisis i.e declaration in agricultural
growth, farmers’ distress, and implications of economic reforms on agricultural sector etc. Only few studies are
about impact of different factors on profitability of Indian farming which has been endeavoured in the present
study. The study is an attempt to enlighten the causes and consequences of agrarian crisis in a detailed manner.
This paper attempts to examine the different facets of agrarian crisis in India with the following objectives:
1.  To investigate the different causes underlying the contemporary agrarian crisis in India.
2.  To study the consequences of this crisis in India.

Hypothesis
The present study is based on following hypotheses:
 Declining profitability due to rising cost of cultivation has aggravated agrarian crisis.

Data Collection and Research Methodology

The data has been collected mainly from sources such as Ministry of Agriculture, Planning Commission, Ministry
of Finance, CACP Reports of Directorate of Economics and Statistics, Ministry of Home Affairs, Ministry of
Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, Annual reports of NABARD etc. All the monetary data has been deflated
using GNP deflator to express at constant prices 20011-12.

Real GNP
The research tools used in the study are as follows:
Percentage Annual Growth Rate
To know the trends in annual changes of some variables, annual growth rate has been calculated by using the
following formula:
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Where Xt = Value of current year
       Xt–1 = Value of previous year

Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR)

It is a useful measure of growth over multiple time periods and particularly used to compare growth rates from
different data sets. It has been computed by estimating the exponential relation:

Yt = abt eut

Transforming the equation in linear form:
logYt = log a +t log b+ut
logYt = value of dependent variable, whose growth rate is to be computed
t = trend/time variable
u = stochastic disturbance term
a & b are constant

From the estimated value of regression co-efficient ‘b’ the compound growth rate was calculated as follows:
r = antilog (b-1) *100

where,
r = compound growth rate
b = estimated value of the ordinary least square (OLS)
Gini Coefficient (for land)
In the present study the land inequalities among the different size class holdings have been worked out by
calculating Gini’s coefficient.

n n

t i i
i t

G P Q P Q

Where G = Value of Gini coefficient
         Pi = Cumulative percentage of holdings
         Qi = Cumulative percentage of area operated

Multiple Regression Analysis
Keeping in view the objective of the study, a model has been constructed to analyse the impact of different
factors contributing to agrarian crisis. The data has been taken for the period from 1991-92 to 2016-17. It was
due to the onset of deceleration in agricultural sector began in early 90s but it becomes sharp in late nineties
(Dhas, 2009). The profitability in agricultural sector (calculated by subtracting cost of cultivation i.e., C2 from
value of main output) has been used as the dependent variable. There are number of causes of agrarian crisis but
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independent variables have been chosen on the basis of review of literature and according to the objectives of
the study and availability and continuity of data. To check the impact of these variables on profitability, multiple
regression analysis has been employed and the following model is used.
LNP = a + b11LNMP+ b12LNFS + b13LNPI + b14LNIN + b15LNIC + Ut
Here,
LNP = Profitability in agricultural sector
LNMP = Minimum Support Prices
LNFS = Fertilisers subsidies
LNPI = Public investment in Agriculture Sector
LNIN = Indebtedness
LNIC = Input cost
a =Constant
b11, b12, b13, b14, b15 = Regression Coefficients
Ut = Error term

Causes of Agrarian Crisis

The contemporary agrarian catastrophe has been perceived and conceptualized in diverse ways. Pillai (2007)
states “the most important aspect of the agrarian crisis is that agriculture has become unremunerative and is
increasingly becoming unviable for the bulk of the peasantry”. The agrarian crisis has found expression in the
acute desperation and hopelessness of Indian farmers, leaving them with no recourse but to leave farming and
transforming them into agricultural labourers.
The conventional notion of agrarian distress being part of the broader landscape of underdeveloped agriculture
and backwardness no longer fits to the emerging evidence from rural India. Manifestations of agrarian distress
in contemporary India are not confined to the pockets of backwardness; even the regions with a high degree of
commercial agriculture that use relatively better technology and have a relatively diversified cropping pattern
have reported high indebtedness and distress of various kinds (Mishra, 2007). Parvathamma (2016) offered
several reasons of agrarian crisis and farmer suicides including indebtedness, drought, genetically modified
seeds, failures of crops and Government policies. Also, it concluded from various studies that suicide victims
were motivated by more than one causes, on an average three or more causes for committing suicide. And most
of the suicides were due to burden of debt and greater reliance on informal sources of credit.
Sajjad and Chauhan, 2012 inferred that the rising cost of production, indebtedness and repeated crop failures
had been major causes of agrarian crisis and farmer suicides. Balakrishnan et al., (2008) observed the slow
growth of the agricultural sector since 1991. The Study documented the movement of the factors that have been
recognised as determining agricultural growth during this period. The Study revealed the factors responsible
were stagnation of public investment for almost a quarter of a century, a slowing of irrigation expansion since
1991, farm fragmentation which led to downscaling of production, smaller farm holding size etc.
Thus, based on different literature, we have discussed some of the causes of agrarian crisis in India.
Decreasing Average Size of Land Holdings
It is a fact that the small holdings have higher productivity than the large and medium holdings, but it is not
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sufficient to compensate the disadvantages from the small areas. The small holdings have high cost of cultivation
than the medium and large holdings also it is difficult to employ high-cost capital assets on small areas. It is also
observed that the farmers with small holdings have dis-savings because of the consumption more than the
incomes (Dev, 2012).
Therefore, declining land holding size is a matter of concern as small holdings cannot yield remunerative incomes
for the farmers. In India, the average size of holdings is decreasing over the years as shown by table 1 that the
average size of land holdings plummeted from 2.28 hectares in 1970-71 to 1.08 hectares in 2015-16.
Table 1. Average Size of Land Holdings in India

