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Executive Summary 

Agriculture and its allied sectors play a very vital role in the economy of Tamil Nadu. Around 42 percent 

of the statŜΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǊŜƭȅ ƻƴ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ or on agricultural wage labour ς a decline of 7 percentage points 

when compared with the data from Census 2001. On the whole, the sector accounted for 11.6 percent of 

the Gross State Value Added (GSVA) in 2016-17.  

¢ŀƳƛƭ bŀŘǳ ƛǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻƴƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ о҈ ƻŦ LƴŘƛŀΩǎ 

freshwater resources. The state has also been at the mercy of multiple weather shocks over the last 

decade particularly. In 2016-17, the state faced the worst rainfall in the last 140 years. In addition to the 

failure of both monsoons, there was reduced availability of Cauvery water, poor storage in all reservoirs, 

the cyclone Vardah, and severe drought.  

Understanding the importance of the agricultural sector to both household economies and the state 

economy as well as the increasing constraints specific to the agricultural sector,  the TN State government 

ƘŀŘ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜŘ ά5ƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ¸ƛŜƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ ¢ǊƛǇƭƛƴƎ LƴŎƻƳŜέ ŀǎ ƛǘǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¢b ±ƛǎƛƻƴ нлно 

document. The objective was to ensure that the benefits of economic growth are made available to one 

and all, including the farmers and the rural poor. In this context, understanding current income levels of 

farmers in the state is particularly important, as this provides a benchmark to assess the progress so far, 

and understand the necessary actions and focus areas that needs to be prioritised. This also provides an 

opportunity to assess strategies being ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƻ ŘƻǳōƭŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ 

ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ tǊƛƳŜ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ 

given the local state context.  

The study utilizes ŀ Ψmixed methods approachΩ, entailing both quantitative data collected through well-

designed survey instruments and qualitative data collected through focus groups and stakeholder 

discussions etc. During the period July -December 2017, quantitative data (through household surveys), 

and qualitative inputs (from focus groups and stakeholder interactions) were compiled and collated into 

this report. The household survey sample comprised of 854 households, spread across the four sample 

districts in four agro-climatic zones of Tamil Nadu. Respective blocks and districts for the study were 

selected based on relevant indicators such as ground water potential and irrigation intensity, per capita 

income indicators and contribution of agriculture towards the District Domestic Product. 1 

Three blocks were selected within a district based on ground water potential data (refer2); one each from 

the respective zones ie., Over exploited (greater than 100 percent water consumption), Critical/Dark 

                                                           
1 Refer table on groundwater depletion levels between 2012 and 2013.  
2 http://www.nicra-
icar.in/nicrarevised/images/publications/Tbu_NRM_Guidelines%20For%20Augmentation%20Of%20Groundwater%20Resources.pdf  ) 
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( between 90-100 percent) and Semi-critical/ Grey (70-90 percent). The following blocks were selected 

within each district based on the above indicators.    

¶ Villupuram: Kallakurichi, Chinnasalem, Gingee 

¶ Dharmapuri: Pennnagaram, Hosur, Dharmapuri 

¶ Nagapattinam3: Kolidam, Mayiladuthurai and Thirumarugal 

¶ Ramnathapuram: Thirupullani, Tiruvadanai and Ramnathapuram     
 

Two villages with reasonable total area of land under cultivation were selected within a block, one each 

from the north and south of the block. Within a particular village, based on consultations with the local 

agricultural officers at the village or panchayat level and the land owning criteria, 35 households were 

randomly selected for the detailed household survey.  An average number of farming households/farmers 

identified for the household survey within land ownership categories in a village have been detailed 

below:   

¶ More than 5 acres: 5 farmers (14 percent) 

¶ 2.5-5 acres: 10 farmers (29 percent) 

¶ Less than 2.5 acres: 20 farmers (57 percent) 
 

Data collected from farmers as a part of this study shows that (Section 3), there has been a decrease in 

ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ¢ŀƳƛƭ bŀŘǳ ƛƴ нлмс-17, mainly due to the multiple weather shocks, and related 

issues. The annual income for farmers in the 4 districts is estimated to be  125,228 (2015-16 prices). 

¢ƘǳǎΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƻǳōƭƛƴƎ CŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ LƴŎƻƳŜǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƻŦ  232,505 for Tamil Nadu is seen the 

benchmark that has to be achieved in the next 5 years (by 2022-23), the implication is that farm based 

incomes have to increase by 134% from the current level, assuming that the share of farm income in the 

total income basket is around 55%. At the same time, this also places the demand of an annual 7% growth 

in non-farm incomes during the period 2017-18, which is slightly higher than the DFI ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ 

of 5% for the longer 7-year duration.  At current income levels, therefore, a substantial amount of 

coordinated effort, across various stakeholders and government agencies will be required over the next 

5 years to double farmeǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ¢ŀƳƛƭ bŀŘǳΦ CƻǊ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ƛǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ 

unlikely that focusing on off-ŦŀǊƳ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 

incomes.  

 

 

 

                                                           
3 Declared as distressed in 2016-17 



8 
 

Thus in the immediate 5 years to come, the highest priority should be given to actions focused on: 

- Improving resource use efficiency (Aim to achieve at least a 25% improvement in resource use 
efficiency) 

- Focusing on diversifying to high-value crops (Aim for 14-15% contribution of diversification to high-
value crops in increasing farm incomes) 

- Significantly improving price realization by farmers (Developing strategies to improve price 
realization; 15% contribution to income growth to be the aim) 

- Boosting livestock sector productivity  

Towards this end, potential short term strategies that the state may undertake are: 

1.  Improving Cultivation Strategy in the Dry Season: 

- Identification of district/ agro-climatic zone appropriate low-cost/high-return crops for cultivation 

in the off season ς vegetables, herbs, spices etc. is an immediate requirement in the Tamil Nadu 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΦ р ǘƻ мл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƭŀƴŘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŘŜǾƻǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎǊƻǇǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ȅŜŀǊ ǊƻǳƴŘ 

income.  

- ΨaŀŎƘŀƴΩ ōŀǎŜŘκ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ όғмлл ǎǉŦǘύΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƘŜŀǇ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

utilize minimal resources, while providing high returns must be explored. They provide at least 

two harvests a year, with average profit > 5000 per harvest4. Immediate pilots should be taken 

to ensure the scalability and easy replicability of these interventions 

- Larger farmers can be encouraged to grow a larger share of tree crops on their land.  

2. Improving Farming Practices through Better Nutrient Management 

- The SHC scheme must cover all farmers, and soil testing facilities must be made available within 

ƻƴŜ ƘƻǳǊǎΩ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴȅ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŦŀǊƳΦ bŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎκ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ Ƴǳǎǘ 

be maintained for Soil test labs to be enforced strictly.  

- Additionally, the TN government must explore all avenues to make soil testing mandatory for all 

ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǘǿƛŎŜ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴƪ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛȊŜǊ ǎǳōǎƛŘȅ όŦƻǊ ƴƛǘǊƻƎŜƴ ōŀǎŜŘ 

fertilizers) in particular to soil test results.  

- The SHC can also be linked to other incentives in order to enforce its serious usage ς like credit, 

in the longer term ς these linkages effectively incentivize soil health. 

- The efficacy of the proposed interventions must be determined by implementing pilots 

immediately. 

 

3. Providing a strong crop insurance product to the farmers 

- Better performance monitoring for both insurers and state government.  

- Profits must benefit the farmers as well ς as a means to improve confidence, and boost renewal 

rates 

- Insurance market needs to be made more competitive, especially with regards to coverage of 

high-risk/ high return crops like mushrooms.  

 

 

                                                           
4 Data collected from field visits in Uttar Pradesh 



9 
 

4. Improving the usage of warehousing infrastructure 

- Immediate need to incentivize farmers to use warehouses, and for warehouses to cater to farmers 

(current usage rate by farmers is under 5 per cent in Tamil Nadu) 

- Various innovations may be considered to improve the value proposition for warehouses ς these 

could range from funding warehouses to develop their own procurement infrastructure, to adding 

a number of grading/ sorting, and post-processing options on site. These additional services will 

have to vary from district to district, catering to the various needs arising from the specific crops 

cultivated etc. Testing and piloting of these interventions can begin on a pilot basis, on priority.  

- There is a dire need for cold storage infrastructure to be scaled up immediately ς however, cold 

storages alone will not solve the wastage problem, without also improving the availability of cold 

storage trucks, and other infrastructure that ensure end-to-end flow of fruits/ vegetables and 

other produce, with little to no disruptions.  

- Collective approaches will be key to ensuring that ease of access for farmers to warehouses and 

other storage facilities improves, while real transaction costs for warehouses will come down 

when interacting with groups, as opposed to individual farmers.  

5. Revamping the Agricultural Extension System  

- There is a need for constant training, capacity and knowledge upgradation for extension officers, 

in order to ensure that they are able to better handle the requirements of the various farmers 

they work with 

- Leveraging new forms of technology to ensure that details on latest farming practices, market 

prices, and other such information could be key to ensuring better output from farms in Tamil 

Nadu.  

- Extension workers need to be able to ensure that recommendations provided to the farmers are 

aligned with the agro-climatic conditions specific to the respective areas.  

 

6. E-NAM 

- Evidence from other states has shown that relying on online marketplace type approaches has 

very significant increases in prices realized by farmers, in the range of 10% on average. 

- It is too early to assess the impact of Tamiƭ bŀŘǳΩǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ Ŝ-NAM, on price realization; 

90% of the markets are yet to be brought under the e-NAM scheme. Ensuring their immediate 

conversion should be a priority action point for the government.  

7. Food Processing 

- Value addition from food processing has the genuine potential to increase the earnings for all of 

the stakeholders across various value chains in Tamil Nadu.  

- In Tamil Nadu, immediate steps should be taken to improve the quality of supply chain 

management.  

- Tying in with the value chain approach, identifying high value crops, that have large potential for 

value enhancement through food processing must be identified, and farmers encouraged to move 

towards these value chains.  
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8. Accelerating Income from Livestock, and Promoting Integrated Farming 

- Currently, farmers in Tamil Nadu earn under 10% from the livestock sub-sector. Ensuring that the 

contribution of this sub-sector is at least doubled in the immediate short term is vital in ensuring 

ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘΦ  

- Particularly small and marginal farmers need to have at least a couple of milch animals, that are 

sufficiently productive to ensure that commercial sale, and personal consumption are both 

possible.  

9. Digitizing the agricultural value chain 

- As collective/ group-based approaches are increasingly being highlighted as the means to reduce 

input costs, and improve profit margin for farmers, the role of digital services in improving these 

outcomes even more must be considered, as a means to further reduce costs, and streamline 

various processes.  

- Digitized end to end platforms have the potential save huge sums of money for farmer groups, 

which can be spent on various other pursuits, such as infrastructure development/ equipment 

purchase, etc.  

- The idea is not new ς various portals have been launched in the recent years, ranging from e-Kisan 

(by the SFAC), to e-RAKAM (a portal that enables farmers to sell their food produce to bigger 

markets), and most recently, the e-NAM that links the various mandis. The objective must to be 

to centralize these disparate approaches into one common portal, that can be administered at 

the level of the state governments.   
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1. Agriculture in Tamil Nadu ς An overview 

Agriculture and its allied sectors play a very vital role in the economy of Tamil Nadu. Around 42 percent 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǿorkers rely on cultivation, or on agricultural wage labour ς a decline of 7 percentage points 

when compared with the data from Census 2001. On the whole, the sector accounted for 11.6 percent of 

the Gross State Value Added (GSVA) in 2016-17. Following a trend similar to the rest of the country, the 

ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ƛƴ ¢ŀƳƛƭ bŀŘǳΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǎƘŀǊǇƭȅΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ мфум-1993 the 

share of the sector in the Gross State Domestic Product (GSDP) was 23 percent, which declined to 11.87 

percent in 2004-05 and further to 7.76 percent in 2013-14. The employment in agriculture however 

reduced by a mere 10 percent, from 54 to 44 percent during the period 1981-2010.  The major crops 

cultivated in the state include paddy, millets, pulses, oilseeds, sugarcane, cotton, coconut and 

horticultural crops. Paddy is the staple food crop and is extensively cultivated in all the districts in a normal 

area of 1.77 million hectares, with the production being around 6.4 million tonnes. On average, paddy 

accounts for about 30 percent of the gross sown area and 50 percent of the total irrigated area of the 

State.   

 

Figure 1. Sector-wise Share of GSVA (Current Prices) Figure 2. Paddy, Millets and Pulses - Total Production in TN

 

 

Agriculture in the state is predominantly rain-fed. It depends either on irrigation through the Cauvery 

system, or on the North East Monsoons (NEM). There are also 15 major reservoirs which receive inflow 

mainly during South West Monsoon (SWM). As a result of these dependencies, Tamil Nadu is one of the 

most water starved states in the country ς it has access to roughly 3 per cent of the nation's water 

resources. The per capita availability of water resources is 750 cubic meters per year as compared to the 

all India average of 2,200 cubic meters. Tamil Nadu receives an annual rainfall of around 921 mm. As the 
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state lies in the rain shadow region of Western Ghats, it is deprived of rains during SWM season (which is 

the assured monsoon for the rest of the country, and thereby is forced to depend primarily on the NEM 

in the months of October - December to recharge its water resources. Consequently, any monsoon failure 

leads to acute water scarcity and severe drought, as seen during 2012-13 and 2016-17. Between 2011 and 

2013, the gross area sown reduced by 12.7 percent, gross area irrigated by 15 percent and fallows 

increased by 17.3 percent. The total production dropped by 45 per cent, from 101.52 lakh tonnes to 56.05 

lakh tonnes. Production of paddy declined by 46 percent. In 2016-17, the state faced the worst rainfall in 

the last 140 years. In addition to the failure of both monsoons, there was reduced availability of Cauvery 

water, poor storage in all reservoirs, the cyclone Vardah, and severe drought etc. ultimately leading to a 

decrease in cultivated area under crops.  This resulted in a decline in paddy production of nearly 50 

percent from 12 million tonnes to 6.5 million tonnes. This correlates with the crop coverage data, which 

fell more than 40 percent from 1.27 million hectares in 2015-16 to 0.74 million hectares in 2016-17. In 

this period, the area under paddy cultivation declined by 0.48 million hectares to 1.27 million hectares. In 

such a scenario, the use of technology becomes vital for maximizing production. However, the pattern of 

land ownership imposes limitations on the kinds of technologies that can be adopted for agricultural 

development. The average size of land holding in the State is only 0.80 hectare compared to 1.15 hectare 

at the National level.  The Agricultural Census (2010 -11) shows that marginal and small holdings (less than 

2 hectares) account for 92 percent of the total holdings and 61 percent of the total operated area in the 

state. The small land sizes, being inefficient for conventional technology and machinery use, have led to 

a process of marginalization of small and marginal farmers and casualization of agricultural labourers.  

Table 1. Agricultural Land-holdings in India 

Category Number of holdings 
(Millions) 

Area operated (Million ha.) Average size of holdings (ha.) 

 2005-06 2010-11 2005-06 2010-11 2005-06 2010-11 

Marginal (< 1 hectare) 6.23 6.27 2.29 2.29 0.37 0.37 

Small (1 to 2 hectare) 1.23 1.18 1.72 1.64 1.39 1.39 

Medium ( 2 to 10 hectare) 0.71 0.65 2.43 2.20 3.41 3.37 

Big (> 10 hectare) 0.02 0.02 0.39 0.35 20.58 20.59 

Total 8.19 8.12 6.82 6.49 0.83 0.8 

Source: Agricultural Census (2010 -11) 

During 2011-12 agricultural production made a record with food grain production exceeding 10 million 

tonne mark. However, as discussed above, the drought of 2012-13 led to a growth rate of negative 10 

percent highlighting the high vulnerability of agriculture to climate uncertainties and its impact on overall 
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growth of the state. As per the Final Estimate of 2015-16, the food grain production of the State is 113.69 

Lakh MT which is 43% increase over the food grain production achieved in 2010-11. During the period 

2011-12 to 2016-17, the value added from the livestock sector has also increased, standing at 36% of the 

total output from the primary sector currently.  

Table 2. Foodgrain Production in Tamil Nadu (LMT) 

Crop 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16* 2016-17**  

Rice 74.59 40.5 71.15 79.49 73.57 40.38 

Millets 23.24 13.4 32. 73 40.79 34.27 16.63 

Pulses 3.69 2.13 6.14 7.67 5.85 3.31 

Total Food grains 101.52 56.05 110.02 127. 95 113.69 60.32 

 

*Final estimate, **Fourth advance estimate 

 
Figure 3. GSVA -Sub-sectors of Agriculture (Current Prices)

 

 

Tamil Nadu has seven agro-climatic zones based on soil typologies, precipitation and irrigation, and 

cultivation patterns. Among the various zones the Cauvery Delta zone enjoys relatively higher rainfall 

when compared with the rest of Tamil Nadu. It benefits from a good share of the NEM in normal years. 

Additionally, irrigation water through canals is also available for six to seven months in normal rainfall 

years, in the catchment area of the Cauvery River. It is one of the most economically important zones and 

ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŀƴŀǊȅ ƻŦ ¢ŀƳƛƭ bŀŘǳΩΦ However, the coastal parts of the region are affected by 
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salinity due to sea water intrusion. In the Northeast zone, which includes the Palar river basin and its 

catchment, irrigation from natural and man-made tanks is possible. The annual rainfall of the zone 

(excluding hills) varies from 800-1400 mm. The Northwest zone, which is characterized by semi-arid to 

sub-humid climate with frequent occurrence of drought, has a mean Annual Rainfall of 877.6 mm. The 

south zone receives on average about 816 mm of annual rainfall and like the Northwest zone is prone to 

frequent droughts. The Western Zone is the only part of the state that receives some rain from both the 

SWM, and NEM. It receives around 774.6 mm of rainfall on average, which is on the lesser side.5 

 

Figure 4. Agro-climatic zones of Tamil Nadu

 

 

Despite constraints on land and water availability, Tamil Nadu registers high agrarian productivity 

compared to the other states in India. For crops such as Maize, Cumbu, Coarse Cereals, Groundnut, 

Oilseeds, the productivity is close to double the national average in Tamil Nadu. As far as horticultural 

crops are concerned, Tamil Nadu is at the fore ς it is the largest producer of Banana, Tapioca, Plantation 

Crops, and Loose Flowers in the country. It is indeed noteworthy that the state has identified horticulture 

crops as high-return/ high-value, and invested in promoting their cultivation.  

                                                           
5 Sources:  http://planningcommission.gov.in; Tamil Nadu Agriculture University 
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Overall, Tamil Nadu has aimed to ensure that farmers receive support from relevant schemes and policies, 

in order to ensure their improved productivity and wellbeing. In 2012-2013, the annual policy note 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǎƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎƻƴŘ DǊŜŜƴ ǊŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ in Tamil Nadu 

through various schemes targeting at improving agricultural production, food security and balanced 

nutritionΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƻ ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳ ƭŜǾŜƭΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŦŀǊƳ-level 

interventions such as computer-based Farm Crop Management System integrating farmers, extension 

and research activities and ensuring timely availability of quality inputs, adoption of suitable technologies, 

monitoring crop growth as well as pest and diseases, understanding market linkages and connectivity of 

village farms to nearby markets; converting fallow lands suitable to agriculture into cultivated areas, 

promoting Integrated Farming Systems and accommodating agriculture with allied activities such as 

animal husbandry, poultry, aquaculture, sericulture etc. and adopting crop diversification for sustaining 

farmer incomes.  Initiatives such as the comprehensive Farmers Integrated Handbook providing farm-

based recommendations and suitable cropping patterns based on soil, irrigation and microclimate, 

Permeation of Innovative technologies such as SRI, technologies for Improved pulses production at farm 

level as a whole village concept, Sustainable Sugarcane Initiatives, Precision Farming, Micro-irrigation etc. 

were implemented with the aim of doubling production and tripling farmer incomes, especially small and 

marginal ones.  State government has appointed specialists and other technical staff to strengthen the 

farm-level extensions activities and ensure the penetration of existing schemes to deserving farmers, with 

the target of doubling food grain production to 120 LMT in 2012-13 during the 12th five-year plan.               

Some of the state governmentΩǎ approaches towards improving the economic status of such farmers have 

included increasing their net cultivable area and productivity through crop-specific interventions, soil 

health and water resources management approaches, input supply management system, crop specific 

strategies for bridging yield gaps, increasing productivity and farmer incomes by three-folds through 

mainly farm-based interventions and IFS approach, crop diversification especially through commercial 

crops, developing research and extension activities with end to end involvement of farmers and capacity 

building. The thrust areas according to the government as per the 2012-13 agriculture policy note that 

introduced the concept of doubling yields and tripling incomes, focusses on soil health care and per area 

unit productivity, revamping agriculture infrastructure, promoting micro irrigation and water use 

efficiency, increased cropping and irrigation intensity, improved access to quality inputs, and augmenting 

farmer incomes.  The agriculture policy note 2017-2018 details a stronger policy framework towards 

achieving the second green revolution, including farmer friendly strategies for increasing cropped area, 

evolving crop-ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΣ ŘŜǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 
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that could transform subsistence farming into a commercial activity, mechanisation of agricultural 

operations creating time-cost efficiencies, promoting the use of ICTs in improving farming knowledge, 

fostering efficient marketing systems and extension services.  Plagued with water scarcity, the state 

government has taken steps to popularize micro-irrigation schemes in the state, that aims to ensure 

άmore crop per dropέ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ quality agricultural produce with efficient usage of inputs. 100 percent 

subsidy is extended to small and marginal farmers, while 75 percent subsidy is provided to other farmers.   

Tamil Nadu άVision 2023έ aims to ensure that the benefits of its rapid economic growth to reach its 

farmers, and making it one of the economically prosperous and progressive states of the county. With the 

aim of developing agriculture at the farm level, the state has laid down certain objectives and strategies 

towards achieving the second green revolution. The state objectives as per the recent 2017-2018 policy 

ƴƻǘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ǊŜǾŀƳǇƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ŦƻǊ ΨǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ Ƴƻƴitoring and evaluation6ΩΣ 

ensuring sustainable utilization and conservation of natural resources,  devising appropriate agro-climatic 

and eco-friendly farming systems, increasing farmer incomes through diversification towards high value 

ŦŀǊƳƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜǘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŦƻƻŘ ŎǊƻǇǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳǘǊƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΩ Σ ǊŜǾŀƳǇƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ 

infrastructural facilities in seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, agricultural implements, extension services, value 

addition and marketing across agricultural supply chains and facilitating adaptation and mitigation 

towards climate change. Some of the strategies devised towards Vision 2023 included increasing 

cultivated area by bringing fallow lands under cultivation, increasing agricultural production and 

productivity through improving soil health and input efficiency, devising an ecology-cum-economics crop 

cafeteria in irrigated and rain-fed regions wherein poor farmers can choose crop combinations and 

adopt modern crop husbandry practices,  ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ΨǘƛƳŜƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǇǳǘǎΩ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǎŜŜŘǎΣ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǎŜǊǎΣ 

bio-fertilisers, biocides/ bio-agents, agricultural machinery etc., reducing cultivation costs through better 

ΨŎǊƻǇ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΩΣ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘ-effective indigenous inputs, promoting input use 

efficiency, adopting context-specific innovative technologies, creating awareness amongst farmers on 

agricultural practices,  promoting utilisation of non-conventional energy resources, encouraging private 

participation in agriculture and agro-based infrastructure in rural areas, reducing monsoon dependency 

through better irrigation and water harvesting techniques,  developing climate resilient cropping systems 

with protective measures such as crop insurance and generating alternate livelihood sources through 

allied activities, and reducing yield gaps through improved technologies and ICT tools. 

                                                           
6 Adopted from the State agricultural policy note 2017-18.  
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Area, Production and Productivity Programmeme for 2017-18 

The estimated area under cultivation, production and productivity of various agricultural crops during 

2017-18 are given below: 

Table 3. Area, Production and Productivity (2017-2018) 

Crop Area (L. Ha.) Production (L. MT) Productivity (kg/ Ha) 

Rice 17.8 60 3,370 

Millets 9.3 34 3,656 

Pulses 9.4 6 638 

Total food grains 36.5 100  

Oilseeds 5 12 2,400 

Cotton (*) 1.8 5.77 545 

Sugarcane (**) 3 309 103 

Total 46.3   

    (*) Production (L. Bales); (**) Productivity (MT/Ha.)  