Year 1970-71 1980-81 1990-91 2000-2001 2010-11 2015-16

Average Size (In hectares) 2.28 1.84 1.55 1.33 1.15 1.08

Source:  1. Government of India (2014), All India report on number and area of operational holdings, Agriculture Census, 2010-
11, New Delhi: Ministry of Agriculture.
2. Government of India (2018), Agricultural Statistics at a Glance, New Delhi: Ministry of
  Agriculture.

High Input Cost
The green revolution is a turning point in the evolution of India’s food policy. This strategy was launched to
tackle the problem of food shortage. The adoption of HYVs necessitated the use of modern inputs which were
expensive and affordable by the rich farmers only. Although, it raised the yield and output but also the modern
inputs had increased the cost of cultivation in Indian agriculture (Tripathi, 2013). A substantial increase in costs
of inputs has led to a decline in farmer’s incomes over the years. “By and large, the per hectare real value of
output increased for most crops during the period 2004-05 to 2013-14, but the rise in input cost was much
higher than the increase in the value of the output. This resulted in lowered net income from the cultivation of
most crops,” said by the recently released draft report of committee on Doubling Farmers’ Income (The Hindu,
2017). The high input costs led to high cost of cultivation which resulted in low returns.

Slowly Rising Minimum Support Prices (MSPs)

Minimum Support Price is an integral component of the Agriculture Price Policy. This price fixation system for
food grains was institutionalized by Government of India in 1965 by establishing Agricultural Prices Commission.
In case the prices fell below MSP, the Food Corporation of India (FCI) had ensured to procure crops at
remunerative prices. Although MSPs are declared for many crops but the only crops which have been procured
at these prices are wheat, rice, sugarcane, and cotton (Deshpande, 2017).
As per the Swaminathan’s Report recommendations, farmers should be given a Minimum Support Price of at
least 50 per cent more than the weighted average of production cost (Ghuman, 2016). Nevertheless, the problem
with MSPs is that annual increase in these is very slow and has not kept pace with increasing cost of cultivation.
The information presented in table 2 shows the cost and price of wheat only which clears that the growth rate of
cost of cultivation year on year is more than the growth rate of MSPs. As in 1996-97 and 2016-17, the cost of
cultivation increased at the rate of 13.83 per cent and 6.77 percent respectively whereas, MSPs increased at
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only 5.56 per cent and 5.16 per cent respectively in the same periods. Also, the Compound Growth Rate (CGR)
of cost of cultivation is more than the CGR of MSPs.

Table 2. Growth Rate of Cost of Cultivation and Minimum Support Prices in India

Year Cost of cultivation MSPs Annual percentage Annual percentage Growth
(C2) (Rs. per (In Rs.) Growth Rate (C2) Rate (MSPs)

Hectare) (%) (%)

1995-96 12357.46 360 --- ---
1996-97 14065.98 380 13.83 5.56
1997-98 13683.78 475 -2.72 25.00
1998-99 14620.53 510 6.85 7.37
1999-00 16903.9 550 15.62 7.84
2000-01 17475.67 580 3.38 5.45
2001-02 17961.42 610 2.78 5.17
2002-03 19378.48 620 7.89 1.64
2003-04 19216.56 630 -0.84 1.61
2004-05 19828.17 630 3.18 0.00
2005-06 21873.94 640 10.32 1.59
2006-07 23797.77 650 8.80 1.56
2007-08 25775.5 750 8.31 15.38
2008-09 29488.68 1000 14.41 33.33
2009-10 31883.87 1080 8.12 8.00
2010-11 34133.75 1100 7.06 1.85
2011-12 40497.68 1120 18.64 1.82
2012-13 43292.04 1285 6.90 14.73
2013-14 46927.07 1350 8.40 5.06
2014-15 50080.48 1400 6.72 3.70
2015-16 53415.27 1450 6.66 3.57
2016-17 57029.66 1525 6.77 5.17

CGR 18.53209 16.74032 --- ---

Source: 1. Government of India (Various Reports), Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices, Department of Agriculture,
Cooperation and Farmers Welfare, New Delhi: Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare.
2. Author’s own calculations.

Declining Share of Fertilizers Subsidies
A sharp fall in the input subsidies particularly of the fertilizers was the result of the conscious official policy to
restrict subsidy provision (Gulati and Narayan, 2003). The reduced subsidies to agriculture were a part of
regulations of WTO which was bounded on developing countries (Das, 2015). The reduction in subsidies was
based on three reasons. Firstly, it had constituted a heavy burden on Government of India. Secondly, it had
crowded out public investment in agricultural sector. Lastly, with subsidized prices, these inputs were overused
as the prices did not reflect their scarcity value. Hence, all that resulted in environmental degradation and falling
soil quality (Gulati and Sharma, 2006 and Dev, 1997).
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Table 3 represents a sharp fall in growth rate of fertilisers subsidies, from 17.58 per cent in 1992-93 to 3.52 per
cent in 2016-17. And the percentage of fertilizers subsidies in total agricultural subsidies has also declined from
46.90 per cent in 1991-92 to 26.87 per cent in 2014-15. The table 3 shows a sharp increase during 2006-07 to
2008-09 because in these two three years the international prices of fertilizers and raw materials, feed stocks
and intermediates had increased substantially, whereas fertiliser farm gate prices remained constant in the country
(Sharma and Thaker, 2010). Das (2015) also discussed that the cuts in input subsidies and control of fertilizers
resulted in sharp rise in input prices and this led to the increased cost of cultivation, thus made agriculture less
profitable.

Table 3. Fertiliser Subsidy in Agriculture Sector in India (In Rs. Crore)

Year Fertilisers Subsidy Annual Percentage Percentage to Total
Growth Rate Agricultural
(Fertilisers) Subsidies

1991-92 10738.26 ---- 46.90
1992-93 12625.51 17.58 51.27
1993-94 9188.79 -27.22 35.55
1994-95 9811.22 6.77 38.77
1995-96 10490.65 6.93 40.47
1996-97 10935.06 4.24 30.13
1997-98 13439.02 22.90 39.40
1998-99 14531.33 8.13 42.57
1999-00 16092.35 10.74 43.05
2000-01 16216.22 0.77 38.36
2001-02 14345.10 -11.54 34.97
2002-03 11856.84 -17.35 34.07
2003-04 12523.26 5.62 31.75
2004-05 15879.00 26.80 34.41
2005-06 17715.93 11.57 35.38
2006-07 23644.72 33.47 41.67
2007-08 34005.10 43.82 49.92
2008-09 60080.78 76.68 59.96
2009-10 45280.12 -24.63 49.62
2010-11 42266.62 -6.66 45.97
2011-12 43785.49 3.59 45.38
2012-13 38325.35 -12.47 40.78
2013-14 36938.56 -3.62 38.77
2014-15 36542.93 -1.07 35.79
2015-16 43258.71 18.38 32.10
2016-17 44785.26 3.52 26.87