With the aim of achieving food and nutritional security in the context of degrading land resources, 

increasing water scarcity, depleting per capita land available, outmigration of agricultural labourers and 

ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƛƳǎ ŀǘ ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ΨƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜΣ 

resource-ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊategies for agro-ecological 

intensification. Some of the objectives included achieving food and nutritional security through 

sustainable agriculture area intensification, narrowing yield gaps and input use -efficiency gaps through 

agronomic revolution: precise crop management through affordable technologies, technologies for 

increasing water and energy efficiency, achieving nutrient management through micro-irrigation, 

conservation agriculture etc. for increased production, reducing cultivation costs through soil health 

restoration, optimum fertiliser application and cautious use of irrigation water, arriving at a precise input 

supply system allowing for equity in accessing critical inputs and improved delivery mechanisms, 

implementing socio-economic support programmemes for farmers especially women, improving crop-

tree-livestock interactions in farming systems and optimising recycling and use of biomass for preserving 

the environment, maximising the production potential of rain-fed areas,  devising contingency crop plans 

based on weather forecast and insurance modules for mitigating crop losses, innovating in digital 

agriculture solutions through ICT tools, investing in agriculture infrastructure, fostering knowledge-

sharing platforms and equipping farmers with technology options.    
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NFSM:  National Food Security Mission for Rice has been implemented across 8 districts in 2016-17, and 

involved activities such as Cluster demonstrations on direct seeded rice, line transplanting and cropping 

system based demonstrations, green manure planting with paddy, distribution of high yielding quality 

seeds, providing assistance for custom hiring paddy transplanters and combine harvesters for an outlay 

of Rs, 20.64 crore. This scheme is to be continued during 2017-18. Government has been promoting the 

machine transplantation of paddy from 2014-15, and in 2016-17 the scheme covered around 1.72 lakh 

hectares, while during 2017-18 this technology would be adopted across 2 lakh hectares. Direct sowing 

method of paddy requires less water, involves lower cultivation costs and lesser duration crops to be 

cultivated across 5.15 lakh acres across the state during 2016-17.      

For pulses, NFSM has been implemented across all districts except Chennai and Nilgiris, and along with 

the above techniques, incorporated efficient water application tools establishment of mills etc, and the 

total outlay was around Rs 41.64 crores, and would be continued in 2017-18 with an outlay of Rs. 41.13 

crore.  The NFSM for coarse cereals has been implemented in 10 districts, during 2016-17 around Rs.8.22 

crores were spent towards promotion of millet cultivation. This would be continued during 2017-18 also. 

NFSM for Sugarcane has been implemented during 2016-17 in Cuddalore, Villupuram and Tiruvannamalai 

districts. Around 47.75 lakhs has been extended towards subsidies for demonstrations on inter-cropping, 

breeder seed production and state level training. This would be extended during 2017-18 with an outlay 

of Rs. 49.42 lakhs. NFSM for Cotton has been implemented during 2016-17 in Virudunagar and Perambalur 

districts, and around 48.42 lakhs have been spent on demonstrations on integrated crop management, 

seed production etc. During 2017-18, a total outlay of 51.25 lakhs have been allotted towards NFSM for 

cotton.          

NADP: Through this initiative, the objective has been to encourage context and problem-specific 

initiatives for paddy so as to increase productivity and farmer incomes, through components such as 

incentives for certified seeds, subsidies for high-yielding varieties, popularisation of machine planting, use 

of power tillers etc. The outlays for this initiative has been around Rs. 63.1 crore.  Pulses Improvement 

programmeme under the NADP comprised of activities such as foliar spray of DAP, production-distribution 

of quality seeds, promoting redgram transplantation etc. at Rs 23.58 crores during 2016-17, and would be 

continued through 2017-18. An amount of 2.69 crores were spent during 2016-17 under NADP and 4 

crores during 2017-18 towards millet production.     

SRI/ SPI: SRI packages a bouquet of technological practices for efficient water use, and has been 

implemented across 5.81 lakh hectares during 2016-17. The state aims to promote this across 9.91 lakh 
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hectares during 2017-18.  The System of Pulses Intensification scheme covered 2000 villages across an 

area of 1.25 lakh hectares in 2016-17, and this would be adopted in 2000 villages in 2017-18.    

National Mission on Oil seeds and Oil Palm (NMOOP) was initiated in 2014-15 to meet the edible oil 

requirements, and aims to increase the vegetable oil requirements by oil seeds, oil palms and tree borne 

oil seeds. Tamil Nadu ranks first in the productivity of oilseeds, and the schemes for this purpose aim at 

increasing the irrigation coverage under oilseeds from 26 % to 36 %, area diversification from low-yielding 

cereals to oilseeds, inter-cropping oilseeds with cereals, pulses, sugarcane and utilising fallow lands after 

paddy cultivation for this purpose. Around 4.22 lakh hectares have been brought under oilseeds every 

year with a production of 9.62 lakh metric tonnes. During 2016-17, the expenditure under the scheme has 

been around 12.62 crores and during 2017-18 the financial allocations are around 18.77 crores.    

Sustainable Sugarcane Initiatives incorporated a set of agronomic practices such as transplantation of 

young seedlings, adoption of new planting methods such as wider spacing, precision farming/ drip 

fertigation across 275 hectares during 2016-17.  During 2017-18, an area of 16,000 hectares would be 

brought under this SSI scheme, while an area of 14,000 hectares would be brought under micro-irrigation.       

Overall, Tamil Nadu7 has set a target to achieve 5 percent annual average growth in the Agricultural sector 

by the year 2023. The initiatives identified in this vision include promotion of market driven agricultural 

produce, accelerating innovation and extension mechanism, functional consolidation of land holdings, 

emphasis on mechanization, Improvement in productivity, assurance of timely irrigation, creation of a 

robust supply chain, and skill development in agriculture. The total proposed investment to drive this 

growth is around  40,000 Crores. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7 http://www.tn.gov.in/dear/Agriculture.pdf 
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2. Farming Households in Tamil Nadu (4 Districts) - An Assessment 

The NSSO data on Consumption Expenditure Survey (2011-2012) suggests that more than 20% of rural 

households that are self-employed in agriculture as their primary occupation have an income below the 

poverty line; this is highest for the states of Jharkhand and Odisha. Additionally, the relative farm income 

per cultivator is nearly one-third to one-fourth the income of a non-agriculture worker (as of 2015-2016)8. 

Growth in farm income after 2011ς12 has fallen to around 1% (Chand, 2016); low income in absolute and 

relative terms is considered the primary reason for agrarian distress across India. In Tamil Nadu, close to 

20% of the farmers are viewed as having income below the poverty line. Against this backdrop, the 

Government has set the goal of doubling farmers income from farming in real terms by 2022-2023 as the 

ǇƛǾƻǘŀƭ ǊƻǳǘŜ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ŀƎǊŀǊƛŀƴ ŘƛǎǘǊŜǎǎΦ 
 

Figure 5. Farm Households with Income Below Poverty Line (2011-12)

 

2.1 Present Estimates 

It must be noted that there is a serious dearth of data that captures the income of agricultural households, 

over a period of time. While the NSSO has two datasets (2002-03, and 2012-13) that capture some data 

on estimates and income sources, at a nation-wide level, the definitions of farming households used in 

both datasets are different, hence affecting the comparability. For most part, this report relies on data 

and estimates from the 2012-13 dataset, and literature or analyses that have been done using this data.  

In 2012-13, the average annual income of a farming household was  77,112 ς 60 percent of this amount 

being contributed by farm sources (cultivation, and farming of animals), and 40 percent from non-farm 

sources (wages, salary etc.). This amount works out to an average monthly income of  6,426. The average 

                                                           
8 NITI Aayog Policy Paper 
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monthly household expenses of an agricultural household add up to around  6,223, as per the same 

dataset. This translates into a meager saving of  223 per month, or a little more than  2600 per year. In 

Tamil Nadu, the data paints a marginally better picture ς the average monthly income of a farming 

household is  6,980, while the average household expenses add up to  5,803 ς a monthly saving  1,177. 

 

¢ǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ŘƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜŘΤ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŘŜŜŘ 

ripe to assess the progress that has been made thus far. There is a need for a careful estimation of the 

current income level of farmers, and the composition (in various agro-climatic zones, holding size-wise, 

social class wise, etc.). It is only through such an exercise that the extent of progress, and the success of 

the various schemes initiated by the State and Central governments can be reviewed, and modified as 

necessary in order to ensure maximum benefit to the farmers. This is indeed the primary objective of this 

study. Additionally, the study aims to understand the constraints faced by the farming community 

(including the distress situations, their frequency) that are limiting opportunities to income enhancement 

of the farmers. The overall objective is to be able to identify the kind of support, facilities, and policy level 

changes that are required that in order to ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ōȅ нлннΦ  ¢ƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴŘΣ 

this study relies on data from sample survey focusing on 4 districts, from different agro-ecological zones 

of Tamil Nadu. Additionally, this study also gathers a number of opinions, insights and perspectives from 

key stakeholders in the agricultural space in Tamil Nadu. These further inform the objectives of the study, 

and provide direction to its findings.  

2.2 Methodology, and Sample Selection  

The research methodology followed has been the mixed methods approach, which entails both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection through well-designed survey instruments and focus groups, 

stakeholder discussions etc. During the period July 2017-December 2017, quantitative data (in the form 

of household surveys), and qualitative data (in the form of focus group discussions and key stakeholder 

interactions) was collected. 

The sample comprised of 854 households across four districts in 4 agro-climatic zones of Tamil Nadu.   The 

respective blocks and districts for the study were selected based on relevant indicators such as ground 

water potential and irrigation intensity, per capita income indicators and contribution of agriculture 

towards the District Domestic Product. 9 

                                                           
9 Refer table on groundwater depletion levels between 2012 and 2013.  
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Table 4. Sampled Districts - Key details 

District Irrigation Intensity PCI (2010-11) Agro-Climatic Zone 

Dharmapuri 1.31 46828 North Western Zone 

Nagapattinam 1.13 34640 Cauvery Delta Zone 

Villupuram 1.07 30181 North Eastern Zone 

Ramanathapuram 1.00 37707 Southern Zone 

 

1. Household Surveys: The quantitative data collection comprised of around 800 Household Surveys 

across four districts, 200 surveys in each district. Three blocks were selected within a district based 

on ground water potential data (refer10), one each from the respective zones ie, Over exploited 

(greater than 100 percent water consumption), Critical/Dark ( between 90-100 percent) and Semi-

critical/ Grey (70-90 percent). The following blocks were selected within each district based on the 

above indicators.    

¶ Villupuram: Kallakurichi, Chinnasalem, Gingee 

¶ Dharmapuri: Pennnagaram, Hosur, Dharmapuri 

¶ Nagapattinam11: Kolidam, Mayiladuthurai and Thirumarugal 

¶ Ramnathapuram: Thirupullani, Tiruvadanai and Ramnathapuram  
 

Two villages with reasonable area of land under cultivation were selected within a block, each 

from the north and south of the block. Within a particular village, based on consultations with the 

local agricultural officers at the village or panchayat level and the land owning criteria, 35 

households were randomly selected for the detailed household survey.   

¶ More than 5 acres: 5 farmers (14 percent) 

¶ 2.5-5 acres: 10 farmers (29 percent) 

¶ Less than 2.5 acres: 20 farmers (57 percent) 
 

2. Focus Groups: While the household survey provided data on land area under cultivation and allied 

farm activities, credit and risk mitigation strategies of household, farm input usage, expenditures and 

incomes from all possible sources of agricultural households, farm productivity estimates and 

irrigation statistics, penetration of marketing, MSP awareness indicators , insurance take up etc. the 

qualitative methods such as focus group discussions facilitated understanding the reasons for 

cropping choices, preferences in farm decisions and income-earning activities etc.  

                                                           
10 http://www.nicra-
icar.in/nicrarevised/images/publications/Tbu_NRM_Guidelines%20For%20Augmentation%20Of%20Groundwater%20Resources.pdf  ) 
11 Declared as distressed in 2016-17 
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¶ Sample selection for Focus Groups: Around 10 to 12 farmers were selected within a village 

community based on consultations with the local agricultural officer at the village/panchayat 

level, and in adherence to the land criteria mentioned above for farmers. The focus groups 

ensured participation of at least 2 women farmers, as it facilitated understanding preferences, 

decision-making and risk-management choices related to agriculture and associated activities 

from a gender perspective. 

     

3. Stakeholder Interviews: Detailed interviews with relevant stakeholders, both private and government, 

comprised an integral part of this project owing to the immediate policy implications of the study, 

both at the national and state level.  