Source:   1. www.Indiastat.com
  2. Author’s own calculations.
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Falling Public Investment in Agriculture
The decline in the growth rate of agriculture was attributed to slowing down of public investment. The Planning
Commission had shown increased investment in irrigation and watershed development to achieve the projected
growth. But it had been observed that the production capacity had not increased in proportion to the magnitude
of investment which was more important than the quantum of investment. Also, outlay on surface irrigation was
concentrated on those projects which had long gestation period. Thus, it increased cost but no significant
addition to the irrigated area. The investment in soil and water conservation was marked by huge wastes and
corruption. These were in serious doubts, not having any local level mechanisms to manage and had no impact
on rising production of rain fed lands (Das, 2015).
Despite higher rates of returns from investment in agricultural research and development, there was a clear
under- investment. It was indicated from the fact that in 1960-80, the funds for agricultural research were 20 per
cent, which came down under 12 per cent by late 1980s. The focus was not basic research, it was mostly
application- oriented. The horticulture crops, coarse cereals and natural resource management had not received
adequate attention. The research on livestock, fisheries and forestry also lagged. Although, the number of
institutes, centres, directorates, and projects had increased, but the multiplication of these units had resulted in
overlap of research work, competition for available financial resources and poor coordination of units. Also, the
contribution of international agricultural research centres to the growth of Indian research had gone down
(Ramasamy and Selvaraj, 2007).
Table 4 elucidates that both public and private investment has an overall declining trend though it is fluctuating
over the years of the study. Public investment plummeted from 17.7 per cent in 1980-81 to 6.2 per cent in 2016-
17 and private investment declined from 13.6 per cent to 8.3 per cent in the same period. During the early Green
Revolution period, Government initiatives in capital formation were high but in the later period excessive burden
of agricultural subsidies and funds diverted from irrigation to anti-poverty programmes had been the cause of
declining public capital formation in agriculture (Rao, 2002). This decline in public investment was not only
detrimental but it had also led to decline in private investment because of the complementarities of public and
the private sector (Chand and Mishra, 1995).
Table 4. Share of Agriculture and Allied Sector in Total Gross Capital Formation (In Percent)

Year Public Sector Private Sector

1980-81 17.7 13.6
1985-86 10.2 9.5
1990-91 7.1 11.9
1995-96 7.1 5.9
2000-01 4.9 8.2
2005-06 7.1 7.4
2006-07 7.2 6.7
2007-08 6.3 6.8
2008-09 5.0 9.6
2009-10 4.9 9.2
2010-11 5.4 8.2
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Year Public Sector Private Sector

2011-12 5.4 9.3
2012-13 5.5 8.3
2013-14 5.1 10.1
2014-15 5.3 9.0
2015-16 5.4 7.6
2016-17 6.2 8.3

Source: 1. Government of India (2002), Tenth Five Year Plan, Sectoral Policies and Programmes,
Vol. 2, New Delhi: Planning Commission.
2.  Government of India (2014), Agricultural Statistics at a Glance, New Delhi: Ministry of Agriculture.

Indebtedness
The higher costs forced farmers to take loans and most of them took loans from private money lenders who
charge high rates of interest. The moneylenders compelled farmers to pay back their loans at the time of harvesting
and the forced farmers sold their produce at lower cost than the market. Thus, the costly GMO seeds, extensive
use of herbicides, reduction in crop value had left farmers bankrupt, fallen into an endless debt trap, depression,
hopelessness, and despair. At the end, they committed suicide when left with no choice (Parvathamma, 2016).
Patil (2014) also examined that the shift from food grains to commercial crops had increased the cost of cultivation.
The commercialisation of agriculture required more use of HYV seeds, electricity, pesticides, irrigation, technology
etc. and farmers had to spend a lot on these. This had created a gap between the cost of cultivation and the
returns from this cultivation and the gap had always been filled with ‘debt’. The perusal of table 5 shows the
incidence of indebtedness among both the categories cultivators and non-cultivators increased from 25.9 per
cent to 52.5 per cent and 18.5 to 42.8 per cent in the period of 1991 to 2017 respectively. But it was higher in
case of cultivators.
Table 5. Occupational Category Wise Indebtedness in Rural Areas

Category                    Incidence of Indebtedness (In Percent)

1991 2002 2012 2017

Cultivators 25.9 29.7 45.9 52.5
Non-Cultivators 18.5 21.8 28.9 42.8
All 23.4 26.5 31.4 47.4

Source: www.Indiastat.com
www.economictimes.com

Results of Multiple Regression Analysis
The propensity to adopt an enterprise ultimately depends upon its profitability. The Indian agriculture passing
through a situation of agrarian crisis since this sector became highly unprofitable and unremunerative for the
Indian farmers. Thus, the profitability of agricultural sector has been taken as the dependent variable as the
indicator of agrarian crisis.
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The multiple regression values showing the impact of different causes on agrarian crisis are elucidated in table
6. The value of R2 is 0.551 i.e., 55.1 per cent, which clears that about 55 per cent of variation in the dependent
variable has been explained by the independent variables. The results of regression coefficients found, depicts
two out of five independent variables, have come out statistically significant i.e., slowly rising MSPs and low
share of public investment. The regression coefficient for MSPs is positive, which clears that rise in these prices
would increase the profits of the farmers, but low prices lead to distress among Indian farmers. Diwakar (2018)
analysed that farm harvest price/cost ratio of cultivating cotton was 0.8633 for Desi cotton and 0.9656 for
American in Haryana in 1997-98. It was 0.5515 and 0.6914 respectively in Punjab and in Maharashtra it was
0.9452. Therefore, the farmers of these states found themselves in a position not to cover their costs from the
returns.
The share of public investment in agricultural sector is also an important factor in boosting the profits. Similarly,
it can be seen in table 6, that this variable has positive impact on the dependent variable. The brunt of a cut down
in public investment since economic reforms was largely borne by the agriculture, irrigation, and rural development
sectors. This relative neglect of agriculture in India’s fiscal policy slowed down agricultural growth (Gulati and
Bathla, 2002)
Table 6. Results of Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

Model Regression coefficient Std. error Sign VIF

(Constant) 2.520 5.436 0.648
LNMP 1.144* 0.373 0.007 2.389
LNFS -0.525 1.457 0.723 2.065
LNPI 3.672* 1.218 0.007 1.322
LNIN -1.160 0.858 0.193 1.898
LNIC -0.533 0.426 0.227 1.657

R2 0.551
F-Value 4.421*

Durbin-Watson 2.311

Source: Author’s calculation
Note: * shows significance at 1 percent level

The regression model uses the unstandardized coefficients can be inferenced from the table as:
LNP = a + 1.144LNMP – 0.525LNFS + 3.672LNPI – 1.160LNIN – 0.533LNIC
Consequences of Agrarian Crisis
A protracted distress of Indian agrarian community has left tell-tale signs of dismay, frustration and disgust
which are taking a heavy toll of the rural life and psyche. The agrarian debacle has manifested itself in the
following consequences for the rural life in India.
Farmers’ Suicides
As discussed above due to prolonged unremunerativeness of agriculture in India, rising cost of cultivation and
slowly rising MSPs, the peasants are left with little to carry in their pocket to meet their socio-economic needs
of the farmers. So, the farmer is constrained to borrow and the farmer borrows from many non-institutional
sources, paying heavy rate of interest. But when the farmer is not able to pay back these loans, humiliated by
banks or big landlords, he takes his life. A few conflicting reasons had been ascribed by different activists and
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scholars, such as monsoon failures, high debt burdens, genetically modified crops, Government policies, public
mental health, personal issues and family problems.
The agrarian crisis of 1980s was expressed in the form of long marches, rallies to oppose the State policies, fasts
unto death, bureaucrats etc. It was led by the farmers’ movements in different areas of the country. But at that
time, none of those protests did translate into a form of suicide, because the organized form of these movements
provided them a sense of identity and belongingness. The pressure of global capital also led to the protests from
farmers’ movements, but it was also not prompted by any suicide. After that, those movements were losing their
tempo and suicide became a fact. Farmer suicides were the result of deep crisis and dismay emanating from the
capitalist development in agriculture (Assadi, 2008).
The first sign of farmer suicides was witnessed in 1997 (Shiva and Jalees, 2006). The news of suicides trickled
through some newspapers and television channels between 1998 and 2000 which became an index of agrarian
crisis by 2004. It led to widespread debates and reports on Indian agriculture (Vasavi, 2009). Thus, the issue of
farmer suicides gained international attention in 2000s. The National Crime Bureau, an office of Ministry of
Home Affairs, Government of India had been collecting data on Accidental Deaths and Suicides in India since
1950 started collecting and publishing statistics on farmers’ suicides separately from 1995 (Parvathamma, 2016).
Thus, in current situation, the most distressing phenomenon is the large number of suicides by farmers in various
parts of the country.
The information in table 7 shows that the number of farmer suicides was 13622 in 1997 and 10655 in 2017. The
total number of farmer suicides was 319013 and 13.05 per cent of all suicides in India in the years of study
period. The major responsible factor behind these suicides was the economic distress which resulted into an
acute agrarian crisis in Indian agriculture. The poor returns from agriculture and absence of non-farm avenues
of income also led to incidence of farmers suicides (Mishra, 2007).