¶ Sample selection: A stakeholder mapping exercise was performed to identify and map the 

relevant stakeholders within the agricultural sector. 12After multiple discussions within the 

research team, we finalized on a set of stakeholders to be interviewed for the study, based on the 

focus areas and discussion themes of the study, wherein secondary and primary data had to be 

substantiated with policy perspectives and implementation aspects from the field.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
12 Please refer to the stakeholder mapping section for further details.   
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2.3 Key Stakeholders - Agriculture in Tamil Nadu 

The primary stakeholders -  who are the main focus of this study ς are the farmers and cultivators 

(including those pursuing husbandry and fishing activities). These stakeholders are directly affected by 

policy decisions on agriculture and allied activities. Key stakeholders include all individuals/ entities 

influencing the design, implementation, and ultimately the success of the various policies and schemes 

ǿƘƻǎŜ ŀƛƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛncomes, and improve their wellbeing and welfare. These could be the 

government departments involved in deciding the budgetary allocations towards agriculture and allied 

activities, departments engaged in deciding, streamlining the schemes and activities for agriculture for 

the respective financial year and implementing them on ground. These stakeholders have the influence 

ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜκ ǎƘŀǇŜ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ŘƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎΦ {ŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ 

stakeholders function as intermediaries between farmers (primary stakeholders) and respective 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ όƪŜȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ǎƘŀǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎύ 

ŀƴŘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ ǊƻƭŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜƛƴ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜs (in 

capacities related to monitoring and implementation, advisory roles) however are essential to this 

framework. External stakeholders are those who are not directly involved in enhancing farmer incomes, 

but are involved in the process, means and outcomes of policies with regards to increasing farmer 

incomes.  The following chart illustrates the relationship and flow of stakeholder interactions within this 

framework, and following table would describe the major findings from stakeholder discussions. During 

the course of this study, key stakeholders representing various facets of the landscape mapped out below 

were interviewed in detail. Their inputs and suggestions have been incorporated throughout the study.  
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Table 5. Stakeholders in Agriculture- Tamil Nadu 
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3. Data Analysis, and Key Observations 

All survey data was collected digitally, and quality checked. Qualitative data was transcribed, and 

incorporated along-with insights from the data. The key points of note from the collected data that are of 

relevance to the study, and the broader recommendations proposed are presented below.  

3.1 Definitions, and Reference Period 

In designing the survey instrument and detailing the concerned sections, the National Sample Survey 

Office (NSSO) reports for the 59th and the 70th round of surveys were used as reference. The Situation 

Assessment Survey of Farmers in NSS 59th round defines farmer as a person operating on some land 

(owned or leased or otherwise) and engaged in agricultural activities such as cultivation of field crops, 

horticultural and plantation crops, animal husbandry, poultry, fishery, etc. on that land during last 365 

days before the survey. In our survey we extended the definition of farmers to include those farming over 

the past three years, as this helps understand whether farmers had stopped cultivating any crops in the 

past three years due to various constraints.    

The possession of land was also an essential condition in the survey, similar to the 59th round of NSS, and 

unlike the 70th round which included households which may or may not possess land. Data was collected 

for the last farmed season of the farmer which included farm expenditures as well as incomes from 

harvest, over the past three years (2014-15, 2015-16, 2016-17).  A failed farmed season in terms of crop 

damage due to delayed monsoons or flooding was not accounted as a farmed season, due to lack of 

income data from agricultural produce across households for such seasons. Expenditures incurred and 

incomes earned from cultivation were estimated at the household level across agricultural households for 

the last farmed season; incomes and expenses for livestock, aquafarming and poultry activities were 

collected for the last 30 days; non-farm incomes and expenditures were collected for the last 12 months 

(as disaggregating non-farm expenditures for business or others were difficult on a monthly basis), 

household consumption expenditures on education, health , medical and other purposes were estimated 

for the past 30 days.   

3.2 Key Observations 

This chapter presents some of the key observations with regards to household economics. Estimates of 

the current farmer income levels and the composition of the income basket of the household, across 

varying holding sizes and social classes are presented. Details on the credit situation of agricultural 
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households, agricultural indebtedness of households etc., findings with regards to information/training 

levels, and skilling facilities for agricultural households are also included in the report. Focus groups with 

farmers and interactions with relevant stakeholders facilitated the identification of constraints and 

distress situations faced by the farming community such as droughts, floods and the potential for 

diversification of the income basket of households, through allied, off-farm and non-farm activities.     

The below paragraphs brief the key observations from the survey, focus groups and stakeholder 

interviews substantiated with relevant secondary data from the NSSO surveys as well as literature 

evidence from previous studies elsewhere.   

1. Estimated number of agricultural households in Tamil Nadu and Survey Sample:  

The Situational Assessment Survey of Agricultural Households estimated that during the agricultural year 

July,2012- June 2013 rural India had around 90.2 million agricultural households, constituting about 57.8 

percent of the rural households within the country.  Out of 93,607 rural households in Tamil Nadu, around 

32,443 households were agricultural (i.e. around 34.7 percent of the rural households). 13. Tamil Nadu has 

a total cultivated area of 5,994,501 hectares as of 2014-15, the net area sown is around 4,819, 018 

hectares and the area sown more than once is 1,175,483 hectares14. 

The data collection for the study was done between September to November 2017 across four districts in 

Tamil Nadu. The overall sample size was 854 households, and the distribution of households across the 

districts are detailed in provided in Table 6. Some other important characteristics of farming households 

surveyed include household size which on average was around 4.72 (SD is 1.95). 18.7 percent of those 

surveyed included women farmers as well (159/854 respondents).    

Table 6. Sample Composition 

District No. of HHs Percentage 

Villupuram 215 25.18 

Ramanathapuram 214 25.06 

Dharmapuri 214 25.06 

Nagapattinam 211 24.71 

Total 854 100 

 

                                                           
13 Key Indicators of Situation of Agricultural Households in India, NSS 70th Round, MOSPI December 2014 
14 Tamil Nadu at a Glance 2016, Socio Economic Indicators of Tamil Nadu and India, Department of Economics and Statistics 
Tamil Nadu 
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2. Distribution of Agricultural Households by Social Groups 

Figure 6: Agricultural Households by Social Group 

 
 

7 percent of the farming households were from the forward caste (Fig. 6), while the rest belonged to 

socio-economic backward castes. 36 percent of the sample were from the Most Backward Castes, 25 

percent belonged to the Backward caste and 28 percent fell under the Scheduled Caste category.  

Figure 7. Sample Composition - Social Groups 
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From Fig. 7, it is observed that the small and marginal farmers are mainly from the Most Backward Castes 

as well as the SC and BC caste categories. Among medium-large farmers, around 20 percent belong to 

forward castes ς a higher representation compared to other land categories.  The NSSO reports15 show 

that are significant caste based differences in the economic status of agricultural households, and 

scheduled caste farm households followed by OBC households have the highest deficits (average monthly 

income lesser than sum of average monthly consumption and net investment in productive assets). 

Forward castes report larger landholding sizes (20 percent of large farmers in our data belonged to the 

forward caste), increased share of household earnings from cultivation and non-farm activities. Socio-

economically challenged castes such as the SCs report their highest share of income from wage 

employment and agricultural labour, making them more vulnerable to unemployment. 16   

 

3. Agricultural households by Respondent(Farmer) Age: 

 53 percent of farmers surveyed were in the age group 40 to 60 years, only 6.7 percent of them were 

young farmers under thirty (between the age group of 20 to 30 years) who could have started farming 

activities in the recent past, and 20 percent of them were in the age group 30 to 40 years. This reinforces 

the general observations on agriculture wherein the younger demographic in the state (and across the 

country) are no longer willing to adopt agricultural activities as an occupation, and are shifting out of 

agriculture due to uncertainties and lower returns towards other non-farm opportunities.  

Focus groups and individual discussions with these households revealed that young farmers or younger 

generations within agricultural households were willing to enter into or take up dairying and husbandry 

compared to cultivation activities. Dairying and husbandry offered profitable and sustainable returns as 

well as better sources for institutional credit. The youth in the surveyed districts were interested in 

dairying, husbandry etc. as these offered sustainable alternatives to cultivation, provided a daily income 

source unlike seasonal earnings from agriculture and investments in dairying and husbandry activities 

were lower compared to cultivation. Also institutional credit was available to farmers interested in rearing 

cattle or other husbandry activities, and this provided the necessary support to enter into as well as 

sustain their livelihoods through these ventures. Other observations from the field included the increasing 

                                                           
15 NSSO Situational Assessment Survey  
16 http://www.livemint.com/Opinion/myrJLTnIfiNVSaJF8ovdRJ/Locating-caste-in-Indias-farm-economy.html 
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qualifications of the youth in villages with few graduating with professional degrees like engineering etc., 

and hence being lesser inclined towards agricultural activities.  

Directed efforts in terms of institutional credit, extension and training activities through local agricultural 

officers and KVK functionaries in motivating the youth towards such allied activities and improving their 

operational efficiencies by staying informed, adopting modern practices in these regards and organizing 

farmers involved in dairying or husbandry into at least local collectives could facilitate their participation 

in such allied activities. A recent scheme aimed at skilling youth in agriculture, Attracting Rural Youth in 

Agriculture (ARYA) along with the Agriculture Technology Management and Training (ATMA) scheme 

extends extension services to rural youth. These schemes could be linked with activities such as 

identification of barren lands with the support of the Agriculture-Science Centre, promoting suitable crops 

according to climate-soil contexts, encouraging varied crop cultivation after harvesting paddy, 

encouraging farmers to use fertilisers as per Soil Health Card, registering farmers onto a portal, improved 

access to new technologies and connecting them through farmer groups (Dr. K. Ramasamy, VC TNAU, 

2017)17. NSSO 2003 findings revealed that 27 percent farmers considered farming was not profitable 

enough, and given options 40 percent of them wanted to shift out of agriculture (GOI, 2005).   

Figure 8. Respondent Age 

 
 

 

                                                           
17 Source: https://thewire.in/111075/farmers-notebook-young-india-can-save-the-future-of-agriculture/ 
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4. Migration Patterns:  

22 percent of the households surveyed had a family member who had migrated for work or education in 

the past 3 years. Seasonal migration has been on the increase due to declining agricultural employment 

opportunities ŀƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ άƛǊǊŜǾŜǊǎƛōƭŜ ǘǊŜƴŘέ for such farming households (Mosse 2005 and 

Breman, 1996). Haberfeld et al (1999) argue that seasonal migration functions as an effective coping and 

risk management strategy for rural poor due to lack of employment, especially during droughts.  Such 

migrant households are usually characterized by lower educational levels and agricultural incomes. 

Households with migrant labourers were found to have higher income levels compared to other 

households (incomes from migrant labour accounts for 60 percent of the total annual household income). 

Basu and Kashyap (1992) discusses that majority of such migrants constitute of off-season employment 

for agricultural labourers and small/marginal farmers. {ǳŎƘ άŘƛǎǘǊŜǎǎ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀǊŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ 

amongst agricultural labourers and landless alternating across agricultural and non-agricultural jobs 

between crop seasons and during off/lean seasons to support their household incomes (S. Chandrasekhar, 

Mousami Das and Ajay Sharma, March 2014, IGIDR Mumbai). 18 

With increasing education levels and employment opportunities, men are more likely to move out of 

agriculture. With such migration of men towards cities, there could be an increased role for women as 

operators and decision makers with regards to farming. On an average, a woman spends around 3300 

hours in the field during a crop season while a man spends around 1860 hours, the paradox being that 

only 12.69 percent women have operational land ownership.  While their role is crucial towards ensuring 

food security, they remain unrecognized as farmers as the legal recognition is tied to land ownership.19 As 

mentioned earlier, our survey had around 18 percent female farmers operating their landholdings, but 

the legal ownership aspect has not been studied. This situation calls for a shift in policy focus in creating 

a favourable ecosystem for women farmers, increasing engagement and extension activities with women 

farmers and improving their accessibility to physical and financial resources (Prof. Hema Swaminathan, 

Centre for Public Policy IIM Bangalore)20.  

5. Education Status: 

 Education and skills of farmers are integral for improving farming practices, investments and productivity. 

Lower educational levels of farmers could act as significant barriers in the public dissemination of 

                                                           
18 http://www.igidr.ac.in/pdf/publication/WP-2014-009.pdf 
19 https://thewire.in/135617/women-farmer-suicide-crop-tamil-nadu-drought/ 
20 http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/opinion/india-farming-women-policy-issues-migration/article9968781.ece 
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knowledge as well as diversification into allied farm or off-farm activities. The NSSO survey reports that 

awareness about bio-fertilizers, minimum support prices and WTO is associated with educational levels, 

lower among marginal and small farmers. 2160 percent of the farmers surveyed had not studied beyond 

class 8, and only 31 percent farmers had completed high school or senior secondary school (between 

classes 9 to 12). 