Table 7. Number of Farmers’ Suicides and All Suicides in India

Year                                 Farmers’ Suicides                                 All Suicides
Number As a percent Number Rate of Suicides

on Suicides of all suicides of Suicides (Per 100,000 population)

1997 13622 14.2 95829 10.0
1998 16015 15.3 104713 10.8
1999 16082 14.5 110587 11.2
2000 16603 15.3 108593 10.8
2001 16415 15.1 108506 10.6
2002 17971 16.3 110417 10.5
2003 17164 15.5 110851 10.4
2004 18241 16.0 113697 10.5
2005 17131 15.0 113914 10.3
2006 17060 14.4 118112 10.5
2007 16632 13.6 122637 10.8
2008 16196 13.0 125017 10.8
2009 17368 13.7 127151 10.9
2010 15964 11.9 134599 11.4
2011 14027 10.3 135585 11.2
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Year                                 Farmers’ Suicides                                 All Suicides
Number As a percent Number Rate of Suicides

on Suicides of all suicides of Suicides (Per 100,000 population)

2012 13754 10.2 135445 11.2
2013 11772 8.7 134799 11.0
2014 12360 9.4 131666 10.6
2015 12602 9.4 133623 10.6
2016 11379 8.7 131008 10.3
2017 10655 8.2 129887 9.9

Total Number 319013 12.6 2536636 ---
of suicides

in the period
1997-2017

Source:  Government of India, (various issues), Accidental Deaths and Suicides in India (ADSI), National Crime Records
Bureau, New Delhi: Ministry of Home Affairs.

Incidence of Indebtedness

It was well known that farmers did not have enough capital of their own to invest in cultivation. Therefore, they
needed an external source of credit to fulfil their day-to-day needs. Their income returns from agriculture had
not left them with any savings especially in case of small and marginal farmers as shown by the table 8. Thus,
external source of credit enabled them to purchase different inputs like seeds, fertilizers, machinery etc. Among
the indebted farmers, farmers with small holdings were more indebted than the farmers with large holdings
which is illustrated by the table 8. The highest percentage of indebted households were in case of farmers with
less than 1 hectare of land and more than 0.4 hectare, which was 32.5 per cent and lowest in case of farmers with
land holdings above 10 hectares (0.6 per cent).
Table 8. Indebtedness of Agricultural Households in India in Different Size Classes of Land Possessed

Land Estimated % To Total Estimated % To % Of Indebted Average
Possessed (ha) Number of in Each Number of Total in Agricultural Outstanding

Agricultural Class Indebted Each Households to Loan Amount
Households (in Agricultural Class Total (Rs.)

Lakh) Households (in
Lakh)

<0.01 23.89 2.65 10.02 2.1 41.9 31100
0.01-0.40 287.66 31.89 135.97 29.0 47.3 23900
0.41-1.00 314.81 34.90 152.16 32.5 48.3 35400
1.01-2.00 154.58 17.14 86.11 18.4 55.7 54800
2.01-4.00 84.35 9.35 56.10 12.0 66.5 94900
4.01-10.00 33.02 3.66 25.21 5.4 76.3 182700
10 & above 3.71 0.41 2.92 0.6 78.7 290300
All Sizes 902.01 100.00 468.48 100.00 51.9 47000

Source: Government of India (2019), Agricultural Statistics at a Glance, New Delhi: Ministry of Agriculture.



Sandeep Kaur Jan-June36

Dependence on Non- Institutional Credit Sources
At the time of the Independence, most of the farmers depended upon moneylenders, who accounted for 71.6 per
cent of credit, who had been charging exorbitant rate of interest from 18-50 per cent or even more. Although
farmers were being highly exploited by them but they didn’t have any other option. They often dictated the
terms and manipulated accounts to their own advantage which forced farmers to sell their produce to them at
low prices. After Independence, the Indian Government took various measures to help the farmers for easy
access to credit such as Nationalisation of commercial banks in 1969, establishment of regional rural bank in
1975 and in 1982 setting up of the National Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD) (Ahangar
et al, 2013).
Thus, Indian farmers depend upon institutional and non- institutional credit. Although, with the passage of time,
the share of institutional credit had increased but still several farmers had been exploited by the moneylenders,
big landlords, large farmers etc. Table 9 signifies that the share of institutional resources went up from 7.30 per
cent in 1950-51 to 72.0 per cent in 2016-17 and share of non-institutional resources plummeted from 92.70 per
cent to 28.0 per cent in the same period. Hoda and Terway (2015) revealed that the credit needs of the farmers
had been increasing due to the commercialisation of the agriculture. The formal credit did not meet the demands
of the farmers adequately, so they had to look for informal sources of credit which was easy to approach.

Table 9. Share of Institutional and Non-Institutional Credit to Agriculture in India (In Percent)

Source 1950-51 1960-61 1970-71 1980-81 1990-91 2000-01 2010-11 2012-13 2016-17

(1) Institutional 7.30 18.70 31.70 63.20 66.30 61.30 68.80 56.0 72.0
a. Co-operative banks 3.30 2.60 22.00 29.80 23.60 30.20 24.90 24.8 -
b. Commercial banks 0.90 0.60 2.40 28.80 35.20 26.30 25.10 25.1 -
c. Regional Rural Banks 3.10 15.50 7.30 4.60 7.50 4.80 18.80 1.2 -
(2) Non-Institutional 92.70 81.30 68.30 36.80 33.70 38.70 31.20 44.0 28.0
a. Moneylenders 69.70 49.20 36.10 16.10 17.50 26.80 21.90 33.2 -
b. Others 23.00 32.10 32.20 20.70 16.20 11.90 9.30 10.8 -
Total [(1) +(2)] 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.0

Source:  1. Government of India (2011), Annual Report of NABARD, New Delhi: Ministry of Finance.
             2. www.rbi.org.in

Landlessness
Another consequence of this agrarian crisis is landlessness as the unremunerativeness of the agricultural sector
forced farmers to discontinue their agricultural activities. They shift their lands to the no-agricultural use which
is beneficial for the other growing sectors. But it is pitiable that the fertile lands are converted to other activities,
and it is not possible to bring these lands back to the agricultural sector. Therefore, the land loss to agricultural
sector would be a permanent crisis and trap (Dhas, 2009).
Balakrishan, et al., (2008) argued that smaller farm holding size made it more difficult for most Indian farms to
access to new technologies and adopt more efficient forms of farm production organisation. This also led to low
returns from farming and the farmers were compelled to incur loans. The farmers, not being able to pay back
their debts were also forced by the moneylenders or big landlords to sell their small lands to them. And the
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cultivators are transformed to the agricultural workers. Table 10 elucidates that the ratio of cultivators to
agricultural labour is declining. It has an overall decreasing trend since 1951. It implies that landlessness among
the cultivators is increasing.
Table 10. Ratio of Agricultural Labourers to Cultivators

Year(1) Cultivators(2) Agricultural Labour(3) Ratio (Col.2/Col.3)(4)

1951 69.9 27.3 2.56
1961 99.6 31.5 3.16
1971 78.2 47.5 1.65
1981 92.5 55.5 1.67
1991 110.7 74.6 1.48
2001 127.3 106.8 1.19
2011 118.7 144.3 0.82

Source: 1. Government of India (2019), Agricultural Statistics at a Glance, New Delhi: Ministry of Agriculture.
             2. Author’s own calculations
Indian agriculture is dominated by small and marginal land holdings. “The skewed distribution of land leads to
low per capita income, stagnant growth and related socio-economic evils. It also hinders the process of socialistic
pattern of society” (Kaushik, 1993). The skewed distribution of land quickens the advance of landlessness in
rural areas. It promotes rising competition among the rural labourers due to onrush of landless peasants in the
labour market which finally result in the fall of their wages (Rehman and Ali, 1984). Table 11 shows the Gini
Coefficients of land inequalities. It reflects that the Gini value is decreasing since 1991-92 (0.579) to 0.520 in
2015-16. But the value above 0.5 is marking the presence of inequalities in land holdings. Overall, it can be
justified to say that there are significant inequalities in operational holdings of different size classes. The decreasing
agricultural area and average size of operational land holding, fragmentation of farms does not form an ideal
picture for agricultural society and economy. The fertile and well productive land taken for purposes other than
agriculture is not going to pave the way for development to set in (Poonia, 2015).
Table 11. Gini Values for Land Holdings

Year Gini Coefficient

1991-92 0.579
1995-96 0.565
2001-02 0.554
2005-06 0.548
2010-11 0.535
2015-16 0.520

Source: Authors own calculations

Inequalities in Incomes and Consumption

There were large inequalities in income and consumption pattern of the Indian farmers. The farmers with larger
holdings earned more from agriculture than the small and marginal farmers having small holdings.  Income
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derived from the cultivation was not sufficient to meet the day to day needs of the agriculturists (Das, 2015).
Thus, squeeze in farm incomes and decreasing employment opportunities had increased the level of indebtedness
among the peasantry (Sajjad and Chauhan, 2012).
Table 12 illuminates that incomes of the marginal holders of land up to 1 hectare were lower than the large
farmers whereas, the consumption expenditure of small and marginal holders was more than their income. In
case of marginal holder, income was Rs. 4561 and for large holder, it was Rs. 41388 which was 9 to 10 times
more than the marginal farmers. Also, savings of the marginal farmers were negative (-547), while the large
farmers saved up to Rs. 26941. Thus, the small and marginal farmers had to borrow to fulfil this gap.
Table 12. Income and Expenditure of Agricultural Households in India

Farm Size Classes Income (In Rs.) Total Consumption Expenditure (In Rs.) Savings (In Rs.)