Figure 9. Education Status 

 

Literacy and mean years of education are lower for marginal and small farmers compared to the medium 

and large ones.  A National Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganized Sector Report shows that 

literacy rates for small and marginal farmers were 55 percent and 48 percent respectively, lower than the 

national average literacy rate of 72.98 percent, i.e. 67.6 percent in rural areas and 84.1 percent in urban 

areas. Educational levels of farmers impact their uptake of government schemes, digital initiatives in the 

agricultural space including the e-NAM and updating themselves with modern farming techniques22 

( Mahendra Dev, 2012-14).    

Education being one of the key variables influencing rural diversification, efficiencies of the rural 

workforce can be tapped into only through generating awareness among the rural populations on the 

importance of education and skilling and increasing the public expenditure on education. CŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ 

education, especially women farmers,  has been shown to significantly increase the net household farm 

income per acre of cultivated land(Sitakanda Panda,2015)23. Other studies also find a positive, significant 

                                                           
21 http://www.igidr.ac.in/pdf/publication/WP-2012-014.pdf 
22 http://cf.orfonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/ORF_Issue_Brief_167_Small_Farmers.pdf 
23 http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1108/IJSE-12-2013-0278 
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ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ !ƭǎƻ agricultural productivity increases 

with educational levels across caste categories. Government and NGOs should work towards higher 

investments in farmer education and awareness for increasing agricultural productivity and incomes (Atal 

Bihari Das, Dukhabandhu Sahoo, 2013). 24     

6. Farming/ Cultivation Experience 

68.5 percent of the households surveyed had been engaged in cultivation for more than 20 years, 22 

percent had been involved in cultivation for the last 10-20 years, 6 percent had taken up cultivation in the 

past 5 to 10 years. Only 1 percent of those surveyed had started farming activities in the last 1 to 3 years.  

Table 7. Cultivation Experience 

 

 

 

 

 

Goran Djufeldt and Srilata SirŎŀǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōƻƻƪ άStructural Transformation and Agrarian Change in Indiaέ 

(2016) elaborate on such trends, wherein family farmers have stronger tendencies to opt out of 

agriculture than large landowners.25 Stronger odds for entry into farming or allied activities exist for 

marginal and landless labour households as well as non-agrarian ones due to lesser saving capacities and 

inabilities in purchasing land and the existing lease structures. 

7. Ration Card Status 

As per the survey data, a majority of the households have Priority Household (PHH) Ration cards (as 

mandated under the National Food Security Act, 2013) that allows for ration purchases of all essentials 

including rice, sugar, oil, pulses etc. 

                                                           
24 http:///www.inderscience.com/offer.php?id=52312 
25 A family farm is essentially a family operated farm, with its ownership transferred from generation to generation (Djurfeldt, 

1996).  

Experience (Years) No of HHs Percent 

1-3 years 9 1.06 

3-5 years 17 2.00 

5-10 years 53 6.23 

10-20 years 189 22.21 

More than 20 years 583 68.51 

Total 851 100 
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Figure 10. Ration Card Type 

 

According to the recent modifications in ration cards, Priority Households are those earmarked with the 

urgent need of being alleviated from poverty. The PHH tagging ensures that such households in most need 

of supplies benefit from other targeted schemes such as the Annapurna Yojana. The larger proportion of 

households across our sample falling into this Priority Household category shows the relevance and urgent 

need for increasing the scope of livelihood and income-earning opportunities for such households.        

8. Animal Husbandry/ Livestock Rearing  
 

Table 8.  Animal Husbandry/ Livestock Rearing 

 No. of HHs Percentage 

Villupuram   

Yes 135 62.8 

No 80 37.2 

Total 215 100.0 

Ramanathapuram  

Yes 125 58.4 

No 89 41.6 

Total 214 100.0 

Dharmapuri   

Yes 154 72.0 

No 60 28.0 

Total 214 100.0 

Nagapattinam   

Yes 126 59.7 

No 85 40.3 
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Total 211 100.0 

Total  (All districts)  

Yes 540 63.2 

No 314 36.8 

Total 854 100.0 

 

63.2 percent of the households surveyed were engaged in animal husbandry including livestock, and 

poultry activities - contributing to their household income or food consumption. 4.6 percent of the 

households had entered animal husbandry in the past 1-3 years while another 7.2 percent in the last 3-5 

years. Animal husbandry seems to be an attractive option for rural agricultural households as compared 

to cultivation, at least 11.8 percent households had initiated some husbandry activities in the last 5 years 

while only 3 percent households had taken up farming. Livestock can be reared within smaller 

landholdings and yield favourable returns (labour demands vary as cattle are high maintenance and 

provide higher earnings, while goats are low maintenance with negligible earnings) as compared to 

cultivation wherein the odds of entry as well as remaining in the same are high, especially for small and 

marginal farmers. Weather fluctuations and distress situations impacts cultivation more than animal 

husbandry, the challenges here too are addressing issues of water and fodder scarcity during droughts, 

labour availability within households or elsewhere and accessibility to risk management strategies 

through insurance as well as timely credit. The cattle insurance penetration is extremely low in Tami Nadu, 

the penetration across our survey districts was around 2 percent.      

Table 9. Experience in Animal Husbandry/ Livestock Rearing 

Experience (Years) No. of  HHs Percent 

Less than 1 year 2 0.37 

1-3 years 25 4.62 

3-5 years 39 7.21 

5-10 years 111 20.52 

10-20 years 121 22.37 

More than 20 years 243 44.92 

Total 541 100 

We find zero report of aquafarming in our study sample. We had sampled farmers for the survey based 

on land ownership criteria and hence fishermen engaged only in fishing activities in the sea without any 

cultivable land could not be taken into consideration. This definition has been adopted in lines of the 

agricultural census 2013 that defines farmers based on land holding criteria. A major reason for fishermen 
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with cultivable land not engaging in aqua activities included dried up farm ponds and water reservoirs due 

to drought conditions and unpredictable, scanty rains that usually recharge such surface water sources.  

This was quite surprising for the research team that even in coastal districts like Ramanathapuram and 

Nagapattinam, the sample showed no mention of aquafarming or inland fishing activities. We had 

followed up on this with surveyed farmers as well as through our focus groups and learned that seasonal 

variations had to be accounted for as inland aquafarming activities were extremely dependent on water 

availability in farm ponds, surface water sources etc. (past two years of 2016-17 witnessed severe drought 

conditions, the worst in 140 years). Farmers engaged in aquafarming activities in the past mentioned that 

their farm ponds have been dried up in the recent seasons due to scanty rainfalls (also verified first hand 

through our surveyors) and in surveyed areas, freshwater sources were becoming increasingly saline due 

to sea water intrusion making them unfit for such aquafarming activities, except prawn culture. On 

average, households seem to own 1-2 milk cows, and an even smaller number of milk buffaloes. We find 

a very low number of male buffaloes or bullocks reported across the surveyed households. The average 

poultry ownership is around 8 heads per household.   

Table 10. Livestock/ Poultry Ownership 

(Type) Mean SD Min Max 

Milk cows 1.3 1.8 0 15 

Milk buffaloes 0.1 0.4 0 4 

Male buffaloes 0.0 0.1 0 1 

Bullocks 0.1 0.5 0 10 

Goats 1.5 5.0 0 70 

Sheep 0.4 5.4 0 110 

Poultry 8.0 174.4 0 5000 

Aquafarming 0.0 0.0 0 0 

                                                           Table 11 shows the average total value of livestock across different 
categories with those households reporting ownership. 

                                                           Table 11. Value of Livestock/ Poultry Owner per HH 

(Type) No. of HHs Mean SD Min Max 

Milk cows 426 55412.0 51613.3 1000 450000 

Bullocks 27 39518.5 94160.4 0 500000 

Milk buffaloes 34 41911.8 24562.1 5000 100000 

Male buffaloes 5 27400.0 12401.6 12000 45000 

Sheep 11 209818.2 271306.8 4000 880000 

Goats 219 21150.7 38878.3 1000 420000 

Poultry birds 136 4073.5 22899.8 100 250000 
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9. Land Ownership:  

 The average size of land holdings across surveyed households was 1.2 hectares (average landholding size 

across India as per the 2010-11 census was 1.16 hectares).26 However, this was larger than the state 

average of 0.8 hectares, as per the last available data. According to the Agricultural Census 2010-11, 

marginal and small holdings constituted for 92 percent of total holdings in the state, and 61 percent of 

total operated area. Tamil Nadu accounts for only 4 % of the total area operated in all-India at 159.2 

million hectares. The total number of operational land holdings in Tamil Nadu declined from 81.93 lakh 

(2005-06) to 81.18 lakh (2010-11), a decline by 0.9 %. Tamil Nadu has a share of 5.9 percent in the total 

all-India operational holdings at 137. 8 million.  The total area operated also declined from 68.24 lakh 

hectares in 2005-06 to 64.88 lakh hectares in 2010-11 (4.9 % decline).   

This decline could be attributed to farmers having given up on cultivation due to lucrative land prices 

offered, also noted in our focus group interactions with farmers and especially prevalent in villages closer 

to urban areas. Small landholdings limit the utilization of technology and machinery for improving 

production and productivity, and has resulted in the marginalization of small and marginal farmers and 

the casualization of agricultural labour. Thus farmers would have to engage themselves in farmer groups, 

thereby encouraging sharing and judicious use of scarce resources as well as better accessibility to 

technical inputs. Fig.11. shows the average size of holdings by land category acoss the surveyed 

households. This data compares favourably with the state averages for operational landholdings across 

land categories as given in Table 12. 

Figure 11. Average Size of Landholdings 

 

                                                           
26 Source: Government of India, 2012.  
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Figure 12. Sample Composition - by Landholding Class 

Table 12:Distribution of Number of Holdings and Area Operated (Tamil Nadu) 

Category Number of holdings (lakhs) Area operated (lakh ha) Average size of holdings (ha) 

 2005-06 2010-11 2005-06 2010-11 2005-06 2010-11 

Marginal (< 1 hectare) 62.28 62.66 22.86 22.92 0.37 0.37 

Small (1 to 2 hectare) 12.34 11.82 17.21 16.44 1.39 1.39 

Medium ( 2 to 10 hectare) 7.12 6.53 24.26 22.03 3.41 3.37 

Large (> 10 hectare) 0.19 0.17 3.91 3.50 20.58 20.59 

Total 81.93 81.18 68.24 64.88 0.83 0.80 

Source: Department of Economics and Statistics, Chennai ς 6. 

From Fig. 12, it is observed that across the surveyed households, 53 % constituted of marginal farmers 

(less than 2.5 acres of land), 27% are small farmers (between 2.5 to 5 acres of land), 16% are semi-medium 

farmers (owning between 5 to 10 acres ) and 4 % are medium-large farmers (more than 10 acres of land). 

Table 13:Owned, and Irrigated Land 

 Mean Sd Median 

Marginal Farmer    

Owned(acre) 1.40 0.54 1.50 

Owned(hectare) 0.56 0.21 0.60 

Irrigated(acre) 1.40 0.52 1.50 

Small Farmer    

Owned(acre) 3.21 0.60 3.00 

Owned(hectare) 1.28 0.24 1.20 

Irrigated(acre) 3.05 0.76 3.00 

Semi-Medium Farmer    

Owned(acre) 5.97 1.19 5.50 

Owned(hectare) 2.39 0.48 2.20 

Irrigated(acre) 5.46 1.63 5.25 
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Medium-large Farmer    

Owned(acre) 13.26 5.26 11.50 

Owned(hectare) 5.31 2.10 4.60 

Irrigated(acre) 12.45 5.95 10.50 

Total    

Owned(acre)* 3.10 2.90 2.00 

Owned(hectare)* 1.24 1.16 0.80 

Irrigated(acre)* 2.94 2.82 2.00 

 

10. Primary Income Sources of Farming Households Across Land Categories 

Respondents were asked about their three main income-earning activities, and cultivation of crops was 

the primary source of income for these households in our sample. 47.5 % of marginal farmers and 35.2 % 

of small farmers report agricultural labour as the second most important source of income for their 

households, and the proportion of households engaged in agricultural labour decline with the increasing 

size of landholdings. 20.8 percent of households of marginal farmers reporting wage labour as another 

important income earning activity, while this reduced to 15% and 8.8% respectively among the semi-

medium and medium-large farmers. The proportion of agricultural households reporting cultivation as a 

significant income earning activity increases across the land categories, 95.3 percent among the semi-

medium farmers and 100 percent among the medium-large farmers.   The dependency on agricultural 

labour, wage labour and NREGA for household incomes is significantly higher amongst those with smaller 

landholdings, as observed in the case of marginal and small farmers. 