<0.01 4561 5108 -547
0.01-0.40 4152 5401 -1249
0.41-1.00 5247 6020 -773

Upto 1 4718 5701 -983
1.01-2.00 7348 6457 891
2.01-4.00 10730 7786 2944

4.01-10.00 19637 10104 9533
10 & above 41388 14447 26941
All Sizes 6426 6223 203

Source: Government of India (2017), State of India’s Livelihoods Report, New Delhi: Sage Publications.

Unemployment in Rural Areas

During the period of economic reforms, unemployment had also increased because of the unprofitability of
agriculture. At the time of reforms, there was deceleration in the prices of farm products, because of this
unprofitability, many farmers left farming and became unemployed. According to the National Sample Survey,
the annual growth rate of rural employment was mere 0.66 during the liberalisation period of 1993-2000 (Kumar,
2012). Moreover, declined expenditure on rural development and agriculture by the Central Government had
also slowed down the process of employment generation.
The growth rate in agricultural employment after 1991 was almost zero, it was only 0.02 per year as per the
current daily status during 1993-94 to 1999-2000. The reasons behind this freeze in agricultural employment
were the increasing number of landless labours, mechanical innovations in agricultural sector, decreasing
investments in this sector etc. Also, the globalisation of agriculture gave scope to the evil designs of some
corporate giants. These used capital-intensive techniques instead of labour intensive which added fuel to the
fire. Thus, the Indian rural society is also facing the problem of unemployment (Kiran, 2012).

Lack of Interest and Giving Up Agriculture

The unremunerativeness of Indian agriculture also creates disinterest of rural youth in agriculture. The best
developments are knowledge and innovations. It is believed that the youth have potential to convert agricultural
sector into an industry if there are innovations in this sector. Nevertheless, the Indian youth is not provided with
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any networking to enhance guidance (Paroda et al., 2014). The different factors such as low paid employment
in agriculture sector, inadequate credit facilities and low profits from farming and lack of insurance against crop
failure, poor soil-health, non-availability of water for irrigation and climate change are also the reasons behind
the youth leaving farming profession. Also, the educated youth want to get Government jobs of good status;
therefore, they don’t want to get engaged in agriculture (Ali, 2018).
A survey of 5000 farm household across 18 states done by a premier social sciences research institute reported
that 76 per cent of farmers want to leave farming and prefer to do some other work. And 61 per cent of these
farmers would prefer to be employed in cities because of better education, health, and employment opportunities
(Sood, 2018).
Migration of Agricultural Labour to Urban Areas
The fast-growing cities and new technologies used in urban areas are attracting the youth from rural areas. They
come in urban areas to work as labourers in construction, paintings etc. It is basically due to lack of employment
in rural areas. Thus, more youth migrated to urban areas leaving a small population of farmers in villages.
“Unless agriculture becomes intellectually stimulating and economically rewarding, youth will not be interested.
When the city life becomes a pull to people living in rural areas, migration is often a common way people adjust
to the transition of agrarian to industrial economy. Usually, migration is associated with higher educated residents.
Once these residents leave village life, everyone essentially moves up in social standings. Because able bodied
men are leaving villages and moving to cities, the age of the average farmer begins to increase” (Forster, 2014).
Conclusion and Policy Implications
It can be concluded from the above analysis that Indian agriculture is passing through a severe crisis due to
different factors i.e., high cost of cultivation, low MSPs, declining public investments, decreasing holding size,
indebtedness etc. This crisis has grave repercussions for Indian agriculture i.e. farmer suicides, unemployment,
poverty, landlessness etc. Thus, based on this analysis of study some of the suggestions are given below:
 The rural non-farm sector should be developed to decline the large-scale unemployment in agriculture

sector. Special plans for self-employment of rural unemployed youth should be evolved especially among
small and marginal farmers.

 The gaps between the income and consumption can be filled up by the subsidiary incomes. Thus, the
subsidiary occupations such as dairying, poultry and fisheries should be developed.

 There is a need for periodic revision of the procurement prices for farm produce to help the farmers to
meet the increasing expenses for farm inputs and ensure at least remunerative income.

Limitations of the Study
1. The present Study faced the problem of irregularity of data because of which interpolation and extrapolation

has been employed.
2. The analysis part based on secondary data is limited to few years, it can be expanded to more years.
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