Figure 13. Main Income Earning Activities 
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Marginal and small farmers show a higher dependency on family labour for agricultural operations, and 

also work as agricultural labourers on a contract basis or for large farmers, as earnings from their small 

landholdings would not alone sustain their household incomes.    

The major determinants identified as drivers of rural non-farm diversification from previous studies 

include agricultural growth, commercialization of agriculture, unemployment, urbanisation, real wages 

and public expenditure. Different studies have attributed this diversification to both push and pull factors. 

±ŀƛŘȅŀǘƘŀƴ όмфусύ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ showing a significant relationship between 

push factors such as unemployment rates and rural non-agricultural sector across states in India. He 

refuted this argument in 1994, as real wages in rural areas were on the rise in the 1980s and gradually the 

ΨǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ ǎŜŎǘƻǊΩ ŎŀǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǿŜŀƪŜƴŜŘ ŀǎ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƴƻƴ-agricultural workers were better-off than 

agricultural workers.27  

To understand the rural non-farm diversification determinants, it would be essential to analyse trends in 

this regard. Stagnation in rural non-farm employment between 1987-88 to 1993-94 was attributed to the 

economic liberalization. Sen (1998) argues that public expenditure in rural areas was a significant driver 

in raising rural non-farm employment till 1987-88, and the stagnation in non-farm employment 

afterwards could be attributed to declining public expenditure, due to stabilization and structural 

adjustment.   

It can be observed that between 1977-78 to 1999-00, the share of male self-employed and regular workers 

had declined in agriculture and increased for non-agriculture. Diversification from agriculture to non-

agriculture has increased over the years, and during the period 1977-78 to 1999-2000, rural non-farm 

employment increased by 9.4 percentage points among men and 2.8 percentage points among women.  

Casualisation of labour (shift from regular and self-employment towards casual labour in agriculture and 

non-agriculture) has been on the rise as a survival mechanism for the bottom 40 percent of the workers. 

While diversification has increased over the years, it has been a gradual process for women in rural areas.   

With regards to non-farm work in rural areas, cultivator households and agricultural worker households 

have lower odds of rural non-farm work, SC households have higher odds of RNF, marriage and higher 

agricultural employment growth decreases the odds of RNF work, and higher schooling and higher 

household incomes increases the odds of RNF work.28 

                                                           
27 (Sen, 1998; Papola, 1991).  (Vaidyanathan (1986), Visaria and Basant (1993) Mahendra Dev (1993), Chandrasekhar (1993), 

Chaddha (1999), Unni (1996), Sen (1998), Lanjouw and Shariff (2000)  
28 https://globalpoverty.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/publications/187wp.pdf 
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Agricultural technology is integral in improving agricultural growth, and along with improvements in the 

rural non-farm sector can create productive employment, and thereby reduce rural poverty.    

Improving rural incomes entails policies for higher growth in agriculture through raising public investment 

in agriculture, elimination of both domestic and external controls on agriculture, liberalizing the leasing 

of land, development of non-cereal crops and expansion of the rural non-farm sector (Mahendra Dev and 

Robert Evenson, Stanford University, October 2003)29.      

 

11. Crops Farmed in Last Season 

Seasonal Crops: ¢ƘŜ άƭŀǎǘ ŦŀǊƳŜŘ ǎŜŀǎƻƴέ for the purpose of this survey is defined as the most recent 

complete farming season for the farmer, which accounts for both expenses as well as incomes for that 

season. In few cases farmers report that due to monsoon failure or flooding crops had been damaged, 

and hence there were no incomes earned for that particular season. For this reason, we take into account 

their last farmed season with expected yields and incomes earned, as this would be comparable with the 

expenses over the farmed season.   The major crops cultivated across these surveyed households are 

shown in the chart below. 60 percent of the surveyed households cultivated Paddy, followed by Sugarcane 

(9.6 %), Millets (8.7 %), Cotton (7.3%), Horticulture crops (5.4 %), Turmeric (4.8 %) Groundnut (4.7%) etc.   

Figure 14. Crops Cultivated - Last Complete Farming Season 

 

Perennial Crops: 20 percent of the total agricultural households surveyed were engaged in some perennial 

crop cultivation. 34 percent and 27 percent of the surveyed households in Dharmapuri and Villupuram 

cultivated perennial crops respectively. 

                                                           
29 Working Paper on Rural Development in India: Agriculture, Non-farm and Migration 
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Table 14: Perennial Crop Cultivation 

District No of HHs Percent (%) 

Villupuram 

Yes 58 27.0 

No 157 73.0 

Ramnathapuram 

Yes 12 5.6 

No 202 94.4 

Dharmapuri 

Yes 73 34.3 

No 140 65.7 

Nagapattinam   

Yes 29 13.7 

No 182 86.3 

Total (Across all districts)   

Yes 172 20.2 

No 681 79.8 

Total 853 100 

The perennial crop mix included coconuts, mangoes, fruit trees and tamarind. Among those households 

cultivating perennial crops, 94.7 percent cultivated coconuts among the perennials. 41.7 percent of the 

households cultivating coconuts were in Dharmapuri and 33.7 percent were in Villupuram respectively.  

12. Indebtedness of Agricultural Households  

According to our survey data, 71.3 percent of households surveyed were indebted (609 households out 

of 854 HHs had outstanding loans) and across land categories 65 % of marginal farmers, 76 % of small 

farmers, 65 % of medium farmers and 91 % of large farmers were indebted. Around 82.5 percent of 

agricultural households in Tamil Nadu were indebted, while Andhra Pradesh had the highest share or 

indebted households (92.9 percent) followed by Telangana (89.1 percent), while the national 

indebtedness was at 52 percent.30 This was one of the primary reasons for 55 percent of the farmer 

suicides in 2015, and more than 300,000 farmers have committed suicide since 1995. 31   

Outstanding Loans: On average, a household in our sample reported around 2.35 outstanding loans, 

irrespective of the land categories. The average outstanding amount for the largest loan was around  

134,944 (SD: 116,098) ranging between 15,000 and 459,856 , with 6 percent of them being interest free. 

The average principal of the largest outstanding loan was around  125, 630 (SD: 110,868).  

                                                           
30 Situation of Agricultural Households, NSSO 
31 IndiaSpend Report dated January 2, 2017  
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As per the Situation of Agricultural Households estimates, the total amount of outstanding loan per 

agricultural household was around  115,900 for Tamil Nadu, while this was the highest for Kerala at   

213,600 followed by Andhra Pradesh at  123,400   and Punjab at  119,500.     

Table 15: Household Indebtedness 

 No of HHs Mean* SD Min Max 

Marginal farmers 

No of Outstanding Loans 315 2.3 1.6 1 10 

Principal Amount of Largest Outstanding Loan 315 98139.7 85886.2 18000 450000 

Outstanding Amount on Largest Outstanding Loan 315 104181.0 91733.5 15000 459856 

Small farmers 

No of Outstanding Loans 180 2.4 1.4 1 7 

Principal Amount of Largest Outstanding Loan 180 109638.9 87608.4 18000 450000 

Outstanding Amount on Largest Outstanding Loan 180 122284.3 98232.7 15000 459856 

Semi-medium farmers 

No of Outstanding Loans 83 2.3 1.4 1 8 

Principal Amount of Largest Outstanding Loan 83 194192.8 156275.4 18000 450000 

Outstanding Amount on Largest Outstanding Loan 83 201117.8 157068.4 15000 459856 

Large farmers 

No of Outstanding Loans 31 2.3 1.3 1 5 

Principal Amount of Largest Outstanding Loan 31 223387.1 165652.2 35000 450000 

Outstanding Amount on Largest Outstanding Loan 31 238238.5 163199.0 40000 459856 

Total (Across all districts) 

No of Outstanding Loans 609 2.36 1.5 1 10 

Principal Amount of Largest Outstanding Loan 609 125630.6 110868.0 18000 450000 

Outstanding Amount on Largest Outstanding Loan 609 134944.5 116098.7 15000 459856 
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13. Loan Sources 

This section details the loan sources from which agricultural households borrow, across land categories. 

From the Fig 15., it can be observed that as the size of land holdings increases, the accessibility to formal 

banking institutions also increases, implying the higher dependence of marginal and small farmers on 

informal sources of lending. In this fig, the y-axis indicates a proportion ie, total number of outstanding 

loans (across formal and informal sources) over the total number of HHs with outstanding loans across 

each land category. The proportion exceeds one as a household can have more than one outstanding loan, 

and hence the total number of outstanding loans exceeds the total number of households in each land 

category.   From the fig, it is clearly shown that accessibility to institutional increases with landholding 

sizes, and the dependency on informal sources increases with the decline in landholding sizes.  

Figure 15. Loan Sources across Land Categories 

 

Accessibility to formal credit positively impacts the net farm returns as well as the per capita monthly 

household expenditure of agricultural households (Anjani Kumar et. al)32. The emphasis has to be on 

eliminating barriers in accessing institutional credit for marginal and small farmers, reduce dependency 

on informal sources as well as restructuring agriculturŀƭ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ ǎƻ ŀǎ ǘƻ ŎŀǘŜǊ ǘƻ ŦŀǊƳŜǊǎΩ ŎǊŜŘƛǘ 

requirements effectively.   Figure 16 describes the sources from which an agricultural household borrows, 

government banks were the most preferred option and 40 percent of the households had borrowed from 

government banks.  23.5 percent borrowed from co-operatives and another 22 percent from private 

                                                           
32 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S093936251730050X 
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banks.  70 percent of the households borrowed from informal sources including moneylenders (34 

percent), friend and relatives (15.9 percent), Pawnbrokers (13.8 percent) and others.  

Figure 16. Loan Sources 

 

Fig 17 illustrates the loan sources for agricultural households surveyed by land categories. Semi-medium 

and large farmers borrow mainly from formal lenders, both private and nationalised banks (47 percent 

and 58 percent of medium and large farmers respectively) , while marginal and small farmers depend 

mainly on moneylenders (40 percent of marginal and small farmers respectively)  and other informal 

sources. Only 23 percent and 16 percent of medium and large farmers respectively across the survey 

sample reported having outstanding loans from moneylenders, and the same applied to other informal 

sources as well.  

Figure 17: Loan Sources across Land Categories 
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As far as the largest outstanding loan amount per agricultural household was concerned, 28.9 percent of 

the farmers surveyed reported borrowing from government banks followed by moneylenders (19.1 

percent), private banks (15.5 percent), co-operative societies (14.5 percent), MFIs/ SHGs (9.7 percent), 

informal sources such as relatives and friends (6.9 percent) as well as pawnbrokers (4.1 percent). 

Figure 18. Largest Outstanding Loan - Source 

 

14. Primary Purpose of Loans  

Figure 19. Primary Purpose - Largest Outstanding Loan 

 

Fig 19.  discusses the primary purpose of the largest outstanding loan amount borrowed. 64.4 percent of 

the households reported the purchase of farm inputs as the primary purpose of this loan, 9.6 percent 

households reported house repairs, 7.7 percent indicated meeting educational expenses as their major 
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loan purpose, 6.9 percent reported weddings, functions etc.  and 5.9 percent reported the purchase of 

farm and business equipment.  

The All India Debt and Investment Survey 2013 data shows that loans for farm businesses across India 

have fallen by half over a decade from 58 % in 2002 to 29 % in 2012. Health has emerged as a significant 

reason for household borrowings, and our data shows that at least 2.6 percent of households surveyed 

indicated this as the major purpose of largest outstanding loan. With negligible savings and low quality 

government health services, farmers ended up borrowing money to visit expensive private hospitals, 

escalating theiǊ ŘŜōǘǎ ŦƻǊ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎΦ  b{{h Řŀǘŀ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ LƴŘƛŀΩǎ ǊǳǊŀƭ 

population uses private healthcare, four times costlier as public healthcare, and such expenditures 

account to at least 20 percent more than 15 times their usual monthly expenses for the poor33.  The 

Household Indebtedness in India survey as part of the NSS 70th Round, January to December 2013 showed 

ǘƘŀǘ άƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǘǘƻƳ ŘŜŎƛƭŜ Ŏƭŀǎǎ ƛƴŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜōǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ 

ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀƳƻng the rural populations, the percentage share of debts for productive purposes was 

seen to vary between 11 % to 56 % among the decile classes.  Findings from our sample show that at least 

6.9 percent of the sample had their highest debts on unproductive expenditures such as weddings or 

social functions. This still throws light upon the huge expenditures towards unproductive activities, and a 

reasonable share of households (6.9 %) reporting such functions as the primary purpose for single largest 

outstanding loan.    

15. Last Farmed Season:  

¶ Paddy, Sugarcane, Cotton, Groundnut, Black gram, Maize, Turmeric were the major crops cultivated 

over the last farmed season across the surveyed households. Last farmed season is defined as the 

most recent season for that particular household with both expenditures incurred on cultivation as 

well as incomes from the same. The most recent season with expenditures on farming but negligible 

or zero incomes from the same due to distress situations like droughts or flooding would not be 

considered, and the previous season complete with both expenditures and incomes would be 

accounted for.     

¶ Moving out of cultivation: 15.2 percent farmers stopped cultivating some crop in the last 2 years due 

to water scarcity issues intensified through delayed and inadequate rains. Ą Addressing the water 

scarcity issue through irrigation, dryland farming etc.   

                                                           
33 Source: Indiaspend article http://www.indiaspend.com/cover-story/dodgy-data-farm-suicides-drop-67-in-6-years-54551  
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¶ Agricultural Inputs: 90 percent of farmers among those surveyed (777 HHs) purchased fertilisers from 

private dealers, 8 percent from co-operative societies, and from other sources.     

¶ 91 percent farmers (701 HHs) purchased seeds from private dealers, 6 percent from co-operative 

societies, and less than 2 percent from friends/ neighbors etc.  

 

16. Yield and Revenue per hectare for Last Farmed Season 

Increasing agricultural production and productivity are crucial towards achieving improved farm incomes 

as well as ensuring food security within the state.  Table 16 reports the performance of principal crops in 

Tamil Nadu through the area under cultivation (in lakh hectares), production (kgs per hectare) and yield 

(in lakh tones) estimates for the respective years 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14, and the figures for 2013-

14 are forecast estimates.  

Table 16: Performance of Principal Crops in Tamil Nadu 

Crops  2011-12   2012-13   2013-14#  

 A Y P A Y P A Y P 

Paddy 19.04 3918 74.59 14.93 2712 40.50 18.49 3097 57.26 

Millets 6.38 3643 23.24 6.42 2092 13.42 9.10 2747 25.00 

Pulses 6.67 554 3.69 5.11 415 2.13 7.73 414 3.20 

Foodgrains 32.09 3164 101.52 26.46 2118 56.05 35.32 2420 85.46 

Sugarcane@ 3.46 113 389.75 3.48 98 340.14 3.58 105 375.46 

Cotton* 1.36 481 3.82 1.33 326 2.55 1.50 361 3.18 

Oilseeds 4.49 2481 11.14 3.90 2092 8.16 4.61 2245 10.35 

Note: A ς Area in lakh hectares; Y ς Yield in kgs per hectare; P -Production in lakh tonnes * in terms of lint;  

@ - in terms of cane  
# - Forecast estimates.      Source: Department of Economics and Statistics, Chennai ς 6 

 

Table 17 illustrates the yield gaps for some major crops, comparing the average yield data for 2011-12 

with potential yield, as per estimates from the Agriculture Development Strategy for Tamil Nadu ς 2004, 

State Planning Commission.  

Table 17: Yield Gap in Select Crops34 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
34 Source: Agriculture Development Strategy for Tamil Nadu ς 2004, State Planning Commission 

 

Crop Potential Yield (kg/ha) Average Yield (2011-12) (Kg/ha) Yield Gap (Kgs/ha.) 

Paddy 6000 3918 2082 

Red Gram 1500 870 630 

Black Gram 1270 580 690 

Sugarcane 146000 113000 33000 
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We compare the yield data, and the yield gaps existing for principal crops with the yield estimates from 

our sample provided in Table 18. While the average yield for paddy across our sample is around 3704 kgs 

per hectare (comparable to the average yield for 2011-12 at 3918 kgs per hectare), there exists a yield gap 

of around 2296 kgs per hectare from the potential yield.  Likewise, the average yield for sugarcane from 

the survey is around 79682 kgs/hectare which is lower compared to 113,000 kgs/hectare, indicating a 

larger yield gap of around 66,318 kgs/hectare on the ground.  As per our field findings, the average yield 

for black gram from our data is at 490 .8 kgs/ hectare, much lower than the state average for 2011-12 i.e. 

around 580 kgs/hectare and the yield gap is around 780 kgs/hectare. 35 

Table 18: Yield and Revenue per Hectare 

Yield and Revenue per Hectare  (Yield in kgs per hectare) 

 HHs(No.) Mean * SD Median Min Max 

Total (Across all districts)       

Owned(acre) 854 2.9 2.0 2.0 0.8 8.0 

Owned(hectare) 854 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.3 3.2 

Irrigated(acre) 848 2.8 1.9 2.0 0.8 8.0 

Total farmed (acre) 854 2.4 1.6 2.0 0.5 6.5 

Total farmed (hectare) 854 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.2 2.6 

Rice yield(per hectare) 518 3704.0 1440.0 3700.6 1395.0 6510.0 

Rice revenue 518 47874.5 27129.0 47958.3 0.0 97500.0 

Sugarcane yield (per hectare) 81 79682.3 31295.4 75000.0 29166.7 133333.3 

Sugar revenue 81 196639.8 93808.9 183593.8 62500.0 372500.0 

Cotton yield (per hectare) 63 1478.3 950.7 1333.3 416.7 3750.0 

Cotton revenue 63 68388.0 39337.5 60000.0 22500.0 150000.0 

Black gram yield (per hectare) 32 490.8 298.9 500.0 31.3 1000.0 

Black gram revenue 32 28112.6 20821.6 28750.0 0.0 67500.0 

Groundnut yield(per hectare) 40 1290.7 781.2 1110.0 331.8 3050.0 

Groundnut revenue 40 35585.6 38177.8 35000.0 0.0 122250.0 

Maize yield(per hectare) 23 2595.2 2323.3 1666.7 333.3 7500.0 

Maize revenue 24 36217.7 35753.4 18750.0 0.0 112500.0 

Turmeric yield (per hectare) 39 2373.1 2515.2 1750.0 250.0 15000.0 

Turmeric revenue 39 127405.8 88589.6 105000.0 0.0 270000.0 

 
Table 19: Comparison between Prices Data from Survey and MSP 

Principal Crops 
Price from survey data 

(per quintal) 

MSP 

(2015-16) 

MSP 

(2016-17) 

MSP 

(2017-18)36 

Price37 

(per kg) 

Paddy 1292 1410 1470 1550 13 

Sugarcane 247 230 255 255 2 

Cotton 4626 4100 4160 4320 46 

Black gram 5728 3425 4000 4400 57 

                                                           
35 Average yield for principal crops at an all-India level. (http://agritech.tnau.ac.in/agriculture/agri_cropscenario_india.pdf) 
36 http://cacp.dacnet.nic.in/ViewContents.aspx?Input=1&PageId=36&KeyId=0 
37 Based on survey data 
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Groundnut 2757 4030 4220 4450 28 

Maize 1396 1325 1365 1425 14 

Turmeric 5369    54 

Cotton 

(medium staple) 
3800                                  3800 3860 4020  

Table 19 compares the average price per quintal for principal crops across the surveyed households with 

their MSP over the years. The actual price realization for paddy per quintal currently seems to be much 

lower than the MSP, and is drastically lower for groundnut, the difference between the MSP 2016-17 and 

the market prices for groundnut is around Rs 1463 per quintal. One major reasonς particularly for paddy 

-  is likely to be spot purchase of paddy by various private entities, and the sale of paddy soon after harvest 

(within a day or two) so as to address their liquidity constraints as understood from interactions with 

farmer groups. The price realization for farmers growing sugarcane and maize is much closer to the MSP 

as observed from the table. For cotton and black gram, farmers seem to be better remunerated compared 

to the MSP.    

17. Post-harvest  

In this section, we address the postharvest processes, storage of grains and the quality of storage 

structures involved as well as actual constraints in utilizing storage options.    

All 854 households surveyed across four districts had stored their crop produce in household facilities, 

such as separate rooms in their house or in bags stored in a barn etc.  Only 42 percent of households 

surveyed i.e. 359 HHs reported storing their produce over the past three years (in rooms at home, except 

one or two cases wherein the final produce was stored in a village godown or a godown outside of the 

village). Transportation or access costs involved in reaching the nearest government godown or 

warehouses due to poor proximity of such storage facilities, delays in sale of produce at the regulated 

market godowns and deterioration of produce quality through the transit process and the long wait for 

produce to be sold at godowns (waiting period for sale of produce at the regulated market could go upto 

even 2-3 days), delayed payments  or higher chances of payment issues (payments took around 10 days 

to be processed) affecting the repayment of loans especially towards moneylenders (as loans are linked 

to the harvest timing, and such delays could cause liquidity constraints in repaying loans), loss of working 

days for farmers in the waiting process and the long queues at such procurement centres and regulated 

markets deter farmers from selling at these centres or utilizing the storage facilities offered in these 

godowns. Farmers hence preferred selling their produce to traders who collected the same from their 

fields or homes, even if the prices offered per quintal were lower than the MSP. In some areas, farmers 
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claimed that selling through traders fetched higher returns, as no stringent measures for quality testing 

on criteria such as moisture content of grains or pulses were needed as in case of regulated markets. At 

the regulated markets, prices per quintal of grains varied based on the quality and moisture content. The 

regulated markets procured only grains such as rice and wheat (mainly rice in Tamil Nadu) at the MSP, 

and hence this was not beneficial to farmers growing other crops.    

Table 20. Post-Harvest Storage (On-farm) in the last Three Years 

Storage (Yes/No) No. of HHs Percentage Cumulative Percentage 

Marginal farmers   

Yes 186 21.8 40.7 

No 271 31.7 59.3 

Total 457 53.5 100.0 

Small farmers    

Yes 103 12.1 43.6 

No 133 15.6 56.4 

Total 236 27.6 100.0 

Semi-medium farmers   

Yes 51 6.0 40.2 

No 76 8.9 59.8 

Total 127 14.9 100.0 

Medium-large farmers   

Yes 19 2.2 55.9 

No 15 1.8 44.1 

Total 34 4.0 100.0 

Total (across all districts)   

Yes 359 42.0 42.0 

No 495 58.0 58.0 

Total 854 100.0 100.0 

From Table 20, it can be observed over the last three years, higher proportion of medium and large 

farmers had stored their produce (56 percent) compared to marginal and small farmers (only 40 percent 

and 44 percent reported storage respectively).  Marginal-small farmers were highly dependent on 

moneylenders, and required immediate liquidity to repay their loans soon after harvest (as loans were 

tied to harvest timings, and were short term loans of average three months) without defaulting along with 

the added burdens of escalated interest rates. Such liquidity constraints dissuaded marginal-small 

farmers from storing their produce for better returns at a later period, probably two to three months 

after harvest of the crop.   
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Though all households surveyed stored their produce within home facilities, the type of storage facilities 

utilized for the purpose varied based on the structure of their house. Table 21 shows the kind of storage 

facilities utilized by the 359 households that reported storing some produce over the past three years, 

which in turn affected the quality of the produce stored. More than 40 percent of the households stored 

their produce in some kutcha or semi-pucca household facility, and such poor storage conditions could 

have deteriorated the quality of produce and resulted in reduced returns.       

Table 21. Type of Storage Facility 

Storage facility (type) No. of HHs Percentage 

Kutcha 78 21.7 

Semi-Pucca 72 20.1 

Pucca 209 58.2 

The table shows the average total storage capacity in kilogrammes within households across different 

land categories, and as expected the storage capacity of medium-larger farmers is much higher than those 

of marginal and small farmers. With increased production and returns from larger landholdings, medium-

large farmers have the need for and resources to support larger storage capacities. The pest control 

measures for their stored produce included sun drying (98.6 percent households) and removal of infested 

grains (13 percent households).    

Table 22. Total Storage Capacity 

 No.of HHs Mean (Total storage capacity kgs) SD Min Max 

Marginal farmers 181 1852.4 2032.3 5 20000 

Small farmers 92 2316.0 1905.4 410 10000 

Semi-medium farmers 46 2893.3 2305.4 200 10000 

Medium-large farmers 18 6222.2 5717.9 630 24000 

Total 337 2315.48 2557.2 5 240 

 

18. Post-Harvest Losses:  

33.65 percent of the households surveyed (287 households) reported some post-harvest loss in the last 

three years, and this could have been translated into a significant share of an agricultural househoƭŘΩǎ 

income. Another observation to be noted is that a good proportion of farmers were not even aware or 

could not account for post-harvest losses, given their priority was to sell off the harvest from the field 

directly if possible within a day or two.   
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Table 23 details the post-harvest loss on average per farmed season for the principal crops cultivated 

across the surveyed districts and the state.  The average loss percentage for any crop in a farmed season 

is around 7 percent of the total produce as per our study sample.  The quantity lost in kgs per farmed 

season for a particular crop is also shown in terms of the total equivalent value loss or price loss.     

The post-harvest losses have been estimated only for those farming households who reported having 

losses in their harvest due to multiple reasons, but a considerable number of farmers were genuinely 

unaware of post-harvest losses as the produce was sold off to traders within a day or two and hence could 

not comment on the same. 

Tapioca, a horticultural crop seems to show extremely high losses ranging between 8650 to 34,450 Rs 

over a farmed season, while the value loss for paddy is around Rs 2769 on the harvested produce, Rs 

14762 for sugarcane, Rs. 6477 for cotton, Rs. 2253 for groundnut, Rs 1700 to 1800 for the pulses, Rs 1500 

to Rs 2000 for millet varieties. Gingelly, coconut, maize and jowar seem to have lower post-harvest 

losses.  This affirms the high value-high returns and high losses scenario associated with horticultural 

crops such as vegetables (seen in case of tapioca) and fruits, and hence making a case of increased and 

quality investments in post-harvest processes for horticultural sector in improving market accessibility 

and linkages, cold storage connectivity etc.             

Table 23. Post-Harvest Losses per Farmed Season 

Primary Crop Mean SD Count Median 

Paddy     

Quantity lost(kgs) 214 267 234 124 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 6 4 233 5 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 2769    

Cholam(Jowar)     

Quantity lost(kgs) 93 12 3 100 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 2 2 3 1.5 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 1567    

Maize     

Quantity lost(kgs) 67 29 3 50 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 6 2 3 6.25 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 931    

Samai     

Quantity lost(kgs) 30 28 2 30 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 12 0 2 12.25 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 1950    
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Green gram     

Quantity lost(kgs) 41 55 2 41 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 11 12 2 11.3 

Price loss(Rs) 1845    

Black gram     

Quantity lost(kgs) 31 20 7 25 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 15 16 7 12.5 

Price loss(Rs) 1799    

Sugarcane     

Quantity lost(kgs) 5982 13988 12 2000 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 7 11 12 4.1 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 14762    

Tapioca     

Quantity lost(kgs) 3445 5717 4 865 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 17 23 4 8.33165 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 8650-34450    

Cotton     

Quantity lost(kgs) 140 85 2 140 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 10 9 2 10 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 6477    

Groundnut     

Quantity lost(kgs) 82 56 7 82 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 13 5 7 12.5 

Price loss over a season(Rs) 2253    

Gingelly     

Quantity lost(kgs) 6 . 1 6 

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 4 . 1 4 

Price loss(Rs) 300    

Coconut     

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 6 8 2 6.25 

Average yield (nuts per palm per year) 100    

Quantity lost annually (nuts per palm) 6    

Price loss annually per palm( Rs) 72    

Price loss per household(Rs) 144    

Total     

Quantity lost(percentage of total harvest) 7.0 6.2 279 5 
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19. Training and Information for Farmers 

16 percent of farmers (spread across 144 households) in the sample have undergone some formal 

training. 84.5 percent of farmers reported they are not members of any farmer associations or groups, 

while only 5.6 percent indicated they are ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻǊ ǇŀƴŎƘŀȅŀǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ, 3.5 

percent reported they are ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ǿƻƳŜƴΩ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 3.16 percent 

report membership in some co-opeǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎΩ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦ  A majority of the farmers (91.8 percent) 

report having access to farming related information from various sources including other extension 

officers,other farmers and friends, agriculture related programmemes on TV and radio etc.   

Table 24. Training and Information 

Information (yes/No) No. of farmers Percentage 

Marginal farmers 

Yes 404 90.4 

No 43 9.6 

Total 447 100.0 

Small farmers 

Yes 215 93.5 

No 15 6.5 

Total 230 100.0 

Semi-medium farmers 

Yes 118 92.9 

No 9 7.1 

Total 127 100.0 

Medium-large farmers 

Yes 32 94.1 

No 2 5.9 

Total 34 100.0 

Overall Sample 

Yes 769 91.8 

No 69 8.2 

Total 838 100.0 

Feder, Lau and Slade (1987) showed that investing in training farmers is worth the effort, and the Training 

ŀƴŘ ±ƛǎƛǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ LƴŘƛŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ άƘƛƎƘ ǇǊƻōŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀǘ-least an acceptable 

rate of return to intensifƛŜŘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴέΦ  !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ 

were recorded in farm management and not necessarily in the adoption of new inputs. Extension activities 

with a bottoms-up approach wherein a regionally specific curriculum is followed, farmers understand the 

benefit of agricultural reforms and participate in planning the same, and their indigenous knowledge and 

traditional practices are integrated into the training or extension modules would facilitate favourable 
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outcomes (Examples to be drawn from the Orissa Social Forestry Project launched in 1983, Glendinning, 

Mahapatra and Mitchell, 2001).  

The chart below illustrates the information sources for farmers across the study districts, and it can be 

observed that majority of the farming households had access to farming related technical information or 

advice primarily through fellow farmers, followed by friends/ family and agricultural programmemes on 

Doordarshan, TV, Radio etc. Extension officers were also a relevant source of technical information for 

farming households and this highlights the relevance of effective extension activities for illiterate farmers 

with little exposure on modern farming practices, strategies for optimising post-harvest losses and 

effective price realisation for crops cultivated, secondary income sources for the household etc.     

Figure 20. Main Information Sources for Farmers 

 

20. Farm Mechanisation 

The table below illustrates the extent of mechanization within the survey sample, 94 percent of the 

households utilised a tractor for farming purposes, 79 percent used a sprayer, and other equipments used 

included a rotovator (43.4 percent) and harvester (49.3 percent). Majority of these equipments were 

leased and not owned, and a recommendation to this regard could be increasing farmers access to such 

ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘǎΩ on a lease, rental basis at affordable prices. This could reduce cultivation costs to a greater 

extent, and thereby encourage farmers to depend on leased machinery for various steps involved within 

cultivation and harvesting.  This could make for an argument for leasing or renting farm machinery within 

farmer collectives, wherein such groups purchase their own farm equipmentsΩ and lease them to 

members of the farmer group at affordable prices.  
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Table 25. Mechanization. 

Land category 
Tractor Sprayer Harvester Rotovator Thresher 

Own Lease Own Lease Own Lease Own Lease Own Lease 

Marginal 4 424 23 337 0 226 2 176 0 22 

Small 11 211 23 161 0 106 9 109 2 14 

Semi-medium 16 103 21 82 1 67 8 49 0 9 

Medium-large 13 21 13 15 0 21 5 13 0 6 

Total 44 759 80 595 1 420 24 347 2 51 

Total No. of HHs using each equipment 803 675 421 371 53 

Total % households using each equipment 94.03% 79.04% 49.30% 43.44% 6.21% 

 

21. Insurance Penetration 

Given the extreme drought conditions and reduction of premium rates, around 15.2 lakh farmers in Tamil 

Nadu bought crop insurance under the new PMFBY38 scheme in Samba/ Rabi 2016-17 (the main crop in 

Tamil Nadu), almost double the number of farmers who purchased crop insurance the previous year (8.6 

lakh farmers). The state government aims to cover around 30 lakh hectares in 2017-18 (from 12.6 lakh 

hectares in 2016-17) and around 23.9 lakh farmers (spread over 15.1 lakh farmers in samba/rabi and 8.8 

lakh farmers in kuruvai/kharif seasons).   

Along with this peril-based insurance (coverage) approach for delayed sowing or pre-plating risk due to 

rainfall and weather fluctuations, a total crop insurance package that covers seed insurance, complete 

crop cycle insurance, prepaid insurance card for weather insurance and options for rainfall insurance can 

be designed as coping mechanisms for yield loss, and expected income loss for smallholder farmers 

(Ferroni, 2016 and Dey and Maitra, 2017). Though PMFBY lowered premium rates and promoted the use 

of technology, improved penetration rates amongst non-loanee farmers and efficiencies can be achieved 

only through addressing lower awareness levels and conflicting interests of multiple parties in insurance 

product design, pricing and distribution. 

The PMFBY scheme allows for claims settlement frequency and indemnity level at 70 percent, 80 percent 

and 90 percent for agricultural major crops and 100 percent for cotton, horticultural crops on the basis of 

                                                           
38 http://tnagrisnet.tn.gov.in/fcms_old/documents/go/25-GOMs123.pdf and http://agritech.tnau.ac.in/pdf/pmfby.pdf 
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the risk profile of clusters.  The post-harvest losses data showed that the average post-harvest loss was 

higher for horticultural crops like tapioca, as well as cotton.   

The state government has disbursed around Rs 404 crores to around 2.96 lakh insured farmers for 

damages of samba crop in 2015-16 (through NAIS scheme). Districts that received almost 90 percent of 

compensation amounts include Nagapattinam (Rs 205 crore), Tiruvarur (Rs. 101.7 crore) and Cuddalore 

(Rs. 45.15 crore). 39 Two of the surveyed districts Ramanathapuram and Nagapattinam fall under the high 

risk profile districts in the state.    

From the survey data, around 28 percent households (239 HHs) had their crops insured. The average 

annual premiums paid per hectare as well as the claim amounts received per hectare are detailed in Table 

26. Of those 239 households with crops insured, 45.6 percent (109 households) had raised claims request 

in the last 12 months, and 74 percent (81 households) had their claims processed.  

Cattle Insurance Penetration: Only 2.7 percent of the surveyed households (23 households) have their 

cattle insured, and only one farmer out of the insured had raised a claims request in the past 12 months 

and he had also received his claim payments worth Rs 30,000 for his cattle.  The mean sum insured was 

23,422 Rs (median is 10,000 Rs) and the mean annual premium was around 1,086 Rs (median is 500 Rs). 

Table 26. Crop Insurance 

Land Category Mean sd Median Count Min Max 

Marginal       

Annual Premium (per hectare) 1270.3 1348.8 875.0 115 0 9000 

Claims received (per hectare) 34199.7 20961.8 30000.0 45 5000 100000 

Owned land (hectare) 0.6 0.2 0.6 457 0 0.988 

Small       

Annual Premium (per hectare) 767.9 419.9 785.7 63 0 2628.572 

Claims received (per hectare) 27790.4 16926.3 25000.0 23 2857.143 71428.57 

Owned land (hectare) 1.3 0.2 1.2 236 1 1.94 

Semi-medium       

Annual Premium (per hectare) 832.2 477.1 761.4 48 145.8333 2500 

Claims received (per hectare) 27480.8 17030.1 22714.3 16 6250 71428.57 

Owned land (hectare) 2.4 0.5 2.2 127 2 3.6 

Medium-large       

Annual Premium (per hectare) 581.8 496.5 425.0 12 107.1429 1687.5 

Claims received (per hectare) 16488.1 10169.0 17500.0 5 2857.143 27083.33 

Owned land (hectare) 5.3 2.1 4.6 34 4 14 

                                                           
39 Source: http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/tamil-nadu/govt-plans-to-expand-crop-insurance-scheme/article18579154.ece 
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Total       

Annual Premium (per hectare) 1014.2 1020.7 825.0 238.0 0 9000 

Claims received (per hectare) 30340.5 19161.6 26666.7 89.0 2857.143 100000 

Owned land (hectare) 1.2 1.2 0.8 854.0 0 14 

 

22. Farmer Distress 

Over 58 percent of rural households depend on agriculture for their livelihoods, and the share of 

agriculture and allied sectors (including agriculture, livestock, forestry and fishery) is 17.3 percent of the 

Gross Value Added (GVA) during 2016-17 at 2011-12 prices. 40 Increasing farmer agitations across the 

country especially Tamil Nadu, Maharashtra and MP and the alarming number of suicides draws attention 

towards some of these challenges of farming households.  

Some of the these include land fragmentation, liquidity constraints faced by small landholders for 

investments in land, infrastructure and other farm inputs, weather conditions such as delayed monsoons 

and declining soil fertility, increased fluctuations in inputs prices and highly distorted product market, 

price realisation below MSP and exploitation by traders/middlemen, APMC markets controlled by cartels 

of licensed traders, casualization of agricultural labour and unwillingness on the part of young people to 

take up or stay in farming due to falling returns. The graph shows the declining average size of 

landholdings across India from 2.2 hectares in 1970-71 to 1.15 hectares in 2010-11(Agricultural Census 

from 1970-71 to 2010-11)41.      

Figure 21: Average size of Landholdings 

 

                                                           
40 2nd advised estimates by the Central Statistics Office 
41 http://agcensus.nic.in/document/agcensus2010/agcen2010rep.htm 






















































































































